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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

i 

One of the most pressing concerns of all total institu- 

~ tions, including high schools, mental hospitals, military un- 

its, and maximum security prisons, is the ever-present possi- 

billity of interna! disruption and collective violence. In 

their efforts to maintain s~ability and control, they have 

evolved rather elaborate systems of rules and regulations, 

with attendant sanctions for infractions. Juvenile correc -~ 

tiona! institutions are no exception. From their beginning, 

they have been characterized by formal systems of discipline 

and punishment, such as the following from the New York 

House of Refuge in 1827. 

"If any child shall refuse, or wilfu!ly neglect, to 
perform the work required of him or her, or to obey 
the orders of the Superintendent or Matron, or Assistant 
Keepers, or shall use profane or indecent language, or 

shall assault or quarrel with a fellow-delinquent, or 
shall make a noise, or talk after having retired to the 
sleeping room, he or she shall be punished at a suitable 
time; and if, after this, such child shall persist in 
disobedience, he or she shall be confined in solitude, 
for such time as the Superintendent or Matron shall 
direct... (Following was a list of punishments which 
could be used)... 

!. Privation of play and exercise 
2. Sent to bed supperless at sunset 
3. Bread and water, for breakfast, dinner and supper 
4. Gruel without salt, for breakfast, dinner and supper 
5. Camomile, boneset, or bitter herb tea, for breakfast, 

dinner, and supper 
6. Confinement in solitary cells 
7. Corporal punishment, if absolutely necessary, or if 

awarded by a jury of the boys, and approved 
8. Fetters and handcuffs, only in extreme cases." 

(Sanders, 1970, pp. 347-348). 

Despite the fact that our modern training schools often look 
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like country clubs, with manicured green lawns, swimming 

pools, tennis courts, and neat little cottages, they are just 

as preoccupied with problems of control and authority, and the 

techniques used to thwart misconduct are often not Very dil- 

l 
ferent from those used in 1827. 

Apart from the obvious difficulties in managing the near- 

ly 30,000 children who were involuntarily placed in these 

programs, there are other reasons for so much attention being 

focused on institutional misconduct. Certain behaviors, par- 

ticularly absconding, are problematic because 

they are believed to represent the "ultimate negation of 

authority" and because "they are always a source of potential 

embarrassment to an institution head due to the kinds of ac- 

tivities an inmate may engage in while on unauthorized leave" 

(Giallombardo, 1974, pp. 121-122). Public awareness of the 

more serious offenses may threaten the autonomy and survival 

of the institution itself, or at least, often leads to de- 

mands for greater restrictions on residents. 

Misconduct is also of concern because many correctional 

administrators, as well as researchers, believe that it Lm- 

pedes the treatment process, has an unsettling effect on other 

youth, and leads to a greater propensity toward recidivism 

Chase, 1976; Tutt, 1975; Clarke and Martin, 1971; Sinclair and 

Clarke, 1973; Levine, 1962). In an article written specifi- 

cally for cottage life personnel, one author stated: 

"Staff in the training school must put considerable 
emphasis on the observation of rules and regulations. 
This is necessary since treatment is focused primarily 
toward misbehavior and its causes. Misbehavior contri- 



buted to the youngsters' being placed away from home 
in the first place. It also contributes to many of 
the adjustment problems within the institution" 
(Thompson, 1965, p. 91). 

In this vein, high rates of institutional misconduct are often 

used as indices of the relative ineffectiveness of one pro- 

gram versus another. 

In some institutions, misconduct is considered important 

because of its positive functions for the treatment process. 

Aggression and "acting out" are encouraged in these programs 

because "they allow the child to let go and when he can re- 

lease himself he can be helped to come to grips with the 

basic feelings and problems which he has pushed aside be- 

cause they are painful" (Cohen, 1952, pp. 12-13). In a study 

of six correctional institutions for boys, Zald and Street 

found that although staff in each of the programs were pre- 

occupied with the troublemakers, they differed in their eval- 

uations of them. 

"Although staff in custodial institutions tend to talk 
about them with awe, the only problem they worry about 
is how to stop them. For the staff in the treatment 
situation, troublemaking reflects underlying disturbances 
and is not something to be clamped down on immediitely. 
To know what is bothering the inmate, one must almost 
encourage disturbance" (Zald and Street, 1966, p. 557). 

Whether or not misconduct is viewed as an impediment or a 

catalyst for the rehabilitative process, it is clear that all 

institutions consider it an important phenomenon. The insti- 

tutional careers of inmates are often quite dependent on 

staff observations of their "adjustment patterns" and release 

criteria usually include changes in misconduct behavior. 



Despite the fact that much correctional literature is 
0 

devoted to homespun strategies and techniques for dealing 

with misbehavior, there is almost no research on the subject. 

Theoretical Perspectives 

Most of the research on adaptations to confinement has 

emphasized variables associated with the development of what 

is called the "inmate system" or the "inmate culture." These 

systems, which have been traditionally conceived of as anti- 

staff and anti-institution, were identified by interaction 

patterns of inmates and their adherence to a so-called inmate 

code. Inmates were socialized or "prisonized" into these 

systems and very quickly took on the mores, customs, folkways, 

and other elements of the general culture of their programs 

(Clemmer, 1940; Schrag, 1961; Wheeler, 1961; Garabedian, 

1963; Tittle, 1964, among others). 

It is curious that very few social scientists showed any 

interest in the behavioral adaptations of inmates; instead 

they concentrated almost entirely on correlates of various 

attitudes and values. Only one behavioral response to incar- 

ceration has been explored in any depth, and that is homo- 

sexuality (Clemmer, 1949; Sykes, 1958; Halleck and Hersko, 

1962; Ward and Kassebaum, !965; Giallombardo, 1966 and 1974; 

Akers, Hayner add Gruninger, 1974). Important as homosexual- 

ity may be in these settings, it is also critical to under- 

stand other forms of institutional misconduct and deviance. 

Even Ward and Kassebaum, who felt that homosexuaiity was the 

dominant adaptation to prison argued that: 



"The reasons for rebelling, withdrawing, or accomo- 
dating in prison are just as co~nplicated as the 
factors underlying homosexuality and they require in- 
vestigation in their o~.~ right" (Ward and Kessebaum, 
1965, p. 79). 

A recent review of the correctional literature found that 

sociologists, unlike psychiatrists and psychologists, had 

Shown practically no interest in the problem of violent be- 

havior (Ellis, Grasmick, and Gilman, 1974) .2 The lack of 

research is ai? the more surprising when viewed in the context 

of Wolfgang's contention that "all the past and present man- 

agement of correctional institutions is based on the image, 

behavior, and potential risk of the violent offender" 

(Wolfgang, 1969, p. 119). 

In juvenil e correctional institutions, there has ~e~ 

some attention to behaviors other than homosexuality, par- 

ticularly absconding (Clarke and Martin, 1971; Allen, 19~5; 

i.ubeck and Empey, 1968; Chase, 1975), critical incidents in- 

cluding drug use, theft, and fighting (Empey and Lubeck, 1971) 

'and violence (Feld, 1977). Relative to the numerous studies 

of prisonization and inmate subcultures, however, the study 

of inmate behavior is in its infancy. 

Among researchers studying the problem, there is some 

controversy as to the precise location of the conditions be- 

]ieved to be causally related to inmate behavior. Two basic 

perspectives have been used to account for both attitudinal 

and behavioral responses to imprisonment, and supporters of 

each position have engaged in continued debates for over twen- 

ty years. 



The Importation Perspective 

One group of theorists, often called the "diffusionists," 

assert that inmate responses to confinement are largely a 

function of their nonprison identities and experiences which 

are "imported" into the correctional setting (Irwin and Cres- 

sey, 1962; Ward and Kasseba~m, 1965; Giallombardo, 1966 and 

1974; Schrag, 1961; Wellford, 1967; Heffernan, 1972). The 

perspective has been labeled The Importation Model. 

Schrag noted that the four major role configurations in 

a prison (i.e., Square John, Right Guy, Con Politician, and 

Outlaw) corresponded rather closely to varying offense pat- 

terns, faraily and community experiences, and particular atti- 

tudes toward crime and society which inmates brought t Ji~h 

them (Schrag, 1961). Irwin and Cressey argued that their 

three major role types (i.e., Thieves, Convicts, and Do 

~ights) all brought certain values and behavior pat£erns to 

prison wi£h them and that these imported characteristics were 

the major determinants of prison adaptations (Irwin and Cres- 

sey, 1962). A more recent example of this perspective is 

found in a study of a women's prison in Washington, D.C. 

where three inmate adaptive systems, labeled the Square, the 

Cool and the Life, were found to coexist. These subsystems 

were found to have different goals, codes of acceptable be- 

havior, and means of mutual support and these differences were 

believed to result from the prisoners' previous socializa- 

tion in different normative reference groups, operationalized 

by their commitment offenses (Heffernan, 1972). 



Although the earliest importation theorists concentrat- 

ed on actual pre-prison behaviors and experiences as deter- 

minants of prison adaptations, later disciples included other 

characteristics of individuals, both ascribed and achieved 

which were believed to have important ramifications on the 

orientations of inmates, such as age, sex, personality, and 

race. Most of the work on womens' adjustment to prison 

stresses the conditioning influence of differential social- 

ization in the outside society (Ward and Kassebaum, 1965; 

Giallombardo, 1966, 1974). Giallombardo goes on to state 

that: 

"The similarity of the informal social system evolved 
by the youthful female inmates to that established by 
the adult female offenders is remarkable. That simi- 
lar social roles do not emerge in institutions for 
adult and adolescent male offenders provides evidence 
that attests powerfully to the hypothesis that the 
inmate culture is influenced by the differential par- 
ticipation of males and females in the external cul- 
ture" (Giallombardo, 1974, p. 15). 

With regard to variables associated with misconduct, these 

theorists would argue that those characteristics of ig~ates 

which are most closely associated with their pre-prison soc- 

ialization and experiences, including race, sex, and social 

class, would be most predictive. 

The Deprivation Perspective 

The other major perspective used in explanations of in- 

mate subcultures and prisonized attitudes has been variously 

called the deprivation model, the functional explanation, 

the institutional product paradigm, and the theory of indi- 

genous origins. This perspective located the primary impetus 
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to misconduct and negative attitudes in intra-institutional 

pressures and problems generated by imprisonment itself, par- 

ticularly a set of factors called the "pains of imprisonment" 

(Sykes, 1958; Sykes and Messinger, 1960; Cloward, 1960; 

Goffman, 1961; Wulbert, 1965i Garabed~an, 1963; Wheeler, 1961; 

Berk, 1966; Grusky, 1959, Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966; 

Tittle, 1972; Thomas and Foster, 1973). 

in the Society of Captives Sykes conceptualized the 

"pains of ~mprisonment" as including: the deprivation of lib- 

erty, which includes confinement to an institution and with- 

in it restriction of movement, as well as isolation from 

friends and family, and social rejection; the deprivation of 

goods and services; the deprivation of heterosexual relation- 

ships; the deprivation of autonomy, which includes irrational 

and inconsistent applications of rules and regulations; and 
i 

the deprivation of security from the aggressions of fellow 

captives (Sykes, 1958).Using these categories, as well as 

others, a multitude of researchers have tried to link them 

to anti-staff attitudes and prisonization, the degree of in- 

volvement in an inmate subculture, and only infrequentlY, to 

the incidence of institutional misconduct. ~ 

In the original elaboration of the functional model, 

these pains of imprisonment lead to an acute sense of status 

degradation which generates powerful pressures to evolve ways 

of restoring status. One Of the principal mechanisms that 

emerges is an ir~ate social system, which enables the i~ate 

to reject his rejectors (Cloward, 1960; McCorkle and Korn, 



1954; Sykes and Messinger, 1960). While persuasive arguments 

have been constructed that maintain that inmate society amel- 

iorates the pains of imprisonment, no empirical tests support- 

ing this position have been conclusive. In fact, other 

theorists argue that the inmate syitem in some institutions 

may be dysfunctional. 

"There are many institutions where, despite the depri- 
vations imposed by the formal system, an informal in- 
mate society reinforces rather than soothes the pains 
of imprisonment. In some boarding schools we visited, 
a harsh, repressive, formal regime was supplemented 
by a violent and exploitive world that existed among 
the boys themselves. The pains of imprisonment were 
intensified rather than moderated" (Millham, Bullock 
and Cherrett, 1975, p. 230). 

In more recent attempts to use the deprivation model as 

an expi~nation of inmate adaptations, the functional tenets 

have been omitted, and instead, researchers have simply tried 

to demonstrate a causal sequence between the conditions of the 

institution and the r~sponses of the inmates. In trying to 

propose a theoretical link between the conditions of the pri- 

son and the reactions of the inmates, Tittle rejected the 

functional explanation in favor of what he called "the aliena- 

tion explanation." According to the "alienation explanation" 

the behavior of ihmates is a result of a psychological reac- 

tion-formation (alienation) which may have a variety of con- 

sequences, including problem-solving, but the consequences do 

not determine the behaviors as they do in a functional expla- 

nation (Tittle, 1972). The most fruitful studies using the 

deprivation model have relied on this alienation explanation 

as the link between an institutional process and inmate org- 
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anization, and we shall use the deprivation model in this way. 

The pains of imprisonment would thus be reflected inatti- 

tudes of aiienation and perceived deprivation which, in turn, 

would result in acts of misconduct. There is no assumption 

that this misconduct would mitigate or intensify the pains 

of imprisonment. 

Although the importation and deprivation models have 

beencontrasted in most of their research on inmate adapta- 

tions, a number of recent theorists have emphasized that they 

are not necessarily mutually exclusive, for prior experience 

and the prison situation may interact to produce the norms 

and behavior of the i~mates. Indeed, the motivations for in- 

mate misconduct may be explained by the alienation and depri- 

vation of imprisonment, but the types of misconduct may be 

reflective of behavior patterns and values imported from the 

larger society (Thomas, 1970; Akers, Hayner and Gruninger, 

1974; Thomas, 1977; Zingraff, 1976). 

The Control Perspective 

In characterizing aspects of prison environments which 

affect institutional misconduct, it becomes apparent that the 

pains of imprisonment may afford an incomplete explanation. 

It seems rather obvious that the misbehavior may, at least in 

part, be conditioned by the opportunities and sanctions in 

the setting. 

Although the Deprivation Perspective assumes that the 

freedom and autonomy which is inherent in more open and un- 



Ii 

structured institutions will reduce the pressures toward ex- 

pressive alienation and misbehavior, the Control Perspective 

suggests that the opposite situation may occur. These theor- 

ists maintain that open and unstructured institutions may 

provide more opportunity for youth to learn and practice ille- 

gitimate skills. They also contend that in programs where 

youth do not believe that they will be severely punished for 

such behaviors, there will be more internal disorder. Dif- 

ferences in pains of imprisonment are believed to be relative- 

ly unimportant in the prediction of misconduct because most 

inmateswill misbehave if the opportunities are available 

and sanctioning by staff or peers is unlikely. 

Both the amount and type of misconduct would be related 

to the opportunities available ~or engaging in thesi activ- 

ities, the certainty and severity of punishment, and the rela- 

tive amount of control exercised by both inmates and staff. 

The Control Perspective, although implicit in much of the 

correctional literature,has been virtually ignoued in the re- 

search, with a few exceptions (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966; 

Mitchell, 1969; Empey and Newland, 1968). Street, et. al. 

found that among the six juvenile correctional programs stu- 

died, the two which placed the highest emphasis on obedience 

and containment had relatively low runaway rates (16 and 20 

percent), while the two organizations which emphasized "treat- 

ment" goals over control had relatively high runaway rates 

(50 and 29 percent). Empey and Newland found that there was 

a decrease in the number of critical incidents in the Silver- 
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lake Experiment as the program culture (staff and peers) be- 

gan exerting greater control. Mitchell reported that in the 

custody-oriented institutionshe studied, the staff patterns 

of control and authority !~mited inmate associations, de- 

creased privacy, and thus iLmited the opportunity for homo- 

sexual behavior. In the treatment-oriented institution, homo- 

sexual behavior was more prevalent. 

At first glance, the Control Perspective appears to be 

diametrically opposed to the Deprivation Perspective in its 

predictions about institutional misconduct. Researchers us- 

ing deprivation theories have argued that misconduct would 

be higher in more custodial programs because they have higher 

ratios of deprivation to gratification and thus set the stage 

for the development of alienation and frustration, which lead 

to rebellious behavior. In contrast, control theorists argue 

that misconduct is lowest in custodial programs' because they 

limit the opportunities for interaction and group formation, 

as well as provide harsher sanctions for disobedience. 

Yet, we contend that, although the two perspectives may 

emphasize somewhat different determinants of misconduct, they 

are not necessarily incompatible. It is indeed possible that 

institutions could exercise effective control without resort- 

ing to severe deprivations and conversely, it is equally possi- 

ble that institutions can be both painful and chaotic. 

Techniques of control may include environmental con- 

straints such as fences and locked cells, security checks and 

precautions by staff, such as censorship, searching, and hour- 
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!y counts; detailed tales and policies for every contingency; 

and certain and severe sanctions for disobedience. All of 

these tec~hniques may, of course, be viewed as "pains of Lm- 

prisonment" by inmates and may in fact intensify rather than 

reduce incipient disorder. However, there are other t!rpes 

of control that may lessen the opportunity for and the attrac- 

tiveness of misconduct without creating an atmosphere of re- 

pression. Technologies which foster the participation of 

youth_ in the treatment and rehabilitation of their peers may 

make the detection of misconduct more likely and may invite 

youth to be more concerned about the misbehavior of their 

friends. Control based on the intense but friendly interac- 

tion between staff and youth or by a full schedule of inter- 

esting and involving activities may be more positive function- 

al alternatives to the usual custodial practices. In fact, 

there is some evidence from a study of probation hostels for 

adolescent males that absconding rates were lowest in pro- 

grams that were both less depriving and more controlling. In 

these programs, the warden was very strict yet had a certain 

warmth toward his charges. There was also emphasis on consis- 

tent discipline. Those hostels with high failure rates 

showed the opposite pattern. In some the discipline was in- 

effective and in others there was a marked lack of warmth and 

the staff were harsh, sarcastic or even sadistic (Sinclair, 

1975). Lower rates of misconduct in warm but strict institu- 

tions would obviously be compatible with both the deprivation 

and control perspectives. 
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These three theoretical perspectives on institutional 

misconduct can be stated in propositional form as follows: 

Proposition I. The frequency and severity of institutional 
(Importation) misconduct is directly related to the pre- 

institutional patterns of delinquency, and 
steble characteristics of individuals which 
affect their criminal orientations and be- 
haviors, such as gender, race, and social 
class. 

Proposition II. The frequency and severity of institutional 
(Deprivation) misconduct is directly related to the extent 

to which inmates feel deprived and alienated. 
Institutions in which inmates experience 
greater pains of imprisonment will have high- 
er rates of serious misconduct. 

Proposition III.The frequency and severity of institutional 
(Control) misconduct is inversely related to the degree 

of surveillance, control, and punishment pro- 
vided by staff. Institutions in which your b 
have less opportunity and greater certainty 
of punishment for misconduct will have lower 
rates of these behaviors. 

Our Present Study 

In an effort to understand the relative contribution of 

the three perspectives outlined above to an explanation of 

inmate misconduct in juvenile correctional institutions, we 

will concentrate on seven self-reported behaviors: feigned 

illness, illegal drug use, absconding, theft, property dam- 

age, assaults on staff, and fighting. These behaviors were 

chosen because they represent some of the more typical inci- 

dents in correctional institutions and because they also 

constitute a range of activites, differentiated along several 

dimensions including the degree to which they are instrumental 

or expressive, minor or serious, and directed toward self, 

staff, or peers. Because we recognize that the relative ef- 
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fectiveness' of the three perspectives (Lmportation, depriva- 

tion and control) may vary depending on the type of misconduct, 

this research is directed toward an understanding of each sep- 

arate type of behavior, as well as serious misconduct in ~g~gn- 

eral. 

Our present study is comparative, based on data collected 

in fourteen juvenile correctional institutions in the United 

States. With rare exceptions, studies of inmate responses to 

confinement have been concentrated in maximum security adult 

prisons, usualiy for males convicted of felonies, and the few 

comparative studies have been limited to an examination of 

one or two programs. The conclusicns drawn from such re-' 
J 

search may be of limited utility i~ understanding the adapta- 

tions of juveniles to a variety of different correctional in- 

stitutions. We are fortunate in having a data base for the 

present study that is both larger and more diverse than any 

previously available on youth. 

In the second chapter, we will underscore some critical 

issues in the design and methodology of the larger study 

from which this data was drawn, in order to explore some of 

the strengths and weaknesses in the present analysis of 

institutional misconduct. Particular attention will be paid 

to the sample selection, research instruments, methods of 

data collection, procedures for analysis and interpretation, 

and issues regarding the validity and reliability of the 

data will be addressed. 

Since it would be both cumbersome and distracting to 
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treat each of the institutions separately in a comparative 

study of this size, we will develop a typology of the insti- 

tutions in Chapter Three. using data from official reports, 

interviews with administrators and field observations, the 

institutions will be classified according to their styles of 

managing and securing the compliance of inmates. This typo- 

logy will be verified using selected reports of youth and 

staff about their programs. Throughout the rest of the an- 

alysis, the comparative analysis of institutions will be 

based on their compliance/management style. 

In the fourth chapter, data on the incidence of each of 

the seven types of misconduct within a one month period of 

time in these programs will be described. The self-reports 

of youth and the reports of the staff regarding these be- 

haviors will be compared, in order to deal with some of the 

issues regarding the validity of self-reported delinquency. 

Since efforts to develop a typology of misconduct were un- 

successful, scales measuring the frequency of each particular 

behavior as well as the frequency of all serious misconduct 

were developed. Differences in the frequency of misconduct, 

and in the extent to which these acts were committed indivi- 

dually or in groups, will be presented for each type of in- 

stitution. 

A set of variables designed to test the importation model 

will be described in the fifth chapter. These include age, 

gender, race, social class, commitment offense, previous 

delinquency,.and correctional experiences. The relevant re- 
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search underlying each of these variables will be discussed 

and comparisons among the three types of institutions will 

be presented. Zero order correlations between each of these 

variables and each type of misconduct will be shown, preced- 

ing a multivariate analysis (multiple regression analysis) 

designed to estimate the total amount of variance in each 

type of misconduct that the entire set of importation var- 

iables can account for simultaneously, and to determine the 

relative importance of these variables. 

In the sixth chapter, the same basic procedures will be 

used to examine the contribution of variables representing 

the deprivation perspective. Rather than relying on objec- 

tive characteristics of programs and/or the observations of 

outsiders to measure deprivation, we will use the perceptions 

of the inmates themselves regarding the "pains of imprison- 

ment." Included are measures of length of stay, distance 

from home community, infrequency of home visits, lack of 

contact with significant persons in their lives, inability 

to go off grounds for recreation, and perceptions of little 

autonomy, staff punitiveness, boredom, and stigmatization. 

We also included measures regarding the perceived ineffec- 

tiveness of the institutional process, inability to partici- 

pate in policy decisions, negative relationships with peers, 

acquisition of deviant skills, and poor expectations about 

future life chances. 

The control perspective will be developed in the seventh 

chapter. Three measures regarding programs' official pol- 
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icies of physical control, restrictions on internal movement 

and autonomy, and restrictions on contact with the outside 

community will be described and related to the frequency of 

institutional misconduct. Then we will turn ~gain to the 

reports of youth as the major test of the control model, us- 

ing measures of youth perceptions of staff control and Sur- 

veillance policies, the punishments usually given for the 

specific type s of misconduct, and the amount of control youth 

were willing to exercise over their peers. Zero order corre- 

lations between these measures and the frequency of institu- 

tional misconduct will be examined and then a multiple re- 

gression analysis on serious misconduct will be run, using 

signiticant variables from all three perspectives in order 

to understand the total contribution of all three models to 

the explanation, as well as to be able to sort out the rela- 

tive contribution oi each. Following this, separate regres- 

sion analyses will be done for each type of institution in 

order to discover if certain models are most effective in 

understanding misconduct in particular types of institutions. 

In this chapter, we also will examine the effect of long 

periods of confinement in each of the three~ types of insti- 

tutions we studied. The previous delinquent activities of 

youth will be controlled, in order to f£nd out whether cer- 

tain types of programs seem to foster more misconduct, par- 

ticularly among youth who have been incarcerated for nine 

months or more. 

Throughout the analysis, we will alert the reader to the 
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conceptual and methodological problems in a comparative 

analysis of inmate misconduct. In the final chapter, we will 

discuss some directions for further research in this area, 

as well as the implications of the present study. 
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i. 

FOOTNOTES 

See, for example, Kenneth Wooden, Weeping :in the Playq 
time of Others: America's Incarcerated Children, Mc- 

2. 

Graw-Hill Book Company, New York, 1976. 

A content analysis of sociological articles on violence 
done by the same authors revealed that in the past 25 
years, no quantitative empirical research on aggressive 
behavior in prison -- riots excluded -- had appeared in 
the American Sociological Review, the American Journal 
of Sociology, or Social Problems. 



CHAPTER II 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND 5~THODOLOGY 

The research presented in this dissertation is based on 

data collected between 1973 and 1974 by the National Assess- 

ment of Juvenile Corrections at the University of Michigan. 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the sample selec- 

tion, methods of data collection, and procedures for analysis 

and interpretation used in this facet of the larger research 

project. Some attention Will be given to critical issues in 

the design and methodology which are particularly relevant 

for the study of institutional misconduct. 

Institutional Settings 

The fourteen institutions upon which the present research 

is based were selected as part of a larger set of correction- 

al progrcms, including group homes and day treatment facilit- 

ies, through a two-stage probability sample design. 1 For the 

firststage, sixteen states were selected on the basis of re- 

gional distribution, admission rate changes of juveniles in 

public institutions between 1966 and 1971, and specific char- 

acteristics of juvenile justice systems. 2 In the second stage, 

institutions and community-based programs were drawn indepen- 

dently from the selected states. 3 In order for a program to 

be classified as an institution, it had to meet the following 

criteria: 

i. Provide residential care for at least 21 persons 

2. Have three or more full-time staff 

21 
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3. Have 50% or more of the clientele committed as adjud- 

icated delinquents, informally committed as consent 

docket cases, or classified as detention residents 

4. Provide less than 4 contact hours a day outside of 

the institution for at least 80 percent of the clien- 

tele. 

Female and coeducational programs were deliberately overrep- 

represented in the sample because so little attention had 

been paid to them in the past and so that comparative anal- 

yses by sex would be possible. 

There were a n~ber of changes in the sample between the 

time it was drawn and a%tual field activity. Some of the pro- 

grams originally selected were not suitable for inclusion be- 

muse they were subsequently discontinued or because it was 
J 

later discovered that they didnot fit the criteria for clas- 

sification as an institution. There were only two instances 

of administrative refusal for research participation. In all 

of these cases, programs believed to be quite similar to 

those originally sampled were substituted. 

Sixteen programs were finally selected and studied as 

institutions by the National Assessment of Juvenile Correc" 

tions but in the present analysis only fourteen of these will 

be used. One of the two programs was deleted because most 

of the youth went off grounds every day to public schools and 

the other was dropped because of problems of inadequate data 

from the youth questionnaires. 4- The fourteen facilities we 

retained are clearly "total institutions" in that they pro- 
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vide residential care and educational services (academic and/ 

or vocational) on grounds for most of their clientele. They 

are clearly different from more "community-based" programs 

such as group homes, halfway houses, and day treatment cen- 

ters. 

For purposes of data analysis, two of the institutions 

were subdivided. One of them was divided because it actually 

contained two separate campuses located over a mile apart 

with separate schools, living units, and recreational facil- 

ities. The two campuses had separate staff and very differ- 

ent treatment programs. The other institution was subdivided 

because it also had two quite distinctive treatment programs. 

More detailed descriptions of the differences within these 

two institutions will be presented in the following chapter. 

Table 2.1 shows some of the variations among the sixteen 

institutional units in our sample with regard to size of the 

youth population, auspices, geographical region, and charac- 

teristics of the youth popu!ation. 5 In looking at the size 

of an institution, we show both the overall population and 

the average size of a living unit such as the dorm or cottage 

and there is a considerable range in both of these indicators. 

Sequoia 6 is nine times as large as Sweet Laurel. Half of the 

institutions in our sample contain more than sevent,y-six child- 

ren; this is almost exactly the same as found in the 1966 

census of institutions for predelinquent and delinquent child- 

ren, in which nearly half of them (48%) were providing care 

to seventy-six or more children (Pappenfort and Kilpatrick, 



TABLE 2.1 SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLED INSTITUTIONS 

INSTITUTION TOTAL AVERAGE SIZE 
SIZE OF LIVING UNIT 

AUSPICES REGION CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH 
d Sex Percent Age Range 

Nonwhite c 

Cedar Hills 170 25 Public N. Central Male 60% 13-17 
Cheshire a 54 18 Public N. East Coed 35 13-17 
Dogwood b 190 40 Public South Male 75 14-19 
Fieldsto~ 51 21 Public South Female 57 13-17 
Gillston 130 22 Public South Male 66 10-20 
Greyshire a 74 18 Public N. East Coed 29 13-18 
IIickory Creek 68 24 }~ivate N. Central Male 32 11-21 
Juniper 42 i0 Private N. Central Male 30 12-17 
Lakeside 150 16 Public South Coed 66 13-20 
Magnolia 128 20 Public South Female 63 14-18 
Marigold 44 i0 Private N. Central Female 25 15-18 
Piney Bluff 116 22 Public West Male 46 13-20 
Rosebud 83 16 Private N. Central Female 37 13-18 
Sequoia 347 50 Public We~t Male 73 13-20 
Sweet Laurel 38 12 Public N. East Female 58 13-18 
Wildwood 68 10 Private South Male _ 30 8-18 

~O 

a Cheshire and Greyshire are subdivisions of one institution 

b 
Fieldston and Gillston are subdivisions of one institution 

c The percent nonwhite is based on the self-reports of the youth in the sample 

d 
The age range is based on the self-reports of the youth in the sample 
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1970, p. xxxiii). The average size of the living unit is sig- 

nificantly correlated with the size of the entire institution 

(r=.88), as we might expect. 

Slightly more than-two thirds of the institutions are un- 

der public auspices, which is quite similar to the proportion 

under these auspices in the 1966 census (Pappenfort ~nd Ki!- 

patrick, 1970, Vol. i, p. xxxiii). Because the sample is 

small, the correlation between size of the institution and 

auspice (r=.42) is not statistically significant, but the pub- 

lic programs do tend to be larger. This is consistent with 

the results of the 1966 census of residential institutions 

for predelinquent and delinquent children, indicating that 49% 

of the public programs but less than 15% of the private facil- 

ities held over one hundred children (Pappenfort and Ki!pat- 

rick, 1970, Vol. 3, p. 15). 

Half of the sampled programs are female or coeducational 

in composition which is a result of deliberate 0versampling. 

In 1966, nearly sixty percent of these programs in the United 

States were for males (Pappenfort and Kilpatrick, 1970, Vol. 

3, p. 21). In our sample the male institutions were more 

often larger than the female and coed facilities; approximate- 

ly 63% of the male institutions held over one hundred youth 

b~t this was only true of 20% of the female and 33% of the 

coed programs. 

The racial composition of the sampled programs also var- 

ies greatly. In a quarter 'of the programs two thirds of the 

youth are nonwhite and in another quarter of the programs two 
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thirds of the youth are white. Within each institution there 

is an age range of at least four years but in many of the pro- 

grams there is an even wider span. The programs do differ 

by age/however. In four of the programs there are children 

under the age of thirteen and in six programs there are youth 

over eighteen being confined. 

Despite the changes from the original sampling design and 

the departures from a strict probability sample, we are rea- 

sonably Confident that these programs are typical of institu- 

tions for delinquent youth in the United States. It is impor- 

tant to realize that these procedures produced a sample of 

programs, not a sample of all ~outh in institutions. 

Methods of Data Collection 

Data for the study was gathered from a variety of sources 

using several types of instruments including interviewing, 

informal observation, inspection of official documents and 

records, and questionnaire administration. In this analysis, 

we rely primarily on questionnaires administered to the youth 

and staff, a Service Unit Questionnaire completed by selected 

administrative staff, observations of field staff as written 

in an observation schedule and narrative reports, and person- 

al observations. Since the questionnaires administered to 

youth are the major source of data, it is especially impor- 

tant to assess their validity. In constructing these instru- 

ments we were particularly sensitive to ' the issues surround- 

ing the self reporting of misconduct and delinquency. Though 

in the next chapter we will discuss ways of systematically 
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assessing the validity of self-reported institutional miscon- 

duct, in this section we will concern ourselves with some of 

the recent methodological research relevant to the construc- 

tion and administration of our survey instrument. 

The Validity of Self-Reported Delinquency: Recent Research 

Until relatively recently, reports of data on self-repor- 

ted delinquent behavior were called into question because it 

seemed unlikely that youth would accurately and candidly re- 

port behavior that could get them into trouble. Conversely, 

other critics contended that there was an equal danger that 

certain youth would tend to overreport delinquency in order 

to achieve an impression of daring and manliness. The most 

serious problem is that of systematic bias in self-reported 

delinquency which would result in many or most of the rela ~ 

tions between these reports end outside variables being arti- 

facts of differential honesty. As Toby stated in a review of 

a study of using self-reports: 

"Supposing respondents varied considerably in their 
willingness to cGoperate with the researchers. The 
less cooperative ones might have denied what they 
considered discreditable: delinquencies, unhappy 
family relations, infrequent church attendance. The 
more cooperative respondents, on the other hand, 
might have been more willing to admit such things, 
thus generating a spurious relationship between con- 
fessions and other responses." (Jackson Toby, review 
o3 Family Relationships and Delinquenh Eehavior, by 
F. Ivan Nye, American Sociological Review, X]CV, (1960), 
p. 283) --- 

It is equally plausible, however, that the systematic bias 

runs in the other direction, as Gold suggests, that coopera- 

tive or "good" respondents, especially females, may tend to 

underreport their delinquency while uncooperative respondents, 
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especially males, may tend to overreport certain deviant acts 

in Order to project an image of bravery. 

A variety of researchers have employed ways of checking 

the validity of self-reports of delinquency. One of the most 

frequent methods has been to check them against official re- 

cords, but these have generally yielded low to moderate corre- 

lations (Erickson and Lmpey, 1963; Hackler and Lautt, 1969; 

Voss, 1963; Elliott and Voss, 1974; Gold, 1970). In Gold's 

study, the recorded police contacts of 94 male and female 

juvenile probationers were compared with their own reports of 

delinquent behavior as elicited by card-sorting, followed by 

interviewing. The gamma between the number of chargeable 

police contacts and the number of significant delinquent acts 

reported for the same two-to-four month period was .31 (p=.01). 

The difficulty of comparing self-reported delinquency to 

official records was underscored by Elliott and Voss in their 

attempt to validate admitted delinquency of over 2,000 high 

school youth with a rigorous check of official records. Over 

two periods of time they found an overall level of error in 

specific delinquent acts of 17 to 22 percent, but it was much 

higher for serious offenses. Clearly, the serious offenses 

were more frequently underreported than were the minor viola- 

tions (Eiliott and Voss, 1974, p. 72). These results are 

very similar to those of Clark and Tifft (1966), and Gold 

(1966) who reported error levels of 15 and 17 percent respec- 

tively. However, Clark and Tifft found the greatest error in 

the admission of minor offenses. 
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Suggesting that an offense-specific comparison of self- 

reported and official delinquency may be too demanding, EI- 

liott and Voss compared the percentage of subjects failing 

to report any delinquent act of the same or greater degree of 

seriousness than their officially recorded offenses. In this 

analysis, the error rate dropped to five percent. Nearly all 

of the persons with police contacts admitted one or more of- 

fenses of the same level of seriousness (97%). The discrepan- 

cies between the two measures may not represent underreport- 

ing because there may be inaccuracies in the police records. 

Other researchers suggest that court records~ though less 

comprehensive, contain fewer errors. At any rate, these com- 

parisons, though problematic, provide evidence that self-re- 

ports show a greater magnitude of delinquency than official 

police or court records. Elliott and Voss found that there 

were approximately 5 police contacts for every 100 self-re- 

ported offenses and that police contact rates vary by sex, 

ethnicity and class; males, members of minority groups, and 

lower class juveniles had a relatively greater risk of police 

contact for every delinquent act they committed (Elliott and 

Voss, 1974, p. 102). Gold also found significant differences 

between boys and girls in apprehension by the police, but attri- 

butes this largely to the fact that getting caught depended 

on the frequency of youngster's delinquent behavior. Only 

about 15 percent of the teenagers who confessed to one or 

more chargeable offenses were actually apprehended by the 

police (Gold, 1970, p. 102-103). 
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Another approach to validation receiving widespread atten- 

tion is the comparison of anonymous questionnaire responses 

with a polygraph test (Clark and Tifft, 1966). They found 

that eighty two percent of the confessions and denials made 

during polygraph examinations of university students about 

their delinquent behavior had previously been made on the 

questionnaire. 

Still another approach akin to that of comParing official 

records and self-reports is to obtain testimony from others 

about the delinquency of youth. Comparisons are then made 

between the reports of informants and self-reports. Infor- 

mants in these studies have ranged from teachers, to peers, 

to trainc$ observers. 

Gold has been involved in validating self-reports with 

peer testimony in a number of studies using variants on a 

basic technique. The observations of peers were elicited by 

asking adolescents to tell who they knew had co.~mitted any of 

a specified list of delinquent acts. The informants were 

asked to discuss only those offenses which they had observed 

or had learned about directly from the offender~ They were 

also asked not to reveal to the offenders that they had told 

the interviewer about the delinquent behavior. Uninformed 

interviewers were used to ask the named offender about their 

delinquent behavior using a combination of card-sorting and 

interviewing. Using this technique, Gold reports that about 

70 to 75% of the 13-16 year old respondents from Flint, Mich- 

igan told their interviewers about either the same incidents 
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that informants had previously revealed or about more recent 

offenses in the same offense category; another i0 to 12% ad- 

mitted to similar offenses but not precisely the same; and 

only i0 to 15% denied having co.~mitted offenses that infor- 

mants had said they committed (Gold, unpublished, p. 5). It 

is important to point out, however, that Gold doesn't tell us 

what percentage of the informants' testimony actually comes 

from direct observation. If most of the informants' informa- 

tion comes from the lips of the offender, then the validity 

of the informants' testimony is as questionable as the direct 

self-reports of delinquents. And it would be extremely diffi- 

cult to validate the self-reports of loners, whose acts would 

be unobserved and unreported. 

Teachers' testimony with regaled to the delinquency of 

seventh and ninth grade male pupils was compared to self-re- 

ported delinquency data in a study by Hackle~ and Lautt (1969). 

They found that all the relationships between self-reported 

delinquent behavior and teachers' ratings were positive but 

were much higher for ninth graders than for seventh graders. 

Unfortunately the teacher ratings were based on questions 

such as "How likely is this student to be a disciplinary pro i 

blem in school in the future" and "What would you guess this 

student's changes are of getting into trouble in the law in 

the future" rather than any reports of observed behavior. 

The same reservations apply to the validation attempt of 

Elliott and Voss, using teacher nominations of the probability 

that a subject would come to the attention of law enforcement 
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agents. They found a high degree of association between tea- 

chers' evaluations of a subject's probability of police con- 

tact and the student's involvement in delinquent behavior as 

measured by self-reports. They believe that this "provided 

the strongest internal evidence for the validity of the self- 

report measure." (p. 102). Of course, it is possible to 

argue that youth who are consistently labeled as trouble- 

makers by teachers have less to lose by admitting their de- 

linquent behavior than those who are thought of as "good kids." 

Also since teachers may have no more real evidence about the 

delinquent behavior of the youth they are identifying than 

what they are told by these youth, both measures may actually 

be selz-reports and slightly tautological. This technique 

is probably most useful if applied to the checking of speci- 

fic behaviors which are generally publicly visible and not 

seriously incriminating such as smoking, drinking, swearing. 

The denial of corroborated testimony on these matters would 

begin to identify invalid responses. 

Another series of analyses to assert validity have been 

done to show relationships in expected directions with other 

variables to which experience, intuition, theory, or common- 

sense would indicate them. For example, Johnston asserted 

the validity of self-reported illegal drug use because the 

reports related strongly and in expected directions to var- 

iables such as the individual's drug-related attitudes and 

his reports of drug use by his friends. He also found that 

the proportion of non-users is consistent with the propor- 
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tion who say they disapprove of drug use (Johnston, 1973, 

p. 27). In another interesting variant of this tecknique, 

Stinchccmbe validated his index of behavioral rebellion, by 

reporting that students who were more rebellious also reported 

cheating more often, less often did homework, and were more 

likely to disobey the implicit command to "answer the ques- 

tion" in the inte/-view schedule (Stinchcombe, 1964, p. 199). 

Since most theories of delinquency assert that the behavior 

is related to poor parent-child relations and peer influence, 

other studies have "validated" self-report measures by show- 

ing that they are related to these variables (e.g., Bac~man, 

1970; Gold and Mann, 1972; Kulik et al, 1968; Nye, 1958; 

Hardt and Peterson, 1968). 

On the other hand, it was almost axiomatic that delinquen- 

cy was related to social class and the lower the social class 
i 

of the youth's family, the more delinquent he or she was like- 

ly to be. This proposition has not been confirmed by the 
J 

use of self-report measures. In fact Gold's Flint study found 

a statistically reliable, but small, inverse relationship 

(Gold, 1970). Other studies both of a national and local 

nature have tended to confirm this nonfinding (e.g., Bachman, 

1970; Empey and Erickson, 1966; Faine, 1974; and Nye, 1958). 

Though this has tended to increase the importance attached to 

studies using self-report m~asures as theory building, it has 

also aroused a lot of skepticism regarding their validity. 

Another similar approach involves the comparison of 

groups believed to differ on the characteristic being mea- 
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sured, i.e., delinquent behavior. Nye and Short used this 

"known group" approach to compare male high school pupils and 

training school boys, and were able to discriminate between 

the two groups with 86 percent accuracy (Nye and Short, 1957). 

Reiss and Rhodes were able to discriminate at least moderate- 

ly between youth with and without court records (Reiss and 

Rhodes, 1961). Empey and Lubeck found significant differences 

betweenyouth with and without cour t appearances, especially 

with regard to involvement of peers in misconduct (Empey and 

Lubeck, 1968). 

There are a whole set of procedures used in the construc- 

tion of questionnaires to identify invalid responses. One of 

the most common is the incorporation of "lie scales" or "so- 
p 

cial desirability scales" which include items such as "I 

have always told t~e truth;" or "I never think badly of my 

closest friends." Another is to include some negative self- 

report items which can be checked against other records such 

as: "How many failure marks did you get on your report card 

this year?" or "How many times have you been in jail?": 

Another is to use reliability checks. 

There are a variety of ways of assessing the reliability 

of an instrument, including readministration of the same in- 

strument to the same respondents, looking for internal con- 

sistency in answers to similar questions or to the same ques- 

tions at different places in the questionnaire, or using the 

same item in different question and response formats. In a 

Conference Report based on the experiences of delinquency 
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researchers in using self-report techniques, several factors 

were deemed critical to improving reliability. These inclu- 

ded simple, easily understood questions; consultation with 

elementary education reading specialists, pilot testing, 

limitation of the reporting period for behavioral items, 

identification of youth with reading problems so that they 

could be surveyed separately, use of monitors to read ques- 

tions, and evaluation of instruments by field staff to elimi- 

nate clear cut cases of noncomprehension (Hardt and Bodine, 

1965, p. 17). 

There is a great deal of continuing controversy over the 

relative impact of interviews, checklists, and questionnaires 

on the reporting of delinquent behavior. Gold comes out 

clearly on the side of checklists and interviews: 

"We believe that a card sort or checklist that is 
followed by an interview which elicits descriptions 
of specific offenses produces the most accurate mea- 
sure of the frequency and seriousness of delinquent 
behaviors. Indeed it is almost impossible to gauge 
the seriousness of offenses...without descriptions 
drawn out by a skilled interviewer. But interviews 
are more expensive than questionnaires and the latter 
can yield useful if less precise data" (Gold, p. 15, 
unpublished). 

Questionnaires have been employed in a number of prior 

studies of self-reported delinquency, however, not only be- 

cause they are more economical but also because they maxi- 

mize the anonymity available to the respondent and are thus 

believed to elicit more truthful information about certain 

types of embarrassing or serious offenses. As Gold even 

points out: 

"...it is reasonable to suppose that more youngsters 
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would conceal offenses from an interviewer facing him 
than from an anonymous, group-administered checklist" 
(Gold, 1970, p. 14). 

Other critics of interviewing point out that there may be in- 

terviewer effects; at a conference of self-report researchers 

there was a fairly strong consensus that these effects might 

be considerable in producing not only unreliable but possibly 

strongly biased results (Hardt and Bodine, 1965, p. 23). 

Probably the more important factor in the honesty and 

accuracy of self-reporting is the extent to which respondents 

believe in the confidentiality of their answers. It has be- 

come increasingly clear that guarantees of anonymity are far 

less important than protecting confidentiality. In a study 

conduchcd by Josephson, Haberman and Zanes, around 1,000 
J 

students in two metropolitan East Coast high schools were ad- 

ministered drug questionnaires with varying degrees of anony- 

mity. One version was totally anonymous, one version contain- 

ed a coded number based on the resPondents' name and birth- 

date, and the third version contained the respondent's name. 

To the surprise of the investigators, the group reporting 

the least drug usage was the group with comp!ete anonymity' 

Moreover, there was no evidence that the identification of 

the respondent either produced concealment or exaggeraticn of 

drug use. Upon reinterviewing students two weeks after the 

initial administration they found almost identical self-re- 

ports of marijuana use (Josephson, Haberman and Zanes, 1971 

reported in Johnson). A study by Kulik, et al (1968) suggests 

that the "practical importance of anonymity is over-emphasized 
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in research on delinquency (p. 509). And Gold concludes: 

"It also appears that self-report instruments can be 
employed effectively even with youth who are in most 
danger of discovery such as juvenile probationers, 
assuming of course that they understand that the con- 
fidentialit~ of their reports are protected. (A re- 
assuring safeguard is to obtain immunity from subpoena 
of data and personnel from the U.S. Department of 
Justice under Section 502(c) of Public Law 91-513, the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act 
of 1970." (Gold, unpublished, p. 15). 

Data Collection: Gaining Access to the Institution 

Initial contact with public institutions was made through 

discussions with officials in the state central juvenile jus- 

tice agency and appropriate clearances were obtained from 

these state officials. Programs under local or private aus- 

pices were contacted directly. This first contact provided 

the program with information about NAJC project goals, and 

executives were assured of the voluntary nature of participa- 

tion as well as the confidential nature of all responses. At 

this point tentative plans were made for an advance visit by 

trained field staff to the institution to discuss the possi- 

bility of its use as a research site. 

The advance visit was made to each program in order to 

clarify the nature of the research project and to negotiate 

a kind of contract with the institution executive regarding 

field activity. Upon determining that the institution met 

NAJC sampling criteria, field staff explained the scheduling 

of research activities for the site visit and outlined the 

time and commitment that would be required by both youth and 

staff. Issues related to human subject guarantees for parti- 

cipants and the provision of feedback to them were reviewed 
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extensively. If the executive agreed to collaborate in this 

effort, he was asked to sign a contract agreement which form- 

alized the proceedings (see Appendix A). Field staff empha- 

sized throughout these sessions that all care would be taken 

to prevent the disruption of ongoing programs or to intrude 

on the free time of youth or staff. 

During this visit, field staff were usually given a fair- 

ly thorough tour of the facility and were able to talk to 

several staff members and youth. Often one or two meals were 

eaten on the grounds where casual observations of the interac- 

tions of youth and staff could be made. 

Any documentary materiais available on these programs 

were carefully collected at this time and it was important 

to work out the logistics for administering the youth ques- 

tionnaire if possible. We will discuss these details of ad- 

ministration in a later section of this chapter. 

After the field staff returned from an advanced visit, a 

detailed replort was written discussing all aspects of their 

negohiations and describing the program. Whenever possible, 

one of the field staff who had previewed an institution was in- 

cluded on the actual site visit to facilitate the entry of 

the rest of the team. 

NAJC field teams visited each institution between the 

spring of 1973 and the winter of 3.974. 7 The size of the 

field team was determined both by the size of the youthand 

staff population and the complexity of the program. The 

field team spent from five to eight days at each institution 
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and spent at least nine to ten hours on thegrounds each day. 

At least five to seven field staff participated in most site 

visits. Efforts were made to observe the operation of the 

program at all times of the day and night and, when possible, 

weekends. Meetings of the field staff were held every night 

away from the institution to discuss their impressions, to dis- 

cover discrepancies in information, and to determine the tasks 

for the next day. This almost total immersion in the atmos- 

phere of an institution for a period of a week provided fair- 

ly comprehensive and detailed insights by staff. 

The author coordinated field activities at seven of the 

sixteen institutions used in this analysis and visited three 

of the others. Considerable contact was maintained with 
l 

field staff during their visits to the other six programs in 

order to absorb the flavor and character of the place as much 

as possible. 

Data Collection: Development and Administration of 
Youth Questionnaire 

Considerable time and thought was devoted to the construc- 

tion of a rather lengthy (41 page) survey instrument entitled 

"What Do You Think?" to be administered to all available 

8 youth in both the institutions and community-based programs. 

The previous experience of the principal investigators, Rose- 

mary Sarri and Robert Vinter, in studying youth in correction- 

al institutions proved extremely important in designing the 

questionnaire, as did other previous studies of total insti- 

tutions. Whenever possible, questions which had been success- 

fully used in other research were included but many items 
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were original. There were several major revisions of the 

instrument based on consultation with an expert on reading and 

learning disabilities and on extensive pretesting in local 

correctional programs. 

Questionnaire administration to youth usually took place 

around the second or third day of the site visit and efforts 

were made to arrange times that would both not disrupt the on- 

going routine of the program and would not deprive youth of 

their leisure activities. In general, this meant using school 

time and prearranging the groups so that the movement to and 

from questionnaire administrationwould be satisfactory to 

the institution personnel. Field ~taff insisted on administer- 

ing th_ instrument without the presence of institutional staff 

and this was accomplished despite concerns from some programs. 

There were only minimal discipline problems and these were 

generally only initial rowdy comments which subsided after 

a few moments. 

As each potential respondent came into the room, he or 

she was asked to sit down around a table or at a desk, at 

some distance from other youth so that the answers would re- 

main private and so that verbal interaction between youth 

would be minimized. Until the whole group had assembled, 

field staff chatted informally with youth and answered any 

questions about the project that arose. Many youth expressed 

some anxiety about the length of the questionnaire when they 

saw it and others felt that they weren't sure they could an- 

swer the questions on the "test." It became increasingly 
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clear that many staff had presented the questionnaire as a 

test because they knew youth understood the word and also that 

several staff, despite our instructions, had literally for- 

ced youth to attend the a~ministration. 

We asked all youth to consider staying in,the room for 

five or ten minutes while we explained details of the ques- 

tionnaire administration, bu£ that after that they Could de- 

cide whether they wanted to stay and participate. They were 

free to leave the room at any time without any reprisals. We 

then reiterated the purpose of the study and reasons why the 

answers of each of them were important because not all of them 

had the same experiences, thoughts, and feelings about the 

program. We stressed the voluntary nature of their partici- 

pation and the fact that though their efforts would not be 

directly helpf:ul to them, they might be able to improve the 

future chances for other young people. We stressed that this 

was not a test -- there were no right or wrong answers -- but 

it was rather like an opinion survey. Confidentiality was 

explained in a variety of ways. All completed instruments 

would be locked in the trunk of our car immediately after 

the administration. No individual responses would ever be 

shown to staff or program. In fact, the names of the programs 

Ithemseives would not be revealed to the public. We wanted 

youth to complete the questionnaires by themselves without 

looking at anyone else's answers. If there were any ques- 

tions youth didn't wish to answer, they were asked to cross 

these out so we would know it had been a conscious decision 

not an unintentional omission. We also told youth that staff 
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would be filling out a similar questionnaire and that their 

rights to confidentiality would be equally protected (see 

Appendix A for suggested introductory statement). 

The abstract concept of confidentiality became more real 

to youth in a couple of different ways. Several youth asked 

us which programs we had visited before and we told them we 

were unable to tell them that just as we would be unable to 

tell youth in other programs that we had visited their insti- 

tution. Other youth noted that they had seen us locking com- 

pleted questionnaires from prior groups in the car trunk and 

knew we meant i~. We also clearly indicated to youth that 

they did not have to sign their names to this questionnaire 

and that the only reason spaces for such signatures were on 

the instrument was to be able to contact them in the future 

for a mail follow-up study. 

The questionnaire was designed to be self-administered, 

but in order to assure full understanding of it, the usual 

strategy was for one field staff person to read it aloud 

while one or two others circulated around the room answering 

any individual questions posed by youth. Groups ranged in 

size from one to fifteen youths and the average size was 

about eight. Because we wanted to keep the questionnaire 

from becoming very wordy, it was necessary to provide some 

verbal instructions for certain questions; these were con- 

tained in a manual which the administrator read along with 

the written question. Some of these instmuctions were de- 

signed to be read only when elicited by questions or bewii- 

dered expressions on the part of respondents, while others 
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were standard. Some youth preferred to go on ahead of the 

reader and they were allowed to do so, though their attention 

was always called to parts that required verbal instructions. 

The average length of tLme youth took to complete the ques- 

tionnaire was a little less than an hour, though some took as 

long as two hours. 

Snacks, such as potato chips and beverages, were provided 

by field staff during the administration, to create a more 

relaxed atmosphere, but care was taken to make sure that these 

were not interpreted as a bribe, and youth who decided not 

to participate were often also given these treats. In pro- 

grams where youth were normally allowed to smoke in the rooms, 

they could do so during the time they filled out the ques- 

tionnaire. All care was taken, however, to obse-~-ve institu- 

tional policy with regard to smoking, bathroom and hall move- 

ment, and so forth during the administration of the instru- 

ments. 

Upon completion of the questionnaire youth were given in- 

dividual Certificates of Appreciation with their names clear- 

ly written on them. This document on embossed paper had the 

seal of the University of Michigan, stating that a "Certifi- 

cate of Appreciation" is awarded to (n~me of respondent) for 

contributing to social science research sponsored by the U.S. 

Government and conducted under the auspices of the University 

9 
of Michigan. 

Both for reasons of limited time and to prevent contami- 

nation of respondees, group administrations were scheduled 
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as tightly as possible, and this often meant that field staff 

conducted as many as ten to twelve separate sessions a day. 

It was necessary in certain instances to a~minister the ques- 

tionnaire individually because of the location of certain re- 

spondents (e.g. discipline rooms, clinics, etc.) or because 

of their low reading abilities. If youth were missed during 

the time they were initially scheduled, staff made a sincere 

effort to try and include them for a later administration or 

to see them individually. 

It is difficult to present more than an approximation of 

the response rate to the Youth Questionnaire since in many 

programs the population shifts due to home visits, AWOLS, med- 

ical leaves, and So forth made a stable lis~ of resident youth 

impossible to procure. Moreover, even during the five to 

seven days of a site visit the base population often f~ctua- 

ted. In Table 2.2 we can see that the response rates across 

all fourteen of the institutions averaged over 85% and a total 

of 1326 youths filled out at least part of the questionnaire. 

In later chapters we will see that certain questions had 

higher nonresponse rates than others for a variety of reasons. 

Anonymity of youth responses was a matter of personal 

choice. In introducing the questionnaire we assured youth 

that they were not required to sign their names. However, on 

the last page we asked youth to decide, after filling out the 

instrument, whether or not they wished to provide their name 

and address for phrposes of possible follow-up studies. If 

they chose to do this, we also asked them for the name of a 
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YOUTH POPULATION AND QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE 
BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION YOUTH POP. USABLE YOUTH RESPONSE 
AT VISIT QUESTIONNAIRES RATE 

Cedar HiLls 170 132 77.6% 

Cheshire 54 49 90.7 

Dogwood 190 146 76.8 

Fieldston 51 37 72.5 

Gillst0n 130 93 71.5 

Greyshire 74 71 95.9 

Hickory Creek 68 56 82.4 

Juniper 42 37 88.1 

Lakeside 150 116 77.3 

Magnolia 133 128 96.2 

Marigold 44 40 9'0.9 

Piney Bluff 116 114 98.3 

Rosebud 83 80 96.4 

Sequoia 347 (142 subsamp!e)124 87.3 

Sweet Laurel 38 36 94.7 

Wildwood 68 67 98.5 

TOTAL 1553 1326 85.4% 

person who would know where they might be reached in a few 

years if we were unable to contact them directly. More than 

eighty percent of the respondents signed their nalnes and ad- 

dresses, thus voluntarily relinquishing their anonymity. 

This is consistent with the experiences of both H~mblin and 
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Dentler in earlier self-report research (Hardt and Bodine, 

1965, p. 22). 

Confidentiality was continually emphasized and protected 

in the ways we discussed earlier. The questionnaire was de- 

signed to be both provocative and interesting but nonthreat- 

ening. Self-report items were separated from each other and 

spaced throughout the instrument to avoid potential problems 

of both response set and perceived threat. In the verbal 

introductions given before potentially difficult questions, 

emphasis was placed on the normalization of these acts. Ra- 

ther than prefacing questions with "Did you..., we asked them, 

"How often did you..." to establish the presumption that m~ny 

of these behaviors were both frequent and widespread. 

In general we believe that the responses of youth reflect 

honest attempts to respond as accurately and fully as possible 

to a survey they felt would be of benefit to young people like 

themselves in the not too distant future. What problems do 

exist are, in my opinion, largely measurement problems rather 

than instances of falsification. 

We asked youth to indicate their perceptions about the 

validity of the questionnaires by asking them two questions: 

How many youth here will give honest answers to this 
questionnaire? 

None 
Few 
Some 
Most 
All 
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Do your answers to this questionnaire really give your 
true feelings about this place? 

Very much so 
Quite a bit 
Not very much 
Not at all 

These questions were placed at different points in the ques- 

tionnaire. In Table 2.3 we can see only slightly more than 

half of the respondents believed that other youth would an- 

swer the questionnaire honestly, but nearly ninety percent of 

them reported that they had given Valid answers. 

There is much more variation across programs in youth's 

perceptions of others' credibility than of their own honesty. 

In some programs only about a third of the youth thought 

that others had given valid responses, while in others over 

two thirds felt this way. But across all programs, over 70 

percent of youth reported that their answers had been true ra- 

flections of their feelings. Moreover, there is no discern- 

ible relationship between youth estimates of others' responses 

and their own evaluations. The zero order correlation be- 

tween the two questions is .07 across all programs, and there 

is no significant relationships between them in any of the 

correlations for individual programs. Apparently the eval- 

uation of the questionnaire responses of other youth is not 

a reflection of the respondent's own honesty. We believe that 

the perception of the answers given by other youth is probably 

conditioned more by a variety of organizational and indivi- 

dual factors impinging on the feelings of trust and cohesion 

in peer relationships than on any actual knowledge. 
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TABLE 2.3 PERCEIVED HONESTY AND ACCURACY OF YOUTH RESPONSES, 
BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION PERCENT REPORTING 
ALL OR MOST YOUTH 
WILL GIVE HONEST 
ANSWERS 

PERCENT WHOSE QUESTION- 
NAIRES GAVE THEIR TRUE 
FEELINGS (VERY ~CH OR 
QUITE A BIT) 

Cedar Hills 49.3 (130) 

Cheshire 55.1 (49) 

Dogwood 53.1 (145) 

Fieldston 52.8 (36) 

Gillston 31.'8 (88) 

Greyshire 67.6 (.71) 

Hickory Creek 56.4 (55) 

Juniper 43.2 (37) 

Lakeside 39.3 (112) 

Magnolia 39.6 (124) 
J 

Marigold 66.6 (39) 

Piney Bluff 80.6 (113) 

Rosebud 55.7 (79) 

Sequoi a 60.5 (119) 

Sweet Laurel 55.6 (36) 

Wildwood 67.2 (64) 

TOTAL 53.9 (1297) 

78.8 (132) 

89.8 (49) 

81.9 (144 

89.2 (37) 

78.3 (92) 

91.6 (71) 

92.8 (55 

70.2 (37) 

91.1 [112) 

89.0 (127) 

92.5 (40) 

86.8 (113) 

91.3 (80) 

90.2 (122) 

88.3 (34) 

89.4 (66) 

86.6 (1311) 

Obviously youth have no real way of knowing whether or not 

other youth answered the questions accurately and so estimates 

may be indices of their general feelings of distrust and sus ~ 

picion toward their peers. If this is so, then the difference 

between their assessment of their own and others' honesty may 
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istic ignorance. 

Pluralistic ignorance of inmates regarding the opinions 

of other inmates has been consistently found in studies of 

adult prisons. Cloward, Wheeler, and more recently, Akers 

found that all inmates overestimate the hostility of others 

toward staff (Cloward, 1960; Wheeler, 1961; and Akers, 1973). 

If this can be applied tO our study, it would suggest that 

youth have overestimated the dishonesty of their peers and 

that their own statements of truthtelling are accurate. 

There are a number of individual and group factors which 

are kno~Tn to affect perceptual accdracy, including the indi- 

vidual characteristics of the perceiver, the characteristics 

of the perceived, the relationsnLp between the perceiver ~nd 

the perceived, the content area of the perception, the inte:c- 

action between the persons, and the position in the communica- 

tion net of the perceiver. In many or even most correction- 

al settings, there are a variety of these factors which may 

serve to reduce the awareness of youth about the actions of 

their peers. Thus, we believe that youth's own statements re- 

garding the validity of their responses are more accurate 

than their perceptions of the validity of the responses of 

others. 

Data Collection: Development and Administration of the 
Staff Questionnaire 

Staff Questionnaire 

A survey instrument entitled "A Study of Staff Perspec- 

tives in Juvenile Corrections" wasconstructed to tap many of 

the same dimensions as the Youth Questionnaire. In addition, 
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items included experiences in working with youth ~d other 

staff, goals and priorities in organizational development and 

change,, personal characteristics of staff, and attitudes 

about youth in general. Much of the content of this ques- 

tionnaire came directly from past studies of staff in correc- 

tional programs and it was briefly pretested in a few local 

correctional programs. 

As was true in the Youth Questionnaire, most of the ques- 

tions were closed-ended because we believed that this would 

encourage a greater response and would eliminate problems of' 

misunderstanding. Room was left at the end for'anycomments 

staff wished to make and many of them wrote extensively 

throughout the questionnaire. 

The Staff Questionnaire was a self-administered instru- 

ment designed to be filled out by staff members individuatiy 

at times that would be convenient to them. Field team mem- 

bers tried to talk to each staff member personally at the 

time the questionnaire was handed out to explain the purpose 

of the study, the confidentiality attached to responses, the 

importance of each staff response, and the logistics of re- 

turning the instrument. When it was convenient and possible, 

field staff tried to spend considerable time with staff hav- 

ing direct contact with youth in order to clear up any mis- 

understanding of questions and to encourage them to respond 

as completely as possible. Often a routine staff meeting 

allowed a few minutes for field team members to discuss the 

questions with groups of staff. 
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Staff members were urged to return the answered question- 

naire during the site visit, either directly to a field team 

member, to a sealed cardboard box placed in a central loca- 

tion, or by slipping it underneath the locked door of a tem- 

porary office used by NAJC team members. When it was known 

that some staff could not return the questionnaire during the 

time of the visit, efforts were made to provide a self-addres- 

sed stamped envelope so that they could return it by mail to 

our project site in Ann Arbor. For a variety of reasons such 

as vacations, sickness, or scheduling problems, we were un- 

able to contact some staff members personally; in these 

instances personal notes attached to questionnaires along with 

return envelopes were left in their mail boxes or on their 

desk. 

Staff were not asked to sign their names to these ques- 

tionnaires, but the instruments were numbered so that a check- 

ing procedure could be used to avoid duplication of responses 

and to recontact staff who had not returned them. If staff 

were concerned about this numbering procedure , they were told 

they could tear off the identification number and return it 

separately from the questionnaire so that we would know they 

had actually answered while not knowing which answers were 

theirs, in fact a small proportion of staff did tear off the 

numbers and many of them sealed the questionnaire with scotch 

tape before returning it. 

It is even more difficult to estimate the response rates 

of institutional staff than that of youth,because many pro- 
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grams did not have an accurate list of staff to use as a base 

and because there were even wider fluctuations in the numbers 

of staff from day to day. Because of time limitations, the 

decision was made in several programs to exert more effort to 

contact staff having direct contact with youth than those in 

other positions. 

In Table 2.4 we see that the response rates of staff hav- 

ing direct contact with youth are much lower than expected 

and that these rates vary considerably by institution. Across 

the fourteen institutions in the sample, half (49.7%) of the 

available staff responded to the questionnaire, though in 

some programs theresponse rate was less than 25%. 

There are a variety of reasons for the relatively lower 

response rates among staff than youth. Some of the questions, 

though gleaned from earlier research, proved to be difficult 

for staff to answer or understand ful!y. 10 In their frustra- 

tion or anger with these questions, some staff either gave up 

or refused to fill out the questionnaire. The questionnaire 

took at least 45 minutes to complete, and several staff indi- 

cated that they felt they did not have the time to do this on 

the job and refused to take the time off the job. The study 

took place during a time in which there was considerable fer- 

ment and change in the ideology surrounding institutionaliza- 

tion and in which many programs were being terminated. Some 

staff expressed concern about their jobs and, eventhough 

they were assured by field staff of the anonymity and confi- 

dentiality of their responses, they may have regarded the re- 
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T~LE 2.4 STAFF POPULATION ~ND QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE .RATE, 
BY INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION STAFF POPULATION USEABLE STAFF b 
AT VISIT a QUESTIONAIRES- 

RESPONSE 
RATE 

Cedar Hills 114 47 

Cheshire an~ 
Greyshire 152 69 

Dogwood 108 46 

Fieldston and 
Gillston c 134 57 

Hickory Creek 69 48 

Juniper 30 5 

Lakeside 135 69 

Magnolia 83 51 

Marigold 28 24 

Piney Bluff 173 57 . 

Rosebud 58 41 

Sequoia 146 87 

SweetLaurel 45 26 

Wildwood 22 18 

TOTAL 1297 645 

a 

41.2% 

45.4 

42.6 

42.5 

69.6 

16.7 

51.i 

61.4 

85.7 

32.'9 

70.7 

59.6 

57.8 

81.8 

49.7% 

This refers only to staff population having direct contact 
with youth, including executives, medical personnel, treat- 
ment staff, cottage personnel and security staff and educa- 
tion staff. An approximation is used based on available 
staff lists. 

This is again only the direct contact staff based on their 
responses to the question: What is your position or job 
title here? 

Though for purposes of later data analysis these units 
within one institution are considered separately, they often 
had interchangeable staff and we could not always separate 
them, thus they are considered together in this table. 
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search as a threat. We note that the response rates among 

staff in private institutions were generally higher than in 

public programs,and greater turmoil may have been a factor in 

ii 
the differential response. 

It must be remembered that we took great pains to sepa- 

rate ourselves from the top levels of the admihistra~ive struc- 

ture so that no one(youth or Staff) would feel that they were 

forced to cooperate or respond. To some extent, this probably 

reduced the numbers of staff who took the time to answer our 

questions. 

Staff were asked not to consult with each other in filling 

out the questionnaire,but we realize that some collaboration 

probably did take place. As a frequent observer of correc- 

tional programs has stated: 

"Anyone who has spent any time at all in correctional 
institutions soon discovers that the staff, in general, 
and the cottage staff, in particular, discuss and compare 
notes on all institution-related matters." (Gial!ombardo, 
1974, p. 285) 

In this analysis we rely on staff responses only to high- 

light or contrast their overall perceptions with youth esti- 

mates of behavior and program dimensions. Staff responses 

will never be used as a major test of hypotheses or in order 

to construct independent or dependent variables. 

