The author(s) shown below used Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice and prepared the following final report:

Document Title: Private Versus Public Sector Operation: A
Comparison of the Environmental Quality in
Juvenile Correctional Facilities, Final Report

Author(s): Gaylene S. Armstrong Ph.D. ; Doris L.
MacKenzie Ph.D.

Document No.: 194119

Date Received: May 05, 2002

Award Number: 99-1J-CX-0061

This report has not been published by the U.S. Department of Justice.
To provide better customer service, NCJRS has made this Federally-
funded grant final report available electronically in addition to
traditional paper copies.

Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect
the official position or policies of the U.S.
Department of Justice.




Final Report

Prepared for

By

University of Maryland

August 2000

P.O. Box 37100, Phoenix, AZ 85069-7100.

PRIVATE VERSUS PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATION:
ﬂ A COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN JUVENILE

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

! The National Institute of Justice
Office of Justige Programs, U.S. Department of Justice

Gaylene Styve Armstrong, Ph.D.
Administration of Justice
Arizona State University West

Doris Layton MacKenzie, Ph.D.
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice

This research was supported by grant #99-1J-CX-0061 from the National Institute of Justice, Office of
Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice to the University of Maryland. Points of view in this
document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position of the U.S.
Department of Justice. For more information or a copy of this report, contact Dr. Gaylene Styve
Armstrong, Administration of Justice, Arizona State University West, 4701 W.Thunderbird Road,

94119

Box 6000

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

PROPERTY OF

National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)
Rockville, MD 20849-6000 5%~



. PRIVATE VERSUS PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATION:
A COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN JUVENILE
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

Acknowledgements

We would like to express our appreciation for the valuable assistance we received from
David B. Wilson, Ph.D., Assistant Research Professor, University of Maryland.

We would also like to thank all of the juveniles in the facilities that agreed to participate as well
as the program directors and superintendents in the original study and who provided their full co-
operation.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



‘ : PRIVATE VERSUS PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATION:
, A COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN JUVENILE
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

Table of Contents

1. INTRODUCTION.........c.ccce....... PP PO 1
2. PRIVATIZATION OF CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES.....ccovviiiiineienie i, 4
2.1 The History of Privatization in Adult Correctional Facilities ..................5
2.2 The Re emergence of Private Adult Correctional Facilities...................... 6
2.3 The History of Privatization in Juvenile Correctional Facilities................. 7
3 ISSUES AND CONCERNS IN THE PRIVATIZATIONDEBATE........................ 9
3.1 Legal......ccovvvvninninns S PPN 10
32 Philosophical. .....coiinieiii i e 11
33 Organizational...........ccoiiiiiitiiiiee e ce e aaas 12
34 ECONOMUC. ....eeit it e e e e ee e ee s, 13
35 Environmental Quality.................ooiiiiiiiii e 14
3.6 CONCIUSION. ...\ e e et e e aaas 19

4. CONDITIONS OF CONFINEMENT IN JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL

() FACILITIES. ...\ o\ oo oeoeeooeoeeoee oo 19
4.1 Logan’s Quality of Confinement Model...............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiin.n, 21
42 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)’s Conditions
of ConfinementModel............. ... i 23
43 Wright’s Prison Environment Indices (PEI)......................... L. 23
44 Development of the Conditions of Confinement................cccoe. i ooieenen, 25
5. METHODS. ... e et e e e e e e e 26
5.1 PartiCIPants. .........virninii i e 28
5.1.1 Facility Selection................c..ooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeceiee 2
5.12 Juveniles..... oo 28
5.13 Staff. 29
514 Facilities. ........ocuivniiiiiiii e 29
52 Designand Procedure. ...........ccoveoinviiiiieieiee i 29
5.2.1 SHtE VISIES. . oottt 29
522 Administration of Juvenile Surveys......................ooee, 29
523 = Administration of Staff Surveys...........................L 30
5.3 INSERUMENES. ... ecieenie e e 31
5.3.1 Juvenile Survey.............o. 31
532 StaffSurvey. ... 31
533 Facility SUrvey........ccoovveniiiiece e 31

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. 6. SCALEANALYSIS.....ooiiiiiiiiicci et e 32

3.1 Juvenile Risk Scales............cooeviiiieiiiiiiiienee e 32
5.2 Juvenile Adjustment SCales. ..........oeeeieveeieneiiieie e 32
5.3 Staff Work Experience Scales..........cocouviiiieierririneaeinieneienenienann, 33
6.4 Conditions of Confinement Scales................coviiiiieiiiiiiiniinann o, 33
6.5 Facility DesCriPOrs. .. .uuiuiorieeeeieeee et it e e eenee e een e 34
6.6 AnalyticalModel...........c.oooiiiii 34
6.6.1 DESCIIPLOTS. ...\ e veie et e e 34
6.6.2 Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement......................... 36

6.6.3 Impact of Operating Sector on Juvenile and
Staff EXperiences.......coc.ivivuvinenniiiieeeeeiren e eenenans 37
7 RESULTS. . .ottt ettt et et et e et et et e e e e s ae e 37
7.1 Juvenile CharacteriStics. ............cecevvurueereeereeeeereereeesnteeseoeeeeeenss 37
7.2 Staff CharacteristiCs. . .....ocovniineiii i e e, 38
7.3 Facility CharaCteristics. . .........euveuirereriierianceieiiien e eeeeeane 38
7.4 Juvenile Perceptions of the Conditions of Confinement........................ 40
7.4.1 Facility Level Covariates..............ocoevieieniiiiiiiiniinnnnn, 43
742 Individual Level Covariates. .......c..cooveeiiviieiiiiieeneiininnnns, 43
743 ConclUSIONS. .......oenitiiiiii e 45
7.5 Staff Perceptions of the Conditions of Confinement........................... 45
‘ 7.5.1 Facility Level Covariates..........c.ccocoeieiiiaiiennininiann, 47
752 Individual Level Covariates............cocovuvvinveneninnnnine . 48
753 Conclusions. . ......vveveviiniieii e e 48
7.6 Impact of Operating Sector on Juvenile Adjustment........................... 48
7.7 Impact of Operating Sector on Staff Work Experiences........................ 52
78 Conclusions..............c...u... e e ettt et aei et aaaas 54
8. DISCUSSION. ... .ttt e e ettt e e 55
8.1 Implications for Policyand Research...............ccoooiiiii il 59
REFERENCES...... ..o et e 63
SUMMARY OFFINDINGS. ... e 70
TABLES. ...t e e 71
FIGURES. ...ttt e e e et e e et aee e 90

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. LIST OF TABLES

Table 1
Table 2
Table 3
Table 4
Table 5

Table 6
Table 7
Table 8

Table 9

‘ - Table 10

Table 11
Table 12

Table 13
Table 14

Table 15
Table 16

Table 17

Comparison of Conditions of Confinement Models
Demographic Description of JuQenile Sample
Demographic Description of Staff Sample
Description of Facilities

Juvenile Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement

The Effects of Operating Sector and Individual Level Covariates on
Juvenile Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement (B)

The Effects of Facility Level Characteristics on Juvenile Perceptions of
Conditions of Confinement (B)

The Effects of Individual Level Juvenile Characteristics on Juvenile
Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement (B)

Staff Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement (Means)

The Effects of Operating Sector and Individual Level Covariates on Staff
Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement (B)

The Effects of Facility Level Characteristics on Staff Perceptions of Conditions of
Confinement (B)

The Effects of Individual Level Staff Characteristics on Staff Perceptions of
Conditions of Confinement (B)

Adjustment of Juveniles (Means)
Change in Juvenile Outcome Measures between Survey Administration

The Effect of Operating Sector and Individual Covariates on the Adjustment of
Juveniles (B)

The Effect of Operating Sector, Facility and Individual Covariates on the
Adjustment of Juveniles (B)

Staff Work Experiences (Means)

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. Table 18 The Effects of Ope.ating Sector and Individual Level Covariates on Staff Work
Experiences (B) _

Table 19 The Effect of Operating Sector, Facility and Individual Covariates on Staff Work

Experience (B)

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 ~Impact of Operating Sector and Conditions on Juvenile Adjustment and Staff
Experiences.

Figure 2 The Indirect Effect of Operating Sector on Conditions of Confinement.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



. PRIVATE VERSUS PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATION:
A COMPARISON OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN JUVENILE

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

1. INTRODUCTION

“There has been almost no systematic empirical research comparing

private and government run prisons in terms of quality.”
-Charles Logan, 1990

There has been a marked increase in the privatization of correctional facilities during the
past thirty years. The placement of juvenile offenders in private correctional programs, such as
training centers, boot camps and residential treatment facilities, in lieu of state operated facilities
has become common. Currently in the United States, privately operated programs hold more than
39,600 juvenile delinquents under court supervision for a criminally defined offense (Feeley,
1991; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Dehnquency Prevention, 1997).
This amounts to 30% of all juveniles under correctional supervision'. By comparison, private
correctional facilities held only 10.2% of the total aduit correctional facility population at year-
end 1998 (Logan, 1999, Thomas, 1999; U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1999).

. The expanding role of the private sector in operating correctional facilities this past
decade has prompted extensive debate regarding the feasibility of private facilities as a response
to the dramatic increase of the offender population. The majority of debates and empirical
ventures have focused on the economic aspects of the privatization (Hodges, 1997, McDonald,
1990; Pratt & Maahs, 1999; U.S. General Accounting Office, 1991). Shichor and Sechrest (1995)
asserted “the major claim [in favor of privatization] is that private companies following the profit
motive can perform most services cheaper and more effectively than can the public sector, which
is considered to be unmotivated, ineffective, and unresponsive to the public’s needs and
demands” (p. 457).

Scholars have also debated philosophical and organizational issues related to private
correctional facilities. A limited number of researchers have explored the environmental quality

1 Differences in the percentage of the total juvenile offender population varied slightly depending
upon the data source. The 1997 Children in Custody Census (U.S. DOJ, OJIDP, 1999) utilized
aggregate data from facilities. This census suggested 33% of juveniles were in private facilities.
The 1997 Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement (U.S. DOJ, 1999) was based on a
biennial census of facilities that collected information on the number of juveniles held and the
reason for custody. The CJRP suggested 27.8% of juvenile offenders were in private facilities in
1997.
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. of conditions of confinement in private adult correctional fazilities (Logan, 1992) as well as the
recidivism rates of private facilities as compared to public fzcilities (Clinton, Stolzenberg, &
D’ Alessio, 1997; Lanza-Kaduce, Parker & Thomas, 1999). We will provide an in-depth
description of these and other issues surrounding correctional facility privatization in the
subsequent section. :

Studies completed in adult correctional facilities have provided the foundation on which
many of the debates and tentative conclusions about the effects of privatization rest. This focus
within adult facilities is attributable to the recent and dramatic growth of private correctional
facilities holding adult offenders. While the capacity of private juvenile correctional facilities has
experienced a mere 9% increase between 1991 and 1997, the capacity of private secure adult
correctional facilities has increased a dramatic 856% between 1991 and 1998. Although there
hasn’t been a marked rise in the rate of privatization within the juvenile correctional system, -
private facilities currently hold one third of all juvenile delinquents. This proportion is much
higher than the proportion of adult offenders held in private facilities (30% versus 10%).

Despite the large proportion of juvenile delinquents that are held in private facilities, the
research on the impact of privatization on juvenile correctional facilities is limited. One reason
for this exclusion may be that private correctional facilities for juveniles have existed since the
inception of juvenile facilities while the trend toward privatization in adult facilities is much
more recent. Another reason may be that subtle differences exist between the populations held in
adult and juvenile facilities. Historically, private facilities for juveniles have held individuals

‘ who are committed for non-criminal activities such as neglect or dependency, in the same
‘ facilities as individuals who are committed for criminal offenses. As a result of these mixed
populations, researchers examining correctional programs may not have viewed these juvenile
facilities as a viable subject of study. However, since 1991 private juvenile facilities have seen a
drop in both the proportion and number of these non-offenders (U.S. DOJ, OJJDP, 1997) and
have become facilities that hold delinquent-only populations. This study focuses on this latter
type of juvenile correctional facilities.

A final reason that private juvenile facilities have not received the same amount of
attention in the literature as received by private adult facilities may be due to media attention and
court orders pertaining to the overcrowded conditions within adult facilities. Blakely and
Bumphus (1996) pointed out that the magnitude of correctional facility overcrowding in the adult
system was such an extensive problem that in 1990, one-fifth of all state correctional facilities
were under court order to reduce their populations. The effects of overcrowding were felt
primarily in the decreased environmental quality of the facilities. This led the public to have
concerns about the safety and ethical treatment of offenders. At present, overcrowding is still a
problem in adult facilities. At year-end 1998, federal correctional facilities were operating 27%
above capacity and state correctional facilities were operating between 13 and 22% above
capacity (U.S. D.0.J, B.J.S,, 1999).

Crowding in juvenile facilities is also evident but has not received equivalent media
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. attention. The juvenile population has continued to increase in the last decade (Howell, Krisberg,
Hawkins & Wilson, 1995) evidenced by a 25% increase in the capacity of detention centers and
a 73% increase in the average daily population between 1984 and 1994 (\Vordes & Jones, 1998).
Consequently, over half of the juveniles who were admitted to detention centers in 1995 were
admitted to somie facility that was already experiencing overcrowding. Aduilt offenders have
been more vocal than juvenile delinquents regarding their overcrowded living conditions as
demonstrated by the number of law suits filed against the government by adult offenders because
of the poor quality of conditions of confinement in the correctional facilities. However, there
have been instances of class action suits brought on the behalf of juvenile delinquents that
challenge the inadequate conditions in juvenile facilities (Butterfield, 1998; Demchak, 1989).

Regardless of the reason for the lack of research on the impact of privatization on
juvenile correctional facilities, if criminologists and criminal justice practitioners are truly
concerned with investigating the overall effects of privatization, inquiry should not be limited to
adult facilities but also extended to private juvenile facilities. This study assesses the
implications of privatization in juvenile corrections through the examination of the
environmental quality of conditions of confinement in both public and private juvenile
correctional facilities.

Privatization in this study refers to the process wherein the state continues to fund the
costs of incarceration of delinquents but the private sector provides the custodial and
programmatic managerial services (Harding, 1997). The juvenile facilities that we will examine

. ~ herein are residential correctional facilities for juveniles who are incarcerated for committing a
legally defined offense. All of the facilities that we will study have met the criteria for a
residential facility for juvenile placement as outlined by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in the Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement. These
criteria state that the resident must be (1) less than 21; (2) assigned a bed in a public or private
residential facility; (3) charged with or court-adjudicated for an offense; and (4) placed at the
facility as a result of the offense. This study will not examine facilities that house juveniles for
reasons other than commitment for a legally defined offense. With these criteria in place, the
findings will be comparable with studies of quality of conditions of confinement compiled within
adult correctional facilities.

This research will utilize data collected from 48 juvenile correctional facilities throughout
the United States. These data pertain to the quality of conditions of confinement as perceived by
juvenile delinquents (n = 4,590), correctional staff (n = 1,362), and facility administrators (n =
48). We will use these data to ascertain differences in the perceptions of the conditions of
confinement by both juvenile delinquents and staff. As well, we will examine the effects of
privatization on the adjustment of the juvenile delinquents and the work experiences of the
correctional staff.

This study begins by providing the reader with a historical synopsis of the role of the
private sector within the adult correctional system wherein the majority of the historical
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descriptions of the private sector exist. We contrast this synopsis with the historical role of the
. private sector in the juvenile correctional system. Subsequently, we outline the debates and
issues surrounding correctional facility privatization as argued by supporters and opponents.

In the final section of the literature review, we discuss the measurement structure that we
will use to examine the quality of the juvenile correctional environment. Specifically, we discuss
various conditions of confinement models that researchers have developed and in some instances
empirically tested within the literature. Researchers have already utilized some of these models,
such as Logan’s Prison Quality Index, in comparisons of the environment between private and
public correctional facilities.

Subsequent to the review of the literature, we will outline the present study including the
specific research questions examined. We also describe the rationale, instrumentation and
methodology used in the collection of the data. Further, we describe the analytical models used
and specify the data analysis completed.

2. Privatization of Correctional Facilities

Privatization of correctional facilities is an important issue on the political agendas of
several countries around the globe. The United States already has more than 164 private
correctional facilities operated by more than fourteen major corporations such as Corrections
Corporations of America (CCA) and Wackenhut. In total, these private correctional facilities
held more than 138,243 offenders in 1998 (Logan, 1999). Other countries have studied the

‘ development of the American model of privatization that began in the mid 1980s and follow its
example. It was the American model that led the United Kingdom to adopt of a limited number
of private correctional facilities (Ryan, 1993). Also, in the Australian the state of Queensland, at
least one private correctional facility is in place and New South Wales is actively considering the
construction of others (McDonald, 1990). At the end of 1995, six contracts for secure adult
correctional facilities existed in the United Kingdom and Australia (Thomas & Bolinger, 1996).

In addition to contracting out the entire correctional facility to private entrepreneurs,
various criminal justice systems have also contracted out for specific services such as food or
medical services. A study by Camp and Camp (1984) discovered that correctional facilities in the
United States utilized more than 30 different types of private services that provided more than
$300 million annually to the private sector. Additionally, the private sector has more recently
provided other private community correctional services such as home detention monitoring,
electronic monitoring, pretrial diversion programs, and supervising community service
sentences.

Scholars have not questioned and criticized the provision of specific services to the same
extent as the fully privatized correctional facilities. One reason for the lack of critiques may be
because contracting for a specific service does not challenge the state’s authority over the
offenders (McDonald, 1990). Further, the private sector has been extenstvely involved in serving
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. other types of institutionalized populations with limited debate arising. As McDonald (1990)
reported, some of these other types of privatized facilities have included psychiatric hospitals -
(the private sector operates 60%), nursing homes (the private sector operates 92%) and
residential drug treatment programs (the private sector operates 75%). The difference in serving
these alternative populations is that they serve individual clients’ needs as opposed to fulfilling
the state’s authoritative role in mandatory confinement of a criminal population. At present, the
greatest debate surrounding privatization is the contracting of correctional facilities, in their
entirety, to private corporations.

The current debates within the criminological literature are not as new as one might
expect. In fact, the issue of privatization of correctional facilities dates back to the 1800s with the
formation of correctional facilities in both the adult and juvenile systems. To fully understand
debate and to understand where the future of privatization may lie, this review will explore the
history of privatization. In the next few sections, we will discuss the history of correctional
facility privatization in both the juvenile and the adult correctional systems. We wil! conclude
with an outline of the issues and debates surrounding the utilization of private correctional
facilities, some of which have resurfaced from the nineteenth century.

2.1  The History of Privatization in the Adult Correctional System

Although the privatization of correctional facilities may appear to be a relatively new
idea in the penal system, correctional facility management by the private sector has existed since
‘ the days of Jeremy Bentham, circa 1787 (DiPiano, 1991). Since the existence of correctional
facilities, the government has allowed private entrepreneurs, during certain time periods, to
utilize offenders for their labor in order to assist the criminal justice system in meeting the
expenses of housing offenders.

Kentucky was one of the first states to rely on a private contractor to operate the entire
correctional facility system. Feeley (1991) suggested that the frustration of high operating costs
of the correctional facility led the state of Kentucky to consider privatization. Consequently, in
1825, the state of Kentucky enacted legislation that allowed for the leasing of the entire
correctional facility and its population to a private entrepreneur. Kentucky’s leasing system
survived until the 1880s and subsequently served as a role model for other states such as
Tennessee which utilized convict labor in coal mines, manufacturing, and road and railway
construction.

California also turned to private entrepreneurs to manage their correctional facilities in
the 1850s when the correctional facility capacity increased beyond the state’s control. The rapid
influx of residents into California at the outset of the gold rush led to California’s demand for
increased correctional facility capacity. As a solution, private entrepreneurs housed convicts in
surplus ships located in the San Francisco Bay and further built and operated the San Quentin
penitentiary (Feeley, 1991).
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‘ The majority of the southern United States followed the examples set by Kentucky and
California toward the end of the civil war (McKelvey, 1977). The southern states’ loss in the .
civil war resulted in the devastation of their economy and the abolition of slavery. The South’s
loss further led to a widespread reliance on criminal sanction and convict labor to serve as a
means to “centrol” the black population (Feeley, 1991). The resulting increase in the number of
criminal offenders forced the southern states to lease offender labor in all eleven states of the
former Confederacy to assist with their operating costs. '

Despite numerous claims of offender abuse and poor working and living conditions in
most privately operated facilities, the government did not abolish the leasing of offenders and
operation of correctional facilities by private entrepreneurs until the early part of the twentieth
century (Ethridge & Marquart, 1993). Several factors led up to the eventual demise of private
correctional facilities. First, a coalition of citizens in labor, manufacturing and farming industries
successfully lobbied for legislation that restricted the use of convict labor and the sale of convict-
made goods. The coalition’s platform was based on arguments that contract and convict lease
systems provided unfair competition. Secondly, reformers successfully mobilized public
opposition against the “scandalous” conditions of confinement in the private correctional facility
system. Finally, the growth of the modern welfare state increased the government’s ability to
manage large-scale facilities such as correctional facilities (Feeley, 1991).

2.2  The Re emergence of Adult Private Correctional Facilities

: The re emergence of private correctional facilities in the United States in the last few

. | decades has been primarily as a response to the explosion of the offender population. An
impressively stable incarceration rate characterized the fifty-year period from the early 1920's to
the 1960's averaging 110 offenders per 100,000 members of the general population. This stability
was attributable to a homoeostatic process in which incarceration policy was within the control
of the functionaries in the criminal justice system. Judges and parole authorities could generally
modify their decision to account for overcrowded correctional facilities. However, by 1996 the
incarceration rate had increased to 615 offenders per 100,000 members of the general population
which was more than five and a half times the rate that had prevailed until the early seventies
(U.S.D.0J,, B.J.S, 1997). The dramatic growth of the offender population resulted in seriously
overcrowded correctional facilities. By year-end 1998, state correctional facilities operated
between 13% and 22% above capacity while federal correctional facilities operated at 27%
above capacity (U.S. D.O.J,, B.J.S,, 1999).

Coinciding with the increase in the offender population since the 1970s, there has been a
rapid expansion of correctional facilities. This rapid expansion has resulted in an enormous
opportunity for private correctional facilities to develop and grow. Recently, supporters of
privatization have touted private correctional facilities as a solution for overcrowding because
they view the facilities as a quick and cost-effective means to assist in decreasing overcrowding
in the correctional facilities (Ryan, 1993).
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Various countries have created the majority of the private correctional facilities through
. the construction of new facilities as opposed to a take over of existing facilities. For example, in
the United Kingdom only one correctional facility to date has gone out for tender to the private

sector (Ryan, 1993) but they have built more than five new private facilities in the last decade.

Expansion of new facilities through the private sector has allowed state governments to
bypass the taxpayer who the government normally calls upon to bear the capital cost of building
new facilities. As a result, the new facilities require less administrative effort and this has
expedited their construction time (Logan, 1992). It is through the ability of the private sector to
respond quickly and with reduced construction time that private supporters have that expected
correctional facilities to assist with overcrowding and thus proliferated. However, the private
correctional facilities have not developed without public debate and concern, especially with
researchers and practitioners in the public sector who have taken issue with this expansion.

2.3  The History of Privatization in Juvenile Correctional Facilities

As we have discussed, the private sector has demonstrated involvement in the adult
system in the early 1800s. The government abolished the sector’s involvement in the late 1800s
but they became subsequently re-involved in the late 1900s. By comparison, the private sector
has played a consistent role in both responding to the growth of the juvenile population and in
the fundamental development of the juvenile correctional facilities.

If authorities didn’t return juvenile delinquents and neglected children to their home in
. the early 1800s, they confined them within the walls of adult correctional facilities. Historians
have described the conditions of the adult correctional facilities during this time period as
horribly punitive and inhumane. It was as a result of these deleterious conditions that a separate
and distinct juvenile court and juvenile correctional facilities evolved (Seigel & Senna, 1996).

The New York House of Refuge was the first juvenile correctional facility to be
established in 1825 by a religious philanthropic organization known as the Society for the
Reformation of Juvenile Delinquents (Bernard, 1992). The organization established the facility
for children who were in danger of growing up to be “paupers and criminals.” Both private
entrepreneurs and public authorities implemented the House of Refuge model in a number of
other urban areas in the following decade though these subsequent facilities varied widely in
their philosophies, design and security levels.

The most significant growth in the development of public juvenile facilities occurred in
the second half of the 19" century during the era of reform schools (Krisberg, 1995). During this
time, states and private entrepreneurs began to establish reform schools and occasionally they
worked in conjunction to operate facilities. The first state reform school, the Lyman School for
Boys in Massachusetts, opened its doors in 1846. By 1876, 51 reform schools and houses of
refuge were in operation nationwide. The state or local government operated nearly three-
quarters of these facilities. By 1890, almost every state outside the South had developed a reform
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. school (Krisberg, 1995). The states based the philosophical fdundation of the majority of the
schools in a punitive model, attempting to rehabilitate offenders through hard work and

discipline. ‘

In the latter part of the nineteenth century, the emphasis of juvenile corrections shifted
away from massive housing efforts of the reform schools. Advocates, known as “the child
savers,” criticized the reform schools and argued that the greater the length of confinement for
juvenile offenders in reform school, the less likely that the schools would rehabilitate the youth.
This group of advocates, headed by Charles Loring Brace, began an alternative strategy of
placing urban youth in apprenticeships with farm families throughout the country. They believed
that the agricultural experience would assist in the reformation of the juvenile offenders. This
system of placement became known as the cottage system (Bartollas, 1997). Reformers designed
the cottages to reflect a home like atmosphere, including having cottage parents, which they
postulated to be conducive to rehabilitation. Similar to reform schools, both the private and
public sectors operated cottage systems.

The rise of the Civil War greatly affected juvenile facilities by physically destroying
many of the reform schools in the South. Further, the inflation rates reduced the available funds
used to maintain the correctional facilities and as a result the conditions in juvenile correctional
facilities rapidly deteriorated. As a solution to this economic shortage, facilities began
contracting out the labor of juvenile delinquents to private entrepreneurs with the aim of
increasing the available revenue for juvenile correctional facilities.

‘ The reports of cruel and vicious treatment that existed in the adult facilities became true
of the facilities that held juvenile laborers. As a result, the child savers and religious groups
criticized the contracting actions of the facilities, calling for states to investigate both public and
private juvenile correctional facilities. The result of the investigation was the uncovering of
horrid conditions, corruption and abusive practices (Krisberg, 1995) as well as the establishment
of the National Prison Association. Unlike the adult system that ended in the total abolishment of
private contracting, activists made minimal progress despite reports of negative treatment within
juvenile correctional facilities. Both private and public facilities continued to proliferate, housing
increased numbers of juveniles. In 1880, there were 11,468 juvenile delinquents in correctional
facilities and this number rose rapidly in the next two decades to reach 23,034 juveniles by 1904
(United States Department of Justice, 1986).

With the influence of World War I, correctional facilities began to adopt a militaristic
approach to discipline. As Bartollas (1997) described, “living units became barracks, cottage
groups became companies, house fathers became captains, and, superintendents became majors
or colonels. Military-style uniforms became standard” (p.617). Further, this era experienced the
introduction of physical exercise, special massage and nutritional regimens into the daily
schedule under the belief that the neglect of the body led to the depraved behavior of the
juveniles (Krisberg, 1995). This change in correctional philosophy and the increased number of
juvenile delinquents gave rise to the multiplicity of public and privately operated programs
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. including forestry camps, ranches and vocational schools that are evident today.

Today, there are approximately 1,100 public and 2,200 private juvenile facilities in
operation (U.S. DOJ, OJIDP, 1995) holding more than 100,000 juvenile offenders. In a 1990
survey of all 50 states and the District of Columbia, Levinson and Taylor (1991) found almost
90% of the jurisdictions had at least one contract with a nonprofit private corporation, 60%
contracted with a for-profit organization and another 65% had personal service contracts with
private companies. The authors of the study concluded that based on “the responses of 50
jurisdictions, an increasing number of states’ juvenile agencies are using the private sector” (p.
248). The majority of the private and public juvenile facilities are small, non-secure facilities
holding a limited number of offenders reminiscent of the cottage system. However, at least 70
facilities house more than 200 juveniles and while only 20% of the private facilities are high
security, about 80% of the public facilities are “closed” and secure facilities (Bartollas, 1997).

When compared to the training schools at the turn of the century, the facility
administrators have improved the physical conditions of these juvenile correctional facilities, but
the quality of these conditions vary widely between facilities. Researchers have described
conditions of confinement in some facilities as horrendous and health officials have cited
facilities for violations such as pollution by vermin, rodents and asbestos (Breed & Krisberg,
1986). Krisberg (1995) suggested the severe conditions of crowding faced by juvenile facilities
and, “as a result of increasing caseloads and restricted budgets, many juvenile correctional
facilities have experienced deteriorating conditions of confinement and basic lapses in meeting
professional standards” (p. 154). :

In conclusion, private and public juvenile correctional facilities have coexisted since the
inception of juvenile facilities. As variations of the houses of refuge were developed in various
states, private entrepreneurial versions quickly followed. As the juvenile delinquent population
expanded, the number of public and private facilities grew to accommodate their rising numbers.
It is because of these historical parallels of their development and growth that we do not expect
to find significant differences between the environments of the public and private juvenile
correctional facilities that exist today.

3. Issues and Concerns in the Privatization Debate

The rapid growth of private correctional facilities within the adult system and the
sustained large proportion of private juvenile facilities has led to debates about the utility of
privatization of correctional facilities. In turn, these discussions have led to a number of
perspectives from which private and public correctional facilities can be examined and compared
including legal, philosophical, organizational, economic and environmental quality perspectives
(Ogle, 1999; Shichor & Sechrest, 1995).

Researchers who have examined the legal implications of privatization have focused on
the legal liability of private corporations and the enabling legislation that various states have

‘ Environment Qualitv/Armstrong et al. ' Page 9

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



' enacted to regulate the authority of the private facilities over the offenders. Debates about
privatiza:ion from a philosophical perspective have addressed whether it is appropriate for

private corporations to administer punishment to citizens in the place of governmental
authorities. Researchers who have debated organizational issues surrounding private correctional
facilities have discussed the conflicting goals that are held by private facilities who must both
attain a strong profit margin, yet maintain the legitimacy of an institutional environment.
Economic debates have focused on the cost-effectiveness of private facilities as compared to
public failities. Lastly, researchers who have debated the potential for differences in
environmental quality between private and public facilities have discussed conditions of
confinement and population composition. In this next section, we will provide greater detail on
each of the areas of debate. :

3.1  Legal

Legal debates on privatization have focused on two primary issues: (1) the designation of
legal liability between the government and the contracted private companies, and, (2) the
constitutionality of the state contracting its policing powers to private companies. As Ethridge
and Marquart (1993) have discussed, the people have already tested the liability of the
government in a civil right lawsuit in Medina V. O Neil (1984). This case was based on the
accidental death of a detainee who was in a privately operated correctional facility that held
undocumented aliens for the United States Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). During
an escape attempt by several detainees from the correctional facility, a correctional officer
accidentally killed one of the detainees. The family of the detainee brought the case to the

‘ Federal District Court who ruled that the actions of the correctional officer, whom the private
corporation employed, constituted “state action” under 42 U.S.C. Section 1983. Consequently, it
was determined that the family could file a wrongful death suit against either the private
company or the government (in this case the federal government). Thus, the Medina ruling
demonstrated that the laws did not immunize the government from liability even when the
incarceration services were contracted to private corporations.

To further address concemns of constitutionality and the limits of authority of the private
sector, states have developed legislation. This type of legislation, broadly categorized as enabling
legislation, consists of standards that have regulated the awarding of contracts to the private
sector and attempted to maintain control over private corporations. Recent figures have
suggested that at least twenty-one states have created enabling legislation directed toward private
correctional operations. Blakely and Bumphus (1996) completed a detailed review of enabling
legislation in all twenty-one states. They found enabling legislation generally addressed
mandated requirements that any corporation vying for a contract with a state correctional
department must meet. They categorized the most frequently mandated state requirements into
four categories: contractor qualifications, operational services, treatment services, and the limits
of the contractor’s authority.

Contractor qualifications addressed the prior experience of the contractor, its history of
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successful compliance with state requirements and court mandates, accreditation, liability

. protections financial stability and the evidence of capital savings to the state. Operational
services that the legislation frequently required included were health and medlcal care, food
services, maxl/telephone/wsxtor accommodations, access to legal services and sanitation.
Required treatment services included vocational training, educational programs, counseling,
mental health progran:s, and chemical dependency counseling. Finally, enabling legislation
frequently stipulated that the state would not delegate certain authorities to private companies.
These authorities included calculating offender release and parole eligibility dates, awarding
sentence credits and approving offenders for furlough and work release.

Although enabling legislation may not completely alieviate the concerns of those in
opposition to private correctional facilities, it does attempt to delineate the state’s authority over
the offenders in private facilities. Further, setting and maintaining the standards for private
contractors will assist the states in avoiding civil law suits in the future. Despite the legislation,
many opponents maintain an anti-privatization position based on philosophical grounds against
the fundamental nature of the dispensation of punishment by a non-governmental body.

