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The goal of the current research project was to determine the extent 

to which the presence of violent juvenile offenders influence the 

effectiveness of correctional programs for juvenile delinquents. Violent 

offenders, defined in terms of the number of violent crimes on their 

official records, did not have an effect on intrainstitutional adjustment 

processes or post-release delinquency. Guided group interaction (a 

program of intensive group therapy) and community-oriented treatme.nt 

programs, on the other hand, were effective in influencing the inmate 

subculture and in lowering ~narginally) the probability of subsequent 

del inquency. 

Interviews were completed with 371 representative juvenile males at 

entry into and exit from the institutions, and six months after release. 

In addition to this longitudinal sample, a cro&s-section sample of 

5 

juveniles were interviewed during their stay in the institution to obtain 

measures of the correctional environment influencing the longitudinal 

sample. Official record information was also gathered on offenses and 

discipl inary behavior. 

Two theories of correctional philosophy were tested. The first was 

the traditional theory of homogeneity that aims at separating violent 

offenders from non-violent ones in order to create homogeneous populations 

within separate correctional programs or units. The presumption of this 

phi losophy is that the violent or serious offenders contaminate the other 

Inmates and have negative effects on the success of a program. The second 

theory, on the other hand, argues that a heterogeneous mix of violent and 

Preceding page blank 



non-violent offenders has no adverse effects and may even have beneficial 

consequences, particularly in group-based programs such as guided group 

interaction. This theory of heterogeneity assumes that programs that are 

effectively organized can have positive effects with both violent and 

non-violent juveniles. 

Overall, our results did not conclusively support either theory. 

Many hypothesized relationships did not prove to be statistically 

significant, or if significant, were of a small magnitude. 

We argue, however, that in general, and with some exceptions, our 

results are more supportive of the heterogeneity than of the homogeneity 

philosophy. Within the institution, inmates in guided group interaction 

and community-oriented units were found to be more I ikely to develop 

positive attitudes toward the staff, the institution, themselves and 

toward IIgo i ng stra i ghtll upon re I ease. Vi a I ent offenders were found to 

have virtually no influence (positive or negative) on any of these 

attitudes. Previously incarcerated juveniles, however, did influence 

6 

negatively other inmates by fostering an anti-staff inmate subculture, 

resulting in their self-derogation, and increasing of their criminal value 

orientation. 

After release from the institution, juveniles who were in GGI and 

community-oriented programs were less likely to commit offenses or to be 

rearrested within six months of release. Furthermore, those juveniles in 

GGI programs were more likely to return to school or be employed and to 

have higher self-esteem after six months. Violent offenders were no more 

likely to commit subsequent crimes ~r to be rearrested after release than 

non-violent offenders, nor did the violent offenders adversely influence 
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other inmates in the un:ts. Previously incarcerated juveniles, by 

fostering an anti-staff inmate subculture, dld influence negatively other 

inmates by increasing the probability of their committing subsequent 

crimes and of being rearrested. Juveniles in the units with ,igh 

percentages of previously incarcerated youths were also more likely to be 

arrested for violent crimes within six months of release. 

In summary, we find support for the continued use of GGI and 

community-based juvenile correctional programs. Furthermore, we find that 

when considering 1I 0u tcome ll effects alone, there is no reason for 

separating violent offenders from non-violent offenders within 

correctional programs. Our findings show that caution should be 

exercised, however, in the handling of those inmates who were previously 

incarcerated since they may impair the effectiveness of a program. It 

must be noted, however, that the recommendation regarding violent 

offenders does not apply to offenders considered to be pathologically 

violent, nor does it apply to specific individuals for whom information 

from alternate sources may indicate that the person is violent-prone. 

Rather, it should be considered as a research finding subject to the 

broader debate of other legal and ethical considerations surrounding the 

issues of mixing violent and non-violent offenders. Despite these 

qualifications, our results provide some grounds for suggesting that 

society may have gone too far in its proper concern about mutual 

contamination within correctional institutions. The limits of 

heterogeneity may be wider than has been believed. 
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Chapter One: Juvenile Corrections -- Separation or Heterogeneity? 

I. I ntroduct i on 

A substantial shift in the emphasis of research and policy about 

juvenile treatment programs has occurred in the past decade. Whi Ie most 

studies in the 1950s and 1960s focused on correctional institutions, 

recent work has emphasized the study of community-based treatment programs 

(i.e., Ohlin et al., 1975; Warren, 1971). Several reasons account for the 

recent neglect of juvenile correctional facil ities. First, many states 

have shifted their policies from placing juveniles in correctional 

institutions to placing them in community-based programs. Community 

treatment, rather than custodial care, has become the method of choice in 

the placement of delinquents. Second, especially after the publication of 

the influential "Martinson report," (Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks, 1975) 

the belief that treatment programs, especially within correctional 

institutions, cannot be effective has become commonplace. Third, the rise 

of labeling theory as a dominant theory in criminology in the 1960s led 

many researchers to conclude that correctional institutions led to 

criminalizing, rather than to therapeutic, effects. The result has been 

that few recent studies have been conducted of treatment programs within 

correctional facil ities. 

The major thrust of juvenile correctional programs over the past 

decade in the United States has been the trend toward 

deinstitutional ization (Scull, 1977). More and more juveniles are being 

removed from large custodial correctional facilites and placed in smaller 

treatment programs in more open settings. Despite these trends, many 

. ' 

{ 

thousands of juveniles are still sent to correctional institutions each 

year, and it is certain that many more will continue to enter these 

facilities in the future. Therefore, it is important to obtain more 

knowledge about the kinds of offenders who should be placed in each type 

of setting and the types of therapeutic change that can be implemented 

within correctional as well as within community-based programs. 

10 

At the same time as the juveni Ie correctional systems in many states 

have shifted their emphasis to community care, there has been increasing 

public concern for the secure custody of serious juvenile offenders. 

Violent juvenile crime, in particular, has become a source of worry to the 

general public, the media, and law enforcement and treatment agencies, who 

would like serious offenders to be securely confined and separated from 

the community. Clearly. this desire is difficult to integrate with trends 

toward community care. The result is that the correctional system faces a 

problem in deciding how to deal with the worst juvenile offenders. Can 

they be trusted within community-oriented programs or must they be 

confined within custodial institutions? Although all our conclusions must 

be qualified by mention of the ~ethdological limitations of the study, in 

general we find that serious juveni Ie offenders can be hmndled more easily 

in community-oriented programs than has been supposed. 

The combination of the policy trend toward deinstitutionalization and 

of public concern with securely confining juvenile offenders raises the 

question of the types of youths that deinstitutionalization programs can 

safely contain and manage and the types who must be confined within secure 

correctional programs. Can deinstitutional ization be viable with all 
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kinds of offenders or will some offenders corrupt others, be impossibte to 

manage within community settings, and hamper the effectiveness and 

viability of programs? We find that too many juveniles with previous 

incarcerations placed on the same unit may have detrimental effects. 

Traditionally, treatment-oriented programs have been reluctant to 

accept the worst offenders, assuming that serious offenders are harmful 

influences on the climate of the institution. They corrupt and 

"criminal ize" the better offenders, are disruptive to the program, and 

diminish the success-rate of a therapeutic program. Because of these 

beliefs, the most serious juvenile offenders are typically isolated in 

refor~.tories. In addition, the publ ic demand to incarcerate serious 

offenders is growing as is the claim that there should be a lower age when 

juveni les may be tried as adults. 

This project focuses on the kinds of offenders who potentially 

present particular problems within programs and who cannot be maintained 

without harming other offenders. In particular, we are concerned with the 

poss i b I e effect that "ser i ous" offenders may have on the effect i veness of 

treatment programs. While the notion of "seriousness" of an offender is 

very difficult to specify, we assume that it is approximated by the degree 

of seriousness of past criminal offenses and the chronicity of these 

offenses. Therefore, a central question in this study is the effect a 

particular unit's composition of offenders -- those who have committed 

numerous serious criminal (violent) offenses relative to those who have a 

less chronic and severe offense records -- has on processes critical to 

maintaining successful programs. (It should be noted that throughout this 
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work we will use terms such as "predatory", or "worse", or "violent" or 

"severe" offenders, to refer to those offenders who have more chronic, 

seve.re offense records than other inmates.) 

There are two levels at which the question of integrating serious 

offenders into programs can be addressed. The first is the individual 

12 

level. To what extent can individuals who have frequently committed 

serious offenses be integrated into programs with less severe offenders? 

Second, at the aggregate level, is there a certain "tipping point" beyond 

which serious offenders cannot be contained within programs? While 

programs might be able to contain several serious offenders within them, 

beyond a certain point they might disintegrate if too many of these 

offenders enter them. Although our data do not allow us to specify any 

precise "tipping point," we do find that the percent of serious offenders 

in a program generally has no ill effect. 

There are, of course, many variables in addition to the seriousness 

of offenders that influence correctional outcomes. The treatment 

orientation of programs, the quality and ~uantity of staffing, the degree 

of integration Into the community setting, the availability of funding, 

etc., all affect the quality of the correctional experience. In addition, 

characteristics of offenders such as their age, race, social class, etc., 

affect the e~tent to which inmates are influenced by their correctional 

experiences. The predatory character of offenders is but one variable 

among many others that render correctional programs more or less viable. 

To examine the Impact of violent offenders on correctional programs 

requires a more general study of change processes within correctional 

. '. 



'IIIIii("'''''' ,~-----

I 
13 

~ , 
I 14 

facilities. Therefore, we examine numerous other variables characteristic become more likely to adopt criminal self concepts, teaching them lithe 

of both programs and offenders that, independently and in interaction with tools of the trade," and influencing them toward disrespect for authority 

offender seriousness, were hypothesized to influence change processes and law-abiding behavior. In addition, the mixing of worse offenders in 

within correctional and therapeutic programs. heterogeneous programs is thought to be a corrupting influence on the 

program itself. Boys who have committed serious offenses in the community 

I I. Justification for Separation are thought to carry over t~is behavior into the treatment program. They 

The prevail ing philosophy within juvenile corrections is one that will disrupt the program and hamper the viabi I ity of treatment activities. 

emphasizes the need to separate the "worstll offenders from other Finally, predatory offenders may attain positions of leadership within the 

juveniles. Most existing programs emphasize either the need for or the subculture of the program. In this way they can come to dominate the 

benefits from homogeneous treatment programs that separate better from normative climate of the program, creating hosti Ie attitudes toward the 

worse offenders (Ohlin, Coates, and Miller, 1975). The policy of program and its staff. For all of these reasons prada tory offenders must 

separation, or homogeneity, is based on two major considerations: the be segregated in custodial institutions in order for non-custodial 

benefits derived from special ized programs and the harmful effects that programs to regain maximum effectiveness with better offenders. 

predatory offenders may have on less predatory offenders. First, The policy of homogeneity assumes that youngster's behavior 

predatory offenders are believed to have special etiological problems at in treatment settings will be similar to their prior behavior in 

the root of their behavior so that specialized programs created to deal the community, that the problems leading youths to commit serious offenses 

with these problems should be the most beneficial ones. A maximum amount in the community are deep-rooted and "carry-overll into a treatment 

of special ization in treatment programs is thought desirable, and thus setting. These problems require special treatment programs; without such 

populations are grouped by type of problem and given appropriate treatment, perpetrators would present unmanageable problems in a 

treatment. residential setting. Alternatively, predatory offenders must be isolated 

In addition to specialization, which is based on what is thought best from others in custodial settings. Whi Ie this principle underlies the 

for the predatory offender himself, a second premise of the pol icy of policy of homogeneity, it has not been explicitly tested. There is, 

homogeneity is that mixing worse with better offenders wi 11 be harmful to however, some basis for making the opposite assumption: behavior in the 

the better offenders and to the program itself. Predatory offenders are treatment setting and in the community are uncorrelated. 

thought to be a corrupting influence on other inmates, leading them to 
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I I I. Justification for Heterogeneity 

The first theoretical perspective that might challenge the principle 

of homogeneity is that of learning theory as applied to behavior 

modification (Mi Ian and McKee, 1974). The basic principle of behavior 

modification is that the environmental circumstances that shape and 

reinforce behavior must be changed in order for the individual to change. 

The individual is seen as responding to immediate reinforcers in the 

environment and not to deeply-rooted psychic "needs." Thus, the 

environment and not the individual is the focus of change, and the use of 

common methods to change environmental reinforcers may be a more effective 

way to produce behavioral change than a focus on the specific etiological 

roots of delinquency. Individuals with a wide range of prsenting 

problems, when placed in similar environments will respond similarly 

regardless of their initial problems. For example, a number of programs 

uti I izing the "token economy" have been effective in some circumstances 

with a wide range of offender types (Milan and McKee, 1974; Dean and 

Reppucc i! 1974). 

In addition to behavior modification approaches, the labeling or 

interactionist approach (Schur, 1973) supports the assumption that 

behavior inside the treatment setting will not necessarily be correlated 

with behavior in the community. This approach emphasizes the situational, 

rather than the deeply-rooted, sources of law-breaking behavior. Even 

violent juvenile offenders may not be radically distinguishable from other 

youngsters; environmental contingencies, not ingrained personality 

characteristics, are responsible for their behavior. If this is actually 
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so, the impl ication for treatment is that even the worst offenders need 

not be segregated from other offenders and from the community. , 

Finally, Parsons (1961) suggests that a wide range of adolescent 

difficulties stem from common problems of adolescence. Such disturbances 

as emotional difficulties, running away, petty crime, and violent offenses 

all may have common roots in the circumstances surrounding the transition 

from childhood to adulthood rather than having specific and 

non-generaliz~~le roots (Coleman, 1974). Therefore, treatment programs 

should be less focused on specific etiological sources of particular 

problems than on common efforts to allow troubled adolescents to make a 

successful transition from childhood to adulthood. While there is as yet 

little empirical evidence regarding the impact of heterogeneous treatment 

programs, the behavior modification, interactionist, and Parsonian 

approaches all imply that the common tasks of treatment programs are to 

change a wide range of non-conforming behaviors, not to segregate more 

serious juvnenile offenders in special ized programs. 

While the pol icy of homogeneity assumes behavior in the community 

will carryover to behavior in the treatment setting, the policy of 

heterogeneity hypothesizes that characteristics of the treatment 

organization, not the characteristics of its residents, will fundamentally 

shape the viabil ity of the program. This sociological perspective implies 

the Idea that socio-cultural structures have an impact on behavior 

independent of the personality system (Toby, 1974). The structure, forms, 

and functions of the organizational system wi I I to a great degree infuence 

behavior Independent of the particular persons who fill organizational 
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roles. A large body of research regarding treatment agencies has 

accumulated that dotuments the effect of the organization on its clients, 

independent of the characteristics of the clients themselves. For 

example, Moos (1975: 325) summarizing his research on a large number of 

treatment settings concludes that: 

"We found that patients' behavior in treatment settings often 
differs markedly from their behavior in out-of-hospital community 
settings. Thus the common assumption that adjustment in the 
treatment mil ieu is highly related to adjustment in the community 
is not correct. Second, both natural istic descriptive studies 
and comparative program evaluations emphasized the importance of 
distinctive treatment mil ieus in accounting for the beneficial 
treatment outcome, thereby pointing to the necessity of measuring 
and comparing these milieus." 

To the extent that organizational characteristics; independent of 

offender types, best predict outcomes, heterogeneity would be possible 

within settings effectively organized for treatment. If, however, the 

principle of homogeneity is correct, the composition of the offender 

population, independent of organi7.ational characteristics, would best 

predict program outcomes. In fact, a combination and interaction of the 

characteristics of the organization and offender population, is likely to 

influence program effectiveness. For example, effective treatment 

programs may integrate a number of serious offenders while weak programs 

may collapse when even a few "problem" youths enter the program. A major 

question of this research project is to delineate the relative 

contributions and interactions of organizational and personality 

characteristics in leading to program effectiveness. 
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Moving from the theoretical to h 
t e empirical level, there may even b~ 

certain benefits from heterogeneous 
programs. First, the inclusion of 

predatory offenders in a treatment program may 
be making a symbolic 

statement about the p , 
rogram to clients which says: "This is a meaningful 

program; the staff here bel ieve in their program and feel that 
it can help 

even hardened offend " Th ers. e attitude of staff in th'lnk'lng the program is 
effective can be a self-fulfill ing 

prophecy by increasing the commitment 
of youngsters to self-improvement. S 

econd, worse offenders may benefit 

from the presence of more positl've I d 
ro e mo els found among the less 

predatory residents. 
Third, the inclusion of predatory offenders may have 

some benefits for programs based 
on a group-therapy model. The presence 

of several more "aggressive" personalities can 
sometimes help draw out 

qUieter personalities t t Ik b 
o a a out their problems and interact with the 

group. In sum, there are some plausible positive as well 
as negative 

results of including predatory offende.rs ' 
In heterogeneous treatment 

programs. 
Whether positive or negative results predominate should not be 

assumed; it is something which should be empirically tested. 

In Chart One the basic assumptions of the homogeneous and 

heterogeneous models are compared. Th 
ese models are presented as ideal 

types, and it is unl ikely that anyone fully believes all of the 

assumptions of one model to the exclusion of the assumptions of the other 

model. However, belief In th b f' 
e ene Its of homogeneity has traditionally 

shaped the pol icies of the juvenile-justice system. 
Rather than taking 

for granted the common-sense model f h 
o t e benefits of homogeneity, we will 

look at the relative strengths and k 
wea nesses of homogeneous programs. 



Chart One 
Assumptions of the Homogeneous and Heterogeneous Models 

Homogeneous Model 

Characteristics of the offender 
population predict program 
effectiveness 

Problems in the community 
indicate underlying specific 
problems to be treated by 
specialized programs. 

Youngsters who have caused 
serious trouble in the 
community will cause serious 
trouble in treatment. 

Predatory offenders are a 
corrupting influence by 
providing criminal role models 
to be emulated. 

Predatory offenders hamper the 
viabi ity of treatment 
programs by engaging in 
aggressive and troublesome 
behaviors. 

Heterogeneous Model 

Characteristics of the treatment 
program predicts program 
effectiveness. 

Problems in the community 
indicate either common underlying 
problems (Parsons) or problems 
which can be changed by changing 
the environment (behavior 
modification and interactionist 
schools) and in either case can 
be treated by similar treatment 
programs .. 

Youngsters who have caused 
serious trouble in the community 
will not necessarily cause 
serious trouble in the treatment 
programs. 

Non-predatory offenders may have 
a beneficial influence on 
predatory offenders by providing 
models to be emulated. 

Predatory offenders increase the 
viability of treatment ~rograms 
by increasing beliefs in the 
effectiveness of programs among 
staff and residents. 
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Although research that tests the assumptions of homogeneity is 

scarce, one important empirical exploration of the feasibility of 

integrating predatory offenders into treatment programs is the 

Masssachusetts program of deinstitutionalization where even very serious 

offenders have been integrated into treatment settings. Our project hopes 

to build on the research efforts in that state (Ohlin, Coates, and Miller, 

1975) and in other states such as Pennsylvania where efforts to reduce the 

proportion of youngsters in custodial settings are being made. Our study 

will provide some preliminary answers to the possiblities of 

heterogeneity, a question relevant to the juvenile justice system not only 

in New Jersey but also in the entire country. 

IV. The Independent Variables 

A central question in this research is how the presence of predatory 

offenders influence the operation of treatment programs. The effects of 

predatory offenders can be measured at three different levels: the 

individual; the associational; and the aggregate. We will examine each of 

these levels. 

To the extent that the philosophy of homogeneity in treatment 

programs is correct, the characteristics of individuals at entry into 

programs will predict their behavior within the program and their 

subsequent community adjustment. In particular, the chronicity and 

seriousness of their past criminal behavior should predict their 

amenability to change in the program. The most hardened offenders will be 

the most difficult to change, create the most disruption, and have the 
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most negative attitudes toward the program. If these indicators of 

predatory character predict negative results, the hypotheses regarding the 

feasibi ity of heterogeneity would be rejected. 

A second consideration regarding the effect of predatory offenders 

within programs is the kind of positiun they assume within the 

interactional structure of the correctional programs or units. One of the 

reasons for the presumed harmful effects of worse offenders within 

programs is the leadership role that they may assume within programs. The 

most criminalized offenders might provide role models within the unit, 

thus corrupting the less hardened juveniles. In this research we test 

whether the worse inmates do in fact attain leadership positions within 

the inmate subculture. In addition, we examine what effect varying 

leadership patterns have on other processs within the unit such as the 

degree of order maintenance, residential cl imate, and amenability to 

change processes. 

The final type of heterogeneity can be examined at the unit-level. 

Here, the focal point is the relative proportion of predatory offenders 

within units. According to the phi losophy of homogeneity, units with few 

or no seriously predatory offenders should have fewer problems than units 

with more predatory offenders. Units with worse offenders, on the other 

hand, may have residential climates that feature negative attitudes toward 

the staff and a great deal of disruptive behavior on the unit as well as 

1 ittle amanabi I ity to change. If heterogeneity theory is correct, units 

with greater numbers of worse offenders, compared to those with a 

predominance of better offenders, should have the fewest number of 
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management problems, the most positive attitudes toward the program, and 

the greatest degree of positive change. 

In our study we examine how individuals of varying predatory 

character respond differently to the correctional experience; the kinds of 

leadership positions predatory offenders assume within programs; and how 

programs with different numbers of predatory offenders have varying types 

of treatment cl imates. In addition, we consider how these aspects of 

offender character are related to a number of other variables, considered 

below, such as the demographic and social-psychological characteristics of 

offenders, and the treatment and organizational aspects of the programs. 

In addition to the offense histories of individuals, we examine a 

number of demographic and social psychological characteristics. Of 

particular importance should be the age and race of individuals. In 

addition, factors such cs juveniles' social class background, or 

Several other neighborhood, may affect change processes within units. 

factors may influence youths' amenabi lity to change within the 

institution. In particular, previous studies have found that levels of 

self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1979), and attitudes toward criminalization 

(Harris, 1975) predict many other social behaviors, and we expect they 

will be related te institutional change as well. 

In addition to the heterogeneity variables and the demographic and 

social psychological characteristics of offenders. there are variables 

that measure the organizational context of programs. These include: 

a) treatment activities: treatment programs vary in the degree to 

which their activities focus on rehabi litative, punitive, or purely 
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custodial functions. In the New Jersey juvenile correctional system, 

particular emphasis in many programs is placed on the therapeutic 

technique of "guided group interaction" -- a technique that involves 

small, intense group interaction in daily sessions. We expect that 

programs which utilize guided group interaction techniques will be more 

successful than ones with punitive or custodial emphasis. The major 

research question is the extent to which therapeutic objectives can be 

accompl ished with serious, as well as non-serious offenders. 

b) ,community integration: we assume that effective institutional 

programs prepare individual~, not for further institutional 1 ife, but for 

conventional, socially responsible roles in the community. There are 

several aspects of community integration. These include the degree of 

contact with members of the community, and the type of contacts with the 

community (recreational, employment, etc.). 

v. The Dependent Variables 

There are four major categories of dependent variables to be tested 

in this study. These are: (A) sO<;:ial-psychological processes; (B) 

attitudes of the offenders toward the staff; (C) the viabil ity of the 

program itself; and (D) adjustment in the community after release from the 

program. 
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A. Social-psychological processes 

1. criminal self-labeling: One of the tenets of the policy of 

homogeneity is that the integration of less-hardened juvenile offenders 

wi 11 increase the pressures on the better youths to define themselves as 

criminal. Exposure to serious offenders leads to an immersion in the 
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values of a criminal subculture. Yet no systematic attempt has been made 

to measure whether the presence of worse offenders in treatment programs 

actually has this Icriminali2ing" effE:!ct on other youngsters. On the 

other hand, the policy of heterogeneity would predict that worse offenders 

may become less 1 ikely to develop or maintain a criminal self-image if 

they are placed in heterogeneous programs. To measure this variable, we 

use an index derived from Harris' (1975) study of youthful offenders' 

expectations concerning the payoff value of "going straight" and "going 

crooked," as well as an index of identity as a Iicrimina1." Our goal is to 

discover the maximal degree of integration of offenders which leads to the 

lowest expectation of future criminal careers and criminal self-concepts 

among both worse and better offenders. The design of the study allows us 

to measure the effect of both the organization of the treatment program 

and the presence of predatory offenders as influences on the residents' 

criminal self-labeling. 

2. self-esteem: The way individuals feel about themselves has been 

shown to be correlated with a number of behaviors including delinquency, 

drug-use, educatio~al performance, etc. (Rosenberg, 1979; Kaplan. 1980). 

Many prominent theories of delinquency postulate that low self-esteem is 

one of the basic causes of del inquent behavior (Schwart2 and Stryker, 

... 
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1974; Kaplan, 1980). Correspondingly, many treatment programs strive to 

raise self-esteem. We are interested in how the presence of predatory 

offenders within programs affects this process. 

B. Attitudes of Program Participants 

It is unlikely that any treatment program can be effective unless the 

attitudes of the participants in the program are relatively congruent with 

the aims of that program. When there is a high degree of congruence 

between the values and attitudes of the staff and the youngsters in 

we expect that program goals can be implemented with treatment programs 

maximal effectiveness. It is possible that the presence of worse 

offenders in treatment programs wi 11 represent a Ilcorrupt i ngll i nf 1 uence on 

residents and subvert the aims of the program. If this is so, 

heterogeneous programs would have more negative attitudes among residents 

toward staff than would homogeneous programs. On the other hand, the 

presence of worse offenders may not pose a threat to the implementation of 

program goals. We will look at wnether the worse offenders placed in 

heterogeneous programs have the effect of increasing the overall negative 

attitude toward the staff. 

We also ask residents who the leaders of the peer subculture are. Do 

the worse offenders~ as the policy of homogeneity predicts, actually set 

? Who are the leader s in the norms of and dominate the peer subculture 

different mixes of better and worse offenders? A study of the peer 

networks in each program can determine an important effect that worse 

offenders mayor may not have in various kinds of treatment programs. 

particualar importance will be the extent to which predatory offenders 

assume dominant roles in tne peer subculture of heterogeneous programs. 

Of 
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C. Program ViabilL1Y 

The final process we measure is the effect of worse offenders on the 

viability of treatment programs. One source of resistance to 

heterogeneous programs is the feel ing that offenders who have committed 

serious offenses in the community will create difficult management 

problems within the treatment program. They are thought to be more 

disruptive, aggressive, likely to run away, and to rob and rape the other 

inmates. On the aggregate level, this would imply that programs which 

include a large number of worse offenders would have more management 

problems than programs without such offenders. On the other hand, the 

policy of heterogeneity assumes that worse offenders can be integrated 

into programs with better offenders without hampering the viability of the 

program. It is likely that the type of program will affect the degree of 

successful i ntegrat i on of ser i ous offenders. IIStrong l1 programs wi th 

therapeutic orientation, low staff-resident ratios, large resource 

allocations, structured and meaningful activity programs, etc., should 

have fewer problems in implementing heterogeneity than programs with the 

opposite characteristics. We do not ~xpect that heterogeneity will be 

successful wherever it occurs, but rather that it will be more successful 

in certain treatment settings than in others. While the labeling and 

attitudinal variables will rely on resident perceptions, program viability 

will be measured by examining official records of youths to determine who 

are particular mangement problems in the institution. The major issue 

regarding program viability is the extent to which the most troublesome 

youths within treatment programs are also the youths who h~ve committed 

the most serious offenses in the community. 
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Through the measurement of labeling, attitudes of residents toward 

the program, and management problems in the program, we have several 

indicators of the effects of integrating predatory offenders into 

treatment oriented programs. We also follow the study population after it 

leaves the institution to measure the effect of heterogeneous and 

homogeneous programs on outcomes in the community. 

D. Outcome in the Community 

The ultimate measure of success of a treatment program is the 

adjustment of residents in the community, especially as indicated by 

recidivism rates. Through interviews and official records we examine what 

organizational settings are most likely to change the behavior of their 

residents. In this phase of the research, we measure the relative 

contributions of individual offender characteristics {type of offense. 

race, social class, etc.}, heterogeneity of program population, 

organization of the treatment program, and the label ing and attitudinal 

variables discussed above, on the ultimate social adustment of the youth 

in the study. 

VI. Problems with Research 

As with any study of correctional outcome~, it will not be easy to 

specify the unique effect of each variable which influences adjustment in 

the community. However, the relatively large number of different 

treatment programs in our sample should unable us to overcome some common 

problems of outcome studies through the use of multivariate analysis. One 

value of our study will be in providing some preliminary answers to the 

I ,; 

( 

! 
I 

" I , "I 

I 

t t 

28 

question of optimum treatment setting for the handling of serious juvenile 

offenders. 

Several problems involved in testing our hypotheses should be 

mentioned. An ideal test of our hypotheses assumes that there is a wide 

variation in the degree of heterogene'lty 'In treatment programs so that 

there are homogeneous programs that contain only worse and only better 

offenders, as well as programs with varying degrees of heterogeneity. In 

fact, heterogeneity exlsts only to a 1 imited extent. The New Jersey 

system, like virtually all others in this country, makes a conscious 

effort to segregate the most disruptive inmates, as well as the most 

passive inmates, from others. Th' t 11 I d IS na ura y ea s to a fairly high 

degree of homogeneity within programs. While we find a certain degree of 

heterogeneity within the New Jersey systenl, w I f' d e a so In a system largely 

designed on the philosophy of homogeneity. This limits the extent to 

which it is possible to test our hypotheses d' regar Ing the effects of 

heterogeneity. 

An additional problem we face is that of selection bias. Individuals 

are not randomly assigned to the various programs without regard to their 

offense seriousness and history but a conscious effort is made to select 

the "best" inmates for the "best" programs and to segregate the "worstll 

inmates in the most custodial and non-therapeutic programs. This means 

that if, for example, we find that the most therapeutic programs produce 

the most change in their residents, this might be either because of the 

effectiveness of the program or because af the initial amenability to 

change of the ju~eniles selected to enter the program. While we will 
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introduce a number of measures and use a number of techniques to control 

for selection bias. none are entirely satisfactory and our findings will 

be open to varying interpretations. 

The problem of selection bias leads to a third problem: that of 

multicollinearity. We use multivariate analysis to separate the effects 

of our various independent variables. Multivariate techniques assume, 

however. that there is not a very high interrelationship between the 
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different independent variables used. Because of selection bias. however, 

each of our major sets of independe~t variables are intercorrelated. 

Inmates who have not been previously incarcerated are likely to enter the 

most therapeutically-oriented programs with small populations and a fairly 

high integration into the community. In addition, these residents enter 

with the highest level of self-esteem, lowest level of criminalization, 

etc. As with the problem of selection bias, we will use a number of 

techniques to attempt to control for problems of multicollinearity. 

Again, none of these techniques is entirely successful and our results are 

open to more than one interpretation. 

Each of these problems is common in social-scientific research. 

Since we must examine the social world as we find it, and since this world 

operates under the assumptions of the benefits of homogeneity, it is 

impossible to conduct a pure test of the benefits of heterogeneit~, 

Fortunately, there is enough variation in the New Jersey system to make 

this study worthwhile and to allow us to formulate some tentative 

conclusions about the costs and benefits of policies of heterogeneity. 

Throughout, however, we will be emphasizing the I imitations of our data 

and the tentative natUre of the generalizations we establish. 
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VI I. Summary 

The particular concern of this study is with how worse juvenile 

offenders are handled in a treatment-oriented correctional system and the 

effect of mixing worse offenders with better offenders. In particular, we 

wish to compare predictions from policies stressing the benefits of 

homogeneous programs with those from policies stressing the benefits of 

heterogeneous programs. We correlate a number of organizational and 

individual variables with the dependent variables of criminal 

self-label ing, attitudes of residents toward the program, and the 

viabil ity of each program. We also follow up the study population to test 

the effect of these variables on youngsters' adjustment in the community. 

The methods and sample we use allow us to provide some preliminary answers 

to important questions regarding the juvenile justice system both in New 

Jersey and in the rest of the country. 
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Chapter Two: Description of the Sample, Data Collection, Measurement, 

and Analysis Problems 

I. Design and Sample 

A. Design of Study 

B. The Sample of Institutions 

C. The Sample of Individuals 

D. Representativeness of the Sample 

I I. Measurement 

A. Contextual Variables 

B. Individual-Level Variables 

C. Outcome 

I I I. Problems of Analysis 

A. Multilevel Analysis--Overview 

B. Problems with Multilevel Analysis 

C. Non-random Assignment of Juveniles 
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I. Design and Sample 

A. Design of the Study 
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To test the hypotheses outlined in the first chapter, we adapted a 

longitudinal study design in which individuals were interviewed at three points 

in time: shortly after arrival at the institution, just before leaving it, and 

after six months in the community. This provided us with base-line measures at 

the time of individuals ' entry into the program, as well as with exit measures 

at the time of their departure from the program, and with follow-up 

measurements after individuals have returned to the community. 

To assess the impact of inmate subculture and mixes of offenders, we also 

obtained cross-sectional information about the program population interaction 

patterns and the nature of the programs. This allowed us to correlate these 

characteristics with the changes that occurred in the members of the 

longitudinal sample. 

Intake. Figure 2-1 is a diagram of the several data sets constituting the 

bases for subsequent analy.sis. 1 The first longitudinal data set (L1) consists 

of information gathered from two sources: interviews and official Juvenile 

Court records. Interviews were done with every new inmate, excluding parole 

violators, between the ages of 13 and 18, who entered the New Jersey Juveni Ie 

Corrections system between October 1977 and December 1978. 

The first interview generally took place within one week of the juvenile's 

arrival at the facil ity, during the period when he is housed in a reception 

area and has not yet become involved in the subculture of a program. In the 

I 
I 

I 
j , 
I 
l 

I I 
r 

c: 

33 

group residential centers included in the study, however, there is no special 

reception unit, and arriving inmates were interviewed within the first two days 

of their arrival in the program, before they were exposed to the group climate 

of the centers. In this first interview, base-line data were gathered 

regarding the degree of criminalization, self-concept, the putential for 

violent behavior, values toward family and friends, educational aspirations, 

expectations of the program, and criminal history as a self-reported measure. 

In addition to the longitudinal interviews, information was gathered from 

institutional records for each member of the sample. These records provide 

information regarding official criminal history, past institutional experience, 

psychiatric and diagnostic reports, intell igence evaluations, and summaries of 

schoo I, fam i I y, and drug and a I coho I prob I ems. (See Append i x A for a copy of 

all instruments used.) 

Cross-Section. To evaluate the effects of various program contexts, we 

obtained cross-section interviews of all the juveni les on a unit were done. 

These data were aggregated to construct contextual scores for each unit. 2 These 

unit scores were entered on the data cards of each member of the longitudinal 

sample and correlated with other longitudinal variables. Contextual measures 

for each unit such as measures of offender heterogeneity, subcultural climate, 

attitudes toward the program, average severity of punishment in ~ program, and 

other program characteristics were correlated with variables measuring 

attitudes and behavior of each member of the longitudinal sample. 
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Three data sets constituted the basis for the cross-section aggregation 

--discipl inary records (used to compute variables such as "percent of inmates 

on a correctional unit discipl ined during their stay"), cross-section juvenile 

court records (used to compute variables such as "percent of inmates on a 

correctional unit with official arrests for a violent crime") and the 
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cross-section interviews (used to compute variables such as "mean negative 

attitude toward staffll on a unit). 

Exit. To measure institutional change from the time of intake, it was 
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necessary to interview the juveni les shortly before departure. Thus, "exit" 

interviews were condueted within two weeks of the juvenile's leaving the 

institution (most were done within a few days of lIexit"). Many of the same 
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questions asked at intake were again asked at exit, along with additional 

questions concerning the juvenile's perception of his incarceration experience. 

Also, data on officially-known delinquent activities in the various programs 

were collected. Two categories of discipl inary problems were distinguished: 

adjustment or "behavioral" or "minor" problems (e.g., disobeying staff orders) 

that are specific to an institutional setting, and criminal or "major" problems 
' .. 

(acts that would be legally defined as criminal in the community, e.g., 

llf" I .. stealing). Unfortunately, we were not able to collect information on 

disciplinary problems in some of the residential group centers included in the 

In 
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study because no information on ,this subject is systematically recorded in this 

type of program. 

Six-Month Follow-up. Finally, follow-up data were collected in the form 

of telephone interviews and official records (probation, parole and Division of 

Youth and Family Services records). Thus, the behavior and attitude change of 
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each individual during the six months following his departure from the program 

was ascertained. 

In summary, the advantages of our longitudinal study design are that we 

have measures of each of the dependent variables prior to any substantial 

effect of the institutional experience, immediately before release into the 

community, and after release into the community. We are therefore in a 

position to measure changes that occur over the course of the correctional 

experience. In addition, the contextual variables derived from the 

cross-sectional data provid~ measures of subcultural and instit~tional 

variables that could not be obtained by a longitudinal design alone. While 

this procedure considerably increased the problems of data gathering and data 

analysis, the potential benefits are such that the complexities of analysis 

seem worth the additional effort. The result should be a specification of 

institutional effects, in particular, the effects of resident heterogeneity, on 

the chang~ processes in individuals that could not be obtained from either a 

cross-sectional or a longitudinal design alone. 

Before disclJssing measurement and analysis problems, we wi 11 provide an 

overview of, first, the various units included in the ~ample, and second, the 

individuals in the longitudinal sample. We will describe the methods used to 

gather the samples, and the attrition problems encountered. 

B. The Sample of Institutions 

Juveniles sentenced under the auspices of the New Jersey juyenile justice 

system may be placed in a number of State-run facilities. The types of 

programs within the correctional system range from small residential group 

centers to large correctional institutions. While very few offenders are sent 
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to treatment institutions outside of the correctional system, within this 

system there has been a trend toward deinstitutionalization. Several programs 

are small, rehabilitation-oriented, and community-based, while others are under 

the administrative control of larger institutions but rur. as "satellitE:s" of 

the larger institutions (physically separated from the main institution). 

Still other programs feature intensive and innovative rehabil itatior. 

orientations but are located within the confines of large, custodial 

institutions. Finally, a number of units are traditional, custodially-oriented 

programs. Our initial sample contained seven institutions: Yardville and 

Annandale reformatories, Jamesburg Training School for Boys and Girls, 

Highfields, Warren and Ocean Residential Group Centers (male) and Turrell 

Residential Group Center (females). The description of these institutions and 

the various units within larger facilties or satellite programs described below 

indicates the status of the system during the period from October 1977, the 

time of the first intake interview, to October, 1979, the time of completion of 

all the exit interviews. 

The major problem encountered in the institutional sample were changes 

that took place in the New Jersey correctional system during the period of data 

collection. Several factors caused change in the system at that time. First, 

because of the court-ordered separation of juveniles from adults in the system, 

part of the population shifted from one unit to another. Some units that in 

the beginning of our study housed juveni les, no longer contained our 

r"espondents at the time of exit due to transfers to newly created "juvenile" 

units. Other alterations In the system arose because some programs underwent a 

change in treatment orientation, whi Ie other programs were closed. Some of our 
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unit sample, therefore, was diminished due to internal movement, while other 

units were eliminated for analysis purposes because it would not be possible to 

attribute any variation in outcome to a program or a unit that underwent basic 

changes during the period of data collection. Our purpose here is to indicate 

as clearly as possible what the system was that we were studying and to give 

some description of the range of units, the type of individuals placed in these 

units, and the variation in program orientation. 

At the inception of our study we began data collection at three 

residential gr'oup centers for males 16 to 18-years old and one group center for 

16-18-year-old females. During the course of data collection the group center 

for females was changed into a JINS (Juveniles-in-Need-of-Supervision) shelter, 

and one of the male group centers was closed and then re-opened as a Yardville 

satellite program. 

The Residential Group Centers. Two residential group centers, Highfields 

and Warren, containing about 20 residents each, are included in the study. 

Residents are sent as a condition of probation for an average stay of 4-5 

months. Because our data collection period covered over a year1s time, we were 

able to interview two cohorts of juveniles passing through each of these 

residential centers. Thus, for analysis purposes we have, in effect, four 

residential group centers in the sample. The central orientation of the 

Highfields and Warren programs is the method of Guided Group Interaction (GGI) 

which was developed at Highfields in the early 1950 1s. The focus of Guided 

Group interaction is intensive, nightly group sessions in which all members of 

the group confront each other with their problems. During the day, residents 

of each group center work at state institutions and return to the center at 
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night for therapy sessions. Contact with community is also maintained through 

weekend furloughs. There is no'educational component at these centers. 

Jamesburg Training School for Boys and Girls. The Jamesburg Training 

School for Boys and Girls contains about 300 juvenile5 of both sexes between 

the ages of 13 and 17. There are two cottages for girls while the other eight 

regular cottages and one maximum-security unit are utilized for boys. The 

girls l units contain a number of individual cel Is for girls in need of maximum 

security custody. There is clearly some attempt on the part of the Jamesburg 

classification committee to dev~lop homogeneous groupings among the, inmates in 

terms of housing units. The range runs from one honor cottage set aside for 

those who "earn" this status, via the token system and cottage officer 

approval, to the special treatme.nt unit (S.T.U.) which is designated for those 

who are weaker, less stable emotionally and likely to be abused in other 

cottages. Aside from the guidance (i .e. disciplinary) unit, utilized for 

repeated misbehavior and isolation from the regular cottage population, the 

other six cottages divide the population on a continuum of age and 

aggressiveness. Here the range goe!> from the "baby" cottage, which contains 

the young~st, least sophisticated and least aggressive youngsters, to the 

cottage designated for the oldest, most sophisticated and aggressive juveni les. 

From this de.scription it can be seen that heterogeneity of offender population 

is limited by the conscious decisions to separate the weak from the aggressive 

at the time of placement. To a great extent both the toughest and the weakest 

offenders are segregated from other inmates at the onset of treatment. 

Youth Reception and Correction Center at Yardville (YRCC). The Yardville 

Youth Correctional Institution encompasses traditional correctional units, 
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intensive therapy programs within the larger correctional institution. and a 

number of satellite programs as well as the reception units. A juvenile 

receiving a reformatory sentence goes through reception classification at YRCC. 

During the three-week stay on the reception units the inmates are given their 

introduction to the system. and take educational and psychological tests in 

preparation for appearance before the classification committee. The 

classification committee, utilizing intake information, history of offenses, 

behavior in reception, availability of space, and to some extent the 

individual IS preferences, assigns the new inmate to a particular unit. A new 

inmate coming through YRCC may be assigned to regular correctional units, 

special programs, or a satellite unit. 

The five Yardville satellite units we examined (Camden House, 

Yardfields-Stuyvesant, Cottage 3, PIE I I and Wharton Tract Unit), represent a 

wide range of interaction with the community; however, each utilizes the basic 

treatment technique of Guided Group Interaction. Camden house is located in the 

urban community of Camden and contains juveniles admitted through Yardville as 

well as juveniles placed as a condition of their probation status with a 

suspended sentence to YRCC. The program also includes additional juveniles who 

participate in the program during the day but return to their homes at night. 

All the juveniles in this program participated in work-related activities in 

the community during the day, including work with welfare cl ients, the Pol ice 

Athletic League, and cleaning up the city. The length of stay in this unit 

averages about five months. The program accepts only 16 to 18-year-olds who 

express an interest in a community program and have no psychiatric or offense 

record reqUiring close supervision. The program includes work in the community I t 
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and GGI but no educational component. Yardfields is a section of the Wharton 

Tract Unit (W.T.U .• to be discussed below) which contained 12 juveni les. These 

juveniles included the popUlation designated to move to the Stuyvesant Avenue 

Project located in Trenton, a large urban community. Each day they were bused 

from the W.T.U., located in a large state forest. into Trenton for school, work 

and GGI sessions. These youngsters, though housed at W.T.U., were helping to 

renovate the building which was to become the Stuyvesant Avenue Project. The 

Yardfields-Stuyvesant unit contained the youngest population to go through 

YRCC, the age ranged from 14 to 18-years-old. The new program was aimed at 

property offenders who were considered relatively stable and able to deal with 

the group process. 

The Wharton Tract Unit also contained a number of juveniles who were mixed 

in with a young adult population in a larger unit averaging 48 residents. The 

residents of the W.T.U. worked in the State forest and remained isolated from 

the community except for furloughs. The average stay in both 

Yardfields-Stuyvesant and the W.T.U. ranged from six to eight months. 

Acceptance into these programs demanded minimum security status, no rapes, 

arsons or serious assaults in their offense histories, and no severe emotional 

or medical problem requiring close supervision. These programs, due to their 

funding source, also included a requir~ment that each inmate be working toward 

a G.E.D. (graduate equivalency diploma); therefore, those with a high school 

diploma or G.E.D. were precluded. The other two satellites of Yardvil Ie are 

located on the campus of the Jamesburg Training School. PIE I I (Program of 

Intensive Education) and Cottage 3. although they are situated on the grounds 

of Jamesburg, function quite independently of that institution. These two 
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programs deal with youngsters from 15 to 19-years-old, again the average length 

of stay is six to eight months. Residents of PIE I I work on the grounds of the 

Jamesburg campus, while those in Cottage 3 work in the community. During our 

study, Cottage 3 residents were working in a nursing home and a day-care center 

in a small city nearoy. Both programs include work, education and GGI sessions 

as part of their treatment program. 

Within the Yardville institution two units are designated as PIE units. 

These units, as mentioned above, cannot accept inmates who have graduated from 

high school or have a G.E.D •. Intake criteria also eliminate those who have 

homosexual tendencies, or who are extremely passive, inadequate, or psychotic. 

Residents of these programs participate in intensive GGI therapy programs as 

well as work and school programs during the day and live in units separated 

from other inmates (although they do interact with non-group members at me~ls, 

during recreation, etc). The remaining Yardville units are of the more 

traditional correctional type. Here, as at Jamesburg, passive, inadequates are 

separated from hostile, aggressive types, and inmates who present management 

problems are segregated from the rest of the population. The therapy programs 

in these other units do not util ize the intensive Guided Group Interaction 

technique but do involve some less structured counseling and supervision. 

Youth Correctional Institution - Annandale. The Annandale Youth 

Correctional Institution is a more traditional correctional complex for male 

juveniles and young adults up to the age of 30, holding about 600 inmatea. 

There is a centralized staff for the whole institution, which functions out of 

the central administration building. Although Annandale has traditionally 

separated juvenile~ from older inmates, that separation became more advanced 
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.~ during the period of our research. Annandale has eight cottages and two 

satellite units. Most of the juveniles from our sample were in three of the 

eight cottages, with two of these specifically designated for juveniles. 

Although juveniles were for the most part separated from adults, those who were 

more aggressive and created management problems were 1 ikely to find themselves 

in mostly adult units. Here, as in other correctional facilities in the State, 

the weak and inadequate juveni les are separated from the hostile and aggressive 

types. Annandale maintains two satell ite programs, one for juveniles, Stokes 

Forest, and one for adults, High Point.3 At the beginning of our study some 

juveniles were still at High Point but, shortly after we started interviewing, 

that satellite became an all-adult unit. 

In sum, our unit sample consists of eight programs physically separated 

from the large correctional institutions (two residential group centers and six 

satellite programs). There are 24 units located within the large correctional 

facil ities that, to varying degrees, operate under a traditional juvenile 

corrections model (eight at each institution, Jamesburg, Yardville and 

Annandale). In addition there are two units within the larger institution 

which are based on intensive GGI programs. 

Finally, two girls' cottages (at Jamesburg), Were initially included in 

our study, but since they underwent dramatic changes during the time that the 

data collection took place, they were dropped from the study. 

Table 2-1 gives an overview of the institutions and units that were 

included in the study. Although 36 units were part of the original sample, a 

number of them had to be dropped from our subsequent analysis. As mentioned 



Tab Ie 2-1. I nst i tut ions and Un its in the Samp Ie 

1. Residential Group Centers 
Highfields (a) 
Warren 

2. Jamesburg 
I Honor Cottage 
j Special Treatment Unit 
6 Trad it i ona I Cottages (b) 

3. Yardville 
2 PIE Units 
8 Traditional Units (c) 
5 Satellite Programs 

a. Camden House 
b. Yardsfield-Stuyvesant 
c. Cottage 3 
d. PIE I I (on Jamesburg Campus) 
e. Wharton Tract 

4. Annandale 
8 Traditional Cottages ~) 

Satellite Program 
a. Stokes Forest 

Summary of Units Used in the Analysis: 

4 Residential GGI Programs - Highfields, Warren (twice each) 
7 Satell ite GGI Programs - Yardville, Annandale 

12 Correctional Units - Jamesburg, Yardville, Annandale 
23 TOTAL 

(a) Both Highfields and Warren were included in the cross-sectional 
interviews. Because the average stay is only 4-5 months, there 
is a high turnover. The cross-sectional sample was entirely 
different at these two points in time resulting in possible 
different contextual effects for individuals with longitudinal 
interviews done early or late in the study. 

(b) Only 4 of these units were included in the cross-sectional part 
of the study. 

(c) Only 3 of these units had cross-sectional interviews. 
(d) Only 2 of these units had cross-sectional interviews. 
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before, both the Ocean and Turrell Residential Group Centers went through 

changes that were significant enough to warrant leaving them out of the 

I 
study. Also a number of units were not included in the cross-sectional part of 

t: ' , 
I 

the study because very few of our longitudinal sample entered these units. 

Because some members of the sample entered units for which we have no 

I 
I 

I' 
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cross-sectional surveys, there is some missing information about contextual 

measurements for n number of individuals that w~re included in the entire 

longitudinal part of the study. Finally, cross-sectional measures were 

gathered twice at both Highfields and Warren. This was done because turnover 
Ii 

I' in these Residential Group Centers is rather high (the average stay is 4-5 

months), so it was necessary to acquire contextual measurements more than once. 

Individuals that had early intake interviews possiL lived in a different 

group climate than individuals that were interviewed later. 

C. The Sample of Individuals 

Intake Interviews. From October, 1977 to December, 1978, 796 intake 

interviews were completed with 744 males and 52 females (See Table 2-2). 

Although we were interviewing youngsters coming into 36 different units, the 

centralized reception units at Yardville and Jamesburg considerably eased the 

difficulties involved in that task. With the cooperation of the staff of each 

institution, arrangements were made for administration of the intake interview 

to each incoming resident participating in the study. The intake interviews at 

Yardville (for Yardville, Annandale, and their satellite programs) and 

Jamesburg took place while the subjects were still in reception facilities and 

had not yet been assigned to a particular unit. At each of these institutions 

we trained several older "paraprofessional" inmates to help conduct these 
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Table 2-2. Intake Interviews by Institution 

Absolute 
Freguenc):: Pct. 

Yardville and satell ite Males 235 29.5 
programs 

Jamesburg Males 233 
Females 42 34.5 

Annandale and satellites Males 177 22.2 
Highfields Males 43 5. 1+ 
Warren Males 35 4.4 
Turrell Females 10 1.3 
Ocean Males 21 2.6 

Total 796 100.0 

interviews. Procedures were developed so that a staff member would 

contact the juvenile in the reception area, explain the purpose of the 

project, and answer any questions the potential respondent may have had. All 

interviews were conducted in private areas with only the interviewer and 

respondent present. The interview took about 45 minutes to complete, and 

although it contained some difficult material, we feel that respondents took 

the task quite seriously and were extremely cooperative. 

At the residential group centers, the administrative procedure was 

somewhat different. Arriving residents immediately enter the program 

population; therefore, at these centers we wanted the intake interviews to be 

completed as soon as possible. At each center we trained a staff member to 

administer the interview. He or she contacted each incoming resident on the 

day of their arrival at the center and the interview itself was conducted on 

the first or second day of residency. 

The number of intake interviews is far more than we anticipated in our 

initial plan. As we realized that there was going to be considerable movement 

due to the separation of juveni les from adults, changes in program orientation. 

( 

f ; 

I 
i 
! 
I 
tl .' il , 

l: f' 

k 
f) 
" ' , 
I' ' 

I 

49 

the closing of certain units and the creation of new ones, we felt it would be 

appropriate to expand the initial sample in order to meet our goal of a total 

sample of approximately 400 individuals for whom we would have intake, exit and 

follow-up interviews. Table 2-3 presents the total number of completed 

interviews at each stage of the data collection process. 

