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Trends in Residential and Community Services
for Juvenile Delinquents in the United States

Marlivn L. Flynn, Ph.D
Director and Professor
School of Social Work

Michigan State University

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to review briefly the prevalence of delinquency
in the United States, the history of the juvenile court, current service structure,
and ftrends in community-based services. The increase importance of
coordination, training, attention to special populations, and service innovation is
discussed.

Some Current Dimensions of the Delinquency Problem in the

United States

Contrary to popular perception, the adult criminal offenses during the past
two years in the United States have been declining as a percent of total
population. For example, three percent fewer violent crimes were committed for
the period January-June, 1993 than during a comparable period in 1992. Even in
the highly publicized State of Florida, there were 39% fewer robberies of tourists
in the metropolitan Miami area.

However, like Korea, offenses by juveniles aged 16 or younger have been
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il:_:creasing. Furthermore, violent acts by youth have risen the most rapidly, as
measured by arrest rates. According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, total
arrest rates of youth for violent crimes exceeded 478 per 100,000, rising from less
than 100 per 100,000 in 1965, The murder arrest rates for juveniles is twice that
of 1984, and highest among black youth whose rates climbed nearly 145%
between 1980 and 1990. (It should be noted that in the present decade, the rate
for white juveniles is now rising the more rapidly than that of blacks.)
Demographic trends in the United State project an increasing of about 20% in the
number of youth aged 14-17 during the 1990’s. This suggests that the juvernile
crime problem is likely to become much worse unless significant social policy
changes are introduced.

Brief History of System Evolution in the United States

Prior to 1800 in the United States, there was no separate system for handling
youth accused of crimes. Any child aged 7-14 could be held responsible for a
criminal act, tried by criminal courts, and confined in adult jails or prisons. It
was believed that younger children were incapable of possessing criminal intent.
In this respect, it resembled current Korean concepts of juvenile delinquency.

A major change occured in 1825, with the creation of the New York House
of Refuge. Its purpose was to provide a shelter for children who were defined
as neglected, unable to care for themselves and/or abandoned. At the same time,
the House of Refuge also accepted referral of children who had been found
vagrant or convicted of criminal offenses. Thus, welfare assistance, social
responsibility for “saving” children, and control of delinquent activity were
conceptually merged. The state became a substitute parent, both for delinquent
and dependent children. '

The Ilinois Juvenile Court Act in 1988--which was subsequently imitated in
every state except 3 by 1917-- established an entirely separate set of judicial
procedures and courts for delinquent children. Delinquency is today defined in

most states as any violation of a city of state law or village ordinance by a child
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system, not the criminal justice system. Under American law, delinquents
commit “offenses,” only adults commit "crimes.” The law prevents children from
being held in jails or police stations and insists that they be seperated from
adults in all institutional facilities.

The Korean juvenile prison, So Nyum Won, reflects the philosophy of
separating adult from children, but unlike the United States, it remains part of
contrasts between American and Korean approaches to the problem of juvenile
delinquency.

At the same time, criminologists, social workers and other professionals in
the field of juvenile delinquency agree that the juvenile court system must protect
the community from violent or destructive acts by delinquent youth and hold
offenders accountable for any offenses they have committed. Thus, the great
challenge for American delinquency programs is to meet these criteria and at the
same time help young people to obtain the skills, resources, and emotional
support that are essential to productive, satisfying life as members of society.
Goals of control, social safety and rehabilitation are wedded, even though these
goals often lead to very opposite forms of intervention, cause conflict among staff
policymakers in delinguency programs, and lead to a very confused role for

juvenile courts.

The Modern Juvenile Court

Essintially, the juvenile court and the delinquency treatment system is today
considered part of the child welfare system. Rather than prisons-which are
reserved for adults, delinquents are provided urﬁque programs that are oriented
toward rehabilitation, resocialization, family reunification, academic education, and
prevention of recidivism. The overall impact of court dispositions has until
recently tended to emphasize removal of delinquents from their homes and

placement in residential of foster care in order to achieve these objectives. Youth
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with the most serious problems of inadequate home environments have usually
been placed in residential treatment faciliies of training schools. Indeterminate
sentences are generally given, leaving to the discretion of the facility and the
judge when release will be authorized. Thus similar offenses do not lead to
similar consequences when rehabilitation rather than punishment is the primary
concern. '

Youth who show reasonably good potent:al for improvement without
institutionalization are placed under the supervision of a probation officer or may
be returned to the supervision of their parents. As a rule, history of prior
offenses, nature of the current offense, age of child, evidence of sunstance abuse
probems, character of child’s friends, competence of parents, and school
adjustment appear to be the best indicators of whether a delinquent should be left
in the community.

Korea appear to be moving toward introduction of the role of probation
officer. The government and general public has not evidently fully endorsed this
idea, perhaps due to lack of understanding of how this role might be implemented
and its usefulness.

If assigned to probation by the juvenile court, a youth will be supervised by
probation officers carry ourt the orders of the judge and meet on a regular basis
with the child to help ensure compliance and improved community adjustment.
Probation officers with specialized competencies in delinquency and child welfare
practice.

In 1990, there were 1,145,000 referrals of youth to juvenile courts. The
majority (1,000,000) were made by police and the remainder, by schools, social
agencies, parents, and youth correction agencies. The courts dismissed 615,000 of
these cases of made other informal arrangements with parents or caretakers.
Another 531,000 received formal dispositions, however, with 30% removed form
their homes, 57% placed on probation, 11% given other sentences, and 2% sent to
adult courts for trial. An additional 500,000 youth were arrested, but remained in
detention facilities and did not reach the court room. Most juvenile courts are
over-crowded, inefficient and low in judicial status.

A typical pattern of processing, adjudication and disposition in the juvenile
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courts is complicated and subject to many delays. When reviewing a case, the
courts often engage a wide array of professions, institutions, and individuals
including police, judges, probation officers, youth, parents, legal counsel for
parents and  youth, social service agencies, correctional authorities, schools,
physicians, mental health agencies, consulting psychologists, and other specialists.
Most analysts agree there is inadequate coordination in planning, monitoring and
evaluation among these very different groups. In fact, divided or overlapping

authority is one of the most serious problems in the American human service and

criminal justice systems as a whole, reflecting an historic tendency in the culture

to divide power and limit governmental authority.

