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Abstract

Some argue that youth tried in adult court should not be placed in adult facilities because of a greater likelihood of victimization and suicide attempts; others counter that placing adult court youth in juvenile facilities will negatively impact juvenile court youth since adult court youth tend to be more violent offenders.  It remains unclear if, when aggregated, adult court youths will victimize or exacerbate the externalizing problems of juvenile court youths.  Among a sample of juvenile court youths (N=261) and adult court youths (N = 103) residing in the same secure juvenile facility, the present study examines if adult court youths are in fact more dangerous than their juvenile court counterparts.  Other institutional concerns such as victimization and suicidal behavior are also compared.  Results suggest that adult court youths exhibit less antisocial behavior during incarceration.
A Tale of Two Courts:  How do the Behaviors and Needs of Adult Court Youths Differ from those of Juvenile Court Youths?

The transfer of youth to adult court has sparked contentious debate.  One of the primary purposes of the establishment of juvenile court nearly a century ago was to prevent youthful offenders from socializing with adult criminals (Shiraldi & Zeidenberg, 1997).  As a result of waiver to adult court, minors may be sentenced to incarceration in either an adult or juvenile facility.  It has been hypothesized that housing youths with adult criminals might turn youths into hardened criminals (Shiraldi & Zeidenberg, 1997).  Another line of argument for maintaining separate justice systems contends that juveniles are developmentally different from adults (Steinberg & Cauffman, 2001), and as a result have fundamentally different service needs than adult criminals (Woolard, Odgers, Lanza-Kaduce, Daglis, 2005) and thus may be more amenable to treatment (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000).  However, due to the danger some youths pose to society, certain adolescent offenders, in particular those who are violent or persistent (Podkopacz & Feld, 1993) and determined to be beyond rehabilitation, are considered for transfer to adult court. 

Research has documented the negative effects of housing youths in adult facilities (e.g., victimization, suicide; Austin, Johnson, Gregoriou, 2000); however, little research has examined the consequences of housing adult court youths with adolescents adjudicated in juvenile court.  If, in fact, adult court youths are serious criminals, they might pose a physical threat to youths processed in juvenile court. It could also be the case that exposure to adult court youths, who have been deemed to be more serious offenders, might exacerbate juvenile court youths’ antisocial tendencies.  The present study addresses these alternate hypotheses among a sample of youths incarcerated in one secure juvenile facility.  Specifically, adult and juvenile court youth are compared in terms of institutional offending (both violent and nonviolent), victimization, and suicidal behaviors.  

Legal Criteria that Resulted in the Option to Place Juveniles in Either Adult or Juvenile Facilities

In contrast to the adult court, where the primary focus is retribution and public safety, juvenile court sanctions are intended to serve the best interest of the child and focus on rehabilitation.  An important assumption of juvenile court, acknowledged by the Supreme Court (Roper v. Simmons), is that youths processed in this court are less culpable for their actions because of underdeveloped self-control, heightened vulnerability to peer influence, and other developmental immaturities (Scott, 2005; Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000).  In fact, as seen in the Supreme Court decision of Roper v. Simmons (2005), Justice Kennedy wrote, “[a] lack of maturity and an underdeveloped sense of responsibility are found in youth more often than in adults and are more understandable among the young” and it was this reasoning that led to the abolishment of the juvenile death penalty.  As such, the goal of juvenile sanctions is to prevent subsequent appearances before the court and for the child to eventually reintegrate into society and desist from delinquent behaviors.  These goals are achieved by offering youths in custody individualized case management programs, which often include educational and vocational training as well as other individually tailored rehabilitation services.  However, in cases where the child is determined to be a serious or habitual offender or is judged to lack amenability to treatment, youths may be determined to be unfit for a juvenile hearing.

