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ABSTRACT

It is diffdicult to generalize about the relative merits of various
P | arrangements for treating and controlling delinquents, since existing studies
5 are quite limited. The available evidence does allow one conclusion—-that
5 probation has been relatively efficient and effective in handling a large
L percentage of juvenile delinquents, but information availgble on other non-
institutioﬁa; programs for delinquents only suggests that certain selected
delinqﬁents can benefit more from such programs than they can from custodial
institutions.

Thus, addirional research is necessary to develop more complete answers
] on the»reiative 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
18 » is always less costly than institutional care. While this may bé'true for
some’altéfnatives (e.g., probation, specialized foster homes, and correctional
day care), there is strong reason to believe that it is not true for others
(e.g., specialized group homes and group residences).
e States and Iscalities have generally made considerable use of noninstitu-
| gional alternatives for handling their juvenile delinquentslbut they have been
L very reluctant to completely eliminate custodial institutions in this context.
§; Given the present state of knowledge, it appears that their caution is

A

L 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
therDepartment of Héalth, Education and Welfare is not responsible for cus-—
todial institutions for delinquent children, various agencies within HEW may
well be inﬁolved in providing services to delinquents 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 iﬁvthis paper should help in designing
a research strategy for answering some of the questions surrounding deinstitu-
tionalization. Before we can evaluate noninstitutional alterﬁatives, for
instance, we must know more about the éauses.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

‘'0of the probable relative value of eaﬁh alternative in accommodating delinquent

children. 1If one alternative could, at best, handle.only a very small percent-

Y

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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y enacted in Massachusetts which closed all state—operated.
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custodial institutions for delinquent children. While Massachusett
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pOpulation other states have similgr programs and, in s y
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iSCOIlSi[l and the Distr jct Of Columbia amon others are runnin extensive
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noninstitutional programs for delinquent children.

of the dein-
Even w1thout the recent publicity, however, an cxamlnation

t to those re-
stitutlonallzation of Juvenlle delinquents should bn of interes

i i " custodial
sponsible for child welfare programs, as the number of such children 1n

1n;re51dential 1nst1tuflons.

1970
this is a m1n1ma1 figure) compared to s1xty—three thousand in
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in the next section of this paper we provide a brlef backgroun

' : i i definitions of
deinstitntionalization of juvenile delinquents, including some \ ‘

i i i nd their alter-
a conceptual framework for evaluating custodial 1nst1tutlons a
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concluding comments. SR

proximately fifty thousand (as we shall see Eatel_
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II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we present various definitions and selected data on
institutions fox juveniie delinquents, with the aim of helping the reader
understand the issues involved in the deinstitutionalization of delinquents.

First, what is meant by juveniie delinquency? As defined by law,

W

the term appears to embrace two' general types of behavior: (1) activities

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

and (2) persistent truancy from home or school, habitual incorrigibility--

i.e., an ifisistent refusal to submit to parental control--and other "status"
" offenses. Before a child can be labelled as delinquent, however, he must be

so adjudicated by the courts,’

.The term community treatment has been used to '"describe 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
'advanced correctional thinking' and implied value judgments against the

'locking up' and isolation of offenders."2 If our definitions are to be

1. 1In the Gault decision (Supreme Court of the United States, 1967),
the rights extended to juvenile defendents became quite definite, Specifi-
cally, the juvenile was granted.

® the right to notice of the charges,
e the right to counsel,
@ the right to confrontation by the plalntlff and the right to
- cross—examine,
@ the privilege against self—recrimlnation (under the Fifth Amend~
ment to ‘the U.S. Constitution), ' '

® the right to a transcript of judicial proceedings, and
.®@ the right to appellate review,

Y

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

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



- .

] , institition based in an urban community, serving about the same
he various methods for _ Vs g
analytically useful, they must therefore distinguish the . ] number of children as a group residence. But where a group resi-

; . 1 4 dence is used instead of a custodial institution, the halfway
: treating juvenile offenders more precisely. : B - house is.used in addition to such an institution. The purpose
: h th major characteristics by which facilities for juvenile : of the halfway house is to make the transition between the
There are three . . A

. o custodial institution and the community easier.

. ture of the ,
delinquents can be differentiated. First, the degree and natu 3. . Specialized group homes and specialized foster homes--characterized

rity at the facility is'an important variable, Custodial institutions, by low security and low to medium discipline, with strong emphasis placed on
secu : g . e

le. tend to have a high degree of security and devote a large propor- S personél counseling.
for example, g Specialized group homes--A home of this type cares for a group of
tion of the staff to maintaining that security. Second, the degree and 4 four to twelve delinquent children. The dwelling is owned or rented
, . 1 4 "+ by an -agency, institution, or organization which has respomsibility
nature of the discipline appears to be significant. In this respect, custodia B . for the functioning of the home. The children are placed in such

i homes by the juvenile courts or the public agency in charge of
: 1-defined -dis- B delin t youth servi Child taff ide individual
have highly formalized regulations and wel : quent. y ervices, ; care staff provide individua

institutions tend to ghly ' ‘ adult attention, but are employed as house parents and counselors
rather than as foster parents. Again, members.of the staff are

. i - selected because of their professional background or special ca-
differentiating 'variable Custodial institutions have formalized rehabili- : pacity for working with delinquent children.
e ing - . : »

ciplinary procedures. Third, the nature of the rehabilitation process 1s a

tation programs, usually focused on vocational training and education. 3 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 reasomn, foster parents are selected because of their

On this basis, it would appear that we can establish three gengral

classes of delinguent fectlicies: | “Biofessionat o peremal Copbilicise In weiking vith shieren
1. Custodial institutions—-characterized by a high degree of security j by a salary, a service fee, or a board rate.

i i bilitation pro- B} .
=nd 2 high fegree o dlscipline, with enghasls on forme” Fenen ’ In addition to the facilities identified above, arrangements may be made
grams (e.g.; reformatories, training schools, and, to -some extent, forestry

"Deinstitutionalization," as it is popularly used with respect to Sl by the courts to supervise the activities of delinquent children. These
camps). ''Deinstitutiona . |

delinquents, appears to refer to reducing the inflow and emptying custodial 5 arrangements are referred to as (4) prbbation/parole and (5) correctional day-

institutions of their existing populations. care. Juvenile delinquents who are placed on probation ars assigned to a

2. Semi—custodial institutions (e.g., group residenceg and halfvay ¥
houses)~-~characterized by medium security and medium discipline, with emphasis

ivi ‘ Probation allows certain children to remain in the community and thereby avoid
v , : o : ducational activities. e rob x ta: . by '
1ing rather than vocational or e | .
placed on personal counselln

