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Chapter 7

Juvenile Crime Interventions

Jeffrey A. Butis and John K. Roman

Econemic analysis is increasingly influential in studies of juvenile justice policies and
programs. The economic perspective considers the monetized costs and benefits of poli-
cies and programs designed to reduce juvenile crime. In other words, do the benefits of
implementing a policy or program for juvenile offenders outweigh the costs? What are
the costs and benefits of expanding rehabilitation and are they measurable? What are the
costs and benefits of enhanced punishment? Are there particular types of offenders for
whom one approach is more cost-effective than another? This chapter reviews the cost-
benefit literature on juvenile crime reduction programs, proposes four existing program
models that should be investigated for their potential cost-effectiveness and recommends
four program models for further rescarch in part because carly evaluation studies indi-
cate they are promising intervention models, bul also because they are extremely populat
with policymakers. As such, they are likely to be a part of the juvenile justice system for
VEATS t0 come,

INYESTIMG I CRIME REDUCTION

The onset and duration of criminal behavior by young offenders can be affected by a
wide range of individual, family, and environmental factors. One of the central goals of
the juvenile justice system is fo identify and resolve those factors to prevent future crime,
restore youth to full citizenship, and ensure the safety of communities. Achieving this
goal requires the juvenile justice system to use a variety of intervention strategies. Incar-
ceration is one strategy, but in many cases it is not desirable. For many, even most, youth
in the juvenile justice system incarceration is impractical, inappropriate, or ineffective,
Each year in the United States, police make more than 2 million arrests involving
youth under the age of eighteen, On any given day, however, only 65,000 youth are in
long-term correctional facilities and residential centers (Snyder and Sickmund 2006,
200). Because the average length of stay in long-lerm juvenile facilities is approximately
twelve to eighteen months, the odds of incarceration for the average youthful offender
are in the range of forty-siz to ane (or 65,000 incarcerations for every eighteen months
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104 Butts aod Romman

of arrests at 2 million arrests per yeac). This is not surprising. Most youth in the juvenile
justice system have not committed a serious crime that would qualify them for incar-
ceration. According to recent national data, more than half of all juvenile arrests in 2005
involved youth accused of minor assaulis, deug offenses, property offenses, and even
lesser charges {Butts and Snyder 2o06). Juvenile arrests for disorderly conduct in 2005
outnzmbered atrests for aggravated assault by more than three to one (201,4000 arrests
compared with 61,200), The number of juvenile vandalism arrests was nearly four times
larger than the number of robbery arrests (104,100 versus 28,g00). More juveniles were
arrested for curfew violations { 140,800) than for murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault cormbined (95,300).

I.css serious erimes are often the first offenses committed by juveniles who then go on
to commit serions and violent crime. Not all minor offenders graduate to serious and vio-
lent erime, but the majority of youth who do eventually commit serious crimes first come
to the attention of law enfarcement authorities for less serious offenses (Piper 19835). By
the time a young offender has accumulated enough of a criminal record to justify the
use of secure confinement the costs of the youth’s behavior may be immense. Cine study
estimated that the economy loses up to $2 million for every youthful offender that goes
on to become a career criminal as an adult, induding actual damages, lost wages, and
harm to victims (Cohen 1968},

The juvenile justice system needs to provide a serious and effective response for all
youth, including these charged with nonviolent crimes, but how should policymakers
target public investments in juvenile crime reduction? Which models and approaches
are effective enough to justify their costs? How much should society invest in services
for unincarcerated juvenile offenders? Incarceration is a relatively rave event in the ju-
venile justice system. Thus, most interventions will be implemented in the community.
Clearly, community-based intervention for youthful offenders would be cost-ellective if
it prevented even a small number of young offenders from joining the ranks of career
criminals, Failing to intervene could be expensive to sociely. Overintervening, how-
ever, could be costly too, Investing in community-based programs that deliver services
to many youth but aflect only a small number of future offenders could generate high
costs without relurning comparable benefits in reduced crime. How should policymak-
ers maximize social investment in juvenile ceime reduction? These questions must be
answered by research into the costs and benefits of community-based interventions for
young offenders.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Employing the logic of cosl-benefit analysis (CBA) to assess the value of juvenile justice
policies and programs is not simple, Many economic benefits that could result from
crime-reduction interventions arc intangible. It is difficult to calculate their monetary
value. There is no crime-reduction marketplace where exchanges between buyers and
sellers determine the value of one program versus another. No market exists to set the
economic value of crime-related pain, suffering, and fear. Researchers must rely on proxy
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markets, including expenditures on personal security measures and real estate prices
in neighborhoods that may be affected by crime in varying degrees. For these reasons,
economic analyses of individual interventions are still relatively rare.

Most crime-related scholarship involves econometric models that estimate the aggre-
gate changes in crime that appear to be associated with the incapacitation or deterrent
effects of policy alternatives (Becker 1968; Ehrlich 1973, 1981, 1996; Pichl and Dilulio
1005 Levitt 1906, 1998). These studies are often derived from rational choice theory and
usually focus on changes in offender risks and rewards and how those changes affect the
incidence and severity of crime (for rational choice theory, see Cornish and Clarke 1986}
Most of these models rely on data about adult offenders. There is very little econometric
literature on the cifects of juvenile justice programs.