3.2  Philosophical

Philosophical debates about privatization have focused on varying punishment ideologies
that have questioned whether punishment by private companies is symbohcally similar to
punishment by the state (Dilulio, 1988). Critics have asked whether it is “proper” for anyone but
the state to deprive people of their freedom (Dilulio, 1988; Robbins, 1986). Supporters have

‘ suggested that law and civil status binds both the public and the private sector and as such should
not be considered to be a significant factor.

Opponents to privatization believe that punishment is one of the core functions of
government and only governmental agencies should administer it (Dilulio, 1988). Dilulio
asserted “to remain legitimate and morally significant, the authority to govern behind bars, to
deprive citizens of their liberty, to coerce (and even kill) them, must remain in the hands of
government authorities” (p. 79-80). Further, he suggested that employing the force of community
through private correctional facility management undermines the moral writ of the community
itself (Dilulio, 1991). In summary, the primary philosophical argument against privatization is
that contracting for imprisonment involves an improper delegation of coercive power and
authority to private hands (Logan, 1990).

Others have argued that the pertinent philosophical question is whether duly authorized
punishment is any more or less legitimate when administered by government employees, as
opposed to contracted agents (Logan, 1990). Logan argued that the government does not own the
authority to punish. The authority originated in the people and the people delegate it to the
government who administers it in trust, on the behalf of the people and subject to the rule of law.

He concluded that law binds both state and private actors, and it is the law, not the civil status of
the actor that determines legitimacy. Supporters of privatization have also suggested that
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. contracting of facilities in conjunction with government monitoring will add a new layer of
independent review of correctional decisions and actions, and thereby improve due process.

3.2  Organizational

The recent discussion baszd on the organizational behavior of private correctional
facilities has not been an argument of whether public or private correctional facilities are
preferable. Instead, scholars have oriented the discussion to be more theoretical, focusing on
organizational adaptations to environmental conflict and on estimating the survival of private
facilities through an organizational behavior framework.

Ogle (1999) has suggested profit-seeking private correctional facilities are engaged in an
“environmental catch-22" since they must interact with both the institutional environment of
corrections and the technical environment of the competitive business market. The organizations
must conform to elaborate rules and requirements within the institutional environments if they
wish to receive legitimacy and support (Scott, 1992). The correctional organization, Ogle (1999)
noted, has served a set of intangible goals that have come to represent and maintain our belief
system about criminal behavior and its correction. Further, from a legitimacy perspective the
process of correction has been more important than the evaluation of the results. Ogle also
suggested “the political, social and legal requirements and expectations for humaneness and
fairness in that process [of correction] are quite high regardless of the technical outcomes. Thus
legitimacy is more important for organizational survival than is any cost-benefit analysis” (p.

' 585).

Private correctional facilities must be concerned with maintaining their legitimacy status
by adhering to the political, social and legal requirements and expectations for humaneness and
fairness. However, private correctional facilities also face the additional charge of addressing the
technical environment in which they exist (Ogle, 1999). Scott (1992) defined technical
environments as those in which “organizations produce a product or service that is exchanged in
a market such that they are rewarded for effective and efficient performance” (p.132). In addition
to maintaining legitimacy within society, private correctional facilities must also maintain
allegiance to their competitive market, specifically, their investors and their profit margin.
Different from the public sector, the institutional environment encapsulates private correctional
facilities who are attempting to achieve or maintain a public perception of legitimacy, while also
participating in the technical environment which focuses on cost-effectiveness. Ogle (1999) has
described this placement as an “environmental catch-22" because corporations design private
correctional facilities to create technical efficiency for market survival. However, this design
conflicts with the institutionalized environment of corrections. Ogle also suggested that private
correctional facilities are “financially damned if they conform to the institutional environment,
and ideologically damned -- socially, legally, and politically -~ if they do not conform” (p. 586).
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The private sector must attempt to maintain positive conditions of confinement as a
‘ means of retaining legitimacy within the institutional environment schema. Opponents of

privatization, focusing on the institutional environment, have suggested copditions of
confinement among other features of the private correctional facilities (e.g., employee salary and
benefits) will suffer at the hands of the technical environment. If private correctional facilities
focus on legitimacy problems such as maintairing conditions of confinement, they would face
increasing costs (Ogle, 1999). Proponents of privatization don’t question the legitimacy of
private corporations [with exceptions of concerns of accountability (see Harding, 1997)] but
instead have a focus on the technical environment. They have suggested private correctional
facilities hold promise in areas of economic efficiency in which the public sector has failed
miserably by comparison.

The question left for exploration based on the organizational argument is whether the
legitimacy of private correctional facilities is at stake given the nature of the technical
environment in its profit seeking nature. If private facilities can demonstrate that a positive
institutional environment exists through demonstrating high quality conditions of confinement,
they would gain institutional legitimacy and examinations of the technical environment would be
necessary. If a negative institutional environment is found to exist, institutional legitimacy would
be lost and in turn challenge the technical environment. This could lead to a loss of public (and
governmental) support.

3.4 Economic

‘ Economic arguments surrounding privatization have focused on the cost-effectiveness of
private facilities compared to public facilities. It has only been in the last decade that researchers
have undertaken empirical research on the issue. Scholars examining cost effectiveness have
debated the position that private corporations can provide correctional services at a lower cost
than governmental agencies (Pratt & Maahs, 1999).

Additionally, scholars have discussed the difficulties associated with developing an
accurate assessment of the cost effectiveness of private facilities in comparison to public
facilities (Ryan, 1993). McDonald (1990) speculated that it may be due to these difficulties that
researchers have delayed the investigation of the cost effectiveness issue. McDonald suggested
that “developing an accurate assessment requires having more complete and comparable cost
data than are easily available, and differences in accounting principles used by the private and
public sectors must be recognized and overcome” (p. 395).

Proponents of privatization have provided a variety of reasons that private correctional
facilities might enjoy greater cost savings as compared to public facilities (McDonald, 1990).
They have argued that the private facilities can be more productive in procurement decisions and
labor relations because they are able to avoid the “red tape” which the public sector must work
through. Privatization allows for simplified hiring practices, labor allocation and the
implementation of disciplinary actions since the employees of private facilities do not generally
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. have an organized union. Additionally, since the private sector is profit seeking, they are thereby
motivated to utilize available resources more efficiently. In contrast to the public sector,
companies may provide employees in the private correctional facilities with incentives to
discover and implement ways of increasing productivity, thereby increasing their profit margin.

Opponents of privatization have directly criticized each of the above claims. Simplified
hiring practices and non-unionized workers may lead to the hiring of inept, unskilled and
inexperienced correctional staff. These types of workers could contribute to poor conditions of
confinement and would lead to an increased propensity toward abuse of their power position. In
responding to the claim of incentives toward efficiency, opponents have suggested that while
“the stimulus of seeking profits may have its advantages, the incentive to minimize costs may
also encourage reductions in service quality” (McDonald, 1990, p. 397). The reduction in service
quality that is of greatest concern is the overall deterioration in the conditions of confinement in
the correctional environment leading to an unsafe and non-therapeutic environment.

Pratt and Maahs (1999) have summarized the claim of cost effectiveness within the
private sector as inconclusive in reviewing the majority of the empirical evidence. Some
empirical studies have claimed that private correctional facilities are more efficient than their
public sector counterparts while other studies have reached the exact opposite conclusion (Winn,
1996). Other researchers have suggested they have not proven the cost savings of private
correctional facilities (U.S. G.A.O., 1991), and when some research does demonstrate cost
savings, the savings may actually be due to “low balling” of estimated costs. Thus, the
companies may realize profits through utilizing fewer correctional officers who are

‘ inexperienced (Shichor & Sechrest, 1995). Additionally, studies have not included factors such
as the variations in the economy of scale of the correctional facility (i.e., its ability to get bulk
rate services because of large numbers of offenders), the age of the facility, and the security level
variations in the “effectiveness equation” (Logan, 1990; Shichor & Sechrest, 1995).

The recent study by Pratt and Maahs (1999) provided evidence that holds promising
answers to the cost-effectiveness question. They completed a meta-analytic study which
reviewed 33 cost-effectiveness evaluations from 24 independent studies. They concluded that
private correctional facilities were no more cost effective than public correctional facilities and
other facility characteristics such as the facility’s economy of scale, age and security level were
the strongest predictors of the offender’s per diem costs in the facilities.

Even if supporters and opponents ever agree upon an answer to the question of cost-
effectiveness of private facilities, a number of related issues will remain. Related to cost
effectiveness is the manner of cost cutting by profit seeking private companies to attain profits
and its impact on the environmental quality of the correctional facilities.

3.5 Environmental Quality

Another way to examine the impact of privatization on offenders is through considering
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. the quality of the correctional facility environment. Researchers examining the issue of
environmental quality have addressed a variety of issues including the conditions of confinement
in the correctional facilities, differences in the correctional population served, and the
qualifications of the staff in the private correctional facilities (Logan, 1992).

In his book, Private Prisons: Cons and Pros (1990), Charles Logan presented the debate
on the effect of privatization on quality of conditions of confinement from both sides of the
issue. As Logan suggested, the fundamental question that underlies the issue of the quality of
private facilities is whether privatization increases the quality of imprisonment due to
innovations by private companies or whether commercial companies cut corners to save costs
and thereby lower the quality of the correctional facility environment.

Proponents of privatization have argued that private correctional facilities provide
competition for public correctional facilities forcing both the public and private sector to raise
the quality of conditions of confinement as well as to provide a comparison or measuring rod for
public facilities. As Harding (1998) suggested “in the long run, the most robust justification for
privatization may lie in its impact on the performance of the public sector with consequential
improvement of the system as a whole” (p. 647). However, this new alternative to state run
facilities threatens the job security of employees within public facilities. Consequently, unions of
the correctional staff of these facilities continue to monitor the expansion of private facilities and
maintain a steadfast opposition to their development.

. Opponents of privatization have suggested that contracting out to private corporations
could reduce the quality of conditions because of the pressure to cut corners due to the profit

seeking nature of the private sector. Opponents often view the cost savings of privatization as
“cost cutting” in order to increase their profit margin. It must be considered, however, that
private corporations may attain a higher level of efficiency (thus, cost savings) because of the
public sector’s mismanagement and grossly inefficient use of the same funds. It may not be
drastic corner cutting but simply more effective utilization of the same resources that leads to
cost savings. Thus, we could expect that private correctional facilities maintain the quality of
conditions of confinement. One aspect that either side cannot ignore is that contracting could
hardly do worse than some current conditions in existing public correctional facilities (Logan,
1992).

Harding (1997) proposed that the key issue in privatization is whether “in remaining pay
master but delegating service delivery, the state truly does retain control over standards” (p. 2).
In exploring the issue of quality of conditions of confinement, researchers have used
performance-based models such as Logan’s Quality of Confinement Indices to measure the
offender and staff perceptions of the correctional facility environment. In the next section we
explore the use of performance-based models and present some of the common models that
researchers have used to measure the correctional facility environment.

A second issue related to the environmental quality of private correctional facilities is the
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composition or the “skimming” of the offender population. Logan (1992) defined skimming as

. “the possibility that private correctional facilities may be able to decide which cases they will .
accept, or that the government will place only the less problematic cases with a contractor,
retaining the more difficult cases itself” (p.121). Some private companies, such as Eclectic
Communications, have clauses within their contract which allows them to reject offenders whom
they feel are likely to “cause them trouble” (Logan, 1990). Harding (1998) emphasized that
skimming of the population would merely be indicative of the cautious nature of government
authorities in proceeding with correctional facility privatization. In essence, a selection bias may
occur within private facilities that not only makes them incomparable to public facilities but also
opens the door to discriminatory practices. The question becomes what types of populations exist
in private facilities and do they differ from the population left to the public sector?

One of the dangers in the skimming of the offender population is the potential for
discrimination against offenders. If a specific racial or gender group becomes labeled as a
“problem group,” skimming may allow for racism and discrimination to influence the admission
criteria, keeping some groups out of private facilities. This becomes a problem if private
facilities provide more positive conditions of confinement, therapeutic programming or other
advantages and they exclude some groups from this environment.

A limited number of studies have examined the differences in the demographic
composition of public and private facilities. A 1985 census survey found significantly different
populations existed in private versus public adult facilities. This survey found private
correctional facilities held a higher percentage of non-delinquent offenders, fewer minority

‘ offenders (37% vs. 53% in public facilities) and more women, as compared to public facilities
(Krisberg et al., 1986).

By contrast, Shichor and Bartollas (1990) reported limited demographic differences
between delinquents placed into public and private facilities by a Southern California probation
department. Further, their study found juveniles in private facilities more often had family,
psychological and physical problems than those placed in public facilities. While juveniles in
private facilities seemed to have a greater number of psychological problems, juveniles in public
facilities had committed offenses at an earlier age, had more prior offenses, had more frequent
probation revocations, and had significantly higher involvement in gang activities. It may be
however, that juveniles were equally distressed but these differences were attributable to
differences in detection. Advocates of private facilities frequently have argued that a higher level
of professional and treatment services are available at private facilities (Bartollas, 1997, Shichor
& Bartollas, 1990).

Through impacting the admissions criteria of a correctional facility, skimming may also
impact the levels of adjustment experienced by offenders. The correctional literature has
examined adjustment to the correctional facility environment from primarily two theoretical
perspectives: Importation theory and Deprivation theory. Researchers have utilized these
perspectives to examine a variety of pre-institutional and institutional related factors to determine
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. correlates of offender adjustment to institutional life. Adjustment is most often determined
through number of disciplinary violations incurred by an offender (Goetting & Howsen, 1986): a
large number of disciplinary violations are indicative of failure to adjust to the correctional
facility environment. More recently researchers have measured adjustment using psychological
and attitudina! measures as reported by the offenders (Gover, Styve, & MacKenzie, 2000).

The importation perspective argues that the subcultures that exist within correctional
facilities reflect similar subcultures that exist outside of the correctional facility. The offenders
have often formed these external subcultures based on factors such as ethnic composition or
other individual characteristics. These subcultures are found to typically have norms and values
that compete within the general population (Irwin & Cressey, 1962). Similar to these external
subcultures, the subcultures formed in correctional facilities compete with one another to have
their norms and values be dominant and thus elicit the goal of control over the correctional
facility environment (Jacobs, 1976; Stojkovic, 1984). This competition often results in.
misconduct or other disciplinary violations within the correctional facility during an offender’s
attempt to gain this control over their environment. Importation theory suggests that the
individual factors used to form these subcultures will also impact offender adjustment. Thus,
Importation theory focuses on the demographic characteristics and pre-institutional experiences
of the individual that they “import” into the correctional facility and may impact assimilation
within the correctional facility environment (Lawson, Segrin, & Ward, 1996).

Studies have demonstrated that multiple pre-institutional characteristics of offenders on

which offenders form subcultures significantly impact institutional adjustment (Harrer &

' Steffensmeier, 1996; MacDonald, 1999; MacKenzie, 1987). Age has consistently been one of the
strongest predictors of correctional facility adjustment (Goetting & Howsen, 1986; Jensen, 1977,
Wolfgang, 1961). It has been measured in a variety of ways inciuding current age, age at
commitment, and age at latest sentencing. Studies relate all these variations of age to correctional
facility misconduct generally indicating younger individuals have higher levels of misconduct in
correctional facilities.

Individual level factors, other than age, have provided less conclusive evidence. For
example, studies examining race have found conflicting results, in some studies the relationship
between race and levels of misconduct was not significant (Wolfgang, 1961), other studies have
found African Americans to have a higher rate of misconduct (Getting & Hassan, 1983) or
conversely a lower rate of misconduct (Petersilia & Honing, 1980). Similarly, offenders with
chronic drug and/or alcohol problems have demonstrated greater levels of disciplinary
infractions (Flanagan, 1983), fewer disciplinary infractions (Myers & Levy, 1978) or as having
no relationship with infractions (Jaman, Coburn, Goddard, & Mueller, 1966) depending on the
study consulted. While there is disagreement on which imported factors are primarily responsible
for correctional facility adjustment, researchers agree on the necessity of including pre-
institutional factors in models that explore adjustment.

The contrasting perspective to importation theory is deprivation theory that focuses on
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. factors inside the correctional facility walls that impact offender adjustment. As Parisi (1982)
notes, “Imprisonment, according to this view, inherently deprives the inmate of basic needs,
resulting in tension and particular ways of adapting” (p. 9). Theorists argue that institutional
deprivation produces “pains of imprisonment” including the loss of personal security, material
possessions, personal autonomy, and heterosexual relations which in turn affects their adjustment
(Sykes, 1958; Sykes & Messinger, 1960). Offenders respond to these pains with increased levels
of stress or negative attitudes. Goodstein and Wright (1989) emphasize the importance of the
correctional facility environment concluding that “[correctional facilities] posses unique and
enduring characteristics that impinge upon and shape individual behavior.” (p. 265).

Researchers from the deprivation perspective have examined correctional facility specific
variables and their impact on the degree of subcultural assimilation within the facilities.
Empirical evidence has related a variety of structural characteristics of correctional facilities to
offender behavioral outcomes and attitudes including physical features, style of housing (e.g.,
cells versus dormitories), the noise levels, temperature, access, visibility and architectural
aesthetics. Further, researchers have also linked factors such as lack of privacy, lack of offender
control over their immediate physical environment (e.g., lighting) to increased pathology
including aggression (Farbstein & Wener, 1982). Researchers have extensively studied the
overcrowding of correctional facilities, they negatively relate overcrowding to physiological
adjustment, increased psychiatric commitment, increased antisocial behavior and decreased pro-
social behavior (Jan, 1980; Paulus, McCain & Cox, 1978). Thus, in addition to pre-institutional
factors that impact offender adjustment, we can also expect institutional factors to affect offender

. adjustment.

The most promising model incorporates tenants from both importation and deprivation
theory since neither perspective clearly and completely predicts offender adjustment.
Researchers have postulated and recently research has empirically supported the importance of
the combined effect of the individual offender characteristics and the correctional facility
environment as the most powerful determinant of adjustment (Bonta & Gendreau, 1988; Gover,
Styve & MacKenzie, 2000; Porporino & Zamble, 1984; Wright, 1991).

A combined model of importation and deprivation factors is useful in exploring the
impact of the operating sector in facilities on offender experiences and adjustment. If skimming
does exist within private facilities, it could affect the admissions into the facilities and thus the
pre institutional characteristics of the offenders. Following the importation and deprivation
literature, we could expect that differences in offender populations in combination with the
potential for differences in the institutional characteristics of the correctional facility
environment could result in consistent differences in adjustment of offenders between private
and public facilities.

This study will account for demographic charactenstics of the offenders, their pre-
institutional experiences and the institutional characteristics of the correctional facility
environment to determine if differences exist between operating sectors in adjustment of the
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juvenile delinquents. The ideal adjustment measure would be misconduct and/or disciplinary

. violations to allow for comparison with the results from previous studies, however, these
measures were only available for 68% of the facilities. Additionally, the available data varied
greatly in its reliability. Alternatively, we will examine adjustment through self reported
psychological adjustment including levels of anxiety, depression, social bonds and pro-social
attitude changes over time.

The last area that may be impacted by privatization of correctional facilities is the staffing
of the facilities. Do private facilities attain profits through facilities employing fewer, less skilled
staff to whom they offer minimal benefits and wages? One of the areas that are somewhat pliable
to cost cutting is the number of staff members per shift and the pay and benefits offered to these
staff (Austin, 1998). Because the salaries and benefits of positions within the private sector are
generally less bountiful than the public sector it may be that new, inexperienced and poorly
trained correctional staff are employed by the private correctional facilities. What effects would
these differences in staff have on the quality of the correctional facility? Are the juvenile
residents at greater risk of danger within the private facilities due to the lack of experience of the
correctional officers? Are the correctional officers more likely to respond to situations with
inappropriate use of force due to their lack of experience?

Conversely, there may be advantages in hiring new staff from outside the correctional
field (Hatry, Brounstein & Levinson, 1993). The lack of experience with the correctional system
may result in the officers breathing new life into facilities with their higher levels of enthusiasm.
They may be more innovative and fluid in their thinking when new situations or security issues

‘ ‘ arise. Finally, the background of staff employed by the private facilities may differ from the
backgrounds of staff employed by public facilities in educational rather than experiential realms.
Will this type of background provide the foundation for a higher quality correctional facility?

3.6 Conclusion

In summary, a variety of issues surround the debate on the privatization of correctional
facilities. These debates range from differing philosophies on punishment to organizational and
economic perspectives. It is my position that these perspectives have something in common, they
all either directly or indirectly impact the experiences of individuals who live or work in private
and public correctional facilities and thus impact the environmental quality. Consequeritly, we
will empirically examine these two environments to determine if significant differences in the
environmental quality of conditions of confinement between publicly and privately operated
juvenile correctional facilities exist. Further, we will also examine the impact of privatization on
the adjustment of juvenile delinquents held in these correctional facilities and the experiences of
staff whom these correctional facilities employ.

4, Conditions of Confinement in Juvenile Correctional Facilities

Quality management has been a driving force in recent years in the redesign of private
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organizations and corporations; only recently have scholars applied these concepts to public

. agencies (Jablonski, 1991). Osborne and Gaebler's book, Reinventing Government (1992), was
key in describing how we could develop performance-based standards for public agencies. In
1993, Congress passed the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) with the purpose
of improving "the efficiency and effectiveness of Federal programs by establishing a system to
set goals for program performance and to measure results.” The law attempts to improve
program management through the process of operationalizing strategic plans, and specifying
outcome measures and how researchers will evaluate them. Program managers can then make
budget allocations with the help of this performance information.

While the use of such performance standards in public agencies is relatively new, it has
important implications for use in correctional agencies (MacKenzie, Styve & Gover, 1998).
Rather than depending upon reports of the success of some program, such performance standards
would require clear evidence of program impact. There are several lines of research that have
begun to move in the direction of quality management for corrections (e.g., Logan's quality of
confinement indices, OJJDP's Conditions of Confinement Study, BJS/Princeton project
reviewing papers on performance-based standards for justice agencies). These projects are
attempts to quantify the aspects of the environment that researchers can use as indices of the
quality of the environment. Frequently measures of success in corrections (e.g., recidivism) are
dependent upon numerous factors (number of police officers, drug availability, social decay) that
are not directly under the control of correctional administrators. Recognizing this, several
criminologists have advocated that we can evaluate correctional programs based on intermediate
outcomes as well as [ong-term outcomes.

Two other lines of work have sparked discussions within the criminal justice community
about the need to measure the conditions or components of the environment. These works are:
(1) rethinking performance measures for criminal justice, and (2) performance-based standards
for corrections. Performance measures have been the topic of a recent Bureau of Justice
Statistics-Princeton Project (Dilulio, 1993). The working group proposed that we should rethink
the use of traditional criminal justice performance measures. In particular, Dilulio (1993) argues
that while rates of crime and recidivism may represent basic goals of public safety, they are not
the only, or necessarily the best, measures of what criminal justice facilities do. He advises
criminal justice agencies to develop mission statements that include any activities that we can
reasonably and realistically expect the agency to fulfill (Dilulio, 1991). In line with this is
Logan's (1992) emphasis on evaluating correctional facilities on the day-to-day operations, not
on ultimate, utilitarian goals of rehabilitation or crime reduction. Likewise, Petersilia (1993)
argues that along with their public safety functions, we should evaluate community corrections
on other activities such as the accuracy, completeness, and timeliness of pre-sentence
investigations, monitoring of court-ordered sanctions, and how well they do in assisting
offenders to change in positive ways. Thus, not only are these researchers emphasizing the need
to investigate components or conditions of the environments that they study but also the need to
use a wider range of measures to examine effectiveness.
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' The second focus of much attention in the corrections community has been on the

standards used for corrections. Traditionally, these standards have been based on the opinions of
experts in the field. However, recently, there has been a push toward verifying the validity of
these standards through the use of data on actual performance (performance—based standards).
High rates of conformance with nationally recognized standards, such as American Correctional

- Association Accreditation, do not necessarily mean that all is well. Many of the existing

standards specify procedures and processes that programs should follow, but not the outcomes
that they should achieve (U.S. D.0O.J., 0.J.1.D.P., 1994). These performance-based standards tie
the standards to the desired performance or outcomes desired.

‘ Three examples of the more common performance-based models that are appropriate for
measuring the environments of the juvenile correctional facilities are: Quality of Confinement
indices used by Logan (1990), OJJIDP's Conditions of Confinement Study completed by Parent
(OJJDP, 1994), and The Prison Environment Inventory (PEI) developed and tested by Wright
(1985). In all of these models the researchers developed quantitative scales used to measure
aspects of the correctional environment.

4.1 Logan’s Quality of Confinement Model

Logan (1990) assumes a confinement model of imprisonment. According to Logan, the
essential purpose of imprisonment is “to punish offenders-fairly and justly-through lengths of
confinement [that are] proportionate to the seriousness of their crimes.” This perspective ignores
the mission of rehabilitation, deterrence and incapacitation. The confinement model argues that

. society has sent offenders to correctional facilities as punishment not for punishment. Coercive
confinement carriers with it an obligation to meet the basic needs of offenders, a constitutional
standard of fairness, due process as well as procedural justice with which we impose
confinement. The mission statement of the confinement model of imprisonment as defined by
Logan is “to keep prisoners - to keep them in, keep them safe, keep them in line, keep them
healthy and keep them busy-and do it with fairness, without undue suffermg and as efficiently as
possible.”

Logan also suggested that if we accept this model of confinement, it follows that we
should shift our evaluation focus away from “hard to determine” outcomes to the observable
processes within the correctional facility environment. He postulated eight dimensions for
evaluating the quality of the correctional facility environment: Security, Safety, Order, Care,
Activity, Justice, Conditions, and Management. Researchers have since implemented these
indicators of the quality of the environment in a number of studies of the conditions of
confinement in adult correctional facilities.

One of these studies, conducted in 1992, examined the differences in the quality of
conditions of confinement between an adult public and an adult private correctional facility.
Logan compared the environment of a state operated 200 bed, full-security correctional facility
which housed female offenders in New Mexico with a new, privately operated facility and a
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federally operated correctional facility. The study assessed the correctional facility environments
' using offender and staff ratings of the environment as well as institutional records. Project staff
interviewed the offenders and staff from the state operated public facility in the first part of 1989
Subsequently, the state transferred the entire population of the state operated facility to a new,
private facility in midyear 1989. Six months after the transfer, project staff interviewed both staff
and offer.ders again. Logan’s evaluation compared the staff and inmate’s perceptions of the
quality of the conditions of confinement in the state operated facility prior to the transfer with the
quality of conditions of confinement at the private facility after the transfer. Additionally, Logan
compared each of these two correctional facility environments to the environment of a federally
operated female facility which was determined a priori to be well-run and of high quality.

Results from the interviews with offenders and staff and examinations of the official
institutional records were analyzed using Logan’s Prison Quality Index (PQI). The index
combined the indicators from offender ratings, staff ratings and institutional records. Pair-wise
comparisons of the Prison Quality Index scores indicated that the private correctional facility
outperformed both the state and federally operated facilities in terms of quality of conditions.
The exceptions were the Care and Justice indices wherein the public and private correctional
facilities were not significantly different. Thus, Logan concluded the private correctional facility
in his sample provided higher quality of conditions of confinement than the public correctional
facilities.

However, the results were not that straightforward when the data sources (offender

ratings, staff ratings, and facility records) were considered independently. Logan noted the staff

‘ ‘ data and, to a lesser extent, the institutional records primarily supported the overall finding of a
more favorable private correctional facility environment. The offender ratings, however,
demonstrated the state correctional facility outperformed the private correctional facility and the
federal correctional facility in all indices with the exception of the Activity dimension. In
essence, we should view Logan’s findings as mixed support for the quality of the private
correctional facility environment since it was only when he combines data sources that
participants rated the private correctional facility more positively than the public correctional
facilities. If the data sources were considered independently, it was clear that the staff and
offenders had very different perceptions of many of the indicators of the quality of confinement.
This finding highlights the importance of considering multiple perspectives when evaluating the
quality of the correctional facility environment.

In addition to the caveat of the different results when Logan combines the data sources, it
is also important to note other drawbacks of this study. Since many of the participants of the
study from the state level facility were the same participants from the private facility (at a later
time period), they may have been experiencing a halo effect due to the transfer to new
surroundings. Thus, the change of environment and relative “newness” of the private facility
may have enhanced the offender’s positive perceptions. The majority of the staff had worked in
the public correctional facility for a significant amount of time prior to their ratings of that
environment, thus, it is possible that earlier experiences in the public correctional facility
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. reflected negatively on the perception of that environment. It may have been more ideal to
include a method of controlling for the age of the facility, individual characteristics of the
offender population end work experiences of the staff. ,

4.2  Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) Conditions of
Confinemen’ Model

As the result of a 1988 directive from Congress, OJJDP attempted to determine the extent
to which conditions of confinement in juvenile correctional facilities throughout the U.S.
conformed to recognized professional standards. Consequently, OJJDP researchers assessed 46
criteria that reflected existing national professional standards (from the American Correctional
Association, the National Commission on Correctional Health Care, the American Bar
Association) in 12 areas that represented advisers' perceptions of confined juveniles' most
important needs in four broad areas (basic needs, order and safety, programming, juveniles'
rights). They examined the association between these conditions and factors such as escapes,
suicides and injuries.

The OJJDP study utilized three sources of data: (1) the 1991 Children in Custody Census;

(2) a mail survey created by OJJDP; and (3) two-day site visits to 95 randomly selected facilities
out of the 984 facilities that participated. The study used site visits to interview facility
administrators and staff members as well as five randomly selected juveniles at each site (for a
total of 475 juveniles). Based on this wealth of data, OJJDP researchers found that problems

‘ existed in several areas of conditions of confinement, specifically living space, health care,
security and control of suicidal behavior. They also concluded facilities that conformed to
nationa! standards did not necessarily result in improved conditions of confinement. Finally, the
study found a distribution of the deficiencies in conditions of confinement across a number of
facilities. There were a very limited number of facilities that had no deficiencies in the conditions
of confinement according to OJJDP’s model. More specifically, between 35 and 49% of facilities
met the indicators of the Basic Needs criteria, 27 to 51% of the facilities met indicators of Order
and Security criteria, 57 to 85% met of the various Programming cniteria, and 25 and 76% of
facilities conformed to the Juvenile Rights indicators.

This study was an informative first step in a large scale assessment of the conditions of
confinement in juvenile correctional facilities. Despite good response rates and an attempt to
develop an objective means to measure the environment, this study has some limitations. One
limitation is that the study did not consider the individual juveniles in the facilities and relied on
facility level data. The result is an inability to determine how conditions of confinement in the
facilities affect the juveniles’ experiences in the correctional facility. Thus, we don’t know if the
facilities are meeting therapeutic needs of their offenders.

4.3  Wright’s Prison Environment Indices (PEI)

The Prison Environment Indices, developed by Kevin Wright, was based on one of the
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‘ most well known scales used in the measurement of institutional climates, the Correctional
Institution Environment Scale (CIES). Moos (1971, 1974, 1975) developed the CIES to provide
“an assessment of the social milies of an institution.” However, he failed to present either
theoretical or empirical indicators for the 90-item scale (Wright & Bourdouris, 1982). Further,
psychometric analysis failed to sunport Moos’ categorizations.

As a result of this criticism, Wright turned to the work of Hans Toch (1977) to provide
guidance in developing correctional facility environment indices. Toch developed his indices
based on interviews with more then 900 adult offenders. Content analysis of the data collected
from the interviews led Toch to identify eight central environmental concerns held by the
offenders: Privacy, Safety, Structure, Support, Emotional Feedback, Social Stimulation, Activity,
and Freedom. Based on Toch’s eight dimensions, Wright began the iterative process of
developing the 42 item Prison Environment Inventory (PEI). The existence of the eight
dimensions originally suggested by Toch was confirmed through factor analysis.

In contrast to Logan’s Quality of Confinement index, which has been primarily used to
make comparisons between correctional facility environments, Wright (1983) used the PEI to
identify the quality of the correctional facility environments and the relationship of various
dimensions to offender adjustment during incarceration. In one study, Wright randomly selected
a total of 942 participants from 10 New York State correctional facilities. Data were collected
through paper and pencil surveys administered to offenders as well as from official institutional
records. The surveys gathered the offenders’ perceptions of the environment using the PEI while
institutional records provided information on behavioral outcomes such as disciplinary reports,

‘ offender altercations, and disruptive behaviors (offender self reports supplemented the
institutional records).

Wright found four of the eight dimensions of the environment (Structure, Support,
Freedom, and Privacy) were significant predictors of disruptive offender behaviors. However,
the indices were only significant predictors of behaviors measured through institutional (official)
records and did not predict self reported adjustment outcomes.

