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1

Building Evaluation Capacity for Gender-Specific Programming

In a 1989 report to the Southcentral Region of the Division of Youth and Family Services, the
Justice Center identified Alaska Native girls as the fastest growing delinquent group in the region.  In
Anchorage, the number of Native girls referred more than doubled in the four years studied (Schafer
& Read, 1989).  This fact raised some concern about female delinquency in Alaska’s largest city.

At about the same time, the 1992 amendment to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act required states to identify gaps in services to female delinquents and to formulate strategies for
addressing the identified gaps.

The growing number of female delinquents and mandates from the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention sparked an intensive examination of gender issues in Alaska and an
assessment of gender specific programming.  Feedback from Alaska probation officers showed that
they were in concert with national views about female delinquents; most preferred not to supervise
girls.  A direct result of the assessment was the decision to establish in Anchorage an all-female
probation caseload with the expectation that extensive attention would be paid to the special concerns
and problems of delinquent adolescent girls.

The Division hired a woman from Family Services who had experience working with girls and
who genuinely enjoyed them.  She began work in October 2000 and female probationers were
gradually moved to her from their original probation officers.  All new female probationers were
assigned to her caseload.  By August 2003 approximately fifty girls were receiving probation services
as part of two all-female caseloads.

The Justice Center, in cooperation with the Alaska Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee, received
funds to provide a basis for future evaluations of gender specific caseloads and to provide materials
which would help to formulate future programs and future evaluations.

Three tasks were involved in setting a base for future evaluations of the program: reviewing
recent literature on female delinquency and gender specific programming; developing a local resource
manual; and establishing baseline data.

Background

Alaska is geographically very large but it is very sparsely populated.  All justice services
except local law enforcement are centralized at the state level.  Juvenile justice services are
administered by the newly established Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), which is part of the
Department of Health and Social Services.  DJJ manages facilities for both the detention and
institutionalization of juvenile delinquents as well as probation and aftercare services.  Because of
the vast size of Alaska, the Division has established administrative regions.  Anchorage, which
contains nearly half of the entire population of the state, is administered separately from the rest of
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the Southcentral region.  Anchorage processes about half of all delinquents in the state, and is therefore
the most appropriate location for establishing an all-female caseload.

Evaluation Issues

No specific goals and objectives for gender-specific caseloads in Anchorage have been
disseminated.  The decision to establish them was tied to feedback from several probation officers
that they would rather not work with girls, as well as a belief that greater sensitivity and understanding
would be provided if girls were supervised by officers who did like working with them.  Specific
and measurable objectives need to be formulated in order to form a basis for evaluation.

An examination of the literature should underlie both goal setting and programmatic efforts.
For example, if fear of victimization is found to be prevalent among Anchorage probationers, this
fear should be addressed both through examining underlying causes (e.g., perceptions of women as
unworthy) and practical solutions (e.g., self-defense techniques).  Specific objectives for programs
should be enumerated and efforts to provide programs should be documented and supported
for a period long enough to measure any outcomes.

The special caseload probation officers established a weekly open forum discussion in girls’
detention which they called “Girl Talk.”  Most of the detainees had been or would become part of the
gender specific caseload.1  Girl Talk had been operating regularly for five months (January-June
2002) when an acting-out incident stopped it briefly.  The forum resumed sporadically for nearly a
year and has recently again become a regular, once-a-week forum.

Girl Talk was designed to be informal and to let the girls direct the discussion.  A topic is
usually introduced by the facilitators because the girls are unable or unwilling, for cultural reasons,
to initiate discussion topics.  The program has allowed officers opportunities to get to know girls
they will ultimately supervise, as well as opportunities to discover and deal with issues that the girls
are concerned with.  An evaluation might revisit some of the Girl Talk participants for feedback.

Data for evaluation should include precise dates for initiation of gender-specific caseloads,
information about the gender of probation officers with mixed caseloads, and outcome measures
based on the differences.  One measure might be any difference between female detentions for
technical violations before and after gender-specific caseloads were established.  Of course, better
understanding of individual girls and their problems could result in temporarily (and benignly)
removing girls from difficult situations and temporary detention could be the one viable option
available.  However, it is likely that greater understanding and sensitivity would lead to fewer
detentions, or at least to fewer probation revocations.

Long-term follow-up of the girls is not recommended as an evaluative measure, since too many
other variables are involved in adult “success” or “failure.”  In addition, the small size of the
population (approximately 50 to 100 girls per year) would make such assessments problematic.

1 Girls from rural areas (Kenai, Kodiak, etc.) may be placed in Anchorage detention for a variety of reasons, but
will most likely be supervised in their home communities upon release.
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Changes in the cultural/social make-up of the probation-specific caseloads should be considered
in any evaluation.  For example, gang involvement may be a key to increasing representation of girls
of Asian/Pacific Islander backgrounds and alcohol problems to Alaska Native representation.
Sensitivity to cultural differences should also be assessed.

Because probation officers exert considerable influence over intake and adjudication decisions,
these decisions should be compared over time in any future evaluations.  Evaluations must be
based upon program goals and objectives, the relation of these to current practice (as revealed
in the literature), how available resources are utilized, and specific differences as measured
from available baseline data.  Some of these are addressed in subsequent sections of this report.

References

Schafer, N.E. and Emily E. Read.  1989.  Juvenile Offense Behavior in Southcentral Alaska. Report
prepared for the Southcentral Region of the Alaska Division of Family and Youth Services.
Anchorage: Justice Center, University of Alaska Anchorage.
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Gender Specific Programming: Bibliography

Gender equity became a focus of the 1992 reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.  Special grants were made available to the states for developing policies related to
gender equity and for ensuring that girls have access to a full range of programs specifically addressing
their needs.  This new focus on females gave added impetus to researchers interested in female
delinquents and in female adolescents generally.  A number of studies of girls’ problems and needs
and of programming which attempted to address these began to appear in the literature.

The attached bibliography focuses on recent literature in these areas.  The bibliography is
arranged alphabetically by author, but it could have been arranged thematically.  Certainly some
themes stand out in the literature.

One important theme stressed by Chesney-Lind, Artz, and others is that at-risk girls have learned
from family, their peers, and the media that women have little value and are primarily decorative.
This perception needs to be countered in programming because it contributes to low self-esteem and
an expectation, and even acceptance, of their own victimization.

At the same time, many female delinquents cited in the literature fear victimization.  Some even
appear to expect it.  This, too, emphasizes the low value society seems to place on women and also
contributes to problems with self worth.  The Green & Associates monograph, among others, suggests
self-defense training for girls as an appropriate program addition.  Effective self-defense training
would leave the girls less fearful and would enhance their confidence and their self esteem.

A recurring theme in this body of literature is the importance of relationships in the lives of at-
risk girls and many articles urge programming which stresses effective communication skills and
relation building.

Much of the literature addresses “old” themes.  Effective programming, it is argued, will address
substance abuse and teen pregnancy.  Some include the importance of general health information as
well as birth control and STD information.  Many articles suggest broad-based programming which
includes relationships, health, and substance abuse.

A few authors note that delinquent girls have chaotic home lives and turn to gangs for a sense of
stability and a sense of belonging.  Some suggest that programming should provide girls with the
skills and abilities to make their lives more stable without gang involvement.  These authors argue
that delinquent girls need practical assistance: help getting a job, finding a place to live, budgeting,
assessing childcare, etc.  Practical training for everyday living would help many of these young
women.

The literature briefly described here addresses several of these issues.  Much is worth a complete
reading. The bibliography will serve as a guide to selecting the books and articles most appropriate
to specific situations.



 Gender Specific Programming: Bibliography        2

Acoca, Leslie. 1999. “Investing in Girls: A 21st Century Strategy.” Juvenile Justice IV(1): 3-
13.

This overview of issues associated with female delinquents argues that girls comprise the
fastest growing segment of the juvenile justice system so it is important to address the needs of at-
risk adolescent girls.  One area requiring attention is the importance of victimization (physical,
sexual, emotional) as a harbinger of juvenile justice system involvement.

Artz, Sibylle. 1998. Sex, Power and the Violent Schoolgirl. New York: Columbia University
Press.

This book profiles female high school students selected from an earlier survey by the author.
The original study assessed Canadian high school students classified as hitters and non-hitters.  Six
case files of female hitters are presented in this book.  Artz concluded from both studies (the appendix
provides data from the initial survey) that girl hitters differ from non-hitting girls.  The girls reported
greater rates of victimization than non-hitting girls both at home and from boyfriends.  They also
were more likely to have been sexually abused.

These girls had specific needs and relatively consistent problems.  Their needs included a
desire  to belong and to be liked and respected.  They also desired status.  The girls shared some
rather serious problems.  All six were from dysfunctional families; all six had internalized beliefs in
the inferiority of women; all viewed violence as a normal response to violence.

Artz was particularly interested in violence prevention programs in schools and encouraged
early intervention (pre-high school) and a focus on violence against women.  Such programs should
include abuse/survivor recovery.

Programming specifically for girls, Artz writes, should include nonviolent forms of conflict
resolution; provide opportunities for accomplishment and recognition; and enable girls to experience
connectedness.  It should also address Artz’ conclusion that “[b]oth male-to-female and female-to-
female violence against women arise from the same beliefs—‘females are inferior to males and are,
in the last analysis, sexual objects’” (p. 204).
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Belknap, Joanne, Kristi Holsinger , and Melissa Dunn. 1997. “Understanding Incarcerated
Girls: The Results of a Focus Group Study.” Prison Journal 77(4):381-403.

In this article the authors report the results of 11 focus groups conducted in Ohio.  Six of the
groups were with delinquent girls and five with professional staff who worked with theim.  IN all,
48 girls and 42 staff participated.

Findings the authors viewed as important included the girls’ need for respect and their feelings
that they did not get respect from staff; perceptions that there were differences in treatment/
programming for boys when compared to opportunities for girls; and significant difficult family
experiences reported by many of the girls.  The girls were concerned with a number of health issues
(e.g., pregnancy, STDs, eating disorders, etc.).  Many girls expressed doubts about their futures and
fears about how they would manage upon their release.  An important finding from staff focus groups
was how many of the staff preferred to work with boys only, finding girls difficult and hard to
understand and work with.

Four recommendations were made by the authors: better statewide data collection on girls;
public education about gender issues; an inventory and assessment of current programs; and increased
funding for a variety of girls’ programs.

Blake, Susan M., Hortensia Amaro, Pamela M. Schwartz, and Laura J. Flinchbaugh. 2001. “A
Review of Substance Abuse Prevention Interventions for Young Adolescent Girls.” Journal
of Early Adolescence 21(3):294-324.

The authors did a substantial literature review with a goal of determining whether traditional
drug, alcohol, and tobacco prevention programs were as effective for girls as for boys.  In one
segment of their review they found only one of 18 studies reported a program specifically addressing
“unique gender differences” (p. 308).  The remainder reported differential effectiveness for boys
and girls in the same program.  The authors found only four articles on substance abuse prevention
that specifically targeted girls.  The point out that studies are needed comparing substance abuse
patterns and risk factors for boys and girls in order to design gender specific programs.

Those studies that identified successful interventions with girls were likely to focus on “social
skills training, social influences and social mores” (p. 317).  The authors suggest that developmental
differences should be examined in future efforts to assess gender differences in substance abuse
issues.
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Bloom, Barbara, Barbara Owen, Elizabeth P. Deschenes, and Jill Rosenbaum. 2002. “Improving
Juvenile Justice for Females: A Statewide Assessment in California.” Crime & Delinquency
48(4):526-52.

The authors report the results of surveys and interviews of California officials, service providers,
and female youth in order to identify the programs that exist, examine barriers, and recommend
changes.  Delinquency prevention, group homes, and counseling centers comprised the most common
program.  More than three-quarters of programs which included girls were coeducational.  Most
service providers agreed that girls were simply added to programs designed for boys.  A common
view among these service providers was that girls are harder to work with than boys.  Interviewers
with teens underscored a perception that they were rarely consulted about program development.

The authors suggest that more resources are needed to address the needs of female delinquents.
They recommend specialized staffing, staff training in communication skills, substance abuse education,
the role of abuse in female delinquent behavior, and greater availability of gender specific
programming.
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Brown, Kelly J. and Audrey J. Block. 2001. “Evaluation of Project Chrysalis: A School-Based
Intervention to Reduce Negative Consequences of Abuse.” Journal of Early Adolescence
21(3):325-53.

This article is an evaluation of Project Chrysalis, a five-year school-based program directed at
reducing substance abuse among girls with a history of sexual, physical, or emotional abuse (plus
two additional risk factors).  Participation in the program was voluntary but extensive recruitment
efforts were made to enlist female adolescents into four cohorts.  The participants were then assigned
to the full program or to the “control condition” which limited program access  and provided case
management only by request.

There were differences among the four cohorts in baseline data.  But because their risk factors
did not differ, the data were collapsed across the cohorts.  A total of 1108 girls agreed to participate
and approximately two-thirds of these were “retained,” i.e., were available for baseline information
and for either the exit or a follow-up survey.

The principal program component was school-based support groups seen by school counselors
and therapists from a child abuse treatment agency.  Program objectives included:

• to impact cognitive distortions with new information.
• to provide a safe and confidential environment for sharing personal information.
• to provide a nonjudgmental setting in which to practice expressing feelings.
• to increase interaction/decrease isolation.
• to teach coping skills.
• to increase self-confidence.
• to raise awareness of dangers of alcohol and drug use.  (p. 328)

Participants received small rewards for attendance at group sessions.  In addition to these
sessions, girls participated in an Outward Bound-type challenge course and an all-day self-defense
training course.

Evaluation found healthier attitudes about alcohol, tobacco, and drug use but little behavioral
change.  The program appeared to stop the onset of tobacco use but had no effect on current use.  The
participants also were found to be well-informed about sexual activities, but did not change their
behavior.  Participants reported fewer suicidal thoughts and behaviors.

An important finding was that younger participants were more likely than older ones to attend
program sessions. The authors suggest that recruiting younger girls would lower the proportion who
had already tried alcohol, tobacco, and drugs and might therefore reduce the likelihood of initiating
these behaviors.
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Brownstein, Henry H. 2000. The Social Reality of Violence and Violent Crime. Boston: Allyn
and Bacon.

Brownstein devotes a chapter to violence perpetrated on and/or by women.  In “The Myth of the
Liberated Woman,” he mentions media concern with violent schoolgirls but does not address juveniles
in his discussion of female violence or victimization.

Brunson, Rodney K. and Jody Miller. 2001. “Girls and Gangs.” Pp. 44-59 in Women, Crime,
and Criminal Justice: Original Feminist Readings, editors Claire M. Renzetti and Lynne
Goodstein. Los Angeles: Roxbury Publishing Company.

This chapter reviews gang literature, notes the dearth of research on girls in gangs and cites
some recent research which does examine female gang membership.  Preliminary findings from the
authors’ research on gangs in two midwestern cities form the bulk of the chapter’s contents.

Their research shows that girl gang members tend to be from “dismal” surroundings;
neighborhoods with high rates of crime, poverty, minority heads of household.  They experience high
exposure to gangs including family who are gang members.  The authors find support for earlier
research which associates family violence and other victimization (including sexual abuse) with
gang membership.  In male-dominated mixed-gender gangs, some female members are “sexed in”—
i.e., they have sex with several members.  Attitudes toward “sexed-in” girls are colored by this
admission method and they continue to serve as sexual outlets for the males.

