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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

. Cne of the most pressiné concerns of all total institu-

=i tions, including high schools, mental hospitals, military un-

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

bility of internal disruption and collective violence. In

their efforts tc maintain s#ability and control, they have

evolved rather elaborate systems of rules and regulations,

with attendant sanctions for infractions. Juvenile correc-

tional 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 wilfully neglect, to
i 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-delinguent, 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
discbedience, 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)...

5.

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

Privation: of play and exercise

Sent to bed supperless at sunset .
Bread and water, for breakfast, dinner and supcer
Gruel without salt, for breakfast, dinner and supper
Camomile, boneset, or bitter herb tea, for breakfast,
dinner, and supper

Confinement in solitary cells

‘Corporal punishment, if absolutely necessary, or if

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

Despite the fact that our modern training schools often look



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 dif-
ferent from those used in 1827.l

Apart from the obvious difficulties in managing the near-
1y 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,Al974, pﬁ. 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 conéern because many écrrectional
administrators, as well as researchers, believe that it im-
pedes the treatment process, has an unsettling effect on other
youth, and leads to a greater propensity towgrd 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 regulaticns.

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). 1In a study
of six correctional institutions for boys, Zald and Street
found that although staff in each of the programs were pra-
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

rand is not something to be clamped down on immediately.

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
éatalyst 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
e

devoted to homespun strategies and technigues 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 adhérence to a so-called inmate
code. Inmates were socialized or "priscnized" 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 éurious that very few social scientists showed any
interest in the behavioral adaptations of inmates; instead
they concentrated almpst 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, 1965; Giallombardo, 1866 and 1974;
Akers, Hayner and Gruninger, 1974). Important as homosexual-
'i;y 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 homosexuality was the

dominant adaptation to prison argued that:



“"The reasons for rebelling, withdrawing, or accomo-
dating in prison are just as complicated as the
factors underlying homosexuality and they reguire in-

T,

vestigation in their own right" (Ward and Kassebaun,
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 al} the more surprising when viewed in the context
of Wolfgang's contention that "all tﬁe pa%t 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 juvenile correctional institutions, there has‘ﬁebn
some attention to behaviors other than homosexuality, par-
ticularly absconding (Clarke and Martin, 1971: Allen, 193%;
Tubeck aad Empey, 1968; Chase, 1975), critical incidents in-
cluding drug usé, 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-
lieved to be causally related to inmate behavior. Two basic
porspectives have been used to account for both attitudinal
and behavioral responses to imprisonment, and supporters of
each position have engaggd in continued debatés for over twen-

ty years.



The Importation Fers vective

One group of theorists, often callied the "diffusionists,”
assert that inmate responses to confiinement are largely a
function of their nonprison identities and experiences which
are "imported" intoc the correctional setting (Irwin and Cres-
sey, 1962; Ward and Kassebaum, 1965; Giallombardg,'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 Poclitician, and
Outlaw) ccrresponded rather closely to varyingvoffense pat -
terns, family and community experlerccs, and particular atti-
tudes toward crime and society which inmates brought wi*h
them (Scurag, 1961). ' Irwin and Cressey argued that their
three major role types (i.e., Thieves, Convicts, and Do

chts) all brought certain values and behavior pattefns to
prison with 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 Washlnaton, D. c.
where three inmate adaptive systems, labeled the Square, fhe
Cool and the Life, were found to coexist. These subsystems
were found to have different goals, codcs of accerptable ke~
hLavior, and means of mutual support and these differences were
believed to result from the prisoners'’ preVious socializa~-
tion in different normative reference groups, operaticnalized

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 inmates
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



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, 1965; Garabedfan, 1963; Wheeler, 1961;
Berk, 1966; Grusky, 1959, Street, Vinter and Perrow, 196§;

Tittle, 1972; Thomas and Foster, 1973).

In the Society of Captives Sykes conceptualized the
"vains of imprisonment; as including: the éeprivaticn\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
goéds and services; the deprivation of heterosexuai relation-
ships; the deprivation of autonomy, which includes irrational
and inconsistent application§ §f rulgs and regplations; and
the deprivation of security from the aggreésions of fellow
captiveé (Sykes, 1558) .Using thése categorieé, as well as
others, a multitude of researchers have tried to link them
to anti-staff attifudes and prisonization,‘the degree of in-
volvement in an inmate subculture, .and only infrequent}y,'to
the incidence of institutional misconduct.

In the original elaboratinn 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 mecﬁanisms that
emerges is an inmate social system, which énables the inmate

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 system 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 Therrett, 1975, p. 230).

In more recent attempts to us2 the deprivation model as
~an expicnation 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 responses of the inmates. 1In trying to
pfopose 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) whichk may have a variety of con-
sequences, including problem-sclving, 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 in atti-
tudes oL alienation 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 mcdels have
been contrasted 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 igteract to produce the norms
and behavior of the inmates. Indeed, the motivatiéns for iﬁ-
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
largef society (Thomas, 1970; Akers,'Hayner and Gruninger,

1974; Thomas, 1977; 'Zingraff, 1976).

The Control Perspective

In characterizing aspects of prlgon environments which
affect 1nst1tutlonal 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
vart, be conditioned by the oppor;unities and sanctions in
the setting.

Although the Deprivation Perspective assumes that the

freedom and autonomy which is inherent in more open and un-
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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 beha&iors, there will be more internalvdisorder. Dif-~
ferences in painé of imprisonment are believed to be relative-
ly unimportant in the prediction of misconduct because most
inmates will misbehave if the. opportunities are available

and sanctioniﬁg by staff or peers ig unlikely. ‘

Both the amoﬁnﬁ and type of misconduct would be related
to the opportunities available for eﬁgaging in these 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 ignored 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-
aied,‘the two which placed the highest emphasis on obedience
and containment had relatively low runaway rates (16 and 20
percent), while the two organizatiors 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 institution she studied, the staff patterns
of control and authority limited inmate associations; de~
creased privacy, and thus lim;ted 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 mgre custodial progfams because they have higher
ratios of deprivation to gratification and thus set the stage
for the developmént 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 éroup 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 indéed 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 painfgl ané chaotic.

Technigques of control may include environmentél con-

straints such as fences and locked cells, sécurity checks and

precautions by staff, such as censorship, searching, and hour-
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ly counts; detailed rules and policies for every contingency:
and certain and severe sanctions for discpedience. All of
these tzachniques mav, of coursé, be viewed 2s "pains of im-
prisonment” by inmates and may in fact intensify rather than
reduce incipient disorder. EHowever, there are other tvzes

of control that may lessen the opporfunity fer 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. Contrel based on the intense but friendly interac-
tion between staff and youth or by a full s;hedule of inter-
estinglaﬁd involving activities may be more positive function-
al alternatives to the usual custodial practices. 1In fact,
there is some evidence from a study of probation hostels‘for
adolescent males that absconding rates were lowest in pfo—
grams that were both less depriving aﬁd 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 cthers there was a marked lack of warmth énd
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 delinguency, and
stable characteristics of individuals which
affect their criminal orientaticns and be-
haviors, such as gender, race, and social
class.

Proposition II. The fregquency 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 youth
! 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 fighﬁing. 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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fectiveneséiof the three perspectives (importation, 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 gen-
eral.

Our present study is comparative, based on data collected
in fourteen juyenile correctional institutions in the United
States. With rare exceptions, studies of inmate responses to
confinement have been concentrated in maximum security adult
prisons, usually 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-
search may be of limited utility'ih understanding the adapta-
tions of juveniles to a variety of different correctional in-
stitutions. We are forgunate 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 somé of
the strengths and weaknesses in the present analysis of
institutional misconduct. Particﬁlar 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 yocuth and the reports 6f the staff regarding these be-
haviors will be compared, in order to deal with some of the
issues regarding the validity of self-reported delinguency.
Since efforts to develop a typology of misconduct were un-
successful, scales measuring the frequency of each particular

behavior as well as the freguency of all serious misconduct

were developed. Differences in the fregquency 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 presanted. Zero order correlations between each of these
vériables 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 oﬁ importation var-
iables can account for simultaneously, and to determine the
relativé importance of these variables. '

In the sixth chapter, the same basic procedures will be
used to examine the contributibn of variables represénting
the deprivation perspective. Rather than relying on objec-
tive characteristics of programs and/or the observations of
outsiders to measure déprivation, we will use the perceptions
of the inmates themselves regarding the "pains of imprison-
ment."” lincluded 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 meaéures regarding the perceived ineffec-
tiveness of the institutional process, inability to partic;-.
pate in policy decisions, negative felationships 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 cof
institutional misconduct. Then we will turn again 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 types of misconduct, and the amount of control youth
wefe willing to exercise over their peers. Zerc 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 miscogduct will be‘run, using
signiticant variablzs from all tﬁree perspectives in ordef
to understand the total contribution of all three models to
the explanation, as well as to be able to sort out the rela-
tive contribdtion oi each. Following this, separate regres-
sion analyses will be done for eacﬁ type of instituticn in
order to discover if certain models are most effective in
understanding misconduct in particular types of institutions.

In this chapter, Qe also will examine the effect of long
periods of confinement in each of the three types of'ihsti—
tutions wé studied. The previous delinquent activities of
youth will be controlled, in order to find out whether cer-
tain types of programs seem to foster more misconduct, par-
ticularly among youth who have been incarcerated for nine
monthé 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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FOOTNOTES

See, for example, Xenneth Wooden, Weeping ‘in the Play-
time of Others: America's Incarcerated Children, Mc-

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 gquantitative 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 METHODOLOGY
The research presented in this dissertation is based on
data collected between 1973 and 1974 by the National Assess-
ment of Jﬁvenile Corrections at the Univers;ty of Michigan.
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the sample selec-
tion, methods of data collection, and proceéures for analysis
and interprgtation 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 progrums, including group homés and day treatment facilit-
ies, through a two-stage probability sample design.l For the
first 'stage, sixteen states were selected on the basis of re-~
gional dist;ibuﬁion, admission‘rate changes of juveniles in
public institutions between 1966 and 1971, and specific char-
acteristics of quenile justice systems.2 In the second stage,
institutions and community-bésed 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: '

1. 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 délinquents, informally committed as consent
docket cases, or classified as detention residents

4. Provide less than 4 contact hours a day outside of
the dinstitution for at 1eaét 80 percent gf the clien-
tele. |

Female and coeducational programs were deliberately overrep-
represented in the sample because so little attention héd
been paid to them in the past and so thatlcomparative anal-
yses by sex would be possible.

There were a number of changes in the sample between tle
time iﬁ was drawn and attual field activity. Some of the nro-
grams originally selected were not éuitable for inclusion be-
cuse they‘were subsequently discontinued or because it was.
later discovered that they did not fit the ériteria for élas—
sification as an institution. There were only two instances
of administrative refusal for reéearch participétion. In all
of these cases, programs believed to be quite similar to
" those originally sampled were substituted.

v Sixteen programs were finally selected and studied as
institutions by the National Assessment of Juvenile Correc-

1 tions but in the present analysis only fcourteen of thése 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 daéa

from the youth questionnaires.4~ The fourteen facilities we

.retained are clearly "total institutions" in that they pro-



vide residential care and educational serxrvices (academic and/
or vocational) on grounds for most of their clientele. They
are clearly different from more "community-based" programs
'such as groué 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
con;ained two separate campuses located over a mile apart
with separate séhools, 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 guite distinctive treatment programs.
More detailed descriptions of the differences within these
two institutions will be presented in the following chapter.

Tabie 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 population.5 In loocking 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.
Sequoia6 is nine times as large as Sweet Laurel. Half of the
institutions in our sample contain more than seventy-six child-
ren; this is almost exactly the same as found in the 1966
census of institutions for predelingquent and delinguent child-
ren, in which nearly half of them (483%) were providing care

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



TABLE 2.1 SELECTED CHARACTERiSTICS OF SAMPLED INSTITUTIONS

INSTITUTION TOTAL AVERAGE SIZE AUSPICES REGION - CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH

SIZE OF LIVING UNIT Sex Percent Age Range
- Nonwhite
Cedar Hills 170 25 Public N. Central Male 60% 13-17
Cheshire® 54 18 Public N. East Coed 35 13-17
Dogwood b 190 40 Public South Male 75 14-19
FieldstoB 51 21 Public South Female 57 13-17
Gillston 130 22 Public South Male 66 10-20
Greyshire 74 18 Public N. East Coed 29 13-18
Hickory Creek 68 24 Evivate N. Central Male 32 11-21
Juniper ) 42 10 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 10 _ 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 Fublic Weet Male 73 13-20
Sweet Laurel 38 12 Public N. East - Female 58 13-18

Wildwood 68 10 Private South - Male _ 30 8~18

¥e

@ Cheshire and Greyshire are subdivisions of one institution

b Fieldston and Gillston are subdivisions of one institution

€ The percent nonwhite is based on the self-reports of the youih 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 propvorticn
under these auspices in the 1966 census (Paprenfort and Xil-
patrick, 1970, vol. 1, 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%
ofAthe public pfogfams but less than 15% of the private facil-
ities held over one hundred children (Pappenfort and Rilpat-
rick, 1970, Vol. 3, p. 15).

Half of the sampled programs are female or coeducational
in composition which is a result of deliberate bversampling.
In 1966, nearly sixity 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 |
but this was only ‘true of 20% of the femaie and 33% of the
cored 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
6ver eighteen being confined. |

Despite the changes from the original sampling design and
the departures from a strict probability sample, we are rea-
sonably donfident that these programs are typical of institu-~
tions for delinguent youth in the United States. It is impor-
tant to realize that these procedures produced a sample of

Erograms,'not a sample of all youth 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 guestionnaire administration. 1In this analysis,
we raly primarily on questionnaires administered to the youth
and staff, a Service Unit Questionnaire completed by selected
administrativé staff, observations of field staff as written
in an observation schedule and narrative reports, and person-
al observations. Since the gquestionnaires 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

BT
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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 Delinguencv: Recent Research

UOntil 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 and 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 ccoperate 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

of Family Relationships and Delinguen: Eehavior, by

F. Ivan Nye, American Sociological Review, <<v, (1960},
p. 283)

It is egually 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 delinguency while uncoopeiative 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 corré-
lations (Erickson and Empey, 1963; Hackler and Lautt, 1969;:
Voss, 1963; Elliott and Voss, 1974; Gold, 1970). 1In Gold's
study, the recorded police contacts of 94 male and female
juvenile proﬂationers were compared with their own reports of
delinquent behavior as elicited by card-sorting, followed by
interviewing. ‘The éamma between the number of chargeable
police contacts and the number of significant delinguent 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 thgy found an ove:all.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 (Elliott 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 coméa:ison of self-
reported and official delinquency may be'too demanding, El-
liott and Voss compared the percentage of subjects failing
to report any delinquent‘act of the same or greater degree of
seriousness than their official;y recorded offenses. 1In 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, thoﬁgh 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. ﬁlliott and Voss found that there
Qeée approximately 5 police contacts for every 100 self-re-
ported offenseé 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 (Elllott 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 éaught 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 guestionnaire reséonses
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 delingquent behavior had previously been made on the
questionnaire.

Still anothér approach akin to that of comparing official
records and self-reports is to obtain‘testimony from others
about the delinquency of youth. Comparisoné are then made
between the reports of informants and self—reports.. Infor-
mants in taese studies have ranged from teachers, to peers,
to trainel 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 committed 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 delinguent behavior. Uninformed
interviewers were used to ask the named offender about their
delinguent 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 responéents from Flint, Mich-

igan told their interviewers about either the same incidents
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that informants had previouslyArevealed or about more recent
offenses in the same offense category; another 10 to 12% ad-
mitted to similar offenses but not precisely the same; and
only 10 to 15% denied having committed 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'lipforma—
tion comes from the lips of the offender, then the validity

of the informants’® testimony is as questionable as the direct
self-reports of delinguents. And it would be extremely diffi-

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

be unobserved and unreported.

Teachers' testimony with regard to the delinquency of
seventh and ninth grade male pupils was compared to self-re-
ported delinguency data in a study by Hackle:r 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;
blem in school in the future" and "What wouldbyou guess this
student's éhanges 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 delinguent behavior as
measured by self-reports. They believe that this "provided
the strongest internal evidenée for the validity of the self-
report measure." (p.'102). Of course, it is possible to
argue that youth who are consisténtly 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
delinqguen* behavior of the youth they are idéntifying than
what they are told by these youth, both measures may actually
be selr-reports and slightly tautological. This technique

is probably most useful if applied to the checking of speci-
fic behaviors which are generally publicly visiﬁle 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 examgle, Johnston asserted
the validity 6f self-reported illegal drug use because the
reports related strongly and in expected directions to var-
jables 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). 1In another interesting variant of this technique,
Stinchcombe validated his index of kehavioral 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 interview 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., Bachman,
1970; Gold and Mann, 1972; Kulik et al, 1968; Nye, 1958;
Hardt and Peferson, 1968).

On the other hand, it was almost axiomatic that delinquen-
cy was related t6 socigl class and the lower the social class
of the youth's{family, the more delinguent he or she was like-
ly to be. This proposition has not been confirmed by the
use of self-report measures. In fact Gold's Flint study found
a statiétically reliable, but small, inverse relationship
(Gold, 1970). Other studies both of a national and local
nature have tanded to confirm this nonfinding (e.g., Bachman,
1970; Empey and Erickson, 1966; Faine, 1974; and Nye, 1958).
Thouch this has tended to increase the importance attached to
studies using self-report mzasures 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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surea, i.e., delinquent behavior. Nye and Short used this
“"known group” approach to compare male high school pupils and
training school boys, and were éble to discriminate betﬁeenA
the two groups with 86 percent accuracy (Nye and Short, 1957).
Reiss and Rhodes were able to discriminate at leagﬁimcderate—
ly between youth with and without court records (Reiss and
Rhodes, 1961). Empey and Lubeck found significant differences
betweén'youth with and without court appearances, especially
with gegard to involvement of peers in ﬁisconduct (Empey and
Lubeck,. 1968). '

There are a whole set of procedures used in the coﬁstruc-
tion of questionnaires to identify invaiid résponses. Cne of
ﬁhe most ~ommon is the incorporation of "lie scales" or "so-
cial desirability scales" which include iﬁems such as "I
have always told the truth;" or "I never think badly of my
clésest friends." Aﬁother is to include some negative se;f—
report items which can be checked against other records such
as: "How hany féilure marks did &ou get on your report c;rd
éhis year?" orv"How many timeé 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-
strﬁment to the same respondents, looking for internal con-
sistency in answers to similar questions or to the same gques-
tions at different places in the guestionnaire, or using the

same item in different question and response formats. 1In 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 guestions; consultation with
elementary education reading specialists, pilot testing,
limitation of the reporting pericd 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 guestionnaires
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



36

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 importantvfactor in the honesty and
raccuracy of self-reporting is the extent to which respondents
believe in the confidentiélity of their answers. It has be-
come increasingly clear that guarantees of anonymity are far
lesé important than protecting confidentiality. In a study
'conductcd by Joéephson, Haberman and Zanes, arodnd 1,000
students in two metropolitan East Coast high schools were ad-
ministered drug questionnaires.with varying degrees of anony-
mity. One version was totally anonymous,lone version contain-
ed a coded number based on the fespondents' name ana 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 comélete anénymity.
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-
fldentlalltx of their reports are protected. (A Te~
assuring safeguard is to obtain immunity from subpcena
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 1870." (Gold, unpublished, p. 15).

Data Collection: Gaining Access to the Institution

Initial contact with public institutions was made throﬁgh
discussions with officials in,the‘state central juvenile jus-
tice agency and appropriate clearances were obtained from
these state offlclals. Programs under local or private aus-
pices were contacted dlrectly This firstvcontact 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 régarding
field‘acgivity. 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 contracﬁ 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 d;sruption of ongoing programs or to intrude
~on the free time of youﬁh or staff.

Dufing this visit, field staff were usually given a fair-
;y thorough tour: of the facilitj 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 stgff could be made.
| Any documentary materials 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. '

Aftar the field staff returned from an advanced visié, a
detailed report was written discussing all aspects of their
negotiations and describing the program. Whenever possible,
one of the field staff who had previewed an instituticn was in-

~cluded on the actual site visit to facilitate the entfy of
'the rest of the team.

NAJC field teams visited each institution between the
spring of 1973 and the winter of 1974.7 The size of the
field team was determined both by the size of the youth and
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 the grounds 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 tﬁe institution.to discuss their impressions, to dis-
cover discrepancies in information, and.tb 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
field staff during their visits to the other six proérams in
order to absorb the flavor and charactér of the place as much
as possible. ‘

Data Collection: Development and Administration of
Youth Questionnaire R

Considerable time and thought was devoted to the construc-
tion of a rather lengthy (41 page) survey inst;ﬁmept entitled
"What Do You Think?" t6 be administered to.éll available
youth in both the institutions and community-~based programs.8
The previous experience of the principal investigators, Rose-
mary Sarri and Robert Vinter, in studying youth in correction-
al institutions proved extremely importént in designing the
questionnaire, as did other ﬁrevious studies of tétal 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 disru?t 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 administration -would be satisfactory to
the institution personnel. Field staff insisted on administer-
ing ih. instrument without the presence of institutional staff
and this was accomplished despite concerns from some programs.
There wer2 only minimal discipline problems and these were
generally only initial rowdy comments which subsided after
a few meoments. - '

As each potential respondent came into the room, he or
shekwas asked to sit down around a table or at a desk, at
some distanée from other youth so that the answers would re-
main privéte and so that verbal interactian between youth
would be minimized. Until the whole group had aséembled,
field staff chatted informally with yéuth and answered any
questions about the project’that arése. Many youth expressed
some anxiety abou£ 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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‘test because they knew youth understood the word and also that
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clear that many staff had presented the questionnaire as a

several staff, despite our instructions, had literally for-
ced ycuth to attend the administration.

We asked all youth to consider staying inathe room for
five or ten minutes while we explained details of the gues-
tionnaire administration, but 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
énéwers of each of them were important, because not all of them
had the same experiences, thoughts, and.feelings about the
program. We stressea the voluntary nature ofltheir partici-
pation and the fact thét though their efforts would not be
directly helpful to them, they might be able to improve the
future chances for other young people. We stfessed 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
themselves would not be revealed to the public. We wanted
youth to complete the guestionnaires by themselves without
looking at anyone else's answers. If there were any gques-
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 (sce
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 programé 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 gfoups in the car trunk and
knew we meant it. We also clearly indicated to youth that
they did not have to sign their names to this questionnaire
and that the only reason séaces for such signatures weré 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,
bu£ 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 ycuth. 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 guestions; these were con-
tained in a manual which the administrator read along with
the written question. Some of these instructions were de-
signed to be read only when elicited by questions or bewil-

dered expressions on the part of respondents, while others
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were standard. Some youth preferred to go on ahead of the
feader and they were allowed to do so, though their attenticn
was always called to parts that required verbal instructions.
The average length of time youth took to complete the ques-
tionnaire was a little less than an hour, though scme tock 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 thesé 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 observe 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 gquestionnaire youth were given in-
dividual Certificates of Appreciation with their namés clear-
ly written on them. This document on embossed paéer had the
seal of the University of Michigan, stating that a "Certifi-
cate of Appreciation" is awarded to (name of réespendent) for
contributing to social science research sponsored by the U.S.
Government and conducted under the auspices of the University
of Michigan.9

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.

t was necessary in certain instances to administer the ques-
tionnaire individually because of the location of certain re-
spoandents (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 administratién or
to see them individually; '

It is difficult to present more than an approximation oﬁ
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 list Af resident youth
impossible to procure. Moreover, even during the five to
seven days of a site visit the base population often fluctua-
ted. 1In Table 2.2 we can see that the response rates across
all foufteen 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 gquestions had
higher nonresponse rates than others for a variety of reasons.

Anonymity of youth responses was a matter of personal
choice. 1In introducing the questionnaire we assured fouth
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 wishedlto provide their name
and address for pﬁrposes of possible foliow—up studies. If

they chose to do this, we also asked them for the name of a
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TABLE 2.2 YOUTH POPULATION AND QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE,
BY INSTITUTION .

INSTITUTION ' YOUTH POP. USABLE YOUTH " RESPONSE
AT VISIT QUESTIOWNAIRES ‘ RATE
Cedar Hills 170 132 77.6%
Cheshire 54 . 49 90.7
Dogwood 190 146 76.8
" Fieldston 51 _ . 37 72.5
Gillston 130 .93 71.5
Greyshire 74 71 95.9
Hickory Crazaek 68 56 ‘ 82.4
Juniper 42 37 88.1
LakesiAde 150 116 . 77.3
Magnolia l 133 128 96.2
Marigold . 44 ' 40 90.9
Piney Bluff 116 ’ 114 98.3
Rosebud 83 80 96. 4
Sequoia 347 (142 subsample)l24 o 87.3
Sweet Laurel 38 36 94.7
Wildwood 68 " 67 98.5
TOTAL 1553 1326 ' 85.43

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 names and ad-
dresses, thus voluntarily relinguishing their anonymity.

This is consistent with the experiences of both Hamblin 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 be%ore potentially difficult questions,
emphasis was placed on the normalization of theseacts. Ra-
ther éhan prefacing questions with "Did you..., we asked them,
‘"How often did you..." to establish the presumption that many
of these behaviors were both frequent and widespread.

In general we bkelieve that the responses oﬁ youth reflect
honest attempts to respond as accurately and fully as possible
to & 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 ésked youth to indicate their perceptions about the

validity of the guestionnaires by asking them two questions:

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

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

Very ﬁuch so

Quite a bit

Not very much

Not at all
These questions were placed at different points in the ques-
tionnaire. 1In 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 repqrted that they had given valid answers.

There is much more Qariation aéross programs in youth's
perceptiong of others' cradibility than of their own honesty{
In some programs only about a third of the youth thought
that others had given valid resvonses, 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 re-
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 PERCENT WHOSE QUESTION-

ALL OR MOST YOUTH  NAIRES GAVE THEIR TRUE
WILL GIVE HONEST FEELINGS (VERY MUCH OR
ANSWERS QUITE A BIT)
ﬂ% Cedar Hills 48.3 (130) © 78.8 (132)
Cheshire 55.1 {49) 89.3 (49)
Doéwodd 53.1 (145) 81.9 (144)
Fieldston 52.8 (36) 89.2 (37)
Gillston 31.8 (88) 78.3 (92)
Greyshire 67.6 (71) 91.6 (71)
Hickory Creek 56.4 (55) ~ 92.8 (55)
Juniper  43.2 (37) 70.2 (37) ;
Lakeside 39.3 (112) 91.1 (112)
‘ Magnolia 39.6 (124) 89.0 (127)
‘ Marigold 66.6 (39) : 92.5 (40)
Piney Bluff 80.6 (113) 86.8 (113)
: Rosebud 55.7 (79) 91.3 (80)
i : Sequoia 60.5 (119) ~90.2 (122)
3 Sweet Laurel 55.6 (36) 88.3 (34)
Wildwood ' 67.2 (64) 89.4 (66)
§ : TOTAL 53.9 (1297) 6.6 (1311)

Obviously youth have no real way of knowing whether or not

¢ other youth answered the gquestions 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




istic ienorance.

Pluralistic ignorance of inmates regarding the opinions
v of other inmates has been consistently found in studies of
adult prisons. Cloward, Wheeler, and more recently, Akers
fouﬁd 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 groﬁp factors which
are known to affect perceptual accaracy, including the indi-
vidual characteristics of the perceiver, the characteristics
of the perceived, the relationshlp between the perceiver and
the perceived, the content area of the perception, the intec-
action between the persons, and the position in the communica-
tion net of the perceiver. 1In many or even wmost correction-
al settings, there afe a variety of these féctors 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" was constructed to tap many of

the same dimensions as the Youth Questionnaire. In addition,
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items included experiences in working with youth ad 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 3 greater response and would eliminate problems of
misunderstanding.’ Room was left at the 'end for'any‘comments
staff wished to make and many of them wrote extensively
througt.icut the guestionnaire.

The Staff Questionnaire was a self-administered instru-
ment desicned to be filled out by staff members individua.ly
at times that would Le convenient to themn. FieldAteam mem-
bers tried to talk to each staff member personally at the
time the gquestionnaire 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
aé completely as possible. Often a routine staff meeting
allowed a few minutes for field téam members to discuss the

questions with groups of staff.
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Staff members were urged to return the answered question-
naire dﬁring’the site visit, either directly to a field team
member, to a sealed cardboard box placed iﬁ 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 visiﬁ, efforts were made tolprovide 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 aloné 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 uséd to avoid duplication of responses
and to recontact staff who had not returned them. If staff
were concerned about this numbering procedu;e, 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 werse
theirs. In fact a small proportion of staff did tear off the
numbers and many of them sealed the qﬁestionnaire 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 prﬁgrams to exert more effort to
contact staff having direct conﬁact with youth than thecse 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 considerakly by institution. Ac;oss
the fourteen institutions in the sample, half (49.7%) of the
aQailable staff responded to the questionnaire, though in
some programs the response rate was less than 25%.

There are a variety of reasons for the relatiQely lower
response rates among staff.than youth. Scme of the gquestions,
though gleaneéd from earlier research, proved to be difficult

 for staff to answer or understand fully.l0

. In their frustra-
tion or anger with these questions, some staff either gave up
or refused to f£fill out the queétionnaire. 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
toock 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, even' though
they were assured by field staff of the anonymity and coﬁfi—

dentiality of their responses, they may have regarded the re-




TABLE 2.4 STAFF POPULATION AND QUESTIONNAIRE RESDPONSE RATE,

BY INSTITUTION

STAFF POgULATION USZABLE STAFF

INSTITUTION RESPONSE

AT VISIT QUESTIONNAIRES RATE
Cedar Hills 114 47 41.2%
Cheshi:e_ang,

Greyshire 152 69 45.4
Dogwood 108 46 42.6
Fieldston and

Gill§ton 134 57 42.5
Hickory Creek 69 48 69.6
Juniper 30 5 16.7
Lakeside 135 69 51.1
Magnolia 83 51 61.4
Marigold 28 24 85.7
Piney Bluff 173 57 - 32.9
Rosebud 58 41 70.7

' Sequoia 146 87 59.6
Sweet ' Laurel 45 26 57.8
Wildwood 22 18 81.8

TOTAL 1297 645 49.7%
a

This refers only to staff population having direct contact

with youth, including executives, medical perseonnel, treat-
ment staff, cottage personnel and security staff and educa-

tion staff.

staff lists.

title here?

This is again only the direct contact staff based

responses to the gquestion: What is your position

Though for purposes of later data analysis
within one institution are considered separately,

An approximation is used based on available

on their
or job

units
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
the differential response.ll

It must be remembered that we tcok great pailns to sepa-
rate ourselves from the top levels of the administrative struc-
ture so that no one{youth or étaff) would feel that they were
forced to cooperate or respond. To some extent, this probably
reduced the numbers of spaff who took the time to answer our
gquestions. |

staff were asked not to consult with each other in filling
out the questionnaire,but we realize that some‘collaboration
prdbably dia take place. As a frequent cbserver of correc-
tional programs has stated: .

"Anyone who ha§ spent any time at ail 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." (Giallombardo,

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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tive during the advance visit.' We asked that it be fillg?
out either by the executive or by administrators deéignatéd
by him who understood the aspects of pérticular program com-
ponents. Thé schedule included sections con the educational
program, recreation} treatment services, control structure,
intake p¥ocedqres, 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 spént considerable time fe-
viewing and retrieving parts of it. Often we had to reguest
some of the sections by mail af;er the visit because there,
wasn't enough time for aéministrators to finish it before we
left. Requnge 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 Qay 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. In a few instances, however, the
same section was given to more than one person oy éccident
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 cne of
them was more familiar Qith 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 beéan

to see that even official policy may be rather ambiguous. 1In
other words, the Service Unit Questibnnaife might not be as
'reliabie or valid an indicator of total program policy as a
perception on the part of an administrator about what it should
be. 1In 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'prccédures noted by staff and youth on the visit.

Data Collection: Observation Schedule and Narrative Re-
ports by Field Staff

Because it was important to be able to compare féatures
of the physical environment of programs, NAJC field staff had
a standa;dized 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 tﬁe pro-

duction of a narrative report of the field work which focused
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specifically on thé 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, calendars, 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 reéulted 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 thé 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 fiela trips which were taped and evaluated, and
- by careful editing of field notes.

As expected, the observea 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
Intérnal Resfrictions. 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 tﬁat
they 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 they 'still suffer
from several limitations. First and foremost 1is the ever-
éreseht 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, £ield 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

e
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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 organizational 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
yvear, 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 tﬁe compar-
ative analysis of organizations because it becomes Qery dif-
ficult to control for fluctuations over time.

