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Studies have identified many short and long term collsequences for indivicfuals 

who have beem maltreated as children. Research on the effects of child abuse routinely 

shows a connection between child maltreatment and subsequent delinquency, including 

violent behavior. A high proportion of institutionalizedjuvenile offenders d e r  

classic symptoms of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder and studies have found that the 

backgrounds of these offenders include physical and verbal abuse. Mental and 

emotional problems among institutionalized delinquen. is hi& but, there has been 

little research on the relationship between the maltreatment of juveniles and their 

psychological adjustment within correctional institutions. 

Juveniles' mental health problems can have profound effects on their 

fimctioning in correcfid environments. The goal of this study is to answer the 

following two questions: 1) Does child maltreatment have a significant and positive 
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impact on chauges in auxicty and depression levels among institutiodzed juveniles 

during the time they arc m residential facilities? 2) Do juveniles who were maltreated 

8s children adjust differently in boot camps compared to traditional institutions? 

Using a longitmiid sample 509jWeniles d e d  to 48 carrectional fbilities 

in 20 states, the clarent study used ordinary least squraes regression to examine the 

impact of child maltreatment onjuvenile maladjustment. The analysis indicates that 

inamerahi youth who expaienced greater levels of child maltreatment had higher 

levels of both anxiety and depression, holding other individual and institutional related 

factors constant. Additionally, greater levels of maltreatment were associated with 

i n d  changes in depression over time. When examining the influence of facility 

type, the findings indicate that there was a significant decrease in depression for 

juveniles in boot camps. However, findings indicate that there is not a significant 

interaction between facility type and maltreatment on adjustment. The relationship 

between maltreatment and depression does not vary by M t y  type. This study’s 

results provide policy makers and correctional administratars with empirical research 

indicating that child maltreatment should be assessed when treating issues related to 

psychological adjustment within cmectional environmm&. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1 -  
Child maltreatment is a major risk fbctor farjWenile delinquency. 

Mattreatment may take the form of physical violence among family members, a violent 

caretaker/parent who physically, p~ychologidy~ or sexually abuses a child, or a 

caretaker/parent who is n e g l d  of a child’s basic needs. Maltreatment causes 

symptoms of trauma, such as anxiety and depression, in the general population of 

adolescents, symptoms which show up in even higher percentages among in- 

youth (Singer et d., 1995). Many experts believe the prevalence of behavioral, 

emotional, and personality disorders among juveniles institutianalized in correctionat 

facilities is higher than in the general population (Hunzeker, 1993). Youth who come 

in contact with the juvenile justice system are also at a great risk for becoming 

antisocial adults. To reduce adult criminality, understanding the link between child 

maltreatment and mental health issues among juvenile delinquents is critical (Dembo et 

al., 1987). 

Child Maltreatment, Delinquenqy, and Violent Behavior 

childhood maltreatment is widely recognized a;S a risk fiictar far predicting 

juvenile delinquency (Smith and Thonabnry, 1995; National Research Council, 1993; 

Z i n p E e t  d., 1993; Widom, 1989; Loebg and S t o ~ e r - ~ b c r ,  1986). F d y  

structure and dysfimction are also associated with early-onset and serious delinquency 

(Sampson and Lamben, 1994). According to the “cycle of violence litemme,” 
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violent behavior in adolescence is connected to physical or sexual abuse in childhood 
- 

(Dodge et al., 1990; Widom, 1 9 8 9 ~  Morrow and Sonell, 1989; Mouzdgitis, 1981). 

A bighptaPortion of those who m e  in contact with the criminal justice 

system have histories of maltreatment. Not mpxhhgly, many instbtionalized youth 

come ikom fbdybackgrounds chraactenzed by abuse, neglecf and other traumatic 

experiences (Dembo et al., 1987). The connection between maltreatment as a youth 

and in- ‘on 8s an adult is also evident. Arecent survey of state prison hmatcs, 

for example, found that 14% of male inmates and 37% of female inmates reported they 

had been abused before the age of 18 (Harlow, 1999). This compares to general 

population estimates of 5% to 8% for males and 12% to 17% for females (Gorey and 

Leslie, 1997). Paroled youth with maltreatment histories have a higher rate of 

recidivism than those without such histories, which places them at a higher risk for 

involvement in the adult criminal justice system (Visher et al., 1991). 

Child Mdtreatment (Rtd Mental Health 

The behavior characterized by the justice system as delinquency may be a result 

of the adolescent’s family history. This history is reflected both in their behavior and 

in their mental health. Violence within the M y  (bo& experiencing abuse and 

witnessing fkdy violence) has a negative effect 011 adolescents’ psychological 

development. Children who witness interprcntal violence have significantly higher 

levels of anxiety and depression than children who do not witness such violence 

(Edelsan, 1999). Anxiety, depression, and stress rcsult fi;om exposme to M y  
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I 
violen~e (Edels~n, 1999; 1998; H~ltzWorth-Muntoe et al., 1997; Nilzon and 

1 . Palmemus, 1997; Straus and Kantor, 19?4; Straus andGcllcs, 1990). 
1 -  

Incarcerated youth may have been witnesses to family violence or victims of it, 

and studies have found a hi& percentage of general mental health problems 

these youth (Steincr, 1997). Empirical studies have documented the high rate of 

agnessionamong individuals confinedto COrreCfioIlZil institutions (Boothby and 

Durham, 1999, Eyestone and Howell, 1994, Daniel et al., 1988; Chiles et al., 1980). 

For example, one study ofjuveniles in p u p  homes and detention centers estimated 

that over half were in need of mental health services (Pratt, 1996). In another study, 

37% of incarcerated youth surveyed were found to be at risk for clinical aepression 

(Messier and Ward, 1998). Mental health intementions for in- juvenile 

offenders are necessary. 

Dimensions of Child Maltreatment 

Child maltreatment is not a monolithic construct. Commonly recognized 

dimensions of child maltreatment include physical abuse, sexual abuse, psychological 

abuse, neglect, and witnessing violence among family members. Consequences of 

family violence are influenced by the type, jkquency, L d  chronicity of the 

maltreatment. Silvern et al.’s (1995) lindings, for example, suggest that the mumatic 

effects of witnessing domestic violence may be distinct Grom those associated with 

experiencing child abuse. These findings are confirmed by longitudinal research 

showing that youth who report higher levels of exposure to inteqarental violence have 
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significantly more adjustment difEdties (e.g. anxiety and depre~&on), even when they 

were not physicallr 04 d y  abused (Fergusxm and Harwood, 1998). It is difEcuIt 

often overlap m samplea. Because this has been dme to alimitedextent in the mearch 

literatme, less is known about the influence of individual dimensions of childhood 

maltreatment, OT the additive cansequences of various dimensions, on adolescent 

psychological d . e n t  problems. 

Hughes et al., (1989) propose that children who both witness and experience 

family violence are at a high risk for a “double-whammy” effect of consequences. In 

order to better understand the mechanisms that place children who witness marital 

violence at risk for djustment difiiculties, it is important to examine the co-occurrence 

of witnessing f d l y  violence and other dimensions of maltreatment. Additionally, 

there are few studies that examine these issues using samples of incarcerated juvenile 

delinquents. The ccmnection b e t w h  childhood maltreatment and juvenile offending 

(Widom and Am- 1994) makes this population particularly important far studying 

these issues. Delinquents may be more or less responsive to treatment or institutional 

regimentation, depending on their particular histories with family violence. 
- 

Institutional Rdjustwmt 

Few studies have examined the impact that child maltreatment has onjuvcnilcs’ 

psycholo@cal adjustment within c0rreCfiona.l institutions. One might expect that the 

negative influence that child maltreatment has on adolescent cognitive and emotional 
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fimctianing (Dodge et al., 1990; Cicchetti, 1989) would also make it harder for them to 

adjust to a d d  cnvjrcmment. While it is clear &om a review of the extant 

literature that there are negative psych+social c~ll~equetlce~ of experiencing child 

-w less is known about the extent to which maltreatment effects juveniles' 

djustment w i t h  an institutional setting. What does the experience of maltreatment 

add to the issue of institutional adjustment? The literature on institutional adjustment 

suggests that factors that youth bring with them mto the institution (importation 

hypothesis) and those that they experience within the institution (deprivation 

hypothesis) are related to how they adjust to living in a secure environment. Absent 

f b m  much of this discussion, however, is the role that child maltreatment plays as an 

importation &or farjuveniles' adjustment within a correctional Setting. Additionally, 

little research has examined the potential negative psychological problems for 

maltreated youth within specific types of institutional settings. It is quite possible that 

the experience of being placed in a secure institutional setting produces levels of stress 

that psychologkdly returns juveniles' to past trauma. Boot camp programs provide a 

key example of a bular programmatic correctional option for which some critics 

argue are inappraprate for certain types of juveniles, especially for those fiom abusive 

backgrounds (Morash and R u c k ,  1990). 
- 

Thdbre, it is essential to gain a stronger understanding of institutianat 

adjustment that the collectioI1EII field examine both the effects of child maltreatment as 

well as its interaction with specific institutional modalities. Research addressing these 

issucs can help address specific policies regarding appmpriate Scteening and treatment 
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options for youthfut offenders. F\lrthermore, understanding the link between child 

rnahdment and the institution mod able to treat these youth will provide akey first 

step to pl- appmpriate p r o m  for juveniles with histories of maltreatment and 

obtaining the best services to help them become law-abiding and mentally healthy 

individuals. 

Cumnt study 

This study examines the influence of child maltreatment on juvemiles’ 

psychological adjustment within correctional institutions. Specifically, this study 

assesses the impact of child maltreatment on selfreparted anxiety and depression 

among youth shortly after being confined to correctional facilities as well as their 

djustment over time. Research has found several internalizing emotions that are 

important indicators of maladjustment two of these indicators are! anxiety and 

depmssion (Buehler et al., 1997). The present research coIlsists of a longitudinal 

design of surveys conducfed with a large sample of institutionalized juvenile offenders 

fiom 48 correctional facilities. This study examines the effect of child maltreatment 011 

institutional psychological adjustment. Also, the present study examines whether there 

are dBmtial impacts of child maltreatment on ad.j&ent for youth confhecl to 

jwenilebootcampscamparadtotraditidinstituti~ Thisstudywillinform 

practitioners and researchers on the prevalence of child maltreatment among 

institutianaliz;ed youth and its impact on adjustment over time and across Eacility types. 

This study, theref-, informs theories of institutional acljustment, practition- 
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! interested in issues of institutid adjustment, and issues surrounding the 

appropriateness of institutional mbdalities for ybuth with prior histories of 

maltreatment 

ResearchOuc& '0115 

Building on the prior literatUte on the effects of child maltreatment, this study 

addressestwoprimaryresearchquestians. 

1. Does child maltreatment have a significant and positive impact on anxiety and 

depression levels as well as their change over time among institutionalized 

juveniles? 

Do juveniles who were maltreated as children adjust diffetently in boot camps 

compared to traditional institutions? 

2. 

or-on 

chapter 2 presents a review of the literature that is relevant to the mearch 

questions. There are three sections in Chapter 2. The first section discusses the 

history, dimensions, etiology, and scope of child maltreatment. The second section 

reviews the literatme on the relationship between childmaltreatment and delinquency 

and/or violent behavior. The third section nwiews the literatlae on the psycboIogical 

consequences of child maltreatment, and, in particular, the negative effects of cxposw~ 

to violence in the family. In addition, issues related to child maltreatment and 

in- 'on are discussed, specifically focusing on anxiety and depressian as 
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measures of institutional adjustment. Chapter 3 presents two theoretical explanations 

forinstitutionalmahijustmcnt ThischEprterspecificallydiscussesthereMonship 

betweenimport&onanddcprivationfhctorsandinstitutionaladjustment chapter4 

provides a description ofjuvenile boot camps and an overview of the issues and 

controversies sumomding their use forjuvenile offenders. Chapter 5 discusses the 

methodological approach used for this dissertation. Chapter 6 presents the findings 

fiom this research. Finally, Chapter 7 presents theory and policy implications from this 

study and discusses directions for future research. 
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This chapter presents literahae that is relevant totheresearch questions 

exploredinthisstudy. Theliteraturepresentedisarganizadmtbreesaetions. Thefirst 

section discusses the history, dimensions, etiology, and scope of child maltreatment. 

dtreatment and Criminality. The third section discusses the negative psychological 

consequences of child maltreatment and discusses the influence of child maltreatment 

on institutional adjustment as meamred by anxiety and depression. 

Child Maltreatment 

Child maltreatment is a problem within all communities, regardless of age, 

ethnic or racial background, social or economic class, gender, or religious background 

(Var@ese and M o d s ,  1985). Maltreatment destroys fkmily structure and has 

devastating consequences to children, siblings, and otha family members. 

Maltreatment, however, has not always been recognized as a social problem. The 

following d o n  provides a brief history of child maltreatment. This section is not 

meant to be exhaustive but to provide a background f& the tcstarch conducted m the 

P==t-* 

Historical Perspective of Child Maltreatment 

Abusive child-rearing practices are not a recent phenomena The history of 
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Westem Society is plagued with darkness regarding the violent and abusive way 

chilbhavebeen treatedbyparents. Inaacient times, it was cmnmcmplace far 

children to experience cruel and harsh punishment as a means to corre~f their behavior. 

According to historian Samuel Mill (1989, various kinds of abusive treatment were 

culturally sauctioned. In fkt,  infanticide was extremely common among ancient aad 

prehistaric cultures. hfhtswerekilled, abandoned, or leftto die unless the father 

# granted the infiant the right live. Moreover, targets of infiinticide tended to be girls, 

children born to unmarried women, idants who constantly cried., infants who were 

defmed, and infants who had a perceived imperfection (Robin, 1982). Infanticide 

remained commo~l through the IS* and 19”’ centuries. Since ancient times, every 

society has been guilty of the crime of ab= and neglect (Kempe and H e k ,  1976). 

In addition to killing children as a form of abuse, children were beaten with 

rods and canes and were mutilated by parents (Gelles, 1997). In colonial America, 

parents were encouraged to beat evil spirits out of their children. ‘Stubborn child’ laws 

were enacted in the early 1600s which allowed parents to petition for the death of their 

child 

Agencies to prom auimal rights were established before there wcfe laws to 

protect children’s rights (Groves, 1996)’ and it was noiuntil the fht half of the 

twentieth century that there were social and legal remedies for maltreated children. 

Rotecting children became a social responslaility in the 19309 with the passage of the 

Social S d t y  Act Governmental attention to the problem of child maltreatment lead 

to the first research inquiries mto the physical injuries children suffered at the hands of 
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parents. One of the earliest definitions of child abuse was sugpted by physician C. 

Henry Kempe mhisbenchmarkpaper ‘bastered child syndrome’ where child abuse was 

&&ed as a clinical condition with medical injuries that resulted fiom a physical 

ass8ult (Kempe et al., 1962). Prior to Kempe’s scholarship, pmfaional and media 

articles on child abuse and neglect were virtually n m a t .  Kempe’s work is 

commonly used to markthe date when child abuse was rediscovered during the 

twentieth century (Nelson, 1984). After Kemp’s work, the issue of child rnaltreatm& 

finally received national attention as an interdisciplinary phenomena and was embraced 

by the medical and social work fields. 

In respanse to the &ork of Kempe and other early researchers, government 

began to take a more active role in the protection of children. Between 1963 and 1967, 

for example, mandatory child maltreatment reporting laws were passed by every state 

and the District of Columbia (Gelles, 1997). As a result, the nation experienced a 

dramatic increase in the demand for child protective senices (Nelson, 1984). In 1973 

Richard Gelles published an article that argued against the dominant paradigm of 

panentat psychopathology as the cause of maltreatment and instead suggested that the 

cause is sociologically oriented (Gelles, 1974). Shortly afterwatds, in 1974, the federal 

government established the National Center on Child pibuse andNeglect with the 

passage of legislation sponsorad by then Senator Walter Mmdale: the Federal Child 

Abuse Revention and Treatment Act. The Act m a t e d  over fifty million dollars 

for research, program developmemt, and program evaluation efforts between 1974 and 

1980 (Gclles, 1997). 
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In addition to govunmental attention, child maltreatment was becoming a field 

ofscientificstudybyresearchers. Themnation-widepublicslweywasumctucted 

m 1970 to determine the extent of the problem (Gil, 1970). Gil reviewed over 20,000 

childmakatment cases that were repartedto an official source m the United States 

during 1967 and 1968. This research &brt, and many others that followed, 

highliightea the influence of M y  factors in the etiology of maltreatment. Eventually 

the topic of child maltreatment emerged h m  behind closed doors and was v i d  as 

an important social issue. Within public and professional commmities, child 

maltreatment is considered to be a relatively recently discovered social problem 

(Garbarino, 1981). Researchers today, however, recognize the extreme social costs that 

result b r n  child maltreatment, and consider it to be a topic worthy of scientific study 

and directed social policy. 

Dimemions of Child Maltreatment 

The concept of child maltreatment is not Mi-dimensional. Several different 

dimensions of child maltreatment have been identified. Many scholars have 

exclusively focused their research on one type, such as physical abuse, neglect, or 

sexual abuse. Yet, in other cases research does not diskguish between the etiology 

and outcomes of the different types of maltreatment. Some scholars vim child 

maltreatment as a range of behavior fiam mild discipline to severe physical or sexual 

abuse, while other scholars see it as a set of behavioral problems each having a distinct 

etiology (Gelles, 1997). The comquenw of the co-occlrmnce of different 
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dimensions of child maltreatment has received limited attention in the literature. This 

-- 

- point holds true regardless of the fact that it is imlikely for victims of maltreatment to 

be subjected to only me dimension. For example, emotional and psychological 

maltreatment is a d  precursorto physical and sexual abuse (Browne andHerbert, 

1997). One group of researchem estimated that almost half of the children who witness 

violence between their parents are also victims of physical abuse (Jodes and Le 

Compte, 1991). Regardless, little is known about amseqences of Merent kinds of 

maltreatment (National Research Council, 1993). Research focuSing on the CQ. 

occurrence of different kinds of maltreatment is important for the development of 

appropriate prevention and treatment strategies. 

One of the most diacult tasks in the field of child maltreatment has been to 

develop an agreed upon working definition. According to the National Research 

Council (1993), there are as many definitions of child maltreatment as there are 

scholars in the field. One of the problems in developing an agreed upon definition is 

that different groups and practitioners use the definition for different purposes. Today, 

the National Research Council recognizes four categories within the term 'child 

maltreatment:'l) physical abuse; 2) sexual abuse; 3) neglect; and 4) emotional 

maltreatment1 Each category is comprised of a ranp of behaviors. Each of these fbur 

1 

The inclusion of physical abuse, sexual abuse, neglect, and emotional abuse is 
consistent with the definition of child abuse and neglect by the Child Abuse prevention 
and Treatment Act of 1974. According to the Act, "child abuse and neglect means the 
p h y s i c a l o r m e n o a l m ~ , ~ s e x u a l a b y s e ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t r e a t m e n t o r  
maltreatment of a child under the age of eighteen, by a person who is iesponsr'ble for 

13 

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



Categories, and the additional category of Witnessing family violence, will be reviewed 

m the following 8ectim.2 

PhysicalAbwe. Some researchers argue that physical abuse includes physical 

punishment, since the intent is to cause some slight harm in order to corrects &Id’s 

behavior (Gelles, 1997). According to social surveys, physid punishment of children 

is extremely common in American society. For example, rates of physical punishment 

of children me estimated to range between 84% and 97% by parents during some point 

while raising their children (Straw, 1991; 1994; Straus and Gelles, 1990). 

Empirical research does not support a relationship between physical punishment 

and physical abuse (Gelles, 1991). Physical abuse is the most firequent dimension of 

maltreatment experienced by children (Am-, 1991). The majority of incidents 

involving physical abuse to children are not life-threatening events (Crittenden, 1998). 

Rather, most incidents involve minor injuries, are repetitive, are accompanied with 

another dimension of maltreatment such as psychological abuse or neglect, and are 

directed towards most children in a household. However, physical abuse includes both 

major and minor physical injuries. Examples of major physical injuries include bone 

f?actme, dislocatidsprains, i n t d  injuries, poisonings, brain damage, skull frscatre, 
- 

the child’s we- under cixmmsm ces which indicate the child’s health or wem is 
hanned or threatened thereby” (Varghese and M o d t i s ,  1985: 9). 

It is important to note that emotional maltreatment is included in this section for 
discussion purposes because it is a recognized category of child maltreatment by the 
National Resear& Council (1993). Emotional dtmtment is not a type of 

2 

maltrea$nent examined in the d y s i s  saction of this dissertatian. 
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subdunrl hemorrhage or hematama, burns, scalds, severe cuts, lacerations, bruises, 

welts, or related injuries (Worn 1987). Examples of minor physical injuries include 

shakbg, minor cuts, bruises, welts, or W a r  injuries that do not place the child’s lifk 

at risk Additional forms of physical abuse that have been recognized 8s c8usts of 

childhood morbidity and mortality include f d  alcohol syndrome, addiction during 

pregnancy, and intentional poisoning of children (Siefert, 1985). Auothtx rare type of 

physical abuse is r e f d  to 

be ill in order to receive medical or financial attention. 

