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FOREWORD 

In 1970 Massachusetts (!ll1barkl'd on a 
series of reforms in its juvcnilc L:orrCL:­
tiona I system that culminated in 197:2 
with the dusing of its training SdlOOb. 

The Center fm Criminal .Justice or 
the IIarvard Law Sdh)(ll has been eval­
Hatin);! the process and results of the re-
101111$ since the beginning. Now in its 
sixth year. the statewide evaluatioll ill­
dudes t1ve interrelated studies: 1) an 
evaluation or how prngral\ls arc set up 
allll function. 2) an organizational and 
political analysis or the ~Iassachusetts 
Departll1ent of Youth Services, (DYS) 
legional otnces and their work in de­
signing amI implementing programs, 
3) the political processes at the State 
level as they relate to the activities of 
(DYS), 4) a study ofyoHth subculture~ 
within the previous training schools 
and new community-based programs. 
and 5) long-term tracking or a sample 
of nearly 400 youth who have been 
served by amI tlisd\arged i"roll1 the pro­
grams. 

This monograph is a collectinn or 
reports and artides written during the 
course of the !"irst four years or the 
evaluation. It constitutes an interim re­
sponse on a variety of topics. including 
the history of t he reforms, the research 

de'iign llf the proil'ct. .ttl analysis llf 
what happens ill Cut1l111Ullitk's that arc 
establish in);! and uperatin[! the new pro­
grams. and a number of otlwr areas. 

Thc~e arc important pieces about a 
reform that has the potential I'm chang­
int! juvenile corrcction~ in the llllited 
Sta~es. The evaluation warrants the 
clll$l' a t ten t iun II r eYL'ryune cllncel'lll'd 
.tbout ~'Ultth and delinqucncy, and par­
ticularly c01l\munity-based ('ol'lectional 
pro!!ra1l\ ming. 

Sincerely. 

Milton Luger 
Assistant Administrator 
ornce of Juvenile Justice and 

Dl'linqucllcy PreVl'n tion 
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In 1970 the Center for Criminal Justice 
of Harvard Lmv School began a stu.iy 
following the course or refMlils then 
taking place in Massadwsetts youth 
corrections. Tilt' ~tlldy included both 
a retroslw~iive component amI a pro· 
p(\~~ii to follow th~ reforms ror anum­
her of years into the futllre. IJirl'cteti 
hy Lloyd Ohlin. Alden Miller. and 
Robert Coates. the project has typi· 
,;ally opera tell with a full-time staff of 
.IhllU t I ~ III ! 3 111'1\011\. \\ it II addt· 
litlilal tllll·tim~' ~tall durin!' Sllllh." 

summers. and sOllle part-time staff year 
round. D:tta collection starr were 
hroken into groups: ()Ill' gwup spedal· 
iled in the col1~ction of data in th~ 
ccntml administrative ()ffk~ or the 
youth corrections agency and in the 
surroul1llin/t state·level political environ­
l1l~nt: a second group spedaii/ed in th~ 
l'ol1~ction of data in the actual pro· 
grams scrving you th and in the regional 
auministrations; a third and fourth 
/twup spccialized in intcnsive data 
~'lllledion on the day·to·day prncess~s. 
or subcultures. in ~.electcd prngratm. 

Tlw ('enter undcrtook to ;?valuate 
th~' reforms in th'~ Massachusetts youth 
correctional system and to study thc 
pnll.'css of reform itsclf in order to 
shed some Iighl. not only on the im· 
pact of the new versus the old. hut 
also on the administrative. organiza· 
tional. anu pnlith:al problems of insti­
tuting new programs. The scven-year 
pwj~ct has had three major guab: 
(1) h) study the process ,11ld prngrcss 
of refmm: (2) to evaluate the variolls 
treatmlmt programs for juveniles; and 
(3) to tlevclop a more effective metho· 
dology for evaluatingl.lew pn'srams. 

The ('enter for ('riminal Justice 
and the Department of Y l'ltth Services 
agreed at the beginning of the project 
that the Center would hfcVe free, con· 
tinv.ing access to all asp(:cts nf the 
department's operations. In return, the 
Clmter would provide ';0 the depart. 
ment periodic evaluat\ons and reports 
of the department's r'olicies and pro· 
grams. Thus the dep'Jrtment has had 
the advalltage of continuing counsel 
from a liirge-scale research project 
geared specifically to its long-term 

needs, and the project has had full 
access to its research sllbje.;t. 

Th,' prol~\·t i~ now, al the L'11l1111 

1l)"7(). about III begin its ~l'\'l'lIlh and 
final \\'a[. Data ';lIlIl','Ullll h neail~ 
lill1~h~d and IlI\H~ t.'1i'llr! IS heinf! 11I1IIl'd 

serve as the project's final reports. The 
[lresen t volume is a preliminary assem­
bly of selected reports. providing a 
sampling of most asp~cts or the re­
,earch. The several sides of the proje('t 
art.' 1l1llst easily J~s~ribcd in terms or 
tht.' follOWing nve types of evaltla tinn 
studies. 
I . A Coliort AlIa(vsis. The cohort 
~tudy consists of a sample of youth 
in the Massachusetts Department Ill' 
Youth Services. TIle study utiliz('s a 
panel design with four successive 
in terviews for data collection. The 
members of the cohort arc successive 
admissions to DYS during designated 
pl:'riOlls for the seven regions of the 
state. The fnur interviews establish 
a has~lille as youth enter the llepart· 
Itl~nt thn'ugh the court anti the 
det~llti(J1l process and follow them 
as they progress through the dep,lrt· 
tnent's program to the point of dis­
charge. The use of panel analysis 
will bring to bear 011 the questilltl nl' 
departmental effectiveness ,\ special 
methodological and analytical power 
that is ,lot available elsewhere in the 
larger study. The Center for Criminal 
Justice regards the cohMt analysis :is 
one of the most important compo· 
twnts in the larger research project. 
From the cohort analysis the Center 
hopes to be able to develop the most 
persnasive and powerful data on the 
elTectiveness of new programs for 
the reintegration of the department's 
clients. This part of the study will 
represent the crucial evaluation of 
the end product of the reorgani/ation 
and program reformation monitored 
in the rest 'jf the study. It will thus 
make the results of the study as a 
whole more immediately accessible 
and useful to agencies interested in 
reform in other parts of the country. 
2. Evaluation of Program Organiza­
tion and FUllction. This type of 
evaluation relies on observation, 



surveys, and strategic interviewing. 
It seeks to identify program strat­
egies and to document the real.:tions 
of stafr and youth to the variolls 
strategies. induding for example, 
programs funded by the G()vernor's 
Committee. the University of Mass· 
achusetts Conference in 1972, or 
the efforts of LEAA-/'lIl1ded group 
homes to !lCU tralize the resistance of 
IOl.:all.:oJl1lllunities. 'Ole data relnte 
to program strategies, prol.:esses of 
elltry ond discharge, physh.:ol struc­
tul'f~ ont! spal.:e.location. costs. num­
ht)r and now of youth. number of 
',taff, program needs perceived by 
starr. and measures taken to affed 
the distribution of responsibility. 
[lower. ami reward among you tho 
between youth and staff. and be­
tween youth and the I.:olllmunity, Of 
~'qllal importance is the assessment 
of the role of community ,groups in 
the dcvelopment of these programs. 
3. Proj;/'{fll/ SlI/Jcullllrc Stllt(V, This 
study tries to pinpoint the critical 
factors that create a favorable social 
climate for constructive work with 
youth. The 1973 subculture study of 
gl'llllP homes and nonresidential 
programs was a replh:ation of an 
earlier one done in 1971 in the insti­
tutions. It probes differences among 
institutional, residential, and com­
munity group home subcultures. Data 
collection methods indudt'c\ partici­
pant observation tedl11iques and 
informal and structured interviewing. 
This type of evaluation study affords 
an intimate knowledge of day-to-day 
interactions in different settings, and 
thus provides an imlispensable supple­
ment to knowledge derived from the 
other evaluation studies. 
4. O':fialli:;atieJ/lui alld Political Alia­
(vsis oj'Re'gicmal Of lice's. The organi­
zational and political analysis of 
regional ofi1ces is a monthly survey 
supplemented by routine contact 
with the regional of11ces. It deals with 
the \)perations of the regional offices 
that have replaced the administrative 
of11ces of the institutions as the or­
ganizational centers of field activity 
in DYS. This type of evaluation 

study concen tra tes on the DYS or­
ganiza tion and programs, al though 
in dest:ribing how DYS works at the 
regionallClvel it must also deal with 
I.:ommunity groups. The monthly 
survey reveals the range and I.:Ol1cen­
Ira tion of types of programs in each 
region and the community rein tion­
ship to these prngrmns. It covers 
planning ant! implementation of pro­
grams on the regional level and docu­
lllent5 the eff~cts of organizational 
and political t'fforts by the Boston 
Office at the state level. 
5. Orp;allizatiCdlall:'j]ims ill the 
BlistOlI Olliee ([/lei Politimll:'J]iJrts 
at till' State I.el'el. The project col­
leds data from ohselvation and inter­
views concerning operations in the 
central office of DYS and political 
efforts at the state level. This work 
monitors planning, operations, and 
deciSion-making in cri:lls situations. 
The data range from the operation 
of specific units in the Boston Office. 
including the planning and admin­
istration units nnanced by the Gov­
ernor's Committee, to the larger pro­
cess that led to the initial stages of 
departmental reform, the enactment 
of reform legislation, the appoint­
ment of a new commissioner com­
mitted to a reform program, and the 
secming of federal funding, induding 
LEAA and Governor's Committee 
funds. This kind of evaluation study 
keeps the project in touch with im­
pending change in programs and also 
makes it possible to understand the 
organil.ational and political processes 
of reform. 

The five types of evaluation studies 
that make up the overall project use a 
wide range of methods, such as partici­
pant observation, informol and formal 
interviewing, survey work. and records 
and documents. Together, the nve 
types of study provide a variety of 
data cross-checks to assemble a 
valid representation of change and 
program development in DYS. They 
furnish a rich and interrelated set of 
facts and observations for analyzing 
how change comes about and what it 

means Jor the general pUblic, special 
interest groups. starr, anti the juvenile 
offenders l.:ol1lmitted to the syslem, 

This Report 

The first article in this volume. 
"Radkal Correctional Reform: A 
Case Study of the Massachusetts 
Youth Correctional System," was 
written almost two years after the 
closing of the training schools, and 
tells the story of the reform up to 
that point. in late 1973. idelltifying 
and discussing what seemed at the 
time to be the major l.:ot1tinuill.: 
issues. The article thus describes the 
investigations and political action 
leading up to the passage of reform 
lL'gislation and the ltiring of a new 
commissioner in the fall of 1969. and 
goes on to describe the Initial attempts 
to reform the institutions themselves. 
It describes how the commissioner 
became discouraged with the progress 
of the reform and resolv".1 to close 
the training schools entirely and re­
place them with programs in the 
cOlllmunity. In the years since the 
article was written the diversified 
system of programs described in the 
article has held up and even increased 
in its range of alternative placements 
for youth. 

Of 1,912 you th being served by 
the Department of Youth Services 
in June 1975, for example, 40 per­
cent were on traditional parole, <lilt! 56 
percent were receiving nonre~idential 
services. A few of the youth in non­
residential services were also receiving 
residen tial services. Of all you th not 
on parole. 19 percent were in foster 
care arrangements, 23 percent were 
in group care situations, and 10 per­
cent were in secure care settings. 

The reforms have also involved 
changes in detention practices prior 
to adjudication. Under the old system 
all detention was in secure settings. 
Under the new system. in June 1975, 
56 youth were detained in secure 
settings, while 89 were detained in 
shclte;' care settings, typically'in 
YMCAs. and 68 were d.;.tainetl in 

foster care setting~. t\ Sl11allllUmber 
llf vOlltl1 were bein!! detained on 
r~c'CJ1tilln status aftcr aLijutikatioll 
prillI' to plm:clllent. Twelvc youth 
well' Oil reception status in S(!curc 
scttill!!s. while 27 were in sllL'lt " calC 
Sl't tings and 23 in roster care reception, 

Some observers have been con­
cerned about I he possibility that the 
Jesser reliance by the Departmen t 
of Youth Services on seeure care 
would result in the courts bind in!! 
1110re you th over for adul t trials, in 
order to bypass the probahle place­
ments in open settings by the youth 
agency. In fact. however, bind overs 
decreased from 143 in I1scal 1973 to 
% in IIscal 1974. The present pattern 
or bind overs is one where only a few 
judges account for most of the him!­
overs. and where a new judge muy 
radicallJ increase or dt)crt)ase the bind­
over rate for a given court, obviously 
ft)tlecting the predilections of the 
judge. rather than changing character­
istics or youth. However, there is 
also some indication that bindovers 
may be rising very recen tly as part of 
a lIlore conservative pattern of greater 
use of incarceration and longer sen­
tence~ for adults and violent offenders. 

Concern has been expressed ubout 
the possibility of more youth bein!! 
detained in or sentenced tt) adult 
facilities. In 1968. however, there 
were 347 youth awaIting court dis­
position in adnl t jails. and 39 more 
in temporary custody, while in 1973 
these numbers decreased to 68 ami 
24, a'ld in 1974 they deereased fur­
ther to 44 and 12. The number of 
youth sentenced to state aUlIlt cor­
rectional institutions has always been 
low, and has not changed markedly, 
with generally fewer than 10 youth 
per year being sentenced to state 
uuul t institutions. 

It is difficult to be precise in com­
parisons of runaway rates, but it 
appears that about 2S percent of 
youth in both the old and new systems 
ran at least once during their stay with 
department programs. Although recid­
ivism data are not yet complete, it ap· 
pears that the reforms have not reo 

suited ill rbin!;! recidivism rates. In 
fact it is clear from the Massachu~etts 
experiencl' that it is possible to have 
large numbers llr youth in open 
\ettings withllUI increasing thc danger 
to the 1.:1l1ll1111111ity frolll recidivating 
youth. 

The ~ecllJ1(1 article. "Colllmunity. 
Based Corrections: Concept. Im-
pact. Dangers." addresses a broader 
issul.) of defining a comll1unity-hasl'd 
program. and cI)l"'iders the question 
of what impact such programs are 
alrcady known to have and what pit­
falls seem most immediate. The 
artick emphasizes and elabolates the 
idea of linkages between the client 
and the community as the key fac(or 
in tht) '~xtent to which a program can 
be defined as "l.:oll1l11unity based." 
11\is is in contrast to many common 
definitions or community-based pro­
grams that refer to such things as the 
absellV' of institutions. location, size. 
and other sllch superficial character­
istics of programs. The emphasiS on 
what actually happens to the youth. 
rather than on the tlliministrative 
arrangements for implementing a 
program, is characteristic of the proj­
ect's orientation toward the classit1-
cation of programs. Since this article 
was written in 1972, the concept­
ualization or the definition of a pro­
gram .)S community based has been 
carried further and incorporated in a 
larger conceptualization used to locate 
programs in a property space in­
cluding dimensions related to the 
sodal climate within the program as 
well as the linkages between its clients 
and the larger community. The re­
sulting classification will be used as n 
major independent variable in an 
ongoing analysiS of the effects of 
programs. 

"Subcultures in Community­
Bosed Programs," the third article, 
is part of the project's research into 
the day-to-day life of programs. This 
part of the study involved placing 
observer-in terviewers in programs 
full time for lip to one month, The 

data thus produced all(lw~ \IS to 
spcaJ... to llay-to-day cnllCClllS. includ· 
ing the balanCIng of \uch partiall~ con­
mcting goals us providing a humane 
and livable program environment 
that does not alienate, harm. or em­
bitter YOllth; alll'lillg in a construc­
tive fashion the sel f-irnage. values. 
attitudes. skills, kt1ow~edgc, or habits 
ofyputll: l'stablbhing llI're-establish­
illg positive and supportive relation­
shIps ht)tween youth and relevant 
persons in the free l.:omll1tll1ity such 
as part)l1ts. teachers. ell1ploy~rs, police. 
and pCt)\<;: and m'lintllining direct 
contl'lll over the behavior of youth 
while they are under the agency 
juristllc tion. All of tlwse seem Iik~' 
reasonable and essential gllals. yet a 
person trying to operatl' a program 
may nnd that each can cre:ltl' scrious 
problems ror imple1l1t)nting the others, 
III this preliminary report from the 
subculture study we try tn speak to 
these dilemmas. 

The [,llll'th piece. "An Exploratory 
Analysis of the Recidivism and Co­
hort Data." was written ill the first 
half of 1975. It represents a first look 
at as mllch data on our cohnrt of 
youth going through the new com­
munity-based sy~tem as was availahlt) 
at that time, The cohort consists of 
youth entering the system at various 
times since January 1973, as is ex· 
plained in more detail in the article. 
The report emphasizes three aspects 
of the recidivism data. FirJt. there is 
thus far no evidence of any major 
change in reci.divism rates for the en­
tire state since the late 1960s. Second, 
there are m:ljor differences between 
program types, both now and in the 
late sixties. [n both cases secure care 
programs arc the ones with the high 
recidivism rates. In the newer system, 
since around 80 percellt of the youth 
arc in rel.ttively open settings with 
relatively low recidivism rates, the 
policy implicution is clear: it is possi­
ble to put the majority of you th in 
open settings without exposing the 
cOll1munity to inordinate danger. This 
policy implication holds regardless of 



wh"lher the program differences are 
due to selecti(1n or program effect. 
Third, there are regional differences in 
the new system. In particular, the 
region that appears to have imple­
men ted the range of new programs 
most aggressively has cut its recidivism 
ra te virtually in hal f. 

The same article also treats such 
issues as how placement decisions arc 
arrived at and the consequences of 
those decisions on later relationships 
and recidiviSlf,. One particularly in­
triguing preliminary fil'tding is the 
importance of the detention decision 
as an influence on later decisions and 
consequences for the youth. Whether 
or 11t': a youth is detained prior to his 
court hearing even inl1uences his likeli­
hood of recidivating a ncr rele<lse from 
a program, months later, holding con­
stan t his personal cha racteristics and, 
the program intervention itself. 

111e fiftb part of this volume, 
"Neutralizing Community Resis­
tance to Group Homes," was written 
early in the project but has emerged 
uS a piece ')f considerable practical 
value to ptrsons attempting to set 
up programs in community settings, 
not only in corrections but also in 
such areas as men tal health. It is a 
concrete discussion of the practical 
problems of s.ix group homes as they 
attempted to move into their various 
communities. Three failed and three 
succeeded. The comparisons in the 
article make it clear that the differ­
ence between success and failure is for 
the most purt not a matter of luck, but 
rather a ma tter of common sense and 
hard work, It is interesting to note that 
in following the group homes in this 
small study as they later operated 
their programs, it became clear that 
the people: who were best at dealing 
with the community in setting up a 
group home were not necessarily 
best a{ running a grqup home once 
it was set up. The three group homes 
that failed to get set up, and whose 
failures are documented in the 
article, later tried again and succeeded. 
Some of them ultimately operated 

--------------------------------w-------------------------n 
much better group homes than some 
of the agencies that succeeded in 
getting set up the first time. 

The sixth article, "Some Obser­
vations on the Conceptualization and 
ReplicabililY of the Massachusetts 
Reforms," draws, like the first, 
"Radical Correctional Reform," on 
all of the:data cf the project, but 
with more fon'nal intent. The article . " 
was written in la te 197 5. It reports 
conceptual work begun in 1971 as 
part of the DYS project, which culmi­
nated in a mathematical simulation of 
tlie reform pmcess in 1974. [t includes 
compact interviewing instruments for 
generating sUlllmary or overview data 
on critical variables in 1975 and 1976. ' 
The m<1the1l1qtical simulation included' 
a projection through 1976, which has 
proved accurate in pinpointing what 
are indeed now issues of great concern 
in 1976. The importance of the artie1e 
lies both in irs suggestion that there is 
something systematic and predictabl~ 
abou t wha t has appeared to many a~ a 
chaotic process of refol:m and counrer­
reform and in its presentation of a 
method of interviewing to measure 
the critical variables in those processes 
in many different settings. The in­
terview form reported on in. the 
article usually takes about tWO hours. 
The project has since developed a 
closed ended interview that takes a 
little more than half an hour. The 
two interviews, one-open ended and 
the othel closed ended, work well 
together. In a current survey we are 
using the open endecf form for one­
sixth of the respondents and the 
closed ended form for the other five­
sixths of the sample. 

The final article, "Preliminary 
Thoughts on Generalizing from the 
Massachusetts Experience," was 
written in late 1975, and represents 
the project's first work in analyzing 
data relating to the question of 
whether Massachusetts as a setting 
for reform is sufficiently similar to 
other states for the assumption to 
be made that what took place in 

Massachusetts might also take place 
elsewhere. While much work remains 
to be done on the question, it is clear 
that Massachusetts is far from unique 
in its crime profile and in its basic 
socio-demographic characteristics. It 
seems likely indeed that necessary 
preconditions for reJm:m could occur 
elsewhere. \ 

The past two years, 1975 and 1976, 
have been a period of difficulty and 
consolidation for the Department of 
Youth Services, A new Democratic 
administration replaced the Republican 
one as a result of the gubernatoritll 
election of 1974. The Commissioner of 
the Departmen t of Youth Services, 
Joseph, Leavy, was retained in an act­
ing capacity through9utJ 975 while 
the new state administration wrestled 
with a severe fiscal crisis in state serv­
ices. 

The change in the executive branch 
produced mucl,l anxiety within the 
department over policy direction and 
the security of jobs. These worries at 
times crept through the en tire system 
and created a sense of paralysis. Many 
months during 1975 were devoted to 
the closing of Roslindale, the last major 
symbolic vestige of the institutional 

, system. Owing to a number of pressures 
it was not entirely closed, although the 
number of youth were reduced to 
about 20. Whether that number will 
remain constant is a major question. 
Considerable work was achieved in 
planning programs for girls, and these 
efforts have been rewarded with a siz­
Cible federal grant. 

In terms of secure care, the past two 
years have been frustrating. New pro­
grams were established and other new 
programs closed. That the department 
should have difficulty establishing 
secure care programs is not surprising. 
No state seems to have the answer to 
the problem of dealing with the most 
difficult youth. This problem cuntinues 
to plague the new commissioner, John 
Calhoun, who took office in January 

1976. To cope with it more success­
fully he requested the Governor of the 
Commonwealth to appoint a special 
tusk force, which is now preparing its 
rcpo rt. 

The final reports of the project, 
to which attention is turning now 
that data collection is nearly com­
plete, will consist of nve books. Two 
of the books report subculture 
studies - one based on data before 
the closing of the institutions, the 
other afterward, showing th~ new 
community-based programming. A 
third book will treat the conceptu­
alization and theoretical analysis of 
the change process, while a fourth 
will report analysis and implications 
from the cohort data. The fifth book 
will combine a case analysis of the 
Massachusetts experience with a 
description and analysis of the ideo­
logical curren ts, both local and 
national, which came together to 
form the positions that became em­
broiled in conflict in Massachusetts. 
All five books will stress policy im­
plications of the analysis. 
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The most fundamental assumptions 
in the field of you th corrections are 
under attack, and since 1969 the 
Massachusetts Department of Youth 
Services has been the most visible 
national symbol of a new philosophy 
of corrections through its repudiation 
of th~ public training school approach 
and its advocacy of therapeutic com­
munities and alternative community­
based services. The radical symbolism 
of the Massachusetts reforms is 
heightened by the fact that the tlrst 
public training school for boys in the 
United States was established at 
Westboro, Massachusetts, in 1846. 
and the first public training school 
for girls at Lancaster, Massachu-
setts, in 1854, Since then the public 
training school has become the last 
resort for dealing with delinquen t 
youth, though a small number may 
face adult criminal court and con­
finement in adult prisons. 

Punishment is a key organizing 
principle of traditional training 
schools. There are efforts at voca­
tional and general educa tion in the 
training schools, but the institutions 
are basically custodial and authori­
tarian. Resocialization efforts are 
commonly reduced to instruments 
for creating conformity, deference 
to adult authority, and obedience 
to rules. Regimented marching for­
mations, shaved heads and close 
haircuts, omnipresent officials, and 
punitive disciplinary measures have 
been the authoritative marks of the 
training school, along with the mani­
l?ulation of privileges, such as ciga· . 
rette smoking, teleVision viewing, 
home visits, or release to reward 
compliance. 

Criticism of the traditional train­
ing school has come from three 
major sources. For many years the 
documentation of high rates of 
recidivism among training school 
graduates has created pressure for 
new solutions. For example, the pio­
neering studies of Sheldon and 
Eleanor Glueck offered painstakingly 
assembled evidence of the high rates 
of arrest and conviction of new of-

fenses among those exposed to train­
ing school experiences. J TIle classic 
studies by Shaw anti McKay in the 
Chicago area project and the lllinois 
Institute ')f Juvenile Research docu­
men ted the role of traditional tmin­
ing schools as agencies for socializing 
young \:eople into adult criminal 
careers.2 They showed how expo-
sure to these institutions labeled 
young people as "delinquent" or 
"crimina!," und how family, school, 
neighborhood, job market, and crim­
inal justice agencies reinforced the 
stigma, resulting in high rates of 
recidivism. These early studies have 
been supported by more recent work.3 

A second source of criticism has 
come from the development of new 
ideologies of treatment in the human 
services. These approaches argue that 
individual and group counseling and 
therapy wi1llead to personal insight 
and better social adjustment. They 
urge that the problems of youth 
offenders be considered in the con­
text of family and communal rela­
tions where preparation for law­
abiding adulthood ordinarily oc­
cllrs.4 This search for ,,:ol11l11unity-. 

1 Sheldon Glueck and Elennor Glueck, 
Criminal Careers in Retrospect (New York: 
Commonwealth Fund, 1943). 

2 Clifford R. Slmv, The Jack Roller, 
A Delinquent Boy's Own StOI}' (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1930); Clifford 
R. Shaw ct aI., Social Factors ill JUJlenile 
Delinquency, A Study for the National. 
Commission 0/1 Law Obsen'ance and EI/­
forcement, vol. 2, no. 13 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1931); Henry D. McKay, "Report on the 
Criminal Careers of Male Delinquents in 
Chicago," in President's Commission on 
Law Enforcemcnt and Administration of 
Justice, Task Force 01/ JIIl'enile Delin­
quency Report: .It/penile Delinquency alld 
Yout/! Crime (Washington. D.C.: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1967). 

'3 Paul Lerman, "Evaluative Studies of 
Institutions for Delinquents: Implications 
for Research and Social Policy," Social 
Work, 13 (July 1968), 55-64. 

4 President's Commission on Law En­
forcement and Administration of Justice, 
Task Force 011 .luJlem1e Delinquency, Re-
port. chap. 2. . 



based treatment resOUrces has de· 
rived support from research studies 
that document the pervasiveness or 
dclinqucn I conduct through all sodal 
c1asses. 5 These studies have under­
scored the bias involved ill employ· 
ing pu blic training schools as a prin· 
dpulmeans or control and treatment 
for primarily lower class olTendcrs.6 

Practitioners have accordingly hegun 
to stress the efficacy ofhenigll 1I01l' 

intervention, diversion to non­
criminal'Justke treatment programs, 
or privately purchased services for 
the poor as more constructive and 
less \tigmatizing solutions to the 
authority problems of lower c1a~s 
you thrul offenders, and more nearly 
eqUivalent to solutions employed ex· 
tenSIVely in the middle class for 
similar problems. 7 

A third major source of challenge 
to the traditil)IHu training school has 
come from those concerned with 
protecting the civil rights of chil-

5 Jamcs I:. Short, J r .. and F. Ivan Nyc, 
"["tent of Umccmdcd Delinquency, Ten· 
tative Conclusions," JOllrllal of Criminal 
Law. Criminology and Po/h'e Sdellcc. 49 
(NovcmbL'r-Deccmber 1958), 296-302: 
Ronald L. Akers, "Socio·J·:ennolllio Status 
and Delinquent Behavior: A Retest," 
Journal of Resmrch ill Crillll' allli De­
linqllenc),. 1 (January 1964). 38-46; 
President's Commission on Law Lnfun:~­
mcnt and Administration of Criminal 
Justice, Task Force on JIII'C?/Ii/C Delin· 
qU('lIcy Report: Juvcnile Delinquency amI 
Youth Crimc (Washington, D.C.: Govern­
ment Printing Office. 1967). 

7 Elizabeth Vorenberg and JJmes 
Vorenberg, "Early Divcrsion from the 
Criminal Justicc System: Practice in 
Senreh of a Theory," in Lloyd E. Ohlin, 
l'd., Prisoners in Al1Ierr'ca (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice·Hatt, 1973). 

ciren. The U.S. Supreme Court de· 
ci~ion ill re Gault in 1967 stimulated 
test cases exploring the constitu· 
tionally protected rights of children. 8 

These caSes are beginning to focus 
on what due process means for 
children and to raise issues relating 
to a "right to trealment" as well as 
a "ri!!h t to be let alone. "9 They 
have called greater atten tion to 
whether trea tment programs ade· 
quately take account of the best in· 
terests of thc child. Given this new 
critical exploration of thc rights of 
children. it is undcrstandable that 
the ~oncepts and practices of the 
tradition,1i training school have 
come under increasing attack. 

Thcsc challenges to training 
sdlOols have posed problems for 
Massachusetts and many other 
states. What new system of services 
or intervention criteria should re­
place the existing system'? How is 
it possiblc to changc the systcm 

11 Sunford J. hl', Ca~( sand .\Jatcria/s 
on .I[oc/el'll JlII'elli/" .rusticr (St. Paul. 
\linn.: West Publishing. 1972). 

9 Tcd Rubin. l.aw as all AKl'llt of 
Dclil/l/lIt'm:l' Prcl'cl1tiol1 lWashin!!ton. 
D.C.: U.S. Department of lIL'ulth, Edu· 
I.'ation and Welfare, Social and Rehabilita· 
tion SL'rvkc, Youth Development and 
Delinqul'ncy Prevention Administration, 
1971). 

., 

into one which relics primarily on 
community·based treatment'? What 
programs ~1ll1uld be created? How 
should resources be reallocated, 
staff developed, and appropriate 
distributions of private and public 
responsibilities Cor service be ar· 
ranged'! Finally. how can we he 
sure that the new system produces 
better results than the one it sup· 
plants'? 

The response in Massachusetts to 
these questions is discussed in the 
follOWing account. It draws freely on 
the evaluation studies of the Massa· 
chusetts Department of Youth 
Services conducted by the Center for 
Criminal Justice at the Harvard Law 
School between 1969 and 1 1.)73. A 
tlnal appraisal must await more com· 
plete analysis, but the widespread 
intercst in thc Massachusetts experi· 
ment justifles a revie'.v of the re­
form effort ~\l1d some of the prob· 
lems it encountered. 

fI 

Phase 1: Emergence of a 
Mandate for Reform 

A series of crises in youth correc­
tional servi~es in Massachusetts cuI· 
minated in March 1969 with the 
reSignation of the director of Youth 
Services, which prepared the way 
for reform. Prior to 1948 Massa· 
chusetts judges committed children 
directly to individual institu tions 
for the care of delinquent boys and 
girls. New legislation in 1948 and 
1952 ~rcated a Youth Service Board 
and a Division of Youth Services 
tOYS) nominally within the Depart­
ment of Education but administra­
tively autonomous. The Youth 
Service Board, whose chairman was 
also director of DYS, made de· 
cisions concerning the placement of 
YOll th within the institutions, their 
transfer, parole, and discharge. 

TIle director from 1952 to 1969, 
Dr. Juhn D. Coughlin, was an articu­
late and vigorolls advocate of the 
philosophy of youth training schools. 
Over these years the rhetoric of re­
habilitation and conspicuous successes 
in such prognmls as the forestry 
camp and other helpful enterprises 
obscured the basically custodial and 
authoritarian grounding of this sys­
tem. The available results of earlier 
studies are fragmentary but the rates 
of re~idivism varied from 40 to 70 
percent depending upon the age 
gruup, length offollow·up, and cri­
teria of recidivism employed. I 0 At 
the. time of Coughlin's resignation in 
1969 the DYS included a unit for 

10 Estimates provided in interviews 
with DYS officials and former DYS offi· 
daIs. 

delinquency prevention, an office for 
the supervision of parole [or boys an d 
one for girls. and ten institutions in­
cluding four detention and reception 
centers, a forestry camp, a school for 
preadolescent boys at Oakdale, a 
school for younger male adolescents 
at Lyman, an industrial school for 
older boys at Shirley, the Institution 
for Juvenile Guidance for trouble­
some and emotionally disturbed boys 
at Bridgewater, and an industrial 
school for girls at Lancaster. 

From 1965 to 1968 the DYS was 
the subjec t of six major critical 
studies. The initial investigations 
were stimulated by reports of brutal 
and punitive treatment of you th at 
the Institution for Juvenile Guidance 
at Bridgewater. The publicity attend­
ing these charges Jed Governor John 
A. Volpe to request a study and 
recommenda lions from technical 
experts in the Children's Bureau of 
the U.S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfar0. 

The HEW study found many de­
ficiencies in the Massachusetts sys· 
tem. 1 1 It pOinted to the domin.ance 
of custodial goals and. practices over 
those of treatment, the lack of ef· 
fective centralized supervision and 
direction of child care, the absence 
of an adequate diagnostic and classi­
fication system, the failure to de­
velop flexible and professional per­
sonnel practices, and the ineffec­
tiveness of parole supervision. These 
findings were confirnled by a blue 
ribbon committee of local experts 
appoi.nted by Governor Volpe in 

11 U.S. Department of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare, Welfare Administration, 
Children's Burenu, "A Study of the Di­
vision of Youth Service and Youth Service 
Board, Commonwealth of Massachusetts" 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1966). 
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1967 under the sponsorship of 
Dr. Martha Elliot, chairman of the 
Massachusetts Committee on Chilo 
dren and Youth and former direccor 
or the Children's Bureau in HEW. 
The crilidsl11s developed in these 
studies and their recommendations 
were supported by further investi· 
gations initiated by the attomey 
general and by senate committees. 
These investigations crystalizeu Ihe 
rorma lion of a coalition of civic and 
professional groups in support of 
major reforms. Periodic ~rises in the 
DYS became increasingly the focus 
of newspaper attention and mohi· 
lized a critical audience in the general 
public.! 2 

TIle liberal coalition led by the 
Massachusetts Committee on Chilo 
dren and Youth introduced reform 
legislation in 1968, but passage was 
deferred until the follOWing year. In 
the interim a new major crisis de· 
veloped at the Institute for Juvenile 
Guidance at Bridgewater. Staff fac­
tions developed within the institu­
tion around clinical as opposed to 
punitive treatment of youth behavior 
pr~ms and this COl~flict was docu· 
men~ in the public press. A local 
community group, the Committee 
for Youth in Trouble, organized to 
support the clinical services faction. 
It joined with the Massachusetts 
Committee on Children and Youth to 
broaden the attack on the goals and 
policies of the DYS and the ability 
of the director and his starr to ad­
minister an effective treatment 
program. I 3 

12 The exploitation of crises for the 
formation of coalitions of criticism and 
defense of public agencies in the process 
of reform is described more fu lIy in 
Lloyd E. Ohlin, "Organizational Reform 
in Correctional Agencies" in Daniel 
Glaser, ed., A Handbook on Crr'mr'nology 
(New York: Rand McNally, 1974). 

13 For a more detailed statement of 
these events see Yitzhak Bakal, cd., 
Closr'ng CorrecUollallnstilllliolls (Lexing' 
ton, Mass.: Lexington Books, D. C. Heath, 
1973), pp. 151·180. 



In J anu"ry 1969 Governor Francis 
Sargent was inaugurated to complete 
the unexpired term of Governor 
Volpe. Governor Sargent expressed 
his strong support for the reform 
legislation. He secured the resigna· 
tion of the director, appointed an 
interim one and a blue ribbon com­
mittee to undertake a national search 
for a new commissioner, signed into 
law new legislation reorganil.in!! th(' 
DYS in September 1969. and ap­
pointed Dr. Jerome Miller as com­
missioner of the reorganized De­
partment of Youth Services in 
October 1969, on the recommenda­
tion of the search committee. 

COlllmissioner Miller took charge 
of the new department with a man­
date from the legislative and execu­
tive branches of the state government 
:lI1d the liberal reform groups to ini­
tiate more progressive policies and 
treatment of delinquent youth. 
Though some specific recommenda­
tions for change in the goals of the 
department had been proposed in the 
earlier investigations, primarily in the 
direction of more effective clinical 
and diagnostic services and com­
munity supervision. the manda te 
was in the main broad and undefined. 

Phase II: Reforming illstitu­
tional Treatmen t 

Commissioner Miller had earned his 
doctoral degree in social work while 
in military service, and subsequently 
had organized a new institution for 
the disturbed or delinquent children 
of American Air Force personnel in 
England. For a brief period following 
his service discharge he served as 
training officer in the Department of 
Youth Corrections in Maryland. He 
then taught in the School of Social 
Work at Ohio State University where 
he helped develop training and treat­
ment programs in both the juvenile 
and adult correctional services in 
Ohio. 

The search commi ttee was es­
pecially impressed with Miller's deep 
concern for youth in trouble and his 
sense of urgency, as well as confi­
dence, that better ways could be 
developed to help them. He expressed 
special attraction to a post as com­
missioner where a commitment to 
reform had already been made. He 
thought that the effectiveness of 
institutional services for youth could 
be greatly increased by applying the 
treatment principles developed in 
therapeu tic communities for adults 
by Maxwell J ones in England and 
Scotland. 14 TIlese strengths over­
came the search committee's two 
major reservations about Miller's 
administrative and political compe­
tence. First, his profeSSional career 
had not tested his capacity to ad­
minister a human service agency of 
this size and'iscope. Second, he had 
not had experience dealing with the 
political considerations that deeply 
penetrate the organization and opera­
tion of state bureaus in Massachusetts. 

During the first two years of his 
administration, Miller sought to 
humanize services for delinquent 
children, and to build a more thera-

14 Maxwell Jones et al., Tile Thera­
pelitic Community (New York: Basic 
Books, 1953). 
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peutic climate within the institu­
tions. Throughout this period his 
efforts were severely hampered by 
financial and personnel constraints. 
First, it was almost a year before he 
obtained appropriations to staff the 
new positions and services author­
ized by the reform legislation. Ap­
propriations were still allocated, 
within the line budget of the DYS, to 
particular institutions, staff positions. 
and services. To reallocate funds was 
a very cumbersome and lengthy 
process that wound its way through 
the state AdministratIOn and Finance 
Office and the legislative appropria­
tions committee. Second, the rigidity 
of the civil service system made it 
Virtually impossible to transfer per­
sonnel between institutions and serv­
ices except on a voluntary basis_ 
Massachusetts personnel practices 
mix political patronage with civil 
service procedures for recruiting and 
protecting employees in the positions 
to which they are certified. With few 
staff vacancies and without new or 
transferable funds the prospects of 
effecting major reforms during th~ 
tlrst year appeared remote indeed. 
Even with additional funds during the 
second year the pervasive wait-and­
see attitude of entrenched staff 
promised little change. The challenge 
confronting Miller was to mobilizt;! 
and release energy for change. 

Articulation of Goals 

Shortly after his appointment as the 
new commissioner, Miller began to 
define the goals of his administra­
tion. He stated to the staff, the press, 
and civic, profeSSional, and religious 
groups that he intended to humanize 
the treatment of offenders and to 
build therapeu tic communities within 
existing institutional facilities. This 
model of treatment would require a 
democratic relationship between 
staff and youth in small units. A 
social climate had to be created in 
which both staff and youth were en­
couraged to express their feelings 
and concerns freely and hone~tly. 
Decisions relating to housekeeping 

.J 

problems, discipline, privileges, home 
visits, and release were to be made 
opcnly in cottage meetings after full 
discussion. 

This treatment model challenged 
the basic fea tures of the traditional 
training school system. Little change 
could be expected until the differ­
ences in philosophy, goals, staff and 
youth roles, and the processes of de­
cision making could be dramatized. 
justified, and enforced. 

One of the first directives, issued 
by the new commissioner in Novem­
bL'r 1969. ordcred that hellc('forth 
youth in the institutions would be 
all 0 we (I to wear their hair as they 
chose. The "haircu t edict" raised a 
storm of protest and cries of per­
missiveness among staff long ac­
customed to shaving boys' heads on 
admission. regulating length, and 
using haircu ts as punishmen t. It is 
doubtful that Miller fully recognized 
at first the sensitivity of this issue. 
In the emerging youth style of the 
times thirty-eight-ycar-olt1 Miller 
wore his own hair longer than most 
state officials. Hair style and length 

~ Were hotly contested in many fami-
. lies, schools. and business establish­
mcnts as a visible symbol of the revolt 
of youth against adult rcgulations. 
Miller vigorously defended the edict to 
dramatize the new administration's 
desire to accord committed youth 
greater freedom and shrugged off 
derogatory staff references to the 
"hippy commissioner." The resonance 
of this issue with a large number of 
moral issues rela ting to autllOrity, 
allocation of discretion, responsibil­
ity, initiative, and self-expression 
gave the directive a symbolic value of 
great importance. It clearly cast Miller 
as a youth advocate in opposition to 
traditional expectations and estab­
lished the basic issues and roles of 
future dramas. 

As the protest simmered down, 
other directives followed. It was 
ordered that youth should be allowed 
to wear their own street clothes 
rather than institutional garments. 

The practice of marching in silen t 
formation from one activity to 
another was discontinued. Staff pro­
tested: greater freedom of movement 
made running away easier and street 
clothes made committed youth more 
difficult to identify it they had run 
awaY The edicts Signified to staff that 
custodial wnc-::rns would inc!'easingly 
be subordinated to treatment object­
ives. 

Miller became convinced that he 
could not successfully establish the 
therapeutic community model until 
he had removed the basiC supports of 
the traditional system. He looked es­
pecially to the fear of greater punish­
ment, deprivation, or personal degra­
dation that constituted the keystone 
of the authority system throughout 
the institutions. He immediately 
turned, then, to the Institute for 
Juvenile Guidance at Bridgewater and 
Cottage 9 at Shirley, reserved for those 
youngsters seen as most disturbed or 
rebellious. These institutions repre­
sented the final sanctions in a gradu­
ated set of possibh! control measures 
to induce conformity by restrictions 
on freedom of movement, denial of 
privileges, physical abuse, enforced 
idleness, silence, and gestures of def­
erence toward adult authorities. 
,Miller init)ated measures to hu manize 
both sites. A general order forbade any 
staff member to strike or physically 
abuse youth. Other directives tried to 
eliminate the stultifying rou tines of 
enforced idleness and silence in the 
punishment units and the use of strip 
cells and other measures of extreme 
isolation. An effort was made to intro­
duce more constructive activities. 
Greater controls were imposed on 
screening and assignment to thf~se 
units and the duration of stay. Fre­
quent, unannounced inspection visits 
were used to discourage evasions of 
the new directives. Even these meas­
ures did not seem sufficient. By mid­
summer of 1970 the commissioner 
had paroled or transferred the youth 
committed to Bridgewater and he 
then closed the institution. Cottage 9 
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at Shirley remained in some meaSl 
a symbol of the old system until it 
the winter of 1971-72 it, too, was 
closed. 

The difficulty the commissione 
encountered in changing procedurt 
in these facilities testified to the 
tenacity of the principles of punisl' 
ment and en forced adult au thority 
Cottage and program staff over the 
years had come to accept them as 
indispensable to preserving order Ul 

inducing conformity. Other methol 
of establishing adult authority thro 
>uperior knowledge, mu tual trust a 
respect, admiration, emulation. and 
affection were also occasionally evi 
dent. The new administration sougl' 
to encourage these more difficul t al 
demanding fomls of authority rela­
tionships with youth. To achieve 
this, however, they felt convenient 
resort to traditional punishment 
measures had to be removed or mad 
more difficult. 

TIle new administration took oth 
steps to alter the control system. Fc 
example, a new directive authorized 
youth eligible to smoke to carry the 
own cigarettes. Previously, youth ha 
surrendered their cigarettes to staff 
members who issued them as a re­
ward for doing chores or withheld 
them as punishment. Doling out cig­
arettes or denying access to them 
constituted for sta ff a simple but 
very useful control measure for en­
forcing authority. Like the "haircut 
edict," the "cigarette edict" both 
dramatized a change in goals and 
altered control alternatives available 
to staff. 

All of these administrative actions 
led to strong protests by line staff 
members to institution superintend­
ents and friends in the legislature. Fo 
a time resistant staff members or 
their friends appeared regularly when 
Miller gave speeches to community 
groups to raise questions about the 
loss of control and the threat of mass 
runaways to local communities. To 
the extent that staff capacity to con­
trol youth relied on these traditional 



l!ontrol measures, tileir complaints 
were indeed justified. It was not 
clear when these directives were is­
sued whether the administration 
could retrain staff in the uses of 
authority. 

New Treatmellt Prograllls alld Policies 

The new administration sough t to 
demonstrate the value and feasibility 
of new models of treatment. As funds 
became available staff was recruited 
and assignetito the newly created 
bureaus of institutions, education. 
dinical services, and after-l!are. As­
sistant commissioners wen': appointed 
to direct each of the four bureaus. By 
the end of Miller's first year, his 
central offke staff exercised a more 
definitive role in the development of 
programs to implement the new 
philosophy of treatment. Despite the 
host ility of conservative staff mem­
bers, many youth anti especially 
younger professional staff members 
expressed a desire to ex:~criment with 
u therapeutic community model. No 
one except Miller, however, seemed 
to know how such a treatment pro­
gram should be operated and what it 
would require of staff and you th. 

To help answer some of these 
questions the commissioner persuaded 
Dr. Maxwell Jones, whose methods 
he had observed in England, to lead 
a three-day conference of staff and 
you th at the Shirley lnstitu tion. 
Jones explained the principles of a 
therapeutic community and directed 
a series of demonstrations involving 
you th and staff. The demonstration 
groups created an open climate for 
staff and youth to express feeling~ 
and concerns and to direct them 
toward constructive ends. Jones' 
personal skill and warmth during these 
demonstrations drew applause from 
most staff and youth, but it was clear 
that for many staff members the shift 
from traditional staff roles would not 
only be velY difficult and slow but in 
many cases impossible to achieve. 

The conference reinforced the new 

policy of decentralization at Shirley 
so that not only l!ottage life experi­
ences but also educational, voca­
tional, and other forms of counseling 
or therapy would be self-contained 
within each cottage unit. The pressure 
from the new administrators at the 
Boston Office to adopt the new 
group treatment policies spread from 
Shirley to Lyman and L1ncaster 
during the next year and a half, rein­
forced by dramatic changes in staff 
assignments, described below. Many 
l!ottages continued to operate in the 
traditional manner, but others e;{peri­
melHed, sometimes with remarkable 
success, in establishing a therapeutic 
community. 

In the summer and fall of 1971 the 
Center for Criminal Justice at Harvard 
University conducted studies in cot­
tages at Shirley, Lyman, Lancaster, 
and Topsfield. These studies com­
pared the attitudes of staff and youth 
in traditional cottages to those trying 
the therapeutic model. Table 1.1 
shows di fferences in you th reactions 
to the social climate of experimental 
and traditional cottages just prior to 
the closing of the major institu tions 
in the late fall of 1971 and early 
197'2. These, and results of related 
studies, demonstrate consistently 
that decentralized cottage treat-
ment and group therapy could lead 
to remarkably better reactions and 
experiences even for you th within 
the same institution. The reactions 
of the youth reveal significance dif· 
ferences between the therapeu tic 
community and the traditional cus­
todial model. The idea of the thera­
peutic community is to restructure 
the au thority system of the cottage, 
with youth taking new responsibili­
ties for decisions affecting them­
selves and each other 011 matters 
ranging from privileges in the cottage 
to home visits and ultimately release 
on parole. It seeks to cultivate a sense 
of group cohesiveness to offset the 
usual tendency for the cottage to 
splin te r in to "tough," "punk," 
"good kid," and staff cliques, which 
achieve control by allowing the 

() 

toughest youth to dominate the 
others. 

Several attempts were made to 
create programs for girls and boys in.. 
the same institution and even the 
same cottage. The first such program 
set up a cottage at the Lyman School 
for Boys for girls transferred from 
Lancaster. A cottage was also created 
at Lancaster fa I' young boys from 
Oakdale for whom home placements 
were difficult to find. This made it 
possible to train older girls in the care 
and management of younger children. 
After a serious fire at the girls' deten­
tion and reception center in Boston, 
gtrls were boused in the same building 
as boys in Boston and la tel' at a new 
detention and reception cottage for 
girls at Lyman. Coed cottages were 
established on the grounds of the 
Shirley Institution and later at lan­
caster and Topsfield. It was expected 
that if boys and girls shared the 
samc institution or cottage. thcir de­
lllennnr, grooming, speech, and con­
dUl!t would improve. Stereotypic sex 
role beliefs and attitudes on the part 
of both boys and girls might be 
changed. Comparative data on youth 
reactions in coed and non-coed set­
ting.s are nol yet available but staff 
reports suggest that many of these 
expectations were realized and a high 
level of staff acceptance emerged 
despite inWal fears of sexual promis­
cuity and \'ack of discipline. 

When MUller came into office the 
average length of stay for youth in 
the institu tions was eight months. 
Since he had become convinced that 
the traditional training school pro­
grams ordinarily did more harm than 
good, he began to encourage a more 
rapid turnover, By the end of the first 
year, the mom liberal parole policies 
had begun to Greate tension with the 
courts, probaUon, and police depart­
ments in a number of communities, 
especialty urban ones. Many staff 
members in the~e agencies felt that 
confinement foJ' less than nine 
months was too short to realize the 
benefits of re-ed:ucation or commun­
ity protection for which commitment 

Table l.l 

Youth Response to Social Climate Items in r~xpl)ril11l)ntal and Traditional 
Cottages. 
------------------

Social Climate Itema 

,---------~---,---,,---,-. 

If the kids really want to, they can ~hurc in de­
cisions about how this cottage is run. 

Kids in the cottage will help a new kid get 
alon~'. 

Kids in this l!ottagc usually tell someone when 
they think he's done something wrong. 

I feel very mllch thut I fit here. 

The cot tage stafr deals fairly and squarely with 
everyone. 

If a kid messes up, the staff will punish her/him. 

Most kids here arc just interested in doing their 
time. 

If a I.:.id does well, other kids will tell him so 
personally. 

Other kids will reward a kid for good behavior. 

Other kids here give YOll a bad name if you 
insist on being differen 1. 

The kids in this cottage have their own set of 
rules on how to behave that arc different from 
those of the staff. 

There arc a few kids here who run everything. 

There are too many kids here who push other 
kids around. 

This cottage is more concerned with keeping 
kids under control than with helping them with 
their problems. 

RC!.ll friends are hard to find in this cottage. 

This cottage is pretty much split into two 
different groups, with staff in one and kids 
in the other. 

Cottage Type 

Ex pc ri 1110 n t a I 
('X) 

94 

91 

R9 

R2 

RO 

66 

65 

61 

60 

38 

36 

35 

33 

30 

25 

19 

Traditional 
('if) 

K5 

65 

77 

5? 

57 

81 

81 

34 

37 

61 

57 

59 

62 

61 

44 

S5 

a The items in this table differentiate between the experimental and traditional cottages 
more strongly than one would expect to bc the case by chance at the .05 level. [n the ex­
perimental cottages, the number of youth responding to each qllestion varies from 85 to 89; 
and in the traditional cottages, from 82 to 86. 
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iVld been ordered. To deal with these 
concerns, while the new II'eatment 
programs were being developed, the 
commissioner ordered that C0111-

mit tecl you th be kept in the institu­
tions tI minimum of three months 
before becoming eligible for parole, 
except in unusual cases. Youth and 
staff rather quickly interpreted the 
three-mollth minimum as 11 maximum, 
and so the normal institu tional con­
finement dropped to around three 
months. 

The more rapid turnover meant 
that educational and vocational train­
ing programs pa tterned on an aca­
demic year had to be redefined and 
reorganized. The emphasis shifted to 
tutorial programs involving commun­
ity volunteers and paid professionals. 
The former vocational training pro­
grams that continued were used for 
basic maintenance services within the 
institu tion or for the occupation of 
idle time, STEP (Student Tutor 
Educa tional Program) illustrates the 
effect of changing poliCies on the 
organization of retraining programs. 
STEP used trained tutors for small 
group programs to create an iinterest 
in learning among imprisoned of­
fenders and a desire to pursue higher 
levels of education. The program had 
been developed in adult correctional 
institu tions but was introduced for 
youth at Shirley in 1970. Subject 
matter included both for~al and in­
formal instruction in such subjects as 
English, arithmetic, social problems, 
photography, and auto mechanics. 
Reading and arithmetic skills were 
taught in the context of auto me­
chanics, which interested many boys. 

As the new administration policies 
shifted from centralized institutional 
programs to decentralized cottage 
programs, the STEP instructors con­
fined their tutorial activities to par­
ticular cottages. They began to inte­
grate their work into the counseling 
and therapy programs of the cottages. 
The shorter periods of confinement 
shifted emphasis from the assimila­
tion of organized learning materials 
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to the redirection of attitudes, moti- Tile Problem of Stafl Development tional stu ff was least approving, fol- Table 1.2 

vation, and training in social interac- lowed by general staffO.e., cottage 

tion. The STEP instructors gradually The new program ideas could not be parents or supervisors) and field ad- Pcr.:cntagc in Each Intcrcst Group "Strongly Approving" Reforms. 

became full-time cottage treatment realized withou t the help of staff com- ministrators of the institutions. The 
__ ~_ ........ ""..,..,....._~~ .... ,.~ h _._..... _ ..... _ ~._. "_ •• , ••• ___ ._" _ --± ............ 

~ .... __ ... ,,,-, ~~ ___ T~--"' __ '._"'''''+~'''_''+~~ ___ '' 

_________ .~. ______ , ___ .J~lte rest G rou p 

staff members and STEP as a special mitted to the new philosophy of treat- parole staff members usually had little It e m Gencl:al AC1!- \,lini- ~llca- P'lrol, -Field Admill:-(3oston Committed I 

instl'tuliot1al program was discon- ment and competent to develop pro- .:ontact with the institutions. Predict- Staff dell\lCS CHms llOnal ' C istrators Offke Youth louth 

tillllet!. grams to implement it. Miller's ably, therefore, they favored reorgani-
_----.~_---.a ..... _. ___ ... _~,,_-..<_ .... _,"",-_ '~~_"""",T .~ .-. ,,_ , •• _~~~~. ___ " .... ~ __ • _______ • _~. ____ .. + _____ ...... ____ 

The new commissioner urged staff problem of recruiting or retraining Lation in general, since it pointed to Reorganization of DYS by 

members throughout DYS to suggest staff for this purpose was formidable. institutional reforms primarily, but the legislature in 1969. 12 16 32 16 ' 33 ")"\ 33 6 

and implement ideas for better treat- 'nle civil service system in Massachu- did not approve 01 cottage groups 

ment programs. While some staff sells was grafted onto a system of making decisions, especially abou t re- Dcdsion to tramfcr or 

members enjoyed the new freedom political patronage grounded in an lease on parole, furlough, or work in parole boys (gil'ls) lip to 

to tryout their ideas, they com- ethnically based structurc of political the community, which would affect the staff of the institution 

plained, sometimes bitterly, that power. The legal r~quirement to give the normal range of the parole offi- (instcad of Boston Office). 24 48 48 20 0 28 2J 17 28 

their effort(, were not suffiCiently sup- absolu te preference to veterans, in cer's responsibilities. Youth responses 

ported by the administration. For ex- addition to the tradition of political were most enthusiastic about policies Allowing cottage grnups of 

ample, the STEP tutors complained sponsorship. had served on the whole allowing personal discretion abou t staff and boys (girls) to 

on several occasions about the lack of to subordinate merit as a qualification hair style, clothing, smoking, and co- make decisions ubou I: 

adequa te support for their program for state employment. Once past the educational programs. Discipline 18 33 53 4 19 17 35 20 20 

and particularly the lack of direction probationary period, employees ob- These responses sensitively reOect Release 8 22 38 H 5 J 2 21 "\, 13 

or a "broad master-plan." tained virtually absolute security in the new directions of DYS and the re- Furlough and home visits 12 33 41 4 5 12 32 28 19 

The commissioner firmly believed their civil service positions. Miller suiting internal distributions of power, Assignl11cn ts to work 

the traditional training school prac- could not bring in many new staff responsibility, and reward. 1 
5 Later, details. 15 33 48 4 10 '12 27 13 19 

tices would not be tolerated if they members unless he secured new funds for example, one institution's barber 

were fully exposed to public view. He and created new positions or unless reminisced about the days he taught Permitting bnys (girls) to 

therefore encouraged community voluntary retirement and resignation his trade to a few boys well enough make individual decisions 

visitors and volunteers to help run the became widespread. so they could obtain certification, ahout: 

programs in the institutions, advo- Miller's options were limited. He because they stayed long enough to Hair styles II 44 59 4 35 11 38 49 15 
cated a much more active use of local could Fill job vacancies with new staff learn and short hair styles were man- Clothes 7 44 56 4 25 II 38 50 13 
community facilities and programs members of his own choosing while datory. A printing shop instructor Smoking. 5 26 34 0 14 0 29 45 13 
suitable for young offenders, and used searching for loyal adherents of the felt the same way. The general staff 

people from universities and civic new philosophy within the existing and field administrators also sensed Elimination of sevel e disci-

groups throughout the state in volun- staff; he could reassign authority and the emerging cha\1enge to their au- plinary measures such as 

tecr programs. In addition, youth left responsibility without regard to civil thority by program innovators from long confinement in isola-

institution grounds for various educa- service classification; or, he could re- the Boston Office and the greater lion, physical punishment, 

tiona I and recreational field trips. These train and educate older staff members familiarity that aeademic and clinical and hard labor. 35 67 77 28 57 59 67 45 

efforts to involve the community were to the new philosophies of treatment. stafr seemed to have with the new 

not generally promoted vigorously by He pursued all three options, ten ta- cottage-based treatment programs. Boston Office program de-

institutional staff. Perhaps one of the tively during the first year, and more Parole staff were reluctant to share vel(1pments to create a 

most successful programs was devel- vigorously during the second year as decision making with youth-an "therapeutic comlllunity." 12 41 41 4 20 12 29 13 19 

oped between the Westrield Reception new funds became available. essential requirement for negotiating 

and Dention Center and the School A survey of staff members of the successful placements in new com- Expanding the Outward 

or Education at the University of Department of Youth Services during munily-based programs. Most of the Bound program and for-

Massachusetts. The Westfield institu- the summer of 1970 showed that many estry camps. 26 41 37 20 40 28 49 16 34 

tion was becoming severely over- of them, especially those in academic, 

crowded, and the staCr saw Comt11u- clinical, or Boston Office assignments, Introducing STEP type of 

nity programs as a means of relief. wanted to give the new policies and educational programs such 

'TIle use of student and faculty volun- philosophy of treatment a chance. 15 For the theoretical analysis relating 
as the one at Shirley. i 22 26 12 43 12 29 8 11 

teers as teachers and counselors was Table 1.2 shows the percentage the new goals of the department and the 
incorpora ted in to the curriculum of among various staff groups and com- internal distribution of power, responsi-

the School of Education with students mitted youth who strongly approved bility and r{;ward, see Alden D. Miller, 

receiving academic credit for their of new or proposed poliCies and pro-
Lloyd E. Ohlin, and Robert B. Coates, 
"Before the Millennium Arrives," in this 

work at Westfield. grams in the department. The voca- volume. 
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Tlw Inl1nwing Illlec plal1~ 
<,lli'gl·"ICd for lkvcloplllcnl 
\ II' Tllp~ncld a,: 

A slalllraitlil1!,! ~1't1ler 
I\. "pedal drU[llieatmcnt 
Cl'n(l'r 
l\.t1l'xperill1l'nIUI ~Cll' 
Il'r ror gloUp (herapy 
plogl <lms. 