General Structure of Services and Programs

Over time, a continuum of services and facility types in the juvenile justice
system has gradually developed, each theoretically addressing a different
dimension of need among delinquents. Figure 1 provides a general classification
of program types which are founded in most court jurisdictions of the United
States. Programs differ in degree of security, intensity of rehabilitative and
retraining interventions, extent of separation from the community, extent of
separation from the family, relationship to the juvenile justice system, and
capacity to meet serious mental or emotional problems presented by youthful
offenders. Residential programs in most states now provide substance abuse
treatment, sex offender treatmetn, therapy and medication for youth who are both
delinquent and mentally ill, and limited family therapy. _

It shoud not be inferred that any coherent connection exists between
these levels of care and service in the majority of American communities,
Until recently, prosons, training schools and other out-of-home placement
have not virtuelly no relationship with other local community services,

schools, law enforcement programs, or family treatment clinics.
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Figure 1

Classification of Delinquency Programs in the United States

1. Secure Facilities — Prisons
Juveniles age 15 or over may be adjudicated as adults in the case of
repeated of particularly violent crimes. If convicted, youth are sent to adult

prisons.

2. Training Schools - Open Campus and Closed/Secure Campuses/Ranches,
Camps

Secure facilities are 24-hour institutions which provide continuous 24-hour
surveilance and varying degrees of restriction of mobility. Training schools are
treatment facilities for juveniles who have.committed the most serious offenses,
have a history ofchronic truancy and/or show evidence of substantiated criminal
activity. Open campuses do not have fences or locked doors and often emphasize
peer group control as a means of producing conformity to rules.

3. Residential Treatment Facilities
Residential treatment facilities provide 24-hour treatment as an alternative to
placement in secure faciliies. Residents typically receive therapy, classroom
training, and other supportive interventions. Juvenile residential facilies are
generally used for youth with evidence of substantiated criminal activity who
have committed a first-time or less serious offense of who have been victimized

through abuse and/or neglect. Placement usually ranged from 1-18 months.

4. Day Treatment Facilities
These facilities provide daytime therapy, educational programs, and intensive
supervision for juveniles involved in sunstantiated criminal activity. Youth return
to their homes at night and are subject to restricted activity under the

supervision of their parents. Day treatment is a new alternative to placement in

24-hour facilities and removal from the community.

5. Youth Homes/Detention Centers
Detention Centers are 24-hour facilities used to hold children folowing arrest,
and awaiting adjudication by the court. Regular classroom programs are
conducted and in some cases limited treatment is also provided. These centers
designed only for short-term confinement, although over-crowding in other
facilities often mean lengths of stay exceeding 8 months.

6. Group Homes/Independent Living Facilities
Following discharge from day treatment, residential or training achool
programs, older youth are often placed in community group homes or supervised
independent living facilities. They attend local schools and are assisted in
making the transition from school to work. (Youth may now remain in training

schools up to age 21 and therefore are often too old to return to their families.)

7. Foster Care
Younger children, especially those adjudicated for status offenses (acts not
defined as crimes for adults), may be placed in family foster care as an
alternative to residential treatment. Foster families received compensation from
the state government to meet costs of food, shelter, clothing, school expenses and
medical care of foster children. While the long term goal is return of the child
to his of her own family, most older children are not reunified with their parents

but move on to group homes of other forms of institutional care.

8. Community Probation Programs/Intensive Probation
Most youth who appear in juvenile court are placed on probation and
returned to the care of their parents. "Intensive probation” combines supervision
by a social agency with return to home and is used with juveniles who formerly
might have been removed from the community and sent to a training school of

residential treatment program.
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0. Community Assessment/Screening/Counseling/Intensive Family
Preservation
Pre-delinquent youth are often identified in the school or by police. Some
community programs provide assessment of problems and offer counseling to
youth and parents in an effort to reduce the likelihood of future criminal activity.

10. Community Prevention/Education/Recreation Programs
Most prevention and education programs are designed to prevent crimes
among youth who have not previously been adjudicated in court, who have
committed minor or unsustantiated offenses, or who have been identified as
needing additional aocialization due to neglect, inadequate home resources,

isolation, or other factors,

Current Trends in Delinquency Programs

The trend in the United States since 1988 has been toward increased
emphasis on community-based alternatives to residential treatment. This change
has been driven by the cost of training schools and other secure facilities.
Because of the emphasis on rehabilitation, education, and child protection in
American delinqguency programs, 24-hour faciliies are much more expensive to
construct and maintain than adult prisons, where control and security are the
primary objectives. Juvenile institutions must have classrooms, individual rooms
for each child, psychological and medical consultation, group or individual therapy,
clothing that allows each child to express his or her individuality, and so on.
Average costs per child in a facility offering specialized treatment is Uss$ 125 -
$150/day for high security units, with an average length of stay at approximately
2 years.

The viability of community-based alternatives for control and treatment of
delinquents has been supported by recent research findings. For example, a
study by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency(NCCD) which evaluated
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non-residential services provided by the State of Utah concluded that, "Utah’s
policy of community-based corrections does not worsen public safety.” The State
of Massachusetts has also produced exemplary results through reformation of its
programs and a decreased emphasis on residential placement. The NCCD tracked
outcomes of 820 delinquent youth served by the Massachusetts Department of
Youth Services from 1984-83. Findings showed that the State of Massachusetts
had reduced the recidivism rate for juvenile offenders to 23%, in sharp contrast

to the recidivism rate of California juveniles (62%).

Many states are moving toward the models for delinquency programming that
have been established in Massachusetts and Utah. In general, the principle is to
develop a network of programs--often operated by voluntary or private
agencies—— which offer many options in the community for youth who have
committed less serious offenses or are status offenders. Small, secure residential
treatment programs continue to be maintained for youth with serious offenses.
The states estabilsh licensing regulations and other standards for performance and
fund private agencies under contracts that are periodically opened to rebidding.
The use of private agencies appears to increase the variety of experimentation
and innovation in programming beyond what might be provided if government
were the sole provider.

The continuum of care for delinquents at its most intensive still begins of
course with secure custody treatment in training schools, but size of individual
facilities has been greatly reduced. For example, in Michigan, one-half of the 986
youth in residential care under public auspices are located at one training school.
By contrast, Massachusetts has constructed 14 units, each with 15 bed, across
the state. Reduction in size greatly increases capacity for control, security and
rehabilitation.

New combination of residential treatment and community-based

surveilance are now also more widespread. One interesting example is the
Nokomis Challenge Program in Predenville, Michigan, which combines three
months of residential placement with nine months of community supervision and
treatment. The residential program is located in a densely wooded, hilly, rural
part of Michigan, where delinquents are expected to a "wilderness challenge.”



They work together in camping and survival experiences whaose purpose is to
promote discipline, mutual respect, trust, teamwork and self-confidence. Group
treatment is an integral component of the program, as is education, but the
emphasis is on learning through the rigors of outdoor experience. After three
months, youths are returmed to the community where they are expected to
perform services in their neighborhoods, and the family meets at least weekly for
therapy and youth are seen almost daily by youth workers from the program.