In summary, the three models used to measure the quality of conditions of confinement
that were briefly presented aim to quantify the environment that exists inside the correctional
facility walls. Researchers have implemented OJJDP’s Conditions of Confinement model to
examine quality of the environment as they related to meeting basic needs and rights of the
incarcerated population. Studies have frequently utilized Logan’s Quality of Confinement index
to make comparisons between two or more correctional facility environments to determine
existing levels of quality. Studies have also used Wright’s Prison Environment Inventory, based
on the earlier work of Moos and Toch, to measure the quality of the correctional facility
environment and determine its relationship with levels of offender adjustment.
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The aim of this study encompasses all of the above approaches as it (1) examines the
. level of quality of conditions of confinement for individual facilities; (2) compares the quality of
conditions of confinement between two different types of facilities, private and public; and (3)
determines the relationship of the quality of conditions of confinement with the adjustment of
juvenile delinquents across time. Further, the environmental measures of this study incorporate
the environmental dimensions considered by tt.e above models in addition to other models such
as Gendreau and Andrew’s Correctional Program Evaluation Inventory (1994) that measures
aspects of the correctional facility environments that are indicative of the quality of therapeutic

programs.
4.4  Development of the Conditions of Confinement Indices

As discussed, we may appropriately adapt several different models for measuring the
environments of juvenile correctional facilities: OJJDP’s Conditions of Confinement Study by
Parent (1994); Quality of Confinement indices (Logan, 1990); the Prison Environment Inventory
(PEI) (Wright, 1985); the Correctional Facilities Environment Scale (Moos, 1974); and others
such as the Correctional Program Evaluation Inventory (CPEI) (Gendreau & Andrews, 1994),
and the Prison Social Climate Survey that is used by the Federal Bureau of Prisons (1993).
Although these authors gave different names to the scales, a closer examination of the questions
contained in these scales indicates many similarities exist among the dimensions used to measure
the environment (see Table 1). For example, Logan’s Activity scale includes measures of
whether offenders usually have something to do to keep themselves busy: amount of work,
industry and educational involvement. Moos’ Involvement scale considers how active the

‘ ‘ residents are while in the program. Although Logan and Moos approach this dimension from a
slightly different angle, both scales address the issue of “keeping them busy.” After we examined
the questions in all these scales, we proposed thirteen scales consistent with the concepts
measured by these previous researchers.

We developed items for each of the thirteen conditions of confinement representing the
following constructs: (1) Control, the security measures exerted over the resident’s activities
within the facility and security to keep the residents in the facility; (2) Resident Danger, the
resident’s risk of being injured by other residents; (3) Danger from Staff, the resident’s risk of
being injured by staff members; (4) Environmental Danger, the resident’s risk of being injured as
a result of being institutionalized; (5) Activity, the level and variety of activities available to
delinquents; (6) Care, the quality of interactions between juveniles and between staff and
juveniles; (7) Risks to Residents, the risks to the residents as a result of facility conditions; (8)
Quality of Life, the general social environment including the juvenile’s ability to maintain some
degree of individuality; (9) Structure, the formality of daily routines and interactions with staff
and other residents; (10) Justice, the appropriateness and constructiveness of punishments given
to the residents; (11) Freedom, the provision of choice of activities and movement to residents;
(12) Programs, the availability and utility of therapeutic opportunities; (13) Preparation for
Release, activities with juveniles prior to release to ease in the transition back to society.
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. In conclusion, we have discussed the rationale, development and use of performance-
based standards in corrections. Three major models were presented which quantify and measure
the conditions of confinement in the correctional facilities. A contrast of these models
demonstrated numerous similarities between the dimensions of the indices that allowed for the
theoretical presentation of an overarching model of condxt.ons of confinement encompassing
multiple aspects of all the scales.

S. Methods

This study addresses five research questions related to the environmental quality debate
on the privatization of correctional facilities:

L Do the juvenile populations in private and public facilities differ in their
demographic composition and risk levels?

2. Are there differences in the demographics characteristics, education level, and
prior work experiences of correctional staff employed in private and public
facilities?

3. Are the conditions of confinement perceived to be more favorable in private or
public facilities by the juveniles and staff?

4. Do privately operated correctional facilities differentially impact the adjustment
of juveniles?

5. Do privately operated correctional facilities differentially impact the work

‘ experiences of the correctional staff?

The first question addresses the argument that differences may exist between the offender
population held in public and private facilities. Some researchers have claimed that the private
sector houses delinquents who are less serious, leaving the more difficult and more expensive to
manage juvenile delinquents in the hands of the public sector. Consequently, the critics of
privatization have questioned the utility of private correctional facilities if they are only focused
on handling the less serious offender populations. Critics of privatization expect that less serious
juvenile delinquents will comprise the population in private correctional facilities. Criminogenic
features (e.g., young age at 1% arrest, a high number of commitments to facilities, etc.),
psychological problems, and substance abuse problems (drug, alcohol or both) demonstrate the
delinquent’s level of seriousness. Supporters of privatization expect few differences to exist
between the correctional populations in private and public facilities. In this study, we examine
differences in these demographic characteristics and risk factors of juvenile delinquents between
private and public facilities.

The second research question addresses the argument that differences exist in
correctional staff populations between the private and the public sector. Opponents of
privatization have argued that companies realize profits in the private sector primarily through
the utilization of fewer, less skilled correctional staff whom companies offer less pay and
minimal benefits as compared to their public sector counterparts. These opponents expect staff in
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. private facilities to be less educated and to have less or no previous work experience in a
correctional environment.

In contrast, supporters of privatization expect no significant differences in the
backgrounds of the two correctional staff populations. They argue that their employees are often
drawn from the pool of public sector employees. Public sector employecs may tire of the public
sector and are drawn toward higher pay or better opportunities in the private sector. Supporters
also argue that private facilities are better able to recruit and hire qualified employees because
there is less “red tape” in the hiring process. To examine this issue, this study compares the
demographic characteristics, education levels, and previous work experience of the correctional
staff in public and private facilities.

In the third research question we address whether differences exist between public and
private juvenile correctional facilities in the conditions of confinement from the perspective of
the juveniles and the staff. Opponents of privatization have suggested that quality of conditions
of confinement is compromised due to the profit seeking nature of the private sector. Those who
support privatization argue that the quality of conditions of confinement will not suffer at the
hands of private corporations. They suggest that private corporations employ younger, less
experienced staff who are more eager to work and do their work well in comparison to state
workers who are secure in their jobs and unmotivated. Thus, supporters of privatization expect
that the private facilities have more positive conditions of confinement (more controlled, safer,
more structured, etc.) when compared to public facilities.

. To examine the relationship between the operating sector (public versus private) and the
conditions of confinement, this study compares perceptions measured at the individual level
(e.g., juvenile and staff perceptions) while controlling for characteristics of the facilities (e.g.,
capacity, facility age, the intensity of the admission process, the type of programs) and of the
individuals (e.g., demographics, risk levels and backgrounds). Given the potential for
environmental differences, it follows that the operating sector (public operation vs. private
operation) together with the conditions of confinement of the facilities may impact the
adjustment of the juveniles as well as the work experiences of the correctional staff (see Figure
1). This concern is the basis for the fourth and fifth research question of this study.

We expect conditions of confinement to impact juvenile delinquent’s adjustment and
work experiences of the correctional staff. We compare the adjustment of juveniles in the two
types of facilities to determine whether differences exist in the delinquents’ initial psychological
state as well as their adjustment over time as a result of the operating sector (private versus
public) and the conditions of confinement. Given that opponents of privatization expect that the
quality of the private correctional facilities is poorer (less safe, less therapeutic), we also expect a
negative impact of privatization on the adjustment of juvenile delinquents during incarceration.

Further, we compare the work experiences of the correctional staff between the two types
of facilities to determine the impact of the operating sector and conditions of confinement on
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stress, staff communication and job satisfaction. We expect a poorer work environn:ent for the
. staff (more stress) employed in private facilities resulting in a lower level of job satizfaction.
The data utilized in this study were previously collected through a grant frora the
National Institute of Justice (grant # 96-SC-LX-0001). Investigators designed the previous
project, A National Evaluation of Juvenile Correctional Facilities, to examine differences
between boot camps and traditional facilities with a primary focus on the perceptior s of the
conditions of confinement by juvenile delinquents and correctional officers. Given that the focus
during the data collection phase of the project was on differences between types of programs,
researchers and participants were not aware that investigators were going to examine the impact
of the operating sector (private vs. public) on the conditions of confinement.

5.1  Participants

Data were collected from three distinct sources. Two of the sources were juvenile
delinquents and correctional staff who were administered paper and pencil surveys. The third
data source was official record information obtained through interviews with facility
administrators or superintendents.

5.1.1 Facility Selection

In 1996, researchers from the National Evaluation of Juvenile Correctional Facilities
project contacted juvenile correctional agencies throughout the United States to identify all
existing boot camps programs for juvenile offenders. They identified A total of 50 programs in

. 27 states for participation in the study. They eliminated four programs from the sample of
potential participants either because the programs were nonresidential programs or were in the
developmental stage and would not be open in time to participate in the research. They invited
the rémaining 46 boot camp programs to participate in the evaluation, 59% of eligible boot camp
programs agreed to participate.

Once the boot camp sites were determined, investigators identified a comparison facility
for each boot camp program and invited to participate in the study. The comparison facility was
selected in consultation with the agency responsible for the boot camp facility and/or the facility
administrators at the participating boot camps. The selection process identified the correctional
facility in which a juvenile delinquent would most likely be placed if the boot camp program had
not been available. All comparison facilities were located in the same state as the participating
boot camp program. The comparison facilities consisted of juvenile detention centers, forestry
camps, ranches, and training schools. All comparison facilities invited to participate in the study
agreed to do so.

5.1.2 Juveniles

The sample of juveniles consisted of 4,121 juveniles surveyed in 48 correctional facilities
(2,288 surveyed at Time 1 and 1,833 surveyed at Time 2). Of these 48 facilities, the private
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. sector operated 16 of the facilities and the public sector operated 32 facilities.

5.1.3 Staff _ )

The correctional staff sample consisted of 1,362 employees in 48 facilities. The staff
survey was administered once, coinciding with the Time 1 administration of the juvenile survey.

S.1.4 Facilities

During the visits to the sites, researchers completed facility surveys with the facility
administrators in one-on-one interview settings. This resulted in 48 facility surveys.
Administrators were also contacted via the telephone subsequent to the site visit to collect any
outstanding information or to clarify information previously collected. The facility survey
included questions requiring reference to summary data from official records but not the files of
individual juvenile delinquents.

52  Design and Procedure

5.2.1 Site Visits

The duration of the site visits conducted at each of the 48 juvenile correctional facilities

varied from 1 to 2.5 days depending upon the size of the facility, scheduling of activities and

. number of juveniles surveyed. Project researchers initially met with the facility administrator or
superintendent for a briefing of the survey procedure and to answer staff member questions.’
While at the facility, researchers completed a census survey of all available juvenile
delinquents®, provided surveys for the staff members, conducted a video survey (and a
walkthrough checklist), interviewed the administrator and collected summary data from official
records. This research focuses on the information obtained from the juvenile delinquents, staff
and facility surveys.

5.2.2 Administration of Juvenile Survey

Researchers completed a census survey of the juveniles in the facility whenever possible
with all facilities surveyed twice. Recall that the data were originally collected for a project that
had a focus of comparing boot camps to traditional facilities. Accordingly, they designed the
Time 1 administration of the survey to include juveniles shortly after their entry into the boot

2 They carefully adhered to human subject procedures as required by the facilities and the
University of Maryland’s Institutional Review Board.

*Occasionally, juvenile delinquents were not available due to court visits or medical visits at
outside facilities.
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. camp program. At the same time, they also surveyed juveniles held in the appropriate
comparison facility. They designed the second survey administration, referred to as Time 2, to
include juveniles just prior to release from the boot camp. The mvestxgators matched the time
interval between survey administrations in comparison facilities to the time interval between
administrations for the corresponding boot camp. This time interval ranged from three to eight

months.

The timing of the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys provided two “snapshots” or cross sectional
views of the facility at two different points in time, an average of four months apart.
Additionally, it provided a small subset of the juveniles whom they surveyed twice thus
provndmg a longltudmal view. Of the total number of juveniles whom mvesngators solicited for
participation in the study, 93.5 percent completed the survey at Time 1.*'At Time 2, this rate was
somewhat lower at 78 percent. One reason for the lower completion rate at Time 2 may be due to
the repetitive nature of the survey. Participants who had previously participated in the study were
less inclined to fill out the same information a second time. The lower Time 2 completion rate
resulted in a smaller number of pretest-post test participants than originally anticipated (n=530).

Two project researchers administered surveys in a classroom-type setting with groups of
fifteen to twenty juveniles. Once they handed out individual survey materials to participants,
they provided a presentation of videotaped instructions and survey questions on televisions
within the classroom setting. This procedure ensured a uniform administration process and
provided assistance to those juveniles with reading disabilities or lower reading levels. The
videotape, about 45 minutes in length, began with a narration by researchers of the consent form

‘ and an explanation of the survey materials that they had distributed to the juveniles. On the
balance of the videotape, the narrators read aloud the survey questions and answer options while
providing visual cues of the response sheet. Project researchers were present during the
administration to answer questions about the survey and provide further clarification as needed
on individual survey items. The average completion time of the juvenile survey was forty-five
minutes.

5.2.3 Administration of Staff Survey

During the site visits, investigators gave staff surveys to facility administrators that
administrators were to distribute to staff members. They asked all direct contact staff members
(who have contact with the juveniles on a regular basis) to complete a staff survey. Project
researchers recommended the administrators disseminate the surveys to staff members dunng a
staff meeting at which txme the administrator would allow them to complete the survey’. The

*1t is interesting to note that juveniles found the last 105 questions in the survey more interesting
because the survey asked specific, concrete questions about their experiences in the correctional
facility. Most likely, this greatly helped in the high completion rate.

S Administrators didn’t follow this recommendation in all facilities. Some facilities asked staff to
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. average time for staff survey completion was thirty minutes. The overall response rate obtained
from staff was 66%°.

5.3 Instruments

5.3.1 Juvenile Survey

The juvenile survey included 266 questions pertaining to demographic characteristics,
prior criminal history, criminal attitudes and experiences in the facility (see Appendix A).
Thirteen of the 266 questions were open-ended. The remaining questions were based on a five-
point Likert scale as well as yes-no and true-false scale formats. The survey included 17
demographic questions, 17 risk factor scales, 8 psychological outcome scales and 13 conditions
of confinement scales.

§.3.2 Staff Survey

The 216-item staff survey contained 23 scales and 11 demographic questions (see
Appendix B). Thirteen of the scales concerned staff perceptions of the conditions of confinement
in their facilities. Six scales address staff experiences in the work environment: Staff
Communication, Personal Stress, Support of Staff, Planning, Job Satisfaction, and Attitudes
toward Residents. Additionally, the survey contained three sections concerning formal
Grievances, perceptions of Treatment Effectiveness, and Perceived Institutional Goals.

. 5.3.3 Facility Survey

The facility survey consisted of 244 questions requiring an average of two hours to
complete. The facility survey provided information on key topics collected from facility records
such as incident logs, disciplinary logs, grievance logs, and health care logs. Other information
collected pertained to the facility’s population, program components, capacity information, and
personnel information. These data were collected as summary statistics for a one-year time
period that dated back from the initial interview date. The facility survey did not require a review
of individual juvenile records.

fill the surveys out during their shift or on their own time at home.

¢ The lower response rate to the staff surveys as compared to the juvenile surveys may be
attributable to a number of factors including a lack of enthusiasm of administrators distributing
the surveys, failure to provide staff ample work time to complete the surveys, and staff member
indifference toward their workplace environment.
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‘ 6. Scale Analyses

This section begins with a brief description of the various scales that we use in this study.
We have categorized these scales as juvenile risk, juvenile adjustment, staff work experiences,
conditions of confinement and facility descriptors. We used Cronbach’s alpha (1951) to assess
the internal consistency of the items incorporated into each rationally developed scale. We
formed the scales based on the sum of the individual item’s scores, reversing the scoring for
statements that negatively correlated with the underlying construct. All item responses within
each scale had the same response options thus standardization of the scores was unnecessary. We
computed scale scores for each participant by summing the individual scores of the items then
dividing by the number of questions answered in that scale™.

6.1 Juvenile Risk Scales

The scales that we included in the juvenile survey measured three characteristics of
juvenile risk levels as indicated by: (1) Alcohol Abuse, frequency and extent of alcohol
consumption as well as lifestyle difficuities experienced as a result of alcohol use (a = .70), (2)
Drug Abuse, frequency and extent of drug use as well as lifestyle difficulties experienced as a
result of drug use (a = .54), and (3) Family Violence and Child Abuse, the extent to which a
juvenile was either the witness or victim of physical and/or sexual abuse within their family
environment (o = .85). ‘

6.2  Juvenile Adjustment Scales

We designed five scales to measure the juveniles’ reactions to the environment and the
changes they experienced while in the facility (see Appendix A for detailed descriptive
information and individual items): (1) Dysfunctional Impulsivity (Dickman, 1990), a tendency to
act before thinking of consequences (a = .66), (2) Pro-Social Attitudes (Jessness, 1962), level of
normative opinions with respect to authority figures and antisocial acts (a = .78), (3) Depression,
indications of state level depression (a = .76), (4) Anxiety (@ = .71), indications of state level
anxiety (Spielberger et al., 1970), and (5) Social Bonds including ties to family, ties to school,
ties to work (a = 84). _

"If an individual failed to respond to more than 75% of the items in the scale, we did not compute
a score. Overall, less than 10 % of the data were missing for conditions of confinement scales.

®Factor analysis with Varimax rotation was also completed to verify the items factor analyzed
into a one-factor solution for each scale (Comrey & Lee, 1992). We compared scale scores to
factor scores obtained from factor analysis of the scale items with Varimax rotation. All scales
were found to correlate .96 or higher with the resulting factor scores. :
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. ° 6.3  Staff Work Experience Scales

Information obtained from the staff self-report surveys allowed for the comparison of the
experiences of the staff in the private facilities versus the staff in the public facilities. This study
compares the prior experiences of the staff including (1) stress levels (a = .93), (2) level of job
satisfaction (a = .89), (3) support of staff (o = .88), and (4) level of staff communication (a = .93)
(See Appendix B for scale items).

6.4 Conditions of Confinement Scales

We rationally developed thirteen conditions of confinement scales on the basis of earlier
work as previously discussed (Logan, 1990; Moos, 1974; OJIDP, 1994; U.S. Federal Bureau of
Prisons, 1993; Wright, 1983). Items previously utilized in measuring the correctional facility
environment were incorporated in addition to newly developed items (see Mitchell, MacKenzie,
Styve & Gover, 1999 and Styve, MacKenzie, Gover, & Mitchell, 2000 for scale development
rationale). The goal of the scale construction was to reduce the large number of questions
measuring the environment into a smaller number of dimensions for use in the subsequent
analysis.

We developed items for thirteen conditions of confinement scales with scores ranging
from 1 to 5. Higher scores indicated a higher level of that condition. The scales developed were:

1) Control, the security measures exerted over the resident’s activities within the
. facility and security to keep the residents in the facility (a = .70);
) Resident Danger, the resident’s risk of being injured by other residents (a =
81);
3) Danger from Staff, the resident’s risk of being injured by staff members (a =
.83);
©)) Environmental Danger, the resident’s risk of being injured as a result of

being institutionalized (a = .73);
5) Activity, the level and variety of activities available to delinquents (a = .79);

6) Care, the quality of interactions between juveniles as well as between the staff’
and the juvenile delinquents (a = .73);

(7 Risks to Residents, the risks to the residents as a result of facility conditions
(a=.76),
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® Quality of Life, the general social environment including residents’ ability to
' maintain a reasonable degree of individuality (a = .67); .

(%) Structure, the formality of daily routines and interactions with staff and other
residents (a = .72);

(i0) Justice, the appropriateness and constructiveness of punishments given to the
residents (a =.77);

(11) Freedom, the provision of choice of activities and movement to residents (a =
.64);
(12) Therapeutic Programs, the availability and utility of therapeutic

opportunities (a = .90);

(13) Preparation for Release, activities with juveniles prior to release to ease in
the transition back to society (a = .45) (see Appendix A).

6.5  Facility Descriptors

We developed two indices from data collected in the facility survey to aid in the
descriptions of the populations housed within these facilities (see Appendix C). The Admission
Process Index contained items that indicated the intensity of the admission process of the facility.
. ~ The Population Seriousness Index included items pertaining to the criminal backgrounds of the
juveniles to whom facilities would allow admission.

6.6  Analytical Models

We will conclude with a detailed outline of the analytical strategies we use to answer the
research questions contained in this study. We have divided the analytical strategy into the
following sections: Descriptors, Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement, and Impact of the
Operating Sector on Juveniles and Staff.

6.6.1 Descriptors

Demographic characteristics and risk factor data collected in the juvenile, staff and
facility surveys allow for a comparison of the population composition and other characteristics
between the private and public juvenile correctional facilities. We examine a number of
characteristics within the juvenile delinquent sample including gender, race, offense type, age,
sentence length, time in the facility, alcohol abuse, drug abuse, family violence and child abuse,
age at first arrest, and number of previous commitments to correctional facilities. Within the
correctional staff sample, we will include in the model the characteristics of age, race, gender,
education level, number of years employed at current correctional facility, and the number of
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. years previously employed within other correctional facilities. The facility survey allows for the
consideration of the tspes and regional location of programs, whether follow up information is
collected on the juverile delinquents (e.g., recidivism, return to school etc. ), the maximum
capacity of the facility, the age of the facility, the admission’s process, the criminal seriousness
of the population, the: juvenile delinquent to staff ratios and the number of hours per week
assigned for visitatior:s.

To determine if the composition of the juvenile delinquent and correctional staff
populations are significantly different between the two types of facilities (public and private
operating sectors), We utilize a nested analysis-of-variance (ANOVA) model (Ott, 1988;
Maxwell & Delany, 1989) for continuous variables and a random effects problt model for
dichotomous variables. We have also utilized these same models to examine the differences
between facility characteristics. The nested ANOVA model with mixed-effects considers the
primary variable of interest, the operating sector, to be a fixed factor whereas the facilities (and
individuals within them) are considered to be random effects. The operating sector is fixed
because the nature of this study predetermines the levels of the operating sector to be either
private or public. The effect of the facilities is considered to be random because they are drawn
from the entire population of juvenile correctional facilities and is a reasonable representation of
juvenile delinquents across all United States correctional facilities. Further, inferences made
about the facilities in this sample under this modeling schema with the random effects are then
generalizable beyond the sample to the population of correctional facilities across in the United
States. :

‘ As stated above, this model includes error terms for both the random effects of
individuals grouped by facilities as well as the error terms for the fixed effect of the operating
sector of the facility with individual nested within facilities. The latter error term for the effect
includes variability across facilities within operating sector and variability across individuals
within facilities. The result is a more conservative estimate of the significance of differences
between individuals in comparison with the ¢ statistic. The primary statistic of interest in the
nested ANOVA model is the main effect of the operating sector on the demographic indicators.
The following model represents this nested design:

Yix = p + a; with the error for a as By + &

where j designates the fixed effect factor of the operating sector (private or public), ¥ designates
the facilities nested within the operating sectors and / designates juveniles within the jkth cell. To
test the effect of the nested factor (individual scores within facilities), the model imposes
restrictions to determine whether means within the factor of the operating sector are equal.
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. To determine whether the population compositions of juvenile delinquents and
correctional staff are significantly different between the public and private facilities on
characteristics of a dichotomous nature (i.e., gender, race, etc.), a random effect probit model is
most appropriate. The probit model examines the impact of the operating sector on the
dichotomous characteristic, accour:ting for the variability across facilities due to the operating
sector and the variability across individuals within facilities (Conway, 1990).

6.6.2 Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement

We address a number of questions by examining the indices of quality of conditions of
confinement using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). This model makes a comparison
between the 16 private and 32 public facilities, testing the main effect of the operating sector on
the perceived conditions of confinement (dependent variable) controlling for a number of
covariates. We utilize these models to test for significant differences between public and private
facilities using both the perceptions of the juvenile delinquents-and the correctional staff.

The hierarchical linear model is appropriate given the multiple levels of the data
available. In comparing the perceptions of the juvenile delinquents, we have included individual
level covariates such as age, gender, race, sentence length, length of time spent in the facility,
age at first arrest, number of prior commitments, history of family violence, level of alcohol
abuse, level of drug abuse, and offense type in the first level of the hierarchical model. In the
models comparing the perceptions of the staff, we will include the first level includes covariates

. for age, gender, race, education level, years of prior correctional experience, and current length
of employment at the facility.

The second level of the hierarchical linear model testing both juvenile and staff
perceptions includes facility level data such as the operating sector (public or private), the type of
program (boot camp, detention center or other), the population size of the facility (maximum
capacity), the age of the facility, the juvenile to staff ratios, the number of hours scheduled per
week for visitation, the intensity of the facility’s admission process, the seriousness of the
offender population and the region of United States in which the facility is located. We centered
the predictors in the model around their grand mean where appropriate to allow for comparisons
of individual perceptions across all facilities opposed to group mean centered which would only
allow for comparisons of the individual perceptions to their individual facility mean.

We have constructed separate models for each of the thirteen conditions of confinement
for the two sets of perceptions, juveniles and staff. The end product was twenty-six models that
allowed for comparisons of the quality of conditions of confinement between private and public
correctional facilities.
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. 6.6.3 Impact of the Operating Sector on Juvenile and Staff Experiences

Beyond the perceptions of conditions of confinement, we have examined the impact of
the operating sector on the adjustment of the juvenile delinquents and the work experiences of
the staff using the HLM modeling strategy. Both characteristics of the facility and characteristics
of the individual could moderate the experiences of the juvenile delinquents and staff in the
facilities (see Figure 1). In these models, the environmental conditions of confinement were
aggregated to the facility level. The aggregated conditions of confinement variable and the
characteristics of the individuals are used to predict juvenile adjustment in the time between the
two survey administrations. In separate models, the aggregate conditions of confinement variable
and the characteristics of the staff are used to predict the work experiences of the staff.

We measured the juveniles’ adjustment through change in their self reported levels of
. pro-social attitudes, anxiety, depression, dysfunctional impulsivity and social bonds between the
Time 1 and Time 2 survey administration. The repeated measures of these scales determine
whether the operating sector and the quality of the conditions of confinement impacts juvenile
delinquent adjustment over time and whether characteristics of the population and facility
mitigate the effects, as we have illustrated in Figure 1.

The effect of the operating sector and the quality of the conditions of confinement on
work experiences of staff within the correctional facilities were examined using measures of
stress levels, job satisfaction, support of staff and staff communication. Although the impact of
the operating sector on juvenile adjustment is examined through change in outcome levels

. between Time 1 and Time 2, the impact of the operating sector on staff experiences is examined
using only Time 1 because researchers had only administered the surveys to the staff once.

7. Results
7.1 Juvenile Characteristics

We have outlined results of the juvenile demographic characteristics and risk level
comparisons between private and public correctional facilities in Table 2. As indicated on the
table, private facilities held a significantly higher percentage of males and a significantly higher
percentage of juvenile delinquents incarcerated for property offenses as compared to the juvenile
delinquents held in public correctional facilities. Other demographic comparisons were not
statistically significant.

Insert Table 2 about here

While there were limited differences between the private and public facilities on these
juvenile delinquents’ demographic and risk characteristics, we expect that these factors may
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‘ impact individual perceptions of the quality of the conditions of confinement and the juvenile
delinquent’s adjustment over time. Therefore, we have included these variables as covanates in

subsequent analyses.

These demographic comparisons address the first question of this study: Do the juvenile
populations in private and public facilities differ in their demographic composition and risk
levels? Despite concerns that skimming of the juvenile delinquents may result in dramatically
different populations that are held in private and public correctional facilities, comparisons
suggest that the two populations are not significantly different on the majority of the
demographic and risk indicators with the exceptions of gencer and offense. In particular, there is
no evidence that private facilities are able to select delinque.its who are at a lower risk for future
criminal activities (e.g., low levels of substance abuse, older at first arrest).

7.2 Staff Characteristics

We have outlined the results from the demographic comparisons of the correctional staff
characteristics between private and public facilities in Table 3. Using nested analysis of variance
models and random effects probit models, statistically significant differences between
correctional staff in private and public facilities were found in the mean age of correctional staff,
the length of previous employment experience in correctional facilities and the current length of
employment at the facility.

. Insert Table 3 about here

These findings address the second question of this study: Are there differences in the
demographics characteristics, education level, and prior work experiences of correctional staff
employed in private and public facilities? Private facilities were found to employ younger
correctional staff who had less prior experience at correctional facilities. The private facilities
had employed their staff for a significantly shorter period of time as compared to the correctional
staff employed by public facilities. This shorter period of current employment and inexperience
of the staff members at the private facilities could be attributed to the relative newness or
expansion of private facilities. No differences were found in either the gender or racial
distributions of the correctional staff. Further, there were no differences in the level of education
of the staff between private and public facilities.

7.3  Facility Characteristics
In addition to comparing the juvenile delinquent and staff population compositions -

between private and public facilities, the data collected through interviews with the facility
administrators allowed for comparisons between the characteristics of the facilities. These data
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were collected from the facilities’ policy manuals, records, schedules or the common knowledge
‘ of the facilities’ administrators. :

Insert Table 4 about here

As demonstrated in Table 4, we examined a variety of facility descriptors. Statistically
significant differences were found between private and public facilities in their population
capacity, facility age, and admission procedures. No significant differences were found in the
criminal seriousness of the juvenile delinquents, the juvenile delinquent to staff ratios, or the
number of hours scheduled by facilities for visiting.

As a proxy for the physical size, the maximum capacity for which contractors designed
the facility demonstrates that private facilities are significantly smaller than public facilities. On
average, private facilities hold less than half of the number of juvenile delinquents (M = 60
juveniles) than typically held in public facilities (M = 137 juveniles). Further, the physical
structure of private facilities was found to be significantly newer (M = 4.4 years) than public
facilities (M = 29.6 years).”

A series of questions posed to facility administrators formed the basis of the Admission

Process Index (see Appendix C). This index ranges from 0 to 1 with higher scores indicating
. more intensive admission processes with greater input from the facility and more extensive

evaluation of the delinquents prior to admission. The nested analysis of vanance model indicates
private facilities have a more stringent admission process for juvenile delinquents who enter into
their facilities. More specifically, a greater percentage of the private facilities had procedures in
place that allowed personnel at the facility to interview and evaluate juveniles prior to admission
on medical, physical and psychological criteria as compared to staff at public facilities. These
more extensive evaluations may provide private facilities with the opportunity to disallow a
juvenile admission into their facility for failure to meet specified program criteria (e.g., juveniles
with a history of violence), a luxury that is not often afforded to public facilities.

In summary, these comparisons of facility characteristics between private and public
juvenile correctional facilities indicate some important distinctions between the two types of
facilities. Private facilities were significantly smaller programs housed in newer physical
structures. Private programs had significantly more intensive admission processes which allowed

*The age of facility variable was not an indication of the age of the program but of the physical
structure itself. '
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‘ for a more extensive evaluation of the juvenile delinquents that were sent to their facility. The
more intensive admission protocol, however, did not lead to significant differences in the level of
criminal seriousness of the population housed in the private facilities. Since the characteristics of
the facilities examined herein could impact the conditions of confinement as perceived by the
juveniles and staff, we include them as covariates in further examination of the perceptions of the
conditions of confinement.

7.4  Juvenile Perceptions of the Conditions of Confinement

The first step in determining whether differences existed between private and public
facilities in the juveniles’ perceptions of conditions of confinement was to examine the means of
each of the thirteen conditions. We implemented nested analysis of variance models to initially
test for statistical significance, unadjusted for covariates.

Insert Table 5 about here

Table 5 contains the means for private and public facilities for each of the thirteen
conditions of confinement listed in Column 1. All scale scores range from a low of one to a high
of five. A higher score on the scale indicates a higher level of the condition. For example, a
‘ control scale score of 3.2 indicates a higher level of facility control when compared to a control
. scale score of 2.5. The more ideal correctional environment would have higher scores on the first
eight environmental conditions (i.e., control, activity, care, quality of life, justice, therapeutic
programming, and preparation for release) and low scores on the next five environmental
" conditions (i.e., resident danger, danger from staff, environmental danger, risks to residents and
freedom).

Mean differences between public and private facilities were tested for statistical
significance using the nested analysis-of-variance framework. Recall, that this model includes
error terms for both the random effects of individuals grouped by facilities as well as the error
terms for the fixed effect of the operating sector of the facility with individual nested within
facilities. And, the latter error term for the effect includes vanability across facilities within
operating sector and variability across individuals within facilities. The result is a more
conservative estimate of the significance of differences between individuals in comparison with
the t statistic. When we implement this framework, there are no statistically significant
differences between the means of private and public facilities using the .05 criteria.

Most investigations of environmental differences between facilities have not continued
with further empirical examination of their findings beyond these types of simple descriptive
statistics. However, given that some statistically significant differences were found to exist
between private and public facilities in both the composition of the juveniles’ demographics and
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. risk levels as well as the characteristics of the facilities, this issue needs further exploration.
These differences must be considered to ensure that we have established a true picture of the
conditions of confinement in these facilities. Thus, we need to apply a more complex model such
as the hierarchical linear model (HLM). This model accounts for the influence of individual
characteristics as well as the characteristics of the facilities. It is only with these results that we
can make more definitive conclusions about the conditions of confinement in facilities.

We analyzed the perceptions of the conditions of confinement from the viewpoint of the
juvenile delinquents in a stepwise manner using the HLM procedure. The first step in the
analysis was to determine the contribution of the individual level characteristics of the juveniles
(demographics and risk factors) in the explanation of the variability between facility means for
each of the thirteen conditions of confinement. As noted earlier, the individual characteristics
included in the model were age, gender, race (white versus nonwhite), sentence length, time in
facility, age at first arrest, number of previous commitments, level of previous family violence
and child abuse experienced, level of alcohol abuse, level of drug abuse, and type of offense
(dummy coded for property, person, drug and other). The initial models, which included only
individual characteristics of the juvenile population, indicated that significant variation remained
across the facility means for all thirteen conditions of confinement models beyond the variance
explained by the individual characteristics of the juveniles. The statistical significance of the chi-
square statistic indicated the need for the inclusion of facility variables at level two such as the
operating sector (private versus public).

