Research Proposal I submitted
Juvenile Corrections
The juvenile justice system has undergone numerous shifts since the 1750s to present day in an attempt to maintain public safety, develop skills, rehabilitation, habilitation, focus on treatment needs for successful youth integration into the community. The utilization of warehouses in the early days such as houses of refuge and almshouses were not only dangerous but also ineffective due to its punitive nature of the juvenile correction. The late 18th and early 19th centuries marked the first paradigm shift through the establishment of a juvenile court. The formalization of the juvenile court system 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 huge 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. The move led to the formation of the “school-to-prison pipeline.” Therefore, the current juvenile court structure has shown tremendous improvement in comparison to the early juvenile justice approached.
Research Problem Statement I submitted
Research Question: What alternative methods should be adopted in Juvenile Corrections?
The poverty levels rose significantly in most parts of the country in the 1800s, this era was also characterized by increased urban growth especially in the Northeastern region, immigrant influxes, and economic slumps. The situation led to the establishment of new facilities referred to as the houses of refuge within the major cities meant to regulate the orphaned or the troubled children (Popple, 2018). The push towards the establishment of these facilities by wealthy conservatives was not geared towards the improvement of the juvenile correction system but was aimed at regulating 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 the establishment of 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 houses of refuge marked the first important step towards juvenile correction by providing separate facilities for adults and children and incorporating education for the children. A single facility could hold approximately 1000 children who comprised of orphans, delinquent dependent, and the neglected. The fortress-like structure utilized corporal punishments, 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, the city of Philadelphia had established separate Houses of Refuge for the whites-only and the colored. The black children were restrained in this facility longer in comparison to the white children. The reformer soon established the Child-Saving Movement which eventually led to the establishment of the juvenile courts. The juvenile courts would later represent the first selective criminal code in the United States that was not equally applied to all citizens.
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. 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 communicable diseases. On the other hand, the House of Refuge was effective in separating the children from the adults and incorporating education in the facility but putting the delinquent and less privileged children in the same room would only undermine the juvenile correction process.  
The initial rehabilitative philosophy of the juvenile court was overwhelmed by the expansion of youthful offenders being placed in incarceration and detention facilities. Institutionalization became the key determination and outcome for youthful offenders. The young offenders who were taken to court and found delinquent were sent to be 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. 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. Some of the major changes in the juvenile justice system that occurred during this period had a major impact on the federal government, state reformation, and U.S Supreme Court roles in establishing rights for youthful offenders. 
The institutions had numerous flaws that limited their effectiveness in juvenile correction. The facilities were overcrowded because they were substandard. The environment was not only punitive and controlling but also lacked medical care and rehabilitative services for young offenders (Aguado, 2018). 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 most of the low-income children’s cases were still handled by the juvenile courts, the community-based corrections introduced alternatives to incarceration. The alternatives 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, identification of factors linked to delinquency, as well as, 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, as well as, 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 of deinstitutionalization of these facilities in their quest for the protection of the due process. The process reduced the population of youthful offenders in incarceration by almost 90%. The ineffectiveness of these programs and other important policy areas led to a shift towards retribution and punishment within juvenile justice. 
The end of the 1990s saw the end of numerous punitively focused approaches that had been used within the juvenile justice system. The reason behind dismantling the earlier approaches was after the realization that these initiatives caused more harm than good in society (Hancock, 2009). The justice system resulted in using diversionary and preventive interventions and also made critical advancements towards the development of evidence-based protocols and treatments (Mallett & Tedor, 2018). This approach decreased harsh punishments on youthful offenders, hence improving public safety. The reform was effective in that, it reduced nationwide arrests of young offenders by 31%, reduced offender cases by 34%, and adjudications of delinquency by 38% in twelve years (2000-2012).
Data and Methodology, I submitted
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 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 important 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 needs of the youth 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 and/or violent crimes may require confinement, intensive supervision and intervention to be rehabilitated. 
Secure detention is different from secure confinement as detention refers to holding of youth, upon arrest, in a juvenile detention facility and confinement refers to youth who have been adjudicated delinquent and are committed to the custody of 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 indicates 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 prior to adjudication should be a last resort option for serious, violent, and chronic offenders and for those repeatedly fail to appear for their scheduled court dates. 
Alternative methods such as programs should be adopted in Juvenile Corrections because The Texas Juvenile Justice Department (TJJD) in 2017 saw 53,522 referrals. There has since been a small decrease of referrals (3.0%) from calendar year 2016 with delinquent offenses decreasing 2.0%, violations of probation decreasing 5.1%, and CINS offenses decreasing 8.3%. This small percent decrease in the referrals, which means that a positive youth development program could be a tool to use (Prevention Zone, 2020). With over 2.7 million children and youth who have had at least one incarcerated parent increases the risk of children living in poverty or experiencing household instability along with a list of other problems. 
There is a need for alternatives to secure detention and confinement for reasons such as crowding and unproven effectiveness of detention and confinement. Over the past 15 years, crowded detention and confinement facilities have become more common. Approximately 39 percent of all juvenile detention and confinement facilities had more residents than available beds (Sickmund, 2002). As the system becomes more crowded, detention staff must learn how to manage the continuous admissions and releases.   
Prevention Zone offers numerous programs for juvenile offenders such as Positive Youth Development Program, Youth and Incarcerated Parent(s) Program, Exonerated Citizen Reentry 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 Youth and Incarcerated Parent(s) Program’s supports and encourages by addressing the issue by bringing awareness, identifying strategies, change and promoting. This program can be facilitated in schools, the community and society. The Exonerated Citizen Reentry Program operates one step at a time by trying to reach the exonerated citizens that were wrongfully convicted. The Mentorship Program reinforces the community by promoting great opportunities for those in continuing services after completing their program (Prevention Zone, 2020). 
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