There is presently considerable public fascination in America with adolescent
"boot camps” which parallel military experiences and emphasize strict discipline.
One example is a boot camp in Michigan, Camp Qakland, which opened in 1933
and has graduated 46 boys to date. It provides a structured, military-like
regimen that stresses physical fitness, good work habits, improved self expression
and therapy. Youth are committed for nine months, half of which are residential
and half, in the community. Families are encouraged to participate fully in this
process for the entire period. (Experience -with boot campus elsewhere suggests
that the re-arrest rate has been high, especially where community and family
involvement was not emphasized.)

Even more significant innovations have been introduced in detention, group
care, and home-based programs. While secure detention is still a fixture of the
continuum and used for youths awaiting trial on serious charges, some states
have added shelter care for those youth awaiting trial on less serious charges.
These short-term residential programs have 24-hour staff supervision, academic
training, vocational counseling and group therapy. Still another addition to the
range of services are transitional management programs, which femporarily
house youths who have committed non-viclent offenses and are awaiting
placement into a community-based setting. These programs also have 24-hour
staff supervision, but offer few services.

Group homes and foster care remain an important part of service spectrum,
with the addition of proctor placement, where a youth is placed with a single
adult rather than in a family setting. Intensive group homes and sex offender
treatment have also been much more widely introduced, largely because criminal

sexual assault is now one of the most common offenses committed by

delinquents.

Intensive family preservation services for delinquents represent a
completely new thrust in the service continuum. With the assistance of the
Clark Foundation, the States of Illinois, California, Missouri and Michigan have
pioneered in wide-scale introduction of a "Families First” program, designed to
reduce the risk that a child will be removed from the home due to abuse, neglect,
mental illness or delinquency. A social worker is assigned to high risk families
brought to the attention of the state Department of Social Services through
substantiated reports by police, schools, physicians, or other sources. The social
worker remains on-call 24-hours every day for a period of 6 weeks and visit the
home at least 3 days each week for a total of no less than 20 hours per week.
Families are assisted with every aspect of life functioning—-finances, housing,
relationships with the school, drug addiction, police encounters, employment, and
parenting. The purpose is to assist families massively at a point of crisis,
leaving them with more effective resources for managing their lives and their
children. Since its inception in the State of Michigan in 1988, Families First has
served more than 20,000 children in more than 8,000 families and now operates in
every county.

Follow-up studies of Families First programs in lilinois and Michigan have
produced conflicting results. In the Illinois experience, there was no difference
between families receiving the customary court and social service interventions
and those participating in the Families First program. In approximately 30% of
all cases, children were removed from their families by the end of a 12-month
period. In Michigan, however, where the Families First program was much more
consistently implemented in terms of program design and process, 90% of children
referred to the program still remained at home with their parents after one year.
The Families First model is only now being applied to families with delinquent
and substance abusing children, but the result are expected to be positive. A
study by the North Carolina Child Advocacy Institute reports success rates of
80% over longer periods of time.

Qutreach and tracking programs represent another innovation in the

services. These programs offer daily supervision of low-risk offenders in the



community and those who have just left long-term secure programs. The
workers belong to staff in private agencies and their salaries are paid under
contract by the state. Tracking workers follow the youth intensively, calling 3
times each week by telephone and visiting 4 times weekly. Youths are expected
to attend school regularly, work where appropriate, and participate in counseling
and other programs for substance abuses (if required by the court). The tracking
worker ensures that these expectations are met and help with counseling family
members where needed.

Perhaps one of the most interesting initiatives in intemnsive day treatment in
the community, either as an alternative to institutionalization or in the form of a
"half-way house” for youth returning from training schools or other treatment
faciliies. In July, 1992, the Michigan Department of Social Services began a
controversial series of pilot projects using intensive day treatment for delinquents,
based on the argument that the majority of juvenile offenses do not involve
assaultive felonious crimes. Public safety is therefore not a central issue.

Eight intensive day treatment programs have been established as
demonstrations of this philosophy during the past year and are located in the
state’s most populous centers—-Detroit(Wayne County), Grand Rapids(Kent
County), Flint(Genesee County), and Muskegon County. The number of beds in
the state’s largest training school has been reduced in order to pay for these
innovations. Thus money has deliberated been transfered from institutional to
community care.

Each of the day treatment programs differs. Some are designed to divert
youth from out-of-home placement, while others are used as a means of
returning offenders committed to training schools back to the community earlier
than would otherwise have been possible. Various risk-levels of youth are
served, ranging from those with records of serious offenses to those posing little
risk. Several approaches to work with families and surveilance of youth are
being taken, but in all cases there is intentive concentration on improved
parenting and strengthening of family resources.

This community-based treatment strategy is rapidly spreading to other
counties throughout the states. Each is developing and implementing its own

deversion or reintegration plans with funds previously used for out-of-home
residential treatment programs. The shift is facing some opposition from labor
unions, local neighborhoods where community-based faccilities are located, law
enfarcement officials, and others concerned about public safety. However, it is
expected that over the long term, there will be less recidivism and better
long-term adjustment of vyouthful offenders among those who receive
community-based rather than residential treatment.

Care of delinquents in the United States remains oriented toward treatment
rather than punishment(although the number of juveniles waived to adult courts
for tial and punishment continues to increase.) Training and
professionalization of direct care staff is receiving more attention, with fresh
expenditures of funds for clinical social workers, special education teachers, and
other direct care staff. For example, the State of Michigan intends in 1995 to
invest more than US$ 1.5 million dollars in mental health services for delinquents
in training schools and other residential treatment programs. This reflects
growing recognition that mental illness, emotional problems and delinquency are
intimately interconnected.

Since many youth who commit unruly or delinquent offenses have also been
abused, neglected or sexually abused, most competencies for workers in
delinquency are comparable to those required of child welfare workers. In
addition, workers are expected to understand the Juvenile Code related to
delinquency and status offense and to be familiar with key Supreme Court
decisions affectiné legal rights of youth.

In the United States, sensitivity to cultural diversity, race and gender are
particularly important in juvenile justice, since the majority of youthful offenders
who complete the formal adjudication process in major cities tend to be members
of racial and ethnic minorities. Workers must also have a thorough knowledge of
the physical, cognitive, social and emotional developmental variable affect
adolescent behavior. Skills in communicating with youth and families, concepts
of relationship and attachment, and family-centered assessment and planning have
been stressed in recent years. Specialized skills are expected for those who work

with youth in out-of-home placements.