Calhoun, Georgia B. 2001. “Differences Between Male and Female Juvenile Offenders As
Measured by the BASC.” Journal of Offender Rehabilitation 32( 2):87-96.

The author used the Self Report of Personality—Adolescent of the Behavioral Assessment
System for Children (BASC) to identify differences between male and female probationers.  The 88
subjects included 44 girls and 44 boys.  Significant differences were found in four clinical subscales
of the BASC: anxiety, depression, locus of control, and social stress; and on two adaptive subscales:
relation with parents and self-esteem.  Programming, Calhoun suggests, should include components
which address these differences including both family and non-family relation-building and
components which stress empowerment.
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Chesney-Lind, Meda. 2001. “What About the Girls? Delinquency Programming As If Gender
Mattered.” Corrections Today 63(1):38-45.

Chesney-Lind reviews some of the literature on female delinquency, especially violent behavior,
and suggests that the “surge” in violent behavior reflected in official statistics is a chimera resulting
from changes in enforcement and a relabeling of status offenses.  Self-support studies show a decrease
in aggressive behavior among girls.

Chesney-Lind suggests that too many current programs focus on a single, often stereotypical
issue (e.g., teenage pregnancy) and that there is a need for a broader perspective.  Her prescription is
for programs which address: physical and sexual victimization, risk of STDs, drug/alcohol abuse,
family problems, vocational skills, stress management, and developing a sense of empowerment.
Prevention programs for at-risk girls should begin at an earlier age and should provide opportunities
for “meaningful and interesting” activities (p. 44).

Chesney-Lind, Meda and Scott K. Okamoto. 2001. “Gender Matters: Patterns in Girls’
Delinquency and Gender Responsive Programming .” Journal of Forensic Psychology Practice
1(3):1-28.

This article reviews several aspects of gender and delinquency.  The authors review arrest
data, studies in the literature, and self-report data to discuss female delinquency and prevention
strategies.  Of particular note are their findings that female aggression usually takes place in the
home and therefore is unlikely to be noted officially.  They also note that there is a “clear link
between victimization, trauma, and girls’ delinquency” (p. 5), which must be incorporated into
female-specific programming.

The authors also note a policy of relabeling status offenses so that behaviors which would once
have been coded “being ungovernable” are now likely to be misdemeanor assaults or attempted
assaults. They suggest this policy is related to the resistance of juvenile courts and juvenile practitioners
to the deinstitutionalization requirements of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

The 1992 reauthorization of this Act added a focus on gender-specific services, and Chesney-
Lind and Okamoto examine some of the studies related to characteristics of delinquent girls as well
as programs which address these characteristics.  The studies found that girls are more emotional
than boys, that they have different life skills training needs, and that they “elicit unique
countertransference reactions from practitioners” (p. 18).  Programming for girls should build self-
esteem and foster assertiveness to counteract the likelihood that they have been victims and the fear
expressed by many aggressive girls that they might be sexually assaulted.
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Chesney-Lind, Meda and Randall G. Shelden. 1998.  Girls, Delinquency, and Juvenile Justice.
2nd ed.  Belmont, CA: West/Wadsworth.

This award-winning book looks at virtually all issues tied to delinquent girls.  There are chapters
on crime trends, gangs, theory, and different aspects of the juvenile justice system.  One chapter
reports interviews with delinquent girls.  Although the entire book is valuable, the chapter on
programming is most relevant here.  In this chapter the authors argue that programs must consider the
unique situations and special problems of girls in a gendered society.  They review a number of
program types (casework, academic and vocational education, group and /or individual counseling,
outdoor/wilderness programs, and more) and lament the dearth of programs geared specifically for
girls and the lack of research on programming for troubled girls.

The authors cite the seven program ingredients suggested by the director of Children of the
Night, a California-based agency directed at helping teenage prostitutes.  These include: carrying
through on commitments to help; providing a sense of accomplishment; not leaving them to rely on
their own resources; 24-hour crisis availability; letting them make mistakes; changing the nature of
their relationships with police; trying to understand their subculture.

The chapter includes descriptions of programs which target girls such as Children of the Night
and  programs directed at abuse recovery, substance abuse, and pregnancy.  Chesney-Lind and Sheldon
note that there are few effective programs for boys so identifying effective programs for girls is
nearly impossible.  They recommend more research, funding commitments for promising programs,
attention to recovery from victimization, and a focus on practical needs like housing and employment.

Curtin, Mary. 2002. “Lesbian and Bisexual Girls in the Juvenile Justice System.” Child and
Adolescent Social Work Journal 19(4):285-301.

Because the topic is not frequently addressed among juvenile justice researchers and because
lesbian and bisexual girls tend to fear “coming out,” little research about this small population has
been done.  Curtin’s study was exploratory.  She conducted interviews and administered a short
survey to six self-identified lesbian and bisexual girls and six service providers who worked with
girls in the juvenile justice system.

All twelve respondents found the juvenile justice system “difficult and potentially dangerous”
for lesbian and bisexual girls (p. 290).  Policies and practices, staff attitudes and treatment, and the
homophobia of other girls in the system contributed to the difficulties of this group.

Curtin states that future research is needed, including the possible connection between struggling
with sexual orientation and delinquent acting out.  She encourages more sympathetic attention to
these girls and availability of supportive information and services.
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Daniel, Marian D. 1999. “The Female Intervention Team.” Juvenile Justice IV(1): 14-20.

The author describes a Baltimore, Maryland program which established an all-female caseload
probation program operated in team fashion.  The program was based on the Valentine Foundation’s
prescription for meeting the needs of adolescent girls.  The team established weekly group meetings
and sought community resources to address girls at these meetings and to involve parents and guardians
as well.  A variety of academic, vocational, and health programs are included in the program.

Fejes-Mendoza, Kathy and Darcy Miller. 1995. “Portraits of Dysfunction: Criminal, Educational,
and Family Profiles of Juvenile Offenders.” Education & Treatment of Children 18(3): 309-
21.

The authors describe an effort to identify legal, educational, and family characteristics as revealed
by interviews with 40 incarcerated juvenile females.

The subjects averaged four arrests prior to the ones that resulted in their current incarceration.
Drug use was a common thread in their histories.  They had very poor educational backgrounds; most
were special education students.  The young women reported substantial family discord as well.
Some of them (37%) had not lived with their parents prior to their incarceration.

The authors recommend as antidotes to the poor histories that treatments focus on “interpersonal,
academic, and vocational competence” (p. 316) and research should be done to determine “gender-
sensitive measures of competence” as well as service delivery models sensitive to the needs of
female adolescents.

Flouri, Eirini and Ann Buchanan. 2002. “Father Involvement in Childhood and Trouble With the
Police in Adolescence: Findings From the 1958 British Cohort.” Journal of Interpersonal
Violence 17(6):689-701.

This article uses data from a continuing longitudinal study of 17,000 children born in March
1958 in the United Kingdom.  The authors examined trouble with police at age 16 (based on parent/
teacher reports) as related to parental involvement at age 7.  They identified 6768 cases with complete
data on parental involvement and trouble.  Involvement included such things as outings with father/
mother, father/mother reads to child, father/mother is interested in school performance, etc.  The
authors found that “uniquely for girls nonintact family structure at age 7 was significantly associated
with later trouble with the police” (p. 696).  They also reported that “low academic motivation and
large family size were significant risk factors” for both girls and boys (p. 698).
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Greene, Peters & Associates. 1998. Guiding Principles for Promising Female Programming:
An Inventory of Best Practices. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

This monograph addresses promising programming for delinquent girls or for girls who are at
risk of becoming delinquent.  It is the most thorough and comprehensive assessment currently available.
The monograph is divided into three sections: in the first the authors present information and theory
about female delinquency and delinquents and try to establish the magnitude of the problem.  The
second chapter examines program policies in several states and extracts some guiding principles for
developing gender-specific programs including: organize, define mission, establish goals and
objectives, gather appropriate local/state information about the target population, lobby for change
and for added resources.  Gender-specific programs, the authors suggest, should be comprehensive,
should build on cultural strengths, and should address gender identification, interpersonal relationships,
self-esteem, individualism, and an orientation toward the future.

In the final chapter, the authors argue that promising programs must boost self-esteem by
introducing, modeling, and reinforcing strong positive messages about being female; promote health
and provide opportunities to develop social competence; and draw support from the community
through outreach.  While programs should vary by client needs, program size, and scope, promising
programs share some specific elements: program organization and management should include staff
cooperation, consistency, coordination of services; staffing should include women who’ve “been
there”; staff training; an intake process that includes assessments of victimization and attention to
gender and culture; educational programs that address the total person—academics, women’s history,
life skills, physical development, sexual behavior; training to avoid victimization—self-defense,
assertiveness training; empowerment training; physical training; relationship building; culturally
relevant activities; career opportunities; health services; mentoring; family involvement; and specific
(individual) needs (e.g., substance abuse, pre-natal care, parenting classes, etc.).
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Guthrie, Barbara J. and  Laura J. Flinchbaugh. 2001. “Gender-Specific Substance Prevention
Programming: Going Beyond Just Focusing on Girls.” Journal of Early Adolescence 21(3):354-
72.

The article provides an overview of Female Adolescent Programs funded by the Center for
Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP).  The decision by CSAP to fund such programs was fueled by
data showing problems with both recruitment and detention of girls into existing programs.

The authors’ review of the literature suggests a theoretical foundation for gender-specific
programming: gender differences are magnified in early adolescence; adolescent girls require
“relational connectedness” while boys seek separateness; sense of self is important to girls’ ability
to form relationships; and the four “domains” CSAP identified—self, family, school, neighborhood—
are important to female-specific programming.

In their cross-site evaluations of several CSAP-funded programs, they found that some were
traditional programs with female-only participants, some were theoretically appropriate but poorly
implemented, and some were too small for reliable data analysis.  Although no program showed
significant correlation with successful outcomes, the authors found that programs that focused on
self-esteem and bonds to family, school, and peers had a “tendency toward being statistically
significant” (p. 361).

Guthrie and Flinchbaugh listed benchmarks for gender-specific programming developed by the
Valentine Foundation which they deem valuable.  These include: a physically and emotionally safe
program space; guidance with talking to one another in safe nurturing ways; opportunities to develop
trusting relationships with girls and women; tapping cultural strengths (ethnic pride, etc.);
comprehensiveness (i.e., physical and mental health); family, school, and community involvement in
program development and evaluation.  They describe a program which followed these benchmarks.

Kelley, Patricia, Lou Blankenburg, and Judith McRoberts. 2002. “Girls Fighting Trouble: Re-
Storying Young Lives.” Families in Society 83(5/6):530-540.

The authors conduct a preliminary assessment of the utility of narrative therapy for female
delinquents.  Narrative therapy has girls construct stories around their lives and experiences.  For
this qualitative research project, group discussions were transcribed and themes were extracted
from the transcripts.  Dominant themes included chaos, coping, control, toughness.  Hypersearch, a
computer program, dated the themes and tracked changes in the discussions.  Violence, for example,
was a dominant theme in early sessions, ways of coping appeared frequently during the middle
sessions, and compromise and accommodation characterized many of the later discussions.

Exit interviews were conducted with each girl and they were invited to comment on summaries
of transcripts.  All were positive about their experience and all listed positive personal outcomes.
Sample and post-tests of the girls suggested an increase in self-esteem and development of internalized
control.
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Koons, Barbara A., John D. Burrow, Merry Morash, and Tim Bynum. 1997. “Expert and Offender
Perceptions of Program Elements Linked to Successful Outcomes for Incarcerated Women.”
Crime & Delinquency 43(4): 512-32.

Through mailed surveys and telephone interviews the authors identified 17 “promising” programs
for in-depth study.  Data on these 17 were collected through interviews with staff and focus groups
with program participants.  The programs identified by respondents as promising tended to address
substance abuse education and treatment; parenting and/or life skills; and basis education.  Several
addressed treatment form a holistic standpoint addressing numerous needs and issues and this was
viewed by several respondents as related to positive outcomes.

Among elements perceived as resulting in positive program outcomes, staff characteristics was
the most important element—ranked highly by all respondents (19.7% of responses).  This element
was the highest ranked by program participants, with acquisition of skills following closely.  A safe
program environment was also listed as important.

MacDonald, John D. and Chesney Chesney-Lind. 2001. “Gender Bias and Juvenile Justice
Revisited: A Multiyear Analysis.” Crime & Delinquency 47(2): 173-95.

The authors use ten years of Hawaii juvenile court data to examine whether gender bias in the
juvenile justice system has continued following the strong movement toward deinstitutionalization of
status offenders.  Gender differences and the roles played by ethnicity and location were assessed at
several decision-making points.  Although offense seriousness was related to the petition decision,
the authors found that once girls were adjudicated they were significantly more likely than boys to
receive “restrictive sanctions for less serious offenses” (p. 187).  They concluded that courts continue
to have difficulty with “persistent female defiance, particularly [as manifested by] running away
from home” (p. 189).  Race played a significant role at nearly every decision-making stage.

Marcus-Mendoza, Susan T., Jody Klein-Saffran, and Faith Lutze. 1998. “A Feminist Examination
of Boot Camp Prison Programs for Women.” Women & Therapy (The Haworth Press, Inc.)
21(1):173-85.

In this article the authors examine whether boot camps are appropriate dispositions for female
offenders.  They review the literature on boot camps and examine the goals of the small number of
boot camps with only female participants in the context of feminist therapy practices.  The goals of
improving self-concept and instilling discipline seem antithetical to the needs of women offenders
as revealed in the literature.  The regimentation, drilling, and yelling inherent in boot camps may be
detrimental to women who, the literature reveals, are likely to have been victims of abuse.  The
authors conclude that assignment to boot camps is intended as punishment for the “fallen woman”
and ignores the social contexts within which women commit crimes.
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Miller, Darcy and Catherine Trapani. 1995. “Adolescent Female Offenders: Unique
Considerations.” Adolescence 30(118):429-35.

The authors address the need for correctional education practices to be responsive to the needs
of adolescent females.  To this end they identify characteristics of adolescent females and suggest
programmatic considerations to address these.  They note the greater likelihood of physical and/or
sexual abuse in the backgrounds of young girls.  They cite findings which show that adolescent
female offenders are both economically and socially dependent, have poor problem-solving skills,
and are vulnerable to depression, anxiety, and substance abuse.  They also commit different types of
crimes than males do.  The authors recommend research which would result in “academic, functional,
affective and vocational curricula.”

Miller, Michelle H., Finn-Aage Esbensen, and Adrienne Freng. 1999. “Parental Attachment,
Parental Supervision and Adolescent Deviance in Intact and Non-Intact Families.” Journal
of Crime & Justice 22(2): 1-29.

This article examines the role of parental relationships in a self-reported delinquency survey.
Although 51.9 percent of the eighth-graders surveys were female, gender was not specifically
discussed in the text.  The authors note that the “unique interaction effects of family structure and
deviance...not [analyzed may be] an important area of research , particularly with [expanding interest]
in the deviant activities of adolescent girls” (p. 22).  As with much of the literature involving girls,
future research is recommended.  The issue of parental relationships might be relevant to programming
for delinquent girls and could be incorporated into gender-specific programming.

