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ABSTRACT 

It is difficult to generalize about the relative merits of various 

arrangements for treating and controlling delinquents, since eXl,sting studies 

are quite limited. The available evidence does allow one conclusion--that 

probation has been relatively efficient and effective in handling a large 

percentage of juvenile delinquents, but information available on other non-

institutional programs for delinquents only suggests that certain selected 

delinquents can benefit more from such programs than they can from custodial 

institutio~s. 

Thus, addi,;:ional research is necessary to develop more complete answers 

on the relative effectiveness of alternative methods for treating and control-

ling different types of delinquents. For example, more reliable empirical 

information is needed on the "recidivism" of particular juveniles in alter-

native programs. 

Popular assumptions are not an adequate guide to future policy form-

ulation. One such assumption, for instance, is that noninstitutional care 

is always less costly than institutional care. While ~his may be true for 

some alternatives (e.g., probation, specialized fpster homes, and correctional 

day care), there is strong reason to believe that it is not true for others 

(e.g., specializ~d group homes and group residences). 

States and l.')calities have generally made considerable use of noninstitu-

tional alternatives for handling their juvenile delinquents but they have been 

very reluctant to c~mpletely eliminate custodial institutions in this context. 

Given the present state of knowledge, it appears that their caution is 

justified. 

: , 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study is to present an analytic framework for examin-

ing deinstitutionalization as it relates to delinquent children. Although 

the Department of Health, Education and Welfar.e is not responsible for cus-

todial institutions for delinquent children, various agencies within HEW may 

well be involved in providj,ng services 1;0 delinquen,ts who have been removed 

from such institutions and to others who have been diverted from the institu-

tional path. Additional work must be done before we will really know what 

is implied by the deinstitutionalization of juvenile delinquents--both for 

administrators and, more importantly, for the children and the communities 

in which they live. 

The analytic framework developed in this p~per should help in designing 

a research strqtegy for answering some of the questions surrounding deinstitu-

tionalization. Before we can. evaluate noninstitutional alternatives, for 

instanc~, we must know more about the causes of delinquent behavior and know 

whether delinquency is affected by time spent in custodial institutions. 

Similarly, before we design a sophisticated information system to capture cost 

data about the various types of noninstitutional care, we should have some idea 

'of the probable relative value of eai~h alter:native in accommodating delinquent 

children. If one alternative could, at best, handle only a very small percent-

age of such children, it would probably not be worth a comprehensive and costly 

evaluation. 

Deinstitutionalization has received much attention lately because of the 

.. 
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which closed all state-operated 
ren ent1y enacted in Massachusetts program .... 

hi1d While Massachusetts has 
custodial institutions for delinquent c reno 

gone further than any other state in deinstitutiona1izing its delinquent 

state
s have simi1~r pro.gram~ and, in some cases, ~hese 

population, other 

programs have been in effect for a number of yeats. California, Minnesota, 

f C 1 bi a,mong others, are running extensive 
v1isconsin, and the District 0 0 um a, 

noninstitutional programs for delinquent children. 
examination of the dein­

Even ~vithout the recent publicity, however ,~tl 

stitutiona1ization of juvenile delinquents should be of interest to tho~e re­
children in custodial 

neglected ch:i,'l.dr~n 
spo~sib1e for child ~velfare prQgrams, as the n~mber of such 

institutions' is almost equal to the number pf dependent and ,"t ":. ,( '.' 

1 f · ft thousand (as we shall set::.- latel= 
approximate Y ~ Y 
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II. BACKGROUND 

In this section, we present various definitions and selected data on 

institutions for juvenile delinquents, with the aim of helping the reader 

understand the issues involved in the deinstitutionalization of delinquents. 

, First, what is meant by iuvenile delinquency? As defined by law, 
II 

the term appears to embrace twd<general types of behavior: (1) activities 

which if committed by an adult would be in violation of law or statutes, 

and (2) persiste~t truancy from home or h 'I h bi se 00, a tual incorrigibility--

1. e., an itf~istent refusal" t'o submit to ' parental control--and other "status" 

in residential institutions: 

this is a minimal figur~) compared to sixty-three thousand in 1970. 
. offenses. Before a child can be labelled -as delinquent,however, he must be 

_ '. d a brief background of, the 
In the next section of this paper we prov~ e 

J
'uveni1e delinquents, including some definitions of 

deinstitutionalization of 

terms and some basic data on custodial institutions. 
The third section contains 

a conceptual framework for evaluating custodial institutions and their alter-

. '. are dis'cussed in section four and implications 
natives. Major analytic 1ssues 

for future research are derived in section five. 
Section six offers some 

concluding comments. 

so adjudicated by the courts. l 

, The term community treatment has been used to "des~ribe such a wide 

variety of efforts at every stage of the correctional process that it has 

lost all descriptive usefulness except as a code-word with connotations of 

'advanc:ed correctional thinking' and implied value judgments against the 

'locking up' and isolation of offenders."Z If our definitions are to be 

:. In the Gault decision (Supreme Court of the United States, 1967), 
the r~ghts extend~d to juvenile defendents became quite definite. Specifi-
cally, the juvenile was granted: ' 

• the right to notice of the charges, 
• the right to counsel, 
• the right to confrontation by the plaintiff and the right to 

cross-examine, 
• th,e privilege against self-recrimination (under the Fifth Amend­

ment to 'the U.S. Constitution), 
• the right to a transcript of judicial proceedings, and 
• the right to appellate review. 

n • 
2. Eleanor Harlow, "Intensive Intervention: An Alternative to Insti-

tutionalization," Crime and Delinquency Literature (February 1970), p. 3. 

, ' 
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di i 'h the varibus methods for analytically useful, they must therefo:e st ngu~s , 

treating, juv~nile offende,rs more precisely. 

There are three major characteristics by which facilities for juvenile 

d 'ff ti t d F, irst, the degree and nature of the delinquents can be ~ eren a e • 

security at the facility is an important variablel ? Custodial institutions, 

to have a high degree of security and devote a large prop or­
for example, tend 

h . t Second" the degr,ee and tion of the staff to maintaining t at secur~ y. , 

nature of the, discipline appears to be significant. In this respect, custodial 

h i hI formalized regulations and well-defined dis­institutions tend to have -g y 

ciplinary procedures. Third, the nature of the rehabilitation process is a 

differentiating ,'variable. Custodial institutions'have formalized rehabili-

f d on Vocational training and education. tation programs, usually ocuse 

On this basis,it would appear that we can establish three gene~al 

classes of delinquent facilities: 

1. Custodial institutions--characterized by a high degree of security 

i h h · on formal rehabilitation p!'o-and a high degree of disci?line, w t emp as~s 
grams (e.g., reformatories, training schools, and, to 'some extent, forestry 

camps). "Deinstitutionalization," as it is popularly used with respect to 
d ' th inflow and emptying custodial delinquents, appears to refer to re :,~c~ng e 

institutions of their existing populiitions. 

2. Semi-custodial illstitutiona (e.g., group residences and half~ay 
houses)--characterized by medium security and medium discipline, with emphasis 

placed on personal counseling rather than vocational or educational activities. 

Group residenc;s--The group residence for delinquents is ~ small 
institution based in an urban community, serving about ,th~rteen 
to twenty-five children. In contrast to a group home~a grou~ 
residence relies heavily on agency rather than commun~ty serv~ces 
~nd it usually differs from nearby homes and apartments by ~t~ 
large size. Members of the staff are selected becau~e of,t e~r 
profes~ional background or special capacity for work~ng w~th 
delinquent children. 

hal,fway house for delinquents is a small Halfway hous~--The 
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in~tittition"ba~ed in 'an urban' c'ommunity, serving about the same 
number of children as a group residence. But where a group resi­
dence is used instead of a custodial institution, the halfway 
house is used in addition to such an institution. The purpose 
of the halfway~ouse is to-make the transition between the 
custodial institution and the community easier. 

3. Sp,ecialized group homes and spec'ialized foster homes--characterized 

by low security and low to medium discipline, w',l,th strong emphasis placed on 

personal counseling. 

Specialized group homes--A home of this type cares for a group of 
four to twelve delinquent children. The dwelling is owned or rented 

, by an, agency, institution, or organization which has responsibility 
for the functioning of the home. The children are placed in such 
homes by the juvenile courts or the public agency in charge of 
delinquent youth services. Child care staff provide irtdividual 
adult attention, but are employed as house parents and counselors 
rather than as foster parents. Again, members of the staff are 
selected because of their professional background or special ca­
pacity for working with delinquent children. 

Specialized foster homes--A specialized foster home for delin­
quents cares for one or two children whose emotional needs suggest 
that they may be able to benefit from a family-like relationship. 
For this reason, foster par'ents ',are selected because of their 
professional or personal capabilities in working with children 
with emotional problems. They may be reimbursed for their costs 
by a salary, a service fee, or a board rate. 

In addition to the facilities identified above, arrangement a may be made 

by the courts to supervise the activities of, delinquent children. These 

arrangements are referred to as (4) probation/parole and (5) corre~tional day~ 

care. Juvenile delinquents who are placed on probatidn ar~ assigned to a 

probation officer who is responsible for counseling and monitoring the juvenile. 

ProQation allows certain children to remain in the con~unity and thereby avoid 

the ~xperience of institutionalization; Parole is sim~lar to probation except 

that, it occurs after some period of ~nstitutional confinement. Parole may 

allow a juvenile to avoid spending a portion o'f time in a custodial facility. 
\ ' 

Correctiona:l day-care "representsa,I.l alternative to institutionalization for 
'~'.~: ,~ 

probation failures or for offenders who require more intensive care than 

probation but would not benefit from incarceration. Thifi approach permits 
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offenders to live at home and c~ncentrate soley on a school and counseling 

program. ,,3 

Of these five general types of arrangements for handling juvenile de-

1inquents, data are collected at the fed~ta1 level only on custodial i~stitu-
I, 

. Ii . 
tions. The s'ource of these data is Stati\stics on Public Institutions for 

-\' 
'\ 

Delinquent Children, which is compil~d byithe National Center f9r Social 

4 Statistics and which has been published irregularly since 1956. According 

to most recent publication (1970), there were 49,811 children in custodial' 

institutions for delinquents. The great majority (78 percent) of thesE7 children 

were boys. Figure 1 shows that most of these children were in state-run 

training schools, with some children in state-run- .diagnostic and reception 

centers, locally-run trainirtg schools, and/or forestry camps. 

RATE OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION 

As can be seen in Figure 2, the rate of institutionalization declined 

by a little more than 10 percent bp.tween 1968 and 1970. This decline occurred 

at a time when the number of juvenile court delinquency cases was increasing, 

which may indicate that it resulted from a new emphasis on alternatives 

5 (such as probation or other community-based programs). 

3. Harlow, "Intensive Intervention," p. 17. 
4'. The term custodial is not used by NCSS. NCSS defines such faci+iti~s 

as "special children's institution(s) operating under public auspices artd 
serving delinquent children committed to it by juvenile courts. They are, 
furthermore, facilities used primarily t.O provide long-range treatment. This 
definition irtcluded institutions usually referred to as training schooloas 
well as forestry camPS ~nd ranches. Diagnost1c reception c~nters are also 
included. Detention homes, which provide short-term care for children pending 
court decisions, are not includ~d, nor are institutions or camps used primarily 
for young adult offend.ers" (National Center for Social Statistics, Department; 
of Health, Education and We1flire, Statistics on Public Institutions for De­
linquent Children, 1970, p. 1.). 

. 5. ~., p. 2. 
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. City and County 

(11 %) 

Figure 1: Percentage of Children in Public 
as of June 1970. Institutions for Delinquents 

Source: National Center for Social Statistics, 
tion and Welfare, Statistics on Public Department of Health, Educa­
Children (1970), P~.~3~.~~~~~~~~~I~n~s~t~iEtu~t£1~·o~n~s~f~o~r~D~e~1~iEnsq~u~elgl~t 
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1967 1968 1969 1970 

Rates of Institutionalization: Number per 100,000 
children aged 10-17 who were copfined in public 
institutions for delinquent children, 1966-1970. 

Source: See Figure 1. 
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TURNOVER OF POPULATION WITHIN~NSTITUTIONS 

The rate of turnover of the population of delinquents in custodial insti-

tutions was very high. The data show that the average length of stay per child 

in .all institutions was under ten months. 6 Because of this rotation, the 

figure given earlier for the number of children who were in institutions on 

June 30, 1970 considerably understates the number of children who were in 

institutions at different times during the entire year. It has been estimated 

that during the year ending June 30, 1970, there were about 100,000 admissions 

to institutions and about the same number of discharges. 

CAPACITY AND OCCUPANCY OF INSTITUTIONS 

Many custodial institutions for delinquent children were large and over-

crowded. Of the 325 institutions included in the 1970 report, 132--or 40 per-

7 cent--had capacities over 150, although according to NCSS, 150 is the maximum 

recommended capacity for such institutions. In addition, many were filled beyond 

their stated capacities. The data show that for all types of institutions for 

delinquent children, 100--or 31 percent--were crowded above capacity. 