The validity of evaluative statements by field staff is
at times gquestionable because such judgements are always sub-
ject to the past experiences and fr;mes 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 Collegtion: Coding of Questionnaires

The field cocrdinator conducted a debriefing session upon
completion of the site visit, at which time the guestionnaires

were edited for legibility and clarification of terms. Local

e,
S,

argot was translated into standard terms for coding purposes. "
Each questionnaire was coded by two different trained rer-
sons. Any quesﬁions about the meaning of certain responses
were discussed with 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. Inter-coder

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 thén the original guestionnaire

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 impgriant, therefore, to develop éound ways of
characterizing sets of such organizations so that comparative
analyses can be facilitated. 1In 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 the broad types will be described in
terms of selected»organizational characteristics,

Next we will turn té the task of describing the freguency
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 the extent to which various kinds of mis-
behavicr are committed by youth alcne or in groups. 1In 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 analvses,
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. 1Items 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 factofing with iteration and varimax
rotation, artificial dimensions (factors) are generated that
correlated highly with several of the original variables and
are independenf cf 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) tb construct an index. Each item wés weighted equal-
ly and the resulting scale usually consisted of the_a§eraged
'items.lz

For all scales, correlations betwéen each of the items
composing a scale and item-to-scale analyses were done using
Pearson Product Momant Correlations. Correlations between the‘
various scales were also calculafed to assess the extent to
which fhey 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 independént variables
and each dependent variable are presented for each explana-
tory model. These bivariéte analyses are amplified by the
use of linear multiple regression to determine the relative
eontribution of each of the independent variables tc the ex-
plénation of vériance in misconduct,as well as to determine
the proportion of vafiation in the dependent variable accoun-
ted for by the total of all the independent Variableé.

Once the explanatory power of'each of the three models is
examined, we will turn to the use of multiple regression anal-
ysis té assess the appropriateness of the combination of the
models in expiaining institutional misconduct. Significant
variables from each of the three models will be merged into
a single predictor set,and misconduct will be regressed 6n
this set for the total sample and forveach of the three pro-
gram types sebarately. In this sense we will try to control
for the interaction of program type and predictor variables.

Further analyses will céntrol‘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 cach of
the three program types.

It is important to nots that in the ﬁse of techniques of
data aﬂalysis such as multiple regression and correlation we

fail to meet the basic requirements of interval level measure-
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ment and normal distributions. Much of ocur data is at the

ordinal level. Differences in opinion with regard to the use

'of these and other technigues such as path analysis on ordi-

nal and even ncminal data exist,but many researchers support
their use even when assumpticns are not met. In recommending
the use of dummy coding for nominal variables, Bohrnstedt

and Carter contended that any error of measurement is more
than made up for by the rcbustness or power of regression
analysis. They stated that, "..,.the regression model is, in
fact, fairly robust in the presence of viclations of many o=
the required assumptions..." (Bohrnstedt and Carter, 1971:
138-140). \ . » ‘ .

Labovitz, in supporting this position, stated that:

"Although some small error may accompany the treatment

of ordinal variables as if they were 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 of 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
readey) to urderstand 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 c¢an say that in the empirical

world the association produced by nature is not great-
er than that produced by a chaice (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 variables, 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
cut off point in discussion of relationships of associations
at the .0l 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 interoretations.

Summary
The present study is based on data collected by the Na-
tional Assessment of Juvenile Corrections between 1973 and

15974 in forty-two juvenile correctional programs in sixteen
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states. Though this larger prcject 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
thelprograms 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 wefe 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 siée,'auspices, geographical region, ;nd‘
characteristics of the youth population such as sex, age and
race. Though there ére departures from a strict probablility
sample and from the original sampling désign, these programs

represent a close approximation to the variety of institutions

for delingquent 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 Questicnnaire,
Staff Questionnaire, Service Unit Questionnaire, Observation
Schédule, and Narrative Report; " In the use of all of them,
respondents were guaranteed confidentiality and voluntary
participation, and efforts were made to ¢ontinually 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
potential éarticipants. -

Problems of validity and reliability in all the instru-
ments were discussed, with particﬁlar emphﬁsis placed on eval-
uating youth self-reports of delinquent behavior. Reference
is made to past self-report studies and comparisons of tech-
nigques 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 responseé to similar items in order to highlight certain
key program dimensions.

The Service Unit Questionnaire, whiéh was filled out by

selected key administrative personnel in each program, will

£
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be used primarily as an indicatiocn 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,
Instruménts which weré 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, cuneck evidence; and have highly

trained, consistent research staff overcame these problems to
some exient. Moreover, the plan of analysis is to use a
variety of types of data to mage specific poincs 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
ipstitutional settings, we plan to develop a classification of
these settings acéording to their compliance/manaéement 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 fo discover any patterns
of the cffenses in institutional settings.

Data reduction is necessary because of the large number
of variables which may be related to misconduct, Scales and
indices will be constructed and validated inlorder 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 téward explaining the
variance in misconduct. ' B

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 usgd despite the fact that we are, in most
cases, concerned with the universe rather than a sample of.
fhe 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 frem this data must
be viewed with considerable cauticon. 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
occurfing 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 have encountered in this com-
parative research, it is important to emphasize that the data
base is probably the largest and most'coﬁprehénsive 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 for the analysis of institu-

tional misconduct.
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FPOOTNOTES

" 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: NAJC, University of Hich-
igan, 1872; Wolfgang L. Grichting, Sampling Plans and
Results. Ann Arbor, Michigan: NAJC = University of Mich-
lgan, 1973; and Robert Vinter et al, Time Out: A National
Study of Juvenile Correctional Programs. Ann Arbor,
Michigan: NAJC, The University of Michigan, 1976.

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

Institutions were only drawn from fifteen of the original
sixteen states because insufficient information about oae
state was available at the time of the sampling.

The first program which was deleted was actually a halilway
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 validity and reliability in the questionnaires. This
program contained the youngest population 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.

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 sSocial climate" than the resident-utaff
ratio. (Moos, 1968).

All of the names of institutions are pseudonyms.
Field resecarch 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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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
"Jocals" 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 progect 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 the population was drawn using a table of
random numbers.

Despite initial misgivings by many field staff as to the
incentive value of this document, it proved to be very
meanlanul for most youth and we noted that it was cften
frame2 in their rocms.

Verbal as well as written comments indicated to us that
there were some severe problems with the use of many of
the guestions that had worked well in past studies, parti-
cularly questions dealing with attitudes about delinguents
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
guestions. It is clear, moreover, that there were serious
problems on certain questions due largely to response for-
mats which were misinterpreted or which regquired skills
that many staff did riot 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
that many of these problems could have been adeguately

. handled. It becomes obvious that the guestionnaire was

well understood by the more educat=d 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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Problems in gaining the confidence and cooperation of
staff have been noted in mgst research on correctional
programs. 2ingraff, for example, noted that eyen after
six months, "we remained outsiders and were treated as
such by many of the staff" (Zingraff, 1976: 38),

Scale items were usually averaged to handle the problens
of missing data on one or more of them. 1In summing then,
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

.summed 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 II1I
A CLASSIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS BY
COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

WwNearly all researchers concede that there are important
di;?erences among correcticnal institutions, yet bases for
comparative analyses are relatively undeveloped. Untii re-
cently, $ingle case studies of prisons and training schools
have beep the fule, and attempts to replicate these in other
settings have been éhe exception. Most of the comparative
studies have focused on two or three programs, selected be-
cause of obvious differences in goals, intervention strate-
gies, ané/or cha;aéteristics of cllenteie.l

Despite differences in the ways in which programe have’
been selected for comparative study, they are usually con-
trasted with each other using some variant of the cusﬁody—
treatment typology, because it embraces such a wide variety
of distinguishing organizational 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 driginal cnstody—treatﬁent 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--
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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 pericd of many years. Yet there has been little
consistency in the ways in which particular programs are
plaéed 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 fvinter and Janowitz, 1959;
Grusky, 1959; Zald, 1962; Street, 1965; Berk, 1966; Street,
Vinter and Perrow, 1966). The organization's dominant goals
were beiieved to be linked to Belief systems and assumptions
about change. These beliefs‘and goals were expected to ke
reflected in differences in staff perceptions of institution-
al purpose and assumptions about the inmates,‘day-to—day
operating patterns, and staff modesrof 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 reqguire 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

as. problematic, 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 expec.od
to generate clearcut differences in inmate responses and
attitudes toward staff, other inmates, and the institution.
The institutions on the custodial end of the con*inuum were
found to be perceived as both more depriving and more puni-
tive and rigid than those on the treatment side. 1In their
study of six juvenilé correctional institutions for males,
the authors found striking differences in most aspects of
organizatiocnal 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 the continuum: obedience/conformity;
reeducation/development; and treatment. Critics have argued
that the'reeducation/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 (Giéllombardo, 1974,

p. 10). and, in fact, it does seem difficult to assume that
institutions allowing this much freedom have lower balances
cf gratifjcation-deprivation and more control and authority
over youth than the closed "treatment™ institutions.2

Others argue that the goals of the executive may not be

fully implemented by staff members, and thus that official
goal statements aré not really sperative in terms of organ-
izational functioning (Giallombardo, 1974; Empey and Lubeck,
1971). A more basic problem than poor implementaticn of ex-
ecutive policy, however, is whether one can really distin-
gulsh between custody and treatmeht goals. Akers, for exam—
ple, argues tha£ 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 attentiocon
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 correcticnal 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 ithree 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-
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- tation, interviews with state officials, an advance visit,
and the presencé or absence of treatment resources, Giallom-
barde proceeded to classify the three programs as custody,
intermediate, and treatment types. Yet in the actual course
,0f 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 and subcultural patferns. 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

i» the size and the auspices under which they operate,
the organizational problems fcced 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. This swiygests 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 +he major
explanatory variablé, Giallombardo maintains that the Street,
Vinter and Perrow analysis also suffers from inadeguate 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. 11)
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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 és size, stalff-
inmate ratic, or number of treatment per;onnel. 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 mcre 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 déta 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 invéstigators rated each institution on nine spe-
cific factors: (1) architecture; {(2) administrative goals
and étructure; (3) classification and diagnostic procedures;
(4) work and employment of inmates; (5) aducation and train-
ing programs: (§) counseiling and treatment programs; (7)
security and custody practices; (8) ratios and gualifica-
tions of treatment and custodial personnel; and (9) policy
on visiting and outside contact. (Akers, Hayner, and Grunin-

ger, 1974, p. 412)
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Using tape-recorded interviews and observé%ions which
had been transcribed into descriptive statements on each of
the nine dimensions, three judges rated each priscn on a
seven pcint scale for each dimensicn. The ratings cn all
‘nine dimensions were then summed to obtain a scare for each
prison from each judge. The scores for the nine 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 adeguate for
their purposes and "is clearly‘more elaborate and objective
than that used in those few instances of previous research
which attempted to array two or more institutions on a
custody-treatment continuum” (Akers, circa 1973, unpublishedl
p. 117). |

Though it is certainly more elaborate than most schemes
for ra£ing institutions, thé procedure is really no more
precise than the composite analyées contained in prior re-
search. Ideal-typical specifications are given for each di-
mension as guidelines for the ratings, but there is no check-
list of easily coded items. 1In 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 of custody practices.
Further, we are given no information as to the relationship
of each of the niﬁe 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 iﬂcofporation of specific treat-
ment methods. Studt, Messinger and Wilson developed four
organizational types, based on the elaboration of the origi-
nal treatment organization, calléd: custodial, educational,
psychotherapeutic, and group treatmené (Studt, et. él., 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. 1000). And Feld
elaboraéed this to get the fourfold typology of individual
custody, group cusﬁédy,'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 fairly easy to determine
the‘predominant iﬁtervention strategy used by an institution
and to classify them this way.

One dimension that is often impliéd but usually neglected
in cperationalizing the custody-treatment distinction is the
extent to which the inmates participate in the decision-mak-
ing structure. Shichor nggests that organizations should
be classifed at léast in part by the extent to which they

are peremptory or participatory. A peremptory organization
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is charaéterized by a centralized decision-making process in
which peolicies flow down to the clients. A participatory
institution is based on the shafing cf decisions among all
segments of the organization including inmates {Shichor,
1970, p. 36-37). Participatory organizations tend to be
those called group treatment by theorisfs such as studt,
Ohlin, and Feld. Studies in both juvenile and adult facil-
ities have shown some important differences between 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 difiicult. Most juvenile
correctional institutions aré not ideal types and they con—‘
tain elemants of both orientations. Particularly when tﬁe
institutions have not becn selected purposively by their
relative emphasis on cus£ody or treatment, classifying them
may be a rather uncharted course.

Development of the Compliance/Management Typology of Insti-
tutions

In deciding on a particular typoloéy for our sample of
sixteen institutions, we were guided by the following consi-
derations: | |

1. 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. The 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.

S. Thefe 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 administrati?e cadres were in many ways quite
similar, and that the differences we noted among the institu-
tions seemed to be more a function of the pérticular treat-
ment technologies that were operative. Zald noted this even
though he concenﬁfated on goals as the analytic independent
variable.

'“Two institutions whose'goais are approximately the

same 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 reguired 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 technologiess were in vogue. In casting around for an

explanation of why the particular ihtervention strateqgy
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-
meat 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. 53).

We will use the predominant intervention strategy (or

treatment technology) used by an institution as the basis
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for charécterizing its sty&g 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, :ﬁree
basic types of intervention strategies were found to be
operative: traditionalrcasework, behavior modification/point
systems, and group decision—making processeé. As we will
show, these strategies were éuite distinct from each other
and were linked to important differences in the ways youth
were treated and processed.

To sore extent, these three intervention strategies are
similar %o Etzioni's tyﬁology based on the kinds of power
and control exsrcised over lower participants and the cor-
responding involvement of these participanks in the organiza-
tion. Etzioni posited a congruence between three bases of
power (coercive, remunerative, and normati&e) 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 mate%ial resources and rewards fo
manage persons with pélculaﬁive involvements. WNormative 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 and normative programs are char-
acterized in similar ways as the traditional custody and
treatment models. It is, however, the addition of the uti-
’litarién category which provides a way of clearly under-
standing that the differences among these organizations are
not necessarily the amount 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 Etzicni's scheme in several ways.
Our typology is not based on differences in the degree of
involvement of youth because we are interested in expléring
the empirical connections between the organizational manage-
ment styles énd such commitments. We are nét assuming that
these connections necessarily exist, as Etzioni does. In
our typolegy, the terms "coercive" and "normative" will no£
be used because they do not adequately characterize the
différences in management styles. Instead, we will differ-
entiate the institutions according to the following styles
of securing compliance and managing inmates: "Custodial,"»

"Utilitarian,ﬂ 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-
’viddal casework services. Though a few of them stated 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 aré designed to provide clear and consistent
guidelines for expected behavior, by specifyving a graduated
set of privileges for behavioral conformity and a set of
deprivatiohs‘for disobedience.

"Participatory" programs believe that it is neceésary
for youth to be fuliy 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
“probleAs, and commitmeﬁt to new patterns of interaction.
Programs used different terﬁs for this technology, includ-
ing Guiéed Group Intéraction and Positive Peer Cultu:e; but
the features were quite similaf. 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 typés.

"...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 conditions 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.the 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 éncourage students to let their problems be

known rather than concealed. We want spontaneity, nct

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 -

Ceaar Hills 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 1II, we note thgt 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 this.was true of only one

utilitarian and.two 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 ratiocs, reduction of individual resources,
and preoccupation with problems pf management and order
(Jesness, 1972; Ullman, 1967; Linn, 1970; Moos, 1968; Xnight,
1971). . We feel that size was an important factor in under-
standing the lack.of adequate treatment resources in thg
custcdial programs in our sample.

Though the custodial and parficipatory programs were
usually public training schools, the private programs most
" often employed utilitarian strategies, ar@ this was espec-
ially true of programs operatea by the Sisters of the Good
Shepherd. The new trend in public cbrrectibnal systems, at
the time of our study was in the d;rection of barticipatory
étrategies; they were being implemented rapidly, often
because they promised greatef control over the runaway pro-
bleﬁ. But we believe that -the differences in these strate-
gies by auspices is a function largély of the diffusion of
innovation through relativeiy circumscribed communication
networks.

The custodial programs were, with one exception, all
male while the particiéatory prégrams were, with one excep-
tion,‘all female. Utilitarian strategies were used equally
.by male and female programs. The predominahbe of females in
participatory programs is interesting because the group pro-
cess technologies wére originally developed to cope with |

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

Custodial Program Types: Cedar Hills, Cheshire, Doawood,
Piney Bluff, Sequoia

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. I

In all of these programs, except Dogwood, youth were
under constant staff surveillance. In Cedar Hills, boys
were marched eﬁerywhere in columns and had to count off be-
fore entering or leaving any part of the facility. ‘The
dorms were lockéd and halls were monitored by youth .leaders
during school hours to prevent eséapes. In Cheshire youth l
were marched to the gym with a radio truck with staff super-
vising them as théy went in two-by-two formation. Nof 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 perm;tted to wear shoes in any of the cottages, and
in one they were ﬁot 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
weré, in another attemptnto prevent -running away. Both
Sequoia and Cedar Hills had centralized glass-walled secur-

ity centers in order to monitor the youth at all times. 1In
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Sequoia, boys were even forced to use bathrooms with glass
windows so that they could be cbserved 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 iocated on
ovef seven hundred acres of farmland and woods and was guite

isolated, but there were no fences and cottages were not

locked.

All of these custodial programs were isolated from the
surfounding communities, whether by fences or farmland. Both’
Piney Bluff and Dogwood operafed farms to produce food for
the‘institqtion, on which some of the inmates worked every
day. Seguoia and Cedar Hills were both surrounded by a
large institutional complex, containing othef facilities,
and clearly separated from any residential neighborhocds.
Cheshire was not'quite as isolated, being located outs;de
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 wére
not operative at the time‘of the field work. All of them,
however, made provision for limited individual casework.

Tre director of Cedar Hills, for example, indicated that
"milieu therapy" was practiced, and that individual and

groﬁp counselling was available. However, no staff member
excépt the director and one social worker knew what the words

"milieu therapy" meant when we asked for information about

o
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how it was implemented. We also found that social workersrb
spent only ten hours a week in individual sessions with re-
ferred youth. vNo group counselling took place, except for a
small group of youth yho metlwith a psychiatrist cne day a
week. N

‘According to the executive at Dogwood, there were efforts

to implement a group process technoldgy, Positive Peer Cul-

ture, but treatment was basically'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 staff; but these staff were given
very little training for th;s_activity, and apparently re-
sisted it. Field staff concluded from direct observation
that‘this progfam 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-cne 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 Segquoia by the executive and administra-
tive cadre,but field observations indicated that ﬁhere were
severe problems in its implementation. The technology was
‘supposed to emphasize small group sessions in which youth
were helped to explore‘fheir own "life 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 affecf the daily routine.
of living unit staff or youth.

‘ Cheshire did not have a formal treatmenf 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'
stratsgies were striking. According to intérviews with
staff, youth entering the institution as a whole were able
to choose either Greyshire or Cheshire. Youth were apparent-
1lv told that they could either go to Greyshire and spend
-frrom one and a half to five months getting help, g¢iving
heln, 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.”




95

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.A
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. 1In
contrast, Marigold and Rosebud were rather structured and |
isolated programs for females, run by the 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 diccese of the nearby county and within the last five
years was transformed from a very cuétédial institution
unaer the direction of nuns to a program 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 6f both sexes so Hickory Creek youth were able to
maintain contact with the'neighborhood; Juniper was perhaps
the mest 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 néighborhood 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 doorsg

In contrast Marigold, Rosebud and Gillston were much
more concerned with maintaining order and discipling. 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 érounds‘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 community contact. As one of
the social workers indicatad:

" "We don't involve ourselves with the surrounding

community. What could the girls gain from this?

We take them 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.™
Rosébud 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,of héve'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 oufside community except
for occasional sports contests with other correctional insti-
tutions in the area.

Though fhere 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 Gillston 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 Sysfem" was a negative point system in which eacﬁ
boy began with ten points, which could be reduced or lost
by speéific 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 esvery 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 yocuth 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 smecking,and had to earn the
white card back. 1In Hickory Creek the behaviorlmodification
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 ovér a period of time. The gratifi-
cations were not as immediate as in the formal systems dis-
cussed above.

At Marigold thevyouth began at the first level,in which
they were given véry few priQileges. They could have visits
once a month, receive letters from their immediate families,
go on outings of the entire cottage, and could wélk 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 serxrvice 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

3
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was quite similar to Marigold's system, but the Rose Level
System incorporated the lengthlof 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 the?e at least a year. In the Rose Level System, girls
could not go up to their dorm rcoms 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 cottagelwithout per-
mission. '

Despite the fact that all these programs were clearly.
committed to behavior medification, they were all nominally
involved in other treatment strategies as well, such as
"reality therapy" and individual counéelling. But iﬁ 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
cf these programs were isclated from their communities,
Wildwood was located in a wilderness setting, and in many
ways resembled a long-term summer camp. Though all of these

varticipatory 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 garlier.

None of gge par;icipatory programs had fences surrounding
them and youéiﬁwere not marched from building to bgilding.
Yet there were differences between them in organizational
mechanisms of'cont;ol and mahagement. In Fieldston, the
cottages were ofteq locked and there were a few guards walk-
ing around on the grounds. F&r the most parﬁ, however, girls
were allowed to walk on campus with relatively little super-
vision. Within their cottages, they were often completely
unsuper&ised with free movement into all areas. They were,
however, restricted in entering other cottages.

Greyshire, a subunit of one of the oldest state ;nsti-
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 Siso a coeducational program, noted for its
policy of providing a great 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 twc 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 secdrity, 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 alnew tréatment 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 we?e 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 own cigarettes and money, had keys
to their rcoms, 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 diffe;entiation between the two
groups in practice. Though youth were allowed to mcve
around the grounds outside freely at various times during the
day, they were not allowed to come down to the main £loor
from their rooms for meals or recreation until called down
as a groﬁp 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
and no one was much concerned if these counts were neglected.
Youth at Swget Laurel had a great deal of contact with volun-
teers from nearby colleges though othér forms of community
contact were limited. A

Wildwood was probably the most unusual program in ﬁhe
sample. Operatgd 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 counsélors,who helped them prepare meals, planned
activities with them, and lived with them twenty-four hours
a day. The prcgram had strong. religious overtones and nei-
ther staff nor youth were allowed to drink or smoke. Though
there was no formal educational pcogram, youth were exéected
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

v

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 ;n
the trips they took at least once a moﬁth, such as rafting
down the Mississippi Rover. Though the<wilderness camp was
very isclated, each boy had a three-day period every month
during which he returned home.

All of these participatory programs had a strong commit-
ment to group decision-making, thpugh 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 thé custcdial pro-
gram at Cheshire. 1In 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 rélevant characteris-
tics. The youth was then accepted or rejected by the group.
Groups of 8-12 youth met five déys a week for one and a half
hours. Each group had a ércup leader (staff) who was ex~-
pected tobfaciiitate the grecup 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
group#.

An almost identical process called Positive Peer Culture
operated at Fieldston, where meetings were held every night
for an hqur and a half. However, girls were not allowed to
éhoose this program -- they were all assigned to it upon
entry. Moreover, the groups hadllittle or no input into re-
lease decisioqs, 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 étrong input into the
release decisionsvfor‘its members.

At Magnolia the Guided Group Interaction program was con-
sidered so important that school ﬁlasses 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 led 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 expécted
to confront each other with evidence of poor attitudes and
misconduct. However, our observations confirmed the opinion
of the exeéutive 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 ﬁbserva;ions 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 groﬁps decided whether or doﬁ a‘néw girl could enter.
Ye£ the GGI groups were a relatively new strategy in this
institution and were only beginning to be linked to 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 smali
group process and decision—making. Each small group of
eight to ten boys operated as an indepenaent 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 arcund 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 a£ any time, and these sessions lasted as long as was
necessary to resoclve the pfoblems. Al; 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 werebunique in that they
all used group érocess 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 Custedial, Utili-
tarian, and Participatory Settings

The classification of the sixteen institutional units

into three styles of coméliance 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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of more than fifteen minutes. Iniéable 3.2, the percentage
of youth reﬁorﬁing 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 theycustodial and utilitarian
érograms; many more youth reported individual sessions than
group sessions, while the reverse was true of all participa-
tory prograﬁs. 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 INSTITUTICN

$ meeting individually % meeting with

with counselor at youth in group

least once a week 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
Sequoiz (122-23) 63 32
TOTAL (551-563) 54 28

UTILITARIAN TYPES

Gillston (92) 50 » 25
Hickory Creek (55-56) 29 . 29
Juniper (37) 49 o 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 (64-63) 20 81

TOTAL (440-443) 28 80

Chi Square 437.64,604.£f., 644 .46,604.f.,
(Institutions) p=0.0000 p=0.0000
Chi Square 138.66, 8d.f., : 389.40 84d.£.,

(Types) p=0.0000 p=0.0000
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found that there were again significant differences. Eighty-
four percent of the youth in participatory prbgrams reported
at least one or both types of treatment as did 66 percent of
the youth in custodial programs. Eut less than half of the
youth in utilitarian programs (49%) had been expsosed to rela-
tively freguent 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‘parﬁicipatory and custodial programs.

In order to determine whether institutions using group
process mcdels coula'really be labeled "participatoryﬁ, we
lookéd at the responses of yoﬁth 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%
or fewer of the youth believed that there peers were involved
in providing‘them with rewards and puniéhments. In partici-
patory programs, on the other hand, slightly more thkan 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 PERCEPTICNS OF YOUTH REGARDING PARTICIPATION OF
OTHER YOUTH IN DECISION-MAKING, BY INSTITUTION

$ reporting % reporting ¢ reporting
other youth other youth other youth
give rewards give punish- make release

ments decisions
CUSTODIAL TYPES
Cedar Hills (118-29) 9% 10% 02
Cheshire (44-49) C12 18 0
Dogwood (93-140) 8 8 0
Piney Bluff (98-112) 5 -5 0
Sequoia (106-121) 14 ‘11 0
TOTAL (533-555) 9 - -10 0
UTILITARIAN TYPED
Gillston' (84-92) 6 11 1
Hickory Creek (45-56) 11 14 0
Juniper (34-37) 3 3 6
Marigold (39-40) B8 5 0
Rosebud (76-80) 12 2 0
TOTAL (299-305) 8 8 1
PARTICIPATORY TYPES
Fieldston (32-37) 12 54 - 30
Greyshire (70-71) 42 S0 71
Lakeside (58-110) 28 30 19
Magnolia (111-123) 24 47 33
Sweet Laurel (32~36) 6 . 8 18
Wildwood (26-37) .38 » ' 15 42
TOTAL (383-403) 27 45 38
Chi Square 108.53,154.f. 381.43,15d.f., 448.18, 304.f.
{Institutions) p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000
Chi Square 68.856,2d.f. 223.23,24.¢f. 306.73,44.f.

(Types) p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000
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cisidns 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. EParticipation in decision-making
seemed to be especially strong at Greyshire, where most
youth thought that others were involved in giving cut 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 progfams 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 progrém tyres. 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-



TABLE 3.4 STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF YOUTH AND PROGRAMS BY COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

personnel to maintain order at
all times, otherwise the youth
will get out of control.

21%

COMPLIANCE/

MANAGEMENT STYLE

Custodial Utilitarian Participatory

(N=229-242) (N=116-122) (N=153-191)
Agree that the youth who get ”
the most out of their stay . 28% 10% 13% chi® = 23.119,
here keep to themselves and dgn't 24.£., .
get too close to other youth. p=0.0000
Agree that the best way for 64% 47% 47% Chi2 = 15.141,
youth to gét along here is_to do 24.f.,
what they're told quickly. p=0.0005

~ Agree that youth here share in 32% 38% 63% Chi2 = 50.242,

making decisigns about how the 1o0d4.f.,
place is run. p=0.0000
Agree that the.reward or point 36% 77% 39% Chi2 = 72.099, °
system used here in daily living 10d.f.,
is an effective part of the p=0.0000
program.
Agree that each staff member has 64% 41% 38% Chi2 = 33.804
too many youth to work with 24.f.,
successfully. p=0.0000
Believe the director expects 10% 9% Chi2 = 27.661,

6d.f.,
p=0.0001

2. Includes answer categories: Strongly agree, Agree and Mildly Agree

b. Includes answer categories: Strongly agree and Agree

1T
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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 wtilitarian 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 fhem 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 tc 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. 1In a variety of ways, including actual
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treatment provided to youth, ability of youth to participate
in important decisioﬁs, 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 institutionai 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 écope in differehtiating programs, differ-
ences between official and operative goéls, efforts to pol-
arize goals wh;ch‘may be comﬁlémentary and/or simultaneous,
inadequafe specification of the terms "custody" and "treat-
ment”, and few guidelines for their empirical measurement.

Criteria for the development of a classification scheﬁe
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 among the
institutions which would belexpected to lead to variations
in inmate misconduct. It had to be clearly understood and
based on relatively enduring, objective features of these
proérams, not on individual characteristics of youth in them
or on attitudes of the participénts 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 program 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 difectly and strongly
linked bofh to the behavior of youthand to the management
practices of staff. The five custodial programs in our sample
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 gtilitarian institutions all had opera-
" tional systems prgviding clearly specified rewards and pun-
ishments for particular types of behavior, and these sys-
temé were central ﬁreatment 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 prograﬁs. Participa-
tory institutions were, for the most, small public facil-

ities housing female or coeducational populations. Descrip-
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tive 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 and control of youth, though many
of them had at least nominal commitments to fairly 'sophis-
ticated individualized treatment technologies, such as Trans-
actional BAnalysis. About half of the youth in these pro-
grams reported weekly meetings with a social workef,but ohly
about a gquarter of theﬁ»met with other youtﬁ in groups very
frequently. Most youth felt that their peers had nothing
to do withlrewards or punishménts, includ;ng release deci-
sions. Mﬁst staff in these programs believed in the nece-
ssity for immediate compliance on the part of youth ana also
felt that the programs were too understaffed to be effectiQe.
Utilitafian programs were more differéntiated than the
custodial ones in terms of regimentation and isolatioﬁ,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 wegkly basis and
most youth in these programs believed that decisions about
.reward, pun;shment, or release of other youth were completely
out of their hands. Staff in these programs maintained that
the reward and point systems were exfremely 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
cne exception - a kind of wilderness camp called Wildwood.
Alllof the programs, however,rhad strong commitments to
group decisicn-making processes. One program was in the
initial stages of implementing this intervention strategy,
S0 aspécts of the process were underdeveloped. The major-
ity of youth in all of the participatory programs were in-
volved in gréup sessions more than once a week and very few
of them were at all involved in individual counselling on a
waekly basis. vouth in these programs were significantlf
more involved in decisions about rewards, punishments and
the release of their peers than those in the other program
types. Over forty percenf of these youth reported that
other youth were usually involved in giving out punishments,
for example. The majority of staff members in these par-
ticipatory programs agreed that the youth shared in impor-
tant policy decisions. Moreover, pérticipatbry program
staff shared with utilitarian program staff much less con-
cern about the need for constant order, immediate compliance,
control over inmate 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 freguency of misconduct

in these programs.
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Press, -1972; LaMar Empey and Steven Lubeck, The Silver-
lake Experiment, Chicago, Aldine, 1972; Rose Giallombar-
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Wiley, -1974; Latham Winfree, Jr., Anomie, Alienation,
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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.

. 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 group 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.

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 organizations 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 congiuent combindations”
(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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meal in 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 MEASUREMENT 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 thg most part. With a few exceptions, students

h
)

of prisons and training schools have concentrated on the
attitudes of inmates and have ignored the more behavioral
maniﬁestations of adaptakion to confinement.l

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 becausé of incon-
sistencies in defining misconduct evident in the few stu-
dies which do exist. 1In general, research in this area has
been confined to fairly circumscribed but dramatic behaviors,
such as absconding, homosexuality, drug use and violen£
behavior, with little or no attention being paid to more
routine, mundane and perhaps more frequent events such as
theft. Invesﬁigations inﬁo 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, 1955), "institutional adjustment”
{Wolfgang, 1964); Cowden, 1966), "rebellion" (Stinchcombe,
1964; Eve Winfree, 1976), "rule breaking" (Jensen,

1977), "critical incidents" (Empey and Newland, 1968; Empey
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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-
jors would be. labeled as disruptive or critical if they in-.
rerfered with the internal or external stability of the insti-
tution.2

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 guite diffe:ent effects in the various programs. On
the other hand, it was necessary to develop a measure of
misconduct in thch the behaviors included.were likely to be
viewed with disfavor by staff in all of the institutions
and were also officially prohibited. For comparaﬁive pur-
poses, it was ﬁecessaryvto focus on a sét 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 yoﬁth,-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 cottagé. 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 aescrip—
tive data about the frequency and pervasiveness of miécon—
duct, as well as the extent to which these acts are indi-
vidual or collective in nature, withiﬁ institutions differ-

entiated according to their compliance/management styles.