Philosophically, the most progressive states are seeking to expand
significantly their family-based, and community-centered treatinent prograrms,
with intensive day treatment and family preservation strategies receiving greatest
attention as noted above. Risk-assessment Instruments are being substantially
refined to assist court officials in diverting the maximum number of youth
possible back to their homes, families and schools without necessity of
institutionalization. = And where institutionalization is unavoidable, there are
heightened efforts to regionalize the location of residential facilities, so that youth
can still remain in closer proximity to their families.

Delinquency prevention programs are also much under consideration.
There is no national policy of clear focus in state-initiated programs for
delinquency prevention, although general agreement prevails that improved
education, better income, reduction in substance abuse, neighborhood stabilization,
opportunities for recreation and positive peer associations, employment options,
and more competent parenting are all elements related to successful socialization
of children. In the United States, racial segregation and discrimination also
remain a glaring issue in urban delinquency.

The necessity for collaboration between police, courts, social workers, schools,
families and other institutions is nowhere more urgent than in the case of
predelinquent children and youth. With federal funding, coalitions have been
formed in cities like Detroit, Chicago, and Los Angeles in order to support the
work of multi-professional teams in the cities’ worst neighborhoods. Public

housing projects have in particular been targeted.

Summary and Conclusions

Juvenile crime will probably continue to increase in the United States over
the next decade. Alternatives to institutional placement are being vigorously
pursued as the capacity of states and counties to finance out-of-home placements
is stretched to the limit. Ewven for those youth committed to training schools or
residential treatment, length of stays are being shortened and new transitional

programs to reintegrate youth more rapidly into their community are being tested.
The total system of care and control is therefore changing gradually in most
states to include new methods of risk assessment, diversion to community—based
programs, revised settings for detention, new treatment methods emphasizing
family involvement, and new aftercare or "re-eniry” programs for youth who
have been removed from their homes by the court.

There is no evidence that public safety is threatened when youth are treated
in the community rather than institutions. However, the escalation in seriousness
of offenses committed by many youth means that surveillance in
community-based programs must be high. With the persistent American concern
with rehabilitation rather than punishment, training of youth workers responsible
for these intensive programs is cuwrently receiving heihgtened attention. For
example, tn the State of Michigan, new employees in the State’s juvenile
corrections facilities will receive up to 160 hours of orientation before beginning
work, and new requirements for post-high school education are going to be
introduced.

Many persistent points of confusion and ineffectiveness still plague juvenile
courts and delinquency programs. The role of the juvenile court as a
quasi-social service agency remains a point of vigorous debate. Competing
perspectives on the causes of delinquency are reflected in a conflicting
interventions that range from evening curfews in major cities and "boot camps”
to social service programs in public housing projects for the poor. Service
integration among professionals and service continuity is receiving renewed
attention, especially in relation to cooperating roles of criminal justice
professionals, social workers, and educators.

The United States is beginning to encounter growing delinquent activity
among groups who were much less prevalent in the system even 20 years ago.
For example, girls are now more subject to arrest for serious offenses. Few
states have made any adequate provision for these youth, who present some of
the most challenging problems in the delinquency system. In addition, more
children who have serious mental illness are being identified in delinquency

faciliies. These youth do not respond to traditional group-oriented methods of



rehabilitation and require highly individualized methods of care. Youth with
histories of drug addiction and/or criminal sexual assault are also present in
greater numbers and bring needs that are unresponsive to traditional treatment
methods.  Irrespective of primary reason for arrest, increasing proportions of
delinquent youth are now identified as suffering from consequences of childhood
sexual and physical abuse.

Current thinking holds that competent families and stable communities are a
key to delinquency reduction. Greater attention to educational opportunity,
improved treatment for youth suffering from mental and emotional disorders, and
an improved range of program options at the community level are major goals in
many states. However, because there is no national family policy nor is there
much coodination among national, state and local levels in law enforcement or the
courts, the American approach is likely to remain piecemeal. Some states like
Massachusetts will stand out as exemplars, others will show little change without
national mandates and increased federal funding. It seems nonetheless inevitable
that communities will continue to assume greater responsibility for delinquents

and that standards of competence for youth workers will continue to rise.
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PRESENT SITUATION OF SICIAL WORK
IN CORRECTIONS

——Dillemas in Community—-based Corrections——

Yasuo Hagiwara
Professor
Japan College of Social Work

1. REALITY OF PEOPLE’S ATTITUDES TOWARD EX-OFFENDERS

Crime is committed in a community. The criminal comes from a community.
The criminal should return to the community after serving his sentence in a
prison since he has rehavilitated himself by serving his sentence.

This is a rational which is usually stated by a professional and an academic
person. However, can this notion be accepted by the public in general?
Rehabilitation of offenders is a very important field and people should render
assistance to ex-—offenders who have intentions to be good citizens. This
understanding is widely supported and positively accepted by everybody.
However, if an ex-offender lives in a community ysyally says he should not ive
in our community. As far as he lives in the other community, the udea if
rehabilitation os acceptable, but NOT IN MY BACK YARD. Theoretically O.K.,
but practically NO! This is a people’s response to ex-offenders in Japan.

I would like to illustrate an example of antagonism and hostility against an
ex-offender in Japan. Some five years ago, a probation authority decided to

establish a halfway house to accommodate in a prefecture near Tokyo.
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Since some of these ex-offenders have no home or family, it os necessary to
aeeommodate them in the halfway house and to help them to find jobs. In a year,
more than ten thoisand ex-offenders are received at about one hundred halfway
houses throughout Japan. They usually stay there guidance and assistance of the
staff. They save their money and leave there to apartment houses.

The reasons why the probation authority decided to establish the haliway

houses there were as follows;

a. There are no halfway houses in the prefecture and there os a freat need
for the halfway house there.

b. The lication is suitable for the galfwat house since it os near to the
probation office, a jail and the court.

c. A railway station is licated near. Hence, residents can go to Tokyo easily

for working.
d. The surroundind os a residential area. Therefore, the residents can enjoy a

quiet life.

Immediately after the announcement of establishing the halfway house there
to the community, the community peaple organized a group against the halfway
house and they expressed their intention against it by submitting a petition with
the signatures of 10,304 residents to the city mayor and the director of the
probation office. Their reasons were as follows:

a. There is possibility for children who attend a prep-school at night will be
attacked by the offenders.

b. There os a risk that the residents of the halfway houe break on houses at

the community.

¢. The community isl a good residential area and this place is not suirable for
ex—offenders to live here.

d. These ex-offenders should be segregated from good citizens.

These are fanatic reasons and there are actually no evidence which wupport
these reasons. It is rather said that the crime rate of halfway house redidents are

not deggerent from the crime rate in general.
The pivotal members of the anti-group were middle-aged mothers. These
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mothers and thier followers. sometimes more than 2-- persons, came to the
probation office once or twice a month and shouted, "Go out, the halfway house!
We do not want criminals to live here!”

