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I. Introduction

In recent years the field of juvenile corrections has been
riding the crest of “communit§ based corrections." While’vé-
citerous debate continues over the question of déinstitutionali-
zation, that is, actually closing traditional training schools
and replacing them with a’community based neﬁwork of programs,
most states have at least "show case" community based programs.
In an earlier paper,l we pointed to the confusion about what
actually makes one program community based ahd andther not. We

suggested that small group homes could be just as isolated and

as institution-like as the large training school. To &iscrimi-k

nate among programs, we developed a conceptualization focusing
attention on the nature of linkages between programs and the
community:
- [specifically] the extent and quality of relation-
ships between program staff, clients, and the community
in which the program is located. 1If clients come from
outside the program community, itself, relationships
need to be considered with both the community in which
the program is located and the community from which the
client is from or to which he/she will return.
By focusing on community linkages, we argued, one could place
the programs of a system on a continuum of community basedness.
And by doing so one could discriminate more sharply among pro-
grams than one could by the tféditional categorization of pro-
grams, e.g. residential vs. non-residential. The result would
be a broader basis on which to make policy decisions and to al-

s

locate fiscal resources.
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- community linkages.

' Department of Youth Services.
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In this paper we further elaborate this continuum notion
into three dimensions: social climate within the'program set-
Together the continua-représenting these
three dimensions are combined creating an chrall continuum
6f institutionalizatibn-normalization. We present an empirical
documentation for each of the continua and compare the capability
of the continua for discriminating among programs to that of
a conventional categorizaticn of programs. Finally we illus-
trate briefly the utility of the continua for exploring program
piacement and the immediate impact of programs on the youth
served. . |

ﬁata presented here is part of the continuing research
effort by the Harvard Centér for Criminal Justice on' the de-

institutionalization effort occurring in the Massachusetts

In 1972, after several largely

- unsuccessful efforts to reform the training schools, the DYS

movéd to close its institutions and established a community
baééd system‘rélying extensively on the purchase of services .
from the private sector. The Center has been studying this

process since 1970.

II.”Theoretical Underpinnings of the Institutionalizatiqn-
Normalization Continuum

\ 1

The major theoretical development_in this paper beyond that

of earlier reports is the expansion of the continuum notion

T

fting, extent of linkages with the community, and quality of g4
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to include the nature of the social climate within tHe program
settings | Combining data on community llnkage and soc1al
climate provxdes an opportunlty to develop a more complete .
picture of what is happening in the program setting and permits
the observer to compare programs in terms of the degree to which
they are institution-like or, by contragt, similar to a normal-
ized sétting. By normalized we mean resembling a supportive |,
family setting where youth have~open access to the community
with appropriate controls being exercised by parents.

Within each of these three dimensions, several subdimensions
can be delineated. For illustrative purposes, the dimensions
and subdimensions are presented in Figure 1 depicting the ideal
type "total institution" and the ideal type normallzed setting.'
Although we are illustrating these dimensions by looking at i-
deal polar types, in fact, it is lmportant to note that real
programs are more llkely to be found on the continuum ranglng
between these two types.

- The social climate of correctional settings is the nature
and quality of relationships among ybuth and 'between youth‘and

staff (for some purposes‘one could also add aniong staff). The

first subdimension we will consider, communication, is the flow

of information within the program. Do clients feel that they

are adequately informed abqut what is happening to them in the
context of the corréctional setting’ How is communlcatlon be-
tween youth and others in and outside the facility monitored and
controlled?

Earlier research on institutions has, shown that con-

siderable strain may arise within correctional settings because
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I. Social Climate

Communication

B. Decisionmaking

C. Nature of control

D. Client perception of

fairness

R,

Figure 1

Total Institution

Communications within facility
closely monitored.

Institutional personnel determine
what will be communicated to whom.

Very little shared decisions.

Where shared decisions exist they
will frequently be the result of
negotiations with the inmate sub-
subculture. ,

The inmate subculture will have its
own pecking order and limited par-
ticipation in decisionmaking. Thus
some inmates will feel isolated
from both the formal and informal
control systems.

Strong arm tactics by inmates and
staff.

Threat of physical abuse.
Stripping away of routine awards.

" Using parole date as a means of

control.,

- Likely to perceive system as abu51ve, )

and unjust.
System caters to a few.

- Where perceived as fair, perceptlon’

_rests on consistency and predict-
ability, not on justice.

it i he e

Norﬁalized Seiting

— &

Persons are free to com-
municate to whomever they

wish about whatever they
w1sh.

Clients will be encouraged
to play an active role in
decisionmaking

Clients will be able to re-
ject aspects of the program
‘'without negative conse-
quences

More reliance on rewarding .
positive behavior.
Identification with staff
and program. .
- No hammer; if cllent decides
to leave program he will
not be hassled..

Different clients handled
equally, or if particu-
laristically, then with
clearly explained reasons
flowing from unlversallstlc,

- just pr1n01p1es
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ITI. Extent of Community Linkage

A. Frequency.

B. Duration

[II. Nature of Community Linkage

“A. Commdhicatfon

B. Decisionmaking

C. Nature of control

D. Fairness

/ Figure 1 (cont.)

Total Institution

‘Infrequent contacts with people

from the outside.
Contacts occur within institution.

Brief, transitory

Communications with people on the
outside are monitored.

Decisions about who one will talk
to subject to approval by insti-
tution administrators.

Actual contact inside is observed.
People from outside searched.

Community does not give client a
"fair break."

Normalized Setting

Frequency depends on the
client, but is encouraged.

- ——

Duration depends on the
client, but is encouraged.

Communications are not phy-
sically monitored.

Staff may talk to client
about his communications.

Clients are encouraged to
make decisions about the
kinds of linkages they
want.

Little direct punishment if
client fails to fully de-
velop linkages.

' Contacts not directly ob-
served. ,
Ultimate control: if client

fails to work his situation

out and gets into further il

trouble, he will be back
in the justice system.

Community gives client a
fair chance of "making it."
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h Figure 1 (cont.)
i
&~ Total Institution
'
'~ E. Access to community
%2 resources Largely determined by institution
b administrators; they must approve
; the use of any resources -- in-
H mate in some cases legitimately
. refuse resources.
!
i “ b 0 &
o 5
e T i - (

oy I}

Normalized Setting

Only limit on access to com-
munity are the abilities
of clients and staff or
other significant others
to encourage the community
to respond on his behalf --
a limitation which should
not be minimized.
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clients do not know what is happening and are unable to pre-
dict what will happen.3 Also the monitoring of communications
l'as been shown as an integral part of institutionalization which
strips away one's sense of privacy. To the extent that one's
behavior and communications are known to others in these set-
tings, one approximates what Lofland describes as an integrated
round.4 A segregated round is a situation'in which individuals
have opportunity for private communications and a sense of pri-
vacy.

The second subdimension, decisibnmaking, is the extent to

which clients exercise some control over what happens to tﬁem.
While it is unlikely tﬂgt clients will be dealt with as equals
with the staff in'correct;onal settings, some settings foster
more client decisiocnmaking than others. Prior research has

pointed out the importance for clients of having some sense of
control over their own destinies. The total institution is fre-
gquently characterized as holding to a minimum the involvement

of inmates in decisionmaking. Frequently in these kinds cof

settings inmates resort to setting up an inmate subculture to
govern the affairs of inmates. Within these subcultures some
inmates have more freedom to exercise their decisions than do

others.

e

: . / . . .
The subdimension, nature of contrecl, is the manner in which

clients are rewarded or puhished for their behavior. Participants

in any social system experience various kinds of rewards and

sanctions. In a correctional setting, the nature of control and

the need for control are frequently intense. Control mechanisms

st

ey

A

ol R

e i A



LT il b erremn - o+ e o+ el e

reomeir g YA

‘can be very explicit, i.e., the use or threat of physical force,

or more subtle, i.e., the setting of parole dates.
The subdimension, fairness, consists of the clients per-

ception of the correctional setting.' Does the client believe

. that he is being treated fairly within the setting? Does he

believe that the setting deals with some clients more fairly

than others? The fairness issue has taken on more importance

i

in recent yeeis‘as more policy makers have recognized the mar-

ginal impact of specific treatment strategies. The resolution

‘seems to be that, whether or not. treatment works, the system

shouLd at least function fairly for all who are processed

fthrough it.

The second major dimension, extent of communlty linkage,

ls the amount of contact between cllents and people in the

larger community. This contact may involve persons from the

outside entering the facility to interact with the client or it

may involve clients leaving the setting to engage persons outside

-kthe'confineS‘of the correctional setting. The subdimensions are

freqguency and duration. These subdimeheions are fairly well
self-defined. Some settings will permit more frequent contact
with the community than others. Some settings will permit con-
tacts for longer duration than others. If the relationships
with outside persons are to be significant, then one would ex-
pect the contacts to be more frequent and of longer duration

than for example brief recreational or cultural visits which

are frequently devised to relieve pressures within the correc-

tional settings as much as for their substantive content to

i

facilitate reintegration.

While the second masbr di&ensibn focusesuour.attentioi on
the frequency and duration of commuhity linkage, the third di-
mension consists of the quality of community linkage. For the
most part, the subdimesions parallel those describing the social
climate of program. Here we again look at the communication
process, but now, between the youth and people in the outeide
community. Likewise client participation in decisionmaking in
the outside cdmmunity, the manner by which the outside community
attempts to control client behavior, and -the client's perception
of feirness on the part of the outside community will help in
differentiating the‘overall nature of the correctional setting.

In addition to the above mentioned suedimension, clig7ts'
access to commutiity resources will also be considered. Here»e
we have in mind two concerns. First, what kinds of resourceegf
are brought to bear on the client's circumstance? Ané seconﬁ,:'
what is being done by program staff to generate new resourcées

or at least access to resources heretofore restricted from the

client? It is at this point that the level of advocacy on the

part of program staff comes under close scrutiny. . N

It is our contention that even small amounts of data on
these dimensions and subdimensions will permit researchere and
policy makers to differen;iate among correctional settings aleng‘
a continuum'ranging from the total institution‘fe a normalized‘
day care setting. Given the different types of youngsters

served by the typical correctional system, it seems reasonable

to expect that the programs of a given correctional system will

=



.been in the program for at least one month.
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not represent only one end of the continuum. In a system em-
phasizihg deinstitutionaliéation, such as in Massachusetts, we
would expect fewer programs of the institﬁtional variety and
more programs élustered,toward the normalized setting. Whether
this can be accomplished and with what long run conseguences

for youth will be one of the principal concerns of this analysis.

III. Empirical Documentation of  the Continuum

Empirical documentation of the continuum was carried out
by combining information from four data sources. For the past
three years the Center has been following a group of 570 youth
as they moved through the various programs of the Department of
Youth Services. During that period the youth, collectively,
have had experiences in 132‘programs including non-residential

programs, foster care, forestry camps, group homes, boarding

. schools, secure care, and adult jails and houses of correction.

Youth were routinely asked about their program experiences
‘three months after they began the program, if they had not left
prior to that point, and upop leaviné the program if they had
Seven hundred and
twenty-one such interviews were completed. Questions asked of
-these youth prdvided an indication of the nature of the social
ilimate and the quality of community linkages. The quéstions follow:
Social Climate%‘

Communication -

Do staff here try to make you understand why things happen
and why they feel the way they do about it?

e TR g
> = DR s
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l) no
2) .sometimes
‘ 3) yes

Decisionmaking

Do staff here usually let you share in decisions which
they make about you? ‘ ‘

1) no

2) yes, they ask me what I think before they decide
3) yes, they let me help make choices o

Control

If you screw up, will staff here punish you?

1) yes, they will hit me .

2) yes, they w@llAseparate me from. the group

2; yes, they will take away privileges -
no

5) yes, they w@ll embarrass me in front of others

6) yes, they will make me feel guilty

If you do well, will staff reward you?
1) no -
2) yes, they will include me in things
3) yes, they will giVve me additional privileges
4) yes, they will make me look good in front of others
5) yes, they will make me feel good about what I am doing

¥

Quality of Community Linkages:

Access to Resources

Do staff here help you stay out of troublwx?

1) no
2) yes, they encourage me by telling me that I can make it’

3) yes, they help me get jobs, into youth groups, into new
school programs and things like that '
Because of the expected wide dispersal of the longitudinal
sample across the many available programs, the original research
design also included a cross-sectional survey. We wanted a mor;
concentrated picture of what was ﬁappening to youth in each of

the programs which served the bulk of the longitudinal sample.

comueec LI
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ruenty-four programs were selected. 1In these ﬁrograms all the
youth or, in large programs, a sample of yOuth were asked a -
more extensive‘battery of questions which provide another as-
sessment of the nature of the social climate, egrent, and quality
of community linkages. Two hundred and fifty ycuth were inter-
viewed in this survey. Almost alil of the‘quesrions are state-
ments w1th which the respondents are asked to’ express their
agreetient or disagreement. The gquestions foLlow'
Social Climate: - u ,

Communication

The staff members try to keep you informed about what s
happening with the general program here at .

If a kid does well here, the staff w111-tell him so
personally. .

Kids in the general program usually ‘tell someone when they
think he's done something wrong.

If a kid does well here, the other kids will tell him so
personally. '

Decisionmaking

The staff makes changes without consulting the kids.

-If the kids really want to, they can share in decisions
about how the general program is run.

Control

The staff is more concerned with keeping kids under control
than with helping them with their problems.

If a kid messes up, the staffﬂwill punish him/her.
If a kid screws'up; otherhkia,ruere will punlsh him.
The staff will reward a kid for good behav;or.

Other kids here will reward a kid for good behavior. .