Exit Interviews 

Although we anticipated some of the problems that were created by 

examining a system in transition, we did not foresee the extent of the 

difficulties involved in collecting the exit data. Procedurally we kept 

records of the movement of each member of the longitudinal sample to the 

various units and lists of the parole dates of each subject. When the name of 

a sample member appeared on the parole list, he or she was contacted by a 

project staff member and re-interviewed utilizing the same procedure outlined 

above. The procedure worked well for those who followed the anticipated 

pattern; however, between the time of intake and release from the institution a 

number of difficulties arose which made it difficult, impossible, or 

inappropriate to complete an exit interview. All together, 451 exit interviews 

were done of males (60% of the original sample). A number of factors explain 

the failure to complete more exit interviews: 1) one barrier to completion of 

an exit interview was the subsequent refusal of the parent or guardian to give 

consent. Our procedure for consent, approved by the University Committee on 

HUman Subj ects, a II owed for the in it i a 1 (i ntake) i nterv i ew to be comp 1 eted 

prior to receiving consent from parents. However, the agreement stipulated 

that a subsequent parental refusal would end the interview process. Parental 

refusal accounted for approximately twenty per cent of the loss in the original 
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sample. This loss is not particularly surprising in that del inquents are often 

. problemat'lc relationships with their parents. 2) A involved in precarious or 

second loss of subjects is accounted for by subject refusal. In some cases 

respondents who consented to be interviewed at intake refused to be interviewed 

at exit. rare for sUbj'ects to refuse at exit, this did account Although it was 

f the loss 'In the sample from intake to exit. for an additional four per cent 0 

of subj'ects came not from SUbject refusal but rather from a 3) Another loss 

part not to Ut 'l 1 I'ze some of the data that were collected. decision on our 

Although, as mentioned above, most respondents were conscientious and 

cooperated fully, some few lacked the ability or did not apply themselves to 

the task. Unusable data accounted for an additional six percent loss of 

subj ects. 4) Others who were interviewed at intake were not available for exit 

interviews since their exit from the institution did not follow the anticipated 

d Th 'ls was particularly true in the residential group pattern--they escape • 

the satell 'Ite programs, but sUbj'ect losses at Jamesburg centers and in some of 

also occurred because of escapes. In all, nearly eighteen percent of the loss 

in sample occurred because no exit interview was possible under the 

circumstances. 5) An additonal four percent loss in the sample took place 

the res 'ldent'lal group centers had the option to because the superintendent of 

expel youngsters who were not cooperating in the treatment program. 6) I n over 

twenty percent of the cases we were unable to complete exit interviews due to 

( ' be'lng released prior to scheduled release recal Is or parole updates I.e., 

dates). Although we developed a very intricate monitoring system, we were not 

recall and conduct the ihter~rew in the short in a position to learn about a 

In a j'udge would order a recall and the period prior to release. many cases 
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subject would be released on the following morning. Our general procedure of 

interview within the two-week period prior to release was also disrupted when a 

parole update was ordard by the classification committee or the parole board. 

Since many of the exit interviews were conducted by people working for us on a 

part-time basis, they could not leave their other work on a moment's notice to 

complete an exit interview. Finally, although we did the best we could to be 

constantly aware of movement, early releases and recalls, subjects were missed 

due to time pressures of trying to cover a large number of units in 

institutions throughout the State with a small field staff and a few , 
institutional staff members and para-professional inmates hired on a part-time 
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basis. The time problem was, of course, exacerbated by the decision to attempt 

to interview subjects as close to their release date as possible (i .e., within 

i' I' 

b 

~ 
fr 

~ r, 

two weeks of exit). 7) Another confounding problem of deal ing with a system in 

transition was that several programs were closed, others were opened and many 

housing changes took place during the period of data collection. In cases when 
i r, 

internal movement or population shifts took place, the subject was sometimes 

released before we were made aware of his/her movement to a new housing unit. 

In some cases subjects were moved to adult institutions, or from a large 

facility or a satell ite program or the reverse. In about thirty percent of the 

cases that were lost, our exit procedUre either did not pick up the movement 

until after release or a decison was made not to complete exit interviews on 

those transferred to separate adult institutions. 
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Follow-up Interviews in the Community The ideal situation, of course, was to be able to contact each respondent 

Six months after the exit interview we began the follow-up process. The promptly and directly based solely on the information supplied at the exit 

follow-up interviews were conducted through a 15 to 20 minute telephone interview. This was often not possible. A variety of problems arose which 

conversation. To contact respondents we started with the information provided made the process of contacti~g subjects a difficult and time-consuming task. 

by the subject at the exit interview. If this was incomplete or inaccurate, At the time of follow-up. information suppl ied six months earlier was often no 

the interviewer would call the institution from which the respondent was longer accurate. Phones had been disconnected, changed to unlisted numbers, or 

released to obtain or verify information as to the subject's expected future assigned to other parties. Respondents had moved to new addreses, gone to live 

address. If this process did not yield sufficient information to locate the with other relatives or friends, or been put on "missing" status. Even if a 

respondent, several alternatives were available. These included information phone could be reached, that did not necessarily guarantee an interview. It 

from the original consent form, telephone directories, or information from was often necessary to make numerous attempts to reach the respondent. 

institution staff. Of course, our best source of information came from those For 371 of the 451 respondents with both intake and exit interviews we 

officially charged with the responsibility of keeping track of those previously also obtained a follow-up interview, an 82% completion rate (or 50% of the 

incarcerated. Parole officers, probation officers, and D.Y.F.S. caseworkers original 744). Of the ones for whom we failed to obtain a third longituclinal 

turned out to be the most reliable source of information about the current interview, about 75% were "dead ends," 18% refused to be interviewed in the 

location of the subjects in the sample. We had the full cooperation of these community, and two subjects were killed since their release. In addition, some 

three sources in tracking down respondents. In some cases parole officers or of our subjects (about four) have not yet left the institution so it would not 

casewokers asked their client to call us and provided the immediate opportunity be appropriate to do a fol low-up interview. 

to do so. In many cases our message "to call us" was relayed by the parole Table 2-3 shows how the third-wave interviewees of the longitudinal sample 

officer, probation officer or caseworker and the subject called us collect. were distributed over the five institutions and satellite programs. It 

OUI" attempts to contact respondents by phone were backed up by letters mailed indic~tes that all of the attrition from the original Annandale sample is due 

to the subject's current address, containing a brief reminder about the project to to losses between intake and exit from the institution. In most other 

and asking that he call collect to be interviewed. institutional contexts we followed-up between 50 to 60 percent of the original 

Once a respondent was reached by phone, he was reminded about the survey. sample. 

told that the follow-up interview would take about 15 to 20 minutes, that the 

information, as before, would be kept strictly confidential and that he would 

I 
11 
~ 

be paid for his help in this phase of the study. 



Table 2-3. Attrition by Institution (Males only) 

Institution 

Yardvi lIe 
Jamesburg 
Annandale 
Highfields 
Warren 

Total 

Intake (L1) 
Absolute and 
Relative 
Frequency 

235 (31.6%) 
233 (31.3%) 
177 (23.8%) 
43 (5.8%) 
35 (4.7%) 

744 

D. Representativeness of Sample 

Exit (L2) 
Absolute and 
Relative 
Frequencies 

173 (38.4%) 
164 (36.4%) 
69 (15.3%) 
29 (6.4%) 
16 (3.5%) 

451 (62.2% 
of 744) 

Fo II ow-up (L3) 
Absolute and 
Relative 
Frequencies 

124 (33.4%) 
138 (37.2%) 
69 (18.6%) 
26 (7.0%) 
14 (3.8%) 

371 (51.3% 
of 744) 
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Race. Table 2-4 shows the ethnic composition of ~he longitudinal sample 

at three points in time: intake, exit, and fol low-up. We lost slightly fewer 

whites than blacks and Hispanics. The ethnic differences, however, seem too 

small to have a significant inflUence on the final results. 

Distribution of Individuals by Unit. As mentioned earlier in this report, 

a number of units were not included in the cross-sectional part of the study 

because it seemed initially that very few of the incoming individuals who we 

sampled were entering these units. Thus, a total of 24 units were involved in 

the cross-sectional interviews, one of which (N-2-BA at Yardvi I Ie) was later 

dropped from the final analysis because none of the subjects who had three 

longitudinal interviews spent most of his time in this unit (see also Table 

2-1). It was decided that the cross-sectional information from the unit in 

which a subject spent the longest time dUring his stay in the correctional 

faci I ity would be used to provide contextual measurements. This stems from the 

assumption that the subculture of the unit to which a subject was exposed for 

the longest time would have the most influence on him, regardless of which unit 

he entered or ex.ited from, or in how many units he was housed during the entire 

stay. 
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Table 2-4. Racial Composition of the Longitudinal Sample 
at Intake, Exit and Follow-up 

Absolute and Absolute and Absolute and 
reI at ive relative relative 
frequency frequency frequency 
at intake at exit at follow-up 

Black 356 (47.8) 207 (45.8) 170 (45.8) 

White 292 (39·2) 186 (41 .3) 159 (42.9) 

Hispanic 94 (12.6) 56 (12.4) 40 (10.8) 

Other 2 (.3) 2 (.5) 2 (.5) 

744 451 371 
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The units that were included in the cross-sectional part of the study were 

ranked by our staff into six different program types on a scale of custodial to 

community orientation. Table 2-5 shows in which units the subjects of the exit 

sample and the subjects of the follow-up sample spent most of their time while 

in the institution. Although some of these units lost more SUbjects by 

attrition than others in the t.lme between the time of exit from the facility 

and the time of follow-up int~rview in the community, the percent distribution 

over the six program types is ~enerally the same. Overall, we can say that 

wi th regard to ava i lab iIi ty 011 contextua I measurements, I t does not appear that 

the folloW-Up sample is systematically different than the exit sample. 
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Table 2-5. Distribution of Exit and Follow-up Samples in 
Institutions and Units included in the Analysis 
(The Institutions are ranked generally from 
Custodial to Community-Oriented Institutions).* 

Sample Exit Sample Fo 11 ow-up 
(N=450) Samp 1 e (N=371 ) Sample 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Annandale C-7 16 4.0 11 3·3 
(most custod i a 1) c-8 26 6.6 22 6.7 

Stokes Forest 39 9.8 30 9.1 

Yardville N-1-A 2 .5 2 .6 
(Non-GG I) N-2-B (A) 3 .7 0 0.0 

R-2-B 1 i 2.8 11 3·3 

Jamesburg C-4 11 2.8 8 2.4 
C-5 47 11.9 40 12.1 
STU 12 3.0 1U 3·0 
C-11 36 9.1 31 9.4 
c-6 28 7.1 22 6.7 
C-2 6 1.5 5 1.5 

Yardvi lIe N-1-B 13 3·3 13 3.9 
(GG I) N-1-C 14 3.5 12 3.6 
Yardville PIE II 22 5.6 21 6.4 
at Jamesburg (GG I) C-3 16 4.0 12 3.6 

Community Warren 9 2.3 8 2.4 
(GG I) Warren 2 7 1.8 6 1.8 

Highfields 1 14 3.5 13 3.9 
Highfields 2 15 3.8 13 3.9 
Wharton Tract 31 7.8 26 7.8 
Camden House 11 2.8 9 2·7 
Warren 7 1.2 6 2.8 
Stuyvesant 6 1.5 4 1.2 

TOTAL I N UN ITS ANALYSED 402 100.0% 335 100.0% 
(88.8%) (88.8%) 

*Only 402 of the 451 individuals interviewed at intake and exit 
were actually used for most of the analysis because 49 of the 451 
were scattered across numerous units for which it was impossible to 
obtain contextual mea~ures. Simi larly, only 335 of the 371 fol low-up 
interviews were used for most of the analysis. 
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Demographic and Criminal History Characteristics. Table 2-6 shows the 

mean level on numerous variables that characterize the sample at intake, exit, 

and follow-up interviews. Each of the mean levels are remarkably similar from 

wave to wave of the study, suggesting that the loss of respondents was random 

across the waves of data collected. Of course, this conclusion must always be 

qualified by the fact that nonmeasured or untested differences may exist 

between the waves of the sample. Nevertheless, the comparisons in Table 2-6 on 

education, social class, prior arrests, prior incarceration, prior probation, 

prior parole, prior offense seriousness, age at first arrest, IQ, number of 
.. 

offenses, etc., show that the waves of the sample are virtually identical on 

these characteristics. 

In summary, we have found that the loss of individuals over the course of 

the waves of the interviews has not been systematic -- at least as far as our 

measured and tested variables indicate. In the next section of this chapter, 

we will discuss the measurement of concepts used later in the analysis section 

of the report (Chapters IV and V) . 



Table 2-6. Demographic Characteristics and Criminal History of the 
Longitudinal Sample Over Three Waves (Males only -- Total N = 767)* 

Self Report: 

Mean score 
at Intake 

Highest grade completed 8.94 

Father1s Occupation 35.74 
(prest i ge score) 
(See Append i x D) 

Mother1s Occupation 36.39 
Prestige Score 

No of Prior Arrests 6.22 

No of Prior Incarcerations 0.39 

No of Months previously 15.79 
on probation 

No of Times previously 0.16 
on parole 

Arrest History Seriousness 24.20 
(Rossi) (See' 
Append i x E) 

Current Arrest Seriousness 
(Ross i) 

7.05 

Mean Score 
at E.xit 

8.96 

35.82 

36.39 

6.13 

0.36 

15.83 

0.14 

24.47 

Mean Score a 
at Follow-up 

36.00 

35·57 

6.17 

0.34 

15.46 

0.12 

24.34 

7.42 
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Table 2-6 (continued) 
From Official Records: 

Age at First Arrest 

Mean Score 
at Intake 

13·15 

No. of Times on Probation 1.60 

No. of Months on Probation 19.15 

No. of prior Incarcerations 0.29 

Total Months Incarcerated 2.77 

No. of Months on Parole 0.91 

IQ Test Score 91.53 

Total Number of all Offenses 8.44 

Arrest History Seriousness 18.42 
(Ross i) 

Mean Score 
at Exit 

13.09 

1.59 

19.56 

0.25 

2.48 

0·93 

91.22 

18.22 

Mean Score 
at Follow-up 

13·11 

19·21 

0.22 

2·55 

0·71 

91.63 

8.58 

19.66 
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I I. Measurement A. £Qrtextual Variables 

Having outlined the major theoretical premises (concepts and hypotheses) In addition to these general difficulties with measurement concerns, the 

of our research in Chapter One. we are faced with the task of finding present research had to address the specific problem of determining what aspect 

measurable, empirically-grounded indicators of these abstract concepts. There of the correctional environment was influencing the inmate during his stay in 

is always what Blalock (1968) called lithe measurement problem"--the gap between the institution. Difficulties arise when an attempt is made to measure what 

theoretical concepts and empirical indicators. A central real ization in this are assumed to be the primary characteristics of the correctional environment 

process is that we cannot test directly abstract hypotheses. We need to rely that have potential influences on the inmate. The approach which we have 

on indicators that measure to varying degrees the abstract concept. utilized here involves both so called subjective (attitudinal) and objective 

Interpretations of the interrelationships are not always self-evident, in part measures of the overall cl imate of the unit. On the subjective side, we are 

because the concept being measured is vague or ambiguous, especially when the referring to how the inmates themselves pe,.ceive the staff and the institution. 

theory is not well developed. On the objective end, we are concerned with characteristics of the inmates such 

In the research effort here, the theory is not well developed in a formal as their race, age, prior criminal and correctional involvement as well as with 

sense. While most correctional practitioners generally follow the homogeneity objective characteristics of the unit such as whether or not a unit uses GGI as 

model IS IIpoint of view," it is not a formally developed theory. As a matter of a therapeutic technique. 

fact, as we will argue later, homogeneity theory, as formulated here, borrows Anti-Staff Subculture. In terms of the subjective, attitudinal aspect, we 

from what has been called in the literature Ilimportation il theory (Irwin and initially factor analyzed 40 questions on the cross-section interview in which 

Cressey, 1962), as well as from prisonization theory (Sykes and Messinger, inmates were asked about the staff, the institution, the other inmates and the 

1960). Heterogeneity is even less formally developed as a theory and owes its inmates own experiences at the institution. Elev~n interpretable factors 

origins to assumptions from several theoretical points of view--behaviorism, emerged in an oblique rotation (orthogonal rotations were also done). Three 

Parsonian theory, interactionism, etc. Consequently, the concepts being factors characterized the other inmates; three measured general attitudes 

measured are not as clearly differentiated as ideally might be the case. toward crime; punishment and fighting; two measured the perceived qualities of 

Further problemis with indicators concern the everyday practice of social lIinfluential li inmates: and three measured the inmates l own attitudes toward 

science in its current state-of-the-art. Response bias, coding errors, missing staff and the institution. We decided to focus on one of the factors measuring 

data, etc., plague almost every research project, including this one. Typical the negative attitudes toward the staff and the institution as the most 

data cleaning processes of surveying frequencies and eliminating outliers were ( theoretically interesting of the measures. There were several reasons for this 

followed in the current analysis to purge the data of various errors. 
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choice. For one, this factor most clearly measured anti-staff and characteristics are continuous. Thus, for example, it is perhaps not 

institutional attitudes--which has been used by several researchers (Street, self-evident that proportion is a preferred measure to the mean or standard 

Vinter, and Perrow, 1966, for example) to characterize inmate subculture (Berk, deviation of a unit's aggregate age. It would seem, however, that policy 

1966; Sykes and Messinger, 1960). In fact, the II pr isonization" literature in implications are more clearly derived from proportion measures, since it is 

general focuses on this anti-staff component of the inmates I ife in the relatively easier to alter the number of predatory offenders on a unit than to 

institution. Secondly, when aggregate scores (means) were computed for each of ascertain a more abstract quality of a unit--its IIbadness" as an average of 

the units and these aggregate scores were correlated, most of the eleven each individual's predatory character measured on a continuous scale. Thus, 

factors were highly correlated (above .65). Thus, empirically, it would pe when we speak of heterogeneity, we are referring to mix in the sense of the 

difficult to differentiate the several factors at the aggregate level. proportion of members on a unit possessing a particular characteristic (e.g., 

Finally, the factor of negative attitude toward staff has construct validity in proportion who are violent offenders) • 

that hypothesized relationships with other variables were supported. Having decided to use proportion as the principle means of measurement of 

Offender Seriousness. Turning now to the so called 1I0bjectivell measures aggregate characteristics, we turned to the selection of the specific aggregate 

of unit context, we decided that the best way to measure the characteristics of characteristics of the units. Of central importance, of course, is the 

age, race, serious violent offenders, etc., at the aggregate level was through measurement of the proportion of offenders who are pl"edatory offenders. After 

the proportion of the members of a unit who possessed the characteristics in considerable empirical work as well as conceptual development, we decided on 

question, e.g., proportion who are white, older than 17, etc. We decided on using the proportion on a unit who had been arrested for more than one violent 

using the proportion (as opposed to means or standard deviations, for example) offense as our primary measure of the mix or "heterogeneity" of predatory and 

as the appropriate measure because previous researchers in simi lar research non-predatory offenders. The primary reasons for using this meaSUre are as 

endeavors used it, and secondly, it lent itself to a relatively straightforward follows: (a) continuous measures of offense seriousness, e.g., Sellin and 

theoretical and pol icy. interpretation. Research studying the group Or Wolfgang, 1964 and Rossi et al., 1974, were inadequate in measuring offender 

normative contraints (Kanter, 1977; Bowers, 1968) have successfully used seriousness primarily because of the additivity problem. Thus, two burglaries 

proportion of individual's having a particular characteristic within a group as would receive a higher score than one homicide. This seemed counterintuitive. 

the measure of the context or climate. Where characceristics are discrete, (b) factor analysis of official records of arrests produced a factor (for both 

such as race or having a previous incarceratiOn, this approach seems to ~ake the cross-section and longitudinal samples) that consisted of four offense 

sense. It is perhaps more amb i guous, however, incases in wh i ch types that measured serious crimes against persons assault and battery, 

I 
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homicide, robbery and possession of weapons (rape did not measure this 
. 

d i mens i on and was not inc 1 uded in the vi 01 ence measure). (c) when 

self-reported offenders were compared to official arrests, inmates were found 

to be underreporting their past criminal involvements to a substantial degree 

(in terms of number of offenses and seriousness of offenses). Thus, we decided 

that official record information gave a more accurate picture of past criminal 

involvement than did the self-reported measure. 

Prior Incarceration Experience. In addition to measuring the proportion 

of offenders who have committed violent offense, resulting in arrest, we 

measured the proportion on a unit who had prior experience in a juvenile 

correctional faci lity. It was assumed that those with prior incarceration 

experience would be most likely to hold cynical, hardened, anti-institutional 

points of view and thus be most 1 ikely to disrespect rehabilitative goals of 

the institution. Secondly, the very fact that these youths were deemed 

culpable to the extent that they were reinstitutional ized, revealed a possible 

commitment to del inquent activities and roles which could have a contaminating 

effect on other inmates. 

Age. The correctional system segregates younger inmates from older 

inmates on the assumption that older inmates aid in the delinquent 

socialization of the younger inmates. Older inmates are assumed to be more 

committed to del inquent values and attitudes because of their generally longer 

careers as del inquents. After examining the distributions of percentages 

across units using various age cut-off points, we decided to use the percent 

older than 17 years of age as the best avai lable measure of the age 

constitution of a unit. Using a lower or a higher age cut-off point (e.g., 16 
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or 18) resulted in severe bimodal distribution of percentages (either near zero 

or 100%). Such an indicator would not be useful as a variable, whereas the age 

of seventeen results in a reasonable mix of percentages across units. 

Race. Racial differences among inmates are a basic prior characteristic 

influencing an inmate1s adjustment in the institution. Black inmates have been 

defined as more aggressive, dominant, articulate, mature, etc., than white 

inmates (Feld, 1977). We chose to measure the percent white on a unit, which 

in almost all instances is just the reciprocal of percent black since there are 

relatively few Hispanics on the units. According to homogeneity theory, the 

higher the percentage black on a unit, the more difficult it is for 

rehabi 1 itative strategies to have an effect. 

Community Orientation. To take into account the various components of the 

community orientation of a unit, we created an Ddditive index of the frequency 

and extent of involvement in several community-based activities. We added 

together the number of times per wep.k and the proportion of inmates involved in 

(all, some, none) each of the fol lowing activities: worked at jobs in the 

comm~'nity, used community parks, playgrounds, recreation centers, attended 

church or Sunday school in the community, attended school sports events, 

dances, etc., attended movies or other entertainment. As such this index was 

quite colI inear with the use of GGI, but not entirely so. In the analysis 

later we attt~mpt is m~de to differentiate the effects of one from the other. 

Guided Group Interaction. If a unit used guided group interaction as a 

therapeut i c techn i que it was coded as a "1 11 on th is dumlll/ var i ab 1 e. Use of GG I 

was considered the major treatment strategy that could have substantial impact 

(as opposed to Individual counseling or therapy or Qther group counseling or 
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psychotherapy techniques). The aim of GGI is to attack the pro-criminal 

attitudes of juveniles. change their attitudes toward conventional behavior. 

and raise their self-esteem. Frequent group sessions (daily) and intense 

interaction among inmates characterize the GGI approach. 
f 

B. Individual-Level Variables 

In addition to using aggregate-level independent variables for the 
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analysis of contextual effects. it is necessary to control for individual-level 

characteristics. We followed the general rule of controlling for the 

individual-level equivalent of the aggregate-level variable whenever possible. 

Thus. we included ~. age, prior violent offense resulting in arrest, 

prior incarceration and negative attitude toward staff. The inclusion of these 

variables is based on the same general rationale as that of their 

aggregate-level counterparts. In addition, it is important to ascertain the 

effects of being a leader (looked up to by ones peers). of being regarded as 

the toughest on a unit, and of having associates who are tough. To ascertain 

who are the leaders on a unit, we used responses to the question "Of all the 

inmates in this place who would you say are the ones who are most admired by 

the other inmates?" After carefully looking over the number of choices inmates 

received and comparing frequencies across units, we decided that anyone 

receiving two choices or more should be considered as one of the most admired 

on a unit. Using one or three choices resulted in too conservative or too 

liberal an estimate of the number of leaders in a unit. 

In addition to choice as admired, we were concerned with who was 

considered the toughest inmates. Once again we used two or more choices as an 

indication that someone was indeed among the toughest on a unit. As for peer 
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associates. we factor analyzed eleven items which asked the inmate to identify 

characteristics of inmates "whom you personally hang around with most often." 

One of the factors that emerged consisted of several items measuring the 

proportion of inmates one "hangs around with" who will lido time again" after 

they get out, who are into being tough guys or who will go straight on the 

outside or are liked by the staff. These items were combined in an additive 

index measuring the extent to which one associated with peers perceived by the 

inmate to have these qualities. 

C. Outcome 

In addition to the above mentioned variables, which constitute the primary 

independent variables in the study, we collected outcome variables consisting 

of two general types: intra-institutional outcome and outcome in the 

community. 

Intra-institutional Outcome. Within the institution we are concerned with 

behavior, attitudes toward crime and identity as a criminal. From an 

interventionist perspective, it would be expected that. minimally. the 

correctional system should be able to influence the juveni Ie during his stay in 

the institution. even if these effects did not persist in the community. We 

attempt to demonstrate the juveniles' adjustment in the institution by how they 

behaved as well as how they changed in their self-esteem, Identity as a 

criminal and in their valuation of a career as a criminal. 

In measuring behavior in the in~titution we relied primarily on two 

measures. One is of the number of discipl inary actions taken against an 

individual for behavior that Would constitute sriminal behavior in the outside 

community. The second is a measure of·the number of discipl inary actions taken 
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against a person for activities that were infractions of institutional rules, 

e.g., disobeying orders, being in the wrong place at the wrong time, etc. 

Because this type of information was only kept systematically for some units 

(mostly custody-oriented units), we only analyze behavioral adjustment in the 

institution for these units. 
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We also measured numerous attitudes and values at intake and exit from the 

institution, as well as six months after release. Approximately 20 items from 

the Rosenberg self-esteem scales, and two items measuring the extent to which 

one IIfeels 1 ike a criminal ll were measured. In addition several item~ measuring 

the expected value of pursuing a criminal career (Harris. 1975) were asked. 

All the items were factor analY2ed. and as a result of this analysis. we 

created the following additive indices: a nine-item index of self-esteem. a 

two-item index of identity as a criminal, and a three-item index of the 

perceived risk of a criminal career. The latter two indices were used to 

measure the extent to which the inmates internal ize identity as a criminal and 

the extent to which they adopt a more favorable conception of following a 

career as a criminal. If juveniles leave the institution II more criminal ll than 

they entered it. the interventionist strategy of the corre~tional program 

fails. Simi larly, if a juvenile's self-esteem is lowered, the correctional 

program fails in its goal of providing the juvenile a positive conception of 

his self. 

Outcome in the Community. For most observers of the juvenile correctional 

system, the critical test of the effectiveness of a correctional faci lity is 

the extent to which a juvenile is deterred from committing additional offenses 

after release. Measurement of this phenomenon is not self-evident, however, 
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because recidivism may be affected by the type of environment the juveni:e 

returns to upon release from the institution. We decided to measure outcome in 

the community in terms of two types of measures. One, the more traditional 

measure, is the number of crimes a juvenile commits within six months of 

release. To measure this, we relied on two indicants: the number of official 

arrests and the number of self-reported crimes. The second type of outcome 

variable that we used was the extent to which the juvenile was successful in 

adjusting to life on the outside, apart from any consideration of criminal 

involvement. We measure this adjustment 1n terms of (1) holding a job and or 

returning to school and (2) increases in self-esteem between exit from the 

institution and the follow-up interv·iew. The latter concept is measured 

according to the same nine-item index used to measure intra-institutional 

outcome. Holding a full-time job or being in school full-time was considered 

an indication of post-release adjustment. whi Ie part-time employment or 

part-time enrollment in school was considered less of an adjustment to the 

community and an absence of either was considered to indicate a lack of 

involvement in traditional conventional institutions. 

I I I. Problems of Anaiysis 

A. Multilevel Analysis -- Overview 

Social research Which involves individuals and groups is often called 

multilevel analys·,s. In the context f th _ 0 e present research, this implies 

explaining variation in an individual-level variable by way of explanatory 

variables at the individual-level and at the group level. For example, in this 

research we try to explain negative attitudes to\~ard staff (an individual-level 
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dependent variable) by using explanatory variables such as number of prior 

incarcerations (individual level independent variable) and the percent of 

in~~tes in a correctional unit with prior incarceration (group-level or 

unit-level independent variable). The latter type of variable (group-level) is 

perhaps the most unfamiliar and confusing type of variable. For most of our 

purposes, the group-level variables refer to variables that characterize a 

juvenile correctional unit as a whole. (A correctional unit consists of the 

group of inmates who I ive together, often work, go to school, paprticipate in 

group therapy, etc., together.) Thus, the percentage of juveniles on a unit 

who are over the age of 17 would characterize that unit as a whole relative to 

the percentage over 17 in other units. Every individual within a unit is 

assigned the same score on a given group-level variable, e.g., if 75 percent of 

the juveniles in a unit are over 17, everyone on the unit is assigned a score 

of 75. 

There are two basic types of group-level or unit-level variables 

--integr<ll and compositional (Boyd and Iversen, 1979: 57). Group properties 

such as type of correctional unit (GGI vs. non-GGI) are integral-type group 

variables because they do not need to be derived from individual-level 

charactersitics of the individuals in the unit. By contrast, a 

compositional-type variable is derived from an individual variable 

characteristic that is aggregated in some fashion, e.g., the percent black in a 

unit. Means and percentages are two common types of compositional group 

variables. (See the following for discussion of the formulation of variables 

used here: Boyd, 1971; Hanushek et al., 1974; Przeworski, 1974; Alwin, 1976; 

Firebaugh, 1978: Boyd and Iversen, 1979: Sel'v'ln and Hagstrom, 1963). 

71 

In addition to the individual and group-level v~riables. we tested for 

cross-level interaction effects. This type of variable shows the influence. 

for example. of being young and being in a unit of younger or older inmates on 

a given independent variable. Thus fOI each individual-level independent 

variable and its compositional group-level equivalent. there is a cross-level 

interaction variable computed as a product of the two. 

B. Problems with Multilevel Analysis 

Evaluating the Relative Importance of Independent Variables 

The difficulties of evaluating complex models of social real ity involve 

some seemingly mundane practices of deciding on which variables to retain in 

the model. One such practice is to use the amount of variance explained by 

each variable when entered last in the regression equation as a measure of 

relative importance. Another common practice is to eliminate variables that do 

not contribute a statistically significant amount to the explained variance 

when entered last. For each variable kept or deleted from the model there are 

effects on the model as a whole. and these must be evaluated relative to 

establ ished theory. Sometimes substantively important variables contribute 

I ittle to explained variance. yet to omit it would possibly bias the other 

estimates. Unfortunately the relevant sociological theory is often not well 

established to help in the decision to keep a variable. This may lead to the 

use of rather mechanical rules-of-thumb in the decision to keep a variable or 

not. 

One of the issues of selecting variables centers around whether to enter 

individual··level variables or group-level variables first in a regression 

equation with the aim of partitioning the variance of the dependent variable. 
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Many researchers argue that individual-level variables should be entered first 

because explanations of behavior at the individual level are more important 

than explanations based on group variables. Often the individual level 

explains a substantial amount of variance if entered first, resulting in group 

variables that explain relatively little. 

Selection of Groups. When trying to explain individual behavior in terms 

of group properties, the effect of the movement of individuals into groups must 

be taken into account. To varying degrees some juveniles have a choice over 

the specific correctional unit where they live. In practice, choices are 

limited by the availability of space. The more desirable units are well-known, 

and usually juveniles wi 11 choose them if given the opportunity. The central 

question is whether individuals select or are selected on the basis of an 

d d 'bl If 'Ind'lv'lduals are selected or select independent or epen ent varia e. 

themselves on the basis of the dependent variable, then the causal ordering is 

impl icitly in the direction of the dependent to the group variable. I n the 

present longitudinal analysis, however, it is doubtful, for example, that the 

primary dependent variables -- self-esteem at exit and follow-up and subsequent 

arrests -- are "causing" selection or assignment to a GGI program at intake. 

The temporal ordering of the variables allows for making assumptions about the 

causal order. 

There is more concern, however, for the movement of juveni les between 

units. Often the basis for such movement is that an individual is so 

"inadequate," passive and weak that they must be removed from a unit with 

"tough" juveni les and sent to a unit with other simi larly "inadequate
ll 

youths. To the extent that this occurs, there would seemingly be a problem 
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because the criterion for selection into the weak, .inadequate unit seems to be 

something very close to low self-esteem, a dependent variable. Fortunately, 

there was little by way of movement from more aggressive to "inadequate" units 

such that the prob 1 em is mi n i ma I j n terms of number of i nd i vi dua 1 s. (A I so, 

only Jamesburg has special units for "inadequates l' -- some of which were 

included in our analysis.) Finally, because our data are longitudinal, we can 

control for self-esteem at intake, enabl ing us to test for group-level effects 

after entering the variable measuring self-esteem at intake. 

Oversimplification and Causal Specification. All theories, particularly 

early in development, tend to oversimplify real ity. And theories involving 

multi level analysis are no different. There are two problems related 

specifically to multilevel analysis. One is the problem of controlling for an 

adequate number of individual-level variables to allow a conservative test of 

the group-level variables. The second is the problem of testing for an 

adequate number of levels of group variables. Related tc both these issues are 

problems of multicoll inearity, which wi I I be addressed later. The question of 

an "adequate" number of individual-level variables is, of course, contingent 

upon theoretical considerations, e.g., how elaborated and detailed specific 

theories are. The omission of important variables from the model results 1n 

biased estimates. With regard to the multilevel analysis, however, there is 

the added consideration that individual-level variables are superior measures 

generally to group-variables in that they more dir'e~1lY measure influences on 

an·individual IS behavior. Group-level variables, on the other hand, generally 

require the added assumption that some unmeasured causal connection exists 

"between" the group-level independent variable and the individual-level 
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dependent variable. In other words, how does the normative context of the 
.: " individual variable will inflate its estimate and deflate the estimate of the 

unit, for example, actually affect individuals within the unit? Is it group effect. When the signs are opposite. the estimate of the group effect 

interpersonal influence processes or pressures that mediate the group effect? will be inflated. 

Presumably this effect would vary from individual to individual within a unit, Multicollinearity. High correlation among independent variables 

yet there is usually no direct measure of the group-variable is mediated. (multicollinearity) is a crucial problem in multilevel analysis. Generally, if 

Thus, there is usually posited an interlevel mediating variable which is not there is a high degree of collinearity, regression coefficients tend to 

measured. fluctuate from sample to sample, i.e., the less the reliabil ity of the partial 

Some researchers have cautioned against the general use of contextual regression coefficients. In multilevel analysis the situation is compounded by 

analysis (See Hauser, 1970), whereas others have argued its merits (Farkas, 
1 

the relatively high correlations between the individual-level, group-level and , 
" t 

! 
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1974; Barton, 1970). This debate indicates that it is advisable to exercise interaction effects. 
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care in the specification of the individual-level variables to minimize the 

charge that most direct influences on the individual have not been measured in 

the analysis. 

The second problem of causal specification concerns oversimplification in 

To aid in disentangl ing these correlations across levels, researchers have 

used techniques such as "ridge regression," principal component regression, 

latent root regression, and a "cen tering ll technique described by Boyd and 

Iversen (1979: 65-76). 
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the level of group variables. It might be argued that there are several 

group-levels influencing inmates -- peer groups, unit-level characteristics and 

This latter technique preserves the values of group intercepts and slopes 

of the regress i on lines, wh i Ie "center i ngll the independent var i ab lei n each 

institutional-level characteristics. We argue here that generally the peer and group on the axis of the dependent variable. All the new means of the 

unit-level groups are the theoretically influential group-levels, although from independent variables equal 2ero and the dependent variable has new values. As 

time to time we may use an institutional-level characteristic, such as the use a consequence, the correlations of the transformed explanatory variables are 

or non-use of GGI techniques. equal to zero. By comparing the relative amounts of explained variation 

Measurement Error. Measurement error differentially influences estimates attributable to the individual level, group level, and interaction level. we 

of individual and group effects. Generally. when individual and group effects are aided in making decisions about their respective contribution. 

have the same sign (i .e., when the group-level version of the individual-level Unfortunately, the implementation of the centering procedures is very 

variables and the individual-level variables themselves are affecting the compl icated for multivariate regression analysis, especially where the number 

dependent variable in the same direction). random measurement error in the of aggregation categories (here, correctional units) is large. 
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Practical guidance in using ridge regression procedures has not yet been 

established concerning the chain of restrictions on the regression parameter 

estimates (Draper and Smith, 1966: 324). Principal component regression was 

attempted in the present research, but it proved difficult to attach meaning to 

the eigenvectors at the unit level. Latent root regression appears to offer 

I ittle advantage over other techniques (Draper and Smith, 1966: 337). 

We chose to handle the problem of multicollinearity in an ad hoc way. If 

a situation arose in which there were two collinear variables, we evaluated one 

variable, then the other, in separate regressions and then compared the results 

in terms of the relevant hypotheses and theories. In situations where there 

were more than two colI inear vriables, we often had to omit several variables. 

In such situations, it is not always practical to evaluate empirically all the 

possible regression equations. Thus, we selected the most theoretically 

relevant variables and evaluated the comparative consequences of omitting or 

retaining these most important variables. At times we simply had to admit that 

we could not truly test an hypothesis or that we could only evaluate the effect 

of a collinear variable on a dependent variable by looking at zero-order 

correlations or misspecified models, i.e., models in which variables known to 

be theoretically relevant were omitted from the regression equation. 

c. Non-Random Assignment of Juveniles 

If juveniles were randomly assigned to facilities, the tasks of evaluating 

the effectiveness of particular programs would be made substantially easier. 

Because assignment is non-random, however, there is departure from a true 

experimental design since the individuals in one type of unit differ in 

non-random ways from individuals in other types of units. Whereas non-random 
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assignment is a detriment to the researcher's work, it is the goal of the 

correctional system. To an extent, their failure to match correctly the right 

individual with the right facility is beneficial to a research design aimed at 

testing the explanatory capacity of both individual and facility-level 

variables. 

From the researcher's point of view, it is fortunate that there are 

numerous difficulties in ascertaining the appropriate treatment for a juvenile 

delinquent. Matching the selection of a facil ity to a juvenile's needs is 

often a process in which objective standards are difficult to identify. 

Despite the difficulties involved, certain patterns of selection may be 

identified. An attempt will be made here to discuss the selection criteria of 

placement, as well as transfers from one unit to another after initial-

placement. 

Age is one of the criteria employed prior to final placement in a 

correctional institution. Youth under the age of sixteen are usually sent to 

the Jamesburg facility. (None of the juveniles in any of the other facil ities 

in the study are under the age of sixteen.) Thus, Jamesburg residents are 

generally younger than residents of other facil ities (see Table 2-7). The 

older inmates in our sample are more likely to be in the Annandale facility, 

where the mean age is between 18 and 19. Yardville units and the community-GGI 

units fall in between with average ages of 17 and 18 years. 

.+""'~ In addition to age, juveniles are selected for units on the basis of 

whether or not they are likely to adjust well in a GGI program. Concretely, 

this means that juveniles with relatively high degrees of prior incarceration 

~ experience are more likely to be sent to an Annandale or a Yardvi I Ie non-GGI 
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unit. Jamesburg units, as well as all GGI units, tend to have juveniles with 

less prior institutional experience and fewer prior arrests (see Tables 2-8 and 

2-9). Juve,;I les who are judged to be sex offenders, emotionally disturbed, 

arsoni~ts, or high escape risks are generally unacceptable to GGI units and 

therefore are likely to be placed in an Annandale or a Yardvi 1 Ie non-GGI uni t. 

Although juveniles with prior incarcerati,ons are considered less desirable 

for GGI treatment, this is not to say that residents in GGI programs are less 

"aggressive" than their non-GGI counterparts. Because of the nature of GGI, it 

is essential that relatively aggressive, verbal youngsters be included in the 

units to make the group dynamics work. Thus we see that juveniles in many of 

the GGI programs have average offense seriousness scores ~s high as the 

custodial units o~ Annandale and Yardville (see Table 2-10). Community GGI 

programs, for example, have relatively high averages of violent offenses (7.53) 

as well as prior offenses (1.21). 

In addition to the assignment of juvenles to units, there is also movement 

of juveniles from one unit to another. Generally, intra-institutional mcvement 

can be defined in terms of "promotions" or "demotions." An example of a 

p:omotion is movement from an undesirable unit to a more desirable unit. Unit 

C-2 at Jamesburg, for example, is a unit juveniles can "earn" by way of the 

token system. Other units, such as c-4 at Jamesburg and C-7 at Annandale, have 

the youngsters most difficult to control and are generally considered the least 

desirable units to be sent to. A third category of units might be called 

"protective custody" units for the weak and inadequate, i.e., youngsters who 

are pushed around or otherwise victimized in the more aggres~ive units. 

Movement to these units would not normally be defined as a promotion or 

demotion. 

r , 
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Table 2-7. 

Institution 

Annandale 

Yardville 

,IS\mesburg 

Yardville 
(GGI at 
Jamesburg) 

Communltv 

. '. 

Age of Residents of Unit 

Percent 
Older 

Un~t Age Than 
16.0 "frs. 

C-7 lB.8 100 
C-8 19.4 100 
Stokes Forest lB.l 100 

N-l-A 17.6 100 
~-2-a(A) 18.1 100 
N-2-B 17.6 100 
R-2-B 18.7 100 

C-4 16.0 44.4 
C-5 15.6 33.3 
STU 15.5 31. 3 
(;-11 15.3 19.4 
C-6 15.8 30.0 
C-2 16.8 61.5 

~ ,-B 17.3 100 
N-1-C lB.O 100 

PIE-II 17.8 100 
C-3 17 .4 100 

Warren-l 17.0 100 
Warren-2 17.~ 100 
Highflelds-l 17.2 100 
Hlghflelds-2 17.1 laC 
• .... harton Tract 18.1 100 
Camden House 17.9 100 
Stuyvesant: 17.6 100 
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I\nndndale 

----
Yaruv1l1e 
(non-GUI) 

,---"-
Jdlllesbu(C.) 

Ytirdville 
GGI 

Ydrdville 
(JGI at 
Jul\lostturg 

.. '-,-------
~ll~an--'l'ota 1 
Number of 
Violent 
Prior 
Offenses 
(OfficiaL 

_. Hec.ords) If _ 

1. 49 

1. 59 

--,._---
.71 

.89 

1. C3 

'I'ab I t= 2-8. Prior Offenses 

. 
Mt!ClIl--Total Mean--'l'otal 
Number of NUlIlber of 
Non-Violent All Offenses 
Offenses (Official 
(Offici-al Records) * 
necords)* 

----
10.37 11. 84 

9.15 10.85 

5.84 6.55 

7.08 7.97 

5.54 6.54 

-_ .. __ ._.,. "-~.'-~-- --------. -_._---- .---
COIllJf\unity 
GOI 

1.21 7.53 

Mean--Total 
Number of 
Recorded 
Incidents 
(Otficia.l 
necords)* 

---------
11.45 

10.61 

6.52 

6.94 

5.76 

* = F - Test signLflcant at .05 level. 

Percent 
wi.th 
recurd 
of Using 
Drugs 
(not 

40.9 

50.0 

20.8 

39.3 

17.6 
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Table 2-10. Offense Seriousness By Unit 

( Table 2-9. Prior Arrest anc Incarcerat~on Experience 

~ Mean Rossi Mean Rossi If' 

Offense Current 
History Offense 
(Self -Report) (Self-Report) Institution Unit:. Seriousness 

Annandale C-7 13.4 17.7 

Mean--Age Mean--Number Mean--Number Mean--Number C-8 14.8 16.6 <> 
at First of Prior In.- of Prior of Months in 
Arrest carcerations Months In- Placement 

Stokes Forest 12.2 13 .8 

carcerated 
* * * * 

Yardville N-l-A 12.3 5.9 (Non-GGI) 
N-2-El(A) 17.1 8.8 

Annandale 13.37 .e2 7.05 1. 25 N-2-B 17.4 27.2 
R-2-B 22.0 2.2.6 .,;;. 

Yardville 13.30 .79 8.34 3.03 
(non-GGI) 

Jamesburg C-4 .tl.6 19.8 

Jamesburg 12.37 .23 3.38 2.64 
C-5 16.15 17.2 
STU 15.1 19.6 

Yardville 14.11 .42 2.67 2.52 
GOI 

C-ll 14.2 16.4 
C-6 17.4 16.6 

fI' 
Yardville 

.03 2.31 OOI at +4.26 .03 
Jamesburg 

C-2 15,4 18.6 
Yardvl11e N-l-B 17.3 ZO.7 (GOI) 

N-1-C 16.2 :"6.7 
Community 13.95 .17 1. 30 .74 
GGr 

YardVllle PIE-II 15.8 17.6 (GGI at 
C-3 12.1 17.4 Jamesburg) 

* = F-Test significant at .05 level Communltv Warren-1 13.0 2~.O 

Warren-2 9.6 17.4 
Hlghfields-l 13 .9 3.3 
Highf~elds-2 15.7 18.3 
I'Iharton Tract 21. .2 20.9 
Camdan House 11.8 16.3 
Stuy'/esant 12.0 14.0 

.. 
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r 
There were essentially two problems posed by the movement of individuals 

from one unit to another. The first was the extent to which a promotion or 

demotion affected the various outcome variables. The second was the problem of 

decidir-g which unit should be considered for the unit influencing the 

juveniles. As for the first problem, our initial analysis of promotions and 

demotions revealed that there was no significant effect on any of the dependent 

variables. We subsequently dropped the problem from further consideration. As 

for the second prob I em, we dec i ded to use time as the cr iter i on by \>/h i ch a un it 

would be deemed the primary unit affecting the juvenile during his stay in the 

institution. The unit which the juvenile was on the longest was the unit that 

was considered the primary unit of influence. 

In summary, to varying degrees there is a selection problem. That is, 

juveniles are selected and placed in different types of units according to 

certain characteristics such as age and prior incarceration experience. We 

attempt in our analysis to control for as many of these variables on which 

juveniles are selected as we thought possible. By including control variablen 

such as age, prior arrests and prior incarcerations in the analysis, we try to 

measure the effects of these individual-level characteristics (that were used 

in the placement of the juveniles) on the dependent variables and thereby allQw 

for evaluation of the effectiveness of the variables of interest (e.g., being 

in a GGI program or not) • 

... 

\ 
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Footnotes -- Chapter Two 

1. For the sake of brevity, we will refer to the different points of time 
as follows: "intake intervie'lo/" refers to the interview done shortly after 
arrival; the "exit interview" refers to the interview done shortly before 
release from the faci lity; the "fol low-up interview" refers to a telephone 
follow-up done six months after release from the faci 1 ity; the "cross-section 
interview!! refers to the interview of all inmates on a unit during their stay 
in the i~stitution. This last sample consists of some individuals who were not 
in the longitudinal sample (they entered the correctional facil ities before or 
after the period of time in which we did our intake interviews, or they were 
parole violators returned to the institution.) 

2. What is called a composite aggregate file was created in which al I 
individuals in the longitudinal sample ,within the same correctional unit--­
received the ~~ score on a particular aggregate variable. Thus, for example, 
if 45 percent of a unit was over the age of 17, all individuals on that unit 
received the score of "45" for that aggregate-level variable. 

3. At the beginning of our study some juveniles were still at Highpoint 
but, shortly after we started interviewing, that satel I ite became an al I-adult 
unit. 

--~----

Chapter Three -- Behavior and Attitudes Within the Institution 

I. Pre-Institutional Predictors 

A. Elaboration of Hypotheses of Homogeneity Model 
B. Measurement of Variables 
C. Predatory Offenders and Leadership in the Institution 
D. Predatory Offenders and Associational Networks 
E. Predatory Offenders and Anti-Staff Attitudes and Management 

Problems 
F. Summary of Zero-order Tests of Homogeneity Model 

I I. Multi level Analysis -- Negative Attitude Toward Staff 
All Institutions 

A. Organizational Characteristics of the Units 
B. Compositional Characteristics of the Units 

I. Predatory Offenders 
2. Prisonized Offenders 
3. Age of Offenders 
4. Race of Offenders 

C. Empirical Results 

I I I. Multilevel Analysis -- Behavior Within the Institution and 
Negative Attitude Toward Staff -- Separate Analysis 
Within Two Institutional Types 

A. Elaboration of Hypotheses 
B. Empirical Results 

I. Support for Homogeneity Theory - Custody Oriented 
Units only 

2. Support for Heterogeneity Theory - Custody Oriented 
Units only 

3. Support for Homogeneity Theory - GGI Units only 
4. Support for Heterogeneity Theory - GGI Units only 

C', Cone I us ions 

IV. Summary of Chapter Three 

.... _- -
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Chapter Three: Attitudes and Behavior Within the Institution 

In this chapter we test several hypotheses based on the theoretical 

questions raised in Chapter One by utilizing the cross-section data 

collected on the juveniles during their stay in the institution. Ideally, 

we would have I iked to test more completely the issues raised here with 

longitudinal data, but the nature of the data collection process, as well 

as various cost and time contingencies made this impossible. Unique to 

this data set are variables measuring (a) degree of prisonization of 

individuals, (b) friendship and associational networks and (c) peer 

leadership. In addition to the unique contributions the cross-section 

data provide, we will analyze the data here with the long-term goal of 

aiding in the interpretation of the longitudinal data, presented in 

Chapters Four and Five. 

This chapter is divided into three sections. First, we test 

homogeneity model hypotheses interrelating prior characteristics of the 

inmates with intra-institutional attitudes and behavior. Second, we 

expand the focus of the analysis to a multilevel analysis using all the 

institutions in the sample to test homogeneity/heterogeneity theory at the 

aggregate level (correctional unit level), as well as at the individual 

level. In this way we simplify the focus by excluding from consideration 

behavior in the institution, and the effects of peer association and 

leadership position, each of which proved difficult to analyze in a 

straightforward way. In the third section, however, we attempt to 

incorporate these aspects of the inmate social structure into the 

analysis. 
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I. Behavior and Attitudes Within the Institution: Pre-

Institutional Predictors 

A. Elaboration of Hypotheses of the Homogeneity Model. In 

approaching the theoretical questions raised in Chapter One of this 

report, we refined our two working models of juvenile correctional 

institutions (homogeneous vs. heterogeneous) to include hypotheses 

concerning inmate associational patterns, i.e., who the inmates "hang 

around with," and' f I I d h' In orma ea ers Ip structure, i.e., who becomes a 

leader within a un'lt. Thus w tt t ' , e a emp to give a more complete test of 

the homogeneity model by going beyond the initial hypotheses concerning 

the relationship between serious offenders and intra-institutional 

management and attitudinal problems. 

87 

The predominant correctional philosophy has been based on the 

assumption that violent, aggressive youngsters in the community would have 

a corrupting and criminal izing influence on other inmates, leading to a 

diminishing of the overall effectiveness of the correctional program. 

Those who have exhibited patterns of phys'lcal ' aggression :n the community 

prior to incarceration are assumed to be more likely to play dominant 

roles in an inmate social structure which is rooted in toughness and 

aggression. Specifically, the more serious offenders are more likely to 

become the I ead~;I!"s, to be cons i dered by other inmates to be "tough, II and 

to be able to get what they want from other inmates. Their associates are 

also more likely to be "tough," and together they form the predominant 

inmate social system in which the serioUS offenders are well-integrated 

into the interaction patterns of the inmates. These interaction patterns 

are presumably geared to the expression of opposition toward staff and 
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institutional rules. According to the homogeneity model, anti-st~ff 

attitudes and institutr~nal rule violations should be most prevalent among 

the serious offenders. In summary, the homogeneity scenario is one in 

which serious, violent offenders enter ~ correctional facility and become 

the central figures in an inmate culture based on violence and aggression. 

To test these aspects of the homogeneity model, we begin by 

specifying several hypotheses that relate pre-institutional behavior and 

charactersitics with behavior and attitudes within the ~nstitution. 

Figure 3-A presents severa I hypotheses of the homogene i ty mode 1 (the 

heterogeneity model predicts no relationship or even the opposite 

relationship for each of the homogeneity predictions). 