In spite of this anti-movement, there were no reasons to give up the halfway
house project. The construction was started two years after the announcement of
the construction and this was finished one year later. Now, the beautiful building

is existing and ther_e are of course no crime committed by the residents in the

" neighborhood.

2. THE VITAL ROLE OF THE HALFWAY HOUSE IN JAPAN

The halfway house mintioned above is the newly created institution.
However, the halfway house has lonf history in Japan as an organization of the
criminal justice system and it can be said that the halfway house characterizes
Japanese community correntions.

Since 1880’s many halfway houses were established for discharged prisoners
by voluntary individuals and organizations. There are presintly 97 halfway houses
for adult and juvenile offenders run by non-governmental vodies under the
authorization of Minister of Justice.

The Law for Aftervare of Discharged Offenders of 1950 strenghtened both
the control and financial support of the National Goverment over the halfway
houses. Any private association which attempts to organize today is required to
obtain an official approval of the Minister of Justice. All associations running a
halfway house are defined by the law as Rehabilitation Aid Associations and
subjected to supervision of the probation office. In contrast to pre—war time when
the policy of indivisual assciations could he more less liberal, the halfway house
is presently supposed to render help to offenders in a manner and within a limit
of the period specified by the probation office. The halfway house will be, in
turn, reimbursed by national funds for services rendered to residents.

The major area of service of the halfway house consists of providing room

and board and guidence for juvenile and/or adult probationers and parolees as
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well as other dischatged offenders. Releasees from imprisonment of detention can
be accomodated within six months after release.

The total capacity of the halfway houses is around 2,400 and the capacity of
each facility ranges from 10 to 110. In current years, the percentage of residents
to the capasity is around 60%.

While it is the general rule that the resident goes out every day to work,
some halfway houses have their own workshops to provide jobs for persons who
are unfit for outside employment. One halfway house has purchased a vacuum
wagon to be used by a group of residents who work gor the city sewerage
service. There is a halfway house attaches to a psychiatric hospital and this
specilizes in the accommodation of mentally disturbed ex-offenders.

The halfway house has to deal with offenders who are more seriously
deprived than other offenders in one way or another. It appears that the difficulty
in administering the service is being aggravated by the shortage of funds

generally seen amonf most halfway houses. .

3. THE ROLE OF THE VOLUNTEER PROBATION OFFICER

Japanese community corrections is also characterized by widely utilized
volunteers, one of which is “Volunteer Probation Officer”. A volunteer probation
officer is taken advantage of not only in Japan but in Korea, Thailand and the
Philippines. In case of Japan, the bolunteer probation officer has long history and
takes a pivotal role in the treatment of offenders in the community.

At the time of reorganizing the Japanese Community-based treatment system
in and around 1949, there were an argument that ther Japanese system should be
esablished thoroughly on the basis of a professional service as in many other
countries. However, because of the importance of community involvement and the
historical heritage, the new otganization turned out in the form of combined
service of professional staff and volunteer workers.

Under these circumstances the Volunteer Probation Officer Law was engotced

in 1950 and ever since about 50,000 persons have been functioning as a bolunteer
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probation officer. In brief, their roles are to help offenders rehabilitate themselves
in the community and to influence the public attitede for the promotion of crime
prevention. More specifically, the most important function in the former role is
supervision and assistance of probationers and parolees assigned to individual
volunteers. The activities of these bolunteers also include bisitation to inmate’s
home to advise the family and prepare reports for parole release, preliminary
investigation of a candidate for pardon, etc.

As for the latter role, the volunteers carry out many forms of the actuvuty
pertaining to the concept of community organization: among others are
collaboration with public and private organizations to explore and mobilize social
resources in the community; interpretation of philosophy of rehabilitation to
individual neighbors or the public as a whole, and eradication of environmental
conditions geverating crime in cooperation with community residents.

Legally, the volunteer probation officer is defined as a non-permanent official
of the Nationsl Goverment and entitled to the benefit of national compensation
when any bodily injury is inflicted in the performance of his duty. However, he
is not paid any remuneration for his service. What the Government pays is only
a total or a part of expenses incwrred in discharging his duty. In practice, he is
reimbursed a certain amount irrespective of real expenditure. As in any other
fields of voluntary work, what constantly motivates him to his service os a sense
of mission and gratification derived from seeing a good response in helping
others. Social prestige attached tc; the volunteer may be an auxilliaty incentive to
certain extent.

The gqualification of a volunteer probation officer is stated in the law as

follows:

a. Confidence and recognition in the community with respect to his/her
personality and conduct;

b. Enthusiasm and time for such work;

c. Financial stability;

d. Good health and activity.
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It may be interesting to learn actual activities of a volunteer probtion officer
through an example. The following is the case of a female volunteer probation
officer in Tokyo.

Ms.Kiyokawa was born at Kumamuto in 1930 and her father was a medical
dictor. She was entrusted with the volunteer probation officer in 1970. Her
husband is working fot a metal producing company and shi has a son and a
daughter. She became a volunteer probation officer since her fiend at a Christian
church suggested her to become a volunteer probation officer. She explained how
she became a volunteer probation officer as follows; ” I was at the age of forty
when 1 was appointed as a volunteer probation officer. My friend at the chutch
strongly and enthusuastically suggested me to do it. Since my daughter was
going to take an entrance examination of a senior high school at that time, I was
not in a position to help others. More than that, I filt that I was not capable to
help an ex-offender to rehabilitate himself. My {friend, however, insisted ‘Even I
am devoting myself as a volunteer probation officer. I am doing it. You must be
able to do it. It is our moral obligation.’ I was finally persuaded by her. My
husband also gave me his approval” Since MsKiyokawa is a Christian, she
understands that a voluntary activity for helping the socially handicapped is moral
obligation. Motivation of other volunteer probation officer is to repat another’s
kindness by bolunteer works.

Ms.Kiyokawa was born in a priviledes family. At the time of her jonior high
school, however, she experienced shameful setback. "After the class of
penmanship, I had found papers practiced by my friend on her desk. Her
penmanship had been beautiful and mine had not been good enough. I had taken
one of them and submitted it with my name to my teacher next morning since [
had wished to get gook mark. During the class, my teacher called my name and
asked whether I had done the work by myself. I replyed yes, but he said it was
not true. my classmates were curiously looking at me and they immediately
found the truth. The teacher did not accuse me any more though he knew
everything. After this incident, I became extremely passive and finally fill into a
school dropout.” Ms. Kiyokawa had been a good girl but she stigmatized herself
as a bad girl after this incident. Little by litter, she became to feel compassion
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and sympathy of other person and became matured. It is said that a person
became dind and sympathetic to other persons after the setback.