WWMWV«A«ym SR
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Fairness
‘Most of the rules here are fair.
The staff deals fairly and squarely with everfone.
All of the kids here try to take advantage or you.
There are a few kids here who run everything.
- Kids around here usually get on your back for no reasou.
Most kids here will beat you up to get what they want.
Extent of Community Linkages:

The kids in this general program spend a lot of time
outside in the larger community.

Ratio of kids particlpatlng in programs outside the setting
[based on a gquestion asking what program strategies the
youth participate in].

Quality of Community Linkages:

Communication

If a kid in this general program does well out in the com-
munity, people out there will tell him sovpersonally.

Decisionmaking

If a kid really wants to help plan his future out in the
larger community he can.

Control
Peop;e in the larger community are more concerned with-
keeping kids from this general program under control than
with helping them with their problems.

If a k@d in this general program does well out in the
community, people out there will punish him/her.

People in the outside community generally‘hassle kids in
this program.

Access to Community Resources

Staff here help the kids get jObS outside, get into youth
groups, into new school programs and things like that.

People in the outside community don't help kids in this
general program get jobs outside, get into youth groups,
into new school programs, and things like that.

i e R
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In addition to these two sources of information provided
by youth, two other types of data are provided by staff. .In
eighteen of the twenty-four cross-sectional programs we were

able to interview 88 staff members who provided their‘perspec-

tive on the three dimensions of the continuum. Throughout the

course of following youth in the longitudinal sample we were
also able to interview informally 144 staff members and observe
program functioning in seventy-two program settings. The
questions used in the eighteen programs were similar to those
used in the cross-sectioﬁal sample of youth,land are spcwn be-
low. Informal interviews and observations were coded on two

dimensions. These are also shown bhelow.

Social Climate:

Communication

If a kid doeé well here, the staff will tell him so
~ personally.

Kids in the general program usually tell someone when
they think he's done scmething wrong.

If a kid does well here, the other kids will tell him so
_personally. v

Decisionmaking

The staff makes changes without consulting the kids.

If the kids really want to, they can share in decisions
about how the general program is run.

Control

The staff is more concerned with keeping kids under control
than with helping them with their problems. ’

If a kid messes up, the staff will punish him/her.
If a kid screws up, other kids here will punish him.
The staff will reward a kid for good behavior.

Other kids here will reward a kid for good behavior.

B N
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Fairness
Most of the rules here are fair.

All of the kids here try to take advantage of you.

Most kids here will beat each other up to get what they
want. ' ‘ _

Extent of Community Linkages:

Tpe k;ds in this general program spend a lot of time out-
side in the larger community. ‘

Quality of Community Linkages:

Communication

If a2 kid in this general program does well out in the com~-
munity, people out there will

Decisionmaking

If a kid really wants to help plan his future out in the
larger community he can. s

' Control

vPeop}e.in_the larger‘community are more concerned with
kgeplng k%ds from this general program under control than
with helping them with their problems.

If a kid in this general program does well out in the com-
munity, people out there will punish him/her.

People in the outside community generally hassle kids in
this program.

Access to Community Résources

Staff here help the kids get jobs outside, get into youth
groups, into new school programs and things like that.

People in the outside community don't help kids in this
general program get jobs outside, get into youth groups,
into new school programs, and things like that.

Informal Staff Interviews and‘Obsérvations

Extent of Community Linkages:

1) none or little

2) some

3) frequent

4) a lot with control
5) fluid

oo
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Quality.

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
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of Community Linkages:

no experience _

tutoring/ community participation in setting
recreational/cultural trips , o
encourage kids about jobs/schools and some participa-
tion in jobs and school

advocacy .

For those programs in which a few of the longitudinal sample
were placed but where we had no specific information on the
extent dimension, we were able to derive estimates based on either
what we knew about the programs from our informal sources or by
using the mode which other programs in the same program class
(jail, secure, beoarding school,‘group home, forestry camp, foster
care, or nonresidential) had received. These programs typically
had only one or two youth in the sample, were beyond the New
England region (three programs), had closed before we were
actually able to observe them, or were jails. In any case we
believe that we have been able to provide reasonably sound
estimates for the extent dimension and we have indicators for )
the other two dimensions for them from questions asked of the
youth in the longitudinal sample.

The actual merging of information gathered from these four
data sources was accomplished in the following manner. Means
and standard deviations for the youth data were calculated for
those 24 ﬁrogramsjwhich were in both the croasfSectional survey
and the longitudinal sample} These were used ﬁo compute stan-
dardized scores (z scores) for each of the two youth data sets

separately. Average weighted z scores werz calculated for each

-17-

program by merging the z scores from the two sets of data
while weighting by the number of responses per program per
data set. These weighted 2z scores and the z scores for the
remainder of the programs based on the longitudinal sample
(normed on the 24 base program) represent the summary measures
of youth responses for the programs. »

Next, the two staff data sources were normed on the
average weighted 2z scores from the youth on the 24 base pro-
grams. Using the same means and standard deviations, standard
scores were computed for the remaining programs having staff
data. The two sets of staff data were then merged by averaging,
weighting by the number of staff<providing'information for eéch

program.

After obtaining average weighted z scores for youth data

and also for staff data, it was necessary to merge those two

sets of data in order to arrive at a single score for each di-
merision for each program. Again, the standard scores were
weighted and averaged on the basis of the number of persons
responding per program, with, however, the weights for the
staff data being set on the average at 40% of the weight of
the youth data. This weighting reflects our particular'intereSt
in how the consumer views or evaluates the program, but at the
same time our ’concern to have staff input »;:.o provide a tempered,
balanced picture. '
Table 1 displays the distribution of programs within the
seven-category program classification variable by the standard

deviations of the z scores on the three dimension continua and

'
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TABLE 1 (cont.) ~ . =21-
the overall continuum. Results indicate considerable congruence
OVERALL | ' fﬁf between the distribution which one would achieve by simply
| : '
7 ’ - . using the seven category program classification scheme for
Standard Non Foster Group Boarding DYS 1 - ’ ‘
.Deviations Res. Care — Forestry Home School Secure Jail 3 sorting programs with the distribution obtainzd by the more
, . ‘ , ff ) elaborate use of the continua. However, it is also clear from
é}.od}€3.99) , 3 ' ' ' . . :
.é? 00){3 9» : 8 the table that the continua yield further diffefentiation among ool
‘ E correctional settings. It is evident that there are substantial
f1.0061.99 6 1 1 2 = | : - _
differences within the category of non-residential programs
(0.0)-(+.99 13 s 1 23 5 1 | ' o
‘ o within the category of group homes and within other program 3 i
(=- 0Dz 00) 4 2 3 23 5 4 2 \~ |
R categories. For example, looking at the overall continuum “
@.09-&2.00) 1 1 7 1 4 o |
one finds that the majority of the non-residential programs are
€2.00&3.00 1 1 1 . E e jority , prog
£ within two standard deviations above zero. However, a number
€3.0)-4.00) 1 1 1 6 - 4 - ‘ ~
s of these programs are within three standard deviations below
€4.0)¢5.00) : | % , _
‘ ¥ zero. The group homes are fairly evenly split on either side
é,s.o)—ﬁs.o@ . | group hon y y split on el
: " B of zero. Even in the case of DYS secure settings where nearl
Qﬁ.oiLéy.od ) = ‘ : ‘ ‘ g : ! {
. : i F 9 . .
\ - : . i\ = all the programs fall below zero they are rather evenly dis-
@.o}és;o@ | ~ h . progr ~ Y ars Y
H | " tributed across the first three standard deviations below zero.
’ﬁ These differences within program class suggest rather substantial é
. f differences which are not part of the analysis if one simply re-
) b lies on the basic seven category program classification scheme.
The nature of these difﬁérences become§ c1earér.as we
e ' f}i< consider the distributions of the dimension continua within pro-
, g;f gram classes. While all the non-residential programs ure above
) : ; zéro on the extent of commur:ity linkage dimension, a substantial
) 'g number fall below zero on the social climate and quality of com=-
gég}fg | munity linkage dimensions. The dispersion of these programs on
~ the social ciimatgyg}mension reflects, in part, the fact that
SACEY 4
\*}p:jk) ’
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theksubcultures of these programs overlap a great deal with the
vouth subculture in the community. If the youth subculture has
negative components they are likely to be reflected in the pro-
grams because the programs are attempting to deal with youth
where they are. éurthermore, because the youth come and go
on widely differing schedules, staff may have to be more di-
rective than in a residential program where staff can try to
intervene less explicitly through the group process. The result
is that the group process may suggest more involvement on the
part of youth. It may be easier in general to create a "wef
feeling in & relatively more isalated setting where all the
residents must deal with each other and have more time to deal
wiﬁh each other. There is more competition for one's time
and interests in a non-residential setting. These factors will
probably have é blunting effect cn the social climate. Nearly
a third of the non-residential programs are below the mean on
the quality dimension. This may be explained in part by the
different program approaches, by the lgve; of acceptance c¢f the
youth and the progrém by different commﬁnities, and by the dif-
ferihg levels c¢f resources available in tpe various communities.

Foster care also feceives high scores for the extent di-
mension. While there is bound to be some variability across
individual foster caré Placements in terms of frequency and
duration of community contact, in general it is regarded as
providing a relatively open setting permitting fairly fluid

interaction for the youth in the community. On the quality

dimension, programs group closely around zero. Factors affecting

e S A et oAb o e N U
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the quality dimension for foster care youth‘wili largely be
the same factors affecting any youth living in a community --
the availability of community resources and the attitudes
toward youth in géneral. Many of these yéuth are not iden-
tified as DYS youth in the foster home community =- thus
reducing the stigma of that association., Dispersion of the
social climate covers a range of six standard:deviations in—‘
dicating the differences in the quality of life within the
various foster home settings. kOne would expect to find as
many different paﬁterns of "foster families" as one would find
in "natural families."

Correctional settings comprising the program class category
forestry, camps, and ranches fall below zero on the extent di-
mension and the quality dimension. Almost by definition many
of these programs are relatively'isolated from the community;
some are quite remote. Thus it is not surprising that youth‘
and staff perceive their iinkages with the community to be
somewhat poor. Still_these programs receive a higher rating
on quality than many others in group homes, boarding school,
DYS secure facilities, and jail categories. This factor may
be a function of the isolation; being isolated and engaged in
rather intensive programming the residents may not be subjected
to as much hassling by the community as residents in some other
pPrograms. It may also be the case that youth in forestry pro-
grams are #ot stigmatized by persons in the community to the
Same extent because "going to camp” is something with which

many people can identify. The social climate dimension yields

Bt § scmes - rivuy
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cores which are more widely diverse, although five of the six
programs fall below the mean. One would expect that at least
in those programs where survival in a strange setting is part
of the program, that less emphasis would be placed on group
decision making. The ruggedness of the program‘may also shape
the perceptions of the respondents. ‘ | o

Turning to our next program class, one thing is clear -- .
all group homes are nbt alike. This may seem an obvious
finding. Yet much of the discussion in the field fails to
draw such distinctions. On the extent dimensiog the programs
are fairiv e?enlv divided on either side of zero. However, six-
teen of the fifty-five group homes are as isolated as the jails
and more isolated than five of the DYS séﬁuré facilities. The
treatment modality is clearly related to the extent of community
linkagés in the group homes. Those progfams which are attempting
to set uo 1 fairly normalized family setting with residents par-
ticipating in public schools, having jobs in the community, and
making routine use of the racreational facilities in the community
will score high. On the other haﬁa a group home relying on the
concept model (particularly in its more extreme or pure form)

may have little or no contact with the community. The emphasis

here is instead on building a strong positive social climate

in which residents are abie to deal with their feelings. Thus,

a positive social climate'does not necessarily indicate that

there will also be extensive linkages‘with the community.
Twenty-two of the gééup homes are above zero on gquality

of community linkages. In many of these cases, there is sig-
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nificant support for the program and the youth from community

residents. Public schools will accept the yvouth sometimes

- providing special services for those youth needing remedial

assistance. Employers provide work opportunities in which.
youth can earn some money. Y's and other community recreational
facilities are opeh to the residents, and the‘police and neigh-
bors do not regard the setting as posing any major threat.
Staff are usually actively engaged in involving the community .
in the program and in several instahces work with other members
of the community to generate additional resources for all youth
in the community. Certainly for the youth in programs falling
below zero tha relationship with the community is more guarded
and in some instances openly_antagoni;tic. For some of these
programs it took a fight to establish the group home in the
first place and a workable truce is still to be worked out.
Staff in these programs fréquently complain that they are not
given a chance =-- that any youth crime problem in the community
is attributed to‘thelresidents of the group home. Others com-
plain that police héssle}the‘residentS'and will pick them up

on any minor violation in order to remove them from the com-
munity. In‘some of‘these programs sﬁaff are rather secretive
about what goes on in the house and what kinds of youth actu-
aily reside there. It is reasonable to assume that in some of
these programs the staff and youth are as antagonistic toward
the community as the community residents are toward the pro-
gram and its residents. ' In fact this antagonism is frequently
used to strengthen the cohesion within the program setting.

The conflict helps to foster a "we against them" feeling, having,
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éerhaps, a positive effect on the social climate within the
seéting, but presenting numerous probleﬁs for facilitating
reintegration of the residents.

Group homes are widely dispersed across the social climate

dimension with about half the programs falling on either side

of zero. In some of these programs staff are trying to de-

velop their educational and work skills, take on increased

responsibility for their own behavior, and come to a better
understanding of themselves and others. Caring should not be
equated, however, with permissiveness. Residents who are dis-

ruptive are punished, usually by removal of orivileges. Other

programs place more emphasis on dealing with one's feelings and:

working through t#ese feelings by vefbal ccnfrontaﬁion. The
verbal confrontation approach does not necessarily yield poor
ratings on social climate; in fact,'in séveral instances it
produqes fairly favorable ratings. Howe?er, where the approach
is not properly controlled by staff, where it deteriorates into
one group of youth clashing Withkanother group of youth (ver-
bally or otherwise) the social climate ratings are typically
negative. | |

A small minority of the group hdmes appear quite insti-
tution~like in terms of social climate with tight control on
communications (at least one program will not permit any com-
munication with anyone onbthe outside for the first month),
high regimentation; and the threat of physical force'if house
rules are violated.