Molidor, Christian E., Laura B. Nissen, and Ted R. Watkins. 2002. “The Development of Theory
and Treatment With Substance Abusing Female Juvenile Offenders.” Child and Adolescent
Social Work Journal 19(3):209-25.

The authors discuss the need for better understanding of the needs of substance abusing female
juvenile offenders.  They review the literature on substance abuse and women and note “significant
physiological and differences between” female and male substance abusers including: greater
likelihood that female abusers suffer from depression, come from substance abusing and/or
dysfunctional families, and will have been victims of sexual abuse.  The numerous differences
suggest a need for different programs.  Adolescent substance abuse has received the attention of
researchers.  Treatment techniques effective with adolescents include restructuring  thinking patterns.

The authors suggest the “strengths approach” might be a valuable base for program design.
This perspective suggests that change can be effected by “recognizing and engaging the strengths of
individuals and groups” (p. 219) rather than focusing on the pathology perspective.  They recommend
research development of assessment tools, and understanding of multicultural perspectives.
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Morgan, Marcia and Pam Patton. 2002. “Gender-Responsive Programming in the Justice
System—Oregon’s Guidelines for Effective Programming for Girls.” Federal Probation
66(2):57-66.

Oregon’s statute requiring state children’s agencies to provide equal access to services for
boys and girls resulted in the development of guidelines for implementing gender specific programming.
In this article the authors identify issues facing girls: eating disorders, depression, substance abuse,
violence, homelessness, and prostitution.  They then attempt to examine how the guidelines address
these issues.

Guidelines related to programming include: create a physically and emotionally safe program
environment; create an environment that values females; use a holistic approach to address the
whole girl, not just her specific (isolated) problem; develop programs which recognize girls’ needs
for relationships and “connectedness”; create opportunities for fostering relationships; make sure
that some programs are “girls only” even in co-ed environments; create opportunities for developing
caring relationships with adults (e.g., mentoring); find ways  to build on girls’ existing strengths;
teach personal respect; develop programs that encourage planning for realistic futures; develop
programs that address victimization and trauma; develop programs that address physical and sexual
health and mental and emotional health; develop programs that address substance abuse.

Ravoira, LaWanda. 1999. “National Girls’ Caucus.” Juvenile Justice IV(1): 21-27.

The author describes the efforts of an advocacy group to focus attention on the special needs of
girls who are involved in the juvenile justice system.  A number of societal problems should be
addressed in gender specific programming: violence, abuse, high-risk sexual behavior, gang
involvement, substance abuse, health issues, and the impact on adolescents of having an incarcerated
parent.

Sanchez, Lisa. 2001. “Gender Troubles: The Entanglement of Agency, Violence, and Law in
the Lives of Women in Prostitution.” Pp. 60-76 in Women, Crime, and Criminal Justice:
Original Feminist Readings, Claire M. Renzetti and Lynne Goodstein. Los Angeles: Roxbury
Publishing Company.

This chapter includes interviews of five prostitutes.  Four of the five had their first prostitution
experience as teenagers.  This initial involvement was tied to socioeconomic position, “strained”
family relationships, drug use, early exposure to the sex trade, and problems obtaining such basic
necessities as food, clothing, and shelter.  Although the focus of this piece is on relationships with
police and other agencies, the early experiences of the women are instructive for programming.
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Uggen, Christopher and Candace Kruttschnitt. 1998. “Crime in the Breaking: Gender
Differences in Desistance.” Law & Society Review 32(2):339-66.

In this article the authors attempt to identify reasons for differences in rearrest between men and
women from a sample of recently released offenders.  Approximately 10 percent of the offender
subgroup from the National Supported Work Demonstration Project were female.  Although women
were more likely to desist from crime than men as measured by rearrest, it was difficult to identify
precise reasons for this difference.  The authors conclude that “subtle distinctions in the situational
contingencies of men’s and women’s lives” (p. 359) constitute the primary reasons.  These include
years of education, the presence of dependent children, and association with a “straight” best friend.
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1

Young Women’s Resource List

This resource list was developed in order to provide information about local programs and
services available for young women.  Each entry provides a brief description of the program and as
much contact information as is available, and may include: mailing address, telephone, email address,
web site, and the name of a contact person.

Part I describes programs which specifically target adolescent girls; Part II describes programs
which are open to girls as well as boys or women of any age.  Some programs (e.g., Boys and Girls
Clubs) have a single program intended for girls as part of their general programming.  In this case,
the gender-specific program appears in Part I, but the agency appears in Part II as well.

Figure 1. Anchorage Resources for Girls
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Abused Women’s Aid in Crisis (AWAIC)
Alaska Women’s Resource Center

Big Brothers and Big Sisters of Anchorage
Boys and Girls Clubs of Southcentral Alaska

Challenge House
Crossroads (Anchorage School District)

Girl Scouts, Susitna Council
Municipal Reproductive Health Clinic

Municipality of Anchorage (Health Services)
Passage House (Covenant House)

Planned Parenthood of Alaska
Standing Together Against Rape (STAR)

YWCA



Abused Women’s Aid in Crisis (AWAIC)
100 W. 13th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  279-9581 Email: ruawaic@awaic.org
Fax:  279-7244 Website: www.awaic.org/

Contact: Shannon Wadsworth

Program description: Services for victims of domestic violence, including education and support
groups, advocacy services and a shelter.

Educational presentations may be arranged; topics include:
• Domestic Violence 101: Covers the manipulative roots of abuse and the dynamics of power and

control used in abusive relationships, warning signs of potential abusers, why women stay in
abusive relationships, and how to support and help friends and family members who are abused.

• Teen Dating Violence: Designed primarily for eighth grade and high school age groups, this 40-
minute presentation covers the escalation of abusive behavior from mild to lethal, describes the
power and control cycle in abusive relationships, and discusses friend and family reactions.

• Presentations on other topics may be arranged as needed, e.g.: setting healthy boundaries/
assertiveness, or child abuse and its effects on children at various stages in their lives.

Presentation topics and times may be modified to best suit specific groups.

Alaska Women’s Resource Center
610 C Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  276-0528 Email:
Fax:  278-8944 Website:

Contact:

Program description: Referrals, assistance and information in areas of concern to women, particularly
domestic violence, substance abuse and parenting.

Services include:
• Domestic violence counseling (by appointment); also provide a referral counselor for  other types

of counseling.
• Parenting classes: “Babies to Bicycles” and “Kindergarten to Car Keys” -- child development

and parenting techniques and strategies.
• Vocational assistance (available for teens if prearranged for a group).
• Domestic violence classes: warning signs of abusers, effects on children, legal issues, coping

with being in an abusive situation, creating a “safety plan” of escape.

Parenting class fees are as follows for each 6-week course: Normal price $70; $50 if on ATAP; OCS
(formerly DFYS) referrals are free. Teenage parents welcomed. Serves girls and women 14 and
older.
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Big Brothers and Big Sisters of Anchorage
1057 W. Fireweed Lane, Suite 202
Anchorage, AK 99503

Phone:  278-2621 Email: jstogsdill@bbbs.ak.org
Fax:  263-2099 Website: www.bbbs.ak.org

Contact: Jennifer Stogsdill

Program description: Volunteer organization providing  mentoring services for children between 6
and 16 years old.

Programs include:
• Big Sister community-based mentoring program: Big Sisters are matched with Little Sisters of

similar tastes and interests in order to provide a supportive and steady role model and friend.
Bigs and Littles meet regularly (at least monthly) for a minimum of one year.

Boys and Girls Clubs of Southcentral Alaska
2300 W. 36th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99517

Phone:  248-5437 Email: statewide@bgcalaska.org
Fax: Website: www/bgcalaska.org/index.shtml

Contact:

Program description: Afterschool/summer “clubhouse” network providing safe, educational
environments for children, especially in at-risk or dangerous areas.

Programs include:
• Smart Girls (girls age 10-15): Health, fitness, preventative education and self-esteem program,

focusing on healthy lifestyle choices and abstinence from drugs and sex.  Smart Girls uses a team
approach, including family and community members, Club staff members and peers, to involve
girls in discussions and role playing and familiarize them with situations and issues such as sexual
activity, drug use, and peer and media influences.  The goal of the program is to encourage good
attitudes and strong self-esteem while empowering girls to make healthy, safe choices.

Boys and Girls Club membership is required for participation in this program.  Membership rates
range from $0 to $40 per year, depending on location.  Scholarships are available.
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Challenge House
9320 Roy Street
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  243-6342 Email:
Fax:  248-6902 Website:

Contact:

Program description: A short-term shelter, run by the Alaska Youth and Parent Foundation, for girls
between 12 and 18 years old who are in need of shelter from abuse or neglect, help in overcoming
delinquency, or a “time-out” from family life.  Challenge House focuses on improving the girl’s
situation and teaching life skills.

Services  include:
• Shelter, food, and transportation.
• Medical referral.
• Tutoring.
• Employment counseling.
• Activity therapy, individual and family therapy, group counseling and family support services.

Placement may be by probation officer, social worker, or community placement with parental consent.

Crossroads (Anchorage School District)
3350 Commerical Drive, Suite 101
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  742-1170 Email:
Fax: Website:

Contact: Karin Parker

Program description: Program to enable pregnant teens and teen mothers to continue school and
enter the workforce.

Services include:
• Education program to earn junior high and high school credits and diplomas.
• Job search assistance.

Girls must be in the 8th grade or higher.  Students remain enrolled at home schools and go to class at
Crossroads; grades are returned to home schools and girls graduate from their home schools.
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Girl Scouts, Susitna Council
3911 Turnagain Boulevard
Anchorage, AK 99517

Phone:  248-2250 Email:
Fax:  243-4819 Website: www.girlscouts.ak.org/

Contact:

Program description: International organization dedicated to helping girls become socially conscious,
self-confident leaders through training, education and social activity, by providing a supportive,
challenging environment in which they can learn.

Programs include:
• Centsability: Personal finance and career curriculum taught by a representative of the Girl Scout

Council.  Program explains the need to balance income and spending using role-play to introduce
real-world examples of budget conflicts, and provides for discussion on practical money
management.

Has been used with groups of varying ages and backgrounds; will accommodate interested groups.

Municipal Reproductive Health Clinic
825 L Street, Room 102
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  343-4623 Email:
Fax:  343-6564 Website:

Contact: Christine Chandler

Program description: Appointment-preferred municipal clinic offering various types of reproductive
health services.

Services include:
• Pregnancy tests.
• Birth control of various types.
• Annual exams.
• Emergency contraception.
• Teen clinic at the main office Tuesdays 1-6 p.m.
• Teen exams at the downtown Transit Center Tuesdays and Thursdays 1-5 p.m.

Fees are on a sliding scale; no one is refused service for lack of funds.
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Municipality of Anchorage (Health Services)
825 L Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  343-4605 Email:
Fax: Website: www.ci.anchorage.ak.us/healthchd/index.cfm

Contact:

Program description: Municipal department offering community health services.

Services include:
• Home visits for pregnant women, teenagers and new mothers, clinics for children up to 2.
• Confidential reproductive health care, including education, birth control, tests and treatment.
• Immunization and screening for communicable diseases.

Health services, including home visits, are by appointment.

Passage House (Covenant House)
609 F Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone: Email: ggraves@covhouse.alaska.com
Fax: Website: www.covenanthouseak.org

Contact: Gena Graves

Program description: Transitional Living Program to help young mothers between 16 and 20 transition
to independent living.  A program of Covenant House, a national organization providing
shelter, education and other assistance to homeless youth.

Services include:
• Room and board for young mothers and babies for up to 18 months.
• Job readiness training and employment support.
• Life skills and goal-setting assistance.
• Child development education.
• Relationship education and counseling.
• Mentor program.
• Aftercare program.
• Workshops are available on many topics, including budgeting and money management, baby-

proofing a house, child discipline, educational and career planning, nutrition, interpersonal
communication, safety in the home and safe food preparation/handling.
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Planned Parenthood of Alaska
3401 E. 42nd Avenue, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  563-2229 Email: alberta.morrison@ppfa.org
Fax:  563-7419 Website: www.plannedparenthoodalaska.org/

Contact: Alberta (presentations); 770-9703

Program description: Nonprofit organization providing comprehensive reproductive health services,
education and information, and public advocacy on reproductive rights issues.

Services include:
• Annual exams.
• Sexually transmitted infection (STI) and pregnancy tests.
• Birth control of various types.
• Emergency contraception.
• “BC Now”: Consultations to qualify for birth control without a pap smear (dependent on medical

history).
• Presentations: 5-part series on anatomy and personal hygiene, birth control (contraceptive choices),

STI/STD prevention and education, HIV and AIDS prevention and education, and healthy and
unhealthy relationships.  Classes include activities as well.

Standing Together Against Rape (STAR)
1057 W. Fireweed Lane, Suite 230
Anchorage, AK 99503

Phone:  276-7279 Email:
Fax:  278-9983 Website: www.star.ak.org/

Contact:

Program description: Organization providing information on women’s safety issues and support
services for victims of sexual abuse or assault.

Educational presentations can be arranged on topics such as: safe dating, date rape and date rape,
drugs, healthy relationships, abuse warning signs, etc.

Other services  include:
• Confidential advocates (in person or by phone) for victims of sexual abuse/assault.
• 24-hour confidential crisis line for sexual abuse/assault (276-7273).
• Court appearance or emergency medical accompaniment for victims of sexual abuse/assault.

Support groups for teen victims of sexual abuse/assault may be created depending on demand. Services
are available to girls age 12 or older.
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YWCA
324 E. 5th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  644-9600 Email:
Fax: Website:

Contact:

Program description: International nonprofit organization dedicated to supporting women by
providing shelters, violence prevention training, childcare, employment training, sports programs,
women’s health information, and girl leadership and education programs.

Programs include:
• Native Alaskan and Hispanic Mothers and Daughters Programs: Monthly seminars for 5th and 6th

grade girls and their mothers, teaching violence and substance abuse prevention, communication
skills, and leadership skills.

• Middle School Multicultural Female Leadership Conferences and Seminars: half-day seminars
for 7th and 8th grade girls, featuring topics such as financial management, drugs, dating and
relationships, crosscultural communication, careers, leadership skills, and health.

 Young Women’s Resource List, Part I: Programs Specifically for Young Women         9



Part II: Programs Serving Both Young Women and Young Men
or Women of All Ages
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Al-Anon/Alateen
Alaska AIDS Assistance Association (4 As)

Alaska Cooperative Extension Service
Alaska Military Academy/National Guard

Alaska Youth and Parent Foundation (Family Resource Center)
Anchorage Literacy Project

AVAIL
Big Brothers and Big Sisters of Anchorage

Birthright
Boys and Girls Clubs of Southcentral Alaska

Challenge to Quit (Alaska Native Health Board)
Covenant House

Crisis Pregnancy Center—Anchorage
East Anchorage Weed and Seed Project

IMRU2
Job Corps

New Direction Resource Center
Nine Star Enterprises

Pathway Home (Southcentral Foundation)
Southcentral Counseling Center

Starting Point—Anchorage
Volunteers of America



Al-Anon/Alateen
Anchorage AK

Phone:  276-6646 Email:
Fax: Website: www.al-anon-ak.org/

Contact:

Program description: Support programs for families and friends of alcoholics, providing fellowship
and education.

