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i3 - Thejuvenilejustice system
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i | Consenuences of uUNNecessary
Iy |seclire confinement for detained
#1-- youth: -

4. . substantially restricts liberty, primarily of
youth in pretrial status

&3> . Increases dangers to mental and physical
~ well-heing

‘4 . Reduces opportunity for family contact
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¢ . Interferes with other positive
activities/relationships in the community

4 . Reduces ability to help prepare legal case
- . Reduces ahility to make changes thatwill
. ensure future success in the community

s~ - Increases likelinood of taking on negative
self-image
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- Most are held for property crimes (38%) -
Gnly 27%for personal crimes

- Asurprising number are held on public disorder
offenses (e.q. drinking in public)

. Ethnic orracial minorities are more likelyto be
detained, even controlling for type of offense

. 32% ol detained youth are 14 years or younger

Source Snyder, H N, and Sckmund, M, OJDP,
Jyvants Qrtencers and Vieyms 1599 Nagerdl Sepont, pp 152, 155

Detention administrators have also repotted
thatawide range of problems are common
# among detained juveniles, including:

Famlly Problems - 74% Sulcldal/Sell-violent- 20%

Drug/Alcohol Abuse-58%  Predalory Sex-18%

Peer Froblems - 56% Disruptive Behavior - 31%
Depression - 53% Thought Disorders - 20%
Parental Rhuse - 49% RapeYictim-15%
Learning Problems - 43% Prostitution-13%

Gang lnvoivement-41% Mental Retardation -10%

Violence - 39%

Scaco Shycer M N ard Sewmund W JUICR, Jvurede
Ottenciers 33 Vi s A Madznal Reon [1535) p 145

NIDA]

Consequences of unnecessary secure
detention for juvenile justice system:
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- The mosi expensive supervision
$100,000 - $150,000 to huild each bed
$36,000 average annual operating costfor
eachbed

. Over-reliance diverts resources from other
needed sewices

- Physical setting with emphasis on security
and control,is notappropriate for
rehahilitative seryjces N[DZ
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Gonseguences of unnecessary secure
detentmn fOi’ IUUEIIHB IUSIICE system

. Oﬁends ourmost DBSIG hellefs ahnul
liberty and due process

. Unnecessarily subjects youth io the
negative effects of detention

- Reducesthe effectiveness of intervention

. iMayresultin further acts of delinquency or
other damage to youth and the communmnity

NJDA]

Gore Purposes of Secure
ﬂeﬁemmm}
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1. To confine minors who are likely to commit
anew offense pending adjudication

2. Yo confine minors atrisk of flight pending
adjudication

Unnecessary Detention - secure
confinement for otherreasons, orfor a
periodlongerthanis needed to meeta
core purpose.

NIDA
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. slatus offenders

. youthon INS holds

. lightweight offenders because of “had” home
situations

. because parents are angry or don't want the
child athome

. lightweight offenders with serious mental
healthproblems...

NIDA
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using as a sentencing option (like jail for adults)
using as a routine sanction for probation
violations

using as an automatic response for bench
warrants

after disnosition erdering nonsecure placement
pending commitmentto another nstitution
for the purpose of assessment

MDA

o Core Working Group includes:

. chlefjuvenile courtjudoge . parentgroups
- locatlaw enforcement . state youth agency
>3 « Juvenlle court administrator
- prosecutor and public defender
4 . citizen leadership, private sector
A" . community service providers, fnc. falth-hased

- youth serving agencies (mental health, child
wellare, education)

- MDA

Agenda of Core Worling Group:

Understand the impact of secure confingmentin
the jurisdiction

Develop and analyze Juvenile justice date
Define the purpose of detention for the jurisdiction
Develop a risk assessment instrument

Develop a continuum of detention
services/interventions

Develop strategy for sustaining Core Group

Monitor outcomes, respond to new issues, make
needed adjustments

NJDBA




@ Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

by Earl L. Dunlap and David W. Roush, Ph.D.