Some researchers have applicd CBA models to the study of crime policy by linking
quasi-cxperimental or experimental designs with shadow prices to observe the changes
in economic efficiency associated with particular interventions {Cartwright 2000; Cohen
2o00). There are two key challenges in such studies. The first is developing research de-
signs that limit confounding explanations of observed behavior (Campbell and Stanley
1963; Cook and Campbell 1979; Mohr 1995). The second is developing robust estimates
of the shadow price of crime in the absence of real market data. The second challenge
has proven the more difficult obstacle to overcome,

It is relatively easy to add up the costs of investigating and adjudicating a crime, and
to total the costs of rchabilitation or punishment. It is far more difficult to measure the
costs of the harm associated with crime. ‘The first research strategies to estimate the
price of crime relied on variations in housing prices and wages. Neoclassical economic
theory predicts that prices and wages will vary by the perceived risk of crime, and this
variation can be used to infer the value of crime control interventions and the demand
for public safety (Thaler 1978; Rosen and Thaler 1975; Clark and Cosgrove 1990). Ted
Miller and Mark Cohen pionecred a second approach to estimating the cost of crime
to victims, using jury awards and injury costs to tally the costs of crime. Their method
usee health service use data to estimate the costs associated with crime- related injuries,
and applicd the estimates to the distribution of injuries. The results were then mapped
onto the distribution of injuries in all crimes to estimate the direct costs of crime (Cohen
1988; Miller, Cohen, and Rossman 1993; Miller, Cohen and Wiersma 1996; Rajkumar
and French 1997; Cohen zo00; Miller, Fisher, and Cohen 2001; Cohen and Miller 2003).
Most published estimates of the social costs of crime have relied on the Miller and Cohen
jury-based estimates {Levitt 1996; Cohen and Miller 2003).

A third strategy for estimating the costs of crime relies on contingent valuation tech-
niques, where survey data are used to estimate the public’s willingness to pay to aveid
crime {Cohen ¢t al. 2004). All three approaches have limitations, however, and the es-
timates they produce vary widely, For instance, the average social cost ol burglary is
estimated to be §2,500 using the jury award approach, but approximately $25,000 using
willingness-to-pay survey data. Again, almost all of these studies use data about adult
crime. Only Miller, Fisher, and Cohen focused specifically on the social cost of crime by
juvenile offenders (2oo1).
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Sorne researchers have focused on the cconomic return from investments ln eardy
chitdhood programs for disadvantaged youth (Gramlich 1986; Greenwood et al, 1998}
These studies have generally found that early intervention programs produce a number
of long-term benefits including reductions in future offending, though Ned Gramlich ar-
gued that such benelits accrue to the community and not to program participants, steven
Aos and his calleagues reviewed research on early interventions targeting disadvantaged
youth in general, inchading those involving rursc home visitation programs (Aos et al,
3001; for disadvantaged youth generally, see Lally, Mangione, and Honig 1987; Schwein-
hart, Barnes, and Weikart 1993; Pagani et al. 1998; Reynolds et al. z00c; for visitation
programs, see Olds et al. 1998; Moore, Armsden, and Gogerty 1998). They applied a
standardized CBA protocol to impute economic effects using findings from the literature
on early interventinns, Early intervention was cost-beneficial when benefits to both tax-
payers and crime victims were taken into account, although most of the apparent benefits
were at the community level in the form of reduced victimization.

One analysis of community-based interventions in Minnesola found that juvenile
treatment programs based on cognitive-behavioral approaches were more cosl-beneficial
than programs that provided only monitoring and supervision {Robertson, Grimes, and
Rogers 2001 ). Jonathan Caulkins and his colleagues evaluated the cost-effectiveness of
school-based prevention programs in reducing futuze drug consumption and found
the programs to be cost-competitive, but not always cost-effective {1999). In one of the
most well-known economic analyses of juvenile justice interventions, Peter Greemwood
and his colleagues examined four types of intervention programs for juvenile offenders
(graduation incentives, parent training, behavioral supervision, and home visits) and
compared their cost-effectiveness in terms of future offending with the cost-effectivencss
of three-strikes policies (1998). The results showed that graduation incentives and parent
tralning were more cost-effective than ensuring long sentences for oifenders with three
strikes laws,

Steve Aos and his colleagues reviewed the economic eflectiveness of common pro-
gram models for juvenile offenders, primarily the costs associated with justice system
processing and the harm incurred by victims (2001). Several program models demon-
strated positive returns, including juvenile court diversion services, Intengive supervision
programs, coordinated service-based programs, family-based therapy approaches, and
juvenile sex offender programs. They also examined several clinically oriented interven-
tion programs that used fixed protocols, inclading multisystemic therapy (MST}, func-
tional family therapy (FF'T), and multidimensional treatment foster care (MFTC). Their
review found these programs Lo be cost-beneficial in terms of reduced crime. In arother
thorough review of the literature, Peter Greenwood concluded that these same programs
were, in fact, the only cost-effective interventions for juvenile offenders (2005).

COMTINUIMG THE SEARCH

Only a handful of intervention models have survived multiple clinical teials to demon-
strate their cost-ellectiveness in reducing juvenile crime. This &5 not to say, however, that
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these models are the best and only interventions [or youthful offenders, In fact, the vast
majority of young people in the juvenile justice system may be ill-suited for clinical inter-
ventions such as MST and FFT. These models were designed to serve youth with serious
behavioral problems. For example, MST was originally intended to address serious anti-
secial behavior, including chronic and viclent offenders already at risk of out-ol-home
placement. Follow-up studies suggest that MST may be effective for youth involved in
violent offenses, but it may not be effective for youth charged with less serious crimes
{Henggeler et al. 2002).

Juvenile justice officials must continue to search for new program models and to test
the cost-effectiveness of those models. In particular, practitioners should continue to
create new interventions for the typical adelescent offender involved in property crime,
minor drug use, and other less serious forms of delinquency. Even currently unproven
programs may be found onc day to be cost-effective for many of these youth.

The absence of evidence for program effectiveness is not proof of ineffectiveness, De-
veloping strong and consistent research findings about particular program models is
expensive and complex. Multiple investigators must work for years or even decades 1o
accumulate the high-quality cvidence needed to establish a program’s impact and then
to monetize its costs and benefits, This rarely happens, of course, but it would be fool-
ish to stop the search for crime-reduction methods now simply because a few program
models have already been proven effective——especially if previous studies were less than
thorough or unbiased or if the existing research agenda was overly narrow. In a best-
ol-all-possible-worlds scenario where ample research investments followed interven-
tion concepts naturally and without prejudice, using existing research to finalize a list
of proven programs might be sensible, In our environment of competitive funding and
politically oriented investment, however, relying exclusively on today’s research to invest
in tomorrow’s social programs would stifle innovation and limit the overall impact of
crime-reduction policies. Policymakers and researchers must continue to pursue new
miodels.