‘Mum-’ in which an adult will cause a child to 

Sexual Abuse. Sexual abuse has received much attention as a form of child 

maltreatment as a result of the research conducted by V. De Francis on incest during 

the 1960s (see De Francis, 1966). According to the research on sexual abuse that has 

accrued since De Francis’s work, unlike physical abuse and exposure to marital 

violence, the perpetrator of sexual abuse is often a nonparental adult, such as an uncle 

or cousin (Trickett et al., 1998). Sexual abuse includes the involvement of a child in 

any sexual act or situation such as incest, exposure to indecent acts, exploitation, 

forcible or statutary rape, sexual assault, molestation, involvement in child 

pornography, or s e d  rituals. As with other forms of abuse, official estimates of 

sexualabuseunderesbmate its actual occumnce beau& the field relies heavily on self 

reparting. The very f h t  national survey on the nature, prevalence, and impact of 

childhood sexual abuse took place in 1985 by the Los Angedes Times, and was 

conducted as a telephone survey (Finkelhor et al., 1990). Sexual abuse prevalence 

rates for females vary between 15% and 33% and for males the rate ranges between 
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13% and 16% (Finkelhor et al., 1990, Fromuth and Burlchart, 1989). A national survey 

f d  27% of women and 16% of the men experienced sexual abuse (Finkelhor et al., 

1490). While it is estimated that females comprise 85% of all sexual abuse victims 

(Ccmte et al., 1989), research indicates that males are victims of sexual abuse mort 

often thsm was originally suspected (Fhlcelhor, 1990). Other researchers state, “There 

is an alarming trend of confirmed and probable cases of sexual abuse in young boys” 

(Heath et al., 19%: $%). Boys and girls encamter differeas types of childhood sexual 

abuse. When boys are at a young age, they are anally abused to the m e  degree that 

girls are vaginally ab& (Heath et al., 1996). However, boys are consistently anally 

abused throughout dl ages while girls are vaginally abused more at earlier ages. 

Child Neglect. Child neglect has been a difficult phenomena for researchers to 

study and, therefore, statistics are harder to come by. Neglect is not as easily 

identifiable visually as the bums and bruises caused by acts of physical violence. In 

addition, neglect is not one single action, but rather a series of ‘inactions’ (Baily and 

m y , .  1985). Child neglect involves a deficiency in caretaker obligation that results in 

psychological and/or physical harm. The originS of child neglect are most commonly 

grounded within parent characteristics (Polansky et al., 1992)’ and they include 

neglecting to provide nourishment, clothing, shelter, h&th cam, education, and 

supervision. Neglectfirl behavior also mcludcs abandonmemt and emotional neglect. 

Variations exist h state to state m the range of behavim that are included under 

neglect (Varghcse and M o d t i s ,  1985). Neglect is sometimes r e f d  to as passive 

violence, where auger towards the victim is shown by a lack of concern for the victim’s 
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wen-being (Bmwne and Herbert, 1997). While neglect does not involve physical 

fonoe, the C O I ~ S C ~ U ~ C C ~  may be physical, psychological, or social m nature. After aU, 

not providing children with proper nourishment or emotional support, for example, can 

result in both their physical and psychological detriment 

EmotionaZ Maltreatment. Emotional mdtrealment is the most recently 

recognized type of maltreatment and is also ref& to as psychological ab-. It is the 

most difEicult dimension of maltreatment to quantify in terms of severity. While few 

self-report surveys have attempted to measure the prevalence of psychological abuse, it 

is assumed that official reports of this dimension of maltreatment underestimate its 

occurrence. For example, using a very broad definition of psychological maltreatment 

and a national sample of 3,346 parents, ViSsbg et al., (1991) estimated that 63% of the 

parents used some form of psychological maltreatment within the past year. 

Psychological abuse occurs when an adult’s behavior is intended to tex~orize a 

child and cause fear or anxiety. Verbal abuse, belittlement, a lack of emotional 

availability, and similar behaviors on the part of the caretaker cause the child to have 

low self esteem. This form of maltreatment includes harm inflicted on the victim’s 

intellectual or mental capacity and inhibits normal fimctihg. 

It has been argued that children’s adjustment i d  development are gravely 

af€ectcd by psychological abuse, and that they experience hann that extends beyond 

physical scars left by overt violence. Psychological abuse leaves scars 011 self-esteem 

and self-concept. 

Witnessmg Violence in the Fami@. While sexual abuse, physical abuse, 
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neglect, m d e m O t i d d t r W m m t  are directtyaperiendbythe child, mothex 

dimension of mahzmtmcnt'that has negative CODSBQUCI~C~S for children and adolescents 

is witnessing violence between family members. This dimension is not included m the 

definition of child maltreatment established by the National Research Council (1993). 

Research on the effects of witnessing family Violence ism the early stages (Suddcman 

and JaEe, 1997). 

The needs of children who witness violence within the home remain largely 

unrecognized by teachers, mental health professionals, law enfixcement personnel, 

health care providers, and social science researchers. It is estimated that children 

witness between 40% and 80% of domestic violence that takes place (JaEe et al., 

1990). Each year, approximately 3.3 million children between the ages of three and 17 

observe physical confkontations between their parents (Henning et al., 1996). Straw 

(1992) estimates this figure to be even higher; he suggests that 10 million children each 

year witness physical violence between their parents, and estimates this figme to triple 

throughout childhood. A study by Fantuzu, et al., (1997) examined the extent to which 

children were involved in misdemeanor domestic violence cases. Their tindings 

indicated that in 20% of households where substantiated domestic violence occurred, 

children wcrc invol~ed in the abusive episode in 11% i;, 12% ofthe cases. 

"hose who witness violence within their family of origin am a hidden gnnrp 

who ~ p t  at risk for involvement in violent relationships, developing emotional and 

behavioral problems, and having achievement problems at school. Additional 

psychological comquences of witnessing violence include depressian, anxiety, 
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1 
I posttraumatic stress dboder, conflicts with peas, social isolation, noncompliance with 

adults, legnsing problems, and a host of bchavid problems (Sudermann and JSk, - 

1997). The extent of the emotional and b e h v i d  c ~ ~ l ~ e q u e c l c e ~  are dependent on a 

~ I 

number of factom, such as the &ration, fkequency, and chronicity of the expo-, the 

physical closeness to the incident, the child’s age and coping strategies, and the 

availability of legal protection (Bell and Jenkins, 1993; Famulam et al., 1993; Martinez 

-- and Richem, 1993; National Research Council, 1993). 

Scholars have pointed out that an area in need of future research is the 

concurrent effects of physical abuse and sexual abuse in combination with witnessing 

violence (Suddermann and JafZe, 1997), since it has been estimated that between 45% 

and 70% of children who witness violence between their parents are also victims of 

physical abuse (Strau et al., 1980). While research on the effects of witnessing 

violence in the family of origin is relatively new, it is a dimension of child 

maltreatment that has a profound influence on psychological adjustment in the next 

generation. And, it is important to remember that this is the invisible background of 

many incarcerated juveniles. 

Hughes et al., (1 989) propose that children who both witness and experience 

~ y v i o ~ ~ ~ a r e a t a h i g h r i s k ~ a ” d o u b l ~ ~ ~ e & c t o f ~ ~ .  ~n 

order to better understand the mechanisms that place children who witness marital 

violence at risk far adjustment difliculties, it is impartant to examine the cxwccmmce 

of witnessing family violence and other dimensions of maltreatment. 
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Etiology of child Mal- 

-- 

Althoughthis study cannot address the causes of childmaltreatment, this 

section provides abriefdiscussion 00 the research examining the causes of child 

maltreatment to provide a background for the research conducted herein. According to 

the National Academy of Sciences panel of research on child abuse and neglect, little is 

known about the major causes and pathways that influence risk factars in the etiology 

of child maltreatment (National Research Council, 1993). While some progress has 

been made in the past thirty years of research on child abuse and neglect, the existing 

literature points to the dirsculty of scientifically studying such an emotional 

phenomenon. 

The first etiological models of child abuse were developed h m  retrospective 

studies and were models that focused on either characteristics of the parent or child 

For example, child characteristics and factors that have been shown to increase the risk 

of maltreatment include age, gender, low birth weight, temperament, prematurity, 

developmental difficulties, or being emotionally or physically disabled (National 

Research Council, 1993). Research has shown that very young children are at the 

greatest risk of being physically abused or killed and females are at a heightened risk of 

being sexually abused than males. Overall, however, the literatme is not clear ifchild 
c 

C- 'cs are umtriithg factors to maltreatment, cmmquences of rnaltreatm~ 

or are contributing factars ody when other parent and environmental fhctors are 

Similar to models focuSing only on the child or the parent, early sociologkd 
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models focusad on the physical aud social environment without considering 

characteristics of the child or parent Although these models did not finny estabIish 

direct causal relationships in the etiology of maltreatment, they did idenw numerous 

variables that had some sort of relationship with maltreatment. For example, the 

influence of poverty was recognized as being strongly related to neglect (Gil, 1970). 

Having a lack of social support systems was also found to be related to the presence or 

absence of maltreatment (Garbarino, 1977). 

The early simple models of child abuse were eventually criticized by the 

scientific community as having limited explanatory power since it was recognized that 

maltreatment did not arise out of a single factor. Although simple models identified 

variables that had an impact on the risk of maltreatment, these models did not establish 

causal relationships. During the 1970s researchers began to examine interactions 

among the child, parent, and environmental risk factors (National Research Council, 

1993). Among others, factors such as adult personality characteristics, adult attitudes, 

attributions, and cognition, alcohol and drugs, biological factors, demographic factom, 

child characteristics, parenting styles, stressll life events, family incomdpoverty, 

unemployment, neighborhood characteristics, and cultural and social values were 

studied. 
- 

Interactive models focusad on a cambination and interactian of several risk 

&om, not just the presence of an mdividuaI factar? These models identifjl numerous 

~~ 

3 

Three contemporary models that recognize the interactions among multiple risk fhctors 
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pathwars for maltreatment, depending on the presence, a b s c n ~  and combination of 

certainriakaadpmteztivef.actarsassoclrded * w i t h t h e c h i l d , ~ d e n ~ e n s  

(Cicchetti and Carlson, 1989). Interactive models predict maltreatment to occur when 

the presence of risk factars outweigh the presence of protective or buffering fktors 

(Cicchdti and Carlson, 1989). The risk firctors are subject to change over time just as 

individuals and life Citcumstan ces change due to dynamic historical or developmental 

periods. Although &tively’new, interactive models are promising approaches when 

looking towards h r e s e a r c h  in this area. 

Udortunately, not a lot of research exists comparing the etiologies of specific 

types of maltreatment, such as neglect, physical abuse, sexual abuse, and psychologid 

abuse. Studies that have examined the differences and similarities among etiologies 

have documented the complex nature of this issue. For example, a large scale 

longitudiual study of a northeastern representative community sample using official 

and self-repart data was conducted to investigate risk factors ass0ciated with child 

ab= and neglect (Brown et al., 1998). Different patterns of risk factors predicted the 

occumnce of physical abuse, sexual abuse, and neglect. Specifically, 15 factors wefe 

associated with physical abuse, nine factors wete asso~iated with sexual abuse, and 21 

factors were associated with neglect The study‘s h & g s  continned the hypothesis 

that the causes of child abuse and neglect are extremely complex. 

of child maltreatment and view it within the sociocut\lTBI environment in which it 

transactional models (see National Research Comcil, 1993, for a review). 
occ\p8 (Le., the fhlily, community, and socicfy) inchldc  logical# transitianal, and 
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According to Azar's (1991) metatheoretical analysis of models of child abuse, 

numerousrnodek couldbe positedto explain child physical abuse alone. The next step 

for future research, acading to Azar (1991), is to prioxitize the Wars and conditions 

that have been identified as leading to abuse. 

The Scope of Chiid Maltmdment 

In addition to the complexity involved in studying the etiology of child 

maltreatment, the exact scope of child maltreatment is unknown. A source of child 

maltreatment data heavily relied upon in the past have been clinical studies. Data in 

clinical studies are collected by the clinician, whether is it a social worker, 

psychologist, psychiatrist, or marriage counselor. Although clinical studies have the 

potential of providing very detailed information, they tend to utilize small, non- 

representative samples, unsophisticated sampling techniques, lack comparison groups, 

and as a result are limited in terms of generalhbility. 

Given these problems with clinical studies, the two main sources of data used 

today to estimate the incidence and prevalence of maltreatment are official statistics 

and population surveys. Since official statistics represent only those cases reported by 

pfizssiomis to the authorities 

is suspectad that they grossly un- ' the actual prevalence of maltreatment, In 

fkct, far every me case of maltreatmmt officidyreparted, it is suspected that there are 

three cases that remain UIlTepOrted (Varghese and Mouzakitiq 1985). In addition, 

enforcement, & medical pasomel, etc.), it 

official statistics are limited because they indicate a class bias, rely on a voluntary 
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reparting process, and are tiedto abweaumb 'c process m e r ,  1987). 

The largest official source of childmaltreatmentdataistheNational Child 

Abuse andNeglest Data System (NCANDS), which is the Administration on children, 

Y~andFamiliesprimarydatacollection,~~andinformationdissemination 

program on child makeatment (U.S. Department of H d t h  and Human Services, 

1999). NCANDS was established by the National Center of Child Abuse and Neglect 

and represents all child maltreatment cases reported to states' child protective services 

agencies. professids in various fields who come into contact with children are 

required by The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act of 1974 (pubiic Law 93- 

247) to report suspected child abuse and neglect cases to NCANDS. However, this 

official measure is questionable in the end since the definition of child abuse and 

reporting practices vary fkom state to state. 

According to the most recent NCANDS figures far the year 1997, states 

reported that nearly three million children were alleged victims of maltreatment! 

From these reports, the national rate of children who were brought to the attention of 

Child Protective Services (CPS) agencies was about 42 children per 1,000 children in 

the population under the age of 18. 
c 

Fifty-four percent of all maltreatment reports were made by professionals 

(legal, medical, educational, law enforcement, mental health, day care, ot social scrvict 

personnel); 26.4% were made by parents, M y  members, fiends, neighbors, and 

I 

Figure is based on reports fhm 45 States. 
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allegedvictimS; and 20% of thereparts were made by unknown 8o\pces, other sources, 

. Or The diStn’buti&of child maltreatment reporbing sourceshas 

remained COIlsfEmf since 1990 with educatars rejmsenting the largest single source and 

law enforcement representing the second largest so\pct of reparts to a CPS agency. 

Of all investigations conducted by a CPS agency, one-tbird of the investigations 

resulted in a disposition of either substantiated or indicated child maltreatment 

(33.8%). Slightly more than half of the investigations resulted in a finding that child 

maltreatment was not substantiated (56.2%): Ten-percent of the CPS investigations 

resulted in a Gnding other than child maltreatment or resulted in no finding at all. 

Therefore, according to the investigations conbted by CPS agencies, there were 

approximately 984,OOO victims of child maltreatment nationwide during the year of 

1997, which was a decrease fiom more than one million in 1996.’ This calculates to a 

rate of victimization for 1997 of 13.9 per 1,OOO children. The rate of victimization has 

been steadily declining since 1993 whm it peaked at 15.3 per 1,OOO in the population. 

Howevtz, the 1997 rate is sti l l  slightly higher than the 1990 rate of 13.4 per 1,OOO 

which was when the first NCANDS data were collectecL 

For 1997, approximately 53% of the Victims experienced neglect (440,944), 

24% experienced physical abuse (197,557), 12% were-sexually abused (98,339), 6% 

S 

Figures are based on reports h m  42 States. 

Figures are based on reports h m  46 States. 

Figure is based on reparts from 44 States. 

6 

7 
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experienced psychological abuse or neglect (49,338), 2.3% experienced medical 

.- 

neglect (18,894), and 10% ex.pcrimced other types of maltreatment such as 

abandonment, congenital drug addiction, or threats to harm the child (103,576).a9 

when cornparingthese figures tothe 1990 estimates, the prapartion of victims who 

were neglected increased by 7.5%, whaeas the Praportian of those who were SexUBuy 

abused declined by 4.8%. Also, compared to 1990 estimates, the proportion of victims 

who were physically abused declined by 2.3%, and the Ptaportion of those who were 

victims of other types of maltreatment increased by 2.5%. 

Prior to the development of the NCANDS, the National Center on Child Abuse 

and Neglect (NCCAN) contracted with Westat, Inc. to conduct the first National 

Incident Study @TIS-1) on child abuse and neglect in 1979-1980. The second National 

Incidence Study (NIS-2) was conducted in 1986. These studies represent official 

reparts of maltreatment known to various professional agencies such as investigatory 

agencies (e.g., law enforcement, courts, etc.) and community institutions (e.g., 

educators, physicians, hospitals, etc.). The substantiated maltreatment incidence rate 

for the MS-1 was 10.5 per 1,OOO in the population. The NIS-2 used two operational 

definitions for maltreatment. Based on a more CollServBtive definition that required the 

victim to have identifbble harm, the reported rate of x&ltreatment was 14.8 per 1,OOO 

Figures are based on reports h m  43 States. 

Since children could have been victims of more than one dimension ofabuse, the total 
penxntage exceeds looo?. 

9 
. 
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-- 

inthepopulation. \Nhenabroaderdefinitionwasusedthatconsiderodendangered ~ 

& a b  who 8nt at rialr ofharm, the reportedrate increased to 22.6 per 1,OOO. The 

most recent National Incidence Study (NIC-3) reported the rate of maltreatmd to be 

13.1 per 1,OOO children (Sedlack and Broadhurst, 1996). Difkent reporting policies 

and maltreatment d o n s  acxoss states results in different outcome classifiCations, 

even for children with similar@cnces (NCCAN, 1996). 

Another source of data on child maltreatment, besides official statistics, that 

researchers rely on for prevalence estimates are national population surveys. There are 

several advantages of self-report population surveys. First, they can provide a more 

representative sample of maltreated children because they do not rely on reports made 

by professional agencies. Second, self-report surveys can be broader in their definition 

of child maltreatment and, therefore, provide a more holistic view of this issue. 

Despite these advantages, just as official statistics have their own unique limitations, 

findings h n  self-report surveys are suspect for several reasons. One major criticism 

of selfrepart surveys involves imprecise indicators. For example, some studies include 

spanking in their definition of physical punishment and others may exclude it. Another 

limitation relates to the internal and external validity oEa study's f h b g ~ ,  such 85 

whether the group under study was drawn h m  an institutionalized OT clinical 

population (Docma, 1987). Individuals may be affected by social norms and arc, 

therefore, reluctant to report that they engage in deviant behavior. Furthe~mm, 

individuals who are victims of maltreatmeslt or who engage in abusive behavior may 

not remember their experiences. 
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Again, despite these methodological limitatioxqjust as with any Crime 

statistics, the field relies 

According to a national self-report s u ~ c y  of 6,002 men and women, one out of eight 

self-report mwey~ for estimates O f d t r e a t m e n L  

individuals reported witnessing at least one violent incident betwecn parents while 

growing up (GeUes and Stiaus, 1988). Interviews con- with a national random 

sample of M e s  indicated that 18% of children in the U.S. experienced seva child 

abuse (kickad, bit,&mchad, beat up, burned or scalded, or threatened with or useda 

gun or knife) at least once ( S t m u  and Gelles, 1988). Mare recently, data from the 

National Family Violence Survey reported prevalence rates for physical abuse of 49 

per 1,OOO (Straus et al., 1997). As pointed out by Straus et al. (1997), the physical 

abuse rate reported by the National Family Violence Survey is eleven times higher than 

the physical abuse rate reported by the NCCAN (1994) and five times greater than the 

rate reported by the NIC-3 (Margolin and Gordis, 2000). Even with national surveys 

based on national probability sampling procdures, it is still suspected that child 

maltreatment is grossly uader-reporkd Together, the literatwe across multiple 

methods of data collection indicates that the maltreatment of children in today’s society 

is disturbinglyhigh. 

As alarming as these rates are, the outcome mifinancial cost8 of child 

maltreatment also presents a dismal picture. Medical intervenbion m cases of child 

abuse are extremely costly and the outcome is often significantly worse than far other 

diseases et al., 1997). Cbjldren arriving at Pediatric Intensive cEllf(: Units - 

(Prcu) who have md some farm of maltreatment require an extensive work-up, 
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including both physiological and neraological examinations. Out of 937 admissions to 

the Pediatric Intensive Care Unit (PICU) m a hospital in California for child abuse, for 

example, the medical bills rauged f b n  $12,200 to $1 15,6OOO, with an average cost of 

$35,641. These figures mclude total physician care, f b m  pediatric internists, 

radiologists, ophthalmologists, plastic surgeons, g e n d  slageans, and neurosurgeons. 