[:xpansillll of llSl' IlI'Vlllul1' 
(Cl'r, ill instilutil1!lal pro· 
gram aclivitk.,. 

ChlSlll!,! Briugcwah.'r and 
allowing l'aeh inslitlltilln 
10 lit'al wilh ib oW!l Sl'­
CUI ity plobll'11ls. 

I\laking SIIIllC institu­
tiollS '·lll·dlll·;~ I i'IlWI. 

Number 

I , 

1 H 

32 

20 

20 

15 

76 

parole ~ta ff defined themselves as much 
like juvenile hureau police officers: 
their joh was to keep paroled youth 
out of trouble by advice, surveillance. 
and threats of officinl snnctions. The 
new image of the pnrole officer ns n 
youth advocate nnd organizer of com­
munity services and opportunities for 
youth represented n radicnl and thrent­
ening change. 

The commissioner relied on mem­
bers of the existing staff nble to relate 
to the new philosophy of treatment. 
At the same time he recruited new top 
aides nmong youth workers in Ohio 
and Massachusetts who had both 
professional credentials and enthu­
siasm for the job. As appropriated 
funds became available in the second 
year Miller appointed these tudes ~.) 
posts with program and policy devel­
opment respon~ibilties. 

'37 34 16 

52 2H 20 '33 

4R 4 24 

41 14 

26 ,,~ 14 

26 55 4 19 

27 31 25 ~1 

-Ole commissioner circumvented 
civil service constraints by assigning 
authority and responsibility witlllllli 
regard to formal civil service rank. 
This caused insecurity and ndminis­
trati.e confusion when job titles ant! 
pay assign men ts bore Ii ttle rela lion­
ship to effective responsibility. At one 
point n new administrator functioning 
in effect as superintendent of the In­
dustrial School for J30ys at Shirley was 
in fact nssigned and pnid from the job 
category of maintenance worker. 

The third tactic, retraining and re­
educating the staff. met with relatively 
little success despite considerable staff 
interest. The three-day conference 
with Maxwell Jones, which gave staff 
for the first time n clear inkling of 
what Miller had in mind, was followed 
in September 1970 with a training 
session run by Dr. I-larry Vorrath, 

10 

53 21 

,,, 3H 3D 

17 50 21 

IH ll) 

II) 47 21 I':; 

12 51) 52 D 

lR 34 16Cl 53 
,,"-~ .-.,_ .. _ ...... -

superintendent of the Red Win!! R~­
formatory in Minnesota. I\.t this point 
some staff mcmbers had accepted the 
inevitability of traininp and wcre re­
sponsive to the mixture of control and 
treatment ideology which Dr. Vorrath 
espoused. An effort to routinile staff 
retraining at n new training ccnter at 
Topsfield faltered when community 
resistance to this new Topsfield fa­
cility, acquired by DYS shortly before 
Miller's appointment, prevented its 
full use. Thcse difficulties led to a 
gradual phasing out of this retraining 
effort. They demonstratcd, however. 
that retraining would be at best a 
very gradual process. It would be n­
nancially costly and divisive since it 
would involve the articulation and 
rcsolution of fundamental differences 
in attitudes. values, and beliefs about 
the re-education of youth in trouble. 

. i 

It would also have to be undertaken 
within t)lh'h inslilu tion for all starr 
members to have lasting effect. 

111(' D('~''''(JI)I1I(mt oj' Fiscal 
ReSelUfeeS 

Mllll~Y wa~ a constant problcm. lfll­
Ic:,s funds could be freed from thc 
~upport of traditiona; institutional 
programs, practices, and nll.!ilitie~, 

the chance to devclop al tcrnate 
tJ'l)atment measures would bc se­
verely limited. The applOptiation 
process in Massachusetts for all 
state agencies relics on supplemental 
alld deliciency budgets to pick up 
and support commitments not ade­
qu"tely ~overed in the initial appro­
priation. This pl'Ocess is deeply 
immersl)d in political considerations 
and bargaining: whether a state 
(kpartll1ent or subunit g.el~ thc funds 
it wants rests on ih own eapaeity to 
inl1ucn"c the legislative process. For 
a lhlWClHller like Miller, despite 
public support from the governor and 
his starr. acquiring these skills took 
tune. 

111e "ommissioner did not rely ex­
clUSively on the state but requested 
federal su ppor!. He se('ured grants 
from the Federal Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration in the U.S. 
Department of Justice both directly 
and through the Massachusetts Gov­
ernor's Committee on Law Enforce­
ment nnd Administration of Justice. 
from Title I of the Federal Educa­
tion Act, nnd Title IV of the Office 
of Manpower Developmcnt and ; 
Training in the U.S. Department of 
Labor. This fe(!~~al funding permitted 
Miller to bring in top '~!aff committed 
to his philosophy, without the re­
strictions of the eivil servicc system, 
and to establish new types of com­
munHy-based treatment scrvices and 
Supportive sUmmertime educational, 
recreational, nnd training services in 
the institution. TIle new funds under­
wrote a planning unit directed by a 
vigorous advocate of community-

.based treatment 1'01' youth. This unit 
grew rapidly as a cadre ofsensilivc 
and dedicated pcoplc. In thc spring of 
I \)71 it worked with the key depart­
men tal administralOl'S to produce a 
seven-point plan setting out the di­
IC(.:tillllul rerorm. It called for: (]) rl)­
!!illnalil.a tion: (2) Cllllllllllnil ,,-bascd 
treatmcnt centers; (3) expan~ion of' 
the forestry program: (4) relocatior. 
of detention; (5) increased placemen I 
alternatives; (6) grants-in-aid to cities 
and towns; and (7) an int,'.lisive care 
security ullit. These became the L:hicf 
goals lJf DYS during the third year 
of the new administration. Thc plun­
ning unit and the top staff dealt with 
~\Jn&tan t crlse~ in the progress 
to\Hlrd those goals. They also ~ar-
ricd major responsibility for proc1ll­
ing new federal funds. Without t1th;' 
articulate in fusion lit' ne\\ though t 
,\l1d ideas, the fundl> they pro~ufl_d 
and Ihe .:rbes tlwy hdped to solve, 
the rapid transition from the training 
school stru~turc to noninstitutillnal 
alternatives would have bellll most 
dit'1kult to achieve. 

.,' 
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Tile Results oJ' Phase If 

The first two years of the new ud­
ministration were a period of 
constant crisis, confrontation. and 
conli.lsion. The commissioner pos­
scssed neither a blueprin t, nor the 
staff and financial resources to im\111sC 
a new ll1od~1 of treulment services. 
TI1C only stable gUidelines were the 
broad goals or the new ~ystem, i.e .. 
that cont1nement of ~hildren should 
he l\$ humane as possihle and their 
treatmeIH as tilerapcutic and re­
sponsive as staff could devise. The 
needs of children rather than ad­
ministrative orderliness or staff prt)­
IOgativcs and prdclInl!nts were to Ill' 
givcn top priority. 

Tho commissioner regarded most 
or the existing administrative rules 
and stnff protections a~ major (lb­
st,lcles tll changc and believed the 
n\)w philosophy of treatment could 
not be effectively established until 
the punitive aspects of the older 
system had becn fully exposed anti 
the system for distributing responsi­
bili ty, au thority. and rewards re­
constituted. For twenty ycars under 
the previous administration, staff had 
acquired n set \If beliefs nbout delirl­
quent youth, conceptions of appro­
priate staff and youth relationships, 
and career expectations consistent 
with the traditional tnuning schco! 
philosophy. Many felt rejected and 
threatened by the new philosophy ()f 
·treatment and responded with hos­
tility, nets of sabotnge, passivity, OJ 

apathetic compliance. They magni­
ficd the confusion resulting from 
111any of thl~ new directives. passively 
endured or even encouraged runa­
waY5, and complained constantly of 
permissiveness and loss of authority. 
Although some older staff membcr$ 
were excited by the new philosophy 
and joined in with the new recruits, 
the first two years of the ncw ad­
ministration were character:..:ed by 
a progrcssive intensification of con­
flict and polarization of views. 



During the first year the new commis­
sioner was largely dependent on con­
verts to his philosophy among older 
~tarf members to implement his 
directives. The fiscal and civil service 
constraints gradually produced a 
chaotic pattern for the assignmen t of 
administrative responsibility and au­
thority. r~brmer administrators placed 
lmleave-status were replaced in ef­
fective authority by adherents to the 
new philosophy withou t much regard 
for rank or civil service status. A fluid 
pat tern of staff assignment developed. 
Stufr from the Boston Office and 
from the institu tions were reassigned 
to new positions as crises developed. 
The frequen t shift of staff members 
to new administrative positions under­
mined expectations and created inse­
curity about career adv,lllcement based 
on traditional criteria of promotion. 

Deposed and alienated adherents 
of the older philosophy were not 
'without resources for fighting~ack. 
Most of them had long periods of 
service in the DYS, relatives or 
friends in the legislature, and influ­
ential associations in the small towns 
in which they resided close to the 
institutions. They also had long es­
tablished working ,relationships with 
many judges, probation officers, and 
public officials who shared their 
views about the function and opera­
tion of tn'ining schools. Stories about 
policies [Illd case decisions that docu­
mented the permissive and chaotic 
state of administrative practices were 
magnified and circulated. Many 
judges, probation officers, and police 
officials, even those initially sympa­
thetic to the idea of ref o ill1 , began to 
oppose the new administration. And 
by the fall of 1971 , two legislative 
investigations of DYS were underway. 

The results of this phase of the 
reform movement 'lre difficult to 
assess apart fr0111 a longer range eval­
uation of the total movement toward 
community-based treatment services. 
It is clear, however, that the concept 
oj:" small group therapeutic communi­
t;es had some success. This experi­
ment showed that traditional training 

school environments based on a cot­
tage system could be decentralized. 
One could organize within some cot­
tages a group therapy approach creat­
ing for both youth and staff a new set 
of rules, expectations. and practices. 
The data revealed reactions from 
youth and staff that justified such ef­
forts elsewhere and were consistent 
with previous studies in other settings. 

The extent to which the favorable 
responses of youth to the group 
therapy approach were translated into 
better adjustment in the home, school, 
or neighborhood cannot yet be fully 
determined. The data on recidivism 
rates anci community adjustment of 
youth in these different programs are 
still being assem bled. 

Phase 111: From Institu tions 
to Community Corrections 

The new administration found itself 
unable to change staff attitudes and. 
beliefs or to impose a therapeu tic 
community in all of the cottages. 
Table 1.3 provides some evidence of 
this; it shows a consistent pattern of 
differences in staff response to the 
itcms on custody and treatmcnt as one 
moves from the most traditional to 
the most treatment-oriented cottages. 
Miller was aware of the entrenched re­
sistance thus rellected in many tradi­
tional cot tages, and was impatient 
with the slow pace of change. He sug­
gested late in 1970 that, despite the 
storminess of the preceding year and 
the feeling of traciitional staff that 
DYS was being turned completely up­
side down. there had really been little 
or no fundamental change. He felt 
the same way a year later, even after 
some of the therapeutic community­
oriented cottages began to achieve 
conspicllous Sllccess. 

Miller finally concluded that thera­
peutic communities could b'e run suc­
cessfully in only a few cottages within 
the institutions. However, he felt they 
might be much 1l10re successful out­
side the existing institutions. In com­
munity settings greater professional re­
sources would be available to pr"ovide 
volunteer and purchased services in 
relation to which traditional expecta­
tions about juvenile prisons might no 
longer have force. The successful 
treatment cottages could then be rede­
fined as staging cottages which would 
later be moved off the institutional 
grounds to become community-based 
f acili ties. 

Closing the institutions raised the 
problems of building a new structllre 
of services more closely integr:lted : 
with community life. This would be 
the challenge of the third phase of 
reform. It came to involve the decen-

.\_ tralization or regionalization of serv­
ices into seven regions; the develop­
ment of new court liaison staff 
working with juv6:>ile judges an~ pro­
bation personnel to coordinate de­
tention, diagnostic and referral 

H 

Table 1.3 

Staff Selection of Statements They Fcel Best'Reflect the Purposes of the Institutions. 
--.---.-.~ -......... ---~-~-~---------~-.-~ - -~-~----- ----~~- .. ~ 

Custody-Oriented Cottages Trcatment-Oricn ted Cottages 

Cottage Cottage Elms Westview Sunset Shirley Tops- 1 
Nine Eight Cottage Cottage Cottage Cottage Field Belong 

Tools of Institutions . 

--------- -,---~- ---- --- - - -------------------,----- ------------------
Percent of staff chOOSing three 
cllstodial purposes 47 33 32 37 13 21 15 9 

______ 34 ___________________________ 16 __________ __ 

Percent of staff choosing three 
treatment purposes 42 50 58 52 80 67 69 81 

_______ 51 ----~ _________________ 72 ____________ _ 

N (27) (15) (40) (29) (15) (16) (15 ) (8) 

Source: [larry I'dd, "Su bcultuTcs of Selected Boys' ('otta!!l!s in illnssadlllsetts Department of Youth Services I nstitutions in 1971," 
Center for C'riminal.lustil'c. IInrvard Lmv School. October. 1972. Stat'fwcrc asked to choose three from a lIst or II ,tlltelllcnts of 
possible goals cOl1ll1lOnly tL'snciated with il1,titlltion~ ror delinquents. 

policies, and individual case decisions: 
a new network of community services 
including residential and nonresiden­
tial placements for individuals and 
small groups; some centralized 
services for the instill! tional trca tmell t ' 
of ciangerous and disturbed offenders: 
ways to monitor the quality of services 
increasingly purchased from private 
agencies; and staff development pro­
grams to reassign, retrain, or discharge 
former staff members,in ways mini­
mYling personal hardship and injustice. 

Deinstitutiollalization 

In the winter of 1971-72 DYS closed 
two major institutions, Shirley and 
Lyman. Lancaster was converted 
partly to privately run programs on 
the institutional grounds later in 
1972. Oakdale, originally an institu­
tion for very young boys, and then a 
reception center, was finally closed 
in late 1972_ No strong public reac­
tion immediately appeared in response 
to the clOSing of the institutions. The 
commissioner had succeeded in ex­
posing these faclli ties as brutalizing 
environments for youth and staff 
alike. When Shirley closed, the press 
featured stories and pictures of 

Miller, members of the legislature, 
, staff, and youth formerly confined at 
'Shirley sledge-hammering the bars 
and locks of the segregation cells of 
Cottage 9. The commissioner emerged 
as an advocllte in the public eye of 
new opportunities for'youth, his op­
ponents as advocates of pUllisbn,le11t 
and repreSSion. The staff lind sup-

11l1rters of the now "evil" institutions . .. 
reacted with' stunned disbelief and 
feelings of betrayal for their years of 
work. The radical shift in correctional 
philosophy seemed too swift and un­
compromising to accord them their 
due. How could the new approach 
suddenly be so right and the older 
one, on which they had staked their 
careers and future, so wrong? 

Clos~;g the institutions bvolved 
finding alternative placements for the 
you th and reassignment for the staff. 
The University of Massachusetts Con­
ference was organized to transfer a 
large number of youth out of the in­
stitutions into the community qUickly 
enough to avoid excessive disruption 
and to get the job done before crip-
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piing opposition could develop.lo 
Ninety-nine boys and girls from Ly­
man, Lancaster, and two detention 
centers were taken to the University 
of Massachusetts for a mon th in 

,January-February 1972. College stu­
dents served as advocates For th~ DYS 
youth while plac:cinent fliT them were 
worked out at the cO,nference. The 
college students wer!' selected 1'rom 
three colleges and universities in the 
area by members of the Juvenile Op­
portunitie~ Extension, a University of 
Massachusetts student organization 
that had been participating extensively 
in the program at the Westfield insti­
tution. Arrangements for future place­
men t of you th, e.g., sending them 
home, placing youth in a foster home 
or in a group home, were worked out 
in a collaborative manner between the 
DYS staff, the advocate, and the youth 
themselves by considering the range of 

16 For a fuller disoussion of this con­
ference Sl!e Robert B. Coates, Alden D. 
Miller, and Lloyd E. Ohlin, "A Strategic 
Innovation in the Process of Deinstitu­
tionalization: The University of Massa­
chusetts Conference," in Bakal, Closing 
CorrectionallnstitutiOllS, pp. 127-148. 



program alternatives and thc llecLls of 
spe~irh.: youth. 

Thc move was accomplished wi th 

.than court appearance recidivism rates 
characterizing you th from the tradi­
tional training school programs. 

The youths relo..:atcd and the staff 
reaSSigned. the grounds and buildings 
of the large institutions which havc 
been closed still remain with the 
haunting possibility that they may be 
used again as a primary treatment 
resource. Planners and administrators 
in DYS arc convinced that DYS must 
divest itself of these institutions t(l 
consolidate the new policies. In addi­
tion, the Lancaster Training School is 
still in use although over half its popu­
lation is in privately udministered 
programs. The usc of this institution 
probably constitutes a 1110re seriollS 
threat to the stability of reform than 
the mere continuing existence of 
other racilities. 

111Llch fanfare involving a caravan of 
cars fnllll Lyman to the University of 
1\lassachll~etls at Amherst. The gover­
nor appeared la ter at the conference 
to lend his ~Llppnrt. The conference, 
thlllUgh 11lL' student advocates, suc­
cceded in plal'ill[l (,5 YllUlh inllli1cl 
titall ill,titutilllWI setting,. Apploxi-
111<1 lL'h L'lIual prllportions of t11l1SL' 
rl'll1.tillinp Wl'll' placed ill other insti­
tllti'lIlS, lall away, or rl'll1ailled 1I1l­

placed. 
file drama Llf the conference as II 

way Dr quickly closing institutions is 
suggested by reactiLlns of stal'!' 1lll'1ll­

bers at the Lyman Institution. Stall' 
there had been told Illnllths bl'!'nre 
that the illstitution would be closed 
but silllply could not believe it. A 
cottage which had burned was pains­
takingly rebuilt by staff who were 
sttlflliing at the door waitulg for 
you til to be assigned the day the 
Illotorcade to Amherst virtually emp­
tied the insti tu tion in a ma !tel' of 
Iwurs. A few weeks later starr mem­
bers werc exchanging rumors of mass 
es..:apes, ..:haos, and widespread sexual 
misconduct at the ..:onference. which 
till'! thllll~ht wouhl rl'sltlt in the yLlllth 
hl'in~ hrought back tll th..: illstitutillil. 
In Clll1trasl. oil!? uniwrsity 11ft1dal. 
a n~l t he cllllkrcl\c~, r~l11a r"-eLI tlta t 
the DYS \Uuth had aduall\ he!?1l less 
trouble t:l the university tl{an a COil­

Y..:n tion of the American Legion. 
Recidivism data obtained from the 

central probation ofllcc records after 
an ekwn·l11!lnth follow-up period 
yielded all overall offidal court ap­
pearance rate after the ":llnference of 
..j.R percent with most of the appear­
ances (79 percent) OCCli fring Liming the 
nrst four months. While calculations 
on the rates of reappearance in ..:ourt 
on new charges arc not yet compkted 
for the various samples of youth in the 
research study, the recidivism rates re­
ported here for youth in the confer­
ence are probably somewhat lower 

Regio/lal i::a t ion 

The shift from a custodial to a treat­
I11cnt orientation had already abridged 
institu tiollal au tOl1omy, lodging 
greater control in the central oft1ce; 
with the \11ovcmcn t toward highly dc­
..:cntraliled community-based services. 
control had to be re,(llocatctl to the 
new regionalofl1..:es. 

Each of these regional units con­
sists of a small suit" of business om­
t:es tn scrve the administrative need 
to coordinate and implement servi..:es 
for youth in each r..:gilll1. Unlike an 
institution, a regi~)nal ofl1ce .:annot 
house youth in the premises. Y LlU til 
must be refe rred quickly to appro­
priate residential or nonresidential 
programs. 

With support from the Boston 
Office. the seven regional offi..:es have 
developed placement opportunities 
for youth referred or sen tenced to the 
DYS by the courts. They make con­
tractual arrangemcnts, usually within 
the region, for these services. They 
also handle detention, so that a 
youth's contact with DYS now is 
always at least nominally through 

14 

some regional off1ce. DYS Is also 
trying to organize the budget by 
regions, somewhat as it was organized 
around the institutions in the past. 
but with less stringent controls over 
intnldepartmental transfers. 

For the youth in the DYS, region· 
alization has immeasurably improved 
service since regional offices know 
more about possible placements in the 
communities, where the youth are, 
and how they are doing. This now 
makes successive trial placements 
feasible, if necessary, so tha t u\.ti­
mately youth can hope io get the 
best possible placement. For exampk, 
a youth might bc pla..:ed in one or 
more foster homes be fore assignmen t 
to a group home, perhaps with a pro­
gram of grov p therapy better suited 
to his needs. Sometimes a trial period 
in a particular program is explicitly 
agreed on by the you th and the starr 
with the option of trying something. 
elsc if it does not work out. In other 
cases, ..:vidence of poor adjustl1len t. 
such as a recurrent tendency to run 
away or persistent defiance of au­
thority. signals the need for a change. 

. Most stafr members in interviews e~­
pressed their belief that regionaliza­
tion provides new opportunities to 
work more effectively with youth -
ways that simply dit! not seem avail­
abk undcr the old system. For plan­
ners and administrators, regionaliza­
tion has meant a closer fit between 
programs and the nceds and resources 
llf each region. The University of 
Massachusetts Conference placement 
staff had felt hampered by having to 
work on a statewide level. 

There are still signs of newness in 
the work of the regions. Records and 
current operating information systems 
are only gradually developing to link 
the regions with the Boston Office. 
Perhaps the greatest continuing need 
associ a ted with the transition from 
the institutional structure is to divert 
funds fr0111 excess staff posi tions Ie ft 
in the institu lion budgets to the new 
regional programs. 

,'1 

DeJlelopmellf a/New Detentioll, 
Court Liaison, and Re/erral 
Progral1ls 

Before )972 nearly all youth detained 
prior to trial were held in high security 
institutions. DYS regards this as un· 
necessary for most youth and even 
destructive for those who arc not 
dangerous. 

Alternatives have been developed 
with tlw help of private agencics. 
Foster care IHis been greatly expandcd 
for detention purposes. Shelter care 
units have been setup in several re­
gitin's, oa..:h generally housing bet ween 
J 2 and 20 youth. These ar~ group 
homes with program activities which 
allow for rapid turnover_ Local 
YMCA's have proved to be the most 
productive private resource for such 
facilities. Th'~ units arc staffed with a 
combination of YMC A and DYS per­
sonnel to involve you th in constru..:tive 
activities and (0 discharge DYS's cus­
todial rcsponsibili tics to the courts. 

DYS created the COLlrt liaison role 
to deal more effectively with needs of 
youth while they arc still under the 
care of the court. The court liaison 
officer recommends placement possi­
bilities within the DYS system and 
sometimes, as well, other alternatives 
to conventional detention. Thus. if a 
youth is referred or committed to the 
Department of Youth Services the 
time between such action and place­
ment is minimized, and the reception 
phase in Tilany instances is no longer 
distinct from detention. In seekinn 

'" other options to commitment and to 
reduce labeling effects, DYS has en­
couraged the eourts to refer youth on 
a voluntary basis prior to or after 
adjudication instead of formally 
sentencing or committing them to 
DYS. From a legal standpoint referred 
youth are still within the jurisdiction 
of the court while committed you th 
ar~ released to the jurisdictional au­
thority of the department. The serv- , 
ices available to bOUl groups are much 
the same. The principal advantage of 
a referral status is that the youth 
avoids haVing a formal commitment 

o,n his record. Referrals have increased 
greatly throughout the system, wilh. 
of course, regional variations. It is 
estimated that between one-fourth and 
one-third of all youth in both residen­
tial and nonresiden tial programs arc 
now referrals instead or commit­
ments. 

The DYS starf regard the deten­
tion, COUrt liaison. and referral pro­
grams as important components in 
consolida ting regionalization. The 
regional offices have largely taken 
ovcr development of these programs 
while quality control. monitoring, 
and general administrative matt..:rs 
have remained in the Boston Ornce. 
The court liaison and referral pro­
grams also appear to have created 
more constructive working relation­
ships with (he courts. DYS is provid­
ing services which the courts did not 
previously have readily available and 
is able to draw on a statewide referral 
and quality control system difl1cult 
for the courts to dcvelop themsc1vt:!s. 

Private contracting agencies, es­
pecially the YMCAs. find these new 
programs an opportunity to expand 
their own services. A number of 
judges and probation staff have made 
efreetive use of the new referral op­
portunities and the assistance of the 
court liaison officers in utilizing these 
alternatives. In ott1cr instances they 
have been critical of the resistan..:e of 
the DYSstaff to high security facil­
ities for a greater number of youth. 

While the range of de ten tion al ter­
natives has been greatly increased, the 
older large security facilities, stich as . 
Roslindale, con tinue to be used. Th-e 
inabili ty of DYS to find a substitu te 
for Roslindale or to make it a decent. 
habitable facility has puzzled visitors 
supportive of the Massachusetts re­
forms. A detailed history of Miller's 
efforts to humanize this institution­
and their failure-would reveal Ule 
.whole spectrum of forces (conflicting 
conceptions of the delinquent and 
his appropriate treatment, the abuses 
of authority, untrained staff, over­
crowding, civil service constraints 
court and police demands for sec~rity, 
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communi ty resistance (0 new shel ters 
~r secure facilities, boredom, idleness, 
lear, and Violence) that turns large 
institu tions for juvenile delinque'n ts 
into prisons. Physically secure units 
arc necessary ror certain youth, but 
su..:h units should probably be small 
in sile, administer a diversified pro­
gram. and provide responsive care. 

As in the past, detention services 
for girls lag sOl11cwha t behind the al­
ternatives available for boys. The 
courtyaison program. while providin!-! 
benefIts to some courts and some 
regions, is stilll1Llt opera ting across 
the en tire sta te. 

The new referral system is not 
without potentially serious poli..:y 
problcms. It is sound to reduce the 
harmful results of a youth being 
":ol11ll1itted. However. if youth are 
now being referred who otherwise 
would not have been committed to 
DYS, the risk of labeling youth 
earlier is also enhanced. There is 
some evidence that referrals to DYS 
are increasing without compensating 
statewide rcductions in commitments. 
Whether the additional youth will 
unnecessarily acquire in~idious labels. 
or whether their presence will lessen 
the degree to which the youth Who 
had always been in DYS acquire such 
labels, is a question demanding urgent 
concern and investigation. There are 
many issues to be resolved. If the DYS 
programs become less punitive, more 
therapeutic. and more readily available 
they will be used more often. Yet if 
they provide a treatment of last resort 
for the most dangerous and disturbed 
youth. all of the youth serviced may DC 
perceived in the same way unless clear 
and possibly harmful distinctions are 
maintained. 

DeJleiopmellt of New Residential 
and Nonresidelltial Placements 

One of the most pressing problems 
that confronted the Department of 
YouUt Services as the institutions 
were closing was the development of 
alternatives to instituti0nal confine-



ment. 17 The Boston Office had 
begun exploring placement alterna­
tives in 1971, and stepped up its 
activities with the University of 
Massachusetts Conference in January 
1972. At first this activity focused on 
the development of group \1omes, but 
when it became obvious that many 
youth might be stranded as the insti­
tutions closed, emphasis was shifted to 
the development of nonresidential 
alternatives, day or night programs in 
which youth participate while living 
at home or in some other setting. 
Since 197'2 developing placements has 
become almost exclusively the respon­
sibilily of the regions. 

There are roughly 80 nonresidential 
programs across the state, in which DYS 
places yourth, about 120 residential 
programs, and about 200 foster homes. 
About 700 youth are in placement in 
residential group homes, and about 
250 in foster homes. About 800 youth 
are in the nonresidential programs such 
as Neighborhood Youth Corps, a rec­
reation program at Massachusetts 
Maritime Academy, and programs at 
community colleges. The two most 
hcavily used programs ror committed 
and referred youth arc grou p homes 
and nonresidential services, with' 
roster homes being considerably less 
used, and the use of traditional parole 
varying greatly from region to region. 
The group homes represent an alterna· 
tive of moderate cost, while the non· 
rcsiden tial services are inexpensive 
(sec Table 1.4). If problems or pro­
viding prompt payment to vendors 
are worked out, the use or foster 
care, even less .expensive than non­
residential services, will probably 
expand. 

One or the serious problems plagu-
ing placement in general is the time 

17 for n report on problems in over­
coming community resistance to the 
establishment of community·based resi­
dential facilities see Robert 13. Coates and 
Alden D. Millcr. "Neutralizing Community 
Resistance to Group Homes," in this vol· 
ume. 

Table 1.4 

Cost of Program Types per Youth per 
Week. 

Cost per Youth 
Type of Program per Week 

Residential: 

In tensive Care 
Group Homes 
Foster Care 

Nonresidential 

$145" $290 
$145 - SI50 
$ 30- S 40 

S 50 

lag between provision or services and 
payment for services. It has some­
times become so great that contract­
ing agencies question whether regional 
directors really have the authority to 
con tract for the DYS; as a conse· 
quence some smaller agencies are 
threatend with bankruptcy. The 
problem of long delayed payments is 
endemic to all the state services and 
especially in those departments which 
make substantial use of private ven· 
dors. The legislature has been reluct­
ant to appropriat'~ funds for pur­
chased services especially when the 
somewhat unpredictable costs require 
deficiency appropriations. Even where 
runds are available, payments are de­
layed by a complicated system for 
setting rates, approving contracts, or 
authorizing payments in each case. 
All of these dirficulties were aggra­
vated in the case of DYS. Insufficient 
funds were available from the state, 
and the federal grants contained pro­
gram and accounting requirements 
which DYS had difficulty meeting 
in time to establish the needed group 
homes. The rapid closing of the insti· 
tutions created an immediate demand 
for alternatives which the cumber­
some funding process could not meet. 

No phase of Miller's administration 
has come under stronger criticism than 
his decision to initiate new programs. " 
before the resources to back them up' " 
were in hand. He took the calculated 
risk that the support of reform by 
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federal runding agencies and the state 
executive and legislative leadership 
was strong enough to fulfill his 
promises or reimbursement in the 
end. In doing so he exposed his ad­
ministration to a series of investiga­
tions and charges of fiscalmisman­
agement, irresponsibility, and 
administrative incompetence. In 
reSponse, he has charged that the 
system had to be rorced to meet the 
legitimate needs of youth ror appro­
priate scrvices or the development or 
-Ilese services would have been de­
layed many years. 

There is ample justification for the 
charges on both sides. MiUer's driving 
ambition to create a more flexible and 
responsive set or services ror deihl­
quent youth was reinforced by his 
impatience with red tape and his 
ability to tolerate a lot of adminis­
trative confusion as long as "helping 
kids" came first in every decision. His 
critics acknowledged his concern for 
youth and his credibility with them, 
but relt at the same time that the 
pace or change was harmful to both 
stafr and YOllth. They argued that 
many youth committed to DYS 
needed more prolonged, proressional, 
and intensive care than the hastUy 
contrived new programs could fur· 
nish. DYS's readiness to place youth 
in newly created, untried programs 
might do more harm than good for 
many of them .. The neglect of the 
legitimate needs of staff members 
showed a caUous disregard for years 
of service and acquired skills which 
could still find fulfillmen t in the new 
system or services. In the new pro­
grams exploitation of stafr idealism 
and commitment to you thiervices 
ought not to preclude provi:,ions ror 
their economic survival and career 
investments. 

It is still tOL soon to judge fairly 
these claims and countercharges. 
Short-run assessments may lack fair 
consideration of the long-range goals 
which these changes were designed to 
achieve in terms of economic and 
social adjustment and community 
protection. 

Developme/lt o/New Special 
Progra ms /01' Da ngel'olls and 
Disturbed Of/enders 

There is widespread agreement that 
most people, both youth and adult, 
who arc now locked up nced not be. 
There is also widespread agreemen t 
that some or those now routinely 
locked up, both youth and adult, 
really must continuc to be confined. 
It is also widely recognized that it is 
extremely di mcul t to separate Oll t 

with a tolerable margin of error those 
who need to be locked up from those 
who do not. I Iowever. rccent experi· 
ence in DYS with community place· 
ments has shown that with youth 
this problem is not liS tlirncult as is 
generally assumed. Many youth 
dearly and obviollsly belong in com· 
munity placements. Some clearly 
belong in secure settings. A few arc 
problematic. An obvious need that 
emerged as the institutions closed 
was the provision of secure settings 
with intensive treatment for dan­
gerous and disturbed youth, coupled 
with safeguards that would prevent 
misuse or these facilities. 

DYS distinguishes youth who are 
behavior problems from youth who 
need psychiatric care. Por both sorts 
or youth the department has tried to 
purchase services and, in December 
1973, approximately 125 youth were 
in intensive care placements. For the 
youth with behavior problems, a pro­
gram run by ex·offenders who relate 
directly to these youth while "taking 
no. nonsense" has had some success. 

, This program stresses use oCcom­
munity resources within a framework 
of appropriate custodial security. For 
youth needing psychiatric care, DYS 
has purcha~.ed services from private 
agencies. It has also tried to coordi­
nate more closely with the Depart­
ment of Mental Health. For example, 
in October 1973, it finally opened a 
special unit for up to six youths need· 
ing intensive psychological services 
at the Medfield State Hospital. Safe­
guards for the youth in these different 
settings rely on advance ag~eements 

Table 1.5 

Number and Percentage of Persons Committed to the State Adult Correctional 
System and County Correctional System, by Year und Age. 

State Correctional System County Correctional System 

Year Total Total 17 and 17 ancl 
C tl1ll1l1 it - Younger Percent Commit- Younger Percent 
ments ments 

.------------~,-.~-~~.--------

.Ian-March 

1973 199 6 3.0'"· _u a "-,1 

1972 1.127 50 4.4',. 5,499 252 4.6~{ 
1971 1,091 47 4.3% 6,474 240 3.n. 
1970 859 38 4.4% 8,119 287 3.5% 
1969 875 30 3.4% 8,108 247 3.0% 
1968 855 42 4.9% 8,467 283 3.3% 
1967 739 32 4.3% 8,550 263 3.1% 
1966 826 39 4.7% 8,990 275 3.1% 

TOTAL 6,571 '284 4.3% 54,207 1.847 3.4% 

U Duta not available. 
SOIl/'C(',' Mnssnchusctts Department or Corrections. May 3D, 1973. 

about decision making and frequent 
case review. 

One danger is that the court~.lack­
ing what they believe to be secure 
commitment facilities, will bind over 
youth considered dangerous 01' dis· 
turbed to adult courts. These might 
result in confinement in an adult 
jailor prison. So rar (through March 
1(73) this has not happened. The 
commitment of persons 17 or younger 
from 1966 to 1973 remained very 
stable in the ~tatl' .. correctional' system 
(see Taule 1.5). For the county jails 
there has been a slight rise in the per· 
centage of all commitments represented 
by youth, but lower numbers of youth 
were committed in 1971 and 1972 
than in previolls years, except for 1969. 

DYS has continuing needs in titis 
area. It needs a program for girls, and 
it may need more funds for psy-· 
c1tiatric treatment alternatives. It 
also needs to work with nIl juvenile 
judges to implement better ways or 
treating these youth than binding 
them over to adult courts, or relying 
excessively on maximum security 
facilities. 
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Development of New Quali(l' 
Control Procedures 

Quality control of detention, residen­
tial, and nonresidential placements, 
and high security programs received 
little attention in DYS until the de­
velopmen t or new programs made the 
issue inescapable. The basic problem 
is how to maintain control over the 
quality of programs contracted to 
private agencies, since private groups 
have not been accustomed to account 
ror program quality to a public 
agency. 

Three units have become involved 
in evaluating ongoing programs. Two 
units in the Bureau of Aftercare have 
monitored some of the nonresiden­
tial and residential programs. Another 
evaluation unit more recentlyor· 
ganized has been more systematic. 
Programs are now rated on such di· 
mensions as quality of facilities, ad­
ministration and staff, controls, 
program, clinical services, diversion, 
and budget. Information from all 
three units has been used by the 
Boston Office and regional staff for 

,. 
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rc~ol11mcnding program chang1.!s, and 
in some insl(ln~es progral1ltcnnina­
tion. 

The Boston Offi~c staff acknowl· 
edges that methods of control have 
not been developed fully. but the fact 
that some programs have been tenni­
Ilnted Oil the busis or evaluations has 
encol\l'aged staff ill their belief that 
DYS c<ln coiled evaluative data and 
make (lecisiolls Oil the basls of it. 
Regional directors. a Ilumber of who1l1 
were at Ilrst skeptkaillf the evalua­
tion and information syste1l1. arc now 
calling for more evaluation to improve 
their own plncl'ment decisions. 

-rhe dcvelopmenl of a fully opera· 
tional quality con trol unit is the 11l11~,l 

essential requirement of a system that 
relies primarily nil the purchase or 
servi~es front private vendors. The 
tat tel' arc free from the rigid ~()n­
straints o[ publi~ civil service ,md 
line budgets dependen I on t he po· 
Iitical process or legislative approval. 
I [owever. this freedom doe5 not in 
itself guarantee quality programs. 
DYS terminated placement at several 
group homes. [n one case the facility 
was found to be structurally unsound 
and lhe treatment of youth inhumane; 
i.e., the building had broken windows 
wltkh were not being replaced and 
youth wcre being fed only once a day 
to cut costs. In a :lcconu instance a 
proje~t was terminated because tlte 
promised services, counseling. educa­
tion, and work experien~es. were not 
being provided. In yet another case the 
project waS stopped beGause the pro­
gram was administered in an overly 
regimented. institutional manneI'. 

The experience of other states 
also justifies vigorous and powerful 
quality control pro~edures. The pro· 
fessional or sectarian orthodoxies of 
private ,Igencies may prove us inflex· 
ible and ultil11ately as harmful to 
you th as the regimen of the traditional 
training school. Fu rthermore, their 
tendency to admit only those youth 
most .unenable and acceptable for 
treatment leaves the public agency 
responsible ultimately for the care of 
the most diffi~ult and 1I10st cconom-

kally am1 socially disadvantaged 
youth. Great ~are must be taken in 
drawing up contract requirements 
for the purchase of priva te services to 
guarantee access for the quality con­
trol unit. DYS seems cognil.ant of 
these problems and has demonstrated 
its ability to evaluate programs and 
eliminate those that do not perform 
adequately. However, it has not allo· 
~ated enough resources to build a 
quality control system ~apable of 
monitoring all programs regularly. 

The Problem of Persv 1111 el 
De"dopmell t 

Early statewide attempts at staff re· 
training programs were not very sue· 
cessful. With regionali/ation and 
deinstitlltionalilation, staff training 
programs changed and are now han-
dled regionally. Deinstitll tionalization 
and the new practice of purdlasing 
services have put old staff members in 
pOSitions where they have had to learn 
new skills on the job. The Boston Of· 
fice has attempted to provide dis­
pla~ed staff with opportunities to 
transfer to different work, inclutling 
new ~asework and other alternatives 
under the regional offi~es, or to join 
private nonprofit treatment agencies 
that conlract services to DYS. The 
problem nonetheless remains serious: 
hal f or 1110re of the stafr of DYS could 
be transferred out of the departmcnt 
withollt impairing its functioning 
since most of the services provided by 
staff in the past al'e now purchased 
[rom the private sector. DYS records 
[or 1969 show that 531 employees 
were assigned to the major institutions 
that have since been closed or COI1-

verted partly to private programs. The 
number currently assigned to these 
institutions is 120; of these, 61 pro­
vide maintenance services and care for 
25 youth in two cottages at Lancaster, 
while 59 simply maintain the facil· 
ities of two other institutions. Forty­
four o[ the 59 will be transferred 'to 
other departments in statt' govern· 
ment destined to tak'li over those 
institutions in the near future. Many 
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of the original institutional staff not 
rhus ac~ounted fur are associated with 
regional offices, which did not exist in 
1969, and now employ 269 persons. 
The ~entral administration in Boston 
has dropped from 160 to 94 employ· 
ccs. 

Many staff members who have in­
volved themselves in the new system 
have been satisfied with it. Others who 
have been unable or unwilling to break 
with past traditions have found the ex­
perience distressing. Still, the staff 
union leadership, with increased 
understanding of what is being done 
and wlty. has not opposed the changes 
as it did in earlier years. 

The staff development problem 
has also been hindered by the organi· 
Lation of the budget. The majority or 
the staff that actually operates pro­
grams for youth are now in private 
agencies contracting services to the 
slate: this should be relle~led in the 
budget if staff development is to con· 
tinue successfully. 

The Reslilts of Phase III 

Data on youth adjustil1ent to the new 
community settings are being col· 
lected through cross-sectional surveys 
of youth in programs and by longi tu­
dinal cohort analysis involving peri­
odic in terviews with a sample of you th 
as they pnss through programs of the 
DYS. Preliminary data from the 
cross·sectional survey of youth in 
representa tive residen tial settings in 
two regions compared with data ob· 
tained frolll youth in traditional and 
experimental cottages before the 
institutions were clOSed suggests 
progress in creating better environ· 
men ts. 

Probably one of the more salient 
concerns in socialization, whether in 
the context of the family, the school, 
or a program designed to aid youth in 
trouble, is the distribution of rewards 
and punislunents. The de\'elopment of 
a reward·based system is documented 
in Table 1.6. Youth in the three types 
of cottage environments agreed that 
they would be rewarded by staff for 
good behavior. The initial cohort data 
shows specifically how they think 
they will be rewarded in the commu· 
nity·based programs. The most rre­
quently mentioned response was "staff 
will make me feel good about what 
1 am doing." The second most fre­
quently mentioned response was 
"staff will give me additional privi­
leges." 

The role of youth themselves in 
the distribution or rewards provides 
some of the most striking contrasts 
across the three cottage environ­
ments. Only 37 perce:1't of the youth 
in the traditional cottages believed 
that other youtj1 would reward thenl 
for good behavior. In the experimental 
cottages the figure was 60 percent. 
This is a dramatic change which sug­
gests that youth in community-based 
programs are learning how to support 
others in a positive manner and are 
in turn being supported by 'their 
peers. If this contrast between the cot­
tage types is supported by data we are 

, Table 1.6 

Youth Perception of Reward and Punishment. by Type of Program. 
... --- "-.----,.-~,----------- "------

Question 

The staff will, reward a kid for good 
behavior 

Agree 
Disagree or DK 

Total 
N 

If you do well. will the stafr reward 
you'? 

No 
Include me in things 
Additional privileges 
Make me look good ill front of 

others 
Make me feel good aboul what 

[ am doing 

Total 
N 

Olher kids will reward a kid for 
good behavior 

Agree 
Disagree or OK 

Total 
N 

If a kid messes up, the staff will 
punish him/her 

Agree 
DisagJ'ee or DK 

Total 
N 

If you screw up, will stafr 11,ere 
punish you? 

No 
Separate I'roln group 
Take away privileges " 
Hit 
Embarrass in front of others 
Make me feel guilty 

Total 

N 

Traditional 
Institutional 

Cottage 
(~!) 

77 
23 

100 
85 

37 
63 

100 
82 

81 
19 

100 
83 

!l Source: Cross-sectional survey of youth in programs 
b Source: Cohort Analysis 
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Experimcnlal Commu· 
Cottag,e in tlity-Based 
Institution Program 

(~O (%) 

78 76;\ 

" 24 

100 JOO 
89 34 

33 11 

7 
26 

7 

28 

100 
43 

60 8011 

40 20 

100 100 
87 35 

66 44u 

34 56 

100 100 
86 39 

21 b 

13 
45 
16 
3 
3 

100 

38 



sull collecting. it will be a strong indi­
cation that the new programs arc pro­
dtft:ing some important. positive, and 
immediate effects. 

While reward patterns arc impor­
tant in any c(mtext of socialilation. 
punishment patterns are equally im­
portan t. Again, there arc contrasts 
across cottage environments, here in 
the perceivedli'cquency of staff pun­
ishing kids who "mess up." In the 
traditional cottages, 81 pcrcent of 
the youth believed that staCf would 
jlunish. Sixty-six percent of youth in 
the cxperimental cnt(a!!.cs indicated 
thal staff would punish. And 44 per­
cent of the youth in the community­
based programs reported that staff 
would punish. Punishment Sl\.!ms less 
salknt in the community-based Pill­
grams than in the other cottagc en­
vironll1~n ts; disciplint.l relies more 011 

r~ward.lt is also possible that pun-
1shmen t in the newer programs is 
more sophisticated and Jess likely to 
be perceived as punishment per se 
by the youth. This may orten be the 
case in more "caring" situations. On 
the basis of the preliminary cohort 
data the type of punishment most 
orten pt.lrceivcd by youth in the com­
lllunity-bascl! pt0t!ral11s tS the takin!! 
away of privileges. 

Youth in the experiml!ntal amI 
traditional cottages and in the com­
munity-based pll1g.rams ~aw differell! 
purposes in their rt.lspcctive programs 
(See Tn ble 1.7). Sixty-one percen t of 
the youth in traditiollul cottages be­
Iicvt.ld thut tht.l cot tage stafr were more 
concerned with keeping kids untler 
control than witlt helping them with 
their problcms. Only 30 percent of 
the youth in the expt.lrimental cottages 
reported that that was the case, and 
only 14 perct.ltlt of the youth in thc 
"\lmmunity-based programs beliewd 
that control is a greatt.lr concern of 
the starr than helping to solve prob­
lems. 

Youth in tht.l cohort study were 
a~ked how ~tarr in tht.l conllllunity­
based programs try to help them stay 
out or trouble. The majority or rt.l­
spontlen ts indicated that the stafr 

Table 1.7 

!.~lt~_~er.;eption of Sla.ff C(~ntro! and Supportb"y T~!1cof Pr~~:a.tl~:._". __ _ 

Tradi tional Experill1ell tal Commu-

Question Institutional Cottage in nity-Bused 

This cot tage is 1110re concernt.ld with 
keeping kids under control than 
with helping them with their prob­
lems 

Agree 
Disagret.l or DK 

Total 
N 

Do the starf here help you stay out 
or trouble? 

No 
Encourage 
Ilelp get jobs, into school, groups, 
etc. 

Total 
N 

Cottagt.l Institution Program 
(~f) ((;~) (~I) 

61 
39 

100 
1;5 

30 
70 

100 
87 

100 
35 

23" 
53 

23 

100 
43 

a SOllrel'. ('ross-sectional ~urvc)' of youth in pTflgram'o 
hSollr('(' Cohort Analysis 

cncoura!!t.lll them by telling them 
that tht.ly could makt.l it. OVt.ll 20 pcr­
cent or the youth reported that staff 
helped them nnd jobs, join youth 
groups, obtain placement in new 
school programs, and the like. We will 
be able to say more about the relative 
impact of moral support or encourage­
men t and concrete support such as 
finding jobs as the cohort analysis 
proceeds. 

In order t~ know how youth in 
the cC.lhort analysis perceive relation­
ship~ with others after they have been 
through a program, we have tabulated 
responses from the semantic differ­
ential test on two items, good-bad and 
fair-unfair, with respect to the youth's 
perceptions of each of nine categories 
of persons. The two items, good-bad 
and fair-unCair, are strongly related 
and are reliable indicators of a gen­
t.lrally positive evaluation of a cate-
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gory. We have ordered the \lbjt.lcts of 
evaluation in Table 1.8 by the ratings 
giVetl them by our cohort youth on 
the good-bad item, and presented tht.l 
average scale response to the good-bad 
item and the fair-unfair item. The scale 
range possible on each item was one to 
seven. Higher scores mean ratings indi­
cating better or fairer. 

"Mother" and "Program Staff' re­
ceived the highest evaluations, while 
the "Department of Youth Services" 
and the "Police" receive the lowest, 
both on goodness and fairness. "Me" 
and "My Friends" are in the middle, 
along with "School Teacher.1> "My 
Frillnds" would rank higher in the 
ordering if the ordering were based on 
fairness instead of goodness. 

Particularly noteworthy is the dif­
ference in evaluation given Program 
Staff and the DYS_ Program Staff an~, 
of course, the direct personal contact 

.", ! ( 
, i 
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Table 1.8 

Mean Response Scores 011 Two Semantic Differential Itt.lms. 

Category of Persons J3eing Described 

Motht.lr 
Program Starr 
Falhl!r 
Me 
My Fri~11l1s 
S..:hool tea..:her 
Otller Kid$ Ilere 
DYS 
Pol1ce 

N'" 39. 

betwet.ll1 DYS and tile youth, so tht.l 
concept of DYS which is rated so nega­
tively must signify some thing to the 
youth other than their immediate ex­
periences in progral11s. The similarity 
of DYS and police evaluations suggests 
that youth see the DYS in general, as 
opposed to program staff, as linked 
with the police and the courts as agents 
of the youths' klSS of freedom. It is 
also possible that the youth simply 
associate DYS with the old, unre­
formed system. The youths' ranking of 
categories of persons corresponds 
loosely to what we might expect a 
ranking of closeness and personnlness 
of relationships to look like. In this 
context it is signifIcant that Program 
Staff in the community-based pro­
grams are ranked second from the top, 
after Mother, on both goodness and 
fairness. 

COlleiusion 

The traditional training school system 
that existed in Massachusetts prio" to 
the recent reforms is still the dominant 
pattern for youth corrections through­
out the country. In Cact, preliminary 
results of a national survey of juvenile 
correctional practices reveal that there 
are as many states increasing the num­
ber of delinquent you th confined in 
institutions as there arc showing de-

"Goodness" "Fairness" 

6.0 5.7 
5.2 5.3 
5.1 4.9 
4.9 4.9 
4.7 5.1 
4.7 4.6 
4.6 4.4 
3.6 3.6 
3.0 2.4 

creases.! 8 For many of these states the 
Massachusetts experience will provide 
Llseful guidance to the problems major 
reforms must confron t. 

The Massachusetts reforms have 
closed the traditional training schools 
and developed a variety Llf alternative 
residen tial and nonresidential services 
based in the new state regions. OUl' 
research on these reforms, however, is 
not yet complete. There has not yet 
been sufficient exposure time in tht.l 
community for those in the new pro­
grams to provide a valid, follow-up 
comparison with those treated in insti­
tutions. In addition, tht.l collt.lction of 
recidivism information has been de­
layed pending the development of ap­
proved regulations for access by re­
search personnel to criminal history 
information of juvenile and adult 
offenders. These arrangements have 
just been completed. 

Additional issues need further 
analysis and study. One is whether 
the same broad changes could have 

II! Wolfgang I. Grichting, Samplillg 
Plans alld Rasults, Tha Ullhwsity of 
Michigan Natiollal A ssessmellt of JIIt'!!/Ii/e 
Corractiolls Project (Ann Arbor: Uni­
versity of Michigan, Institution orCon­
tinlling Legal Education, School of Social 
Work, 1973). 
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been pursued as successfully more 
gradually. Miller and his aides have 
expressed the vicw that gradual im­
plementation of such major changes 
would permit the ll\obiliL:ation of 
conservative groups inside unt! (Jut­
side the agency to block changes. 
This view is not easily discounted. 
given other states' experienct.ls ill 
reform efforts. 

Another issue concerns adminis­
trative con fusion and neglect of starr 
development in the trunsitionar pe­
riod. The rapid changes in staff assign­
ments and responsibilitit.ls creatt'd a 
highly fluid administrative situation. 
It provided greater freedom to experi­
ment with new trcatll1t.lntl11ethods, 
stimulated staff nlC!1lbt.lr$ to consid­
crable creativity and initiatiw, and 
t.lnabled the administration to avoid 
premature commitment and consoli­
dation of insufficiently tested pro­
grams. However, it has been charged 
that this approach unnecessarily 
alienated both old and new staff 
Illembt.lrs. 

Commissioner Millt.lr has also been 
criticiled for It.laving Massachusetts in 
January 1973 to become the new 

. director of Family anti Children's 
Services in Illinois. He left before 
fInancial and personnel problems had 
been resolved and before a new alter­
native system of residen tial and non­
residential services had fully rephll:ca 
the old. He believed that reform com­
missioners arc inevitably expendable 
since the hostility arollsed by l1mjnJ 
changes becomes too great a barrier 
to further progress. He thinks tha t 
the consolidation of the Massachu­
setts communi ty-based services will 
now proceed faster with his successor, 
Commissioner Joseph Leavy, in 
charge.! 9 It is too soon yet to know 

19 Interview with Jcrome Miller by 
('enter rcs!!arch stllff, February, 1973. 



if he is right. The 1974 depart men tal 
budget, with additional support from 
federal funds, enables the depart­
ment to catch up with its financial 
commitments OIl purchased services. 
The budget also provides more time 
for slarr transfers and retraining. This 
should greatly aid in consolidating 
a new consensus. 

The Massachusetts Department of 
Youth Services has undertaken a 
major pioneering stei' in correctional 
reform. ft has demonstrated that radi­
cal changes in the official ideology, 
policies. and programs of treatment 
for delinquent youth can be achieved 
in a short period of time. Evidence 
thus far indicates that youth perceive 
the new system .1S more helpful and 
starr more responsive. There is wide­
spread agreement that it encourages 
more humane treatment of youth and 
offers staff more resources for reinte­
grating youth into their home com­
lllunities. Whether in the long run 
these new policies and progmms will 

. result in better protection for the 
community and more effective help 
for troubled youth is still to be 
determined. 
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II. Community-Based 
Corrections: Concept, 
Impact, Dangel's 

Robert B. Coates 

During the past decade, the field of 
human services, including correctional 
services, has gradually moved away • 
from institution-based programs to 
community programs. SomC observers 
would probably describe the trend as 
a passing fad or a surface phenomenon. 
The mOVCll1ent is probably not a fad: 
it seems likely to presist. but it 
most certainly has benefited from a 
"bandwagon" effect. Although nearly 
every state now has superficial show­
case programs tu publicize its pro­
gressive approach to serving human 
needs, many states arc genuinely 
moving ~It a fairly rapid pacc to 
Icduce the numbers of' persolls 
hOllsed in institutions. 

COlllmunity-based services remains. 
however, an ill defined and hetero­
geneous collection of strategies for 
handling juvenile anti adult offenders. 
For example, a halfway house can 
mean halfway in or halfway out. In 
what ways docs a halfway house dif­
fer from a group home, a shelter care 
facility, a camp, or a ranch? What 
dimensions discriminate between 
community-based and institution­
based programs? Is it location, level 
of con tl'ol. public versus private ad­
ministration, or range of services? 
There is little agreement among those 
who work In the field about the ap­
propJ'iate answers to these questions, 
and this probably hinders public ac­
ceptance and the effectiveness of 
community-based policies. It also 
makes systematic research, planning, 
and implementation difficult. 
. This chapter seeks to clarify some 
or the issues raised by COlllIl1l111ity­
based programs. First, a concept of 
community-based services is in tro­
duced to differentiate among correc­
tional programs. Second, the- histori­
cal origin or community-based cor­
rections is briefly reviewed. Third, 

This chapter is ,l revised version of a 
paper presented at the Massachusetts 
Standards and Gonls Confcrcnc.e, No­
vembl~r 18, 1974. 
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research findings are appraised to 
determine what is known abou t the 
impact of community programs: and 
fourth, potential dangers rduted to 
the implementation of community­
based systems arc explored. 

