Running head: JUVENILE CORRECTION
JUVENILE CORRECTION		2

[bookmark: _GoBack]





Alternative Methods for Juvenile Corrections
Name
Institution of Affiliation

Alternative Methods for Juvenile Corrections
Introduction
The juvenile justice system has undergone numerous shifts since the 1750s to the present day to maintain public safety, develop skills, and rehabilitate youths for successful integration into the community. The utilization of warehouses in the early days, such as houses of refuge and almshouses, was dangerous and ineffective due to juvenile correction's punitive nature. The late 18th and early 19th centuries marked the first paradigm shift by establishing a juvenile court. The juvenile court system's formalization led to the expansion of the juvenile system, where more adolescents and children were imprisoned for noncriminal activities. Starting from the 1950s, due process rights were enacted in response to the vast number of emerging institutional placements for youthful offenders. The "tough-on-crime" approach that began in the 1980s and 1990s led to a significant expansion of the juvenile courts. The same approach was also implemented in schools through school exclusion policies and zero-tolerance discipline (Mallet & Tedor, 2018). The move led to the formation of the “school-to-prison pipeline," where there was a disproportionate tendency of juveniles from disadvantaged and marginalized backgrounds to be incarcerated due to harsh municipal and school policies. 
The end of the 1990s saw the end of numerous punitively focused approaches used within the juvenile justice system. The reason behind dismantling the earlier methods was that these initiatives caused more harm than good in society (Hancock, 2009). The justice system resulted in using diversionary and preventive interventions and made critical advancements towards developing evidence-based protocols and treatments (Mallet & Tedor, 2018). This approach decreased harsh punishments on youthful offenders, hence improving public safety. The reform was useful because it reduced young offenders' nationwide arrests by 31%, reduced offender cases by 34%, and adjudications of delinquency by 38% in twelve years (2000-2012) (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). However, the approaches used by Juvenile correctional facilities continue to be inefficient and ineffective in achieving its core mandate.
In 2017, a report by the National Conference of State Legislatures indicated that juveniles' incarceration is cost-intensive, ineffective, and pose a threat to young people's future. It alludes to developmental psychologists' works and indicates that adopt a different approach that protects public safety. Juveniles' detention is debilitating consequences to youth's behavior and poses an unwarranted threat to public safety. As a result, a growing number of states are re-evaluating and revising the policies for juvenile correctional mechanisms to reduce the reliance on unnecessary confinement. The study hypothesizes that alternative methods for juvenile corrections that help prevent detention and confinement would reduce recidivism rates. 
Research question: What alternative methods should be adopted in Juvenile Corrections?
Literature Review
History of the Juvenile Justice System
Before forming the juvenile justice system, the intervention efforts for troubled youths were anchored on family control. A delinquent child would be removed from their family and placed with other families, a legal doctrine known as loco parentis. In most cases, the children would become indentured servants for their new family. However, if there were no suitable families for placement, the child would be placed in an almshouse. This was a locked one-room structure that housed all types of people with different social, behavioral problems. The almshouses had many flaws and did little in correcting the juveniles. The process of locking both the children and adults in the same house could harden the youthful offenders instead of rehabilitating them. The setup would also expose vulnerable children to child abuse (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). The facility was a health hazard to the children because both the healthy and the sick were restrained in the same room, which increased the chances of spreading infectious diseases.  
In the 1800s, the poverty levels rose significantly in most parts of the country. This era was also characterized by increased urban growth, especially in the Northeastern region, immigrant influxes, and economic slumps. The situation led to the establishing new facilities referred to as the houses of refuge within major cities meant to regulate the orphaned or the troubled children (Popple, 2018). The house of refuge was useful in separating the children from adults and incorporating education in the facility. However, putting the delinquent and less privileged children in the same room undermined the juvenile correction process. The push towards establishing these facilities by wealthy conservatives was not geared towards improving the juvenile correction system. It aimed to regulate the growing poverty class and the underlying fear of social unrest and its impact and influence on children.
The support of the house of refuge led to establishing the "parent of the country" doctrine, which involved many legal decisions that gave the state the power to act as a benevolent legal guardian in cases where the family was either unwilling or could not take care of their children. The laws also gave the state the mandate to discipline or control youthful offenders. The establishment of the refuge houses marked the first important step towards juvenile correction by providing separate facilities for adults and children and incorporating education. A single facility could hold approximately 1000 children who comprised of orphans, delinquents, and the neglected. The fortress-like structure utilized corporal punishments, a punitive environment, and solitary confinement. The children in this facility were abused and neglected. The black adolescent and children were confined in separate houses. For instance, Philadelphia's city had established separate refuge houses for the whites and the colored children. The black children were restrained in this facility longer in comparison to the white children. Reformers soon established the Child-Saving Movement, which eventually led to juvenile courts (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). The juvenile courts would later represent the first selective criminal code in the United States that was not equally applied to all citizens.