In spite of the recognition that juveniles are generally different than adults, in extreme cases, juveniles are treated less like youths under juvenile court jurisdiction and more like adults under criminal court jurisdiction.  It was decided that, with serious adolescent offenders, public safety might be in conflict with the best interest of the child (Rossiter, 2005; Fagan, 1996).  As this decision was at odds with the founding principles of juvenile court, it was determined that serious adolescent offenders, who are perceived as dangerous and unable to respond to juvenile court rehabilitation efforts, are to be transferred to adult court and sentenced under the punitive doctrine of criminal court.  In this vein, it might be the case that longer and more punitive periods of incapacitation (as with adult court sanctions) for serious adolescent offenders are the most equitable manner in which to reconcile the struggle between public safety and adolescent rehabilitation.  

As a result of these conflicting options for the treatment of juveniles and lack of federal guidelines for transfer decisions and dispositions, there is a large degree of variability between states (and even within states) with regard to these processes. While all states allow adolescents to be tried in criminal court, each state has its own unique transfer laws.  After youths are sentenced in adult court, states can apply straight adult incarceration (e.g., minors are immediately housed in adult facilities), graduated incarceration (e.g., minors are housed in a juvenile facility until a certain age), or segregated incarceration (e.g., assign minors to specific facilities based on age and needs) (Strom, 2000).  In addition, seventeen states, including California (the site of the present study), draw on criminal court blended sentencing laws (Griffin, 2007).  Blended sentencing means that criminal court judges have the discretion to employ either adult or juvenile court sanctions. For example, adult court youths may be required to serve part of or their entire sentence in juvenile facilities (Griffin, 2007).  Adolescent offenders transferred to federal criminal courts may also be sentenced to juvenile facilities due to the federally mandated law that prohibits minors from being housed in federal prisons (Strom, 2000).  In regard to adolescents tried in state criminal courts, considerable debate remains regarding the most appropriate place in which to house adult court youths.  Some hypothesize that transferred adolescents in juvenile facilities might have a negative impact on less seriously offending juvenile court youths.  Alternately, research has documented many unintended negative effects of housing youths in adult facilities.

Treatment Needs and Concerns of Juvenile Offenders

While youths may be transferred to adult court because they are perceived to have differences in the characteristics of their current offense, more extensive criminal backgrounds, or less responsiveness to prior court dispositions, adult court youths present with the same needs for educational services as juvenile court youths.  Although a national dataset with the exact numbers of minors tried in adult courts does not exist (NCJJ, 2009), some estimate that approximately 200,000 youths annually are channeled through the adult court system (Woolard et al., 2005).  Of these youths, in 2007, a one-day count of youthful offenders in adult facilities was nearly 10,000 (Sabol & Minton, 2008; Sabol & Couture, 2008.) and most of these youths have not received a high school diploma (or equivalent) (Strom, 2000).  

As education is a strong predictor of abstaining from misconduct (both in prison and after incarceration), educational services constitute an opportunity for rehabilitation (Burke, 2005; Fernandez & Neiman, 1998; Woolard, et al., 2005; Kuanliang, Sorenson, & Cunningham, 2008).  However, educational services are often minimal or absent in adult facilities (Rossiter, 2005; Woolard, et al., 2005).  In a New Mexico study, 34% of youths in adult facilities were enrolled in educational programs while 59% of youths in juvenile facilities were enrolled in such programs (Lafree, 2002).  In addition, according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, 40% of adult facilities do not have the resources to provide educational services (Harlow, 2003).  Moreover, while only 11% of adult facilities are able to offer special education services (Harlow, 2003), Leone and Meisel (2000) estimated that approximately 42-60% of incarcerated youths have special education needs.
Though juveniles in adult facilities might not receive appropriate academic education, research indicates they might receive a different and unintended form of education—an education in criminal conduct (Rossiter, 2005).  Socializing youths with adult criminals might provide a platform from which youthful offenders develop more sophisticated criminal skills, become entrenched in the criminal culture, and become persistent offenders (Bishop & Frazier, 2000; Woolard et al., 2005).  