There are potentially valuable bul untested program models in juvenile justice that
have not yet attracted the research investment required to generate sound evidence
of cost-effectiveness. Many of these models would be difficult to evaluate, especially
those that rely on community-based and nonclinical interventions. Funding agencies
may be hesitant o invesl their limited research budgets in community-based pro-
grams that do not take place in office settings and do not have controlled treatment
modalities that can be measurcd with laboratory precision, Some effective programs
may happen in courtrooms, community centers, and even neighborhoods where re-
scarchers cannol control the sequence and timing of critical events. Many research-
ers would be reluctant to invest thetr career C'dpitﬂl i ::urnplt'_t ancd ml‘JsLa'mll}r evoly-
ing community-based programs that depend on nonprofessional staff and volunteers.
Researchers need reliable research partners, and programs that employ medical or
clinical service providers are more adepl at maintaining program Odelity and adher-
ing to rigorous research designs. The resources necessary to generate high-quality re-
search evidence are limited, and few funding agencies are likely to support expensive
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studies of delinquency interventions falling outsice the reassuring covirons of the medi-
cal model.

For all of these reasons, there is still much work Lo be done in identifying cost-effective
interveations for juvenile offenders, especially community-based interventions that do
1ot involve confinement or incarceration, CEA will play an increasingly important role
in Lhe development of new program muodels ln the juvenile justice system. Cuanlilying
the monctary value of policy choices generates compelling evidence far policymakers
and for society at large. Given limited resources, CBA helps policymakers identily the
amount of resources consumed by a program or policy, how such programs and policies
may alfect relevant vulcomes, and whether any particular program o policy is the most
efficient use of resources.

AREAS FOR MEW RESEARCH

Four juvenile justice strategies oller promising opportenitics for investment by research-
ers as well as the policymakers and lunding organizations that sepport reseswch, These
strategies are mentoring programs, teen courts, juvenile drug courls, and systemic reform
eflorts, There are cerlainly other concepts and program maodels in juvenile justice that
should be explored for their potential cost-cffectiveness. Theae four madels were chosen
becanse they are popular interventions that are likely to be part of the juvenile justice
system for years to come, and because they represent a broad specirum of CBA consider-
ations. Mentoring is a low-cost but large-scale program focused on at-rigl youth, With sa
many youlh participating in mentoring, even a small behavioral ellect conld he ecomomi-
cally beneficial. Teen courts require more resonrces Lo operate, bt they are targeted on
first-lire offenders and may yleld significant benefits if successful. Tuvenile drup couris
require considerable amounts of resources, but they could generate even greater benchits
if concentrated on youth involved with serious and harmiul drug use. All three of these
programs serve a distinet segment of the juvenile offender population. The fonrth area
af inquiry-—systemic reiorm-— focuses un large-scale changes in osganization and policy
that could affect all youth in the juvenile justice system, The costs of systemic reform
could be substantial, but the potential benefits would be significant if such efforts im-
proved the daily operations of the justice system.

|

Mentaring |'
Mentoring programs aie increasingly popular for youth in the juvenile justice system.
The most well-known mentoring program is Big Brothers{Big Sisters (wwwhbbhsorg).
Mentoring programs match at-risk youth with adult volunteers who pledge o provide
them with support and a sense of connection. Mentors arc not prolessional service pro-
viders; they are friends, confidants, and advisors for youth in need of adult support, Mosi-
Live relationships wilh caring and consistent adults may influence youth development in
several wags, such as protecting youth from psychosocial risk, enhancing their personal
competence, and promoting their social inlegration into the world of adults and the
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larger commumnily. Mentoring relationships provide youth with opportunities to acquire
academic skills and gain practical knowledge, and to develop a sense of efficacy through
participation in joint activities and role modeling (Darling, Hamilton, and Niego 1oug).
Research supports Lthe common sense notion that young peaple benefit from having a
close, enduring relationship with a caring adult. Youth reporling a positive connection
with at least one supportive adult engage In fewer risky behaviors, including substance
abuse and delinquency {Aspy et al. 2004; Oman ct al. 2004,

Mentoring cvaluations suggest that youth who participate ln mentoring relationships
show improvements in self-efficacy and social competence with measurable reductions
in problem behavior {Grossman and Tierney 1995 LoSciuto et al 1996; Sipe zoo02).
Experimental evaluations of mentoring for juvenile offenders have found that program
participalion was associated with significant reductions in youth recidivism (Fo and
O'Dommell 1g75; O'Donnell, Lydgate, and Fo 1979). Other evaluations have been equive-
cal, however, possibly because of variations in their definition of risk status, the outcomes
they measured, and the qualily and duration of the mentoring relationships established
by the programs (Jackson 2o02; Kealing et al, 2002; Royse 1998), S, youth participants
who report better relationships with mentors, as indicated by the frequency and con-
sistency of contact, are generally likely to show more positive outcomes {LoSciuto et al.
1996; Slicker and Palmer 1593 ). Meta-analytic results supporl the general effectiveness of
mentiring across a range of program Lypes and youth populations (DuBois ef al. 200 2).
Researchers also warn that harmful consequences may result from youth-mentor rela-
tionships that are short-lived and characterized by conflict and disappointment {Grross-
man and Rhodes zo02; Rhodes 2002).