Ms. Kiyokawa with sympathy to other persons was asked to supervise
Mayumi who was put on probation because of such bad conducts as delinquent
companions, playing truant, glue sniffing, etc. Mayumi’s family was poor. Her
father was alcholic and her mother was wanton. She started smoking and glue

sniffing at the second year of her junior high school. She was given police

guidance for the first time at that occasion.

Ms. Kiyokawa explained the rules of probation to Mayumi and her mither at
their home. Mayumi did not speak at all and her mother was complaining why
only her daughter had been put on probation in spite of cad conducts of her
friends. Ms. Kiyokawa added,”] will always stand by you. You can ask my
assistance any time. I am always at your disposal.” When Ms. Kiyokawa said so
to Mayumi, she looked directly at Ms. Kiyokawa ofr the first time.

Mayumi came to Ms. Kivokawa’s home three weeks later. Ms. Kiyokawa
suggested Mayumi to attend school. Mayumi said,”] do not mind to attend school.
However, My teacher treats me as a nuisance. The teacher blames me for my
long skirt. Is it really impoftant to attend school?” Ms. Kivokawa understook to
trim the length of Mayumi’sskirt and incouraged her to attend school. Kiyokawa
visited Mayumi's teacher and asked his cooperation and went to see Mayumi's
parents for asking their collaboration. Mayumi finally attended school.

Ms. Kiyokawa frequently consulted her probation officer on the phone.
Probation supervision is usually taken by way of collabaration between a
probation officer and volunieer probation officer. The probation officer analyses
problems of probationers/parolees and prescribes treatment schemes. Depending on
the treatment scheme, the voluntary probation officer functions as a caseworker
and submits a monthly report to the probation officer. Reviewing the report, the
probation officer takes an action if necessary.

Ms. Kiyokawa descussed Mayumi’s problems with thd probation officer on
the phone on the next day of the first interview. Ms. Kiyokawa described and
explained Mayumi's situation and problems. The probation officer whose name

was Ms. Gotoh listened and answered that it seemed to take a long time for

51



Mayumi’s treatment since her problems were very comlicated and told that she
made contact with the school teacher for asking his collaboration. Ms. Kiyokawa
said that she felt relief since Ms. Gotoh had listened her like a counsellor. Ms.
Kiyokawa was quite refreshed herself with the consultation and became cheerful.

Despote several efforts by Ms. Kiyokawa, Mayumi injured her rival and was
sent in a juvenile training school. During the stay in the institution, she
expressed her repentance and wrote a letter to Ms, Kiyokawa, Promising her
good conduct after her release. Six months later, Mayumi was released on parole
and put under the oupervision of Ms. Kiyokawa.

Though Mayumi had expressde her repentance in her letter, she did not
reform herself. She returned to the immoral life. She confessed the letter of
repentance and had been false, Ms. Kiyokawa was shocked. Ms. Kiyvokawa felt to
be betrayed by Mayumi. Ms. Kiyokawa confessed that she had beem beaten up.

For a few days, Ms. Kiyokawa was feeling vad and she wanted to quit her
voluntary work. A few days later, she recovered from the shock and made up
her mind again to continue voluntary work, since she thought that Mayumi
needed "mother”. Ms. Kiyokawa was taking the role of a mother for Mayumi,
Since then, Ms, Kiyokawa was keeping to devote herself tp assisting Mayumi.

By Ms. Kiyokawa’'s supervision, Mayumi began to change herself. She
started her new life. Mayumi made up her mind to become a nurse and Ms.
Kiyokawa semt Mayumi to Kyushu where Ms. Kiyokawa's brother was
practising medicine. Ms. Kiyokawa received a letter from Mayimi, telling that she
was enjoying her job as well as her life in Kyushu. Ms. Kiyokawa was telling,”It
may take a long time for Nayumi’'s rehabilitation. I would believe in her
whatever she wants. To believe in her through and through is my obligation as
the volunteer probation officer.”

This is the true story. Ms. Kiyokawa is still devoting herself as the
volunteer probation officer in Tokyo. Mayumi is also sending her life somewhere
else in Japan. The devotion of the volunteer probation officer saved the precious

life and brought about the new life.
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4. CONCLUSION

The public has prejudice toward an ex-offender. It is natural to fear a
dangerous person. However, almost of all the ex-offenders repenten themselves
and wanted to become good citizens. Therefore, it should be also natural to see
ex-offenders as good citizens. It should be noted that it must be an intringement
of human rights if an ex-offender will be segregated because of his/her former
misconducts.

To tell the truth, it is quite difficult to obtain the sympathy towards
ex-offenders in a society. This is s reason why social work in criminal justice is
not popular in Japan. There are very few universities and colleges which have
the courses of social wark in criminal justice in Japan. This social work is the
nost delayed field in social work. We should promote this social work field with
the public understanding.

Though the social work in criminal justice is delayed as a study subject, the
practice in Japan has been developed with the efforts of volunteer probation
officers. They are not arrogant though they have a high status in their
community. Rather, they are sympathetic, kind and friendly. They are always at
the disposal of probationers and parolees. They advocate sympathetic attitude
towards ex-offenders and with their self-sacrifices, I have confidence that social

work in criminal justice will be developed much more in the future.
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Problems and Promising Approaches in the Use
of Community Corrections: The U. S. Experience

Merry Morash, Ph. D
Director and Professor
School of Criminal Justice
Michigan State University

The Current State of Community Corrections in the U.S.

The idea of community corrections has a long history in the United States,
and the most common form of community corrections is probation—--the
supervision of inmates, and in some cases the requirement that the inmate take
part in such activities as drug testing, academic and vocational training, and
counseling during the probationary period. Similar programming and supervision
is provided to most individuals who are released from prison on parole.

In the United States, during the 1960s and 1970s, many academics and
practitioners  strongly  believed that offenders could be reformed.
Social-psychological theories supported the idea that involving an offender in
legitimate activiies--such as education, work, and positive interactions with
law-abiding family or friends——would reduce recidivism. Several states passed
legislation giving local communities financial incentives to develop local programs
for lawbreakers to be used as alternatives state prisons; many innovative
community corrections programs were developed; and some of these were
evaluated.

The current situation for community corrections in the United States is

dramatically different from the high point in emphasis on the rehabilitation of

offenders in the community. U. S. Prison populations are at their highest levels.
Between the most recent U.S. Census Bureau's surveys of prison inmates(1986
and 1991), the prison population had grown 58%, with the addition of 261,000
prisoners in just 5 years, and a 1991 total of 711,000 adults in State correctional
faciliies(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1993:1). The rate of incarceration was
approximately 287 per 100,000 for 1991.