Forming u COllcept oj' 
COllllllllll if) '-Based Corr('c lio/ls 

The idea of community is central to 
the conc~ptualization or community­
based corrections set forth here, but 
it can be used to mean many things: 
a small number of people sharing 
similar ideas; a specific territory in 
which a number of people reside; a 
group of similar background. For the 
arguments presented here, community 
will mean the smallest local territory 
that incorporates a network of rela­
tionships providing 1110st of the goods 
and services required by persons living 
within the boundaries of the territory. 1 

These services include schools, employ­
ment, food distribUtion, banks, 
churches. and sanitation services. This 
detinition of community is helpful to 
our conceptualization of community­
based services in two ways: (1) it is 
clear that a neighborhood is a sub­
component of community, for neighbor­
hoods do not have networks of rela­
tionships to provide a large number of 
goods and services; and (2) the restric­
tion to the smallest localized territory 
providing such a network means that 
we can talk of smaller units than metro­
politan areas, or states, or nations. 

How should we now conceive of 
community-based corrections? Spe­
cifically, how do we isolate those 
essential qualities that make some 
programs more community based 
than others? 

The words cOl/Zl/lwlity based foclls 
attention on the nature of the links 
between programs and the community. 

1 Neil J. Smelser, Sociology (New 
York: John Wiley & Sons, 1967). p. 95. 



Key variables that sharply focus on 
this notion of linkage and provide a 
basis for differentiating among pro­
grams arc the extellt and quality of 
the relationships among program 
stafr, clients, and the cOl11munity in 
which the program is located. (If 
clien ts come from outside the pro­
gram community itself, relationships 
need to be considered with both the 
community in which the program is 
located and the community from 
which the clien t COllles or to which 
he/she will return.) The nature of 
these client and staff relationships 
wilh the c011llllunity provides the 
Ulld()l pillllinp 1'01 a con tinulllll of servo 
lI:es lallpill~ from 1110 I('ast to lh() most 
l'oll1t11l111ily baseU. B(:for~ discussing 
th~ impIH::ltions 01 that continuulll, 
let U~ furth~r explore variations in 
these cOll1munity rela tionshi ps. 

lh~ th'l]llency and duratioll l,r 
community relationships are impor­
tan t in this concept of community­
based corrections, bu t the quality of 
relationships is especially so. The 
chain gangs of an earlier era set in­
mates to work in the community out­
side the prison walls, but did not yield 
the kind of relationships with the 
community that is envisioned.:here. 
The relationships of particular interest 
here are those that support the effmts 
of offenders to become f(!-establisheli 
and fUllctioning in legitimate roles. 
These include relationships that en­
courage clients and enuble them to 
appreciate their self-worth, that match 
community resources to client needs, 
amI that advocate better community 
resources ,md freer access to those 
resources. 

From a pragmatic point of view, 
a program call utilize a wide range of 
actions to create supportive client 
relationships with a community. 
Those actions can be uirected toward 
at least four levels of community 
intervention. First, actions can be 
directed a t private and public agencies 
to encourage support for a client and 
his family. This might entail efforts, 
for exumple, to persuade a Neighbor­
hood Youth C'orps or a State Employ-

ment Agency to supply jobs, a YMCA 
or YWC' A to provide a place of resi­
dence, or a public welfare agency to 
pruvide financial assistance to a fam­
i1y. Second, actions can be designed to 
persuaue community institutions such 
as schools anu churches to proviue ai­
terna tive educa tional programs, lay 
counseling, emergency shelters, or 
"hot lines." Third, efforts can be di­
rected at formal and informal volun­
tary community groups to educate 
the public about client needs and 
about ways by which civic groups can 
proviue supportive assistance. And 
fourth, actions can be directed tit local 
residents to elicit the residents' sup­
port for the program, the clients, and 
a redlrection of the community's re­
sponse to youth and adult offenders. 

This concept of the central impor­
tance of the frequency, duration, and 
quality of the relationships to the com­
munity as key indicators implies that 
community-based services can be dif­
ferentiated along a continuum frol~l 
the least community based to the 
most community based. The con· 
tinuum composed of the variable 
dimensions of community relation­
ships adds more realism to the con­
cept of community corrections than 
does constructing a classification with a 
small number of exclusive categories, 
which would sacrifice information and 
be less useful ilnd workable. It is also 
realistic in recognizing that because of 
the varying needs of spedfic offenders 
and spedfic communities nO system 
can afford to have all of its programs 
lodged at either end of the continuum. 

The udcvant relationships, then, 
are tangible and subject to measure- ~ 

ment. Relationships among program 
clients, staff, and the community can 
be counted and assigned priority. For 
example, relationships may involve 
community residents participating in 
"in-house" activities, but a higher 
priority should be placed on the 
need for clients to develop relation­
ships that permit exchange within the 
larger community. The quality of re­
lationships can also be measured. 
They can be evaluated as helpful or 
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harmrul. C'onsidel', for example, job 
training programs: programs that 
offer only job training could be com­
pal cd ttl those prograJ11~ tlta t (l fre r 
job placemen t along witli training. 
Those that offer placement are likely 
to renect a grea tel' emphasis on gen­
erating supportive links between tlIC 
client anti the community. The con­
tinuum could be used specit'ically to 
compare the relative merits of dirf~r­
ent gruup homes or probation de­
partments. More generally. uata might 
be collected to compare broad strate­
gies or treatment, ranging from maxi­
mum security institutions to nonresi­
dential services. A data base could 
also be developed to allow compari­
son of systems from state to state. 
Thus the concept developed herl,), 
which focuses on relationships, hus 
considerable import for research, 
quality control, and systemwide 
policy making. 

The continuum, with its emphasis 
on community relationships, also helps 
the practitioner identify those aspects 
of a program that make it uniquely 
community based. Kllowi'1g the treat­
ment model being used does not nec­
essarily tell us whether it is commu­
nity based. For example, if we know 
that program A employs guided group 
interaction, that fact tells us nothing 
about the program's relationship to 
the community. In short, the concept 
of a con tinuum underscores the idea 
that even a "happy, caring" group 
residence is not enough unless it af .. 
fects relationships with the larger 
community. Pinpointing community 
relationships as the key set ofvari­
ables, whatever the specific treatment 
model may be, renders most critical 
the consideration of two staff respon .. 
sibilities: (1) matching clients with 
existing community resources, and 
(2) working with the community to 
generate resources where they are 
lacking. 

This concept of "commullity 
based" differs in some important ways 
from other commonly encountered 
conceptions of community-based cor .. 
reetions. Five miscollceptions will be 

outlined in order.to clarify the impor­
tance of focusing on community rela­
tionships as the key set of variables in 
iden tifying tbe degree to which a pro­
~nlln is C(\l1llllunity based. 

I. It is ('(llill/wllit)' based beet/use it 
is S(l /abehl. Frequently, when ad­
ministra tors are asked to de !'inc a 
cotlllllunity-baseu program, they will 
reSplll1U by saying, "Program A is l\ 

~ollll1lllnity-bnsed progrum." Yet, in 
another system a similar program is 
not regurded as community based. 
Simply labeling programs as COlll­
munity based provides no set of cri­
teria that can be generalized from on\) 
system to another. 
2. It is cOlllmUllit,\' based beCllllse 
others tlrL' 1I0t. SOllie administrators 
Jefine conullullity-based programs by 
describing others that arc l10t com­
llJunit,y based. Most commonly thcy 
will describe an institution as a dosed 
setting that attempts to provide to its 
~liellts a complete range or services 
Iha t cOl11Jl1unity-bas\!d progrmns ordi­
narily dll not offer. Parenthetically. it 
~hl1uld b() noted that a total institution 
shares many of the same charact~ris· 
lics as a community, but it uoes 110t, 
except for staff, allow free passage of 
rcsitlell ts or outsiders across its boun­
daries. This manner of conceptuali/.­
ing is somewhat helpful since it serves 
tll remind people what it is they do 
not ()l' should not like abou t the tra­
uitional institutional mode of dealing 
with people. It fails, however, to 
analyze the specific chamcteristics of 
conununity-based programs and, in· 
stead, merely describes what a 
community-based program is not. 
3. Ij'it is located in a commullit)" 
tllell it is CVlIIl1lllllity based. Location 
is probably the most frequently used 
criterion to distinguish between 
institution-based and community-based 
programs. This, too, is deficient. Insti­
tutions, after all, ale located in com­
lUunities. There are opportunities for 
developing productive relationships 
between the residents of institutions 

and the surrounding local cOl11lUuni­
tics. The fact that offenders usuillly 
retllrn to communities offers an op­
portunity to develop relationships. 
Yet institutitIJ1S have II miserable rec­
ord of community tics. It is feasible 
that they could improve to some ex .. 
tent, aIllI certainly some institutions 
are better at developing those rela­
tionships than others. 

Placing a halfway house or a group 
home in the "community" is no guar­
antee that it will develop any tics with 
that community. Too many programs 
are merely islands within the com­
munity small institutions, but insti­
lU tions nonetheless. 

Because of this mistaken definition 
by IGentian, some communi ty-based 
programs are criticized because they 
do not treat clients in their home com­
munity. Frequently, this criticism im· 
plies a confusion between neighbor­
hood and community, but it is also 
.unrealistic to expect a neighborhood 
or a community to have a complete 
range of special services for every type 
of offender. In addition, some youth­
ful, as well as some adult, offenders 
want to get away from their local com· 
munities. The location of the program 
docs not tell very mu~h about the 
quality of the program, and. indeed, 
can mislead people into assuming a 
program is coml11unity based. 
4. Pnt'l'allls witllmillillltli cOlltrol or 
SlI{U l'isioll are cOllllllunity based. A 
common beliet' in the lIeld is that a 
community-based program means little 
supervision anu therefore reduced com­
munity protection. Certainly some 
community-based programs do entail 
little overt supervision, and p,trticipa­
tion is quite voluntary. But even insti­
tutionally based programs can have 
outreach components that permit 
relatively extensive, unsupervised client 
participation in community schools, 
jobs, and recreational services. On the 
other hand, some nonresidential serv­
ices exercise considerable control over 
clients. For example, intensive track­
ing programs that provide one coun· 
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selor or advocate for two clients per­
mit the staff person to be involved 
very closely in the daily life of the 
clien t. TIHlS, levels of control anti 
security do not discriminate weU 
across the continllum of correctional 
services. Moreover, if a delinition of 
community-based programs rested on 
the degree of control. we would prob­
ably impede development and experi­
mentatioll with innovative nonresi .. 
uential attempts at handling those 
youth or adults denned as "more dif· 
ficult to handle." 
S. Programs o[lerated by {)rimtc agel/­
cit'S I'lItllel' thull by tlze state Ilrc COli/­

IIIl11lity basec/. This need not be the 
case. Private agency programs can be 
just as isolated from community 
groups and services as stilte'llperatIJd 
programs. 

These several tllisconccptions about 
location, level 01' coutwl, ['ublic or 
private administration, and rang(: of 
services overlook the importance of 
examining the programing of com­
munity-based services. Looking at the 
frequency, duration, and quality of 
the relaQol1ships of program staff, 
clients, and local community provides 
a basis for differentiation. The con .. 
cept of relatiollslli[J is concrete and 
measurable. It can be dealt with on 
a rather general level that permits 
broad comparison, or it can be meas­
ured in a fairly specitic ancl exacting 
way that permits comparison among 
individual programs. The utility of 
this concept does not depend on our 
ability to neatly categoriLe programs 
as group homes, foster care, or non­
residential services, because tlle label 
of the program is un;mportant. The 
more a program involves clients in 
supportive, legitimate commullity 
activities the more it is community 
based. 

Tile Historical f)e)'e/opmellt of 
COlnmUllitJ'-Based Correctiolls 

As part of a broad movement in social 
philosophy, reforms in corrections 



have been initiated, in part, by human­
itarian concerns.2 They have also 
drawn more or less explicitly on a 
theoretical perspective of criminal 
behavior and its prevention or con­
trol. 111is association between theolY 
and practice is less eviden t in the 
emerging practices than in the design­
ing of the policies to be pursued. The 
following discussion is a thumbnail 
sketch of thought and practice ante­
cedent to what we now define as com­
munity corrections. Community-based 
corrections. like most other reforms, 
have roots that reach back over many 
decades. The historical periods tle­
scribed he re are approximate and 
elastic, because no particular time 
can be characterizetl as uniquely rep­
resentative of a spedl1c kind of re­
form. The reforms of different eras 
coexist and overlap in different pro­
portions in different localities. 

In the latc eighteenth amI early 
ninctpenth century the modern prison 
system emerged in the United States 
partially in reaction to the excessive 
usc of corporal antl capital punish-
men t. 3 During earlier times jails were 
used only for minor offenders or for 
persons awaiting trial. Almost as soon 
as the large congregate prisons were 
buH t, reformcrs began to consider 
ways to keep orrcnucrs out of them. 
As early as 1841 thc IIrst probation 
errort was begun in Boston.4 The 
parole concept was developed abroad 
in Fngland, I·rance. and Ireland, where 
it was first known as the ticket-of-Ieavc 

2 The following section on corrcl." 
tional reforms and theoretical perspectives 
is necessarily brief due to space limita­
tions. The notes provide an opportunity 
for the reader to pursue the development 
of reform in corrections. 

3 Harry Elmer Barnes and Negley K. 
Teeters, New Horizons in Criminologl' 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: PrcnticeH:ill, 
1959), p. 328. For an excellent history of 
the development of American prisons 
prior to 1915 sec Blake McKelvey, 
American Prisons (Montclair, N.J.: Pat­
terson Smith, 1968). 

4 Barnes and Teeters, New Horizons, 
p.553. 

system.S The mid·nineteenth century 
also marked the beginning of public 
training schools and of greater efforts 
to separate juvenile and adult offend­
ers by main (aining separa te facilities.6 

By the end of tlte century the practice 
of sending convicts OLlt into the com­
munity to work on farm~, in mines. 
:LIlt! on road constructilHl was dimin­
ishing becallse or' increased pressure 
from labor unions. who complained 
of the unfair compctition.In 1913 the 
Wisconsin state legislature passed the 
Ilubt:r Law, which pel'mittt:d t't:ltain 
m:,demeananH' to work at their regu­
lar jobs during the day while staying 
ill prisons at night and during the 
weekend.7 This was the germination 
of the idea of work release and It! r· 
lough. but the practice was not com­
monly adopted in other states until 
tb' 1950s and l%Os. 111e fact that 
prison labor had been used ou t~itle tht: 
institutioll does not represent a signif­
kan t step tov. _ml community-bascd 
~orrections as concch'ed here. Most of 
tIt,- workers wCl'f~ quite isolated from 
local cOlilmunity residents allli they 
were not paitl. In short, su~h prison 
labor was slave labor. which pwvidcd 
incomc for the institu lion. 111e Huber 
Law. un tht) otht:r hand. repre~enb a 
precedent that was expand0d to in­
clude other classes or offenuers. 

The 19205 and 1930switnessed 
cxperiments in tlie slum neighbor- . 
hoods of large cities to increase citil.cn 
participation in thc prevention of 
ddinquency: these experiments were 

5 Ibid., p. 423. 
6 For un .. nalysis of the general his­

torical development of reform during 
these periods see Anthony M. Platt Tllc 
ClIild Savers: The Invention of Deli+ 
quency (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1969)j David J. Rothman, Tile 
Discovery of the Asylum (Boston: Little. 
Brown and Company, 1971). 

7 Herbert A. Bloch ~nd Gilbert Geis, 
Man, Crime, and Society (New York: 
Random House, 1970), p. 470. 
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influenced by the work of Clifford 
Shaw and HelllY McKay on delin­
quency rates in Chicago.s The experi­
ence with community organization in 
the Chicago Area Project. which em­
phasized the involvement of intlige­
nous residents, is a direct antecedent 
of our current interest in reintegration 
and advocacy programs. Tn the 1940s 
the emphasis shifted away from com­
munity programs back to a stronger 
focus on intlividual solutions, with 
interest centered on psychonnalytic 
treatment. This movement was also 
influenced by developments in psy­
dlOlogical testing during World War II 
untl by the belief that clients could be 
helped by various forms of individual 

~, 

8 Clifford R. Shaw and Henry D. 
McKay, "Social Factors in Juvenile De­
linquency," in Report on Causcs of Crime, 
vol. 2, no. 13, National Commission on 
Law Observance and Enforcement (Wash­
ington, D.C.: 1931)j Clifford R. Shaw, 
Delinquency Areas (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1929): Solomon Kobrin, 
"The Chicago Area Project-A 25-Year 
Asses~ lent," Annals of the American 
Acad,"~Y o/Political and Social Sciences, 
322 (March 1959),20-29. 

counseling.9 Experience with the re­
socialization of World War II veterans 
in the late 1940s was to become a 
motivatitlg influence on the develop­
mcn t of halfway houses and prerelease 
centers. Experimental halfway modelR 
were developed during the 1950s and 
early 1960s. 

Even as this move toward individ­
ually oriented programs was maturing, 
Albert Cohen's 1955 work on Delin­
quellt Boys was supporting correc­
tional reform again in the direction of 
community-based efforts.! 0 Cohen 
had indicated that lower class boys 
were becoming delinquents because 
they could not succeed in middle 
class schools and with middle class 
standards. In response more attention 
became directed at the role of the 
school and the community in gener­
ating and maintaining deviance or 
conformity. The 1960s were further 
influenced by the differential oppor­
tunity theory developed by Cloward 
and Ohlin and by the availability of 

9 William Healy and August Bonner, 
New Light 011 Delinquency and Its Ih'at­
I/I£'I/t (New Haven: Yale University 
Press. 1936)j Kate Friedlander, The 
Psycho/analytical Approach to Juvenile 

'Delinquency (New York: lntenm'tional 
"Universities Press, 1947): Kllrt R. Lis~lcr. 
ed., Sea/'chligh ts on Delinquency (New 
York: International Universities Press, 
1949); Eleanor and Sheldon Glueck, On(' 
Thousand JlIl'(!nile Delinquents: Their 
Treatment by Courf and Clinic, (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1934); 
Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck; Unral'cling 
Juvenile Delinquency, (New York: The 
Commonwealth Fund, 1950); Starke 
Hathaway and Elio D. Monachesi, Analy:­
ing and Prcdicting Delinquency with the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality In­
~'entory (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1953); Starke Hathaway 
and Elio D .. Monachesi, "The Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory in the 
Study of Juvenile Delinquents," American 
Sociological Review, 17 (December 1952), 
704-710. 

10 Albert K. Cohen, Delinqucnt Boys: 
The Culture Gang, (Glencoe, lll.: The 
Free Press, 1955). 

new federal funds for preventing and 
. controlling crime and delinquency.! t 

Greater emphasis was placed on COm­
munity work, more broadly conceived 
than it had been during the 1920s and 
1930s, but also greatly enhanced by 
the federal funding. Con curren tly, 
throughout the 19,50s and on. the 
individual treatment model had begun 
to lose support. From a very practical 
point of view there were too many 
offenders to be handled effiCiently. 

Group models began to emerge. 
Guided group interaction stemmed in 
part from the differential association 
theories of Sutherland, and from con­
tributions made by the subcultural 
theorists. 12 The '19 50s and particu­
larly the 1960s were marked by a push 
toward the (J~veJopment of a few pilot 
community-based programs. The bulk 
of these experiments took place in 
the juvenile field, spurred on by High­
fields, Essexfields, Provo. and the 
California Treatment Project.1 3 But 
the adult field had its own counter-

11 Richard A. Cloward and Lloyd L. 
Ohlin, D,'/inl/uency and Opportunity: A 
Thcory of Delinquent Gangs. (New York: 
The Free Press, 1960). 

1.2 Edwin II. Sutherland and Donald R. 
Cressey, Principles of Criminology,. (Phila­
delphia: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1934). 
Specifically note: Donald R. Cressey, 
"Changing Criminals: The Application of 
the Theory of Differential Association." 
American Journal of Sociology, 61 (Sep­
tember 1955), 116-120; Rita Volkman 
and Donald R. Cressey, "Differential 
Association and the Rehabilitation of 
Drug Addict~,".American Journal of 
Sociology 69 (September 1963), 129-142. 

13 President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1967). 
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parts in work release, furloughs, pre­
release centers and halfway houses. I 4 

tn the late 1960s and early 1970s 
labeling theory became a pl'incipal 
justification for further correctional 
reform and for removing more offend­
ers from institutional settings. Quite 
possibly reaction to the "law and 
order" political campaigns heightened 
concerns with how particular acts 
bccome defined as deviant, how dis­
cretion is differentially utilized within 
the criminal justice system, and how 
the system, through its use of defi­
nitions. contributes to the solidifica­
tion of delinquent careers. Perhaps 
more than other theoretical perspec­
tives, the labeling school has been 
preoccupied with the effects of the 
structure and process of treatment 
rather than with the development of 
specilic treatment strategies. This 
concern with structure and process 
has resulted in encouraging more use 
of community-based services to reduce 

14 Sec Bertran S. 0riggs and Garr R. 
MeCum:, "Community-Based Corr\!ctional 
Programs: A Survey and Analysis," 
Fl'dt'l'al Probalion36 (1972),7-13: LaMar 
T. Empey, Altema[il'es tol;lcarceration. 
U.S. Departillont of Health, EdUcation, 
and Welfare, (Washington, D.C'.: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1967); Oliver J. 
Keller and Benedict S. Alper, Halfway 
Houses: COlllmtlllity·Cenfered Correction 
alld Treatlllcnt (Lexington, Mass.: D. ('. 
Heath. 1970); Scrapio R. Zulba, "Work­
Release: A Two-Pronged Effort," (;'i/l/(' 
and Delinquency, 13 (October 1967), 
506-512jand Elmer H. Johnson, "Report 
on an Innovation: State Work-Release Pro­
grams," Crime and Delinquency, lei (Octo­
bror 1970),417-426; Joseph K. Bl\logh, 
"Conjugal Visits in Prison: A Sociological 
Perspective," Federai Proba tiOll, 28 (Sep­
tember 1964),52-58; Columbus B. Ilopper, 
"Conjugal Visiting at the Mississippi State 
Penitentiary, Fedcral Probation, 29 (June 
1965),39-46. 



tlie llllde~irahic effects of institutillll­
ali/atiol1.' s 

In lookin)l back over these histori­
cal developrnen IS as well as curren t 
theory, it is apparent that the field of 
corrections has followed four strate­
gies for achieving its overall objective 
or deterring illegal behavior on the 
part or convicted or potential offend­
ers: punishment, incapacitation, re­
habilitation, and reintegration. 

The rationale underlying punish­
ment as a strategy for cleterrence is 
that the right alllount ~)f punishment. 
meted out quickly after lm offense. 
wi11makc a criminal can:er too costly 
and undesirable. Incapacitation, 011 

the other hand, is generally regarded 
as simply a device for providing pro­
tection to wciety at large by re­
l1loving the offender from the larger 
community. Rehabilitation opera tes 
on the assumption tha t something 
is wrong with the individual offend­
ers, and that it can and must be cor­
rected. The individual's problem is 
identified and the appropriate treat­
ment strategy matched to the prob­
lem. The larger community environ­
men t is on ly considered indirectly. 
Consistent with the illness or medical 
model is the assumption that once the 
Dffcnder's malady is treated he win 
no longer cOlllmit deviant acts. 

The reintegration strategy, based 

1 S Sec IdlVin M. Schur, Labeling i)el'i­
allt lJI'IIG1'iol' (Nl'\\' York: lIarper & Row, 
1971); Rohert B. Coates, Alden D. Miller, 
and Lloyd E. Ohlin. "11Hl Labeling Per­
spective and Innovation In Juvenile e'or­
re.:tional SY5tcms," in Nicholas Hobbs, 
old., Issues in Classif1cation of Clzildrl!ll: 
A Soul'cebook on Catl!~ories, l.abels. and 
'I'l/t'il' ConsL'qllL'IIC('s (San Frand~":(l: Josey 
Bass, 1974). 

on the assumption that offenders find 
themselves in trouble with the law 
because of situational factors at home, 
at school, or in the larger community, 
focuses directly on both the individual 
and his or her environment. Pro­
ponents of the reintegration strategy 
believe that adults and youth must be 
supported in their attempts to cope 
with the realities of their situation. 
The inability to cope. however, is not 
equated with sickness, or with sickness 
of the community. Rather it is per­
ceived as a problem shared by the of­
fender with others in his environment. 
This strategy tries to bring to bear on 
the offender and his situation appro­
priate community resources; e.g., ex­
perimental schools, counseling, jobs. 
and recreation~resources that will 
provide the necessary link for the of­
fender to discover a legitimate role in 
the community and forestall further 
delinquency. 

A fifth strategy, advocacy, is dis­
tinctively different from these four 
and merits attention as part of a com­
prehensive approach. While reit1te­
gration focuses about equally on both 
the client and the community while 
trying to link the client with existing 
community resources, proponents of 
the advocacy strategy place less stress 
on the need for the ci!ent to change as 
compared to the community. In the 
context of an advocacy strategy, it 
may not be enough to attach a client 
to existing resources. If resources are 
not available. appropriate agencies, 
service groups, or informal groups 
must be encouraged to develop them. 
I f resources exist but are unavailable 
to the client, then actions must be 
taken to make them available. Exam­
ples or such advocacy include gener­
ating public concern for a class of 
clients such as drug users, intervening 
on behalf of a youngster with a vice­
principal in a school, and mobilizing 
appropriate pressures and induce­
ments for employers to permit hiring 
of ex-offenders. 

In correctional systems in the 
United States, some or all of these five 
strategies are frequently pursued si-
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Illultaneously, although their under­
lying philosophy and methods of 
implementation often conflict with 
one another. The priority given to any 
one strategy will of course vary from 
state to state. Incapacitation and re­
habilitation are perhaps the most fre­
quen tly used combination of strategies. 

It is difficult to obtain reliable 
national data on rates of institution­
alization because the quality and type 
of data reported vary gre~t1y from 
state to state, and some states do not 
fully report to national sources. But 
conservative estimates show that the 
rate for adults imprisoned in state and 
federal prisons per 100,000 of the 
estia~ated civilian population has de­
creased over the last three decades. 
In 1940 the rate per 100.000 was 
132.0; by 1970 the rate had dropped 
to 96.7.16 In addition to the 196,42R 
men and women that the latter figure 
represents, there were another 160,863 
men, women, and juveniles houst.'d in 
jails. 1 7 Data from another source indi­
cate that 57,171 htveniles, as of June 
30. 1971, were held in state and local 
jurisdictions. 18 

The 96.7 rate referred to above is 
quite high when compared to rates of 

. other countries. In England the rate 
was n and in Holland it was 19 pris­
oners a day per 100.000.19 A factor 
a ffecting this low rate in Holland is 

16 U.S. Department of Justice, Fed­
~rul Bureau of Prisons, Natiollal PrisonCl' 
Statistz'cs; Prisoners in State and Federal 
Illstitu tiolls for Adult Felolls. 1968. 1969. 
1970 (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office), p. 7. 

17 U.S. Department of Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
Natiollal Jail Census (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1971), 
pp. 10-11. Recent evidence suggests that 
prison rates arc going up. 

111 U.S. Department of Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
Children ill Custody; A Report 011 the 
Juvenile Detelltion alld Correctional Fa­
cility Census of /971 (Washington. D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 30. 

19 Netherlands, Prison Administration, 
The Decrease in the Population of Dutch 
Penitel/liary Establishments ('S Gravenhage. 
1973). 

(he lengt h of SI! n It) nccs 90 pe reent 
of all prison sentences are for six 
months or less. In addition, an exten­
sive system of restitution 'is used. 

Yet another indication of tile 
schizophrenic pattern of prison re­
rorm in America is the fact that there 
are about as many state juvenile sys­
tems building or contemplating con­
strllction or new institutions as there 
are syslCms planning concerted cr­
fllrts at deinstitutionnlill1lion.2o Tillts. 
~orrectiollal services in the United 
States are moving in a variety of dif­
ferent directions. Those who favor 
community-based corrections gener­
ally do so self-conSciously as part of 
a continuing policy debate in the 
field. They generally make use of 
some or all of the following distinctive 
policy assumptions as the basis for 
their pllsitioll: 
1. Community-based settings will be 
more humane than the large, ware­
housing, congregate, or cottage-baseu 
institu lions. 
2. The further an individual is allowed 
to penetrate the formal criminal justice 
system the more difficult it is for him 
tll be successfully retrieved and re­
turned to the community. Providing 
services for individuals in localized 
community settings is supposed to 
minimize commitments and exposure 
to the more repressive institutions. 
3. Community-based serviCes are less 
costly than institutional services. 
4. Community-based services, because 
staff and cHen ts are closer to the com­
munity resources, \vill improve the 
probability of successful client reinte­
gration: These policy assumptions 
should be kept in mind in the follow­
ing discussion of the impact of 
community-based corrections. 

20 Wolfgang L. Grichting, Sampling 
Plans and Results, University of Michigan 
National Assessment of Juvenile Correc­
tions Project, co-directors RosC';nary Sarri 
and Robert Vinter, Institute IJf Continuing 
Legal Education, School of ~,oeial Work, 
1973. 

What f{al'c lYe Learned about 
Corr(!c tiona/ Program illg? . 

It is useful to evaluate periodically 
the accumulated experience of dealing 
with adult and youth offenders and 
to ask "What works?" Considerable 
time and money have gone into efforts 
to answer that question, although 
some of the research has been of ques­
tionable value. Research that fails to 
use comparison groups, fails to set out 
clear evaluation criteria, or fails to 
look at programs in the context of 
their system environments may pro­
vide misleading information. Nonethe­
le~s a silable body of reasonably 
sound research literature does exist 
that can be called upon to answer the 
question. 

The answer is disappointing: no 
single trea tmen t modality by itself 
Significantly reduces the rate of client 
recidivism. This is true whether one 
considers individual counseling, guided 
group interaction, behavior modifica­
tion, vocational training, education, 
intensive probation, or field hockey. 
When we compare the results of ex­
perimental groups with results from 
con trol or comparison groups, we sel­
dom find successful, durable effects, 
regardless of the treatment setting­
whether a closed institution or an 
open community setting. 

One of the more extensive analyses 
of correctional research wa~ under- . 
taken by Robert Martit1son for the 
state of New York.21 His findings 
were originally suppressed by the 
state, but arc now being made avail­
able to the public. Martinson, over a 
two-year period, carefully scrutinized 
the evalua tion research litera ture 
from this country and abroad. For an 

21 Robert Martinson, "What Works~­
Questions and Answers about Prison 
Reform," Public Interest (Spring 1974), 
pp.22-52. 
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evaluation study to be included in his 
final analysis it had to have a clear 
independent measure of the desired 
improvement. llnd the study had to 
use a control or comparison group. 
1n the end, 231 studies completed 
between 1945-1967 were analyzed, 
with the bulk of the programs best 
described as institu lion based. They 
would for the most part make a 
weak showing on our continuum for 
low to high community relationships. 

Although additional outcome cri­
teria were compared, Martinson's pub­
lished work to date focuses only on 
reciclivism because it is "the phenom­
enon which reflects most directly how 
well our present treatment programs 
are performing the task of rehabilita­
tion.tl22 Programs and policies evalu­
ated by research studies include edu­
cation and vocational training, indi­
vidual counseling, group counseling, 
humanizing the institutional environ­
ment, medical treatment, effects of 
sen tencing, decarceration, psycho­
therapy in eommunity settings, pro­
bation or parole versus prison-intensive 
supervision, and c()mmunity treat-
men t. Martinson dramatically sum­
marized his findings: "With few and 
isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative 
efforts that have been reported so far 
have had no appreciable effect on 
recidivism.,,23 While the community 
treatment programs did not yield sig­
nificant (l.ifferej1ces in'terms of recidi­
vism, they did show that clients did 
no worse than if they had been incar­
cerated. Clients did not pose an un­
acceptable threat to the community. 

.l1bid .• p. 24. 
23 {bid .• p. 25 



Ami III any of these community pro· 
grams were less exr\)llsiv\) than traui· 
tional institutionalization.2 

4 

III 1971 a National Institute or 
Mentallicalth survey of community· 
baseu corrcctional programs, lcss com· 
prchensive than the Martinson study 
but with more focus on community· 
bascd programs. arrived essentially at 
the same conclusiolls. It demon· 
strated that cOl1l1nunity·based pro· 
)!r:tIllS can do at kast as well as prisons: 
"a large numbcr ~)r offenuers who arc 
candidates for incarceration may in· 
stead be rlltained in the cOllllllunity 
as safely, as effectively, and at much 
less expense,"2 5 Some of the specific 
findings cited include: (1) the reduc· 
tion of rrobatiOl' and parol\) caseload 
sile is lIot related tll recidivism: and 
(2) the claims t)1' the California Com· 
munitv Treatl11\)nt Project (designed 
to det~rllline eflcct of differential 
treatment and classification of ()t'fend· 
ers) to reduce recidivism arc con· 
founded by parole officers' tolerance 
of behavior by clients in the experi· 
mental group while the same kind of 
behavior led to parole revocation for 
clients in the control group.2 6 

Paul Lerman, in 1968, reviewed sev· 
eral studics or group homes and inten· 
sive probation. lie, tOll. concluded that 
there was no evidence to support the 
belief that these offenders do worse 

24 Ibid .. pp. 47-48. Since the writing of 
hh pap~r tlte Martinson works have gener· 
ateli consilierable debate. For fmther refer· 
ence s('c Douglas Lipton, Robert Martinson. 
and Judith Wilks, The l:jjh·til·el/£'ss oleor, 
r('cliO/wl Treatment: A Surl'<'Y of Treat· 
//I1'1If i!'1'<lllIatic)Jl Studies (New York: 
PI.wger. 1975); Sol ('haneles. "A Look at 
lI!:utinslln's Report," Fortunt' N('II'~· •. 
Nllvl.'ll\ber 1975; Ted Palmer, "'>Iartlllson 
Revisited." Journal of Researcil ill Cri//le 
<lnd Dclinqucllcy, .12 (July 1975); and 
Rob"rt Martinson. "California Research at 
the Crossroads." Crillle' alld Dcl/llqlll.'/lC,l' 
22 (April 1976). 

25 National Institute or lII!!ntal Health. 
Center for Studies of Crime and Delin· 
quency, CO//l/ll/llli/'l'·Bas('d Correctional 
I'I'0WflI/lS (Washington, D.C.: (iovernment 
Printing Oftit'c, 1971l. p. 33. 

26 Ibid .. pp.5·9. 

in the community, but neither was 
there cvidence at that time suggesting 
that potenO;1 railures would be de· 
creased. Lerman points out several 
difficul ties with research proced u res 
which make findings difficult to inter· 
pret. Frequently only the number of 
persons completing the program arc 
counted because it makes the program 
appear 1110re erfective. This counting 
procedure overlooks the possibility 
that those completing the program are 
a very select group. Others who started 
the program but failed should also be 
counted to provide an accurate picture 
of how well the program is working 
with clients. Lerman also claims that 
con trol groups and experimental 
groups reported in research studies 
are frequently not comparable. For 
example, by reanalyzing data he shows 
that the Jesness study of the Fricot 
Ranch in Californiu. which cited reo 
uuced recidivism ror experime'\tals 
when compared with controls, did not 
have comparable groups. The control 
groups consisted or significantly more 
blacks and youth from poorer homes.2 

7 

In addition to citing this faulty reo 
search procedure, Lerman also suggests 
that additional data, such as compara· 
tive length of stay. need to be included 
to provide an adequatc comparative 
assessment of community programs 
versus institu tion·based programs, 

'27 Paul Lerman, "Evaluative Studies of 
Institutions for Delinquent,," reprinted 
from Social Work. 13 (December 1968), in 
Paul Lerman. cd., Delillquellcy alld Social 
Polic!' (New York: Praeger.1970), 
pp.317-337. 
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For example, youth entering a private 
residential center in New York State 
stayed an average of sixtcen months. 
Ir they had gone directly to the state 
institution, the average stay would 
have been nine months. This difference 
could have damaging implications for 
the cost·efrectiveness argument, as 
well as raising issues of individ ual 
rights. 28 In a detailed analysis, reo 
cently published, Lerman continues to 
make these points by reanalyzing data 
from the California Treatment Project 
and the California Probation Subsidy 
Program.29 He concludes his 1968 
review by claiming that a rational case 
cannot be made based on treatment 
effectiveness for community correc· 
tions. He argues for community correc· 
tions solely on humanitarian grounds. 
If offendcr recidivism rates are com· 
parable in alternative programs we 
should select the most benign alterna· 
tive. such as handling as many as possi· 
ble in the community. so that offend· 
ers spend less time in institutions.3 

0 

In another NIMH report on current 
research, prepared by Marguerite Q. 
Warren at the Center for Training in 
Differential Treatment, the assessment 
of current research is similar, but her 
conclusions emphasize a different 
POillt.31 She stresses the need to adapt 
a variety of treatment strategies to dif· 
ferent types of offenders, although the 

28 Ibid .. p. 321. 
29 Paul Lerman, COlllllluni(l' Treatment 

and Social Control; An Analysis of JUl'e' 
nile Correctional Polic)' (Chicago: Uni· 
versity of Chicago Press. 1975). 

30 Lerman, "Evaluative Studies," 
pp.326·327. 

31 Marguerite Q. Wti.frcn, Correctional 
Treatmellt ill Comnlllllity Settillgs. National 
Institute of Mental Health (Washington. 
D.C.: Government Printin!;t Office. 1972). 

evidence bused on recidivism informa· 
ti{ln is not fully developed. [n fact. the 
recidivism da tn support Lerman's 
thesis. For example. Warren cites 
studies to show that reduced probation 
and parole caseloads have no effect: 
street work can encourage delinquency 
rather than discourage it; and Guided 
Group Interaction makes little differ· 
ence.32 She concludes that no trcat· 
mcnt model can claim to be erfectivc 
with all offenders, and she calls for 
1110re research efforts to discover 
what kinds of treatment are beneficial 
for what kinds of offenders.3 3 

We agree with Warren's conclusion. 
It is imperative, however, that the 
range of "treatment programs" be ex· 
panded to include the possibility that 
some persons require no special rc· 
habilitative treatment. but simply need 
to be more efrectively linked to appro· 
priate community rcsources and op· 
portunities, Thus the range should also 
includc the more radical possibility 
that for some persons the problem is 
not one of personal defect but rather 
the inability of communities to make 
resourccs available. Reasons ror in· 
hibiting access to such opportunities 
Illay involve racism, classism, lack of 
knowledge concerning the needs of 
thc offender, or unwillingness to fi· 
nance innovative, nonstigmatizing 
programs such as alternative schools 
or vocational training with guaranteed 
job placement. 

These surveys of evaluation studics 
can be critici?-ed justifiably for judging 
the eff.ectiveness of different treatment 
mo.dalities almost solcly by the criter· 
ion of recidivism. Other shorter term 
program goals are also important, and 
some programs may be more success· 
ful in reaching them. For the purpose 
of considering policy it is important 
to document what actually happens 

" . 

3'2 Ibid .• pp. 18.19,24.26. 
33 Ibid.. pp. 51.52, 

in a program-.,the nature of the social 
climate of the program environn1cnt. 
and thc impact on a elien t's self· 
image and educational or vocational 
skills. Furthermore. responsibility for 
recidivism is not solely the burden of 
particular serviee progral11s~ It must be 
sh.lred by a number or other sctvke 
programs, cummunity law ell force· 
ment, and institutional support 
poliCies as well as the individual of· 
fender. The correctional servi;:::- pro· 
grams. howcver. should 110t be allowed 
to duck the issue of recidivism entirely. 
Research, rather than falling back on 
long·term recidivism ra tes. should 
grapple wi th in tervening questions tlwt 
c\plain why some clien ts recidivate 
and othcrs do not. Ill1portant interven· 
ing qucstions include: What is the pro· 
gram staff doing to facilitate success· 
ful reintegration'? Arc they devclop. 
ing cOlllmunity linkages? Arc they 

. working to persuade recalcitrant com· 
munity groups? What groups from the 
community are supporting the return· 
ing clients? Who is hassling the client? 
Arc police bringing the client to 
court on an old charge before he has 
a chance to succeed? Answers to these 
kinds of in termediate questions should 
provide system administrators wit Ii 
better information on which to 
base policy and devise trcatmen t 
al tc rna tivcs. 3 4 

Taken altogether these reviews of 
studiea on community programs share 
several elements. They all implicitly 
conceive of community·based correc· 
tions ill terms of "location" rather 
than the quality, frequency, and dura· 
tion of community relationships. 
That may provide a partial explanation 
of why the success rates of commu· 
nity programs did not show a marked 
improvement over the success rates of 
institutions. If one compares a small 

34 ' 
Robert B. Coates and Alden D. 

Miller, "Evaluating Large Scale Social 
Service Systems in Changing Environments," 
Journal of Research ill Crime and Delill' 
quency 12 (July 1975),92.106. 
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institution, isolated from a commu· 
nity, with a larger institution, alS(l 
isolated rrom the community. ol1e 
can not expect drama tic differences. 

Together. the reviews provide very 
little support for the notion that 
community·located programs. or even 
weakly bascd community programs 
couched in any number of treatment 
philosophies. are superior rdlabilitatipn 
tools. It is clear. howcver, that offend. 
ers do no worse in these programs and 
that many, if not most, can therefore 
be handled in the community without 
presenting a higher risk to the com· 
munity. These appraisals and most oC 

" the original studies properly conclude 
that many more oCfenders slwuld be 
handled in the commullity I'or human· 
itarian reasons. Not only arc com· 
munity·based programs more hUmane, 
but they are less expensive for the 
taxpayer. 

These arguments for community· 
based corrections emphusize the first 
three policy assumptions mentioned 
earlier: (l) the desire to make the cor· 
rectional process more humane: 
(2) the belief that the deeper indio 
viduals penetrate into the formal 
criminal justice systcm the more dif. 
ficult it is for them to rctufll success· 
fully to the community; ant! (3) the 
belief that community corrections 
are more cost effective. The fourth 
policy assumption, that community· 
based corrections increasc the like· 
lihood of successful reintegration, 
is not emphasized, because of the 
lack of supporting recidivism datu. 

This overview of research findings 
does not offer a very glowing assess· 
ment of what is being done in com· 
munity corrections. The data simply 
indicate that most offenders will do 
no worse in :1 community·based pro­
gram than in an institUtion. 

Perhaps long· run impact requires 
a larger focus than that generally used 
in traditional treatment models. For 
example, individual counseling and 
group counseling deal either with one 
person or with a gtOUp of individuals 
to encourage self·understanding and 



better coping with group relation-
ships. Counseling, skill training, edu­
cation, rccreatiun, and selr-actualilatioll 
programs still for the most part bring 
to bear on the individ unl a rehabili­
tation approach. Although much lip 
service is paid to reintegration mod-
els, the emphasis is concentrated on 
rehabilitative treatment of the indi­
vidual. But "getting one'S head to­
gether" is meaningless unless an of­
fender is permitted access to useful 
roles in the community; skill training 
and education are useless unless mean­
ingful jobs can be found. Rein tegra­
tion and rehabilitation approaches are 
not necessarily IllU tually exclusive. A 
reintegration model may be built upon 
a guided group-interaction group home. 
Its atteIllpt to match cOIllIllunity rc­
sources with individual needs makes it 
a community-based strategy. If the 
resources do not exist or arc not made 
available for some reason then the 
advocacy model becomes appropriate, 
Reintegration models and advocacy 
Illodels have not been implemented 
frequently enough (except as a weak 
adjunct to rehabilitation programs) or 
for long enough periods of lime to 
permit extensive analysis. 

,I)'OTlle DlI/l~ers Facing COJl7l1ll1l1it.l·­

Based Correctiol1s 

SigllijiCelll t Chelllge (!/' Willdow 
Dressillg'} 

Nearly every state system in the ~olln­
try has a model community-based 
program, at least for juveniles, in addi­
tion to the more traditional probation 
and parole programs. In some cases 
these model programs represent sin­
cere efforts to develop alternatives to 
incarceration. In many cases, however, 
the model programs are merely window 
dressing, with many of the participat­
ing clients screened so selectively that 
they would probably do equally well 
without any services, including parole. 
These programs have a negligible im­
pact on the system. The danger with 
such window dressing is that we may 
convince ourselves that a great deal 

has been accomplished when, ill fact, 
nothing has changed. A wide range of 
program alternatives, including secure 
programs, underscores the importance 
of developing a variety or ways to 
meet the needs of offenders. For ex­
ample, it is unrealistic at this point to 
expect that all offenders will function 
well or be accepted in entirely open 
situations. Some offenders require 
a residential placemen t that provides 
shelter but permits free access to the 
larger community. A few others, either 
bt.!callse or their own needs or 1'01' rt.!a­
sons or COJl1Jl1illlity politi~s, will bc un­
able to partidpate in programs within 
the larger community. 
These persons will need a secure set­
ting one that is humane amI ell­
cOUl'ages community participation. 
Each kind of program within the cor­
rection al system must do its best to 
encourage such relationships. It is only 
then that systems will be Significantly 
influenced. 

Comllllllli(v Participatiol/ or 
Co 1111111111 ity COil tl'O I? 

Given the concept of community-based 
corrections developed in this chapter, 
with its emphasis on the extent and 
quality of community relationships, 
genUinely community-based programs 
depcnd upon active community par­
ticipation. To improve substantially 
upon the record of institutions one 
must do a better job at developing 
legitimate community tics fol' offend­
ers. These links \vill to a considerable 
extent depend upon the responsive­
ness oflocal community groups and 
residen ts. Thus participation of the 
local community (profeSSionals and 
lay persons) in the developmen t, im­
plementation, and monitoring of a 
community-based program is imper­
ative··this should not really surprise 
anyone. Let us turn, then, to the more 
thorny issues of local community 
control. 

Local community control poses a 
poten tially dangerous situation for 
commUnity-based corrections. When 
one listens to debates about commu-
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nity control it is clear that proponents 
of community control frequently 
argue that it is good for "them" but 
not for "us." ]n order to build a case 
for community services, one must be 
able to convince powerful community 
groups that certain needs exist and that 
they must be met. One of the richest 
countil's in the country, for eXllmple. 
failed to acknuvledge that a large 
proportion of its teenagers were in­
volved in drug abuse. Some people in 
the county wanted to construct a 
combination live-in and outpatient 
drug rehabilitation center. Many fami­
lies in the coun ty ~ould affOi'd private 
care. TIll' plan 1'01' the rehabilitation 
centcr was defeated. In its place a 
brand new jail was built to protect 
the community from "drug addicts" 
0f the lower class. Local cOlllmunity 
control in this case meant blocking 
services from those who could not 
afford to purchase them privately. 
On a much larger scale this is one of 
the apparel~t problems with the Cali­
fornia Probation Subsidy programs, 
where state monies are channeled to 
the cOllnties. While the state system'~ 
institutional population is decreasing. 
new county jails arc being built and 
filled.H 

Shared community participation 
with a statewide public agency olTers 
two distinct advantages. First,links 
with the statewide agency permit 
access to special services that it may 
not be practical to provide in each 
local community. Second, while al­
lowing for community participation, 
the links also permit exertion of 
pressure fr0111 outside, if local com­
munities fail to recognize and meet 
the special needs of its less powerful 
people. 

35 Lerman. COllllllIlI/ity Treatmellt ami 
Social COII/rol, 
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Handlillg t/le E-aremes of the Client 
Spectrum 

One of the subtle advantages of view­
ing community corrections as a con­
tinuum and recogni7jng that a system 
must have programs at more than one 
point on the continuum is that the 
"difticult to handle, hard core, ag­
gressive offender" is not forgotten. 
Providing a secure setting while maxi­
miling community contact either by 
allowing clients to leave the setting 
under close su pervision or by per­
mitting community groups and resi­
dents entry to the setting is imper­
ative. To think that all offenders can 
be handled in the same kind of open 
comlllunity settings is naive, and tltis 
type of thinking can be the Achilles 
heel of a community-based system. 
To focus only on the youth or adult 
who can be easily handled in the open 
community and ignore the needs of 
the more difficult individ ual is ir­
responsible and paves the way for the 
creation of small maximum security 
prisons. Although these individuals 
make up a very small percentage of 
the total population served, they 
ought not to be forgotten. 

On the other end of the client 
spe~trul11, a different sort of danger 
exists. Community-based services, as 
part of a broader diversion effort, 
become viewed as benign and poten­
tially helpful and therefore some­
thing in which even more people 
should partjcipate and benefit. Thus, 
more persons are encouraged or co­
erced, by the court sometimes quite 
subtly, to become involved in these 
programs. This process is poten tially 
quite dangerous, for once again in our 
desire to help \ve have identified and 
urged more individuals to penetrate 
and be handled in tlte system. 

This is just one of the possible Ull­
intended consequences of commu­
nity-based reform efforts. Three other 
related consequences may occllr. 
First, we may become so convinced 
that what we have to offer is bene­
ficial that we are willing to coerce the 

\ 
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/lonadjudicated into accepting serviccs. 
In accomplishing the objective of pro­
viding more services to more people 
individual rights arc frequcn tly dis­
regarded. If a person mllst be coerced 
to accept services then his criminal 
case should be heard, in court, on its 
merits. Second, across thc country 
we see a number of efforts to divert 
people from the criminal justice sys­
tem to the mcn tal health systems aml/ 
or, in the case of children, to dcpart-
1.1(>'~~~ of family and ~hjldren 's ~crvkcs. 
I t is frequen tly assumed that once the 
individuals arc diverted they arc nec­
essarily better off. and their cases arc 
therefore obliterated from memory. 
Those people enamored of diversion 
ought to be as interested in wha t the 
client is being diverted to as they are 
in what he is being diverted from. 
Arc individuals diverted to systems 
t]lat provide better quality services, 
arc they confined in less humane 
places for longer periods of time? 
If the latter, the reform is not com­
plete. Third, specifically in terms of 
advocacy and community involve­
ment there is a danger of diluting 
advocacy until it means simply one 
private agency advocating on behalf of 
an individual to another private 
agency; i.e., cHen ts referred only from 
one private agency to another. If ad­
vocacy does not involve local com­
munity groups and residents, then the 
institutionalized client is Simply being 
transformed into an "agency client," 
possibly an improvement over insti­
tutionalization, but quite removed 
from the concept of community-based 
services ad vanced here. 

Mailltailling a Creative Tension 
Amollg the Agencies 

One of the problems confronting a sys­
tem that seeks a change toward com­
munity-based corrections is that of 
maintaining for a long time a creative 
tension among the concerned agen-
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' J6 A . I '1. 1 I . cws. gencles lerc Il1G uue t le pl'ln-
cipal agency gr(lllpil1g~: tilt' ~tatewidl' 
correctional agencies. the courts. and 
the private vending agencies. These 
groups arc all involved in a delicate 
balance of power. If anyone group 
wcre to emerge with all the power, 
the reform would probably rigidify in 
some manner rclated to the orientation 
of that group. If the state correctional 
agency had all the power, it is possible 
that its reform urge would subside, 
and tha t c1ien ts and service concerns 
would take second place to bureau­
cratic concerns. If the courts were to 
have all the power, them would be no 
checks and balances on their decisiulls. 
If private vending agencies had all the 
power, they would tend to adopt what­
ever treatment modality was then in 
vogue: or they could decide that they 
were only going to serve the most 
tractable 25 percent or the total dient 
population; or the larger vendors could 
eliminate their competition. thereby 
reducing possibilities for innovation. 
Although less comfortable, perhaps, 
for many participants, this system of 
checks and balances provides C1exi­
bility for continued innovation and 
provides each grou p with a forum for 
advocacy. 

36 Alden D. ;\Iillcr. "Knot'king !leads 
and Solutions to runcti()nul Problems: 
Components or Change," Soci%Kical 
Practice, 1 (March 1976); Alden D. Miller, 
Lloyd F. Ohlin, and Robert B. Coates, 
"Logical Analysis of the Process of Change 
in Human Services: A Simulation of Youth 
Correctional Rcforms in Massachusetts," 
Center for Criminal Justice, Harvard Law 
School, mimeo., 1975; and Alden D. 
Miller, Lloyd E. Ohlin, nnd Robert n. 
Coates. "Somc Observations on the COIl­
ceptualization and Rcplicnbility of the 
Massachusetts Reforms," in this vululll\!; 
the need for creative tension and flexibil­
ity to encourage innovation is furtl\cr 
documented in Solicitor Geneml, Canada, 
Report of tile Task Force 011 ('o/llmlillit)" 
Based Resl£ielltia/ Cellters (Ottawa: Infor­
mation Canada, 1973). 



Evaluatillg tile Quality 0/ Service 

Evaluating the quality of service is 
one of the most critical pitfalls for 
the viability of a system that utilizes 
program services purchased from pri­
vate vendors. Lack of an adequate 
quality control system could allow 
the comlllunity-based system to dete­
riorate to a point where clients would 
be bt!ttel' ofr placed ill institutions. Dis­
bursement of monies and quality con­
trol arc the two principal mechanisms 
for maintaining control over what 
happens to you th and ad ults in a 
community·based system, particu-
larly if the bulk of services are pur­
chased from private groups. The state 
agency must have the determination 
to drop a pOOl' program operated by 
a powerful private vendor. The state 
agency must be able to assess the 
quality of lire within the program. 
It must be able to determine if the 
program is holding on to the easy 
clients and quickly discharging the 
difficult ones. The evaluations must 
provide preliminary, defensible an­
swers quickly, long before recidivism 
checks are feasible. Responsible ad­
ministrators cannot wait two or three 
years to deterlll ine if a program facili­
tates lll' hinders rein tegra tion. 

Conclusions 

Several reasonable cone! usions emerge 
from this review of the concept of 
community-based corrections. its theo­
re liCll I underpinnings. <Inti its imple­
men tation: 

I. Rethinking the Goncept or corn· 
munity-based corrections in terms of 
a continuum of the extellt and quali(v 
of program staff and client relation­
ships with a local community should 
help to more sharply focus needs for 
further research, practice, and policy 
making. 

2. Research has failed t\' show dra­
matic differences between matched 
comparison groups participating in 
community and institutional pro­
grams. Yet it is fairly clear that IJlients 
do no worse in the community pro­
grams. Many in the research commu­
nity have tended to support the com­
munity-based process for humanitarian 
reasons. Some have shown that com­
munity-based programs are less expen­
sive on a ('ost-per-client basis. 

3. It is clear thut reintegration and 
advocacy strategies have not been ude­
quately implemented and studied. 

4. Re~earch designs should be de­
veloped to evaluate program proc­
essing. A greater range or goals should 
be devrloped to provide a broader as­
sessment of programs than is provided 
by the current use of final reddivislll 
measures. 

5. Successful implementation of 
community-based programs may re­
quire extensive modification of exist­
ing systems rather than the patchwork 
repairs characteristic of pilot programs. 

6. Community-based corrections 
arc 110t without their own potential 
dangers. The client in need of inten­
sive care can easily be forgotten and 
the community-based programing 
can be viewed as so benign that com­
munity-based systems may be pres­
sured, internally and externally, to 
work with a part of the population 
that has not previously been labeled 
as needing services. 

7. It is unlikely that community­
based (:orrections wlH be rejected as a 
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plausible strategy for handling juvcnilc 
and adult offendcrs. But the debate 
will certainly continuc. focusing, on 
such issues as the need to dennc a 
community-based pl'Ogrum: the pm· 
portion and type of clien t population 
to be served by cOlllmunity programs: 
and participation in the operation and 
monitoring of the program. 

'1 

III. Subcultures In 
Community-Based Programs 

Craig A. McEwl!/I 

Programs for youth in trouble can be 
evaluated from either a long. or a' 
short-term perspective. Because the 
widely accepted long-run goal of cor­
rectional programs for youth is the 
reintegration of their clients in the 
free community as law-abiding citi­
zcns, the recidivism rate of forme. 
participants is generally used as an in­
dex of the "effectiveness" of a pro· 
gram. Unfortunately, such measures 
of success with past clfents are too 
remote and unrefined to guide prac­
titioners in making day-to-day deci­
sions about their current program 
members. Rates of recidivism do not 
furnish administrators with the infor­
mation about what happens in the 
course of a program to prevent or 
foster violations of the law by former 
clients. Both practitioners and ad· 
ministrators are likely, therefore, to 
develop a set of implicit standards of 
short-run, in-program success or fail­
urc to usc in making operational 
decisions. 

Unlike recidivism, however, which 
is a widely accepted long-terml1leas­
ure of effectiveness, the several cri­
teria of short-term success generate 
less consensus. Most of these criteria 
reflect in one way or another the 
achievement of four general and 
overlapping objectives in youth cor­
rectiolHll services: (1) to provide a 
humane and livable program environ­
ment that docs not alienate, embit­
ter, or harm youth; (2) to alter in a 
"constructive" fashion the self-image, 
values, attitudes, skills, knowledge, or 
habits of youth (rehabilitation); (3) 
to establish or re-establish "positive" 
and supportive relationships between 
youth and relevant persons in the 
free community such as parents, 
teachers, employers, police, and peers 
(reintegration); and (4) to maintain 
direct control over the behavior of 
youth during the period they are 
under agency jurisdiction. 

