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Homicides Related to Drug Trafficking.—
Homicides as a result of business disputes in the
distribution of illegal drugs appears as a new sub-
type of homicide in the United States, report
authors Heffernan, Martin, and Romano. In this
exploratory study of 50 homicides in one police
precinct in New York City noted for its high level
of drug dealing, 42 percent were found to be ‘‘drug-
related.” When compared with non-drug-related
homicides in the same precinct, the ‘‘drug-related”’
more often involved firearms and younger, male
victims.

J
fender and collect judgment to repay "the victim
and the state.

Information Processing in a Probation Office:
The Southern District of Georgia Experience.—
Chief Probation Officer Jerry P. Morgan believes
there is a place for word/information processing in
the probation office. In establishing a system in
the Southern District of Georgia, local sentence
comparison became the first project followed by
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Juvenile Correctional Institutions:
Statement

BY CLEMENS BARTOLLAS, PH.D.,¥ AND CHRISTOPHER M. SIEVERDES, PHD.**

HE QUESTION of juvenile institutionalization is
T fraught with sharp conflict. One one hand,

Jerome Miller and others loudly proclaim
that all training schools are bad for children and
that youthful offenders must be kept out of them.
On the other hand, hardliners, or proponents of the
punishment model, propose that the violence of
youth crime is directly related to the per-
missiveness of the juvenile justice system. They
claim that the best solution to the serious problem
of juvenile crime is to send more youthful of-
fenders to training schools. After briefly reviewing
the history and salient characteristics of training
schools, this article recommends policy directions
for the future.

The Past: History of Good Intentions

The houses of refuge, or first juvenile correc-
tional institutions, were built in the 1820’s through
1840’s. These juvenile institutions implemented
the family model, for they were designed to im-
plant the order, discipline, and care of the family
into institutional life. In. effect, the institution
became the home, peers became the family, and
staff became the parents. As the use of these
refuge houses continued into the 1840's and
1850’s, some became well known by special names
taken from individuals and locations; notable ex-
amples are George Junior Republic and Sleighton
Farms. The cottage system was subsequently in-
troduced in 1854, and it soon spread throughout
the Nation. Faijth in industrial schools continued
into the 20th century, but the increasing size of
their populations, a decrease in funds from state
legislatures, and the admission of more dangerous
offenders resulted in a greater emphasis on
custody in these juvenile institutions.

In' the 20th century, the most impressive
modification of these industrial schools, or reform
schools as they were sometimes known, was the
implementation of a treatment regimen. Profes-
sional staff, such as social workers, psychologists,
and psychiatrists used social casework, individual

*University of Northern Iowa, Cedar Falls
*2Clemson University, Clemson, S.C.

and group therapy, and classification systems to
rehabilitate, recycle, remake, and remodel
residents. Residents could graduate from state-
accredited high school programs and could pursue
training in vocational programs such as printing,
barbering, automotive repair, and welding. Home
furloughs and work release programs were also in-
troduced into juvenile institutions in the second
half of the 20th century. Today, the structure of
juvenile institutions has multiplied to include
ranches, forestry camps, farms, reception and
diagnostic centers, educational and vocational
training schools, and end-of-the-line, maximum
security training schools.

The 1970’s: Few Friends for Training Schools

Training schools had few friends through most
of the 1970’s. They were commonly attacked as
violent, inhumane, criminogenic, and prohibitedly
expensive. The rise of a deinstitutionalization
movement in many states, which was part of a
larger emphasis on community-based corrections,
gave support to the belief that the 150-year history
of good intentions and disastrous results of train-
ing schools was finally coming to an end. Some na-
tional commisgsions blissfully forecasted that the
long-awaited end of the training school era was
finally at hand and that all states, like
Massachusetts, would close their training schools.