The majority of prisoners are young minority(black or Hispanic) males.
Even though the rate of increased incarceration for women has been faster than
for men, women still make up only 5% of the total prison population. The low
incarceration rate for women results from their limited involvement in serious
illegal behavior. However, there are special problems in programming for women,
because they are often ignored just because they are so fewer in number than
men, and because there is less variety in the type of programming offered.

Most likely due to mandatory sentencing laws for drug offenses, in the U. S.
there has been a dramatic increase in the proportion of offenders serving time for
a violent offense had decreased from 55% to 47%, but the actual number in this
category had increased by nearly 75,000.

Are the rate of incarceration explained by similar increases in crime rates?
Most of the evidence contradicts, at least in part, this explanation. A recent
publication of the U. S Bureau of Justice statistics (1993) reports:

Overall crime rates have been stable or declining in recent years; however,
violent crime has increased for some groups. Violent crime has increased for
some groups. Violent crime rates for teenagers increased in recent years, while
rates for other age groups remained stable or declined. The viclent crime rate
for blacks in 1992 is the highest ever recorded.

As would be expected, there is much controversy about why violent crime
rates for teenagers have increased, and why increasing number of young
offenders are imprisoned for drug offenses. A strong explanation is that the
youths involved are from destitute neighborhoods, which have been seriously
affected by the shift to a "service” economy, which limits the work available to
individuals with a poor education to very low paying, unsteady jobs, if any jobs
at all. In some of these neighborhoods, youth grow up with the expectation that
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they will never be able to earn a decent income through legitimate work, and
becoming involved in robbery or the drug trade--both of which are connected to
high level of violence--is viewed as the only viable opportunity for escaping from
poverty.

Thus, many of the “clients” of community corrections programs in the United
States are products of economic conditions. Added to this is political pressure to
"be tough” on crime, and the resulting tendency of legislatiors to pass mandatory
sentencing laws requiring judges to commit an increased proprotion of offenders
to prison. In the states where judges and prosecutors are elected, perceived
public pressure to be “tough” on crime is another reason for the high
incarceration rates.

For several reasons, even in the context of pressures for less use of
community corrections. It is clear that incarceration does little to reduce
recidivism, and may even make it worse, and it is very expensive. U.S. prisons
are overcrowded (o avoid cruel and unusual punishment, which is prohibited by
the U. S. Constitution) confront huge costs of building and staffing new prisons.
The result is that the U. S. has entered a new stage, in which the term
"community corrections” has been replaced by “intermediate sanctions.” The later
term, by emphasizing punishment, is politically acceptable to the “get tough”
proponents.

The new generation of intermediate sanctions vary in how much they indeed
do emphasize punishment as opposed to rehabilitation through programming that
builds self esteem, improves job skills, and provides counseling. Some are
identical to previously tried community corrections programs. Others (such as
boot camps, discussed below) contain a curious mix of punishment and
rehabilitation programing, in order to satisfy the perceived public demand to be
tough, but at the same time to provide offenders with some meaningful help.

Tt is often the case in the U.S that research evaluation results do not guide
the design or establishment of alternative sanctions. This is so because of the
limited number of programs that have been rigorously evaluated. Also there is
government funding for just some types of programs, and these are not

necessarily the ones that evaluations have shown to be effective. The perceived

political pressure to adopt some, but not other, approaches also works against the

consistent use of evaluation results to guide programming decisions.

Approaches That Hold Promise

Looking at intermediate sanctions from the level of state systems, it has
become increasingly clear that there must be several points on a continuum of
sanctions, from the least to the most punitive (Clear and Cole, 1994: 210-215).
As an example, in Maricopa County, Arizona, judges select from the following

sanctions:

Financial penalties

Summary probation (unsupervised, no real programming)
Probation plus daily fines

First-time drug offender program

Standard probation, possible inclusion in specialized caseloads
Community punishment(work to benefit the community)
Intensive probation

County jail (possible work furlough, or day reporting center)
Shock incarceration (short period of jail)

State prison

An another example, in Delaware, offenders are assigned scores for "risk”
(based on current offense and prior record), and depending on their level of risk,
different levels of restriction are place on mobility in the community, amount of
supervision, privileges withheld or special conditions, and financial obligations.
As risk level changes, offenders can be moved within the system, a process that
should result in focusing the most control and resources on the most serious
offenders. For the system to work, there must be an effective risk assessment
instrument and an operating computerized information system, as well as a

commitment from correctional staff and judges to using the least coercive respose
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to control a person’s behavior.

Although a continuum of sanctions is clearly a necessary condition for the
benefits of intermediate sanctions to be realized, it it not a sufficient condition.
In the prior era of U. S. community corrections, study after study demonstrated
that alternative programs were not used for the people who would normally have
gone to jail or prison, but in most cases they were additional control efforts for
individuals who would received little or no supervision, or perhaps a fine. This
problem is commonly called the "net widening” problem—-referring to the fact
that more and more offenders were caught, like fish, in social control institutions
and programming. The result was increased overall cost to the correctional
system, continued overcrowding of prisons, and limited reduction in recidivism
rates, or in some places even increased rates (McDohald, 1986:38 ; Hudson and
Chesney, 1978). There is not yet a clear demonstration that the new generation
of intermediate sanctions has overcome the net widening problem any more
effectively than did the previous generation ‘of communiity corrections programs.

At a program level, there continues to be some research evidence that
particular alternative sanctions are effective, at least for selected populations. It
is very important to carefully match the characteristics and the needs of offenders
to specific sanctions and program services.

For some offenders, intensive probation typically involves the offender seeing
a probation officer on a daily basis, and often involves a combination of other
monitoring and programming, such as random drug testing, required academic or
vocational education, and/or counseling. An evaluation in Georgia demonstrated
that intensive probation reduced recidivism, and cut the high cost of correctional
programming that would have resulted if there had been repeated arrest (Erwin,
1987). However, an unexpected result of intensive probation is that probation
officers were more aware of offender behavior, and thus of violations of various
resulted in the offender being sent to prison for so-called technical violations, and
a "failure: and a "cost” that would not have resulted without the intensive
probation (Petersilia and Turner, 1990).

In the United States, technical violations account for a surprisingly high

proportion of incarcerations. For example, in Oregon, over 60% of new
admissions are a result of prison or parole violations rather than a new crime
(Oregon Sentencing Commision, 1992). Immarigeon and Chesney-Lind’s (1992:9)
research on women revealed that in California, 48 percent of the more 6,000
women incarcerated in the state in 1990 were technical violators. Thus, in order
to realize the cost benefits of intensive probation, it is essential that return to
prison not be the only response to violations. One of the options being tried is
the day reporting center, where offenders spend any time that they are not
working or attending school.