“To be ellective, mentoring programs have lo use proven practices in screening and
training participants, making matches, and monitoring the relationships of youth and
their mentors. Programs that provide appropriate structure and active support to partici-
pants seem lo achieve better results. Best practices are particularly important for youth
who have already experienced difficult or disrupled relationships with parents and fam-
ily. Youth with previous relationship problems often harbor fears that others will not
accept them, and may be especially sensitive to rejection (Downey et al. 199, Rhodes
2002}, Such youth may intecpret even minor relationship difficulties as harbingers of
coming rejection. '

Mentoring programs appeal to funders in part because they [unction with largely
volunbary labor. In a CBA, the social cost of a resource is measured as the opportunity
cost of that resource. In other words, the price of a volunteer’s time is equal to the hourly
wage a program would have to pay for someone to perform the volunteer’s particular
task. In this framework, mentoring is nol without cost. Mentors give their time and
encrgy to the program, and this is a resource with value, If these cosls were included in
all CBAs of mentoring programs, it would darify the true costs of the model. it would
also help to test hypotheses about who makes the best mentors—that is, whether val-
unteers with higher or lower opportunity costs contribute differently to overall program
effectiveness.



110 Bedls arcd Roman

Teen Courts

Teen courls are another program model that CBA researchers should invesligate. Some-
times known as youth courls, peer courts, of peer juries, leen courts are informal diver-
sion proprams for young offenders. They are courtrooms in which ali {or most) of the
principal roles are filled by youth, Teenagers serve as the judges, attorneys, juries, clerles,
and even bailiffs, The teen courl process is typically used as a nonbinding, informal
alternative to the regular juvenile court process. The sanctions a leen court IMposes on
young offenders do not have Lhe force of law. Youth participale in teen courl Lo avoid
prosecutivn and adjudication in juvenile court. I youth refuse Lo complete Lhe sanctions
imposed in teen court, however, they may be returned to juvenile court to face formal
handling and possible adjudication (figure 7.1}

Teen courts have become very popular in the United States. Growing from a handful
of programs in the 19703, there are now more than 1,000 programs ity operation across
the country, according to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Preventon (wrww
youthcourt.net), The typical case in teen court invobves a youlh [ourteen to sixteen vears
ol age, in trouble with the police for the first time, and probably charged with vandalizm,
stealing, or another nonviclent offense. Participaling in a teen court allows such youth
to avoid whal might have been the first stain on their legal record. In refurn, they are
almost certain to ger a rather stilf sentence compared with what they might have received
in a traditional juvenile court. Most teen court defendants ate required to do community
service and many pay restitution, They may be ordered 1o write an apology letter to their
parenl or parents or to the victim or viclims of their olfense, and they may hawve to write

Figure 7.1 Typical Teen Court Process
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an essay about the eflects of crime on communities. Some teen courts require defendants
to refurn as jury members in other cases,

Studies of teen court programs have reported low rates of re-offending among former
defendants. Researchers have often found rates of postprogram recidivism ranging from
3 to 10 percent within six to twelve months of an appearance in teen court {Butler-Mcejia
1998; McNcece et al. 1996; SRA Associates 1995). A few researchers have found higher
recidivism rates, but these are often evaluations of teen courts that accept adjudicated,
rather than diverted juveniles. Kevin Minor and his colleagues, for cxample, found that
nearly one-third of teen court alumni re-offended within one year, but the Kn:ntu-ck}'
program involved in that study handled youth referred to teen court as a dispositional
alternative after juvenile court adjudication (Minor et al. 1999}, The offenders it served
could have been from a more delinquent population than would be true of the typicat
tcen court cascload.

Despite their obvious promise, teen courts have not been evaluated with rigorous
research designs. Bven some of the best studies have relied on data from a single group
of teen court cases at a single time, or they have used inadequaic comparison groups
{Garrison 2001; Tlarrison, Maupin, and Mays 2001; Minor ¢t al. 1999; LoGalbo and Cal-
lahan 2001; Swink 1998; Wells, Minor, and Fox 1298}, It is still not possible to reject the
hypothesis that teen court outcomes are due to the preprogram characleristics of teen
cowrt clients rather than to effects of the program, that is, youth selected for leen court
ray be less likely to recidivate in the first place.

Some studies, however, have used acceptable comparison groups to measure the ef-
fects of teen courts on recidivism and they support the potential effectiveness of the
model. Rod Hissong's evaluation of an Arlingion, Texas, teen court compared recidivisim
amomig leen courl delendants with a group of nonteen court participants matched on sex,
race, age, and offense (1091). The analysis suggested that teen courl parlicipants were
significantly less likely to re-offend than the comparison group, 24 percent versus 36
percent. In one of the move rigorous evaluations of teen courts to date, researchers from
the Urban Institute studied teen courts in four jurisdictions: Alaska, Arivona, Maryland,
and Missouri {Butts, Buck, and Coggeshall zo02). More than soo teen courl caxes (nom
the four sites were compared with similar cases handled by the traditional juvenile fustice
system. The study collected baseline data about youth and their parents or grardians,
and tracked each youth for six months, measuring differences in recidivism between
teen court youth and those processed in the traditional juvenile justice system. In three
of the four study sites, recidivism was lower for leen court. In Alaska, for example, the
difference was marked, The six-month recidivism figure for teen court cases was 6 per-
cenl, compared with 23 percent lor juvenile court cases matched with the teen court
sample on age, sex, ethnicity, and offense history. In Missouri, the recidivism rate was 9
percent in teen court and 27 percent in the traditional process, a striking and statistically
significant difference.

Teen couris, however, are more than a method of reducing recidivism, The peer-to-
peer justice provided by teen courts is believed to promode pro-social attitudes and to
encourage civic engapement and social responsibility among young offenders as well as
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among youll volunteers. Research suggests thal an experience n teen court is associ-
aled with high levels of satisfaction with the court process, and enhanced perceptions of
PIGCCdHTﬂljuﬁﬁﬂt‘ {on Lthe court process, see Hutts, Buck, and Copgeshall amoz; C-:‘:-l}"d:ls
. and McLeod 1997; Reichel and Seyfrit 1984; Swink 1998; Wells, Minor, and Fox 19098;
on procedural justice, see Butler-Mejia 1998). One study of a Flovida program found thal
teen conrt positively affected deferdant attitudes toward authority and understanding of
the legal system (LoGalbo and Callahan 2001). Researchers surveyed 131 youth imme-
diarely after their initial interview with teen court staff and again when they completed
the program. The survey asked participanis about their knowledge of Flerida laws and
the jusiice system, their alliludes lowaed authority figures {such as police officers, judges,
parents, teachers), their attitudes toward teen court and toward themselves, and theic
perception of the fairress of teen court procedures. The study found that teen court
participation was associated with increased self-esteem and positive attitudes wward
authority. In addition, recidivism was less likely among Lhose defendants with improved
attitudes roward figures of authority.

