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CHAPTER ONE ™

Processing Juvenile -Delineueﬁg J R S

AUG 1 2 1978

Statement 6f the Problem

AC 11?“?:" A

It has long been noted that deviance involves more tﬁan just an act
committed by a perpetrator. It also entails a societal response to the act.
This involves a definition of the act by certain others as deviant and_the
application of formal or informal sanctiops to the person suspected of committing

the act. As Kai Erikson has noted, "deviance is not a property inherent in any

kind of behavior; it is a property conferred upon that behavior by the people who
come In direct or indirect contact with it." (Erikson, 1966, p. 6.) It thus
becomes a problem for societal scientists to determine the context within which

a particular act will be defined as deviant. This involves an analysis of the
origin and meaning »f social norms, and an analysis of how these norms are defined
and enforced, either informally, by members of society, or formally by
institutionalized agents of social control. The present research is an attempt

to examine the process in which agents of social control perform their assigned'

task of interpreting and enforcing social norms.

The function of interpreting norms, is an integral part of a11~iaw enforce—
. ment. It becomes particularly important, the more vague and general the laws are.
Vague and imprecise statutes allow wide discretion concerning how,;when, and
against whom they should be enforced. It is the assumption of this paper that

this is a particularly important factor in the enforcement of statutes of juvepile
delinquency and the application of sanctions to delinquents. The ambiguity

of delinquency statutes and the wide discretionary powers given to agents of

socilal control who apply societal sanctions to deiinquents means that the

delinquent is not being judged solely on his actions, but on other criteria



that these agents deem relevant, This research waé conducted to determine what
criteria are used by agents of social control in deciding how to‘deal with
juvenile delinquents. The particular focué of this study will bevon decision~-
making within juvenile cofiectidnai institutions. Institution staff are given '
the task of deciding whether to detain juveniles who are committed to the
institution or whether to return them to the community on probation. For those
juveniles who are kept in the institution, the staff is given the task of deciding
vhen and with what conditions or stipulations to return the juvenile to the
community on parole. These two decisions will be the focu; of this study. An
attempt will be made to determine the criteria used by the staff in making these
decisions, and the manner in which they perform that task.
In the remainder of this Chapter, the role of discretion in the criminal
justice system will be explored, particularly as it relates to ju&enile justice.
An attempt will then be made to examine how thié discretion is manifested by
agents of social control in an organizational setting. The setting for the study 5
and methods used to research the decision-making process will be discussed in | |
Chapter Two and the results will be examined in Chapters Three, Four; and Five.
Chapter Six will attempt to draw conclﬁsions from the data and suggest some
implication for social policy and recommendations for improving the decision-

.. making process.

The Ethos of Juvenile Justice and the Role of the Juven;le Institution

It 1s not surprising that discretion plays a central role in the
administration of juvenile justice. To begin with, many of the factors which
produce discretion in the adult justice system are also present in the juvenile
justice system. More important, however, it must be recognized that the very
purpose of the establishment of a separate system of jus;ice for juveniles was

to permit a more informal and personal handling of juvenile cases. The belief



was, and still is to a large extent, that juveniles are not set in their behavior
patterns, that given the proper environment and moral education, they can be
deflected from criminal directions into laQ-abiding,ones. State intervention
into the lives of juveniles is thus justified on the basis that the state is
acting in the child's behalf. It is acting because the child is viewed as too
immature to be responsible and fully aware of the consequences of his or her own
behavior. (For a full discussion of the origins of the "juvenile justice"
movement, see Platt, 1979,)

This functioning as an intervener requires much discretion, since the so—
called "protectors'" of the child héve to be able to identify the symptoms of
future delinquency. If”agents of social control, therefore, feel that delinquency
results from a "negative" home environment or from '“negative" peer influences,
the bhelief that such a condition exists for a particular child will justify
societal intervention. In the extreme case, thén, a juvenile méy be
institutionalized, not because he or she has committed a criminal act, but
because his or her environment suggests, in the eyes of agents of social control,
a situation which may lead to future delinquency. The agents of juvénile
justice, then, must be given great latitude or discretion in order to assure
that they effectively fulfill their task of identifying and correcting delinquent
. and pre-delinquent youths. The juvenile, therefofe, is not judged solely on
the acts committed but on the way these acts are interpreted in light of the
context and circumstances in which they occur. |

What the foregoing suggests, is two basic viewpoints on the nature of
juvenile delinquency. The first holds juveniles responsible for their acts and
seeks to punish them when they commit crimes. The second views the delinquent
as a troubled, misguided youth, the product of a deficient environment, who needs

the help of state agencies to overcome the problems which underlie his delinquency.



It is the latter viewpoint which formed the basis for the establishment of the
Juvenile court, as Circourel [1968] points out in his analeis of juvenile
Justice:

The concern with juvenile delinquency has often led to a view
“ that delinquents are responsible for their acts and should be held
accountable and be punished for them, although the conceptions of
what are 'good' adolescents and what the punishment should be have
changed. A second view holds that adolescents are continually
having 'natural' problems growing up, and since a certain amount
of permissiveness is necessary, their acts therefore should not
be viewed within the context of adult activities, but treated as
temporary outbursts to be controlled gradually when maturity is
reached in adulthood. This second view translates 'matural’
problems into environmental, community, familial, or personal
problems and absolves the juvenile from serious responsibility.
The juvenile court law, therefore, can be viewed as a social
movement designed to standardize and regulate procedures for
articulating rules governing juvenile conduct with their 'natural'
problems as delineated by the second view. [Cicourel, 1968, pp. 23-24].
In recent years, however, reformers of the criminal justice system have
argued that the effect (aside from the intent) 'of institutionalizing juveniles
.is to punish them, since authorities are forcibly removing juveniles from their
homes and placing restrictions on their activities. The argument of these
reformers is that juvenile court proceedings are, in essence, criminal proceed-
ings, and that juveniles are, in fact, being denied their coustitutional right
to due process under the law.
These reformers have questioned the right of the state to intervene in
" the lives of juveniles "for their own good". In addition, they argue that
despite all the rhetoric of advocates of juvenile correctional institutions,
nothing rehabilitative has been shown to have been accomplished in these
institutions.
This debate suggests an important dilemma facing the enforcers of juvenile
justice today. On the one hand, juvenile justice still maintains that it's

interests are the treatment and proper training of needy juveniles. On the

other hand, some juveniles commit crimes and are viewed as dangerous to society.
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The juvenile justice system‘has an obligation to.protect society. The question
of how the members of this system deal with this dilemma is an integral part
of this study, because before they caﬁ hake decisions about specific juveniles,
they haye to come to some.conclusions regarding the purpose of juvenile justice,
and the ends served by it. |

Robert Emerson's excelleat analysis of the juvenile court (Emerson,
1969) has suggested that the treatment-punishment dilemma underlies much of the
juvenile court proceedings. While the juvenile court officially. maintains
that it is acting in behalf of the juvenile's welfare and that all decisions
and dispositions of cases are made in the interests of "what is best for the
child," there is also a realization that commitment to an institution serves a
more punitive purpose than mere probation. Treatment is, therefore, relative.
It ranges from 'pure'" treatment, such as individual psychiatric therapy to
more punitive, restrictive types of treatment such as incarceration in a
juvenile institution, although the latter is still seen as treatment designed
to help the juvenile become more responsible for his or her behavior.

Emerson suggests that the court is puiled in two directions. On the
one hand, its treatment philosophy demands that it not treat juveniles as

official criminals but rather, that it provide some form of community or group

- treatment. On the other hand, the court is a political agency, dependent upon

the public and other official agencies for support. The public, the police,
schools and often the parents of juveniles view delinquents as a nuisance and
danger to society and demand action. To quote Emerson:

One fundamental set of problems and demands confronting
the juvenile court arises from the pressure and expectations
of those initiating court action that 'something be done.' In
this sense, the court must work out practical solutions to cases
that satisfy, or at least take some cognizance of the concerns
of complainants [p. 83]. :




One of the criteria the court will use in making dispositions is the
availability of 'a community placement. But social welfare agencies do not want
those hard core kids that refuse to benefit from, or disrupt their programs.
Since the éourt depends on these agencies to ease its work.load andkprbvide
alternative placements for delinquents, the courts must cqopérate with them.

As a result, those delinquents with less serious problems are handled by
community agencies and those with, perhaps, a greater need for treatment, are
sent to juvenile correctional institutions.

"In the course of negotiating with other agencies, the

juvenile court treatment goals are subtly displaced...Treat-

ment is undermined through court cooption into a system of

placements biased against delinquents...The court funnels the

most desirable and promising delinquents out into the child

care system, while transferring the most troublesome cases

from this system into correctional and custodial

institutions." [p. 80, Emerson ]

Thus, juvenile correctional institutions usually receive juveniles after
other alternatives have been rejected. The dilemma for decision makers has to
some extent been made easier. The court has already decided that juveniles sent
to institutions cannot be handled in the community. Nevertheless, juvenile
correctional authorities, according to Department of Corrections guidelines, must
still justify a recommendation for treatment in the institution. There are
several grounds for such a decision, among them the seriousness of the‘offense
"and the exhaustion of all possible community alternatives, either because they
are unavailable, or because they have been tried and failed. The staff at the
juvenile institution has to come to a conclusion about the threat or danger
imposed by a particular delinquent as well as his or her suitability for community
treatment. In addition, the staff will want to consider the needs of the juvenile,
to determine whether he can best be helped by the institution or by an alterna-

tive placement. This, then, becomes the crucial dilemma confronting the staff

in making decisions. To what degree should they make decisions in terms of




punitive and custodial considerations (i.e., punishing criminals and
protecting society), and to what extent should they make decisions in terms of
the‘needs of the juvenile for treatﬁeﬁt? fﬁe way the staff resolve this issue
most likely rests on their éonCeption of the purpose c¢f the institution in
particular, and the purpose of juvenile justice in general. Staff members who
concelve of the role of their institution in punitive terms might justify the
need for incarceration in terms of punishing the juvenile for his serious
delinquent acts. Treatment criented staff may see the need for treatment to
prevent the juvenile from committing serious delinquencies. In either case, the
staff member will have to have some way of looking at the juvenile and all the
information assembled about him and arrive at a decision regarding the serious-
ness of the delinquency and the danger which the juvenile presents to society.
The same is true regarding consideration of the treatment‘needs of the
juvenile. Some conclusions will have to be dfa&n from the available data

regarding what types of treatment will most benefit the child. A determination,

therefore, of the individual's commitment to delinquent behavior, the conditions

of his home envircnment, his psychological and emotional problems, his relation-

ships with peers and others, are just some of the factors that must be considered.

Once again, the staff member must sift through a wealth of information rather
. quickly, to reach a conclusion regarding the type of treatment best suited for
each delinquent.

The question dealt with by this research concerns how the staff goes
about sifting relevant material from all the information available to them to
decide what to do with juveniles. What criteria'do they use as a basis for
their decisions? What assumptions do they make about thé nature of delinquency
and the purpose of juvenile justice to aid them in their decision? In other

words, what is the ideology of these institutions concerning their purpose and
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function, and how does this ideoclogy influence the way its staff makes decisions
about juveniles. As Cicourel maintains, the assumptions which are basic to the
ideology of the institution will be reflected in the staff member’s conception
‘of the criteria that should be used to make decisions about juveniles.
Each career-generating agency maintains and selects "facts"

for interpretation by means of its.own ideology, theories,

organizational policies, and practices. Therefore, categoriza-

tion into "points of no return" or the view that "nothing more

can be done" or '"the right foster home will do the trick" or

"the right peer group will change him," and so forth, are

needed in the kinds of structural arrangements the agency feels

are possible, and the particular encounters a representative of

the agency maintains with the juvenile in question.

[Cicourel, 1968, p. 68.]
It is suggested here that the decision-making process will be influenced by
the way the staff resolves the question of the custodial (or punishment) versus
-the treatment role of the institution. If the institution's ideology reflects
a punitive-custodial orientation, it is likely that decisions will be made
primarily on the basis of the offense and prior record of the juvenile, and
secondarily on the basis of his attitude and demeanor (i.e., is he surly and
tough, resistant to authority, non-remorseful, etc. or is he repentent, polite,
likeable, etc.) which may be viewed as an indication of delinquent values. We
would expect, under this ideology, that serious offenders are more likely to
be institutionalized than non-serious offenders, and that juveniles with "bad"
or "negative" attitudes are more likely to be institutionalized than juveniles
with "good" attitudes.

If, on the other hand, the organization adopts a treatment ideology,
staffings would be less likely to be based on offense, but more likely to be
based on the juvenile's home environment, psychological problems. and educational

needs. The juvenile's attitude would probably also be important here, because

a poor attitude would indicate poor values on the part of juveniles, and general




problems in dealing with others that need to be worked on. Finally, it is
possible that both treatment and punitive modéls are operating at the same time.
This would mean that those juveniles who have committed serious offenses and/or
are viewed as dangerous to society will be incarcerated, as well as those
juveniles who exhibit emotional problems and/or come from an unstable home

ngvironmgnt, In other words, the institution resolves its problems of defining
its role by adopting an ideology that serves both treatment and punishment/
custodial ends simultaneously. To state this in an alternative way, the
institution fails to resolve the problem of its purpose and accepts juveniles
on both punitive and treatment bases in order to be sure that all angles

are covered.

" Summary of Previous Research

There are no studies that have been done which deal specifically with
the issue of how juvenile institutions decide upon which juveniles to commit
to the institution and which not to commit and when to recommend parole. »There
have, however, been several studies of probation officers which have attempted
to uncover the criteria they use to make recommendations to the juvenile court.
Several studies have commented on the relationship between socio-
'ﬁiogtaphic variables such as age, race, sex, and socioeconomic status, and
disposition of cases. Among these variables, sex has probably been given the
most attention. Terry (1967), in a study of juvenile court dispositions in a
midwestern community of about 100,000 population between 1958 and 1962, found
that 76.7%Z of females were institutionalized compared to 59.7%Z of males. This
was true even though females tended to have less extensive records of prior
-delinquent behavior. Cohn (1967), in a study of 175 pre-sentence investigation
reports in the Bronx, N.Y. in 1952 found that girls were three times as likely

as boys to be recommended for institutionalization. Most of the girls recommended
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for institutionalization had committed status offenses suggesting that a double
standard was operating in the recommendation process. More recently, Kratcoski
(1974) and Chesney-Lind (1973) have found that females are more likely than
males ﬁo be incarcerated for non-serious, status—-type offenses. .
There have been no studies of the relationship of sex to juvenile parole
decisions. Scott (1974), in a study of adult parole decisions, found that
women tended to be paroled sooner than men, although the difference was not great.
In the case of juveniles, however, many of the girls brought to the institution
are status offenders (e.g., incorrigible, wayward, runaways, etc.), and probably
constitute a different type of individual from those found in the adult courts.
A simple view of the problem would suggest that if the institution
adopts a punitive/custodial ideology, it will not be concerned about the sex of
the juvenile, but merely the offense. However, this ignores the possibility of
a double standard. Ig is likely, as the current literature suggests, that
institutional staff will view status offenses committed by females to be more
serious than status offenses committed by males. Thus, females may have‘to
be "punished" in instances where a male would not. Similarly, if the institution
adopts a treatment ideology, a female étatus offender would be seen as having
more problems and needing more help than a male status offender. It appears, then,
. that the issue involving the equal or unequal treatment of females is a question,
not of institutional ideology, but of whether or not a double standard exists
in the institutional segment of the juvenile justice system.
Neither of the studies mentioned above }ound a'relationship between race
and disposition of cases, when other variables are controlled (See Terfy, 1967,
Cohn, 1967). A similar finding was reported by Scott in his study of parole
decisions relating to adult felons. It is not expected thgt the institutional

ideology will affect the commitment or parole decisions relating to race, unless
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treatment oriented institutional staff believe that juvenil;s of differeat races
have different kinds of needs and require different types of treatment, or
punitive oriented institutional staff believe that juveniles of some races are
"more difficult" or have "poorer character' than others and, therefore, have to
be punished more seve;ely. This, however, is a question of the existence or non-
existence of racial discrimination.

The relationship of the juvenile's age to decision-making has not been
studied. It is suggested here that age should be irrelevant if decisions are
made on a punitive basis (a juvenile would be committed merely on the basis of
what they did), but highly relevant if they are based on treatment concerns.
Younger juveniles, for instance, would be seen as more serious offenders and as
possessing more problems than older offenders. On the other hand, treatment
oriented staff might be more fearful of the possibly detrimental effects of
institutionalization on younger juveniles and might try to find alternative
placements for them.

The relationship between court disposition of cases and socioeconomic
status (SES) has been examined. Terry (1967), for instance, found no relation-
ship between SES and disposition of caées, when the frequency and severity of
offense was controlled., Cicourel (1968) found that juveniles from lower.class
.homes were overrepresented in juvenile institutions, but this was largely due
to other factors in the family/home environment, such as marital discord, lack
of supervisfon, and so on. Emerson argues that "for the juvenile court, the
crucial difference lies not between middle.and lower class families, but betwegn
the family life of the 'respectable' and 'disrespectable' poor" (Emerson, 1969,
P. 131). Cohn (1967) found that children recommended for institutionalization
were more likely than those recommended for probation to have come from father-

less homes and to have had bad relationships with their parent-. Monahan (1972)




found that a greater proportion of institutionélized delinquents than those
placed on probation came from "broken homes". Monahan concluded from this that
juveniles from broken homes are more seriously delinquent than those from intact
homes, but an equally plausible possibility is that authorities are more likely
to assign delinquents to institutions if they come from broken homes. Emerson

(1969) after a discussion with probation officers, concluded that a poor home
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situation is used by probation officers as an indicator of a delinquent orientation

on the part of the juvenile. For instance, z mother on welfare is acceptable if
she maintains control in her home, disciplines children properly, tries to keep
them neat and clean, and so on. But a.mother who drinks and entertains men and
does not control her childresz will be regarded "as someone producing a breed of
criminal-like delinquents". (Emerson, 1969, p. 232) Zimmerman (1971), in an
analysis of social history reports filed by probation officers, found that many
of them attributed the juvenile's delinquency problem to the family situation,
rather than seeing the juveniles themselves responsible. Nevertheless, the dis-
position was still to institutionalize in most of these cases.

In summary, most of the juveniles who have made it to the institution
are from the lower working classes. It appears that class itself, is not the
crucial factor in making dispositions but that the quality of the home environ-
-ment is. In Chapter Two, the construction of an index of family-~home environ-
ment will be discussed. In terms of institutional ideology, it is suggested
that if the institution is punitive oriented, it will place less importance on
the juvenile's home environment than if the in;titutioh is treatment oriented.

Juveniles enter institutions for many reasons. They may have committed
a serious criminal offense, such as robbery, or they may have come to the
institution because they could not be controlled at home. The latter category

has been called "status offenses" because it consists of offenses which are not
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crimes 1f committed by an adult but relate only to those with a juvenile status.
It includes things like running away from homé, truancy, incorrigibility, and
so on. A study of court dispositions in New York City in 1963 {Lerman, 1971)
found that among boys sent to juvenile correctional institutions, those who had
committed criminal acts spent an average of 10.7 montﬁs in the institdtion,
whereas those who were designated "Persons in Need of Supervision' spent an
average of 16.3 months in the institution. Lerman also re-analyzed data from
the U.S. Children's Bureau from 19 of the 30 largest cities in 1965. He found
that 23% of those juveniles who committed & serious crime (FBI Part I crimes),
and 187 of those who committed a less serious crime (Part II crimes) were
committed to an institution. In contrast, 26% of the juvenile status offenders
were committed to institutions.: Cohn (1967)‘found similar results. Probation

" officers were ﬁore likely to recommend institutionalization for offenses committed
against the family (including running away and truancy) as opposed to offenses’
against life or property. According to Cohn, "to the probation officéf,!
commission of an act against the parents evidenced a family background and
personaliﬁy étructure too disturbed to_warrant’probation. Thus, delinquents
who had committed acts against life or property were more often recommended to
probation." (Cohn, 1967, p. 200.)

This suggests that probation officers feel.justified in recommending
institutionalization if either the juvenile has committed a serious crime and
has to be punished (and society has to be protected) or the juvenile has
comnitted a status offense and needs supervision and control "for his own sake".
Cicourel suggests that.the éeriousness of the offense is not Fhe‘crucial factor
in dispositione. Rather, the important factors seem to be hbw these aéts are

interpreted, in light of the juvenile's past behavior, attitude, and home situation.
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The act itself can lead to a variety of actions by law
enforcement officials, but the seriousness or triviality of
the act depends upon officials' parochial decisions.....The
important point is how the juvenile's future is conceived
because of readings of his past and present behavior.
Notions like 'bad attitude'", "poor home environment',
"emotional" problems and the like, transform the juvenile
into an object for disposition, irrespective of the
"seriousness' of the acts themselves. Acts viewed as very
serious may accelerate the process, but...acts viewed as
trivial from the perspective of the criminal law can lead
to equivalent dispositions. (Cicourel, 1968, p. 302.)

It appears, therefore, that judges and probation officers resolve the
question of institutional ideology by selecting the third alternative discussed
earlier, defining their role in both treatment and custodial terms. In terms
of the present study, then, it is suggested that if the state institutions
define their role in punitive terms, offense will be the very criteria used
. to make decisions, and serious (violent and property) offenders will be
more likely to be institutionalized than state offenders. if the institutions
hold a treatment idédibgy;~their decisions will be based on factors other
than éffense (rela&ing more to the perceived '"needs'" of the juvenile) and.
there should be no difference between the rates of éommitﬁent and length of
stay for serious and status offenders. Instead, juveniles with psychological
problems or juveniles from unstable environments would bé committed. Finally,
_if both idéologies are opergting at ﬁhe same time, then both serious delinquents
and juveniles from unsatisfactory and unstable environments or those with adjusk—
ment‘problems will be committed. In other words, only those few non-serious
offenders from a good home environment, with no adjustment problems, with few
educational deficienciés,'and with a healthy or favorable attitudg_will not

be committed to the institution.
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Several studies have suggested that the attributes and demeanor of a
juvenile will affect the disposition of his (l:er) case at various levels of
the criminal justice system. Piliavin and Briar (1964) found that the demeanor
of the juvenile (including his dress, his manner of speech, the deference he
showed the police, and his general attitudé) was the key determinant in the
police decision to arrest a juvenile. Cohn reported that "if the child cooperated
with the probation officer during the pre-sentence investigation, he had a
slight edge in his chances of being recommended to probation". (Cohn, 1967,
p. 200.) Emerson (1969) made similar comments, suggesting that a delinquent
not only had to express remorse, but deference to the court (e.g. stand, address
the judge as '"your honor", speak in whéle scntences, etc.) and to the legitimancy
of the socieFal norm he violated. Cicourel presents several case studies
where a juvenile's poor attitude and demeanor resulted in his being institution-
alized (See Cicourel, 1968, pp. 239, 240, 262),.and Platt (1969) discusses
the role of the juvenile's attitude as a determinant of judicial decisions.

Iﬁ Chapter Two, the construction of an attitude/demeanor scale to
measure this varigble from case files will be discussed. As suggested earlier,
this vériéble‘may be seen as important from both ideological perspectives, since
a poor attitude may be construed as indicating both a severe, dangerous delinquent
~from whom society must be protected, as weli as a deeply troubled, confused
juvénile who needs héip. |

Scott (1974) failed to find a relationship between insgitutuonal adjust-
ment and adult parole. While this has not been studied in juvenile institutions,
‘a strong relationship is expected. Juveniles who exhibit and continue to
exhibit negative attitudes and behavior may be considered too dangerous, in
punitiQe/cQstddial terms, to be released, and not yet “"cured"”, in treatment terms,

to be released. Thus, progress in treatment and favorable changes in attitude
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and behavior are expected to be related to parolé decisions. Unfortunately,

the nature of the data makes it impossible to obtain a useful measure of
institutional adjustment from the staffing reports. Conclusions regarding this
hypothesis will have to be based on observer impressions and staff opinions.

This will be discussed in Chapter Two.

- If, as suggested above, the institution adopts a punitive/custodial
ideology, the juvenile's emotional problems are rziatively unimportant. His
anti-social tendencies, however, may reflect his potential for dangerous acts.

If the institution adopts a treatment ideology, delinquency is viewed as a
symptom of an underlying disorder or adjustment problem, then the psychological
characteristics of the juvenile are an important indicator of his (her) commit-
ment to delinquent behavior as well as the reasons for becoming delinquent.
Emerson suggests that a youth may be seen as 1) basically normal despite some
delinquent béhavior; 2) a hard core criminal-like delinquent, or 3) emotionally
disturbed (Emerson, 1969, p. 91). In the first case, other contingencies

" ‘may be blamed for the delinquency, such as the parents being absent or otherwise
neglecting the child, the child associating with delinquent peers; and so on.
These youths are not seen as dangerous to society and pefhaps a warning and a
little more supervision at home or in a community setting is all that is.needed.
'Emotiqnally disturbed youthuaré'usually placed in a‘mofe speciaiized treatment
faéility if one is'available.- Cohn reported that childreg returned to the court
psychiatrist were more likely to be those with personélity disorders. (See Cohn,
1967, p. 202.) It is those youths whose psychological profile (based upon an
interview with the psychologist, an MMPI, and tﬁe psychologiét's interpretation
of‘the “offénse" and "sbcial history" reports) reveal'a "sociopathic" or criminal-
like orientation who, according to Emerson, are regarded as most dangerous to

society and most in need of treatment.




Perhaps one of the most important determinants of disposition is the
availability of an alfernative treatment program in the community. Emerson
suggests that, "actual case outcomes refleét the interplay betwezen assessments
of moral character and practical contingencies affecting what has to and can be
done about the case.'" (Emerson, 1969, p. 100.) This seems to be especially
true if the institution holds a treatment ideology. There is no research,
however, which looks into this issue and, unfortunately, this variable turns
out to be a very difficult one to measure in this report as well. Most of the
conclusions about the role of the availability of community placements in
decisicon~making will be based cn inference rather than actuval data.

There has been some research on the custodial vs. treatment nature of
juvenile institutions. Street, Vintner, and Perrow (1968) have suggested that

institutions vary along a treatment/custodial dimension. TFeld (1974) has
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suggested that the ideological orientations of the organizations are transmitted

to the staff. It is suggested, therefore, that staff attitudes along this
dimension will influence the criteria used to make decisions. Street, Vintner,
and Perrow suggest several components of the custodial/treatment dimensions.
Among these are: 1) what is the purpose of the institution; to treat, to re-
educate and change, or to punish? 2) Who should the clients be - delinquents
.or all youths with problems (including poor family/home environménts)? and

3) What is the institution's capability of treating delinquents? While treat-
ment/custodial attitudes have been related to various aspects of institutional
life (See Street, Vintner and Perrow, (1968), Perrow (1963), Zald (1963) and
.Street (1964), Sarri and Vintner (1965) and Feld (1974) for a discussion of

some of these results.), no one has directly related these variables to

decision-making. This research will attempt to examine whether individual staff

perspectives on the treatment versus custodial nature of juvenile institutions are




related to the way they make decisions about juveniles. In addition, this

research will examine other staff ‘attitudes, étereotypes and‘perspectives

about the nature of delinquency and the role of the juvenile institution to

determine whether or not they are related to decision;making. These measures
will be discussed in Chapter Two.