While there are difficulties m measuring child maltreatment and prevalence and 

incidence rates differ depending on how it is defined and measmed, all indicators show 

that large numbers of indiviws are victims of maltreatment during childhood. 

According to the U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect, child maltreatment 

is a social ‘epidemic’ that calls for national attention and response (National Research 

Council, 1993). It is clear that maltreatment results in high cosfs socially and 

economically. 

Child Maltreatment and Criminality 

In addition to the high social and economic costs of identifying and treating 

child maltreatment there are other costs associated with its occurrence. One socid cost 

of child maltreatment is its causal relationship with criminality. Detcrminirng the 

source of causality of any human behavior, such as dekquency, is a difficult task, 

especially m the natural environment where controls are difficult to achieve. Rim 

research has established many variables that the likelihood of youth 

Committing delinquent acts. Among these facton are child maltreatment, fhmily . 

crimhd i n ~ ~ l ~ e m e n t ,  substance abuse, and demographic fhctms such as gender, age, 
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and age at first offense. Overall, m h  findings support the idea that no single factar 

t 

8ccounts for all delinquency and that no single pathway leads to a life of crime (ToIan 

and Gonnan-Smith, 1998). 

In addition to the numezous risk fktors that can influence the development of 

antisocial attitudes andbehavior, youth experience a difficult period of transition 

during early adolescence. This is a time when youth experience changes in physical 
-- 

development, emotional adjustment, cognitive abilities, and self-esteem (Nilzon and 

Palmerus, 1997). Family life events and dynamics have been found to have a 

significant influence on the development of adjustment difliculties during this time. 

A recurring theme in the juvenile delinquency literature is the impmtance of a 

healthy home environment characterized by parental &don,  cohesion, and parents' 

involvement in their children's daily lives. When these elements are missing, and 

when parents associate appropriate discipline with physical abuse, healthy development 

is impeded and the child's risk of delinquency increases. Numerous research studies 

have found maltreatment to be a risk factor for delinqmcy. Greater risks exist far 

general and violent offending when a child has been maltreated during childhood, 

Such a child is more likely to begin offending earlier and to be more involved m - 
delinquent activities than children who have not been maltreated earlier in Me. 

This section reviews the research literatUte on the relationship between child 

maltreatment and criminality. First, the literatme on the basic relatianship between 

child maltreatment and general criminal offending is discwd. Next, the literature is 

reviewed that examines the relationship between child maltreatment and violent 
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offmding. These two sections are included because of their impatance to the subjects 

- inthepresentstudy. 

The Relatiomhip Between Mdtmatment andDel iwq /Adul t  Criminality 

The majority of children and adolescents who experience maltreatment do not 

become delinquent or adult offenders, although a high proportion of people who 

d t  crime also experience maltreatmenL The central hypothesis of the 

maltreatment and delinquency relationship is that disrupted social and emotionaI 

development can lead to problem behavior. Research has shown that child 

maltreatment can greatly impact healthy development. Healthy emotional and social 

development is the foundation for law abiding behavior. 

Early research on the relationship between maltreatment and delinquency 

tended to be cross-sectional and retrospective in design. Alfaro (1981), for example, 

examined juvenile court histories of all children referred to a protection agency in New 

York during 1952 and 1953 (N=4,465). Findings indicated that by 1967,100/0 of the 

maltreated children were delinquent or ungovernable, compared to 2% in the State of 

New Yark overall. A study of 226 male and female delinquents incarcerated in four 

New Jasey training schools found high levels of chil&ood maltreatment (Geller and 

Ford-Samma, 1984). According to mother study ofjuvenile delinquents, two-thirds of 

tbe sample reported that they hadbeen beaten with a belt or extension cords, 33% were 

beaten so severely that they wcre bruised, and 32% were beaten at least five times 

during childhood. A survey of incmerakd male delinquents m Nevada found 47% to 
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have been physically abused as children and 1oo/o to have been sexually abused (Mason 

et al., 1998). These studies document the hi& prevalence of child maltreabncnt among 

delinquent populations and are consistent with prior studies that have found high rates 

ofabuseamongincarcerated youth (Spaccarelli et al., 1997). Moreover, Gray (1988) 

reports that retrospective studies have documented a higher prevalence of child 

maltreatment among juvenile delinquents than in the general population of youth, 

A reyiew by Howlinget al., (1990) indicates that studies based on official 

records have found that betweer~ nine and 26% of delinquents have records of abuse 

whereas studies based on delinquents' self-reporb of abuse indicate that the figures 

tend be between 51% and 69%. This difference in official reparts and selfreported 

maltreatment experiences implies that a large potion of abdneglezt incidents are not 

reported to official records. However, studies that have used random or comprehensive 

sampling procedures have found consistent estimates of child maltreatment rates 

among youth in the juvenile justice system (Dembo et al., 1994). Rates range between 

25% and 31%. 

Studies examining child maltreatment using incarcerated adult samples find 

similar trends. Sixty-eight percent of randomly selected adult male felons in- 

in a New York State carrectionat facility self-repxtedkperiencing childhood 

'011 (physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect) befare the age of 12 (Weeks vi- . .  

and Widom, 1998). htemhgly, violent offenders reportad a significantly higher 

amouut of neglect than nonviolent offenders. Using official data, Du#on and Hart 

(1994) reviewedtherecords of 604 adult males mcanxmtdm sevenprisonS in the 
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Pacific Region of Canada Basad on infarmation obtained fiom institutional flies it 

WBS dcterminad that 41% of &e inmates sampled experipxd some form of ch i ldhood  

abuse. Thirty-ane percent of the sample reparted physical abuse, 11% reported sexual 

abuse, and 13% repoitad experiences with neglect. From a review of the literature, it is 

apparent that child maltreatment is prevalent among both delinquent and criminal 

populations. 

Critics of this research, however, contend that the cross sectional approach is 

methodologically inadequate and does not allow one to make causal arguments about 

the relationship between child maltreatment and delinquency/-~ (Doemer, 

1987). In fact, there are numerous criticisms of existing research Supparting the 

correlation between child maltreatment and juvenile delinquency (Schwartz et al., 

1994). Kobayashi et al., (1995) assert that many of the studies that report a casual link 

between child abuse and juvenile delinquency are characterized by methodological 

difficulties and are limited because of their reliance on self-reported retrospective data 

To address the methodological shortcomings of cross sectional designs, researchers 

began to use prospective longitudinal designs to explore the relationship between 

maltreatment and criminal behavior. 

One of the fkstprospective studies on the link-- child maltreatment and 

criminality was conducted by McCord (1983). In McCord’s (1983) longitudinal study, 

232maleswereidentifiedbycastfilesWrittenbetween 1939and1945asbeingeither 
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‘neglected,’ ‘abused,’ ‘re@td,’ or ‘loved’ during their ~hildhoods.’~ After examining 

officialxecds fbrty yearslater, it was dctuminedthatthe groplpshad significantly 

different involvement levels with delinquency. Spacifically, 45% of the neglected or 

abused males cammi#ad a Serious Crime, became mentally ill, became alcoholics, or 

died uwsually young. 

One of the most widely cited longitudinal studies was conducted by WiQm 
i 

(1992). Widom coiichlcted a prospective study which followed 1,575 cases in the 

Midwest from childhood for 20 years through young adulthood to e x h e  the long- 

term consequences of abuse and neglect. The sample included a total of 908 

individuals who experienced substantiated abuse or neglect and a matched group of 667 

individuals who did not experience abuse or neglect. The comparison group was 

matched according to sex, age race, and fdly socioeconomic status. Findings 

indicated that individuals who were abused or neglected as children were more likely 

than those who were not abused or neglected to be arrested for delinquency as juveniles 

and for committing crime as an adult. Specifically, being abused or neglected 

increased the likelihood of being arrested as a juvenile by 53% and as an adult by 38%. 

From this work Widom stresses the need for early intervention and special attmtion to 
* 

Those who had been amtinually subjected to harsh, physical punishment were 
categoxized as ‘abused.’ Those who did not rtceive attention nor affeCtion, or 
in~withparentsiafirequentiywerecategorizedas ‘ n e g l d ’  Thosewhohadat 
least one parent who cared abouttheir well-being were categorized - as ‘ lod’  Those 
who werenot ahcdnmncglcctcd, but were not lovedby one parent were categorized 
as ‘rejected.’ 
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be 

for deliuquency, u im id ty ,  and violence. 

towards ab& aud neglected youth since this group is at the highest risk 

Another prospective study wnducted m the most populated county in North 

Ctdina tracked three random samples of childten tbrough school and juvenile court 

records (ZinpaEet al., 1993). The three samples mcluded me maltreated sample and 

two non-maltreated comparison samples (school and h p ~ e r i s h e d  samples). A 

comparison of the maltreated sample and nm-maltreated samples showed that the 

o v d  experience of maltreatment places children at a higher risk for involvement in 

delinquency. However, after controlling for age, sex, race, and family structure, the 

effect of maltreatment on delinquency was significantly redwed. Based on their 

findings the researchem argue that the relationship between child maltreatment and 

delinquency has been exaggerated (Zingra.f€ et al., 1993). They attribute this 

conclusion to two reasons. First, the studies measuring the relationship are plagued 

with methodological problems and, second, delinquency is only one of many possiile 

cansequences of maltreatment. 

In contrast, a more recent study using data from the Rochester Youth Study in 

the Northeast supparted arelationship between child maltreatment and delinquency 

(Smith and Thornberry, 1995). mcial arrest records’;vere compared to self-report 

~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ o f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ y ~ ~ ~  

more Serious forms of delmquency. A history of maltreatment increases the pro- 

that ajwenile will be arresfcd for &linquency by .13 (hm .32 to .45). Mareover, 

children who experienced multiple types of maltreatment and chronic or severe 
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maltreatment had higher rates of delinquency. 

~Mostrecesltly,Wi~andEhglish(1999)replicatadfindiags~Widom’s 

1992 study and extended their generakabiility using a sample from the Northwest 

region of the U.S. that includes Native American Indians in addition to whites and 

B k h .  The sample of substantiated cases of child abuse and/or neglect was identified , 

from court records during the years 1980-1985. The comparison group was obtained 

by birth fecords and wtm m&hed on the basis of age, race/ethni$ty, gender, and 

approximate family social class. The abused andor neglected individuals in the sample 

(N=900) were significantly more likely than the control group (N==900) to be arrested 

for a &linquent offense and for an offense as an adult (widom and English, 1999). 

These empirical studies are examples of the numerous research efforts 

conducted during the 1980s and 1990s that investigated the relationship between two 

major social issues: child maltreatment and delinquent/crimid offending. Given this 

wealth of empirical evidence, what we do how is that children and adolescents who 

are maltreated are at a higher risk far delinquent or criminal behavior later in life. 

Further evidence of a maltreatment and delinquency link may encourage the 

development of appropriate treatment for institutionalized youthful offenders. 
- 

?%e Relatioruirip Between Maltreutment and Violent Q@bnding 

In addition to the research on the relationship between child maltreatment and 

general mimidie, theze is also a body of literature on the transrmssl ‘anofviolence 

 cross generations. The terms ‘cycle of violence,’ ‘violence begets violence,’ and 
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‘intergeneratid transmissim of violence,’ 8re used interchangeably m literame 

. ’when discusSing the link between child maltreatkent aid violent behavior. This is the 

idea that being exposed to abuse (physical abuse, neglect, sexual abuse, and witnessing 

violence m the fkmily) as a child increases the likelihood of engaging in violent 

behavior later in We. Some research suggtsts that parents who were physically abused 

as children may be more likely than others to abuse their own children (Kau€inan and 

Zigk, 1987; Raymond, 1981; He& and Kempe, 1%8). There are several reviews in 

the litemture on the relationship between child maltreatment and violent behavior 

(Widom, 1989b; Gray, 1988; Garbarino and Plank, 1986). Findings fiom early studies 

testillgtbisrelationshipweremixed. 

Widom (1 989b), for example, reviewed twelve studies that examined the 

relationship between abuse, neglect, and violent behavior. Several of these studies that 

used samples of delinquents found support for a relationship between abuse and later 

violent behavior. For example, 8n early study of incamerated boys in Connecticut 

found those who witnessed or were victims of violence as children were more violent 

than boys who were not exposed to violence during childhood (Lewis et al., 1979). Of 

a sample of 114 violent male delinquents, 30% had witnessed or experienced some 

form of M y  violence, 15% were victims of physical abuse, and 2% were ScxUBuy 

abused during childhood in the home (Hartstane andHansen, 1984). Next, a 

- 

relationship between severe childhood abuse and d t t i u g  murder was found by 

Lewis et al., (1985). Ofnine children who were clinically evaluated &riug 

adolescence and later commjtted murder, 88% had been victimid by one or both 
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parents cornpad to 58% of the nonviolent comparison group youth. In addition, 

statistidly sophisticated WBS performed by Gella a d  Fard-Somma (1984) in 

theirexamnwl 'on of the relationship between specific forms of violent behavior and a 

history of abuse among a sample of 226 mameratdjuvenile o f f e n h  in New Jersey, 

This analysis found that the more the offenders were victimid by routine violence 

(being hit with a belt or stick or by some other hard object), the more violent crimes 

theycommiM 

In another study 101 delinquent adolescents were r e f d  to a psychiatric 

institute for services (Tarter et al., 1984). Twenty-seven of these adolescents were 

abused as children while 74 were not. According to infarmaton f b m  past records, 

probation officer reports, and psychiatric interviews, 44% of the abused delinquents 

committed assaultive crimes compared to 16% of the non-abused delinquents. In a 

similar analysis, of 30 randomly selected adolescents at a psychiatric hospital, 15 were 

admitted for assault and the remaining IS had no prior evidence of assaultive behavior 

(Blount and Chandler, 1979). Eight out of the 15 admitted for assault had prior abuse 

histories while only 3 of the 15 had a history of abuse. 

Widom also reviewed two studies using samples of emergency room patients 

that prov ided  tentative support for the cycle of violen&. v hen comparing violent 

patients d v i n g  services h m  an emergency room in Bosbn to a non-violent COIlffof 

group, violent patients were more likely than the controls to have been abusedby their 

mothers or Mers (Chent and ENin, 1972). Far example, 16 out of the 40 violent. 

patients were physically abusedby their fkthers campartd to only 6 out of the 40 
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nonviolent individuals in the control group. Also, the violent behavior of samples of 

abused and non-abused children who were receiving psychiatric treatment at a city 

hospital were compared (Monane et al., 1984). Comparisons showed that 72% of the 

abused sample had been extremely violent while only 46% of the non-abused patients 

wcre violed 

Several studies examining the relationship between witnessing violence and 

later violent behavior provide mer support for the cycle of violence hypothesis. For 

example, in a study of dating violence among high school students, Head (1 988) 

reported that males who witnessed violence between their parents were four times as 

likely than males who did not witness violence to inflict violence on a dating partner. 

While these and other studies lend support to cycle of violence hypothesis, 

Widom (1 989b) notes that there are findings from several studies that do not support 

this hypothesis. A study by Kratoski (1 982) examined case files of 863 confined 

delinquents who were divided into two groups: those abused and those not abused. The 

abused delinquents were assessed as not being more Violent the non-abused 

delinquents. Similar findings were reported by Guiterres and Reich (1981) in that the 

physically abused children were more likely than the non-abused children to be amsted 

for nonviolent acts such as truancy, running away, etc. 
* 

R~~haveadvisedccwtioniniaterpretingfindingsfiamearlystudiesdue 

to methodological problems. These methoaological problems have been well- 

documented by Widom (1 989b) and by Conway and Hansen (1.989). Studies 

conducted during the 6Os, 7% and 80s are Criticized for fiding to spcdhl ly  define 

39 

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



the phenomenon of interest, having an over-reliance on retrospective designs, using 

weak sampling techniques involving coIlvcnicllf samples, an over-mliance on 
1 

correlational analysis, not distinguishing between abuse and neglect, failing to examine 

the long-term cmsequmccs of abuse and neglect, and a lack of qpropriate control 

groups (far a review, see Widom, 1989b; Conway and Hansen, 1989). 

Along with methodological criticisms of studies that examine the cycle of 
i violence hypothesis, wntroversies remain as to the existence of such a cycle. 

Moreover, studies examining the cycle of violence hypothesis have prodwed rates that 

vary between 18% and 70% (Kaufhan and Zigler, 1987). Kauiinan and Zigler (1987) 

suggest that rates have been overestimated and that a more 8ccuf8te rate of the cycIe of 

violence is approximately 30%. This rate that was supported by Oliver’s (1993) review 

of the literatun. 

More recent research has addressed some of the methodological shortcomings 

of earlier work Widom’s (1992) study (previously mentioned) using a prospective 

matched sample found that being abused and neglected increased the likelihood of a 

violent crime by 38%. Dodge et al.’s (1990) study, using a random sample of 309 

children~gkindergartenre~~oninthreedifferentgeographicareas,examinad 
* 

whether physical violence during childhood affected the development of aggressive 

behavior. Findings showadthat childrmwho were physically abused were 

significantly more likely to be more aggressive than children who did not experience 

abuse. These findings held =gadless of ecological and biological fhctors and wcrc 

consistent across tbree methods of ratings (teacher ratings, peer ratings, and observer 
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ratings). Moreover, this study provided support for the cycle of Violence in that 

children who have been physically abused process social informaton differently than 

children who were not physically harmed Compared to children who were not abused, 

harmed children tcndednottobe aware of impmtant cues, a U r i i  hostile intentions 

to other childrm, and were less likely to have solutions to mterpemd problems. 

More recently, Maxfield and Widom (1996) revisited the cycle of violence issue 

by examining over 20 years of official crimioal records on a sample of 

abdneglected children and a matched control group. Findings indicated that being 

abdneglected increased the risk of being arrested for a violent crime by 29%. The 

arrest rates for those with abuse histories were 21% followed by the arrest rates for 

those who were neglected (20%). 

Overall, the results fiom the more recent studies with improved methodologies 

indicate i n d  support for the cycle of violence hypothesis. Independent of other 

risk factars, it appears that individuals who are maltreated as children have a 

significantly greatex likelihood of engaging in violent behavior. 

Together, the results &om both the studies on the relationship between child 

maltreatment and general delinquency/Mty as well as violent offending indicate 

that it is a substantial xisk factor in the etiology of bo& general and violent offding. 

What is clear h m  this literatun is that child maltreatment within the fbilypresents a 

serious vulnerability to both offending later in life and violent offending in particul8r. 

Moreover, this risk factar appears to have long-term criminogenic effects into late 

adolescence and early ac)ulthood (Hawkim et al., 1998). While beyond the scope of the 
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Psvcholopical Gmsequmces of Child Maltreatment 

In addition to the relationship between various forms of child m a l m e n t  and ~ 

aimbdity, them is also a large body of research documenting its relationship with 

psychological dyshctiions. often, this research examines, specifically, the influence 

of child maltreatment in the form of family violence. It is impossible to determine the 

exact cause or causes of child maltreatment that applies to all children and families. 

children who were subjectedto maltreatment have several different pathways thatthey 

can take depending on how the maltreatment effects their adjustment. The 

consequences of maltreatment may disrupt children’s normal developmental progress 

during their childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, and through their adulthood. 

Children m especially vuluerable to the effects of childhood maltreatment because of 

the potential disruptions to their developmental trajectories (Booney-McCoy and 

Finkelhor, 1995). According to Widom’s (2000) most recent work children who have 

been maltreated are at risk far adjustment difficulties at any time during their 

childhood, adolescence, teenage years, young adulth& and adult life. 

It also ispossiile that abuse or neglect may produce immediate effects that then 
irremediably af€ect subsequent development, which it turn may affect later 
outoomes (Widom, 2000: 7). 

Initial cOIlSequcnceS of psych010gical childhood maltreatment may include 8I1xiefy, 

depressian, =dpo- ‘c stress disorder sppbms, which may in turn lead to a 
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disruption in ageappropriate developmental stages. Udmtunately, survivors of 

dtreatment are at risk for experiencing aajustment problems throughout their life. 

Them are many ways in which juveniles are maltreated in today's society. 

Children and adolescents, for example, may be direct victims of violence in their 

schools, neighbarhoods, or homes. They may also be exposed to violence by viewing 

others with weapom, or by witnessing violent, traumatic events. A large body of 

research has documented the high rate in which children and adolescents come into 

contact with various forms of violence. This is particularly true among 

institutionalized youth, Moreover, studies have firrther documented the negative 

psychological consequences experienced by individuals who are exposed to violence 

and general maltreatment in the home. The following section presents some of this 

research to provide a background for the present study. Since the present study 

addresses only the micro-level relationship of exposure to violence within the family, 

only this research is presented. 