Figure 3-A. Predictions of Homogeneity Model 

The more serious, violent offenders in the community are 
expected to do the following in the institution: 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

h. 

become leaders on the unit 
become known as the "toughes til on the un it 
become influential with other inmates 
become well-integrated into the informal social system 
have "tough" friends or associates 
have a greater anti-staff attitude 
commit more institutional rule-violations 
(adjustment problems, e.g., disobeying staff) 
commit more "criminal" institutional rule-violations 
(acts that would be considered crimes on the outside) 

Before discussing the empirical results, we should make clear that in 

this chapter the discussion will utilize the cross-sectional data (except 

where otherwise indicated) because this is the only data set in which it 

was feasible to collect associational and leadership data for a 

substantial number of inmates. Furthermore, wherever possible, we present 

our findings by distinguishing between three institutional contexts: (1) 
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Annanda 1 e/Yardv i II e non-GG I, (2) Jamesburg, and (3) GG I un its. 1 The firs t 

institutional context Annandale/Yardville non-GGI units, are 

custodial-oriented units, whereas the GGI units have a group-treatment 

orientation. Jamesburg is distinguished from the other two since its 

population is substantially younger than the other inmate populations, 

and, since its token system of reward and punishment represents a 

different treatment philosophy. By testing certain of our hypotheses 

within each of these three institutional contexts, we hope to refute any 

charge that the type of institutional context is masking the true 

relationship among the variables tested. For example, we may find that 

prior characteristics are predictive of intr~-institutional processes in 

Annandale, but not in the other two institutional contexts. Examining 

correlations for all institutional contexts combined could erroneously 

lead us to conclude that there is no relationship whatsoever between these 

variables. 

Measuremet,t of Variables -- Measurement of the various variables 

utilized in this section of the report is also discussed in Chapter Two. 

We will briefly describe the measures here. They can be categorized into 

four types: pre-institutional characteristics, associational choices, 

leadership positions, and intra-institutional attitudes/behavior. The 

first category, pre-institutional characteristics, consists of demographic 

variables (i .e., age, ralce, and occupational prestige of parents), prior 

incarceration variables (j .e., number of incarc~rations in a correctional 

institution, and number of months of such incarceration), and prior 

offense characteristics i.e., number of prior offenses, number of prior 

vjol~nt offenses, seriousness of prior offenses (seriousness weights 
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adapted from Rossi et ~., 1974). All prior offenses measured are taken 

from official records unless otherwise noted. 

Associational patterns are measured here by su~en items which were 

computed from five "sociometric ll questions in which inmates were asked to 

name whom on their units is IImost admired," the "toughest," "gets What he 

wants from the staff," "gets what he wants from other inmates," and "whom 

do you hang around with." Four of the measures computed from these items 

cons i st of the proport i on of the i nma tes named as IIhang around wi th ," who 

are also chosen as "most admired," "toughest," etc. (as above), by two or 

more of the inmates of the unit. Of the remaining associational measures, 

one consists of the proportion of one's named associates who an inmate 

himself chooses as "toughest." The other two associational measures are 

the number and proportion of associates reciprocating the choice "hang 

around with." 

Leadership measures are simply the number of times an inmate is 

chosen for each of the five original "sociometric" items, divided by the 

number of other inmates on the unit (an inmate cannot choose himself). 

The fifth of these items--times chosen as "hang around with" is more 

properly interpreted as a measure of social integration than of 

leadership. 

The central dependent variables consist of an index of five items 

measLlring negative attitude toward staff and institution (referred to at 

times as NATS--negative attitude toward staff), number of rule-infractions 

resulting in disciplinary action (llminor" disciplinary problems) I number 

of more serious violations ("major" disciplinary problems), seriousness of 

"maJor ll disciplinary problems (sum of seriousness weights adapted from 

. 
! 
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Rossi, ~ _al., 1974), and the severl'ty of the 'h ' d 
punl~ ments Impose for the 

violations (as measured by an ordinal ranking of punishments). None of 

the disciplinary measures is used for any of the GGI units since most GGI 

units do not keep systematic records of any discipl inary action. 

In the presentation we distinguish between three substantive areas in 

which the homogeneity model makes predictions about serious offenders: 

(1) leadership status, (2) associational patterns, and (3) 

anti-institutional attitudes and behavior. 

A. Predatory Offenders: Leadership and Integration 

into Social Networks 

One central assumption of the homogeneity model is that serious, 

violent offenders in the community will become leaders of the inmate 

social structure and criminali~e the other inmates. Table 3-1 sho~s the 

zero-order correlations between measures of prior' criminal behavior and 

several measures of leadership taken from the sociometric questions on the 

cross-sectional interviews. The results show I ittle support for the 

homogeneity model in any of the three institutional contexts. In GGI 

programs and in Jamesburg, there are no statistically significant positive 

correlations between any of the measures taken from official records and 

any of the leadership or social Integration measures. At Jamesburg, in 

fact, violent offenders were less likely to be chosen as "most admired" 

and as "getting what they want from staff.1i 



r'" "'" .4 
... '1"t' 

'--"'.,------... 

92 

Blank Page for Word Processing Purposes 

I 
I 

~t 
'.: 

I. 

~ " 

j 

( . 



~--- ---~--- --~ -

r 

\ 

-0 -, 
CD 
("') 
CD e: 
:::l 

OQ 

-0 
0> 

(7Q 
CD 

g: 
0) 
:::l 
::-:- -- --

In!JtitutiolluL 
Type 

Anllll.HJale/ 
YUl'llvi lie 
Non GCI 

f 

Tuble :.\-1. Zel'o-Ordcl' Pearson Correlutions Uetween Individual-Level Prior Characteristics 
und L\!udership Vurillhles Uy Three Typ~1I of Institutions (CS) 

._. 
Prev lOUS ~!!c!l'!£'!:!''!!= io!!s Prior Offenses .-

No. of Prior No. of Months No. of Prior NO. of Prior 
I.ll!pendent Incurcera- Prior Incar- Offenses Violent 
Vuriublcll tions c!!rat ions Offenses 

(OR) (OR) 

Times Cho!lt!n ~Iost A<lmi l'e<l .010 -.0)4 .042 .0lO 
Time!! Chosen'Toughest .nn .OS) .170* .122* 
Timet! Chosen Get I-That !lunt from Stl!.L r=.:.Q12----- -.070 -.058 -.089 
Times Chosen G!!t Ilhat Hant from 

--_._-
[lImut!!s -.OW -.040 -.012 -.024 

Times Chost>n Arouod With --.020 .024 .016 ------- liang _~OO) -
Jlllllellburc ~~mell G~I£!Ien MOll~. Admi red .i18 .109 -.057 - .142* 

Times Chos!!11 TouSht:st -.03) -.056 ___ + .039 .008 
~I.£.:! Chollen Get Ilhut Ilant f~om Staff -.095 -.086 -.150* -.171* 

Times Chosen Get h~llIt \lant from 
Inmates - .121 -.087 .- .019 -.054 

l;-imes Chosen liang Arouod IHth .055 .016 ,-.049 -.065 

Gat Times Chosen Host Admired -.U58 -.089 -.023 -.054 
Times Chosen Toughest .053 .006 .017 -.013 
Tillles Chosrm Gct t-lhlll tlllnt from Stuff -.061 -.067 '::-:078 -.074 - -Times Chosen Cet Ilhll t tlllnt fl'cm 

Inlllat!!S -.091 -.085 - .042 -.049 - -Times Chosen liang Around IH th -.026 -.024 _.:.059 -.106 liS '--

*Significant at .05 level. 

Seriousness 
of Prior 
Offent!ell 

(OR) 

-.05) 
-.064 - .096 

.010 --.012 

-.064 
-.035 
-.047 

-.061 
-.056 

-.032 
-.039 

.082 

- .053 
-.090 
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In Annandale/Yardville non-GGI units, there is some support for the 

homogeneity model since there are significant relationships between number 

of prior offenses, number of prior violent offenses, and seriousness of 

prior offenses and being chosen as the "toughest" on the unit. Other 

correlations. however, were small and statistically insignificant. It 

should be pointed out that the most probable institutional context in 

which the homogeneity model should receive empirical support is in the 

Annandale/Yardville non-GGI units where the inmate subculture is most 

likely to flourish. unimpeded by treatment strategies such as GGI or a 

token economy. Despite the relatively ideal conditions for the 

confirmation of the homogeneity model in Annandale and Yardvi I Ie, there is 

little empirical support for it. 

B. Predatory Offenders: Associational Networks 

It follows from the homogeneity model that the More serious offenders 

would associate with inmates who are tougher, considered to be leaders and 

well-integrated into the peer social structures. The results in Table 3-2 

suggest again that there is little support for these hypotheses. In GGI 

programs there are significant negative correlations between several prior 

offense and associational variables. In Jamesburg there are no 

significant relationships between any of the associational measures and 

prior offenses, with the exception of a significant positive relationship 

between seriousness of prior offenses (official records) and reciprocity 

of associational choice. At Annandale/Yardville non-GGI I 

\ 
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Table 3 -2. Zero-Order Pearson Correlations Between Individual-I.evel 
Prior Characteri!!tics and Sociometl"ic Variables By Three 
Type!! of Institutions (CS) 

Previou!! Incarcerations Prior Offenses 
No. of Prior 

No. of Montha No. of Prior Violent 
Proporti.on of No. of Prior Pt :Zllo Offenses Offenses 
Associ.ates ... Incarcerations Incarcerations .~OR) (OR) 

~~..10ughes.~~.~_ .00b -.on .il60 .001 
.U42 .008 - .099 .097 Named Toughest by 2+ 

Reciprocating Choice as 
Assoc. -.110 .047 .118 .111 

Named Host Admired bj'.2+ • !ill", .120* .156k .158* 
Named Get What l~ant 

from Staff .132* .052 .143* .093 
Named Get What Want 

from Inmates .042 .024 .046 .011 
Number of Assoc. 
Reciprocating Choice .049 -.009 .037 .041 
As Asuoc. 

Nallled Toughest by R -.144* - .119 -.160 -.143 
Nemed Tou~hest by 2+ .114 .140 .005 -.027 
Reciprocating Choice as 

Assoc. -.002 .045 -.034 -.031 
Named Host Admired bv 2+ .049 .085 -.062 .010 
Named Get llhat Want from 

Staff -.031 .038 .019 .031 
Named Get llhat Want from 

Inmates .077 .085 -.028 -.093 
Number of Assoc. 
Reciprocating Choice -.009 -.002 -.067 -.025 
as ASBoc. 

Named 'foUjlheHt by R .002 -.088 -.0;18 -.088 .-----Named Toughest by 2+ .005 -.046 -.031 -.036 
Reciprocating Choice as 

A!lsoc. .016 .066 - .127* -.155* 
N.lmed ~tOllt Admired b~_!!... . -.058 -.091 -.128* - .125* 
Named Get What. Want from 

Staff -.150* - .120* -.069 -.065 
tiiii;;J'GetI,zha til/llit from I 

-
Inmates -.096 - .128'" -,.117 -.090 

Number of Assoc. 
Recil'rocat ing Choice as - .102 -.089 -.101 - .149* 

Assoc. 
*Slgnificant at .05 1 ~ve 1. 

! t 
-1 

" 

Seriousness of 
Prior Offenses 

(OR) 

.083 
-.008 

.003 

.038 

.052 

-.013 ._--
.064 

-
-.079 

.006 

.181.-,," -----.021 

-.001 

.075 

.295* 

-.013 
-.178* 

-.083 
-.192* 

-.051 

-.118* 

-.119* 
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number of prior offenses and number of prior violent offenses do 

predict who is admired and who is thought to get what they want from the 

staff. All the correlations among those in these units, however. are 

small «.20). Nevertheless, as the results indicate, some variables do 

appear to be related to associational patterns, and thus some support is 

found for homogeneity theory among juveniles placed in the most custodial 

of institutional contexts Annandale or Yardville. 

C. Predatory Offenders: Anti-Institutional Attitudes and 

Management Problems 

A crucial test of the homogeneity model is the extent to which 

pre-institutional characteristics are predictive of intra-institututional 

behavior (as measured by the discipl inary action taken on an individual) 

and attitude toward staff and institution. The five dependent variables 

presented in Table 3-3 -- negative attitude toward staff and four measures 

of the extent of institutional rule-violation are central to the logic 

of the homogeneity model in that there should be a carry-over of behavior 

and attitudes from the community to the instItution . . ~ 
The empirical results shown in Table 3-3, however, provide little 

support for the homogeneity hypotheses. None of the correlations between 

individual-level characteristics and the intra-institutional measures are 

above +.25, suggesting that prior characteristics are not very predictive 

of attitudes or behavior in the institution. 

Looking at the demographic variables, one finds that age is 

\ negatively related to negative attitude toward staff in the GGI programs 

c 
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Table 3-3. ~ero-order Pearson Correlations Between Several Independent Individual-Level 
Variables and Dependent Variables By Three Types of Institutions (CS) 

---------, ----_ .. -._ ... , ,-
Demogral2l;ic Characteristics Previous Incarceratjon~.~_ 

stitutional I Dependent 
Father's ~1other' s No. of Month 
Occupation Occupation No. of Prior Prior 

po Variable A..ge Black rlhj te Prestioe Presl:iCle Incarcerations Incarceratiq_ 

-, -
s 

nandale/ Negative Attitude .005 .106 -.195* -.07 .250* .164* .116 
rdvi lIe Toward S\;i1l;f 
n-GOI No. Adjllstment -.047 -.088 -.047 -.005 .061 .074 .110 

Discinl1naries 
No. Crimi.nal .024 -.038 .079 .220* -.062 .018 .067 
Disci.olinaries ----Seriousness of 
Cdminal .031 -.039 .066 .180* -.070 -.005 .050 
01 sci ~l i nades 

, Severi ty of -.036 -.082 .014 .141 ~-::05r .035 .105 
. ________ ~Jii!lIllents ----... -

lIIC:lsburg ! Negative Attitude .055 -.048 .083 -.067 -.(H;.l .090 .092 
'I'oward Staff l-I -, •• _-,,--

-.081 - .015 .055'---,No. Adjllstment -.023 .066 -.024 -.014 
Dil:lcipl i nades --No. Criminal -:-:"iT:i'r:-:oTI'--.-,l'i3 .032 -.230* -.019 -.026 
Discinlinarles ---SeriOUsness of 
Criminal -.197* -.034 .101 .021 -.205 .007 -.002 

_Q1J.l.s;.iP.linades 
, Severity of -.104 -.104 .080 -.018 -.170 .083 .123 

_______ ._ J~!!!l!.~Q.ts 

I Nogative Attitude - .134 * .154* -.147* .068 .121 .095 .034 
'l'oward Staff 

1 
---' 

I 

*Significant at .05 level. 
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Table 3-3 continued 

-----.. -----------------_._--_. __ ._----------------------

Institutional Dependent 
TY~ Variable 

Annandale/ 
Yardville 
Non-GGI 

Jamesburg 

Gal 

Negative Attitude 
~!'.fI Staff 

No. Adjustment 
Disci(llinaries 
No. Criminal 
Discipli nari es 
Seriousness of 
Criminal 
Discil2linaries 
Severity of 
Plinishments 

Negative Attitude 
'I'oward Staff 
No. Adjustment 
Discipl1naries 
No. cr.illl:l.nai 
Dlsciplinarles 
Seriousness of 
Criminal 
Disciplinaries 
Severity of 
punishments -
Negative Attitude 
'rm/ard Staff 

Pri.or Of fen!-"s:.::e""s'--_. ____ --= ___ _ 
No. of Prior-~'of Prior Seriousness of Seriousnessof-

Offenses Violent Offenses Prior Offenses Prior Offenses 
(OR) (OR) (OR) (SR) 

.119 .071 .092 -.059 

.017 .071 .00] .167* 

.069 .202* .065 .065 

-
.054 .186* .055 .065 

.051 .162* .048 .148* 

-.111 -.005 -.134 -.021 

.055 .017 .031 -.084 

.019 .134 -.032 ------:05-9-----

.008 .137 -.035 .035 

.053 .048 .021 .128 

-
-.036 -.000 -.080 -.113 

*Signiflcant at .05 level. 

.. 

o o -1 
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r and to two of the four measures of behavior (disciplinary action) in 

Jamesburg. Younger inmates tend to have more hostile attitudes and 

to exhibit more disruptive behavior than older inmates. Being white is 

negatively related to negative attitude toward staff in 

Annandale/Yardville and in GGI programs. Occupational prestige of father 

is positively related to criminal behavior in Annandale/Yardville, while 

mother's occupational prestige is positively related to negative attitude 

toward staff. Mother's occupational prestige is also negatively related 

to the more serious "criminal" disciplinaries at Jamesburg. Because of 

the large number of missing cases, however, we will not pursue 

interpreting the relationships involving the occupational prestige 

variables. In general, however, there is little support for the 

hypothesis that prior characteristics are predictive of adaptation in the 

institution. 

Perhaps most indicative of the I imited predictive power of prior 

characteristics are the low and mostly insignificant correlations between 

prior incarcerations, prior offenses, and the five intra-institutional 

attitudinal/behavior measures (Table 3-3). Only at Annandale/Yardville 
.~ 

non-GGI units is there a significant relationship with negative attitude 

toward staff. Prior offenses are only predictive of behavior in 

Annandale!Yardvil Ie where the seriousness of the prior offenses and the 

number of violent prior offenses are predictive of some of the behavioral 

variables. This suggests (in support of heterogeneity theory) that prior 

characteristics may be superceded by treatment programs (such as GGI) and, 

\ • possibly, may be less important among the younger inmates at Jamesburg. 
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D. Summary of Zero-Order Tests of Homogeneity Model 

Thus far we have found little overall support for the homogeneity 

model in terms of predictions about intra-institutional associational 

patterns, leadership positions, anti-staff attitudes or behavioral 

104 

problems. There is virtually no support for the various hypotheses in two 

of the three institutional contexts studied here--Jamesburg and GGI 

programs. Some of the homogeneity hypotheses concerning associational 

patterns, leadership and attitudinal/behavioral problems are suppported in 

the custody-oriented units. Even here, however, the relationships are 

small, and only some of the hypotheses of the homogeneity perspective are 

supported. 

.1
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I I. Behavior and Attitudes Within the Institution: Multilevel 

Analysis 

In the previous section we presented results that call into question 

the predictive power of pre-institutional characteristics on 

intra-institutional behavior and attitudes. According to the 

heterogeneity model as discussed in Chapter One, the structure of the 

organizational system is a more important determinant than prior 

individual characteristics of intra-institutional attitudes and behavior. 

This structure can be analytically divided into (a) intrinsic or formal 

organizational characteristics, e.g., utilizing GGI techniques or not and 

(b) compositional characteristics, e.g., proportion of a unit who ~re 

"violent" offenders. In the present section we discuss the intrinsic and 

compositional variables and subsequently present a path analysis of all 

the individuals in the cross-section data across all institutional 

contexts. 

A. Intrinsic Characteristics of the Units 

Custody vs. Treatment -- The twenty-four units that comprise the 

focus of our research can be descriptively categorized according to their 

organizational character. Initially, we discuss the units according to 

the extent to which the primary organizational purpose is to "retain" the 

juveniles as opposed to "treat" them according to therapeutic or 

counseling techniques. The units are classified in three divisions 

(custodial, mixed-goal and treatment oriented) and are presented in Table 

3-4. 
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'l't.blu 3-4. Institutions and Units Classified According to Custodial­
'l'reatlllent Orientation. (Unit::; included here consist of 
those with five or more in the longitudinal sample). 

CUMOOIAL 3---------M--I-X--E-D------------T-R-E-A-m-~-T-- .. 
(Custodial and Treatment) 

C -7 

C-8 

Stol,es 
Forest 

N-l-A 

N-2-B 

N-2-B 

R-2-13 

C-4 

(A) C-5 

STU 

C-ll 

C-6 

C-:2 

N-l-B PIE II Warren-l* 

N-l-c C-3 Warren-2 

Highfields-l 

llighfields-2 

Wharton Tract 

Camden House 

Stuyvesant 

*I~arren and lIighfields wet"e each studied twi.ce, at two different times, several months apart. 
As such they are counted twice to make up the 24 units included in the analysis. 
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At one end of the treatment continuum are the custodial units of the 

Annandale faci I ity (C-7, C-8, and Stokes Forest). These units best 

approximate a traditional correctional environment in which the primary 

goals are prevention of escape and tne maintenance of order within the 

unit. Similar to the Annandale units are the four Yardville (non-GGI) 

units (N-1-A, N-1-B(A) , N-A-B, and R-2-B). Because the Yardville facility 

itself contains a range of units from these four with custodial 

I
t 

~ 
I, ~ 

"\# 

orientations to institutional guided-group interaction (GGI) programs, we 

consider these four units to be less custodial than Annandale1s units. 

The Jamesburg facility is classified as having mixed goals -- both 

custodial and treatment. The young offenders are generally sent to 

Jamesburg and participate in a treatment program based on a token 

penalty/earning system. An attempt is made to define their stay as a 

Ilresidencyll rather than an incarceration. Furthermore, unl ike the most 

custodial facilities, the juveniles reside in separate housing units (with 

one maximum security unit). Along with Jamesburg, we classify two types 

of GGI programs as having a mixed-goal cl imate. First, there are two 
.~ 

units (N-1-B and N-1-C) that operate within the context of a traditional 

custodial institution (Yardville), but which, nevertheless, are 

guided-group interaction programs. Second, there are two Yardville units 

(PIE-I I and C-3) that are geographically located at the Jamesburg campus, 

but praetice guided-group interaction. 

The treatment-oriented facilities are located apart from any 

\ traditional facility--Highfields, Warren, Wharton Tract, Camden House and 

Stuyvesar;. These units are located, for the most part, in non-urban 

areas, have low security restrictions, mostly treatment staff and practice 

GG I. 
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Overall, we distinguish three types of units according to their 

treatment/custodial orientation: (1) custodial, (2) mixed (custodial and 

treatment) and (3) treatment. 

Institutional vs. Community Orientation -- In addition to delineating 

a custody vs. treatment continuum, we give considerable importance to the 

"deinstitutional" or community orientation of a correctional mil ieu. In 

our sample there is a considerable overlap between the custody/treatment 

and institutional/community dimensions in that the GGI treatment strategy 

is found in the more deinstitutional'lzed sett'lngs. Nevertheless, we can 

distinguish degrees of community orientation within the GGI programs, and 

test if community-orientation contributes to the explanation of outcome 

variables. 

We are I imited in the analysis of the many important issues 

surrounding deinstitutionalization by the fact that all of the units in 

our study fall short of an ideal community-oriented program. Most of the 

community-oriented units in reality are placed in rural settings and have 

limited interaction with in~ividuals in the community. 

It is difficult to measure community orientation. We try to 

incorporate several indicators of community-orientedness into an overall 

measure. Items inclUde the f.requency w'lth wh'lch ' a community-oriented 

activity occurs as well as the proportion of the members of a unit 

involved in such activities (e.g., work, ' recreation, church, shopping in 

the community, etc.--see Chapter Two). 

Although the custodial vs. treatment and institutional vs. community 

orientation dimensions do not exhaust the possible intrinsic 

characteristics of the programs, they are the most important focus of 

.. , 

t , 

r 
recent research. For the most part, we focus on these two aspects as 

determinants of the inmate culture and social structure as well as of 

various outcome measures. 

B. Compositional Characteristics of the Units 

In addition to the intrinsic characteristics, units can be 

111 

characterized according to the make-up of the individuals within the unit. 

We refer to these characteristics as £ompositional. The immediate problem 

with compositional measures is that there are many plausible measures of 

the "climate" of a unit. Choices must be made, not only as to what 

"cl imates" are theoretically important, but what statistics should be used 

to summarize the characteristic in question. For example, to measure the 

"mi Xii or heterogene i ty of ser i ous and non-ser i ous offenders, ont. cou I d use 

the mean, median, standard deviation, proportion who are predatory 

offenders, etc. The problems of choosing the best statistic relates 

directly to the discussion of the problem of interpreting aggregate-level 

variable effects on individual-level dependent variables. Since this 

issue is discussed in greater detail elsewhere, suffice it to say here 

that we chose the proportion of the unit's population with a particular 

characteristic as the most 'interpretable measure of unit-level features. 

According to the homogeneity model, the compositional characteristics 

of the units should determine: (1) the "climate" of the unit, (2) the 

extent to which there are corrupting or criminalizing effects, (3) the 

viabil ity of the program and (4) the overall effectiveness of th~ program 

In diminishing the probability of rearrest. The theoretically Important 

compositional characteristics which we have focused on here include (a) 

the proportion of a unit's population who are serious, violent offenders, 
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(b) proportion who have prior correctional experience, (c) propor t i on 

older than 17 years of age and (d) proportion who are black or Hispanic. 

Predatory Offenders -- Since the central substantive concerns of 

effects of mixing predatory and other offenders, this research concern the 

d b t the determination of who is a predatory we are especially concerne a ou 

offender and who is not. Theoretically, as well as empirically, there is 

good justification to differentiate two components of seriousness: (a) 

violent, aggressive offenders and (b) chronic offenders. The first 

'IS most essential to the homogeneity/heterogeneity discussion category 

since it is the violent offenders who are seen as most likely to have a 

V'ls-a-v'ls adherence to violence-based prison criminalizing influence 

subculture, The second component of seriousness is chronicity. Repeated 

, the J'uvenile committed to delinquent offenses and arrests characterize 

These repea ters may influence the institutional roles and activities. 

h ' to others, and diminish the climate, pass their values and tec nlques on 

viabiliity and effectiveness of the programs. 

A second feature of correctional units Prisonized Offender~ --

, h proportion of offenders who have been relevant to our hypotheses IS t e 

previously incarcerated. This is a particularly important consideration 

since several GGI units exclude juveniles with prior incarceration 

experience. Inmates who have been in a correctional institution before 

and who have been possibly IIprisonized ll by their experience, i.e., learned 

acqu 'lred knowledge of inmate norms and values, etc., are to dislike staff, 

'k I t IIcontaminate" the other inmates with their potentially most I ley 0 

attitudes, values, norms, etc. 2 
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Age of Offenders -- The significance of the age of the juvenile 

touches on complex interpretational issues regarding personality 

development, maturity, cognitive ability, identity, life experiences, etc. 

This is dramatized by the fact that age is a major criterion for the 

classification of juveniles into one type of institution over another. 

Two ways of thinking seem to predominate concerning the age composition of 

a unit. On the one hand, the older inmates are more committed to criminal 

identities and practices due to a combination of personal ity formation, 

identity stabilization, internalization of others' label as "criminal" and 

the like over time. On the other hand, younger inmates may be the most 

problematic in that they are the most immature and difficult to control. 

This is demonstrated by the existence of special correctional units for 

the young "immature" juveniles, e.g q at the Jamesburg facility. Thus, 

the age composition of the unit should be important, although it is not 

clear if the older or the younger inmates would be expected to have the 

most criminal izing influence and presert the most behavior problems within 

the institution. 

Race of Offender~ The racial makeup is also considered to be an 

important influence in the culture and social structure of the unit (Feld, 

1977) • Some would argue that the black and Hispanic inmates have 

different prior social experiences and perceive and respond differently to 

the same social situation. Race is also an important consideration 

associational patterns. Inmates tend to segregate themselves racially in 

many of their activities. Furthermore, black inmates may be more 

integrated into the central inmate group, particularly in a custodial 

unit. Whites, on the other hand, may be less integrated and perhaps more 

vulnerable to exploitation • 
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C. Multi level Analysis of Negative Attitude Toward Staff: 

Empirical Results 

The diagram in Figure 3-8 presents the overall results of a path 

analysis showing the relative strengths of the homogeneity and 

heterogeneity conceptual models in explaining the primary dependent 

variable of interest -- Iinegative attitude toward staff.11 We focus on 

this variable because it is (a) central to the homogeneity model 

concerning the effects serious offenders have on intra-institutional 

processes and (b) it is the only primary dependent variable in the 

cross-section data available for all units (disciplinary records, the 

other source of major dependent variables, are not available or comparable 

for many of the GGI units). The diagram and its theoretical significance 

should be interpreted with caution since there are many limitations in the 

data analysis that will be discussed in making substantive conclusions 

about the analysis. 

The analysis depicted in Figure 3-8 has two exogenous variables (age 

and race)--variables that we assume to be causally prior to all the other 

variables in the model. Each of these demographic variables is used to 

predict violent offenses and number of prior incarcerations (two 

endogenous variables). All these four variables (age, race, violent 

offenses and prior incarcerations) are then used to predict assignment to 

.. 
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FIQure 3-B. Summary PaLh Model of Individual-Level and Unit-Level Predictors 
of Negative Attitude Toward Staff and Institution (N = 410) 

--
% Violent 
on Unit 

/ 
GGI 

~Not significant at .05 level. 
**Statistiually significant, but not a true estimate. See text. 

. , 

.. 



I 
\ 

\ 

r I 

I 
! , 
i 

i 
! 
I • i 

! 

117 

units as these units are characteri2ed by six measures--four 

compositional measures and two integral measures. Thus we attempt to 

control for the fact that juveniles are assigned to different types of 

j institutions and units on the basis of prior charactersitics. Finally, )" 

all the prior characteristic and unit-level variables (compositional and 

integral) are used to predict negative attitude toward staff--our 

principal measure of intra-institutional adjustment. 

In general, there are sevnral interesting findings presented in 

Figure 3-8. 

I. Offenders with serious, violent offenses 
in their records have virtually no effect (in 
terms of individual or aggregate-level 
effects) on the attitudes of the inmates 
toward staff. 

2. The degree of community-orientation and 
use of GGI are, relatively speaking, the best 
predictors of inmate's negative attitude 
toward staff. Both greater 
community-orientation and the use of GGI 
decrease negative attitudes toward staff. 

3. Number of prior incarcerations is related 
to negative attitude toward staff both 
directly (.092) and indirectly through the 
selection process in which the reincarcerated 
are less I ikely to be sent to a GGI, 
community-based unit or to a unit with a 
relatively high perc~t white and more likely 
to be sent to a unit(with violent and other 
reihcarcerated offenders. 

4. The "demographic" variables of race and 
age are predictive of prior violent offenses 
and number of prior incarcerations as well as 
of the compositional and integral features of 
the units the inmates are placed in. 

Generally, there is considerable support for the heterogeneity model 

since the integral characteristics of the units (GGI and 
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community-orientation) are relatively good predictors (-.270 and -.289) of 

inmate's negative attitudes, control 1 ing for all other variables in the 

model. and this is what the heterogeneity model predicts. 

(Non-significant relationships were deleted from the diagram and from the 

final regression equations unless there were strong substantive reasons 

for their retention.) Homogeneity theory also receives support, however, 

in that those with prior incarceration experiences are (a) more likely to 

have negative attitudes toward staff and (b) at the aggregate level, 

contribute to the negative attitudes of the inmates. That is, the more 

inmates with prior incarcerations on a unit, the more likely that 

individuals on those units wil I develop a greater degree of negative 

attitude toward staff, controlling for all other variables in the model. 

Number of prior incarcerations is also indirectly related to negative 

attitude by way of the compositional and integral-level variables (total 

i nd i rect effects = .148). Some of the ma i n var i ab 1 es pred i cted by 

homogeneity theory to be related to the intra-institutional processes 

number of prior violent offenses and percent violent, for examplej -- are 

not related to negative attitude toward staff. 

Some additional support for the homogeneity model is found in the 

negative relationship between percent white and inmate's negative attitude 

toward staff. The more black and Hispanic inmates on a unit (most of the 

minority inmates are black), the more likely a negative attitude toward 
f 

staff will be prevalent on a unIt. Damaging to the homogeneity model~ 

however, is the negative effect of percent violent on negative attitude 

toward staff. Although the strength of this negative effect is 

quest i onab 1 e (as wi 11 be discussed be low). the I ack of ~ direct pos It i Vf~ 
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effect of number of prior violent offenses on negative attitude toward 

staff is clearly counter to the homogeneity model predictions. 

Summary. In this second section of Chapter Three we have shown by 

use of multilevel analysis that, in support of the heterogeneity model, 

the organizational characteristics of the units are the best predictors of 

an individual inmate's developing a negative attitude toward the staff and 

institution. Furthermore, the proportion of violence on a unit does not 

have the consequence of increasing negative attitude toward the staff. 

Juveniles with prior incarcerations, however. are (in support of 

homogeneity theory) more likely to develop negative attitudes and are more 

1 ikely to be placed in units which have the effect of furthering the 

development of these negative attitudes. 

In the next section of this chapter We further specify the overall 

path analysis model by taking into consideration peer leadership and 

associations. We will expand the scope of the model by applying it to 

disciplinary behavior within the unit. 

I I I. Multilevel Analysis -- Behavior Within the Institution and 

Negative Attitude Toward Staff -- Separate Analyses 

Within Two Institutional Types 

The initial bivariate analysis of the cross-section data, (Section I 

of this Chapter) showed that the peer leadership structure of units seemed 

qual itatively different In the GGI units as opposed to the 

custody-oriented units (including Jamesburg and Yardville-Annandale). As 

---------~- ~---~-
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a result, we decided to analyze our models separately for GGI and non-GGI 

units. Performing a separate analysis on the non-GGI units additionally 

allowed us to test our hypotheses by using data on disciplinary action as 

dependent variables (GGI units keep few or no disciplinary records, making 

analysis of this information meaningless). 

In Chapter One, we argued that the organizational structure (integral 

characteristics of the units) was more important than prior individual 

characteristics in predicting intra-institutional adjustment. In the 

first section of this chapter we found little support for homogeneity 

theory, even in the non-GGI units. In~this section, we further explore 

the limits of the heterogeneity and homogeneity models by way of a 

multi-level analysis within two institutional types. If the homogeneity 

model is not supported in the custody-oriented units, it would be strong 

disconfirming evidence of this perspective. 

Table 3-5 presents the variables used to test our hypotheses in this 

section of the chapter. Compared to the path diagram for the simultaneous 

analysis of all institutions (Figure 3-9), measures of peer association 

and leadership, as well as of behavioral problems on units (for non-GGI 

units only) have been added to the present analysis, in which GGI and 

non-GGI units are analyzed separately. Assumptions of ordinary least 

squares (OLS) path analysis are made. Variables in categories on the left 

of other categories are generally considered predictors (causally 

exogenous) of variables in columns to the right. (Tables 3-7 and 3-8 show 

the unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients for the path 

analysis within non-GGI and GGI units respectively.) For presentational 

purposes, only direct causal paths to endogenous variables measuring 

\. 
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A. 

Demograp'1ic 
Char9ctEol" is ties 

1. Age 

2. Hace (White) 

t, 

Table 3_5. Path Analysis Variables for Separate Regression Analysis 
of Two Institutional Types (GGI and non-GGI)--Variables 
on the left are considered predictors (exogenous) of 
variables on the right (endogencusl. 

B. 
Offenses and 
Incarcerations 
Prior to Intake 
into Corrt:lC­
tional Unit 

1. Nllmber of. 
Prior Violent 
Offenses 

2. Number of Pri.or 
Incarcerations 
in a Correc­
tional Institu­
tion 

C. 
Compositional. 
and Integral 
Characteristics 
of the Units 

1. Percent Violent 
on a Unit 

2. Percent with 
Prior Incar­
cerations on 
a Unit 

3. Percent White on 
a Unit 

4. Percent Older 
Than 17 Years 
of Age on Unjt 

5. COllullunity Orienta­
tion of Unit 

D. 
Associat.ional/ 
Leadership 
Patterns in 
the Units 

E. 
Attitudinal and 
Behavioral 
Problems on Unit 

-----------.---
1. Associates 

(Inmates one 
hangs around 
with) Perceived 
as "Tough," 
Disliked by 
Staff, etc. 

2. Proportion of 
Unit Choosing 
Inmate as 
Toughest on 
Unit (Chosen 
Toughest) 

1. Having a Negative 
Attitude Towa.t"d 
the Staff and 
Institution 

2. Number of 
"Adjustment" 
Disciplinary 
Problems on 
Unit 

3. Number of 
"Criminal" 
Disciplinary 
Problems on 
Unit 3. Proportion of 

Unit Choosing 
Inmate as "Most 
Admired" on Unit 
(Chosen Most 
Adm!red) 

.. 

• 
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leadership, associations, negative attitude toward staff and 

behavioral problems on the unit are shown. (See Appendix I to 

compare the remaining coefficients.) Initially each variable of each 

column in Table 3-5 was regressed on all possible antecedent predictor 

variables (e.,g., column E variables were initially regressed on all the 

variables in A through D). Significant variables were retained in 

subsequent equations. Other non-significant variables were deleted and 

their coefficients are represented by a zero. At times, because of 

problems of instability of regression coefficients, path coefficients are 

not presented. Instead, zero-order Pearsog correlations are given in 

order to give the reader some indication of the strength of the 

relationship between the variables in question. (Thus, where there is 

only one non-zero number in a cell of the Tables 3-7 and 3-8, it is a 

zero-order correlation.) 

A. Elaboration of the Hypotheses 

.. One of the assumptions of homogeneity theory is the criminalizing 

.... i 
role played by the more del inquent inmate sub-groups or cliques and their 

leaders. Specifically, it is the assumptjon of homogeneity theory that 

inmates join together in opposition to the institution's staff and goals, 
'. 
'j , and an inmate subculture is formed in which the leaders are the principal 

:1 
" 
~ 
'\ 

.." 

proponents of anti-staff values and attitudes. The leaders function also 

as delinquent role models by way of their delinquent behavior, often 
<Ii\.. 

resulting in disciplinary action on the leaders as well a their emulators. 

\ 
Because of the presumed prevalence of "bad" juveniles in the custodial 

units, it is hypothesized that the criminalizing process should be more 

evident there than in the treatment oriented units. The specific 

hypotheses of the homogeneity model are summarized in Table 3-6. 

o 
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Table 3-6. 

Exogenous 
(Predlctor) Variables) 

Individual Level 
Age 
Race (White) 
Prior Incarcerations 
Prior Violent Offenses 

Aggr~gate (Un~t) Level 
% Violent 

Hypotheses of Homogeneity Theory 
Regarding Leadership, Peer Association, 
Negative Attitude Toward Staff and 
Behavioral problems on Unit 

Predicted 
Direction 

+ 

+ 
+ 

Endogenous 
(Predicted) Variabl,~s 

LeadershiplAssociational 
Variables, Negative 
Attitude Toward Staff 
and Behavior Problem 
on Unit 
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According to homogeneity theory, demographic characteristics are 

deemed important predictors of adaptation within the institution. Being 

black or older are specifically likely to be positively related (at the 

individual and aggregate level) to the endogenous variables in Table 3-6. 

Older inmates are assumed to be more committed to del inquent roles by way 

of their maturation over the years of their delinquent careers (Schwartz 

and Stryker, 1970). Black inmates are generally assumed to be more 

street-wise, from large urban areas and more dominant in peer interaction 

processes (Fe 1 d, 1977: 180-187). 

Central to the homogeneity argument is the relationship between prior 

violent offenses and prior incarcerations to the endogenous variables in 

Table 3-6. Violent or previously incarcerated youths should become the 

leaders on the units and be the predominant influencing agents of the 

criminalization process if the basic mechanism of homogeneity theory is 

operable. Furthermore, the greater the percentage of such inmates on a 

unit, the more likely individuals are in general to be named as toughe$t, 

and the more I ikely inmates are to associate with tough peers and to 

develop negative attitudes toward the staff. Finally, those chosen as 

toughest or most admired or who associate with tough peers should be more 

I ikely to develop negative attitudes toward the staff and to exhibit 

behavioral problems on the unit. This is central to the homogeneity 

theory argument that the peer structure, which is presumably dominated by 

tough, violent, black, and previously incarcerated youths, must have a 

prisonizing or crimlnalizing effect on juveniles in a unit, resulting in 

behavioral and attitudinal problems for all inmates subject to the 

influence of the worst inmates. All of the above mentioned hypotheses 
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should be more operative in the custody-oriented units, where presumably 

the worst juveniles are sent. 

Heterogeneity theory, as presented in Chapter One, hypothesizes that 

organizational characteristics of the units are the most important 

influences on the various outcomes disr.ussed. As such, heterogeneity 

theory simply posits that across all units there is no relationship 

between prior characteristics (at the individual level or aggregate level) 

and the endogenous variables in Table 3-6. 

The postulate of heterogeneity theory, that prior characteristics are 

of negligible importance, even in custody-oriented units, is based on the 

assumption that immediate environmental circumstances are the main 

determinants of individual change. That is to say, the environmental 

circumstances of prison itself have greater influence than personality 

characteristics, which are presumed by homogeneity theory to carryover 

into the correctional setting. If this is so, it may be that there is 

only a stochastic process involved between pre-institutional 

characteristics and intra-institutional adaptation. By making the 

hypothesis that there is no r-elationship between prior characteristics (at 

the individual and at the aggregate level) and intra-institutional 

adaptation in non-GGI units, heterogeneity theory is put to a strong test. 

If homogeneity theory fails here, then there is persuasive evidence that 

the contrary propositions of heterogeneity theory receive support. 
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B. Empirical Re~ults 

The analysis to follow is complex. On the surface results may s.eem 

confusing or even contradictory. Consequently, we will initially 

summarize the major findings of this section in which a separate analysis 

is performed for GGI and non-GGI units. 

In the analysis to follow, homogeneity theory is supported in the 

custody-oriented units in two principal ways: (1) major behavior problems 

in the unit are related to being black, to having prior violent offenses, 

and to be i ng recogn i zed as II tough II on the un it; (2) i nma te subcu I ture, as 

measured by negative attitudes toward the staff, is related to prior 

incarcerations and association with the "tough" inmates. Heterogeneity 

theory, on the other hand, is supported in that behavior problems on the 

unit are not related to having prior incarcerations, nor are they related 

to anti-staff attitudes (inmate subculture). Corroboration is also 

evident for heterogeneity theory in that inmate subculture is unrelated to 

prior violent behavior in the community. Heterogeneity theory is 

add it i ona 11 y supported in non-GG I un its in that commun i t,y or i entaton is 

negatively related to behavior and inmate subculture (See Table 3-7). 

Turning to the analysis of the GGI units, we also find support for 

homogeneity theory. The principal finding in support of homogeneity 

theory is that the inmate subculture is affected by being black, by the 

proportion of inmates with prior incarcerations and by association with 

tough peers (Table 3-8). Heterogeneity theory is supported, however, in 

that inmates subculture is most strongly predicted by the community 

orientations of the unit. Secondly, the higher the percentage of violent 
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Thus, GGI seems able to handle violent offenders so that they add to 
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the pro-staff attitudes on the unit. Thirdly, leadership on the GGI units 

is generally unrelated to prior behavior. The most "admired" on the GGI 

units are more likely to have pro-staff attitudes. 

Summarizing over both analyses, one could say that GGI techniques are 

less successful with black and previously incarcerated juveniles. Nor is 

GGI completely able to mitigate the "prisonizing effects" that association 

with "tough" peers has on inmates. Homogeneity theory, on the other hand, 

fails to account adequately for inmate subculture and behavior problems in 

the custody-oriented units since prior violent behavior is unrelated to 

inmate subculture, and inmates with prior incarceration experience are not 

I ikely to display behavior problems on the custody-oriented units. 

Support for Homogeneity Theory--Custody-Oriented Units Only 

In our analysis of the custody-oriented units (Table 3-7) we found 

that (similar to our findings in the GGI units) blacks are more likely to 

be chosen as the "toughest" on the units. Unl ike our findings in GGI 

units, however, violent offenders were also more likely to be chosen as 

"toughest" on the unit and "most admired" on the unit. (The regression 

coefficients in the GGI units between numbet' of prior violent offenses and 

the endogenous varibles are of similar magnitude to those in the 

custody-oriented units, but they are not statistically significant.) Those 

chosen "toughest," in turn, are more likely to get into serious trouble on 

the unit (j.e., be involved in serious, "criminal" disciplinary action). 

Thu~ some of the central hypotheses of homogeneity theory are supported in 

that black and violent offenders on custody-oriented units are more likely 
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to be chosen as "toughest" on the unit, and those chosen as toughest are 

more likely to get into serious trouble on the units. 

In further support of homogeneity theory, those with prior 

incarcerations on a unit are more likely to develop a negative attitude 

toward staff. Also, the higher the percentages of previously incarcerated 

juveniles, the more likely one is to associate with tough peers and to 

develop a negative attitude toward staff. Having tough associates, 

moreover, is related to having negative attitude toward the staff, 

providing an indirect link between percent with prior incarcerations and 

negative attitude toward staff (total direct and indirect effects = .236 

between percent with prior incarcerations and negative attitudes toward 

the staff) . 

In summary, although none of the standardized regression coefficients 

are above .25, the pattern of interrelationships of variables provides 

some support for the homogeneity model within the custodial units. Being 

black, violent, or previously incarcerated seems to be related to peer 

leadership and peer association, which, in turn, are related to behavioral 

problems and negative attitude toward staff, respectively. 

Support for Heterogeneity Theory--Custody-O~iented Units Only 

Although we have found considerable support for the homogeneity model 

in the custody-oriented units, there is also support for the heterogeneity 

model in these types of units. First of all, relatively few of the 

posited relationships of homogeneity theory were supported (12 percent of 

the relationships involving leadership, associational, attitudinal and 

behavioral dependent variables with the independent prior characteristic 

variables, or seven out of 57 bivariate predictions were supported) • 
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Secondly, the community orientation of the facility was strongly related 

(negatively) to negative attitude toward staff and to behavioral problems 

in the units. Third, violent offenders are not more likely to have tough 

peer associates on the unit or to develop a negative attitude toward staff 

or to develop behavioral problems (unless they also are chosen as 

Iitoughest il on the unit, in which case they indirectly have an effect of 

.032 on major disciplinary problems.) Furthermore, even in units with high 

percentages of violent offenders, an inmate is no more I ikely to develop a 

negative attitude toward staff or to be discipl ined fol' misbehavior. 

One can also challenge the homogeneity model in that those previously 

incarcerated are not more likely to become leaders or to associate with 

those perceived as tough inmates. Furthermore, the previously 

incarcerated are n£1 more likely to be disciplined for misbehavior on a 

unit. Higher percentages of previously incarcerated youths on a unit do 

n£1 result in increased chance of behavioral problems for an individu~l. 

Finally, having associates perceived as tough is unrelated to behavioral 

problems on a unit, dnd being chosen as toughest or as most admired on a 

unit is negatively related to a negative attitude toward staff. 

In summary, even in the custody-oriented units some important 

hypothesized relationships of homogeneity theory are not supported. 

Community orientation is the strongest overall predictor of negative 

attitude and misbehavior, lending support to the heterogeneity model IS 

argument that type of organizational structure is more important than 

background characteristics of the juveni les. Violent offenders are more 

I ikely to be admired and chosen as toughest, but as a whole, they are not 

appreciably more I ikely to have negative attitudes toward staff and and to 
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present behavioral problems except indirectly (via being chosen as 

Iitoughest" on the un it). Those j uven i I es who have been prev i ous I Y 

incarcerated are more likely to develop a negative attitude toward the 

staff and to affect other attitudes by way of an aggregate-level effect, 

but they are not more likely to be involved in misbehavior and (through an 

aggregate effect) have a negative effect on serious misbehavior. 

Furthermore, the leaders on a custody-oriented unit would be expected to 

espouse negative attitudes toward the staff. The results show the 

opposite. Association with tough inmates also is expected to result in 

behavioral problems on a unit. It does not. 

Support for Homogeneity Theory--GGI Units On\x 

From our separate analysis of the GGI units (see Table 3-8), we found 

some support for both homogeneity and heterogeneity perspectives. In 

support of homogeneity theory, we found that blacks are more likely to 

assume leadership positions in GGI units. That is, they are more likely 

to be chosen as the Iitoughest il on the uni t. Addi tionally, blacks are more 

likely to have Iitough il associates. Furthermore, blacks are more likely to 

develop a negative attitude toward the staff. (The total direct and 

indirect effect of being black on negative attitude toward the staff is 

.255.) Thus, race, an important prior characteristic, is found to be a 

relatively strong influence in unit leadership, peer association and 

att i tude toward the staff. 

Secondly, in support of homogeneity theory, having peer associates 

who one perceives as tough (also disliked by staff, I ikely to recidivate, 
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etc.). is strongly related (positively) to having a negative 

attitude toward staff. It should be pointed out, however. that 

relatively few inmates in GGI units have a strong negative attitude toward 

staff. Association with peers who are perceived to have similar attitudes 

(tough, "del inquent" l~rientation) seems to be an important influence on 

those few in GGI units ~/ho do have a negative attitude toward the staff. 

It is interesting to note that the unstandardized regression coefficient 

is over twice as large as the corresponding coefficient in the 

custody-oriented units (.832 vs •. 389). Thus. association with tough 

peers is more detrimental to attitudes toward the staff in GGI units than 

it is on custody-oriented units. This may not be surprising. considering 

that inmates in GGI units interact with individuals on their unit with 

greater intensity and frequency than inmates in custody-oriented units 

(based on observational evidence and examination of network choser-chosen 

matrices). The results. however, support the homogeneity model's 

hypotheses concerning the effect of association with tough peers. 

A third finding in support of homogeneity theory in GGI units is the 

positive relationship between being in a unit with relatively high 

parentages of individuals with prior incarcerations and having tough 

associates and a negative attitude toward staff. Wh~' juxtaposed with the 

finding of a lack of significant relationship on the individual level 

between prior incarcerations and negative attitudes toward the staff 

(Table 3-8), this finding seems to point toward a contextual effect that 

having a relatively high percentage of previously-incarcerated juveniles 

has on individuals within a GGI unit. Unfortunately, because of 

multicollinearity problems we were unable to estimate the path coefficient 
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of percent with prior Incarceration. " "s But 'In a regression equation with 

no other unit-level predictors. the standardized beta of "percent with 

prior incarcerations" was +.374 with having tough associates and +.342 

with having a negative attitude toward staff. Thus, GGI units with higher 

percentages of previously incarcerated youths have more associations with 

tough associates, as we , 11 as more negative attitudes toward staff. 

This interpretation must be qualified, however, in that the primary 

collinear variable is the community orientation of the unit, which is a 

stronger predictor (in the opposite direction) than percent on a unit with 

prior incarcerations (in terms of explaining the variance of associating 

with tough peers and negative attitude toward staff). Thus, it is the case 

that units with higher percentages of previously incarcerated youths are 

also the least community-oriented units, and thus we do not know 

conclusively the consequences of placing relatively high percentages of 

previously incarcerated juveniles in highly community-oriented GGI units 

(Pearson r = -.772 between community orientation and percent with prior 

incarcerations.) 

Support for Heterogeneity Theory -- GGI Units Only 

Within GGI units, we found that only about 11 percent of the 

hypotheses generated by homogeneity theory concerning prior 

characteristics (at the individual and aggregate level) and leadership, 

associational and attitudinal measures were supported, or four out of 35 

possible relationships (Table 3-8). Degree of community-orientation is 

negatively related to having tough associates and to having a negative 

attitude toward staff (it is the highest single standardized beta In the 

analysis). Those with prior violent offenses are not more likely to have 
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tough associates, be chosen as "toughest" or most admired, or to have more 

of a negative attitude toward staff. (Although these relationships appear 

on the positive side of zero, they are not statistically significant). 

Those with previous incarceration experience do not assume leadership 

roles, nor do they even develop a negative attitude toward staff. 

Placement on a GGI unit with high percentges of violent offenders results 

in ~ association with tough peers. less chance of being chosen as 

toughest or most admired and les~ chance of developing a negative attitude 

toward staff. Thus, GGI techniques seem able to handle effectively 

violent offenders, and. in fact, they seem to enhance the effectiveness of 

GGI, especially because assQ~iation with tough peers is lessened -- as is 

negative attitude toward staff -- in units with higher percentages with 

violent offenders. 

Additional support for heterogeneity theory in GGI units is evident 

in that being chosen as "toughest" on the unit is unrelated to negative 

attitude toward staff, and being chosen as "most admired" is also 

negatively related to negtive attitude toward staff. Also, the toughest 

on the GGI units are not the most admired (r - .058). Thus, in GGI units 

the toughest are not the most admired, nor are they more I ikely to adapt 

an anti-staff attitude. 