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

Group residences--The group residence for delinquents 1sh§ imzil
institution based in an urban community, serving about‘t 1roi

to twenty-five children. In contrast to a group bomez a grrvgces
residence relies heavily on agency rather than communltybseits
and it usually differs from nearby homes and apartmentsffytheir g
large size. Members of the staff are se}ected becau§e o [ ‘ | ) - o - tte .
profeséional background or special capacity for W°r?¥“$ wi , E Correctional. day-care rePresentsbe alterna?iVe to institutionalization for
delinquent children. :

the gxﬁérienge of institutionaliiatiOnL Parole is similaf to probatioh except
that;it opcurs'after some perilod of institutional corifinement. Parole may ’

allow a juvenile to avoid spénding a portion of time‘in a chétodial facility.

probation failures or for offenders who require more intensive care than’

~Haifway housas--The halfway house for delinquents is a small , . o
— ' , ) ‘ probation but would not benefit from incarceration., This approach permits

Y
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offenders to live at home and concentrate soley on a school and counseling

program."3

bf these five‘general types of arrangements for handling juvenile de-

linquents, data are collected at the fede?al level 6nly on custodial institu-
N

tions. The source of these data is'StatMstics on Public Institutions for
Delinquent Children, which is compiled by 'the National Center for Social

StatisticsA‘and which has been pub;ished irregularly since 1956. According

to most recent publication (1970), there Weré 49,811 child;en in custodiél‘
institutions for delinquents. The great majority (78 pércent) of these childrén
were boys., Figure 1 shpws that most of these children were in‘state—run
training schools, with some children in state-run diagnostic and reception

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

) RATE OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION

As can be seén in figure 2, thé rate of institutionalization declined
by a little‘more than 10 percent between 1968 and 1970, This decline occurred
at a time when the number of juvenile court delinquency cases was increasing,
wﬁich may indicate that it resulted from a new emphasis on alternatives

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

3. Harlow, "Intensive Interventionm," p. 17. :

4, The term custodial is not used by NCSS. NCSS defines such facilities
as ''special children's institution(s) operating under public auspices and
serving delinquent children committed to it by juvenile courts. They are,
furthermore, facilities used primarily to provide long-range treatment. This
definition included institutions usuvally referred to as training schools as
well as forestry camps and ranches. Diagnostic reception centers are also
included. Detention homes, which provide short-term care for children pending
court decisions, are not included, nor are institutions or camps used primarily
for young adult offenders" (National Center for Social Statistics, Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, Statistics on Public Institutions for De-
linquent Children, 1970, p. 1.). :

‘5. 1bid., p. 2.

«
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Figure 1: Percentage

as of June

Source:

National Center for Social Statiétics,
Statistics on Public

tion and Welfare,

AL

Schools (State)
(79%)

City and County
(11%)

of Children in Public Institutions for Delinquents

1970.

Department of Health, Educa-
Institutions for Delinquent

Children (1970), p

. 3.



No./100,000
children

| B

1966

Figure 2: Rates of Institutiomalization: Number per 100,000
" children aged 10-17 who were confined in public
institutions for delinquent children, 1966-1970.

Source: See Figure l.

Rt Bt

TURNOVER OF POPULATION WITHIN INSTITUTIONS

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 rot;tion, the
figure given earlier for the number of children who were in institutions on
Juné 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 160,000 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-
cent--had capacities over 150, although aécording to NCSS,7 150 is the maximum
recommended capacity for such institutions. In addition, many were filled beyond

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

“delinquent children, 100--or 31 percent--were gxowded 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. 1Ibid., p. 5-6. (See Tables 5 and 6 of Appendix C,)
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children: As a result,

high per capita operating

8, Ibid., p. 7.
delinquent institutions

10

these institutions for delinquent children had fairly

8

expenditures: $5700 on the average in 1970.

(Table 7 of Appendix C provides average cost data for

, according to geographic region.)

TN
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III. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

"A conceptual framework may consist of flow charts, 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 mathematiéal
form and if suitable data can be gathered on each of the specified variables,
empirical testing -0of the relationships depicted in the framework can be con~
ducted."1 The analytic framework presented in this section consists of  two
diagfams 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:

® VWhat 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 committing 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?

3

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." This and the opening quotation in the text
above are taken from Jeffrey Koshel, Deinstitutionalization - Dependent and
Neglected Children (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1973) p. 19.
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® To what extent does the availab&lity of space affect’ the length of

confinement for those delinquents. convicted of serious crimes?
® VWhat percentage of juveniles conv;cted of committing first offenses
are placed on probation? @
® How successful is probation in'preventing recidivism among juveniles?
Doeeg 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 Autherity assign
delinquents to other treatment and control arrangements?

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

® How do the socioeconomic characteristics of parents of delinquents
affect placement decisions?

® What are the characteristics of those juveniles who benefit from par-
ticular treatment and control arrangements?

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

e What are the recidivism rates (i.e., rates at which delinquents

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" vielations
(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 deinstitutionalization on the use of specialized
manpower for treating delinquents?

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

deinstitutionalization of delinquent children center on the relative benefits




e

14
and costs of the activities depicted in Figure 3. The benefits and costs of
alternaéive placements can accrue to both the delinquent and thevccmmuﬁity.
With respect to the delinquent, the benefﬁts from noncustodia1 ¢care are
obvious. As one would expect, delinquents strongly prefer noninstitutional
environments to ins;itdtional environments, which some people woﬁld regard
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 companingithe
recidiviem rates of the‘"graduates" of alternAtive treatment and control
programs. Such a comparison 1s 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) violations of probation or parole for alleged (but not convicted) felo-
nious offenses, (3) violationms of probation or parole for commission of mis-
demeaneous offenseg, (4) violations of probation or parole for ”technicél"
offenses, (5) convictions for misdemeaneous offenses, otherythan tréffic
violations, and (6) convictions for traffic ?ffenses resulting in fines of
one hundred dollars or more, OF jail sentences of 30 days or more, OT béth.

In this section, the term rgcidivism rate refers to the rate at which delin-

quents commit offenses (felonies and misdemeanors) after sbme 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 delinquents' point of
view, see Brian Vachonm, "What Did You Learn in Reform School,'" Saturday Re-

view (September 15, 1972).
3, ‘Nathan Mandel, "Recidivism Studied and Defined," Journal of Criminal

Law, Criminology and Police Science, vol. 56 (1965).