PERSONNEL IN INSTITUTIONS 

The number of full-time employees in custodial institutions, 26,000, was 

very high relative to the number of children: one employee for every 1.7 

6. Ibid., p. 6. (See Table 4 of Appendix C.) 
7. Ibid., p. 5-6. (See Tables 5 and 6 of Appendix C.) 

" , 
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i f · delinquent children had £air1y As a result, these institut ons ot: 
8 

$5700 on the average in 1970. high per capita operating expenditures: 

8 Ibid 
7 (Table 7 of Appendix C provides av, erage cost data for 

• ., p. • h· ion) 
delinquentiii"stitutions, according to geograp 1C reg. . 

11 

III. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

"A conceptual framework may consist of flowcharts, diagrams, or a series 

of equations, all attempting to relate the major variables involved in ,the 

analysis. If these analytical relationships can be expressed in mathematical 

form and if suitable data can be gathered on each of the specified variables, 

empirical testing ·of the relationships depicted in the framework can be con­

ducted."l The analytic framework presented in this section consists of two 

diagrams and a few equations that are intended to serve as a conceptual basis 

for examining the most fundamental aspects of deinstitutionalization. 

Figure 3, a simplified overview of the juvenile justice and rehabilitation 

system in Washington, D.C., suggests the types of questions one must ask con-

cerning the goal of deinstitutionizing delinquent children. Some of the more 

obvious questions are presented below: 

• What types of crimes, or other antisocial behavior are most common 
among juveniles? 

• Do these activities become more severe as the number of offenses in­
creases? 

• What percentage of juveniles commj.tting first offenses are sentenced 
to custodial institutions? Second offenses, third, etc.? 

• To what extent does the availability of space dictate the average 
length of confinement of delinquents? 

1. "Economists and others normally refer to such a conceptual framework 
as a 'model,' although within HEW it refers to organizational relationships 
used to provide various clients with particualar services. To minimize 

,.:::. possible confusion between analytic models and programmatic models, the term 
model is not used in this paper. II T1;lis and the opening quotation fn the text 
above are taken from Jeffrey Koshe1, Deinstltutiona1ization - Dependent and 
Neglected Children (Washington, 'D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1973) p. 19. 
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\, 

\1 
To what extent does the availability of space affect' the length of 
confin,ement for those de1inquent~.-,c(;mvicted of serious crimes? 

:> 

What percentage of juveniles con~l~icted of committing first offenses 
are placed on probation? \ 

il 

How successful is probation in pteventing recidivism among juveniles? 
Does this vary according 'to the number of times the juVenile has been 
convicted of criminal acts or other antisocial behavior? 

What are the criteria by which the court or the Youth AuthQrity assign 
delinquents to other treatment and control arrangements? 

Do the child's personality, age, and sex (or other personal f~ctors) 
play a sufficient part in the placement decision? 

How do the socioeconomic characteristics of parents of delinquents 
affect pla(!ement decisions? 

What are the char;icteristics of those juveniles who benefit from par­
ticular treatment and control arrangements? 

What are thi: operating costs of the different treatment and control 
arrangements? 

What are the recidivism r;ites (Le., rates at which del:i,nquents 
commit subsequent offenses) of juveniles assigned to institutional 
and various noninstitutional arrangements? 

What criteria are used by institutional authorities in assigning 
delinquent children to parole? 

What proportion of parole violations represent "technical" violations 
(e.g., not reporting to the parole officer within a particular. time 
period) and what proportion represent criminal violations? 

To what extent does the institutional experience discourage anti­
social behavior once a juvenile is returned to the community? 

To what extent does the institutional experience encourage greater 
antisocial behavior once the juvenile is placed back in his community? 

• To what extent does the private sector subsidize the public sector 
in the provision of various arrangements for treating delinquents? 

• What is the effect of deinst'itutionalization on the use of specialbed 
manpower for treating delinquents? 

As can be seen from the above, the fundamental questions concerning the 

deinstitution,alization of delinquent children center on the relative benefits 

.. 
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and costs of the activities depicted in Figure 3. The benefits and costs of 

alternative placements can accrue to both the delinquent and the community. 

With respect to the delinquent, the benefits from noncustodial care are 

obvious. As one would expect, delinquents strongly prefer noninstitutional 

environments to institutional environments, which some people would regard 
2 

as sufficient evidence that delinquents are better off outside of institutions. 

With respect to the community, the benefits from noncustodial care are 

more difficult to identify and measure. One might begin by compa~ing the 

recidivism rates of the "graduateEl" of alternb.tive treatment and control 

programs. Such a comparison is complicated by the different ways "recidivism" 

is defined, ranging from trivial misbehavior" while on probation or parole to 

recommitment for felonious convictions. Nathan Mandel found six different 

uses of this term,,,encompassing: (1) convictions for felonious offenses, 

(2) vl.01ations of probation or parole for alleged (but not convicted) felo­

niQuS offenses, (3) violations of probation or parole for commission of mis­

demeaneous offenses, (4) violations of probation or parole for "technical" 

offenses, (5) convictions for misdemeaneous offenses, other than traffic 

violations, and (6) convictions for traffic offenses resulting i tl fines of 
3 

one hundred dollars or more, or jail sentences of 30 days or more, or both. 

In this section, t'he term recidivism rate refers to the rate at which delin­

quents commit offenses (felonies and misdemeanors) after some previous con­

viction and sentencing (to either institutional or noninstitutional facilities). 

Later~ in reviewing empirical studies on the effectiveness of alternative 

2. For a look at deinstitutionalization from the delinq~ents' point of 
view, see Brian Vachon, "What Di~ You Learn in Reform School, Saturday Re­
view (September 16, 1972). 
- 3. Nathan Mandel, "ReCidivism St'Udiedand Defined," Journal of Criminal 
Law •. Criminology and Police Science, vol. 56 (1965). 
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treatment or control arrangement for delinquents, we will indicate how a par­

ticular study uses the term recidivism rate. 

Logically, We can predict the actions of juvenile authorities once a 

meaningful cOll.l'~~arison of recidivism rates is made. For example, if the, 

recidivism rates of alternative programs were approximately the same, a policy­

maker would very likely decide to emphasize the one with lower operating costs. 4 

If the lower cost program had a lower recidivism rate, the decision would be 

even easier. There would be no problem unless a higher cost pr.ogram had lower 

recidivism rates. , The problem would then be to decide whether the benefits 

from the lower recidivism rate justified the "extra" public expenditures. At 

this point, the estimating equations developed by Holahan could help the de­

cision-maker. S 

The benefits to the community from lc"t>ler recidivism rates of particular 

groups of juvenile delinquents can be expressed as the reduced costs of 

crimes, police services, judicial services, and those of the correctional 

process. Using the equations developed by Holahan to estimate the benefits 

of manpower programs for criminal offenders, we may express! these reduced 

4. The only case in which the decision-maker would hesitate to select 
the lower cost program would be where the crime patterns of the recidivists 
were different for each program. That is, one program might have a lower 
recidivism rate but its recidivists could be involved in more serious 
crimes. If the group used for comparison purposes is a meaningful control 
group, however, this should not be a problem. The seriousness of offenses 
committed by the experimental and control groups during the Provo, Utah, 
experiment, for example, were quite similar. (LaMar T. Empey and Maynard 
Erickson, The Provo Experiment, 1966, p. 86; see Provo discussion in the 
next section.) 

5. John Holahan, "Benefit-Cost Analysis of Programs in the Criminal 
Justice System," (Georgetown University, 1971), unpublished Ph.D. disser­
tation. 

.. 
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costs in the following manner: 
t . . )]:E P EC 

(a.Ck + a.C.Pk + P JkECJk + P SkECSk . i == 2 R R 
+ t 

( ) (1 + r) 
1 + r . 

B ::: N(Z - X ) 1;: r 

The expected values caJ'l be defined as: 

where: 

:, 
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Jk

::: Pjk Cjk 

. - C· 
ECSk - P sk sk 

== i ~ 1 (ack + aCpk + PJk ECJk + FSk ECSk) 

B = recidivism reduction benefi~ 
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= estimated number of offenses committed by recidivist 

l ' d artment for crime k 
= costs of offenses from sexvices of po ~ce ep 

. . . h h th judicial system for 
== robabi1ity of proceed~ng t roug. . e . . 

~:. ~rime k; probability of not being d~smissed 

= expected costs of the judicial process for' crime ~ 

of j ury trial, non-jury trial.'·or plea for crime k 
= probability 

= costs of jur~ tr:l.a1s, non-jury trials, or. pleas for crime k 
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sentence such as 2 years probation, I years pr~son, etc. 

Csk = correctional and rehabilitation costs of sentence s for crime k 
.;" 

r ='socia1 rate of discount 

If the additional economic benefits from reduced costs of crime, police, 

courts, and corrections exceed the additional costs (i.e., the differential 

operating costs of competing juvenile delinquency treatment programs), it is 
I 

fairly ea'sy to justify the more expensive program. On the other hand, if 

Holahan's estimates show that these "marginal" benefits equal or are less 
. 

than the "marginal" costs, the decision will be more difficult. A decision 

to fund the more expensive program, under these conditions, will have to be 

based on some additional value of lower recidivism rates--on the "reduction 

of other social costs of crime such as private crime deterence expenditures, 

6 migration, avoidance of normal activit:y, etc." Figure 4 summarizes this 

decision network. 

6. Ibid. As Holahan states, such social costs are most difficult to 
measure and any estimation would. necessarily be quite subjective. 
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IV. MAJOR ANALYTIC ISSUES 

The discussion in this section is confined to the most significant ana-

lytic issues concerning the deinstitutionalization of delinquent children. 

While there are other important aspects of deinstitutionalization tfiat need 

1 
research attention, the issues presented below appear to be the most pivotal. 

• Benefits from alternative methods of treating 
and controlling de1iquents 

• Institutional sentences and recidivism 

• The institution as a deterrent to delinquency 

• Budgetary savings from deinstitutiona1ization 

• "Community" responsibility for delinquents 

1. One major issue not covered in this paper, for instance, concerns 
the data on the number of children that are actually engaged in delinquent 
activities. This issue is discussed in another Urban Institute paper en­
titled "Measures of Delinquency: Problems and Findings," by Karen Hoffman 
and Michael Arnow (Working Paper 963~5). 

Another major issue not covered here :lnvolves the'detention of youth 
awaiting court action. QuestiohS on the appropriateness of detention for 
specific types of juveniles and offenses, the rights of juveniles being 
detained, and the length of time that jurisdictions should be al1owed.to 
detain juveniles are all important. Legally, youth who are det;ained but 
not adjudicated by the courts cannot be considered delinquent and, as such, are beyond the scope of, this paper. 

II 
I 
! 
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BENEFITS FROM ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF TREATING 

AND CONTROLLING DELINQUENTS 

If an adequate supply 
ava'ilable to of noninstitutional resources were 

the benefits and costs of such actions 
handle juvenile delinquents and if 

alone, the deinstitutiona~ization of de­
accrued to the delinquent children 

would be a relatively straightforward process. 
linguents 

. of custodial insti-
With respect to the first consideration, a 1966 survey 

t of the children 
r evealed that over twenty-five percen 

tutions for delinquents 
a lack of specialized foster homes, 

were admitted or retain~d because there was 
. according to the administrators 

homes, or more suitable institut1ons, group 

of the institutions included in the 
2 But, as Massachusetts has shown, survey. 

3 
insurmountable. 

constraint need not. be the resource 

non
institutional resources were available, those re­

Even if adequate. 
the ill h to consider 

delinquent programs would st ave 
sponsible for juvenile 

l ' ti If such 
the be·nefits and costs of deinstitutiona 1za on. 

incidence of 
delinquents, the risk of making delin-

benefits and costs affected only the 
t would appear to be minimal 

off by noninstitutional arrangemen s 
quents worse 

d f rehabilitating ju-
institut~ons have such a poor recor 0 

since custodial ... 

by the 
ver'i high recidivism rates among delinqu7nts who 

veniles, as shown J 

'1 atrick A Census of Children's 
2. Donnell Pappenfo:t and Dee Md ~~a~es pu~rto Rico and the Vir in 

Residential Institutions 1n the Unite P 1970) vol 1 p. 244. (See 
, f Chicago ress ," h 

Islands: 1966'(Univers1ty °i th 'authorities used in making suc 
Table Vin Appendix C.) The cri~e~l: fr~:ethe original data collection 
estimates are unknown and unava a 

documents. the Massachusetts program in Appendix A. 
3. See discussion of 
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4 have been institutionalized. As indicated in the preceding discussion, " 
,'. 

however, society may also be made better or worse off by different methods 

of handling delinquent youth. It is this aspect that complicates the analysis 

of the deinstitutionalization of youth. 