Protection of Juvenile Offenders

In addition the obvious educational needs of youth, another important and well-documented concern of adult facilities is the safety of youth in their custody.  As only twenty states currently have legislature prohibiting youthful offenders from being housed in the same dormitories as adult criminals (Campaign for Youth Justice, 2007), it is often the case that youths in adult facilities have ample contact with adult inmates.  Contact with adult inmates has deleterious consequences for youths--compared to those in juvenile facilities, youths in adult facilities are fifty percent more likely to be attacked with a weapon, and five times more likely to be the victim of sexual assault (Austin et al., 2000; Beyer, 1997; Burke, 2005; Frost, Fagan, & Vivona, 1989).  Although youthful offenders represent only one percent of the population of inmates in adult facilities (Sickmund, 2004), they represented 13% of sexual assault victims in 2006 (Beck, 2007; Campaign for Youth Justice, 2007).  Youth in adult prisons are also more often the victim of staff assaults than their counterparts in juvenile facilities (Austin et al., 2000).  Some researchers hypothesize that youths in adult facilities attempt to avoid or pre-empt victimization by deliberately attacking staff or engaging in inappropriate behaviors for the purpose of being removed from their dormitory and being placed in isolation (Campaign for Youth Justice, 2007). Researchers examined institutional records to compare the prison conduct of youths in an adult prison with older adult inmates and found a peak in violent and rule-breaking behaviors for younger inmates and a decline in such behaviors among older inmates (Kuanliang et al., 2008).  

Though some adolescents might deliberately act out in order to distance themselves from adult inmates, periods of isolation is achieved by default in the twenty states that mandate that adults and youths be segregated in adult facilities.  As adolescence is a sensitive period for cognitive, psychological, and psychosocial development (e.g., Christle & Viner, 2005; Steinberg, 2005), isolation can have serious emotional consequences.  Not only victimized by adult inmates and facility staff (Austin et al., 2000), youthful offenders in adult facilities often harm themselves by engaging in more self-inflicting injurious behavior than their counterparts in juvenile facilities (Woolard et al., 2005).  Furthermore, youths in adult facilities commit suicide at a rate that is eight times greater than that of youths in juvenile detention facilities (Austin et al., 2000), which could be a consequence of isolation, the juvenile’s underdeveloped ability to cope with the prison environment (Kuanliang et al., 2008), and/or the adult facilities’ inability to adequately respond to the developmental and psychosocial needs of juveniles (Burke, 2005).

Effects of Adult Court Offenders on Juvenile Court Offenders

Research has documented the negative effects (e.g., victimization, isolation, suicide) of housing minors in adult facilities, but research has not examined if the alternative, housing adult court youths in juvenile facilities, would have a similar negative impact on juvenile court youths.  Housing youths together might have unintended effects for juvenile court youths, who by definition are perceived to have less serious committing offenses, less serious criminal backgrounds, and/ or more amenability to treatment (Podkopacz & Feld, 1993).  

Peers are highly influential during adolescence (Brown, 2004), and, insofar as adult court youths are “worse” criminals than juvenile court youth, exposure to the former might exacerbate the antisocial tendencies of juvenile court youths. Moreover, these presumably more dangerous adult court youth might pose a physical threat to their juvenile court counterparts.  If, in fact, adult court youths are more violent and problematic than juvenile court youths while incarcerated, it might seem appropriate to house adult court youths separately from juvenile court youths.  As there are currently many states that employ blended sentencing laws, it is critical for empirical research to test if housing youths together who have been processed in different courts is safe for juvenile court youths.  It is also important to examine whether juvenile and adult court youths differ in treatment needs.  The present study fills this void by investigating the behaviors, educational service needs, and suicide attempts of youths processed in both courts but incarcerated in the same juvenile facility.  Given that past offending is a strong predictor of future offending, it is hypothesized that adult court youths will engage in more serious offending behaviors than juvenile court adolescents and that youths processed in both courts will present with the same education and mental health service needs.

Method

Sample

Data for the present study were obtained through interviews with 364 male youths between 14 – 17 years of age (M= 16.42, SD =.79) who were incarcerated in a Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) facility in Southern California.  In California, youth under the age of 18 are housed in the same facility, regardless of where the case is processed (e.g., juvenile vs. adult court).  Of the youths in this study, 261 were retained in juvenile court, while 103 were processed in criminal court.  The sample was ethnically diverse (53% Hispanic, 29% African American, 6.2% Caucasian, and 11.8% other, with “other” being bi-or multi-racial) and was representative of youth incarcerated in Southern California (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).  The sample consisted of serious adolescent offenders, with 69.2% being convicted of a violent “person” offense including robbery (23.3%), aggravated assault (16.6%), sexual assault (4.8%), and murder (3.2%).  The median amount of prior sustained arrests was three (M = 2.95, SD = 2.55).  For a detailed description of the sample, see Table 1.