The decision-making process is perhaps the most important - and least
understood - single dimension of the correctional system. The decisions made
by parole officers, institutional staff, and paroling authorities not only
determine the specific course of action for a given offender, but also have
long-range implications for the direction of the correctional process. With
regard to the individual offender, the decisions made by significant audiences
may affect the future behavior of the individual since audiences may 1) accord
or reaffirm the delinquent status, 2) restrict the offender's choice of
alternative roles, 3) isolate and stigmatize the offender as a delinquent, and
4) take actions which lead to the offender's conception of himself as a
delinquent. This research aims at a detailed assessment of the decision—ﬁaking
process which is being followed for juveniles committed to the Commiséioner
of Corrections. It is hoped that the fesults of this study, to be presented
in Chapter Three, Four and Five, will be useful in giving institutional staff
. and administrators»greater insight into the decision-making process. It is also
‘hoped that-themrecommgnqations ptesented in Chapter Six will result;;p improve-

ments in the decisi6h-making process and the amelioration of many of the

inequities contained in it.

18. -
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'CHAPTER II
Research Setting and Methods of Investigation

Setting for the Study

Before presenting the methods used’to collect .information for this
étudy, it is necessary to briefly describe the context in which decisions about
juveniles are made.

The juvenile's typical involvement through the institution is shown in
Figure 1. When the juvenile is committed to the authority of the Department
of Corrections, he or she is committed to one of the three statewide juvenile
institutions (Minnesota Metropolitan Tfaining Center at Lino Lakes, State
Training School at Red Wing, or Minnesota Home School at Sauk Centre) depending
upon his or ﬁer county of residence. (To make this presentation more readable,
the delinquent will henceforth be referred to in male terms. The reader should
be aware that these statements apply to females as well as males.) Herg he
undergoes a three to four week diagnostic evaluation, in which he is tested by
a psychologist, placed in a cottage, and observed and evaluated by the staff.
At the end of this period, a "staffing" is held (Box 3, Figure 1) to determine
whether the recommendation will be to admit the juvenile to the treatment
program at the institution, to recommend that the juvenile be returned to the
community on probation, or to recommend placement of the juvenile in a supervised
community setting, such as a group home, foster home, private treatment center,
and so on. The specific nature of the staffing varies in the three institutions.
For example, juveniles and their parents are not present at the staffing at
the State Training School, but are present in the other two institutions. The
Minnesota Home School is the only institution which does not have an intake

cottage. The make-up of the staffing teams differ in the three institutions.
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There are also some differences in the way staffs at the three institutions
go about making their decisions. These differences will be discussed in detail
in the next section. The important point, however, is that a recommendation
is made. This recommendation is then reviewed by an "Action Panel" (Box 4,
Figure 1) made up of three rotating representatives of the institution and
juvenile probation services. The Action Panel may adopt the staff recommendation,
reject the staff recommendation in favor of an alternative plan, or accept the
staff recommendation with modifications. Preliminary observations convinced the
researcher that the Action Panel rarely overturns a staff recommendation. (This
will be discussed in Chapter Three.) Therefore, primary emphasis in this study
is focused on the staff recommendations depicted in Box 3 with the resulting
decisions depicted in Boxes 5a, 5b, and 5c¢ (Figure 1).

A second decision to be investigated concerns the recommendation by
the staff to parole a juvenile after he has spent some time in a treatment
program (Box 7b, Figure 1). Usually, this follows several successful limited
paroles or home visits (Box 7¢) which indicate to the staff the juvenile's
readiness to return to the community. These decisions are not automatically
accepted by the action Panel, but revisions are usually minor (e.g., granting
a limited parole for three weeks instead of an outright parole so thatvif the
. Juvenile gets into further trouble, the Action Panel will not have to go through
a formal parole revocation hearing to bring him back to the institution). Once
again, therefore, the primary decision rests with the staff (Box 6). It is
also important to note that only actual dgcisions are reviewed by the Action
Panel. The staff's decision not to recommend parole or limited parole does not
constitute a formal decision and is not reviewed by the Action Panel, although
an "institution review" by the Action Panel is required for any youth who has

not been recommended for parole within one year of the original commitment date.
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The staffing recommendation to parole or not to parole is; therefore, a
crucial one, determining the course of the juvenile's institutional
career.

Once parole hés been granted, it may be revoked for just cause at
any time until the juvenile is discharged from the authority of the
Department of Corrections by the Review Board (Box 15, Figure 1). The
Review Board consists of the two aforementioned members of the Review
Panel and the Director of Juvenile Releases. Parole revocations involve a
hearing before the Action Panel, although the juvenile may waive his right
to a hearing. Because parole revecations essentially involve incidents
occurring outside the institution itself and are more akin to a legal
proceeding than a treatment related decision, they were not dealt with in
this study. They are impdrtant aspects of the juvenile justice system
and were neglected here only because time and resources required that
this study focus on just those decisions taking place and related to
matters within the institution.

Finally, not represented in Figure 1, which is already over-—
complicated, is the Appeal Board. - Appeals on any Action Panel decision
. can be made by the juvenile, the juvenile's parents or guardian, the
institution, or the probation officer. The Appeals Board is made up of
the Director of Juvenile Releases and two rotating members from the Central
Office of the Department of Corrections. Discussions with the Director
of Juvenile Releases and reports issued by the Appeal Board suggest that
most appeals are denied. Those cases that are successfﬁlly appealed tend

to involve parole decisions. The Appeal Board has published its own




23.

summary of its actions and it is not necessary to duplicate their findings
here.

Again, limited time and resources required that this paper restrict
itself to the staffing process.

It should be noted here that many juveniles are sent to juvenile
institutions on a one~week or ten day 'pre-adjudication' basis. 1In
these cases, the judge is saying that he cannot decide what the disposition
should be and is asking for a recommendation from the staff at the
juvenile institution. A more latent reason for sending juveniles to an
institution on a pre—adjﬁaication basis is to give them a taste of life
in the institution in the hope that this will deter them from future
delinquency. Pre-adjudication decisions are not being studied in this
research. Since the juvenile institution's role is only advisory; the
decision is still the judges. Thus, the final authority still rests
with the juvenile court and the juvenile is not under the jurisdiction
of the Department of Correctioms.

One final preliminary point ié worth noting. This involves the
two stages of the commitment process and the nature of the institution's
decision about the juvenile's placement. All juveniles who are sent to
the institution for a 'diagnostic evaluation' have been adjudicated delinquent
and committed to the "reception center" at the institution. The purpose
of the reception center (which is not a separate institution and sometimes
not even a separate cottage) is for evaluation of the juvenile only.
The judge has no authority to commit a juvenile to the "treatment program"

of the institution. It is the institutional staff who decide whether or
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not the child will remain in the institution and be transferred from
“"reception status" to "treatment status", or whether he will be released
to a community placement on probation.

(Note that this is probation and not parole,'since the juvenilé,
at this stage, has not been committed to the treatment program but has
only been at the institution for evaluation. Thus, when releasing a
juvenile to the community on probation, the institution relinquishes
all jurisdiction over him. Violations of probation are handled through
the Juvenile Court. Juveniles paroled from the treatment program of
the institdtion, on the other hand, remain under the jurisdiction
of the institution, which retains the right to revoke parole.)

Despite the fact that the juvenile has not been formally
committed to the institution's treatment phase, the staff is aware
that the court by committing the youngster to the reception center of
the institution rather than to community probation, has strongly
suggested that the juvenile needs treatment or supervision. It is not
surprising, then, that most of the juveniles committed to reception
status for a diagnostic evaluation are indeed committed to the

institution's treatment program.

The Staffing Process in the Three Institutions

As mentioned earlier, the staffing process differs somewhat in
the three institutions. In the Minnesota Metropolitam Training Center

(MMTC), which ceased operation as a juvenile institution during the course
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of this study, a caseworkét is employed to review the individual's case
history, his offense history and family situation, educational needs,
and so on. The bulk of the staffing consists of the caseworker's
presentation of the reports. Others preseﬁt at the staffing include
representatives of the treatment programs at the institution (counselors
or cottage directors), an educational representative (a teacher or
educaticnal counselor), and members of the supervisory staff of ‘the
institution. The probation officer is also‘usually present, and
obcasionally the juvenile's parents are present.

Some small changes in staffing patterns occurred throughout the
research period. In addition to personnel changes, the psychologist
stopped attending staffings and the caseworker simply read the psychologist's
report. The juvenile seemed to play a less significant role in the
staffing process in later staffings than he did in earlier ones. In the
earlier staffings, the juvenile was brought into the room immediately
after the psychologist reaé his report. (It was felt that the report might
contain information that might be damaging to the delinquent's self-
concept.) The juvenile would then be admitted and would take part in
the staffing process, responding to questions about his delinquency and
making his own suggestions about possible placements. Toward the end of
the study, the juvenile would be admitted only after all the reports were
read and the decision arrived at. The juvenile would then be brought in,
and the decision would'be presented and explained to him. It is not

certain why this shift in the role of the juvenile at the staffing occurred,
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but it i1s felt that the arrival of a new caseﬁorker had much to do with it.
This caseworker preferred to make the recommendation himself and present
it to the staff for discussion. Having the juvenile present was not

necessary and would increase the length of the staffing,

The staffings at the State Training School (STS) are shorter
and simpler. STS has its own intake cottage.for boys, but girls on
"reception status" are housed in the same cottage as "treatment status"
girls (since there was only one girls' cottage). . Staffings are held
weekly, and in addition to deciding the outcome of juvenile dispositions,
the staff also deals with other matters of importance to the running of the
program.

Whereas the MMIC staffings averége about one-half hour each,
staffings at STS are much shorter. Seven or eight juveniles are often
staffed in a two hour period. The juvenile is never present at the staffing,
nor are his parents. The probation officer is sometimes there. Present
also are all the counselors, group leaders and teachers connected with
the cottage. The group leader leads the staffing, reading most of the
reports, including the group and the juvsnile's recommendation. (STS has
a guided group interaction program where the £reatment group actually
recommends a decision. As will be seen later, however, the staff does not
necessarily go along with that recommendation.) The group leader asks for
comments from the staff who are present, and a discussion ensues. In general,
each juvenile will be discussed at staffings once or twice prior to the actual
diagnostic evaluation so that by‘the time a decision has to be made, most staff

are well aware of the nature of each case and the opinions of other staff about it.
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The parole staffing 1s held, in much the same manner, in fhe different
treatment cottages. In the case of girls, this is the same as the reception |
cottage and both types of staffings are held together. Each month, the juvenile
recelves a letter informing him and concerned others of his progress in the
érogram,‘and whether parole is to be recommended. Parole will not be recommended,
however, unless the treatment group recommends it (although ways used by the staff
to get around this problem will be discussed later in this report.) The pro-

: cedufe is similar to the initial staffing, with the group leader leading the
discussion.

The most lengthy and thorough diagnostic evaluations are held at the
Minnesota Home School. MHS has ro reception cottage, preferring to plug kids
) immediately into the regular‘program, but does have a separate staffing team
for diagnostic evaluations. This consists of a_supervisor‘frqﬁ'ﬁhe-ins;itution
(three individuals alternate in this function) who headsifhe étaffing team,
the director of the cottage where the juvenile.reéides and one or two of the
counselors there, and the core teacher (teacher of basic subjects - English,
math, social studies, etc.) associated.with that cottage. Also present is the
probation officer, the juvenile, and often the juvenile's parent(s) or guardian(s).

The staffing consists of a reading of all reports, including the social
history, psythclogist's reﬁort; the educational report, and the coftage living
report, A iengthy discussion ébout the juvenile and his delinquency (and other
problems) follows. Eventually, a recommendation is made. |

The parole staffings are held in the cottage.‘ Each month, the juvenile
* 48 rated by the staff oh how well he is progressing in his treatment goals.
Present at this staffing are the cottage director, who leads the discussion,

the counselors from the cottage and the core teacher. The juvenile is also present,
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although the staff frequéntly discusses aspects of the case before the juvenile

is brought in. On rare occasions, the juvenile's parents and/or probétion officer
is present, usually when parole is being cqnsidered, or when the juvenile is
making no progress énd the staff feels that an extended discussion with the

family and probation officer regarding fufure programming is needed. The

staffing consists of the juvenile reporting on the progress or lack of progress

he has made on his treatment goals, and the staff supplying him with their

~ evaluation of his progress. Sudden, unexpected recommendations for parole

are uncommon. In general, the staff will have a general idea of the juvenile's

likelihood for parole, based on previous staffings.

Method of Investigation

Havihg described the setting in which decisions about juveniles are
ﬁade, it is now possible to elaborate on the methods used to investigate the
staffing process. Four principlevﬁéthods we;evused: 1) systematiC‘obsgrvatiqns
of over fifty staffings, 2) a content analysis of a sample of 214 cases from the
files of the Department of Correctioﬁs, 3) a survey of staff attitudes, and 4)
a decision game in which staff make deéisions about hypothetical cases selectéd‘

from the files. |

hObservations of Staffingé

Prior to actually implementing the research, the researcher speﬁt some
time at the three state institutions for juveniles (particularly MMIC, because
of its proximity to St. Paul) to get an idea of what the staffings were like, and
what kinds of féctors.were taken into consideration by the staff in making
decisions about juveniles. These preliminary observations helped give the

researcher an overall picture of the staffing process.
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To supplement these informal observations, i~ was decided to observe
some of the staffings more systematically, to provide a quantitative basis for
some of the more qualitative observations., Fifty-four staffings were systema-
tically observed and notes taken on an observation coding sheet, shown in
Figure 2, |

Along the left~hand column, under the category 'position", the
ingtitutional positions of each of the members of the staffing team (e.g.
counselor, probation officer, teacher, etc.) were listed, in the order in which
they were seated around the table (starting from the person to the left of
the researcher). The researcher recorded the number of times that each person
spoke, counting one for each time a pefson spoke after another person spoke.

The length of the speech was not considered. Thus, if a person talked
continuously, for five minutes, this was counted as one time talking. If a
person said one word, followed by a statement from another, and then rejoined
with another word, this was coun;ed as two times talking. In addition to this,
the researcher took hdtesvén‘the nature of the rolg played by each person at the
staffing (e.g. reads a report, discusses probleﬁs with juvenile, etc.) and

any recommendations this person may have had regarding the disposition of the
case. Finally, the researcher ranked the importance of each person in determin-
..ing the decision of the staffing team. This was done on a one td four scale,
with "one" beihgra very importént role, "two" being somewhat important, "threé"
of little importance, and "four" not impértant‘at all.

Data was also gathered on the types of activities engaged in by the
staff and the subjects discussed. It was impossible, however, for the researcher
to keep up with conversation as well as record who spoke, what kind of activity
was involved and what subjects were discussed. This was especially true for

statements dealing with more than one subject and having more than one objective.
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It was decided, therefore, that the researcher would simply rate the amount of
time spent on each of the types of activity and each subject area from memory at
the end of each staffing. A one to four scale was used, with "one" designating

" a good deal of time, "three" a small amount

a substantial amount of time, "two
of time, and "four" no time at all. Finally, notes were made at the bottom of
the coding sheet on the nature of the decision and how it was reached. Additional

comments were made on the back of the coding sheet.

This method was the best way to record what actually goes on at the

staffing, as opposed to relying on interviews with the staff to reconstruct the
staffing process. However, it.suffers from one major drawback. It is dependent
upon the researcher's ability to accurately record the conversation, and to
accurately assess what is going on. It is possible, for instance, that two
Dbséfvers might perceive the same staffing quite differently. Although the
researcher made every effort to be careful and accurate, there is no way to
medasure the reliability of his observations. By themselves, then, these
systematic observations could not be used to arrive at any firm conclusions on
the naturce of the staffing process. Used in conjunction with the mefhods to

be described below, however, this method proves useful in amplifying and

elaborating upon those findings and relating them to the actual staffing process.

“Content: Analysié of Staffing Reports

An important source of information about the staffing process is
contained in the staffing reports filed by the institutions. These are usually
written by the caseworkers, group leaders or social service counselors at the three
institutions. Tﬁey contain tﬁe social history (or a summary thereof) written by
the probation officer, the psychological report, the educational report, and a

cottage or group living report. The recommendations of the staffing team, and
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sometimes the reasons for that recommendation, is included at the end of the
report. Thege reports, then, contain much information about the juvenile, and
about the types of information looked at by the staff in making decisions about
juvenile delinquents. It was decided, therefore, to extract relevant information
from a sample of the staffing reports concérning the juvenile, and the nature
6f his offense and background, to see how these factors related to fhe
recommendations of the staff.

A 257 sample of cases committed to the Departmeﬁt of Corrections between
January 1, 1973 and June 30, 1974 was selected for analysis. A stratified
sample was drawn, stratifying by age, sex, race and institution. Because of
the low number of minorities in Minneséta, a disproportionate number of
minorities cases vere drawn. The sample was weighed as follows: . 29% of all
whites, 507 of all Indians and Blacks and 1007 of all other races (an overall
sample df 25.7%). The sample and population sizes for all three juvenile
institutions are contained in Figure 3. It 1s important to note the oﬁer—
representation of minorities in the sample when drawing any inferences from
these sample results to the total Minnesota juvenile inétitutional population.

The coding format used for the‘éoding of data is presented in Appendix A.
It should be noted that the content analysis was restricted to information
.thch appeared on the staffing repofté,.and does not reﬁresent all the
possible variables one could study. It does mean, however, that those variables
which the staff believed to be of sufficient importance to be iﬁciuded‘in~the-'
report, were included. Never:heless, it is possible that other variables, of
,whiih the staff is unaware; or abdu; which there are no objective in&icatoré,
may be very influential in infiuencing decisions. This analysis was limited, then,
in the sense that it could only deal with the datg which was included in the

reports.
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A related problem is the ambiguity of many of the statements on the
report and the large amount of missing data. This ambiguity is reflected in
such things as the juvenile's attitude or demeanor or his psychological function-
ing. Because information is often vaguely stated or hinted at, and is not
presented in concrete categories, much judgment is required on the part of
the coder in transforming the report into quantitative variables. This raises
a serious question of reliability, which will be addressed shortly.

Information was gathered on several types of variables. These include
personal characteristics of the youth such as age, sex, race, parent's
occupation, parent's education, and the size of the youth's home community.
These were rather straightforward variébles and presented no problems for data
collection and coding. Information on parental occupation and education,
however, was often too vague to be of use. For example, a delinquent's father
who "works for the Highway Department" may be a construction engineer, white
collar worker, laberer, and so on.

Information was gathered on several elements of the youth's family/home
environment. A scale of family/home environment (FHE) was constructed by
measuring whether certain possibly negative influences were present in the
home. Based on a preliminary reading of staffing reports and discussions with
Ystaff, several vafiables were selected for inclusion in the scale. Indicators
of a poor family/home environment included the absence of two parents in the
house, parcntal instability or fighting, the child's inability to get along
with family members, parental inability to supervise or. control the youth,
parental failure to provide emotional support for the youth, parental demands
on the youth being excessive, parents drinking, and the home ﬁeing in poor
physical condition. The total number of these ''negative'" characteristics which

were present in the home became the FHE score for the case, a higher score
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meaning a poorer family/home environment. If a negative characteristic was

not mentioned, it was assumed either not to exist, or not to be considered
important enough to be included in the report. The FHE scale, therefore,
measures two things - whether the negative characteristic is viewed as important
enough to be mentioned, and whether it is actually present.

| Information was gathered on the nature of the commitment offanse as
well as other prior or concurrent offenses mentioned or alleged in the report.
The number of prior placements for delinquency problems, as well as allegations
of drug or alcohol use was coded.

Data was gathered on the juvenile's I.Q. and aptitude in reading or
math, although I.Q. scores were missing in over one-half of the cases.
Students who deviated in the aptitude scores more than one grade from their
actual grade were scored as ahead or behind depending upon the direction of
deviationAand all others were scored as avecrage. A school adjustment profile
was also constructed, based on the coder's interpretation of the youth's
performance (grades of C were coded as average, below C as poor and above ¢
as good), behavior, attendance and interest (did the child have further
educational ambitions [good], want to jﬁst finish school {average] or want
to drop out [poor}?). Poor ratings were given a score of 3, average 2, and
~good 1. If one of the four components was not dealt with in the report, it
was scored as average (2) provided that there was an educational réport filed
and that at least one of the four components was dealt with. Otherwise, the
school adjustment variable was treated as missing data. The sum of the four
scores was used as the school adjustment score (higher scores meaning poorer
adjustment).

Data was gathered on community feelings toward the juvenile. Any

mention of community, law enforcement, or school feelings against the juvenile
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was coded as one (1). The absence of such information was coded zero (0).
Again, the questionable assumption was made that if the staff did not mention
the community feelings in the report, they'did not regard it as Iimportant.

The scale of youth attitudes, behavior and demeanor was derived from
the reports on cottage and group living. It was comprised of items measuring
the child's lack of cooperation in interviews and cottage s;aff, the child's
behavior in the cottage, his appearance, the extent to which he feels remorseful
about his delinquency, the extent to which he accepts responsibility for his
actions, and the extent to which he péssesses self-insight into his delinquency.
Negative trailts were each scored one (1), positive traits and traits not
mentioned in the report were scored zero (0). The total score was the youth's
"demeanor" score, with higher scores indicating a negative attitude or
demeanor.

The psychological feport was analyzed ‘and, if a diagnosis of the
juvenile's problem was reported, it was coded as normal (0), mild adjust-
ment problems (1), emotional disorder or neurosis (2), sociopathic personality
(3), or both sociopathic and neurotic characteristics (4).

Finally, data on whether the child preferred to be institutionalized
was collected. Those cases containing a statement that he did request
- institutionalization were coded one (1); all other cases were coded zero (0).

Two dependent variables were used. The Action Panel decision, whether
that be institutionalization or a less severe disposition, was used to measure
the initial decision. In the actual analysis, because so few cases did not
receive institutionalizatiop, all such cases of non-institutionalization were
treated as probation. The number of days in the institﬁtion was used as a
measure of the parole decision (the longer they stay indicating the longer it

took for parole to be recommended). Although the content analysis was aimed
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primarily at the initial decision, it was also used to sece if any of the
charactepistics of the juvenile present when he enters the institution affects
his length of stay. It would have been worthwhile to include variables relating
to institutional adjustment and attitude and behavior change to parole decisions,
but such data was not available in codeable form.

There is one other variable which would have provided insight into the
decision~making process, namely, the availability of community placements. Un-
fortunately, information about community placements is rarely included in the
staffing reports unless, of course, the individual is placed in the community.
Sometimes, the report mentions that a group home placement was discussed but
could not be found or the staff felt tﬁat it was not appropriate. Very rarely
does the report say that a group home or other community placement is available
but the staff did not feel that it was the right disposition for that
particular juvenile.

The vagueness of the data and the insinuations and intimations found in
the staffing report present a difficult coding problem. The problem is oﬁe of
reliability. How do we know that a different coder, or the same coder at a
different time, would not code some of‘the items differently. To measure the
reliability of the coding, two reliability checks were made. Intra-coder
_reliability was measured by having the coder recode a random sample of 10% of the
cases after she had finished coding all the original cases. Since she coded
214 cases over six months, it is doubtful that she remembered how she coded
these cases the first time. 1In addition, a ranhom sample of a second 10% of
the cases was coded by the researcher, and the two compared as a measure of
inter-coder reliability. The results of these reliability checks are presented
in Table 1. Note that the overall reliability (measured by the percent of items
in agreement) is quite high for both tests (95% for intra-coder reliability and

88% for inter-coder reliability. This may be somewhat inflated because the




TABLE 1

INTRACODER AND INTERCODER RELIABILITY FOR
CONTENT ANALYSIS OF STAFFING REPORT

Intracoder Reliability

Variable (Z Responses in Agreenent)
Institution 100
Race 100
Age 100
Sex 95
Date of Evaluation 100
County 95
Home Community 100
Father's Occupation 76
Mother's Occupation 86
Father's Education 86
Mother's Education 81
Commitment Offense 95
Most Serious Offense 90
Number of Prior Placements 71
Marijuana Use 90
Use of Hallucinogens 95
Use of Tranquilizers or
Barbiturates a5
Heroin Use 95
Alcohol Use 100
Sniffing 100
1.Q. 95
Reading Aptitude 100
Math Appitude 100
Scﬁool Performance 81
School Behavior 81
School Attendance 95
School Interest 86
Child not with Natural Parents 100
Only One Parent in Household 100
Parents Fight Frequently 90
Parents Do Not have Close
Relationship 81
' Parents Fail to Control Child 71

Intercoder Reliability
(% Responses in Agreement)

100
95
100
100
95
100
100
86
95
95
95
91
95
91
91
100

95
100
86
95
86
77
91
59
64
82
64
95
95
86

82
91
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Intracoder Reliability Intercoder Reliability

Variable (% Responses in Agreement) (% Responses in Agreement)
Parents Demand Too Much 81 . 86
Child Does Not Get Along :
with Mother 67 91
Child Does Not Get Along .
with Father 90 ‘ 86
Child Does Not Get Along ‘
with Siblings 90 95
Child Receives No Emotional ;
Support from Parents 76 73
Poor Physical Condition of Home g5 100
Parents Drink 100 91
Caseworker Characterization '
of Home Situation 76 73
Coder Impression of Home
Situation 86 59
Community's Attitude 90 86
Invalid MMPI 100 86
Lack of Cooperation in
Psychological Interview A 95 95
Lack of Cooperation in
Educational Interview 100 100
Lack of Cooperation in
Casework Interview 100 95
Non-Cooperation with Staff 100 82
Child too Aggressive in Cottage 100 100
Child Resists Authority 95 86
Child Has Attempted to Run 95. 100
Child Neglects Appearance 100 ‘ 100
Room Unclean 100 100
Child Shows No Remorse 76 77
Child Fails to Accept
Responsibility for Actions 71 77
Child Lacks Self-Insight 76 55
Counselor's Recommendation _ 76 82
Caseworker's Recommendation 100 ‘ 82
Probation Officer's
Recommendation 81 77
Psychologist's Recommendation 95 : 68

Psychologist's Diagnosis ‘ 86 ) 77




Variable

Child's Preference
Staff Recommendation
Action Panel Decision

Date of Parole

Number of Cases
Percent: of Sample
Average Reliability

- Intracoder Reliability
(% Responses in Agreement)

100
95
100

21
10%
957%

40,

Intercoder Reliability
(% Responses in Agreement)

95
91
95
100

22
10%
887%
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average reliability includes several items, such as the juvenile's sex and age,

where no judgment is needed in coding. In general, the areas of lowest intra-
coder reliability (none lower than 65% agreement) are found for such items as
"child fails to accept responsibility for actions", "child does not get along
with his mother", and the like. Inter—codeé reliability is lowest in the item
"child lacks self-insight and is low on school. adjustment items". The low
score on céder's impression of the home situation (.59) was due to different
definitions held by the coder and the researcher on what constituted a poof
home situation. Because of this, that item was not included in the FHE scale.
All in all, then, the reliability was demonstrated to be.high enoughvto allow
the analysis to be continued.

The statistical analysis consisted of contingency tables comparing
the Variables described above with the Action Panel decision, institutional-
ization vs. probation. 'Chi—squafe was used to test significant differences

and gamma and phi were used as measures 'of association.

Staff Questionnaire

The staff questionnaire was uséd to ascertain the staff perception
of the decision-making process, and to measure staff attitudes comncerning
vjuveniie delinquents, juvenile institutions, and the¢ decision-making process.
The questibnnaire is presented in Appendix B.