While each of these goals appears 
laudatory and essential to any correc­
tional effort, the operation of a pro­
gram for youth in trouble requires an 
ongoing series of choices in an awk-
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ward world where not all goals can be 
achieved at the SlIt\1C time. Some 
short-term goals have to be sacriticetl 
in order to facilitate the accomplish­
ment of others with higher priority. 
If onc defines success only us the full 
achievement of the panoply of short­
term correctional goals, it is easy to 
point out short-run railures in any cor· 
rectional program. On the other hand, 
recognition that, of necessity, all cor­
rectional programs must fail to do 
some things in the 8hmt rUlI if they 
arc to succeed in tilling others docs 
not preclude criticism of such pro­
grams. Some of them may succeed 
too infrequently, and some failures 
may be worse than others. Correc­
tional practitioners and ad minist m­
tors face the following formidable 
tasks: (1) sorting out the "tolerable" 
short-run failures from the "unac­
ceptable" ones, (2) organi/.ing pro­
grams so as to maximil.c desirable 
forms of short-term success, (3) 

both diversifying and balancing the 
correctional system so that its con­
stituent programs complement one 
another, and (4) developing a method 
for matching clients with programs so 
that the needs of each youth arc met 
by the unique strengths of individual 
programs. 

The data and analysis in this report 
on the 1973 subculture study arc 
specifically organized so as to address 
these problems of policy and prac­
tice. We shall examine the ways in 
which the choice of particular meth­
ods of organi:ling programs facilitates 
the achievement of some short·term 
goals but reduces the likelihood of 
attaining others, and, where possible, 
we will point out some of the charac­
teristics that make different clients 
more responsive to one kind of pro­
gram emphasis than to another. 
Clearly this is not the only way to 
organize or present the data··nor is 
this report an exhaustive surveyor 



sUlllmary of the results of the. ~ub­
culture study. I 

During thc summer of 1973, six 
pcople collected data ('or the subcul­
ture ~tudy through extensive field 
observation and interviewing in 
thirteen programs serving youth 
under the direction of the Massachu­
setts Department or Youth Services. 
[·jve of the observers studied two pro­
grams each :md one studied t !lree. 
They spent fOllr to five weeks in 
each program observing an'd describ­
ing in detailcd field notes its day-to-

. day operatIon. interviewing youthful 
partkipants. and securing completed 
questionnaires from stafr.2 

Because or t hl' particular focus on 
subcultures in this part or the larger 
research projcl.'t. programs were se­
lel.'tetl 1M study only if they involved 
enough group activity and interaction 
alllOng clients to make the investiga­
tion of subcultures and group struc· 
tUl'l' feasible. Thl'se programs cannot, 
therefore. be considered a "represent­
atiVl' sample" or the approximately 
20G programs scrvmg DYS youth. 
Neverthdl'ss. thc lessons that we can 
leal'll from examinilll-! our limited 
sample are broadly applicable because 
they poin t to fUlltla ment;]l con t1icts 
and mcon~istcn~i\!s in the short·term 
gllab or correctional pl'o~rallls anu to 

I (JlIlIl'tl'r(1' Report. Center fur Criminal 
Ju.~tk~. Ilarvard law School. January 1974 
pr~scnls II prl'liminllry analysis of some ()f 
lh~ results or the Subculture Study. A 
book now in preparation will provide a de­
tailed analysis of these data. ~omparc them 
with similar d~lta collected in Massachu­
setts trainin~ school cottages prior to 
thl-ir dosing, and examine their ill1(llic~l­
!iolls fllr l'nrrel'lional (lolky. 

2 Robert Chilvers • .Iollll f'lemin~. (;wcn 
Kinkl·ad. Christian Schley and Mary 
Strohschein served as ob~crvcr/intcrvicwers. 
as did the Ullthor of this paper. 

general techniques 1'01' achieving these 
goals. 

Programs and persons are not 
iden t ified in this report, and the 
names that do aprear have been 
altered to respect confidentiality. In 
addition. since it is virtually impos­
sible to provide a detailed description 
of ca('h of the 13 programs and 
still preserve the promise of confi· 
dentiality, we shall present only a 
general indication of the types of pro­
grams we studied. Two programs were 
nonresidential; in both, some group 
recreational activities were under­
taken for the 20 or so members. 
and staff visited families, went to 
court, talked with school officials and 
located jobs for the youth, Twu pro­
grams provided short-term shelter care 
detention for youth prior to their 
court appearance or placement. The 
rcmainder of the programs were 
residential "group homes," aCClllll­
lllodatillg anywhere from 10 to 70 
YOllth, FInn of thCSl' had high!v 
diversified staffs and proVided a 
Wide range of services and activities 
for 2S to 60 youth. Teachers, child 
care workers, recreation staff, and 
social workers sought to proVide 
individual counseling ,md educr.ltiona! 
and recreational activities. ]n addi· 
tion, some staff members in each 
program devoted lllore or less time 
to establishing or re-establishing 
links between youth and parents. 
public schools, and jobs. 

Four other programs, ranging in 
accommodations from eight to 60 
youth, were organized to provide more 
or less intensive group counseling to 
their residents and through that 
medium to develop "positive peer 
group pressures." This group work 
was carried on in relative isolation 
from community contact in two of 
the four programs. The two pther 
group programs made considerable 
use of community resources such as 
schools and employers to supplement 
their own work but differed in the 
degree to which residen ts were free 
to move in and out of the community 
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as they pleased. Finally, one program 
with about 10 residents utilized Ull 

individual coullseling approach in an 
open setting. 

Each of these 13 programs waS 
organi/ed to achieve the particular 
short-term ~oals elllphasi/ed by the 
program staff. Stafr members tlH!tl 
reached decisions about how to I'r·· 
ganize relationships within the PJ'()­
gram between staff, staff and youth. 
and the youth thcmselves. They also 
decided how much con tact to allow 
between youth and persons in the 
community and how muny and what 
types of youth to include in or ex­
clude from the program. These 
choices tended to direct particular 
progrums toward the achievement 01 
some short-term goals and uwuy !'rom 
the accomplishment or others. In the 
next three sections or this report we 
shall examine how thcse decisions af­
fected the achievement of the 5hort­
term humane environment, rehubili­
tation. and reintegratilln goab in the 
13 prograllls.3 Because the goal 
of control is subsidiary yet pervasive, 
it will be examined in the context of 
discussing each of the other three 
goals. The final section of the report 
will draw out the contradictions 
among goals and their implications 
for policy. 

3S0 ll\e of the incidents which ,ue de­
scribed in the cOllfse of this analysis lIlay 
disturb the reader. It should be noted. 
however. that although we as observers 
never intervened to report incidents to 
program staff or DYS. both pro~ram staff 
members and DYS through its evaluation 
teams were aware of and took action to 
rectify where possible \llany of the prob­
lems underlying these events. As a conse­
quence, a number of the programs de­
scribed here no longer serve DYS youth 
und others have bllen radically restruc­
tured. It must be recognized. however. 
that problems will inevitably arise 110 
matter how one provides services to you til 
in trouble. Our report of incidents is in­
tended to highlight the fundamental con­
l1icts which make such problems inevitable. 

fflll1WIlC' P/,oWq1l1 EIlViI'01l1l1C'1lt 
as 1I Goal 

Program staff and outside evuluators 
derive much of their sense of a pro­
gram environment frol11 the respollses 
llr program youth: "If the kids like 
it. it must not be too bud a place," In 
this section we draw on this reasoning. 
although recognil.ing its limitations. 
Olwillusly youth will like programs 
that are in some sense "bad" for them. 
or dislike settings tlHlt are "good" for 
them. Nevertheless if we focus for the 
Illoment exclusively on the goal of 
providing a humane program environ­
ment. we must take youth evaluations 
qUill' seriously. Our analYSis will be­
!!ill, there lore. with the overall as"e~s· 
I\lCllts by youth of the quality ot 
life and activity in a program. 

When youth from DYS were asked 
whether the program they were pres­
t'ntly in was "one of the better places 
to he in DYS," over two-thirds of 
the youth agreed in 11 of the 13 
programs (range: 67 percent to 100 
percent). III the remaining two pro· 
grams 41 percent and 60 percent or 
the youth asserted the relative "gnod­
ness" of their programs. For many 
youth, particularly inexperienced 
ones. the detention units, especially 
Roslindale, set the low DYS standard 
against whh:h other programs were 
judged. Program staff were alert to 
this comparison and frequentl\' ex­
phliled it. They kept alive stories about 
Jl'tention Ul1its and circulated implicit 
threats that youth might be transferred 
til them. Thus. when asked whether 
they liked their current program, many 
youth said they did because the pro­
!!ralll seemed so free to them or be­
I.'ause their moms had 110 locks. 

The poor reputation of Roslindall! 
was reinforced by stories of incidents 
like the following: a youth who had 
run from one program was visited at 
Roslindale by a staff member. The 
youth "cried and begged George to 
take him back with him to the pro­
gram. George told him that he would 
think about it and let him know in a 
few days--but later relented and 

agreed to take him back." The story 
of this event and ones similar tll it 
were repeated by staffal1tl youth (Ind 
el'fectively conveyed the message that 
"liI'e here is pretty good by compari­
SOil." 

A similar but more strik.ingly 
varied pattern of dil It;j'ences among 
client evaluations of programs is evi· 
dent in the preferences of youth for 
being in the program rather than 
hnrne.4 Clearly such a standa'rd of 
"humaneness" is an extremely high 
one. and, thus, it would be wrong to 
infer that programs which are low on 
this scale arc "inhumane"; rathel', they 
ure relatively less attractive. It is 
surprising that even with such <l stiff 
standard. a majority of youth in 11 of 
the 13 programs ha ve high prognull 
preference scalc scores (runge: S2 per­
cent to 100 perct.!nt). The same two 
programs which stood out in the less 
rigorous comparison. however. shm\' 
only IH percell! and ~O percellt of 
the YOllth with high scale scores. Faced 
with this considerable range in overall 
evaluation of the programs. we shall 
seck Otl t in more detail the program 
features that appl'ar to generate these 
dilTerential responses on the part of 
youthful ~lients. 

Progralll Prej'erellce and Size oj' 
Residellce 

The meaning of "program environ­
ment" and the nature of the judg­
ments by youth of program preferen~e 
differ so much between residential and 
nonresidential programs that these two 
kinds of programs will be examined 

4This scale was composed by sUlllming 
nUlllerical scores corresponding to: 
strongly agree; agrl!l!; uncertain; dis· 
agrl!l!; strongly disagree responses to the 
following statemcnts: "There arc really 
morc things I enjoY doing aroulld here 
than at home"; "This place isn't nearly as 
bad as I thought it would be"; "For right 
now, I'd rather be here than home with 
my family," The cutting point between 
"high" and "low" on this scale was the 
mid-point of possible scale values. 
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separately. Generally, program prefer­
cnce among youth in the elevcn resi­
den tiai programs is rela ted to the sLI,C 
of the client population. From t:\6 per­
cent to 100 percent of the residenlS in 
the four programs with populatiolls of 
about 10 had high scorcs cnlllpared tn 
is percent to 75 percent of the resi­
dents in thl! seven residential programs 
with populations of over 20. Sill' 
seems to make a dHTcrence largely be­
cause it affects the ease with which 
starr can control and supervise rela­
tionships nll111ng youth. In a program 
of I () residents. there arc 4S pos\ible 
pairings alllOl1!t youth at anyone lillie. 
but when the numher of youth !trows to 
20. thcrt.! arc F)O possible two-person 
relationships. Thh rapid eSl'alation of 
possible rclatwnships as program sil.e 
increl1ses 'ilHlIl makes it impossible 
I'llI' stall members to keep tra~k 01 
and control over what is ~oillg Olt 

bel ween eut:ll pair or pro!tHllll mem­
bers. The likelihoodthell increase~ 
with program si/c tllu I ~lltl\C of those 
relationships willlllake a youth's 
expelience in the program a Jl~­
agreeable one. 

Stafr do, however. develop ways 
0(' redUCing the occurrence of harm­
ful contacts between youth by 
structuring their activities :tnd by 
introducing meclumisms t'tlr making 
antagonistic relationships pUblic, 
thus subjecting them to some de­
gree of control. The four large pro­
grams with highly structured activi­
ties were better liked than other 
large programs; in the four struc­
tured programs from 65 percent to 
75 percent of the youth showed 
h.igh program preference compared 
to 18 percent to 52 percent of the 
youth in the three less structured 
large programs. 

That control over relationships 
among youth is indeed the under­
lying factor tIm t distinguishes 
among large programs is made 
clear by the relative frequency of 
youth agreement with the state­
ment: "Some kids here really push 
others around." While 89 percent to 
100 percent of the youth in the 



three relatively unstructured largc 
programs agreed, only 36 percent 
tn 71 pen:enl of the residents of 
the large structured programs agreed. 
Structure wus created in a variety of 
ways, hut in all cases it kept youth 
busy in activities that absorbed 
tlll'ir attentioJl and illtere~l. Regi· 
.11entatioll bv ihelr i~ not likely 
to be a guaran tee of resident satis· 
faction. Two of' the strllctured 
ptogl<lm, provided a IOlIllLl ollel" 
reattonal and educatIonal activi' 
tlt:!'. that filled nearl~ every wuklllg 
hour. The other two strtlGtuJ'(.'d 
programs filled the days with or· 
ganized group work activities and 
group meetings and therapy. Thesl' 
group lllcctings orten centered 
around l'onf'rontations in which 
(It1\' per~on challenged alwthcr for 
a varicty of t:lltits. This puhlic 
airing of intcrpcrsonal dispu!l)~ 
brought them to the attention of 
the stafr and generally prevented 
them from getling out of hand. 

The contrast between these four 
huge structured programs and the 
thlee large unstructured pro!-\rtlms 
is made dear by their differing ap· 
proaches to "wake·up." In the three 
less st rul'tured prop.rams the resi· 
denb could choose whether nr not 
tn get up at a time that would en· 
able tltl'\lt to have breakfast ami 
gd to the in·program school or 
other activities. Obviollsly failure 
to get up in time mean t no break-
fas t. In two of these programs it 
<llsn meant being docked some 
points that could later bf.' ex­
changed for goods. such as dothes. 
\lI privileges, such as a wee kcnd 
home: but these choices were gen· 
erally left to the individual. Thus, 
in two of thesc programs yllli th were 
"lost" temporarily because they 
were still asleep (solllehow oblivious 
to the noise around them), and the 
stafr had to locate them in their beds. 
In contrast, youth in the large, 
structured program~ were rotlsed to· 
gether and all were expected for 
breakfast after completing their 
housekeeping respllnsibilities. 

',. 

The task of keeping track 01' 
youth and maintaining some control 
over their relationships was far less 
demanding in slllall programs. Since 
staff could maintain control over reo 
la tiol1$hips in slllall programs with· 
out developing the same regimen of 
activities evident in the large, strllc, 
tured programs, most or the resi· 
dents' time was free. In two or tile 
prugrums much of this free time wa~ 
~pellt out in the comtl1unity: in the 
other two it was ,pent in the 
"house." 

A se,'ond major difference be· 
tween large and small progwJl1s was 
less directly mensurable but never· 
theless apparent and important. 
C;cneraIly, when large numbers of 
youth arc prescn t in a program the 
facilities required to accommodate 
them are imposing and "unholllc, 
like." Thus. 'Ill the large programs 
were situated in buildings that were 
dearly something other than family 
residences. On the other hand. the 
yout It in each of the small programs 
IiVl'U in some kind of "house" very 
milch like those housing families in 
the same neighborth()od~. This dif­
fe rence and nil it symholiles may 
also explnin in part the differences 
in program preference sl;orcs be· 
twecn large and small programs. 

A third major diffcrence rein ted 
ttl program sile was the greater ea~e 
with which youth apparently felt 
involved .in thc operation of smaller 
programs. 1n each of the small resi· 
dentinl programs there was little 
agreement that "When there is a 
problem in the program the staff 
should work it out without bother· 
ing the kids about it:' From Lcro pcr· 
cent to 38 percent of the youth 
agreed with this statement in those 
four small progrmns compared to SO 
percent to S6 percent agreement in 
four of the seven larger programs. 
The only larger programs that were 
ab Ie to give youth a strong sense of 
involvement in program decisions 
were the two group therapy pro­
grams (11 percent and 28 percent 
agreement with the st.ltcment) ~U1d 
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one Llnstructllfed program (24 per· 
cent agreement). The staffin the 
group thernpy programs involved 
youth by giving them some respomi­
hility in program operation, By con· 
trast, staCC in the large, unstructured 
program encouraged a sense of par· 
ticipation by cmphasiling repeatedly 
the precariousness of the program's 
existence <lnd the necessity for youth 
to "shape·up" in order to prevent the 
program's closing. In all thc SIll~\\1 
programs prriudic "community meet­
ings." infl'l'lllttl consultation h~tween 
youth and staCr. atlll the intil'l<lcy or 
the settlng combincu to ,·r·~ale a 
sensc of shared involvement ill thc 
program. 

Impact (I Stall Ikcisioll.V (1/1 Pre)' 

~rall/ hill'irOIlI1l(,1l t 

With this gcneral alHtly~h III !lit' im­
pact or pmgltlll1 sile as a basi~, \W IIP\, 

turn to a tlllll\' dl.'t'llkd l'valuatilln III 
thl.' impact or dirt(>r~nt kind~ llt' ~talt 
tkcisillll~ on the natur,' Ill' th,' PlOt:I:t1ll 
environll1t'nt. The t\VlI Icsilk'nlial pro· 
.mallls where youth \Wfl' Il'ast po~illve 
wele both large (over 2:- lesidl'lIhl.lIl1-
,\ru.;turl'd Il.'siliential Plll[!lalll'i till' 

hllYS. As Hoted earlier a majlll reasoll 
I'llI' negntiw evaluations of a program 
by its residents is tlw chanlcter 01 
titl' relatiomhips al1l111lg the Y lIuth 
themselves. A scale derived from the 
sl.'mantic differential ratings eadl 
youth made of his pee)'$ sho\\~ that 
the youth of these two programs 
were far more negative toward their 
peers thnn Were youth in any of the 
other nine residentinl programs. Of 
the boys in these programs, 65 per­
cent and 74 percent compared to 
an average of <) percen t in the othcr 
nine programs (range: lei'll percent tll 

29 percent) were highly negative 
toward their peers. Not surprisingly. 
01' all the placements (excluding de· 
tention units where the transient 
nature llf the population made 
friendships difficult to establish), 
these two programs had the highest 
proportion of members indicating 
that they had 110 close friend in the 
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unil .. 33 percen t and 2S percen t 
respectively compared to an aventge 
of 10 percent in the other programs 
(range: tero percent to 23 pC'rcent). 
Tllesl' high lewIs of mutual distrust 
and dislike \,ere also evident from 
our observation. 

In one of these two least·liked 
programs there was frequent fight­
ing. and, in the other, in timida tion 
rcsulting frolll the significant size 
differences between sIxteen and 
thirteen year (lIds had the same con· 
~l!q\lence. One boy aptly sUmmariled 
the natl! re of this dominance with the 
~'lllli assertion "You respect your 
eluers. Remember that or I'll kick 
YOIll ass." Relations between youth 
Wl.'le, of necessity, constricted in 
these settings because the potential 
for connic! was ever present. Thus. 
whell they were asked to advise 
"llllw best to get ;\Iong with other 
kid~," youth in the~e programs typi. 
~ally responded with "he cool" or 
"dotl't cause nOiilluble." 

The nature of the popUlation ap· 
pears to interact with the type or pro· 
gram and manner of control by staff 
til foster such physical violence anti 
it~ accompanying distrust and anxi· 
ety. A collection of twelve·to· 
~l·vcnteen-ye~lr.old boys arc likely to 
hl' a volatile mix to work within 
.my set ling because these boys arc 
c:-.periencing tntditional cultural 
pressllres to "be men," with all the 
implications of strcngth, toughness, 
and aggressiveness. Although staff 
were concerned about the problems 
nfviolence and Jlltit1litinti,>t1, many of 
them recognized, perhaps grudgingly, 
that most boys would return to a 
social setting where these pressures 
were very real indeed. Many of the 
youth in these two programs spent 
considerable time in the free com· 
munity.on weekends at home and on 
individual passes and sign-outs during 
the week. As a consequence, it was 
difficult for staff in these progranls to 
draw a sharp line between those be­
haviors and attitudes that were pos· 
sible or expected in the community 
or on the streets and those that were 

tolerable in the progrum. The staff in 
one of these programs were clearly 
concerned about cOlllmunity stund· 
ards of masculinity in their discussion 
or onc boy whose high in tclligence 
was not equalled by his physical com­
bativeness or skill in handling the 
ag~rcssilll1 or othcr$: "Well we should 
watch him because [ think he b ~oing 
downhill. I [e isn't mixing with the 
other kids, and if he i~ going to pub­
lic school nex t year he nced~ to learn 
how. " 

Implicit 01' explicit staffsuppllft for 
the aggressIve male role wa~ manifested 
in a variety of way~ in these two 
large, unstructured prl'grams for boys. 
In the program that served yllungcr 
boys, staff requests or commands 
often drew a reIn lively t\0od-natufetl 
shmv of denunce, and the staCf re· 
sponded with threats of force until 
the "confrontation" becmnc :.1 play. 
ful/serious physical tussle Icading to 
the nearly inevitable statT vh:tory, 
Youthful capitulation to superior 
force was a face saving way of con­
forming to the staff, but it also en­
couraged physh.:ul aggrcs~ivctless allwng 
the residents. This ritualistic ex· 
change was, of course, not so eVident 
with older and strong\! I' boys, in part 
because stafr victory was not so 
certain. In addition, staff in both pro­
grams allowed and at times engaged 
in "play·fighting" slap !lights, wre~· 
tling, and general pushing and shov· 
ing. Many of the young st,lff shared 
with youth the same perspectives lIn 
masculinity and found it E:asy and 
natural to encouragc a "rough and 
ready approach" to program life, In 
so doing they often won both the 
friendship and trust of the boys with 
whom they worked but made the 
task of containing or channeling 
aggression more difficult. 

This encouragement of aggressive 
masculinity was not universal among 
the staff in these two programs, 
however, and in fact proved to be a 
point of contention among staff 
members distinguished from each 
other by professional identification 
(teacher and social worker VS. coun· 
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selor), etlucatiotlullevel (college \'s. 
nu college), and sex (female vs. 
male). These two programs were 
tirst :lnd fourth among the 11 
resideutial programs on u scale of 
staff con!1ict. S This. connic!. to­
gether with the sharply divided stafr 
rcsponsibilities antllarge stafr size, 
reduced cllmmunicatilln among 
staff in these programs and made it 
more difficult to coordinate supervi· 
sion and ~()ntrol of youth by staff 
members. Boys could and dit! play 
one staff member orf :Igainst an­
other under these drcum~t:U1ces 
"But JIIllll says [don't have to 
go .. ," 

The high levels of freedom lind 
I.·hol.:e rjvcll to th~ youth in tlll:sl' 
two least-liked progrnms appeared 
to increase the problem of con· 
trolling rclatir.ltlships among boys. 
Stafr allowed the boys considerable 
dlOice about when and how they 
could become involved in group 
activities; a suhstantial portion of 
their time was free. In addition, the 
boys had considerable opportunity 
to go out into the community lin 
their own or with individual super­
vision. As a consequence or this 
freedom (IS well us the large size, it 
\vas impossible for to staff to keep 
close tahs on everyone all the 
time· whether or not the youth 
werc relatively confined. Stall' mcm· 
bers would sometimcs move from 

STile s,'alc was composed of the slim 
of scored responses (strollgly agree,' agrce,' 
III/certaill; disagree; strollglY,disagrec) to 
the following statements of the staff 
questionnaire: "Around here all the starr 
phlY a pretty equal part in decision· 
making"; "The staff here Is always in 
pretty full agreement about program 
goals"; and "The staff here is always in 
prlllty full agreement abou t program 
methods." To this total was added the 
scored rcsponse to the statement: "The 
staff disagrees about how to handle a 
particular kid--."·'.I· a/tell; oj('II; oeea· 
siollanw seldom; /lever. " The cutting 
p()int betwecn "high" and "I()w" scale 
s.:orcs was the midpoint of the range of 
possible scale values. 



one pair of boys to another only to 
find trouble breaking out elsewhere. 
Only in these two programs did we 
observe an instance of staff striking 
youth in anger. The single incident 
in each case was inconsistent with 
the generally positive tenor of re­
l£l'cionships between youth and staff, 
but it was consistent with the em­
phasis on toughness and aggressive 
masculinity in these programs. 

In contrast to these tw.o, a third 
hoy.,' program with sJi!!hlly ~ll1aller 
staff and youth populations main­
tained Illuch closer watch on its 
residents by requiring universal 
participation in group activities, by 
drastically limitinr; the free time 
allowed each boy. and by prevent-
ing any individual community con­
tact. Staff members also stepped in 
to preven t even the preliminaries of 
a light-such as slap-fighting or play­
ful wrestling-~and refused to engage 
in these activities themselves. Only 
one fight occurred in this set ting in 
the course of our observation, c'lm­
pared to dozens in fhe other two 
prngrams. Partly a& a con~quence, 
72 percent of the boys indicated 
high preference for this structured 
program on the program preference 
scale despite the lack of choice in 
activities and the resttiction on com­
lliunity contact (which many noted 
as the toughest part of being there). 
About 30 percent of the boys, when 
asked why they liked this structured 
program, responded in the following 
vein: "You don't get in fights or any­
thing. It's a good place: kids don't 
pic k on you." 

Finally, the refusal by the staff 
in the two least-liked programs to 
s~' temat ically expel troub leso111e 
youth contributed to th<' lack of 
control. In one of these programs, 
for example, the staff brought as­
sault charges against the strongest 
boy after he had beaten up 6ne of 
the fcHow residents. During the time 
the charges were pending and after 
they were dropped for lack of evi­
den;.;e, however, he remained in the 
progr,ll11. The staff members in both 

the large, structured program for 
boys and a small, well-liked boys' 
program using group therapy would 
probably have expelled such a resi­
dent because of the negative effects 
of such physical aggression on the 
other residents. In one such in­
stance, for example, a boy in the 
small program managed to get in­
toxicated, struck a staff member, 
and later had to be restrained by 
the police when he began angrily to 
vandalize cars parked nearby. De­
spite the boy's later repentance 
anu the concern or the staCf ror 
his welfare, he waS immediately 
removed from the program. Staff 
members expressed concern for the 
safety of other residents and for the 
social climate of the program. Ex­
pulsion can help control violence 
in one program, but it leaves to 
someone else the task of working 
with particularly aggressive youth. 

Some of the same conflicts that 
we observed in large boys' programs 
were also apparent in large pro­
grams for girls. For example, there 
was tension between allowing 
freedom and community contact 
and achieving a well-regulated pro­
gram environment in the two large 
girls' programs. Of these twn, one 
was more highly liked by its resi­
dehls than the other; 75 percent of 
(he girls in the highly stnlctured 
program gave it high scores on 
the preference scale. Many of the 
same factors that distingUished the 
well-liked from not-so-well-1iked 
large boys' programs also differen­
tiated these girls' programs. Nineteen 
percen t of the girls in the less-liked 
program wmpared to none in the 
better-Hked program were highly 
negative toward their peers on the 
semantic differential scale. All of 
the girls in the less-liked program 
agreed that "some kids here push 
others around" as compared to 71 
percent in the better-liked program. 
At tJ:e extreme in the less-liked 
~,ogram this "pushiness" took the 
same form that it did ill the less­
liked boys' programs; on one occas-
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sion several girls beat up another 
resident with whom they were 
angry. Although these girls were 
chargee! with assault, most of them 
remained in the program after a 
short time at a detention center. 
Here, as in the two I 's-Iiked boys' 
programs. the staff were very re­
luctant to "give up" on a youth. 
Discharging an unruly resident was 
by nO means unknown, however, in 
the more closed and regimented 
program. 

The differences in the nature of 
peer relationships in these two 
large programs for girls were dear­
est. however, in the varying amount 
of pressure exerted by peers to run 
away and to drink or usc drugs. In 
the more structured ancl closely 
supervised program, '3Uch pressures 
were not evident and runs were 
fairly uncommon. But in the less 
structured and less well-liked pro­
gram the pressures were great, with 
the result that runs were frequent 
and typically involved two or more 
girls. It was usual for these runs to 
take place on Friday or Saturday 
nights so tha t girls could attend 
parties in a nearby town. Almost 
inevitably the girls returned from 
such events drunk from alcohol or 
"stoned" from drugs. 

In the less-liked !:Joys' programs, 
one had sensed that many boys 
wanted external limits placed on 
their own physical aggresiveness 
because they could not advocate or 
impose their own limits without 
losing face. Similarly, in the less­
liked girls' program one could sec 
that the girls faced a dilemma over 
running away, drinking, and using 
drugs. Many did not really want to 
do these things, but they could not 
afford not to do them if they were 
to maintain standing with their 
peers. The staff willingness to for­
give and forget repeated runs was 
to such girls a mixed blessing, be­
cause it prevented the establish­
ment of clear extemallimits. 

On the one hand, therMore, the 
girls lauded the freedom and the 
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supportiven.::ss of the staff in de­
scribing what they liked about the 
program; [or example, one girl 
claimed, "I get 100 percent more 
freedom here than at home. They 
still tnlst me even though Jill 
[another resident I told every­
thing we ever did, everything!" 
On the other hand, the girls 
seemed ttl push this freedom in the 
hope of having limits placed on 
them. 

The degree of staff control over 
youth relationships in these two 
large girls' programs was, as in the 
lar!:,c boys' programs, mainly <l 

function of staff coordination and 
the level of choice and free time 
allllwed the girls. Considerable 
coordination among staff was 
achieved in the better-liked pro­
gram through regular staff meet­
ings in which all staff participated 
as equals. Largely as a result of 
this regular forum for communi­
cation about youth and program 
policy, the staff in this program 
exhibited the lowest level of con­
niet of any program we studied. It 
was much more difficult' for youth 
to manipulate staff under these 
circumstances than in the less-liked 
large girls' program where starf 
ran ked second among the 13 
programs on the scale of staff con­
mct. Sharp divisions between "pro­
fessional" and "nonprofessional" 
both reflected and reinforced a lack 
of communica tion and inconsist­
encies in philosophy and technique 
between child care workers and 
social workers and teachers. 

Staff coordination and control 
were made easier in the better­
liked, large girls' program because 
of the full agenda of daily activi­
ties. The full schedule of activities 
and the mandatory participation 
in them (the girls had some choice 
in ma king the schedule) was the 
major CUI, Iplaint about the pro­
gram by the girls; it was, said one, 
"like being cooped up." In con­
trast, the less-liked program gave 
the girls considerable choice about 

, their participation in activities, 
and the girls appreciated the free: 
dom. The program staff, however. 
had difficulty in keeping track of 
their residents and controlling 
relations among them. 

In addition to examining the 
differences among the large all-boy 
and large all-girl prognlms, it is 
instructive to corn pare the evalu-
ations by youth of the four resi-
dential group "therapy" programs 
which differed in both their in-
h:nsity and their openness to com­
munity con tacts on the part of 
their residents. The two large group 
programs with the greatest regimen­
tation and most intense confronta­
tions, replete with screams and 
vituperation, were looked upon less 
positively than the two smaller and 
miltler group programs. The two intense 
group programs were given high scores 
by 65 percen t and 70 percent of the 
residents compared to 88 percent and 
89 percen t in the less intense pro­
grams.1> The constan i pressure to per­
l~lrlll tasks and to "relate" to staff and 
peers, as well as the public attack anu 
ridicule that resulted from failures to 
perform properly. clearly created a 
high level of anxiety among residents 
in the more intense programs. 

In one of thes~ program&, for 
example, several youth who either 
took some pills or failed to report 
the taking of them to staff had their 
heads shaved (the boys) or had to 
wear signs around their necks (the 
girls). In the other program, a boy 
who was caught trying to look into 
the girls' shower room was subjected 
to a confrontation with the girls: 
"Billy did really break down at the 
encounter with the women. A staff 

6The figure of 65 percent is a combi­
nation of two subunits which themselves 
varied considerably in intensity. Of the 
youth in the unit without the intense con­
frontations, 90 percent were high on the 
program preference scale while in the 
more intense unit 46 percent were high on 
this scale. 
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member ran it, and the women 'hit 
below the bell,' as Catherine [an­
other staff member] put it, insulting 
Billy's mascllJinity until he broke 
down in sobs. He talked to Catherine 
about it after that .. his problems 
with girls, his insecurity, his great 
fear of rejection." In both cases these 
punislun mts were endorsed and 
administered largely by other resi­
dents. However, since most youth 
administered such punishments far 
more frequen tly than they received 
them, they were not totally alienated 
from the program by these tempo­
rary humiliations. 

It is not surprising that most resi­
dents believed that the group con­
frontations were the toughest part 
of being in these two intense pro­
grams: "absolutely no privacy"; hav­
ing to express all your [eelings" (and 
faCing verbal attacks); "getting blown 
nway in group." In addition, the 
meticulous care required to carry out 
the work assignments, which ranged 
from picking lint out of a rug by 
hand to putting out a newsletter, 
was difficult for most resiQents. 
These intense grpup programs were 
the only two residential programs 
we observed where loud music from 
radios and records and television did 
not serve as major sources of diver­
sion [or youth; there simply was no 
time for such relaxation. Of the 
residents of the. intense group pro­
grams 52 percent and 61 percent 
agreed that "There's so much to do 
around here, you never really have 
any tinle to just sit around and take 
it easy" while only 15 percent of 
the youth in the other residential 
program (range: zero percent to 25 
percent) agreed. 

III the two milder group therapy 
programs, group meetings never 
reached the pitch they did in the 
more intense programs although 
angry shouting occasionally took 
place. Challenges to other program 
members resembled "constructive 
cri ticism" more than hostile en­
counters. While this difference in 
style was the product of different 



stafr orien tation, training, and ex· 
perience, it may also have reflected 
the size difference in the programs 
as well. The milder programs had 
ahout 10 residents compared to 30 to 

• 60 in t he more in tense programs. 
Creater intensity may he required in 
large" programs if &tarf arc to maintain 
the same degree of therapeuth: involve· 
ment. control. and supervision ovcr 
rel~ltionship~ among youth as is possihle 
in smaller and milder programs. 

[n addition. in these two "milder" 
group pWgrtu11S the daily rou tine 
was far less structured, and more 
contact with members of the com· 
munity was allowed than in the more 
intense group programs. In this gen· 
erally more relaxed atmosphere, 
youth complained most about bore· 
dom and the lack of program activi· 
tics. This lack of structured activity. 
however, also made it possible for 
several residents of each small pro· 
grmn to go to school or work at out­
side jobs and for others to venture 
ou t on their own to sec friends in 
the community. The difference be· 
tween the heavily structured and 
the less structured group programs is 
illustrated by the'differing responses 
of staff to a hypothetical program 
participant who wants to take a trade 
school course out in the community. 
In the two less structured group pro­
grams 88 percent and 100 percent of 
the staff endorsed Brown's plan, but 
in the two highly ~tructurerl pm­
grams only 50 percent and 45 percent 
did. 

NOllresidential Program EI1I'irOlllllents 

The quality of life i.n nonresiden­
tial programs has a different meaning 
than it does in residential programs 
because of the vastly differing 
amounts of contact among the pro­
gram partiCipants. Tn nonresidential 
programs, peer relationships are less 
likely to be of overriding imporUmce 
in determi.ning the general evalua­
tions of a program by youth because 
peer contact is more limited than in 
most residential programs; it is one 

thing to go fishing for a few hours 
a week with someone you do not 
like but quite another to live with 
him ill dose quarters for several 
months. However, the activities in 
nonrcsiden tial programs take on 
greater importance than in residential 
programs because they must ~ompete 
with the attractiveness of the "action" 
in the "street." Thus. when 81) percent 
of the youth in one nonresidential pro· 
gram give high ratings on the program 
preference scale compared to 61 per­
cent in the other, it appears to rellect 
the greater attractiveness or the activ­
ities rather than better peer relation· 
ships. 

The participants in the better-liked 
nonresidential program were, in fact, 
far less positive toward .their peers 
than were the youth in the less·liked 
program. In the better·liked program, 
38 percent compared to 23 percent 
were highly negative toward their 
peers on the semantic differen tial 
scale. and 71 percent as opposed to 
31 percent felt tha t some kids 
"really push others around." The all­
male composition and considerable 
range in age and experience of the 
participants in the nevertheless better­
liked nonresidential program account 
in part for the relatively negative eval· 
u3tion of peers; the older and bigger 
boys tended to dominate and intimi· 
date the younger and smaller youth. 
The less·liked program was coeduca­
tional and evidenced little of this 
"masculine" aggressiveness. 

On the other hand, the all·male 
population may have allowed the 
staff in the better-liked program to 
specialize in planning activities of 
particular interest to boys. Finding 
appealing coeducational activities 
in the other nonresidential program 
was difficult. 

Putting up with some disliked 
peers for a few hours was fairly easy 
in the better-liked nonresidential 
program because the staff arranged a 
number of activities-refurbishing a 
boat, going fishing or boating, and 

. building bicycles-which were attract­
ive and otherwise unavailable to boys. 
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Starr in the less·liked program. how­
ever. were harder pressed to cOllle up 
with attractive activities appealing to 
all, especially since the youth in this 
program had more community I'e­
sources available to them. Exacer· 
bating this difficulty was the broad 
freedom to participate or not which 
staff allowed the youth. Sevcralmcet· 
ings to involve youth in planning ac· 
tivitics were at tempted in the less· 
liked program but with little slIccess. 
and when the stafr did plan an activity 
themselves, they frequently found that 
few youth showed up, forcing cancel­
lation or change or plans. In thc 
better-liked program. youth were 
picked up by prearrangemcnt and 
taken to activities planned by the 
stafr; this procedure allowed for 
greater certainty in planning but less 
initiative on the part of the youth. 

SUIIlIllGl}' of Factors COil triblltillK 
to a HlImane EnvirOIlI1U.'lIt 

The preceding analysis of the degree 
to whiCh programs achieve the goal 
of a '''humane environment" (as in· 
dexed by the expressed preferences 
of youth for the program) identifies 
a number of organizational factors 
that appear to increase youth satis­
faction with their program experi· 
ence. Before listing those conditions, 
we should note that the programs we 
studied and analyzed are probably 
all at the high end of a scale meas· 
uring "humane living environments." 
In none of the 13 programs we 
observed was there any evidence of 
physical brutality by staff; living con· 
ditions, though varied, were generally 
clean and the food was at least ade· 
quate and often good; most staff 
were concerned about youth and 
worked hard to help them although 
they chose to do so in differing ways. 
These conditions must, thus, be as­
sumed in addition to the following: 

1. There must be sufficient staff 
supervision over youth relationships 
to prevent peer pressures toward 
physical ~st\,~SSiOl~" running away, 
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and drug and alcohol use. Tbis super· 
vision seems to be accomplished in 
a number of ways. 

a) By having small programs 
(abollt 10 participants) in homelike 
surroundings . 

b) By organizing large pro· 
grams (over 20 participants) so 
that they have a full schedule of 
supervised and mandatOlY group 
activities that may be educational. 
recreational. or therapeutic in nature. 

2. Some of the more disturbing 
peer pressures may be moderated by 
baving coeducational programs. Mas­
.;uline and feminine identities can 
then be affirmed in day-to·day in leI'­
action with members of the other 
sex rather than Ihl'llugh exce~~i\'e 
aggressiVl'lless 011 the part of the 
boys (lr the running away of the girls 
to be with boys. The same results 
might be achieved through regular 

I interaction between program mem­
bers and youth of the other sex liv­
ing in the open community. 

3, Youth participation in some 
decisions and in the general operation 
of' the program seems to facilitate-­
though'lt does not guarantee--youth 
satisfaction with the program. 

A number of conflicts between 
various organi/:ltional techniques 
and operational goals arc evident in 
the preceliing analysis. There is u 
conflict between maintaining a wide 
range of organized activities in a 
program and allowing youth con­
siderable initia live ano freedom of 
choice abou t, participation in pro­
gram activities. Since highly struc· 
tured activities seem to be the major 
means of controlling peer relation­
ships in large programs, there is a con­
flict in these programs between high 
staff supervision and control over 
youth relationships on the one hand 
and allowing youth considerable free­
dom of choice in their activities on 
the other hand. A number of other 
conflicts will become more evident in 
the following sections. 

Rehabilitatioll 01' TI'(!(lt1ll(!lIt as 
a Sllo!'t-Term Goal . 

Rehabilitation is conceived of here a~ 
a short-term strategy that focuses on 
changing a youth's attitudes. values. 
and skills. in a "positive" v:ay. Sinc{! 
it is assessed here as a short·term 
goal. we must hold in abeyance any 
judgment about whether "rehabili· 
tation" increases the chances of long­
term adjustment by you th to life in 
the free community. The best in· 
dices of rehabilitation would involve 
a "before and after" measure of 
change in attitude, skills, self· 
conception or psychological well· 
being. The subculture study reported 
here is cross-sectional rather than 
longitudinal. and no such measures 
arc available. Nevertheless a number 
of indirect measures of rehabilitation 
arc available and \eadus to an inter­
esting and useful analysis. 

Rt!latiolls between )'ol/l/z (llld Sta./.r 

The most signit1can t indica tor of 
progress for staff in treating or re­
habilitating a youth is whether or 
not the staff member. has a "good reo 
lationship" with the youth as indi­
cated by the youth's willingness to 
"open up," and talk with him 
about problems and feelings. One 
plausible indication that "rehabilita­
tiol\" is or is not taking plhce in a 
program can thus be gnined from the 
perception by youth of the staff and 
of youth· staff relations. 

In the youth interview we asked 
"Is there someone on the staff here 
with whom you really can talk about 
your problems?" Most youth in all 
programs had such relationships: 
from 62 percent to 100 percent 
answered yes to our question. The 
five programs \vith the lowest per­
centage (range: 62 percent to 75 
percent) include the two nonresi­
dential progmms where irregular and 
fleeting contact between staff and 
youth made the development of 
deep and confidential relationships 
difficult. The third program was 

43 

residential but involved n very ~trong 
individual counseling arrangement 
where each youth was assigned a 
counselor and often had Ii t tic con­
tact with other staff. As a conse­
qucnce youth could not freely seek 
ou t the stafr with whom they were 
most comfortable. The inevitable 
failure to make perfect matches initio 
ally for every youth forced realloca­
tion of counseling responsibilities at 
times but still left some youth with· 
out a contidant. The fourth program 
was the most formal one we ob­
served; it was the only one where the 
you th used forlllal terms of address 
h; speaking to staff und werc careful 
of the language they lIsed in front of 
the staff. The social distance between 
staff and youth in this program made 
cstablishing close. confidential rela­
tionships across these lines difficul t. 
Finally. the fifth program was a sma 11 
detention unit where one of the four 
youths answering this question had 
no close relations with the staff. 7 She 
had. however. arrived only five days 
previously and had not hac! time to 
establish chse ties with a counselor. 

The proportion of youth indicat­
ing a close counseling relationship 
with at least one stuff member was 
higher in the other eight programs 
(range: 81 percent to 100 percent). 
Of these eight programs, four had 
group therapy sessions, wl}ich ex­
posed youth 'to most or all of the staff 
members and gave them considerable 
chance to select a trusted confidan t. 
The four remaining programs were 
all fairly large. with over 15 staff 
members in each program. In each of 
these considerable contact took place 
bet~een youth and a variety of staff 
in different informal contexts: thus 
again it was possible for youth to find 
worthy' confidants from this larg(~ 

7Thrce of the seven respondents did not 
want to answer this question because they 
relt it was too private or confidential for 
us to intrude. 
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poo\. One problem with such an ap­
proach. however, is that it may over­
load a few staff or leave out more 
reticent youth. Two of these programs 
therefore instil u ted similar admini­
strative changes during our observation: 

Lldl ylllith was now formally 
as!>ip.ned to a staff 111l:mber I'or 

c:ounse ling pUlpllses. Thi~ had been 
donl~ inforrnallJ bd'orc. but it was 
mually the youths who ~oug.ht out a 
,YlIlpathetic statlmemher before-if 
they relt the need to. and it was 
u,ually the same counseling relation­
ships. By formali/ing the procedure 
they hoped to involvc more staft 
mcmbers, to diffuse responsibility 
for caring for the youths on all 
individual basis among the starr and 
(0 make sure (hat no one was left 
ou t. 
We also asked the youths whether 

(hey felt most of the staff could be 
trusted. Analysis of variations in the 
youth responses to this item shows a 
somewhat diffcrent pattcrn of inter­
program differences from tlta t just 
noted. Having a confidant among the 
staff is not the same thing as having 
a generally positive attitude toward 
thc stafr as a whole. From 53 percent 
tll 100 percent of the youth in the 
13 programs expressed general trust 
of the staff. Large size aml/nr for­
mal relationships between starr and 
youth and thc resultant inability of 
youth to get to know most staff per­
sonally seemed to be the major rea­
sons for variation on this scale. 

Of the six programs with the few­
est youth exhibiting positive attitudes 
toward staff (range: 53 percent to 67 
percent), four were the programs 
with the largest number of staff (all 
had 20 or more) and most highly 
differentiated staff of the 13 pro­
grams under study. Of the four 
programs with highly differentiated 
staff, three had high proportions of 
youth with confidants among the 
starf~ the fourth program had rela­
tively formal youth-staffrelation­
ships and a lower proportion of 

'. youth with confidants- Thus, while 

a large number of staff .made it pos-
3ible for each ymlth to find some-
one to talk to, it also tcnded to make 
it more likely that many staff would 
be little known or in poor repute 
with the youth. The fifth program 
with a relatively low proportion of 
youth positive toward the staff was 
a small one in which each youth 
was so clearly paired with a staff 
member that little interaction oc­
curred between the youth and other 
staff. In this se~ting neither gcneral 
trust of staff nor the highest fre­
quency of confidential youth-staff 
relationships were fostered. The 
sixth program was an apparent 
anomaly because it was a small, open 
group therapy program in which 88 
percen t of the residents felt they 
could confide in a staff member. 
Nevertheless only 62 percent of the 
youth had general faith in the 
trustworthiness of the staff as a 
whole. It was probably the internal 
dissension among staff and youth 
over changes in staff leadership dur­
ing our observation that caused 
the relatively low level of trust. 

The other three residential group 
homes-all group therapy programs­
showed high levels of youth trust of 
staff (range: 82 percent to 100 per­
cent}. So also did both detention 
centers and both nonresidential pro­
grams (range: 83 percent to 100 
percent). Three of these four de­
tention and nonresidential programs 
were among the lowest in the fre­
quency of close relationship be­
tween staff and youth. 

By contrast, the high standing of 
the nonresidential and detention pro­
grams in the general level of trust of 
staff makes clear that relationships 
of trust or respect between staff 
and youth need not involve revela­
tions of personal secrets or problems. 
They may instead be a product of 
the warmth of the staff and their 
ability to help the youth in other 
meaningful ways-as youth advo­
cates, for example, in conflicts with 
school, family, and court in non­
residential programs ahd in the 
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court and DYS placement process 
in det.en lion programs. 

Nevertheless, stafr in the non­
residential program particulaJ Iy are 
likely to be dissatisfied with a non­
counseling relationship. One or the 
workcrs in a nonresidential program 
noted that the staff of his program 
had been very helpful in reprcsenting 
youth in court, but he felt that this 
service could lead youth to see the 
staff simply "as a group of people 
who were willing to break their necks 
for tltem in court." He went on to 
lament, "That's not too therapeu­
tic." It is difficult, however, to be 
both an advocate and a "therapist." 
Our observations suggest that "break­
ing one's neck for a kid in court," in 
school, or with an employer is an 
extraordinarily timc-consuming 
process and that much of that time 
does not involve any contact with 
the youth. Counseling is also time 
consuming, and time devoted to that 
task must ordinarily be drawn from 
time that could otherwise be de­
voted to advocacy. 

A ttitucles and Values of 
Pi ,)gram Youth 

A second indicator of short-term 
rehabilitation or individual change 
can be drawn from attitudes or 
values expressed by youth during 
their stay in a program. One of these 
"values" is the widely held American 
belief that it is wrong to "tattle" or 
inform on others. Most of the youth 
we encountered shared this belief, at 
least at the start of their program 
experience, and many staff were at 
times frustrated by its invocation. 
Nevertheless, only the staff in the four 
group therapy programs directed 
their efforts with varying amounts 
of success toward changing this value 
as part of a more general attempt to 
promote beliefs about openness, 
expressiveness, and concern for 
others. The distribution of these 
beliefs among programs provides im­
portant insights into the nature of 
the "value change" process and its 
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relationship to techniques of social 
control. 

Using a number of questionnaire 
items, we developed a scale meas­
uring youth approval of the idea of 
informing or "dime-dropping," on 
pccrs.R From zero percent to 96 per­
.:('nt of the youth in the 13 programs 
highly approved of informing. This 
huge variation is a function of two 
very different factors, both of which 
relate to the nature of social control 
within the program. Where staff do 
not exert pressure on groul) members 
to confront one another about rule 
violations and where little likelihood 
of interpersonal exploitation among 
youth exists to make informing a 
requiSite for self-protection, anti­
"finking" sentiment is strong. 

Small size, a popUlation of both 
boys and girls, and dispersion of 
program members into individual 
community contacts were all pointed 
to in the previous section of this 
report as factors conducive to reduced 
friction among youth. Some com­
bination of these three factors char­
acterized each of the four programs 
where oppositioJl to informing on 
others was greatest. Only 8, 14, and 
38 percent of the youth in these 

SThe anti-informing scale was con­
structed by summing the scored responses 

• to three story q u~stion~ abou t programs 
for youth which asked youth to indicate 

'\,hether they approved or disapproved of 
the action of an imaginary youth in a 
particular situation. Respondents were 
asked to approve or disapprove of the ac­
tions of DOOley \vho refuses to tell the 
name of another program member who cut 
him with a knife, of Johnson who sees a 
theft of cigarettes and tells staff that rob­
bing is going on without revealing the 
i~entity of the culprit, and of Lo"ng wh6 
hIdes Some marijuana from the staff at the 
request of his friend Smith. To this score 
was added the score responses (strollgly 
a~ee; agree; IIlleertaill; disagree; strollgly 
d~sagree) to the following statements: "A 
kid should not report a rule violation to a 
staff member if it will get another kid in 
~roublc." "In some situations it is alright to 
II1form on another kid." "The best way kids 
can help one another is for them to tell 
the staff when a kid breaks a rule." 

four programs favored informing. 
These programs were, respectively', a 
small program for girls in which there 
was some mutual harrassmenl but in 
which cooperation among the girls 
generally prevailed; a coeducational. 
nonresidential program in which re­
lationships among youth were easy 
and tempered by their shared resi­
dence in a closely knit community; a 
residential program in which youth 
had little contact with one another 
but considerable contact with in­
dividual counselors; and a residential 
program whose attcmpts to promote 
group confrontations were diluted by 
the extensive community involvement 
and low mutual interaction of the 
residents. 

The next set of six programs 
ranged from 44 percent to 55 percent 
endorse men t of informing on peers 
and included one nonresidential pro­
gram for boys, one detention center 
for boys, and all four of the large 
programs for boys or girls with highly 
differentiated staff. In each of these 
programs, regardless of the degree of 
structure and control, youth were 
potentially a threat to one another's 
physical well-being or social stand­
ing. The evenly divided attitudes to­
ward informing reflect the conflict 
between peer loyalty and the need 
for self-protection. This conflict is 
particularly vivid in the reasons the 
youth in these six programs ad­
vanced for agreeing or disagreeing 
with the action of an imaginary 
Dooley who refuses to tell staff the 
name onhe· person who attacked 
him with a knife. For some youth in 
these programs Dooley's refusal was 
justifiable because "If he dimes 
[tells] , the other kid will have to go 

,to court." For others Do'oley's re­
fusal was foolhardy be~a~se of the 
danger o( a further incident: "I'.d· 
tell on him-he might come back 
and tty to cut me again." Peer pres­
sure not to inform and the not so 
remote fear that informing would 
bring violent reprisals or contempt 
from one's peers is weighed in these 
programs against the neerl to protect 

45 

oneself from other youth Of from 
stafr anger at complicity in rule 
violation. 

Finally, the three programs where 
most support exists for informing 
(runge: 61 percent to 96 percent) 
are, like those with the most resist­
ance to it, safe places to be, bu t they 
are also programs with much staff 
pressure to confront other YOHth 
\vith their wrongdoing. Thesc are the 
three "group treatment" programs 
in which youth are most isolated 
from contact with the community. 
Because of the pattern of rewards 
and punishments distributed by stafr 
and peers, self-in terest in these pro­
grams dictates against informing. 
There are few if any rewards for 
keeping silent and many sanctions 
for not doing so. In one of thesc pro­
grams, for example, two male reo;; 
dents broke into a locked medicine 
cabinet late at night and stole some 
pills which they used to get "high." 
When the staff later learned of the 
incident: 

Staffgavc them both a haircut 
[literally] for breaking their 
trust with the house. Phil also 
got one becausc he said they got 
the pills the night he was on 
duty. He said, "They told me 
what they were going to do and 
I said "No, man, I came in here 
to get off that stuff. Man if I'd 
have looked at that bottle I'd 
have taken half of it." Further he 
said "I broke the house trust by 
not telling ... " Reggie also got 
<l sign [had to wear a sign around 
his neck] after group on Friday 
nigh t because he said that his 
first week here, he saw another 
resident sniffing Righ t Guard and 
hadn't said anything. , 

While exerting considerable pres­
sure to infoffil on or Gonfront other 
youth, the staff also absolutely 
prohibited in-program violence, 
partly to prevent physical retaliation 
for criticisms or comments made in 
group meetings. The seriou~ness 



of such a prohibition is illustrated 
hy tIn incident that generated major 
concern in one of these programs, 
one boy threw an ice cube at another 
hoy in anger anu. as a consequence, 
provoked the moral ou trage of the 
starC and several other you th in an 
emotional group meeting. Earlier we 
indicated that this firm regulation 
of violel1ce was reinforced by the 
processes of selection and removal 
which weeded out youth who seemed 
unahle to contain or channel their 
aggression. 

Severnl other values or attitudes 
of' the youth in these three fairly 
i50la1 ed group programs diffL'red 
from the views expressed by youth 
in all the other programs. For ex· 
ample, the attitude toward privacy 
was distinctive in the three isolated 
group programs. On a scale measur­
ing the degree of youth support for 
the idea lhat personal problems were 
private. only leJ'll to 15 percent lIf the 
youth in these three programs en· 
dorsed the idea of privacy compared 
to 43 percent to 88 percent in the 
other 10 progrUll1s.9 The rewards 
and punishments in the three isolated 
group programs were clearly directed 
toward the development of an atmos· 
phere supporting the open discussion 
of emotions and problems. A group 
member might be lauded for 

9To t:nnstrut:t this scale the St:Ofl'ct 
rcsp()nsc~ (stro/lgly agrce; agrce; IIIlccr' 
tain; disngrl'£'; st/'Ong~l' disllgrl'l') to tht? 
following statements were added 
together: "It's better if you don't let 
other people know wha: your feelings 
arc"; "In life people should try to go it 
alone and no t have to depend on others"; 
"Other kids have no business knowing 
what illY personal problems arc"; and 
"TIlt: best way to gl't along here is to pre­
tend thut you're trying to change your­
self." To this total was added the scored 
response (stroll!!.l)' appro!'(', ClpprO!'1' 
IIIlcertain, ciisa/lpro1'(', strongly disapprol'('} 
of the you th to the story of an imaginary 
Henderson who withdnlws from group 
acttivitics :md tells the staft' he/she would 
rather be alone. The cutting point be­
tween "high" and "low" scale SCores was 
the midpoint of the range of pOSSible 
scores. 

participating-"J immy's really letting 
it al1 hang out and that's good"-or 
chided for silence--"Helen thinks 
she's too good for us" or "Roger, 
you've been awful.1y quiet lately." 
Ultimately nonparticipatioll meant 
denial of the privilege to go out of 
the "house" or demotion in the of· 
ficial heirarchy of youth because of 
"u bad attitude." In no other pro· 
grams were pressures so consistently 
directed toward creating this kind of 
open expression. 

Finally, the youth in these iso· 
lated group treatment programs stand 
apart. though not by much. from the 
youth in the other 10 programs by 
their implicit acceptance of responsi­
bility for their plight. This sense of 
personal responsibility is exhibited 
by disagreGment with the statement. 
"I don't have to change myself so 
mllch, what I mostly need is for 
people to stop hassling me and give 
me a chance." From 1 0 percent to 89 
percent of the youth in the various 
programs disagreed with this state­
ment. [n the three isolated group 
programs 65, 78 and B9 percent dis­
agreed, and 68 percent disagreed in 
the one nonisolated group treatment 
program. In two other programs-one 
the only large program with highly 
differentiated staff that heavily em· 
phasized individual psychological 
treatment and the other the small 
girls' detention facility which did the 
same thing~disagreement was some· 
what less common-56 percent and 
60 percent respectively. In the re­
maining programs, none of which 
were heavily psychological in ap­
proach, disagreement ranged from 
only 10 percent to 38 percent. The 
staff in all the programs with a fairly 
well developed psychOlogical ap­
proach emphasized that everybody 
had problems that could benefit 
from illdividual or group discussion. 
Staff pressllre to be introspective 
and find problems apparently had at 
least a short· term effect on self­
conception particularly in programs 
using group treatment approaches. 