Data Collection: The Service Unit Questionnaire 

In order to obtain factual data on the policies, proce- 

dures and characteristics of the program and youth and staff 

in it, a fifteen-part schedule was either sent to each program 

prior to the full field data collection or given to the execu- 
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tire during the advance visit. We asked that it be filled 

out either by the executive or by administrators designated 

by him who understood the aspects of particular program com i 

ponents. The schedule included sections on the educational 

program, recreation, treatment se~lices, control structure, 

intake procedures, medical and dental services, youth and 

staff composition, personnel and budget. 

We often found that this schedule was unfinished when we 

entered the institution for a site visit or that there had 

been some changes in aspects of the program since it had been 

filled out, so field team members spent considerable time re- 

viewing and retrieving parts of it. Often we had to request 

some of the sections by mail after the visit because there 

wasn't enough time for administrators to finish it before we 

left. Response rates for certain sections were fairly low, 

particularly sections on personnel and budgeting,but others 

were complete. 

We will use parts of the data collected on this instru- 

ment for describing the institutions and for building a typo- 

logy to characterize them. We have no way of knowing how re- 

liable the Service Unit Questionnaire is,since there were no 

built in checks for internal consistency and since one person 

filled out each section. ~n a few instances, however, th~ 

same section was given to more than one person by accident 

and comparisons were made between their answers. In general, 

they were consistent but there were a few differences even in 

their reporting of "factual data," leading us to suspect that 
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there might be validity problems. Some of these differences 

could be explained by the fact that the respondents were fa- 

miliar with different segments of the program and that one of 

them was more familiar with the section material than another. 

But in a few instances, it was difficult to reconcile the dif- 

ferences in reporting policies and procedures and we began 

to see that even official policy may be rather ambiguous. In 

other words, the Service Unit Questionnaire might not be as 

reliable or valid an indicator of total program policy as a 

perception on the part of an administrator about what it should 

be. In general field staff were impressed with the correspon- 

dence between the official policies and procedures stated in 

various parts of the instrument and the official policies 

and procedures noted by staff and youth on the visit. 

Data Collection: Obse~ation Schedule and Narrative Re- 
ports b Z Field Staff 

Because it was important to be able to compare features 

of the physical environment of programs, NAJC field staff had 

a standardized instrument on which they recorded architectural, 

interactional, and other visible features of the program. In 

particular, we have descriptions of the condition of all cot- 

tages, dorms, individual rooms, dining rooms and seclusion rooms 

as well as such mundane matters as the number of youth per 

toilet or shower. The general atmosphere during mealtime, 

the adequacy of medical and dental service, and rules about 

surveillance and movement of youth were noted. 

For each program, major effort was expended on the pro- 

duction of a narrative report of the field work which focused 
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specifically on the congruence of observations with official 

policies and procedures detailed in the Service Unit Question- 

naire and staff statements. The format for this narrative 

was quite detailed and keyed to the Service Unit Question- 

naire. Each field staff member was assigned responsibility 

for one or more sections of it and used any time available 

after administering questionnaires to work on it. This in- 

volved looking at institutional documents including reports, 

memos, calendlrs, Posters, etc; talking to staff and youth; 

attending classes, meetings, treatment sessions ; participant 

observation on field trips, during meals, at parties; inspec- 

ting facilities such as discipline rooms, and other types of 

field work experiences. The use of multiple methods in get- 

ting inside information on these aspects of program operation 

often resulted in contradictory information from different 

sources and these were duly noted in the written reports. 

Upon returning to Ann Arbor from a site visit, these re- 

ports were written and shared among field team members for 

any additional insights, clarifications, and elaboration. 

Segments of this material will be used in this analysis where 

appropriate. 

Despite extensive and systematic training of the field 

staff, it is always difficult to assess the validity of gen- 

eral observations they made about particular research sites. 

Efforts were made throughout the course of the study to in- 

sure the quality of the information by rotating the composi- 

tion of the field teams, requiring several sets of evidence 
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for evaluative statements, providing prolonged debriefing ses- 

sions after field trips which were taped and evaluated, and 

by careful editing of field notes. 

As expected, the observed practices often diverged sharp- 

ly from official pronouncements and these were duly noted in 

the Narrative Report. In our present analysis, we will only 

be using one or two sections of the Service Unit Questionnaire 

dealing with Control Structure and Policies on Visitation and 

Internal Restrictions. These were carefully checked not only 

during the field visit but also with reference to institution- 

al documents and records, so that we are reasonably sure that 

£hey reflect official policies. We are~ of course, cognizant 

that they may not be good indicators of operational policies, 

and we will not use them as such. 

The instruments filled out by NAJC staff (i.e., the Obser- 

vation Schedule and the Narrative Report)are reasonably de- 

tailed and accurate indicators of what staff saw, heard, and 

believed. They are the products of multiple observations us- 

ing a variety of sources and methods,but ~hey still suffer 

from several limitations. First and foremost is the ever- 

present possibility that institutions presented field staff 

with sets of rose-colored glasses and that our observations 

never really penetrated the barriers set up by them. Fully 

cognizant of this possibility, field team members made spe- 

cial efforts to check negative reports by youth against their 

own observations and the statements of staff administration. 

We did note recent remodeling efforts, better food during 
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the visit than usually provided, and other instances where 

our visits influenced organizational practices in the Nar- 

rative Report. There is always the possibility, however, that 

all organizationa I members (staff and youth as well) were en- 

gaged in deliberately covering up negative things, or converse- 

ly, emphasized the negative at the expense of the positive. 

Because we were in each program such a short time, we may 

be faulted for observations that are uncharacteristic of usual 

program operations and reflect environmental conditions or 

organizational constraints present only for a brief period. 

For example, we visited programs at different times of the 

year, which may have determined some of the variation in avail- 

able services to youth, opportunities for outside contact, 

types of youth present, length of stay, and misconduct rates. 

Moreover, we visited some programs in transition periods in 

which staff and youth were experiencing a lot of chaos and 

instability while other programs were functioning in unchang- 

ing ways. These differences may account for much of the var- 

iation we observed. This is a constant problem in the compar- 

ative analysis of organizations because it becomes very dif- 

ficult to control for fluctuations over time. 

The validity of evaluative statements by field staff is 

at tilnes questionable because such judgements are always sub- 

ject to the past experiences and frames of reference of the 

beholder. Generally, we will not rely on these judgements in 

comparing institutions but will instead look at more factual 

reports of their operations. 
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Data Collection: Coding of Questionnaires 

The field Coordinator conducted a debriefing session upon 

completion of the site visit, at which time the questionnaires 

were edited for legibility and clarification of terms. Local 

argot was translated into standard terms for coding purposes. 

Each questionnaire was coded by two different trained per- 

sons. Any questions about the meaning of certain responses 

were discussed wi%h the field team coordinator and the cod- 

ing supervisor before recording them on coding sheets. Open- 

ended responses, comments, and answers not fitting into a stan, 

dard code were written on cards. A third person then compared 

the coding responses, noting any discrepancies. Interlcoder 

reliability for open ended codes was above .95 and for closed 

coding above .99. All discrepancies were resolved by going 

back to the original data source. Coded questionnaires were 

keypunched and verified and then the original questionnaire 

was destroyed. 

Strategies and Methods of Data Analysis 

In a comparative study of sixteen institutional Units, it 

is rather unwieldy to look at the relationships of the inde- 

pendent and dependent variables within each program. It is 

critically important, therefore, to develop sound ways of 

characterizing sets of such organizations so that comparative 

analyses can be facilitated. In Chapter Three, we will use 

one approach for classifying these institutions by their com- 

pliance/management style and will discuss the placement of our 

sampled programs into the various dimensions of this typology. 
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Both official policy statements and documents as well as 

field observations will be used to categorize each of the 

programs; and then ~he broad types will be described in 

terms of selected organizational characteristics. 

Next we will turn to the task of describing the frequency 

and occurrence Of institutional misconduct and of developing 

summary measures of it. In Chapter Four, we will first try 

to validate our self-report measures by comparing the reports 

of staff and youth within each cottage of each institution. 

We will then look at th e extent to which various kinds of mis- 

behavior are com~.itted by youth alone or in groups. In at- 

tempting to build a typology of misconduct offenses, we will 

examine staff reports of the relative seriousness of these acts, 

and compute Pearson product moment correlations between the 

reported behaviors by individuals and between the rates of 

these behaviors reported for institutions. Factor analyses, 

cluster analyses, and Guttman scaling all will be used in an 

effort to construct an overall index of misconduct. Finally, 

we will examine reported misconduct by institutional compli- 

ance/management style, using analysis of variance to test 

whether or not the average frequency of misconduct differs 

across the types,and using chi square to see if the proportion 

of youth reporting any involvement in such misconduct differs 

by compliance style. 

As we noted in Chapter One, we are attempting to test 

three basic explanatory models in the analysis of institution- 

al misconduct. For each of the models, there are a number of 
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discrete independent variables that must be described and 

summarized into composite indices. In Chapters Five, Six, 

and Seven each of the models will be considered separately 

but the same plan of analysis will be used. Items believed 

to be conceptually similar will be identified on the basis 

of face validity and they will be combined into scales or 

indices. In a few instances, such items will be entered into 

a factor analysis to discover or reaffirm patterns. Using 

the method of principal factoring with iteration and varimax 

rotation, artificial dimensions (factors) are generated that 

correlated highly with several of the original variables and 

are independent of the others. When factors emerged that ap- 

peared to have conceptual meaning and clarity, we used the 

variables that loaded highly (usually with a cut off point 

of .40) to construct an index. Each item was weighted equal- 

ly and the resulting scale usually consisted of theaveraged 

12 
items. 

For all scales, correlations between each of the items 

composing a scale and item-to-scale analyses were done using 

Pearson Product Moment Correlations. Correlations between the 

various scales were also calculated to assess the extent to 

which they actually measured separate dimensions. 

In describing each of the variables (including the com- 

posite scales), the mean, range, and standard deviation is 

shown for each of the institutional compliance types,and we 

discuss whether there are significant differences among all 

the institutions using analyses of variance and chi square 
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where appropriate. Correlation matrices showing the zero 

order relationships between the several independent variables 

and each dependent variable are presented for each explana- 

tory model. These bivariate analyses are amplified by the 

use of linear multiple regression to determine the relative 

contribution of each of the independent variables to the ex- 

planation of variance in misconduct, as well as to determine 

the proportion of variation in the dependent variable accoun- 

ted for by the total of all the independent variables. 

Once the explanatory power of each of the three models is 

examined, we will turn to the use of multiple regression anal- 

ysis to assess the appropriateness of the combination of the • 

models in explaining institutional misconduct. Significant 

variables from each of the three models will be merged into 

a single predictor set,and misconduct will be regressed on 

this set for the total sample and for each of the three pro- 

gram types separately. In this sense we will try to control 

for the interaction of program type and predictor variables. 

Further analyses will control for the previous offense 

patterns of youth by calculating rates of conversion to and 

continuation of misconduct behaviors in the three compliance 

types of institutions. These rates will also be related to 

the length of time youth have been incarcerated in each of 

the three program types. 

It is important to note that in the use of techniques of 

data analysis such as multiple regression and correlation we 

fail to n~eet the basic requirements of interval level measure- 
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ment and normal distributions. Much of our data is at the 

ordinal level. Differences in opinion with regard to the use 

of these and other techniques such as path analysis on ordi- 

nal and even nominal data exist, but many researchers support 

their use even when assumptions are not met. In recon~r~ending 

the use of durmny coding for nominal variables, Bohrnstedt 

and Carter Contended that any error of measurement is more 

than made up for by the robustness or power of regression 

analysis. They stated that, "...the regression model is, in 

fact, fairly robust in the presence of violations of many of 

the required assumptions..." (Bohrnstedt and Carter, 1971: 

138-140). 

Lab0vitz, in supporting this position, stated that: 

"Although some small error may accompany the treatment 
of ordinal variables as if they weze interval, this 
is offset by the use of the more powerful, more sensi- 
tive, better developed and more clearly interpretable 
statistic with known sampling error" (Labovitz, 1970: 
515). 

Finally, a standard textbook on survey research serves 

to legitimate the use ofl some of the more complex multivar- 

iate techniques without meeting all the assumptions in the 

following way: 

'One's response to this practice seems largely a matter 
of personal taste...It is my personal orientation to 
accept, and even to encourage, the use of whatever 
statistical techniques help the researcher (and the 
reader) to understand the body of data under analysis. 
If the computation of r from ordinal data serves this 
purpose, then it should be encouraged" (Babbie, 1973: 
306). 

Though we will present tests of significance in the anal- 

ysis of data, we are aware that the assumptions underlying 
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their use are not present. Most of the data are drawn from 

total populations rather than samples so there is no chance 

that associations could be due to sampling error. Whether 

or not the degree of association is a substantively signi- 

ficant one, whether it is important, cannot be answered 

through any objective test. On the other hand, these tests 

are often used on total populations to indicate the probabil- 

ity that a found relationship is a general one over time and 

not just a particular case. In fact, Gold argues: 

"When lack of statistical significance by any test 
is found in a universe or given set of data (keep in 
mind, not a sample), we Can say that in the empirical 
world the association produced by nature is not great- 
er than that produced by a chance (e.g. random pairing) 
process. And it would seem a fair rule of thumb 
that, given our present state of knowledge about asso- 
ciations among sociological v~riables, we cannot with 
any confidence attribute substantive' importance to 
associations of such magnitude" (Gold, 1969:44). 

In the presentation of our results, we will usually use a 

cu t off point in discussion of relationships of associations 

at the .01 level primarily because the sample is large and 

even small relationships look significant. However, there 

will be no attempt to argue that a relationship is important 

just because it is significant at that level and vice versa. 

We will consider the total context of the findings rather 

than relying on strict, statistical interpretations. 

Summary 

The present study is based on data collected by the Na- 

tional Assessment of Juvenile Corrections between 1973 and 

1974 in forty-two juvenile correctional programs in sixteen 
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states. Though this larger project sampled a variety of pro- 

grams for juvenile offenders, we have selected a subsam- 

ple for an exploratory analysis of misconduct behavior. 

Fourteen of the sixteen facilities included in the larger 

study provide the basis for a comparative, multi-method anal- 

ysis of institutions, so defined because they are residential 

(all youth live and sleep on grounds) and "educational" (most 

youth attend school on grounds). Departures from a strict 

probability sample include the deliberate oversampling of 

female and coed programs, and substitutions to replace ori- 

ginally selected programs which could not be studied. Two of 

the programs classified as institutions by the larger study 

are not included in this analysis because one does not meet 

our criteria for classification as an institution and the 

other contained inadequate data. For purposes of data anal- 

ysis, two of the institutions were subdivided because they 

contained distinctive treatment programs~ Thus, for compara- 

tive purposes we have a total of sixteen institutional units 

in the analysis. 

The sixteen programs vary along several important dimen- 

sions, including size, auspices, geographical region, and 

characteristics of the youth population such as sex, age and 

race. Though there are departures from a strict probability 

sample and from the original sampling design, these programs 

represent a close approximation to the variety of institutions 

for delinquent youth in the United States. 

Careful planning and ongoing monitoring of field research 
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activities contribute to our confidence in the use of a var- 

iety of data sources and methods for understanding these pro- 

grams. Survey instruments included a Youth Questionnaire, 

Staff Questionnaire, Service Unit Questionnaire, Obse~/ation 

schedule, and Narrative Report. • In the use of all of them, 

respondents were guaranteed confidentiality and voluntary 

participation, and efforts were made to Continually provide 

ways of assessing their reliability and validity. 

A total of 1326 youth completed questionnaires which rep- 

resents over 85 percent of the available respondents in the 

fourteen institutions. The staff response rate was much poor- 

er; the number of staff responding who were in direct contact 

with youth was 645, representing approximately half of the 

potential participants. 

Problems of validity and reliability in all the instru- 
i 

merits were discussed, with particular emphasis placed on eval- 

uating youth self-reports of delinquent behavior. Reference 

is made to past self-repot t studies and comparisons of tech- 

niques and relevant suggestions are made. The bulk of avail- 

able evidence tends to bolster our confidence in the accuracy 

of the Youth Questionnaire but we are less certain of the 

Staff instruments. For this reason the staff responses will 

never be used to test hypotheses, but will be contrasted with 

youth responses to similar items in order to highlight certain 

key program dimensions. 

The Service Unit Questionnaire, which was filled out by 

selected key administrative personnel in each program, will 
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be used primarily as an indication of official policy in the 

areas of control and security. Because it was designed to 

cover factual information about program operations, it is not 

affected as greatly by the subjective perceptions of the res- 

pondents. However, careful attention was given to the corres- 

pondence between information provided in this instrument and 

the independent observations of the NAJC field staff. 

Instruments which were completed by NAJC project staff 

contain problems intrinsic to comparative research, including 

short time periods as bases for study, varying frames of ref- 

erence for evaluative judgements, lack of standardized anal- 

ytic units across programs and so forth. But intensive ef- 

forts to use varied sources, c~ck evidence; and have highly 

trained, consistent research staff overcame these problems to 

some extent. Moreover, the plan of analysis is to use a 

variety of types of data to make specific points and to ex- 

plore interrelationships, thus eliminating problems inherent 

in particular methods. 

Since the basic strategy of analysis is to test the rela- 

tive contribution of three basic explanatory models of mis- 

conduct - importation, deprivation, and control - in different 

institutional settings, we plan to develop a classification of 

these settings according to their comPliance/management style. 

This classification will be used throughout the analysis to 

compare the utility of each of the models in the different 

types of organizations. Institutional misconduct will be des- 

cribed in terms of the proportion of youth involved in various 
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types of acts, the frequency of their occurrence, and the ex- 

tent to which these acts are solitary or collective in nature. 

A variety of techniques will be used to discover any patterns 

of the offenses in institutional settings. 

Data reduction is necessary because of the large n~-uber 

of variables which may be related to misconduct. Scales and 

indices will be constructed and validated in order to combine 

variables with conceptual similarities. Each explanatory mo- 

del will be tested separately through the use of zero order 

correlation matrices and multivariate analysis. Then the 

significant variables from each model will be combined in 

order to assess their total contribution toward explaining the 

variance in misconduct. 

Though certain statistical techniques such as analysis 

of variance, correlation, and multiple regression will be 

used without having met the underlying assumptions, we be- 

lieve that these methods are the most powerful ways of explor- 

ing the variety of relationships that exist. Tests of signi- 

ficance will be used despite the fact that we are, in most 

cases, concerned with the universe rather than a sample of 

the youth population. Yet they only serve to provide us 

with an indication of the relative importance of various re- 

lationships rather than any strict attribution of statistical 

significance. 

Clearly, any causal interpretations from this data must 

be viewed with considerable caution. The study is a cross- 

sectional rather than longitudinal view of programs. Differ- 
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ences we may find among programs may be a result of events 

occurring at one point in time rather than enduring character- 

istics of these settings. Further, in many of our analyses 

the individual is the unit of concern whereas the unit of 

sample selection was the institution, and generalizations to 

the youth population in institutions must thus be tempered. 

Despite the problems we hay e encountered in th±s com- 

parative research, it is important to emphasize that the data 

base is probably the largest and most comprehensive study of 

juvenile correctional institutions available at this time. 

Careful attention to the pitfalls of previous field work and 

meticulous development of research instruments are both clear- 

ly evident in the raw materials fo~ the analysis of institu- 

tional misconduct. 
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FOOTNOTES 

i. For more detailed and comprehensive statements of the 
research design, sampling procedures, and data collection 
techniques of the National Assessment of Juvenile Correc- 
tions, consult the following publications: National As- 
sessment of Juvenile Corrections (NAJC), Research Design 
Statement. Ann Arbor, Michigan: ~AJC, University of Mich- 
igan, 1972; Wolfgang L. Grichting, Sampling Plans and 
Results. Ann Arbor, Michigan: NAJC - University of Mich- 
Igan, 1973; and Robert Vinter et al, Time Out: A National 
Study of Juvenile Correctional Proarams. Ann Arbor, 
Michigan: NAJC, The University of Michigan, 1976. 

2. The sixteen states selected at the first stage were: 
California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massa- 
chusetts, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee 
and Wisconsin. 

3. ~nstitutions were only drawn from fifteen of the original 
sixteen states because insufficient information about one 
state was available at the time of the sampling. 

4. The first program which was deleted was actually a halfway 
house located on a military base and most of the youth 
attended school off grounds every day. The other program 
was dropped from the analysis because of serious problems 
of ~alidity and reliability in the questionnaires. This 
program contained the youngest populatio~ in the sample, 
ranging in age from 10-13 years, and two-thirds of them 
were either nonreaders or had very poor comprehension. 
Consequently the questionnaire was shortened for this 
group but even the condensed version was problematic. 
Since comparable information on many of the variables 
necessary was not available, we decided to delete it. 

5. We have not included staff-inmate relations in these sel- 
ected characteristics because we were unable to distin- 
guish between part-time and full-time staff and because 
in some programs, particularly the private ones, several 
staff were on duty twenty-four hours a day. The ratios 
we could have provided would probably have been either 
deceptive or inadequate. Moreover, Moos has suggested 
that the number of residents "may be more important in 
influencing social climate" than the resident-staff 
ratio. (Moos, 1968). 

6. 

7. 

All of the names of institutions are pseudonyms. 

Field research staff were trained extensively and based 
at the project site in Ann Arbor. Though it might have 
been less costly to hire researchers and staff closer to 
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8. 

the institutions and to have trained them there~ there 
were several reasons for not choosing to do this. In 
initial negotiations with several of the institutions, 
concern was expressed by executives about allowing local 
people to conduct this research and they would only allew 
entry by field teams composed of "outside" investigators. 
Reasons for this varied but often the reluctance to allow 
"locals" to enter the institution was based on concerns 
about the confidentiality of the information gathered and 
the possible use of critical findings. The need for con- 
sistency of field staff in order to compare impressions 
and judgements across programs also dictated the use 
of project-based field staff. A coordinator monitored the 
ongoing research activities during each visit and was 
responsible for all facets of the data collection. 

In the largest program, Sequoia, we selected a subsample 
of the respondents for reasons of economy. The subsample 
of half of t~e population was drawn using a table of 
random numbers. 

9. Despite initial misgivings by many field staff as to the 
incentive value of this document, it proved to be very 
meaningful for most youth and we noted that it was eften 
framed in their rooms. 

i0. Verbal as well as written comments indicated to us that 
there were some severe problems with the use of many of 
the questions that had worked well in past studies, pazti- 
cular!¥ questions dealing with attitudes about delinquents 
and methods of handling them. Many staff indicate that 
these questions were too simplistic and did not allow for 
individual variations and changing circumstances. Treat- 
ment personnel, in particular, often resented the blanket 
statements to which they were supposed to respond and wrote 
pages of comments explaining the problems with these 
questions. It is clear, moreover, that there were serious 
problems on certain questions due largely to response for- 
mats which were misinterpreted or which required skills 
that many staff did not apparently possess, such as con- 
structing percentages out of numbers. Ideally, the Staff 
Instrument should have been administered to groups of 
respondents, with monitoring by research team members so 
£hat many of these problems could have been adequately 

handled. It becomes obvious that the questionnaire was 
well understood by the more educated and sophisticated 
staff members, but that complex sentences and response 
formats were very problematic for a large proportion of 
on-line staff. The conditions under which many staff had 
to fill out the survey was less than conducive to careful 
thought since they had to snatch time from program activ- 
ities, were constantly interrupted, and had no immediate 
access to clarification from field staff. 
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ll. Problems i n gaining the confidence and cooperation of 
staff have been noted in most research on Correctional 
programs. Zingraff, for example, noted that eyen after 
six months, "we remained outsiders and were treated as 
such by many of the staff" (Zingraff , 1976: 38~, 

12. Scale items were usually averaged to handle the problems 
of missing data on one or more of them. In s~7~ning them, 
we would have to drop respondents missing on one or more 
items or would have had to assume a missing item score. 
In several cases we compared averaged item scales with 
sum~ed item scales and found little difference except 
that the range of variation is, of course, considerably 
reduced in the averaged scale. It is thus a more conser- 
vative measure. 



CHAPTER III 

A CLASSIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS BY 
COMPLIANCE/5~NAGEMENT STYLE 

Nearly all researchers concede that there are important 
'5 

differences among correctional institutions, yet bases for 

comparative analyses are relatively undeveloped. Until re- 

cently, Single case studies of prisons and training schools 

have been the rule, and attempts to replicate these in other 

settings have been the exception. Most of the comparative 

studies have focused on two or three programs, selected be- 

cause of ebvious differences in goals, intervention strate- 

gies, and/or characteristics of cllentele. 1 

Despite differences in the ways in which programs have 

been sel~cted for comparative study, they are usually con- 

trasted wlth each other using some variant of the custody- 

treatment typology, because it embraces such a wide variety 

of distinguishing organizationa ! features. In this chapter, 

we will discuss a few of the ways in which the custody-treat- 

ment schema has been used in past research to develop organ- 

izational typologies as well as noting some of the major pro- 

blems involved in adapting them to our present research. We 

will then classify our sixteen institutional units, using a 

typology developed out of the Original custody-treatment di- 

mension, into three styles of securing compliance from and 

managing inmates. The institutions will be typed through 

data from official reports, administrative responses and 

field observations and we will attempt to validate the clas- 

74 
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sification using selected reports of youth and staff about 

their programs. 

Prior Research Using the Custody-Treatment Continuum 

The extent to which institutions are predominantly orien- 

ted to the custody or treatment of their clientele has been 

seen as perhaps their most salient characteristics by theor- 

ists over a period of many years. Yet there has been little 

consistency in the ways in which particular programs are 

placed on the continuum. 

Clearly the most significant and concerted effort to use 

the custody-treatment continuum in comparative correctional 

organization analysis used the goal orientation of the exe- 

Cutive as the classificatory tool (Vinter and Janowitz, 1959; 

Grusky, 1959; Zald, 1962; Street, 1965; Berk, 1966; Street, 

Vinter and Perrow, 1966). The organization's dominant goals 

were believed to be linked to belief systems and assumptions 

about change. These beliefs and goals were expected to be 

reflected in differences in staff perceptions of institution- 

al purpose and assumptions about the inmates, day-to-day 

operating patterns, arid staff modes of authority in handling 

the inmates. Moreover, goals were believed to determine the 

organizational intervention strategies (technologies) seen 

as appropriate, the relative power of different staff groups, 

and the criteria on which various decisions are based. Ac- 

cording to the theory, beliefs and goals are clearly distinct 

in the custody and treatment models. 
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"At the custodial extreme, major emphasis is placed 
on the need to protect the community by containing 
the inmates within the institution. The inmates are 
seen as simple, similar, and relatively unchangeable 
creatures who require simple,:routine, conventional 
handling. To succeed here, the inmate must conform. 
At the treatment extreme, community and containment 
are comparatively unimportant, and stress is put on 
changing the inmate's attitudes and values by increas- 
ing his insight or otherwise altering his psychological 
condition. The inmate's social identity is viewed 
asproblematic, and the inmates are seen as relatively 
complex beings who need complex, individualized, flex- 
ible handling -- an attitude that sometimes requires 
such departures from conventional morality as tolerance 
of 'acting out.' To succeed here, the inmate must 
indicate intra-psychic change." (Street, 1965, p. 43) 

Moreover, because differences in organizational goals and 

beliefs were so strongly reflected in the patterns of control 

and authority over inmates and the degree to which their 

experiences were gratifying or depriving, they were expecLed 

to generate clearcut differences in inmate responses and 

attitudes toward staff, other inmates, and the institution. 

The institutions on the custodial end of the continuum were 

found to be perceived as both more depriving and more puni- 

tive and rigid than those on the treatment side. In their 

study of six juvenile correctional institutions for males, 

the authors found striking differences in most aspects of 

organizational processes and these were reflected in inmate 

responses. 

"Our findings indicate tentatively that both custodial 
and treatment organizations tend to accomplish their 
proximate goals. By stressing covert opposition and 
'playing it cool,' the custodial inmate group en- 
couraged behavior consistent with the custodial goals 
of containment and ccnformity. Thus, the level of 
'prisonized' orientations was higher among the cus- 
todial than among the treatment inmates. Similarly 
the treatment inmate group seemed to produce in its 
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members an orientation consistent with the goal of 
achieving change...The inmate groups in the treatment 
settings more frequently encouraged a positive orien- 
tation and less often encouraged the development of a 
negative self image, apparently, than in the custcdial 
institutions." (Street, 1965, p. 55) 

Cognizant of the excess meaning and oversimplification 

that the words "custody" and "treatment" may entail, Street, 

Vinter and Perrow differentiated three major organizational 

models ranged along tie continuum: obedience/conformity; 

reeducation/development; and treatment. Critics have argued 

that thereeducation/development institutions should not 

have been included in the typology because they were not 

"total institutions," i.e., youth went to community schools 

every day and went home on weekends (Giallombardo, 1974, 

p. i0). ~nd, in fact, it does seem difficult to assume that 

institutions allowing this much freedom have lower balances 

cf gratification-deprivation and more control and authority 

2 over youth than the closed "treatment" institutions. 

Others argue that the goals of the executive may not be 

fully implemented by staff members, and thus that official 

goal statements are not really operative in terms of organ- 

izational functioning (Giallombardo, 1974; Empey and Lubeck, 

1971). A more basic problem than poor implementation of ex- 

ecutive policy, however, is whether one can really dis£in- 

guish between custody and treatment goals. Akers, for exam- 

ple, argues that the two goals may not be in opposition, de- 

pending on one's point of view: 

"The meaning of these terms have not been precisely 
delineated, and there are few guidelines to their 
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empirical measurement in the literature. The words 
'custody' and 'treatment' are in fact somewhat mis- 
leading because treatment in the sense of engaging 
in strategies which will change behavior is not 
strictly the polar Opposite of custody. The differ- 
ence seems to be one of degree of humane attention 
to the rights and dignity of the individual." 
(Akers, 1974, p. 412) 

In arguing that custody and treatment are multiple goals of 

most institutions, theorists even differ as to which of them 

is most predominant. For example, the following authors 

suggest that all correctional institutions are inherently 

custodial: 

"...one important goal presently assigned to all 
prisons is punitive restriction and surveillance of 
prisoners, so that any prison must necessarily deviate 
from an ideal treatment pattern, no matter what the 
ideology of its administrators." (Cressey, 1965, p. 1035) 

But at least cne author contends that most juvenile correc- 

tional institutions are inherently treatment-oriented and 

suggests that what is needed is more elaboration of the cus- 

tody-treatment continuum: 

"The custody-treatment dimension should be defined in 
a more elaborated manner. It seems to be that most 
existing juvenile correctional organizations would be 
classified as 'treatment-oriented' although there is 
a wide range of differences in their theoretical and 
change assumptions and in their correctional methods. 
A more rigorously defined set of criteria for this 
dimension would benefit the effectiveness of the 
typology." (Shichor, 1970, p. 143) 

A recent study of three juvenile institutions for females 

in which the institutions were selected according to the 

relative goal emphasis placed on custody or treatment pro- 

vides a Clear illustration of the problem. On the basis of 

preliminary exploration using formal reports, general repu- 



79 

tation, interviews with state officials, an advance visit, 

and the presence or absence of treatment resources, Giallom- 

bardo proceeded to classify the three programs as custody, 

intermediate, and treatment types. Yet in the actual course 

of field work she found that the structure of the organiza- 

tions was much more complex than the official pronouncements 

and reputational claims would have one believe. And she was 

unable to find enough institutional variation to account for 

the inmate responses andsubcultural patterns. She contends 

that: 

"Although Eastern, Central and Western institutions 
are located in different parts of the nation, opened 
their doors at different points in time, and differ 
im the size and the auspices under which they operate, 
the organizational problems faced by institutional 
officials are similar, as are the solutions provided. 
Moreover, notwithstanding the differences in treatment 
strategies and philosophies, the informal culture 
evolved by the girls in all three schools is similar 
in structure. Th~s suggests that the inmates in each 
institution faced the same problems while incarcerated 
...The institutions studied not only resemble each 
other but are similar to all other institutions of this 
type in that they are characterized by conflicting and 
competing goals." (Giallombardo, 1974, pp] 14-15) 

Convinced of the futility of goal orientation as the major 

explanatory variable, Giallombardo maintains that the Street, 

Vinter and Perrow analysis also suffers from inadequate dif- 

ferentiation of the institutions: 

"Their scanty descriptions of the four closed insti- 
tutions..~indicate that they are more alike than unlike 
even on the basis of the questionnaire data presented. 
This suggests that the differences among them are 
probably more indicative of differences in the sheer 
size of the settings rather than attributable to dif- 
ferences in the organizational goals." (Giallombardo, 
1974, p. ii) 
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It is not easy to clearly label institutions according 

to their emphasis on custody or treatment. Most researchers 

have classified them on the basis of a priori criteria, such 

as official reputation of the program, published reports and 

goal statements, or structural features such as size, staff- 

inmate ratio, or number of treatment personnel. Yet, as we 

noted earlier, even with extreme care, in these initial sel- 

ections many of them found the reality to be at variance 

with official goals. 

The problem is even more acute when the complexity of 

the ideal types, custody and treatment ~, is recognized and 

efforts are made to systematically incorporate several indi- 

ces into the scheme. 

Between 1967 and 1970, Hayner collected data from seven 

prisons for men in the United States, eight prisons in Mexi- 

co, three in West Germany, two in England and two in Spain 

and then proceeded to type them along the custody-treatment 

continuum. Recognizing the lack of clarity in this dimen- 

sion, the investigators rated each institution on nine spe- 

cific factors: (i) architecture; (2) administrative goals 

and structure; (3) classification and diagnostic procedures; 

(4)• work and employment of inmates; (5) education and train- 

ing programs: (6) counselling and treatment programs; (7) 

security and custody practices; (8) ratios and qualifica- 

tions of treatment and custodial personnel; and (9) policy 

on visiting and outside contact. (Akers, Hayner, and Grunin- 

get, 1974, p. 412) 
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Using tape-recorded interviews and observatlons which 

had been transcribed into descriptive statements on each of 

the nine d~mensions, three judges rated each prison on a 

seven point scale for each d~ension. The ratings on all 

nine dimensions were then sum~med to obtain a score for each 

prison from each judge. The scores for the n~ne items for 

each prison were then summed and averaged for the three jud- 

ges and this sum represented the prison's rank on the custody- 

treatment continuum. 

They felt that their typing procedure was adequate for 

~heir purposes and "is clearly more elaborate and objective 

than that used in those few instances of previous research 
t 

which attempted to array two or more institutions~ on a 

custody-treatment continuum" (Akers, circa 1973, unpublished 

p. I17). 

Though it is certainly more elaborate than most schemes 

for rating institutions, the procedure is really no more 

precise than the composite analyses contained in prior re- 

search. Ideal-typical specifications are given for each di- 

mension as guidelines for the ratings, but there is no check- 

lis~ of easily coded items. In the composite index, all 

nine dimensions were equally weighted, though we might ar- 

gue that one dimension such as architecture might be consi- 

derably less important than security or custody practices. 

Further, we are given no information as to the relationship 

of each of the nine dimensions to each other and we suspect 

that a few of the dimensions are not conceptually separate. 
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In an effort to further differentiate institutions us- 

ing the basic custody-treatment model, researchers have be- 

gun to develop typologies in which goals and means are ex- 

plicitly related through the incorporation of specific treat- 

ment methods. Studt, Messinger and Wilson developed four 

organizational types, based on the elaboration of the origi- 

nal treatment organization, called: custodial, educational, 

psych0therapeutic, and group treatment (Studt, et. al., 1968, 

p. 12). Ohlin combined the custodial types,and differentia- 

ted the treatment type, into the following classification: ~ 

protective custody, individual treatment and group treatment 

(therapeutic communitY) (Ohlin, 1974, p. i000). And Feld 

elaborated this to get the fourfold typology of individual 

custody, group custody, individual treatment, and group 

treatment (Feld, 1977, p. 41). The incorporation of specific 

treatment practices into the typology is believed to more 

clearly distinguish the strategies of social control, staff- 

inmate interaction, and inmate-inmate interaction reflected 

in these programs. Moreover, it is fa±r!y easy to determine 

thepredominant intervention strategy used by an institution 

and to classify them this way. 

One dimension that is often implied but usually neglected 

in cperationaiizing the custody-trea~Llent distinction is the 

extent to which the inmates participate in the decision-mak- 

ing structure. Shichor Suggests that organizations should 

be classifed at least in part by the extent to which they 

are peremptory or participatory. A peremptory organization 
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is characterized by a centralized decision-making process in 

which policies flow down to the clients. A participatory 

institution is based on the sharing of decisions among all 

segmenffs of the organization including inmates (Shichor, 

1970, p. 36-37). Participatory organizations tend to be 

those called group treatment by theorists such as Studt, 

Ohlin, and Feld. Studies in both juvenile and adult facil- 

ities have shown some important differencesbetween these 

types of programs (Shichor, 1970; Empey and Lubeck, 1971; 

Wilson, 1965; Feld, 1977). 

As we have tried to show in this section, the concep- 

tualization and oPerationalization of the custody-treatment 

continuum is both complex and ditiicult. Most juvenile 

correctional institutions are not ideal types and they con- 

tain elements of both orientations. Particularly when the 

institutions have not becn selected purposively by their 

relative emphasis on custody or treatment, classifying them 

may be a rather uncharted course. 

Development of the Compliance/Management Typology of Insti- 
tutions 

In deciding on a particular typology for our sample of 

sixteen institutions, we were guided by the following consi- 

derations: 

i. The bases of the typology should be clearly under- 

stood and representative of significant pervasive 

differences among the organizations. 
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2. Placement of the institutions into types should be 

guided by relatively enduring, objective character- 

istics of the programs and not by the attitudes of 

youth and staff. Otherwise tautological problems 

could arise in later analyses. 

3. The types Should be validated, using the reports of 

youth and staff of their program experiences. 

4. Th e delineation of the types should be independent 

of the characteristics of the inmates since we are 

interested specifically in interactions between 

organizational types and youth characteristics. 

5. There should be sound theoretical reasons for be- 

lieving that there will be variations in misconduct 

among the types of institutions. 

In the process of field work in several of these insti- 

tutions, we became increasingly aware that the goals of the 

executive and administrative cadres were in many ways quite 

simila~ and that the differences we noted among the institu- 

tions seemed to be more a function of the particular treat- 

ment technologies that were operative. Zald noted this even 

though he concentrated on goals as the analytic independent 

variable. 

~'Two institutions whose goals are approximately the 
s~me might differ sharply in structure and practice, 
however, if they employ different methods...In treat- 
ment institutions for delinquents there are important 
differences in structure required by individual treat- 
ment (psychotherapy, casework or counselling) as con- 
trasted with milieu treatment (interpreting and chang- 
ing the individual through his relationship with 
others)(Zald, 1962, p. 335). 
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In the sixteen institutional units we studied, there 

were often a variety of "treatments" being pursued but in 

general it was possible to clearly identify a predominant 

strategy, in part because at the time certain distinguish- 

able technologies were in vogue. In casting around for an 

explanation of why the particular intervention strategy 

seemed to be a more powerful variable than goals, or size, 

or staff-inmate ratio, we began to realize that the inter- 

vention strategy embodies certain assumptions, techniques, 

and constraints directly linked to the behavior of youth. 

The entire system of social control is usually part of the 

intervention strategy employed. Street has shown clear dif- 

ferences between custody and treatment institutions in pat- 

terns of control and authority, which may be even more 

strongly linked to particular systems of management and com- 

pliance. 

"...this research suggests that the study of correctional 
institutions would be substantially improved if re- 
searchers more frequently recognized the generality of 
the concept of social control and the variety of de- 
vices used to maintain control. All correctional organ- 
izations exercise a great deal of control over their 
inmate members, but while custodial institutions empha- 
size formal and severe sanctions directed at ordering 
and containing the inmates, treatment institutions are 
more likely to rely on informal, personal sanctions 
and incentives directed at behavior perceived as rele- 
vant to inmate change. The implementation of a treat- 
ment program in a previously custodial environment 
implies not a shift to less control, but rather to 
different types of control exercised on the bases of 
different criteria" (Street, 1965, p. 55). 

We will use the predominant intervention strategy (or 

treatment technology) used by an institution as the basis 
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for characterizing its style of managing inmates and secur - ~ 

ing their compliance. For the reasons mentioned earlier, we 

are convinced that these intervention strategies are better 

determinants of important institutional differences than 

goal orientations are. In the sixteen institutions, three 

basic types of intervention strategies were found to be 

operatiye: traditional casework, behavior modification/point 

systems, and group decision-making processes. As we will 

show, these strategies were quite distinct from each other 

and were linked to important differences in the ways youth 

were treated and processed. 

To some extent, these three intervention strategies are 

similar t~ Etzioni's typology based on the kinds of power 

and control exercised over lower participants and the cor- 

responding involvement of these participants in the organiza- 

tion. Etzioni posited a congruence between three bases of 

power (coercive, remunerative, and normative) and three 

types of involvement (alienative, calculative, and moral), 

resulting in three types of "effective" organizations. 3 Co- 

ercive organizations relied on force of physical restraint 

to secure compliance from alienated participants. Utilitar- 

ian organizations used material resources and rewards to 

manage persons with calculative involvements. Normative pro- 

grams used persuasion, manipulation, and suggestion with 

persons who were morally involved (i.e., identified) with 

the organization (Etzioni, 1961). To some extent Etzioni's 

typology is similar to the custody-treatment continuum in 
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that coercive organizations andnormative programs are char- 

acterized in similar ways as the traditional custody and 

treatment models. It is, however, the addition of the uti- 

litarian category which provides a way of clearly under- 

standing that the differences among these organizations are 

not necessarily the am__oun___~t of control they exercise but 

rather the types of control they emphasize. 

In developing our typology of compliance and management 

style, we have departed from Etzioni's scheme in several ways. 

Our typology is not based on differences in the degree of 

involvement of youth because we are interested in exploring 

the empirical connections between th e organizational manage- 

ment styles and such commitments. We are not assuming that 

these connections necessarily exist, as Etzioni does. In 

our typology, the terms "coercive" and "normative" will not 

be used because they do not adequately characterize the 

differences in management styles. Instead, we will differ- 

entiate the institutions according to the following styles 

of securing compliance and managing inmates: "Custodial," 

"Utilitarian," and "Participatory." 

"Custodial" institutions are all traditional training 

schools, with strong emphasis on maintaining order and dis- 

cipline and only limited treatment programs involving indi- 

vidual casework services. Though a few of them sta~_d~ that 

they had fairly intensive treatment services, actual obser- 

vations failed to substantiate the claims. 

"Utilitarian" programs have operational systems provid- 
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ing clear cut rewards and punishments, including tradition- 

al behavior modification, token economies, point and level 

systems. They are designed to provide clear and consistent 

guidelines for expected behavior, by specifying a graduated 

set of privileges for behavioral conformity and a set of 

deprivations for disobedience. 

"Participatory" programs believe that it is necessary 

for youth to be fully involved in their own treatment pro- 

cess and that they must help each other through small group 

discussions and confrontation. Pervasive attitudinal as 

well as behavioral changes are sought, including trust in 

other youth and staff, understanding and insight into basic 

problems, and commitment to new patterns of interaction. 

Programs used different terms for this technology, includ- 

ing Guided Group Interaction and Positive Peer Culture, but 

the features were quite similar. The following excerpts 

from the staff training manual in Positive Peer Culture (PPC) 

shows some clear cut differences between these participatory 

programs and the traditional custodial and utilitarian types. 

,,...PPC is not a permissive program -- it does not pro- 
pose that one should be good to boys or girls for the 
sake of being good to them. PPC expects and demands 
good behavior, it doesn't reward it; in fact, its ex- 
pectations are much greater than traditional institu- 
tional programs believed possible. 

The entire concepts of group living and the need for 
living arrangements and ccnditiens must become the 
responsibility of the young people themselves...PPC 
formally places the responsibility on the young people, 
staff stepping in only when students fail to meet 
their responsibilities, using that failure as a fur- 
ther example of their problem. Soon the group begins 
to see that individuals within their unit are showing 
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problems and hurting one another rather than ~he staff 
person. Thus, the group sees itself as the body which 
must assume responsibility for its group members and 
in this positive way begins showing care and concern. 

In PPC we encourage students to let their problems be 
known rather than concealed. We want spontaneity, not 
conformity...and we want value changes not simply 
behavior modification" (Vorrath, 1972, pp. 3-10). 

Using field observations, administrative reports and 

manuals, as well as official statements, we placed the six- 

teen institutional units into the typology of compliance and 

management style, shown in Table 3.1. 

TABLE 3.1. THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE INSTITUTIONS BY COM- 
PLIANCE/MANAGEmeNT STYLE 

Custodial Utilitarian Participatory • 

Cedar Kills Gillston Fieldston 

Cheshire Hickory Creek Greyshire 

Dogwood Juniper Lakeside 

Piney BLuff Marigold Magnolia 

Sequoia Rosebud Sweet Laurel 

Wildwood 

Returning to some of the characteristics Of the insti- 

tutions we presented in Chapter II, we note that the tradi- 

tional custodial institutions are, in general, larger than 

the other types. Four out of the five custodial programs 

held over one hundred inmates, but thiswas true of only one 

utilitarian andtwo participatory programs. Other studies 
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have shown that size is significantly associated with prob- 

lems in implementing treatment services, due to decreases in 

treatment staff ratios, reduction of individual resources, 

and preoccupation wi~h problems of management and order 

(Jesness, 1972; Ullman, 1967; Linn, 1970; Moos, 1968; Knight, 

1971). We feel that size was an important factor in under- 

standing the lack of adequate treatment resources in the 

custodial programs in our sample. 

Though the custodial and participatory programs were 

usually public training schools, the private programs most 

often employed utilitarian strategies, an~ this was espec- 

ially true of programs operated by the Sisters of the Good 

Shepherd. The new trend in public correctional systems, at 

the time of our study was in the direction of participatory 

strategies; they were being implemented rapidly, often 

because they promised greater control over the runaway pro- 

blem. But we believe thatthe differences in these strate- 

gies by auspices is a function largely of the diffusion of 

innovation through relatively circumscribed communication 

networks. 

The custodial programs were, with one exception, all 

male while the participatory programs were, ~ith one excep- 

tion, all female. Utilitarian strategies were used equally 

by male and female programs. The predominance of females in 

participatory programs is interesting because the group pro- 

cess technologies were originally developed to cope with 

"male problems" such as gang aggression, and there was some 
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initial reluctance to apply them to girls. 

Custodial Program Types: Cedar Hills, Cheshire, Dog,!ood, 

Piney Bluff, Sequcia 

The five custodial programs were all public training 

schools with strong similarities in strategies of control, 

yet they did vary slightly in the degree of regimentation 

they imposed. 

In all of these programs, except Dogwood, youth were 

under constant staff surveillance. In Cedar Hills, boys 

were marched everywhere in columns and had to count off be- 

fore entering or leaving any part of the facility. The 

dorms were locked and halls were monitored by youth leaders 

during school hours to prevent escapes. In Cheshire youth 

were marched to the gym with a radio truck with staff super- 

vising them as they went in two-by-two formation. Not only 

did boys have to walk in pairs from building to building in 

Piney Bluff, they were under the constant supervision of a 

counselor and were not allowed to talk in loud tones. They 

were not permitted to wear shoes in any of the cottages, and 

in one they were not even permitted to wear socks. Staff 

indicated that this rule existed in order to prevent running 

away and also "to prevent boys from scuffing the floors." 

Piney Bluff youth had to undress in the dressing room and 

then go nude into the sleeping room, where their pajamas 

were, in another attempt to prevent running away. Both 

Sequoia and Cedar Hills had centralized glass-walled secur- 

ity centers in order to monitor the youth at all times. In 
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Sequoia, boys were even forced to use bathrooms with glass 

windows so that they could be observed by staff. 

Dogwood was a more open program than the others we have 

labeled custodial types. Youth were allowed to walk around 

the campus without supervision. The campus was located on 

over seven hundred acres of farmland and woods and was quite 

isolated, but there were no fences and cottages were not 

locked. 

All of these custodial programs were isolated from the 

surrounding communities, whether by fences or farmland. Both 

Piney Bluff and Dogwood operated farms to produce food for 

the institution, on which some of the inmates worked every 

day. Sequoia and Cedar Hills were both surrounded by a 

large institutional complex, containing other facilities, 

and clearly separated from any residential neighborhoods. 

Cheshire was not quite as isolated, being located outside 

a small city, approximately two hundred yards from the 

main road. 

In several of these programs executives tried to imple- 

ment fairly sophisticated treatment programs but they were 

not operative at the time of the field work. All of them, 

however, made provision for limited individual casework. 

The director of Cedar Hills, for example, indicated that 

"milieu therapy" was practiced, and that individual and 

group counselling was available. However, no staff member 

except the director and one social worker knew what the words 

"milieu therapy" meant when we asked for information about 
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how it was implemented. We also found that social workers 

spent only ten hours a week in individual sessions with re- 

ferred youth. No group counselling took place, except for a 

small group of youth who met with a psychiatrist one day a 

week. ~ 

According to the executive at Dogwood, there were efforts 

to implement a group process technology, Positive Peer Cul- 

ture, but treatment was basical!y on the casework model. 

There were three social workers for nearly two hundred youth. 

The majority of these casework services were provided "when 

the need arises" but there were some scheduled individual 

sessions. Once a week, group rap sessions were run by 

social workers in the cottages. Half-hour group sessions 

were "officially" held every night for a half hour under the 

supervision of cottage life staf~ but these staff were given 

very little training for this activity, and apparently re- 

sisted it. Field staff concluded from direct observation 

that this program was actually more oriented to traditional 

and inadequate casework services than to group counselling. 

At Piney Bluff, the official treatment technology was 

"reality therapy", meaning one-to-one interaction between 

counselors and youth regarding daily problems. Yet there 

were no regularly scheduled treatment sessions. As was true 

in most of the other custodial programs, social workers were 

on the grounds from nine to five, while most youth were in 

school or on work details. The social work offices were 

located away from the cottages so interaction on any routine 
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basis was very limited. 

Transactional Analysis was considered the major inter- 

vention strategy at Sequoia by the executive and administra- 

tive cadre,but field observations indicated that there were 

severe problems in its implementation. The technology was 

supposed to emphasize small group sessions in which youth 

were helped to explore their own "iffe scripts" and through 

the use of fairly •simple concepts could begin to understand 

their own actions. Though these sessions were supposed to 

be held at least twice a week, we found that this rarely 

happened. Though the technology was well defined in manuals 

and despite a real commitment to it on the part of top treat- 

ment personnel, it did not really affect the daily routine 

of living unit staff or youth. 

Cheshire did not have a formal treatment approach but 

was frankly custodial in intent. As we mentioned earlier, 

Cheshire and Greyshire were both units within the same insti- 

tution,but the differences between them in intervention 

strategies were striking. According to interviews with 

staff, youth entering the institution as a whole were able 

to choose either Greyshire or Cheshire. Youth were apparent- 

ly told that they could either go to Greyshire and spend 

f~:om one and a half to five months getting help, giving 

help, and having the opportunity of getting their problems 

solved so they could make it in the community, or they could 

choose to go to Cheshire and "do nothing for approximately 

seven and a half months and then be released." 
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Utilitarian Program Types: Gillston, Hickory Creek, Juniper, 
Marigold, Rosebud 

The five programs we have classified as utilitarian were 

more differentiated from each other with regard to degree of 

regimentation and isolation than were the custodial programs. 

Hickory Creek and Juniper were both fairly open and relaxed 

programs for males in which there was a great deal of effort 

to get youth involved in their surrounding communities. In 

contrast, Marigold and Rosebud were rather structured and 

isolated programs for females, run bythe Sisters of the Good 

Shepherd. Gillston, which was part of the same institution 

as Fieldston, was rigid, isolated and chaotic, having just 

become a male program in a previously female training school. 

Hickory Creek was under the direction of the Roman Cath- 

olic diocese of the nearby county and within the last five 

years was transformed from a very custodial institution 

under the direction of nuns to a progra m strongly oriented 

to behavior modification techniques. Moreover, it appeared 

to have the atmosphere of a boarding school rather than a 

correctional institution. Youth were able to move freely 

on the grounds and the swimming pool was open to community 

youth of both sexes so Hickory Creek youth were able to 

maintain contact with the neighborhood. Juniper was perhaps 

the most open and unstructured program in our sample. It 

was located right in the downtown section of a large city 

and youth were expected to spend a great deal of time out- 

side the program every day. Moreover, the boys were allowed 
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to visit their homes frequently, and some went home every 

weekend. Youth were allowed to go to neighborhood stores, 

"hang around" on front porches, and go out almost every night 

for swimming, movies, shopping, and other activities. There 

was a great deal of freedom within the program and no fences 

or locked doors. 

In contrast Marigold, Rosebud and Gillston were much 

more concerned with maintaining order and discipline. Dur- 

ing the school year, the girls at Marigold had to wear uni- 

forms, were only allowed five cigarettes a day, could not be 

outside on the grounds after nine at night, and needed the 

permission of a cottage parent to enter another cottage. 

Moreover, the administration and staff of Marigold were op- 

posed to attempts to foster confmunity contact. As one of 

the social workers indicated: 

"We don't involve ourselves with the surrounding 
community. What could the gir!s gain from this? 
We take ~em out shopping and so forth. Our girls 
would make friends that would cause no end of problems. 
Girls placed here are looking for as little publicity 
as possible." 

Rosebud was also relatively structured. Girls were required 

to attend church every week; were not allowed to go up to 

their rooms without permission; and could not visit other 

cottages without permission, participate in community 

activities,or have weekly phone calls until they had been in 

the program at least a year. 

Gillston was in a state of disorganization at the time 

of the field visit because it had just begun operations 

three months before. The enforcement of rules was haphazard 
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but youth were under constant surveillance. Boys were 

allowed very little contact with the outside community except 

for occasional sports contests with other correctional insti- 

tutions in the area. 

Though there were quite significant differences in the 

restrictiveness and isolation of these utilitarian programs, 

they were all strongly committed to systems of control in 

which rewards and punishments were clearly linked to specific 

behaviors. They all had some variant of a behavior modifi- 

cation system in which privileges were consistent and depri- 

vations were a function of failure to abide by formal rules. 

Juniper, Hickory Creek and Giilston had formal behavior 

modification systems in which points were assigned for posi- 

tive and negative behaviors, leading to the allocation of 

particular privileges every week. At Juniper, the "Behavior 

Control System" was a negative point system in which each 

boy began with ten points, which could be reduced or lost 

by specific offenses such as "serious fighting, deliberate 

destruction of property, gross defiance of staff, or delib- 

erate skipping of any activities." At Gillston a boy was 

given a white card to record the number of points he earned 

in school and in the cottage. Points were punched on the 

card at the end of every school day and every shift of the 

cottage staff. At the end of a week, these points were 

translated into a dollar value to be spent in the school's 

"tangible reward center." But there were also intangible 

rewards to be earned, such as the level in which a youth was 
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placed, trips, recreational activities, and special tele- 

vision programs. The youth lost his white card and was giv- 

en a green card for special offenses such as running away, 

fighting, rank disobedience, and smoking,and had to earn the 

white card back. In Hickory Creek the behavior modification 

system was also built into all parts of the program. Youth 

moved through stages in the program and there was an elabor- 

ate system of formalized rewards and punishments, including 

cash; but the kinds of rewards and privileges a boy could 

earn depended not only on his behavior but also on his level 

or unit. 

Marigold and Rosebud also had systems in which privileges 

were provided depending on the level a girl had reached. 

Privileges were not specifically tied to particular behav- 

iors but to levels, and the levels were attained through con- 

sistently good behavior over a period of time. The gratifi- 

cations were not as immediate as in the formal systems dis- 

cussed above. 

At Marigold the youth began at the first level,in which 

they were given Very few privileges. They could have visits 

once a month, receive letters from their immediate families, 

go on outings of the entire cottage, and could walk on re- 

stricted areas of the grounds. After one month they could 

write a letter to the review board to move up to the next 

level, if the social service staff felt that this was a 

valid petition. The review board consisted of the entire 

staff of the program. The "Rose Level System" at Rosebud 
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was quite similar to Marigold's system, but the Rose Level 

System incorporated the length of time a girl had been in 

the program with specific behavior. A girl could not move 

to the second level until she had been in the program two 

months and could not reach the highest level until she had 

been there at least a year. In the Rose Level System, girls 

could not go up to their dorm rooms alone until they had 

reached the fourth level, which took at least eight months. 

It took at least ten months and the attainment of the fifth 

level before a girl could visit another cottage without per- 
L 

mission. 

Despite the fact that all these programs were clearly 

committed to behavior modification, they were all nominally 

involved in other treatment strategies as well, such as 

"reality therapy" and individual counselling. But it was 

the consensus of the field staff that the behavior modifica- 

tion and point systems were the most predominant interven- 

tion strategies used to manage and control the behavior of 

the youth in these programs. 

Participatory Programs: Fieldston, Greyshire, Lakeside, 
Magnolia, Sweet Laurel, Wildwood 

Except for Wildwood, the participatory programs were all 

located in fairly traditional training schools. Though all 

of these programs were isolated from their communities, 

Wildwood was located in a wilderness setting, and in many 

ways resembled a long-term summer camp. Though all of these 

participatory programs were concerned with maintaining secur- 
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ity and control over youth, there were clear differences in 

the degree of regimentation between them and the custodial 

programs we described earlier. 

None of the participatory programs had fences surrounding 

them and yout h were not marched from building to building. 

Yet there were differences between them in organizational 

mechanisms of control and management. In Fieldston, the 

cottages were often locked and there were a few guards walk- 

ing around on the grounds. For the most part, however, girls 

were allowed to walk on campus with relatively little super- 

vision. Within their cottages, they were often completely 

unsupervised with free movement into all areas. They were, 

however, restricted in entering other cottages. 

G;eyshire, a subunit of one of the oldest state insti- 

tutions in the country~ was extremely relaxed and open. ~ 

Youth were allowed unescorted movements to the school, gym, 

canteen, church, and other areas when approved by staff 

though this movement was always on the buddy system. Since 

Greyshire contained both boys and girls, a lot of recreation- 

al activities were geared to interaction among the sexes in 

informal ways. 

Lakeside was also a coeducational program, noted for its 

policy of providing a gr~at deal of freedom and community 

activities for youth with very serious offense patterns. 

Youth were able to move freely around the grounds and spend 

a great deal of time outside. Dances were held two nights 

a week and many off campus trips were planned. Moreover, 
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there wasdirect contact between the administration and the 

youth; administrative staff referred to youth by name and 

boys and girls were free to drop by the administration build- 

ing to visit. 

The girls at Magnolia were also allowed to walk around 

freely on campus and to enter other cottages than their own. 

Yet there was an underlying concern with security, manifested 

by a glass walled security shack on the grounds which was 

continually manned by security men using walkie-talkies. 

Contact with the outside community was extremely limited. 

Concern with security led to the elimination of coed parties. 

There were no volunteers and girls were rarely allowed off- 

campus trips. 

Sweet Laurel was in a major period of transition at the 

time of the field visit, with the advent of a new director 

and his subsequent introduction of a new treatment program. 

Girls who had entered'under the old system were still sub- 

ject to its rules,while the girls who came after the new 

director were allowed more privileges but given more inten- 

sive treatment. Girls in the old program were only allowed 

three cigarettes a day, were not allowed to have keys to 

their own rooms, and only got an allowance of thirty-five 

cents a week. Girls in the new program, on the other hand, 

were able to leave the building both during the day and at 

night, could carry their owncigarettes and money, had keys 

to their rooms, and got an allowance of two and a half dollars 

a week. 
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Despite these "official" differences, however, there ap- 

peared to be very little differentiation between the two 

groups in practice. Though youth were allowed to move 

around the grounds outside freely at various t~mes during the 

day, they were not allowed to come down to the main floor 

from their rooms for meals or recreation until called down 

as a group by the security staff. Security staff used an 

intercom system to listen to the activities on each wing and 

they were expected to have hourly bed counts during the 

night. However, many of the living unit staff fell asleep 

~nd no one was much concerned if these counts were neglected. 

Youth at Sweet Laurel had a great deal of contact with volun- 

teers from nearby colleges though other forms of community 

contact were limited. 

Wildwood was probably the most unusual program in the 

sample, operated by a private foundation, it was a wilder- 

ness camp on over eight hundred acres of heavily wooded land. 

Youth lived in tents which they constructed themselves along 

with their counselors,who helped them prepare meals, planned 

activities with them, and lived with them twenty-four hours 

a day. The program had strong religious overtones and nei- 

ther staff nor youth were allowed to drink or smoke. Though 

there was no formal educational program, youth were expected 

to learn reading, writing, arithmetic and geography through 

a variety of activities, such as planning weekly menus and 

trips, constructing their tents, calculating proportions in 

Cooking, and so forth. 
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There was a real sense of order and control at Wildwood 

but it seemed to arise from planned, organized activities 

rather than rigid surveillance and formal rules. There was 

no time for youth to become bored and there was a kind of 

sense of adventure in the everyday routine, as well as in 

the trips they took at least once a month, such as rafting 

dow~ the Mississippi Rover. Though the wilderness camp was 

very isolated, each boy had a three-day period every month 

during which he returned home. 

All of these participatory programs had a strong con~nit- 

ment to group decision-making, though the intensity of the 

process varied somewhat. At Greyshire the Guided Group 

Interaction Program had been in operation for two years, and 

upon entering the larger institution youth were able to 

choose the program of GGI at Greyshire or the custodial pro- 

gram at Cheshire. In order to enter a group the youth had 

to write a letter of application and then was invited to 

the cottage for a "peer take." The "peer take" involved 

questions from all the youth and staff about past activities, 

present goals and motives, and other relevant characteris- 

tics. The youth was then accepted or rejected by the group. 

Groups of 8-12 youth met five days a week for one and a half 

hours. Each group had a group leader (staff) who was ex- 

pected to facilitate the group process in a number of ways. 

But youth took major responsibility for their own and others' 

behavior. If group members were found not to have accepted 

these responsibilities of controlling misconduct, the whole 
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group could be punished. Field staff were convinced that 

both staff and youth were very committed to this process and 

in fact, release dates were in part determined by these 

groups. 

~n almost identical process called Positive Peer Culture 

operated at Fieldston, where meetings were held every night 

for an hour and a half. However, girls were not allowed to 

choose this program -- ~hey were all assigned to it upon 

entry. Moreover, the groups had little or no input into re- 

lease decisions, although the group leaders did. 

At Lakeside the Guided Group Interaction Program was also 

very intensive. Youth met in groups of eight for one hour 

every day. In order for a youth to move up the ranks toward 

release or to be released from lock-up, the GGI group had to 

recommend it. The group also had a strong input into the 

release decisions for its members. 

At Magnolia the Guided Group Interaction program was con- 

sidered so important that school classes were interrupted 

for such meetings. Five days a week nine to ten girls met 

in these groups for an hour and the group made decisions 

about rewards, punishments, home visits and release dates. 

Cottage staff, however, were not highly involved in the group 

process,and this has !ed to feelings of resentment among 

them. The group leaders were most often social workers and 

teachers. 

Sweet Laurel held one large group meeting every day for 

an hour which all girls had to attend. At this meeting, the 
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Director of Cottage Life made various announcements and 

then proceeded to lecture girls on their behavior, usually 

with a focus on one or two girls. Girls were then expected 

to confront each other with evidence of poor attitudes and 

misconduct. However, our observations confirmed the opinion 

of the executive that very little interaction between the 

girls actually took place in these large meetings. In addi- 

tion to this large meeting, about half of the girls attended 

Guided Group Interaction meetings every day for an hour and 

a half, which were led by the executive who was trained in 

this modality. The field observations of these smaller 

groups indicated that girls seemed to be free to discuss 

their Criticisms of staff and the program in them and that 

the groups decided whether or not a new girl could enter. 

Yet the GGI groups were a relatively new strategy in this 

institution and were only beginning to be linked £o other 

components of the program. Although the executive wanted 

girls to be involved in making important decisions about 

their lives and was steering the group in that direction, 

the strategy was not fully implemented at the time of our 

visit. Youth were not yet involved in making decisions on 

rewards and punishments and had no input into release de- 

cisions. 

At Wildwood, the entire program was geared to small 

group process and decision-making. Each small group of 

eight to ten boys operated as an independent unit at their 

own campsite, making all decisions about daily activities 
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in conjunction with their counselors. Every evening, the 

group sat around a campfire for twenty minutes to two hours, 

discussing problems that arose during the day. Any member 

of the group could call a "huddle" to discuss serious pro- 

blems at any time, and these sessions lasted as long as was 

necessary to resolve the problems. All behavior problems 

were handled by the groups themselves, and rewards and pun- 

ishments were administered to the group as a whole, rather 

than to individuals. 

The participatory institutions were unique in that they 

all used group process models to manage the activities of 

youth, at least in part; though these models were not 

fully implemented in all cases, they tended to be linked 

very strongly to other program components such as education 

and cottage life. 

Treatment Experiences of Youth and Staff in Custodial, Utili- 
tarian, and Participatory Settings 

The classification of the sixteen institutionalunits 

into three styles of compliance and management was based 

on official reports of intervention strategies and field 

observations regarding their implementation. In this sec- 

tion, we will link this classification to the reports of 

youth and staff about their experiences with these interven- 

tion strategies in order to validate the typology. 

Youth were asked to report how many times in the last 

month they had met individually with a counselor or social 

worker and with other youth in group sessions, for periods 
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i 
of more than fifteen minutes. In Table 3.2, the percentage 

of youth reporting individual counselling at least once a 

week and group meetings more than once a week is shown in 

each of the institutions. Slightly more than half of the 

youth (54%) in custodial programs had at least one weekly 

meeting with a social worker alone, but this was true of only 

41% of the youth in utilitarian programs and 28% of those in 

participatory programs. On the other hand, eighty percent 

of the youth in participatory programs met more than once a 

week in group'sessions, but this was true of only 28 percent 

of youth in custodial and 18 percent of youth in utilitarian 

programs. Moreover, in most of the custodial and utilitarian 
r 

programs, many more youth reported individual sessions than 

group sessions, while the reverse was true of all participa- 

tory programs. Differences in the frequency of both indi- 

vidual and group treatment sessions among the institutions 

and the three styles of compliance and management were sig- 

nificant at the .0000 level. 

The observed differences in treatment strategies between 

participatory programs and the other two types are confirmed 

by the reports of youth about their exposure to individual 

or group-oriented counselling. Not only were youth in par- 

ticipatory programs much more intensively involved in group 

treatment,but they were, in general, more exposed to treat- 

ment per se than youth in the other program types. When we 

combined youth reports of exposure to individual counselling 

once a week and group counselling more than once a week, we 
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TABLE 3.2 FREQUENCY OF INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP TREATMENT SES- 
SIONS REPORTED BY YOUTH, BY INSTITUTION 

% meeting individually 
with counselor at 
least once a week 

% meeting with 
youth in group 
sessions more than 
once a week 

CUSTODIAL TYPES 

Cedar Hills (130-31) 67% 15% ~ 
Cheshire (40) 20 22 
Dogwood (140-46) 46 54 
Piney Bluff (110-114) 54 6 
Sequoia (122-23) 63 32 

TOTAL (551-563) 54 28 

UTILITA~qIAN TYPES 

Gillston (92) 50 25 
Hickory Creek (55-56) 29 29 
Juniper (37) 49 14 
Marigold (39-40) 65 8 
Rosebud (77-80) 24 9 

TOTAL (300-304) 41 18 

PARTICIPATORY TYPES 

Fieldston (37) 38 73 
Greyshire (71) 28 92 
Lakeside (108-109) 9 69 
Magnolia (122-26) 47 80 
Sweet Laurel (32-35) 26 94 
Wildwood (64-65) 20 81 

TOTAL (440-443) 28 80 

Chi Square 
(Institutions) 

437.64,60d.f., 
p=0.0000 

644.46,60d.f., 
p=0.0000 

Chi Square 138.66, 8d.f., 389.40 8d.f., 
(Types) p=0.0000 p=0.0000 



109 

found that there were again significant differences. Eighty- 

four percent of the youth in participatory programs reported 

at least one or both types of treatment as did 66 percent of 

the youth in custodial programs. 5ut less than half of ~ne 

youth in utilitarian progress (49%) had been exposed to rela- 

tively frequent individual Or group treatment sessions. In 

utilitarian programs the behavior modification systems with 

clearly specified criteria for rewards and punishments seem 

to be used as a kind of functional alternative to the treat- 

ment sessions used in participatory and custodial programs. 