The first part of the questionna@re was aimed at ascertaining some
personal background data about the staff (age, sex, education, length of
employment, an& position in+<the institution). Parts II and III asked those
members of the staff wﬁo are involved in tﬁe decision-making process to‘fate
the importance of 33 different variables in making their decisions. The

variables were selected on the basis of the researcher's preliminary



observations of staffings, preliminary reading of the staffing reports, and
informal interviews and discussions with staff. Items relating to personal
characteristics of the juvenile, the offense committed by the youth, the

psychological characteristics of the youth, school adjustment, the quality of

the youth's home environment, the youth's attitude and behavior in the cottage,

the youth's progress in his treatment program, and the availability of
communlty placements were among the 33 items.-

Subjects were asked to rate each item in terms of the importance it
plays for them in making their decision. Ratings were either 'very important"
(4), "somewhat important' (3), "of little importance" (2), '"not important at
all" (1), or '"information not available to me" (0). The same 33 items were
rated for the initial decision (Part II of the questionnaire) and the parole
decigion (Part III). This permitted direct comparisons between the two
decision points. |

Parts IV and V asked the staff to rate the imporéance of the role
played by the ocgﬁpants of different staff pbsitioﬂs to each of the two
’decisidns; The different positions were listed and rated in terms of the
amount of influence they have in making decisions. Choices were "a great
deal of influence" (4), "about the same as anyone else" (3), "only a little
influence” (2), '"no influence" (1), or "not applicable" (0). Again, the
same staff'positions were rated for both initial and parole related decisions.
Subjects were also asked to indicate whether each of the two decisions were
made prior to the staffing, at the staffing, or at the Action Panel.

Part V of the questionnaire asked the staff to rank the severity of
several alternative dispositions which are open to the staff. This was used
to enable the researcher to develop a scale of severity of disposition, which

was used in the decision game analysis to be discussed next.
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Part VI was an attitudinal measure designed to measure how‘the staff
conceived the purpose of juvenile institutions. Thirteen alternative purposes
were presented, and the respondent was asked to select the three most important
(in order of importance) in his opinion.

Part VII consisted of 42 attitudinal items designed to measure the
attitudes of staff on several dimen;ions of institutional treatment. The
most important of these dimensions is the cusFodial/treatment dimensions,
measured by items 1, 3, 5, 16, 17, 23, 26, 29, 31, 33, 34, 36, 40, 43, 44,

45, and 47 (See Appendix B.). This was intended to measure the extent to which
the staff member believes that delinquents are "bad kids" who should be

punished for their actions and held out of society while they are brought into
line on the one hand (custodial orientation), and the extent to which staff
members believe that delinquency is the result of emotional or psychological
problems which require extensive treatment, on. the other (treatment orientation).
Examples of items used to measure this orientation are 'delinquents have to

be punished if they are going to learn correct behavior", "firmness will help
delinquenté 1eérn }ight and wrong'", and "sympathetic understanding is the key

éd’hélping delinquents." A factor analysis was perfofmed to make sure that
the items ﬁere ﬁeasuring a common diménsion. As a fesﬁlt, items logding pog;ly
6n the scale wére‘dréppéd and a revised.lééitem scale ConSistingvof items'l; 3,
16; 17,‘23; 26, 29, 31, 33, 36, 40, 43, 44, 45, and 47 was used as a measure
of treatment/custodial orientation. Cronbach's alpha, a measure of reliability
.was used to indicate the cbnsistency of reSponses.(i.e., the degree to which
people who answered some items with a given orientation answered other items
with the same orientation). ihe reliability for this s;ale, meaéured by

Cronbach's alpha,was .76, indicating sufficient congruence among the items to

call them a scale.
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It 4s sti1ll possible that although the s;ale is a reliable measure,
it 18 not measuring custoaial/treatment attitudes. An attempt to measure the
validity of the scale (the degree to which the scale measures what it proports
to be measuring was undertaken by comparing custodial treatment scores with
staff rankings of the purpose of the institﬁtion (Part VI of the questionnaire,
discussed above).

Custodial/treatment scores derived from the l4-item scale were
dichotomized. Staff with scores of 32 or higher (above the median) were
designated as custodial orilented; those with scores below 32 were designated as
treatment oriented. Rankings of the purpose of the institution weré categorized
as treatment 1f two of the three choices were clearly treatment oriented
("Our purpose should be to help them gain an understanding of the kind of
things that got them into trouble", "our purpose should be‘to help them learn
to adjust to life in the community' and "our purpose should be to help juveniles
grow and mature as human beings.") Respondents who did not choose two out of
these three were designated as non-treatment oriented.

Table 2 shows that, indeed, the two measures of custodial treatment
attitudes are related. High custodially oriented staff (based on the
.fcusﬁodiallpygatment.scale) are less likely to chqgse treatment relatedqitemsbas
" the pufposé 6f'the insfitution thaﬁ'are low custddially oriented staff. ‘The
results were significant at the .02 level of significance. ‘

| It seems safe to conclude, therefore, that the custodial/treatment
scale i1s both a reliable and a valid measure of custodial/treatment attitudes.-:

Several other types of attitudes were also measured. Because the
Departmgnt of Corrections was attémpting to increase the number and quality of
community treatment facilities, items were included in the questionnaire to

datermiﬁe the extent to which community corrections was preferred by the staff,




TABLE 2
COMPARLSONS OF TWO MEASURES OF CUSTODIAL/TREATHMENT ATTITUDES

(To Assecss the Validity .of the Custodial/Yreatment Scale)

Custodial/Treatment Scales

High Cuétodial Low Custodial
Treatment
43 63 106
Rankings of
the Purpose of
the Institution
31 . 20 | 51
Non-
Treatment
4 ' 83 v 157
chi square = 5.54 - o p less than .02-°
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Specifically, the items measured the extent to which staff members believe that
juveniles should be treated in the community whenever possible. It was measured

by the following ftems:

It 18 often better to put a juvenile in the institution
even 1f a community placement is available and the juvenile
poses no serlous threat to others. (Item 2)

Whenever possible, a juvenile should be treated in the
community rather than in the institution. (Item 7)

Another attitude that was measured was racial stereotyping, the belief
that Blacks or Indians are more likely to be delinquent than whites. This

attitude was measured by the following items:

Indian boys and girls are more likely to be delinquent
than are whites. (Ltem 4)

Black and Indian juveniles are no more likely to be
delinquent than are whites. (Item 37)

The likelihood that a boy or girl will become delinquent
has nothing to do with their race. (Item 40)

Blacks are usually involved in more serious delinquencies
than whites. (Ltem 46)

It should be pointed out that these items are not measuring stereotypes
per se, but merely the belief that Blacks and Indians are more likely to be
involved 1n delinquency. 1t says nothing about why a person believes this.

For example, they may believe that it is due to discrimination. This scale is
~mexely intended as a measure of the extent to which staff members hold stereo-
types about the types of people who are likely to become delinquent.

Sex stereacyping measures the belief that girls should be handled

differently from boys. It was measured by the following items:
- Soclety has no right to impose different standards on
~ girls than they do on boys. (Item 11)

_ " In general, girls have a greater need than boys to be
supervised and protected from improper influences. (Item 18)




47.

Age stereotyping measures the belief that younger juveniles are
likely to be less delinquent than older juveniles, and should be treated

different from other juveniles. It was measured by the following items:

Younger delinquents are less responsible for their acts
than older delinquents who have had more time to learn proper
behavior. (Item 15)

There is no relationship between a juvenile's age and the
likelihood of his or her involvement in juvenile delinquency.
(Item 27)

The faith in Judges scale measures the belief that judicial recommenda-
tions are sufficient reason for committing a juvenile, and there is no reason
- to overturn them. This is a measure of the presumption that people who are
committed to the institution are in neéd of treatment or they would not have

been committed in the first place. It was measured by the following items:

Just because a judge has recommended that a juvenile be
placed in this institution, it doesn't mean that there are no
better placements in the community. (Item 12)

All in all, the judge usually knows what is best for
juveniles, and it is foolish to go against his decision. (Item 21)

If a juvenile did not need to be kept in an
institution, the judge would not have sent him here
in the first place. (Item 25)

Judges often make mistakes, so it is often
necessary to go against their recommendations in making
decisions about juveniles. (Item 28)

* Preliminary observation of staffings and preliminary readings of staffing
reports suggested several types of attitudes which might relate to the way the
staff makes decisions about juveniles. These attitudes include the attitude

toward authority scale, which measures the belief that' lack of respect for

authority is related to delinquency. This is measured by the following items:

Juveniles who have not learned to respect authority
are likely to get in trouble with the law. (Item 6)
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There 18 little or no relation between a youth's attitude
toward authority figures and his involvement in delinquent
activities. (Ltem 49)

The Leader/Follower scale measures the belief that leaders, or

instigators in delinquent acts are more serious selinquents than followers. It

was measured by the following items:

remorse

A juvenile who 1s a follower and merely goes along
with others in committing delinquent acts but does not
instigate these acts himself does not have a serious
delinquency problem. (Item 15)

Even if a juvenile doesn't plan or instigate criminal
acts, the fact that he goes along with them is evidence of
a serious delinquency problem. (Item 38)

The Juvenile Remorse scale measures the belief that juvenilés who show

are less delinquent than non-remorseful juveniles. It is measured by:

Just because some juveniles feel sorry about
thelr delinquent acts, it does not mean that they are
not dangerous delinquents. (Item 35)

A juvenile who acknowledges his guilt and feels
remorse is likely to be less seriously delinquent than a
juvenile who shows no remorse. (Item 38)

Belief in psychological explanations of crime reflects the belief that

delinquency is best explained as a psychological problem or as the result of

psychological factors. It is measured by the following items:

Juvenile crime is usually a manifestation of
deeper psychological conflicts. (Item 13)

There is little or no relationship between juvenile
crime and psychological or emotional disorders. (Item 20).

Finally, an Effectiveness of lnstitution scale measures the belief

that the institution (where the staff member works) is an effective way of

working with delinquents. It is measured‘by:

There is nothing in this institution which really
deals effectively with juvenile delinquency. (Item 10)

A good number of juveniles who come to this institution
are more sophisticated in the techniques of delinquency when
they leave. (ltem 14)
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Most of the juveniles who enter this institution leave
as better and more responsible people. (Item 42)

Compared to other ways of treating delinquents, this
institution has a good program for helping delinquents. (Item 48)

Scores on these scales were computed for each of the staff members, and
these measures were related to each other, to staff characteristics, and to
decisions made on the decision game.

Parts VIII, IX and X of the questionnaire were used to gain insight
into the characteristics looked at by the staff in evaluating the family/home
environment, the youth's demeanor, and the severity of different types of
offenses. Mean ratings were computed for each item, but these were not used

in any of the scaling or attitudinal analyses.

Decision Game

The decision game was an attempt to relate staff responses on the
questionnaire with the way they actually made decisions. This was impossible
(and is a major drawback of the research) in the sense that there was no way
to relate the responses on the questionnaire with the content analysis data,
and there was not sufficient time to observe each staff member in a sufficient
number of staffings. Furthermore, no one staff member_is himself responsible
‘ for the decision, although some are more influential than others; The decision
game was viewed as a way to experimentally measure the way staff members make
decisions about cases.

Those staff members who were directly involved in initial staffings,
wvere given five cases and asked to make recommendations on dispositions. These
cases were taken from actﬁal'cases on file at the Department of Corrections.

A duplicate set of five cases, identical to the first set in all respects except
for the sex of the juvenile was created. These sets were randomly distributed

to the staff playing the game, so that differences in patterns of information



gathering and dispositions according to the sex of the juvenile could be
ascertained. Each game consisted of staff selecting information from cards
placed in front of them. They could see the category of information but not the
actual Information until they asked for it. Subjects were instructed to select
categories in thelr order of importance to the subject in making his decision.
Subjects could ask for as many cards as they wanted, but were instructed to
inform the researcher of their recommended digposition as soon as they felt they
had enough information to make a recommendation. Sixteen different cards were
used for each case. They contained information on commitment offense, delin-
quency history, famlly and community information, age, race, juvenile's
addregs, intellectual functioning, educational report, psychological function-
ing, medical dnformation, group living appraisai, caseworker impressions,
juvenile's view of the problem and recommendation, parents' recommendation,
probation officer's recommendation and psychologist's recommendation. Informa-
tion was gathered on the order in which information was requested, the amount
of information requested, the actual recommendation, and the reasons given for
the recommendation.

Af ter the subject made his recémmendation, he was allowed to select
three more cards and revise his recommendation if he wished to do so. This
- Anformation was also recorded. Each respondent played five games.

One 1mpoftant drawback of this method must be noted. Subjects were
not given information on community placement possibilities since none was
avallable in the case files. Thus, they were instructed to assume that all
community options were availagble. In the real world, of course, all community
options are not available. Neveftheless, this method enables accurate
comparison of decisions among different staff members and enables que to

relate staff attitudes to dispositions.

50.
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Statistical analysis consists of frequency distributions and means
computed for each of the 16 categories of information which was presented to
the staff. If the category was selected first, it received a score of 16; if
it was selected second, it received a score of 15, and so on. If a category
- was not selected, it received a score of 0. Frequencies distributions of
reasons why the staff makes decisions was also computed.

Comparisons were made among subgroups: of the staff with their
recommended dispositions to see which subgroups are more likely to recommend
institutionalization or community plaéements. An average ''severity of
disposition" score for each staff member was devised by averaging the severity
of the recommended disposition of each staff member (according to mean staff
ratings of differenf dispositions obtained from Part V of the questionnaire)
for the five dispositions he or she made. A regression analysis, regressing
staff characteristics and éttitudes on tendenéy to recommend institutionalization,

was then performed.
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CHAPTER THREE
The staffing Process at. the Three Institutions

Who makes the decision?

The general format of the staffing process at the three institutions
is one of discussion around a table. Someone presents the case and the staff
discusses 1t. At initial staffings, this involves reading the commitment offense,
delinquent and social histories, psychological and educational reports, discuss-
ing the above reports and the problems of the juvenile, ané makihg recommendations.
At parole staffings, the discussion revolves around progress made by the
juvenile and parole plans.

Although the round-table discussion gives the appearance of equal roles
played by all members of the staffing team, closer observation reveals that
this 4s not the case. Probably the least democratic of the staffings are those
held at MMIC. Here the caseworker 1s assigned the role of reviewing the case
and presenting a recommendation to the staff, who, in turn, discuss it, and amend
or change it. During the course of my observations at MMIC, I observed three
different caseworkers at initial staffings. Two played a passive role describing
the problem and suggesting the need for a specific type of treatment, but not
imposing a solution on the rest of the staffing team. The following séatements
by the caseworker at the staffing of a 16 year old female shopliftgr illustrates

this: .

I see her as a moody individual, hostile ... coy and
uncooperative. I see a lot of hostility towards her mother
which is generalized to other adults ... I'm really not sure
we have the ability to deal with her here. She needs a
program that will watch over her aggressiveness...

Although ke has influenced the decision, and through his statements,

eliminated some alternatives, the caseworker has not closed the door on other
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suggestions, as long as they prqvide the control and supervisicn which he
feels is necessary.

In other staffings, a particular placement may be suggested and presented
to the staff for discussion. For example, one caseworker began the discussion
with "we're looking at a short institutional stay for Paul." 1In all these
discussions, however, the caseworker has a distinct disadvantage over the others
because he knows what is available and what programs will accept the juvenile.
Thus, the.caseworker role is most important in determining what the decision
will be. The style of the caseworker'will influence how much decision-making
power he will actually use, and how much he will listen to the rest of the staff,
but his position remains the most influential. Table 3 depicts the results of
the researcher's systematic observations of staffings. Data was collected on
the number of times talking and the observer rating of the individual's
importance in determining the decision. Scores range from "one" to "four",
with one representing greatest importance and four least importance. (See
Chapter 2 for a more complete discussion of the methodology.) From the table,
it is apparent that the caseworker at MMTC speaks the most number of times
at staffings and plays the most important role.

At STS and MHS, there is no caseworker, alihough the soclal service

- counselor and group leaders assume casework duties at those respective institutions.
At STS, the group leader is most familiar with the juvehile, is aware of the
juvenile's benhavior in the group, and has all the social and psychological
information about the juvenile. While observations suggest that they tend to
play a less direct role in making recommendations than do the caseworkers at
MMIC, they still play the most important role in making recommendations.
Participation by cottage counselors is minimal here and generally takes the

form of agreement with the group leader's plan. Discounting the probation officer,




Position
Probation
Officer
Counsellors
Supervisors

Juveniles
Chaplain
'

Caseworker
Group Leaders

|
Cottage
Directors

Parents
Teachers

Visitors from the
Community

[
‘nn 1s less than 5.

. s TABLE 3
MEAN NUMBER OF TIMES TALKING AND IMPORTANCE TO DECISION OF DIFFERENT STAFFING TEAM MEMBERS

Initial Decision

Parole Decision

MMTC STS
Number Obuzerver - Number Observer
Times Rating of Tiines Rating of
Talking Twportance Talklng Importance
16.% 2.25 10.5% 1.50%
4.8 3.07 2.8 3.32
6.8 2.86 1.4 , 3.80 -
7.4 3.56 —_— —_—
- - - 4,3*% 3.00%*
17 . S 1 . 09 - -~
- - 10.0 1.67
. ’ \‘
10.2 2.60 3.5 2.83
5.6 2.90 2.4 3.27
5.2 2.75% - -

Mus

Number
Tlmes

Jolkling  Twportance

34.6
21.7

36.9

" 21.0
27.5.

20.7 -

Observer
Rating of

' 1.80

©2.82

3.14

STS MHS

Number  Obsecrver Number  Observer
Times Rating of Times Rating of
Jultking Twmportance Talking Twportance

5.6 2.93 5.9 2.68
0.7% 3.75 - —
- - 24.3 2.63
2.2 3.40 - -
22.4 1.50 - -
19.5 1.63 17.3 2.00
3.4 3.17 5.8 2.56
w
>




who is usually not present at STS staffings, Téble 3 shews that the group leader
talks the most and has‘the highest rating of importance at STS. The low rating
of counselors (2.8 times talking per staffing; mean rating of 3.32) and others
suggests that their role is minimal. Indeed, the lower number of<times talking
by all members of the staffing team attests to the more rapid pace of STS
staffings and the absence of prolonged discussions.

At MHS, there is no group leader nor a caseworker per se. Although the
social service counselor assumes some of the casework responsibilities, this
does not include making a recommendation to the staff. At MHS diagnostic
evaluations, the role of directing the staffing is delegated to one of three
éupérvisory staff. As a rule, however;‘they have no prior dealings with this

duvenile and are not familiar with the case prior to the staffing. Thus, they
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do not possess the same amount of influence in the staffing that the caseworkers®

at‘MMTC and group leaders at MHS have. At MHS, the prébation officer is usually
present and wields much influéﬁée. Héfreads the delinquent and sbciai history,
and usually has a treatment recommendation. He is in the commanding position
of knoﬁing what is available in the community. If he fails to investigate a
specific community placement, the rest of the staff may find it more expedient
to recommend institutionalization rather than suspending the staffing until an
'aifernative'placement can be investigated.  On the other hand,~if the probation
'officef haé come up with é community placement ahd made all the ﬁecessary
arrangemeﬁts, the staff is more likely to accept it.

Finally, the Cottage Director is the p;rson at the staffing (along with
the social service counselor) who is familiar ﬁith the juvenile's behavior at

the cottage. He has had the day—-to-day experience of superviging, advising

and evaluating the juvenile. Thus, he has much insight into the juvenile's
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needs and how he will respond to the institutional program or community program.
At MHS, then, the probation officer, éupervisor, and cottage director
all wield much decision-making influence. The supervisor wields the most,
because of his position as chairperson of the staffing team and, perhaps, be-
cause he has the highest rank in the organizational hierachy. The supervisor
tends to pull the views of the others together into a treatment recommendation.
It should be noted that the number of times that each member of the
staffing team speaks is higher at MHS for all staff than at MMTC or STS. The
staffing at MHS is the lengthiest of the three (usually lasting over one hour)
and most thorough, in terms of dealing.with the juvenile's problems. Note
that although the juvenile speaks more than anyone else at the staffing (47.3
times), much. of thié is in response to grilling and questioning by the staff.
Nevertheless, the juvenile (and the juvenile's parents) have a much greater

role in terms of the disposition at MHS than they do at STS (where they are never

Ppresent at the staffing) or MMTC (where juveniles’éré merely confronted with a

decision).
Observations of parole staffings show that counselors have more influence
here than at initial staffings. At STS, the group leader and cottage director

wield the most influence. At MHS, the cottage director plays the most important

- role (the supervisor and probation officef are not present at the parole

staffing), but others also have a say. Pafoié staffings were not observed
at MMIC. _

Once again, it should be pointed out tﬁat these ratings of importance
are merely the views of tﬁe researcher, who observed the staffing process. It
is possible that a different researcher would have come to different conclusions

regarding the relative importance of the different members of the staffing team,

A second measure of the influence of different staff members in arriving at
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decisions was ascertained by asking the staff meﬁbers themselves to rate the
relative importance of different individuals to decison~-making. Tables 4 and 5
present the results of this sociometric analysis. As Table 4 indicates, cottage
directors and group leaders are ranked highest for both initial and parole |
decisions. This is somewhat surprising since the observations of staffings
indicated that the p;obation officer is not even present at the parole staffing.
Nevertheless, parole plans are usually checked out with the probation officer
before a juvenile is actually released. So the probation officer dees wield some
indirect influence on parole decisions.

Supervisors rank third in importance in initial decisions, but seventh
in importance in parole decisions. This is consistent with the observations.
" Caseworliers and social service counsélors ranked fourth on both decisions.
Cottage counselors, who had little influence in the initial decision were ranked
second in the parole decision. This is consistent with the observations, al-
though the observer did not rank the cottage counselor quite that high in
importanqe. |

The high rating of the juvenile'é treggment group in parole“decisions
was dué priméfily to fhe,réspoﬁseé of'STS staff’(see Table 5). The STS‘pfogram
requires that the group must recommend parole in order for the juvenilé to be
" released. However, observations of staffings revealed that group leaders -
were instructed to manipulate the group so that a parole recommgndétion would
be forthcoming. At several of the observed staffings, the group leader was
instructed to get the group to deal with the juvenile's problems so that parole ‘
could be recommended soon. Sometimes, the discussion would revolve around that '
rather than the juveniie's actual problems. The observer actually witnessed
- one staffing where the recommendation was to transfer the juvenile to MHS so

that he could be paroled from there, rather than damaging the integrity of the
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TABLE 4

STAYF RATINGS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF DIFFERENT POSITIONS IN MAKING DECISIONS ABOUT JUVENILES

Initial Decision - ‘ Parole Decision

Mean B Rank Mean " Rank

‘Position Rating Order Rating Order
bottage directors and '

group leaders 3.473 1 - 3.686 .10
Probation officer 3.339 2 3.095 5
Supervisors, program . ' '

directors, etc. ‘ . 3.183 . 3 3.049 7
Caseworkers and social ‘ . , : .

service counselors 3.138 ) 4 3.185 4
Psychologist 3.048 . 5 2,257 10
Juvenile court judge -j 2.958 6 ) 2.048 11
Cottage counselors : 2.828 - 7 3.267 2

- % ‘ . .

Teachers or educational - : '

counselors . . 2,725 8 3.024 8

! ‘ ‘ .

Administrative staff

(superintendent, . . ) -

assistants, etc.) To2.717 T 9 2.636 ‘ 9
Juvenile - 2.445 10 - 30711 - 6

. P ‘ :

Juvenile's treatment ' ' ' :
' group ' h 2,443 : 11 . 3,189 ' 3
Juvenile's parents » 2.090 12 2.006 13
Chaplain : 2,061 13 2.042 12

" Visitors from the
community (county
social workers, school’ ' .
personnel, friends, etc.) 1.921 ) 14 . 1.836 14
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TABLE 5

i STAFF RATINGS OF THE IMPORTANCE OF DIFFERENT POSITIONS
IN MAKING DECISIONS ABOUT JUVENILES ACCORDING TO INSTITUTION

" L.

Initial Decision Parole Decision
Position MMTC STS S MMTC STS MHS
Administrative Staff
* (Superintendent, e . e e

Assistants, etc.) 3.16 2.35 2.96 3.35 2.22 2.81
Supervisors, Program .

Directors, etc. 3.68 3.00  3.11 3.68 2.86 2.94
Cottage and Group

Leaders 3.44 3.33 3.69 3.63 3.59 3.84
Caseworkers or Social

Service o .

Counsellors 3.50 2.79 3.43 3.50 2.67 3.75
Probation Officer 3.28 3.33 3.56 3.22 2.90 3.29
Judge ) 2.59 3.03 3.13 , 2.03 1.96 2.20
Teachers or

Educational , ‘ o .

Counsellors 2.38 2.77 2.89 2.50 3.09 ' 3.25
Chaplains . 1.87 2.49 . 1.58 - 1.84 2.48 1.56
Psychologist 1 3.03, 3.18 2.91 ’ 2.63 2.28 1.98
Juvenile's Parents 2.06 1.78 2.52 2.19 1.56 2.49
Visitors from the : ‘

Community . 2.29 1.68 2.04 2.00 1.65 1.98

. . s
Juvenile . 2.34 o 2.28 2.72 ) 2.59 3.08° - 3.33
Juvenile's Treatment : ' :

« Group 2.09 2.68 2.28 ) ' . 2.56 3.61 2.95

Counsellors S 2.40 3.00 2.81 S 2.85  3.400  3.31
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group by paroling him without a group recommendation! It seems, then, that
although the staff questionnaire has uncovered an aspect of the decision-making
process largely hidden to the observer of staffings, the staff has over-estimated
its role in decision-making.

Further analysis of Table 5.reveals findings mostly consistent with the
observations. At MMTC, supervisors were given a higher rating than observations
indicate they should but this may also be due-to their role on the Action Panel.
Caseworkers were rated second highest in importance in the initial decision.

At STS, the highest ranking went to coftage and group leaders and probation
officers. The latter was surprising, since probation officers were usually not
present at STS staffings. Nevertheless, they do write the social history which
contains a recommendation. It seems likely, as mentioned above,; that they do
wield some indirect influence at the staffing. '

The rating for supérvisors at MHS initial decisions is somewhat lower
than expected, but cottage leaders, social service counselors, and probation
officers all rank high. ‘

Ratings for the parole decision reveal a surprisingly high réting at
MMIC for supervisors. It is possible that people who supervise a particular
treatment program in the cottage were included in this category by the staff.

‘Cottage and group leaders are rated highly in all three institutions. Probation
officers are rated highly at MMTC and MHS and teachers receive high ratings

at MHS, probably due to their role in evaluating the juvenile's progress on
educational goals. ‘The juvenile himself ié rated ﬁighest at MHS, corresponding
tovhis:greater,involvement in the staffiﬁg process there. The juvenile's
treatment gioup, as discussed above, receives the highesﬁ rating at STS, while

counselors are rated higher at MHS and STS than at MMTC.
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Systematic observations of staffings also included data on the nature
of the decision-making process. The results are contained in Table 6. In few
cases, was a vote ever taken regarding a disposition. This was more character-
istic of STS staffings, and usually took the form of the group leader going
around the table soliciting opinions. In all three institutions, a consensus
was usually reached where everyone came to accept a recommendation.