As may be recalled from the previous section, a consideration of com-

munity benefits .from the deinstitutiona1ization of juvenile delinquents would 

begin by comparing the recidivism rates of children handled under different 

treatment or control programs. 5 Although this analysis is restricted by the 

lack of data concer-ning various state and local demonstration projects in-

volving alternative forms of treating delinquents, we can, nevertheless, ex-

amine the evidence in published sources on: (1) probation, (2) correctional 

day care centers, and (3) various noninstitutional alternatives in California. 

Probation appears to be a fairly successful method of supervising certain 

delinquents. Of the studies cited by Harlow,the reported success rates with 

probationers (both juvenile and adult) ranged from 60 to 90 percent, with 

6 a modal success' rate of about 75 percent. These findings led Harlow to 

4. The recidivism rate for delinquents previously institutionalized in 
Massachusetts, for example, was estimated to be around 80 percent (Jerome 
Miller, former Commissioner of Youth Services in Massachusetts, in Saturday 
Review (September 16, 1972),p. 13). It should be noted that Miller's 
definition of "recidivism" is not provided and may include all technical and 
criminal violations. For a discussion of the problem involved in estimating 
recidivism rates, see Daniel Glaser, "How Many Prisoners Return?--The Legend 
that Two-Thirds Return to Prison," in The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole 
System (1964). . 

5. See pp. 15-18. 
6. Eleanor Harlow, "Intensive Intervention: An Alternative to Institu­

tionalization," Crime and Delinquency Literature (February 1970), p. 6. The 
modal success' rate for juveniles, alone, would probably be lower than 75 
percent since criminal activity appears to decline with age. "Recidivism rates 
for institutions for juveniles also can be expected to exceed rates for the 
adult prisons because probation and other alternatives to confinement are used 
more liberally for juveniles than for adults. Hence, only the worst risks 
among juveniles are committed to institutio~s, whereas prisons -for adults re­
ceive more diverse risks'.' (Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison and 
Parole System (19p4), p. 18.) 
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conclude that "intensive intervention, or specialized treatment in the com':' 

munity setting, should be viewed not as an alt~rnati'\7e to probation--which 

seems to do fairly well ~ith a large number of individuals now'served':'-but as 

an alternative to the' institutionalization of those offenders who are seen 

(1 
d f . 

to require greater control 
L 

than that offer~d by regular probation ·'sUpervision. ,,7 ! 

Empirical 'evidence on one such form of "spetia11zed treatment i.~ the 

community setting"--cor:rectional day care--is not especiallyencourq.g:i.ng. 

Perhaps the best known day care projects have been' located in Essexfieids and 

Collegefields, N~w Jersey and Provo, Utah', While all three of these projects 11~.f 'f 
£ 
f 

could' be classified as ~,uccessful, they were not significantly more' sticce~sful /.1 

than traditional treatment alternatives (probation andcustodi'al fris,titutions) I' 

in reducing recidivism. With respect to the Provo project, during' the period 
, . 

of the study, 73 percent of the juvenile delinquents initially assigned to 

tbe projj3ct had no record of arrest six months afte~ release, which was the 

same as the rate of succ~ss' for those off~ndeis initially assigned to 'regular 

8 probation. Essexfie'lds was even l~ss promising'since it 'showed only that 

~elinquents would do nowo~'se and, perhaps, 'fllight have slighily"'lower recid-
I <. t . ... ~ . • ., 

ivism rates than would have been the case 'If they had been assigned to custo-
~ • - ... '~,( • • 'It' • 

dial institut:f.ons. 9 . Si~ilarly, tl'}e results of the Collegefields e~perim.ent 
. , . -.' . , ' 

were unclear wi.th :re~pect to' reducing recidivism, a'lthough College~ie1.ds did 

If 
If 
1 t 
If 
Ii 
U 
It 
l·f ff II 
rJ 
iI 
II II it II 

7. Ibid. J 
8. LaMa.". T. Empey, "The Provo'·Experiment: Evaluation of a Corl1lllt.mity . I 

Program, "in California Correct:j.ons Board Monograph-No.4, CO'rrectiort in the 1 
Community: Nlternatives to Incarc'exation (1964). (Even after fQur years of 1 t. 
study, the differences between ,the arrest records of the' eXRerimental groJ,1p If 
and the control group wer~insignificant, which supports Harlow's concl,usion li ... ·t that nonc.ustodial tteatmentorcontro1 arrangements; shoul,d not'be viewed ~s ~ 

alternatives toprobat~on.) ., " '." ,~ if 
9.' It shOUld be noted that ,the location of the .Ess~field.s R,ehabilitatio~'J' 

:rroject was in 'a higll delinquency area .andthis ,might have contributed to the f, 
less tba.n hoped. for success ofth,e experiment. Richard M.' Steplten~on and Frant 
R. Sca:rpitti, The Rehabilitation of Delinquent Boys: Final Report' (Essexfiel4,5 .• 
(R.utgats University, 1967). " . [;1 
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demonstrate that signifi 
cant gains cQuld be made with deli ' 

I Q d nquent boys in 
• • evelopment, attitud~s toward 

school, and self-concept.lO 
thr~e were funded .. While all 

as temporary demons tra t.ion. proJ' ects" 

to note that none was thou.ght 
i.t is interesting 

successful 

The State of California· has 
e~ough to be continued. . 

been invo1v~d for .a number of. 
d years in 

emonstration projects dealing 
wi1=h connnunity-based correctional 

The'scope of the projects facilities. 
has been somewhat restricted and 

of studies about them has the methodology 
been subject to some critiCism b t 

th' , u, on the whole 
e experiments conducted by the Calif i . , 

, orna You,th Authority contribute 
valuable knowledge about deinstitutiona1ization. 

A pro' t Jec to provide correctional. day 
care and after-school 

delinquent girls was' 1 care for 
~mp emented. in San Mat.eo County in 1965. 

f The criteria or entrance into this . 
program were: (1) th.e girl had failed 

Prob t' ( on ordinary 
. a ~on, 2) the. girl had "suffi ' 

. c~ent mental ability" to benefit from the 
program, and (3) the girl h d . 

a a 'parent or parent substitute 
, h 1 will,ing to work 

w~t the project staff. 1 
Class size was limited to'f 

d . , , our teen or less stu-ents and f our probation officers Were 
aSSigned to the twenty-four girls en­

rolle<;l in the progt'am. 
After three years of operation thi ' 

Signs of success: ' s project showed 
only nine of the fifty-four girls" d 

gra uating" to no 
supervision or limited supervision 

had subsequent police contact 
another f ' although 

ourteen had to be placed in 
institutions or foster h 

- omes and another 

. . 10. Saul Pilnich 1 
Report to th J et a " Colle efields' From D 1 
fields e uvenile Delinquency and Youth' e in uenc to Freedom 

11 Group Educational Center (1967). '. ?evel?pment Office on COl1ege~ 
• Susan. Henderson "Day C" f ' 

to Out-of-Home Placements' II JUdi' atre. ore Juven~le Delinq.uents __ An 
'. ca ure June, ,l~?9), p. 2'0, Alternative 

. , 
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While the inftia1 12 
to intensive supervision. 

twO girls were transferred 
noted that no control groupS ~:~re 

it should be 
findings were encouraging, 'ect That is, 

effectiveness of this pro] • 
established to compare the relative 

of girls meeting the project 
criteria were not placed in 

possibility of making re1-similar groupS 

foster homes or in 
institutions, eliminating the 

, iment in noncustodial treatment 

evant comparisons. 
Nevertheless, this exper , 

county's probation d~partment 
enough for the 

appear$ to have been successful 

to expand its operations. 

The Los Angeles community 
j ct (CDCP) was a 

Delinquency control Pro e 

project to substitute intensive 

institutionalization-parole 
h the San Mateo 

more ambitious effort t an 

ity for the traditional 
treatment in the commun 

individual, group, and family coun-
Treatment methods included: 

process. h sandremedia1',tutoring• Two 
'alized foster homes, group ome, 

seling, spec~ , ed for evaluation purposes'. Both 
A geles were us 

t 

1-\ .. 
1 

I 
\ 

-II 
t 
I 
! , 
\ I 

. predominant1y'b1ack. }\ 
served geographic areas whose residents were oft 

of the CDCP units in Los n 

i f this three-yearpro]ec ' 
" ' t was perf ormed on a group \ 

The valuat on 0 " 1 ' 
e . , d to either the CDCP experimenta • 

h d b n previously ass~gne 1 
301 parolees who a ee 'd lJ 

an ostensibly ran om I J 
an institutionalized comparison group on, d Ir t\ 

group or 

13 
basiS. 

' ments were ma e 
f hich these random ass~gn I, ': 

The eligibility group rom w , I ' 

• I 

, ", ' of this project was :7 per-\ I 
While the rec~d~vism rate , 0' ect was s~gnif- I t 

12. ~., p. 21. i d that the failure rate of thi\pr n~ver "graduatedll l"t 
cent, it should b~f r~~; ~~cludes the twenty-seven gi~s ~a~ed. in institutions I! 
icant1y highe:~m plus the fourteen gi~ls who h~d t~ac:dPin intensive super- It 
from the prog, th two girls wbo had to" e P , . 11': 
or foster ho~e~l;;~s rat: is almost 50 percent. it Deiin uencContro1 Proj: t " 
vision, the a

h 
M Pond The Los An e1es commu~, nts in an Urban Com- 1 t, 

13 Ester. , , 'litation of De ~n ue i 
eat: ,A~ Ex erim:nt in ~h: ~~~~~~y Report No. 60, September 1970. r

1
: 

munity, Ca1iforn~a yout u \' 
! , 
I ' 
. J.t 
;,t 
\':1 
lj~ 
t :.~i 
( ~ F: 

14 was somewhat restricted. 
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The experimental group'and the comparison group were evaluated on the 

bas:i:s of parole performance, which was used as a rough measure of "recidivism. 1I 

The recidivate and nonrecidivate g~oups at each CDCP center were then compared 

to determine the significance of twenty-one personla1 and program variables 

with regard to parole outcome. The conclusion reached by the study was not 

extremely encouraging. The only point claimed was that community alternatives 

of this nature did no worse than the regular progr.am of institutionalization 

and parole. 

The CDCP study is of limited value for a number of reasons. First, the 

initial eligibility requirements were rather stric:t and limit our ability to 

generalize about the appropriateness of noninstitutional alternatives for 

delinquents. Second, the randomization procedure was open to question. Third, 

the measure of "recidivism" was quite crude. 

The Commun~ty Treatment Project (CTP), which is still in operation, is 

even more ambitious than the CDCP. In the first two phases of the experiment 

(from 1961 to 1969), an attempt was made (a) to classify juvenile offenders 

on a basis other than nature-of-offense, using a method of "interpersonal 

maturity levels," (b) to assign parole agents to the juveniles on the 

basis of these maturity levels, and (c) to keep the juveniles in a community 

15 setting. A control group was assigned to the tra,;1itiona1 program: 

14. These eligibility criteria were: (a) the delinquent was male, (b) 
he had not been committed to Youth Authority for a viol'\ent offense against 
persons, (c) he was at least thirteen years old, (d) he!, had no priot' admission 
to a state or federal, correctional institution, (e) 'it ~ras his first admission 
to Youth Authority ,and (f) the delinquent's i~edia1;e ~le1ease to a parole pro­
gram in the community was not obj ected to by law' enforc~lment agencies. 

15. California Youth Authority, The Status of CurI'ent Research in the 
California Youth Authority, Annual Report-1971, 'p. 11. 
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institutionalization followed by parole. 

The results of .the study showed that the CTP was more effective with 

TegaTd to paT
ole 

outcome (Le., nTecidivismn) in appToximately 36 peTcent of ·1 

the cases, less effective in about 10 percent, and equally effective in 53 

peTcent. The conclusions placed heavy emphasis not .on the "ommunity setting, 16 

but on the different treatment strategies employed as a result of the inter-

person/al maturity level c1alssifications. 

It would be hard to determine the relative effectiveness of each treat-

ment method since the sample size for each method was limited by the number 

of different techniques employed. 
For example, only twelve boys were in the 

experimental group used in a.ssessing the effectiveness of the specialized 
17 

group home, while 158 boys ~~ere in the control g
r
9

u
p. 

The CTP suffers from oth~r limitations besides having inadequate numbers 

of delinquents in experimental and control groupS for selected alternatives. 