. were different for each program.
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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 prédict the actions of juvenile authorities once a
meaningful comgparison 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 lcwer operating costs.4
If the lower cost program had a lower recidiviem rate, the decision would be

even easier. There would be no problem unless a higher cost program 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.5

The benefits to the community from lewer 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 onlyvcase in which the d
: 3 ecision-maker would hesitate to select
the lower cost program would be where the crime patterns of the recidivisis

dif That 1s, one program might have a 1
rezidiv1sm rate but its recidivists could be involved in gére seriousower
ciomes.h If the group used for comparison purposes is a meaningful control
gﬁ uz, owever, this should not be a problem.. The seriousness of offenses
exmm ;ted by the experimental and control groups during the Provo, Utah
Ergsiszentihfo; example, were quite gimilar. (LaMar T. Empey and’Mayna;d

n e Provo Experiment, 1966 . H ) '

Erle secéion,) pe: s s D ‘86, see Provo discussion in the

5. John Holahan, "Benefit-Cost Anal

ysis of Programs in the Criminal

Justice System," (Georgetown University, 1971), unpublished Ph.D. disszi-

tation.

oA
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: costs in the following manners: ‘ 5 . senten
; ) | 3 g ) 5 ce such as 2 years probation, 1 years prison, etc.

i B, k ‘ -t O |
A e ’ . c = correcti i
S { sk onal and rehabilitati
; ‘ @ [,j{: chk + ank + PJkEC Sk Sk) :Z: fi A ] : ation costs of sentence s for crime k
. B ELIORSS) | | pis | T eetal rate of tesomt
; ‘_ (1 + 1) , 1+t
. If .
the additional economic benefits from reduced costs of crime, police
’ »
‘ , : courts, and correcti v s
Ihe expected values can be sstined 4s; g s ons exceed the additional costs (i.e., the differential
operating costs of competing j ni
= g juvenil
ECJk = ij Cjk ; cint ; e delinquency treatment programs), it is
’ y easy to justify the more
" s =P e expensive program. On the other hand, if
Sk sk “sk

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

than the "m " i ’
' arginal” costs, the decision will be more difficult. A decision

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

k ,
ECy iZ:: . (aCk + o€y + Py Bog ¥ Py ECSk)

. - based on s iddt4 .
where: B = recidivism reduction benefit . 5 L . ome additional value of lower recidivism rates--on the "reduction
- 1 of other : R ‘
N = number of individuals in program . ' | | v social costs of crime such as private crime deterence expenditures
' : : migration, avoidance of no 6 ’
= rmal
z, = percentage of control group who recidivate ) activity, etc."® Figure 4 summarizes this
ecision
Xr = percentage of experimental group who recidivate network.
Ck f= direct economic cost of crime k; k = burglary, larceny,
« ﬁ robbery, auto theft, assault, homicide, etc.
o S ,
‘ o = estimated number of offenses committed by recidivist
} Cpk = costs of offenses from services of police department for crime k
%' PJk = probability of proceedlng through the judicial system for
' ' < crime k3 probability of not being dismissed '
Ech = expected costs of the judicial process for crime k -
P ' R o
ik = probability of jury trial, non—Jury trial*or plea forucrime k
: : Cjk = costs of jury trials, non—jury trials, or pleas for crime k
- Pop = probability of receiving a sentence from crime k
: Ecsk = expected correctional and rehabllitation costs of sentence for
‘ crime k 6. Ibi
: c 6. Ibid. As Holahan states, s h :
= o o B v o g measure , such social costs are most difficult t
Pk = probability of sentence s.for crime k where s is type of _ and any estimation would necessarily be quite subjective. °
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BENEFITS FROM ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF TREATING
AND CONTROLLING DELINQUENTS

1f an adequate supply of noninstitutional resources were available to

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

accrued to the delinquent children alone, the deinstitutionalization of de-

v

linquents would be a relatively straightforward process.

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

tutions for delinquents revealed that over twenty-five percent of the children

were admitted or retained because there was a lack of specialized foster homes,

group homes, OT more suitable institutions, according to the administrators

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

the resource constraint need not:be insurmountable.

es were available, those re-

Even 1if adequate‘noninstitutional resourc

sponsible for juvenile delinquent programs would still have to consider the

incidence of the benefits and costs of deinstitutionalization. 1f such

benefits and costs affected only the delinquents, the risk of making delin-

arrangements would appear to be minimal

quents worse off by noninstitutional
since custodial institutions have such a poor record of rehabilitating ju-

veniles, as shown by the very high recidivism rates among delinquents whb

9. Donnell Pappenfort and Dee M. Kilpatrick, A Census of Children's.
Residential Tnstitutions in the United States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Tsiands: 1966 (University of Chicago Press, 1970), vol. 1, P. 244, (See
Table V in Appendix C.) The criteria these authorities used in making such
estimates are unknown and unavailable from the original data collection

documents. . . :
3, . See discussion of the Massachusetts progr

am in Appendix A.
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have b 4
e been institutionalized.  As indicated in the preceding discussi
: on,

5 .

of handling d :
g delinquent youth. It is this aspect that complicates the analysi
‘ s

.

of the deinstitutionalization of youth

As may be recalled from the previous section, a consideration of com-
mgnity benefits from the deinstitutionaliéation of juvenlle delinque;ts 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 concerning various statg and local demonstration projects in-

\'AS] tern \Y i A4 ~
lViIlg al ative forms of treating delinquents s We can, ne ertheless, ex
’

delinquents. ‘ ies ci ’
q Of the studies cited by Harlow, the reported success rates with

b i i

a modal )
success rate of .about 75 percent.6 These findings led Harlow t
. ) 0

4, Th i :
MassachuSetisregiiiVism rate for delinquents previously institutionalized i
Miller fOrme;'Comm?xaTPle’ was estimated to be around 80‘percent (Jerome o
Ler, issioner of Youth Servi : '
Review ices in Massachusett i y
EZEIEitigipzimR:r 12; %973)!'p. 13), It should be noted thatsﬁi;;ei?;urda
criminal violatisg V;sm is not provided and may include all technical and
it o s. For a discussion of the problem involved in esti a
thar Tuoombs des, see Daniel Glaser, "How Many Prisoners Return?--Th s ng
s f rds Return to Prison," in The Effectiveness of ; e Legend
ystem (1964). ; , of a Prison and Parocle
2- See pp. 15-18.
. Eleanor Harlow, "Intensi ‘ '
1 RO e ’ ?nslve-lntervention: An Al : ,
onalization," Crime and Delinquency Literature (Februa:;r;g;gye ;0 énsg%ﬁu-
Y ., . e

~ modal ! j i
success rate for juveniles, alorne, would probably be lower than 75

percent si 17 i ,
per institzzidgzl?ina%.actlvity appears to decline with age. '"Recidivism rate
Sduit rioois becaﬁzejuvegiles also can be expected to exceed rates for the °
nora Liberatly or 3 pro ation and other alternatives to confinement arevused
e Sl arequven;les than'for'adults, Hence, only the worst risks -
e e ?omm"tted to institutions, whereas prisons -for adults re-

, verse risks" (Daniel Glaser; The Effectiveness of a Prison anze

Parole System (1964), p. 18.)

wasiiain e
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conclude that "intensive intervention, or specialized treatment in thé com- de
. monstrate that significant gains could be made wit

munity setting, should be viewed not as an altérnative‘to~probatidn~~which h délinquént boys in

' o . T I.Q. development
seems to do fairly well with a large number of individuals now ‘served--but as

an alternative to the institutionalization of those offenders who are seen b to note th
& note that none was tho

. L , . N o L : ught succe

to require greater comtrol than that offered by regular probation-supervision."7 ssful enough to be ¢

Empirical ‘evidence on one such form 6f "specialized treatment in the
community setting"-~correctional day cate-—is not especially encouraging.
Perhaps the best known day care projects have been located in Essexfields and

criticism, but, on the whole,

could be classified as ﬁucceésful, they‘wefe not significantly’morehsﬁccéésful ¥y contribute

| T - valuable knowledge about deinstitutionalizati
than traditional treatment alternatives (probation and custodial iﬁstitutions)‘ ) ' on.