A further question arises from this 
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analysiS of differences in attitudes and 
values among the members of the 
13 programs: un the differences 
actually reflect at least a short·term 
change in youth attitud("~ or do they 
simply reflect initial variations in 
attitudes and values which youth 
carried with them into the programs? 
We have considerable evidence that 
the three group programs did bring 
abou t challges in the attitudes about 
informing and privacy. In one pro· 
gram, for example, our observer was 
told by a DYS youth that "DYS kids 
almost always come in with very 
negative attitudes." As a consequence 
one should "at first act 'as if and then 
it [the program's values J becomes a 
paft oCyou." Other youth spoke of 
their rejection of "street values" and 
the changes in perspective they had 
undergone as a result of their pro­
gram experience. 

On the other hand, not all youth 
seemed equally susceptible to the 
pressures these programs utilized to 
promote change. Two of the three 
more isolated group programs ad­
mitted mixed populations composed 
of private young adult or adolescent 
clients and fairly "tough" youth from 
DYS. 10 At times the presence of 
youth from DYS clearly caused 
trouble for both of these programs, 
Both programs tried at one point or 

1 O"Tough" here menns difficult to 
work with. One indicator of such diffi­
culty is thcnumber of programs or in­
stitutions that program members have 
been in prior to their current placement. 
The two programs mentioned here ranked 
first <lnd third on this indicator among 
the 13 programs while the other iso-
lated group program ranked fifth. 

another to separate some or all'Jf 
the DYS youth frOI11 the rell',tinder 
of the population in order (() avoid 
corrupting the whole grot. p with 
resistant and rebellious yo lith , and 
each program ultimately limited the 
proportion of DYS youth ill its 
population as a consequence. Gener­
ally, the staff in these programs felt 
that the lack of ability or experience 
in expressing ideas ancl feelings pre­
vented some DYS youth from mak· 
ing full use of their stay. Most of 
the DYS youth in these programs 
were less well educated and from 
lower income groups than the pri· 
vate clients, and this difference 
prnbably contribu ted to their less 
frequent responsiveness. That verbal 
ability is not a prerequisite to suc· 
cess in all the relatively isolated 
group programs is made clear by the 
experience of the third isolated pro· 
gram, which was somewhat more 
selective in choosing its members. 
Although most members were from 
DYS, they were less "tough" than in 
the other two programs. This pro­
gram handled several youth who had 
real difficulty expressing feelings and 
ideas, and it gradually coaxed them 
into halting but open expression of 
their feelings. The relative success 
with these youth is probably a result 
of the program's much less intensive 
meetings which were therefore per­
ceived as far more supportive and 
less intimidating; there was no 
screaming in them and they included 
numerous compliments as well as 
confrontations. 

Isolation as a Means of Promoting 
Short-Term Rehabilitation 

The major difficulty in changing, at 
least temporarily, an individual's 
values or attitudes is that the individ­
ual often interacts with other people 
who support the very beliefs a pro· 
gram is attempting to change. Iso­
lated group programs overcome this 
problem in two ways. First, staff may 
attempt to eliminate the "bad influ­
ences" within a program. By pushing 

members "to open up" and to inter­
act publicly, the staff members b{ing 
much interaction under their super­
vision. Highly structured interactil1n 
will seldom occur, and the mutual 
establishment of group nOrms and 
pressures to make private interactiolls 
public helps guarantee that what is 
not supervised becomes known any· 
way. In a complex way then the 
"value changes" among some youth 
are themselves essential to the most 
efficient operation of the system of 
rew"rds and punishments that creates 
the changes in others. Second, staff 
may try to cut off any "bad" inOu­
ences coming from outside the pro­
gram. Generally, staff members in 
all programs made decisions and 
plans while recognizing that the free 
community is full of temptations and 
pressures. To allow a resident to leave 
a closed prog1'am for a visit to a nearby 
sandwich shop was also to expose 
her to the local drug peddlers who 
worked around the corner. A week­
end home or visits by friends made 
the passing of drugs possible in sev· 
eral programs and for some youth 
this contact provided a regular "con­
nection." Going on an outing to a 
beach meant selecting the location 
with the fewest beer drinkers and pot 
smokers. In one program runs were 
frequent on nights when parties 
were being given in nearby towns. 
From the perspective of the staff in 
some programs, this seduction by 
the open community was simply too 
great to risk if values were to be 
challenged and overcome. From the 
perspective of others, however, this 
was the reality of community life 
with which youth had to learn to 
cope on a day-to-day basis without 
getting into trouble. 

When the choice of isolation was 
made, community contact was sacri­
ficed in order to make \t possible to 
control all relationships in which 
program members were involved. 
Staff members in three "isolated" 
group treatment programs had made 
that choice. At the extreme, that 
meant little or no supervised j~divid· 
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ual contact with people outside the 
program. In one isolated group pro­
gram. for example, mail and phone 
calls were censored. That contact 
with parents or girlfriends could have 
"negative" effects on a resident is 
illustrated by the case of a boy in 
another isolated group program who 
had gotten permission to talk by 
telephone with a girlfriend. Learning 
of some problems she was haVing, he 
left the program and the state to be 
with her only a week prior to his 
completing a summer school session 
that would have brought him up to 
his grade level when he returned home 
and re·entered school. 

As the contacts between youth 
and community increase, the control 
of staff over the whole range of reo 
wards and punishments bearing on 
the behavior of youth in their pro­
grams decreases. The staff run the 
risk of losing the trust or respect of 
youth by pushing them too hard to 
reject beliefs or practices for which 
the youth receive support elsewhere. 
To some degree, staff in such circum­
stances must talk the language of 
youth rather than vice versa. Thus 
staff must repeatedly decide when 
interv(!Iltion is worth the risk of 
alienating youth. In general there is 
less leVerage available to staff for 
bringing about value changes when 
youth are firmly imbedded in com­
munity relationships than when 
youth are isolated from the com­
munity. The fact is al$o illustrated 
by the one group therapy program, 
which encouraged free movement of 
its residents in and out of the com· 
munity. Such an arrangement not 
only made possible unsupervised re­
latIonships outside of the program 
but made it more difficult to struc· 
ture and guide internal relationships. 
In large part, the openness of this 
program explains the difference be·. 
tween the attitudes of its youth and 
those of youth in the three more 
isolated group therapy programs on 
the privacy and anti-informing 
scaies. 

Not all contacts with the free 



community bring youth under pres­
sure to behave or believe in ways 
inconsistent wilh those of the pro· 
gram stuff. In tbe one small, rela­
tively isolated group program. some 
carefully planned and supervised 
C1l1l11l1unity contact was allowed; 
three students attended classes at a 
local high school and a fourth at a 
trade school, but all were expected 
to be absent from the program only 
lil)' the duration of the classes. An­
other resident worked on a jot) and 
his schedule was also checked. Even 
visits home were circumscribed by 
conditions limiting who the youth 
could see and where he could go; 
aL'ceplance of these conditions by 
the you th and his parents was re­
quired before permission for the 
visit was granted. We saw instances of 
tllis kind of supervised contact in 
othcr programs too. [n a fairly iso­
lated. individual therapy program, 
datcs'were allowed for some residents. 
for example, but only after the pro­
spective escort had visited the pro­
gram and talked with the staff. 

The preceding analysis should 
make clear that from the perspective 
of achieving the goal of short-term 
value change, the decisions that stafr 
make about the degree and kind of 
community contact to allow their 
members are vital oneS. Umited con­
tact appears to facilitate change. but 
one might argue that the permanence 
of value changes is limited if it occurs 
in a too closely controlled context 
where competing influtnces are not 
allowed. Values and attitudes sin­
cerely expressed in the context of a 
program that controls all relation­
ships may not be applied in different 
contexts where other powerful re­
wards and punishments operate. The 
short-term effects of change may be 
all that staff in tended in order to 
create and main tain an atmosphere 
where personal problems may be re­
solved. Unfortunately, however, the 
suhcul ture study contains no meas­
ure of change in the psychological 
well-being of youth. 

Prol'iding New Skills alld Knowledge 

A final indication of short-term 
"rehabilitation" can be derived from 
our observation of efforts to give 
youth new skills Of knowledge. All 
of the large residential programs 
with high staff differentiation em­
ployed teachers and had fairly elabo­
rate school programs going on. Be­
cause of the requiremen ts for teaching 
certification and the specialization 
and professional identity of teachers. 
programs that use them are, by defini­
tion. well along in the process of staff 
differentiation: the programs also 
have to be large enough to justify the 
expense of hiring teaching specialists. 
No other programs that we observed 
ran their own school program. The 
detention centers had contact with 
their residents for too short a time 
to run schools. The two large and 
intense group therapy programs had 
no regular teachers, in part, perhaps. 
because the staff believed school was 
too time consuming to allow simul­
tuneously for intensive group therapy. 
The remaining small residential or 
nonresidential programs all had some 
youth attending public schools but 
no teaching programs. 

Summary of Conditions for Achiel'ing 
Short-Term Rehabilitation 

The preceding analysis of the degree 
to which the programs we examined 
in the subculture study achieved the 
short-term goal of rehabilitation sug­
gests the following conditions for 
maximizing the achievement of 
particular kinds of short-term rehabili­
tation goals. 

1. Positive youth orientations to­
ward the staff as a whole are most 
likely to be achieved when program 
size is small, staff differentiation is 
low, and high rates of interaction (as 
in group meetings) occur between 
most staff and youth. 

2. The likelUlOod that youth will 
find staff members to whom they 
can talk about their personal prob-
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lems depends upon the frequent ex­
posure of youth to n variety of staff. 
These conditions were most likely to 
be met in large residential programs 
where youth had many staff to chose 
confidants from and in residential 
programs using group therapy tech­
niques which allowed youth to get to 
know all the staff members well. 

3. Short-term change of attitudes 
and values appears to be facilitated 
by. isolation of you th from the com­
munity, the use of group therapy 
technil, ues, and, in large programs, a 
heavily structured routine of activities. 

4. Short-term efforts by program 
staff to provide education and train­
ing to youth seem to require con­
siderable program size and differenti­
ation among staff members. 

A number of conflicts among the 
short-term goals and between some of 
those goals and organizational factors 
also become clearer in this analysis: 

1. Education and group treatment 
orientation seem to be in conflict. 

2. Value change is inconsistent 
with allowing youth considerable 
freedom of choice and association 
within and outside programs. 

Rein fegratioll as a Sl!o/'t-Terlll 
(loaf 

As det1ned at the beginning of the 
report, reintegration as a short-term 
str.ltegy or goal involves the adjust­
Illent or formation of relationships 
between youth in u program and 
community members. One index of 
short-teli~1 success in reintegration is 
the proportion of the program popu­
lation that has some regular contact 
with members of the community, 
Obviously community contact is not 
the same as reintegration, but it is 
an essen tial step if rein tegrn tion is to 
ocwr. Because of the nature of our 
role as observers within the pro-
grams, however, we were not ob­
servers of all community contact: in 
fact, ',ye were most aware of group 
rather than individual exposure to 
the community. Group activities 
were almost universally recreational, 
and, under slIch circumstances. in­
teradion between youth and com­
munity members was usually minimal. 
Whcn it did occur, it was typically 
along the lines of male-female rela­
tionships. Nevertheless, by watching 
the coming and going of staff and 
youth and listening to them talk of 
their activity, we learned something 
about their individual community 
contacts as welL 

The two programs with the low­
est level of contact between youth 
and community were the two de­
tention units. Contact.,in both in­
stances was hU'gely confined to 
closely supervised recreational ac­
tivities such as trips to a movie or 
public swimming pool. Staff efforts 
in these programs, however, were 
not directed solely toward prOvid­
ing a benign program environment 
and limited efforts at "rehabilita­
tion" through counseling. Some staff 
in each program devoted consider­
able energy to helping arrange for 
DYS placements for their residents 
when such an effort was necessary. 
In this sense both detention units 
resembled placements that were 
actively preparing youth for their 
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transi lion to the free community. 
Next lowest in the frequency of 

community contact were the two 
most intense group confrontation 
programs where, as noted earlier, 
isolation was seen as a key to suc­
cess in at taining rehabilitative goals. 
In these programs no more than 10 
percent of the residents had much 
contact with the community beyond 
occasional group recreation. This 
contact amounted to an evening out 
on the town for residents who had 
attained higher levels of freedom. 
For those nearing the end of their 
residence and who were also old 
enough to work, contact meant 
work at a nearby job. Generally, 
since youth had to locate their jobs 
to demonstrate their personal grewth. 
staff members did not cultivate a 
network of contacts among em· 
ployers. The jobs obtained in this 
fashion-waitress or counterboy at 
a drive-in restaurant -were neither 
well-paying nor with much future. 

Family con tact was also limited 
in these programs. Weekend visits 
home, a staple in othe,r programs. 
were infrequent. In one program the 
staff monitored phone calls and 
mail to and from parents, and visits 
to the program by parents were 
rare. The most regular contact be­
tween parent and youth was pro­
vided by a lengthy monthly report 
which a staff member composed and 
sent to the parents. 

It was not possible to judge the 
amount of contact with local schools, 
since our observations were carried 
out in the summer, but these con­
tacts, we were told, were also limited. 
In both programs contact occurred 
when either part-time teachers or 
local school groups came to visit the 
program in order to tutor or visit the 
residents, but residents did not g~ to 
the schools. In addition, contact with 
community peers was almost non­
existent. 

[n the programs with intermedia te 
levels of contact between youth and 
the community, there was consider­
able variation in the extent and qual-
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ity of contact. These programs in­
clude all the large residential units 
with highly differentiated staff and 
the third, mild and partly isolnted 
group therapy progrnm. All four of 
the large programs'had their own 
schools and teachers, and they tended 
not to have much contact with local 
schools. Nevertheless. one program 
did try to move youth into local 
schools when starf felt their residents 
wore capnhlo of handling the situa­
tion. They were planning to utilize 
one staff member solely as a liaison 
with the schools and as a counselor 
to help the boys cope with problems 
or adjustment. Such problems tended 
to arise in part because youth ac­
customed to small informal classes in 
the program had difficulty making 
the transition to more structured 
and impersonal public school class­
rooms. 

In the small group therapy pro­
gram. relationships with tbe public 
schools were very good, in part be­
cause an active guidance coullselor 
from the schools served on the pro­
gram's board of directors. Three 
residents attended a sUlllmer school 
session and a fourth resident was 
enrolled in a private trade school 
during our observation. Although the 
three youths who went to the public 
school were able to complete a 
grade level in preparation for the fall 
semester, none of them resided in 
the area or would continuo to attend 
school locally . As noted earlier this 
involvement in school work disrupted 
the operation of the "therapeutic 
groups," but the stafr chose to sacri­
fice several group meetings a week in 
order to allow the youth to go to 
school. In the two larger and more in­
tense group therapy programs, how­
ever, school attendance was sacri­
ficed so that the youth would not 
miss being involved in therapeutic 
sessions and would not become in­
volved in ad uncontrolled network of 
relationship with teachers and class­
mates. 

Contact with family was consider­
able in each of the five programs, 
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Policy Implications of the 
Subculture Study 

The preceding analysis makes clear 
some of the dilcl11l1HlS faced by cor­
rectional administrators and practi­
tioners. In this report we have iden­
tified major con !licts between: (l) 
allowing youth in large programs 
freedom of movement and choice in 
activities and effectively controlling 
relations among them: '(2) allowing 
youth freedom to main lain com­
munity contacts and bringing about 
changes in the values of youth; 
(3) closely supervising relations 
among program participants anti 
reintegrating individual youth into 
the community; and (4) isolating youth 
from community contacts and re­
integrating them into the commu-
nity. Because of these contlicts, it is 
difficult. perhaps impOSSible, for 
anyone correctional program to 
achieve simultaneously and fully 
Ihe short-term correctional goals of 
a humane program environment, re­
habilitation. and reintegration. The 
organizational techniques most ap­
propriate for achieving one of these 
sets of goals often make it more 
tIi mcul t to achieve the others. In the 
context of these conflicts and the 
ineVitability of some short-term failures 
within programs, people who work 
with you th in trouble must make 
operational choices about individual 
programs and the system of pro-
grams as a \"hole. 

In the introduction to this report 
we noted that the data of the sub· 
culture study arc particularly relevant 
t() fOUl" areas of operational decision 
making. First, correctional workers 
are faced with the question of 
whether some kinds of short-term 
failures are less tolerable than others. 
For the people working in individual 
programs these choices are very real 
because they must decide in what 
areas to maximize success and in 
which ones to tolerate "failure." 
Program personnel are likely, how­
ever, to be most committed and ef· 
fective when they have chosen to 

emphasize short-term goals and pro­
gram techniques with which they are 
comfortable. Yet SOme mny be 
plagued by a sense of inadequacy be­
cause they arc not "doing more." 
While the data reported here cannot 
make these choices for practitioners. 
they may help increase their aware· 
ness of the necessity of trade·off in­
volved in these decisions about goals 
nnd means. 

For the administrator concerned 
with a system of programs, the prob· 
lem of choice may be less acute. 
Rathel' than choosing one particular 
set of goals and techniques to em­
phasize, such an administrator may 
instead try to insure that available 
programs offer a variety of tech­
niques and emphases. Clearly, some 
programs may not have suffered 
successes to outweigh their fail· 
ures, and decisions must be made 
to reorganize or eliminate such 
programs. 

Second. both practitioners and 
administrators may be faced with 
more detailed, tactical decisions 
while trying to maximize success in 
achieving any particular short-term 
goal. A number of conditions for 
attaining specific goals have been 
tentatively identified in this report 
and summarized at the conclusion of 
each section. Generally, these condi­
tions make clear that decisions about 
whether a program will be residential 
or nonresidential, how many partici· 
pants it will have, what the ages and 
sex of those participants will be, how 
the staff will be organized, and what 
ideology should guide the staff are 
important factors in differentiating 
the degree of program success in 
achieving the various short-term goals. 
Unfortunately, because of the small 
numbers of programs which we have 
analyzed, it is not possible always to 
untangle all these variables from one 
another. Thus, for example, it is not 
clear that reducing the size of a large, 
unstructured boys' program with 
highly differentiated staff would by 
itself reduce the amount of fighting 
among residents. Our data do not: 
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allow us to conclude precisely which 
changes will have the grentest Impact 
on the achievel11en t of a particular 
goal. Nevertheless. the data do iden­
tify important sets of variables that 
might be manipulated to achieve 
particular results with youth. 

A third major task for admini· 
strators, as noted above, is to diver· 
sify and balance the set of programs 
providing service within a correctional 
system. When one looks at the sys­
tem as a whole rather than concen­
trating on the individual programs 
which compose it, resolution of 
many of the program and policy 
conflicts becomes possible. While no 
one program can do everything, an 
en lire system of programs could ac­
complish a variety of goals at the 
same time. Youth with multiple 
needs that no one program can 
meet may be provided services by 
moving them through two or more 
programs either simultaneously or 
in sequence. For example, a youth in 
a close anti isolated therapeutic pro­
gram might later be moved into a 
nonresidential program to ease the 
transition back to an open commu­
nity 01' to a program emphasizing 
education and training rather than 
psychological therapy. One danger 
of a policy of seqlle~cing should be 
anticipated. It could serve to in­
crease the time during which the cor­
rectional system has jurisdiction 
over youth by subjecting them to a 
lengthy series of programs. Clearly 
sllch an unrestrained sequencing 
policy could be very expensive in 
both human and mOlletary terms. 

Fourth, both system administra­
tors and practitioners are faced witb 
deciding which youth should go to 
which program. In one sense our 
data have provided little help in 
identifying what types of youth are 
most suited to particular kinds of 
programs. The individual charac­
teristics for which we have measures 
simply do not predict which youth 
will respond best to a particular pro· 
gram. This inability to indentify predic­
tor variables may be a consequence of 
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the small sample size and absence of 
longitudinal data in the subcul ture 
study.! L It also appears, however. 
that so many idiosyncratic features 
of youth and programs interact to 
produce each youth's response that 
prediction using a standard set of 
general measures is unlikely to sllcceed 
very well. If this is, in fact, the case, 
the present method of giving youth 
periods of trial in a program and closely 
monitoring their adjustment and reo 
sponsiveness makes mOre sense than 
an elaborate system for classification 
and place men t. 

The first placemen t in a program 
may be guided by a rOllgh identifica. 
tion of the strengths and weaknesses 
of programs and an analYSis of their 
correspondence to the needs of the 
individual youth. If the initial place­
ment is not satisfactory. an examina­
tion of the situation and character. 
istics of youth and program which 
led to the failure c(1uldlead to a 
more knowledgeable second place­
ment. This would also suggest the 
importance of utilizing detention 
center personnel to help provide 
placement advice to the youth since 
detention provides an initial program 
experience from which to learn about 
youth responses. This report may 
prove helpful in this process by call­
ing attention to some of the features 
of programs and persons which are 
important to understand in making 
placement recommendations. 

This report has examined short. 
term correctional objectives, methods 
of achieving these goals, and con­
flicts among them. It has only 
touched on the question of long-
term slIccesses in achieving humane 
environments, rehabilitation, and re­
integration, and the long-run com­
munity adjustment of you th will be 
one of the important problems for 
subsequent analysiS. 

11 The cohort study employs both a 
large! sample and longitudLllal data. Some 
predIctors of youth responsiveness to 
particular kinds of programs Illay thus 
emerge from this study. 
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[v. An Exploratory Analysis 
Of The Recidivism 
And Cohort' Data 

Roher! B. Coates. 
Aldell D. Miller, 
ulld Lloyd E. Ohlin 

~ince 1972 the Massachusetts De­
partment of Youth Services has • 
operated a service delivery system 
without the backup of the tradi­
tional training schools. This new 
approach has created a fairly ex­
tensive community-based system 
that relics for the most part on the 
private sector to provide a range 
of services for youth in trouble. 
These services arc purchased and 
monitored hy the department. That 
youthful offenders in tl10 care of 
DYS arc more widely dispersed 
across the sta te and exposed to a 
wider range of program alternatives 
is obvious. However, the questions 
about the impact of the new system 
011 youth in the program and after 
they leave the system arc largely 
unanswered. 

[n the years since 1970, when 
the Center for Criminal Justice at 

JJarvanLlmySchool first began its 
extensive studies of the J'eTllfll1 
efforts, a wealth of material has 
heen collected nn the experiences 
of youth in uifferent group settings. 
Comparative subculture studies have 
involved observ:ition and lntervie\virip: 
of you th under the old and new 
systems. Cross-sectional surveys of 
t11<') majur programs ured by the 
departlmmt have been condlH"ted 
periodically to fth'nish all overview 
of the variation in social climate 
amoJ;lg different programs, the 
diversity of program strategies acro~~ 
the system, and assessments by 
youth of what is happening to them 
within the prop:rams. In addition 
to these efforts, the Center has 
undertaken a major longitudinal 
study of the new system since 1973. 
Youth are interviewed at a number 
of points as they arc processed 
through the system until they have 
been in the community for six 
months. This longitudinal study 
provides data for evaluating the 
immediate and long-run impact of 
the programs. It focuses especially 
on the changing relationships be­
tween youngsters and Significant 
others such as parents, employers, 
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police, and program stuff; on changes 
in the sell'-image of youth; lind on 
the ability of programs to link 
youth with positive, supportive 
opportunities in the community. In 
later llnalyses the subcul ture, cross­
sectional. amI longitudinal studies 
will be merged to provide a com­
prehensive account of youth in the 
new programs. 

In this report we will present the 
most recent data available on recid­
ivislll to allow at least a partial 
comparison between the recidivism 
rates of the old training school 
system in the late 1960s and the new 
community-based system of the 
1970s. This will he f~jllowed by a 
1110re detailed analysis of completed 
longitudinal data gathered on the 
youth cohort over the past two 
years. 
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Recidil'ism Based Oil Official 
Record Checks 

In this section we will present some 
preliminary comparisons of official 
records for a sample of youth paroled 
duritlg the fiscal year 1967-68 with 
you th in the first four regions 
sampled during the 1973-741ongi­
tudinal study. 

The Commonwealth of Massa­
cllusetts has a centralized criminal 
record system administered by the 
Department of Probation. A single 
record will indicate both juvenile 
and adult court appearances and 
dispositions. Access to such a cen­
tralil.ecl record system is a great 
asset to evaluation research, but like 
most orrlcial record systems in con­
stant daily use for making individ-
ual decisiolls it also poses special 
problems. The value of the system 
depends on the recording or es­
sential data by each or 72 juve-
nile courts in the state, and it is 
subject to any errors arising from 
lack of uniformity or completeness 
in court reporting to the central file. 
In addition, the centralized system 
is not yet computeriz.ed, and the 
sheer volume of the records makes 
human error likely. We discovered 
several cases or youth in our samples 
for whom no records could be found, 
and other youth in DYS at a partic­
ular time who had no record of a 
court appearance prior to their entry 
into DYS for a six-to-twelve-month 
period. Also, our comparison of two 
~nll1plcs six years apart is potentially 
biased by any significant change in 
reporting or recording procedures 
used by the courts or the Department 
of Probation over that period. Even 
with these reservations, however, 
the centralized system will yield the 
best estimates or criminal history 
available. 

The 1968 sample constitutes a 
representative sample of 308 youth 
paroled rrom the DYS institutions 
between July 1, 1967 and June 30, 
1968. The sample includes 72 girls 
from the Lancaster School for Girls, 

25 boys from the forestry program, 
27 boys from Oakdale (an institution 
for young boys), 39 boys from thc 
Lyman School [or Boys, 102 boys 
from the Shirley Industrial School 
for Boys, ane 43 boys from the 
Bridgewater Institute for Juvenile 
Guidance.! Table 4.1 shows the 
distribution of this sample for boys 
by paroling institution and region to 
which paroled. 

The 1974 sample is made up of 
those youth included in the longi­
tudinal cohort study. For com­
parison purposes we can only usc 
those regions that were completed 
first in our study: i.e., those regions 
where the youth have been released 
to the community from treatment 
programs for a long enough period 
of exposure to allow for official 

Table 4.1 

recording of new delinquent activity. 
The sample consists of 48 youth 
from Region I, 61 from Region II. 
49 from Region fIl, and SO from 
Region IV. Regions V, VJ. and VII 
are not represented here, because 
not enough time has passed to allow 
for a six-month official record check 
for any sizeable proportion of the 
samples in these regions. 

Figure 4.1 gives a schematic view 
of the location of the regions 
throughout the state. Region I con­
sists of the western part of the state, 
with the Springfield area being its 
most populous center. Region IT is 
composed of the middle of the state, 
including the Worcester area. Region 
III includes Cambridge and Somer­
ville and extends northward and 
westward, including such towns as 

Distribution of 1968 Sample of Boys, by Region and Institution. 
---~.----.-~--.-------.--~-

Institution . Region 
-r~--I-I---IIC~lv---V--VI-VIITOtal 

---~~~.----.--------+---~---.--~-~------.--~----~-- .---- - -- -~-~-~-----~-----

Oakdale 5 4 5 

Forestry 3 6 3 

Lyman 6 8 4 

Shirley 18 16 IS 

Bridgewater 5 5 6 

37 39 33 

I Youth for this sample were selected 
from parole release lists maintained by the 
former Youth Service Board institution for 
fiscal 1968. It should be noted that these 
numbers cannot be equated with the aver­
age daily popUlation of youth in each insti­
tution. The sample is representative of 
those released to parole in a given year and 
is accordingly affected by department poli­
cies related to parole criteria, institutionnl 
transfer, length of stay. and related policies. 
Such a sample provides the closest possible 
comparison to the 1974 sample. 
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5 a 5 3 27 

2 4 4 3 25 

6 3 8 4 39 

17 6 21 9 102 

3 3 15 6 43 

33 .16 53 25 234 

Lexington and Concord, Region IV 
is the North S~lore area, including 
at its southern tip part of the Boston 
area. Region V is the South Shore 
area including Quincy and Framing­
ham. Region VI is Boston proper, 
a'1d Region VIT is the Cap;) Cod 
area, which also includes Fall River 
and New Bedford. 

Two criteria of recidivism will be 
used for this comparative analysis. 
First, we will look at youth who have 

it 
I 
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Figure 4.1 

Regional Boundaries of the Massa,· 
ehusetts Department of Youth 
Services. 
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reappeared in juvenile or adult court 
on any charge excluding traffic 
offenses. Reappearance in court for 
a delinquent or criminal offense, 
excluding traffic offenses. will thus 
be treated as an index of recidivism. 
Second. we will look at the dis­
position by the court. Youth who 
arc either placed on probation or 
committed to the Department of 
Youth Services or to un udult instllu-
I ion will be classil'ieu as recidivists. Tile 
latter illuex. while more ellnsecutivc 
thun til!.! former. is jll'llbubly a better 
estimate of Ihe number oryo~lth who 
continue tp engage in the un lawful 
behavior that the courts respond tll 
by re~tricting the freeuoJl1 of the 01-
fl'lluers. Six-month anu I wclvc-ll1onl h 
I'criuus of time will be eonsiuered. 
hll' thl' 1l)6X sample. the period will 
begin from the date of parok; for the 
1074 5ample. the period begins when 
a youngster completes a residential 
program and is released to the com­
munity. or after he has been in a foster 
home or nonresidential program in the 
community for three months. Rates 
for boys and girls will be analyzed 
separately. 

Table 4.:2 records the number of 
boys recidivating by institution in 
the 1968 sample. Using the criterion 
of reapprarance in court during the 
initial six-month period, the For­
estry and Oakdale youth reappear 
at a slower rate t1lan do youth from 
the other institutions. Bridgewater 
has the highest rate. A similar 
pattt!rn of court reappearance is 
obtained during the initial 12 
months, with the exception that the 
number of forestry program youth 
reappearing nearly doubles, making 
their record more like that of the 
youth from Shirley and Lyman than 
the youth from Oakdale. When we 
examine the disposition index­
those placed on probation or re­
committed to either DYS or adult 
institu tions-the pattern iemains 
the same for the six-month period, 
with Oakdale and Forestry youth 
less likely to recidivate and Bridge­
water youth most likely. [n this 

Table 4.2 

Recidivism Rates for B('ys in the 1968 Sample, by Institution. 

Recidivism Criteria 

Reappearance 111 

court 
6 months 

12 mon th~ 

Probation or recom­
mitmen t 

Oakdale Forestry 
(7£) 

37 
44 

(%) 

26 
60 

Institution 
Lyman Shirley 

(%) 

56 
66 

(7£) 

57 
M 

Bridgewater Total 
(%) 

70 
77 

(%) 

54 
66 

6 months 
12 mOIl ths 

:24 31 36 49 35 
33 36 49 47 65 47 

_________ N~= __ ~(_27~) __ ~(-_'5~) __ ~(~3~9)~(~IO~2~) __ ~(4~3)~~(236) 

case, however, the Oakdale and 
F9restry rates remain similar for the 
t\velve-month period as welJ. 

Table 4.3 can tains court appear­
ance and disposition data for boys 
in the 1968 and 1974 samples. The 
data are subdivided by region in . 
order to permit comparisons. These 
data suggest that the reform effort 
has had a differential impact on 
recidivism across the regions. During 
the initial six months, rates of re­
appearance in court are about the 
same or lower for boys in Regions I, 
II, and IV in the 1974 sample as 
compared to the 1968 sample. In 
Region III the rate was lower in 
1968 than in 1974. For the twelve­
month period, the rate is similar in 
both samples for Regions I and II. 
slightly higher for Region III in 1974, 
and substantially higher for Region 
IV in 1974. 

Turning to the dispOSition index 
in Table 4.3, the probation and 
commitment rates for Region I re­
main very similar in the two samples 
while Region II shows a consider­
able drop from 1968 to 1974 as 
measured by both the six-month and 
twelve-month periods. In contrast, 
Regions III and IV indicate a sub­
stantial increase in recidivism rates 
from 1968 to 1974 for both ex­
posure periods. We would project, 
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on the basis of our unofficial recid­
ivism data. gathered by following 
youth in the longitudinal sample, 
that Regions V and VI will also 
experience an increase from 1968 
to 1974 while Region VII will show 
a decrease? We are not yet, how­
ever, in a position to de termine 
what the relative size of these differ­
ences is likely to be when the full 
comparisons of official record data 
for the 1968 and 1974 samples are 
available. 

It is also too early to tell what 
factors may account for these in­
creases or decreases in recidivism rates 
between 1968 and 1974. Before one 
can nllribute these differences to the 
effect of changes in the DYS system, 
a number of other factors with a po­
tential impact on these rates must be 
considered. For example, there were 
subs tan tial increases in juvenile arrest 
rates in the intervening period. The 
likelihood of recidivism may have 
becn affeded by the same factors that 
infJuenLcrj thr~e arrest rates. Densely 
populated areas, such as Regions tIl, 

2 For a presentation of unofficial re­
cidivism data on the 1974 longitudinal sam­
ple see Table 4.16 and the accompanying 
text. 

Table 4.3 

Recidivism Rales 1'01' Boys in the 1968 and 1974 Samples. by Region. 

Recidivism Criteria 

Reappearance in court 
6 months 
1968 
1974 

-_ .. _.----<-

Region 
II 111 IV Subtotal 

if; ~/;, % % % 
-~.-~~ ~~- ~-- - .- .. --- -- .. -

49 (37)° 61 (39) 30 (33) 48 (33) 49 (14:2) 
44(40) 50(42) 47(38) 5:2(40) 49(160) 

V VI VII Total 
% (" 

/(J t;:' (~/, 
/( 

.--~~ . ..------

50 (16) 64 (53) 68 (25) 54 (:23(1) 

12 months 
1968 
1974b 

73 (37) 69 (39) 48 (33) 58 (33) 6:2 (14:2) 6:2 (16) 75 (53) 80 (25) 66 (:236) 
74 (39) 71 (35) 53 (38) 71 (38) 68 (150) 

Prllbation or cOlllmitment 
6 months 
1968 
1974 

22(37) 50(39) 18(33) :21(33) 30(14:2) 31(16) 40(53) 44(25) 35(236) 
20 (40) 24 (4:2) 37 (38) 35 (40) 29 (! 60) 

12 months 
1968 
1074 

40 (37) 67 (39) 24 (33) 36 (33) 42 (14:2) 44 (16) 57 (53) 60 (25) 47 (236) 
AI (39) 43 (35) 37 (38) 42 (38) 41 (250) 

n Parenthetical numbers give total sample in each category. 
h Sample sitc for the 1974 twelve-month period is smaller than for th~ si'-IlHlnth period because a fell youth in the sample have not 

been out of pro!!rum for twelve months. , 

lV, V and VI. may have experienced 
a sharper increase in crime rates 
than less densely populated areas. 
Other criminal justice agencies may 
also have significantly altered their 
policies or resources for handling 
juvenile crime. Furthermore, changes 
in the characterist:ics of youth com­
mittee! to DYS may have greatly in­
fluenced the rates.3 Further analysis 
of the recidivism data on boys must 

3 Data reported previously, for exam­
ple, indicate that boys committed to the 
DYS in recent 'years have included a much 
higher proportion pf serious offenders and 
older boys oller fifteen years of age. Th is in 
part reflects a shift in court practices to 
refer more of the younger status offenders' 
to Welfare, Mental Uealth, and local service 
agencies. See Lloyd E. Ohlin, Robert 13. 
Coates, and Alden D. Miller, "Evaluating 
the Reform of Youth Corrections in Massa­
chusetts," Journal of Research ill Crime 
alld Delillquellcv, 12 (January 1975),3-16. 

therefore await the availability of 
the additional informa tion that will 
permit such factors to be taken into 
account. 

A comparison of Tables 4.3 and 
4.4 indicates that girls are less likely 
to reappear in court or to be placed 
Oil probation or recommi tted than 
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Table 4.4 

Recidivism Rates for Girls in the 1968 and 1974 Samples, by Regions I. II, III. 
IV. ami Total 1968 Sample. 

-. --- -.~--~".--.,-.-~~--~.-. 

Total Regional Sam)lc 

Recidivism Criteria Sample (I, n. III, IV 
1968 1968 1974 

% % % 

Reappearance in court 
6 months 17(72)3 13 (39) 19 (48) 

12 monthsb 24 (n) 26 (39) 35 (44) 

Probation or recommitment 
6 months 8 (72) 8 (39) 12 (48) 

12 months 10 (72) 8 (39) 16 (44) 

3 Parenthetical numbers give total sample in each category. 
b Sample size for th" 1974 twelve-month period is smaller than for the six-month 

period because a few youths have not been out of their programs for 12 months. 
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boys. Only 17 percent of the total or women have changed in reccn t years Tile Longitudinal (Cohort) correctional program (such instru- . Youth who were either committed been out or residential programs 
sample of girls in 1968 reappeared judges and other criminal justice deci- ;1llal.vsis ments consist of record-check pro- or referred to DYS were then in ter~ for about six months, or had recid-
in court dt;ring the IIrst six months sinn makers may be less likely to view ccdures as well as interviews with viewed after going through court. ivated. This interview focused heavily 
aner parole and 24 percent during girls as requiring protection from ex- The longitudinal, or cohort, analy- youthful offenders and staff); and The interview at this stage dealt with on relationships between the youth 
the initial 12 Illonths. Similarly. only posure to the correctional system. sis, consists of a series of four inter- (2) to develop a model of factors the court and detention experiences and members of the community, as 
eight percent or this saJllpl~ was If such a change In attitude is taking views with a sample or cohort of causing change in delinquent youth and, again, relationships, aspirations, well as upon aspirations and self-
placed on probation or reconllni1l0d place one would expect the recidivism DYS youth, and utili/,es a panel in the care 0 r a corrections agcIH~Y. and sel f-image. Some youth, partie- image. It Was supplemented by in-
during the first ~ix months and 10 [ler- rate (or girls to increase. design. The members of the cohort The combined effort amounts to a ularly referred youth, reached this formation from DYS staff and by 
cellt over the 12 mOllth period. For These preliminary recidivism data arc successive admissions to DYS crucial evaluation of the depart- stage without going through de- official record chcGks. The official 
boys the comparable rates werc S4 per- suggest that the policy of the Mas- during designatcu periods for the ment's program strategies. Attention tention. As they entered a program record checks cover a period of time 
cent, 66 per<.:cnt. and 47 percl'llt sachusetts Department of Youth seven regions of the state. The four will focus on the expectations of these youth were then being inter- extending considerably beyond the 
rcspectively. Services to close the training schools interviews establish a baseline as delinquent youth as they enter the viewed for the first time. They were last interview. The youth in the 

In order to compare the two has not resulted in a substantial youth enter th'c department through corrections system, their attitudes not asked about detention, since comparison sample of youth who 
time periods ··1968 and 1974 increase in recidivism, bu t neither the court and the detention process once they have become adjusted to they had not been through it, but were detained but not committed 
I'or girls. the recidivism rates are has it resul ted in a substantial de- and progress through the depart- the program before parole, and their they were asked about their individ- or referred, described at the second 
~hown ill Tabl\! 4.4 only for thc crease. Region-by-region analysis ment's program to the point or reactions to the parole or aftercare ual background, since they had not stage above, were given the same 
regilln~ where ollr court checks have shows rather dramatic shifts in both discharge. The use of panel analysis experience. This attitudinal infor- been asked before. In addition, a interview, and their records checked 
been completed: Regions I, II, III llirl!ctions. Considerable work re- will bring to benr on tli.e question mation, when combined with obser- small sample of youth going through at this point, as were the youth who 
and IV. Measured by court reappear- mains to sort out the impact of the of departmell tal e I'i'ectiveness a vations on behavior, should enable detention bu t not committed or were committed and referred and 
ance the rates arc higher for girls reforms as compared to the impact spel'inlmetilOllological and analytical the project to develop and refine referred to DYS by the court were who have gone through the DYS 
in 1974 19 percent compared to of other factors that have also been power that is not available in the measurement instruments, to estab- interviewed a second time, for com- programs. 
13 percent for ·the six-month period changing over the five- or six-year larger study. lish a model of factors causing change parison purposes, just like those who Some youth, of course, did not 
and 35 percent compared to 26 per- period between the two comparison The sample was taken from in delinquent youth., and to assess were committed or referred. follow such clear paths through 
cent for the twelve-month period. samples. ynuth passing through the systcm the effect of new programs on youth Committed or refen\.;.; youth DYS, and the sequence of intcrview-
This is also true of the disposition from January 1973, some months adjustment both within the Depart- were then interviewed again prior ing was adapted to the course they 
index. The 1974 rate for probation arter the closing of the training ment of Youth Services and out in to the termination of a residential followed. For example, youth who 
or institutional commitment is schools at Shirley, Lyman, and the community. The cohort analysis, program. This interview concerned moved from program to program 
higher for the six-month period, 12 Lancaster, through December 1974. as part of the larger study, repre- their experiences in the program, were additionally interviewed as they 
percent compared to eight percent. and Comparison of the results of the sents the crucial evaluation of the relationships, aspirations, and self- left each program, unless this 
also for the twelve-month period, programs of the large institutions cnd product of the reorganization image. Because of the great variety happened more frequently than at 
16 percent compared to eight percent. with the results or noninstitutional and program reformation monitored of programs involved, this in for- one-month intervals. 
Although not particularly sub- and smail residential programs is in the rest of the research project. mation was sUI,plemcnted by in- Thus the chief categories of 
stantial, these differences between being accomplished by contrasting It will thus make the results of the formation fron a program survey data involved are the individual 
the 1968 and 1974 samples arc the results of the cohort analysis overall study more immediately which was a cross-sectional exami- backgrounds of youth, their experi-
dirncult to interpret. Although with those of the three cross- at.:eessible and useful to agencies in nation of programs on the basis of ences in programs, their relation-
practitioncrs in Massachusetts and sectional baseline studies of institu- other parts of the country. interviews with staff and youth. Not ships, their aspirations, their self-
elsewhere are quick to point out lionalized youth conducted by the all the youth responding to this images, the impressions they make 
that girls arc now committing more center between 1970 and 1972. MrtllOdology of the Cohort survey were cohort sample youth. on staff, and their official records. 
serious offenses than they were a These data were collected eluring the Analysis TIle survey was needed because the TIle youth involved are primarily 
few years ago, the fact that most of summer of 1970, the summer of cohort youth at this point became those served by the Department 
the girls in this portion of the 1974 1971, and most recen tly from A youth may come into contact with too dispersed to provide sufficiently of Youth Services, contrasted with 
sample were committed or referred December 1971 to March 1972 the Department of Youth Services in comprehensive descriptive material a small comparison sample of youth 
as status offenders masks from just prior to the closing of the several ways and at several stages of on any particular program facility in the criminal justice system who 
empirical analysis any increase in Shirley and Lyman schools. To these his journey through the criminal to interpret the t1ndings from the are not served by the department. 
seriollsness of offenses. It is clear, data we are adding longitudinal in- justice system. The court detains cohort interviews. With the aid of The sampling of youth for each 
however, that the former system formatic'l from official records of Some youth prior to court appear- these cross-sectional program data, cohort was accomplished in the 
tendet! to hold on to girls for a longer court appearances and dispositions :mce. We interviewed all youth who the cohort results can be used to following way. The seven admin-
period of time. A greater percentage both prior to and after release from were detained for more than two evaluate the effects of different istrative regions of the youth services 
of girls were paroled at ages 16 and the institution. days in DYS, securing information types of pr()~rams on youth. Without system in Massachusetts were 
over (63 percen t in 1968; 54 per- The goals of these interviews and on individual background, current the crt>~s-sectional data the evalua- divided, for the purposes of the study, 
cent in 1974), which may mean that observations are twofold: (1) to relationships, aspirations, and self- tion of effects might be clear, but into four sets: three containing two 
previously girls were more likely to be develop data-gathering instruments image. Some of these youth were the identity of the types of programs regions, the fourth containing one 
detained during the most critical for tracing change in delinquent released without additional contact that work best would not emerge. very populous region. Beginning in 
adolescent years. It is also quite pos- youth as they progress through a \vith DYS. Others were committed Finally, the most crucial inter- one set, all youth staying longer than 
sible that as attitudes ~oward the status or referred after court to DYS. view occurred after the youth had 
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two days in detention were inter­
viewed, and all youth committed or 
rcferred to the dephl'tment were 
followed through the complete 
sequence of interviewing. This pro­
cess was continued until we reached 
the point of' having approximately 
70 committed or referred youth 
in each region, and twice that number 
in the very populous region. The 
70 committed or referred youth 
from each region were the contri­
bution of a set of regions to the 
pllljt:cted sample or 400 ,:ol1l1nitted 
01 refelwtl ) outh acwss the state 
t'pr the cohort, allOWing Itlr attrition 
of the ~alllpic over time. Tlwn the 
youth Cllllstltuting the contribution 
01':1 s\:t of regions to the comparison 
sample were selet;ted. Youth neither 
cOl11tllltted nor rel'erred but going 
through detl'ntion were represented 

(by 12 such youth in each region, 24 
in the very pllpulous region. Thus the 
clllnparisllil sampic for the entire state 
will reach approximatl!ly 80 al'ter 
a I tIi lion. 

The result of all this will yield 
samples of predetermined size of 
referred or committed youth and of 
comparison youth, plus a very large 
sample of detained youth who were 
not followed up because they did not 
continue under the care of the de­
partment. These detained youth must 
be interviewed because we cannot 
predict which detained youth will 
con linue and become part of the 
sample or committed or referred 
you th. As a side bene fit we will kn ow 
a ~reat dcai about youth whQ nre 
detained but then not placed under the 
care of the department. 

Since the longitudinal study is 
still incomplete, the results pre­
sented here must be regarded as 
preliminary and tentative. Data are 
available, however, for a large num­
ber of I!ases on the entire process 
fmm detention to post-program 
experiences in the community, and 
we can begin to address nve basic 
issues: (l) the factors <lffecting the 
detention decision; (2) the factors 
<lffecting initial program placement 

within DYS; (3) the immediate 
effects of program experiences; 
(4) how program experiences and 
other factors relate to longer run, 
post-program experiences; and 
(5) the impact that decisions made 
early in the process have on deci-

. sions made at later stages. 
Given the overall rationale of the 

DYS reform effort to develop a 
more humane and more effective 
way to facilitate youth reintegration 
into the community, relationships 
provide the key concepts around 
which the longitudinal study re­
volves. It is assumeci, that any suc­
cessful attempt to make the cor­
rectional process more humane 
must involve altering relationships 
between staff lind youth and be. 
tween the youth themselves. F('r 
example, the ('arly reform effort 
sought to inform youth more ade­
quately about what was happciling 
to them as they moved through the 
"treatment process," and to involve 
them more fully in decisions about 
their future. The nat-lre of punish­
ments and rewards for good or bad 
behavior were also altered, de­
emphasizing pllysical punishment 
and involving youth to a greater 
extent in rewarding others for good 
behavior. The longitudinal study 
pl'llvicles data on these changes in 
relationships. 

Facilitating rein tegration depends 
in part on shaping rela tionships 
between youth and signitlcant adults 
sllch as parents, schoolteachers, 
employers, and police, Here also, 
the longitudinal study focuses on 
task-oriented relationships con­
cerning information flow, decision­
making, punishment, and rewards. 

As discussed at greater length in 
an earlier chapter of this volume, 
the focus on relationships also en­
ables us to assess the degree to which 
programs are actually based in the 
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community,4 The lIeld of corrections 
has been characterized by confusion 
over the definition and conceptuali­
zation of community-based pro­
graming. It is common to hear the 
term used to identify any alterna-
tive to institutional confinement, 
but it is clear that a group home can 
be as isolated from the larger com­
munity as a large prison or training 
school. 111e words cOimrullliO' based 
focus attention on the nature of the 
links between programs and the 
community. A key set of variables 
differentiates among programs on 
the basis of the extellt lind qllali(l' 
of relationships between staff and 
clIents, on the one hand, and the 
community in which the program is 
located on the other. If clients 
come from outside the community 
in which the program itself is located 
relationships need to be considered 
with both the community in which 
the program is located and the home 
community to wtlich the client will 
return. 

The nature of these client and 
staff relationships with the com­
munity provides a continuum of 
services ranging from the least to 
the most community based. As the 
frequency, duration, and quality of 
community relationships increase 
the program is categorized as more 
community based. The range ex­
tends from an isolated institutional 
environment to residential or non­
residential programs where relation­
ships with the community are 
essentially normalized-where 
youth have access to the full array 
of resources available in the larger 
community. This continuum of 
variable dimensions of community 
relationships adds more realism to 
the concept of community correc­
tions. Because of the varying needs 

4 Robert B, Coates. "Collllllunit>'­
Based Corrections: Concept, Impact, Dan­
gers" in this volume. 
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of specific offenders and commu­
nities no system can afford to IUNe 
all of its programs lodged at either 
end or the continuum. 

The longitudinal data, while per­
mitting discrimination among pro­
grams in terms of community link­
age, uo not by themselves provide 
the most comprehensive basiS for 
making that assessment. We can, 
however, make rough distinctions 
sufficient for this prelil11inar~/ analy­
sis. As the cross-sectional program 
survey daln are completed and 
merged with the longitudinal data 
we will be in a better position to 
ill.\dress the issue of community 
linkage. 

11le long-run impact of the new 
~ystern is measured in the longitudi· 
nal study by looking at the kinds of 
rciationships youth have with other 
significant persons six months after 
thcir principal experience with 
DYS. Such relationships should pro· 
vide a partial explanation of why 
Sllme youth recidivate and others 
do no!, Recidivism will also be 
.malYlCd hy considering the intlu-
1!1lCe of the characteristics of youth 
and the types of programs they l!X­
perienced in DYS. 

The emphaSis OIl relationships 
among significant actors in the 
system highligh ts another major 
concern of the longitudinal study. 
That is, how are youth perceived by 
deciSion makers and how do these 
perceptions affect their immediate 
decisions? What effect do these early 
decisions have Oil la tel' decisions as 
the youth proceed further into the 
juvenile justice system? In other 
words, to what extent are decision 
makers influenced by the labeling 
effect of prior official actions rather 
than by personal characteristics, 
needs, conduct, or circumstances of 
youth'l 

FI'OIll Detentioll to the Com-
1Il1ll1it.1': Allalyzillg the Coho!''t 
Data 

This report presents data on youth 
who have been administered the full 
set of interviews as of March 30, 
1975. The re are a few you th in each 
of the regions who have not yet 
completed their DYS experience; 
Region VI. the last regi"11 sampled, 
has approximately 85 youngsters 
not yet "graduated" and therefore 
nOi in this analysis. Table 4.5 depicts 
the number of completed and un· 
completed youth by the seven DYS 
administrative regions.s It is ex­
pected that we will follow some of 
the remaining youth through the 

Tahle 4.5 

summer of 1976 since a falrly sub­
stantial number of them stay in 
programs for a year or longer. The 
completion of the interviewing 
sequence marks the beginning of 
our record-check follow-up for 
recidivism. We would like n mini­
mum of a one-year follow-up on 
each Yl)uth in that cohort sample, 
which means that record checking 
and data analysis in general will 
extend in to 1977. 

Much of the data analysis in this 
chapter has been accomplish.ed by 
means of stepwise multiple re-' 
grcssion techniques.6 These tech­
niques enable us to predict an in­
dividual's score on one variable, 
called the dcpenl\'..'nt variable, from 

Number of Cohort Youth Completed and Remaining to be Interviewed as of 
March 30, 1975, by Region. 

Region Number Youth Completed Number Remaining 

50 

II 62 

\lI 49 

IV 56 

V 50 

VI 56 

VII 49 

Total N 372 

5 The term regl,,'I. throughout this 
report. will. refer to the regions through 

, whi,~h youtli .~nt(llcd the sample. Any given 
rCf!lm may lise programs beyond its own 
boundaries, bu t the youtlt remain the ad­
ministrative responsibility of thut region. 

63 

3 

6 

16 

85 

24 

142 

6 Some readers will be surprised tbat 
we usc these techniques even with dichot­
omouS dependent variables. However, it 
happens that multiple discriminant function 
analySiS reduces in the case of a dichotomy 
to the multiple regression, so that what 
we arc nctually doing in the case of the 
dichotomous dependent variable with mul­
tiple regreSSion is a discriminant function 
an:tlysis. 



his scores on other variables, called 
independent variables. 'f he regres­
sion analy~is produces I'or each 
dependetl t variable a number called 
the regression COl1stallt, which is the 
:Iverage value of the dependent vari­
able when all the independent vari­
ables equal 0, and a series of num­
bers calletl regression coefficients, 
each or which represents the in­
crease or decrease in the depend en t 
variable when one of the independent 
variables increases by one unit. with­
ou t the other intlepentlen t variables 
changing at the same time.? The 
regression coefficients are the most 
important results, ['or they repre-
sent the effect of each independent 
variable, controlling. or holding 
cons tan t. all the rest. 

In the presentatioll that fC)llows 
we will frequently represent these 
results in tables. Each column or a 
table will represent the results for 
a dependent variable. The de­
pendent variable wIll be indieatetl 
at the head or the column. the 
rows will represen t the independ­
ent variables. and the numbers in 
the cells will be the regression 
coefllcients. At the foot of each 
column wo:: will indicate in ad­
dition tho:: re!!ro::ssion constant and 

? The regression coefficients arl! ex­
pressed in the raw score units of the illlle­
pendent and dependent variables rather than 
in standard score units (beta weights) in 
order to enhance the compambility with 
analyses in other populations and in order 
to make it easy to compare the practical 
effects of raw unit changes in different 
independent variables in our own popu­
lation. 

also the /IlII/tip/e correlatio/l coeffi­
cient. Tho:: multiple correlation 
coefl'icient is a number vilfying 
between 0 and +1 that indicates the 
degree to which the independent 
variables in combination predict 
accurately the dependent variable. 
A value or 0 means that the in­
dependent variables nrc of no help 
in predicting the dependent vari­
able. A high value means they 
predict the dependent variable wdl. 

When a variable consists of 
several unordered categories, like 
the seven administrative regions of 
the Massnchuset ts youth correctional 
system. we represent each category 
as a separnte variable, scored 1 if a 
person is in that category, 0 other­
wise. Thus a person who was in 
Region I would have a score of 1 on 
the Region 1 dichotomous ,'uriable, 
and it score or 0 on the other ro::gioll 
variables. 

Consider the following hypothe­
tical results: 

Regioll I 
Region II 
Region VII 
Years or schooling 
Regression constan t 
Multiple correlation 

Schoo/ 
l'/act'/Ilt'/1 f 

.4 

.5 
-.3 

'1 .-
.1 
.7H 

Notice that Regions J, II, anti VII 
arc included and the other regions 
are omitted. The omission means 
that the regression coefficients of the 
omitted regions arc not Significantly 
different from O. The regression con­
stant gives the predicted value of the 
dependent variable school plucement, 
when a youth has no schooling and 
is not in Region I, II, or VB (has 
scores of 0 on ail these variubles) or 
in other words has lIO s.;hooling and 
is in Rf.lgion Ill, IV, V, or VI. The 
regres.sion coefficient for Y~llrs d 
schooling indicates how much Ihe 
predicted V:.UMc for school placement 
increa:;rs lOf each ye~lf of schooling 
the youth h:ls. The negatiwc reg~()s5ion 
cOf!fficient for RegiM vn indicates 
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how much the predicted value for 
school P!:.h':CI1lCllt lh'cr('Cls('s if till' 
youth WCre ill Re~inll VII. compared 
to what it woulll he if the youth WCll' 
in Reginll !II. IV. V, nr VI. Sirnilllrl~' 
the positive rcgre~sioll coclliciellt!-o for 
Re~iolls I and II indlcah.' IIll\y Illuch 
the predicted value for SdlOOI place­
mcnt wlluld il/('rease if the vouth were 
ill Regioil I or 11. (om pared to Regiolh 
Ill. IV. V. or yl. Th~ hipher till' pre­
dicted vulue for SChOlI\ plac'.'llIellt tlte 
morc likely thl.! youth will be put into 
a school placement. lh~' nlllltipk' COl­
relation or.7H indicates that the 
independent variables rcgion ;lIId 

leal's or ~dl\l{)lillg pred kt schOlll 
plaeclllen t ta thcr we 11. 