In order to determine whether institutions using group 

process models could'really be labeled "participatory '~, we 

looked at the responses of youth to several questions about 

their perceptions of their influence in decision-making. 

Youth were asked who usually gave out rewards and punishments 

in their programs and also who had the most and the second 

most to say about when they would be released. In Table 3.3 

the percentage of youth reporting that "other youth here" 

were involved in each of these decisions is shown for each of 

the institutions within a particular style of compliance and 

management. In custodial and utilitarian programs, only 10% 

~r fewer of the youth believed that there peers were involved 

in providing them with rewards and p,lnishments. In partici- 

patory programs, on the other hand, slightly more than a 

quarter of the youth (27%) thought other youth usually gave 

out rewards,and almost half of them (45%) believed other 

youth usually punished them. Perceptions about release de- 
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TABLE 3.3 PERCEPTIONS OF YOUTH REGARDING PARTICIPATION OF 
OTHER YOUTH IN DECISION-MAKING, BY INSTITUTION 

CUSTODIAL TYPES 

% reporting 
other youth 
give rewards 

% reporting 
other youth 
give punish- 
ments 

% reporting 
other youth 
make release 
decisions 

Cedar Hills (119-29) 9% 
Cheshire (44-49) 12 
Dogwood (93-140) 8 
Piney Bluff (98-112) 5 
Sequoia (106-121) 14 

10% 0% 
18 0 
8 0 
5 0 

ii 0 

TOTAL (533-555) 9 I0 0 

UTILITARIAN TYPES 

Gillston' (84-92) 6 ii 1 
Hickory Creek (45-56) ii 14 0 
Juniper (34-37) 3 3 6 
Marigold (39-40) 8 5 0 
Rosebud (76-80) 12 2 0 

TOTAL (299-305) 8 8 1 

PARTICIPATORY TYPES 

Fieldston (32-37) 12 
Greyshire (70-71) 42 
Lakeside (58-110) 28 
Magnolia (111-123) 24 
Sweet Laurel (32-36) 6 
Wildwood (26-37) 38 

54 30 
90 71 
30 19 
47 33 
8 18 

15 42 

TOTAL (383-403) 27 45 38 

Chi Square 
~Institutions) 

Chi Square 
(Types) 

108.53,15d.f. 381.43,15d.f., 
p=0.0000 p=0.0000 

68.856,2d.f. 223.23,2d.f. 
p=0.0000 p=0.0000 

448.18, 30d.f. 
p=0.0000 

306.73,4d.f. 
p=0.0000 
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cisions paralleled perceptions about rewards and punishments. 

Practically no one in custodial and utilitarian programs 

felt that other youth were involved in determining release 

dates, but more than a third of the youth in participatory 

programs believed that other youth had a great deal to say 

about these decisions. Participation in decision-making 

seemed to be especially strong at Greyshire, where most 

youth thought that others were involved in giving out pun- 

ishments and determining release dates. As we noted earli- 

er, Sweet Laurel appeared to be only minimally involved in 

participatory processes,in contrast to the other programs 

so classified; but Sweet Laurel youth were significantly 

more likely to believe that release decisions were made by 

their peers than youth in programs classified as custodial 

or utilitarian. 

Selected responses of staff to questions regarding be- 

liefs about youth and current program operations were summar- 

ized according to the three types of compliance/management 

styles in Table 3.4. There are consistent differences in 

underlying assumptions about the value of group process and 

the importance of immediate compliance reflected in the res- 

ponses of staff in custodial programs as opposed to staff 

in the other two program types. Custodial program staff 

were much more likely to believe that youth should keep to 

themselves and not get too close to other youth, as well as 

do what they are told to do quickly. The concern with imme- 
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COMPLIANCE/ 
MANAGEMENT STYLE 

Custodial 
(N=229-242) 

utilitarian 
(N=i16-122) 

Participatory 
(N=153-191) 

Agree that the youth who get 
the most out of their stay 28% 
here keep to themselves and don't 
get too close to other youth, a 

Agree that the best way for 64% 
youth to get along here iSatO do 
what they're told quickly. 

Agree that youth here share in 32% 
making decisions about how the 
place is run. 

Agree that the-reward or point 36% 
system used here in daily living 
is an effective part of the 
program. 

Agree that each staff member has 64% 
too many youth to work with 
successfully. 

Believe the director expects 21% 
personnel to maintain order at 
all times, otherwise the youth 
will get out of control. 

10% 13% 

47% 47% 

38% 63% 

77% 39% 

41% 38% 

10% 9% 

Chi 2 = 23.119, 
2d.f., 
p=0.0000 

Chi 2 = 15.141, 
2d.f., 
p = O . O 0 0 5  

C h i  2 = 5 0 . 2 4 2 ,  
l O d . f . ,  
p=O.O000 

Chi 2 = 72.099~ 
10d.f., 
p=0.0000 

Chi 2 = 33.804 
2d.f., 
p=0.0000 

Chi 2 = 27.661, 
6d.f., 
p=0.0001 

a. Includes answer categories: Strongly agree, Agree and Mildly Agree 
b. Includes answer categories: Strongly agree and Agree 
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diate compliance may be linked to problems of understaffing 

in custodial programs, since we see that nearly two-thirds 

of the staff in these programs feel that they have to work 

with too many youth to be effective. The majority of staff 

in utilitarian and participatory institutions do not feel 

that this is a problem. Moreover, staff in custodial pro- 

grams were significantly more likely than utilitarian and 

participatory Staff members to believe that the executive 

expected them to maintain order at all times, and these ex- 

pectations may well have been translated into precepts of 

immediate compliance and control over inmate association. 

As we would expect, reward and point systems were seen 

as much more effective by staff in utilitarian programs than 

in the other two program types, since these systems formed 

the basis of most treatment in utilitarian institutions. 

Similarly, we found that staff in participatory programs 

were much more likely to report that youth share in formu- 

lating institutional policy decisions than youth in the 

other two program types. 

Not only were we able to clearly distinguish the six- 

teen institutional units on the basis of the predominant 

intervention strategy which appeared operative at the time 

of the field visits through official reports and actual ob- 

servations, but we have also confirmed the validity of the 

typology using selected reports of youth and staff in these 

programs about their experiences relating to management and 

compliance styles. In a variety of ways, including actual 
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treatment provided to youth, ability of youth to participate 

in important decisions, and staff assumptions about the im- 

portance of immediate compliance, control over inmate asso- 

ciation, and the implementation of management strategies, 

these three types are significantly different fron one ano- 

ther. 

Summary 

In a brief review of comparative institutional research 

using the custody-treatment continuum, certain problematic 

features of its conceptualization and operationalization 

were noted. These problems included: the confusion of goal 

orientation and scope in differentiating programs, differ- 

ences between official and operative goals, efforts to pol- 

arize goals which may be complementary and/or simultaneous, 

inadequate specification of the terms "custody" and "treat- 

ment", and few guidelines for their empirical measurement. 

Criteria for the development of a classification scheme 

in this analysis arose from the examination of these problems 

in prior research and included the following factors. The 

typology had to represent significant differences ~mong the 

institutions which would be expected to lead to variations 

in inmate misconduct. It had to be clearly understood and 

based on relatively enduring, objective features of these 

programs, not on individual characteristics of youth in them 

or on attitudes of the participants at particular points in 

time. However, the placement of particular institutions in 
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the typology could be validated, using reports of youth and 

staff about their progra~ experiences. 

The sixteen institutional units in our sample were then 

classified on the basis of their predominant intervention 

strategies (or treatment technologies) into three styles of 

managing inmates and securing their compliance: Custodial, 

Utilitarian and Participatory. Intervention strategies, 

rather than goals, were used as the basis of the typology 

because they were believed to be more directly and strongly 

linked both to the behavior of youthand to the management 

practices of staff. The five custodial programs in our s~ple 

were so typed because they used individualized casework 

services as the only treatment technology in fairly tradi- 

tional training school settings, emphasizing order and dis- 

cipline. The five utilitarian institutions all had opera- 

tional systems providing clearly specified rewards and pun- 

ishments for particular types of behavior, and these sys- 

tems were central treatment tools. The six programs we have 

labeled participatory all had a strong commitment to group 

process and decision-making technologies in which pervasive 

attitudinal as well as behavioral changes were sought for 

the youth. 

The custodial programs were, in general, large public 

training schools containing males while the utilitarian 

programs were most often small private programs. Participa- 

tory institutions were, for the most, small public facil- 

ities housing female or coeducational populations. Descrip- 
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rive statements about each program as well as selected re- 

ports of youth and staff confirmed the essential differences 

among the program types. Custodial programs were oriented 

to strict surveillance andcontrol of youth, though many 

of them had at least nominal commitments to fairly sophis- 

ticated individualized treatment technologies, such as Tra.~s- 

actional Analysis. About half of the youth in these pro- 

grams reported weekly meetings with a social worker, but only 

about a quarter of them met with other youth in groups very 

frequently. Most youth felt that their peers had nothing 

to do with rewards or punishments, including release deci- 

sions. Most staff in these programs believed in the nece- 

ssity for immediate compliance on the part of youth and also 

felt that the programs were too understaffed to be effective. 

Utilitarian programs were more differentiated than the 

Custodial ones in terms of regimentation and isolation, but 

were all strongly committed to behavior control regimens 

such as token economies and level systems in Which privi- 

leges were graduated and earned. Less than half of the 

youth in these programs had been exposed to regularly sche- 

duled individual or group treatment on a weekly basis and 

most youth in these programs believed that decisions about 

reward, punishment, or release of other youth w~re completely 

out of their hands, staff in these programs maintained that 

the reward and point systems were extremely effective in 

managing the daily activities of the youth and were much less 
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oriented to immediate compliance and control than those in 

custodial programs. 

Most of the participatory programs were contained in 

fairly traditional training school settings, but there was 

one exception - a kind of wilderness camp called Wildwood. 

All of the programs, however, had strong commitments to 

group decision-making processes. One program was in the 

initial stages of implementing this intervention strategy, 

so aspects of the process were underdeveloped. The major- 

ity of youth in all of the participatory programs were in- 

volved in group sessions more than once a week and very few 

of them. were at all involved in individual counselling on a 

weekly basis. Youth in these programs were significantly 

more involved in decisions about rewards, punishments and 

the release of their peers than those in the other program 

types. Over forty percent of these youth reported that 

other youth were usually involved in giving out punishments, 

for example. The majority of staff members in these par- 

ticipatoryprograms agreed that the youth shared in impor- 

tant policy decisions. Moreover, participatory program 

staff shared with utilitarian program staff much less con- 

cern about the need for constant order, immediate compliance, 

control over irmlate association, and inadequate staffing 

than was true of custodial program staff. 

In the following chapters, the typology of compliance/ 

management style which was developed here will be used to 

assess the impact of the organizational context on the per- 
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ceptions of youth about the social climate or atmosphere of 

the institution as well as on the frequency of misconduct 

in these programs. 
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FOOTNOTES 

i. Such comparative studies include: Oscar Grusky, "Organ- 
izational Goalsand Behavior of Informal Leaders," Amer- 
ican Journal of Sociology, 65, 1959; Charles Tittle, 
Society of Subordinates: Inmate Organization in a Nar- 
cotic Hospital, Bloomington, indiana, indiana University 
Press, 1972; L~Mar Empey and Steven Lubeck, The Silver- 
lake Experiment, Chicago, Aldine, 1972; Rose Gia!lombar- 
do, The Social World of Imprisoned Girls, New York, 
Wiley, 1974; Latham Winfree, Jr., Anomie, Alienation, 
and Rebellion: A Sociological Study of Rebellion inTwo 
Institutions for Juvenile Offenders, Unpublished Doctoral 
Dissertation, University of Montana, 1976; and Matthew 
Zingraff, A Comparative Study of Inmate Subcultures and 
Adaptation Patterns in Correctional Institutions for 
Male and Female Delinquents, Unpublished Doctoral Disser- 
tation, Bowling Green University, 1976. 

2. In the Street, Vinter and Perrow analysis, the two dimen- 
Sions, gratification-deprivation experienced by inmates 
and patterns of control and authority used by staff, were 
used as the hypothetical link between institutional goals 
and responses of the inmate grou~ because both varied 
between the obedience/conformity and treatment settings. 
The inclusion of the reeducation/development institu- 
tions into the custody-treatment typology confuses the 
issue, as the authors have suggested, because "the fact 
that they are open makes it difficult to assess either 
the balance of gratifications to deprivations or the 
staff patterns of control and authority" (Street, Vin- 
ter and Perrow, 1966, pp. 226-227). in the unfortunate 
and apparently unplanned confusion of goal orientation 
and structure (open versus closed) in sampling, the exact 
ordering of the reeducation/development and treatment 
programs could not be determined. 

3. Etzioni defines "effectiveness" not as survival but as 
the most efficient and satisfactory solution to a set 
of specific requirements or needs. He labels as inef- 
fective orginizations in which the control and commit- 
ment needs are mismatched; resulting in "wasted means, 
psychological and social tension~ lack of coordination, 
and a strain toward matching or congzuent combinations" 
(Etzioni, 1961, p. 87). Thus, for example, he argues 
that remuneration is at least partially wasted when 
actors are highly alienated and therefore inclined to 
disobey despite material sanctions; it is also wasted 
when actors are highly committed so that they would 
conform merely for symbolic normative rewards. Conse- 
quently remuneration is most effective when coupled 
with participants who have only a calculative involve- 
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men5 i:h the organization. We suggest that these assump- 
tions require some intensive empirical testing with re- 
gard to both the efficiency and long-term effectiveness 
of the congruent types, in comparison with one another 
and with the incongruent types. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE MEASURE~LENT OF MISCONDUCT 

Despite a growing number of rigorous attempts to des- 

cribe the delinquent behavior of teenagers in their commun- 

ities, misconduct in institutional settings has been by- 

passed for the most part. With a few exceptions, students 
t, 

of prisons and training schools have concentrated on the 

attitudes of inmates and have ignored the more behavioral 
J 

manifestations of adaptation to confinement. 1 

We are limited in efforts to characterize the variety 

of deviant and delinquent acts occurring in institutions not 

only because of the lack of research but also because of incon- 

sistencies in defining misconduct evident in the few stu- 

dies which do exist. In general, research in this area has 

been confined to fairly circumscribed but dramatic behaviors, 

such as absconding, homosexuality, drug use and violent 

behavior, with little or no attention being paid to more 

routine, mundane and perhaps more frequent events such as 

theft. Investigations into the full gamut of misbehavior, 

though more comprehensive, tend to employ very loose defini- 

tions of the phenomena, making it difficult to replicate or 

even compare them. Terms used by these researchers include: 

"messing up" (Fisher, 19~5), "institutional adjustment" 

(Wolfgang, 1964); Cowden, 1966), "rebellion" (Stinchccmbe, 

1964; Eve Winfree, 1976), "rule breaking" (Jensen, 

1977), "critical incidents" (Empey and Newland, 1968; Empey 

121 
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and Lubeck, 1971), "deviance and disruption" (Polsky, 1962), 

and "secondary adjustments" (Goffman, 1961). Strict guide- 

lines for classifying particular behaviors as "misconduct" 

are nonexistent,since most of these researchers defined par- 

ticular acts as instances of misconduct or maladjustment by 

their consequences for the organization, not in terms of the 

characteristics of the behaviors per se. Particular behav- 

iors would be labeled as disruptive or critical if they in- 

terfered with the internal or external stability of the insti- 

2 
tution. 

Obviously,in a study of more than two or three institu- 

tions such as ours, misconduct behaviors could not be de- 

fined by their consequences because the same behaviors might 

have quite different effects in the various programs. On 

the other hand, it was necessary to develop a measure of 

misconduct in which the behaviors includedwere likely to be 

viewed with disfavor by staff in all of the institutions 

and were also officially prohibited. For comparative pur- 

poses, it was necessary to focus on a set of clearly defined, 

specific behaviors likely to be labeled as misconduct in 

all sixteen institutional units. 

In this chapter, we will describe the measures of mis- 

conduct behavior which will be used throughout the analysis. 

Since our research is targeted on the self-reported miscon- 

duct of youth, we will discuss, in some depth, issues relat- 

ing to the comparative validity of official ' estimates and 

self-reports, with a focus on the degree of congruence be- 
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tween youth reports and staff estimates of these acts with- 

in each cottage. Next we will look for patterns in self- 

reported misconduct in order to explore the utility of a 

typology of these offenses. Finally, we will present descrip- 

tive data about the frequency and pervasiveness of miscon- 

duct, as well as the extent to which these acts are indi- 

vidual or collective in nature, within institutions differ- 

entiated according to their compliance/management styles. 

Definin~ and Measuring Misconduct 

Most of the current estimates of institutional miscon- 

duct are derived from official records, such as disciplinary 

or incident reports, or from staff nominations of "trouble- 

makers" or "maladjusted inmates." In only a few instances 

were youth asked to report on their own involvement in 

3 
delinquency within an institutional setting, it is rather 

interesting to note that despite the growing preference for 

self-reported indices of delinquency in community settings, 

researchers in institutions have continued to rely on offi- 

cial estimates. 

In this analysis, however, we focus on misconduct as re- 

ported by the youth themselves. Seven specific acts were 

considered: illegal drug use, absconding, internal theft, 

property destruction and damage, assaults on staff, fight- 

ing, and feigning illness. 4 Verbal instructions, preceding 

these items were as follows: 

Following is a list of things you may or may not 
have done in the last four weeks. If you have not, 
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check "Never." If you have, check how many times. 

Each of the items was contained in the following format: 

In the last four weeks, how many times have you ? 

Never Once or twice Three to ten times More than 
ten times 

() C ) ( ) C ) 

The time frame used for these self-reports was deliber- 

ately short -- four weeks -- because as Hardt and Bodine 

cautioned: 

"ambiguity can be introduced when the periods for 
which reports of misconduct are sought are too 
long" (Hardt and Bodine, 1965, p. 17). 

The danger of inaccuracy over a longer time period is par- 

ticularly likely among institutionalized youth not only be- 

cause it may be more difficult for them to remember past 

events or to recall the frequency of common ones, but also 

because they have been in programs for varying lengths of 

time. We wanted to be able to include youth who had been in 

the programs only one or two months as well as those who 

were iongtimers. Because we were interested in any associa- 

tions between attitudes toward the program and the occurrence 

of these behaviors, we wanted a fairly recent measure of be- 

havior likely to be closely tied to present attitudes. 5 

The response rates on these items were uniformly high. 

Out of 1326 codable questionnaires, there were only 18 non- 

responses on drug use; 6 nonresponses on hitting staff or 

fighting youth; 5 nonrespondents on pretending to be sick, 

running away or damaging property; and three youth who did- 

not answer the question on stealing in the program. 
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An exact number of instances of each type of misbehavior 

cannot be derived from our measure of reported behavior. 

Youth were not asked to give a specific n~er of instances 

of any of the acts but were presented with four response 

categories: Never, Once or twice, Three to ten times, and 

More than ten times. Advice from a reading consultant and 

other researchers in this area led us to conclude that these 

closed categories would be simpler for youth to use and 

would provide more accurate recall. 

Moreover, only a fraction of possible acts of institu- 

tional delinquency were included in the questionnaire so the 

reported behaviors cannot be construed as representing to- 

tal amount of misconduct occurring in these settings. Any 

comprehensive estimate of total misconduct would have to in- 

clude self-destructive behaviors, suchas self-mutilation 

and suicide attempts; acts of noncompliance such as refus- 

ing to go to school, do homework or participate in treatment; 

problematic behaviors such as swearing or not keeping clean; 

and active efforts at resistance such as arson, riot activ- 

ity and participation in food strikes. 

Although our measures of misconduct cannot be considered 

as comprehensive, we are convinced that they represent a 

range of behaviors which are of concern to most institutions. 

We asked staff members to rate the seriousness of six out 

of these seven behaviors; in Table 4.1 the averaged rat- 

ings for each institution are shown. 6 Across all the pro-. 

grams, drug use, staff assaults, absconding, theft, and 



TAIII,E 4.1 AVERAGED RATINGS OF STAFF REGAI{DING TIIE SEI~IOUShlESS OF MI,qCONDIICT, BY 
INsTrrDTION i 

Type o f  E1|.gcolI(hlct 

CUSTOI) l AI, Drt!g (hie llifting Ronnlng Theft ~'[~lht |nq Feigl~i ng 
PI{()(;I~Ar4~ " Sta [  f AW,~y I | Inen~ 

Cedar Illlls (43-47) ].B ].6 1.6 1.8 1.9 2.9 
Ch~hi r~ (6) ].3 1.3 1.5 1.5 !.7 3.2 
l)ogwo,~d ( 4 1 - 4 2 )  ) .7 |.7 1.7 ].6 1.7 2.7 
Piney l~luff (52-55) 1.4 1.4 1 - 6  2.0 2.1 2.6 
Se,l~O[ a (fl4-87) 1.3 1.2 1.5 2.0 1.9 2.9 

TOTAl. (231-234) 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.9 1.9 2.8 

u'r [ I.I TA R I AN 
I) It()(=ItAMS 

Gi I !.gton (6) 
I l i c k o r y  Creek (44-46) 
,hm ! p~.r (5} 
Hat  l g o l d  (23-24)  
liosebtk] (37 -41)  

TOTAl, ( i] 9-~21) 

].5 1.7 1.8 2.2 2.0 2.5 
1.4 1.6 2.0 2.8 2.! 2.6 
1,4 1.4 2.6 1.8 2.6 2.6 
].6 ].6 1.7 i .O 2.0 2.7 
1.3 1.3 1.6 2.0 1.6 2.6 
L . 4 .  i.5 ]:8 1.9 ].9 2.6. 

NORMAT I VE 
PR( )GRAMS 

Fteldston (9-101 I • 1 I. l I. ] I. 5 I . 4 2.5 
(;rey~htre (20-2[) 1.2 1.4 1.6 • 1.8 1.0 2.7 
Laken  !t]e ( 6 5 - 6 6 )  1 . 5  1 . 5  1 . 7  2.0  1 . 7  3 . 0  
HaqncJl ! a (42-47)  1 .9 2 .0  1.7 [ . 9  2 .0  T. 5 
~w{,et l.aure| (24-26) 1.3 1.3 1.8 2.0 l.fl - 2.7 
V~ ( idwood (15-161 I.l 2.0 1.6 1.6 1.9 2.6 

TO'rAI.- ( 1 7 9 - 1 8 3  ) 1 . 5  1 , 6  1 . 7  1 . 9  l . f l  2 . 7  

TOTA|, HEAN FOR 
AI,I, I,ItO(;RAMS (530-517)  1.5 ] . 5  1 .7  1.9 1.9 2.7 

"The b e h a v i o r s  a re  raked on a I t o  4 Bca le ,  w i t h  the f o l l o w l n g  p o l n t ~ :  ! (Very S e r l ( . ~ ) ,  
2 (Somewhat S e r i o u s ) ,  3 (Hot Very  Ser lou .~) ,  4 (Not. se~c(og.~). On ly  r , t n f f  h~v lng  d i r e c t  

contact with the youth (executives, reed|ca! personneJ, trPatmollt nt,~[[, cottage pel-~ntlllO! 
etltlcat[on stall, and secoritypersom~el) w~re in(tluded In  th[,q anaiy,qln. 

Oh 



127 

fighting were viewed as at least somewhat serious. However, 

staff tended to view instances in which youth pretended to 

be ill as not very serious. Though ~here were some differ- 

ences in the degree of staff concern regarding drug use, 

hitting Of staff, and fighting, in most programs they were 

regarded as serious misconduct. Moreover, the style of com- 

pliance/management had no appreciable effect on the evalua- 

tion of the seriousness of misconduct; in each type of pro- 

gram drug use and staff assaults were viewed as more serious 

than absconding and absconding in turn was viewed as more 

serious than theft or fighting. The feigning of illness 

was uniformly viewed as not very serious at all. These staff 

evaluations will be considered in the development of a sum- 

mary or cumulative index of serious misconduct later in 

this chapter. 

Issues in the Use of Self-Reports and Official Estimates of 
Misconduct 

Using a variety of techniques discussed earlier in 

Chapter II, we tried to maximize the accuracy of self-report- 

ed misconduct by youth. In this section, we will discuss 

some of the issues in the continuing controversy between 

proponents of self-reported delinquent behavior and research- 

ers committed to official reports. 

Critics of the self-report approach are especially con- 

cerned about the likelihood of deliberate falsification and 

concealing of punishable acts, and so most efforts at vali- 

dation have been directed to this problem. Checks involve 
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comparisons of self-report data with police and court records, 

the nominations of control agents such as teachers, or the 

reports of their peers. In Gold's study of Flint teenagers, 

the validation techniques involved the comparison of self- 

reported delinquent acts with information provided by infor- 

mants. Gold concluded that: 

"Overall, 72 percent of the 125 youngsters confessed 
to everything which informants had told us or to more 
recent or more serious offenses. Another 17 percent 
of the youngsters appeared to be outright concealers. 
The rest were questionable...There are no apparent 
differences in concealment of specific offenses between 
races or social statuses, but there are some sex dif- 
ferences. Offenses most often concealed by the boys 
in the validity sample were breaking and entering, 
property destruction and carrying concealed weapons... 
Girls most often concealed breaking and entering, 
property destruction, unauthorized driving away of an 
auto, gang fighting, miscellaneous theft, and for ~ 
nication" (Gold, 1970, pp. 21-22). 

As we already discussed in Chapter II, the techniques Gold 

used have some severe deficiencies, not only in assessing 

the amount of concealment, but also in revealing the amount 

Of exaggeration that may be present. Very few studies using 

self-report measures contend with the possible exaggeration 

of delinquency, even those in which fairly detailed valida- 

tion techniques are used (e.g., Elliott and Voss, 1974; 

Lubeck and Empey, 1971; and Gold, 1970). Of course, it is 

quite difficult to pinpoint instances of exaggeration be- 

cause, as Gold states: 

"TO what extent do teenagers, and boys especially, 
want to project an image of at least moderate delin- 
quency as a demonstration of daring and manliness? 
It does not seem possible to check this phenomenon, 
for it would require information not only about 
offenses which the criterion group had committed, but 
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also about offenses which they had not committed. 
We learned early in our study that teenagers could 
not vouch that even their closest friends had not 
committed any particular type of offense" (Gold, 
1970, p. 22). 

The difficulties in assessing the degree to which delin- 

quent behavior is concealed or exaggerated in self-reports 

would seem to be greater in open community settings than in 

total institutions. In total institutions, the relative 

lack of privacy and the almost constant interaction with 

other youth and staff should result in considerable congru- 

ence between self-reports and staff estimates of misconduct 

since it would be difficult to conceal most behaviors. Ideal- 

ly, in these settings, the official incident reports and dis- 

ciplinary records would be expectc! to provide adequate 

validity checks on the behaviors reported bythe youth them- 

selves. However, validation of self-reported data through 

the use of official disciplinary reports is often extremely 

difficult because of inadequate record-keeping, varying de- 

finitions of offenses, and selective reporting of certain 

types of'incidents. Although the problems in using official 

records are magnified in a study of a large number of insti- 

tutions such as ours, other researchers studying single 

institutions have underscored the problems involved. Heffer- 

n~n's experiences in using official records to measure mis- 

conduct in a women's prison are not uncommon. 

"Disciplinary records are far from standard. There 
is an inevitable variation by officer and by adminis- 
tration in the type of offense recorded and the type 
dismissed with a warning. In addition, the actual 
offense and the recorded offense may vary in terms 
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of the ability to prove the observed violation or 
in the interpretation of the circumstances" (Heffernan, 
1972, p. 190). 

In a study of absconding in programs operated by the New 

York State Division for Youth (DFY), Chase alluded tO diffi- 

culties in using official records because "occasional ab- 

scondings are not recorded as research statistics" (Chase, 

1975, p. 194). Street, Vinter and Perrow found that only 

two of their six institutions for boys kept explicit records 

on discipline and that the unreliability of reporting and 

variations in criteria were again problems in regard to 

records on truancy (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966, p. 197). 

In our perusal of the official disciplinary reports re- 

lating te absconding in the sampled inStitutions, we found 

that such records were often nonexistent or were kept in 

such different and unsystematic ways as to render compari- 

sons between programs and validity checks with youth self- 

reports impossible. Since absconding was considered of 

such critical importance in all of these programs and since 

it was more visible than most other forms of misconduct, the 

inadequacy of official records on absconding casts consider- 

able doubt on the validity of official records of misconduct 

in general. In fact, the recognition of both the unrelia- 

bility of these records and the severe biases in the pro- 

cessing of delinquent acts has led many researchers to re- 

ject official reports completely in favor of self-reports. 

For a variety of reasons many theorists committed to 

self-report methodologies believe that staff either deliber- 
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ately underreport or unknowingly underestimate the actual 

a~ount of delinquent behavior that occurs in institutions. 

They feel that staff may underestimate rule infractions and 

violations because they aren't in contact with the youth 

twentz-fbur hours a day; because they may not attend to 

what they consider minor problems; and because they cannot 

observe every activity of the youth under their supervision. 

Previous studies also indicate that there may be under- 

standable tendencies for staff to deliberately underreport 

misconduct of which they are aware. Their positions may be 

threatened by generalawareness of disorder on their units 

so they often deny that problems exist even to the adminis- 

tration. Polsky noted: 

"Cottage parents are very much concerned with the 
administration's evaluation of their cottage, which 
is based largely on the cottage parents' ability to 
maintain order... (The cottage parent's) pact with 
the boys can be summarized best in his words: 'What 
went on here was no one's e!se's business.' Vigorous 
application of this internal policy eventually led 
to his control over the boys...He 'covered' for 
the boys, confining to the cottage certain infrac- 
tions of rules, laid down by the administration" 
(Polsky, 1962, pp. 123-126). 

Collusion between staff and inmates in concealing mis- 

conduct was also noted by Cloward in his research in adult 

prisons: 

"A guard who faithfully 'w~ote up' every inmate 
apprehended in a breach of discipline would soon 
be confronted by his (superiors)...Officially 
guards are enjoined to report rather than to con- 
ceal or overlook deviant behavior of inmates, but 
the novice soon learns the informal rule that you 
con them, chastise them, coerce them, but never 
charge them" (Cloward, 1960, p. 36). 
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For certain types of deviant or delinquent offenses, there 

is an understandable reluctance on the part of some staff 

to reveal the extent of participation to outside researchers. 

Giallombardo, in her study of institutional homosexuality, 

found: 

"This is a sensitive area of correctional adminis- 
tration, and some staff members deny the existence 
of homosexuality either out of 'loyalty' to the ad- 
ministration, or because they think outsiders would 
not 'understand'" (Giallombardo, 1974, p. 247). 

Not only do researchers disagree about the comparative 

validity of self-reports and official estimates of miscon- 

duct, but they also differ in their assessments of the kinds 

of behavior that will be concealed by either method. Sever- 

al theorists, for example, believe that the most serious 

offenses will be concealed and that the self-report method- 

ology is most accurate for detecting minor offenses. El liott 

and Voss, for example, found that though 95 percent of self- 

reported offenses were not officially recorded, there was a 

higher police contact rate for nonserious offenses, which 

they attribute: 

"...either to the greater effort serious offenders 
make to avoid detection or to errors in measurement, 
such as systematic underreporting of minor violations 
in comparison to serious acts" (Elliott and Voss, 
1974, p. 85). 

They also suggest, however, that the accuracy of recall may 

be related to the seriousness of the act; if this is the 

case, minor offenses would be more readily forgotten and 

would be more often underreported in self-report studies 

than serious offenses. 
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i 
In their study of misconduct in an open mediatory insti- 

tution, Lubeck and Empey found that 76 percent of all the 

critical incidents uncovered in research interviews were 

known to other youth who had not been participants in the 

acts. Moreover, Lubeck and Empey found some interesting 

differences in the kinds of incidents that were hidden from 

other youth in the program. The acts that were most often ~ 

hidden were acts of assault (mostly fights) and acts of de- 

viant pleasure-seeking (such as sex, alcohol, pills, and 

m/rijuana),which were detected only 42 and 55 percent of the 

time respectively. On the other hand, knowledge about acts 

such as unauthorized absence, interpersonal friction, trou- 

ble with neighbors, theft~ and school incidents was virtual- 

ly complete. Even acts of theft, which were clear-cut law 

violations, were detected in more than eight out of ten 

cases (Lubeck and Empey, 1971, pp. 188-193). 

In the Silverlake Experiment, Lubeck and Empey found 

that the critical incidents which youth thought were least 

serious were also least likely to come to the attention of 

other youth in the program. Since it was assumed that youth 

shared their knowledge of these acts with staff in the group 

sessions, we might draw the conclusion that staff were more 

likely to know of serious incidents of misconduct than of 

minor ones. 

Lubeck and Empey also suggest that in relatively open 

participatory programs, the congruence between self-reports 

and staff reports will be much greater than in closed cus- 
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todial institutions. 

"...these findings, taken at face value, suggest 
that the efforts of the experiment to uncover and deal 
with difficult problems may have been reasonably sucT- 
cessful. We definitely did not detect the shared 
paranoia against open and collective discussion that 
one finds so characteristic of the close-custody insti- 
tution" (Lubeck and Empey, 1971, pp. 192-193). 

In addition to the controversy regarding the extent to 

which minor or serious offenses are more often underestimated 

in official data, there is a similar debate regarding the 

extent to which individual or collective incidents are more 

often hidden. Both Erickson and Hindelang have questioned 

earlier research on delinquency as a group phenomenon, by 

noting that all such researchwas based on violations known 

to official agencies. They suggest that a "group hazard hy- 

pothesis" may be operating so that participation in delin- 

quent acts with others increases the chances that the actors 

will become official delinquency statistics even when the 

frequency and seriousness of the acts are comparable (Erick- 

son, 1971; Hindelang, 1976). If this were true in institu- 

tional settings as well, we could expect to find that offi- 

cial reports consistently underestimated the proportion of 

individual incidents of misconduct and conversely overesti- 

mated the collective events. In the Silverlake Experiment, 

however, individual incidents were more likely to be detec- 

ted by other yout h (95 percent) than were group incidents 

(75 percent); therefore, we would expect staff to know 

less about group misconduct than individual acts. 

The resolution of these methodological iss ues and empiri- 
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cal discrepancies is beyond the scope of this analysis. In 

the next section, however, we will compare ~ne self-reported 

involvement of youth wi~h the reports of staff about speci- 

fic types of misconduct, both in order to establish ~ne val- 

idity of the self-reports and to discover ~he similarities 

and differences in data uncovered by the two methods. 

Comparisons of Youth Reports and Staff Estimates of 
Misconduct - 

As we mentioned in the last section, official records 

and disciplinary reports couid not be used as sources of 

validation for the self-reports of youth in most of the sam- 

pled programs either because they were nonexistent or inac- 

curate, or because the criteria for the inclusion of behav- 

iors in them were unclear or inconsistent. In turning to 

staff reports of the behavior of youth, we were aware of the 

difficulties involved in using staff reports as validity 

checks of self-reported behavior. Even within the same in- 

stitution, staff members may differ in their definitions of 

ps~ticular types of misconduct. For example, some staff may 

consider the feigning of illness to include minor complaints 

of symptoms while others may limit the definition to include 

/only youth who pretended to be sick toescape from undesir- 

able activities. Property damage might be narrowly defined 

as serious destruction or more broadly defined as including 

trivial acts such as the accidental damaging of a youth's 

own property. 

Moreover, there are limits to staff knowledge about all 
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the delinquent acts of the youth in a particular institu- 

tion. Most staff work only eight hours a day and, depend- 

ing on the particular shift, may be exposed to only a frac- 

tion of the misconduct in which youth are engaged. We might 

also expect to find that staff were more aware of the n~m- 

her of incidents of misconduct than of the number of differ- 

ent youth involved in them. 

On the other hand, considering the seriousness with 

which many of these behaviors are viewed by institutional 

staff and the intensity of communication regarding these in- 

cidents, we would expect them to be aware of a significant 

proportion of the serious delinquency that occurred in their 

living units. 

In order to make the recall of misconduct easier and 

more accurate, we asked staff melabers to tell us how many 

youth in their immediate units had been involved in six out 

of the seven activities included in our measure of miscon- 

duct. Unfortunately, we did not ask staff to tell us the 

number of youth who had absconded because we believed, 

prior to our field work, that this information would be 

readily available in institutional files. The time frame for 

these estimates was one month~ just as it was for the 

youth self-reports. 

Responserates of staff to these items were much lower 

than to other parts of the questionnaire, both because only 

living unit staff were required to answer this section and 

because many of them indicated that they did not have enough 
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information to accurately estimate the n~ber of youth in- 

volved in these incidents. Perhaps the most unexpected re- 

sult of this analysis was the amount of disagreement among 

staff within the smme living unit regarding the reported mis- 

conduct of youth~ even in such a relatively short time per- 

iod. In the cottages in which multiple estimates of mis- 

conduct were provided we found very little agreement. 

In Table 4.2 the proportion of the cottages in which 

there was agreement among staff in their multiple estimates 

is presented for each type of misconduct. 

TABLE 4.2. PROPORTION OF COTTAGES IN WHICH MULTIPL E ESTI- 
MATES OF MISCONDUCT WERE CONSISteNT, BY TYPE OF MISCONDUCT 

Type of Misconduct % of Cottages with Consistent 
Estimates by Staff 

Feigning of Illness 

Illegal drug use 

Internal theft 

Property damage 

Fighting 

Assaults on staff 

4% (56) 

33% (49) 

13% (53) 

18% (56) 

9% (57) 

44% (54) 

Staff members in less than ten percent of the cottages 

agreed in their estimates of the number of youth involved 

in the feigning of illness or fighting within the last month. 

Less than twenty percent of the cottages provided consistent 

estimates of internal theft or property damage. Only a third 
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of the cottages agreed on the numbers of youth involved in 

illegal drug use. Even for such publicly visible, serious, 

and probably rare events such as assaults on staff, less 

than half of the cottages provided consistent estimates. 

Moreover, these figures probably underestimate the amount of 

disagreement among staff on the amount of misconduct. The 

multiple estimates are usually provided by only two or three 

staff members in a uni~ and if more of them had answered the 

questions, we might expect more disagreement. These figures 

do not include cottages in which only one staff member pro- 

vided reports on misconduct, but if other members in those 

units had responded we might find even higher levels of dis- 

agreement. The range of variation in staff estimates within 

cottages was, at times, quite substantial, it was not un- 

common to find one staff member reporting two youth involved 

in misconduct while another staff in that cottage reported 

that twenty-five youth were involved. 

Other researchers have had similar experiences when these 

explicit comparisons were made. Grygier found that when 

staff members at a private center for disturbed children 

were asked to rank the behavior of individual youth, they 

were not in agreement (Grygier, 1975). In a study of suici- 

dal crises in prisons, Toch found tha~z: 

"Widely different pictures of inmates were dra%m 
by officers in the same or similar assignments. 
Among guards who manned housing units, for example, 
estimates of crisis prevalence ranged from 0 to 65 
percent. The same disparity emerged for officers 
assigned to special units. One officer in a prison 
mental-observation ward, for example, noted that 



139 

all the men on the tier had experienced personal 
crises in the preceding six months; another officer 
on the same shift reported a ten percent crisis rate 
over the same time period. Similarly, one officer 
in a punishment (restricted) division described in 
detail three recent crises experienced by inmates, 
while his partner assessed the unit as completely 
crisis-free" (Toch, 1977, p. 14). 

Regardless of the reasons for the inconsistencies We 

have found in staff estimates of misconduct, they indicate 

serious problems in the use of staff nominations as measures 

of delinquent behavior in institutional settings. Very few 

of the researchers using this method have made this dilemma 

explicit because they have either neglected validity checks 

or have averaged staff estimates without indicating the 

amount of variance in them. 

Since we have already questioned the reliability (and 

thus validity) of staff reports of misconduct, we compare 

them with the self-reports of youth only in order to under- 

stand the differences in misconduct estimated by the two 

methods. Consistencies between staff reports and self-re- 

ports would neither be expected nor would they serve as 

evidence of validity at this point,since the staff reports 

are highly suspect. At least, the comparisons can shed 

light on some cf the critical issues relating to self-reports 

discussed earlier in this chapter. 

In Table 4.3, staff reports of the numbers of youth en- 

gaged in misconduct were compared with the number of youth 

reporting such involvement over the same time period within 

each living unit. In cases where multiple staff estimates 
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TABLE 4.3 CONTINUED 

Typeof Misconduct 

Compliance/ Feigning flitting - Internal Fighting Damaging Illegal Drug 
Management Type Illness Staff Theft Property Use 

Participatory 
Cottages 
(N=27-28) 

Percent in which 7% 30% 26% 7% 4% 
reports Of youth 
and staff agree 

Percent in which 50 63 48 78 81 
self-reports 
are higher 

Percent in which 43 7 26 15 15 
staff reports 
are higher 

11% 

85 

Total Cottages 
(N=6~-64) 

Percent in which 33% 32% 18% 13% 11% 
reports of yo~*th 
and staff agree 

Percent in which 53 60 48 79 75 
sel f-r~ports 
are higher 

Percent i n  which 14 8 34 8 14 
staff reports 
are higher 

8% 

90 

* In cottages where more than one staff member reported on these behaviors their reports 
were averaged. The comparisons were only made within cottages where comparable information 
was availaule for both youth and staff. Thus, Sequoia was deleted from the analysis be- 
cause the youth reports are a subsample of the population while the staff reports were 
based on the total population of the cottage. Sweet Laurel was also omitted because no 
staff members in the cottages answered these questions. Juniper is included but in this 
pL'ogram ',outh and staff responses were based on the total program, not on tile cottages. 
** Youth reported on how often they ]lad fought other youth, while staff reports estimated 
how many "started flghts. " 
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were provided for a cottage, these were averaged for compara- 

tive purposes. In the table, the proportion of cottages in 

which youth and staff agreed on the incidence of specific 

types of misbehavior were shown, as well as the proportion 

in which self-reported behavior was either higher or lower 

than staff reports. Institutions are subdivided by their 

predominant style of compliance/management. 

Among all the cottages, there is very little similarity 

in self-reported and staff-reported misconduct. In about a 

third of the cottages, thenumbers of youth involved in 

feigning illness and hitting staff were the same using both 

methods. But in more than three-fourths of the cottages, 

staff and youth provided conflicting reports of the incidence 

of internal theft, fighting, damaging property, and illegal 

drug use. Given the inconsistencies in the staff reports, 

it is interesting tha~ there is this much agreement in the 

estimates provided by the two methods, particularly for 

such loosely defined behavior as the feigning of illness. 

The data provide clear and consistent evidence that 

youth did not conceal misconduct known to staff on the ques- 

tionnaire. In the majority of cottages, more youth reported 

feigning illness, hitting staff, fighting, dalaging proper- 

ty, and using drugs than staff knew were involved. In nine- 
i 

ty percent of the cottages, for example, self-reported drug 

use was higher than staff estimates of it. In over three- 

fourths of the cottages, self-reports of fighting and dam- 

aging property were higher than staff estimates. 
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The only type of misconduct youth may have underreport- 

ed was internal theft, since staff reports ~ere hither ~nan 

self-reports in a third of the cottages. Even in the case 

of theft, however, almost half of the cottages had higher 

numbers provided by self-reports than by staff reports. 

The ~mount of misconduct apparently hidden from staff 

but reported on the questionnaires is striking. Of course 

it is possible that youth consistently exaggerated in their 

self-reports but it seems unlikely that thiswould happen for 

all the offenses, particularly for such acts asthe feign- 

ing of illness. Moreover, youth were urged to be honest in 

reporting these behaviors, and were given every opportunity 

to refuse to respond to questions they did not wish to an 

swer. The climate of confidentiality provided as a part of 

the questionnaire administration may haveenabled youth to 

feel safe in reporting activities which had beeD Concealed 

from staff. It is of course entirely possible, and indeed 

iikely, that other youth were more aware of these activities 

than were staff members. 

When we look at differences in the three types of pro- 

grams in the degree of congruence in youth and staff reports 

of misconduct, we find little agreement regardless of pro- 

gram type. There is certainly no evidence that staff are 

more aware of inmate misconduct in participatory programs 

than in custodial or utilitarian types, despite their com- 

mitment to open discussions of such behavior in group meet- 

ings. To some extent, utilitarian program staff seem more 
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aware of the misbehavior of their youth than is true in the 

other two programs. A higher proportion of the utilitarian 

cottages had agreement in the estimates of youth and staff 

about the incidence of feigning illness, staff assaults, 

fighting and property damage than in the other two program 

types. This may be attributable to the greater emphasis in 

utilitarian settings on monitoring concrete behavior in 

order to determine rewards and punishments. 

The majority of cottages within each of the three pro- 

gram types had much higher rates of fighting, property dam- 

age, and drug use reported by youth than by staff. Custodial 

cottages were most likely to have self-reports of feigning 

illness, staff assaults, fighting, and drug use which were 

higher than staff estimates. Perhaps staff in custodial set- 

tings were more likely to underreport offenses of which 

they were aware in order to protect themselves. It seems 

more likely, however, that youth concealed more of their 

offenses from staff in custodial settings because of the 

possibility of severe punishment. Under the conditions of 

confidentiality provided by the field team, youth were able 

to admit to misconduct of which staff were unaware. 

There is no apparent differentiation in the validity 

of self-reports of major or minor offenses in this data. 

Although staff tend to consider the feigning of illness as 

a relatively minor offense, there is no evidence that it is 

detected more often by staff-or conversely, that it is more 

often forgotten by youth- than the other behaviors. 
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We did find soz~e support for L'~aheck and E~pey's results 

indicating that fighting ~nd ~rug use were more often con- 

cealed from staff th~n the other behaviors. We also found 

~!gthis to be the case for property damage. Youth revealed 

more involvement in each of ~nese behaviors than staff re- 

ported in at least three-fourths of the cottages in our 

sampie. 

In order to discover whether staff were more aware of 

individual or collective incidents of misconduct, we now 

turn to a comparison of the types of misconduct by the num- 

bersof youth involved. For each self-reported type of mis- 

conduct, youth were asked to indicate the number of yout h 

who were with them. If more than one incident of a pa T - 

ticular type had occurred within the {our week period, youth 

were told to report the largest number of companions it any 

time. To some extent, therefore, the data may overestimate 

the proportion of group incidents. In Table 4.4 the per- 

centage of youth who reported that these incidents were 

collective and the average number of companions are shown 

for each type of misconduct, except the feigning of illness. 

It is apparent that a large portion of the acts of miscon- 

duct were collective in nature and, in fact, the majority 

of youth who reported fighting, damaging property, using 

drugs, or running away had not been alone. Internal theft 

and assaults on staff were more likely to be solitary ac- 

7 
tions. When youth did engage in these activities collec- 

tiveiy, they tended to have at least three companions. 
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Nearly all of the youth who used drugs, for example, report- 

ed these as group events, with an average of four or five 

participants. 

TABLE 4.4. PERCENT OF YOUTH REPORTING COLLECTIVE INCIDENTS 
AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF CO~ANIONS FOR EACH TYPE OF MISCONDUCT 

% of Incidents Average Number 
Committed Col- of Companions 
lectively 

Hitting staff 49% (138)* 4.6 (67)** 

Internal theft 44% (346) 2.4 (151) 

Fighting 61% (571) 3.9 (348) 

Damaging property 51% (405) 3.0 (206) 

Illegal drug use 85% (411) 4.5 (351) 

Running away 75% (200) 2.7 (150) 

Base N's are the total number of youth who self-reported 
these acts of misconduct 

*w 

Base N's are the number of youth who reported engaging 
in these acts with companions 

Despite the fact that most of the self-reported acts of 

misconduct were collective incidents, staff were apparently 

unaware of all the youth involved in them. The "group hazard 

hypothesis " advanced by Hindeiang and Erickson does not ap- 

pear to have operated in our sample, since the types of offen- 

ses which were most often concealed from staff were usually 

committed by groups of youth. Most' youth who reported fight- 

ing, damaging property, and using drugs had companions, and in 

at least three-fourths of the cottages staff estimates of 
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these behaviors were lower than the self-reports. Conversely, 

Staff were more aware of incidents of stealing than of the 

other behaviors, yet stealing was the most solitary of the 

six acts. These data, then, simply do not support the notion 

that group incidents are necessarily more visible or that in- 

dividual'incidents are most often concealed. In fact, our 

findings are similar to those of the Silverlake Experiment, in 

which group incidents were more often undetected by staff and 

other youth in the program than individual incidents. Of 

course, in our study it is possible that staff were aware of 

the collective incidents but underestimated the number of par- 

ticipants, since we asked staff tO tell us the number of youth 

involve~ not the n~er of incidents. Whether or not the in- 

cidents themselves were concealed, the fact remains that staff 

underestimated the number of youth involved in typically 

collective incidents more than the numbers of youth involved 

in more typically solitary events. 

Develo~in~ an Index of Misconduct 

In an effort to simplify the presentation of data on 

self-reported institutional misconduct, as well as to under- 

stand any patterns in these behaviors, we made several attempts 

to construct a typology Of these acts. Early efforts to dif- 

ferentiate and group these offenses using a priori conceptual 

schemes were discarded because of the limited number of behav- 

iors involved, because we could not assume any underlying mo- 

tivations or pathologies, and because the behaviors could not 

be simply arrayed on a continuum of seriousness. 
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Youth were not asked to tell us why they engaged in par- 

ticular types of behaviors and we did not look for deep-rooted 

personality disturbances associated with them, so we obvious- 

ly could not differentiate misconduct according to underlying 

motivations and pathologies. Since there are so many ways of 

classifying these acts by their assumed similarities, includ- 

ing the degree to which they are passive-active, aggressive- 

nonaggressive, peer versus staff-oriented, rational versus 

emotional, functional versus dysfunctional, and so forth, pre- 

liminary attempts were made to try and divide them in each of 

these ways. The lack of clearcut information about each type 

of act and the limited numbers of behaviors contained in the 

questionnaire, however, contributed to the failure of these 

attempts. 

Since we could not theoretically cluster the items in any 

subtypes, we decided to search for empirical patterns. 

Product moment correlations between the behaviors were comput- 

ed and are shown in Table 4.5. There wls a slight, but statis- 

tically significant, tendency for youth who admitted any in- 

volvement in fighting, hitting staff, or damaging property 

to have also been involved in every other type of misconduct, 

including drug use, internal theft, running away, and feign- 

ing illness. But there was no association between running 

away and whether or not youth were involved in stealing or 

pretending to be sick in the month preceding the visit. More- 

over, when these sets of correlations were computed for each 

program, we found that the relationships were significant 
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TABLE 4.5 ZERO-ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX OF MISCONDUCT VAR- 
IABLES (INDIVIDUAL LEVEL ANALYSIS) 

1 2 3 J4 5 6 7 

Feigned Illness 1.00 .10* .04 .18" .16" .13" .16" 

Used Drugs 1.00 .12" .15" .22* .12" .19" 

Absconded 1.00 -.02 .i0" .12" .09* 

Stole 1.00 .26* .14" .24* 

Damaged Property 1.00 .22* .24* 

Hit Staff 1.00 .19" 

Fought Youth 1.00 

The analysis is based on the complete responses of 1287 youth 
to the self-reported misconduct items, collapsed according to 
whether they had ever or never engaged in these acts in the 
past four weeks. 

* Significant at the .01 level 

in only a few of them. The most consistent association was 

between self-reports of stealing and ~ damaging property, but 

these behaviors were linked in only half of the programs. It 

is apparent that youth who reported engaging in any one of 

these particular types of misconduct within the month were 

also somewhat more likely to have been involved in the others, 

but the relationships were not particularly strong and clus- 

ters of behaviors did not emerge. 

At the institutional level of analysis, however, some of 

these behaviors were more strongly related. In Table 4.6, in 

which the significant product moment correlationS between the 

proportions of youth in the sixteen institutions involved in 

these types of misconduct are compared, some of the relation- 
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ships are strong. For example, there were correlations of 

.81 between the institutional rates of hitting staff and 

fighting youth and .80 between drug use and property damage. 

TABLE 4.6 ZERO-ORDER CORRELATION ~kTRIX OF MISCONDUCT VAR- 
IABLES (INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL ANALYSIS) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Feigned Illness - .54* .49* .57* 

Used Drugs - .80** 

Absconded - .49* 

Stole - .78** .74** .70 ~* 

Damaged Property - .63** .71 ~* 

Hit Staff - 81 ** 

Fought Youth 

The analysis is based on the rates of involvement in the types 
of misconduct across the 16 programs. 

* Significant at the .05 level 
** Significant at the .01 level or less 

Institutions with higher proportions of youth involved in 

fighting other youth were also likely to have higher rates of 

assauits on staff, property damage, internal theft, feigning 

of illness, and absconding. In fact, the institutional rates 

of fighting were strongly associated with their rates of all 

other types of misconduct except the use of drugs. These are, 

of course, ecological correlations implying only that institu- 

tions having a higher incidence of one behavior tend to have 

higher rates of the other behaviors. One certainly cannot 
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conclude that the same youth are involved in these different 

types of misconduct on the basis of these correlations. 

Since the present analysis is centered on individual- 

level explanations of misconduct, we cannot rely on ecolo- 

gical correlations for th e construction of a typology of mis- 

conduct. At the individual-level of analysis, the techniques 

of factor analysis, cluster analysis, and Guttman scaling 

were used to uncover empirical groupings of behavior but 

they proved to be unrewarding. The Coefficient of Reproduc- 

ibility of .376 on the Guttman scale indicated that these 

items did not compose a unidimensional, cumulative index. 

As Hirschi pointed out, assumptions of unidimensionality 

or clustering of the items of misconduct are not necessar~ in 

developing explanations of the phenomena. 

"A theory purporting to explain a variety of delinquent 
acts does not necessarily assume they are strongly re- 
lated to each other. Thus petty theft may or may not 
be related to vandalism: given the opportunity to 
commit an act of vandali~sm, the theory suggests, the 
person currently committing petty thefts is more likely 
to succumb, as common sense holds. But no relation like 
that suggested by Reiss is required or supposed: 'An 
adolescent boy or girl who is arrested for stealing 
almost always has also violated sexual norms, and the 
reverse is usually the case as well.'" (Hirschi, 1972, 
p. 54) 

Moreover, we are not alone in failing to find patterns 

of offenses. Martin Gold, in his comprehensive study of the 

delinquent behavior of teenagers in Flint, Michigan also 

found that no typology of offenses could be derived. 

"We tried to determine if we could say with reasonable 
reliability that a youngster who committed one kind 
of offense was more likely to commit a certain other 
offense rather than other offenses in general...No 
typology of offenses emerged...According to these 
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data, Flint youngsters simply did not specialize. 
Among the 100 most delinquent of them, the fewest 
different varieties of offenses committed by any one 
was four, and ~here were only five youngsters of the 
100 who committed as few as four kinds. Even among 
these five, their offenses were so varied-- assault 
and theft, impulsive and calculated, minor and serious 
-- as to defy typing." ~Gold, i~.7~ 0, p. 33) 

Because we were unable to develop a specialized typo!o~y of 

offenses, separate measures of each type of misconduct as 

well as a summa~] scale of the serious incidents were construc- 

ted. The s~mmary scale was based on self-reported involve- 

ment in six out of the seven questionnaire items; feigned 

illness was excluded both because it may not really be con- 

sidered misconduct at all and also because most staff in all 

programs regarded it as not serious. 

The Frequency of Self-Reported Institutional Misconduct 

In order to describe the incidence of misconduct in our 

institutional sample, two dimensions Were developed. The 

first dimension is a simple rate of participation, based on 

the proportion of youth who admitted any involvement in each 

of the acts of misconduct during the one month period. The 

second dimension is based on the frequency of such participa- 

tion, in which the original response categories were trans- 

formed into the following scores: "Never" was scored as 0, 

"Once or twice" was scored as i, "Three to ten times" was 

scored as 3, and "Ten or more times" was scored as i0. This 

scoring procedure produces a conservative estimate of the 

frequency of misconduct. Both dimensions were developed for 

each of the types of misconduct, as well as for the summary 

of all seriou3 misconduct. In Table 4.7, both the proportion 
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of youth involved and the average frequency of the acts are 

shown for each of the three types of institutions in our 

study. 

The most frequent self-reported acts of misconduct were 

fighting and the use of illegal drugs,and the most infrequent 

were instances of absconding and assaults on staff. The youth 

in our sample as a whole reported an average of at least one 

incident of drug use and of fighting within the one month 

period. Despite the fact that the scoring procedures for 

this measure provide conservative estimates of misconduct, we 

can clearly see that these acts occur with some frequency. 

The 1326 respondents reported an average of 3.93 incidents 

of serious misconduct within the one month period. Of course 

the summary measure of serious misconduct underestimates the 

total volume of such activity since only a fraction of the 

possible types of deviance and delinquency are included. 

Fighting was not only a relatively frequent activity, it 

involved nearly half of the youth in the sampled institutions. 

Forty-seven percent of the youth reported that they had 

fought other youth at least once in the four week period. 

About a third of the youth a~mitted using drugs and damaging 

property during that time. Very few youth were actually in- 

volved in assaults on staff or in running away. Overall, how- 

ever, nearly three-fourths of the youth (74 percent) reported 

being involved in at least one act of serious misconduct with- 

in the institution during the four week period. Cnly four 

youth reported engaging in every act of misconduct and this 
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was less than one percent of the sample. 

There are some consistent differences among the three 

types of institutions in both the frequency and pervasiveness 

of serious misconduct. Absconding was both more frequent and 

involved a larger proportion of the youth in utilitarian 

programs than in the other two types, and this pattern was si- 

milar though weaker for drug use. On the other hand, custo- 

dial programs had higher rates of internal theft, staff 

assaults, and fighting than the other two types of institu- 

tions. Participatory programs had considerably lower rates 

of drug use, absconding, property damage, staff assaults, and 

fighting than the other program types. Over eighty percent 

of tie youth in custodial and utilitarian programs had at 

least some involvement in serious misconduct, but this was true 

of only 63 percent of the youth in participatory programs. 

Custodial programs had an average of almost five incidents 

and utilitarian programs had an average of nearly four inci- 

dents of serious misconduct per youth in one month. Partici- 

patory programs had an average of only three incidents of ser- 

ious misconduct per youth. The differences between the three 

types of programs both in the frequency and proportion of 

youth involved in acts of serious misconduct are highly sig- 

nificant statistically. 

As we noted in the description of the institutions within 

each of the three compliance types in Chapter Two, the utili- 

tarian type contained a few programs which were somewhat less 

isolated and more open to the community than any other insti- 

tutions in the sample. The higher rates of absconding and 
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slightly higher rates of drug usage in utilitarian programs 

might have been a function of greater opportunity for commun- 

ity contacts in these settings. It is interesting to note 

that despite the degree of regimentation and staff concern 

about order and discipline in custodial settings, they have a 

muchhigher rate of serious acts of misconduct than the more 

relaxed participatory programs. In the following chapters we 

will examine in moredepth differences among the three types 

of programs which may contribute to these differences in self- 

reported misconduct, including characteristics of their clien- 

tele, the degree of alienation and deprivation experienced by 

youth, and the kinds of control mechanisms they characteris- 

tically use. 

The four-week period which served as the frame of refer- 

ence for self-reported misconduct may, Of course, have been ~ 

atypical in one or more of the institutions. In order to 
4 

compare that period with the "usual month," if there is such 

a thing, we asked youth to tell us how many times they had 

absconded since they had been in the program. We divided the 

total number of AWOLS by the number of months they had been 

in the program to get an approximation of the average number 

of runs per month. Across all institutions, youth ran away 

an average of .214 times during a "usual" four week period, 

as opposed to an average of .196 times in the month preceding 

the field visit. Since the frequency calculated for the last 

month was a more conservative estimate than that for a "usual 

month" these rates are quite similar. 
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The differences between the preceding month and the 

averaged months of stay were generally very small for youth 

who were present during the questionnaire administration. 

This does not, of course, mean that there weren't significant 

fluctuations from month to month in these programs which %Jere 

masked by averaging the rates over theentire period of time. 

In comparing the program rates, we were reassured by the find- 

ings of comprehensive studies of absconding which showed that 

schools with high runaway rates at one time tend to have si- 

milarly high rates at another time (Clarke and Martin, 1971). 

It is important to remember, however, that these rates were 

based only on the self-reports of youth who returned to th~ 

program e~ther voluntarily or involuntarily and were accepted 

back. Therefore, programs may differ in the proportion of 

actual runaway youth who were queried by our instruments. 

There are, as far as We know, no studies with which we 

can compare our self-reported runaway rates because of var- 

iations in measurement techniques and the period of time stu- 

died. Most previous research used official records to calcu- 

late runaway rates of youth over their entire period of in- 

stitutionalization, and many of them used quite different de- 

finitions of running away. 

Street, Vinter and Perrow used official records in six 

juvenile institutions to show that the proportion of boys who 

had run away at least once at the time of the field visit 

ranged from ten to fifty percent. Of course there was no con- 

trol fcr the length of time youth had been in these programs 
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and there were clear differences in both the reliability 

of the records and the criteria used for recording runaway 

acts (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966, p. 197). 

Using a stricter definition, "any unauthorized leave of 

absence that iasted longer thai 24 hours," Lubeck and Empey 

found very little difference in rates between an open, com- 

munity oriented program and a closed total institution. They 

also used official records but reviewed them for the entire 

two and a half year period of the research project (Lubeck 

and Empey, 1971, pp. 213-214). 

In a study of youth in delinquency programs operated by 

the New York State Division for Youth (DFY) between 1968 and 

1971, Chase found that the proportion who absconded perma- 

nently from these facilities averaged 12-16 percent of the 

population a year. She concedes that this definition limits 

the number of youth studied much more drastically than the 

definitions employed in most other studies, but adds: 

"In DFY programs, such occasional abscondings are not 
recorded as research statistics" (Chase, 1975, p. 194). 

Comprehensive studies in Great Britain by Clarke and 

Martin found that thirty-nine percent of a sample of boys ad- 

mitted to training schools during 1963 and 57 percent of a 

sample of girls admitted between 1963 and 1967 absconded at 

least once,but these figures were: 

"...slight underestimates of the true percentages of 
absconding, particularly for the sample of girls, 
because the followups did not cover the whole of the 
training period for some of the subjects" (Clarke 
and Martin, 1971, p. 9). 
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Official runaway records only contain the incidents of 

"Successful" escapes,but self-reports probably also include 

a variety of thwarted attempts which are handled as disci- 

plinary offenses within the institution but which are not 

recorded. We thus expected to find higher rates of self-re- 

ported running than would be contained on official records. 

In the few programs where official records were accessible, 

this was indeed the case. 

We found it impossible to compare the self-reports of 

youth regarding activities other than absconding with those 

contained in other studies because the few that contained any 

descriptive material either had dissimilar time periods or 

incongruent)measures of misconduct. 

As we noted earlier in the chapter, there were differences 

in which misconduct behaviors were primarily solitary or col- 

lective activities. 8 Although most youth reported group par- 

ticipation in using drugs, absconding, fighting and damaging 

property, other behaviors such as internal theft and assaults 

on staff were slightly more likely to be solitary in nature. 

We found very few differences ~mong the three types of insti- 

tutions in the extent to which particular types of behavior 

were individual or collective activities. Fighting was some- 

what more often a collective incident and involved a slightly 

larger number of youth on the average in participatory programs 

than in the other types. However, internal theft and acts of 

property damage were more often solitary activities in parti- 

cipatory programs than in the other two program types. There 
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was no evidence that custodial programs had more collective 

incidents of misconduct than the other kinds of programs. 

In general, these differences were only minor and insignifi- 

cant across the program types. 

Summar~ 

In this study institutional misconduct is based on the 

self-reports of youth about their participation in seven types 

of behavior: the feigning of illness, the use of illegal 

drugs, absconding from the program, internal theft, damaging 

property, assaults on staff, and fights with other youth. 

Youth were asked to indicate the frequency of their involve- 

ment in these activities during a four week period immediately 

preceding the questionnaire administration. 

All of these behaviors, except feigning of illness, were 

considered at least somewhat serious by staff members in all 

of the sampled programs; ~yet official disciplinary records 

of these behaviors were, for the most part, inaccurate, in- 

complete or nonexistent. The self-reports of misconduct be- 

havior were compared to the staff reports by cottage as a val- 

idity check. However the response rates of staff to these 

items were quite low,and there was considerable disagreement 

among staff within the same living units regarding the amount 

of misconduct they felt had occurred within the same month. 

In the majority of cottages, staff disagreed in their reports 

of the number of youth involved in specific acts of miscon- 

duct. 

The substantial mmount of disagreement among staff in 
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their estimates of the numbers of youth involved in each type 

of misbehavior alerted us to the problems involved in using 

these data for our analysis,as well as to the general problem 

in attributing any validity to staff nominations of institU- 

tional delinquents. Staff consistently estimated that fewe9 

youth were involved in misconduct than we learned from self- 

reports. This was most pronounced in the case of illegal 

drug use, where in over ninety percent of the cottages there 
i 

were higher proportions of youth admitting drug use than 

staff estimated. The discrepancies between youth and staff 

reports occurred regardless of the compliance/management style 

of the institution, the seriousness of the particular offense, 

or the extent to which the acts were individual or collective 

in nature. However, there is some evidence that staff in 

custodial programs were even more unaware of the number of 

youth who had feigned illness, assaulted other staff, fought 

youth, and used drugs than staff in the other two types of 

programs. Moreover, the "group hazard hypothesis" was rejec- 

ted since we found that the incidents which were most often 

collective were more often unknown to staff than incidents 

which were typically committed alone. 

An effort was made to construct a typology of misconduct 

offenses using empirically derived clusters but there were no 

striking patterns of behavior that emerged at an individual 

level of analysis. Instead, separate measures of each type 

of misconduct, as well as a summary scale of serious miscon- 

duct, were developed. 

Seventy-four percent of the youth admitted involvement 
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in at least one act of serious misconduct but less than one 

percent were involved in every one of the behaviors. The 

average youth had been involved in serious misconduct of 

one type or another about four times in the period of one 

month. The most frequent and pervasive offenses within the 

institution were fighting, drug use, and property damage. 

Almost half of the youth (47 percent) had been involved in at 

least one fight and a third of them had used drugs or damaged 

property. The most infrequent activities were assaults On 

staff and absconding,but over ten percent of the youth had 

engaged in these activities at least once in the four week 

period. 

The three types of institutions had significant differ- 

ences in the frequency of these self-reported behaviors. Ab- 

sconding was slightly more common in utilitarian programs,as 

was drug use,but custodial programs had higher rates of inter- 

nal theft, assaults on staff, and fighting. Participatory 

programs had significantly fewer incidents of serious miscon- 

duct, including drug use, absconding, property damage, assaults 

on staff, and fighting,than the other two programs, in fact, 

over a third of the youth in participatory programs reported 

no involvement in serious misconduct within the month, but 

this was true of only twenty percent of youth in either custo- 

dial or utilitarian programs. 

Although there were differences in the types of miscon- 

duct that most often occurred among groups of youth, in gen- 

eral most misconduct was collective in nature. Drug use was 
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the most group-oriented of theactivities,with eighty-five 

percent of the participants reporting that they had an aver- 

age of four to five companions. Three-fourths of the ab- 

sconders were not alone when they ran; in fact, they had an 

average of two or three companions. The compliance~management 

style of the institution was not strongly associated with the 

individual versus collective nature of these activities. 

Fighting was somewhat more often a group phenomenon in parti- 

cipatory programs,but in these same progr~T,s, internal theft 

and acts of property damage were more often committed alone 

than in the other two program types. 