Programs include:
• Alateen: A teen-oriented offshoot of Al-Anon, providing support to friends and family of alcoholics.

Alateen meets weekly; call for exact date, time and location.

Alaska AIDS Assistance Association (4 As)
1057 W. Fireweed, Suite 102
Anchorage, AK 99503

Phone:  263-2050 Email: aaaa@alaskanaids.org
Fax:  263-2051 Website: www.alaskanaids.org/

Contact:

Program description: Organization providing HIV prevention education, testing, and support services
for those infected with HIV.

Services include:
• HIV testing.
• Education on preventing HIV infection.
• Condoms.
• Education on living with HIV.
• Support for people infected with HIV: Case management, housing assistance, transportation services,

a food bank, and other support services.
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Alaska Cooperative Extension Service
2221 E. Northern Lights Boulevard,
Anchorage AK

Phone:  786-6300 Email:
Fax: Website: www.uaf.edu/coop-ext/

Contact: Sheryl Stanek

Program description: Provides information from university research to the general public in the
areas of home economics, land resources, community development, and youth development, including
the 4-H program.

Programs include:
• Home-based lessons on parenting, shopping, nutrition, cooking and budgeting for young mothers.

Alaska Military Academy/National Guard
P.O. Box 5727
Fort , AK 99504

Phone:  384-6015 Email:
Fax: Website: www.ngchak.org

Contact: Troy Nicolson (admissions)

Program description: Residential military program for youth to complete schooling and gain
vocational training.

Services include:
• High school credits or GED training.
• Vocational training.
• Room and board.
• Life skills training.
• Health and nutrition training.
• Sex education.
• Leadership and team skills training.

Applicants must be between 16 and 18, currently “out of trouble,” have been out of school for at
least 30 days, and have no felony convictions.
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Alaska Youth and Parent Foundation (Family Resource Center)
3745 Community Park Loop, Suite 202
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  274-6541 Email: aypf@aypfalaska.org
Fax:  277-2428 Website: www.aypf.ak.org/

Contact: Denise Marenah

Program description: United Way organization providing various services to runaway and homeless
teens and their families, including Challenge House (see previous listing).

Services include:
• Skills 4 Life: Classes on employment, resume writing, interviewing, job searching, work ethics,

goal planning and independent living.

Applicants must be between 13 and 18 years old.

Anchorage Literacy Project
1345 Rudakof Circle
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  337-1981 Email:
Fax: Website: anchorageliteracyproject.org

Contact:

Program description: English Literacy organization training volunteers in tutoring and offering
English as a Second Language and Multi-Sensory Instruction programs.

Programs include:
• 0-7th grade level on-site English classes and tutoring.
• Family literacy program (all-ages group immersion for families).
• On-site computer lab.
• Off-site classes or tutoring may also be arranged.

 Young Women’s Resource List, Part II: Other Programs         13



AVAIL
425 C Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  276-2557 Email: bailey_jim@msmail.asd.k12.ak.us/
Fax: Website: www.asd.k12.ak.us/schools/avail/site/welcome.html

Contact: Jim Bailey (principal)

Program description: Alternative school for students who have dropped out of the traditional school
system.

AVAIL focuses on:
• Life and job skills training.
• Students reentering the school system to obtain their high school diplomas.

AVAIL is open to students 16 to 19 years old who have been out of school at least 90 school days.

Big Brothers and Big Sisters of Anchorage
1057 W. Fireweed Lane, Suite 202
Anchorage, AK 99503

Phone:  278-2621 Email: jstogsdill@bbbs.ak.org
Fax:  263-2099 Website: www.bbbs.ak.org

Contact: Jennifer Stogsdill

Program description: Volunteer organization providing mentoring services for children between 6
and 16 years old.

Programs include:
• School-based mentoring program: Volunteers meet with students for one hour a week during the

school year, at the student’s school.  This time may be used for studying, games, conversation, etc.
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Birthright
3721 East 20th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  276-3645 Email:
Fax: Website:

Contact:

Program description: International nonprofit pro-life counseling center.

Services include:
• Pregnancy tests.
• Pro-life counseling in a supportive, nonclinical environment.
• Clothing (maternity and infant up to two years old) and diapers; provides a layette set to expectant

mothers.

Boys and Girls Clubs of Southcentral Alaska
2300 W.  36th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99517

Phone:  248-5437 Email: statewide@bgcalaska.org
Fax: Website: www.bgcalaska.org/index.shtml

Contact:

Program description: Afterschool/summer “clubhouse” network providing safe, educational
environments for children, especially in at-risk or dangerous areas.

Programs include:
• Torch Club (ages 11-13): Small group leadership development.
• Keystone Club (ages 14-18): Small group leadership development.
• Job Ready (ages 16-18): Job-hunting techniques and skills training.
• Act Smart (ages 6-17): HIV/AIDS prevention program.
• Club Tech (all club members): Computer skills training, including graphic and Web design, digital

film, music and photography.
• Some clubs also run dance, fitness, or sports programs.

Boys and Girls Club membership is required for participation in these programs.  Membership rates
range from $0 to $40 per year, depending on location.  Scholarships are available.
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Challenge to Quit (Alaska Native Health Board)
3700 Woodland Drive
Anchorage, AK 99517

Phone:  562-6006 Email: vjames@anhb.org
Fax:  563-2001 Website: www.anhb.org

Contact: Vera James

Program description: Comprehensive 5-week education and incentive program run by the Alaska
Native Health Board to encourage and assist teenagers in their efforts to stop smoking.

Program includes:
• Education on health risks of smoking and the benefits of quitting.
• Information on how addictions are formed and how cravings are triggered.
• Ongoing group discussions on progress and experiences.
• Suggestions on ways to break patterns and habits and avoid relapses.
• Information and support on coping with withdrawal symptoms.
• Incentives of $100 or $25 for teens who complete the program, depending on smoke-free status.

NOTE: Challenge to Quit is currently in the final stages of evaluation.  If it is deemed successful, it
will be implemented statewide, but this decision has not yet been made and THIS PROGRAM IS
NOT YET FULLY AVAILABLE.  Call Vera James for status information.

Program is designed specifically to target Native Alaskan teenagers, but is open to all teens ages 13
to 19.  Applicants must meet the following requirements: must smoke regularly (not socially), not be
pregnant or breastfeeding, must not be compelled by court to attend, and must not be on nicotine
replacement therapy.
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Covenant House
609 F Street
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  333-2023 Email:
Fax: Website: www.covenanthouseak.org

Contact:

Program description: Local chapter of national organization providing shelter, education and other
assistance to homeless youths under 21 years old.

Programs include:
• Crisis Center: Free shelter for youths 13-20, providing room, board, clothing, counseling and

medical care.
• Resource Center: Family mediation and counseling referrals, job search assistance, medical care,

food, life skills workshops, assistance for young parents and recreational activities.
• Rights of Passage (Transitional Living Program): Helps youth between 18 and 20 transition from

homelessness or incarceration to independent living.  Teaches life skills such as goal-setting and
money management.

• Passage House (Transitional Living Program): Helps young mothers between 16 and 20 transition
to independent living.  Teaches life skills such as healthy parenting, money management, and goal
and priority setting.

Crisis Pregnancy Center—Anchorage
2902 Boniface Parkway, Suite 200
Anchorage, AK 99504

Phone:  337-9292 Email: info@cpcanchorage.com
Fax:  337-9262 Website: cpcanchorage.com/

Contact:

Program description: Provides reproductive health and related emergency services and referrals;
particularly focuses on mental and material support of new and expectant mothers and their babies.
Services include:
• Healthy Alaskans Information Line (1-800-478-2221).
• In-house services and classes: Pregnancy tests, abstinence training, PACE (post-abortion counseling

and education).

 Young Women’s Resource List, Part II: Other Programs         17



East Anchorage Weed and Seed Project
1251 Muldoon Road
Anchorage, AK 99504

Phone: 244-1948 Email:
Fax: Website:

Contact: Tim Sullivan

Program description: The hub for social services and community organizations in Muldoon.

Services  include:
• Muldoon Family Center: Crisis and family counseling.
• Northeast Community Center: Boys and Girls Club.
• Migrant Education Program public computer lab.

The Northeast Boys and Girls Club does not charge dues.  Other community groups such as Nine Star
and the Job Center have offices here as well.

IMRU2
2110 E. Northern Lights
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  566-4678 Email:
Fax: Website:

Contact:

Program description: Discussion and activity group for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and
questioning (LGBTQ) teens in a friendly and supportive nonclinical environment; facilitated by
adult Parents and Friends of Lesbians And Gays (PFLAG) members.

Services include:
• Group meetings:  Held the first and third Wednesdays of each month at 5:30 p.m.  All LGBTQ

teenagers (ages 13-18) are welcome.

Sometimes the group suspends meetings over the summer.
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Job Corps
4300 B Street, Suite 100
Anchorage, AK 99503

Phone:  562-6200 Email: admissions@alaskajobcorps.com
Fax: Website: www.alaskajobcorps.com

Contact:

Program description: Vocational training program for low-income youth, providing vocational,
academic and life skills training.

Services include:
• Academic training, including high school credits and GEDs.
• Vocational training.
• Driver’s education training.
• Social skills training.

Applicants must be between 16 and 24 years old, from a low-income situation, and have no serious
court convictions.

New Direction Resource Center
639 W. International Airport Road, #32
Anchorage, AK 99504

Phone:  561-3802 Email:
Fax:  561-3813 Website:

Contact: Paula Gray or Joe Marchetti

Program description: Christian-based youth services and support center.

Services include:
• “Safe house” resource center, game room and coffee shop.
• Life skills program.
• Substance abuse recovery groups.
• Mentoring.
• High school study group.
• Bible study and youth church services.
• Bus fare.
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Nine Star Enterprises
125 W. 5th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  279-7827 Email: amyy@ninestar.com
Fax:  279-3299 Website: www.ninestar.com

Contact:

Program description: Educational organization focusing on improving the workforce through
education, especially literacy and professional development, for people in all stages of life.

Programs include:
• Project BEST: Provides support in earning high school diplomas, vocational training and job

hunting through personal planning, internships, computer instruction, mentoring and follow•?up
services such as computer lab use and employment counseling.

• Computer classes: Basic computer skills, Word, and building a computer.

Pathway Home (Southcentral Foundation)
4000 San Ernesto Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  729-5020 Email:
Fax: Website: www.ak-scf.org

Contact:

Program description: Provides residential treatment for substance abuse and related disorders in a
culturally grounded and family and community-centered format.

Services include:
• Substance abuse treatment.
• Developmental, behavioral and mental health treatment (when it coincides with substance abuse).
• Personal and life skills training.
• Vocational training.

Program accepts Alaska Natives between 13 and 17 years old.
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Southcentral Counseling Center
4020 Folker Street
Anchorage, AK 99508

Phone:  563-1000 Email:
Fax:  563-2045 Website: www.southcentralcounseling.org/

Contact:

Program description: Counseling and mental health services organization.

Services and programs include:
• Group and individual counseling.
• Teen support/discussion group.
• Parenting education.
• “On Target” school-based family support program (Clark Middle School).

Fees are on a sliding scale.

Starting Point—Anchorage
341 W. Tudor Road, Suite 205
Anchorage AK

Phone:  562-6116 Email: spa@alaska.net
Fax:  562-6350 Website:

Contact:

Program description: Substance abuse recovery education and assistance organization.

Programs  include:
• Youth Alcohol and Drug Information School (YADIS): Educational courses for first-time offenders.
• Substance Abuse Education Program (SAEP): Educational program for youth ages 14-21 who

have been involved in substance abuse offenses or who have a moderate problem with alcohol or
drugs.

• Substance Abuse Treatment Program (SATP): Educational sessions on causes of substance abuse,
relapse prevention, and continued abstinence.

• Adolescent Intensive Outpatient Program (IOP): Three-phase “Reality Therapy” program, focusing
on changed behaviors, relapse prevention and the first four steps of AA.

• Aftercare: Available for all programs, from three to nine months as needed.
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Volunteers of America
1675 C Street, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone:  279-9634 Email: voaak@voaak.org
Fax:  276-5489 Website: www.voaak.org/

Contact:

Program description: National nonprofit volunteer organization with various areas of service.

Programs  include:
• ARCH: Intensive inpatient residential program in Eagle River, supported by the Anchorage School

District.
• Assist: Outpatient and intensive outpatient intervention programs with weekly continuing care to

follow up primary treatment.
• Prime for Life: Intervention program for 12 to 20-year-olds “experiencing initial difficulties with

substance abuse.”
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1

Baseline Juvenile Justice Data for Anchorage by Gender

The original proposal to JRSA called for analysis of recent data in JOMIS, a new information
system adopted by the Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) in 2001.  It took several months for JOMIS
to come online, and it is currently being used for case management purposes as much as possible.  As
of July 2003, it still could not be used by DJJ to generate reports and could not be used by the Justice
Center to establish baseline data for future evaluations.  The Alaska Justice Statistical Analysis
Center (SAC) has committed to analyze JOMIS data if and when it is refined.  In the interest of
timeliness, the Justice Center has made use of two older data sets to provide basic data on girls in the
system.

A referral data base for 1992-1995 was provided by the Division of Family and Youth Services:
Youth Corrections (now the Division of Juvenile Justice) from PROBER, a management information
system used for several years.  The data were intended for use in a Justice Center assessment of
minority referrals to the Alaska juvenile justice system (Schafer, et al., 1997).  A decision was made
to deal with only three races—Alaska Native, African American, and white.  Other racial information
in the data base included Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, other, and unknown.  Together these
groups comprised fewer than ten percent of the 32,879 referrals in the data set, too few in each
category for solid analysis.  In addition, the analysis was confined to youth 10 to 17 years of age.1

The resulting data set consisted of 28,618 referrals to the Alaska juvenile justice system of Native,
black, and white youth 10 to 17 years of age.  A small randomly selected stratified (by race) sample
of youth in this data set was also available for perusal.

A second data base was compiled by the Justice Center from data collected pursuant to the task
of monitoring compliance with the primary mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act: sight and sound separation, jail removal, and deinstitutionalization of status offenders.
These data are available for a ten-year period of 1990-2000, but we have focused on detention in
juvenile facilities for the final three years (1998, 1999, 2000).

Although neither data set is as problematic as JOMIS is at present, both contain flaws.  One
reason for confining the referral data to 10 to 17-year-olds was the appearance in the data of several
infants whose date of birth was erroneously entered as the current year.  Some detention data was
provided as handwritten booking logs which were entered by Justice Center staff.  Errors occurred
in the written logs, in reading the handwriting, and in data entry.  Neither data set is perfect; each has
benefit in establishing baseline information.

1 Unfortunately, the full data set, from which this group was selected, was deleted when a new Justice Center server
replaced a faulty old one.
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Detention Data 1998-2000

The three-year detention data set was event-based, i.e., each detention was counted as a single
detention event regardless of the number of times an individual might be detained.  During the three-
year period there were 4,051 detentions counted in Anchorage; 885 (21.8%) were attributed to
females.  There was a decrease in the number of referrals each year for both males and females.
When the data were reconfigured for individuals, there were 2,753 youth held, of whom 23.4 percent
were female (N=644) (see Table 1).