Introduction

Juvenile detention is an often overlooked,
often maligned, and often misunderstood com-
ponent of the juvenile justice system. How-
ever, current juvenile justice policy issues are
bringing increased attention to juvenile deten-
tion. Detention 1s an important component of
variousreform strategies (Roush, 1993). While
any attention to juvenile detention is signifi-
cant to the overall improvement of the profes-
sion, juventile justice policy analysts also 1den-
tify and highlight many of the shortcomings
and negative aspects of detention with little
regard for the origins of these problems or for
constructive solutions (Frazier, 1989). One
shortcoming is the lack of consensus abput the
definition of juvenile detention.

National practitioner groups, such as the
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges (NCJFCJ), the American Correctional
Association (ACA) and the National Juvenile
Detention Association (NJDA), have estab-
lished national forums and training institutes
with the assistance of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
where national policy analysts have had the
opportunity to interact with the profession in a
constructive and forthright manner. Current

¥ ™ ranila In(‘hr\a howvae Arau
8u02’t° *C {'efOr.. ju‘vvlllAVJ iCE€ nave agrawn

+ juvenile detention into the process, producing

definition statements that are grounded in de-
tention practice even though they may reflect a

—

particular ideology (Flintrop, 1991; Schwartz,
1992).

The problems associated with a definition
of juvenile detention are twofold. First, deten-
tion practitioners have not done a good job of
recording the history of detention nor assem-
bling a catalogue of effective practices. There-
fore, the general inability to describe or under-
stand good detention practice can be blamed,
in large part, on this profession’s failures in
publication and dissemination. Second, the
profession has not entered the debate with
constructive nor creative arguments about ju-
venile detention. This article represents one
attempt to organize professional detention
knowledge around the important topic of the
definition of juvenile detention and to chal-
lenge the juvenile justice community to look at
juvenile detention from a different perspec-
tive.

Definition of Juvenile Detention

There are numerous definitions of juvenile
detention, but until recently no single defini-
tion had achieved priority. Without such a
definition, juvenile detention had become all
things to all segments of the juvenile justice
system (Hammergren 1984). On October 31

1000
L7027,

subject, the board of directors of NJDA unani-
mously adopted the following definition of
juvenile detention:

Earl L. Dunlap is the Exccutive Director of the National Juvenile Detention Association, located at Eastern Kentucky University
where he also serves as director of Juvenile Detention Programs. He was superintendent of the Jefferson Co. (KY) Youth Center and
the Monroc Co. Youth Center before assuming the position with NJDA.

David W. Roush, Ph.D., is the project dircctor of the NJDA/OJIDP Juvenile Justice Personnel Improvement Project. He served
as superintendent of the Cathoun Co. (MI) Juvenile Home from 1975-1992 and is a past-president of NJDA. He is the 1994 recipicent
of thc National Council’s award for Meritorious Service to the Children of America.
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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

Juvenile detention is the temporary and
safe custody of juveniles who are ac-
cused of conduct subject to the jurisdic-
‘tion of the court who require a restricted
environment for their own or the

.community’s protection while pending .

legal action. : '

Further, juvenile detention provides a
wide range of helpful services that sup-
port the juvenile’s physical, emotional,
and social development.

Helpful services minimally include:
education, visitation, communication,
counseling, continuous supervision,
medical and health care services, nutri-
tion, recreation, and reading.

Juvenile detention includes or provides
for a system of clinical observation and
assessment that complements the help-
ful services and report findings.

This definition was developed from the
seven definitional themes for juvenile deten-
tion i1dentified by the ACA Juvenile Detention
Committee (Smith, Roush & Kelley, 1990).
These themes are defined as follows:

Temporary Custody: Of all the methods of
incarceration within the criminal justice sys-
tem, only juventle detention stresses its tempo-
rary nature. Detention should be as short as
possible.

Safe Custody: This concept implies free-
dom from fear and freedom from harm for both
the juvenile and the community. This defini-
tional theme refers to a safe and humane envi-
ronment with programming and staffing to
insure the physical and psychological safety of
detained juveniles.

Restricted Environment: The nature or
degree of restrictiveness of the environment is
generally associated with the traditional clas-
sifications of maximum, medium or minimum
security or custody. ,

Community Protection: In addition to the
factors listed above, the court has a legitimate
right to detain juvciiles for the purpose of
preventing further serious and/or violent delin-
quent behavior.