In the chapters that follow, we will explore three ex- 

planatory models of institutional misconduct, using measures 

discussed in this chapter. The average frequency of each 

particular behavior,as well as the summary measure of the fre- 

quency of serious misconduct, will be used as separate depen- 

dent variables throughout the analysis in order to look for 

possible differences in the efficacy of the three models in 

explaining particular types of misconduct ~. 
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FOOTNOTES 

Notable exceptions to this general tendency include the 
following studies: Ronald ~ers, Norman Hayner and Wer- 
ner Gruninger, "Homosexual and Drug Behavior in Prison: 
A Test of the Functional and Importation Models of the 
Inmate System," Social Problems, 21 (3), 1974, pp. 410- 
422; Thomas E. Allen, "Patterns of Escape and Self-Destruc- 
tive Behavior in a Correctional Institution," Corrective 
Psychiatry and Journal of Social Therapy, (15), 1969. 
pp. 50-58; T.C. Cambareri, P.S. Sagers and D.F. Tatton, 
"The AWOL From a Juvenile Institution," Crime and Delin- 
~uu_~, 6 (4), 1960, pp. 275-278; Mary M. Chase, "The 
Impact of Correctional Programs: Absconding," in Rudolf 
Moos (Editor) Evaluating Correctional and Con~nunity 
Settings, Wiley interscience, New York, 1975, pp. 186- 
206; R.V.G. Clarke and D°N. Martin, Absconding from Ap- 
proved Schools, A Home Office Research Unit Report, Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office, London, 1971; Albert K. 
Cohen, George F. Cole and Robert G. Bailey, Prison Vio- 
lence, Lexington Books, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1976; 
R. Coleman, "Racial Differences in Runaways," Psychologi- 
cal Reports, 22 (I), 1968, pp. 321-322; James E. Cowden, 
"Predicting Institutional Adjustment and Recidivism in 
Delinquent Boys," Journa~ of Criminal Law, Criminology, 
and Poliee Science, 57 (i), 1966, pp. 39-44; Patrick 
j. Driscoil, ~'Factors Related to the Institutional Adjust- 
ment of Prison Inmates," Journal of Abnormal Social Psy~ 
chology, 47, 1952, pp. 593-596; L~4ar Empey and Steven 
G. Lubeck, The Silverlake Experiment: Testing Delinquenc! 
Theory and Community Intervention, Aldine, Chicago, 1971; 
Frank H. Farley and Sonja V. Farley, "Stimulus-Seeking 
Motivation and Delinquent Behavior Among Institutionalized 
Delinquent Girls," Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
P_~sycholcgy, 39, 1972, pp. 94-97; Barry C. Feld, Neutral- 
izin~ Inmate Violence: Juvenile Offenders in Institutions, 
Ballinger, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1977; Charles A. Fo~d, 
"Homosexual Practices of Institutionalized Females," 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 23, 1929, pp. 
442-449; Rose Giallombardo, Society of Women: A Study of 
Women's Prison, John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1966; 
Rose Giallombardo, The Social World of Imprisoned Girls: 
A Comoarative Study of Institutions for Juvenile Delin- 
~_uents, Wiley Interscience, New York, 1974; H.J. Grosz, 
H. Stern and E. Feldman, "A Study of Delinque~t Girls Who 
Participated in and Who Abstained from Participating in 
a Riot," American Journal of Psychiatry, 125 (i0), 1969, 
pp. 1370-1379; Seymour L. Halleck and Marvin Hersko, 
"Homosexual Behavior'in a Correctional Institution for 
Delinquent Girls," American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 
32, 1962, pp. 911-917; A.C. Horsch and R.A. Davis, "Per- 
sonality Traits and Conduct of Institutiona!i zed Delin- 
quents," Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police 
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2. 

ScienCe, 29, 1938, pp. 241-244; Robert Johnson, Culture 
and Crisis in Confinement, Lexington Books, Lexington, 
Massachusetts, 1976; Theodore Newcomb , "Youth to Youth," 
in Robert Vinter (Editor), Time Out: A National Study of 
Juvenile Correctional ProGrams, National Assessment of 
Juvenile Corrections, Ann Arbor, ~ichigan, 1976, pp. 80- 
101; Howard W. Polsky, Cottaqe Six: The Social System of 
Delinquent Boys in Residential Treatment, Russell Sage, 
New York, 1962; Alice Propper, "Importation and Depriva- 
tio~ Perspectives on Homosexuality in Correctional Insti- 
tutions: An Empirical Test of their Relative Efficacy," 
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, The University of 
Michigan, 1976; Phyllis Ann Rochelle, "A Study of the 
Social System of an Institution for Adolescent Delinquent 
Girls," Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
California, Berkeley, 1965; John R. Snortum, Thomas E. 
Nannum and David H. Mills, "The Relationship of Self 
Concept and Parent Image to Rule Violations in a Women's 
Prison," Journal of Clinical Psychology, 26 (3), 1970, pp. 
284-287; Alan C. Straus and Robert Sherwin, "Inmate Riot- 
ers and Nonrioters: A Comparative Analysis," American 
Journal of Correction, 37 (3), 1975, pp. 34-35; David 
Street, Robert Vinter and Charles Perrow, Or@anization for 
Treatment: A Ccmparative Study of Institutions for Delin- 
quents, Free Press, New York, 1966; David A. Ward and 
Gene G. Kassebaum, Women's Prison: Sex and Social Struc- 
ture, Aldine, Chicago, 1965; Thomas P. Wilson, "Some 
Effects of Different Patterns of Management in Inmate 
Behavior in a Correctional Institution," Unpublished Doc- 
toral Dissertation, Columbia University, 1965; Latham T. 
Winfree, Jr.,"Anomie, Alienation, and Rebellion: A Socio- 
logical Study of Rebellion in Two Institutions for Juven- 

• ile Offenders," Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, ~he 
University of Montana, 1976; Marvin E. Wolfgang, "Quanti- 
tative Analysis of Adjustment to the Prison Community," 
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 
31, 1961, pp. 607-618; Benjamin S. Wood, Jr., Gordon G. 
Wilson, Richard Jessor and Joseph B. Bogan, "Trouble- 
making Behavior in a Correctional Institution: Relation- 
ship to Inmates' Definition of their Situation," American 
Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 36, 1966, pp. 795-802. 

For example, Goffman differentiated secondary adjustments 
into two categories: disruptive and contained. Disrup- 
tive adjus~aents were ones "where the realistic inten- 
tions of the participants are to abandon the orjanization 
or radically alter its structure, in either case leading 
to a rupture in the smooth operation of the organization." 
Contained ones are those "which fit into existing insti- 
tutional structures without introducing pressure for 
radical change and may deflect efforts that might other- 
wise be disruptive." (Goffman, 1961, pp. 188-207) These 
distinctions are mirrored in the more recent work of 
Polsky (1962), Empey and Newland (1968) and Winfree (1976) 
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among others. 

3. Two of the studies using self-reports came from the same 
data base used in this analysis (Newcomb, 1976; Propper, 
1976). The only other study which used self-reports to 
any extent was The Silver!ake Experiment (Empey and 
Lubeck, 1971). 

4. The actual wording of these items was as follows: pre- 
tended to be sick, used illegal drugs, run away from 
here, stolen something here, damaged property, hit a staff 
member, fought with youth here. In addition,youth were 
asked to report the number of times they had stolen some- 
thing somewhere else,but this was omitted from our pre- 
sent analysis because we were only interested in institu- 
tional misconduct. The use of local argot in defining 
these behaviors was avoided in the interests of standard- 
ization. 

5. We are aware that there are several limitations in under- 
standing misconduct using such a short time period. There 
are a few studies indicating substantial irregularities 
and fluctuations in rates of institutional misconduct 
from mont~ to month (Clarke and Martin, 1971; Wilson, 
1965) which make comparisons of monthly rates across 
institutions subject to criticism. Some of the behaviors 
in question may be so infrequent that a longer time per- 
iod is needed to get enough cases for systemmatic anal- 
yses. Moreover, we know of no other study using this 
time frame so that compariso n with past research is made 
even more difficult. Yet, we are reasonably confident 
that this short-term measure of delinquent behavior was 
an accurate and representative estimate of the amount of 
these types of behaviors in which youth engaged at the 
time of our visit. 

6. The actual question, containing a variety of behaviors 
along with the ones we have used in this analysis, was: 

Some kinds of behavior are more undesirable, other kinds 
are less so. Please rate how serious you consider the 
following behavior youth here might engage in by circling 
the number representing the degree of seriousness. 
(Assume that up to now the youth you are rating has made 
a fairly good adjustment and has not caused too many 
problems}. 

Very Somewhat Not Very Not 
Serious Serious Serious Serious 

1 2 3 4 

a. Refusing to do 
school assignments 
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b. Pretending tO be 
sick 

c. Swearing or using 
obscene language 

d. Not keeping his 
personal things 
in order 

e. Refusing to par- 
ticipate in 
counseling 
sessions 

f. Hurting oneself on 
purpose 

g. Starting a fight 
with other 
youth 

h. Running away 

i. Engaging in homo- 
sexual behavior 

j. Refusing to obey 
orders 

k. Using drugs here 

I. Hitting a staff 
member here 

m. Stealing some- 
thing here 

7. This finding is similar to research results of Empey and 
Lubeck (1971) and Gold (1970) who also found that steal- 
ing was usually done alone. 

8. Gold asserted that teenagers more often committed those 
kinds of offenses in which they wouldnot be alone, so 
offenses ranking high on frequency were usually also 
higher in companionship (Gold, 1970, pp. 83-84). We do 
not find this to be a consistent pattern in the present 
data. Although drug use and fighting are both the 
most frequent and collective incidents, the pattern does- 
not hold for other offenses such as absconding which is 
usually high in companionship but relatively infrequent. 
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C~%PTER V 

THE IMPORTATION PERSPECTIVE ON INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

The explanation of differences in the attitudes and be- 

haviors of inmates within the same setting has been pursued 

with most vigor by theorists, commonly labeled "importation- 

ists" (Irwin and Cressey, 1962; Heffernan, 1972; Schrag, 

1961). Contending that similarly situated inmates adapt and 

behave differently, they attribute these differences to var- 

iations in preprison experiences, behaviors,, values, social 

identities and roles, and other factors external to the i~me- 

diate situation in which the inmates find themselves. The 

adapt~,e devices used by prisoners, the attitudes they ex- 

press to staff and other inmates, and their institutional be- 

haviors are determined largeiy by long-standing personality 

patterns, criminaliztic involvements, and values which are 

"imported" into this new situation. 

The clearest statements of this position have been la- 

beled "direct importation models" (Cline, 1968; Thomas and 

Foster, 1972). Rather than considering all individual char- 

acteristics as importation variables, they limit the model to 

prior involvements in a "criminalistic subculture" believed 

to be brought into the institution. As Cline prcposes: 

"The first model (dizect importation) states that the 
extent to which the inmate society promotes values 
in opposition to staff depends upon the inmates' de- 
gree of experience and integration into criminal 
value systems prior to incarceration. It is based 
on the assumption that inmates bring into institu- 
tions the same values they upheld outside them. 
Inside prison, these values take the form of oppo- 

168 
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sition to the legally constituted authority of 
the institution" (Cline, 1968, p. 174). 

Sociologists, using the direct importation perspective, tend 

to focus on membership in lower class subcultures, criminal 

subcultures, and the subculture of violence (Miller, 1958; 

Wellford, 1967; Wolfgang and Ferracuti~ 1967)as well as on 

previous offense history (Heffernan, 1972; Schrag, 1961) 

and correctional history (Wolfgang, 1961; Cline, 1968) as the 

major determinants. But the psychological tradition empha- 

sizes the continuation of basic personality patterns and char- 

acteristic reactions to stress and anxiety as predictive of 

institutional adaptations. As Rubenfeld states: 

"...many of the antisocial behaviors emerging as 
culture patterns among the clients are a continuation 
of defensive, maladaptive acting-out by the child 
who hates; in the same way as he did before he pro- 
ceeds in the institution to ward off the tensions and 
anxieties generated by diffuse fears about his basic 
wishes toward other people, by the deprived and ex- 
ploited experiences which haunt him and which deprive 
him of a solid core of self-respect" (Rubenfeld, 
1960, p. 5). 

Both the sociological and psychological approaches are 

related in the sense that hhey focus on direct and i~mediate 

"causes" of prisonization, inmate cultures, and misbehavior. 

In the direct importation model these modes of institutional 

adaptation are simply continuations of long-standing patterns 

and values. 

In contrast to these "direct importation" perspectives, 

there are a variety of theoretical and empirical approaches 

we shall label as "indirect importation models." Although 

this term has not been used in the literature and these ap- 
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proaches have not been discussed as distinct types, they ap- 

pear to be fundamentally different from those discussed ear- 

lier. Indirect importation models attempt to link ascribed 

characteristics such as race, sex, age, social class of fam- 

ily, and family structure as well as achieved characteristics 

such as education to institutional adaptations. Usually, 

these sociodemographic characteristics are linked to institu- 

tional behavior through an implied intervening variable such 

as pre-prison experiences but usually there is no attempt to 

test this intervening relationship. For example, a number of 

researchers have compared the inmate social systems of males 

and females and have concluded that the observed differences 

are due to differences in the roles and statases of the sc:-es 

in American society. They.believe that differences in cul- 

tural expectations for men and women are injected into the 

institutional situation and direct and focus the inmate sys- 

tem. Cultural prescriptions apparently act to differentiate 

male and female prisons such that the inmate system in male 

prisons is characteristically large collective groupings 

while in female prisons it is composed of homosexual dyads 

interacting through a system of make-believe families (Ford, 

1929; Giallombardo, 1966 and 1974; Halleck and Hersko, 1962; 

Selling, 1931; Tittle, 1969; and Ward and Kassebaum, 1965). 

As Giallombardo theorizes: 

"General features of the cultural definitions and 
content of male and female roles in American society 
are brought into the prison setting, and they func- 
tion to determine the direction and focus of the 
inmate cultural system. They are the features con- 
cerned with the orientation of life goals for males 
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and females; cultural definitions of passivity and 
aggression; acceptability of public expression of 
affection displayed toward a member of the same sex; 
and perception of the same sex with respect to the 
'popular' culture -- that is, the stereotype of 
women as untrustworthy and self-oriented because 
of her orientation to the marriage market" (Gia- 
llombardo, 1974, p. 3). 

Implied differences in the pre-prison experiences and 

behaviors of males and females with members of their own sex 

are assumed to determine the form and character of the in- 

mate social system in the institution. But in most of these 

studies, there is no empirical evidence of actual differences 

in the pre-prison experiences, values, or behaviors of males 

and females and no effort is made to link these intervening 

variables with institutional adaptations directly. 

In ether "indirect importation" studies, racial differ- 

ences in the incidence of certain forms of institutional mis- 

conduct ase assumed to reflect differences in the pre-prison 

subcultures of blacks, whites and chicanos but no efforts are 

made to test these assumptions. Differences in the average 

age of youth upon entering the program arepresumed to be 

associated with the incidence of institutional misbehavior 

because youth committed at younger ages may be more criminal- 

ly sophisticated or vice versa but again these assumptions 

are usually not subjected to extensive study. 

Similarly, the socia] class background of youth is often 

hypothesized to determine the involvement in aggressive and 

violent institutional delinquency because these patterns are 

imported into the new setting from pre-prison participation 

in a subculture of violence. But there are few instances 



172 

where these assumed relationships are actually tested. More- 

over, much of the recent self-report research on the relation- 

ship of social class and delinquency casts doubt on this 

assumption (Gold, 1970; Gold and Reimer, 1975). 

Not only are sociodemographic characteristics of inmates 

linked in indirect and untested ways to institutional behav- 

ior and attitudes by most of these theorists, but they may 

not be indicative of processes of importation at all. Dif- 

ferences in the misconduct of males and females, of older and 

younger youth; of Blacks and whites, and lower and middle 

class youth could result from differences in actual institu- 

tional treatment rather than pre-prison differences. As 

Tittle noted: 

"Thus, the alleged prevalence of primary group al!i- 
ancus among female inmates (Ward and Kassebaum, 1975; 
Giallombardo, 1966) could be a reflection of differ- 
ences in deprivations stemming from the more amelio- 
rative environment of female prisons rather than the 
than the result of the supposed differential needs 
associated with female roles" (Tittle, 1972, p. 3). 

Unless the individual characteristics of inmates are actually 

linked to pre-prison experiences and behaviors which are then 

associated with institutional misconduct, we cannot consider 

them as evidence of exclusive support for an importation mo- 

del. Race, sex, age, social class and other characteristics 

of inmates may also be associated with differential institu- 

tional treatment and/or different perceptions of the same 

institutional treatment and could thus easily be used in de- 

fense of the "Deprivation" model as well. 

In this chapter we will describe each of these importa- 
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tion indicators and the ways in which they vary across the 

three types of institutions. Correlations between each of 

them and types of institutional misconduct will also be pre- 

sented, as well as the results of multiple regression analy- 

ses, using all of the variables. 

Before turning to the sociodemographic characteristics 

of YoUth and other importation variables used in this anal- 

ysis, we will discuss two variables used in other studies, 

which were not replicated in the present one: intelligence 

and personality. 

Intelligence 

In previous studies of a variety of types of institution- 

ai misconduct there have been several attempts to link uccres 

on IQ tests and differences in educational levels of inmates 

to the incidence and frequency of these acts. Most of the 

studies comparing runaways with nonrunaways found no signi- 

ficant differences in intelligence or education (Gunasekara, 

1963; Keogh, 1935; Clarke and Martin, 1971). However, in one 

study of the files of 96 consecutive admissions in one year 

to Wellesley senior nautical training school in England, ab- 

sconders were found to more frequently have IQ's above 1i5 or 

below 80 than non absconders (Brierley and Jones, unpublished). 

In the other study comparing a random sample of 34 boys who 

ran from an Illinois state training school during 1958 with 

a matched sample of paroled boys who had no history of running 

away, Levine found no significant differences in the full- 

scale scores on the revised Beta Intelligence Test. But on 

two of the tests (Maze and Comparisons) the two groups dif- 
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fered significantly with the average score of the runaways 

being in the dull-normal range and the parolees scoring 

within the average range (Levine, 1962). 

Studies of overall adjustment to prison conditions as 

operationalized by disciplinary violations have found no sig- 

nificant relationships with either intelligence or education- 

al levels (Snortun, et. al. 1970; Wolfgang, 1961) and a 

comparative study of seven U.S. prisons found that average 

educational levels were so similar that they could not explain 

variations in either drug use or homosexual behavior (Akers, 

Hayner and Gruninger, 1974). 

In a study of participation an a riot at the Indiana 

Girls School, rioters were found to be more intelligent t~gn 

nonrioters. Despite the fact that official records provided 

I.Q. scores On only about half of the girls studied, the re- 

searchers concluded: 

"The rioters would appear to have been the more 
intelligent of the two. Sixty eight percent of 
the rioters scored above i00, as compared with 56 
percent of the nonrioters" (Grosz, et. al. 1969, 
p. 1373). 

We have no way of assessing the actual relationship be- 

tween intelligence level and misconduct behavior in the pre- 

sent study since we did not administer I.Q. tests and we did 

not search the official records of youth for this information. 

In previous studies a variety of intelligence tests have 

been used and they were administered under different condi- 

tions, at times by the researchers themselves, but most often 

under unknown sets of circumstances. The variety of standard- 
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ized tests and the diversity of test conditions to which 

youth in juvenile institutions are subjected precluded any 

accurate comparisons of the intelligence tests of youth in 

our sample based on material contained in their files. We 

also believe that many of the discrepancies noted in previous 

studies may be a function of problems in using particular 

types of I.Q. tests or I.Q. tests at all tO measure intelli- 

gence of the kinds of youth placed in training schools. 

Though we have information on the self-reported educa- 

tional level of youth prior to their incarceration, we do 

not feel that this adequately indicates the level of learn- 

ing or intelligence of youth in our sample. Because grade 

placement is so clearly a function of other factors than 

actual acquisition of knowledge in many schools, and because 

many of the youth in our sample had in fact been continually 

truant from school prior to their commitment, their educa- 

tional level can be a misleading indicator. 

Personality and Psychological Disturbance 

The characterization of disruptive and delinquent youth 

as psychologically disturbed is quite common among staff and 

administrators in correctional programs. Their efforts to 

control the incidence of misconduct are often based on the 

assumption that "troubled" youth are institutional "trouble- 

makers" and these views are shared by many researchers closely 

connected with these settings. Three staff members of the 

Utah State Industrial School (a clinical psychologist, direc- 

tor of group living, and the assistant superintendent), in a 
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"study" of the runaway problem, made this not atypical obser- 

vation: 

"We decided that the AWOL is a student with many inner 
personal conflicts, and in conflict socially with his 
group as well as with persons representing authority" 
(Cambareri, et. a!., 1960, p. 276). 

The results of numerous studies using personality rat- 

ings and standardized tests are not so conclusive. Person- 

ality ratings of youth by staff or experimenter have been 

used in many Of the studies which found differences between 

absconders and nonabsconders (Chernuchin, 1957; Gunasekara, 

1963) and between adjusted and maladjusted youth (Cowden, 

1966). Psychiatric diagnosis, particularly of psychopath- 

ology was found to be more com~on among absconders by Brier- 

ley and Jones (1961). As Clarke and Martin correctly point 

out, however, these ratings and diagnoses were probably con- 

taminated through knowledae of wblch boys were absconders or 

"institutionally maladjusted" (Clarke and Martin, 1971). 

Quite clearly staff in these programs, however, believed ab- 

sconders to be different from nonabsconders in basic person- 

ality traits and for this reason may well have treated them 

differently. The characterization of "persistent absconders" 

in one of these studies gives us some of the contents of 

these labels: 

"More than 75 percent of the persistent absconders 
were of limited social capacity, were 'affectionless' 
were persistent thieves, solitary and withdrawn, 
had no cultural interests, were unable to make stable 
relationships, were impulsive to a marked degree, 
were highly immature, had low frustration tolerance..." 
(Gunasekara, 1963). 
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~i Research devoted to probing the psyches of inmates by 

means of standardized tests have produced some contradictory 

results. Using the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inven- 

tory (5~I) given to inmates at the time of admission, offi- 

cially recognized rule violations were found to be positively 

related to the Pd and Ma scales at the Iowa State Women!s 

Reformatory (Snortun, et. al., 1970). They also found that 

rule violations were associated with self ratings of these 

women on scales measuring destructive potential, asocial 

narcissism and emotional discomfort, and stated that: 

"The data suggest that a disturbed relationship with 
the mother figure may be more instrumental than 
negahive feelings toward the father in the develop- 
ment of incorrigible behavior within a correctional 
'institution for women" (Snortum, et. al., 1970, 
p~ 286). 

Another study: O f the men in the Waupun State Prison in 

Wisconsin, however, also used the ~MPI in relation to bad 

conduct reports received by them and found that inmates judged 

as showing poor adjustment in prison appeared more "normal" 

on the 5iMPI. In this research: 

"When the rated adjustment of the prison inmate is 
compared with personality inventory scores obtained 
shortly after incarceration, it is observed that 
individuals judged to be most maladjusted in prison 
display, in comparison to the better adjusted pri- 
soners, significantly lower scores on the Depression, 

: Masculinity-Femininity, and Paranoid scales...On 
all scales of this inventory, except the Hypochon- 
driasis and Hypomania scal~s the inmates judged as 
maladjusted secure lower scores than those judged 
as being best adjusted in prison" (Driscoll, 1952, 
p. 595). 

Unless we honestly believe that "disturbed" women break rules 

but that "disturbed" men conform to them, we must view these 
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studies as somewhat contradicto~l, since they used the same 

personality tests and the s~me general methods of measuring 

institutional misconduct. 

One of the earliest studies (1938) of this type used 

the Bernreuter Personality Inventory as administered to 152 

inmates of a Colorado State industrial School and to 181 in- 

mates in the Colorado State Reformatory. They found, as did 

Driscoll, that misbehavior tended to be associated with posi- 

tive personality traits, such as self-confidence, dominance, 

emotional stability, and extroversion. Their findings seem 

to indicate that: 

"...the self-confident, dominant, well adjusted, 
'thick-skinned' individual is more likely to run 
counter to institutional discipline than the self- 
conscious, submissive, and emotionally unstable 
individual. His degree of sociability, however, 
appears to have little bearing on his ability to 
adapt himself to institutional procedures. It is 
probable that inmates possessing these trait char- 
acteristics submit less readily to rules and regu- 
lations and consequently seek whatever means there 
are at their disposal to assert themselves. The 
results further point to the possibility that insti- 
tutional facilities are inadequate for providing 
constructive outlets for delinquents with qualities 
of initiative and leadership" (Horsch and Davis, 
1938, p. 244). 

It is interesting to compare the different interpreta- 

tions of the same personality traits by different authors. 

Horsch and Davis, as well as Driscoll, view traits of initia- 

tire, leadership and confidence as positive but other authors 

such as Grosz, Stern and Feldman view them in quite a differ- 

ent light. Following a riot at the indiana Girls School in 

1966, these authors sought to determine whether personality 

scores on the High School Personality Questionnaire which had 
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been administered some weeks before were associated with par- 

ticipation in the riot (as determined by the classifica- 

tion committee of the Girls' School). Despite serious meth- 

odological flaws in the research, the authors found signifi- 

cant differences in the average scores of rioters and nonrio- 

ters on 4 of the 14 personality factors in the Questionnaire. 

On these dimensions the nonri0ters presented themselves as 

more obedient, mild, and conforming; more sober, prudent, 

serious and taciturn; more conscientious, persevering, staid ~ 

and rule bound; and finally, as more controlled, socially 

Precise , self-disciplined and compulsive. Using these dimen- 

sions, the authors portrayed the rioters in these negative 

terms: 

"...excessively assertive, aggressive, and stubborn; ex- 
cessively expedient, prone to evade rules, and prone 
to feel few obligations; and excessively inclined 
to follow their own urges and to becareless of pro- 
tocol" (Grosz, et. al., 1969, p. 1375). 

In a study at the wisconsin School for Girls, the delin- 

quent behaviors occurring in one cottage (escape attempts, 

disobedience, fighting and tatooing) were related to indivi- 

dual differences in stimulus-seeking, as measured by the 

Sensation-Seeking Scale. They found that girls high in stim- 

ulation-seeking were found to have significantly more escape 

attempts, more frequent punishment for disobedience, and more 

frequent instances of fighting than girls low in stimulation- 

seeking (Farley and Farley, 1972). Another study comparing 

distinctive psychological features of inmates who violate 

institutional norms found that half of the severe conduct vio- 
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lators were epileptic and also ~hat the nonviolators were 

"better organized personally and appear to be at peace with 

themselves which might heip them to be at peace with the 

system" (Truxal and Sabatino, 1972). 

There are another series of studies of institutional pop- 

ulations which show no differences in personality profiles 
i 

of adjusted and maladjusted inmates. Wolfgang found no dif- 

ferences in the adjustment of inmates committed to the Eastern 

State Penitentiary for first or second degree murder by 

their scores on the Woolworth Personality Inventory (Wolfgang, 

1961). Aaron, using the Grygier Likes and Interests Test 

(1962) and Levine using the Segal Manifest Hostility Scale 

(1962) found no significant differences between runaways and 

nonrunaways. In perhaps the most comprehensive study using 

the Junior Maudsley Personality Inventory, Gibson's Spiral 

Maze, the Jesness Inventory,<Cattel!'s High School Personality 

Questionnaire, and a version of Osgood's Semantic Differential, 

Clarke and Martin found no significant differences on any of 

the tests between absconders and nonabsconders. Moreover, 

there was no evidence that boys of a particular personality 

type (as measured by the Junior Eysenck Personality Invent0ry ) 

abscond from certain schools while boys of another type ab- 

scond from other schools (Clarke and Martin, 1971). 

There may be important differences in the types of miscon- 

duct that are associated with personality traits. Runaway 

behavior may not be closely associated with personality but 

other forms of misconduct may be more predictable by these 
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variables. Most of the studies previously cited, which have 

found no personality differences have looked at groups of 

absconders and nonabsconders but the more generalized exami- 

nations of misconduct have often found some evidence of these 

differences. In a study of critical incidents occurring over 

a two year period in the Silverlake Experiment, personality 

scales Of the Jesness Personality Inventory accounted for 

thirty one percent of the variance and over two thirds (68 

percent) of the total explained variance. Hcwever, person- 

ality factors were relatively weak predictors of runaway be- 

havior, accounting for only between two and twenty two per- 

cent of the variance in the total institutionand between two 

and seventeen percent of the variance in runaways at the 

Silverlake Experiment (Empey and Lubeck, 1971). The authors 

also noted that the importance of personality as a predictive 

variable for running ~way is dependent on the organizational 

structure. 

"When dramatic shifts occurred in the two institutions, 
the various measures of personality characteristics 

~ seemed to assume a greater predictive power. This was 
especially true at the experimental program. They 
seemed to reflect problems precipitated by structural 
changes" (Empey and Lubeck, 1971, p. 227). 

Since our questionnaire contained no personality mea- 

sures, we will be unable to deal with the perplexing problem 

0fthe interaction of personality and organizational variables 

in understanding misconduct of youth. We must be aware that 

youths' perceptions of the institution and their attitudes 

toward staff and other youth may be reflections of basic per- 

sonality traits as well as of concrete experiences. 
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Gender 

Though there is much speculation on the differences in 

institutional behaviors of girls and boys (Catalino, 1972; 

Knopka, 1966), we are aware of no research specifically de- 

signed to compare their involvement in misconduct. Tittle com- 

pared male and female inmates of a federal narcotics hospital 

and found that they organized themselves in distinct kinds of 

inmate structures. Women were collectively organized to a 

lesser extent than the men but were affiliated in primary 

groups to a greater extent (Tittle, 1972). ' But no examination 

was made of differences in delinquent acts in the hospital 

by men and women. 

Because a number of studies of the juvenile delinquency 

of males and females concur on the fact that, in the commun- 

ity, girls seem to be less involved in serious delinquency 

~han boys (Gold, 1970; Nye, 1958; Morris, 1965) we might ex- 

pect to find that this holds true in institutional settings. 

Recent studies, however, suggest that some of these differ- 

ences may be diminishing and that boys and girls may be almost 

equally involved in the use of drugs and liquor, running away 

from home, and the hitting of parents (Gold, 1970; Gold and 

Reimer, 1975). 

The sex composition of the three types of programs in 

our sample varied considerably, as we mentioned earlier in 

Chapters Two and Three. Across all the institutions, females 

constituted only thirty one percent of the population. In 

custodial programs only one percent of the sample was female, 
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in utilitarian programs thirty-nine percent were female, but 

in participatory programs females comprised sixty two per- 

cent of the population. The sex of five youth was not known. 

In Table 5.1 the average frequency of each type of 

self-reported misbehavior and the total serious misconduct of 

boys and girls is shown for the one month period. 

TABLE 5.1 AVERAGE NUMBER OF MISCONDUCT INCIDENTS BY SEX IN 
ONE MONTH 

Males Females 

Pretending 
Illness 

Using D1ugs 

Running 
Away 

~tealing 

.645 .419 

1.283 1.072 

.221 .141 

.751 .380 

Damaging 
Property .742 .433 

Hitting 
staff .266 .148 

Fighting 
Youth 1.250 .481 

Total 
Serious 
Misconduct 4.477 2~644 

Number of 
Respondents 902-916 401-405 

F=4.7855 1 d.f. Sig.=.0289 
Eta=.0602 

F=1.6534 1 dof. NS Eta=.0356 

F=5.5419 1 d.f. Sig.=.0187 
Eta=.0648 \ 

F=II.668 1 d.f. Sig.=.0007 
Eta=.0937 

F=9.8392 1 d.f. Sig.=.0017 
Eta=.0862 

F=3.3458 1 d.f. NS Eta=.0504 

F=40.984 1 d.f. sig.=.0000 
Eta=.1740 

F=31.480 1 d.f. Sig.=.0000 
Eta=.1527 

Girls reported less frequent involvement in all types of 

institutional misconduct than boys, including feigning of 
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illness. Differences between the sexes are particularly 

apparent in the degree of fighting, damagihg property and 

stealing, as well as the cumulative amount of serious miscon- 

duct. Though most of the acts show statistically signi- 

ficant differences between boys and girls, the proportion 

of the variance in them explained by sex is very small, rang- 

ing from less than one to three percent. 

Age 

Most studies of institutional delinquency have reported 

age to be inversely related to misbehavior. Younger inmates 

either at the time of commitment to the prison and/or at the 

time of the research were more often involved in misconduct 

'and with greater frequency than older inmates (Snortum, et. 
i 

al., 1970; Drisco!l, 1952; Wolfgang, 1961; Grosz et. al., 

1969; Cowden, :1966; Akers et. al., 1974; Clarke and Martin, 

1971; Bennett, 1976). Of course many of these studies were 

based on comparisons of youthful and adult offenders, rather 

than on smaller age differences within a juvenile population. 

Theories of maturation would predict that institutional of- 

lenses as well as other delinquent acts would decrease as 

~ youth "outgrow" these tendencies but whether or not this is 

true within the relatively narrow age range of our sample re- 

mains to be seen. 

There 'are other possible explanations for the negative 

relationship between age and institutional delinquency found 

in previous research, apart from theories of maturatfon. First, 

youth who were committed to institutions at very young ages 
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may have had more serious histories of criminal acts and cor- 

rectional experiences which were "Lmported" into the new 

setting. Secondly, younger youth may differ from older 

youth on other sociodemographic characteristics which produced 

a spurious association between age and misconduct. And of 

course, there is a strong possibility that younger youth 

were subjected to different institutional experiences than 

older youth (such as increased surveillance, less freedom and 

fewer privileges, and longer lengths of stay) which "caused" 

them to engage in more deviant activity. 

Youth in our sample were asked to report their birthdate, 

and their age at the time of the field visit was then coded 

to the nearest whole year. We also asked youth how many 

months they had been in the program at the time of our visit 

and we subtracted their present period of stay from their 

present age to arrive at the age at the time they entered the 

program. For the 1260 youth who gave their age, the average 

age at the time of %he questionnaire administration was 15.7 

years but there was a range from 8 to 21 years. We have data 

on the age at entrance to the program for 1188 youth, with a 

range of 8 to 20 years and an average of 15.2. The two age 

variables were highly correlated (.86). 

As we can see in Table 5.2, the three types of institu- 

tions differ significantly in the average age of their clien- 

tele. The average youth in the custodial programs was a lit- 

tle over sixteen, having entered the program when he/she was 

about fifteen and a half years old. Youth in participatory 
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TABLE 5.2 AVERAGE AGE AT ENTRANCE AND AT THE TI}~ OF QUES- 
TIONNAIILE ADMINISTRATION BY INSTITUTIONAL CO~LI~CE/~AGE- 
MENT STYLE 

Compliance/Management 
Style 

Average Age 
at Field Visit 

Average Age 
at Entrance 

Custodial (N=490-528) 

Utilitarian 
(N=288-298) 

Participatory 
(N=410-434) 

TOTAL (N=I188-1260) 

16.1 years 

15.1 
t 

15.8 

15.7 

F=47.015 
1259 d.f. 
p=.0000 

15.5 years 

14.5 

15.2 

15.2 

F=36.699 
1187 d.f° 
p=.0000 

programs were slightly younger than that on the average. The 

youngest youth were found in utilitarian programs, where the 

average age upon entering the programs was fourteen and a 

half and where the average youth was only a little over fif- 

teen at the time of the field visit. 

Age is not related to most acts of misconduct in our 

sample of institutionalized youth, as we can see by inspec- 

tion of the zero order correlations between entry age, age at 

administration and the frequency of self-reported misconduct 

in Table 5.3. So little of the variance in the frequency of 

any type of misconduct is explained by the age of the youth 

alone that in our sample, at least, there is no support for 

the contention that younger youth are more delinquent. In 

fact, the strongest relationship is found between present 

age and the use of illegal drugs (.13) and this goes in the 
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TABLE 5.3 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN AGE AT ENTRANCE 
AND AGE AT QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTP~TION AND SELF-REPORTED 
FREQUENCY OF MISCONDUCT IN ONE MONTH 

Entry Age Age at Administration 

Pretended Illness -.04 -.03 

Used Drugs .06* .13"* 

Ran Away -.05 -.06* 

Stole Something -.06* .02 

Damaged Property -.08** -.02 

Hit Staff -.00 .03 

Fought Youth -.05 -.05 

TOTAL SERIOUS MISCONDUCT -.04 .04 

opposite direction. Older youth tend to report slightly mo~e 

frequent use of drugs than younger ones. 

When we examined the correlations between each type of 

misconduct and age within each institution, we found very 

few strong relationships and no consistent patterns in them. 

In some institutions age was inversely related to a type of 

delinquent act while there were direct relationships in other 

programs. Moreover, there was no consistency in the relation- 

ship of age and each type of misconduct within an institution. 

For example, at Hickory Creek, older youth more frequently 

used drugs and hie staff but younger youth more frequently 

engaged in fighting. There was no relationship between age 

and feigning of illness, running away, stealing or damaging 

property. In most of our sample of institutions, the corre- 
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lations were so consistently weak that we concluded age was 

not a very powerful explanation of institutional misconduct. 

Race 

Racial differences have been noted by several students 

of institutional delinquency but the findings are often con- 

tradictory and unexplained. The greatest consensus found 

among these researchers is that black youth run away less 

often than white youth (Levine, 1962; Coleman, 1968; Koegh, 

1935; and Allen, 1969). Although most of these authors fail 

to explain exactly why they believe these differences occur, 

it is interesting that the few explanations provided focus 

on institutional experiences and opportunity structures ra- 

ther than on differences in pre-prison runaway behavior be- 

tween the races. For example, Allen suggests that there are 

several factors probably involved. 

"First, around the institution is a largely rural 
white mountain community, presumably difficult for 
a Negro to remain concealed in or to get support. 
Second, and probably as important, is the fact that 
the Negro youths in the institution do not prey on 
each other as happens with the white population, but 
instead often come to one another's assistance. This 
probably makes the initial adjustment easier and pro- 
vides support at the time of parole review" (Allen, 
1969, p. 56). 

These same results prompted another author to conclude that 

runaway research should be reformulated to answer theques- 

tion: 

"Why is the Negro male delinquent apparently better 
able to withstand institutionalization?" (Coleman, 
1968, p. 322). 

It seems rather obvious that the conclusion that insti- 

tutionalization is less catastrophic for blacks than for whites 
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because they tend to run away less often is quite unwarran- 

ted. These conclusions clearly point out the danger in using 

correlations between sociodemographic characteristics and 

misconduct in support of any theoretical model (importation, 

deprivation, or control) without examining intervening re- 

lationships. 

Studies of generalized institutional adjustments have 

produced no clearcut evidence of racial differences. No 

race differences of any kind emerged from the analysis of 

institutional adjustment patterns of adult male murders (Wolf- 

gang, 1961). But a study of violence in California prisonF 

found that Chicanos were overrepresented among identified 

aggressors consistently from 1960 to the present time (~nnett, 

1976). 

An impressionistic account of misconduct in one cottage 

of a training school for boys suggested that black youth en- 

gaged in more misconduct than whites because: 

"...most of the Negro boys came from the lower class 
Negro ghettos of the District of Columbia and they 
had ethnic, class, and geographical commonalities 
which afforded them strong bases for cohesion and for 
consolidation of their social position in the cottage 
...Moreover, one may presume that they brought with 
them into the institution the deviant norms and 
values generated in their deprived subculture" (Ruben- 
feld and Stafford, 1963, p. 247). 

Again, there was no attempt to discover whether in fact black 

youth more than white youth had been involved in "deprived 

subcultures" and held "deviant norms and values" more often 

before entering the institution. 

In Table 5.4, the racial distribution of youth, accord- 
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TABLE 5.4 SELF-REPORTED RACE OF YOUTH, BY INSTITUTIONAL 
COMPLi.~NCE/MANAGE~NT STYLE 

Percent of Youth Who Were: 

Compliance/Management Style White Black Other Mixed 

Custodial (N=559) 

Utilitarian (N=304) 

Participatory (N=445) 

TOTAL (N=1308) 

38% 34% 18% 10% 

58 24 7 ii 

48 28 ll 13 

46 30 13 ll 

Chi Square = 43.138, 6 d.f., p=.0000 

ing to their own self-reports is shown. Ninety nine percent 

of the youth responded to this question. More than half of 

the youth in the sample identified themselves as nonwhite 

but the differences between the three types of programs are 

significant. Utilitarian programs have a much higher propor- 

tion of white youth than the other two types, especially in 

contrast to custodial institutions in which nearly two thirds 

of the youth were nonwhite. Thirty percent of our institu- 

tional sample consisted of black youth but they comprised only 

12 percent of the national population, according to 1970 

Census figures. 

In Table 5.5 the average frequency of misconduct is 

shown for youth by race. Overall, white youth admit less 

frequent instances of feigning illness, stealing , fighting, 

and hitting staff than do nonwhites,and black youth are less 

likely to have used illegal drugs than the other racial groups. 

In terms of the total frequency of serious misconduct, there 

are no significant differences between black and white youth 



TABLE 5.5 AVERAGE FREQUENCY 

White 

OF SELF-REPORTED MISCONDUCT, BY RACE 

Black" Other Nonwhite Mixed Races 

Pretending Illness 

Using Drugs 

Running Away 

Stealing 

Damaging Property 

Hitting Staff 

Fighting Youth 

TOTAL SERI®US 
MISCONDUCT 

.462 .748 .535 .575 

1.239 .950 1.398 1.541 

.189 .184 .228 .241 

.581 .679 .725 .664 

.627 .605 .871 .562 

.163 .312 .269 .185 

.777 1.300 1.070 .993 

3.555 3.999 4.518 4.146 

F=2.2116 3d.f. NS 
Eta=.07 

F=2.1977 3d.f.NS 
Eta=.07 

F=.55545 3d.f. NS 
Eta=.03 

F=.39279 3d.f.NS 
Eta=.03 

F=1.3045 3d.f. NS 
Eta=.05 

F=1.7846 3d.f.NS 
Eta=.06 

F=5.4719 3d.f. 
Sig=.001 Eta=.ll2 

F=1.6766 3d.f. NS 
Eta=.06 

%0 

Number of 
Respondents 595-603 383-387 166-171 145-147 
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but other nonwhites (including Indians, Chicanos, Orientals, 

etc.) seem to be somewhat more often involved in these acts. 

The results of one way analyses of variance indicate however, 

that there are no statistically significant differences in 

any types of misconduct except fighting, by race. Even wi~h 

regard to fighting, which whites seem to engage in less fre- 

quently, the proportion of variance explained byrace is only 

one percent. 

In order to see if any significant racial differences in 

misconduct were present in at least some of the institutions 

in our sample, we correlated the frequencies of each type of 

misconduct with four dummy variables, each representing the 

four racial groups, within each program. Race was uncorre- 

lated with the frequency of feigning illness in every insti- 

tution, except Juneau where youth of mixed racesreported 

more of it (.52). The frequency of using drugs and running 

away was not significantly correlated with race in any of 

the sampled programs. Youth of mixed races more often re- 

ported damaging property at Wildwood (.53); other nonwhites 

stole more at Marigold (.46); and black girls hit staff more 

at Sweet Laurel (.54), but these associations were not repli- 

cated in any of the other programs. Only four programs re- 

ported any statistically significant associations between the 

frequency of fighting and race but e~en these were not con- 

sistent. At Fieldston and Juneau, fighting was more frequent 

among youth of mixed races (.41 and .52) but at Cheshire 

black youth fought more (.46). And at Cedar Hills white 
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youth fought less than any other group (-.24). 

It seems very clear in this analysis that race is not a 

good predictor of institutional misconduct, either across all 

sampled programs or even within particular ones. Even the 

fact that the proportion of the different racial groups var- 

ies across the institutions doesn't seem to affect the expla- 

natory power of race. Youth in racial minorities in parti- 

cular programs seem no more frequently involved in acts of 

delinquency than other youth and the same holds true of those 

in racial majorities in particular programs. 

Social Class 

As we mentioned earlier, a number of theorists have 

linked the occurrence of institutional misconduct to the im- 

portation of lower-class delinquent subcultural values and 

behaviors into the new setting. ~ We have not seem any empiri- 

cal evidence, however, that bears on this question. 

In the questionnaire youth were asked to report the 

occupation of both their father and mother in their own words. 

Administrators of the instrument were asked to probe and 

clarify these responses immediately after the session with 

youth so that coding could be more accurate and reliable. 

However, both questions had fairly high nonresponse rates or 

could not be coded. Many youth left the question blank either 

because they did not know the occupation of a parent, because 

they may have been ashamed to report lower status or illegal 

occupations, or possibly because they could not write well 

enough to fill in a response. Other responses were so ambi- 
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guous or illegible that they could not be coded. 

In order to be able to use whatever data was obtained 

and to obtain a somewhat more complete indicator of the socio- 

economic status of the f~lily, the responses to both of the 

questions pertaining to parents' occupations were combined. 

Youth were given a code reflecting the highest occupation re- 

ported for either parent, as contained in ten categories 

ranging from unemployed to professional/technical. This re- 

duced.the amount of missing cases to about eighteen percent 

of the sample since youth who responded on either or both 

items were included. 

In Table 5.6 this composite index of social class is p~e- 

sented for the three types of institutions i~ our sample. 

The full set of occupational categories was collapsed into 

four categories as follows: 

Upper Middle Class includes managers, officials, propri- 

etors, professional, technical and kindred. 

Middle Class includes craftsmen, foremen, sales workers, 

clerical workers, and kindred. 

Working Class includes laborers, farmers, private house- 

hold workers, service workers, operatives and kindred. 

UnemploYed is where neither parent ~;as listed as employ- 

ed (excludes missing data on both questions). 

Over half of the sampled youth came from families where 

their parents were unemployed or in working class occupations 

(59%) and this was true of all three types of institutions. 

There were only minor differences in the social class back- 
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TABLE 5.6 SOCIAL CLASS OF YOUTH, BASED ON PARENTS'OCCUPATION, 
BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLI~NCE/~NAGEMENT STYLE 

Social Class 
Compliance/Management Upper Middle Working Unemployed 
Style Middle 

Custodial (N=445) 15% 21% 44% 20% 

Utilitarian (N=262) 16 25 42 17 

Participatory (N=384) 19 28 34 19 

TOTAL (N=I091) 17% 24% 40% 19% 

NS Chi Squire = 11.149, 6 d.f. 

grounds of youth among the three program types. 

One way analyses of variance revealed no significant 

differ~nnces in the rates of any types of misconduct or the 

total of serious acts by the social class of youth. There 

was a slight tendency for drug use to be more common among 

middle and upper middle class youth but the differences were 

quite small. Correlations run between social class and each 

type of misconduct, including the total serious misconduct, 

in each institution were in every case small and statistically 

insignificant. 

We thus have no reason to believe that social class (at 

least as measured by a crude index of parents' occupation) 

has any impact on self-reported institutional misconduct. 

Commitment Offense 

In a few previous studies, institutional misconduct was 

linked to the seriousness of the offense for which youth were 

officially committed. Girls who participated in a riot in 
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the Indiana Girls School were believed to be more often com- 

mitted for felony offenses, shoplifting, theft, burglary, 

assault, robbery, and armed robbery. The nonrioters, on the 

o~%er hand, had mainly nonfelony offenses such as sex offenses, 

running away from home and not attending school (Grosz et. a!. 

1969). Unfortunately, in this study there is a strong possi- 

bility that the delineation of girls as rioters or nonrioters 

was contaminated by prior staff knowledge of the seriousness 

of their criminal histories: 

Running away, on the other hand, has been linkad to youth 

committed for minor or status offenses. One such study found 

that there was no association between commitment offenses of 
i 

burglary, larceny, forgery, and other offenses against proper- 

ty or for runninq away from some other p!ace and institution- 
J 

a! absconding. But: 

"...person offenders (robbery, assault, sex offenses, and 
homicide) were one third as likely to run away as the 
average boy; boys received for such escapist behavior 
as the use of alcohol or narcotics were four times more 
likel_~ to run away" (Levine, 1962, p. 44). 

Loving et. al. found that among Louisiana prison escapees, 

"Significantly more inmates escaped who committed 
property crimes...than those who committed crimes 
against the person..." (Loving et. al., 1959). 

Although Cowden (1966) found that seriousness of offenses 

were not significantly related to institutional adjustment 

(as measured by disciplinary reports), Wolfgang found that 

among a selected group of men in the Eastern State Peniten- 

tiary, 

"A significantly higher proportion of inmates who are 
poorly adjusted than of those who are better adjusted 
have committed a felony murder as opposed to a non- 
felony murder" (Wolfgang, 1961, p. 616). 
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Of course as Wolfgang correctly points out, commitment of- 

fense is strongly associated with previous penal experience, 

length of stay, and age which may in fact predict to adjust- 

ment more strongly. 

Caution must be attached to any attribution of differ- 

ences in delinquent history on the basis of co~itment offense, 

particularly for a juvenile population. Because of the un- 

known magnitude of plea bargaining for lower official offen- 

ses for youth and because we know from previous research that 

much of the delinquent behavior is hidden from official con- 

trol agencies, this variable is probably not a good indica- 

tor of pre-institutional delinquency. Moreover, we did not 

search records and files for officially designated commitment 

offenses but rather relied on youth to self-report them. 

There is no way of knowing how reliable these seif&reports 

were but we suspect that many of che youth (especially girls) 

believed that they were officially committed for more serious 

offenses than they were. Many of them may well have reported 

offenses that they committed but which were not part of their 

official records. 

About seventy eight percent of the respondents were able 

to provide a specific offense when asked "Why were you sent 

here?" Their answers to this open-ended question were ori- 

ginally coded according to a modified list of FBI offense ca- 

tegories with the most serious of multiple offenses used. 

These categories were then grouped into ten basic types, de- 

fined below: 

k 
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Emotional/Dependent/Neglect: emotional or organic pro ~ 

blems, dependent, neglected, incorrigible, family problems 

and "asked to come here", "nowhere else to go", "came on 

my own" 
i 

Runaway Runaway from home, school or other facility 

School Problems: Includes to finish school or to do 

remedial work 

Misdemeanors: Loitering, vagrancy, curfew, disturbing 

the peace, disorderly conduct, drunkenness, prostitution, 

homosexuality, pandering 

Possession of Marijuana: Possession, transportation or 

tax violation of marijuana and other nonnarcotic drugs 
I 

Dru~:: Possession, transportation or tax violation 

of narcotic drugs. Sale of marijuana, non-narcotic or nar- 

cotic drugs 

Minor Property: Petty larceny (less than $50), larceny, 

possession of stolen goods, theft in general, shoplifting, 

vandalism, malicious destruction of property, carrying a con- 

cealed weapon, illegal possession of weapon 

Major Property: Theft from interstate shipment, breaking 

and entering, mail theft, auto theft, counterfeiting, for- 

gery, fraud, embezzlement, grand larceny (over $i00), burglary, 

arson, Strong armed robbery, armed robbery 

Minor Person: Simple assault, assault, assault and 

battery 

Major Person: Aggravated assault, rape, assault with 

intent to rape, manslaughter, murder 
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Offenses listed as "unspecified" include probation or 

parole violations, "don't know," or any crimes committed but 

not specified. Probation and parole violations were exclu- 

ded for several reasons. We do not know what the original 

offense of the youth was, nor do we know the behavior which 

resulted in the violation. Other responses were insufficient- 

ly detailed, such as "I got into trouble, .... I made mistakes," 

"Pushing my sister," and "Ringing fire alarms." These res- 

ponses could not be placed in the categories listed above 

and there is disagreement among professionals in the serious- 

ness of the offenses implied by these responses. It might 

be noted that in an attempt to have a group of researchers 

sort these ambiguous responses into two categories - status 

and non-status offenses, no reliable agreement could be 

reached. 

In Table 5.7 the percent of youth reporting commitment 

offenses in each of these categories is shown, and we can see 
h 

that about'll percent of the respondents were unable to give 

us clear and unambiguous responses. Over forty percent of 

the respondents believed that they were institutionalized for 

property offenses but only about ten percent thought they 

were sent there for offenses against persons. Drug offenses 

account for about nine percent of the commitments while a 

quarter of youth reported being there for various status of- 

lenses (dependent/neglect, runaway, school and family pro- 

blems). 

There are some very significant differences among the 
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TABLE 5.7 SELF-~EPORTED COMMITMENT OFFENSE OF YOUTH, BY 
INSTITUTIONAL COMPLI/~NCE/MANAGLMENT STYLE 

Compliance~Management Style 

Commitment Custodial Utilitarian Participatory TOTAL 
Offense (486) (283) (401) (1170) 

Unspecified ll% 9% 

Emotional/ 
Family 1 12 

Runaway 16 15 

School 
Problems 2 8 

Misdemeanors 2 1 

Possession of 
Marijuana 4 ll 

Other Drug 
Problems 2 1 

Minor Property 7 ii 

Major Property 44 27 

Minor Person 4 3 

Major Person 7 2 

100% 100% 

Chi Square = 153.25, 20 d.f. p=0.0000 

12% 11% 

7 6 

18 16 

1 3 

3 2 

9 7 

3 2 

9 9 

21 32 

i0 6 

7 6 

100% 100% 

three types of institutions in the proportion of their clien- 

tele who were coi~itted for serious offenses. Over half of 

the youth in custodial programs (51 percent) were committed 

for major person or property crimes but this was true of less 

than a third of the youth in utilitarian (29 percent) and par- 

ticipatory (28 percent) programs. In contrast over a third 
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of youth in utilitarian programs were committed for purely 

status offenses (emotional/family problems, running away, and 

school problems) but this was true of only sixteen to nine- 

teen percent of the youth in the other program types. 

Table 5.8 shows the average frequency of each type of 

misconduct, including the serious misconduct scale, for 

youth in each commitment offense category. Although there 

were statistically significant differences in the frequency 
l 

of self-reported involvement in all of the activities ex- 

cept absconding according to the commitment offense of the 

youth, many of these differences are minor. Youth who were 

committed for major person offenses had been involved in an 

average of seven acts of serious misconduct within a one 

month period as contrasted with less than three such acts 

for youth committed for unspecified offense, emotional or 

family problems, or as runaways. The frequency of feigned 

illness was highest for major person offenders, as were rates 

of drug use, theft, property damage, and staff assaults. 

Drug use was relatively frequent among all youth, except 

those committedspecifically for status offenses. Running 

away Was apparently relatively infrequent among all youth, 

and there is no evidence that youth committed for running 

away were any more iikelyt0 continue to abscond from the 

institution than other youth. Internal theft was self-re- 

ported primarily by youth committed for person offenses and 

property damage was for the most part committed by major 

person offenders. Fighting was self-reported primarily by 
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youth committed for school problems, drug problems other 

than possession of marijuana, and person and property offenses. 

_l~le consistency Within each program, we found very i"~ 

in the predictive power of commitment offense. In four out 

of the sixteen programs, the frequency of all serious mis- 

conduct was significantly correlated with one of the commit- 

ment offense types but not the same one (in two of the cases 

it was with the major person offense but in the other cases 

it was with possession of marijuana and other drugs). 

In some of the programs, the number of respondents was 

much smaller than in others so that the statistical signi- 

ficance of similar correlation coefficients varies consider V 

ably. But even if we disregarded the criterion of statisti- 
i 

cal significance, commitment offense has little predictive 

power. The relationship between any type of misconduct and , 

any particular commitment offense varied across institutions 

and in most cases was very small. For example, in some pro- 

grams the association between a commitment for running away 

and the frequency of program absconding was inverse while in 

other programs it was direct. Similar inconsistencies were 

noted between commitment for drug offenses and the use of 

drugs in the institution; between commitment for property 

crimes and stealing and damaging property in the program; and 

between commitments for person crimes and fighting and hitting 

staff in the program. 

It is quite possible that some of the youth committed 

for fairly serious offenses had also engaged in less serious 
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acts and vice versa, which would tend to dilute the strength 

of these associations. Thus, we expect stronger associations 

to emerge from a more detailed examination of pre-institu- 

tional delinquency, which would include undetected, and un- 

processed offenses. 

Previous Delinquent Behavior 

Confirmation of the direct importation model rests on 

finding significant associations between the pre-prison of- 

fense history and institutional behaviors, assuming all other 

influences and constraints to be equal. Most previous re- 

search efforts have found that inmate misconduct, particular- 

ly absconding, is largely a function of these imported char- 

acteristics. 

As early as 1935, Koegh found that runaway youth from 

the Whittier State School in California more frequently had 

histories of running away from home and school truancy than 

did nonrunners (Koegh, 1935). Clarke and Martin found the 

same phenomenon in approved schools in England. Not only 

were absconders more likely to have run from other institu- 

tions before, but the more often they had run before, the 

more likely they were to do so again (Clarke and Martin, 1971 

The only study which did not find relationships between past 

and presentacts of running was also done in England, and 

reported that only 26 percent of the institutional absconders 

had run away from home at least once as compared to 36 percent 

of the nonabsconders. Moreover, "seven of the eight persis- 

tent absconders did not, at any stage, run away from home, 
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probably because lax discipline at home suited their de- 

linquent activities" (Gunasekara, 1963, p. 149). 

The conclusion of the latter study is open to some crit- 

icism for a variety of reasons. It was based on a total pop- 

ulation of 19 absconders and 25 nonabsconders selected ran- 

domly from a variety of training schools in England and 

Wales. Since a persistent absconder was defined as a youth 

who had absconded 5 or more times with an interval between 

the first and last incidents of six months or more, it ex- 

cluded youth who remained in the school less than six months. 

Moreover, the number of abscondings considered as evidence 

of persistence were arbitrary and were not related to length 

of time ii~ the institution. Further, there was no attempu 

in this study to actually determine whether or not persistent 

absconders came from homes where discipline was "lax." 

In the Silverlake Experiment, Empey and Lubeck found 

that offense history was the best predictor of runaway b~- 

havior in both the open mediatory institution and the total 

institution. Offenders who had committed the most serious 

delinquent acts were the most prone tO run from both programs. 

Youth committing automobile and family-related offenses (in- 

cluding incorrigibility and running away from home) were for 

the most part more likely to run away from the institutions 

than other youth. In assessing this finding, they state: 

"It is striking, and perhaps ironic, t~at offense 
history with all the errors in record keeping and 
official subjectivity it implies, should have greater 
overall predictive value during the two and a half 
years of the study than the several measures of back- 
ground, peer influence, and personality characteristics 
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that were used, especially since it is the latter 
that have received the greatest amount of attention 
from social scientists and clinicians" (Empey and 
Lubeck, 1971, pp. 226-227). 

Clarke and Martin, after an extensive analysis Of escapes 

in Great Britain, agreed with this conclusion: 

"Of the background factors, the one most powerfuily 
related to absconding appeared to be the number of 
previous abscondings, and it may be that if complete 
information were available on this point no other 
background factors would be of much additional value 
in the prediction of training school absconding" 
(Clarke and Martin, 1971, p. 33). 

Offense history also seemed to be a fairly good predic- 

tor of critical incidents in the Silverlake Experiment (Em- 

pey and Lubeck, 1971); of assaultive behavior of inmates ir 

California prisons (Bennett, 1975); and of the infraction of 

institutional rules in a prison for women in the District of 

Columbia (Heffernan, 1972). 

In the present study youth were asked to indicate ho~ 

frequently they had engaged in fourteen delinquent behaviors 

before being assigned to the correctional program. For each 

behavior, response options were: "Never," "Once or twice," 

"Three to ten times," and "More than ten times." Response 

rates to these questions were uniformly high, ranging from 

95 to 98 percent on each of them. A complete list of these 

items along with the response distributions for the overall 

sample may be found in the Appendix. 

Three clusters of offense history items were constructed, 

within which individual items were combined and averaged. 

The first cluster was called Crimes and included: "stole 

something," "hurt someone on purpose," "damaged someone's 
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property on purpose," "robbed someone," and "broke into a 

place to steal something B&E." The second cluster was la- 

beled Offenses and included: "drank alcoholic beverages," 

"used marijuana or hashish, .... used other drugs, .... skipped 

school," and "had sex with a member of the opposite sex." 
J 

We isolated runaway behavior from this cluster and construct- 

ed a third cluster labeled Abscondin~ which combined the 

frequency of running away from home and running away from 

another correctional program. Item to scale correlations 

for each of the three clusters are contained in the Appendix. 

Note that two behaviors in the question are not included in 

these clusters: having sex relations for pay and being sus - 

pended from school. The first was excluded because of its 

low incidence and the second because it was an action of 

school authorities which could occur for a number of different 

reasons not known to us and which might not involve particular 

actions of youths. 

In Table 5.9 the mean scores on these clusters, ranging 
L 

from 0 (never engaged in them) to 3 (engaged in them an aver- 

age of more than ten times) are presented for each of the 

institutions in our sample. One way analyses of variance 

indicate that therewere significant differences among the 

three types of institutions in the presenting offense his- 

tories of their inmates, particularly with regard to crimes 

and abscondings. Custodial program inmates have had the 

most frequent prior involvement in criminal activities but more 

youth in participatory programs were frequent absconders be- 



• 2 0 8  

fore their incarceration. Differences among the programs 

in the frequency of more minor offenses, such as the use of 

alcohol and drugs, were very slight. 

TABLE 5.9 AVEPJ~GE FREQUENCY OF PREVIOUS CRI~_ES, OFFENSES, 
AND ABSCONDINGS, BY INSTITUTIONAL CO~V~PLI.A~NCE/~A~NAGE2'.~_ENT STYLE 

Average Frequency 

Compliance/ Previous Previous Previous 
Management Style Crimes Offenses Abscondings 

Custodial 
(502-535) 1.1 1.7 

Utilitarian 
(269-282) .9 1.5 

Participatory 
(404-425) .8 1.7 

TOTAL (1175-1242) 1.0 1.7 

F=12.963 
1206 d.f. 
p=.0000 

.6 

.7 

1.0 

.8 

F=4. 0139 F=18.473 
1174 d.f. 1241 d.f. 
p=. 02 p=. 0000 

Pearson product moment correlations were run between each 

of the offense history factors and the frequencies of types 

of misconduct and are shown in Table 5.10. The frequency 

with which youth had engaged in more serious delinquencies 

(Crimes) before coming to the program was significantly asso- 

ciated with their participation in most acts of institutlonal 

misconduct, except running away. Youth who had histories of 

running away before coming were also more frequently involved 

in most misbehavior, but these associations are relatively 

weak. Although the three offense history scales are not in- 

dependent, it is quite clear that the Crimes scale is the 
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TABLE 5.10 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETh~EN PREVIOUS DELIN- 
QUENCY SCALES AND FREQUENCY OF INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

Offense History Factors 

Misconduct Crimes Offenses Runaway 

Pretending to 
be sick .12"* .03 .05 

Using drugs .22** .27** .16"* 

Running away .02 -.00 .12"* 

Stealing .20** .09** .10"* 

Damaging 
property .26** .ii** .16"* 

Hitting staff • .12"* .06 .07* 

Fighting youth .20** .00 .02 

TOTAL SERXOUS 
MISCONDUCT .35** .20** .19"* 

* Sig. at .05 level 
** Sig. at .01 level 

the best predictor of most types of serious misconduct. Drug 

use was slightly more strongly related to the Offenses scale 

which included pre-institutional drug use, and escapes were 

related only to the Absconding scale. For the other types 

of misconduct, the Crimes scale was most significant, ex- 

plaining'about 12 percent of the variance in the amount of 

serious misconduct (r=.35). 

Though we also correlated the frequency of self-reported 

institutional misconduct with the specific pre-program de- 

linquencies associated with them, the specific behaviors 

e.g., stealing before, damaging property before, were no more 
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closely associated with the various types of institutional 

misconduct than were the clusters of behaviors. For example, 

the correlations bet~een the use of drugs in the institution 

and the use of marijuana and the u~ of other drugs before 

were both .30 while the correlation between the Offense scale 

and the use of drugs in the institution was .27. In all 

cases where a particular type of institutional misconduct was 

significantly associated with a particular pre-program de- 

linquency, it was also associated with the offense cluster 

in which the pre-program delinquency was contained. 

Correctional Experiences 

Although youth who have had frequent contact with the 

juvenile justice system are ofuen believed to be responsible 

for most institutional misconduct, the statements of pre- 
i 

vious researchers are less than unanimous on this point. 

Further, in most previous research, we are given no informa- 

tion as to the correspondence between the correctional exper- 

iences and the offense patterns of inmates. In at least a 

few of the studies, correctional experiences are used in 

place of knowledge of actual offenses as indicators of prior 

criminality. Yet the several studies of the official pro- 

cessing of juveniles have shown that there is no necessary 

correspondence between correctional experiences and offense 

history, and that there are probably systematic biases in 

the detection and sanctioning of the delinquent behaviors of 

youth (Elliott and Voss, 1974; Piliavin and Briar, 1964). 

Cline, for example, used as indicators of "greater exper- 
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ience in crime" median age of inmates at time of first ar- 

rest; percent earlier committed to an institution for child- 

ren; and percent who had previously served a prison sentence. 

In his analysis of sixteen Scandinavian prisons, he found: 

"...from the perspective of the direct importation 
model...that institutions in which i~mates collec- 
tively have had greater experience in crime tend to 
be the institutions with the most severe anti-staff 
social climates" (Cline, 1968, p. 179). 

These ecological correlations were replicated, using indivi- 

dual level measurements of private anti-staff attitudes and 

"greater experience in crime." 
I 

Misconduct behaviors, as well as negative attitudes, 

have been linked to the correctional experiences of youth. 

Clarke and Martin found that absconders in England were like- 

ly to have first appeared in court at an earlier age than 

nonabsconders, and to have had more court appearances at • 

Shorter intervals (Clarke and Martin, 1971). Sinclair and 

Clarke also found youth with three or more previous court ap- 

pearances were more likely to abscond than youth with two or 

less (Sinclair and Clarke, 1973). And in their questionable 

study of the riot behaviors of delinquent gir!s,Grosz et. al. 

found that proportionately more of the rioters than the non- 

rioters had their first court hearing before they were fifteen 

years of age. Moreover, 

"By the time of the disturbance, the rioters also showed 
in their past records evidence of significantly more 
frequent appearances at the juvenile court. This is 
particularly noteworthy because the rioters tended to 
be of a younger age than the nonrioters and would on 
that account be expected to have fewer rather than 
more numerous court appearances" (Grosz et. al., 1969, 
p. 1372). 
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On the other hand, ~olfgang in his study of male mur- 

derers found that prior incarceration was predictive of bet- 

ter institutional adjustment. Although this is puzzling, he 

suggests that: 

"Perhaps this merely means that the men who 'have 
gone through it before' are better capable of 
accepting rigorous restraints on their individual 
freedom. Perhaps they were adjusted in their 
earlier penal episodes as well" (Wolfgang, 1961, 
p. 618). 

We might suggest some other explanations such as the possi- 

bility that experienced inmates may not be detected in insti- 

tutional "maladjustments" as often as inexperienced ones; 

that institutions tend to handle inmates with different cor- 

rectional histories in different ways; and that prior izcar- 

ceration may be associated with other predictor variables 

and may be spuriously, linked to adjustment. 

Support for the hypothesis that institutions may manage 

experienced inmates in different ways than inexperienced ones 

was strengthened by Sinclair and Clarke's results. At first 

they were surprised by the negative correlation they found 

between a school's absconding rate and the mean number of 

previous court appearances among the boys in them. But these 

ecological correlations were reversed in an individual level 

analysis and they concluded: 

"Schools which receive boys with a high number of 
previous court appearances tend to have low abscond- 
ing rates. The explanation may well be that schools 
receiving very delinquent populations adapt themselves 
to this and are more concerned than some others to 
reduce delinquent behaviors in the form of absconding. 
In support of this there is some evidence...that the 
schools taking a high proportion of boys with many 
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previous court appearances are run differently from 
those with less delinquent populations (Sinclair and 
Clarke, 1973, p. 288). 