Defining and Measuring Misconduct

Most of ﬁhe current estimates of instituticnal miscon-~
duct are derived from official records, such as disciplinary
or incident reports, or from staff nominations of "trouble-
makers” or "maladjusted, inmates." 1In only a few instances

were youth asked to report on their own involvement in

"delinquency within an institutional setting.3 It is rath~r

interesting to note that despite the growing preference for

self-reported indices of delinguency 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 instrucﬁions, 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,



124

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 twiée Three to ten times. More than

ten times

() ( ) ( ) ) ,

The time frame used for these self-reports was deliber-
ately short -- four weeks -- because as Hardt and Bodine

cautioned:

t

"ambiguity can be introduced when the periods for

which reports of misconduct are sought are too

long” (Hardt and Bodine, 1963, p. 17).
The danger of inaccuracy over a longer time period is par-
ticularly likely among institutiocnalized youth not only be-~
cause it may be more difficult for them to remember pasf
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 longtimers. Because we were interested in any assccia-
tions between attitudes toward the program and the occurrence
of these behaviors, we wantéd 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.
Oout of 1326 codable questionnaires, there were only 18 non-
responses on drug use; 6 nonresponses on hitting staff or
fighting youth; 5 nanespondents on pretending to be sick,
running away or damaging property; and three youth who did-

not answer the guestion on stealing in the program.
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An exact number of instances of each tyée of misbehavior
cannot be derived from our measure of reported behavior.
Youth were not asked to give a specific number of instances
of any of the acts but were presentad with four response
categories: Never, Once or twice, Three to ten times, and
More than ten -times. Advice from a reading consultant and
other fesearchers 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 poésible acts of institu-
tional delinguency were included in the questionnaire so the
reported behaviqrs cannot be construed as representing to-
tal amount of misconduct occurring in these settings. Any
Eomprehensive estimate of total misconduct would have to in-
clude self-destructive behaviors, such as 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 és 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



TARLE 4.1 AVERAGED RATINGS OF STAFF REGARDING TIE SERTOUSHESS OF MISCONDUCT, BY
INSTITUTION®

D Type of Misconduct - -

CUSTOUIAL

it . brug Use flicting Running Theft Fighting Felgning

PROGRAMS ’ T staff Away 11lness

Cedar Hills {(43-47) 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.9 2.9

Cheshire (6) 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.7 3.2

Dogwood (41-42) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.7

Piney Bluff (52-55) 1.4 1.4 1-6 2.0 2.1 2.6

Sequoin (84-87) 1.3 1.2 1.5 2.0 1.9 2.9 -
POTAL (231-234) 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.9 1.9 2.8

UTLLITARTAN

PROGIAMS

Gillston (6) 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.0 2.5 ..

ltickory Creek (44-46) 1.4 1.6 T 2.0 2.8 2.1 2.6 '

Juniper (5) 1.4 1.4 2.6 1.8 2.6 2.6 -

Marigold (23-24) 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.7

Rosebud (37-41) 1.3 1.3 1.6 2.0 1.6 2.6
TOTAL (119-121) 1.4 1.5 1.8 t.9 1.9 2.6

NORMATIVE

PROGRAMS _

Finldston (9-10) 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.5 1.4 - 2.5

Greyshire (20-21) 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.8 2.7

Lakeaide (65-66) 1.5 1.5 1.7 2.0 1.7 3.0

Magnolla (42-47) 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.5

Sweet Laurel (24-26) 1.3 1.3 1.8 2.0 1.8 . 2.7

wWildwood (15-16) 1.1 2.0 1.6 1.6 1.9 2.6
TOTAL-{179-183) 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.8 2.7

TOTAL MEAN FOR

ALL PROGRAMS (530-537) 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.9 1.9 2.7

*The behaviors are rated on a 1 to 4 scale, with the following points: 1 (Very Serlous),
2 (somewhat Serious), 3 (Hot Very serlous), 4 (Not Scrious). Onty staff baving direct
contact with the youth (exccutlves, medical personnel, treatment staff, coltage personnel,
education staff, and sccurity personnel) were inctuded in this analysia.

971
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fighting were viewed as at least somewhat sericus. However,

staff tended to view instances in which youth pretended to

be ill as not very sericus. Though there were some dif
enées in the degree of staff concern regarding drug use,
hitting 6f staff, and fighting, in most programs they were
regarded as serious misceonduct. 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 devélopment of a sum-
mary or cumulative index of serious misconduct later in

this chapter.

Issues in the Use of Self-Reports and QOfficial Estimates of
Misconduct

Using a variety of technigques discussea earlier in
Chapter II, we tried to maximize the éccuracy of self-report-
ed misconduct by youth. In this section, we will discuss
some of the issues in the continuin§ controversy between
proponents of self-reported delinguent behavior and research-
ers committed to official reports.

Critics of the self-report approach are especially con-

. cerned about the likelihood of deliﬁerate falsification and
concealing of punishable acts,an& 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:l

“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 exagéefation that may be present. Very few studies using
self-report measures contend with the possible exaggeration
of delinquency, even thosé in which fairly detailed wvalida-
tion technigues are used (e.g.; Elliétt and Voss,'l974;
Lubeck and Empey, 1971; and Gold, 1970). Of course, it is
quite difficult to pinpoint instances of exaggerafion 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



129

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,

1370, p. 22).

The difficulties in assessing the degree to which delin-
quent beha;ior is concealed or exaggerated in self-reports
would seem to be greater in open community settings than in
total institutions. 1In total institutions, the relative
lack of privacy and the almost constant interaction with
other yodth 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 expectcd to provide adequate
validity checks on the behaviors reported bylthe youth them-
selves. However, validation of self-reported data through |
the use of official disciplinary reports is often extremely
Aifficult because of inadequate record-keeping, varying de-
finitions of offenses, and selec£ive 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 uﬁderscored the problems involved. Heffer-
nan's exéeriences in using official records to measure mis-
conduct in a women's prison’are not uncommon.

"pisciplinary 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. 1In 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 statistiés" (Chase,
1975, p. 194). Street, Vinter anvaerrow found that only
two of their six institutions for boyé kept gxplicit records
on discipline and that the unreliability of reporting ahd
variations in criteria were again problems in regard to
records on truancy (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966, p. 1°7).

‘In our perusal of the official disciplinary reports re-
lating tc 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 abscogding was copsidered 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. 1In fact, the recognition of both the unrelia-
bility of these records and the severe biases in the pro-
cessing of delingquent 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-



131

ately underreport or unknowingly underestimate the actual

amount of delinquent behavior that occurs in institutions.
They feel that staff may underestimate rulé infractions and
violations because they aren't in contact with the youth
twenty-four hours a day; because they may not attend to
what they consider minor problemé; and because tﬂey cannot
observe every activity of the youth under their supervision.
Previous stud;es also indicate that there may be under-
standable tendencies for staff to deliberately underreport
misconduct of which they are aware. Their éositions may be
Ehreatened by general awareness 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 else'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 'wrzote up' every inmate
apprehended in a breach of discipline would soon
be confronted by his (superiors)...O0fficially
guards are enjoined to report rather than to con-
ceal or overlook deviant behavior of inmates, but
the novice scon 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'" (Giallombarde, 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 methed. 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. Elliott
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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In their study of misconduct in an open mediatory 1nst1—
tutlon, Lubeck and Empey found that 76 percent of all the
critical incidents uncovered in research interviews were
known to other fouth 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
othér 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
mérijuana),which were détécted 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 incidenfs 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, po. 188-193).

In the Silverlake Experiment, Lubeck and Empey found
that the critical incidents which youth thought were least
seriéus were also least likely to come to the attention of
other youth in the program. Since it was assumed that youth
shared ﬁheir knowledge of these acts with staff in the group
sessions, we might draw the conclusion that steff were more
likely to know bf serious incidents of misconduct than of
minor ones.

Lubeck and Empey also suggest that in relatively open
participatory progréms, the congruence between self-reports

and staff reports will be much greater than in closed cus-
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todial institutions.

n _.these findings, taken at face value, suggest

that the efforts of the experiment to uncover and deal

with difficult problems may have been reasonably suc-

cessful. %e definitely did nct detect the ghared
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 regérding 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 Erickscn and Hindelang have guestioned
earlier research on delinguency as a group phenomenon, by
noting that all such research 'was based on violations known
to official agencies. They suggest that a "group hazard hy-
pothesis™ may be operating so that participation in delin-
guent 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 ot
individual incidents of misconduct and conversely overesti-
mated the collective events. In the Silverlake Experiment,
however, individual incidents were‘mére likely to be detec-
ted by other youth (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 issues and empiri-
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cal discrepancies is beyond the scope of this analysis. In

the next section, however, we wiil compare the self-reported
ihvolvement of youth with the reports of stéff about speci-

fic types of misconduct,both in order to establish the val-

idity of the self-reports and to discovér the similarities

and differences in data uncovered by the two methods.

Compariscns of Youth Reports and Staff Estimates of
Misconduct

As we mentioned in the last section, official records
and disciplinary reports could not be used as sources of
validation for the self-reports of youth in most of the sam-
pled programs either kecause they were nonexistegt or inac-
curate, or because the criteria for the inélusion 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-
stit:tion, staff members may differ in their definitions of
particular types of misconduct. For ekample, 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 to escape from undesiz-
able activities. Properfy damage might be narrowly defined
as serious destruction or more broédly defined as including
trivial acts such as the accidental damaging of a vouth's
own property.

Moreover, there are limits to staff knowledge abkout 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 f£ind that staff were more aware of the num-
ber 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 communicaﬁion regarding these in-
cidents, we would expect them to bg aware of a significant
proporﬁion 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{ members to tell us how many
youth in their immediate units had been involved in six out
of the seven activitiés included in our measﬁre of miscon-
duct. Unfortunately, we did not ask staff to tell us the
number of youth who had absconded because we believed,
prlor to our field work, that this lnformatlon would be
readily avallable in lnstltut¢onal flles. The time frame for
thege estimates was one month, just as it was for the
youth self-reports.

Response'rates of staff to these items were much lower
than to other parts of the quesﬁionnaire,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. number 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 same living unit regarding the reported mis-
conduct of youth, even in such a relatively short time per-
iod. 1In the cottages in which multiple estimates of mis-
conduct were provided we found-verf little agreeﬁent.

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 MULTIPLE ESTI-
MATES OF MISCONDUCT WERE CONSISTENT, BY TYPE OF MISCONDUCT

Type of Misconduct % of Cottages with Consistent
Estimates by Staff

Feigning of Illness 4% (56)
Illegal drug use 33% (49)
Internal theft 13% (53)
Property damage 18% (5¢6)
Fighting ' | _ 9% (57)
Assaults on staff 44% (54)

Staff mehbefs 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 inyolved in
illegal drug use. Even for such publicly visible, serious,
and probably rage events such as assaults on staff, less
than half of the cottages provided consistent estimates.
Moreover, -these figures probably underestimate the amount of
disagreemént among staff on the amount of misconduct. The
multiple estimates are usually provided by only two or three
staff members in a unit, and if more of them had answered the
questions, we might expect more disagreement. Theée figures
do not include cottages in w?ich only one staff member pro-
vided réports on misconduct, but if other members in those
units had responded we might find even higher levels of dis-
agreemeht. The range of variation in staff eﬁtimates within
cottages was, at times, quite substantial. It was n;t un-
common to f£ind one staff member reporting tﬁo youth involved
in misconduct while another staff in that cbttage reported
that twenty-five youth wére 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®: ’

"Widely different pictures of inmates were drawn

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 delinguent behavior in instituytional 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



TADLE 4.3 COMPARISON OF SELF-REFORTS OF YOUTH AND STAFF REPORTS OF MISCONDUCT WITHIN

COTTAGES, BY COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT TYPE

Type of Mlaconduct

Compliance/ fFeigning ftitting Internal Filghting Damaging
Management Type Illness Staff Theft rroperty

Tllecgal Druy

Use

Custodial Cottages
(N-18-19) - -

percent in which 11y 21y 11 o 21%
reports of youth
and stall agree

Porcent in which 63 74 - 47 L) - 61
«elfl reports are
higher

pPercent in which 26 .5 42 1t 36
staff reports are
higher

(1)

924

Utititarian Lottnqﬂq
{N=16-12)

pParcent in which 29% a7 12 LAY 12%
reports of youth
and gtaff agree

tercent in which 47 LR 50 710 76
self-reporta are -
higher

poercent in which 24 12 kL] 12 - 12
staff reports -
are higher

6%

94

0PT



TABLE 4.3 CONTINUED

Type of Misconduct

Compliance/ Feigning Hitting -~ 1Internal Fighting Damaging Illegal Drug
Managemernt Type Illness Staff ~ Theft Property Uge
Participatory

Cottages

(N=27-28)

Percent in which 7% 308 26% 7% 4% 11%

reports of youth
and staff agree

Percent in which 50 63 48 78 81 85
self~reports -
are higher

Percent in which 43 7 26 15 15 4
staff reports :
are higher

Total Cottages
(N=62-64)

Percent in which ‘331 32% 18% 132 11% 8%
reports of youth -
and staff agree

Percent in which 53 60 48 79 - 75 30
self~reports
are higher

Percent in which 14 8 34 8 14 2
staff reports :
are higher

* In cottayes where more than one staff member reported on these behaviors thelr reports
were averayed. The comparisons were only made within cottages where comparable information
was availavle 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 wemb:ers in the cottages answered these questions. Juniper is included but in this
program routh and staff responses were based on the total program, not on the cottages.

** Youth reported on how often they had fought other youth, while staff reports estimated
how many "started fights." - : -

1§ A
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~were provided for a cottage, these were averaged for compara-
tivé 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—repﬁrted behavior was either higher or lower
‘than staff reports. Institutions are subdivided by their
predominan£ style of compliance/management.

Among all the cottages, there is very little similarity
in self-reported and staff-reported misconduct. 1In about a
third of tﬁe cottages,. the numbers 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 prcvided conflicting reports of the incidence
of internal theft, fighting, damaging property, and illegal
drug uéeﬂ Given the inconsistencies in the staff reports,
it is interesting that there is this much agreement in the
estimates érovided 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. 1In the majority of cottages, more youth repofted
feigning illness, hitting stafg, fightiné, damaging proper-
ty, and using drugs than staff knew were involved. 1In nine-
ty percent of the cottages, Eor example, self-reported drugA
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 regporis were higher than
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 amount of misconduct apparently hidden from staff
but reported on the guestionnaires is striking. Of course
it is possible that youth consistently exaggeraﬁed in their
self—reporté but it seems unlikely that this would happen for
all the offenses, particuiarly for such acts aslthe‘feién-
ing of illness. Moreover, youth were urged to be honest in
reporging 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 have enabled youth to
feel safe in reporting activities which had beenrn ¢oncealed
from staff. It is of course entirely possible, and indeed
likely, that other youth were more aware of these activities
lthah were staff members., .

When we look at differences in the three types of pro-
grams in the degrée of congruence in youth and staff reports
of misconduct, we find little agreement regardless of pro-
gram type. There is certaiﬁly no evidence that staff are
more awafeldf inmate misconduct in participatory prﬁgrams
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 6rder to protect themselves. It seems
more likely, however, that youth concegled 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 seif-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 scme support for Lubeck and Tmpey's results
indicating that fighting and drug use were mcre often con-

cealed frcm staff than the other behaviors. We also feound

‘this to be the case for oroperty damage. Youth revealed
‘more involvement in each of these behavieors than staff re-

.portéd in at least three-fourths of the cottages in our
sample. '

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=-
bers of youth involved. For each self~reported type of mis-

condgct, youfh were asked to indicate the number of youth
who were with them. If more than one incident of a par-
ticular’type had occurred within the four week pericd, youth
wereltold to report the largest number of companions at any
time. ITo some extent, therefore, the data may overestimate
the proportion of group incidents. 1In Table 4.4 the per-
centage of youth who reported that these incidents were
colléctive 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 keen alone. Internal theft
and assaults on staff were more likely to be solitary ac-
tions..7 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 COMPANIONS 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)
Daﬁaging property 51% (405) 3.0 (206)
Illegal drug use I85% (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

% %
Base N's are the number of youth who reported engaging
in these acts with companions

=T

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 "grcup hazard

"

hypothesis advanced by Hindelang 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 werzs usually

committed by groups of youth. Mostryouth 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 awére 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
findinés are similar to those of the Silverlake Experiment, in
which group incidents were moré often undetected by staff and
other youth in the program than individual incidents. Of
course, in oﬁr 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 vouth

involved, not the number of inéidents. Whether or not the .in-
cidents themselves were concealed, the fact remains that staff
underestimated the number of youth involved in typically
collective inéidents more than the numbers of youth involved

in more typically solitary events.

Developing 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 ana group these offenses using a priori conceptual
schemes were discarded hecause 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 hot asked to tell us why they engaged in par-
ticular types of behaviors and we did noﬁ 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 veréus 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 Qés aslight, 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 whéther or not youth were invelved in stealing or
pretending to be sick in the month preceding the visit. Mecre-
over, when these sets of cbrrelations were computad for each

program, we found that the relatiecnships were siénificant
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TABLE 4.5 ZERO-ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX OF MISCONDUCT

IABLES (INDIVIDUAL LEVEL ANALYSIS) VAR
| 1 2 3 .4 5 6 7
Feigned Illness 1.00 .10* .04 L18*% | L16*  ,13* L 1l6*
Used Drugs 1.00 J12*%  ,15% ,22%  12* [ 19%*
Absconded 1.00 =-.02 .10*  .12* Q9%
Stole : ‘ l1.00 .26*  .14* L 24%
Damaged Property 1.00 L22% 24~
Hit sStaff | | 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 .0l level

in conly 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
but the relationships were not particularly strong and

ters of behaviors did not emerge.

At the institutional level of analysis, however, some of

others,

clus-

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 MATRIX OF MISCONDUCT VAR~
IABLES (INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL ANALYSIS)

1 2 3 4 5 .6 7
Feigned Illness - ‘ . .54%  49% ,57*
Used Drugs . - ! LBO**
Absconded | - , .49%*
Stole - - LTR* % JAkx Q%%
Damaged Property - L63%% _71ux
Hit Staff v - .gi**

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
** gignificant at the .01 level or less

Institutions with higher proportions of youth involved in
fighting other youth were also likely to have higher rétes of
assaults on staff, property damage, intsrnal theft, feigning
of illness, and absconding. In fact, the institutional rates
_of fighting were stronygyly 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 presenf analysis is centered on individual-
level explanations of misconduct, we cannot rely on ecolo-
gical correlations for the construction of a typology of mis-
conduct. At the individual-level of analysis, the techniques
of factor analysis, cluster anéleis, 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 necessary in
developing explanations of the phenomena.

"A theory purporting to explilain a variety of delingueat

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 vandalism, 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: 'aAn
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) N

Moreover, we are not alone in failing to find patterns
of offenses. Martin Gold, in his comprehensive study of the
delingquent 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 there 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 sericus
-- as to defy typing." (Gold, 1970, p. 33)

Because we were unable to deﬁelop a specialized typology of
offenses, separate measures of each type of misconduct as

well as a summary scale of the serious incidents’were construc-
ted. The summary scale was based on self-reported involve-
ment in six out of the seven questicnnaire 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 deyeloped. The
first dimension is a simple rate of participation, based on
the proportion of yoﬁth who admitted any involvement in each
of the acts of miscénduct during the one month period. fhe
second dimension is based on the frequency of such participa-
tion, in which the original response categdries were trans-
formed intoc the following scores: “Never" was scored as 0,
"Once or twice" was scored as 1, "Three to tsn times" was
scored as 3, and "Ten or more times” was scored as 10. This
scoring procedure produces a conservative estiméte of the
frequency of misconduct. Both dimensions were developed for
each of the types of misconduct, as well as for the summary

of all serious misconduct. In Table 4.7, both the proportion




153

SF MI3ZTITCCT,

TABLEZ 4.7 AVIRAGE TREQUENTY AND PRUPCRTICN :7 ¥scTH
3Y INSTITTTICHAL CIMPLIANCE/MANAGIMENT 3TYLZ

ZampliancasManazane
ilitazian

Trre of Misconducs
Ne304-305

Feiljned Iliness

Avarage Frajuendy J37 .54 . .34
24y 83 28%
Tsed Illegal Drugs i
Avarage Ireguency L.25 .27 .14 r.22
?ragortica Invalv 343 391 Ty 332

Absconded
, Avarags Fresguency W13 .28 14 .23
2raoportion Involved pE-3 ) 21y 12y 163

Stsls Thiags
Avaerage
?roporti

Damaged 2Procerty

Average Tresguency .75 W73 .43 .83

?raporiion Involwved 37y 27y 233 323
dic 3taZf femners

Average freguency .39 .13 .21 W23

Preportion Iaveived 131 33 EL] 1%

Fought Youth
Average Treguengy 1.32 1.33 .51 1
g3 H

?reporiion Iavolved 3
!
Sericus Misconduct
rage Iraguancy 4.85 3.35 3.90 3,92
Propartion Involved 3cy 313 433 743
Average Traguency Analysis of . Chi 3guare
Variance, 7 racis, Degrees of Invalved,
Traedom, Sigrnificance and SigniZ
Faigned Ill.ness .34636, 13290 4. NS
dsed Trugs .23543, 1197
Abscended ' 4.3084, 1320 L9083
3usle Things 31.3387, 1322 L9002

.397

L2000
.3000

[P TN T TR T N SN T
Y NYSYNENYSERTT)




154

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 druge,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 scoriﬁg procedures for
this measure provide conservative estimates of misconduct, we
can clearly see that these acts occur with some fregquency.
The 1326 respondents reported an average of 3.93 incidents
of serious misconduct within the one menth 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 deiinquency 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 fou1 week period.
About a third of the youth admitted using drugs and dameging
property dufing 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 ect 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 béth the frequency and pervasiveness
of seriocus misconduct. Absconding was both moré frequent and
involved a larger proportion of the youth in utilitarian
programs than in the othér two types, and this pattern was si-
milar though weaker for drﬁg 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 ratés
of drug use, absconding, property damage, staff assaults, and
fighting than the other prograﬁ types. Over eighty percent
of the youth in custodial and utilitarian programs had at
least some involvement in serious misconduct, but this was true
of only 63 percéqt of the youth in participatory programs.
Custodial programs had an average of almost five incidents
and utilitarian programs had an averaée of nearly four inci-
dents of serious misconduct per youth in one month. Partici-
patory programs had an average of only three incideﬁts 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 apsconding 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
much higher rate of serious acts of misconduct than the more
relaxed participatory programs. In the following chapters we
will examine in more. depth 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 oqe or more cf the institutiocns. Ip order to
compare that pericd 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” ﬁour week periocd,
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 gquite 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 queétionnaire administration.

This does not, of course, mean that there weren't significant
fluctuations from month to month in these programs which were
masked by averaging the rates over the entire perioa 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 the
program €ither voluntarily or involuntarily and were accepted
back.. Thé:efore, programs may differ in the proportion of
actual funaway youth who were gueried by our instruments.

There are, as far as we know, no studies with which we
can compare our self—réported runaway rates because of var-
iations in measurement techniques and the period of time stu—‘
died. Most previous research used official records to calcﬁ—
late runaway rates of youth over their entire period of in-
stitutionalization, and many of them used quite different de-
finitions of runniné 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 for 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 sfricter definition, "any unauthorized leave of
absence that iasted longer thaﬁ 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 cperated by
the New York State Division for Youth (DFY) between 1968 and
1971, Chasé found that the broportion 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. 134).

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 hetween 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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Offiéial 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 ol
recorded. We thus expected to find higher ratss of self-re?
ported runging than would be contained on official records.
In the few programs where official records were accessible,
this was indeéd 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 peribds or
incongrﬁent‘measures of misconduct.

As we noéed earlier in the chapter, there were differences
in which misconduct behaviors were primarily solitary or col-
lective activities.8 Althoﬁgh most youth reportedlgroup par-
ticipation in using drugs, absconding, fighting and damaging
property, other behaviors such as internai theft and assaults
on staff were slightly more likely to bé solitary in nature.
We found very few differences among 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 tyvpes. 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.

summary

In ?his study institutional misconduct is based on the
self-reports of youth about their participatibn 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 Ehesé activities during a four week period immediately
preceding the questionnaire administration.

All of these behaviors, except feigning of illness, Qére
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;misconddct 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 unitcs regarding the amount
of misconduct they felt had occurred within the same month.

In the majority cof cottages, staff disagreed in their reports
of the number of youth involved in specific acts of miscon-
duct.

The substantial amount of disagreement among staff in
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their estimates of ﬁhe numbers of youth involved in each type
of misbehavior alerted us to the problems involved in using
these data for our analysis,as weli as to the general problem
in attributing any validity to staff ncminations of institu-
tional delinquents. Staff consistently estimated that fewes
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 cottaées there
were higher proportions of youth admitting drug use than
‘staff estimated. The discrepancies between youth and ;taff
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 eméirically 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 usa, 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 bn‘
staff and absconding,but over ten perceﬁt of the youth had
engaged in these activities at least once in the four week
period. ‘

_The three types of institutiéns had significant differ-
ences in the fregquency of these self-reported behaviors. Ab-
sconding was slightly more common in utilitarian programs:ras
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 the .activities,with eighty-five
percent of the participants repdrting 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 collgctive nature pf these activities.
Fighting was somewhat more often a group phenomenon in parti-
cipatory programs,but in these same program:3, 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 freqﬁency of each
particular behavior,as well as the summary measure of the fre-
quency of serious misconduct, will be used as éeparate depen-
dent variables throughout the analysis in order to look fo;
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 Akers, Norman Hayner and Wer-
ner Gruninger, "Homosexual and Drug Behavior in Prison:

A Tes: of the Functional and Importation Models of the
Inmate System," Social Problems, 21 (3), 1974, pp. 410-
422; Thomas E. Allen, "pPatterns of Escape and Self-Destruc-
tive Behavior in a Correctional Institution," Corrective
Psychiatry and Journal of Social Therapy, (15), 1963.

Pp. 50-58; T.C. Campareri, P.S5. Sagers and D.F. Tatton,
"The AWOL From a Juvenile Institution," Crime and Delin-
quency, 6 (4), 1960, pp. 275~278; Mary M. Chase, "The
impact of Correcticnal Programs: Absconding," in Rudolf
Moos (Editor) Evaluating Correctional and Community
Settings, Wiley Irterscience, New York, 1975, pp. 186-
306; R.V.G. Clarke and D.N. Martin, Absconding from 2p-
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, 19786;
R. Coleman, "Racial Differences in Runaways," Psychologi~-
cal Reports, 22 (1), 1968, pp. 321-322; James E. Cowden,
"Predicting Institutional Adjustment and Recidivism in
Delinguent Boys," Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology,
and Poliece Science, 57 (1), 1966, pp. 39-44; Patrick
J. Driscoll, TFactors Related to the Institutional Adjust-
ment of Prison Inmates," Journal of Abnormal Social Psy-
chology, 47, 1952, pp. 593-336; LaMar Empey and Steven

G. Lubeck, The Silverlake Experiment: Testing Delinguency
Theory and Community Intervention, Aldine, Chicago, 1971;
Frank H. Farley and Sonja V. Farley, "Stimulus-Seeking
Motivation and Delinquent Behavior Among Institutionalized
Delinguent Girls," Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psycholegy, 39, 1972, pp. 94-27; Barry C. Feld, Neutral-
izing Inmate Violence: Juvenile Offenders in Institutions,
Bailinger, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 13977; Charles A. Ford,
"Homosexual Practices of Institutionalized Females,"
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 23, 1929, pp.
342-449; Rose Giallombardo, Society of Women: A Study of
Women's Prison, John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1966;

Rose Giallombardo, The Social World of Imprisconed Girls:
A Comparative Study of Institutions for Juvenile Delin-
guents, wiley Interscience, New York, 1974; H.J. Grosz,
H. Stern and E. Feldman, "A Study of Delinguent Girls Who
Participated in and Who Abstained from Participating in

a Riot," American Journal of Psychiatry, 125 (10), 1969,
pp. 1370-1379; Seymour L. Halleck and Marvin Hersko,
“Homosexual Behavior in a Correctional Institution for
Delinquent Girls," American Journal of Orthopsychiatrv,
32, 1962, pp. 911-917; A.C. Horsch and R.A. Davis, "Per-
sonality Traits and Conduct of Institutionalized Delin-
quents,” Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police
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Science, 29, 1938, pp. 241-244; Robert Johnson, Zulture
and Crisis in Confinement, Lexington Books, Lexington,
Massachusetts, 1976; Theodore Newcomb , "Youth to Youth,"
in Robert Vinter (Editor), Time OQut: A National Studv of
Juvenile Correctional Programs, National Assessment of
Juvenile Corrections, Ann Arbor, !MMichigan, 1976, pp. 80-
101; Howard W. Polsky, Cottage Six: The Social Svstem of
Delinguent Boys_in Residential Treatment, Russell Sage,
New York, 1962; Alice Propper, "Importation and Depriva-
tion 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 Delinguent
Girls," Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of
California, Berkeley, 1965; John R. Snortum, Thomas E.
Hannum 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, ppo.
284-287; Alan C. Straus and Robert Sherwin, "Inmate Riot-
ers and Honrioters: A Comparative Analysis," American
Journal of Correction, 37 (3), 1975, pp. 34-35; David
Street, Robert Vinter and Charles Perrow, Organization for
Treatment: A Comparative 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, The

University of Montana, 1976; Marvin E. Wolfgang, K "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 adjustuments were ones "where the realistic inten-
tione of the participants are to abandon the organization
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.

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 Silverlake Experiment (Empey and )

Lubeck, 1971).

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. 1In 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.

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 month 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 comparison 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.

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 th2 youth you are rating has made
a fairly good adjustment and has not caused too many
problems; . i

Very Somewhat Not Very Not
Serious Serious Serious Serious
1 2 3 4

Refusing to do
schcol assignments
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Pretending to be
sick

Swearing or using

obscene. language

Not keeping his
personal things
in order

Refusing to par-
ticipate in
counseling
sessions

Hurting oneself on
purpose

Starting a fight
with other
youth

Running away

Engaging in homo-
sexual behavior

Refusing to obey
orders

Using drugs here

Hitting a staff
member here

Stealing some-
thing here

This finding is similar to research results of Empey and
Lubeck (1971) and Geld (1970) who also found that steal-
ing was usually done alone.

Gold asserted that teenagers more often committed those
kinds of offenses in which they would.not 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 & 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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CHAPTER 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,1196é; ﬁeffernan, 1972; Schrag,
1961). Contending that similarly situated inmates adapt and
behave differently, they attribute these differences to var-
iations in preprison e#periences, behaviorsh values, social
identities and roles, and other factors external to the imme-
diate situation in which the inmates find themselves. The
adapti+2 devices ‘used by prisoners, the attitudes they ex-
press to staff and other inmates, and their institutional be-
haviors are determined la;geiy by long-standing personality
patterns, criminalisticz 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-
acteristies 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 (direct 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 priscon, these values take the form of oppo-
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sition to the legally constituted authority of
the institution" (Cline, 1963, 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 psycholegical 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 hehaviors emerging as
culture patterns amcng the clients-are & continuatior
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, bv the deprived and ex-
ploited experiences which haunt him and which deorive
him of a solid core of self-respect" (Rubenfeld,
1960, p. 5).

Both the sociological and psychological approaches are

related in the sense that they focus on direct and immediate

"causes" of p;isonization, 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 importatioﬁ modelg." 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, agé, social class of fam-
ily, and family structure as well as achieved characteristics
such as education to institutional adaptations. Usually,
thése 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 inmafe social systéms of males
and females and have concluded thgt the observed differences
are due to differences in the roles and statuses of the scres
in American society. They believe that differences in cul-
tural expectations for men and wonen 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, 1566 and 1974; Halleck and Hersko, 1962;
Selling, 193l;lTittle, 1969; and Ward and Kassebaum, 1965).
As Giallombardo theorizes:

"General features of the éultural 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 féatures 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 crientation 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 cther "indirect importation" studies, racial differ-
ences in the incidence of certain forms of institutional mis-
conduct are assumed to reflect differences in the pre-prison
subcultures of blacks, wnites and chicanos but no efforts are
made to test these assumptions. Differences in the average
age of youth upon entering the program are presumed to be
associated with the incidence of institutional misbehavior
because ybuth 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 social 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 vioclence. But there are few instances
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where these assumed relationships are actually tested. More-
over, mﬁch of the recent self-report ;esearch on the relation-
ship of social'class and delinquency casts doubt on this
assunmption (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 éf 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 pfe-prison differences. Aé
Tittle noted: '

"rhus, the alleged prevalence of primary group alli-

ances 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-
dei. Race, sex, age, =ocial 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 eech of
them and types of institutional misconduct will also be pre-
sented, as well as the results of rultiple regression analy-
ses, using all of the variebles.

Before turning to thé sociodemographic characteristics
of youth and other imporﬁation variables used in this anal-
ysis, we will‘discuss two veriables used.in other studies,
which were not replicated in the preeent one: intelligence
and personality. »
Intelligence '

In previous studies of a variety of types of institution-

al misconduct thefe have been several attempts to link c:cres
,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, 1871)}. 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 115 or
below 80 than non absconders (Brierley and Jones, unpublished).
In the other study comparing a random sanmnple 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 avefage range (Levine, 1962).

Studies of overall adjustmént 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
educatiocnal levels were so similar that they could not explain
variations in either drug use or homosexual behavior (Akeré,
Hayner and Gruninger, 1974).

In a study of participafion in a riop at the Indiana
Girls School, rioters were found to be more intelligeht than
ﬁonrioters. Despite the fact that official records provided
I.Q. sccres 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 100, as compared with 56

percent of the nonrioters" (Grosz, et. al. 1969,

p. 1373).