We will indicate the degree n f 
statistical significanct' or the rl.!­
gression coeft1cients and thc multiple 
correlation coefl1cients by asterisks. 
On!;' asterisk indicates tho:: .0:; level. 
two the .01 level, and three the .001 
level. 8 Thus, the more asterisks. the 
more si~nilknlltly the co~rfjcient is 
different rrom O. Within a columll 
representing results fot a particular 
depenuent variable the number of 
asterisks can be tnk~1I us a rough 
indication of the degree to which an 
independent variahle contributes to 
the predictability or thc dependent 

8 Sir.nifican~c tests with dichotomous 
dependent variables arc frequently con­
sidered ,\ problem. However tile F test asso­
ciated with the Illultiple correlation coeffi­
dent appears to be the same as Uotc\lillp:'s 
1'2, a (cst used inlliseriminant function 
analySiS. This wou!d suggest that the sig­
nificance test associated with the mul~iplc 
correlation is appropriate even with a di­
chotomous dcpendent variablc as long as 
there arc continuous variables among the 
intlepenuent var1.ables or as long as the 
dichotomous ind(~pcndent variables are 
nUlllCrOIl.l enough to add liP to a discrhni­
nan!. function thut is approximately con­
tinuous. Significo,nce tests for the individual 
indcpendent variables arc probably ucclITatc 
for continuous independent variables but 
only approximate for dichotomous intlc­
pcndent vaiiablcs. 

rr 

, 
c.l 

variable. The more asterisks the more 
the variable con tributes to prediet­
ability. 
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Befure moving to a discussion of 
detention decisions. we will present 
a few selected background character­
istics of thl' youth in the cohort 
sample. Thirty-two percent of the 
372 youth in the completed sample 
reported that they were committed 
or referred to the department be­
calise tlley had been charged with 
property offenses (e.g., breaking 
and eJt!ering and lar·ceny). Twenty­
one percent had been charged with 
stealing cars, 20 percent for juvenile 
or status offenses (e.g., runaway, 
stubborn child), 8 percent for prop­
I!rty and person offenses (e.g., 
armed robbery, robbery), 9 percellt 
II.H crimes against person (e.g" 
homicide, rape, assault), 3 percent 
ror drug lise, :2 percent for public 
misbehavior (e.g .. drunkenness, 
InUllness). and 5 percent for other 
miscellaneous offenses. 

Males constitute 83 percent of 
the sample. They are Jl10st likely to 
hI! in DYS for stealing cars or for 
property offenses, while females 
arc mOle likely to be in for juvenile 
status offenses. Fourteen percent of 
the sample arc black, 82 percent 
white, ant! 3 percent oth~r. Blacks 
tend to be in DYS for pro!Jerty and 
person offense" and not for juvenile 
llrfense~;. On the other hand, being 
white is strongly and positively 
correlated withjuvcnile offenses, 
somewhat positively related to drug 
offenses and stealing cars, bu t 
negatively correlated with property 
alll! person or person offenses. While 
62 percen tare 16 years of age or 
over, there is IlO apparent relation­
ship between age nntl type of offense. 
Forty-one pel cent 0f the sample 
attended school regularly prior to 
being placed in DYS; 13 percent 
attended infrequently, and 45 per­
cent had dropped out of school. 
Youth attending school regularly arc 

most likely to be in DYS for juvenile 
Of status offenses. These youth arC' 
also somewhat associated with drug 
offenses and property and pt;l~on 
offenses. Youth who have dropped 
out are more likely to be in for 
stealing cars. Leaving school is also 
somewhat related to crimes against 
property and crimes against persons. 

Forty-one percent of the sample 
come from intact families; that is, 
both natural parents live at home. 
Thirteen percent cOl11e from homcs 
with one natural parent and one step­
parent. Thirty-five percent come 
from single parent homes, and 8 per­
cent Jive with other adults. Four 
percent live in settings with no adult 
heatlof household before being placed 
in DYS. 

Early ill 1975 the center issued 
a report that spccil1cally dealt with 
is~ues related to detention isslIes.9 

Acco~~irlgly, we will only describe 
here the key detention decisions in 
(Hder to place them in their proper 
perspective as part of the process 
through which many DYS youth 
proceed. 

In the cOUl'se of the larger re­
search project we attempt to de­
scribe the detention and the place­
ment process and the criteria used 
in making these decisions by inter­
viewing court liaison staff, regional 
placement personnel, and persons 
within the variolls programs who 
arc responsible for intake. It is cleat' 
that matching youth with detention 
and placelllen t programs involves a 
conSiderable amount of intuition llnd 
trial and error as well as reliance on 
the more objectifiahle characteristics 
of youth. In this analYSiS, howev\~r, 
we will examine the assignment of 
youth to detention units and tlleir 
initial placement simply by looking 

9 Robert n. Coates, Alden D. ~li1ler, 
Lloyd E. Ohlin, "Juvenile Detention and Its 
Consequences," unpublished paper. Ccnter 
for Criminal Justice, Harvard Law School, 
mimco., January 1975. 
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at the characteristics of the youth. 
This will serve to determine to what 
extent these characteristic~ will per­
mit predictions about the kinds of 
programs to which youth will be 
assigned. 

For the most part we will be con­
cerned here with the department's 
decision nbout which type or de­
tention facility to use. Of the 372 
committed or referred youth com­
priSing the completed sample, h~\w­
ever, 237 were detaincd (lnd 135 were 
not. Thus we can also look at si/able 
subsamples of youth who were either 
(1) committed or referred to DYS 
and previously detaincd; or (2) com­
mitted or referrcu to the department 
but not previously detained in a 
juvenile de ten tion center. 

After analyzing a wide number of 
bal.!kgroulld variables very little c\Hlld 
be said about the factors that prompted 
the decision to detain or not detain 
the youth eventually committed or 
referred tn DYS. It should be dear 
that our sample is not fully repre­
sentative of the large number of 
youth coming before the court. for 
whom decisions about detention must 
be made. Further, since this is not a 
study or the actual court proceeding, 
we are unable to rule out the possi­
bility that interpersonal interactions 
within the hearing process might tent! 
to int1uence the decision in some 
systematic, reasonable manner. For 
the sample being analyzed here, we 
sought to reanalyze the detention 
decision, this time with the 1l1Me 

Table 4.6 

Multiple RegreSSion of "Non detained " 
on Background Variables. 

Mother in white-~olIar 
employmen t 
Years of schooling 
(grade) 
Region V 
Region VI 
Regression constant 
Multiple correlation 

.:!317*** 

.0614*** 

.1<)76** 
,.1813** 
.R44 
.313*** 



powerful statistical technique or re­
gression unalYl.b. Again we discover 
vcry little to help us prelJict who will 
be detained :t;lt! who will not among 
those subsequently committed or 
referred by the court to DYS. 

We can say that youth whose 
mothers are employed in white­
collar occupations are less likely 
than others to be detained. Also 
youth who arc closer to completing 
their schooling arc not as likely to 
be detained as youth in the lower 
grades. On the other hand youth 
residing in Regions V and VI (South 
Shore and 130ston) are more likely 
to b(! detained than youth in other 
regions. Thus it muy be the case 
that those who come from families 
with relatively higher status and who 
are closer to graduation are less 
likely to be detained. However, the 
decision seems to be largely in nu­
enced by where one lives, as a 
ret1edion perhaps 0(' court policies, 
available facilities, and other vari­
ables as yet unexplored. In any case 
the decision to detain, in our sample, 
docs Jlut appear to be based on 
characteristics of the youth and his 
involvel,lent in delinquency. 

Once the decision to detain has 
been madl' by the court, DYS mbst 
decide where to hold the youth while 
awaiting court appearance. Again 
using the controlling technique of 
regression analysiS we can determine 
which factors significantly inl1uence 
that decision. The three kinds of 
detention al tematives are custodial, 
treatment, and sheltercare. Thirty­
one percent of the detained youth 
in our sample were held in custodial 
units, 27 percent in treatment units 
and 41 percent in sheltercare units. 

There is conSiderable variation of 
detention placement by region. 
Youth in Region VI arc apt to be 
held in custodial detention and 
seldom in sheltercare. In Regions I 
and II youth will most probably be 
held in treatment units and not in 
custodial or sheltercare programs. 
Youth in the other regions tend to 
be detained in sheltercare and cus-

Table 4.7 

Multiple Regression of Place of Detention Olt Background Variables. 
_"', ____ ,~...,"'¥_" __ ··."..._·,'_,c-- _____ ~.,......_~_._.,.~"_~ ____ ..... ~ .......... 

Custody Treatment She Ite rca re 
-----~--.- ..•. --~.--~-----.--.---

Region I .. 2431 *** .8652*~:* .. 6743*** 

Region 1I .. 2784*** .8870*** , .6209*** 

Region IV .2663*** -.3568*** 

White-collar father ·.1976*** .1976*** 

Father only .2267* 

Current charge-person .2707** 

Self-reported past crimes 
Cars alone .1620** 
Cars with others ··.1203* 

Ran ('rom DYS unit .lk60*** .2438*** 

Friends smoke marijuana .1205** 

Friends want to be part of 
society .332<)*** ·-.1712** 

Do not "hang out" with DYS 
kids --.1607** 

Age .0390* 

remale .1425*** 

Regression constant .200 .022 1.302 

Multiple correlation .643*** .927*** .736*** 
--~,---... -., ",'e·""-"' ______ ' 

to dial programs. Thus where one is 
detained is also largely inl1uenccd by 
where one lives. 

Other factors related to this de­
cision include characteristics of the 
family. Youth who have fathers in 
white-collar employment arc not 
likely to be detained in custodial 
detention but will probably be de­
tained in sheltercare units. You th 
with only a father as head of house­
hold are more likely to be placed itt 
sheltercare units than other children. 
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The nature of the current offense 
charge is also related to detention 
placement. It is likely that youth who 
arc charged with crimes against per­
sons will be detained in secure care. 
It shOUld be noted, however, that the 
nature of the charge did not enable 
us to predict the decision to detain 
or not. Also, youth who have a 
history of stealing cars will probably 
be detained in custodial units, par­
ticularly if they engaged in this 
activity alone rather than with others. 

The decisiOll where to detain is 
also shaped in part by the experience 
that DYS has had with those youth 
in the past. You th who hav'c 'pre­
viously run from DYS arc more 
likely to be detained in custodial 
units thtlll those who have not, and 
those who have run are not as likely 
ttl be held in sheltercare units. 

You th whose friends usc marijuana 
Ilr arc not gellt'rally former DYS 
charges are more likely to be held in 
the shelter care units. Youth who 
believe that their friends want to 
become part of society nrc more apt 
to be held in custodial units. Younger 
you th tend to be more orten repre­
sented in the shelter care units than 
older youth. and females are more 
likely to be placed in treatment units 
than males. 

While the sample thus displays 
little logic for the decision to detain. 
more justification appears for the 
decision about place of detention, 
particularly in terms of y\llith charged 
with person offenses and youth who 
have previously run from the depart­
ment. Still the overriding factor 
lleterminillg where youth arc de­
tained appears to be where they 
reside; in other wortls, where the 
youth arc detained may be largely 
influenced by the availability of 
detention places. 

Inilial Placelllent 

We have classified programs in which 
DYS youth can be placed into four 
categories: secure care, a group 
home, foster care, and nonresidential 
care. Secure care consists of those 
programs, public and private, that 
provide fairly intensive services in a 
secllre residential setting. In almost 
all instances these settings arc locked. 
Types of treatment range from in­
tensiVe group encounter programs 
specializing in the "concept model," 
or programs providing remedial 
edUcational skills, to programs which 
offer very little but shelter. Group 
home programs encompass a great 
Variety of treatment or simple main-

tqnancc objectives. Treatment goals 
range from fairly intensive psycho-­
logical change orientations to pro­
grams that try to provide a normal 
ntl110sphere 1"1'0111 which participants 
may take part in the day-to-day life 
of the community. Fosler care may 
be of shol'l or long dUI'ution. As \\lith 
the other programs, till! nature of 
foster care varies considerd1ly, Some 
youth in temporary plucements re­
ceive shelter and routine casework 
from the regional Oftlcl~S. Other 
yonth in longer term placements 
may become more involved in the 
normal routines of the COllll11111lity 
in which the foster home is located. 
Nonresidential prograrns refer to 
services provided to youth living in 
their own homes or in some alter­
native situation, but not in the pro­
gram residence. The type of non­
residential service varie!; ~ol1siderably, 
including different rel:ll~ali{)n fm:ilitie~. 
tutorial education, counseling, or 
work experiences. 

Fm this preliminary analysis 
these four program tYPI)S can be 
ranged on our continu1lm of com­
munity-based programs from secure 
care as the least conullunity-based 
through group homes and foster care 
to nonresidential ~are a!; the most 
community-based. This will permit 
us to make some tentative assess­
ments of community lir.kage later 
in this report. The ratio:1ale for this 
arrangement is both II pl'iori and 
based on extensive day-::o-day obser­
vation of progrmn opera lions. The 
placement of program types on the 
continuum will be much refined in 
later analyses. We intel1ci to sub­
classify the group home; into several 
categories that rel1ect tlie principal 
programatic thrust of the programs. 
With the cross-sectional data com­
bined with the longitudinal data, we 
plan to arrange prolsram types on the 
community-based continuum ac­
cording to a more comprehensive 
empirical assessment of '\he extent 
and quality of community linkages. 

Given the four types of programs 
us they are currently classified, how 
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do youth in these programs differ 
from one another if at all? Before 
trying to assess the immediate or 
long-run impact of the prog1'3ms. we 
must try to determine why youth 
arc initially placed in sl,ecific pro­
grams and the ~xtent to which the 
dil'l"erent program types select tlif· 
ferent types of youth. 

By region, youngsters in Region 
N (North Shore) were less likely tll 
be in group homes than youth in 
other regions: youth in Region II 
(middle) were more likely to he 
placed in foster homes; ami, after 
controlling 1'(11 lllher fnetors, 110ne 
of the regions were pOSitively associ­
ated with donresitlential programs 
cx('ept ~egion III (Cambridge and 
adjoining areas north anti west). 

Females in the sample correlate 
somewhat with secure care while 
males correlate strongly with group 
homes and nOI1;esidenlbl programs. 
This may iil part rel1ect the less 
diverse range of pmgrums available 
to girls than boys as well as their 
difreren tial response to the various 
types of programs. Blacks and 
younger youth arc associated with 
nonresidential placements. 

Family characteristics are some­
what related to initial placement. 
Youth living with both natural 
parents are not Ukely to be placed 
in nonresidential programs. Nor are 
youth 1'1'0111 families without fathers. 
or with fa thers either in semi-skilled 
or unskilled employment, or where 
mothers are engaged in whitc-l:o!lar 
employment. Youth 1'1'0111 families 
without mothers or with unemployed 
mothers ure more likely to be placed 
in nonresidential alternatives. 

Youth who were attending school 
regUlarly prior to being conlmitled 
or referred to DYS are more likely 
to be in nonresidential programs and 
less likely to be held in secure care. 
Youngsters who do not hang around 
with other DYS youth arc also more 
likely to be placed in nonresidential 
programs. Youth who indicate that 
their frie~lds tend to be younger thatl 
themselves arc likely to be placed in 



Table 4.X 

Multiple R..:-grl·'>sllln of Initial Placemcnt Oil Background Variable~. 

Region! 
Rcpion II 
Region IV 
Region V 
Region VI 
RC!!ioll VII 

h.'lllail' 
Black 
Ag~' 

Mother anu father 
Fatlll'r only 
Mothcr only 
Father unskilleu 
Father scmiskilled 
M'1tlll'1 white-collar 
Mothel uncmployed 

(;ll tu sc\tl1ol regularly 
Do nllt "hang llUt" with DYS kids 
F. klllh ~ hunger 
hielllis lise marijuana 

Nondetained 
Detained in cu~t(ldy. 
D~'taitled in Vcallllcnt 

hiend', \I.:.nl In he part of society 
hicmls wanl to get away frolll society 

Current charge 
Juvcnile 
PcrSlln 

Sclr-rcpnrteo past crinll's 
Drtlgs with IJthers 
Property with others 
Property Jnd per~tln with otlwrs 
('ars with others 
Cars alonc 
Property alonl.! 
Juvcnile alone 

AS\"lutions 
Job-skilled 
Job whit ~-L'tlilar 

Ran from L'YS 
Regression constant 

MuWplC' correlation 
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Secure 
('arc 

.i 729** 

.O~41 * 

.4434*** 

.1 <J76*** 

.335X*** 

.1423* 

--.2577* 

.346 

.533*** 

Group 
Ilome 

-.2223** 

.2279*** 

.1193* 

.3132"*** 

.3884*** 

-.149CJ* 

·.22~j *** 

.1716** 

-.2633* 

.2872* 

--.1666"** 
.878 

.5'/6*** 

Foster 
Home 

.2732*** 

.1115** 

.OCJ80* 

.2253* 

.021 

.414*** 

Nonresidential 

- 2.9957*** 
2.9405*** 

.279CJ*** 

.1 (109*** 

.7758*** 
-~.3408*** 

- .207R*** 
.3CJ 18*** 

-.0446*** 

. 2644*** 

.5785*** 

.1423*** 
-.5087*** 
~ .0819*** 
- .3132*** 

.1459*** 

.0164** 

.1647*** 

.1151 * 

.3781 *** 

.524b*** 

3.1713*** 

.4010*** 

.3129*** 

.116<)*** 

.2662*** 

.2245*** 
- .1697*** 
--.1623*** 
--.1787*** 

.2307*** 

.4002*** 

-.6398*** 

-.1528*** 
.355 

.865*** 

either secure Gare 01' nonresidential 
programs. 

The decisions to detain and where 
to detain have considerable impact 
on initial placement within DYS. 
Detained youth are more likely to be 
placed in secure care than youth who 
were not detained, while the latter 
are more likelY to be placed in non­
residential programs. Furthermore, 
youngsters detained in secure care 
are likely to be placed in secure 
pr;,,;:,:'·ams. Youth detained in tre[lt­
ment units are more likely to be 
placed in nonresidential programs: 
Yl1uth detained in shelter care units 
arc more likely to be placed in group 
homes; and there is no significan1 
differential impact of detentil1n on 
foster home placement. Because we 
tlnd little rational evidence as to why 
some youth are detained and others 
not. and because place of detention 
seems largely a product m' the avail­
ability of services in the region of 
residence, the statistical relationship 
between the detention variables 
(being detained and being detained 
in a secure care unit) and placement 
in a secure care unit should raise a 
note of caution. It seems quite likely 
that some youth are being detained 
in custody units simply because slots 
are available. However, the fr,ct that 
they have been detained prior to 
commitment and placement seems to 
signify to other decision makers that 
the youngsters thereafter require 
secure care services. 

Youth who inuicate that their 
friends want to be part of society or 
want to get away from society are 
associated with nonresidential pro­
grams (as opposed to those youth 
who W:ll1t to hit back at society or 
siniply coexist with society). In terms 
of offenses, youth charged with status 
offense~ are likely to be placed in 
foster homes while youth charged 
with crimes agair\~t persons are some­
what likely to be found in nonresi­
dential programs. Another way of 
louking at offense history is to deter­
mine what kinds of activities the 
youth were iTlvolved in, eithl~r alone 

oJ with other youth, that violated 
:~·vs. Answers to these questions • 
are not necessarily related to the 
current charge. Youngsters who 
participated with other youth in 
property offenses, drug offenses, 
property and person of[. nses, and 
car stealing are not likely to be 
found in nonresidential programs. 
TIle drug offenders will generally 
be placed in group homes, while the 
yduth with crimes against property 
or person will be placed in seCll re 
care. Persons in the sample who tend 
to commit crimes alone are more 
likely to be found in nonresidential 
programs; this is also true for prupetty 
offenders and juvenile offenders. 
TIle car thief, however, is more 
likely to be placed in a group home. 

Youth who have white-collar job 
aspirations arc lIot likely to be placed 
in secure care but will more likely 
be placed III group homes. Youth 
aspiring to skilled jobs are not likely 
to be placed in nonresidential pro­
grams. Youngsters who have flln from 
DYS nreviously are not likely to be 
placed in nonn~siclenLial or group 
home programs. 

To summarize initial placement, 
constellations of variables seem to be 
most directly related to a youth's 
chances of being placed in a particular 
program type. Placement in secure 
care tends to be strongly associated 
with the youth's detention history 
and whether he has younger friends. 
If he has positive linkages with the 
school he will most likely not be 
placed in secure care. Youth placed 
in group homes tend to have his­
tories of ~Irug or car-related offenses 
and have not previously run from 
DYS programs. Youth in foster 
homes tend to be juvenile status 
offenders from homes that are 
probably less financially secure. 
Youth placed in nonresidential'pro­
grams tend to be black, from less 
stable and financially secure homes, 
to have committed crimes against 
the pet'son, and to have done much 
of their criminal activity alone rather 
than with others. 
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In order to obtain a geneI'd assess­
ment (,\, experiences in the vari\lus 
programs, youth were questioned 
about the kinds of relationships they 
had with program staff. For this 
analysiS, we treated each program 
experience as a case: because some 
youth experience 1110re than one 
program as they move through the 
DYS system, the total number of 
program experiences exceeds the 
Humber of youth samples. or partic­
ular interest were relationships in­
volving communication, decision­
making, providing help, and the 
punishing or rewarding of behavior . 
Responses to these questions in 
Table 4.9 indicate that youth hav,' 
different experiences depending on 
the type of program with which they 
are involved. For example, &1 per­
cent of th:;) youth in lIonre~idential 
programs said that staff tried to 
explain to them what was happening 
in the program, as compared to 73 
percent in group homes, 68 per-
cent in foster care, and 56 percent 
in secure Care. Nonresidential pro­
grams and foster care consistently 
received more favorable assessments 
than did group homes or secure 
care. Forty-seven percent in non­
residential and 44 percent in foster 
care indicated that they had op­
portunities t(' participate in decision 
making by actually making choices, 
while only 33 percent of youth in 
group homes and 26 percent in 
secure care said that they were able 
to make choices. 

To detennine to what extent 
program staff were actually trying 
to advocate for youth in the com­
munity or trying to reintegrate the 
youth by linking them with positive 
SUPPO~lS in the community, youth 
were asked how program staff tried 
to help. They were asked to decide 
whether staff were merely providing 
encouragement or wh~thcr they were 
actually trying to find jobs for them, 
place them in alternative schooh, or 
introduce them to youth-oriented 
jJrograms. Fif.y-one percent ofyou~h 
in nonresidential programs and 43 



Table 4.9 

Relationship 

I. Do ~tafr try to make you llnderstand what IS 
happeOlng'! ' 

a) Yes 
b) Sometimes 
e) No 

Total Iii­

Total N 

1 Do staff let you share in decisions'? 
a) No 
h ) Yes, hsk youth 
e) Yes, let youth 111:1ke choices 

Total ~1 
Total N 

3. Do starr hl'lp you SUt}' out of trouble'? 
a) No 
b) Yl'S, encourage youth 
c) Yes, help youth get jobs. into alternative 

programs 
Total ~!; 

Total N 

4. Willlitaff punish youth? 
a) No 
h) Yes, separate from group 
c) Take away privileges 
d) Yes, hit youth 
e) Yes, emharass youth 
f) Yes, make you feel guilty 

Total % 
Total N 

5. Do staff punish youth for what other kids do" 
a) Regularly . 
h) Sometimes 
c) Never Or hardl~ ever 

Total9~ 

Total N 
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---~".-__ ._. __ 'f~pe of Prognl!~;·-~--·-----
Secure Group --'---f.~~t;~.----~ 

are Horne Home Nonresiden tial 
."- - .------.....-.'"~.~~ --~ .. -

56 73 68 
16 81 

15 15 
....J.§ -.!1 

7 
_J.] -1.1 100 100 100 

(106) 100 
(259) (53 ) (43) 

38 2(1 19 
36 

<) 
41 36 

. ....]2 
44 

-B .-11 46 lOa 100 100 
(J OS) 100 

(255 (52) (43) 

37 19 15 12 39 52 41 37 

25 29 43 106 IOU 100 
51 

(101 ) lOa 
(250) (53) (43) 

I 1 17 17 
32 

3C) 
10 7 

45 64 
19 

61 37 7 2 
2 

4 a 
3 2 2 3 

100 
4 9 2 

100 100 
(105) 100 

(253) (54) (43) 

':8 22 20 
28 11 

33 33 22 -H 45 -1I 67 100 100 100 100 (93) (216) (45) (27) 

" 

Table 4.9 (continuctl) 

Starr Relationships by Type of Program. 

Rdationship 

6, Do starr reward you if you uo well'? 
a) No 
b) Y cs. include me 
c) Yes, additional privileges 

Secure 
Care 

31 
IS 
38 

tI) Yes, make me look good in front or.others 
e) Yes, make me feel good 13 

100 
(106) 

Total ~'r 
Total N 

7. Do stafr reward you for what other kids do? 
a) Regularly 
b) Some times 
c) Nev('(' or hardly ever 

Trltal r; 
Total N 

per<.:ent in foster care il1llkated that 
staff tried to tlewlop such lmkages 
while 29 percent of youth in group 
homes and, somewhat surprisingly, 
2S percent in secure care facilities 
felt this way. Over half the youth in 
group homes felt that staff tried to 
help by providing encouragement. 
While these data do not comprise an 
auequatll test or how a program is 
linked with the larger community, it 
is clear that the group homes arc not 
regarded by youth as helping them 
become re-established in the com­
munity to a significantly greater 
extent than the secure care facilities. 

The cross-sectional data and sub­
culture data should provide more 
detailed answers to the question of 
community linkage. If a large num­
ber of group homes create small, 
isolated environments, even though 
relatively humane compared to the 
training schools, then we will need 
to explore more fully the lack of 
community linkages. Is it because of 
the nature of the clients, the re­
sistance of the community, the in­
clinations of the staff, or the role of 

18 
16 
66 

100 
(74) 

group homes in the larger DYS 
structure of services? 

The dominant pattern of punish­
ment across all program types is to 
take away privih:ges. In secure pro­
grams separating out difI1cult-to­
control youth is a close second re­
sponse. Forty percent of the youth 
in nonresidential programs said that 
youth were not pUllished. There is 
also a greater tendency in secure 
programs to punish a group of youth 
for what one or two may have done. 
The dominan t mode of rewarding 
good behavior is providing addi­
tional privileges. TIle second rnbst 
often mt:ntioned response, except 
in secure care, is "making the individ­
ual feel good." Few programs reward 
the entire group fer whut one person 
has done. 

Some interesting response pat­
terns not indicated in Table 4.9 
occur when youth are asked to 
assess their chanc()s of not getting 
into trouble again. Sixty percent of 
the foster care youth felt that they 
had an ,,;.cellent chance, compared 
to 47 percent in secure pro15ranlS. 
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I yye of Program 

Group Foster Nonresidentiul 
I-lome Home 

21 34 16 
6 q 12 

35 34 42 
7 2 5 

31 21 26 
100 100 100 

(251 ) (53) (43) 

21 22 22 
22 14 14 
57 64- 64 

100 100 100 
(201 ) (36) (36) 

These responses represent what 
turns Oll t to be a fairly realistic 
assessment of their chances, as will 
be seen in later sections of this re­
port when recidivism is analyzed for 
the cohort sample. 

This brief look at youth assess­
ment of tbeir relationships with 
program staff clearly indicates that 
from their point of view they do 
luve qualitatively different experi­
ences depending upon the type of 
program in which they are placed. 
Because initial placement is largely 
determined by the range of services 
available within the region in which 
one resides, rather that' by other 
background characteristics, these 
data would tend to suggest that 
regions without adequate foster care 
and nonresidential programs should 
make concerted efforts to expand 
their program alternatives. 
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[/IIliCiC t 

Re/atiollsllliJS with S(f!;lllficallt Others 

The long-run impact of program 
experiences in DYS can be measured 
in part by the quality of the linkages 
or relationships with various signifl· 
cant others in the community. but 
11 full analysis of these linkages will 
have to await more comprehensive 
analysis of the data. Program experi­
ence is but one of many variables 
that influence relationships in the 
community. Tn Table 4.10, we ex­
plore one of these related variables. 
When we asked youth whether their 
"bosses" at work tended to help 
them or not in finding links to the 
community, we discovered that final 
nonresidential placement or til;· 

ten lion in a treatment unit are the 
only program variables related to 
this variable. We have coded the 
"help" variable 1 if bosses were not 
helpful and 0 if they were helpful 
or if they were not in contact with 
the youth. The variable thus repre­
sents unhelpful contact. Participa­
tion in a nonresidential program is 
associated with bosse; either helping 
or having no contact with the YOllth, 
while being detained in a treatment 
unit prior to court is associated with 
bosses not helping. This latter re­
lationship is the strongest of all the 
varinbles related to bosses helping. 
Youth not detained are more likely 
to report that bosses do not help 
than youth detained. The detention 
relationships are indicative of a 
trend for early decisions in the 
juvenile justice process to contribute 
greatly to not only immediate but 
long-range consequences. 

Regions I, It. and V[ are related 
to bos~es helping while in other 
regions youth are more likely to 
believe that bosses do not help. Males 
are 1110re likely than females to view 
bosses as not helping. Blacks are not 
Likely to consider bosses helpful. 
Youth living .vith both parents arc 
less likely to find bosses not helpful 

Table 4.10 

Multiple Regression of "Unhelpful Contact with Supervisor at Work" 011 

Background and Program Variables. 

Final nonresidential 
Detention treatment ll 

Noncletained 
Ran fwm DYS unit 

Region [ 
Region 11 
Region VI 

Female 
Black 

Mother and rather 
Father only 
Father unskilled 
Mother white-collar 

Self'repL)fted past crimes 
Cars with others 
Property and person with others 
Drugs with others 
Property alone 
Juvenile alone 

Current charge-person 
Friends smoke marijuana 

Aspirations: job-skilled 

Friends want to get away from society 
Friends want to be part of society 
Friends want to get back at society 

Do not "hang out" with DYS kids 

Regression constant 

MUltiple correlation 

-.8234*** 
5.5487*** 

.7907*** 
-.3187*** 

""5.1209*** 
-4.5973*** 
-1.0306*** 

-.6667*** 
.4506*** 

-".3965*** 
.8763*** 

-1.0708*** 
--.4558*** 

--.4145*** 
-.4898*** 
--.3890*** 

.3776*** 

.5873*** 

.4961*** 

.6396*** 

.9949*** 

.$934*** 

.6503*** 

.3251 *** 

.3403*** 

-.670 

.954*** 

a The extraordinarily large absolute values of regression coefficients for detention treat­
ment and Regions I and II in columns of this and other tables where these three variables 
appear together are pwbably contributed to by rounding error in the computer because 
of the high correlation of detention treatment with these two regional variables. 

than youth living with their fathers 
only. Youth with a history of partici­
pating \vith others in car theft, 
property and person offenses, or 
drugs are likely to find bosses help-

ful, while youth with a current charge 
of a crime against a person or a 
history of property or status offenses 
alone are more likely to find bosses 
not helpful. 
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Another very crucial relationship 
for juveniles in trouble is their re­
lationship with police. As noted in 
Table 4.11, youngsters in the sample 
who are status offenders, Who have 
been detained in II treatment unit 
or who do not "hang out" with 
other DYS youth indicate that they 
either have rewarding experiences 
with the police or little contact at 
all. Generally youth who have been 
detained and youth initially placed 
in secure care indicate that police 
do not reward them for good be­
havior. 

Table 4.11 

Multiple Regression of "Unrewarding 
Contact with the Police" on Back­
ground and Program Variables. 

Current charge-juvenile 
Detention trcatrr~nt 
Do not "hang out" 

with DYS kids 

Nondetained 
Initial secure 

Regression constant 

Multiple correlation 

-.2943*** 
-.1692** 

-.1 051 * 

-.0995* 
.1465** 

.931 

.418*** 

Another key relationship for 
many youth is their association with 
a community service program once 
they leave DYS. Youth were asked 
to recall what they considered to be 
the best community program in 
which they participated. They were 
then asked whether this program 

.. evaluated them as "good kids." 
Youth in Regions I, II, and VI, as 
shown in Table 4.12, are less likely 
to perceive themselves as bein,.g con­
sidered "good kids" than are youth 
in other regions. Youth who were 
not detained and those detained in 
treatment U11its are likely to sense 
that the community service program 
regards them as "good kids." Males 
are more likely to have a positive 

perception than females, and blacks 
believe that they are viewed posi-. 
tively. Youth whose fathers nre in 
unskilled employment or whose 
mothers have white-collar employ. 
ment do not see themselves re­
garded as "good kids." On the other 

Table 4.12 

hand youth who live with their 
fathers only or whose mothers are 
unemployed are likely to feel that 
the program considers them "good 
kids." Youngsters who havc a history 
of stealing cms or committing status 
or property offenses alone are likely 

Multiple Regression of "Best Community Program Thinks the Youth 
Is a Good Kid" on Background and Program Variables. 

Region I 
Region 11 
Region VI 

Nondetaineci 
Detention trsatment 

Female 
Black 

Fathel' unskilled 
Moth("~ white-collar 
Mother unemployed 
Father only 

Self-reported past crimes 
Cars alone 
Juvenile alone 
Property alone 
Property with others 
Drugs with others 

Current charge-person 

Sequence secure 
Sequence nonresidential 
Initial group home 

Ran from a DYS unit 

Friends smoke marijuana 

Friends want to get away frol11 society 
Friends wnnt to be part of society 

Years of schooling (grade) 

Regression constant 

Multiple correlation 
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--2.4961 *** 
-"2.5467*** 
_ .. 5995*** 

.4263*** 
2.8642*** 

- .2219*** 
.3477*** 

.6117*** 

.2648*** 

. i542*** 

.6640*** 

.1198* 

.3162*** 

.2112*** 

.1442*** 

.1945*** 

.3315*** 

.3420*** 

.766<1*** 
2130*** 

.2054 

.2941 *** 

.3403*** 

.2619*** 

.0320* 

.503 

.615*** 



to believe that they are regarded as 
good kids. Youth with 11 hi&tory of 
participating with others in drug use 
or property offenses do not believe 
that community service programs 
rate them as good kids. In terms of 
placement program, youth who begin 
and end their sequence of program 
assignments in a secure or nonresi­
dential program and youth plac,:d 
initially in group home program I do 
not share positive perceptions. 

In addition to direct questions 
about relationships between youth 
and significan t others, the longitu­
dinal study relics Oil the more in­
direct semal'tic diffeNntial tech­
nique to probe those ,elationships. 
The semantic differential consists of 
having youth indicate on a seven­
point scale bipolar adjective list, 
composed of such ndjt)ctives as good­
bad ami fair-unfair, their rating of 
several signil1cant otlll.!rS SU.J1 as 
mother, father, police, and program 
stafr. Youth are first asked to incH­
cate how they feel about the signif­
icant other in question Dnd then to 
indicate how the signific<lnt other 
would rate them. In later analyses, 
responses will be scrutinized to 
provide ,I basis for assessing self­
image and any change in self-image 
as the youth move through the 
juvenile justice process. At this time 
we will only look at the evalua tion 
dimension of the semantic diffp.r­
ential for a few significant others in 
order to indicate how the data will 
describe the nature of the relation­
ships and thereby provide us with a 
description of the youths' links with 
the community. 

Among the significallt .hers are 
the police. Table 4.13 retlects the 
variables that inOuence how youth 
evaluate police. Youth charged with 
status offenses are mor/~ likely to be 
positive toward the police than youth 
charged with other offenses. Youth 
who do not hang around with other 
DYS youth, who come from white­
collar families, and who attend 
school regularly are also more likely 
to perceive police posi lively. And 

Table 4..13 

Multiple Regression of "YOUU1 Evaluation of Police" on Bnckground and 
Program Variables. 

Curren t charge-j Llvenile 
Sel f-reported past crimes 

Property and person with others 
Pwperty alone 

Do not "hang out" With DYS Kids 
"lIang out" with same kids 

Father white-collar 

Attend school regularly 

Region II 

Regression constan t 

Multiple correlation 

youth in Region II (middle of state) 
tend to be more favorably disposed 
toward the police than youth living 
in other regions. On the other hand, 
youth who expect to hang around 
with the same youth they did before 
getting into trouble, and who have a 
history of either property or property 
and person offenses arc more likely 
to be negatively disposed toward 
the police. These youth are more 
frequently cast in an adversary role 
with the police and this probably 
explains their differential response!}. 

Youth were also asked how they 
think their friend~ feel about them. As 
noted in Table 4.14, if they were black, 
ri1ale, young, had not been previously 
deta~\ed, or, if detained, held in a 
treatment unit, they tended to believe 
that their friends saw them favorably. 
This image was also [avorable if they 
came from families where the mother 
was unemployed, or where there was 
only a father as head of household. 
A favorable image was also associated 
with a history of acting alone, partic­
ularly in status and property offenses, 
and having fflends who use pot but are 
not fonner DYS charges and who 

74 

5..1037*** 

-2.9837* 
-1.7444* 

3.0164** 
-2.7644*** 

2.3645* 

.5348* 

2.7112* 

14.273* 

.500*** 

want to either be part of or get away 
from society. You th did not feel 
that their friends evaluated them 
favorably if they were from families 
with either both natural parents or 
the mother only, with a father- en­
gaged in unskilled employment or a 
mother engaged in white-collar em­
ployment. Unfavorable images were 
also associated with being previously 
committed to DYS and having run 
[rom DYS; or having committed 
crimes with other YOllngsters, partic­
ularly property, property and person, 
car theft, and drug offenses. In terms 
of DYS programing, youth whos::: 
final program experience was a non­
residential program '\lere more likely 
to feel that their friends evaluated 
them less favorably than youth in 
other programs. This may have been 
because nonresidential program youth 
are more clearly identified to their 
friends as youth in trouble and re­
ceiving services. Youth from Regions 
III and V were more likely to believe 
that their friends viewed tllem favor­
ably than did yoUtil from other 
regions. 

~ .1 

Table 4.14 

Multiple Regres~ion of "Friends' Evaluation of Youth" on Background and 
Program Variables. ' ., 

Black 
Female 
Age 

Nomletained 
Detained treatment 
Prior commitment 

Father and mother 
Father only 
Mother only 
Father unskilled 
Mother white-collar 

, Mother unemployed 

CUrren t charge-person 
Self-reported past crimes 

Juvenile alone 
Property alone 
Property with others 
Drugs with others 
Property and person with others 
Cars with others 

Ran from DYS llnit 

Friends smoke marijuana 

Friends want to be part of society 
Friends want to get away from society 

Do no "hang out" with DYS kids 

Aspirations: job-skilled 

Sequence Nonresidential 
Final Nonresidential 

Region I 
Region II 
Region IV 
Region V 
Region VI 
Region VII 

Regression constant 

Multiple correlation 
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7.9225*** 
-10.3102*** 

1.4062*** 

16.4275*** 
110.3262*** 
-3.3910*** 

-13.5555*** 
16.7780*oJ'* 
-7.6053*** 

-17.4195*** 
-9.2402*** 

5.8528*** 

10.6458*** 

13.6359*** 
8.9705*** 

-6.6437*** 
-8.6409*** 
-7.6858*** 
-5.2431 *** 

-8.7330*** 

12.9899*** 

11.7072*** 
8.5997*** 

5.7557*** 

-25.1287*** 

-11.3423*** 
-1 B.9449*** 

-107.1718*** 
-104.5654*** 

-9.3425*** 
6.0468**';' 

-29.2460*** 
-11.2363*** 

52.562 

.941*** 

Fill ,Illy w~ will look at those vari· 
able, which tend to be assodated 
with a positive self-image. Youth 
v;ere asked to e\'aluate themselves, 
with the results shown in Table 4.15. 
Youth had more fnvorable self-images 
if they hod been detained, and those 
detuined in shelter care and custodial 
units were more apt to have positive 
self-images than youth detained in 
treatment units. Youth who had 
rathers employed in white-collar jobs 
and youth .:harged with status of­
fenses were associated with positive 
self-images. Youth who indicated 
that their friends wanted to get uway 
from society tended to think less 
favorably of themselves. Again we 
discover that the earty experiences 
with detention have a stronger im­
pact on long-run results than the 
more immediate program experi­
ences. It is c1enr that calltiotlmust be 
exercised in the decision to detain 
since some youth apparently gain 
coveted reputations or enhanced 
self·images bC'CI/IIS( they arc de­
tained; it would appear that1;~(H these 
youth detention fosters a greater 
stake in a delinq\lent career. 

This very exploratory section on 
relationships has yielded some rather 
surprising results. The set of variables 
with high associations that appear 
consistently throughout the tables, 
with the exception of the evaluation 
of police, is the set of detention vari­
ables. We would have expected the 
more immediate program experiences 
to be more strongly related to the 
subsequent community relationships 
than, detention, but these program 
variables appear only sporadically. 
In addition to the detention items, 
some background variables also in­
fluence the nature of relationships 
from time to time. Still, the long-run 
impact of not being detained or being 
detained in specific kinds of units 
comes through powerfully. 

- --TEE F 



Table 4.15 

Multiple Rt'gression of "Self·Evaluation" on Background and Program 
Variables. 

Nondetained 
Detention treatment 

Father white-collar 

Current charge-juvenile 

Friends wallt to get away from society 

RC!:\l'essilll1 constant 

Multiple correlatioll 

Recidil'islIl 

The most promincn t question for 
mallY interested policy makers is 
whether the new DYS system has 
any appreciable effect on recidivis.m. 
In the beginning section of this report 
we compared current recidivism rates 
with those of the institution-based 
system in fiscal year 1968, as fully as 
presently available data permitt~d. 
In that analysis recidivism was deter­
mined on the basis of official record 
data. Since these data are not yet 
available for all regions, however, our 
analysis in this final section of the 
report will employ a measure of re­
cidivism based on a follow-up of youth 
by ~-,<!ans afour OWl1 network of con­
Llcts witll the youth correctional sys­
tem. Reappearance in court is the 
criterion of recidivism but this method 
picks up those court appearances spe­
ci/1cally that co!tte to the attention 
of personnel in the you th correctional 
system, ordinarily because the youth 
were detained by DYS for appearance 
in court on a new offense. This method 
thus tends to underestimate those 
cOllrt appearances that involve less 
serious charges, for which court ap­
pearances were not preceded by de­
tention. Such court appearances fre­
quently end in dismissal. Conse­
quently the rates of recidivism ob-

-2.1013*** 
-2.0103** 

1.6586* 

2.223** 

-1.9159** 

29.515 

.303**~: 

tained by using this method are lllore 
like those based on ornci<~ records, 
where the criterion of recidivism is 
a court disposition involving proba­
tion or recommitment, as reported ill 
the !lrst section. To obtain these rates 
we followed the youth for six months 
beyond completion Ill' u residential 
progratl., or for nine Illollths from 
the beginning of a Ilonresidential pro­
gram. We counted recidivism occur­
ring during program con tact as well 
as during the follow-up period. 

We reported preliminary results of 
this measure of recidivism on incom­
plete samples of the first four regions 
two years ago. 10 Our more complete 
data now do nut signit1cantly 
change the estimates of recidivism for 
those four regions, but they do unuer-
score the importance of the Iss.er- , 
vatiolls we stated at the til11e~concern­
ing any generalization from, those . 
four regions to the state system as a 
whole. As data accumulate, it is "p­
parent that other regions are turning 
out differently. Pinally it must be kept 
in mind that we are talking only of 
six-month rates, and the longer tem) 

I 0 Qllartl.'r~~· Report, July IS. 1974, 
c..mter for Criminal Justice, Harvurd Luw 
Schoo! muneo. 
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rates that will eventually be available 
from the offkia1 record checks may 
he diffcrent. 

For the completed youth in the 
sample as of March 30, 1975,34 per­
cent had recidivated. As shown in 
Table 4.16. you III from Region I 
(western Massachusetts) were doing 
best at staying out of troublt', followed 
in order by youth in Regions /I, m. 
N. VII, V, and Vr. Black youth and 
males arc more likely to recidivate in 
this initial six-month period, as arc 
youth who were previously committed 
or referred to the department. Detained 
you til, particularly those detained in 
custodial units, arc more likely to re­
cidivate thun nondetaincd youth. 

We call determine the relative illl­
pac t of program on recidivism by 
looking at the recidivism rates in rda­
tion to the final program placement 
from which you til arc released into the 
community. It should be noted that 
here we add a "no program" category 
tu designate those youth who either 
wore placed on traditionhl parole 
without any formal program experi­
ence or ran from a program and re­
mained unattached to any other pro­
gram, It is cle:tr that youth from secure 
care recidivate at a faster rate th:iJl 
~louth in less secure programs. It is 
possible that the department does 
a good job of selecting out tho~,' 
youth who are higher risks and hold­
ing them in secure care. 11lis inter­
pretation would be more c'1nvincing 
if the detention decision were not so 
closely rdateet Co .placements. But . 
because those decisions appear to de­
pend to a large extent on factors un­
related to youth but instead to char­
acteristics of regions, it is possible that 
some youth are misplaced in secure 
care, with this placement having a 
negative effect on their chances of 
subsequently succeeding in the cont­
munity. Since the recidivism risk of 
pennitting youth to partiCipate in 
the less secure programs is much le~s, 
it would seem preferable to restrict 
secure care tn juvenilas who clearly 
need intensive supervision. 

.' 

Table 4.16 

Region 
r 
II 
I!l 
IV 
V 
VI 
VII 

Race 
Black 
White 

Sex 
Female 
Male 

Prior commitment or referral 
Yes 
NO 

DetainedfNondetained 
Detained 
Nondetained 

Where detained 
Custouial 
Treatment 
Shcl ter care 

Final pla\!ell1ent 
Secure care 
Group home 
Foster care 
Nonresidentbl 
No program 

77 

18 
27 
27 
33 
51 

" 78 
38 

61 
31 

24 
37 

46 
:'6 

43 
19 

59 
32 
40 

.60 
27 
19 
23 
48 

49 
64 
51 
51 
47 
18 
45 

326 

28 
286 

314 

6:' 
264 

326 

135 
191 

326 

209 
J 17 

326 

61 
63 
85 

209 

63 
157 

41 
34 
31 

326 

Taking all of the backgrllund and 
relationship variables In a regressioJl 
equation with reciLlivism as depemlcllt. 
shown in Table 4. t 7, we cun assess 
tho differential impact of O)O~o vari­
ables that tend to be most aswciated 
with recidivism while COli trolling for 
all other variables. The variable most 
strongly related to recidivism 1s Region 
VI, indicating a high prob:lbility of 
recidivating for youth in the regioll. 
While thut is the case for the sample 
represented here, the reader should re­
mem ber that Region VI is underrepre­
sented in the completed sample, as of 
Maroh 30, 1975. Subsequent but still 
incomplete returns indicate thallhe 
final recidivism rate for 'the full sample 
will be somewhat lower foOl' this six­
month exposure period in Region VI. 
Region V is also associated with re­
cidivism. In this region almost all of 

Table 4.17 

Multiple RegressioJl of Recidivism 
on Background anu Program 
Variables. 

Region V 
R(~gi()11 VI 
Region VB 

Nonlietained 

Final secure 
Sequence sel:ure 

Ran from a DYS unit 

.2833*** 

.3673*** 

.1525* 

-.1725*** 

.6175*** 
- .4060* 

.1790*** 

Friends smoke marijuana .1363** 

Parents no help - .1343* 
Staff no help .2092*** 

Curren t charge-person - .1610* 

Regression constant 1.296 

Multiple correlation .551 *** 



--------------------------------------------------~~ 

the youth in ollr sample arc com­
pleted cases and consequently we 
do not expect any Significant change 
in the rate (sec Table 4.5). A possi-
ble explanation for the high rate of 
recidivism in Region V is th.e relative 
lack of program diversity iti that re­
gion. Most youth there Hre either in 
secure or group home programs with 
little utilization of either foster homes 
or nonresidential programs. Region 
VII is also slightly associated with the 
likelihood of recidivating. TIle impol'­
tanl:e of the original decision to detain 
for longer run consequences is ollce 
ilgain underscored, since youth who 
were not detained are not as likely to 
recidivate as youth who were detained. 

Controlling for other factors, the 
inl1ucnce of final program is similar 
to what the original cross-tubular rela­
tionships suggested, al though slightly 
more complicated. Youth who are in 
sccllre placements are more likely to 
recioivate than youth in other less 
secure placements, although this tend­
ency is lessened if a YOllth began ill 
;1 secure placement and subsequently 
endeo there. This relationship supports 
(hI! notion of building rigorous safe­
gllurds arollno secure care placements 
so that only those youth who really 
require close supervision arc actually 
placeu in such programs. It also em· 
phasizes the importance of 111 OIlit 0 ring 
transfers from other programs (0 

seCUfe care. Secure care programs can­
not simply be seen as convenient "little 
prisons" to force group home youth 
into conformity. The ramifications of 
secure care programs are too profound 
to be handled without vigilance. 

We also discover that youth who 
have previollsly run from DYS arc 
more likely to recidivate, as are youth 
who "have frie.lus who smoke mari­
juana." 

Only two of our relationship items 
emerge through this rigorom control­
ling process as related to recidivism. 
Somewhat surprisingly. youth who 
believe that their parents are helping 
or have no contact with the youth 
tend to recidivate more than those 
who feel their parents are unhelpful. 

On the other hand, youth who say 
that program staff do not help are 
more likely to recidivate. This is 
another indication that tile type of 
!'1'i.Jgram does make a difference. It 
also is an indication that where staff 
a .. e not crying to build community 
linkages for youth, the youth suffer 
long-run cllnseqlH'nCeS or fllrthrr con· 
tact with the juvenile justice system. 

The only offense category that is 
related to recidivism in this regression 
analysis is that of crimes against per­
sons. Youth who commit these types 
of crimes arc less likely to recidivate 
than youth committing other kinds of 
crimes. 

Thus the types of variables that 
tend to influence the chances of recid­
ivism 1110st arc: (1) the regioil where 
a youngster resides; (2) whether the 
youth was detained or placed in sec~~rc 
care: and (3) whether he believes that 
staff arc trying to help ltim. Region is 
related to the youngster's program 
experiences in temlS of the range of 
programs offered by a region and the 
availability of placement opportuni­
ties. 
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Implications of tlie LongitudiJlal 
Study 

The above analysis, although prelimi­
nary, has considerable implications 
for policy and future research analysis. 
Clearly, the type of program place­
ment is related to a youth's chances 
of recidivating within the first six 
months of exposure to the commu­
nity. Although youth in foster care 
do best, followed by youth in non­
residential programs and youth in 
group homes, the differences among 
these program types arc not particll­
larly significant. But youth in these 
program~ do far better than YOllth in 
secure care programs. That the youth 
in secme qare are most likely to re­
cidivate seems reasonable because of 
a teJ1tlency for the secure care units to 
work with higher risk youth. Given 
the analysiS to date, however, it seems 
likely that the higher recidivism of 
secure care youth is not solely related 
to youth characteristics. Instead. their 
failure appears partially a result of ex­
periences they have within the secure 
care programs and the att,lched nega­
tive labels which restrict their program 
at ternatives and, int1uence future deci­
sion makers. 

Further analysis will incorporate 
relationship, aspiration, and semantic 
differential measures not included in 
the present exploratory analysis,,,. 
especially measures based on initial 
interviews. These measures will be 
important in distinguishing the effects 
of selection from the effkacy of pro­
grams. We will also employ analytical 
techniques borrowed from econo­
metrics in seeking to make this dis­
tinction. Even without such a distinc­
tion, however, it is clear from the 
present analysis that the great major­
ity of DYS youth do well il~ nonsecure 
settings without presenting an inordi­
nate danger to the public. Some critics 
claim that the new notlsecure pro­
grams have constituted a revolving 
door. TIlat happens to be true of the 
secure programs, which have higll re­
cidivism rates and are much like the 

more secure among the olt! institu­
tions in this respect. I t is clearly not 
true of the more open programs. At 
this point it seems reasona~,le both to 
restrict secure care only to' those youth 
wlln cannot be handled in a less secure 
program and to improve the quality of 
secure care. During 1975 the depart­
ment, in fact, generated several new 
secure care programs to replace some 
of those in this sample, ano it con­
tinues to wrestle with Lhe difficulties 
of monitoring intake into secure I.!are 
programs. 

Another implication is that the 
regions with a more fully implemented 
broad range of program altematives 
for you th are increaSing the chances 
of their youth succeeding in the com­
munity. The data also display the con­
siderable variability amon)! group 
home programs in terms of their 
ability to build linkages for youth in 
the community. In future analyses. 
we will subclaSSify this category in 
mJer to determine the characteristks 
of the group~ tllat arc best able to 
establish the proper linkages. 

The inorJinate long-run impact of 
early decisions, particularly detention 
llccisions, is very suggestive. Dedsions 
made I!arly in the process tend to 
re$trict a youth'S program options. 
For some youth this muy be justitlable. 
but long-run cOllsequelll.!eS arc so sig­
nitlcant that the decisions to detain 
ami where to detain require careful 
monitoring. These findings on the im­
pact of detcnti~1l have implications· 
for the deinstitutionalilation of 
status offenders. In Massachusetts 
youth who fall into the category 
of child ren·in-rlced-of-su pervisioll 
have been officially removed from 
the authority of the Department of 
Youth Services, but they continue to 
be detained in DYS detention centers. 
The data reported here certainly indi­
cate that detention in units that arc 
part of the juvenile justice system 
should be avoided whenever possible. 
TIle data would also tend to support 
the notion of developing outside the 
criminal justice system short-term 
emergency sheller care programs or 

youth hostels as alternatives to the 
customary detention units with thtlir 
implicit and explicit stigmatization. 

Finally, while the less secure pro­
grams seem to work out better for 
youth, it is probably unwise to assume 
that they arc so benign that youth who 
would otherwise not be placed in DYS 
should now be adjudicated and ex-
posed to those programs. It is possible 
that you:h who minimally penctru(e the 
formal justice system tlo better. Whether 
minimal p..:netrntion means avoiding 
DYS as much as possible or taking part 
in a Ininimu.l program or some nature 
is still very much in question. As the 
analysis continues we will be looking at 
a comparison group of youth who were 
detained but not placed in DYS. That 
analysis may go further in addressing 
this isslle. 

.1. 
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V. Neutralizing 
Community Resistance 
To Group Homes 

Robert B. Coatcs 
and Aldell D. Miller 

...... "., 

This chapter was first published in 
slightly different form under the title 
"Neutralization of Com III unity Resistance 
to Group Homes," in Yitzhak Bakal, 
Closillg COI'I'J!ctiollalIlIstitu tiolls (Lexing­
ton, Mass.: Lexington Books, D. C. Heath 
and Co .• 1973), pp. 67-84. The authors 
wish to express appreciation to Uuyd E. 
Ohlin, and to Elinor Halprin for her help­
ful editorial assistancl'. Thanks arc due 
also to Judy Caldwell, Robert Fitzgerald, 
and David Garwood who labored hard to 
gather data for this analysis. 

Part of the effort to reform the trcat­
men t of juvenile offenders in recen t 
years has focused on changing the • 
treatment setting. Attempts have been 
made to handle more youth within 
community residenti111 centers or group 
homes ill order to reduce the numbers 
of youth served by tJ'l1ditiolll1l reform 
schools and exposed to the degrl1ding 
effects that are so often pari of such 
institu tional eXp'~l'icnces. While th~ 
group hOrl,;: concept for troubled 
youth is orten philosophically accepted 
in both profes'Jional and nonprofes­
sional circles, the actual establishment 
or group homes in local communities 
is orten vehemently resisted bv rl!si­
dents.1 Thus a very pragmu tic' i~sue 
conrronting both state and privately 
operated agencies is how to handle 
community resistance to group homes. 
llnw can community resistance be 
avoided or ameliorated when it arisl!s? 

This chapter describes the first 
results of a continuing investigation 
into the dynamics of locating a group 
home in a community setting. We are 
concernec here with the political as­
pects of coping with community re­
sistance to thc initial establishment of 
the group home. We will not, in this 
report, deal with comnll'nity reaction 
to the program of the group hOll1e 
once it iS'in operation, nor with the 
efl\~ct of the program 011 the youth 
residing in the group home. We will 
deal with the program only as it is 
represented as a proposal in the proc­
ess of gl1ining en try in to the com­
munity. Our lU1alysis of resistance and 

1 for example, a study conducted by 
Louis Harris and Associates for the Joint 
Commission on Correctional Manpower 
found that 77 percent of a representative 
sample favored the idea of a halfway 
house, 50 percent would personally favor 
a halfway house in their neighborhood, 
and only 22 percent believed that most 
people in the neighborhood would favor a 
halfway house in the area. John COlllmis­
sian on Correctional Manpower and 
Training, Tile Public Looks al Crime alld 
Com!ctiolls (Washington, D.C.: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1968), pp. 16-17. 
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strategies for neutralizing resistance 
will focus on the community level. 
Analysis at tlte state-wide and gov­
erl1t11cntallewls is not included here. 

The data supporting this study 
were gathered within the Massachu­
setts Department of Youth Servil;es. 
Massachusetts ranks in the forefront of 
sta tcs seeking to discover viable com­
munity-based alternatives to the insti­
tutionalil.ation of juvenile uelilH]uen ts. 
As part of the deinstitutionalil.atioll 
process tluring the spring and SUlllmer 
of 1972., the DYS sought tn establish 
several group homes throughout the 
,tate under a purchase of se\'vil;e ar­
rangement. That is. the DYS proposed 
to buy group home services fwm pri­
vate agcn~ies. This arrangement was 
atlopted I'm several reasons: (1) it was 
believed that the doser the "treat­
ment" program to the community and 
the more involvement of private agen­
des un d pl'iva tc citizens, the grea Ie r 
the likelihood of slIecessttJI reintegm­
lion of' program clients; (2) it was also 
believed that private agendcs, partic­
ularly the more experienced agencies, 
were better prepared to llandle group 
residential homes than 11I0st DYS line 
staff wi".} hud only worked with youth 
ill an institutional cOlltext. and (3} it 
wa~ considered to be an easier task for 
existing or even newly created private 
l1gencies to work with communities in 
establishing group homes thl111 it would 
be for DYS with its controversial 
image. The DYS had been strongly 
opposed by some interest groups in 
the state because they felt that the 
DYS deinstitutionalization effort 
was moving too quickly, and that the 
departmentls treatment approach 
was too permissive. 