The second step in the model is the addition of the effect of the operating sector on the

' | conditions of confinement along with the individual covariates. Table 6 displays the resulting
operating sector coefficients from these models. As demonstrated, the operating sector
significantly impacted the juveniles’ perceptions of the environment in only one of the thirteen
conditions of confinement, Activity. Results show that juveniles perceived significantly higher
levels of activity in private facilities as opposed to public facilities. This coefficient was
significant at the .05 level, all other coefficients failed to meet an even less stringent criteria of
.10. Thus, it must be considered that given the number of models implemented, the statistical
significance of the Activity model may be due to random chance.

Insert Table 6 about here

In summary, the results from this model show that there are no significant differences
between private and public juvenile correctional facilities in their conditions of confinement,
except for activity level. The statistical significance of the y* statistic in all thirteen models
suggests that a significant amount of variation in the means across facilities is unexplained by the
current model. Thus, the present model is not a good fit to the data. This result, combined with
the earlier finding of statistically significant differences between other facility characteristics,
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. indicates that a more complex model at level two is warranted.

It follows that the next step in the process is to include facility level variables beyond the
operating sector variable. The facility level variables that were incorporated into the model were
the type of program (dummy coded for boot camp, detention center, and training school
excluding the category of other facilities), the capacity of the facility, the age of the facility, the
juvenile to staff ratios, the number of hours scheduled for visitations, the intensity of the
admission process, the seriousness of the offender population and dummy variables for the
region of the United States in which the facility is located. With the addition of the facility level
variables to the individual level variables, the full model for testing the effect of the operating
sector on perceived conditions of confinement was in place.

There is a limitation that we should note in using this full model. Only 48 facilities exist
within the data set that results in 48 degrees of freedom at level 2 of the hierarchical linear
model. Once we include the numerous variables at the facility level, there are limited degrees of
freedom remaining in the model. The result is low statistical power and the potential for over
fitting the data. Thus, coefficients that may have an impact on the dependent variable might not
demonstrate statistical significance.

We have displayed the results from the full model in two separate tables (Table 7 and
Table 8) due to the numerous variables included and the multiple dependent variables. Table 7
includes the unstandardized beta coeflicients for each of the facility level variables across the
thirteen conditions of confinement. Since the dependent variables are of the same scale ranging
‘ from one to five, we are able to compare coefficients between each of the thirteen dependent
variable models. We list the dependent variables in Column 1 and the independent variables
across the top of the table in Row 1 to facilitate comparisons of coefficients. We have listed the
primary variable of interest, the operating sector, in Column 2 of Table 7. We have coded this
variable such that public facilities are equal to zero and private facilities are equal to one.

Insert Table 7 about here

As indicated in Column 2 of Table 7, the absolute values of the coefficients displayed the
effects of the operating sector on the juvenile’s perceptions for each of the thirteen conditions of
confinement range from .02 to .21. The unstandardized beta coefficients demonstrate statistical
significance in only one condition of confinement, Structure (B = -.19). This coefficient indicates
that juveniles in private facilities perceived significantly less structure in their environment than
juveniles in public facilities, controlling for numerous facility and individual level
characteristics. However, the statistically significance of Structure is likely due to random chance
given the number of models that have been analyzed.
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. In summary, these models address the first part of the third question in this study: Are the
conditions of confinement perceived to be more favorable in private or public facilities by the -
juveniles {and staff]? Once the models include covariates for the individual and facility
characteristics, there are no statistically significant differences between public and private
juvenile correciional facilities.

7.4.1 Facility Level Covariates

Beyond the public-private facility comparisons, these models provide insight into other
factors which impact juveniles’ perceptions of their conditions of confinement. Table 7 also
outlines the beta coefficients for all other facility level variables included in the models for each
of the thirteen conditions of confinement.

One of the variables that had a strong impact on the conditions of confinement was the
indicator of whether “follow-up information” was available. This variable indicated whether the
facility collected or if an agency provided the facility with follow-up information on the
juveniles that left their correctional facility that included the receipt of recidivism data, re
enrollment in school and so forth. The variable is dichotomous with a designation of one,
indicating follow-up information is collected or available to the facility and a zero if no such
information is collected or available. The absolute values of the coefficients for “follow up info”
ranged from .01 to .54.

‘ ‘ Two other facility variables that exhibited a strong impact on the conditions of
confinement were type of program and region. Results demonstrated that the perceptions of the

conditions of confinement varied depending upon the type of program. Given the variety of
program approaches including forestry programs, detention centers and boot camps, it is not
surprising that juveniles perceived varying level of control, structure and so forth within these
different program approaches. Regional differences were also found to exist. The regions were
dummy-coded excluding the regional grouping of the Southemn states, consequently, we
compared all other regions to the Scuth. The greatest differences in the conditions of
confinement were found between the Southern and Eastern regions of the country. Specifically,
the Eastern region was found to have more positive conditions of confinement than the Southern
region.

7.4.2 Individual Level Covariates

In addition to providing insight into facility level characteristics that effect the juveniles’
perceptions, these models also allow for the exploration of individual factors that significantly
contribute to these perceptions. Table 8 displays the unstandardized beta coefficients for each
individual characteristic (juvenile demographics and risk factors) across the thirteen conditions
of confinement. Overall, the effects of these individual covariates on the perceptions of the
conditions of confinement are only moderate. The absolute values of the coefficients range from
.00 to .22 with strong effects demonstrated by age at first arrest, race and child abuse.
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Insert Table 8 about here

The age of the juvenile at the time of their first arrest was found to significantly impact
nine of the thirteen conditions of confinement. Results demonstrated that the older the juvenile
was at first arrest, the more positive they perceived the environment. Specifically, they reported
the environment to have significantly higher levels of control, activity, care, structure, and justice
as compared to juveniles first arrested at an older age. They also reported greater benefits from
the therapeutic programs and felt more prepared for release back into the community. Further,
juveniles first arrested at an older age perceived the environment to have significantly lower
levels of environmental dangers and risks to residents.

The two other variables that demonstrate a statistically significant impact oa the
juveniles’ perceptions of the conditions of confinement are race and the level of family violence
and child abuse. We have coded race into White (1) and Nonwhite (0). The Nonwhite category
encompasses African Americans, Hispanics, American Indians, Asians as well as individuals
who indicated the categorization of “other.” As the coefficients in Table 8 indicate, juveniles
who were White perceived an environment that is more structured and just. Further, they felt the
therapeutic programming was less beneficial and perceived a lower level of danger from staff
and the environment as well as fewer risks to residents. The converse interpretation is that

‘ juveniles who were Nonwhite perceived a less structured and just environment that had more
danger from staff and higher levels of risks to residents. However, Nonwhite juveniles did
perceive the therapeutic programming to be more beneficial.

The finding of racial differences in the perceptions of conditions of confinement leads to
important questions and concerns regarding equality of treatment in juvenile correctional
facilities. Are the perceptions of higher levels of danger and lower levels of justice attributable to
perceptual differences of the environment or unequal treatment? Although these data do not
allow for an answer to this question, it is an important question that we should investigate in
future research.

The second variable that demonstrates predictive ability is the level of family violence
and child abuse. Recall that this scale is a five-point scale with higher scores indicating a more
serious self reported history of abuse and/or viewing of violence within the individual’s family.
The models indicated statistical significance of the effect of family violence and child abuse
history on all conditions of confinement except for freedom. As shown in Table 8, juveniles with
a more serious abuse history perceived the environment to have lower levels of control, activity,
care, quality of life, structure, and justice. They perceived less benefit from the therapeutic
programming and felt less prepared for release into the community. Additionally, they perceived
more danger from all sources as well as greater risks to residents.
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. As with the finding of differences in racial perceptions, these negative perceptions by
juvenile delinquents with a history of abuse are cause for concern. These findings demonstrate -
that the criminal justice system is not meeting the needs of one of the most desperate
populations. Individuals with histories of abuse do not feel safe in these correctional
environments and they perceive the treatment that the programs offer to be less effective in
general nor specifically in their transition back to the community.

7.4.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, the juvenile delinquents’ perceptions of the conditions of confinement
have indicated that there are no significant differences between the conditions of confinement in
public and private correctional facilities. These models have also provided important insight on
factors impacting conditions of confinement through the exploration of covariates at both the
facility and individual level in these models. Of specific concern is the finding that juveniles with
histories of family violence and child abuse as well as juveniles who are minorities perceive the
conditions of confinement in correctional facilities to be significantly more negative. The next
step in exploring the conditions of confinement question is to confirm the above finding from the
perspective of the correctional staff.

7.5  Staff Perceptions of the Conditions of Confinement

We examined the staff perceptions of the conditions of their work environment following
. the same protocol used to examine the juvenile perceptions. The first step in comparing the
conditions of confinement between public and private facilities from the staff perspective was to
examine the means. Table 9 displays the means for each of the thirteen conditions of
confinement as perceived by the staff in both private and public facilities. Recall that these scales
range from one to five with higher scores indicating a greater level of the dependent variable
listed.

Insert Table 9 about here

In examining the means, perceptions of staff are found to be amazingly similar to the
perceptions of juveniles in the facilities. We tested the differences in means of the staff
perceptions of the conditions of confinement between private and public facilities with the nested
analysis-of-variance model. The results indicate that only two of the thirteen conditions of
confinement indicate statistically significant differences between private and public facilities,
Activity and Environmental Danger. As compared to public facilities, private facilities have
significantly higher levels of activity and significantly lower levels of environmental danger
from the perspective of the staff. However, given the large number of dependent variables, it is
most likely that these differences are due to random chance.
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. Tt.e next step in the analysis of the staff perspective on the conditions of confinement
was to control for the individual differences of the correctional staff members and the differences
in the facility characteristics. We imposed a two-level hierarchical linear model on the
perceptious of the staff. The first level of the model included individual characteristics of the
staff including age, gender (male—l female=0), race (white=1; nonwhite=0), education level,
years of prior correctional experience, and length of employment at the facility. The second level
of the model used the same variables as the models for the juveniles: the operating sector (public
or private), type of program (boot camp, detention center or other), the population size of the
facility (maximum capacity), the age of the facility, the juvenile to staff ratios, the number of
hours scheduled for visitations, the intensity of the facility’s admission process, the seriousness
of the offender population and region of United States.

This hierarchical linear model analysis was completed in a stepwise manner. First, we
used the individual level covariates of the staff to predict their perceptions of the conditions of
confinement. The statistical significance of the 3’ statistic in all thirteen models suggested that a
significant amount of variation across the facility means that is unexplained by the current
model. The present model is not a good fit to the data. This result, combined with the earlier
finding of statistically significant differences between other facility characteristics, indicates that
a more complex model is warranted. Thus, these results allow for the continued exploration of
facility characteristics. Consequently, in the next step we included the effect of the operating
sector on the staff perceptions of the conditions of confinement in addition to the individual

. covariates of the staff.

As shown in Table 10, the operating sector significantly impacted the staff perception of
the conditions of confinement in five of the thirteen conditions. Staff perceived the environment
of private facilities to have significantly higher levels of control and care, less environmental
dangers and more positive effects of therapeutic programming and to better prepare the juveniles
for release back into the community. These coefficients are all statistically significant at the .05
level. However, these models further indicate that the current models are not the best fit to the
data. According to each models’ xz, significant variation across the facilities’ means remains.
This finding suggests the addition of covariates into the hierarchical linear model.

Insert Table 10 about here

We have displayed the results from the full model in two tables (Table 11 and Table 12).
Table 11 displays the beta coefficients for the effect of the facility characteristics (listed across
the top of the table) on the thirteen conditions of confinement (listed in the first column of the
table). The primary variable of interest, the operating sector, is located in column two. The
absolute values of the operating sector coefficients range from .01 to .16 with none of the
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coefficients reaching the .05 level of statistical significance. As compared to the earlier model,
' these coefficients are no longer statistically significant once the model controls other facility
characteristics. .

Insert Table 11 about here

The results from this model address the third question in this study: Are the conditions of
confinement perceived to be more favorable in private or public facilities by the juveniles and
the staff? From the staff perspective, controlling for the characteristics of the facilities and the
individual characteristics of the correctional staff, there are no statistically significant differences
in the conditions of confinement between public and private facilities.

7.5.1 Facility Level Covariates

- As with the juvenile models, these staff perception models provide insights into other
factors that impact perceptions of conditions of confinement. Table 11 outlines the
unstandardized beta coefficients for all other facility level variables included in the models for
each of the thirteen conditions of confinement. Three variables that demonstrated a strong impact
on staff perceptions of the conditions were the facility’s capacity, the availability of follow-up
information and the type of program.

‘ ‘ Staff perceived that larger facilities had a more negative environment with significantly
less control, activity, care, quality of life and justice. They also perceived the therapeutic
programs to be less beneficial and the juveniles to be less prepared for release. Further, staff
perceived larger facilities had higher levels of environmental dangers and risks to residents.
Recall, from the discussion of impact of capacity in the juvenile models that despite the apparent
magnitude of these coefficients, the scale of capacity is based on the addition of one person to
the facility, and thus the effects are substantive.

Another interesting finding is the consistent statistical significance of the availability of
follow-up information about the juveniles who leave the facilities. Similar to the results from the
juvenile models, staff in facilities that collected or received follow up information perceived the
environment to have higher levels of control, activity, care, quality of life, structure, and justice.
Further they perceived that the facility’s therapeutic programming is more effective and the
juveniles are better prepared to transition back into the community. Lastly, they perceived less
danger from all sources, fewer risks to residents and residents have less freedom in their daily
activities. The absolute values of the beta coefficients for this variable range from .10 to .38 and
are significant in eight of the thirteen conditions of confinement.

As expected, significant differences were also demonstrated in the staff perceptions of the
conditions of confinement depending upon the type of program. The most consistent and
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significant differences existed between detention centers and other types of programs. The staff

. that worked in detention centers percetved these facilities to have more negative conditions of
confinement as compared to other programs. Staff perceived that detention centers had low
levels of control, activity, care, quality of life, structure, and justice. The staff also perceived that
they had poor therapeutic programming and failed to adequately prepare the juveniles for release
into the community. Further, they had higher levels of danger from all sources, more risks to
residents and more freedom.

7.5.2 Individual Level Covariates

We have outlined the unstandardized beta coefficients from the effects of the individual
characteristics of the staff members on their perceptions of the conditions of confinement in
Table 12. Two individual level variables were found to have a strong impact on the staff
perceptions of the conditions of confinement: age, and current length of employment.

Insert Table 12 about here

Despite the small magnitude of the age of the staff coefficients, they were statistically
significantly for a number of the conditions of confinement including the perceived level of
activity, care, quality of life, structure and all sources of danger. As the age of staff members

. increased, they perceived a lower level of activity, and danger from all sources. Further, the older
the staff member the higher levels of perceived care, quality of life and structure. Additionally,
staff who had been employed by the facilities for a longer period of time viewed the environment
as having less control, more danger from all sources and more freedom.

7.5.3 Conclusion

From the perspective of both the juvenile delinquents who live and the correctional staff
whom the correctional facilities employ, the conditions of confinement between private and
public correctional facilities were not statistically significantly different when controlling for
facility and individual level characteristics.

7.6  Impact of Operating Sector on Juvenile Adjustment

The fourth question of this study asked: Do privately operated correctional facilities
differentially impact the adjustment of juveniles? To investigate the change in juvenile
adjustment measures, we used only a subset of the total sample (n=530) who were administered
the survey at both Time 1 and Time 2. The time between the two measurement periods varied by
facility, ranging from three months to eight months. For some of the facilities, this time period
coincided with the program length capturing the juveniles upon admission into the facility and
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. completion of the program. For other juveniles, this time period was random holding no speciﬁc
meaning. Five measures of adjustment were considered: pro-social attitudes, anxiety,
dysfunctional impulsivity, depression, and social bonds. As described prevxously, the first three
scales ranged between 1 and 2, the depression and social bond scales ranged from one to five.

. To begin the comparisons, the initial levels of adjustment at the first administration were
considered. We used a nested analysis-of-variance model to test for differences between private
and public facilities. As shown in Table 13, results demonstrated that juveniles held in private
facilities self-reported significantly lower levels of depression, dysfunctional impulsivity, and
higher levels of social bonds to family, school and work as compared to juveniles in public
facilities.

Insert Table 13 about here

Additionally, we compared the levels of the adjustment variables measured at the time of
the second survey administration. The nested analysis of variance models demonstrated that at
this latter point in time juveniles in private facilities reported less depression and stronger social
bonds as compared with juveniles in public facilities. Further, juveniles in private facilities
reported higher levels of pro-social attitudes than juveniles in public facilities.

From these cross sectional viewpoints, it appeared that juveniles in private facilities

. adjust more positively. For a clearer understanding of adjustment that occurred over time, we
calculated change scores. We formed the change scores by subtracting the time 1 score from the
time 2 score. Thus, a resulting positive change score indicated an increase in the adjustment
variable. This was a desirable result for the pro-social attitudes and social bond variables but
undesirable for the depression, anxiety and dysfunctional impulsivity variables. For example, if
an individual’s social bond score at time one was 3.5, and the social bonds score at time two was
40 (e.g., 4.0 - 3.5=5), the resulting positive change score (.5) indicated an increase in the
individual’s social bonds over time. Additionally, if an individual’s depression score at time one
was 3.0 and at time two was 4.0 (e.g., 4.0 - 3.0 = 1), the resulting positive change score indicated
an increase in the individual’s level of depression over time.

In summary, it would be ideal to see change scores that are positive for pro-social
attitudes and social bonds, and negative change scores for depression, anxiety and dysfunctional
impulsivity. Table 14 outlines the change scores by operating sector. As expected, the results
demonstrated larger change scores in the variables that had a broader scale range. The absolute
values of the scores in scales that ranged from 1 to 2 are between .008 and .189. The change
scores of the scales that had a range of 1 to 5 were .005 and .209 (absolute values).

Insert Table 14 about here
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When we applied the nested analysis-of-variance model to these change scores, the
result; indicated the amount of change between private and public facilities was statistically
significant for two of the five adjustment variables. Pro-social attitudes increased for juveniles in
private correctional facilities and decreased for juveniles in public facilities. Levels of
dysfunctional impulsivity decreased for juveniles in both private and public facilities.

To gain confidence in these indications of change, it was necessary to control for
individual charactenistics and facility characteristics that may impact changes in these outcomes.
Following the modeling strategy used in examining the impact of the operating sector on
environmental perceptions, we implemented a hierarchical linear model in progressive steps. To
begin with, we used individual characteristics of the juveniles to predict the change scores for
each of the adjustment variables.

Results demonstrated that the adjustment model for depression indicated that the
individual characteristics of the juveniles explained all the variation across facility means.
Specifically, the juvenile delinquent’s lengths of sentence and their type of offense were
significant predictors of change in depression levels. Juveniles who had longer sentences were
more likely to experience change in depression while juveniles convicted of property offenses
experienced less change in depression.

Results from the remaining four adjustment models demonstrated that sufficient variation
. across the facilities’ means to allow for exploration of the impact of operating sector and other
covariates. Thus, the next step was to incorporate the impact of the operating sector in the second
level of the hierarchical model.

Insert Table 15 about here

Table 15 displays the coefficients for the effect of the operating sector on each of the four
remaining adjustment variables in row 2. Note that we have listed the covariates in Column 1
while we have listed the adjustment variables across the top of Row 1. The results from the
adjustment models indicated the operating sector significantly impacts change in the juveniles’
social bonds. Juveniles in private facilities experienced a greater decrease in their levels of social
bonds (adjusted change score = -.267) than juveniles in public facilities who experience a less
dramatic decrease in social bonds (adjusted change score = -.051).
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variables. However, significant variation remamed across the means of the facilities to warrant
further exploration as indicated by a significant %” in the remaining models. Consequently, a
number of facility level covariates were added to the model such that it wasicomparable to the
full model previously utilized in exploring conditions of confinement. In addition to the typical
facility level variables, a measure of the quality of the conditions of confinement was added. The
variable, Perceived Environment, is a scale score ranging from one to five, which was based on
the juveniles’ perceptlons of conditions of confinement at the first survey administration'’.

. The operating sector did not signiﬁcantly impact any of the other changes in adjustment

We have displayed the results from the full model in Table 16. Controlling for the
individual level characteristics and facility level characteristics, a significant new development
became evident. While the operating sector continued to be a significant predictor of juveniles’
change in social bonds, it became a significant predictor of anxiety. The coefficients
demonstrated that juveniles in private facilities significantly decreased in their level of social
bonds (adjusted change score = -.333) between the survey administrations. Contrary to the
unadjusted change score, juveniles in public facilities decreased in their levels of social bonds

Insert Table 16 about here

(adjusted change score = -.039), however, the decrease in bonds was much greater for juveniles
. in private facilities.

Further, results demonstrated that juveniles in private facilities reported a significant
increase in their level of anxiety while juveniles in public facilities experienced a significant
decrease in anxiety. However, the operating sector did not have a significant impact on the
juveniles’ change in pro-social attitudes, or reported levels of dysfunctional impulsivity.

These results showed that juveniles in private facilities experienced more negative
adjustment between survey administrations, especially as indicated by the change in their levels
of anxiety and social bonds. However, the substantive size of change is small and thus
surprisingly few differences exist between the juvenile delinquents. Additionally, these findings
must be considered alongside a caution. Recall that the adjustment scales ranged from either one
to two, or, one to five. Thus, there was an upper limit to each of the scales. Recall that the
exploration of the level of adjustment outcomes at time of the first survey administration
indicated that juveniles in private facilities were very high on the social bond scale (M = 3.67). It

1 The conditions of confinement items factor analyzed into one factor, however, for
interpretation and consistency with previous research we had divided the items into the
thirteen scales when used as dependent variables in the previous models.
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is possible that the effect demonstrated in the model of social bonds was due to a “ceiling effect.”
. That is, the reasonable explana:ion for the decrease in the social bonds in private facilities is not
that the facilities fail to promots an environment for positive growth but that the juveniles were
likely to regress to the mean based on their initial scores. o
In summary, the changes that occurred in the brief time period between survey
administrations were most likely attributable to a “ceiling effect”, an artifact of the scales as
opposed to any true differences in the scores. Given this potential for statistical artifacts, the-
most informative data on juvenile adjustment allowed within these data were examinations of the
initial levels of the adjustment vanables and differences therein.

7.7  Impact of Operating Sector on Staff Work Experiences

The final question that we will address is: Do privately operated correctional facilities
differentially impact the work experiences of the correctional staff? To answer this question, we
have included four measures of staff work experiences: staff communication, level of stress, job
satisfaction, and staff support. Responses were based on a five-point scale with higher scores
indicative of higher levels of the variables. The means of the staff work experiences were
grouped by operating sector and presented in Table 17.

Insert Table 17 about here

Means differences were tested using the nested analysis-of-variance models. Results
demonstrated that all four of the self reported work experience measures were statistically
significantly different between private and public facilities at the .05 level of significance. Thus,
compared to correctional staff in public facilities, the correctional staff employed in private
facilities perceived their environment to be a more positive work environment and experienced
less stress.

The next step was to determine the extent to which various facility characteristics and
individual characteristics contributed to these differences in work experiences. Consequently, we
implemented a hierarchical linear model approach. Initially, we only entered the individual
characteristics of the staff into the HLM models to determine whether sufficient variation
remained across facilities means. Results from the level-1 models found that variation did remain
across the facility means to warrant the exploration of the impact of facility level characteristics
on perceived work experiences.

The characteristics of the facility were added at the second level of the model in addition
to the individual characteristics that existed at the first level. The second level of the model
included the facility variables that we have utilized in previous models. Additionally, we
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included a composite measure of the perceivzd conditions of confinement by the staff (Perceived
‘ Environment) as a single factor score that ccnsisted of all the questions from the thirteen
environmental scales'".

We have displayed results from these models in Table 18. The variables that were
included at the second level (facility level) of the model are listed in uppercase with the
individual characteristics at level 1 listed in lowercase for each of the work experience measures.
The full HLM model demonstrated consister.cy across the four work experience measures. We
have listed the primary variable of interest, the operating sector, in the Row 1 of Table 18. The
coefficients, ranging from .018 to .106, demonstrated that operating sector had no significant
impact on any of the four work experience cutcomes. That is, the operating sector did not
differentially impact the work experiences of the correctional staff between private and public
correctional facilities.

Insert Table 18 abodt here

However, a number of other factors demonstrated a significant impact on staff work
experience. At the facility level, staff members who were employed by facilities that had a more
intensive admission process reported lower stress levels. Additionally, results demonstrated the
larger the juvenile to staff member ratio at a facility, the higher the stress levels of the

' correctional staff. Interestingly, the type of program (e.g., boot camp, detention center etc.) did
not have an impact on the staff work experiences when controlling for these other factors.

The most consistent and significant finding at the facility level was the impact of the
perceived conditions of confinement on all four measures of staff work experiences. If the staff
perceived the correctional facility to have positive conditions of confinement, they were also
more likely to report higher levels of staff communication, job satisfaction and support of the
staff as well as lower levels of stress. However, it is important to recall that staff reported their
perceptions and experiences were measured during the same survey administration, unlike the
juvenile reported perceptions and adjustment. Thus, it is unclear whether the positive work
experiences were a result of the perceived positive environment, and conversely negative work
experiences (stress, perceived lack of staff communication and staff support, as well as lack of
job satisfaction) were a result of the perceived negative work environment. The alternative is that
an unsatisfied employee felt stressed and projected negative feelings onto their perceptions of the
workplace conditions of confinement.

""The conditions of confinement items analyzed into one factor, however, for interpretation and
consistency with previous research we had divided the items into the thirteen scales when used as
dependent variables in the previous models.
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‘  The results of the model also demonstrated some: interesting findings at the individual
level. Age, the length of current employment, race and t some extent the level of education all
had consistent effects on the staff members’ work experience. Younger correctional staff
reported more staff communication, job satisfaction, staff support and less stress than older staff
members. Further, staff who the facility has employed fer a longer period of time reported
significantly less staff communication and support, and 1a0re stress.

Significant differences also appeared between white and nonwhite correctional staff.
Coefficients demonstrated that minority staff members perceived work experiences to be more
negative. We have coded this model race as white (1) and non white (0), thus, the coefficients
suggest that minorities perceive less staff communication, job satisfaction, and support as well as
experiencing more stress. These coefficients range from .157 to .222 and were all statistically
significant at the .05 level. ‘

- These findings are cause for concern given their consistency across all work experience
measures. Follow up studies should investigate whether these findings are due to differences in
perceptions of the work environment or due to a more serious problem of inequality in the
workplace.

The focus of these models was to determine whether the staff perceived work experiences
in private and public facilities to be significantly different. Results demonstrated that although
the operating sector did not impact staff work experiences, some facility and individual
covariates, such as the perception of the conditions of confinement in the environment, and race
. ' were important predictors of work experiences. '

7.8 Conclusion

This study has found that there were no significant differences in the perceived
environmental quality between private and public juvenile correctional facilities. Further, the
operating sector did not give rise to substantive differences in the adjustment of the juvenile
delinquents or the work experiences of the correctional staff whom the facilities employ. Private
and public facilities have both been embedded in the same criminal justice system since the
inception of the juvenile correctional facility and it may be as a result of this historical
coexistence that the concerns of privatization critics were unfounded.

One consideration however that needs to be made is the difference in the characteristics
of the facilities and correctional staff between private and public facilities. Comparisons of
descriptive characteristics suggested that private facilities were distinctly newer, smaller and
more intensive in their admission procedure. Further, the private facilities were found to employ
younger, inexperienced correctional staff. These findings led me to postulate that the operating
sector may have an indirect effect on environmental quality as detailed in Figure 2 that could be
tested in future research.
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. 8. Discussion

The exponential growth of private industry in the operation of correctlonal facilities in
the past decade has attracted the attention of both researchers and practmoners Opponents to
privatization argue that the profit seeking nature of private corporations may compromise the
quality of privately operated facilities. They argue private correctional facilities would be more
likely to have minimal provision of goods and services, hire inexperienced staff and skim the
offender population to be more cost effective and this will result in compromised environmental
quality. Supporters of privatization suggest the private sector could do no worse than the quality
of the conditions that currently exist in public correctional facilities. In their opinion, the newer
staff could breathe new life into the facilities, since less experienced staff may be more
innovative and fluid in their thinking when issues arise. Further, given that private juvenile
correctional facilities have coexisted with public facilities for juveniles since their inception
unlike private adult facilities, we did not expect to find drastic differences between the two
environments.

In this study, we utilized data from 48 facilities in 19 states to empirically explore five
questions. Included in the exploration were comparisons of the demographic composition of the
juvenile delinquent population, the correctional staff and characteristics of the facility. We also
compared the perceived quality of the conditions of confinement between the two types of
facilities from the perspective of both the juvenile delinquents and the correctional staff. Lastly,
we examined the impact of the operating sector on the adjustment of the juvenile delinquents and
the work experiences of the staff.

The initial analyses considered differences in the demographic composition of the
juvenile delinquents. Results demonstrated the juvenile delinquents held in private facilities were
not substantively different from those held in public facilities on demographic indicators and
scales that measured criminogenic risk factors. The only statistically significant differences
between the samples were that private facilities held more males and more juvenile delinquents
incarcerated as a result of a property offense.

Demographic characteristics of the staff whom the correctional facilities employed as
well as their background experiences were also examined. Statistical comparisons demonstrated
that staff employed in the private facilities were significantly younger, had less prior experience
in correctional facilities and were employed for a shorter period of time. The lack of experience
and short record of employment of the majority of the staff employed in private facilities is one
explanation for the common argument that employees in private facilities receive a lower salary
with fewer benefits as compared to public facility employees.

Finally, comparisons of facility characteristics between private and public correctional
facilities demonstrated that as compared to public facilities, private facilities were significantly
smaller, newer and had a more intensive admission process for juvenile delinquents. This finding
supported the conclusions drawn earlier by Bartollas (1997) that private facilities are less often
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high security and more frequently smaller, non-secure facilities holding a limited number of
. delinquents. Thus, private facilities operate different types of facility than those operated by the
public sector. -

Turning to the juvenile delinquent and staff perceptions of the conditions of confinement,
we explored differences in the mean levels of conditions of confinement between private and
public correctional facilities. Initially, we did not include controls for the characteristics of the
facilities, staff or juvenile delinquents. Based on both the perceptions of the staff and juveniles,
results demonstrated that differences between the conditions of confinement in private and public
correctional facilities were not statistically significant.

In further analysis of the quality of the environment, we included covariates for the
facility characteristics as well as individual characteristics of the staff or juvenile delinquents by
implementing a hierarchical linear model. This more complex model added a limitation to the
findings. Given the limited number of facilities in the study (n=48), the degrees of freedom at the
level 2 of the model were reduced to a small number once we included the facility level
covariates. The limited degrees of freedom may have affected the statistical significance of the
coefficients such that they were less likely to demonstrate significance.

Results from these more complex models that included the individual and facility level
covariates found that there were no statistically significant differences in the perceived
conditions of confinement between private and public facilities. Not only were there no
significant differences between private and public facilities on a large number of indicators of the

‘ environment, the perceptions of the juvenile delinquents and the correctional staff were
strikingly similar. One might expect that juvenile delinquents who are confined by the courts to
these facilities would have a very different view of their environment as compared to staff
members who chose to work in the facility. Despite this expectation, the perceptions from these
two different data sources were highly correlated. The similarity between juveniles and staff
perceptions added confidence and reliability to the conclusion that there were no significant
differences in the environmental quality of private and public correctional facilities.

In summarizing the relationship between the operating sector of juvenile correctional
facilities and the environmental quality the above results alluded to a more complex relationship
when considered together. Through these analyses, we identified that the operating sector did
impact some individual and facility level characteristics. That is, private facilities were
significantly different from public facilities on variables such as size, age of facility, age of
correctional staff and so forth. Tables 2, 3 and 4 displayed these statistically significant
differences. Although the operating sector did not directly impact the environmental quality, as
indicated in Tables 7, 8, 11 and 12 some of these facility and individual differences were found
to have a statistically significant impact on the conditions of confinement. These findings suggest
that the operating sector may have an indirect effect on the conditions of confinement. That is,
the operating sector impacted the characteristics of the facility and the individuals (see Figure 2).
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In addition to considering differences between private and public correctional facilities,

. we also considered whether privately operated correctional facilities differentially impacted o1 .
the juvenile delinquents’ adjustment. The findings from the examination of juvenile adjustmen:
were not as clear as the differences in environmental quality. Results demonstrated that juveniles
in private facilities experienced a statistically significant increase in their level of anxiety and
decrease in the level of social bonds but these differences were substantively small. Thus, it
appeared that there were limited differences between public and private facilities in their impact
on juvenile adjustment. However, the results from the social bonds model lack confidence
because there was a serious methodological limitation of the scale due a “ceiling effect”. That is,
it was possible that these statistically significant findings were due to a statistical artifact of the
scales used to measure the levels of social bonds. Future research on the adjustment of juveni:es
may want to include an alternative means of measuring these factors that does not lend itself to
the possibility of a “ceiling effect.” For example, using indicators of social bonds in addition to
attitudinal measures such as observational study of parent-juvenile interactions or a measure with
a higher top end that is more differentiated scale.