In summary, in GGI units, as in non-GGI units, community orientation 

is the stronge~t determinant of adaptation processes within the facility. 

Violent offenders seem to adapt well in GGI and seem to have a positive 

effect on GGI IS strategy of reducing negative attitudes toward staff. 

Even inmates with prior incarcerations seem not to adversely affect the 

GGI process, except possibly at the aggregate level, In which case, 
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multicollinerity problems with community orientation leaves the issue of 

GGI IS ability to handle large percentages of previously incarcerated 

youths unclear. Leadership among inmates seems to be characterized by a 

ff 't d the most admired on the units. Even the toughest pro-sta . attl u e among 

no more l 'lkely to develop negative attitudes inmates in GGI units are 

toward staff than those who are not considered tough. 

Conclusions 

To summarize the results of this chapter, we found substantial 

support for heterogeneIty t eory. 'h In the first section of this chapter, 

we discovered that prior characteristics of individuals were not strongly 

h b 'lvar'late level, of intra-institutional adjustment predictive, at t e 

assoc 'lat'lonal patterns, attitude toward staff, and (i.e., leadership, 

bl ) In the serond section, using a multilevel, discipline pro ems. _ 

multiple-variable analysis, we found that GGI and community orientation of 

units were the most important predictors of adaptation within the 

institution. Violent offenders do not seem to pose a serious threat to 

nor do they seem to contribute to the inmate subculture, GGI programs, 

even in custody-oriented units. Peer leadership in GGI units is generally 

pro-staff in orientation. Finally, most hypotheses of homogeneity 

positing relationships between prior characteristics or compositional 

unit-level variables and problems with behavior or attitudes are not 

supported. 

Th~re is support for homogeneity theory, however, which should not be 

overlooked. Serious behavior problems on non-GGI units are related to 

prior characteristics of inmates. Secondly, inmates who have been 
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previously in the correctional institution seem to nave an effect on 

inmate subculture, even in GGI units (at the aggregatp.-leve1). 

The significance of these results from the analysis of the 

cross-section data is that they show the extent to which homogeneity and 

heterogeneity perspectives are supported in predicting leadership, peer 

association processes, as well as intra-institutional attitudes 

("prisonization") and disciplinary problems on the units. All but the 

last of these measures are unique to the cross-section data because they 

could not be collected or directly incorporated into the data analysis 

~ process of the longitudinal sample. Overall, heterogeneity theory is more 

strongly supported than homogeneity theory, but insights have been gained 

as to the possible limitations of heterogeneity theory. Juveniles with 

prior incarceration experience seem to pose a challenge from an 

intervention~st point of view, even in GGI units. Also, in the absence of 

a strong interventionist strategy, such as GGI, several of the hypotheses 

of homogeneity theory seem to hold true. Finally, insights gained from 

this analysis can help us in our subsequent analysis of change between 

intake and exit from the correctional environment. 

IV. Summary of Chapter Three 

Perhaps the main finding of this chapter is the importance of 

organizational characteristics of the institutions in affecting the 

inmate's adjustment in the institution. This can be seen in a number of 

ways. First, in two institutional contexts (GGI and Jamesburg), prior 

characteristics of the inmates were found to be generally unpredictive of 

various measures of adaptation in the institution. Some support is found, 

however, for homogeneity theory, primarily in custody-oriented units, 



AqA "'lIP 

144 

where some prior individual-level charactersitics were found to be 

modestly predictive of certain types of leadership and of associational 

adaptation. The most predictive prior characteristic variable seems to be 

prior incarceration --since it has a strong unit-level effect on negative 

attitude toward staff in both GGI and non-GGI units. By far, however, the 

type of institutional context -- both in terms of use of GGI and 

community-orientation of the program -- is the most important factor in 

predicting adaptation in the institution. 

In terms of our OVer-all assessment of the two theoretical 

perspectives -- homogeneity and heterogeneity theories -- we think the 

evidence weighs in favor of heterogeneity theory because (a) the generally 

poor predictive value of prior characteristic variables, and (b) the 

strength of GGI and community-orientation variables. Significant failures 

of the heterogeneity model consist of (a) the general predictive abil ity 

of the percent with prior incarcerations on a unit, and (b) limitations on 

GGI techniques to adequately integrate blacks and previously incarcerated 

j uven i I es. 
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Chapter Three Footnotes 

1: Although we differentiate three types of units here, in the 
analYSIS to follow we decided to focus on the GGI units in comparison to 
all the other units in the sample. 

. 2: By "degree of prisonization" we are referring to the extent to 
which Inmates hold an anti-staff attitude, as measured by an index of 
"negative attitude toward staff." 
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Chapter Four: Change in Self-Esteem and Criminality 
Between Intake and Exit from the 
Institution 

I. Theory and Hypotheses 

Both the homogeneity and heterogeneity theories assume that the 

. . a maJ'or 'Influence on individuals during their correctional experlencels 

. tt e m'll'leu In this chapter we turn to an stay in the prison or co ag . 
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analysis of change in an individual IS self-esteem, identity as a criminal, 

and perceived risk of a criminal career. 1 As we will see. homogeneity 

and heterogeneity theories argue that quite different factors are 

'bl f changes 'In these aspects of identity and value responsl e or 

orientation. 

A. Theory 

Chapter One outlined the basic tenets of the philosophy of 

Th 'ls ph'llosophy indicates that it is feasible to mix heterogeneity. 

offenders who have committed violent offenses with others who are 

• 1 ff In contrast to the heterogeneity incarcerated for non-vlo ent 0 enses. 

philosophy is the notion that characteristics of offenders have a 

deleterious impact on their behavior within the institution. This idea is 

consistent with what is called "importation" theory (Irwin and Cressey, 

1962; Akers, 1977), which states that inmates bring subcultural values 

from the outside world into the prison setting. Chapter Three presented 

evidence which showed characteristics of offenders, such as the type of 

offense they committed, WLre poor predictors of their behavior or 

attitudes within correctional facilities. This contradicts the 

importation model and provides indirect support for the heterogeneity 
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model. The present chapter provides some further tests of these models, 

as well as of the widely-known "prisonization theory" that predicts that 

characteristics of the inmate subculture have a criminal i2ing effect on 

juveniles during the period of incarceration. 

We limit our analysis to three dependent variables: self-esteem, 

criminal identity, and the perceived risk of pursuing a criminal career. 

Each of these variables was measured at intake and at exit from the 

institution. In the analys.is to follow, the intake measure is entered as 

a type of control variable in the regression equations in which the exit 

measure is the dependent variable (predicted variable). Each of these 

three variables are relevant for the theoretical interests expressed 

earlier (in Chapter One). The individual IS perception of his own 

self-worth (self-esteem) has long been considered central to the process 

whereby in individuals are motivated to commit del inquent acts (Kaplan, 

1979; Hepburn and Stratton, 1977). Homogeneity theory predicts that 

self-esteem will increase in the institution because of criminal ization 

processes experienced by the inmate exposed to the inmate subculture. 2 

Heterogeneity theory, on the other hand, predicts that a forceful 

treatment program such as GGI will raise self-esteem over the course of 

the inmate's stay in the program. 3 Criminal identity and perceived risk 

of a criminal career are general indicators of the extent to which an 

individual's identity and value orientation are criminal or not. 

According to homogeneity theory, inmates should increase in these two 

measures. According to heterogeneity theory, treatment programs should 

decrease these tendencies. 
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Before discussing the hypotheses to be tested in this chapter, we 

will clarify any confusion that may arise because of the use of terms like 

II II' • t' th II "homogene i ty theory.1I We "importation theory, prlsonlza Ion eory, or 

argue that homogeneity theory eclectically dl"aws on the other two theories 

in its assumptions and hypotheses. Because of its emphasis on an 

individual IS prior characteristics, homogeneity theory owes its hypotheses 

to importation theory. Once the inmate subculture is "formed" (actually 

an ongoing process that never IIcrystallizes ll
), however, the focus shifts 

to the IIprisonizingll aspect that is assumed to result frolJ1 the miy.ing of 

worse and better offenders on a unit. As such, homogeneity theory borrows 

from prisonization theory. We are aware, however, that or;anizational 

characteristics cc;:stitute an important aspect of prisonization theory, 

and it thus could be argued that heterogeneity theory also borrows from 

prisonization theorl (since heterogeneity theory aruges that 

organizational characteristics are more important predictors than 

individual-level characteristics). We are not so concerned about the 

origins of homogeneity or heterogeneity theory as We are with their 

ability to explain social phenomena. In the disculsion to follow, we 

occasionally will state that a hypothesis is drawn from importation or 

prisonization theory. As such, we are stating indirectly that it is a 

hypothesis of homogeneity theory as well. 

B. Hypotheses -- We focus here on three aspects of personal Identity 

and value orientation as these change between intake and exit from the 

institution: self-esteem, criminal identity, and the perceived value of 

pursuing a criminal career. If the heterogeneity model is correct, 

r: 
I 
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characteristics of program organization rather than of inmates will 

predict these social-psychological factors. According to the importation 

model, on tne other hand, characteristics of inmates will be most highly 

related to these variables. Finally, prisonization theory predicts that 

aspects of the inmate subculture affect self-esteem, identity, and 

criminal values. In particular, proponents of prisonization theory argue 

that an anti-staff value orientation within the inmate subculture 

maximizes inmate self-esteem. Negative orientations toward staff allow 

inmates to reinforce their own sense of self-worth against the contrasting 

model presented by the staff. In addition, the prisonization theory 

expe~ts that the inmate subCUlture has a criminal izing effect that results 

in establ ishing a criminal identity and commitment to a criminal career. 

C. Analysis Strategy -~ Table 4-1 and Figure 4-A present the relevant 

var i ab I es ul\;~d in the ~J;th ana I ys is. " '.l! ana I ys i s assumes tha t 

demographic characteristics of offenders, in particular their age and 

ethnicity, are related to their offense histories as indicated by their 

number of prior incarcerations and of violent offenses. These 

characteristics that are "imported" into the institution are, in turn, 

related to the intake meaSuie of self-esteem. Then six characteristics of 

programs -- Whether they uti lize GG1, the degree of community 

orientat!on, the percent' of white inmates on the unIt, the percent of 

inmates older than seventeen, the percent who have been previously 

incarcerated, and the perCEnt ~ith violent prior offenses -- are entered 

into the model. Finally the mean level of negative attitudes tow~rd staff 

on a unit is considered as an intervening variable between program 
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characteristics and the dependent variable of self-esteem at exit. 

In Figure 4-A, all the variables used in the analysis in this section of 

the report are classified for presentational purposes into six categories 

(A through F) as presented in Table 4-1. As such, the diagram in Figure 

4-A represents a model in which all endogenous variables (variables with 

arrows pointing ~rd it) are regressed on al I causally prior variables 

(variables which have an arrow emanating from it). The diagram shows al I 

possible direct and indirect relationships of variables used in the 

analysis. Initially. we tested for all possible relationships. Table 4-2 

shows the results of the analysis after subsequent regressions were run in 

which non~significant paths were deleted from the regression equations and 

assumed to be zero.· If there was a compel I ing theoretical reason for 

showing the non-significant path, it is shown and marked with an asterisk. 

If a path could not be estimated because of multicollinearity problems, 

the zero-order correlation. is presented and marked by double asterisks. 

The variables in the C and F categories represent the ~ measures 

'. taken at two different points in time--intake and exit from the 

institution. The exit version is always regressed on the intake version 

(the predictor variable) prior to all other predictor variables. Thus, 

what the other predictor variables are attempting to explain is the 

residual variance of the dependent variables at exit (i .e., variance 

unexplained by the intake measure -- See Appendix I). The advantages of , ' 

'\ 
this analysis are that certain individuals would normally be expected to 

manifest changes in their self-esteem over time (See Appendix H for a 

distussion of correlated 
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tested for direct effects on all variables from B tiu:,ough F. B-variables were 
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error terms). By regressing the time two (exit) version on the time 

one (intake) variable, we remove that portion of change that could have 

been 1 inearly predicted from the intake status (Cronbach and Furby, 1970: 

74) .5 

I I. Self-esteem 

We highlight here the most important findings indicated in Table 

4-2 (a, b, c). 

1) The percentage of violent offenders on a unit is not related to 

change in inmate self-esteem (Table 4-2c). This contradicts the 

homogeneity model, which predicts that the presence of violent offenders 

should increase the self-esteem in a unit. In further disconfirmation of 

the homogeneity model, neither the percent of inmates who have prior 

incarcerations, the percent over seventeen, nor the percent with prior 

incarcerations has a direct effect on self-esteem (Table 4-2c). 

2) The results also contradict the notion of prisonization theory 

that anti-staff attitudes raise inmate self-esteem (Table 4-2c). In 

contrast, there is a strong negative relationship (-.448) between the 

correctional unit mean of anti-staff attitudes and the inmate's 

self-esteem at exit. Inmates on units where there is a positive attitude 

toward staff are also likely to have high self-esteem, while those on 

units with a high level of dlsl Ike for staff are prone to have low 

self-esteem. 

3) Juveniles in gUided group Interaction programs are considerably 

more 1 ikely than others to develop positive self-esteem (Table 4-2c).' 

Participation in guided group interaction leads to high self-esteem both 

directly and through Its indirect effect on mean levels of attitude toward 
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Table 4-2~ standardized RcgLession Coeffici~nts Analysing Change in 
Self-Esteem, I~entjty as a Criminal and Perceived Risk of a 
Criminal Carr.:.;u Between Intake and Exit (OLS Estimates) 

1; 

Prior Demographic Prior' Offenses/ Intake, Identity and 
Characteristics IncaE'cerations Attitudinal Variables 

• Age White No. of No. of Self- Criminal Risk of 

t. 

-~ctor -.......... 
prioE' PrioE' Esteem Identity Criminal 

......... Violent Incarcer- at at Career at 
Predicted variabl~~ Offenses aUons Intake Intake Intake 

No. of Prior 
Violent Offenses .175 -.258 1.00 -, -----
No. of Prior 
Incarcerations .116 -.116 0 1.00 

- ---
Self-Esteem at 
Intake .214 0 .131 0 1.00 ---
Criminal Identity 
at Intake -.162 0 0 0 - 1.00 

Risk of Criminal 
Career at Intake 0 .197 0 0 - - I 1.00 

-- . . 
I 

Percent Violent 
on Unit .441 0 .193 .092 0 0 

I 
0 

Percent with " .- -
Prior Incarcerations .126 -.156 0 .285 0 0 I 0 -
PeL"Cent White 0 .323 -.100 0 0 0 ! 0 --
[lercent Older Than 
17 Years .770 0 .084 .070 0 0 0 

COllununity 
Orientation .447 0 0 -.136 0 0 0 -
nOI .301 .155 .029'" -.162 0 0 0 

I' 

• 
--:1 

-~1 
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'l'able 4-2b 

------ n;rTor ---PrTor Offenses/ --Oemographic Intake - Identity 
Characteristics Inca rcera ti on,<; Attitudinal Variables 

4 .... __ .. ___ -_._--------------1--_ .. -
Predictor Age White No. of No. of Self- Cd.minal Risk- of-----

----..J/.ariables Prior Prior Esteem Identity Criminal ----- ' 
Violent Incarcer- Career 

PrediC'ten Val:"iables- Offenses at.tons Intake Intake Intake 
-

Unit Mean of 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Negati've Attitude 
'l'oward Staff 

Self-Esteem at .097 .107 0 0 .290 0 0 
I!:Kit 

C.t"illlinal Identity 0 0 -.026* 0 0 .291 0 at I!:Kit 
1-- --I--

Risk of Criminal .284 .097 -.072* 0 0 0 .273 
Careel:" at EKit . 

* Not significant at .05 level. 
*. Peal:"son r given because Beta was unstable due to multicollinearity problems. 

\ 
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'{'able 4-2c 

~.~--- "--- ._------_.,------
COllununity Inmate 

Compositional Unit Level Variables orientation Subculture -_._---------- --- ~~-'" 

'" 
Predictor 
-, Val"iab1es Percent Percent Percent Percent Community GGI Unit Mean 

" 

Violur,t with White Older Orienta- of Negative 
..... " ............ , on Unit Prior Than tion Attitude 

............ Incarcet·- 17 Yrs Toward Staff 
Pr.t-Jd j cb::d Vadahles·' ........... atiuns 

---
Unit Nean of Negatj VEl -.041- .154 -.244 -.207 0 -.492 -
Attitude 'roward 
Staff 

Self-Esteem .042* 0 .100 0 .292** .232 -.446 
at Ex.it 

--
Criminal Identity _.058A- -.021** 0 0 -.146** -.313 .184 
at Exit 
--- j Risl< of Criminal .072* .031** , 0 .242** .182** .217 -.307 
Career at Exit 

*Not signJficant at .05 level. but estimates are presented for theoretical reasons. 
*~Zero-order correlations presented because partial-B would be misleading because 

of problems ot multicollinear,ity. 
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staff. Controlling for all other variables, including the initial 

level of self-esteem, there is a .232 direct and .220 indirect effect 

(-.492 x -.448 = .220) of guided group interaction (assuming GGI is 

exogenous to mean negative attitude toward staff). 

4) Not surprisingly, the level of self-esteem at intake is related to 

the level of self-esteem at exit (.290). Of more interest is the finding 

that program effects such as participation in guided group interaction and 

negative attitudes toward staff have a greater overal I effect than initial 

self-esteem on self-esteem at exit. This strongly indicates that programs 

can have a powert~l effect on inmates, one that over-shadows inmate 

characteristics and aspects of the inmate subculture. 

In addition to these major findings, there are several specific 

findings of interest in Table 4-2(a, b, c) that shed I ight on some 

theoretical issues in corrections research. Demographic characteristics 

(age, race) predict the number of previous incarcerations, previous 

violent offense, and self-esteem at intake. For example (Table 4-2a) , 

older inmates are more I ikely to have been previously incarcerated (.116) 

and more likely to have committed violent offenses (.175). They also have 

a higher· self-esteem at intake (.214). White inmates are generally less 

likely than blacks to have prior incarcerations and prior violent 

offenses. 

Demographic characteristics of the inmates prior to incarceration are 

generally predictive of the type of correctional unit to which an inmate 

is referred. Older inmates are more likely than younger ones to be 

referred to units with a high percentage of violent offenders, of inmates 
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with prior incarcerations, of older inmates and to units us'lng GGI. White 

inmates are more I ikely than black ones to be sent to GGI units, units 

with high percentages of whites and low t percen ages of inmates with prior 

incarcerations. Through indirect effects, white inmates ~re less likely 

than blacks to be placed in the more violent units, as well as in units 

with high percentages of . I . previous y Incarcerated and older inmates. Older 

inmates and white inmates are more I ikely to have self-esteem increases 

between intake and exit from the 'Inst',tut'lon (. In terms of direct effects), 

although these increases are small ones. 

The more violent prior offenses an inmate h~s, the higher the 

self-esteem (.131) at intake and the more I ikely will he be referred to 

units with high percentages of violent offenders ( ) .193 , as well as to 

units with older, non-white offenders (.084 and -.100, respectively). 

They are not less likely to be sent to a GGI or community-oriented unit. 

There is no direct effect between pr'lor v'lolent behavior or prior 

incarcerations and %elf-esteem at ex,·t. S I e f-esteem at intake is related 

to self-esteem at exit (.290) (See Table 4-2b 

solution resulted in a lower estimate of .116 

unrelated to any of the unit-level measures. 

two stage least squares 

See Appendix H), but is 

Unit-level compositional variables have some predictive value. The 

percent of inmates who are white, older than 17 years, and with prior 

incarcerations are related to the unl't-level measure of anti-staff 

atti tudes (-.244, -.207 and .154, respectively -- see Table 4-2c) . The 

higher the percentage of whites, older ',nmates, and' '1 h Juvenl es w 0 h.:"e not 

a I u e toward staff. been previously incarcerated, the less the negat',ve tt't d 
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The percent of violent inmates on the unit is not significantly related to 

the unit-level negative attitude toward staff, nor to an individual IS 

self-esteem at exit. 

Generally, integral unit-level variables have better predictive value 

than the compositional or individual-level variables. GGI has a strong 

negative relationship with the unitls mean level of negative attitude 

toward staff and a strong positive relationship with individualls positive 

self-esteem at exit. Juveniles who participate in GGI programs are 

considerably more likely to be in a unit with high levels of favorable 

attitudes toward staff and individually to have higher self-esteem when 

they leave the program. The community orientation of the unit has a 

negative relationship with mean negative attitude toward staff. The 

greater the community orientation of a unit, the more likely are its 

inmates to feel positively toward staff members. The relationship with 

positive self-esteem at exit was not estimable because of the collinearity 

with the aggregate measure of negative attitude toward staff. Negative 

attitudes toward staff, which we consider to be a ~ummary index of the 

inmate subculture of a unit, is strongly related (negatively) to change in 

likely 
inmate self-esteem between intake and exit. Inmates are more to 

suffer a reduction in self-esteem when they are in units wi th higher 

levels of negative att i tudes toward staff • 

In summary, our analysis of the intrainstitutional processes 

affecting self-esteem in the institution has revealed several interesting 

findings. Perhaps most surprising to the present authors is the strong 

negative relationship between an anti-staff inmate subc.ulture and inmate 
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self-esteem at exit from the institution. This tends to refute 

homogeneity theory. According to homogeneity theory (as borrowed from 

prisonization theory) the prevalence of an anti-staff inmate subculture 

should foster inmate self-esteem in that this deviant subculture would 

provide the necessary environment for reinforcing deviant identities, 

expectation of deviant (anti-conventional) behavior, and in general allow 

a deviant reference group to flourish. The fact that the more anti-staff 

the subculture is, the worse the effect on inmate self-esteem is a major 

defeat for homogeneity theory. Less surprising --but perhaps equally 

damaging -- is the lack of relationship between the percent violent on a 

'Jnit and self-esteem at exit. According to homogeneity theory, 

self-esteem should be raised by the prevalence of violent offenders 

because these offenders would (a) affect the inmate subculture by making 

it more anti-staff in orientation, (b) create a general environment in 

which inmates could IIprove themselves ll through violent behavior -- thus, 

personally raising their self-e~teem. 

A third major finding is also surprising, given the predominant 

pessimism in the literature -- GGI units seem to be successful in 

enhancing the setf-esteem of inmates. We assume, given our analysis in 

Chapters Three and Five, that the self-esteem enhancement is not based on 

participation in an anti-staff subculture (since such a subculture is not 

prevalent in GGI units), but rather is a genuine effect of the 

rehabi litative goals of GGI itself. We wi II see in the next chapter, that 

GGI effects seem to persist in the community after release. 
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I I I. Criminal Identity and Risk of Criminal Career 

Tables ~-2b and ~-2c also present the major results of 

intra-institutional changes in juveniles· conception of themselves as 

criminal and of their evaluation of perceived criminal career risks. As 

with the previous section on self-esteem, findings are presented in terms 

of standardi2ed betas. Measures of identity and criminal career risk 

obtained at exit were regressed on demographic characteristics, measures 

of identity and perceived risk at intake, and unit-level variables 

obtained from the cross-sectional study as dependent variables. The major 

findings regarding changes in criminal identity and the risk of a criminal 

career are similar to those regarding seif-esteem. 

1) There is no relationship between the percentage of violent inmates 

on a unit and the dependent variables at exit (Table ~-2c). Contrary to 

the homogeneity and prisoni2ation perspectives, a greater percentage of 

violent inmates is not associated with increases in criminal identity nor 

to a perception that a criminal career is less risky. The prevalence of 

violent inmates on a unit is not p~edictive of changes in identity or 

perceptIons of a criminal career. 

2) In contrast to the findings about the effect of inmate type, there 
" 

is a significant relationship between program type and both dependent 

variables -- criminal identity, and perceptions of a criminal career 

(Table ~-2c). Juveni les who participate in guided 'group interaction 

programs have a substantially lower perception of 1:hemselves as a criminal 

when they leave the program and a perception that a criminal career is 

more risky than do those in traditional correctional programs. 
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3) In addition, individuals in units with positive attitudes toward 

staff have lower criminal identity and perceived risk scores than those 

with negative ~ttitudes (Table 4-2c). At the zero-order level, the same 

finding holds for the degree of community orientation of programs: 

programs oriented toward the community, compared to isolated programs, 

would have lower criminal identity and higher perceptions of criminal 

career risks. However, in this analysis paths between community 

orientation and the dependent variables are not estimable because of the 

high degree ,of collinearity between community oriented programs and guided 

group interaction programs. We can say, however, that programs utilizing 

guided group interaction that also have positive attitudes toward staff, 

and an orientation toward the community produce lowered perceptions of 

criminal identity and heightened perceptions of the risks of a criminal 

career. In general, the characteristics of the program are considerably 

more predictive of changes in attitude and values than are the 

characteristics of the juvenile population within the program. 

Some additional relationships be~ween the variables in Tables 4-2b 

and 4-2c are as follows. Several factors are related to the 

intra-institutional change in criminal identity. However, neither age nor 

race is related to criminal identity at exit. In addition, neither prior 

incarcerations nor prior arrests for violent crimes is related to ~rlminal 

identity at exit. Hence, no indicator of individual characteristics Is 

predictive of change in criminal identity. Criminal identity at intake is 

positively rnlated, although moderately so, (.291) to the same measure at 

exit. This estimate drops to .074, however, when two stage least squares 

solution is followed (See Appendix H). 
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At the unit level, percent of inmates with a history of violent 

offenses has na significant effect on criminal identity at exit. The 

effect of the variables, percent of inmates with prior incarcerations, and 

community orientation cou'ld not be estimated because of col1inearity with 

d d t ff Both GGI and positive attitudes toward negative attitu e towar sa. 

staff negatively related to criminal identity at exit. 

Somewhat different findings emerge for intra-institutional change in 

perceived risk of criminal career. Unlike the prior results, age is 

positively related (.284) to perceived risk of criminality. Older 

inmates are more I ikely to develop perceptions of criminal careers as 

having high risks. White inmates also are more I ikely (to a small extent) 

than black inmates to develop the perception that a criminal career has a 

high risk (.097). On the other hand, violent offenders and those with 

l 'k 1 t see a criminal career as having prior incarcerations are no more ley 0 

low risks than non-violent offenders and those without prior 

Aga 'ln, we f'lnd that worse and better offenders from the incarcerations. 

point of view of life histories do not differ from each other on 

intra-institutional change processes. Perceived risk of a criminal career 

is positively related (.174) to this same measure at exit although the 

strength of the relationship is not large (two stage least squares 

estimate remains at .174). 

On the u~it level, the percent of violent inmates on a unit has no 

signlfical1t effect on change in perceived risk of a criminal career. 

effect of percent of inmates with prior incarcerations could not be 

estimated because of collinearity with negative attitude toward staff. 

The 
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Its correlation is .031 and when entered alone on residual change in 

perc~ived risk, its Beta is .006. The effect of percent of inmates older 

than 17 also could not be estimated because of multicollinearity problems. 

In addition, the effect of the community orientation variable on 

perceived risk of a criminal career is not determinable because of the 

colI inearity problem (zero order r = .182). Participation in GGI program 

has the effect of increasing the perceived risk of criminal career (.217). 

The strongest unit-level predictor is that inmates on units with high 

degrees of anti-staff attitudes see less risk in a criminal career 

(-.307). Therefore, for both changes in criminal identity and the risks 

of a criminal career GGI and attitudes toward staff have the strongest 

effects. (For a rather technical discussion of the proportion of variance 

explained in the three dependent variables -- see Appendix I.) 

In summary, analysis of identity as a criminal and perceived risk of 

o criminal career has shown three major findings of interest to the 

theoretical concerns expressed in earl ier chapters. First, the percent 
, 

with violent criminal hsitories on a unit is unrelated to either dependent 

variable. Second, GGI units have the effects of lowering criminal 

identity and increasing perceived risk variables -- in support of 

heterogeneity theory. Third, in support of homogeneity theory,' the 

prevalence of an anti-staff inmate SUbculture tends to increase criminal 

identity and lower the perceived risk of a criminal career. 

! -r '{ 

.) 
.1 

17.3 

I V. Summary 

The analysis of this chapter indicates that participation in certain 

types of programs leads to several positive changes during the period of 

incarceration. Programs that utilize guided group interaction and those 

that are oriented toward the community nudge juveniles toward higher 

self-esteem, less identity as criminal, and less favorable attitudes 

toward a criminal career. Contrary to the expectations of homogeneity 

theory, these programs are able to mobilize the inmate subculture in a 

positive manner ~nd create a residential climate of favorable attitudes 

toward staff. Because programs of this sort maintain their positive 

impact even when previously incarcerated juveniles who have committed 

violent offenses are included within them, the tenets of the heterogeneity 

model are more supported than those of the homogeneity model. Regardless 

of the composition of the inmate population, programs utilizing GGI arid 

those that are oriented to the community can produce changes in inmate 

identity and attitudes during the period of incarceration. It remains to 

be seen, however, whether or not these changes are maintained once 

individuals are released into the community., We turn to this issue in the 

next chapter. 
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Footnotes--Chapter IV 

1. For the analysis of Chapter IV, we will employ the longitudinal 
data involving those inmates with both intake and exit interviews. The 
three variables discussed--self-esteem, identity as a criminal and the 
perceived risk of a criminal career--were measured at intake and just 
prior to exit from the institution. Increases in self-esteem and in the 
perceived risk of a criminal career are considered Ilpositive" from an 
interventionist point of view. Decreases in identity as a criminal are 
also considered positive from this point of view. 

2. There is some ambiguity as to whether homogeneity theory posits 
an increase or a decrease in positive ~elf-esteem with exposure to the 
inmate subculture. The issue comes doWn to the basis of self-esteem -- is 
it based on criminal or conventional values? We assume that homogeneity 
theory posits that if an inmate is exposed to a prevalent inmate 
anti-staff subculture, he will "use" the subculture to enhance his 
self-evaluation. Homogeneity theory would predict that where the 
subculture is prevalent, the individual will subscribe to the inmate 
subcu 1 ture in order to protect his se 1 f from the "pa ins of i mpr i sonment .11 

3. It may be questioned that heterogeneity theory posits an increase 
in the self-esteem of inmates who experience a GGI program. Weeks (1958) 
has argued, for example, that the self-esteem of the more hardened 
offenders should fall. However, by the time of release, the inmates 
should experience an increase in self-esteem, based on a conventional 
value orientation. 

4. Constant attention had to be paid to multicollinearity effects 
which artificially increase the standard errors, and consequently the 
F-tests would tend to show a regression coefficient as insignificant. 

5. While the order of entry of the variables in the regression 
coefficient affects the amount of variance explained by anyone of the 
variables, it does not affect the magnitude of the regression coefficients 
in the final equation. 

6. We were initially concerned that the incresed self-esteem of the 
GGI inmates was due to a greater tendency on their part (relative to 
inmates in non-GGI units) to answer the Rosenberg self-esteem scale items 
positively. GGI programs try to build the self-confidence of the inmates 
and thus it is plausible that the GGI indoctrination would influence 
responses. We discount this interpretation on the basis of several 
considerations: (1) we build our argument on the positive effect of GGI 
in part on the direct effect of being in a GGI program, but also on the 
basis of being on a unit with an anti-staff peer subculture -- which 
negatively impacts inmate self-esteem, according to our results -- a 
finding that we think cannot be explained by response bias. (In a separate 
analysis, we removed individuals from the sample who generally gave 
"negativell responses to most other questions, and found that the zero 
order correlations remained the same.) (2) Using a semantic differential 
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measure of self-evaluation, we found similar results. Given the nature of 
the semantic differential items, (hot-cold, soft-hard, etc.) we doubt that 
the "soc i all y acceptab 1 e" resonse is clear to the inmate. (3) The inmate 
is interviewed after it is clear to him that he is leaving the facil ity, 
and his answers are guaranteed to remain confidential. This would lessen 
te likelihood that GGI inmates would give a "socially acceptable" respor,se 
for the purpose of getting out -- but we cannot rule it out completely. 
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Chapter Five: Adjustment in the Community after Release 

I. Measurement and Hypotheses 

1 ." I I. Zero-Order Correlations of Post-Release Adjustment 

I I I. Regression Analysis of Post-Release Adjustment 

IV. Conclusions 
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Chapter Five: Adjustment in the Community After Release 

The findings presented in the previous two chapters indicate that 

certain kinds of correctional progr"'m· s can make "f' , ~ sign I I cant pos I t i ve 

impacts on juvenile offenders during the period of incarceration. The 

major question, however, is the extent to which the changes produced 

within programs have any lasting effect after they are released into the 

community. This chapter addresses the issue of whether different kinds of 

correctional intervention have any measurable impact on the releasees who 

have experienced the correctional milieu. Inter~retations made here must 

be tempered by the realization that many juvenile offenders in the 

original sample were lost by attrition (See Chapter Two) and that unbiased 

data collection on post-treatment delinquency is difficult to accomplish. 

These general qualifications of the findings should be kept in mind as 

results are presented. 

For the most part, the voices that have been raised on the issue of 

intervention have been pessimistic. Lipton, Martinson and Wilks examined 

231 treatment projects (evaluated between 1945 and 1967) and found that: 

"with few and isolated exceptions, the rehabil itative effects that have been 

reported so far have had no appreciable effect on recidivism" (Martinson, 

1974: 25) (emphasis in original). NLimerous other researchers generally 

agree, (See, for example, Bailey, 1966; Gendreau and Ross, 1979; Lerman, 

1968), although some researchers find that for some types of offenders, 

certain forms of therapeutical practices may be effective Glaser, 1974). 

---~-- ----------- ---------~---- - -~- -~-
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Many of the problems of evaluating the effectiveness of correctional 

institutions concern the measurement of success. Most often, subsequent 

rearrest or imprisonment is considered the primary indicator of failure. 

In the present research, we take the position that several criteria of 

successful or unsuccessful outcomes need to be evaluated and that even a 

small difference in outcome that can be attributed to intervention is 

noteworthy. Underlying our theoretical approach to measuring intervention 

success is the assumption that upon return to the community there are 

numerous reasons to believe that the releasees wi 11 commit delinquent acts 

and be rearrested. The causal factors operative before intervention 

usually remain operative afterwards. There are few good-reasons for 

believing that the intervention effects will persist in the community and 

affect the probability of committing subsequent crimes. We also assume 

that because of the prevalence of delinquent acts among juveniles, even a 

lessening in the rate of subsequent delinquent acts should be considered 

an intervention success or gain (Wilson, 1980). Although we cannot truly 

test whether there is an effect on an individual IS del inquency rate (we 

lack prior offense rates), we do employ a measure of the number of 

subsequent arrests (within six months of release from the incarceration 

studied in this research) as a central dependent variable as opposed to a 

dummy variable for whether they were rearrested or not. 
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I. Measurement and Hypotheses 

In choosing measures of success or failure of intervention 

strategies, we distinguish between five types of outcome measures: (1) 

whether the juveni Ie returns to school or takes a job, (2) how many times 

he is rearrested in a six-month time period after release from an 

institution, (3) his self-esteem after six months in the community, (4) 

how many subsequent delinquent acts he admits to, and (5) how many 

subsequent arrests are for violent crimes. We also test to see if success 

on the first measure affects the other four outcome measures. That is, 
~ 

does returning to school or taking a job affect subsequent arrest, 

self-esteem, self-reported delinquent acts, or subsequent arrest for 

violent crimes? 

In terms of heterogeneity and homogeneity theories, we expect that, 

to the extent that characteristics of the inmates (at the individual or 

aggregate level) are positively related to four of the five dependent 

variables (2, 3, 4, and 5) and negatively to the fifth (1), homogeneity 

theory is corroborated. That is, according to homogeneity reasoning, 

inmate characteristics and compositional features of the unit should 

result in greater probabi lity of sUbsequent offenses and arrests because 

of the importance of prior characteristics and the criminal i2ing effect of 

the prison environment. According to our homogeneity theory hypotheses in 

Chapter Four, self-esteem should also reflect individual characteristics 

and compositional unit-level variables. Furthermore, these variables 

should have an inverse influence on having a job or returning to school. 

Heterogeneity theory, on the other hand, predicts that individual and 

'-u , 
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compositional characteristics should be unrelated to outcomes. The 

integral characteristics of the units, however, should be negatively 

related to subsequent crimes and positively related to self-esteem, work 

placement, and education after release. 

I I. Zero-Order Correlation of Post-Release Adjustment 

Table 5-1 shows the 2ero-order Pearson correlation between five key 

unit-level independent variables and the five outcome variables discussed 

above. The results are surprisingly strong, given that most previous 

studies generally find no fntervention effects. 

The results indicate that GGI and community orientation are inversely 

related to overall number of subsequent arrests (after six months of 

release), and subsequent arrests for violent crimes. These two integral 

characteristics are positively related to self-esteem six months after 

release. Also predictive of outcome, although not as strongly as the 

integrial characteristics of the unit, are the unit-level measures of 

inmate anti-staff attitudes and percent with prior incarcerations on the 

unit. Each of these variables is positively related to subsequent arrests 

and negatively related to the other outcome variables. A dummy-variable 

indicating whether one is in school or working after release was not 

significantly predicted by any of the predictor variables in Table 5-1. 

Bear in mind that Table 5-1 is a table of 2ero-order correlations 

and, as such, does not measure the true effects of the 
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'I'able 5-1. Correlations Between Select Unit-Level Independent Variables 
and Five Post-Release Outcome Variables 

--___ Independent Percent Violent Percent with Mean Negative GGI -------- in Unit Prior Incar- Attitude -.. cerations froward Staff 
Dependent VariableB ---:;:. ----- on lInit 

No. of. Subsequent -.019 .048 .129* -.165* 
Arrests 

-- ._----------
No. ot: !:lelf-Reported _ .117 -.045 -.004 .035 
At-rE!sl:.s 

- .- -, 

No. of Arrests for -.036 .168* .087* -.032 
Subsequent Violent 
Cc.illles -- ._-1-----------
Pl>sil:iv~ Self-Esteem .047 -.126* -.268* .359* 
aft!;)c Six Months of 
Rel/:!ase ------
Harking oc in School -.016 -.104 .030 -.093 
aft:eL- Release 
- -- - .-... -_._._-._'------

* = slgnificant at .05 level. 

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

• • 

--------
Community 
Orientation 

-.197* 

.004 

-.103 

.246* 

-.036 

\ 

, . 
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r 
incarceration experience on post~release adjustment. In order to 

better measure the true effects, it is necessary to control for several 

prior characteristics of the juveniles and thus determine whether the 

unit-level effects (compositional and integral) are spurious or not. In 

the next section, we discuss our strategy for testing more adequately the 

intervention effects. 

I I I. Regression Analysis of Post-Release Adjustment 

Generally, we followed a similar strategy in analyzing post-release 

outcome as with intra-institutional change (in Chapter Four). The 

analytic strategy is to test the relative strengths of compositional and 

integral variables while control I ing for several individual-level measures 

'* .,.. of prior characteristics as well as individual-level post-release measures 
~ 

!,~ 

f 
of work, school, and home situation. By doing so, we attempted to test 

for unit-level effects conservatively by allowing individual-level 

~ 
'II" variables priority in explaining the variances of the dependent variables. 

An overview of all the variables used in the regression equations appears 
.~ 

" 
" ,! in Table 5-2. , 
,l 

i 
\ :.r. Individual-level variables measuring age, race, prior violent 

.,i , 
" offenses and prior Incarcerations were entered in the regression equation 

" 

~ 
along with intake and exit measures of positive self-esteem, perceived 

1 
t • risk of a criminal career, and identity as a criminal. Also considered was 

,', 

the number of prior offenses would be predictive of the number of 

\ subsequent offenses. However, this variable was not predictive of any of 

the outcome variables and was ultimately dropped from all the 
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'l'able 5-2. Overview of Vad ables Used in the Analysis of 
Olltcome after Six Months of Release* 

Prior. Characteristics ~ial 
of Offenders Psycho-

1. Age 1. No. of 
Prior 

2. Ha'ce Violent 
Offenses 

2. No. of 
PrioL 
IncaLcer-
ations 

3. No. of 
pr,i or 
Offenses 

logical 
Variables 
at Intake 

1. Self-
Esteem 

2. Criminal 
Identity 

3. perceived 
rUsk of 
Criminal 
Career 

Unit-Level 
Character­
istics 

1. Percent 
Violent 
on Unit 

2. Percent 
with 
Prior 
Incarcer-
ation 

3. Percent 
I~hite 

4. Percent 
Older 
'I'han 17 

5. COllulluni ty 
Orienta-
tion 

6. OOl 

Anti-Staff 
, Attitude 

of Unit 

1. Mean 
Neqative 
Attitude I 
Toward I 
SCaff 

Social 
Psycho­
logical 
Variables 
at Exit 

1. Self-
Esteem 

2. Criminal 
Identity 

3. Perceived 
Risk of 
Criminal 
Career 

• 

:post Release 
:Home, Work 
:school Si t­
uation 

II. liome Sit-
uation 

2. Working or 
in school 

·categories are intended to follow a time dimension from left to right. 

• 

Outcome 
at six 
Months 

1. No. of 
Subse-
qllent 
Arrests 

2. No. of 
Self-
Reported 
Arrests 

3. No. of 
Arrests 
for 
Violent 
Cl·imes 

4. Self-
Esteem 

, 

,\ 



r 
equations. Compositional and integral unit-level measures were 

entered in the regression equations respectively, as was our summary 

measure of negative attitudes toward staff. These unit-level variables 

were entered ~ all the individual-level variables in order to test 

more conservatively for unit-level effects (whether compositional or 

integral). Successive regression equations generally excluded predictor 

variables that were not significantly different from zero. These 

relationships are assumed to be zero in Table 5-3. In some instances the 

non-significant variables were retained in the equation for compelling 

theoretical reasons (e.g., prior violent offenses and percent violent on 

the un it) • 

For post-release work, school, and living situation, we used two 

variables to summarize these aspects of post-release life. A dummy 

variable was employed for whether or not a juvenile was working or going 

to school after release as both a predicted (endogeneous) variable and as 

a predictor of other dependent variables. We assumed that it would be 

predictive of subsequent offense and self-esteem variables. Secondly, a 

dummy variable was used for whether or not the juvenile returned to a 

family environment in which both parents were present. Both of the above 

post-release measures were inclUded on the assumptions that they broadly 

measured forces of social control in the life of the released juvenile. 

The first variable turned out to be a better predictor of recidivism than 

\ \ 
the fami ly situation Variable. 
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'l'abl~ 5-3. Standardi~ed Beta I s Between Predictor Variables and 
Posl-Helease Outcollle Variables 

~tor Variables Age White No. of No. Of~OSitive Perceived Percent 
Prior Prior Self-· Risk of a Violent ......... . Violent Incar- Esteelll Criminal on Unit .............. Crimes cera- at Exit Career 

PL'edicted Varic';/Jle;-....... - _ _.... tions at Exit 

No. of Subseql:ent 0 0 -.096* 0 0 0 0 
Arrests 

No. of Self-·Reported 0 .1<17 -.120* 0 0 0 _.060 
At-resls 
-~-- ---_.-
No. of Arrests for 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Violent Crimes 
- ----
P05itiv8 Self-Esteem 0 0 0 0 .292 .178 -.015* 
after Six Nonthl:l +,.-
\~orking or in school 0 0 -.056* 0 .199 0 .076 
after release 

* = Not statistically significant at .05 level. 

*. = Pearson r; Betas not estimable because of multicollinearity. 

c 

- ;---.--
Percent !( ~ 

with White Over 
Prior 17 
Incarcer- Yrs. 
ations Old 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

_.f-.--

.168 0 0 

0 0 .219*·* 

0 0 -.2115 
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'('able 5-3 continued 

_ ... _--_._-_. 
_ Predictor Variables '---... ~ .... -. .... 

Pred icted Vur.1ablEii3--_____ 
---

No. 
Acr\;! 

of Subsequent 
st:s ------
o£ Self-Reported No. 

AL're ·~t;1:l 

._-

-----
No. 
Viol 

of 
ent 

Arrests for 
Crimes 

t:jve Self-Esteem 
r 6 Months 

Work 
<If to 

tny Ol' in 
·r L'elease 

::lchool 
-

--

rtean Negative 
At I;j t:ude 
'roward St:aff 

.129*4-

f--

-.004.** 

0 

-.268** 

0 

• • 

GGI COllulluni ty 
Orientation 

-.176 -.165** 

.086 -.004 

0 -.103** 

-- I 

.121 I .246** 

J 
r--

-.093** 
I 
I -.036** 
I 
! 

* • Not statisLically significant .05 level 

• 

Working or 
in School 
after Release 

-.112* 

-.201 

0 

0 

1. 00 
__ I 

** = Pearson r; Betas not estimable because of multicollinearity. 

" 

c 

• --1 

Living with 
Both Parents 
after Release 

0 

\ 

0 

. -
0 

.145 

0 

-.. 

... 
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The results of this regression analysis on post-release outcome 
. 

measures appear in Table 5-3. The main findings of the follow-up results 

are: 

I. Guided group interaction (GGI) is strongly related to two of the 

five outcome variables. That is, juveniles in GGI are less likely to be 

arrested within ,six months, and more likely to have higher self-esteem at 

follow-up. Although the effects of community orientation could not be 

estimated, the zero-order correlation shows that the more 

community-oriented a unit, the less the subsequent arr~sts, as well 25 

arrests for violent crimes and the higher the self-esteem after six 

months. 

2. Those having a job or being in school after release from the 

institutions had fewer subsequent arrests. 

3. Living with both parents after release is positively related to 

self-esteem of the inmate at the time of follow-up. 

~. A stay on units with a prevalence of negative attitudes toward 

the staff increases the chance of subsequent arrests and of lowering 

self-esteem between exit and follow-up. 

5. The percent violent on a unit has no significant effect on 

subsequent arrests, offenses (self-reported), arrests for violent crimes 

or on self-esteem at follow-up. 

6. The higher the percent on a unit with prior incarcerations the 

larger the number of arrests for SUbsequent violent crimes. 7. Age, 

race, prior violent offen~es and prior incarceration experience (at both 

individual and aggregate levels) generally have no effect on outcome, with 
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the exception that whites are more likely than others to report that they 

committed offenses after release. 

Th~ findings generally support the hypotheses of the heterogeneity 

perspective in that measures of organizational characteristics (GGI and 

community orientation) are the strongest overall predictors of the five 

outcome measures. Negative attitude toward staff (at the unit level) is 

also strongly related to subsequent arrests, as well as to self-esteem 

after six months. (Since GGI and community orientation are also 

predictive of negative attitude toward staff. their total effect is 

augmented by the latter1s relationship with the outcome measures.) 

Homogeneity theory was not generally supported, however, in that most of 

the compositional unit-level variables were not predictive of the outcome 

measures. Two of the central homogeneity predictors--percent violent on a 

unit and percent with prior incarcerations--matter little in predicting 

post-release outcomes. The percent with prior incarcerations is 

predictive, however, of subsequent violent offenses, a finding that should 

not be overlooked, given the strength of this predictor variable as 

discussed in carl ier chapters. Its significance is evident: juveniles 

are more likely to be arrested for committing a violent offense within six 

months of release after having been in a unit with high percentages of 

previously incarcerated youths (Note that this effect is found after 

controlling for prior violent offenses). This partially corroborates our 

earlier finding of the criminalizing potential on other inmates of units 

with high percentages of previously incarcerated youths. We argue that 

homogeneity theory is incompatible with the lack of compositional effects, 
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as well as with the lack of any significant effect of any of the 

individual-level prior characteristics on any of the outcome measures. 

Thus, age, race, number of prior offenses, prior violent offenses and 

prior incarcerations do not aid in predicting outcomes when all the other 

variables are in the regression equations (with the exception that whites 

are more likely to self-report subsequent offenses). Living with both 

parents after release was not found to be predictive of any outcome 

measure except self-esteem at follow-up. Thus, whi Ie the home environment 

relates to self-esteem between exit and follow-up, it does not 

significantly alter chance~ of rearrest or of committing offenses. Having 

a job or going back to school, however, has the effect of lessening the 

chances of subsequent r~arrest or of committing subsequent offenses. It 

should also be noted that neither GGI nor degree of community orientation 

of the unit affect the chances for the post-release job or of returning to 

school. Thus there is virtually no indirect effect of GGI or community 

orientation on outcome via post-release job or school involvement. 

Summary 

Little is lost in summarizing the results of the follow-up analysis 

by stating that participating in GGI programs predicts outcome. The 

prevalent attitude toward staff on the units is also important, but in 

part as an intervening variable for GGI or community orientation effects. 

Homogeneity theory does not usually effectively predict outcome after 

release. This is a major disconfirmation for homogeneity theory because 

one of the central reasons for classifying and separating types of 

offenders is the assumption that mixing more serious offenders has 



long-term criminalizing effects. We found limited evidence to giv~ 

support to this policy, within the limits of our six-'month follow-up 

analysis. The positive changes produced by programs utilizing GGI 

196 

techniques found in Chapters 3 and 4 are, for the most part, maintained in 

the community for a six-month follow-up period. Juveniles who participate, 

in these programs are less likely than others to be rearrested and more 

likely to maintain higher levels of self-esteem than others. These 

findings contradict the widespread notion that correctional programs are 

ut)able to produce effects. Of course, we do not know whether the positive 

changes we have found after a six month period in the community are 

maintained for a longer period of time. Our findings do indicate, 

however, certain kinds of correctional programs are aDle to change inmates 

during their stay in the program and that these changes persist for at 

least several months after release. It may be the case that effects 

disappear after the juveniles are in the community for longer periods of 

time, but since we were limited to a six month follow-up timetable, we 

were not able to ascertain how long these effects last. 

I V. Conc 1 us ions 

We attempt here to draw some inferences from the analysis of the 

previous four chapters and suggest some direction for future correctional 

pol icy. We have found support for the hypotheses of the heterogeneity 

model regarding the importance of the organizational character of the 

institutions. Specifically, units which use guided group interaction are 

able to foster pro-staff, pro-rehabilitative and anti-criminal attitudes, 
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raise the self-esteem of juveniles and lessen chances of subsequent 

rearrest •. To a considerable degree GGI programs are also 

community-oriented programs, and thus it was not possible to disentangle 

unambiguously the two analytically. Nevertheless, we were able to find 

support for the notion that units with higher degrees of community 

orientedness lessen the chance that an anti-staff inmate subculture 

develop in correctional facilities, increase the chances of positive 

intra-institutional change, and, additionally, lessen the chance of 

subsequent recidivism. The homogeneity model, on the other hand, was not 

strongly supported in that individual characteristics and the 

compositional features of a unit are not as successful as organizational 

characteristics in predicting intra-institutional change or outcome in the 

community. Specifically, violent offenders seem to have no detrimental 

effect on the rehabilitation of juveniles nor are they anymore likely to 

recidivate within six months. In general, characteristics of the 

individual (such as age and race, as well as prior offense experience) are 

not good predictors of intra-institutional change or post-release outcome. 

Juveniles with prior incarcerations, however, seem able to affect 

adversely attitudes toward the staff and thereby indirectly increase the 

likelihood of subsequent offenses as well as self-derogation. 

Advice for Pol icy Makers 

On the basis of our analysis, we make several suggestions regarding , ' 

juvenile correctional pr~ctices. 

1) The use of guided group interaction as a treatment strategy should 

be fostered. Throughout the analysis we have found that the GGI programs 
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offer the best chance for the juveni Ie to adopt a pro-staff attitude, to 

enhance his self-esteem and to "go straight" upon release. Both GGI 

programs within larger institutions and those that are self-contained 
. 

appear to foster positive changes. 

2) Community-based or "deinstitutional ized ll programs have also been 

found to be effective and although we were not always able to ascertain 

the independent effect of community orientedness, there is support for the 

claim that the more community-oriented a program, the less likely that an 

anti-staff attitude will develop. Primarily through this indirect effect, 

deinstitutional ization seems beneficial in that recidivism is less likely 

for those juveniles in a pro-staff unit. 

3) Our analysis suggesLs that there is no good reason to exclude 

violent offenders (as defined in this stUdy) from treatment programs such 

as guided group interaction. Juvenile offenders who commit violent crimes 

in the community are not more likely to be disruptive in the institution. 