The violence of training schools has received
considerable documentation the past two decades.
Polsky’s study of a private training school in Con-
necticut; Bartollas, Miller, and Dinitz’s examina-
tion of a maximum security, end-of-the-line train-
ing scheol in Ohio; and Feld’s research on training
schools in Massachusetts before they were closed
all found that inmate leaders and their lieutenants
controlled other residents through force and in-
timidation.! The Bartollas, et al., study of a max-
imum security institution for boys revealed that
streetwise blacks controlled the culture as they
victimized whites and middle-class blacks in every

1Howard W. Polsky, Cottage Six (New York Rusuel.l Snga, 1982). Clemena Bm~
tollas, Stuart J. Mi er, and Simon Dinitz, Ji

Paradox (New York: Halsted Preas, 1976); B. C. Feld Ncutmh:inz Inmau Violence:
{;{;{-’")ﬂk Offenders in Institutions (Cnmbndg 188,: Bullingar Publishing Compeny,
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conceivable way. In this end-of-the-line facility, 90
percent of the 150 inmates were either exploiters or
victims. One inmate summarized the violence of
this training school when he said, ‘‘Man, this place
is a jungle and only the strong survive.” Propper’s
examination of girls in three coeducational and
four girls’ training schools found that participa-
tion in homosexuality and make-believe families
was just as prevalent in coed as in single-sex
facilities; that homosexuality was as prevalent in
treatment-oriented as in custodially-oriented
facilities; and that residents sometimes continued
homosexual experiences when they were released,
even when their first experience was as the un-
happy victim of a sexual rape in the training
school.? Unfortunately, researchers also found
that staff contributed to the violence in training
schools. Wooden, an investigative reporter who
visited private and public training schools across
the Nation, graphically documented the brutal
treatment residents received from staff.3

The inhumanity of training schools has also
received frequent citation in the literature. The
fact that noncriminal offenders are frequently con-
fined longer than criminal offenders has been one
issue upon which critics of institutionalization
have focused.# Training schools have also been ac-
cused of being society’s garbage dumps for minor-
ity and poor children, because over half of their
residents came from minority groups.5 Other
charges have been that training schools
discriminate against juvenile girls who are sent
there for less serious offenses than boys, keep girls
confined longer than boys, provide fewer programs
for girls than for boys, and in most cases, prepare

2Alice Propper, Prison Homosexuality: Myth and Reclity {Lexington, Masa.: D.C.
Heath and Company, 1981

;_(Ig;mnef.h Wooden, Wnpiue in the Playtime of Others (Noew York: Harper and Row,

4Clemens Bartollas and Stuart J. Miller, The Juvenile Offendar: Control, Correction,
and Treatment (Boaton: Holbrook Pren. 1978), pp. 386-339,

SRosemary C. Sarri and Robert D. Vinter, ‘*Justice for Whom? Varieties of
Juvenile Correctional Approaches,’ ‘in The Juvenile Juntia System, edited by

Malcolm W. Klein {Beverly Hills, California: Sage, 1979}, f
GLiu Aversa Richette, 1'hmmaway Children (New York: J B. Li;:ﬂlncott Com-
.f 1969) nx:'d mmng(s mads during a lecture bg’ Judge Richette at the Third An-
ustice

arch 14-

ss’lgan;tollu and Miller, m.fuvmﬂc Offmdcr‘ Control, Correction, and Treatment, pp.

BPolsky, Cottoge Siz; Sethard Fisher, ‘' Informal Organizationin a Correctionul Set-

** Social Problems, Volume 13 (Fall 1966), pf 214-222; Allen Breed, ‘‘Inmate Sub-

culturen," California Youtll Authority Quarterly 16 (1963), pp. 6-7; Segmour Rubenfeld
and John W. Stafford, “‘An Adolsscent Inmate Social Sﬁutem A chological Ac-
count,” Psychiatry, Volume 26 (1963), pp. 241-256; Bartollas and Miller, The Juvenile
Offerder: Control, Correction, and Treatment, and Feld Neutralizing Imnau Violence:
Juvenile Offenders in Institutions.

9Rose Giallombardo, The Social World of Imprisoned Girls (New York: John Wiley
and Cornpun‘v! , 1974).

10Christopher M. Sieverdes and Clemens Bartollas, *Race, Sex, and Juvenile In-
mate Roles, 'Dcuiauthluwior (1982) pgqgos -208. (in % reas).