' ‘ | | X § .
P

the project had no record of arrest six months after release, which was the probati - (1) the girl had failed on ordinary
o ’ | : | : ilomn, ) the girl hagd "suffici '
same as the rate of success for those offenders initially assigred to regular cient mental ability" to benefit from the

ro '
Program, and (3) the girl had a parent O parent substit

probation.8 ﬁsséxfiélds was even less pfomisingpsince it ‘showed only that .
. Wlth the project« Staff.ll

delinquents would do no worse and, perhaps, might have slightly lower recid-
ivism rates thantwqqld have been thé'caSefif,theynhad been assigned to custo-

4 s

dial inst}tutions.g  Siﬁi1ari&,Vthe‘résp1ﬁ§‘of the Collegefields eébe;iment signs of suce this project showed
) . . L o . o @SSt  only nine of the fiffv. ‘
were unclear with .respect to reducing recidivism, although Collegefields did e fifty-four girls "graduating" to no

)

7. Ibid. . PN SR oster homee.
8. LaMar T. Empey, "The Provo-Experiment: . Evaluation of a Community omes and another
.Program," in California Corrections Board Monograph No. 4, Correctior in the | 10, Saul Pigng. '
Community: Alternatives to Incarceration (1964). (Even after four years of | T ) u lnich et al,, Co1 i . ' ‘
study, the differences between the arrest records of the experimental group i ?;g;g; gg the JuVenile Delinqéencylzsgf;siiz.Degr;m~Delianency to Freedom,
and the control group were insignificant, which supports Harlow's comclusion | , 1 ogp‘EduC?ti°nal Center (1967), =~ . fopment Office on College-
- that noncustodial treatment or control arrangements: should not be viewed as || to Out_;f‘~“S§Q_Hendgrsqn’ "Day Care. for Juvenil . ; ‘
alternatives to probatiom.): - . . o .o ‘ T ~ —Homg Placements, " Judicatures(Ju enile Delinquents--Ap Alternative
9. It should be noted that the location of the Essexfields:Rehabilitatios ; ' T ne, -1969), p. 20, T
Project was in a high delinquency area and this might have contributed to the | ~

less than hoped for success of the experiment. Richard‘M.*Stephenqon‘and(Fran{% o : ‘o
R, Scarpitti, The Rehabilitation of Delinquent Boys: Final Report (Essexfields®
(Rutgers University, 1967). . ' 5
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two girls were transferred to intensive supervision. While the initial

findings were encouraging, it should be noted that no control groups were

established to compare the relativeweffeCtiveness of this project. That is,

gimilar groups of girls>meeting the project criteria were not blaced in

foster homes OY in institutions, eliminating the possibility of making rel-

evant comparisons. Nevertheless, this experiment in noncustodial treatment

appears to have been successful enough for the county's probation department

to expand its operations.

The Los Angeles Community Delinquency Control Project (CDCP) was 2

more ambltious effort than the gan Mateo project to substitute intensive

treatment in the community for the traditional institutionalization—parole

process. ‘Treatment methods included: i{ndividual, STOUP, and family coun—

seling, Specialized foster homes, Broup homes, and remedial tutoring. Two

of the CDCP units in Los Angeles were used for evaluation«purposesu Both

served geographic areas whose residents were predominantly'black;

The evaluation of this thfee—year»project was performed on a group of

301 parolees who had been previously aséigﬁed‘to either the CDCP experimental

group or an institutionalized comparison group on an oéfensibly random

p from which these random assignments were made

basis.13 The eligibility grou

Ay

Fa

12, Ibid., P 21.
cent, it should be realized that the failure rate of this project was signif-

fcantly higher. 1f one includes the twenty-seven girls who never "graduated”
~ from the program plus the-fourtéen gir v
or foster homes plus the two girls who had to be placed in intensive super-
vision, the failure rate is almost 50 percent. I , S
13, Esther M. Pond, The Los Angeles Community Delinquency.Control.Prqi:
ect: An Experiment in the Rehabi1itation of Delinquents in an Urban Com-

munity, California Youth Authority Report No. 60, September 1970.

i

While the recidivism rate of this project was 17 per-|

B,

1s who had to be placed,in;institutions‘ 

25

was somewhat restricted.l4

i ] . 1 »
. 3 .
g go The nl ‘pOint claimed as: that comunit 1 atiU

and parole.

.
d t]

initial eligibili
gibility requirements were rather strict and limit
g our ability to

+

g

P Y

( ) ) ’

basis of th
ese maturit ‘
y levels, and (c) to keep the juveniles in a
community

15
gsetting., A contr
ol group was assigned to the tradiéional prog
A1t ram:

14, These eligi ‘ ,
he had not b gibility criteria were: (a) f ing
een :  (a) the del:
persons, (c) he ;sziztid to Youth Authority for‘a~vi§ii22uegt vas male, (b)
east thirteen years old, (d) heahadongensi against
I prior admission

. . L '
v ’ . Fiom

- . . 7 - ’ ) : :’:

i
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institutionalization followed by parole.

The results of the study ghowed that the CTP was more effective with
regard to parole outcome (L.e., "recidivism'') in approximately 36 percent of
the cases; less effe;tive in about 10 percent, and equally efféttive in 53
percent.16 The conclusions placed heavy emphasis not.on the community setting,
but on the different treatment strategles employed as a rgsult.of the inter-
personal maturity level clagsifications.

It would be hard to determine the relative effectiveness of each treat-
ment method since the sample size for each method was 1imited by the number
of different techniques employed. For example, only twelve boys were in the
experimental group used in assessing the effectiyenéss of the specialized
group home, while 158 boys were in the control grqup.l7

The CTP suffers from other limitations besides having inadequate numbers

of delinquents in experimental and control groups for selected alternatives.

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

were quite strict, limiting our ability to generalize about the .effectiveness
of noninstitutional.alternatives for the majority of juvenile offenders who
do not meet those eligibility requirements,18 and (2) the measure of "recidivis
~~the judgment of the parole agents,employed‘by the CTP--was quite subjective
and possibly biased.19

Despite the 1imitations of these california studies, they are important

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

16. Ibid. | R
17. Ted Palmer, The Group Home Project-—Final Report.(California Youth
Authority and National Tnstitute of Mental Health; Spring 1972), PP 35-37.