We have no way of assessing éhe 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 thié 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. Ve
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 schoolé.
Though we have information on the self-reported educa-
tional level of youth prior to their incarce;ation, 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 p;ior 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 sfaff 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
Gtah 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. al., 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 founa to be more common among absconders by Brier-
ley and Jones (1961). As Clarke and Martin correctly point
out, however, thesé ratings and diagnoses were probably con-
taminated througﬁ knowledae of which boys were absconders or
"institutionally maladjusted” {(Clarke and Martin, 1971).
Quite clearly staff in these pfograms, 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 cf 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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‘Q 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 (MMPI) given to inmates at the time of admission, offi-

£

cially recognized rule violatiohs were found to befpositively
relatad to the P& and Ma scales at the Iowa State Women's
Reformatory (Snortun, et. al., 1970). They also found ﬁhat
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
negative feelings toward the father in the develop-
,ment of incorrigible behavior within a correctional
insiitution for women" (Snortum, et. al., 1970,

p. 2386).

Another study, of the men in the Waupun State Prison in

i

Wisconsin, however, 'also used the MMPI in relatiocn to bad
conduct reports received by them and found that inmates'jddged
as showing poor adjustment in prison appeéred more "normal"

on the MMPI. 1In 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 adjus<ed 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 scales 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 contradictory, since they used the same
personality tests and the same general methods of measuring
institutional misconduct.

One of the earliest studies (1938) of this type used
the Bernreuter Perscnality 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 asscciated 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 gqualities
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-
tive, 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 séores of rioters and nonrio-
ters on 4 of the 14 personality factors in the Questionnaire.
On these dimensions the nonrioters presentea themselves as
more obedient, mild, and conforming; more sober, prudent,‘
serious and taciturn; more conscientious, persevering, staidp
and rule bound; and finally, as more controlled, socially
prgcise, self-disciplined and compulsive. Using thesé dimen-
sions, the authors portrayed the rioters in.thgse negative
terms: )

‘ " _.excessively assertive, aggressive, and stubborn; éex-

cessively expedient, prone <o evade rules, and prone

to feel few obligations; and excessively inclined

to follow their own urges and to be careless of pro-

tocol" (Grosz, et. al., ;969, p. 1375). '

In a study at the Wisconsin, School for Girls, the delin-
quenf behaviors occurring in one cottage (escape attempts,
disobedience, fighting and tatooing) were related fo indivi-
dual differences in stimuius—seeking, as méasured by the
Sensation-Seeking Scale. They found that girls high in stim-
ulation-seeking were fodnd 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 psyéhological features of inmates who violate

institutional norms found that half of the severe conduct vio-
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lators were epileptic and also that the nonviolators were
"better organized personally and appear to be at peace with
themselves which might help 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
of adjusted and Qaladjusted inma;es. Wolfgang found no dif-
ferences in the adjustment of inmates committed to the Eastern
State Penitentiary for first or éecoﬁd degree murder by
their scores on the Woolworth Personality Inventory (Wolfgang,
1961). Aaron, usipg 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 Invenﬁory,‘Cattell's High School Personality
Questionnaire, and a veréion of Osgood's Semantic Differential,

Clarke and Martin found no significant differences on any of
‘the tesés between absconders and nonabscbnders. Moreover,
there was.no evidence that boys of a particular persconality
type (as measured by the Junior Eysenck Personaiity‘Inventhy)
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 nonabsconderé but the more generalized exami-
nations of misconduct have often found soﬁe evidence of these
differences. 1In a study of critical incidents occurring over
a two year period in thé Silverlake Experiment, personality
scales of the Jesnéss Personality Inventory accounted for
thirty one percent of the variance aﬁd 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-
cént of the variance iﬁ the 'total institution and 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 prediciive
vafiable for running away ls dependant 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 gontained no personality mea-
sures, we wiil be unable to deal with the perplexing problem
of the 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.

REAN
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Gender

Though there is much speculation on the differences in
institutional behaviérs of girls and boys (Catalino, 1972;
Knopka, 196%), we are aware of no research specifically de-
signed to compare their involvement in misconduct.. Tittle com-
pared male and female inmaﬁes of a federal narcotics hospital
and found that ﬁhey 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 delinguent acts in the hospital
by men and women. V , 0

. Because a number of studies of the juvenile delinguency
of ﬁales and females concur on the fact that, in the commun-
ity, girls seem to be less 'involved in serious delinguency
than ‘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 thgse 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 menticned earlier in
Chapters Two and Tﬁree. Acroés all the institutioﬁs, females
constituted only thirty one percent of the population. 1In

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
X X

Pretending F=4.7855 1 d4.f. Sig.=.0239

Illness .645 .419 Eta=.0602

Using Drugs 1.283 1.072 P=1.6534 1 d.f. NS Eta=.0355

Running F=5.5419 1 4.f. Sig.=.0187

Away .221 .141 Eta=.0648 \

Stealing .751 .380 F=11.668 1 4.f. Sig.=.0007
Eta=.0937

Damaging F=9.8392 1 4.f. Sig.=.0017

Property .742 .433 Eta=.0862

Hitting

staff .266 .148 F=3.3458 1 d.f. NS Eta=.0504

Fighting F=40.984 1 d.f. 5ig.=.0000

Youth 1.250 .481 Eta=.1740

Total

Serious F=31.480 1 4.f. Sig.=.0000

Misconduct 4,477 2.644 Eta=.1527

Number of '

Respondents 902-916 401-405

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,‘démagihg property and
stéaling, as well as the cumulative amount of sericus miscon-
duct. Though ﬁost of the acts show statisticaﬁ}y signi-
ficant differences ketween boys and gi:ls, the proporticn
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 delinguency have reported
age to be inversely related to misbehavior. Younge; inmates
either at the time of commitment to_the prison and/or at the
time of -the research were more often invélved in miséonduct

'and with greater frequency than older inmates (Snortum, et.
al., 1970; Driscoll, 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
pased on comparigons of youthful and adult offenders; rather
than on smaller age differencés within a juvenile population.
Theories of maturation would'predict that institutional of-
fenses 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 instituﬁional delinguency found
in previous research, apart from theories of maturation. 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 thch were "imported” into the new
setting. Secondly, younger youth may differ from olaer

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 6ur sample were asked to report their birthdate,
and their age at the time of the field visit was then coded
to the nearest Qhole 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 ;he 1260 youth who gave their age, the average
age at the time of tche questionnéire 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 custqdial 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 TIME OF QUES-
TIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/MAMAGE-
MENT STYLE

Compliance/Management Average Age Average Age
Style at FPield Visit at Entrance
Custodial (N=490-528) 16.1 years 15.5 years
Utilitarian
(N=288-298) 15.1 - 14.5
! '
Participatory )
(N=410-434) . 15.8 . ' 15.2
TOTAL (N=1188-1260) 15.7 15.2
F=47.015 F=36.699
1259 d.f. 1187 4.f.
p=.0000 _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 miscénduct is explained by the agé of the youth
alone that in our sample, at least, there is no support for
the contention that younger youth are more delinguent. 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 2ERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN AGE AT ENTRANCE
AND AGE AT QUESTIONNAIRE ADMINISTRATION AND SELF-REPORTED
FREQUENCY OF MISCONDUCT IN ONE MONTH

Entry Age Age at Administration

Pretended {llness -.04 ' -.03

Used Drugs .06* W13%%*

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 more
frequent use cf drugs than younger ones.

When we examined tﬁe correlations between each type of
misconduct and age within each institution, wé found very
few strong relationships and no consistent patterns in them.
In some institutions age was inversely related to a type of
delinguent act while there were direct relationships in other
programs. Moreover,.there was no consistency in thevrelation-
ship of age and each type of misconduct within an institution.
For example, at Hickory Créek, older youth more frééuently
used drugs and hit 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 delinguency 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,

1869, p. 56). .
These same results prompted another author to conclude that
runaway research should be reformulated to answer the ques-
tion:

"Why is the Negro male deiinquent 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 guite unwarrén-
ted. These conclusions clearly point out the danger in using
correlations between sociodemographic chéracteristics 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 évidence of racial'differences. No

race differences of any kind emerged from the analysis of
institutional adjustment patterns of adult male murde;s (Wolf-
gang, 1961). But a study of violence in California prisons
found that Chicanos were overrepresented among identified

aggressors consistently from 1960 to the present time (sernett,

i

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 commcnalities
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 haa been involved in "deprived
subcultures" and held "deviant norms and values" more often
before enteriﬁg 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
COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Percent of Youth Who Were:

Compliance/Management Style White Black Other Mixed

Custodial (N=359) - 38% 34% 18% 10%
Utilitarian (N=304) 58 24 7 11
ﬁarticipatory (N=445) 48 28 11 13
TOTAL (N=1308) 46 30 13 11

Chi Square = 43.138, 6 d4.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 twe types,'especially in
contrast to custodial institutions in which nearly two thirds
of the youth were nonwhite. Thirty percent of our institu-
tional samplg 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 freqﬁency 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 totél frequency of serious misconduct, there

are no significant differences between black and white youth



TABLE 5.5 AVERAGE FREQUENCY OF SELF-REPORTED MISCONDUCT, BY RACE

White Black = 'Other Nonwhite  Mixed Races
Pretending Illness .462 . 748 .535 .575 F=2.2116 3d.f.NS
- Eta=.07
Using Drugs - 1.239 .950 1.398 1.541 F=2.1977 34.£f.NS
‘ - Eta=.07
Running Away .189 .184 .228 .241 F=,55545 34.f.NS
’ . - Eta=.03
Stealing ) .581 .679 -.725 .664 F=.39279 34.f.NS
Eta=.03
Damaging Property .627 .605 .871 .562 F=1.3045 3d.£.NS
Eta=.05
Hitting Staff .163 312 .269 .185 F=1.7846 3d.f.NS
’ Eta=.06
Fighting Youth L7717 1.300 . 1.070 .993 F=5,4719 3d.f.
. - Sig=.001 Eta=.11l2
TOTAL SERIO®GUS
MISCONDUCT 3.555 3.999 . 4.518 4.146 F=1.6766 3d.f.NS
} ’ Eta=.06
Number of -
Respondents - 595-603 - 383-387 166-171 145-147 -

161
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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,
thaf there are no statistically significant differences in
any types of misconduct except fighting, by réce. Even with
regard to fighting,which‘whites seem to engage in less fre-
quently, the proportion of variance explained by ' race 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
miséonduct 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 races reported
more of it (.32). The frequéncy of using drugs and running
away was not significantly correlated with race in any of
the saméled programs. Youth of mixed races more often re-
ported damaying 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 even 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 predicéor of institutional misconduct, either across all
sampled programs or even within particular ones. Even the
fact that ghe proportion of the different racial groups var-
ies across the institutions doesn't seem to affect the expla-
natory powér of race. Youth_in raéial minorities in pafti-
cular programs seem no more frequently ;nvolved 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 ihe occurrence of institutional misconduct to the im-
portation of lower-class delinguent subcultural values and
behaviors into the new éetting.' We have not seem any empiri-
cal evidence, howevei, that bears on this question.

In the gquestionnaire youth were askea 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 guestion blank either
because they did not know the occupétion of a parent, because
they may have been ashamed to report lower status or illegal
occupations, or possibly because fhey could not write well

enough to fill in a response. Other responses were soO 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 family, 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 résponaed on either or both
items were included. A . '

In Table 5.6 this composite index of social class is pie-
sented for the three typeg of institutions in our sample.
The full‘set of gccupational categories was collapsed into

four categories as follows:

Upper Middle Class includes managers, oificials, 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 was listed as eﬁploy—
ed (excludes missing data on both guestions).
Ovef 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 instituiions.

There were only minor differences in the social class back-



TABLE 5.6 SOCIAL CLASS OF YOUTH, BASED ON PARENTS'OCCUPATIOHN,
BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Social Class

Compliance/Management Upper Middle Working Unemployed
Style Middle

Custodial (N=445) 15% 2183 44% 20%
Utilitarian (N=262) 16 25 . 42 17

" Participatory (N=384) 19 28 34 19

TOTAL (N=1091) ' 173 24% 40% 19%

Cchi Square = 11.149, 6 d.f. NS

grounds of youth among the three program types.

One way analyses of variance revealed no significant
differcnces in the rates of any tyres of misconducﬁ or the
total of serious acts by thé sociai 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 thﬁs 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 conm-
mitted for felony offenses, shoplifting, theft, burglary,
assault, robbery, and armed robbery. The nonrioters, on the
other hand, had mainly nonfalony offenses such as sex offenses,
running away from home and not attending school (Grosz et. al.
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 théir criminal histories:

Running away, on the other hand, has been linked to youth
committed for minor or status offenses. One such study found
;Eat there was no association between commitment offenses $f
burglary, larceny, forgery, and other offenses against:proper—
ty or for running away from some other place and institution-

al absconding. But:
"...person offenders (robbery, assault, sex offenses, and
hemicide) 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
likelz 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 coufse as Wolfgang correctly points out, commitment of-
fense is strongly associated with previous peral experience,
length 'of stay, and age which may in fact predict to adjust-
ment more strongly.

Caution must be attached to any attributicon of differ-
ences in delinguent history on the basis of commitment offense,
particularly for a juvenile pbpulation. Because of the un-
khowﬁ magnitude of plea bargaining for lower_official offen~
ses for youth and because we know from previous reéearch that
much of the delinquent behavior is hidden from official con-
trol agencies, this variab;e is probably not a good indica-
tor of pre-institutional delinquency. Moreover, we did not
search recofds and files for officially designated commitment
offenses but rather relied on youth to self-report them.
There is no way of knéwing'how reliable these seilf-reports
were but we suspeét that many of che yputhl(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 opsn-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:
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of
Emotional /Dependent/Neglect: emotidnal or organic pro-

blems, dependent, neglected, incorrigible, family problams
and "asked to come here", "nowhere else to go", "came on
my own"

Runawazi 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

Drug:o: Possession, trénsportétion or tax violation '
of narcotic drugs. Sale of marijuéna, non-narcotic or nar-
cotic drugs | ‘ l

Minor Property: Petty larceny (less than $50), larceny,

possession of stolen goods, thaft in general, shoplifting,
vandalism, malicious destruction of property, carrving 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, ehbezzlement, grand larceny (over $100), burglary,
arson, strong armed robbery, armed robbery

Minor Person: Simple assault, assault, éssault and
battery 7

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-
déd for several reasons. Ws 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,"
"Pushiﬂg my sister," and “Ringing fire élarms." These res-
ponses could not be placed in the categories lisﬁed 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
that about:ll percent of the respondents were unable to give l
us cleaf and unambiguous responses. Over forty percent of
the réspondents believed that they were institutionalized for
property offenses but only about ten percent thoughf they
were sent there for offenses against persons. Drug cffenses
account for about nine percent of the commitments while a
quarter of you:th reported being there fbr various status of-
fenses (dependent/neglect, runaway, school and family pro-
blems). ‘ |

There are some very significant differences among the
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TABLE 5.7 SELF-REPORTED COMMITMENT OFFENSE OF YOUTH, BY
INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Compliance/Management Style

Commitment Custodial Utilitarian Participatory TOTAL
Offense (486) (283) (401) (1170)
Unspecified 113 9% 12% 11%
Emotional/

Family 1 12 7 6
Runaway 16 15 is 16
School -

Problems 2 8 1 3

Misdemeanors = 2 1 3 2

Possession of

Marijuana -4 11 9 7
Other Drug ' .

Problems 2 1 . 3 2
Minor Property 7 11 9 9
Major Property 44. 27 21 32

- Minor Person 4 3 - 10 6
Major Persén 7 2u 7 6
1008 1003 1005 100

Chi Square = 153.25, 20 4.f. p=0.0000

thfee types of institutions in the proportion of their clien-
tele who were committed for éerious cffenses. Over half of

the youth in custodial programs (51 percent) were committed
for major person or property crimes but this Qas true of less
thgn a third of the yo@th‘in utilitarian (29 percent) and par-

ticipatory (28 percent) programs. In contrast over a third



s

201

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 typés.

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

of self-reported involvement in all of the activities ex-
cept ébsconding according to the commitment offense of the
youth, many of these differences are minor. Youth who wére
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 perscn offenders, as were rates
of drug use, theft, property damage, and staff assaults.
Drug use was relatively frequen£ ameng all youth, except
those committed specifically for status offenses. Running
away‘was apparently relaﬁively infrequent among.all youth,
and there is no evidence that youth committed for running
away were any mére iikely‘td centinue to abscond from the

institution than other youth. Internal theft was self-re-

‘ported primarily by youth committed for §erson offenses and

property damage was for the most part committed by majcr

person offenders. Fighting was self-reported primarily by
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youth committed for school prcblems, drug problems other
than possession of marijuana, and person and property offenses.
Within each program, we found very little consistency

in the predictive power of commitment offense. In four out

' .
il

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 numker of respondents was
much 'smaller than in others so that the statistical signi-
ficance of similar correlation coefficients varies consider-
ably. But even if we disregarded the criterion of statisti-
cal significance: commitment offense has little predictive
power. The relationsﬁip between any type of misconduct and ,
any particular commitment offehse varied across institutions
and in mosﬁ cases was very small. For example, in some pro-
grams the association between a commitment for running away
and the fréquency of program absconding was inverse while in
other programs it was direct. Similar inconsistenéies were
noted between commitment for drug offenses and the use of
drugs in the institution; bétween commitment for property
crimesland st;aling and damaging property in the program; and
between commitmentsvfor 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 assocciations
to emerge from a more detailed examination of‘pre-institu-
tional delinguency, which would include undetected, and un-
processed offenses;

Previous Delingquent Behavior

Confirmation of the direct importafion model rests on
finding significant associations between the pre-prison of-
fense history and institutional behaviors, gssuming 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, Roegh found that runaway yéuth frem
the Whittier State School in California more frequently had
histories of running away from home and schocl 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 f;om other institu-
tions before, but the morelof;en 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 present acts of running was also done in England, and
reported that oniy 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 criﬁ-
icism for a variety of reasons. It was based on a total pop-
Plation 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 ;imes with an interval between
the first and last incidents of six months or more, it ex-
cluded youth who remained in the schoecl less than six months.
Moreover, the number of abscondings considered as evidence
of persiétencekwere arbitrary and were not related to length
of time in'the institution. Further, there was no attempt'
in this study to actually determine whether or not persistent
abscondegs came from homes where disciplipé was "lax."

In the Silverlake Experiment, Empey and Lubeck found
. that offense history was the best predictor Qf,runaway be-
havior in both the open mediatory institution and the total
institution. Offenders who had committed the most serious
delinguent acts were the most prone to run from both pfograms.
Youth committing automobile and family-related offenses (in-
cludiﬁg incorrigibility and running away from home) were for
the most part more likely to run away from the institutions
tnan other youth. In assessing this finding, they state: ‘

"It is striking, and perhaps ironic, that 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:

"0f the background factors, the one most powerfully
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 incidehts 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 how
frequently they had engaged in fourteen délinquent 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,” "skippéd
school,” and "had sex with a member of the opposite sex.”

We isolated runaway behavio; from this cluster and construct-
ed a third cluster labeled Absconding which combined the
freguency of running away from home and running awéy from
another coriectional program. Item to scale correlations

for each of the three clusters are contained in the Appendix.

Note that two behaviqrs in the gquestion are not included in /
these clusters: having sex relaﬁions 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 authoritieg‘which could cccur 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
from 0 (never engaged in them) to 3 (engaged in them én aver-
age of more than ten times) are presented for each of the
institutions in our sample. One way analyses of variance
indicate that there were significant differences among the
three types of institutions in the presenting offensa his-
tories of their inmates;.particularly with regard tb crimes

and abscondings. Custodial program inmates have had the

most frequent prior involvement in criminal activitiesbut more

youth in participatory programs were frequent absconders be-



— -

208

fore their incarceration. Differences among the programs

in the freguency of more minor offenses, such as the use of
alcohol and drugs, were very slight.

TABLE 5.9 AVERAGE FREQUENCY OF PREVIOUS CRIMES, OFFE NSES,
AND ABSCONDINGS, BY I\STITUTIONAu COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Average Frequency

Compliance/ Previous Previous Previous
Management Style Crimes Offenses . Abscondings
Custedial :
{(502-535) 1.1 1.7 K .6
Utilitarian .
(269-282) .9 . 1.5 .7
Participatory
(404-425) .8 , 1.7 1.0
TOTAL (1175-1242) 1.0 S 1.7 .8
F=12.963 F=4.0139 F=18.473
1206 d.£. 1174 4.f. 1241 4.f.
p=.0000 p=.02 p=.0440¢

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 wﬁlch youth had engaged in ‘more serloﬁs delinquencies
(Crimes) before coming to the program was significantly asso-
ciated with their participation in most acts of institutional
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 BETWEEN PREVICUS DELIN-
QUENCY SCALES AND FREQUENCY OF INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT

Offense History Factors

Misconduct Crimes Offenses Runaway

Pretending to .
be sick J12%% .03 .05

Using drugs J22%% L27%% L16%%
Running away .02 ~-.00 L12%%
Stealing L20%%* .09%%* L10%**
bamaéing .
property J26%% B Jle**
Hitting staff J12%x .06 L07* | \
Fighting youth L20% % .00 .02 '

TOTAL SER10US
MISCONDUCT .35%* S L20** .19%* !

* sig. at .05 level
** gig. at .01 level

the best predictor of most types of serious misconduct. Drug
use was slightly more strbngly 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-
linguencies associated with them, the specific behaviors

e.g., stealing before, damaging pfoperty before, were no more
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closely associated with the various types of institutional
misconduct than were thé clusters of behaviors. Por example,
the correlations between the use of drugs'ih the institution
and the use of marijuana and the dge of other drugs before
were both .30 while the correlation between the Offense scale
and the use of drugs in the institgtion:was .27. In all
cases where a particular type of institutional misconduct was
significantly associated with a particular pre-program de-
linguency, it was also associated witﬁ the offense cluster

in which the pre-program delinguency was contained.

Correctional Experiences

Altﬁough youth who have had fiequent contac¢t with the

juvenile justice system are often bzlieved to be responsible

for most institutional misconduct, the statements of pre-

vious researchers areé less than unanimous on this point.
Further, in most previous research, we are given no informa-

tion :as to the correspondence bctween the correctional exper-

dences and the offense patterns of inmates. In at least a

few of the studies, correcfiona; experiénces 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 neceésary
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 priscns, he found:
"...from the perspective of the direct importation
model...that institutions in which inmates 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.”

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 previéus 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 girls,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).




On the other hand, Wolfgang in his study of male mur-

derers found that prior incarceration was predictive of het-
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 inexéerienced ones;
that institutions tend to handle inmates with different cor-
rectional histories in different ways; and that prior i-car-
ceration hay be associated with other predictor variables

and may e spuriously. lirked to adjustment.

Support for the hypothesis that institutions may manaye
experienced inmates in different ways than inexpérienced 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 tc more institutional delinguency and thus will
be more apt to import these behaviors into their current set-
ting. Within individual programs, therefore, we would ex-
pect to £ind that correctional experiences were directly cor-
related with misconduct. 1If 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 relatively weak across the

¥

entire sample.

Youth were asked to report how many times they had come
into contact with varicus levels cf the juvenile justice sys-—
tem. The average number of times yéuth Had peen involved in
various correctional experiences is shown in Appendix B. The
average youth in our sample had considerable prior correc-—
tional contact, with an average of over ten police arrests,
five juvenile court appearénces, 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 schddl
experience. In gensral 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 andvthe number of times they were

jailed. Utilitarian program youth had, on the average, the

- e
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least experience with the correctional system, particularly
in terms of court appearances, detentlon 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 conseduences 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 comp051te measure of correctional experlence. 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 Group or foster home experiences was drop-
ped from the scale because they were not necessarily correc-
tional experieﬁces, 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-
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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 1.0000

Group/
Foster
Home .2413 .0999 . 3137 .0346 1.0000
Court .6905 .2194 .3135 .4156 ,0386 1.0000
Police .5307 .5451 .3170 .3640 .1349 .5515 1.5000

pected that in some éases 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: correlations for the Cofrectional Experiences
scale are contained in Aypendix B.

There were significant differences in the average number
_of correctional experiences among youth in cuétodial, utili-
tarian, and participatory settings, reflecting differences
already discussed in the individual items composing the scale.
Youth in custodial programs reported an average of 30 contacts
with the five agencies contained in the summary scale, and
pérticipatory prograﬁs had an average of 22 contacts among
their youth. Utilitarian program youth had an average of 20
contacts with the correctional systemf 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 ZERC 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 .06*

Using drugs . L20%*

Running away .06*

Stealing . .07*

Damaging property . .08*%

Hitting staff ‘ .06*

Fighting youth .07%*

All Serious Misconduct L19**

* Slgnlflcant at .05 level
** gignificant at .01 level

misconduct. The exceptions are drﬁé use énd all serious mis-
conduct but even these are more strongly related to youths'
prior delinguent history than to tﬁeir prior correctional ex-
periences.

Correctional history is less effective than offense his-
tory as ép 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 delinguent 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 Qere significantly correlated. The zero order correl#—
tion matrix of these importation predictor variables is shown
in Appendik 3.

o Frequent involvement in criminal activity before incar-
ceration was related to being older, male and not being black.
P;ior épisodes 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 freguent
amoné older youth, other than blacks and females. The fre-
quencies of all types of previcus delinguent behavior were
related and they were also associated with more experiences
with the correctional system. Previou; 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 drder to estimate the total amount of variance in
institutional misconduct explained by the total set of impor-
tation variables we have discussed, we used least sguares
multipié regression techniques, across the overall sample.
Since the independent variables are intercorrelated, it is
important to examine the net aséociation of each with mis-
conduct.l

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 REGRESSION OF FEIGNED ILL-
NESS ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES

R? = 029, 710 d.f. F=1.7538 p=.05 N=711
Variables Zero OQrder Partial (a) Beta (b)
Correélation Correlation

Present age (c) -.05 ~.05 -.05
Sex (Female) | -.03 .02 .02
White (d) ' -.05 . .00 .00
Black (d) .10 .00 .10
Other nonwhite (d) -.07 -.00 ;.05
Mixes races (d) .02 .00 .03
Previous crimes .07 . .05 .07
Previous nffenses -.02 -.02 -.02
Previous abscondings -.02 -.01 -.01
Social class - : .01 .01 .01
Commitment offense .07 . .05 .06
Correctional

experiences - .06 .05 .05
a

Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the
dependent variable, partialed on the other variables. in
the model. : B

The analysis was performed on standardized variables so
the regression coefiicients are beta weights.

Because age at entrance and present age were so highly
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis.

d Eacn racial category was made into a separate dummy variable.

* P is less than .05
** p is less than .01
**% p is less than .00l
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TABLE 5.14 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF USE OF ILLEGAL
DRUGS ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES

Rz = .090, 710 4.f. F=5.7479 p=.0000 N-71

Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b)
: Correlation Correlation

Present age {(c) .12 .03 .03
Sex (Feméle) -.04 ;.Ol T =.01
white (d) ' .02 -.00 -.01
Black (d) - S -.09 -.00 -.02
6ther nonwhite (d) .04 .00 ) .01
Mixes races (d) .03 ~-.00 -.02 ‘
Previous crimes .20 .06 .08
'Previous nffenses .25 ‘ .13 L17Er*
Previous'abscondings .12 | ~-.00 -.00
Social class - -.04 .-.01 . -.01
Commitment offense’ .06 -.02 ‘ -.02
Correctional

~ experiences .21 .12 J13%*
a

Partial Correlation Coefficients for each variable with the

dependent variable, partialled on theé other variables in
the model.

The analysis was performea 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 dummy variable.

"+ % Pp 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% = .034, 710 4.f. £=2.0496 p=.02 N=711
Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (k)
Correlation Correlation
Present age (c) -.08 ' -.08 ‘ —.09*
Sex (Female) -.04 0.04 -.05
white (@ -.00 -.00 ‘ -.00
Black (d) -.03 | .00 : .01
Gther nonwhite (d) -.00 -.00 -.00
Mixed races (d) ' .04 .00 ‘ ,.03
Previous crimes ‘ .03 .00 .00
Previous offenses -.02 -.04 -.05
Previous abscondings  .13 .13 LI15FxR
Social class .02 .02 ;02
Commitmen£ offense -.01 -.02 -.02
Correctiocnal ,
experiences .07 .04 .04
@ partial Correlation Coefficients for each variéble with the

dependent variable, partialled on the other variables in
the model. .

The analy51s was performed on standardized varlables so the
regression ccoefficients are beta weighis

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% =.04, 710 4.f. F=2.6289 p=.002 N=711

Variables Zero Order Partial (&) Beta (b)
Correlation Correlation

Present age (c) -.01 -.03 -.03

Sex (Female) -.12 -.07 -.08
White (d) | .01 -.OOV ) -.01
Black (d) -.01 | .00 ' .02
Other nonwhite (4) .01 -.00 -.02
Mixed races (d) -.01 .-.00 ’ -.03
Previous crimes .18 - .10 J13%*
Previous offenses .07 .01 .02

; Previous abscondings .08 .06 .07

: Social class .01 .02 .02
Commitmeﬁt offense S0 .04 o .04

Correctional )
experiences .07 -.01 -.02

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 dummy variable.

* P is less than .05
¥* P is’ less than .01
*%*p jig less than .001
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TABLE 5.17 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSICN OF DAMAGING PRO-
PERTY ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES

R2 = .07, 710 4.f. F=4.5552 p=.0000 N=711

Variables . ‘ Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b)
‘ Correlation Correlation

Present Age (c) -.08 -.10 -.11%**
Sex (Female) -.10 -.04 -.04
White (d) .03 -.00 , -.01
Black (d) -.01 .00 .03
Other nonwhite (4) 01 -.00 -.03
Mixed races (d) -.04 -.00 ‘ -.01
Previoué crimes o1e .11 L14>*
Previous vffenses . .07 .00 , - .00
Previous abscondings .15 . .13 L15%%%
Social class ' .01. . .02 .02
Commitment offense .12 ' .06 .07
Correctional ) ]

experience .10 .01 .02
2 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 dummy variable.

* P is less than .05
** P is less than .01.
***p is less than .00l
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TABLE 5.18 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF HITTING STAFF
ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES

R = .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 (4) -.04 -.00 -.03
Black (d) .04 .00 .07
Other nonwhite (d) -.03 -.00 -.03
Mixed races (d) .04 .00 .02
Previous crimes’ .10 .03 .04
Previous offenses .06 .03 .04
Previocus abscondings .10 .09 ' .10*
Social class ~.02 ‘—.Ol -.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.

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

a Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable.

* P is less than .05
** p is less than .0l
***p jig less than .001
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TABLE 5.19 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF FIGHTING YOUTH
ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES ’

R2,= .08, 710 4.f. F=4.7561 p=.0000 N=711

Variables . Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b)
Correlation Correlation

Present age (c) -.07 -.06 -.06
Sex (Female) -.18 -.11 -.12%*
White (d) -.12 -.00 -.13
Black ({4d) .08 » .00 | .03
Other nonwhite (4) .05 -.00 . -.02
Mixed races (d) .03 -.00 -.02
Previous crimes .18 .12 L15%x %
Previc.s offenses " -.00 -.03 | ' ~-.04
Previous abscondings .02 .04 | .05
Social class .00 -.01 -.01
Commitment offense L1 .02 .02
Correctional

experiences .09 .02 .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 vresent 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 5.20 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MIS-
CONDUCT ON IMPORTATION VARIABLES

R2 = .13, 710 4.¢f. F=8.5850 p=.0000 N=711
Variables Zero Order Partial (a) Beta (b)
Correlatipn Correlation

Present age (¢) . .00 . -=.06 -.06
Sex (Female) -.17 . -.09 ~-.10%*
White (4) -.03 : —.60 ;.05
Black (d) -.02 .00 .04
Other nonwhite (4} .04 -.00 -.01
Mixed races (d) .02 -.00 -.03
Previous c¢rimes .31 .15 L1Bxx*
Previous offenses .18 .06 .08
Previous abscondings .17 .;0 L11x*
Social class -.01 .00 .00
Commitment 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. ‘ )

The analysis was performed on standardized variables so
the regression coefficients are beta weights.

Because age at entrance and present age were sSo highly
correlated, we only used present age in this analysis.

d Each racial category was made into a separate dummy variable.

* Pp is less than .05
*%* p is less than .0l -
*%x*p is less than .00l
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of importation predictor variables. The amount . of explained
variance was three percent for preternding to be sick, running
away and hitting staff; four percent for stealing;seven per-
cent fof property damage; eiéht percent for fighting; nine
percent for illegal arug 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 foﬁnger
youth reported more frequently being invelved in absconding
and aamaging property, beta weights indicate that present age
accounts for very little oﬁ @he variance in these acts. Al-
though males more often reported fighting than females, sex
only explains two percent of the variance aﬁd contributes
nothing to the explaﬁation of the other specific types of mis-
behavior.

Despite the attention theorists have devoted ﬁo race
and social class, we found that they were unassociated with
the insti£utional misconduct reported by youth in this study.
Pre-institutional delinquent behavior, however, was signifi-
cantly correlated with egch type of serious misconduct.