Pending Legal Action: This theme in-
cludes the time spent awaiting a hearing, pend-

4 Juvenile and Family Court Journal [ Spring

ing disposition, awaiting a placement, or pend-
ing a return to a previous placement.
Helpful Services: Programs are available
to detained juveniles that will help resolve a
host of problems commonly facing detained -
~Juveniles. Because detention has the.potential
of creating a tremendously negative impact on
some juveniles, it 1s important that program-
ming have the depth of services required to
meet the needs of a wide range of juvenile
problems.

Clinical QObservation and Assessment:
Most juvenile codes specifically refer to this
theme as a purpose for detention. The con-
trolled environment of juvenile detention is
often a time of intense observation and assess-
ment in order to enhance decision-

making capabilities. Competent clinical ser-
vicesare provided by individuals holding proper
credentials who coordinate and conduct the
observation and assessment process. (This
service may be provided by staff or through
contract.)

The NJDA definition incorporates those
program elements outlined in ACA standards.
The collaboration between ACA and NJDA
has generated a definition statement grounded
in professional agreement (Stokes & Smith,
1990).

Confusion of Function

Juvenile detention 1s a paradox that makes
it difficult to define. Hughes and Reuterman
(1982) explain the paradox in their second
national survey of juvenile detention. They
note that juvenile detention is a very important
part of the juvenile justice system. Yet, their
survey responses simultaneously indicate that
detention is often ignored, criticized and de-
prived of the support and assistance available
to other juvenile justice agencies. These find-
ings echo the earlier comments of Rosemary
Sarri (1973) that detention 1s both “significant
and ignored.”

History of Confusion

The confusion of function has a long his-
tory in juvenile detention. Contradictory defi-

1995



nitions generate ambivalence and confusion,
and detention is at the whim of the individual(s)
or agency that exercises control overit. Cohen
(1946) maintained thata“‘good” deténtion pro-
gram cannot be established if detention is

viewed as a catchall.. Without a clear mission.

and goals, Hammergren (1984) warned that
detention will become all things to all seg-
ments of the juvenile justice system. In some
jurisdictions, secure detention is a convenient
alternative to the court-wide range of troubling
youth. Schwartz, Fishman, Hatfield, Krisberg
and Eisikovitz (1986) specifically point to the
problem of confusion of function as a culprit
for the overuse of detention.

In a recent analysis of the problems in the
administration of juvenile detention, Kihm
(1981) states that detention management is the
most difficult job in the juvenile justice system.
The reason for this difficulty stems from “the
framework of contradictions” within which
detention must operate.

While Kihm lists several kinds of problems
associated with these contradictionsthe impor-
tance of his work 1s its focus on the difficulties
created by the absence of a clear definition of
detention. It is the confusion linked to contra-
dictory definitions that is the central problem
for juvenile detention administrators.

Recommendations

The confusion of function ranks even above
the perennial problems of crowding, the lack of
funding, and the lack of adequately trained
personnel. The National Conference (1947)
recommended four distinct solutions to the
confusion of function: 1) detention must have
a clear definition; 2) there should be controls
on intake in the form of guidelines or criteria;
3) there should be cooperation between
children’s agencies to divert youths into alter-
native programs who do not require secure
detention; and 4) there should be a well-orga-
nized network for transferring youths to the
appropriate placement. The intent ol these so-
lutions isto open detention to those youths who
really need secure, temporary custody.

Despite these straightforward recommen-
dations, the confusion of function persists.

Earl L. Dunlap | et al.

“The National Juvenile Detention .Association
(NJDA) reported that the absence of clearly

defined standards for detention services per-
mits ‘the use ‘of subjective reasons for incar-
ceration which range from punishment to pro-

tection (“Studies Charge,”:1982): In an.analy- - - - -. .

sis of detention programs, Carbone (1984)
pointed to the lack of amission statement as the
central problem preventing effective detention
programs. Confusion of function also means
that the field continues to ignore questions
about a uniform definition. With no curricula
nor training programs required of detention
administrators, the day-to-day administration
of detention is marked by a lack of consistency
(Gallas, 1985). The absence of administrative
uniformity has been identified by Norman
(1946), morerecently by Pappenfortand Young
(1980) and Hughes and Reuterman (1982);
Hughes, Reuterman & McGibany (1982);
Reuterman & Hughes, (1984); Reuterman,
Hughes & Love, (1971)), and currently by
Parent, et al. (1994).