Procedures

Researchers monitored the daily arrival of youths to a secure facility in Southern California.  All youths who were between the ages of 14 and 17 and had arrived to the facility on a new offense were eligible to enroll in the study.  Eligible offenders were invited to participate, informed of the purpose and basic aspects of the study, and assured that participation was entirely voluntary.  Participants who did not wish to participate (or those that dropped out early) were not penalized.  A Certificate of Confidentiality from the Department of Health and Human Services was obtained in order to fully protect privacy and encourage honest responding.  Participants were told that with this certificate, research staff could not be forced to disclose any information (e.g., by court subpoena) about the participant and researchers were only required to report information that involved instances of abuse and self-harm.  Interested offenders signed appropriate assents and provided names, addresses, and phone numbers of parents and/or guardians.  Trained research staff obtained tape-recorded parental consents (97% of parents contacted agreed to allow their child to participate) and mailed a copy of the consent form to each of the families.  As many families were of Spanish-speaking backgrounds, native Spanish speakers were available to accommodate parents who were unable to communicate in English.


Once consents were obtained, youths completed five interviews at pre-established intervals during the first two months of incarceration.  The baseline interview was conducted within 48 hours of arrival and included behavioral, attitudinal, and psychological measures.  Follow-up interviews ranged from one to two hours in length and consisted of the same behavioral, attitudinal, and psychological measures.  Seventy-four percent of youths who joined the study at the baseline interview remained for the entire study, with 3% of youths voluntarily withdrawing and others being transferred or released.  In appreciation of their participation as well as in accordance with facility guidelines, youths received a candy bar for each interview.  All procedures were supported by the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation and approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board.

Measures

Demographic Information.  Participants self-reported their age, ethnicity, and parents’ educational statuses.

Educational Needs.  Individual items, created for this study, assessed academic achievement (e.g., How far did you get in school? Do you have your GED?), academic aspirations (e.g., What is the highest level of education that you ideally would like to complete?), and academic expectations (e.g., Realistically, what is the highest level of education you think you will finish?).  Educational questions also inquired about prior expulsions, suspensions, and the presence/absence of special needs classes.  Institutional education questions were assessed at each follow-up interview and assessed whether or not youth were enrolled in school at the facility (“Are you currently enrolled in school here?”) and how many times they were removed from class within the facility (“How many times were you removed from class this past week?”).

Past and Current Offense History.  Official records were obtained from the institution and were examined to assess prior criminal activity and information regarding the current offense.  Specifically, information from police reports, court documents, and probation reports, were reviewed and this information was extracted to create a record of the youths prior arrest history.
Antisocial Behavior.  The Self-Report of Offending scale (SRO; Huizinga, Esbensen, & Weihar, 1991) was modified for this study, comprised of 7 items, and used at every follow-up interview to assess the frequency of participants’ antisocial behaviors within the facility (e.g., “In the past [week/month] have you [or how often have you]… chased someone where you planned to seriously hurt them; … attacked someone with a weapon, like a knife, box cutter, or bat; … taken someone else’s things by force”).  A lifetime variety of offending was also computed and used as a control variable for all analyses predicting antisocial behavior in the institution.  Two total frequency variables were created: one variable that included all self-reported institutional offending over the two month period and one variable that only included violent offending (4 items) over the two month period.  Log transformations were used to transform frequency variables as they were positively skewed.  As the frequency distribution was zero-inflated, a dichotomous variable was created to determine if the youths offended at least once during the first two months of incarceration. These offending variables were used as dependent variables.  