In general, however, there is greater support for the 

hypothesis that youth with more correctional experiences have 

been exposed to more institutional delinquency and thus will 

be more apt to import these behaviors into their current set- 

ting. Within individual programs, therefore, we would ex- 

pect to find that correctional experiences were directly cor- 

related with misconduct. If the suggestion of Sinclair and 

Clarke about institutional differences in the control of so- 

phisticated and unsophisticated youth is true, then these 

correlations would probably be re]atively weak across the 

entire sample. 

Youth were asked to report how many times they had come 

into contact with various levels cf the juvenile justice sys- 

tem. The average number of times youth had been involved in 

various correctional experiences is shown in Appendix B. The 
q 

average youth in our sample had considerable prior correc- 

tional contact, With an average of over ten police arrests, 

five juvenile court appearances, four stays in a juvenile de- 

tention facility, three jailings, two times on probation, 

one stay in a group or foster home, and one training school 

experience. In general youth in custodial programs reported 

more penetration into the juvenile justice system than youth 

in the other two programs, particularly with regard to the 

number of police arrests and the number of times they were 

jailed. Utilitarian program youth had, on the average, the 
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least experience with the correctional system, particularly 

in terms of court appearances, detention and jail and pro- 

bation. 

Correlations among these items shown in Table 5.11 indi- 

cate that most of these contacts are related. It must be 

noted, however, that the number of contacts with various 

social control agencies masks differences in the duration, 

severity, and consequences of these experiences. In no way 

can we claim that these dimensions are commensurate with 

each other or that they accurately reflect the impact of cor- 

rectional experiences on youth. 

Because the correlations between the frequency of insti- 

tutional misconduct of any type and each of the correctional 

experiences were quite small (the highest being .18 between 

the totai amount of serious misconduct and the number of po- 

lice arrests and the number of jail experiences), we felt 

that the individual contacts were probably less important 

than a composite measure of correctional experience, we con- 

structed an index which summed the number of contacts with 

the police, juvenile court, juvenile detention, jail, and 

probation, despite the fact that these dimensions are of 

different orders of severity and duration. 

The number of ~roup or foster home experiences was drop- 

ped from the scale because they were not necessarily correc- 

tional experiences, were not highly correlated with the 

other contacts, and had low response rates. The number of 

training school experiences was also deleted because we sus- 



215 

TABLE 5.11 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CORRECTIONAL HISTORY ITEMS 

Variable 

Detention 1.0000 

Jail .1720 1.0000 

Training 
School .3881 .1814 1.0000 

Probation .4009 .1559 .2745 

Group/ 
Foster 
Home .2413 .0999 .3137 

Court .6995 .2194 .3135 

Police .5307 .5451 .3170 

1.0000 

.0346 1.0000 

.4156 .0386 1.0000 

.3640 .1349 .5515 1.0000 

pected that in some cases the present institutional experience 

was included in the figure and in other cases it was not~ The 

response rate on that question was also relative low. Item 

to Scale score c0rrelations for the Correctional Experiences 

scale are contained in Appendix B. 

There were significant differences in the average number 

of correctional experiences among youth in custodial, utili- 

tarian, and participatory settings, reflecting differences 

already discussed in the individual items composing the scale. 

Youth in custodial programs reported an averag e of 30 contacts 

with the five agencies contained in the summary scale, and 

participatory programs had an average of 22 contacts among 

their youth. Utilitarian program youth had an average of 20 
/ 

contacts with the correctional system. As we can see in 

Table 5.12, the combined measure of correctional experiences 

is only weakly correlated with most types of institutional 
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TABLE 5.12 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE FREQUENCY OF 
INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT AND THE NUMBER OF PRIOR CORRECTIONAL 

EXPERIENCES 

Frequency of Number of Correctional Experiences 

Pretending to be sick 

Using drugs 

Running away 

Stealing 

Damaging property 

Hitting staff 

Fighting youth 

All Serious Misconduct 

* Significant at .05 level 
** Significant at .01 level 

.06* 

.20** 

.06* 

.07* 

.08** 

.06* 

.07* 

.19"* 

misconduct. The exceptions are drug use and all serious mis- 

conduct but even these are more strongly related to youths' 

prior delinquent history than to their prior correctional ex- 

periences. 

Correctional history is less effective £han offense his- 

tory as an explanation of institutional misconduct as we 

would expect. The contacts youth have had with juvenile jus- 

tice agencies before coming to an institution are determined 

by factors including actual delinquent behavior. The impor- 

tation perspective is probably clearest when operationalized 

by actual self-reported pre-institutional behavior and in 

fact is best represented empirically by these sets of var- 

iables. 

Most of the independent variables in the Importation 
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Model were significantly correlated. The zero order correla- 

tion matrix of these importation predictor variables is shown 

in Appendix B. 

=~ Frequent involvement in criminal activity before incar- 

ceration was related to being older, male and not being black. 

Prior episodes of more minor offenses were also reported by 

older, nonblack youth but there were no sex differences in 

these behaviors. Prior abscondings were also more frequent 

among older youth, other than blacks and females. The fre- 

quencies of all types of previous delinquent behavior were 

related and they were also associated with more experiences 

With the correctional system'. Previous criminal activity 

and more minor offenses were also directly related to the 

commitment offenses of the youth. 

Importation Variables as Predictors of Institutional Misconduct 

in order to estimate the total ~mount of variance in 

institutional misconduct explained by the total set of impor- 

tation variables we have discussed, we used least squares 

multiple regression techniques, across the overall sample. 

Since the independent variables are intercorrelated, it is 

important to examine the net association of each with mis- 

conduct. 1 

In Tables 5.13 to 5.20 the results of this analysis on 

each of the types of misconduct as well as the total amount 

of serious misconduct are presented. 

Very little variation in the frequency of specific types 

of institutional misconduct were explained by the entire set 
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TABLE 5.13 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE P~GRESSION OF FEIGNED ILL- 
NESS ON I~ORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .029, 710 d.f. F=1.7538 p=.05 N=711 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c) -.05 -.05 -.05 

sex (Female) -.03 .02 .02 

White (d) -.05 .00 .00 

Black (d) .i0 .00 .i0 

Other nonwhite (d) -.07 -.00 -.05 

Mixes races (d) .02 .00 .03 

Previous crimes .07 .05 .07 

Previous offenses -.02 -.02 -.02 

Previous abscondings -.02 -.01 -.01 

Social class .01 .01 .01 

Commitment offense .07 .05 .06 

Correctional 
experiences .06 .05 .05 

Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialed on the other variables in 
the model. 

The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

c 
Because age atentrance and present age were so highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

d 
Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
*** P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.14 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF USE OF ILLEGAL 
DRUGS ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .090, 710 d.f. F=5.7479 p=.0000 N-71 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c] .12 .03 

Sex (Female) -.04 -.01 

White (d) .02 -.00 

Black (d) -.09 -.00 

Other nonwhite (d) .04 .00 

Mixes races (d) .03 -.00 

Previous crimes .20 .06 

Previous offenses .25 .13 

Previous abscondings .12 -.00 

Social class -.04 -.01 

Commitment offense .06 -.02 

Correctional 
experiences .21 .12 

O3 

- 01 

- 01 

- 02 

.01 

-~02 

.08 

.17"** 

-.00 

-.01 

-.02 

.13"* 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 

the model. 

b The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

c Because age at entrance and present age were so highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

d Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.15 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF ABSCONDING ON 
IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .034, 710 d.f. f=2.0496 p=.02 N=711 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c) 

sex (Female) 

White (d) 

Black (d) 

Other nonwhite (d) 
Mixed races (d) 

Previous crimes 

Previous offenses 

Previous abscondings 

Social class 

Commitment offense 

Correctional 
experiences 

-.08 -.08 -.09* 

-~04 o.o4 -.05 

-.00 -.00 -.00 

-.03 .00 .01 

-.00 -.00 -.00 

.04 .00 ~ .03 

.03 .00 .00 

-.02 -.04 -.05 

.13 .13 .15"** 

.02 .02 .02 

-.01 -.02 -.02 

.07 .04 .04 

a 

b 

Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 
the model. 

The analysis was performed on standardized variables so the 
regression coefficients are beta weights. 

c 
Because age at entrance and present age are so highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

d 
Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.16 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF STEALING ON 
IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 =.04, 710 d.f. F=2.6289 p=.002 N=7!I 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c) -.01 -.03 -.03 

Sex (Female) -.12 -.07 -.08 

White (d) .01 -.00 -.01 

Black (d) -.0! .00 .02 

Other nonwhite (d) .01 -.00 -.02 

Mixed races (d) -.01 -.00 -.03 

Previous crimes .18 .10 .13"* 

Previous offenses .07 .01 .02 

Previous abscondings .08 .06 .07 

Social class .01 .02 .02 

Commitment offense .]I .04 .04 

Correctional 
experiences .07 -.01 -.02 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 

the model. 

b The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

c Because age at entrance and present age were so highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

d Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.17 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF D~GING PRO- 
PERTY ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .07, 710 d.f. F=4.5552 p=.0000 N=711 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present Age (c) 

Sex (Female) 

White (d) 

Black (d) 

Other nonwhite (d) 

Mixed races (d) 

Previous crimes 

Previous offenses 

Prevlous abscondings 

Social class 

Commitment offense 

Correctional 
experience 

-.08 

-.I0 

.03 

-.01 

01 

- 04 

19 

07 

15 

01 

12 

-.i0 

-.04 

-.00 

.00 

-.00 

- 00 

.Ii 

00 

13 

02 

06 

-.ii** 

-.04 

-.01 

.03 

-.03 

-.01 

.14"* 

.00 

.15"** 

.02 

.07 

.i0 .01 .02 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 
the model. 

The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

Because age at entrance and present age were so highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.18 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF HITTING STAFF 
ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .03, 710 d.f. F=1.7154 p=.06 N=711 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c) -.00 -.03 -.03 

Sex (Female) -.04 -.03 -.04 

White (d) -.04 -.00 -.03 

Black (d) .04 .00 .07 

Other nonwhite (d) -.03 -.00 -.03 

Mixed races (d) .04 .00 .02 

Previous crimes .i0 .03 .04 

Previous offenses .06 .03 .04 

Previous abscondings .10 .09 .i0" 

Social class -.02 -.01 -.01 

Commitment offense .06 .02 .02 

Correctional 
experiences .09 .03 .04 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 
the model. 

b The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

c Because age at entrance and present age were so highly 
correlated, ~Te only used present age in this analysis 

d Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.19 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF F~IGHTING YOUTH 
ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .08, 710 d.f. F=4.7561 p=.0000 N=711 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c) -.07 -.06 

Sex (Female) -.18 -.ii 

White (d) -.12 -.00 

Black (d) .08 .00 

Other nonwhite {d) .05 -.00 
l 

Mixed races (d) .03 -.00 

Previous crimes .18 .12 

Previc_z offenses -.00 -.03 

Previous abscondings .02 .04 

Social class .00 -.01 

Commitment offense .!i .02 

Correctional 
experiences .09 .02 

-.06 

-.12"* 

-.13 

.03 

-.02 

-.02 

.15"** 

-.04 

.05 

-.01 

.02 

.02 

a 

b 

Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 
the model. 

The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

Because age at entrance and present age were SO highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

d 
Each racial category was made into a separate du~umy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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TABLE 5.20 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MIS- 
CONDUCT ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES 

R 2 = .13, 710 d.f. F=8.5850 p=.0000 N=711 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Present age (c) .00 -.06 -.06 

Sex (Female) -.17 -.09 -.i0"* 

White (d) -.03 -.00 -.05 

Black (d) -.02 .00 .04 

Other nonwhite (d) .04 -.00 -.0! 

Mixed races (d) .02 -.00 -.03 

Previous crimes .31 .15 .19"** 

Previous offenses .18 .06 .0~ 

Previous abscondings .17 .i0 .Ii** 

Social class -.01 .00 .00 

Co~mitment offense .15 .03 .03 

Correctional 
experience .22 .08 .08* 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the 
dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in 

the model. 

b The analysis was performed on standardized variables so 
the regression coefficients are beta weights. 

c Because age at entrance and present age were so highly 
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis. 

d Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable. 

* P is less than .05 
** P is less than .01 
***P is less than .001 
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of importation predictor variables. The amount of explained 

variance was three percent for pretending to be sick, running 

away and hitting staff; four percent for stealing;seven per- 

cent for property damage; eight percent for fighting; nine 

percent for illegal drug use; and thirteen percent for the 

total frequency of all types of serious misconduct in the one 

month period. 

Moreover, none of the indirect importation variables 

except age and sex had any contribution to the explanations. 

Although there is a discernible pattern such that younger 

youth reported more frequently being involved in absconding 

and damaging pro~ert~ beta weights indicate that present age 

accounts for very little of the variance in these acts. Al- 

though males more often reported fighting than females, sex 

only explains two percent of the variance and contributes 

nothing to the explanation of the other specific types of mis- 

behavior. 

Despite the attention theorists have devoted to race 

and social class, we found that they were unassociated with 

the institutional misconduct reported by youth in this study. 

Pre-institutional delinquent behavior, however, was signifi- 

cantly correlated with each type of serious misconduct. 

Youth who were more heavily involved in criminal type activ- 

ities before their incarceration were significantly more like- 

ly to have stolen (p=.01); damaged property (p=.01); and 

fought other youth (p=.001) in the one month period studied. 

Youth who had used drugs and engaged in "status offenses" be- 
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fore coming to the program were more likely to use illegal 

drugs in the program (p=.001); and youth who had absconded 

from home or from another correctional program before more 

often engaged in running away (p=.001); damaging property 

(p=.001);and hitting staff (p=.05). Commitment offenses and 

prior correctional experiences contributed very little to 

the explanation, however. 

When we look at the explanation of all serious miscon- 

duct, previous delinquent behavior, especially involvement 

in crimes and abscondings, is the best though still weak pre- 

dictor. It is also true that females and youth with less 

contact with the correctional system tend to engage in insti- 

2 
tutional misconduct less frequenuly. 

There are a number of possible reasons for the relative 

inadequacy of the importation predictor variables in account- 

ing for institutional misconduct. Much Of the variation in 

misconduct may be attributable to other background character- 

istics for which information was not available such as per- 

sonality, or psychological disturbances, or it could be that 

there is a great deal of interaction among the predictor 

variables that is not evident from the regression analysis. 

The period of time studied may have been too brief to indi- 

cate the kinds cf continuing patterns'of behavior which dif- 

ferentiate different types of youth and/or some of these 

month periods may have been atypical. 

Proponents of the deprivation model would suggest, how- 

ever, that these findings support the position that institu- 
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tional Characteristics are more strongly associated with 

these behaviors than pre-progr~m attitudes, behaviors, and 

experiences. These researchers have found that the typical 

"~mportation" predictor variables interact with institutional 

variables in unknown ways. In a study of six correctional 

institutions for boys, results similar to ours occurred: 

"At first inspection, it appears that background 
attributes may have a considerable impact upon inmate 
perspectives. Data relating background attributes 
to perspectives for the total sample of inmates from 
all institutions show a considerable number of stat- 
istically significant relationships, involving each 
control variable and every perspective item at least 
once. As might be expected, variables such as serious- 
ness of offense, number of offenses, and number of 
times returned to the institution relate rather fre- 
quently to the holding of negative perspectives. 

Results of the analysis of background perspective re- 
lationships with institutions suggest most or even all 
of the findings are spurious, however, for they reflect 
what are really only institutional differences in 
both backgrounds and perspectives...In every instance 
in which any single background variable appears to 
relate consistently to perspectives in a direct way 
within any of the institutions, it is consistently 
related inversely in another of the institutions. Thus, 
to the extent that these backgroun d variables have 
any relationship with perspectives beyond random 
associations, they seem to do so only in interaction 
with the institutional environment" (Street, 1962, 
pp. 76-81). 

In our analysis of the associations of the background attri- 

butes of youth and the self-reported involvement in miscon- 

duct, we found the same phenomenon. The few significant asso- 

ciations found between these variables were positive in some 

programs and were negatively related in others. 

Others have suggested the possibility that the particular 

imported characteristics which will be predictive of miscon- 

duct may vary under different organizational conditions. In 
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their study comparing runa?;ay rates at two different pro- 

grams, Empey and Lubeck found that as dramatic organizational 

shifts such as changes in treatment strategies occurred, 

the various measures of personality seemed to assume greater 

explanatory power than under conditions of relative organiza- 

tional stability. Not only were different personal character- 

istics associated with running away in the community-based 

and total institutions, but these characteristics changed as 

structural changes occurred within each of the programs. 

The researchers concluded: 
l 

"These findings suggest, then, that there may be no 
uniform sets of personal and background variables 
that will be consistently predictive of offender be- 
havior, no matter what the correctional setting. Of- 
fo[~der behavior, indeed correctional effectiyeness, 
are instead a product of, the match between personal 
and social systems. Thus, if prediction is desirable, 
research will have to look more closely at the dyna- 
mics of interaction between these two systems rather 
than at personal or organizational characteristics 
by themselves" ~Empey and Lubeck, 1971, pp 306-307). 

Summary 

In this chapter, we considered the importation per- 

spective on institutional misconduct. Despite our reserva- 

tions regarding the extension of this model to include as- 

cribed characteristics such as race, sex, age and social 

class, we examined these variables along with variables asso- 

ciated directly with importation such as pre-program offenses 

and delinquent behavior. 

The "typical" youth in our sample was a male who entered 

the program shortly after his fifteenth birthday but who was 

now almost sixteen. He was nonwhite and from a home in which 
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his parents were either unemployed or in working class jobs. 

Committed for a property crime, he had considerable pre-in- 

stitutional delinquent experiences. The average youth had 

committed acts labeled as crimes at least once or twice and 

had engaged in minor offenses and drug incidents even more 

frequently. With an average of about 9 prior police arrests, 

and extensive visits to juvenile court as well as a n~ntber 

of commitments to juvenile detention and jail facilities, 

the "typical" youth has had many contacts with the juveniie 

justice system before his present incarceration. 

But there were significant differences among the three 

types of ~nstitutions in these importation characteristics. 

Individual level analyses indicated that except for pre-pro- 

gram delinquency, very few of these variables were signifi- 

cantly associated with the frequency of institutional mis- 

conduct. Those associations that were statistically signi- 

ficant for the sample as a whole were often not present in 

individual programs and/or were related in opposite ways. 

The importation variables were significantly correlated with 

each other, however. 

Since the analysis of relationships when variables are 

considered one at a time in relation to misconduct may fail 

to provide a complete or accurate pizture of the interrela- 

tionships within the data, we used multiple regression anal- 

ysis to allow for the assessment of the independent effects 

of each of the imported characteristics, while controlling 

simultaneously for the effects of the remaining ones. The 
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results of this analysis confirmed the failure of the im- 

portation model to explain a significant portion of the var- 

iation in institutional misconduct. Only about thirteen per- 

cent of the variation in the total frequency of serious mis- 

conduct was accounted for by the entire set of importation 

variables. The proportion of the explained variance for 

each particular type of misbehavior was even smaller, rang- 

ing from three to seven percent. 

Though in the next chapter we will examine the utility 

of another model which has often been cast in opposition to 

the importation perspective, we cannot discard imported char- 

acteristtcs as partial explanations of the phenomenon. Clear- 

ly pre-institutional delinquency, the clearest and most theo- 

retically relevant aspect Of the model, is associated with 

the incidence of serious misbehavior of incarcerated youth 

and there are reasons to believe that measurement problems 

may have masked an even stronger relationship. Rather, we 

now turn to the "deprivation" perspective as a different way 

of accounting for problematic behaviors of confined youth• 
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FOOTNOTES 

i. 

2. 

Multiple regression employs the principle of least 
squares to produce a prediction equation enabling us to 
weigh and sum scores on the independent variables to ob- 
tain the best possible prediction equation of misconduct 
in the institutional setting. It is used here primarily 
as a device for estimating the total ~mount of variance 
in the dependent variable that the entire set of indepen- 
dent variables (representing each of the three models) 
could account for as a set, and as a tool for evaluating 
th~ relative contribution of independent variables with- 
in each set. For this particular analysis, standardized 
partial regression coefficients or beta weights are more 
convenient descriptions of the variables' relationships 
than are nonstandardized coefficients because the units 
in which the variables are measured are often not inter- 
pretable or inconsistent with 6ach other. Beta weights 
generally range in value from minus one to plus one and 
measure how many standard deviation units the dependent 
variable will change given one standard deviation change 
in the independent variable while controlling for all 
the other variables in the ~egression equation. Since 
all the variables in the equation are expressed in stan- 
dard deviation units, beta weights can be directly com- 
pared to assess their impact on the dependent variable. 

We are aware that the simultaneous multiple regression 
model used here may result in highly misle&ding indi- 
vidual coefficients because of the problem of multi- 
colinearity of the independent variables (i.e. they are 
substantially correlated). 



CHAPTER VI 

THE DEPRIVATION PERSPECTIVE ON INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

In contrast to the "Importation Model," which views in- 

mate adaptations as characteristic behavior patterns of in- 

dividuals without reference to the institutional setting, the 

,Deprivation Model" explains these adaptations with refer- 

ence to feelings of alienation and hostility generated by the 

deprivations and frustrations of the condition of imprison- 

me nt. 1 Though these two models are often presented as polar 

opposites, they are not really mutually exclusive and, in 

fact, should be viewed as complementary sets of exDlanatio ns-2 

In this chapter, we will explore the implications of the var- 

ious sets of hypotheses subsumed under the "Deprivation or 

Functional" perspectives for understanding institutional mis- 

conduct. 

Prior Research Using the Deprivation Perspective 

The early work of Clemmer (1938) and Hayner and Ash 

(1939) assumed that the negative attitudes of inmates (char- 

acterized as "conniving codes" and attitudes of "prisoniza- 

tion") were, at least to some extent, indicative of solidary 

opposition to the prison environment. Theseearly explanations 

can be characterized as "Pure Deprivation" models because 

they only assume that inmate adaptations are responses to 

institutional conditions. Later theorists elaborated these 

models into "Functional" perspectives by assuming that these 

adaptations (particularly the development of inmate social 

2 3 3 '  
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systems) tended to reduce the frustrations and deprivations 

of imprisonment. 

Though the functional significance of the development 

of inmate social systems was accepted as fact in many studies, 

theorists differed in the particular functions they believed 

were served. McCorkle and Korn, as well as Cloward, empha- 

sized the function of the system in restoring the self-esteem 

and status of inmates: 

"In many ways, the inmate social system may be viewed 
as providing a way of life which enables the inmate 
to avoid the devastating psychological effects of 
internalizing and converting social rejection into 
self-rejection. In effect, it permits the inmate to 
reject his rejectors" (McCorkle and Korn, 1954, p. 88). 

The inmate social system was also seen as providing 

other mechanisms to reduce the rigors of confinement, beyond 

the psychologica ! boost of standing in firm opposition to 

prison officials. Sykes, in a classic statement of the frus- 

trations of prison life, identified five "pains of imprison- 

ment": the deprivation of liberty, the deprivation Of goods 

and services, the deprivation of heterosexual relationships, 

the deprivation of autonomy, and the deprivation of security, 

which he believed could be mitigated by collective orienta- 

tions of inmates. 

"...the greater the extent of 'cohesive' responses-- 
the greater the degree to which the society of cap- 
tires moves in the direction of inmate solidarity -- 
the greater is the likelihood that the pains of im- 
prisonment will be rendered less severe for the in- 
mate population as a whole" (Sykes, 1966, p. 107). 

Theorists emphasizing different pains of imprisonment 

have looked at the functional significance of different as- 
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pects of the inmate social system. Much of the research on 

the inmate social systems formed by women and girls was con- 

cerned with the functional significance of pseudo-families 

and homosexuality as alleviating the lack of heterosexual 

experiences and affectional relationships. For exa~nple: 

"The overriding need of a majority of female pri- 
soners is to establish an affectional relationship 
which brings in prison, as it does in the community, 
love, interpersonal support, security and social 
status. This need prompts homosexuality as the pre- 
dominant compensatory response to the pains of im- 
prisonment" (~ard and Kassebaum, 1965, p. 70). 

In contrast, the functions of the social systems of male 

inmates were more often viewed as alleviating the pains of- 

deprivation of goods and services and provision of security. 

The collusion between inmate elitcz and guards in order to 

maintain "conditions of peace and o~fder" and the systems of 

sub rosa economic interchanges that emerge in male prisons 

were believed to mitigate the problems of scarcity and vio- 

lence. 

In the present analysis, we have no way of testing the 

functional argument. Since ours was not a longitudinal de- 

sign, we have no way of demonstrating that participation in an 

inmate social system and/or engaging in misconduct actually 

leads to a reduction in the discomforts of confinement. 

Moreover, we find it difficult to argue that the involvement 

of youth in serious misconduct would tend to reduce their 

feelings of rejection and degradation. Rather, we believe, 

though we cannot demonstrate it, that many of these behaviors 

may result in more rejection both from other youth and staff, 
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more severe institutional experiences, and longer lengths of 

stay. These behaviors are probably dysfunctional ~n terms of 

alleviating the pains of Lnpriso~ent. Although it see-~ 

logical that ~he solidarity with other youth in an Lnmate 
? 

social system would tend to alleviate many of the more pain -~ 

ful aspects of confinement, there is less reason to believe 

that engaging in acts of misconduct would serve that function. 

The pure "Deprivation" argument is more appealinq for 

our purposes. Rather than assuming that prisonized values 

and behaviors lead to a reduction of felt deprivation, we 

need only show that the degree of physical and psychological 

degradation provide d by the institutional setting is associat- 

ed with the development of such attitudes and behavior. As 

Cline indicates: 

"This model has been implicit in many demands for penal 
reform; it is based upon the assumption that being in 
prison is a degrading and depriving experience, and 
that inmates respond to this experience with feelings 
of hostility towards those who they see as the enforce- 
me~t agents of their incarceration, the staff" (Cline, 
~1968, pp. 174-175). 

Although most researchers using this model have tried to link 

the deprivations of the prison experience to negative atti- 

tudes and norms of prisonization, the extension of the argu- 

ment to the actual behaviors of inmates seems logical. Acts 

of defiance and anger, in particular, may be closely linked 

to feelings of alienation and hostility toward authorities 

and fellow prisoners. Acts Of escape and self-mutilation 

might be associated with feelings of hopelessness and frus- 

tration. 
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In a study of seven prisons in the United States, esti- 

mated rates of drug use and homosexual behavior were higher 

in institutions with punitive, repressive, and harsh envir- 

onments than in those which Were open, humane, and treatment- 

oriented. The authors concluded that the extent to which con- 

victs are engaged in these two types of deviant behavior dur- 

ing the time of their incarceration, was more a function of 

the type of prison which held them than the social character- 

istics they brought with them from the outside (Akers, Hayner 

and Gruninger, 1974). Unfortunately there were a number of 

serious methodological problems in this study. 

The characterization of institutional environments was 

made by the three researchers on ~he basis of tape recorded 

interviews with the top administrators of the various pri- 

sons, and not using the perceptions and reports of the inmates 

themselves. Data on the amount of homosexual involvement 

and specific use of drugs were obtained from responses to 

questions about the participation of other inmates. The 

questions were written in the following form: "How many in- 

mates do you know for sure have participated in homosexual 

relations in this institution at least once in the past year?" 

The same question was asked separately for: drugs (no kind 

specified), marijuana, heroin, or drugs other than marijuana 

or heroin. There was no information about the frequency of 

involvement in these behaviors by inmates themselves. It 

is certainly possible that inmates in more punitive institu- 

tions believe that other inmates are more deviant than they 
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actually are while this same"pluralistic ignorance" may not 

be operative in more open and humane settings. Since the 

analysis was only based on ecological correlations between 

type of prison and rates of reported homosexual and drug ac- 

tivities, there was no way to link the actual involvements of 

inmates in these behaviors to their felt deprivation. 

Similar problems werecharacteristic of the studies 

which attributed the frequency of absconding to character- 

istics of the environments of training schools. Not only 

were there very few attempts to link situational or environ- 

mental factors to absconding, but the measurement of school 

environment was quite inadequate. For example, Clarke and 

Martin, in looking a~ official absconding rates for July to 

December of 1964 and 1966 in England, found wide differences 

between schools in these rates "which reflect differences in 

school environment" and further found: 

"these differences in absconding rates are relatively 
stable over time (at least for senior and intermediate 
schools) in the same way as many differences of school 
regimes which might be implicated in absconding are 
stable" (Clarke and Martin, 1971, p. 52). 

Yet they made no real effort to identify the differences in 

school environments which they believed to be related to the 

absconding rate. They did note a study by Sinclair in which 

the failure rates {as a result of absconding or an offense) 

in probation hostels were largely accounted for by the person- 

alities and training methods of the hostel wardens. The hos- 

tels with low failure rates had strict discipline, "but the 

warden was kind and well supported by his wife." Clarke and 
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Martin admit, however: 

"As approvedschools are more complex organizations 
than probation hostels, it is not likely that the per- 
sonality and training methods of a single member of 
staff, e.g., the headmaster or housemaster, would be 
as important in absconding, and thus it might be more 
difficult to identify crucial variables" (Clarke 
and Martin, 1971, p. 53). 

In their further studies of boys in British approved 

schools, Clarke and Martin pursued this investigation by ex- 

amining, among other things, whether youths who were extro- 

verted or introverted (as measured by the Junior Eysenck Per- 

sonality Inventory) would have different absconding rates de- 

pending on the kind of program environment in which they were 

placed. They expected to find that introverted boys would 

be more likely to run away from ~chools that emphasized team 

games and house spirit than from those which emphasized indi- 

vidual casework. These and other hypotheses were not con- 

firmed. What is important, from our perspectivc, is the pro- 

blematic characterization of school environment in the study. 

The regime of each school was described very simply as "per- 

missive-therapeutic" (casework), "traditional-structured," 

"training school," and "paternalistic-traditional." These 

descriptions were arrived at in consultation with the Head- 

master of the classifying center that referred boys to the var- 

ious schools, rather than by more systematic or objective 

assessments. The perceptions of the boys themselves were not 

solicited at all. 

In their comparison of the runaway rates in a mediatory 

community program and a total institution, Empey and Lubeck 

presented few definitive findings regarding the impact of en- 
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vironmental variables. Although they suggested that dynamic 

and drastic shifts in the institutionalized norms of programs 

led to a state of anomie which produced escapist behavior 

such as absconding in the total institution, this did not 

really occur in the community program, where the overall rate 

remained stable over the entire period despite similar 

changes (Empey and Lubeck, 1971). We were given no informa- 

tion about the subjective perceptions of boys regarding changes 

in the programs and ways in which these might be related to 

their own participation in running away and other critical 

incidents. No attempt was made to relate self-reported parti- 

cipation in deviant behavior to individual perceptions of the 

deprivations and frustrations of life in the program. 

Despite the lack of adequate research, there is always a 

great deal of speculation as to the causes of absconding and 

other types of institutional misconduct. Slavson argued that 

misconduct is a result of problems in the relationship between 

youth and staff. 

"...we were nearly always able to discover a pre- 
cipitating act of 'unjust' or unkindly treatment 
on the part of some staff member. In some instan- 

• ces these feelings had no foundation in fact but 
the boys, oversensitive as they were to adults' 
snubs and persecution, interpreted some innocent 
act as such" (Slavson, 1954, p. 99). 

Others speculate that absconding is motivated by: "difficul- 

ties and pressures within the institution" (Levine, 1962); 

"running away from conflict and stress" (Hildebrand, 1968); 

attempts to secure staff attention (Farrington, et. al. 1963); 

"being fed up because they are not getting any benefit from 
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the time in the program" (Carter, 1963); "undue delays or com- 

plications in parole placement" (Levine, 19621; "a way of 

postponing parole without having to admit to peers that one 

does not really want to be released" (Hildebrand, 1968); "for 

the sheer phenomenal enjoyment and excitement of a chase... 

just to 'get away' with getting away" (Hi!debrand, 1968); and 

"homesickness and related anxieties" (Levine, 1962). 

A few studies have gone beyond speculation. Using the 

social climate scales developed by Moos which provide system- 

atic measures of the subjective perspectives of inmates as 

to the program environment, absconders' scores were compared 

to those of graduates of New York correctional programs for 

youth. Results indicated that %he youth who later absconde$ 

rated their programs as permitting significantly less Express- 

iveness and as putting more stress on Staff Control than non- 

absconders (graduates). There was also a slight tendency for 

absconders to rate the programs higher on Order and Organiza- 

tion than nonabsconders. Even within a particular program 

absconders rated thesocial climate very differently from 

graduates (Chase, 1975). 

"Absconders rated the program significantly lower than 
graduates on the Relationship and Treatment program 
dimensions and significantly higher on the System 
Maintenance dimensions...Differences between the two 
groups were particularly marked on the Expressiveness 
scale" (Chase, 1975, p. 203). 

There was also some evidence that the subjective perceptions 

of youth tapped by the Social Climate scales were stable over 

time. Chase found that sixty percent of the absconders stayed 

in the program for two or more months after being tested. She 
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concluded from this that: 

"their absconding characteristics were discernible for 
at least txo months, and in many cases much longer, 
before they actually ran. This result held true for 
the other types of-within program measures and led to 
a direct program implication, namely, that if systematic 
assessments could be made of each youth at intake or 
shortly after, efforts to forestall absconding could 
be started much earlier, with a corresponding increase 
in the likelihood of averting such behavior"(Chase, 
1975, p. 204). 

In two studies of the attitudes of youth who were con- 

sidered troublemakers by staff, there is evidence that such 

youth hold more negative perceptions of the institutional en- 

vironment than do conforming youth. Moos related scores on 

the Social Climate scales to a three month record of disci- 

plinary infractions in two juvenile correctional units (Moos, 

1975). He found that the rule breakers saw the social envir- 

onments of the two units much more negatively than did the 

residents who did not break any rules. This was particularly 

true with regard to scales of Expressiveness, Practical Orien- 

tation, an~ Personal Problem Orientation. Rule breakers 

rated themselves as much less satisfied with the institution, 

as liking the staff less, as feeling that they had less chance 

to develop their abilities and self confidence, and as being 

more likely to get into trouble in the institution. On the 

other hand, rule breakers were much more positive about other 

residents than non-ruie breakers (Moos, 1975). 

The inmate's definition of his institutional situation 

as "a negative opportunity structure, as a negative authority 

structure, and as an arbitrary and externally controlled en- 

vironment" was believed to lead to troublemaking behavior in 
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a study by Wood, Wilson, Jessor and Bogan. Using staff nomi- 

nations of "troublemakers" and disciplinary reports on each 

inmate, they found that these hypotheses were confirmed. 

Youth who were nominated by four or more staff menders as trou- 

blemakers saw less opportunity, less reasonable and sympathet- 

ic authority, and greater arbitrary unpredictability in the 

institutional situation than Other youth. Although these 

troublemakers had spent significantly longer time in the in- 

stitution than the Control group, the researchers found that 

unfavorable definitions were unrelated to length of stay. 

Trouble making behavior was also apparently unrelated to demo- 

graphic, life history, and delinquency history variables 

though there was a tendency for such youth to have had sli?ht- 

!y greater previous exposure to institutionalization (Wood, 

Wilson, Jessor, and Bogan, 1966). 

Since, in both of these studies, misconduct measures 

were based on official not self-reports, it is quite likely 

that the negative attitudes of youth were related to the 

treatment they received from staff and the ways in which they 

were labeled by them. The labeling of youth as "troublemakers" 

or "rule breakers" by staff may have resulted in differential 

treatment of these youth and consequently produced percep- 

tions of the instituticn as a negative and repressive environ- 

ment. It is also possible that youth who committed the same 

acts of misconduct, but were not detected as troublemakers, 

did not share these perceptions. 

"In the present analysis, though we use self-report mea- 
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sures of misconduct, we share many of the other problems in- 

herent in cross-sectional designs relating attitudes to be- 

haviors. Though significant associations may be found between 

negative perceptions of the institution and deviant behavior, 

we still won't know whether youth who have strong feelings of 

alienation/deprivation are more likely to break rules or 

whether the direction of influence is reversed. Longitudinal 

analyses are necessary to establish the causal direction con- 

clusively. 

Moreover, we are painfully aware of the difficulties in 

constructing measures of deprivation and repression appropriate 

to the understanding of institutional misconduct. As Cline 

discovered in a study of fifteen c~rrectional institutions 

in Scandinavian countries, 

"It is more difficult to construct measures for the 
deprivation model than for the direct importation 
model. There are a nu~er of different dimensions 
of deprivation; for example, the loss of personal 
freedom; the perception of rejection and its potential 
impact on self concept; the absence of heterosexual 
contacts; the scarcity of such personal amenities as 
tobacco, coffee, and toilet articles; and the restric- 
tions and limitations on contacts with others both 
inside and outside the institution" (Cline, 1968, 
p. 181). 

Cline only developed an index of the last type of depriva- 

tion, which he called "social deprivation" and based it on 

objective characteristics ~f the program such as restrictions 

on the length of time permitted with visitors, restrictions 

on the number of furloughs that inmates were permitted, and 

the proportion of inmates who eat their meals alone in their 

rooms. His finding of a positive relationship between measures 
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of social contact and anti-staff attitudes was surprising 

since the deprivation model predicts the opposite. In ex- 

plaining the finding, he turns to the concept of relative dep- 

rivation, saying: 

"...the finding...invites the notion that it is the 
very contact itself, especlally the contact with the 
outside world, that enables the inmate to see clearly 
what he is missing out there. The more contact with 
that world, the more he may use it as a reference 
point, and hence the more depriving the world of the 
prison appears to him" (Cline, 1968, p. 182). 

Although this may be true, we feel that the finding may 

be more a function of the way in which social deprivation was 

measured. It is our contention that the deprivation model 

requires some assessment of the peins of imprisonment as pec- 

• ceived by ~nmates rather than as ~$erceived by research inve~- 
J 

tigators. The existence of rules and policies regulating con- 

tact with the outside may bear little relationship to the ac- 

tual experiences of inmates in terms of numbc~ of borne visits, 

contact with family and friends, and interaction in the com- 

munity. We know from our field work experiences that many 

youth had little communication with their family and outside 

friends while institutionalized although they were in programs 

which encouraged home visits and correspondence with the out- 

side. The differences in the amount of social isolation ex- 

perienced by inmates may not be related to the policies of 

the programs. Moreover, the felt deprivation of inmates may 

not be consistentwith the objective situation. Inmates may 

feel more or less deprived than one another, given the same 

situation, because of differences in expectations and pre-pri- 



246 

son deprivatiens. Finally, we expect their reactions to be 

more closely allied with their subjective feelings of depri- 

vation than to actual institutional characteristics. 

In this chapter we will use a combination of objective 

and subjective measures to test the efficacy of the Depriva- 

tion Model. All of these measures are based on youth reports 

and individual level analyses relating frequency of miscon- 
l 

duct to each of them will be used. As in Chapter Five, each 

of the indicators will be described and comparisons between 

the three types of institutions will be made for each of them. 

The relationship of each deprivation variable to each type of 

institutional misconduct will be examined before pursuing the 

multiv~rlate analyses in which they are considered a set. 

Length of Stay 

Stuiies of assimilation into the prison setting, as well 

as those concerned with deprivation, have included classifica- 

tions of inmates according to their length of stay, since the 

early work of Clemmer who directed his attention to: 

"the manner in which the attitudes of prisoners are 
modified as the men spend month after month in the 
penal milieu" (Clemmer, 1940, p. 294). 

A number of studies of prisonization and membership in 

collective inmate organizations have found that negative atti- 

tudes and behaviors intensified over the period of time 

served (Wheeler, 1961; We]!ford, 1967; Tittle, 1972). Al- 

though a progressive opposition to staff norms (measured by 

attitude scales) is observed when inmates are classified ei- 

ther by length of time served or by the stage of their insti- 

tutional career, we know of no studies indicating that miscon- 
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duct behavior increases over time. We would, however, expect 

to find that it does, for two reasons. First, the extent to 

which the pains of imprisonment increase or become more intol- 

erable to inmates over time should, according to the Depriva- 

tion Model, be reflected in higher frequencies of negative, 

acting-out behavior. Secondly, youth who were involved con- 

sistently in such negative behavior, and were detected,pro- 

bablyhave had their sentences increased as a result. Long 

terms may thus be a "result" rat~er than a "cause" of miscon- 

duct. 

Youth were asked to report the month, day, and year they 

were sent to the institution. To determine how long they had 

been in the program, coders calculated the difference between 

the date the questionnaire was administered and the entry 

date provided by the youth. The difference between the two 

dates was coded to the nearest month; thus anything less than 

15 days was coded aszero and any days over this were coded 

as the next month. The average length of time youth had been 

in our sampled programs at the time of our visit was 7.6 months, 

and a one way analysis of variance revealed no statistically 

significant differences among the three types of institutions 

in the average length of stay. 

According to Wheeler, the overriding concern of criminolo- 

gists with processes of induction and asslmilation into the 

institution led to a neglect of the processes involved in 

leaving it, and re-adapting to the outside world. As long as 

analyses are restricted to the length of time since entrance 

into the prison, important features of the inmate's response 
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to the institution may be missed. Wheeler maintains: 

"There is evidence, however, that from the inmate's 
perspective the length of time remaining to be 
served may be the most crucial temporal aspect. 
Many inmates can repeat the precise number of months, 
weeks, and days until their parole date arrives, 
whereas few are equally accurate in reporting the 
length of time they have served" (Wheeler, 1961, 
pp. 698-699). 

This last observation may be limited to prisons which 

provide determinate sentences for offenders, such as the one 

Wheeler studied. In juvenile institutions, sentences are in- 

determinate for the most part and we attribute far less accur- 

acy to the estimates of remaining time than Wheeler did. How- 

ever, we also feel that the perceptions of youth with regard 

to their remaining time may be more crucial as a deprivation 

variable than the actual amount of remaining time to be 

served. 

At any rate, Wheeler noted a U-shaped distribution of 

high conformity responses of inmates suggesting that: 

"inmates who have recently been in the broader community 
and inmates who are soon to return to that community 
are more frequently oriented in terms of conventional 
values. Inmates conform least to conventional stan- 
dards during the middle phase of their institutional 
career" (Wheeler, 1961, p. 706). 

If this observation holds for acts of misconduct, we would 

expect to find that the frequency of misconduct is highest for 

youth in the middle phases of institutionalization. Wheeler 

suggests that the reason for this U-shaped distribution is 

that the inmate culture should exert its major impact on in- 

mates during the middle of their stay, at the point in time 

when they are farthest removed from the outside world. 
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On the other hand, Wheeler contended that the last stage 

of the institutional career (with the shortest remaining time) 

was the most painful for inmates. 

"The inmate who sheds the negative outlook required by 
the inmate system may inherit in its place the reject- 
ing feelings the culture served largely to deny...It 
is precisely at this point when the meaning of being 
an inmate as it is viewed by the outside world, is most 
likely to have its impact...if this interpretation is 
correct, many of the psychological pains of imprison- 
ment are revealed most clearly at time of release rather 
than entry" (Wheeler, 1961, p. 711). 

Essentially then, we are led to believe that if this 

theory holds for institutional misconduct, the frequency of 

involvement should be lowest in the earliest stage of the car- 

eer (with the longest remaining number of months) and should 

be high in the middle phase (because of the lack of attachment 

to the outside community) and in the last phase (because of 

the anxieties created by feelings of potential rejection). 

The Deprivation Model, on the other hand, would suggest 

that misconduct would be most often committed by youth with a 

lot of time left to serve and/or those who have already served 

a lot of time since We would expect both groups to experience 

the most severe pains of imprisonment. The association be- 

tween length of stay and perceived pains of imprisonment is 

obviously not clear either empirically or theoretically. 

Because the institutions in our sample differed in terms 

of the usual length of time served by youth, and because we 

did not know how long the youth would actually stay in them, 

it was impossible to classify youth by the phases of their 

institutional careers, as Wheeler and others have done. 
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Rather we constructed two variables:,the length ef time youth 

had already served at the time of the questionnaire administra- 

tion and the remaining amount of time they believed they 

would stay. 

In answer to the question, "How much longer do you think 

you will stay here?"(months), youth reported an average 

of 5.1 months but there were significant differences among 

the three types of institutions. Youth in utilitarian pro- 

grams believed that they had an average of 6.4 months re- 

maining time and in custodial institutions, the youth reported 

an average of 5~3 months left to serve. In contrast youth in 

participatory programs believed that they had to stay in the 

institution an average of only 3.9 months longer (F=II.131, 

i 

1232 d.f., p=.0000) 

Because we believed that youths' feelings of deprivation 

might have been a result of comparisons of their own exper- 

iences with other youth in the program [relative deprivation), 

a crude measure of the discrepancy between their own perceived 

total length of stay and what they believed to be the usual 

sentence in the program was devised. Youth were asked "How 

long do most youth stay here?" (months). We calculated 

their perceived total length of stay by summing the number of 

months they reported being in the pr0gr~m up to that time and 

the number of months more they expected to stay. ~n subtract- 

ing their estimates of the usual sentence from their estimates 

of their own we had a measure of the perceived discrepancy be- 

tween their own and others' total length of stay. Obviously 

there were problems with this measure since many youth were 
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unable to remember when they entered the program and more were 

quite uncertain as to when they would leave. Estimates of the 

usual length of stay were approximations rather than clear- 

cut reports. A more direct and unambiguous measure uf per- 

ceived discrepancy in sentences would have been preferable 

but we were forced to rely on this indirect one. 

In each of the three types of institutions youth be- 

lieved that they would have to stay longer than the usual 

term and the average discrepancy was 2.8, indicating that 

youth felt they would be in the program almost three months 

longer than the usual time. Statistically significant dif- 

ferences between the three types of institutions did not 

emerge from a one way analysis of variance, indicating that 

there was more variation within the types than between them. 

However, the average discrepancy was higher in custodial and 

participatory programs than in utilitarian ones. Custodial 

program youth felt that on the average they would stay 3.6 

months longer than usual and participatory program youth felt 

they would stay about 2.6 months longer. In utilitarian pro- 

grams, on the other hand, youth believed they would stay only 

1.6 months longer than usual. 

The average total length of stay expected by the youth 

in our sample was slightly over a year (12.7 months) but 

there was significant variation by institutional compliance/ 

management style. Youth in custodial institutions expected 

to stay an average of 13.3 months and in utilitarian programs 

the projected figure was 13.5 months. The total length of 
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time the average youth expected to spend in participatory 

programs was less - 11.3 months (F=4.1988, 1161 d.f., p=.02). 

Product moment correlations between the frequency of institu- 

tional misconduct within the one month period and the three 

measures of length of stay were computed. The number of 

months youth had already been in the program was directly re- 

lated to the use of illegal drugs (r=.13), internal theft 

(r=.13), property damage (r=.ll), and all serious misconduct 

(r=.15). The number of months youth believed they had to re- 

main in the program was directly related to the use of illegal 

drugs (r=.ll), absconding (r=.06), assaults on staff (r=.09), 

fighting (r=.08), and all serious misconduct (r=.ll). More- 

over, youth who believed that thay would stay in the program 

longer than the usual time were more likely to use drugs 

(r=.12), steal (r=.08), damage property (r=.08), hit staff 

(r=.ll), and engage in higher frequencies of all serious mis- 

conduct (r=.15). 

Distance from Home 

In the movement to develop community-based correctional 

facilities, there is an imPlicit assumption that the placement 

of offenders in programs at some distance from their home 

communities is particularly painful. Because of the problems 

involved in visits to youth by parents and friends living many 

miles from a program and in arranging for home visits by 

youth to these com~munities, we would expect to find that feel- 

ings of isolation and loneliness would be more intense among 

youth whose home communities were far from the institution. 
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TO the extent that these feelings were translated into acts 

of rebellion and withdrawal, we would expect distance from 

home to be directly related to the frequency of misconduct. 

Youth were asked to provide the name of the city or town 

they thought of as home, and a road atlas was used to deter- 

mine the distance between this community and the institution, 

using the shortest route. The median number of miles between 

the institution and the youths' homes was 80 across all pro- 

grams, but while custodial programs had a median of 98 miles, 

and participatory programs had a median of 80 miles, utilitar- 

ian programs were located closer to youths own homes, with ~ 

median of only 18 miles. 

There were small but statistically significant rela~ion- 

ships between distance from home and the frequency of several 

types of serious misconduct, but they were inversely related, 

in the opposite direction from the hypothesis. Specifically, 

the greater the distance between a youth's home and the insti- 

tution, the less frequently he was involved in the use of 

illegil drugs (r=-.08), absconding (r=-.08), damaging property 

(r=-.07), and all types of serious misconduct (r=-.07). There 

was, however, a slight but significant direct relationship 

between the frequency of staff assaults and the distance from 

home (r=.06). We think it would be unwise to draw any conclu- 

sions from these correlations since they are quite small. At 

any rate, it is obvious that those youth who were incarcerated 

at some distance from their home communities engaged in mis- 

conduct no more frequently than those who were closer to 
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their homes. The number of miles between one's home and the 

institution is probably not as good an indicator of iso!ation 

as more direct perceptual questions. 

Home Visits 

For a variety of reasons, including the reluctance of 

parents, transportation problems, institutional rules and re- 

gulations, and possibly the behavior of youth, home visits 

were not frequent in the programs in our sample. Theywere, 

however, among the few meaningful rewards and pleasures avail- 

able to incarcerated youth. We would expect to find that 

youth who have been allowed more frequent furloughs, for what- 

ever reason, would be less likely to engage in institutional 

misconduct, if the Deprivation ~o~el is correct. 

Although we did not know whether youth were allowed to 

go home on a visit during the month preceding our field visit 

(the period of time of self-reported misconduzh} we did ask 

them to tell us: "How many times have you been home on a 

visit since you've been here?" In order to control for vary- 

ing lengths of time in the program, we calculated the average 

number of home visits per month in the institution. 

Across all programs, the average was less than one home 

visit every two months (.42), but there were significant dif- 

ferences among the three types of programs (F=34.863, 1162 d. 

f., p=.0000). Youth in utilitarian programs reported being 

able to have a home visit nearly once a month (.86) and in 

participatory settings youth had home visits less than once 

every two months (.42), on the average. But in custodial 
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programs, the average frequency was .16, indicating that 

youth were able to visit their homes an average of less than 

once every six months. 

We do not know when these home visits occurred, under 

what circumstances, or how long youth were allowed to stay at 

home. But in the two programs which had the highest average 

(Juniper and Wildwood), home visits were encouraged and youth 

were allowed to spend entire weekends with their families at 

least once a month. In most other programs, home visits were 

rare events. 

The only t~e of misconduct that was related to the num- 

ber of home visits was the use of illegal drugs but the dir- 

ection of the relationship was inverse~ (r=.09). Youth having 

more home visits reported higher frequencies of drug use. 

Both lesser distance from home and more home visits may in- 

crease the opportunities for youth to obtain drugs. 

Contact with Parents, Other Adults~ and Friends 

The feelings of isolation and loneliness experienced by 

youth who were not able to visit their homes may have been 

mitigated to some extent by continuous contacts with their 

friends and families through correspondence, phone calls, 

and institutional visits. In order to compare the frequency 

of such contacts, youth were asked to:report how often they 

had been in touch with their mother, father, adults close to 

them, and friends their own age who were not in the program 

during the last month. About seven percent of the sample re- 

ported not having a mother and 17 percent had no father but 
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only 2 percent had no close adults and 3 percent had no friends 

outside the program. 

In Table 6.1, the percent of youth reporting no contacts 

during the last month with these "significant others" is 

shown. 

TABLE 6.1 PERCENT OF YOUTH WHO ~D NO CONTACT IN THE PAST 
MONTH WITH MOTHER, FATHER, OTHER ADULTS CLOSE TO THEM, AND 
FRIENDS OUTSIDE THE PROGR~M, BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/~N- 
AGEMENT STYLE 

Compliance/ 
Management 
Type Mother Friends 

No Contact With: 

Father Other Adults 

Custodial 
(N=559-562) 22% 

Utilitarian 
(N=303-304) 19 

Participatory 
(N=437-446) 21 

TOTAL 
(N=1300-1312) 21% 

Chi Square 16.995 
6 d.f. 
p=.009 

51% 39% 52% 

43 37 36 

51 29 47 

49% 35% 46% 

9.5452 15.769 23.130 
6 d.f. 6 d.f. 6 d.f. 
NS p=.02 p=.0008 

Over eighty percent of the youth reported at least one 

contact with their mothers in the month preceding the field 

visit and about two-thirds of them had had contact with their 

fathers (or else did not have a father). Contact with some 

other adult such as close relatives also occurred among two- 

thirds of sarapled youth. But a relatively high proportion of 

them had no contact with friends their own age outside the 

program in the past month, and this was probably due in part 
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tO program restrictions on such contact by phone, letter or 

visits. 

Although there were statistically significant differences 

in the proportion of youth who had no contact with their mo- 

thers, other adults, and: friends by program type, most of 

these were minor. On the whole youth in utilitarian programs 

reported more contact with their immediate families and 

friends than youth in the other two program types and this 

may have been a function of the continuity of contact possible 

in utilitarian programs because they were not as isolated and 

inaccessible. T~e amount of contact youth had had with their 

fathers or friends, through phone calls, letters or visits 

was not at all related to the frequency of their institutional 

misconduct. There was a slight relationship however between 

having little contact with mother and involvement in stealing 

(r=.06), damaging property (r=.06), and hitting staff (r=.06). 

Youth who had little contact with other adults close to them 

had higher self-reported involvement in absconding (r=.08), 

and stealing (r=.06) during that one month period. Although 

these relationships are in the direction predicted by the 

Deprivation Model, they are small and the causal direction is 

unknown. 

Perceived Isolation 

Cognizant of the possibility that youths' feelings of 

deprivation of contact with friends and family might not 

have paralleled the actual amount of contact they had, we asked 

them to tell us their feelings about it in the following two 



258 

questions: 

"I can be in touch with my friends enough." 

True False 

"I can be in touch with my f~mily enough." 

True False 

The two items were significantly correlated (.42) and each 

of them wasrelated significantly to the corresponding item 

on frequency of actual contact. Youth who had had less con- 

tact in the last month with friends were less likely to think 

they had enough contact (.13). Feelings of deprivation of 

family contact were related to the infrequency of recent con- 

tacts with mothers (.23) and with fathers (.14). Though 

these correlations were in the predicted direction and were 

statistically significant, they were relatively small, indi- 

cating that the number of actual contacts through correspon- 

dence, phone calls, and visits does not fully explain differ- 

ences in felt deprivation. 

An index of perceived isolation was constructed by sum- 

ming the responses of youth to the two questions. Item to 

scale correlations are shown in Appendix C. Index scores 

range from zero (enough contact with both friends and family) 

to 2 (not enough contact with both friends or family). The 

mean score for the sample as a whole was .9, indicating me- 

dium feelings of isolation, but a one way analysis of variance 

showed significant differences in perceived isolation among 

youth in the three types of programs. Youth in custodial and 

utilitarian programs had average scores of 1.0, meaning that 
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they felt they did not have enough contact with friends or 

with their families, but in participatory programs the average 

score was .7, indicating less dissatisfaction with the amount 

of contact they had. 

In Table 6.2 the correlations of this index with more 

objective indicators of isolation indicate that there was no 

relationship between youths' feelings of isolation and their 

length of stay, remaining months in the program, or distance 

between home and program. Though the actual frequency of con- 

tact with parents, adults, and friends and the average number 

of home visits were related to their feelings with statisti- 

cal significance, these relationships were relatively small 

and explained only a small part of the variance. 

Youth who felt that they were deprived of enough contact 

with family and friends were slightly more likely to have 

been involved in stealing (r=.07), damaging property (r=.06), 

fighting (r=.06), and serious misconduct in general (r=.07), 

than other youth. However, although these correlations are 

statistically significant they are quite small. 

Off Grounds Experiences 

The restriction of all or most leisure time activity to 

the institutional setting can be seen as a major "pain of 

imprisonment" for adolescents because their peers on the out- 

side are typically - involved in a whole series of recreational 

activities, shopping excursions and social interactions, which 

are central to their lives. 

We asked youth to tell us how many times in the last 
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TABLE 6,2 CORRELATIONS BET?~EN THE PERCEIVED ISOLATION AND 
THE ACTUAL ISOLATION EXPERIENCED BY YOUTH 

Perceived Isolation from 
Family and Friends (n=1061) 

Distance between home 
and program .0! 

Average number of home 
visits per month -.09** 

Low contact with mother .20** 

Low contact with father .14"* 

Low contact with other adults .15"* 

Low contact with friends .12"* 

Months in program -.01 

Remaining months .03 
J 

Total length of stay .02 

Discrepancy between o~ and 
usual length of stay -.01 

month they had engaged in a variety of outside activities, in- 

cluding spending time with neighborhood youth, going off 

grounds for work and school, and going off grounds for other 

reasons. Very few youth in any program had spent time with 

youth in the neighborhood or worked or gone to school outside 

so analysis was limited to the last question: 

"How many times in the last month have you gone off 
grounds for other reasons - like shopping, recreation, 
religious services, movies, etc. (Check one) 

Every day 2-3 times a week 2-3 times 
a month Once a month Never 

Over a third of the youth in the sample (37 percent) had 

not gone off grounds at all in the past month but a quarter of 
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them had gone at least once a week. There were significant 

differences among the three types of institutions in the fre- 

quency of these off c~mpus excursions. Only about a quarter 

of the youth (28 percent) in utilitarian programs had not 

gone off grounds in the past month but a third of ~he youth 

in participatory programs (32 percent) and nearly half of ~he 

youth in custodial programs (47 percent) reported that they had 

not gone off grounds. In fact more than a third of the youth 

in utilitarian programs went off campus once a week or more, 

as compared to twenty-six percent of the youth in participa- 

tory programs and only fifteen percent of the youth in cus- 

todial programs (Chi Square = 83.314, 6 d.f., p=.0000). 

The ways in which off grounds trips were organized and 

monitored varied, and we were aware of the fact that such ex- 

periences may have been so controlled as to provide very little 

contact with the community and very little freedom. Unfortu- 

nately our questions did not tap youths' experiences on these 

trips but we do know that at two of the utilitarian programs 

iJuniper and Hickory Creek), youth were allowed to go out by 

themselves with no chaperones while at most of the other . Pro-- 

grams, youth had to be accompanied by staff and had to re- 

main in groups throughout all excur3ions. 

The only type of misconduct that was related to the op- 

portunities to go off grounds was absconding (r=.12). Youth 

who had fewer off grounds experiences had more frequently ab- 

sconded within that month than youth who had been able to go 

on shopping excursions and recreational activities off campus. 
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In this situation, we believe that the causal direction is 

reversed and thatyouth who had absconded were restricted 

from these activitiesupon their return to "the institution, 

rather than.that the lack of off grounds experiences caused 

youth to run away. 

Perceived Lack of Autonomy and Privacy 

Confinement in an institution entails a loss of freedom 

and autonomy that may be particularly problematic for ado- 

lescents. Initial factor analyses indicated that three items 

in the questionnaire seemed tO tap an underlying dimension of 

concern about loss of autonomy and privacy. 

"I can wear both my clothes and hair the way I want." 

True False 

"I can have enough of my own things here." 

True False 

"I can be alone when I want." 

True False 

Responses of youth to thes 9 three questions were summed 

and the resulting:index of lack of autonomy has scores ranging 

from 0 (low deprivation) to 3 (high deprivation). Item to 

scale correlations are contained in Appendix C. The average 

score was 1.4, indicating a moderate amount of dissatisfaction 

with their status, but there were significant differences 

among the three program types. The mean score for custodial 

programs was 1.6,-compared to i.i for utilitarian and 1.2 for 

participatory programs (F=4-.724, 1323 d.f., p=.0000). Youth 

in custodial programs were given less autonomy and privacy 
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than youth in the other programs. 

Youth who felt that they were deprived of their autonomy 

and privacy during their incarceration were more likely to 

have stolen (r=.07), damaged property (r=.08), fought other 

youth (r=.08), and engaged in more acts of serious misconduct 

in general (r=.10), than youth who were more content. Al- 

though these correlations are in thepredicted direction; we 

must remind ourselves that they are rather small. 

Boredom 

The monotony of the daily routine and the lack of chal- 

lenging activity programs for youth are often cited as factors 

responsible for much of the misconduct occurring in these set- 

tings. Even the inmates believe this to be true, as evidenced 

by the comments of a "lonely isolate" quoted by Rubenfeld 

and Stafford: 

"There's not much to do around here, and there's a lot 
of time for thinking, and it can sure mess up your 
mind. But I got some paint. I stole it out of the 
school building, and I'm painting up the tool shop 
(where he was alone). This passes the time, and if I 
get caught I get another misconduct, but I don't care. 
It passes the time" (Rubenfeld and Stafford, 1963, 
p. 245). 

Many of the recommendations' for reducing incidents of miscon- 

duct contain ways of alleviating boredom. In their study of 

escape attempts at the Wisconsin School for Girls, Farley and 

Farley suggested that institutions providing varied and sti- 

mulating activities would have lower absconding rates: 

"Simply put, their necessity for high levels of varied 
stimulus input could be met by the institution, perhaps 
in special trips, opportunities to undertake a wider, 
more varied range of extracurricular activities (e.g. 
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special movies, more frequent access to records, light 
shows, visitors, and so on)" (Farley and Farley, 1972, 
p. 96. 

We asked youth to respond to the following statement: 

"Most of the time it is boring here." 

True False 

Over three quarters of the youth in the sample (77%) felt that 

the institutionwas usually boring, and in fact the majority 

of youth in most of the programs felt this way, though there 

were significant differences •among the three program types 

(F=37.754, 2 d.f., p=.0000). Eighty four percent of the 

youth in c1~stodial programs said that they were bored most 

of the time, as did seventy seven percent of the youth in uti- 

litarian programs. And in participatory programs, boredom 

was usual for over two thirds of the youth (sixty eight per- 

cent). Clearly, many more youth are bored with their insti- 

tutional lives than become involved in acts of misconduct, 

but boredom may be one of several factors that precipitate 

these behaviors. 

There is a tendency for youth who reported being bored 

with their programs to be more frequently involved in the use 

of illegal drugs (r=.06), fighting with youth (r=.!l) and all 

serious misconduct (r=.10). 

Relationships with Staff Members 

If misconduct behaviors are really acts of defiance and 

resistance to the "regime of the custodians" (Sykes, 1966) 

we would expect that youth who perceived staff as punitive, 

uncaring, and ineffective would more frequently be involved in 
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institutional delinquency than other youth. As Wood, Wilson, 

Jessor and Bogan maintained: 

"The inmate who perceives the presence and implemen- 
tation of rules and regulations as reasonable, 
necessary and conducive to order and who sees the 
officers of the institution as helpful and interested 
authority figures should find it both appropriate and 
in his own interest to accomodate to regulations and 
to staff members. To define the authority aspects of 
his situation otherwise should increase inmate problem 

• r" •, • behavlo (Wood, et. al 1966, p. 796) 

Early factor analyses indicated the existence of two 

clusters of items relevant to this hypothesis. The first 

set, which we labeled "Rules and Punishments" contained the 

following questions: 

i. Most of the staff here really don't care what 
happens to us; they're just doing a job. 

Strongly agree __ Agree __ Mildly agree 
Mildly disagree ~ Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

2. ~ The staff often punish ycu for things you don't do. 

Strongly agree Agree Mildly agree 
Mildly disagree ~ Disagree______ Strongly 

[)isagree 

3. If you tell too much aboue yourself to staff here, 
the information will probably be used against you. 

Strongly agree ~ Agree __ Mildly agree 
Mildly disagree Disagree __ Strongly 

agree 

~. How much do the staff here try to punish youth.? 

A lot Some ~ Not very much 
Not at a--~-- 

5. There are too many rules here. __ True __ False 

6. The punishments here are too hard. 

True False 
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The second set, labeled "Helpfulness of Staff" contained the 

following items: (All questions have same answer format) 

1. How much do the staff here try to keep youth satis- 
fied and content? 

A lot __ Some N o t  very much Not at all 

2. How much do the staff try to have close re!ationshims 
with youth here? 

3. How much do ~he staff here try to set good examples 
for your behavior? 

4. How much do staff here t_~-y to help youth of different 
races or ethnic groups learn to live together in 
mutual respect? 

5. How much do the staff here try to train youth so that 
they can 9et 9ood jobs. 

6. How much do the staff here try to stop youth from 
making trouble in the community? 

7. How much do the staff here t~ to get youth into 
community activities? 

8. How much do the staff here try to teach respect for 
others property? 

9. How much do the staff here try to help youth with 
school? 

10.How much do the staff here try to help youth under- 
stand why they get into trouble? 

ll.How much do the staff here try to help youth to get 
along better with their families? 

12.The staff here prepares you to stay out of trouble 
after you leave. 

_ Strongly agree Mildly agree and agree 
Mildly disagree ~d disagree Strongly disagree 

13.Most of the staff are clear about what they expect 
of me. 

Strongly agree Mildly agree and agree 
Mildly disagree and agree Strongly disagree 
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The average response to the set of items in each index 

was Used as the score for each respondent. 3 Item to scale 

correlations are contained in Appendix C. Scores on the 

"Rules and Punishments" index ranged from 1 (Low Punitiveness) 

to 4 (High Punitiveness) and the mean was 2.7, indicating 

that the average youth felt that staff were rather punitive. 

There were significant differencesamong the three types of 

programs in this regard as revealed by a one way analysis of 

variance (F=59.713, 1320 d.f., p=.0000). In both custodial 

and utilitarian programs, youth perceived the rules and pun- 

ishments as being harsher than in participatory programs. The 

average score on the index was 2.9 in custodial and 2.8 in 

utilitarian programs, but only 2.4 in participatory programs. 

Scores on the index of "Staff I1elpfulness" ranged from 

1 (Very Helpful) to 4 (Not at all Helpful) and the average 

score was 2.0, indicating that youth found staff trying some- 

what to help them in various ways. Item to scale correlations 

are contained in Appendix C. Differences in the three types 

of institutions were statisticaliy significant (F=44.347, 

1310 d.f., p=.0000), with youth in custodial and utilitarian 

programs having average scores of 2.2 and 2.0 respectively, 

as opposed to an average score of 1.8 in participatory pro- 

grams. In participatory programs, youth perceived staff as 

being both more helpful and less punitive than was true of the 

other two types of institutions. These two indices were sig- 

nificantly and strongly related (.55) to each other. 

Youth who held negative attitudes toward staff, in terms 
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of the punitiveness of treatment and the lack of help re- 

ceived, reported higher frequencies of involvement in every 

type cf misconduct. Youth who believed that staff were gen- 

erally punitive were more often involved in feigning illness 

(r=o09}, using drugs (r=.09), absconding (r=.06), stealing 

(r=.12), damaging property (r=.16), hitting staff (r=.10), 

fighting other youth (r=.14), and all acts of serious miscon- 

duct (r=.21). Similarly, youth who felt that staff did not 

try very hard to help with various aspects of their treatment 

were also more likely to feign illness (r=.12), hit staff 
l 

(r=.09), fight other youth (r=.16), and engage in serious 

misconduct as a whole (r=.22). 

Participation in Policy-Making 

Studles in a variety of contexts have emphasized the ~.m- 

portance of sharing of power and influence among various lev- 

els of an organization in order to promote feelings of commit- 

ment and invblvement. Secondary schools, colleges and univer- 

sities, as well as industrial organizations have been sites 

for experiments involving self government. But in the correc- 

tional setting, we are aware of very few efforts to foster 

true participation of inmates in the decisions affecting their 

lives. There were only a few institutions in our sample 

which had any ongoing mechanisms for the input of student 

opinion in the formulation of rules and policies. 

According to studies of adolescents in secondary school 

settings, organizational structures which do not permit stu- 

dent participation in decision-making seem to have more alien- 
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ated students (Wittes, 1970). We would expect to find that 

youth who felt they had the ability to influence important 

facets of program operation would feel more involved and com- 

mitted and they would be less likely to engage in delinquent 

acts inside the instltutlon. 

We asked youth the following question: 

"How often have you been able to change the rules here?" 