Struggle for Reforms
The juvenile court's initial rehabilitative philosophy was overwhelmed by the expansion of youthful offenders being placed in incarceration and detention facilities. Institutionalization became the critical determination and outcome for youthful offenders. The young offenders who were taken to court and found delinquent were sent locked up in a facility. The correctional facility grew significantly, expanding its population occupancy from 100,000 to 400,000 between the 1940s the 1960s, respectively (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). The juvenile courts made positive steps towards improving juvenile correction, but it was limited in terms of delinquency prevention and reformation. In this period, there was a significant growth of the juvenile court, creating room for more minor offenses such as truancy issues and other child welfare issues (Finley, 2007). Some of the significant changes in the juvenile justice system that occurred during this period had a substantial impact on the federal government, state reformation, and U.S. Supreme Court roles in establishing youthful offenders' rights.
The institutions had numerous flaws that limited their effectiveness in the juvenile correction. The facilities were overcrowded because they were substandard. The environment was punitive and controlling and lacked medical care and rehabilitative services for young offenders. Most of the interventions employed by these institutions, such as group treatment, environmental management skills, and therapies, had no positive effect on youthful offenders. Although the juvenile courts still handled most low-income children's cases, the community-based corrections introduced alternatives to incarceration (Aguado, 2018). The other options include partial release supervision, group homes, and halfway houses.  
The Kennedy Administration appointed a juvenile delinquency committee in 1961. The committee pursued a preventive focus for the troubled children, identifying factors linked to delinquency, and determining the prevailing diversionary alternatives from delinquency adjudication (Cole & Smith, 2007). In 1974, the first federal law on grant-making was established under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The law funded most juvenile court's programs and requested the removal of young offenders from the adult's jails and releasing status offenders from corrective facilities. Some states made some effort to shift from the poorly maintained facilities to adopting small, community-based environment. The move was necessitated by the federal court's decision to deinstitutionalize these facilities in their quest to protect the due process. The process reduced the youthful offenders' population in incarceration by almost 90% (Hancock, 2009). The ineffectiveness of these programs and other important policy areas led to a shift towards retribution and punishment within juvenile justice. 
Today’s Juvenile Correction
The focus on punitive correction measures within the juvenile justice system began to disintegrate in the late 1990s. Although the reforms have been intermittent, there has been a recognition that policymakers' approach was causing more harm than good to the youth across communities. They realized that the large expenses on correction activities were putting a strain on many state budgets. Besides, most children's offenders are barely severe or chronic and respond positively to preventive and diversionary intervention mechanisms (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). There have been significant developments in creating evidence-based interventions and protocols with harsh disciplinary measures being castigated. 
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has installed several reforms that offer a shift from a disciplinary paradigm to a rehabilitative approach and incentivized the states to follow them. The act has required states to establish the existence and the scope of their disproportionate confinement of Juvenile offenders. It also highlights the challenges and difficulties of placing youthful offenders in adult jail facilities (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). Juvenile Justice and Delinquency's office supports juvenile offenders' rehabilitation with more attention on the effect of trauma on the system, mental health collaboration in juvenile courts, involvement of girls and delinquency, and providing funds for evidence-based programs.
In 2016, President Obama barred the use of solitary confinement of youthful offenders held by federal correctional facilities in the Eighth Amendment of the Cruel and Unusual Punishment Clause (Muir, 2016). This is because the practice has long-term harmful effects on most incarcerated offenders' psychology and behavior. Such amendments and research on brain science and supportive developmental psychology have increasingly acknowledged that juvenile offenders are distinctively different from adult offenders. Besides, a ruling by the Supreme Court in 2002 developed a new paradigm on juvenile offenders; it relied on the evidence from developmental psychology and brain science to declare that youth offenders are not adult offenders and can change. 
Through research, it was found that juveniles' brains do not develop fully until in their mid-20s, and the impulsive and emotional, thereby being vulnerable to extrinsic coercion (Mallet and Tedor, 2018). Most of the juvenile involvement in criminal activities is part of their self-identity development process, and most of them will grow out of these tendencies. There is evidence of significant modifications of brain anatomy and function during adolescence. This suggests that the behavioral tendencies result from the brain systems' imbalances due to biological immaturity (National Research Council, 2013). This knowledge has impacted the contemporary reforms in the juvenile justice system's design and operation and questioned the core presumptions that drove the system in the 1900s.