Institutional Records. Official counts of violent and nonviolent infractions were calculated based on the institutional records received from the facility.  Violent infractions were those that involved physical attacks or altercations. Two variables were created based on institutional records: one variable that included all allegations and one variable that only included violent allegations.  Data were log transformed to reduce skewness and were dichotomized to determine if youths violently or nonviolently offended at least once during the first two months of incarceration. 
Victimization. The Exposure to Violence Inventory (ETV; Selner-O'Hagan, Kindlon, Buka, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1998) was modified for this study to assess the type and frequency of victimization among incarcerated youth.  Victimization was measured at every follow-up interview and was comprised of eight items (e.g., “Since you got here [in the past week] …how often have you been beaten up…mugged...seriously threatened by another person… ?”).  A total victimization score for the first two months was created, with higher scores indicating more victimization.  A dichotomous variable was created to determine if youths were victimized at least once during incarceration.

Suicidal Tendencies (or Suicide Risk).  To assess suicidal ideation and behavior, institutional records were obtained.  Youth who made an attempt or made threats serious enough to merit placement on suicide watch at any point during the study period were coded as suicidal (1= evidence of suicide risk/attempt, 0 = no evidence of suicide risk/attempt).

Results

Demographics

In order examine whether juvenile court youths and adult court youths differed on key demographic variables (i.e., age, race/ethnicity, education, socioeconomic status, and prior arrest history), standard analyses appropriate for testing group differences were conducted (e.g., t-test and chi-square).  While there were no differences in age between juvenile court and adult court youths (t (362) = -1.083, p > .2, rpb = .06), there were significant group differences by race (Juvenile court: 8.2% Caucasian; 29.0% African American; 62.8% Hispanic) vs. (Criminal court: 3.3% Caucasian, 42.4% African American, and 54.3% Hispanic).  Consistent with a recent Bureau of Justice Statistic report (Strom, Smith, Snyder, 2000) which indicated black defendants were more likely to be transferred to adult court, the odds of being tried in criminal court were highest among African American youths (OR: 1.76, 95% CI: 1.08- 2.87).  Given these findings, a dichotomous variable indicating African American race/ethnicity (1 = African American, 0 = non-African American) was used as a control variable for all analyses.  There were no significant differences in education of the parents of youths from juvenile court and adult court (27.1% of participants had both parents graduate from high school or beyond and 33.2% had at least one parent graduate from high school or beyond), which may suggest that these youths come from similar socioeconomic backgrounds.
Education needs.  T-tests and chi-square analyses were conducted in order to test whether adult court youths and juvenile court youths had similar educational attainment.   There were no differences in average educational level or General Education Development (GED) obtainment between juvenile court youths and adult court youths (t(36) = .998, p = .325, rpb = .164) (χ2(1) = .013, p =.909), respectively.  The average educational level was 9th grade  (SD = 1.65 grades) (mode = 8th grade) and a small percentage of youths (15%) had obtained a General Education Development (GED) degree prior to arrival.  During the year prior to incarceration, 17.6% of all youths were enrolled in special education classes, with no significant differences between juvenile court and adult court youths (χ2(1) = .154, p =.694). After youths had been at the facility for two months, 64.5% were enrolled in school, with no difference among juvenile court and adult court youths (χ2(1) = .003, p =.955).  There were also no differences in the number of times youths were removed from class (t (14) = -.086, p = .933, rpb =  -.023) or in the odds of being removed from class at least once during the first two months of incarceration (OR: 1.36, 95% CI: .27-6.71).

Past and Current Offense History. Youths tried in criminal court differed significantly from juvenile court youths in arrest history and type of commitment offense.  Specifically, based on official arrest records, youths adjudicated in juvenile court had significantly more prior arrests (M = 3.75, SD = 2.81) than youths tried in criminal court (M = 2.04, SD = 2.24) (t (188.10) = 5.39, p <.001, rpb = .37) (95% CI mean difference: 1.02 to 2.40), whereas youths tried in adult court were more likely to have no prior arrest history (OR: 3.33, 95% CI: 1.79-6.21).  Interestingly, juvenile court youths also self-reported a greater lifetime variety of offenses (t(363) = 2.27, p = .025, rpb =.12,).  As previous literature suggests past delinquency is a robust predictor of future delinquency (e.g. Louw, Strydom, & Esterhuyse, 2005; MacDonald, 1999), lifetime offending was used as a control variable when predicting antisocial behavior within the institution.  