The two most important limitations are: 
(1) the initial eligibility criteria 

were quite strict, limiting our ability to generalize about the ~ffectiveness 

because they suggest that community treatment per se does not imply increased 

27 

effectiveness with juvenile' ff d , 0 en ers. In addition, results from the Calif or-

nia Community Treatment Project may provide some evidence that dOff . ~ erential 

treatment of offenders is desirable on a basis other than nature of offense. 

t at some information is Although we have seen h available on probation , 

correctional day care, and th e various alternatives implemented in California , 

there is still a widespread lack of . er ect veness published information on the ""f i 

at east outside California. of tr~atment alternatives, 1 This lack of informa-

tion, especially on the relative benefits of specialized foster h omes, specia1-

res ences, may account for some of ized group homes, and group id the variance 

between states in the rates at which delinquents are institutiona1ized.
20 

This variation is shown in Table 1. 

INSTITUTIONAL SENTENCES AND RECIDIVISM 

e ~ t e information on the effectiveness Although we hav lOt 1 of different 

methods of treating delinquents, s.ome observers believe that nothing could 

be worse than custodial :!.nstitutions . on the emptional development of children 

and their subsequent behavior in society. In support of this argument, it has 

been claimed that "the recidivism rate of young people is directly proportional 

me t ey spend in institutions.,,2l We to the amount of ti h have tried to examine 

the evidence for this assertion. 

f 20. While alliack of inforraat·ion" h' h 0 y, ~ther hypotheses seem to have ev 1 ypot es:s may be difficult to veri-
cord~ng to preliminar cross- 0 en ess prom~se of verification. Ac-
~tafflduTing this stu~y, SOCi~:~~~~~~! ~:~~~~~s cond~cted by Urban Institute 
anou;P ~yment rates, and racial com osition 0 es suc as per capita income, 

s~gn~ficant percentage of the v.a~; ti h~ the population do 'not explain 
21. Brian Vachon I' • ~a on s own in Table 1. 

_View,. (September 16, 1972) ~:~ j~~ You Learn in Reform School?" Saturday Re-
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Table 1 

RATES OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF DELINQUENT 
CHILDREN, BY STATE (1970) 

'~ 

Total Persons Un- No. of Children in pub- '-,of Children Total Persons Un- No. of Children in Pub- % of Ch:i.ldre::l 
State lie Institutions for \)nder 18 in State lie Institutions for Under 18 in 

der 18 Years* Delinquent Chi1dren** Institutions der J.8 Years* Delinquent Children** Institutions 

Alabama 1,233,520 409 .033 Missouri J.,552,872 553 .036 
Alaska 119,859 132 .110 Montana 253,125 145 .057 
Arizona 643,975 350 .054 Nebraska 507,491 250 .049 
Arkansas 655,010 453 .007 Nevada 170,149 225 .132 
California 6,635,972 5,253 .079 New Hampshire 254,2li 202 .080 

Colorado 774,011 701 .090 New Jersey 2,384,845 625 .026 
Connecticut 1,020,959 263 .026 New Mexico 406,215 318 .078 
Delaware 197,101 316 .160 New York 5,841,275 2,773 .048 

, D.C. 224,106 600 .268 jtlC)rth Carolina l,759,G42 2,189 .12!; 
Florida 2,109,041 1,295 .061 "'orth Dakota 225,350 112 .050 

Georgia 1,644,286 956 .058 Ohio 3,738,297 2,963 .079 
Hawaii 274,629 66 .025 Oklahoma 836,742 350 .042 
Idaho 263,228 183 .070 Oregon 697,683 404 .058 
Illinois 3,795,623 2,306 .061 Pennsylvania 3,848,102 1,379 .036 
Indiana 1,640,293 971 .053 Puerto Rico no 'data given 774 --

Iowa 974,937 750 .077 Rhode Island 300,029 183 .061 
Kans'as 746,354 426 .057 South Carolina 955,153 592. .062. 
Kentucky 1,114,042 789 .071 South Dakota 240,920 137 .057 
Louisiana 1,387,757 ' 917 .066 Tennessee 1,325,727 1,184 .089 
Maine 343,847 322 .094 Texas 3,999,836 2,095 .052 

Maryland 1,381,492 1,330 .096 Utah 423,850 281 .066 
Massachusetts 1,875,764 674 .036 Vermont 156,766 103 .066 
Michigan 3,251,370 1,59.'< .049 Virgin Islands no data given 68 --
'Minnesota 1,381,487 775 .056 Virginia 1,589,280 1,395 .088 
Mj,ssillsippi 843,767 530 .063 Washington 1,159,774 1,195 .103 

West Virginia 580,237 656 .113 
Wisconsin 1,583,643 902 .057 
Wyoming 120,024 . 100 .083 

-- ------ ------------- ------ - - - '---~~------

~1970 Census of Populations, U.S. Summary PC(l)-Bl, Table 62. 
**National Center for Social Statistics, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Statistics on Public Institutions for Delinquent 

Children, 19l0, Table 2. 
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G1.ser's data show that for male adults there appears to,be some rela-

tionship between the failure rate and the length of confinement (i.e., fail-

ure rates tend to increase with large confinements for those individuals with 

prior commitments). 
Glaser's data do not necessarily prove, however, that a change in the 

period of confinement will result in a change in the post-release success 

'\ 
t , 
t 

f i 

Il 

\1 
1 

population was under nineteen and approximately 63 percent was under twenty-

Since certain individuals in custodial institutions are 

or recidivism rate. 
thought to have a greater likelihood to become parole violators, they are 

confined longer., 

Individual differences of people convicted and sentenced 

for felonies, rather than, the length of confinement, then, could account 

for the loW success rates with long confinement. 

Metzner's study of men discharged or paroled from'a Massachusetts cor-

rectional institution during 1959 provides another source of empirical data 
.:-:,-

on the relationsnip between length of time served and post-release success. 

Metzner's sample involved 311 males who were released to the community on 

parole or certificateS of discharge. 

As Table 2 shoWS, 24 percent of the 

four when they were committed. ,This sample gives us a better focus on jU-

Table.3 showS that although the rate at which the men returned to prison ~ '! 

was 56 percent (after two and a half years)" there was no trend with regard :\ 

to the time served prior to parole. This study alsO suggests that the re- ' 

cidivis
m 

rate of offenders who are fined or placed ~n probation is less than I 
the recidivism rates of offenders who are incarcerated; approXimatelY' 33 perc \'1-

cent of those with no prior penal commitments recidivated compared with 64 I 
27 

percent of those with commitments. 

27. Metzner, p. 314. 

However, one may again assume that 
II 
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Table 2 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AG 
AND OUTCOME (MASSA~HUATS FIRST COMMITMENT ETTS 1959)* , 

Favorable Violation New Offense Total Return Total 
Age at Commitment '"-

(A) (B) (C) (B + C) 
No. % No. % No. % No. 

15-19 30 40 21 28 24 32 45 

20-24 -52 43 32 26 37 31 69 

25-29 32 42 23 30 22 28 45 

30-39 17 55 12 39 2 6 14 

Older than 40 6 0 0 I 0 

Table 3 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEE . BEFORE RELEASE N(~is~ME AND MONTHS ,SERVED CHUSETTS, 1959)* 

Outcome 

All cases 

Favorable 

Unfavorable 

a. Violation 

b. New Offense 

0-12 " 
No. % 

173 100 

79 46 

94 54 

56 

38 

*Metzner A **Ibid. ," ppendix B. 

I 

Months Served B f e ore 
13-24 25-36 

No. % No. % 

81 100 

38 47 

43 S3 

20 

23 

27 100 

6 22 

21 78 

9 

12 

Release 
37-60 

No. % 

29 100 

14 48 

15 S2 

3 

12 

% No. 

60 75 

57 121 

58 77 

45 31 

6 

Total 
No. % 
311 100 

137 44 

174 S6 

88 

86 

-

I 

\ 
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more severe sentences are given to offenders involved in more 'serious acts and 

to those thought to be more committed to "deviant" behavior. 

Neither Glaser nor Metzner attempted to setup controls for the types 

of crime committed by offenders in their samples. The study made by Crowther 

for the California Department of Corrections does try to account for varia-

tion in recidivism due to the types of offenses committed. 

Crowther's subjects were parolees released in 1965 after serving sentences 

. , 

.,1 
1 

for first degree robbery and second degree burglary. 

J 
t 
:l 

For each crime, the sub- J 

::::: :::e t:::i:::m::t:n:W:h:::U:::-:::::d w::r:e::: :::s m::::n t::n::::~ sen- /1 
I 

The sample consisted of 150 individuals sentenced for robbery and 120 sentenced t 
J 

for burglary. At the end of six months, one year, and two years, the groups 

were compared on parole outcome. 

Among those sentenced for robbery, the ones who served less time had 

significantly better parole outcomes. However, because later analysis proved 

that the two groups were not really comparable, the findings were unreliable. 

Similarly, the results among those convicted of burglary suggest a negative 

relationship between time served and parole outcome, but the authors again 

caution that such an interpretation must be modified. In their non-random 

/1 
Ij 
If , I 

IJ 
t 
t 

P 
11 
l j 
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assignment of subjects to length of time served, there might have been a number f 
> 

of unmeasured differences between the groups that were not taken into account,l 
If 28 and those differences could have influenced the parole outcome. For ex-

ample, it was not possible to determine'Fhether the prisoners were spending 
bj 
f more or less time in confinement because of the varying seriousness of their [i r 'i 

Thus, it kl 
if 

crime or because they did or did not have a prior criminal record. 

28. Dorothy Jaman and R. Dickover, "Synopsis of California Research 
Report No. 35." (see footnote 24, above.) JI 
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can be argued that 1 
" 
esser Offenders , , were 'placed 0 

release to parol d n parole or.granted early e an that 
, therefore, lower recidivism 

expec;:ted. ,,29 rates are to be 

With the aim of as i 
sess ng the rehabilitative effects 

ties, the California legislature of criminal penal­
commissioned a nati 1 

of incarceration and recidivi sm. 
ona study of the length 

ship between return-to-prison 

at both ends of the median 

CrosS-Sectiqnal analysis 
found no relation_ 

rates and differences in median 
time served' 

It was also noted that 
time served, high and low crime ' 

rates were found. 30 
administrative decisions 

to reduce the period of i 
ncarcerations 

in Washington and California 

resulted in both i 
in recidivism ncreases and decreases 

rates, and changes were not 
extreme. 31 statistically significant 

in either 

In addition to the studies 
cited above it 

, may be important to note 

the California Youth Authority 
the ~onclusion reached by 

of its Community on the effectiveness 
Treatment Project:;, which is the 

exclusively ~uvenile SUbjects only researctr project with 
. that has . 

exam~ned this question. 
Authority reports that: The Youth 

CTP effectiveness is no . 
operated Within a comm tis~mplY a result of its havi 
eVidence suggests th un ty setting; all available ng 
!~ation, in itself, ~~n~~~b~;~!d~~ce of institutional .... 

e experimental-control diff Htle, if anything to 
One erences in parqle succ~ss 32 

must be careful f ' • 
...• ,0 generalizing from the C . 

cause of the limit ti alifornia experiment be-
a ons of th CTP e cited preViously.33 

Considerable d b The CTP does cast 
ou t, however, on 

29. Ibid 
30. cr;;w~her p 149 ' 
~;. .!Pid._, P: 151. • 

any blanket condemnation 
of the ineffectiveness 

C 1 • California Youth A 
__ a if303rn~~YOuth Authority AnuntuhaolriRty, =~T!h;e~S~tatt~u~s~olf~c~,u~r~r~e~n!t_R~~~~~LJ~ 

~ • See page 26 f -. epo!.t-19IT, p. 12 esearch in the 
or a l~sting of these limitations • 
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of institutions. 

As we have indicated above, the methodological problems inherent in any 

study of the length of ,institutional confinement and recidivism limit our 
. 

ability to draw general conclusions. Furthermore, in a democratic society 

it may never be possible to fully answer· the quest·ion of institutional 

effects on recidivism. That would require controlled exper~ment:s, in which 

juvenilesconvicteq of all types of crimes would be allowed to remainou~ of 

institutional confinement, while other delinquents convicted of connnitting 

the same types of offenses would be placed in custodial institutions. In a 

comprehensive experiment of this type, the length of confinement for delin-

quents convicted of identical crimes would also' have to be varied, regardless 

of the behavior of the juveniles in confinement or their potential 'behavior 

after confinement. Such arrangements could raise serious questions about the 

constitutional rights of the confined juveniies, some of whom might have been 

; .. 
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sent to custodial institutions for arbitrarily tixed periods of time accordingJ 

I to the "randomness" of the experimental procedures. 
, 
I 

One final point deserves mentioning: even if we were able to 'establish I 
that custodial institutions have some negative effects on the recidivism rates I] 
of delinquents, society might still decide to employ institutions. If the 

short-run gains to society from institutionalization of delinquents were, 

greater than the expected losses, society would be better off by maintaining 

th~ institutions. That is, the benefits from lower crime while certain de-

linquents are in institutions may exceed whatever extra crime later results 

as a consequence of institutionalization. On the other hand, the long-term 

losses could exceed the short-term gains, in which case sQciety would be 
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better off b ' 
Y clos~ng all institutions for 

hypothesis is depicted delinquents. 

where the short-term 
, In Figure 5, a third 

In any case gains equal 
, it must be 1 

rea ized that undesired 
the long-term loss 34 

eSt 

~g.!.her cou~~ empirical~ effects of institutionalization 
established would ' 

elusively prove that 
CUstodial 

, not, by themselves, con-
institutions were ineffective 

in serving society. 

