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The Juvenile Justice System  
Introduction
The juvenile justice system was established in the United States about 100 years ago. The primary objective of its establishment was to keep away young offenders from the destructive punishments which are instituted on them by criminal courts. It is initiated to allow for the collective rehabilitation of the youth offenders based on their needs. It was to differ from the adult criminal courts in different ways. For example, it was to look at the child or a teenager as a person in need of help and not viewing him or her basis of an act which brought him or her before the court (Bartollas, 2010). The court proceedings were to be informal, and much of the discretion was left to the juvenile court judge. However, since the juvenile judge was supposed to act on the best interest of the juvenile, all procedurals safeguards which were available for the adult was seen unnecessary for the youth juvenile offenders.
The Juvenile Justice System
At its induction, juvenile offenders were not judged with crimes but were sentenced with delinquencies; the act provided that, the juvenile should not be found guilty but should be decided with delinquent; there were not supposed to be sent to prison but instead be taken to a training school for reformation. However, at around 1980s, there were increased violent crimes involving juveniles prompting the United States government to initiate a legal reform that stressed on juvenile accountable. It also emphasized on punitiveness due to the concerns for public safety, the new improvement in the juvenile justice system dismissed the traditional concerns of the diversion, as well as rehabilitation and approach to juvenile crime and punishment, becomes tougher (Cicourel, 2017). The changes were initiated after thorough consideration and research, and it was observed that juvenile offenders posited as many threats as the adult offenders hence been lenient on them would put people’s safety at risks.
The united states of America consist of fifty-one countries; all these states have a different juvenile justice system. Therefore, each state has its laws and regulations which govern the juvenile justice system.  Since the requirements are different, the juvenile courts in the various states operate differently within a country and from one municipality to the other. However, federal government exercise jurisdiction to juveniles committing crimes in the national parks and Indian reservations, since it has its laws that govern and control juvenile within its system (Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). However, there are states which receive money under the federal juvenile justice as well as the delinquency prevention act upon meeting specific requirements; such rules are not supposed to house the juveniles with adult criminals in the detention of even in the incarceration facilities. Such condition must also be met though it is the state law which governs the structure of the juvenile court as well as the correction facilities in which they shall be kept.
There are critical legal reforms which have taken place to get the harsh juvenile punishment such as the aggressive policing juveniles, making it possible for some cases involving a youth who has committed a serious crime to be treated as an adult. The decision making concerning where to try a juvenile was moved from juvenile judge to the prosecutor or taken to the control of states legislature. The sentencing options have been changed, opening of juvenile proceedings was opened and various records of the teenage past criminal activity engagement (Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). However, it is important to note that changes in the law did not directly translate to the changes in practice since some juvenile offenders are amenable to rehabilitation as well as treatment; there are other factors which limit the overreliance in the strict measures against juvenile offenders. These factors include the incarceration expenses, the overall results that would prompt the court to punish offenders more harshly as well as any research evidence which gives new gains, such as evidence which could lead to incapacitation of the youth while ignoring their treatment or even rehabilitation. 
Since the inception of the juvenile justice system, the juvenile courts had powers and authority over the children, the adolescents, as well as the youth who defied the parent authority, social conventions such as running away from home, skipping schools, engaging in sexual behavior as well as drinking alcohol in public. The juvenile courts had such controls because; the children and adolescents were seemed to be out of the power and needed urgent guidance. Besides, juvenile courts also exercised its jurisdiction over the abused as well as neglected children who had committed the crime (Cicourel, 2017). Since there were young people who might have been processed through the juvenile justice system, for the status of the offenses, they have now been institutionalized in different facilities such as the drug and alcohol treatment facilities or even taken to the private mental health facility. However, the length of institutionalization was not established in the juvenile justice system act. Besides, the young justice system act also provides juvenile residential placement where adolescent remained on-site for about twenty-four hours. The residential installation includes things such as correctional facilities, reform schools, green homes as well as detention centers. Over the last two decades, some juveniles in the juvenile offender’s facilities have been on the decline.
There has been a current debate involving the juvenile justice system in the United States. The discussion is based on the cause of racial and economic discrepancies among the incarcerated young people. One of the most criticized institutions is the school to prison pipelines which has acted as a mechanism to target children and adolescent in school and funnel them to the juvenile justice system which cannot be acceptable (Bartollas, 2010). Many have argued that the zero-tolerance policies in the school system have led to an increase in some people facing the detention. The juvenile justice system has not looked to the interest of minority youth group, for example, the low-income youths, the young people with learning and cognitive disabilities as well as the child of color or those who are discriminated because of their race. Beside of the minority group been underrepresented in the juvenile justice system, they are also wrongly targeted by the zero-tolerance policies.
Conclusion
There has been much literature on the juvenile justice system; however, there has been little research which identifies how the various laws involving juvenile crime affect the entire juvenile justice system. There are no evidence the behavior modification programs instilled in the juvenile offenders whether they influence the conduct of offenders after a release. There is a need to conduct further research on the long term effects of isolation subjected to juvenile offenders as a form of disobedience due to their wrongdoings
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