Violence in the Family 

As we move into the twenty-first century, we cannot deny the fact the violence 
- 

has become a commo~l element in the lives of many adolescents living in the United 

States. Between 1980 and 1997, nearly 38,OOO juveniles w r c  murdered in the U.S. 

(Synder and Sickmund, 1999). In 1997 alone, approximately Six juveniles were 

murdered daily. Younger children (age six and younger) were most likely to be 

murderedby a f h d y  member. In addition,juveniles between the ages of 12 and 17 

43 

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



al., 1995; Freeman et al., 1993; Martinez and Ritchers,l993; Fikpatrick and Boldizar, 

1993; Breslau et al., 1991; Pynoos and Nader, 1988; Pynm et al., 1987; Pynoos and 

Eth, 1984). - 
The literatlae clearly documents the negative COI~SBQU~~CCS of violence 8ud 

other forms of maltreatment m the h e .  According to c.rmrmingS (1998), a complete 

reaction andres,poase to atmumatic situation, such as childmaltreatment, a u ~  occur 

over aperiod of time. Theref-, dewelopmental, emotional, and behavid reactions 

to maltmtment may emerge at a laterpomt in time. In ohrwwds, victims arcnot 

44 t 

1 -  

are as likely as young adults bedween the ages of 18 and 24 to be victims of violence. 

Notonly arejuveniles hpn tv ic t ims ,  butthey are also expoidto violence 

by viewing others with weapons (Chao et al., 1998). For many children, home is no 

dbge h x n  violence at school. For example, a m c y  of 1,OOO middle and high school 

students f m d  that 23% had witnessed a murder and 40% of thwe murder victims were 

M y ,  fiends, neighbors, or fellow students (Shakoor and chalnners, 1989). A 

survey of 359 elementary school children m Chicago found that 17% witnessed parents 

or other relatives fighting @yson, 1990). 

A common theme in the psychological literature on children’s reactions to 

violence is that they are siguificantly more likely to experience a wide variety of 

emotional difficulties compared to children wbo are not exposed to violence in the 

home. Numerous studies have documented negative psychological consequences of 

violence exposure, both in the commuuity and family, such as symptoms of 

posttraumatic stress disorder, anxiety, and depression (IUiewer et al., 1998; Singer et 
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1 

d y  at risk for adverse conse~uences during the immediate affermatfi of the 

- victimhtioneqexience. The~ccsofchildmaltreatmmtmaynotbeshW 
.. . ! 

live& and thus affect mdividuals mto &thood (Margo& and Gordis, 2000). In fact, 

reactiansto stressors m the familyare said to OCCUT m at least two, ifnot more, phases 

&aum&is et at., 1998). Hence, the process by which children react and d l  to being 

exposed to violence between parents is complex (Cummings, 1998). 

Clinical stud& for example, have found that exposure to family violence is 

related to feelings of anxiety (Pynoos and Eth, 1985), depression (Freemau et al., 1993; 

Allen and Tarnowski, 1989; Kazdin et al., 1985), other symptoms of posttraumatic 

stress disorder (Garbmino et al., 1992; Pynms et al., 1987), and withdrawal (George 

and Main, 1979; Kagan, 1977; Martin and Beezley, 1977). 

Other non-clinical studies, however, have also examined the mental health 

effects of children’s and adolescents’ exposure to violence in the family. Childhood 

trauma plays a significant role in the development of mental disorders. Psychological 

co~lsequences similar to the effects on youth exposed to war and sniper attacks have 

been reported in the trauma literature: posttraumatic stress disorder, chronic anxiety, 

low selfksteem, and depression (Lipov* et al., 1989; Maxfield and Widom, 1996; 

1989; Famuko et al., 1993; Dodge et al., 1990, Hiibak et al., 1990, Browne and 

Fhkdhor, 1986; Lewis, 1992, colmcil on Scientific Afbirs, 1993). While the ScVQity 

of symptoms is not sraprising among victims of war-tom areas, the symptoms arc 

suqxishg when considering that these juveniles are survivors of abusive families. 

What is perhaps most surprising is that the effects am measurable, even when children 
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are bystanders to the main events of the M y  drama. 

One of the most COmmoLlfy studied psychological C ~ ~ I ~ ~ Q U C I ~ C C ~  of M y  

violence as it relates to child maltreatment is 'c stress disorder(PTSD).** 

Over the past ten years muchresearchhas f d o n t h e  ccmcept of PTSD as a 

childhood scxual abuse. PTSD and its symptoms are reactions individuals have h m  

being exposed or experiencing a traumatic event or situation, and particularly ifthey 

had previously been exposed to severe stress. PTSD symptoms help explain how brief 

and disumtinuous events, such as various dimensions of maltreatment, can negatively 

impact adjustment over an extended period of time (&om months to years) (Wolfe et 

at., 1993). An eliciting stimuli such as an association with places, persons, or odors, 

can lead to maladaptive responses by children or adult victims long after the abuse took 

place (Baum et al., 1990). Studies have found symptoms of PTSD and other trauma 

related psychopathology to be associated with abuse, neglect, sexual molestation, and 

witnessing violence (Groves, 1996; Kiser et al., 1991; Deblinger et al., 1989; Steiner et 

al., 1997). Posttraumatic stress may involve nightmares, flashbacks, irritability, and 

11 c 

T- 'c Stress Disorder OpTSD) is apsycbialric diagnosis applicable to many 
children who have suffered traumatic experiences. In the current Diagnostic and 
Statistical Mawal O f  Mental Disorders @SM-IV) (Americral Psychiatric Associatian, 
1994), the diagnosis of PTSD requires: (a) experience of a tmumat~ 'c evento; (b) re- 

symptomsofincreased a r o u s a l , p a r t i c u l a r l y w h e n ~ t o s t i m u l i ~ ~ l y o r  
symbolically- 

experiencing of the trauma in me of several differeat thought, emotional, or behavid 
forms; (c) emotional blunting or overall numbing of responsiveness; (d) persiSSeat 

ofthetrmrma; (e) symgtamslastingatleest one month" . .  
(Famularo et al., 1994: 28). 
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violent outbursts and cau last far years if left untreahl However, according to a sbdy 

by Famulato et aL, (1993), the development of PTSD among children depends on the 

type, severity, and duration of the maltreatment. The effects of five forms of child 

maltreatment were 88stsscd on the developmeat of PTSD among 101 children between 

the ages of 6 and 12 (Famdaro et at., 1993). The children who had histories of sexual , 

abuse, emotional maltreatment, or witnessing violence in the fb i ly  were most likely to 

develop PTSD, compared to the other two forms of maltreatment. In addition, the 

intensity of PTSD was related to the duration of the experience. 

Child maltreatment can also take the form of witnessing family conflicts. 

Hershorn and Rosenbaum (1985) compared children of batterad women to children 

h m  homes charactenzed * by marital conflict and did not find differences among the 

two groups of children in behavior or personality. Moore and Pepler (1 998) suggest 

that children exposed to family violence experience similar stressors as children 

exposed to marital d c t ,  such as later poor adjustment in school. Individuals who 

are exposed to parental conflict and violence may have feelings of anxiety and engage 

in aggressive behavior (Cummine, 1998). Many children who &ntindy view 

conflict among parents feel that they are being psychologically abused, and respond to 

it in a highly emotionally way. 
* 

A study by Jouriles et al., (1988) examined children’s adjustment problems who 

witnessed parental violence. This study, howewer, examined the inkmaking (anxiety 

and depression) and e x k m a h n  ’ g (behaviorproblems) consequences experiencdby 

children who witnessed extremely severe in-tal violence: violence involving the 
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threat or use of knives or guns. From the sample of 155 children betwem~ the ages of 

eight and 12, children who witnessed V i O k n ~  tietwem their plaents involving laIives 

br guns experienced mort severe adjustment difficulties than children who did not 

In acomprehensivercvicwof 19 studies that examinedtherelationshipbetw#a 

conflicf and djustment problems during childhood, Grych andFmcham (1990) 

determined that 15 of these studies provided evidence of a Consistent and modest 

relationship between parental d c t  aud poor childhood adjustment. Tumer and 

Barrett (1998) recently used Grych and Fincham’s (1990) cognitive-contextuat 

~ e w o r l c  to examine the effect of marital conflict OII adolescent adjustment and 

found a direct relationship between the two. 

It is extremely difficult to measure the incidence and prevalence of children and 

teenagers who witness violence between their parents. The majority of research in this 

area have used samples of elementary school-aged children whose mother’s are =king 

assistance from domestic violence shelters (Christopoulos et al., 1987; Davis and 

Carlson, 1987; Fantuzzo et al., 1997; Holden and Ritchie, 1991; Hughes, 1988; Hughes 

et al., 1989; Hughes et al., 1991; J S e  et al., 1986a; J&e et al., 1986b, O ’ W e ,  1994; 

Rossman and Rosenbcrg, 1992; Wolfe et al., 1986; W&e et al., 1985). Other studies 

have used Commrmity samples (Doumas et al., 1994; Kemptan et at., 1989; SpaccaFetli 

et al., 1994), clinical samples (Hershorn and Rosenbaum, 1985; Jourilcs et d., 1989), 

or samples obtained from social service agencies (Rosenbaum and O’Leary, 1981; 

Stemberg et al., 1993). A high proportion of womc~l who have reccivd servias h m  
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domestic violence shelters report that their children are in need of clinical treatment 

(Hughes and Luke, 1998). Studies Comparing children of abused women seeking - 

assistance h n  a domestic violence shelter to children-hm nm-violent households 

found a sisnificant relatianship between the amount of Violence in the home and pour 

childhood acijustment (Wolfe et al., 1988). Regardless of the sampling method, the 

majority of this research has documented psychological adjustment diflidties 

associated with children who experienced the traumatic event of witnessing parental 

violence (Cummings and Davies, 1994; Fincham, 1994). 

Researchers have also recognized that different fonns of child maltreatment co- 

occur at high rates. According to O’Keefe’s (1994) study of 185 children between the 

ages of 7 and 13, witnessing parental violence was a better predictor of i n t d g  

and externalizing behaviors for males than parent-child aggression. J&e et al., 

(1 986b) and Jouriles et al., (1 987) found the opposite - parent-child abuse had more 

sevem consequences than witnessing interparental violence alone. Other studies have 

found that the most severe adjustment problems occur for youth who both experience 

and witness violence (Davies and Carlson, 1987; Hughes, 1988; Hughes et al., 1989; 

O’Keefe, 1996). Intereshgly, according to Stemberg et d.’s (1993) exBmrcL8fi ‘mof 

110 children between the ages of 8 and 12, those who &tnessed parental violence only 

did not have significantly dif€kent levels of depression than those who wcrc abused 

only or both abused and witnessed violence. Depressian levels of youth m all three 

groups were significantly higher than the comparison youth who weren’t exposed to 

either type of maltreatment. Hughes (1998) examined the psychological effects of the 
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C O - O C C U T T C I ~ ~ ~  of physical abuse and witnessing domestic violence. Children who were 

temporarily living m a domestic violen= shelter were compared to children who had 

similar economicbackgrounds antbeemeasures of a d . . e n t  depression, anxiety, 

and self-esteem. The shelter children were divided into two groups: those who were 

physically abused and witnessedparmtal Violence and children who witnessedparental 

violence but were not abused by their parents. The comparison groups consisted of 

sample of children the wmmunity who had not been exposed to any type of 

maltreatment, Results indicated that there was significantly more distress among 

children who were both abused and witnessed parental violence compared to the group 

of children who were not exposed to any type of child dtreatmcnt. In addition, 

adjustment scores for the children wbo witnessed parental violence but were not 

physically abused were lower than the group who experienced both types of 

maltreatment, but were higher than the comparison group of children who did not 

experience maltreatment all (Hughes et al., 1989). However, in a similar study Dawud- 

Nourise et al., (1998) compared social adjustment scores of children who were prior 

victims of parental physical abuse!, observed parental violence, and both observed 

parental violence and were victims of physical abuse. Although all three groups of 

children experienced high levels of maladjustment, & did not m y  tremendously 

across groups. Overall, thdm, it is safi to concludethatreseaFchhasnotyet 

escablishedwhetherbeingthe~~ofchildhoodphysicalabuseorwitn~gfamily 

violence has more serious c ~ ~ l ~ e q u e n c e ~  since the findings have been mixed. Due to 

the fict that maltregtment is not a unidimensional amstnu& it is impartant to consider 
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I 

the effects of Merent types of maltreatment 

amsquenm of child maltrealm@ is essential far the development of specific 

Knowledge of the 

interventions and apprapriate prevention efforts. 

Prior studies on the wmcquenccs of child maltreatment have paid minimal 

attention to the severity aspect of maltreatment Specifically, only a few studies have 

examinad whether the severity of maltreatment is related to the extent of the c h i l b ’ s  

psychcwxial problems (e.g., J S e  d al., 1986b;.Rosenberg, 1987). It is important to 

examine the severity of maltreatment among groups of children and adolescents 

i 

because base rates for minor fimns are likely to be high among all  delinquents 

(Spaccarelli et al., 1995). Since child maltreatment tends to be a reoccurring event, it 

is important to identify youth who have experienced severe levels of maltreatment 

because of its potential disruption on social development. 

For example, a study by Heath et al., (1996) found that for both males and 

females, the level of severity of the childhood sexual abuse accounted for a large 

portion of the variation in levels of anxiety, depression, and other traumatic symptoms. 

Contrary to these findings, however, are those reported by Koverola et al., (1993) 

where the severity of sexual abuse was not found to be significantly correlated with the 

intensity of the victim’s depression. The methodology of this study, however, is 
- 

criticized for having a small sample size and for the absence of a contml group. Few 

studies have examined the influence of violence severity on the extent of negative 

outcomes (Jaffe et al., 1986a; Rosenberg, 1987). Nevertheless, disregarding the 

variation in the seriousness of child maltreatment obscures potentially difkent effects 
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on childhood adjustment ( J o ~ ~ s  et al., 1998). 

It is quite possiiile that childm exposed to extremely severe levels of 

m a l t r e a t m e n t w i l l c x p e r i c n o e m a e ~ ~ e n t ~ ~ t i e s ~ c h i l d r e n ~ ~ t o l e s s  

scvcrt levels of maltreatment This is cmsistd with research that has examinedthc 

of marital COQflicf. For example, children who witness marital conflict 

regarding children or child rearing issues have the highest likelihood of experiencing 

negative adjustment problems compared to the children who witness conflict about 

other issues. In addition, children who witness marital conflict that is resolved 

satisfactorily experience less serious adjustment problems than children who witness 

uurcsolved marital conflict (see cummings and Davies, 1994; Davies and cummings, 

1994, Grych and Fincham, 1990 for reviews). 

A large body of literature has addressed the negative psychological 

consequences of child maltreatment. A majority of these studies have focused on 

short-term c~lsequences among preschool and Schd-aged children ( B l ~ ~ ~ ~ e n t h d  et at., 

1998). Nonetheless, there are a few studies that have used adult samples to examine 

the psychological cansequences of maltreatment, and these studies have established 

relationships between child maltreatment and long-term adjustment problems. 

Towards examining the negative psycho-social o&mseqwnes of child 

maltreatmentmareracentstudieshaveexrrminadthesei~usingbothlongitudinal 

and w * s e c t i d  samples of adults. Varia et al., (1996) documented the detrimental 

effects of abuse (psychological, physical, and sexual) on later personality and 

&justment Using a non-clinid sample of 173 adults. Those who experienced abuse 

52 

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



during childhood had more psychological and social adjustment problems than those 

who did not experieace childhood abuse. The non-abused group in this study was 

described as having better personality adjustment and healthier social relationships than 

patient. The abused individuals were descrii  as more impulsive, temperammtal 

headstmng, demandin& and rebeUious (Varia et al., 1996). 

Similarly, Widom (1998b) describes the long-term consaquences of child abuse 

and neglect in a prospective cohort study conducted in the Midwest. From interviews 

conducted with 676 men and women who were abdneglected more than twenty 

years prior and interviews conducted with a control group, findings hdicatedthasthe 

abused/neglected group were significantly more likely to report having attempted 

suicide and to meet the criteria for having an antisocial petsonality disorder. 

Another study focusing on the long-term consequences of maltreatment was 

umducted by Silvern et al., (1995). Using a large sample of college students 

(N=3,735), Silvern et al., (1995) conducted a retrospective study to examine the 

relationship between exposure to parental abuse and depression, self-esteem, and 

trauma-related symptoms. Again, this study was unique because it examined how 

exposure to violence influenced aijustmcnt during aduithoodrather than childhood 

The findings h m  Silvern et al.’s study of V v e  reparts of child abuse provided 

evidence that expos\rre topmental abuse does in fhct have an impact on long-term 

adjustment. 

To examine the relatianship between childhood exposure to parental viol- 
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specifically and adjustment problems during young adulthood, for instance, a birth 

cohort of 1,265 children were surveyed at age 18 (Fequsson and Horwood, 1998). 

Adjustment problems examined included mental health problems, drug abuse, and 

criminal activitiies. Fmdings mdicated that mdivi&als who reported high expoeRpe 

levels of p a r e d  conflict had the hifiest levels of all three a d i e n t  problems. 

Researchers cuncludedthat children who are exposedtoparcntd violence are at a 

significantly high risk of psychesocial adjustment problems during adulthood. 

In an effort to better establish the long-term outcomes of witnessing marital 

conflict, Blumenthal et al. (1998) administered self-report questionnaires to a sample of 

326 college students at an east coast University. Findings indicated that witnessing 

parental violence was significantly associated with higher levels of both depression and 

anxiety while controlling for demographics and other correlated stress experiences. 

It is apparent from a review of the previous literatuae that there are negative 

psychological collsequences for individuals maltreated 8s children. Given the high rate 

in which youth are maltreated in the home, and its documented negative effects on 

adjustment during childhood and young adulthood, there is a continued need to 

understand the relationship between child maltreatment and mental health outcames. 

The incammtedpopuldon is 811 appropriate p u p  f& this research attention since 

studies have shown the relationship between child maltreatment and criminality and 

that the prevalence of childmaltreatment is high among i n s t i t u t i m  delincpnt~. 
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Consequences of Plysical and sexual Abuse 

In addition to the negative psycho-social conseqmccs of child maltreatment in 

general, a limitad amount of scientific literature examines the specific cmsquentx~ of 

various forms of maltreatment. Ofthe research that has focused on a specific farm of 

maltreatment, the clinical literature has most often investigated the short and long-term 

cxmseqmccs of childhood sexual abuse. Nonetheless, it is difficult to disentangle the 

effects of specific forms of child maltreatment because the rate of co9ccuffence is high 

in most populations studied. In fact, Margolh and Gordis (2000) report that the child 

maltreatment literature is methodologically flawed because of the high rates of co- 

occurrence of exposure to numerous types of violence among youth. As a d t ,  it is 

unclear if sexual or physical abuse have differential effects (Margolin and Gardis, 

2000). For example, Dylanan et al. (1 997) found high internalizing symptoms among 

children who had prior experiences with physical or sexual abuse compared to a group 

of non-abused .children, but did not find significant variation in symptoms across both 

Studies have also noted high rates of PTSD in victims of both childhood sexual 

and physical abuse (Emery and Laumam-Bilhgs, 1998). There is some evidence, 

however, that suggests victims of sexual abuse have h&er levels of PTSD than Victims 

of physical abuse (Sadeh et al., 1993). In addition, Toth and Ciccheti (1996) f m d  that 

scxu8uy abused children report significantly higher levels of depression thrm neglected 

and physically abused children. However, they included both physically abused and 

sexUallyabvsad chilctnn m the sexually abused group. This provides firrtherevidence 
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-- 

that it is difficult to sepamte out the independent influence of specific forms of abuse 

o n ~ c h o l ~ c a l  dysfimctians. 

Overall, studies examining initial effects ofboth physical and sexual abuse 

f d  a high proportion of the victim populatian to experience anxi*, depress- 

anger, hostility, guilt, and fear (Brome and Finkelhor, 1986; h t e  and Shuer man, 

1987; Fi&lhm, 1990, Friadtich, 1990; K o ~ ~ o ,  1992; Kendalt-Tackett et at., 1993; 

Koverola, 1992; Wolfe and Wolfe, 1988). For example, acmrding to structured 

clinical interviews with a large sample of sexually abused children, almost halfof the 

children in the sample met the critaia for PTSD (Wolfe et al., 1993). Comparisons of 

the PTSD group to the nm-PTSD group f m d  significant diffetences in anxiety and 

depression levels. Findings indicated that the nature and severity of abuse contributed 

to a large proportion in the variance of the PTSD symptoms. Caution is recommended 

in the overall interpretation of findings b m  studies that examined initial or short-term 

&kts of childhood sexual abuse due to the fact that many of these studies did not have 

adequate comparison groups or staudardized outcome measures. Overall, for 

posttraumatic stress disorder, the literature more consistently h d s  effects for sexual 

abuse than for physical abuse. 