Strong client salisfaction was also reported by researchers in Eentucky (Wells, Minor,
and Fox 1998). Exit interviews revealed high levels of satisfaction among 123 tecn court
participants, with 84 percent indicating that Lheir sentences were fair. Several fealures of
the teen courl xperience were cited positively by the Kentucky subjects, including edu-
cational advantages (37 percent) and the actual sentences youth received (21 percent).
Teens also consistenlly indicated that the opportunity to serve as a leen court juror was
an important, positive aspect of the teen court process.

Althowgh no experimental studies have been conducted on the effectiveness of teen
courts, there are many reasons to believe such programs are beneficial for youth partici-
pants and their communitics, For one, the average annual cost of operating a teen court
is juat over 30,000 (Butls and Buck aooo). Even a small effect on subscquent recidivism
could justify the costs of such an affordable program model. Teen courts may be even
mare cost-effective becanse they depend largely on youth volunteers and the opportunity
costs for juveniles invelved in teen court are probably smaller than the opportunily cosls
Lor adults in mentoring programs. In addition o measuring recldivism, future CBA ef-
forts should focus on other important leen court outcomes, As noted, toen courts are
designed to improve pro-social attitudes and to encourage civic engagernent ared social
responsibility among youth, Studies of teen courts could underestimate their benefits if
these other oulcomes are nok monetized.

Juwenile Drug Courts

Dirug coiirts started twenty years ago and quickly became a prominent part of the jus-
tice system both for adults and juveniles. They use a persuasive combination of judicial
authority and interorganizational coordination to motivate drg-involved offenders to
stay in teeatment and change their behavior, IDrug court programs use case management
to coordinate services, drup tests to monitor oflender compliance, and frequent court
hearings to review case progress and establish effective social bonds between offerd -
ers, judges, and other court staff. During dmy court hearings, judges converse openly
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with offenders and their family members. The social dynamics of the courtroom may be
a critical component in the effectiveness of drug courts, especially when they support
procedural justice, or the visible signs of fairness that encourage offenders to accept the
courl process and to abide by ils rales.

Drug courts are widely praised, from city halls and state capitols to the U5, Congress
and the White House, The National Drug Control Strategy of zoog described the spread
of drug courls as "one of the most promising trends in the criminal justice system” (The
White House 2004, 6}, The news media lavish even more attention on drug courts, Bvery
month, hundreds of news stories about drug courts appear in American newspapers. On
May 28, 2007, a Google News search of the term drug court found more than 6oo news
iterns published in the previous thirty days alone. Stories often quole judges and other
court officials praising the drug court model, and they routinely depict the personal
struggles and triumphs of drug court graduates.

First appearing in the mid-1990s, juvenile drug courts {JDCs) grew rapidly in the
United States (figure 7.2). Still, only a handiul of evaluations of juvenile drug courts had
been published by the end of 2006. One of the first studies was a quasi-experimental
evaluation in Utlah (Parsons anu Byrnes 1098). The study matched treatment cases (JDC)
and comparison cases (not JDC) and found a statistically significant difference in the
number of charges incurred by youth one year after intervention compared with one
year before intervention. Participants in JDC had 1.1 fewer charges after intervention,
and a comparison group had 0.6 fewer charges, Like many quasi-experimental designs,
this study was open to criticism because the matching process failed to control sutfi-
ciently for potential bias. Youth in the treatment group turned out to have more extensive
criminal histories than the comparison group youth. Thus, some of the dillerence de-
tected by the study could have been dug to a selection-regression artifact (Maltz and
McCleary 1977).

The University of Akron conducted one of the first experimental JDC evaluations
(Dickie 2n02). The study found that youth involved in a [DC had fewer new charges
than a comparison group, lower rates of positive drug screens, and higher rates of

Figure 7.2 juvenile Drug Courts Expanded Quickly
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employment. The strength of the research, however, was compromised by the study's
small sample size and high subject attrition. The study began with thirty comparison
cases, and after twelve months only nine cases were still available for follow wp, The find-
ings were promising, but unpersuasive,

The University of Southern Maine tracked outcomes for 396 youth admitted to [DCs
across the state {Anspach, Ferguson, and Phillips 2003; Ferguson, McCole, and Raio
za06). The study measured program completion rates, employment, school attendance,
recidivism, and drug use among JDC participants and a matched comparison group.
The results suggested that youth who completed [DC programs had lower recidivism
rates {35 percent} than those who failed to complete [DC {48 percent), or those in the
comparison group (43 percent). The design of the Maine study was similar to the first
shudics of adult drug courts. Researchers compared offenders in drug court with shmilar
offenders who did not participate in drug court, sometimes including offenders who re-
fused to parlicipale in drug court (Rodriguez and Webb 2004; Thompson 2004). These
studies help to underscore the potential of drug courts, but they invalve serious threats to
validity (selection effects, for example). As important, they rely on a black-box approach
to conceprualizing the drug court process and this prevents them from disaggrepating
the effects of various drug court components (Bouffard and Taxman 2004; Sanford and
Arrigo 2005).

In what is arguably the best |IDC study published to date, the creators of multisystemic
therapy conducted a randomized trial of 161 juvenile offenders assigned to four treat-
ment conditions: {group 1) biannual juvenile and family court hearings with community
services, (group z) weekly drug court with community services, {groap 3) drug court
with multisystemic therapy (MST), and (group 4) drug court with M5T and contin-
gency management or behavioral intervention (Henggeler et al. 2006). The study asked
whether [DC improved youth outcomes compared with raditional court, and whether
integrating MST into juvenile drug court improved outoomes even further. The apparent
answer in both cases was yes. Dirug use by youths in groups 2, 3, and 4 decreased more
than it did among those in group 1. Furthermaore, groups 3 and 4 had stronger results
than group 2, suggesting that the addition of MST led to better outcomes. The study was
the most elaborate JDC evaluation so far, bat it failed to address critical questions about
JDC eifectiveness, The study showed that JDC with MST is probably more effective than
JDC without MST, but this is a test of MST, not JDC, The study's comparison of groups 1
and 2 did address the elfectiveness of JDC, but the results showed only that weekly drug
court hearings might be more effective than biannual juvenile court hearings. Is this a
test of drug court or a test of [requent court appearances?