Among the contemporary reforms in the Juvenile justice system, there has been an improvement towards access to quality mental health services, which is crucial in determining juvenile cases. Several states have designed and proposed evidence-based programs to reduce recidivism. However, youth offenders are still being confined, with some states increasing juvenile court jurisdiction's age. Besides, the states have sanctioned plans to improve juveniles' confinement conditions in response to the numerous lawsuits of alleged unconstitutional conditions and abuse cases in juvenile facilities (National Research Council, 2013). There are yet to be reforms that offer alternatives to detention and confinement.
Data and Methodology
Concepts
All the interventions that have been applied in the history of juvenile correction have proved that punitive measures do not always yield positive results. Numerous effective alternative methods should be adopted in a juvenile correction. The best alternatives for juvenile correction is the utilization of local treatment methods (Bernstein, 2016). The youthful offenders under the local treatment methods are taught essential life skills lessons that will help them become beneficial to society in the future. The offenders are also taught how to manage their emotions, which could lead them to commit crimes. According to Alternatives to Secure Detention and Confinement of Juvenile Offenders, court officials must balance the interests of public safety with the youth's needs when making decisions about which program to place a juvenile offender and which level of restriction is required (Austin, Johnson, Weitzer, 2005). In many cases, offenders can be effectively rehabilitated through community-based supervision and intervention. But on the other hand, juvenile offenders who commit serious or violent crimes may require confinement, intensive supervision, and intervention to be rehabilitated. 
Secure detention is different from secure confinement as detention refers to the holding of youth, upon arrest, in a juvenile detention facility, and confinement refers to a child who has been adjudicated and committed to correctional facilities for periods ranging from a few months to several years. Confinement facilities have a much broader array of programs than detention facilities (Austin, Johnson, Weitzer, 2005). However, recent data indicate that one-third of all youth held in juvenile detention centers are detained for status offenses and technical violations of probation (Arthur, 2001). It is believed that detaining youth in facilities before adjudication should be a last resort option for serious, violent, and chronic offenders. Those repeatedly fail to appear for their scheduled court dates.
There are numerous programs for juvenile offenders, including the Positive Youth Development Program and a Mentorship Program. Each program has a different goal, but all want to achieve the same outcome of rehabilitating our youth. The Positive Youth Development Program reinforces the commitment to reach as many youths as possible by partnering with youth.gov and other agencies. The Mentorship Program enhances the community by promoting great opportunities for those in continuing services after completing their program (Austin, Dedel and Weitzer, 2005)
Operationalization
The essence of operationalization is to define the concepts into measurable variables. The alternative interventions for juvenile corrections are operationalized by converting the concepts into measurement variables. This is done by measuring the intended and unintended outcomes and linking them to the program's goals and objectives. The programs are evaluated by assessing their impact, effectiveness, efficiency, and relevance to juvenile correction. Impact is the sum of the primary and secondary effects of the intervention. Effectiveness is the extent to which the intervention achieves its expected goals and leads to the planned outcomes (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2010). Efficiency is a measurement of how well the program uses resources to provide expected output; relevance is the measurement of the extent to which the program's objectives are consistent with the needs of the beneficiaries and the objectives of resource donors.
In the domain of juvenile justice, the relevance of an intervention program is evaluated along two axes, including the public safety axis, defined by how it responds to public safety and crime prevention, and the normative axis defined convention of children's rights and other international standards. The practical relevance is ascertained by understanding the prevailing situation and having access to appropriate baseline data, and carefully evaluating the program's problem to address. The question to ask to operationalize an intervention includes the tasks intended to address a problem and where they successfully implemented?  If they were executed successfully, what was the output (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2010)? Evaluating the intervention's effectiveness involves measuring the change in the observed context and attributing the intervention's transition.
Measurements
The interventions' outcomes are measured to obtain data that align with the program's goals and objectives. The measurements will be in the form of indicator variables. A positive youth development program intends to provide appropriate and effective rehabilitative, protective, and educational interventions to juvenile offenders based on suitable assessments of their needs and situations and focused on the child's best interests. The objective is to encourage the use of discretion by correction officers in addressing cases of juvenile crime. The expected outcome is that juvenile correction officials will be careful to ensure that responses to criminal cases involving juveniles are handled in their best interests. The child's rights and needs are not neglected (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2010).  The indicator variable for measuring this intervention is the frequency of nondiscretionary responses to criminal incidents involving children.