It was much more difficult to assess whether or not the decision was
pre—determined, that is, whether everyone in the institution knew what the
disposition would be before the staffing began. For example, a 17 year old
Indian male was scheduled to join the Army as soon as he was discharged from
the juvenile institution. Everyone had agreed well before the staffing began
that this would be the recommendations. .The actual staffing was only a
formality.

Parble‘staffings were often predetermined in the sense that no thought
had been given to parole before the monthly staffing and the staffing was geared
to discussing problems rather than considering parole. This was particularly
true at STS when the treatment group had not recommended parole. In’the case
of initial staffings, there was usually no such predetermination, although
each of the staff members familiarrwith the juvenile may have reached the same
. conclusion individually. On the other hand, there seemed to be a presumption
that most of ;he juveniles sent to the institution would be committed to the
treatment program. This was evidenced at MHS by the fact that juveniles were
expected to draw up a set of treatment goals to work on in the course of their
own stay there. The presumption was that they would‘be committed.

The staffing is designed to be an informal setting where a group of staff
can diécﬁss the merits of a particular case and reach a decision regarding a

recommendation. While much discussion does take place, the procedure is not wholly

democratic and some of the staff have much more decision-making influence than others.
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SOME ASPECTS OF THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS IN JUVENILE STAFFINGS

Percent of Staffing
wvhere Vote is
Taken

Percent of Staffings '

wvhere Consensus
is Reached

Percent of Staffings
where Decision
was Predetermined

Average Number of
People Present
at Staffing

> ——

Initial Decision

MMIC

7.7%

83.3%

27.2%

8.0

STS

407

100%

207

10.2

MHS

100%

16.7%

7.7

Parole Decision

STS

14.37%

100%

85.7%

11.9

MHS

07

100%

54.5%

8.2



63.

Comparison of Staffing Methods

It ig difficult to describe any one of the staffing methods as superior
to the others. Each has its advantages and disadvantages. The primary advantage
of the STS staffing is its brevity. It doesn't use the staffing as a forum for
castigating delinquents or appeasing parenés. On the other hand, by failing to
éive the juvenile a direct voice at the staffing, it loses the benefit of the
juvenile's view on what type of treatment is needed and will work. It is also
possible that the juvenile will be left with a bitter feeling that the éecision
was imposed upon him. This may be mitigated by the fact that the juvenile did
have his say in front of the treatment group, and will also appear before the
Action Panel when the final decision ig to be made. While it may be argued
that the juvgnile has committed a crime and has no right to a voice in his
punishment, the juvenile is being told that he is being treated (for his own
good) and not punished. 1If the treatment is for his own good, however, why
doesn't he have a voice in what happens to him?

A further deficiency in the STS staffing process is that its brevity
precludes an~in-depth exploration of the juvenile's needs and problems, or an
in-depth exploration of treatment altefnatives. As a rule, the STS staff is
confident that they are performing a service for juveniles, and that their program
.éan help juveniles. Therefore, they probably do not feel the need for a long
staffing to justify a commitment recommendation to the juvenile or to themselves.

Althcugh the juvenile does appear at MMIC staffings, his role is very
minor. He is told what the decision is, and although he can offer comment upon
it or disagree with it, there is little he can do to change it. Thus, the MMIC
staffing also suffers from the failure to involve the juvenile in the decision.
Its primary strength is its use of a caseworker to make recommendations. The
caseworker is a professional whose job it is to know what types of programs are

available for different types of juveniles. L His dlagnostic training should enable
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him to more accurately diagnose a juvenile's proSlems and suggest the treatment
which has the best chance'to succeed. On the other hand, it may be argued that
leaving the responsibility for making dispositions largely in the hands of one
individual, places too much trust in that person's judgment and fairness. While
the rest of the MMIC staff does get to commént on the caseworker's recommendation,
the researcher observed only one case among the 14 he observed systematically
where they actually yielded influence, and that was then the caseworker could

not make up his mind.

It has also been argued that a caseworker is too far removed from cottage
life to know the juvenile. Some cottage counselors at STS and MHS éxpressed the
opinion that because they see the juvenile every day and observe bis inter-
action with peers and staff, they are better able to determine his needs and make
a recommendation. The issue 1s an important one, and both viewpoints may have
mexrit. Perhaps 1f the caseworker were to receive written reports from the
counselors containing their observations and recommendations prior to the staffing
(rather than hearing their opinions at the staffing, after he has decided upon
his recommendation) the input of the counselors would not be wasted. Even in
the more democratic settings of STS and MHS, the counselors have little decision-
making influence.

The MHS staffings.are the lengthiest and the most in-depth. Juvenile
involvement is greatest here. While there is no evidence that his.presence
at the staffing will make him feel any better about being committed, at least
he knows who to blame and what factors were considered. He also knows what
he must do in order to be paroled, since his treatment goals are laid out for
him at the staffing.

This is true at MHS parole staffings as well. Whereas STS presents the

juvenile with a "letter" detailing his progress or lack thereof, MHS provides
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face-to-face communication and more direct feedback. This may, in fact, account
in part for the longer periods of incraceration at STS, where the Juvenile
knows less of what is expected of him and what he has to do to "get out".

A major drawback of the MHS initial staffing is its length. Much time
gnd effort is put into the staffing by all the partiéipants, Some of the
lengthiness could be cut down by eliminating the time spent lecturing and
questioning the juvenile (which occupies a goed part of the MHS staffing, as
will be seen on Chapter Four) and concentrating on the dispositional phase of
the staffing., However, this has the ﬁegative effect of leaving the juvenile
less clear about why he is being institutionalized. Much time is also spent
familiarizing the staffing team with the details of the case. The group
1living supervisor has usually not even seen the juvenile's file before the
staffing begins.

The following 3uggéstion, therefore, is put forth to combine the best
of these different staffing approaches. A caseworker, whose sole job it is to
make diagnoses and recommendations, and find placements for juveniles should
be employed at STS and MHS. Armed with the social history, the psychologist's
report, and the recommendation of the cottage counselors, he should sit down
with the person on the staff closest to the juvenile (e.g., the group leader
b-at STS and the cottage director at MHS), the juvenile, and his parents. It is
suggested that the probation officer be excluded from this proceeding, since
he is an agent of the court and has already been influential in the judge's
decision to commit the juvenile. Furthermore, his recommendations are contained
in the social history, and the caseworker could always consult him for an
opinion. Here, the caseworker can listen to the opinions of the others, and to-
gether with them, present their decision to the juvenile. Treatment goals

and educational goals can be worked out at a later date. This type of staffing
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would be less time-consuming, would eliminate many of the superfluous things
that go on at the MHS staffings, would retain juvenile (and parental) involve-
ment, would include a professional diagnostician, and would include someone with

more direct knowledge of and contact with the juvenile.

The Action Panecl: Is it Necessary?

The Action Panels observed by the researcher at the three institutions
Indicated near unanimous agreement with the staff recommendation. Requests for
limited paroles (home visits) were granted routinely, although there were some-
times slight moderations in dates. Paro;e recommendations were alsé granted
routinely, although in two cases; the researcher observed that parole recommenda-
tlons were changed to two or three week limited parole with a provision that
full parole would be granted if no problems arose. This was done to enable the
Action Panel to return the juvenile to the institution if events so warranted
without going through the formalities of a parole revocation hearing. The
researcher observed only one case where an initial recommendation was overruled
by the Action Panel. This was a case of a 16 year old Indian male at MMTC who,
between the time the staff had recommended commitment and his appearance before
the action Panel, had secured a placement in an Indian group home. The Action

-Panel was impressed by this, and by the boy's sincerity and desire to work out
his problems, so they overruled the staff and sent him to the grou# home on
probation.

In only ten cases out of 210 in the content analysis of staffing reports.
(4.74) did the Action Panel overrule the staff decision. In seven of the ten,
the staff recommended probation and the Action Panel recommended institutional-
ization. Some of these overrulings resulted f;om events which occurred between
the time of the staffing and the Action Panel meeting, such as a run from the

institution or the collapse of a community treatment plan.



The questionnaire results depicted in Table 7 also suggest that very
few of the staff actually see the Action Panel Qs the place where decisions are
made. (Some of the small percentage who do may be thinking in legal terms
rather than practical terms.)

It may still be argued that the Action Panel, by its mere presenée,
serves the function of keeping the staff in line and that without 1it, staff
decisions would be arbitrary and unjust. That'is, the kncwledge that their
decisions will be reviewed makes the staff put more thought and justification
into their decisions. Yet, there is aiready an Appeal Board to perform the
role of reviewing contested decisions and overturn unjust ornes. It seems,
therefore, that the Action Panel decision is superfluous. For this reason,
this report recommends its cessation in the decision-making process. This
recommendation refers only to the Action Panel role in confirming or rejecting
staff recommendations. The.Action Panel also Has the task of hearing parole
violation cases., Here it plays more than a rubber-stamping role, since it
actually judges.cases. This aspect of the Action Panel's duties should be

retained, or some other panel should be assigned this function,

67.




Prioxr to Staffing
At the Staffing

At the Action Panel

Total

TABLE 7

STAFF OPINIONS ON WHEN DECISIONS ARE MADE

INITIAL DECISIONS

Frequency Percent
56 33%
104 617
10 67
160 1007

68.

PAROLE DECISIONS

Frequency Percent
43 26%
103 637%
18 11%
164 100%
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CHAPTER FOUR
Criteria Used in Making Decisions

It is not unusual for an observer to come to a situation and find things
totally confusing and unpatterned. However, after several observatiomns,
patterns usually do emerge and the observer can systematize and categorize
them. In the case of this research, clear patterns, or rules governing the
decision—méking process did not emerge. Theré tended to be more exceptions to
the rules than actual rules. This pattern of non-systematic decision-making
was evidenced, not only by the researcher's observations, but by much of the
quantitative data as well. As a result, most of the conclusions in this section
will be in the form of generalized statements rather than specific rules.

In this regard, twq‘general conclusionsrcan be made regarding the
decision-making procéss. The first concefgs the dilemma, discussed in Chapter
One, whether to handle delinquents as criminals who need to be punished and
removed from society, or to deal with them as>produqts of a poor environment
and emotionai problems who need to be helped and treated in the institution.

It appearg that the staff uses both of these justifications to commit juﬁeniles
to the institutioﬁ. That 1is, serious delinquents will be institutionalized to

' and_so on.

punish them, control them, "make ﬁhem accountable to society,'
.Non-se;ious delinquents will be in;titutioﬁaiized to work on'their problems, to
mature, gain self-insight, work on relating to peers, and a host of other treat-
ment oriented goals. The result is that most juvenilés for whom a dimsgnostic
evaluation is held are committed, for one reason or the ofher, to the
institution.

Once committed to the institution, the criteria used to parole a juvenile

relate to essentially how well he has progressed in the treatment program.

Regardless of the severity of the offense and delinquency history, juveniles are
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Judged to be ready for parcle when they have shown personal growth and maturity,
asnd have {mproved thelr relationships with staff and peers. These general
conclusions will be dipcussed in more detail shortly, when the specific findings

of the study are presented.

Obgervations

The reader 48 reminded once again that the systematic observations of
staffing reports reported here are net based on a random sample of all staffings
and are subject to the problems of reliability discussed earlier.

Table 8 contains the observer's impressions of the types of activities
involved fn the staffings and the subject areas involved. Activities were given
a geore of one to four for cach staffing according to the observer's impression
of thelr importance inithc staffing, with a score of "one™ indicating very
important, "two'" gomewhat iwportant, "three" of 1little importance, and "four"
not fwportant at all. Numbard-iﬁAche table represent mean ratings of importance.

Tnblé 8 dndicotes ﬁhat ét ipitial staffings in‘all three institutions,
wmaking fﬁaﬁmmeadacions ie the first or_secqnd most important activity. Discuss-
ing‘tﬁ& fuvenile's problems is the most important activity in STS and tied for
mﬂ§L XmP§f§ﬂﬁt {n MUS. Thus, it appears that much of the initial staffing does
fuvolve the attempt to understand the juvenile's problems and come up with a
‘TQQQmméﬁﬂﬁLLQna The rélativaly'high i&portance of lecturing amd moralizing and

questioning and grilling of juveniles at MHS is due to the fact that the juvenile

~ 4 present ay MHS and much of the staffing is devoted to gaining information from

him asd lecturding him. Note that at STS, where the juvenile is not present,
these activivies were rated as "not important at all".
Discussing problems is also very important at parole staffings, although

the dlscussion uvaually involves {nstitutional adjustment, attitude, and behavior

S




TYPES OF ACTIVITIES AND SUBJECTS DISCUSSED AT JUVENILE STAFFINGS

Activities

Explaining Procedures
Issuing Reports

Discussing Problems

Lecturing or
Moralizing

Questioning and
Grilling

Seeking Information

.Summarizing and
"Clarifying

* Making Recommendations

" Subject Areas

Offense

family home/environment
Psychological Profile
&ottage or Group Living
Education -

Treatment Goals

Prior Treatment Experiences

Disposition or Treatment Plan 1.08

Community Reaction

TABLE 8

Initial Decis{ons

MMTC

3.83

2.08

2.27

2.92

3.42

3.08

3.08

1.67

-1.92

2.33
2.55

3.83

2092 T

3.36

2.50

4.00

STS MHS
4.00  3.14
2,33 2.71
1.50 - 1.29
4000 '2-14
4.00 2.4
3.33  3.00
3.40  3.14
1.83  1.29
2.83  2.57
3,17 3.14
3,20 2.86
2.67  3.00
317 2.4
3.67  2.14
3.00  3.00
1.67  1.14
4.00  4.00

7.

Parole Decisions

STS

4.00

3.63

1.00

4.00

4.00

2.75

' 3.25

2.00

3.29
3.71
4.00
2.00
2.86
2.00
3.86

2.14

. 4.00

3.36

4.00

MHS

4.00
2.27

1'73
2.73

2.45

3.36

2‘91

3.83
3.67

2.17
2.58
1.33
4.00
2.83
4.00
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as opposed to the juvenile's offense or delinqueﬁcy problems. The belief that
delinquency is a manifestétion of psychological and other adjustment problems
leads the staff to concentrate thelr treatment efforts on the juvenile's attitude
and beliavior in the cottage. 7The belief is that if the youth works out his
problems in relation to staff and other peers, he will be rid of the problems
which caused his delinquency, and will be considered a good risk for parole.
This becomes especlally clear when looking at the subject areas discussed in the
two types of staffings. Whereas 'disposition or treatment plan' ranks first

in dnitial staffings among subjects discussed, and offense ranks second, the
parole staffing places highest priority on discussing the juvenile'é progress

or lack of progress on his goals, with "cottage and group living" ranked second
in importance. '"Disposition or treatment plan" ranks third in importance at

STS and fourth at MHS, and is more likely to be discussed at staffings involving
Juveniles who have been at the institution a while, are making progress, and

are belng considered for parole. Offense is a relatively unimportant issue

at parole staffdngs.

T@ble 9 yepresents an attempt cO'see.how important several criteria are
in determining the aétual decision made by the staff. The two factors which are
-most i@porganc in making initial decisions are the offense (and delinqﬁent history)
and ﬁhc juvenile's attitude and demeanor. Offense is not an important factor
' 1ﬁ any of the. parole staffings. There the juvenile's attitude and demeanor and
progress on goals are the mosﬁ important factorsf :In general, then, the initial
staffing tends to deal with the juvenile's behavioral, environmental, emotional
and accitﬁdinnl problems at the time of commitment in making diagnostic evaluationms,
and parole decisions tend to be based on adjustment to the program and progress

in the treatment goals of the program.




TABLE 9

MOST IMPORTANT CRITERIA USED IN MAKING DECISIONS AT STAFFINGS

(Percent of Decisions in Which Criteria Was Rated Very Important)

Criteria Used

Offense or Delinquent
° History

Juvenile's Attitude or
Demeanor

Family Home Situation
Juvenile's Age |
Psychological Problems
Cottage Behavior
Educational Needs
Other Treatment Needs

Length of Time in
Treatment

Failure of Prior
Treatment

Group Recommendation

Absence of Alternate
Programs

Progress in Group or on
Goals

Initial Decision

MMTC

36%

16%
16%
0%
8%
0%
8%

12%

'ozA

0%

1007

STS

0%

117

0%

MHS

11%

0%

0%

$11%

11%
0%

0%

0%

117%

73,

Parole Decision

sts

0%

v

10%

0%
107%

0%

30%

1007

MHS

14%

07

457

101%
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Although not apparent from these tables, the researcher observed
several staffings and read several case files ﬁhere parole was recommended
despite the juvenile's lack of progress. In these cases, the staff usually
glves up on the juvenile, decides that it can't do much more for him, or that
the juvenile Is unhelpable. This 1s especially true when the annual review
18 near or when the juvenile approaches the age of eighteen. 1In the former
cage, rather than trying to justify a continued commitment before the Action
Panel, the staff will parole the juvenile and "let him screw himself up', not
holding much hope for success. In the latter case, the staff will seek to get
the juvenile discharged from the system so "the adult authorities can worry
about him."

One final comment should be made concerning Table 9. In terms of the
importance of different criteria to the decision, no one criteria was consistently
scen as the most dmportant in a majority of staffings. Thus, different
criteria arve used in different areas, and different reasons are given to justify
the decisions. This attests to the general lack of consistency or systemaﬁic
method used by the staff in making decisions, a theme which will be repeated in

the analysis which follows.

“The Staff View of the Criteria Used to Make Decisions

The staff themselves had considerable difficulty pinpointing specific
criteria which were more important than others in making decisions about juveqiles.
Often, when the researcher explained the purpo§e~of his visit to the staff
meeting, he was greeted with a comment such as 'good luck" or "if you find out,
let me know". One of the caseworkers said to me that, "people who are making

decisions are really making decisions about what they feel, not what they know."
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Illustrative of the custodial/trecatment &ilemma faced by the decision
makers is this statement from another caseworker at MMIC. "We offer treatment,
but in the meantime, we have to exercise the other options like keeping them
off the streets'". When asked about the criteria he uses to make recommendations
about juveniles, he replied, "to me the major thing is what the kid's been into,
his attitude, the seriousness of past offenses, and the type of treatment he
needs, not.necessarily in that order."

The staff's difficulty in pinpointing the criteria used is illustrated
by Table 10. Of the 33 variables presented to the staff, 27 of them were rated
3.00 or higher on the initial staffing decision, and 21 were rated ;bove 3.00
on the parole staffing decision. A mean rating above 3.00 means that the majority
of the staff feels that those variables are either "somewhat" or "very"

" important criteria. The fact that so many variables were rated that high attests
to the staff's difficulty in selecting some criteria as more important than
.‘otﬁers in decision-making.

| It is still possible to compare the staff perceptions of the relative
importance of these 33 -variables to the two decisions. In the case of the
initial decisions,‘the variables ranking highest aré those relating to the
offense and the .youth's attitude. This is quite consistent with the observa-
"tions of the researcher reported in Table 8. The next group of variables in
. descending order of importance relate to the availability ofycommunity place-
ments, the yogth's maturation and progress on goals, the quality of theLYOuth's
.géme environmént, the psychologist's report, the youth's behavior in school and
"in the cottage, and recommendations from the probation officer and the
psychologist. The variables ranked at the bottom for both the initial and

parole staffings relate to the race, sex, and social class of the juvenile.
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TABLE 10

STAFF RATINGS OF CRITERIA USED TO MAKE DECIéIONS ABOUT JUVENILES

Initial Decision Parole Decision
Mean Rank Mean Rank
Variable Rating Order Rating Order

The extent to which the youth

has learned to accept

responsibility for his

(her) actions 3.720 1* 3.885 1
The seriousness of the offense a

committed by the youth - 3.720 1* 3.{00 19
The degree to which the youth

is open and honest din

dealing with problems 3.707 3 3.808 3
The attitude of the youth

toward the offense he has

committed 3.663 4 3.746 5
The number of court and

institutional contacts prior

to this commitment 3.645 .5 2.923 24
The availability of acceptable

community placements 3.538 6* 3.669 7
The extent to which the youth

has gained insight into

his(her) behavior 3.538 6% 3.705 6
The extent to which the youth

has matured and exhibited

personal growth 3.533 8 3.853 2
The recomnendation of the

probation officer 3.527 9 . 3.331 18
The ability of the youth's

parents to properly
"~ supervise the youth ' 3.484 10 3.392 15
The quality of emotional support

received by the youth from ' _

his (her) family 3.452 11 3.385 16

The fnmily's feelings about
the youth staying at home 3.419 12 3.515 11




Variable

The fact that the youth has
a job or school placement
in the community

* The extent to which the youth
has successfully accomplished
personal goals that were set
up for him (her)

The juvenile's desire for a
certain disposition or
treatment plan

The youth's attitude toward
the staff and other authority
figures

The extent to which the youth
has successfully accomplished
any educational goals that
were set up

The youth's behavior in
the cottage

The psychologist's report on
the youth's personal
adjustment problems

The youth's behavior in
school

The psychologist's report
on the youth's anti-social
tendencies

The treatment recommendation
of the psychologist
The age of the juvenile
 The youth's school
attendance record

Recommendation of other
members of the youth's
treatment group

Initial Decision

Mean

Rating Order
3.394 13
3.391 14
3.330 15
3.326 16
3.275 17
3.272 18
3.267 19
3.239 20
3.231 21
3.187 22
3.151 X
3.098 24
3.096 25

Rank

77.

Parole Decision

Mean

Rating

3.585

3.754
3.485
3.554
3.523
3.512

2.953

3.369

2.953

2.876

2.485

2.899

3.485

Rank
Order

13%

10

12

22%

17

22%

26

28

25

13%




Initial Decision’ Parole Decision
. Mean Rank Mean Rank
Variable Rating Order Rating Order
The community's attitude
toward the juvenile and
his (her) offense 3.032 _ 26 3.038 20%
The general condition of the 4
youth's home environment 3.000 27 3.038 20%
The youth's grades in
school 2.707 28 2,731 27
The marital status of the
youth's parents 2.613 29 2.385 29
The size of the community
in which the juvenile's
family resides 2.086 30 2,140 30
The race of the juvenile 1.742 o3 1.508 32
The sex of the juvenile 1.739 32 1.465 . 33
The occupation of the
juvenile's parents 1.677 33 1.752 31

*
Tie
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This testifies to the fact that ‘the staff is highly sensitive to possible
charges of discrimination and tends to resist,ﬂor at least claim to resist,
making any decision on the basis of social characteristics of the juvenile.
Rather, they stress the needs of the juvenile and the peculiarities of each
individual case. The one exception is the juvenile's age, which ranks 23rd
on the initial decision. As a rule, the attempt is made to look into alternative
placements for younger juveniles, although the results of the content analysis
will show that age is not a significant factor in predicting disposition.
Comparison of the rankings foé parole decision with those for initial
decisions reveals results congruent with those uncovered by the observations.
In general; the variables rated highest relate to attitudinal and adjustment
variables, including the amount of progress the youth has maae on his or her
goals (ranked fourth on the parole decision, fourteenth on the initial decision).
The seriousness of the offénse drops from a tfe for first on the initial decision
to nineteenth on the parole decision, and the number of prior court and
institutional contacts drops from fifth to twenty-fourth. In general, therefore,r
the conclusions drawn by the researcher from his observations are consistent
with the staff's own view of the decision-making process. Although the offense
and the juvenile's attitude and demeanor are the most important criteria used
“by the staff (in terms of their mean rankings) in deciding whether to commit a
juvenile, the staff also looks seriously at a broad range of other factors.
The offense is relatively unimportant in parole decisions, which are based
heavily on the juvenile's attitude and progress toward treatment goals and
related criteria. |
One final dimension of the staff view of the decision-making process
is worth noting. An attempt was made to see whether ahy staff characteristics

related to the way they rated the importance of the thirty-three variables.
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Staff were dichotomized according to institution, whether or not they served on
the Action Panel, sex, length of service, age,'education, position, and
custodial/treatment attitudes. The mecan scores of the high and low dichotomies
on the 33 variables were correlated with each other for each of the dichotomous
groups for both the initial and parole decisions. The results, depicted in
Table 11 show remarkably high correlations between the high and low cétegories
of all the groupings compared, with no correlation below .89. This means ﬁhat
staff characteristics are not related to the way they rate the importance of
the 33 variables to decision-making. .Stated differently, the relative
importance of the 33 variables is rated similarly by all categories of staff,

Although the staff claims to base its decisions on a wide number of
variables and finds it difficult to select some criteria as more imﬁortant
than others, it is still possible that a closer scrutiny of actual decisions made
by the staff will reveal patterns and uniformfties not recognized by them.
Both the content analysis of staffing reports and the decision game analysis
allow us to go beyond the staffer's own view of the situation. The decision
game, while limited by its artifactual nature, has the advantage of forcing
the staffer to make decisions by selecting relevant information, and allowing
us to relate these decisions to staff attitudes and characteristics. The
“results of the decision game will be examined shortly. Here the focus will be
on the only one of the methods which examines what is aétually done by the
staff in the real world. This involves an analysis of the case records on file
in the Central Office of ;he Department of Corrections.

The method of sampling and problems of reliability involved in this
method were already discussed in Chapter Two. Briefly summarizing, the chief

problem involves the abstraction of quantitative, codable data from the case
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TABLE 11
CORRELATIONS OF STAFF RATINGS

(of the relative importance of 33 variables to decision making)

ACCORDING TO STAFF CHARACTERISTICS

Initial Decision: Parole Decision:

Staff Characteristics Pearson's r Pearson's r
MMTC staff with STS staff .92 .89
MMTC staff with MHS staff .93 ‘ .91
STS staff with MHS staff .96 .96
Action panel with nan—action panel members .95 .96
Male staff with female staff .97 .96
Staff working five or more years in institution :

with staff working less than five vears .97 .99
Staff working five or more years in corrections

with staff working less than five years .96 .99
18-35 year old staff with staff over 35 ‘ .97 .98
Non-college with college educated staff .97 .98
Supervisors and administrators with non-

supervisory staff .94 .94
Custodial oriented with treatment oriented staff .94 ..97

All staff: Initial Decision with Parole Decision: r= .90




filen, whivh conntst of vapue sod geoeral statesents about the juvenile's history
#od peobless. A second mé}wr problem {avolves the time lag between thé.pates

6f the rasen deasn and the prosent. There have been many changes in the juvenile
Byaten sleve June W, 1974, the cur=off date for gselecting cases for the sample,
st 10 fa pemaible that seme of the results are no longer valid 4n 1976.

Deapite thene probless, the analyeis reveals some dnteresting findings.
Tabilen 17 and 1 ssmmarize the relationsiiips between all the variables tested
wad ghe disponition ot the diasgasstie evaluation.

Fabile §2 fndiestes that the Action Panel recommendation d4s highly
gfpnltteantly relnred Lo the recommwndntions of the probation officér, cagseworker,
tutbapny cranme e, and paycheloglet. Thie 48 consistent with the observation,
e ted evariler, that these fadividuals are particularly dinfluential ian the
staliing pretens.  Hat dt alse ceaults from the fact that most of the individuals
v rup beg (hear pondcfonse Teel that most Juveniles should be dnstitituionalized.
Bltwe 07T of (e sanes studled bere actuslly were dnstitutionalized, the
teiat bonnbly ia ﬁatn{éil& high. These resultys indicate that these members of
the wrafling team asually belleve that dnsticutionalization is needed, and when
thiey deg, $1 i very Likely that the Juvenile will be committed. Data not

preeented fn Table 12 alwo Indicstes general agreement among these staff members.