Nor do they affect the inmate subculture or the effectiveness of the 

treatment program. However, it is also the case that they do not hel~ in 

the effectiveness of a program, as was tentatively hypothesized in the 

first chapter within the general outline of heterogeneity theory. 

4) Caution should be exercised in the placement of juveniles who were 

previously incarcerated. Inmates on units with high percentages of 

previously incarcerated individuals are more likely to have anti-staff ( \ 

orientations and to be rearrested for violent crimes after release from 

the institution. This was the major finding in support of the homogeneity 

f' ~. I 
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model and the primary qual ification to the general pattern we found in it 
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which the characteristics of individual offenders are not important 

predictors of adjustment in the institution or of subsequent outcome. 

5) In general~ our conclusions about the effectiveness of juvenile 

correctional institutions are more optimistic than most prior studies. 

programs are effectively organized for treatment, they appear to have 

positive effects on attitudinal and behavioral change both within the 

period of incarceration and after release into the community. 

Suggestions for Researchers 

I " more quest'lons than it answers about the Our ana YSls raises many 

If 

effects of correctional environment. At the outset we challenged the 

prevailing philosophy that separation of the more serious and violent 

delinquents from other delinquents is beneficial from an interventionist 

perspective. Within the limitations of our study, we have shown that the 

philosophy of homogeneity is not empirically well founded. Prior 

behavioral characteristics of the inmates -- prior violent offenses and 

chronicity of offenses -- were found generally to be unrelated to 

intrainstitutional adaptation and post-release outcome. As a result of 

our study, we make the following suggestions for future research. 

1) The dynamics of Guided Group Interaction programs should be 

further studied in order to better understand who benefits the most from 

suc programs and to determine the extent to which GGI programs can better 

integrate the repeatedly incarcerated offender. 

2) There should be further study of the caUses and effects of what 

is known as " pr isonization". Our findings suggest that the prison 

subculture may not actually protect the self-esteem of the incarcerated 

youth, but rather damage it. 
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3) Further study of the "1 imits of heterogeneity" is nece!:;sary in 

order to determine if indeed structured programs (such as GGI) are viable 

with all types of offenders -- more varied types than those studied here. 

Notes for Philosophers 

The progressive philosophy of juvenile corrections which was 

seemingly popular in the first half of this century has apparently been 

replaced by a set of pessimistic and even cynical philosophies from both 

ends of the political spectrum. Liberal philosophies call for what might 

be called the four Dis --decriminalization, diversion, due process and 

deinstitutional ization -- because juvenile correctional institutions 

presumab I Y I abe I and cr i m ina I i ze the j uven i I es (Empey, 1979). At the 

opposite end of the political spectrum is the belief that, since the 

rehabilitative goals of correctional facilities cannot be rea~hed, justice 

sould be administered fairly in "proportion" to the seriousness of the 

crime committed (lijust deserts") -- irrespective of any deterrent impact 

or rehabilitative prospects. 

Interestingly, the same empirical evidence is assumed from either 

political perspective -- the assumption that "nothing works" in juvenile 

corrections as far as rehabilitation of the institutionalized (Martinson, 

1974). Yet the claim that "nothing works" is far from univerally 

accepted. Many of the studies reviewed by Lipton et al., 1975 were so 

seriously flawed methodologically that they should be rejected outright 

--with no bearing on the question of rehabilitative effectiveness 

(Sechres t et a 1 ., 1979). 
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Two studies that were relatively sophisticated methodologically merit 

mention. The first, reported by Coates, Miller and Ohl in, found that the 

more "normalizedll or community-based systems in Massachusetts had positive 

short-term effects (improved self-image, perception of others, enhanced 

expectations and aspirations), but generally no long-term gains -- due in 

part to the youths returning to their old peer networks. The 

Massachusetts experience is significant because a positive effect was 

found -- if only to be eradicated by post-prison experiences. This may 

not seem surprising to many, but it is important to distinguish "nothing 

works" from "nothing works in the long run". 

A second study that merits mention is the UDIS/DOC (Unified 

Delinquency Intervention Services and Department of Corrections) study in 

111 inois reported by Murray and Cox (1979), in which they find a 

post-release reduction in individual IS crime rates relative to their 

pre-incarceration crime rates. Thus, these authors demonstrate that a 

shift in measuring recidivism from cessation to rate reduction may result 

in the finding that del inquency programs have a deterrent effect. 

We cite both of these studies because they suggest that some 

rehabi 1 itative/deterrent effects of incarceration are possible. Our 

findings suggest that the short-term effects of incarceration may extend 

to six months after release. Since we do not have systematic data beyond 

six months, we do not know if the rates for individuals in different 

programs would be equal after six months. Yet, our findings indicate some 

grounds for optimism in the area of juvenile corrections. 
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DATE OF INTERVIEW 
----------~--~~----MO~ITH DAY YEAR 

NAME OF INTERVIEWER 
FACILITY ---------
FACILITY 10 
RESPONDENT 10 

First Longitudinal Questionnaire 

Hello, my name Is and 11m involved In a study of 
correctional facilities conducted by Rutgers University. Welre interest­
ed In your opinions and experiences here at 
There are no right and wrong answers and the~ln-f~o-r-ma--t~lo-n--y-o-u-q-_~iv·e us is 
completely confidential so please feel free to answer the questions the 
best you can. 

This Interview will take about one hour and you will be paid $2.00 for 
your time. This money will be put Into your account. 

. '. 



I 
\ 

1 

11 

17. ZZ 

23 

1. INTERVI EWER OBSERVATION: CHECK ONE 

RESPONDENT IS: __ ...;MALE 2 ___ .FEMALE 

First, lid like to ask you a little about your background: 

2. 14hen were you born? 

MONTH DAY YEAP. 

3. Here you going to school during the past year? 

___ YES Z ___ ~!O 

24- Z5 4. \·Jhat is the highest grade of school you have completed? 

___ GRADE 

25 5. ASK ONLY IF U~ICERTAIN: \/hat do you consider your ethnIc or racIal 
backg roun d? 

27· 286. 

1_ BLACK 3 

Z HItITE ·4 

In the last two years before 
1 ivlng wIth? 

MOTHEP. AND FATHER 
2.--~MOTHER MID STEPFATHER 
:I __ ~FATHER AND STEPMOTHER 
4 MOTH E R 011 L Y 
5 FATHER ONLY 
BOTHER RELATI VES 
7 FOSTE R PARENTS 

HISPASlIC 

OTHER: SPECI FY 

you came he re who we re you usua lly 

0 GI RL/BOYFRI END 
s SPOUSE 
10 orl Q\o'~1 

11 './1 TH FRI ENDS 
12 GRO(JP HOME/P.ES. 

T~F.ATHF.NT 

1 :I CO~RECTI O~IS 

14 ('ITHER (SPECI FY) 

. 29 7. Do you have any children? I F YES: How many • 

U., • 3 0.31 

3 Z. :J:I 

__ .....;NO 2 ___ Ct-lE 3 n/o OR t10RE 

a. \/hat kind of Job does your (father/stepfather) have? 
PROBE: What does he make or do? 

... 
b. 1:lhat kind of Job does you (mother/step-mother) have? 

/, . 

~ l(lt 

I: 
I~ 
i 
I 
I 

f:· If" ~ ,,9 

34.35 

:I e. 37 

30 

:19 

40 

41 

42.44 

45 

40.49 

.0 .. 11 

2 

c. What was the last year of school your father/step-father completed? 

__ GRADE 

d. What was the last year of school your mother/step-mother ~ompleted? 

GRADE 

10. How many brother and sisters do you have? 

BROTHERS SISTERS STEP BROTHERS STEP SISTERS 

13. What is your religion? 

NONE 
1-

MUSLI M 
4 -

CATHOLI C 
2-

JEWISH 
5 

PROTESTANT 
:1-

OTHER: 
II -

SPEC I FY __ -----

14. On an average day how many hours a day did you spend watching TV? 

_.--..-;HOU RS 

15. What is the longest time you have held a full-time job? 

NEVER HAD A FULL-TIME JOB: GO TO Q. 19 WEELS OR MONTHS 

16. What kind of job was it? 

-------_ .. --------------
. , 
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54.55 

55.51 

50 

59 

60 

62. 53 

54.65 

86 

l7. 

18. 

19. 

Now 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

3 
How many full-time jobs have you had? 

JOBS ---
How many times have you been laid off or fired from a full-time job? 

TIMES ---
How many times have you tried to get a full-time job but were.turned 
down? 

__ TIMES 

have a few questions to ask about your friends outside this place. 

How many of your friends ar(~ still going to school? Is it: 

None --- 2 __ Some 3 ___ Half 4 __ Most 5 ___ All 

How many of your friends are working at jobs? 

___ None 2 ___ Some 
:a, ___ Ha I f 4 ___ Mos t 5 __ ....;A 11 

How many of your friends have spent time In correctional institutions? 

(NOTE: Do not include places lfke n shelter, youth house or 
res i den t I a 1 t rea tmen t hc i 1 i ty . ) 

___ None 2 ___ Some :a ___ Hal f -1 ___ Most 5 ___ AI I 

How many of your friends wi 11 lo,_o_k_d_ow_n_on_ you because you're here? 

Nooe S H --- 2 --_ ome :a ___ alf 4 ___ Most 5 __ ....;Al1 

24a} About how many people do you hang around with on the outside? 
_--..:PE OP LE 

24b) How many of these people do you ccnsider as your close friends? 

_--:PEOPLE 

Getting back to what Y£!:. think: 

What do you think are the chances that you will be incarcerated i? Is it: aga n ( 
25. 

No Low 501 Good Definite 
Chance 2 Chan, c.e, :a 50 4 Ch Ch --- --- __ _ __ ance s _ ance 

, . 

57 

so 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

17 

26. 

27. 

28. 

4 
~Jhat do you think are the chances that you can be straight out-side? 

No LO~I 501 . Good Defi Mite 
Chance Chance 50 Chance Chance 

--- 2 3 4 5---

Hhat are the chances that it wi 11 be harde r for you to get a job 
because you've beeM here? 

No 
Chance ---

Low 
Chance 2---

50/ 
3 __ ~50 

Good 
Chance 4---

Definite 
Chance 5---

\~hat are the chances that people wi 11 give you an even break after you 
get out of here? 

No 
Chance --- 2 

LOVI 

Chance ---
50/ 

_~50 
3 

Good 
Chance --- 5 

Defin i te 
Chance ---

I Cd like to ask you a few questions about your family. 

29a) On the outside, did your mother know where you were when you left the 
house? Half the All the 

Hever 
--....; Sometimes ---2 

29b) How about your father? 

Never Sometimes --- ---2 3 

.Time --- 4 

Half the 
Time ---

Usually --- 5 

Usually ---4 

Time ---

5 

All the 
Time ---

30u) Could you share your thoughts and feelings with your mother? 

Half the 
Never Sometimes Time --- 2--- 3--- 4 

30b) How about your father? 

Ha I f the 
Never Sometimes Time 

1 -- 2 3 

All the 
Time Usually --- 5---

All the-
Usually Time 

4--- 5 

31a) Would your mother stick by you if you got into really bad trouble? 

Half the All the 
Never Sometimes Time Usually Time 

1 --- 2 3 4 5 

31b) How about your father? 

Half the 
Sometimes Time Usually 

J --- 3'--- 4 --- 5 
Never ---

32a)Would you like to be the kind of person your mother [5? 

Yes No .. , Unsure --- :..---

32b) How about your father? 

Yes No Unsure 1--- 2--- 3---

All the 
Time ---



70 

79 

Card II 

15. 17 

10. 19 

20 

21 

24 

25 

5 

33~) Does your mother look down on you because you were sent here? 

Yes No Unsure --- 2--- 3---
33b! How about your father? 

Yes No Unsure --- 2--- 3---
The next few questions are about school rmd what you \oJould like to do in 
the future. 

34. \·/hat is the highest grade of school you would like to complete? 

__ G.RADE 

35. '\~hat is the highest grade of school you think you will complete? 

__ GRADE 

36. Did you like school? 
Not 11 D·ldn't 

_-.:A lot Some 2--- Much 'ot 
3--""'; 4 at all 5 Care ---- ----

37. Were you ever suspended from school? 

Once 2----- Several times ---' Often ----__ .....;Ilever 
3 4 

37 (a) I F YES: What for 

38. What kind of job would you like to get when you leave here? 

PROBE: \4hat do you h£lve in mind exactly? 

39. What are your chances of actually getting a job like this? 

No 
Chance ----

Low 
Chunce 2---

501 
3 _---.:50 

Good Definite 
Ch nn ce Ch £In ce 

4--- 5----

40. B~ing for re£ll, wh~t kind of job do you think you will actually get when 
2e\-27 you leave her~? PROBE: Hhot do you h£lve in mind exactly? 

. '. 

20 
41. v!hen you had money on the street, how much of it came from crIme? 

None 
--.....; 

Some 2--- Half 3--- 5 
All -_ .... Most 

4--"'; 

! 
, ! , I 

I 
~ 

i 
2i 

30 

3 , 

33 

34 

35 

() 

30 

6 
42. How many of your friends do you think will be involved in crime ten 

years from now? 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

None 
--..,,; Some 2--- 3 

Half --...; Most 4--- _-......;All 
5 

How many of your friends do you think will be in prison ten years from 
now? 

None __ ~Some 
2 

Half Most _~All , ---
How would you 
with the law? 
\-Iould you say 

3 ---
rate your friends 

(PROBE: I mean, 

they ~re •• 

4 ---
on the outs i de who have been In troub le 
how would you rate them as people.) 

Pretty Very Not Good 
_......;At All 

2 Fa i r 3 ___ Good 4 ___ Good 5 __ .....;Exce 11 en t 

How would you rate your friends on the outside who have not been in 
trouble with the law? 

Fai r 
Pretty 
Good 

Very 
Good Exce i lent 

Not Good 
,...-~At All 2--- 3 --- ---- ---5 

Pretend you have a steady job. People say that certain bad things can go 
along with this, like bills, taxes, and not having enough money-

£I. What would be the chances of things like this happening to you if 
you had a steady job? 

No 
Chance --- 2 

Some 
Chance ---

501 Good 
50, Chance 

3 ---= 4 --- 5 

Dafi n i te 
Ch;:mce ---

b. How unhappy would you be if things like these h~ppened to you? 

Not Unhappy f\ Little SOlT1C:!whc:tt Pretty Completely 
t,t All Unhappy _Unhnppy Unahppy Unllappy 

,- 2- a 4- ,-

Along with having a stendy job, people say that other bad things cen 
h~ppen, like having to keep a schedule and punching a time clock, having 
too much responsibi lity and not being your cwn boss. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening to you if 
you had a steady job. 

No 
Chance ---

Some 501 Good 
Chance 50 Chan co 

2--- 3 --..: 4 --- 5 

Dcfin i te 
Chance ---

b. Ho ... , unhappy wou 1 d you be If th i ngs 1 ike these hClppened to YOLl? 

iJot Un happy fI ·Li·t tIe 
1--At All ~_Untlhpp'l 

Somewhat 
UnhapiJ'Y 

;)- 4 

Pretty Completely 
___ Unhappy 5_unhnppy 



37 

30 

39 

40 

41 

42 

7 
48. Finally, people say that along with having a steady Job, some other bad 

things can happen like boredom and frustration and worrying too much. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening to you if 
you had a steady job? 

No 
Chance 

1-

Some 
Chance z-

50-
50 

3-

Good 
Chance 

4-

Definite 
Chance .-

b. How unhappy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

Not Unhappy A Little 
1 _At All 2_Unhappy 

Somewhat 
3_Unhappy 

Pretty 
4_Unhappy 

Completely 
Unhappy 

~-

49. Pretend you have a criminal career. People say that certain good things 
can go along with this, like having good money, a good car and a nice 
house. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening to you if 
you had a criminal career? 

No 
Chance 

1-

Some 
Chance :r--

50-
50 

3-

Good 
Chance 

4-

Definite 
Chance 

5-

b. How happy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

Not Happy 
At All 

A Little 
Happy 

1- 2-

Somewhat 
Happy 

3-

Pretty 
Happy 

4- 5 

Completely 
_Happy 

50. Along with having a criminal career, people say that other good things 
can happen, like being your own boss, not having to keep to Q 5chedule, 
and freedom. 

a. ~/hat would be the chances of things like these hClppening to you if 
you had a criminal career? 

No 
Chance 

Some 
Chance 

2-

50-
50 

3-

Good 
Chance 

4- 5 

Definite 
Chartce 

b. How happy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

Ii 

~Iot Happy 
At All 

1-

A Little 
Happy 

2-

Somewhat 
Happy 

3-

Pretty 
Happy 

4-

I / 

Comp 1 ete \')'1-
Happy ,-_. 1 . , 

r 

'(~ 

I 

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

51 • 

43 

44 

52. 

;\. 
45 

B. 
45 

C. 
47 

D. 
40 

E. 
49 

F. 
50 

G. 
51 

I 

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

8 

Finally, people say that <llong with having a criminal career sorr,c other 
good things can h<lppen, 1 ike being cool, hu~tl ing, udventure, and kicks. 

Cl. 

b. 

HhClt woul d 
if you held 

fie 
Chance 

be the chances of things like these hClppening to you 
~ criminc!'ll cc!'lreer? 

Some 
Ch;:mce 

501 ---.sO 
Good 
Chance 

234 5 

Defi n i te 
Chance 

How happy vJOU 1 d you be if th i ngs 1 i ke these happened to you? 

Not Happy 
At f\ 11 SOITlC\oJha t P re tty Comp 1 c te 1 y ,-

1\ Li ttle 
Happy 

z- 3 Happy 4 _Hnppy 5 ~appy 

How, 11m going to ask you some questions about yourself. For each 
statement that I read, lid like you t.o tell me if you stron!Jly agree, 
agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. 

Strongly 
fI 

1 "grec 

Generally, 11m satisfied 
vii th myse If. 

wish I could have more 

2 fgrce \ .3 flisngrce , 
_4 

St rong ly 
Dis,""oree --.:,":--

respect for myself. 

I feel that nothing,or ulmost I 
nothing, can chunge the 
opinion I hoI d of myse 1 f. 

Hhat hc!'lppens to me is my own 
doing. 

I feel that 11m c!'l person who l 

\,'orth someth i ng, at least 
equu I to others. 

I ccrt.:;lnly fcc 1 useless at 
times. I 

live noticed that my ideQs 
about myself seem to chango 

I va ry qui cl:. I y • , -, 
I -



, 

1 

S2 

53 

54 

55 

51! 

57 

59 

60 

/.i 1 

53 

114 

IH! 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

~I. 

N. 

O. 

P. 

Q. 

R. 

S. 

T. 

--
U. 

1 

I hc'IVe often found that whClt is 
going to happen wi 11 happen. 

I fee I r helVe a n IJmbe r of good 
qual I tl~s. 

At times,1 th ink 11m no good 
at all. 

Some duys I huve r1 very good 
opinion of myself; other d"ys, 
I have u ve ry poor opinion of 
myself. 

v!hen I make plans I am c:!1most 
certClin I cnn make tbcm work. 

I am able to do th ings as we 1 I 
as most peoEle. 

Be ing he re makes me fce I 1 ike 
<:l criminal. 

I don I t fee I I hnve much to be 
proud of. 

I fi nd that on one d<.lY I htlvc 
one opinion of myse If <:lnd on 
.mother duy I huve another 
opinion. 

In my case gett jng whilt I W<1n t 
hc:ls lit t Ie or nath i ng to do 
"Ii th luck. 

I t.'lkc CI pas i t i ve nttitude 
towflrd myself. 

c: ven be fo rc I was sen tenced 
here I I fe 1 t 1 ike a criminul. 

Strongly 
i\gree 

,\11 in <111 , I tend to th ink I 'n 
a f i3 i lu re. 

My opinion of myself seemS to 

St rongly 
Agree Disagree Disagree 

Z 3 4 

-

, __ c:J1})~~..9.2.?d deC) 1 • ,----~ 
V. '·I<.my ti mes I feel that I hnve 

1 itt Ie influence on "'/hat 
hnppens to me. .._---_.- .. . -,-,. -.. --~ - --_-"--111 ... 

\ ..,. 
I 

• J> 

! 
I 
J 

t' .... 
~ 

! 
r 
I 
I' 
i 
j .,.. 
1· o. 

I 
I 
L 

(. 

I ~' 
I 

t 

" 

f ( 

i 

~ 

:J 

l 

" 

r f~ .. 
to r 
f" 
" 

I 
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VI. p~ rcept ions. 

NOH we want to find out what you think Clbout certain kinds of things. 
We have made lists of some words. You will find these words have 
opposites (like: up-dOHn). Hould you please mark the box which you 
think is closest to your feel ings about these things. v/hen we ask you 
to think about police, for example, we do not want you to just think 
about the best or worst policeman you have ever known. Just think 
about policemen as a group. Some of the words may not seem to say 
anything about the group of persons, but mark your first feeling 
anywa'/. There are no ri ght or wrong answers, so mark the box that 
seems best to you • 

Here Is how to mark your answers. 

How I Fee 1 {\bout POll CE 

Good Bad 

If you are real sure you like POLICE, you would put an X near the Good. 

Li ke th is: 

Good I X Bad 

If you are real sure you don't like POLICE, put an X near the Bad. 
Li ke th is: 

Good X I Bnd 

If you ure pretty sure you like POLICE, or pretty sure you don't like 
POLICE, make your X: 

Good x BAd 

OR 
Good 1 I X 

If you like them a little or don't like them.:1 little, murk: 

Good I X Bad 

Good 

OR 

1 X I 

I f you arc sure you clon' t fee I CIne ItlflY or the othe r about POL ICE, then 
make your X In the center box: .. 

Good x B~d 

.~.~ ~-. ------1-------------------4 
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(8) How I feel about ME 

Good Bad 

Soft Hard 

Active Passive 

Cruel Kind 

Strong V/eak 

Hustling . . --- Hard-working 

Clean --- -------- --- --- Oi rty 

Hot --- -------- --- --- Cold 

Slow --- -------- --- --- Fast 

Important: . 
--- --- --- --------- Unimportant 

Violent --- --- -------- --- Non-violent 

Sma II . . --- --- --- -------- Large 

Faa 1 ish -------- --- --- --- Wise 

Healthy Sick 

. . 

1 

., .. 

." 

';' 

i1:' 

Good 

Soft 

Active 

Cruel 

Strong 

Hustl ing 

Clean 

Hot 

Slow 

Important 

Violent 

Small 

Faa I Ish 

lIo:l1t.hy 

How my FRIENDS feel about ME 

--- -------- ---

--- --- ------ -_. 

. . --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . -_ .. -----. . . . . . . . . --- ---- ---- .. ----

. . 

12 

Bad 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 

\-leak 

Hard-working 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 

Non-violent 

Large 

Wise 

Sick 



( c) How MY FAMILY feels about ME 

Good 

Soft 

Active 

Cruel --
Strong 

Hustling 

Clean 

Hot -
S 10\'1 

Important 

Violent 

Sma 11 

Faa 1 ish 

Healthy 

. . 

13 

Bad 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 

\.Jeak 

ticl! U ,,,,,o1 10.. i no 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 

Non-violent 

Large 

\01 i se 

Sick 

, / 

• 

J 
jj) 
I· .. 
II 

~I: ,_ 
.... 

. , 

~ 
1 •• 

"'" ~ . 

I~ 

L 
! e· 
I 

14. 
( c) 

How Society fee 1 s about ME 

Good Bad 

Soft Hard 

Active Pass i ve 

Crue 1 Kind 

St rang \>/eak 

Hustling Hard-work ing 

Clean Oi rty 

Hot Cold 

51 c\·/ Fast --
Important -- Un i mportan t 

Violent : : Non-vi r: lent -
Sm",11 Large 

foo Ii sh Hi se 

Healthy Sick 

. , 



I 
I 

\ 

67 

150 

70 

71 

7% 

15 

53. Now again pretend you have a steady job. People say that certain good 
things can go along with this, like having a nice house, a good ear, 
and good money. 

54. 

55. 

a. Hhat wou 1 d be the chan cas of th ings 1 i ka these helppening to you if 
you had a steady job? 

No Some 50/ Good Defin i te 
Chance Chance 50 Chance I_Chance ,- 2- 3- 4-

b. H~I happy woul d you be if th I ngs like these happened to you? 

Not happy A Little Somewhat Pretty Completely 
At All Happy Happy Happy Happy 

,- 2- 3- 4- 5-

Along with having a steady job, people say that other things celn 
happen like staying out of trouble, not going to jail, and having the 
freedom to go \'Ihcre YOLI want. 

a. What would be the chances 
you had a steady job? 

No Some 
Chance Chance 

1- 2-

of things like these happening to you if 

50/ 
50 

3-

Good 
Chance 

4-

Defin I te 
Chance 

5-

b. Ho.v happy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

Not Happy A Little Somewhat Pretty Completely 
At All Happy Happy Happy Happy 

1- 2-- 3- 4-' 5--

Finutly, peeple say thelt along with a steady job seme other 90rd thinas 
celn happen like being respected by yourself and others, advancement, 
and achievina a aood position in the community. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening to you if 
you had a steady job? 

No 
Chance 

1--

Some 
Chance 

2-

50/ 
50 

3--

Good 
Chance 

4-

Defln i te 
Chance 

1--

n. How happy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

Not Happy A Li ttle Somewhat Pretty Completely 
At All Happy Happy Happy Happy 

1- 2-- 3-- 4- s--

. . 

73 

74 

75 

, ' 

77 

70 

16 

56. Now again imagine you have a criminal career. People say that certain 
bad things can go along with this, like h2ving no money, no decent place 
to live, and having bad debts. 

57. 

58. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening to you if 
you had a criminal career? 

No 
Chance 

50/ Good 

1- s~O 4_Chance 
Defi n i te 

I_Chance 

b. Hew unhappy would you be if thin£s like these happened to you? 

Not Unhappy A Little 
At All Unhappy 

,- 2-

Somewhat 
Unhappy 

3-

Pretty Completely 
4 ____ Unhappy s_Unhappy 

Along with having a criminal career, people say that other bad things can 
happen like getting caught, being in jail, and having a record. 

u. Hhat would be the chances of things like these happenina to you if 
you had a criminal career? 

No 
Chance 

1-

Some 
2_Ch c:mce 

50/ Good Defin i te 
~~O 4_Chonce IS Chance 

b. How unh?ppy would you be if thin~s like these happened to Y0U? 

I'lot Unhappy 
1_At All 

t .. Little 
z-UnhClPPY 

Somewhat P rettyComp lete l~ 
~UnhappY4 ____ Unhappy 5 ___ Unhappy 

Finally, people say thnt along wi th hewing a criminal career some other 
bad things can-happen, like not being respect~d by yourself and others, 
shame and 'being looker. dewn 0n. 

n. What would be the ch~nces of things like these happening to you if 
you had a criminal career? 

No Some 50/ Good Defin i te 
Chance a.--Chc'lnce 3 __ 50 ~ChClnce IS __ Chrmce 

1-

b. How unhappy would you be if th i ngs 1 ike these happened to you? 

Not Unhappy A Li tt Ie Somewhat Pretty Camp lete ty 
~t All 2--Unhappy 3---Unhnpf'lY 4 _Unhappy IS _Unhappy 

.. 
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Here, we're Interested in what you feel should be done about crime. 

Card III 
HI 59. Most inmates in prison didn't do anything worse than most people on 

the outside, they were just unlucky to get caught. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

1- 2-

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

3- 4-

17' 60. People who commit serious crimes deserve to do to prison. 

, B 

19 

20 

Stl"Ongly 
Agree Agree 

,- 2-

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

3- 4-

61. The major cause of serious crime is poverty. 

Strongly 
1-Agree 2 _Agree 

Strongly 
3 _0 i sag ree 4 __ 0 I sag ree 

62. If there was tougher punishment for people who commit serious crimes 
there would be less crime. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1-

Strongly 
Agree Disagree Disagree 

2- 3- 4-

63. Society is more to blame than the Individual for most crimes. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree ,- 2- 3- 4-

. 
L 

I 

I 
~ , I 

21 
64. There is no justification for committing a crime that hurts other people. 

22 

23 

Strongly Strongly 
_Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

2- 3- 4-

65. People are"llkely to look down on someone who backs down 'from a fight. 

Strongly 
Aoree Agree 

,- 2-

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

:r--- 4-

66. When things aren't going well, winning a fight can make a person feel 
really good. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1-
Agree 
~ 

3 _Disagree 
4 ---

Strongly 
Disagree 

24 67. If you need money badly enough, It's allrlght to use force to get It. 

Strongly 
Agree ,- Agree 

2-
Disagree 

:1 ---

Strongly 
4 __ Disagree 

I , , , 
j 
I 
I 
.\ 

1 

25 

25 

17 

20 

2. 

30 

1, ~ 
, 
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Now, I'm going to ask you some questions about how you might feel if you 
were in the situations I am going to describe. 

68. You talk to a man about a job in his place. He doesn't seem to be 
listening to you, and treats you like you're unimportant. Finally?­
he. says there are no job open ings for you and turns away. 

69. 

a. What do you th ink the chnnces would be that you would pl!.!'1ch him 
out? 

b. 

1 

No 
Chance 

Some 50/ 
Chunce 50 

Good 
Chance 

2 3.. 5 

Defi n i te 
Chance 

What are the ch~nces thAt your friends would Approve of your 
f i !:fht i ng 

No 
Chance 

Some 
r:hance 

2--

50/ 
50 

3--

Good Definite 
Chrlnce Chance 

4-- 5-

Your friends Are t~lklng nbout fighting some guys who have been giving 
a II of you a ha rd time. These guys are tough, and you kncvl someone is 
going to get hurt in the fight. You are asked if ycu Are going to 
join in the fight. 

t:!. 

h. 

\,Jhat do you think the chances would be that you would fight these 
other guys? 

No 
Chnnce 

Some 
Chnnce 

50/ 
50 

Goon 
Ch~ncc 

2 3 4 5 

Defi n i te 
Chance 

What are the chanccs thAt your friends would approve of your 
f Ig'ht i n9 

t'lo 
Chr.'lnce ,--

Some 
Chance 

2-

50/ Good 
50 Ch,1nce 

3-- 4--

De-Finite 
ChAnce 

5-

70. Suppose one of your friends tells you about n guy who is selling grass. 
You both think it would net be hard to stc~l his supply, since he is 
not too tough. Hhen you try, he puts up Cl fight. You knew you can 
sti 11 get the grass if you usc force. 

a. 

b. 

Hhat do you think the chances wou I d be thAt you \vOU I d use force to 
get the grass? 

No Some 50/ Goor.! 
Chance Chance 50 ChAnco 

1- 2--. '. 3-- ~ 

"/hat are the chnnces thnt your friends would 
usfng force. 

No 
Chance 

2 

Some 
Chance 

50/ 
50 

'J-

Goorl 
Chane'.! 

4--

Defi n ito 
Chan ce 

5 

approve of your 

Definite 
Chimcc 

5-

\t 



31. 3 Z 

33.34 

3 S. 54 

5 S. 74 

75. 76 

77 

Here weld like to find out some things about your contacts with the police 
and correctional system. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

3S 

36 

37 

30 

39 

40 

~1 

42 

to, 3 

74. 

55 

56 

S7 

50 

59 

60 

e 1 

52 

~3 

75. 

76. 

How many times have you been arrested? 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more 

How old were you when you were arrested for the first time? 

YEARS OLD ----
Hhich of the following have you ever been arrested for? 
(Check as many as you need to.) 

Drunk and disorderly 44 Assault 
Possession of drugs 45 Battery 
Selling drugs 411 Car Theft 
Robbery 47 Possession of stolen goods 
Breaki ng and enter i ng 40 Carrying concealed weapons 
Larceny 4S Homicide 
Burglary 50 Manslaughter 
Embezzlement 51 Rape 
Forgery S2.54 Other (which?) 

What conviction or convictions got you in here this time? 

Drunk 
Possession of drugs 
Sell i ng drugs 
Robbery 
Breaking and entering 
Larceny 
Burglary 
Embezzlement 
Forgery 

64 Assault 
es Battery 
116 Car Theft 
!57 Possession of stolen goods 
sO Carrying concealed weapons 
es Homicide 
70 Manslaughter 
71 Rape 

72.74 Other (which?) 

How many months on probation have you spent altogether in you life? 

MONTHS ---
Before you came here this time, how many times were you incarcerated 
in a correctional institution? 

o 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

f~ 
~, 

! 
7 

~ 

f: 
I, 
M 

i! 
I, 
~: ,~ 
! ' 
! 

f ! 

I , , I 
", 

20 

Card I V 

16. 2 S 

30 

77. Which of the following correctional institutions have you ever been 
in? 

te Never been in one before this 21 Bordentown 
17 Ski llman 22 Highfields 
1 0 Jamesburg :1.3 \.Jarren 
19 Yardvi lIe 24 Ocean 
20 Annandale 25 ~Jew Jersey State Pri son 

25.29 Other (wh i ch) 

78. How many times have you been on parole? 

o 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

"1-:" 79. Ilu't, lIIallY lHOllLhs on parole have you spent altogether in your life? 

80. 
33.34 

81. 

37. 30 82. 

MONTHS ---
Before you came here this time, how many months have you spent 
altogether in correctional institutions? 

__ MONTHS 

How long were you on the streets before you were arrested this time? 

A. Was never incarcerated before 

B. MONTHS 

How long have you been here on this conviction? 

DAYS ---

.. 



~-- -- -----------~ 
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97'. During the last six months that you were on the streets, how often did 
you do each of the following, whether or not you I,-J:Jre arrested for them? 

57 Stole a car 

5 (1' Des t rayed a r damaged someone I s 
property on purpose 

50 Stole something from a store 
worth less than $50 (shop1ifing) 

50 Stole something from a store 
worth more than $50 (shoplifting) 

5t Broke into a place to steal 
something (b and e) 

5Z Robbed someone when you didn't 
have a weapon 

53 Robbed someor.e when you had a 
weapon 

54 Beat up or physically attacked 
another person (a and b) 

65 Hit a parent or teacher 

66 Sold any illegal drugs 
(Including marijuana) 

57 Used any hard drugs such as 
heroin, cocnine, etc. 

60 Carried ~ concealed weapon 

69 Tried to buy or sell some stolen 
goods 

1 Never 

.. 

Once or 
2 Twi ce 

Three 
3 to Five 

More than 
4 Five 

Now we want to find out 'IJhf'lt you think about three more things. 
here is how to mark your answers. 

How I Feel About POLICE 

Good Bad 

21 

Remember 

If you ar-e real sure you like POLICE, you would put r:ln X neClr the Gooc. 

Like this: 

Good X 1 B;)d 

I f you are rea 1 sure you don It 1 ike POll CE, put an X near the Bnd. 
Like this: 

Good X 1 B"c 

If you are pretty sure you like POLICE, or pretty sure you rlnn't like POLICE, 
make your X: 

Good X 1 Bad 

OR 

Good x Bad 

I f you like them a 1 I ttle or den It 1 Ike thom a little, m.:lrk: 

Good 1 X B.:!d ,-
OR 

Good X Bad 

If yr.u are sure you don't fee 1 one way or the other ,::lbout POll CE, then make 
your X in the center box: 

Goed 1 X Bar 

. . 



-------~----~------------'~~- ,-

r 23 

22 

CRIME 
(A) VIOLENCE 

(A) Good Bad 
Good --- ----------- Bad --- --- --- -------- ---

Soft Hard ,I 

Soft --- --- --- --- --- --- --- Hard 

Active Passive ActIve Passive 

Crue 1 : -- Kind Crue 1 Kind 

Strong Weak Strong ~/eak 

Clean Dirty Clean o 0 
__________________ 00_0 Di rty 

Hot Cold Hot Cold 

Slow • 0 ___ 0_0 __ - _____ _ Fast Slow Fast 

Important --- -------- --- Unimportant Important Unimportant 

Smal 1 Large Small Large 

Fool ish -------- --- --- Hise l~ Foo li sh 
~! 

Wise 

Healthy Sick Healthy 
I; 

Sick 

)1 

. ' . . . 
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• 

(A) STEADY JOB 

Good Bad 38.40 

Soft Hard -- - ----- --------
Active , " ------'--'-- ~-- --- Passive 41 

Cruel Kind ---------- --- ------
Strong \~eak .. .. 
Clean Oi rty 42 

Hot . , ----- --- ---'--'------ Cold 

Slow Fast -------------- '.' 43 "'.., 
Important Un t IIIpor tan t 

Sma 11 Large --- --- --- ----------
44 

Fool ish , --- --- ------'------ Wise 
.~ 

;l ~4~ 

Healthy Sick 

45 

,,' I 

48 

11", 

"" 

47 

.. 
40 

I 

.1 
~ 

-----~~- ~- -~ 

25 
Finally, we have a few questions ubout what you expect from your stay at 
this institution. 

83. How do you think this place can help you the most? 

84. How much do you want to underst~nd why you did the things th~t got 
you into trouble? 

85. 

86. 

87. 

138, 

89. 

90, 

Not At 
All f\ !..i ttle Some Much A lot 1 -- 2- 3- 4- ,-

How much do you think being here will actu",lly help you understand why you did the th i ngs th~t got you Into trouble? 
Not at 
f\ 11 A Little Some Much r. Lot - - - -, 

2 3 4 5 
Hew much do you wan t te-. improve your s chao 1 in 9 wh i I e you I re here? Not at 

All 
f\ Little Some Much A Lot 

,-
2- -' - -3 4 5 

How much do you think being here wi II ~ctually help you improve schooling? 

Uot At 
I'd I f\ Li ttle Seme t~uch t. L·)t ,- 2-- 3- 4- 5-

Hot'l much do you wan t to learn sc.me j o!1 ski II s wh i I e you're here? 

Not At 
All I~ Little Some Huch fl Lot ,- a- 3 - - -4 5 

Hew much do you think beln'g here will actually help you improve job s~ills? 

Net At 
All /\Little Some Much l\ Lot , - -a 3 4 5 He-HI many of the other lnmntes here do you expect you l 11 be <II-Ie t rus t? 

None ,- SaIne 
2-

Half Most r- 4-
1\ 11 

5 -

your 

your 

to 

, 
91. How mnny of th(! staff here do you expect yC'ulll be able to trust? 

None ---lome 
z 

. . 
Hal f -3 4 

Most All 
5 



49 

50 

51 

52.5:1 

92. 

93. 

94. 

95. 

96. 

2~ 

How safe do you expect you'll fee 1 he re? 

Not Snfe t. Li tt Ie Pretty Very Completely 
At 1'>.11 SiJfe Safe SClfe Safe - 2- 3- - -1 4 5 

Hew much do you think the other inmates here wi 11 teach you about how 
to get away with crimes while you are here? 

Pretty 
None A Little Seme Much f', Lot 

1- 2- ,- 4- I -
Do you think you'll 1 eC'lrn more from the staff or from the other 
inmates while you are here? 

StC'lff Inmates Beth Neither 
2 3 4 

How many guys do you knew here? 

I F KNOW NIYONE: Whe re do ycu know them from? 

\otho is there on tho outside that always kncws where you are? 
you give me their name and address? RECORD ON Br\CK SHEET. 

C("Iuld 

Do you have any comments about this Interview? 

------------------------------------------------------------------- \; 

I 

f 

DATE OF HJTERVIEW 
~MO~~~IT~H--~D~A~y~--~y~E~~~R 

NAME OF INTERVIEW 
FACILITY ------------
FAC III TY 10 
RESPONDENT 10 

(on these lines please print clearly parent's or guardian's NAME, 
ADDRESS and PHONE NUMBER) 

27 

Name: (Parents or Guardian) ------------------------------------------
Address: ---------------------------------------
City, State __________________________________ _ 

To 1 ephone No . ______________________________ _ 

96. 

.. 



RECORD I~FORMATION - DEMOGRAPHIC 

NAME OF RESPONDENT ----------------------------------
FAC ILITY 

------------~-------------------------
. , I. D. NUMBER -----------------------------------

UNIT ----------------------------------------
DATE ENTERED -----------------------------------

>f~~ 1-2 CARD ~IUNBER iJ i 

3-7 I NST I TUT I orJ I • D. NUMBER 
,~ 

8 FACILITY 

If. 9-10 urJ IT 

11-14 PROJECT I. D. NUMBER 

15 RESPONSE STATUS 

fi' 

. " 

., 

a 



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

CARD I 
t-t5 (1.0. INFORMATION) 

10 

17. 1 !l 

21. ::2 

23 

24 

%5.26 

27.20 
29.30 

31. 32 

33 

34.35 

36. 37 

30.30 

4 o. 41 

1. 

3 

Sample Location of Subject 

Longitudinal (only) ---
Cross-Sectional (only) ---
Longitudinal/cross-sectional ---

2. (3) Date of Blrth ______________ _ 

3. Race' 

Black --- 3 __ ....;Hispanic 

2 White --- 4 Other: Specify: _______________ _ ---
3(a) Religion 

None 2 Catholic 3 Protestant --- --- ---
4 ___ Mus lim 5 ___ Jewi sh t; ___ Other 

4. (6) Date Entered _____________________ _ 

5. (7) Home Address (Clty) ________________ _ 

6. Type of City 

rural .. suburb ---- ----
2 __ ,_small city 5 suburb of large city ---
3 medium city --- 6 large city ---

9 unknmvn ---
7. (11) Presiding Judge:..-.-__________________ _ 

13. 

9. 

10. 

(10) 

( 13) 

( 14) 

County of ConvlctJonl _____________________________ ~ ____ ___ 

Age at First Arrest; _______________________ _ 

Number of times on probation 

42.43 11. (15) Total number of months on probation, ________________ __ 

44.45 12. (16) Number of prior inca.rceratlons, ___________________ _ 
(excluding detention) 

46.47 13. (17) Total months incarceratedl __________________________ ___ 

f ' 

fl'. 

(, 

)! 

~ ,,', 
P 
1 

6 o. I; 1 

62· G 3 

64. Ii 6 

G 7. 60 

71. 72 

13 

2 

14. ( 18) Past Institutions (Code # of tim~s) 

4:l tJone 53 Bordentown ---
Ski Ilman --- 54 __ Highfields 

50 Jamesburg --- 55 _Warren 

5 1 Yardvi lIe --- 56 Ocean ---
52 Annandale --- $7 Turrell ---

50 ~.J. State Prison ----
5!l __ Other (Specify) _____ _ 

IS. (19) tJumber of times on paro I e ._----------------------------
16. (20) Total months on parole. _____________________ _ 

17. 

17(a) 

17 (b) 

i7 (c) 

Jail Credit (Days) 

Length of time here on this conviction. 
--(Code as of time of CROSS-SECTION) 

Length of time on unit 
---(Cross-Section Unit at time of criOSS-SECTION) 

Number of units on since at Institution. 
--(At time of CROSS-SECTI mr) 

IS. (23) Drug and Alcohol use 

t~ar ijuana 

Yes ~ --- No l) Unknmvn ---
74 19. Heroin 

Yes --- No --- Unkncwn 9 _~ o 

20. Other Drugs 

Yes No 9 Unknown ---o 

76 21. Alcohol 

Yes --- ·.No o ___ Unknown 



r 
I 

\ 

.~ 

o 



'" .' "'I' ~ ------

77·79 

CI\RD II 
1-15 ( I . 

1 ,; 

17 

10 

19 

2 o. 21 
22.24 

2:5 .. 211 

::7.2' 
3 o. 31 

• :12 

., 
;. 

22. (24) I.Q. Test (Most recent SCORE - I nstt tutton) 

SCORE 00 TYPE OF TEST 

Rev. Beta --
2 Stanford Binet 

3 \nsc 

4 _Alpha 

5 Hats 

6 Other 
D. I NFORMAT I Ot~) 
22(a) Has resident attended school in institution? 

Yes -- No -- 9 Unknown o --
22 (b) Has resident had vocational or job training experience? 

Yes 0 _~,!o --
22(c) Participation in group counselling 

Yes --- No -- o Unknown () --
22(d) Participation in individual therapy 

Yes o -- ~!o -- 9 Unknown --
23. (26) Highest Grade Completed ______________ _ 

" I 
t 

23(a) Father/Stepfather occupation, ____________ _ ! 
23(b) Hother/Stepmother occupation, _________ . ___ _ I 
24. (27) Assauitive Potential ! 

o No --
Yes, slight --
Yes, moderate --- I, 

3 Yes, severe --
Unknown ' " --

P-

t', 

~ 4 
~ 

I 33' 25. (28) Suicidal Potential 

I' 
0 No 

f', Yes, s I I ght 

z Yes, moderate I 
I __ Yes, severe i 3 

I; 
9 Unknown 

34 26. (29) Exploitabi I Ity 

I. 0 tlo 

t !; Yes, 51 ight 

! 
2 Yes, moderate 

3 Yes, severe 
' ..... 

Q 
9 Unknown 

j 27. (8) Present Convictions 

\' /Iist in order or seriousness, up to 52 ! 

I -~ , ~ 
INFOR .. 35.37 

30.40 I tJFOR 2 
, 

)' 41.43 INFOR 3 I ~ .. '" INFOR 4 44- 46 

47·40 INFOR 5 

213. (12) Previous Offense(s) 
J; 

/Lfst from ., first up to 2577 

h 
!j OG liZ PRE 1 

53. Co 5 PRE 2 
[< 

, 
, J, 

'i"" tI n PRE 3 

t, 59- .,1 PRE 4 
PRE 5 

, 
C20t 64-

\ 
PRE 6 ) ill- cS7 

,I., , 
Blh 70 PRE 7 

c!, i 1- 73 P\,E 8 

( 

1 t . , 

j 



L 

CARD I I I 

1.15 (I ll) 

6 (). 61 

6 G. 57 

60.60 

70 

7'.72 

74.76 

77.70 

16. 10 

10. Z 1 

22.24 

PRE 9 
PRE 10 
PRE 11 
PRE 12 
PRE 13 

21h2' PRE 14 

20.:10 PRE 15 
:11.33 PRE 16 

34.31 PRE 17 

37.311 PRE 18 
40.42 PRE 19 

43.45 PRE 20 
46.40 PRE 21 
49.50 PRE 22 
51.53 PRE 23 
54.56 PRE 24 

57.50 PRE 25 

29. (12) Year of first recorded incidence 

30. (12) 

31. (12) 

32. 

33. (12) 

33(a) 

34. 

35. 

36. 

2 

3 

Age at first recorded Incidence for violent offense. --...; 

Total number violent offenses --
Total number non-violent offenses --

Total number of all offenses --
Type of Offender (Current offenses and History combined) 

__ Violent only 

_--.;Non-v 101 ent on 1 y 

Mixed violent and non-violent 
---.; 

__ Tota 1 number of recorded I nc I dences. 

___ -...;Number of violent offenses In which outcome was 
"DlsmlssaJ ." . '. 

_--..;Number of appearances (offenses) prior to first 
Incarceration. 

77 37. (21,12) Previous Placement: 

Yes 0 -- No 9 No Mention ---- - ....... 

5 

d , 

I 
I 

{ 

70 

70. 00 

CARD IV 

,. 15 (I 0) 

2: 

Z!l 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

44. 

45. 

::0 "6 '1 • 

:10 

3", 311 48. 

16 

t7 

10 

19 

20 

21 

(32) 

6 

Past Therapeutic Intervention 

YES -- o __ NO 9 _--..;tJO MENT ION 

Number of months spent In placements --
Type of ~lacement 

Residential Treatment Center --
Special School --
RehabIlitatIon Program (Drug, Alcohol, etc.) --
InstItution for Mental Illness --

--Institution or Program for Mental Retardation 

Other --
Has DYFS be6n Involved In this case. 

YES 0 NO 0 Unknown --- -------
Age at First Placement 

---.; 

Character Istlcs of Present Offense 

VIolent Offenses 

Alcohol Influence 

YES -- NO -- II __ NO HENT ION 

Victim known to offender 

YES -- __ NO o _--..;NO MENTION o 

__ Number of Codefendents 

Non-VIolent Off~nses 

Alcohol Influence 

__ YES o __ N.O o _-.:NO t~EtJTION 

Victim known to Offender 

YES -- . . NO 9 ____ NO MENT ION o 

Number of Codefendents --



47 

40 

49. (30) 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

30 

30 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

Psychiatric/Psychological Diagnosis 

_~sychotlc 

___ Anxiety Neurosis (Agitated, irritable, etc.) 

Character disorder 

Neurological disorder --
Passive personality (Aggressive dependent) ---
Schizoid ---

___ Soc iop~lth 

__ Psychopa th 

Paranoid --
Manic --

__ Depress t ve 

Sexual Identity Problem --
Reaction to Adolescence (Behavior, etc.) ---
Other ---

50. (30) Level of Development 

Immature --
Normal ----
Precocious --
No ~ten t I on (N • / A • ) 

-----' 

,1. (30) Impulse Control 

Poor ---
Normal -- .. 
Over-Control --

o ~!o Mention --

7 

{ ; 

I 

t , 

( , t 

.. 

49 52. 

5" ,53. 

5 1 54. 

52 55. 

53d4 56. 

55 57. 

(30) 

2 

9 

(30) 

o 

9 

3 

-- 4 

II 

9 

3 

4 

s 

G 

Sense of Adequacy 

Poor --
Normal ---

____ High 

No Hentfon 
--~ 

Feelings of hostility, anger, negativity (Excessive) 

Yes ---
No ---
Uo Mention ---

Is current status of family Intact? 

YES -- o __ NO 0 __ NO MENT ION 

Permanent loss of natural father 

Death ---
Desertion ---
rJi vorce ---
Father never known (born out of wedlock) 

--~ 

___ I nst I tutionall zat ion 

Other ---
__ No mention/Not Apply 

Age at which 1055 occurred --
Permanent loss of natural mother 

Death ---
Desertion ---
Divorce ---

___ Never known' (Left at birth) 

Institutionalization --
__ Other 

o No mentIon/Not Apply 

8-



-- -- ---

9 
! 10 

56 58 •. Age at which loss occurred 
e4 66. (34) Indication of problems In academic performance 

57 59. Indication of child abuse In history 
YES 0 NO s NO MENTION 

~ 
YES 0 NO 9 NO HENTION 65 67. (34) Behavior problems In school 

50 60. (33) Indication of criminal history for father/mother __ YES 0 NO 9 -- ~_NO MENT ION 
YES 0 '·10 9 NO HENTION 66 ~8. (34) Attendance probJems 

S!) 61. (33) Indication of alcohol abuse father/mother YES 0 -- NO !l -- __ NO MENTI ON 

YES 0 NO 9 NO MENTION 61 69. (34) Learning disabJlltles diagnosed 

60 62. (33) I nd I ca t i on of criminal history for any siblings YES 0 NO £:) __ NO MENT lOt,! '\ 

YES 0 NO £:) ~'O MENTION -- fiB 70. (34) Mention of Retardation 

61 63. (33) Source of Family Income YES 0 NO 9 NO MENTION 

Employment of one parent 

z Employment two parents 

3 Public Assistance 

4 Disability 

5 Other 

9 No Mention _. 
62 64. (33) Relationship with mother 

Poor 

z Normal 

3 Good 

9 No mention 

63 65. (33) Relationship with father 

Poor 

z Normal 

3 Good 
.. , . " 

9 No mention 



~rua8~Bection Interview 

B' 

t; 

" 'i , , 

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

CARD I 

( h 1 s)t 

HI 

,7.2Z 

23.24 

:u 

21 

27. a8 

29- 30 

31- 32 

33.34 

3e 

3h 3' 

1. Are you? 

_---:MALE .% __ FEMALE 

2. When were you born? 

MONTH DAY YEAR 

3. What is the highest grade of school you have completed? 

__ GRADE 

4. What is your racial or ethnIc background? 

__ BLACK WHITE 
2-- 3 _--r.J:1I SPAN I C .oTHER ~ SPEC I FY 

4--

$. Do you have any children? 

NO 
1--

a __ ONE n~o OR MORE 
3---

6. What kind of Job does your futher or step-father have? 

7. What kind of Job does your mother or step-mother have? 

8. What was the last year of school your father or step-father completed? 

GRAiDE ---
9. What was the last year of school your mother or step-mother completed? 