Boarding schools have posed an interesting alternative for

DYS. During the past few years, boarding schools which had

-27-

traditionally catered to the youth of the wealthy middle class
have been experiencing a drop in enrollments and thus an
interest has emerged in serving different kinds of youth, in-
cluding DYS youth. Some of the classic "success stories" have
come from these programs. A few youth have graduated and

gone on to college. However, many of the boarding schéols
have experienced great difficulty dealing with the more abra-
sive DYS youngster, in part, because staff had no prior ex-
perience or training in hﬁndling these youth.

‘On the extent dimension, 2/3 of the boarding schools fall
below the mean. Many of these facilitiés are quite largé and
fairly self-contained requiring little other than tolerance
from the community. They tend also to be somewhat isclated
in the country or on the outskirts of small towns. On the
quality dimension only slightly more than 1/3 are above zero.
Boarding schools exéerience many of the same difficulties as
group homes, énd,because they are relatively more isol#ted
than at least some of the group homes it is probably more dif-
ficult to generate the ﬁ@%& of trust necessary to build sup-
portive relationships:

The majority of thg boarding schools received positive
ratings on social‘climate. Some of those which did not were
quite regimented. A number of the boarding schools no longer
serve DYS youth, in part, because it was believed that DYS
youth posed poo many problems for the schools.

'Thirteen of the fourteen DYS secure facilities fall below

zero on the extent dimension. However, there is some dispersion.
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This dispersion in part reflects the different kinds of secure
measures employed. Some of these facilities can be best des-
cribed as‘relatively humane jails =-=- very isolated from the
local community. A couple are ihtensive concept houses. In
one residents have no contact with the community; the other
permies some interaction but runs a "tight house" when there
have been incidents either in the community or the house. Other
facilities have fairly routine contact with the community under
rather stringent controls. 'In two such programs, a few youth
have been permitted to work in the local community. The fre-
quency of contact even in these programs will vary depending
on the pressures‘within the fecility and from the community at
the time. Ratings on the quality dimension correspon& with .
those on extent.

In terms of social elimate, six of the‘secure settings
fall within one standard deviation on either side of zero,
suggesting that the secure upits can be developed without re-
sorting to extreme institutional social climates generally
found in'the jail settings. These programs typically rely
on group process models and minimize as much as pbsSible the
level of regimentation within the setting. Although threat
of physical force is somewhat more prevalent than in most
group homes it is not the norm even for handling acting out
youth. Other secure settings receiving lower scores on the

social climate rely less on the group process models and more

on the threat of physical force hetween staff and youth and

among youth. The secure facility with the lower score, as low

-29-
as the jail with the lewest social climate rating, was outside
the New England aree and received much netional notoriety.
The three or four youngsters sent there were brought back to
Massachusetts .by the DYS.

In the course of following the longitudinal sample of
DYS youth, we found a few youth who speht some time invjails
for adult offenders. On both the extent and quality dimensions,
the jails received low ratings. In terms of social climate,

the ratings by youth were again low, but at least two settings

stand out as not as bad as the others.

IV. Relationships of the Continua to Antecedents and Conseguerices

To this point, we have fecused on programs and how the
dimensions discriminate among the various classes of programs.
In this section we will direct our attention to how the inter-
vention strategies reflected in the continua are implemented
for different kinds of youth. Table 2 provides an overview of
how youth are distributed across the dimensions and program
types at initial placement in the system. Thirty-eight per-
cent of the sample are in programs which fall above zero on

the extent dimension. Twenty percent are in programs located

more than one standard unit below zero at the low

" end of the continuum. These results suggest that while on

the whole the new system is more community based than the old
training school systemg(iﬁ a 1971-72 sample of youth from

training schools only 6% had routine involvement with the com-
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TABLE 2 TABLE 2 (cont.) -31-
Frequency Distribution of Completed Youth EXTENT "
from the Longitudinal Sample
on Program Class and Dimension Continua Standard Non  Foster Group. Boarding DYS % Total
; Deviations Res. Care  Forestry Home School Secure Jail= N N
SOCIAL CLIMATE | ‘ ) (5.3.0@_(,,.3.99)
Standard Non  Foster Group Boarding DYS ' § Total ’
Deviations Res. Care Forestry Home School Secure Jail N N Q2°°d452~99 :
| &1.00-€1.99) 20 43 2 2 67 15
+3.o%3.99 2 1 3 5 |
& ) @.9 - &k.99) 25 7 66 3 2 103 23
2.00(+2.99 1 1 5 4 11 2
z ) C.oi-€1.00) 100 37 12 33 182 4l
1.0 1.99 3 3 10 16 4
HL-99) “€1.0)-2. 00) 4 31 1 45 7 88 20
©.9-G.99) 7 13 | 42 3 4 69 16 C2.0)-L3. 00) | <
k-oD£1.00) 29 4 102 50 2. 30 217 49 s o:)-«-@ 00)
€L. 0-¢2. 00) 26 14 5 11 56 13 e oj{s 0d)
€2.01y£3.00) 3 4 1 8 2 . 0%6 00)
€3.0)-€4.00) 3 "8 13 26 6 Qs 0@ 09)
k4. 005 00) 2 2 21 24 5 ,
5. 0)-s. 00) : ' 1 4 8 2 QUALITY
(:6°094&7’OQ) , ; ~ B | 2“ 1 . 2 2 .5 Standard Non  Foster Group Boarding DYS $ Total
5 i S Deviations Res. Care Forestry Home School Secure Jail N N
N 45 50 104 136 18 80 7 440*
| | (3. 0043, 99
~ B €1.000k1.99) 6 1 2 2 112 3
* Total N of completed youth is 499. Fifty-nine youth were either placed ('
directly on parole or did not stay in a single program for at least a 0.q)-(3-92) 18 34 51 3 4 110 25
month -- these youth are classified as having "no program" and are not ‘ v
included in this table. (-.od€1.00 21 15 104 80 12 43 275 62
-1.03-62.09 3 - 34 8
€2.00yE3.00) 1 2 6 9 ' 2
(3.0)-4.00) '
(4. 0)€5.00) N
ks.od€6.00)
Es.03-{7.00)
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TABLE 2 (con%.) ; . O _ e
OVERALL ) . L .
: - o — — TroTal ? munity) the current system still limits considerably the con-
] Non  Foster . Group Boarding DYS ‘ S 1 , | |
'ggsgiiigné Rgg. care Forestry - Home School  Secure Jail N N tact between youth and the community. In terms of social
s | ‘ climate, 22.5% of the sample are in programs above zero. A-
(t}-ﬂé :3'99 . nother 40% however are in programs whicﬁ:fall one standard
. 0 .00 . : . .
(iz 0 2 - 5 unit below zero. About 1l% of the sample are in programs
&100%1099 7 l : / 2 lo ] ‘ ] ; H ) '
’ Foo 5 120 27 which fall in the lower end of the continuum. The bulk of
N .0)-(#.99) 26 40 , 48 4 . a |
? S @'Q) U ) . : ; 42 L 240 54 the latter group of youth are in the secure care facilities.
| - .00) 11 9 - 102 67 8 _ X ‘ ;
(_OﬁbQJ ) 12 " 39 g Less than a third of the sample are in programs scoring above
éé Qg%ﬁ? .> ‘ , " 28 p " zero for the guality dimension, and the same is true for the
-t X 3-00 l : l ’ 3 .
C} 0345 ) ) R ' 6 . 5 overall continuum.
‘ -3, 4.00 | 1l : : ) _ .
. : (} Qj‘ﬁ. ) ~ ‘ . The data analysis we will move to next has been done with
S E4.0)-¢5.00) , o | ,
: o ‘ stepwise multiple regression techniques. 'These techniques
~5.01)€6.00)
’, (s 9-

enable us to predict an individual's score on one variable,

g Qa.o:}&moo}

called the dependent variable, from his scores on other vari-

ables, called independent variables. The regression analysis

produces for each dependent variable a number called the re-

gression constant, which is the average value of the dependent

variable when all the independent variables egual zero, and a

series of numbers called regression coefficients, each of which

represents the increase or decrease in the dependent variable

o

when one of the independent-variables increases by one unit,
without the other independent variables changing at the same

time.* The regression coefficients are the most important re-

A

*The regression coefficients are expressed in the raw score units
of the independent and dependent variables as well as in standard
score units (Beta weights) in'order to enhance the comparability
with analyses in other pooulations and in order to make it easvy
to compare the practical effects of raw unit changes in different
independent variaples in our own population.
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sults, for thef represent the effect of each independent vari-
able, controlling, or holding constant, all the rest.

In our presentation we will represent éhese results in a
table. Each column of the table will represent the results
for a dependent variable. The dependent variable will be in-
dicated at the head of the column. The fdws will represent
the independent variables, and the numbers in the cells will
be the regression coefficients. At the fopt of each column
we will indicate in addition the regression constant and also

the multiple correlation coefficient. The multiple correla-

- tion coefficient is a number varying between zero .and plus one

that indicates the degree to which the independent variables
in combination predict accurately the dependent variable. A
value of zero means the independent variables are of no help
in predicting the dependent variable. A high value means they
predict the dependent variable well.

When a variable consists of several unordered categories,
like the seven administrative regions of the Massachusetts
vouth correctional system, we represent each category as a
separate variable, scored "one" if a person is in that cate-
gory, "zero" otherwise. Thus a person who was in Region I
would have a score‘of "one" on the Region I dichotomous vari-
able, and a score'of "zero" on the other region variables.

Suppose we had the following hypothetical results:

_ School Placement
Region I 4

Region II .5
Region VII -

Years of schooling .2
Regression constant .1

Multiple correlation .78

Notice that Regions I, II, and VII are included and the other
regions are omitted. The omission means that the regression
coefficients of the omitted regions are not significantly
different from zero. The regression constant gives the pre-
dicted value of the dependent variable school placement, when
a8 youth has no schooling and is not in Regions I, I, or VII
(has scores of zero on all these variables) or in other words
has no schooling and is in one of Regions III, IV, V, or VI.
The regression coefficient for years of schooliﬁg iﬁdicates
how much the predicted value for school placement increases
for each'year of schooling the youth has. The negative re-
gression coéfficient for Region VII indicates how much the
predicted value for school Placement decreases if the ycath is
in Region VII, compared to what it would be if the youth were
in Region III, IV, V, or VI. Similarly the positive regression
'coefficients for Regions I and II indicate how much the pre-
dicted value for school Placement would increase if the youth
were in Region I or II, compared to Regions IrT, IV, Vv, or VI.

The higher the predicted value for school Placement the more

likely the yoﬁth will be put into a school placement. The

multiple corrélation of .78 indicates that the independent
variables, region and years of schooling, predict school pliace-
ment rather well. Y |

We will indicate the degree of statistical significance
of the regression coefficients and the multiple correlation
coefficients by asterisks. One asterisk indicates the .05

level, two the .01 level, and three the .001 level. Thus,

e
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the more astetisks, the more significantly different from
Zero the coefficient.

In order to more specifically describe the kinds of
youth who are most likely to be placed in programs described
by thehfour continua, a massive zero-order correlation matrix
was calculated containing numercus descriptive variables and
the dimension continua. For a complete listing of the vari-
ables see Appendix IT. Working ‘from the correlation matrix
approximately 270 variables were selected to pe placed in
multiple step-wise regression equations with each of the con-

tinua as a dependent variable. (See Appendix I for the zero-

order correlation matrix of those variables entering the equation.)

About 100 of these variables were selected for the equations
because they had yielded statistically significant relationships
with the dependent variables in the zero-order correlations.

The remaining variables were selected for their substantive
importance, although they had not yielded statisticallf sig-
nificant zero-order correlations. As we will see, some of
these latter variables did survive the controlling process of’
the step-wise regressic¢n. Because the number of independent
variables exceeded the number which could be handled by the
computer in a single.equation, the computations required two
stages. Variables Whlch yielded highly significant zero-order
correlations and,variables which seemed most theoretically im-
portant ‘were entereq in an initial regression. Those variables
surviving that regression were then added to the remaining vari-

ables 1in yet another regression equation generating the results
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reported here. It is clear that this two stage process}poses.
possibilities for increased error. However, given the number
of variables being analyzed this process seems the most ef-
ficient and worthwhile to follow.

The results of these regressions are presented here to
illustrate the range of factors related to the continua. No
attempt is made to provide an exhaustive ahalysis of these
relationships. éome relatiomshios, while intriguing, will
require further analysis which whill be incorporated in future

work of the project. In particular it will be noticed that

S —————

at some points it apnears that our results Suggest that those

T T s s o e

youth who have been most disadvantaged are put in the most

helpful placements, perhaps to compensate for _the_ earlier .er de-

privation, while at other pOints the data suggest that the

St v sn—— o s . s . N vams ats wbe ¥ oo o e o .————&—‘_N_.-
youth with the most advantages in their recent past continue
R s M

that advantage by getting the most helpful placements. Clearly

both tendencies_are deep-rooted themes of our culture, and
\———’—-——-—-—'
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further analysis will be needed to disentangle them in our data

on the Massachusetts youth correctional reforms.