Official records were used to compare the most serious commitment offense between youths from juvenile court and youths from adult court.  Youths tried in adult court were predominately (96.1%) charged with a person offense (e.g., murder, aggravated assault, sexual assault), while youths from juvenile court were more diverse in their most serious commitment offense (59.4% person offenses, 15.7% property offenses, 8.8% public order offenses, 5% weapon, 5% drug, 6.1%other).  Adult court youths were also more likely to have committed a violent offense (OR: 16.94, 95% CI: 6.06- 47.62) and were more likely to be convicted of murder (OR: 5.41, 95% CI: 1.59- 18.52), attempted murder (OR: 2.72, 95% CI: 1.14-6.48), and robbery (OR: 2.72, 95% CI: 1.65-4.49).

Antisocial Behavior

Self-report and institutional records were used to measure the frequency of antisocial behavior during incarceration, and were correlated (total offending: r = .242; violent only: r = .530).  While there were no differences among juvenile court and adult youths in self-reported victimization in the facility, according to institutional records and self-report data, ANCOVAs and binary logistic regression (controlling for past offending and being African American) analyses found no significant differences between adult court and juvenile court youths in violent and antisocial behavior during the first two months of incarceration.  In fact, facility-reports indicated that juvenile court youths acquired statistically more total allegations (F(1, 240) =8.31, p <.01, r =.183) as well as more violent only allegations (F(1, 240)  =8.03, p < .01; r =.180) during the study period than adult court youths, which indicates small effects.  In addition, self-report data corroborated facility-reports and suggested that youths from adult court might not engage in more total offending (F(1, 177) = 1.19, p = .278; r  = .082) or violent only offending (F(1, 178) = 1.54, p = .216; r = .093) than juvenile court youths, with very small effects indicating a trend towards juvenile court youths offending more than those from adult court.  The odds of violently offending at least once according to either self-report or institutional records were higher for juvenile court youths than adult court youths (OR: 2.42, 95% CI: 1.11-5.29).  
Victimization.

In order to test if adult court youths and juvenile court youths were equally likely to be victimized, self-reports of victimization were analyzed.  T-tests, chi-square, and binary logistic regressions demonstrated that there were no differences among adult court youths and juvenile court youths in the amount of victimization  (t(362) = -.982, p = .327,  rpb = -.052) or in the percentage of youths (20.3% for everyone totaled together) from each court who were victimized at least once during first two months of incarceration (χ2(1) = .355, p = .551) (OR:1.20 95% CI: .68-2.11).
Suicide
According to facility reports, zero adult court youths attempted suicide, while 3.8% (n = 10) of juvenile court youths attempted suicide and were consequently put on suicide watch.

Discussion


Juvenile transfer to adult court is an issue of critical concern to scholars, victims, defendants and legislative officials alike.  All states allow youths to be tried as adults in criminal court, yet the manner in which youths are selected for transfer differs between states.  Typically, youth are tried as adults when they are perceived as dangerous and in the event that it is assumed they will not respond to the rehabilitative efforts of juvenile court jurisdiction.  An implicit assumption of this criterion is that adult court youths are inherently more serious offenders than juvenile court youths.  However, the present research suggests that among youths incarcerated together, those tried in adult court exhibit less antisocial behavior during incarceration than those from juvenile court.  In fact, despite their more violent committing offenses, adult court youths appear to exhibit less problematic behavior than their juvenile court counterparts in several domains.  These findings suggest that adult court youths do not pose a threat to juvenile court youth.  Furthermore, because treatment needs appear to be similar for adult court and juvenile court youth, the former are likely to benefit from the greater rehabilitative resources available in juvenile justice facilities.
In addition to engaging in more institutional offending, juvenile court youths also had more prior arrests and reported a more extensive lifetime variety of offending than adult court youths.  In addition, while the low base rate of suicide attempts prohibited statistical analyses, it is still noteworthy that no adult court youths attempted suicide while 10 juvenile court youths attempted suicide.  Adult court youths, however, were more likely to be first time offenders and were more likely to have violent committing offenses.  Youths processed in both courts presented with the same rates of institutional victimization and the same need for education services. 