Yduth who were more heavily involved in crimingl type activ-
ities befdre their incarceration were significantly more like-
ly to have stolen (p=.0l1); damaged property {p=.0l); 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 abscénded
from home or from another correctional program before more
often-eﬁgaged in running away ({(p=.001); damaging property
{(p=.001);and hitting staff (p=.05). Commitment offenses and
prior correctional experiences contributed ver§ little to
the explanation, however.

When we look at the explanation of all serious miscon-
duct, previous deliﬁquént behavior, especially involvement
in crimes andlabscondings, 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-
tutional misconduct less frequently.2

There are a number of possible reasons for:the relétive
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 availaple such as per-
sonality, or psychological disturbances, or it could be that
there is a great deal of interaction among the ?redictor
variables that-is.not evident from the regression analysis.
The period of time studied may have been too brief to indi-
caté the kinds of 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-



tional characteristics are more strongly associated with

these behaviors than pre-program attitudes, behavicrs, and
experiences. These researﬁhers have found that the typical
"importation" predictor variables interact with institutional‘
variables in unknown ways. In a study of six cofrectional

instituticns 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 background 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 tre 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 stﬁdy comparing runayay rates at two different pro-
grams, Empey and Lubeck found that as dramatic organizational
shifts such as changes in treatment strategies occurréd,

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 awa? in the community-based
and total institutions, but these characﬁeristics changed as
structural changes occurred‘within each of the programs.

The researchers concluded:

"Thesz 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-
fouder behavior, indeed correctional effectiveness,
are instead a product of the wmatch between perscnal
and social systems. Thus, if prediction is desirable,
research will have to look more closely at the dyna-
mics of interaction between thess 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 misceonduct. 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 va&iables asso-
ciated directly with importation such as pre—prograﬁ of fenses
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 jokbs.
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 number
of commitments to juvenile detention and jail facilities,
the "typicalf youth has had many contacts with the juveniie
justice system before his present‘incarceration.

. But there were significant differences among the three
types of institutions in these importétion characteristics.
Individual level analyses indicated that except for pre-pro-
gram delirquency, very few of these variables were signifi~
cantly associated with the frequency of institutional mis-
condudt. Those associations that were statistically signi-
ficant for the sample as a whole were often not presenﬁ 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 picture 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 thirtéen 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-
acteri§tics as partial explanations of the phenomenon. Clear-
ly pre-institutional delinquency., the clearest and most theo-
'retical;y relevant aspect of the model, is associated with
the incidence of serious misbehavior of incarcerated youth
and there are reasous to beiieve that measurement problems
may have mésked an even stronger relationship. Rather, we
now turn to the "deprivation" perspective as a different way

of accounting for problematic behaviors of confined youth.

i
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FOOTNOTES

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 amount 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 tcol for evaluating
the 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 each 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 wvariables in the .e<ression 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 simultanszous multiple regression
model used here may result in highly misleading indi-
vidual coefficients because of the problem of multi-
colinearity of the independent variables (i.e. they are
substantially correlated).
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CHAPTER VI

TUE DEPRIVATION PERSPECTIVE ON INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT

In contrast to the "Importation Mcdel,"” 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 compiementary sets of expianations.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 Clemper (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 priéon enviroﬁment. These.early 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 inte "Functional" perspectives by assuming that these

adaptations (particularly the development of inmate social

233
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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 kbelieved
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 aveid the devastating psychological effects of

internalizing and converting sccial rejection into

self-rejection. 1In effect, it permits the inmate to

reject his rejectors" (McCorkle and Xorn, 1954, p. 88).

The inmate social system was also seen as providing
other mechanisms to reduce the rigors of confinement, beyond
the‘psychologicai 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 autdnomy, and the deprivation of security,v
which he believed could be mitigated by collective orienta-
tions of inmates.

"...the greater the extant of 'cohesive' responses--

the greater the degree to which the society of cap-

tives 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 relaticnships. For example:

"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-

priconment" (Ward 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 betwee:: inmate elitcc and guards'in order to
maintain "conditions of peace and order" andlthe systems of
sub rosa economic interchanges that emerge in male prisons
were believed to mitigate tﬁe probléms 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 gngéging 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 £o reduce their
fee}ings 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 in terms of
alleviating the pains of imprisonment. Although it seems
logical that the solida%ity with other yqutﬁ in an inmate
' social svstem would tend to alleviate many of the mors pain-
ful aspects of confinement, there is less reason to believe
that engaging in acts of ﬁisconduct would serve that function.
The pure "Deprivation" argument is more appealing for
our purposes. Rather thanvassuming that vrisconized values
and behaviors leaa to a reduction of felt deprivation, we
need only show that the degree of physical and psychological
degradation provided by the institutional settingyis associat-
Ied with the development of sﬁch attitudes and behavior. As
Cline indicates: L
"This model has béen 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-
ment agents of their incarceration, the staff" (Cline,
‘1968, pp. 174-;75). :
Although most fesearghers using this model have tried to link
the.deprivations of the prison experience to negative atti-
tudes and norms of prisonization, the extension of tﬁe argu-
ment to the actual behaviors of inmates seems logical. Acts
of defiance and anger, in particular, may be closély linked
to feelings of alienation and hostility toward authorities
and fellow prisoners. Acts ¢f 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-
Qicts are engaged in these two types of deviant behavior dur-
ing the time of their incarceration, was more a function of
the‘fype 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 thisystudy.

The charactérization of institutional environments was
made by the three researchers on the basis of tape recocorded
interviews with the top administrators of the various pri-
soné, and not using the perceptions and reports of the inmates
themselves. ‘Data on the amount of homosexual involvement
and specific use of drugs were chbtained from responses to
questions about the participation of other inmates. The
questions were writteﬁ in the follbwiné 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
specifiéd),Amafijuana, 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 énd humane settinés. 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 tﬁeir felt deprivation.

Similar problems were characteristic of the stud%es
which attributed the frequency of absconding to character-
istics of the environments of traininq schools. ©Not only
weré there very few attempts to link situational or environ-
mental factors to absconding, but the measurement of school
environment was quife inadequate. VYor example, Clarke and
Martin, in looking at+ official absconding rates fér July to
December ¢f 1964 and 1%66 in England, found wide differences
between schools in these rates "which reflect differences in
scﬁool environment" and further found:

"thzse 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 tb the
absconding rate. They did note a study by Sinclair in which
+the failure rates {as avrésult 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 approved schools 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 youghs 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 mofe likely to run away from schools that emphasizeé team
games and house spirit than frbm tliose which emphasized ind.i-
vidual casework. These ana other hypotheses were not con-
firmed. What is important, from ovr perspective, is the pro-
blematic characterization of school environment in the study.
The regime of each school was described very simply as "per-
missive-therapeutic” (casewo;k), "traditional-structured;"
“tréining 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
assassments. The perceptions of the boys themselves were not
solicited at all. .

In their comparison of the runaway rates in a mediatory

cemmunity program and a total institutidn, 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 giveén no informa-
éion 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 aﬁtempt 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 thé 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, 1962); "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" (Hildebraﬁd, 1968); and
"homesickness and relateé anxieties" (Levine, 1962). ‘

A few studies have gone beyond speculat%on. 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 graduatesvof New York correctional programs for
youth. Résults indicated that ;hé youth who later absconded
rated their programs as permitting significantly less ExXpress-
iveness and as putting more stress on Staff Control than non-
absconders (graduates). There was also a slight teﬁdency ior
absconders to rate the programs higher on Order and Organiza-
tion than nonabsconders. Even within a particular program
absconders rated the social climate very differently from
graduates (Chase, 1975).

“apsconders 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

sacale" (Chase, 1975, p. 203).

There was also some evidence that the subjective percéptions
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 twc 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 soc1al envir-
onments of the two units much more negatlvely than did the
residents who did not break any rules. This was particularly
true with regard to scales of Expressiveness, Practical Orien-
tation, and 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 mofe positive about other
residents than non-rule 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 reportsvon each
inmate, they found Ehat these hypotheses were confirmed.
Youth who were nominated by four or more staff members as trou-
blemakers sawkfgss opportunity, less reasonable and sympathet-
ic authority, and greater arbitrary unpredictabilit§ in the
institutional situation than other youth. Although these
“troublemakers had séent significantly longer time in the in-
stiﬁution than the éontrol group, the researchers found that
unfavorable definitions were unrelzted to length of stay.
Trouble making behavior was élso apparently unrelated to demo-
graphic,'life'history, and delinguency h;gtory variables
though there was a tendency‘for such youth to have had slicnt-
ly greater previous exposure to institutionaiization (Wood,
Wwilson, Jessor, and Bogan, 1966). . 1

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 felated to the
treatment they received from staff and the ways in which they
were labeled by them. The labelin§ of youth as "troublemakers"
or “rule breakers" by staff may have resulted in differential
treatment of these youth and consequently produced percep-
+ions of the instituticn as a negative and repressive environ-
ment. It is also possible that youth who committed the same
acts of misconduct, butvweré 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 wheéther 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 institutioral misconduct. As Cline
discovered in a study of fifteen courrecticnal institutions
in Scandinavian countries,

"It is more difficult to construct measures for the

deprivation model than for the direct importation

model. There are a number 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 of 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, especially 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 per-—

ceived by inmates rather than as verceived .by research inves-
- 4

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 numb~1 of home 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 insfitutionalized although they were in programs
which encouraged home visits and cofrespondence with the out-
side. The differences in the amount of social isolation ex-
perienced by inmates may not be related to the policies §f

the programs. Moreover, the felt deprivation of inmates may
not be consistent-with thé objective situation. Inmates may
feel more or less deprived than one another, given the same

situation, because of differences in expectations and pre-pri-
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son deprivaticns. Finally, we expect their reactions to be
more closczly allied with their subjective feelings of depri-
vation than to actuai instituticnal 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 yéuth repbrts
and individual leQel analyses relating frequency of'miscon-
duct to eacs of them will be used. As in Chapter Five, each
of the indicators will be describéd and comparisons between
the threg types of institutions will be made for each of them.
Tﬁe relationship of each deprivation variable to each type of
institutional misconduct will be examined before pursuiﬁg the

multiv~-iate analyses in which they are considered a set.

Length of Stay

Stucdies of -assimilation into the prison setting, as well

_ as those concerned with deprivatinn, have included classifica-
tions of inmates according to their length of stay, since the"
early work of Clemmer who directed his attention to:

f

"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; Wellford, 1967; Tittle,»l972). 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, howevér, expect
to find that it does, for two reasons. First, the extent to
which the pains of imprisonment increase or become more intol-
erabie 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-

'bably‘have had their sentences increased as a result. Long
‘terms may thus be a "result" rather 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 théy had
been in the program, ccders calculated the difference between
the date the questionnaire was administered andAthe'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 as:zero 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 montis,
and a one way analysis of variance revealed no statistically
significant differences among the three types of institutions
in the average length of étay.

According to Wheeler, the overriding concern of criminolo-
gists with processes of induction and assimilation into the
institutior led to a neglect of the processes iavolved 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 prisocns which
provide determinate sentences for offenders, such as the one
Wheeler studied. 1In 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 alsoc 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 cenventional 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 outlcok 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...lf 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 iowest in the earliest stage of the car-
eer (with the lcngest 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 rejecticn).

The Deprivation Mcdel, 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 these 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 lgngth of stay and perceived pains of imprisonment is
obviouslf not ciear either empirically or theoretically.

Because the institutions in our sample diifered 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 variablessithe length of time youth
had already served at the time of thé 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 éf 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 513 months left to servé. In contrast youth in
participatory programs believed that they had to stay in the
institution an average of only 3.9 months longer (F=11.131,
1232 d.f., p=.0000). '

Because we believed that youﬁhs' feelings of deprivation
might have been a result of comparisons of their own exper-
iences with other youth in the pfogram {relative deprivationL
a crude measure of the discrepancy.between'their own perceived
totai length of stay and what they believed to be the usual
sentencé in the prbgram was devised. Youth were asked "How
long do most youth stay here?" __ (months). We calculated
their perceived totai length of stay by summing the number of
months they reportéd being in the prégram up to that time and
the number of months more théy expected to stay. In 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 GE per-
ceived discrepancy in sentences would have been preferakble

but we were forced to rely on ;his indirect one.

In each of the three types of institutions youth be-
lieved that they would have to stay longer than Ehe 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 threé 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
participatoiy programs than in utilitarian ones. Custodial
ﬁrogram 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, yoﬁth 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 Qas significant variation by institutional compliance/
management style. Youth in custodial institﬁtions expected
to stay an average of 13.3 months'and in utilitarian programs

the projected figure was 13.5 menths. 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.£., 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 drués {r=.13), internal theft
(r=.13), property damage {(r=.11), and all serious misconduct
(r=.15). The number of months youth believed.they had to re-
main in the program was directly related fo the use of illegal
drugs (r=.11l), absconding (r=.06), assaults on staff (r=.09),
fighting (r=.08), and all serious misconduct (r=.11}). Mére—
over, yquth who believed that they 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=.11), 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 painfal. Because of the problems
invelved in visits to youth by parents and friends living many
miles from a program and in arranging for home visits by
youth to these communities, 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.

vouth were asked to provide the name of the city or town
they thought of as home, and a road atlas was used to dgter—
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 programslhad 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 2
median of only 18 miles:

Thefe were small but statistically significant relacinon-
ships between distance from home and the frequency of several
types of §erious misconduct, but they were inversely related,
in the opposite direction from the hypothesis. Specifically,
the greatef the distance between a youth's home and the insti-
tution, the less freguently he was involved in the use of
illegal drugs (r=-.08), absconding (r=-.08), damaging pfoperty
(r=-.07), and all types of serious misconduct {(r=-.07). There
was, however, a slight but.significant direct relationship
between thé frequency of staff assaults and the distance from
home (r=.06). We tﬁink it would be unwise to draw any conclu-
sions from these correlations since they are guite small. At
any rate, it is obvious that those youth who were incarcerated
at séme 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 gocod an indicator of isolation
as more direct perceptual guestions.

Home Visits

For a varieﬁy of reasons, including the reluctance of
parents, transportation_préblems, institutional rules and re-
gulations, and possibly the behavior of youth, home visits
were not freguent in the programs in our sample. They were,
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 *o engage in institutional
misconduct, if the Deprivation !icdel 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 misconduci) we did ask
them to tell us: "How many times have you been home on a
visit since you've been here?" 1In order to control for vary-
ing lengths of time in the program, we calculated the average
number of home visits per month in the inétitution. ‘

Across all programs, the average was less than one home
visit every two months (.42), but there were significant dif-
fererices 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 1%6’ iﬁdicating that
youth were able to visit their homes 5n average of less than
once every six mon£hs.

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 tyﬁe of misconduct that Qas 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
morelhome'visits reported higher frequenéies 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 thHeir homes may have been
mitigated to some e#tent by continuous contacts with their
frignds and families through correspondence, phone calls,
and institutional visits. In order to compare the fregquency
of such contacts, vouth 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 Iable 6.1, the percent of youth reporting no contacts
during the last month with these "significant others” is

shownl

TABLE 6.1 PERCENT OF YOUTH WHO HAD NO CONTACT IN THE PAST
MONTH WITH MOTHER, FATHER, OTHER ADULTS CLOSE TO THEM, AND

FRIENDS OUTSIDE THE PROGRAM, BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/MAN-
AGEMENT STYLE .

Compliance/ : No Contact With:

Management

Type Mother ' Father Other Adults Friends

Custodial

(N=559-562) 22% 51% 39% 52¢%

Utiliterian

{(N=303-304) 19 . 43 37 36

Participatory :

(N=437~44¢) 21 51 29 ' 47

TCTAL

(N=l3QO—1312) 21% 45% 35% 462

Chi Square 16.995 9.5452 15.769 23.130
6 d.f. 6 d.f. 6 d.£. 6 d.£.

p=.009 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 amiong two-
thirds of sampled youth. But a relatively high prcportion 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 differenées
in the proportion of youth who had no contact with their mo-
tﬁers, 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. The amount of contact yputh 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 ;elatioﬂship however between
havin§ li;tle contact with mother and involvement in stealing
(r=.06), damaging property (r=.06), and hitting staff (r=.06).
Youth who had little céntact 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 Isolatlon

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 feollowing two
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questions:
"I can be in touch with my friends enough."
True ______ False
"I can be in touch with my family enocugh.”
True __ False
The two items were significantly correlated (.42) and each
of them was related significantly to the corresponding item
on freguency of actual contact. Youth who had had less con-
tact in the last month with friends were less likely to think
they had enbugh contact (.13). Feelings of deprivation of
family contéct were related to the infrequency of recent con-
tacts with mothers (.23) and with fathers (.14). Tﬁough
these correlations were in the predicted direction and were
statistically significant, they were relatively‘small, indij
cating that the number of actual contacts through-corrgspon—
dence, phone calls, and visits does not fully explain differ-
ences in felt deprivation.

An index of perceived isolation was constructed by sum-—
minglthe responses of youth to the two questions. Item to:
scale correlations are shown in Appendix C. Index scores
range from zero (enough contact with 5oth friénds 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, indicatihg 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 thére was no
relationship between youths* feelings of isolation and their
length of sta&, 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 vi;its were related to their feelings with statisti-
cal significance, these relationships were relatively sméll
and explained only a small parﬁ of the variance.

Youth who felt that they were deprived of enough contact
with family'and friends were slightly moréllikely 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 guite small.

1

Off Grounds Experiences

The restriction of all or most leisure time actiQity to
the institutional setting can be seen as a major "pain of
imprisonment" for adolescents because their péers_on the out-
"side are typically involved in a whole series of recreational
activities, shopping excursions and sociai 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 BETWEEN THE PERCEIVED ISCLATICN AND
THE ACTUAL ISOLATION EXPERIENCED BY YOUTH

Perceived Isolation from
Family and Friends (n=1061)

Distance between home
and program .01

Average number of home

visits per month . =.09**
Low contact with mother ' L20%% '
Low contact with father 14%*
Low contact with other adults L15%*
Low contact with friends L12%%
Months in progfam j.Ol
Remaining months ) .03
Total lenyth of sta& .02

Discrepancy between own and
usual length of stay -.01

month they had engaged in a variety of outside activities, in-
cluding spendipg 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 campus 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 the youth
in participatory programs (32 percent) and nearly half of the
youth in custcdial 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 gquestions did not tap youths' experiences on these
trips but we do know that at two of the utilitarian programs
(Juniper 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 thrvoughout all excursions.

The cnly type of misconduct that was ;elated to the op-
portunities to go off grounds was absconding (r=.12). Youth
who had fewer off grounds experiences had mbre frequently ab-
sconded within that ménth 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 that youth who had absconded were restricted

from these activities.upcn their return to ‘the institution,
rather than:%pat the lack of ,ff grounds experiences caused

youfh to run away.

Perceived Lack of ‘Autornomy and Privacy

Confineﬁeht in an institution entails a loss of freedom
and autonomy that:-may be par;icularly problgmatic for ado-
lescents. Initial factor analyses indicated that three items
in thebquestionnaire seemed to tap an underlying dimension of
concern about loss of autonomy and privacy.
"I can 'wear both my clothes and hair the w&y I want."
True Falsea

"I can have enough of my own things here."
True '~ False

"I can be alone when I want."
True ____ PFalse

Responses of.youth to these thfee guestions were summed
and the resulting index of lack of autonomy has scores ranging
from 0O (léw deprivation) to 3 {(high deprivation). Item to
scale correlation; are coﬁtained in Appendix C. The average
score was 1.4, indicating a moderate amount of dissatisfaction
with their status, but there were significant differences
among thé three program types. The mean score for custodial
programs was l1.6,.compared to 1.1 for utilitarian and 1;2 for
participatory proérams (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 autonoﬁy
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 kr=.10), than youth who were more content. Al-
though these correlations are in the.predicted direction,; we
must remind ourselves £hat they are rather small.

Boredom

The monotony of the daily routine and the lack of chal-
lenging activity programs for youth are oiten citeé as factecrs
responsible for much of the ﬁisconduct 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:

"phere'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 teool 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 studf of
escape attempts at ﬁhe 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 freqﬁent 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 borihg here."

True ______ False
Over three quarters‘of the youth in the sample (77%5 felt that
the institution. was 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 4d.f., p=.0000). Eighty four percent of the
youth in custodial programs said that they were bored most
of the‘time, as did seventy sevén.percent of the youth in uti-
litarian programs. And in participatory progréms, boredom
was usual for over two thirds of the youth (sixty eight per-
cent). Clearly, many more youth are bored with fheir 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), fightiﬁg with yoﬁth (r=.11) 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



. 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 fird it both appropriate and
in his own interest to accomecdate to regulations and
to staff members. To define the acthority aspects of
his situation otherwise should increase inmate problem
behavior" (Wood, et. al., 1966, p. 796).

'

‘Early factor analyses indicated the existénce of two
clusters of ifems relevant to this hypothesis. The first
set, which we labeled rRules and Punishments" contained the
following gquestions:

1. 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
Disagree :

3. 1If you tell too much about yourself to staff here,

the information will probably be used against you.
Strongly agfee Agree ‘Mildly agree
Mildly disagree Disagree Strongly
agree

4. How much do the staff here try to punish youth?

a lot | Some Not very much

o Not at all
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 vouth satis-
fied and content?

A lot Some Not very much Not at all

2. How much do the staff try to have close relationships
with youth here?

3. How much do the staff here try to set good exa@g;es
for your behavior?

4. How much do staff here try 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 vouth so that
they can get good 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 try 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 heré try to help youth with
school?

10.How much do the staff here try to help youth under-
stand why they get into trouble?

11.How much do the staff here try to help vouth 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 and 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 eaqh'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 staﬁf were rather punitive.
There were significant differences among 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 custodigl and 2.8 in
utiliturian programs, but only 2.4 in participatory programs.

Scores on the index of "Staff Helpfulness" ranged from
1 (Very Helpful) to 4 (Not at all Helpful) and the average
score was 2.0, indicaiing that youth foﬁné 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 ‘statistically significant (F=44.347,

1310 d.f., p=.0000), with youfh in custodial and utilitarian
programs having avefage 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 berceived 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 of misconduct. Youth who believed that staff were gen-
erally punitive were morevoften involved in feigning illness
(r=.09), using drugs (r=.09), absconaing (r=.06), stealing
{r=.12), damaging property (r=.16), hitting staff (x=.10),
fighting other youth (r=.14), and all acts of serious miscon-
duct (r=.21). Similarly, Qouth who felt that stéff did not
try very hard to help with various aspects of their treatment
were also more likely to feign illnegs (r=.12), hit staff
{r=.09), fight 6ther youth (r=.16), and engage in serious
misconduct as a whole (r=.22).

Participation in Policy-Making

Studies in a variety of contexts have emphasized the im-
portance of sharing of power and influence among various lev-
els of an organization in order to promofe feelings of commit-
ment and involvement. Secondary schools,icolleges and univer-
" sities, as well as industrial organizations have been sites
for experiments involving self gévernment; But in the correc-
tional setting, we are aware of very few efforts to foster
true participation of inmates in the decisions affecting their
iives. There were only a few institutions in our samplel
which‘had any ongoing mechanisms‘for the input of student
cpinion 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 f£ind that

. youth who felt thgy had the ability to influence important
facets of program operation would feel more invelved and com-
mitted and they would be less likeiy to engage in delinquent
acts inside the instituti%%.

We asked youth the féllowing gquestion:

“Héw often have you been able to change the rules here?"

Almost always ____; Sometimes _____ Seldom
Never I've‘néver tried

More than a quérter of the youth in each of the three
types of programs reported that they had.never tried to change
‘the rules. WeAdo not knoy whether this was because\fhey
agreed with the rules, just did not waht to become involved,
or felt that such efforts would be futile. There were,'how—
ever, statisticaily significant differences among the three
program types in the percent of youth who were successful in
their efforts (F=27.275, 4 d.f;,'p=.0000). Thirty percent of
the youtﬁ in utilitarian programs and thirty-four peréent of
those ih custodial programs had been able to effect such
changes at least once, -and neafly half of the'youth in parti-
cipatory programs (46 percent)vwere successfﬁl in these ef-
forts.

Youth who felt that they had been unable to change rules
in the program were only siightly more likely to have engaged
in serious misconduct than other yduth (r=.06). The only spe-
cific type of misconduct relatéd to this lack of participation

in policy-making was fighting (r=.08).
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Effectiveness of Treatment Stratecgies

The deprivations involved in congregate living with
other ycuth twenty four hours a day may be miticated, 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 gocals of the program in the following gques-

tion:

"How much do you agree with ‘the changes the program
is trying to make in young people like yourself?"

Alot __ some ____ Not very much

_ __Not at all __ The program is not trying to

make changes

Differences among Ehe three types of programs were statis-
tically significant (F=46.031, 8 4.f., p=.0000). Over a third
of the youth in both custodial and utilitarian programs (37
percent in each) disagreed with the program treatment gocals
but this was true of only 27 percent of the youth in partici-
patory programs. Moreover, when the proportion of youth who
lbelieved 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 countér—
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 Qere 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 prcgram effectivenesé has to
take into account the diversity of services provided by ju-
venile correctional inétitutionf. The provision of treatment,
education, and work experiences as well as other facets of
prog;aﬁ operations may be assigned very different valués by
youth in their o&erall assessments. In order to understand
the ways in which youth eQaluated the individual components
of their programs, we asked them the following set of ques-
tions: (All questions havé same answer format)

a. "How much does tﬁe school program help yop?“

A lot __ Some ___ Not very much

Not at all I don't participate

b. How much does tihe individual counseling program
help you?

¢c. How much does the group counsellng program
" help you?

d. How much does the vocational and job training
help you?

e. How much do sports and recreation help you?
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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
wefe asked to check "I don't participate." 1In order for us
to develop a summary measure of the ovérall value they attach-
ed to the éervices they were given, we calculated the mean
on the basis of all of the services in which they did parti-
cipate. = Item té scale corre;ations are containeq in Appendix
C (In order to be included on this index, youth had to indi-
cate participation in four out of the niné items, and this
was true for 1280 youth). The range of the Iﬁdex of "Ineffec-
‘tiveness of Program" was l‘(Vefy 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=10.773, 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=.18), absconding (r=.14), stealing
(r=.11), damaging property (r=.12), hitting staff (r=.08),
fighting other youth (r=.09), and all acts of serious miscon-
duct (r=.22) thanvyouth 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 gquestion:

v"gince I have been here, I have learned to break
the law": ‘

in many ways
In a few wayé
___ Not at all
Over half of thé youth in the sample (52%) ;eported that
they had learnéd at least a few delinquent practices since
entry to the institution but the#e Qere very significant d4if-
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 prograﬁ. But this was true of
only about a third of the youth in participatory programs
(38 percent).
vouth 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=.18), absconded {r=.1l1l), 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 éf feelings of isolation and_diécom—
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. Po}sky noted that in Cottage Six:

,"The runaway...is a reaction to an inhospitable and

threatening peer milieu...They were isolated from

both adults and peers; thelr way out was literally

to leave the 'fieldﬁ" (Polsky, 1962, p. 85).

'Iﬁ also seems likely that being associated with' a tight-
knit, cohesive friendship group and/or inmate colléctivity
would provide somé relief from "pains of imprisonmeont® and
would reduce the amount of aggressive behavior directédkto-'
ward peers. We might expect to find that youth with many
friends would be infrequently invélved in fightiné 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 "isnlates.”

We do not have information on the interaction patterns,
clique formations, sociometric positions of youth, but in
order to devélop measures of relations with peers, we asked

two guestions:
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"How mahy 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 - Yot many of them None of them

. "How many of the youth here ars close friends of
yours?" (check one)

None One Two Three Four or five
Six or seven Eight or nine Ten or more

We also tried to crudely ascertain youths' position in the
sociometric structure of the program by asking the following
question:

"I would gest 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 percenﬁ of the youthvdefined 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 COMPLIANCE,/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Percent of youth who:

Compliance/ Had no close Would not like Defined them-
Management Style friends in to see many selves "Pret-
program youth after ty much as
release loners"”
Custodial
(N=546~563) 11% , 33% 19%
Utilitarian » .
(N=292-302) 6 33 16
Participatory o
(N=423-451) . 9 27 13
TOTAL .
(N=1261-1316) 9 31 ) 16
Chi Square 16.723 €.2021  9.8792
‘ 4 d.f. 2 d.f. 4 4.f.
p=.002 p=.04 p=.04

JTable 6.3 shows the gpercentages of youth in each program
providing answers to the items'indicating negative peer re-
lationships. There were minor but consistent differénces
among fhe 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 lorers, and wanted to termi-
nate contacts wiﬁh inmates upon release.

In every program, the pfoﬁortions 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
ﬁeers. 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 ané trust in its members. We have to
report on these indirect measufes 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 interactioﬁ,
at least as perceived by youth. None of the three peer rela-
tions measures were correlated with the frequency of abscond-
iqg. However, there were some $ignificant relationships with
other types of serious misconducit. Youth who felt that they
did not want to see very many inmates after they left the pro-
gram were more freguently involved in stealing (r=.07), fight-
ing (r=.08) and serious‘misconduct as a whole (r=.07). Youth
who said they‘had few close fr&ends were also more likely to
- have fought other youth (r=.07) than those with more friends.
Boys and girls who identified themselves aé lower in the socio-
metric structure (loners) more often reported stealing (r=.05)
but less often were involved in drug use (r=-.08 than leaders.
We expected to find this since we already knew that stealing
was a much more solitary activity whereas druy use was usually
social in these programs.

Stigmatization
In his enumeration of the "pains of impriéonment" 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 were kelieved
to lead to the development of an inmate social system.

*Iin short, the wall which seals off the criminal, the
contaminated man, is a constant threat to the priscner'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 ccmmunity must be warded off, turned
aside, rendered harmless. Somehcw the imprisoned
criminal must find a device for rejecting his reject-

ors, if he is to'endure psychologically" (Sykes, :
1966, p. 67). . '

We might expect that involvement in misconduct would be
another means for youth who felt stigmatized to "reject their
rejectors;" Youth were asked the following two gquestions:

"Peonle think of me as a criminal because I'm here."

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 é {high stigmatiza-
tion). 1Item to scale correlations are in Appendix C. A mean
score for the i322 respondents was .8, but there were statis-
tically significant differences among the three types of pro-
gféms (F=29,381, 1321 d.f., p=.0000). The highest scores on
the stigmatization index were fdund 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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guently iﬁvolved 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 delinguency (Stinchcombe, 1964;
Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Elliott, 1962). ARccording to Cloward:

"our hypothesis is that deviance arises in the prison

largely in response to discrepancies between aspira-

tions for rehabilitation and expectations of achieve-

ment® (Cloward, 1968, p. 91).

Similarly, in the high school setting, Stinchcombe used the
' following hypothesis:

"We hold that high school rekellion and expressive

alienation occurs when future status is unot 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 1f 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 adeguately test this hypothesis, we would
need to have information about the ways in which youth connec-
ted institutional treatment’ and their future statuses. ' Youth
were not asked direct guestions 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 succeés 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 gettlng a job that you like
ten years from now?"

Very good Good Fair Poor
Very 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 the future, what do you think are your chances of
having a happy family life?" ‘

Very good Good __ Fair Poor
Very poor

"In your opinion, what is your chance for makin
y P g
good when you leave here?"

Very good Good Fair Poor
Very poor

In Table 6.4 the percentages of youth giving pessimistié
responses are sthn. 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 tvones
of nroorams. Vouth in narticinatorv orocorams 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, unrg&ated 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.

Qn the other hand the relative isolaticn 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

expectations.

TABLE 6.4 PERCENT OF YOUTH WITH POOR EXPECTATIONS FOR FUTURE
SUCCESS, BY INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT 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%

Utilitarien

(N=291-301) 36 37 22 42

Participatory 26 . 27 . 16 29

(N=437-447)

TOTAL

(N=1272- .

1305) 32 34 20 34

Chi Square  12.122 16.868 7.5461 13.035
2 d.f. 2 a.f. 2 d.£. . 2 d4.f.
p=.002 p=.0002 p=.02 p=.002

Pessimism about the future showed only modest but stat-

istically significant relationships to the frequency of insti-
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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 properfy (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
hoée. Similar;y, youth wﬁo felt that their chances of get-
ting as much education as they would like were poor tended to
more freguently 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 Qeré noﬁ 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 des;gnated as the most
gratifying or the most depriving on every dimension.4

Beéause we cannot determine a priori which types of pér—
ceived and objeétive deprivation may be most crucial in ex-

pPlaining 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 amount 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 fregquency 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 associatéd
with perception of harsh rules and punishments and little
staff effort to be helpful, £feeling stigmétizéd, poor expec=
tations of making gecod generally, as well as learning new
ways to commit illegal acts in the 'program. When the inter-
correlations between these variables are controlled, howevér,
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 gmall but signifi-~
cant.