18. During Phase III of the CTP,'(1969—1974), these eligibility criterial |
are intended to be broadened. | EE R >
‘19, On this point; see'JameS’RobinSOn and Gerald Smith, "The.Effectivenﬁ%
of Correctional Programs," Crime and Delinquengz_(Jénuary 1970) . :
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This variation is shown in Table 1

INSTITUTIONAL SENTENCES AND RECIDIVISM

Tl

ppo o ?

A g n

the evidence for this assertion.

.

20. While a ' ;
e a "lack of information" hypothesis may be difficult to veri

unemployment rates, and
2 sincd ; , and racial composition of th
gnificant percentage of the variation shown inpgzgiztion dornot explain

21' i
Brian Vachon, "What Did You Learn in Reform School?"

~view (September 16, 1972), p. 72. S




. CHILDREN, BY STATE (1970)

Table 1

RATES OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF DELINQUENT
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' tence for that crime, and those who served more than the median sentence.

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

32

more severe sentences are given to offenders involved in more'serious acts and
to those thought to be more committed to "deviant" behavior.

Nelther Glaser nor Metzner attempted te set up controls for the types
of.crime committed by offenders in thelr samples, The study nade by Crowther

for the California Department of Correctioms 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 Jf

for first degree robbery and second degree burglary. For each crime, the sub-

jects were divided into two groups—-those‘who gerved less than the median sen-

The sample consisted of 150 individuals sentenced for robbery and 120 sentenced| i

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 paroie outcomes.v'However,'becaese later analysis proved
that the two groups were not really comparable,'the.findings were unreliable.
Similarly, the results among those convicted of burglery suggest a negative

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

assignment of subjects to length of time served, there might have been a number ;

of unmeasured differences between the groups that were not taken into account, }

and those differences could have influenced the parole outcome.? For ex~
ample, it was not possible to determinéfyhether the prisomners were spending
more or less time in confinement because of the varying serlousness of their

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

28. Dorothy Jaman and R. Dickover, "Synopsis of California Research
Report No. 35." (See footnote 24, above.) : ,
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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 iimit our
ability to draw general conclusions. Furthermore, in a democratic society
it may never be possible to fully answer the questdon of institutional

effects on recidivism. That would require controlled experiments, in which

juveniles convicted of all types of crimes would be allowed to remaiﬁ"oué of
institutional confinement, while other delinquents convicted of committing
the same types of offenses would be placed in custodial institutions. In a
comprehensive experiment of this type, the iéngth-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 juveniles, some of whom migﬁt have been

sent to custodial institutions for arbitrarily fixed periods of time according

to the ''randomness" of the experimental procedures.

One final point deserves mentioning: even if we were able to establish

that custodial institutions have some negative effects on the recidivism rates

of delinquents, society might still decidé 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 e

the institutions. That is, the benefits from lower crime while éertain 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 society WOuld be

Lo RE T
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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-
finement. Either hypothesis is plausible.38

" The program now being conducted
in Massaéhusetts might offer some additional insights as to which of these
hypothesés is correct.39

.

Of course, there would be serious equity Questions invelved 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
feduction in the crime rate of juveniles. Those responsible for ybuth
services should realize, however, that their decisions regarding the ap-
propriate treatmenﬁ of delinquents may have consequences beyond the in-

stitutionalized delinquents themselves. The total costs to society from

a policy of deinstitutionalization, then, might involve some calculation

38.

It is interesting to note 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 succeéding on 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, after controlling for the effects of cer-
tainty. _ v ~ - .

39, See the discussion of the deinstitupionalization program in Massachu~-
setts in Appendix A. ‘

-40. Again, such trade-offs

rﬁust be regar&ed‘as hypothetical since there
is only the most fragmentary empirical evidence to support either of these
effects,. -~
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of the delinquency of other children besides those juveniles removed from

institutions.

BUDGETARY SAVINGS FROM DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION

Certain alternatives to custodial institutions (e.g., probation, parole,
correctional day care, and specialized foster homes) clearly‘have lowg; oper~
ating costs than the institutions themselves. However, there is little reason
to expect other alternatives (speclalized group homes, half-way houses, and
group residences), which ?fovide services similar to those of larger custodial
institutions, to have greater operating efficiency or lower costs.

Probation, parole, and correctionmal day care are less expensive than
custodial institutions beéause juveniles enrolled under these programs are
not under constant supervision b§ correctional authorities.41 Specialized
foster homes are less costly because foster parents are not paid at the same
rate as round-the-clock inStitutiénal personnel (guards and counselors). In
essence, the prilvate sector subsidizes the public sector in providing care to
delinquents in foster homes.42

Specialized group homes, halfway houses, and group resideﬁces may have
particular operating costs that are lower than those in custodial institutions
(e.g., the former do not have the cost of maintaining a security force) but

other items (e.g., personnel available for counseling and supervision twenty-

four hours a day, food, and shelter) méy be far more expensive to provide on

41, See the figures present by Empey on the relative costs of the Provo
Experiment (California Mono. No. 4, op. cit.)

42. On this point, see discussion in J. Koshel, Deinstitutionalization
~~Dependent and Neglected Children (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute,

el T )
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It should also be noted that public schools in many communities have
the legal right to suspend children th§p school officials regard as "un-
controllable." The transferability of juvenile qQIinquents, then, de-
pends on the willingness of the communiFy to accept them. Community re-

sponsiveness to the deinstitutionalization of delinquents is the next issue

discussed.

> "COMMUNITY'" RESPONSIBILITY FOR DELINQUENTS

"You almost have to force the communitz’to do its job. There'll never
by any real progress without turmoil," say Jerome Millef (who, until recently,
was Commissioner of Youth Services of Massachusetts) of the deinstitutional-
ization program of delinquent children in that state.45 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, fall on the lower end of the socioeconomic 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 homogeﬂéous entity that is, at le%st
partially, responsible for creating juvenile delinquents. In other words,

community refers to society at large and 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 are a fact-.
of the police, courts and institutional data...." (Martin Gold, "On Social
Status and Delinquency," Social Problems, Summer 1967, p. 114.)
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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 establishipg demonstration projects.l As we have indicated through-
out this paper, there are numerous experimental treatment projects for de-
linquents in many states and localities. But on the other hand, there is
onlj a limited amount of knowledge available at the federal level concerning
the succesg or failures of these projects, Valuable data may be available
at state and local levels although not in readily usable form. It will take
gsome effort to collect the data and organize them in a form suitable for
comparative analytical study.