The majority of empirical studies examining ~&g-tem effects ofchitdhood 

sexual abuse compare samples ofadult men and women abuse survivorstonon-ahd 

control groups (Sigma et al., 1996). Thee studies found adult abuse wwivofs to 

experience numerous long-term psychological adjustment dif€iculties comm to 

controls, such as more depression, anxiety, dissassociative experiences, and 
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-- 

interpersonal problems (Polusny and Folletk, 1995; Silvemm et al., 1996). 

One ofthe most commonly studied areas of childmaltreatment is the study of 

child physical abuse. Literatrne has examined the psychological effects of parental 

physical abuse. Allen and Tarnowski (1989) mvestigated the psychological 

wnseqmces of abuse by comparing samples of physically abused to non-abused 

c h i l h  The abused sample was obtainedh an abuse clinic in a laage midwestem 

hospital and cases uf abuse &re pbysiciandocumented. The non-abused sample of 

children was obtained fiom the cornunity and matched to the abused sample on 

demographic characteristics. Children in the abused samples scored significantly 

higher on measures of depression than the non-abused sample. These findings 

replicated earlier d by Kazdin et al., (1985) who found a direct relationship 

between physical abuse and depressive symptomatology. 

# 

According to the empirical literature, links between physical and sexual abuse 

and intemahing symptom of depression and anxiety are well noted. Nonclinical and 

clinical studies of children and adolescents who were physically abused by their parents 

have documented high rates of depression compared to groups of non-maltreated 

children and adolescents (Kinard, 1980; Pelcovitz et al., 1994; Toth et al., 1992). 

Kaplan et al. (1998) found physical abuse to have the most predictive power of 
- 

depression complpcd to all other fktm examined (e.g., parenting risk fbctms). 

Mareover, the most common long-term psychological effbct of childhood sexual abuse 

is depression (Browne and Finkelhor, 1986; Koverola et al., 1993; Bnere, 1989; 

Finlttehor, 1990; Russell, 1986; Wyatt and Powell, 1988; Peters, 1988). For example, 
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m a randomly selected C0mmUnity sample of 387 women, those who n”,ported prior 

childhood sexual abuse had significautlyhigher depressian levels than those who did 

not experience sexual abuse (Bagley and Ramsay, 1985). Specifically, 17% of the 

scxuallyabusedgrcnq,reportad clinical symptoms of depression compared to only 9% 

of the nm-abused group. Simifar findings were reported m other studies with 

nmclinical samples (Brim and R W  1985; Sedney and Brooks, 1984). 

However, several clinical studies on the psychological effects of childhood 

sexual abuse have not produced statistically significant findings. Herman (1 98 1) found 

high rates of depressive symptoms among the group of sexually abused cases as well as 

the gnnq, of non-sexually abused cases. Herman’s (1981) findings replicated 

Meiselman’s (1978) work and indicated that 35% of incest victims reparted high 

depressive symptoms compared to 23% of the non-abused control group reporting 

depressive symptoms. These differences were not significantly different. 

In addition to depression being the most fkequently documented co~lsequence of 

childhood physical and sexu81 abuse, suuciety is also cited as a common symptom of 

childhood maltreatment (Browne and Finkelhor, 1986). For example, in Briere’s 

(1984) clinical study, 54% of those who repartedpriar experience with childhood 
c 

scxual a b u s e a l s o e x ~ e n ~ a n x i e t y ~ ~ ~ g a d u l t h ~  Twenty-eightpercent 

of the non-abusad respcmdents repartad anxiety attacks. Similarly, Sedney and Brooks 

(1984) found 59% of those who had been victimized by childhood sexual abuse also 

displayed symptoms of anxiety among a sample of college students. Bagley and 

Ramsay (1985) f m d  19% of subjects in a cxmmunity sample who were sexually 
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abused as children also suffered somatic anxiety compared to 9% of the subjects who 

I 
; .  . did not experience sexual abuse. Other reviews of the e have establi&cd 

strcmg links between physical and sexual abuse, anxiety and depression (see Kolko, 

While a few studies have f m d  gendex differences in the lag-term effects of 

c h i l d h o o d  d abuse (Baum ad., 1990) two studies spacifically examiningthis 

issue found men and women experience the same adjustment difficultes (Bnere and 

Rune 1989; Briere et al., 1988). According to the findings from Bnere et al. (1988), 

researchers concluded that it is not necessary to differentiate between gender when 

discussiag psychological cansequenees of childhood sexual abuse. Overall, however, 

there is little conclusive evidence about the psychological consequences experienced by 

male sunivors of childhood sexual abuse, since most of the research has focused on 

female only samples (Trickett and Putnam, 1998). 

In a study by Sigmon et al. (1996) 19 males and 59 female d v o r s  of 

childhood sexual abuse were recruited fiom local and national support groups. These 

individuals reported experiencing chronic sexual abuse over a number of years prior to 

the age of 18. When examining the standardized measures of current psychological 

adjustment, females who experienced c ~ d h ~ o d  sexuaiabu~e significantly hi&er 

levels of --rcla!ed disbress tbrm males who cxpcriulced childhd 8cxu81 abuse. 

However, when looking at overall psychological adjustment between males and 

females, gender differences were not found. Similarly, a study by Gold et al. (1998) 

specifidly examinedpsychotheragy similarities and diffmnces between men and 
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, 

women childhood sexual abuse 8urvivoTs and concluded that the d y  significant 

I diflFerenCesf<nmdwae attributedto anatomid'differences. 

In the past decade, there has been a lot of research attention &voted to the 

detrimental impacts of childhaodphysical and sexual abuse. The majority of the 

research on sexual abuse focused on female survivors and very little research attention 

was paid to males (Gold et al., 1998; Brim et al., 1988; Browne and Finkelhur, 1986; 

Faller, 1989; Vander Mey, 1988). The lack of attention to male sexual abuse SIPYiVOrS 

cannot be explained by the fact that males are hfkquent victims of this form of 

childhood maltreatment. Data fkom community and clinical studies are beginning to 

show that childhood sexual abuse has bemunder-qortedbydes in the past. 

The implication of the findings fiom the research presented above is that 

individuals who have a history of both childhood physical and sexual abuse are at a 

great risk for having mental health and adjustment problems during adolescence and 

adulthood. Therefm, it is extremely important for delinquents who have experienced 

these traumatic events to be appropriately identilied for treatment interventions. 

- 
General mental health issues are particularly important when one examines 

experiencing mious forms of child maltreatme& and ass0ciated psychological 

dysfrmctions, they am also at rislc for i n d  psychological duress when placed m 
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According to research on the causes of youths’ Canductproblems, harsh 

. parental discipline practices have been established as a risk facbr for dekqucncy, 

particularly among boys (Patterson et al., 1992). In addition to the importance of 

maltreatment, them is another reason why it is particularly impartant to examine these 

comquences Using an incarcerated sample of yauth (Wolfe et al., 1988). Not only are 

maltreated youth more likelyto be mested for criminal offenses in general, they are 

also at an increased risk for spouse abuse (Rosenbaum and O’Leary, 1981; Pagelow, 

1981). This is consistent with social learning models that suggest continual exposure to 

violence within the M y  during childhood teaches children that violence is an 

acceptable method of resolving conflict (Herzberger, 1983). In sum, research has 

clearly established a strong association between childhood maltreatment and 

involvement in a later violent relationship (Kalmuss, 1984; Cappel and Heiner, 1990, 

Doumas et al., 1994). 

As mentioned earlier, the literature has established child maltreatment to be 

more prevalent among institutionalized youth than in the general populaticm, and 

several studies have documented high rates of psychological dysfimction~ a m q  

samp~cs of incarcerated de-&.  or example, &g to self-reparts by 

(Burton et al., 1994). Ofthe 205 delinquents examined who were under the authe 

of the Calif& Youth Authority, 16% were suffering fhm PTSD (Steiner et al., 

1997). Delmquents with PTSD also show elevated depnssian and anxiety levels. 
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It is not s\lrprisia& therefore, that mental health issues are a serious conccm of 

cnmctions pummel. Appximately 10% to 35% of incarcerated rtdults\mderstate 

and federal supervision have Serious mental health problems ~unzeker, 1993). The 

prevalenm of mental illness within adult carrectianal papulatiaas is estimated tobetwo 

to four times higher than rates in the general adult population (Teplin, 1990). One 

study- serious mental health problems among juveniles to be 

between 20% and 40% @wing and Coleman, 1993). Other studies report the rate of 

mental health disorders among juvenile offenders to be as high as 60% (Cocozza, 

1992). From a review of 34 studies examining mental health issues among the juvenile 

justice system, Otto et al., (1992) concluded that the rate of mental health problems 

among the incarceratedpopulation is much higher than in the general population youth. 

Estimates for mental health problems for juveniles in the general population range 

between 14% to 22% (The National Coalition far the Mentally Ill in the Criminal 

Justice System, 1992). According to another study, one out of every five youth m the 

juvenile justice system is dealing with a serious mental health problem (Cocozza and 

Skowyrn, 2000). overall, these estimates vary fkom study to study but are reparted at 

consishtly hi& levels. 
* 

Although the high rate of mental health problems among youth in the juvenile 

justice system has been documental by a number of studies, rcyiGws of this rescar& 

criticize many studies for being methodologically flawed. Many studies used biased, 

non-random samples, relied solely cm retrospective case report data, used inamsiacnt 

definitions, and non-stan- measurement instruments (Otto et al., 1992). One 
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reason why it has been difficult to measure and address mental health problems 

- -  

cxpxiendby youth has to do with the Vmyinguses and ddiniticms of the tams 

"mental health disorder" and "mental illness" (bozza  and Skowym, 2000). The 

phrase youth with serious mental health disorders" offen ref- to specific diagnostic 

categories such as schizophrenia, major depression, and bipolar disorder. Youth who 

are diagnosedwith a mental health disorder meet the formal criterialistdmthe 

Diagnostic and StaZ~stical Manual of Mental Disorders : Fourth Edition, DSM-IV i 

(American Psychiatric Association, 1994). The term "serious emotional disturbanoe" 

(SED) refers to youth who have a diagnosable disorder that interferes with their day-to- 

day fimctioning. Research suggests that most youth in the juvenile justice system 

qualify for at least one mental health disorder and many Qualify for more than me. 

Despite these definitional issues in mental health research, in the past two years 

much attention has been paid at the federal level to the mental health needs of youth in 

the juvenile justice system (Cocozza and Skowyra, 2000). For example, the U.S. 

Department of Justice iuitiated a series of investigations to examine the lack of mental 

health seryices provided by juvenile justice facilities in several states. Also, the first 

national survey to document mental health services available to youth in w r r e c t i d  

M t i e s  was initiated by the U.S. Department of H& and Human Services (Center 

for Mental Health Services, 1998). In addition, scvcral bills were CoIlSidcfdd by 

congressproposingmandatedmen~healthscreeningandtreatmentwithinthejwenile 

justice system (1Msnisses Communications Group, Inc., 1999). Although the mental 

health needs of juvenile offenders have for the most part been i g n d  m the past, this 
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isSue is now receiving attention by policymakera, practjtioners, and advocates at the 

state and federal levels (Bums, 1999). Part of this attention canbe attriibutedfo recent 

changes in thejwenilejustice system (Cocozza and Skowyra, 2000). During the 1990s 

the juvenile justice system errperienced the “get tough on crime” movement and mort 

youth were transferred to criminal courts, received longer sentences, and were 

subjectedto lower minimum ages in which they couldbe prosecuted as adults 

(Altscbuler, 1999). As a result, juvenile courts and comctions have been fked with 

mental health issues similar to those dealt with by the adult criminal justice system. 

However, “in some states a wide gulf exists between juvenile corrections and 

mental health agencies” (Huuzeker, 1993: pp. 3). According to the National Mental 

Health Association (1999), to comprehensively address the mental health needs of 

institutionalized juvenile offenders multiple relevant agencies must coordinate and 

integrate strategies and services. Coordinated services should include coordinated 

strategic p l h g  and budgets, multi-agency screening and assessmat centers, training 

of &across agencies, and team approaches to assessment and case management. 

Several states have successfully implemented systems of care initiatives that coordinate 

services provided by mental health agencies for youth confined to juvenile d d  
- 

facilities (e.g., Wiscansin, see Kamradt, 2000). 

characteristics of offenders creates a dynamic environmental atmosphexe. It is 

important far carrectional personnel to keep this in mind when developing appropriate 

mental health pro~pmming for offenders. What is even morc challenging, however, is 
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the difiicult task offenders have reintegrating back into society when they are relegsed 

to receive attention m the field of COTTecfions. Research on inmates' reactions to 

however, also important to examine the impact the institution has on psychological 

measures of adjustment. After all, since one of the primary goals of d o n s  is to 

rehabilitate offenders, it is important to understand how inmates djust to the 

institutional environmemt. This issue is of particular concern for juveniles, since they 

offer the best hope for rehabilitation. 

Many juveniles have problems adjusting to life in comctional institutions 

because their loose and \mstructured behavior patterns on the outside were suddenly 

brought to an end by the process of arrest and incarceration (Zamble and Porporino, 

1988). As a result, juvenile offenders may experience additional anxiety, which can be 

a barrier to positive change. It is important to note that some research on inmate 

change during in- 'on indicates that prison inmates am most receptive to 

individual change during the early periods of incarceration, when emotional stress is 

high. However, after several months of in- 'on, the high stress level tapas of& 

and the desire to change decreases (Zamble and P&o, 1990). Identifying 

juveniles with high anxiety and dcpmsion levels, whether this dit5culty WBS d by 

treatment scaffto direct attention to those who are experiencing negative emotions. . 
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Anxiety andDepmwn 

Anxiety is anunpleasant emotional statithat occuis as aresctian to sttess 

(Spielbergcr, 1972). When an individual is m a moderately anxious staie their 

- arrtonomicnervm system is activated and they experience feelings of tension, 

apprehension, andnervousness. HighaaXious states are often accompauiedbyfelings 

of fear and panic. Anxiety states occur when a stimulus or situation is intapretdas 

dangerous or potentially dangerous. Trait anxiety ref= to individual differences in 

being prone to anxiety. Those who are high in trait anxiety are more likely to view 

situations as dangerous or threatening and feel tension due to a stimulus that is 

inteqmted as stredid. Victims of child maltreatment often have high trait anxiety 

because they are constantly f d  in their home environment. Also, the litexatme 

3 indicates that children and adolescents who have troubled relationships with their 

parents are vulnerable to mild and serious psychopathology, such as increased anxiety 

(Pedersen, 1994). 

Depression is a common emotion that is often described as feelrngs of sadness, 

anguish, dejection, and melancholy (Arieti, 1962). Where anxiety is associated with 

expectant danger, depression is chamdemd . by a feeling that the dangerous event 

already took place. In other words, depression is a &tion that follows a cognitive 

processes- an individual evaluates the significance or impact of aspacific event. 

For example, in the case of child maltreatmat, depression would be an m o t i d  

response that follows the violent incident (or non-violent event, for cases of emotional 

abuse or neglect). Also, psychoanalytic research has documented the tendency fbt. 
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depressadindividualstocontinuallyperseverateoverpreviousdisappointments,which 

'invokes a feeling of helplessness that subgequenty maintains the state of depression 

(pedersen, 1994). 

Depression is considerad to be an abnormal emotionifaprecipitating factm or 

cause carmot be identified. Depression is also considered a b n d  ifit becomes 

excessive, or ifit is inappropriate m relation to the precipitating fhctor or cause (Aricti, 

1%2). Also, abnormal depression may replace other emotions, such as anxiety or 

hostility, because the individual is better able to cope with the depressive symptoms. 

When the depressive symptoms are so severe that they exceed stress experienced in 

everyday life, a diagnosis of a depressive disorder is appraptiate. Depressive disorders 

are characterized as either bipolar, or non-bipolar, depending on whether manic 

episodes accompany the depressive state. 

According to Izard's Differential Emotions Theory of Human Emotion, 

individuals have 10 fundamental affective states, seven of which are negative (anger, 

fear, sadness/distress, contempt, disgust, guilt, and shamdshyness), me is neutral 

(surprise), and two are positive (joy and interestlexcitement) (Izard, 1972,1977; 

Blumberg and Izard, 1986). Anxiety and depression are not basic emotions, but arc 

instead experiences that emerge f h m  the complex &bination of these ten, basic 

affectve states. The overall experience of anxiety ispredormnrpl - tlyinfluenad by* 

emotion of fear, but it is also influenced by interactions among other basic emotions, 

such as anger, shame, guilt, sadness, and interest/excitememt. According to this model, 

the emotion of fbr is a prerequisite far anxiety, while interactions among the 
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n d a r y  emotions vary 8ccordj98 to the situation. Individuals who a exposed to 

danger, such as € d l y  violence, experience fear. Fear is directly relatad to o d s  

a b i i  to resist a perceived tbrcat. Fear, however, is a temporary emotiq whereas 

anxiety is a lasting feeling of "doom'' (Wolman, 1994: 5). For children who arc 

umtindy exposod to some form of firmily violence, fear and stress me constant, since 

they feel that the threat of violence is always present. 

The o v d  experienck ofdeptession is pred~mrnan * tlyinftuencedbythe 

emotion of sadness, but it is also influenced by interactions among other basic emotions 

such as disgust, anger, fear, and guilt. "his model suggests that the emotion of sadness 

is a prerequisite for depression, while the presence and intcractiom of the scumday 

emotions vary according to the situation. Izard's Merentid Emotions Theory 

explains why anxiety and depression emerge and has been empirically supported by 

studies with samples of children and adults (Blumkg and Izard, 1986). 

Negative affedive states are symptoms of discord between what individuals 

desire on a daily, weekly, or monthly basis and environmental constnm * tstothese 

desires (Zautra et al., 1989). A number of research studies have established that 

undesirable daily, weekly, and monthly events can have a mjor influence on one's 

adjustment and the emergence and maintenance of ne&ve afktivity. A carrectional 

setting clearly represents an environment where an mdividd may regularly ~ u l c e  

undesirable events. 

for children, adolescents, and adults. Numerous studies have fbmd strang coml8fiolls 
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(betwem .50 and 30) between anxiety and depression scales (Watson and ICenddl, 

1989). Hi& wrrelaticms between scales have been f d  for both self-report measures 

and clinicians’ and teachers’ ratings of anxiety and depressian, Moreover, many 

c h i l b d o  experience depressive symgtoms also experience symptoms of anxiety. . 

For example, according to an exammab ‘on of a clinical sample of 54 depressed children, 

35% of the c h i l h  d also diagnosed with an anxiety disorder (Fuig-Antich et d., 

1978). Accarding to a longitudinal sample of 65 clinically diagnosed children with 

depression, 27% of the sample also experienced an anxiety disorder (Kovacs et al., 

1984). Overall, studies have found betwem 20% and 40% of depressed children also 

have a codiagnosis of an anxiety disorder (Kovacs et al., 1989; Ryan et al., 1987). 

Other studies have found high rates of depressive symptoms within samples of children 

previously diagnosed as having an anxiety disorder (Bermstein and Garfinkle, 1986), but 

it is more common far depressed individuals to display anxious symptomatology than 

for anxious individuals to display symptoms of depression (Finch et al., 1989). 

i 

Some studies suggest that these twin emotions are not inwdent ly  distinct 

coILstruds, but instead reflect an overall state of emotional distress (Harrington, 1993; 

Tannenbaum and Forehand, 1992). The overlap between symptoms of depression and 

of both, it is dif€idt for clinicians to make a diffmntial diagnosis. T h m  it may 

be the case that bath anxiety and depression sham a wmmon cause (Harrington, 1993). 

The literature suggests, in fact, that risk factors common to anxiety are also found m 

depression. However, Since correlations between anxkty and depmsion scales I L ~  not 
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per€& this suggests that there are e q u e  Qualities of each affective state. For example, 

acoardingtothcDiagnostic andSt8tistiCatMarmal OfMencalDisOrders (DSM-W, 

American Psychiatric Association, 1994), symptoms specific to depression are a 

dysphoric mood,.loss of interest, weight loss or weight gain, poor appetite, motor 

rttardation guilt/worthlessness, and thaughts of death. Symptoms that are specific to 

anxiety include exctssivt worry, autonomic hyperadivity, exaggerated startle response, 

and muscle tension. Symptk  that are common to both depression and anxiety are 

irritability, agitation/restle, concentration difficulties, insomnia, and fatigue. 