Table 3 presents the resulting regressions for each of
the continua. Youth without Program experience are excluded
from the analysis. The background variables have been grouped
into clusters. We will discuss each cluster and its relation-
ships to the continua. )

The absence of age and sex in the tables reflects the fact
that those two factors are not particularly crucial for dis-

criminating among placement decisions. This is particularly

0
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF DIMENSIONS ON FACTORS AFFECTING PLACEMENT

e

‘% Social Climate Extent Quality - ____ Overall
¢ : ) :
f Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized
| Jariable cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient Coefficient
~ 3ackground:
Race other than black or ‘ : ~
White -lu 34 h 13*** e 67 ' _3‘13***

Mother. Mediterranean -.46 —. 16%**

Father Asian : : , ‘ 1.56 BT LLL

Father's religion Catholic -.54 =. 30***

Family characteristics:

# children in family .39 T .08 L 28%Hk

.16 52k k%
# younger sisters live with -.34 ~.53k** -.08 -, 25%%% -.04 -.16%%* - 15 = 44%**
~ # older sisters live with ' .37 < 37%%k !
~ Mother white collar .47 S IL ~ o
PR Father unskilled ’ R .61 o 22% %k ' '
e - Mother work - no | ' -.48 —o 37hAk
1 Mother work - yes o 7 -.14 -.11%
Father - car theft v -1.24 =, 1 3% 1.54 21 K%H
. Mother - property offense -1.18 = =,13%%% ~2.35 —-.36%%%
Other children in DYS : .33 < 26%%%
secgraphic & Neighboxhood
‘haracteristics:
Region IV : -.24 -.13k%% .
. Region VI o .40 L 20%k* .55 L 26W Kk
Neighborhood urban renewal : W17 WAL L
People do not feel have power .45 L 22%%% -
Times noved in life . .05 . 29%%%
Times moved state to state _ o - .05 2 19%%%
,*f Delinguency History
Don't use drugs -.55 ~.16% ¥
: | Person offense - current .
charge | -.47 — . 22%%x
|| Used drugs alone - past | 84 L 30%ks - .67 L33%kE 44 L 15%*%
Ll Juvenile offense - alone - ‘ -1.00 -.30%%* ‘
Y past B . S -
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TABLE 3 (cont.), ,
Social Climate

Extent

Quality

3

Overail

Coeffi- Btandardized Coeffi- Standardized

‘Variable cient Coefficient:

cient Coefficient

Coeffi- Standardized
cient Coefficient

Coeffi- Standanii zed
cient Coefficient

School Experience:

No contact with school
Like subjects other than
humanities, sciences,

wvocational

| !‘ Aspirations & Expectations:

Friends want to be part

of society -.69 aalP ¥ Lbdy
Want a steady job
Hope to hand with same

kids

DYS Experience:

"Run from DYS

Times returned from parole
Staff feel - evaluation

sScale .02 . 08%
-Kid feel staff - activity

scale -.10 —.26%%%
Good experience in DYS 1.94 . 60% Rk
Good experience outside

- DYS

DYS feel - evaluation

scale

Relationships with com-

mumt_;x:

Supervisor/teacher il-
legal -2.03 - 11%*
Significant person other than teacher, .-
relative, or acquaintance do not -
violate law
Parents do not explain decisions
Parents ask input of youth
before parents make
decisions ~-.26 -, 07*

~.29 ~.15%%*
=.75 - 21 KX*
-44 o 25Kk
~.28 = 46***
1.84 1.07%**
1.77 < 99RAk

-.05 - 07%
.02 28R4k
.19 L14%k

-1.22 S kLLL
-.42 ~ 2%k
1.56 BBk

.49 L20%**
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

Social Climate Extent Quality Overall 5

PR

Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Sta.rxia.lrc.lized ‘ i
-Variables cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient _Coefficient cient Coefficient

Relationships with cam-
munity (ocont.):

Parents punish - take away ;
privilege -.38 «30%**
Parents punish - embarrass : ' o ;
youth .85 J19%%%
Parents reward - make youth
look good .82 S 234 k%
Teacher reward - make youth v
feel good : - -.45 ~.21%%%
Boss punish - separate :
youth -
Boss punish - take away
privileges , -=.76 = 31 %%
Neighbors feel kid - :
activity scale .07 L16**%
Friends are of all ages .53 J16%kx ' .42 L32%%% .43 L 23Hk%
Kids never reward youth , :
for what other youth do -.17 -.09*%
Feel kids - activity scale .10 . o 22%k%
Police do not involve youth

1.04 21 ANk

e p-

in decision ~.64 IS i L Lt - ~-.44 = 2] x**
Police punish - take away
privileges 1.15 .15%% » .77 c26%**
Police punish - separate '
youth -.71 =21 %k%
Police reward - give '
privileges -.88 =, 22%%% .
Police reward - making . 5
youth feel good .78 J25%%% .99 2 30%**

Police sametimes. reward a - : o
youth for what other o ‘
‘youth do ‘ -.40 =.10%**
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

Social Climate

Extent

Quality

‘Overall

Coeffi- Standardized

Coeffi- Standardized

s g

| Coeffi~ Standardized -Coeffi- Standardized
| Variables cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient Coefficient
Detention Experience:
not detained 2.69 . B3FR% -1.53 ~1,22%%% ] 22 LOBR**
# days in detention’ -.02 —.30%*% -.02 —.43k** -.03 -71.17*** -.01 S [k bd
; Youth not inwvoive? in
1 ‘ decisions 1.47 Y Al -.47 ~ 31%**x .27 L 58*k%
i Reward - make youth feel
4 good 1.36 L 224K
¥ Reward - no 1.02 25%kk
k Youth viewed as bad kid -.98 = 13%k%
§ Kids & staff split in A
two groups 1.12 . 28% %%
Youth did not fit in -.56 —~,35%*%
Kids did not push others
around -.70 = 47kk%
No split between staff/kids -.58 - 4O%** -
Liked academics 2.28 . 26% k% ' 1.72 . 36%*% 'f
" Liked other kids -.76 -, 33%x%
Disliked other kids -.52 -, 33%*%
Court Experience:
Liaison officer reward -~
included youth in things 1.56 < 25%%% 1.28 . 28% %%
Liaison officer punish - hit
youth 1.03 L6k %
Probation asked youth input
! -before making decision -.46 =1 2% %% -.32 ~.16%** ~, 397 k% ~.27%k%
¢ Probation punish - separate
} youth -.24 — 11%4 -.37 —.24%*%
Probation reward - make youth
?é; look good ~ .72 BLLLL
U Probation sametimes reward
: youth for what other youth
H do -.23 ~.08* =.55 =, 2T*k*%
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

.

oyt e b g

Social Climate Extent Quality oOverall
Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized Coeffi- Standardized
Variables cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient Coefficient cient Coefficient
Court Experience (cont.):
Judge said try to keep
youth off streets ~.26 -.07%
Judge said try to help. ‘
youth understand. -~ - -.51 ~ 27k k*
Judge did help youth ‘ :
understand -.40 -, 22%k%
Judge did not involve youth
in decisian -.35 -, 26Wk*
Judge try to help by pro-
viding skills .82 L 19*%%
Judge punish - make youth
feel quilty 1.10 T LLE 1.00 L 220 %%
i
. ' [
Regression Constant -5.68 -1.79 2.28 | -2.40 o
 Multiple Correlation .77 .75 .81 .70
Q\ /
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noteworthy since in the former training school system the in-

stitutions were differentiated by the age and sex of youth

being served in each. The "race other" category consists

primarily of Spanish speaking youth. The number of these

shaihaanadel MIPRIRCTE g
P -

youth seems low g;ven the pooulatlon in the state, Repre-

- . Fp -

sentatlves of the Spanish. soeaklng communlty share our sus-

- I3

pi&ion . that these youth generally go unserved unless they
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pose serious problems. When they do enter DYS they tend to
p——————— S

be found in the programs with the lowest scores on socxal cli-~
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mate and extent of communlty llnkages. Conversatlons Wlth DYS

pose

ot

personnel make it clear that language difficulties and cul-

tural differences have posed problems for working with these

-~

youth. The zero-order correlations-also _suggest that blacks

are more likely to be placed in either the most open non-resi-

[
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dent;al settings or in the secure facilities rather than in

dmaio A gy
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group homes, forestry, or boardlng school _settings. Whites
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are more likely to be placed in settings with positive sosial

e,

g

climates although in programs which tend to receive lower scores

e —

on extent of community linkages,

Several family characterlstlcs are related to placement
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in programs. Ywmelasgeﬂfmuem~l~ikely__§/

be placed in programs. w1th p051t1ve social climates and in
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programs whlch yleld posztlve scores on the extent ‘and overall
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contlnua. Youngsters living w1th older sisters are apt to_be
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- in programs haxlngmgpnsrderable contact with the community,
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while youth 11v1ng with younger sisters tend to be placed in
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more 1solated settlngs. It seems plausible that in the former
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case counselors arekassuming that the older sisters will oro-
vide stability’for the younger youth if supportive services
are provided in the home. The counsslor may be fearful in the
iatter case that the youth's delinquency lifestyle may be a
negative influence on younger sisters. Youngsters from higher
status families, i.e. mother engaged in white collar employ-
ment are in the programs with positive social climates, while
youth from lower status families, i.e. father in unskilled

employment, are in programs with high scores on the extent di-

mension. These results combined with the zero-order correlations

indicating.that youth from intact faimilies (both mother and
father at home) are in programs receiving lower scores on the
dimensions than youth in families with a single pareng,and
some of the specific relationship items describing interaction
patterns between parents and youth suggest the possibility
that for youth in the latter circumstanées placement in the
DYS may be seen as an extension of the welfare system --
services provided to shore up the family unit. There is some
corroborating evidence . from judges ﬁhich would tend to support
this hypothesis. Some judges have indicated that if a youth
is eligible for either:welfare support or DYS support the youﬁh
may be placed in DYS because of the time lag for placement in
welfare or because thaé agency has no money at the moment.
This type of decision‘making has also occurred around foster

care placements. Thus the high extent scores may be reflecting

removal from the home to a foster home. This is an issue which

we will try to sort out more fully as we continue to analyz=2
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the data for future reports.

None of the geographic/neighborhood characteristics are
related to the social climate dimension. Youth from Region
VI, the city of Boston, are likely to be placed in programs
scoring high on extent of community linkage and in programs

~with positive scores on the overall continuum. - As we will
see in the presentation of selected 6utcome measures, high v
extent by itself does not necessafily lead to positive out-
comes. Region VI haé had difficulty setting up group homes,
particularly for black youth, and it has not been able to
build an extensive foster care network. Thus this result
points to the fact that many Region VI youth are in non-resi-
dential programs. In Region IV, the North Shore, youth are
‘more likley to be in programs which yield low scores on gquality
of community linkage. Youth from neighborhoods affected by
urban renewal tend to be placed in pfograms with high scores
on the quality dimension. Youth who say their neighbors feel
they have little power to control things that are important
to them tend to be in programs with high scores on extent.

A delinguency histﬁry profile was developed for each
youngster by asking the nature of the current charge for which
he or she entered DYS this time and questions about the kinds
of’delinquent activity in which he or she participated in the
past, either alone or with groups. The findings strongly sug;
gest tha’. the nature of delinquent activity is not very related
to plgeement. Youth charged with crimes against the person

. ; , ~
were in programs with low ratings on quality of community link-
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ages, but these youth were not handled differently in terms of
social climate or extent dimensions. Youth who claimed that

they did not use drugs were in programs with poor sociai cli-
mates, while youth who had a history of using drugs alone were

in programé with high scores on extent and quality of community

linkages and on the overall continuum.

The respondents' school history is notable in the sense
it is generally not related to the dimensions. Youth wpo in-
dicated that they have.had no contact with teachers during the
preceding six months were likely to be in programs with little
contact with the community. The same holds for youth who in-
dicated that they liked some subiject in school other than
humanitites, science, or vocational. It seems likely then
that youth who are still engaged in school activities or who
have an interest in the traditional school subjects are more

likely to be supported in programs which émphasize community

linkages, thereby making it easier_for them to continue their

education.

Few aspiration and expectation variables appear in the
regression results. Youth who feel that most of the "kids
that they hang with" want to be part of society rather than
get away from it, or back at it, or just get along with it are
more likely to be in programs with negative social climates.
Rather surprisingly, respondents who indicated a §esire to have
a steady job were found in ptograms with poor quality of com-
munity linkages. It will be interesting in future analysis

to try to determine what is specifically happening in the com-
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munity for these youth who have what most people would describe
as "acceptable" goals.

An important core of the data gathered described youths'
perception of their relationships with significant othefs.
Respondents were first asked‘to describe the kind of peopile
they admire or look up to. They were then asked more focused
questions about specific significant others such as teachers,
parents, bosses, police, and friends. ' Questions were similar
to those described earlier seeking information concerning the
nature of communication, decisionmaking, helpfulness, punish-
ment and rewards. In addition, respondents had an opportunity
to describe through a set of semantic differential scales their
feelings toward significant others and how they thought others
viewed them.

Relationships with significant others in the community
seem to be more frequently related to the social climate,
quality of community linkage dimensions and the overall con-
tinuum than to the extent dimension. Youngsters who identi-
fied law abiding individuals as significaﬁt others were’in
programs with high ratings on the quality of linkages. 1In
other words they were placed in programs where the continued
support from these significant others could be facilitated.
Youth indicating that varents talked fo them about their ideas
before the parents made decisions were in programs with poorer
social climatés and.children whose parents punished them by
taking away privileges are in proérams with low quality of
linkeges. Youth whose parents do not involve them in actual

decisionmaking are in the more positive programs, in terms of

0
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the overall continuum. Again these relationships Qill require
further exploration.

It would appear that relationships with the police, as one
might expect, play a pivotal role in determining where one is
placed. Youth who bélieve that police punish them by separating
them from others are in the programs with low scores on social
climate. However, those youth who believe that police punish
them by simply taking away some privileges are in programs with
more positive scores on that dimension and quality. Furthermore,
youth who say that police do not involve them in the decision-
making process are in programs low on social climate and the
overall continuum. It is likely the judgments by police leading
to these various actions are transmitted during court proceedings
and may be taken into consideration during actual placément of
the youth in D¥S. 1In any caSe there seems to be consistency
between the youths' evaluation of the police and the DYS place-
ment. .