What Are the Functions of Detention?

Two themes make up the conflicting parts
of juvenile detention paradox. First, detention
restrains and inhibits a youth’s freedom or
liberty through placement in a locked institu-
tion or a physically restricting environment or
other levels of custody and supervision. This
function is called preventive detention (cf.,
Schall v. Martin). Second, detention is also
one of the services assoctated with the juvenile
court. When detention services include help-
ful programs for the diagnosis, remediation, or
restoration of the juvenile offender, this func-
tion 1s called therapeutic detention

““““““ 0, 1982) ad-
dressed thxs 1ssueina natlonal survey of deten-
tton administrators. Starting from the assump-
tion thata definition of juvenile detention should
incorporate both functions, the “ideal” defini-
tion placed primary emphasts on custody (pre-
ventive detention) and a secondary emphasis
on rehabilitation (therapeutic detention). Their
findings reveal an interesting perception of
juvenile detention. One-third of the detention
administrators agreed with the 1deal definition,
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Juvenile Detention as Process and Place

whereas approximately 37% indicated that cus-
tody is the single and exclusive function of
detention. Some detention administrators ex-
clude the therapeutic deterition concept as a
legitimate function of detention.

Preventive Detention

The earliest studies of juvenile detention
identify security and a physically restricting
environment as consistent and universal char-
acteristics of juvenile detention (Warner, 1933).
These are the essential characteristics of pre-
ventive detention. The preventive function 1s
the easier to understand because it 1s consistent
with the meaning of the word “detention.” The
dictionary definition of detention means “a
keeping in custody or confinement.” Custody
means “a guardian or keeping safe; care; and
protection.” The implications for preventive
detention are that detention is a form of custody
that prevents certain things from happening in
order that some other forms of protection or
safe keeping can occur.

What are the goals preventive detention?
Thereare differences of opinionregarding how
many goals are included in the preventive de-
tention function. However, three general
themes emerge:

1) Detention provides a reasonable as-
surance to the juvenile court that the
youth will be available and present
forcourthearingsand other legal mat-
ters (detention prevents absconding,
running away, or a failure to appear
before the court).

2) Detentionisused to prevent harm (or
to protect) the juvenile offender, the
family, and/or the community.

3) Detention 1s used to prevent the
juvenile’s re-offending during the le-
gal process (Pappenfort & Young,
1980).

While there is little doubt that protection of
the child and protection of the community (or
public safety) are universal goals expressed in
the detention literature, 1s preventive detention
the exclusive function of juvenile detention?

Therapeutic Detention

The word “therapeutic” 1s sometimes mis-
leading. -While preventive detention may stop
or disrupt certain behaviors or actions, the

_nhature of therapeutlc detention 1is to start ‘or
‘cause certain events to take place. Therefore,

therapeutic detention could also be called “edu.
cative detention,” “helpful detention,” or
“proactive detention.” This function examines
those things that detention can do to help the
juvenile achieve the preventive detention goals
of protecting the offender, family, community,
and to prevent re-offending.

While the ultimate goal of therapeutic de-
tention is not the complete rehabilitation of the
juvenile offender, detention should be seen as
the place where the process begins (Brown,
1983; Previte, 1994). The term “therapeutic”
is associated with the programs and services
provided juvenile court. The range of services
may include youth services bureau involve-
ment, restitution programs, informal proba-
tion, electronic surveillance, foster care, pro-
bation, home detention, or institutional place-
ment, and all of these may include areferral for
an extensive range of mental health services.