2:HE INSTITUTION AS 
A DETERRENT TO DELINQUENCY 

The presence of 
Custodial instituti 

rent to ch~ld ons may serve as an 
~ ren Who might h effective deter-

ot erwise cOmmit d Ii 
children who are 

engaged in noninstitutional 
e nquent acts or to deli 

quent 
latter programs. With re 

group, for instance 11 gard to the 
,a programs in ' 

Custodial inst't ' noninst~tutional 
~ ut~ons t h care have used 

o andle their " 
eXC~Ption of ~Kass h 

. program failures " , with the sole ,,',( ac Usetts. 
The rates of ' 

non~nstitutional 
program failure are high. The modal rate of 

25 percent· 35 'd , an 
failure for probat' 

~oners may be upwards of 
for correctional day 

36 care the r-t percent. Q e may be as high 
Some preliminary eVidence as 50 

that fa~l from the District of 
~ ure rates for group resid Columbia indicates 

, ences may b 
What e even higher than 3 lvould these f 'I 50 percent. 7 

a~ ure rates have b ' 
een W~thout the 

presence of the institu_ tional threat?, Perhaps th e rates Would have 
officers d , ay care staffs , 

been lower, if the probation 
or group reSidences staffs felt 

that they had to 

umed ~!'d In Figure 5, the number of ' 
h ecrease as they b cr~mes committed b 

s Owing this to be tr (ecome older. There is Y delinquents is as-
35. See Harlow u; :ee Glaser, p. 36-37). ample statistical eVidence 
36. See Em '" 

fpntrol of DelinPey and Erickson, The Provo Ex 
qUen ts," p. 21. quencr, p. 181; anddHH-ee~ndd~e~r;so~n;, ~~D~r a~i~m~e c~nit~-;-~Ev~a~l~u!:!:a~ti~n~~c~o~mm~u~n~~!:.' t~ 

37 S . d . yare for Juv,enile Del~n-.• ea iscussion • ~ 
in Appen'dix A, p. 51 
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work harder with the children because there were no institutional alternatives. 

Perhaps the rates would have been higher, if the delinquents knew that the 

authorities could not punish them by sending them back to institutional con-

38 finement. Either hypothesis is plausible. The program now being conducted 
" 

in Massat~husetts might offer some additional insights as to which of these 
i 

39 hypothes(as is correct. 

Of course, there would be serious equity questions invQlved in trading 

off the well-being of one group (institutionalized delinquents) to deter 

the delinquency of other groups (noninstitutionalized children, both 

delinquent and nondelinquent).40 Very few authorities may be willing 

to trade off the interests of one group of children for some overall 

reduction in the crime rate of juveniles. Those responsible for youth 

services should realize, however, that their decisions regarding the ap-

propriate treatment of delinquents may have consequences beyond the in-

stitutionalized delinquents themselves. The total costs to society from 

a policy of o.einstitutionalization, then, might involve some calculation 

38. It is interesting to not~ that empirical evidence can be cited to 
support either hypothesis, although such evidence is hardly conclusive.: The 
Provo, Utah, experiment, for instance, had some interesting results, beyond 
those which were intended. Prior to the experiment, 50 to 55 percent of the 
juveniles were succeeding dn ordinary probation. During the time of the ex­
periment, however, the success rate for juveniles on regular probation shot 
up to 73 percent, which led at least one observer to conclude that this in­
crease was "probably due to the influence of the experiment on court and pro­
bation operations." (Harlow, p. 22.) 

Evidence supporting the deterrent hypothesis can be found in a study by 
Charles Logan, entitled "General Deterrent Effects of Imprisonment': . (Social 
Forces, September 1972). Using correlation and regression techniques, Logan's 
cross-sectional analysis showed a negative correlation between the severity 
of imprisonment with crime rates s after controlling for the effects of cer­
taipty. 

39. See the discussion of the deinstitutionalization program in Massachu-
setts in Appendix A. ' 

40. Again, such trade-offs must be regarded as hypothetical since there 
is only the most fragmentary empirical evidence to support either of these 
effects. ' 

1. 
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besides those juveniles r.emoved from of the delinquency of other children 

institutions. 

FROM DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION BUDGETARY SAVINGS 

. bation parole, 1 institutions (e.g., pro , alternatives to custodia 
Certain . oper 

homes) clearly have loweF -and specialized foster correctional day care, n 

ating costs than the institutions themselves. However, there is little reaso 

i (specialized to expect other alternat ves homes half-way houses, and group , 

) which provide services group residences , . similar to those of larger custodial 

institutions, to have greater , fficiency or lower costs. operat~ng e 

1 d correctional Probation, paro e 1 an 've than day care are less expens~ 

enrolled under these programs are custodial institutions because juveniles 

supervision by correctional authorities. 41 Specialized not under constant th same 

Parents are not paid at e s costly because foster 
foster homes are les ( ds and counselors). In 

d-the-clock institutional personnel guar 
rate as roun id'ng care to 
essence, the private sector subsidizes the public sector in prov ~ 

42 
delinquents in foster homes. h 

d group residences may ave h If ay houses, an Specialized group homes, a w 

particular d i 1 institutions 1 than those in custo a operating costs that are ower b 

(e.g., the former do not have the cost of maintaining a security force) .ut 

( Personnel available for counse ~ l'ng and supervision t~venty-other items e.g., 'd on 

day, food, and shelter) may be four hours a far more expensive to prov~ e. 

41. See the figures present
4

bY Emp~it~) the relative costs of the Provo 
(C l if rnia Mono. No. ,op. h 1 E~periment a 0 diSCUSSion in J. Kos e , 42 0 this point, see i t DC' 

• n d Children. (Wash ng on, ... --Dependent and Neglecte 
1972), pp. 40-44. 

Deinstitutionalization 
The Urban Institute, 

- - - -- -~ -~ -- --
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43 
a small-scale basis. Budgetary savings from deinstitutionalization, then, 

depend on the types of alternatives employed. 

An examination of budgetary savings from deinsti,tutionalization must be 

made carefully since a movement from institutional to noninstitutional alter-

natives could shift the inCidence (or burden) of particular operating costs 

to other departments within a given governmental organization and actually 

increase total public outlays. For example, the co"ts of "recial education 

classes could be shifted from a state corrections d~partment to a .state or 

local education department by moving delinquent children out of custodial 

institutions into specialized group homes. Such "cost savings" are purely 

fictitious to anyone concerned with total pUblic outlays. 

Furthermore, it may be honestly debated whethel' the additional costs 

of adding delinquents to local educational systems Would be greater than the 

dollar savings resulting from the elimination of education classes at various 

custodial institutions. This question csn only be an~,ered by examining the 

relative "marginal" Costs of educating one additional child at the institu-

tion and at the Community based school. In the absence of marginal cost data, 

however, it is impossible to answer this question, as Figure 6 Shows. Figure 

6 presents hypothetical cost curves for educating delinquents at a CUstodial 

in.titution and a community school. Total public outlays for the education 

of delinquent children could increase, decrease or remain the same, depending 

44 on the relative capacity levels at which the two schools Were operating, 

43. In California, the specialized group homes employ married couples 
as group home parents, rather than counselors. As Such, these group homes 
might be more accurately called large fOster homes and should permit sub-
stantial cost savings to the public. sector. . . 

44. The marginal cost ~urve.for t~e co~unity school would have to be 
lower than that of the institutional school ,at all levels of capacity before 
cost savings from transferring educational resj,OiiS!bility could be assured, 

..~. 
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It should also be noted that public schools in many communities have 

the legal right to suspend children th~,t school official~ regard as "un­

controllable." The transfer,ability of juvenile ~elinquents, then, de­

pends on the willingness of the community to. accept them. Community re-
o 1 ' • 

sponsiveness to the deinstitutiona1iza~ion of delinquents is the next issue 

discussed. 

"COMMUNITY" RESPONSIBILITY FOR DELINQUENTS 

"You almost have to force the community to do its job. There'll never 

by any real progress without turmoil," say Jerome Miller (who, until recently, 

was Commissioner of Youth Services of Massachusetts) of the deinstitutiona1-

45 ization program of delinquent children in that state. There are two pos-

sible ways of interpreting the word "community" in Dr. Miller's statement. 

First, it may refer to the area or areas in which juvenile delinquents lived 

before they were'sent to custodial institutions. Such communities, for the 

most part, fallon the lower end of the socioe~onomic scale. 46 To ask these 

communities to take responsibility for their juvenile delinquents seems to 

assume that they are, in fact, responsible for all aspects of their "com-

munity" life, including unemployment, poor housing, etc. 

Second, the term may refer to some homogeneous entity that is, at least 

partially, responsible for ,creating juvenile delinquents. In other words, 

community refers to .society at large an~ Dr. Miller appears to be saying 

that society in general must bear the burden of dealing with delinquents 

45. Quoted in Parade, September 17, 1972, emphasis added.~~_> 
46. "Higher delinquency rates among lower status youngsters at'e a b:..~~ 

of the police, courts and institutIonal data •••• " (Martin Gold, "On Social 
Status and Delinquency," Social Problems, Summer 1967, p. 114.) 
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from custodial facilities. 
that are removed 

Even if we accept 

" of Dr. Miller's "community, 
the latter interpretation 

must "almost be forced" to ac-
h t the areas that 

it should be recognized, tal b 
child'ren will most like y e 

i f delinquent 
cept the deinstitutionalizat on 0 t Middle and 

hild'ren became delillquen • 
same areas in which those c 

the very 1 to accept group homes 
areas are highly unlike Y 

U er-middle socioeconomic 'h 
pp ven jf the former Massac u-

or group residences for 
delinquent children, e . 

As with 
participate in such a program. 

setts commissioner expec 
ts them to 

most undesirable public projects, low 

hich are the socioeconomic areas, w 

i d to bear whatever 
least organized, will probably be requ re 

i n of delinquents. 
deinstitutionalizat 0 

imposed by the 

burdens are 
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V. IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH 

At this point, the subject of the deinstitutionalization of juvenile 

delinquents probably does not warrant additional federal funds for the pur­

pose of establishing demonstration proj ects. 1 As we have indic:ated through-

out this paper, there are numerous experimental treatment projE~cts f.or de-

linquents in many states and localities. But on the other hand, there is 

only a limited amount of knowledge available at the federal level concerning 

the success or failures of these projects. Valuable data may he available 

at state and local levels although not in readily usable form. It will take 

some effort to collect the data and organize them in a form su:ltable for 

comparative analytical study. 

Before we commit research funds for data collection and allalysis, how-

ever, we must know what types of data are needed. As indicated in Section III, 

our most basic needs are for data on recidivism rates, on the types of 

crimes committed by recidivists, and on the total operating costs of each 

altern,ative treatment for particular target groups. 

1. A fair amount of federal funds has already gone into demonstration 
projects in the area of juvenile delinquency. The National Institute of 
Mental Health has supported a ~jor study of various noninstitutional ar­
rangements for delinquents in California during the last 10 years. The 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has also provided funds to Mass­
achusetts for its deinstitutionalization experiment. Additionally, HEW's 
now defunct Youth Development and D~linquency,Prevention Administration 
funded numerous demonstration projects focusing particularly on specialized 
group homes. 
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Target Group!' 
A great many personal and social characteristicS can be used" to ident:l.fy 

subgroupS in the juvenile delinquent population, including age, sex, race, 

educational attainment, general aptitude, personal maturity, correctional 

history, the nature of offense, socioeconomic background, and family structure. 

A typology employing all of these variables is not only unmanageable 

but probably unnecessary, and a number of the variables can logically be 

combined. For example, educational attainment, general aptitude and pe
r

-

sonal maturity seem to have an important bearing on the success of noninsti­

tutional alternatives, and they may be highly correlated.2 Previous cor
rec

-

tional history and the nature of the delinquent's offense may also be highly 

correlated. Furthermore, some variables seem less pertinent than others. 

There is, for instance, some evidence that race is unimportant in determining 

the effectiveness of noninstitutional programs.
3 

Moreover, socioeconomic 

statUS of delinquents is largely pre-detennined, since an overwhelming 

percentage come from lower and lower-middle socioeconomic backg<ounds.