An important point to make about youths presenting with similar need for education is that youths under juvenile court jurisdiction probably will receive educational programs, however, youths transferred to adult court jurisdiction may not receive adequate educational services (Campaign for Youth Justice, 2007).  Research indicates that education is associated with desistance yet a smaller percentage of juveniles in adult facilities receive education services than juveniles in juvenile facilities (Lafree, 2002).   It is also important to note the juveniles in adult facilities are eight times more likely to commit suicide than juveniles in juvenile facilities, however, while incarcerated in a juvenile facility adult court youths do not commit suicide more than juvenile court youths.  This may indicate that it is the climate in adult facilities and not the individual youth that precipitates suicide ideation.  Lastly, as adult court youths are more likely to be first time offenders, they have never been given the chance at rehabilitation from juvenile court jurisdiction.  Perhaps if they remain in juvenile court custody, they might be equally as amenable to treatment as juvenile court youths.


Although this is one of the first studies to examine how youths from both courts behave while incarcerated together, there are limitations that should be considered and the results should be interpreted with caution.  Specifically, this study does not provide a comparison group of youths housed in adult facilities.  While we are able to extrapolate from the existing literature on what these comparisons may look like, future research should provide matched samples of adult court youths housed in either juvenile or adults facilities for a more thorough comparison.  In addition, while self-report and official records of antisocial behavior within the facility were obtained, official records on victimization experiences were not obtained.  While official records would have strengthened these accounts, there is no reason to doubt the youths’ reports.

While there are certainly limitations to consider, it is noteworthy that one of primary research hypotheses was not confirmed.  It was hypothesized that adult court youths would engage in more violent and antisocial behavior during incarceration than juvenile court youths; however, the present data does not support such a hypothesis.  It is counterintuitive that adult court youths would engage in less antisocial and violent behaviors than juvenile court youths based on the assumption that transfer is reserved for the most violent and dangerous youths.  It is presumed that juveniles are sent to adult facilities to protect juvenile court youths from socializing with, developing deviancy skills from, and being victimized by their adult court counterparts, but our research indicates adult court youths do not have a negative impact in juvenile facilities.  Perhaps the most important consideration is that even if youths commit serious crimes, which voters and the justice system decide warrant criminal trials, states should still consider housing adult court youths in juvenile facilities.  As adolescence is still a malleable period (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000), these findings suggest that it is developmentally important for youths to be housed in an adaptive environment with appropriate rehabilitative and educational services to help them become positive and productive adults as they exit incarceration and reintegrate into communities.
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 Table 1.

Demographic Specifics

	
	All Youths
	Juvenile Court Youths
	Adult Court Youths
	Statistical Test Result (Juvenile Court Versus Adult Court)

	Age M(SD)
	16.42 (.79)
	16.39 (.82)
	16.5 (.73)
	NS



	Race 

  Caucasian

  African-American

  Latino
	

7.0%,

32.6%,

60.4% 
	

8.2%

29.0%

62.8% 
	3.3%, 

42.4%,

54.3% 
	Χ2 (2) = 6.75, p< .05
Cramer’s V = .021

	Number of prior arrests M(SD)
	2.95 (2.55)
	3.75 
(2.81)
	2.04 
(2.24)
	t (188.10) = 5.39,

p <.001, rpb = .37

	Average level of education
	9th grade
	9th grade
	8th grade
	NS

	Type of committing offense

  Person

  Property

  Public Order

  Weapon

  Drug

  Other
	69.8%

12.1%
6.6%

3.6%

3.6% 
4.4% 
	59.4% 
15.7% 
8.8% 
5%
5% 
6.1%
	96.1% 
2.9% 
1%
0%

0%

0%
	Χ2 (5) = 4.77E1, p< .001
Cramer’s V = .131
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