The basis for the therapeutic detention ra-
tionale 1s the emphasis on diagnosts and obser-
vation. Tappan (1949) specifically lists clini-
cal observation as an important reason for
detention. The court needs information re-
garding the juvenile, the home environment,
and peers 1n order to make an informed deci-
ston about the future of the juvenile. Short-
term detention has been used as an opportunity
to accomplish this task (Cohen, 1946; Lenz,
1942; National Conference, 1947; Norman &
Norman, 1946; Norman, 1946, 1949, 1951,
1957, 1961). The diagnosis and observation
themes are so common that most juvenile codes
include them as a rationale for detention. It 1s
this concept that created much of the conflictin
the definition of detention goals.

It 1s difficult to know exactly when the
conflict began. The confusion of function
(goals) began to appear in the detention litera-
ture over 50 years ago. Like many of the
critical issues in juvenile detention, the debate
about the goals of detention was articulated by

6 Juvenile and Family Court Journal [ Spring 1995



Sherwood Norman, Our present understand-

ing of the preventive detention versus thera- -

peutic detention controversy is a result of the
national surveys conducted by Drs.-Tom-Hughes
and Nick Reuterman. Even though all thera-
peutic concepts within juvenile detention have

their origins in the philosophy of the juvenile

court, the diagnosis and observation rationale
may have had the greatest impact on the
professionalization of staff, services, training
and programming.

Balanced Approach

Preventive detention and therapeutic de-
tention are not mutually exclusive. However,
the lack of consensus about juvenile justice
philosophy and policy direction sustains the
tension between these two functions; and until
the action of NJDA to establish a national
definition of detention, the confusion of func-
tion was the major obstacle to a definition of
detention. The problem was the 1nability of
practitioners to integrate these two sets of de-
tention goals and to find a balance between
them in daily practice.

The critical areas of practice addressed in
the NJDA definition of juvenile detention
movesthe profession towardsthe goal of adopt-
ing a more “balanced approach” to detention
services. Such an approach acknowledges the
value of including, to some degree, an entire
set of principles for community protection,
accountability, competency development and/
or treatment, and individualized assessment
and classification. In describing the balanced
approach concept, Maloney, Romig, and
Armstrong (1985) suggest that all the particu-
iar circumsiances of the delinquent act (ihe
defender’s culpabilityand other social/psycho-
logical factors of the youth) will play a deter-
mining rolein exactlyhow the system responds.
A policy decision to consider the possible rel-
evance of each principle in each case is a
significant step forward, and it avoids the rather
extreme remedies that characterized both ends
of the pendulum’s swing during the past two
decades.

Loard L. Uiy, ct ai.

Place Versus Process Argument

Using the preventive and therapeutic func-
tions as the goals of detention, another contro-
versy arises regarding the objectives of deten-
tion or the way in which it goes about meeting

‘orachieving these goals.” There are two differ- - -

ent ways of representing the objectives of juve-
nile detention. One way is more restricted and
narrow in its focus, the other is quite broad and
flexible.

Let’s usethe game of golf as an example. If
your goal isto shoot alow score and if your golf
skills are as good as they will ever be (meaning
we’ll hold your ability as a constant), there are
arange of variables that will affect your score.
These variables include: course selection (you
want to choose a course that fits your golf
skills), weather (wind, rain and cold weather
make golf more difficult), club selection (golf-
ers are allowed to carry 14 clubs but there are
over 20 different clubs to choose from), and
mental attitude (good golf is a challenging
activity, requiring concentration and a positive
mental attitude). As each of these variables
changes, the good golfer is flexible enough to
adapt to the conditions.

What would happen if someone were to
control these variables so that you had to play
a very challenging golf course on a cold, wet,
and windy day with onlya driver and a putter in
your golf bag in front of a gallery of your
severest critics with your job on the line? By
narrowing the alternatives available to you, the
task 1s made significantly more difficult; you
must work significantly harder to achieve the
same results; and the increased stress and pres-
sure will probably reduce your ability to per-
form. If given the choice, you would not
choose this particular arrangement for golf.
Much of the place versus process controversy
in juventle detention is similar to this analogy.
Juvenile detention is being forced to play the
game under very difficult conditions with se-
verely restricted options.