DYS experience variables produce some_interesting relation-
ships. If one has run from a DYS facility during an earlier -
commitment to.DYS, that person is likely to be in a program
with considerable community linkage. kThis may quite conceivably
be a response to the youngSter's‘tendéncies to run; if the youth

is placed in a fairly restricted setting it only becomes a chal-

- lenge to escape. If he is in a fairly open setting he has the

sense of freedom.' Yet he is in a piace where staff can help
him deal with the difficulties he is having in coping with his

situation. Although previous runners are in the more open set-
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ting, the more frequently one has been returned from parole
(at least one indicator of recidivism) the more likely he will
be in a closed setting and will be in a program which scores

low on the guality dimension. Thus running from a facility

may not as such lead to a more secure setting the next time

in DYS, However, the more times one is returned from parole
the more likely the next placement will be increasingly secure.
It is also evident that how youth perceive DYS and program
staff evaluating them is also associated with the kinds of
programs they enter. The more positive they see DYS and pro-
gram staff assessing them the more likely they are to be placed
in positive social climates and in programs yielding higher
scores on the overall continuum.

Detention experience or the lack of it continues to be

a reliable predictor of where youth will be placed in the DYS

system. The longer one is.held in detention the more likely

one will be placed in a program with a negative social climate,

- bl T e TR
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restricted contact with the community, low quality of community
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linkages and low scores on the overall continuum. Youth who
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were not detained before being committed or referred to DYS

-

were in the programs with positive social climate ratings and
positive ratings on the overall continuum. In our zero order

correlations, not being detained was positively related to the

quality dimension. Here, with numerous other detention variables

.éontrolled, its relation to quality is =egative. This is be-

cause most of what we normally think of the detention status

as representing is measured more directly\by the other variables,
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and is "controlled out" of the detention status variable in
this equation.

Youth who believed that detention staff felt that they
were "bad kids" were placed in programs with low social climate
scores.

In general, youth detained, regardless of the relation-

ships within the detention setting, were placed in programs with

- positive social climates but low quality of community linkages.

This would suggest that these youth were in some of the group
homes, boarding sehools, and DYS secure facilities which were
fairly isolated from the community but were able to develop a
relatively positive sccial climate. In future analysis, we
will attempt to combine the dimensions and the program class
variable in erder to provide'a more precise base for explana-
tion. We will also reexamine our data to determine factors
related to the detention decision, since it seems to play such
a pivotal rele in what eventually happens to youth once they
enter the DYS. ‘ N

| Three types of persons interact with youth dﬁring their
court experience. They‘are'the probation efficer, the judge
and a court liaison person who is emplocyed by DYS to provide
assistance to the youth and the court particularly concerning
an appropriate placement for the youth if he or she is ultimately
committed or referred to DYS. Youth believing that court liaison
officers reward them by including them in things are likely to
be .placed in programs with high scores on extent and gquality
of community linkages. One might assume that these are cases

where the youth feel that they are involved in what is happening
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to them. However, the question regarding participation in the

decisionmaking process did not emerge in these regression equa-
tions. When the. respondents talk about the probation officer
they are probebly evaluating not only the experience that they
had with a probation officer during the decision to commit
this time but also past experiences if they have been on pro-
bation. Those youth who saw probation officers asking them
about their ideas before decisions were made and probation
officers punishing them by separating them from others are in
programs with low scores on the extent and guality dimensions,
and those who saw probation as asking them about their ideas
were also low on social climate. The latter may be a clear
reflection of what the youth believe the probation officer
wanted to see happen to them -- separation by commitment to DYS.
The respondents seem to have a fairly good understanding
of what the judge was doing during the court proceedings. Those
who felt that the judge wanted to keep them off the streets
find themselves in rather harsh social ¢climates; those who
felt that the judge wanted to provide them with.skills are in
more supportive social climates. And those who indicated that
the judge wanted to give them an opportunity to understand |
themselves and their relationships with otﬁers were in programs
with low extent scores. It would be those programs (for example,
concept-oriented programs) which would rlace greater emphasis

on self understanding. Youth who feel that the judge did not

. involve them in the decision are more likely to be in programs

with poor quality community linkages. These may be cases where

8 e
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the judge had the protection of the community in mind as a

priority over what the youngster might consider helpful.

To provide a sense of effects on youth we will present
data on selected outcomes which are reflected in the final inter-
view given after a youth has been exposed to the community for
six months after leaving a DYS program or at a point during
that period if a youth is recommitted to the Department. Items
selected for this section focus on relationships between the
youth and significant others while the youngster is or was in
the communityl These data are presented in Table 4.in the form
of zero-order correlations, Further analysis will explore the
interaction between these relationships and other background
characteristics and experiences. '

Youth in the more highly rated programs believe that staff
from those programs see them as basically "good kids." The
nature of the program is also seen as influencing the parole

~

officer's perception of the youth. Those youth who were in
programs with high scores on the quality dimension see parole
officers as perceiving them as "good kids." One would expect
that this perception would help the youth stay out of further
trouble in the community.

As we turn to the results of the respondents' evaluation

of significant others on the semantic differential evaluation

" dimension, we discover that greater extent of linkages with

the community is not necessarily related to more positive evalu-

ations of others. However, when the youth are leaving programs
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TABLE 4

Outcome Related to Final Placement

{

Variable Social Climate Quality Extent Overall
People who think vouth is
a "good kid":
Teacher +.048 +.053. +,031 +.057
Boss +.071 +.073 +.034 +.076
Parent -.019 -,013 +.037 +.002
Police +,084 +.030 +.005 +.060
Staff +.124 +.,129%* +.080 +.140%*
Parole +.072 +.097* +.055 +.088
Best community program +.034 +.009 +.039 +.039
Worst community program ~-.028 -.037 -,065 ~.049
Kid +.029 +.,057 +.059 . +.056
Reasons for staying out of
‘further trouble:
DYS : . .022 .040 - .043 . 045
Determination . 050 .055 -.015 .040
Other people -.135%* -,079 .070 -.089
Fear «135%* .035 -.043 .081
Combination of above . 044 .054 .011 . 047
None -.087 -.089 - =-,079 -.104%*
Want to hang with same kids:
No .011 CW117% «167%** 097
Yes -.021 -.118* -,102* -.072
Youth feels (evaluation scale):
Teacher -.039 .030 . .029 -.010
Mother .009 -.033 -.113% -.035
Police .119* W 132% %% .048 .115*
Father : .078 .011 -.089 .023
Me .097 .075 -.002 .086
Priends .076 097 -.030 .067
Kids .035 .085 -.036 .030
DYS i 0 148%* .125%* .053 142%*
Staff s 225% %% e 229% %% «145%* «250%*
People feel about vouth (evalu~
ation scale): '
Teacher .072 . 098 .097 .103
Mother .076 2077 -.039 . 055
Neighbors e 141** .134* . 098 .155%**
Friends .097 .110* . 027 .103*
Police .152 c146%* .039 c141%*
Father .102 .090 .028 . 097
Kids , L117* .148%* .038 .128%*
DYS e 204 %%k * e 201 x> .064 L200%W*
Staff +250%** .290%**  205%% L290%*%’
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with high "quality" scores we then find more positive assess-
ments of the significant others. It is interesting to note
that youth with restricted access to the community are more
positively oriented toward their mothers and fathers than
those who were in relatively more community based programs.
As one might expect, youth in programs witﬁ h;;her scores on
the dimensions are more favorably disposed to DYS. and program
staff than youth who were in programs with lower score#. while
the associations are not statistically significant youth in
programs with more positive social climates and gquality link-
ages with the community think more highly of themselves; how-
ever, this does not hold for the extent dimension.

The dimensions are also related to how youth perceive
others evaluating them. Of particular importance here is that
youth in prdgrams scoring high on the dimensions believe that
neighbors evaluate them more favorably than youth from programs
with low‘sco:es on the dimensions. Again we see that youth.
from programs with positive social climates and quality link-
ages believe that police, friends, DYS and program staff view
them more favorably than youth from programs which received
low scores.

The respondents were asked if they wanted to hang on the

streetcorner or some other meeting place with the same kids

as before they went to DYS. Youth from programs with high
scores on the dimensions reported that they did not want to
hangkout with those kids now.

Finally, youth were asked what it would take to keep them
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out of trouble. Youth in programs with low social climate
scores indicated that help from people outside of DYS would

be the principal factor. Youngsters who were in programs with
high social climate scores said that high social climate
scores are not inconsistent with some of the more restrictive
settings. Thus although these youth were in settings which
were described in relatively positive terms it seems clear

that these youth would rather be elsewhere.

Conclusion

AObservers of the juvenile corrections system frgquently
make policy decisions concérning intervention strategies with
very little descriptive information beyond.the conventional
categories, such as secure care, boarding school, group home,
forestry, foster care, and non-residential care. Sometimes
they decide on the basis of no more than just the distinction
between institutional and non-institutional. We have argued
in this report that more informative conceptualizations can
be generated and operationalized'in a practical way for
decisionmaking. We have shown that an overall continuum of
institutionalization-normalization, contributed to by three
dimensions, social climate, extent of community linkages, and
quality of community linkages, reflects the differences among
the conventional categories that have made decisionmakers in-
terested in using those categories. The continuum also reveals

a great deal of additional variation within those categories
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and overlap between them in characteristics that are crucial
to what decisionmakers are trying to accomplish. We have

shown that it is possible to measure and characterize indi-

vidual programs specifically in terms of thesevdimensions. .
The fact that the placement of youth in programs located on

these dimensions is WQll accounted for by our independent
variables shows that the dimensions do in fact reflect impor-
tant concerns in placement aecisions; The fact that the
dimensions are correlated with many outcome variables indi-
cates that the dimensions are not only relevant to current
concerns~in placement decisions, but also seem to make a dif-
ference in the outcome for the youth. In other words, they
reflect things that actually are of concern to placement decision-
makers, and that should continue.tc be of concern, and might well

be more explicitly considered.
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Correlations Entering Regression

Background:

Age

Sex

Race
Black
Other

Ethnicity
Father Asian
Mother Mediterranean
Father Eastern European
Mother Black
Father Mediterranean
Father French Canadian
Father Spanigh-speaking
Father Black

Religion
Protestant
Catholic

Family:

Mother & Father

Mother

~ Father

Older sister live with
Younger sister live with
Father

White collar

Skilled

Semi-skilled

Unskilled

Unemployed
Mother v

White collar

Skilled

Semi~skilled

Unskilled

Housewife

Unemployed S
# children in family

APPENDIX I

Social
Climatqg Quality Extent Overall
.064 -.054 -.142%=* -.020
124%%% .108* .110%* L137%*
.006 .024 L162%%% .064
—-.145%% -.111*% -.086 -.168***
-.064 .164%* -.093 -.230
.020 -.041 -.114% -.032
.006 .029 .034 .021
-.000 -.005 L169%= .057
. =.009 -.043 -.128* -.057
.027 .077 J117+% .073
-.087 -.117* -.089  =.105
-.012 .010 L174%% .058
-.104% -.047 .016 -.065
.048 .007 -.077 ~.003
-.064 ~.049 -.120% -.093
.033 .033 .061 .050
.081 .057 .061 .081
.094 .071 .125% .119
-.196%%* -.214%%% -.075 ~.191 %%*
.L48%*% .015 -.007 .093
-.121* -.G86 -.132% -.128*
-.022 - 0% .011 -.025
.003 .091 Ll44% .068
.019 .073 .062 .048
L133%* .004 -.055 .065
-.019 = -.029 .019 -.003
~.034 -.034 «,042 -.039
.007 .040 .028 .008
~-.065 -.060 -.110% -.0886
-.028 .057 L145%% .045
.017 =.040 .088 .039

S e R

Social :
Climate Quality Extent Overall

Family (cont.):
Mother schooling .013 -.117* -.132* -.062
Father schooling .046 .022 .009 .034
Mother had job -.061 ~-,001 -.046 -.060
Mother had no job .048 -.081 -.059 -.001
Father religion Protestant -.063 .032 .061 -.003
Father religion Catholic . 050 -.031 -.098 -.020
Mother regligion other -.018 .007 .065 . 020
Trouble with law

Father car offense . 098 «140%* . .089 .129%*

Father person offense -.002 e143%* .079 .052

Mother property offense -.0869 =, 100%* =.075 ~.089

Father something but can’'t

recall what =-.121 .005 -.062 -.029
Other kids car offense .022 -.007 . 051 .031
Other kids property and :
person offense -.004 .070 .072 .037

Father misbehavior . 018 -,093 -.020 -.019
Birth order .016 -.043 -.019 -.003
Geographic & Neighborhood:

‘Region ,

2 .015 .105% c175%%* .089

3 -.043 -.025 -.079 -.057

4 -.056 -.112% -.153%= -.109*

5 .040 -.042 -.101* -.019

6 .072 . 047 c164%k% .101*

7 =-.010 -.055 -.135%* -.059
Years lived in town . 037 -.035 ~.168%** -.037
Times moved in life -.021 .038 .097* .021
Times moved state to state . 025 e 11T <103 . .079
‘Neighborhood taken care of 011 -.045 <.106* -.039
Urban Renewal ; . 088 .. 087 .085 .100*
Moved because of urban renewal .013 .080 C11l4* .069
People can control what happens ' ’

to them -.016 -.049 -.118* -.062
People can not control what ‘

happens to them - -.001 .056 .136%* .056
City size | 7.002 .019 .076 .024
Delinquency History:
Current offense o "