46 Uhe idfe vases where recomendations were available from both a caseworker

and g probatiag uifiéﬁr, theee recomsendations were in disagreemené. A much
esller petoont of casen {ndleated ddfferiog rvtam&an@ahions'batween probation
offivers and vottage coungelors (tﬁrfa mug of 54 cases [5.6Z) and between case~
‘wgf%@wﬁ and Cutlage counnelors (mn@laut af Qight,Alz.SX). ‘Bsychdiogists tended
to ﬁiﬁ#ﬁ%ﬁﬁ gout with the thé#vénaffétﬁ CZB;Qﬁ of ch@'time with'probatién- |

offieers 4% of the tise with caseworkers, and 30.2% of the time with counselors).




THE RELATIONSHIP OF INSTITUTION AND ST

Variable

Institution

Probation Officer's

Recommendation

Caseworker's

Recommendation

Cottage Counselor's

Recommendation

Psychologist's

Recommendation

Values
NNTC
STS

MHS

MMIC

STS & MHS

Institution

Probation

Institution

Probation

Institutiocn

Probation

Institution

Probation

TABLE 12

83.

AFF EVALUATIONS OF JUVENILES TO DISPOSITIONS

£ Institutionalized

85.9

82.0

70.9

84.0

91.8

12.5

92.3

36.4

96.7

27.3

91.0

51.1

Significance

chi square = 3,48 with 2 d.f.
p = .06

n= 211

chi square = 8.62 with 1 d.f.
p less than .005

n = 211

chi square = 46,67 with 1 d.f.
p less than .0001

n = 101

chi square = 6.06 with 1 d.f.
p = .01

n= 24

chi square = 41.92 with 1 d.f.
p less than .0001

n = 83

chi square = 25,14 with 1 d.f.
p less than .0001

n= 134




TABLE 13
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THE RELATIGHLHIPR OF JUVENILE CHARACTERISTICS TO THE LIKEL1HOOD OF IHSTITUIIO&ALIZA?ION

Varialis Yalue

T i

CRace KH1TE
REGCHD
1L AN

IHER

WHITE

BOW-WHTTR

Age 12«34 vr, oldy
15 yt. ulde
1o yr. aldy

Y7, M4 yr. olds

1215

16-17
*

Female

Z Inntitutionalized

80.5
73,3
76.3
77.8

80.5

75.3

4.4
73.3
80.3
83.9

73.8
83.6

82.2
66.7

Significance

chi square = ,.886
with 3 d.f£.
p= .83

n= 210

chi square = _49
p = .49

n = 210

chi square = 2.23

with 3 d.f.

P = .53

n = 211

chi square = 1.74
with 1 d.f.

n.s8. n = 211

chi square = 4.45
p= .03

n= 211




; Variable

Size of Home

Community

Father's
Occupation

s

Hother;s

Occupation

Father's

Education

Mother's
Education

Commi tment
Offense

Most Serious
Offense

Value
under 30,000

over 30,000

blue collar

white collar

blue collar

white collar

" non~-H.S. Grad.

H.S. Graduate

non-H.S. Grad.

H.S. Graduate

serious & drug

status

Serious & Drug

Status

£ Institutionalized
80.4
76.0

87.5

85.0

75.9

77.8

91.7

100.0

89.7

90.9

.82.5

66.7

78.4
76.5

chi

pl:x

square
.56
208

square

91
63WT>

square

.84

47

square
.89

34
square

.64

40
square
.03

211

square

‘.94

211

85.

'Significance

<34 with 1 d.f.

.01 with 1 d.f.

.04 with 1 d.f.

.02 with 1 d.f.

.22 with 1 d.f.

4.87 with 1 d.f.

.01 with 1 d.f.




Variable

1‘. Q:

-

Reading -
Aptitude

Math
Aptitude

Community's
Attitude

Psychological
Profile

Child Requests
Institutionali-
= gation

Prior Treatment

Exporiences

Value

% Institutionalized

100 +

less than 100

ghead
average

behind

ahead
averag:

behind

negative

not negative

normal or mlild problems
emotionally disturbed

soclopathic

yes

no

none

one or more

81.4

l77l8

76.0
17.8

80.8

71.4

62.5

© 80.9

87.5

76.8

76.3
83.9

80.0

66.7
79.2

84.3

75.9

chi

p=

square

'82

115

square
.83

186

square
.38

188

square
.26

209

square
.63

202

square
51

209

square
.22

211

86.

Significance

.05 with 1 d.f.

.38 with 2 d.f.

1.92 with 2 4.f.

1.25 with 1 d.f.

.93 with 2 d.f.

.44 with 1 d.f.

1.50 with 1 d.f.




. Variable

Time Period

Use of Drugs

Family Home

Environment

Attitude and

Demeanor

School
Adjustment

Metro vs.

Non-Metro

Parents don't
Control Child

Values

Jan.~June, 1973
July-Dec., 1973

Jan.-June, 1974
no

yes

good

poor

good

poor

good

popr

Metro

Non-Metro

don't control

do contro;

ZVInstitutionalizcd

81.7
'81.0

73.6
75.9

80.3

76.5
- 83.9

75.9

81.0

72.7
79.5

72.7

83.9

82,2

65.2

87.

Sipnd ficance

chi square = 1.68 with 2 d.f.

p = .43

‘n = 211

chi square = .36 with 1 d.f.
P = .55

n = 209

x2 = 1,15 with 1 d.f.
p= .30
n= 211

.79 with 2 d.f.

il

chi square

p= .67

n = 208

it

chl square .64

p = .42

n = 186

chi square = 3.29 with 1 d.f.
p = .07

n= 211 ‘

5.17 with 1 d.f.

chi square

pP= .02

n = 209



Variable

Child Reccives
no Emotional

Support

| Parents Drink

Child Fights
in Cottage

Child Exhibits

no Remorse

Child's Acceptance
of Responsibility

Child Docsn't
Possons Self-
Insight

Only one pavent

in Household

Values

no support

suppore

yes

. no

yes

no

not remorseful

remorseful

does not

does

possesses Insight

no insight

yeg

no

Z.Institutionalized

81.5

76.1

82.3

76.9

81.0

78.1

84.4

73'7

82.4

74.0

65.4
83.0

80.0

77.7

chi

. square

.43

209

square
.50

209

square
.98

208

square

.09

square
.19

208

square
.01

211

square
.84

209

fl

i}

88.

Significance

.61

46 with 1 d.f.

.00 with 1 d.f.

2.85 with 1 d.f.

1.70 with 1 d.f.

6.25 with 1 d.f.

.04 with 1 d.f.
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-+ On the @hole; ‘caseworkers weré mﬁst lenient 1ﬁvtheif fecommendations, recommending
p;obation ‘to a community placgment in 45.SZ of.the cases; psychologists
recomgeqdéd‘pfﬁbatioa iﬂ 33.6 éf ﬁhéhcases, counseiors in 26;5 of the ca;es,
and probation officers in 15.8% of.tﬁe cases. |
Speculating uponktﬁe méaning of these figures; it seems likely that
caseworkérs; because of fhe natufe of their Hobs, are probably more aware of
commﬁnity alternativés. Caseworkers are employed only at MMTC, where there are nore
- group homes>and treatment programs, and ;hefe thgre may be a greater tolerance for
vjuvenilé offenses. The lower rates among cottage counselors and probation officers
may be due to the former's belief in the effectiveness of their program, and
the latter's role as an agent of the court. Whatever the reasons, however, it
appears that' the majority of the staff is in general agreement in most cases
that the juvenile should be committed to the institution and, in most éases, he is.
Table 12 also indicates thaﬁ a smaller. percentage of juveniles are
institutionalized at MMTC than at STS or MHS. (When MHS and STS are combined,
this difference is statistically significant at the .005 level, although the
percentage difference is only 13.1%.) These findings are presented by themselves
in Table 14 and 15. One explanation of this may be the greater availability
of community programs in the metropolitan area, and the use of a caseworker who
"is more aware of these options. It should be recalled from_the staff question-
naire data that the availability of community placements was tied for sixth
highest rating .in the initial decision. Another possibility is that the staff
at MMTC are used to dealing with more serious delinqueﬁts and are less shocked
than their rural counterparts by juvenile misbehavior.
Table 16 breaks down decision-making in each institution according to

commitment offense (serious and drug offenses vs. status offenses). Here it




TABLE 14
ACTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO INSTITUTION

Row

MMTC STS MHS Total

No. Z NYo. % No. % No. 2
Probation 25 29.1 9 14.1 11 18.0 45 21.3
Institutionalization 61  70.9 55 85.9 50 82.0 166 78.7
Colum Total ‘ 86  40.8 64  30.3 61 28.9° 211 100.0

chi square = 5.48 with two degrees of freedom

p= .06 gamma = ,255 contingency coefficient = .159

‘06
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TABLE 15 R ' C '.;1 T .
4CTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO INSTITUTION T -'
‘;.-‘ B g i
(MC vS. STS and MHS) ” ?‘ N Yy
i ﬁ
MMTC , STS and MHS .- » Total
Probation’ 25 29.1 20 16.0 45 21.3
Institutionalization 61 70.9 : 105 -84.0 - 166 78.7
Columr Total 86 40.8 125 59.2 211 100.0
chi square = 8.62 " ‘ . p 1less than .005

'16‘



TABLE 16 -

ACTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO INSTITUTION CONTROLLING FOR OFFENSE

Probation

Institutionalization

Serious and Drug Offenses

MMTC
.No. %
12 19.4
50 80.6

STS
7 13.7
44 86.3

MHS

No.

|»e

9 19.1

38 80.9

chi square = .74 with 2 d.f.

p= .69

contingency coefficient

gamma =

.07

Status Offenses

13

11

MMTC

™

54,2

45.8

11

chi square =

p= .01

e

15.4

84.6

12

8.86 with 2 d.f.

14.3

85.7

contingency coefficient = .38

gamma =

.66

*26
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becomes clear that the difference in commitment rates between MMIC and the other
two institutions occurs only for status offenses. For serious and drug offenders,
STS has the highest rate of institupionaliéation, but this is only slightly
higher thaﬁ the commitment rates for MMIC and MHS and is not statistically
significant. For status offenses, however, 54.2% of the MMIC cases are returned
ﬁo the community on probation compared to 15.4% at STS and 14732 at MHS.

Further information is supplied us by Table 17, which qontréls decision-.
making in the three institutions according to the sex of the offender. Among
males, the differences in commitment rates among institutions are small and
not statistically significant. Among females, however, 61.1% of the MMTC girls
are given probation, compared to 16.7% at each of the other two institutions.

It appears, then, that the institutional differences in disposition is due
mainly to the fact that female status offenders are less likely to be
institutionalized at MMIC than at the other .two institutions. The exact
reason for this preference for community treatment of female status offenders
by MMIC staff is not known, but it is suspected that the major explanation is
the availability of a greater number of group homes for females in the
metropolitan area, including one group home operated by the State. It appears
likely, therefore, that the lower percent of individuals committed to the
_institution at MMIC is due to a greater availability of programs in the
community to handle female status offenders.

Table 13 summarizes the relationship of other juvenile attributes and
characteristics to decision-making. On the whole, the table shows that most
juvenile attributes are not rglated to whether or not juveniles are
institutionalized. Neither race nor age are significantly related to dis-
position, but there is a significant relationship betwéen sex and disposition,

As Table 18 shows, males are more likely to be institutionalized than females.







TABLE 17

ACTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO INSTITUTION CONTROLLING FOR SEX

SN,JP:obation

Institution—
alization

gamma =

chi square = 1.05 with 2 d.f.’
p= .59

.077

contingency coefficient = .08

chl square = 10.00 with 2 d.f.

p = .007
gamma = .65

contingency coefficient = .42

MALES FEMALES
Total Total
STS MHS Males MMIC STS MHS Females
% 206 7 13.5 8 18.6 29 17.8 11. 6l.1 2 16.7 3 16.7 16  33.3
s&  79.4 45 8.5 35 8l.4 134 82.2 7  38.9 10 83.3 15 83.3 32 66,7

"%6



TABLE 18
ACTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO SEX

Male Female
Probation ST 29 17.8 16 33.3
Institutionalization . 134 82.2 32 66.7
Column Totals 163 77.3 " 48 22.7

chi square = 4.45 with one degree of freedom
p= .03 phi = .159 gamma = -.40

. contingency coefficient = .157

Row Totals
No. - 2%
45 21.3
166 78.7
211 - 100.0

66
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However, Table 19.reveals that, 'as suggesged above, this difference exists only
at MMIC, where 60.1% of the females, as oppose& to 20.67Z of the males, are
given probétion. It ié likely, thérefore, that the less severe dispositions
given females is not the generél rule for Minnesota juvenile'institutions, but
is the result of greater community resources for metropolitan area females.

Table 20 shows that among status offenders, there is no significant
difference between the percent of male and females whd are institutionalizéd.
Among serious and drug offenders, howevér, a significantly greater percentage
of females receive probation than do males. It is likely, therefore, that
while MMIC staff may be more tolerant of female serious offenders, the4greater
availability of programs in the metropolitan area to handle the more serious
female delinquents accounté for their greater likelihood of getting probation.

Table 21 summarizes the results of the relationship between offense
and disposition, controlling for institution,' Once again, although there is
a significant overall relationship between offense and the likelihood of
institutionaliéation, this relationship existsbonly at MMTC where 80.6% of
serious and drug offenders are institutionalized and not at STS or MHS where
the differences are slight and not statistically significant. It appears, then,
that the findings that sex and offense are related to disposition are not
" characteristic of the three institutiohs as a'wholeg but are only characteristic
of MMTC. For MHS and STS, decision-making follows no s&étematic patterns, In
view of the fact that MMIC has phased out its juvenile ﬁrogram, it seems likely
that a current analysis of staffing reports would reveal no relationship
between either sex, offense, or institution and disposition.

One final ciafification is in order regarding the reiatipnship of sex
and offense to disposition. The astute reader may have observed that although

females are less likely to be institutionalized than males, and status offenders




TABLE 19

ACTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO SEX CONTROLLING FOR INSTITUTION

Probaticn

Institution~
alization

MMTC STS
Male - Female Male Female
No. Z  No. 2  No. % No. z
14 20.6 11  61.1 7 13.5 2 16.7
54 79.4 7 38.9 45 86.5 10 83.3

chi square = 9.45 with
1 4d.f.

p = .002

gamma = =,72

phi = .36

chi square = .03 with
1d4.£.

p= .86

gamma = -.13

phi = .04

MHS
Male Female
8 18.6 3 16.7

35 . 8l.4 15 83.3

chi square = .03 with
1 d'f.
p= .85

~gamma = ,07

phi = .02

‘L6



TABLE 20 ‘
_ ACTION PANEL DECISION BY SEX CONTROLLING FOR OFFENSE

Serious and Drug Offenses

Male Female

No. % No. 2z
Probation / ' 22 15.2 6 40.0
Institutionalization. 123 84.8 9 60.0

chi square = 4.21 with 1 d.f.*
p= .04
phi = .19

gamma = -,.58

Status Offenses

Male Female
No. Z : No. %

7 38.9 10 130.3
11 61.1 - 23 69.7

chi square = .10 with 1 d.f.*
Pp= .76
phi = .09

gamma = .19

S
Expected frequency too small for valid chi square.

86




TABLE 21

ACTION PANEL DECISION ACCORDING TO dOMMITMENT OFFENSE CONTROLLING FOR INSTITUTION

Probation

Institution-

alization

All Cases
Serious -
and Drug Status
28 17.5 17 33.3
132 82.5 34 66.7

chi square = 4.87 with

1 4.f.
p = .03
phi = .17

gamma = ~.40

MMTC

Serious
and Drug
No. 2

12 19.4

50 80.6

chi square =

1d.£.
p = .004

g
=2
R

[
L]
W
£~

gamma = —,66

13  54.2

11 45.8

8.55 with

. 8TS

Serious
and Drug

No. %

7 13.7

44 86.3

Serious
Status  and Drug
2 - 15.4 9 19.1
11 84.6 38 80.9
.09 with chi square =

chi square =

1 4d.f.
p= .77
phi = .02

gamma = -.07A

MHS

1d.f.
p:= .98

g
<
s

i

gamma =

.05

Status
No. Z

2 14.3

12 85.7

.00 with

'66



100.

are less likely to be institutionalized than sérious or drug offenders, fémale
status offehders_are more likely to be institutionalized than either female
serious offenders or male status offenders. These results are summarized in
Table 22. (Although the table includes cases from all three institutions, the
reader is remiﬂded that these differences are'mostly the result of variation among
MMIC cases). Table 22 suggests that among males (who make up 77.3% of the cases)
serious or drug offenders are more likely to be institutionalized than status
offenders. Among females, however, there is a slight (though not statistically
significant) trend in the opposite direction., Female status offenders are
slightly more likely to be institutiohglized than female serious or drug
offenders. To this small degree, then, it seems that a double standard is
operating and that male status offenders are handled less harshly than female
status offenders.

Returning to Table 13, the results indicate that neither size of
community, parents' occupation nor parents' education is related to disposition,
although the reader is remindéd about the general absence of data regardiﬁg
parental occupation and education.

Using the most serious offense alleged in the case file, there is no
relationship between offense and disposition. This is probably due, in part,

- to the fact that the number of juveniles who‘have never committed or were ‘
never alleged to havekcommitted a serious or drug offense is quite small.

Intelligence and aptitude are not significantly related»to.Qisposition,
nor is the community's attitude. A negativevgétitude,'however, is only
indicated in a small number of cases. Neither the psychological profile nor
ﬁhe child's own preference for institutionalization (in those’few cases where
such a request was made) are significantly related to disposition, although

slight tendencies in the predicted direction can be observed.




Male

Female

Total

TABLE 22
PER CENT JUVENILES BEING INSTITUTIONALIZED ACCORDING TO SEX AND OFFENSE

Serious and Drug Offenses - Status Offense Total
84.8 6l.1 82.2

60.0 ' 9.7 '. 66.7

82.5 66.7 78.7
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A second measure of the seriousness of the juvenile's delinquency,
the number of prior institutional or community treatment experiences 1s not
significantly related to juvenile dalinqueﬂcy. In fact, those with no treatment
experiences are slightly more likely to be institutionalized than those with one
or more prior treatment experience.

| The results show a slightly lower (although non-significant) rate of
institutionalization in the January-June 1974 period than during 1973. It-is
possible that this is due to the increasing availability of community programs,
and that present analysis would show a higher percentage of juveniles placed
in the community. It is not possible, however, to draw such conclusions from
this data.

Juveniles in the seven county metropolitan area are not significantly
less likely‘to be institutionalized, although results approach significance
(p = .07). This is somewhat surprising, since MMTC, which draws juvenile from
Hennepin, Ramsey and Anocka Counties has a much lower rate of institutionalization
than STS, which handles the other metropolitan area Counties. Evidently, the
variations in dispositions 1s not solely due to the greater availabiiity of
metropolitan area placements, but is aiso due to differences in staffing
patterns or treatment philosophies in the two institutions.

The use of drugs (as alleged in the staffing report) is not significahtly
related to dispositions, nor is the family home environment scale, the attitude
and demeanor scale, or the school adjustment scale. This may be due to the lack
of reliability in obtaining this information from the files, and the general
vagueness of the staffing reports, as discussed in Chapter Two. It is possible
that there is a relationship between these variables andAdisposition which is

obscured by measurement error.
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It 1s also possible that, although the fémily—home environment and
attitude/demeanor scales &o not significantly relate to disposition, that some
of the items in the scale do. Accordingly, the items which, according to the
staff questionnaire and the researcher's impression, seemed to be the most
important ones in the two scales were analyéed individually. Of the items
- analyzed from the family/home environment scale, the'only variable which
significatﬁ}y relates to disposition is the parents' ability to control or
supervise the juvehile. Eighty~-two percent of those juveniles whose parents
cannot control them are institutionalized, compared to 65% of those who are
not considered inadequately supervised or controlled. In the attitﬁde/demeanor
scale, the only variable which is significantly related to disposition is
the degree to which the child possgsses insight into his behavior. Only 65.47%
of children who, accofding to the staffing report, possess self-insight are
institdtionélized compared to 837 of those who do not possess self-insight.

Finally, it was felt that although the overall scale of family/home
environment and attitude/demeanor was not significant, it may be significant in
certain institutions or certain sexes. The results (not depicted here) found
no significant relationship between family/home environment and disposition
in any of the institutions, in either sex, or in either type of offense. 1In
" fact, when the only FHE variable producing significant results (parents' ability
to control child) is broken down by insti.ution, it no longer attains signifi-
cance (because of the lower number of cases). The '"parents ability to control
juvenile" variable is significantly related to disposition among males, but not .
females, and is signif;cant for serious offenses, but not status offenses. None
of the other family/home environment variables are significantly related to
disposition in any of the three institutions, for either sex, or for either

offense category.
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In the case of the attitude/demeanor scale, the scale as a whole is
not significantly related to dispoéifiéﬁbwhen éontrolling for institution,
sex, or serlousness of offense. Thggone item of the scale which was related
to disposition, the child's self-insight, remains significant (p = .03) only among
serious and drug offenders. In addition, the variable measuring theAamount
of remorse exhibited by the child, which approached significance (p = .09) in
the overall sample, is significantly related to disposition (p = .04) for
serious and drug offenders. Among serious and drug offenders, then, 907 of
the children who exhibit no remorse afe institutionalized, as opposed to 76.1%
who do exhibit remorse, and 86.77 of those children categorized as not
possessing self-insight are institutionalized compared to 70.07% of those not
so categorized. None of the other subdivisions of the attitude/demeanor items
produce a significant relationship between them and disposition.

To the extent, then, that these methods have been adequately able to
measure these admittedly subjective variables, little actual relation has been
found between the attitude or the family background of the child and the dis-
position received at the diagnostic evaluation. Furthermqre, as mentioned
earlier, there is no relationship between the child's psychological and
intellectual functioning, school behavior and performance, age, race, prior
" treatment experience, alleged use of drugs, size of home community, or family
status and disposition. While offense seriousness and institution are related
to disposition, the differences are not very great and are mostly explained
by the greater tendency of MMTC staff to find community placement for females
and status offenders than for males or serious offenders. These relationships
are not apparent in the other two institutions.

It appears, therefore, that the decision whether or not to commit a

juvenile to the treatment program of the institution is extremely haphazard
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and arbitrary. There is very little consistency concerning which juveniles
are institutionalized and which are not. The staff are correct when they claim
to be judging each case on its own, but they are not applying any consistent -
criteria to their decisions. Decisions seem to be made on theé basis of the
staff members' feelings about the "needs" of the particular juvenile, without
any systematic basis for determining what these needs are and what type of
program would best help the juvenile.

One final point is worth noting here. Although there is no concrete
data to back up these impressions (otﬁer than the fact that 78.87 of the
juveniles were committed), the researcher noted a general belief on the part
of the staff that most juveniles could be helped by the institution. While they
recugnized that in some cases, alternative placements could also help the |
juvenile, they were reluctant to recommend such a placement unlesé they knew
something about the specific community placement. Since no one usually
thoroughly researched the different programs which might be available to help
each child, the staff was often left with the feeling that although another
placement might work, it would involve less risk (of failure) to commit the
juvenile to the institution, where he would "surely" benefit from the program
and benefit educationally as well. It was only in a small number of cases
- that the institutional program was seen as '"not right" or "not good" for the child.
For example, STS staff felt that their positive peer culture program might be
too confrontive for some juveniles. In these cases, alternative placements
were sought, although not always found.

A key figure in determining placement is the probation officer. "If the
probation officer comes to the staffing with a community'placement in mind, and
has worked out some of the details needed to have the juvenile admitted, the

chances are much greater that the staff will accept thisiplacement. But if the




106.

probation officer, as is usually the case, believes ghe{youth should be committed,
he merely comes to the staffing with a recommeﬁdation for commitment and no
alternative plan. Since it is unlikely that anyone else at the staifing has

laid the groundwork for an alternative placement, the possibilities are limited
and a commitment usually results. The presence of thé caseworker at MMIC, as
mentioned eariier, may explain, to some extent, the lower rate of commitment
there, since he is more aware of community placgments and is able to bring

them to the attention of the staff.

Parole Decisions
Of the preceding independent variables, Table 23 indicates that the

only variables which relate to length of incarceration (number of days in the

. institution) are institution, race, and the presence of emotional support in

the home. The mean length of stay in the institution is 250 days for STS,
compared with 155 days for both MHS and MMIC. This finding is due to the
nature of the STS guided group interaction program which is said to requife a
longer amount of time for maximum benefits. Table 24 indicates that the greater
length of stay for STS juveniles is consistent across all races, sexes, and
offense categories.

The lower length of incarceration for non-whites than whites is difficult
to explain., If it were a matter of a greater number of community placements
for minorities, this would be reflected in commitment rates. Furthermore,
Table 24 shows this trend to be characteristic ;f'all three institutions, and
is, therefore, not related to the greater number of community placements avail-
able iﬁ the metropolitan area. Two other possibilities are suggested. The
first is that the staff is consclous of the race issue and bend over backwards

to make sure that Blacks and Indians are not discriminated against, to the point
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TABLE 23
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Length of Incarceration According to Several Juvenile Characteristics

Variable

Institution

» Race

Sex

Age

Size of Home
Commiunity

.- Father's Occupation

Father's Education

Mother's Education

Commitment Offense

Mother's Occupation

——

Most Serious Offense

I.Q.
Reading Aptitude
Math Aptitude

Family/Home -~
Environment Scale

Both Parents Present

in Home

Value
MMTC |
STS
MHS

White

“Non-White

Male
Female

12-15 yrs.