Many years ago, the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) suggested
thatjuvenile detention should be understood as
a process, not as a place (Norman, 1961).
Recent problems regarding the overcrowding
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of juvenile detention facilities call attention to
the definition and mission ofjuvemle deten-
tion. While overcrowding 1s a function of

several variables, ‘Dunlap (1993) usesthe place:’

versus process controversy as the focal point
for evaluating successful versus unsuccessful

responses to overcrowding. Dunlap links over-.

crowding (and system-wide failures to reduce
its negative effects) to an organization that
defines juvenile detention as a place. The
systems that have successfully addressed the
increases in juvenile delinquency without over-
crowding juvenile detention are systems that
view detention as a process. As the pressures
on juvenile justice and juvenile detention con-
tinue to increase, detention as process offers
more alternatives and greater flexibility.

From the perspective of how detention sys-
tems are organized, the place versus process
controversy is particularly relevant. If the sys-
tem defines detention as a place, then the physi-
cal plant becomes the focus of detention ser-
vices, and incarceration is the primary inter-
vention strategy for the system. While deten-
tion frequently serves as the focal point for
juvenile justice interventions through an em-
phasis on the brokering of services, incarcera-
tion is a very expensive alternative. In light of
public pressures for increased incarceration,
operational costs may become overwhelming.
As an example, one county in New Jersey
eliminated juvenile detention because of the
excessive cost of 1ts operation.

Detention as Place

References to juvenile detention as a place
emphasize the physical structure of detention,
the building, and its physical characteristics,
such as security hardware, square footage, fur-
nishings, and sanitation. References to place
also denote the objective characteristics of de-
tention. Place focuses on the “what” of juve-
nile detention, and it includes the development
of administrative and operational rules and
regulations expressed in policy and procedure.
Detention as placeis amaore narrow and limited
definition commonly associated with greater
costs of care and increased liability.

Detention as aplace is a passive concept. Itis
the object or outcome of juvenile court action.

When the demands increase for greater use of

- detention, the detention as place argument fo-

cuses on the increase in secure beds or the

- increase'in-capacity. The operation of a deten- -

tion facility becomes the primary concern of

- the court, and detentionis the place from which
all other options foryouth evolve. Detentlon as

place is best captured by the aphorism: “If a
hammer is the only tool in your tool box, soon
all your problems will start to look like nails.”

Detention as Process

Referencesto detention as process focus on
the “how” of detention or the detention experi-
ence. Key words reflective of process are
intensity of services, quality of care, quality of
staff and their relationships with youths and
families, and philosophy of detention. From an
organizational perspective, process moves ju-
venile detention beyond a single building or
entity and suggests a wide range of services
under the “umbrella of detention.” Detention
as process 1s associated with references to
graduated sanctions, a continuum of care, and
the least intrusive but most appropriate option.

Detention as process is an active concept.
Detention refers to the act of providing care,
custody, and restrictive supervision. This cus-
tody can occur in a wide range of fashions so
that there is amatch between the custody needs
of the individual youth and the ability of juve-
nile detention to achieve its goals (insuring the
youth’s presence at trial; providing protection
to the youth, community, and family; and pre-
venting re-offending during the legal process).
The range of custody options available to the
court appears to be limited only by the creativ-
ity of the leadership and by clear policy direc-
tion within the juvenile justice system.

When a wide range of custody alternatives
exists, detention becomes a question of match-
ing the level of restrictiveness with the deten-
tion needs of the offender. This concept is
called a continuum of services or continuum of
care. Detention becomes a series of alterna-
tives available within the continuum instead of
being the single focus or departure point for all
juvenile justice services. Detention as process
includes detention as place as one component

8 Juvenile and Family Court Journal / Spring 1995



of the contmuum of care.

The standards movement by ACA 1s a criti-
cally important component of the “what” fac-
tor. However, the standards have not been
instructive regarding how'to implement. suc-

cessful detention (Roush, 1989). ~This imbal- .-

ance has been documeénted by the OJJDP Con-
ditions of Confinement Study (Parent, et al.,
1944) that indicates little correspondence be-
tween conformance with nationally acceptable
standards and improved conditions of confine-
ment.

Effective detention safeguards the health,
safety and well-being of staff, residents, and
the public. Practitioners understand that pro-
cess issues are more influential in affecting
safety and security within a juvenile detention
setting than are policies and procedures. A
balanced approach includes both.