GRADE 

10. What Is your religion? 

NONE 2 CATHOLIC 3 PROTESTANT 4 MUSLIM --
~ JE\41 SH 0 OTHER: 7 S'PEC I FY 

II. What 15 the highest grade of school you think you will complete? 

GRADE 

12. What Is the highest grade of school you would 1 ike .!2. complete? 

GRADE --
131 What kind of Job do you think you will get when you leave here? 



2 

\·Jhat kind of job would you I ike to get when you leave here? 

44.45 15. How many times have you been Incarcerated before this time? 

__ TIMES 

46.47 16. How many total months have you spent in correctional institutions? 
(include each time you have been In~arcerated). 

CARD II 

(1.15) 

__ MONTHS 

17. What convictIon or convictions got you in here this time? 
(check as many as you need to) 

40 Possession of drugs 
49 Selling drugs 
50 Robbery 
51 Breaking and entering 
~2 Larceny -----
53 Burglary 
54 Embezzlement 
55 Forgery 
56 Assault 

57 Drunk and disorderly 
50 Car theft 
59 Battery 
60 Possession of stolen goods 
61 Carrying concealed weapons 
62 Homi cfde 
63 Manslaughter 
64 Rape 
fl!!. Other (t 1st what) 
70 -------

18. Which of the followIng have YOll ever been arrested for? 
(Put In how many times for each)----

1~ Possession of drugs 
17 Sel lIng drugs 
10 Robbery 
1~ Breaking and entering 
20 La rceny --
21 Burglary 
22 Embezzlement 
u Forgery 
24 Assault 

25 Drunk and dIsorderly 
Zt! Car theft 
27 Battery 
zo Possession of stolen goods 
29 Carrying concealed weapons 
:ao Homlcfde 
31 Manslaughter 
3Z Rape 
u. Other (J I st what) 
:as ----------------

40.41 19. How long have you been here on this conviction? 

44 

_~MONTHS or __ YEARS 

HO\,I much longer do you expect to do on this convictIon? 

__ MONTHS or __ YEARS 

21. What do you think are the chances that you wIll be Incarcerated 
again after you leave here? 

NO 
__ CHANCE 

LOW 
I_CHANCE 

3 4 

GOOD 
_CHANCE 

CERTAIN 
__ CHANCE 

45 

46 

I) 

47 

411 

se 

.( 5' 

53 

53 

22. What do you think are the chances you can make it going strai~ht 
on the outside? 

NO L01v 50- GOOD CERTAIN 
1 __ CHANCE 2 __ CHAHCE 50 CHANCE s __ CHANCE 

3-- 4--

23. When you had money on the street, how much of it came from crime? 

, __ NONE SOJ.vlE 2--
3 __ HALF 4 ___ HOST 5 __ ALL 

3 

Now, we'd like to get your op1n10ns about the staff and this institution. 
There are no right or wrong anStV'ers, and tV'e' re just interested in your 
own opinions. 

First, think about the treatment staff here, the counselors, social 
workers, teachers, etc. 

24. Most of the treatment staff don't care what happens to the inmates. 

STRONGLY 
, AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

25. Nost of the treatment staff know how to help you. 

26. 

27. 

28 • 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
, AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

The treatment staff seems more concerned with keeping the inr.1ates 
under control than with helping them. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
__ AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

Most of the treatment staff can be trusted. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
__ AGREE 2 ___ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

The treatment staff and the iumates get along well together. 

.STRONGLY STRONGLY 
_, _AGREE 2 __ AGREE _3 _DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

29. On the whole, I like the treatment staff here. 

STRONGLY 
·, __ AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

Now, think about the cllptQdial staff here. 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

30. Host of the custodial staff don't care what happens to the inmates. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

,-- 2--
DISAGREE 

3--

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

5--



54 31. 

32. 

56 33. 

57 
34. 

sa '35. 

59 36. 

37. 

61 38. 

39. 

63 40. 

Host of the custodial staff can be trusted. 

STRONGLY STRO~GLY 

_AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

The custodial staff and the inmates get along well together. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

1-- 2--
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

3-- 4--

The custodial staff have the respect of the inmates. 

STRONGLY 
l __ AGREE AGREE 

2--

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

3-- 4--

On the whole, I like the custodia] staff here. 

STRONGLY StRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

1--- 2-- ~-- 4--

Hha do you think has more of a say in the day-to-day life here, 
t'he -t.reatment staff 0r the custodial staff 1 

__ TREATMENT STAFF 2 __ CUSTODIAL STAFF 3 __ BarH EQUAL 

On the whole, this place is more interested in helping inmates 
than in punishing them. 

STRONGLY .STRONGLY 
1 __ AGREE 2 __ AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 

3-- 4-

This place talks rehabilitation but really doesn't do much to 
help a person. 

STRONGLY 
1 _AGREE AGREE 2 __ 3--.DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

4 

Being in this place has helped me get a better understanding of myself. 

STRONGLY 
1 __ AGREE 2 _AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 4 __ 

It would help someone who got into the same kind of trouble I did 
to COme to this place. 

STRCNGLY 
__ AGREE L--AGREE 

STRONGLY 
L--DI SAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

Compared to other institutions in corrections, how would you rate 
this place? 

1 __ BETTER THAN MOST 2 __ THE SAME AS HOST L.-WORSE THAN HOST 

64 

55 

ee 

.7: 

80 

89 

70 

'1 , 

>, 

" 

( 

I 

(! 

I 

Here, we're interested in what you've been doing at this place and how 
much you think it has helped you. 

41. a. Have you gone to school here? 

,_ YES 2 _NO 

b. If yes, how much do you think it has helped you? 

L--A LITTLE 4_ Nar AT ALL 

5 

42. oP. •• Have you cotten any vocational or job trainingt'exper'ence here? 

___ YES 2 __ NO 

b. If yes, how much do you think it has he lped you? 

, __ A LOT 2 __ S0rvID: 3 __ A LITTLE 

43. a. Have you participated in any group counseling I sessions here? 

__ ,YES 2_NO 

b. If yes, how much do you think it has helped you? 

, A LOT -. 4_NOT AT ALL 

44. a. Have you gotten any individual therapy here? 

1_YES 2_NO 

b. If yes, how much do you think it has helped you? 

2 __ S0NE 3_A LITTLE 4 __ Nar .AT ALL 



~ 
I 

Perceptions. 

Now we want to find out what you think about certain ~inds of 
things. We have made lists of Some words. You will find these 
words have opposites (li~e: up-down) • Would y~lU please mark 
the box which you thinlt is closest to your feelings about these 
things. When we ask you to think about police, for exaruple, we 
do not want you to just think about the best or worst policeQ~n 
you have ever known. Just think about policemen as a group. 
Some of the words may not seem to say anythin8 about the group 
of persons, but mark your first feelin8 anyway. There are no 
right or wrong answers, so mark the box that seems best to you. 

Here is how to n~rk your answers. 

How I Feel About Police 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

If you are real sure you like POLICE, you would put an X near 
the Good. Like this: 

Good 1 X .1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

If you are real sure you don't like POLICE, put an X near 
the Bad. Like this: 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 

Bad 

Bsd 

If you are p:retty sure you lUte POLICE, or pretty sure you don't 
like POLICE, make your X: 

Good 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 Bad 

If you like them a little or cion't like them.a little, mark: 

Good 1 1 1 Xl' 1 1 1 1 Bad 

OR 

Good Al __ ~l __ ~l~~l~ __ ~l __ X~l __ ~l~~l Bad 

If you are sure you don't feel one way or the other about POLICE, 
then make your X in the center box: 

Good 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 Bad 

6 

CARD IV 

I D (1-11) 

1 IS Good 

17 Soft 

10 Active 

HI Cruel 

20 Strong 

21 Hustling 

2~ Clean 

2a Hot 

J4 Slow 

21 Important 

2. Violent 

27 Sma 11 

( '0 Fool I sh 

20 Healthy 

(' 

f 

How! feel about thl.!. place 

--- ------------- ---

-. --- --- --- --- --- ---
-- --- --- --- --- --- --: 

--- --- --- --- --- --- ---

• 0 ______ ._"'0 ___________ _ 

7 

Bad 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 

~/eak 

Hard-working 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 

Non-vIolent 

Large 

WIse 

Sick 



30 Good 

31 Soft 

u Active 

33 Cruel 

34 Strong 

35 Hustling 

36 Clean 

37 Hot 

3D 5 low 

38 important 

40 Violent 

41 Sma 11 

42 Fool Ish 

43 Healthy 

How this place feels about me -----
, , --- --- --- ---

1 

---
, 

--- --- -----

--- --- --- ---
, , --- --- --- -----
, , , ------'--------

, , , --- ---'---- ------

8 

Bad 
~, 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 
~ 

Weak 

Hard-working 

Dirty 
~ 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 
If' 

Non-violent 

Large 

Wise 

Sick 

( 

( 

f 

( ,I 

44 Good 

f ; 
t 
L 
f 
I; 
r 

45 Soft 

4,11 Active 

47 Cruel 

4 8 Strong 

I 
I 

40 Hustling 

t 
~-

50 Clean 

f ' ' 5 1 Hot 

I 
1,', , 
.". 

52 Slow 

53 Important 

54 Violent 

~ .. Small 

51 Foolish 

57 Healthy 

How I feel about ME 

, , , . · . : :_--_ .. ---,------'-'.--- ----
, · : :.---' ---:---:.----:----.---- .. ----

· . :---_:_----,---­--_:------,------,-----
, · . : :_-_.' · : '----_.----- --­---'---- .-----
. , . . · : ,-----. '-------:.----:-----._---- ----

----

---

, , · . : :.-,-----. '.---_.---- ----
, . , 

:-----:-----:---:-----,----, 
, . 

, , "------._-­· . . '----­-----.---_._--- .-----
. . · . : :-----.---, --_:_--_._--_ .. ----- ---

---:----:----:._--,----- -----· : :---: 

, , 
----:----:----:---:----,-----, 

, · : :---' · , '--- .----: .-----._--­-----
: :------,------,----- ---- ---- · . : :-----: 

, , · : :------,----, , , , --------,----,--- ---

Bad 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 

Wealc 

Hard-\'1orldn& 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 

Non-violent 

Large 

t~ise 

Sick 



~----------------

72 

73 

Here, we' re i~terested in get tine to knuw some of your feelings about 
the other inmates here. 

45. The inmates here are really loyal to each other. 

46. 

STRONGLY 
1 __ AGREES 2 __ AGREE 

I 

DISAGREE 
J--

STRONC,LY 
DISAGREE 

4--

1'1ost inmates here stick together with others of their same 

STRONGLY ST.RONGLY 
1 __ AGREE 

2 
__ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

4--
DISI\GREE 

race. 

10 

74 47. The younf.:,er inr.:ates here cause mor.e trouble than the old~ inma"tes. 

75 48. 

711 49. 

77 50. 

51. 
70 

STRONGLY 
1 __ AGREE 2 _AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4--DISAGREE 

Inmates who have committed serious crimes are more likely to be 
admired by other inmates than those who have committed less 
serious crimes. 

STRONGLY 
1 __ AGREE 2 __ AGREE 

Most inmates here are inclined to look out 
than help each other. 

STR01~GLY 
, __ AGREE 2_AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

Some inmates here are not treated strictly 

STRONGLY 
__ AGREE 2_AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

for themselves 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

rather 

enough by the staff. 

STRONGLY 
4_DISAGREE 

On the whole, I h~e 1 t ked the inmates that are here. 

S''cRONGLY 
__ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4~ISAGREE 

CARD I '-I... • . n. How many of the other inrJates here do you feel you can trust? 
1/5 

I D (,. U) ,_ALL 2~MOST 3_HALF 4_S0HE !I_NONE 

17 53. How many of the inmates here do you think. will do time again 
after they Bet out this time? 

1 ALL 2 MOST .l.-HALF 4 --SOME II_NONE 

10 54. How many of the inmates here do you think will go straight on 
the outside? 

'_ALL z_MOST 3_HALF 4 ~SOME :I_NONE 

i 
'-l 

_I 
,I 

Ii 
, 

i 

i 
I 

{I 

1Q 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

27 

k '1\ , 
) 

20 

20 

Now, think of the inmates here who you personally hang around 'with the 
most often: How many of them: 

55. Are the same race as you are? 

,---ALL L.-MOST 3_HALF 4 __ SOME :I _NONE 

56. Are older than you are? 

,_ALL ~MOST 3_HALF 4 _SOME 5 _NONE 

57. Are younger' tha~ you' are? 

,---:.ALL y--MOST 3 _HALF 4 _SONE 5 __ NONE 

58. Have been in correctional institutions before? 

z-MOST HALF SOME 
3- 4-

II 

59. Hill do time again after they get out this time? 

,_ALL 2_HOST 
3 _HALF _SOME _NONE 4 5 

60. lUll go straight on the outside? 

,_ALL z_MOST 3 _HALF S~tE _NONE 4- II 
61. Are really trying to 

. Improve themselves whi 1e they I re here? 
1_ALL a_HOST 3 _HALF SOME NONE 4- 5-

62. Are i.nto being tou8h guys? 

1 _ALL 2 _MOST 3 _HA1.F 4 _SONE 1'1 _NONE 

63. Just want to do their time and 8et out? 

'_ALL 2_MOST 3_HALF 4 _S~ 5 _NONE 

6' •• Are lilted by the staff? 

65. Are lilted by the other ittmates? 

11 



66. 

67. 

68. 

69 .. 

70. 

11a 

Of all the inmates in this place who would you say are the ones who 
are most ~dmired by the other inmates. (You may put the names of 
more than one inmate but don't put yourself. Ple,ase put both their 
first and last names.) 

Of all the inmates here, who are the touchest inmates? 

Who are the inmates most likely to get what they want from the staff? 

Who are the inmates most likely to get what they want frulLl the other 
inmates? 

What inmates here do you BO around with most often? 
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In the next set of questions, please check what you feel about an inmate 
who does the following: 

71. Starts a fight with another innmte. 

STRONGLY 
,_APPROVE 2 APPROVE -----

STRONGLY 
3 __ DISAPPROVE 4 __ DISAPPROVE 

72. Always does what the staff tells him to do. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
_APPROVE 2_APPROVE 3 __ DISAPPROVE 4 __ DISAPPROVE 

73. Uses illegal drugs while he's here. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
APPROVE APPROVE ,- 2-- DISAPPROVE DISAPPROVE 

3-- 4---

74. Talks back tc a staff member. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
, __ APPROVE APPROVE 

2- DISAPPROVE DISAPPROVE 
3--- 4-

75. Teaches other inmates how to get away with crimes. 

76. 

77. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
, _____ APPROVE z_APPROVE DISAPPROVE DISAPPROVE 

3- 4-

Tells a staff member that some inmates are planning tv beat up 
another inmate. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
, _____ APPROVE z _____ APPROVE 3 __ D7,SAPPROVE 4 _DISAPPROVE 

Tells a staff member that one of the inmates is planning to escape 
from here. 

STRONGLY STROl~GLY 
,_APPROVE z_APPROVE :s _____ DISAPPROVE 4 _____ DISAPPROVE 

How much of a problem would you say the following things are on this unit? 

78. The atnount of fighting between inmates. 

7';), 

1 ----fI RJ.r. l'ROBLEH 
SONEWHAT OF 

2 __ .... A PROBLEM 

The amount of stealing of inlllates I things. 

SOMEWHAT OF 
, _A BIG PROBLEM 2 ____ A PROBLEM 

NOT A PROBLEM 
3 __ AT ALL 

NOT A PROBLEM 
3~AT ALL 



39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

80. 

8l. 

82. 

The use of illegal drugs here. 

A BIG PROBLEM 
1-

The amount of racial 

1 __ A BIG PROBLEH 

The amount of racial 

__ A RIG raDEl,EM 

SONEWHAT OF 

2 
A PROBLEM 

hostility here between 

SOMEWHAT 
2 A PROBLEl1 

hostility between the 

SOMEWHAT OF 
a __ -A. PROnLEM 

83. Some Inmates pushing other inmates around. 

__ A BIG PROBLEH 
SOMEWHAT OF 

2 __ -",A PROBLEH 

13 

NOT A PROBLEM 
AT ALL 

3-

the inmates. 

NGr A PROBLEM 
3_AT ALL 

guards and the inmates. 

NGr A PROBLEM 
3 __ AT ALL 

NGr A PROBLEM 
3_AT ALL 

84. Some Inmates sexually abusing other inmates. 

__ A BIG PROBLEH 
SONEWHAT OF 

2 __ ...:A PROBLEM 
NOT A PROBLEM 

3 __ AT ALL 

44 85. Some staff members beatinB up inmates. 

' __ A BIG PROBLEM 
SOMEWHAT OF 

2 __ ....:A PROBLEM 
NOT A PROBLEM 

3_AT ALL 

45 86. Not being able to feel that you're physically safe here. 

47 

40 

__ A BIG PROBLEM 
SC~Et\l:lAT OF 

2 __ ...:A PROBLEM 
NOT A PROBLEM 

3 __ AT ALL 

Now think of the inmates her.e who nave the most influence over the other 
irur.ates. These are the people who are most likely to get their way and 
to have the other inmates listen to them. 

87. These inmates are likely to start fi8hts with other inmates. 

88. 

89. 

STRONGLY 
I..----:AGREE 2 __ AGREE 

STRONGLY 
3 __ DISAGREF 4 __ DISAGREE 

These inmates are likely to help other inmates with their 
personal problems. 

STRONGLY 
--:I\.GREE 2 __ AGREE 

STRONGLY 
3 _DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

These inmates are likely to oct along well with staff. 

STRONGLY 
_AGREE 2 ~\.GREE 

STRONGLY 
3 __ DISAGREE 4 __ DISAGREE 

\L 
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likely to be tougher than most inmates. 
90. These inmates are 

49 

;t; STRONGLY 
STRONGLY DISAGREE DISAGREE 

1_AGREE AGREE 4-

I: 2- 3-

\ 9l. These inmates are more likely than other inmates to have spent a 

l' 50 
lot of time in corrections. 

I "It STRONGL¥ .... STRONGLY DISAGREE DISAGREE 

r ,_AGREE 2_AGREE 3_ 4-

likely to be older than most inmates. 
92. These inmates are 

51 
STRONGLY 

"\)- STRONGLY DISAGREE DiSAGREE 
" 2_AGREE 4-

_AGREE 3-

try and stop other inmates from 
93. These inmates are likely to 

52 
getting into trouble. 

STRONGLY 
.. lt~ 

STRONGLY DISAGREE ' DISAGREE 

\' _AGREE 2 AGREE 3_ 4-

I 
These inmates are likely be: 

94. to 
./ 53 

,: In BLACK WHITE HISPANIC _ALL EQUALLY 

. "" 1-- z-- 3- 4 

" 0 

. ... , 
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'erceptions. 

Now we want to find out what you think about certain kinds of 
thinss. We have made lists of some words. You will find these 
words have opposites (like: up-down). Would you please mark 
the box which you think is closest to your feelings about these 
things. t~en we ask you to think about police, for example, we 
do not want you to just think about the best or worst policeman 
you have ever known. Just think about policemen as a group. 
Some of the words may not seem to say anythin~ about the sroup 
of persons, but mark your first feeling anyway, There are no 
right or wrong answers, so mark the box that eeems best to you, 

Here is how to mark youI.' answers, 

How I Feel About Police 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

If you are real sure you like POLICE, you would put an X near 
the Good, Like this: 

Good 1 X .1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

If you are real sure you don't like POLICE, put an X near 
the Bad, Like this: 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 

Bad 

Bad 

If you are pretty sure you like POLICE, or pretty sure you don't 
like POLICE, make your X: 

Good 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 Bad 

If you like them a little or don't like them a little, mark: 

Good 1 1 1 X l' 1 1 1 1 Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 Bad 

If you are sure you don't feeL one way or the other about POLICE, 
then make your X in the center box: 

Good ~l __ ~l __ ~l~~l~X~l~~l~ __ ~l ___ l Bad 

t 
I 
I 
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How I feel abo~t the other inmates ~ere 

50 Good Bad : : : . . . . ----- ._--- ----- ----'----_._--,----, 
Hard 

59 Soft ---!---:--:----:----:---: .. --: 

60 Acti.ve . . . . . . _ .... __ ._-_._-_._-_._-_ .. _- .Passive 

61 Cruel ---:--:-:-:---=---:---: Kind 

62 Strong 
---:---: .. ---.--:---:---:---:--- Weak 

Hard-wor~dn8 
Hustling ---:---:,--:-: : : : ---------
Clean ---=---:--:--:---:---:---: Dirty 

Hot : . . . .. . _______ · ___ . ___ -_e ___ .. ___ Cold 

----:----:---:----:---:---:---: Fast 

t 
137 Important : : . . . . --- - --_._--_ ... _--._--,----- Unimportant 

150 Violent -----:---:---:-----:---:---:---: Non-violent 

tl9 Small ---:---:---:-----!---:---:----: Larse 

,0 FOOlish : . . . . . --- -.-.---.--.---'~-- Wise 

Siele Healthy ---:---:---: : : : -- ---- ---- ----

! 
(. ! 

I ". 

, 

( t 
I 



CARD V 

D (1.15) 

16 
Good 

17 Soft 

10 Active 

19 Cruel 

20 Strong 

21 Hustling 

22 Clean 

2' 
3 Hot 

24 Slow 

25 Important 

26 Violent 

27 Small 

20 Foolish 

211 Healthy 

!:lov~ the other inmates feel about i'1E 

" . . . . ___ 0 ___ 0 __ - ° ____ 0 ___ 0. __ 

. . . . ____________ 0 ____ 0 ___ 0 ___ 0.--_-

° ° --- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- -----
° ° ___ 0 __ .- ___ 0 __ _ ___ 0_--- __ _ 

· ... ___ " _______ 0 ___ " ___ 0 __ - ___ _ 

. . . . _______________ 0 ____ " ___ 0 ___ .0 

· . .. . ---".-__ " ___ 0_--_" __ - _____ 0 

· " . . . . _----0 ___ "--_--0_----0 ____ "_--_0 __ -

· . . . . . ------" __ --0._----" ___ 0 __ --" __ --0--_--
.. . . ___ 0 __ --" __ -- _____ 0 _______ 0 __ __ 

° " --- ---- ._-- ._-- ._--- ---- ----
· . .. . · . .. . ---- -~- --- ---- ---- --- -----

17 

Bad 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 

l~eak 

Hard-working 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 

Non-violent 

Large 

tHse 

Sick 

f' 
I" t, 
1(, 

10 Good 

t\ It Soft 

12 Active 

II Cruel 

14 Strong 

I. Clean 

Ie Hot 

17 Glow 

II Important 

:18 Small 

I 
40 Foolish 

4t Healthy 
f. ' : 

f·: 
I 

How I feet about VIOLENCE 

· . . . . . ------0------0------0------0------0------0----_-
· . . . . . . 

------°------°------°------°------°------°------° · . . . . . __ ____ o ______ a ______ a ______ a _____ o ______ o ____ __ 

· . . . . . . ______ O ______ G ______ .~ ____ O ______ O' _____ O ______ O 

• • • II • • • ______ a ______ • ______ a ______ & ______ O _____ O _____ O 

• • • • 6 It • 

_.~.-_--o----- .. -.-_-.-o 
• -9 • • • • -----__ ----_0------0------0------0------0----_0 

· ..... ------0--_-- . _____ . ______ . ______ .~. _____ o 

· . . . . . ._a_a ____ o_o ______ o ____ o ___ _ 

· . . . . . . a ___ a_a_a ______ a_a_. 

· . . . . . : " ___ a_a_a_a_a ____ _ 

· . . . . . . ______ a ______ a ______ O ______ O ______ 
O 
______ 

O 
_____ 

O 

Bad 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 

Weak 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast 

Unimportant 

Large 

Wise 

Sick 
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How I feel about CRIME 

42 Good , , ------. , . ------ -----"------:-----:-----:---- Bad 
,t 

43 Soft , 
-----,------:------! : • • ----- -----"-----, .---: Hard 

44 Active -----:----: : . . ____ --__ ' ___ 0_-.- ___ __ Passive 

45 Cruel -----: : . ------ ----'---_. ' ----- .-----,-----: Kind 
if 

46 Strong , 
____ 0--__ - :_.------ : ~ ______ : ___ -_: ____ ° , 0.-___ 0 Weak 

47 Clean -----: : . ______ ----_0 ___ --: : • ______ ----_0--_- Dirty 

40 Hot ° ___ 0 ' ° _--_--0 ___ --'_---:----_:-----:_--_: Cold 

41'1 Slow , -------', ---:.----= . . ____ 0 _____ ,_._: ____ : Fast 

5C Important , , 
------,------' : ------ . Unimportant 

51 Small . 
------,~----: : . ----- ----, -----:-----:.----

(, 
Large 

52 Foolish , , --__ 0.----_- : . ---- ------' ------ : -----: : ----- Wise 

53 Healthy , ----_. ----:-----: . . ------- . . . ---- ----,-----, Sick 
(f 
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54 

55 

55 

57 

so 

s. 
60 

61 

6Z 

53 
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How I feel about a STEADY JOB 

Go,'d ----: : . ------ -----'._--- ----:-----: .---- Bad 

Soft , _____ e : • ------ ----,-----: : . ---- -----,------- Hard 

Active , , ___ 0----_. : . ----- ---' ' ----- ---- '----- Passive 

Cruel ----: : . --- . . . ------ -----,-----,-----:-----: Kind 

Strong -----: : . ------ ----,----: : . . ----- ------,---° Weak 

Clean ----: . . ____ ° . ____ 0 _____ : : ••• 
____ --_--'--__ 0 Dirty 

Hot ° ° -- . . ------ -----. : . • _____ --____ 0. __ - :. ___ -: Cold 

Slow ° ----_0 ___ : : . __________ 0 ___ -- :. ____ : ' .--__ 0 Fast 

Important < -_ .. _. : . ---- -----,-----:------:-----:----: Unimportant 

Small o , ------0_--_0--_--: : . _________ -.0. __ -: _____ : Larse 

FOlllish -: : . ________ o _____ -: ______ ! : • _____ --_0 Wi.se 

Healthy , 0 _. . . - ______ e_,_= ____ : ____ : ____ : Siclt 



Here l"e're interested in your attitudes abuut crirlle. 

54 95. Most inmates in prison didn't do anything worse than most people 

55 

SIS 

57 

50 

59 

96. 

97. 

98. 

99. 

on the outside, they were just unlucky to get caught. 

STRONGLY 
__ AGREE 2 __ .AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

People who commit serious crimes deserve to go to prison. 

STRONGLY 
__ AGREE 

2 3 

___ AGREE __ DISAGREE 
4 STRONGLY 
__ DISAGREE 

The major cause of serious crime is being poor. 

STLWNGLY 
__ AGREE 

STRONGLY 
___ AGREE ___ DISAGREE _DISAGREE 

1 2 3 4 

If there was tougher punishlaent for people whO commit serious 
crimes, there would be less crime. 

STRONGLY 
__ AGREE __ AGREE __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
__ DISAGREE 

t 234 

Society is r..ol:e to blame than the individual for most crime. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
AGREE __ AGREE __ DISAGREE __ DISAGREE 

1-- 2 3 4 

100. There is no ~~xcuse for cor.unitting a criille that hurts other people. 

STRONGLY 
1 __ AGREE 2 ___ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

60 101. Rich people actually commit as many criules as poor people, they 
just don't ao to jail for them. 

STRONGLY 
1 ___ AGREE 2--AGREE 3 ___ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

21 

6~ 102. If you need money badly enough, it's alri8ht to use force to Bet it. 

STRONGLY 
1. __ AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

S'rRONGLY 
.; __ DISAGREE 

62 103. People are likely to look down on someone who backs down 
from a fight. 

STfiUNGLY 
1 __ AGREE 2 __ AGREE 3 __ DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE' 

63 104. When thinr:,s aren't going well, winnine, a ficht can r.iake a 
person feel really good. 

STRONGLY 
__ AGREE 2 __ ..:AGREE 3 __ DISAGUEE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

, '. 
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64.65 105. 

615.157 106. 

eo t 07. 

f!l 

How long have you been on this unit? 

__ \4EEKS __ MONTHS 

How many units have you been on since you have been here? 

___ -...:NUMBER OF UN ITS 

What did you think of this questionnaire? 

22 
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i~ovement and Disci p I I nary - Long I tudl na I 5amp Ie 

Curd '.' 

1-2 Card Kumber 

3-7 Institutional I. D. 

11-14 

15 

16-17 

1 :-19 
20-21 

22-2~ 

24-25 

2~-27 

ze 

29-30 

31-32 

33-J4 

37-38 
39-40 
41-/12 

4J-l14 

115-' .. 5 

47-43 
49-,0 

5,-56 

57-,9 
~o-61 

Facility 

UnIt 

Project I. D. 

Response Status 

Date of Commlttment 

Nonth of Commlttment 

Year of Committment 

:Jate of Terminat Ion of Sentence 

Honth of Termination of Sentence 

Year of Termination of Sentence 

Type of Termination 

1 Parole 2 Recall --,,, __ Escape 5 __ Expu 151 on 
3 __ I·tax Ou t 

u Other --
Longitudinal ~nlt (UnIt on for longest time) 
Time on Un it (r10nths) 

1st. Unl to 

Time on Un it ('lonths) 

Last UnIt -

TIme on Unit (Months) 

Total number of units 

Date of Entry. Longitudinal Unit 

Month of Entry. Longitudinal UnIt 

Year of Entry. Longlt~dlnal Unit 

Total I Offensis prior to Longitudinal UnIt 
Tota I II offenses on Lon!! I tud I na I IJn it 

Total # Offenses after Longltudlnal'.!nl t 
Offense ... 1st. Prior 

Penalty - 1st. Prior 

Offense .. 2nd. Prior 
Penalty .. 2nd. Prior 
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( '~ "I) , 3 
GS-GG Offense - 3rd. Prior , 

67-G~ Penalty - 3rd. Prior I 
I 

70-71 Offense - 4th. Prior 1 ' Card III 

72-74 Penalty - 4th. Prior 1,; '. 1-15 ( I .0. Information) 

16-17 Offense - 1st. after Unit 
Card VI 13-20 Penalty 1st. after 

1-15 ( I .0. I n format! on) 21-22 Offense - 2nd. after 

16-17 Offense - 1st. en Unit 
, t 23-25 Pena 1 ty 2nd. after 

18-20 Penalty - 1st. on Un it 26-27 Offense - 3rd. after 

21-22 Offense - 2nd on 2C-3t) Penalty - 3rd. after 

23-25 Penalty - 2nd on 31-32 Offense - 14th. after 

26-27 Offense - 3rd. 
t If 33-35 Penalty - 4~h • after on 

28-30 Penalty - 3rd. on 36-37 Adjustmen,t problems on Long. Unit. 

31-32 Offense - 4th. on 38"3~ Total H Adjustment problems. 

33-35 Pena 1 ty-- 4th. on 
.iI, 

f, t 
~ 

36-37 Offense - 5th. on 

38-40 Penalty - 5th. on 

41-42 Offense .. 6th. on 

43-45 Penalty - ~th. on « ' I % 
46-47 Offense - 7th. on 

48-50 Penalty - 7th. on 

51-52 Offense .. 8th. on 

53-55' Penalty .. Oth. on I ~ 
56-Si Offense - 9th. on I • 
58-60 P"naky .. 9th •. on 
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61-62 OHense - 10th. W 
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on I '-( 
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DATE OF INTERVIEW 
-M~O~N~TH~--~D~AY~--~Y~EA~R~ 

NAI1E OF RESPotlDENT 
--------~-----------

NAME OF InTERVIEWER, ______ _ 
FACILITY 
FAC I LlTY 10 
COTTAGE OR U:lIT 10 
EXIT DATE ----------

EX I T I NTERV I El-/ - GROUP C ENTE RS 
(February, 1978) 

Hello, my name is • and I'm Involved in a 
study of correctional facilities conducted by Rutgers University. 
Somebody from our project spoke to you when you first came here. 
We're Interested In your experie"ccs and opinions ~ince you've 
been here. There are no rIght und wrong answers, and the 
Information you give us is completely confidential. So please 
feel free to answer the questions the best you can. 

This Interview will take about one hour, and you will be paid 
$2.00 for your time. This money will be put into your account. 

10m I t asking Questions 2, 12, 14 and 77 at Hlghflelds, ~'arren 
Ocean and Turrel J.7 

, '. 



1 t5 1. 

17 2. 

10 
3. 

4. 
111 

ao. 22 5. 

23 6. 

27 8. 

20 9. 

How much did being here help you understand why you did the t~lngs 
that got you Into trouble? 

NOT AT 
_ALL 2 A LITTLE S SOME 4 MUCH I A LOT - - -
How much did you improve your schoolir.g while you were here? 

NOT AT 
ALL a A LITTLE s SOME 4 MUCH 5 A LOT - -

How much did you improve your job skills while you were here? 

~IOT AT 
ALL A LITTLE SOME HUCH 

1- 2- s- 4- S 
A LOT 

Do you think this place has helped you In any \'lay? 

__ YES CAN'T SAY 
:1--a_--..;NO 

If yes, how? 

Do you think this place has hurt you in any way? 

__ YES 2 _--..;NO :I CAN'T SAY --
If yes, how? 

Do you think you're a tougher person now than when you ,came here? 

YES 2 NO:l CAN'T SAY ---- ---- ----
Do you think you're more or less likely to get into trouble again 
because you've been here? 

MORE LESS tlO 
LIKELY 2 LIKELY:I DIFFERENCE 4 CAN'T SAY - -

10. What was it about this place that has made you (more/less) likely 
ag.:l1 to get into trouble? 

. '. 

3:.1 11. On the whole, the treatment staff was helpful to me. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE a AGREE :I DISAGREE 4 

STRO~JGLY 
DISAGREE -

, 
t 
I 

. I 
· I .. 

I 
I 

I. 

! , 

I' ~ 
l 

I 
.... 

12. 

S4 13. 

1 

14. 

15. 

:17 16, 

:10 
17. 

18. 

2 

On the whole, the custodial staff was fair to me. 

STRONGLY STRONGLY 
_AGREE 2 _AGREE S ____ DiSAGREE " ____ OISAGREE 

How many of the treatment staff here did you trust? 

NONE - MOST I ALL --
How many of the custodial staff here did you trust? 

NONE s HALF 4 MOST s ALL - -
How many of the other Inmates Ires,1 dents her.erl.(kt~ you trust? 

~lONE s HALF -
Did you learn mOl"'e from the staff or from the other Inma·te.slr-eS;f1dents 
whIle you were here? 

RESIDENTS/ 
__ STAFF 2 I NMATES :I BOTH 4 NE ITHER 

How much did the other t"nmlates Ires I dents teach you ,'about how to get away 
with crimes? 

PRETTY 
1_NONE 2-'" LITTLE :I_SOME 4_MUCH I_A LOT 

How safe did you feel while you were here? 

NOT SAFE A LITTLE 
AT ALL' SAFE 

1- z-

PRETTY 
SAFE 

3-

VERY 
SAFE 

4-

COMPLETELY 
I_SAFE 

40 19. The Inmates/reslden!s here were tougher than expe~ted them to be. 

41 

4a 

4' 

20. 

21. 

22. 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

1- :I~GREE DISAGREE 
~-

STRONGLY 
4_DISAGREE 

How many of the other inmates/residents would you Hke to see on the 
outslde? 

1 ALL - HALF 4 A FEW - I NO~IE 3 

How many c10se friendships did you make whi1e you were here? 

NONE THREE TO FIVE 4 MORE THAN FIVE -
How often did your faml1y visit you while you were here? 

EVERY 
WEEK 

LESS THAN 
ONCE 

-
SEVERAL 
TIMfS 

a_A MONTH 
O~ICE 

3:""';""A MONTH 4~ MONTH • NEVER 



, . ... ...,. ------ -- - - -

44 23. How often were you in 
you were here? 

SEVERAL 
TIMES 

3 

touch with your family by letter or phone while 

ONCE 
LESS THAN 
ONCE EVERY 

WEEK A MONTH A MONTH 4 A MmlTH I NEVER • N.A.;i - -' 

45 24. 

25. 

47 26. 

40 27. 

How often did anyone other than your family visit you while you were 
here? 

EVERY 
WEEK 

How often 
letter or 

EVERY 
~JEEK 

SEVERAL 
TIMES 

z A MONTH -
ONCE 

I A MOUTH 4 
,'-

were you in touch with anyone' other 
phone while you were here? 

SEVERAL 
TIMES 

z .\ MONTH :I -
ONCE 
A MmlTH 4 

LEf:S THAN 
ONCE 
A MONTH 5 NEVER -

than your family by 

LE'SS THAN 
ONCE 
A MONTH 5 NEVER 

Do you expect to have the same frIends you had before you came here 
after you leave? 

__ YES 2 NO --- :I __ UNSURE 

Overall, how much would you say this place has helped you? 

_--.,;A LOT Z __ SOME 4 nOT AT ALL ---
49 27a. How do you think this place cruld have helped you more? 
51 

52 28. Do you look down on ~urseTf because you've been here? 

29. 

YES Z NO --- :I __ UNSURE 

What do you think are the~ances that you will be incarcerated again? 

NO 
CHANCE Z 

LO~I 
CHANCE 

, " 

50-
3.--50 

GOOD 
4 CHANCE -

DEFINITE 
I CHMlCE -

It 

II ' 

{ , 

r 
~ l 

t' 
J 
I 
I' 
1 I: 

54 

la 

17 

Ie 

58 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

,.., 

What do you think are the chances that you can be straight outside? 

NO 
_CHANCE 

LOW 
Z _CHANCE 

50-
:I_50 

GOOD 
4 _CHANCE 

DEF~NITE 
5 _CHANCE 

What are the chances that people on. 'the o.u~t~ icl.J! wi 11 g,ive you an even 
break if they know that y.bu've been here? 

NO 
'_CHANCE 

LOW 
z _CHANCE 

GOOD 
4_CHANCE 

DEFINITE 
I_CHANCE 

What are the chances that it will be harder for you to Bet a job 
because you~ve been here? 

NO LOW 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
, _CHANCE z _CHANCE :I _50 4 _CHANCE I __ CHANCE 

How many of your friends will look ~ to you because you've been here? 

,_ALL 

How cany of your friends will look down. on you because you've been 
here? 

3 _HALF 4 SOME 5 _NONE 

35. Will your cother or step-mother look down on you because you've been 
hf!re? 

:I __ UNSURE 4~N.A. 

60 36. Will your father or step-father look down on you because you've been 

a i 

a2 

here? 

I_YES 2_NO :I_UNSURE 

37. On the whole, has being here helped you more or hurt you moreT 

HELPED 
,_MORE 2 _HURT MORl~ 

NO 
3 _DlFFEREN.CE 4_ ('p'T SAY 

38. It would help someone who got into the sao!! kind of trouble I did 
to cooe to this place. 

STRONGLY 
,,_AGREE 3_DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 __ DISAGREE 

Compared to other institutions in correct-ions, how would you 
rate this place? 

, _BETTER THAN MOST '2._THE SAME AS MOST, :I _tiTORSE THAN MOST 
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The next few questions are a out w a~ b h f you would like to do in the future. 

40. Where do you expect to be living when you leave here? 

ISS 41. 

87.08 42 . 

Sg.7843. 

71.7% 44. 

73 45. 

74.75 46. 

'78 41. 

MOTHER AND FATHER - GIRL/BoYFRIEND 

MOTHER AND STEPFATHER SPOUSE 

FATRER AND STEPMOTHF~R ONC'JN 

MOTHER ONLY WITH FRIENDS 

FATHER ONLY DON"T KNOW 

OTHER RELATIVES OTHER (SPECIFY) -
- FOSTER PARENTS 

Do you expect to return t o school in the near future? 

~N.A. 

What is the highest grade of school you would like !2 cocplete? 

GRADE ---
What is the highest grade of school you think you will complete? 

GRADE ---
k get when you leave here? u WHAT kind of job would you 1i e to 

What are your chances of actually Betting a job like this? 

NO 
CHANCE 

LOW 
z _CHANCE 

50-
:1 __ 50 

GOOD CERTAIN 
'" _CHANCE s _CHANCE 

ki d of j ob do you think you will actually get Being for real, what n 
when you leave here? 
PROBE: What do you have in mind exactly? 

When you get out, how mu~h of your money do you think will come 
from crime? 

NONE - SOME - HALF MOST ALL .-z 3 4 s 
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48. 

4,9. 

How oany of your friends du you think will be involved in crioe .ten 
years from now? 

z _SOME 
:1-HAU 

How many of your friends do you think will be in prison ten years 
froe now? 

SONE - z_Smm 
5 ALL --

50. How would you rate your friends on the outside who have been 
in trouble with the law? 
PiOBE: loean: hOW ~ld you rate them as people. 
WOluld you say they are . • . 

VER.Y 

6 

NOT GOOD 
_AT ALL z FAIR -

PRET'l'Y 
:I_GOOD '" __ GOOD I _EXCELLENT 

51. How would you rate your friends on the outside who have not been in 
trouble with the law? 

NOT GOOD 
, AT ALL - PRE'l'TY 

:) _GOOD 
. VERY 

4 _GOOD S _EXCELLENT 
CARD II 

52. Pretend you have a steady job. People say that certain bad things can 
go along with this, like bills, taxes, and not havins enough money. 

53. 

a. What would be the chances of things like this happening to you if 
you had a steady job? 

NO 
_CHANCE 

SOME 
z CHANCE -

50-
:I_50 

GOOD 
4 _CHAN<.."E 

DEFINITE 
!I _CHANCE 

b. How unhappy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

NOT UNHAPpy A LITTLE 
1 _AT ALL 3 _mlHlll?PY 

SOMEWlL\T 
:I-~\PPY 

PRETTY COMPLETELY 
4---UNHAPPY S _UNHAPPY 

Along with having a steady job, people say that other bad thinss can 
happen, like having to keep a schedule and punching a time clock, 
having too much responsibility and not being your own boss. 

a. What WOuld be the chances of thines like these happening to you 
if you had a steady jOb. 

NO SOME 
, _CHAlCI z _CHANCE 

50-
:1 __ 50 

GOOD 
4 _CHANCE 

DEFINITE 
s _CHANCE 

b. How unhappy would y'ou be if things like these happened to you? 

NOT UNHAPPY A LiT:irz.E 
1 _AT ALL :a _HAPPY SOMEWHAT PRETTY COMPLETELY 

:I _UNHAPPY 4 _UNHAPPY s _UNHAPPY 
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54. Finally, people say that alone with having a steady job t soce other 
bad things can happen like boredoc and frustration and wor~in8 

55. 

56. 

too much. 

a. What would be the chances of thines like these happening to 
you if you had a steady job? 

NO 
_CRANCE 

SOME 
2_CHANCE 

GOOD 
4 CHANCE -

DEFINITE 
I_CHANCE 

b. Row unhappy would you be if thines like these happened to you? 

N<YJ: UNHAP1"i 
AT ALL 

A LI'l."rLE 
UNHAPPY 

sOMEWHAT 
UNHAPPY 

PRETTY CQKlIU'IELY 

1- 2- ,- UNHAPPY UNHAPPY 
4- ,-

Pretend you have a criminal career. People say that certain eoed 

things can eo along with this, like having good money, a good car 
and a nice house. 

a What would be the chances of thines like theBe happening to you 
if you had a criminal career? 

NO seMi 
,_CHANCE 2_Cl:tANCE 

50-

3_50 

GOOD 
CHANCE 

4-

DEFINITE 
CHANCE ,-

b. How ~ would you be if things like these happened to you? 
If 

NOT HAPPY A LITTLE 
1 _AT ALL 2 _HAPPY 

SOMEM~T PRETTY 
3_HAPry 4_HAPPY 

COMPLETELY 
HAPPY 

5-

Along with having a criminal career, people say that other eood 

thinp,s can happen, like bein8 your own boss, not having to keep 
to a schedule, and freedom. 

a. Hhat would be the chances of thines like these happening to 

you if you had a criminal career? 

SOME 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
NO 
CHANCE CHANCE SO CHANCE CHANCE 

1_ 2- 3- 4-- ,-
b. How .!'taDp! would you be if things like these happened to you? 

Ij 

NOT MPPY 
A1' ALL 

A LITl'LE 
HAPPY 

SOMEWHAT 
HAPPY ,..-

COMPLETILY 
HAPPY U 
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27 

2D 

211 

30 

31 

32 

34 

57. 

58. 

Finally, people say that along with having a criminal career some 
other good things can happen like being cool, hustling 
adventure and kicks. ' 

a. What would be the chance of things like these happening to 
if you had a criminal career? you 

8 

NO 
1 _CHANCE z 

SOME 
CRANCE 

50-
, __ 50 

GOOD 
4 _CHANCE 

DEFINITE 
I _CHANCE 

h. How happy would you be 1£ things like these h~"ppened to you? 

NOT HAPPY 
1 _AT ALL 

A LI'n'LE 
z _HAPPY 

PRETTY COMPLETELY 
4 _HAPPY 5 _HAPPY 

Now~ I'm going to ask you some questions about yourself. For each 
statement that I read, lId like you to tell oe if you strongly agree, 
agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. 

STRONGLY 
______________________________ ~AG~RE~EE _ AAjGREE DISAGREE 

i -_.,--_ .. 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE -

I A. Generally, I'm satisfied I 
with myself. I 

I 

I i 

B. I wish I could have I I I 

more 

\ I 
I 

respect for myself. I 

I I 

l C. I feel that nothing or I ! 
almost nothing, can 

, I 

1 I . 
change the opinion I I 
hold of myself. I 

, 
I I 

, 1 
I I 

I I I 

D. What happens to me is my 
I i I I 

own doing. I 
, 

I 
I 

i i 
~ 

I 

E. I feel that I'm a perBon 
! 

I 

who's worth something, at i I 
, · I I 

lo!ast !aqua! to others. I 
I 
I , 

F I certainly feel uSl/!less 
I 

at t1.cu. I j 
I 

, 

i. I .m 

I · 
G I've noticed that cy 

i I 

J ideas I I 

about myself seem to · change 
, I 1 
I I very quickly. . 

! .. , 
i 
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:17 J. 

:10 K 

-
L. 

40 M 

41 N 

42 O. 

-
P 

44 Q. 

41 R. 

.-
I have often found that what 
is Boing to happen will 
happen. 

1 feel 1 have a number of 
good qualities. 

At times, I think I'm no 
good at all. 

Some days I have a very 
good opinion of myself; 
other days, I have a very 
poor opinion of myself. 

When I make plans I am 
almost certain I can make 
them work. 

-
I am able to do things as 
well as most people. 

Being here makes me feel 
like a crimina 1. 

I don't feel I have much 
to be proud of. 

I find that on one day I 
have one opinion of myself 
and on another day I have 
another opinion. 

In my case getting what 1 
want has little or 
nothins to do with luck. 

1 take a positive 
attitllde toward myself. . . 

I 
I 
I 

I 

J 
I 

I 

STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

. 

_. 

I 

I 

I , 

. 
I 
I 

I -

I A D S CREE' 
~ 

-,. 

. 

9 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

i 
I 

-

I 

. 

e 

fI 

( 

( 

; 

I 

t \ 

r· \. 
\ 4. 

\ 
\ ! 

1'1 47 

lj 

[: ~ 41 

~. 

i 
4. 

.~ 

S. Even before I was 
sentenced here, I felt 
like a criminal. 

T. All in all, I tend to 
think I'm a failure. 

U. My opinion of my.elf seems 
to change a good deal. 

. 
v; Many times 1 feel that I 

have little influence on 
what happens to me. 

. . 

STRONGLY 
ACRE E AGREE 

10 
STRONGLY 

DISAGREE DISAGREE 
, 

" 

._- •...• -'-'-



NOW we wanl; 1:0 rino OUl; wns.:; yuu i:1I.L~1\, auuuL. ':CCL.U.&.l1 i'o.&.lIU;:' vI- "'U.&.Utll:I. 

We have made lists of some words. You w4 11 f.ind these words have 
opposites (like: up-down). Would you please mark the box which you 
think is clolest to your fe.linS8 about thele things. When we ask 
you to think about police, for example, we do not want you to just 
think about ~h. beft or werlt'policeman ,bu hay.~ever known. Just 
think about policemen as a group. Some of the words may not seem 
to say anything about the group of persons, but mark your first 
feeling anyway. There are no right or wrong answera, so mark the 
box that seems best to you. 

Here is how to mark you answers. 

How I Feel About PO!4ICE 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

If you are real sure you like POLICE, you would put an X near the Good. 
Like this: 

Good l X 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 Bad 

1£ you are real sure you don't 
Like this: 

like POLICE, put an X near the~, 

Good l l 1 l l 1 1 X 1 Bad 

If you are pretty sure you 1 ike POLICE, or pretty sure you don't like 
POL.lCE, make your X: 

Good 1 1 X 1 1. 1 1 1 l Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 , Bad . 
If you like them a little or don't like them a Httle, mark: 

Good 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 Bad 

If' you are sure you don't feel one way or the other about POLICE. 
then make your X in the center box: 

Good 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 Bad 

. '. 

...-
~ 12 
i 
<l 
~ 
, < t .« 

l-
i 
1 
1 
\< , 
r' 
1 

How I feel about ME 

Good · Bad · -
\ 
I 
I " 

Soft Hard 

Active l'assive 

Cruel Kind 

StronB · Weak · --
HustliIlg Hard··wl.)).;'kinp, , 
Clean : · Dirty · 

r 
-- - --

Hot Cold 

Slow Fast 
I! \. 

Important · · Unimportant · · --
Violent Non-violent 

Soall Large 

Foolish · · Wise · · --
Healthy . . Sick . . -.. - --- ----

[ 

~ 

. < • 

( I '. .. 
~I '0 ! 

,," 1 

! t i :' , • 
~' < i 



f 13 

! How my FRIENDS feel about ME 

Good . Bad . -
Soft Hard 

How MY FAMILY feels about ME 
Active Passive 

Cruel Kind Good Bad 
Strong Weak Soft. Hard 
Hustling · Pard-working · - Active · · Passive · -- · -
C1-..m · · Dirty · --· Cruel · · Kind · · -- '-Hot Cold Strong : · t~eak · ---
Slow Fast Hustling : · Hard working -- · -
Important . : . Unimpot'tant . . -- Clean · Dirty · -
Viol~nt · Non Nviolent · -- Hot · Cold · -
Small · · Large · - · Slow : · Fast · - -
Foolish Wise Important · Unimportant · --
HealChy Sick Violent · Non··violent · --

Small · Large · --
Foolish · Wise · -
n ... " 1 i:h.)" · . Sick · . f_-_ 

. " 

.. 
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:\ 

I • 

Good 

Soft 

Active 

Cruel 

Strong 

Rustling 

Clean 

Rot 

Slow 

Important 

Violent 

f:mall 

Foolish 

Healthy 

How Society feels about ME 

, '--- ---'_. '-- --

: - , '--- '--- ------'--

, '--- ---'- --_. 

--- --- - ----
, ------'-----
, ----- --- ---'--- -- ---

. " 
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50 

Bad 
I' 

Hard 

Passive 

Kind 60, 

Weak 

Hard-working II 

Dirty 

Cold 

Fast I' 
Unil!lportant (. 

Non-violent 
61. 

Large 

Wise 
14 

Sick 

{ \1 Jr' 
Ii ~; II 

" & , 
" 
~ , 
.j i~ , 

I " 

f t 

( 

----'--~~ .. -

good things can go along with this, iike hav1ng a nlce nou~e, a 
good car, and good money, 

a, What would be the chances of things like these happening to 
you if you had a steady job? 

NO SOME 
1 _CHANCE 2 _OIANCE 

50-
~_50 

GOOD DEFINITE 
4 _CHANCE 1 _CHANCE 

b, Row happy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

NO'rHAPPY 
, _AT. ALL 

A LIT.T.LE 
l..-HAPFY 

SOMEWHAT. PRE'l'T.Y COMPLETELY 
~ _HAPPY .. _HAPPY 1 _HAPPY 

Along with having a steady job, people say that other things can 
happen like staying out of trouble, not Bo~ng to jail, and having 
the freedom to go where you want, 

a, What would be the chances of things like these happening to you 
if you had a steady job? 

NO SOME 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
CRANCE CHANCE 50 CHANCE CHANCE ,- Z-- ~- .- --5 

b, How happy would you be 1£ things 11ke these happened to you? 