- 16-17 yrs.

less than 30,000
more than 30,000

Manual
Non-Manual

Manual
Non-Manual

Non-College
College

Non-College
College

Serious and Drugs
Status

Serious and Drugs
Status

‘0-99
100+

'Average or Ahead

Behind

Average or Ahead
Behind’

Good
Poor

Yes‘
No

Mean Number

of Days in
Institution
Before Parole Significance*

155.4 F=12.94 N=166
249.9 P less than .0001
155.1 :
205.5 F=7.30 N=165
153.2 2 p=.008

.186.4 F=.00 N=166
187.4 p=.96
198.0  F=.88 N=166
179.8 p=.35
196.3 F=1.37 N=166
174.2 . p=.24
214.4 F=.93 N=65
187.1 p=.34 -
206.6 F=,28 N=39
184.7 p=.60

2084 F=1.43 N=32
164.5 p=.24
209.2 F=1.68 N=36
162.5 p=.20
180.5 F=1.64 N=166
210.2 p=.20 .
186.0 F=.05 N=166
193.9 p=.82
223.7 F=.01 N=91
225.9 P=093 '
184.3 F=.77 N=148
200.5 p=.38
185.0 F=.10 N=150
196.1 p=.75
180.9 F=.47 N=164
194.1 p=.49
192.1 F=.60 N=164
176.7 p=.b4
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thuse results oceurring by chance.
- statistfcally significant.,

p Mean Number
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; ~ of Days in
, Institution
Varioble Value Before Parole Significance*
J
Parents Fail te Control Yes * 186.5 F=.01 N=164
ot Supervise Juvenile No S 188.4 p=.94
* Child Receives Emotional Yes 166.9 F=5.42 N=164
. Bupport from Parents - No 210.6 p=.02
Parents Drink Yes 183.7 F=.05 N=164
Attitudes /Denganor Good 175.9 F=1.14 N=163
Scale Poor 196.1 p=.29
Child Fights in Cottage Yes 190.5 F=.03 N=163
‘ . No . 185.4 p=.87 :
Child Exhibirs Bemorse Yes 179.4 F=.,54 N=163
~ ‘No 193.4 p=.46
Child Accepts Yes 184.8 F=,01 N=163
Rasponsibility No . 186.9 p=.91
Child has Self~Insight Yes 167.7 F=1.05 N=166
Paychological Rapﬁrﬁ No Severe Problems 190.5 F=.87 N=158.
. Emotional Problems 156.2 p=.42
Sociopathic 191.5 :
Mo Prior Commitments 0 176.6 F=.62 N=166
- One or More 192.1 p=.43
Use of Drugs o Yes 186.2  F=.003  N=166
No 187.2 p=.96
Living in Matvo Arca Yes 200.0 ' F=2.70 - N=166
" No 169.1 p=.10
School Attituda, Good 165.7 F=2.71 N=144
Parformance Poor .. 197.6 p=.10 ’

:  ‘! statistic based on one~way analysis of variance; N=number of cases; p=probability of

In general, a p value of .05 or less is considered
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TABLE 24

Mean Number of Days Incarceration According to Race, Sex and Offense controlling
for Institution

Adjusted Mean Lzngth of Stay for Entire Population - 190.6%
Adjusted Standard Deviation ~ 119.7%

Institution
White Non-White
N Mean Sp N Mean SD
MMTC 28 179.8 177.4 33 134.7 105.2
STS 44 258.8 96.3 10 225.4 94.5
MHS 35 159.0 87.8 15 145.9 69.2
Male Female
N Mean SD N Mean 8D
‘MMTC 54 150.7. 100.7 . T 191.9 338.3
STS = 45 7 245.2 97,3 10 271.3 ©99.0
MHS 35 - 165.8 - 80.9 . 15 130.0° 82.3
Serious and Drug Offenses ' ~  Status Offenses
N Mean 35D N Mean )
MMTC 50  137.1 136.0 \ 11 238.6 153.2
STS 44 . 245.9 94.8 . 11 266.0 109.5

MHS 38 162.1 85.0 12 133.0 71.5

. *Adjusted by weighting mean by racial bias of sampie.
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that they are actually glven favorable treatment. The second, and perhaps the
wont obviour, possibility {s that minorities sdjust better to the institution

and propress more rapldly, fo they are paroled sooncr. From the data gathered

by this projeci, It Is wot possible to arrive at a definite reason for this

phetiosenn .

The relationghip between length of incarceration and the emotional
asuppart recetved by the child suggests that the lack of emotional support
In the howe way preclode the possibility of a return there, and may necessitate
a group home placement, which requires more time to find.

Hone of the other varfables, dncluding offense, are significantly related
te length of dIncavceration. This 18 not surprising, since, as discussed earlier,
the pavole decision Iy based on factors relating to progress on goals and
geneval maturity., Since 4t was fmpossible to obtain reliable information on
thin from the files, 4t 45 not possible to subécantiatc that hypothesis.
However, the fact that none of the other pre-diagnostic evaluation variables are
reluted to leapth of dnearceration lends general support to that proposition.

Finally, although the relationghip between offense seriousness and
Yength of focarceratdion {s not aignificant, the data does indicate that status
offenders spend move time dn the fnstitution than do serious and drug offenders
(310,2 days va, 180;3 days). Bré&king this down by institution (Table 24)
reveals that atatus ni?énderﬁ stay longer at MMIC and STS but serious and drug
of fendetn ﬁt&y-lﬁngﬁr at MHS. The difference at MMIC is particularly great
(over 100 dayn); Tv {a difficult té explain this difference except in the sense
that status affenders, by virtue of the fact that they are status offenders,
way oot have a place to go when they are to be paroled, so they remain at the

fowstitucton longer, until a placement can be found or the home situation

“feproved. Serfous offenders, on the other hand, "do their time" and are




released. The high standard deviation in the length of stay, especially at
MMIC, indicates the extreme variability existent in parole -decisions, and adds
substance to the conclusion that there is a general lack of consistency in

decision-making.

Decision Game Analysis

So far, we have seen ﬁhat the staff haé difficulty rating the importance
of different specific criteria in decision-making. Analysié of the staff
questionnaire found that the staff believed that most aspects of the juvenile's
life are considered in making decisions. The final analysis was aimed at
creating an experimental situation where staff members were required to select
information in order of importance in making their decisions. This departs
from the real world of the staffing, where the staff member, in some instances,
has had considerable exposure to the juvenile and has been able to draw some
impressions about him before the staffing. It also diffgrs‘from the staffing
in the sense thét,‘at the staffing, the staff member is not forced to choose
among categories of information but hears all of the information and relevant
discussion before he is asked to make a recommendation. Finally, the staff
membe? at the staffing hears, and is influenced by, the opinions of others.
,in‘the degiéion éame, they were completely on their own.

All of the staff members approached abaut’the game responded positively.
Although some were skeptical about its purpose, most enjoyed participating in
it. Several commented that it made them';hink about the decision-making
process in a way they had not done before. Playing the game, the staff were
asked what other kinds of information they would have liked to have had. The
most frequent responses were a direct knowledge‘of the juvenile and a greater

knowledge of the prior treatment experiences of the child. (Which of them were

111.
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mogt successful, and Lf they falled, what factors were to blame?) Some staff
fele the Information could have been more complete, and specific. 1In only

one out of 1B5 games, however, did a staff member report that he could not make
8 recommendation. TIn that case, the staff member wanted to see a psychiatric
report on the juvenile before making his recommendation. In all, 182 cases
were dncluded in the analysig. Three cages were not included because the

stalf menmbers (all from the girls' cottage at MHS) remembered the case and felt
it influenzed thedr decision.

Table 25 reports the results of the decision game. The column of
figures on the left reports the percent of cases in which the information was
requested f{rst. The next column reports the percent of responses in which the
information was requested among the first five pieces of information looked at,
and the third column reports the percent of times the information was chosen
in total, Thé right hand ¢olumn reports the median rank order in which each
category of information was chosen. Since there were sixteen categories of
information, fallure to choose an item was scored 17. Thus, a median score of
greater than 16 indicates that the item was not looked at at all in over half
of the deciaions.

Table 26 presents the same information in slightly different form. The
ripht hand c¢olumn, percent chosen, is identical to the next to right hand column
in Table 25, Thae two columns to the left break this down into the percent ~
of times a type df information was réduesteggbefo;e the staff member was ready
to make a recommendation (left hand colﬁmn), anA the percent of times information
wan requested among the chraa posc—decision'requeaté éach staff member was
‘parniucad (uiddla cbluwn)

Table 27 ‘repores the average number of cards selected before the staff
ware ready to make their decision. Sixty-eight percent of the staff requested

batwean five and twolve cards.,  Table 26 also indicates that the chance to view




FACTORS 1LOGKED

TABLE 23 . :
AT BY STAFF IN MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS ON DECISION GAME

‘Medical Information

Percent of
Responses Chosen

Percent of
Responses Chosen
Among First

Percent of

113,

Medium Rank

N = 182

Iype of Information First Five Chosen Responses Chosen _of Choice
Deliﬁquent History 45 93 }00 1.69 ;
* Commitment Offense *30 70 82 2.28
Family and Community
Information 6 64 88 4.18
Juvenile's View of the ) ,
Problem 10 43 77 6.50
Personality Functioning 0 38 81 6.50
Probation Officer's '
Recommendatiocn 0 35 97 7.03
Psychologist's Reééu&endgtion 1 30 . 86 7.56
Caseworker's Impression 0 + %23 85 7.82
" Group Living Appraisal 0 20 70 7.91
: Juvenile's Age 8 : 32 65 9.79
Paredts']Bécommendatiop' 0 10 63 A11.73 :
Educational Repoft 0 12 53 14.09
Intéllectual Functioning'. 0 7 54 14.00
Juvenile's Home Town 0 8 41 16.65
: Juvénile'sy#acé 0 7 | 35 16.73
‘ 0 33 16.75




TABLE 26

FACTORS LOOKED AT IN MAKING DECISIONS ON DECISION GAME

Delinquent History

Comuitment Of fenge

Fomily and Cormunity Information
Juvenile's View of the Problem
Poraonality Punctioning
Probation Officer's Recommendatlon
Caneworker's Impression

Group Ldving Apprailsal
Juvenile'sn Ape

Parents' Recowmendation
Bdueational Report

Intellectual Functioning
Juvenfle's Home Town

Juvenile's Race

Madies) Information

Percent Chosen

Percent Chosen
After Cut Off

114,

Percent Chosen

Before Cut Off

99
76
72
64
66
72
56
56
45
37
39
32
19
17

20

16
13
15
25
29
14
20
26
14
22
22
18
13

Number of Recommendations Altoered After Viewing Three Additional Cards:

Altered
Unaltered

Total

No.

100
82
88
77
81
97
85
70
65
63
53
54
41
35
33

Percent

8

173

181

4
96

100
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TABLE 27
NUMBER OF INFORMATION CARDS REQUESTED BY STAFF IN DECISION GAME

Number of Cards Requested - Percent of Staff
1-4 ‘ ‘ ; ' | 16%
5-8 - . Yy
9-12 ’ | I 247
13-16 ‘ | 16%

Median Number of Cards Requested - 7.79
Mean Number of Cards Requested -- 8,37

Standard Deviation - 3.74

TABLE 28 . . ;.
RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY STAFF IN DECISION GAME

Disposition ' 4 , | Number - ~ Percent
State Institution . , 99 . 54
"Probation to Group or Foster Home 62 34

Return Home on Probation - ‘ 21 1 12

Total : 182 - . 100
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thraee additional cards had lictle effect on the decisions made by the staff.
In only 4% of the games did the staff members change their recommendation be-
cause of dnformation they saw on the three additional cards.

Tobles 25 and 26 reveal that, by far, the information looked at first
éﬁd post consfstently was the delinquent history. The commitment offense had
the second hiphest median rank of choice. Thus, it appears that first and
foremost, the graff wants to see why the juvenile has ended up 1in a state
instditution.

The other information, however, is not neglected. Table 26 reveals that
family and community dinformation, the psychologlst's report of the juvenile's
pergonality functioning, and the probation officer's recommendation, were
congulted in two~thirds of the games before a decision was reached. The
Juvenile's view of the problem, the caseworker's impression; and the group
living appraisal (covtage-living report) were all selected in over 507 of
the canes. 1t appears, then, that the staff member first looks at the offense
and delinquent history to see 1f it merdts institutionalization, and then
looks at other information to corroborate or alter his estimation of the
Juvenile's needs,

The probation officer’'s recommendation, the caseworker's impreésion, the
parents' recommendation, the juvenile's intellectual functioning, the juvenile's
home town, and the juvenile's age are often chosen among the three cards looked
at afcer the staff members make their recommendation, indicating that they are
wore likely to be used vo corrusurate and confirm his decision, and play a minor
rolo 4n determining it. Consistent with the questionnaire data, the juvenile's
race and home town are ranked at the bottom along with medical information, which

is viewed by the staff as irrelevant to their decision.
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Table 28 indicates the actual decisions made by the staff. Commitment
to the institution was recommended in only 54% of the cases. It will be
recalled from the content analysis that coﬁmitments were actually made in 79,8%
of the cases analyzed. However, it is difficult to make any comparisons be-
tween the two sets of data because of the experimental nature of the decision
game and because the five cases used in the decision game were in no way drawn
to be representative of all the cases which were processed by the three state
juvenile institutions. Finally, the time lag between the content analysis
data (January, 1973 - June, 1974) and the decision game (June, July, 1975) may
account for some of the differences in the results.

Another important difference in the two methods exists. Because no
data could be obtaired from the files on the availability of community placements,
staff members were instructed to assume that any such placement was availlable.
Although 34% of the recommendations were for foster or group homes, many such
placements might not be available in the real world. For example, one staff
member who recommended a group home in one of the games, said afterwards that
he knew that there were no group homes in the juvenile's home county and that,
in actuality, the juvenile would probably be committed. This suggests the
possibility that if there were a greater number of community resources available,
the staff might be willing to recommend a greater number of community placements.

As mentioned earlier, each of the five original cases on the decision game
were exactly duplicated with the exception of the sex of the juvenile. All
pronoun; were changed to the opposite sex. The only other changes were those
relating to other people where failure to change their sex would distort the
meaning of the report. For example, if a girl became "boy crazy'" at the age of
fifteen, this was changed to "girl crazy" on the corresponding male case. The

sets of cases were then randomly assigned by means of a coin flip to different

staff members.
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Table 29 represents the mecan ranking of éhoice—order of information
for the male and female vérsions of the cases. Sex made no significant difference
in the order in which information was chosen by the staff. The bottom variable,
"severity of disposition" is the mean of the weighted dispositions. As dis-
cussed carlier, dispositions were weighted by their mean rank-order disposition
ag Judged by the staff on che questionnaire. The results show that the mean
dispositions for male and female cases are practically the same. According to
the declsion game, therefore, the juvenile's sex is not a determining factor in

the way scaff make decilsions.

Some Additional Comments

It has been shown that the staff are essentially correct when they
state that no one criteria or group of criterlia is the most important factor
in making decisions. Their tendency to view all factors as important is
indicative of the absence of any specific criteria in the decision-making process.
Typlcally, the staff member, depending upon his position in the institution and
the amount of information accessible to him, sifts through an assortment of
reports and first hand impressions to reach an opinion about the character and
needs of each Juvenile. Although the decision game suggests that the offense
and delinquent history are the most important criteria used, they are certainly
not the only ones. While the content analysis showed that serious and drug
of fendars were more likely to be institutionalized than status offenders, this
ralationship was not a strong one (over two-thirds of the status offenders
were institutionalized) and was found to be characteristic of MMTC and not the
other two institutions. It appears, therefore, that there is a definite need
for the development of criteria to be used by the institutional staff to make

deciaions about juvenileés. In the conclusion of this report, further research




TABLE 29

JUVENILE SEX AS A DETERMINANT OF DECISION-GAME CHOICES AND RECOMMENDATION

"~ Variable

Delinquency History

Commitment Offense |

family and Comgunity Information
Juvenile'g Agé

Juvenile's Race

Juvenile's Home Town
Intellectual Functioning
Educational Report ‘
PerSpnality Functioning

Medical Infbrmation
’Group.Living Appraisal
Caseworker's impres§ion
Juvenile's View of Problem
Parent's Recommendation
Probation Officer's Recommendation

Psychologist's Recommendation

. Severity of Disposition#*

Number of Cases

*Based on analysis of variance, n = 182 cases, alpha = .05.

Mean Ranking
for
Male Cases

2.13
5.71
5.92
9.54

15.07
14.18
12.64 -
d2.54
8.43
14.90
"9.92
8.73
- 8.02
: 11.91"
7.48
8.34

5.61

92

Mean Ranking
for
Female Cases

2.11
5.00
C6.34
10.51
14.56
1&.26
12.81.
11.99
8.33
15.27
10.14
8.87
'3.16'
12.03-
7.11

8.51°

5.71

90

¢

4

F

.04
.65
.34

1.15

.78

.01
.05

54

.02
.53
.08

.04

.03

47

.12

NS

NeSoe

119 L]

Significance*

**Mean score of dispositions weighted by staff raﬁiné of the severify of each disposition.
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to develop criteria will be recommended. At this point, however, two other
issues must be dealt with.

The data from the content analysis indicates that the majority of status
offenders who are sent to one of the three state institutions for juveniles
for diagnostic evaluations are likely to be admitted to the treatment program
of the institution (although not as likely as are serious and drug offenders).
Yet the data on the parole decision indicates’ that status offenders are likely
to stay just as long in the institution as are serious offenders. Since there
is no way of objectively assessing thé needs of these youngsters, it is
impossible to call this a poor decision. But it does raise an important
question of fairness. Is it fair to incarcerate a status offender (who has not
conmitted a crime) and force him to stay in the institution as long as a
serious offender?

One of the reasonsbwhy this occurs is éuggested by the questionnaire data.
Although the offense and delinquent history iu an important criteria in the
staff member's mind for making initial decisions about juveniles, it is
relatively unimportant in making parole decisions. Parole decisions are based
on the juvenile's progress in the program, including his attitude relating to
staff and peers, his general maturity and growth and acceptance of responsibility.
It 18 assumed that delinquency results from imhaturity, lack of responsibility,
poor attitudes toward authority, and sometimes emotional difficulties and parental
neglect. Thus, it is assumed that what these kids need is a program that will
make them accountable to themselves as well as others and develop them into
mature human beings. They need to "grow up'". Growing up, however, is not a
problem that confronts delinquents exclusively, but is a problem faced by all
Juveniles in American soclety. Developing self-confidence, learning to accept

authority, being responsible for one's actions, and learning to deal with others
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are important problems which all adolescents have to deal with.

'
1

Although delinquents (i.e. serious offenders) may benefit from this

period of "enforced maturity" (although there is no evidence that any of these
programs are successful in reducing recidiyism) and non-delinquents {(i.e. status
offenders) may also benefit, in terms of personal growth, maturity, and learning
to deal with others (although again, there is no evidence that they derive a
greater benefit than they would at home or c¢u their own, and nothing is known
about the detrimental effects of institutionalization), is this a failr basis

on which to remove non-criminals from society and then judge their fitness to
return? There are countless juveniles not in institutions wiio nzed to mature
and learn to function as adults in the world. This is what the period of
adolescence is designed to do. Yet, some juveniles, because they lack an
"acceptable" home life, are forced to do their maturing in the confines of an
institution where no differentiation is made between them and juveniles who

have committed serious crimes.

It is the contention of this report, therefore, that the criminall
justice system is not, and never was, intended as an educational instituviion or
a place to teach people proper manners and attitudes. It is intended, primarily,
to punish and to rehabilitate criminals, although recent studies have suggested
. 1ts lack of success in the latter. It is, therefore, the recommendation of this
report that status offenders not be institutionalized, and, if possible, that
they not even be dealt witnh by the juvenile justice system. Forseeing the
possibility that the legislature might not be'ﬁeady to'make such a change, this
report recommends that, in the interim, the goals of treating status offenders
should not be centered upon improving their character, but should be directed
toward finding a community placement where the juvenile cogld be helped without

such a harsh deprivation of liberty as institutionalization.
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Thie ratses a second crucial point., If status offenders are to be
treated 4n the community, there have to be places to treat them. Many of them
cannot returs home (Often 4t 1s thelr parents who sign the delinquency petition
in the first place.) and soclety feels enough of a responsibility to them hot to
Jeave them wandering the streets. There 1s need, therefore, of a great many
more community facilities to deal with statusoffenders. Nor should community
treatment be restricted o status offenders. Many, indeed most, of the juveniles
labeled as "serious offenders" in this report have committed property
erimes ~~ petty theft, vandalism, automoblle theft, shoplifting -- crimes
for which they would probably not go to prison as adults if they were first
of fenders. . The data from this study indicates, although it does not substantiate,
the fact that the staff weuld be willing to recommend a community placement in
m&ny more Ingtances it guch a placement existed., The lower rate of institution-
alization at MMIC is probably explained, in pétt, by the gieater.number of
&nmmuniuy pfagramg and facilitdies for dealing with juvenileés in the metropolitan
aren., Thé hfgh&r rate of recommendations for probation on the decision game also
indleates a willingness for staff to use éommunity facilities. After all, the
staff ave nov opres trylng to collect all the juveniles they can to serve theif
own wadistic deafres. Although the staff may not have any systematic way of
makiag declsionsn, they are trying to help juveniles. Many of them believe that
most Juvenile delinquents need help -~ the kind of help they offer_ét the
gngtitutfon. But they also recognize that many of the juveniles they deal with
could be helped just as well in community placements, if such placements were
- available. This is the direction in which the State of Minnesota has been moving;

Hopefully, 1t will continue to move in this direction at a more rapid pace..
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CHAPTER FIVE
Staff Attitudes about Juvenile
Delinquents and Juvenile Institutions

Before moving on to a final statement of conclusions and recommendations,
this chapter will present a detailed examination of staff activities and their
relationship to decision-making. This will shed further light on the way the
staff resolves the punishment vs. treatment contradictions of the juvenile
justice system and how they define the role of juvenile institutiors.

Table 30 reports the staff view of the purpose of the institution. The
staff were asked to rank order their top three choices from the list provided
on the questionnairei The left hand column of figures notes the percent of
staff who chqse each purpose as one of their three choices. The right hand
column tells the percent of staff who chose each purpose as their first choice.
It is apbérént'that the staff is overwhelminéiy treatment Qriented in their
attitudes towards the purpose of the imstitution. Only 8% of the étaff chose
community proteqtion among their first three choices, 1% chose institutional
adjustment, 1% choée puniéhﬁent, and 2% chose deterrence. ' Sixteen percent saild
the<purpose ié to t:ain and e&ucate juveﬁiles, which  could connote either a
. custodial or treatment orientation. Another 8% chose teaching gopd habits and
8% chose teaching obedience‘and respect for authority, attitudes which are
custodial in orientation but which could be viewed in treatment terms (i.e. -
teaching obedience and respect not out of a desire to punish the juvenile but
out of a desire to help the juvenile adjust in the world and grow out of his
delinquent patterﬁs).

‘Changing sociél attitudes and values, helping juveniles grow and mature,

helping them gain a better understanding of their behavior, and help them adjust
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STAFF OPINIONS ON THE PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTION

PYurpose of the Tnatdtution

Ry e

To change Juvenile's social
sttitudes and values

To help Juveniles grow and mature
as humisn beings

To help Juvendles padn an
understanding of the kind of thing
that pot them in trouble

To help Joventles learn to adjust to
Mie fn the communivy

To protect the comsundty for a
period uf time

To help Juveniles learn to get along
better with other people

To traln and educate juveniles

To teach oliedience and respeet for
- suthoricy : y

To teuach Juveniles good socdial habits

To deter other young people from
getting Into trouble

To help fuvendilen learn to adjusc
to Mfe dn the Instlcucion

To protect fuveniles {rom a poor

gnvirvonment at home

Toe punish delinguents for the wrong
things they did

LI - ‘ . .
Lens than 100X becaune some staff did not specify order of choice.

TABLE 30

7% of Staff
Choosing this Item
Among Three Choices

47

61

33
16
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% of Staff
Choosing this Item
First

25

22

17

16

o

94%
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to life in the community are by .far the most important purposes of ;he
institution from the staff's viewpoint, and indicate their general treatment
orientation. As a rule, staff see themselves to be in the business of "helping"
juveniles. However, this does not rule out punishment. Many staff feel that
the best kind of treatment is firmness, holding juveniles responsible for
their actions, and punishing them for inappropriate behavior. The custodial
vs. treatment dimension is, therefore, an important aspect of staff attitudes.
It falls, however, within the general domain of treatment. The custodial/treatment
attitude scale is a general measure of staff views on how treatment should be
accomplished. The custodial attitude holds that juveniles should be taught
respect for authority, proper attitudes and behavior, and responsibility for
their actions. The best kind of treatment is seen in terms of an orientation
of firmnessAtoward juveniles. Treatment oriented staff, on the oﬁher hand,
stress the emotional difficulties of the child, and his need for understanding,
support and help in dealing with his environmental and personal difficulties.
To use common SCereotypgs, the‘custodially oriented staff member is akin to>a
parent who is conser;ative‘in.hié child rearing technique, a disciplinarian
and_éne who demands respect and obedience. Thé t;eétment~oriented s;aff:ﬁémber
is more liberal, allowing greater individual gxpfeésion by the child and
- believing that propef development can best be ' achieved by providing a loving,
supportive environment; Both orientations have the goal of helping the child.
The differences lie in the methods they believe will best helb the child, and
the belief concerning tiie underlying causal dimensions of delinquency.

| ‘It should be pointed out tha; the above approaches are. not mutually
exclusive. It is vefy iikéiy that many of the staff‘shére both of the attitudes
described above. Yet staff members will likely have attitudes more in common

with one of the two perspectives than the other. The custodial/treatment scale,
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then, measoures the place where the staff member falls on a treatment-custodial
continuum of how juvenile delinquents should be treated.

Table 31 presents the relatiahship of the individual's score on the
custodial/trestment scale with other staff attitudes and characteristics. The
left hond column of figures gives the point biserial correlation (Pearson's r)
between the continuous variable custodial treatment with dichotomized versions
of the variables listed in the left hand column of the table. Characteristics
and attitudes were dichotomized into "yes" or "no" categories. A positive
corralation, therefore, means that people who possess the listed attitude or
characteristic are more custodially orlented, and a negative correlation means
that they are more treatment oriented.

The results show that the college educated staff are more treatment
orfeuted than the non-college educated staff. This is understandable, since
college educated people tend to have more liberal values toward child rearing
than do non-college educated individuals. College training is likely to
inculcate 4n fts graduates a greater appreciation for psychological and social
explanations of deldnquency causation. Hence, the greater reliance on treatment
oriented mothods by college educated staff.

The only other non-attitudinal staff characteristic related to custodial
’ftrﬁaﬁmanc:atticudea 1s institution. HMMfC staff are more custodial oriented than
th;MHTC;GCﬂfﬁi“ This 4is sufprising, since MMfC had é higher rate of community
placements and a lower mean length of 1ncarceratién than MHS or STS. The
reader 1s reminded, however, that‘che primary influence at MMTC staffings wes
wielded by a ca;lagaﬂeducated cgseworker. It is possible, although not verifiable
f#om ﬁhé'data,’that,nﬁe commitmentlfate for‘MMTC‘Qould be Bigher if the cottage

coungalors were glven a greater voice in decision-making.




TABLE 31
CORRELATIONS OF CUSTODIAL/TREATMENT ATTITUDES

WITH OTHER STAFF ATTITUDES AND CHARACTERISTICS

Variables

5+ years working in institution
5+ years working in corrections
Working at MMTC

Working at STS

Working at MHS

Over 35 years old

Male

College educated

Belief in Community Corrections
Possessing Racial Stereotypes

Attributing Importance to Child's
Attitude Towards Authority

Belief that Leaders are More Delinquent
than Followers

Belief in Effectiveness of Institufion

Belief that Boys and Girls should be
treated differently

Tendency to accept Judge's decision

Belief in Psychological explanations of
delinquency

Belief that young delinquents should be held
less accountable than older delinquents

Belief that remorseful juveniles are less
serious delinquents

= ot 127 )

Point Biserial Number
Correlations of Cases Significance

'06 154 n.s.-
‘04 15\4 n.sl
.13 157 .05

-002 157 N.S.

-.07 157 NS
.11 157 N.S.

“001 157 N.S.

-.23 157 .01

"006 ll‘l n.s.
40 66 .001
13 124 n.s.
.08 129 n.s.

—013 97 n.s.
.06 104 n.s.
.32 48 .01
.08 108 n.s.
.18 80 .05
.03 53 n.s.
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Staff posgessing racial stereotypes were more likely to be custodially
orfented than thoge not possessing raclal stereotypes. Evidently, the same
type of conservative aveitude which relates to custodial attitudes also relates
to an fadividual's raclal beliefs. Custodial orlented staff are also more likely
to be those who tend to accept judicial decisions and are more likely to feel
that younger delinquents should be held less accountable than older delinquents.
Evidently, the belfef that juveniles should be held accountable for themselves
does not apply as strongly, in the minds of custodially oriented staff, to
younger juveniles. Thus, although none of the relationships are large, there
doen tend to be a slight relationship between custodial and treatment orientations
and some general conservative vs, liberal themes.