- Drugs ‘ - '.038 -.061 -.085 -.019
Cars ' -, 157%%* -.112% -.088 - 157%**
Property ~-.037 -.062 -.043 -.050
Person & property .004 .026. .054 .030
Person -.016 .018 037 .006
Juvenile .098% .113%* .077 .114*
Misbehavior . 046 .060 .006

T v
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Social

Climate _Quality Extent Overall
Relationships (cont.):
Teacher rewards youth by _

making him feel good .059 .063 -.028 . 041
Teacher sees youth as neither .

good nor bad - .051 .108* .068 .078
Teacher feels youth' (evalu- .

ation scale) .123% .039 .064 .108*
No contact with boss ~ =.016 .086 .098* .049

. Boss doesn't include youth in

decisions .056 .022. -.037 .015
Boss lets help make decisions .031 -.067 -.046 - -.009
Boss does not help find jobs, :

etc. -.006 -.099* -.141%* -.074
Boss helps find job, etc. .017 -.008 -.028 .005
Boss punishes youth by L

separating him ~-.016 .073 -.015 -.013
Boss punishes by taking away

privileges .029 -.079 -.015 -.006
Boss punishes by embarrassing -.090 -.115% -.113* -.118*
Boss does not punish .043 -.044 .001 -.013
Boss rewards by maklng youth : :

feel good .108* .026 -.001 .074
Boss rewards by 1nclud1ng

youth in things -.013 -.008 .057 .009
Boss reward youth for what

others. do - hardly ever .052 -.066 -.068 -.017
Boss sees youth as a good kid .013 ~,067 -.063 -.038
Neighbors feel (activity ’

_scale) _ 2 l00* L052 .037 .080
Friends are of all ages .080 .102%* .074 .093
Hang on a streetcorner -.099° .001 -.069 -.037
Friends feel (evaluation «165*%* .058 .028 114>

scale)

Friends feel (activity scale) .129* .058 ~-.024 .078
Kids let youth help make deci-

sions +046 .005 -.049 .010
Kids do not help flnd jobs, .

etc. -.070 .004, .053 -.019
Kids help by encouraglng .092 . 001 -.043 .046
Kids punish by hitting -.024 . 041 .054 .011
Kids punish by emparraSSLng -.022 .022 -.059 -.027
Kids reward by m&iting youth' :

feel good .032 -.001 -.048 .003
Kids reward youth for what ,

others do -.061 ~-.054 -.136%* -.102%*
Xids see youth as good kid .050 -.009 -.074 .001
Kids see youth as bad kid -.063 -.095* -.053 -.073
Kids see youth as neither . ‘

bad nor good -.033 .038 .097* .018
Feel kids (evaluation scale) . 202%** .057 .044 .149%*
Feel kids (activity scale) c167%%* .056 ~.006 .115*
DYS kids hang with have harder

time staying out of trouble .

after DYS - =,089 -.002 -.020 -.0%0
Don’t hand with DYS kids .091 .044 .007 .071

e S L e e s oy e S L SR
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Delinguency History (cont.):

‘Past offenses done alone

Drugs
Cars
Juvenile
Property
Property & person
Person
Misbehavior

Past offenses done with others
Drugs
Cars
Property & person
Person
Misbehavior
Juvenile
Property

Kids use smack

‘Youth does use drugs

Kids don't use drugs

Work Experience:

Job full time

Job skilled

+*

School:

Grade in
School good or bad experience
for other kids
DYS makes school harder
School subject liked best
Humanities subjects
Other subjects
. Vocational subjects
Go to school regularly
School good experience

Expectations & Aspirations:

Chances are will not get in
trouble

Chances are other kids will
get in trouble

Chances small that will get
ahead

Want steady job

Job youth expects to get

" Job could get if tried hard

Kids in community want to
"get back" at soc1ety

Kids want to be part o: soci~
ety

Opportunities from DYS will

keep you out of troukle

“64-
Social
Climate _Quality Extent Overall
.109* .094 .125%% J127%x
-.104% ~.095% -.140%* -.130%*
.093 .054 .074 .096*
-.084 -.058 -.017 -.070
-.067 .013 .009 -.036
-.006 .012 .043 .013
.018 .003 .041 .023
L122% . 045 -.063 .064
-.098% ~.150%* =.142%* -, 139%*
-.095* -.043 .061 ~.045
-.103* -.054 .023 -.068
.095% .083 .059 .098
.058 .041 .081 .070
-.033 -.086 -.074 -.061
-.147%* -.085 -.051 -.121%
-.028 .076 .103% .030
~.038 -.005 .037 -.018
-.056 .014 .003 -.026
=-,024 .063 .046 -.001
.145%* .056 ~.005 .099%
.106% -.010 -.092 .026
-.105% ~.082 -.043 -.103*
-.013 .030 .102*% .020
.025 -.078 ~.166%** - 054
-039 N ooll -t069 -006
.011 .062 ~ .065 .036
. .029 -.039 -.044 -.008
.103% .048 .022 .078 "
-, 261%%% -.113* -.134% -, 238%%x
.110% .015 -.009 .069
-.032 -.102% -.055 -.072
.085 .042 L131%* - .098
.044 - .033 .135% .074
.063 .004 -.027 .032 *
-.092 -.034 .
-.035 .013 .076 .012
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Social
Climate Quality Extent Overall
Expectations & Aspirations
(cont.):
Hope to hand on streetcorner
with same kids after get )
out .057 - =-.016 -.045 .022
Schooling youth could get .104* .059 -.031 .068
Income expect to get .007 -.059 .056 .007
Income youth would like .031 -,084 -.034 -.022
Informing on others o.k. - =-.081 -.048 -.084 -.085
Beating up others o.k.
sometimes .060 .041 .015 .044
Relaticaships:
Significant others
Supervisor illegal -.107* .001 .0990 -.036
Kid acquaintance illegal .001 -.073 -.121* ~,053
Person look up to does illegal '
things -.035 -.108* -.115* -.083
Person look up to does not do
illegal things. .055. .113* c111* .092-
No:people that youth looks 3 :
up to .033 -.030 -.042 .004
Parents explain what is hap-
pening ‘ -.068 -.109* -.073 -.094*
Parents do not explain what
is happening . +102% .095* .108* «124**
Parents ask input of youth -
before making decision -.112% ~-.064 -.085 -.107*
Parents do not help .061 .030 .102*% .079
Parents punish by separating _
youth . -.097* -.063 . 043 .088
Parents punish by taking
away privileges -.024 -.036 -.062 -.005
Parents punish by embar-
rassing .072 .053 -.024 053
Parents punish by making youth :
feel guilty - =-.019 .046 -.050 .018
Parents punish youth for what ; :
- others do - sometimes .049 . 092 -.011 . 046
Parents reward by making ‘ .
youth look good -.115%* -.,117* -,.066 ~.143%*
Parents see youth as bad kid =~.002 -.027 .004 -.001
No contact with teacher -.060 ~-.094* -.054 -.080
Teacher ask youth input be- ~ : ;
fore making decision -.047 -.058 =.160***  -_094
Youth helps make decisions
with teacher ‘ .079 .093 .090 .103~*
- Teacher does not help with ,
jobs, etec. : .052 . 027 -.,032 - .026
Teacher encourages -.069 .009 .035 -.026
Teacher punishes youth by : o
hitting -.047 -.064 .012 -.039
Teacher punishes youth by :
embarrassing -.079 ~.001 .033 -.038

i DY s main o« 2.2 e
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Social )
. Climate Quality Extent Overall
Relationships (cont.):
DYS kids hang with £find it no ’
difficult to stay out -
g?r:rotble . .030 -.044 -010 .013
'Significant others ) )
gid acquaintance legal -.n05 .003 .ggé .g%z**
No contact with polige .140%* .072 .
Poéégingxplaln what is hap- .109%* .064 .010 .090
i lain what is
PoigggeganOt =P -, 167%%* «.101%* .004 ~.134%*
i » involve youth in
Poé;gisggnQOL. ! -.,175%%%* -.121%* -.047 = 157**
Police let youth help make ‘ :
decisionsy ' _ .058 .035 -5050 ,‘Olo
Poétge G0 not belp. Ziad Jobs, -, 175%%* -.131%** -.026 =, 154%**
Police help by encouraging .109%* .079 -.832 . iggé*
Police do not punish youth .094 .058 . .
3 . L 5
| Po;éﬁ:hpunlSh Py seperating -.117* ~.104* -.097* - 134%%
ice punish b taking away
'Poéiisigeges ! .069 -,036 -042 .067
ice punish by making youth )
Poézel guilty ! .029 .008 -.060 .000
Police punish for what others
do
Regularly . +.070 -.046 .024 f5036
Sometimes 026 -.017 ~.gig :.863
Police do not reward youth -.099%* -.027 . -
Police reward by giving pri- : .
vileges . 065 .014 -.009 .050
Police reward by making youth
feel good .061 .024 -.048 .026
Police reward for what others ; ,
do sometimes _ .050 -.009 -.058 _.gég*
Police see youth as bad kid -.097% -.078 -.055 .099
Feel police (evaluation scale) .135%* .018_ .ozg* .058
Feel police (potency scale) .034 .022: .lgz .090
Feel police (activity scale) .123% -.025 .0 .100
Police feel (evalution scale .109* .048 050 100
Feel me (evaluation scale) , 1.148** .063 .068 .
- DYS: ‘ ‘
*Prior cbmmitment or referral +057 .020 -.001 .823
Run from DYS © =,080 -.025 .020 . L ew
Times run ‘ C =.196%** =, 163%%* -.080 -.185
“Times returned from parole -,143% -.073;' -.087 -.iis**
Feel DYS (evaluation scale) .148%* .120 . 043 .124*
DYS feel (evaluation scale) . 120% .086 .053 v'181***
Feel staff (evaluation scale) .209%*x* .121* .023 18
Feel staff (activity scale) «159%% .069 ‘;-027 .1
: staff feel (evaluation
Program staff feel (activity 12g 070 e Logw

scale)
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Climate Quality Extent Overall
DYS (cont.):
Most important good thing that )
happened was in DYS _ .071 .060 .046 .042
Most important good thing that 044 007
happened was outside DYS -.004 ~-.028 . .
Detention:
Non-Detained «181%*x* C .198%%* .096* .égi***
Shelter care detention -.002 -.042 -.043** -.202***
Custody detention -.164%%* ~.204%ww -.014 +202%**
Days in detention -.222%%* -.205%%* -.087 -.229
i ids around
Kzgs push other kids -.022 -,042 -.030 -.031 .
YZs -, 151%** = 157%* -.044 -.152*
Feg kids run everyehing -.114* -, 157%%* -.079 -.128%* =
Y:s . =.055 - =-.043 . 007 -.052
Staff & kids split into two /
groups ) - hs3
- =-.044 -.069 .042
§2s -.031 -.128%% - =.027 -.129%**
Digoyou Fit in ~.145%* -.154*%%* -.015 -.130%%*
 Yes -.031 -.044 -.052 :;ggg*
Like staff-kid relations -.128* -.130:* :.8g§ -.084
Like kid-kid relations -.047 -.144 .035 ‘058
Like academics .052 .072 . . .191***
Like doing time = 177%%% o 177%% -.118 =191
Dislike staff-kid relations =-.097 -.092 .:.gzz --om
Dislike kid-kid relaticns -.117* -.082** 044 RES I
Dislike structure _ -.114* =.157%% - . |
Do staff explain what is hap-
pening ‘ - - 099
' -.120* -.082 o =.041 .

;:s ‘ -.038 ~.146%* -.039 -.071
Staff do not involve youth , e
in decisions ' bes -.072 -.118%* ‘-.089 .100

Staff ask youth input before , | _

tmakingcdle,cisions _ b -, 137%* -.100%* | f.017 .126*

SCatc, 0 Ot felp Hnd JobS, o -.144% -.062 -.018*

Staff.punish youth by hitting -.030 w,129%* -.051 :.83%

Staff help ' -.072 -.129%* -.052 .

: d b iving pri- -

Stiffeéiia’d' v 9 ?~ -.118% -.102% -.076 -.119*
rd for what others o .