The impact of the operating sector on the correctional staff work experiences was also
somewhat unclear. Results indicated that the operating sector did not significantly impact any
one of the four measures of staff work experiences. However, the operating sector may have had
an indirect impact. The strongest predictor of staff work experiences was the perceived
environment. Recall that Figure 2 suggested the operating sector impacted the facility and
individual level factors that in turn impacted the perceptions of the conditions of confinement. It
is possible to take this indirect effect one step further to include conditions of confinement

‘ impacting staff work experiences as suggested by the results. However, since the correctional
staff had only been surveyed at one time period, their work experiences could have affected their
perceptions of the environment instead of the relationship postulated above. We do not expect
that one factor would have a mutually exclusive impact on the other. It is more plausible that
simultaneity between the variables exists.

In addition to addressing the main questions examined in this study, these analyses
provided insight into a number of important issues that should be considered in future research.
First, this study found support for a mixed model of importation and deprivation factors in the
adjustment of juvenile delinquents. Secondly, it found differences in the perceptions of
conditions of confinement based on an individual’s race and their history of family violence and
child abuse. Finally, this study found the availability of follow-up information on juvenile
delinquents was a significant indicator of the environmental conditions of confinement.

In the models that considered differences in environmental quality based on juvenile and
staff perception, a number of the individual and facility level covariates significantly predicted
the quality of the conditions of confinement as discussed earlier. The significance of these
covariates addresses two bodies of literature, importation and deprivation studies. Recall, that
these areas of the literature respectively argue that an offender’s experiences are a result of
individual characteristics that they “import” into the correctional facility or are a result of factors
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within the correctional facility environment. These results support a mixed model of importation

' and deprivation in that both individual and facility characteristics were important in the v
juveniles’ experiences in the correctional facilities. Thus, future research needs to consider both
the characteristics of the correctional environment and the characteristics of the individual when
examining the correctional environment and its impact on juvenile delinquents.

In examining both the staff and juvenile delinquent’s perceptions of the correctional
facility’s conditions of confinement, minority participants perceived the quality of the
correctional environment to be significantly more negative than the Caucasian participants’
perceptions. This finding was statistically significant for juvenile perceptions across all the
measured conditions of confinement which indicated that not only did minority juvenile
delinquents perceive the environment to have higher levels of danger but they also perceived
fewer benefits from the therapeutic programming and less prepared for release. Interestingly, the
staff perceptions coincided with the juvenile perceptions. Minority staff members also perceived
the environment to be more dangerous, less caring and so forth as compared to Caucasian staff.

The question that this study cannot answer is whether these perceived differences are due
to perceptual differences by the individuals or unequal treatment of minorities in correctional
facilities. That is, minorities may interpret the environment differently from non-minorities
despite equality of treatment. Alternatively and more plausibly, minorities may be treated
differently in these correctional environments. If the latter explanation is true, we expect that
minority juveniles are more frequently teased and challenged by other juvenile delinquents and
correctional staff. This would have led the minority juvenile delinquents to perceive their

‘ environment as more dangerous from other residents and also perceive staff to be less caring.
Additionally, treatment approaches and transitional programming may not have been directed in
a manner that minority juveniles could relate with and thus minority juvenile delinquents
perceived the therapeutic programming as less beneficial and felt more unprepared for release.
This finding is cause for concern and should be considered more directly by future research.

The analyses in this study also demonstrated differences in perceptions by individuals
who have a history of family violence and child abuse. Results demonstrated that individuals
with a more extensive history of abuse perceived the environment as having more danger, less
control, and less structure. They also perceived fewer benefits from the therapeutic programming
and felt unprepared for release. Thus, the environments of these correctional facilities and the
types of therapeutic programming are not targeting the needs of this abused portion of the
population. If one of our goals in the juvenile justice system is to rehabilitate juvenile
delinquents to become productive members of society, we should reconsider the assignment of
seriously abused juveniles into programs that do not focus on healing the psychological, and
emotional scars that are produced by the juvenile delinquents’ history.
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. Another consistent finding was the significance of the follow-up information variable on
a number of conditions of confinement. However, its impact on the conditions of confinement
was unclear. One possibility is a facility that obtains follow up information on juveniles is better
able to determine the success and impact of their program and adjust therapeutic components
accordingly. Thus, the availability of this information creates a feedback loop between the
outcomes and the facility’s therapeutic components. The difficulty with this explanation is that
most therapeutic programs are not so malleable that they can be easily adjusted multiple times
per year based on feedback statistics. It is more likely that the implementation of therapeutic
components in the facilities is based on the findings available in the criminological and
psychological literature from large-scale studies completed by evaluation researchers.

Another explanation is that the existence of follow-up information acts as a proxy for a
“quality” correctional facility. An administrator who optimally staffs and operates their facility is
likely to have a researcher who is able to collect or obtain follow-up information such as
recidivism statistics. At the very minimum, if the facility is without research support, a quality
correctional facility would be concerned with obtaining some external evaluation of the
outcomes of their program on which they might base their success. However, it may be that
administrators ensure this information is compiled because of contractual requirements or merit-
based systems. Thus, not all facilities may be collecting this information with the goal of
improving their facility.

8.1  Implication for Policy and Research

Based on the results from this evaluation, we know that the majority of private facilities
are smaller and newer facilities that often operate programs other than detention centers and
training schools employing younger, less experienced staff. We also know that public and private
facilities do not have statistically significant differences in environmental quality when similar
facilities are compared. Then, is there cause for concern over the privatization of juvenile
correctional facilities? If we only consider the issue of quality, based on this evidence we can
argue that private correctional facilities do not necessarily add or detract to the environmental
quality and thus operation of juvenile correctional facilities by private corporations are not cause
for concern.

However, we have discussed a number of other concerns about privatization in the
literature including (1) the philosophical debate regarding punishment ideologies (Dilulio, 1988,
1991; Logan 1990), and, (2) the economic viability of private facilities that contain alternative
concerns about privatization. This study has provided insight on the quality issue, yet the moral
stances on the appropriateness or inappropriateness of private corporations punishing citizens
will remain for debate. This philosophical issue does not lend itself to empirical testing, only to
discussions and debate. On the other hand, the cost effectiveness of privatization does allow for
empirical testing, though it may be a very challenging task.
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The most conclusive evidence provided to date is an examination of cost effectiveness
. using meta-analytic techniques as mentioned in an earlier section. Pratt and Maahs (1997)
concluded that private correctional facilities were no more cost effective than public correctional
facilities. Instead, other institutional characteristics such as the facility’s economy of scale, age
and security level were the strongest predictor’s of the offender’s per diem costs. Thus, empirical
evidence has demonstrated that private correctional facilities are neither more cost effective nor
of better quality than public correctional facilities.

However, when we speak of cost-savings it is important to realize that one of the areas
ripe for the cost cutting knives in private correctional facilities is therapeutic programming.
There is limited attention allocated to the success rate of these programs in relation to recidivism
rates and rehabilitation of offenders. The private sector has no cause to focus on programming
and other rehabilitation tools if no one holds them accountable for these aspects. If private
facilities are not held accountable, then therapeutic programming will not be a priority of
privatized facilities. There has not been systematic empirical research that compares private and
government run correctional facilities in terms of long term impact on offenders (e.g.,
recidivism, return to work). A comprehensive study should examine this aspect in the near
future.

If there are limited differences between public and private correctional facilities in terms
of quality and cost effectiveness, why might we expect differences in long-term impact on
offenders? Recall some of the characteristics of private facilities from Table 4. A large number
of private facilities (50%) collected or obtained follow up information on the juveniles whom

. " staff released from their facilities as compared to 34% of pubilic facilities. This collection of
evaluative information addresses one the major deficiencies noted in reviews of rehabilitation
programs which is the lack of systematic and thorough evaluation practices (Gendreau &
Goggin, 1997). Gendreau and Goggin suggest that a more successful program will systematically
collect information on offenders and have regularly scheduled evaluations of their program.

Of equal importance in impacting recidivism and rehabilitation of the juvenile
delinquents are characteristics of the programs. Private facilities are smaller programs that
contain fewer delinquents at one time with a more intensive admission process. An intensive
admission process allows for a more detailed evaluation of the individual juveniles.
Consequently, the treatment staff at these facilities may be more prepared to identify and address
the delinquent’s level of risks and needs in private facilities. Gendreau and Goggin (1997) also
suggested that an intensive process of evaluation, such as this, is one part of addressing the “risk
principle” necessary for achieving effective rehabilitation.

Thus, although private facilities do not seem to provide either a superior environmental
quality or tremendous cost effectiveness as compared to public facilities, they may hold potential
for a more positive long-term impact on delinquents. This is one avenue that researchers should
explore further in the immediate future. More specifically, evaluators should monitor and
compare the types of programs offered by private facilities and the treatment quality, quantity
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. and integrity. Researchers should further examine differences in the training and qualifications of
the treatment personnel. Additionally, given the expansion of the private sector into areas such as
electronic monitoring, the aftercare and transitional assistance into the community must be
considered since all of these factors are important in determining the effectiveness of a program
in rehabilitating offenders.

In conclusion, we need to maintain accountability of the conditions of confinement in
private correctional facilities as with public facilities. Currently, we know that the environmental
quality of private juvenile correctional facilities is not significantly different from the quality of
conditions in public juvenile correctional facilities. From this point, criminological researchers
need to focus beyond the issue of quality of the environment and turn towards outcome
evaluations and the long-term effects of incarceration in private correctional facilities. It is only
once empirical evidence is able to inform us about all of these aspects and impacts of
privatization, that we can be certain about the role of private sector operation in juvenile
correctional facilities. ‘
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Descriptive Characteristics:

e Juvenile delinquents held in private facilities were not substantively different from those
held in public facilities on demographic indicators and scales that measured criminogenic
risk factors. The only statistically significant differences between the samples were that
private facilities held more males and more juvenile delinquents incarcerated as a result
of a property offense.

e Private facilities employed staff that were significantly younger, had less prior experience
in correctional facilities and had been employed for a shorter period of time.

e As compared to public facilities, private facilities were significantly smaller, newer and
had a more intensive admission process for juvenile delinquents.

Impact of Operating Sector on Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement:

e Results from the full models that included the individual and facility level covariates
found that there were no statistically significant differences in the quality of the perceived
conditions of confinement between private and public facilities. These results were found

. using both the perceptions of the juvenile delinquents and the correctional staff. Not only
were there no significant differences between the quality of private and public facilities
on a large number of indicators of the environment, the perceptions of the juvenile
delinquents and correctional staff were strikingly similar.

Impact of Operating Sector on Juvenile Delinquent Adjustment:

o Results demonstrated that juveniles in private facilities experienced a statistically
significant increase in their level of anxiety and decrease in the level of social bonds but
these differences were substantively small. Thus, it appeared that overall there were few
differences between public and private facilities in their impact on juvenile adjustment.

Impact of Operating Sector on Staff Work Experience:

e Results indicated that the operating sector did not significantly impact any of the four
measures of staff work experiences. The strongest predictor of staff work experiences
was the perceived environment. However, since correctional staff were surveyed at only
one time period, their work experiences could have affected their perceptions of the
environment instead of the relationship postulated above.
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Gender (% male)*

Race Non-White
White

Offense Person

Property*
Drug
Other Minor Offenses

Age (years)
. Sentence Length (months)
Time in Facility (months)
Alcohol Abuse
Drug Abuse
Family Violence and Child Abuse
Age at 1* Arrest

Previous Commitments

97.1 1157 92.2 2559
61.6 734 70.5 1942
384 457 296 815
215 256 237 658
34.2 407 250 695
14.0 166 134 371
225 268 284 789
1620 130 1186 16.20 1.20 2767
910 1030 1125 12,60 1850 2323
370 460 1151 420 620 2659
1.34 31 1183 1.32 31 2743
1.47 33 1184 1.44 33 2743
1.56 63 1181 1.61 70 2726
1340 200 1148 13.30 2.10 2698
220 1146 290 250 2647

2.40

*p <.05

Note: Categorical differences tested using a random effects probit model. Mean differences tested using a
nested analysis-of-variance, with facilities nested within facility type.
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. Table 3

‘%N .
Gender (% male) ' 61.3 47 67.9 887
Race Non-White 37.9 262 36.7 319
White 62.2 273 63.3 551
Education Level Graduate school 229 102 233 205
College degree 328 146 33.0 290
Some college 279 124 289 254
High school 16.2 72 14.9 131
Age (years)* 342 9.6 428 394 102 838
Previous Correctional Employment (years)* 1.09 29 421 1.72 41 841
' Length of Employment at Current Correctional
Facility (years)* 1.89 24 437 576 6.7 854
*p <05

Note: Categorical differences tested using a random effects probit model. Mean difference tested using a
nested analysis-of-variance, with facilities nested within facility type.
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Table 4
Description of Facilities
B Tromew e e e T %
" Public Facilities. -~ 4
Type of Program Boot Camp 68.8 11 40.6 13
Detention Center 0 0 125 4
Training School 6.3 1 25.0 8
Other 250 4 219 7
Regional Location North 6.3 1 9.4 3
East 18.8 3 344 11
Midwest 375 6 12.5 4
West 0 0 15.6 5
South 375 6 28.1 9
Follow up information available (% yes) 11
‘o N
‘ Maximum Capacity* 604 386 16 1344 137 32
Age of Facility (years)* 4.4 42 16 29.6 37.7 32
Admission Process Index* .56 23 16 .40 29 32
Population Seriousness Index 1.15 48 16 1.29 49 32
Juvenile to Staff Ratio 3.09 66 16 1.70 313 32
Hours per week assigned for visitation 5.11 31 16 5.63 50 32
*p <05
Note: Mean difference tested using t-tests.
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Juveni tions of Conditions of Confinement (me

N
Positive Conditions
Control 3.74 75 1159 3.62 a5 2629
Activity 3.97 82 1142 372 .90 2575
Care 3.37 79 1140 3.20 .70 2568
Quality of Life 297 69 1139 2.95 69 2552
Structure 373 73 1136 367 o 2541
Justice 313 .82 1135 3.05 75 2530
Therapeutic Programs 3.55 99 1131 3.46 1.0 2529
Preparation for Release 3.89 .70 1180 3.80 72 2738
Negative Conditions
Resident Danger 2.00 83 1152 227 81 2628
Danger from Staff 2.46 1.1 1143 2.38 1.0 2607
Environmental Danger 2.51 98 1141 2.80 94 2578
Risks to Residents 2.40 84 1151 247 86 2575
Freedom 2.09 12 1132 234 78 2535
Note: Mean difference tested using a nested analysis-of-variance, with facilities nested within operating
‘ sector. Results demonstrated no significant differences between private and public juvenile correctional

facilities on any of the conditions of confinement.
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. Table 6

The Effects of Qperating Sector and Individual Leve] Covariates on Juvenile Perceptions of Conditions of

Confinement (B)
Condition of Confinement =~ Opersting .. p %
S Setor B)

Positive Conditions
Control 10 41
Activity 23* 05
Care 14 .23
Quality of Life -00 .98
Structure 03 .76
Justice 05 .60
Therapeutic Programs 10 43
Preparation for Release 08 .14

Negative Conditions
Resident Danger -18 .19
Danger from Staff - .06 .73
Environmental Danger -18 .26
Risks to Residents ~-03 .80
Freedom -17 14

*p <.05
. Note: Operating sector is coded such that Private = 1and Public = 0.
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Table 7

The Effects of Facility Level Characteristics on Juvenile Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement ()

M
Positive Conditions
Control .21 4l -05 26* -001 -0002 -.005 -02 .14 -.50° -06 -09 10 1
Activity .02 22 -13 .22 -001 -.0009 -01 -.03* -03 -.58¢ -04 31 33 12
Care -.04 .26 .01 .26* -.002 -.0009 =02 -02 -11 -.58* -11 .26 42 .14
Quality of Life -13 -.19 -02 17 -.003 -.0008 -01 -01 -13 -.54* -24 .25 31 .08
Structure -.19* .18 -02 .20* -.004* -.0003 -01 -01 .00 -.55¢ -.03 A3 32¢ 18
Justice -06 a7 11 17 -002 -0010° -02° -01 -20 -48° -15 Jd0 ase 04
Therapeutic Prog. -10 A8 -12 A5 -001 -.0009 -02 -03* -04 -69* -14 29 19 -07
Prep. for Release .02 15 =02 .09 -.001 -.0002 =01 -.004 -03 -.06 -.04 -.10 .1 -06
Negative Conditions
Resident Danger A7 -43 -02 -18 002 .0008 -.004 01 -19 42 -05 .21 -23 -30
Danger from Stafl 11 -64 -22 -.54¢ -001 0012 .03 -03 41 19 A7 -25 -34 -28
Environ, Danger 17 -51 09 -330 -.0009 0009 -001 02 -06 80° .78 -42*  .35¢ -19
Risks to Residents 22 -23 05 -33¢ .002 0011* 01 .02 -07 - .49* 02 -16  -15 -02
Freedom 10 -41 -02 .01 -.0008 -.0004 -02* -003 -39 .05 -.005 22 .25 -15
*p<.05
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Table 8

The Effects of Individual Level Juvenile Characteristics on Juvenile Perceptions of Conditions of Confinement (B)

. ' sontence time iz 1*

child

Confinement (D age gender race fength program arrest  commitments sbuse sbuse property  person drug

Pasitive Conditions
Control -00 -02¢ .05 .00 -01* .02* -01 -08¢ -15* .04 .06 .04 04
Activity -.03* .01 .06 .00 -.00 .02* .00 -.08* -.05 -01 .06 .03 01
Care -.03* -07 .03 .00 01 02 00 -1 -.02 -03 04 -.01 -02
Quality of Life -.05 .09 00 -.00 .00 .07 -00 -06* - 11 .06 .06* .06 .08
Structure -01 -.02 .08* -.00 -.00 02¢ 00 -0s¢ .00 -03 .06* 0§ 04
Justice -01 -10 12 -.00 .00 02* ~.00 -09* -02 .00 .06 .02 -01
Therapeutic Prog. -05* .03 -10¢ .00 -.00 .03* .01 -11¢ .01 «02 .12¢ .08 06
Prep. for Release -01 - 12 03 .00 .00 .02¢ 01 -.09¢ .00 .03 -00 =01 04

Negative Conditions
Resident Danger -.04* .20* .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .20* .02 .00 .01 -00 -01
ianger from Stail’ -02 17 -10* -00 .00 -00 -.00 A7 .01 .08 .01 .04 01
Environ. Danger 02 .08 -.10* .00 .00 -02°* -0l 07* RY; -.09 -08 -05 .00
Risks to Residents .01 .02 - 13* .002* -00 -02* -00 .10* 22+ .01 -06 - -.04 -.03
Freedom -00 17 -04 .00 .01* .01 -.00 -.04 -01 .0t .03 -04 -.02
*p<.05 -
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S tions of Conditions of C em e

Positive Conditions _
Control 4.09
Activity 442
Care 3.97
Quality of Life 3.77
Structure 426
Justice 4.21
Therapeutic Programs 3.87
Preparation for Release 434

Negative Conditions
Resident Danger 2.16
Danger from Staff 225
Environmental Danger 1.85
Risks to Residents 1.75
Freedom - 228

.50
.58
.52
Sl
S5
50
.59
.60

55
6l
.64
53
.59

443
442
444
441
444
437
442
441

445
446
443
446
441

393
4.19
379
3.69
421
413
3.74
4.08

245
237
2.14
1.88
238

53
59
49
.54
51
49
61
78

57
.68
61
.57
.60

884
883
882
877

883

867
876
876

886
886
886
886
876

‘ *p >.05 _

Note: Mean difference tested with nested analysis-of-variance, facilities nested within operating sector.
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' Table 10

ffects o ating Sect d Individ

vel Covariates on Staff Per

tions of Conditions of Confin t

B)
Candition of Confinement
Positive Conditions
Control 125 25
Activity 299* 01
Care 204+ .03
Quality of Life .040 .64
Structure .09 .28
Justice 071 36
Therapeutic Programs 218* 05
Preparation for Release 293 .03
Negative Conditions
Resident Danger -.142 .26
Danger from Staff - 112 42
Environmental Danger -221 A1
Risks to Residents -.140 .14
Freedom -.262* .04
o
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Table 11

Positive Conditions
Control -14 14 -07 21 -0003 -.0003 003 -01 19 -30 -11 -03 03 .06
Activity .03 07 -28* .28¢ -0003 -0012¢ -003 -02 -10 -65* 10 .22 12 12
Care .04 -01 -11 22 0004 -0012* -003 -01 -03 -52¢ -.06 21 .18 .08
Quality of Life -17 Jat .04 .19* -.0033 -0010°* -01 -0} -21 -.49¢ -20 A5 .22¢ .10
Structure -07 -00 -15 27 -001S -.0004 -.01 -01 .08 -33* -07 11 A7 04
Justice -08 .08 07 11 -0006 -.0008* -.003 -01 02 -23 -13 09 03 11
Ther. Programs 05 -08 -15 27* 0015 -0010* -01 -01 09 -56* -14 .10 08 .08
Prep. for Release 16 -25 -06 19 0016 -.0017° .004 -02 -14 -78¢ -22 25 09 09
Negative Conditions
Resident Danger 07 -12 13 -25 -.0006 .0009 -.0005 01 -21 38 .16 -14 -11 -17
Danger from Staff 15 -22 22 -38*  .0017 0010 01 01 -15 44 20 -12 -03 -03
Environ. Danger 0l -30 22 -34% 0019 .0010* 01 01 -.08 20° NE] -26  -28° -18
Risks to Residents .08 -08 10 -28* -.0010 0011 01 -.001 -4 .26 .07 -13 -.06 -02
Freedom 11 -09 18 -10  .00003 -.0002 -02 .01 -44* .06 -.06 15 .18 .07
*p<.05
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‘ Table 12

The f Individual Level S haracteristics on Staff Perceptions of Condijti fC en

Positive Conditions _
Contro} 06* 003 01 .04 .04 .03 -.007 -.009*
Activity 049  -006* 002  -.126* 031 -0003  -.002 .0003
Care d15% 004* 05 -.054 041 .003 -.0006 .0002
Quality of Life -018 005*% 033 -016 092¢ 124 -004 -.005
Structure 064*%  007* .075* -070 043 073 -.009* -.004
Justice 041 01 021 -.106* 098+  .135¢ .00t -.005
Therap. Programs 063 004 029 -.008 072 -027 .005 004
Prep. for Release 151* 003 049 -.021 120% 037 .0002 .007
Negative Conditions
Resident Danger -018  -003* -.007 002, -.026 011 .003 O11*
Danger from Staff 005  -007* .005 -.033 .0002 038 . .00l 018+
Environ. Danger 012 -006* 030 -.021 -.053 -.082 011* 014+
Risks to Residents -023  -007* .009 041 -072 -.109* .003 .009*
. Freedom -.001 -.001 01 018 -037 -.081 004 007+
*p <.05
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. Table 13

Adjustment of Juveniles (Means)

N 3
Social Attitudes 1.62 14 180 1.61 15 339
Depression* 3.11 99 181 3.26 .97 342
Anxiety 1.41 32 178 1.47 .33 340
Dysfunctional Impulsivity* 1.61 36 178 1.67 33 342
Social Bonds* 3.67 61 182 348 67 348
* public "
LM s N
Social Attitudes* 163 .16 170 159 .16 328
. Depression* 204 11 177 305 10 337
Anxiety 1.41 .30 175 1.40 31 334
Dysfunctional Impulsivity 159 36 172 1.65 33 332
Social Bonds* 3.52 .66 182 349 .66 348
*p <.05
Note: Mean difference tested using a nested analysis-of-variance, with facilities nested within operating
sector. '
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. Table 14

Change in Juvenile Outcome Measures betw urv injstrati

Social Attitudes®* 012 16 170 -012 15 328

Anxiety .008 32 175 -.065 35 334

Dysfunctional Impulsivity* -.189 .36 172 -015 37 332

Depression -.166 1.24 177 -.209 1.0 337
Social Bonds -169 65 182 .005 60 348
*p <.05

Note: Mean difference tested with nested analysis-of-variance, facilities are nested within operating sector.
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Table 15
e 9 i tor and Individual Covariates on the Adjustment of Juveniles
Attitades - . Impulsivity . = Anxiety Social Bonds
Intercept -.008 -.029 -.040 -.051
OPERATING SECTOR 026 014 093 -216*
Age -011 017 038+ -.008
Gender -021 -014 143 -.119
Race 017 -032 -.041 129
Alcohol abuse -.043 -.100 -.060 -.143
Drug abuse .023 116 024 127
Child abuse and Family Violence .003 -.026 -.065* 022
Sentence -.001 -.001 .002 -.003
Time in facility .004* .008* .002 -.007
Age at 1™ arrest -.004 .009 -018 . -012
No. of previous commitments .003 .009 -.002 039+
Property offense -022 -.000 -015 104
Person offense -016 -012 -.056 A12
Drug offense -.022 -.005 -.067 267*
*p<.05
. Note: Variables in upper case indicate level-2 variables.
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' Table 16

ect 0 ing Sector, Facility and Individual Covariates on the Adjustment of Juvéni

Covariates 7 Attitudes Impulsmty : Anxlety Soclal Bonds
Intercept -.009 -038 -.044 -.039
OPERATING SECTOR -013 068 .146* -294*
AGE -.000 - 001 002 -.004
ADMISSION PROCESS INDEX 129 -345 041 323
CAPACITY -.000 . .000 -.000 .000
SERIOUSNESS .001 014 -.080 095
BOOT CAMP .009 042 01t -076
DETENTION CENTER -.049 .199 -.084 -.045
TRAINING SCHOOL -.022 -.023 037 146
JUVENILE TO STAFF RATIO -.002 012 -.005 -.001
VISITING HOURS SCHEDULED -.001 .005 014 -016
FOLLOW UP INFORMATION 010 -018 081 -.203
NORTH REGION .054 -.1%90 059 129
EAST REGION 060 -119 -.053 125
MIDWEST REGION 027 -039 -028 104
WEST REGION -077 124 152 -322
PERCEIVED ENVIRONMENT 020 114 -.002 -.056

. Age -012 018 042+ -017
Gender 011 -.104 132 -027
Race 016 -.030 -.052 131
Alcohol abuse -.045 -.090 -.055 -175
Drug abuse 022 .108 035 437
Child abuse and Family Violence 001 -022 -.070% 024
Sentence -.001 -.001 .003 -.004
Time in facility 004* .009* 00 -.008
Age at 1" arrest -.006 on -021* -.007
No. of previous commitments .00s .006 -.004 .044*
Property offense -025 001 -.017 102
Person offense -.009 -022 -064 127
Drug offense -.034 014 -.055 .234%

* p<.05

Note: Variables in upper case indicate level-2 variables.
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. Table 17

Staff Wi iences (Me:

SD IS N Ms SD -
Staff Communication* 3.68 79 413 3.52 76 803
Stress* 1.97 63 427 2.02 67 832
Job Satisfaction® 3.64 57 426 3.52 55 833
Staff Support* 3.69 71 430 3.54 68 834
*p <05

Note: Mean differences tested with nested analysis-of-variance, facilities are nested within operating sector.
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. Table 18

e Effects o ating Sector and Individ vel Covariates on

Wo

icati

Intercept 3.59* 2.00* 3.57* 3.59+
OPERATING SECTOR 134 -.035 0136 126
age .008* -.008* .005* 007+
length of current employment -014* .017* -.008# -015¢
yrs of prior correctional experience -.008 .0001 -.008 -.006
gender -.037 .189# -032 -023
race (white/nonwhite) 197* - 172% 132 .186*
high school 141 -015 105 129
some college 178* - 016 119* .128*
grad school -.026 024 -.063 -.052
* p<.05

Note: Variables in upper case indicate level-2 variables.
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Table 19
0] i acility and Individual Covariates op Staff Work E:
o Steff’

Intercept 3.58+ 2.00* 3.55* 3.57+
OPERATING SECTOR .106 018 092. 103
AGE .001 -.001 001 .000
ADMISSION PROCESS INDEX -027 -.294* -.088 -239
CAPACITY -.000 .000 -.000 -.000
SERIOUSNESS -.027 -.081 -.041 007
BOOT CAMP 015 -.026 -070 -065
DETENTION CENTER 145 040 128 122
TRAINING SCHOOL .055 .060 -072 002
JUVENILE TO STAFF RATIO -.003 019+ -.003 002
VISITING HOURS SCHEDULED 006 -.001 .013 .005
FOLLOW UP INFORMATION -.190 -.143 087 087
NORTH REGION -010 067 -.023 .104
EAST REGION 095 032 -.061 .006
MIDWEST REGION 025 079 047 -.006
WEST REGION 267 - 111 203 332#
PERCEIVED ENVIRONMENT 267+ -.108 J310% 377¢

. age 007+ .009*  005* 007
length of current employment -012* 013* -.007 -014*
yrs of prior correctional experience -.008 .000 -.007 -.006
gender -016 173+ -013 -.001
race (white/nonwhite) 222% -.197* .157% 210*
high school 150 -.007 118 .140*
some college 174* .028 125* 31+
grad school -.009 003 -.047 -033

*p<.05
Note: Variables in upper case indicate level-2 variables.
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Figure |

lmpact of Operating Sector and Conditions on Juvenile Adjustment and Stafl Experiences
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Figure 2

The Indirect Effect of Operating Sgctor on Conditions of Confinement
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. Appendix A

Juvenile Conditions of Confinement Scales

Juvenile Control Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
Staff members igrore conflicts among residents. , 225 13 525
Residents do what the staff here tell them to do. 367 12 .497
Nothing will anything happen to a resident if they break a rule. 239 15 435
Residents criticize staff members without getting in trouble for it. 235 14 .545
If residents argue with each other, they will get into trouble. 348 14 480
Staff members check up on the residents regularly. 393. 13 496
Residents can get weapons at this facility. 227 IS 659
Residents can escape from this facility. 278 15 524
Visitors can bring drugs into this facility for residents. 212 15 639

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.62 (.75) Private: 3.74 (.75)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .695

N: Public: 2629 Private: 1159

. Juvenile Resident Danger Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total
Correlation
I am concerned with being hit or punched by other residents. 197 14 621
I am afraid of other residents at this institution. 150 11 539
Residents say mean things to other residents at this institution. 340 14 577
Residents use weapons when they fight. 168 1.1 650
Residents fight with other residents here. 277 15 739
Residents are sexually attached in this institution. 149 10 568
Residents are extremely dangerous here. 2.03 1.2 727
Residents have to defend themselves against other residents in this 264 15 754
institution.

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 2.27 (.81) Private: 2.00 (.83)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach'’s alpha : .801

N: Public: 2628 Private: 1152
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. Juvenile Danger from Staff Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Residents fear staff at this institution. 231 14 651
Staff say mean things to residents. 300 14 732
Residents are in danger of being hit or punched by staﬁ‘ here. 212 14 .819
Residents say they have been hurt by staff here. ’ 229 14 776
Staff grab, push or shove residents at this institution. 279 15 764
T am afraid of staff at this institution. 189 14 687

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 2.38 (1.0) Private: 2.46 (1.1)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .830

N: Public: 2607 Private: 1143

Juvenile Environmental Danger Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
If a resident believes he will be hurt by another resident, the staff’ 340 15 651
will protect him. .
My property is safe here. 300 16 613
There are gangs here. 281 17 494
1t is safer for residents who ARE members of a gang. 225 15 427
Staff have caught and punished the real trouble makers among 317 13 553
‘ residents.

: There are enough staff to keep residents safe here. 336 15 692
Staff prevent violence among residents. 336 15 687
Staff prevent forced sex among residents. 353 L7 567

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 2.80 (.94) Private: 2.51 (.98)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .729

N: Public: 2578 Private: 1141
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. Juvenile Activity Scale Items Mean SD Itemn to Total Correlation

A counselor is zvailable for me to talk to if  need one. 367 13 673

I have things to do that keep me busy here. 381 13 758
[ spend time on schoolwork. 347 14 657
I can find something to do here at night. 327 15 618
I am encouraged to plan for what [ will be doing when I leave here. 402 13 647
I get exercise here. 436 1.1 .596
There are things to do here when I am not in school.. 395 13 738

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.20 (.71) Pnvate: 3.37 (.79)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .792

N: Public: 2575 Private: 1142

Juvenile Care Scale Items Mean SD Item to Tota] Correlation
The staff encourage me to try new activities. 342 14 569
Additional help with school work outside of classroom hours is 295 15 613
available to me.
Staff tease depressed residents. 260 14 .568
Residents give other residents with personal problem a hard time. 291 13 520
. The health care here is good. 333 14 .579
Other residents are unfriendly. 300 1.2 450
No one will help me if I have a problem. 252 13 469
Staff care about residents here. 331 14 665
StafT and residents don’t respect each other here. 269 14 411
Residents who have been here longer help new residents when they 327 14 979
arrive. .