Year

1998 1,131 77.0 % 337 23.0 % 1,468
1999 1,106 78.0 312 22.0 1,418
2000 929 79.7 236 20.3 1,165

Total 3,166 78.2 % 885 21.8 % 4,051

Year

1998 761 75.9 % 241 24.1 % 1,002
1999 661 75.9 210 24.1 871
2000 687 78.1 193 21.9 880

Total 2,109 76.6 % 644 23.4 % 2,753

Table 1.  Detentions in McLaughlin Youth Center 
(Anchorage) by Gender and Year, 1998-2000

Number Percent

Detentions

Individuals detained

Total

Row percentages

Male Female
TotalNumber Percent

Male Female
Number Percent Number Percent

More than 75 percent of the Anchorage girls appeared in the data set only once (N=499), while
70 percent of the boys appeared only once.  The mean number of detentions per girl was 1.37; for
boys, 1.50.  In order to compare the amount of time spent in detention for boys and girls, a cumulative
hours held variable was created using date and time of entry and date and time of exit for each
detention event and adding these for each individual.  The information was complete for 640 girls
and 2,081 boys.  The mean number of hours held for girls was 203.33 hours; for boys the mean was
considerably higher—398.91 hours.

The charges which were most likely to trigger detention for girls were assault (N=228); probation
violation (including warrants) (N=191); and theft (N=95).  Detentions for probation violations
decreased for both boys and girls during the three years under study, but the proportional decrease
was greater for girls than for boys (Table 2).  Examining detentions for probation violations before
and after the establishment of gender specific caseloads would be one measure of the effectiveness
of the new probation program.
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Referral Data 1992-1995

There were 10,066 referrals to the Anchorage juvenile justice office in the four years covered.
The percentage of referrals attributed to girls remained relatively constant over the four years, but
the number of referrals increased considerably, mirroring the increase in referrals attributed to boys.
The percentage of individual girls in the data set was higher than the percent of referrals attributed to
girls: 36.01 percent of 5,593 people in the data set (N=2,013) compared to 30.9 percent of referral
events (see Table 3).  The mean number of referrals was 1.56 for girls and nearly 2 for boys (1.98).
Two-thirds of all individuals appeared only once in the data set—73.8 percent of girls and 63.6
percent of boys.

Information on race was available for 1,987 of the girls in the Anchorage data.  Most were
white (70.8%); Alaska Natives/American Indians accounted for 16.6 percent of the remainder and
African Americans for 12.6 percent.

Year

1992 1,584 69.9 % 681 30.1 % 2,265
1993 1,553 67.3 753 32.7 2,306
1994 1,944 69.1 870 30.9 2,814
1995 1,877 70.0 804 30.0 2,681

Total 6,958 69.1 % 3,108 30.9 % 10,066

Year

1992 1,104 66.7 % 552 33.3 % 1,656
1993 814 61.9 502 38.1 1,316
1994 883 62.8 523 37.2 1,406
1995 779 64.1 436 35.9 1,215

Total 3,580 64.0 % 2,013 36.0 % 5,593

Number Percent Number Percent

Individuals referred

Total

Row percentages

Male Female
TotalNumber Percent

Male Female

Table 3.  Anchorage Referrals by Gender and Year, 1992-
1995

Number Percent

Referrals

Year

1998 327 80.3 % 80 19.7 % 407
1999 331 83.4 66 16.6 397
2000 268 85.6 45 14.4 313

Total 926 82.9 % 191 17.1 % 1,117

Table 2. Detentions for Probation Violations in Anchorage 
by Gender and Year, 1998-2000

Number Percent

Row percentages

Male Female
TotalNumber Percent
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Girls were slightly younger on average at their first appearance in the data set than boys: 14.44
years old compared to 14.67 years old.  Girls in Anchorage were most likely to be associated with
referrals for theft (N=1,684), but this charge was also the most frequent referral charge associated
with boys (N=2,417).

In order to provide basic information for this report, a substantial analysis of the referral data
was undertaken to examine decision-making by gender.  Two decision points were used to determine
if gender was a factor in decisions: intake and court outcomes.

References
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1

Gender Effects in the Alaska Juvenile Justice System

The Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states that “no State shall […] deny to any
person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws” (emphasis added).  Equal protection
of the laws implies that males and females shall be treated equally under the law.  More generally,
decision-making within the justice system should not be influenced by gender or other legally irrelevant
(or extralegal) factors such as race.  There are, however, solid theoretical reasons to believe that
gender may affect decision-making within the justice system, particularly in the juvenile justice
system (Johnson & Scheuble, 1991).  On the one hand, girls may receive harsher treatment than boys
because it is less socially acceptable for girls to deviate than for boys to.  In a traditional sex role
model (or patriarchal family), boys are expected to be independent and risk-takers while girls are
expected to be dependent and risk-avoiders (Hagan, et al., 1985, 1987, 1990).  Thus when girls
deviate and express their independence and risk-taking tendencies, they are more severely punished
because their behavior departs more strongly from societal expectations.  On the other hand, girls
may receive more lenient treatment than boys because the juvenile justice system may, often as an
expression of chivalry, act to protect girls from its influence.

In addition, prior empirical research indicates that gender does indeed affect decision-making
in the juvenile justice system (e.g., Terry, 1967; Chesney-Lind, 1977; Sarri, 1983; Barnes & Franz,
1989; Tielman and Landry, 1981; Horowitz & Pottieger, 1991; Johnson & Scheuble, 1991; MacDonald
& Chesney-Lind, 2001).  This body of research evidence, however, is quite complex.  As noted by
various researchers, the only consistent finding in this literature is the inconsistency in both the
direction and statistical significance of gender effects.  Overall, as Johnson and Scheuble (1991:677)
concluded, “to date, it is unclear if and under what circumstances boys and girls receive differing
dispositions in the juvenile justice system.”

It is likely that geography is one of the circumstances that affects whether gender bias exists
(Krisberg, et al., 1984; Feld, 1991).  For instance, Teilmann and Landry (1981) examined juvenile
justice processing in California, Arizona, Illinois, Delaware and Washington and failed to find any
consistent pattern across sites.  As a result, studies on the effects of gender on processing within the
juvenile justice system lack external validity or generalizability.  It is therefore necessary for each
State to perform its own evaluation of gender effects.

In this report, we first provide baseline or descriptive data on the characteristics of boys and
girls referred to the Alaska juvenile justice system from 1992 to 1995.  Subsequently, we assess the
extent to which gender affected decision-making in these referrals.  More specifically, we examine
how gender affected both intake decisions and court decisions while controlling for legal variables
(offense severity and prior record) and other extralegal variables (region, age, and race).



 Gender Effects in the Alaska Juvenile Justice System         2

Data

The data used in these analyses were collected and provided by the Alaska Division of Family
and Youth Services (DFYS), now the Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ).  These data include information
from all referrals from 1992 to 1995.  From these data, we selected a sample that includes white and
Native juveniles 10 to 17 years old referred for assault in the fourth degree, concealment of merchandise
worth less than $50, criminal mischief in the third degree, theft in the third degree, theft in the fourth
degree, and possession or consumption of alcohol.  These offenses were selected because these are
the only six (among 126) that included at least 100 females during the four-year period.  Coincidentally,
these six offenses also vary in offense severity thereby allowing us to examine the effect of offense
severity on referral and court outcomes and to control for its effect.

If juveniles had been referred to DFYS multiple times for these offenses during the four-year
period, we randomly selected one of their referral records.  We also limited our sample to juveniles
with internally consistent and complete records.1  Our final sample includes 9,493 juveniles.
Descriptive characteristics of these 9,493 juveniles are shown in Tables 1 through 5.  These
characteristics can serve as baseline data to track changes in Alaska’s juvenile justice system.  More
importantly, these characteristics also describe the historical period during which gender effects are
examined.  Given the aforementioned low generalizability of such analyses, it is important to understand
the context of these analyses.  Our analysis of gender effects is externally valid only insofar as the
descriptive characteristics of referred juveniles have not changed.

In Table 1, we show the referral charges for female and male juveniles referred statewide, in
Southeast Alaska, Fairbanks, Northern Alaska (excluding Fairbanks), Anchorage, and Southcentral
Alaska (excluding Anchorage).  Statewide, the most common referral charge for both females and
males was theft in the fourth degree.  However, large urban/rural differences were prevalent.  More
specifically, while theft in the fourth degree was the most common referral charge in Fairbanks and
Anchorage, possession or consumption of alcohol was the most common in Southeast Alaska, Northern
Alaska, and Southcentral Alaska.  In rural areas of Alaska, theft in the fourth degree was an uncommon
referral charge, particularly in Northern Alaska.  In urban areas of Alaska, on the other hand,
possession or consumption of alcohol was a less common referral charge, particularly in Anchorage.
Within each region, few gender differences existed except for criminal mischief.  Relative to other
charges, males had more referral charges for criminal mischief than females.

In Table 2, we show the race of persons referred by region and gender.  Statewide, 29 percent
of referred youths in our sample were Alaska Native or Native American and the remaining 71
percent were white.  Not surprisingly, large regional differences existed.  In every region, there
were more white referred youths in our sample than Native youths, except in Northern Alaska where
92 percent of referred youths were Alaska Native or Native American.  Once again, few notable

1 Juveniles with internally inconsistent records were not petitioned at intake but were nonetheless referred to
juvenile court.  Less than one percent of records were inconsistent.  Less than one percent of records were eliminated
because of missing data.
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Assault 410 11.7 % 833 13.9 % 1,243
Conceal 202 5.8 351 5.9 553
Mischief 203 5.8 904 15.1 1,107

Theft (3rd) 565 16.1 732 12.2 1,297
Theft (4th) 1,125 32.1 1,760 29.4 2,885
Consume 1,004 28.6 1,404 23.5 2,408

Total 3,509 5,984 9,493

Assault 77 14.1 % 123 13.5 % 200
Conceal 83 15.1 134 14.8 217
Mischief 25 4.6 120 13.2 145

Theft (3rd) 28 5.1 73 8.0 101
Theft (4th) 44 8.0 99 10.9 143
Consume 291 53.1 359 39.5 650

Total 548 908 1,456

Assault 59 12.8 % 96 12.8 % 155
Conceal 25 5.4 32 4.3 57
Mischief 32 6.9 106 14.1 138

Theft (3rd) 81 17.5 118 15.7 199
Theft (4th) 178 38.5 249 33.1 427
Consume 87 18.8 151 20.1 238

Total 462 752 1,214

Assault 70 16.4 % 160 20.9 % 230
Conceal 18 4.2 40 5.2 58
Mischief 28 6.6 152 19.8 180

Theft (3rd) 10 2.3 48 6.3 58
Theft (4th) 11 2.6 34 4.4 45
Consume 290 67.9 333 43.4 623

Total 427 767 1,194

Assault 125 8.8 % 224 11.1 % 349
Conceal 16 1.1 32 1.6 48
Mischief 72 5.1 273 13.5 345

Theft (3rd) 402 28.3 311 15.4 713
Theft (4th) 730 51.4 1,026 50.9 1,756
Consume 75 5.3 150 7.4 225

Total 1,420 2,016 3,436

Assault 79 12.1 % 230 14.9 % 309
Conceal 60 9.2 113 7.3 173
Mischief 46 7.1 253 16.4 299

Theft (3rd) 44 6.7 182 11.8 226
Theft (4th) 162 24.8 352 22.8 514
Consume 261 40.0 411 26.7 672

Total 652 1,541 2,193

Table 1. Referral Charges by Region and Gender:
1992 to 1995

Southeast

Statewide

%
MaleFemale

Column percentages within each region and gender group.

TotalN % N

Southcentral (excluding Anchorage)

Anchorage

Northern (excluding Fairbanks)

Fairbanks

Referral 
charge
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gender differences were found.  In Table 3, we show the age of persons referred by region and
gender.  The average age of persons referred in our sample was 14.8 years (s = 1.8) and appeared to
vary little by region or gender.  Though significant differences by region and gender existed
(comparisons not shown), all differences were very negligible in magnitude.

In Tables 4 and 5, we show the intake and court decisions (respectively) for referred youths by
region and gender.  Statewide and in all regions, the most common intake decision was an adjustment
and the most common court decision was an adjudication.  Gender differences in intake and court
decisions are described in our bivariate and multivariate analyses.  We now describe in greater
detail the dependent and independent variables used in those analyses.  Summary measures of all
variables are provided in Table 6.

Dependent Variables

Juvenile referrals to DFYS are handled by probation officers.  These officers must decide
whether to (1) dismiss the charges, (2) informally dispose of the case, or (3) petition the youth as
delinquent.  Informal dispositions include informal probation and adjustments by letter, through a
conference, or with a referral.  Each intake decision was operationalized as a dummy variable

Race

Native 1,101 31.4 % 1,685 28.2 % 2,786
White 2,408 68.6 4,299 71.8 6,707
Total 3,509 5,984 9,493

Native 191 34.9 % 279 30.7 % 470
White 357 65.1 629 69.3 986
Total 548 908 1,456

Native 142 30.7 % 193 25.7 % 335
White 320 69.3 559 74.3 879
Total 462 752 1,214

Native 404 94.6 % 692 90.2 % 1,096
White 23 5.4 75 9.8 98
Total 427 767 1,194

Native 237 16.7 % 282 14.0 % 519
White 1,183 83.3 1,734 86.0 2,917
Total 1,420 2,016 3,436

Native 127 19.5 % 239 15.5 % 366
White 525 80.5 1,302 84.5 1,827
Total 652 1,541 2,193

Column percentages within each region and gender group.

Table 2. Race of Persons Referred by Region and 
Gender: 1992 to 1995

Southcentral (excluding Anchorage)

MalesFemales
N % N % Total

Southeast

Anchorage

Fairbanks

Statewide

Northern (excluding Fairbanks)
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Age

10 years 35 1.0 % 170 2.8 % 205
11 years 104 3.0 253 4.2 357
12 years 232 6.6 395 6.6 627
13 years 457 13.0 635 10.6 1,092
14 years 664 18.9 835 14.0 1,499
15 years 702 20.0 994 16.6 1,696
16 years 656 18.7 1,246 20.8 1,902
17 years 659 18.8 1,456 24.3 2,115

Total 3,509 5,984 9,493

10 years 9 1.6 % 31 3.4 % 40
11 years 18 3.3 45 5.0 63
12 years 35 6.4 52 5.7 87
13 years 79 14.4 75 8.3 154
14 years 101 18.4 136 15.0 237
15 years 100 18.2 148 16.3 248
16 years 92 16.8 187 20.6 279
17 years 114 20.8 234 25.8 348

Total 548 908 1,456

10 years 4 0.9 % 12 1.6 % 16
11 years 15 3.2 25 3.3 40
12 years 28 6.1 58 7.7 86
13 years 54 11.7 76 10.1 130
14 years 78 16.9 112 14.9 190
15 years 99 21.4 124 16.5 223
16 years 88 19.0 158 21.0 246
17 years 96 20.8 187 24.9 283

Total 462 752 1,214

10 years 1 0.2 % 26 3.4 % 27
11 years 10 2.3 42 5.5 52
12 years 18 4.2 56 7.3 74
13 years 48 11.2 79 10.3 127
14 years 69 16.2 98 12.8 167
15 years 84 19.7 107 14.0 191
16 years 82 19.2 163 21.3 245
17 years 115 26.9 196 25.6 311

Total 427 767 1,194

10 years 17 1.2 % 46 2.3 % 63
11 years 47 3.3 78 3.9 125
12 years 124 8.7 141 7.0 265
13 years 206 14.5 256 12.7 462
14 years 291 20.5 303 15.0 594
15 years 280 19.7 344 17.1 624
16 years 250 17.6 399 19.8 649
17 years 205 14.4 449 22.3 654

Total 1,420 2,016 3,436

10 years 4 0.6 % 55 3.6 % 59
11 years 14 2.1 63 4.1 77
12 years 27 4.1 88 5.7 115
13 years 70 10.7 149 9.7 219
14 years 125 19.2 186 12.1 311
15 years 139 21.3 271 17.6 410
16 years 144 22.1 339 22.0 483
17 years 129 19.8 390 25.3 519

Total 652 1,541 2,193

Table 3. Age of Persons Referred by Region and Gender: 
1992 to 1995

Column percentages within each region and gender group.