Almost always _ _  Sometimes _ _  Seldom 

Never I've never tried 

More than a quarter of the youth in each of the three 

types of programs reported that they had never tried to change 

the rules. We do not know whether this was because they 

agreed ~qJth the rules, just did not want to become involved, 

or felt that such efforts would be futile. There were, how- 

ever, statistically significant differences among the three 

program types in the Fercent of youth who were successful in 

their efforts (F=27.275, 4 d.f., p=.0000). Thirty percent of 

the youth in utilitarian programs and thirty-four percent of 

those in custodial programs had been able to effect such 

changes at least once, and nearlY half of the youth in parti- 

cipatory programs (46 percent) were successful in these ef- 

forts. 

Youth who felt that they had been unable to change rules 

in the program were only slightly more likely to have engaged 

in serious misconduct than other youth (r=.06). The only spe- 

cific type of misconduct related to this lack of participation 

in policy-making was fighting (r=.08). 
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Effectiveness of Treatment Strategies 

The deprivations involved in congregate living with 

other youth twenty four hours a day may be mitigated, at least 

in part, by opportunities for personal growth and development 

provided by these programs. As Wood, Wilson, Jessor and 

Bogan hypothesized in their study of troublemaking youth: 

"It seems reasonable to assume that an inmate who 
defines his commitment as a situation which provides 
opportunities for positive development and accomplish- 
ment should be motivated to adjust to the situation 
and to cooperate with those who oversee it. On the 
other hand, failure to see the situation in this light 
and definition of it as one in which the inmate is 
simply 'pulling time' being punished, or being exposed 
to negative influences, produces opposition" (Wood, 
et. al., 1966, p. 796). 

We asked youth to indicate their feelings of commitment 

to the treatment goals of the program in the following ques- 

tion: 

"How much do you agree with the changes the program 
is trying to make in young people like yourself?" 

A lot Some Not very much 
- -  Not at all The program is not trying to 
make changes 

Differences among the three types of programs were statis- 

tically significant (F=46.031, 8 d.f., p=.0000). Over a third 

of the youth in both custodial and utilitarian programs (37 

percent in each) disagreed with the program treatment Goals 

but this was true of only 27 percent of the youth in partici- 

patory programs. Moreover, when the proportion of youth who 

believed that the program was not trying to make any changes 

was deleted, even clearer differences emerged. Forty three 

percent of the youth in custodial programs, who believed that 
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their institutions were trying to make changes, disagreed with 

them, but this was true of only 34 percent of their counter- 

parts in utilitarian programs, and 26 percent of those in 

participatory programs. 

Youth who disagreed with the changes the program was try- 

ing to make in young people were more likely to use drugs 

(r=.13), abscond (r=.09), steal (r=.10), damage property 

(r=.10), fight other youth (r=.07), and engage in serious mis- 

conduct as a whole (r=.16) than youth who agreed with the 

program objectives. 

Any measure of perceived program effectiveness has to 

take into account the diversity of services provided by ju- 

venile correctional institutions. The provision of treatment, 
J 

education, and work experiences as well as other facets of 

program operations may be assigned very different values by 

youth in their overall assessments. In order to understai~d 

the ways in which youth evaluated the individual components 

of their programs, we asked them the following set of ques- 

tions: (All questions have same answer format) 

a. "How much does the School program help you? ~' 

A lot Some Not very much 

Not at all I don't participate 

b. How much does the individual counseling program 
help you? 

c. How much does the group counseling program 
help you? 

d. How much does the vocational and job training 
help you? 

e. How much do sports and recreation help you? 



272 

f. How much does the work experience help you? 

g. How much does the token and point system help you? 

h. How much does the religious program help you? 

i. How much do the volunteers help you? 

Youth who were in programs not offering particular types of 

services or who were not availing themselves of such services 

were asked to check "i don't participate." In order for us 

to develop a summary measure of the overall value they attach- 

ed to the services they were given, we calculated the mean 

on the basis of all of the services in which they did parti- 

cipate. Item to scale correlations are contained in Appendix 

C (In order to be included on this index, youth had to indi- 

cate participation in four out of the nine items, and this 

was true for 1280 youth). The range of the Index of "Ineffec- 

tiveness of Program" was 1 (Very Effective) to 4 (Not at All 

Effective) and the mean was 2.2, indicating a moderate percep- 

tion of program helpfulness. There were significant differ- 

ences in the average scores of the three program types on 

this measure of ineffectiveness (F=I0.773, 1279 d.f., p=.0000). 

In both custodial and utilitarian programs, the average score 

was 2.2, as opposed to the average of 2.0 in participatory 

programs. Although these differences were minor, there was 

at least some tendency for youth in participatory programs 

to believe that the services provided helped them more than 

was true of youth in the other institutions. 

Youth who believed that the services provided to them 

were, on the average, ineffective were more frequently in- 
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volved in using drugs (r=.lS), absconding (r=.14), stealing 

(r=.ll), damaging property (r=.12), hitting staff (r=.08), 

fighting other youth (r=.09), and all acts of serious miscon- 

duct (r=.22) than youth who believed the services were more 

helpful. 

Any assessment of program effectiveness should also con- 

sider negative impact such as the extent to which youth be- 

came more deiinquent during their incarceration. We asked 

youth the following question: 

"Since I have been here, I have learned to break 
the l~w": 

in many ways 

In a few ways 

Not at all 

Over half of the youth in the sample (52%) reported that 

they had !earned at least a few delinquent practices since 

entry to the institution but there were very significant dif- 

ferences among the programs (F=75.064, 4 d.f., p=.0000). 

Nearly two thirds of the youth in custodial programs (64 per- 

cent) and over" half of the utilitarian program youth (52 per- 

cent) reported that they had been inducted into new criminal 

techniques since entering the program. But this was true of 

only about a third of the youth in participatory programs 

(38 percent). 

Youth who said that they learned new ways to break the 

law since coming to the program reported higher frequencies 

of every type of misconduct. The product moment Correlations 

between the acquisition of deviant skills and each type of 
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misconduct were as follows: feigned illness (r=.08), used 

drugs (r=.lS), absconded (r=.ll), stole (r=.17), damaged 

property (r=.22), hit staff (r=.06), fought With youth 

(r=.16), all serious misconduct (r=.29). 

Relations with Peers 

Some theorists believe that misconduct, particularly 

absconding, is a result of feelings of isolation and discom- 

fort in interactions with peers. Acts of aggression and 

assault, scapegoating, teasing, and ranking by peers may be- 

come so unbearable to youth that escape and withdrawal become 

the only solutions. Polsky noted that in Cottage Six: 

~"The runaway...is a reaction eo an inhospitable and 
threatening peer milieu..°They were isolated from 
both adults and peers; their way out was literally 
to leave the 'field'?' (Polsky, 1962, p. 85). 

It also seems likely that being associated with' a tight- 

knit, cohesive friendship group and/or inmate collectivity 

would provide some relief from "pains of imprisonment" and 

would reduce the amount of aggressive behavior directed to- 

ward peers~ We might expect to find that youth with many 

friends would be infrequently involved in fighting and steal- 

ing. On the other hand, since the use of illegal drugs is 

generally a group centered activity, we would expect that it 

would be less characteristic of "isolates~" 

We do not have information on the interaction patterns, 

clique formations, sociometric positions of youth, but in 

order to develop measures of relations with peers, we asked 

two questions: 
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"How many of the youth you have met here would you 
like to see again after you leave?" 

Almost all of them Quite a few of them 
Some of them ~ Not---many of them N o n e  of them 

"How many of the youth here are close friends of 
yours?" (check one) 

None One Two Three Four or five 
Six or s---even ~Eight or nine --~en or more 

We also tried to crudely ascertain youths' position in the 

sociometric structure of the program by asking the following 

question: 

"I would best describe myself as... (check only one) 

A leader among all the youth here 
-- A leader in the cottage or dorm 
-- A regular member of a group here 
-- Not a real member of any group, but friends with 

some youth here 
Pretty much of a loner 

Though there are statistically significant relationships 

among these three items, they are certainly not duplicative. The 

correlation between number of close friends and position in 

the sociometric structure was .12; between number of close 

friends and desire to see youth again (.17); and between posi- 

tion in sociometric structure and desire to see other youth 

again (.10). 

There were very few self-defined isolates. Overall, 

about 16 percent of the youthdefined themselves as loners, 

and only 9 percent said that they had no close friends in the 

program. Most of the youth did nothave large numbers of friends 

but have at least one or two. More than two thirds of them 

(69 percent) said that they would like to see at least some 

of the youth again after they were released. 
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TABLE 6.3 YOUTH REPORTS{OF RELATIONSHIPS WITH PEERS IN PRO- 
GRAM, BY INSTITUTIONAL C05~LIANCE/~NAGEMENT STYLE 

Compliance/ 
Management Style 

Percent of youth who: 

Had no close Would not like 
friends in to see many 
program youth after 

release 

Defined them- 
selves "Pret- 
ty much as 
loners" 

Custodial 
(N=546-563) 11% 33% 19% 

Utilitarian 
(N=292-302) 

Participatory 
(N=~23- 451) 

6 33 16 

9 27 13 

TOTAL 
(N=1261-13i6) 9 31 16 

Chi Square 16.723 ~ 6.2021 9.8792 
4 d.f. 2 d.f. 4 d.f. 
p=.002 p=.04 ; p=.04 

Table 6.3 shows the percentages of youth in each program 

providing answers to the items indicating negative peer re- 

lationships. There were minor but consistent differences 

among the three program types in the proportion of youth who 

felt little closeness to other inmates. Custodial programs 

contained the highest proportion of youth who had no close 

friends, defined themselves as loners, and wanted to termi- 

nate contacts with inmates upon release. 

In every program, the proportions of youth who were lon- 

ers and had no close friends were much smaller than the number 

who wanted to break ties with other inmates after release. 

It may well be that other factors besides their present feel- 
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ings were involved in decisions to cut off contact with their 

peers. The extent to which youth were part of an inmate so- 

cial system may have had little to do with their long term 
{ 

feelings of closeness and trust in its members. We have to 

report on these indirect measures of friendship but it would 

have been preferable to have had a direct measure of the ex- 

tent of felt deprivation of close friends. 

In our sample of youth, there was no evidence that ab- 

sconding was at all related to problems of peer interaction, 

at least as perceived by youth. None of the three peer rela- 

tions measures were correlated with the frequency of abscond- 

ing. However, there were some ~ignificant relationships with 

other types of serious misconduch. Youth wbn felt that they 

did not want to see very many inmates after they left the pro- 

gram were more frequently involved in stealing (r=.07), fight- 

ing (r=.08) and serious misconduct as a whole (r=.07). Youth 

who said they had few close friends were also more likely to 

have fought other youth (r=.07) than those with more friends. 

Boys and girls who identified themselves as lower in the socio- 

metric structure (loners) more often reported stealing (r=.05) 

but less often were involved in drug use (r=-.0~ than leaders. 

We expected to find this since we already knew that stealing 

was a much more solitary activity whereas drug use was usually 

social in these programs. 

S~igmatization_n 

In his enumeration of the "pains of imprisonment" Sykes 

believed that the labeling of inmates as "sick" or "evil" 
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was the most devastating aspect of incarceration. The resul- 

tant feelings of rejection and stigmatization ~ere believed 

to lead to the development of an i~mate social system. 

"In short, the wall which seals off the criminal, the 
contaminated man, is a constant threat to the prisoner's 
self-conception and the threat is continually repeated 
in the many daily reminders that he must be kept apart 
from 'decent' men. Somehow this rejection or degra- 
dation by the free community must be warded off, turned 
aside, rendered harmless. Somehow the imprisoned 
criminal must find a device for rejecting his reject- 
ors, if he is toendure psychologically" (Sykes, 
1966, p. 67). 

We might expect that involvement in misconduct ~zould be 

another means for youth who felt stigmatized to "reject their 

rejectors." Youth were asked the following two questions: 

"People think of me as a criminal because I'm ~ere." 

True False 

"People think of me as mentally ill because I'm 

here." 

True False 

The index of stigmatization summed these two questions 

with a range of 0 (no stigmatization) to 2 (high stigmatiza- 

tion). Item to scale correlations are in Appendix C. A mean 

score for the 1322 respondents was .8, but there were statis- 

tically significant differences among the three types of pro- 

grams (F=29.381, 1321 d.f., p=.0000). The highest scores on 

the stigmatization index were found in custodial programs with 

an average of .9, utilitarian programs had an average of .8 

and in participatory programs, the average was only .6. 

There was a tendency for youth who believed that others 

thought of them as criminals or mentally ill to be more fre- 
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quently involved in feigned illness (r=.10), drug use (r=.10) 

stealing (r=.07), property damage (r=.10), fighting other 

youth (r=.12), and all types of serious misconduct (~=.16) 

than youth who did not feel stigmatized. 

Future Chances for Success 

A perceived disjunction between goals (aspirations) and 

means (opportunities) for achieving them has been used to 

explain feelings of alienation and hostility resulting in acts 

of rebellion, withdrawal, and delinquency (Stinchcombe, 1964; 

Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Elliott, 1962). According to C!oward: 

"Our hypothesis is that deviance arises in the prison 
larqelv in response to discrepancies between aspira- 
tions for rehabilitation and expectations of achieve- 
ment" (Cloward, 1968, D. 91). 

Similarly, in the hiqh school settinq, Stinchcombe used th~ 

following hypothesis: 

"We hold that high school rebellion and expressive 
alienation occurs when future status is hot clearly 
related to present performance. When a student real- 
izes that he does not achieve status increment from 
improved current performance, current performance 
loses meaning. The student becomes hedonistic because 
he does not visualize achievement !f long-run goals 
through current self-restraint. He reacts negatively 
to a conformity that offers nothing concrete" (Stinch- 
combe, 1964, pp. 5-6). 

In order to adequately test this hypothesis, we would 

need to have information about the ways in which youth connec- 

ted institution~! treatment and their future statuses. Youth 

were not asked direct questions about the ways in which their 

misconduct and/or conformity would affect them in the future 

or the degree of congruence between institutional treatment 

programs and future needs. 
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However, youth were asked to respond to a series of ques- 

tions about their expectations of success in the future and 

we would expect that youth with dimmer prospects would be 

more frequently involved in misconduct than youth with higher 

expectations. Youth seemed generally optimistic in their 

responses to the following items: 

"What are your chances of getting a job that you like 
ten years from now?" 

Very good Good Fair Poor 
V e r y  poor 

"In the future, what do you think are your chances of 
getting as much education as you would like?" 

Very good Good Fair Poor 
Very poor 

"In ehe future, what do you think are your chances of 
havi,~g a happy family life?" 

Very good Good Fair Poor 
Very poor 

"In your opinion, what is your chance for ma~ing 
good when you leave here?" 

Very good Good Fair Poor 
Very poor 

In Table 6.4 the percentages of youth giving pessimistic 

responses are shown. Most of the youth in our sample were 

optimistic about their chances for future happiness; two 

thirds of them gave positive responses to each of the items. 

But there were significant differences among the three tvDes 

of nrnarams, vnuth in ~artici~atnrv oroarams were consistent- 

ly more hopeful about the future than other youth. 

The basis for the overall optimism of these youth is un- 

known. Clearly, youth may have felt hopeful because of per- 
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sonal feelings of self-esteem and confidence, unrelated to 

the cpportunities provided by their institutions. These feel- 

ings may have been "imported" into the situation, remaining 

relatively unchanged by actual experiences in the programs. 

On the other hand the relative isolation of these programs 

from the community and from the realities of the current 

economic situation as it affected adolescents, may have tend- 

ed to promote a false sense of well being and expectation. 

Upon release the harsh realities experienced by many of these 

youth may have been especially difficult because of these 
l 

expectations. 

TABLE 6.4 PERCENT OF YOUTH WITH POOR EXPECTATIONS FOR FUTURE 
SUCCESS, BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/5~NAGE~NT STYLE 

Chances were fair to very poor for: 

Compliance / Getting Getting Having a Making good 
ManagemeAt a good enough happy in the 
Style job education family life future 

Custodial 
(N-545-557) 35% 39% 23% 34% 

Utilitarian 
(N=291-301) 36 

Participatory 26 
(N=437-447) 

37 22 42 

27 16 29 

TOTAL 
(N=1272 - 

1305) 32 34 20 34 

12.122 ].6.868 7.5461 13!035 
2 d.f. 2 d.f. 2 d.f. 2 d.f, 
p=. 002 p=. 0002 p=. 02 p=. 002 

Chi Square 

Pessimism aboutthe future showed only modest but stat- 

istically significant relationships to the frequency of insti- 



282 

tutional misconduct during the one month period. Youth who 

felt that they had few chances of getting a job they would 

like were slightly more likely to have stolen something (r= 

.07), to have damaged property (r=.07), to have fought with 

other youth (r=.07), and to have engaged in a variety of 

types of serious misconduct (r=.09) than those who had more 

hope. Similarly, youth who felt that their chances of get- 

ting as much education as they would like were poor tended to 

more frequently steal (r=.07), damage property (r=.13), 

fight• (r=.08), and engage in serious misconduct in general 

(r=.12). Youth who believed that their chances of having a 

happy family life in the future were poor engaged in more 

feigning of illness (r=.07), use of drugs (r=.06), stealing 

(r=.07, fighting (r=.06), and general serious misconduct 

(r=.09). Finally, youth who were not optimistic about their 

chances of making good in the future were more likely to feign 

illness (r=.07), use drugs (r=.09), steal (r=.08), damage 

property (r=.07), fight (r=.10), and engage in a Variety of 

types of serious misconduct (r=.13). 

Deprivation Variables as Predictors of Institutional Misconduct 

Though there were statistically significant differences 

among the institutions on most of these deprivation variables 

we also found that the programs could not be consistently 

ranked on them. No program could be designated as the most 

qratifvinq or the most depriving on every dimension. 4 

Because we cannot determine a priori which types of per- 

ceived and objective deprivation may be most crucial in ex- 

plaining feelings of alienation and hostility that result in 
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misconduct, we will look at each of them as separate pre- 

dictors in a multiple regression analysis. Least Squares mul- 

tiple regression is used to estimate the total ~mount of 

variance in each of the ~ dependent variables (frequencies of 

institutional misconduct of various types) that the entire 

set ~ of independent variables (deprivation) can account for 

as a set and also to evaluate the relative contribution of 

particular independent variables within the set. 

In Table 6.5 the relationships between the frequency of 

self-reported feigning of illness and the entire set of dep- 

rivation variables are presented. Only about four percent 

of the variance in the amount of pretending to be sick is 

accounted for by the entire set of deprivation predictor 

variables. Examining the zero order correlations we found 

that frequency of feigned illness was directly associated 

with perception of harsh rules and punishments and little 

staff effort to be helpful, feeling stigmatized, poor expec, 

tations of making good generally, as well as learning n~w 

ways to commit illegal acts in the program. When the inter- 

correlations between these variables are controlled, however, 

only one of them had a statistically significant relationship 

with the dependent variable and that was the expectation of 

little chance to make good in the future. The standardized 

partial regression coefficient (beta) was small but siqnifi ± 

cant. 

There was little evidence that self-reported feianed 

illness was a result of feelinas of deorivation and frustra- 

tion with the institutional experience. Although there Were 
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TABLE 6.5 .~SULTS OF .~F~,TIJPLE ~ZG~5SZC,3 CF FE,:~D LLI~$S 
ON DEPRIVATI0~ VARIA3L --¢ 

R 2 = .04, 820 d.f., F=1.3094, N$ ~=821 

Variables ~e~ O=dS~ P~r~ial (a) ~e~a {5) 
Ccr:ela~icn C~::sla~cJ~ 

Preseo~ s~ay ( ~ O ~ S )  

Stay longer 
*_haul usual 

Distance f~om home 

H~me visits/month 

con~c~/mo~her 

Low contact, father 

Low coouac~/adul:s 

Low coo~ac~/f:ienda 

Perceived isolation 

Yew off grounds ~:ips 

LOw auncocmy/privacy 

Bcrsdcm 

Rules and punishments 

Li~le s~a~f help 

can't change ~ules 

Disagree wi~-h goals 

P:ogram ineffective 

Learned devianu ways 

No~ see peers again 

Few close ~rieods 

~:w sociometric 

5tigmaniza~icn 

Poor ~Ob c~ancss 

POOr education 

Poor family life 

. 0 2  

.~2  

. 0 4  

. 0 4  

; 0 4  

. 0 5  

- . 0 2  

. 0 0  

. 0 !  

. 0 2  

. 0 4  

. 0 8  

- . 0 2  

. 0 0  

. 0 5  

.00 .  

- . 0 2  

- . 0 4  

. 0 9  

.OQ 

. 0 7  

.0";' 

- . 0 0  

- . 0 2  

.QO 

. 0 2  

. 0 4  

. 0 4  

O1 

- 04 

- O 0  

- 01 

04 

- 03 

O0 

. 0 3  

.05 

-.04 

-.06 

-.02 

.04 

.00 

-.0l 

-.04 

.05 

-.03 

.04 

.03 

-.~0 

-.02 

.01 

.02 

.04 

.05 

-.01 

-, 04 

-.00 

-.02 

.05 

-.03 

.00 

.04 

.09 

-.04 

-.07 

-.03 

.05 

.00 

-.01 

- . 0 4  

. 0 6  

- . 0 3  

. 9 5  

. 0 3  

good ,Ii .09 .i0'' 

"J" Par~-ial cor--sl~icn Coefficients wi~h :h~ decenden~ ':ari~ble, 
~ar~ial!ed o n  :he other 'Iz~i~hl~s in ".he mc~ei. 

b 
The analysis was perfc:T~.+.ed on s~ndardized variables and ~he 
--eg--ssaion -'cefficien~a are he~ weights. 

P - .05 

"** ? = .001 
. , * t p  = .0001 
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relationships between these acts and feelings of dissa£isfac- 

tion with staff and program policies with regard to control, 

the most L~.portant predictor variable may not have been re- 

lated to the institutional experience at all but may instead 

have been a long term personality or attitudinal character- 

istic. 

In Table 6.6 we can see that the deprivation variables 
i 

had more predictive power on the frequency of illegal drug 

use in the institution. Thirteen percent of the variance 

could be accounted for~ by the full set of predictor variables. 

When we look at the zero order correlations, some highly sig- 

nificant relationships emerged. Drug use was highest among 

youth who had been in a program a long time, who thought that 

their'length of stay would be longer than average, wh O 

thought that staff were not particularly helpful, who disag- 

reed with the ways the program tried to change youth, who 

felt that the services the program offered were not helpful, 

who learned new ways to break the law in the program, who 

felt stigmatized, who had poor expectations regarding their 

future educational attainment. 

Drug use was also higher among youth who had more, not 

less, home visits. This finding, which runs counter to the 

Deprigation hypothesis, may be a f~Inction of the~eater 

opportunity avail~ble to youth on home visits to procure 

drugs and bring them back into the institution. The use of 

drugs, as opposed to the other types of misconduct we have 

studied, does require a source of supply. 
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~.6 .~ZSUL.-S ~ .~T~LZ KEGRZSS:CN OF DREG 3~" CN 
~ E~R,--~'AT~ ON VAR/AKL2~ 

?ariaEias :er~ Gz~-ex ?~'.ial 'el -=eta { h )  
C3='2. e ia~cn ::r:eia=i~n 

~=esen= s=~y { = . ~ n t h . ~ )  .14 .~8 

3ray ~nge= 
u~ual .il -.Ol 

Hmmm visi~.~/m~n',,% .14 .13 

L~w c=n~.m~/fIie~d.s -.~8 -.07 

~ez=eived i~c!a=ic~ .02 -.02 

~ew off g ~  ~TipS -.02 .04 

L~w au~n~my/pEiva~7 .04 -.01 

~ c ~ = =  . o ~  . -.o5 

.~ules and punl~a=en~ .38 -.06 

Li=~le s~aff he!p • .17 .08 

Diaag=ee wi~.h ~a13 .15 .07 

P:=qEam ine£fec=ive .17 .03 

iaax--~ ~evia~= ways .20 .!0 

NO= see ~eeE~ a~a/~ .00 -.00 

YeW ~loSe f2!en~a -.01 -.02 

L~s scci~e~i= -.09 -.08 

$~iq~a~iza=io~ .!3 .08 

?oor ~o~ =barites .04 - . G O  

.!C" 

-.03 

.00 

-.~8" 

-.G2 

.04 

-.01 

-.05 

-.07 

.11 ° 

.04 

.11oo . 

-.Q0 

-.08" 

.09 e 

P O O r  edu=ati=n .!1 . 0 6  .06 

PCO~ famlly ~ife .~5 -.01 -.01 

PooE c~a~.ce co 
make ~ocd .!2 .~8 .~8" 

a Pax=ial C3rrela~icn Cce~ficien~ '~i:h =ha !eFenden= variable, 
~ar=iallad cn -..he 3~ne~ variables in ~ model. 

h The analysis was ~er~3,-r...e/ 3 n  i~am.dar~ized variables0 a n d  
~e re~Eessic~ :~eifi=ie~=3 a:e ~e~a "~e~h=~o 

t ~ - . 0 5  
t ,  ? - . ~ i  

* ' °  ? - .QOI 
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• Because many of th~se variables were intercorrelated, a 

number of them dropped out when the effects of the other 

variables were controlled. The beta weights indicate that 

the average number of home visits per month and the acquisi- 

tion of deviant techniques in the program contributed most 

significantiy to the explanation of d@ug use during the one 

month period. Other variables showed independent contribu- 

tions to the explanation, albeit with slightly less statis- 

tical significance, including the length of time youth had 

been in the program, more contact with friends outside the 

program, perception that staff was not particularly helpful, 

disagreement with the changes the program was trying to make, 

higher position in the sociometlic structure, feelings of 

stigmatization, and poor expectations of making good in the 

future. 

A different set of deprivation variables FredicL to the 

frequency of absconding from the institution, at least for 

those who returned within the month period and answered the 

questionnaire. As we see in Table 6.7 about eight percent 

of the variance in the frequency of absconding from the insti- 

tution was explained by the full set of variables. Examina- 

tion of the zero order correlations reveais that youth who 

defined themselves as loners, who had little contact ~ith 

adults they felt close to outside the program, who had been 

able to go on few excursions off grounds, who felt that most 

of the services offered by the orocram had not been heloful. 

and who had learned new techniques of delincuencv in the oro- 



288 

TABLE 6.7 ~ESL'LTS OF MULT~LE 2EGP~SS~0N OF ABSCCNDI'NG ON 
DE~R~AT~N VABiASLZ S 

R 2 - .08 320 ~ . f . ,  F=2.7606, P-.O000 ~[-82! 

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) ~a (b) 
Co:=mla~ion C~rrs!ation 

Presen= s=ay (months) -.04 -.03 

Rema/nLug stay (=ontha} .07 .04 

S~ay longer 
-Csan usual . 02  - . 0 0  

Dia~anoe ~rom home -.O0 -.04 

Home visits/month -.02 -.00 

Low con~ac=/uo~her .05 .O5 

LOw contac~/fa=her -.04 -.05 

Low c~ntaot/adul~s .IG .ii 

Low oon~act/~riends -.06 -,ll 

Perceived isolation -'.01 -.03 

.10 Few o.ff grounds ".rips ~ .i0 

Low autonomy/privac l - . 0 6  -.09 

Boredom .02 -.03 

Rules and punishments .03 -.02 

~--Ittle staff help .09 .01 

Can't change  r~les .06 .GO 

Disagree wi~% goals .06 .01 

Learned deviant ways ,ll .i0 

Nor see peers again .05 .06 

FeW ~lose friends -.00 -.04 

Low sociomet:i= .12 .i0 

S~i~matizacion .03 -.~0 

Poor job chances -.0l -.03 

Poor education -.01 -.03 

-.04 

-.0C 

-.04 

-.00 

.05 

-.06 

.12"" 

-.12"" 

-.03 

.10*" 

-.I0-* 

-.03 

-.02 

.02 

.00 

.01 

.Ii'* 

.36 

-.04 

.it* 

-.00 

-.03 

-.03 

P o o r  family life .01 -.01 -.01 

PooE chance =o 
m a.W,a good  .05 .02 .02 

• a Pax~:ial Correlaticn C=efficien~s wi~h ~,e de~enden ° - variable, 
paz~ialled on uhe Other variables in ".he model. 

b The aoalysis was 3erf3rr~d 3~ s~a~.dardized variables, an~ 
~--he regression cce-~ficien=s are he~.a 'aeight-s. 

* ~ - .05 
"* P = .01 
"'" P = .001 
" ' * * P  - .O00l 
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gram were the most likely to have absconded. 

When each of the predictor variables was examined for its 

net effects by controlling the other variables, some changes 

occurred. When all of £he other variables were controlled, 

a high level of contact with friends outside the institution 

seemed to be significantly associated with the frequency of 

running away. The theoretical significance of this associa- 

tion may be relatively minor since it may have been almost 

entirely due to the fact that the frequency of reported con- 

tact with friends increased during the period of time they 

were absent from the institution. However, they still had 

less contact with other adults close to them, more often re- 

garded themselves as loners, went on fewer off grounds ex- 

cursions, and more often learned illegal tactics in the in- 

stitution. At the same time they less often felt that their 

autonomy and privacy had been threa£ened by their incarcera- 

tion. Tosome extent, as we just mentioned, some of these 

perceptions and attitudes may have been a function of their 

experiences while runliing away or even after returning to 

the program rather than prior to these incidents. For exam- 

ple, their feelings of isolation from other youth and the 

fewer number of off grounds trips may have been a result of 

enforced separation and restriction after running away, and 

thus, cannot necessarily be construed as predictive of ab- 

scondings. 

It is quite clear that youths' feelings about the staff, 

their future chances, and the effectiveness of the institu- 
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tional program, as well as most of the pains of imprisonment 

had little net impact on the frequency of their acts of run- 

ning away. In our sample of youth, at least, short-term 

unauthorized absences were not strongly associated with feel- 

ings of deprivation and pains of imprisonment. 

About eight percent of the variance in the frequency of 

internal theft was accounted fo E by the deprivation variables, 

as shown in Table 6.8. Although there were a number of sig- 

nificant zero order correlations between theft and depriva- 

tion variables, many of them were highly correlated with the 

number of months youth had been in a program and the extent 

to which they acquired deviant skiils. On the basis of the 

beta weights, the only three significant independent prediz- 

tors of internal theft were youth reports of the number of 

ways he/she has'learned to break the law since entering the 

institution, the number of months spent in the program, and 

little desire to see other youth again after release. 

The number of ways youth learned to break the law since 

their incarcera£ion was the most significant predictor var- 

iable for the frequency of institutional property damage as 

well, according to Table 6.9. Again we note that the zero 

order correlations between property damage and many deprivation 

variables, that attained statistical significance, were re- 

duced because of the intercorrelation between those vaziables 

and the learning of illegitimate skills in the institution. 

We also see that the youth with more home visits more fre- 

quently reported damaging property in the program when all 
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TABLE 6.3 RESULTS OF ~LT~LE REGReSSiON OF STEAL~N.G ON 
DEPRIVATION VARIABLES 

- a21 R 2 - .08 820 d.f., Y " 2.4567, P - .0001 

Variables Zero Order ~art!al (a) Bet~ <b) 
Cor=ela~ion Cor=ela:ion 

Presen~ stay (~onuhs) .13 . 0 9  

RemaL~iaq s t a y  ~aon~s) . ~ 7  .05 

Stay l o n g e r  
~han ~s=al ,10 -.03 

Distance from hcr, e ,05 .02 

Home visi~s/mcnt~ -.05 - .  03 

LOw contao~/mo~er ,08 .04 

LOW contact/father .01 -. 02 

Low contact/adults .07 .02 

Low concac=/frisnds .08 .03 

Perceived isoiauion .08 .01 

Few off grounds ~rips .0~ ,00 

Low autonomy~privacy .06 -.02 

~oredom .04 -.05 

Rules and puhi~_ments . 1 4  .04 

Ll~tle s~aff help .17 .04 

Can't change rules .05 -.02 

Disagree wi~hgoals .!2 .03 

Program ~effec=ive ,.13 -.00 

Learned deviant ways .17 .10 

NO~ see peers aqaL~ .08 .07 

Few close ~riends -.00 -.05 

LoW sociometric .07 .06 

Sti~-matiza~ion .10 .01 

Poor job chances .06 .04 

Poor education .03 -.02 

.!3"" 

.06 

-.05 

.02 

-.03 

.04 

-.02 

.02 

.04 

.01 

.00 

-.02 

-.05 

.05 

.06 

-.02 

.C4 

-.01 

.08" 

-.06 

.06 

.01 

.04 

-.03 

POOr family life .04 -.01 

POOr chan~e to 
make good .D6 .00 

-.01 

, O0 

a Partial Cor=ela=icn C=efficients wi=h the dependent varlablue, 
par=ialled cn the other vari&bles in ~ e  model. 

5 The analysi~ was peEformed On standardized variables, and 
=he regresslon coefficients ~=e bec~ wei~hcs. 

• ~ - .05 
• " p - .01 
• .. p . .001 
• ..*~ . .0001 
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TABLE 6.9 .~ESULTS OF ..~JLTIPL-" .%EGRES3~ONS OZ DA.~AGL~G 
PROPE.TTY ON DEPRI~;AT.~CN VARZA~LE3 

R 2 = .ii, 820 d.f., Y = 3.~331, P - .0000 N = 821 

Variables ~ero 3~de~ ~a:~ial (a) ~eta (b) 
C~==siauion Cor=ela~ion 

P r e e e n ~  S~ay (P.onchs) .15 .05 

Remaln~n~ s~ay (~on~hs) .01 -.05 

Stay ~nger 
r-~a~ usual .12 .0~ 

Distance from home -.Oi -.04 

Home vlsi~e/mon~h .02 .07 

Low conics/moth.at .08 ' . 04  

LOW Con~a~/fauher .02 -.01 

Low concac~/adul~s .07 .0~ 

LOw =on~ac~/E:iende .~8  .04 

Perceived isolauion .08 .01 

Few off grounds ~Tips .04 .02 

Low au~onomy/privscy .12 .03 

Boredom .05 -.04 

Rules and punieb.~en~s .17 . 06  

Li~le staff help .20 .0~ 

Can'~ cha~ge ~les .05 -.0~ 

~isagree wt~h goals .09 -.04 

Program inef~ec~iye .15 -.01 

Learned devian~ ways .22 .14 

N~ see peers a~aL~ .02 .00 

~ew ¢l~se fzie~ds .-.02 -.04 

L=w sociometric .02 .CO 

S~i~ma~izacion .!2 "02 

~ c o r  j o b  chances  .~0 .02 

~COr education .14 .07 

.07 

-.06 

.04 

-.04 

.07" 

.04 

-.01 

.01 

.04 

.01 

.02 

.03 

-.04 

.08 

.09 

-.01 

-.04 

-.01 

.15"''' 

.00 

-.04 

.00 

-02 

.02 

.07 

~oor fam~Iy life .~8 .01 .01 

Poo~ c~a~ce to 
make good " .12 .04 .04 

a Partial Cor.-alation Coefficients wi~h ~he dependne~ va.-- 
i~bles, par~ialled On ~-~e other variables in ~he ~del. 

b T.~e analysis was perlcz-~,~,ed on s~andardized variables and 
"~%e regression ¢oe.~ficienus are '~e~a weigh~. 

m p - .05 

**° p = . 001 

* * o * p  . .000~ 
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the other deprivation variables were controlled. These were 

the only two variables that had significant net effects on 

property damage and the full set of deprivation predictors 

only accounted for about eleven percent of the variance. 

Actual and perceived pains of imprisonment were re!a- 

tivelv ineffective predictors of the freauencv of staff 

assaults bv youth, as we can see in Table 6.10. Only four 

percent of the variance was accounted for by the full set 
L 

of variables and only three of them had statistically signi- 

ficant net effects -- rules and punishments of staff and 

feelings of stigmatization, and surprisingly, the feeling 

that staff tried to be helpful. 

Despite an impzessive numbei of significant zero order 

correlations between the frequency of fighting and the depri- 

vation variables, only two of them had significant net 

effects -- the number of ways youth learned to break the law 

since entering the program, and contact with fathers. More- 

over, the full set of predictors explains less than eight per- 

cent of the variance,' as we can see in table 6.11. 

When we combined the particular types of serious miscon- 

duct into a measure of the total frequency of these acts, we 

see in Table 6.12 that eighteen percent of the variance was 

explained by the set of deprivation variables. At the bi- 

variate level of analysis the most substantial predictor var- 

iables were: acquisition of illegitimate skills during incar- 

ceration, belief that staff was not helpful, belief that 

program was ineffective, feelings of stigma, and beliefs 
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TABLE 6.10 RZSULTS CF .MULTIPLE KEGRZS3~ON CF H~.~TTING STAFF 
OM D~RD/AT~CN V~.ABLES 

R 2 = .04 320 d . f . ,  F - ! . Z 5 6 4 ,  NS ~=821 

Variables Zero Order Par=lal :a) Se~a {_h) 
CorT.ela=icn Ccrre!aticn 

~resenu s~ay (months) .0~ 

Remalning stay Cmon~s) -.02 

Stay longer 
~JJx ~aual .04 

Discos from ~ .01 

Home vlsiss/mon~h - . 0 2  

~.~OW contact/mother .04 

LOw contact/father .03 

Low oonTJsct/adults .00 

Low contact/friends .06 

Persei.~ isolation .05 

yaw off grmunds trips .02 

Law autonomy~privacy .04 

Boredom .04 

Rules and punisb-uents .ID 

Little staff help .03 

Can't change r~les -.0~ 

Disagree with goals .04 

Program ineffeo=ivs .67 

Learned deviant ways .07 

Not see peers agai~ • .02 

Few oioae friends -.03 

LOw sociometric, ~.03 

Stigmatization .12 

Poor, job chances .00 

Poor education - . 0 0  

• 00 .00 

-.05 -.06 

.04 .~6 

.00 .00 

-.00 -.00 

.02 .02 

.02 .02 

- . 0 3  - . 0 3  

.06 .07 

.02 .02 

.00 .00 

-.01 -.Of 

-.01 0.01 

.08 .10" 

- . 0 7  -.ii* 

- . 0 2  - . 0 2  

.01 .01 

.06 .08 

- . 0 3  -.03 

.03 .03 

- . 0 4  - . 0 4  

- . 0 3  -.03 

.09 .!0"" 

.Of .01 

- . 0 1  - . 0 2  

Poor family life -.01 " -.04 -.04 

Poor chance to 

make good .02 -.00 -.00 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients wi~h ~e le=~n.den~ variables, 
par~ialled on the o~her variables ~n ~he m ~ e l .  

b 
The analysis was performed on s~andardized variables and 
~he regression coefficients are beta weights. 

• P ~ .05 
"* P - .0! 
• .* p . .OOi 
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TABLE 6.11 RZSULT$ 0F ~LT~LE R~GRZ$SICN OF FIGHTI~JG Or! 
DE? 9 ZVATION VAA IABLZS 

R 2 " .08 820 d.f., P = 2.4762, ~ - .000l N~821 

VaxiaDles Ze{o Order P~r~ial C.~t) ~,eta ~b) 
Correlation Correlation 

Pressuc stay (mcn~-hs~ • .0~ .00 .01 

Remaining s=ay (months) .~5 .01,~ .01 

Stay ~cnger ~x~ 
than usual .02 -.02 -.04 

Distance from h~me .04 . 0 2  .02 

~O~ visitS/month' .01 .00 .00 

I~w contact/mother -.02 -.01 -.0~ 

Low contact/father -.07 -.07 -.08" 

Low ¢ontac~/adul=s -.01 -.02 1.02 

Low cc~ta~t/~=iends .02 .01 .01 

~er6eived isolation .03 -.02 - . 0 2  

Few Off qrc~ds ~rips -.02 -.02 ' -.03 

LOw autoncmy/privac? .06 .00 .00 

Boredom .10 .03 .03 

Rules ar.d ~./zishmen~s .16 .06 .07 

Lit:is staff help .!6 .06 .i0 

Can't change ~ales .07 .02 .02 

DisagEee with ~cals .06 -.06 ~.07 

Pr~ram ineffective .08 1.05 ~ -.07 

Learned deviant ways .18 .ll .12"" 

NO~ see peers again .08 .05 .05 

~ew close friends .05 .04 .04 

LOW sociometric -.01 -.0~ -.03 

Stigmatization .15 .~7 .07 

Poor job chances .03 .00 ,.00 

Poor education .07 ,02 -03 

po~r family life .05 .00 .00 

PCOE chance ~o 
.~ke goQd .!0 .06 .07 

a Partial Correlation Coefficients with ~he dependent var- 
iables, partial!ed on ~he o~her variables in ~he =odel. 

b The analysis was performed on standardl=sd variables and 
~,~ rsgression coefficients 3r~ beta weights. 

o ~ .05 
Q p .01 
or. p = .001 
o.*.p . .0001 
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TABLE 6.12 .~ESULTS OF MULTIPLE ~EGR.ESS~CN OF SER/O~S .'4~S- 
CO.ND~CT ON DEPR/VATIO~ VAR/.ABLES 

R 2 - .13 82~ d.f., Su6.3110 P - . 0 0 0 0  N=821 

Variables Zero Order ?ar~ial ~a) ~e~a (h) 
Correlation C~r~elaui=n 

Presen~ s~ay (=onths} .18 .09 .12 "~ 

RemaLn~g s~ay (=un:hs) .08 .02 .02 

Stay longer 
than usual .14 -.01 -.01 

Distance frem home .03 -.02 -.02 

H~ visits/month .06 .0~ . 0 7  ~ 

Low cGn~ac~/~othez .06 .03 .03 

Low ¢on~a¢~/fa~he= -.04 -,05 -.06 

L~w con~ac~/adul~s .04 -.00 -.00 

L~w contact/friends .02 -.01 -.01 

~e=ceiv~d isolation .0S -.01 -.01 

Few off grounds t=ips .02 .03 .03 

Low autonomy/privacy . .i~ -.01 -.01 

~oredom .08 -.05 -.05 

Rules and punisb.men~s .22 .04 .05 

LiU~le~s~a~f help .28 .09 .13 ~ 

Ca~'~ cha~ge F~les .06 -.03 -.03 

Disagree wi~h ~oals .I~ .02 .02 

~rogram i~effec~ive .22 .00 .00 

Learned devian~ ways .~i .I~ .20 "~*~ 

~o~ See Dee. rs a~ai~ .08 .05 .05 

Pew close friends .00 -.04 -.04 

Low sociometric -.01 -.02 -.02 

S~iqma~iza~ioe .21 .09 .09"" 

Poor ~ob chances .09 .03 .03 

Poor education .i~ .05 .05 

~oor~am!ly life .08 .01 -.01 

~ocE c~nce ~o 
make ~ocd .16 .08 .08" 

a partial Correlation Coefficients wi~ ~he de~enden~ variables, 
par~!alled on ~he o~er variables in ~he model. 

b T~ ar.alysis was performed on s~andardized variables and 
~he ~eqressio~ ~oe~f!~ie~s ar~ ~e~a weights. 

t P = .05 
~" P - .01 
or. p . .00~ 
• t . o p  = .000~ 
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that rules were harsh and staff was punitive. These were 

followed in turn by perceived stigmatization, disagreement 

with program goals, number of months in the program, per- 

ceived longer length of stay than average, and poor expecta- 

tions for the future. 

The regression analysis indicates that when the direct 

effects of each of the predictor variables were examined~ 

while controlling simultaneously for the direct effects of 

all the other variables in the regression equation, the acqui- 

sition of illegitimate skills still had the strongest sub- 

stantial independent effect, followed by perceived lack of 

staff helpfulness, number of months in the program at the 

time, perceived stigmatization, poor expectation of making 
J 

good after release, and the average number of home visits. 

Hence at the multivariate level of analysis the cumulative 

frequency of serious misconduct was most directly and sub- 

stantially related to having learned new ways to break the 

law since entering, by feeling the staff did not try very 

hard to help youth with various problems, by the number of 

months the youth had been in ~the program, by feelings that 

• chances for success after release were relatively Door, and 

that others stigmatized them. We also found that youth who 

went on more frequent home visits also engaged in more mis- 

conduct. 

Very few of the twenty seven different deprivation var- 

iables entered into these regression equations had anything 

to contribute to an explanation of institutional misconduct 
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in a one month period, when the impact of the other variables 

was controlled. Yet many of these same variables had rela- 

£ively strong bivariate relationships with various types of 

misconduct. Hirschi discusses this problem as an artifact 

of the regression procedure. 

"The problem here is that a hypothesis developed and 
defended at some lengthby the use of tabular material 
may fail when subjected to more complex analysis. The 
solution %o this 'problem' is well known: the hypo- 
thesis is rejected and previous argument in its favor 
abbreviated, revised, or discarded. Unfortunately, 
the testing of such hypotheses by regression analysis 
is not straightforward and the 'failure' of the hy- 
pothesis may be due to misuse of the testing procedure 
rather than to lack of agreement with 'the facts." 
It is common practice in tabular analysis, for example, 
to buttress one's argument by showing the effects of 
more than one indicator of the independent variable. 
I~ all measures of this independent variable are then 
included in a regression ~nalysis, none may appear to 
have much effect on the dependent variable, and previ%~us 
argument will appear to have been erroneous, that is, 
the effects of the variable will appear to be largely 
spurious...This misuse of the technique is well known 
and in principle easily corrected: the analysis is re- 
peated using one relatively pure measur= cf the variable 
in question" (Hirschi, 1972, pp. 245-246). 

Clearly we included a large number of measures of the inde- 

pendent variable in the regression equation and most Of them 

appeared to have little independent effect onthe dependent 

variable. Cautioned by Hirschi however, we cannot state that 

the bivariate relationships are spurious. Unfortunately, we 

do not have one relatively pure measure of deprivation to 

use in the equations so this cannot resolve our dilemma. 

What becomes important to note is the relatively small amount 

of variance explained by the whole set of deprivation predic- 

tors -- from 4 to 18 percent depending on the dependent vat- 

iable. 
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It is of course possible that items measuring other as- 

pects of perceived and actual deprivation would have been more 

powerful predictors 6f misconduct. This might have been par- 

ticularly true if we added variables that were much more high- 

ly correlated with misconduct and/or variables uncorrelated 

with those already used. However, experience has shown thah 

the point of diminishing returns is reached very rapidly in 

this kind of analysis. 

"...in general, the increase in the multiple corre- 
lation which results from adding variables beyond 
the first five or six is very small" (Quinn McNemar, 

1949, p. 163). 

It is also conceivable that a linear regression proce- 

dure may fail because some of the relationships are nonlinear 

and are not independent, but result from the interaction of 

variables. However, there was no theoretical basis for 

questioning the assumption of linearity or independence, and 

so this linear additive model was used in anexploratory 
b 

fashion. Strictly speaking, many of the variables do not 

imeet the requirements of correlation and regression analyses 

but aqain these limitations were ignored for present purposes. 

In the regression analyses of misconduct, considerable infor- 

mation is missing for many of the respondents sothe number 

involved in the computation of these coefficients was consid- 

erably reduced from those involved in pairwise correlations. 

This missing data may represent a possible source of bias and 

may in fact account for some of the differences between the 

standardized partial regression coefficients (beta weights) 

and pairwise correlations shown earlier in the chapter. How- 
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ever, comparison of the means of the variables involved in 

the pairwise correlations and those of the complete cases in 

the regression equations showed no striking differences. 

In looking at the deprivation variables the "nonfindings" 

are particularly interesting. There is no evidence that 

youth who were placed in institutions at considerable dis- 

tances from their home communities and who had very few home 

visits during their stay reacted to this by engaging in acts 

of deviance and delinquency. In fact, there is some evidence 

suggesting the opposite phenomenon. Youth who were allowed to 

go on home visits more often were more frequently involved in 

using drugs. Perhaps, as we suggested earlier, the oppor- 

tunities for procurement of drugs during home visits account 

for this relationship. 

Youth who had little contact with their parents and 

friends at home during the month were no more likely to engage 

in institutional delinquency than other youth. In fact, 

there is a slight tendency for youth who have had more contact 

with their friends to report engaging more often in illegal 

drug use and running away. Since this relationship between 

drug use and Contact with friends held, even when the number 

of home visits is controlled, it co ald be explained as occur- 

ring outside the institution. Since contact with friends 

included comalunication by telephone, letter and visitation, 

we cannot assume that drugs were brought into the institution 

through these contacts. It is equally plausible to assume 

that youth who had more contact with their outside friends 
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were more "sociable" by nature, and since drug use is a 

group-related behavior, they naturally gravitated to such 

activities in the institution. It is also possible that 

youth who retained frequent contact with their outside friends 

were also those most likely to have used drugs prior to their 

incarceration and thus the association may be spurious. 

As we noted earlier, the relationship between the frequency 

of absconding and contact with friends at home may be also 

based on what transpired during the time the youth was absent 

from the institution. 

Feelings of isolation from parents and friends, lack of 

autonomy and privacy, boredom, and alienation f~om other 

youth in ehe program seem no more characteristic of youth who 

misbehave than of those who conform. There is no evidence 

that the n,~mber of off grounds trips youth were allowed to 

take during the month pe<iod was at all related to the fre- 

quency of most misconduct, except absconding. It is of course 

possible, and probable, that w~thin particular programs 

youth who misbehaved in any of these ways were "grounded" but 

when the correlations were computed for the sample as a whole, 

there was no evidence that off gKounds restrictions either 

preceded or followed most acts of misconduct. 

There were fairly consistent but weak patterns of asso- 

r 

ciation between youths' feelings that staff were punitive, 

rule-bound and less than helpful and the frequency of each 

type of misconduct. We do not know that these feelings ac- 

tually preceded the acts of misconduct so a causal direction 
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can only be suggested. It is, of course, possible that these 

feelings of youth toward staff were a result of their treatment 

after engaging in misconduct. In each of the regression equa- 

tions, the explanatory power of these variables was quite ~/~ 

minimal - dropping considerably from what was expected by 

examination of the bivariate correlations. This probably 

occurred becausethese two variables were highly correlated 

(.54), so the independent effect of either of them appeared 

small. However, even the bivariate correlations, though 

statistically significant, were not strong enough to warrant 

a great deal of attention. 

This ~ame pattern held for the relationship between mcst 

types of misconduct and youths' feelings that the service3 

offered to them by the program had not been helpful ~ and their 
l 

lack of commitment to the changes the program was trying to 

make in youth. Although there were consistent patterns be- 

tween youth attitudes in this area and the frequency of most 

types of serious misconduct, these bivariate zero order cor ~ 

relations were considerably reduced when other variables are 

controlled. Although in large part these beta weights may 

have been low because of the relatively high intercorrelations 

among the independent variables, the bivariate correlations 

themselves were not high enough to be considered very predic- 

tive. 

The fact that youth had not been able to participate in 

decisions affecting their lives in the institutions (being 

unable to change the rules) seemed to have no impact on the 
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likelihood that they would misbehave. We don't know, of 

course, the amount of effort youth actually expended on try- 

ing to effect such changes, and variations in this effort 

might have accounted for differences in expressed alienation 

and frustration that conceivably led to acts of misconduct. 

We would expect to find that youth who were actively involved 

in trying to change rules they considered oppressive and who 

failed in these efforts would feel more frustration than 

youth who only halfheartedly tried to change some relatively 

minor policies. 

For the most part, variables measuring the relationships 

youth had with institutional peers added nothing to the ex- 

planatiun of misconduct. Despite the fact that the depriva- 

tion perspective predicted that feelings of isolation and 

alienation from other youth would lead to higher rates of 

misconduct we found that this was only slightly true for ab ~ 

sconding and stealing and was not at all true of drug use. 

Isolates or loners were less likely to be involved in the use 

of illegal drugs than youth who considered themselves leaders 

or regular members of a group of friends. This is consistent 

with our finding in Chapter Four that drug use was largely a 

group phenomenon. 

The future expectations of the ~,outh in our sample with 

regard to good jobs, enough education, and a happy family life 

had very little to do with their self-reported misconduct. Of 

these three types of future expectations, education was the 

most predictive but even this variable had minimal explana- 
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tory power. Poor expectations of being able to "make good" 

after being released seemed somewhat more strongly related to 

whether or not a youth was involved in institutional .miscon- 

duct, especially feigned illness, drug use and all serious 

acts. Feeling labeled or stigmatized as a criminal and/or 

mentally ill was slightly important in predicting serious mis- 

conduct, especially assaults on staff and drug use. 

For most types of serious misconduct, the most important 

single predictor variable was whether or not youth had 

learned new ways to commit illegal acts since their incarcer- 

ation. It is of course possible to consider it as part of 

the dependent variable a~d thus, tautological. We do not 

consider it tautological, however, because the learning of 

illegal behaviors is not the sameas engaging in them. More- 

over, we believe that youth reports that they have become 

more criminally sophisticated as a result of their institu- 

tionalization are measures of the perceived ineffectiveness 

and harmfulness of the experfence. They are also indicators 

of the illegitimate learning structure provided by the insti- 

tutional peer group, which may contribute both to increased 

delinquency in the program and after release. This variable 

may be more conducive to a test of differential association 

theory confirming our finding that the deprivation perspective 

is inadequate as a single explanation of institutional mis- 

conduct. 

Although we do not believe that the deprivation and im- 

portation perspectives should be viewed as opposing explana- 



305 

tions, it may be useful at this point to compare their rela- 

tive effectiveness. Neither model was particularly i]npressive 

in accounting for the frequency of feigned illness or as- 

saults on staff, with about three percent of the variance 

explained by the Importation Model variables and about four 

percent explained by the Deprivation set of variables. For 

both absconding and internal theft, the Deprivation Model 

explained about twice as much of the variance (eight percent) 

as the Importation Model (three to four percent) but this is 

only a relative victory. Both of the models explain eight 

percent of the variance in the frequency of fighting. With 

regard to both property damage and the use of illegal drugs, 

the predictive power of both the models showed some s]i~ht 

improvement, with the Importation variables accounting for 

about seven percent of the variance in property damage ahd 

nine percent of the Variance in the use of drugs and the Dep- 

rivation variables explaining elevent percent of the variance 

in property damage and thirteen percent of the variance in 

drug use. For the frequency of all serious misconduct, the 

Deprivation Model fared slightly better than the Importa%ion 

Model, explaining about eighteen percent as opposed to thir- 

teen percent of the variance. 

Summary 

In our examination Of the Deprivation perspective on 

institutional misconduct, we did not assume that these be- 

haviors were "functional" in the sense of mitigating the 

pains of imprisonment. Because the research design was not 
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longitudinal, we could only speculate about the direction of 

causality between youths' feelings of deprivation and aliena- 

tion and their involvement in delinquent acts. The model 

suggested by previous theorists was that the subjective feel- 

ing s of deprivation and frustration of youth would provide 

the motivation to engage in acts of rebellion and resistance 

to institutional rules and standards. 

In characterizing deprivation, we attempted to tap as 

many different aspects of youths' experiences and attitudes 

as possible. Previous research provided no clearcut guide- 

lines for choosing which aspects of institutionalization were 

the most painful for inmates and/or which were most likely to 

lead to deviant behavior. 

Across the total sample, we found that the "average" 

youth had been in the program over seven months at the time 

of our visit and expected to stay another five months. Liv- 

ing at some distance from their home communities and with 

very infrequent home visits, the typical youth felt somewhat 

isolated from his friends and family, though there had been 

some Contact with them in the past month. 

Most youth had only occasionally been able to leave the 

institution for short term shopping or recreational exper- 

iences and felt bored by the program. Many youth felt that 

their chances for autonomy and privacy in the setting were 

quite limited. Though the average youth thought that staff 

generally tried at least somewhat to help them with various 

problems and that the services provided them by the program 
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were moderately helpful, the institutions were viewed as 

quite custodial and punitive. Though most youth aqreed with 

the ways in which the program tried to rehabilitate them, 

they also reported learning new ways to commit crimes since 

entering the program. Most youth were at least moderately 

involved with their peers in the program, having developed 

some close friendships and wanting to continue them after 

release~ Participating in policy making was not widespread; 

the majority of youth either had never tried or had never 

been able to change program rules. 

Perhaps because the average youth did not feel labeled 

as a criminal or as mentally ill because of his incarceration, 

he/she was generally optimistic about the future. After 

leaving the institution, the average youth felt that chances 

for getting a good job, enough education, having a happy 

family life, and generally "making good" were quite promising. 

For most of these dimensions of deprivation and social 

climate, there were statistically significant differences 

among the three types of programs (custodial, utilitarian, 

and participatory) though these differences were often quite 

small. In general, the balance of gratifications as opposed 

to deprivations was highest in participatory programs, where 

youth expected to stay the shortest period of time, felt that 

they were less isolated, were most able to participate in 

changing rules, agreed with the'treatment goals of their pro- 

grams, felt that staff were less punitive and more helpful, 

believed that services provided were more effective, and were 
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more hopeful about their future chances than youth in the other 

two programs. Overall, ~he perceptions of deprivation in the 

institutional experience were greatest among youth in custo- 

dial programs. Utilitarian programs, however, provided 

youth with the most contact with their homes and the outside 

community. Youth in these programs lived closest to their 

homes, were given more home visits and more off grounds ex- 

periences, and maintained more contact with significant others 

in their lives than youth in ~he other program types. 

Individual level zero order correlations between each di- 

mension of deprivation and the frequency of each type of mis- 

conduct produced a large number of significant associations 

but the predictor variables were not the same for each type 

of behavior. Moreover, the correlations were relatively 

weak in accounting for the frequency of delinquent acts within 

the institution. 

Because many of the "pains of imprisonment" and neqative 

attitudes of youth were intercorrelated, we used multiple 

regression analyses to allow us to assess the independent 

effects of each of them, while simultaneously controlling for 

the effects of the others. Only about eighteen percent of 

the variance in the cumulative frequency of serious misconduct 

was accounted for by the full set of deprivation variables, 

and the most substantial predictor variable was whether or 

not youth learned new techniques of criminality since enter- 

ing the program. Between four and thirteen percent of the 

variance in the amount of each particular type of misconduct 



309 

could be accounted for by these variables, only slightly more 

than the amount explained by the Importation Model. This may 

have occurred because pre-institutional characteristics were 

strongly related to the feelings youth have about their insti- 

tutional experiences as well as the ways in which they were 

treated by the programs in which they were p~aced. 

The weakness of the deprivation variables in the expla- 

nation of institutional misconduct also may have been a func- 

tion of the fact that they only provide an explanation of 

motivation and ignore the variations in opportunity and con- 

trol. As Wilson pointed out, aspects of control structures 

are usually taken for granted by deprivation theorists. 
c 

"In most of the studies reported in the literature, 
some comment is made on the high levels of stress and 
deprivation suffered by inmates that presumably pro- 
vide ample motivation for deviant and disorderly be- 
havior in the absence of strong controlling mech- 
anisms"'~Wilson, 1965, p. 30). (underlining mine) 

In institutional settings, the researcher cannot assume the 

"absence of strong controlling mechanisms." In fact, in 

settings characterized by both harsh deprivations and strong 

control, the effects of deprivation may well be masked. In 

the following chapter, we will explore the ways in which the 

opportunities for deviance and the control exercised by staff 

affect the frequencies of institutional misconduct. 
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FOOTNOTEO 

i. The latter model has often been called the "indigeneus 
origins theory" because prison subcuitures are held to 
be largely a response to conditicns within the prison, 
or the pains of imprisonment. 

2. Several theorists have made the point that these two ap- 
proaches actually are complementary and supplement each 
other, most notably Akers, Hayner and Gruninger (1974) 
and Thomas and Foster (1972). 

3. Youth must have answered at least four out of the six 
items contained in the "Rules and Punishments" index 
to be included and must have answered at least ii out 
of the 13 items in the "Helpfulness of Staff" index. 

4. For example, although the youth in Juniper reported the 
least isolation from their family, friends and community 
and relatively high amounts of autonomy and privacy, 
they also felt more stigmatized and more pessimistic 
about their future chances than youth in other procrams. 
They also expected to remain longer than youth in mcch o~ 
the uther programs. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE CONTROL PERSPECTIVE ON INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

The Importation and Deprivation perspectives provide a 

variety of answers to the question of "Why do youth engage 

in misconduct in juvenile institutions?" These perspectives, 

in trying to understand the motivations for such behavior, 

frame their answers in terms of long-term patterns of behav- 

ior (importation) or short-term situational experiences (dep- 

rivation). 

Control theorists, on the other hand, pose the question 

"Why don't more youth engage in acts of misconduct?" and Icok 

at variations in opportunities and deterrent systems. Deviant 

behavior is explained not by differences in the impulses of 

youth but bY the absence of effective controls. The security 

precautiens and the proliferation of rules and regulations in 

institutions are seen as ways of coping with the underlying 

pressure toward deviance believed to be present among most in- 

mates. As Sykes states: 

"...There is the question of the nature and extent of 
the disorder which would arise within the prison if 
the custodians did not exercise strict supervision and 
control over the activities of the inmates. There are 
few who will claim that in the complete absence of 
supervision and control the inmate population would 
live harmoniously within the walls of their prison 
...In brief, say the custodians, the maximum security 
prison is not a Boy Scout ~amp and do not ask u3 to 
treat it as if it were. We are dealing with r~en inured 
to violence and other forms of anti-social behavior and 
order can be maintained onlv if we establish rules 
which eliminate the situations in which such behavior 
can arise" (Sykes, 1966, p. 24). 

Despite a great deal of speculation about the impact of 
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various practices of control and authority on the incidence 

of institutional delinquency, there is surprisingly little 

research on the subject. In training schools variations in 

rates of absconding have more often than any o%her behavior 

been linked to differences in surveillance systems. For 

many control theorists, the provision of environmental con- 

straints is crucial in reducing escape attempts. Hildebrand, 

a clinical psychologist at a California training school re- 

ports that most absconding takes place after dark from dormi- 

tories that are less secure. He suggests that %hl installa- 

tion of an observation tower and a closed circuit television 

System designed to expose blind spots with the fenced areas 

were verv effective in reducing escapes (1969). Allen h2po- 

thesized that comfort as well as opportunity are important, 

noting that most escapes from his institution tended to occur 

during the warmer months and the majority were from reduced 

custody (1969). Practical suggestions arising from very lim- 

ited research include: keeping the immediate surroundings 

of buildings well-lit during winter evenings, reducing the 

number of exits so that the remaining ones could be kept 

under fuller surveillance, keeping strategic doors locked 

even if only for a few hours at night, improving the staff- 

youth ratio, and keeping the school warm and comfortable in 

wlnter months so that absconding would be even less attractive 

than it appears to be at these %imes (Clarke and Martin, 1971). 

Acts of collective resistance to authority and organized 

deviance have also been linked to the opportunities provided 
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by the institution for unsupervised group interaction. As 

Street noted in his study of six juvenile institutions for 

boys: 

"Although only extreme techniques, such as keeping 
the inmates locked in separate rooms, effectively 
prevent the emergence of social relations among the 
inmates, rigorous control would severely limit and 
structure opportunities for interaction and group 
formation - particularly the formation of groups 
covering the entire institution" (Street, 1962, 

ipp. 49-50). 

Opportunities for deviant behavior presumably increase 

when there are significant changes in institutional staff or 

when there is a great deal of turnover of personnel. In 

several programs these changes were accompanied by increased 

rates of absconding, in Cottage Six Polsky reported that most 

escapes occurred on the days off of the cottage parents 

(1962). Sinclair also noted in his study of probation hostels 

that in the months during which the warden was on leave, ab- 

sconding from the hostel was considerably higher (1971). 

There are of course a number of other possible explanations 

for the increase in escapes during these periods other than 

increased opportunity but the control perspective is the us- 

ual one advanced. 

The impact of severe sanctions in deterring institutional 

misconduct is another important facet of the control perspec- 

tive. Although usually not empirically tested, the prevail- 

ing view is that the actual and/or potential use of severe 

punishment varies amonq programs and is reflected in the rates 

of deviancy. For example, Street reported that: 

/ 
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"Inspection of the questionnaires also indicated that 
because staff members in the more custodial institu- 
tions were more willing to use negative sanctions they 
probably were confronted with less disruptive behavior, 
since the inmates recognized the costs of acting as 
they felt" (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966, pp, 170- 
171). 

Using the absconding records of the Kingswood Classifying 

School in Great Britain between 1960 and 1964, Clarke and 

Martin found that for both juniors and seniors fewer of the 

boys who had been caned for their first absconding ran away 

again compared with the boys who had not been caned. At 

first sight, this seemed to indicate that caning was an ef- 

fective deterre.nt but there was an alternative explanation. 
l 

The selection procedure used by the Warden in deciding which 

boys to cane may have resulted in boys being selected fc~ 

caning who were unlikely to abscond again anyway (1971). 

In a study of a probation hostel in Great Britain, 

Sinclair tried to discover whether a severe court sentence 

for absconding reduced its incidence. He calculated the in- 

terval until the next absconding separately for those boys 

who were sentenced severely by the court and those who were 

not. Though he undertook the study because of the strong 

conviction of wardens and probation officers that severe sen- 

tencing deterred other boys from absconding, he found no 

significant difference between the groups in the interval till 

next absconding, although the intervals were slightly longer 

for the severely dealt-with cases (1971). 

Using the same methodology. Clarke and Martin in their 

study of the Kin~swood Classifvin~ School looked at the deter- 
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rent effect of caning on the absconding of other boys. They 

concluded that caning a junior boy for absconding did not 

deter other juniors from absconding but caning a senior de- 

terred other seniors from absconding (1971). To draw any 

conclusion from either of these studies about the effect of 

either severe cnurt sentencing or caning seems quite risky- 

Since so many other factors could affect the number of days 

between one absconding and the next one be~ides youth's cal- 

culations of the probability of severe punis~h~ent, draw- 

ing any conclusions from these two pieces of research is 

foolish. 

The effects of severe punishment and restrictive practices 

are not at all clear, for some researchers believe that they 

may also intensify the feelings of frustration and bitterness 

that lead to certain types of misconduct (e.g., Cloward; 1968, 

p. 80; Street, 1962). According to Hildebrand: 

"Allowance for more breathing room within the institu- 
tion would make it less necessary to breathe from 
without the institution. Lacking an 'out' while 'in' 
increases the need to get out regardless of the means 
or consequences of getting there. It could be said 
that those who would make expression by inmates im- 
possible make escape and internal tumult inevitable" 
(Hildebrand, 1968, p. 66). 

Some support for this position was provided bv Chase in a 

study of 395 youth in three di;~ferent tv~es of open con~nunitv- 

based residential programs operated by the New York State 

Division for Youth. She found that youths who rated their 

programs high on Staff Control and low on Expressiveness 

(using the CIES developed by Moos) were more likely to abscond 

than youths who rated the programs high on both scales or low 
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on both scales. Moreover this combination of variables was 

associated with absconding even after their Jesness Manifest 

Aggression scores were taken into account (partialled out). 

She concluded that in order to avert absconding programs 

should exert any necessary staff controls in a manner ~hat 

would be less threatening to youths' sense of autonomy and 

responsibility and encourage them to express themselves more 

openly (Chase, 1971, pp. 202-204). 

Street theorized that certain types of punishment would 
d 

increase the polarization between the staff and the inmates, 

possibly leading to acts of defiance and resistance. 

"Frequent scheduling of mass activities in the company 
of other inmates, group punishment, and administering 
physical punishment before groups of inmates enhance 
the probability that inmates identify strongly with 
one another against staff. When, in addition, staff 
maintain domineering authority relationships and con- 
siderable social dishance, inmates further perceive 
themselves as members of a group opposed to staff, 
and divergent interests between these groups are more 
fully recognized" (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966, 
p. 225). 

In a study of inmate reports of other inmates' involve- 

ment in drug and homosexual behavior in prisons in Germany, 

England, Mexico, Spain and the United States, Akers found 

higher rates in more repressive environments. Though because 

of problems in measurement of these behaviors this study is 

less than conclusive Akers does support the theory ad- 

vanced bv Street, et al.: 

"It would seem that those prisons with a policy of 
strongly custodial security practices, severely 
restrict the inmate's contact with the outside, have 
a staff makeup that is custodial, or house the inmates 
in stark, old-style architecture especially are apt 
to experience qreater amounts of homosexual and drug 
behavior by inmates...The prison administrator or 
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planner who wishes to reduce the general level of 
these forms of deviance (and probably other forms as 
well) would be well advised to house prisoners in 
something other than the old-style fortress of bell 
blocks, institute less rigid surveillance and security 
checks on inmates, obtain higher ratios of better 
trained personnel, and loosen policy on visitation, 
letters, and outside contact': (Akers, undated, pp. 60 
and 117). 