Researchers still need to address many unanswered questions about juvenile drog
courts, If research finds that juvenile drug courts are ellective in general, how does this
help practitioners identify the specific elements that make effective programs, especially
cosl-effective programs? What is and what is not part of a juvenile drug court? Does it
inchude Lhe drug treatment provided to youth as part of their participation in JDCT If ves,
does this mean that when youth are held in detention for violating dreg court rules that
detention is also a part of JDC? If JDCs coordinate their efforts with public schools, does
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this make classroom teachers part of deug court? What are the most important com-
ponents of JDC programs? Which components are supported by empirical evidence?
Are some JDC practices actually counterproductive? Is court-ordered drug mreatment
for adolescents always better than treatment offered without the backing of judicial au-
thority? Are the benefits of juvenile drug court to be found primarily in the frequency
of court hearings? If 0, would their cost-effectiveness acmally be improved by reduc-
inng their use of substance abuse treatment and drug testing, both of which can be very
expensive?

Rescarchers need to develop evidence about JDCs from theorctically informed evalu-
ations that measure the effectiveness of specific procedures and practices. Mew studies
should be guided by theories of how J13Cs change youth behavior. Most previous studies
have been nontheoretical, black-box evaluations. These studies may help to establish
the eflicacy of JTMCs, but they do not address their effectiveness (Marlowe 2004). Many
lessons learned from research on adult d.rug courts are not directly applicable to ju-
venile programs. Juvenile drug courts, and evaluations of juvenile drug courts, should
fit the juvenile justice environment, Practitioners have made assertions about what
they believe are the critical components and strategies in practice for juvenile drug
courts (NDCLMNC]PC] z003), but researchers should test those assertions with rigorous
evaluations.

One critical challenge that faces future economic studies of juvenile drug courts is
the possibility that the programs have havmiul effects on some participants, particu-
larty youth who are referred to JDC programs for nonserious offenses combined with
drug use. Unlike mentoring and teen courts, which are designed to prevent formal in-
volvement in the juvenile justice system and the negative consequences that often ac-
eompany Lhat involvement, juvenile drug courts sometimes take relatively minor of-
fenders far deeper into the justice system than thelr criminal behavior alone would
warrant {Butts and Roman 2004). Even assuming that [DC reduces :‘Jﬂi:ud.ing and drug
use during the period of program participation, researchers should establish whether
JC exposure leads to worse postprogram outcomes for nonserious offenders. A
study that does not count these costs would overestimate the net benefits of the JDC
intervention.

Systemic Reform

The fourth research area recommended here is not a program or an intervention model
for individual youth, Systemic reform is a strategy for improving the impact and ef-
ficlency of the juvenile justice system as a whole. Whether it concerns specific sys-
tem components or all elements of the juvenile justice process, systemic reform is a
potentially rich area for further research on the costs and benefits of juvenile justice
policy. Syslemic relorm addresses organizational structures and procedures. By improv-
ing the efficiency of the process or the targeting of juvenile justice services, an effective
reform strategy can result in large-scale benefits. Just a small increment of improve-
ment—even 1 percent greater crime reduction—could penerate significant economic
returns. Two rccent examples of systemic reform in the juvenile justice system focus
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on secure detention and the coordination of substance abuse services for youthiul
offenders.

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative

Oine of the most well-known systemic reform strategies of the past decade is the Ju-
venile Delention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) funded by the Annie E. Casey Foun-
dation of Ballimore, Maryland. The JDAI effort focuses on the use of secure juvenile
detention facilities. Detention is analogous to jail in the criminal {adult) justice sys-
tem. It is used to keep youth out of the community while they wail for juvenile couct
processing or while they wait to be placed in long-term correctional facilities or other
placements after the court process has concluded, The JDAT encourages juvenile jus-
tice officials to reserve their costly detention resources for youth who really need to be
securely confined, and to use community-based detention alternatives for other youth.
Without strict monitoring, local jurisdictions often use juvenile detention for an inap-
propriately wide array of offenders, including youth charged with nonviclent offenses
and those who could be supervised successfully and less expensively in nonconfinement
settings,

The JDAT tarpgets the problems that arise when youth are unnecessarily or inappro-
priately detained at greal expense, with long-lasting negative consequences for hoth
public salety and youth development. According to the Casey Foundation {(www.aecl
org/ Tlome/OurWork/ fuvenileJustice.aspx), the JIDAI promotes changes to policies,
praclices, and programs that reduce reliance on secure confinement, improve public
safety, reduce racial disparities and bias, save taxpayers dollars, and stimulate overall
juvenile justice relorins.

The initialive pursues these geals by providing support to state and local officials
through direct technical assistance, conferences, and written materials. The areas of lo-
cus include the creation and operation of effective community-hased programs, deten-
tion screening and risk assessment tools, and case flow management techniques Lo ac-
celerate the legal processing of delinquency cases to minimize the ime youth spend in
detention awaiting the conclusion of court proceedings.

Starting in just four or five jurisdictions during the 19gos, the JDAI effort was working
in more than seventy cities and counties by zoo6 (JDAI News 2006). The results of the
initiative appeared Lo be impressive, judging by the reported changes in two principal
measures of possible impact-—average dally detention populations and average lengths
of slay in detention. In many of the state and local jurisdictions participating in JDAL
the size of juvenile detention populations decreased by 30 to 40 percent during the pe-
riod of implementation, and the average length of stay in detention dropped by 10 to
20 percent {see, for example, JDAI News 2007). If these changes could be attributed
to the JI3A] effort, and if they could be sustained over time, the cost impact would be
profound.