Me/hod representatives, police, clergy, neigh- and problems of placing a residential Table 5. L 

hoI's, and city officials. In two cases home in a community. 
Successful and Unsuccessful Group Homes. 

111 () rde r I (l iso In te those issues t ha t the snowball technique was modi- Throughout this paper we will 
are 1110st l>~nsitive to community re· ned to accommodate the wishes of refer to group homes and their com- Characteristics Failures Successes 

sislnnce and to iden tiry the various the group being studied. One involved munities by fictitious names. Many of Group Homes Laurel I Palmyra I Whitewater Eagle G rove I Sullivan I I:lebron 
strategies for handling resistance, an agency that failed and the other persons cooperated with us in our 
we looked at several planned group an agency that succeeded. The re- data collection efforts in order to An "estab- A sectarian An establish- "Ex·con" An estab· An estab· 

homes that failed primarily because search team respected the intricacies con tribute to the understanding of lished" agen- religious ed agency group new Iished agen· Iished agen-

of community resistance, and at scv- of the ongoing political processes the process of establishing or resist- Who cy with ex- group new treating to this cy with ex- cy with 

eral other homes that were able to and tried not to endanger an opel'- ing a group home, with the express established perience in to this sort children sort of perience in experience 

neutralize resistance and establish on- n ting program or the chances of any understanding that we would respect it? group homes of work with physi- work group homes in group 

going residences. Three homes were proposed home. certain confidentiality about the for drug cal disabil- for wei farc homes for 

selected within each 'of the two cate- The interviews, although strue- information and not idan tify our cases ities youth delinquents 

gories. Two of the agencies that failed lured, were also quite flexible. Dur- sources. Fortunately this need [or 
had previously operated similar homes ing the course of an interview with confidentiality does pot intel·rere Knew COI11I11U- Did not Knew commu- Learned 

and had therefore been confronted a representative of the social servicc with our purposes in this analysis, nity but not know neigh- nity but not community 

with some of the same problems agency, the interviewer obtained the since the actual identity of the com· Selection with respect borhood with respect Knew Knew wcll a/tel' 
before, while one agency that failed following information: (I) the goals munities and group homes is not of to reaction community to reaction community community site 

had never before operated such a of the program and strategies for im- important for the kinds of infIJrences community to delin· to dclin- well well selection 

program. Two of the sllccessful agen- ple11lenting the program: (2) the pro- we arc seeking to ll1ake and support. quents quents 
des had previously operated similar cess of communication of goals to 
programs: the third agency had !I interest groups: (3) the kinds of Residential Residential Residential Transient Mixed Residcn-

parent structure with some prior people who agreed or disagreed with Results area working middle to middle to community, transient tial working 

experience, but the specific people agency goals and strategies: (4) the and middle upper class upper class disorganized but neigh- and middle 

involved in setting up the group horr:.! communications frolll vested interest The major variables and strategies class borlyand or upper 

had had no prior experience. groups; (5) the strategies for handiing involved in the process of establishing "liberal" class 

The homes were located in six of opposition and support; and (6) the the group homes in this study arc 
tile seven DYS regions. The seventh expected outcome. When interviewing summarized in Table 5.1. Data from Strategy Talk to Talk to Talk to Low profile Low profile Talk to 

region was not studied because there representatives of interest groups the individual case studies will be for entl:r- "significant "signif1can t "signitlcan t ("quiet") ("quiet") "signifl-

was at the time considerable political outside the agency, the major blocks compared and contrasted in order to ing few" and then few" few" cant few" 

turmoil within the region over other of information included: (1) percep- derive at least tentative responses to community campaign 
and then 

issues rebtetl to corrections. Although Hons of the private agency and DYS a number of policy and strategy is- campaign 

the selected group homes do not nec- goals; (2) the source of information sues. The nine ~ritical variables in- '-~----

essarily represen t (he full range of all abfiut the group home; (3) interest elude such items as selection of com- Across from Fire trap, Busy road, Youth in- Youth il1- Estate 

probnble conflict situations, they do group goals for home; (4) the strate- munity, strategy for entering com- Selection school nne! small yard small yard volved in volved in more than 

present a range sufficient to identify gics for attaining those goals; (5) the munity, and resolution of conflict. site no space for improving improving adequate, 

at least some of the key issues of communication of goals and strate- These nine variables provide the recreation house house for 

strategy. gies-to whom, how, and why; 'backbone of our analysis. Before expansion 

The duta collection strate!,;), fo- (6) the kinds of peDple or groups proceeding with a detailed com para-
Name de-clised on extensive interviewing of that agreed or disagreed with goals tive analysis of the six homes in the Name de- Name or Name or 

key actors. To learn most about the and strategies; (7) the strategies for study, it will be helpful for the reader Selection signed to label label Name Name signed to 

plans for each home, the first person handling opposition and support; to have an understanding of the gen- of name for challenge emphasized emphasized was de- was de- challenge 

contacted was either the executive and (8) expected outcome. Three eral flow of the processes involved in program youth community's community's emphasized emphasized youth 

director of the sponsoring agency or interviewers were involved in the setting up group homes and the kmds responsi- responsi-
the director of the proposed home. data collection process. Each covered of opposition encountered. We will bility bility 
During this initial discussion the inter- one group home that failed and one therefore present two brief hypo-
vie\\er identified other significant that succeeded.- thetical case studies: one representing Presented as 
actors or interest groups to be inter- In addition to interviewing the key failure, Clarion, and one representing Presen tation related to No clear Vague and Presentation Presentation Presen ta tion 

viewed at a Inter time. This snowball actors, researchers analyzed local news- success, Kimberly. The nine critical of program- DYS-plan for presentation too tech- through through youths' in direct, 

technique was followed until it be- paper accounts as well as letters of sup- variables will emerge in these hypo- a kind of or nical youths' and house informative 
content 

came apparent that little additional, port or opposition and minutes of the tical case studies, as they did in problem-kid conception presentation activity parents' style in 

useful information could be gained planning meetings and hearings where the six real case studies, as the major community activity meeting 
"'" by further in tervlewillg. Typically available. Together the data project steps in the flow 0 f action, resistance, did not have 

the interviewing included agency a fairly good picturr; of the process and effort to neuttljlize resistance. I 
I 
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Tablc 5.1 (Continued) 

SllcL'cssful and Unsliccessful (;roup II(lll1c~ 

Client 
and 
starr 
reSidence 

Servin!! 
the 
community 

Resolution 
or 
connic! 

Clario/l 

Stafr anti 
&tlpporters 
did not live 
in neigh-
borhood 

'JOllie an 
unwanted 
service to 
(.'11ll11l1unily 

l.tloking for 
\l\iddle 
ground 

A Illng.-established sudal service 
agency. BURN (Boys United: Re­
sources, Neighbors), attempted to 
set up n small group home for juvenile 
delinqueI1 ts in the middle-sized city 
of Clarion. BURN had been operat­
ing a pl'Ogram designed to address 
learning disabilities in the city for 
six years. Its reputation was thought 
to be quite gOOd. and on the basis of 
that reputation little opposition to 
the program's expansion was antici­
pated. The actual program was to 
consist of a "free school" environ­
men t and provision of work experi­
ences within the community, The 
group home would house eight to 
twelve boys ranging in age from 
thirteen to seventeen. 

The initial strategy for setting up 
the hOl11e involved talking to a few 
key people in Lhe coml11unity­
people who were generally consid­
ered to be friendly toward the 
agency. These people included the 
mayor, two of the town's five 
selectmen. and other wealthy backers 

--------------------~--------------------------~-----

Stoff and Staff live 
su pportcrs in group 
did not live home 

SUlf'flived 
in group 
home 

Staff livcll 
in group 
horne 

Starr lived 
ill group 
hOll1e 

in neigh-
borhood 

HOllie' un Home an Yotlth serve YOllth serve YOlltil serve 
community' unwanted unwanted community ~Olnmunity 

service to service to 

community community 

"Righ teous-
"!loly War" ness" in get- Avoidance of Avoidance of 

Straight­
forward 
meeting 01' 

hSllC'S 

ing conHHU-
nity ttl meet 
problems 

,,_.. ~.< ,,-~~ 

creating 
issues 

of the agency. Response from the 
mayor was noncommital~ the two 
selectmen and the financial backers 
were quite supportive. After these 
initial conversations a site was se­
lected. The selected neighborhood 
was primarily residential in char­
acter, with one gasoline station and 
n small store. Although unknown to 
the agency '.ldministrators, the neigh­
borhood had in the recent past taken­
two actions to maintain its residen­
tial atmosphere. The residen ts had 
organized to prevent a light indus­
trial plant from moving into the 
area, and they h'ltl also closed a teen­
age drop-in center that had oper-
ated for a brief period of time. This 
lack of knowledge about the neigh­
borhood's capacity for organizing was 
to be a major factor in the failure of 
BURN. 

Before the purchase arrangements 
were completed; it was necessary for 
BURN to go before the town zoning 
committee to request modification of 
the zoning regulations in the case of 
the group home. Upon hearing of the 
group home for juveniles, abutters 
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creating 
iSSlll'S 

were incenseu and alanued. They 
were incensed because no one had 
told them about the plans previollsly. 
anti they were alarmed because they 
believed that "gangsters were moving 
in next door." Over the next two­
week period the abutters heJd II num­
ber of in t'ormalmeetings to deter­
mine Il(lW the group home could be 
stopped. Neighbors indicated tlmt 
their primary motivation for keep­
ing the halfway house ou t of their 
neighborhood was to protect their 
own children. In olddition it was 
pointed out that the neighborhood 
did not have any delinquency prob­
lem and did not want to be an "ex­
perimentallab for other neighbor­
hoods who could not solve their 
own problems." 

By the time of the zoning hearing. 
BURN was aware that it would en­
counter a little opposition. But it 
believed that the support of various 
public officials would outweigh a 
few "strident antagonists." This did 
not prove to be the case. The hearing 
was underscored by a very well 
thought out confrontation on the 

part of the in Connal citizens' group. 
i They listed three reasons why the 

group home should not be allowed: 
(1) the site selected WllS inadequate 
for 10 to 12 teenagers because 
of its small size anu tiny yard (the 
lack of Sl,ace would also cause an un­
uue nuisance burden fOI'nearby 
neighbors)~ (2) children and elderly 
persons '\I()ult! be endangered by the 
"criminal types" who would be as­
sociated with the halfway house~ anti 
(3) the agency had no experience work­
ing with juvenile delinquents. One 
woman suggested that much of the 
fear expressed by residents was re-
lated to the acronym, "BURN." 
She said. "Why couldn't they simply 
call it AIDE or something like thaL" 

Rather than attempting to deal 
with each or the specific reasons 
cited by the citizens' group, BURN 
administrators suggested that the 
citizens did not care ubout children, 
but only cared about property val­
ues. This righ teous stance on the 
part of BURN only sorved to 
strengthen the bond among the 
citizens. Seeing the rift between 
the citizens and BURN the town 
selectmen had "no other choice" 
but tl) reject the home, 

Killlbcr(J. 

Several individuals who had previously 
worked with juvenile delinq uonts de­
cided to set up a group home in the 
town of Kimberly. Eight to twelve 
boys would reside in the home; in 
addition another eight boys would 
participate in the program on a non­
residential basis. The program would 
fOCllS on informal counseling and 
getting the youth into activities oc­
curring in the community, These 
would include work, schools, and 
recreation. According to the staff the 
program was to project the inH\ge of 
a Blarge but concerned family," con­
cerned about its members and the 
community, Youth would typicnUy 
stay in the residential program for 
tll1;ee to four months. After their 

residen tial stay, program staff would 
maintain contact in order to suppor~ 
the youth as they returned to their 
own or foster homes. 

The program staff selected an area 
of Kimberly they believed best fitted 
their needs. The locality had a junior 
high school and a seniol' high school 
neurby; a number of small businesses 
were also within walking distance. 

The strategy for settitlg LIp the 
home operatecllltl two levels. Program 
staff were talking with various influ­
ential town officials about their pro­
posal, and conclIIrently they were 
talking with local residents and leaders 
of civic organizations functioning in 
the target area. Initially some of the 
neighbors expressed fear and concern 
for their own welfare. However, the 
program staff handled this situation 
well. They explained that dangerous 
youth would not be participating in 
the group home and that if youth did 
seriously act out in the community 
they would be transferred elsewhere. 
At the same time it was said that the 
community could expect some minor 
incidents but these inconveniences 
would be balanced by the service to 
the community that the home of­
fered. First, the home obviously of­
fered a service to area youth who 
may be beginning a delinquent career, 
and second, youth would repair the 
house used for the group home anti 
would hire out their services to im­
prove and maintain the neighborhood. 
This concern for property vnlues han­
dled some of the more subtle oppo­
sition to the proposed home. More­
over, many residents were concerned 
about the occurrence of delinquent 
acts in their neighborhood and saw 
the group home as one means for 
dealing with the problem. 

Town officials were for the most 
part supportive of the proposed home. 
This was particularly the case once it 
became apparent that the bulk of oppo­
sition had already been mollified. The 
police chief had been contacted by the 
program staff. He did not anticipa te 
problems, but was taking a '\vuit and 
see" attitude. 
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A 'Zoning hearing was called to pass 
on the proposed home. ThNe or four 
residents living in the area voiced op­
position. They indi.cated fellr for their 
children's &'\fety and did not believe 
the program staff to be particularly 
qualified to work with trou.bled youth. 
The program staff responded very 
straightforwardly. They acknowledged 
that there were minimal risks but 
argued that the value of the home for 
the community outweighed the risks. 
They also described the program in 
detail, thereby answering any question 
about their competency to work with 
youth. In addition to the defense put 
forth by the program staff, other 
community residents spok(l on the 
group home's behalf. Preparation of 
the community and cooperation with 
the community had paid orf; the 
group home passed the zoning hearing 
and was established. 

Having these two brief vignettes in 
hand and a feeling for the general flow 
of the processes involved in setting up 
community-based group homes, we 
can now tun. to a more detailed 
llJ1alysis of the data summarized in 
Table 1. 

DiscussiO/l 

The usefulness of studying the com­
munity resistance process comes from 
comparing those proposed homes that 
failed and those that were successfully 
establillhed. This analysiS should yield 
results which directly relate to policy 
and strategy considera tions. 

One of the initial questions admin­
istrators within the DYS raised as they 
closed the institutions and became 
involved in setting up community 
residences was whether the state 
should set up the homes, or whether 
it should contract this task to private 
agencies. DYS opted for the latter 
strategy for three reasons: (1) the 
DYS image was burdened by past 
controversy, and the private agencies 
were seen as potentially the easier 
way of obtaining the group homes; 
(2) privately run group homes ap­
peared to offer better prospects for 



real community involvement in the 
youth corrections process; and 
(3) private agencies with;\ number of 
years of experience were expected to 
have a greater level of expertise about 
moving into communities and oper-
a ling community-based programs than 
DYS had at that time. 
. Because there arc no state-operated 
group homes within this study we (.!an­
not speak directly to this issue, but 
we can say something about the use 
of private agencies. There is no guar­
an tee that the well-established private 
agency has the capacity to set up a 
new residence without meeting the 
same opposition that a newly formed 
private agency, or for th • .lt matter the 
state itself, might face. The data 
within tlus study suggest that experi­
ence cannot be equated with finesse. 
Two of the proposed homes that 
failed (those in Laurel and White­
wnter) were pl:tnned by agencies that 
had operated in those communities 
fllr a number of years. It may be that 
both agencies suffered from overcon­
fidence, misreading of the commu­
nity, and poor preparation for han­
dling any resistance. In Hebron and 
Sullivan, we again have two agencies 
with years of experience, but each 
approached the communities very 
cautiously, with considerable prepa­
ration, and overall strategies for han­
dling community resistance. As for 
the newly established private groups, 
one was a failure and one a success. 
The agency in Palmyra failed. And 
the agency in Eagle Grove, although 
it did have a nominal umbrella 
agency, was for all intents and pur­
poses newly created and quite 
successful. 

Therefore we must beg the ques­
tion for the moment; it IS apparent 
that the answer to successful entry 
is not simply a longstanding privately 
established group or a newly created 
group. The answer is probably more 
directly related to the way the 
agency plans strategy and approaches 
the community. Some of the issues 
discllssed secm likely to arise from 
use of a sectarian religious organiza-

lion in a pluralistic cominunity if 
the organization stresses religion as 
an issue. It is certainly reasonable 
for a Catholic church or any other to 
function well as a sponsor in a COm­
munity where no other church exists 
or where the religious inclinations of 
the community arc predominately in 
that direction, and for that church to 
usc religiOUS arguments. But where 
there is mllch religious diversity, re­
ligious groups may be more success­
ful as sponsors if they arc ecumenical 
or nonsectarian in nature, and do 
not emphasize religiolls differences. 
Any strictly sectarian operation in a 
religiously diverse community has a 
good probability of becoming em­
broiled in (] "holy war." 1'he effect 
of such a conflict is to foclls debate 
on false issues related to other inter­
ests and to personalities rather than 
toward the issue of community re­
sponsibility for handling troubled 
youth. 

Selection anci ,<"w'l'£'Y of the 
Co IIlI1W 11 i t,l' 

Comprehensive understanding of the 
community and the particular neigh­
borhood in which the proposed home 
wiII reside is requisite for the sort of 
planning that is demanded. It seems 
reasonable to an ticipate some 00111-

murti ty resistance to any group home: 
the question is where will that resist­
ance come frorn and how can it be 
neutraliled. The form the resistance 
wiII take Can be anticipated if enough 
is known about how the community 
has reacted in similar situations. Has 
the cOl11m~;nHy recently organized 
to defeat a drug program or an alco­
holism center? What sort of people . 
live in the area-are they professionals 
or day laborers? Is the community an 
integrated area? Do people in the 
community recognize a ,crime' or de­
linquency problem in their 11rea? 
Who has power and how do they 
exercise it? 

The lack of such knowledge was 
detrimental for agencies in Laurel 
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and Palmyra. In Palmyra, particularly. 
the proposed home ran into a very 
well organized community that had 
already gotten together to make a 
"passive park" and to object ,0 col­
lege dormitories. This information 
perhaps should have suggested tlUlt 
the agency look elsewhere for the 
site or at least suggested poten tial 
problems which would have to be 
handled if thc community were to be 
approached succe$sfully in setting 
up the home. The agency in Hebron 
took ample preparatory time to study 
the area, the needs of the region, 
and the interests of the community. 
Here the primary problem involved 
the matter of timing. The agency 
took so long to comple te the first 
phase of the prepnra lion plan (that 
is, gaining support of regional pro­
fessionals) that the second phase 
(talking with community leaders 
and abutters) was then I1lnde more 
difficult by news leaks. Information 
gleaned by surveying the commu­
nity, its makeup anJ concerns, can 
be used fm devising the appropriate 
strategy for entering the community. 
As we will sec, some strategies are 
appropriate for sOl11e communities 
but not for others. 

Strategy /01' Ellterir~1i the Community 

Once one knows something about the 
context of the comll1unity, the fOCllS 
of power, and the way it organizes 
itself to serve the interests of its resi­
dents, one is in a position to con­
sider alternative strategies for entering 
the community to establish a group 
home? Three general strategies seem 
to have been put into operation by 
the group homes represented within 

/ 

2 The importance of understanding the 
power structure and process of a com­
ll1unity to t:1cilitate cornmunity action is 
underscored by Roland Warren, Tlu.' Com­
num;ty ill Amerlca (Chica!-,o: Rllnd 
McNally, 1972), pp. 308-309; and Robert 
C. Wood, Su!lurb;{1 (Boston: Houghton 
Mifnin, 1958). 

this study: (J) maintaining a low pro­
tile; (2) focusing cOlllmunication on 
a signlficunt few: and ('3) focusing 
communication both on the signit1can t 
few and on tite local resident. Some 
of these strategies seem to be appro­
priate for cenuin kinds of communi­
ties and very inapprJpriate for other 
kinds. 

In general, fl~' l.nw profile entry 
into the community appears quite 
adequate for communities which are 
l:haracterized by mobile populations, 
which have diverse groups in terms 
of age and race, and which have little 
experience in organizing to present a 
collective re~ponse to an issue. The 
purest type of low profile approach 
was discovered in the Eagle Grove 
C01l1mUluty which could be de­
scribed by each of the above cham\.!­
teristics. The agency sought 11 com­
munity with great diversity so that 
little attention would be attracted 
by a group of youth or by u staff 
made up of ex-offenders. This low 
prllt1le approach, which c{l'Jld he 
called the "quiet approach," has cer­
tain risb which are minimiled in the 
transient community but which could 
be exacerbated in a residential ~~ll!n­
Illunity. That is, the danger of being 
discovered before the program has 
h~ld a chance of proving itsdf is 
always a risk. It seems improbable 
that one could actually place a grollp 
home in a middle-class residential 
<.:ommunity without being discovered 
and then becoming involved in a bit­
ter struggle to remain before having 
a chance to show what one's pro· 
gram can do. 

The other community in which 
a low profile approach was used suc­
cessfully was Sullivan. That commu­
nity can also be characterized as 
having a diverse and mobile popula­
tion, but it also had the capacity to 
organize itself to promote commu­
nity interests. The approach of the 
group hOIl1e was to win community 
support by means of a functional ap­
proacll. That is, the nondelinquent 
youth and staff became involved in 
the comnn:nity on a personal level. 

They prOjected themselves as wOI·th­
while persons and therefore sold the 
program. Then DYS youth were tn-' 
troduced into the existing group 
home, and were also urged to sel! 
themselves. This approach probably 
works best where there is a sympa­
thetic and widespread concern about 
community problems. In Sullivan, 
the ,e,idents recogniz.ed that a clime 
and Je!inquency problem existed 
Jnd had to be handled: Curthennore, 
they believed that the program was 
one way to deal with delinquency. It 
is problematic, however, whether 
this approach woult! work in a 
relatively isolated suburb unwilling to 
acknowledge the existence of delhI­
<Juency in the community or ttl accept 
re5ponsibility for coping with it. As 
long. as tlelinquellcy is seen as another 
<.'nmmunity's problem, the sympathetic 
support and undGfstanding requisite 
for this low-key functional approach 
would be missing. 

The approach that emphasiled 
I:mnmunication with a Significant few 
persons in the communjty-th~ 
mayor, the selectmen, and key pro­
fessionals·-has had mixed success in 
residential areas. Usually it has 
worked fairly well only where it has 
been expanded to include a \airly 
comprehenSive conununicati~ln flow 
with grass roots neighbors antI abu t­
ters. In communities where thl~re 
are upper-middle-class persons who 
recogniz.e the value and use of collec­
tive power, elected town officia,s and 
professionals will be unable to [t.rce 
acceptance of a group home even if 
the officials are in favor. In most 
cases in a conflict, the officials, bt­
ruuse of their desire to be reelectell, 
will probably go with the majority or 
;\ very vocal minority of the residents. 
The proposed group homes for both 
Whitewater and Palmyra were very 
dependent on political and profes­
sional support. The agency in White­
water had an international reputation 
among professionals but that reputa­
tion was not particularly useful when 
community residents resisted the 
idea of a group home in their neigh. 
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borhood. In Palmyra, the power and 
int1uence l1f the Protestant Council 
with town oftlcials was considerable, 
bu t it could not match the tenacity 
of the neighborhood residents, In 
both C(lS(!S, the agencies were open 
to th\~ rather serious charge that sup­
port ~al1le from the outside. or from 
suburban cOh~munities that would 
probably not th"mselves (lceept stich 
u group n)sidel1l:e in their own neigh· 
bLlrhoods. 

This approach has a rather g1uling 
liability. The fears and emotions of 
u few ~re nllowed to sprcau ~ll1d to 
be voiced in group mcctinl~s where 
such feelings can easily be reinforced. 
One-to-one contact, with its greater 
likelihood of neutralizing the fear, 
was not employed sufficiently in 
these two cases. 

The combined approach which 
incorporated both communil.:atiol1 
with significant leaders and with the 
neighbors and abutters is perhaps 
more time-consuming than the 
above strategy. And it also has it~ 
risks. After all, the best-managed 
commllnictltiOl\ scheme may still be 
um:onvincing, or perhaps the C'.l1l1-

!1lunity is simply unwilling to accept 
the kind of r ~sponsibility that goes 
alonl' with a group residence. How­
ever, for the organized residential 
community, the combined approach 
seems the most workable. The strat­
egy revolves around a desire fat' a 
community to assess its needs alld 
to take an active cooperative roli~ in 
meeting some of those needs. This 
strategy was backed into in Laur.~l, 
where it became a face-saving if not 
agency-saving strategy, and it was 
the planned approach in Hebron. '111e 
oliginnl approach in Lntlre\ seemed 
to emphasize the professional, civic 
leader, and town official support. It 
depended a great delll on what was 
believed to be a good reputation in 
the comnmnity. This strategy blew 
up. Nogative publicity Wall so rnmp.mt 
that one would wonder about the 
sa fety of the agency's existing pro .. 
grams. The program staff withdrew 
from direct confrontation with the 



residents of the community and be­
gan a massive education campaign 
directed at the press and at the local 
residents. This intensive communica­
tioll with the grass roots seems to 
have stllbilized the situation a great 
deal. Although the proposed site will 
be forgotten and the proposed home 
Illay be established in another com­
munity, the ongoing programs of the 
agency do not ·;cell1 to be in immedi­
ate danger. In Hebron, the agency 
sponsoring the group home had de­
veloped a strategy which includeu 
~'mrhasis on both the significant re­
gi.onal leaders and the community 
rc .. ~idents. There, howewr, the strategy 
W:I'; seen as sequential: first the sig­
nifh'ant leaders would be contacted 
an,J -rhell the r;onllHunity residents. 
The time lag and the almost inevita­
ble news leaks J~early proved tn be 
the end of the proposed home. Again. 
a fairly cOllcerted effort to com· 
Illunicate with concerned residents 
was instituted and the proposal was 
saved. Although initial groundwork 
may be m'cessUl'Y, requiring com­
Illunication with the leadership of a 
community' or a region, contact with 
the local re~iidents cannot lag far be­
hind or onc,) again one will be open 
tll the charg\~ that tile program docs 
not care about the residents' con­
cerns and that someone is trying to 
sneak a halfway house into the com­
munity. 

This discussIon suggests tha t speci­
fic approaches for entering a com­
munity with a group home can be 
tailored to the contextual makeup of 
the community. The "low profilc" 
approach is most appropriate for the 
mobile, pluralistic community. The 
"significant fcw" &'pproacll may be 
adaptable in a residential community 
where the local residents arc not 
particularly capable of organized 
opposition, but where the town mId 
civic leaders are playing an active 
role in redirecting or shaping the 
inulge of the community. The com­
bined approach, which stresses com­
munication with both the significant 
leaders and the grassroots residents, 

seems to bc one of the few strategies 
with potential for gaining access to 
a community that has the ability to 
organize itself in support of, or in 
opposition to, issues. 

A survey of the selected cor.l­
l11unity should provide the inf..1r­
mation necessary for choosimi the 
best entry strategy. Well-laid strate­
gies can be devastated, howe vcr, if 
conflict cannot be avoided t-ver 
sl1ch technicnl problems as li.ppro­
priateness of the site, presentation 
of the program content, and intake 
procedures. We will now d~scribe 
some of the more technical isslles 
that could produce conDIct and im­
pede entry into the community: 
such connict might result in focus­
ing debate on what the ager;cy would 
view as nonessential issues, and 
away from the basic issue of what 
a community is going to do to help 
its youthful offenders. After this 
discussion we will describe the third 
major step ror ncutrnliling commu­
nity resistance, how to resolve con­
t1h:ts. 

The selectioll of tlw site is of 
great importance. Care shOUld be 
taken to avoid giving grounds for 
legitimate complaints about the 
suitability of the site for a group 
residence that will hotlse, let us 8:1Y. 

eight to ten youths and two house­
parents, If structural questions arc 
legitimH te, the whole proposal can 
be scuttled Simply because the 
agency did not do its homework 
well. C€\rtain problems can be antici­
pated, such as a small yard, heavy 
traffic, or an inadequate house. These 
are problems that any family buying 
a house must consider. The appeals 
board decisions in both Whitewater 
and Palmyra made specif1c reference 
to the shortcomings of the particular 
sites selected. One can debate such 
issues as maintaining the residential 
character of a community or the 
selection procedures to insure that 
only certain ages and certain of­
fenders will be residing in the home, 
but it is most difficult to argue with 
these physical and structural issues 
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which will inevitably be couched in 
terl11s of what is "gootl for kids." 

Selectioll of a nallle ji)1' tIle pro· 
gram can also be strategically rele­
vant. Program names arc symbols 
that say something to the commu­
nity as well as something to the 
clients. Some names may serve only 
to threaten and increase the anxiety 
01' potential neighbors. In Hebron. 
one woman suggested that the name 
of the program caused as much con­
cern within the community as any 
other factor. In many cases social 
service agencies try to put together 
acronyms that challenge the client 
but they may also raise red flags for 
cOl11munity residents. Names such as 
BlIRN, SCARE. SMACK. BLOW-UP 
or JD may simply cause more prob­
lems with community relations than 
they are worth. Acronyms in the 
metltal heal th field such as IIELP and 
RECOVERY seem 1110re neutral. 

An issue related to selecting a 
Illlme is deciding what generic label 
should be used to describe the pro­
gram. Most of the agencies in this 
study did not refer to their proposals 
as halfway hOllses. even though many 
of the community's residents re­
[ened to them as such. Preferred 
labels were group homes, child-~lIre 
centers. schools, or "family." Choice 
of a label has an effect not only on 
how the program will be perceived 
ill the community, but also on 
whether a zoning variance \vill be re­
quired in residential areas. A resi­
dence with an educational program 
that will enable it to be called a 
school may find that in some nreas 
the zoning question can be eased. In 
some communities the best strategy 
might be to set up a "family," which 
might avoid raising the issue of 
zoning regulations. This could be 
done by employing a couple, full 
time, to work with five to eight resi­
dents and who would bring into their 
home from time to time other persons 
wHh specialized skills to provide serv­
ices for the youth. This could be 

seen as Wl ()xpansiol1 of tlte foster 
home 1110(:e1.3 

P1'eSell/lJlg pl'f)gmll! cOlltellt care­
lessly can nise needless pl'Oblems. It 
is ridiculous for a social service 
"gency to lay itself open to the 
charge tlhlt it docs not have a well­
planned. well-articulated program 
for the residence. The proposed 
hOl11e in Palmyra was particularly 
susceptible to this charge. as was. 
initially the program in Laurel. In 
Laurel. an added complication arose 
hecause residents did not believe 
that a program which had been rairly 
succe~srul with youthful drug abusers 
would necessarily be successful with 
juvenile delinquents. The program 
st:lff did not seem ready to handle 
this is~ue. 

Issues involving selection criteria 
and procedures are included undel 
program content. In Laurel and 
Whitewater residents were particu­
larly up'iet over the p()ssibi1i~y that 
tough older juvcniles WOlildbe ad­
mitted to the program. The sele,:­
lion prol'edures must be worked 
\IUt anti articulated so that the com­
munity is assured the plan does not 
call for working with "dangerous 
youth" and that if such docs manage 
'to mak.e his way through the screen­
ing pftl-cess and become unmanage­
able in the program. he call be re­
jected. The residents may still not 
believe the argument, but at least a 
straightforward program has been 
presented, 

The importance of this presenta­
tion of program content call best be 
illustrated by the experience in 
Hebron. Because of a news leak and 

3 The Massachusetts Department of 
Mentaillealth has undertaken research 
I.!onccrning the definition of "family" in 
wning ordinances. fhe department con­
tends that "there is growing legal precedent 
in zoning cases in Massachusetts and other 
states to support the emerging defUlition of 
family (as] that of a gr()up of people sleep­
ing, co()king, or eating on a premises as a 
single housekeeping tInit rather than as a 
group of people related by blood or mar­
riage." 

because of the name of the program. 
many residents were reudy tll or· 
ganize opposition to the pr'lpnsed • 
\tome. AI the Taxpayers' Assodutilll1 
meeting, convened to discuss the 
group home prop\lsaJ. however. tlh' 
program stafr presen ted a very hon­
est. straightforward appraisal o( 

their program. While they c,1Uld Ilot 

!!l!arantce the community's safety. 
tll'~y did present the safeguards built 
into the pmgra111. Most of the partici­
pants ,lgreed that the presentation 
nelltralized any further efforts to 
prevent the establishment or the 
group residence. 

In Sullivan, the program was ,IC­

lively presented to neighbors by 
both staff and the hoys. They did 
not seck to dramatically publicize the 
program, but they did quietly solidt 
the assistance of some neighhors. and 
the youth became involved in various 
work projeL'ts within the I:ommunity. 
Again. the staff and youth knew 
what the program was ahout and 
could intelligently talk about it. 

Cliellt and staifreshit'fI(,(! can also 
materially affect acceptance of a 
group home. An jssue tila t arose in 
the Laurel, Whitewater. Palmyra, 
and Hebron communities was the 
desire not to be a dumping ground 
for the problems of other communi­
ties. This was particularly the case in 
Laurel where councilmen from other 
communities were kidding the Laurel 
councilmen about Laurel's being the 
leader in social service and saying 
that other communities would like 
to send their "tough kids" to Laurel. 
In Palmyra there was the complaint 
that the support for the group home 
came from the suburbs. And in 
Hebron, there was concern that the 
home would serve youth from Boston 
and Brockton. Residents in Laurel 
seemed willing to serve the needs of 
their own youth. And most residents 
in Hebron were willing to serve 
youth as long as the youth resided in 
the resort area. 

A similar issue has been raised 
about staff. In Laurel, it was said 
that the program staff worked in the 
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program during the day hut th"l1 
drove home to rather plush s~lburhs 
atni/!ht. And in Palmyra, it was said 
that thl.! Protestant ('oundl sllllUlti 
,et up their group home in their ()\\ 1\ 

nL'ighburhund. Alth\lll~h tlll.'~e hSIll', 

\VL're 1lot ntiSl'd in Sullivan III hlgJe 
Gwvc. in both cases sOllie pwgram 
stafr resided withIn the IHlllle Ill' til,' 
cOlllmuni ty. 

The issue of community (on trill 
I~ related to this question. If a I.'om· 
IlHltlity reL~ugllileS the IWl'li for a 
reSidential prnllram for ib troubled 
~'outh. such :IS the nel'd to ['etlentte 
more (OI1lIlHltlity contact while the 
youth are in a "treatllll'nt" program 
and being rllintegrated into that COlli­
munity. it also is reasonabiL' for the 
.. ·ollll\lunity to ll1<1ke certain demands 
on the program. This may indude a 
reqtle';t that at least a speL'ific portioll 
of the starr resiull within t:he CllllltllU­

nit>. that ynuth from the comm\lnity 
have priority for entry into tbll pro­
gram, and that residents haw some 
in/1uence \HI decisions ,Ihou! the 
nat me of the prngranl. A problem 
with cllllllllunity control arbes when 
a community decitles it has no delin­
quency and (.Ill therefore simply re­
ject the notion of a ~J't)up residence: 
at that point it seems" -If' tate must 
assume an ill/o('o parelltis role and 
provide services for troubled youth. 
Where there is community interest. 
however, one probably should not 
resist real "community-based cor­
r.~ctions" by denying shared control 
over the program. 

Finally, emphasilinr. that the 1)/'(1-

gram will serve tit" community can 
greatly ease entry. Obviously the 
home should have somc impact on 
handling the community's delin­
quency situation. Successful integra­
tion of clients will prevent at least 
some crime. But the clients can also 
be used as resources while partici· 
pating in the program. One woman in 
Hebron recognized this when shc sug­
gested that some of the youth could 
help her with a local historical society. 
Youth in the Sullivan residence be­
came a resource for filling part-time 



jobs. Youth in the Eagle Grove resi­
dence arc bt!comlng active in a delin­
quency prevention program. 

R ('solutioll of Conflict 

We must reiterate that in most 
instances, with the possible excep­
lion of the very low profile ap­
proaches, any altempt to establish a 
group home in a community will 
incur some sorl of resistance. Even if 
the isslies discussed -above have been 
well handled. some conOkt will still 
probably arise over such issues as 
"we don'tlleed a halfway house in 
this area," "this is not the kind of 
.issue with which this orgnnil.ation 
should be involved," or "halfway 
houses are needed but in the next 
county." For successful entry into a 
community, it seems imperative for 
the social agency to develop strategies 
for resolving conl1icts.4 In general, 
an all-out I1ght will work ngainst tIle 
interest5 of' the social service ngency 
amI the you th whom the agency 
wants to serve. The administrators 
in Laurel recognized this when they 
said that it would be better for the 
youth to be located in a business­
zoned area than to be in a residential 
cOlllmunity which simply did not 
want them. If all attempts to resolve 
cmlflict fail, this backing off may be 
one of the preferable alternative 
chokes. Let us then turn our atten­
tion to wnys of neutralizing conflict 
that may hold open the opportunity 
for establishing the proposed home. 

4 This is not to suy that a ccrtuin level 
of contliet docs not further efforts to 
establish group homes. Conniet docs 
clarify boundaries of in t()rest groups for 
cxample. The function of social conOkt 
has been discussed in numerous works, for 
exumplc Georll Simmcl, Conflict and 
tIll.' Web Of (;roup Affiliations (Glencoe, 
Ill.: 'fht' Free Press, 1955), pp. 17-20; 
Rulf Dahrendorf. Class ami Class Conflict ill 
Industrial Society (Stanford, Calif.: Stan­
ford University Press, 1957). pp. 206-213: 
Lewis Coscr. 11l1.' Functions olSocial 
Conflicr (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 
1956). 

With this goal in mind, it is important 
to recognize that those conflict reso­
lution strategies that make continued 
relationships of cooperation between 
the conflicting parties difficult or 
impossible are inappropriate in this 
case, although they may be helpful in 
other situations. 

Any connIct will have at least two 
disagreeing parties. If each has a level 
of power sufficient to thwart the de­
sires of the other, a situation where 
there can be no outright winner will 
probably result. Even if the social 
agency can "beat" the opposition on 
a particular issue, if its tactics are un­
just, the opposition may simply re­
group and become an even more in­
tense enemy.s It is desirable therefore 
to have available face-saving devices. 
The opposition should be given the 
sense that it has had some impact on 
the outcome. In L'lurel, when the 
agency sponsoring the grou p home 
realized that its whole program could 
be lost, it withdrew from direct con­
frontation to begin a massive educa­
tion campaign. In a sense the educa­
tion effort was a face-saving device; it 
provided a reason for avoiding direct 
confrontation and was a strategy 
which may reestablish the agency in 
the minds of the residents as a viable, 
worthwhile organization. Palmyra 
exhibited quite the opposite e~treme. 
There, emotional invectives such 
as "undtristian" and "property­
conscious" and "do-gooder" served 
to escalate the conflict and to make 
satisfactory resolution that much 

S It has nearly \Jecome a sociological 
dictum that connict often tends to' 
strengthen the opposition into an even 
more formidable opponent. Sec Kurt 
Wolff, Tile Sociology o(Oeorg Sil/ll/lel 
(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1950), 
p. 192; and Coser, FI/I/ctions olSocial 
Conflict, p. 38. 
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more difficult. In J-Iebron conflict 
was neutralized by confronting it, 
Jetting all the questions come, and 
dealing with them on thtl spot. There 
was no particular effort to "snow" 
the residents, but rather to be honest 
about the strengths and weaknesses 
of the program. The style that one 
uses to handle conflict can have con­
siderable impact on its resoiution. 

A classic distinction in the study 
of conflict and connict resolution is 
between realistic and nonrealistic 
conflict.6 A basic principle that un­
derlies this discllssion is that of 
generating and rising to only realistic 
con I1ic I. 7 Realistic conJ1ict is over 
an actual difference of in terest clearly 
and accurately defined. Nonrealistic 
conflict is over something other than 
an actual difference of interesl, and 
is therefore not susceptible to resolu­
tion. Nonrealistic conflicts often tend 
to be impersonal, couched in terms 
of ideas rather than actual personal 
interest. Such abstractly defined con­
Oicts can be pursued with greater fury 
than can personal conflicts. This truth 
is represented in the common reco?Jli­
tion that holy wars are more bloody 
than others, in the fact that "lynch 
law" has frequently been activated 
by couching a personal economic 
interest in terms ,)f some widely held 
ideal, such as the saving of Southern 
white womanhood, and in the fact 
that v"hen the federal government 
has b ,en actively and successfully 
involved in solving racial problems. 
it has done So by focusing conflict on 

6 Dahrendorf, Class alld Class Conflict: 
In order to regulate conflict "both parties 
to n conniet have to recognize the necessity 
and reality of the conflict situation, in this 
sense, the fundamentul justice of the cause 
of the opponent," p. 225. 

7 Coser, Functions of Social Conflict, 
pp. 48-55: and Simmel, COl/fli-:t alld tlte 
Web ol Orollp Alfiliatiol/s, pp. 27-28. 
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genuine economic and social inter­
ests, not on symbols. The role or the 
mediator in labor-management rela­
tions is also to foclls the conflict on 
realistic issues and to get rid of lin­
realistic ones. 

The direct identification of the 
real iss lies and frank discussion of 
them by the group entering Hebron 
is a good example of focusing on 
realistic conOict wUh good results. 
So is the strategy of representing 
oneself to the neighbors in terms of 
what Olle is doing, and in terms of 
who the youth actually are, instead 
of as a halfway house, an abstract 
idea with nonrealistic connotations, 
or representing oneself by a highly 
symbolic name. The strategy of the 
Prot.:stant (,hurch Council in Palmyra 
is a good example of failure because 
of stubbornly generating and rising 
to nonrealistic conflict. Alinsky was 
fond of pointing out that when he 
approached church groups, he did it 
lHl pragmatic gmunds of economics, 
power, and the like, not on the 
grounds of religious belief.s The con­
tlict in Palmyra had ciellr realistic 
components, relating to property 
value, possible danger to residents, 
and the in tl'USiOIl of an outside group. 
The Protestant Council, instead of 
meeting these problems and resolving 
them, chose to generate a nonreal­
istic conl1ict over the practice of 
religiOUS values, a conflict it could 
never win. Realistic conflict, prob­
ably susceptillle to solution by cop)­
promise, since many of the objec­
tions of the community were prob. 
ably quite valid, was escalated by the 
Protestant Council into a "holy war," 
perhaps either out of naivete or 
because of a need for martyrdom. It 
was perhaps fortunate for DYS as 
well as for the community that the 
Protestant group was decisively de­
feated, because their tendency to 

1\ Saul D. Alinsky, Rules for Radicals: 
A Praglllatic Primer lor Realistic Radicals 
(New York: Vintage Books, 1972), p. 88. 

make a holy war would have had n 
generally alienating effect in the 
community. 

To summarize, one lllUst know the 
other side, its power and interests, be 
clear on the difference between one's 
own interests and the other side's, 
and do everything possible to focus 
the conflict on those realistic issues, 
avoiding nonrealistic connict over 
loaded symbols. The voice of a group 
in determining the course of the 
community in which it lives should 
always be considered as one of the 
issues over which realistic conflict 
may arise. Thus one must consider 
the importance of face-saving. The 
possibility of escnlating nonrealistic 
conflict by llsing a symbolic name, 
or by using a loaded shorthand de­
scription, such as halfway house, 
should also be considered, as should 
the danger of creating a holy war. 
Also much of the conflict about 
technical issues, such as the program 
name, selection procedures, and 
site selection can simply be avoided 
if one plans well and anticipates the 
consequences of decisions related 
to these technical issues. It is absurd 
as well as unfortunate to have (1 pro­
posed home rejected because the 
sponsoring agency did not carefully 
do its own homework. Debates over 
teclulical problems and nonrealistic 
concerns allow for proponents and 
opponents to engnge in conflict over 
petty iSSlles while altogether avoiding 
discussion of the real issues. On the 
other hand, once the teciUlical 
issues are out of the way, the pos­
sible value of forthrightly dealing 
with the real, unavoidable issues in­
volved in differences of interest 
should not be underestimated, and 
meetings and educational campaigns 
designed to focus and resolve real­
istic conflict should be seriously 
considered. 
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VI. Some Observations 
On The Conceptualization 
And Replicability Of 
The Massachusetts 
Youth Correctional Refol'l~~ 

Aldell D. Mille,. 
Lloyd H. Olllill. 
alld Robert B. Coates 

To many observers, the history of 
thl} reforms in the Massachusetts 
Department of Youth Services ap­
pears to be a collection of bewilder­
ingly accidental, crisis-filled events. 
impossible to replicate. We have 
found, however, that the reforms 
followed what seems to be a clear, 
replicable pattern common to many 
other conflict and change situa-
tions. We believe an effective strategy 
for dlange requires an understanding, 
explicit or intuitive, of the system­
wide ramifications of specific 
actions. The framework presented 
here is designed to facilitate the 
consideration of these ramifica-
tions. It employs an interview guide 
as a str,lctllre for describing a key 
phase of the reform-the period of 
transition from the training schools ... 
and continues with a brief summary 
of the results of a more formal 
analysis of this period and other 
phases <jf the re for 111 process. 

In the late 1960s repeated investi­
gations of youth corrections in 
Massachusetts led to the enactment 
of legislation to reform the Division 
of Youth Services.! The new, reform­
minded commissioner tried to change 
the institutions, following the 
Maxwell Jones model, by converting 
the cottages into relatively autono­
mous therapeutic communities. This 
conversion effort was given up late in 
1971 because of the difficulties en­
gendered by much of the institu­
tional staffs resistance to change. 
Instead, the commissioner decided to 
bypass the structure by purchasing 
services from the private sector. At 
first the services were envisioned as 
privately run group homes, or half­
way houses, but they later inc1udect 
a much wider variety of service!'. 
such as secure care programs, group 

! Sec Chapter 1. "Radical Correctional 
Reform: A Case Study of the Massachu­
sctts Youth Correctional System," in this 
volumc. which providcs the historical 
background of the reforms. 
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homes of various sorts. foster homes. 
and nonresidential services ranging 
from recreation to education, job 
help. and counseling. 

The history of the reforms demon­
strates that their implementation in­
volvtls far more than the passing of 
reform legislation. Clearly, many 
other pl'ocesses arc involved. This 
lesson comes through on three levels. 
First, the reform legislatioll thut 
passed in 1969 by an ovcrwheimingly 
favorable vote was supported by 
legislators who apparently hoped 
that this show of action and concern 
would come to nothing more than a 
way to resolve the current embar­
rassments in youth corrections. In 
addition, constituents \vithin the 
agency were confident that they 
would not be disturbed by rl)for111. 
Second, concerted administt:ative 
efforts by the new commissioner and 
a powerful coalition ofinterest 
groups failed to effect change during 
the first year. And third, tine changes 
in J 972 that implemented the re-
form mandate had to surpass the 
specific intent of the refcmners of 
1969 in order to achieve the kind of 
basic change called for in the hmlllling 
of youth. and had to be based on 
gllcrrnta administrative tactics - far 
beyond any legislative mandate. We 
are concerned here with a meanS of 
analyzing these proces.ses and 
processes like them elsewhere so 
that these experiences call con­
structively contribuw to future 
efforts at reform. 

The question-and-answer format 
we lise to describe a particular pe-
riot! of the reform mo;'cment is 
dedved from an intlerview gUide 
developed for use as a final survey of 
key participants in the Massachusetts 
correctional reform process. Developed 
in 1971 and gradually refined over the 
next four years. the questions have been 
used to mganize data and analysis ror 
the entire DYS project. This heuristic 
framework has supported much of 
the theoretical analysis of the project 
data and has cOllstituted the structme 
of standardized observation forms 



used to record the results of obser­
vation and informal and semiformal 
interviewing. On the basis of these 
successful experiences the questions 
have recently been refined to the 
point where they can serve as self­
explanatory interview questions. 
They are also used as a framework 
for organizing data drawn from 
many sources, such as observation, 
informal, semiformal, and formal 
interviews, und official record 
check~. 

As llsed in this chapter, the ques­
lion-and-answer format provides brief 
analytical answers tl1'lt highlight the 
events of early 1972. This period 
defines a pivotal point dUring which 
ont: can observe the intersection of 
two very different systems. We then 
show how a formal analysis in terms 
of certain variables, logical principles, 
and empirical principles grows out of 
the questions, and we will briefly 
indicate the character of simulation 
analysis based on these variables and 
principles. Finally we discuss the 
issue of replication. 

Massachusetts Youth COlTec­
tions in Early 1972 

1. Let's talk first about who is con­
cerned with youth corrections. We 
will be asking about three broad 
categories of people. It may be that 
some people belong to more thall 
one category. 

a. What people or groups of 
people are ill jlH'Or of tite chal1ges. 
jiJr f>xample deillstitlltiollalizatioll. 
instituted by Jerome Miller alld 
Joseph [,eape),? f(yoll had to attach 
a label to tflis group. what would it 
be? 

In early 1972 this category was prin­
cipally composed of the new com­
missioner, Jerome Miller, and the 
progressive staff members of DYS. 
It also included previously prominent 
groups, such as the Massachusetts 
Committee on Children and Youth. 
Another group, the Committee for 
Youth in Trouble, an ad hoc local 
organization, had uncovered a scandal 
involving the mistreatment of youth 
in one, institution. Some legislators 
also belong in th1s category. We label 
this group the Liberal tnterest Coali­
tion. 

b. What people or groups of 
people were against changes such 
as the deinstitutionalization di­
rected by Jerome Miller and Joseph 
Leavey? If you had to attach a 
label to this group, what would it 
be? 

TIus category included some legiS­
lators and many DYS staff members 
who had a vested interest in the old 
conservative system. Although they 
would assume a more important role 
later on, some judges belonged in tlus 
group. We label tJus group the Con­
servative Interest Coalition. 

c. What people or groups of peo­
ple in state or lOCI< agencies or in 
govemment were c( 1cerned with 
the question of who :(mnally de-
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cides t/zings like budgets, appoint­
ments and jobs, contracts, changes 
in fiscal authority, and the like 
that relate to youth con'ections? 
[f you had to attach a label to 
this group, what would it be? 

In early 1972, the most important 
members of this group were probably 
the legislature, acting as a whole, the 
governor's office, central coordinat­
ing units in state government con­
cerned \",ith administration and 
finance, for example, and political 
parties. We label this group the 
Formal Decision-Making Group. 

d. How would you characterize 
yourself? Do you belong to any of 
these grOllps? \',/hich ones? Why? 

In conducting the study, the Center 
for Criminal Justice took the role of a 
concerned group sympathetic to the 
reform, but avoided an active politi-

. cal or organizational role. Rather, it 
emphasized its interest in understand­
ing the period from the points of view 
of each interest group. The Center 
supplied policy-relevant feedback 
from program evaluation research 
throughOUt the study, and made this 
available to all interested persons and 
groups. 

2. What actions did the Liberals take 
to influence the policies, programs, 
or organization of youth cOl'1'ectiol1S-
01' the standing of the Liberals as 
against other groups? That is, What 
were their tactics? 

Having failed in their attempts to re­
form the institutions, the Uberals 
resorted to replacing the state-run 
institutions with small, private pro­
grams, This tactic involved circum­
venting the Formal Decision-Making 
Group by closing the institutions at a 
time when the legislature was not in 
session. It also involved repudiating 
the legitimacy oflegislative investi­
gation when a legislator began to 
visit an institution and ask questions. 

3. Did some Liberals have higher 
standing than others?2 Which (JI7es? 

The commissioner and the liheral 
DYS staff members were most prom­
inent witlun the Liberal Interest Co­
alition; outside groups took a side­
line position except when they were 
called upon to interfere with the 
legislature. Among the more active 
members, the distribution of power, 
responsibility, and reward changed 
mercurially to meet the tasks at 
hand; e.g., in finding placements for 
youth or establishing a regional ad­
ministration of services. 

4. What actions did some Liberals 
take that affected these differences 
ill standing? 

Supporting the fluid internal struc­
ture of the coalition, members of the 
coalition tended to ignore titles in 
assigning work, so tha t the distribu­
tion of power and responsibility 
would never become fIxed. 

5. What actions did the Conserya­
rives take to influence the policies, 
programs, or organization of youth 
eem-eetiO/ls-or the standing of the 
Conservatives as agai/lSt other 
groups? That is, what were their 
tactics? 

The Conservative tactic was to dis­
credit the Liberals, largely by foot· 
dragging in the implementation of new 
programs, by encouraging escapes, 
and by publicizing these escapes as 
the effect of the new liberal pro­
grams. 

6. Did some Conservatives have 
higher standing than others? Which 
olles? 

2We use sta/lding as a general term. 
Some people thmk more specifically in 
terms of influence or power, some think of 
responsibility, rewards, prestige, or prom­
inence. and some think about stake or " 
status. All these are wuys of talking ubou t 
standing. 

Among the Conservatives, institu­
tional staff occupied the most prom­
inent position. Judges later achieved' 
greater prominence when youth were 
transferred from institutions to com­
munity placements, and judges could 
exercise mOle authority. 

7. What actions did some Conserva­
tives take that affected these differ­
ences in stalldillg? 

Those Conservatives who were in a 
position to control youth used tilem 
as pawns in the political struggle. To 
these Conservatives, the youth were 
an important resource, whose place­
ment in institutions or in the com­
munity, more so than the action of 
the Conservatives, determined dif­
ferential standing among the Con­
servative Interest Coalition. The 
youth were considered an important 
resOUrce because their behavior was 
c(.nspicuous and an issue for the 
larger community. 

8. Whaf actions did the Formal 
Decision Makers take to influence' 
the policies, programs, or organiza­
tion of youth corrections-or the 
standing of the Formal Decision 
Makers as against other groups? , 
T11at is, what were their tactics? 

In early 1972 the Formal Decision­
Making Group pursued liberalizing 
tactics, such as support ofthe liberal 
commissioner. This served to ally 
them with the more powerful coali­
tion and ensured that some of their 
recommendations would be heeded. 
It also provided a basis for maintain­
ing a reform-oriented constituency, 
which is frequently built up more 
rapidly Ulan is a patronage-based 
constituency. 

9. Did some FonnatDecision Makers 
have higher standing than others? 
Wlzich ones? 

Before 1972 the legislative leaders of 
the Formal Decision-Making Group 
controlled the group. A shift in con-
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trol, however, from the liberal leader­
ship to the more conservative ancl 
patronage-oriented individual mem­
bers resulted in the decentralization 
of the power structure of the group. 
Decentralization occurred immed­
iately after the group's loss of power 
(noted in question 12) under the 
liberal leadership. During early 1972 
members of the legislature were the 
most critical actors ill this group. 
Leaving initiativl;; to others, the gov­
ernor pursued a policy of cautiously 
supporting the reforms. 

10. JVhat actions did some Formal 
Decision Makers take that affected 
these differences in standing? 

During this period, the continued 
collective courting of constituen-
cies supported a centralized group 
structure. Individual courting of con­
stituencies through patronage, how­
ever, steadily gained, and thereby 
fostered the new, more decentralized 
group structure. 

11. Thinking back over the actions 
or tactics of the Liberals, the Con­
servatives, and the Formal Decision 
Makers, call )1011 say how they all com­
bined 01' illteracted to affect COl1'eC- . 

tiollaZ poliCies, programs, 01' organiza­
tioll? Have the actiolls of some groups 
beell more importa/lt thall those of 
others? 

TIle tactics of replace,liberalize, and 
discredit nisulted in a balance of the 
forces of action that distinctly favored 
the liberal impetus, and therefore 
helped to replace the old correctional 
system with a new one. 

12. Let's talk about the way the 
Liberals, the Conservatives, and the 
Formal Decision Makers stood in re­
lation to each other. 

a. Did some of these three groups 
stand higl1er than others? Which 
ones? 

Early in this period tlle Uberals, who 
previously shared power with the 



Formal Decision-Making Group, held 
power alone. The Conservatives re­
mained relatively powerless. 

b. What was each group's most im­
portan t goal or reward, and how 
well did each group do, compared 
to the others, in achieving its goal? 

The Formal Decision-Making Group 
aimed to further a consistent liberal 
policy rather than patronage (this 
later became the goal as a result of 
decentralization). Developing new 
programs was the goal of the Liberals, 
while the Conservatives sought to 
maintain conservative programing. Of 
the three groups, the Liberals were 
most sllccessful. 

13. How did the actions or tactics of 
the Liberals, the ConservatiJles, and 
tile Formal Decision Makers combine 
or interact to affect which of the three 
groups stood higher than others? Were 
the actions of some groups more il71-
porlan t in this respec t than those of 
others? 

TIle tactics of the interest groups cre­
ated a new balance of the forces of 
action, which served to shift power 
drastically to the left, leaving the 
Liberals in power without having to 
share it with the Formal Decision 
Makers. This radicalization, which oc­
curred while the Formal Decision­
Making Group was led by liberal lead­
ers who supported the Liberallnterest 
Coalition, caused the decentralization 
of the Formal Decision-Making Group. 

14. Let's shift nowand tadkabout the 
relationship between youth and the 
community during and after a youth's 
stay ill a program. What is the stand­
ing of youth in the community? 