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.20 (.71) Private: 3.37 (.79)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .728

N: Public: 2568 Private: 1140
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. Juvenile Risk to Residents Scale Items - Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Insects, rodents and dirt are a problem here. 272 15 679
There is a bad odor or poor air circulation. 364 15 .709
Residents know what to do in case of a fire. 398 14 459
There are things lying around that could help a fire spread. 249 15 620
People could get hurt because the place is so dirty. 209 14 759
Many accidents happen here. 238 13 .707
Most of the jobs we have to do are safe. 369 13 3509

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 2.47 (.87) Private: 2.40 (.85)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .757

N: Public: 2575 Private: 1151

Juvenile Quality of Life Scale Items Mean SD ftem to Total Correlation
I get exercise here. 436 1.1 294
One thing bad about this place is that it’s so noisy. 296 14 455
My living area here has a lot of space. 254 14 317
I have privacy here in the shower/toilet area. 234 16 485
The food here is good. 277 14 581
‘ ' I get enough to eat here. 297 15 614
The visiting areas are crowded here. 268 14 461
It 1s hard to talk with visitors because the noise is too loud here. 238 14 482
I can read and/or study without being bothered here. 278 14 596
I can be alone when I want to here. 189 13 405

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 2.95 (.67) Private: 2.97 (.70)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .665

N: Public: 2552 Private: 1139
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Juvenile Structure Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
I have a set schedule to follow each day here. 420 13 .509
I am required to study at certain times here. 347 15 527
I know what will happen if I break a rule here. ' 427 11 574
My living area looks messy here. 1.86 1.2 528
Many residents look messy here. 243 13 569
Staff are always changing their minds about the rules here. 298 14 - .544
Different staff members here have different rules so you never 328 14 . 469
know what you are supposed to do.

[ know when I can take a shower here. 408 13 518
I know when the recreation facilities are available for me to use 340 16 474
here.

Staff here let me know what is expected of me. 404 12 610

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.67 (.71) Pnivate: 3.73 (.73)
Range: 1-5 :

Cronbach’s alpha: .720

N: Public: 2541 Private: 1136

Juvenile Justice Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
‘ Residents are punished even when they don’t do anything wrong. 319 14 .590
‘ Staff use force when they don 't really need to. 287 14 643
[ can file a grievance (formal complaint) against staff members. 366 1.5 474
I am aware of the grievance process. 365 15 461
Problems between staff and residents can be worked out easily. 314 13 628
It doesn’t do any good to file a grievance against staff members. 318 15 295
Something bad might happen to me if I file a grievance. 249 14 569
I usually deserve any punishment that I receive. 291 13 526
Punishments given are fair. 282 13 636
Staff treat residents fairly. ' 302 13 717
I can talk to my lawyer when [ want. 235 13 312

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.05 (.75) Private: 3.13 (.82)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha : .769

N: Public: 2530 Private: 1135
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. Juvenile Freedom Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

I have to work even if I do not want to. 3.96 1.3 429
Residents choose the type of work they do here. 222 1.4 614
I can read whenever I want. 2.74 1.5 632
I can listen to music when I want. 1.63 1.1 624
Residents have a say about what goes on here. 2.29 1.4 .588
I can go where I want when [ want to in this facility. - 152 10 525
Residents are encouraged to make their own decisions. 287 15 532

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 2.34 (.78) Private: 2.09(.72)
Range: I-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .640

N: Public: 2535 Private: 1132

Therapeutic Programs Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
My experiences will help me find a job when I get out. 351 14 758

The things I do here help keep me focused on my goals for the 369 13 795

future.

‘ Being here helps me understand myself. 351 14 786
[ learn things in educational courses given here. 375 13 748
By trying new activities I am learning skilis I can use when [ leave. 379 13 .786
Things I learn here will help me with future school work. 372 13 .789
"Substance abuse treatment services here help many residents. 318 14 681
The opportunities for religious services here help me become a 330 14 622
better person.

I feel healthier since coming here. 343 15 621
The individual attention here has helped me. 298 15 704

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.46 (1.0) Private: 3.55 (.99)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .900

N: Public: 2529 Private: 1131
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. Juvenile Preparation for Release Scale Items Mean

SD [temn to Total Correlation
I have made plans to find a job or have already found a place to 431 14 422
work when [ leave here.
I have set goals for myself. 472 97 428
I have planned a place to live when I leave here. 455 12 380
I have had a chance to get organized with the school I plan to 329 19 402
attend when I leave here. '
[ have had a chance to meet with my future probation officer. 28 19 329
If I need drug or alcohol treatment, [ have had a chance to make 351 18 455
plans for future treatment.
I am encouraged to plan for what I will be doing when I leave here. 407 12 631
Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.80 (.72) Private: 3.89 (.70)
Range: 1-5
Cronbach’s alpha: .448
N: Public: 2738 Private: 1180
Juvenile Risk Scales
Juvenile Alcohol Abuse Scale Items Mean SD  Itemto Total Correlation
. Have you ever gone to school while vou were under the influence of 1.52 .50 688
alcohol?
Have you ever stolen money from friends or family to buy alcohol 1.77 42 632
without them knowing?
Have you ever received treatment for alcohol abuse? 1.74 44 622
In the six months before you entered a juvenile facility, did you drink - 1.61 .49 74
heavily, get drunk often, or have a drinking problem?
Has anyone including someone at school ever talked to you because 1.74 44 671
they were concerned that vou may have a problem with alcohol?
Scale Mean (SD): Public: 1.31 (.31) Private: 1.34 (.31)
Range: 1-2
Cronbach’s alpha: .695
N: Public: 2712 Private: 1167
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. Juvenile Drug Abuse Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Have you ever gone to school high on drugs? 1.34 47 626
Have you ever stolen money from friends or family to buy drugs 1.69 .46 735
without them knowing?

Has anyone including someone at school ever talked to you 1.62 49 599
because they were concerned that you may have a problem with

drugs?

Have you ever received treatment for drug abuse? . 1.68 .46 .505
In the six months before you entered a juvenile facility, did you use 142 .49 652

a lot of drugs, get high often, or have a drug problem?

Scale Mean (SD): Public; 1.44(.33) Pnivate: 1.47(.33)
Range: 1-2 '
Cronbach’s alpha: .544

N: Public: 2743 Private: 1184

Juvenile Family Violence/Child Abuse Items Mean SD Itern to Total Correlation

How often did your mother or father slap yvou? 206 1.1 739

How often did your mother or father hit you? 209 12 766
. How often were vou burned by your mother or father? 1.12 .56 529

How often did you have bruises, cuts, or other evidence of 1.50 .97 813

punishment by your mother or father?

How often were you scared or afraid of getting physically hurt by 1.62 1.1 775

vour mother or father?

Would you say that you were unfed, unwashed, or generally 134 89 .601

unsupervised at home on some regular basis as a young child?

How often did you witness one parent physically harm the other 165 10 682

parent?

How often did you witness a member of your family physically 1.76 1.1 678

harm another family member?

How often were you touched in a sexual way or forced to have sex 1.21 72 506

by an adult or older child when you did not want this to happen?

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 1.61 (.70) Private: 1.56 (.63)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .854

N: Public: 2726 Private: 1181
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‘ ~ Juvenile Adjustment and Change Scales

Juvenile Risk Taking Behavior Scale Items ' Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
I like to take chances. 1.23 42 . .582
[ like to do things that are exciting or strange. 1.24 43 626
Tonly do things that feel safe. 165 48 725
I am very careful and cautious. 144 .50 641

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 1.66 (.30) Private: 1.66(.30)
Range: 1-2

Cronbach’s alpha: .560

N: Public: 2665 Private: 1158

Juvenile Dysfunctional Impulsivity Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
‘ I will say whatever comes into my head without thinking first. 1.55 .52 686

I don’t spend enough time thinking over a situation before [ act. 139 49 682

I get into trouble because [ don’t think before I act. 1.29 46 716

I say and do thinks without considering the consequences. 133 47 739

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 1.61(.34) Private: 1.62 (.34)
Range: 1-2 :

Cronbach’s alpha: .659

N: Public: 2672 Private: 1160
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. Juvenile Social Bonds Scale Items ’ Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

I would like to be like my parents. 3.21 14 500

I feel comfortable talking to my parents if I have a problem. 338 14 .502
I feel bad when I do something my parents wouldn't like. 357 13 616
I can count on my parents to stick by me. 4.33 12 434
[ want my children to respect me. 478 .71 .360
It is important for people to spend time with their families. 458 .87 521
I like school. 320 1.2 615
Finishing my homework is important to me. 296 13 . 670
I respect my teachers. 354 13 622
Getting good grades is important. 378 13 673
I don’t care what my teachers think of me. 278 15 301
It would make me feel bad if my teachers criticized me. 238 15 433
I get mto trouble at school like being suspended or expelled. 315 13 374
A good education is important to me. 439 1.1 .587
The most important things that happen to me involve my job. 2.31 14 365
I enjoy thinking about where I will work in the future. 386 13 595
Doing well at work is important to me. 308 13 606
I feel good when I do my job well. 435 12 581
Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.60 (.69) Private: 3.64 (.63)
Range: 1-5
Cronbach’s alpha: .836 .

‘ N: Public: 2775 Private: 1193
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' Juvenile Pro-Social Attitudes Scale Items Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

I worry too muct: about doing the right things. 1.51 .50 116
I am smarter than most people I know. 137 48 112
A person never knows when he will get mad, or have trouble. 1.34 47 282
A person is better off if he doesn’t trust people. 1.58 49 .390
Most police are pretty dumb. 149 50 .448
A person like me fights first and asks questions later. 1.56 .50 487
If I could, I"d just as soon quit school or my job right now. 1.83 .37 335
I don’t care if people like me or not. 135 48 321
[ have a real mean streak in me. 147 .50 493
Most of the time I can’t seem to find anything to do. 152 .50 379
It’s fun to give the police a bad time. 1.54 50 479
I really don’t have very man problems to worry about. 1.62 49 116
If a bunch of you are in trouble, you should stick together on a story. 1.24 46 337
1 have a lot of headaches. 169 46 331
I would usually prefer to be alone than with others. 1.56 .50 .263
I would never back down from a fight. 1.44 .50 413
I have a lot of bad things on my mind that people don’t know about. 133 47 479
Parents are always nagging and picking on young people. 1.75 43 .368
At night when [ have nothing to do I like to go out and find a little 1.24 43 375
excitement.
A lot of women seem bossy and mean. 1.64 A48 353
I am always kind. 1.58 49 176
I worry most of the time. - 1.53 .50 346
‘ If vou're not in with the nght people, you may be in for some real 1.28 45 .201
trouble.
My mind is full of bad thoughts. 1.68 .50 .500
Sometimes when my family tells me not to do something, I go ahead 1.20 .40 .502
and do it anyway.
[ hardly ever feel excited or thrilled. 1.71 45 315
The people who run things are usually against me. 1.68 .47 418
I like to read and study. 1.41 49 251
I often have trouble getting my breath. 1.75 43 .286
For my size, I’m really pretty tough. 1.21 41 203
People hardly ever give me a fair chance. 1.62 49 436
Sometimes the only way to really settle something is to fight it out. 1.48 .50 473
I am nervous. 169 46 315
Stealing isn’t so bad if it’s from a rich person. ' 1.74 44 416
I feel better when I know exactly what will happen from one day to 1.24 43 203
the next.

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 1.50 (.14) Private: 1.51 (.13)
Range: 1-2

Cronbach'’s alpha: .771

N: Public: 2649 Private: 1161

Juvenile Depression Scale Iterns Mean SD  Item to Total Correlation
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At times [ worry too much about things that don’t really matter. 275 13 .609
Sometimes, recently, [ have worried about losing my mind. 330 15 740
I often feel angry these days. 258 13 735
In the past few weeks, [ have felt depressed and very unhappy. 269 14 741
These days I can‘t help wondering if anything is worthwhile any 327 14 755
more.

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 3.11 (1.0) Private: 3.01 (.98)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .763

N: Public: 2710 Private: 1174

Juvenile Anxiety Scale [tems Mean SD [tem to Total
Correlation
[ feel calm. 1.28 45 581
[ feel upset. 1.61 49 686
[ feel anxious. 1.44 .50 478
I feel nervous. 1.64 48 683
I am relaxed. 1.38 Sl 669
. I am worried. 1.49 .50 683

Scale Mean (SD): Public: 1.42 (.31) Private: 1.40 (.30)
Range: 1-2

Cronbach’s alpha: .705

N: Public: 2689 Private: 1169
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. ' Appendix B

Staff Conditions of Confinement Scales !

Activity ) Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
A counselor is available for the residents to talk to if they need one. 426 .89 589
Residents have things to do that keep them busy here. g 424 .84 797
Residents spend time on school work. 393 .90 700
Residents can find something to do here at night. 3.92 1.1 649
Residents are encouraged to plan for what they will be doing when 450 .75 677

they leave here.

Residents get exercise here. 464 66 667

There are things for residents to do here when they are not in school. 436 85 783

Scale mean (SD): Private: 4.42(.58) Public: 4.19(.59)
Range: 1-3

Cronbach’s alpha: .754

N: Private: 883 Public: 442

Freedom ' Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
. Residents bave to work even if they do not want to. 3.77 1.2 551

Residents choose the type of work they do here. 237 10 703

Residents can read whenever they want. 2.64 1.1 627

Residents can listen to music when they want. 1.83 95 654

Residents have a say about what goes on here. 238 1.1 674

Residents can go where they want whenever they want to in this 1.33 71 408

facility.

Residents are encouraged to make their own decisions. 372 1.1 428

Scale mean (SD): Private: 2.28(.59) Public: 2.38(.60)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .683

N: Private: 876 Public: 441
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‘ Therapeutic Programming Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Residents” experiences here will help them find a job when they get 338 86 669

out. .

The things residents do here help to keep them focused on their 383 85 791
goals for the future.

Being here helps residents understand themselves. 373 81 .780
Residents learn things in the educational courses given here. 407 .80 .768
By trying new activities residents are learning skills they canuse - 395 86 .784
when they leave. 401 81 .798
Things residents learn here will help them with future school work.

The substance abuse treatment services here help many residents. 349 95 667
The opportunities for religious services here help residents to 349 92 593
become better people. ‘

The individual attention here has helped residents. 380 .78 734
Residents are healthier since they have come here. 409 717 579

Scale mean (SD): Private: 3.87 (.59) Public: 3.74 (.61)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .893

N: Private: 876 Public:442

. Risk to Residents Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
Insects, rodents and dirt are a problem here. 203 10 660
There is a bad odor or poor air circulation. 221 1.1 688
Resident know what to do in case of a fire. 446 87 547
There are things lying around that could help a fire spread. 201 98 - 662
People could get hurt because the place is so dirty. , 145 .73 684
Many accidents happen here. 200 66 572
Most of the jobs residents have to do are safe. 435 91 506

Scale mean (SD): Private: 1.75(.53) Public: 1.88 (.57)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .734

N: Private: 886 Public:446
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I Justice . Mean SD Itemto Total Correlation

Residents are punished even when they don’t do anything wrong. 1.86 81 529
Staff use force when they don’t really need to. 1.68 .74 571
Residents can file a grievance (formal complaint) egainst staff 445 1.0 523
members.

Residents are aware of the grievance process. 444 92 583
Problems between staff and residents can be worked out eastly. 374 76 483
It doesn’t do any good for the residents to file a grizvance against 220 L1} .526
staff members. ‘

Something bad might happen to residents if they file a grievance. 140 .74 570
Residents usually deserve the punishment that they receive. 405 .78 517
Punishments given are fair. 420 78 652
Staff treat residents fairly. 425 N 675
Residents can talk to their lawyer when they want to. 370 13 516

Scale mean (SD): Private: 4.21(.50) Public: 4.13 (.49)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .773

N: Private: 867 Public:437

Structure Scale 3 Mean SD  Item to Total Correlation
Residents have a set schedule to follow each day here. 472 63 529
Residents are required to study at certain times here. 405 1.1 599
Residents know what will happen if they break a rule. 446 75 650
Residents’ living area looks messy here. 1.88 .81 608
Many residents look messy here. . 198 .82 637
Staff change their minds about the rules here. 231 97 675
Different staff have different rules so the residents never know what 234 10 646
they are supposed to do.

Residents know when they can take a shower here. 462 72 533
Residents know when the recreation facilities are available for them 433 1.0 494
to use here.

Staff here let residents know what is expected of them. 293 1.2 710

Scale mean (SD): Private: 4.26 (.55) Public: 4.21 (.51)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .810

N: Private: 883 Public:444
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' Care Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

The staff encourage residents to try new activities. 392 88 578
Additional help with school work outside of classroom hours is 348 1.1 640
available to residents.

Staff tease depressed residents. 162 .80 631
Residents give other residents with personal problems a hard time. 263 85 513
The health care for the residents here is good. 419 92 614
Residents are unfriendly. 260 .69 476
No one will help residents if they have a problem. 1.80 11 .509
Staff care about residents here. 435 76 646
Staff and residents don’t respect each other here. 234 93 557
Residents who have been here longer help new residents when they 352 10 426
arrive.

Scale mean (SD): Private: 2.16 (.55) Public: 2.45 (.57)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .860

N: Private: 882 Public: 444

. Resident Danger Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
Residents are concerned with being hit or punched by other 264 84 .760
residents. 262 75 729
Residents are afraid of other residents here. 317 85 678
Residents say mean things to other residents. 1.59 .69 664
Residents use weapons when they fight. 264 86 767
Residents fight with other residents here. 1.53 .69 669
Residents are sexually attacked in this institution. 234 94 644
Residents are extremely dangerous here. 230 .86 .786
Residents have to defend themselves against other residents in this
institution.

Scale mean (SD): Private: 2.16 (.55) Public: 2.45 (.57)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .860

N: Private: 886 Public:445
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. Staff Danger Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Residents say mcan things to staff. 278 86 .760
Staff are in danger of being hit or punched by residents here. 250 .88 .806
Residents, grab, push, or shove staff at this institution. . 197 .76 795
Staff are afraid of some residents at this institution. 206 .86 .760

Scale mean (SD): Private: 2.25(.61) Public: 2.37 (.68)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .784

N: Private: 886 Public: 446

Environmental Danger Scale Mean SD [Item to Total Correlation
If a resident believes he will be hurt by another resident, the staff 438 .87 591
will protest him.
Residents’ property is safe here. 399 10 637
There are gangs here. 261 1.5 639
It is safer for residents who ARE members of a gang. 208 12 521
Staff have caught and punished the real trouble makers among 377 89 494
residents.
There are enough staff to keep other staff members safe here. 349 12 632
. Staff prevent violence among residents. 417 77 676
Staff prevent forced sex among residents. 449 89 554

Scale mean (SD): Private: 1.85(.64) Public: 2.14 (.61)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .742

N: Private: 886 Public:443
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. Quality of Life Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Residents get excrcise here. 464 66 389
One thing bad about this place is that it’s so noisy. 242 87 493
Residents’ living area here has a lot of space. ‘ 3.24 1.2 .535
Residents have privacy here in the shower /toilet area. 2.88 14 469
The food residents eat here is good. 3.73 97 572
Residents get enough to eat here. 4.06 1.0 581
The visiting areas are crowded here. 241 1.0 .564
It is hard for residents to talk with visitors because the noise is too 1.92 .86 563
loud here.

Scale mean (SD): Private: 3.77 (.57) Public: 3.69 (.54)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .629

N: Private: 877 Public: 441

Preparation for Release : Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
Residents are encouraged to plan for what they will be doing when 4.50 a5 377
they leave here.

‘ Residents have made plans to find a job or have already found a 1.94 .89 525

' place to work when they leave here.

Residents have set goals for themselves. . 1.31 .69 548
Residents have planned a place to live when they leave here. 1.38 12 589
Residents have had a chance to get organized with the school they 1.59 .85 628
plan to attend when they leave here. '
Residents have had a chance to meet with their future probation 1.74 .90 550
officers.
If residents need drug or alcohol treatment when they leave here 1.42 79 624

they have had a chance to make plans for future treatment.

Scale mean (SD): Private: 4.34 (.60) Public: 4.08 (.78)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .650

N: Private: 876 Public: 441
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Control Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlaiion
Residents do what the staff here tell them to do. 4.05 .66 502
Nothing will happen to a resident if they break a rule. 2.56 1.2 422

Staff members ignore conflicts among residents. 1.64 81 575
Residents criticize staff members without getting in trouble for it. 235 1.0 639

If residents argue with each other, they will get into trouble. 367 .97 640

Staff members check upon the residents regularly. 4.57 74 499
Residents can get weapons at this facility. 1.76 .95 606
Residents can escape from this facility. 2.28 .97 S17
Visitors can bring drugs into facility for residents. 1.85 .95 662

Scale mean (SD): Private: 4.09 (.50) Public: 3.93 (.53)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .723

N: Private: 884 Public: 443

Job Satisfaction Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlation
Training at this facility has improved my job skills. 3.54 1.0 639
The training program here does not prepare me to deal with 363 10 677
‘ situations that arise on the job.

The training program here does not prepare me to deal with 239 10 447
situations that arise on the job.

Information I get through formal communication channels helps me 353 .97 684
perform my job effectively.

In this facility, it’s unclear who has the formal authority to make a 221 11 638
dectsion.

I am told promptly when there is a change in policy, rules, or . 3.58 1.1 633
regulations that affect me.

It’s really not possible to change how things run here. 285 1.1 382
I have the authority I need to accomplish my work objectives. 378 .97 671
Management at this facility is flexible enough to make changes 346 1.1 697
“when necessary.

My supervisor gives me adequate information about my job 366 1.1 695
performance.

[ know exactly what my supervisor expects of me. 3.95 1.0 .681
I am dissatisfied with the way this institution is run. 2.62 1.1 693
I would like to continue working at this institution. 418 .96 626
[ am satisfied with my co-workers. 387 81 521
I am satisfied with my supervisors. 378 .97 759

Scale mean (SD): Private: 3.64 (.57) Public: 3.52 (.55)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: 894

N: Private: 833 Public: 426
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. Support of Staff Scale Mean SD Item to Total Correlation

Staff receive encouragement from supervisors to do their job well. 354 10 776
Facility administration blame the staff when there is a problem. 301 L1 635
Supervisors handle problems with the staff in a friendly way. 352 88 760
Administrators handle problems with the staff in professional way. 369 .95 787
The staff praise one another when they do their jobs well. 348 92 37
The staff support one another in the job of resident management. 381 .86 747
The direct care staff work well with other staff members such as the 315 83 740
teachers and counselors. )

The direct care staff think the work of counselors and teachers is 393 92 716
important.

Scale mean (SD): Private: 3.69 (.71) Public:3.54 (.68)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .880

N: Private: 834 Public: 430

Personal Stress Scale Mean  SD Item to Total Correlation
During the past 6 months, -

. how often have you had a feeling of depression. _ 205 .94 766
a feeling that nothing turns out right for you. 1.87 .84 744
a feeling that nothing is worth while. 1.58 .76 693
a disturbed or restless sleep. 227 1.0 733
a concern that something is wrong with your body. 1.96 .92 .686
a feeling of tenseness or anxiety. 235 97 810
difficulty concentrating. _ 2.00 .83 .760
a feeling that you are worrying too much. 222 1.0 781
a feeling that everything is going wrong. 1.76 .82 761
personal worries that bothered you. 229 89 .701
a feeling of being weak all over. 1.54 74 638
recurning headaches. 1.76 .95 629
a feeling of frustration because of your job. 2.43 1.1 758
a feeling of being very angry. 202 .90 746

Scale mean (SD): Private: 1.97(.63) Public: 2.02 (.67)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .932

N: Private: 832 Public: 427
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. Staff Communication Scale Mean SD Itemto Total Correlation

Communications are effective between...

upper level managers and the correctional officers. 333 95 .840
upper level managers and the line supervisors. a 350 .88 857
line supervisors and the correctional officers. ' 356 .87 860
treatment staff and the correctional officers. _ 349 .88 .845
The expected course of action for handling the residents is i 9t 861
effectively communicated to the staff.
Policies and procedure for managing residents are communicated 3 92 870
to the staff effectively.

Staff meetings or role calls are effective in communicating 3.71 1.0 .807

information necessary for managing the residents.

Scale mean (SD): Private: 3.68 (.79) Public: 3.52 (.77)
Range: 1-5

Cronbach’s alpha: .934

N: Private: 803 Public: 413
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. Appendix C

e e

Facility Indices
Admission Process Index Private Public
(% yes) (% yes)
“The court determines who is assigned to the facility.
A juvenile correctional agency determines who is assigned to the facility. 62.5 40.6
The personnel at this facility determine who is assigned to the facility. 62.5 75
Juveniles are interviewed by a facility staff member prior to admission to the 43.8 313
facility. 50 43.8
Juveniles must volunteer to be considered for the facility.
Juveniles may voluntarily leave this program. 12.5 12.5
This facility admits juveniles with histories of abuse (either physical or 0 12.5
sexual). 93.8 100
This facility admits juveniles evaluated as having psychological problems.
This facility admits juveniles evaluated as bemg suicide risks. 62.5 90.6
Juveniles must pass a physical evaluation prior to admission to the facnhtv. 68.8 78.2
Juveniles must pass a medical evaluation prior to admission to the facility. 75 62.5
Juveniles must pass a psychological evaluation prior to admission to the 87.5 594
factlity. 68.8 50
Note: Items coded as: 0 =No, I = Yes
Population Seriousness Index Private Public

M SD M SD
Juveniles waived to adult criminal court. 19 54 44 76
Adjudicated juveniles convicted of violent crimes. 1.56 73 1.59 71
Juveniles with a past history of engaging in violent acts. 1.56 72 1.59 76
Juveniles convicted of arson. 1.0 .89 1.22 .94
Juveniles convicted of sex offenses. .94 93 1.13 .98
Adjudicated juveniles previously convicted of serious oﬁ"enses 1.50 82 1.75 31
Status offenders. 69 87 72 .92
Note: Items coded as: 0=No, 1=Limited number of admission, 2=Yes
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' NATIONAL EVALUATION OF JUVENILE FACILITIES©

"A. Howoldareyou? ... Years old
B. What is your date of birth?  ......................... Month Day Year
C. What is the longest time that you have
worked at the same jJob? ........cccovvvrviennnne Months Years
D. What is the current offense that you
were convicted of? ..o
E. What is your sentence for this offense? ....... Years Months
F. How long have you been in this facility? ........ Years Months
G. When do you expect to leave this facility? .... Years Months
H. How old were you when vou were tirst
arrested? (This is the first time that you were
actually booked and finger-printed.) ........... Years old
" [.  How many times have you been arrested? .... Times
J. How many times have vou been arrested
for violent crimes (crimes against people)? ... Times
K. Including your current conviction. how many
times have you been committed to a county,
state or federal juvenile tacility? ............... Times
L. When you were growing up. with whom did you live most of the time. Include anyone
who was present at the time such as parents, sisters. brothers. grandparents.
M. When you are released from this facility, with whom or where will you live?
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. In this survey, when we say "facility"” we mean the institution or place where you are currently living.

INFORMATION ABOUT YOU

Male Female

came to this facility? ....ccoooinieiiiiiiinins y) () ((x)-

. If YES, but they did NOT live with you,

to this facility? ... (a) (b)
Large Town near
7. What type of area did you live in before city large city
coming to this facility? ......c.ccoeces e, (a) (b)

8. Before coming to this facility. did you spend yes no

These questions will ask for information about your background. After each item, we will list appropriate
responses. Please darken the correct circle on the response sheet and not in this booklet.

1. Are you male or female? ..................... (a) (b)
Hispanic  African Native Asiarv White Other
. American American  Pacific
2. What is your race? .......cceceeevecnineerennnnenens a) b) (d) (e) (i)
married seperated divorced never married

3. What is your marriage status? .........c....... (a) (b) (©) (d)

yes no
4. Do you have children? .......cccceeiininnenn. v) (m
5

. If YES, did they live with you before you yes no does not apply

how often did vou see them before coming  never rarely sometimes often always apply

doesn’t

(d)y (o) (x)

Medium/ Town in
small city  rural area

(c) (d)

time for this offense in another facility? ..... (y) (n)
9. Before coming to this tacility. yes no
were you involved with a gang? ........... (y) (n)
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. SCHOOL

10. What is the highest 2rade that vou under 5th 6-8th  9-10th  11-12th GED  more
have completed in school? ................. () (b) (c) (d) (e) 0
For items numbered 11 thrcugh 15, please respond (v) for yes and (n) for no.
yes no

11. Have you ever attended college or courses

in vocational training?  ..cooveiiiicieeceeeee e (y) (n)
[2. Were you enrolled in a school prior to being

committed for the present offense?  ....ccocceeveeinnne (y) ()
13. Prior to coming to this facility, did you attend

most of vour classes almost evervday? ........ccceeee (¥) (n)
14. Have you ever gone to school while you

were under the influence of alcohol?  ..oveeiveeeeeeeeenn. (y) (n
15. Have you ever gone to school high on drugs? .......... (y) (n)

. For items numbered 16 through 23, please indicate whether you experience these feelings:
(a) never, (b) rarely, (c) sometimes, (d) often, (e) always
never rarely sometimes often always

16. T1ike SChOOL. oo (@ (b) (©) ) {e)
17. Finishing my homework is important to me. ............. @ &) (c) (Id) (e)
18. I respect my teachers. ......ccccoveiiiiiiininininccieee @ (b) (c) (d) (e)
19. Getting good grades is important.  ........cccceeeeveneene (a) (b) (©) (d) (&)
20. I don’t care what my teachers think of me. ........... (@ (b) (©) ) (e)
21. It would make me feel bad if my

teacher criticized Me. oo eeeaees @ (b) (c) ) (e)
22. [ get into trouble at school like ,

being suspended or expelled.  .........cccconiriieniinnnnne (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)
23. A good education is important.  ..........cccevciiirineenn @ (b (© (d) (e)
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RK

Z
Q

24. Were yvou employed during the 6 months before you  yes no

entered a facility for your curreni offense? .......... ) (n)
' doesn’t
25. If YES. how many hours did you usually 110 11-20  21-30 31-40 apply
wOrk per Week? ..o e (a) (b) (c) d (e
doesn’t
26. IfNO. were vou in another facility immediately ves no apply
before coming here? ..o (y) () (x)

For items 27 through 32, please indicate whether you experience these feelings about your most recent job or
about a job vou plan to have in the future:(a) never, (b) rarely, (c) sometimes, (d) often, (e} always

never rarely sometimes often always
27. The most important things that happen

to me involve my job. oo (@ (b (c) (d) (e)
28. [ enjoy thinking about where [ will work in the future. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
29. Doing well at work is important to me.  .....ccccecvnnen. (a) (b) (c) (d) )

30. [ would not take a higher level job since it
usually means more things to worry about. ............. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

31. Agoodjobisaneasyjob. ... @ (b ©) (d) (e)

32. Ifeel good when [ do my job well. ... @ () (c) (d) (&)
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‘ YOUR FAMILY

. - |
If vou were not raised by your mother or father, please answer the questions about the
person wko did raise you.

For items 33 through 36, please respond (y) yes, (n) no or (u) uncertain.

33. Have any of vour family members been ves  no uncertain

incarcerated for 30 days or longer? . .....cccoevvreennee (y) (n) (u)
34. Have any of the people vou lived with prior to

entering a facility for this offense ever been

treated for a problem with drugs or alcohol? ........... ) ) ()
35. Have any ot the people vou lived with prior to

entering a facility for this offense ever abused

drugs or alcohol? ..o ) (n) (u)
36. Are any of vour family members involved .with a gang? ) (@ (u)

For items 37 through 44, please indicate whether you experience tiiese feelings or beliefs :
never rarely sometimes often always

. 37. My parents had rules that [ had 16 followathome. .. (@ (b) (©) (d) (&)

38. When I was away from home. my parents knew
where [ was and when | would be back. ....ocoveeee..oo. @ b () (d) (e)

39. I would like to be like my parents.  .....cooovvrevvereenns (@ (b (c) (d) (e)

40. [ feel comfortable talking to my
parents if [ have a problem. ... @ (b ©) (d) ()

41. I feel bad when I do something
my parents wouldn't like. ..o, a) (b) ©) (d) (e)

42. I can count on my parents to stick by me. ............... (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
43. [ want my children to respect me.  ........cccceoivnennnnns @ (b) (c) (d) (e)

44. It is important tor people to spend
time with their families. ..o, @ (b ©) (d) (e)
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o YOUR FUTURE

For items 45 through 54, please respond (y) ves, (n) no or (u) uncertain.

43. I have made plans to find a job or have already ves no uncertain
found a place to work when I leave here. ................ (y) (n) ()

46. [ have set goals formyself. ..o (y) () (u)

47. I have planned a place to live when I leave here. ...... (v) () ()

48. [ have had a chance to get organized with the
school [ plan to attend when [ leave here. ............... (y) (m (u)

49. I have had a chance to meet with my future
probation officer.  ......ccoccovinniiini (v) (m (W

50. Almost everything I do here is in groups. ................ (y) (n) ()

N
—

. [ hardly ever have one-on-one meetings
with the staff.

52. [ have had little help on particular problems
[ will face when [ leave.

53. If | need drug or alcohol treatment. | have had
a chance to make plans for future treatment.

54. I have received individual counseling here. .............. y) ((n) (u)
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. YOUR OLD FRIENDS

Prior to your arrest, think about your closest group of friends or the friends that you hung out with the most
before vou came to a juvenile facility. For questions numbered 55 through 58, answer (a) none. (b) few,
(c) some. (d) most, (e) all
, none few some most all

335. How many of these friends have EVER

been in trouble with the law? ..., @ ® (© &
56. How many of these friends have EVER

been incarcerated for 30 days or longer? .................. (@ () () ) (o)
57. How many of these friends were

involved with a gang? ........cccocviiiniinniieeee, @ (k) ) @@
38. Did these friends often use drugs or alcohol? (This  yes no uncertain

would be more than four times per week)?  ........... (y) () (v

DRUGS AND ALCOHOL .