Statewide

N % N %
Females Males

Total

Southcentral (excluding Anchorage)

Northern (excluding Fairbanks)

Southeast

Anchorage

Fairbanks
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Dismissed 166 4.7 % 396 6.6 % 562
Adjusted 3,174 90.5 5,044 84.3 8,218

Petitioned 169 4.8 544 9.1 713
Total 3,509 5,984 9,493

Dismissed 16 3.5 % 53 7.0 % 69
Adjusted 440 95.2 629 83.6 1,069

Petitioned 6 1.3 70 9.3 76
Total 462 752 1,214

Dismissed 56 3.9 % 128 6.3 % 184
Adjusted 1,295 91.2 1,702 84.4 2,997

Petitioned 69 4.9 186 9.2 255
Total 1,420 2,016 3,436

Dismissed 34 6.2 % 42 4.6 % 76
Adjusted 467 85.2 786 86.6 1,253

Petitioned 47 8.6 80 8.8 127
Total 548 908 1,456

Dismissed 17 4.0 % 59 7.7 % 76
Adjusted 402 94.1 652 85.0 1,054

Petitioned 8 1.9 56 7.3 64
Total 427 767 1,194

Dismissed 43 6.6 % 114 7.4 % 157
Adjusted 570 87.4 1,275 82.7 1,845

Petitioned 39 6.0 152 9.9 191
Total 652 1,541 2,193

Column percentages within each region and gender group.

Table 4. Intake Decisions by Region and Gender:
1992 to 1995

Southeast

Northern (excluding Fairbanks)

% Total

Southcentral (excluding Anchorage)

MalesFemalesIntake 
decision

Statewide

Fairbanks

Anchorage

N % N

indicating whether the case was dismissed (DISMISS=1) versus adjusted or petitioned (DISMISS=0),
adjusted (ADJUST=1) versus dismissed or petitioned (ADJUST=0), or petitioned (PETITION=1)
versus dismissed or adjusted (PETITION=0).  By far, the most common intake decision was an
adjustment—87 percent of youths were adjusted while only 6 percent were dismissed and 7 percent
were petitioned (N=9493).  Small but significant gender differences in the referral decision were
found.  More precisely, females were more likely to be adjusted and less likely to be dismissed or
petitioned than males.

Youths who were petitioned at intake were then handled by the juvenile court system.  Judges
(and masters) then decided to (1) dismiss, (2) divert, or (3) adjudicate each youth.  These court
decisions were also operationalized as dummy variables indicating whether the youth was dismissed
(DISMISS=1) versus diverted or adjudicated (DISMISS=0), diverted (DIVERT=1) versus dismissed
or adjudicated (DIVERT=0), or adjudicated (ADJUD=1) versus dismissed or diverted (ADJUD=0).
Among petitioned youths, the most common court outcome was an adjudication—62 percent of
youths were adjudicated while 22 percent were dismissed and 16 percent were diverted (N=713).
Among petitioned youths, no significant gender differences in court decisions were found.

Dismissed 41 24.3 % 115 21.1 % 156
Diverted 32 18.9 80 14.7 112

Adjudicated 96 56.8 349 64.2 445

Total 169 544 713

Dismissed 10 21.3 % 16 20.0 % 26
Diverted 24 51.1 30 37.5 54

Adjudicated 13 27.7 34 42.5 47

Total 47 80 127

Dismissed 2 33.3 % 22 31.4 % 24
Diverted 1 16.7 0 0.0 1

Adjudicated 3 50.0 48 68.6 51

Total 6 70 76

Dismissed 5 62.5 % 19 33.9 % 24
Diverted 0 0.0 12 21.4 12

Adjudicated 3 37.5 25 44.6 28

Total 8 56 64

Dismissed 12 17.4 % 29 15.6 % 41
Diverted 2 2.9 5 2.7 7

Adjudicated 55 79.7 152 81.7 207

Total 69 186 255

Dismissed 12 30.8 % 29 19.1 % 41
Diverted 5 12.8 33 21.7 38

Adjudicated 22 56.4 90 59.2 112

Total 39 152 191

Statewide

N % N

Southcentral (excluding Anchorage)

Northern (excluding Fairbanks)

Southeast

Anchorage

Fairbanks

Column percentages within each region and gender group.

Table 5. Court Decisions by Region and Gender:
1992 to 1995

% Total
Females MalesCourt 

decision
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Independent Variables

Two legal variables were considered as candidate covariates—prior record and offense severity.
Significantly more males had priors than females (41% versus 27%).  This, in part, could explain
why males were significantly more likely to be petitioned than females.  Offense severity was
measured with five dummy variables (possession / consumption, theft in the fourth degree, theft in
the third degree, criminal mischief, and concealment) with assault in the fourth degree as the reference
category.  Once again, significant (but often small) gender differences in offense severity were
observed (see Table 6).

Four extralegal variables were considered as candidate covariates—race, region, age, and
gender.  Race was operationalized as a dummy variable coded 0 for whites and 1 for Natives.  There
was a significantly higher proportion of Natives among females than among males (31% versus
28%).  Region was also operationalized with dummy variables (Northern, Southcentral, Southeast,
and Fairbanks) with Anchorage as the reference category.  Referrals for males were more likely to
come from Southcentral Alaska but less likely to come from Anchorage than referrals for females.
Age was a continuous variable ranging from 10 to 17.  On average, referred youths were 14.8 years
old (standard deviation = 1.8).  Finally, gender was a dummy variable coded 0 for female (N=3509)
and 1 for male (N=5984).

Dependent Variables
Intake: Dismissed (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.05 0.07 < 0.01

Intake: Adjusted (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.9 0.84 < 0.01
Intake: Petitioned (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.05 0.09 < 0.01
Court: Dismissed (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.24 0.21 0.41

Court: Diverted (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.19 0.15 0.21
Court: Adjudicated (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.57 0.64 0.10

Independent Variables – Legal
Priors (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.27 0.41 < 0.01

Offense: Assault (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.12 0.14 < 0.01
Offense: Concealment (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.06 0.06 1.00

Offense: Criminal mischief (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.06 0.15 < 0.01
Offense: Theft, 3rd (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.16 0.12 < 0.01
Offense: Theft, 4th (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.32 0.29 < 0.01

Offense: Possess/consume (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.29 0.23 < 0.01

Independent Variables – Extralegal
Race (0=White, 1=Native) 0.31 0.28 < 0.01

Region: Northern (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.12 0.13 0.16
Region: South Central (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.19 0.26 < 0.01
Region: South Eastern (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.16 0.15 0.19

Region: Anchorage (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.4 0.34 < 0.01
Region: Fairbanks (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.13 0.13 1.00

Age (10 to 17 years) 0.02

Total N (%)

Table 6. Summary Measures by Gender

Note:  Summary measures are percentages for dichotomous measures and means and 
standard deviations for continuous measures.  Alpha = 0.05 (two-tailed tests).

P-value

14.75 (1.70)

3,509 (37%)

14.83 (1.92)

5,984 (63%)

Female Male
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Bivariate Analyses

Figure 1 documents expected case outcomes for every 1000 males and 1000 females referred
for each of the six offenses.  Odds of referral and court decisions are shown in Tables 7 and 8,
respectively.  In Table 7, the odds of dismissal are calculated as the number dismissed divided by
the number not dismissed.  These odds indicate the likelihood of dismissal relative to adjustment and
petition.  The odds ratios are calculated as the female odds divided by the male odds.  Odds ratios
greater than 1.0 indicate that females are more likely to be dismissed than adjusted or petitioned than
males.  Conversely, odds ratios less than 1.0 indicate that females are less likely to be dismissed
than adjusted or petitioned than males.  Confidence intervals for each odds ratio were also calculated.
An odds ratio is statistically significant if its confidence interval does not contain 1.0.

Figure 1. Referral and Court Decisions by Offense and Gender

Criminal mischief in the third degree
Based on 203 females and 904 males.

Concealment of merchandise (<$50)
Based on 202 females and 351 males.

Theft in the third degree
Based on 565 females and 732 males.

Theft in the fourth degree
Based on 1,125 females and 1,760 males.

Assault in the fourth degree
Based on 410 females and 833 males.

19 adjudicated (46%)

dismissed (24%)

42 petitioned 13 diverted (30%)

1,000 males 924 adjusted 10

17 adjudicated (47%)

34 dismissed

dismissed (28%)

36 petitioned 9 diverted (25%)

1,000 females 924 adjusted 10

40 adjudicated (72%)

40 dismissed

Possession/consumption of alcohol, under 21
Based on 1,004 females and 1,404 males.

dismissed (20%)

56 petitioned 4 diverted (7%)

1,000 males 914 adjusted 11

22 adjudicated (80%)

30 dismissed

dismissed (13%)

27 petitioned 2 diverted (7%)

1,000 females 954 adjusted 4

76 adjudicated (66%)

20 dismissed

23 dismissed (20%)

116 petitioned 16 diverted (14%)

25 adjudicated (67%)

94 dismissed

9 dismissed (24%)

37 petitioned 3 diverted (9%)

93 adjudicated (62%)

50 dismissed

1,000 females 913 adjusted

1,000 males 790 adjusted

151 petitioned 20 diverted (13%)

adjudicated (44%)

133 dismissed

1,000 males 715 adjusted 37 dismissed (25%)

1,000 females 763 adjusted 39

11 adjudicated (57%)

110 dismissed

dismissed (31%)

127 petitioned 32 diverted (25%)

56

20 petitioned 3 diverted (14%)

adjudicated (50%)

26 dismissed

1,000 males 954 adjusted 6 dismissed (29%)

1,000 females 950 adjusted 0

125 adjudicated (67%)

40 dismissed

dismissed (0%)

10 petitioned 5 diverted (50%)

5

187 petitioned 28 diverted (15%)

adjudicated (61%)

117 dismissed

1,000 males 696 adjusted 34 dismissed (18%)

1,000 females 749 adjusted 29

113 dismissed

dismissed (21%)

138 petitioned 25 diverted (18%)

84
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Large and often significant differences in referral decisions are shown in Table 7, especially
for theft in the third degree.  More specifically, females referred for theft in the third degree were 49
percent less likely to be dismissed than males, were 179 percent more likely to be adjusted than
males, and were 71 percent less likely to be petitioned than males.  Females referred for theft in the
fourth degree were not more likely to be dismissed than males but were 91 percent more likely to be
adjusted and 53 percent less likely to be petitioned than males.  Similarly, females referred for
criminal mischief were 30 percent more likely to be adjusted and 30 percent less likely to be
petitioned than males.  Finally, females referred for assault were 28 percent more likely to be
adjusted than males.  Overall, females were 15 percent less likely to be dismissed than males, 41
percent more likely to be adjusted than males, and 37 percent less likely to petitioned than males.
All three of these overall patterns were statistically significant.  As shown in Table 7, some of these
differences are explained by offense severity (odds ratio become nonsignificant in Table 7).

In Table 8, we report the odds (and odds ratios) of dismissal, diversion, and adjudication in
court.  Overall, females were 46 percent more likely to be diverted and 30 percent less likely to be
adjudicated than males.  Both of these differences were statistically significant.  However, it seems
that offense severity explains most of these differences.  Only females referred for assault were
significantly more likely to be diverted and significantly less likely to be adjudicated than males.

While these bivariate statistics describe how case processing varies between males and females,
they fail to explain why disparities may exist.  Before concluding that disparities exist in referral

Offense Female Male Female Male Female Male

Assault 0.12 0.15 3.22 2.52 0.15 0.18
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Concealment 0.04 0.03 19 20.74 0.01 0.02
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Criminal mischief 0.13 0.13 2.98 2.29 0.16 0.23
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Theft (3rd degree) 0.05 0.1 10.49 3.76 0.04 0.13
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Theft (4th degree) 0.02 0.03 20.3 10.63 0.03 0.06
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Possession/consumption 0.04 0.04 12.16 12.16 0.04 0.04
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

For all offenses 0.07 0.08 7.02 4.96 0.07 0.11
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Odds of petitionOdds of adjustmentOdds of dismissal

1.28
[1.05 – 1.56]

0.82
[0.63 – 1.05]

0.92
[0.61 – 1.38]

[0.55 – 0.88]

0.49
[0.23 – 1.06]

1.3
[1.07 – 1.59]

0.7

0.47
[0.29 – 0.75]

0.29
[0.20 – 0.43]

[1.28 – 1.57]

1.91
[1.32 – 2.76]

2.79
[2.14 – 3.64]

0.51
[0.36 – 0.72]

0.96
[0.73 – 1.27]

0.85
[0.54 – 1.34]

1
[0.72 – 1.39]

1.18
[0.74 – 1.89]

0.66
[0.37 – 1.17]

0.63
[0.55 – 0.72]

Table 7. Odds of Referral Decisions by Gender and Offense

0.85
[0.74 – 0.98]

1.41

1.56
[0.95 – 2.58]

0.8
[0.61 – 1.05]
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decisions, we must also control for prior record.  As discussed earlier, males are more likely than
females to have priors.  This may explain why males are more likely to be petitioned than females.
Before concluding that disparities also exist in court decisions, we must also control for both prior
record and sample selection effects.  Multivariate models are now utilized to control for these
effects.

Offense Female Male Female Male Female Male

Assault 0.44 0.33 0.34 0.15 0.79 1.63
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Concealment 0 0.43 1 0.18 1 1.22
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Criminal mischief 0.27 0.22 0.22 0.18 1.56 2.02
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Theft (3rd degree) 0.32 0.25 0.09 0.16 2.08 1.95
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Theft (4th degree) 0.17 0.25 0.08 0.08 3.67 2.67
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

Possession/consumption 0.38 0.31 0.33 0.45 0.89 0.83
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

For all offenses 0.32 0.27 0.25 0.17 1.25 1.78
Odds ratio

95% C.I.