Before we c;mmit research funds for data collection and analysis, how-
ever, we must know what types of data ;re 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

alternative 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 Imstitute of
Mental Health has supported a major 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 Delinquency.Prevention Administration

funded numerous demonstration projects focusing particularly on speclalized
group homes.
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Target GrOups
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ation, including age, sex, race,

general aptitude, personal maturity, correctional

the nature of offense,‘socioeconomic background, and family structure.
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2 below normal (2 years or less)
E. =
3 below normal (more than 2 years)
E4 = not in school
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Family Structure
FS, = living with both natural parents

FS2 = living with one natural parent

F53 = not -living with either natural parent

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

sible subgroups of delinquents which can serve as initial target groups for re-
gsearching juvenile correction. It is also necessary to specify what correc-

tional alternatives are available. The following categorization mdy suffice:

Correctional Alternatives

= Probation and/or Parole

= Correctional Day Care

= Specialized Foster Homes

= Specilalized Group Homes

= Semicustodial Imstitutions

C
C
C
C
c
C_ = Custodial Insfitutions

1
2
3
4
5
6

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

scriptive categories mentioned above results in 216 observable;combinatibns

Some of these combinations may not be important in

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

classifications involving El (normal grade level for age) and FS1 (living with

both natural parents) can be eliminated because of the relatively small size

of those groups.
Data from even a few states and localities could go a long way to an-
7 particularly if the effort is made to

swer many,pf the remaining questions,
g

7. Information on the recidivism of noninstitutional alternatives, for
example, could be substantially improved by collecting data from the Cali-
fornia CTP on the actual number of nontechnical (i.e., criminal) offenses

committed by delinquents after some previous conviction and sentencing (to"
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

In reviewing the empirical evideﬁce on the.effectiveness of aiternative
methods of treating and controlling.delinquents, one is impressed by the
complexity of the subject. Research findings are ambiguods and fragmentéry,
leaving the folicymaker with a great ﬁumber of unanswered questions. What
does seem to be clear is that too many géneraliéatiéné'about the best way
of handling delinquents are not suppoffe& by émﬁirically.estgblished in=-
formation. For instance, no research evidence isAavailaBle to support a
policy for the complete deinstitutionalizatién of éelinéuents, regardless
of the number and types of "community—baéed sef&ices"’thafyare offered.

Research has shown that thé probat;oﬁ of lafge numbers of juvenile
delinquents'has"provéd to be a failrly successful aﬁd felatively inexpensive
way‘of haﬁdling.such children. (Howevef, at théﬂsame time, this method has
not proved td be satisfactory with a sigﬁificant percentage of deliﬁquents.)
Evaluaﬁions of correctional ‘day cafe projecfs suggest‘thaﬁ this aiternative
is not particularly useful iﬁ improving(the success rates of ordiﬁary pro- .
bation, at least with resﬁect to male delinquenté. The 1imited research -
evidence currently available on the effectiveﬁess of gféup residences in-
dicates that such facilities are not mére ;ffective than custodial insti-
tutiéns in rehabiiitating delinquents. Lastly, it must be realized that
alm;st nothing is4known‘at the federal le&el regafding the effectiveness

of ‘specialized foster homes or specialized group homes in treating and

controlling delinquents. In summary, we know only that certain juveniles
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are less-trouble to society, 1n the short run, in confined rather than un-
confined environments, and that those deiﬁnquents, 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 the form of higher recidivism rates and that these

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

some authoritles argue against sending any delinquent children to custodial

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

tions in reducing recidivism.

But are soclety'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 rommit future

crimes, this has not 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

nondelinguent children. With informa¢ion 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 nelinquents 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 cautlon is justified. Hopefully, federal agencies will '%Yg
assist states and localities in closing the information gaps identified in "3
this paper, so that all anprcpriate 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 oF ‘the existing demonstration pProjects to test
hypotheses concerning juvenile .correctional alternatives, there are three
requirements, First, there must be in -existence a number of alternatives
to permit comparison of results, Second, statistics must have been gathered
in some reasonably systematic manner and be in a form which will aid
the analysis. Third, the officialg responsible for releasing data must be
cooperative,

During the course of this study, information wag gathered on Massachu~
setts, the District of Columbia, Wisconsin, and Minnesota. Each potentially

future research,

MASSACHUSETTS

. 'th
e first total deinstitutionalization program for delinquents in the

Unit
ed States. The Department of Youth Services has closed all of the sev
: en
State-administered juvenile institutions.
T
he aims of the Massachusetts program are relatively simple. It ig

felt t
hat institutions as they were structured were not only harmful to the
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' 1 ision was
rehabilitation of juveniles but were beyond reform. The dec

to close them all and to handle juvenile offenders in

made, therefore,

First, the bulk of offenders would be placed on probation‘and
’

Tt is estimated that 80 percent cf all

three ways.

returned to parents OT guardians.

2
ed in this manner. Second,

juvenile offenders could ultimately be handle

or those whose home en-

those juveniles who had no home to be returned to,

nt -] g

£ ju-
ents or to specialized group homes. Third, a very small number of ]
" would be sent to a gotentiallz high—security

e in the community and all assignees

par
veniles, deemed "hard to place,'

facility. This last facility would operat

. ed a
would be free to come and go at will except when their behavior pose

ves or to the community.

rea for research. The program rep-

threat to themsel

Massachusetts presents a fertile a

it can be
ts a major test of community correctional alternatives. If
resen

8

ried types
chieves better results at a lower cost than does a system of va yp
a e

d signif-
of facilities, then the Massachusetts program will have contribute ,,f»w_

A volv isions
{cantly to alle iating the difficulties in olved in making public decisi
c y ‘

1

concerning juvenile corrections.

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

: . As
it has a range of alternatives available ‘(albeit a restricted one)

‘ arate
noted above, juveniles are currently being directed into three sep

types v ' ter
of general alternatives: probation and/or parole, specialized fos
yp .

and group homes, and a potentially closed facility.

wealth
1. Jerome Miller, former Commissioner of Youth Services, Common’

of Massachusetts, {nterview, August 11, 1972.
2. Ibid. -
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In addition, the following poiﬁts may be relevant:

1. It appears that the probation/parole status can carry with it var-
lous conditions, depending on the disposition of the sentencing judge, the
feeling of the probation or parole’officer, or the decision of the Comuis—
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. \if’EiIs 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 éfoup

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 compérison 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) becwecn
the various community alternatives themselves. The teal 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?

RS

3. Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Legislative Acts, 1969, Chapter 838,
p. 812, .
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The response to the first of these two questions appears’'to be affirmative.

First, the Department of Youth Services is in the process of assembling daka
on the juveniles currently in their custody.4 1f the department has kept such
data, as require& by law,s,it will be sufficient for the kind of anglysis de~
sired here. Second, the departmént is also in the process of compléting a
study of a sample of juveniles, the daté for which were assembled while the
institutions were still in operation.6 This study appears to contain th%

types of statlstics needed for an institutional community comparison. Third,

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

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Harvard University Center for

Studies in Criminal Justilce is monitoring the Massachusetts program and de~

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

varlous 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 any researcher can gain the cooperation of the public officials
involved in releasing information is unclear aé thi;‘point. As 1n the early
stages of any innovative program, administrators ig>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 ds 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,
Commcnwealth of Massachusetts, interview, August 11, 1972,
5. Magsachusetts, Acts of 196%, 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 Massachusetts, interview, August 11, 1972,

7. Schucter, interview, August 11, 1972,

- in Criminal Justice, Harvard Universgit
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appl
PPlicability to ap objective study subject to question

. ’

appears 1ike1y),8

At this point, it cap only be

.