NOTRAPPY A LIT.T.LE SOMEWHAT. PRE'ITY COMPLETELY 
AT. ALL HAPPY HAPPY HAPPY HAPPY ,- z--- ~- .- 5 -

Finally, people say that along with a steady job some other good 
things can happen like being respected by yourself and others, 
advancement, and achieving a good position in the community, 

a, What would be the chances of things like these happening to 
you if you had a steady job? 

NO 
CHANCE ,- 2-

SOME 
CHANCE 

~-

50-
50 

GOOD 
CHANCE 

4- • 
DU'INlTE 

_CHl.WCE 

b, Row happy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

,-
NOT. HAPPY 
A~ ALL 

2-

A l..I'l'TLE 
HAl'PY 

SOMEWHAT. PREn'Y 
HAPPY HAPPY 

;a- 4-- -• 
COMPLET.ELY 
HAPPY 

Ib 
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62. 

~ , 

IS 

57 

63. 

10 

IQ 

64. 

50 

51 

Now again imagine you have a criminal career. People say that 
certain bad things can go along with this, like having no money, 
no decent place to live, and having bad debts. 

a. What. would ba Che chances of i:h1nss l1ke these hdppeniiig to 
you if you had a criminal career? 

NO 
1_CHANCB 

SOME 
a_CHANCE 

50-
:1 __ 50 

GOOD 
4 ____ CHANCE 

DEFINItE 
5 _CHANCE 

b. Row unha~ would you be if thiags like these happened to you? 

17 

NOT UNllAPPY 
1_AT ALL 

A LITTLE SOMEWHAT p:p~ COMPLETELi 
a _UNHAPPY :I __ UNHAPPY 4 _UNHAPPY I _UNHAPPY ~ 

Along with having a criminal career, people say that ether bad things 
can happen like getting caught, being in jail, and having a record. 

a. ~hat would be the chances of things like these happening to you 
if you had a criminal career? 

NO SOME 
1 _CHANCE. a _CHANCE 

50-
:I_50 

GOOD 
4_CRANCE 

DEFINITE 
I_CHANCE 

b. Row unhappy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

NOT UNHAPPY 
,_AT. ALL 

A LITTLE SOMEWHAT PRE-rrr~~ COMPLETEr. 
2 _UNllAPPl I _UNHAPPY 4 _UNllAPFY I _onAP'PY 

Finally, peopl"! say that along with having a criminal carC!er some 
other bad things can happen, like not bC!ing respected by yourself 
and others, shame and being looked down on. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening to you 
if you had a criminal career? 

DEFINITE NO 
_CRANCE , 

SOME 
CHANCE 

50-
SO 

GOOD 
CHANCE CHANCE { 

a- :1- 4- 5-

b. Row unhappy would you be if things like these happened to you? 

NOT UNHAPPY Po LITrLE SOMEWHAT PRETTY COMPLE'IEI 
,_AT. ALL 2-~ __ UNHAPPY .&_.~._UN1lAPPY, 

v. 

. " 

( " i 

62 

54 

511 

157 

eo 

70' 

l~ 
( 

Here, i.nt:erest4dU in what you feel should be done about crime. 

65. Most incates ill prison did It d n 0 anything worse than !:'lOse: people on 
the outside, they were just unlucky to Bee caught. 

1 -

S1'R.ONGLY 
_AGREE 2 _AGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 _DISAGREE 

6~1 People Who ~orncit soriou8 crimes deserve to go to prison. 

" 

2 _AGREE , _DISAG.REE 
STRONGLY 

4 _DISAGREE 

67. The major cause of serious i i cr me s poverty. 

S'rRONGLY 
1 _AGREE 2 _AGREE 3 _DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
4 _DISAGREE 

68. If there was tougher punishment for 1 peop e who commit serious 
crimes there would be less crine. 

STRONGLY 
1 _AGREE 2 _ AGREE 

STRONGLY 
:I _DISAGREE 4 _DISAGREE 

69. Society is nore to blame than the individual for 

STRONGLY 
, _AGREE 

:I _DISAGREE 

most crimes. 

STRONGLY 
4 _DISAGREE 

70. There is no justification f i or eooc tting a crime that hurts 
other people. 

S'rRONGLY 
_AGREE 

3 _DISAGREE 
ST.RONGLY 

4 _DISAGREE 

71. People are likely to look down on sooeone who a fight. backs down fro~ 

72 .. 

73. 

S'!R.ONGLY 
1 _AGREE 

3 _DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

4 _DISAGREE 

When things aren I,t gains well, winninr. a fight can make a 
person feel really gOOd. 

STRONGLY 
, _AGREE 

:I _DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

4 _DISAGREE 

If you need ooney badly enough, itls all right to use force to 
get it. 

STRONGLY 
, _AGREE 

. " 

2 _AGREE :I _DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

4 _DISAGREE 

18 
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~low I'm going to ask you some quest:10ns aDOUC now you c1gn~ ~ee.L .Ll. yuu 
,:,'ere in the situations I am going to describe. 19 i 

74. You talk to a man about a job in his place. He doesn't seem to be 
listening to you, and treats you like you're unimportant. F'iDally, 
he says there are no job openin8s for you and turns away. 

a. What do you think the chances would be that you would punch 
him out? 

NO 
CHANCE 

~ 

SOME 
CHANCE 

r-- ~-

50-
50 

I 

DEFINITE 
_CHANCE 

b. What are the chances that your friends would approve of your 
fighting? 

NO 
CHANCE 

r---

SOME 
CHANCE 

r--

50-
50 r- 4--

GOOD 
CHANCE 

I 

DEFINITE 
_CHANCE 

75. Your friends are talking about fighting some guys who have been 
eiving all of you a hard time. These guys are tough, and you know 
someone is BOing to get hurt in the fieht. You are asked iif you 
are going to join in the fight. 

a. What do you think the chances would be that you would fight 
these other guys? 

NO SOME 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
CHANCE CHANCE SO CHANCE CHANCE 

t- ,- ,- • - I -
b. What are the chances that your friends would approve of your 

fighting? 

NO SOME 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
CHANCE CHANCE 50 CHANCE CHANCE 

1- 1- ,- 4 - I -
76. Suppose one of your friends tells you about a guy who is selling 

grass. You both think it would not be hard to steal his supply, 
since he is not too tOUCh. When you try, he puts up a fieht. 
You know you can still Bet the erass if you use force. 

a. What do you think the chances would be that you would use 
force to eet the grass? 

NO SOME 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
CHANCE .-CHANCE 50 CHANCE CHANCE ,'-- I- .. - I --

b. What are the chances that your friends would approve of your 
U8 it', ,force. 

NO SOME 50- GOOD DEFINITE 
__ ._ OUANCF. ..... _-CHANCE' 50 CHANCE CDNCE - - -2 , 4 I 

; , 

Now we want to find out what you think about three core things. 
Receeber here is how to oark your answers. 

How I Feel About POLICE 

Good 

If you are rea 1 sure you like POLICE, you would put ~m X nel'l1: t.he ~oog. 
Like this: 

Good 1 X 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad ... _--_ .... - _._ .. _-
If you are real sure you don't like PO~I~, put an X near the Bag. 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 Bad 

1£ you are pretty sure you like POLICE, or pretty sure you 
don't like POLICE, make your X: 

Good 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 1 1 Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 Bad 1 1 X . .. 1 

If you like thee a little or don't like them a 111tle, mark: 

Good 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 1 - Bad 

OR 

Good 1 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 Bad 

If you are sure you don't feel one way or the other ~t POLICE, 
then make your X in the center box: 

Good 1 1 1 1 X 1 1 1 1 Bad 

, ., 

20 
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CRIME 
VIOLENCE 

Good 
., . . Bad L 

Good 

0 

. . Bad' 

-_ .. - :r. -
p 

Soft : Hard 
Soft 

j" 

liard 

0 Passive 
I Active · · · -'~ Passive 

Aett"~ · · - . - Cruel Kind 

Cruel .' 0 : Kind 
· . --- <-- "!'" 

St't'ong · . . , . Weak 
Strons 

'-' 
e_.-__ . Weak 

Clean 
, . : • 0 : , D:lrc'1 

Clean 

'--' 
• 0' 

, - _.---- .. --
. Dirty , -' 

Cold 
Hot · . 

,~. · ---' Cold 

Hot -- Slow Fast 

Slow 
. . ' . Fast 
0-• 0_' i 

lm{\()~1Jll.a: 
. ' . . Unimp..:tL tl!nt 

T""' ...... .,ut:: 

. . . . --.---- --'- ----
· 

-- ---<- -- ---
---' . . Hnim[H1rtl:lnt: , . ----_ .. --...... ~ 

Small 
. Large 

Small 
. - - .." 

Large 

~ 
" 

Foolish . , ' . Wise 
Foolish · 

. . . , -- - 11 
· - Wise 

Healthy 
. ' , Sick 

Healthy 

- e __ " __ ' 

Sick 

1 , 
~:>I l' 

~: " 

I! 
l 
'\ 

\,;, 

! , 
( 

I' 
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StEADY JOB 

Good 
, , 0 ------'-'-'---- Bad 

Soft 
o , 0 ° Hard ______ e ___ e--...--·-a -- --

Active 
Passive .' .. __ 0_'_- _-'_'----

Cruel 
• 0 0 ------'-'-'---- Kind 

Strong -- --:--:-:------ Weak 

Clean 
o 0 ______ '_0_- ___ _ Dirty 

Hot ------:-:------ Cold 
.,. 

Slow 
. . . . __ 0_, __ 0_'_- ___ _ Fast 

~~, 

• ' , , .=--:' Unimportant ---.---.--.~.- ._-
Soa11 

Foolish 

HealthY 

Laree 
-:--:......--:-:--:-- --

, , . ' : Wise _: ____ e_e __ t __ '-

.-J-- --!----:-----~-- '--
Sick 

jl;'~ 
11 

I ! 
p 

11,¥ 

~ ii 
{ 

~/ 
( 

I, 
( 

. " 

CARD III 

1S.17 77. How many different lIvIng units have you been on since you've been 

1 S. 17 

" •. 1 g 

20.21 

:n. a3 

32 

33 

34 

u 

31S 

n 

3O 

'" 
4q 

41 

42 

43 

4 s. 47 

here (do not count the reception unit or any dIscIplinary units). 
~o not ask at Hlghflelds, Warren, Ocean and Turrel.7 

NAME OF UNIT HOW LONG ON UNIT 

1 • 24. al WEEKS 

2. ae.27 WEEKS 

3. 28. all WEEKS 

4. 30.31 WEEKS 

78. FInally, how many of the followIng did you do while you were here? 

0 1-2 3-5 more than 5 
1 a 3 4 

Stole something from another 
Inmate Iresident 

Stole something from the 
institution , 

Refused to do something a staff 
member told you to do .. 
Got into a fight with another 
inmate Iresldent 

Got Into an argument with an 
officer Istaff member 

an offlcerl Got Into a fight with 
staff member 
Sold any Illegal goods 

Brought in any Illegal goods i 
Used any 111ega' dru~Js 

Ran away from the rnstltutlon 

Possessed a weapon 

Used a weapon 

79~ How ~Any tImes WI' a dlsclpltnary actton taken against you? 
(removed from cottage, extra work, loss of prtvileges) 

TIMES --

l. 

2. 

3. 

What was this for? . " 

I 



80. 

40 

40 

st\ 

25 

t happen to you1 
dOd any of the follow n9 

While you were here, I 

th ing stolen from me Had some 

Was beaten up 

I 
0 

1 2 

1-2 ' 3-5 more than 5 , 
S 4 

I 

I 

\ 
\ 

~ 1 
I , 

\ 
I 

\ 

( ,I 
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DATE OF INTERVIEW: 

MONTH DAY YEAR '-

NAME OF RESPONDENT: 
-----------------------------------------

FACILITY: 

FACILITY 10: 

RESPOUDE~!T' S ASS I GNED NUMBER: 

Please print the following information clearly In the space provided below: 

(a) Address where respondent plans to be livIng Immediately aft~r rel~a~e: 

Street address: ---------------------------
City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

,I 

(b)"Respondent's parents or legal guardian: (if dIfferent from above) 

• Name(s): 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 

(c) Someone who will know where respondent Is one year from now: 

Name: 

Street Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Phone: 
---------------------------------------, , 

~, t 

, I 

, 

t 



" 

r 

t·· · , ...:1 

L 
I 

\ 

DATE OF 1 tlTERV lEW ------------------------(MOt!TH) (I:'AY)- (YEAR~ 

NAME OF INTE)W1f}JEA _____________ _ 

FJ\.C I L1TY Arm UtUT -------------------------------
FACILITY 10 ------------------------------------
RESPONDENT 10 -----------------------------------
TYPE OF DISCHARGE: MAX OUT _____ ~ ___ _ 

RECALL 

PAROLE 

NOVEMBER 1978 

Hello, my rlame is , and 11m involved in a 
study of correctional facilities conducted by Rutgers University. 

You probably remember being interviewed for the study while you were at 
~Je are interested in ta I k i n9 to you about your 

(ORI G I riAL FAC IlITY) 

experiences there and about what you did when you were back in the community. 

There are no right or wrong answers, and the answers you give us will be 
kept completely confidential. The interview lasts about 15-20 minutes and 
at the end we will send you a $2.00 check for your participation. 

1. Z 

o 

9. 10 

1,. 14 

, " 
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1 9 

20 

l-I 

INTERVIEWER INDICATE~ RESPONDENT IS MALE --- FEMAI':, 
0--' , 

1. Who were you living with before you came tOCURRENT FACILITY 

o t f.'IOTHER AND FATHER 
02 MOTHER AND STEPFATHER 
03 FATHER AND STEPMOTHER 
C4 MOTHER ONLY 
05 FATHER ONLY 
06 -----OTHER RELATIVES 
07 _____ FOSTER PARENTS 

00 GIRL/BOYFRIEND 
09 SPOUSE 
1C ON OWN 

WITH FRIENDS 
1'_-GROUP HONE/RES. 
12 TREATMENT 
1 ~ CORRECTIONS 
14 OTHER (SPECII<'Y ) _ 

2. d 't 1. ~ , nr..;!> YV'." 1 .... £+ Have you live 13.:nyw lCT'=' ~ Q~ ORIGlf\l}J, FACILIl) 

IF YES: How many times hAve you w.v"Ted? 

NTJMBEn OF MOV'ES ---" 
Now I'd like to ask you some questions about school. 

). Did you go back to school after you got out of ------­
ORIGINAL 
FACILITY 

YES --- o ___ NO 

IF YES: GO TO QUESTION 3b. 

Zl J-a. IF NO: ltJhy not? 

2 

:I 

4 

5 

II 

7 

22 3-b. 

23 
3-c. 

2 

:I 

4 

5 

GRADUATED HIGH SCHOOL 
--GRADUATED VO. TECH. 

GED ) 
--GRADUATED H.S. (IN FACILITY 
--G RADUATED VO. TECH. (IN FACIL ITY) 
--DID NOT HISH TO CONTINUE SCHOOLING 
___ OTHER REASON~ __________________ --.----------------

GO TO QUESTION 5. 
Were you going to school before you were arrested7 

___ YES o 
... NO 

IF YESi. GO TO QUESTION 4 

IF NO: Why not? 

GRADUJ\TED HIGH SCHOOL 
--GRADUATED VO. ':I:'ECH 

GED 
--'KICKED OUT 

DROPPED OUT ____ ..... ,..~_ .or-\"'~' """,,"T 

,. 
« 

2-1 

24 4. Were you suspended from school after you l~ft 

25 4-a. 

,. 
215.27 

6. 

.:0.2; 

7. 

3 O. 31 

32 8. 

33 8-a. 

34 

10. 

11. 

YES --- o ___ NO 

IF YES: What were you suspendeQ for? 

REASON(S) FOR SUSPENSION(S) 

ORIGINAL 
FACILITY 

l:lhat is the last grade you have completed so far? 

__ GRADE 

What 1s the h1~hcs~ gl~de of school you th1nk you !!!l 
actually comp~ete? 

GRADE ---
What is the h1ghest grade of school you would ~ !£ 
complete? 

__ GRADE 

Would you say that be1ng at 
________________________ has 

ORIGINAL FACILITY 
helped you with school in any way? 

__ YES o ___ NO 

IF YES~ How? 

The next couple of questions are about work. 

Did you have a job at the t1ma you were arrested? 

__ NOT WORKING :I ___ PART-TIl~E ~ __ FULL-TIME 

IF NOT WORKING: GO ,TO QUESTION 12. 

What kind of job did you have? 

PROaE~ What did you make or do? 
--------------------------

HOI'1 long did you work at that job? 

1. 1 "C'U!T/' <:I 



r- ..... , I't" 

3-I 

12. Did you have any (other) jobs during the time you were 
in th~ community? 

13. 

IF YES ~ How many? 

___ .NUMBER OF JOBS 

(iere you l.?ld off or fired from a job durirlg the time yon 
were in the community? 

IF YEs: HO~1 many times? -{ 

4:,) 

14. 

4$ 16-a.. 

47 16-b. 

,"II 16-c. 

NUMBER OF TII'liES -'-
l..Jhile you ""le""-:- vue hvw many times did you t:-y to get E: j0b 
b,).J.; Tlrr'~' - C urn ed d ,:n~!l ? 

__ ....:NUlvlBER OF THIES 

Do you think you had Gl. harder time getting a job C3CaUS13 
you wer~ at ? 

ORItHNA"S BACILIt.Py 

__ ...:NO 2 3 :;T~,S ---
INTERVIE~IER CHECK ~ 

RESPONDENT HAD A Jon " u GO TO QUEST10tl Iha, 

RESPONDENT DID NOT HA\)E" JOB AT i..L: '. ,. - GO TO QU:ST'O~ J~c. 

Would you saJr t ha t be ing at has 
ORIGINAL FACILITY 

helped you in getting or keeping a Job? 
___ ,NO ___ Uj\TDUn~ 

:I YE.c::' .--
IF YES: HO~l? 

f 

\ 1 

---------------------------------_.---------------------.----
, "' 

t,JoulCi you say tha.t belr..g at; 
- ......... --.' .. ,-------- could 

ORIGINfl.L FACILITY 
have helped you in ~Att~ng n~ keep1ng a Job? 

, __ NO 2 ___ UN S tJRE 
3 YBS ---

"~;; 16-d. IF YES~ How? 

-----------------------------------._---------------------

50- 52 

53- 54 

17. If you could have any job that you wanted what kind of job 
would you like to have? 

55 18. 14hat are your chances of actually gett1ng a job like this? 

5 II- 50 

59- 50 

19. 

II 1 20. 

Low 
2-Chonce 

Definite 
5 _Chance 

Be1ng for real, what kind of job do you think you can 
actually get? 

While you were back on the streets about how much of your 
money came from crime? 

3_Half 

62 21. Do you think you can make more money from a straight job 
or from crime? 

22. 

63 

fi4 

IvlO BE FRO~1 
__ CRIME 

I'lORE FRO~l 
3 ___ JOB 4_UNSURE 

People say that certain good things can go along with a 
cr1minal career, like having good money, a good car, and a 
nice house. 

a. What would be the chances of th1ngs like this happen1ng 
to you if you had a criminal career? 

No Some 50- ,Good 
1 _Chance 2 _Chance 3_50 4 _Chance 

b. .tiow hAPPY would you be if things like 
you't 

Not Happy .A Little Somewhat 
_at All 2 '1appy :I happy 

Completely 
5_Happy 

Definite 
s_Chance 

this happened 

Pretty 
4 happy 

to 



...--_"',...#9 .... ;_--~.,.,...'t'..----"~-~-----~ ~ -- -

55 

5-1 

23. people say that certain bad things go along with a criminal 
career, like having no moneY7 no decent place to live, and 

70 

having bad debts. 

a. What would be the chances of things like this happening 

to you if you had a criminal career? 

Nt> Some 50- Good Defini te 

1 Chance 2_ Chance 3_50 4-Chance 5 __ Chance 

-
b. How unhappy 

to you? 

Not Unhappy 
1_at All 

Completely 
s_Unhappy 

would you, be 

A Little 
2 _UnhApf.Y 

if things like 

Somewhat 
Unila}J11Y 

:1-

this happened 

Pretty 
TTnhappy 

4-

24. people say that certain good things can go along with a 
steady job like a nice house, a good car and good money. 

25. 

a. Hhat would be the chances of things like this happening 
to you if you had a steady job? 

b. 

No 
_Chance 

Good Definit 
4 _Chance 5 _Chance!\ 

How happy would you be if things like this happened to 
you? 

Not Happy 
_at All 

Completely 
!l _Happy 

A Little 
2 __ Happy 

Some~'1hat 
3 _HappY 

Pretty 
4 _Happy 

people say that certain bad things can go along with a 
steady job like bills, taxes, and not having enough money. 

a. What would be the chances of things like this 
happening to you if you had a steady job? 

NO 
DefiniJ~ 
Chance/ 

1 _Chance 
Some 
Chance 

Good 
Chance 

4- G-
%-

b. How u~~appy would you be if things like this 
happened to you? 

Not Unhappy 
At all -
Completely 

5 Unhappy -
-

A Little 
Unhap'PY 

Some~rhat 
3 _UnhappY 

Pretty 
4 _Unhapp', 

71 A. 

72 9. 
. 

73 C. 

74 D. 

75 E. 

76 F. 

-
77 G. 

70 H. 

71'1 , . 

" I I • ,:ow m gOing to ask you some question5 about yourself. F0r 
~ach statement that I read, lid iike you to te:t me If you 
strongly agree, agree, dlsa~ree, or strong1y disagree. 

STROrr,LY 
AGREE 

In gener:)l, I em satisfieci ~'lith r"lys€'lf 
1 

At times , think I am no gOud at all I 

I feel that I have a number of good 
things about me 

1 _ ... - -----------
I am able to do th i ngs as \ IPol I i 
as most people 

1 

, feel , do not have much to be 
proud of 

1 

I I feel useless at times 
t 

T 
I feel 11m a good person, at I 

least as good as others 
, 

~ J '-~- ; 

I wish I could have more respect I 

for myself I 
1 

AI' ina II, I feel that , am a 
failure 

1 

AGREE DISI\r-REE 

2 3 

2 3 

~ 3 

--" 

2 3 

:t 3 

~ 3 I 
I 

2 3 

~ ., 
I -. 
I I 

2 I 3 

6-I 

SrnONGLY 
DISAGRf~ 

.-" 

4 

4 

.. : 
-

" 

.- .-

t., .-

<l -

4 

4--_. 
I -j ')0 .) . I take a positIve attItude I toward myself ! I 

, 
C,'I1'1;.!/ I, 

I D i 1. 115) 
27. 

1(1 

28. 

: 2 :l 
I 

<$ 

Having been at h ~,.."..._ ;-;--;:::-:::~-;-::~__ d5 made me fee 1 II !<e a 
cr 1m I na 1, (OR! G,' rML FI',: I Lin) 

Strongly 
_---:Agree 2 _____ Ag r(::\.'! __ Disagree 

Strongly 
4 __ 0. i sagrea 

liavlng been at .~.,..,..._....-_ helped me get a better 
-(0 ..... "-' G-,I-/j-A'L FAC' L ITY) 

understanding 

Strongly 
_--,Agrer.! 

of myse 1';7 

2 _---:Ag ree ::1 __ D. i sag rei'), 
Strong iy 

4 I)isagre~ -, ' 
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I 
I 

10 

19 

.... 
~" 

!!1 

7-I 

29. :,.fas your parole/prf)bation officer helpful to you in e.11Y' 

__ ..:NO 
2 
__ ,UNSU'r:rE 3 ___ YES 9 ___ .N.A. 

29-a. IF YES; How? 

RECORD TEE FOLLOHING ON THE BACK PAGE~ 

lAfho 1tlaS your p8role:/probation of:fict"r? 

Which office did he ~ork in? 

Hhat t'./as his ph'::me number'f 

30. lt/hile you 1t1ere out, when some;hiug TtlaS bot:~e:':'lng you whc· 
did you usually talk to about it? . 

NO ONE 

z FAl'1ILY 

3 
PAROLE OFFICEH 

4 
}'RIENDS 

:s _ __ O:T.HER pp:npLE \'/50 HAVE BEi!:N :r.N 
INSTITU'lIIONS 

c 
___ THii ,~IST 

7 
G ReU Y? ",THERAP! ---
r.TRBf.. -SPEC1?::~ 

) 
1 

" I \ ~, 

0 --,., - -----_._-

31. Do you think that 
\ • ____ ___________ COL1ld ha'\T9 been ' 

OBZGINA~ FACILITY 
more helpful to YC ... 4? 

___ NO 2 ___ UNSUim 3 YES '.-
~::: 3l-a. IF YES ~ How? 

------------------~' ~.-----------------------------------

f 

t 

f~·· , 
1 
t 

L t 
l<i 

\ 
\ .~ 
j. 

! 
:!: 

..,.. 
-', 

\" 

I; 
I 
,~ :1 
l' 

I· I, .. 
~ t! .. 

23 

24 

32. 

33. 

34. 

A-I 

Do you thin~ people expect you to uommit cTlm~s because 
you were at ? 

OtiIGINAL PACILI':-Y 

__ N.O 2 U~,;SURE --- ;} YES ----
l'Ihat do you think a1"e the chances that ~TOU will be 
incarcerated again? 

No LOT'T 50- Good 
t Chance 2 Ch?nce - - 3 ___ 50 .; _Chance 

No 1'1 I'm e:oing to 13 sk "!Ie: 1 

Definite 
Ii_Chance 

scme qUi~stions about your fnv'J:vF.,"'e'"','. w' ...... h ", ,:,:' , 
1'1 I' law Since you left 

ORIGINAL FACILITY 

How many times wc.!r~ YtJu ,3rrrl !)tl:.d ~I'ld what for? 

NUNBER OF ARBES'l'S ---
34-a. ___ ,DRUNK AND DISORDEHLY 

27 
:H: CAn THEF'~ --

20 __ ..:FOSSESSIOi:~ OF' DRUGS 

2\) SELLING DRUGe ---
30 ___ ROBBERY 

:11 lilli·lED ROBBERY --
.. " ____ .LARCENy 

__ .BURGLARY 

___ ARSON 
34 

____ ASSAULT AND EAT'rEH.Y 

__ .POSSEGsr.mr OF STOLi~N 
GOODS 

.r,. i '':,',..RRYING j',:l·r, ~fi~1\ T,En 
\~~CN 

4:ol HOlilCIDE .. 

44 RAPE' 

~t) _,;-VIOL~rIOl\J ·)F PAROLE: 

of e OTH~~ l~ - .sp ~c IF! : --,..-

ATROCIOUS ASSAc'IL'l: A~r.u .. c 

:an 

--BATTERY , ., 

__ VANDALr.S~l (J:vIALIC':,OtiS 
D.A.I:1AGE) 

49 

... .. ~ 
hSt _ 

4 



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

if , 

1. 

S 7~ 51 2. 

J. 

9-1 

? 
HoW long have you been at CURRENT FACILITY 

other facility such as a group home 
Have you been l1nian~itut10ns since you left -OR-I'-GINAL -' ~ 
or correct10na ns ~ 

IF NO,: 

IF YES: 

GO TO QUESTION 36. 

1:Jhere have YOl1 been? 

NAHE OF FACILITY 

--------------------------

HoitT long? 

HF.EKS 

• 
\'lEEKS ---

vJSi1jKS --

FACILITY 

HhY were you 'ch~rE 

-------
------_. 
-----_.-. 

-~----".-.' 

-----------------
._.---------

,-_____ -1 

------_.-

CAllO III 
(1-1.5) 

10-1 

36. Wh1ch of the follow1ng have you done since you left 
whether or not you were arrested for them? 

PROBE; How many t1mes? 

READ LIST TO RESPONDENT. 

____ Drunk and disorderly 18 __ 

17 ___ Possession of drugs 

'0 ___ Selling drugs 

,s ___ Robbery 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

_Armed robbery 

______ Breaking and entering 

___ Larceny 

___ Burglary 

____ Arson 

_____ Assault and 
n Battery 

26 _____ Atrocious assnult 
and battery 

27 Vanda llsm ---(MalIcIous damage) 

20 ___ Car theft 

29 ___ Possession af 
Stolen goo.is 

30 ______ Carry1ng conceal ed 
weapon 

31 ___ Homicide 

Manshughter 
32 ---' 

3 3 ___ B~J:"9 

_____ v~lation ~f parole 
34 

otler-Spec1fy: __ _ 
3'--

37 
30 _~ ____________________ ___ 

39 ______________________ _ 

40 _________________ __ 

4' ______________________ _ 

Now I'm g01ng to ask you some quest10ns about f~1ly and frlerd~. 

37. How were you gett1ng along with your fam1l1after you 
42 left ? 

ORIGINAL FACIL!TY 
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411 

GO 

, " . .. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

11-:1: 

How abcut your f~th~r? 

1JO ---- z __ _ UNSURE :I _.-...,.'_ YES 

Can you share you;;;' tho:lghtr, and feelings i,Tith your mvthel-? 

, _Never Somf't1mes 2_ 

All the 
re1me n _N. A~ 

5 - • 

How about YOUl:' fathf'r ? 

2_ Sonetimes 

All the 
Time ,. _N.A. 

5- .. 

Hali the 
3 __ Tirne 4 __ Usually 

a __ 
Ha~.f the 
'I'imFl 

HO't'l mauy hours a. day did YOu. spend ,.ratching T. V.? 

rHJNBF.R 0 F HOURS ---
Now I'm going to ask you a littJe about the people you were 
hanging around ,;~i th on the outside. 

43. About how many 0 f th em 

were in school? 

'flere work1ne;? 

were doing things that 
might gP.t them lo~keu U~? 

looked ~ 2ll yo~ 
because you ('fere at 

? 
ORIGI1:~.AL PACILITY 

. . 
loolted ill2. to yo'\ ~.)eC~US6 
you were at 

? 
• ORIGINAL ~~ACILITY 

all most half some none 
2 3 4 5 --'--, 

'C 

It 

Ir 

J 
, I . I 

S3 

54 

5S 

'10 

50 

"0 

IS 1 

l2-I 
44. After leaving --____________________ , did JOu keep in 

ORIGINAL FACILITY 
touch with any of the guys you met there? 

1 
___ YES o ___ NO 

Here, ",ze're 1nterested in Your attitudes about crime. Again I 
would like you to tell me each time whether you strongly agree, 
agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each statement. 

Most inmates in pr1son didn't do anything worse than most 
people on the outSide; they were just unlucky to get caught 

Strongly 
Agree - 2 .4..gree - .1 _Disagree 

Strongly 
4 Disagree -

46. People who commit serious crimes deserve tq go to prison. 

Strongly 
__ Agree 2 ____ Agree Strongly 

3 Disagree 4 Disagree - -
47. The major cause of serious crime is being poor. 

48. 

Strongly 
1 _Agree 2 _Agree Strongly 

:I _Disagree 4 _Disagr(~e 

If there was tougher punishment for people who commit 
serious crimes there would be less crime. 

Strongly· 
__ Agree 2 __ Agree S-tirongly 

3 _Disagree 4 _Disagree 

Society is more to blame than the individual for most 
cr:tmes. 

Strongly Strongly 
, Agree 2 Agree Disagree Disagree 
--- - 3-- 4---

50. There is no justification (excuse) for committing a crime 
that hurts other people. 

Strongly Strongly 
, _Agree 2 _Agree 3 _Disagree 4 _Disagree 

51. Rich people actualfy commit as many crimes as poor people, 
they just don't go to jail for them. 

52. 

Strongly 
, _Agree 2 • ___ Agree Strongly 

~ _Disagree 4 _Disagree 

People are likely to look do't'In on someone who backs down 
from a fight. 

Strongly 
, __ Agree 2 __ Agree Strongly 

, _Disagree 4 _Disagrf.'s 



Ell! 

53 

70 

71 

12 

73 

74 

75 

15 

11 

1fl 

70 

00 

53. 

54. 

13-1 

When things arentt going well, winning a fight can hla~e a 
person feel really good. 

strongly 
_Agree 

strongly 
2 ___ Agree 3 ___ Disagree 4 ___ Disagree 

If you need money badly enough, it's all right to us.? 
force to get it. 

strongly 
_Agree 

strongly 
2 ___ Agree ~ ___ Disagree 4 ___ Disagree 

DATE OF INTERVIEH 

, 

t 
I 

~ I 

~' 

I . 

It! 

I 

f 
I 
1 

l' • 
I 
!" :t 
1 

I 
I 

" 

~ 
I, 

r~ 
! ' 

~ 

t j II 

[ 

55. 

56. 

END: 

14-I 

I'd like to be sure I have YOUl' correct name, address, 
so could you please give it to me again? 

What is your mother/father's name? 

What is ~heir address? RECORD O~ BACK PAGE. 

Could you also give me the name and address of a good 
friend and of a relative, who will know where you are if 
we have to get in touch with you again? 
RECORD FRIEND AND RELATIVE ON BAO{ PAGE. 

Thanks a lot for your cooperation. I hope things will 
work out for you. You might hear from us again in a 
year's time just to see how you are manag1ng? 

. " 

. 

.. 



----~-~ --~ -~ -

15-1 

RESPONDENT: NAME --------------------------------------
NUMBER: ----------------------------------
INSTITUTlON: _________________ (Paro1ed from)' 

(Current) -----------------------------
--------------------~-----------------------------~--------------------------
(29) PAROLE/PROBATION OFFICER: NAHE: ______________ _ 

ADDRESS: ----------------------------
PHONE: ...:.--.:..) __________ _ 

RESPONDENT'S PARENT(S) NAME(S): --------------------------------
OR LEGAL GUARDIAN(S) ADDRESS: 

------------------------ ,";' 

PHONE: ...:-__ ~) ____________________ _ 

EXPECTED FUTURE ADDRESS: 

RESPONDENT'S ADDRESS: 
---------------------------------- ~i 

PHONE: ...:.(_-::)~ _______________ _ 

SOMEONE WHO WILL KNOW RESPONDENT'S 
WHEREABOUTS ONE YEAR FROM NOH: ~IAME: 

,I 

---------------------------
ADDRESS : ______________________ _ 

PHONE: ...:.-~):...-________ _ 

REL';T I otJSH I P : _______________ _ 

'. NAME : ______________________ _ 

ADDRESS :----------------------:-i 
PHOi~E: .L_~ ...,:):....-________ _ 
RELATIONSHIP: ___________ f 

, f 
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) nECORD REVIE':I 

['lame of Respondent _____________________________ _ 

r 
i 

State 10 ~umber _____________________________________________ __ 

Most recent address ------------------------------------------

Parent Gr Guardian -------------------------------------------
Phone t,lumber _______________________________________ _ 

1. 2 Card ~.Iumber 

3. 7 Institution ID Number 

0 Facility at Exit 

S. 10 Longitudinal Unit 

1 1. 14 Project In 

15 flesponse Status 

.. 
\ 



Card I 

1.0. ('.'~i f S b' t 1. Sample Location 0 u Jec 

15 

17. 10 2. 

10.20 

21. 22 

3. 
23 

24.25 4. 

2 G. 27 

5. 
20 

G. 
20 

1. Ll/L2/L3 (Complete ~ata Set) 

2. 

3. 

Ll/L2 

L1 

(I ntake-Ex It) 

(Intake only) 

Month of Exit from lnstltution 

Day of Exit from Institution 

Year of Exit from Institution 

Type of ~Ischarge: 1. Parole 

2. f>,eca 11 

? 
J. t1ax. Out 

If, Probat Ion 

5. ather j. e. 

If Parole, DistrIct Off 'Ice ~\umber: 

Probation Distrrct Office 

(Fields) 

Type of Post Release Supervision: (If any) 

Parole (Parole Officer Supervision) 1. 

2. ____ Special Parole Program 

3. ~arole (DYFS Supervision) 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Probation 

Probation (OYFS Supervision) 

~lone 

Parole/Probation Supervision' t 6 months 

1) I" I scharged 
. . 

2) ~'/A 

3) S t I lIon 

2 

,. 
, 

i 

I 
I 

6a. If Discharged: 

30.31 Month of Olscharge 

32. 33 Day of III scharge 

34. 35 

36 

37 

311-30 

5 o~ 51 

,.-:,.- 5 5 

Year of Discharge 

7. Status at 6 t10nths Following Release: (longest status) 

1. Max. Out - ~o Supervision 

2. Discharged from Probatron 

3. Discharged from Parole 

4. Probat ion 

5. Parole Supervision 

6. Supervision cut-of-State 

7. Missing 
q ... 
9. 

Dead 

Other 

If D.Y.F.S. SupervisIon 

1. No Parole or Probation 

2. Probation Status 

3. Parole Status 

Arrests/Offenses 

Date of First 

-

--

Month of First Arrest 

Day of First Arrest 

Year of First Arrest 

Number of Arrests In 6 Months 

Number of Arrests 7 through 12 Months 

:!umber of Arres ts af ter 12 Months 

Humber of Offenses In ~ ~onths 

Number of Offenses 7 through 12 Months 

Number of Offenses after 12 Months .. 

3 



- --- -- -- - ---------.-------

10. Types and Ranking of nffenses: 

01. Rape, attempted rape, forcible sex 

02. Kidnapping, attempted kidnapping 

03. Homicide, attempted homIcide, manslaughter 

04. Selling drugs (excluding mariJuana) 

05. Armed robbery, attempted armed robbery 

06. Arson, attempted arson 

07. Rohbery, attempted robbery 
Or. Atrocious assault & battery, attempted AA & q 

09. Possession of drugs (incl. mariJuana), poss of drug paraphernalIa 

In. Carrying concealed weapon, pOSSe weapon 
11. ~reaklng & Entering, Attempted R & E, R E and larceny 

12. Car theft, possession motor vehicle wlo consent 
13. ?ossesslon stolen property, fraud, embezzlement, (allover $50) 

14. Vandalism, mal icious damage, mal. mischief 
15. Fraud, emhezzlement, possession stolen property - Less than S50 

(~ including larceny) 
1(.. Assault & Battery, resls~ arrest, drive wlo license 

17. Larceny, forgery (under $50) 

lr.. ~unaway, Incorrigible, fornIcation 
19. Escape, cont~lpt, disorderly person, violation of prohatlon, 

violation of parole 
20. ~runk & disorderly, possession of alcohol 

. . 

) 

<> 

.. 
,~# 

t 

\ 

~------- ---------_.---

5 

lOa. Order and Seriousness of Offenses 

5 G. II 7 ________ First offense after release ------------------
50.50 UP 61 ______________ (no not incl. 1st off.) 

6 O. S 1 UP 62 

c: 2. ell 
UP 63-----------------------

G 4. G 5 UP 64 
UP 65 -----------

GO. 60 UP 66 
7 O. 71 

UP 67 -----------

UP 68 

74. 75 UP 69 ---
7 G. 77 UP 610 -----------------
Card I I 
ID (1.15) 
1 G. 17 

F7 to 12 1 

F7 to 12 2 
10. 10 

2 O' 21 
F7 to 12 3 

F7 to 12 4 
22023 

F7 to 12 5 

2Gd\7 
Aft. 12 1 

2 (I. 20 
Aft. 12 2 

:I O. 31 
Aft. 12 3 

32. 33 
Aft. 12 4 

,\1 -I' I\f t:. 1'. 5 

.. 



11. 
~ I, 

35. 37 

3:). 30 

~O. 41 

~ 2. ~ 3 

44- .. 5 

4 Ii. t:. 7 

12. 

40.4:: 

5 o. 51 

S 2· 53 

54. 55 

S G. 57 

sr:. 61 

52. IS 3 

Detention Since Release: 

Type of !)etention 

Date of first 

Month of first detention 

Day of first detention 

Year of first detention 

Number of detentions in 6 months 

~llJmber of detentions 7 thru i2 months 

~\umber of detentions after 12 months 

Incarceration Since Release: 

Da1".,= 

Tyee of Incarceration 

of first 

t10nth of first Incarceration 

Day of first incarceration 

Year of first Incarceration 

~umber of Incarcerations In G months 

Number of weeks incarcerated In 6 months 

Number of incarcerDtlons 7 thru 12 months 

Number of weeks Incarcerated 7 thru 12 months 

~!umber of incarcerat ions after 12 months 

Humber of weeks incarcerated after 12 months 

. . 

() (I. 67 

6 

t . 

t 

r. 

6:!. 6 i 

f,> 

""' 

1; 

13. Living Arrangement Immediately Following Release from 7 Institution: 

01 Mother and Father Or ___ Girl/Royfrlend 
02 t10ther & Stepfather 09 ___ Spouse 
03 Father & Stepmother 10 On own 
04 Mother only II Hlth friends 
05 Father only 12 ___ r,roup Home/Res. Treatment 
06 Other relative 13 C0rrections 
07 Foster parents 14 Other (sped fy) 

14. Living Arrangemenf at Present: (6 months post-release} 

01 Mother and Father of! Girl/Boyfriend 
02 Mother & Stepfather 09 __ Spouse 

03 Father & Stepmother 10 On own 
04 Mother only II Hlth friends 
05 Father only 12 __ Group Home/Res. Treatment 
06 Other relatives 13 Corrections 
07 Foster Parents 14 Other (specify) 

.. 
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1 
• 

~ 
CODE FOR DATA SETS 

LS = Longitudinal Sample 

Ll = Intake Interview (LS) 

L2 = Exit Interview (LS) 

L3 = Follow-up Interview (LS) 

LR = Longitudinal Records 
(Official Records of Prior Arrests) (LS) 

FR = Follow-up Records 
(Official Records of Arrests, etc., after Release) 
for Longitudinal Sample (LS) 

LD = Longitudinal Disciplinary Records 
(Official Records of Disciplinary Action in 
the Institution) 

CR = Cross-Section Sample 

CRI = Cross-Section Interview (CR) 

CRR = Cross-Section Records 
(Official Records of Prior Arrests, etc.) 

CRD = Cross-Section Disciplinary Records 
(Official Records of Disciplinary Action in the 
Institution) 

. . 
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Hinor Disciplinary Problems (LD & CRD) 

A distinction was drawn between disciplinary problems 
in which the inmate wa.s sanctioned for '·criminal" be­
havior (behavior constituting an adult crime on the 
ou.tside) or for behavior tha.t more directly involved 
Staff and institutional rules and regulations. Infrac­
tions of the latter type are referred to a IIminor 
disciplinary problems. II Record information was use.d to 
form these measures. 

Age (CRR & LR) 

The inmate·s age was computed for the time of intake 
in the LS and CRI in the CR. Official record birth­
dates were used rather than self-reported birthdates. 
The latter proved to be unreliable. 

Associates Perceived as Tough (CRI) 

An additive index of several items measuring perceived 
characteristics of the juveniles that one '·hangs around 
withll was formed. The items included perception of how 
many of one·s associates are lIinto being tough guys,lI 
IIwill do time again, II IIliked by staff·· and so on. These 
items formed a factor in an oblique rotation factor 
analysis. 

Chosen Most Admired (CRI) 

Each inmate in the CR was ~ed to name who he admired most 
of the inmates on his unit. After carefully looking over 
the frequency of choices on each unit, we decided to con­
sider someone as ··most admired ll if he was chosen by two 
or more persons. A dummy variable was computed in \<thich 
the most admired received a code of 1 and the rest were 
coded as zero. 

Chosen Toughest (CRI) 

210 

All inmates in the CR were asked to name who is the toughest 
on the unit. Those chosen as toughest by two or more in­
dividuals were deemed toughest and a dummy variable in which 
the toughest received a code of 1 and the rest zero was 
computed. 

. . 
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Community Orientation (Staff Interviews) 

An additive index was formed of several items measuring 
both the frequency (times per month) and the proportion 
of inmates on a unit involved in community activities 
such as work and recreational activities outside the 
institution. 

Major Disciplinarv Problems (LR & CRR) 

211 

Disciplinary problems involving action that would be con­
sidered a crime for an adult in the community were counted 
for each individual. Most of these disciplinary problems 
involved some form of violence (fighting, assault, rape) 
but crimes against property were also included. Since most 
GGI units kept few or no records of disciplinary actions, 
we excluded these from the analysis of disciplinary be­
havior. (LR and CRR were used.) 

Criminal Identity (Ll & L2) 

An additive index was created from two itemq in which the 
juvenile answered that he "felt like a criminal ll both be­
fore and during his stay in the institution. 

Family situation After Release (L3) 

If a juvenile was living with both parents after release, 
he was coded a Ill" on this dummy variable of Ii vj.ng situation. 
This was assumed to crudely measure the type of living situa­
tion the juvenile was involved in after release from the 
institution. (L3) 

Guided Group Interaction (Staff Interviews) 

A dummy variable indicating whether or not a unit employed 
guided group interaction as a formal means of treatment was 
used throughout the analysis. This was one of the primary 
measures of treatment orientation, along with community 
orientation. Both of these measures are often referred to 
as "integral ll aggregate-level variables or measures of 
organizational characteristics. 

Mean Negative Attitude Toward Staff (CRI) 

The mean of the individuals' negative attitude (from the factor 
index) for each unit was computed and every inmate in a unit 
was assigned the same score. This aggregate variable measures 
the predominance of anti-staff attitudes within a unit, or the 
extent to which there is a predominant anti-staff subculture. 
Data was collected from the CRI. 
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Negative Attitude Toward Staff (CRI) 

This is an index constructed on the basis of an oblique 
rotation factor analysis of numerous variables measuring 
attitude toward treatment staff, custodial staff and in­
stitution. We use this index as a measure of the extent 
to which inmates have adopted an anti-staff and anti­
institutional att;itude. From the IIprisonization ll point 
of view, this represents the extent to which a juvenile 
has been IIprisonized," i.e., taken in the anti-staff 
values and norms of the inmate subculture. 

Number of Prior Incarcerations (CRR & LR) 

Prior incarcerations refer to number of times before the 
current institutionalization that the juvenile was placed 
in a correctional facility--not a detetnion or residential 
center. 

Number of Prior Offenses (eRR & LR) 

An individual's official record of offenses was used to 
measure his chronicity as an offender (LR and CRR). The 
number of offenses (regardless of seriousness) was counted 
for each individual. This variable, along with the number 
of violent offenses, was used to measure the seriousness 
of offender. 

Number of Prior Violent Offenses (eRR & LR) 

212 

This variable is based on factor analysis (both orthogonal 
and oblique rotations were used) in which all offenses (from 
LR and separately from CRR) were factored. Four violent 
offenses formed a factor--robbery, assault and battery, 
homicide and possession of weapons. These four variables 
were summed to form the measure of arrests for prior violent 
behavior. (Note that rape is excluded from the measure be­
cause of its near-zero correlation with the violence factor.) 

Eerceived Risk of Criminal Career (Ll & L2) 

Three items taken from Harris (1973) were used on the basis 
of factor analysis results in which these three items measur­
ing the negative aspects of the pursuit of a criminal career 
formed a factor at Ll and L2. In attempting to shorten L3 
only one of these items was asked on the follow-up. We 
subsequently decided not to pursue the analysis of this single 
item. . . 
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Percent Older Than Seventeen Years (eRR) 

Smce age is a continuous variable, a cut-off point had 
to be chosen. We chose 17 because (a) it resulted in a 
good range of aggregate-level values and (b) see~s to 
have better face-validity as a maturity demarcat~on than 
younger ages. (LR and eRR) 

Percent 'on Unit Previously Incarcerated (eRR) 

213 

The oercent of individuals on a unit who were previously 
inca~cerated in a correctional facility was llsed,to meas~re 
the extent to which a unit consists of inmates w~th prev~ous 
incarceration experience. Any juvenile with one or more 
previous incarcerations, as taken from LR and eRR, was 
counted as having been previously incarcerated,a~~ ~he per­
centage for a given unit was assigned to each ~nd~v~dual 
in the unit. 

Fercent on Unit Who Are Violent Offenders (eRR) 

This represents our primary measure of the heterogeneity 
of serious and non-serious offenders. The percent of ~n­
dividuals on a unit who have committed more than one v~o17nt 
offense (from LR and eRR) was computed fo~ each of , the un7ts 
in the sample. Each individual in a part~cula~ un~t rec7~ved 
the same score or value on this variable, form~ng what ~s 
typically called a "compositional" aggregate file. 

Percent, White (eRR) 

Individuals generally fell into three racial categ~ries: _ 
black, white and Hispanic. Since there were re~at~vely few 
Hispanics, we decided to utilize the pe~cent wh~te, (~r per­
cent non-minority) to summarize the rac~al compos~t~on of 
a unit. 

Race (eRR) 

A dummy variable for being white was coded from the Ll inter­
views for the LS and from eRI for the eR. All whites received 
a code of 1; everyone else received a zero. Most of those 
coded as zero were blacks. 

Self-Esteem (Ll L2 L3) 

An additive index of nine items taken from Rosenberg's 
self-esteem measures was,used to measure self-esteem at 
Ll, L2 and L3. The same items, of course, were used at 
all these points in time. 
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Self-Reported Subsequent Offenses (L3) 

The number of self-reported subsequent offenses from L3 
was compiled and used as one of the outcome variables. 

Severity of Punishment (eRR LR) 

In parts of the bivariate analysis, we used an ordinal 
, measure of the severity of the punishment for the 

disciplinary behavior. This varied from losing tokens 
(at Jamesburg) to being placed in solitary confinement. 

Again LR and eRR were used. 

Subsequent Arrests in First Six,Months of Release (FR) 

The number of official arrests in the first six months 
after release constitutes this principle measure of out~ 
come in the community. Primarily probation files, as 
well as juvenile court and Division of Youth and Family 
Services files were used to get information on the 
juveniles within the first six months of release (the 
largest number of months for which data could be gathered 
for all the juveniles who were released and for whom we 
had record information. 

Workinq or in School After Release (L3) 

A variable measuring one's involvement in work and school 
after release was computed. If a youth was working part­
time or if he was in school or working full-
time he received a "1 ". 

214 
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Appendix C--Measurement of Select Variables 

Minor Disciplinary Problems 

1. Escape 
2. Attempting or planning escape 
3. Possession of money or currency, 

unless specifically authorized 
4. Possession of anything not 

authorized f~retention or 
receipt by the inmate, and not 
issued to him through regular 
channels 

5. Possessing any staff member's 
clothing and/or equipment 

6. Encouraging othe~to riot 
7. Engaging in, or encouraging, 

a group demonstration 
8. Refusing to work or to accept 

a program assignment 
9. Encouraging others to refuse 

to work or participation in 
work stoppage 

10. Refusing to obey an order of 
any staff member 

11. Violating a condition of any 
community release program 

12. Conduct which disrupts or 
interferes with the security 
or orderly running of the in­
stitution 

13. Participating in an unauthor­
ized meeting or gathering 

14. Interfering with the taking 
of count 

15. Preparing or conducting a 
gambling pool 

16. Possession of gambling 
paraphernalia 

17. Giving or offering any official 
or staff member a bribe Or 
anything of value 

18. Giving money or anything of 
value to, or accepting money 
or anything of value from an 
inmate, a member of his .. 
family, or his friend 

19. Tampering with or blocking 
any locking device 

20. Adulteration of any food 
or drink 

21. Rioting 

22. 

23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 

27. 

28. 
29. 
30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 
35. 
36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 
40. 

41. 

42. 
43. 

Possession of property belonging 
to another person 
Misuse of authorized medication 
Tattooing or self-mutilation 
Unauthorized use of mail or telephor 
Unauthorized contacts with the 
public 
Correspondence or conduct with a 
visitor in violation of regulatiq~~ 
Failing to stand count 
Gambling 
Using abusive or obscene language 
to a staff member 
Lying or providing a false state­
ment to a staff member 
Failing to perform work as in­
structed by a staff member 
Unexcused absence from work or any ~ 

u 
II assignment 

Malingering, feigning an 
Being in an unauthorized 
Failure to follow safety 
tion regulations 

illness ~ 
'~ area 7: 

... I, 

or san~ ta-'I 

Using any equipment or machinery ! 

which is not specifically authorizd 
Using any equipment or machinery I 

contrary to instructions or poste? i 

safety standards 
Smoking where prohibited 
Being unsanitary or untidy: Fail­
to keep one's person and onels 
quarters in accordance with poste~ I 
standards Q 1 
Mutilating or altering clothing , 
issued by the government I 
Possessing unauthorized clothing I 
.~ttempting to commit any of the abd 
acts, aiding another person to coron 
any of the above acts, and making!' 
plans to commit any of the above ac 
shall be cons~dered the same as a 
commission of the act itself. 