We would now like you to think about the six months before you entered this facility. For the items
numbered 59 through 64, indicate if you have used any of these substances.
‘ yes no
59. alcohol (beer. wine. hard liquor)  ...oeoeeieieiiicieieeceee () (n)
60. tobacco (cigarettes, chewing tobacco. €1€.)  .oooveeeerirreirereennn, (¥) (n)
61. marijuana/hashish (pot. weed. grass. reefer. blunts) ............. (y) (n)
62. crack/powder cocaine  .....c.cccveveriieenenieee e (y) (n)
63. inhalants (paint thinner, glue. white-out. whippits. poppers) ... (y) (n)
64. 0ther drugs  ...ooceeeieieeteeeeee e e (y) (n)
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' DRUGS AND ALCOHOL, (continued)

For items numbered 65 and 66, the response choices are: (a)under age 9 (b)‘ ages 10-11 (c)ages 12-14
(dj ages 15-16 (e) ages 17 and above (f) never
under ages  ages ages ages 17 never
9 10-11 12-14 15-16 & above
65. How old were vou when you first had
more than a sip of alcohol? ... (@) (b (©) (d) (e) (f)
66. How old were you when you first tried drugs? ... (a)  (b) () (d) (e) 1)
For items 67 through 76, please respond (a) yes or (b) no
v yes no
67. Have vou ever stolen money from friends
or family to buy drugs without them knowing?............ (v) (n)
68. Have vou ever stolen money from friends
or family to buy alcohol without them knowing? ......... (y) (n)
69. Have vou ever received treatment for alcohol abuse? .. (y) (n)
70. In the six months before you entered a juvenile
facility did you drink heavily, get drunk often. ‘
‘ or have a drinking problem? ..o ¥y ()
71. Has anyone (including someone at school) ever talked
to you because they were concerned that you may have
a problem with alcohol? ..., y) ()
72. Has anyone (including someone at school) ever told
vou that you have a problem with drugs? ................. (y) (n)
73. Have vou ever received treatment
for drug abuse? ... (y) ()
74. In the six months before you entered a juvenile
facility. did you use a lot of drugs,
get high often or have a drug problem? .................. (y) (n)
75. Do vou think that using drugs interferes with important
things like family relations and homework? ............. (y) (n)
76. Do vou think that there is nothing wrong with using
drugs or alcohol? e y) ()
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. YOUR CHILDHOOD

78.

80.

84.

85.

never rarely sometimes often
frequently

77.

How often did your mother or father slap you? ... (a)

How often did your mother or father hit you? e ()

(Hit = punching with a closed fist or using an

object such as a belt. brush. eic. to hit).

. How often were vou burned by vour mother or

father? (Burning = damaging skin with scalding
water, hot iron, cigarette butt. ¢tc.).

How often did you have bruises. cuts, or other
evidence of punishment by vour mother or father? .. (a)

How often were you scared or afraid of getting
physically hurt by your mother or father?

. Would you say that vou were unfed. unwashed,

or generally unsupervised at home on some
regular basis as a young child? ... (@)

. How often did you witness one of your parents

physically harm the other parent? ...........cocoooan... (a)

How often did you witness a member of your family
physically harm another tamily member (do not include
violence between both parenis;?

How often were you personally ever touched in a sexual
way or forced to have sex by an adult or older child

when you did not want this to happen (include family

members and people outside of vour family)? — ................... (a)

|
For items 77 through 85, think back to vour childhood for how often each of the following behaviors
occurred. If you were not raised by your mother or father, please answer the questions about the person
who did raise you. Rate the occurrence of the behaviors as: (a) never occurred, (b) rarely occurred
(behavior occurred once or twice during your childhood), (c)sometimes occurred (behavior occurred one to
five times a year), (d) often occurred (behavior occurred once a month), or (e) frequently occurred
(behavior occurred more than once a month).

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(©) (d) (e)

(©) (d) (e)

© @ (@
(©) (d) (e)

(c) (d) (e)

(©) (d) (e)

(c) (d) (e)

(© (d) (e)

(c) (d ()

Do not write on this booklet. Page 9

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

CEvaluation Research Group 1997



() YOUR OPINIONS

Items numktzred 86 through 90 describe how people think or feel. For each one of these, please indicate if
you (a) STRONGLY AGREE, (b) AGREE, (c) ARE NOT SURE,(d) DISAGREE, (e) STRONGLY
DISAGREE.

strongly not strongly
agree agree sure disagree disagree
86. At times I worry too much about things that

don’t really matter.  ......ccccceneen. eeeerrreeireeerreanranes @ (b () (d) (e)

87. Sometimes, recently, [ have worried about
losing my mind. oo (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)

88. | often feel angry these days. .......ccoocvvvvicieenene. (a (b (c) (d) (e)

89. In the past few weeks. | have felt depressed
and very unhappy.  .ccoccceviienniennnee e (@ (©) (d) (e)

90. These days [ can’t help wondering if anything
is worthwhile anymore.  ...cccooooiiviiviieiceeiee, (a (b (<) (d) (e)

. For items 91 through 94, please indicate whetlier you experience these feelings or beliefs :
never rarely sometimes often always

91. I would stick by my friends if we got

into really bad trouble. ..o @ (b) (c) (d (e)
92. I cantrust my close friends.  ....coevvivvciirieeeccee (@ (b) (c) ) ()
93. [ have respect for my friends.  .......ccooovviieiieinicennenn. @ (b ©) (d) (e)

94. When my friends are doing something that
I know is wrong, [ join them anyway. .......cccoeoeee. (@) (b) (¢) (d) (e)

For items 95 through 114, please respond (y) yes or (n} no

yes  no
95. Are some kids justborn lucky? i y) (n)
96. Do you feel that most of the time it doesn’t pay to

try hard because things never turn out right anyway? . (y) (n)
97. Do you think that cheering more than luck

helps ateam Win?  .....cccviireiiiceerreee e ) ()
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() YOUR OPINIONS (continued)

ves no
98. Do you feel that when you do something wrong

there’s very little you can do to make it right? ....... (¥) (n)
99. Most of the time do vou find it useless to try

yvour own way at home? ..o (y) ()
100. Are you the kind of person who believes that

planning ahead makes things turn out better?  ........ (y) (n)
101, [feel calm. e (v) (m)
[02. [feel upset. oot e (v) (n)
103. [ feel anXIOUS.  .oveiieeeeieeiieeeeeieteeee e e e e esreeeenes (v) (n)
104. I feel nervouS. oo (y) (n)

105. I am relaxed.

........................................................ (y) (n)
.. ‘

106. Tam worTied. oo (y) (n)
107. [like to take chances. ....ccoooiviiieiivieiicee e (y) (m)
108. I like to do things that are strange or exciting. . ...... ¥ (n
109. [ only do things that feel safe.  ..........cccooveinnenne. (¥) (n)
110. I am very careful and cautious. .........ceeeeeiieeeiennn (¥) (n)
111. I will say whatever comes into my head

without thinking first. ..o (y) (n)
112. [ don’t spend enough time thinking over

a situation before [ act.  .eeiiiireveeceee e, (y) ()

I13. I getinto trouble because [ don’t think before [ act. (y) (n)

114. I say and do things without considering
the CONSEQUENCES.  .irvrvicriecriireeneeree e e eenereereenenae (y) (n)
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. YOUR OPINIONS (continued)

132. Parents are always nagging and picking on
young people. e

133. At night when [ have nothing to do I like
to go out and find a little excitement.. ..........c.cec...
134. A lot of women seem bossy and mean.

135. Tam always Kind. .o

136. I worry most of the time.

137. If you're not in with the right people. you may
be in for some real trouble. ...

138. My mind is full of bad thoughts. .....c.cccocceiiinn.

139. Sometimes when my family tells me not to do
‘ something. [ go ahead and do it anyway. ..............

140. [ hardly ever feel excited or thrilled.

true false

® O

®

® ®

® @

®

(t (O
ty (O
@
® ®
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YOUR OPINIONS (continued)

For items numbered 115 through 149, please indicate whether you believe the

statement t= be TRUE or FALSE. true faise
115. I worry too much about doing the right things. ... W
116. I am smarter than most people [ know. ................. o O
117. A person never knows when he will get mad.

or have trouble. ..o, ® (6
118. A person is better off if he doesn’t trust people. ® O
[19. Most police are pretty dumb.  ......coooerrerrieieieee, ® (0
120. A person like me fights first and asks questions later. (t) (f)
121. If I could. I"d just as soon quit school or

my jobright now. ... ® @
122. I don’t care if people like me ornot.  ...ccvvuvnnenee, o @

‘ | 123. Thaveareal mean streak inme.  ...oovvviveevecieeennnn, o o

124. Most of the time | can’t seem to find anything to do. (1) (f
125. It’s fun to give the police a bad time.  .......cccecec... ® (O
126. 1 really don’t have very many problems

10 WOITY @DOUL. oo © D
127. If a bunch of yvou are in trouble. you should

stick together on a story.  ...cccovveveenenee reeereee i ® O
128. T have a lot of headaches.  ..cooveeeeeeeeieeeeeeeen, ® O
129. [ would usually prefer to be alone than with others. () (f)
130. I would never back down from a fight. ................ ®
131. T have a lot of bad things on my mind that

people don’t know about.  .......coccovniniiiiiii, o O
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C ) YOUR OPINIONS (continued)

141.
142.
143.
144,
145.

146.

147.

148.

‘ | 149.

The people who run things are usually against me.

[ like to read and study.

.........................................

I often have trouble getting my breath.

..................

.....................

For my size, ['m really pretty tough.

People hardly ever give me a fair chance. ..............
Sometimes the only way to really settle
something is to fight it out.

...................................

I am nervous.

........................................................

Stealing isn’t so bad if it’s from a rich person.  .......
[ feel better when [ know exactly what will
happen from one day to the next.

true false
o M
o (M
® O
v o
® (®
W (O
v (®
® (D
o (0
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. We would like to know what vou think about the conditions of your institution and the people in it. Items
:umbered 150 through 265 describe how people think or feel. For each one of these, please indicate if you have
:hese feelings NEVER, RARELY, SOMETIMES. OFTEN, or ALWAYS.

In these items, the term "residents" refers to-the other juveritt¥s or kids who live at this facility.

CONTROL

never rarely sometimes often always
150. Residents’ living spaces are searched.  ............... @ ® (© (d) (e)

151. Residents are searched (either a strip search
OF PAt dOWN). e ree et e e (@ (b (c) (d) &)

152. Statf members ignore conflicts
among residents.  .......cccceviriieninieresreeesee e neeens (a) (b) (<) (d) ()

153. Residents do what the staff members
here tell themtodo. ..ooooieeeiiiee e, (@ (b (c) (d) (e)

154. Nothing will happen to a resident if they break a rule. (a) (b) (©) (d) (e)

. Residents criticize staff members without
getting in trouble forit. ..., (@) (b) (c) ) (e)

156. If residents argue with each other. they will
getinto trouble.  ..ocoviiiiiiii e, @ (b (c) (d) ()

157. Staff members check up on the residents regularly. (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
138. Residents can get weapons at this tacility.

........... (ay (b) (c) (d) Le)

159. Residents can escape from this facility. ................ @@ (b (©) (d) (e)

160. Visitors can bring drugs into this facility for residents. (a)  (b) (c) (d) (e)
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. SAFETY AND SECURITY

never rarely sometimes often always
161. I am concerned with being hit or punched

by other residents.  ..c.oceiinrirrinieiccecen @ ® (c) () ()
162. I am atraid of other residents at this institution. ..... a (b) (¢) @ - @

163. Residents say mean things to other residents

at this INSUIULION.  coovvcererreiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeseiseeseessrenas (@) (b) (©) (d) (&)
164. Residents use weapons when they fight. .............. (@ (b (c) (d) (e)
165. Residents fight with other residems here. ........... @) (b) (©) (d) @)
166. Residents are sexually attacked in this institution. @ (b (<) (d) (e)
167. Residents are extremely dangerous here. .............. (a (b (c) (d) (&)
168. Residents have to defend themselves against
. : other residents in this institution.  ........cccoeerevnnenen. ay (b) (c) (d) e)
169. Resicients fear staff at this institution.  ........cco.coe..... @y (b ©) d) (&)
170. Staff say mean things to residents. ........ccceeevviveens (a) (b) (©) d (@

I71. Residents are in danger of being hit or

punched by staff here. ..o (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
172. Residents say they have been hurt by staff here. ... (a) (b) ©) (d) )
173. Staff grab. push or shove residents at this institution. (a)  (b) (c) (d) (e)
174. I am afraid of staff at this institution. .................. ‘(a) (b) © (d) (e)
175. If a resident believes he will be hurt by another

resident. the staff will protect him. ... (a) (b) (©) (d) (e)
176. My property is sate here.  ........occooevvervecveveeecennnee (@ (b) (c) (d) ie)
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. SAFETY AND SECUFITY (cont.)

. never rarely sometimes often always
177. There are gangs here.  .....ccccooveeiiiveciceeecer, (@ (b (c) (d) (e)

178. It is safer for residents who ARE members of a gang. (a) (b) () (d) (e)

179. Staff have caught and punished the real
trouble makers among residents.  ..........ccccceeeennee. @ (b) (<) () (e)

180. There are enough staff to keep residents safe here. (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)
181. Staff prevent violence among residents.  ................ (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)

182. Staff prevent forced sex among residents. ... e (a) (b) (©) (d) (e)

183. There would be fewer fights between residents
if there were more staff members.  .oooveeeeevcieeeennens @ (b ©) @) (e)

184. | feel safer here than it I were out on the street. ...... (@) (b) ©) (d) (e)

RISKS TO RESIDENTS

‘ never rarely sometimes often always
185. Insects. rodents and dirt are a problem here. ......... @ () (©) G)) (e)

186. There is a bad odor or poor air circulation. ........... (@) (b (©) (d) (e)

187. Residents know what to do in case of a fire. ......... @) (b) () (d) (e)

188. There are things lying around that could

helpafirespread.  .oooooeeiiicce i, @ (b) (<) (d) (e)
189. People could get hurt because the place is so dirty. (a)  (b) () (d) (e)
190. Many accidents happen here.  ......coooovirieiieiiiennna, @ (b) (c) @ (o
191. Most of the jobs we have to do are safe. ............... @ (b) (c) (d) (e)
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. ACTIVITY

-

) never rarely sometimes often always
192. A counselor is available tor me

totalktoif Ineedone. .........ccooiiiiiiiiieiii, (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)
[93. I have things to do that keep‘ me busy here. ........... (@ (b) () (d) (e)
194. I spend time on school Work.  ..occeeeveveeececvreverienens @ (b () W@ (o)
195. I have enough time to do my homework. .............. (@ (b) b(c) (d) (e)
196. I can find something to do here at night. ............... (a) (b (©) ) (e)
197. [ watch a lot of television here.  ...........cccvvvirneee. (@ (b) () (d) (e)

198. I am encouraged to plan tor what [ will be
doing when I leave here.  ........ccovrviiieiicieeene (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
199. [ getexercise here.  ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiciiiecec e (@ (b) (c) (d) (&)
. 200. There are things to do here when I am not in school. (@) (b) (c) (d) @)
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4 . never rarely sometimes often always
201. Residents don’t care about one another's feelings. . (a) (b) (c) (d) ()

202. The staff encourage me to try new activi:ies. ........ (@ (b) (c) (d (e)

203. Additional help with school work outside
of classroom hours is available tome.  ..cccoeveveevenne. @ (b) (c) d (e)

204. Staff tease depressed residents.  ......c..cocceereeeinencnnns (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)

205. Residents give other residents with personal

problems a hard time. ..., (@ . (b) (c) (d) (e)
206. The health care here is good. e @ () (c) (d (o)
207. Other residents are unfriendly.  .....cccceeiieeiieivnnenn (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
208. No one will help me if [ have a problem. ............ (a) (b) () (d ()

209. Staff care about residents here.

............................. (a) (o)) (c) (d) (e)

210. Staff and residents don’t respect each other here. .. (@) (b) ©) (d) (e)

211. Residents who have been here longer help the
new residents when they arrive. ... (a (b) ©) (d) (e)
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. UALITY OF LIFE

never rarely sometimes often always

212. One thing bad about this place is that it’s so noisy.  (a)  (b) (c) (d) (e)
213. My living area here has a lot of space. ................... (@ (b () (d) (e)
214. [ have no privacy in my sleeping area.  .....ccccoeuee. @@ (b (c) d (e
215. I have privacy here in the shower/ toilet area.  ....... (@ (b (c) (d) (e)
216. The food here is good.  ..ooviviviciiicenrcie @ (b) (€) (d) (e).
217. I getenoughto eathere. ... (@ (b (©) (d) -(e)

218. I can talk to my friends and
- family on the telephone here. ..o (@ (b (c) (d) (e)

219. I can have visitors here.  ...ooooiiiiiiiiieeereeeveenas @ () (c) (d) (e)

. ‘ . 220. Itis hard for my family to come and visit me here. . (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
221. The visiting areas are crowded here.  ......cccceeeee (@ (b (c) (d) (e)

222, It is hard to talk with visitors because
the noise is too loud here.  ..oooovvrviiiriiceereeeee (@ (b () d) (e)
223. Icanread and/or study without being bothered here. (a) (b) (c) (d) (&)
224. [canbe alone whenl wanttohere. ....ccoeeeeerieeeens @ (b (c) () (e)

@
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‘ STRUCTURE

never rarely Sometimes often always

225. [ have a set schedule to follow each day here. ........ @ ®  (© @ (e
226. [ am required to study at certain times here. .......... @ (b (©) d (e
227. 1 know what will happen if I break a rule here. ...... @ (b) (c) (@) (e)
228. My living area looks messy here.  .....cooeviiinee. (a (b) (c) (d) (e)
229. Many residents look messy here. ... @ (b) () @ (e
230. Staff change their minds about the rules here. ... (@ (b) (c) (d  (e)

231. Different staff here have different rules so you

never know what vou are supposed to do.  ............ (@) (b) () (d) (e)
232. [ know when [ can take a shower here. ...........c.... (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)

‘ 233. [ know when the recreation facilities
are avatlable forme touse here.  .......oiriiiiiiiin. (@ (b (c) (d) (e)

234. [ could be transferred out of this

institution at any tMe.  ..co.ccoovrerieneeerecsrerreneineens (@ (b) ©) (d) (e)
235. Staff here let me know what is expected of me. ..... (a)  (b) ©) (d) (e)
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. JUSTICE

never rarely sometimes ofien always
236. Residents are punished even when they

don’t do anything wrong. ........cccccvevevrnvenrcnennenne. (@ (b (c) (d) (e)
237. Staff use force when they don’t really need to. ... @ (b (c) (d) (e)

238. Ican file a grievance (formal complaint)
against staff members. ... (a) (b) () (d) (e)

239. I am aware of the grievance process.  ......ccccvnueneee @ (b) ) . (@ (e)

240. Problems between staff and residents
can be worked out easily. ..o (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)

241. It doesn’t do any good to file a grievance
against staff members. ... (a) (b) © (d) (e)

242. Something bad might happen to me
' if I file a grievance. ... (ay (b © (d) (e)

243. I usually deserve any punishment that [ receive. ... (a) (b) ©) (d) (e)
244. Punishments given are fair.

................................... (@) (b) (c) (d) e

245. Staff treat residents fairly. ..o (@ (b) (c) (d) (e)

246. I can talk to my lawyer when I want. ........cccennee. (a) (b) ©) (d (e)
&
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‘ FREEDOM

never rarely sometimes often alwavs i
247. 1 can practice whatever religion [ choose in.  ......... a) (b (©) (d) e)
248. [ have to work even if I do not want to.  ....ccceueueee @ (b) (c) (d) )
249. Residents choose the type of work thev do here. ... (@) (b) (c) ) {e)
250. I canread whenever I want. ...........ccooceevvienicnenne. @ (b) (<) (d) (e)
251. I have a certain time that [ must go to bed. ........... (@) (b) () (d ©)
252. I canlisten to music when{want. . .....ocooveevrvnnienne (a) (b) ©) (d) (e)
253. Residents have a say about what goes on here. ... (@) (b) (c) (d) )
254. All entrances and exits of living units are locked. .. (a) (b) ©) (d )
255. [ can go where | want when [ want to in this facility. (a) (b) (©) (d) (e)
. 256. Residents are encouraged to make
: their OWnN deCiSIONS.  ciiviveeieceee e eece b e eees @ (b) (c) {d (e)
|
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@  :rrRoGRams

never rarely sometimes often always
257. My experiences here will help me

find ajobwhenlgetout. ........cnmiicniinnnnen. @ (©) (d) (e)

258. The things I do here help keep me

focused on my goals for the future. ........ccouneee.. @) (b) ©) d) (&)
259. Being here helps me understand myself. ............... (@ (b (c) (d) (e)
’ 260. I learn things in the educational courses given here. (a)  (b) (© (d) (e)

261. By trying new activities [ am learning
skills [ can use when [leave. ....ooiiiriiiiireeeeeees @ (b (c) (d) (@)

262. Things I learn here will help me
- with future school Work. ..o, @) (b) () (d) (e)

263. Substance abuse treatment services

‘ here help many residents. ..o (@ (b (c) (d) (e
264. The opportunities for religious services
here help me become a better person.  .................. (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
265. I feel healthier since coming here. .............. s (a (b) (c) (d) (e)
266. The individual attention here has helped me. ......... (a) (b) (©) (d) (e)
@
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’ NATIONAL EVALUATION OF JUVENILE FACILITIES®

{n tius survey. when we sav “faciluy”. we mean the instituion or place where you are currently working: when we sayv “stan’.
we mean ail of vour co-workers including counselors. teachers. drill instructors. superintendents etc.. when we sav “juveniles -
ur resudents we mean ail those persons who are incarcerated here (i.e.. the inmates of this facility).

What is the name of this facility?

What is vour job title?

What occupational category describes vou most of the time? (Circle one.)

(a) Correctional officer  (b) medical officer {c) nurse
(d) physician assistant  re) psychologist () administrative personnel
ig) counselor (h) teacher (i) caseworker
tj) drill instrucior l{() sherrif’s depun law enforcement
tly other
What is your age as of your last birthday? vears old
‘ How long have vou been working at this facility? years months

If vou have prior experience working at a juvenile facility,
how many vears/ months? vears months

Write the number ot different facilities that vou have previously worked in:

Adult Juvenile
State. county, or city facilities

Federal facilities
Privately contracted facilities

What is the number of staff members that you supervise?
(Write 0 if vou do not supervise others.)

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
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‘ NATIONAL EVALUATION OF JUVENILE FACILITIES®

Please document the responses to the remainder of these questions on the
enclosed s :antron bubble sheet.

In this survey, when we say “facility”, we mean the instituion or place where you are currently working; when
we say “staff”, we mean all of your co-workers including counselors, teachers, drill instructors, superintendents
etc.; when we say “juveniles” or residents we mean all those persans who are incarcerated here (Le., the inmates
of this facility). ' :

INFORMATION ABOUT YOU

The following questions will ask for information about you and vour background. After each item.
appropriate responses will be listed. Please darken the corresponding circle.

Male Female

1. Are you male or female? ...................... ta (b

Hispanic  African Native Asians White  Other
American  American  Pecific
2. What is vour race/ethnicity? .......coeeeene. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) H
. 3. What is the highest level of education you have attained?
(a) Highschool (b) technical training  (c) some college  (d) college degree (e) graduate
study
WORK EXPERIENCE

4. Did you go through a formal training process before you

began working with juveniles in this facility? Yes  No
5. Do you have prior experience working with juveniles? Yes No
6. Do you have previous law enforcement experience? Yes  No

7. If YES. in what capacity? (a) Police officer (b) Military Police (c) Security Guard (d) Other
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. MILITARY EXPERIENCE

-8. What is the extent of vour militarv experience?
(a) none (b) I-3 vears ic) 6-10vears (d) 11-13years (e} 16-20vears (f) 21 or more years
9. If vou do have military experience. what is the highest rank that you attained?

(a) Enlisted (b1 Otficer (c) not applicable

WORK EXPERIENCE IN THIS FACILITY

10. How often do you have direct contact with the juvenile residents of this facility?

{a) Never thi afew times a vear 1¢c) once a month

(d) a few times a month (e} once a week f) even dav

11. What has been your predominant shift in the past six months?

fa) Day (b evening fc) night (d) no predominant shift
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. Below there are a few questions ab ut your work environment. Answer these questions
using the scale: NEVER, RARELY, SOMETIMES, OFTEN or ALWAYS.

1
t

CONTROL
never rarelyv sometimes often

always

12. Residents do what the staff here tell them to do............. (a) (b). () (d) (e)
13. Nothing will happen to a resident if they break a rule.... () (b) (c) (d) (e)
14. Residents’ living spaces are searched........c.ccocvenninnnnne (@ (b) (©) ‘(d) (e)
1 3. Residents are searched (strip search or pat down)........ (a) (b) ) (d) ()
16. Statf members ignore contlicts among residents............ @y (b) () {d) (e)

17. Residents criticize staff members without getting

in trouble for it (a (b (c) (d) (e)
‘ 18. [f residents argue with each.other. they will get
into trouble........ccoooiiiie. (@) (D) (c) (d) (e)
19. Statf members check up on the residents regularly....... (a) (b) (©) (d) (e)
20. Residents can get weapons at this factlity.........c.c.c.ee. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e |
21. Residents can escape from this tacility.......ccoceeeveneene, (a (b) (c) (d) (e)
22. Visitors can bring drugs into this facility tor residents... (a)  (b) () ) (e)
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. SAFETY AND SECURITY

24. Residents are concerned with being hit or

punched by other residents...........c.ooooiirinninnnne. (a)
23. Residents are afraid of other residents here................... (a)
26. Residents say mean things to other residents................. (a)
27. Residents use weapons when they fight........................ (a)
28. Residents tight with other residents here....................... (a)
29. Residents are sexually attacked in this institution......... (a)
30. Residents are extremely dangerous here............cocceeeeee. (@)

31. Residents have to defend themselves against
‘ other residents in this INSHIULION..........cocoiuuiieeeerennne (a)

32. Residents say mean things to staff................c.ccociies (a)

33. Staff are in danger of being hit or punched by
reSIdents Here. ... (@)

34. Residents grab. push. or shove staff at this institution.. (a)

(93]
LV )

. Statf are afraid of some residents at this institution....... (a)

36. If a resident believes he will be hurt by another

resident. the staff will protect him.........c.....cceeeeee @)
37. Residents’ property is safe here........ccoccovvevcciiiinnnnnn. (a)
38. There are gangs here........cccocovvevcceneneiienienncencecenens (a)

(b)

(®)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

23. [n what area do you think it is most likely *hat an assault would take place?

ta; Housing units (b) work areas () dining hall (d) recreation area

(c)
(c)
(<)
()
(c)
(¢)

(©)

(©)

(c)

{c)
(<)

(c)

(c)
(c)

(c)

e} other

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

never rarely sometimes often always

(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
te)
(e)

{e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
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. SAFETY AND SECURITY (cont’d)

: never rarely sometimes often always
39. It is safer for residents who ARE members of a gang... (a) (b) (c) (d) ()

40. Staff have caught and punished the real
trouble makers among residents..........cooceeeereenen. @ (b) ©) (d) (e)

41. There are enough statf to keep other staff members

RN (=l o 1= < <2 USRS (a) (b) (c) (d) ()
42. Staff prevent violence among residents.............cceeenneee @ (b) (c) (d) (e)
43. Staff prevent torced sex among residents...............cc.... (a) (b) (©) (d) (@)

44. There would be fewer tights between residents if
there were more statf members......cccccevvvviviivieiinnn. (a) (b) (¢) (d) (e)

RISKS TO RESIDENTS

never rarely sometimes often
. always
45. Insects. rodents. and dirt are a problem here.................. (@) (b) (c) (d) (e)
46. There is a bad odor or poor air circulation here............ @ (c) (d) (e)
47. Residents know what to do in case of a fire.........c........ (@) (b () (d) (e)

48. There are things lyving around in this facility that

could help a fire spread............occoonnineicn e @ (b (c) (d) (e)
49. People could get hurt because the place is so dirty........ (@ (b) () (d) (e)
50. Many accidents happen here.........cccocoonviinicniencnnnns (@ (b) (©) (d) (e)
51. Most of the jobs residents have to do are safe............... (@) (b) () (d) (e)
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ACTIVITY

- always
52. A counselor is available for the residents to talk to if
they need one

.........................................................

. Residents have things to do that keep them busy here...

wn
(%)

wn
SN

. Residents spend time on school work

............................

Wy
tn

. Residents have enough time to do their homework

w
[=))

. Residents can find something to do here at night

..........

wn
~J

. Residents watch a lot ot television here .........cccovveene.
58. Residents are encouraged to plan for what they
will be doing when thev leave here

59. Residents get exercise here

| 60. There are things for residents to do when they are
. not in school

(a)

(b)

(b)

)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

3]

«©)

()

(c)

(c)

{c)

(<)

(<)

(c)

v
never rarely sometimes often

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

{e)

(e)

(e)

(¢)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
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AL}

‘ CARE

61.

66.
67.
68.

69.

71.

never rarely sometimes o.ten always

Residents don't care about one another's feelings........ (a)
. The statf encourage residents to try’ new activities....... (2)
. Additional help with school work outside of
' classroom hours is available to residents................ (a)
. Statf tease depressed residents.......c..ccceeveevueeceernunnen (a)
. Residents give other residents with personal problems
A hard tMe.. ..o e (a)
The health care tor the residents here is go'od ................ (a)
Residents are unfriendly.......ccocovviiieiiii v (a)
No one will help residents if they have a problem........ (a)
Staff care about residents here...........cc.cccovieviiennnennne (a)
. Staff and residents don't respect each other here......... (a)

Residents who have been here longer help new
residents when they arrive

(b)

(b)

(b)

()

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(c)

(©)

(©)

(c)

©

«©)

(©)

©)

(©)

(©)

©)

(3)

(d)

(d)

{d)

(d)

(d)

(d

(d)

(d)

(d)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
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. UALITY OF LIFE

72. One bad thing about this place is that it’s so noisy

75. The residents’ living area has a lot of space

......

74. Residents do not have privacy in their sleeping area

75. Residents have privacy in the shower/ toilet area

76. The food residents eat here is good

..................................

77. Residents get enough to eat here

78. Residents can talk to their friends and family
on the telephone here

79. Residents can have visitors here

80. It is hard for resident’s families to come and visit

‘ TeSIACNIS MOTC....eeeeiiiiiiii e eeseseseeneeenneeeens

81. The visiting areas are crowded here........ccocoeovvevevennnne.
82. It is hard for residents to talk with visitors
because the noise is so loud here.............ccceevrreeenne
85. Residents can read and/or study without being
bothered here

84. Residents can be alone when they want to here

never rarely sometimes often always

@ (b)
(a) (b)
@ (b)
@ (b
(a ()
(@ (b)
@ o
(a) (b)
(a (b)
(a) (b)
(a) (b
(a) (b)
(a) (b)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(<)

()

(c)

{c)

(<)

()

(©)

(c)

(c)

(d)
(d)
(d)
(d
(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d

(d)

(d)

(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(&)
(©
(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
(e)

(e)

(e)
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' STRUCTURE

85. Residents have a set schedule to follow each day here.
86. Residents are required to study at certain times here...
87. Residents know what will happen if they break a rule..

88. Residents™ living areas look messy here

89. Many residents look messy here

..................................

90. Staff change their minds about the rules here

9

—

. Different supervisors here have different rules so
the staff never know what to do.......c.ccocveiiniinnnns

92. Different staff have different rules so the residents

. never know what they are supposed to do.............

93. Residents know when they can take a shower here....

94. Residents know when the recreation facilities are
available for them to use here

Ne]
(9]

. Residents could be transferred out of this
institution at any time

96. Staff here let residents know what is expected of them.

never rarely sometimes often always

(a)

(a)

(a)

(a)

(a)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(©

(c)

(<)

(©)

(c)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

. ()

()

(e)

(e)

(e)

()

(&)

(e)
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JUSTICE

97. Residents are punished even when they don’t do
anything wrong

................................................

98. Staff use torce when they don’t really need to

99. Residents can file a grievance against staff members...

100. Residents are aware ot the grievance process.............
101. Problems between statf and residents can be

worked out €asily.....ccocoeiiiiiiirieec e
102. [t doesn"t do any good for the residents to file a

grievance against statf members........c.coiciicnnenn
103. Something bad might happen to residents if they

file @ grievance.........coccoeieiiiiecncneeeee
104. Residents usually deserve the punishment that

they receive

105. Punishments given are fair

..........................................
...........................................

106. Staff treat residents fairly

107. Residents can talk to their lawver when they want

never rarely sometimes often always

a) (b)
(a) (b)
(a) (b)
(@ (b)
(@ (b)
(a) (b)
(a) (b)
(a (b)
(a) (b)
@ (b)
(a) (b)

(c)
(c)
(<)
)
(¢)
(<)

(c)

(c)
(c)
©)

(<)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(e)

(e)

()

(e)

(e)

{e)

()

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
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' FREEDOM

108. Residents can practice whatever religion they choose. (a)
109. Residents have to work even if they do not want to.... (a)
110. Residents choose the type of work they do here......... (a)
111. Residents can read whenever the_v. want

112. Residents haye a certain time when they must go to bed.(a)

113. Residents can listen to music when they want............. (a)
114. Residents have a say about what goes on here............ (a)
115. All entrances and exits of living units are locked........ (a)

116. Residents can go where they want whenever
they want to in this facility..........cccooiiioniiiieee (a)

117. Residents are encouraged to make their own decisions. (a)

(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(©)
(©)
©
(c)
(c)
(©)
(c)

(©

(c)

{c)

(d)
(d)
(d)
(d
(d)
(d)
(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

never rarely sometimes often always

)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e}

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e}
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® PROGRAMS

122

118.