4 

2. In thiS case, data might most efficiently be collected on the edu­
cational aLtainment of delinquents since data on their personal maturity 
or general aptitude would be very difficult to secure, except for those 
children involved in the California CTP. (See discussion of the uses and 
limitations of the California interpersonal maturity classification system 

in Appendix H.) 3. Daniel Glaser reports that failure rates of white and black adults 
released from federal and state prisons are almost identical, brientalsbeing 
the only ii,up with a lower pattern. (Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison 

and Parole system., pp. 51+52.) .4. Middle and upperlsocioeconomic delinquency groupS can be excluded 
becari~e of their relatively small involvement with the formal juvenile JUS­
tice system. Some observers have commented that "the infiequent involvement 
of upper class childran in the formal juvenile Justice system is more a re­
flection of the biases in the sy,rtem" than of differences in behavior among 
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In addition, age and sex are two relatively uninteresting variabl es, since 

approximately four out of five institutionalized deli nquents are males and 

over 90 percent are between th e ages of twelve and twenty.S 

The question is, which of these variables are most important and are 

also relatively easy to measure in establishing subgroups. Reasonable ar-

guments can be made for including each or all of the factors identified above. 

With?ut better information , any selection of variables for inclusion in the 

analysis is somewhat arb't ~ rary. 

Initially,. however , three variables.seem potentially important: 

correctional history, educational previous attainment and family t 6 
variables's ructure. Th 

may be further d'ivicled as . ese follows: 

Previous Correctional History 

PCl = no felonious convictions 

PC 2 = one felonious conviction 

~C3 = two or more felonious convictions 

Educational Attainment 

= normal' grade level for age 

= below normal (2 years or less) 

= below normal ( more than 2 years) 

= not in school 

children of diff James F Sh erent socioeconomic classes. See Behavio~," ::r~~: Virgil J. Olson~ "50cio-economicf~r example, Ivan F. Nye, 
a(nd Maynard Ericks:nJO~~~~ of 50:'01081 (January 195~):u:~n1~elinqUent 

1966). ,en Del~nquency and Social S ' ar T. Empey tatus "c: 'l 
5. Na ti 1 • ' "OC1a Forces 

tio ona Center for Social S n and Welfare, Statistics P b ,tatisics, Department of Health, Educa-
p. 5; and Donnel M P on u l~cInstitutions for Residential 1 • appenfort and Dee M. Kil " Delinquent Children 
Islands: 196~s~~tutions in the United 5tatespa~riCk, A Census of Children'~ 

6. The a niversity of Chicago Press fg7~)rto Rico and the Virgin-' -' 

correctional d!prOpriateness of ~articu1ar ~1terna~i~~1 1, p. ~,. 
largely on the r c~~e, specialized foster homes "and s,. espec1ally probation, 

. am y structure of the delinquent. group homes, may be based 
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Faillily Structure 

FS
I 

= living with both natural parents 

FS2 = living with one natural parent 

FS3 = not ·living with either natural parent 

Combining these three groups with the other seven results in thirty-six pos-

sible subgroups of delinquents which can serve as initial target groups for re-

searching juvenile correction. It is also necessary to specify what correc-

tiona1 alternatives are available. The following categorization may suffice: 

Correctional Alternatives 

C
1 = Probation and/or Parole 

C2 = Correctional Day Care 

C3 = Specialized Foster Homes 

C4 = Specialized Group Homes 

Cs = Semicustodial Institutions 

C6 = Custodial Institutions 

Integrating the various correctional alternatives with the thirty-six de-

scriptive categories mentioned above results in 216 observable combinations 

which can be examined. Some of these combinations may not be important in 

terms of publi0. policy. It can be suggested, for example, that all 108 

classifications involving El (normal grade level for age) and FSI (living with 

both natural parents) can be eliminated because of the r~latively small size 

of those group~. 

Data from even a few states and localities could go a long way to an­

swer many of the remaining questions,7 partic.ularly if the effort is made to 
.~ 

7. Information on the recidivism of noninstitutional alternatives, for 
example, could be substantially improved by collecting data from the Cali~: 
fotnia CTP on the actual number of ~ontechnical (i.e., criminal) offenses 
cotlUllitted by delinquents after some previous conviction and sentencing (to:, 
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secure and analyze th 
e types of data identified above. 

particularly the National Ii' Federal agencies, 
nst tute of Mental Health and th L 

ment Assi t e aw Enforce-
s ance Administrat,ion, 

have an unusual opportunity 
improve the eXisting to significantly 

information based on the effectiveness 
arran of alternative gements for treating d 

an controlling delinquents. 

institutional or noninstitutional 
~~tentiallY valuable data from Mas:~r~ngements). An indication of other 

sconsin and Minnesota is proviqed ~nU1;;!:dt!~.District of COlumbia, 
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. , 
VI. CONCLUSIONS 

In reviewing the empiri.cal evidence on the effectiveness of ~llternative 

methods of treating and controlling delinquents, one is impressed by the 

complexity of the subject. Research findings are ambiguous and fragmentary, 

;;} leaving the policymaker with a great number of unanswered questio~s. What 

does seem to be clear is that too many generalizations about the best way 

of handling delinquents are not supported by empirically est~blished in-

formation. For instance, no research evidence is available to support a 
. ' 

policy for the complete deinstitutionalization of delinquents, regardless 

of the number and types of "connnunity-based services" that are offered. 

Research has shown that the probation of large numbers of juvenile 

delinquents has 'proved to be a fairly successful and relatively inexpensive 

way of handling such children. (However, at the same time, this method has 

E£! proved to be satisfactory with a significant percentage of delinquents.) 

Evaluations of correctional 'day care projects suggest that this alternative 

is not particularly useful in improving the success rates of ordinary pro-

bation, at least with respect to male delinquents. The limited research' 

evidence currently available on the effectiveness of group residences in-

dicates that such facilities are not more effective than custodial insti-, 

tutions in rehabilitating delinquents. Lastly, it must be realized that 

.:.t, almost nothing is .known at the federal level regarding the effectiveness ... 
of specialized foster homes or specialized grpup homes in treat1ng and 

controlling delinquents. In sunnnary, we know only that certain juveniles 
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are less,trouble to society, in the short run, in confined rather than ~n­

confined environments, and that those de:(tnquents, generally require 

greater public resources than noninstitutional juveniles. 

In the long-run, however, some observers apparently feel that society's 

best interests are served by noninstitutional arrangements for all delin-

quents. They claim that the harmful effects of an institutional experience 

eventually surface in th.e form of higher recidivism rates and that the!'e 

higher recidivism rates obviously affect everyone. It is on this basis that 

some authorities argue against sending any delinquent children to custodial 

institutions, believing that no alternative is less effective than institu-

tions in reducing recidivism. 

But are society's long-run interests best served by wholesale deinsti-

tutionalization of delinquents? Despite the claim that the longer a ju-

venile is confined in an institution the more likely he is to:) ~~ommit future 

crimes, this has ~ been proved. In fact, there is some evidence suggest-

ing that the opposite is true. Furthermore, institutions may have the effect 

of deterring criminal acts among noninstitutionalized delinquents and even 

nondelinquent children. With informacion that is currently available, we 

just do not know the extent to which this effect exists. 

In general, states and localities rely on noninstitutional alternatives 

for juvenile delinquents but most states and localities have been very re-

luctant to go all the way and eliminate custodial institutions as one of 

their ways to handle delinquents. Given the present state of knowledge, 

it seems that their caution. is justified. Hopefully, federal agencies will 

assist states and localities .in closing the information gaps identified in 

this paper, so that all appropriate methods of treating and controlling de-

linquents can be implemented in accordance with their relative effectiveness. 
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Appendix A 

REVIEW OF THE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION PROJECTS 
FOR DELINQUENTS IN THREE STATES 

AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

In selecting certain t).f the 'existing 
demonstration projects to test 

hypotheses concerning \ ' 

juvenile,correctional alternatives , there are three 
requirements. First, there must b i 

e n'existence a number of alternatives 
to permit comparison of results. S 

econd, statistics must have been gathered 
in some reasonably systematic manner and be in 

a form which will aid 
the analysis. 

Third, the officials responsible for releasing data must be 
cooperative. 

During the cours f hi e 0 t s study, information was gath·ered on Massachu-
setts, the Distr.ict of Columbia, Wisconsin, and Minnesota. E h ac potentially 
fulfills the criteria mentioned above and could provide I b va ua Ie data for 
future research. 

~SSACHUSETTS 

The C;;ommonwealth of Massachusetts h 
as recently begun what seems to be 

the first total deinstitutionalization 
program for delipquents in the 

United States. Th D 
e epartment of Youth Services has closed all of the seven 

state-administered juvenile institutio~s. 

The aims of the Massachusetts program are relatively Simple. It is 
felt that institutions as they were t 

s ructur~d were not only har.mful to the 
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bond reform. l The decision was 
habilitation of juveniles but were ey 

re . ff d in 

made, therefore, to close them all, and to handle juvenile 0 en ers 

three ways. First, the bulk of 
offenders would be placed on probation and 

It is estimated that 80 percent ~f all 
returned to parents or gua~dians. 

offenders could ultimately be handled 
juvenile 

in this manner.2 Second, 

d to, or those whose home en­
those juveniles who had no home to be returne 

ld be assigned to foster 
determined to be unstatisfactory, wou 

vironment WIlS 

Third, a very small number of ju­
parents or to specialized group homes. 

veniles, deemed "hard to place," would 
be sent to a potentially high-security 

facility. This last facility would 
operate in the community and all assignees 

h their behavior posed a 
to Come and go at will except w en 

would be free 

threat to themselves or to the communi~y. 
il for research. The program rep-

Massachusetts presents a fert e area 
i If it can be 

community correctional alternat ves. 
resents a major test of 

a reasonable period ·of time, shown that over 
gene'ral deinstitutionalization 

cost than does a system of varied types 
achieves better results at a lower 

pr~gram ~ill have contributed signif-
of facilities, then the Massachusetts 

icantly to alleviating the difficulties 
involved in making public decisions 

concerning juvenile corrections. 

the first of our requirements, that is, 
Also, Massachusetts fulfills 

ilable(albeit a restricted one). As 
it has a range of alternatives ava 

d i to three separate 
juveniles are currently being directe n 

noted above, 

P
robation and/or parole, specialized foster 

types of general alternatives: 

and a potentially closed facility. 
and group homes, 

Miller former Commissioner of 
1. Jerome inte~view, August 11, 1972. 

of Massachusetts, 
2. Ibid. 

Youth Services, Commonwealth 

53 

In addition, the following points may be relevant: 

1. It appears that the probation/parole status can carry with it var­

ious conditions, depending on the disposition of the sentencing judge, the 

feeling of the probation or parole officer, or the'decision of the Commis­

sioner of Youth Services. 3 This implies that there may be a wide range of 

support and supervision provided to probationers, extending from no service 

to intensive service. \ffthis is true, there is a basis for comparing the 

costs and effectiveness of these programs as a function of the degree of 

service provision. It may be interesting to learn, for example that a pro­

bationer with no support has no higher probability of recidivating than one 

with intensive support or than a juvenile in foster or group care. 

2. It appears that in the placement of juveniles who cannot be returned 

to their own family or to friends, heavy reliance is being placed on group 

homes and residences. Some homes are run by nonprofessional parents and 

some by trained counselors. Such a differentiation may, again, clarify 

cost and effectiveness differences based on the degree of services (in'this 

case, counseling), and may also help in estimating the costs of corrections 

that are being absorbed by nonprofessional groups and foster parents. 

3. Because custodial institutions were only recently closed, a com­

parison between their results and costs and the results and costs of com­

munity alternatives would be reasonably valid: Time distortion is always 

a potential threat to the significance of comparison but the time element 

in Massachusetts appears minimal. 

It seems, therefore, that if reliable data can be obtained, the Massa-

chusetts program will provide excellent opportunity for evaluative compari-

sons (a) between institutional and community alternatives and, (b) between 

the various community alternatives themselves. The l~eal question therefore 

is whether the last two points of our initial requirements for a successful 

case study can be fulfilled: .has pertinent data been collected and will 

the relevant officials cooperate in releasing it? 

3. Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Legislative Acts, 1969, Chapter 838, 
p. 812. " 
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The r~sponse to the first of these two questions appears'to be affi~ative. 

First, the Department of Youth Services is in the process of assembling data 

on the juveniles currently in their custody.4 If the department has kept such 

5 data, as required by law, .. it will be sufficient for the kind of an~lysis de-

sired here. Second, the department is also in the process of completing a 

study of a sample of juveniles, the data for which were assembled while the 

6 institutions were still in operation. This study appears to contain the 

types of stat'istics needed for an institutional community comparison. Third, 

as part of a project for the Massachusetts Governor's Commission and for the' 

Law Enforcement Assist&nce Administration, the Harvard University Center for 

Studies in CriminaJ. Just~ice is monitoring the Massachusetts program and de-

signing a cohort study which will. presumably test the effectiveness of the 

various alternatives. Fourth, since all group homes in Massachusetts are 

privately contracted for, it may be possible (though tedious) to obtain data 

directly from the private agencies which operate the facilities. 