Stggfsggzzimes -.121% -.1il* -.034 :.%ég:**

Staff see youth as bad kid ~.179%** ,-.;38** -.077 -168

Staff see youth as neither 115w C saa _ o33 - o086

bad nar good
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Court:

" Judge says he is trying to
develop youth's sgkills

, Judge says he is trying to

keep youth off streets

Judge says he is trying to
punish youth

Judge did punish youth

Judge did develop youth's
skills

Judge did keep youth off
streets

Judge tells youth what is
happening
Yes
No

Judge does not involve youth
in decisions

Judge asks youth input before
making decisions

Judge lets youth help make
decisions

Judge punishes by restricting

youth

Judge ounishes by making youth

feel quilty
Judge punishes vouth for what
others do sometimes
Judge rewards youth by making
him feel good o
Judge is fair
Judge sees youth as bad kid
Judge sees youth as good kid
Judge sees youth as neither
good nor bad
Part-full time court
Rate of bindovers .
Probation officer explains
what is happening
Yes e
No
Probation officer asks youth
input before deciding

" Probation officer helps by

encouraging
Probation officer punishes by
embarrassing

. Probation officer punishes by

. Separating youth

Probation officer punishes
youth for what others do
sometimes

Probation officer rewards by
giving privileges

=58~
Social
Climate Quality Extent Overall
.108* .015 006 .076
-,115% -.044 -.05¢ -.093
. 004 -.060 . 059 -.008
.086 .102% .045 .092
~-.086 -.034 -.008 -.059
.033 .057 ~.055 .021
-.032 -.056 .051 -.024
.048 -.053 - .007 .011
-.052 -.000 .016 -.019
. 046 L121%* -~ =7000 .058
-cllg* -~084 "’.096 - . 121*
.ll6* .097 .074 .120*
-,109% -.036 -.051 -.078
.088 .109* .038 .090
-.105* -.034 -.023 -.073
-0135** ‘.040 .Oll -0093
.062 .007 .000 .046
.069 .033. -.027 .040
.001 -.019 .055 .007
-.012 -.027 . 057 -.002
.007 -.006 - 399% -.027
.007 -.006 -.099% -.027
-.039 .011 .100%* .004
-.073 ~-.108% -, 129%%* -.108%
.000 .087 -.015. 027
-.052 .042 .003 -.021
-,001 -.061 . -.120* -.052
-.088 -.134*= =.130%* - 119%
-.110% . 111% o 1334

-.128%
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Social : APPENDIX II
Climate Quality Extent Overall ‘
~ Fregquency Distributions
Court (cont.):
Probation officer rewards by ~ ) ' % .
making youth look good .035 .052 -.049 016 i X SD Total N
Probation officer rewards by ; .
‘ making youth feel good .106* .056 ‘ .016 .080 Background :
; Probation officer rewargs ‘ —===gromne
i vouth regularly for what - * Age 15.82 19 466
: c -.106* -.034 -.069 -.118 | . .
i others do _ 106 , Race .
i Probation officer ;ewa&gst Black 21 _ 499
! times for wha - .
ohers G0 -.122¢  -.102% -.061 -.113% othes 3 495
N e Ttaag. LER court Lialsen 12 -.047 =.113% =086 Etﬁgiiiii;mgﬁﬁiée 23 | 368
Cogiz iiaison helps find jobs, 023 045 1oo* 059 éretagd 2% ggg
. . : as urooe ' »
Court liaison punishes by . « Mediteriaﬁean 10 ’ 368
taking away privileges .044 .031 .104 - 068 Asian e 568
COE;ztiiglson punishes by 017 | 067 119% .033 French Canadian 8 368
i . , . . ; . S .
Court liaison punishes by 070 250 - 1234 - 073 gg:g;Sh speaking 2; ggg
embarassing = : : B Other 2 T 368
Court liaison sees youth as 041 065 027 Ethnicity-father o ,‘6
neither good not bad -.006 . . v Northern Europe 24 377
: Ireland 18 377
‘ - East Europe 4 377
i Mediterranean 12 377
§ Asian - 377
f French Canadian 8 377
; Spanish speaking 7 ' 377
E Black 25 . 377
; Other - 2 377

‘é “Religion ‘

#y Protestant 25 496
g ; Catholic 61 ’ 496
| Other 13, ' . ‘ 496
; - Mother
] ) ~Protestant 29 464

- Catholic 63 464
Other 8 : 464
Father -
Protestant ' 27 ¢ 375
Catholic 63 375
Gther 10 “ 375
Sex~- Female 18 499
‘Family Characteristics:
N Adult head household
e Mother & father 51 ’ ‘ 493
Mother 33 , 493
Father , -4 ‘ ' 493
Gt Other 7 493

§\§ ; ~ None ‘ 4 ‘ ; 493

i
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f % X SD Total N
i , X __SD Total N
Familv Characteristics
{cont.): ; . Family Characteristics
h (cont.):
Father . 4 ' ‘ ,
White collar 2 359 . # children in famil : 6. .
: Skilled 32 ' . 359 ‘ * # older brother ! 1.22 Z.gg 232
5 ; Semi-skilled 28 ‘ . 359 % younger brother 1.54 1.31 419 1
| | Unskilled 11 359 ~# older sister 1.33  1.64 400
§ Unemployed ; 2 ‘ 1359 # younger sister l.48 l.28- 399
' o Mother ‘ ' ~ v # older brother live with .84 1.61 ‘321
§ g White collar 18 . 455 # younger brother live with 1.34 1.36 350
3 o Skilled . 5 ; 455 # older sister live with .66 .90 300
o Semi-skilled 9 455 # younger sister live with 1.35 2.42 _ 338
Unskilled 14 v 455 # other related boys live with .07 .43 229
Housewife 23 455 # other related girls live with .10 .51 - 230
Unemployed 31 . 455 . # other boys live with .38 2.70 ' 231
| Mother has job 49 492 # other girls live with .06 .39 228
- Mother does not have Mother's schooling 12.6 2.12 351
job 37 . 492 Father's schooling : 12.19 3.15 369
: Don't know if mother ; Father in jail .31 .46 210
; has job 492 Mother in jail .04 .20 190
Father in trouble with Other kids in DYS .40 .49 276
1aw : ‘ Family satisfied with income 2.56 .77 477
: ; Drugs I ‘ ig; *  Birth order 2.94 .50 397
X z Car theft ) : . .
o | Property offense 4 437 Geographic/Neighborhood:
i = Property and person 1 437 ’ \ .
E : Pergon Y P 5 437 Reg;on“ : ‘ : B
: Public misbehavior 9 437 1 11 499
Something (can't ra- ITT | 14 499
call what) 8 437 o= 1l 499
No trouble 72 437 5V 12 > 499
| ] Mother in trouble with . 13 - 499 ¢
f law i Vi 27 ' 499 '
Drugs - 488 VII 13 , 499
Car theft 0 488 Pa;k near by : 77 ' : 497
Property SO N 488 No '‘park newar by 18 497
" Property and Torson @ - 488 Rural thus no park 5 | - 497
Person o 1 488 People in neigh. feel “ -
Public misbehavior 2 488 have power ' 48 : 493
Something (can't re- People in neigh. do not ' v
call what) 2 488 feel have power 22 493
_No trouble ‘ 94 488 People in neigh. do not ~
Other kids in family in’ PR ' . feel have power some- '
trouble with law B v t}mes 13 493
Drugs 4 490 Don't know 17 493
Car theft 6 490 »  City size o 1.80 1.16 497
Property 17 ' 490 qurs lived ?herg 8.15 5.64 4985 ¢
Property & person 6 490 . Times moved in life 4.90 4.46 473
Person ) » 5 4990 . ?;mes moved town to town 2.60 3.75 . 433
i Public misbehavior 4 490 Times moved state to state .97 2.28 ‘ 396
: Juvenile offense 7 490 Times travel out of state 9.23 .12, 428
: - Something 8 490 ‘ ‘
| No trouble 42 490 )
1

i
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% =X SD Total N
Geographic/Neighborhood (cont.):
Traveled to other states .85 .36 495
Neighborhood taken care of 1.42 .84 493
Know someone robbed or
assaulted .66 .47 495
Neighborhood urban renewal .38 77 494
Moved because of urban
‘ renewal .07 .27 496
Law breaker and law abider .
get along better .70 .87 493
People in neigh. feel some
laws should be obeyed &
others not 1.37 .86 455
Delinguency History:
Current offense ;
Drugs . 3 494
Car theft N 20 494
Propezrty 30 494
Property and person . 10 494
Person 10 494
Juvenile . 18 494
Public misbehavior 3 494
Other 6 494
Past cffenses committed
alone
Drugs 11 491
Car theft 19 . 492
Property 33 0 491
Property & person 8 - 489
Person 2 489
Juvenile 3 489
Public misbehavior 3 489
- Other 2 489
Past offenses committed
with others
Drugs 22 491
Car theft 33 491
Property 47 494
Property & person 13 489
Person 2 489
Juvenile 2 490
Public misbehavior 13 491
Other ' ' 1 489
Kids hang with use drugs
frequently
Pot 46 492
Smack 4 492
Other 18 492
Don't use drugs 24 492

“

.

Delinguency History (cont.):

Do you use drugs fre-
guently
Pot ’
Smack
Other
Don't use drugs

Kids hang use alcohol
regularly

You use alcohol regu-
larly

Work Experience:

Months at longest job
Type of job: ‘
White collar
Skilled
Semi-skilled
Unskilled
Part-time job
Full-time job

School Experience:

Go to school regularly
Highest grade is
Good experience/bad
experience
Good experience/bad
experience for kids
hang with
Like some subjects
better than others
Don't like any subject
better ‘than others
Not in school
Subjects liked best
Humanities
Science
Vocational
Other
Combination
Grades received in sub-~
jects liked
A's & B's
C's
D's & FP's
Grades received .in
subjects disliked
A's & B's "
" QC's
D's & F's

-74-

3 X SD Total N
38 495
2 495
18 495
36 495
.72 .45 493

.59 .49 496

5.19 5.84 356

3 356
4 356
10 ‘356
79 356
47 356
49 356
1.83 1.72 . 494

8.53 1.41 470

2.96 1.07 489

©2.87 .92 469

74 476
15 476
11 476
18 470
19 470
7 470
6 470
25 470
49 455
26 465
5 465
5 . 464
33 464
45 464
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| % _ X SD Total N g ‘ X SD Total N
| |
| Aspirations & Expectations: Relationships in Community:
‘ Chances not get in trouble 1.33. .65 444 ) ! : r v ‘ 495
Chances other kids here ‘ §§12§g: g:;zg:ge 3§ : ' 495
get in trouble 2.13 1.23 : : 397 v + Friends older 29 495
- What keep out of trouble ‘ Friends all ages 36 ’ . Y 495
Opportunities provided " ’ - DYS kids hang with C S ’ '
by DYS. , 14 ' . 427 '~ Easier time stay out ,
Determination 26 : 427 of trouble 15 . 493
Help from people out- ‘ Same as other kids 15 ‘ N 493
side DYS 20 ; : 427 Harder than other : :
Fear 14 427 kids 42 : 493
Combination 10 427 Don't hang with DYS
None 15 : 427 kids 28 ' © 493
Schooling expect to get 4.15 1.47 431 DYS kids hang with harder
Schooling choose to get 4.93 1.7¢% 436 time
Schooling could get ; With school and em-
tried hard 5.48 1.58 435 ployers 44 ' 481
Want a steady job 4.69 .86 - 436 Same as other kids 17 o 481
Job expect to get. 2.73 1.56 - 385 Easier than other . ' oo
Job choose to get - 3.81 1.70 414 kids 10 o : i 481
Job could get try hard 3.12 1.65 ‘ o 394 Don't hang with VS '
Job expect when a lot . . kids. - 29 481
older 3.75 1.69 S 366 Kids hang with want to - :
Income expect to get per wk. 181.18 108.97 372 Be part of straighi, : .
Income per wk. choose to get 333.39  151.51 : 417 - . legal society 22 485
Income per wk. could get ' ' ' Get away from society 21 ‘ 485
- try hard 215.73 125.135 : 386 Get back at 13 485
income per wk. expect when ‘ ‘ , Get along with 43 ' : 485
a lot older ‘ 265.27 136.87 v - 358 Hang on streetcorner o 4.00 1.43 498
: Money more important than ~ Want to hang with same - o
é kind of work L 2.69 .75 v 441 kids on return to comm. .56 .50 436
Gradez more important than : ' : Kids in comm. afraid of
~getting high . E 2.12 .64 432 DYS : 2,31 1.09 ‘ : 472
Chances of getting ahead are - : ‘ Kids in comm. admire DYS
small : 2.63 .71 . 438 kids . .60 .80 . . . 473
Job is a hassle : 2.46 .73 441 Kids in comm. grow out of ’ :
-Want to live with parents 2.88 .61 439 trouble 1.83 .92 486
Some situations ok to inform . T # people look up to ' 2.75 ' 2.56 468
-on others ) 2.65 .76 442 Adult relative, legi- N
Kid sbould not report a rile timate role 30 : , 469
violation as it will cet a : Adult acguaintance, «
kid in trouble ‘ 2.29 .73 ~ 431 legitimate role 9 . 489
, In many situations it is ok o Supervisor, teacher, ‘
i to beat up someone to get S S legitimate role 18 | 469
; what you wan:- : 3.00 - .61 = _ 368 Kdult relative, illegal 1 \ R 468
‘ ‘ “ Adult acquaintance, il- ‘ : o _
legal 1 468
. * Supervisor, teacher, il- ' - ;
‘ © legal ' 1 468
Kid relative, legiti- o
mate 14 468
Kid acgquaintance, legi- S ' '
timate S 33

e
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Relationships in Community

(cont.):

Kid relative, illegal
Kid acquaintance,
illegal
Sig. others
Regularly break law
Do not regularly break
law .
Don't know
No sig. others
*Sig. others try to make
youth understand what
is happening s
School teachers
Yes
No
Sometimes
No contact
Baosses
Yes
No
Sometimes
No contact
Parent
Yes
No
-Sometimes
No contact
Police
Yes
No
Sometimes
No contact
Kids
Yes
No
- Sometiines
- No contact
Do they allow you to
share in decisions
made about you
- Teachers
' \ No
1 Ask
/' Help make
- No contact
‘Bosses
No
Ask
Help make
No contact

-77-

% X SD Total N
3 468
13 468 )
22 i 440
70 - 440
2 440
7 440
35 493
28 493
11 493
26 493
20 451,
14 451
2 451
63 451
68 492 -
15 492
B 492
4 - 492
24 494
59 494
11 494
6 494
43 493
34 493
23 493
- 493
37 | 486
24 ) 7. 486 .
25 486
17 467 |
13 467
137 467
56 P 467

Relationships in Community

,fcent.): N

Parents
v No
Ask
Help make
No contact
Police
No
Ask .
Help make
No contact
Kids
No
Ask
Help make
No contact
DO they help you stay
out of trouble
Teachers
No .
. Encourage
Find jobs, etc.
No contact
. Bosses -
No
Encourage
Find jobs, etc.
No contact
Parents
No i
Encourage
Pind jobs, etc.
No contact
Police
No
Encourage
Find jobs, etc.
No contact
Kids
No ;
Encourage
Find jobs, etc.
- No contact
+ Will they punish you
Teachers
. No
. Separate
Take away privil.
Hit
Embarrass in front
of others h
Make me feel guilty
No contact

-78= . o -

% X SD Total N
30 489
32 489
34 489

4 " 489
77 " 49)
11 491

6 491

6 - 491
22 490
30 490
47 490
1 490
39 488
26 488

9 488
26 488
16 459
16 459
11 455
58 459
22 478
60 478
15 5 478
4 478
65 487
23 487

4 487

vi 487
41 483
49 483 .