Table 32 summarizes the relationship between all of the staff attitudes
meagured and staff characteristics. In general, the relationships are small
and non-alignificant. Exceptions include a greater degree of racial stereotyping
at 8T8 (and Jower degree at MHS), a lower brlief in the effectiveness of the
institution dn dealing with juveniles at MMIC and a higher one at STS. This may
be due to the fact that MMIC was phasing out its juvenile programs and was in
a ntate of disorganization and flux at the time the questionnaire was administered.
ST8, on the other hand, has a structured program to which many of the staff
members arve dedicated. It follows that they believe it is an effective program.
Theve 18 less age stereotyping (belief that youngsters should be held less
agecountable for their delinquencies than older juveniles) at STS than at the
other {vatitutions. Finally, female staff memgers were more likely to believe
in psychological explanations of delinquency than were males. The age, education,
and number of years the gtaff were in the field of corrections did not relate
aignificantly to any of the attitudinal variables (except for the relationship

batwern education and custodial/treatment attitudes discussed above).

B




Belief in
Community
Corrections

Racial
Stereotyping

Authority

Leader
vs.
Follower

Effectiveness
of
Institution

Sex
Stereotyping

Faith in
Judge's
Decision

Belief in
Psychological
Causes

Age
Stereotyping

Importance
of
Juvenile
Remorse

TABLE 32

RELATIONSHIP WITH STAFF ATTITUDES TO STAFF CHARACTERISTICS*

Years in

Corrections

Institution

N.8.

Higher at STS (.05)
Lower at MHS (.05)

Lower ét‘MMTC (.0001)
Higher at STS (.05)

Lower at STS (.05)

Nn.8.

Higher for
Females

(.05)

N.8.
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Age Education
N.8> N.8.
N.8., N.S.
N.8. N.8.
n.s. n.s.
n.s. n.s.
n.s. n-S._*
n.s. n.s.
n.s. DS,
Nn.S. "NeSe

*Level of Significance in parenthesis (n.s. = not significant), based on chi~square
contingency tables for dichotomized variables.




130.

Of primary dnterest here 48 the relationship between these staff
charncterintics and mtaff’nttinudea to decision-making. Scores on each of
these varisbles were correlated with the staff member's tendency to recommend
gevere vi, lernlent dispositions on the decigion game. As mentioned earlier,
this index of digpositional tendencies was obtained by weighting each of the
five docisions made by the staff member by the mean rating of the severity of
that disposf{tion as rated by the staff on the questionnaire. The five weighted
dMapogitions were then averaged. An additional independantyvarihble, the
aveviage number of cards requested by the staff member, was also included in the
analysie. A gtep-wise regression analysis was performed, regressiné the
independent varisbles on the index of dispositional tendenciles. Included in
the annlysis were data from the 34 of the 37 staff members who played the
decislon gawme and also filled out the staff questionnaire.

The results of the regression analysis are contained in Table 33. On
the whole, these staff attitudes and characteristics correlated highly with
severity of dispositions. The multiple R was .77 and the multiple R squared
was .59, Thus, almogt three-fifths of the variance in the severity of disposition
was accounted for by the independent variables.

Table 33 presents the variables in the order in which they were entered
into the regresaion. In a step-wise regression the variable with the highest
raro~order correlation with the dependent variable is entered first. The
varfable with the highest first-order correlation (with the effects of the first
variable partialled out) with the dependent variable is entered second, and so on.
The results show that only the first three variables are significant in the
amount of total varisnce they explain, i.e., the difference between the total
variance explained before the variable is added and after the variable is added.

This amount is found under the right hand columm, Change in Rz. Together, these



No. Cards Chosen
Leader/Follower
Sex Stereotyping
Race Stereotyping
Custodial/Treatment
Age Stereotyping
Faith in Judges
Education

Years in
Institution

Years in
Corrections

Age

Effectiveness of
Institution

Importance of
Authority

Importance of
Remorse

Belief in Community
Corrections

Step-Wise Regression of Staff Attitudes

Characteristics on Severity of Disposition

TABLE 33

and

Belief of Psychological

Explc

Zero- F to
Order Enter Significance
--35 &057 u04
+33 5.11 .03
_-17 5-75 .02
-.25 1.52 .23
-.07 1.34 .26
-.18 1090 018
-.27 1.05 .32
-.12 .97 .33
.22 .98 .33
“-04 083 037
.28 .92 .35
.27 .89 .36
.00 .39 .54
.02 .12 .74
.04 .19 .67
-u30 002 089

j=o

<35
.50

.61

.71

.72

I74

.75

I76

.77

277

.77

.77

=

.13
.25
«37
.40

.43

.49

.51

.53

.54

.56

058

.59

.59

.59

+59

132,

Change
in R%

.13
.12

.12

.02

.02

.01

.00
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three variables aceount for 37 percent of the variance in severity of disposition.
While none of the remaining variables in themselves account for more than 4%
of additional variance, together they explain an additional 22% of the variance.
In addition, some of these variables have high zero-order correlations with
geverity of disposition, but their position in the equation causes them to
expladn 14vele additional variance. Nevertheless, their relationship to the
aweverity of digpositions should be explored.

Tt e quite gurprising to find that the number of cards chosen has the
highest zero-order corrcelation with severity of disposition, especially since
the varfable was Included as an afterthought. Nevertheless, the negative
relationship between 1t and severity of dispositions makes sense. The more
cards (Informatlon) looked at by the staff member, the less the likelihood
of inseitutionalization and the greater the likelihood of a community placement.
It weems plavaible that the staff member who looks at only a few pieces of
informstion 4 likely to make a quick decision based on a few pieces of informa-
tion., Since the commitment offense and the delinquent history are the two items
choren firgt most frequently (see Tables 25 and 26), it seems that these staff
are bagdng their decisions on the offense and are less impressed by other
contingencies., They are more likely to see things in black and white terms - a
serious or geml-zerious offense 1s enough to justify a commitment, so they do not
need to look st more cards. On the other hand, a staff member who looks at more
cards wmay be looking for additional information in order to understand the
particular problem and needs of the juvenile. ‘%his staff member might be looking
for a cowmunity placement whenever possible and might, therefore, look at as
much information as possible in order to find something to justify a community
placement., Even if the staff member did not intend to find a community placement,

but looked at more information out of curiosity or a desire to see everything



before deciding, the very fact that he saw all the information might suggest
placements other than inshitutionalization. That is, the more he knows about
a juvenile, the more the staff member might decide that a non-institutional
disposition is what is needed.

The second variable in the equation, which adds 12% to the explained
variance, is the belief that leaders in the commissiun of delinquent acts should
be held mofe responsible than followers. This variable is positively correlated
with severity of disposition (r = .33). That is, staff members who accept this
proposition are likely to recommend more severe dispositions. While there may
be several ways to explain this finding, one possibility is that thé stress on
the greater culpability of leaders is indicative of a more conservative,
authoritarian ideology which holds that people should be held responsible for
their actions. The authoritorian ideology recognizes the difference between
leaders and followers, and accords greater importance and respect - hence
responsibility -~ to leaders. Thus, it is possible that the important variable
on deciding both severity of disposition and the belief that leaders should be
held more accountable than followers is a general conservative, authoritarian
ideology stressing individual discipline and stern punishment for wrongdoers.
In the case of delinquents, this may take the form that delinquents shéﬁld be
" punished for their wrong regardless of the contingencies involved, especially
if they were the leaders or instigators of the act. The present d;ta, however,
does not provide a direct measure of authoritarian ideology, and any comnents
about its influence in decision-making must be treated as speculation. Perhaps
future research into staff attitudes and thelr relationship to decision-making
will be able to clarify and illuminate this hypothesized relationship.

Sex stereotyping (the belief that girls should be treated differently

from boys) is the third significant variable in the regression (r = -.17)

134 [}
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expludning 127 of additional variance in severity of disposition. Although
not significant, race stercotyping (the belief that minorities are more likely
to be delinquent than whites), age stercotyping (the belief that younger juveniles
should be hold lesy accounitable for their actions than older juveniles) and
the belief in psychologleal explanations are all negatively related to severity
of dispogltion, with zero-owier correlations of -.17, -.25, -.18 and -.29
respectively,  All of thege variables reflect.a greater emphasis on the
individual's uniqueness. People who score high on these scales are less likely
to gsev things in black and white terms but are more willing to gear the specific
digponition to the partdieular needs of the juvenile. This suggests a greater
willinpgness to recommend a commonity placement when it best fits the needs of
the Juvenile.

Older staff and staflf with more years in the institution are more likely
to rvecommend gseverer dispositions (zero-order correlations of .28 and .22
respectively) than youuger and newer staff., If the hypothesis of a more
congeyvative and authordtorian attitude is correct, it may be that older
individuals hold such attitudes, not necessarily because they are older, but because
they tend to be less educated and entered the field of corrections when such
attdtwden were more widely held and accepted. The negative correlation between
education and severity of disposition (r = -.12) lends some support to this
contentdon. |

The positive relatdonship between belief in the effectiveness of the
institution and scverity of disposition (r = .27) requires little explanation.
Staff menbers who do not believe that their institution is helping delinquents
would be less likely to commit juveniles to the institution. This might, in part,

explain the lower rate of institutionalization at MMIC reported in Chapter Four.
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As suggested in this Chapter, MMTC staff arée less likely to believe in the
effectiveness of their in;titution than are the staff at the other two
institutions., On the other hand, the belief that cne's institution is effectively
dealing with juveniles would increase the tendency to institutionalize.

One finding is particularly difficuit to explain, Staff members who
more readily accept the decisions of judges are less likely to recommend severe
dispositions (r = -.27) than those who proport to question judicial recommenda-
tions. This would tend to argue against the authoritorian ideology explanation
suggested above, since, judges are supposed to be respected carriers of authority.
One possibility is that the more punitive-oriented staff distrusts iudgec in
general and finds them too liberal. Another is that staff members who tend
to recommend harsher dispositions are more prone to make decisions on their own,
based primarily on the offense and on their impression of the juvenile. 1In fact,
during the course of the decision game, several staff members told the researcher
that they rarely read the reports, but usually base their deciéions on theilr
impressions of the juvenile. It is not known, howeveyr, whether or not these
staff were among those who scored higher on the severity of disposition scale.
The relationship between the number of cards looked at and the disposition attests
to this tendency. It may be, then, that staff who tend to recommend 1Astitution-
"alization have already made up their minds and are not interested %n the judge's
recommendation. It is irrelevant and something which they do not feel obligated
to follow. This interpretation is supported by the positive relationship (r = .27)
between faith in judges and the number of cards looked at, which suggests that those
who look at less information are less likely to accept the judge's recommendation.

One final finding, the absence of a relationship, should be reported.
Custodial/treatment attitudes were found to be unrelated to severity of disposition

(r = -.07). It appears likely, that although they approach the issue from different
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perspectives, they both tend to ‘reach the same conclusions regarding juveniles.
Custodi{al oriented staff may recommend inscituﬁionalization in order to punish
the juvenile for his wrongdoing and hold him responsible for his actions.
Institutionalization may be seen as a matter of teaching the juvenile proper
attitudes and respect for authority. Treatment oriented staff, on the other
» hand, may institutionalize a juvenile for the benefit he will derive, whether
these benefits be educational, greater personal growth and maturity,
treatment of personal adjustment problems, or removal from a danaging and un-
stable home environment, the juvenile’is committed, in this case, so that he
may be treated or helped.
Table 34 reports the reasons given for decisions (on the degision game)
b; cugtodial and'treatﬁent stéff. Up to three reasonsIWere recofded}for each
decision. Ié éppéats that treatment oriented and gustodial oriented reasons
are given in equal frequgncy by staff members Eolding both types of attitudes.
Yet 4t 1is still possible thét theAﬁeanings that are attribﬁtéd to statements
1ike "he neceds more structure" or "he is out of control" differ among the two
: gtbups; Offense seriousness may connote bad character or immoraiity for high
custodial staff, whercas it ﬁay connote underlyingAemotional problens for low
custodial staff. Similarly, growth and maturity may be defined in térms of
obedience and respect for authority and by fLw custody staff in terms of a
juvenile's need to gain.salf—ipsight and ;n understandiﬁg of his problem; A
deeper probing of the way custodial and treatment oriented staff make decisions
. is necessary in order to explain why they both recommend institutionalization
at the same rate. | |
There is, then, an irony in the way decisions about juveniles are made.

“On the one hand, juveniles are committed to prdtect society and to punish them




TABLE 34

Reasons Given by Staff for Recommendations in Decision Games

Reason

Offense (seriousness or
lack thereof)

Need for structure or control
(need to be responsible,
accountable)

Need to grow, mature (develop
self-ingight, esteem, deal
with problems)

Quality of home environment

»Educational needs

Juvenile's attitude, demeanor,
behavior

Juvenile's age

Prior experiences or lack
thereof (have failed,
haven't been tried, need
for community placement,
.etc.)

Other

TOTALS

High Custodial

138,

Low Custodial

All Staff* Staff Staff
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
92 21 39 21 41 19
102 . 23 49 26 45 21
64 15 29 16 31 14
56 13 24 13 24 11
22 5 8 4 18 8
43 10 17 -9 20 )
16 4 9 5 6 3
28 6. 8 4 19 9
14 3 4 2 10 5
437 100 187 . 100 214

*Includes three staff who did not fill out questionnaire and for whom no
custodial/treatment score was available.

100
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for their wrongdoing. On the other hand, they are committed in order to help
them with their adolescent problems. Yet from the standpoint of the juvenile,
the reasons do not matter. Juveniles are all lumped together into the same
program in the inatitution regardless of whether they committed a serious
offense or a status offense, and regardless of whether they are bieng punished

for thedr sins or helped with their problems.
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CHAPTER SIX

Conclusions and Recoﬁmendations

The preceding discussion has suggested that decision-making is done in
a very unsystematic and random way. Decision-making appears to be based more
on the subjective feelings of the staff concerning the juvenile's needs
(including both treatment needs and the need for punishment) rather than an
in-depth assessment of the progrmas that might be most appropriate. In other
words, faced with a lack of information on what (if anything) actually works
for different kinds of delinquents, and faced with an absence of sufficient
knowledge about the availability and value of community programs, staff members
fall back on that which they know best — their own institutional program.
Juveniles are committed to the institution for a variety of reasons.
Status offenders and serious offenders, juveniles from good environments and
poor environments, young immature juveniles and older, more sophisticated
juveniles. Some are committea to protect soclety and punish them for their
‘ delinquency, while others are committed to help them with their problems.
Whatever the reason for cqmmi;ment? ho&eﬁer, tﬁévéﬂiéflcriteria for parole is
the juvenile's g£oﬁth and maturity éﬁd his success in adjusting to the ,
inStitQtiohal'program and completing his goals. The undeflying assumptioﬁ'
that delihquéﬁtyﬂwill be stopped if juveniles work on their relationship to
peers‘and authority aﬁd are taught to be responsible for their actions leads to
parole criteria which are not directly rélated to the juvenile's delinquency.
From‘the juvenile's standpoint, he is expécted to mature and grow as a conditigni
of release, even if he never actually committed a crime in the first pléce. The
result is likely to be confusion in the minds of the juvenile concerning whether
he is being punished or helped. The staff, seéing the ro1e of institution in

treatment terms, is unable to specify who feally needs treatment and who does not,
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They assume that all of the juveniles sent to them are in need of treatment.

1t 46 only thoge Juveniles for whom someone has taken the initiative to find a
comsunity placement who actually esaapé institutionalization. Factors such as
the amenability of the probation officer to community treatment and the amount
of effort hie exerts to find placement and the presence of a caseworker who is
wore fawflisgr with community programs, as well as the greater availability of
such propramg in certain arcas of the State, are more influential in determining
the fate of g juvenile delinquent than are any of the characteristics of the
Juventle, hiw offense, or home environment,

Several suggestions are in order, concerning ways to improve the
decigion-making process. Some were mentioned earlier, but will be repeated
Were for the sake of completeness. First and foremost, the Department of
Correptiona must decide whether or not it is in the business of punishing
delinguents and protecting society or whether it is in the business of helping
a1l Juveniles who need help. It is the opinion of this researcher, that the
convern of the Department of Corrections should be with the former - punishing
Juveniles who comndt crimes and removing them from society. Treatment can then
he attempted with these juveniles, and hopefully, behavior change can be
aceomplished, But the decision of who should be incarcerated in state institutions
cuhould be mude on ?pnicive grounds, rathéi than on the nebulous criteria of
who needs help. |

As a reault, tﬁis report recommends that all status offenders be removed
from the jurisdiction of the Department of Corrections and that they be handled
by some other service oriented agency. There are many delinquents who, although
\u£§&gﬂfiiéd an sevious offenders, hav¢ not comnmitted offenses that would be
considered very damapging or dangerous to society. Juveniles involved in shop-

1ifring, theft of minor articles from parents or friends, juvenile pranks,
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experimentation with drugs, and so on, are not térribly dangerous to society,
although they often cause.harm and hardships to others. The question is whether
these types of behavior necessitate treatment in an institution or whether a
less severe penalty such as a community‘facility might be equally or more
beneficial. Therefore, the staff will still have to make a determination for
non-status offenders on what disposition is needed. But they should have a
greater nuﬁber and variety of dispositions at their disposal. Accordingly,
this report recommends the expansion of the community corrections concept, so
that community placements of various types including foster homes, group homes,
reslidential treatment centers, and drug treatment centers can be eméloyed
whenever the staff feels they are appropriate. Acceptance of this recommenda-
tion would probably reduce the state institutional population and allow them
to specialize in helping the more serious or uncontrollable delinquents who
are not amenable to community placement. In addition, length of institution-
alization should be based on set criteria, such as the severity of offense
and the number of prior offenses, rather than such vague criteria as "progress"
and "growth".

Finall&,‘there is the staffing process itself. Earlier in tpe report,
several suggestions were‘made which bear repeating and elaboration on ﬁaking
" the staff Qore aware of‘the community ﬁacilities (especially if the first two
recommendations are accepted). These congerned the rolg of’the caseworker.
It is recommended that someoné~in each institu;ibh‘be aééignéa"the task of‘
evaluating the needs of the juvenile and recommending at least one community
placement. ”Furﬁhérmore,ﬁthis individual should be responsible fdr déing all
the gfoundﬁb*k necessar& to assure that the juvenile will be accepted into a
program. Although this role could be assumed by anyone at the institution

(e.g., one of the counselors), it appears to be a full-time job that would merit
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the hiring of at least one full-time diagnostic caseworker for each institution.
This fndividesl would weigh the material and present a recommendation for a
compuni Ly placement (the details of which have been worked out) at the staffing.

The astual &ﬁgffiﬁg, then, would consist of this caseworker, and
poerhnps the cottage director or group leader, or other counseloi, who 1is most
famtlinr with the juvenile, so that their first hand impressions of the juvenile
ean be digeusyed, tbhe juvenile and his parents. A decision can then be reached
based on all the available dnformation, including the availability of a
community placement. A juvenile will be institutionalized if it is felt that
faunticutionalization 48 necessary, not becauge no one knows what else is
avallable,

An alternative would be to have the staff first determine whether
ingtitutionslization I8 warranted according to Department of Corrections
guldelines (seriousncss of offense, prior treatment experience, and exhaustion
af all vommmity alternatives to institutionalization). If it is not, then
the ecaseworker would be assigned the task of finding an appropriate placement.
Thig alternative, however, 1s seen as less desirable because the staff might
be afraid to rocommend a community placement i1f they did not know which place-
went thig would be or have any influence upon the choice. '

These recommendatlions, then, are aimed at decreasing the number of
Joveniles who arve institucionalized and‘Saving the institution for serious
offendern who cannot be dealt with in the community. Tt still, however, remains
# problem to identify who the serious offenders are, which juveniles Qill benefit
cwont from instdcutionalization, and which will benefit most from a community
placoment.

In this regard, it should be pointed out that attempts to predict

Juvenile probation and parole success or failure, as well as attempts to predict

N
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adult criminality from juvenile behavior, have met with little success.
Glaser (1964) found that both the younger the age of first offense and the
greater the numbér of prior contacts with the criminal justice system, the greater
the likelihood that an individual would violate parole. Property offenders
- were more likely to recidivate than violent offenders. McClintock (1961) also
found that the age of first conviction related to parole failure of juveniles,
as did the family/home environment of the youth (i.e., home discipline, the
presence or absence of both parents in the home, and the presence or absence
of delinquent ﬁehavior among siblings) and school behavior and performance.
Mannheim and Wilkens (1955) found that prior offense record, evidence of
drunkenness, absence of parents in the home, the locaticn of the home, and
the length of the youth's longest period of employment all related to parole
failure among juveniles. Sheldor and Eleanor Glueck (1950 and 1960) related
probation failure to various factors in the home environment (discipline,
affection, etc.) but much criticism has been directed at their sampling method
and statistical analysis. Gottfredson and Beveriy (1962) and Gottfredson and
Ballard (1965) found relationships between probation failure of delinquents
based on two aﬁd eight year follow-ups and offense, prior record, and age at
first offense. Wenk and Emrich (1972), in a study of California youth, found
- that multiple offenders and those modérgtely or highly involved in opiate use
were more likely to recidivate. Violent offenders, on the other hand, were
better parole risks than property offenders. Simon (1971) found that the only
variables which related to probation failure we;; the probation officer's
assessment thét the juvenile had "little conscience'" and had "delinquent
tendencies." It is difficult, however, to know the extent to which probation
officers' expectations influenced subsequent decisions to revoke probation.

Psychiatric evaluations (Hutcheson, 1965) and social worker impressions
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(Cowden and Pacht, 1965) have also been related to probation failure.

In all of these studles, however, the ability to successfully predict
probaticon and parole outeomes, using a large number of variables, has been
very weak, Only between 20% and 407 of the variance in probation or parole
outcome was explained by the prediction variables. The art of prediction is,
therefore, very unsophisticated. Furthermore, it may well be that the success
or fatlure of probation or parole 1s less related to the characteristics of
the juvenile and more a product of the contingencies of the specific situation.
It may, 4n short, be impossible to subgtantially predict the future of a
Juvenile's delinquency by his prior behavior and life situation. Even if
this could be done, @here are other effects of institutionalization versus
comuunity treatment that have not been measured, such as personal growth,
cducation, self~image and so on. Furthermore, the effects of different
programs may differ among different types of juveniles. The problem is,
therefore, a very complicated one. Further research is necessary to understand
who the dangerous delinqguents are, as well as the types of juveniles who will
benefdt from different types of placements and those who will be harmed by
these placements.

One possibility involves using the available data from this study to
predict future vates of crime and delinquency. What variables of those measured
here ralate to juvenile parole violation? 1Is there a difference in violation
rates for juveniles placed in the community and those who are institutionalized?
Does the length of institutionalization relate }o parole success or failure?

A future follow-up study might be able to relate gsome of these factors to adult
criminality as well as other measures of personal adjustment and success.

If changes do occur in the staffing process, they should be evaluated.

One of the varfables that can be looked at in this regard is the juvenile's
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view of ghe staffing process. Does the juvenile feel that the process is a

fair one? Does actual involvement in the staffing process influence the
juvenile's view of its fairness? Will changes in the staffing process influence
the staff's view of the staffing process? How will any procedural changes

effect the criteria used to make decisions in staffinés? How will changes in the
type of individuals dealt with by these institutions affect the treatment programs
in the institutions? How will they affect staff attitudes about the nature and
treatment of delinquency? These are just some of the questions that should be
looked into as changes are made in the juvenile justice system.

In summary, then, this report has found staffing decisions to be very
unsystematic and arbitrary. It has found that while offense is looked at more
often in making decisions, it does no; itself explain why some juveniles are
committed and some are not. Furthermore, once committed, juveniles are all
exposed to the same treatment and stay in the institution for the same amount
of time regardless of the seriousness of their offense. Staff were seen to be
treatment oriented in general, believing that they can help all of the
individuals who are seﬁt to them. It was suggesgéd that more conservative
and authoritarian oriented staff are more likely to commit juveniles to the
institution than are‘liberal, socially oriented staff, but this interpretation
‘needs more testing and elaboration. Regardless of the treatment vs. custodial
orientation of the staff, juveniles are likely to be committed by the former
to be punished and taught to be responsibie and by the latter to be helped and
understood. “

Complimenting the tendency of the staff to institutionalize all

juveniles for treatment and punishment reasons is the absence of sufficient

community programs and the lack of sufficient information about them.




Therefore, the following recommendations were suggested:
1) Ellminating status offenders from the juvenile justice
sygten.,
2) Providing more community treatment facilities.

3) Employing a caseworker whose primary responsibility

is to secure community placements and bring them to the

attentdon of rhe staff.

4) Conducting more research into the nature of decision-
making, the factors relating to successful outcome of
parele cases, and the effects of future changes in the

staffing process.
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APPENDIX A
CONTENT ANALYSIS OF STAFFING REPORTS : Key Punch

Card 1 CODING FORMAT Card 1

File # : Case #

I. Biographical Data | . ) Institution

Name ' ‘Race

Address ; ; Age

Sex

@

Date of Diagnostic Evaluation ' month

(9-10)
(=127
azy

year

county of commitment

USON

home community : size of home community

ST
| an

offense community size of offense community

father's occupation

(18-19)

mother's occupation

(20-21)

father's education

(22-23)

mother's education

(2h-25)

(Coder:
(Date:




II. Offense Related Data

a) commitment offenses 1.

2,

2.

b) related offenses (alleged 1.

at time of commitment)

2

3.

¢) prior offenses (mentioned 1.
in staffing report)

2.

3.

d) number of times prior commitment to this institution
e) number of times prior commitment to another state institution
f) number of prior commitments to county institutions

g) number of prior commitments to group homes, foster homes, private
residences and treatment centers

h) known or suspected use of marijuana yes no

i) known or suspected use of LSD or other hallucinogen yes no

j) known or suspected use of tranquilizers, barbituates or

amphetamines yes no
k) known or suspected use of heroin yes | no
1) known or suspected problem with alcohol yes no

(26-27)
(28-29).
230-31§

“(32-33)
“(BE-35)
“(36-37)
T(38-39)
~(Bo-IT)
“(h2-h3y

R




ITII. School Profile

1) I. Q. (test used : )
. 5355
2) Aptitude: Reading - behind average ahead MD
(56)
Math ~ behind average ahead MD )
(57)
“ %) Educational counselor's report poor | average j good [ N.M.

on: a) school performance

* b) behavior

(59)

c) attendance

d) interest
NGYEE




Iv,

Family-Home Environment :  [Yen

a) child not living with both natural parents

b) only one parent in the household (due to
divorce, desertion, separation, etc.)

c) parents (step~parents) frequently fight
or quarrel :

d) parents do not have close affectionate
- relationship

e) parents rarely home and/or fail to
- supervise child

f) parents demand too much from child

g) child does not get along well with mother
h) child does not get along well with father
i) child does not get along well with siblingb)

j) child fails to receive emotional support
from ‘either parent

k) poor physical condition of hcme

1) one or both parents child lives with has
a drinking problem or history

m) caseworker or probation officer characterizes
home situation as poor, unworkable or unlivable

n) coder impression of family/home environment
a8 unsuitable

probation officer or caseworker's name

probation officer's recommendation .

casevorker's recommendation

Other comments

No

V. Community feelings toward juvenile:

positive negative

ﬁ



) .