The theory that certain types of behavior may be exacer- 

bated by punishment was further supported by a study done by 

Palmer, who found that the smoking of boys in training schools 

who had been caned increased whereas the smoking of boys who 

had not been caned decreased. However, he was also aware 

that uncontrolled selection in the decision about caning could 

have accounted for the findings (1965). 

Because of widely divergent methods of defining and mea- 

suring misconduct as well as problems of uncontrolled selec- 

tion procedures in sanctioning, there is no way of resolving 

the contradictory results of the research on control and ~e- 

terrence done so far in juvenile institutions. Earlier stu- 

dies serve to sensitize us, however, to some of the issues 

that must be considered in extending these efforts. First, 

if punishment and surveillance enter into the calculus of an 

individual in deciding whether or not to engage in deviant 

behavior, then one's perception of the control situation would 

seem to be more important in influencing action than the 

actual or objective situation. These perceptions cc~uld be 

based on the actual experiences of the youth or others in 

his immediate environment or on threats, rumors, policy pro- 

nouncements or overactive imaginations. There is no reason 

to assume that actual experiences of punishment are more el- 
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fective in deterring behavior than potential threats. But 

in only one of the studies we have cited, that of Chase, was 

there any attempt to relate differences in misconduct be- 

havior to different perceptions of the control structure by 

%he actors. 

Secondly, the certainty of punishment may be more impor- 

tant in the control of disapproved behavior than the severity 

of punishment. If the possibility of being caught for acts 

of misconduct and/or being formally sanctioned for them is 

extremely remote, than it seems likely that the harshness of 

the punishment may have relatively little bearing on one's 

actions. 

Thirdly, the impact of control and punishment on f~el- 

inqs of alienation, h6stiiity, or rebelliousness may be depen- 

dent on factors in the institutional environment which have 

not been considered in most research to date. To the extent 

that strict rules and policies are accompanied by feelings of 

warmth and closeness, negative side-effects may be lessened. 

In institutions where control is maintained by a consistently 

firm but concerned staff in interaction with youth, there 

may be far less evidence of flagrant rule violation than in 

programs where control is based on rigid policies and proce- 

dures implemented by staff but not legitimated by the youth. 

Any thorough examination of the effects of strategies 

of surveillance and punishment should be based on a longitu- 

dinal design so that the causal direction of the relationships 

can be clearly understood. Moreover, it is important to con- 

trol for the effects of selection into different types of 
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programs in any analysis of these differences, as well as to 

discover the possible interactions between strategies of 

inmate management and individual background and personality 

characteristics. For certain types of youth, strict and 

repressive controls may effectively suppress acting-out be- 

haviors while the same restrictions may only incite other 

types of youth. Unfortunately, in the present research data 

was collected at only one point in time, so it was impossible 

to determine the extent to which youths' perceptions of the 

control and punishment structures actually influenced their 

behavior. 

In Chapter Three we classified the institutions in the 

sample eccording to their compliance/management styles, in 

this chapter we will examine the extent to which the control 

practices of the three types of programs differ, both in 

terms of official policies and youth perceptions. The data 

for the measures of Official Control Policies were obtained 

from the administrators' responses to the Service Unit Ques- 

tionnaire, which were examined and cross-checked with field 

observations and other program documents. We found only a 

few serious discrepancies in these multiple sources and in 

cases where the correct response could not be'determined, the 

data was considered missing. 

Official Policies of Surveillance and Control 

In developing measures of official control mechanisms, 

thirty six variables were considered, ranging from such items 

as the presence or absence of discipline or central security 
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units to hair and dress codes, restricted smoking, and the 

frequency of coed dances. In order to see if any empirical 

Clusters emerged, these items were correlated, and though 

there were a few significant associations, the clusters were 

not conceptually s a t i s f y i n g .  1 

Three separate measures were constructed - tapping pol- 

icies related to : physical contraints, restrictions on in- 

ternal movement and autonomy, and restrictions on outside 

2 
contact. 

Physical Constraints 

Administrators in each of the sixteen programs were 

asked about the following features of physical control over 

youth: 

Were there locked gates of fences? 

Were there bars on the windows? 

Was there a centrally coordinated security system? 
I 

Could anyone (supervisor or juveniles) observe the 
toilet facilities? 

Was there a special facility used to place disciplinary 
cases? 

Could anyone (supervisor or juveniles) observe the 
shower facilities? 

Could youth control the lights in their bedrooms? 

Did youth have control over whether their windows 
were open or closed? 

The responses were coded such that a score of 1 indi- 

cated high control and 2 indicated low control and the scale 

was constructed by calculating the average score of at least 

five items. Item to scale correlations are shown in Appendix 
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D'i The average score fo~ the 16 institutions was 1.6 but 

there were significant differences in the three compliance/ 

manaqement types with custodial Drourams havinq much hiuher 

physical constraint (1.3) than utilitarian (1.8) and partici- 

patory (1.7) programs (F=II.512, 15 d.f,, p=.00~)!. 

Restrictions on Internal Movement and Autonomy 

Using the same pattern of scoring discussed above, an 

index of the policies and procedures of institutions relating 

to the freedom and autonomy of residents was constructed from 

the following items: (Item to scale correlations are contained 

in Appendix D) 

Could youth move around the living unit without con- 
straints of any kind? 

Was seating in the dining room completely by choice 
~or were tables and/or seats assianed? 

Were youth free to come and ao individually to meals 
and other activities or did they come in a croup with 
staff or were they marched in groups? 

Could youth talk freely durina meal time or did they 
use low voice levels or eat in silence? 

Were youth allowed to ao into ~he kitchen to fix 
themselves meals? 

Was there a hair code? 

Was there a dress code? 

Was television censored? 

Were youth allowed to smoke freely or was smoking re- 
stricted or not allowed? 

Were youth allowed to keep cigarettes or tobacco in 
their rooms? 

Was church attendance mandatory? 

The average score on at least seven of these eleven items 
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was the scale score for the institution and the range could 

be from 1 (high internal restrictiveness) to 2 (low internal 

restrictiveness). The mean for the sixteen institutions was 

1.4930 with a standard deviation of .23668, indicating con- 

siderable variation among them. Although there were no stat- 

istically significant differences in the official policies 

regarding internal movement and autonomy among the three types 

of compliance/management styles, there was some tendency for 

custodial programs to be more restrictive. The average score 

for custodial institutions was 1.4, constrated with 1.5 for 

participatory and i~6 for utilitarian programs. 

Restrictions on Contact with the Outside Community 

An index of the average propensity of institutions to 

monitor and restrict contact of youth with their family and 

friends on the outside was constructed by taking the mean of 

their responses to the following items: 

Was any of incoming correspondence to youth censored? 

Was any of outgoing correspondence to youth censored? 

Were there any restrictions on the following forms of 
communication? 

Individuals with whom youth may correspond? 

Frequency of correspondence? 

Individuals with whom youth may visit? 

Individuals with ~hom youth may talk to by telephone? 

Frequency of telephone calls? 

How frequently could parents visit? (once a week; less 
than once a week) 

How frequently could friends visit? (once a week; less 
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than once a week) 

If parents or relatives visit, was a youth permitted 
to go "offgrounds"? 

The answers to elch of these items were dichotimized 

and the scores assigned were 1 for a restrictive response 

and 2 for a nonrestrictive response. Since there was a per- 

feet correspondence (a correlation of 1.00) between censorship 

of incoming and outgoing mail, these were combined as one 

item. The scale score for an institution was the average 

response to at least 5 out of the 9 items. The mean score 

for the sixteen institutions was 1.5253 with a standard de- 

viation of .24838, indicatinq that there was considerable 

variation in the propensities of institutions,to restrict out- 

side contact. Statistically significant differences among 

the three compliance/management types did not emerge, although 

the average score of the custodial programs (1.4) indicated 

that they were as a group slightly more restrictive with re- 

gard to outside contact than utilitarian or participatory 

programs with average scores of 1.6. 

The correlations between these three indices of control 

practices of institutions are moderate but statistically in- 

significant. The zero order correlations are .388 between 

physical controls and restrictions on internal movement and 

autonomy; .368 between physical controls and restrictions on 

outside contact; and .510 between restrictions on internal 

movement and autonomy and restrictions on outside contact. 

Clearl~ though these controls were related, the indices mea- 

sured different facets of program operations. 
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As the following sets of correlations between selected 

structural features of institutions and their average control 

practices indicate, physical constraints ~qere strongly asso- 

ciated with size and auspices. 

TABLE 7.1 ZERO OP~ER COR~EI~ATIONS BETWEEN SELECTED STRUCTUPcAL 
VARIABLES AND CONTROL P~ACTICES IN SIXTEEN INSTITUTIONS 

Average Average Average 
Physical Internal External 
Control Control Control 

Size of 
Institution .755** .107 

Average Living 
Unit Size .692** .046 

Public Auspices .656"* .065 

Male Youth .445 .334 

* P is less than .05 
**P is less than .01 

.078 

065 

.031 

-.130 

Although statistically insignificant, there was a notice- 

able tendency for institutions holding male youth to have 

higher average scores on physical constraint and internal 

restrictions than was true for female and coed programs. 

However, there was no association between the size of 

either the institution or the living unit and the restrictive- 

ness of policies relating to internal moveraent and autonomy 

or contact with eutsiders. Size and auspices were related 

to fairly permanent features of the physical environment 

but not to official policiesregarding internal and external 

movement. The same observations hold true for the three eom- 
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pliance/management types, since they also differed in size, 

auspices, and the sex compositi'on of their clientele. The 

compliance/management type was related to the amount of phys- 

ical control quite significantly but not to more flexible 

practices such as official procedures of maintaining ccntrol 

over internal and external movement. 

In Table 7.2 the average frequency of self-reported in- 

stitutional misconduct is shown for the programs, dichotimized 

on the basis of these three measures of official control pol- 

icy. There were clear and consistent differences in the fre- 

quency of serious misconduct associated with their official 

policies of control. Youth in programs with more physical 

constraints, and greater restrictions on internal autonom~ 

and contact with the outside reported significantly higher 

rates o{ serious misconduct, especially stealing and fighting. 

The only two instances in which this pattern is reversed 

occurs when youth in programs with fewer restrictions on out- 

side contact report higher frequencies of absconding and 

feigned illness. The higher runaway rates may have been a 

function of more opportunity and staff tolerance of such acts 

in these settings. We don't know why there were more reports 

of pretending to be sick in these kinds of Erograms but it 

might have enabled youth to evade responsibilities and activ- 

ities (such as school attendance) in more open programs that 

could not be avoided in more restrictive settings. 

Although this may %.~eli be a "chicken or the egg" ques- 

tion since the official policies of restriction and control 



TABLE 7.2 FREQUENCY OF INSTITUTIONAl, HISCONDUCTI ~Y OFFICIAL CON'rROL PRACTICES 

Frequency ors Phye|cal Control Internal R e s t r i c t : I o n s  Outside I { e s t r L c t l o n s  

I l igh  Low I l tgh LOW I l i qh  [~w 

Feigrod lllnoss .65 .42 F=4.8542 .57 ,58 F=.0237 .45 ,68 F-5.9031 
I d . f .  I d . f .  |d.f. 
p=.03 NS p - . 0 2  

Usiny Dcugs 1.21 1.24 F=.0243 1.21 1.23 F=.0133 ] . 3 5  l , l O  F-2 .767B 
l . d . f ,  l d . f .  l d . f .  
NS NS N~ 

Absconding .19 .20 F-.0123 .19 .20 F=.1429 .14 .24 F - I I . I 8 0  
1 d . f .  I d . f .  1 d . f .  
N5 HS p',OOOB 

S t e a l i n g  .79 .33 F= lB.069 .g2 .45 F -13 .592  .05 .4B ~-13 .357  
I d . f .  l d . f .  l d . f .  
p=.0000 p=.O002 p- .O003 

D a m a g i n ~  
P r o p e r t y  ,72 .51 F=4.5030_ .77 .52 F -8 .7232  ,74 ,57 F -3 .5790  

l d , f .  I d . f .  1 d . f .  
p=,03 p ' .O06  HS 

I l l t t i n g  S t a f f  .28 .12 F=6.5095 ,25 ,21 V - . i l l 9 6  .2J ,23 Fo.0000 
I d . f .  1 d . f .  I d . f ,  
p=.Ol NS NS 

Fiqhting Youth 1.15 .7~ F=12.399 1.24 .77 F-18.303 1.14 .90 F~4.3903 
1 d . f .  1 d . f .  1 d . f ,  
p=.O005 p=.O000 ' p=,04 

A l l  S e ~ l ~ u s  
Mleconduc t '  4.31 3.11 F=13.693 4.46 3.35 F"13.260 4.42 3.50 F-9.1131 

I d . f .  I d . f .  I d . f .  
p- .O002 p- ,O003 p- .O03 

W 
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may have been a result of the previous patterns of institu- 

tional misconduct rather than a cause, there is at least 

some evidence that institutions with rigid and repressive 

policies for controlling youth were more apt to be confronted 

with misconduct than programs notusing such procedures. It 

is of course quite possible that programs with strict policies 

of control would have been faced with even more disruption 

and misbehavior without these policies. Without a longitu- 

dinal design, these issues cannot be resolved. What is clear 

from this data is despite concerned efforts on the part of 

certain institutions to maintain strict surveillance and re- 

strictive policies over their clientele, these programs were 

unable ~o prevent a number of very aggressive and disruptive 

behaviors from occurring. And those programs with the most 

frequent misconduct behaviors were the very ones with the 

mostrestrictive policies. 

In order to understand the impact of these official pol- 

icies on the youth, we will concentrate in the rest of this 

chapter ontheir perceptions of the control structure and the 

ways in which these perceptions were related to the frequency 

of their misconduct. 

Perceptions of Surveillance and Control 

We asked youth a series of questions about the degree of 

surveillance and control exercised over them. The sum of 

at least five of these items was used as an index of restric- 

tiveness: 
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If you want to talk to a lawyer, will the staff here 
help you to do so? 

1. Almost always; often; sometimes 
2. Don't )~now 
3. Seldom; never 

~+,+~ 

Can you use the phone here to call a la~er when you 
want to? 

i. Yes 
2. Don't know 
3. No 

Does the staff open the mail you get here? 

i. No 
2. Don't know 
3. Yes 

Does the staff read the letters you send? 

i. No 
2. Don't know 
3. Yes 

Ho~ often are your things searched here? 

i. They don't search our things here 
3. Every day; about once a week; about once a month; 

you can never tell when 

How often are you searched here? 

i. They don't search us here 
3. Every day; about once a week; about once a month; 

you can never tell when 

Index scores ranged from 5 (little control) to 18 (very 

high control) with a mean of 13.67 for the 1276 respondents 

who could be scored. A one way analysis of variance on the 

differences among the three types of institutions indicated 

i strong and statistically significant differences between them 

(F=I19.36, 1275 d.f., p=.0000), as shown in Table 7.3. Par- 

ticipatory compliance structures were characterized by lower 

average scores on control and surveillance than were ~he 
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other two types of institutions 

TABLE 7.3 CONTROL AND SURVEILLANCE SCORES BY INSTITUTIONAL 
COMPLIANCE/bbANAGE~.~NT STYLE 

Compliance/Management 
Type 

Custodial 

Utilitarian 

Participatory 
GRAND MEAN 

Average Score on Control/ 
Surveillance Index 

14.7 

14.2 

12.0 

13.7 

The product moment correlations which were computed be- 

tween the control/surveillance index and the frequency of 

misconduct were statistically significant for all types of 

misconduct, except feigned illness and absconding. Youth who 

reported that staff engaged in fairly intensive surveillance 

activites also reported higher frequencies of drug use (r=.il), 

stealing (r=.18), damaging property (r=.14), hitting staff 

(r=.06), fighting (r=.13), and all types Of serious misconduct 

(r=.21). This tends to confirm our earlier findings with re- 

gard to the relationship to official policies of control and 

surveillance and institutional misconduct, in which we report- 

ed that programs which maintained more rigid control proce- 

dures also had higher rates of institutional misconduct. 

Usual Punishments 

Youth were asked to indicate the usual system of punish- 

ments for most of the specific acts of misconduct we have in- 

cluded in this study. In order to standardize the conditions 

under which various sanctions were given, we framed the ques- 
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tions as follows: 

"When staff members catch youth doing things that are 
against the rules in places like this, there are dif- 
ferent things they can do about it. Please tell us 
what the staff members here usually do when they 
catch a youth, for the first tLme, doing each of the 
following things. (Some of the staff actions might 
not fit a place like this. Just ignore these.) 
CKECK AS Yu~NY AS DO APPLY. 

Five specific acts of misconduct were included in this ques- 

tion: (I) using drugs, (2) running away and returning within 
i 

two weeks, (3) stealing from youth in the program, (4)• hit- 

ting a staff member, (5) starting a fight with a youth in the 

program. 

Youth were given eight "usual punishments" options to 

choose from for each of the behaviors: (i) talking to youth 

about it, (2) letting the youth decide what to do, (3) keep- 

ing youth here longer, (4) separating youth from others, 

(5) taking away points or privileges, (6) transfering the 

youth to another place, (7) contacting the parole or probation 

officer or court worker, and (8) doing nothing. 

We chose to limit our index to the clearly defined, ser- 

ious punishments. For each type of misconduct the number of 

"serious punishments" were summed (keeping him longer, sepa- 

rating him from others, taking away points or privileges, and 

transferring to another place). Item to sca!e score correla- 

tions are contained in Appendix D. The range in responses 

was between 0 (no serious punishments to 4 (all of them) and 

the means were 1.7 for drug use, 2.0 for running away, i.i 

for stealing, 1.9 for hitting staff, and 1.3 for fighting for 

the sample as a whole. 
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One way analysis of variance indicated that there were 

statistically significant differences among the three types 

of institutions, with custodial programs averaging the most 

and participatory programs the fewest serious punishments 

for each type of misconduct (all of these differences were 

significant beyond the .0000 level). 

Earlier analysis by this author indicated that Youth be- 

lieved that staff consistently used particular sanctions, re- 

gardless of the type of misconduct. Youth did not think 

that the type of punishment was determined by the particular ' 

type of offense. And staff confirmed the existence of this 

pattern, when their responses to similar questions were anal- 

yzed. Both youth and staff repozted that the underlying ~nn- 

ishment options were more decisive in understanding staff re- 

actions to misbehavior than any differences in these behaviors 

themselves (Selo, 1976, pp. i08-i]8). 

It thus seems unlikely that differences in rates of mis- 

conduct would be a function of the differences in the per- 

ceived severity of punishment, since the number and types 

of punishments given for these different behaviors were 

roughly the same. 

When the product moment correlations between the sum of 

serious punishments and the actual frequency of each type of 

misconduct were examined, we found that the relationships 

were insignificant. There was no evidence that youths' per- 

ceptions of the severity of the punishments given for parti- 

cular types of misconduct had any relationship to their self- 
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reported involvement in these acts. 

The two measures of perceived control/su~¢ei!lance and 

perceived number of serious punisi%ments for misconduct were 

correlated with several measures of deprivation, from the 

previous chapter, as we can see in Table 7.4. Youth who re- 

ported that they were subjected to fairly intensive surveil- 

lance and were usually given serious punishments for miscon- 

duct, also tended to feel that staff w~re punitive and less 

than helpful to them, that the services provided were inef- 

fective, and that they suffered from various pains of impris- 

onment including isolation, lack of autonomy and stigmatiza- 

tion. 

Peer Control 

In recent years increasing attention has been paid to 

the role of the peer group or inmate subculture in the reha- 

bilitation process. The treatment technologies we have char- 

acterized as Participatory(Guided Group Interaction and Posi- 

tive Peer Culture) particularly focus on the critical role 

of the peer group in effecting control within the institu- 

tional setting. 

"In everyday terms, then, the entire concept of 
group living and the need for living arrangements 
and conditions must become the responsibility of 
the young people themselves. There are certain 
f~lse assumptions that most institutions currently 
accept which must be examined. For example, the 
notion that one staff member effectively supervises 
thirty or forty students is very questionable. The 
entire operation of most institutions is dependent 
upon a certain amount of cooperation and good will 
of the young people involved. We traditionally, 
however, tend to run our institutions as if the staff 
on study were in complete control and totally res- 



TABLE 7.4 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CONTROL/SURVEILLANCE AND PUNISHMENT 
POLICIES AND YOUTH ATTITUDES OF DEPRIVATION AND FRUSTRATION 

Sum of Serious Punishments for: 

Perceived Drug Running Stealing Hitting Fighting 
Control/ Use Staff 
Surveillance 

Lack of staff 
helpfulness .43** .23** .13"* .12"* .15"* .12"* 

Rules and 
punishments .50** .27** .20** .20** .22** .19"* 

Ineffectiveness 
of program 
services .34** .ii** .06* .03 .08** .ii** 

Perceived 
isolation .28** .12"* .10"* .07* .09** .09** 

Lack of autonomy/ 
privacy 

Stigmatization 

.31"* .16"* .09** .14"* .13"* .14"* 

.26** .15"* .12"* .17"* .15"* .15"* 

U~ 

* p is less than .05 
**p is less than .01 
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ponsible for everything that goes on. The PPC 
program not only rejects the concept, but further 
recognizes the reality and formally places the res- 
ponsibility onto the young people, staff stepping 
in only when students fail to meet their responsib- 
ilities, using that failure as a further example of 
their problem" (Vorrath, 1972, p. VII). 

Depending on the ideological position of the theorist, peer 

control has been variously characterized as "loyalty and sol- 

idarity," "collusion with and cooptation by staff," "accept- 

ing responsibility for others," or "snitching and ratting." 

In an effort to neutralize these labels in our examination of 

peer control, we asked youth the following questions omitting 

value-laden terms: 

I tell on other youth when they have done something 
wrong. 

Strongly agree Agree Mildly agree 
Mildly disagree Disagree Strong!y--D-[sagree 

Suppose a youth you knew fairly well was planning to 
run away or leave the program. 

Would you try to talk the youth out of doing it? 

Yes No 

Would you tell Staff here about it? 

Yes No 

Would you tell staff if no one else kne~ you told? 

Yes No 

The answers to the first question were dichotomized into 

Agree and Disagree and an index of low peer control was con- 

structed on the basis of the mean response of youth to these 

four questions. Index scores ranged from 1 (high peer con- 

trol) to 5 (low peer control) with a mean of 3.08 for the 
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1291 respondents to at least three out of the four questions. 

A one way analysis of variance indicated clear differ- 

ences among the three types of institutions in reports of 

peer control (F=88.395, 1290 d.f., p=.0000), with such con- 

trol being highest in participatory programs and lower in 

custodial and utilitarian ones. Participatory compliance 

types were characterized by a greater willingness on the part 

of youth to monitor the behavior of other youth and to make 

efforts to thwart absconding than was true of the other two 

types of programs. Particular participatory programs which 

had very strong group decision-making technologies (e.g., 

GreYshire and Wildwood) had very high peer control scores, as 

we expected. In such programs youth were encouraged to in- 

dicate care for other youth and to be concerned about their 

fellow students' misconduct or delinquent attitudes. Staff 

were expected to create an atmosphere in which students would 

share information about others with the group. Suggested 

strategies for insuring that this took place were given in 

staff manuals: 

"When information is withheld by a whole group, the 
group leader must find ways to put pressure on them. 
He should not verbally state that the group is with- 
holding but, rather, place a few individuals on a 
type of restriction with no given reason for it. It 
is the group's responsibility to find out why. They 
shouid think, 'What does he know about individuals 
that we don't,' or 'He must know that Jack and Bill 
sniffed glue, and we didn't bring it up on them'" 
(Vorrath, 1972, p. 33). 

The group leader was also expected to help develop a climate 

of openness among the youth so that problems and misdeeds 
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could be discussed without fear of punitive sanctions. 

In Table 7.5 which shows the zero order correlations be- 

tween youth reports on the control/surveillance and punishment 

policies of their programs and their willingness to exercise 

control on the behavior of their peers, we see that there 

are relatively strong andsignificant relationships between 

the measures. Youth who reported that their programs had ex- 

tensive policies of control and surveillance and who reported 

more serious punishments for misconduct, less often were wil- 

ling to inform staff about the misdeeds of others and took 

less responsibility, in general, for peers. 

TABLE 7.~ ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BET~EN INDICES OF CONTROL/ 
SURVEILLANCE, USUAL PUNISHMENTS AND PEER CONTROL 

Low Peer Control 

High Control/Surveillance .46 ~* 

Punishments for Drug Use .20 ** 

Punishments for Running .18"* 

Punishments for Stealing .16"* 

Punishments for Hitting Staff .23** 

Punishments for Fighting .17"* 

** p =.01 

In programs where staff were seen as providing fe~er restric- 

tions and punishments, youth tend to take ~nore responsibility 

for monitoring and controlling the behavior of their peers. 

Moreover, youth who reported little willingness to take 

responsibility for the actions of their peers and to tell 

staff about acts of misconduct were significantly more like- 
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ly to hold attitudes of hostility toward staff and feelings 

of deprivation, as we See in Table 7.6 where the zero order 

correlations between the index of peer control and attitudes 

of frustration and deprivation are shown. 

TABLE 7.6 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BET~EN PEER CONTROL INDEX 
AND YOUTH ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF AND PROGRam4 N=1285~ 

Lack of Staff Helpfulness 

Staff Punitiveness 

Ineffectiveness of Program 
Services 

Isolation from Family/Friends 

Lack of Individualism/ 
Privacy 

Stigmatization 

** p=.0! 

Low Peer Control 

.43** 

.36** 

.39** 

.19"* 

.21"* 

.19"* 

The strong and consistent relationship between peer control 

and other aspects of the institutional experience in our sam- 

ple is in marked contrast to the findings reported in six ju- 

venile institutions for boys in Organization for Treatment. 

using a measure they labeled "ratting to staff" which is 

quite similar to our "peer control index," they found no dif- 

ferences between custodial ' and treatment institutions. How- 

ever, they noted that in treatment settings, youth ~ho were 

more highly integrated into the inmate group were more wil- 

ling to talk with the staff about other inmates, while this 

was not true in obedience/conformity and reeducation/develop- 

ment institutions (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966, pp. 232- 



338 

236). 

We repeated their analysis, using the same measure of 

integration, based on the youths' responses to the question 

about the number of close friends he/she had among the other 

youth in the program. Respondents who said they had no 

friends or only one were classified as "not integrated" and 

those with two or more close friends were labeled as "inte- 

grated" into the inmate group. One way analyses of variance 

between the scores on the peer control index for integrated 

and nonintegrated youth in each of the three compliance/man- 

agement styles showed no significant differences between them 

in any of the program types. In fact, residents of programs 

with participatory compliance structures were more likely to 

exercise control and responsibility toward their peers than 

those in other types of programs, regardless of their degree 

of integration into the inmate group. There was no evidence 

that the number of close friends youth reported having had 

any impact on the extent to which they reported "ratting on 

each other" or exercising other forms of peer control. The 

compliance/management style of the program, however, did have 

a significant effect on youths' willingness to collaborate 

with staff in thwarting the misconduct of peers. 

There are a number of possible reasons for greater peer 

control in participatory compliance structures. The success- 

ful implementation of technologies such as Guided Group Inter- 

action, Positive Peer Culture and other Group Decision-Making 

Strategies is premised on the commitment of youth to the reha- 
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bilitation goals of the program and their intensive parti- 

cipation in the process. The whole tenor of such programs is 

based on the acceptance by both youth and staff of norms of 

responsibility and concern for other youth. This means 

that legitimacy is accorded to what might be considered 

"squealing or ratting" in other types of programs. More- 

over, the consequences of informing on other youth may have 

been a good deal iess severe in participatory programs. We 

have already seen that youth in these programs believed that 

fewer serious punishments were given for each type of mis- 

conduct than was true in custodial and utilitarian institu- 

tions. Because there were fewer serious sanctions attached to 

these acts, yDl/t~ may have felt that informing on others would 

not result in severe repression in participatory settings 

as opposed to the other types of institutions. On the other 

hand, there was a good deal of pressure in many of these pro- 

grams for youth to "check each others' behavior" and the 

group as a whole may have been punished for not taking this 

type of responsibility. The manual in a rather vague way 

makes the point as follows: 

"We are not interested in purely overt behavioral 
changes. Suppressing behavior in one situation will 
not prevent its recurrence in another. Therefore, 
we do not punish students for showing Frobiems; 
however, those who refuse to help ethers with problems 
are made to face the consequences of their irresponsi- 
bility (Vorath, 1972, p. 4). 

Self-selection was also a possible factor. In Organizaq 

tion for Treatment, there was some indication that uncoopera- 

tive views of "ratting" were more frequent in cottages with 
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larger proportions of nonwhites, older boys, and inmates 

from urban areas (Street, et. al., 1966, p. 253). To the 

extent that the participatory institutions in our sample 

were composed of larger proportions of whites, younger youth, 

girls, and rural youth than the other types of institutions 

(and they were), there may have been some importation of 

attitudes more favorable to peer control in these settings. 

Product moment correlations between the measure of 

peer control and the frequency of institutional misconduct 

indicated that youth who were more willing to ~ert control 

over their peers were less likely to have feigned illness 

(r=.08), used drugs (r=.23), absconded (r=.15), stolen 

(r=.19): damaged property (r=.21), hit staff (r=.10), fought 

with other youth (r=.15), or engaged in ail types of serious 

misconduct (r=.32). 

institutional Climate of Control 

In this chapter, we have seen that using individual- 

level analyses, there are strong and consistent relationships 

between program policies of control and surveillance and the 

frequency of self-reported misconduct. Regardless of whe- 

ther control was operationalized using official practices or 

youth perceptions, we found that institutions with more re- 

strictive and repressive policies had higher frequencies of 

serious misconduct. At the same time, programs in which youth 

assumed much of the responsibility for the actions of their 

peers were characterized by less misbehavior. However, there 

was no association between the frequency of misconduct and the 
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number of serious punishments which youth believed were usu- 

ally given. Even when each specific type of punishment was 

examined for its relationship to misconduct, no relationship 

emerged. 

In order to look at the impact of the climate of control 

in an institution on its rate of reported misconduct, we re- 

peated the analysis, using the institution and not the indi- 

vidual as the unit of analysis. One could argue that regard- 

less of the lack of association between the serious punish- 

ments perceived by the individual and his own misconduct, the 

climate of punishment in the institutions as a whole might be 

related to its rate of misconduct, in Table 7.7 we see that 

the zero order correlations between the average scores of in- 

stitutions on the series of control and punishment indices 

and misconduct were in the same directions as the individual- 

level relatioDships. 

There were higher rates of most types of serious miscon- 

duct, especially theft, in programs with more restrictive 

policies of surveillance and control. As we already noted, 

youth who thought that staff were fairly strict more often 

reported engaging in these activities. We also found that 

there were higher rates of serious misconduct in programs 

where youth were unwilling to exert much control over their 

peers and that youth in all programs who were frequent trouble- 

makers were less apt to inform on their friends. Although we 

can point to associations between these variables, we cannot 

pinpoint the causal direction. Rigid control by staff might 



TABLE 7.7 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INSTITUTION'S AVERAGE SCORES ON PERCEIVING 
CONTROL/SURVEILLANCE, NUMBER OF SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS, PEER CONTROL, AND THE RATES OF 
VARIOUS TYPES OF MISCONDUCT (N=I6) 

Feigned Drug 
Illness Use 

Running Rates of Damaging Hitting Fighting 
Away Stealing Property Staff Youth 

Total 
Serious 
Miscon- 
duct 

Staff Control/ 
Surveillance -.02 .15 

Low Peer 
Control .04 .47 

Punishments for 
Drugs - .22 

Punishments for 
Running 

Punishments for 
Stealing 

Punishments for 
Hitting Staff 

Punishments for 
Fighting 

* p is less than .05 
** p is less than .01 

-.22 .59* .37 .18 .37 .37 

.03 .67** .64** .27 .53* .63** 

-.50* 

.42 

.23 

.20 
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either be a cause or a result of frequent misbehavior on the 

part of youhh. Similarly, the Widespread concern of youth 

with the misconduct of other youth might be either a cause 

or a result of little delinquent activity in the institution. 

Moreover, it was quite possible that staff efforts to maintain 

rigid surveillance over youth was both a cause and a result 

of the unwillingness of youth to cooperate with them in con- 

trolling the behavior of their peers - a kind of vicious 

circle. 

Higher rates of drug use, stealing, aggression toward 

staff, and fighting were characteristic of institutions which 

used more severe punishments for these behaviors. On the 

other hand, there were lower run~zay rates in programs whlch 

3 
gave more serious punishments for absconding. For the most 

part, however, the relationship between the perceived punish- 

ments and the rates of particular types of misconduct were 

insignificant at both the individual and institutional levels 

of analysis. Although rigid punishment and control policies 

may have reflected or intensified the problems of maintain- 

ing order and discipline, the extent to which youth were in- 

volved in the process seems to have been more important. In- 

stitutions in which youth were highly involved in encouraging 

their peers to behave and become rehabilitated seem to have 

had more success in reducing the amount of misconduct. 

The Relationship of Serious Misconduct to selected Importation, 
Deprivation and Contr-o-i VariabLes 

As noted earlier in this chapter, there were significant 
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correlations between variables attached to the three per- 

spectives we are considering. It thus becomes important to 

begin to sort out the independent effects of each of the var- 

iables as well as to determine their total contribution as a 

group to the explanation of misconduct in the institutional 

setting. In Table 7.8 we show the results of a multiple re- 

gression analysis on selected predictor variables. We used 

variables which had been shown both in thischapter and pre- 

vious ones to be significant at the .01 level of analysis in 

the explanation of serious misconduct as a whole. 

TABLE 7.8 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MISCOI,~- 
DUCT ON SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FROM THE IMPORTATION, DEPRIVA- 

i 

TION AND CONTROL MODELS 

R 2 = .22 1024 d.f. F=31.775 p=.0000 N=1025 

Variabie Zero Order Partial Beta 
Correlation Correlation 

Sex (Female) -.15 

Previous Crimes .36 

Previous Abscondings .20 

Present Stay (months) .17 

Little Staff Help .28 

Learned Deviant Ways .28 

Stigmatization .18 

Perceived Control/ .24 
Surveillance 

Willingness to 
Control Peers 

* p=.05 

** p=.0l 

-.32 

*** p = .001 
****p=.0001 

-.06 

.21 

.07 

.06 

.12 

.08 

.05 

.04 

-.i0 

- 06* 

22**** 

07* 

06* 

12"** 

08* 

.05 

.04 

-.ii** 
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Twenty two percent of the variance in the frequency of 

serious institutional misconduct was accounted for by the en- 

tire set of significant predictor variables from the three 

theoretical perspectives we have considered. The previous in- 

volvement of youth in criminal activities was the most signi- 

ficant independent predictor of misconduct, followed by 

youths' perceptions that staff made very little effort to 

help them. We also found that independent contributions to 
J 

the explanation were by the variables of sex, previous his- 

tory of absconding, length of stay, learning deviant tech- 

niques in the program, and peer control. Specifically, males 

with previous histories of criminal and absconding actiyities 

who had been in their programs longer, who thought that staff 

members were not helpful to them, who learned deviant tech- 

niques while incarcerated, and who were unwilling to help 

control the behavior of their youth were most frequently in- 

volved in serious misconduct. 

The fact that nearly eighty percent of the variance was 

unexplained is of course somewhat disappointing but the pro- 

blem of multicolinearity among the independent variables 

must be understood in interpreting these relationships. 

It is very important to refrain from using the beta co- 

efficients as measures of relative importance of variables, 

as Hirschi and Selvin have pointed out: 

"A relatively minor error...is to consider the beta 
coefficients as measures of the relative importance 
of variables. This practice is almost universal in 
regression analysis but it is, nevertheless, wrong, 
except in the rare case where the independent variables 
are essentially uncorrelated with each other. By 
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themselves, the beta-coefficients measure the 'direct' 
contribution of each independent variable to the 
dependent variable, but they do not take account of 
the 'indirect' contribution that each independent var- 
iable makes through its correlations with the other 
independent variables" (Hirschi and Selvin, 1973, 
p. 157). 

The problem of multicollinearity may be in part respon- 

sible for the fact that the length of stay did not emerge as 

a significant independent predictor of misconduct. In an 

earlier report on some of this data, Newcomb found that 

youth who had been in programs for a full year or more re- 

ported more institutional offenses than those who had been 

there less time. He also found that in programs with longer 

average sentences ("veteran programs") youth reported more 

miscondnct than in programs with shorter average lengths Df 

stay ("newcomer programs"), regardless of their own length 

of stay. He attributed the differences in inmate misconduzt 

across programs to the "hardening process" or socialization 

by peers who have been in these programs for long periods of 

time. But he also conceded that there were other character- 

istics both of programs and of youth which were substantially 

correlated with the average length of confinement, Such as 

size. 

"Other characteristics, of course, are associated 
with large size, and these surely affect the reported 
frequencies of fighting. These may, but do not neces- 
sarily, include the proportions of youth with serious 
offense records - particularly those involving assault 
- and probably the greater likelihood that larger 
programs contain a critical mass of fighting-prone 
youth. Whatever these associated variables, they 
appear to be brought into play by such factors as 
critical masses of veteran youth in the same program, 
almost regardless of sex" (Newcomb, 1976, p. 94). 
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The intercorrelations of length of stay with offense history 

and feelings of deprivation may have substantially weakened 

the impact of length of stay as an independent predictor of 

misconduct. We also noted earlier that the three types of 

institutions were significantly different in their average ~°~ 

length of stay. It is quite possible that the effect of 

length of stay was masked by its correlations with other im- 

portant independent variables. It is also likely that the 

differences Newcomb attributed to length of stay might in 

fact have been at least partially due to other factors which 

were .related to length of stay, such as the youth perceptions 

of staff snd program, and previous offense patterns. 

AnotLer possible explanation for the weakness of th~ 

I 

combined set of predlctors in accounting for misconduct is 

that they interact with differences in program type and that 

their effects are masked in looking at all programs together. 

In a study of runaway behavior in two different institutional 

settings, Lubeck and Empey found that the predictor varia- 

bles were quite different. They found that peer influence 

accounted for a higher proportion of the variance in running 

away at the mediatory program but that personality and back- 

ground characteristics were better predictors at the insti- 

tutional program. Moreover: 

"In attempting to isolate the nature of these differ- 
ential interactive patterns, we discovered that the~e 
general findings, complex as they are, actually under- 
state the interactive effects of organizational and 
personal variables. We discovered that as structural 
changes occurred with each of the organizations the 
relationship of the four sets of predictor variables 
to running away changed also, suggesting that there 
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may be no uniform sets of oersonal variables that will 
be predictive of running away unless or~anizatlonal 
characteristics are held constant" (Lubeck and Lmpey, 
1968, p. 249). 

The strength of the relationskip between the independent var- 

iables and absconding varied not only between ~he two programs 

but also ~ithin each program before ~nd after major organiza- 

tional changes occurred. Unfortunately, Lubeck and Empey 

did not provide us with any explanations for these differences 

that would help us to understand our own data. 

In Street's research on six juvenile correctional insti- 

tutions for boys, interactions between program type and length 

of stay were emphasized in understanding attitude change s. 

In contrasting "custodial" and "treatment" institutions, he 

found that youths' attitudes seemed to become more negative 

only in custodial programs and that in treatment programs, 

the trend was for positive changes over time. 

"Within the custodial institutions, the overall trend 
is for the proportion negative to increase with length 
of stay. Although this tendency toward increasing 
negativism in the custodial institutions is akin to 
what one would predict under the prisonization model, 
attitude changes in the treatment institutions are in 
the opposite, positive direction. In these institutions, 
the proportion expressing positive perspectives in- 
creases rapidly over time in the early months, and, 
after a downturn, increases further in the later 
months" (Street, 1965, pp. 49-50). 

In order to see whether interactions of this type masked the 

predictive strength of our independent variables, we reran 

the regression analysis for each of the three types of pro & 

grams: custodial, utilitarian, and participatory, However, 

we found only slight differences among the three types in the 

amount of serious misconduct accounted for by the full battery 
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of measures (21 percent in custodial programs, 24 percent in 

utilitarian programs, and 26 percent in participatory pro- 

grams). These differences are small compared to the differ- 

ences found by Lubeck and Empey for explained variance in 

absconding (36% in the institutional sample versus 20% in 

the community sample). 

The results of these three multiple regression analyses 

are contained in Table 7.9 to 7.11. We found, as did Lubeck 

and Empey, that there were no uniform sets of predictor 

variables across the three types of institutions. In both 

custodial and participatory programs, previous criminal ac- 

tivities were very significant independent predictors of ser- 

ious misconduct but they contributed little to the exp!anltion 

in utilitarian programs. In custodial programs females were 

more of%en involved in misconduct, while fn utilitarian pro- 

grams males were much more delinquent within the institution. 

In participatory programs, sex did not even emerge as an in- 

dependent predictor. In both custodial andutilitarian pro- 

grams, the perception that staff tried little to help them 

was an important part of the explanation of misconduct but it 

was not in participatory programs. The willingness of youth 

to control their peers was very important in the explanation 

in participatory programs, and slightly so in utilitarian 

ones, but it was insignificant in custodial programs. A pre- 

vious history of absconding and feelings of stigmatization 

were only significant in utilitarian programs and the learning 

of new ways to break the law was only important in custodial 
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TABLE 7.9 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MISCON- 
DUCT ON SIGNIFICA~T VARIABLES FROM THE IMPORTATION, DEPRIVA- 
TION, AND CONTROL MODELS FOR CUSTODIAL PROG~,IS 

R 2 = .21, 448 d.f., F ="12.660 P = .0000 N=449 

Variable Zero Order Partial Beta 
Correlation Correlation 

Sex (female) .13 .12 

Previous crimes .34 .22 

Previous Abscond- 
ings .23 .01 

Present stay 
(months) .20 .06 

Little staff 
help .27 .14 

Learned deviant 
ways .29 .ii 

Stigmatization .i0 03 

Perceived control/ 
surveillance .25 .05 

Willingness to 
control peers -.26 -.02 

.ii** 

.24**** 

.01 

.06 

.15"* 

.ii* 

.02 

.05 

-.02 

* P = .05 
** P = .01 
*** P = .001 
****P = .0001 
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TABLE 7.10 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MIS- 
CONDUCT ON SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FROM THE IMPORTATION, DEPRI- 
VATION AND CONTROL MODELS FOR UTILITARIAN PROGRA/~S 

R 2 = .24, 236 d.f., F = 8.1528 P = .0000 N=237 

Variable Zero Order Partial Beta 
Correlation Correlation 

Sex (female) -.22 -.29 -.30**** 

Previous crimes .30 .10 .i0 

Previous 
abscondings • .23 .15 .15" 

• Present stay 
(months) .02 .05 .04 

Little staff 
help .24 .15 .15" 

Learned deviant 
ways .19 .12 oi2 

Stigmatization .18 .13 .12" 

Perceived control/ 
surveillance -.01 .01 .01 

Willingness to 
control peers -.25 -.14 -.14" 

* P = .05 
** P = .01 
*** P = .001 
****P = .0001 
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TABLE 7.11 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MIS- 
CONDUCT ON SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FROM THE IMPORTATION, DEPRI- 
VATION, AND CONTROL MODELS FOR PARTICIPATORY PROGR~24S 

R 2 = .26, 338 d.f., F = 13.166, P = .0000: N=339 

Variable Zero Order Partial Beta 
Correlation Correlation 

Sex (female) 

Previous crimes 

Previous 
abscondings 

Present stay 
(months) 

Little staff 
help 

Learned deviant 
ways 

Stigmatization 

Perceived control/ 
surveillance 

Willingness to 
control peers 

-.i0 -.00 

.38 .26 

-.01 

.27**** 

.26 .09 .09 

.20 .09 .09 

.24 .03 .04 

.25 -.02 -.02 

223 .07 .06 

.23 .08 .08 

-.37 -.21 -.23"*** 

* P = .05 
** P = .01 
*** P = .001 
****P = .0001 



3"53 

programs. 

In trying to understand the relative impact of importa- 

tion, deprivation, and control variables in the explanation 

of serious misconduct in these three types of institutions, 

we must remember that many of the variables which did not 

emerge as independent predictors still had a relationship to 

misconduct indirectly through their correlations with other 

independent variables. The differences in the significant 

independent predictors for each of the types of programs thus 

may be simply an artifact of the multicollinearity of dif- 

ferent independent variables in the three programs. 

With this caveat in mind, we can now begin to speculate 

as to why some of these variables assumed greater importance 

in particular types of programs. The fact that females ap- 

peared to be more frequently involved in misconduct in cus- 

todial settings, even when their previous off~,,se~ and pre- 

sent experiences were controlled, should not be taken very 

seriously in this analysis, since females only constituted 

about one percent of the population and this undoubtedly 

affected the regression equation. In utilitarian programs, 

males were more involved in serious misconduct, evenwhen the 

other variables, including previous delinquent activities, 

were controlled. In participatory programs, sex wa~ not 

strongly related to misconduct. One possible explanation is 

that there was greater differentiation in the treatment of 

males and females in utilitarian programs than in participa- 

tory ones, either in terms of control or deprivation, such 



354 

that males were either 'more alienated and/or were provided 

more opportunity for misconduct than were females. We do 

know that among the utilitarian types, two of the three male 

institutions (Juniper and Hickory Cr$~k) were very open and 

relaxed, and youth were allowed a lot of contact with the 

outside community.. In contrast, both of the female programs 

were very structured and rather rigid, an d ~ade few efforts 

to provide youth with access to the surrounding con~r~unity. 

As we noted in Chapter Three, the crucial differences among 

the utilitarian institutions were parallel to the differences 

in the sex composition of their clientele. This was not true 

of the other two program types. Thus, it seems likely that 

the sex differences in misconduct in the Utilitarian pro- 

grams were largely a function of the increased opportunity 

and decreased concern about misconduct in the'male programs. 

We also found that although the involvement in delinquent 

activities prior to their incarceration was a significant 

part of the explanation of institutional misconduct in all 

£hree program types, the involvement in criminal activities 

was an important independent predictor only in custodial and 

participatory programs. In utilitarian programs, prior in- 

volvement in abscondings was the significant independent pre- 

dictor • lariabla. Actually, the offense histories of youth, 

whether absconding or criminal activities, were more strongly 

related to misconduct in custodial and participatory programs 

than in utilitarian settings. It may be that previous of- 

fense patterns were more strongly related to both personal 
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characteristics of youth (e.g. sex) and to their program 

experiences (e.g. perception that staff was not helpful) in 

utilitarian programs than in the other types so that the in- 

dependent effects of offense patterns were negligible in the 

multiple regression. On the other hand, it was also possible 

that utilitarian programs Were able to overcome the ingrained 

patterns of criminal activity youth "imported" into the sit- 

uation, through their systems of clearcut guidelines for the 

provision of a set of graduated privileges contingent upon 

acceptable behavior, in custodial programs, rewards were less 

consistently given for good behavior and other pressures may 

have made youth who were already seriously delinquent contin- 

ue to misbehave. In participatory programs, less attention 

was focused on actual behavior, and more on attitudes and the 

expression of feelings, so imported behavioral patterns may 

have continued to a greater extent. In line with our earlier 

discussion with regard to differences in the treatment of 

youth with different characteristics, it is also possible 

that staff in custodial and participatory programs actually 

treated youth with more serious criminal histories different- 

ly than those committed for fairly minor offenses, and that 

these differences in treatment led to differences in miscon- 

duct. Perhaps this was not true in utilitarian programs, 

and instead that differences in the treatment of youth in 

those settings revolved primarily around sex differences. 

In all of the programs, youth who believed that staff 

members made little effort to help them were more likely to 
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have engaged in serious misconduct, but when other variables 

were controlled, this was only central to the explanation in 

custodial and utilitarian programs. ~en o~her factors were 

considered, the negative attitudes of youth toward staff did 

not affect the frequency of misconduct in participatory pro- 

grams. We believe ~hat one possible explanation is ~hat in 

participatory programs, youth were much more strongly orien- 

ted to their peers than to the staff, and the ~xtent to 

which other youth helped them in the process of rehabilitation 

may have been much more important in understanding their 

responses than the extent to which staff were helpful. 

In participato~ programs, the amount of control youth 

were willing tO exert over their peers was much more strongly 

related tO their own misconduct than in the other two settings. 

Because peer control was such an important element in parti- 

cipatory programs, the willingness of youth to exert it was 

probably an important indication of their commitment and 

identification with the treatment process as a whole. In 

custodial and utilitarian programs, pee r control may not have 

had this meaning and thus would be less strongly linked to 

youths' own behavioral patterns. Moreover, in participatory 

programs the injunction to be involved in the treatment pro- 

cess of their peers ~as central and affected all of the in- 

mates, regardless of their previous patterns of delinquency. 

In the other two programs, the willingness to inform or 

"snitch" was related to youths' previous patterns and person- 

al characteristics and not to program objectives, so that 
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there was a greater likelihood of multicollinearity among 

the indices of peer control and other independent variables 

in custodial and utilitarian programs. 

When we try to compare the relative explanatory power 

of the importation, deprivation, and control variables in 

the three types of programs, we are faced with the fact that 

the variables were intermixed. In all of the programs, cer- 

tain importation variables were important, particularly pre- 

vious patterns of delinquency. In both the custodial and 

utilitarian programs, deprivation variables were significant 

independent predictors, particularly the perception that 

staff was not helpful, but these variables did not make an 

independent contribution in participatory programs. The ~nly 

control variable that provided a net effect was peer control, 

and this was very important in participatory programs but 

relatively unimportant in the other types. Despite these dif- 

ferences among the three programs in specific independer!t 

predictor variables, the convergence of the three models pro- 

vided a better @xplanation of misconduct in all of them than 

any of the separate perspectives, and the amount of variance 

explained was quite similar. 

The Impact of Length of Stay 

In contrast to the findings of David Street we previous -~ 

ly reported, we did not find that the length of stay was a 

significant independent predictor of serious misconduct in 

any of the program types, and the direction of the relation- 

ship was similar in every one of the compliance types. How- 
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ever, we must note that in all three types, length of stay 

was Significantly correlated with the other independent var- 

iables and thus, may have had an indirect effect on miscon- 

duct. 

With regard to the deprivation variables, we did find, 

as Street did, that length of stay was directly related to 

negative attitudes and perceptions only in the custodial pro- 

grams. In these programs, the zero order correlations be- 

tween the length of time youth had been in the program and 

perceptions of staff control/surveillance (r=.35), feelings 

that staff were less than helpful (r=.24), reports that the 

services provided were ineffective (r=.20) and that rules 

and punishments were too harsh (r=.20) were all statistic~lly 

significant at the .01 level and beyond. The relationships 

were small and insignificant in both utilitarian and partici- 

patory programs, with one exception. The exception occurred 

in utilitarian programs where youth who had been there for 

longer periods of time felt that staff were more helpful th~n 

youth who were there for 0nly a short time (r=-.19). 

Although length of stay was not an important independent 

predictor in any of the program types, there were consistent 

increases in the rate of misconduct by length of stay in each 

of the program types. Using the same categories as Newcomb 

we divided youth into newcomers (in program for two months 

or less), intermediates (in program from three to eight 

months), and veterans (in program for nine months or more). 

As we see in Table 7.12 the coerciveness of the programs and 
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the length of the confinement seem to exert a cumulative ef- 

fect on misconduct, such that veteran youth in coercive pro- 

grams had the highest rates of serious misconduct 

TABLE 7.12 FREQUENCY OF MISCONDUCT, BY LENGTH OF TIME IN 
THREE TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS 

Compliance/Management Style 

Length of 
Time Served Custodial Utilitarian Participatory 

Newcomers 

Intermediates 

Veterans 

2.8 (155) 3.6 (ii0) 2.1 (103) 

4.8 (214) 3.8 (100) 2.3 (206) 

6.8 (144) 4.0 (83) 4.3 (Iii) 

F=16.108 F=.20634 F=9.0057 
512 d.f. 292 d.f. 419 d.f. 
p=.0000 NS p=.0001 

Differences according to length of stay cannot be attribu i 

ted to the amount of time youth had to commit these acts 

since the reporting period was only one month in all cases. 

At each level of time served, youth in participatory pro- 

grams reported less misconduct than youth in other types of 

programs. 

We would expect to find that length of stay was directly 

linked to the degree to which youth are socialized into ille- 

gitimate activities by other youth in their programs. In 

Table 7.13 the percentage of youth who reported that they 

learned many ways to break the law since their institutional- 

ization is shown both by program type and length of stay. In 

Tables 7.12 and 7.13 we found that both the learning and prac- 

ticing of misconduct increased directly with the length of 
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TABLE 7.13 PERCENT OF YOUTH ~THO LEARNED MANY WAYS TO BREAK 
THE LAW, BY PROGR~M TYPE AND LENGTH OF STAY 

Compliance/Management Style 

Length of 
Time Served Custodial Utilitarian Participatory 

Newcomers 

Intermediates 

Veterans 

26% (155) 17% (107) 16% (103) 

36% (214) 24% (96) 21% (202) 

52% (143) 28% (83) 35% (Iii) 

F=30.646 F=7.4409 F=14.431 
4 d.f. 4 d.f. 4 d.f. 
p=.0000 NS p=.006 

the period of confinement and that this trend was especially 

marked in custodial and participatory programs where it was 

statistically significant. We also found that at each level 

of length of stay there were statistically significant differ- 

ences between the program types in the amount of illegitimate 

learninq that took place, all beyond the .001 level of sig- 

nificance. Regardless of length of confinement, youth in cus- 

todial programs learned more illegal skills than youth in 

other programs. Veteran youth in custodial programs reported 

learning most delinquent techniques and engaging in these ac- 

tivities most frequently. 

In utilitarian programs, although newcomers had higher 

levels of misconduct than newcomers in the other programs, 

there was no significant increase in the amount associated 

with longer lengths of time in the program. In fact veteran 

youth in utilitarian programs were less likely either to have 

engaged in serious misconduct or to have learned new ways of 

breaking the law than their counterparts in the other insti- 
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tutions. The systems of graduated rewards and privileges 

tied to length of stay in utilitarian programs may have com- 

pensated for the otherwise negative effects of long sentences. 

In the other programs no such compensation may have existed 

t~!mitigate the feelings of deprivation attendant on long 

lengths of stay. 

The learning of illegitimate behavior is believed to 

result from the exposure of youth to a "critical mass" of 

veterans, according to Newcomb. 

"...a 'critical mass' of veterans in a program serves 
to 'harden' both those veterans themselves and the 
newly arrived members. Within the group of veterans, 
it is a process of mutua I reinforcement or social 
facilitation; they reinforce oneanother. Their effect 
upon the newcomer represents a process of socialization. 

Differential assignment to the several programs - 
especially if assignment has occurred in terms of 
previous incarceration - may well facilitate the 
'hard3ning' process in certain programs. If so~ it 
appears to be no more than a facilitator. With or 
without it, socialization occurs. And when socializa- 
tion is in the 'hardening' direction, this can be 
attributed, not solely but in considerable degree, to 
a critical mass of veteran youth" (Newcomb, 1976, 
p. 92). 

In order to see if youth who had been in programs longer 

were, in fact, more exposed to hard-core delinquent peers, we 

asked them to report how many of their friends inside the pro- 

gram had ever been involved in a series of offenses. Al- 

though we asked youth about twelve offenses, we only selected 

five of them which were comparable to questions about their 

own behavior. The selected offenses and the form of the ques- 

tion are shown below. 
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How many of your friends here have: 

(damaged or messed up someone's property on purpose?l 
(ever stolen property?) 
(ever hurt someone on purpose?) 
(used drugs to get high or for kicks?) 
(ever joined with a bunch of friends to fight others?) 

Almost all Most Some Few 
Almost none -- None 

In Table 7.14 the proportion of youth who felt that most of 

their friends had been involved in these offenses are shown. 

Clearly, veteran youth were much more likely to have had 

friends who had been or we're presently involved in all of the 

offenses than youth in programs for shorter periods of time. 

Moreover, there were some significant differences in the pro- 

gram types. A slightly higher proportion of youth in custo- 

dial settings reported that most of their friends in the pro- 

gram had damaged property, stolen property, hurt someone on 

purpose, and fought with others than was true in the other 

program types. Except for damaging property and stealing, 

however, these differences were minor. 

In utilitarian programs, there was no relationship be- 

tween the length of time youth had been there and the extent 

to which their friends had engaged in any of the types of 

misconduct. In both custodial and participatory programs 

veteran youth ~ere much more likely to have friends who had 

stolen property (r=.004) than youth who had been there for 

shorter periods of time. In participatory programs veteran 

youth were more likely to have friends who had fought with 

other youth than newcomers or intermediates (r=.004). And 

in custodial programs, veterans were more likely to have 
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TABLE 7.14 PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH REPORTING THAT MOST OF THEIR FRIENDS COS~ITTED 
SELECTED DELINQUENT ACTS, BY PROGRAM TYPE AND LENGTH OF STAY 

Most of Friend s in Program Had: 

Compliance Damaged Stolen Hurt :~omeone Used.Drugs Fought 
Type Property Something on Purpose Others 

Custodial 
(547-555) 47% 62% 45% 65% 44% 

Utilitarian 
(284-289) 39 50 37 63 42 

Participatory 
(431-443) 38 47 40 69 39 

p=.006 p=.0000 p=.050 NS NS 

w 

Length of 
Stay 

Newcomer s 
(339-347) 38% 51% 39% 62% 38% 

Intermediates 
(497-509) 40 52 40 66 41 

Veterans 
(333-336) 50 65 49 70 51 

p=.0004 p=.0005 p=.02 NS p=°002 

(Probabilities based on Chi Square) 
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friends who used drugs (p=.001) and damaged property (p=.04) 

than newcomers or intermediates. Veteran you~% in custodial 

programs were the most likely to have friendship networks 

in the institution largely composed of youth who d~maged pro- 

perty, stole property and used illegal drugs. 

Across all programs, ~here was strong ~nd consistent 

evidence that the effects of length of stay and program type 

were both independent and cumulative. The longer youth had 

been in institutions, particularly custodial and participa- 

tory ones, the more fre~aently their friends consisted of 

youth who had committed serious acts of delinquency and the 

greater the tendency for them to learn new ways to break the 

law. They also tended to be more frequently involved in ser- 

ious institutional misconduct. In custodial institutions, 

especially, youth who were incarcerated for long periods of 

time were particularly subject to these experiences. 

The Continuation and Conversion to Misconduct Behavior 

We are aware of the possibility that the differences we 

have just noted were, in fact, not due to differences in the 

program or in the lengths of exposure to them but rather to 

the pre-institutional patterns of youth which may have been 

correlated with program type and length of stay. The fact 

that custodial programs contained higher proportions of youth 

with serious criminal histories and that these youth tended 

to remain in programs longer could account for the patterns 

we have seen. 
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In Table 7.15 we controlled for youths' self-reported 

pre-institutional offense patterns by focusing only on those 

who admitted engaging in each of the behaviors before coming 

to the program. Of those who had previous patterns of these 

~ehaviors, the percent of youth who continued these practices 

within a one month period is shown. More than half of the 

youth who had histories of hurting other people continued 

to fight youth in their programs but only fourteen percent 

had assaulted staff members. Nearly half of the youth who 

had used drugs before coming to the program continued to do 

so in their institutions and about forty three percent of 

youth who had previously damaged property continued to do 

this during the one month time veriod. Less than a third of 

the youth who had stolen property before admitted doing thls 

in their programs. A quarter of the youth who had absconded 

from other correctional programs ran away from their present 

institutions in a one month time period. 

A lower proportion of youth in participatory programs 

"imported" their previous patterns of delinquencythan was 

true of youth in the other program types. At least within 

the one month reporting period, youth in custodial programs 

were more likely to have continued their previous practices 

of stealing, damaging property, and hurting others than youth 

in the other programs. Youth in utilitarian programs more 

often continued to use drugs and abscond than other youth. 

Moreover, when length of time youth had been in the pro- 

gram was controlled, the same basic pattern remained. Table 



TABLE 7 . 1 5  NET CONTIHUATIOH RATES j ASSOCIATED WITII IN~TITUTIOHRL COHPL]AHCE/HAHACEH~NT ~TYLE 

Compltance/Hanagement Style 

P e r c e n t  o f  Youth  
who C o n t i n u e d  t o s  C u s t o d i a !  U t i l i t a r i a n  P a r t i c i p a t o r y  T o t a l  

Use mar i j uana  (a) 46t ( 389 ) * *  36t (197) 36t (320) 45t (906) p=.0000 

Use o t h e r  drugs (b) 50t  (329) 58~ ( [ 74 )  38t  (202) 47t (785) p=.0002 

Abscond from program (c} 24t  (241) ] 3 l  (121) 20t  (202) 25t  (564) p=.04 

S tea l  381 (481} 26t  (256| 23t  (350) ] 0 t  ( i 087)  p=.0000 

Damage p r o p e r t y  48t  (348) 46t  (176) . 34 t  (226) 43t  (750) p=.002 

I l i t  s t a f f  (d) I B I  (339) l i t  (160} 111 (247) +14q (746) p=.03 

F i g h t  you th  (e) 62~ (340) 5 3 1 ( 1 6 0 )  39t (247) 52t  (747) p - .O000 
t~J 

* HaL c o n t i n u a t i o n  r a t o e  were c a l c u l a t e d  a a  the p e r c e n t  o f  yo l l th  who had engaged i n  each o f  
t h e  b e h a v i o r s  b e f o r e  t h e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  who c o n t i n u e d  d o i n g  them w i t h i n  a one  
month  p e r i o d  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m .  

*~ B a s e  N ' s  a r e  t h e  number s  o f  y o u t h  who had  p r e v i o u s  h i s t o r i e s  o f  e a c h  o f  t h e  o £ [ e n a e a .  

e P e r c e n t  o f  y o u t h  who had  u s e d  m a r i j u a n a  o r  h a s h i s h  b e f o r e  who c o n t i n u e d  u s i n g  i l l e g a l  
b d r u g s  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m .  

P e r c e n t  o f  y o u t h  who had u s e d  o t h e r  d r u g s  b e f o r e  who c o n t i n u e d  t o  u s e  l l l e g a l  d r u g a  In  t h e  
pro<jram. 

c P e r c e n t  o f  y o u t h  who bad  p r e v i o u s l y  a b s c o n d e d  f rom o t h e r  c o r r e c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s  who had  a b -  
d sounded  f rom t h e  p r o g r a m .  

P e r c e n t  o f  y o u t l l  who had p u r p o s e f u l l y  h u r t  someone  b e f o r e  wire h l t  a t a f f  I n  t h e  p r o g r a m .  
e P e r c e n t  o f  y o u t h  who had  p u r p o s e f u l l y  h u r t  someone b e f o r e  who f o u g h t  w i t h  y o u t h  i n  t h e  

p r o g r a m .  

A l l  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  w e r e  b a s e d  on C h i  S q u a r e  s t a t i s t i c s  w i t h  two d e g r e e s  Of E r e e d o m .  

O~ 
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7.16 shows the percentage of newcomers, intermediates and 

veterans in each of the program types who continued their 

preinstitutional activities within a one month period of time. 

At each level of length of stay, the percentage of youth con- 

tinuing to use marijuana, steal, hurt staff, fight other youth, 

and damage property was higher in custodial than in partici- 

patory programs. For example, over half (55%) of the veterans 

in custodial programs continued to steal while this occurred 

among ~ess than a third of the long term youth in utilitarian 

and participatory settings. Nearly half of the newcomers to 

custodial (40%) and utilitarian (42%) programs continued 

their pre~nstitutional acts of damaging property but this 

was true Of less than a quarter (24%) of their counterparts 

in participatory programs. 

There was a marked tendency for the proportion of youth 

continuing their delinquent patterns to increase over the 

length of time they were confined, particularly in custodial 

programs. The differences in the continuation of stealing and 

drug use over time in custodial and participatory programs 

were impressive, but the continuation rates of newcomers, 

intermediates, and veterans were not significantly different 

in utilitarian programs. 

Both the length of stay and the institutional compliance/ 

management style were important influences on the extent to 

which imported behavioral patterns would be continued in cor- 

rectional programs. There was a much stronger likelihood of 

most serious misconduct being continued by youth confined for 



TA~b~ 7.16 N~P CON~'INUA~ION 1~gES, bY LENG?II OF TIHE CONFINED IN ?II~EE TYPES OF pHOGRAMS 

Ne~ Continuation ell 

Cuui~ll~nte/Hana~eme:tt  Drug S t e a l t n ~  I l uc t t eq  V l g h t l n 9  Damagin9 Rennin 9 from 
Type Usa (d) S t a f f  P r o p e r t y  Program 

C u s t o d i a l  Progran!s 

Nowcom~r ~ (a) 
Intermedlates (b) 
Vc tera l lU (C| 

O L t l i t a r i a n  Pro~ram___~a 

346 (109) 256 (134) 99t  (85) 556 (66) 40t  (81) 27 t  (60) 
46 (141~ 35 (184) 24 (12 ] )  68 (124) 49 (134) 25 (84)  
55- (102) 55 (113) 22 (10~ 57 (104) 5B (110) 26 (81) 

p~.O06 p~.OOOO p=.03 ~S p~.04 NS 

Nuwcot~ce 47L 1681 246 (971 " 5 t  165) 51~ (65) 421 165] J ? l  (35) 
I n t e c m e d l a t e u  60 (70) 25 (84) 15 (461 65 146) Sl  (53) 50 (40) 
v c t e r a n u  64 (52) 30 (67 |  16 (44) 41 (44 |  45 (53) 20 (41) 

N5" NS NS N5 NS N5 

Newcomeru 226 (63) 166 (?4) 66 (47 |  306 (47) 24t  (37) 
l n t u f m o d i a t e a  35 (127) 20 (166) 37 (115 |  39 (ITS) 30 ( I 0 3 |  
Ve t e r ane  52 (79) 32 (92) I I  (70 |  41 (?0} 40 ~74} 

206 (35) 
22 (uT) 
l e  (67) 

p~.001 p~ .04  N5 N5 NS N~ 

tad 
CA 
CO 

a Voutl~ who had been in the prod;tam foc two month8 o~ leae at  the  time of the study Ware c l a u u i t i ~ d  
au :l~w~omora 

b Youti~ who had buon in the p¢ogram for three to e igh t  monthu wure o |aes i f l ed  as Intermedl~tue. 

c Vuuth who had bean in t i ~  program for ~inu moethe or mote were o l a u u l f l u d  au vute~An~, 

d Pcl-ccnt who had p[-uviouuly uu~d marlJuan~ oc hauhleh ~ho-coHtlnu~d to gu~ l l l u g ~ l  d~uge, 

P c u b a b t l i t l e e  aze  b~uud on Cibi Square  u c a t i t t k l C a .  
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long periods of time in custodial programs than by those in 

other situations. The only exceptions tO this were the use 

of drugs and absconding, which tended to be more often con- 

tinued in utilitarian programs, probably because of greater 

opportunities in these settings. 

In Table 7.-17 we see that very few youth reported that 

their first experiences with serious misconduct occurred in 

the institutional setting. Less than ten percent of the 

youth with no previous offense patterns began to use illegal 

drugs, abscond, steal property, or hit staff members in the 

institutions. There was a slightly higher "conversion" rate 

for damaging property since seventeen percent of the youth 

who had never previously done th~s admitted doing it in a one 

month period. It is striking to note, moreover, that forty 

percent of the youth who said tha~ they had never purposefully 

hurt someone before admitted fighting with other youth in the 

institutions. 