9 483
- 483
16 . 477
26 - 477
22 477 :;\

2 | 477

6 ) - 477

2 B 477
28 ' ‘ 477

L
5
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Relationships in Community

5
5)

{cont.):

Will they punish you
Bosses .
No ST 2
Separate 1
Take away pr1v11

Embarrass in front
- of others
Make feel gullty 2
No ‘contact !
Parents
No 24
" - Separate 11
Take away privil. 41
Hit 11
Embarrass in front
of others 3
Make feel guilty 6
No contact 3
Police
No
Separate
Take away privil.
Hit
Embarrass in front
- of others
Make feel guilty
No contact =
Kids
No -7
Separate
(* -Take away privil.
Hit
Embarrass in front
of others
‘Make feel guilty
“No contact

- o
wwwo

" -pPunish for what others do

)

as well as for what you
do ,

Teachers 1
Reqularly - - 16
Sometimes =23
Hardly ever © 20

_Bosses )

Regularly - 3
‘sometimes S
 Hardly ever 17

Parqnﬁs B ;

. Regularly . 12
‘Sometimes - 17

Hardly ever T 44

0
4
6
Hit 1.
1l
2
5

el W PR

/

N

464
464
464
464

464
464
464

485
485
485
485

485
485
485

489
489
489
489

489
489
489

492
492
492
492

492
492
492

482
482
482

459
459
459

488 .

488

4838

N ¥

% X SD Total N
Relationships in: Communlty
. (cont) : o
Punish for what others do
' as well as for what you
do ~
Police :
Regularly 33 490
Sometimes ' 3 490
Hardly ever 23 490
Kids ;
Regularly -3 491
Sometimes 8 491
: Hardly ever ’ 17 491
- If you do well, will they :
reward you
Teachers s
No . 27 . 476
Include me in things 6 476
Additional privil. 14 476
Look good in front
.. of others 8 476
Make me feel good 19 476
No contact 25 476
Bosses
No ‘ 9 459
Include me in thzngs 2 - 459
Additional privil. 23 459
- Look good in front
of others ‘ 4 459
Make me feel good 6 459
No contact 55 459
Parents ~
No : 21 486
Include me in things 6 486
Additional privil. 47 486
Look good in front :
of others 3 . 486
Make me feel good 19 486
No contact 3 486
Police -
No. - 73 475
Include me in things 3 475
Additional privil. 5 . 475
Lood good in front : e
of others 3 475
Make me feel good .. 8. 475
No contact g 4757
Kids :
No 40 481
Include me in e
things 24 - - 481
Additional pr1v11. 22 481

Look good in front
of others 7

481"

D

.o et
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Relationships 1“ Communlty
{cont.): : T S ‘~Relationships in Community
B * ‘cont.) :
If you do well, will they . ' ! ] E
reward you - ; : .. N . How do they view you
Kids | . Police
Make me feel good 16 : 481 17 Good kid 1L | 466
No contact 1 : 481 ' $ Bad kid 60 - ‘ 486
Reward you for what others _ L £ Mix 18 ‘ : : 486
do as well as for what | g B Don't make judg- )
you do : v i ments 7 . ' 486
‘Teachers - ¢ - i 3 _No contact 4 , 486
Regularly 6 : 476 3 Kids _ o :
Sometimes 12 - 476 o £ Good kid 60 - 488
Hardly ever 30 ' L 476 B - Bad kid 12 . ; ' 488
Bos ses’”’ - : ' L Mix ) 21 488
Regularly 5 456 4 - Don't make judg- .
. Sometimes 6 : , 456 . - . ments 6 . 488
Hardly ever 25 . 456 £ No contact 1 488"
Parents . ‘ - £ Police in community fazr :
Regularly 9 < 488 ; g to kids ; .80 .89 ' 492
- Sometimes 16 : 488 : . ) _ .
Hardly ever 51 : 488 . §  Semantic Differential
Police , g : :
Regularly 2 ' 475 ’ § ~ Feel teacher
- Sometimes . 5 475 . T Evaluation - 22.34: 7.74 415
Hardly ever 17 ~ - 475 Potency 7.78 2.36 423
Kids Activity 12.00 3.84 424
Regqularly ‘ 6 481 £ Feel mother
Sometimes 19 481 B Evaluation , 28.88 8.33 422
Hardly ever 34 : o 481 1 Potgnqy . . - 7.83 3.40 - 420
How do they view you . - . B Activity a 14.25 4.37 , 419 i
Teacher : ' - Feel police ' ‘ coo : : 3
Good kid 20 485 g ' Evaluation { 14.56 8.78 419 s
Bad kid 17 - ; - 485 I Potency : 7.51 . 3.05 - 431 |
Mix 30 oo | 485 N Activity ' 10.29 4.70 430 H
Don't make judg- . : 485 B § Feel father < | I }
" ments ' 7 485 R Evaluation 26.12 9.19 - 391
No contact : 26 “ 485 i - Potency 8.72 3.27 - 393
Boss ‘ N ‘ : | i/ Activity . 13.91. . 4.58 . 393
Good kid = 28 | 460~ 3 Feel me ) | | o .
- Bad kid : 3 o 460 P Bvaluation 25.76 5.79 425
Mix 10 460 R Potency o 8.25 2.89 : 428
Don't make judg- , ; o R 1 Activity 14.53 3.55 423
ments . 5 N ‘ ; 460 & = Feel friends - . : :
" No contact - 55 N ‘ ‘ 460 . 8, Evaluation " o 25.57 5 6.83 | 423
.Parent oo ‘ oo . = Potency . 8.51 2.48 429
- Good kid } 32 Sl o 484 . : 2 Activity : 14.47 3”57" © 425
Bad kid ” . 24 = 484 v Feel other kids here. . “
‘Mix 37 . - - 484 “Evaluation . 23.26 7.00 412
Don't make Judg- B e : o Potency : a ~ 8.07 2.38 a 415
~ ments ‘ 3 o o ¢ 484 ' . Activity i ‘ 12,62  3.41 411 -
~'No contact ' ' 4 : . 484 ; : : , : v
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Relationships in Community
(cont.) '
Teacher feel me
Evaluation 20.81 8.50 407
Potency 7.79 2.50 412
Activity 12.25 3.72 413
Mother feel me
Evaluation 24.22 "8.60 407
‘Potency 8.34 2.98 412
Activity 13.82 " 4.19 411
Neighbors feel me ;
Evaluation 21.35 8.87 400
Potency 8.06 2.83 403
Activity 13.03 3.59 403
Friends feel me
Evaluation 27.04 6.42 413
Potency 8.43  2.66 - 420
Activity 14.79 3.28 418
Police feel me
Evaluation 15.30 8.79 414
Potency 7.34 2.92 414
Activity 11.60 4.16 413
Father feel me
Evaluation 23.68 8.99 372
Potency 8.13 2.79 372
Activity 13.58 4.17 374
Kids feel me ,
Evaluation 25.12 6,93 387
Potency 8.12 2.57 392
Activity 13.76 3.10 391
DYS Experience:
Prior Commit - Referral 1.53 .50 499
Run from DYS .39 .49 _ 490
Times Run 2.23 4.8 491
Most important thing happened ,
since last weekend
Good in DYS 51 97
Bad in DYS 8 97
Good outside 40 97
Bad outside “0 97
Times returned from
parole .81 1.40 244
Feel DYS
Evaluation 20.42 © 9,84 419
Potency 8.06 2Re77 423.
Activity” \ 11.26 4.48 421
Feel prog:... staff ,
Evaluation 28.41 7.46 412 .
Potency 8.64 2.61 416
Activity 14.39 3.92 415

RS e ST LT Tt et

DYS Experience (cont.):

* DYS feel me
Evaluation
Potency
Activity

Program staff feel me

Evaluation
Potency
Activity

Detention Experience:

Non-detained
Shelter care
Treatment
Custody

Days in detention

Kids push others around

No
Yes
Few kids run evszzything
No '
Yes

Split between staff &
kids «
No
Yes
Did you £it in
No
Yes '
Like kid/staff rela-
tions
Like kid/kid relations
Like staff/staff rela-
tions
Like place to do time
Like attitude
Like academics
Like staff work
Like size

Dislike staff/kid rela-

tions - _
Dislike kid/kid rela-
tions

+ Dislike staff/staff

relations
Dislike interference.
Dislike activities
Dislike structure
Dislike facilities
Dislike size
Staff tell you what is

happening

Yes

No

SAame

>l

1Y)

Total N

22.75
8.00
13.08

26.65
8.16

14.08

13.3

7.66
2.47
3.34

6.62

2.51
3.18

21.40

385
382
384

396
396
394

495
495
495
495

455
434

456

453

456

368
367

366
366
366
367
366
366

414
414

415
414 .
415
414
415
414

457
457

ART
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\ Detention Experience (cont.):
Staff permit you to share
in decisions
No 21 457
Ask 16 457
Help make 10 457
Staff helpful
No : 25 454
Encourage 17 454
Help find jobs, etc. 5 454
Staff punish .
No 6 453
Separate 17 453
Take away privil. 19 453
Hit 5 453
Embarrass - 453
Make feel guilty - 453
Punish for what others do
Regularly - 11 454
Sometimes 18 454
Hardly ever 14 454
Staff reward
No 20 457
Include in things 6 457
Additional privil. 13 457
Look good in front of
others 2 457
Make feel good c 7 457
Reward for what others do ‘
Regularly : 4 456
Sometimes 7 456
Hardly ever 17 456
How do they view you
Good kid 19 455
Bad kid 5 455
Mixed 15 455
Don't judge 7 455
Court Experience:
Judge said he tried to do
Punish 13 398
Provide skills 16 398
Provide understanding 33 398
Adjust to community - 15 398
Keep off streets 23 398
What do you think he did
Punish . 19 441,
Provide skills 12 441
Provide understanding 32 441
Adjust to community 14 - 441
Keep off streets 22

441

Court Experience (cont.):

*Do they tell you what
+ 1s happening
Court iiaiscn
Yes '
.. No
Sometimes
.* NOo contact
Probation officer
. Yes
No
Sometimes
No contact
Judge
Yes
No
Sometimes
No contact
Did they let you share
in decision
Court liaison
No
‘ Ask -
Help make
. No contact
Probation officer
No
Ask
Help make
No contact

]

Ask
Help make
No contact .
Do they help you stay
out of trouble
Court liaison
No
Encourage
Find jobs, etc.
No contact
Probation officer
No
Engourage
Find jobs, etc.
5 No contact

e Judge

No

Encourage

Find jobs, etc.
No contact

S o g o e 2 2 g b e

-86-

% X SD Total N
24 462
10 462

1 462
65 462
49 468
27 468

7 468
18 468

r/;/

35 467/
52 467

6 467

6. . 467
11 466

9 466
13 466
67 466
34 468
28 468
18 468
19 . 468
68 467
19 , 467
7" 467

6 467
13 465
11 465
7 465
68 465
35 395
26 395
20 395
18 395
60 458
15 458
17 458

7 458
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Court Experience (cont.): Court Experience (cont.):
¥ill they punish . Would they reward you
i Court liaison , 5 4 Judge
E No 18 454 i , No 65 443
! Separate 2 454 v, Include me 2 443
‘ Take away privil. 6- 454 Additional privil. 16 443
Hit 1 454 Look good in front
Embarrass 1 454 of others 2 443
Feel gquilty 1 454 Feel good 6 443
No contact 70 454 No contact 9 443
Probation officer Reward for what others do
No 29 453 Court liaiscn
Separate 23 453 Regularly 1 452
Take away privil. 21 453 Sometimes 4 452
Hit 1 453 Hardly ever 13 452
Embarrass 1 453 Probation officer
Feel guilty 5 . 453 Regularly 5 447
No contact 19 ' 433 Sometimes 10 447
Judge ~ Hardly ever 31 447
No 22 429 Judge ‘
Ignore me 6 - 429 Regularly 3 450
Restrictions, 58 429 » Sometimes 6 450
Hit ‘ 1 429 . * ‘Hardly ever 22 450
Embarrass 2 429 1+How do they view you
Feel guilty 4 429 . y Gourt liaison A
No contact 7 429 Good kid 15 457
Punish for what others do Bad kid 3 . 457
Court liaison : o Mixed 11 457
Regularly 2 449 Don't make judg- oo d
Sometimes 2 449 ments "3 457
Hardly ever 8 449 No contact 68 457
Probation officer Probation officer ,
- Reqularly - 10 450 Good kid 32 459
Sometimes 9 450 - Bad kid 18 459
~ Hardly ever "35 ; 450 Mixed 27 459
Judge ‘ ‘Don't make judg-
Regqularly 16 424 ments 6 459
; Sometimes 17 - 424 No contact 17 459
; Hardly ever - 41 424 Judge
! Would they reward you e Good kid 18" 451
g Court liaison C ‘ Bad kid - 40 451
No 12 X . 458 Mixed 7 : 25 451
Include me 2 : - 458 - Don't make judg- =
L Additional privil. 8 458 . ments ‘ . 12 451
i Look good in front - No contact 4 ‘ o 451
! of  others 2 458 | o ‘Full time court .29 .46 457
, Feel good . 6 . ..458 " zRate of bindover .92 .79 457
3 No contact 69 456 » +Had a lawyer .89 .31 462
| Probation officer . » Court appointed 1.78 .41 416
! - No : - - 36 = . 452 Judge fair 1.34 .47 441
i Include me . 7 - 452 :
! Additional privil. 21 452
| Look good in front
of others 4 452
Feel good ~ = 13 452

NQ contact

19

452