(LD and CRD) 

.... -

Associates Perceived as Tough 

Now, think of the inmates here who you personally hang around 
with the most often: How many of them: 

59. Will do time again after they get out this time? 

__ ALL __ MOST __ HALF __ SOME __ NONE 

60. Will go straight on the outside? 

__ ALL __ MOST __ SOME __ NONE 

61. Are really trying to improve themselves while they're here? 

__ ALL __ MOST __ HALF __ SOME __ NONE 

62. Are into being tough guys? 

__ ALL __ MOS'l' _HALF __ sm~E' __ NONE 

64. Are liked by the staff? 

__ ALL __ MOST __ HALF __ SO~E __ NONE 

(CRI) 

Chosen Most Admired 

216 

66. Of all the inmates in this place who would you say are the ones 
who are the most admired by the other inmates. (You may put 
the names of more than one inmate but don't put yourself. 
Please put both their first and last names.) 

(CRI) 

Chosen Toughest 

67. Of all the inmates here, who are the toughest inmates? 

(CRI) 

. . 
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community Orientation 

Please indicate any community facilities which are utilized by 
residents/inmates. 

Do paid chores or have paid 
jobs in the community 

Use community parks, play­
grounds, recreation centers 

Attend church or Sunday 
School in community 

Attend community or school 
sports events, dances, etc. 

Go to movies or other 
entertainment in community 

Shop in neighborhood stores 

.. 

How often 
Utilized 

How many residential 
inmates are involved 

(Staff interviews) 

{ , 

. r:: ..-. 

6. 
. 7. 

"" '~~ 

I 8. 

I, 
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Major Disciplinary Problems 

Crimes 

Killing 
Assaulting any person with 
a weapon 
Assaulting any person 
Threatening another with bodily 
harm, or with any offense 
against his person or his 
property 
Extortion, blackmail, protection: 
Demanding or receiving money or 
anything or value in return for 
protection against others, to 
avoid bodily harm, or under 
threat of informing 
Wearing a disguise or mask 
Possession or introduction of an 
explosive or any ammunition 
Possession or introduction of 
a gun, firearm, weapon, sharpened 
instrument, knife or unauthorized 
tool 
Possession, introduction, or use of 
any narcotic paraphernalia, drugs, 
or intox.icants not prescribed for 
the individual by the medical staff 
Loaning of property or anything of 
value for profit or increased 
return 
Counterfeiting, forging, or un­
authorized reproduction of any 
document, article of identifica­
tion, money, security, or official 
paper 

. . 

11. 

12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 

20. 

Making intoxicants or alcoholic 
beverages 
Being intoxicated 
Fighting with another person 
S~::tting afire 
Destroying, altering, or 
damaging government property 
or the property of another person 
Stealing (theft) 
Stealing Auto 
Engaging in sexual acts with 
others 
Making sexual proposals or 
threats to another 
Indecent exposure . 

(LD and CRD) 



Criminal Identity 

Even before I was sentenced here, I felt like a criminal. 

__ strongly 
Agree 

__ Agree __ Disagree __ Strongly 
Disagree 

Being here makes me feel like a criminal. 

__ Strongly 
Agree 

__ Agree __ Disagree __ Strongly 
Disagree 

(Ll and L2) 

Family Situation After Release 

Who are you living with right now? 

_Mother and Father 
__ Mother and Stepfather 
_Father and Stepmother 
_Mother only 

_Girl/Boyfriend 
_Spouse 

On Own 
-With Friends 

Group Home/Res. Treatment 
Corrections 

219 

Father only 
Other Relatives 

_ Foster Parents Other (Specify) ___________ _ 

(L3) 

.. 

i ' 

I 
I . I 

I 
I . ' ~ 
I 

I 
I 

i , 

Negative Attitude Toward Staff 

24. Most of the treatment staff don't care what happens to 
the inmates. 

26. 

36. 

37. 

40. 

_S'!'RONGL Y 
AGREE 

_AGREE _DISAGREE _STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

The treatment staff seems more concerned with keeping 
the inmates under control than with helping them. 

_STRONGLY 
AGREE 

_AGREE _DISAGREE _S'!'RONGLY 
PISAGREE 

On the whole, this place is more interested in helping 
inmates than in punishing them. 

_STRONGLY 
AGREE 

_AGREE _DISAGREE _STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

This place talks rehabilitation but really doesn't 
do much to help a person. 

_STRONGLY 
AGREE 

_AGREE _DISAGREE _STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

Compared to other institutions in corrections, how 
would you rate this place? 

_BETTER THAN MOST _THE SAME AS MOST __ WORSE THAN HOST 

(CRI) 

. . 
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Perceived Risk of Criminal Career 

56. Now again imagine you have a criminal career. People 
say that certain bad things can go along with this, like 
having no money, no decent place to live, and having 
bad debts. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these 
happening to you if you had a criminal career? 

No 
_Chance 

Some 
_Chance 

50/ 
_50 

Good 
_Chance 

Definite 
_Chance 

57. Along with having a criminal career, people say that 
other bad things can happen like getting caught, being 
in jail, and having a record. 

221 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening 
to you if you had a criminal career? 

No 
_Chance 

Some 
_Chance 

50/ 
_50 

Good 
_Chance 

Definite 
_Chance 

58. Finally, people say that along with having a criminal 
career some other bad things can happen, like not being 
respected by yourself and others, shame and being looked 
down on. 

a. What would be the chances of things like these happening 
to you if you had a -.!riminal career? 

No Some 50/ Good Definite 
_Chance _Chance - 50 _Chance _Chance 

(Ll and L2) 

i 
I ! 

f :. 

Self-Esteem 

J. At times, I think 

Strongly 
__ Agree __ Agree 

I'm no good at all. 

_Disagree 
Strongly * 

_Disagree 

I. I feel I have a number of good I' qua ~ties. 

M. I am able to do things as well as most people. 

O. I don't feel I have much to be proud of. 

F. I certainly feel useless at times. 

E. I feel that I'm a person who's worth something, at 
least equal to others. 

B. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 

T. All in all, I tend to think lIm a failure. 

R. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 

*LFor all of above items, scale was repeated~ 

.. 
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severity of Punishment 

Code of Penalties 

Rank Order 

1 100-999 Tokens 

2 1000-1999 " 

3 2000-2999 " 

4 3000-3999 " 
5 4000-4999 " 

6 5000-5999 " 
7 6000-9999 " 
8 10,000-14,999 

9 15,000 " 
10 1-2 days in G.U. 

11 3-4 II " II 

12 5-6 " " " 

13 7-8 " " " 

14 9-10 " " " 
15 11-12 " " 

16 13-14 II II 

17 15 II " II 

18 Room lockup, 24 hrs. I 5+ days 

19 Room lockup after 5 p.m., 5+ nights 

20 Room lockup, 24 hrs., 3-4 days 

21 Room lockup after 5 p.m., 3-4 nights 

22 Room lockup 24 hrs., 1-2 days 

23 Room lockup after 5 p.m., 1-2 nights 

24 Loss of furlough/privileges 

25 Extra duty/work 

(LD and CRD) 
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Working or in School After Release 

SCHOOL3 3. Did you go back to school after you got 
out of ? 

(ORIGINAL FACILITY) 

_Yes _No 

WORKING3 9. Are you working now? 

_Not working _Part-time _Full-time 

(L3) 

.. 



Appendix D. Scale of Occupational Prestige Scores* 

Physicians, including Osteopaths 

Judges 

Physicists and Astronomers 

Airplane Pilot 

Mathematicians 

School Administrators, college 

Veterinarians 

Librarians 

Foresters and Conservationists 

Computer Programmers 

Engineering and Science Technicians 

Secretaries 

Office Machine Operators 

Teachers, except college and university 

Sales Clerk, retail trade 

Miscellaneous Clerical Workers 

File Clerks 

Dyers 

Warehousemen 

Produce Graders and Packers, except 
factory and farm 

82 

76 

74 

70 

65 

61 

60 

55 

54 

51 

47 

46 

45 

43 

40 

36 

30 

25 

20 

19 

*A sampling of scores were selected to provide the 
reader with a range of scale values. 

. . 
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Appendix E. Scale of Seriousness of Offenses 

Rape 
7.98 

Kidnapping 
7.93 

Homicide 
7.80 

Selling Narcotics 7.70 
Armed Robbery 

7.46 
Arson 

7.35 
Robbery 

6.84 
Attrocious Assault 6.76 
Possession of Narcotics 6.68 
Possession of Weapons 6.57 
Breaking and Entering 6.10 
Car Theft 

5.99 
Larceny ($50.00 or more) 5.94 
Fraud 

5.79 
Resisting Arrest 5.45 
Prostitution 

5.14 
Assault and Battery 5.03 
Larceny 

4.82 
Incorrigible 

4.42 
Truancy 

3.57 

.. 
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Appendix F: Comparison of Attrition and Non-Attrition Groups 

One of the problems of a longitudinal study design is attrition. 

Although one would expect this problem to be limited when dealing with 

subjects who are confined within correctional institutions, this did not 

turn out to be the case. 

Because of the age compo~ition of the population, we were required 

to obtain parental consent for each case. During the time of the intake 

interviews, we received 66 parental refusals. 

The question we have to ask is how did these parental refusals affect 

the representativeness of the sampl~? Using information-from the 

institutional records, we checked for a number of variables for 

~ significant differences between the group of parental refusals and the 

1:\ 

't: 

$ 

• 

remainder of the first longitudinal sample. As Table F-1 indicates, the 

racial composition of the two groups differed somewhat: relatively more 

parents of white inmates refused permission for their child's interview to 

be used for the study, while relatively few parents of Hispanic inmates 

did not give their permission. 

Table F-1. Racial Composition of the Group of Parental Refusals and the 
First Longitudinal Sample . 

Race First Long. Refusals 
Sample (N=744) (N-66) 

Black 47.8 41.5 

White 39.2 52.3 

Hispanic 12.6 6.3 

Other 0.3 0 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 

\1 , 
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We performed t-tests for a number of variables that were obtained 

from official records to find possible differences between the group of 

parental refusals and the intake sample. 

228 

Table F-2 shows that there was no significant difference between the 

mean age at the time of arrival at the institution for the two groups. 

Also, the age at the time of the first arrest and seriousness of current 

and prior offenses were very much the same between the two groups. The 

parental refusal group, however, generally did have fewer recorded 

incidences of delinquent behavior, as well as a lower occurrence of 

probation and a lower mean number of refusals from white, middle-class 

parents. It seems, though, that the two groups are not different enough 

to conclude that significant bias was introduced due to parental refusal. 

The original sample included 744 subjects. However, we obtained 

usable exit interviews for only 450 inmates. This 40% attrition 

introduces a bias problem into our data. In addition, our exit sample 

consists of 371 juveniles so there was a further 17.5% loss that occurred 

between the time of exit from the institution and the time of fol low-up in 

the community 6 months later. 

Tables F-3 and F-4 show that there are no significant differences 

between the exit sample and the drop-outs with the exception that the 

drop-outs had a greater number of prior incarcerations. But in 20 of 21 

comparisons there are no significant differences between the exit sample 

and the. drop-out group both for the variables obtained from official 

records and those obtained from the intake interview. There are no 

significant differences between the follow-up sample and its drop-out 

group. 
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'l'abJe [·'-3. Meun Scarcs and t-t~sts Results for Selected Variables 
from In:;;tltlltional R~cords, Comparing Exit Sample with 
()rop-outs and (-'allow-up Salliple \~ith Drop-Outs 

-,------ -_.-_. 

1.1 Sample 1.1 Scllllpl~ Is difforence L2 SampJe IJ2 Sample 
with Ex it: \dthout significant? with without 
Intt!:rview Exit 1n- Follow-up Follow-up 

terview 
(450) (294) (371) (79) -----_ .. - -----------. 

trol1l Of fi cia 1 ({ecords: 

/19'" at 1st Arrest 13 .09 13.24 NO 13.11 12.97 

No. . of 'l'lmes on Prouation 1. 59 1. 55 NO 1. 56 1. 74 
No. of Months on Probation 19.56 18.61 NO 19.22 21.00 
No. of 1'rJor Incarct:H-a tions 0.25 0.36 YES 0.22 0.34 

'I'otal Montlls lnc.arcet'ated 2.40 3.33 NO 2.13 4.06 

No. ot t-lonths on Parole 0.93 0.90 liD 0.71 1. 81 

1.0. 'I'~st Score 91 .22 92.45 NO 91. 63 89.63 

'I'olal No. of All Offenses 0.54 8.41 NO 8.58 8.41 

'I'otal No. of r~corded 
Incidences 7.78 7.67 NO 7.79 7.77 

Arrest 1I1story Ser.iollsness 18.22 18.90 NO 29.66 29.66 
(Rossi) 

Curt'ont Arr~l:lt SeriousneSs 9.74 9.79 NO 12.94 13.15 
(Hassi) u .. _-'<' ...... ___________ • _____ .--_. ----

.' ," t 

Is difference 
significant? 

NO 

NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

-1 

-'1 

.. 
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'''aule ~'-4. Mean Scores and t-tests Results for Selected Variables 
from the Intake 1ntervie\~, COlllpal'ing the Exit Sample ,41th 
the Drop-outs, and the Follow-up Sa"~le with the Drop-outs 

Self Report: 

Ll Sample 
with Exit 
interview 

(451)) 

Age ?t 1st Arrest 12.96 

lIigh.est Grade Complete 8.92 

Father's Occupation 35.82 
(Prestige score) 

Mother's Occupation 36.39 
(Prestige Score) 

No. of Prior Arrests 6.13 

No. of Prior Incarcerations 0.36 

No. of Months previously 
on probation 15.83 

No. of 'riloes previously 
on Parole 0.14 

Arrest lIistory Seriousness 24.4-' 
(Rossi) 

Current Arrest Seriousness .7.38 
(Rossi) 

ifference 
ificant? 

1.1 Semple Is d 
without sign 
Exit 1n- at .01 level 
ter.view 

(2.94) 

13 .12 

B.95 

35.65 

36.08 

6.35 

0.44 

16.13 

0.20 

23.94 

6.76 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

----------------------------------------------.----

'j 

L2 Sample L2 Sample 
with without 
Follow-up Follow-up 

(371) (79) 

12.93 13.10 

8.91 B.97 

36.00 34.98 

35.57 41. 75 

6.1.7 5.95 

0.34 0.45 

15.46 17.58 

0.12 0.22 

24.34 25.06 

7.42 7.20 

.. 

-'1 

.-
Is difference 
significant? 
at .01 level 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 
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Appendix G -- Basic Model of Contextual Analysis 

In the multilevel analysis sections of Chapter I I I, IV, and V, we 

have approached the study of the dependent variables by specifying a 

multiple-regression model that contains individual, group, and interaction 

variables. The basic form of the model is: 

Y. = bO+b1X. +b2C Tb3X. C +e. 
~c ~c c ~c c ~c 

Continuous individual-level scores on dependent variables such as 

negative attitude toward staff, self-esteem, number of subsequent offenses 
, 

in the community, are represented by Vic for the ith individual in the cth 

correctional unit. Individual-level predictor variables (such as number 

of prior violent offenses, number of prior incarcerations, age, etc.) are 

represented by Xic. The variable C stands for the unit-level varibles or 

~, contextual variables such as percent of inmates on a unit who had prior 

incarcerations, percent over the age of 17, etc. Thus, Cc represents the 
'. 

effect that exposure to the group has on the individual's Y (some outcome 

., variable). Interaction effect; associated with these variables were 

tested for the product of the individual and group variables. The 

aSleSlment of the existence of interation effects was only tested for 

ft. variables at the Individual level for which there was a composite variable 

at the aggregate level. For example. an interaction term for age and 

percent older thin 17 was entered In the equation in order to determine if 

there was an interaction effect of these variables on various outcome 

variables. Interaction terms between some individual characteristics X 

and an aggregate characteristic C based on an aggregation of some other 

.~ 
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individual-level variable was not routinely entered in the equations 

because there were too many possibil ities in the early regression 

equations which had ten to fif~een individual-level variables as weJ I as 

several aggregate-level variables. 

f 

---~-- -~~-~~.-
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Appendix H -- Two Stage Least Squares Discussion 

One of the problems with using repeated measures (panel design) is 

, ~ mak i ng the assumpt i on that the res i dua I (or disturbance) in the equat i on 

involving the intake measure is uncorrelated with the disturbance term of 

the same measure at exit. This is the problem of serial dependence or 

~ auto correlation (Markus, 1979: 50). Basically what the problem involves 

I, i! 
~ 

t~ .; 

, 

I' 
i 
! 

is violating one of the assumptions of OLS (Ordinary Least Squares) path 

analysis--that thea error or disturbance terms in two causally related 

variables be uncorrelated. There are two good reasons for believing that 

the same measures collected over relatively short time intervals have 

correlated error terms. One is that the disturbance term is in part a 

composite of any unmeasured variables that influence the dependent 

variable but which are not included in the analysis for one reason or 

another. It is quite probable that the same omitted variables are absent 

at each po i nt in time (here intake and ex it). A second reason for 

correlated error terms is the fact that errors in measurement of the 

dependent variables at one point in time are likely to be repeated at a 

'~:'- second point in time. For both of these reasons we think it reasonable to 

ass.ume that our dependent var i ab I es have carre I ated error terms and that 

this problem must be addressed. 

One of the consequences of autocorrelated disturbances is that the 

variances of the error terms for the variabl~s with autocorrelated 

disturbances will be underestimated. Consequently, statistics such as Rl 

and F ratio$ will be inflated (Markus, 1979: 50). A consequence of 
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inflated R2 or F ratios may be erroneously concluding that a variable is 

significantly related to a dependent variable when, in fact, it is not 

(Hibbs, 1973). In order to avoid this problem, researchers have commonly 

used a process called two-stage least squares (2SLS). The details of this 

technique may be found in statistical textbooks, but in a nutshell what is 

done is that a surrogate var i ab 1 e for the "t i me oneil measure of the 

dependent variable is used in the regression of the "time two ll variable. 

This surrogate or instrumental variable has the characteristics of being 

uncorrelated with the error term of the time two measure, yet still a good 

measure of the "time oneil version of the variable. In practice, this 

involves regressing the "time one" variable on independent variables and 

using the resulting estimated "time one" variable as a predictor of the 

"time two ll variable in a second regression--hence the method is referred 

to as two-stage least squares (2SLS). 

In th~ present research we performed 2SLS on each of the three 

dependent variables discussed in this charter--self-esteem, criminal 

identity and perceived risk of a criminal career. Individual-level prior 

characteristics were used as predictors in the first stage for each of the 

three depenoent variables. In the second stage, the estimate of the 

intake measure (as opposed to the intake measure itself) is used as a 

predictor of the exit measure, along with all the unit-level predictors 

but without the individual-level measures used in the first stage. As a 

result of this analysis ~n each of the three dependent variables, we found 

that the only major difference between our initial OLS analysis and the 

2SLS analysis was that the regression estimates between the IItime oneil 
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surrogate and the exit measure was substantially lower in the 2SLS 

analysis than in the OLS analysis. Unit-level effects on the exit measure 

did not differ substantially from the OLS estimates. In the analysis to 

follow, we only present the OLS estimates for the path coefficients. 2SLS 

coefficients are mentioned for the "time one" (intake) parameters. 
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Appendix I. Methodological Considerations: Chapter I I I 

Order of Entry of Variables As mentioned in the text. caution must be 

exercised in interpreting the results of the path diagram in Figure 3-B of 

Chapter I I I. There are several reasons for concern over the analysis 

represented in the diagram. The usual assumptions made in recursive path 

analysis are made -- error terms have a mean of zero. are homoscedastic. 

and are uncorrelated. Relationships among variables are assumed to be 

I inear, additive and causal. One-way causal flow is also assumed. 

One of the serious problems we encountered in the analysis was 

multicoll inearity among predictor variables. Especially difficult is the 

correlations among the unit-level varibles and to a lesser extent 

correlations between an individual-leVel variable and its aggregate-level 

version, e.g., prior incarcerations and percent on a unit with prior 

incarcerations. Nothing could be done to alter this reality. Previously 

incarcerated juveni les tend to be placed with other previously 

incarcerated juveniles. GGI units tend not to have previously 

incarcerated juveniles and tend to ~e community-oriented units (r - .626). 

Our analysis to follow attempts to address these problems. 

Of critical importance in the evaluation of the present model is the 

extent to which 'he relative strengths of the predicting variables is an 

arbitrary result of the order of entry of variables In the equations. 

Secondly, we will discuss the problem of the stabil ity of the B 

coefficients as collinear variables enter the regression equations. Table 

1-1 shows the squared semipartial correlations (also cal led 

part-correlations) for several of the key independent variables in the 
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model. The squared semipartial correlation represents the absolute 

increment in explained variance attributable to the variable in question 

when entered in a particular order in a regression equation. (The larger 

the magnitude of the coefficient, the more variance of the dependent 

variable is uniquely explained by that variable given the other variables 

preceding it in the equation. The squared semipartial correlation 

represents a more direct measure of the strength of a predicting variable 

than does the Beta coefficient.) 

Although not all possible orders of entry of varibles are presented 

in Table 1-1, four orders of entry that are theoretically relevant are 

shown. In all four orders of entry the total Rl. of course, remains the 

same (.428). In all four orders of entry, the individual prior 

characteristic variables (not shown) were entered prior to the 

aggregate-level variables. These prior characteristics include age. race. 

prior incarcerations and prior violent offenses. Together they explain 

.088 of the variance in the dependent variable -- negative attitude toward 

staff. In the first order of entry shown in Table 1-1, the compositional 

variables of percent violent and percent with prior incarcerations are 

entered hierarchically prior to the remaining compositional unit-level 

variables. Community orientation and GGI (integral variables) are entered 

last in the first row. The reSlllts show that percent with prior 

incarcerations and percent older than 17 yeaers of age explain .101 and 

.009 of the variance respectively, whl Ie the integral-level measures 

explain .087 .Id .028 of the variance in negative attitude toward staff. 

In the second order of entry, community orientation and GGI 
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'l'able :£-1. SquaL'ed Stlmipartial Correlations. Individual-Level and 
AmJregate-f.evel Independent Variables. 
Negative Attitude Toward Staff 
Dependent Variable (CR) Four Orders of Entry 

,.,--------'----------%---%--W"'"'i-t-h-
% 

Older 
'l'han 

:¥ 
White 

I ndi v idual-J .. evel 
Prior Characteristics 

I-Level 
( SP2) .088 

Violent Prior 

.004 

Incarcer­
ations 

.101 

17 i'rs. 

.009 .020 

Conullunity 
orienta­
tion 

.087 

GGl 

.028 

Total 
R2 

.428 

=====-=============================------,=:.: -:t======= 
Individual-Level 
Prior Characteristics 

COllunllni ty GGI 
Orienta-
tion 

% With :¥ :¥ " 
Prior Violent White Oldar 
lncarcer- Than , ______________________ + ________________ ~a~t~'l~·o~n:~s~ ______________________ lI-yrs. 

2 I-I.evc1 
SP (Sp<!) .OBB 

IncH vic'lual-Leve I. 
Prior Characteristics 

.263 .052 

% With ,. 
Prior Older 
1 ncarcer- 'J'han 

.009 

" White 

.007 

" Violent 

.009 

Community 
Orienta­
tion 

.000 

GGI 

Total 
R2 

.428 

'rotal 
R2 

____________ -l~a~L:::.;i~u::!.ns 17 Yrs. -------------------------.. --t-------
S[)

2 1-1,e~el 
( SP ) .OSB .101 .101 .023 .000 .087 .028 .428 

... ,--================ ======-:- --_._--------------,--- ._------... ----
Tnd i v i duo 1-I.ellel 
Prior Characteristics 

% With:¥ " " 
Prior Older White Violent GGl Community 
Incarner- Than Orienta-

_________________ , ________ ,q~t~·1~o~n~s~_~17~Y~r~s~! ____ . ____________________________ t~ion 

I-Level 
sp2 (Sp2) .08B .1111 .101 .023 .000 .072 .043 

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

.. 

.428 
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(guided group interaction) variables explain .263 and .052 of the variance when 

entered prior to the compositional variables. Percent with prior 

incarcerations and percent older than 17 years drop to .009 and .000 in 

their squared semi-partials. 

In the third order of entry, the integral unit-level variables 

(community orientation and GGI) drop back to their position as in the 

first order of entry. Percent with prior incarcerations and percent older 

than 17 years are entered prior to al I other unit-level varibles and each 

explains .101 of the variance. In the fourth order of entry, as in the 

r ~ I:: 

i 
third, the integral unit-level variables are entered last -- only GGI is 

l: entered before community orientation. The result is that GGI increases 

its contribution to explained variance to .072 and community orientation 

drops to .043. 

Looking at th€ comparative contributions to explained variance, one 

sees that the community orientation and GGI variables explain most of the 

variance in negative attitude toward staff. Their respective squared 

semi-partials are .087 •• 263 •. 043, and .028, .052, .072 for the three 

orders of entry presented in which their SP2 can vary. Percent with prior 

:, ~ ll.' ~ incarcerations is the nearest rival in explaining variance with values of 

.101 and .009 in the two orders of entry presented in which its values can 

vary. Percent older than 17 years is next with .099, .000, .101. Percent 

violent has the poorest explanatory power of the six variables being 

\ compared with values of .004, .007, and .000. 

In summary, the examination of the squared semi-partials for the 

different orders of entry provides support for the argument that the 
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integral unit-level variables of community orientation and GGI are the 

best predictors of a low negative attitude toward staff. Percent with 

prior incarcerations, the strongest of the compositional unit-level 

variables, contributes virtually nothing to explained variance when the 

integral unit-level varibles are entered first. When percent with prior 

incarcerations is entered first among unit-level measures, it explains 

less than half of what community orientation explains when it is entered 

first among unit-level measures. Thus, further support is provided for 

the heterogeneity model, in that measures of program types are better 

predictors than compositional unit-level measures in contributing to the 

explanation of negative attitude toward staff. 

Variability of Betas. A second major consideration in interpreting 

the 3-B is also directly I inked to the problem of collinearity or 

redundancy among independent variables. The size of the Bls (Beta 

coefficients) are in part a function of the number of other independent 

variables with which a given variable is correlated and with the degree of 

corrlation. Table 1-2 shows the consequences of the coli inearity on the 

Bls for all the variables for which there is a substantial change 

( , 

.. 
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'rable 1-2. Change in B's as Collinear Variables are Entered the 
Regression Equation. Co:npositional Variables Entered 
Step-Wise in Block after Individual-Level Characteristics. 
COllullunity OC"ientation of Unit and GGI Variables Entered Last 

'-- ------------- --------,--------y----------,-------ir----,----
VdC"iable Subject 
to B Change o[ 
Greater 'I'han .03 

Number. of PC"ioC" 
Inc1JC"ceC"ations 

White 

% with PrioC" 
Incarcerations 
in Unit 

% with PC"ior 
IncarceC"ations 
in Unit 

% wi\:h Prior 
IncaC"cerations 
in Unit 

% with PrioC" 
IncarC'eC"ations 
in Unit 

13 for Variable 
Before Collinear 
Variable Entered 
Equation 

.233 

-.133 

.350 

.492 

.411 

.195 

CQllineaC" VaC"iable 
Causing B Change 

" with GreateC" 
'rhan Zero PC"ior 
Incarcerations 
in Unit 

" White 

% Older than 
17 Years 

% White 

COllullunity Orien­
taLion of Unit 

GGI 

Correlation of 
OC"iginal VaC"i-
able and 
Collinear VaC"-
iable 

" . 

.398 

.310 

.431 

-.423 

-.435 

-.382 

Resulting B Change Final 
of Original in B B 
Variable 

--
.099 -.165 .092 

-.086 -.047 -.089 

.492 +.142 .133 

.415 -.077 .133 

.195 -.216 .133 

.132 -.063 .133 

-------------~-

\ 
.) 
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'I'able 1-2 continued 

Vuridble Subject U for Variable Collinear Variable Correlation of Resulting B Change Final 
to B Change of Before Collinear Causing B Change Original Vari- of Original in B B 
Greater Th(:!n .03 Variable Entered able and Variable 

Equation Collinear Var-
iable 

------- --------- . -----
% Older 'l'han COllununity O.den-
17 Years -.343 tCltjon of lInit .202 -.149 -.194 -.008 

% Older '1'han -.1<19 GGI .290 -.008 -.141 -.008 
17 Years 

, 

% \~jlite -.151 GGI .403 -.115 -.036 -.115 

-" 
Conulluni ty 
Orientation -.378 GGI .626 -.289 -.089 -.289 

-. 
% Violent -.015 GGI -.302 -.114 .099 -.114 

\ 
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r 
in the size of the B when another variable is entered in the equation. The 

* order of entry for the variables is one designed to test conservatively the 

hypotheses that the compositonal unit-level variables have little or no effect 

on the dependent varible -- negative attitude toward staff. (Of course, the 

order of entry does not affect the size of the final B's.) Thus the 

integral unit-level varibles are entered last in the equation and each of 

the compositonal variables are entered step-wise after the 

individual-level background characteristics are entered. 

Looking at Table 1-2, ?ne can see that the B for percent ~ith prior 

incarcerations is the most unstable of all the variables entered in the 

equation. When the variable percent older than 17 enters, the partial B 

of percent incarcerations increases. When percent white, 

community-orientation and GGI enter the B drops to -.007, -.216, and 

-.063, respectively. 

Looking at the size of the multicoll inearity of these variables, one 

can understand why the B fluctuates to this extent. Thus, the relatively 

small size of the final B of ~ercent with prior incarcerations (.133) can, 
.~ 

in part, be attributed to the fact that it correlates highly with several 

other independent variables which has the overall effect of lowering its B 

value. 

Because of the theoretical importance of the percent previously 

{~ Incarcerated variable, an attempt was made to evaluate Its strength when 

the debi I itatlng effects of the other compositional unit-level variables 

are removed. The argument here is that percent white, percent older than 

~~ 17, as well as percent violent, because they are empirically redundant 
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with percent with prior incarcerations, are lowering the magnitude of the 

variable's B. A separate regression analysis was performed in which, 

after the initial individual-level prior characteristic variables were 

entered, only two unit-level variables were entered -- percent with prior 

incarcerations and community-orientation. 

The results of this analysis with only two unit-level variables 

appear in Table 1-3. With the redundancy of the other compositional 

variables removed (because they are not in the equation), we see that the 

B value is .350. When community orientation enters the equation, the B 

for percent with prior incarcerations drops to .150. This is 

approximately equal to the B in the model in Figure 3-B. Thus the 

collinearity of the variable percent with prior incarcerations with other 

compositional variables is not causing the drop in the B when the 

community orientation variable is entered. Replacing community 

orientation with the GGI dummy variable results in a simi lar effect on the 

B of percent with prior incarcerations, which drop to .186. Conversely, 

when community orientation is entered as the sole unit-level variable, its 

value is -.523. With percent with prior incarcerations added to the . 
equation, the B drops only to -.468. Substituting GGI for community 

orientation results in a similar small reduction from -.503 to -.445. 

It might be argued that it is the collinearity with the individual 

characteristics that is causing the instabi I ity of the B's of percent of 

inmates with prior incarcerations. By removing from the regression 

equation those individual varibles with even a loW level of colI inearlty 

~~~--~- -- --~----- -~ .---
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'l'abl~ 1-3. 

-

'c 

Effect of olllittinC) Redundant Independent Variables from 
Regression Equation of Negative Attitude Toward Staff 

1 

._--
varlable Subject B Value Entering Collinear Resulting Change B for Collinear 

to U Change 

% with Pt"ior 
IncaL'l.!('Iration 

COllullunl ty 
Or! en ta tion 

GGI 

.. with Prior .. 
Incarceration 

Before Variable U Value in e Variaule 

--- - .... _---_. -
.350 CCllllllluni ty .150 -.200 -.468 

(.403)* Orientation (.197) (-.206) (Conununity 
Orientation) 

-.523 " with Prior -.468 -.055 .150 
Incarcerations 

-.503 " with Prior -.445 -.058 .186 
Incarcerations 

.350 GGI .186 -.164 -.445 
(.385) (.218) (-.199) 

kNulllbers in parentheses ar.e B when no individual-level control variables 
are included in the equation. 

.. 

• 

t' 



Appendix I 249 

r 
t (.20 to .35), one can test for collinearity of effects between 

percent with prior incarcerations and each of the integral unit-level 

measures. Table 1-3 shows that either GGI or community orientation causes 

a significant reduction in the B for percent with prior incarcerations. 

By and large, it is the colI inearity of the community orientation or the 

GGI variables that results in the drop for the B for percent with prior 

incarcerations. 

In summary, the collinearity of percent with prior incarcerations and 

community orientation or GGI results in a lowering of the B for the former 

variable when either of the latter are entered in the regression equation. 

Both community orientaion and GGI remain relatively stable when percent 

with prior incarcerations is entered. This indicates that the 

organizational characteristics of the unit are more important predictors 

of inmates attitudes toward the staff. To a lesser extent, however, 

inmates who have been previously incarcerated contribute to creating 

hostile attitudes toward staff. 

Unequal n's Across Units 

The estimates presented in Figure 3-B could be biased because of 

unequal numbers of individuals within correctional units. In order to 

address the consequences of unequal n's for the aggregate measures, we 

excluded the two smallest units and took a random sample of about twenty 

individuals from the largest units. Thus the n per unit varied only from 

about 16 to 20 individuals per unit. The B's :For the approximately equal 

\ n's are presented in Table 1-4. Three separat'~ samples of approximately 

equal n's were drawn. each with randomly chosen individuals (not 

c 
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necessarily the same individuals in each of the samples). The results 

show that there appears to be no serious bias introduced by the unequal 

n1s in the analysis. The statistical significance of some of the 

estimates drops to below the .05 level. a reflection of the increased 

standard error ~f the coefficients. which would be expected given the 

smaller overall N of cases. 

" " 
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NUlliber of prior 
Incarcerat.ions 

White 

.'lumber of Violent 
Offenses 

Percent on Unit IHth 
Prior Incarcerations 

Percent Older than 
17 Years 

Percent White 
on Unit 

-
Per.cent. Violent 
on Unit 

• 

Table 1-4. Effect of Unequal n's in Units in Regression 
Coefficients for Model in Figure 3-A. (CR) 

-
B's for Model B's for Model in B's for Model in 
in Figure 3-A, Figure 3-1'\ ApproK- Figure 3-A--Second 
Unequdl n's Imately Equal n's Sample of ApproKi-
Across Units Across Units mately n's Across 

(N=410) (N=313 , n's=20) Units 
(N.=322, n's=20) 

.0'92 .116 .093 

-.089 -.069 -.113 

.001 (ra.s.) .016 (n. s.) .024 (n. s.) 

.133 .158 .161 

-.008 (n.s. ) -.122 (n.s. ) -.145 (n. s.) 

-.115 -.l1B -.097 

-.114 -.062 (n.s.) -.064 (n.s. ) 

Community Orientation -.289 -.384 -.398 

GGI -.270 -.097 (n. s.) -.068 (n.s. ) 
-

B's for Model in 
Figure 3-A--Third 
Sample of ApproK-
imately Equal n's 
Across Units 
(N=316, n's=20) 

.105 

-.120 

-.008 (n.s. ) 

.171 

-.106 (n. s. ) 

-.082 (n.s. ) 

-.049 (n.s. ) 

-
-.338 ._--
-.123 (n. 5.) 
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Appendix J -- Order of Entry of Variables in Analysis of Chapter IV 

Tables J-1. J-2 and J-3 show the squared semipartial correlations 

between five central unit-level measures and each of the three dependent 

variables analyzed in this section. Four different orders of entry are 

presented. corresponding to theoretically important alternative ways of 

partitioning variance in the dependent variables in question. The 

squared semi partial represents the absolute increment to the total R2 that 

a variable accounts for when entered in a particular order with all the 

other variables controlled for. In all three tables. relevant 

individual-level variables are entered first. and their combined share of 

explained variance appears in each table. In Table J-1. the 

individual-level variables explain .208 of the variance of self-esteem. 

Table J-1 is indicative of all three tables in that the measure of 

inmate subculture--the mean negative attitude toward staff--is predictive 

of self-esteem. as it is of the other two dependent variables presented in 

Tables J-2 and J-3. The unit-level subculture measure explains .133 • 

• 131 •• 044 and .119 of the variance of positive self-esteem. depending on 

its order of entry. GGI is the next strongest variablei it explains .106 

and .013 of the variance of self-esteem in the two orders of entry in 

which its share of self-esteem variance may vary. Percent violent on a 

unit explains less than .003 of the variance for any order of entry. 

Percent white on a unit explains .018 when entered first. but explains 

less than one percent when entered in the other positions listed. In 
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'I'able J-J. Squared Semipartial Correlations Between Several Unit-Level 
Independent Variables and Change in Self-Esteem Between 
Intake and Exit (L1-L2) Four orders of Entry 

Individual [,evel 
Prior Characteristics 

5p2 I-Level 
SP2) 

.20B 

Individual Level 
Prior Characteristics 

Sp2 I-Level 
S(2) 

.208 

Individual Level 
Prior Characteristics 

SP2 I-Lellel 
S(2) 

.208 

Individual Level 
Prior Characteristics 

5p2 I-Lellel 
SP2) 

.208 

Mean Negative 
Attitude 
'roward Staff 

.133 

" Violent 

.002 

GU! 

.106 

" Wh1t:e 

.01B 

" White 

.004 

Nean Negative 
Attitude 'roward 

Staff 

.131 

COfllmuniCy 
Orientation 

.OOB 

" Violent 

.000 

" Violent 

.000 

" White 

.003 

Mean Negative 
Attitude Toward 

St:Clff 

.044 

Mean Negative 
Attitude 'roward 

Staff 

.119 

.. 

Conununity 
orientation 

.017 

Community 
Orientation 

.017 

" White 

.007 

COllullunity 
Orientation 

.017 

t 

GGI 

.013 

GGI 

.013 

" Violent 

.001 

GGI 

.013 

, 
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r 
summary, mean negative attitude toward staff and GGI are the 

I strongest predictors of change in self-esteem between intake and exit from 

f ~ the institution. 

In evaluating the predictors of the dependent variable of criminal 

identity, we simi larly controlled for all individual-level variables which 

together explain .106 of the variance. Once again, the measure of 

anti-staff attitudes is a strong predictor, explaining .044, .010, and 

.073 of the variance of criminal identity. GGI is also a good predictor, 

explaining .017, .026 and .058 in the three orders in which its values may 

vary, whereas community orientation is a less powerful predictor with 

.010, .001 and .017. Percent violent again explains less than one percent 

of the variance regardless of the order of entry. Percent with prior 

incarcerations explains .032, .028, .015 and .000 of the variance of 

criminal identity, suggesting that it also is a relatively strong factor 

in explaining criminal identity. 

Mean negative attitude toward staff is stronger than any other 

predictor of perceived risk of a criminal career (Table J-3), explaining 

.026, 026, .012 a~d .066 of the variance in its different orders of entry. 

.• GGI and community orientation are less strong, with GGI explaining .010 

and .022 and community orientation .001 and .012 in its entries. Percent 

with prior incarcerations is also a strong predictor, explaining .030, 

.030, .018 and .001 of the variance of perceived risk of a criminal 

career. Percent violent on a unit once aga·in explains less than .01 of 

\ the variance, regardless of order of entry. 

- -- ~ .... _- -- ""'""--------- ---
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'j'able J-2. Squared Semipartial Correlations Bet.ween Several Unit-Level 
Independent Variables and Change jn Criminal Identity 
Between Intake and Exit (LI-L2) Four Orders of Entry 

Individual Level Mean Negative ,. ¥ GGI 
Peior Cilaracteristics Attitude 'roward Prior Violent 

Staff Incarceration::; 

? 
SP- I-Level 

( Sp2) .044 .032 .000 .017 
.106 

Individual Level % Mean Negative ,. Conununity 
Peior Characteristics Violent Attitude Toward Prior Orientation 

Staff Incarcerations 

sp2 I-Level 
SP2) .003 .046 .028 .00::' 

.106 

Individual Level GGI Comn.luni ty ¥ Mean Negative 
Prior Charact&ristics Orientation Prior Attitude Toward 

Incarcerations Staff 

sp2 I-Level 
SP2) .058 .017 .015 .010 

.106 

Individual Level ,. 
" Mean Negative GGI 

Prior Characteristics Violent Prior Attitude Toward 
Incarcerations Staff 

sp2 I-I.evel 
Sp2) .003 .000 .073 .017 

.106 

.. 

• 

Conununity 
Orientation 

.010 

GGI 

.026 

" Violent 

.002 

Community 
Orientation 

., 

.010 



r 

'J'able 3-3. 

• 

Squared SeJllipartial Correlations Between Several Unit-Level 
Independent Variables and Change in Perceived Risk of Criminal 
Career Between Intake and Exit (Ll-L2) Four Orders of Entry 

------------------------------------------------------------------------_.-------------
Individual Level 
Pr-ior 
Clw r-acter is ti cs 

SP2 I-Level 
SP2) 

.159 

Individual Level 
Prior' 
Character-is tics 

SP2 I-Level 
( Sp2) 

.159 

Individual Level 
Prior 
Char-acteristics 

~p2-I-Lel!~1 
SP2) 

.159 

Individual Level 
Prior 
Characteristics 

SP2 I-Level 
SP2) 

.159 

Mean Negative 
Attitude 
'l'oward Staff 

% 

.026 

% 
Violent 

.000 

GGI 

.022 

Prior 
Incarcer­
ations 

.001 

% 
Prior 
Incarcer­
ations 

.030 

Mean Neqative 
Attitude 
'roward Staff 

.026 

COllullunity 
Orientation 

.012 

% 
Violent 

.001 

% 
Older Than 
17 Years 

.012 

Prior 
Incarccr­
tions 

.030 

Mean Negative 
Attitude 
Toward Staff 

.012 

% 
Older Than 
17 Years 

.001 

% 
Violent 

.00.1 

% 
Older Than 
17 Year-s 

.012 

% 
Prior 
Incarcer­
ations 

.018 

Mean Negative 
Attitude 
Toward Staff 

.066 

GGI 

.010 

GGI 

.010 

% 
Older Than 
17 Years 

.012 

GGI 

.010 

Conununi ty 
Orientation 

,001 

Conununity 
Orientation 

.001 

% 
Violent 

.003 

Conununity 
Orientation 

.001 

-1 
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To sUmmari2e the results of the analysis of the squared semi partial 

correlations: inmate subculture is overall the strongest predictor of 

changes in self-esteem, criminal identity and value of a criminal career 

when other unit and individual-level variables are controlled. GGI is 

also important as is, but to a lesser extent, community orientation. 

Despite the strength of the inmate subculture variable, however, the 

results do not consistently support homogeneity theory, because of the 

negative relationship with the self-esteem measure at exit (contrary to 

the hypothesis of prisonization theory). The direction of the predictions 

" does hold, however, for the other two dependent variables(identity as a 

criminal and perceived risk of a criminal career), providing support for 

prisonization theory. Heterogeneity theory, on the other hand, is 

systematically supported by the overall strength and direction of the GGI 

and community orientation variables. It is also the case, as we argued 

earl ier, that GGI and community orientation are causally prior to the 

inmate subculture measure. Thus, GGI and community orientation are 

affecting each of the dependent variables indirectly through their 

negative effect on inmate subculture. 
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Appendix K -- Order of Entry of Variables in Chapter V 

The relative strength of the predictor variables may be more directly 

Table K-1 evaluated by comparing their squared semi-partial correlations. 

shows the results for five different orders of entry of unit-level 

variables after relevant individual-level variables were controlled for. 

(For clarity of presentation, only the three most central dependent 

variables are chosen.) Several results merit scrutiny. 

When the p'ercent violent on the unit is entered prior to other 

unit-level measures, it explains less than .01 of the variance of the 

three dependent variables in Table 5-4 (number of subsequent arrests, 

self-esteem at the follow-up interview, and number of self-reported 

offenses). The prevalence of negative attitUde toward staff does not 

explain more of the dependent variable than does the community-orientation 

variable, even though community orientation is entered fourth in the 

equation, after the unit-level measure of negative attitude toward staff. 

Percent with prior incarcerations, when entered first, explains less than 

.01 of the variance in any of the three dependent variables. Regardless 

of the order of entry, the composition and negative attitude variables 

explain very little variance of the dependent variables, and in no case do 

they explain more than two percent of the variance in any of the dependent 

variables. 

Looking at the squared semi partial correlations of the integral 

characteristics of the units, we see that relatively ~peaking, they 

explain considerably more variance in the three dependent variables 

r 

\ 

I, 

Appendix K 

presented. When entered prior to the other unit-level variables. 

community orientation explains about four percent of the variance of 

number of subsequent arrests and five percent of self-reported offenses. 

while GGI. when entered first, explains three and four percent 

respectively. Because of their high intercorrelation, neither variable 

explains more than one percent of any of the dependent varibles when 

entered in the second position, after the other integral unit-level 

measure. Comparing GGI and community orientation when entered after the 

compositional variables reveals that the two integral measures are simi lar 

in strength. 

In summary, an examinatioin of the squared semi partial correlation 

adds further support to our interpetation of the comparatiVe strength of 

the integral characteristics of the units (GGI and community orientation). 
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Table K-I. Squared Semipartial Correlations, Five Different Orders 
of Bntry - Three Follow-up Outcome Measures 

--_ ...... _- .. __ . 
F!rst Order of Bntry Hean Negative Percent with Percent COllununity 

Attitude Prior lncar- Violent' Orientation 
'l'hn'le Outcome Variables 'l'owaL"d Staff cerations on Unit 
-----
1. No. of Subsequent .016 .001 .000 .033 

Arrests _ ..... __ ..... __ ... 
2. Self-Esteem at .001 .003 .000 .001 

Fo'llo\o/-up .-
3. No. oE S':llf-Heported .024 .000 .004 .024 

Offenses at r'ollow-up 
" -, - . - Entry 

.. 
Percei1t-~ilih I·feun "" 

.§i~~ond Order oE Negative Percent GGl 
Prior Incar- Attitude Violent 

'rhree Outcome Variablfls cerations Toward Staff on Unit -- ...... __ .. -
1. No. of Subsequent .002 .016 .000 .015 

Arrests - .. - -
2. Sel f·· t:!s teelll at .004 .000 .000 .001 

Follow-up 

o 

GGl 

.001 

--
.012 

.004 

Conununity 
Orientation 

-
.019 

--
.012 

--_. - - ---------------- ,-",,-
3 . No. of Self-Reported .009 .015 .004 .019 .009 

Offenses at r'ollow-up . - - - - -. 
_.-...!!lird Order of Entry 

._-
with Negative C-ollununi ty Percent Pel'cent Mean GGl -------... " . ..,.,. . Vio.lent Prior Incar- Attitude Orientation 

'l'l\ree Outcome Vari ables' •. - ~- on Unit cerations 'l'oward Staff -. --
1. No. of Subsequent .000 .002 .016 .015 .019 

Arrf3st::; 
.. _---.. -- --
2. self-r~steem at .000 .004 .000 .012 .001 

r'o110w-up --, --------_. 
3. No. of Self-Heported .004 .012 .013 .019 .009 

Offenses at Pollow-up 
., '- ...... _e .. _ ... -. 
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Table K-l continued 

'l'hree Ou 

1. NUlllb 
Arre 

11['", ... _---
lC0111e 

er of 
st:; 

r er 0 'n 

Vdridbles 

Subsl~q uen t 

'-Esteem 2. Self 
~'oll 

at 
ow-up 

3. No. of Self-Heported 
Offe nses 

Or der 5 Independent 
", Val"lable:; 

ry 

'l'hree De 
Ourcollle 

pendent-' -'- ~ .. _ 
Variable:; ......... 

~'-._-
1. No. of Subsequent 

'sts Arre 

2. Sel 
Pol 

3. No. 

f-EBteell\ at 
10\~,.up 

of self-Heported 
Offe ~nses at Follow-up 

-------

.030 

.010 

.043 

-, 
Conununity 
Orientation 

.038 

.003 

--
.050 

t 

',Oll1l1\un~ 'y P ercen t P ercen t 'th Wl M ean N ega t' ~ve 
Orientation Violent Prior Incar- Attitude 

on Unit cerations Toward Staff .. - ----
.009 .000 .012 .000 

---
.001 .000 .001 .005 

.009 .002 .002 .001 

GGI Percent Percent with Mean Negative 
Viol.ent Prior Incar- Attitude 
on Unit cerations Toward Staff 

- --
.001 .001 .012 .000 

-
.0011 .000 .001 .005 

.003 .002 .002 .001 

.. 

... 
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Appendix L -- Simulated Results on Questions of the Robustness 

of GG I Effects 

In this appendix we attempted to determine the extent to which some 

of the results from Chapter V could be explained by measurement error 

differentially associated with the subsequent arrests and subsequent 

self-reported arrests between GGI and non-GGI subgroups. That is, perhaps 

GGI releasees are less likely to be rearrested or to have their arrests 

reported back to parole or probation officers than non-GGI releasees 

(other sources of measurement error are possible, e.g., coding, 

keypunching errors, etc.). If there are systematic errors in the 

measurement of the main dependent variable -- number of official arrests 

-- then our results would be a product of this artifact. To ascertain the 

extent to which there would have to be systematic measurement error in the 

dependent variable, creating the illusion of an intervention effect, we 

randomly selected 5. 10, 15 and 20 percent, respectively, of the GGI 

releasees in the sample who had no recoded SUbsequent arrests and we 

temporari Iy recoded their score on this variable from 110" to a "1". As a 

further check, we followed the same procedure for a number of 

self-reported arrests. The results are reported in Table L-1. One can 

see that by randomly recoding 5% of the GGI releasees with no official 

arrests, the probabil ity level (F-test) of there being a difference 

between the mean number of subsequent arrests in GGI vs. non-GGI groups is 

\ .10. At first glance this seems discouraging, yet one must also consider 

(a) even by recoding 20% of the target cases, the absolute level 
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difference between GGI and non-GGI is .09 (.90 - .81) (probability level 

. 
jumps to .43), (b) as argued below, GGI releasees may be more 1 ikely to 

have their arrests result in official arrests that are referred back to 

parole or probation than are non-GGI releasees -- thus biasing our results 

against finding GGI intervention effects in subsequent arrests. 

The three right-handed colUmns show that the GGI releasee's 

self-report about 15% more arrests than are officially reported with 

probation/ parole. Non-GGI releasees, however, self-report 43% more 

arrests than contained in official parole r~cords. It is doubtful that 

non-GGI releasees are overreporting arrests since, if they were, we would ~I 
,i 

{j 

1/ 

"'. " 

expect that they would also overreport subsequent offenses (regardless of 

whether or not they were arrested), but, in fact, non-GGI releasees 

self-report fewer subsequent offenses (average = 13.1) than GGI releasees 

(average = 16.0) in the six months after release. 

Further examination of the three right-hand columns of Table L-1, 

reveals that between 15-20% of the self-reported arrests Would have to be 

~l 
11 

(: ~ 

in error to eliminate the between group statistically significant (.05 

level) difference, and, even at 20%, the probability level is only .07. 

In conclusion, we think it reasonable to assume the results of the 

analysis on the number of subsequent official arrests are robust enough to 

warrant the claim that there is an intervention effect that is real and 

not an artifact of systematic measurement error across GGI vs. non~GGI 
subgroups. 

k. 

I 
l. 

l 

Table L-1 Mean No. 
Arrests and Self-Reported Crimes 

No. OffiCial Arrests 

Z of GGl Releasees 
X Simulated to have X non-Arrest/Crime 

GGl GGl PrOD. 

Or. 
Recoded 

.66 .90 .04 

5% 
Recoded 

.71 .90 .10 

10% 
Recoded 

.73 .90 .14 

15;; 
Recoded 

.77 .90 .25 

20% 
.81 .90 .43 Recoded 

. . 

-- Simulated Results 

No. Self -Reported Arres ts 

v X .. non-
GGl GGl Prob. 

.77 1.29 .01 

.82 1.29 .02 

.84 1.29 .03 

.87 1.29 .04 

.91 1.29 .07 

, 
4, 
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