[0.30 – 0.78]

Table 8. Odds of Court Decisions by Gender and Offense

0.77

---

1.35
[0.80 – 2.30]

Odds of dismissal Odds of diversion

[0.49 – 1.22]

0.82
[0.18 – 3.74]

2.19
[1.18 – 4.06]

1.26
[0.70 – 2.27]

5.67
[0.99 – 32.43]

0.48

0.7
[0.54 – 0.92]

1.08
[0.44 – 2.65]

1.38
[0.47 – 4.05]

1.07
[0.49 – 2.35]

1.2
[0.69 – 2.08]

1.46
[1.04 – 2.06]

0.74
[0.27 – 2.02]

0.98
[0.17 – 5.71]

0.55
[0.15 – 1.99]

Odds of adjudication

Note:  Odds ratios were not calculated when odds were zero.

1.18
[0.87 – 1.61]

1.23
[0.44 – 3.41]

0.67
[0.19 – 2.32]

1.29
[0.53 – 3.10]
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Multivariate Models

To begin, the intake and court decisions were modeled with logistic regression models.  These
logistic regression models examined the effect of priors, offense severity, region, age, race, and
gender on the log-odds of each intake decision (i.e., dismissal, adjustment, and petition) and each
court decision (i.e., dismissal, diversion, adjudication).  However, as now noted by both statisticians
and researchers (see Heckman, 1979; Maddala, 1983; Kempf-Leonard & Sample, 2001; MacDonald,
2001), estimates from these logistic regression models may be biased because of sample selectivity.
More precisely, court outcomes are not observed for a random sub-sample of youths—they are only
observed for youths who were petitioned at intake.  To obtain unbiased estimates of the effect of
candidate covariates on court outcomes, we must take into account the non-randomness of the court
sample.  To do so, we utilized bivariate probit models with sample selection and used a correction
suggested by Klepper, et al. (1983; see MacDonald, 2001 for a similar application).

The bivariate probit model with sample selection consists of two simultaneously estimated
probit equations.  The first probit equation estimates the selection process (i.e., the decision to
petition a youth at intake).  The second probit equation estimates each court outcome (i.e., dismissal,
diversion, adjudication) conditional on the decision to petition a youth at intake.  Mathematically, the
bivariate probit model with sample selection is as follows:

otherwise0
0 if1where 111111 >=+= iiiii zyxz εβ

(1)

otherwise0
0 if1where and 222222 >=+= iiiii zyxz εβ

with ),1,1,0,0(~, 21 ρεε Nii

In the first equation, yi1 is the decision to petition a youth at intake.  That decision is modeled as
zi1, the underlying (unobserved) propensity to petition a youth.  The model predicts that a youth will
be petitioned (yi1 = 1) when the propensity to petition is greater than zero (zi1 > 0).  Predictions are a
function of xi1, an N by k matrix of covariates (including a constant), where N is the sample size and
k is the number of covariates and â1 a conformable vector of coefficients.  Finally, åi1 is a vector of
normally distributed disturbances with a mean of zero and a variance of one.

In the second equation, yi2 is the court decision.  Separate models are estimated for each court
decision (i.e., dismissal, diversion, adjudication).  Note that yi2 is only observed when yi1 = 1 (i.e.,
when a youth was petitioned).  Each court decision is modeled as zi2, the underlying (unobserved)
propensity for each court decision.  That propensity is estimated as a function of xi2, an N by k matrix
of covariates (including a constant), where N is the sample size and k is the number of covariates,
and â2 a conformable vector of coefficients.  Finally, åi2 is a vector of normally distributed disturbances
with a mean of zero and a variance of one.
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The important part of the bivariate probit model with sample selection is that the two disturbance
terms (åi1 and åi2) are allowed to correlate (ñ) thereby removing the bias in our estimation of the court
outcome.  With this specification, however, estimates will be efficient only in the presence of an
identification restriction.  An identification restriction would typically consist of an observed predictor
of one outcome that would not predict the other outcome.  In the absence of such identification
restrictions, an alternative is to use a bounding approach as suggested by Klepper, et al. (1983;
recently used by MacDonald, 2001). With this approach, the correlation between the two disturbance
terms is fixed at three values: 0.2, 0.5, and 0.8.  If results are consistent (or robust) from one
specification to the next, we can then be confident that our results are not an artifact of sample
selection.

Another explanation for the bivariate probit model with sample selection can be obtained by
examining its log-likelihood function.  The log-likelihood function for the bivariate probit model
with sample selection consists of the following three parts:
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In this specification, it is clear that the bivariate probit model with sample selection considers
three types of youth.  For instance, the bivariate probit model with sample selection for the decision
to adjudicate a youth considers (1) youths who were petitioned (y1=1) and adjudicated (y2=1), (2)
youths who were petitioned (y1=1) but not adjudicated (y2=0), and (3) youths who were not petitioned
(y1=0).  Similarly, the bivariate probit model with sample selection for the decision to divert a youth
considers (1) youths who were petitioned (y1=1) and diverted (y2=1), (2) youths who were petitioned
(y1=1) but not diverted (y2=0), and (3) youths who were not petitioned (y1=0).  Finally, the bivariate
probit model with sample selection for the decision to dismiss a youth considers (1) youths who
were petitioned (y1=1) and dismissed (y2=1), (2) youths who were petitioned (y1=1) but not dismissed
(y2=0), and (3) youths who were not petitioned (y1=0).  In all models, no court outcome (y2) was
observed when youths were not petitioned (y1=0).
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Multivariate Results—Logistic Regression Models

Results from the three logistic regression models of referral decisions are presented in Table 9.
For each independent variable, we report the effect on the log-odds of each dependent variable (â),
the effect on the odds of each dependent variable (eâ), the standard error of the coefficients (S.E.),
and their two-tailed statistical significance (Sig.).  As shown in Table 9, males are significantly
more likely to be dismissed than females, are significantly less likely to be informally adjusted than
females, and significantly more likely to be petitioned than females.  More precisely, males are 22
percent more likely to be dismissed than females, are 22 percent less likely to be informally adjusted
than females, and 28 percent more likely to be petitioned than females.  Clearly, legal variables
(priors and offense severity) do not explain the disparities previously noted in Table 7.  Though the
multivariate effects tend to be smaller, significant and noteworthy gender differences in referral
decisions remain.

Legal variables were nonetheless important.  Juveniles with a prior record were significantly
less likely to receive an informal adjustment but were significantly more likely to be petitioned.
More precisely, juveniles with a prior record were 77 percent less likely to receive an informal
adjustment but were 867 percent more likely to be petitioned.  Offense severity also displayed large
and statistically significant effects on referral decisions.  Youths referred for concealment of
merchandise were 77 percent less likely to be dismissed, 513 percent more likely to receive an
informal adjustment, and 87 percent less likely to be petitioned than youths referred for assault in the
fourth degree.  Youths referred for criminal mischief were 44 percent more likely to be petitioned
than youths referred for assault in the fourth degree.  Youths referred for theft in the third degree were
41 percent less likely to be dismissed, 65 percent more likely to receive an informal adjustment, and
30 percent less likely to be petitioned than youths referred for assault in the fourth degree.  Youths

Constant -2.48 .40 < .01 0.08 2.90 .30 < .01 18.21 -4.91 .41 < .01 0.01
Prior 0.06 .09 .49 1.07 -1.28 .07 < .01 0.23 2.27 .11 < .01 9.67

Conceal -1.47 .26 < .01 0.23 1.81 .22 < .01 6.13 -2.00 .35 < .01 0.13
Mischief -0.11 .13 .39 0.89 -0.17 .10 .09 0.85 0.36 .12 < .01 1.44

Theft (3rd) -0.52 .14 < .01 0.59 0.50 .11 < .01 1.65 -0.36 .14 .01 0.70
Theft (4th) -1.63 .15 < .01 0.20 1.31 .10 < .01 3.70 -0.81 .13 < .01 0.44
Consume -1.35 .14 < .01 0.26 1.61 .11 < .01 5.01 -1.54 .14 < .01 0.21
Northern -0.15 .17 .36 0.86 0.54 .13 < .01 1.72 -0.79 .17 < .01 0.45

Southcentral 0.21 .12 .08 1.23 -0.20 .09 .02 0.82 0.14 .11 .19 1.16
Southeast -0.08 .15 .59 0.92 -0.09 .11 .41 0.92 0.21 .13 .11 1.23
Fairbanks -0.03 .15 .85 0.97 0.28 .11 .01 1.32 -0.44 .15 < .01 0.64

Age 0.02 .02 .44 1.02 -0.07 .02 < .01 0.94 0.09 .02 < .01 1.10
Native 0.21 .11 .07 1.23 -0.29 .08 < .01 0.75 0.30 .10 < .01 1.35

Male 0.20 .10 .04 1.22 -0.24 .07 < .01 0.78 0.24 .10 .01 1.28

-2 LogL
N

β S.E. Sig.S.E. Sig.

4013.5 6384.9

e βS.E. Sig. e β β

Table 9. Logistic Regression Models of Referral Decisions

3990.3
9493

e β
Dismissal Adjustment Petition

9493 9493

β
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referred for theft in the fourth degree were 80 percent less likely to be dismissed, 270 percent more
likely to receive an informal adjustment, and 56 percent less likely to be petitioned than youths
referred for assault in the fourth degree.  Finally, youths referred for possession and consumption of
alcohol were 74 percent less likely to be dismissed, 401 percent more likely to receive an informal
adjustment, and 79 percent less likely to be petitioned than youths referred for assault in the fourth
degree.  Overall, legal variables were clearly the most important determinants of referral decisions.
Both prior record and offense severity have substantively and statistically significant effects on
referral decisions.

Finally, region, age, and race were also important determinants of referral decisions.  Relative
to youths referred from Anchorage, youths referred from Northern Alaska were 72 percent more
likely to receive an informal adjustment and 55 percent less likely to be petitioned, youths referred
from Southcentral Alaska were 18 percent less likely to receive an informal adjustment, and youths
referred from Fairbanks were 32 percent more likely to receive an informal adjustment and 36
percent less likely to be petitioned.  Age significantly impacted the decision to adjust and petition.
Older youths were less likely to receive an informal adjustment and more likely to be petitioned.
Finally, Native youths were 25 percent less likely to receive an informal adjustment and 35 percent
more likely to be petitioned than white youths.

In Table 10, we report the results from the logistic regression models of court decisions.  As in
Table 9, we report the effect of each independent variable on the log-odds of each dependent variable
(â), the effect on the odds of each dependent variable (eâ), the standard error of the coefficients
(S.E.), and their two-tailed statistical significance (Sig.).  Clearly, gender has no effect on court
decisions.  Though males are 25 percent less likely to be dismissed than females, 3 percent more
likely to be diverted than females, and 20 percent more likely to be adjudicated than females, none of
these effects are statistically significant.  The small but significant effects of gender on court decisions
previously noted (see Table 8) are clearly explained by both legal variables.  Further results (not

Constant -1.80 1.04 .08 0.16 -2.26 1.29 .08 0.10 0.72 .93 .44 2.05
Prior -0.14 0.25 .59 0.87 -0.84 0.27 < .01 0.43 0.64 .23 < .01 1.89

Conceal -0.09 0.84 .91 0.91 0.40 0.93 .67 1.49 -0.16 .76 .83 0.85
Mischief -0.39 0.26 .13 0.67 0.23 0.32 .46 1.26 0.21 .23 .36 1.23

Theft (3rd) -0.22 0.30 .47 0.80 -0.01 0.39 .99 0.99 0.21 .27 .44 1.24
Theft (4th) -0.19 0.30 .52 0.82 0.25 0.46 .58 1.29 0.08 .28 .77 1.09
Consume -0.12 0.31 .69 0.88 0.09 0.35 .79 1.10 0.06 .29 .84 1.06
Northern 0.99 0.35 < .01 2.68 1.90 0.55 < .01 6.68 -1.47 .34 < .01 0.23

Southcentral 0.36 0.26 .16 1.43 2.18 0.44 < .01 8.89 -1.10 .23 < .01 0.33
Southeast 0.16 0.31 .61 1.17 3.24 0.46 < .01 25.47 -1.86 .27 < .01 0.16
Fairbanks 0.92 0.31 < .01 2.50 -0.64 1.08 .55 0.52 -0.82 .30 < .01 0.44

Age 0.04 0.07 .54 1.04 -0.06 0.08 .45 0.94 0.00 .06 .95 1.00
Native 0.24 0.22 .27 1.27 0.38 0.27 .16 1.46 -0.39 .20 .05 0.67

Male -0.28 0.22 .21 0.75 0.03 0.27 .90 1.03 0.19 .20 .36 1.20

-2 LogL
N 713

e β
Dismissal

β S.E. Sig. e β Sig. e β

713
487.8
713

Table 10. Logistic Regression Models of Court Decisions

725.1

β S.E.

842.0

AdjudicationDiversion
β S.E. Sig.
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shown) revealed that the legal variables by themselves could explain the gender effects on court
outcomes.

Surprisingly, legal variables had few significant effects on court decisions.  Prior record
significantly impacted the decision to divert and adjudicate youths.  Youths with priors were 57
percent less likely to be diverted but 89 percent more likely to be adjudicated than youths without
priors.  Relative to assault in the fourth degree, offense severity (i.e., concealment of merchandise,
criminal mischief, theft in the third and fourth degrees, and possession and consumption of alcohol)
did not impact the decision to dismiss, divert, or adjudicate.

Region, however, had a large and significant impact on court decisions.  Relative to youths
petitioned from Anchorage, youths petitioned in Northern Alaska were 168 percent more likely to be
dismissed, 568 percent more likely to be diverted, and 77 percent less likely to be adjudicated.  It is
important to keep in mind that these large differences are not explained by legal variables (but could
be explained by sample selection effects).  Relative to youths petitioned from Anchorage, youths
petitioned from Southcentral Alaska were 789 percent more likely to be diverted and 67 percent less
likely to be adjudicated, youths petitioned from Southeast Alaska were 2,447 percent more likely to
be diverted and 84 percent less likely to be adjudicated, and youths petitioned from Fairbanks were
150 percent more likely to be dismissed and 56 percent less likely to be adjudicated.  Overall,
results (not shown) reveal that youths petitioned in Anchorage were 40 percent less likely to be
dismissed, 89 percent less likely to be diverted, and 255 percent more likely to be adjudicated than
youths petitioned elsewhere.

Finally, age had no significant effect on court decisions.  Being Native decreased the likelihood
of being adjudicated by 33 percent but had no effect on the likelihood of being dismissed or diverted.
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Multivariate Results—Sample Selection Models

As previously explained, all of the results from the logistic regression models, however, may
be biased due to sample selection.  To control for sample selection, we estimated bivariate probit
models with sample selection for the decisions to petition and dismiss (Table 11), petition and
divert (Table 12), and petition and adjudicate (Table 13).  Each model was estimated with three
different specifications for ñ, the correlation between the residuals from each probit equation (ñ =
0.80, 0.50, and 0.20).  In Tables 11, 12, and 13, we report â, the effect of each independent variable
on the propensity for the dependent variable, standard errors (S.E.) and two-tailed probability values
(P).

Not surprisingly, controlling for sample selection has essentially no effect whatsoever on the
selection equation (i.e., the decision to petition).  Consequently, we focus on the court decisions,
where controlling for sample selection is hypothesized to make a difference.  Unfortunately, results
are not always consistent or robust across the different specifications for ñ.  While the direction of
each effect is consistent, the statistical significance of each effect is sometimes not.