Card 2

card noe.
VI. Youth's Demeanor, Attitudes and Bechavior case no.
a) psych report: yes no. n.m.

1)
2)

b) educ. report

y 1)

*  ¢) social history

1)

a) cottage
1)

2)

3)
h)

e) cottage

—— I S - 4D SIS VL e et e . WS MY B @ gt s B b L Memhy ek e m . mmm Eimee

; fails to accept respongibility for actions

invalid MMPI due to lack of cooperation

does not cooperate in psych. interview
does not cooperate in educ. interview

does not cooperate in caseworker interview

or group living report
does not cooperate with cottage staff

picks on, fights, or is aggressive
with others in cottage

is resistant to authority éf cottage staff
has run or attempted to run

neglects appearance (is dirty or unkempt).
gocs not kecp room neat and clean

show little or no remorse concerning
delinquency

counselors recommendation




V1I. Psychological Profile
examples

diagnosis

VIII. a) Recommended Disposition

Name of psychologist

psychologist's recommendation

b) Alternate plan, if any

Reasons given for disposition

¢) Does ~hild request or prefer institutionalization

d) Action Panel Decision

IX. e) Date of Parole

X. Follow=up data

yes no N

month

day

Year
no. of months

XI. Other Coder Impressions or comments

BT

(a9)
B ES) N



APPENDIX B
STAFE QUESTIONNATIRE

The Department of Corrections is studying the way decisions are made by
staffing teams regarding the disposition of cases. Specifically, we are interested
in what factors are considered by the staffing teams at the initial or intake
staffing and what factors are considered by the staffing teams in deciding whether
or not to recommend that an individual be paroled from the institution. This study

~is being supported by a grant from the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and
Control.

Please complete the questionnaire and return it to the collection box as soon
as possible. Flease do not discuss the questionnaire with anyone who has not
finished filling his out. FPlease read all directions and answer all questions.

We wish to emphasize that there are no right or wrong answers to these
.questions. Ve want your opinion, so please feel free to answer according to how
you feel, and not according to what you think the Department of Correctlons wants
to hear, or what you think other staff members would say.

A1l answers will be completely confidential. In particular, no questionnaire
will be secn by anyone here in the school, or anyone else outside of the Research
Division of *he Department of Corrections. No names will appear on the questicunaire.
Instead, a number will be attached to each questionnaire for our record keeping and
for computer processing.

We think you will enjoy filling out this questionnaire and thinking about the
questions. Ve suggest that you use pencil, in case you wish to make any erasures.
Any comments or ideas which you have will be appreciated; just write them in the
space providec at the end of the questionnaire. ILEASE DO NOT WRITE IN THE LEFT-
HAND MARGIN. This space will be used for key punching your answers for computer
processing. If you have any questions, you can call David Chein at ihe Department
of Corrections (296-7023).

Thank you for your cooperation in our study. Your assistance will be of benefit
to many agencies working with juveniles. :

DU NOT WRITE
IN THIS SPACE
Key Punch

3 ___ Card No, 3

[

Columns
~ID Number 2=7
(2«5; repeated
Institution ©°F all

Cards.

Cottage




DO .NOT
WRITE
IN
THIS
SPACE PART I -~ PERSONAL DATA

- ¢ ) 2 [}

1. What is your present position at this institution? (e.g. group leader, cottage
counselor, program director, etc.)

@97

2. How long have you worked at this institution?

(10-13)

3. How long have you been working in the field of corrections?

(22-13)

L, What is your a) sex? Male Female

an
_ b) age? 18~25 ,
a5 | 26-35
36-45
46-55

56+

5. How much formal education have you had?

:

16 elementary school education
some high school

high school graduate

T

- 1=3 years college
l years college

. - graduate degree
B E (please specify degree)

!




DO NoT 3.
WRITE '
IN THIS  PART II - CRITERIA USED BY INTAKE STAFFERS IN MAKING INITIAL OR INTAKE

SPACE RECOMMENDATIONS

The following questions are designed to discern the criteria which are used by
the staff at the initial or intake staffing (the Diagnostic Evaluation) in deciding
to recommend whether a youth be admitted to the treatment program at the institution,
placed in a community or group home, or returned on probation to the community.

|
!

| Accordingly, we would like you to rate the following factors in terms of the
‘importance you place on them in making decisions about the disposition of cases.
|(Please answer in terms of the criteria you actually use to arrive at your decision,
‘and not in terms of the criteria you think others in the institution might use or
. ‘criteria you think the Department of Corrections would like you to use.)
|
? PLEASE NOTE: If you play no role at all in making decisions about
initial or intake staffings, please check the box
below and do not answer the questions in Part II,
Skip instead to Part III.

|
|
il::7ll play no role in decisions about intake or initial staffings.

a7

Please rate the following factors in terms of the importance you place on them
in making your recommendations. For each item, circle the number which corresponds
to the degree of importance. Circle only one number for each item. Do not put a
circle between numbers.

(4) (3) (2) (1) (0)
Not Information
Very Somewhat Of Little Important Not Available
Important Important Importance at All to Me
1. The sex of the juvenile 4 3 2 1 ' 0
o ‘
- 2. The age of the juvenile L 3 2 1 0
(19) ' ]
3. The race of the juvenile 4 3 , 2 1l (0]
(E))
4, The occupation of the )
12}5 juvenile's parents i 3 2 1 o]
S. The seriousness of the ‘ '
(22) offense committed by
the youth : b 3 2 1 o)
~ 6. The number of court and
1235 institutional contacts

prior to this commitment 4 3 : 2 1 0




DO NOT
WRITE
IN THIS
SPACE

(24)

(25)

r(26)

(27)

'(28)

(29)

- (30)

(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

(&) (3)

Very Somewhat

(2)

Of Little
Inportance

(L)
Not
Important

at All

W,

(0)
Information
Not Available
to Me

Important Important

The psychologist's

report on the youth's

personal adjustment

problems L 3

The psychologist's report

on the youth's anti-

sozial tendencies 4 3

The treatment recom=-
mendation of the
psychologist L 3

The youth's grades
in school L .3

The youth's behavior
in school b 3

The youth's school
attendance record L 3

The extent to which

the youth has success~

fully accomplished any

educational goals that

were set up i 3

The attitude of the

youth towards the

offense he (she) has

committed L 3

The youth's attitude
toward the staff and
other authority figures 4 3

The degree to which the
youth is open and honest
in dealing with problems U4 3

The extent to which the

youth has matured and

exhibited personal

growth L 3

The youth's behavior
in the cottage b 3




DO NOT
WRITE
IN THIS
SPACE

(36)

(37)

(8)

(39)

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

(L&)

(45)

(46)

(47)

19.

20.

22.

23.

2k,

25.

26,

27-

28.

29.

30,

)

Very
Important

(3)

Somewhat
Important

(2)

Of Little
Importance

1)
Not
Important

at All

(0)
Information
Not Available
to Me

The extent to which

the youth has success=
fully accomplished
personal goals that

were set up for him(her) 4

The general condition
of the youth's home
environment

The marital status of
the youth's parents L

The ability of the
youth's parents to
properly supervise
the youth 4

The quality of emotional
support received by

the youth from his

(her) family 4

The recommendation of
the probation officer 4

The extent to which the
youth has learned to

accept responsibility

for his (her) actions L

The extent to which the
youth has gained insight
into his (her) behavior 4

The size of the community
in vwhich the juvenile's
fanily resides 4

The community's attitude
toward the juvenile and
his or her offense L

The availability (or
unavailability) of
acceptable community
rlacements

The family's feelings about
the youth staying at home 4
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” (4) (3) (2) (1) (0)
Not Information
Very Somewhat  Of Little Important Not Available
Important  Important Importance at All to Me
3). The fact that the
(48) youth has a job or
. school placement in
~ the community 4 3 2 1 0
. '32. Recommendation of cther
(49) members in the youth's
treatment group L 3 2 1 0
33. The juvenile's desire
(50) for a certain dis-
position or treatment
plan g 4 3 2 1 0
In the space below, please list any other factors considered in the diagnostic
evaluation which were not listed above.
(51)
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PART IIT ~ CRITERIA USED BY COTTAGE STAFF IN MAKING PAROLE RECOMMENDATIONS

The fcllowing questions are designed to discern the criteria which are used by
tho staff at the cottage staffing in deciding to recommend whether a youth be paroled
from the institution.

Accordingly, we would like you to rate the following factors in terms of the
importance you place on them in making decisions about the disposition of cases.
(Flease answer in terms of the criteria you actually use to arrive at your decision,
and not in terms of the criteria you think others in the institution might use or
ceriteria you think the Department of Corrections would like you to use.)

PLEASE NOTE: If you play no role at all in making decisions about parole
recommendations, please check the box below and do not answer
the questions in Part II1I. Skip instead to Part IV,

z£:7 I play no role in staffings related to parole recommendations.

Please rate the following factors in terms of the importance you placé on them in
making your recommendations. (Do not consult your answers to Part II when answering
these questiong.) o

(2) (1) (0)

(4) (3)
Not Information
~ Very Somewhat Of Little Important Not Available
Important Important Importance at All to Me
1. The sex of the juvenile b 3 2 o1 ‘ 0
2. The age of the juvenile L 3 ‘ 2 1 0
3, The race of the juvenile 4 3 2 1 0
k. The occupation of the
Jjuvenile's parents L 3 . 2 ; 1 o]
S« The seriousness of the
offense committed by -
the youth K 3 2 1 o]

6. The number of court and
institutional contacts : : , ,
prior to this commitment &4 3 2 1 (o]
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(61) .

(62)

(63)

(64)

(e5)

(66

(67)

68

(71)

7.

9.

10.

11.

12,

13.

15.

17.

18.

16.

) (3)

Very Somewhat

(2)

0f Little
Invortance

(1)
Not
Important
at All

L4

8.

(0)
Information
Not Available
to Me

Important Important

The  psychologist's

report on the youth's

personal adjustment

problems L 3

The psychologist's report
on the youth's anti-
social tendencies 4 3

The treatment recom-
mendation of the

_psychologist b 3

The youth's grades
in school L 3

The youth's behavior
in school L 3

The youth's school
attendance record 4 3

The extant to which

the youth has success=-

fully accomplished any

educational goals that

were set up © . L 3

The attitude of the
youth towards the
offense he (she) has

- committed R <3

Thne youth's attitude
toward the staff and : L
other authority figures &4 3 .

The degree tc which the
youth is open and honest ’
in dealing with problems &4 3

The extent to which the

youth has matured and

exhibited personal

growth 4 3

The youth's behavior
in the cottage L 3
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2.

) (3)

" Very Samevhat
Tmportant  Important

(2)

Of Little
Importance

(1)
Not
Important

at All

9.

(0)
Information
Not Available

to Me

Tha eztent to which

the youth has success-

fully aceompiiohed

persoennl goals that

wore set up for himCher) 4 5

The genceral condition
of the youth's home
environment h 3

The marital status of ,
the youth's parents b

W

The ability of the
youth'o parents to
propoerly supervico
the youth 4 3

The gquality of emotional

support received by

the youth from his

(her) fomily b 3

The reeommendation of

- the probution officer b 3.

The extent to which the
youth has Learned to
accopt responsibility
for his (her) actions

k,
=
W

The extent to which the
youth has pained insight
into his (her) behavior & .3

The siné of the community
in which the juvenile's -
family reaides b 3

The community's attitude
toward the juvenile and
his or hor offense 4 3
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(4) (3) (2) (1) (0) :
: ' Not Information
Very Sonmewhat Of Little Important Not Available
Important  Important  Importance at All to Me
29. The availability (or un-
availability) of
acceptable community
placements L 3 2 1l 0
30. The family's feelings about
the youth staying at home 4 3 2 1 o]
31. The fact that the youth
has a job or school
placement in the
communi. ty L "3 2 1l o]
32. Recommendation of other
members in the youth's
treatment group L 3 2 1 (0]
33. The juvenile's desire
for a certain dis-
position or treatment
plan ok 3 2 1 0

In the‘space below, please list any other factors considered in the diagnostic

evaluation which were not listed above.




11.

SPACK ‘ 1. In your opinion, how much influence do each of the following groups
or individuals have in making decisions about whether juveniles
should be admitted. to the treatment progrom of the institution.
Please circle the number which corresponds to the different levels
of imporiance. Circle only one number for each position.

(4) (3) 2) (1) (0)
A Great About Only a
Deal of The Same As Little No Not

Influence Anvone Else  Influence Influence Applicable

 Administrative staff (e.g.,
16 dirsctor, superintendent,
assistonts, etc. b 3 2 1 0

Unit supervisors, progrom

617)) directors 4 3 2 1 (o]
(i%)
mm

Cottage director or
group leaders b

N
Y]
]
o)

.. Caseworkersp or social
19 gervice coungelors b 3 2 1 0

Probation o:ficer

T26) Y 3 2 1 0
Juvenile court judge
1315 4 3 2 1 0
Bdueational counselors
22 or teachers 4 3 . 2 1 0

Chaplain

Paychologist Y 3 2 1 0
Parents of juvenile

Vigitors from the community
(county social. workers, school oo ;
porsonnel, friends, etc.). L 3 2 1 0

Juvenile
Juvenile's treatment |
group- » ly 3 2 1 0

Yomeedlf- ¢, 'I'f«"‘;“,x" G foes

19191997

Other (Spacify) 4 3 2 1 0
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2. In your opinion, how much influence do each of the following groups
or individuals have in making decisions about whether Jjuveniles
should be granted parole.

() (3) (2) (1) (0)
A Great About Only A
Deal of The Same As Little No Not

Influence Anyone Else Influence Influence Applicable

Administrative staff, (e.g.,

‘director, superintendent,

‘assistants, etc.) b 3 2 1 0
} .

;Unit supervisors,

‘program directors, etc. L 3 2 L1 R ¢)
i

}Cottage director or

group leaders L 3 2 1 o]

‘Caseworkers or social
service counselors 4 3 2 1 (o}

Probation officer

19999

N
\n
£
N
o
-t
O

Juvenile Court Judge

'Educational counselors
or teachers L 3 2 1 0
|

q
I g
W
N
| i
o

NE1)) Chaplain L 3 2 1 o]
NE))  Psychologist L 3 2 1 ~ 0

FParents of juvenile

(%o) B b 3 2 1 0
' Visitors from the community
(1) (county social workers, school
St personnel, friends, etc.) =~ 4 3 2 1 0
| '
‘ ]Juvenile
[ - b 3 2 1 o)
: Juvenile's treatment group
G3) . L 3 2 1 0
. YoweSedt Cofloge Connre lor<
[ R 7 frs 53 2 1 0
(%5) Other (Specify) b 3 2 1 Y
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(PART TV.)

%. Would you say that decisions concerning initial reviews (diagnostic
evaluation) are, for the most part, determined (circle one):

a) Prior to the staffing
b) At the staffing
c¢) At the Action Panel
k., VWould you say that decisions concerning people are, for the most
part, determined (circle one):
a) Prior to the staffing
b) At the staffing
c) At the Action Panel

PART V.

There are several alternatives open to the staff in recommending a particular
digposition for a juvenile. From the standpoint of most Juveniles, some of
these alternatives may seem more severe or harsh than others. Place the number
8 in the space to the left of the alternative listed below which you think
would be seen by most juveniles as the harshest or most severe disposition.
Place the number 7 in the space to the left of the alternative which juveniles
arc likely to perceive as second most severe, and so on, placing the number 1
in the space to the left of the alternative seen by juveniles as least severe.

Probation to a foster home.

- (48)

Supervised probation, living at home.

NUE))

Unsupervised probation, living at home.

50)

Commitment to Thistledew Forestry Camp.

- (51)

(52)

Probation to a community group home, or children's home.

Commitment to a hospital or treatment center (such as a drug treatment center).

1557

Commitment to a state juvenile institution (Lino lakes, Sauk Centre, or

(5%)

Red Wing).

Commitment to a county -home school (such as Glen Lake or Totem Town).

(55)
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PART VI,

As you know, different individuals have different ideas of what the purpose of

‘Juvenile institutions should be. We are interested in what you think the purposes
of this institution should be (regardless of what they actually are). Please put
& 1 next to the statement that best describes what you think should be the main

‘purpose of this institution. Put a 2 by the next statement, and put a 3 by the
‘third statement best describing what you feel the institution's purposes should be,
‘Just mark your first three choices.

Our purpose should be to teach them good social habits.

(56)

Our purpose should be to punish delinquents for the wrong things they did.

(57)

Our purpose should be to train and educate them.

- (58)

Our purpose should be to change their social attitudes and values.

- (59)

Our purpose should be to help them gain an understanding of the kind of

- (60)

thing that got them into trouble.

Our purpose should be to protect the home community for a period of time.

- (61)

"Our purpose should be to teach obedience and respect for authority.

- (62)

Our purpose should be to help them learn how to get along better with

63

other people.
Our purpose should be to help them learn to adjust to life in the

- (6h)

institution.

Our purpose should be to help them learn to adjust to life in the

- (65)

community.

- 66)

Our purpose should be to deter other young people from getting into trouble.

Our purpose should be to help juveniles grow and mature as human beings.

- (67)

Our purpose should be to protect juveniles from a poor environment at home.

- 68)




DO NoT

WRITE
IN THLIS
SPACE

CARD 5

1

17

27

10

g

11

12

179

13

14

19

15

%t

191

15.

PART VII,

Thinking about delinquents in general -~ that is, children who get in trouble and
come to the attention of the authorities -- we would like to know how you feel about
the following statements. There are no right or wrong answers. All we want to know
is how you feel about the statement. If you strongly agree, circle "strongly agree'';
if you agree, circle "agree'; and so forth. ' '

1. Most juvenile delinquents are vicious and destructive and represent a growing
threat to life and property.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
2. It is often better to put a juvenile in the institution even if a community
placement is available and the juvenile poses no serious threat to others.,
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
%+ Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children
should learn.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

L, Indian boys and girls are more likely to be delinquent than are whites.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

5. Most juvenile delinquents are sick people whc need help.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
6. Juveniles who have not learned to respect authority are likely to get in
trouble with the law.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

7. Whenever possible, a juvenile should be treated in the community rather than
in the institution. '

stronply agree agree disagree strongly disagree
8. A juvenile who is a follower and merely goes along with others in committing

delinquent acts but does not instigate these acts himself (herself) does not
have a serious delinquency problem.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

9. Most delinquents are just bad kids who use their unfavorable home situation as
an excuse for their delinquent acts.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
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10.

11.

12,

13.

1k,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

16.

There is nothing in this institution which really deals e¢ffectively with juvenile

delinquency.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Society has no right to impose dlfierent standards on girls than they do on
boys.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Just because a judge has recommended that a juvenile be placed in this

institution, it doesn't mean that there are no better placements in the
community.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Juvenile crime is usuvally a manifestation of deeper psychological conflicts.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

A good number of juveniles who come to this institution are more sophisticated
in the techniques of delinquency when they leave.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Youniger delinquents are less responsible for their acts than older delinquents
who have had more time to learn proper behavior.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Youngsters who get into trouble have to suffer the consequences in order to

‘learn that wrong living does not pay and can only lead to punishment and

suffering.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
The trouble with delinquents is that they haven't learned to treat adults
with respect and obedience.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
In general, girls have a greater need than boys to be supervised and protected
from improper influences,

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
One of the things a delinquent needs is a chance to express his feelings
without being punished.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
There is little or no relationship between juvenile crime and psychological
or emotional disorders.

strongly agree agree disagree ~ strongly disagree
All in all, the Jjudge usually knows what is best for juveniles, and it is
foolish to go against his decision.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
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32.

33,

34,

17.

We are putting too much faith in the psychological approach to delinquency.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Delinquents have to be punished if they are going to learn correct behavior.
strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Juvenile delinquency cannot be properly understood unless the delinguent's
home situation is considered.,

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
If a juvenile did not need to be kept in an institution, the judge would not
have sent him (her) here in the first place.

strongly agree agree ' disagree strongly disagree
On the whole, juvenile delinquents are not as much unfortunate and helpless

victims of circumstances as some people think; they know right from wrong and
can do better if they try.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

There is no relationship between a juvenile's age and the likeliness of his
or -her involvement in juvenile delinquency.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Judges often make mistakes, so it is often necessary to go against their
recommendations in making decisions about juveniles.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

The chances that a delinquent will straighten out are very slight.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Delinquents must be held accountable for their actions regardless of the

quality of the environment in which they live.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Society is going to have to be a lot tougher than it has been if it is going
to cut down on delinquency.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Just because some juveniles feel sorry about their delinquent acts, it does

not mean that they are not dangerous delinquents,

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Most delinquents will respond to genuine friendship.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Most delinquents are rejected children who need help.

strongly agreeo agree disagree strongly disagree
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35.

38.

18.

A juvenile who acknowledges his guilt and feels remorse is likely to be less
seriously delinquent than a juvenile who shows no remorse.

strongly agree agree disagree _strongly disagree
It would be difficult, if not impossible, to help the juvenile offender who
refused to repent and confess his guilt.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Black and Indian juveniles are no more likely to be delinquent than are

Whites.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Even if a juvenile doesn't plan or instigate criminal acts, the fact that he
goes along with them is evidence of a serious delinquency problem.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Most cases of delinquency result from improper care and supervision at home.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Firmness will help delinquents learn right from wrong.

stréngly agree ’ agree disagree strongly disagree
The likelihood that a boy or girl will become delinguent has nothing to do
with their race.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Most of the juveniles who enter this institution leave as better and more
responsible people. »

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Most juvenile delinquents are not able to mske decisions even about every
day living problems.,

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree

Ve can try, but it is difficult to understand the peculiar behavior of
delinquents.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Sympathetic understanding is the key to helping delinquents.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Blacks are usually involved in more serious delinquencies than Whites.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
Understanding may be important in helping delinquents, but what is really needed

is strictness and firmness.

strongly agree agree disagree strongly disagree
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7.

program for helping delinquents,

strongly agree agree disagree

strongly agree . agree disagree

PART VIII

Plecase rate the following factors in terms of the impression they convey about the
quality and adequacy of a youth's social environment.
‘corresponds to the appropriate description.

Circle the number which
Circle ocnly one number per item.’

19.

48, Compared to other ways of treating delinquents, this institution has a good

strongly disagree

49, There is little or no relation between a youth's attitude towards authority
figures and his or her involvement in delinquent activities.

strongly disagree

(4) (3) (2) (1) (0)
Very Poor but Basically

Unacceptable Unacceptable  Acceptable Adequate Good

Environment  Environment Environment Environment  Environment
There is one parent
living at home b 3 2 1l 0
The child is not living
vith both natural '
parents b 3 2 1 0
The child's parents (or
step-parents) fight or
quarrel frequently
with each other 4 3 2 1l 0
The child's parents (or
step-parents) do not
have a close affectionate
relationship with each
other 4 3 2 1 0
The child's parents (or
step-parents) demand too
much from the child I 3 2 1 0]
The child's parents (or
step-parents) fail to
properly control or
supervise the child b4 3 2 1l (0]
The child does not get
along well with his
mother h 3 2 1 0
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(4) (33 . (2) (1) (0)
Very . Poor But Basically
Unacceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Adequate Good

Environment Invironment Environment Environment Environment

8. The child does not get
along well with his
father L 3 2 1 0

9. Child does not get along
well with brothers and
sisters b 3 2 1 0

'10. Child fails to receive
emotional support from
1 parents b 3 2 . | ‘ 0

'11. The home is in poor
physical condition b 3 2 1 0

12. One or both of the
parents have an
alcohol problem b 3 2 1 o]

PART IX.

Please rate the following delinquent acts in terms of the impression they convey about
the general attitude and behavior of the juvenile and the way he relates to ovhers
and adjusts to the institution. Circle the number which coxrresponds to the
Yappropriate description of the juvenile's attitude and behavior. Circle only one
!number for each item.

!

”

() - (3) (2) (1) (0)
Juvenile's Juvenile's Juvenile's Juvenile's Juvenile's
Behavior or Behavior or Behavior or Behavior or Behavior or
Attitude is Attitude is Attitude is Attitude is Attitude is

' Extremely Very Poor Poor Fair or Good
K Poor Acceptable

1. Juvenile does not cooperate
in interviews with
psychologist or caseworker 4 3 2 1 0

2. Juvenile does not cooperate
with the cottage staff I 3 2 1 0

3+ Juvenile frequently picks
'~ on or fights with peers 4 3 2 1 0

"4, Juvenile has run or has
attempted to run b 3 - 2 1 (o]

5. Juvenile neglects his
‘ (her) appearance b 3 2 1 0
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(4) (3) (2) 1) (0)
Juvenile's Juvenile's Juvenile's Juvenile's Juvenile's
Behavior or Behavior or Behavior or Behavior or Behavior or
Attitude is Attitude is Attitude is Attitude i Attitude is

6. Juvenile doca not kecp
(her) room neat or cle

7. Juvenile showo litile

remoyee concerning his
(her) delinquency

rocsponsibility for his
(her) actions

9. Juvenile locks insight
into hin (hor) behavio

10. Juvenile's profile on
MMPL in invalid due to
lack of cooperation
or defensiveness

PART X

Ploage rate the following
offense, eircle the number
one nuaber per item.

Tryancy

Running Avay
Forcible Rape
Curfow Violnhimn

Armed Robbery

8. Juvenile fails to accept

FExtromely Very Poor Poor Fair or Good
Poor Acceptable
his
an bk 3 S 2 1 o]
or no
L 3 2 1 0
b 3 2 1 0
r b .3 2 _ 1 o}
L 3 2 1 0

delinquent acts in terms of their seriousness. For each
corresponding to the degree of seriousness. Circle only

(5) W e @ @

Not Not.

Extremely Very Very Serious
Serious Serious Serious Serious At All

5 4 3 e 1

5 b 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

S 4 3 2 1

5 h 3 2 1l
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(PART X)

Shoplifting
Drinking

Using Mari juana
Using Heroin
Sniffing Glue
Forging Checks
Incorrigibility
Murdér

Using LSD
Disorderly Conaﬁct

Simple Assault

Aggravated Assault

Absenting from Home

Vandalism

Automobile Theft

Arson

(5) ) (3)

Extremely Very

Serious Serious Serious
5 4 3
5 4 3
5 L 3
5 4 3
5 4 3
5 b 3
5 b 3
5 4 3
5 b 3
5 4 3
5 L 3
5 4 3
5 i 3
'5 . 3
5 4 3

22,

(2) (1)
Not Not
Very Serious

Serious At All
2 1
2 1
2 1l
2 1
2 1l
2 1
2 1
2 : 1
2 ‘.l?
2 1
2. 1l
2 1
2 1
2 1
2 1l
2 1l
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Extremely Very Very Serious
Serisus Serious Serious Serious At AL
[ Sepnnd Prosioeuily 5 l 3 2 1
$ele)
) hrinad Hoblary 5 ok 3 2 1
l;’a'} )
L Turae Snabehds "
, Purge Snatehing 5 4 3 2 1
Theft 5 b 3 2 1
[€22) | :

- PARE KX

Pleutoe uso the cpaen helow to nake any comments you may have about the questionnaire
ar ecus:ents you would Llike to make gbout the decision-making process.
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