Graduated Sanctions

The OJJDP plan (Wilson & Howell, 1993)
identifies three levels of graduated sanctions:
immediate sanctions, intermediate sanctions,
and incarceration. Immediate sanctions are
nonresidential community-based programs lo-
cated in or near the juvenile’s home that main-
tain community participation in program plan-
ning, operation and evaluation. First-time de-
linquent offenders and nonserious repeat of-
fenders generally are targeted for this type of
sanction. Examples of immediate sanctions
programs are as follows: juvenile court diver-
sion, informal probation, school counselors
serving as probation officers, probation, home
probation, mediation, community service, res-
titution, day treatment programs, alcohol and
other drug-abuse treatment (outpatient)

ANt e e taates -2 e RN~ 10 At lir oA Ar et Ao

programs.

Intermediate sanctions are for those of-
fenders who are inappropriate for immediate
sanctions or who have failed to respond to an
immediate sanctions program. These include:
regular drug testing, weekend detention, inten-
sive supervision probation, alcohol and other
drug abuse treatment (inpatient), outdoor chal-
lenge programs, community-based residential
programs (group electronic monitoring, boot

Earl L. Dunlap , et al.

camps (see Taylor, 1992), and .staff secure.
detention. Incarceration includes secure de-
tention, specialized residential treatment, train-
ing schools, youth ranches, residential place-
ment 1institutions, and transfer to adult court
jurisdiction. . : -

Continuum of Care

Foryears, juvenilejustice practitioners have
complained that juvenile detention is the main-
stay of the local juvenile justice system, and
misfortune has accrued because incarceration
has been the only answer for all problems
facing the juvenile court (Hammergren, 1984).
As far back as 1946, the service component of
the juvenile justice system was defined as a
continuum. Juvenile justice practitioners
schooled in this train of thought welcome the
OJJDP plan because graduated sanctions are
another way of defining a continuum of care.
Those states and local jurisdictions that have
exemplary programs and services for juvenile
offenders incorporate a continuum of care as a
significant portion of the intervention strategy
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990).

The Center for the Study of Youth Policy at
the University of Michigan concludes that the
existence of a continuum of services provides
community protection and public safety in a
cost-efficient manner. Massachusetts was the
ptoneer in creating community-based alterna-
tives for delinquents. Since its transition to a
community-based continuum of services, the
number of juvenile offenders going into the
adult correctional system has dropped from
35%to 15%. Similar positive results have been
experienced through the development of a con-
tinuum of community-based services in Utah
(Armbruster, Abbey & Schwartz, 1990).

On the local level, the best example of a
continuum of services is the Jefferson County
(Kentucky) Juvenile Services Division, an ex-
ecutive branch of county government, devel-
oped by Earl Dunlap and Hon. Mitch McConnell
to included a wide range of community-based
alternatives ranging in various degrees of re-
strictiveness. Used on the pre-adjudicatory
level, the juventile court judge made the deten-
tion deciston, and the Juvenile Services staff
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conducted a risk assessment and placed .the
juvenile in the appropriate program in accor-
dance with the policy and placement guide-

lines collaboratively established by the court - -

and the county.

. -The ability to manage resident movement -

within the continuum of services resulted in a
~ very low number of detention days care in the
Jefferson County Youth Center(JCYC). JCYC
was regularly below its rated capacity (fre-

. quently at. 50% capacity), a rare phenomenon

for a metropolitan detention center with a his-
tory of overcrowding (Kihm, 1981). This pro-
gram concept 1s still used as a model for other

Jocal juvenile justice systems; it earned
‘Iéffefsdh Coq_nty'thét‘status' pf “a National 'Re-*
. source Center by the ACA; and OJJDP techni- -

cal assistance projects continue to include ref-
erences to the Jefferson County model.

Low Big Brothers/Big Sisters
After School Programs
After School Employment
Drop-In Centers

Street Outreach Workers

Mentor Programs

Table 1

Sample Continuum of Care

Informal Probation (No Probation Officer Assigned)

Informal Probation (Supervision by Adult Friend or Relative)
Informal Probation (Supervision by Allicd Agency, e.g., Scouts)
Alternative Education Programs

Community 