Summary of the Relevant Litenaiu~ 

Together the research presented in this chapter indicates that child maltreatment 

is not a monolithic construct. Child maltreatment reflects a diversity of negative 

childhood experiences. The social and psychological consequences of child 

maltreatment are numerous. The literature does, however, clearly suggest convergence 

in that all these consequences are negative. Specifically, it appears that child 

maltreatment is associated with criminality, and that exposure to violence in childhood 

is related to later acts of violence. Child maltreatment is also asomted ' with 

psychological dyshctions, including anxiety and dcpkssion. Not surprisingly, one 

also finds that these negative psychological states are more prevald m criminal 

populations. Theref-, this literature suggests that child maltreatment is d a t e d  

with a higher l ikel ihood far both engaging in antisocial behavior and experiencing 

psychological distress. Studying the relationship between child maltreatment and 
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psychological distress is particularly important among i u s t i t u t i a  delinquents for 

which can improve a delinquent’s mental health and increase his or her likelihood fix 

suc€edd- - -  ‘OIL 
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CHAPTER THREE: THEORETICAL EXPLANATIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL 
ADJUSTMENT 

For decades published works have informed the scholarly community on what 

life is like inside prison walls for institutionatized offidcrs. For example, many 

scholars have contmded that i n d o n  is destructive because it provides a process m 

which offenders learn new methods of law break@. There is no doubt that prison 

environments are uniquely intense. W e  some offenders adeqmtely adjust to a 

wrrectional environment, others experience extreme malad . . ent .  Prison 

administrators are faced with the difficult task of maintaining control over the 

institutional environment wbil6 simultaneously attempting to allow offenders to 

properly adjust to the institutional environment. Unfortunately, unmates' desire to act 

autonomously is difficult within the regimented fimctioning of a prison environment 

(MacKemzie et al., 1987). 

Adjustment to institutional life traditionally has been operationalized in the 

literature by two competing theoretical models: importation and deprivation. These two 

theories have been used most often to explain adult inmates' adjustment - but have 

increasingly been applied to juveniles as well (Gover et al., 2000b). Deprivatian 
- 

themy... 

f ~ ~ y o n t h e ~ ~ u l t ~ l € .  r m p r h l m ~ ~ t o  
this view, inherently deprives the inmate of basic needs, d t h g  m tension and 
particular ways of adaption (parisi, 1982: 9). 

impris~mnent" that include the loss of persod secmity, mataial possessians, 
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amptauce, persod autonomy, heterosexual relations, and overall persanal h i  

(Sykes, 1958; Sykes and Mcsshgcr, 1960). Inmat# nact - .  to these 'pains' with . 

mcreased stress, anxiety, depression, anger, and anti-staf€attitudes. In contrast to the 

precedes their institutionalization" and presumably shapes their adjustment process 

(Parisi, 1982 9). From this Perspective, iumates entered the institution with past 

ex~encesanddemographiccharactenstJ 'cs that explain their institutional adjustment 

Together, the two theories offer an explanation for how institutionalized offenders 

adjust to correctional environments as measured by both official actions (e.g., rule 

violations, miscanducts, violence, etc.) and mtemal reactions (e.g., anxiety, depression, 

attitudes, stress, etc). 

DeDrivation Theory 

~eprivation theory explains inmate adjustment to confinement accmiing to the 

unique characteristics of the Correctional institution. According to this Perspective, 

conditions of confinement within an institution viewed by inmates as 'depnving' have a 

negative influence on their attitudes, social interactions, and behavior. Early work by 

Sykes (1958) suggested iumates' lhstmtion andrebelkus behavior wczc aproduct of 

the depriving conditions ofprisons. In other words, the institutional setting itselfis 

viewed as the primary influence on inmates' adjustment to the institution. Researchers 

have also qgested that institutional ConditioIlS not only have an impact on inmate$ 

behavior during ccmibement, but also have an influence on inmatd adjustment to the 
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mmmunity after &cy arc released (Goodstcin and Wright, 1991). Deprivation thcc&s 

contend that the deleterious aspects ofthe prison CwirOlMlcllf are particularly damqing 

to inmates’ selfktexm and psyche, which is carried over to negatively impact their 

behavioroutsidetheprisanwalls. 

Past empirical exploration of the deprivation hypothesis can be categorized into 

organimtid adapton (Clekncr, 1940: McCarkle and Kom, 1954; Sykes, 1958; 

Tittle, 1972; Wellfard, 1967) and studies that examine institutions’ influences 011 

psychological adjustment (MacKenzie et al., 1987; Toch and Adams, 1987; Van 

Voarhis, 1994). The term ‘prisonhation’ is often used m deprivation literatme and 

refers to the formation of an inmate counterculture, which is aprocess used by inmates 

to cope with the ‘pains of imprisonment.’ The institutional counterculture is 

collectively adopted by inmates to oppose the aims and goals of the prison 

administration, and operates in complete loyalty to other inmates (Clemmer, 1940; 

Thomas and Peterson, 1977). Far example, according to the ‘inmate code,’ inmates do 

not report other rule violations to authorities, nor do they support the institutions 

rehabilitations effints, such as treatment and warkpmgrams. Adherence to this 

munature, a ~ o w s  inmates ‘reject tbe rejectors’ ani function in response to the pains 

of impn’samnent @kCorkle and Kom, 1954). 

Morc resent studies testing the deprivation model have moved away &om testing 

. conceptsof‘ p r k h t i o n ’  and ‘inmate dounterculture’ (Le., the & g m  of subculture 

assimilation within the prison) and have insteadexamincdprison specific variablestbat 
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directly contribute to institutional misconduct (Lawson, et al., 19%). Researchers have 

cxamindthCinf.leqce ofttmetype of iastitution inmates 8rc Umfhedto, i ,u&utid 

mowding, the ratio of staffto inmates, length of time of coILfil[lement and other 

institutional conditions (e.&, levels ofjustice, hedom, danger, activity, -, m.1 

Type of Mtyhas  been me of the most common deprivation fiictols used to 

and Wright, 1991; aaxuut for institlltional djustment (Feld, 1981; GoodstMn 

MacDodd, 1999). Institutions that place more of an emphasis on custody versus 

i 

treatment are expected to be more stressll and create opposition among inmntes. 

Several studies have found institutions that primarily focus on custody issues have more 

institutional miscanducts (i.e., violence and other iuhctionary behavior) (Feld, 1981; 

McCorMe et al., 1995; Poole and Regoli, 1983). 

McCorkle et al., (1995) studied individual and collective violence within 371 

state prisons and found both farms of violence to be more prevalent within maximum 

and medium Security institutions compared to minimum security institutions. In a 

comparison of four juvenile correctional facilities, higher levels of imtitutional violence 

was reported by juveniles confined to custody-oriented facilities compared to treatment- 

oriented fircilties (Poole and &go& 1983). Institutions with highly CoerCivt prison 
- 

c w d i t i o n s a l s o h a v e f e w c r ~  - 'cs far inmat# to 8meliarate their pains of 

imprisonment, which createspressrae to engage in violence. Similar findings wcfe 

reported by Feld (1981) in his aualysis of fm. juvenile in@tutions. Inmate subcultures 

within punitive and custody-oricnted institutions were m m  oppositional, hostile, and 
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violent than those in tfeatment-oliented institutions. 

In umtrast, however, HepEnrrn and Atbondti (1980) found institutions that place 

alienated inmates. The alienation subsequently resulted m inmates’ developing attitudes 

m opposition to the institution (Smith and Hcpbum,1979). 

Another condition of COIlfinemclt expectad to be assocbd with a d . &  is 

structure. The level of structure within an institution can be c o n c e p t d i d  as a 

condition that exists in certain types of facilities. For example, empirical evidence 

indicates that a coercive, highly structured environment within a correctional facility 

creates alienation, more stress, and higher prisoniZaticm (Thomas et al., 1978; Thomas 

and Zingmf€, 1980). 

Boot camp programs represent a relatively new highly structured ‘type’ of 

facility that has been extremely popular since the early 1990s for juvenile offenders. 

Boot camps borrow basic elements fiom the militaryphilosophy and incorpOrate them 

into their program. For example, boot camp participants usually enter and exit the 

p r o m  in groups (e.g., in a platoon or squad), wear military d o r m s ,  address staff 

with military titles and participate in marching and drill and ceremony on a daily basis 

(see Gova et al., 2ooOa; M a c K d e  et al., 1998). Suci program components suggest a 

Ifinstitutions that focus on cusfody andstmctme are indeedmare sdnsdul for 
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i 

camps poor t h e c  env imnxu~  because the stressll atmosphere is not um&ctive 

topos i t ivecbrmge, indiv idualgtowth,andqual i ty~~relat ionships~~ 

andRuckcr, 1990). 
. .  

In addition to the type of fhdity, the impact of institutional crowding has been 

examined as a deprivation firctor that affects adjustment to iustitutional life (Ellis, 1984; 

Gaes and McGuire, 1985; MacDonatd, 1999; McCorkle et at, 1995; see also Walker 

and Gilmola, 1984, for a review of the literatrae). The probability of bsthtional 

violence is expected to increase because inmates become irritable fi.om crowding and 

lack of personal space. Crowding may also lead to increased stress due to a reduction of 

resource8 (e.&, programs, M, ctc.) available to inmates. Megsund at both aggregate 

and individual levels, researchers have found institutional violence to be positively 

associated with increased levels of crowding (Gaes and McGuire, 1985; McCorkle et al., 

1995; Walker and Gilmour, 1984). However, the relationship between crowding and 

aggression has not always been found (Wright and Goodstein, 1991). For example, 

Wormith (1984) found that inmates whose personal space needs were not met did not 

necessarily engage in behavioral problems. 

Deprivation may be related to other conditions of confinement, or aspects of the 

institutional environment. Researchers have suggdthat  there is a sigdicaut 

-ent (Ajddcovic, 1990, Goihan, 1959; Moos, 1969; Tach, 1977; Wright, 1985). 

Early mearch by Moos (1971) suggested that jnmntw' motivation to find dsfbction 

and rewards within the institution$culturc ispredictedby featrpes of the envbmn& 
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Accarding to Wright (MU), inmates whose needs were met by the envjrunment 

experienced higher lweb of tmccedd adjusbmeht and Iowa hehi of distms. 

Justice is a condition of CollfinCmcLlf that has been theoretically hypothesized to 

a f & c t ~ a d l l c n t .  Accordingto Wellford(1%7),resistancetoinstitutid 

‘unjust.’ According to one study, individual inmates who felt they had been treated 

m . y  were also more likely to violate des  (McCorkle et al, 1995). Inmates who 

view the institution as ‘ u n ~  may also adjust to the conditions of confinement by 

using drugs, a form of self-destructive adjustment (Sykes, 1958). 

Inmate attitudes and adjustment also have been found to be related to the length 

of time served in a prison (Goodstein and Wright, 1991). Wheeler (1961), for example, 

suggests that adjustment ocm in a U-shaped curve (in terms of conformify to 

conventional norms). At the beginning of inmates’ length of stay in prison, they 

conform to c011ventid values, become maladjusted during the middle of their 

sentence, and then return to conventional values upon their release. However, other 

studies have found that inmate attitudes vary according to their length of confinement, 

and support the notion that longer time in a M t y  is associated with i n d  

antisocial attitudes (Garabeaian, 1963; Wellf‘ 1967). hmates, for example, appear 
- 

to experience higher levels of stress during the initial incanxratt ‘onphasewhiletheyare 

adjusting to their new environment (MacKde  and Goodssein, 1984, Zamble and 

Porporino, 1988). 
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- -  

. Iiwin andCressey (1962) challcngultbe deprivationmodel of prkmhtion a d  

disagreed with the idea that imnate behavior is the result of institutional characteristics. 

The cohesive social organi29tioa and solidarity of prisoner assimiMon insi& 

instituticmal walls was criticized as being overly simplistic (Jacobs, 1974,1976,1979). 

challenges to the deprivation model became know as the importation model of 

prismization. According to hwin and Cressey (1%2), 

"...observers have overlooked the dramatic effect that external behavior patterm 
have on the conduct of inmates in any given prison" @p. 145). 

subcultures within institutions are thought to mirror deviant subculm existing outside 

prison environments (Irwin and Cressey, 1962). In fact, a prison population represents 

numerous different subgroups which are extensions of subcultures formed before 

inmates entered the institution. Instead of representing a solidified body of inmates, 

these groups compete with one another for control and power over the prison 

environment (Jacobs, 1976; Stojkovic, 1984). 

In contrast to deprivation theory, importation theory of prison adjustment asserts 

inmate adjustment is the result of the unique c- * 'CSinmatesbIingwithh 

(i.e., '") to the institution (hues, 1997). For exjunple, an inmate who violmtly 

attacks another inmate reflects one's aggressive tendencies developed prior to being 

institutionalized. 

or cthnicitythatreflccts OompCfiDgnarms and values m the general poplation. 
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Memhgly, some schoh point out that mass divisions witbin prison commuaities 

wmciddwithwidespread attention to issues of civil rights violations and the i d u x  of -- 

minuiity groups into prison populations during the 19609 (Goodskm and Wright, 1991). 

Studies testing the w o n  model have focusad on mdividud inmate 

characterist icsthatinfhrence~assimilat ionwithinthe~son~~etaI,  

1996). Tests of the importation model have used demographic, crimiaal hi&xy, and 

other risk fbctors to explain kktitutiwal adjustment (Ellis et al., 1974; Harer and 

Steff'eier, 1996; MacDonald, 1999; MacKenzie, 1987; Poole and Regoli, 1983). 

For example, several studies have found that the competition among racial subgroups 

resulted in individual and collective acts of interracial violence (Carroll, 1974; Gaes and 

McGuire, 1985; Harer and Steffensmek, 1996; Jacobs, 1976). 

Importation theory assumes that prison difficulties can be predicted with the 

same factors that predict crime in general (Innes, 1997). Common risk factors for 

delinquency include fh i ly  crimiaality and exposure to family violence (Buka and 

Earls, 1993; Fa~~ington, 1989; Fagusson and HoMrOod, 1998; Lattimore et al., 1995; 

Salmelainen, 1996). Juveniles with family members involved in criminal behavior or 

juveniles who experienced childhood maltreatment are at a greater risk for fixture 

offending thanjuveniles who were not exposed to these-risLfactors. All of theserisk 

fitCtom-jndivi&al- - 'csthatjwdes"import"intoiastitrrtioas, In 

addition, age is a well documented predictor of prison adjustment (Flanagan, 1980; . 

MacKcnzie, 1987). According to several studies, younger inmates are more likely then 

olderinmates~adjustpoorly,esm~byinstitlltionalmisconduct(MyeraadLevy, 
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1978). 

- -  

AaothariStr &or for dehqmcy is prior mbstamc abuse. Millset at (1998) 
- -  

examined the reldcmsbip between a self'-rqmted measure of alcohol abuse (Alcohol 

Dependence Scale - ADS? and subsaquent serious institutional maladjustment. The 

study fouud that offenders with substantial alcohol depen&ce (which has been 

indicative of polysubstmce abuse) were more likely to be involved in scrious 

Mor criminal behavior has also been explored as a pre-prison characteristic that 

predicts other types of misconducts (Flanagan, 1983; Myers and Levy, 1978; Poole and 

Regoli, 1983; proctor, 1994, Shields and Simourd, 1991 ). Prior aimid history has 

been shown to consistently predict misconduct (Innes, 1997). Studies have 

operationalized prior criminal history with measures such as number of prior arrests, 

commitments, canvictions, history of violence, seriousness of prior acts andcurrent 

Offense .  

A Combined Model of ImDOrtatr 'on and Derm 'vatim Theories 

Researchem have produced thousands of works in their attempt to e x p h  the 

institution's ewiranment that influen- inmate adjustment (Gmdstem andwright, 

1991). Both explanatians of inmate adjustment make ,valid causal arguments 

(MacDonald, 1999). Since inmates enter institutions with pre-prison attitudes and 

81 

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



and deprivation theories Since neither model, by itself, adequately predicts inmate 

adjustment to confinement (MacDonald, 1999; Thomas et al., 1978; Z i n w ,  1980). 

Many studies integrating concepts fiom both importation and deprivation models of 

adjustment focus on which theory is more valid, in terms of its pndictive power of 

prison misconduct and institutional violence. Findings fiom these studies are mixed. 

For example, studies by Gaes and McGuire, (1985) and Feld (1981) lend more support 

to the deprivation model while studies by Poole and Regoli (1983) lend more support to 

the impoxtation model. Yet more recent research suggests that a cambind model using 

constructs fiom both theories has the most efficient explanation of institutional 

adjustment (MacDonald, 1999; Gover et al., 2OOOb). In fact, a meta-dysis of 39 

studies that attempted to predict adjustment to the prison environment found personal 

and situational wiables to be similar in their predict& ability (GcnQeau et al., 1997). 

Rescar& examining importatian and deprivation Eactan have uscd various 

official outcome measures to examine prison adjustment, including disciphq 

inhcticms or drug/alcohol use (Van Voorhis, 1994). Prison adjustment, however, does 

not only involve problem behaviors, it also involves emotional and attitudinal reactions. 
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Studies have indicated that official measures of misconduct are flawed and represent 

- only cme measure of adjustment (Poole audR&li, 1983). % majority of recent 

studiesmeasraingoffi~actsofmi~~mayactuallybemeasraingadifferent 

psychologkal aspect than that developed through the original psychosociological 

pmpedive, of prison adjustment espousbd by Clemmu (1940) and by Sykes (1958). 

It is important to point out that the purpose of the ament research is not to 

detamine whether deprivati& factors impartation firctors, OT a cumbined model of both 

has the greatest explanatory power on institutional adjustment. Rather, this research 

focuses primarily on the influence of prior childhood maltreatmemt (importation factor) 

onjuveniles’ psychological adjustment. Prior childhood maltreatment has not been 

highlighted in previous research on institutional adjustment, despite the fact that there is 

a wealth of information indicating the negative psychosociological consequences 

experienced by those who were maltreated as children. Based on this prior empirical 

research, it is imperative that the influence of this pprison characteristic on 

institutional adjustment be assessed. 

The present study returns to the original applications of these theoretical 

cmmwts by examining the influence of pre-institutional chatacteristics (e.g., child 

malment ,  amst hi-, race, age) a n d p e r q t i d o f  the institutions themselves 

(e.g, justice, ILctivity, freedom, control) on jweniles’ psychological adjustment The 

key advantage to the present study is that it allows one to examine the independent 

influence of both individual and institutional fbctors 011 the mental health of 

institutionalizedjuveniles. Additionally, this study will also examine ifboot camps, 
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both importation and deprivation theories m a large multi-site sample of 

84 

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



CHAPTERFOUR. BOOT CAMPS FORJUVENILE OFFENDERS 

Boot camp prisons are me corrccfional option for adults who are convictedof 

breaking the law and juveniles who are adjudicated delinquent. Boot camps intmsi€y 

the experience of mcarwmt~ ‘on by in-g a quasi-miitary philosophy into their 

programming so that they are similar tobasic training in thedtary.I2 Boot c(1111psarc 

& m t e r i d  by a structured &vironment that promotes order and discipline. The 

purpose of integrating a militmy model within a correcfional setting is for the creation 

of a highly structured and discipline-oriented environment that facilitates teaching 

offenders accountability and responsibility. The goals of boot camp programs include 

specific deterrence, general deterrence, rehabilitation, punishment, and the reduction in 

prison and jail overcrowding (Osler, 1991). 

Although the first boot camp programs for adults were started in 1983, boot 

camps for juveniles did not become popular until the l 990s.” According to a survey of 

state and local juvenile correctional administrators, there were 37 boot camp programs 

housing juvenile offenders in 1995. Only one of these programs opened prior to 1990 

c 
12 

The mtmduction of the military model within CorrecfiOllEil institutions was not 
ncassariryauniqwccmccptofthetwenticthcmtury. Themibrymodelwasht 
introdwed at Auburn Prison in 1821 (McKelvey, 1977) and then at Elmira in 1888 
(Cole, 1986). 

The first boot camp programs for adultswere started in Georgiaand Oklahomam 
1983, followed by Ah&@pi m 1985 (We, 1991). For a discussion of adult boot 
camps, see MacKenzie and Parent (1992). 

13 
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with nearly all of them opening during or after 1993 (MacKde and Rosa~, 1996). 

Boot camp programs arc ovemhe~supportedbythepublicbecausethcyare 

viewed as aharsherplmishment for offendus. In addition, cxmxtions 

support boot camps because of the potential to reduce time sewed, save cmectionaI 

dollars, and alleviate overcrowding (Camia, 1997; MacKde  andPiquero,l994). It 

isnot suipishgthatboot camps have received stnmgpolitid support since they are 

touted as ameans to get tough on crime. 

After the 1994 Crime Act was passed the Department of Justice allocated 12 

million dollars to 24jurisdictions for the development of new boot camp programs for 

juveniles, the renovation of existing M t i e s ,  and the ccmstrd on of new programs. 

According to researchers at the UniverSity ofMaryland, there were 50 programs 

operating across the country for juveniles in 1997 (Gover et al., 2000a). Due to the 

rapidly growing boot camp phenomena, accrediation standards were developed by the 

American Comxtional Association (MacKenzie et al., 1998). Today, m y  local and 

state governments as well as the Federal Bureau of Prisons rely upon boot camps as a 

COTrecfional option for adult offenders and juvenile delinquents. 