Nonetheless, some results are consistent.  First, gender has again no effect whatsoever on court
decisions.  Regardless of how models are specified, the conclusion is always the same (i.e., gender
has no effect on court outcomes).  Once again, the small but significant gender differences previously
noted (Table 7) are explained by legal variables (and now, by sample selection).  Age is also not a

β

Petition
Constant -2.53 .24 < .01 -2.54 .24 < .01 -2.54 .24 < .01

Prior 1.11 .05 < .01 1.11 .05 < .01 1.11 .05 < .01
Conceal -1.04 .17 < .01 -1.04 .17 < .01 -1.04 .17 < .01
Mischief 0.18 .07 .01 0.18 .07 .01 0.18 .07 .01

Theft (3rd) -0.22 .07 < .01 -0.22 .07 < .01 -0.22 .07 < .01
Theft (4th) -0.45 .07 < .01 -0.45 .07 < .01 -0.45 .07 < .01
Consume -0.82 .07 < .01 -0.82 .07 < .01 -0.82 .07 < .01
Northern -0.42 .09 < .01 -0.42 .09 < .01 -0.42 .09 < .01

Southcentral 0.08 .06 .21 0.08 .06 .19 0.08 .06 .19
Southeast 0.14 .07 .06 0.14 .07 .05 0.14 .07 .05
Fairbanks -0.24 .08 < .01 -0.24 .08 < .01 -0.24 .08 < .01

Age 0.05 .01 < .01 0.05 .01 < .01 0.05 .01 < .01
Native 0.16 .05 < .01 0.16 .05 < .01 0.16 .05 < .01

Male 0.11 .05 .03 0.11 .05 .03 0.11 .05 .03

Dismissal
Constant -2.97 .44 < .01 -2.35 .53 < .01 -1.62 .57 < .01

Prior 0.65 .11 < .01 0.38 .14 < .01 0.10 .15 .48
Conceal -0.68 .35 .06 -0.46 .44 .30 -0.22 .48 .65
Mischief -0.07 .12 .56 -0.14 .14 .30 -0.20 .15 .18

Theft (3rd) -0.23 .14 .10 -0.22 .17 .19 -0.18 .18 .31
Theft (4th) -0.36 .13 .01 -0.29 .16 .07 -0.20 .17 .25
Consume -0.57 .14 < .01 -0.39 .17 .03 -0.20 .19 .29
Northern 0.17 .16 .29 0.36 .19 .06 0.50 .21 .02

Southcentral 0.21 .11 .07 0.21 .13 .11 0.21 .14 .14
Southeast 0.17 .14 .23 0.14 .17 .41 0.11 .18 .56
Fairbanks 0.25 .14 .07 0.39 .17 .02 0.49 .18 .01

Age 0.05 .03 .10 0.04 .03 .24 0.03 .04 .39
Native 0.20 .10 .04 0.19 .12 .11 0.16 .13 .21

Male -0.05 .10 .63 -0.10 .12 .41 -0.14 .13 .29

Log likelihood
N

-2353.47 -2353.27

S.E. P

9493 9493 9493

Pβ S.E. β S.E.P

-2353.85

Rho = 0.80 Rho = 0.50 Rho = 0.20

Table 11. Sample Selection Models of Petition and Dismissal
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Petition
Constant -2.54 .24 < .01 -2.54 .24 < .01 -2.54 .24 < .01

Prior 1.11 .05 < .01 1.11 .05 < .01 1.11 .05 < .01
Conceal -1.04 .17 < .01 -1.04 .17 < .01 -1.04 .17 < .01
Mischief 0.18 .07 .01 0.18 .07 .01 0.18 .07 .01

Theft (3rd) -0.22 .07 < .01 -0.22 .07 < .01 -0.22 .07 < .01
Theft (4th) -0.46 .07 < .01 -0.45 .07 < .01 -0.45 .07 < .01
Consume -0.82 .07 < .01 -0.82 .07 < .01 -0.82 .07 < .01
Northern -0.41 .09 < .01 -0.41 .09 < .01 -0.42 .09 < .01

Southcentral 0.08 .06 .18 0.08 .06 .18 0.08 .06 .19
Southeast 0.14 .07 .04 0.14 .07 .04 0.14 .07 .04
Fairbanks -0.24 .08 < .01 -0.23 .08 < .01 -0.23 .08 < .01

Age 0.05 .01 < .01 0.05 .01 < .01 0.05 .01 < .01
Native 0.16 .05 < .01 0.16 .05 < .01 0.16 .05 < .01

Male 0.11 .05 .03 0.11 .05 .03 0.11 .05 .03

Adjudication
Constant -1.96 .43 < .01 -1.02 .52 .05 -0.14 .56 .80

Prior 1.01 .10 < .01 0.81 .13 < .01 0.56 .14 < .01
Conceal -0.77 .33 .02 -0.52 .43 .22 -0.27 .47 .56
Mischief 0.21 .10 .04 0.19 .12 .12 0.16 .13 .23

Theft (3rd) -0.04 .13 .78 0.50 .16 .75 0.12 .17 .50
Theft (4th) -0.25 .12 .04 -0.12 .15 .44 0.00 .16 .99
Consume -0.51 .13 < .01 -0.30 .16 .06 -0.10 .17 .58
Northern -0.88 .16 < .01 -0.96 .19 < .01 -0.94 .20 < .01

Southcentral -0.39 .10 < .01 -0.55 .12 < .01 -0.63 .13 < .01
Southeast -0.67 .12 < .01 -0.94 .15 < .01 -1.08 .16 < .01
Fairbanks -0.48 .13 < .01 -0.52 .16 < .01 -0.51 .18 < .01

Age 0.03 .03 .23 0.02 .03 .53 0.01 .04 .80
Native -0.05 .09 .56 -0.14 .11 .20 -0.20 .12 .09

Male 0.14 .09 .12 0.14 .11 .22 0.12 .12 .31

Log likelihood
N

Rho = 0.50Rho = 0.80

9493 9493 9493

Table 13. Sample Selection Models of Petition and Adjudication

P P Pβ S.E. β

-2411.1 -2411.5 -2411.69

S.E. β S.E.
Rho = 0.20

Petition
Constant -2.54 .24 < .01 -2.54 .24 < .01 -2.54 .24 < .01

Prior 1.11 .05 < .01 1.11 .05 < .01 1.11 .05 < .01
Conceal -1.04 .17 < .01 -1.04 .17 < .01 -1.04 .17 < .01
Mischief 0.19 .07 .01 0.18 .07 .01 0.18 .07 .01

Theft (3rd) -0.22 .07 < .01 -0.22 .07 < .01 -0.22 .07 < .01
Theft (4th) -0.45 .07 < .01 -0.45 .07 < .01 -0.45 .07 < .01
Consume -0.82 .07 < .01 -0.82 .07 < .01 -0.82 .07 < .01
Northern -0.42 .09 < .01 -0.42 .09 < .01 -0.42 .09 < .01

Southcentral 0.08 .06 .19 0.08 .06 .19 0.08 .06 .18
Southeast 0.15 .07 .04 0.15 .07 .04 0.14 .07 .04
Fairbanks -0.23 .08 < .01 -0.23 .08 < .01 -0.23 .08 < .01

Age 0.05 .01 < .01 0.05 .01 < .01 0.05 .01 < .01
Native 0.16 .05 < .01 0.16 .05 < .01 0.16 .05 < .01

Male 0.11 .05 .04 0.11 .05 .04 0.11 .05 .04

Diversion
Constant -2.97 .56 < .01 -2.31 .69 < .01 -1.58 .75 .03

Prior 0.36 .12 < .01 0.02 .15 .89 -0.29 .16 .07
Conceal -0.50 .53 .34 -0.25 .68 .71 0.00 .75 .99
Mischief 0.18 .15 .22 0.17 .17 .33 0.14 .19 .45

Theft (3rd) -0.14 .17 .41 -0.10 .20 .62 -0.05 .22 .81
Theft (4th) -0.20 .20 .30 -0.11 .24 .65 0.00 .26 .99
Consume -0.45 .15 < .01 -0.25 .18 .16 -0.05 .19 .79
Northern 0.44 .22 .05 0.65 .27 .02 0.81 .29 .01

Southcentral 0.86 .16 < .01 0.99 .18 < .01 1.06 .20 < .01
Southeast 1.34 .16 < .01 1.57 .19 < .01 1.68 .20 < .01
Fairbanks -0.38 .41 .36 -0.35 .46 .45 -0.32 .50 .52

Age 0.00 .04 .95 -0.02 .04 .66 -0.03 .05 .49
Native 0.24 .12 .05 0.24 .15 .10 0.22 .16 .17

Male 0.10 .13 .42 0.08 .16 .62 0.05 .17 .76

Log likelihood
N

Rho = 0.20

Table 12. Sample Selection Models of Petition and Diversion

9493 9493 9493

S.E.β P β
Rho = 0.80

-2234.48

β S.E. P

Rho = 0.50
S.E. P

-2234.84 -2234.5
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significant predictor of court outcomes.  In no model is the effect of age statistically significant.  The
effects of priors, offense severity, region, and race vary across specifications.  It is therefore difficult
(if not impossible) to make generalizations or conclusions on these effects.



 Gender Effects in the Alaska Juvenile Justice System         19

Conclusion

With respect to gender, the results are rather clear.  In Table 7, bivariate analyses revealed that
females were significantly less likely to be dismissed, significantly more likely to receive an informal
adjustment, and significantly less likely to be petitioned than males at intake.  When controlling for
legal variables, these effects remained statistically significant (Table 9).  In Table 8, bivariate
analyses revealed that petitioned females were significantly more likely to be diverted and significantly
less likely to be adjudicated than petitioned males.  These differences, however, were explained by
legal variables and sample selection (Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13).  For example, these differences
were explained by the fact that males had significantly more priors than females (Table 6).  In part,
males had significantly more priors than females because they were significantly more likely to be
petitioned than females (Tables 7 and 9).  Overall, the evidence is clear—gender affects intake
decisions but has no effect on court decisions.

To further understand how gender affects intake decisions, we estimated how gender affects
each intake decision within each category of priors, offense severity, region, and race (Table 14).
Separate logistic regression models were estimated for youths with priors and without priors, for
youths referred for each offense type, for youths referred from each region, and for white and Native
youths.  In each logistic regression model, we noted the effect of gender while controlling for all
other legal and extralegal variables.  In Table 14, we report the effect of gender on the log-odds (â)
and odds (eâ) of each intake decision, standard errors (S.E.) and two-tailed significance levels

Prior record
No priors 0.21 .13 .09 1.24 -0.15 .11 .18 0.86 -0.05 .20 .81 0.95

Priors 0.12 .16 .45 1.13 -0.29 .10 < .01 0.75 0.31 .11 .01 1.37

Offense severity
Assault 0.25 .19 .20 1.28 -0.21 .14 .15 0.81 0.10 .19 .58 1.11

Concealment -0.57 .51 .26 0.56 0.38 .44 .38 1.46 0.06 .88 .95 1.06
Mischief 0.10 .25 .68 1.11 -0.22 .19 .24 0.80 0.26 .24 .28 1.29

Theft, 3rd 0.49 .25 .05 1.64 -0.60 .19 < .01 0.55 0.62 .28 .02 1.86
Theft, 4th 0.27 .26 .31 1.31 -0.30 .17 .08 0.74 0.31 .23 .17 1.36

Possess -0.06 .23 .80 0.95 -0.10 .16 .93 0.99 0.09 .23 .69 1.09

Region
Anchorage 0.37 .17 .03 1.45 -0.34 .12 .01 0.71 0.24 .16 .14 1.27

Northern 0.23 .30 .45 1.25 -0.55 .25 .03 0.58 0.92 .40 .02 2.51
Southcentral 0.01 .19 .94 1.01 -0.02 .15 .89 0.98 0.03 .20 .86 1.04

Southeast -0.31 .25 .21 0.73 0.36 .17 .03 1.44 -0.35 .21 .10 0.70
Fairbanks 0.60 .30 .05 1.82 -1.12 .25 < .01 0.33 1.68 .45 < .01 5.37

Race
White 0.12 .12 .30 1.13 -0.16 .09 .07 0.85 0.18 .12 .14 1.20
Native 0.33 .18 .06 1.39 -0.40 .13 .01 0.67 0.38 .17 .02 1.47

Dismissal Diversion Petition

Table 14. Gender Effects on Referral Decisions by Prior Record,
Offense Severity, Region, and Race

β S.E. Sig. e βSig.β S.E. e ββ S.E. Sig. e β
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(Sig.).  Of the 45 gender effects examined, only 15 (33%) are statistically significant.  In other
words, the effects of gender on intake decisions are localized rather than general.

More specifically, females are less likely to be dismissed at intake than males in only three of
the 15 instances examined.  Females are less likely to be dismissed than males when referred for
theft in the third degree and when referred from Anchorage or Fairbanks.  Females are more likely to
receive an informal adjustment than males in seven of the 15 instances examined.  Females are more
likely to receive an informal adjustment than males when they have priors, when referred for theft in
the third degree, when referred from Anchorage, Northern Alaska, Southeast Alaska, or Fairbanks,
and when Native.  Finally, females are less likely to be petitioned than males in five of the 15
instances examined.  Females are less likely to be petitioned than males when they have priors, when
referred for theft in the third degree, when referred from Northern Alaska or Fairbanks, and when
Native.

To summarize, gender affects intake decisions only among youths who have priors, youths
referred for theft in the third degree, youths referred from Anchorage, Northern Alaska, Southeast
Alaska, or Fairbanks, and Native youths.  Gender does not affect intake decisions among youths who
have no priors, youths referred for assault in the fourth degree, concealment of merchandise, criminal
mischief, theft in the fourth degree, and possession and consumption of alcohol, youths referred from
Southcentral Alaska, and white youths.  Finally, gender does not affect court decisions.

Though controlling for sample selection did not drastically change the results in this investigation,
we must emphasize the importance of sample selection when analyzing decision-making in the juvenile
justice system.  As a clear example, we noted in Table 10 that Natives were less likely to be
adjudicated than Whites.  That difference, however, was entirely due to sample selection.  In Table
13, race had no effect on the likelihood of adjudication.  Stated differently, the difference that we
observed in Table 10 (with logistic regression models) was entirely due to the fact that the sample
that was petitioned to court was not a random sample but was instead selected at intake.  Once we
control for the non-random selection that occurs at intake (Table 9), it is clear that the racial differences
in court outcomes noted in Table 10 were entirely caused by or attributable to the previous racial
differences in referral decisions.  Without examining sample selection models, we would have
falsely identified a disparity in court outcomes.  Further examining this (false) disparity would have
been a fruitless exercise.  It is important to note that regression models such as multiple, logistic, or
probit regression models (or any other regression model) cannot control for sample selection.  To
control for sample selection, we must use specific sample selection models, generally available
only in econometric software packages.

Finally, it is important to note that this was only a brief and preliminary investigation into
gender effects in the Alaska juvenile justice system.  It is clear, nonetheless, that some gender
disparities exist.  As such, future research should more closely identify the sites and decision points
where disparities are occurring.  Doing so was beyond the objective of this preliminary investigation.
Subsequently, quantitative and qualitative research designs should be employed to explain why these
disparities exist.  Before doing so, however, we must first obtain a greater in-depth understanding of
exactly which sites and decision points generate the largest disparities.
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