There was little evidence that self-revorted feianed
illness was a result of feelinos of deorivation and frustra-

sion with the institutional experience. Although there were
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R = .04, 820 2.f., F=1.3094, NS =821
Variables Zers Crier Par=ial (a) Seza (k)
Cp::el&:isn Correlacicen
Present stay (zeonths) .02 -.20 -.20
Remaining stay (=ontha) .92 -.02 -.3d2
Stay longer
than usual .04 .20 .91
Distance from home .04 .02 .02
Hdoma wvisits/month .04 .04 .04
‘Law contact/mother .03 .04 .03
Low contact, facher .39 -.01 -.91
Low contact/adults -.02 -.04 -.04
Low contact/friends .00 -.00 ~-.00
Perceived isclazion .01 -.01 -.02
Ffew off grourds tzips .02 .04 .0S
Low autenomy/privacy .ol -.03 -.03
Soredom .04 .00 .00
Rules and punisaments .08 .93 .04
Little staff help .08 .35 .89
Can't change rules ‘-.02 -.04 -.04
5isaqree with joals .00 -.06 -.07
Program ineffective .05 ~-.02 -.933
Learned deviant waye .12 .04 .95
Yot see peers again .00 .90 .Q9
Few close friends -.02 -.491 -.31
Low sccicmetric -.04 -.04 =-.04
Stigmatization .Q9 .05 .06
Poor job chances .00 -.083 -.03
Poor education .07 .04 .95
' Poor family life .07 .01 .23
nake good .11 .09 L1

2 . : P s
Partial correlation Ccefficients with the decencent
Fartialled on the other variables i

o the medel.

variable,

2 :
The ana;ysxs w23 perisrmed on stapndardized variables and the
Tegression coefliciencs ara beta weights.,

* P = .05
** P = .01
ver 2 a Q01
Teeep = L0001
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relationships between these acts and feelings of dissatisfac-
tioh with staff and proqram.policies with regard to control,
the most important predictor variable may not have been re-
lated to the institutional experience at all but may instead
have been a lcng term personality or attitudinal character-
‘istic.

In Taﬁle 6.6 we canlsée that the deprivation variables
had more predictive pbwer on the frequency of illegal drug
use in the institution. Thirteen percent of the variance
could be accounted for by the full set of predictoer variables.
When we look at the zero order correlations, some highly sig-
nificant relationshiés emerged. Drug use was highest'among
youtﬁ who had been in a program a long time, who thought>tha£
their -length of stay would be longer than average, who
though£ that staff were not particularly helpful, who disaé—
reed with the ways the program tried to change youﬁh, who
felt that the services the‘program offered were not helpful,
who learned new ways to break the law in the preogram, who
felt stigmatized, who had poor expectations regaraing their
future educational attainment.

Drug use was also higher among ybuth who had more, not
less; home visits. This finding, which funs counter to tbe

: Deprivation hypothesis, may be a function of thegreater

£ opportunity available 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 reguire a source of supply.




TABLE 5.6 RTSTLTS CF MULTIPLE RTGRESIICH CP SRCUG USE N
SEPRIVATION VARIABLES .
2% = .13, 820 d.£., Te4.3245, 2=.0000  yeall
Variabias Zers Crder Parcial 2eca {3)
Correlacticn Jarzelacion

Zzesant stay (=onths) .14 .c8 .10
Remainiag stay (zontas) .06 .33 .33
Stay lenger

whan usual .11 -.31 -.32
Jiscance Irom hoene -.30 -.93 -.03
Boms visits/month .14 .13 «l3vee
Law contact/sother .01 .20 .00
Law coreact/lacher -.35 -.92 -.32
Low contact/adulls -.01 -.01 -.491
Low cen=act/iriends ) ~-.08 -.07 -.08*
Parcaived isolacicn .02 -.02 -.02
Tew off grounds tsips ~.02 .04 .04
Low autcneamy/privacy .04 -.91 -, 0L
Saregdem .91 -.35 -.35
Rules and punishments .98 ~-.06 -.97
Liztle szaff help - .17 .08 J11e
Can't changas ules -.a1 -.Q5 -.34
DJisagres with goals .13 .07 .29*
Pragram ineffective Li7 .03 .04
Learned daviant ways .20 .10 J1lev
Not see ‘_aeers agaia .00 -.00 -.00
Faw slosa friands -.01 -.02 -.02
Low sacicomeeric -.39 ‘ -.08 -.38"
Stigmatization .13 .08 .09
?g0r job chances . .04 -.30 -.20
Pocr educaticn .11 .08 .06
Poor family lifa .35 -.aL -.01
Poor zhances =2

nakas jocd .12 .38 .38"
g

Par=ial Corrsliacien Co
sartialled an the atRhe

‘rariaples in

The analysis was 7
thie regressicn sgeif

. 2= .38
v 2 a 3]
«x* > = ,001
weves = L3001

efficiants with the Zerendent variible,
4 the Todel.

2ormad on standardized variables, and
ents are teta weights.
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. Because many of these variables were intercorrelated, a
number of them dropped out when the effects of the other
variables wvere controlled. The beta weights indicate that
the averaage number of home visits pef month and the acquisi-
tion of deviant technigues in the program contributed most
significantiy.to the explanétion of drug use during the one
month period. Other variables showed independent contribu-
tions to the explanation, albéit with slightly less statis-
tical significance; including the length of time youth had
beer in the program, more céntact 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 sociometric structure. feelings of
stigmatization, and poor expectations of making good in the
future.

A different set of deprivation variables predici to the
frequency of absconding from the institution, at least for
those who returned within the month period and answered the
questionnaire;v 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 reveals that youth who
defined themselves as loners, who had little contact with
adults they felt close to outside the program, who had been
able to go on few excursioﬂs off grounds, who felt that most
of the services offered bvvthe vroaram had not.been heloful.

and who had learned new technicues of delinguencv in the oro-



TABLE 6.7 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSICON OF ABSCINDING ON

DEPRIVATION VARIABLES

Rz = .98 320 4.2., F=2.7606, P=., 0000 N=321
Variables Zero Order " partial (a) 22ta ()
Corzalation Carrelation

Pregent stay {(montas) -.04 -.03 . -.04
Remaining stay (menths) .Q7 .04 .04
.Stay longer

than usual .02 -.00 -.0C
Distance froa home -.00 -.04 -.04
Home visits/month -.02 -.00 -.00
Low cnntac\:/uc:her .05 ‘ .05 .05
Low contact/father -.04 -.05 ~-.08
Low can!_:ac:/adul ts .10 W11 120
Low contact/Iriends ~.06 -, 11 -, 120
Perceived isolation -.01 -.03 -.03
Few off grounds trips © .10 10 PR Ly
Lew -auteonemy/privacy -.06 -.09 -.10**
3oredem 02 -.03 -.03
Rules and punishmenszs .03 -.02 -.02
Litele staff help .29 . .01 A .02
Can't change rules .06 .00 v .00
Disagree with goals .76 .01 .01
Learned deviant ways .1 .10 Jlle*
Nor see peers again .05 .06 .36
Few close friends -.00 -.04 -.04
Low sociometzic .12 .10 Sl
Stigmatizazion .03 -.00 -.00
Pcor job chances -.01 -.03 -.03
Poor education -.01 -.03 -.03
Poor family life .01 -.01 -.01

Poor chance to '
make good .05 .02 .02

Partial Correlaticn Coefficients with the dependent variabie,
partialled on the other variables in the acdel.

The analysis was perZormed on standardized variables, and
the regression coefiicients are Teca weights.

* 2= .05
bl = .01
e** D 2,001
wessp = 3001
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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 the other variables were controlled,

a high level of contact with friends outside the institution

seemed to be significaﬁtly associated with the freguency of
running away. The theoretical significance of this associa-
tion may be relatively mihor 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 threatened by their incarcera-
tion. To some extent, as we just mentioned, some of thece
perceptions and attitudes may have been a function of their
experiences while running 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
venforced separation and restriction after running away, and
tnus,lcannot 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 Qell 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 iﬁpfisonment.

About}eight percent of the variancé in the frequency of
internal theft was accounted for 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 acquifed deviant skiils. On the basis of the
beta weights, the only three significant independent predif—
tors of internal theft were youth xeports éf the number of
ways he/che has learned to break the iaw since entering the
institution, the number of ménths spent in the program, and
little desire to see other youth again after release.

The number of ways youth learned to breék the law since
their incarceration 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
ofder correlations between property damage and many deprivation
variables, that attained statistical significance, were re-
duced because of the intercorrelation between those variables
and the learning of ;llegitimate 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 MULTIPLE REGRISSION OF STETALING ON
DEZRIVATION VARIASLES .

3.2 = .08 820 a.£., T a 2.4567, 2 = .0001 N = 321

Variables Zars Order Partial () 3eta (b)
Correlation Corzelaticn

Present stay (months) .13 ) .29 L1der
Remaining scay I/menths) .07 .33 .08
Stay loager '
than usual .10 -.93 -.35
Distance £rom home .05 .02 92
Home visi:;/mcnah -, 05 -.03 ~.33
Low contact/mother .08 .04 .04
Low contact/fathar ©o.oL -.02 ~-.02
Low contacs/adults .07 .02 .02
Low contact/friends .08 .03 .04
Perceived isolacion .08 01 .01
Few off grounds trips .03 .20 .00
Low autonomy/privacy .08 -.02 -.02
3oredom .03 -.05 -.05
Rules and puhishmeats e .24 .05
Little staff lelp ) .17 .04 .06
Can't change rules .as -.02 -.02 I
Disagzee with ‘goals W12 .03 .C4
Program ineffective ,.13 -.00 -.31
Learned deviant ways .17 .10 BSAL
Not see peers agaia - .08 .07 .Qo8*
" Few close friends -.00 -.05 T
Low sccicmetric .07 .66 .08
Stigmatization- .10 .01 .01
Poar job chances .06 .04 .04
Poor education .23 -.02 -.03
Poor family life .04 -.01 -.01

2car chance ta .
nake good .26 .00 .Q0

partial Corzelaticn Ccefficients wich the depender.t variablus,

partialled cn the other varicbles in the model.

The analysis was performed on standardized variables, aad
the regression coefficients are deza weights.

= .05
= .01

**+ p = ,301
-

L2001
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TABLE 6.9 RESULTS OF MULTIPLI REGRESSIONS OF DAMAGING
PROPERTY ON DEPRIVATICN VARIABLES

8% = .11, 820 d.f£., © = 3.5331, P = .0000 N = 321

Variables Zers Order Parsial (a) Beza (b)
Corrslation Correlation !

Prasent Stay (monthsy) .13 W25 .07

Remaining stay (rmonths) .01 ~-.35 -.06

Stay longer

than usual R .12 .03 .04

Distance from home - -.Gi -.04 .=.04

Home visits/month .02 .a7 Q7

Low contact/mather .08 o4 .04 '
low contact/fathar .02 -.01 -.3 ~
Low contact/adults .7 .01 .91

Low contact/friends .c8 .04 .04

Perceived isolation .08 .01 .01

Few off grounds trips .04 .32 } .02

Low autonomy/grivacy .12 .03 .03 '
Boredom .05 -.04 -.04

Rules and punishments .17 .06 .08

Littla ‘staft help .20 .06 .03

Can't change rules .05 -.01 -.01

Disagree with goals .a39 -.04 ‘-.04

Program ineffective ) .15 -.01 =.01

Learned deviant ways .22 .14 L158eee

Not see pears again .92 .90 .00

Few close friends . —-92 -.04 ~-.04

Low sociometric .22 .Co .00

Stigmazizacion .12 .02 .02
. Poor job chances .10 .02 .02

Poor educacion .14 .07 .97

Poor family life .28 .01 .02 :

Poox chlance to
make good - .12 .24 .34

3 pareial Correlation Coefficients with the dependnet varz-

iables, partialled on the other variables in the zodel.

® The analysis was perizrmed on standardized variabies and
the regression c¢oefficiencs are beta weighcs.

.
.
.

]

[
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a
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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 abouﬁ eleven percent of the variance.

Actual and perceived pains of imprisonment were rela-
tivelv ineffective predictors of the freguency of staff
assaults by vouth, as we can see in Table 6.10. Only four
percent of the variance was accounted forlbv the full set
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 impressive number of significant zero order
correlations betweeﬁ the frequency of fighting and the depri—'
vation variables, only two of them had - significantvnet
effec£s ~- the number of ways youth learned to breék the law
since entering thé 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 tablé 6.11.

When we combined the particular tyées 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 fhe bi-
variate level of analysis the most substantial predictor var-
iables were: acquisition of itlegitimate 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 RISTULTS CF MULTIPLE REGRESSION &F HITDING STArP
ON DEPRIVATICN VARIABLIS

2% = .04 320 d.5., T = 1.2864, u5 wed2r

Variables lero Order Parcial {a) 3eza (B}
Correlazien Cerrelatien

Present stay (zcntks) .35 .00 .30
Renmaining stay (months) «,.32 ~-.35 -.06
Stay longer
than uasual .04 .34 .26
Distance from hoza .01 .00 .00
Home visits/month -.02 -.00 ~.04q
Low contact/mother .04 .02 .02 ' X
Low contact/fatler . .93 .02 .02
Low contact/adults .00 ~.03 ~.03
Low contact/friends .06 .08 .07
Perceived isolaticn ‘ .05 .02 .02
Faw off grounds trips .02 .00 .00
Low autonomy/privacy .04 L ~.0% . -.01 ‘
Boradom .04 ~.01 3.01
Rules and puniskments .10 .08 . .l0*
Little szaff help .03 ~.07 ~. 11
Can't change rules ~-.a1 ~.02 ~.32
Oisagree with goals .04 .01 .01
Program ineffecstive ‘0‘7 .08 .08
_ Learned deviant ways .07} ~.03 ~.05
Not see peers again - .02 .03 .03
 Tew close Iriends . -.03 ~.04 ~. 34
Low sccicmetzic | -.03 -.03 ~.a3
Stigmatizacion .12 . .09 L10*
Poor' iob chances .q0 21 X .01
Poor education ~.00 ~.01 ~.02
Poor family life -.01 - ~.04 ~.t.)4‘
Poor chance to
nake good .02 -.00 -.00
a Partial Correlation Coefficients with he derendent variables,
partialled on the other variables in the model.
5 The analysis was performed on standardized rariables and
the regressicn ccefficients are beta weighes.
. ? = .05
™ P o= .01
**+ D = _00L
*evwp = L0001
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TABLE 6.1l RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSICW OF TIGETING OH
DEPRIVATION VARIABLES

Rz = .08 820 d.£., P = 2.4762, P = .000L =821

Variables . Zers Crder Parsial Ca) Zeta (b)
Correlasion Correlacicn

Preseat stay (meathsi -« .32 .09 - .03
feraining stay (menzhs)’ .05 .01 e .01
Stay longer ' .
than usual .02 -.02 -.04
Distance fr home .04 .02 . .02
Eome visi.ts/mon:h‘ .01 .00 -_ .00
Low contact/mother ~-.02 -.01 -.0L
! Low centact/father -.07 -.07 -.08"
. Low contact/adules Coalor -.02 ~.02
’ Low coatact/fxiends .02 )% ’ .01
Perceived isolation .03 -.02 -.02
C Few 0ff grounds trips -.22 -.02 © =.03
Low autoncmy/privact .36 .00 .Q0
soredem .10 T L3 .03
Rules ;::d Funishmencs .18 .06 ‘ .07
' Litzle staff halp .16 T .10
’ Can't change rules A.O7 .02 .02
Disagree with goals .06 ' -.08 -.37
' “ Program ineffective .08 “.05 0 -.07
Learned deviant ways .18 J11 L12%e
, Yot see peers again .08 . .05 -.05
few closae Iriends .95 .04 .04
Low sociomecric ' -.01 . -.03 -.03
Sticmatizacion , .15 .97 .07
Poor job chances .03 .00 Q0
Poor education .97 <92 .33
poor family life .35 .00 .‘00
foor chance %o
. nake good .19 .06 .07
2 partial Correlation Coefficients with the dmpendent var-~
| iablas, parzialled on the other variables in the =odel.
; b The analysis was ;e:f:_n.ed on studazdi;ed variables and
i the regressicn cce cisnts are beta weights.
b P = .05
«* o= 01
*** o = ,001
. eastny = 3001
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TABLZ §.12 RESULTS OF MULTI?LE RIGRESSION OF SZRIOUS M415-
CONDUCT ON DEPRIVATION VARIABLES

Rz = .13 4290 4.%., f=§, 3110 ? = ,0000 N=321

Variables Zero Qrder Parzial la) Beza (b}
Corzelation Carrelation

Present stay (montias) .18 .29 12 ¢
Remaining stay (zonths) .08 .02 . .22
Stay longer .

than usual .14 -.01 -.01
Cistance Irom nhcme .33 . -.92 -.02
Home visits/month .06 .03 .07+
Low contact/mother T .03 .03
Low contact/father -.04 -.05 -.06
Low contacs/adults .04 -.00 -.00
low contact/friends .02 -.41 -.01
Perceived isolation .28 -.01 -.01
Few off grounds trips .02 l .23 .03
Low autonomy/grivacy . .1 -.01 -.01
Soredon ' .08 -.05 -.05
Rules and cunishments .22 ) .04 .05
Litctlesstaif nelp .28 .09 L3
Can't change rules .08 -.03 -.03
Disagree with goals .13 .02 .02
onqfam 1neffective .22 .00 . .00
Learned deviant ways i) 13 _20%ewe
Not see peers again ’ .08 .05 .05
Few close friends .Q0 -.04 -.04
Low sociometxi -.01 -.02 -.02
Stigmatization .21 .09 .09
Poor job chancas ‘ .99 .Q3 .03
?o0r edu:a;ibn .13 .05 .05
Poor family life .98 .01 -.01
Po0r chance =0

16 . .08 .08

make good .

3 parvial Correlation Coerficients wita the dependent variables,
partialled on the other variables iz the modal.

The araiysis was performed on standardized variables and
che regression coefficients are -eta weights.

a .05
w2 = ,0)
*er 2 o2 .50
fexep = L0001
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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 poof 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, foiloWed by perceived lack of
staff helpfulness, number of months in the program at the
time, perceived stigmatization, poer expectation of making
good after release, and the average number‘of home visits.
Hence at the multivariate leQel of analysis the cumulative
frequgncy of sefious 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 relativelv poor, and

that others stigmatized them. We also found that vouth who
went on more freguent home visits also engaged in more mis-
conduct.

Very few of the twenty sevén‘different depfivation 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 periocd, when the impéct of the other variables
was controlled. Yet many of these same variables had rela-
tively 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 length by the use of tabular material
may fail when subjected to more complex analysis. The
solution to this 'problem' is well known:: the hypo-
thesis is rejected and previous argument in its favor
akbreviated, 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.

If all measures of this independent variable are then
included in a regression <~ialysis, none may appear to
have much effect on the dependent variable, and previuus
argument will appear to have been erroneous, that' is,
the effects of the variable will appear to be largely
spuriocus...This misuse of the technique is well known
and in principle easily corrected: the analysis is re-
peated using one relatively pure measure <f the variable
in question®" (Hirschi, 1972, pp. 245-246).

Clearly we inc;uded a large number of measures of the inde-
pendent variable in the regression equation and most of them
appeared to -have little independent effect on. the dependent
variable. Cauticned 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 var-

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 predictérs &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, experxience has shown that
the point of diminishing returns is reached very rapidly in
this.kindiof analysis.

", ..in general, the increase in the multiple corre-

lation which results from adding variables bevond

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 bécause some of the relationships are nonlinear
and are not independent, but result from the interaction of
variables. 'However, there was ro theoretical bésis for
‘questioninq the assumption of linearity or independence, and
so this linear additive model was used in an exploratory
fashion. Strictly speaking, many of the vafiables do not

_‘meet the reguirements of correlation and regression anal&ses
but aqainvthese iimitations were ignored for present purposes.
In the regression analyses of misconduct, considerable infor-
mation is missing for many of the respondénté so’ the number
invoived in the computation of these coefficients was consid-~
erably reduced from those involved in pairwise correiations.

. This missing data may represent a possible source of bias and
may in fact account for some of the differences between the
st&ndardized 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 eguations 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 considgrable dis—
tances from their home communities and who had very féw home
visits during their stay reacted to this by engaging in acts
of deviance and delinguency. 1In fact, there is some evidence
suggesting the opposite phencmenon. Youth who were allowed to
go on home visits more often were more frequently involved in’
using drugs. Perhaps, as we suggested earlier, the obpo;—
tunities for procurement of drugs during home visits account
for thislrélationship. \
Youth who had littie contact with  their éarents and
friends at home during the month were no more likely to engage
in institutional delinqﬁency thaﬁ other youth. 1In 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 relaﬁionship bethen
drug use and contact with friends held, even when the number
of home visits is controlled, it éould be explained as occur- '
‘ring outside the institution. Since contact with friends
included communication by telephone, letter and visitation,
we cannot assume that drugs were brought into the institution
through these contacts. It is eqgually 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. I+ is also possible that

youth who retained freéuent contact with their outside friends
were also those most likely to have used drugs prior to their
incarceration and thug 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 cf
autonomy aad privacy, boredom, and alienation £rom other
youth in +he program seem no more characteristic of youth who
misbehave than of those who conform. There is no evidence
that the number of off grounds trips youth were allowed to
take during the month perjod was at all related to the fre-
quency of most miscohduct, except absconding. It is of course
possible, and probable, that within particular programs
youth who misbehaved in any of'thesé wvays were "grounded" but
when the correlations were computed for the sample as a whole,
there was no evidence that off grounds restrictioqs either
preceded or followed most acts of misconducf.

There were fairly consistent but weak patterns of asso-
ciation betweeﬁ 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 sﬁggested. It is, of course, possible'that these
feelings of youth toward staff were a result of tﬁeir treatment
after engaging in misconduct. In each of the regression equa-
tions,lthe explanatory power of these variables was quite sy
minimal - dropping consiaerably from what was expeéted by
examination of the bivariate correlations. This probably
occurred because, these two variables were highly correlated'
(.54), so the independent effect of either of them appeared
small. However, even the bivariate correlations, though
statistically éiénificant, were not strong enough to warrant

a great deal of attention.

This 'same pattern held for tﬁe relationship between mest
types of misconduct and youths' feelings that the services
offered to them by the program had not been helpful and their
lack of commitment to the changes the program was trying to
make in yduth. Although there were consistent patterns be-
tween youth attitudes in this area and the frequency of mnst
types of serious misconduct, these bivariate zero order cor-
relations were considerably reduced when other vafiébles'are
controlled. Although in large part theée 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 thét 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 misconéuct.
We would expect to find that youth who were actively involved
in tfying'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-
planétiu: 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 ;his was only slightly true for ab-
sconainé and stealing and was not at all true of drug use.
Isolates or loners were less likely to be involved in the use
of illegél 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 youth in our sample with
regard to good jobs, enough education, and a happy family life
had very little to do with their self-reported misconducti 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 stidgmatized 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 pfedictor variable was whethér or not youth had
learned new ways to commit illegal acts since their incarcer-
ation. It is of course possiblg to consider it as part of
the dependent variable and thus, tautological. We do‘not
consider it tautological, however, becéusg the learning of
illegal behaviors is not the sahe'as 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 experience. 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 asscciation
theory confirming our finding that the deprivation perspectivé
is inadeguate as a single explanation of institutional mis-
conduct.

Although Qe do not believe that the deprivation and im-

portation perspectives should be viewed as opposing explana-
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tions, it may be useful at this point to compare their rela-
tive effectivencss. Neither model was particularly impressive'
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 varianée {eight percent)
as the Importatién Model {three to four perceﬂt) but this is
only a relative victory. Both of the médels 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 siizht
improvement, with the Importation variables accounting for
abogt~seven percent of the variance in property damage and
nin=s 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 Importation
Model, explaining abput 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 specuiate about the direction of
causality between youths' feélings of deprivation and aliena-
tion and their involvement in delinquent acts., The model
suggested by previous theorists was that the subjective feel-
ings of deprivaﬁion and frustration of youth would provide
the moﬁivation 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 rainful 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 mdnths at the time
of our visit and expected to stay another five months. Liv~
ing at some distance from their home communigies and with
very infrequent home visits, the typical youth felt somewhat
isolated from his friends and family, though theré 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
guite limited. Though the average youth thoﬁght 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 y
quite custodial and punitive. Though most youth aqreed with\
the ways in which the program tried to réhabilitate them,
they also repofted 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
scme close friendships énd wanting to continue them after
release., Participating in policy making was not widespread;
the majority &f 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 beéause of his incarceration,
he/she was generally optimistic abput the future. After’ .
leaving the institution, tﬁe average youth felt that chances
for getting a géod job, encugh education, having a happy
family life, and generally "making good" were gquite 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 theseldifferencés were often quite
small. In general, the balance of gratifications as opposed
to deprivations was highest in participatory.programs, where
yogth expected to stay the shortest period of time, felt that
they were less isolated, were most abie to participafe 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, the 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 §rcgrams lived closest to their
hdmes, were given more home visits and more off grounds ex-
periences, and maintained more contact with significant others
in their lives than youth in the other program types.

Individual level zero order correlations between each di-
mension of deprivation aﬁd the frequency of each type of mis-
cénduct produced a large number of significaﬁt assoclations
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 delinguent acts within
the institution.

Because many of the "pains of imprisonment"” and negative
attitudes of youth were iﬂtercorrelated, we used multiple
regression analysés 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 fér 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
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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 ﬁrograms in which they were plaéed.

The weakness of the deprivation variables in the expla-
nation of institutional miscoﬁduct 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 péually taken for granted by deprivation theorists.

"In most of the studies reported in éhe literature,s

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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FOOTNOTES

The latter model has often kbeen called the "irdicencus
origins theory”™ because prison subcultures are held to
be largely a response to conditicns within the prison,

or the pains of impriscnment.

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).

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 11 out
of the 13 items in the "Helpfulness of Staff" index.

For example, although the youth in Juniper reported the
least isoclation 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 programs.
They alsoc expected to remain longer than youth in mcet of
the cther programs.



CHAPTER VII

THE CONTROL PERSPECTIVE ON INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT

The Importation and Deprivation perspectives provide a
variety of answers to the guestion 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).

'Cont:ol theorists, on the other hand, pose the guestion
"Why don't more youth engage in acts of misconduct?"” and lcok
at variations in ppportunities and deterrent systems. '‘Deviant
behavior is explained not by differences in the impulses of

"youth but by the absence of effective controls. The security
precautions 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:
v . .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 ccmplete absence of
supervision and control the inmate populatiocn would
live harmoniously within the walls of tneir prison
...In brief, say the custodians, the maximum security
prison is not a Boy Scout camp and do not ask us to
treat it as if it were. We are dealing with wen inured
to violence and other forms of anti-social behavior and
order can be maintained only 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 subjéct. In training schools variations in
rates of absconding have more often than any other 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-
-porté £hat most absconding takes place after dark from dormi-
tories that arc less secure. He suggests that the installa-
tion of an observation tower and a closed cir&uit television
system designed to expose blind spots with the fenced areas
were very cffective in reducing escapes (1969). BAllen lLypo-
thesized that comfort as well as opportunity are important,
noting that most escapes from his institution ténded to occur
during the warmer months and the majority were from reduced
custaody (1969). Practical suggestions arising from very lim-
ited research include: keeping the immediate surroundings
of buildings well-1lit during Qinter evenings, reducing the
number of exité so that the reméining ones could be kept
under fuller surveillance, keeping strategic doors locked
even if only for a few hoﬁrs at night, improving the staff-
youth ratio, and keeping the school warm and comfortable in
winter months so that absconding would be ‘even less attractive
than it appears to be at these times (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:

"aAlthough 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,

PP 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 versonnel. In
several programs these changes were accocmpanied by increased
rates of absconding. 1In Cottage Six Polsky reported that most
escapes occurred on the days off of “the cottage parents
(1962). Sinclair alsc 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 among 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 oﬁ the Kingswood Classifying
School in Great Britain between 1960 and 1964, Clarke énd
Maftin 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 deterrent but there was an.alternative éxplanation.
The selection procedure used by the Warden in deciding which
boys to cane may have resulted in boys being selected fcu
caning who were unlikely to abscond again anyway (1971).

In a study of a pfobation‘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 we;e
not. Though he undertook the study because of the strong
caniction 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 interva;s were slightly longer
for the severely dealt-with casés (1971).

Using the same methodology. Clarke and Martin in their

studv of the Kinagswood Classifving 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 abscending did not
deter other juniors from: absconding but caning a senior de-
terred other seniors from absconding (1971). To draw any
conclusion froﬁ either of these studies about the effect of
either severe court éentencing or caning seems quite risky-
Since so many other factors could affect the number of dayé
between one absconding and the next one besides youth's cal-
culations of the probability of severe punishment, draw-
ing any conclusions from these two pileces of research is
foolish.

The effects of severe punishment and restrictive practices
are notvat all clear, for some researchers believe that they
may also intensify the feelings of frustration and bitterness
that lead to certain types of misconduét (e.g., Cloward, 1968,
p. 80; Street, 1962). According to Hildebrand:‘

“Allowance.for more breathing room within the institu-

tion would make it less necessarv 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 vosition was orovided bv Chase in a
studv of 395 vouth in three dii#ferent tvres of oven commﬁnitv—
based residential programs operated by the New York State
Division for Youth. She found that vouths who rated their
programs high on Staff Control and low on Expressiveness

(using the CIES develcped by Moos) were more likely to absconad

than youths who rated the programs high on both scales or low
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on both scales. Moreover this combination of variakles 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 that
would be less threatening to youths' sense of autcnomy and
responsibility and encourage them to express themselves more
openly (Chase, 1975, pp. 202-204).

Street theorized that certain types of punishment would
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 distance, inmates further perceive
themselves as members of a group opposed to staff,

and divergent interests between these groups are more

fully reccgnized" (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966,

pP. 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 conciusive Akers does support the theory ad-
vanced by 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 greater amounts of homosexual and drug
behavior by inmates...The prison administrator or



317

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 cell
blocks, institute less rigid surveillance and security
checks on inmates, obtain higher ratios of better

trained personnel, and loosen policy on visitaticn,

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 divergert 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 could 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 ef-
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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 contrcl structure by
the actors.
Secondly, the certainty of punishment may be more impcr-
tant in the confrol 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 i
actions. ‘ , !
Thirdly, the impact of control and punishment on f~al- )
ings of aliienation, hdstiiity, or rebelliousness may be depen-
dent on factors in the institutional environment which have
not been considéred 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 éolicies 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
diséover the possible interactions between strategies of
inmate management and individual background and perscnality
characteristics. For certain types of youth, strict and
repressive controls may effectively suppress acting-out be~
haviors while the séme 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 ins;itutions in the=
sample =rcording to their compliance/management styles. 1In
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 meaéures of Official Control Policies were obtained
from the administrators' respénses 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 concidered, ranging from such items

as the presence or absence of discipline or central security
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unifs to hair and dress codes, restricted smoking, and the
frequency of coed dances. In order to see if any empirical
élusters emerged, these items were_correlated, and though
thére were a few significant associations, the clusters were
not conceptually satisfying.1

Three separate measures were constructed - tapping pol-
icies related to : physical contraints, restrictions on in-
ternal movement and autonomy, and restrictions on outside
contact.2

Physical Constraints

Administrators in each of the sixteen programs were
asked about the following features of physical control over
youth:

. Were there locked gates or fences?

Were there bafs on the windows?

Was there a centrallv coordinated securitv svstem?

Could anyone fsupervisor 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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Q? The average score for the 16 institutions was 1.6 but
th;re were sigqnificant differences.in the three comnliance/
management tvpes with custodial Droqréms having much higher
physical constraint (1.3) than utilitarian {1.8) and partici-
patory (1.7) programs (F=11.512, 15 d.f., p=.00%%.

Restrictions on Internal Movement and Autonomy

Using the same pattern of scoring discussed‘abové, an
index of the policies and procedures of institutions relating
to the freedom and autonomy of reéidents was constructed from
the following items: (Item to scale correl;tions are contained
iniAépendix 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 assigned?

Were vouth free to come and ao individuallv to meals
and other activities or did thev come in a'group with
staff or were they marched in groups?

Could vouth talk freelv during meal time or did thev
use low voice levels or eat in silence?

Were vouth allowed to go into the kitchen to fix
themselves meals? :

Was there a hair code?
Was there a dress code?
Was television censored? o

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 institutioné was
1.4930 with a standard deviation of .23668, indicating con-
siderable variation among them.v 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 1.6 for utilitarian programs.

Restrictions on Contact with the Outside Cohmunity

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 censofed?

Were there any restrictions on the following forms of
communication?

Individuals with whom youth may cbrrespond?

Frequency of.correspondence?

Individuals with whom youth may visit?
Individﬁals,with whom youth may talk to by telephone?
Frequency of telephone calls?

How frequently cculd 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 each 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-
fect correspondence (a corréiation 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, indicating that there was cdnsidefable
variation in the propensities of institutions, to restrict out-
side contact. Statistically significant differences among
‘the ﬁhree 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 contaét than utilitarian or participatory
programs with average scores of 1.6.

The correlations between tﬁese three indices of contrcl
practices of institutions are moderate but stétistically in-'
significant. The zero order correlaticns are .388 between
physical controls and restrictions on internal movement and
autonomy; .368 between physical controls and restriciions on
ocutside contact; and .510 between restrictions on internal
movement and autonomy and restfictiohs on outside cﬁntact.
Clearly, though these controls were related, the indices mea-

sured different facets of program operations.
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As the following sets of correlations betwesen selected

b

structural features of institutions and their average control
practices indicate, physical constraints were strongly assc-

ciated with size and auspices.