The majority ofjwenile boot camps hold fewer offenders than the traditional 

correctional fircilities such as training schools or dcten6on centers. The I4ajority of 

juvenile boot camps BCNC males only; however, tbere arc s&nd boot camps tbathate 

both male and fdepopulations on the same grounds, sepmatd by buildingsor 

fences. The or ig id  mtat of adult boot camp programs was to mcaKxrate ofkdcrs for 

shorter periods of time than a traditional institution. This is also tme for juvenile boot 
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camps. ~n average, juveniles completing sentences are confined far shorterperiperiods of 

. h e m b o o t ~ t i l a a m t r 8 d i t i d ~ ~  

Nearly all boot camps incorpOrate the first seven to ten days of canfinementas 

an ‘Intake Phase.’ During intake in many camps male imnntw have their heads shaved. 

Imnates arerequiradto sfand at attention or stmdfhcing awallwhilebeinginformdof 

the strict program r u l e  guch as the requirementto adQess staffas “Sir“ OT ‘%b*am,’’t~ 

raquestpermissian t6 speak, &d to refmto themselves as “this inmate.’’ This is the 

peliodof~ementwheredrillinstructars attempt to ‘break inmates down’ 

emotionally and physically by requiring strenuous physical activity and compliance with 

programrules. Drillinstructors use physically and verblily aggressive tactics to ”train” 

inmates to act in a prosocial manner (Morash and Rudcer, 1990). Following this “break 

down’’ phase is a period where drill instructors begin ‘building inmate back up’ by 

telling them that their boot camp experience will lead them to commit to a law abiding 

life style following their release fhnn the program. The main objective a the boot camp 

experience is to provide a regimented period of incarceration that will serve as a strong 

disincentive far offenders to break the law after they complete the program. 

Boot camp iumates arc requiredto rise early in the morning and participate in an 

hour or two of physical training followed by drill and &emmy. Inmates are also 

requiredtomaketheirbedswhicbareimmediabelyinspedsd Duringrncal-time, 

inmates are orderad to stand at parade rest while waiting in line to be servedaudto 

exercise military movements when the line moves. Inmates must mud in front of the 

table until commanded to sit and are not permitted to make conversation M e  eating. 
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Inmates follow a strict daily schedule of activities. They have set times for 

t m l p p f i d  showering, study&, meal-times, audvisiting hours. Pro- 

components within boat camps vary depending on the philosophy of the imtituticm. 

Some programs may devote as much as five hours a day on military activities such as 

&ill and ceremony, marching, and physical labor. Other programs with mom of a 

mhabditative focus may b o t e  more time to activities such as individual counseling, 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Regardless of the institutional philosophy, boot camps are operated in a structurad and 

routine manner (Gover et al., 2000a). 

Bootcamp~graduallyeammoreprivilegesandrespansl'bilitiesastheir 

performance in the program improves. A different color hat or uniform may be the 

outward display of their new prestige. Depending on the facility, the attrition rate 

ranges fkom 8% and 50% for adult offenders (MacKenzie and Shaw, 1990). For those 

who succesdidly complete the program, an elaborate g.L.aduation ceremony occurs with 

visitors and family invited to attend, Frequently awards are given far achievements 

made during the program. In addition, the inmates often perform the drill and ceremony 

they have practiced throughout their time in the boot camp. 

The obvious w m m d t y  among boot camps ls  their in-on of the 

military model intothe carrectianal emriromnent. programSrequirejwarilest~ 

military uniforms and to march to class, meals, and to other activities. Also, prolpams 

utilize drill, ceremony, and physical fitness training. The military philosophy atso is 

~corporated~employeepr~~suchasreqUitingthe~towtarmil i tary 
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unifonms audhave military titles. For example, some programs utilize summary 

rapiring offinders to carry logs on their backs, diggin% a six foot deep hole in a sand 

pit with a small garden tool, excessive exercise m cold weather, andbeing r e q u i d  to 

wear a clothing item for the purpose of InmiMng the offinder (Lutze and Brody, 

1998). Major rule violations often result in dismissal fkm the program. Juveniles tend 

to enter the programs in groups, such as a platoons or squads. "his group orientation is 

carried over into other aspects of programming, such as attendance in school, despite 

differences in education levels among juveniles. For the most part, most of the 

programs place a heavy emphasis on military components, however; some variation 

does exist in the inmrporation of the military philosophy (Gover et al., 1999a; 1999b). 

Correctional personnel are faced with new issues now that boot camps have been 

expanded to juvenile populations. For example, adult programs primarily target 

nonviolent offenders, but nonviolent juveniles are much less apt to be incarcerated. In 

h t ,  Govm et d.'s (2000a) comparison of juvenile boot camps to t rad i t id  

correcfional facilities found that boot camps were admitting juvenile offenders who had 

significantly less serious offending histories. It may be-that boot camps have widened 

the net of ccmtmltoh of€bdcrs who d d h a v e  othctwiscreceivedpbationhad 

boot camp not been available. Therefm, net-widening and the aswmtcd * costshavc 

become a critical issue for juvenile programs. The deceptively seductive idea of 

providing discipline and structm for dimptivejuvdes mcaus there is areal tzlreat 
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that large numbers of juveniles will be placed in boot camps, regardless of whether it is 

The Controversial Nature of the Militarv PhiloaoDhy within a camctr 'd Environment 

Boot camps are controv&al for a variety of reasons (Comia, 1997; Gover et 

d., 2ooOa; Luke and Brody, 1999; MacKcnzie and SauryaZ 1995% MacKenzie and 

Parent, 1992; Mathlas and Math- 1991; Morash and R u c k ,  1990; Sechrest, 1989; 

Welch, 1997). Much of the coIltr(lversy has to do with an hshctive reaction toward 

the military atmosphere. There are three approaches to the military model debate. One 

perspective exhiiited by many knowledgeable carrectid experts is a "Machiavellian" 

point of view (MacKenzie and Souryal, 1995a). These individuals expect little direct 

benefit from the military atmosphere of the boot camp programs, but are willing to 

support the concept to achieve two ends: early release for nonviolent offenders and 

additional fimding for treatment programs (both inside and outside prison). According 

to this Perspective, the popularity of the boot camps with policy makers and the public 

allows CorrecfionaI deparhnents to provide offenders with early release and treatment 

that would not have otherwise been available. 
- 

opponents of boot camp feca dangers withthiscarrectionaloptioIl. 

~psychologistSwhoarceJrperiencedmbothcomctionsandbehaviaral cb;engetake 

thispositioll when examiningboot campprorograms. They believe that the potential 

dangers of the mili- model are too great to comgromise for carlyrelease or finds for 

treatment. Furrhcrmore, they argue that boot camps caunot provide a mechanism fa 

90 

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



I 
treatment because many of the charactensh 'cs of the programs, such as outward verbal 

. ~abuseandphysidco&mt& *on are! hmmpatiile with the goals of dnbilitation. For .- 

example, d g  to Morash andRucker (1990), c o r m d i d  boot camps 

...promote an aggressive model of leadaship and a umflict4mhatcd style of 
interaction that could exBcerb8fe tendencies toward aggresSion...and potentially 
result in a number of other negative outcomes, such as feelings of isolation, 
helplessness, and continued antisocial behavior (p. 21 1). 

Since increased aggression is not a desired outcome of correctianal boot camps, 
-- 

opponents of these programs mtinue to question their use. The umhmtational 

interactions may be particularly damaging to the mental health of some individuals such 

as those who were victims of child abuse. Morash and Rucker (1990) contend that 

''aspects of the boot camps may actually inflict damage on participants, since they 

provide settings conducive to high levels of mpredictability and contrived stress" (p. 

2 13). 

Many boot camp programs allow the c o m e d i d  staffto maintain complete 

dominance over inmates (Lutze and Murphy, 2000). This program characteristic is 

evident from the numerous stories presented by the media showing drill instructorS 

yelling insults in the h of bmates, and requiring immediate physical ex& fat 

program violations. The farm of communication used by boot camp stafftypically 

involves control, cwfiontation, and dominance (Lutze and Murphy, 2000). Critics of 

these programs are concerned that the high amount of discretion given to staffcreates a 

potentially dangerous abusive environment. Research on the effectiveness of drug 

treatment programs, for instance, fiwn the Ws and 70's indicate that a mhntatt  '@ 
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. approach may be e m o t i d y  damaging and inflict negative impacts on self-esteem 

(Secbrest, 1989). Lut2ie and Brody (1999) exarmincd the issue of whether common 

practicesused mboot camps, such as theuse of cocfcive summarypunishmenb and 

v e r b 9 1 . m  ‘on, violate the Eighth Amendment for being CNCf and unusual 

punishment. Their fiudings suggest that some ofthe militarypractices used m boot 

camps may be subject to litigation for violating inmates’ Eighth Amendment rim As 

pointed out by Welch (1997), the use of boot camps can be questioned on a conceptual 

level because research has not provided evidence that scaring and intimidating offenders 

leads to pro-social behavior. Moreova, boot camps are criticized for providing 811 

ul- e prison enviranment that promotes an exaggerated image ofmasculinity 

(Lutze and Murphy, 2000; Welch, 1997). In fact, Morash and Rucker (1990) contend 

that boot camps’ sex-role stereotyped environment prevents pro-social adjustment by 

encouraging aggression. 

Others, however, argue that the military atmosphere is an effective model fbr 

changing offenders. Proponents of boot camps suggest that the strucnaed nature of the 

programs keep o f f m h  focused and committed to the treatment aspects of the program 

(osler, 1991). Boot camp programming often focuses on improving offenders’ self- 

esteem, self-respect and respect for others, improvingdaciaion making, setting rdistic 

gods, and teachesthem to d u a t e  their lives 80 thattbeywill live without 

codttingcrimewhcn~leasad. 

Persons who have worked m drug treatment programs - where strict rules, 

discipline, and codkontational interactions are common - secm to be more camfartable 
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with the military model. Military personnel assert that the leadership model of basic 

trainingprovidesnewdapproplate - ~ ~ f o r c o m c t i a n a l p r o ~ o f  

course, many of those responst'ble for the development and implementgtian of mdiviciual 

boot camp programs arc committed to and believe m the viability of this approach. 

They argue that the stnss createdm boot camp may shock the inmates and& them 

amemable to change and so that they cancekeadvlencsge ofthe treatment andaftuwrc 

programs offkrd $urther, the military atmosphere of boot camp may enhance the 

effectiveness of treatment by keeping the offenders physically and mentally healthy 

while enabling them to focus on their education, treatment, and therapy. 

Evaluations of Juvenile Boot QUID - S 

Despite the fact that advocates of the programs believe the military atmosphere 

will successfhlly change juvenile offenders, the research to date does not support this 

perspective. Existing research on adult and juvenile boot camp programs has not f d  

any significant differences in recidivism rates of those who serve time in boot camps in 

comparison to traditional facilities. One rigorous evaluation using random assignment 

conducted by the California Youth Authority (CYA) found no differences in recidivism 

were not confined to the boot camp (Bottcher et al., 1996). The CYA decided to close 

the LEAD programs on the basis of these results. 
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I 
In mothex experimental evaluation umducted by the OfILice of Juvenile Justice 

juveniles were randomly assigned to boot camps and control groups in three sites in 

1993 (Peters d al., 1997). The findings b m  this evaluation do not provide promising 

sites, youhiathe boot campsrecidivatedmare quicklythanthe youth in the control 

groups after being released from confinement F ~ m o r e , j u v d c s  in one site 

recidivated at a significantly higher rate (72%) than juveniles in the control group 

(50%). However, after following the juveniles for five years, recidivism rates for both 

groups were approXimately the same. Juveniles released from the second and third sites 

were reartested at approximately the same rates as juveniles in the control groups. 

Evaluations of Adult Boot WDS 

Researchers have not yet con- experimental studies on the effectiveness of 

adult boot camp and have instead used quasi-experimental cantrol groups to compare 

recidivism rates. MacKemie (1997) reviewed seven adult boot camp evaluations and 

concluded that overall, thm are no significant differences in recidivism rates for those 

who Serve time in boot camps in cornparisan to traditi-d fkilities. 

only slightly promising d t s  are findings by MacKenzie et al. (1995). In their 

analysis, they fouudthat adults who were confined* boot camps that had follow-up 

programming, high levels of therputic programming, and were required to volunteer 
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far the program recidivated at lower rates on some measures of recidivism. This study 

also.found loweirecidivism rates for adults who completed the programcOmpar#1 to 

recidivism rates of boot camp participants who were dismissed from the program (either 

vobtarily dmpping out or for misbehavior) prior to completion. These fbiings 

indicate that boot camps can be used to “signal” which offendem will have difficulty 

completing probation or parole. From this pecrpactive, offenders who remain m the 

program and complete it are at less risk far recidivism than those who are dismissed. 

This post-hoc analysis suggests what is offered within the program is more imporbmt 

than ifthe program is labeled a boot camp. 

Thereareseveral~esthathaveexaminedtheimpactofboot~grograms 

on inmates’ pro-social attitudes and adjustment while confined to an institution (Burton 

et al., 1993; MacKenzie and Shaw, 1990). Antisocial cognitions are one of the strongest 

predictors of recidivism (Cullen and Gendreau, 1989; Jessness, 1983). Far example, 

MacKenzie and Souryal(1995b) found some indication that adults who participated in 

boot camp programs developed more positive attitudes about the program and felt more 

favorable about their experiences compared to those in Wtiona l  prisons. SimiIar 

findings were reported by MacICcnzie et al., (1993). L e  (19%a, 1996b) also reported 

that inmates mboot camp programs felt more positive about their experience mthe 
* 

imam, however, reparted higher levels of feelings of isolation and helplessness (I.,- 

and Murphy, 2000). These findings are m line with Morash and Rucker’s (1990) 

arguments that because of the dimmasdm e environments in boot camps, inmates are 
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forced to deal with their stredid period of incarceration in apredominantly masdine 

more recent studies found mixed d t s  on the impact of boot camp programs on 

attitudinal change (Lutze7 1998; Lutze and Marenin, 1997; Mccarkle, 1995). Thus, 

there isno strong evidence that boot camps will have a Merent impact on participaets’ 

After reviewing the results of the adult and juvenile boot camp research, 

MacKenzie (1997) concluded that there was no evidence that the military atmosphere7 

structure, and discipline of correctional boot camps significantly r e d d  the recidivism 

of releasees in comparisun to other C o T r C c f i d  SanctiOIIs. 

Overall, the research evidence on boot camps fm juvenile offenders is mixed. 

Preliminary longitudinal research suggests that boot camps may at least not make 

recidivism worse than traditional options and may be slightly more cost-effective due to 

the shortened length of confinement. However, the interpretation of these findings is a 

subject of debate. Despite the controversial role of boot camps, however, no published 

research has examinedtheir impact on juveniles’ mental health. This is an impartant 

issue to examine. If critics are corrtcf juvenile boot camps should have negative 

psychological cmsequmces. If proponents arc & thrmjWenileS should experience 

positive psychological as thcy pass th@ thc boot camp -- 
The impact that boot camps have compared to traditionat institutions on juveniles7 

psychological adjustment is extremely relevant to the design and implementation of 

appropiate rehabilitation modalities. This issue is particularly impartant among 
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juvenile delinquents who have experienced severe levels of child maltreatment. After 

aU, the~~ofa 'ck iUins truc tor  ' scmming m a youth's firce for violating a . 

program rule may trigger their past emotions associated with their negative home 

environment and produce heightemxi levels of anxiety and depression. In contrast, 

liowever, the self-esteem enhancing tole of physical exercise may improve the mental 

health ofjuveniles regardless of their past childhood experiences. This issue will be 

addmscd in the present study. 

97 

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



I 

CHAPTERFIVE: REsEARcHMETHomLoGY 

HvDotheses 
Numerous studies have reparted the a d v w  psychological cumquences for 

mdividuals who have ez@enced child maltreatment For example, them is an 

established associationbetween anxiety, depression, and past experiences of childhood 

maltreatment (Blumenthal et al., 1998; Silvern et al., 1995). Based on the findings i b n  

this body of research, it is known that childhood maltreatment cau lead to short and 

long-term adjustment problems for children and adolescents. However, less is known 

about these relationships among i m t i t u t i o ~ ~ e n i l c s  in terms of their adjustment 

to a correctional environment. In other words, does childhood maltreatment have a 

significant influence on juveniles’ psychological adjustment within correctional 

institutions? Building on the past literature the following hypotheses are tested: 

Hla: Child maltreatment will have a significant and positive hpact on axiety 

and depression levels among institutionalized juveniles, holding other variables 

constant. 

Hlb: Childmaltreatmentwillhaveasignificantandpositiveimpactanthe 

change m anxiety and depression levels over time among institutiodizd 
c 

juveniles, holding other variables collscad 

Boot camps have been a controversial option since they were first developed fix 

adults in 1983 m e  and Souryal, 1995; Marash and Ruck, 1990). Despite this 

controversy, boot camps have been a popular and rapidly growing correctional option 
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for juvenile offenders (Gover et al., 2OOOa). Skeptics are, however, critical of the 

appropriatmess of boot camp' emphasis OLI the military philosophy, espacially fbr 

juveniles whohave come fnrm disadvantaged home environments. These uitics suggest 

that institutions for youth &odd focus more on treatment and therapy through a MIIL- 

confrontatid approach. This issue is particularly relevant forjuvenile offenders who 

come Grom an abusive home cI1viroILmezlf. The wnfrontational approach of the boot 

camp may & i t  &tive psychological adjustment and rehabilitation. Juveniles who 

were maltreated in the past may have more difficulty adjusting to boot camps than to the 

less regimented enyifoament of traditional institutions. In an effort to examhe this 

issue, the following hypotheses are tesbd: 

H2z Juveniles who experienced prior childhood maltreatment and are umfined 

to boot camp programs will have significantly higher levels of depression and 

anxiety compared to juveniles confined to traditional institutions. 

H2b Juveniles who experienced prior childhood maltreatment and are wnfined 

to boot camp programs will have sigdicantly greater increases in depressian 

and anxiety over time compared to juveniles &ed to traditional institutions. 

t 

proadure 

Thedatausedmthis studywcrecollededbctwcen April 1997 s m d  Aupst 1998 

far aNdonal Institute of Mce 0 fimdod study: 'National Evaluation of Juvenile 

correctional Facilities' (96-SC-LX-OOO1). Researchers from the Evaluation Resesrch 

Group at the University of Maryland conducted the study. The current research is 
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funded by the National Institute of Justice Graduate Research Fellowship Program 

(1999-IJ+X-0051). The purpose of the~projcct was to examine diffeEences in 

conditionsmconfinementbetween~tionalinstiMi~~dbootcampsprograms~ 

juveniles (fbr a discussion of the study‘s overall f i d i q s ,  see Gover et al., 2ooOa; Gover 

et al., 2ooob; MacKenzie et al., 1998; Mitchell et al., 1999; Mitchell et al., 2ooOa; 

Mitchell et al., 2ooob, Styve et at., 2000). 

University of Maryland researchers conducted site visits to each of the 48 

C O T l r C C t i d  -ties included in the study. During the site visits, juveniles completed a 

confidential self-report survey consisting of 266 questions that measured information 

regding demographics, previous delinquent behavior, and attitudes and experiences 

h u t  their current institutionalization (see Appendix A). The survey responses 

obtained during the Site visits represent ‘time 1.’ Prior to their involvement m the study, 

juveniles were told that their participation in the research was completely volmtmy and 

that they would not be individually identified. All juveniles who participated m the 

research signed a ‘Voluntary Consent Form’ that was approved by the Human Subjects 

Review B o d  at the University of Maryland (see Appendix B). University of Maryland 

researchers ndmini-d to O f  15 to 2OjU~enil~s in ~lassoam-type 

settings, Aftersurveymaterialswerrdistri~to~esthepurposeoftbereaearch 

w e s c d i d l y c x p l a i n c d b y t h e ~ .  Jwecdles-avibtapedversionaf 

t h e w p v c y w h i c h ~ ~ ~ s p e c i f i c i n s t r u c t i a n s f b r s u r v e y ~ l ~ ~ h e n c e  

s t a n * g t h e w w e y ~  ‘onprocess. Inaclditi~tothevi~assisting 

jweniles who had reading disabilities, researchers also assistedjweniles m completing 
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the surveys. Juveniles completed the questionnaire in approximatey one hour to me 

hcnnaQdfiReeamimrtcs.. 