11Clemens Blmlln, et al., Juvenile lu'iutopher M. Sieverdes and
Clemens Bartollas, *‘Adherence to an Inmate Code inM um, Medlum, and Max-
imum Security Juvenile Institutions.” Paper prosented at the Annual Meeting of the
Society for the Study of Social Problems, August 24-27, 1979,

12Interviewed in April, 1972,

13President’s C onlL and the Administration of Juatice,

f;sal;’l’oni; Report: Corrections (Wuhlngton, D. C U.S, Government Printing Office,
P

M4Stuart J. Miller, “Post-Institutional Adj f 443 Consecutive TICO

Roleases,” (Unpubliuhed Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohio Stabe University, 1971),

girls only to be housewives when they return to the
community.® It has been claimed that the mor-
tification and deprivation of institutional life
lower the self-esteem of residents.? Finally, critics
have asserted that the boredom and drudgery of in-
stitutional life, characterized by endless days of
monotonous programming, is scandalous consider-
ing the emotional cost to residents and the finan-
cial cost to society.

A number of researchers have also concluded
that the basic nature of training schools is
criminogenic and that they become ‘‘schools of
crime’’ for all who do time within them. It has been
generally agreed that the values generated by the
inmate subculture, along with the compromises
that staff make with residents over unlawful con-
duct, are the chief reasons for the criminogenic
nature of juvenile -correctional institutions.
Polsky, Fisher, Breed, Rubenfield and Stafford,
Bartollas et al., and Feld all described the social
roles that pervaded male training schools and
formed a major part of the inmate subculture.8
Giallombardo found that female residents also had
social roles, but they were constructed around les-
bian' alliances and pseudo-family relationships.®
Sieverdes and Bartollas found that social roles
were present in six coeducational juvenile training
schools in a southestern state.19 In addition to the
social roles, residents sometimes developed an in-
mate code which reinforced the values of the sub-
culture.l1 Both the social roles and the inmate code
served to alienate residents from staff and to
discourage their acceptance of prosocial attitudes.
Researchers who examined the microcosm of the
inmate culture reported that much of the conversa-
tion centered around crime: what they had done,
how they did it, and what they planned to do in the
future. The more serious crime a youth had com-
mitted in the community before confinement, the
higher status he or she achieved in the inmate
social system. A first-time offender drew this con-
clusion, ‘‘Hey, I didn’t know anything about crime
when I came here, but I do now.’’12

It is not surprising, therefore, that training
schools have high rates of recidivism. The Presi-
dent’s Crime Commission noted, in this regard,
‘‘Most experts agree that about half of the persons
released from juvenile training facilities can be ex-
pected to be reincarcerated.”’13 In one of the few
empirical studies of the recidivism rates among
training school releasees, Stuart Miller found that
the recidivism rates increased with the number of
years after discharge; 4 years after release the
recidivism rate was 54 percent.14
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Finally, critics, led by such groups as the Na-
tional Council on Crime and Delinquency and the
National Center on Institutions and Alternatives,
have challenged the economic feasibility of placing
youths in institutions that are so expensive. Some
states are spending from $35,000 to $50,000 a year
for the institutional care of one juvenile; few states
get by for less than $1,000 a month per juvenile.
Critics argue: give us that amount of money for
care in the community, and we will show you
remarkable results.

This assault on juvenile correctional institu-
tions—along with the pressure of litigation
brought by residents, the advocacy of concerned
citizen groups, and the inhouse reforms of correc-
tional administrators—did effect significant
change by the end of the 1970's. First, at a time of
skyrocketing prison populations, the number of in-
stitutionalized youth dropped during this decade;
a 1978 survey by Corrections Magazine indicated
that there were 26,000 youths in secure and
semisecure state facilities, a 28 percent drop from
the 36,507 confined on January 1, 1970.15 Second,
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, which was passed by the U.S. Congress in
September of 1974, led to a withdrawal of status of-
fenders from most state training schools. This act
not only resulted in the reduction of institu-
tionalized populations, but forced policymakers to
come to grips with the injustice of confining non-
criminal offenders with criminal offenders. Third,