TABLE 7.1 ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELECTED STRUCTURZ
VARIABLES AND CONTROL PRACTICES IN SIXTEEN INSTITUTICNS

Average Average Average
Physical Internal External
Control Control Control
Size of .
Institution .755%% .107 .078
Average Living . ‘
Unit Size .692%%* . 046 . 065
Public Auspices .656%%* .065 .031

Male Youth - .445"° .334 ‘-.130

* P is less than .05
**p is less than .01l

Although statistically insignificant, there w&s a notice-
able tendéncy 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 movement and autonomy
or cdntact with cutsiders. Size and auspices were related
to fairly permanent features.of the physical environment
but not td official policies regarding internal and external

movement. The same observations hold true for the three com-
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pliance/management types, since they also differed in size,
auspices, and the sex composition of their clientela., The
compliance/management type was related to the amount of phys-
ical control guite significantly but not to more flexible
practices such as official procedures of maintaining centreol
" over internal and external movement.

In Table 7.2 the average frequency of self-reported in-
stitutional miscﬁnduct is shown for‘the programs, dichetimized
on the basis of these three measures of official control pol-
icy. There were clear and consisteat differences in the fre-
guency of serious misconduct associated with their official
policies of control. Youth in programs with’more physical
constraints, and gréater restrictions on internal autonomy
and contact with the outside reported significantly higher
rates of serious misconduct, especially stealing and fighting.
The only two instances in which this pattern is roverseq‘.l
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 sgch acts
in these settings. We don't know why there were more reporté
of pretending to be sick in these kinds of programs but it
might have érabled youth to evade responsibilities and activ-
ities (such as school attendance) in more cpen programs that
could not be avoided in more restrictive settings.

Although this may well be‘a "chicken or the egg" ques-

tion since the official policies of restriction and control



TALLE 7.2 FREQUENCY OF INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT, BY OFFICIAL CONTRQL PRACTICES

Frequency of: Physical Control Internal Restrictions Outslde Restrictions
High Low nigh Low ittgh Low
Felgred 1llnesas .65 .42 F=4.8542 .57 .58 F=.0237 .45 .68 F=5,9037
1 d.f. 1 4.1, . la.t.
p=.03 . NS p=.02
Using Druga 1.21 1.4 F=,0243} 1.21 1.2} Fe,0123 1.35 1.10 F=2.7678
1.4.1. 1 d.f. 1 d.f.
NS . NS ) NS
Absconding ) .19 .20 F=.0123 .19 .20 F=,1429 .14 .24 F=11.,180
. 1d.f, 1 a.¢g, 1 4a.r.
NS NS p=. 0008
Stealing .79 .33 F=18.069 .82 . +45 F=113,592 .05 .48 F=11.13157
. 1 d.¢. . T d.f. 1 a.f.
) p=.0000 - p=.0002 e=.000)
Damaging } w
Property .12 .51 F=4.5030. .77 .52 F=8.7212 74 .57 F=3.5790 [
14d.f. 1d.f, 14.t. a
p=,03 p=.006 ns
Hitting Staff .28 .12 ¥=6.5095 .25 21 F=,5196 .23 .2) Fe=,0000
1 d.f. 1 a.f, 1 a.c.
p=.01 . NS NS
Fighting Youth 1.15 .73 F=12.199 1.24 .71 Fe18.303 1.14 ,90  Fe4,190)
1 d4.E. 1d.r. . la.r,
p=.0005 . p=.0000 ) p=.04
All Sericus - N
Miaconduct’ 4.31 3.11 F=13,69) 4.46 3.35 F=113,260 4.42 3.50 F=9.1131
1 a.¢. - 1 d.f. 1d.t.,

p=.0002 : p=.000) p=.00)
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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
pelicies for controlling youth were more apt to be confronted
with mlsconduct than programs not using 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 weie
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
most restrictive policies.

In order to understand the impact of these official pol-
icies on the youth, we will concentrate in the rest of this
chapter on their perceptions of the control structure and the
w;ys in which these perceptions were‘related to the frequency

of their misconduct.

Perceptions of Surveillancz and Control

We asked youth a series of guestions 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 talP to a lawyer, will the staff here
help you to do so?

1. Almost always; often; sometimes
2. Don't know
3. Seldom; never

Can you use the phone hére to call a lawyer when you

want to?
l. Yes
2. Don't know

3. No

Does the staff open the mail you get here?

1. No
2. Don't know
3. Yes

Does the staff read the letters you send?

1. No .
! 2. Don't know
. 3. Yes

How often are your things searched here?

1 f

1. 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?

1. 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
strong and statistically significant differences between them
(F=119.36, 1275 d4.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 the
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other two types of institutions

TABLE 7.2 CONTROL AND SURVEILLANCE SCORES BY INSTITUTIONAL
COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Compliance/Management Average Score on Control/
Type Surveillance Index
Custodial : 14.7

Utilitarian 14.2

Participatory | 12.0

GRAND MEAN 13.7

The product mement 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 wao:
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 (;=.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 ;epbrt~
ed that programs which maintained more ridid control proce-
dureé 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-



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 aktout it. Please tell us
what the staff members here usually do when they
catch a youth, for the first time, doing each of the
following things. (Some of the staff actions might
not fit a place like this. Just ignore these.)

CHECK AS MANY AS DO APPLY.

Five specific acts of misconduct were included in this gues~
tion: (1) using drugs, (2) running away and retufning within
two weeks, (3) stealing from vouth inlthe 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: (1) talking to youth
about it, (2) letting the youth decide what to do, (3 ) keep-
ing youth here longer, (4) separating youth from others, ‘
{S8) taking away points or privileges, (6) transfering the
youth to another ﬁlace, (7) contacting the parole or probation
officer or court worker, and (8) doing nothing.

We chose to‘limit our index to the dlearly defiﬁed, ser-
ious punishments. For each type of misconduct the'number of
"serious punishments" were summed (keeping him longer, sepa-
rating him from others, taking awéy points or privileges, and
tfansferring to'another place). Item to scale 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, 1.1
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 miscenduct (all of these differences were
significant beyond the .0000 level).

Earlier analysis Sy 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. &nd staff confirmed the existence of this
pattern, when their responses to similar ques;ions were aﬁal—
yzed. Both youth and staff reported that tﬁe underlying =un-
ishment options were more decisive in understanding staff re-
actions to misbehavior thaﬁ any differences in these behaviors
themselves (Selo, 1976, pp. 108-118).

It tlhwus 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 bethen the sum of
serious punishmernts and the actual freyguency of eaéh 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 meésures of perceived control/surveillance and
perceived number of serious puniéhments for misconduct were
correlated with several measures of deprivation, from the
prévious chapter, as we can see in Table 7.4. Youth who re-
ported that they were subjected to fairly intensive surveil-
lanée and were usually given serious punishments for miscon-
duct, also tended to feel that staff were 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 withiﬁ 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
false 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 coatrol and totally res-
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TABLE 7.4 Z2ERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CONTROL/SURVEILLANCE AND PUNISHMENT
POLICIES AND- YOUTH ATTITUDES OF DEPRIVATION AND FRUSTRATION

Sur of Serious Punishments for:

Perceived Drug Running Stealing Hitting Fighting
Control/ Use staff
Surveillance
Lack of staff
helpfulness S4Bk L23%x [ 13%% L12% % L15kx L12%%
Rules and : :
punishments .50%* L27*F% 20%% L20%* L22%% L19%*
Ineffectiveness
of program
services 34%* L11*% L 06% .03 .08*%* Cl)xk
Perceived -
isolation L28%% J12%%x 1 Q** L07x L09** LOg**
Lack of autonomy/ - -
privacy L3LE* L16%% Q9% % L14%* S13%% Jl4xx
Stigmatization LLT7 xR 15%% L15%x

* p is less than .05
**p is less than .01

T L26%* L15%% [ 12%%

£E€E
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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 pleaces the res-
ponsibility onto the young reople, staff stepsing
in only when students fail to meet their resgonsi
ilities, using that failure as a further example ©
their problem® ({Vorrath, 1972, p. VII).

S
oJ

h

Depending on the ideclogical position of the theorist, peer
control has beenvvariously characterized as "loyalty and;sol—
idarity," "collusion with and cooptation by staff," "accept-
ing responsibility for others,” or "Snitching and ratting.”
vIn an effort to neutralizé these labeis in our examination of
peer control,1we asked youth the following guestions omitting
value-ladan terms:

I tell on other youth when they have done something

wrong.
Strongly agree Agree Mildly agree
Mildly disagree Disagree ) Strongly Disagree

Suprose 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

~

Wéuld you tell staff here about it?
Yes No
Would you tell staff if no one else knew you told?
Yes No
The answers to the first question were dichotomized into
Agree and Disagree and an index.of low pecer control was con-
;tructed 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 guestions.

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 4.f., p=.0000), with such con-
trol being highest in participatory programs and lower in
custodial and utilitarian ones. Participatory compliance
typeé 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, &s -
we expectad. In such programs youth were encouraged to in-
dicate care for other youth and to be concerned about their
fellow students' misconduct or delinqueﬁt atpitudes. Staf#
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:

“Wwhen 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
poliéies'of their programs and their willingness to exercise

control on the behavior of their peers, we see that there

. are relatively strong and significant relationships between

the measures. Youth who reported that their programs had ex-
tensive policies of control and surveillance and who reported
more sérious punishments for‘miscondu;t, less often were wil-
iing to inform staff about the misdeeds of others and took

less responsibility, in general, for peers.

TABLE 7.£ ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDICES OF CONTROL/
SURV=ILLANCE, USUAL PUNISHMENTS AND PEER CONTROL

Low Peer Control

 High Control/Surveillance LABRE

Punishments for Dfug Use .20 **
Punishments for Running | L1B**

Punishments for Stealing - L16**

Punishments for Hitting Staff J23%*%

Punishments for Fighting L17%*

** p =.01

In programs where staff were seen as providing fewer restric-
tions and punishments, youth tend to take more responsibility
for monitoriné 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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1y 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 BETWEEN PEER CONTROL INDEX
AND YOUTH ATTITUDES TOWARD STAFF AND PROGRAM (N=1285])

Low Peer Control

Lack of staff Helpfulness LA3%%

Staff Punitiveness L36%*

Ineffegtiveness of Program .39%* ‘
Services ’

Isolation from Family/Friends .19*;

Lack of Individualism/

Privacy L21%%
Stigmatization L19%**
*% p=,01

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.

Uéing a measuré they labeled "ratting to staff" which is
guite 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 who were
more highly integrated into the inmate group wére 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-
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2386} .

We repea£ed 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 "nct 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.participaéory compliancé structures wefe more likely to
exercise controlland 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 thé number of close friends youéh reported having had
any impact on the extent to which they reported "ratting eon
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 Decisidn—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 accep£ance 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 less severe in participatory programs. We
have already seen that youth in these programs believed that
fewer serious punishments wefe 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, youth may have felt that informing on'othérs would
not result in severe représsion 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 problems;

howevar, those who refuse to help others with problems

are made to face the consequences of their irresponsi-

pility (verath, 1872, p. 4).

Self-selection was also a possible factor. In_Organiza-

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 composéd of larger éroportions 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 correlétions between the measure of
peer control and the frequency of institutional misconduct
indicated that youth who were more willing to ekert control
over their peers were less likely to have feigned illness
(r;.08), used drugs (r=.23), absconded (r=.15), stolen
(r=.19)- aamaged property (r=.2i), hit staff (r=.10), fou;ht_
with other youth (r=.15), or engaged in all types of sergous

misconduct (r=.32).

institutional Climate of Control

In this chapter, we have seen that using individual-
level analyses, there are strong and consisteﬁt relationships
between program policies of control and surveillance and the
frequency of self-reported misconduct. Regardless of whe-
ther control was operationalized ﬁsing 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 betweer the fZrequency 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 miscbnduct, we re-
peated the analysis, using the institution and not the indi-
vidual as the unit of analysis. One could argue that reéard—
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 zerc¢ 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 relationships.

There ware higher rates of most types of serious miscon-
duct, especially theft, in programs witﬁ more restrictive
policies of surveillance and control. As we already npted,
youth who thought that staff were fairly strict more often
reported engaging in these activities. We also found that
there Qere 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 freguent 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=16)

Feigned Drug Running Rates of Damaging Hitting Fighting Total

Illness Use Away Stealing Property Staff Youth Serious
Miscon-
duct

Staff Control/ .
Surveillance -.02 .15 -.22 .59% .37 .18 .37 .37

Low Peer
Control .04 -« 47 .03 LBTx* Y L .27 .53 S63%%

[4 4%

Punishments for
Drugs - .22 - - - - - -

Punishments for
Running - - ~-.50% - ’ - - - -

Punishments for
Stealing - . - - .42 - - - -

Punishments for
Hitting Staff - - - - C - .23 - -

Punishments for

Fighting - - - - - - .20 -

* p is less than .05
** p is less than .01
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either be a cause or a result of frequent misbehavior on the
part of youth. Similarly, the widespread concern of youth
with the misconduct of other youth might be either a cause

or a result of littlevdelinquent activity in the institution.
Moreover, it was guite 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 fheir peers - é 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 nand, there were lower runaway rates in programs which
gave more serious punishments for absconding.3= 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 haQe reflected or intensified the problems of maintain-
ing ofder 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 behavé and become rehabilitated seem to have
had more success in reducing the amount of ﬁisconduct.

The Relationship of Serious Misconduct to Selected Importation,
Deprivation and Control Variables

As noted earlier in this chapter, there were significant

ety
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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 totai contribution as a
group to the explanation of misconduct in the institutional
setting. 1In Table 7.8 we show the results of a multiple re-
greésion analysis on selected predictor variables., We used
variables which had been shown both in this chapter and pre-
vious ones to be significant at the .01 level of analysis in
the explanation of serious misconduct as a wholé.

TABLE 7.8 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSICN OF SERIOUS MISCOw-

DUCT ON SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FROM THE IMPORTATION, DEPRIVA-
TION AND CONTROL MODELS

R2 = .22 - 1024 4.f. F=31.775 p=.0000 N=1025
Variable . Zero Order Partial Beta
Correlation Correlation
Sex (Female) -.15 -.06 -.06%
Previous Crimes .36 . .21 L22% KK
Previous Abscondings - .20 .07 .07*
Present Stay {(months) .17 ' .06 .06*
Little Staff Help .28 S22 L 12%ks
Learned Deviant Ways .28‘ .08 .08*
Stigmatization .18 “ .05 .05
Perceived Control/ .24 .04 .04

Surveillance

Willingness to
Control Peers -.32 ~-.10 —-.11*%

* p=.05 . *%% p = 001
** p=,01 . **k*p=_ 0001
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Twenty two percent of the variance in the freguency 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

'
)

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,lmales
with previous histories of criminal and absconding activities
who had been in their programs longer, who thought that staff
members were not helpful to them, who learned deviant tech-
nigues while incarcerated, and who were unwilling to help
control the behavior of their youth were most freguently in-
volved in serious misconduct. 7

The fact tﬁat nearly eighty percent of the variance was
unexplained is of course somewhat disappointing but the pro-
blem of multicolinearity among the independent variables
musﬁ be understocod in‘interéreting 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!

contripution of each independent variable to the

dependent variable, but they do not take account of

the 'indirect' contributicn 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") ybuth reported more

miscondnct than in programs with shorter average lengths of

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 periodz of
time., But he also conceded that there were other character-
istics both of programs and of'youth which were substantially
correlated with thé average length of confinement, such as
size.

"Other characteristics, of course, are associated
with lerge size, and these suraly 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 intercorgqlations of length of stay with oﬁfense history
and feelings oé deprivation may have substantially weakened
the impact of léngth of stay as an independent predictor of
misconduct. We also noted earliexr that the three types of
institutions were significantly different in their éverage E
length of stay. It is gquite 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 s£ay might in
fact have been at least partially due to othef factors which
were related to‘length of stay, such as the youth perceptions
of staff znd program, and previocus offense patterns.
Anotler possible explanation for the weakness of tic
combined set of éredictors in accounting for misconduct is
that they interact with differences in program type‘and thag
;heir efiects are masked in looking at all programg together.
In a study'of runaway behavior in two different instituticnal
Asettings, 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 progfam. Moreover:
"in attempting to isolate the nature of these differ-
ential interactive patterns, we discovered that these
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 versonal variables that will
be predictive of running away unless organizational
characteristics are held constant” (Lubeck and Empey,
1968, p. 249).

The s;rength of the relatlonsnln between the independent var-

iables and absccndlng varled not only ketween the two programs
but also within each program before and 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 changes.

In contrastlng "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 proporticn negative to increase with length

of stay. Although this tendency toward lncrea51ng

negativism in the custodial institutions is akin to

what one would predlct under the prisonization model,

attitude changes in the treatment institutions are in

the opposite, positive direction. 1In 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 ﬁo the differ-
ences found by Lubeck and Empey for explained variance in
absconding (36% in the institutional sample versus 20% in
‘the community éample).

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 miscoaduct but they contributed little to the explanation
in utilita;ian'prpgrams. In custodial programs females were
more often involved in misconduct, while in utilitarian pro-
grams males were much more delinguent within the inétitutionT
In participatory programs, sex did not even emerge as an in-
dependent predictor. In both custodial and‘u£ilitarian pro-
grams, the perception that staff tried little to help them
was an iméortant 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 parﬁicipatory programs, and slightly so in utilitarian
ones, but it was‘insignificant in custodial programs. A pre-

vious history of absconding and feelings of stigmatizatibh

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 SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FRCM THE IMPORTATION, DEPRIVA-
TION, AND CONTROL MODELS FOR CUSTODIAL PROGRANS

2

R = .21, 448 d4.f., F ="12.660 P = ,0000 N=449
Variable Zero Order Partial Beta
Correlation _ Correlation

Sex {female) .13 .12 ‘ L11%*
Previous crimes .34 ‘ .22 24F%k %%
Previous Abscond-

ings .23 .01 .01
Present stay :

(months) .20 ' .06 .06
Little staff :

help .27 .14 J15%%

. Learned deviant

ways .29 W11 J11%
Stigmatization .10 .03 .02
Perceived control/

surveillance .25 .05 ) .05

" Willingness to

control peers -.26 -.02 ) ) -.02
* P = _05
k% p = _01
k% p = _001
*¥k*%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 PROGRAMS

2

R = .24, 236 4.f., F = 8.1528 P = .0000 N=237
Variable Zero Order Partial Beta
Correlation Correlation

Sex (female) -.22 -.29 ‘ —-.30%%**
Previous crimes .30 .10 .10
Previous

abscondings . .23 .15 .15*
Present stay

(months) . .02 . .05 .04
Little staff

help < .24 .15 .15%*
Learned deviant ‘ : ,

ways .19 .12 .12
Stigmatization ' .18 ‘ .13 J12%

Perceived control/ .
surveillance -.01 0L .01

Willingness to

control peers -.25 -.14 -.14%*
* P = .05
** p = ,01
*** p = ,001
*i**P =

.0001
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TABLE 7.11 RESULTS OF MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SERIOUS MIS-
CONDUCT ON SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FROM THEE IMPORTATION, DEPRI-
VATION, AND CONTROL MODELS FOR PARTICIPATORY PROGRAMS

R? = .26, 338 d.f., F = 13.166, P = .0000 N=339
Variable . Zero Order Partial Beta
Correlation Correlation

Sex (female) S =10 -.00 -.01
Previous crimes .38 .26 J27KFKK
Previous :

abscondings .26 ) .09 .09
Present stay .

(months) .20 .09 .09
Little staff ,

help .24 .03, .04
Learned deviant .

ways ' .25 . -.02 -.02
Stigmatization :23 .07 .06
Perceived control/
" surveillance . .23 .08 .08
Willingness to :

control peers -.37 -.21 - 23%% %%

.05

* P =
*¥* p = ,01

%% p = ,001
**x%xp = ,0001
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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 caﬁ now begin to speculate
" as to why some of these variab.es assumed greater importance
iﬂ particular types of programs. The fact that females ap-
peared to be more freguently involved in misconduct in cus-
todial settings, even when their previous offcuses 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 fegression equation. In utilitarian programs,
males were more involved in serious misconduct, even when the
other variables, including previous delingquent activities,
were controllad. In participatory programs, sex was 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
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that males were either more alienated and/or were provided
more opportunity for miscdnauct than were females. Ve do
know that among the utilitariaa types, two of the three male
institutions (Jun%per and Hickory C{gfk) were very open and
relaxed, and youth were allowed a lot of contact with the
outside community.. In contrast, both of t?f female programs
were very structured and rather :igi&,‘and_ééde few efforts
to provide youth with access to the surfounding commqnity.
As we noted in Chapter Three, the crucial differences among
the utilitarian institutions were parallel to the differences
in the sex composition of thei; 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
aﬁd éecreased concern about misconduct in the male programs.
We also found that although the involvement in delinguent
activities prior to their incarceration was a significant
part of the explanation of institutional misconduct in all
fhree program types, the involvement in criminal activities
was an important'indepehdent predictor only in custodial and
participatory programs. In utilitarian é;ograms, prior in-
volvement in abscondings was the significant independent pre-
dictor wariabla. Actually, the offense histories of youfn,
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 yogth "imported” into the sit-
vation, through their systems of clearcut guidelines for the
provision of a set of graduated privileges contingent upon
acceptable behavior. 1In custodial programs, rewards were less
consistently given for good behavior and other pressures may
have made youth who were already sericusly delinquent contin-
ue to misbehave. 1In participatory programs, less atteniion
was focused on actual behavior, and more con 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 diffgrences in the treatment of
youth with different characteristics, it is also possible
that staffvin custodialland 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 éhat differences in the treatment of youth in
those settings revolved primarily around sex differences.

In all of the programg, youth who believed that staff

members made little effort to help them were more likely to
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have engaged in serious miséonduct, but when other variables
were controlled, this was only central to the explanaticn in
custodial and utilitarian procgrams. When cther factors were.
considered, the negative attitudes of yvouth tcward staff dié
not affect the frequency of misconduct in participatory pro-
grams. We believe that one possible explangtion is that in
pParticipatory progfams, youth were much more strongly orien-
ted to their peers than to :the staff, and the extent 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 participatory programs; the amount of control youth
were willing to exert over their peers was much more strongly
rélated to their own misconduct than in the other two settings.
Because peer control was such an important element in parti-
ciéatqry programs, the willingness of youth to exert it was
probably an important indication of their ccmmitment and
iden;ification with the treatment process as a whole. In
éustodial and utilitarian proérams, peer control may not have
had this meaning and thus would be lesﬁ strongly linked to
youths' own behavioral patterns. Moreover, in participatory
programs the injunction to be involved in the treatmeht pro-
cess of their peers was central and affected all of the in-
mates, regardless of their previous patterns of delinguency.
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 likelihcod of multicollinearity among
the indices'of peer control and other independent variables
in custodial and utilitgrian 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 tﬁat
the variables were intermixgd. iIn ali of the programs, cer-
tain importation variables were important, particularly pre-
vious patterns of delinquency. 1In both the custodial and
utilitarian programs, deprivation variables were significant
independent predictors, particularly the perception that
staff was not helpful, but thesé variables did not make an
independent contribution in participatory programs. The' snly
control‘variabie that provided a net effect was peer control,
and this was very impoftant in participatory programs but
relatively unimportant in the other .types. Despite these dif-
ferences among the three programs in specific independegt.
predictor variables, the convergence of the three models pro-
vided a better explanation 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 ‘.0 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 nisconduct 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 éiqnificantly 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 Le-
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
énd punishirents wefe too harsh (r=.20) were all statistically
significant at the .Olllevel and beyond. The relétionships
were small and inéignificant in both utilitarian and partici-
patory programs, with onelexception. The exception occurred
in utilitarian programs where youth who had been there for
loﬁger periods of time felt that staff were more helpful than
youth who were there for dnly a shprt time (r=—.195.

Althouéh 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 lengtﬂ 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 ﬁine 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 2.8 (155) 3.6 (110} 2.1 (103)
Intermediates 4.8 (214) 3.8 (100) . 2.3 (206)
Veterans 6.8 (144) 4.0 (83) 4.3 (111)
F=16.108 F=.20634 F=9.0057
512 d.f. 292 d.£E. 419 4a.f.

p=.0000 NS p=.0001

Differences according to length of stay cannot be aétribu4
ted to the amount of time youth had to_csmmit these acts
since the repofting périod 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
programé.

'We would expect to f£ind that length of stay was difectly
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-
jzation is shown both by program type and length of stay. 1In
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 WHO LEARNED MANY WAYS TO BREAX
© THE LAW, BY PROGRAM TYPE AND LENGTH OF STAY

Compliance/Management Style

Length of
Time Served Custodial Utilitarian Participatory
Newcomers 26% (155) 178 (107) 163 (103)
Intermediates 36% (214) 24% (96) 21% (202)
Veterans 52% (143) 28% (83) " 35% (111)
F=30.646 F=7.4409 F=14.431
4 d.£. 4 4d.£. 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
learning that took place, all bey&nd the .001 level of sig-
nificance. Regardless of length of confinement, youth in cus-
todial program; learned more illegal skills than youth in
other programs. Veteran youth in custodial programs reéorted
learning most delinqueﬁt 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. 1In 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
tS@mitigéte the feelings of deprivation attendant on long
lengths of stay.

The learning of illegitimate behavior is believed to
result from the exposﬁre of youth to a "critical mass" of
veterané, 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 mutual reinforcement or social

facilitation; they reinforce one another. Their effe<t

' 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
'hardzaning' 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, 13976,
p. 92).
In order to see if youth who had been in precgrams longer
_were, in fact, more exposed to hard-core delinguent 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 guestions 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?}
(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 theée offenses are shown.
Clearly, veteran youth were much more likely to have had
frienés who had been or were 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 prbpo;tion of youth in custo-
diél 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 relat}onship be-
tween the length of time yoﬁth had been there and the ex£ent
to which their friends had engaged in any of the types of
misconduct. In both custodial and participatory programs
veteran youth were 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 newcohers or intermediates (r=.004). And

in custodial programs, veterans were more likely to have



TABLE 7.14 PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH REPORTING THAT MOST OF THEIR FRIENDS COMMITTED
SELECTED DELINQUENT ACTS, BY PROGRAM TYPE AND LENGTH OF STAY

Most of Friends 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

Length of

Stay

Newcomers ) .

(339-347) " 38% 51% 39% 62% . 38%

Intermediates o

(497-509) 40 52 . 40 66 i 41

Veterans -

(333-336) 50 65 49 ] 70 51
p=.0004 p=.0005 p=.02 NS p=.002

(Probabilities based on Chi Square)

£9¢



364

friends who used drugs (p=.001) and damaged property (p=.04)
than newcomers or intermediates. Veteran youth in custodial
programs were the most likely to have friendship networks
in the institution largely composed of youth who damaged pro-
perty, stolé property and used illegal drugs. ’
Across all programs, there was strong-and consistent
evidence that the effects of length of stay and program type
were both independent and cumulat}ve. The lohger youth had
been in institutions, pa;ticularly custodial and participa-
tory ones, tﬁe mére frequently their friends consisted of
youth who had committed serious acts of delinduency 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 institﬁ;ions,
especiélly, 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 whicﬁ may have been
correlated with program type énd 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 inleach of the behaviors before coming
to the program. Of those whq had.previous patterns of these
kehaviors, 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 period. Less than a third of
the youth who had stolen property before admitted doing this
in their programs. A guarter of the youth who had absconded
from other Forrectional programs ran away from their present
institutions in a one month time pericd. | |

A lower ﬁroportion of youth in participatory programs
“imported" their previous patterns of delingquency. than was
true of youth in the other program types. At least within
the one montb 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

S,



TABLE 7.15 NET CONTINUATION RATES* ASSOCIATED WITH INSTITUTIONAL COMULIANCE /MANAGEMENT STYLE

Compliance/Management Style

Percvent of Youth

who Continued to: Custodial Utiltitavian Partlclpﬁtory Total

Use marijuana (a) 46% (389)** 36 (197) 368 (320) 45%¢ (906) p=.0000
Use other drugsa (b) 508 {329) 588 (174) gy (282) 47% (785) p=.0002
Abscond from program (c) 24% (241) - 33 {121) 20% (202) 25% (564) p=.04
Steal 8% (481) 26% (556) ’ 23v {350) 3ot (1087) p=.0000
bamage property 484 {348) 46% (176) L 34% {226) 43%v (750) p=.002
Hit staff (d) 18y (3139) -11% (160) 118 (247) . 14% (746) p=.0]
Fight youth (e) ’ 62% (340) 531 (160) '> 39% {247) 52% (747) p=.0000

99¢

* Het continuation rates were calculated as the percent of youth who had engaged in each of
the behaviors before their institutionalization who contlnued doing them within a one
month period In the program. -

** Base N's are the numbers of youth who had previous historles of ecach of the offenses.
2 percent of youth who had used marijuana or hashish before who continued uaing illegal
b drugs in the program.
Percent of youth who had used other drugs before who continued to use 11legal drugs in the
program. - : .
€ percent of youth who had previously asbsconded from other correctional proyrams who had ab-
sconded from the program. X .
Percent of youth who had purposefully hurt someone before who hit ataff in the program.
Percent of youth who had purposefully hurt someone before who fought with youth in the
progran.

All probabilities were based on Chi Square statistics with two degrees of freedom.
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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 peribd 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 (553%) of the veterans

in custodial programs continued to steal while this occurred

among less 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 preinstitutional acts of damaging property but this

was true of less than a quarter (24%) of their counterpasis
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 cuétodial
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.
5 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. T?ere was a much stronger likelihood of

most serious misconduct being continued by youth confined for




FABLE 7.16 NET CONTINUATION RATES, DY LENGTIH OF TIME CONFINED IN THREE TYPES OF PROGRAMS
' Net Continuation ofy

Cumpliance/Management Druy Stealing flucting Fighting Damaging Running from
Type Use (d} . Staft Property Program

Custodial Programs -

Newcomers (a) 348 (109) 254 (134)  99% (85) 554 (86) 40% (81) 27% (60)

Intermedlates (b) 46 (1413 35 {184) 24 (123) 68 (124) 49 {133) 25 (84)

veterans (¢) 55- (102) 55 {133) 22 (104 57 (104) 58 {110) 26 (81)
p=. 006 p=.0000 p=.03 NS pe.04 NS

utilitarian Proyrams

Newconers 47% (68) 248 (97) T 5% {65) 514 (65) 421 (65} 378 (39)

Intermediates 60 (20) 25 (84) 15  (46) 65 (46) _ 51 (5)) 50 (40)

Vuterans 64 (52} 30 {67) 16 (44) 41 t44) 45  (53) 20 {41)
NS~ NS NS NS NS NS

Participatory Programsg

Newcomers 22¢ (61) 161 (74) 6% {47} 308 {47) 24y (37) 208 (35)

Interuediates 35 (127) 20 (166} 37 {115) 39 (115) 3o (103} 22 {87)
Veterans - 52 ({79) 32 (92) 11 (70} 41 (70} 40 ) 18 {67)
p=.001 p=.04 NS NS B NS NS
3 youth who had boen in the program for two months or less at ths time of the study were classified
as newcomers . )

b youth who had buen in the program for three to elght months were classified as intermediatus,
€ youth who had been in the program for ninu months or more wera classified as vetorans. ~
a h e

Percent who had previously uscd marijuana or hashish who -continued to use illegal drugn.

Probabilities are bascd on Chi Square statlstica. - -

8o¢
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long periods of time in custcdial 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, pfobably 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 éetting. 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 this admitted doing it in a one
month period. >It is striking to note, moreover, that forty
percent of the youth who said that théy had never purposefully
hurt someone before admitted fighting with d;hcr youth in the
institutions.

Participatory programs consistently had lower rates of
“"conversion" to eaéh type of misconduct than the other pro-
grams, although tﬁe only statistically significant differences
among the programs‘were for absconding, damaging property and
fighting. For example, almost half of the youth in custodial
and utilitarian programs, who had nevar 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 progréms into this behavior.

Since the reporting period of institutional misconduct



TABLE 7.17 NET CONVERSION RATES* ASSOCIATED WITH INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE /MANAGEMENT STYLE

Compliance/Management Style

Percent of Youth

who Continued to: Custodlal Utilicarian Participatory Total

Use murlju;na {a) I ) llsi)' 6% {97) 2% {119) 5% {367) NS

Use other drugs (b) 11y (198) 138 (1149) 6% (143) 10s {455) &S

Abscond from programs (c) 108 (303} 128 {173) 4% (231}) T 8% (707) pe.004

Steal 12% (61) 128 (40) 5% {80) 9% {181) NS

Damage property 19% {194) 248 {117) Ily {201) 17% {516) p=.007 :j
iit staff (d) 10 {212) . 7% {135) C 4L (19) 7% (538) NS ©
Fight youth (e) 488 {211) 47% (135) 274 (192) 40% (538) p-.0000

* Net conversion rates wsre calculated as the percent of youth who had not previcusly
engaged in each of these behaviors who admitted being involved in them during a ona
wonth period in the program.