Youth held a rather low standing in 
the community during this period. 
Both lack of linkages with commu­
nity institutions and a high rate of 
recidivism reflected their low position. 

15. a. What actions by staff or youth 
affected relations between youth 
alld tlte community? 

Stafr lmplemented new advocacy pro­
cedures designed to develop and main­
tain better resources for the youth !!"' 
the community, such as the UniverSity 
of Massachusetts Placement Confer­
ence, and separate regional adminis­
trations. In some cases, these new 
procedures later improved the stand­
ing of youth in the community. 

b. Which of the following factors 
prevented DYS youth from suc­
ceeding in the community: 

1. the state of the economy 
2. lack of cooperation from 
schools 
3. fear or hostility 011 the part 
of employers 
4. hassling by the police 
5. lack ofcooperation from the 
youths themselves 
6. lack ofst/pport from DYS or 
its programs 
7. bad family situations 
8. other 

Staff of DYS and its programs have 
always stressed bad family situations 
as the key to many of the problems 
of DYS youth. During the active 
transition from institu tional to com­
munity placement, however, staff 
became extremely conscious of has­
sling by the police as a problem in 
reintegrating youth. On the positive 
side, youth themselves have consist­
ently tended to stress their own de­
termination and the help they received 
from people in the community. Re­
cidivism studies suggest that help from 
DYS programs is also important. 

16. What about relationships among 
people within the youth correctional 
system and the programs that serve 
its youth? How was standing divided: 
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a. among youth. between youth 
and program staff, or among pro­
gram staff? 

In early 1972 the therapeutic com­
munity orientation, which was deveJ­
opell in the institutions during the 
fust part of the reform, prevailed. As 
a result, staff and youth shared re­
sponsibility and even l\ cOl1Siderable 
amount of power While there was 
still inequality in power, youth had 
more in relation to staff than was true 
in the old programs, and among youth 
the mos~ physically strong were no 
longer automatically the most powerful. 

b. among regional and state level 
stafj7 

The newly created regional offices 
took on the responsibilities for youth 
placement and tracking from the cen­
tral office. Although the regions were 
given considerable responsibility for 
the development of new placement op­
tions for youth, the central office re­
tained control of policy. 

c. between regional and/or state 
leJlel staff on the one hand and 
youth and/or program staffon the 
other? 

At first, placement of youth in a given 
region, without notification (par­
ticularly during the closing of the 
institutions), aggravated the regional 
office staff; a regular pattern gradu­
ally emerged, however. The regional 
office placed youth and followed 
them through the programs. Thus, 
through its regions, the controlling 
hand of DYS extended into the pro­
grams and became a normal feature. 
The central office continued to con­
trol some programing, notably secure 
care and detention. 

17. Thinking of all staff and youth 
in the entire youth correctional sys­
tem and its programs, could you 
describe: 

a. the .nature and rate of the youth 
intake'process? 

The courts directed youth into the 
system. Intake into individual pro­
grams, however, was now allotted by 

trial and error-·sometimes with formal 
trial periods, sometimes by virtue of 
the youths' running from programs 
they did not like. An intake of 70 
youth was possible for a two-to-three 
month period ill one region. 

b. in general terms, the nature, 
size, and setting of program 
strategies? 

Secure programing and therapeutic 
communities continued in this period, 
but an emphasis on support without 
heavy therapeutic intervention re­
placed the dominant emphasis of 
previous periods on therapy. Foster 
homes became important. At the 
same time nonresidential program-
ing emerged as a significant strategy; 
indeed, somewhat later, half the youth 
not on traditional parole were in non­
residential programs. 

c. the nature of the actions of 
youth in response to the program? 

Youth responded to the new programs 
\vith more consistently positive sub· 
cultures than in the institutions. An 
interesting. complication arose in what 
constituted a positive response-some 
of the most striking norms of the 
therapeutic community turned out to 
be antithetical to even the outside pro­
grams in the "straight" community. 
For example, the therapeutic com­
munities encouraged a form of re­
sponsibility for the behavior of others 
known in other settings as "fmJcing" 
or tattling. The new, more community­
based programs, on the other hand, 
supported the anti-informing norms 
of the larger conununity into which 
they reintegrated their clients. 

d. tile nature and rate of the youth 
discharge process? 

Staff periodically reviewed youth in 
temporary residential placements, and 
frequently released them after three 
months. Youth in foster homes, 
schools, and nonresidential programs 

stayed longer. The degree of follow­
up llfter release varied greatly. 

e. actions by youth or staff af 
fecting staff relations and ot'gani­
zatioll ? 

A great many staff members were 
frequently transferred or retrained in 
less specialized jobs, which affected 
staff relationships and organization. 
The placement of youth also had a 
major effect, because transferring 
youth from institutions to privat.e 
programs deprived the instj tutional 
staff of much of their power over the 
system. Similarly, when regions were 
notified of the delivery of youth to 
regional offices those offices had to 
assume their new responsibilities 
quickly and effectively. 

97 

Conceptualization alld Theory 

We have just described a crucial six­
month period of the reform process 
by answering 17 questions. The first 
of these questions identit1ed the <Il.!tors, 
and the remaining 16 described the 
process in which these actors were 
involved. It is the process that we wish 
to analyze here. 

The sequence of questions devel-
ops in blocks that correspond to 
different relationships. Questions 2,3, 
and 4 correspond to the Uberalln­
terest Coalition (Le., the relations 
among members of the collectivity 
of liberals). Questions 5, 6, and 7 
concern the Conservative Interest 
Coalition (Le., the relations aJ110ng 
its members). Questions 8, 9, and 10 
concern the Formal Decision-Making 
Group (Le., the relations among the 
collectivity of formal decision makers). 
Questions 11, 12, and 13 concern more 
generally the Relationship Among In­
terest Groups. Thus the questions 
shift the focus from how people relate 
within the interest groups to how the 
interest groups as a whole relate to 
each other. Questions 14, 15, 16, and 
17, finally, c9ncern what we wili call 
the People-Processing Relationship, . 
the actual correctional process, or the 
relationship between clients and staff 
and its effect on the relationship of 
youth to the. community. 

We can think of each of the five 
relationships as a connection among 
its member.s. The connection has an 
indirect aspect, which concerns tlle 
external relations of a given group, 
and a direct aspect, which is internal 
to the group. These two aspects can 
be described by means of four var­
iables; and by cross-classifying these 
with the five relationships in Table 
6.1 we can quickly uncover the basic 
structure of the 16 questions used to 
describe the first half of 1972. 

Extemal Variables 

1. The focal properties of the environ­
ment of the group; i.e., the arrange­
ment and functioning of whatever the 



Table 6. I 

Questions by Relationship and Variable, Par' A. 

Variables 

, 
Focal properties of the environment 

Actions affecting focal properties 
of the environment 

Internal distributions of responsi­
bility, power and reward 

Actions affecting internal distribu­
tions of respollsibility, power and 
reward 

Libernl 
Interest 

Coalition 

2 

3 

4 

Conservative 
[nterest 

Coalition 

::; 

6 

7 

Formal 
Decision­

Making 
Grollp 

8 

9 

10 
--~~ .. '---~~---.-. -- -----~-

group seeks to influence or control 
outside itself. 
2. Actions taken by members of the 
group that affect the focal properties 
of the envirolU11ent. 

Intemal Variables 

3. The internal distributions ofre­
sponsibility, power, and reward among 
those in the group~ i.e .. who has what 
and how l11uch. 
4. Actions taken by members of the 
group tha t affect the internal distri-

Table 6.2 

-------..----~----

butions of responsibility, power, and 
reward. 

The numbers in the cells are the 
numbers of the questions that measure 
the variables used to describe the spe­
cific aspects of each relationship. 
Note tha t in the row designating the 
focal properties of the environment 
all the cells are blank except for the' 
one under the People-Processing 
Relationship. Tlus is because some 
relationships constitute the focal 
properties of the enviro'nment of 

Questions by Relationship and Variable, Part B. 

Liberal Conservative formal 
Variables Interest Interest Decision-

Coalition Coalition Making 
Group 

Focal properties of the environment (RIG, PPR) (RIG, PPR) (RIG, PPR) 

Actions affecting focal properties 
of the environment 2 5 8 

In ternal dist ribut ions of responsi-
bility, power, and reward 3 6 9 

Actions affecting internal distribu-
tions of responsibility, power, and 
reward 4 7 10 
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Relationship 
Among Interest 
\ Groups 

11 

12 

13 

People­
Processing 

Relationship 

14 

15 

16 

17 

others. Thus, the focal properties of 
the environment of thoe Relationship 
Among Interest Groups consist of the 
four variables that describe the People­
Processing Relationship (PPR). These 
four variables account for the struggle 
among interest groups. The focal prop­
erties of the environment of each of 
the individual interest groups consist 
of the seven variables that describe the 
Relationship Among Interest Groups 
(RIG) and the People-Processing' 
Relationship (PPR). We can now com­
plete tJus as shown in Table 6.2: 

Relationship People-
Among Interest Processing 

Groups Relationship 

(PPR) 14 

11 15 

12 16 

13 17 

The underlying structure identified 
in Table 6.2 serves as a basis for ana­
lyzing the relationslups among var­
iables-the key to descdbing the 
process of reform and coun ter­
reform. The first step calls for the 
identification of logical principles 
and their implications, which flow 
from the underlying structure of the 
set of variables. We are then in a 
position to consider some empiri­
cally based principles that will allow 
us to make more specific predictions.3 

The four logical principles are: 

1. Externally oriented process and 
structure. Actions affecting focal 
properties of the environment causally 
influence those focal properties and 
are causally influenced by them. 
2. Intemally oriented process and 
structure. Actions affecting internal 
distributions causally influence those 
internal distributions and are causally 
influenced by them. 
3. fxternal and internal structure. 
Focal properties of the environment 
and internal distdbutions causally in­
fluence each other. 
4. External and internal process. A 
single concrete behavior may contrib­
lite to both of the more abstract cate­
gories, actions affecting focal proper­
ties of the environment and actions 
affecting internal distributions. 

If the actions affecting the internal 
distributions and the actions affecting 
the focal properties of the environment 

3See Alden D. Miller, "Radically 
Changing the System by Tampering with 
Its Functional Requisites, or Basic Change 
by Attention to Basics," in Donald Gelford 
and Russel Lee, Ethnic Conflict and 
Poiver (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
1973); Alden D. Miller, "Knocking Heads 
and Solutions to Functional Problems: 
Components of Change," Sociological 
Practice (March 1976). See also Alden D. 
Miller, Lloyd E. Ohlin, and Robert B. 
Coates, "Logical Analysis of the Process 
of Change in Human Services: A Simula­
tion of Youth Correctional Reform in 
Massachusetts," Center for Criminal 
Justice, Harvard Law School, mimeo., 1975. 

are thought .of as process variables and 
if the focal properties and internal dis­
tributions are thought of as structural 
variables, then principles 1 and 2 are 
concerned with the interrelationship 
of process and structure, while princi­
ple 3 COncerns the interrelationship of 
aspects of structure. Principle 4 con­
cerns the interrelationship of aspects 
of process. 

These four principles, when applied 
to the structure in Table 6.~, produce 
the possible relationships among var­
iables tha t are specified in Figure 6.1. 

In using 16 variables describing 
three or four aspects of five relation­
ships, we find it convenient to con­
trive code names for the variables. We 
use three letters in paren theses to 
identify the relationship, followed by 
a letter or two to iden tify which of 
the four "aspect" variables we are 
referring to. For the People-Processing 
Relationship we use PPR, for the 
Relationship Among Interest Groups, 
RIG, for Liberal Interest Coalition, 
LIC, for Conservative Interest 
Coalition, CIC, and for Formal 
Decision-Making Group, FDG. E 
signifies focal properties of the 
environment, and AE stands for 
actions affecting them. For internal 
distribu tion of responsibility, power, 
and reward, we use 1, while AI repre­
sents actions affecting them. 

Note that each of the 16 resultant 
variables directly or indirectly affects 
each other variable. The rows of 
Figure 6.1 indicate which other 
varillblesare direct causes of any 
give!} yariable. The columns designate 
whicl1 other variables are directly 
caused by any given variable. By 
examining sequences 'of direct effects, 
one obtains indirect effects. For 
example, (LIC)! affects three RIG 
variables which in turn affect many 
other variables. All the variables 
appearing in tItis expanding chain are 
indirect effects of (LIC)!, Note also 
that, by its very nature, the Relation­
slup Among Interest Groups is an ab­
stract representation of combined 
effects of the interest groups and, 
therefore, serves as a set of interven-
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ing variables betwC'!:!n the interest 
group variables [md the People-Proc­
essing Relationship variables. Hence 
Figure 6.1 dues not show direct 
effects of in terest group variables 
on the People-Processing Relation­
ship, since these duplicate the effects 
of the interest group on the Rela· 
tionship among In terest Gruups and 
the effects of the Relationship aillong 
Interest Groups on the People-Proc­
essing Re lationship. 'Vo conceptllali/c 
each of the variables in Figure 6.1 as 
a simple nominal scale consisting of 
a few categories, or a multidimen­
sional property space, or something 
in between. 

To Figure 6.1, which represents 
possible effects, we add empirical 
prinCiples that hypothetically apply 
to the specific situation with which 
we are concerned. The object is to 
:;tJecify the nature of each rcl~tion­
ship between two variables indicated 
by an x in Figure 6.1. Some of these 
relationships may be null, but there 
can be no "new" relationships added 
that are not represented by x's in 
Figure 6.1. The added "empirical" 
principles are based on observation of 
the struggle over reform in Massa· 
chusetts from the mid·1960s to the 
present. While it is difficult to delin­
eate fully all such principles, we 
summarize the main ones under th~ 
following five headings.4 

1. Sequencing. Promoting change in 
a relationship other than in all interest 

4 Miller, Ohlin, and Coates, "Logical 
Analysis." 



Figure 6.1 

SpecificatioJj oj Variables That Appear III La~h Equation or thl! Model. __ ....... _~_--.--~7. ___ .· .~ ...... _, _~. ___ " ____ " .. ____ ' __ ~ __ ~_ ~ _ ~ __ 

PrcliiL'tl'ti Variables 
ror Each bpl<ltion 

Liberal Interest 

group is lIsually difficult unless olle 
begins by moving to change simul­
taneous{v both actions affecting focal 
properties of the environment and 
actions affecting internal distributions. 
.Intel7ltll distributions and focal prop­
erties afJect each other, and, if atten­
tion is directed only to one, the other 
may neutralize the intended changes. 
Interest groups may not follow this 

rule because they are less likelv to con­
tain illternal opposition to ch~nge in 
the Course of pursuing a line of action. 

The replacement tactic of the Libera1 
Interest Coalition, in affecting the 
Relationship Among Interest Groups, 
dral~atically illustrated this principle. 
Takmg the youth from the training 
schools and placing them ill alterna-

100 

tive settings in the community was, 
during the first part of 1 Cf72, the 
dominant force both in actions af­
fecting the focal properties of the 
environrnen t and actions affecting the 
internal distributions of the Relation­
ship Among Interest Groups. A con­
tributor to the actions affecting the 
focal properties of the environment 
it led to new relationships between' 

staff and youth. With smaller groups 
of youth, more personal relationships 
developed. Similar relationships de­
veloped in the community as the new 
programs capitalized on community 
resour..:es in order to survive. Less 
immediately obviolls, but equally 
important, however, was the contribu­
tion of the replacement tactic to 
actions affecting the in ternal distribu­
tions of the Relationship Among In­
terest Groups. Taking the youth out 
of the institutions and placing them in 
new settings had the effect of remov­
ing them away from one set of staff 
and handing them tu another. As the 
youth were both prize and resource in 
the struggle among interest groups, 
much like territory in war, the move 
took away crucial resources from the 
institu tional staff and gave them 
instead to the new community-
based staff. The institutional staff 
lost the ability to sabotage reform by 
using its control over the youth to 
encourage escapes or to provide them 
with "mixed messages," conforming 
outwardly to established policy but 
tacitly supporting its subversion. The. 
staff of the community-based pro­
grams, on the other hand, gained the 
ability to demonstrate that youth 
could be kept safely and sometimes 
productively in the community. 

The early part of 1972 also marked 
a transition between two fundamen­
tally different sequence patterns in 
the People-Processing Relationship. 
Actions that centered around the 
variable Actions Affecting Internal 
Distributions characterized both the 
custodial and reform-oriented institu­
tional programs. In stressing obedi­
ence a:1d respect for authority on one 
hand, and teaching new skills to youth 
on the other, the custodial programs 
took actions to affect the distribu­
tion of responsibility, power, and 
reward between youth and staff. The 
staff hoped that the newly formed re­
lationship between youth and staff 
would have a constructive, almost 
magical effect on the relationship of 
the youth to the community. Simi­
larly, the therapeutic programs took 

actions to affect the distribution of 
responsibility, power, and reward 
between youth and staff.-cmphasiz-· 
lng youth power in social skills and 
understanding. Once again, the hope 
was that these somewhat different, 
newly formed relationships between 
you th and staff would have a con­
structive effect on the relationship 
of youth to the community. 

The new programs that emerged in 
1972 were visible in the new actions 
affecting both the focal properties of 
the environmen t and the internal 
distributions, although they did not 
yet have visible consequences in the 
form of new focal properties or new 
internal distributions. These programs 
differed from the old ones in that 
they depended on developing such 
actions simultaneously rather than 
developing almost solely those af­
fecting internal distributions alone, 
as the old program had done. In addi­
tion to affecting the distributions of 
re~ponsibiJity, power and reward 
between youth and !he staff, the new 
programs, unlike the old ones, served 
as advocates for the youth in the com­
munity. Thus staff members affected 
the focal properties of the environ­
ment by working to get youth into 
schoois, jobs, and general community 
programs-and to keep them there, 
accompanying them to court, talking 
to employers and school officials. In 
a su bstantial number of cases, these 
actions replaced the actlons affecting 
internal distributions; for some youth, 
the emphasis shifted from a therapy­
oriented program to a totally resource­
oriented program. In the system as a 
whole, however, the focus was on a 
mixture of support (affecting the dis­
tribution of responsibility, power, 
and reward between the youth and 
staff) and advocacy (affecting a com­
parable distribution between the 
youth and the community). In the 
years following implementation, this 
new approach, simultaneously em­
ploying both types of action in the 
People-Processing Relationship, 
proved that the majority of youth in 
the state's youth correctional system 
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could be kept in open settings without 
increasing the state's recidivism ra te; 
in fact, in one region, where the new 
programs were vigorously imple­
mented, the recidivism rate was cut 
virtually in half. 

2. The inertia of the People­
Processing Relationship. TIle People­
Processing Relatiol1slzip, constituting 
the focal properties of the environ­
ment of the Relationslzip Among 
Interest Groups, ca/Ties great weight. 
It strongly influences (a) the internal 
distributions and (b) the actions af­
fecting these focal properties; and 
thus makes it particularly difficult to 
change either of these variables. Yet 
such change is essential to produce 
change, by interest group action, in 
the People-Processing Relationship. 
However, the People-Processing Re­
lationship and its self-protective 
influence over the other variables of 
the Relationship Among interest 
Groups are prone to weaken ullder 
public investigation. 

Our picture of early 1972 shows the 
results of processes described by this 
principle rather than the full proc-
esses themselves. The investigations of 
the Department of Youth Services and 
the scandals of the late 1960s that 
culminated in 1969 in a major public 
expose mobilized the public and 
government officials and led them to 
take remedial action. The public in­
vestigations of that period, aimed at 
the functioning of the correctional 
system itself, constitu ted actions af­
fecting the focal properties of the 
environment of the Relationship 
Among Interest Groups or the People­
Processing Relationship. In effect, 
they thoroughly disrupted the People­
Processing Relationship and rendered 
it and the Relationship Among Interest 
Groups liable to change. 

3. The Formal Decision-Making 
Group as a swing power. TIle Formal 
Decision-Making Group is an essen­
tial ally for either the liberals or the 
conservatives to win and it is not 



much affected by the characteristics 
of the People-Processing Relationship 
per se since it is interested in the 
decision-making process, not ill sub­
stantive issues. 

Members of this group pursue liberal 
or conservative interests by means of 
their simultaneous membership in 
their own group and in either the 
Liberal Interest Coalition or the Con­
servative Interest Coalition. 

The changes that occurred in early 
1972 were made possible by a shift of 
alliances in the late 1960s. At that 
time, the Formal Decision-Making 
Group decided that continued support 
of the Conservative Interest Coalition 
constituted a liability and began, in­
stead, to support the liberals in their 
attempt to implement change. 

Alliances shifted once more during 
the early part of 1972. This time, the 
Liberal In terest Coalition had alien­
ated the Formal Decision.Mak.ing 
Group. As a result the internal dis­
tributions of the Formal Decision­
Making Group changed, with the 
members taking over control of the 
youth corrections issue as the group 
became decentralized (i.e., lacked a 
consistent policy on tlus issue). The 
consequence was that after 197'2 a 
conservative backlash grew steadily 
behind the scenes, rendering Liberal 
con tTol tenuous at best. 

4. Responsiveness of the Liberal In­
terest and Conservative Interest Coa­
litiolls to the People-Processing Re­
lationshz'p. Liberal and conservative 
groups are both affected by the 
People-Processing Relationship per 
se, since both are interested in sub­
stance. Both are likely to use extreme 
tactics when they are in danger of 
losing COil trol or canllot quite change 
that relationship as they want when 
they do have control. Both tend to 
stop puslzing wI/ell they get wllat they 
want, and in so doing become more 
vulnerable to attack. 

In early 1972, hoth the Liberal In­
terest Coalition and the Conserva tive 
Interest Coalition responded to the 
state of the People.Processing Rela· 
tionship. The Conservatives tried to 
discredit the Liberals. Responding to 
their failure to completely reform the 
old institutional system, the Liberals 
adopted the extreme tactic of re­
placing the entire system. With the 
establishment of the new system, the 
Liberals, after 1972, relaxed their 
efforts and became more vulnerable 
to the growing possibility of a Con· 
servative backlash. 

5. Short alld long-nm effects of 
extreme taNics. ElCtrl!1Il<! tactics by 
Liberals or Conservatives that push tile 
Formal Decision·Making UrollI' aside 
alienate that group by upsetting its 
internal distributions, leading to 
dzanges in its goals. At the same time 
these tactics lila), achieve their immed­
iate objectives. wltile risking longo/un 
defeat. 

Such a process began in early 1 q72 
when the Formal Decision·Making 
C;roup shifted sides be(;ause of its own 
loss of power while supporting the 
Liberals. The process was slow enough 
so that the new system could be im· 
plemented and functioning before the 
Conservative backlash, supported hy 
the Formal Decision.Making Group, 
became a real threat. 

Having established and defined our 
variables and presented the logical 
principles by which they are manipu· 
lated and the empirical principles 
of their interaction, we move to a 
summary analysis that uses these tools 
simultaneously. If we establish an ex· 
tremely simplified list of possible 
values for each variable and set up 
equations representing the relation· 
';hips among the variables according 
to the pdnciples indicated, we are 
struck by the degree to which the reo 
suiting simulation reproduces the 

102 

history of the reforms.s Such a simu­
lation tells the story of a Liberal 
group attacking a conservatively run 
corrections system by investigating it 
publicly, thus provoking the Con­
servatives to respond by dismissing 
their critics, including the members of 
the Formal DeciSion-Making Group. 
This dismissal alienates the crucial 
support of the Formal Decision· 
Making Group from the Conservatives 
so that the Liberals can then resume 
their investigations and topple the 
Conservative administratiLln, replacing 
it with their own reform administra· 
tion, which they subsequently replace 
in its turn with a new community­
based regime. In the process of shift· 
ing from reforming the old system to 
replacing it with the neW cOlllmunity. 
based one, the Liberals alienate the 
Formal Decision·Making Group, as 
the Conservatives had done earlier, by 
rejecting its right to criticize. While 
the Liberals were able to complete 
the implementation of their new pro­
grams, the possibility of backlash allLI 
restoration of the old. Conservative 
regime grows behind the scenes .• 

The story told by the Simulation, 
which was calculated in early 1974. 
is indeed the story of the Massachu­
setts youth correctional reform, and 
the logical character of the process 
generating the simulation dispels 
much of the mystery that has been 
thought to shroud the reform proc­
ess. The warning with which the 
simulation ends echoes an actual 
concern of observers and key actors 
in Massachusetts today, in 1976, 
although observations in our study 
suggest that additional factors are 
indeed intervening so that the new 
liberal system will not collapse in the 
next few years. These new factors can 
be summarized as the tendency for 

5lbid. 

the political system to move on to 
new issues without waiting to see 
whether old issues are really resolved. 
Such (\ long·run tendency saves a 
specific issue area like juvenile cor­
rections from being caught in a per­
petual cycle of rapid, virtually 
identical revolutions. Nonetheless, as 
of 1976 the future remains in doubt. 
Consolida tion has meant inactivity, 
rather than the tidying up ofloose 
l'nds like seCllre care --the Achilles 
heel of Illany correctional systems. 
Failure to deal with the problem of 
what to do with a minority of "hard 
to handle" youth, about 125 out of 
2,000 under the care of the DYS, has 
allowed pressure to build up around 
the issue. At the same time the de· 
partment, although confronted by a 
court case and a mandate from the 
govemor, has failed to close the last 
and 11lost oppressive institution in the 
system, the detention center at 
Roslindale. Thus. even though the 
h)rcc of the Conservative Interest 
Coalition is weaker than that sug­
gested in the simulation, the defenses 
llf the Liberal Interest Coalition are 
3,lso very weak. and tangen tially reo 
lated disturbances in budget and other 
legislative problems may have errati· 
cally favorable effects for the Con­
,crvatives. 

implications for Replicability 

The study described in these pages • 
needs to be replicated not only in a 
wide variety of correctional settings, 
but also in other people·processing 
systems as well. In addition, it is im­
pOl·tant that the more general subject 
of study, the political process of reo 
form, be a viable alternative in situa· 
tions other than Massachusetts youth 
corrections. But a seven·year study, 
using a large staff and a wide variety 
of data'gathering and analysis tech· 
niques, raises dif!1cult questions of 
replicability-not only whether or 
not the techniques are explicit and 
dear, but whether it is practical to 
repeat such a long·term commitment 
of resources. On a practical level, 
such studies are not begun lightly, 
and probably should not be. There· 
fore, one of the objectives of the 
DYS study has been the develop· 
ment of compact, readily transfer· 
able methodologies and techniques, 
so that the large·scale, diffuse work 
can underlie more compact methods 
in later projects without the need for 
repetition on the same scale. An im· 
portant fruit of this endeavor is the 
set of questions from our key par· 
ticipant interview, which we used as 
the framework for the l1rst section 
of tlus article. These questions repre­
sen t the refl11ement of a set of di· 
mensions that we have employed in 
the codification and analysis of data 
since the beginning of the project, 
and which we have subjected to reo 
peated revision afld improvement. 
Only recently have we come to 
believe that this set of questions has 
been sufficiently refined to stand 
alone as interview items. Our initial 
interviews indicate that the questions 
do work quite wetl and can be ad­
ministered in an in terview lasting 
less than an hour and a half or, if the 
interviewer chooses to exhaust all 
answers from the respondent, up to 
five hours. We have been amazed and 
gratifi1ad at the interest respondents 
have shown in the interview. 

The interview provides a means of 

103 

inexpensively collecting data in a 
variety of settings. Its questions can 
also be used as a guide in participant 
observation and in other data collec· 
tion tec\miques. Finally, as indicated 
here, the formal structure underlying 
the interview permits an extensive 
analysis that is powerfully predictive 
and of great practical value in making 
policy decisions and in developing 
strategies to implement those policy 
decisions. People involved in setting 
up correctional and mental health 
group homes in specific neighbor' 
hoods, program evaluators and de· 
velopers, and a variety of activist 
organizers with whom we have dis­
cllssed the interview find it a useful 
tool.6 

We now have a tOGI for doing com· 
parative analyses of the change proc· 
ess in different settings. This compara· 
tive type of analysis is essential if the 
insights of case studies are now to be 
brought to bear on practical efforts 
to reform in diverse settings. 

But what about the political proc­
ess that has been the object of this 
~t\ldy-can that be replicated? We 
belie\'e it can, and that it is not a 
unique or new process. Massachu· 
setts, in which we find a mixture' of 
conservative and liberal groups, is 
not a particularly unique place; the 
basic shaping of interest coalitions, 
liberal, conserva tive and swing power, 
appears to be common to many con· 
Hict situations. The importance of the 
dynamics of the relationslup of the 
other groups to the swing power has 
been present in a variety of other 
settings, notably in the civil rights 
movement of the early 1960s. Then, 
nonviolent tactics were used to pro· 
voke an opposing response that 
alienated support in the federal 

6Robert B. Coates and Alden D. 
r-.Iiller, "Evaluating Large Scale Social 
Service Systems in Changing Environments: 
The Case of Correctional Agencies," in 
Journal of Research ill Crime and De· 
linquency (July 1975), pp. 92·106. 



government and in the rest of the 
country. One finds the sequencing 
principle-the simultaneous promo­
tion of new actions affecting internal 
distributions and new actions affect­
ing focal properties-in major in­
stances of correctional reform, such 
as the Wisconsin reforms of the late 
il,140s and early 19 50s 7 and Hawaiian 
reforms of the same period. What hap­
pened in Massachusetts was neither an 
accident of forces nor the result 
of one person's personality. Rather, 
it evolved as a concerted, systema tic 
movement that followed principles 
observable in other examples of 
major change. While it is true that 
some personalities are better suited 
for the leadership of change efforts, 
the basic principles of reform can be 
identified, learned, and taught. 

7Uoyd E. Ohlin, unpublished manu­
scrip t. 
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vn. Preliminary Thoughts On 
Gencmlizing From 
The Massachusetts Expericncc 

Project Staff 

The possibility that tlte experience of 
one state might shed light on the 
problems encountered elsewhere has 
been a key motivation behind the 
Center for Criminal Justice investiga­
tion of juvenile corrections in Massa· 
chusetts. While the present study can· 
not fully evaluate the generali/.ability 
of its findings to other situations and 
other states. and the Center plans 
future research to address such ques­
tions. it is important to approach the 
question now with the data that are 
available. The results suggest that 
what has been learned in Massachu­
setts probably applies to develop­
ments in other states. 

We will first describe in summary 
form some comparisons of the re­
formed sys tem in Massach usc t ts with 
those of other states. We will then 
consider data drawn largely from the 
Uniform Crime Reports and the U.S. 
Census to detcrmine whether Massa­
dlUsetts is unusual in ways that arc 
relevant hl the possibility of reform. 
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Some ('ol1l/wriso/ls ()f tlze 
R(~f'orll/ed Systelll ill Massac!lll­
seds lI'ith Other State S~l'stell1s 

Table 7.1 ~hllws that as or i l J74 Massa­
chusetts had a~ Iowa rate or insti tu­
tionalil.ation of juvenile offonders per 
100,000 popUlation as any state in 
the nation. and haJ tied with one 
other ~t,;tC.l Anwng 4!-l states 
measured it ranked first in the per­
centage of juvenile offenders in state 
programs who we)'e placed in 
~·ommunity·based re~idential pro· 
grams, and as high as any other state 
in the percentage of its juvenile cor­
rections budge t allocated to 
community-based residential pro­
grams. In addition. LEAA's Juvenile 
Detention and Corre(;tional Facility 
Census of 1972·73 reported Massa­
dlusetts as having the largest per-
cell lage decrease in the number of 
juveniles in public detention and 
correctional facilities of any state.! 

Table 7.2 demonstrates that Mas­
sachusetts has been ordinary in the 
number of its offenders in state insti­
tutions, camps, community·based 
residential programs, llnd foster care 
programs per 100.000 popula tion. 
but rllnked fourth out of 4~ states in 
the llumber of offenders in state­
released communi ty·based residen Hal 
programs per 100,000. 

1 The comparative data presented in 
this section have been provided by the 
National Assessment of Juvenile Correc· 
tions from a forthcoming report: see 
Robert D. Vinter, George Downs, and 
John Hall, "Juvenile Corrections in the 
States: Residential Programs on Deinsti­
tutionalization, A Preliminary Report" 
(Ann Arbor. Mich.: National Asscssl1lllnt 
uf Juvenile Corrections, 1976). 

2 U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, 
National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service, Childre/l in Custody: 
Advance Report on the Juvenile Detention 
and Correctional Facili(v Cens/ls of 1972-
1973. 
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Table 7.1 

Selected Statistics on State-Related Juvenile Corrections, Part A. 

Rate of institutionalization of juvenile 
offenders per 100,000 total population 

Massachusetts 

(1974) 2.1 

Rank 49 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

DeinstitutioJ1aiization: percentage of all 
offenders in state juvenile programs who 
are in community-based resitlen tial pro­
grams (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Percentage of state juvenile corrections 
budget spent on community-based resi­
dential programs (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Percentage of·offenders in state 
cOlllmunity-based residen tial progranls 
who are in stale-jillle/eel programs (1974) 
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Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

69.CY'k 

100% 

u.s. 

17,8 (50) 
2.1 

41.3 

17.7':; (48) 
o 

86.6~'c 

9.4t;~ (42) 
o 

69.cy'f· 

66.8% (42) 
o 

100.0% 

Table 7.2 

Selected Statistics on State-Related Juvenile Corrections, Part 13. 

Mus~achusetts U.S. 

N1lmber of offenders in state institutions. 
camps, community-based residential pro­
'grams, and foster care programs pel' 
100,000 total population (1974) 19.4 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

Number of offenders in state institutions, 
camps, llllU community-based residential 
programs pCI' 100,000 total population 
(1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

MinimuIll 
Maximum 

Number 0 f () ffenders in state-related com-
munity·bascu residential programs per 
100,000 total popUlation (1974) 

Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maxilllum 

27 

16.2 

34 

14.0 

Table 7.3 
,I" 

4 

32.4 (42) 
8.3 

167.3 

..,., ,.. 
-4tU • .,J (48) 

7.9 
54.8 

4.3 (48) 
0 

20.5 
e_",~,-,_ 

Table 7.3 shows that Mass':lqhH­
setts has spent less per capita f'(J'r'its 
correctional programs than most other 
states, and lies well below the mean in 
expenditures per offender. Massachu­
setts spent more thatl most other 
states only on per capita expenditures 
in state-related community-based 
residential programs. 

In sum the reforms have resulted 
in a clear difference between Massa­
chusetts and the rest of the country 
in the emphasis on community-based 
corrections. This difference is not, 
however, reflected in unusual tolal 
expenditures. 

Selected Statistics 011 State-Related Juvenile Corrections, Part C. 

Per capita expenditures for state 
institutions, camps, community-based 
residential programs, and foster care 
programs (1974) 
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Rank 
Mean 

Minimum 
Maximum 

,--------
Massachusetts U.S. 

$.60 

38 
$2.09 (38) 

.60 
8.17 



Table 7.3 (Continued) 

Selected Statistics on State-Related Juvenile Corrections, Part C. 

Massachusetts U.S. 

Per capita expenditures for state 
institutions, camps, and c~,mmunity-
based residential programs (1974) $.52 

Rank 42 
Mean 52.16 (42) 

Minimum .52 
Maximum 7.4G 

Expenditures per offender in state 
institutions, camps, and community-
based residential programs (1974) $3,223.00 

Rank 40 
Mean $10,503.00 (40) 

Minimum 3.223.00 
Maximum 39,625.00 

Per capita expenditures for stat~ 
institutions and camps (1974) $.16 

Rank 47 
Mean $1.97 (47) 

Minimum .16 
Maximum 7.40 

Expenditures per offender in state 
institutions and camps (1974) $7,436.00 

. Rank 37 
Mean $11,657.00 (47) 

Minimum , 3,798.00 
Maximum 39,625.00 

Per capita expenditures for state-
related cor.lmunity-based residential 
program~, (I 974) $,36 

Rank 5 
Mean $.16 (43) 

Minimum 0 
Maximum .98 

Expenditures per offender in state-
related community-based residential 
programs (1974) $2,570.00 

Rank 29 
Mean $ 5,501.00 (35) 

Minimum 210.00 
Maximum 17,800.00 
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Tile Problems of Generalizing 

"Could these reforms occur else­
where?" The answer to this requires 
formidably diffkult generalizations 
that call for more than simple com­
parisons of Massachusetts and other 
states. The question requires an assess­
ment of the particular conditions that 
seem critically necessary for reform 
to take place, and the prevalence of 
these conditions. In this report we 
can only bcgin the task. 

We will compare threc types of data 
from Massachusetts before the closing 
of its institutions with similar data 
from other states. First, there are data 
on admissions and detention rates, 
supplied by Vinter and Sarri's National 
Assessment of Juvenile Corrcctions, 
which arc relevant because we must 
know whether correctional practices 
in Massachusetts were already unusual 
before the state began to close its 
institutions. Second, data from the 
Uniform Crime Reports published by 
the FBI are relevant because we need 
to know if the crime problems of 
Massachusetts wer~ unusual before 
the closing of the institutions. Unusu­
ally heavy crime rates raise the possi­
bility that deinstitutionalization might 
be impractical or politically unfeasible . 
We have seen from the summary pro­
vided in the firs.t.cl)apter of this vol­
Ume that the process of deinstitution­
alization is a highly political one, sub­
ject to much uncertainty. How serious 
people perceive the crime prl'blem to 
be may crucially affect their willing­
ness to undertake liberal reforms. 
Third, there are census data, which 
provide a minimal prome of the con­
stituency of the political actors in the 
process of reform. Posed briefly: Is 
the population of Massachusetts an 
u:1usual collection of people, ant!, 
therefore, more likely to tolerate or 
support reform? 

Admissions alld Detentio/l 

Table 7.4 shows that, according to 
Vinter and Sarri. Massachus('tt~ was' 
already below the national me,m in 
rate of admissions to public institu­
tions per 100,000 youths, but that 
it was also already lowering that rate 
substantially faster than averagc. In 
other words, in 1971, for whkh we 
have data, Massachusetts-was already 
beginning to deinstitutionalize. Even 
soli.. Massachusetts was admitting youth 
to llistiflltions in 1971 at a consider­
ably higher rate than the mininlu1l1 
found in fifty states. In 1971 we also 
find Massachusetts about average in 
its rate of detention of juveniles, per 
100,000 youths. 

Unij(JI7ll Crime Reports 

Table 7.5 displays data on Massachu­
setts, selected other states, and the 
United States as a whole. Table 7.s 
at once suggests that Massachusetts 
was not unusual at the turn of the 
decade in its crime rates and casts 
doubt on the relevance of crime rates 
as a precondition of reforrn in the 
first place. Massachusetts had a 
slightly higher than average total crime 
rate per 100,000 popUlation. this 
total crime rate was made up of a con­
siderably lower than average vio1ent 
crime rate and a ~omewhat higher 
than average property crime rate. 
It might be tempting to concludc 
that the lower violent crime rate 
might have been a critical factor in 
allowing Massachusetts to begin re­
fonn, but two circumstances suggest 
caution. First, much of the rheto'ric 
about crime and about troublesome 
youth concerns property crime; e.g., 
car theft. Second, it is clear from 
Table 7.5 that California, long known 
for its continual efforts at youth cor­
rectional refornl, ha'\ one of the high­
est rates of violent crime, and Wis­
ebnsin, known specifically for its 
tendencies toward deinstitutionaliza­
tion, has one of the lowest. 

We are forced to conclude that 
nothing in the Massachusetts crime 

Table 7.4 

Selectcd Statistics on State-Related Juvenile Corrections, Part D. 
______ • _____________ -~+'_M_' _____ ,.....__.........,_'~_ 

Massachusetts U.S. 

Rate of admissions to public institutions 
per 100,000 youths (1971) 76.5 

Rank 
Mean 127.6 (50) 

Minimum 24.5 

Maximum 396.6 

Change in rate of admissions to public 
insti tutions (1966-71 ) -40.3 

Rank 
Mean -6.8 (50) 

Minimum -121.4 

Maximum 159.6 

Rate of detention of juveniles per 
100,000 youths (1971) 17.1 

Rank 
Mean 16.5 (50) 

Minimum 0 
Maximum 75.3 

-----" 

T:lble 7.5 

Crime Rates. -- ---, 

Crime Rate per 100.000 

State Total Violent Crime Property Crime 

Mass. 
Conn. 
R.I. 
N.Y. 
Penn. 
Ill. 
Ky. 
Minn. 
Wisc. 
Fla. 
CaJ. 

U.S. 
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1969 

2,740.2 
2,334:9 
2.793.4 
3,566.4 
1,40004 
2,228.2 
1,662.9 
2,022.8 
1,382.6 
3,165.9 
4,137.6 

2,476.9 

1970 1969 

3,004.0 187.9 
2,574.9 147.2 
2,925.8 175.0 
3,922.1 569.8 
1,541.3 186.8 
2,347.1 448.5 
1,924.5 177.8 
2,103.4 142.0 
1,514.4 80.6 
3,599.7 462.9 
4,307.0 462.3 

2,740.5 324.4 

1970 1969 1970 

202.9 1,552.3 2,801.l 
170.4 2,187.8 2,404.5 
204.7 2,618.4 2,721.1 
676.0 2,996.6 3,246.0 
212.2 1,213.7 1,329.1 
467.9 1,779.8 1,879.2 
222.3 1,485.1 1,702.2 
152.0 1,880.8 1,951.4 
85.8 1,302.0 1,428.6 

498.2 2,703.0 3,101.5 
474.8 3,675.4 3,832.1 

360.0 2,152.5 2,380.5 



profile uniquely predisposed the 
state toward reform at the beginning 
of the decade. The rate for violent 
crime was indeed low, but Massachu­
setts shares its reform orientation with 
at least one major state with an unusu­
ally high rate of violence. The Center 
is currently making arrangements to 
secure more detailed data than is nor­
maJly published in the Uniform Crime 
Reports; these will allow a much 
more exacting comparison and a fuller 
search for the special characteristics 
of Massachusetts that might be rele­
vant to reform. 

For the present, our results suggest 
that if anything in the crime picture 
contributes to the likelihood of re­
form, it is the uncertainty of the rele­
vance of a particular crime profile. 
This may be no small contribu tion. 
The picture of the reform process in 
Massachusetts is .)ne in which political 
forces predominate over certain tech­
nical knowledge. In general when un· 
certainty exists about what will work, 
there is more room for the kind of 
politiealmaneuvering we have de­
scribed. TIle uncertain relationship of 
crime to reform probably contributes 
to the political nature of reform where 
reform occurs, and to the political 
nature of the decision not to reform 
where reform does not Occur. Iri other 
words, a crime profile can be used to 
justify reform depending upon the 
power of the relevant groUps. A state 
CHImot simply look around at other 
states and decide on the basis of its 
crime statistics compared to theirs 
whether it should be engaging in 
reform. The decision is left to internal 
political forces. 

CellSliS Data 

The people of Massachusetts are the 
constituency behind the political 
process. Are they different from the 
people of other states? 

Table 7.6 shows that the popUla­
tion of Massachusetts is not unusual 
in median age, percent between ages 
10 and 17, or percen t male. Massa-

Table 7.6 

Census Characteristics of States, Part A. 

Characteristics 

In places of 250,000 
State . Percent Percent or more, for 14 yrs. 

Medwn Percent Percent between 
white 

foreign and older, median 
age 10-17 male stock years completed 

school 

Mass. 29.0 14.2% 47.8ji, 96.3% 33.3% 12.2 
Conn. 29.1 15.6 48.5 93.5 32.0 12.1 
R.I. 29.2 14.6 49.0 96.6 32.9 11.5 
N.Y. 30.3 14.7 47.8 86.8 32.9 12.0 
Penn. 30.7 1S.6 48.0 91.0 18.1 11.8 
Ill. 28.6 15.8 48.5 86.4 19.8 12.0 
Ky. 27.5 16.3 49.1 92.6 2.3 10.3 
Minn. 26.8 17.0 49.0 98.2 18.6 12.1 
Wise. 27.2 16.8 49.1 96.4 16.9 12.1 
Fla. 32.3 14.8 48.2 84.2 18.2 12.0 
Cal. 28.1 15.4 49.2 89.0 25.0 12.3 -----------

U.S. 28.1 16.0'lr 48.7% 

chusetts is one orthe states with a 
very high percentage of white popu­
lation, and this might be relevant to 
correctional reform, except that the 
white percentage is not unusual among 
the New England states, and Cali­
fornia, known for its reform orienta­
tion, has a substantiaJly lower per­
c~ntage. Massachusetts again has an 
unusually higll percentage of foreign 
stock, bu t this is aJso true of other 
northeastern states that have not pur­
sued such drastic reforms. Massachu­
setts is sliglltly above average in me­
dian years of school completed, 
although not quite as higll as Cali­
fornia. 

In Table 7.7 Massachusetts emerges 
as high in its percentage of white-col­
lar workers, but again, it shares this 
distinction with other states-Connec­
ticut, New York, Florida, and Cali­
fornia, among others. It is also higll 
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87.5% 16.5% 11.0 

in the percentage of its work force 
involved in manufacturing, but S0 are 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, Pennsyl­
vania, Illinois, and Wisconsin. It is low 
in the percentage of workers who 
drive their own car to work, and, no­
tably, Massachuse tts has been the 
scene of some successful political 
battles to cut down on investment in 
highway construction in favor of 
mass transportation. However, Massa­
chusetts shares its low percentage of 
drivers with Pennsylvania, Illinois, 
Minnesota, and Wisconsin, and it is 
radically outranked by New York. 
Finally, Table 7.7 demonstrates that 
there is nothing spectacular in either 
direction about the median income 
of Massachusetts residents. The me­
dian income for households of six 
or more persons, however, does 
look a little better than that of many 
other sta tes. 

Table 7.7 

Census Characteristics, Part B. 

Percent white· 
State collar (male) 

Mass. 42.8% 
Conn. 42.7 
R.l. 36.8 
N.Y. 44.3 
Penn. 3S.8 

UJ. 37.5 
Ky. 30.3 
Minn. 39.0 
Wisc. 33.S 

Fla. 40.0 
CaJ. 43.6 

U.S. 38.1% 

Table 7.8 pursues that poiuc fur-
ther and shows that Massachusetts is 
low in the percentage of its families 
below the poverty line. Connecticut is 
cyen lowe·r, however, and Pennsylvania, 
Illinois, and Wisconsin are close'. In 'the 
percentage of families with six or more 
children below the poverty I\ne, 
Massachusetts is more spectacularly 
below average, but, again, the distinc­
tion is shared with several other states. 
It is worth noting tlui't Kentucky and 
Florida, two states with high percent­
ages of large families below the poverty 
line, have also become known for 
some efforts at correctional reform. 

Table 7.8 also shows Massachusetts 
low in percentage of owner-occupied 
housing with more than one person 
per room and also low in renter­
occupied housing with more than one 
person per room. In neither case, how­
ever, is the low percentage unique. 
In owner-occupied housing, other 
states with low percentages are Con-

Percent experienced Percent workers 
civilian labor force driving to work 

14 and over in 
manufacturing 

in their own car 

maJe female 0 

31.0% 23.0% 62.170 
37.2 25.5 70.2 
33.6 32.9 67.2 
2S.0 19.1 45.9 
36.0 25.6 62.0 
32.2 21.8 59.6 
26.1 21.4 66.1 
23.7 IS.3 62.6 
35.5 20.2 63.3 
15.2 10.5 72.6 
24.2 14.8 74.8 

28.1% 18.8% 66.(Y}f, 

-----

necticut, Rhode Island, New York, and 
Pennsylvania, while in renter-occupied 
housing, other low states are Rhode 
Island, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. 
Massachusetts is 'also low in the per- , 
centage of h()Using with simultaneously" . 
more 'than one person per room and 
less than complete plumbing. However, 
again, it is not atypical of the southern 
New England states. 

Table 7.9 shows that Massachusetts 
has a higll 'percentage of persons per 
square mile, but so do other New 
England states like Connecticut and 
Rhode Island. It is quite urban, but so 
are Rhode Island, New York, Illinois, 
Florida, and California. In the days 
bc:!fore the-current econoinic' slump,· 
Massachusetts had a rather ordinary 
unemployment rate for all male's over 
16 years of age, bu t an unusually 19W 

unemployment rate for females, a 
distinction shared with Connecticut, 
althougll severaJ other states canle 
dose. 
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·Median income 
Median income households of 
all households 6 or more 

persons 

$ 9,563 $J2,718 
10,877 13,454 
8,617 11,521 
9,268 1 J ,890 
8,548 11,025 
9,706 12,408 
6,537 8,049 
8,753 11,728 
8,997 11,664 
7,168 9,247 
9,302 11,81S 

$ 9,586 $10,884 
(6 persons) 

Of special interest are the unemploy­
men t ra tes of the 15 and 16 year 
aIds, since these are the ages where 
a reformed, community-based correc­
tional system will be trying to get jobs 
for its youth, and since unemployment 
among these ages may be a factor in 
delinquency in the first place. In Table 
7.9 Massachusetts is loW'in unemploy­
ment for boys, although it.is outdone 
by Connecticut, Rhode Island, Penn­
sylvania, and Wisconsin, and equaled 
by Minnesota. For girls, on the other 
hand, the unemployment rate is indeed 
unusually low, being nearly equaled in 
this arbitrary sample of states only by 
Connecticut and Minnesota .. This 
might be Significant except that girls' 
delinquency and gIrls' correctional pro-

. grams have not been the big issues in 
the Massachusetts reform, and, in fact, 
reforms for girls have lagged consider­
ably behind those for boys. 

The general result of alfthese com­
parisons is that Massachusetts is not 
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Table 7.H 

Ccnsus Characteristics. Part C. 

State 

Mass. 
Conn. 
R.1. 
N.Y. 
Pcnn. 
Ill. 
Ky. 
Minll. 
Wisc. 
Fla. 
Cal. 

Percell t families 
below poverty 

line. in areas of 
250,000 or more 

6.2f'l 
5.3 
8.5 
8.5 
7.9 
7.7 

19.3 
B.3 
7A 

12.7 
B,4 

Characteristics 

Percent or owner 
Perc en t families 
below poverty 

line with 6 or more occupied housing 
child len in areas 

lIt" 250.000 or 
more 

ISS'/' 
IH.S 
21.5 
25.S 
24.7 
25.1 
50.3 
17.2 
15.5 
47.5 
28); 

with more than 
1 person/room 

5.5'; 
4.7 
5.7 
4.6 
4.7 
6.7 
8.2 
7.8 
7,4 
6.3 
6.4 

Percen t of renter 
occu pied housing 
with more than 
1 person/room 

~N:; 

8.S 
6.S 

10.2 
7.0 
9.5 

15.3 
6.3 
6.7 

14.8 
9,9 

I'crcen t urban housing 
with more than I 
person/room and 

lacking SOIl1C 

plumbing 

o 1,·-.... ,( 

0.2 
0.2 
OJ 
0.4 
0.4 
4.1 
D.(l 

0.5 
1.1 
0.2 

--"'- .. ~ .. ,..,...,.,-..- .. . -~.--,- ~~""'-----------'-"'~'''''---''''''''''''~~~-'--'''~-'''-~~'-'''--- .............. ---.. -----~--. ...-.~~. 

U.S. 10.7~; 34. 7~;; 6.r: 10.8"i not available 

Table 7.9 

CenSllS Characteristics, Part D. 

Characteristics 
.-._._-- - .. ---,..,-~.-,.- ---..- ---,.,--~~--- ... --.-.----~~,"--". - -.... -. --~~ --.--~-.----.-.~,....~.~~-

Population per 
Percent of Percent of civilian labor .Percent of 14 and 15 year 

State 
square mile 

population force. 16 and over, olds in unemployed 
urban unemployed civilian labor force 

-----...-----~.- ----------... ~~-------_ .. 
male female male female 

Mass. 727 84.6% 3.7C;f, 4.()I;~ 8.9% 8.7% 
Conn. 624 77.4 3.2 4.0 (1.2 8.9 
It!. 905 87.1 3.6 4.8 8.7 10.8 
N.Y. 381 85.6 3.6 4.6 10.3 13.0 
Penn. 262 71.5 3.5 4.2 7.3 11.7 
III. 199 83.0 3.3 4.5 l.I.9 12.5 
Ky. 81 52.3 4.1 5.5 10.1 12.2 
Minn. 48 66.4 4.1 4.4 8.9 9.3 
Wisc. 81 65.9 3.6 4.7 7.1 11.0 
Fla. 126 80.S 3.2 4.7 9.5 11.7 
Cal. 128 90.9 6.0 7.0 12.4 13.6 

U.S. 57.S 73.5% 3.9% 5.2% 10.2% 12.3% 
'----
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exactly average, but is far from unique. 
We have not systematically addressed 
through more sophisticated multi­
varinte technique the question of 
whether variations such liS those we 
havc looked at may be mildly cOn­
ducive to reform. The National Assess­
ment study will include analysis di­
rected to that issue, What we have es­
tn!llished is that Massachusetts, unique 
in its correctional reform. is far from 
unique in its general profile. Therc are 
two implications: (1) what happened 
in Massachusetts probably could hap­
pen elsewhere: and (2) the critical en­
abling factors were probably !he va­
garies of internal pOlilics and not of 
general demographic profiles. 

(1{,IlCl'ali::illg a/lout tile !'o,,'tt'ca( 
f'/'(l('{'s.~ 

If Massachusetts is not unique in its 
general statistical profile and if it ap­
pears tlla t the key to its un lIsual reo 
form of youth corrections lies in its 
politk:ll process, the question arises. 
"How generalizable is the pattern of 
the political process found in the 
Muss:Jcllilsetts reform'!" 

Our preliminary nnalysis of such 
other data on reform processes as urc 
unilable suggests that while some de­
tails of the Massachusetts experience 
ill'e specjl1c to Massachusetts. the 
broad outlines of the poli tical process 
dc·scribed·in the be'ginning of this vol­
unie are widely applh:able outside. 
Conflict situations frequently contain 
a "pro" group. an "anti" group. and 
some sort of formal deGision-making 
group that operates as a swing power. 
That much is almost axiomatic jn cor­
rectional and governmental politics. 
ft is also strikingly evident in other 
major struggles for change, such as the 
civil righ'ts movement of the 1960s. 
where much of the country, including 
the federal government, was mobilized 
as a swing power to affect the struggle 
between blacks and whites in the 
south. 

The dynamics of manipulating 
this situation also appear to be gener­
ali:wble. In MassHchusetts the liberal 

group. out of power, provoked the 
conservatives. who were in power, to 
repudia te the au thority of the formal 
decision-making group, thu~ alienating 
thut group's support from the conscr­
wtives and making it avaiJable to the 
liberals. This kind of tactic wns con tral 
to the nonviolent campaigns of the 
civil rights movemcnt. where the south· 
ern whites were provoked into publicly 
alienating the support of mllch of the 
rest of the country. Analysis of other 
correctional reforms also suggests the 
general importance of this lactic. When 
Wisconsin succeeded in implementing 
ll1ujor correctional reforms in the 
1950s the former head of the system 
joined in the investigation and became 
second in command in the new system 
~i ~ the same salary. The press was 
moved to comment that in the stormy 
history of correctional reform in Wis­
consin this man's reaction to investi­
~atil1n was unique. Almost all officials 
could be provoked to repudiate the 
formal decision-making groups, ,md 
hence to contribute to their own 
downfall. This Wisconsin administra­
to/'. who simply joined in the new 
movement instead. waS truly unusual. 

M,)st important, one can clearly 
generalize about the broad strategy of 
combining change efforts with the 
simultnneolls development of new 
actions that affect the internal dis­
tribution of re~ponsibility, power, 
and reward and new actions that affect 
the focal propl~rties "f the environ­
ment in anyone of til.;> nve relation­
ships we identified as critical. Other 
analyses of reform in ~he Hawaiian 
correctional system by McCleery and 
in the Wiscoi1sin system by Ohlin lind 
others show dramatic use of this strat­
egy of "change on nil fronts at once." 

These issues will be explored at 
greater length in books forthcoming 
from the research project. In the in­
terim we can point out that there is 
also another basis for Evaluating gen­
eralizability. Quite apart from noting 
similar processes outside Mm:sachu­
setts, we can point to similar processes 
at other levels of analysis within 
Massachusetts. The same principles 
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of change strategy that are evident in 
the state level reform efforts in MassH­
ci1usetts are also evident at the local 
community level (for examplc, when 
the issue is whether local residents wi.ll 
accept a group home in their neighbor­
hood). We have also found that the 
same principles apply whether the 
group home is a correctionnl one or 
one for the menIally retnrded. Addi­
tionally. in conferences with program 
eV<l'uators in Massachusetts and across 

wuntry, we have found that Tec-
" .lilin),!. the same principles facili­
tates the evaluation of programs in 
corrections and in other fields where 
there are l11ultiple interest groups and 
mUltiple goals nssociated with change. 
Finally, in consulta tion with program 
developers we have Similarly found 
that the principles observed in the 
Massachusetts reform constantly re­
emerge. They can prove helpful, when 
recognized. in identifying desired 
directions of program development, 
such as the nature of community link­
ages for program clients. and tile 
relationship of those linkages to other 
aspects of the program. 

In conclusion, the reforms that 
have taken place in Massachusetts 
youth corrections are clearly not un­
replicable freaks. They were brought 
about by common political means in 
a state that displays no statistical 
uniqueness. They can be replicated in 
other arenas within Massachusetts and 
jn other states. 
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