Aside from intensive probation, there has been some recent attention to what
is called life skills training. Within programs in the community, and sometimes
in institutions, offenders are provided very concrete training in such areas as
managing anger, budgeting, response to crisis situations, and relaxation. The
offender usually attends classes, and then is given concrete assistance in daily
living that involves using the skills learned. One study recently completed at
Michgan State University, for instance, showed a positive outcome when
offenders were provided with daily listenings of job openings and a meeting place
where they had access to a telephone and where potential employers could leave
messages. These fairly simple services resulted in offenders being able to find
jobs during period of unemployment, and staying out of prison and jail more
often than a comparison group of offenders without this type of support.

A final U. S. "innovation” is house arrest, which is often combined with
electronic monitoring. In this approach, some offenders are not sent to prison,
but are regiuired to remain in their houses either at all times, or when they are
not working or attending other required programs. Despite some popularity in
this alternative, there has been only limited evaluation. A study by Sandu and
coauthors (1990:139) determined that compared to placement in a community
residential program, "house arrestees showed a distinct advantage of resolving

their problems in a more natural environment’.
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Questionable Approaches

As a recent variant of “shock incarceration,” through which offenders are
exposed to the negative aspects of prison life on a short term basis, the Clinton
administration has advocated the use of “boot camps,” an approach that is being
used increasingly in the U. S. In a survey of existing correctional boot camp
programs, Parent (1988) found commonality in the use of strict discipline, physical
labor, and summary punishment for minor misconduct. Many programs have
combined selected elements of the military boot camp model with traditional
forms of rehabilitation. In Oklahoma, for example, the paramilitary structure,
including the use of regimentation, has been just one aspect of an otherwise
"helping, supprtive environment” that is considered by the administration to be
prerequisite if “change is to last or have any carry over” (_Kaiser, 1988).

In another paper (Morash and Rucker, 1990), I have criticized the boot camp
concept. In particular, prior applications of . military discipline, which have a long
history in U. S. corrections, have been ineffective; and evaluations have shown
other shock incarceration programs to either have no effect or to increase the
seriousness or reoffending. There is no social science theory, supported by
empirical research, that suggests that mulitary discipline, hard labor, and
frightening offenders will have the desired effect.

Since my 1990 paper was written, the results of some boot camp evaluations
have been published. The results are inconclusive, perhaps because boot camps
combine the militaristic approach with many other components, making it difficuit
to sort out what elements of the sanction actually produce effects. On a positive
side, it is clear that in some states, relatively large number of prison—bound
inmates are sent to 90-day boot camps, and this does actually reduce their period
of confinement. There is anecdotal evidence that by offering selected features of
the boot camp program, staff can also deliver intensive drug and education
programming, and this might have positive benefits, in part because of the
programming, and in part because the negative experiences of a long prison term
avoided. In the context that favors "getting tough” on offenders, the boot camps

placate the public, and allow some positive programming to occur.
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Continuing Problems with Community Corrections/Intermediate Sanctions

In a the early 1980s, when juvenile institutions were closed in Massachsetts,
and community corrections was the replacement, I summarized findings from
research on community programs available to adolescents in two urban
communities (Morash, 1983: 53-60):

Depending on one’s orientation toward either an ideal or a real-world view of
the network or community programs, the process of integrating delinquent youths
into community programs where they develop bonds to the legitimate society can
be view in two ways. At one extreme, based on the ideal world view, it is a
relatively unhindered process of referring youths to existing programs. At the
other extreme, in some real communities, such as those where the present study
was conducted, the process must be viewed as one of overcoming numerous
obstacles to linking youths to some meaningful programs.

The shift from an emphasis on community corrections to one on intermediate
sanctions, though not complete, does represent a weakening in the U. S. of the
ideal of assisting offenders in developing meaningful ties, relationships and roles
within a legitimate community. This is problematic, because theory and some
prior research show that increasing an offender’s “stakes” in the legitimate
community is key to reducing recidivism.

Even though there is this shift in policy and related terminology, some
individuals both within and outside of the correctional system promote and deliver
programs in the community-—whether they are labeled as community corrections
and alternative sanctions. The result is a great deal of inconsistency in the
treatment offenders receive.

The situation of programming for women provides a useful illustration of the
situation in the U. S. Boot camps are increasingly being developed to respond to
women. At the same time, feminist researchers have uncovered an important link
between women’s prior sexual victimization, often in the family, and their later
incarceration. These researchers also have documented the large proportion of
women offenders who are responsible for young children. As a result, along with

the boot camp option, there are increasing numbers of community programs for




women offenders that include counseling regarding prior victimization and that
respond to women’s responsibiliies as mothers. A pre-release Life Skills
Institute in the Michigan Department of Corrections, for instance, prepares women
in areas such as nutrition, budgeting, locating childcare, parenting, and interacting
with public schools on behalf of a child.

Given the existing collections of sometimes incongruent programs that exist
in the U. S. communities for offenders, it is not surprising that there are some
critical tensions. One of these is the degree to which correctional officials can or
should deliver programming, as opposed to private agencies and groups.
Underlying this question is the incongruity between offering support and
assistance, and monitoring and controlling an offender. In the examples regarding
programming for women, private groups have been important innovators in
programming, but there are still examples of state correctional administrators
developing innovative programs. The Michigan Life Skills Institute was
developed by a correctional administrator in partnership with a private agency
which will provide aftercare on a contractual basis.

There also are questions about appropriate training for people working in
corrections. If there emphasis is only on punishment and control of offenders,
then employees need only be educated in how the criminal justice system works
and in the management of large groups of people. However, if there is any
emphasis at all on the provision of social services and support to offenders, then
it is important that even guards have some basic understanding of rehabilitation
approaches. Otherwise, anything that is accomplished by rehabilitation
approaches. Otherwise, anything that is accomplished by rehabilitation staff, like
social workers or psycologists or religious personnel, can be undone by guards
who watch over the prisbners when they leave counseling sessions and other
programs.

To summarize the U.S experience, although politics has had a major impact
on the popularity and direction of community corrections, there persists a steady
emphasis on providing basic human services to offenders, for example through
life skills programs, educational programs, and assistance with reintegration into

the community. Making a range of programs available can encourages decision

makers to use the least severe sanction, and allows for appropriate matching for
prisoner to program, which has been shown to be essential for reducing
recidivism.  Finally, there are several program models that do seem to be
successful, but they require well trained staff and adequate resources.
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