the fortress-like training school that housed
several hundred residents has also essentially
gone out of existence. For example, Stonewall
Jackson in North Carolina, Lancaster School for
Boys in Ohio, and the Iowa State School for Boys
all held over 600 residents at one time; their
population today is 200 or less. Fourth, the length
of institutional stay has declined during the past
decade. Fifth, training of staff, especially line-
staff, increased dramatically during the past
decade. This has enabled security and treatment
staff to do their jobs in a more effective and effi-
cient manner. Sixth, the concern about creating
humane institutions has led to the establishment
of larger numbers of coeducational training
schools and the implementation of more normaliz-
ing influences in the single-sex juvenile facilities.
Finally, staff brutality against residents, which
was described in the Morales versus Thurman case

15Louisa Fraza, ‘*Corrections M ine Survey of Juvenil '
Mogozins, Volume 4 (September 1978‘. p.4. v of Juvenile Tumates,” Corrections

168orales v. Thurman, 364 F. Sup]g.ol% (E. D, Tex. 1873).

17Quoted in Rob Wilson, ‘“The -Term i " i i
Volume 4 {September 1978}, . 9, 5 © Trend ia Down, Corrections Magacine,

and in other court cases, is rarely found in training
schools today.16

Another recent development was vhat a hard-line
approach, brought on by persons incemsed by
society's ‘‘mollycoddling” of teenage hoods and
criminals, had gathered momentum and wor many
converts by the middle and late 1970’s. Franklin
E. Zimring, director of the Center of Studies in
Criminal Justice of the University of Chicago Law
School, commented on the consequences of this
hard-line approach:

I think what is happening is that much of the fat has been
squeezed out of juvenile correctional facilities over the past
two decades. The big question is what's left and who's left.
My guess is you're looking at an older, more male minority,
and more offense-oriented population than has been the case
in this century.!?

The 1980’s: Present and Needed Policy for
Juvenile Correcticnal Institutions

The policy toward juvenile correctional institu-
tions presently accepted by the majority of states
includes the following:

(1) Keep minor offenders and status offenders
out of training schools. Reserve the use of these
long-term facilities for the more serious juvenile
offenders.

(2) Transfer violent juvenile offenders to the
adult court.

(3) Keep the institutional stay as brief as possi-
ble and the size of the training school populations
as small as possible.

(4) Prevent staff brutality in any form: striking a
resident for whatever reason is usually grounds
for dismissal.

(5) Keep the courts out of juvenile corrections by
complying with the court-mandated rights of con-
fined juveniles, by establishing grievance pro-
cesses for residents, by improving staff training,
and by more just release procedures.

(6) Retain a commitment to parens patrige and
rehabilitation philosophy. This means that treat-
ment is required for confined juveniles and that
their progress in these rehabilitation programs af-
fects the length of institutional stay.

The present authors have never been proponents
of juvenile correctional institutions, because we
have found little evidence regarding their effec-
tiveness from studies we have conducted in three
state correctional systems and from the time we
have spent working within training schools.
However, because society appears determined to
continue the use of these long-term institutions, we
propose some additional policy directions for
juvenile corrections.

© e i AT s
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(1) It would appear from our examination of the
literature that more research is needed on training
schools. Indeed, most of the empirical studies have
focused on four areas: effectiveness of treatment
methods and classification systems, the nature
and impact of the inmate social system, the effect
of organizational goals, and the extent of juvenile
victimization.

To improve the quality of life for residents in
training schools, we need answers to the following
questions: How much variation in institutional im-
pact is there between single-sex and coeducational
training schools? How can a milieu be created that
will persuade juveniles to become more responsi-
ble for their behavior? How is it possible to effect
systemwide change in a state correctional system?
How is it possible to mitigate the negative at-
titudes of staff and residents generated by the
punishment-oriented setting of training schools?
What are the ingredients of effective institutional
programs? What are the most effective methods to
work with the hard core?