Whether arty researcher can gain the cooperation of the public officials 

involved in releasing information is unclear at this point. As in theeatly 

stages of any innovat:Lve program, administrators iTt' the Department of Youth 

Services tend to discount the validity of current data, to suspect that re-

vealing it will lead to misuse, and therefore to be reluctant to share it 

with outsiders. 7 With this in mind, it is possible that even if statistics 

are made available, they may be severely edited by the Department and their 

4. Arnold Schucter, Assistant to the Commissioner of Youth Services, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, interview, August 11, 1972. 

5. Massachusetts, Acts of 1969, Chapter 838, Section 33, p. 818, and 
Chapter 838, Section 52, p. 822. 

6. Joseph Zabriskie, Assistant to the Commissioner of Youth Services, 
Commonwealth of Hassachusetts, interview, August 11, 1972. 

7. Schucter, interview, August 11, 1972. 
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applicability to b 
an 0 jective study subject to question. 

In the same 
, sense, if the Harvard study is made f~lly 

public (which 
appears likely),8 the statistics they 

employ are largely provided through 
Youth Services d the Department of 

an subject to the same kind of doubt. The 
dilemma may be of such magnitude as 

to preclude the possibility of using 
the Massachusetts project as a case study. 

At this point, it can only be 
hoped that the full Cooperation f 

o Youth Service officials will be offered. 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The District of C 1 . , 
o umbia has undel.-caken an important 

experiment with 
young adult offenders (ages 17-23) hi h 

w c also is useful in an evaluation of 
institutions d h 

an t eir community replacements. 
The District previously 

confined all such offenders i 
n a cottage-type formal institution in Lorton 

Virginia. I 1971 
n. ,the Department of Corrections, using 

federally appro­
priated funds, created Y 

a outh Progress House as 

Control Project. 
part of the Youth Crime 

The Progress House is located in the midst of d a pre ominantly black 
area of the District. 

In lieu of incarceration at 
the Lorton Youth Center 

"td " , s u ents at the House progress in stages 
from confinement to the premises 

to a nonresident parole period and then to 
total release. In the interim 

periods, they are permitted to work or attend school in 

they gradually earn weekend and overnig'ht 
leave passes. 

the community and 

(See Figure 7) 
The House itself is without bars 

or locRed doors and may be defined 
as a group residenc~, with an 

organization that is essentially 
~emocratic. 

8. Alden Miller, Assistant to tb Di 
in Criminal Justice, Harvard .~ e rector of the Center for Studies 

University, interView, August 11, 1972 • 
.. 
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However, its staff consists largely of youth counselors, some of whom are 

former offenders, and the size of its resident population is large (thirty­

two youths at capacity). It is therefore clearly separate in type from 

foster or group home facilities as they are generally defined. 

It can be differentiated from the Lorton Center, first, by location. 

The Progress House is located in the community; Lorton is isolated from it • 

Second, the Progress liouse does not provide professional psychotherapeutic 

counseling. The rehabilitative program consists primarily of group inter-

action. Each youth is assigned to. a small team~ or group, '''hich serves as 

a foundation for his interaction with other re~idents. The group meets 

regularly with its nonprofessional counselor and is the fundamental decision-

making body for the individual when there is an infraction of rules. 

In addition, general meetings of the House are held nightly and there are 

frequent meetings between each resident and his family. 

Lorton, on the other hand, provides intensive psychological testing 

and counseling for its residents.
9 

This includes regular therapeutic group 

sessions conducted by a trained psychologist •. 

The differences between the Progress HOUse and the Lorton Center 

should be clear. The Progress House represents an intermediate step in 

the deinstitutionalization process. It also represents a moderate depar-

ture from reliance on formal psychotherapeutic techniques in the treatment 

of offenders. If it can achieve similar or better results at equal or lower 

costs, there may be additional evidenc~ that a move by correctional agencies 

away from institutional reliance is desirable. 

A major advantage of the District of Columbia study is the quality of 

. 
9. Anita Auerbach, Director of Research, Youth Crime Control Project, 

District of Columbia, interView, July 27, 1972. 
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the data. The research director at the Progres's House has implemented a 

program which permits meaningful comparisons of those youths assigned to 

the Progress House and those remaining at Lorton. Juvenile offenders who 

are ~ommitted to Lorton are screened to eliminate those (a) who have com-

mitted murder or rape, (b) who have a score of 75 or less on all of four 

I.Q. tests, (c) who have sentences or additional charges pending, and (d) 

whose parole dates have already been fixed. From this screening process; 

a group of eligibles is created, 50 percent of whom remain at Lorton and 

50 percent of whom are sent to the Progress House. The asiJignment is ran-

dom and the youths must consent to being placed at the Progress:Rouse. 

The research director has also maintained complete records on the 
-

Lorton control group and the Progress House experimental group. Da'tci. is 

available on fifty separate psychosocial, sociological, and personal char-

acteristics for the two groups. Follow-up statistics are reasonably good. 

The normal procedure at Lorton is for a youth to be paroled initially to 

a halfway house, and the research director has been able to trace the con-

trol group members through the halfway house. 

Preliminary results from the Washington experiment are somewhat disap-

pointing. The failure rate at Progress House (i.e., rate at which delinquents 

must be returned to Lorton for technical offenses) seems to be stabilized at 

50 percent. Furthe~rmore, tqe rate at which Progress House "students" have 

been arrested for committing new crimes, has been no lower than that of the 

'delinquents who were handled by the Lorton-halfway house-parole arrange-

ment. Sub$equent findings may'. be more encouraging and the probability of 

cooperation from the officials involved seems high. Many statistics have 

already been. released. The utiU,ty of the District of Columbia project, 

I 
I 
1 
J 
i 

I 

I 
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however, is limited by the fbllowing factors: 

1. The community alternative is of limited scop'''''. 
'" Froi.! some viewpoints, 

a gruup residence of thi t 
s ype may simply be seen as a small, relocated in-

stit'ution .. :.l 

2. The difference in therapeutic methods may b " e cr1t1cal and there is 
no means of testing its importance 

should effectiveness indicators be equiv-
alent for both programs. 

3. There is no control group consisting of youths who were placed di­

rectly on probation ~vithout being, as,signed either to Lorton' , or the Progress 
House. Although data on probationeri 

may be available from the Department 
of Corrections, it is l'k'l h 

un 1 e y t at a researcher would be able to duplicate 
the char~cteristics of the 't' 1 ,eX1S 1ng contro and experimental groups. 

In spite of these diffiCUlties, the District of Columbia prov-{des 
.L a very 

hopeful indication that meaningful internal eva1uat+"ns 
.LV can be perfo:rmed on 

community correctional alternatives. Such objective evaluations can yield 

important information needed by bl' pu ,1C policy makers. 

WISCONSIN 

The State of Wisconsin currently has six formal institutions for juvenile 

offenders in operation, four major correctional f '1" aC1 lt1es and two forestry 
camps. In addition, the state has licensed 247 f h oster omes and 39 group 
homes. 

There were, as of June 30, 1972, 3021 adjudicated juvenile delinquents 

in the custody of the Department of Correct-{ons. Of 
~ these, 2090, or 69 per-

cent, were in thl.:! community on b t' 
pro a 10n, parole, or both. In additibn, 656, 

or 21. 7 percent, were assigned t f h ' '. o one 0 t e S1X formal institutions; 136, 

or 4.5 percent, were in speciaH.zed f h' os ter o~es; and 139, or 4.6 percent, 

were in specialized group homes .. 

I 
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Wisconsin has had a probation and parole program since 1909. Sped.al-, 

ized foster homes were established in 1951, and specialized group homes in 1955. 

The interest in studying the Wisconsin situatioh ought to be clear at 

this point. First, the number of juveniie offendt~rs handled is relat.ively 

large. Second, the state provides a full range of correctional alternatives 

from probation and parole to custodial institutions. Third, the state has 

had considerable experience with each type of alternative. It may well be , 

significant that, after a minimum of fifteen years of experience with every 

type of community alternative, WisconsIn still finds it necessary to main­

tain over 20 percent of all juvenile offenders in custodial institutions. 

From preliminary evidence, the Wisconsin Department of Corrections has 

the statistics I~ecessary to evaluate the alternatives and is anxious to 
,'}{j 

assist in suppi,)ing them to researchers~~' If this is true, the state may 

prove to be the most fruitful of the c&ses described in this section. 

MINNESOTA 

For some of: the same reasons cited for using Wisconsin,. Minnesota W01lld 

/ 

make a useful cas~ study. First, the state has retained in its juvenile cor­

rections system a full range of alternatives, including custodial institu­

tions, specialized group and foster homes, and probation and parole programs 

(the group home program was begun in 1965). Second, it appears that statis­

tics are available. Third, the responsible state officials seem willing to 

cooperate with an evaluation. 

to. Karl H. Vircks, Supervisor, Foster Care Unit, and Delmar Huebner, 
Director Bureau of Probation an4 Parole, Department of Corrections, State 
of Wisconsin, in a questionnaire completed for the Urban Institute, August, 
1972. 
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In addition, the group home unit of t~e Department of Corrections has 

performed two studies on group home facilities recently. The first is a 

general study of 129 juvenile offenders who were placed in group homes be­

tween September 1965 (when the program began) and July 1969. 11 It examined 

the juveniles for thirteen characteristics, correctional history, and family 

characteristics and relationships. The report provides a number of inter­

esting facts. First, almost 84 percent of group home assignees were white. 

Second, over 79 percent were average or above average in intelligence. Third, 

35 percent were first offenders. Fourth, over 44 percent c.sme from families 

in good or sound economic condition. 

The second Minnesota study, completed in April of 1972, analyzes the 

effectiveness of an experimental group residence for hard-to-place juvenile 

boys. The residence was established when "it became increasingly evident 

that community placement resources were becoming less available and less 

adequate to meet the needs of male juveniles and youth who had experienced 

mUltiple failures after commitment to the Youth Conservation Commission.
12 

The later stud.y pr.oduced a demographic analysis similar to the kind 

done in the earlier general study. However, it also followed the juveniles 

through their release. Of the 40 juvenile boys referred to the group re­

sidence from Marich 29, 1971 to February 14, 1972, 20 failed for one reason 

or another. Only 14 were placed in the "satisfactory adjustment" category, 

which was defined as a return to the community, independently or with family 

or friends. (Six boys were still in residence.) Results from the Min-

nesota example may indicate the necessity of maintaining an entire range of 

lL Minnesota Department of Corrections, Report on Juveniles in Group 
Homes: 1965-1969, 1970. 

12. Minnesota Depar'tment of Corrections, An Analysis of the Group Home 
for Hard-to-Place Juvenile Boys: March 1970 toqrebruary 1972, April 1972. 
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correctional alternatives, including custodial institutions. 

SUMMARY 

It may be useful at this point to summarize briefly the importance of 

each of the cases just described. 

Massachusetts represents an opportunity to examine the effectiveness 

of a wholesale systems change. Has the elimination of institutions impro~ed 

the correctional process in any measurable sense? Have budgetary outlays 

for juvenile justice been reduced? Is it more effective in preventing re-

cidivism? The study of Massachusetts will quite .1ikely have to be performed 

on a general level. That is, it may be very difficult to determine 1l1hether 

deinstitutionalization is better for some groups and not for others. Mass-

achusetts may only be able to show whether a juvenile correctional system 

without institutions is better or worse than it was with a full range of 

alternatives·. 

The District of Columbia permits a rathe~ more specific analysis. The 

kinds of records being kept give researchers the opportunity to determine 

the effects of community placement on different types of individuals. Also, 

since the Youth Progress House is a fairly large operation, it may be pos-

sible to eliminate the hypothesis that the success of community alternatives 

is solely a function of group size (i.e., the smaller the living group, the 

lower the recidivism rate). This ~ermits more definite conclusions concern-

ing community placement as an option in itself and may suggest that, if 

institutions must exist, their location at least ought not to be isolated. 

)Wisconsin and Minnesota are valuable for similar reasons. Both are 

., . able to provide information on co.mp1ete ~orrectiona1 systems. This suggests 
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the ability to compare the effectiveness of each alternative and may be par­

ticularly helpful in identifying subpopulations with which each alternative 

has been most successful. Each state also provides an important contrast 

(on a systems level) to Massachusetts. 

Admittedly, each of these cases displays a number of characteristics 

which limits its usefulness. It i d b f s ou t u1, however, that any demonstra-

tion project could ever be established which would successfully test the 

many complex hypotheses involved in the juvenile corrections process. What 

can be tested is a set of discrete hypotheses which, while not providing 

po1icymakers with a complete set of ansuers ill ,y ,w give them a sense of 

which alternatives to custodial institutions seem appropriate for particular 

types of delinquents. 
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Appendix B' 

DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT BASED ON THE 
PERSONAL MATURITY OF DELINQUENTS 

II 
" 

Under its grant from the National Institute of Mental Health, the 

California Youth Authority developed different treatment strategies for 

delinquents based largely on their different levels of personal maturity. 