The local treatment practices involve educating and training youthful offenders to make them useful in society and avoid criminal activities. The desired outcome is the social adaptation of the children offenders with less recidivism in the short term and long term. The measurement variable is the frequency of recidivism for the youth who receive this education and training. The mentorship program's objective is to offer mental support and motivation to the child who is at risk of getting involved in delinquent activities or dropping out of school. The desired outcome is to shield juveniles who are susceptible to criminal offenses from participating in the activities (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2010). After implementing the program, the measurement variable is the probability of the mentored youth to engage in criminal activities such as drug abuse and dropping out of school. 
Data Source
The alternative interventions can be implemented in one of the juvenile correctional facilities in the United States and data collected in the process and upon implementing the various programs. Data for positive development programs could be collected from the facility's officials while that for mentorship and local treatment methods is collected from the juveniles.  However, it may not be appropriate for the mentorship program to use a juvenile correction facility, but rather an at-risk juvenile gang is appropriate. 
Sampling Method
The sampling method to utilize in collecting data is systematic sampling, ensuring that the samples are evenly distributed. The technique is easy to understand and execute and eliminate the clustered selection problem, where randomly collected samples could be uncommonly close together in a population. The participants are selected among the population of juvenile offenders in a correction facility. Through this approach, the researcher could decide that every 10th individual in the facility will be included in the study hence conforming to systematic sampling. 
Possible Method for Data Analysis 
The data analysis method will be qualitative, with the variables being qualitative measurements displayed using descriptive characteristics such as frequency tables, pie charts, bar graphs, mean, median, and mode. For instance, the mentorship program outcomes could be presented in terms of the percentage of youth who could commit criminal offenses after being mentored. A correlation analysis could also be used to assess the strength of the association between the two variables. A high correlation would mean that the intervention program's implementation strongly correlates with the measured outcomes. In contrast, a low correlation indicates that the variables hardly relate.
Discussion
Information and data in juvenile delinquency and robust performance indicators of the juvenile justice system are necessary to assess intervention programs' progress towards the prevention of delinquency and children's protection. Such indicators require a solid statistical database that is currently unreliable because it needs data collection in a systematic and reliable approach. The development of a national database on juvenile justice is underway. Without this data, it is impossible to establish where to place efforts to protect children. Besides, performance indicators are vital benchmarks and a means of rallying the justice system behind an improvement program.
Weaknesses of the Research Design
Operationalizing the concepts used in the intervention programs may not be accurate and therefore pose a challenge of research validity and reliability. Besides, the sampling method used would need a natural degree of randomness. Otherwise, there is the risk of selecting the most common cases while leaving others out. The sample would thus not represent the population under study, and the results cannot be generalizable. Sampling through the systematic method increases the risk of data manipulation. This is because it allows the researcher to construct systems to achieve a targeted outcome rather than allowing the samples' data to produce a representative answer. Besides, correlation analysis cannot presume cause and effect, and a strong correlation may not suggest an influence of the intervention programs on the outcomes. Instead, it is a pointer for further research and analysis.
Next Steps
The next step of the research is to look for a facility to source the data from. This would involve locating a juvenile correctional facility responsive to the alternative intervention approaches in the discussion. This would be followed by the collection of data and subsequent analysis of the data. Besides, implementing the programs, data collection, and analysis must be clear to allow for replicability. Successful programs could then be recommended for implementation as part of the reforms in the juvenile justice system. 
Conclusion
Detention and confinement of juvenile offenders have been doing more harm than good. They barely get rehabilitated but instead change to the worse. This is because the punitive correction measures do not show them how to behave but rather punish them for their offenses. However, research on developmental and brain science indicates that they are at risk of impulsive behavior because their brains are still maturing. Therefore, the measures to deal with their offensive action should be rehabilitative rather than punitive. This authenticates the need for alternative interventions such as local treatment methods, positive development programs, and mentorship programs.
Local treatment programs are intended to instill youth offenders with skills that help to be integrated easily into society and reduce recidivism incidences. Positive development programs involve the use of discretion in responding to criminal cases involving children. This program would minimize the use of punitive measures used by police officers in correctional facilities. The mentorship program targets juvenile populations who are susceptible to committing criminal activities and avoid becoming offenders. These interventions are intended to initiate a shift from the harmful approaches to the rehabilitative and protective methods. Accepting the hypothesis that these interventions would reduce juvenile criminal cases and recidivism would offer a basis for installing the programs as the new reforms in the juvenile justice system.
​
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