Participatory programs consistently had lower rates of 

"conversion" to each type of misconduct than the other pro- 

grams, although the only statistically significant differences 

among the prQ~rams were for absconding, damaging property and 

fighting. For example, almost half of the youth in custodial 

and utilitarian programs, who had never tried to hurt others 

before, began to fight in the institutions, as contrasted 

with the induction of only twenty seven percent of the youth 

in participatory programs into this behavior. 

Since the reporting period of institutional misconduct 



TABLE ? .12  NET CONVERSION RATES* ASSOCIATED WITII INSTITUTIONAL COHPLIANCE/HANAGEHENT ~TYL~ 

Compl  I a n c e / H a n s y e m ~ n t  5 t y l ~  

Percent: o5 Youth 
wlto Continued to: Custodial  U t i l i t a r i a n  Pa r t l o l pa to r y  Tota l  

Use  m a r i j u a n a  (a) 7 t  | 1 5 1 ) "  6 t  ( 97 )  2 t  ~119) 5 t  ( 367  

Use  o t h o r  d r u g s  (h i  l l t  ( 1 9 8 )  l i t  ( I 1 4 )  6~ ( 1 4 ] }  I0~  (455  

Abscond f r o m  p r o g r a m s  (c)  l o t  (303} 12t  ( 1 7 ] )  4 t  (231} 91 (707 

S t ~ l  12~ (61)  121 (40)  5 t  (80)  91 (181 

Uamag~ propurty 19t (19~)  24I {liT) III [201) 171 (516 

I l i t  s taS5 (d) l o t  1212) 7~ (115)  4~ ( I 9 1 )  7~ -(518 

F i g h t  you th  (~) 481 (211) 47~ ( 1 3 5 )  221 ( 1 9 2 )  40~ (538 

NS 

NS 

p ~ . O 0 4  

NS 

p ~ . 0 0 7  

N S  

p ~ , 0 0 0 0  

* Not  COnV~[Slgn r a t ~ s  were c s l c u l s t e d  s8 thQ p s r c b n t  o f  y o u t l l  wile had n o t  p r o v i o u ~ l y  
~ngaued l i t  each o¢ tho¢u behaviors she admitted beln 9 invo lved in them du¢Ing a one 
month pu~ iod  i n  t h e  pro( j ram.  

* *  Base N 'u  a re  the nutabers o¢ you th  wile had no p r e v i o u s  h i s t o r i e s  s t  each o f  t hose  
o f f e n s e s .  

a Percent o f  youth who |lad not used msrlj~'a'n~ or  haahlsll besots who used i l l ~ s l  dru¢s 
b In the p~ogram, 

P ~ r c e n t  o5 you th  who h a d  n o t  used o t h e r  d rugs  b e s o t s  wile used I l l e g a l  d ru¢a  i n  t he  
O pcogrdam. 

P e r c e n t  s t  y o u t h  who had n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  absconded f r o m  o t h e r  c o r r e o t l o l l a l  p rog rams  
d wile h a d  a b s c o n d e d  f r o m  t i l l s  p r o g r a m .  

P s i ' c e n t  o~ i o u t l l  wile h a d  n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  p u r p o s e S u l l y  h u r t  s o m e o n e  wile l i l t  s t a f f  i n  t i l e  
p r o g r a m  

u P e r c e n t  o l~ y o u t h  idllo h a d  i l o t  p r ~ v l o u a | y  p u r p o u e t u l | y  h u r t  s o m e o n e  who fou~]h t  y o u t h  
I n  the pgo~Jgam. 

A l l  p robab l l l t l uu  wore baaed on Cht -qqua[o 8 t g t l u t l o s  w i th  two de~goua s t  ~¢eedo~. 

t~ 
~J 
O 
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was only one month, we do not know when these youth began 

these behaviors or how long they had been involved in them. 

In Table 7.18, which shows the proportion of youth who began 

each of these activities by the program type and length of 

stay, we see that although induction into most of these acts 

seemed to increase after youth had been in programs for two 

months or more, length of stay had few statistically signifi- 

cant relationships with conversion in any of the programs. 

The clear and consistent relationships between long per- 

iods of confinement and highly depriving and restrictive set- 

tings and self-reported serious misconduct cannot be dis- 

missed as attributable to differences in imported criminal 

pattern~ Even when previous offense history was controlled, 

the compliance/management styles of the programs and the 

length of confinement exerted independent and cumulative e~- 

fects on the behavior of youth. There was virtually no evi- 

dence in this analysis to support the contention that the re- 

pression and control of the custodial type of institution re- 

duced the level of disorder and disobedience among inmates. 

Although we do not know how chaotic these institutions might 

have been without the surveillance systems they employed, we 

did note that in less rigid programs there were lower rates of 

more serious types of misconduct. The apparent control im- 

posed by strict rules and clearcut staff authority may, in 

fact, result in a breakdown of communication between staff 

and youth, leading to acts of resistance. As Johnson, in a 

study of the impact of confinement on psychological breakdowns 



TABLE 7 . ] 8  NET CONVERSION RATES IN TIlE TIIREE COMPLIANCE TYPES OF IHSTITUTIOMS, BY LENGTII OF TIME 
COtIFINED 

Net  Conversion t o !  

Cutup1 t a n c e / H a n a g e m e n  t Mar i ~ u a n s  S t e a l  [ng  I l n r t i  ng F i g h t  i n s  Damaqi l lg  Runnln~ f rom 
Type Use (d) S t a f f  P r o p e r t y  Program 

C _ u s t o d i a l  Programs 

Newcomers (a)  51 (41) Ot (20) 61 (67)  461 (67) 131 ( 7 [ )  61 (92) 
I n t e r m e d i a t e s  (b) 9 (66)  20 (20) 12 (87)  47 (87) 24 (71) 10 (123) 
V e t e r a n s  (c)  12 (25) 17 (6) 18 (301 55 (381 3]  (311 13 (67) 

NS NS NS NS p= • 04 NS 

U t i l i t a r i a n  PrpQrams 

Ne~eomers 61 (361 0 t  (101 2 t  (42)  49 |  (41)  201 (40) 71 (6f l |  
I n t e r m e d i a t e s  (b) 8 [26) 8 (12" 1O (49)  40 (50)  29 (43)  14 (56) 
V e t e r a n s  6 (311 25 (16) 5 (3R) 50 (391 21 (28) 17 (421 

NS NS NS NS NS NS 

P a r t L c l p a t o r y  P r o g r a m s  

HewcumeL~ 31 (31)  ~ (23)  
) . n te rmed [s te8  0 (58)  9 ( i S )  
Veterans 5 (20) 0 (14)  

NS NS 

21 (52)  141 ( 5 2 i  51 (591 21 (66)  
1 107)- )0  (681 12 (951 ) (111)  

10 (3n) 32 (38)  15 (31)  5 (39) 

p= .02  HS NS NS 

Cd 

t ~  

a Youth  who had b e e n  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m  two m o n t h s  o r  l e s s  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  s t t l d y  wore  e l a a s l [ l e d  
a s  n e w c o m e r s .  

b 
Youth  who had  b e e n  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m  f o r  t h r e e  t o  e i g h t  m o n t h s  woes  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  i n t e r m e d i a t e s .  

• e Youth  who had  b e e n  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m  [ o r  n i n e  m o n t h s  o r  more  w e r e  c l s e s l f e d  a s  v e t e r a n s .  

d 
P e r c e n t  o f  y o u t h  who had  n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  u s e d  m a r i j u a n a  o r  h a e h l l , h  who b e g a n  t o  u s e  them I n  t h e  
i n s t i t u t i o n  

P r o b a b i l i t i e s  e r e  b a s e d  on C h i  S q u a r e  s t a t i s t i c s .  
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among prisoners, suggested: 

"Prison environments that are comparatively open and 
unstructured may produce fewer encounters that high- 
light staff control and give the image - if not the 
substance - of arbitrary and abusive treatment. The 
possibilities for communication in less rigid settings 
may make resentments easier to surface and to resolve 
when they arise" (Johnson, 1976, p. 138). 

Custodial programs were not only more likely to foster feel- 

ings of resentment toward staff and to prevent the resolution 

of these feelings because of the social distance between youth 

and staff, but they also subjected their inmates to harsher 

living conditions than the other programs. For this reason the 

deprivation andcontrol perspectives could not be empirically 

separated in this analysis. The measures of institutional 

control (e.g. staff policies of searching, censorship, and 

punishment) were closely associated with other aspects of the 

deprivation model, in the sense that they also reduced the 

privacy and autonomy of youth. Unfortunately we were not able 

to develop measures of the more positive aspects of control 

that we believe are analytically separate from the depriva- 

tion perspective. 

The deprivation perspective (often called the functional 

explanation) is useful in explaining why length of confinement 

and program type both independently and additively affected 

institutional misconduct~ Programs in which youth felt great- 

er pains of imprisonment, including little privacy, boredom, 

harsh treatment by staff, and separation from the outside 

world were characterized by the alienation of youth from staff 

and stronger feelings of the futility of their institutional 
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experiences. According to the deprivation perspective, these 

feelings maybe expressed in acts of aggression, withdrawal, 

or intransigence toward staff and other youth. Not only is 

the harshness of the setting related to the commission of acts 

of misconduct but the duration of the experience is also be- 

lieved to have an effect. Because long periods of confine- 

ment mean that youth are exposed to the pains of imprisonment 

for longer periods of time and because this exposure becomes 

more difficult to bear as time goes on, negative attitudes 

and behaviors are expected to become more prevalent. We have 

seen that the cohort of youth who were in custodial programs 

for nine months or more reporhed substantially higher frequen- 

cies of serious institutional misconduct than veteran youth 

in other programs and shorter-term youth in their own pro- 

grams. But we have also seen that the longer the period of 

confinement, the greater the involvement in institutional de- 

linquency in all three types of programs. According to the 

deprivation argument, long periods of confinement in any set- 

ting constitute a significant pain of imprisonment for adoles- 

cents so length of stay is an independent predictor of miscon- 

duct. With long periods of confinement in any setting, regard- 

less of how "treatment-oriented~ the problems of institutional 

living seem to become more severe and result in more negative 

attitudes and behaviors. 

It may well be, however, that the associations we have 

noted between length of confinement, program type, and ser- 

ious misconduct were really a function of greater exposure 'to 
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illegitimate opportunities rather than alienation which is 

part of the deprivation perspective. Although we dismissed 

the importance of perceived staff control, surveillance, and 

punishment in inhibiting the commission of acts of miscon- 

duct, we found that programs where youth were willing to take 

responsibility for the actions of their peers were plagued 

with less internal disorder. In such programs, youth tended 

to be less exposed to delinquent peers and to be less likely 

to learn new techniques for breaking the law. Moreover, re- 

gardless of the type of program, longer lengths of confine- 

ment were associated with more learning of illegitimate ac- 

tivities and with more delinquent friendship networks. We 

cannGt ~etermine the relative efficacy of the "differential 

association" and "deprivation perspectives" but it seems 

likelythat they are complementary explanations of misconduct. 

Although functional theorists maintain that the shared exper- 

iences of felt deprivations and low selflesteem lead to the 

development of subcultures of inma%es which provide both an 

amelioratio n of these strains and illegitimate learning struc- 

tures, others would reverse the order. They suggest that the 

perceptions of youth with regard to the harshness of their 

institutional experiences are learned along with misconduct 

behaviors as youth interact with more deviant peers. The sub- 

cultures of youth may serve to intensify rather than mitigate 

felt deprivations. 

Summary 

Assuming that there are inherent pressures toward deviance 
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because of the types of youth confined and the situational 

pressures arising from congregate living, the Control Per- 

spective adds another set of explanatory factors for analyz- 

ing variations in misconduct in institutions. This framework 

views organizational policies of surveillance and sanctioning, 

as well as subjective perceptions of the availability and 

attractiveness of delinquent activity, as:critically impor- 

tant in understanding the frequency and seriousness of youth- 

ful misbehavior. Control theorists often assert that the 

emphasis on custody andsecurity found in more traditional 

training schools is necessary to deter the natural impulses 

of inmates. In the absence of effective control, they main- 

tain that institutions will be plagued by problems of inter = 

nal disorder as youth will be free to continue their pre-insti- 

tutional behavior patterns and will be socialized into even 

more serious offenses. 

The Control Perspective has often been used by the ad- 

vocates of traditional training schools to justify their 

policies of physical restriction and custody. They argue that 

without environmental constraints (such as fences or locked 

doors), strict authority of staff, rigid and detailed rules and 

policies, isolation from the community, and severe sanctions 

for misconduct, institi~tions cannot effectively manage their 

inmates. In this sense, the Control Perspective is often be- 

lieved to be in opposition to the Deprivation Perspective, 

which asserts that these same policies tend to produce strong 

feelings of rebellion and resistance among inmates, which may 
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be expressed in more intense and serious acts of misconduct. 

The apparent contradiction between the two perspectives 

is, however, based on an incomplete understanding of the ten- 

ets of the Control Theory. In looking at institutional fea- 

tures which may effectively control and deter the delinquency 

of the youth, it is necessary to consider a variety of tech- 

niques which may foster the identification of youth with pro- 

gram goals, make deviant activities less accessible and ap- 

pealing, and sanction them when they do occur without impos- 

ing more "pains of imprisonment." Many institutions, 

in providing ways for youth to fully participate in the de- 

cision-making processes affec£ing their lives, in allowing 

youth to become fully involved in the treatment processes af- 

fecting themselves and their peers, and in fostering close 

and intense relationships between Staff and youth, are in 

fact effectively controlling their behavior. When the di- 

mensions of control are broadened to include the more posi- 

tive strategies, the two perspectives (Control and Depriva- 

tion) become complementary exp!anations of fluctuations in 

misbehavior. 

We began the chapter by constructing three indices of 

the official po!icies of institutions with regard to physical 

constraints, restrictions on internal movement and autonomy, 

and restrictions on contact with the outside community. In 

general custodial programs emerged as having more repressive 

policies with regard to each of these types of control than 

the other institutions, but the differences were rather small. 
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Most forms of serious misconduct occurred with greater fre- 

quency in programs where the official policies and procedures 

were designed to maintain pervasive control over the youth. 

Higher rates of absconding and feigned illness, however, were 

found in programs with fewer restrictions on outside contact. 

Throughout the rest of the chapter, we examined the subjective 

perceptions of youth with regard to the efforts of their 

programs to control them. 

Three indices were constructedwhich tapped their per- 

ceptions of staff practices of surveillance and control, their 

assessment of the typical sanctions given for specific types 

of misconduct, and their willingnass to control the delin- 

quencies of their peers. Ther~ %;ere clear ~nd consisten~ dif- 

ferences among the program on each of these three measures. 

Youth in participatory programs were significantly less like- 

ly to report repressivepolicies of staff control and surveil- 

lance and severe sanctions for misconduct than youth in the 

other program types. There were strong relationships between 

youth reports of these negative control practices and measures 

of deprivation and pains of imprisonment, including feelings 

that staff were punitive, programs were ineffective, and that 

they were subjected to stigmatization, isolation, and little 

privacy. In contrast to these measures of staff control and 

punishment, scores on peer control (willingness to cooperate 

with staff in controlling the behavior of peers) was highest 

in participatory programs and lowest in custodial ones. In 

fact, the strength of peer control appeared inversely related 
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to the repressiveness of staff control and sanctioning prac- 

tices. In programs where staff were seen as providing fewer 

restrictions and punishments, youth were more willing to mon- 

itor and control the behavior of their peers. 

Although there were no significant relationships between 

youths' perceptions of the number of serious punishments for 

misconduct and the frequency of their participation in these 

acts, there were statistically significant correlations be- 

tween reports of staff control and surveillance tactics and 

many types of misconduct. Youth who reported that staff mon- 

itored and restricted them in many ways were more likely 

than other youth to have engaged in acts of serious misconduct 

espec~aliy theft, fighting and damaging property. There were 

even stronger relationships between self-reported misconduct 

and low peer control. Youth who were unwilling to cooperate 

with staff in controlling other youth were much more likely 

to have been involved in serious institutional delinquency 

than more cooperative youth. Institutions which have success- 

fully involvedyouth in the treatment and control processes 

seem to have had more success in reducing the amount of mis- 

conduct than those which have resorted to censorship, rigid 

rules, and severe sanctions. 

In order to assess the independent and cumulative effects 

of the variables from all three of the perspectives (Importa- 

tion, Deprivation and Control), a multiple regression analysis 

was run using predictor variables which had previously shown 

statistically significant relationships to misconduct behav- 
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ior. Twenty two percent of the variance in serious mis- 

conduct was explainable by the •entire set of relevant predic- 

tors, and the most significant predictor was previous history 

of criminal activity. Other independent predictors included 

being male, longer lengths of stay, feelings that staff were 

- . - 5  

not helpful , unwillingness to control peers, previous abscond- 

ings and learning new ways to break the law since entering 

the program. 

The intercorrelations of many of the independent predic- 

tor variables (the problem of multicol!inearity ) may well 

account for the fact that several of them did not emerge as 

significant in the combined regressio n analysis. We found 

slight differences among custodial, utilitarian and partici- 

patory programs in the amount of variance explained by the 

full battery of measures, as well as differences in the rela- 

tive net contribution made by particular variables. 

Regardless of the type of program, longer periods of con- 

finement were accompanied by more exposure to delinquent peers 

and illegitimate learning structures. As their length of stay 

increased, youth had a greater likelihood of frequent involve- 

ment in serious institutional misconduct. The effect was es- 

pecially marked in custodial programs. When the previous 

offense histories of youth were controlled, we found that ser- 

ious misconduct was least characteristic of participatory pro- 

grams but that the frequencies of many of these behaviors in- 

creased with length of confinement in any of the institutions. 

Youth who had been confined in custodial programs for nine 

months or more reported a higher incidence of the continua- 

I 
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tion of certain types of misconduct (especially theft, fight- 

ing and property damage) than other youth with similar pre- 

institutional offense histories. Although relatively few 

youth engaged in acts of institutional delinquency without 

previous histories of these offenses, the lowest rates of 

"conversion" or "induction" were found among youth in parti- 

cipatory programs. 

The types of control characteristically exercised over 

inmates in custodial programs (such as censorship of mail, 

searching of possessions, isolation from home and community, 

strict and detailed rules of conduct, and severe sanctions 

for misconduct) did not appear to be particularly effective 

in reducing the levcl of disorder and disobedience. The high- 

er rates of self-reported delinquency among youth in the more 

restrictive settings suggest that the more negative types of 

control may in fact nave intensified feelings of deprivation 

and resistance tcward staff, which were, to some extent, ex- 

pressed in acts of misconduct. This does not negate the util- 

ity of the Control Perspective, however, since there is some 

evidence that programs in which youth were encouraged to show 

their concern for other youth by cooperating with staff in 

modifying the behavior of their peers, had lower rates of in- 

stitutional misconduct. The impact of peer control on mis- 

behavior seems to be much more substantial than that of staff 

control practices. 

Moreover, the willingness of youth to take responsibility 

for controlling the misconduct of their peers was rather 
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strongly related to positive feelings toward staff and pro- 

grams. In this sense the Deprivation and Control Perspectives 

are complementary explanations. In programs where youth had 

more positive perspectives and fewer pains of imprisonment, 

the control exercised by peers was also stronger and more 

effective. Such programs seem to have a commitment to the 

involvement and~participatfon of youth in the decision-making 

and treatment processes affecting them, as well as a more open 

and flexible setting, and their rates of serious misconduct 

were substantially lower. 

We were aware, however, that these associations between 

peer contcol, perceived pains of imprisonment and serious mis- 

conduct may be explained in a variety of ways. Our implicit 

model shows a chain of causation from harsh experiences in 

confinement to perceptions of deprivation and pains of impri- 

sonment to negative attitudes toward staff and unwillingness 

to cooperate with them in monitoring the activities of peers. 

This combination of negative feelings toward staff and program 

and lack of peer control over the expression of these feelings 

in overt and resistant behavior leads to higher rates of ser- 

ious aggressive misconduct within the institution. As various 

aspects of this model increase (such as the length of exposure 

to depriving features of the environment or the restrictiveness 

of the environment itself), the rates of misconduct will accel- 

erate. 

Without a longitudinal design, however, it is equally 

possible to argue that the causal direction is actually re- 
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versible. Under this model high rates of serious misconduct 

over long periods of time lead to attempts by staff and admin- 

istrators to restore order by imposing stringent policies and 

rules which alienate youth even further and make it impos- 

sible for staff to gain the cooperation of youth. Others 

might argue that feelings of deprivation and perceived pain s 

of imprisonment follow rather than precede misconduct behav- 

ior, and that they serve as "techniques of neutralization" to 

justify and rationalize the behavior (Sykes and Matza, 1957). 

Still other researchers have argued that strong peer control 

is a function of the seriousness of youths' own misconduct 

rather than a determinant of it. For example, Empey and New- 

land suggested that the willingness of youth to inform o~. 

others was a function of their own self-interest and was de- 

termined by youths' own participation in these delinquent ac- 

tivities. 

"When these boys participated in delinquent activities 
together, they had a stake in keeping their acts 
hidden. There was an unwritten, often unverbalized 
agreement against 'copping out' to other boys and staff 
in group meetings, and sanctions were used to enforce 
the agreement. As a result, the way the subgroup pro- 
tected itself was to scapegoat the individual member 
-- that is, to bring up and discuss his activities 
rather than the subgroup's. Thus, the norm against 
being a 'fink' was not universal, but applied only when 
one's self-interest was at stake" (Empey and Newland, 
1968, p. ll). 

Problems of the causal ordering of variables were inher- 

ent in the design but it is perhaps even more important to 

note the inadequacies of all three perspectives, as they were 

operationalized in this analysis. Suggestions for reformu- 

lating the problem and the dimensions appropriate for an ex- 
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planation will be presented in the next chapter, as well as 

some ideas for further research in the area of inmate miscon- 

duct. 

[:-: 
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FOOTNOTES 

i. Because of the small number of cases {sixteen institu- 
tions), we did not rely only on the correlations which 
were statistically significant in trying to develop em- 
pirical clusters. Instead we also looked at the strength 
of the relationships and they, too, were very weak. lqe 
began to conclude that either there was no rational pat- 
tern to the control mechanisms used in these programs or 
that they tended to serve as functional equivalents for 
each other. 

2. Our procedure for developing these scales was influenced 
by the work of King and Raynes in constrncting an opera- 
tional measure of inmate management in residential in- 
stitutions, based on the extent to which they used insti- 
tutionally-oriented versus inmate-oriented practices 
(King and Raynes, 1968). 

3. The inverse correlation between a program's runaway rate 
and the usual punishments given for it may be misleading 
since the reported runaway fate is based only on youth 
who ran away during a one nonth period and returned to the 
program. Programs which tended to give harsher punish- 
ments (such as transferring absconders) may have had a 
lower rate of return though their actual runaway rate may 
have been the same or highe~ than less punitive programs. 

4. When some or all of the independent variables are substan- 
tially correlated with each other, the coefficients ob- 
tained by the regression model for the entire set may be 
highly misleading. This situation is sometimes called the 
problem of multicollinearity. Since all other independent 
variables have been partialled from the relationship be- 
tween each independent variable and the dependent varia- 
ble, when two or more independent variables have highly 
redundant associations with the dependent variable, none 
of them may show nontrivial unique relationships, that 
is, all may show very small beta coefficients. 

5. The dichotomy which was used was between youth who had 
ever doneany of these acts before coming and those who 
had never done them. To some extent this dichotomy may 
underemphasize the actual differences in frequency of 
commission between the three programs. However there were 
only slight differences in the actual reported frequencies 
of pre-institutional delinquent activities among the three 
types of programs and these do not account for the ob- 
served patterns. 



CHAPTER VIII 

SU.M~LARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Inmate misconduct has been a subject of much specula- 

tion and very little research. Relative to the rather cop- 

ious analyses of the attitudes, personality aberrations, and 

subcultures of inmates, studies Of behavioral adaptations to 

confinement are very limited. This research is an attempt to 

understand the parameters of the problem of misconduct in 

juvenile correctional institutions. Our major objectives 

were to discover how prevalent selected types of misbehavior - 

were in a number of different institutions, to explore the 

relative effectiveness of three theoretical perspectives in 

explaining misconduct , and thus, to be able to provide some 

directions for further research and correctional policy in 

this area. 

The data for this analysis were gathered from sixteen 

institutional units for both males and females, which were 

part of a larger nationwide study of various types of juven- 

ile correctional programs. Our comparative study of miscon- 

duct was based on the self-reports of youth, as well as ma- 

terial from staff members, administrators, and field obser- 

vers, aud prcbably represents the most comprehensive data 

base currently available on the subject. 

The purposes of this chapter are to review the major 

findings of the research, to present some of the implications 

for correctional policy, and in the discussion of the strengths 
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and limitations of this analysis, suggest some directions 

for further research in this area. 

Review of the Major Findings 

The Prevalence of Institutional Misconduct 

Whether or not correctional personnel are aware of it, 

the self-reports of youth in the training schools in our sam- 

ple clearly indicated that misconduct was both frequent and 

pervasive. Youth reported an average of at least four inci- 

dents of serious misconduct during a one month period, and 

these are underestimates since youth were asked only about a 

small number of possible activities and because their res- 

ponses weze scored in a conservative fashion. Sevent~ four 

percent o3 the inmates admitted engaging in at least one act 

of serious misconduct, although only four youth (iess than 

one percent) had been involved in all of them. The seven 

hypes of misconduct used in this study varied in frequency. 

Nearly half of the youth (47 percent) fought with other youth, 

a third of the youth damaged property and used illegal drugs, 

a quarter of the youth stole and feigned illness, sixteen per- 

cent absconded at least once, and eleven percent had hit 

staff members. All this occurred in a one month period. 

There were quite significant differences in the amount 

of misconduct in the institutions, classified according to 

their predominant styles of securing the compliance of and 

managing inmates. Custodial programs had the highest rates 

of acts of misconduct which were directed against other 

youth and staff in the institution (i.e. theft, staff assaults, 
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and fighting youth). Utilitarian programs had the highest 

rates of types of misconduct which were not aggressive or 

hostile but rather more expressive (i.e. use of illegal drugs 

and fighting youth). In contrast youth in participatory 

programs reported the lowest frequencies of most types of mis- 

conduct. Although eighty percent of the yQ~th in custodial 

and utilitarian programs Were involved in at least one type 

of serious misconduct, this was true of oniy 63 percent of 

the youth in participatory programs. 

Staff Underestimated the Amount of Misconduct 

Most of the previous research on institutional miscon- 

duct has relied on official disciplinary records and staff 

nominations of "troublemakers" to develop measures of malad- 

justment, and the conclusions drawn have largely been based 

on these official definitions of misconduct. In this study 

we co~pared the self-reports of youth with staff reports of 

misconduct in each cottage in each institution and found 

that there were some critical differences. In cottages where 

more than one staff member responded to the question asking 

for reports of the numbers of youth involved in specific types 

of misbehavior within one month, we found very little agree- 

ment among staff within the same living unit. Staff members 

in less than ten percent of the cottages agreed in their es- 

timates of numbers of youth who had feigned illness or fought 

other youth and in less than twenty percent of the cottages 

did staff agree about the incidence of theft or property d~m- 

age. Only a third of the cottages provided consistent es- 
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timates of drug use and less than half of the cottages agreed 

on the number of youth who had hit staff members within the 

one month period. The range in estimates was also quite 

striking. 

In a situation where staff disagreed among themselves 

about the incidence of misconduct, it was not surprising to 

find that there was very little congruence between self-re- 

ports and staff reports of these behaviors ~.~ithin the same 

time period. In the majority of cottages, more youth report- 

ed being involved in serious misconduct than reported by 

staff. In ninety percent of the cottages, self-reports of 

drug use were higher than staff reports and in over three 

fourths of the cottages, self-reports of figilting and dam 

aging property were higher than staff estimates. These dis- 

crepancies occurred in every type of institution but were 

most apparent in custodial programs. The "grn11p hazard" hy T 

pothesis which suggests that group incidents are more detec- 

table by staff than individuai ones was not comfirmed, for we 

found that typ~s of misconduct that were most often done in 

groups were the most underreported by staff. Staff were just 

as ignorant of the numbers of youth involved in behaviors 

they considered serious (eg. drug use) as those considered 

relatively minor (e.g. feigned illness). 

The Relative Effectiveness of the Importation, Depriva- 
tion, and Control Perspectives in Explaining Institution- 
al Miscond~ct 

The importation perspective, derived from studies of in- 

mate subcultures, argues that misconduct is a product and a 
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reflection of prior experiences, orientations, and values 

which are carried into the institutional setting. The model 

provides an explanation of misconduct based on both personal 

characteristics of inmates, s~ch as gender, age, race, and 

social class and their behavioral patterns related to mis- 

conduct, such as previous delinquent actiyities and correc- 

tional experiences. Specifically, it hypothesizes that 

youth will "import" their previous experiences and orienta- 

tions into the new settings. Moreover, certain background 

characteristics are assumed to be associated with previous 

criminal activity, such as being male, older, black, and 

from lower class cultures, and so these characteristics are 

believed to account for much of the variance in institutional 

misconduct. 

In our analysis, the battery of variables derived from 

the importation model accounted for very little of the var- 

iance in serious misconduct (13 percent). When the frequen- 

cies of each type of misconduct were considered separately 

even less of the variance in them was explained. The parti- 

cular importation variables that proved most effective were 

previous delinquent activities, including crimes, more minor 

offenses, and abscondings; and to a les&er extent, correc- 

tional experiences were predictive. 

In contrast to the ii~portation perspective, both the 

deprivation and control models focus on aspects of the insti- 

tutional experience in searching for causes of misconduct. 

The deprivation perspective regards misconduct as an expres- 
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sion of the alienation and frustration resulting from the 

degradation and pain of the institution. Institutions which 

provide more "pains of imprisonment" are, according to this 

perspective, likely to have higher rates of misconduct ~mong 

i~ates. 

In our analysis, the set of variables designed to mea- 

sure the perceived and actual deprivations of youth accounted 

for only slightly more of the variance in serious misconduct 

(eighteen percent) than did the importation variables. When 

the relative explanatory power of the two models were com- 

pared for particular types of misconduct, the differences were 

not overwhelming. The importation variables accounted for 

about three percent of the variance in both feigned illness 

and assaults on staff, and the deprivation variables explain- 

ed four percent of the same behaviors. Each model explained 

about eight percent of ~ the variance in fighting. Three per- 

cent of the variancl in absconding was predicted by importa- 

tion variables, as contrasted to eight percent by depriva- 

tion factors. Four percent of the variance in stealing was 

accounted for by the importation model, as opposed to eight 

percent by the deprivation model. The amount of variance in 

drug use accounted for by importation variables was nine 

percent, as opposed to this teen percent by deprivation var- 

iables. Finally, the importation model explained seven per- 

cent, and the deprivation model explained eleven percent of 

the variance in the frequency of damaging property. 

The third perspective we examined emphasized character- 
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istics of institutions which both allowed youth to become 

involved in illegitimate activities and failed to deter them. 

According to this control perspective, youth will tend to 

engage in misconduct if the opportunities are available and 

if sanctions are unlikely or relatively benign. 

Institutions were classified according to their official 

policies and procedures regarding the physical control of 

youth, restrictions on their internal movements and autonomy, 

and restrictions on their contact with the outside community. 

In contrast to what might be expected, we found that the more 

coercive and restrictive programs had higher rates of most 

forms of serious' misconduct than more relaxed facilities. 

The only exceptions occurred witi= regard to absconding and 

feigned illness, which were more frequent in programs which 

were fairly open to contact with the outside community. 

When the perceptions of youth with regard to the mech- 

anisms of surveillance and control, the use of severe sanc- 

tions for misconduct, and the amount of peer control were 

examined, we found that programs in which staff exercised 

rigid patterns of control and in which youth were unwilling 

to exert control over their peers had higher rates of mis- 

conduct than programs where the opposite patterns were in 

effect. We found some evidence of an inverse relationship 

between staff control and peer control in the sense that 

youth who believed that staff were coercive and restrictive 

were unwilling to cooperate with staff in trying to thwart 

the misbehavior of their peers. We also found that the hum- 
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ber of serious punishments youth felt were usually given had 

little or nothing to do with the frequency of misconduct. 

The amount of variance in serious misconduct explained 

by all the significant predictor variables from the three 

perspectives was approximately 22 percent, and the most im- 

portant independent contribution was made by the importation 

variable of previous delinquent activities. Significant por- 

tions of variance were also attributable to being male, be- 

ing in programs for long periods of time, feelings that staff 

were not very helpful, learning new patterns of delinquency 

in the program, and the unwillingness to monitor and control 

the behavior of peers. 

The amount of serious misconduct accounted for by all 

three perspectives was very similar in custodial, utilitarian 

and participatory programs, but there were some difference~ 

in the relative importance of particular predictor variables. 

In utilitarian programs, the importation of previous delin- 

quent experiences was not an independent predictor of insti- 

tutional misconduct but gender (being male) was an important 

part of the explanation; in the other two types of institu- 

tions previous criminal experiences were significant predic- 

tors and gender was much less important, in participatory 

programs, the variables derived from the deprivation perspec- 

tive were insignificant as independent predictors of miscon- 

duct but this was not true in the other programs. Yet in 

participatory programs, the amount of control youth were wil- 

ling to exert over their peers had significant net effects on 
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their own misconduct but this was not~the case in custodial 

programs and was 0nly slightly important in utilitarian in- 

stitutions. 

The Impact of Long Periods of Confinement in Institutions 

Youth who had been institutionalized for nine months or 

more reported having more access to illegiti~.ate learning 

structures in their programs and also engaging in more ser- 

ious misconduct than youth with shorter periods of confine- 

ment. The impact of long lengths of stay was particularly 

marked in custod~ial programs, and in fact, we noticed a cum1~- 

lative effect of program type and length of stay such that 

veteran youth in custodial programs had the highest rates of 
i 

serious misconduct. 

In utilitarian programs, there was some evidence that 

the effects of long sentences were less severe. Differences 

between newcomers, intermediates, and veterans in these pro- 

grams were only minor with regard to the acquisition of ille- 

gitimate skills, the degree to which their friendship net- 

works were largely composed of seriously delinquent youth, 

and the frequency of their own serious misconduct. 

The effect of long periods of confinement in more cus- 

todial programs remained even when the previous offense pat- 

terns of youth were controlled. ~Lbng youth who had pre- 

viously been involved in these delinquent activities before 

their incarceration, length of stay was directly related to 

the degree to which these previous patterns were continued 

in most of the institutional settings. Length of stay was 



395 

not particularly important in understanding the extent to 

which these "imported patterns" continued in utilitarian 

programs, however. 

The Initiation of Youth Into Acts of Misconduct in the 
Institutional Setting " 

Although the longer youth had been institutionalized, 

particularly in custodial programs, the more often they re- 

ported having learned new waysto break the law, we found 

very few youth who were engaged in acts of misconduct for the 

first time in their institutions. Less than ten percent of 

the youth with no prior offense histories of drug use, abscond- 

ing, stealing, or hurting adults, were "converted" into these 

acts, at least in the one month reporting period. On the 

other hand, we found that seventeen percent of the youth who 

had never damaged property before began to, and about forty 

percent of youth who had never tried to hurt others before 

began to e fight with other youth in their institutions. There 

was a tendency for the proportion of youth who were "convert- 

ed" to acts of misconduct to increase after a stay of two 

months or more, but these differences were not statistically 

significant because so few youth reported that they had 

never engaged in these behaviors before. Participatory pro- 

grams consistently had lower proportio~s of youth who began 

engaging in these behaviors during their confinement, and 

the differences in rates of conversion were particularly 

striking for absconding, damaging property, and fighting. 

Almost half of the youth in custodial and utilitarian pro- 

grams tried to purposefully hurt other youth for the first 
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time in their lives, but this was true of only about a quart- 

er of youth in participatory programs. 

The Perpetuation of Delinquency in the Institutional 
Setting 

The majority of the youth who had prior experiences with 

misconduct before their incarceration had,-at least tempor- 
f 

arily, ceased these activities. Yet the proportions of 

youth who continued to engage in these acts were very high, 

considering the fact that we only asked about misconduct dur- 

ing one month. About a quarter of the youth who had abscond- 

ed from other correctional programs, ran away from these in- 

stitutions. In fact, more youth may have actually absconded 
i 

than we were aware of since they may not have been ret~rned 

and thus were not counted. Almost a third of the youth con ~ 

tinued their previous patterns of stealing, and nearly half 

of the youth continued to damage property and use drugs in 

the institution. More than half of the youth who had purpose- 

fully hurt others before, continued to fight while in the 

program. 

The imported patterns of stealing, damaging property, 

and hurting others were most often perpetuated by custodial 

programs, and prior experiences of absconding and using drugs 

most often continued in utilitarian institutions. A lower 

proportion of youth in participatory programs imported their 

previous patterns Of misconduct than those in the other in- 

stitutions. This was true, regardless of how long youth had 

been confined. 

We also found the importation of misconduct seemed to 
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increase with the length of time youth were in all of these 

programs, although the effect was moststriking in custodial 

institutions. Utilitarian programs seemed best able to .miti- 

gate the effects of long periods of confinement. There was 

little evidence of a curvilinear effect of length of stay, 

as suggested by Wheeler, although the proportion of youth 

who continued to abscond decreased slightly with the longer 

periods of confinement. 

Implications for Correctional Policy 

Conclusions drawn from the present analysis must be 

viewed with considerable caution because this was an explor- 

atory study, with some critical limitations both theoretically 

and methodologically. We will discuss some of these pro- 

blems later in the chapter, but in this section we will spec- 

ulateon some of the implications of the research for correc- 

tional policy. 

A primary goal of juvenile correctional institutions 

must be to provide an organizational structure that is condu- 

cive to growth and rehabilitation of its clientele, and that 

at the same time minimizes physical and psychological brutal- 

ization and victimization. We found that in most institutions 

youth suffered "pains of imprisonment" such as lack of pri- 

vacy, boredom, isolation, and dependency, and at the s~me time 

felt that the treatment they were being given was ineffec- 

tive and often was harmful. Since virtually every incarcer- 

ated juvenile will eventually return to the con~nunity, it is 

necessary to make sure that the period of confinement is not 
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a source of degradation, injury or estrangement. The society 

has an obligation to provide these inmates, who are still 

legally children, with the most humane and least destructive 

circumstances possible, simply because they are human beings 

and have been imprisoned involuntarily. 

Certain types of institu£ions seem be~er able to amel- 

iorate the more negative aspects of imprisonment through the 

involvement of youth in all aspects of the ~xperience includ- 

ing the formulation of policies and procedures, participa- 

tion in importan t decisions and treatment processes, and 

showing care and concern about their peers. Other institu- 

tions seem particularly well suiteH to mitigating the nega- 

tive effects of long periods of confinement by providing a 

set of concrete and graduated steps through which youth pro- 

gress, so that long sentences often lead to more rewards and 

privileges. Yet in a whole set of institutions the exper- 

ience cf youth is dismal and they tend to react through acts 

of aggression and predatory exploitation directed at avail- 

able targets, who are most often other youth. 

Institutions we have called "participatory" because they 

are oriented to group process and decision-making technolo- 

gies designed to involve youth in all aspects of the treatment 

experience were found to foster a stronger sense of co~nit- 

ment and identification than the other types of programs. 

Youth felt that they were growing in ways they wanted, were 

being helped with important problems, and had more positive 

outlooks on their future life chances than youth in other 
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programs. In participatory programs, the influence of staff 
! 

was more indirect, involving an underlying concern about the 

youth expressed in efforts to facilitate their interaction 

with each other. Even among youth who had fairly extensive 

offense histories and criminalistic orientations, there was 

less evidence of serious misconduct in participatory programs 

than in the other settings. 

It is important to be aware, however, that participatory 

programs have the potential to be even more coercive than the 

other institutions because they are able to exert even stron- 

er control over youth through techniques of peer control and 

pressure. In the past, several institutions using Guided 

Group Interaction and Positive Peer Culture [two participa- 

tory strategies) have forced youth to apprehend other youth 

who have run away and have instituted strict policies of group 

punishment designed to force youth to collaborate (or inform) 

with staff in controlling other inmates. Although collabora- 

tion is the essential mechanism that allows staff to learn 

about and control inmate misconduct, it can be either a posi- 

tive or negative influence on the rehabilitative process. 

in our study, there was little evidence that these participa- 

tory programs exploited the collaborative process in this 

~ay. None of the programs encouraged ~outh to apprehend their 

peers and grouppunishments were rare. Moreover, most of 

the youth were more positive about their experiences in 

these programs than in the other institutions. Yet the dan- 

ger is always there and may be unrecognized even by the in- 
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mates themselves. 

Institutions we have labeled "utilitarian" because they 

held out clearcut rewards and privileges for specific behav- 

iors, tended to have slightly higher rates of misconduct 

than participatory programs but the effects of long periods 

of confinement were weaker. Several of these programs pro- 

vided youth with more access to the community and fewer re- 

strictions on their movements than any of the other insti- 

tutions in our sample. We believe that they has higher rates 

of absconding and drug use than the other programs because 

the opportuniti&s for obtaining drugs and escaping were great- 

er. In these Programs, youth were given more home visits, 

more G~f grounds experiences, and more opportunities to main- 

tain their relationships with friends and relatives in their 

original communities. The costs in terms of higher rates of 

absconding and drug use must be weighed with the benefits of 

youth derived from these normal adolescent experiences. 

in programs where youth are to be confined for long 

periods of time (as they often were in utilitarian programs), 

there are apparent advantages in staggering the available 

rewards and privileges according to the length of stay. Not 

only is the system highly structured, consistentt and predic- 

table but the incentives are varied and always meaningful. 

In Adamek's study of Maryhiil, an institution for delinquent 

girls, which we would classify, as utilitarian, he also found 

that identification and conformity were a function of the 

degree to which behavior expectations and patterns of inter- 
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action were predictable, stable, and consistent (Adamek, 

1968). 

Institutions we called "custodial" because they tried to 

manage youth by using fairly traditional strategies of con- 

trol and surveillance by staff and severe sanctions for de- 

viance, seemed to be faced with considerably more resistance 

and hostility from their inmates than other programs. In 

these programs youth were more alienated from the staff, in- 

stitution, and other youth and reacted by engaging in more 

serious acts of misconduct than was the case in other pro- 

grams. There was no evidence that the kinds of rigid and 
4 

repressive tactics used in these programs actually reduced 
i 

the,amount of disruption and deviance that occurred. In 

fact, there is at least some reason to believe that these 

strategies may lead to an intensification of acts of misccn- 

duct, particularly those directed against other persons. 

Zald and Street also found that the more serious kinds o~ col- 

lective incidents occurred in custodial institutions. They 

argued that the staff's repression of inmate social relations 

effectively reduced the level of inmate solidarity in custo- 

dial programs, but at the same time tended to assure that 

whatever inmate group activity did take place would be orien- 

ted against the institution and staff. In contrast, less 

rigid "treatment" institutions allowed inmates to organize 

and express hostility overtly and so youth were more day-to- 

day "trouble" to the staff. But the inmate groupings were 

less often oriented against the institution and staff and 
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had fewer undesirable effects upon the inmates' attitudes 

(Zald and Street, 1966). 

It seems quite obvious that effective custody need not 

entail closed, punitive, and rigid accomodations. There are 

many ways to foster commitment and identification with an 

organization besides using sophisticated technologies and 

intervention strategies. We have suggeste~ a few dimensions 

to consider, but there are others that may be more important 

including the size of the program, the composition of its 

clientele, the training of its staff, and the structure of 

the organ:~zation itself. It has been suggested by others 

that the most effective custody is probably established when 

small ~roups of children live in close contact with adults 

and develop close relationships with them in comfortable 

congenial surroundings but this would involve increasing the 

staff/child ratio and increasing the material resources avail- 
i 

able to these programs. Tutt suggested that the solution to 

misconduct may be rather simple: 

"The best deterrent to absconding on a cold winter's 
night is to be able to sit in a nice warm room and 
make a pot of tea with an adult who is interested and 
concerned about your welfare and is prepared to talk 
to you" (Tutt, 1975, p. 46). 

It is important for correctional personnel to understand 

the complexity of the problem of misconduct, and to begin to 

try and understand the meaning of these behaviors for the 

youth themselves. Having one's property and personel posses- 

sions stolen or damaged is a considerable inconvenience even 

if it is only infrequent. Fearing for one's safety is even 
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more painful. Institutions cannot continue to ignore these 

incidents for they have a responsibility to the aggressors 

as well as the victims to provide a secure and stable envir- 

onment. At the same time, however, staff must realize that 

certain types of misconduct may have positive functions, such 

as releasing tension or expressing bottled-up feelings, and 

that if these actions are suppressed without providing other 

functional alternatives, there may be unanticipated conse- 

quences. 

In arguing for the importance of "undercover adapta- 

tions" for the structure of self-identity, Goffman makes the 

point that it is only against something that the self can 

emerge. 

"The practice of reserving something of oneself from 
the clutch of an institution is very visible in 
mental hospitals and prisons but can be found in more 
benign and less totalistic institutions, too. I want 
to argue that this recalcitrance is not an incidental 
mechanism of defense but rather an essential consti- 
tuent of the self" (Goffman, 1961, p. 319). 

The meaning of misconduct to staff and youth in these programs 

must be considered in developing strategies of management 

and prevention. This requires sensitive and compassionate 

attention to the complexity of the problem and the ways in 

which it is interwoven with other aspects of the institution- 

al experience. 

Directions for Further Research 

The present study was obviously not without limitations. 

Because it was a cross-sectional rather than longitudinal 

design, it was impossible to adequately describe a causal se- 
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quence of events and in the examination of the Particular 

theoretical models chosen, this was a serious deficiency. 

Only a limited number of types of misconduct were studied 

and thse should be supplemented by a greater diversity of 

behaviors including those which may have been of more concern 

to youth and of less concern to the institutions themselves. 

Although the time frame of one month was chosen for reasons 

of reliability and accuracy, we cannot claim that it is long 

enough to serve as a representation of usual practices, par- 

ticularly when organizations are compared at different points 

in time. The effects of the institutional policies and 

procedure s were, in many cases, not separable from the effects 
l 

of differential selection of clientele. And structural fea- 

tures of the institutions, such as size and auspices, were 

often confounded with their patterns of managing youth and 

securing compliance. Our interest in understanding miscon- 

duct in a large number of different institutions resulted in 

a heavy reliance on survey methods, and entailed some sacri- 

fices in terms of the depth of understanding about the mean- 

ing of misconduct to youth and staff. 

Future research on institutional misconduct should be 

designed to rectify some of these problems. Longitudinal an- 

alyses of a greater variety of types of misconduct in pro- 

grams purposelyselected to maximize the variance in both 

institutional and inmate characteristics should be under- 

taken. A combination of methods including surveys, inter- 

views, examination of official documents and records, and 
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intensive participant observation would, of course, be pre- 

ferable. In the analysis of data, efforts should be made 

to more systematically explore the variations in misconduct 

in the same institutions over time, and to determine the 

extent to which they are a function of fluctuating charact ers 

istics of the programs themselves, or differences in the 

composition of their clientele/ 

It is somewhat disconcerting to realize that this re- 

search has answered very few of our questions with any final- 

ity but it is somewhat heartening to find that the questions 

are still interesting and significant. 5ioreover, the results 

have alerted us to some other issues, which require further 

research. 

For the most part our examination of institutionalmis- 

conduct focused on the behaviors reported by the youth th~m- 

selves, although we did have data on the behaviors known to 

staff. We noted that staff were aware of only a portion cf 

the delinquency that occurred. It seems important, there- 

fore, to begin to explore whether or not there are systematic 

biases in the kinds of behaviors and the kinds of youth de- 

tected by staff, and what impact differential processing of 

misconduct may have on the institutional careers of inmates. 

Attention must also be paid to the characteristics of staff 

and programs which may affect their ability or inclination 

to thwart the misbehavior of youth. The consequences of 

staff preoccupation with or disinterest in the behavior of 

youth should be explored particularly with reference to in- 
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tensification or reduction of misconduct. 

Other institutiona! correlates of misconduct should be 

considered, including the degree of stability or chaos in 

the institut~6nal environment, the degree of centralization• 

or autonomy in the individual units, the pressures impinging 

on the organization from the outsideenvironment, and the 

resources available for control and treatment. Many of 

these dimensions may fluctuate within the same organization 

over time, resulting in what Sinclair called "bad patches." 

He suggested that • most institutions are prone to what might- 

be called mood swings, due to situational events.such as a 

change in the warden or illness of certain staff, and that 

during these bad patches, the failure rateswere higher (bin- 

clair, 1971). 

Conhextual characteristics of these programs, such as 

the degree of homogeneity or heterogeneity in the character- 

istics of their clientele must not be neglected for they 

have a profound effect on the development of illegitimate 

opportunity structures within institutions and thus to the 

extent to which misconduct is induced or perpetuated. 

Value-added models, such as the one Smelser developed 

to account for collective movements, are probably somewhat 

premature considering the state of our knowledge but they 

do alert us to the fact that in understanding misconduct we 

have concentrated only on underlying strain, but have neglec- 

ted precipitating events which are much more unpredictable 

and uncontrollable. In Smelser's theory of social movements, 
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the value-added model began with the concept of strain and 

then a series of conditions are specified, each one of which 

further narrows the range of possible outcomes, ~ntil the 

only possible outcome is collective behavior [Smelser, 1963). 

In research on misconduct which is more intensive, than our 

present analysis, it would be possible to specify in greater 

detail the precipitating events, as well as the underlying 

strains, and a much greater proportion of the variance 

would no doubt be explained. In comparative analyses of a 

large number of organizations, this would be difficult if 
l 

not impossible, at this stage. 

In this analysis, we have been puzzled by the fact that 

the official goals and technologies reflected in the reports 

of youth about their program experiences, explained such a 

small amount of the variance in institutional misconduct. 

Misconduct was endemic in all of the institutions, regardless 

of their avowed purposes, management strategies, or structur- 

al characteristics. All of these institutions, regardless of 

legitimate goals and stated intentions, contained large pro- 

portions of youth who felt that they were ineffective and 

inhumane. 

Perhaps the problem is that we have been asking the 

wrong questions, Perrow has suggested in a provocative 

essay, because we believe that organizations are rational 

instruments of announced goals. He argues that goals are one 

of the least important constraints on organizational behavior 

and that rather than asking why nothing works, we should ask 
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why anything works (Perrow, 1978). We might then begin to 

focus on aspects of these institutions that we have ignored 

in our preoccupation with their failures. Rather than con- 

demming all institutions because they are unable to prevent 

recidivism and control all serious misconduct, we would try 

to understand what strategies have been at:_least somewhat 

successful . . . .  c. 

*The study of inmate adaptations to confinement needs to 

be redirected from an almost exclusive focus on the motiva- 

tions and strains underlying different responsee to a great- 

er concern with more dynamic aspects of the experience, in- 

cluding day-to-day crises, changes in organizational charac- 

teristiuz over time, and the degree of fit between the indi- 

vidual and the institution. Perhaps then we can begin to 

understand the meaning of'different adaptive patterns for 

the individuals involved, as well as the institutions. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONTRACT AGREEMENT 

TO : 
Name of Administrator 

Title of Unit 

FROM: 

i~: 

Address of Unit 

Rosemary C. Sarri and Robert D. Vinter 
Project Co-directors 

Approval of Terms for Partici;~ation in Research 

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections is en- 
gaged in a national study of correctional prcgrams for youth. 
It is supported by a grant from the National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LENA, of the United 
States Department of Justice, and by the University of Mich- 
igan. The research is being conducted from the University 
of Michigan under our supervision and responsibility. 

Our research protocol requires that we inform you fully 
about all aspects of the research and then obtain your appro- 
val for participation by yourself, your staff, and the youth 
in this agency. In all cases , however, participation by any 
or'all persons is entirely voluntary. 

The information that we wish to obtain will permit us Go 
make comparisons within and between programs. We hope 
through the use of this knowledge that greater effectiveness 
in juvenile corrections can be achieved. Information is being 
requested from staff and youth, as well as about the agency 
and its operation. All the inforlaation will be handled con- 
fidentia~ly. 

Each agency will receive summary reports so that each will 
be able to make comparisons with the results obtained about 
similar services in other localities and states. Supervising 
state juvenile officials will receive these or similar reports 
for particular state agencies under their direct jurisdiction. 
Confidentiality with regard to all individuals will, of course, 
be preserved in any such report. You will receive feedback 
information of the findings from our research in your unit, 
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but this information also will be confidential with respect 
to the identity of particular staff or youth. 

In accordance with standards of the University of Mich- 
igan Human Subjects Review Committee, our field staff have 
been carefully trained and are instructed to discuss safe- 
guards for human subjects. Each of the instruments to be 
administered contains an explicit statement about confiden- 
tiality, voluntarism for individual participation, and the 
purposes of this research. 

We hereby request your approval for the National Assess- 
ment of Juvenile Corrections as represented by 
to complete field research activities in your agency (sub- 
ject to specific contingencies, which you may deem appro ~ 
priate and which you have attached to this statementl. 

If you approve your agency's participation, please sign 
both copies of this approval form. We will also sign both 
and will return one copy to you for your file. Your signa- 
ture also indicates that our staff have informed you about 
the procedures to be used in this research. Any qualifica- 
tions or contingencies that you may wish to establish should 
be attached in writing. 

Date 

Signature 

Administrator 
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APPENDIX A-CONTINUED 

Introductory Statements Before Administration of Questionnaire 

Here is a suggested standard introductory statement cov- 
ering the four necessary topics: i) Introduction of Self; 
2~ Explanation of Project; 3) Explanation of Voluntary Par- 
ticipation in Study; 4) Assurance of Confidentiality. This 
does not need to be memorized but it should~rovide a frame 
of reference for your own phrasing. Regardless of the exact 
words chosen by individual administrators, £he substance of 
this introduction should be the same for all administrators 
and in all programs. This introduction should not be too 
long so as to avoid premature boredom and irrelevant ques- 
tions, but should definitely cover the necessary items (as 
mentioned above). 

"Our names are 
We are part of a research project called the National Assess- 
ment of Juvenile Corrections, which has its office in Ann 
Arbor, Michigan. We are studying programs and places for 
young people who have had problems - for example, with ~he 
law, in i.~hool, or with their families. We are studying all 
kinds of ~rograms such as institutions, halfway houses, day 
treatment centers, probation programs, etc. We want to find 
out which kinds of programs help young people and which dc not. 

We cannot go to every program in the country, so by a 
scientific method we have selected 16 states and certain pro- 
grams within those states. This is one of those programs. 
At each program we will be asking the youth to fill out ques- 
tionnaires, asking staff to fill out a different questionnaire, 
and spending some time at the place to see what it is like. 
After we have collected all our information and analyzed it, 
we will be able to make recommendations about what is helpful 
and what is not. 

It is important that you are willing to answer the ques- 
tionnaire and that you answer the questions honestly. Only 
you can tell us what it is really like to be in the program. 
The most important information will not come from someone 
outside the program telling us all about it or from our read- 
ing pamphlets and books about it, but will come from you, 
the people who are really in the program. This is your chance 
to tell it like it is. we will also be around for awhile to 
rap with you about the program here and anything else that 
comes up. 

We realize that some of our questions are very personal 
and that you may not want others here to see your answers. 
Therefore, we promise and guarantee to you that no one else 
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here will see any of your answers. On_~_y_ our research staff 
w-~ see them. This means that no staff members here, no 
judge, no police official, none of your family members will 
ever see your answers. So you can feel free to answer all 
questions honestly and know they will be kept confidential. 

If for any reason you do not want to answer the question- 
naire you are free to leave andwill not be in any trouble 
with staff or anyone else~ ~ Also, if there are any particular 
questions you do not wantto answer you are free to skip 
those. We do hope, though, that you will be willing to help 
us gain this important information. 

Please do not discuss the questions with anyone else 
until all have finished. Are there any questions?" 
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APPENDIX B 

SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY PRIOR TO CURRENT INCARCERATION 

TABLE i. PERCENT OF YOUTH INVOLVED IN PARTICULAR TYPES OF 
DELINQUENCY PRIOR TO THEIR CURRENT INCARCERATION 

Behavior Number of Times 

Never Once or twice 3-10 times More than 10 
times • 

Skipped 
school 8% 

Stole 
something 14 

Drank 
alcohol 15 

Had sex re- 
lations with 
opposite 
sex 19 

Been sus- 
pended from 
school 21 

Used mari- 
juana/ 
hashis h 29 

Used other 
drugs 36 

Breaking 
and 
entering 36 

Ran away 
from home 37 

Damaged 
someone's 
property on 
purpos e 41 

Hurt some- 
one on 
purpose 42 

13% 

22 

12 

i0 

15% 63% (1263) 

17 47 (1271) 

ll 62 (1285) 

13 58 (1265) 

30 25 24 (1270) 

12 

13 

21 

25 

25 

27 

9 50 (1288) 

ll 40 (1256) 

17 25 (1294) 

19 19 (1262) 

14 18 (1270) 

14 18 (1290) 
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Robbed 
someone 48 22 12 18 (1273) 

Ran from a 
correctional 
program 56 24 i2 9 (1275) 

Had sex 
relations 
for pay 86 6 4 (1262) 

f--. 
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TABLE 2. ITEM TO SCALE CORRELATIONS FOR PREVIOUS DELINQUENCY 
MEASURES 

PREVIOUS CRIMES SCALE 
Item CGntent Item-to-Scale Score 

Correlation 

How often have you done each of 
these things before coming here? 

Stole something .70 

Hurt someone on purpose .71 

Damaged someone's property on purpose .80. 

Robbed someone .78 

Broke into a place to steal something 
(B&E) .79 

PREVIOUS OFFENSES SCALE 

How often have you done each ef 
these things before coming here? 

Drank alcoholic beverages .70 

Used marijuana or hashish .82 

Used other drugs .82 

Skipped school .60 

Had sex relations with someone of 
the opposite sex .63 

PREVIOUS ABSCONDING SCALE 

How often have you done each of 
these things before coming here? 

Ran away from home .80 

Ran away from a group home, detention 
center, or training school .79 
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APPENDIX B CONTINUED 

SELF-REPORTED CORRECTIONAL EXPERIENCES 

TABLE i. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CORRECTIONAL EXPE~RIENCES BY 
INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/~NAGEI4ENT STYLE 

Correctional 
Experiences 

Compliance/Management Style 

Cuetodial Utilitarian Participatory TOTAL 
(N=482-527) (N=233-297 N=41~5-429) (N=I187- 

: 1253) 

Police 
Arrests 10.7 7.3 

Juvenile 
Court 6.1 5.0 

Juvenile 
Detention 5.2 3.6 

Jail 4.7 2.2 

Probation 2.5 1.3 

Group/Foster 
Home .9 i.I 

Training ~chool 1.8 1.6 

7.1 8.6 

5.8 5.7 

4.9 4.7 

2.7 3.4 

2.0 2.0 

1.5 1.2 

1.8 1.7 

Analysis of Variance F ratios 

Police Arrests: F=19.487, 1219 d.f., p=.0000 
Juvenile Court: F=1.5180, 1242 d.f., NS 
Juvenile Detention: F=3.8233, 1219 d.f., p=.02 
Jail: F=17.492, 1235 d.f., p=.0000 
Probation: F=15.607, 1252 d.f., p=.0000 
Group/Foster Home: F=3.8083, 1186 d.f., p=.02 
Training School: F=.0986, 1200 d.f., NS 
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APPENDIX B-CONTINUED 

TABLE 2. ITEM TO SCALE CORRELATIONS FOR CORRECTIONAL EXPER- 
IENCES MEASURE 

Item Content 

CORRECTIONAL EXPERIENCES SCALE 

Item-to-Scale 
Correlation 

HOW many times in your life has the 
following happened to you? 

Been arrested by police .90 

Been in juvenile court .79 

Been held in a juvenile detention hall .77 

Been held in jail .57 

Been on probation .51 
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TAtI|,E I .  ZEI(O OItDER CORI~EI,A'['ION bIATRIX OF |HPOI~TATI()N VARIIsbLES 

2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

l ' r e a c n t  ,~90 1 . 0  . 0 9 "  - ' . 0 0  - . 0 7 "  . 0 4  . 0 6  
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Whi¢~ 1.00 

I s l ~ck  1.00 

Ot:ho L- 1. O0 

H l x ~ d  

CrJmc~ 

Ahucc>nd~ H~U 

Class  

CoItUll J LlUull t 

C o t  rc~cL J.ona). 
E x [ ~  C J_,.~ ncLs8 

* p = .  05 
* *  p=.Ol 

. 1 3 ' *  . 3 8 ' *  , I S * *  - . 0 8 "  .04  . 1 8 " *  

. 04  - . 3 2 " *  ,04  . 1 3 " "  - . 0 1  - . 3 0 " *  - . l g  *= 

.05 . 1 4 " *  . 1 6 ' *  - , 0 8 *  - , 0 9 '  - . 0 6  

- . 1 6 " * - - - . 2 9 " "  - . 3 2 " e  . 0 6  - . 0 1  

. 05 -  

1 . 0 0  . 0 0 '  

1.  O0 

. 0 5  . 0 5  . . 0 7  

. 0 9 4  . 1 0 ' *  - . 0 2  

. 4 7 " *  . 2 7  *a - . 0 7  

1 . 0 0  . 3 ~  Qe - . 1 4 , t  

1 . 0 0  - . 0 6  

1 . 0 0  

- . 1 0 " *  

; 1 1  =* . 0 7  

. 0 4  . 1 5  ** 

. 3 2 , *  . 3 6 " *  

. 1 3 , ~  . 2 8 * *  

. 0 1  .32"* 

. 0 3  - . 0 2  

1.00 i .  . 1 4 ' '  

• :~! l .  O0 

0 
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APPENDIX C 

ITEM TO SCALE CORRELATIONS FOR SCALES USED TO TEST THE DEPRI- 
VATION MODEL 

PERCEIVED ISOLATION 

Item Content Item-to-Scale Score 
Correlation 

I can be in touch with my friends 
enough 

(True) (False) 

I can be in touch with my family 
enough 

(True) (False) .83 

PERCEIVED LACK OF AUTONOMY AND PRIVACY 

I can wear both my hair and clothes 
the way I want 

(True) (False) .72 

I can have enough of my own 
things here 

(True) (False) .72 

I can be alone when I want 
(True) (False ) .67 

RULES AND PUNIS~MENT~ 

Most of the staff here really don't 
care what happens to us: they're 
just doing a job 

(Strongly disagree) (Disagree and 
mildly disagree) (Agree and 
mildly agree) (Strongly agree) 

The staff here often punish you 
for things you don't do 

(Strongly disagree) (Disagree and 
mildly disagree) (Agree and 
mildly agree) (Strongly agree) 

If you tell too much about yourself 
to staff here, the information will 
probably be used against you 

(Strongly disagree) (Disagree and 
mildly disagree) Agree and 
mildly agree) (Strongly agree) 

.70 

.66 

.68 
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How much do staff here try to 
punish youth 

(Not at all) (Not very much) 
(Some) (A lot) 

There are too many rules here 
(True) (False) 

The punishments here are too hard 
(True) (False) 

.67 

.65 

.69 

STAFF HELPFULNESS 

The staff here prepare you 
to stay out of trouble after you leave 

(Strongly agree) (Agree and mildly 
agree) (Disagree and Mildly disagree) 
(Strongly disagree) 

Most of the staff areclear about 
what they expect of me 

(Strongly agree) (Agree and mildly 
agree) (Disagree and mildly disagree) 
(Strongly disagree) 

How much do the staff here try to: 

Keep youth satisfied and content 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very Much) 
(Not at all) 

Have close relationships with you 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

Set good examples for your behavior 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

Help youth Of different races and 
ethnic groups learn tc live together 
in mutual respect 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

Train youth so they can get good 
jobs 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

.61 

.55 

.71 

.64 

.72 

.68 

.66 
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Stop youth from making trouble 
in the community 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very. much) 
(Not at all) 

Get youth into community 
activities 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

Teach respect for others' property 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

Help youth with school 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

Help youth understand why they get 
into trouble 
(A lot) (Some). (Not very much) 
(Not at alll 

Help youth to get along better 
with their families 
(A lot) (Some) (Not very much) 
(Not at all) 

.68 

.65 

.63 

.67 

.68 
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ITEM TO SCALE CORRELATIONS FOR SCALES USED TO TEST THE CONTROL 
MODEL 

OFFICIAL POLICIES OF PHYSICAL CONTROL 

Item Content 

Corre~la 

There were locked gates of fences .59 

There were bars on the windows .67 

There was a centrally coordinated 
security system .44 

There was a special facility used 
to place disciplinary cases .66 

Supervisors or juveniles could 
observe the toilet facilities .72 

Supervizors or juveniles could 
observe the showers .72 

Youth could not control the lights 
in their bedrooms .62 

Youth had no control over whether 
their windows were open or closed .16 

Item-to-Scale Score 
Corre~lation 

OFFICIAL POLICIES REGARDING INTERNAL MOVEMENT AND AUTONOMY 

Youth could not move about the living 
unit freely .16 

Seating in the dining room was 
assigned .90 

Youth could not come and go indivi- 
dually to meals and other activities .63 

Youth could not talk free]y 
during mealtime .65 

Youth could not go into the kitchen 
to fix snackes .26 

There was a hair code .24 
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There was a dress code 

Television was censored 

Smoking was restricted or 
prohibited 

Youth could not keep cigarettes or 
tobacco in their rooms 

Church attendance was mandatory 

.27 

.01 

.64 

.76 

.55 

OFFICIAL POLICIES REG;~qDING CONTACT WITH THE OUTSIDE 

Incoming mail was censored .63 

Outgoing mail was censored .63 

Correspondence with certain indi- 
viduals was prohibited .83 

There were restrictions on the 
frequency of correspondence .71 

Visits from certain individuals 
were prohibited .61 

Telephone calls tocertain individuals 
were prohibited .80 

There were restrictions on the 
frequency of phone calls .80 

Parents could visit less than 
once a week .35 

Friends could visit less than once 
a week 

Youth could nct go off grounds 
when parents visited 

.04 

.63 

YOUTH PERCEPTIONS OF SURVEILLANCE AND CONTROL 

If you want to talk to a lawyer, will 
the staff here help you 

(Almost always to sometimes) 
(Don't know) (Seldom-Never) .56 
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Can you use the phone to call a 
lawyer 

(Yes) (Don'tknow) (No) 

Does the staff open the mail you 
get here 

(Yes) (Don't know) (No) .71 

Does the staff read the letters 
you send 

(Yes) (Don't know) (No) .67 

How often are your things 
searched here 

(Never) (Ever) .64 

How often are you searched here 
(Never) (Ever) .55 

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR USE oF DRUGS 

When a youth uses illegal drugs here, 
a staff member usually: 

Keeps him here longer .68 

Separates hom from o%ners .62 

Takes away points or privileges .65 

Transfers youth to another place .47 

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR ABSCONDING 

When a youth runs away from here and 
is brought back within two weeks, 
a staff member usually: 

Keeps him here longer .62 

Separates him from others .62 

Takes away points or privileges .62 

Transfers youth to another place .51 

.50 
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SERIOUS PUNIS~[ENTS FOR STEALING 

When a youth steals something from 
another youth here, a staff member 
usually: 

Keeps him here longer .64 

Separates him from others .67 

Takes away points or privi!eges .60 

Transfers youth to another place .50 

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR HITTING ST~2F 

When a youth hits a staff member here, 
the staff member usually: 

KeePs him here longer .'69 

Separates him from others .61 

Takes away points or privileges .64 

TransfErs youth to another place .47 

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR FIGHTING 

When a youth starts a fight with another 
youth here, the staff member usually: 

Keeps him here longer .61 

Separates him from others .62 

Takes away points or privileges .62 

Transfers youth to another place .51 

LOW PEER CONTROL 

I tell on other youth when they have 
done something wrong 

(Agree) (Disagree) .69 
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Suppose a youth you knew fairly well 
was planning to run away or leave 
the program 

Would you try to talk the youth 
out of doing it 

(Yes) (No) .66 

Would you tell staff here about it 
(Yes) (No) 

WQuld you tell staff if no one 
else knew you told 

(Yes) (No) 

.84 

.78 
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