THE DISTRICT GF COLUMBIA

n .

ins titutions a elr commun Yy Yeplac emnents The Dist rict pr evious]
nd th i it pl . P
Yy

confined al
1 such offenders in a cottage~type formal institution in Lort
on,

Virginia, T
n 1271, the Department of Corrections, using federally a
pPpro-

Control Project.
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ﬁhe data. The research director at the Progfesé House ﬁas implemented a
program which permits meaningful comparisons of those youths assigned to ' |
the Prdgress House and those remaining at Lorton. Juvenile offenders who

are committed to Zortéﬁ are screened to eliminate those (a) who havg com—;
mitted murder or rape, (b) ;ho‘have a score of 75 or less on all of four
I.Q. tests, (¢) who have sentences or additional charges pending, and (d)
whose parole dates have already been fixed. From this ;creening process,
a group of eligibles is created, 50 percent of whom remain at Lorton and
50 percent of whom are sent to the Progress Hodsg; The asﬁigpment is ran-

dom and the yduths must consent to being placed at the Progress ‘House.

The research director has also maintained complete records on the

" Lorton control group and the Progress House experimental group. Datd is

available on fifty separate psychosocial, sdciological,'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. Furthé?ﬁ&re, the 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. Subsequent findings may-be more éncouraging and  the probability of
cooperation from the officials involved seems high. Many statistics hév;

already been released. The utility of the District of Columbia project,

e K
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however, is limited by the following factors:

1. . . .

a group residence of this type may simply be seen as a smal

‘ 1, relocate -
stitution.= ’ |

2, Thg difference in therapeutic methods may be critical and there is

no . . N
N0 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-

re N . .
ectly on probation without belngwasglgned either to Lorton or the Progress

House.( Although data on probationers may be available from the Department

of Correétions, it is unlikely that a researcher would be able to duplicate
'thg»characteristics of the .existing control and experimental groups;
| In spite of these difficulties, the District of Columbia provides a verv
hopeful indication that meaningful internal eVaiuations can be performed on
community correctional alternatives, |

Such objective evaluations can yield

important information needed by public policy makers.

WISCONSIN

The State of Wisconsin currently has six formal institutions for juvenile
offenders in operation, four major correctional facilities and two forestry

camps. In addition, the state has licensed 247 foster homes and 39 group

homes.

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

in the custody of the Department of Corrections. Of these, 2090, or 69 per
[ , -

c : . , .
ent, were in the community on probation, parole, or both. In addition, 656
. ] ’

or 21.7 percent, were assigned to one of the six formal instiﬁutions' 136
’ ; ” 5 3

or 4,5 percent, were in specialized foster homes; and 139, orv4 6 percent

1

were in specialized group homes.
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Wisconsin has had a probation and parole program since 1909. Specialj

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

The interest in studying the Wiséonéin situation oﬁght-to be clear at
this point. TFirst, the number of juvenile offenders handled is relatively
large. Seéond, the state p;ovides’a‘full range of correctional alternatives
from probation and parole to custodial institutions. Third, the state has
had considerable experience with each type of altermative. It mdy well be‘
significant that, after a minimum of fifteen years of experience with every
type of communiéy‘alternative, Wisconéiﬁfstill finds it necessary to main-
tain over 20 percent of all juvenile offenders in custodial institutions.

From préliminary evidence, the Wisconsin Depértment of Corrections has
the statistics necessary to evaluate the alternatives and is anxious to

w5

assist in supplying them to researchers.™ 1f this is true, the state may

‘prove'to bé the most fruiltful of the cases described in this section.

MINNESOTA

s

For some of the same reasons cited for using Wisconsin,lMinnesota wonld
make a useful casg'study. First, the state has retained in its juvenile cor-
rections system a full range of alternatives, including custodial institu-
tiomns, speciélized 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.

iO. Karl H. Vircks; Supervisor, Foster Care Unit, and Delmar Huebner,
Director Bureau of Probation and 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 the Department of Corrections has

performed two studies on group home facilities recently. The first is a

geneyal study of 129 juvgnile 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, correcticnal 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 came from families

in good or sound economic condition.

The second Minnesota study, completed in April of 1972, aﬁalyzes 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 iess available and less
adequate to meet the needs of male juveniles and youth who had experienced
muitiple failureé after commitment to the Youth Qonservation Commission.12
The later study produced a demographic anélysis 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 March 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

11. Minnesota Department ofACorrections, Report on Juveniles in Group
Homes: 1965-1969, 1970.

12. Minnesota Department of Corrections, An Analysis of the Group Home

for Hard-to-Place Juvenile Boys: March 1970 to February 1972, April 1972.
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correctional alternatives, including custodial institutions. '

I
B

SUMMARY

It may be useful at this point to summarize briéfly the importance of
each of the cases just described.

Massachusetts represents an opportﬁnity to examine the effectiveness
of a wholesale syétems chaﬁge. Has the elimination of institutions improved
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 qufte likely have to be performed
on a general level, That is, it may be very difficult to determine whether
deinstitutionalization is better for some groups and not for others. Mass-
achusetts may only be able to show whether a juvenile correctionai system
without institutions is better or wor;e than it wés with a full rahge of
alternatives. :

The District of Columbia permits a r¥ather 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 opératipn, it may be pos-
sible t§ eliminate the Hypothesis that the success of community alternatiﬁes
is golely a fungtion of gfqup size (i.e., the smaller the living group, the
lower the recidivism rate); This permits more definite conclusions conceéﬁ-
ing community placement'as an option in itself and may suggest that, if
institutioné 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 complete Qorrectional 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

ha , .
s 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 is doubtful, 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

policymakers with a complete set of answers, will give them a sense of

which alternatives to custodial institutions seem appropriate for particular

types of delinquents.



Appendix B

DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT BASED ON THE
PERSONAL MATURITY OF DELINQUENTS

Under its grant from the National Institute of Mental Health, the
California Youth Authotity develope& 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 dinterpersonal maturity characterized psycho-
logical development. They range from the least mature, which resembles the
interpersonal interactions of a newborn infant, to an ideal of 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 in a de~
linquent population is from Maturity Level 2 (Integration Level 2 or I3) to
Maturity Level 5 (I5). Level 5 is infrequent enough that, for all practical
purposes, use of levels 2 through 4 describes the juvenile population. A
brief description of these levels follows:

Maturity Level 2(I5): 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 Treatment Staff, Interpersonal
Maturity Level Classification: Juvenile Diagnosis and Treatment, California
Youth Authority (1966), pp. 1-3. ‘
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He is unable.ﬁo explain, understand, or predict the behavior .or reactions of
others. He 1s not interested in things outside himself except as a source
of supply.’ He behaves impulslvely, 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 1s 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" ("make a sucker out of him before he makes
a sucker out of you."). He tends to deny having any disturbing feelings
or strong emotional involvement in his relationships with others.