120.

121.

. The individual attention here helps residents
127.

128.

Residents” experiences here will help them find a
job when they get out

on their goals for the future

....................................

Being here helps residents understand themselves.......

Residents learn things in the educational courses
given here

..............................................................

. By trving new activities residents are learning skills

they can use when they leave

..................................

. Things residents learn here will help them with

future school work

. The substance abuse treatment services here help

many residents

. The opportunities for religious services here help

residents to become better people

Residents are healthier since they 've come here

My work here has a positive impact on the lives of
these juveniles

........................................................

................

never rarely sometimes often always

(a)

119. The things residents do here help to keep them focused

(a)

)

()

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(c)

(c)

(c)

- (©

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(<)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(e)

(¢)

(e)

()

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
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. PLANNING

129. Residents have usually made plans to find a job or have
already found a place to work when they leave here...........

130. Recidents set goals for themselves

..........................................

131. Residents plan for a place to live when they leave here............
132. Residents have had a chance to get organized with the
school they plan to attend when they leave here..................
133. Residents have had a chance to meet with their future
probation officers

..................

134. Almost evervthing residents do here is in groups
135. Residents hardly ever have one-on-one meetings with staff..

136. Residents receive little help on particular problems they
‘ will face when they leave........................ rererrerre et ntaan
137. If residents need drug or alcohol treatment when they

leave here. they have had a chance to make plans

for future treatment

........................

yes

(a)

no

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b

(b)

(b)

(b)

(®)

(b)

uncertain

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

()

()

(c)

()

(©)

(c)
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. GRIEVANCES

139. Have you ever filed a tormal grievance against management at this facilitv? Ves no

140. If YES. when was the last time you filed a grievance against management?
(a) This week (b) in the past week (c) in the past month

(d) in the past 6 mos fe) in the past year {f) more than a vear ago

141. If YES, was the problem that made you file the grievance taken care of to your
satisfaction? ras Notarall (b) partially (¢c) completely

142. If NO, which of the tollowing reasons best describes why you have not:

{a) never had any major complaints

(b) thought it would be useless

fc) afraid of negative consequences from management
(d) problem was taken care of informally

(e) other

143. Have you ever had a grievance filed against you within this facility?

‘ Yes No Uncertain

144. If YES, who has filed the most grievances against you?

{a) Resident (b) Other Staff (c) Management (d) I don't know .
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. PERSONAL WELL BEING

During the past 6 months, how often have vou had:

14

th

................................................

. a feeling of depression

146. a feeling that nothing turns out right tfor you

...............

147. a feeling that nothing is worthwhile

.............................

148. a disturbed or restless sleep

........................................

149. a concern that something is wrong with your body

150. a feeling of tenseness or anxiety

..................................

131. difficulty concentrating

...............................................

152. a feeling that you are worrying too much

.....................

153. a feeling that everything is going wrong

‘ ‘ 154. personal worries that bothered you

.............................

133. a feeling of being weak all over

136. recurring headaches

...................................................

157. a feeling of frustration because ot vour job

138. a feeling of being very angry

.......................................

never rarely sometimes often always

(a)

)

)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(&)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

©)

(<)

(c)

()

(¢)

(c)

(©)

(c)

«©)

(<)

(<)

(<)

(c)

(c)

(d)
(d
(d
(d
(d)
(d)
(d)
(d)
(d
(d)
@
(d)
(d

(d)

(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)
(e)

(e)
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. JOB SATISFACTION

161

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

I71

173

|

never rarely sometimes often alwavs

1359. Training at this facility has improved my job skills...... (a)

160. The training I received here has helped me to work

effectivelv with residents..........ccooovvveiviiimiennnne. (@)

- The training program here does not prepare me to
deal with situations that arise on the job.......c.ccc.... (a)

162. Information I get through formal communication

channels helps me perform my job effectively......... (a)

. In this facility. it’s unclear who has the formal authority
10 MaKe @ ACISION. ...ccuveiiiiieeeeieeeee e e eesereenees (a)

. [ am told promptly when there is a change in policy,
rules. or regulations that affect me...........cccveeene (@)

. It’s really not possible to change how things run here. (a)

. I have the authority [ need to accomplish my work.  (a)

. Management at this facility is flexible enough to make
changes when NECESSATY ...evvverererrrrererareraessssnersnenens (a)
. My supervisor gives me adequate information about my
JOb performance........c.ccvouemueenieinreeeeiecneeeenenenens (a)
. I know exactly what my supervisor expects of me....... (a)
. I am dissatisfied with the way this institﬁtion is run..... (a)
. I would like to continue working at this institution...... (a)
. I am satisfied with my co-workers..........ccccocovevrreennnsns (a)
.I am satisfied with my supervisors.........ccccceecurveevunennne (a)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(®)

(b)

(b)

(®)

(®)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(c)

©

(<)

()

(c)

(<)

(<)

(c)

(©)

(c)

©

(©)

()

(c)

()

(d

(d)

(d)

@

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(@

(d

G

(d)

(@

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

()

(e)
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' SUPPORT OF STAFF

174. Staff receive encouragement trom supervisors
to do their jobs well....c.coocriennicciicniine, (a)

175. Facility administration blame the staff
when there is a problem........ccoccveriiencicnininnnenne (@

176. Supervisors handle problems with staff members in a
friendly WaY....ccoveieieeeeee s ... (a)

177 Administrators handle problems with the staff in
" a professional Way.......c.cccoeeevereeeeerceenesenmssinnens (a)

178. The staff praise one another when they do their
JobWell.ooiii (a)

179. The staff support one another in resident management. (a)

180. The direct care staff work well with other staff such
as the teachers and counselors

181. The direct care staff think the work of counselors and
teachers are IMpOortant.........ccccceecvevecrineneerraniineans (a)

(b)

(b)

(b)

®)

(b)

(®)

(b)

(b)

(©)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

(c)

©)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d

never rarely sometimes often always

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

{e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

L
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‘ STAFF COMMUNICATION

Communications are effective between. . .
182. upper level managers and the correctional officers...... (@ (b)

183. upper level managers and the line supervisors............. (@ (b

184. line supervisors and the correctional officers............... (@ (b).
185. treatment staff and the correctional officers................ @ (b)
186. The expected course of action for handling the

residents is effectively communicated to staff.......... @ (b)
187. Policies and procedures tor managing residents

are communicated to staff effectively................... (a (b)
188. Staff meetings or role calls are effective in

communicating information necessary for

managing the residents.z..........cc.occevvereeeeenennnnnn. (@ (b)

(<)

(©)

(c)

()

(c)

(c)

(c)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

never rarelv sometimes often always

(e)
(e)
(e)

(e)
(e)

(e)

(e)

PERCEIVED INSTITUTIONAL GOALS

important (3) and not important (4):
189. Rehabilitation/ Treatment (help them to stay away from crime)
190. Incapacitation  (keep them locked up so they can’t commit crime)

191. Deterrence (to deter them from future crime)

192. Punishment (lock them up as punishment for their crime)

Rank the following institutional goals from most important (1), important (2), somewhat
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. YOUR OPINIONS

Rank the following statements using the scale: Strongly agree, agree. unsure. disagree.
strongly disagree

' SA A u S SD
193. Most of these kids are good kids. they have just had a
tOUEh Life. e e (a) (b) (©) () (e)
194. It’s the parents of these kids who should be locked
up. nOot the Kids......ccooovevirivieieeiececeeeeceeeae () (b) (<) (d) (e)
195.1 look at the kids here and think one of them could be
my sor/ daughter............... e treureineneseesrnaraaneaeas a) (b) ©) (d) (e)
196. A lot of these kids are rotten to the core..........oc..c.. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

197. A lot of these kids are going to get into trouble as soon
as they hit the streets again...........ccccoeeeeenecverienene (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

198. All these kids need is a good home and some love...... (a) (b) ©) (d) (@)

199. If these kids had a better home life they wouldn’t
. even be here......coooiiiiiiiiie e (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

200. This is the best type of program to change juveniles... (a) (b) () (d) (e)
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. YOUR OPINIONS (cont’d)

How effective are each of the following in reducing criminal behavior in juvenile offenders?

, Very  Somewhat

Effective Effective
201. Substance abuse treatment................... @) (b)
202. Psvchological counseling and treatment (a) b)
203. Cognitive skills programs.................... (@) ®)
204. Military drill and ceremony................. (a) )
205. Self Esteem building programs............ (a) (b)
206. Physical exercise..........cccccovrenrcncenne (a) ®
207. Academic education........occcevveerunveenne. @) | (b)
208. Work training programs............cecevueu.. (a) )
. 209. Physical labor.........cccveviiiiincnannn (a) (b)
. 210. Leadership programs...........ccceceeenen. (a) (b
211. Recreation programs.........cc.cceeveeurese (@) (b)
212. Strict Discipline.....ccoceoeeveiieccveinenne. (a) (b)
213. Punishment for misbehavior................ @) (b)
214. Community involvement..................... @) (b)
215. Challenge/ adventure/ ropes courses... (a) ®)
216. Other rehabilitation programs............. () (b)

Effective Uncertain [neffective

©
©
(c)
©
(c)
(c)
(©)
(©
(©)
()
(©)
(c)
(©
(¢)
(©)

(c)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(d)

(e)

(e)

(e)

‘ (e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)

(e)
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National Evaluation of Juvenile Facilities: Facility Survey ©

This survey will allow us to investigate the differences berween types of juvenile correctional facilities. Please respond to
the questions listed below as they pertain to your type of facilitv. The questions are grouped according to various topics. You may
find this task is expedited if you photocopy various pages and distribute them to the appropriate sources, e.g., a teacher may be
able to accurately answer the “education” section. If you are the administrator of a bootcamp for juveniles that is housed in a
farger juvenile facility, please limit your responses to information regarding the bootcamp part of the facility only.

If you need additional information about any of these items. please contact Angela Gover, Project Research Associate
or Dr. Doris MacKenzie. Project Director at (301) 405-4702.

Some questions in this survey ask about “last year”. Please identify the one year period which you will use to provide

information about your facility and the participants. With the questions that ask for a number of events that occurred in l{
one month period, please use the most recent month.

Beginning month: of year

Ending month: of year

What is t0oday s date? ......cocoviiireiicreesrrere st

WHhat IS YOUr NAME? ..o st s saae et e

‘ What is vour official title?

Please print the name. address and telephone number where you can be contacted at your facility:

tName)

tdddressi

(Telephone)

How many different units or sections are in this facility? ......cccccoevcrirneenne.

Which units or sections are participating in this research? /Please report the name of each separate unit and indicate
if there 1s any specific classification for that unit. For example. Unit 8A: Non-violent offenders, Unit 6: Bootcamp./

‘ Are all of the units or sections of this facility participating in this research?... O ves 3 no

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
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Whet is the date that this univfacility first opened? .........coceveveeevuerirneereerisreenenns

. How many juveniles are in this unit/facility today? ..........ccoecvevminninininnnccnnnnns

How many of the current residents are male? .......c..oocoiiiinrciencecencecceceenes

How many of the current residents are female? ............c.c.cooiiinineiniicniennns

What is the voungest age that a juvenile could be and still enter this unit/facility?

What is the oldest age that a juvenile could be and still enter this unit/facility? .....

Are juveniles required to leave this unit/facility when they reach a certain age? ... O yes O no
£ ves. What 887 ..o

What is the usual/average number of residents in this univ/facility on one day? ....

How many juvenile otfenders were admitted to this univfacility last year? ..........

What is the design capacity ot your facility? (The total number of residents the facility is
designed to hold without cTOWding.) «ooceeiiiiiiiiiiii e e

How many of these spaces are designated for male occupants? ..........ccccevvnuvennne

. How many of these spaces are designated for female occupants? ..........cccceeienie

Does this unit/facility have a waiting list for juveniles who want to be admitted? O yes O no
[f yes. how many juveniles are currently on the waiting list? ..................

Are there time limits on a juvenile’s length-of-stay (LOS)? .ccovvieviiiinniniiienne O ves O no
In order to successtully complete this program. all juveniles must stay at least .. ... months
No juveniles may stay at this facslity fongerthan . . months

What is the average length of stay (LOS) that a juvenile is confined to this unit/facility? _

Where is your facility located?...........c..coovininninninns O big city/ O suburb near O small city/ O rural
urban big city town area
How would you describe this unit/facility? .................. O boot O detention O training O ranch/ O other
camp  center school  forestry
camp/farm
Who operates this facility? ..o Omulti- Oprivate Oone  Oone states
governmental  organization county municipality
arrangement
‘ Do you have a formal graduation ceremony when juveniles leave the unit/facility? O ves O no
2
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Are the following type 5 of juveniies admitted to your unit/facilitv? The answer options are: "ves" (the unit:facility will accept
these types of offende. s); "yes but limited"(onlyv a certain number of these tvpes of offenders are allowed during one time

. periodi;  "no - lega ly excluded” (local or siate statutes disallow admission of these types of offenders). "no” (this unit/facility

<hvoses not to accept these types of offenders).
Yes ves. but no no - facility
limited legally excludes
number  excluded

Juveniles diverted from further criminal processing
Juveniles waived 10 adult criminal COUr ........ooovieriirie e
Adjudicated juveriles convicted of violent crimes .........oocccrcneeunna.
Juveniles with a past history of engaging in violent acts
Adjudicated juveniles convicted of non-violent crimes ..........ccccveeees
Juveniles convicted of arson ................ ettt sat et
Juveniles convicted of sex offenses
Adjudicated juveniles previously convicted of serious offenses
Adjudicated juveniles previously convicted of minor offenses ...........
Adjudicated juveniles who have previously served time in custody..
Status offenders (committed for an offense that wouldn't be considered a

crime if committed by an adult. e.g. truancy. incorrigibility, running away)...........
Juveniles who have never been previously convicted (first offense).
Juveniles with drug and/ or alcohol abuse histories
Juveniles evaluated as suicide risKS .............ccooovovvovcorr s
Juveniles evaluated as having psychological problems ..........ccccooeeeeece
Juveniles with histories of abuse (either physical or sexual abuse)...

gOoooo0oOoOooo0oaaao
pooOoOoO0ooo0o0a0o
ogogooocoaoooa
ooooooooaao

oooooao
oooooo
oooooao
oooooo

‘ Does this unit/facility target a specific group of juveniles? ........ccccoecieiiiiininnnns O yves O no

If yes. what type of offenders are targeted? ................. vvena erreereneneens

Which of the following statements are true about the admission of juveniles to this unit?

False

The court determines who is assigned to this facility. ..., 2
A juvenile corrections agency determines who is assigned to this facility ..o -
The personnel at this facility determine who is assigned to this facility.......cccoenniiiin. a
Juveniles are randomly assigned to this facility because they are in a research study o
Juveniles must pass a physical evaluation prior to admisSiON...........cccccerionmiriereiniccir e a a

Il Juveniles must pass a medical evaluation prior to admiSSION...........ouurceenmmirmreereeniese e a o
| Juveniles must pass a psychological evaluation prior to admiSSiON........c.cccomecreereenerneioneeeereernrereeene a 0
1 Juveniles are evaluated on characteristics other than physical/ psychological prior to admission o w]
Juveniles are interviewed by a facility staff member prior to admission...........cccoocooevnicvencenc e a a
Juveniles must volunteer to be considered for this facility.........cc.ccoemereeoricneoreecrenee s o o
Juveniles who do not pass the evaluations are returned to COUT........c.ccinciceeineiccrvccrerer i . G o
Juveniles who do not pass the evaluations are sent to another facility.... o
Juveniles may voluntarily leave this program o
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Visiting and Phone Call Reg 1lations

. Is there a “no visit” policy during the first month juveniles are in the univ/facility?........... O ves B no
Is there a “no visit” policy during the first two months juveniles are in the unitvfacility?....0 ves O no
Is there a "no visit” policy for juveniles during the entire time they are in the unit/facility?0 yes O no
Do visitors have to schedule their visits in advance? ... O ves O no
It juveniles have children. are they encouraged to visit during visiting hours? ................. O ves O no

How often are family members or friends allowed to visit residents?
{c.g. not allowed. weekly, monthly, unrestricted. €1c.) .....coiiiiinniiiieemeniniiiein

How many hours per week are open for visitation? ..........ccccceeevvreererenenen.

Can contact with friends and family through visits or phone calls be

limited as punishment for Misbehavior? ..........ccocooiirinenec e O ves O no

Are the juveniles required to write letters to their relatives? ...........cccoevvveeveeerennene, dereen O ves O no

Is there a limit to the number of letters that a juvenile can mail in one week? ................. QO yes O no
‘ [f ves. what is the lImit? .......ccooiiiiiii i,

How many phone calls are permitted per week? ......ccccooveivveiicreniecne,

What is the length of time permitted per call? ...........cocoiiiiiinane.
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Program Characteristics

. Do the juveniles have to say “Sir” or Meam when adressing the staff? ............ O ves O no
Do the juveniles have to wear uniforms? .........ccocooeviieceniesereeerrre e o O ves O no
Do the juveniles have to march to class. to meals. and to other activites? ............ O ves O no
Does this unit have summary punishments that require physical exercise? ............ O ves O no

(Summary punishments are defined as punishmenis that are quickly executed, done without delay or formality.)

Are the number of summary punishments given each month documented?............ O ves O no
Do the juveniles enter the unit/facility in groups or platoons? .......cceceveveccenenen. O ves O no
Do the juveniles have to make their beds every day? ... N O ves O no
Does someone inspect the bed to see that it is made properly? ........ccccooevennnnes O ves O no
Do all juveniles in this unit/facility get up at the same time?..........ccceecvvveernennne Oves O no
Every weekday, do the juveniles have a set schedule to follow?........ccoeeeeenncnn. Oves O no
‘ Is there is a study time each weekday when the juveniles must do homework?.... Oves O no
Do the juveniles have a set time each day when they must shower?..................... Oves O no
Do the residents in this unit/facility have access to religious services?................... Oves O no

When juveniles first enter this unit/facility, are their needs assessed and is this used
to assign them to education and treatment programs in the facility? .................. Oyves O no

How often are most juveniles allowed to leave this unit/facility to routinely attend
activities and utilize resources in the community? .......ccooevvervenrveennen. O never O daily O weekly O monthly

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Health and Medical Assistance

‘ - Who may be Sick? ..o

... who may be under the influence of drugs or alcohol? .........cccccunneeee
... who may be potentially suicidal? ................ eeteeeieerereeeeeaaersaaeseeeraaees

Does the admission process consist of a physical exam
(blood pressure test. urine specimen. ear/eye eXam)? .....cc.covveeerrrrreerenreersissneenes

[s treatment initiated. when appropriate. for mental health problems? ............ .

Is treatment initiated. when appropriate. for substance abuse problems? .............

Typically, how often are the following personnel available within the facility?
) Scheduled Lessthan On

O ves
O ves
O vyes
Q ves
0 ves

O vyes

When juveniles first arrive at the facility, is there an iritial health screening to identify juveniles

O no
Q no
O no

O not
available

Never. residents are
sent outside the tacility

Daily Daily Call
OCIOTS. .. ettt ] O a a
NUISES.ccceeerrreeeenns ereeeretae e te et sraaeseraannens a a a )
nurse practitioner. physician assistant......... o a a a
mental health personnel............................ ] a a ]

Please list the number of each of the following that occurred last year. We would like to collect information that is specific to

. the unit(s) participating in the survey and the total facility. If only unit-specific information is available, leave the Facility

column blank.

physical exams that were conducted on the residents? ............... rerrenrereeeeneees

significant incidents that required first aid or infirmary visits for residents?......
sick calls initiated for the benefit of a resident? .........c.ccceveiiieiiiivicireeeen

..............

What is the total number of all medical personnel (FTE)?
{Doctors, Nurses. Physician Assistants. etc.)

..........................................................

Unit

i

Facility
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taff

In the following questions, when we say “direct-care staff” we mean those s. 3ff members who directly oversee the juveniles
on a regular basis. Guards, counselors and drill instructors should all be cc 1sidered as staff members who provide “direct-
care” to the juveniles.

Is there a formal program of ongoing training for direct-care stafi and counselors? ........... O ves O no
Do the staff in this unit have military titles (e.g. Drill instructor. sergeant. captain)?......cceeeersceene O ves O no
‘Do the staff in this unit wear military-stvle uniforms?.......cccooovvrnnnnvinisinnieniees Oves O no /
Do the staff at this unit wear uniforms other than military style? ........cccovrveinniniiniicinn, Oyes O no
Where are the staff members trained?..........c.ccoceenvcininiininnnnn. O training center/academy O on the job

How many hours of training do the direct-care staff members receive specifically about this
unit before starting to work in this unit? ...

Please list the number of each of the following employees (FTE). We would like to collect information that is specific to the
unit(s) participating in the survey and the total facility. If only unit-specific information is available, leave the Facility

column blank.
Unit(s) Facility
direct care staff members currently employed

administrative staff members? (program directors. etc.)

clerical staff (Secretaries. payroll. receptionists. €t€.) v eerevereeccvueernreeesinnns,

treatment staff (Counselors. etc.)

case workers (other than the direct care statf counted above)

youth supervision staft (other than the direct care staff counted above)

maintenance and culinary statf

.......................................................

volunteers

......................................................................................

other staff members (Please list the titles of these “other " staff members.)...
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Education

. What is the total number of educational staff (FTE)? (Teachers. tutors. €tc.)......ccceevvrene

Where is the academic instruction component of your unit(s) conducted”.............. O inside the O outside the
facility facilicy

Do the juveniles in this facility attend classes grouped according to their appropriate
grade level and not with an entrance cohort such as a platoon or a squad? ..................... Oyves O no

Are academic classes held during the summer months?.........c..ccoiiivieinciininine Oves O no
Again, we would like to collect information that is specific to the unit(s) participating in the survey and the total facility.
If only unit-specific information is available, leave the Facility column blank.

Unit(s) Facility

Last vear. how many GED tests were given?.......ccocoovniicriennnnniecnnenn.

Last vear. how many GED tests were passed? ......cccccocomvinevvniiccnninne.

Last vear. how many high school diplomas were awarded?.....................

Who provides the instruction for each ot the following academic components?

Contracted or  Public school Other (please list)
. | salaried staff emplovees
Vocational/technical education program .........cccceeeeveennnne a a a
GED preparation/ high school diploma..........cccccecveneienene. a a a
College COUTSES.....coiiiiiiiniieiteeertee e sere e ree e e O a a
Treatment Programs.........ccceeceeererinesiennnnesesesrerssnessessneeas a O a
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Program Services

Are the following services available for juveniles in this uniy(s)?
. Unavailable 4 Enrolled
_ last year

counseling programs...........ccccoveeeeeerecvernnaas O e
psvchological/ psychiatric counseling.....ﬁ.. O e
sex offender treatment.........cccoceeeuvevvrcrceras O e
substance abuse treatment............cccoeeveeeeenee O e
treatment for suicide risks.................. ceennen O e -
treatment for juvenile arsonists.................... O e
violent offender treatment..............ooveeeene [ R
family counseling......cccoovvervniienvciinninens O e
employment counseling...............ccocoivunes O i
‘ ; pre-release counseling.............ccccooviicnnne. 0
| substance abuse education...........c....cceeeee. O e
health and nutrition gducation ..................... 0
AIDS prevention education................cceue. O e

Other e

@
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Program Components

For juveniles in this unit(s). what is the typical number of hours per week that they participate in the
. following program components:

Hours scheduled As necessary/  Not pan of

per week Not scheduled program
Challenge/adventure/ropes Courses .........cooevevvceeee e a o
Drill and ceremony....ccccoveevvcvivecvciiiieeeiieee e, ] 3
Leadership Programs..........iveeeueuereeueeeresenmsecenieniers v 0 o
COMMUNILY SEIVICE.c.eemriiiciineeeininiecesesesnseiaeee  eeeene a a ;
Physical fitness/sports/recreation........cocceevvvcvvveees e w] a ‘
Medical treatment........cccoccecciiiinmeeecvceeeeieeee e o a
Substance abuse treatment......cooocecvvvvvvcceiiniienes e, o )
Psychological treatment...............ocociciiiiicnnnn. e a g
Education (academic classes).....c.ccovvvvvvevveivvvsvcens . O o
WOTK.eoeeeeeiettieeciiee et cccve e sveesinenee eeveeees o =
ChOreS. et eeieee e a 2
Vocational Training.......ccocovvevmvmvmviiviieccveiivieiees e o c
Free timeonaweekday.......cccovvvvmvvnviiiiiiciee C a
Free time onaweekend.......oovvvvvvviivviiieiiiens a 3
Punishment or misbehavior.........cccoovvevivviviieees ] a
ViISIAtION. oo ceveneereecerernere et et eeeeeees e, G -
Individual (one-on-one) meetings........ccoovvveevvveveees Ll a »

between resident and statf member or
. future probatiorn/parole officer

Other(explain) ___ ... a a
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Release Supervision and Aftercare

If juveniles voluntarily withdraw from this unit(s)
... are they returned to the court? ........cccooceveeeirecrcienenen. O ves O no O notapplicable
... are they sent to another univfacility? ....ccccoevernnnnns O ves O no O notapplicable

Who maintains custody of the juveniles when they are released from
vour facility? .....coeeenee. ceenerneenaes cerenerenerreetaeerreeaaas veeeses. O parole O probation O parents/family

Who provides post release supervision? .........cccoeevevvecenrvciecccnc OpoC O private O parole/ O not
vendor  probation applicab’/e

What level of Supervision do the juveniles receive upon release? ..... O Depends on risk O intensive

O regular O none

During their first month at your unit/facility. do juveniles meet with the parole
otticer or agent who will supervise them when they are released in order to

begin planning for release? ... e O yes O no

How many times will a typical juvenile resident meet with the individuals who

Does this unit(s) provide aftercare (services or programming) for graduates? .................. Oves O no
Tvpically, how many weeks do the (juveniles) graduates receive aftercare services? .......

If ves. what types of aftercare services are provided?

Drug treatment ........occoiiiiiiiiiiie e Oyes O no
Day reporting or WOTK TElEQSE ........ccovviiviiiiiirie e nieree et ce e Ovyes O no
Case MANAZEMENT ..cocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt et eesree s re e st sree s seree s s s s neeeeabns e nes Oves O no
Other:

Is the aftercare supervision provided by a parole or probation officer? ........ccocovevernernnnee Oves O no
[f no. who provides the aftercare supervision? .........cccceeevvecneenencnereeenerninnnenns

Does this unit(s) attempt to involve families in the aftercare? .........coccveeiiorininniiennn. Oyes O no

In what type of setting do the juveniles live while participating
in the aftercare program? ...........c.cccoeeviiinniicniniicnnn O home O halfway house
O group home O other
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Facilitv Safetv and Securitv Issues

How many of the juveniles in this facility have routine access to
. activities and resources in the community such as schools. treatment

training or employment?.........coviiniiininnin e,
[ no juveniles have access to these resources O less than 25% of the juveniles have access
O about 26% to 50% have access O about 51%% to 75% have access

O more than 76% have access

Please check the box which most appropriately describes vour view of these siatements. (Answer options are always, ofien,
sometimes. rarely. never.)
always often sometimes rarely never

Is vour facility operated to ensure that all entrances and exits
are under the control of the staff of the facility 7 ........ccccoeinenee. a o a o m]

Does vour facility rely on construction fixtures (such as locked
rooms. buildings and fences) to physically restrict free access into

the COMMUNITY? ceeueiiiiiieiiiiincitc e e o o o m) a

Are visitors searched for weapons or contraband when entering

Do visitors have to pass through a metal detector before entering

The TACHHEY? 1ot a a a a ]
‘ Are visitors briefcases. purses. bags. etc. searched before entering
The FaCTHIY 2. et o o o w] Q
Are juveniles searched for weapons or contraband when entering
the facility (count pat down searches not just metal detector)?........ o o G w a
Do juveniles have to pass through a metal detector before entering
The FACTHEY? et r et st aaas w] a a Q -
Are juveniles’ briefcases. purses. bags. etc. searched before
entering the facility .. ..o m] a ] a w|
Do juveniles leave the facility routinely to work. attend activities
or utilize resources in the COMMUNILY? .....coovieerieiiinieeree e o a a m o
For juveniles who have access to community resources, are they
usually accompanied by a staff member for supervision purposes?... o a o o
When outside the facility are juveniles within evesight of direct
care officials from the facility? ........ccoceeiiimmvinienicre e a a a n) 0
When inside the facility (in class. with counselors. etc) are
. juveniles within eyesight of direct care officials from the facility?.... O o a ] m]
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Grievances

[s there an intake procedure that is designed to teach
. the juveniles the rules of the Unit(s)? .........coovireiciiinin e

When juveniles arrive at the unit(s). do they receive a rule book
specifving the ruies of the UNt(S)? ...t

When juveniles arrive at the unit(s). are they told what they should do

Do they receive information in writing about what to do when treated unfairly?

.............

When juveniles arrive at the unit(s). are they told how to
file a formal grievance against a staff member or another resident? ...

Do they receive information in writing about how to file a grievance? .........c.ccccevvnnnne.

information specific the units participating in the survey as well as the whole facility.

Unit(s)
... by residents about maintenance?..............cccoeevvriericinneneneenn

if they believe they are treated unfairly by staff or other residents? .......c.cccoovvviiicnennnne.

a

a

D -

D -

a

ves

ves

ves

ves

Facility

a

... by residents about the f00d? .........ccocciiiiiiiciiie e,

.. by residents about the staff? .............cocoooeviieecreeeecercerenen.

... by residents about problems with visitation or mail? ................

by the Staff?

What is the most frequently documented reason for a staff member filing a grievance?

no

no

no

no

o

no

During the previous year. how many grievance or complaints were filed. Please address each category with
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Coun:;

The;’ollowing questions ask about specific numbers or counts related 1o various areas. For your ease, these questions have
been grouped together here since some of them may require referencing various documented sources. As this informarion is
perti:ant to our study, please report actual numbers and not estimations.

PLEASE COUNT THE FOLLOWING: ‘
For the juvenile residents in this unit(s). what is the total available number of

...showerheads? ...showers with private stalls?

.toilets? ...10ilets with private stalls?

...televisions? ...sinks? | /
...telephones?

In a one week period. what is the total number of letters sent from juveniles in the unit(s).

For last month. what was the total number of...visits from juveniles’ family or triends? ....................

...summary punishments given?..........cccooeviencnnnnnnne,

What are the most frequent (if any) summary punishments implemented:

For last year. was the unit(s) inspected by an independent fire safety inspector with authority in
the JUTISAICHIONT c..oiiiiii ettt et seaee O yes O no

How many (if any) safety violations or recommendations were cited at that time?..................
If no violations were cited. please enter "0".

For last year. approximately how many (give number) juveniles left this unit(s) because of (give number)

Program rule violation/termination for misbehavior ...........ccc.......

Completed program successfully/graduated ............ccccoceoveevvenne.

Discharge (end of sentence) .......ccococcevriicierciiiieiceeeerce e

Psychological problems .........ccooveiereceiioinec e, o

Medical problems ........occviiiiiieniieeceen e

Voluntary Withdrawal ...........c.coooeiiiiiie e e

Other (eXplain) ....cociiiiieiee et

What is the most frequently documented reason for expulsion from this unit(s)?.....
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(Courts continuec )

. For these items, plecse report unit-specific information.
For last year. what was the total number of
LI RIS HEI? ottt et s
...cell or bunk area shakedowns conducted? .........c.cocriiiiencnnnieeec e

_..times contraband was confisCated? .....ccoovuriiiiieieeiiiniiiiie et nee e s renteeserr e enee

...residents who left the unit(s) on furfoughs? ... ... eneeesessinens

1l

...major disciplinary reports filed? ........cccooioinenee s
...disciplinary reports filed for assaults or fighting? .......cccoooveiniincicnciinnnne,
...incidents that involved injury to a juvenile resident? .........cccccccvevnvnnvccncirenennns
...incidents that involved injury to a staff member? .........cccocvevveeierineeceeea
...incidents in which physical force or restraint was used by statf against a resident?
...urinalysis tests based on suspicion of illegal drug use? .........cccoooeveriniccennncn.

...random urine tests CONQUCIEAT ..cuuviiiiieeireee ettt eeeeerae st e s nnnees

’ ...urine tests wWith POSItive TESUIST ..ot ren et

Do vou have information on the number of juveniles assessed/evaluated for this program?...0 ves O no
1f yes. how many juveniles were assessed last year? How many of these juveniles were admitted?

Or. if you do not have vearly information:
How many juveniles were assessed in one month? How many of these juveniles were admitted?

15

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Institutional Impacts

. || Of the residents who graduated or have been discharged from this unit(s) last year. what was the t‘otal
number who -

Total number’ lhfonnation

. Unavailable
... have returned to school ... a
... have since completed high school ... a
... have since obtained theit GED -~ ___ ... a
... have gained vocational training =~ __ ... 0
... have since gained employment ... a
... have continued in drug treatmemt ___ ... o
... are receiving psychological counseling ~ ___ ... 0
... have returned to live with their family ... a
... have since been re-arrested in that vear ~— ___ ... m
. ... have since returned to this facili:” ™~ ... a
... have since been sent to another tacility ... a
... died or been killed (include suicidey .. m]

~ PROPERTY OF
ggin%%zgomminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)
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