“¢ Bage N's are the numbers of youth who had no previous histories of each of these
offenses.

tercent of youth who had not used mnrljﬁiﬁs or haghish bofore who used lllubal drugsa
b in the program.
Percent of youth who had not used other drugs before who used i1lagal druys in the
proyram.
Percent of youth who had not previocusly absconded from other correctlonal programs
a Who had sbsconded from this program.
fuicant of youth who had not previously purposefully hurt someona who hit utaff in thu
program
Parcent of youth who had not previously purposefully hurt someons who fought youth
in the proyram.

All probabilities wexo based on Chi Square statistios with two deygecs of Ereadom.

&
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was only one month, we do not know when these youth began
these behaviors or how loné 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 coneistent 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
patterns. Even when previous offense history was controllied,
the compliance/management styles of the programs and the
length of confinement exerted independent and cumulative ei-
fects on the behavior of youth. There was virtually no evi-
dence in this analysis to support the contehtion hat the re-
pression and control of the custodial type of institution re-
duced the level of disorder and discbedienée among inmates.
Although we do not know how chaotic these institutions might
havé been withoﬁt the surveillance systems they employed, we
did'note that in less rigid programs there were lower rates of
more serious types of misconduct. The ap?arent 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 Johnsoﬁ, in a

study of the impact of confinement on psychological breakdowns



TABLE 7.18 NET CONVERSION RATES IN TIE THREE COMPLIANCE TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS, BY LENGTH OF TIME

CONFINED
Net Conversion tos
Compliance/Management Marijuana Stealing Hurting Fighting Damaging Running from
Type - Use (4} Stafe€ Property Program
Custodial Programs
Newcomers (a) ' 5% (41) 0s (20) 6% {67} 46% (67) 13y (M) 6% {92)
Intermediates (b) 9 {66) 20 {20) 12 (87} 47  (87) 24 {11) 10 (121)
Veterans (c) 12 (25) 17 {s) 18 {30) 55 {38) 33 (3 1) (67)
NS NS © NS NS p=.04 NS
uUtilitarian Programs
Newcomers 6% (316} 0% {10} 2% {42} 49% {41) 208 (40) v {68)
Intermediatea (b) 6 (26) 8 (12° 10 {49) 40  {50) 28 (43) 14 {56)
Veterans 6 {31) 25 (16) 5 (38) 50 {38) 21 (28) 17 142)
B w
NS NS NS NS NS NS ~
L8]
Participatory Programs '
Mewcomer s 3% {31) 03 (23} 24 {52) 140 (SZi 5% {59) 2% {66)
lntermediates 0 (58) 9 (15) 1 (87) Jo {88} 12 {95) 3 (11
Veterans s (20) 0 (14} 10 (38) 32 8y 15 {33} 5 {39)
NS - NS p=.02 N5 NS NS
8 Youth who had been in tho program two months or less at tha time of the study were classified
as newcomers.
b

Youth who had been in the program for three to elght montha were classified as Intermedliates.
€ Youth who had been in the program for nine months or more were classifed as vetasrans,

Percent of youth who had not previously used marijuana or hashixh who began to use them in the
institution

Probabilities are based on Chi Square statistics.
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among -prisoners, suggestéd:

- "Prison environments that are comparatively open and
unstructured may produce fewer encounters that high-
light staff control and give the image - if not the
subatance - 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 éubjected their inmates to harsher ’
living conditions than the other programs. For this reason the
deprivation and’ control perspectives could not be empirically
separated in this analysis. Thg measures of ;nstitutional ‘
control (e.g. staff policies of searching, censo;ship, and
punishment) were closely asgociated with cther aspects of the
deprivation model, in the sense that they also reduced the
privacy and autonomy of youth. AUnfortupately we were not able
to develop measures of the more positive aspects of centrol
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 éonfinement
and program tvpe both independently and additively affected
institutional miscondusct. Programs in which yéuth 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



experiences. According to the deprivation perspective, these

feelings may be 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. Becéuse 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 custocdial programs'
for nine months or more reported. 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-
iinguency in all three types of programs. According to the
deprivation argument, long periods of confinement in any set-
ting constitute a significant pain éf imprisonment for adoles-
cents so length of stay is an independent predictor of miscon-
duct. With long péfiods 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 acés 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. 1In such programs, youth tended
to be less exposed to delinguent 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 delinguent friendship networks. We
cannct jetermine the relative efficacy of the "differential
association® and "deprivation perspectives" but it seems
likely that they are éoﬁplementary explanétions of misconduct.
Although functional theorists maiatain that the shared expér—
iences of felt deprivations and low self-esteem lead .to the
development of subcultures of inmateé which provide both ‘an
amelioration 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 morevdeviant 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. Thié framework
views organizational policies of surveillance and sanctioning,
as well as subjective perceptions of the availability and
attrac;iveness of delinquent activity, as:éiitically impor-
tant in understanding the frequency‘and sericusness of youth-
ful misbehavior. Control theorists often assert that the
emphasis on custody and security found in more traditional
training schools is necessary to deter the natural impulses
of inmates. In the‘absence of effective control, Ehey main-
tain that institutions will be plagued by problems of inter-
nal disorder as YOﬁth will be free to continue their pre-insti-
tutional behavior patterns and will be socialized into even

more serious offenses. \

The Control Perspective has cften been used by the ad-
vocates of traditional training schools to justify their
policies of physical restricticn and custody. They argue that
without eh&ironmental 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, institutions 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 misccnduct.
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 institutiocnal fea-
tures which may effectively control anq deter the delinguency
of the youth, it is necessary to consider a variety of tech-
niques‘which may foster the iaentification of youth with pro-
gram goals, make deviant activities less accessible and ap;
pealing, and sanction them when they do cccur without impoé—
ing more "pains of impriscnment."™ Many institutions,
in providing ways for youth to fully particigate in the de~
cision-making processes.affecﬁing their lives, in éllowing

youth to become fully involved in the treatment processes af-

fecting themselves and their peers, and in fostering close

and intense relaticnships between staff and youth, aré in
fact effectively controlling their behavior. When the di-
mensions of control are broadered to include the more posi-
tive strategies, the two perspectives (Control and Depriva-
tion) become complementary explanations of fluctuations in
misbehavior.

We began the chapter by constructing three indices of
the official policies'of institutions with regard to physical

constraints, restrictions on in:ernal movement and autonomy,

' and restrictions on contact with the ocutside community. In

general custodial programs emerged as having more repressive
policies with regard to each of those 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 ybuth.
Higher rates of absconding‘aAd feigned illness, however, were
found in programs with fewer restrictions on outside contact.
Thréughout the rest of the chapter, we examined the subjéctive
perceptions of youth with regard to the efforts of their
Programs to control them.

Three indiées were constructed.which 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 willingn:ss to controi the delin-
quencies of their peers. There were clear 2nd consister*+ dif-
ferences among the program on each of these three measures.
Youth in participatory programs wzre significantly less like-
ly to report repressive4policies 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, includihg 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 controsl 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. 1In 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 therevwere no significant relationships between
youths' perceptions of the number of serious punishments for
misconduct and the freguency of their participation in these
acts, there were statistically significant correlations be-
tween reports of staff control and surveillance tactics and
many types af 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 c¢f serious misconduct
especially'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 controliing other vouth were much more likely
to have been involved in serious institutional delinguency
than mofe cooperative youth. Institutions which have success-
fully involved youth in the treatment and control processes
seem to have had more sucéess 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 uéing 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 relevantvpredic—
tors; and the most significant predictor was previous history
of criminal act;vity. l?;he: ipdependent predictors included
being'male, longer lengtﬁs of stay, feelings that staff were
not helpful, unwillingness to,coﬁ#rol peeféf‘previous abscond-~
ings and learning new ways to:bfeak the law since entering

the program. ’ '

The intercorrelations of many of thé independent §redic—
tor variables (thé problem of multicollinearity) may well
account for the fact that several of them did not emerge as
significant in thé combined régression analysis. We found
slight differences among custodial, utilitarian and pa;tici-
patory programs in the amount of variahce 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-
finemgnt were acéompanied 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 serioﬁs institutional misconduct. . The effect was es-
'éecially marked in custodial ﬁrograms. When the previous
offense histories of youth were controlled, we found that ser-
ious misconduct was least characteristic of participatcry pro-
grams but that the frequencies of manf 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-
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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 gypes 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, ;nd 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 delinquercy among youth in the more
resirictive 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
nodifying the behavior of +heir 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 exp;anétions.' In programs where youth had
more positive perspectives and fewer pains of imprisonment,-
the control exercised by peers was also stggpger and more |
effective. Such programs seem to have a commitment to the
involvement and-participation of youth in the decision-making
and treatment pfocesses affecting them, as well as a more open
and flexible setting, and their rates' of serious misconduct
wvere substantiallyvlower.

We were aware, however, that these as;ociations between
peer control, perceived pains of imprisonment and serious mis-
conduct may be explained in a varinty of ways. Our implicit
model shows a chain of causation from harsh experiences in
confinement to perceptions of deprivétion and pains of impri-
sonment tc negative attitndes toward staff and unwillingness
to cooperate with them in monitoring the actiyities of peers.
This combination of negative feelings toward staff and proéram
and lack of peer control over the expréssion 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 éf ghe 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 pains
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, 1357).
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 N2w-
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 delinguent 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. 2As 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. 11).
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-




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

Because of the small number of cases (sixteen institu-
tions), we did not rs=ly only on the correlations which
were statistically significant in trying to cdevelop em-
pirical clusters. Instead we also looked at the strength
of the relationships and they, too, were very weak. We
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.

Our procedure for developing these scales was influenced
by the work of King and Raynes in constructing 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).

The inverse correlation between a program's runaway rate
and the usual punishments given for it may be misleadirg
since the reported runaway rate is based only on youth
who ran away during a one =nonth period and returned to thc
program. Programs which tended to give harsher punisn-
ments (such as transferring absconders) may have had a
lower rate of return though taeir actual runaway rate may
have been the same or higher than less punitive programs.

When some or all of ‘the independent variables ar=s substan-
tially correlated with each other, the cocfficients 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.

The dichotomy which was used was between youth who had
ever done ‘any of these acts before coming and those who
had never done them. To some extent this dichotomy may
underemphasize the actual differences in fregquency of
commission between the three programs. However there were
only slight differences in the actual reported frequencies
of pre-institutional delinguent activities among the three
types of programs and these do not account for the ob-
sexrved patterns. .




CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY 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,,personal;ég:aberrations, and
subcultures of inmates, studies of behavioral.adaptatigns 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 providg 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 corxectional programs. Our comparative study of miscon-
duct was based on the selﬁ-reports of youth, as well as ma-
terial from staff members, administrators, and field obser-
vers, and prcbabl§ 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 iﬁdicaﬁed that misconduct was both freguent and
pervasive. Youth reported an average of at }east 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 were scored in a conservative fashion. Se@enty four
percent oy the inmates admitted engaging in at least one act
of serioug misconduct, although only four youth (less than
one percent) had been involved in all of -them. The seven
types of misconduct used in this study varied in freguency.
Nearly half of the youth (47vpercent) fought with other youth,
a third of the youth damaged property and used illegal drugs,
a quarter of the ycuth stole and feigned illness, sixteen per-
cent abscoﬁded at least oncé, and eleven percent had hit
staff members. Ail this occurred in a one month period.

There were guite 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 rafes
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 illegalvdrugs
and fighting youth). In contfast youth in participatory ‘
programs reported the lowest frequencies oﬁmmost types of mis-
§onduct. Although eighty percent of the yqéth in custocdial
and utilitarian programs were involved in at least one type

of serious misconduct, this was true of oniy 63 percent of

the youth in,participétory 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 coﬁpared the self-reports of youth.with stéff reporté 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 thaﬁ twenty percent of the cottages

did staff agfee about the incidence of theft or property dam-

age. Only a third of the cottages provided consistent es-
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timates of drug use énd less than half of the cottages agreed
on the number of youth who had hit staff membefs within the
one month period. The range in esﬁimates was also guite
striking.

In a situation where staff disagreed among themselves
about the incidenée of misconduct, it was not surprising to
find that there was very little céngruence between self-re-
ports and staff reports of these béhaviors within tﬁe same
time period. In the majority of cottages, more youth report-
ed being involved in seriéus misconduct than reported by
staff. 1In ninety percent of the cottages, self-reports of
drug usé were higher than staff reports and in over three
fourths of Ehe cottages, self-reports of fighting and dam
aging property were higher than staff estimates. These dis-
crepancies occurred in every type of institution but were
mostjapparent in custodial programs. The "gronn hazard" hy-
pothesis whichvsuggests that group incidents are more detec-
table by staff than individual ones was not comfirmed, for we
found that types of misconduct that were most often done in
groupsywere thé mdstvunderreported by staff. Staff were just
as ignorant of the numbers of youth involved in behaviors
they considered serious (eg. drué use) as those considered
relatively minor‘(e.g. feigned illness).

The Relative Effectiveness of the Importation, Depriva-

tion, and Control Perspactives in Explaining Institution-
al Misconduct

The importation perspective, derived from studies of in-

mate subcultureé, 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, such as gender, age, race, and
social class and their behavioral patterns reléted to mis-
conduct, such as previocus delinguent act%yities and correc-
tional experiences. Specifically, it hypothesizes that
~youth will "import" their previous experiences and orienta-
tions into the new settings. Moreover, ceitain background
characteristics are assumed to be associated with previous
criminal'activity, such as béing male, older, black, and
from loﬁer class cultures, and so these eharacteristics are
believed to account for much of the variancé in institutional
misconduct.

In ourxanalysis, the battery of yariébles derived from
' the importation model accgunted for very little of the var-
i;nce in seriaus misconduct (13 percent). When the frequen-
cies of each type of misconduct were consideréd separately
even less of the variance in them wésvexplained. The parti-
cular importation variables that proved most effective were
previéus delinquent activit;es, including crimes, more minor
offenses, and abscondings; and té a lesservextent, correc~
tional experiences were predictive.

In cohtfast to the importation 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
perséective, likely to have higher rates of misconduct among
inmates.

In our analysis, the set of variables designed to mea-
sure_thé perceived and actual deprivations of youth accounted
'for only slightly more of the variance in serious misconduct
'(eighteeh percent) than did thelimportatioﬁ 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 percenf of the same behaviofs. Each model explained
about eight percent of' the variance in fighting. Three per--
cent of the variance in absconding was predicted by importa-
tion variables, as contrasted to eight éercent 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 thirteen percent by deprivatioﬁ 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-



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
engagé in misconduct if the opporfunities are available and
if sanctions are unlikely or relatively benign.

Institutions were classified accordinqﬁto their official
policies and procedures régarding the physical control of
youth, restrictions on their internal movements and autonomy,
and restrictions on their contact with the ocutside community.
In contrast to what might be expected, we found that the more
coexcive and réstrictive programs had higher rates of most
forms of sericus misconduct than more relaxed facilities.

The cnly.exceptions occurred witi fegard to absconding and
feigned illness}'which were more‘frequent in prograﬁs 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 Qhere the opposité éatterns 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 num-
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ber of serious punishments youth feit 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
perspeétives was approximately 22 percent, and the most im-
portant independent contribution was made by the importation
variable of previous delinquent activiﬁies. 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 delinguency
in the program, and the unwillingness to monitor and control
the behavior of peers.

| Thzs amount of sefious misconduét accounted for by all
three perspectives was very similar in custodial, utilitarian
and participatory programs, but there were some differences
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. 1In participatory
programs, the variables derived from the deprivation perspec-
tive were insignifibant 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



394

o
their own misconduct but this was notgthe case in custodial
programs and was only slightly important in utilitarian in-
stitutions.

The Impact of Long Pericds of Confinement in Institutions

Youth who had been institutionalized for nine months or
more reported having more access tolillegiiiﬁéte learning
structures in their programs and also engagggg in more ser-
ious misconduct than youth with shorter periods of confine-
ment. The impact of long lengths of stay was particularly
marked in custodial programs, and in facf, we noticed a cumn-
lative effect of program type and length of stay such that
veteran youth in custodial programs had the highest ratesjof
serious miséoﬁduct. |

" In utilitarian programs, there was some evidenge that
the effects of long sentences were less severe. bifferences
between newcomers, intermediates, .and veterans in these pro-
grams were only minor with regard to the acguisition of ille-
gitimate skills, the degree to which their friendship net-
works were largely composed of seriously delinguent youth,
and the frequehcy of their own serious misconduct.

The effect of long periods of confinement in more cus-
todial programs rgmained even when the previous offense paf—
terns of youth were controlled. Ambﬁg youth who had pre-
viously been involvéd in these delinquent activities pefore
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
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not particularly important in understanding the extent to
which these "imported patterns® continued in ntilitarian
programs, however.

The Iritiation 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 ways to break the law, we found
very few youth whovwere engaged in acts of misconéuct for the"
first time in ﬁheir iﬁstitutions. Less than ten percent of
the youth withno prior offense histories of drug use, abscond-
ing, stealing, or hurting adults, were "ccnverted" into these
acts, at least in the one month reporting period. On the
other haud, we found that seventeen percent of the youth who
had never damaged property before began to, and ;bout forty
percent of youth who had never tried to hurt others before
began toofight'with other youth in their institutions. There
was a tendency for the proportion of youth who were "convert-
ed" to acts of misconduct to igcrease after a stay of two
months or more, but these diﬁferencesvwere nct statistically
significant because so few youth reported that they had
never engaged in these behaviors before. Participatory pro-
grams consistently had lower proportions 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 custoaial and utilitarian pro-

grams tried to purposefully hurt other youth for the first



time in their lives, but this was true of only about a gquart-
er of youth in participatory programs.

The Perpetuation of Delinguency in the Institutional
Setting

The majority of the youth who had prior experiences with
misconduct before their incarceraﬁion had,’at least tempor-
arily, ceased these activities. fet thejé;oportions of
youth who continued to engage in’these acﬁs were very high,
considering the fact that we only asked about misconduct dur-
ing one month. About a gquarter of the youth who had abscond-
ed from other correctional programs, ran away from these in-
stitutiqns. In fact; more youth may have actually absconded
than Qe were aware of since they may not have been retirncd
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 mos£ often perpetuated by custedial
programs; and prior experiences of absconding and using drugs
most often coﬁtinued in utilitarian instifutions. A lower
proportion of youth in participatory programs imported their
previous patterns of misconduct than those in the other in-
ctitutions. 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 most striking in custodial

institutions. Utilitarian programs seemed best able to miti-

gate the effects of long pericds of confinement, There was'
little evidence of a curvilinear effect of length of stay,
as suggested By Wheeler, although the proportion of yoﬁth-
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-
ulate on 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 dependercy, and at the same 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 community, 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 institutions seem beﬁ;er able to amel-
iorate the more negative aspects of impfiso;ment-through the
involvement of youth in all aspects of theﬁegperience includ-
ing the formulation of policies and procedﬁres, participa-
tion in important decisions and treatment processes, and
showing care and concern about their peers. Other institu-
tions seem particularly well suited to mitigating the nega-
tive ei{fects of long periods of confinement by providing a
set of concrete and graduated ste?é through which youth pro-
gress, so that long sentences often lead to more rewards énd
privileges. Yet in a whole set of institutions the exper-
ience ¢f 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 tolfoster a stronger sense of commit--
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 undefiying concern about the
youth expressed iﬁ 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 miscondﬁct in participatory programs
than in the other settings.

It is importént 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 techniqués of peer control and
pressure. In the past,several institutions using Guided
Group Intergction and Positive Peer Culture (two participa-
torf strategies) have forced youth to aﬁprehend 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 hegativeviﬁfluence on the rehabilitative process.

In our study, there was little evidence that these participa-
tory programs exploited the collaborative process in this
way, None of the programs encouraged &outh to apprehend their
peers and group'punishments wére rare. Moreover, most of

tﬁe 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_pf 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 dur sample. We believe that they haa higher rates:
of absconding and drug‘use than the other programs because
the opporiunitiés for obtaining drugs and escapiﬁg vere great-
er. In these programs, youfh were given more home visits,
more cif grounds experiences, and more opportunities to main-.
tain their relationships with‘friends and relatives in their
original communities. The costs ir 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 fo£ long
periods of time (as they often were in utilitarian progréms),
there are apparent advantages in staggering the available
rewards énd priQileges according to the length of stay. Not
only is the system highly structured, consistent, and predic-
table but the incentives are varied and always meaningful.

In Adamek's study of Maryhiil, an institution for delinguent
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

SRS

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 reaéted 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
repressive tactics used in these programs actually reduced
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 miscecn-

duct, particularly those directed against other persons.

Zald and Street also found that the more serious kinds of col-

E 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 staZff. In contrast, less
rigid "treatment" institutioné allowed inmates to organize
and express hostility overtly and so youth were more day-to-
day "trouble" to the staff. Bﬁt 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 accom&dations. There are
many ways to foster commitment and identification with an

organization besides using sophisticated tééhnologies and

&=

intervention strategies. We have suggested. 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 organization itself. It has been suggested by others
that the'most effective custody is probably established when
smali grbups of children live in close contact with adults
and devélop close relationships with them in comfortable
congenial surroundings but this would iﬂvolve increasing the

staff/child ratio an?2 increasing the material resources avail-
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 roem and

make a pot of tea with an adult who is inteéerested 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 aggréssors
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
aé releasing tensicn or expressing bottled-up feeliﬂgs, and
that if these actions are suppressed without providiﬁg other
functional aléernatives, there may be unanticipated conse-
quences. ‘

In arguing for the importance of "undercover adapta-
ti&ns" 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 wvisible 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 sxperience.

Directions for Further Research

The present study was obviously not without limitaticns.
Because it was a cross-sectionai rather than longitudinal

design, it was impossible to adeguately 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 bgen of more concern
to youth and of less concern to\tﬁé institgtions themselves.
Although the time frame of one month was cgﬁsen 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 com?éred at different points
in time. The‘effects of the institutional policies and
procedures were, in many cases, not separable from the effeqts
of differential seiection of clientele. And structural fea- .
tures of the institutions, such as_siée and auspices, were
often confounded with their patterns of managing youth and
securing compliance. Our interest in un@erstanding miscoﬁ-
duct in a large number of different institutions resulted in
a heavy reliance on survey methods, and eﬁtailed some sécri-
fices in térms 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. Longitudinél an-
alyses of a greater variety of types of misconduct in pro-
grams pdrposely_selected 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 character-
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 guestions with any final-

"ity but it is somewhat heartening to find that the questions

are still interesting and significant. Moreover, the results

have alerted us to some other issues, which require further

researcii. . . ‘ .
For the most part our examination of institutional mis-

conduct focused on the behaviors reported by the youth them-

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 kindé 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 consequenceé 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 institutional correlates of misconduct should be
considered, including thé degree of stability or chaos in
the_institu{%%nal ehvironment, the degree of centralization
or autonomy ih the individual units, the prgssureé impinging
on the organizatioﬁ from the outsideé environment, and the
resources available for control and treatment. Many of
these dimensions méy 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 situationél events such as a
change in the wardgn or iliness of certain staff, and that
during these bad patches, the failure rates were higher {sia-’

'

clair, 1971). |
Contextual characteristics of these programs, such as
the degree of homoéeﬁeity or heterogeneity in the character-
istics.of their clientele must not be negiected for they
have a profound effect on the development of illegitimate
opportunity structﬁres 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
prematurxe considering the state of our knowledge but they
do alert us to the fact that in understanding misconduct we
have concentrated énly 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 mcdel began with.the concept of strain and
then a series of conditions are specified, each one of which
further narrows the range of possible oﬁtcomes, until the
only possible outcome is collective behavior (Smelser, 1963).
In research on misconduct which is more intensive, thén our
present analysis, it would be possible to specify in greater
detail the precipitating events, as well as the underlfing
strains, and a much greater proportion of the variance
would no doubt be explained. 1In comparative analyses of a
large number of organizations, this would be diff}cult if
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 misconduét.
Misconduct was endemic in all of the institutions, régardless
of their avowed purposes, management strategies, or séructur—
al eharacteristics. All of thesg institutions, regardless of
legitimate goals and stated intentions, contéined largé pro-
portions of youth who felt that they were ineffective and
inhumane.

Perhaps the problem is thaf 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 notining 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 strétegies have been at;kéast somewhat
successful. : -

' The study of inmate adaptations to confinement needs to
be redirected from an almost exclusive focus on the motiva-
tions and strains wunderlying different responses to a great-
er concern with more‘dynamic aspects of the experience, in-
cluding‘day—to-day crises, changés in organizational charac-
teristicz 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.

REAsh ‘?"ﬁ?&@’é%‘}ﬁ”‘i"}w_‘“c N
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APPENDIX A

CONTRACT AGREEMENT

TO:

Name of Administrator : —

Title of Unit

Address of Unit

FROM: Rosemary C. Sarri and Robert D. Vinter
Project 'Co-directors

RE: Approval of Terms for Participation in Research

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections is en-
gaged in a national study of correctional prcgrams for youcth,
"It is supported by a grant from the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, LEAA, 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 to
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 abkout the agency
and its operation. All the information wilil be handled con-
fidentially.

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. Supexvising
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 statement).

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 abcut
the procedures to be used in this research. Any gqualifica-
tions or contingencies that you may wish to establish should
be attached in writing. '

: Signature

Date 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 hecessary topics: 1) 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-iprovide a frame
of reference for your own phrasing. Regardless of the exact
words chosen by individual administrators, the 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 gues-
tions, but should definitely cover the necessary items (as
mentioned above).

"Our names are ' o o o .
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 +ha
law, in z~hool, or with their families. We are studying all
kinds of programs 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 de not.

We cannot go to every program in the bountry, 50 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 ocut a different guestionnaire,
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 vou are willing to answer the ques-—
tionnaire and that you answer the guestions 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
cutsideé 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. Only our research staff
Will see them. This means that no staff members here, no
judge, no police official, rone of your family members will
ever see your answers. So you.can feel free to answer all
guestions honestly and Know they will be kept confidential,

If for any reason you do not want to answer the guestion-
naire you are free to leaye and will not be in any trouble
with staff or anyone else. Also, if there are any particular
questions you do not want to 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 TCO CURRENT INCARCERATION
TABLE 1. PERCENT OF YOUTH INVOLVED IN PARTICULAR TYPES OF
DELINQUENCY PRIOR TO THEIR CURRENT INCARCERATION
Behavior Number cf Times
Never Once or twice 3-10 times More than 10
times .
Skipped
school 8% 133 15% 63% (1263)
Stole
something 14 22 17 47 (1271)
Drank i
alcohol 15 12 11 "62 (1285)
Had sex re-
lations with
opposite '
sex 19 10 , 13 58" (1265)
Been sus-
pended from
school 21 30 25 24 (1270)
Used mari-
juana/ :
hashish . 29 12 9 50 (1288)
Used other
drugs 36 13 11 40 (1256)
: Breaking
4 and .
: entering 36 21 17 25 (1294)
Ran away
from home 37 25 19 19 (1262)
Damaged
someone's
property on .
purpose 41 25 C 14 18 (1270)

Hurt some-
one on
purpose 42 27 14 18 (1290)




Robbed
someone

Ran from a
correctional
program

Had sex
relations
for pay

48

56

86

416

22 12
24 12
6 3

18 (1273)
9 (1275)
= 4 (1262)
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TABLE 2. ITEM TO SCALE CORRELATIONS FOR PREVIOUS DELINQUENCY
MEASURES

PREVIOUS CRIMES SCALE
Item Ccntent . Iitem~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 soméone's property on purpose .80.
Robbed someone V .78

Broke into a place to steal something
(B&E) : ' .79

PREVIQUS OFFENSES SCALE

How often have you done each cf
these things before coming here?

‘Drank alcoholic beverages .70

Used marijuana or hashish .82
Used other drugs ' .82
Skipped school l .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 1. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CORRECTICNAL EXPéRIENCES BY
INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE/MANAGEMENT STYLE

Compliance/Management Style
Correcticnal Cugtodial  Utilitarian Participatory TOTAL

Experiences (N=482-527) (N=233-297) (N=415-429) ' (N=1187-
: 1253)

Police

Arrests 10.7 7.3 . 7.1 8.6
Juvenile :

Court 6.1 5.0 5.8 5.7
Juvenile

Detenticn 5.2 ‘ 3.6 4.9 4.7
Jail 4.7 2.2 2.7 3.4
Probation 2.5 1.3 2.0 2.0
Group/Foster , \

Home- .9 1.1 1.5 1.2
Training school 1.8 1.6 1.8 1.7

Analysis of Variance F ratios

Police Arrests: F=19.487, 1219 4.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: FP=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

CORRECTIONAL EXPERIENCES SCALE

Item Content Item-to-Scale
Correlation

How many times in your life has the
following happened to you?

Been arrested by police .90
Been in Jjuvenile court ‘ .79
Been held in a juvenile detention hall .77
Been held in jail ' . .57

Been on probation .51




APPENDIX B-CONTINUED

TABLE 1. ZERO OHDER CORRELATION MATRIX OF IMPORTATION VARIAULES
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Present age 1.0 .09~ —'.00 -.07% ‘.04 .06 SR LL 2380 1594 ~.08« .04 180
Sex (female) 1.00 .02 .03 -.11** (04 ~.324 -, 04 Jl3re -.01 -, 30 -.18%s
White 1.00 - - - .08 JAdEe 160 -.08% ~.09¢ -.06
Black N .00 - - ~.16%% -~ 29%¢ - 3266 06 -.01 ~.104+
Other 1.00 - .05 .05 .05 . .07 11w .07
Mixed 1.00 .00 .09* R ULLS ~.02 .04 154
Crimes 1.00 LU A ~. 07 ¢ L 328 -36%»
Of fenses .00 L35es - 14 JAdwa 280
Abscondings 1.00 ~-.06 .0} 32
Class 1.00 .03 -.02
Coun tuent -

of fense l.‘(‘I.O [: Jlgre
Correctional i;, i

Experivnces < 1.00
“ p=.0s5

o= 01

0Zv
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APPENDIX C

ITEM TO SCALE CCRRELATIONS 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 TE
{True) (False) .84

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 PUNISHMENTS

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) . .70

The staff here often punish you
for things you don't do
(Strongly disagree; (Disagree and
mildly disaaree) (Agree and
mildly agree) {(Strongly agree) .66

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) .68



423,

APPENDIX C-CONTINUED

How much do staff here try to
punish youth ’
(Not at all) (Not very much)
(Some) (A lot}) )

There are toco many rules here
{True) (False) '

The punishments here are too hard
(True) (False)

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 are, clear ahout

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}

.67

.65

.69

.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 all)

Help youth to get along better
with their families

(A lot) {Some) {(Not very much)
(Not at all)

.68

.63
.65

.63

.68
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ITEM TO SCALE CORRELATIONS FOR SCALES USED TO TEST THE CONTROL

MODEL

OFFICIAL POLICIES OF PHYSICAL CONTROL

Item Content Item-to-Scale Score
Correlation

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 Jdisciplinary 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

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 freely
during mealtime .65

Youth could not go into the kitchen
to fix snackes .26

There was a hair code .24



427

APPENDIX D-CONTINUED

There was a dress code .27
Television was censored .01

Smoking was restricted or

prohibited , .64
Youth could not keep cigérettes or

tobacco in their rooms .76
Church attendance was mandatory .55

OFFICIAL POLICIES REGARDING 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 frem certain individuals
were prohibited .61

Telephone calls to certain 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 v
a week ‘ .04

Youth could not go off grounds
when parents visited .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




428

APPENDIX D-COMNTINUED

Can you use the phone to call a
lawyer
(Yes) (Don't know) (No)

Does the staff open the mail you
get here

(Yes) {(Don't know) {(No)
Does the staff read the letters
you send

(Yes) (Don't know) (No)
How often are your things
searched here

" {Never) (Ever)
How often are you searched here

(Never) (Ever) ’

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR 1JSE OF

When a youth uses illegal drugs here,
a staff member usually:

Keeps Lim here longer
Separétes hom from others
Takes away points or privileges

Transfers youth to another place

.50

.71
.67

.64
.55

DRUGS

.68
.62
.65

.47

. SERIQUS PUNISHMENTS FOR ABéCONDING

When a youth runs away from here and
is brought back within two weeks,
a staff member usually:

Keeps him here longer

Separates him from others

Takes away points or privileges

Transfers youth to another place

.62
.62
.62

.51
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SERIOQUS PUNISHMIENTS FOR STEALING

When a youth steals something from
another ycuth here, a staff member
usually:

Keeps him here longer

Separates him from others

Takes away points or privileges

Transfers youth to another place

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR HITTING

When a youth hits a staff member here,
the staff member usually:

Keeps him here longer
Separates him from others
Takes away points or privileges

Transfers youth to another place

.64
.67
.60

.50

STAFF

SERIOUS PUNISHMENTS FOR FIGHTING

When a youth starts a fight with another
youth here, the staff member usually:

Keeps him here longer
Separates him from others
Takes away points or privileges

Transfers youth to another place

LOW PEER CONTROL

I tell on other youth when they have
done something wrong
(Agree) (Disagree)

.61
.62
. .62

.51

.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 deoing it
{Yes) (No) .66

Would you tell staff here about it
(Yes) (No) .84 '

Wauld you tell staff if no one
else knew you told
(Yes) (No) .78
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