Using the theoretical formulation of Sullivan, Grant and Grant,l which in-

volves a sequence of personality integrations associated with normal child-

hood development, the Youth Authority's Community Treatment Project devel­

oped an "Interpersonal Maturity Level Classification" Scheme. A brief 

description of this system is presented below: 2 

Seven successive stages of interpersonal maturity characterized psycho­
logical development. They range from the least mature, which resembles the 
interpersonal interactions of a newborn infant, to an ideal or social ma­
turity which is seldom or never reached in our present culture. Each of 
the seven stages or levels is defined by a crucial interpersonal problem 
which must be solved before further progress toward maturity can occur. All 
persons do not necessarily work. their way through each stage but may become 
fixed at a particular level. The range of maturity levels found i~. a de- _ 
linquent population is from Maturity Level 2 (Integrat~on Le~e!~ or 12) to 
Mo:turity Level 5 (IS)' LevelS is infrequent enough that, for all practical 
purposeF~ use of levels 2 through 4 describes the juvenile population. A 
brief description of these levels follows: 

Maturity Level 2(12): The individual whose interpersonal understanding 
and behavior are integrated at this level is primarily involved with demands 
that the world·take care of him. He sees others primarily as "givers" or 
"withholders" and has no conception of interpersonal refinement beyond this. 

1. "The Development of Interpersonal Maturity Applications to Delin­
quency," Psychiatry, vol. 20 (1957). 
. 2. Marguerite Warren and the Community T~eatment Staff, Interpersonal 
Maturity Level Classification: Juvenile Diagnosis and Treatment, California 
Youth Authority (1966), pp. 1-3. 
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He is unable to explain, understand, or predict the behavior ,or reactions of 
others. He is not interested in things outside himself except as a source 
of supply.' He behaves impulsively, unaware of the effects of his behavior 
on others. 

Maturity Level 3(I3): The individual who operates at this level is 
attempting to manipulate his environment in order to get what he wants. In 
contrast to level 2, he is at least aware that his own behavior has-some­
thing to do with whether or not he gets what he wants. He still does not 
differentiate, however, among people except to the extent that they can or 
cannot be useful to him. He sees people only as objects to be manipulated 
in order to get what he wants. His manipulations may take the form either 
of conforming to the rules of whoever seems to have the power at the moment 
("if you can't lick them, join them.") or of the type of maneuvering char;­
acteristic of a "confidence man~1 (Umake a sucker out of him before he makes 
a sucker out of you. H). lte tends to deny having any disturbing feelings 
or strong emotional involvement in his relationships with others. 

Maturity Level 4(14): An individual whose understanding and behavior 
are integrated at this level has internalized a set of standards by which 
he judges his and others' behavior. He is aware of the influence of others 
on him and their expectations of him. To a certain extent, he is aware of 
the effects of'his own behavior on others. He wants to be like the people 
he admires. He may feel guilty about not measuring up to his internalized 
standards. If so, conflict produced by the feelings of inadequacy and 
guilt may be internalized with consequent neurotic symptoms or acted out in 
antisocial behavior. Instead of guilt over self-worth, he may feel conflict 
over values. Or, without conflict, ne may admire and identify with delin­
quent models, internalizing' their delinquent values. 

It should be stressed that interpersonal development is viewed as a con­
tinuum. The successive steps or levels which are described in this" "theory, 
are seen as definable points along the continuum. As such, they represent"' 
"ideal types." Individuals are not classified at the level which reflects 
their maximum capabilities under conditions of extreme comfort, but rather 
are categorized at that level which represents their typical level of func­
tioning or their capacity to function under conditions of stress. This 
rating of base r level has the adva~tage of permitting more accurate pre­
dictions of behavior in a delinquent population. 

In 1961, an elaboration of the Maturity Level Classification was devel­
oped for use in the Community Treatment Project. In part, the elaboration 
was'drawn from the work of the California Youth Authority Committees on 
Standard Nomenclature in an effort to describe more specifically the juven­
ile population. 

The "Interpersonal Maturity Level Classification: Juvenile" subdivided 
the thre.c major types described above into nine delinquent subtypes, as 
fol10w$': 

Code NEime 

13 Cfm 
Cfc 
Mp 

14 Na 
Nx 
Oi 
Se 
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Delinquent Subtyp~ 

Unsocialized, Aggressive 
Unsocialized, Passive 

Conformist, Immature 
Conformist, Cultural 
Manipulator 

Neurotic, Acting-out 
Neurotic, Anxious 
Cultural identifier 
Situational Emotional Reaction 

Whereas the Maturity Level c1 ifi 
of the individual's level of perce:~~a1 cation represented a categorization 
resented a categorization of the differentiation, the' SUbtype rep­
world. individual's response to his view of the 

These nine subtypes then were described b l' 
which characterized the manner in whi h h Y l.sts"of item definitions 
responded to the world, and were perc~iv:~Cbyg~~~~r~~rceived the world, 

After 12 years of operation, the Community T reatment Project reports 

that its classification system has proven to b h 
e igh1y useful in provi.ding 

differential treatment. I i I t s a so of great interest to note that the CTP 

appears to be successful only for particular delinqent subgroups. 

This last finding is co~sistent with finqings of some other noninsti­

tional programs for delinquents, showing that differential 
treatment 13trate-

gies are appropriate for indiViduals with certain personal 
characteristics. 

For example, the Outward Bound Project indicated 
that, rigorous, outdo/:>r 

physical activities could be helpful in reducing h " 
t e recidivism of young 

men who d~d not suffer from acute immaturity.3 

The Outward B0tlnd p,roj ect was s twp-.year demonstration project involving 
120 young persons between "~the ages f f 

o if teen and,a half and seventeen. The 

boys were selected on the basis of several criteria - including: good 

, . 
Al 3. Francis J. Kelly and Da~i~l J. Baer, Outward Bound Scheols as an 

ternative to Institutionalization for Adolescent Delinquent Boys (1968). 
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physical health, acceptable mental functioning ("absence of severe psychoP~th­
ology, e.g.; psychosis, phobia of l1eight, water, being alone, etc." which 

was determined by data from clinical files), intelligence, based on a min­

imum I.Q. score of 70, and the absence of violent assaultive or sexual acts 

in their history. Sixty subjects were selected from the Youth Services Re­

ception Center in Boston, and the remaining sixty were selected from the· 

populations of two institutions for delinquent boys. The latter·group in~ 
cluded individuals who were institutionalized for the first time and those 

who had served prior sentences and had prior parole violations. Thirty of 

the noninstitutionalized subjects were selected for the Outward Bound Project 

and the remain~er for the control group. The sixty previously institutional­

ized were dealt with in a similar fashion. The subjects for the experiment,al 

group were assigned to one of three Outward Bound sites in Colorado, Maine, 

or Minnesota for twenty-six days, and ~hosein the comparison group were 

assigned to custodial institutions for an average of six to seven months. 

Nine months after parole, the recidivism rates of the two groupS were 
, ,// 

compared. The recidivism rate employed by this study was the rate of re­

turn to an institution for violation of parole, or commitment to an adult 

institution for a new offense. The findings revealed a higher recidivism 

rate (34 percent) for the control group, i.e., youths who were institutional­

ized. Only 20 percent of the experimental group recidivated. It should be 

noted that ten individuals in the comparison group had not completed their 

nine-month parole period and, if one or more of them failed, the actual dif­

ferenceibetween the two groups would have been higher than that which was 

published. In summary, the overall results of the Proj ect seem to sug'gest 

that, except for the most immature delinquent (corresponding to Maturity 
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.. 
Level I 2Ap in the California scheme), a short-term program like Outward 

Bound can be a useful alternative to institutionalization. 

The results of th~ C lif i a orn a Community Treatment Program, the Outward 

Bound Project and other i i exper ments n noninstitutional care for delinquents 

raise important policy questions. To what extent should society be willing 

to provide differential treatment to delinquents on the basis of their 

particular maturity levels, general aptitude ,levels, or personality char­

acteristics, without regard to the nature of the offense committed by such 

delinquents? Would there be something inherently "unfair" about such ar-

rangements? Who would decide the "maturity" or determine the "appropriate·~ 

"f i ness 0 certa n personality traits of individual delinquents accepted into 

the noninstitutional programs? How subjective and arbitrary would such deter-

mination be? Does society have the right to Itpunishlt some delinquents 

through institutional confinement and allow other delinquents, who have 

committed similar crimes, to be placed in noncustodial environments· because 

they are "suited'" better to the program?4 

It should be noted that neither the Calif'ornia Community Trea,tment Pro­

gram nor the District of Columbia Program have eliminated the nature-of-the­

offense as a variable used in selecting juveniles for its program, even 

after the progr8m results indicated that the personal characteristics q£ 

the juveniles were more important than the nature of the offense in p~edict­
ing program success. The reluctance of juvenile authorities to disregard 

the cause of the delinquents' t i b sen enc ng may e based on some of the equity 

questions raised above. 

4. In the case of the Outward Bound Proj~ct, for example, should those 
delinquents who are not sufficie~t~ymature be excluded from the pro ram and 
spend six or more months in custodial institutions, while more matur: de­
linquents go off to the woods for only a month? 
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Appendix C 

nATA ON THE CHARACTERISTICS 
OF CUSTODIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Table 4 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY IN CUSTODIAL 
INSTITUTIONS (1970) 

.~~---- ----- --- '-

Average length of stay (months) 

State auspices 

Training schools 9.9 
Forestry camps 7.6 

.. 
City and county auspices 

Training schools 7.5 
Forestry camps 6.6 

Source: Statistics on Public Institutions for Delinquent Children (1970), 
p. 6. 
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Capacity All 
" 

Total 325 

Under 50 66 
50-99 89 
100-149 38 
150-199 32 
200-299 45 
300 or more 55 
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Table 5 

CAPACITY OF CUSTODIAL 
'INS:LTUTIONS (1970) 

Training 
Schools 

220 

31 
36 
30 
32 
41· 
50 

Forestry Other Camps 

91 " 

35 
49 4 

7 1 
-- 4 
-- 5 
--

Source: 
p. 6. 

Statistics on Public Institut ons _ i for Delinquent Children (19?Ql, 

Table ~ 

OCCUPANCY AS A PERCENT OF CAPACITY OF 
CUSTODIAL INSTITUTIONS (1970) 

Occupancy Training Forestry 
(as % of All 

Capacity) Schools Camps 

Total 325 220 91 

Less than 50.0 30 1,3 17 
50.0-59.9 11 10 1 
60.0-69.9 25 19 6 

45 34. 10 
I 

70.0-79.9 
36 26 6 80.0-89.9 

90.0-99.9 45 31 13 
100.0 33 24 9 
Over 100.0 100 63 29 

'"'"' 

Source: Ibid., p~-6. 
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Table 7 

PER CAPITA OPERATING EXPENDITURES 
OF CUSTODIAL INSTITUTIONS 

(1970) 

Geographic Region Per Capita Operating Expendituresa 

All Training Forestry All Regions Schools Camps 
~' " 

$5,700 $5,691 $5,237 
New England 6,727 7,311 3,859 Middle Atlantic 6,933 6,979 2~484 South Atlantic. 6,358 6,587 4,969 East South Central 3,935 3,959 3,789 East North Central 6,352 6,452 4,495 West South· Central 3,330 3,330 ---Wes t North Centr,al 6,152 6,152 ---Mountain 

6,364 6.,437 5,277 South Pacific 6,048 6,048 ---North Pacific 8,760 8,800 2,735 

-----'-------
Source: Ibid., p. 7. 

a: Computed by dividing the total operatinf; ~'Kpenditur(!s by the aver­age daily child population. 

II 

~, , 
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Table 8 

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION RESULT~NG FROM LACK OF 
RESOURCES: NUMBER OF DELINQUENT CHILDREN 

AFFECTED, BY TYPE OF DECISION (1966) 

Type of Decision 

Children refused admit­
tance to institution 
because of lack of ca­
pacity, s~aff, or 
facilites 

Children admitted to or 
retained in institution 
because appropriate 
foster homes were not 
available 

Children admitted to or 
retained in institution 
because appropriate 
group or institutional 
placement facilities 
were not available 

Net effect of decisions 

Number Affected by Decision 
(R~sul ting in Additional o.r 

Fewer Children in Institutions) 

(+) 10,468 

(-) 7,355 

(-) 7,995 

(-) 4,882 

*Pappenfort and Kilpatrick, p. 19. 

Percent of Total 
Number in Institu­

tions* 

(+) 20% 

(-) 13 

(-) 15 

(-) 8% 

Source: Donnel M. Pappenfort and Dee M. Kilpatrick, A Census of Children's Residential Institutions in 
the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands: 1966 (University of Chicago Press, 1970), vol. 1, 
p. 24th 
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