Maturity Level 4(I,;): 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 confldet
over values. Or, without conflict, He 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 I level has the advantage 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 "Interpersgonal Maturity Level Classification: Juvenile" subdivided
the threz major types described above into nine delinquent subtypes, a
follows: .
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c y K
ode Nzme Delinquent Subtype
12 2a - Unsocialized, Aggressive
: P ) Unsocialized, Passive
13 gém Conformist, Immature
. c Conformist, Cultural
P Manipulator
14 ga Neurotic, Acting-out
c? Neurotic, Anxiocus
: Cultural identifier
e Situational Emotional Reaction

" Whereas the Maturity Level clas ’
sification represented a cat
of the individual's level of perceptual differentiation, the'subiggzi::;fon

resented a categori
world, gorlzation of the individual's response to his view of the

These nine subtypes then were desc i
ribed by lists.of item d
which characterized the manner in which each group perceivegmth:fégiiéons
responded to the world, and were perceived by others. e

After 12 years of operation, the Community Treatment Project reports

that its classification system has proven to be highly useful in providing

differential treatment. It is also of great interest to note that the CTP

appears to be successful only for particular delingent subgroups,

This last finding is consistent with findings of some other noninsti-
tional programs for delinquents, showing that differential treatment strate-
gles are appropriate for individuals with certain personal characteristics.
kFor example, the Outward Bound Project indicated that rigorous, outdonr
physicaloactivities could be helpful in reducing the‘fééidivism of young
men ‘who did not suffer from acute immaturity.3 |

The Outward qund project was o twp-year demonstration project involving

120 young persons between-the ages of fifteen and.a half and seventeen. The
boys were selected on the basis of several criteria including: good

S

3. Francis J. Kelly and Daniel J. Baer, Outward Bound Schools as an -

" Alternative to Institutionalization for Adolescent Delinquent Boys (1968)

“
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' or Minnesota for twenty-six days, and those in the comparison group were \
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physical health, acceptable mental functioning ("absence of severe psychopath~

ologys €.¢8es psychosis, phobia of height, water, being aloﬂe, ete." which
was determined by data from clinical files), intelligence, baged on a min~-

imum I.Q. score of 70, and the absence of violent assaultive or sexu%l acts
in their history. Sixty suﬁjects 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 {nstitutionalized for the first time and those

who had served prior gentences and had prior parole violations. Thirty of

the noninstitutionalized subjects were selected for the Outward Bound Project

and the remainder for the control group; The sixty previously institutional-
ized were dealt with in a ginilar fashion. The subjects for the experimental

group were agsigned to one of three Outward Bound sites in Colorado, Maine,

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 gtudy was the rate of re~-

turn to an institution for violation of parole, oY commitment to an adult

institution for a new offense. The findings revealed a higher recidivism

rate (34 percent) for thé 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 theilr
niﬁe—ménth 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 Project seem to suggest

that, except for the most immature delinquent {corresponding to Maturity
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Level L,Ap in the California scheme), a short-term program like Outward
Bound can be a useful alternative to institutionalization.
The results of the California Community Treatment Program, the Outward
Bound Project and other experiments in noninstitutional care for delinquents
raise important policy questions. To what extent should soclety 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-
ness'' of certain 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 “punish" some delinquents
theough institutional confinement and allow other delinquehts, 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 California Community Treatment 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 program results indicated that the personal characteristics of
the juveniles were more important than the nature of the offense in p;;dict—
ing program success. The reluctance of juvenile authorities to disregard |

the cause of the delinquents' sentencing may be based on some of the equit
! y

questions raised above.

4. In the case of the Outward B
ound Project, for exampl .
geiigqu:nts who are not sufficiently mature be exéluded frog iﬁeshzzld those
13 nd six or more months in custodial institutions, while more program and
nquents go off to the woods for only a month? ’ wature. de-

EN



3L i

71

Appendix C

DATA 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 ausplces
Training schools 7.5
Forestry camps 6.6

Source: Statistics on Public Institutions for Delinquent Children (1970),
p. 6.
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Table 5

CAPACITY OF CUSTODIAL
"INSITUTIONS (1970)

Training Forestry
Capacity Véll Schools Camps Other

Total 325 220 a1
Under 50 66 31 >
50-99 89 36 “ :
100-149 38 30 ’ :
150-199 32 32 - :
200-299 45 41 o ’
300 or more 55 50 —

Source: Statistics on Public iInstitutions for Delinquent Children (1970),

p. 6.

Table 6 R
OCCUPANCY AS &4 PERCENT OF CAPACITY OF.
CUSTODIAL INSTITUTIONS (1970)
Oé;?%fi;? ALl Training Forestry
Capacity) Schools Camgs
Total 325 220 91
Less than 50.0 30 13 17
50.0-59.9 11 10 1
60.0-69.9 25 19 6
70.0-79.9 45 34 . - 10
80.0-89.9 36 26 6
90.0-99.9 - 45 31 13
100.0 33 T24 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

(47 Per Capita Operating Expenditures® V-W

N ALl Training Forest :
A1l Regions Schools 0;32;3,
$5,700 $5,691 $5,237

New England 6,7

; . s 727 7,31
ggggieAAtlanFlc 6,933 6’973 > os
South Atlantic 6,358 6,587 Zs 384

ast South Central 3,935 3,95 L
East North Central 6,352 6, 2 2 aos
West South-Centra] 3,330 3’452 4,495
gest N?rth Central 6:152 6’§§g —
Sgs:ﬁa;n ' 6,364 6’437 127
s acific 6,048 6,048 g
orth Pacific 8,760 8:800 2-;;5

3

Ibid., p. 7.

Computed by dividi V i
age daily oot ropL ing the total operatlng

ation,

*xXpenditures by the aver-




Table 8

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION RESULTING FROM LACK OF

RESOURCES:

AFFECTED, BY TYPE OF DECISION (1966)

NUMBER OF DELINQUENT CHILDREN

Type of Decision

Number Affected by Decision
(Resulting in Additional or
Fewer Children in Institutions)

Percent of Total
Number in Institu-
tions*

Children refused admit-
tance to institution
because of lack of ca-
pacity, staff, 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

(+) 10,468

-y 7,995

(=) 13

Net effect of decisions

() 4,882

*Pappenfort and Kilpatrick, p. 19.
Donnel M. Pappenfort and Dee M. Kilpatrick, A Census of Children's Residential Institutions in
1966 (University of Chicago Press, 1970), vol. 1,

Source:

the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands:

p. 244,

L