Of course, it is difficult to isolate the empirical results of JDAL Like most systemic
reform initiatives, JOAT was not implemented in a way that would facilitale dgorous
evaluation. In addition, the primary implementation period overlapped almost precisely
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with the drop in violent crime in the United States from 1995 to 2005 (Butts and Sny-
der 2006), Many jurisdictions in the United States saw a reduced demand for detention
during that time simply because of the dramatic decline in youth violence. Some JDAI
jurisdictions, however, became active in the initiative only in 2003 or 2004, when most
of the impact of the nationwide crime decline had already occurred. In these jurisdic-
ticns, juvenile justice officials reported changes in the use of detention that were just as
dramatic as in the other JIDAL sites. For example, juvenile justice ofhcials in New Jersey
began to participate in the JDAT in 2004, By 2005, juvenile deiention populations had
dropped 11 percent in Atlantic County, 24 percent in Hudson, 35 percent in Camden,
38 percent in Monmouth, and 43 percent in Essex (JDAL News 2006). If only half the
changes were attributable to JDAL the economic benefits would easily pay for the costs
of the initiative. Moreover, these reductions in detention occurred while violent crime in
Mew Jersey remained largely unchanged. According to the FBEI Uniform Crime Reports
for 2006, violent crimes in Mew Jersey's largesl cities increased just 1 percent between
2005 and 2006, which was similar to the national average of 1.3 percent {Federal Bureau
of Investigation zoo7).

Reclaiming Futures

Another foundation-supported systemic reform effort focused on improving the coordi-
nation of substance abuse interventions for young offenders in ten communities across
the United States. The Reclaiming Futures initiative was supported by the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation and began as a demonstration project in zooz {Nissen et al. zo06).
The goal was to enhance the integration of services lor drug-invelved youth in the juve- .
nile justice system. Many youth involved in the juvenile justice system have emerging or
established problems with substance abuse but few receive high-quality substance abuse
services during their time under court supervision. Juvenile justice and drug treatment
axencies do not often collaborate effectively. The top juvenile court officials often do not
know the treatment providers in their own communities. Screening and assessment of
voung offenders is rarely consistent or comprehensive. Service providers and court offi-
cials do not often share information about specific youth and families. The court system
frequently does not cven know whether services are provided to youth as intended be-
cause treatment providers are not allowed, or al leasl they believe they are not allowed to
share clinical information with officials outzide their own agencies. Many youth simply
ignore court orders to begin substance abuse treatment and neither the court nor the
treatment agency has any idea that such gaps exist. Not only do many drug-involved
vouth fafl through the cracks of the juvenile justice system, the entire system could be
described as largely a sequence of cracks.

Reclaiming Futures was designed Lo address these systemic problems and to make
the juvenile justice and substance abuse treatment systems more accountable to one an-
other, to their mutual clients, and to the entire community. The initiative grew from
previous systemic reform efforts in adolescent treatment, balanced and restorative jus-
tice, and children’s mental health (Nissen et al. 2006; Bazemore 2006; Pires 2002), It
relied on effective leadership, judicial commitment, active teamnwork amony treatment
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providers and juvenile justice agencies, and broad community partnecships to al-
ter the trajeclory of suhstance abusing youth through {and heyond) the juvenile jus-
tice process. The central goal of Reclaiming Futures was 10 enhance cach commu-
nity’s capacity to provide a comprehensive response to substance abuse problems
among justice-imvolved youth by emphasizing interagency, comumunity, and family
collalbseration.

A performance monituring approach known as the Reclaiming Futures Model was
developed from the ten-site demonstration {s0¢ werwreclaimingfutures.arg). The model
was designed to help communities identify Lhe strengths and weaknesses of their ser-
vice systems and to create a shared approach for improving systems. The Model was
essentially an interorganizational performance measurement framework that encour-
aged communitics to ignore agency boundaries as they created system-level change.
It encouraged communities to track youth across six key stages of the juvenile justice
and treatment process: initial screening, assessment, care coordingtion, scrvice ini-
tiation, service engagement, and service completion. Al most stages, simple perfor-
mance meustres were supgested to assess implementation {process) and performance
{oulcome).

As part of a national evaluation of Reclaiming Futures, the Urban Instinite and
Chapin Hall at the University of Chicage conducted biannwal surveys of profession-
als, family advocates, and community members in each of the participating sites. The
surveys measured the coordination, quality, and effectiveness of the juvenile justice
and substance abuse treatment systems by asking a series of fifty-cight questions that
were then combined into thirteen indices of system quality. The paliern of responses
suggested that Reclaiming Futures improved the efficacy ol court-supervised inter-
ventions for youth, Most of the indicators measured by the evaluation umproved sig-
nificantly during the course of the initiative. Improvements were especially strong in
the use of screening and assessment Lools, treatment effectiveness, the use of clicnt
information to support treatrnent, family mvolvement in treatment, and overall sys-
tems integration. Each of these quality indicators improved between 19 and 28 percent
{5¢e table 7.1).