(2) It would appear from our research that the
degree of involvement of the staff very much deter-
mines the quality of life for residents in training
schools. Morale among both professional and non-
professional staff is typically low. Too many staff
presently look upon themselves as stigmatized by
the dirty job of guarding prisoners; they commonly
feel angry and oppressed by their jobs. Burnout is
an occupational hazard that affects too many staff
members personally and has a deleterious impact
on rehabilitative ideals in the institution.
Significantly, in nearly every cottage or dormitory
setting we have observed in five states, there is at
least one youth supervisor or child caseworker
who is exceptional with residents, one who is to-
tally ineffective, and the rest who tend to be on the
short-end of the effectiveness centinuum. If we
want juvenile institutions to be less harmful to
residents, staff—especially nonprofessional
ones—need more careful selection at the time of
hiring, better tiaining, improved salaries, and
more recognition on the job.

(3) It would appear from our research that the
more normalized the setting, the less violent and
criminogenic the peer culture. A normalized and
humane setting requires that residents are safe

from the victimization of others. It also involves
frequent contacts with the community, such as
home furlsughs, work release, school in the com-
munity, and social and recreational activities in
the community. Coeducational institutions also
provide a more normal and humane setting than

single-sex training schools. Aiso, the more respon-
sibility residents take toward themselves and
others, the more humane and normalized the cor-
rectional setting.

(4) It would appear from our experience in work-
ing in training schools that certain changes are
needed in the use of treatment intervention. Treat-
ment should clearly be voluntary and have nothing
to do with the resident’s release. Treatment pro-
grams should use a variety of techniques with in-
stitutional youth, chiefly because some youth re-
spond better to one modality than another. Treat-
ment should be rescued from that single bench
mark, recidivism, for it is unlikely that any single
institutional experiences would deter a youth from
future involvement in crime. If a treatmeat pro-
gram makes the youth feel better about himself or
herself, teaches a valued job or social skill, or pro-
vides some direction for the future, then it is an ef-
fective program.

(5) It would appear from our experience in work-
ing in training schools that aftercare is a key
linkage between institutional life and successful
community adjustment. Unfortunately, few train-
ing schools offer programs that help prepare
youths for experiences they will face in the com-
munity. Training schools in Michigan and Illinois
have established a program that conditionally
releases a youth to the community. Under this pro-
gram, the youth is required to return to the institu-
tion one day a week to confer with staff and to deal
with problems that have arisen in the community.
This type of program is particularly important for
those youths who want to make it but are experi-
encing pressures in the community. It also pro-
vides these youths an opportunity to talk with
trusted institutional staff members.

(6) It would appear from our research and work
experience in training schools that the most effec-
tive model to deal with juvenile institutionaliza-
tion is a logical consequence model. In this model,
residents are informed that there is a cost to
behavior, and, if they elicit inappropriate
behavior, they must experience certain, specified

consequences. However, instead of a punishment
model, this model is intended to teach residents to
think through their actions and to pursue more
responsible and constructive behavior.

Conclusions

Juvenile correctional institutions continue to be
regarded as a necessary evil. Although they have
few friends, society is looking at them more and
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more to deal with serious juvenile criminals. Most
of the criticisms directed to them in the 1970’s re-
main; that is, training schools are still too violent,
too criminogenic, too inhumane, and too expen-
sive. Yet, juvenile institutions have changed in
some rather significant ways: They are smaller,
residents do not stay quite so long, less brutality
against inmates from staff is taking place, and
fewer minor offenders and status offenders are
committed to training schools.

For society to improve further what takes place
within training schools, a number of changes are in

order: More research is needed, a more humane en-
vironment that is safe and lawful must be created,
more involved staff are needed, the role of treat-
ment must be rethought, and more attention must
be given on ways to link aftercare with the institu-
tional experience. Perhaps training schools will
never be popular, and, indeed, they should not be.
But officials within the juvenile justice system and
governmental bodies that support the juvenile
justice system must create more humane long-term
institutional care for juveniles who appear to re-
quire this type of secure placement.
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