A RESEARCH AGERDA,

All four programs and strategies described here have generated some evidence of ef-
fectiveness, but none has been subjected to rigarous CBA. "The four strategies vary in
the amount of investment they require, from very small programs that rely on volunleer
labor (mentoring and teen courls), to relatively large programs that demarsd consider-
ahle staff time {juvenile drug courts), to putentially complex organizational change that
depends on political skills and long-term effort (JDAI and Reclaiming Futures). 'The
stralegles described here also vary in their expected impact. Teen courts are short-term,
low-dosage programs that could yield commensurately small behavioral changes, while
mentoring and juvenile drug cousts require prolonged and sometimes intense participa
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Table 7.1 Change in Indices of System Quality, by Percentage

Indes Possible Improvernent Reallzed
Use of drug and abcohol assessments Ry
Effeciivenass of youth tréspment iR
Use of cliont infor e ton 24 ¥
Family involvoment pr i
Crverall system Integration % *
Llze of pro-social activities for youth 15"
Crata sharing by agencies g *
Rescurca maniagenent by apanches : & *
Agency coliaboracion 1%
Targeting of youth creatment I2%
Cultural Integration ¥
Accose o services by youth and families 9
Fartner agency nvoivament ' -1

Seiree: Authiory analysis Data from Mational Survey of Reclriming Futures, Urban Institute, Washiagton, LC.
Mot Prasihle improvement o an inde s sclative b the valoe of that index in the ferst of six gorveys, Small changes io indi-
ces that stacted with high valoes could ke maore significant than larger changes i Indsees thint starhed with baw values. “Pos
albbe Imprevement realized” was cnlcalabed by taking the iotal differenoe in sirvey scores (Survey € - Srvey 1), and thea
dlividkinag by the poesible improveanent, of the maximiom scofe minas the first score. Change Indlces were then muisk ondencd
fran largest o senallest percentage nf possible bnprovement realized. For more infarmation, s www.rerlabmingftures ung.
* Amsuet of change signlficanthy differeny from zera according i f-test (p < .o3).

tion but may have strong effects on behavior. Each of the four strategies, however, is a
promising area for future CBA work in the juvenile justice system.

Many challenges face CBA in juvenile justice. Onc significant challenge is that the
lives of youth subjected 1o juvenile justice pelicies and programs are oiten closely in-
tertwined with others—specifically, families and peers. If a program causes a youth to
change behavior and the behavior in turn affects others outside the study framework,
it can be very difficult to evaluate and monetize all program effects. The issue is not as
academic as it appears, Consider the sucial cost of cime, What harm do viclims suffer as
o result of crime? How much work do they miss? ow extensive are their related health
costs? What is the value of the pain and fear associated with crime? The textbook ap-
proach is to adopt a social welfare perspective in which costs and benctits for all citizens
are included in CBA, but this method is far from perfect, especially when programs affect
only a few very young offenders charged with relatively minor crimes. Alternatives to
this approach, however, present problems of their own. Ifa CBA counts only costs and
benchits associated with the expenditures of public agencies, many of the gains and losses
by participants would be excluded. There is a small literature on estimating the true costs
of crime, bul much morc work needs to be done.

CBAs also vary according to their focus— namely, whether they focus on policies that
affect groups and organizations or programs that affect individual behavior. The CBA
methad is generally designed to answer macro policy questions, such as whether overall
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crime was reduced as 2 result of some particular action. Ironically, systemic reform
strarcgies such as Reclaiming Futures and the Juvenile Deiention Alternatives Initiative
are more amenahle to this type of analysiz, but CBA is more commonly wsed in studics of
programs that arc designed to change individual behavior. In studies of individoal behay-
ior change, a great deal of attention is focused on issues of internal validity, for cxample,
how to deal with the effects of selection and attrition, Few studies, however, expend much
efforl an the peneralizability of their findings. For example, they rarely if ever wse random
controlled trial designs, Without rigorous findings on program oculcomes, the precision
of CRA is jeopardized.

There are two other important implications of these problems. First, programs may
affect the behavior of individuals outside the study frame. Suppose juvenile drug courls
increased general deterrence as the public learned that JDC programs can be more se-
yere and more intrusive than traditional juvenile court practices, Individuals outside the
treatment and comparison groups may change their behavior in importani ways, but
these changes would not be observed by CBA.

Second, becanse the sampling frames for many juvenile justice stucies are limited,
little if anything can be said about the most critical outcomes— reductions in Lthe to-
tal amounts of crime and tangible public resources used in response. Many studies use
individual recidivism as an outcome, rather than crime in total. A reduction in recidi-
vism, by itself, says very lille about reductions in crime. Similacly, a finding that the
participants of a program used less detention bed space Is not neccssarily evidence that
public resources were saved, becanse other Juveniles may have used that space. Fulure
(CBAs of juvenile justice programs should address these issues dircetly by explicitly not-
ing whether programs may have substantial costs and benefits that sre oulside the view
of a particular analysis, and then by attempting to measure the effects of programs on
crime, nol inerely recidivism.

Finally, CBA must be very careful in interpreting the effect of an intervention in the
presence of rare or extreme events. Fyven in studies with very small samples, cxlreme
events may occur. Mentoring, lor example, is a relatively low-cost intervention. Suppose
the evaluation of a mentoring program (ound that one individual in the comparison
group committed a serious assault, was transferred to the adult criminal justice system,
and sentenced o a long prison term. How should this be treated in a CBA framework?
The literature would suggest putting a cost of several hundred thousand dollars on this
one incident, which could be larger than the total costs of the mentodng program. Tf
this one rare event were included, the analysis could suggest that mentoring prograns
yield benefits ten times or 100 times their cost. If the event were excluded, the program
might not pass a cost-benefit test at all. Bconometric solutions to this problem could
be developed, and such an inguiry would be worthwhile for future studies. At the very
feast, research results should be presented transparently, with complete explanations of
the role played by rare events and other concerns. Finally, it is important to present costs
and benefits in sullicient detail so results can be presented not only as point estimates,
hut with appropriate confidence intervals as well.
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COMCLUSION

Research that examines juvenile justice programs from an economic or CBA perspec-
tive is a necessary and posilive element of policy formation. The economic approach
allows rescarchers to standardize the outcomes of diverse juvenile justice initiatives
implemented in differing contexts and at highly varying scales. Without these methods,
it would be difficult if not impossible to compare the relative value of programs and
strategies for juvenile crime reduction. CBA, however, is nol flawless. The methods of
CBA should never be exempt from close and critical scruting. The assumptions used to
construct CBA should always be examined for their accuracy and relevance by policy-
makers, practitioners, and other researchers interested in juvenile justice reform, CBA
yields simple, easily digestible bottom lines that arc welcomed by policymakers. It is
precisely because CBA is so Influential that its methods should be az transparent and
accessible as possible.
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