Marylandresearchff?ptrained a staffmember at each facility to administer 

juvenile surveys at a second point in time. These individuals were refemd to as 

‘ h d e  Advocates’ and were typically a member of the W t y ’ s  treatmeat staff such 

as apsychologist, mental health case workcr/social worker, or colmselor who were 

conscientiousmjpiing ism& o € d d c d a U y .  The purpose ofascumd survey 

administration (dd to as ‘time 2’) was to see whether juveniles’ attitudes and 

beliefs changed after they had been institutionalized for several months. This research 

uses the longitudinal sample ofjuveniles who completed surveys at both time 1 and time 

2 collected for the study described above. 

VmWe Creation 

Summated scales were developed fkom these data (see Spector, 1992) to capture 

the peraptions of the institutional environment, prior child maltreatment and other risk 

factors, and psychological adjustment (anxiety and depression). Principal components 

~ y s i s w a s u ~ a d t o  identify the individual i& that makeup the d e s .  

@inmcd.14 Items were dropped ifthey didnot load on a- as .30 or greater. The 

14 

Vraimax~onwasusedbecaru#itwasaswmnedthemostiaberpnecable~has 
numerous high and low loadings but few intermediate values (Corn and Lee, 1992). 
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internal consistency of the items was determined by Cronbwh’s alpha reliability test 

(see Appendix C for Scale Tables). All reliability %cures wue within an acceptable 

For scales and variables where less than 20% of cases wcrc misSing, these caseswcre 

Psychological Adjustment. Psychological adjustment was measured though a 

six-item and a five-item summated scale measuring anxiety and depressian, 

respactively. The measures taken during the ikst wave of data collection represent the 

first set of dependent variables [ANXIETY11 and [DEPRESSl]. Anxiety scale items 

were adapted from widely used selfreport measures, the State-Trait Anxiety Scale of 

the StateTrait Anxiety hventory (Spielbergcr et al., 1970) and the Jessless Inventory 

(Jesness, 1983).16 Juveniles were asked to respond Yes (=2) OT NO (=1) to Questions that 

This occurs bemuse the variaucc of the variables rn maximaUy spread apart. 

Scales wcre computed by adding the scores of the Questions in the scale together for 
eachin~vidualthcndividingbytbenMIberofquesti~mthatscale. IfanindiviW 
Wed to aaswermorc than2W of the questions amtahedmthe sale, the case was 
excluded f b m  the overall analysis. Ifthe individual amwered mare than 80% of the 

IS 

q u c s t i a n s b u t ~ t h a n  1oo%of~quessions, t h e n r r m b a o f q u e s t i o n i , ~  
were consideredm the scale MbmlaliorL There was less than 1oo/o missingdataforall 
of the juvenile d e s .  

To develop the anxiety scale, a review was coL1cklctbd of instruments uxxi m prior 
resesrchtoasaesstheimpactofchildmpltreatmentonpgychologicaladjllcltment n## 

16 

instruments, which have d0cum-M d s t e n c y ,  test-retest reliability, a d  
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asked them ifthey felt calm, upset, anxious, nervous, or worried. Responses were 

- summed and dividedby six (the total number of items) to finm an i n k  (Alpha = .71) 

that representsjuvcnilcs' anxiety levels. Higher scores indicate greater symptom 

severity (range 1 to 2). 

The depression scale items were dcvelopedby the instrument's authors andwere 

primarily adapted from the widely used Beck Depressian Inventory (Beck, 1978; Beck 

et al., 1961) and Jesnes~ inventory (Jesnes~, 1983) self-repart k 3 l 1 ~ m - I ~  J U V ~ C S  

were asked to respond to a d e s  of five questions that measured their live1 of 

depression. Examples of questions include "in the past few weeks I have felt depresd 

and vcry dqpy" and "th- days I just can't help wandering if anything is worthwhile 

anymore." Likert response options to these questions ranged from strongly agree to 

strongly disagree (Strongly Agree=l; A-2; Not Surec3; Disagree4; Strongly 

Disagm~5). Responses were summed and divided by five (the total number of items) 

to &e an index (Alpk-.76) that represent juveniles' levels of depression. This scale 

high comtmct validity, include the Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale (Castancda et 
al., 1956)' Revised-childrcn's Manifest Anxiety Scale (RCMAS; Reynolds and 
Richmond, 1978)' Child Behavior Checklist (Romano and Nelson, 1988)' and the 
Trauma Symptom Checklist Anxiety subscale (TSC-33; Brim and Run@ 1989) 

To develop the depression d e ,  a review was conduct& of instrum- used m prior 
research to 888e55 the impact of child maltreatment on psychological adjustment wcm 

reliability, and high umstmct validity, include the Children's Dcpssion Inventory 
(CDI; Kovacs and Beck, 1977; Kovacs, 1985) and the Trauma Symptom Checklist 
Depression subscale (TSC-33; Brim and Run& 1989). From the review of these 

fcainstitutionatizled 
jwenileoffendns. Specificcally,itemswcreselactcdand~thatcouldbe~. 
interpreted by youth with low reading comprehension abilities. 

17 

* A  Theseinstrumenoqwbi&have~intemalcansistahcy 9 fest-rdiest 

instruments, items wre  developad that d d  be appqmtc 
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was reverse codad so that higher 8cores indicate greater symptom sevexity. 

Singe the cmxjdy a n d ~ i o w  scales were made up of summatd- 

these mc8sLpcs rqmsent a cmthxum of levels for both selfreported anxiety and 

depressiolL 

The secoIl(i set of dependent variables were measured duringthe second wave of 

data collection: mxxiety [ANxIETm] and akpnwion [DEpRESS2]. In order to 

measure the change m anxi4 and depression over time (the change m psychological 

djustment from time 1 to time 2), measures of anxiety and aepression during the tbt 

wave of data collection will be used as umtrol variables in change score models for time 

2. This approach convertsthe second wave predictors of auxiety and depression mto 

change scores (Finkel, 1995). Therefore, a positive effect will indicate that auxiety or 

depression has increased between the first and second wave of data collection (see 

M- 1991 for a discussion of related methods). 

Since prior literature has noted the importance of importation fj3ctors related to 

(Gover et al., 2- Woolddge, 1999, Jacobs, 1974; Irwin and Cressey, 1962). In 

additian, to control far the influence of the institutid CLlYirolMent on these youths’ 

psychological adjustment# this study includes SeveraI t3leorcticallyrelcvantpercegtual 

measures of the institutions themselves. 
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Demographic Charact&*. The demographic variables include age and race. 

Age of the respondent [AGE] was asked= an open-eadedqucstiim andmpmcnts a 

continuous &le. J’uveniles’ race was dummy coded (+No; l=Yes) accodiq to 

four groups: Black, Hispanic, and Other, with white being the excluded group. 

btitution mclude child maltreatment FIAtTREAT], prior alcohol abuse 

[ALCOHOL], prior drug abuse [DRUGS], peer CrimiDatity [PEER-, m y  

criminality pAMCR3Mj, number of prior arrests [NOARREST], age at first arrest 

[AGEFIRSn, and number of previous commitments IpREVCOM]. To control for the 

seriousness ofjwenild current offense and sentence length, respcmdcntswere asked 

open-ended questions about their current charge [OFFENSE] and length of their 

sentence [SENTENCE]. From these responses, discrete and continuous variables were 

created. 

Scale development for child maltreatment was guided by the rec~gnition that 

maltreatment is not a unidimensional coI1stLucf. Theref-, child maltreatment 

FIALTREAT] was measured with a nine-item d e  adapted h m  the Conflict Tactics 

Scales (CTS) (Straus, 1979) and the revised Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS2) (Straus et 

al., 1995) that capturd the extmt to which juveniles w k  neglected, physically abused, 

8cxuILuy abused, or whether they witnessed violence between firmily 

~ 

18 

The conflict Tactic Scale (CTS) was developed m 1979 by Murray Straus at the 
UnivcmityofNewHampshk. l ’ h e c I s i s t h e m o s t w i d d y u s e d ~ t a t i v c m ~  
of M y  violence (DcKeSseredy and Schwartz, 1998). The -2, a revised version of 
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hrvenileswere adcedto respond to these items on afivepoint Likert d e  h m  1 to 5 

-- 

( l = N e v ~ . 2 = ~ ,  350111- 4..oftea; and S=Frcqudy). The wpnrcy 

jnstrumcut operatiodized eachresponse option to provide consistent rneasuremesrtm 

~ q n m s a ~ ~ ~  Respoases were summed and dividedby 9 (the total number of items) to 

fan an index (Alpha = .85). 

maltnabment. 

scores repr#ient higher levels of child 

In addition tdthe me8isutc of child maltreatment FYUITREAT], the index also 

was divided into fm separate measures: neglect (a single item measuring the extentto 

which a juvenile was unfkd, unwashed, or generally Unsupervised at home on some 

regular basis as a young child) PGLECI'J, witnessing inter-fkmilial violence (a 

summated Likert d e  consisting of two items measuring whether a juvenile witnessed 

one parent physically harm the other parent or witnessed a f d y  member physidy 

harm another M y  member) [WI"ESS],  physical abuse (a ammated Likert d e  

consisting of five items measuring whether a juvenile was slapped, hit, burned, bnrised, 

the CTS, was developed in 1995 by Straw et al., (1997) to dresses criticisms of the 
CTS that emergedhm overadecade of research. Forthe current study, t h e m -  
child version of the Physical Aggression Scale was adapted to measure the amount of 
h tra -My viol- witnessed by the child and the amomt of violence cxpcricmxd by 
the child. The CTS hasbeenmodificdbyreserachers iinthepast to assess violmcc 
against children (Stets, 1991). In addition, items developed by the instnxment's authors 
~ a d d c d t o m ~ s e x u a l a b u s e a n d n e g l e d  T h e o p c r a t i d ~ o n ~ p r o v i c d  
for each item's response provide a me8surc of severity. 

19 

Respanse options were aperationalized as follows: a) nww, b) rarely = bebavior 

times a v, c) o h  = behavior occumd ollcc am- d) f m p d y =  behavior 
d more than once a month. 

occurredanaortwiaduringchildhood; C) 8omcfim ~=bebaviaroccraradanetofivt 
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cut, or experienced other forms of physical abuse) mSICAL],m and sexual abuse (a 

&@e itemmeaz;rrringhow oftea ajwenile was touched m a sexual way or forad to 

have sexby an adult at older child whenthey didnot want this to happen) [SEXUAL]. 

These V L p i z i b l c s ~  4xmsmddto examine the separate influenoesofthese itemson 

psycholOgd adjustment These V81i8blcs were dummy scond '(Y ifthejuvde did 

not have any prior experien~e with that particular dimensi~n of family viole~x and 'I' 

iftheyexplaimcedthatparticularmaltreatment~~~atleastoncechaing 

C h i l d h o o d .  

Prior alcohol abuse [ALCOHOL] was measured with a five item dichotomous 

scale (l=Ycs; 2=No). Examples of items &om this scale m c W  "Have you cvef gom 

to school while you were under the influence of alcohol?" and "Have you ever stolen 

money from friends or family to buy alcohol without them knowing?'' Responses were 

summed and divided by five (the totd number of items) to fann an index (Alpha = .70). 

Lower scofts indicate lower degrees of alcohol abuse. 

Similar to prior alcohol abuse, prior drug abuse [DRUGS] was measured with a 

five item dichotomous scale (l=Ycs; 2=No). Examples of items h m  this scale include: 

In the six months bdbre you entered thisjwenile facility, did you use a lot of drugs, get 

high often, or have a drug problem?" and "Has anyone; mchding someone at S&O& 

tatlredtoyaubecausstheywereconcefiedthaXyauhavcapmbkmwith~~ 
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Responses were summed and divided by five (the total number of items) to form an 

index (A lpb i~  .73). Loum 8corcs indicate alolmr dcgms of drugabuse. 

Peer chhd i ty  was m d b y  afour item L i k t  scale that cagtlpadthe 

extent to which juveniles’ friends were involved in illegal behavior, gangs, or lnior 

m d o n  PEERCIUMI. Responses ranged &&XI 1 to 5 (l=Nme; 2=Fw; 3Some; 

4 = M w  and +All) and were summed and divided @ 4 (the total number of items) 

(Alpha = .71). Higher 8cores mdicatc higher levels of peer involvement in criminal 

activities. 

Family criminality [FAMCRIMI was measured with a four item summafed scale 

that asked the respondent to rtport on whether their fhmilymcmbers hadbeen 

previously in- had prior gang involvement, or had received treatment for prior 

drug or alcohol abuse. These questions had three response choices (Y-1; No=% 

UnCertain=3). The response of ‘Unahin’ and ‘No’ were collapsed together and 

recoded as ‘2’ to reflect the absence of f h i l y  criminality (Alpha = .65). This scale was 

then recoded m the reverse so that lower scores indicate lower degrees of M y  

involvement in crime. 

Number of prior amsts [NOARREST], number of prior commitmats 

CPREVCOM], age at first arrest [AGEFIRST], and sc~lfcllcc length 

[SENTENCE] ~ a s k c J d c l s  apcrt..endsdqraeStians. ThcSe fo\avariablcsarc 
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minor offenses, probation violations, status offenses, esc8pe/AWOL, CHINA, 

menacing, &sting arrest and driving offinses. ‘The ‘Violent’ i d u d d  

. .  
robbery, a p a f f l l l t ~ r e l ~ O f f e n S e s ,  Bfso11, scxu81 amtact$ stalkin& resbramm g 

order violation, and domestic violence offenses. Jweniles’ selfreported scntmce length 

[SENTENCE] was re&rded m tums ofmonths. 

cOnditionrof&@h. Tocontrolfbrthe&~ofthe~tutional 

environment, the following four theoretically relevant perceptual measures of the 

facilities’ conditions of confinement were included in this analysis: institutional control 

(CONTROL), activity (ACTMTY),justice (JUSTICE), and k d o m  (FREED0M)P 

These conditions of confinement variables were five-item summated Likert scales 

(l=Never; 2=Rarely; 3=Sometimes; 4=0fien; and 5=Always). Control measured the 

level of security exerted over resident? activities and security used to keep residents in 

the Wty (Alpha = .71). Activity measured the level and variety of activities available 

to inmates (Alpha r77). Justice measured the perceived apprapriatenesS and fairness of 

discipline prodmes for misbehavior (Alpha=.77). Freedom measured the provision of 

choice of activities and movement of residents (Alpha 46). In addition to the 

perceptual meammes, the type offacilitywas als~ incl&as an independentvariable 

21 

Conditions of cd5nem-t fhctors have been f d  to Sucnce psychol0gical 
adjustment. T h e s e ~ ~ ~ c o n d i t i o a s a r e s a i d t o d e p r i v e ~ ~ o f ~ c n e e d s  
t h a t c a u s e ~ l o g i d ~ ~ ( ~ . d ’ a t , 2 ~ U I c K e n a  ‘e and-. 
Goodstcin, 1986; Zamble and Popxino, 1988; Wooldredge, 1999). 
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representing a deprivation fhctor. Smce critics suggest that boot camps facilities may be 

I , 

The amount oftimejuveniles hadbeen htitutiodizcdwas also includaias a 

Umml VaYiablc (Goodstem * and Wright, 1991). Jweniles werc asked m an open-ended 

question how long they had been confined to the comctional M t y  that they were 

ame~~tly in. This was coded as awntinuout3 variable measured inmonths far thetime I 

survey administration [BEENIN11 and for the time 2 survey 

These variables were fccordcd m terms of months. 

'on PEENIN2J. 

This study attempts to isolate the influence of experiencing child maltreatment 

on youthful offenders' psychological adjustment to secure institutions, independent of 

other importation and deprivation vm'ables. The advantage of these data tm that they 

provideastrongexaminationofthe~~~oftheselfrepartad~cnceofchild 

maltreatment on institutional adjustment using a large, multi-site sample of umfincd 

youth, measured at two points in time. 

will be dyzed to  examine the 00-OCCU11Q1CC ofvarioupdimmsiansofchildhood 
, 

maltreatment Third, bivariate correlations between the mdcpcndent and dependent 
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variables and a Variance Inflation Factor 0 test will be employedto detect the 

preserzce of collinearity ammg the mdepdcnt variables. Last, rnukivariate regression 

Since the depenaentvariabla mthis study(anxietyanddcpmsicm) represent 

ordinal level scales, ordinaryleast square regression malysis will beusad to examine tile 

independent influence of child maltreatment on selfreported measures of anxiety d 

deptession (Neter et al., 1983). Multivariate regression analyses provide estimates of 

each explanatory variable on the dependent variable while controlling for the influeace 

of the other predictors. The regression coefficients fiom the model will reveal the 

amount of change m the dependent variable that will result i h m  a one unit increase m 

the independent variable while holding the other independent variable comtaut 

The second set of dependent variables will examine the influence of child 

maltreatment on psychological adjustbent within juvenile carrectional facilities over 

time, holding constant the influences of criminal history, Perceptions of the 

environmmt, and othez importation and depnvation control variables. The same 

multivariate regression method (ordinary least squares) previously descrii will be 

employed with measures of anxiety and depression at time 2. Measures of anxiety and 

depression maing the first w e  of data collection willbe us~d IIS control variables 

(lagged value of dependmt variable), *dl will cclmratthe idcpa&aprcdicQrs of 

the time 2 measures of anxiety and depression into change scor~~. This method will 
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Finally, to examine how child maltreatment affects anxiety and depresswn fat 

juveniles mboat camps oomparsdtotre;ditionsl fagitit%%separate ~ l c a s t s q u a r e  

regress& models will be estimated for the sample of boot camp youth and the sample 
1 

oftraditidfbdityyouth. Thecueff ic ients for~entbetwccnth~two 

basic interaction effects, because it does not assume that the intercept term is the same m 

both samples and has been highlighted in recent empirical research @%temoster et d., 

1998). 

Limitations of study 

The primary limitdon to this'study is the issue of sample attrition and the two- 

wave longitudinal design. This two-wave sampling h e  relied on the jwenile 

advocates to wllectthe data at time 2. As a d t ,  the issues of casual inference and 

sample selection bias are endemic in this study. The research staffdid its best cf€kt to 

survey groups of boot camp and comparison fbdity youth shortly after their admission 

to these fkdities (time l), and then have the juvenile &ocatcs rc-survcy the youth at 

time 2. The issue of missing data or sample selection bias (Hechnan, 1979) is- 

problematic m this study's design because of the inability of the d team to m 

that all youth were re-surveyed that rcrrmmcd mthefiLcility,andthermknowniswres 

about why youth dropped out of the sample. This issue is especially bportmt W& 
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boot camp youth sincethcscprograms arc more selective about who they admitted to 

their fitdities (mer et al, 2000). 

prtliminery comparisan amly!xs were OOllChlCtCd to examine whether the 

missing data or ‘sample dropouts’ (i.e., those who wcrc not rasurveyed at time 2) m the 

b4ofcampsamplewouldpo~tiallyeffictthechangeovatime~ti~~analyses, 

These pre- Ematysts hdicatedthat 229 maleboot camp youth who had been in 

the M t y  far a period of one month or less at time 1 were not re-suNeyGd at time 2. 

This mdicates that approximately 48% of the sample that could have potentiaUy been r+ 

surveyed at time 2 (N474) by juvenile advocates were not. To examine whether these 

missing cases wcrt different h m  boot camp youth r e - s u r v ~  at time 2 @=24s) au 

independent and dependent variables were compared between the two groups. In 

terms of dependent variables, there were no significant differences between those who 

were not re-surveyed and those who were re-surveyed at time 2 in boot camps on 

meafllresofanxi~ordepressionattimel. comparisansofallmdepcndcnttles 

also revealed no rmbstantive differences between these two groups in terms of age, risk 

factors (child maltreatment, age at first arrest, number of prior arrests, number of 

previous Commitments, peer crimidity, family crbidity, offense), and perceptions of 

the environment (contro~, activity,justice, fieedom)P-Ihe onty variable that diffiirad 
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substantively between the two groups was that for black youth (30% rc-sufvey~d v. 39% 

not re=-. Thercfare, these d y m  suggest that with the qvailable a d . .  

riskfktors, aimid histay, and perceptions of the environment measures used m this 

study tbat sample attxition m boot camps does not appear to be problematic. How~ver, 

this does not mean that the issue of sample selection bias is negated After all, there 

maybe other unmeasured fkcmsrelatadto race, fm example, that were not capaatd 

a n ~ a r e i n ~ ~ y d i f f e r e n f t h ~ w h o w a e r e - s u r v e y a d a t t i m e 2 a n d t h o s e  

who were not re-surveyed m boot camps at time 2. Udintmately, due to the method of 

longitudinal data collection this is an issue that cannot be resolved fkom empirical 

analyses. Therefare, the change overtime analysesinthis study shddbemterptcd 

with CaUtioIL 

In addition to the issue of sample selection bias, there is also a limitation in this 

study to drawing c a d  inferences wi" only a two-wave longitudinal sample (Finkel, 

1995). Despite the fkct that static chauge score models are efficient and control fot 

change over time threats, such as regression to the mean and state dependence (e.& 

behavior at one point in time is likely to impact behavior at a later point in time), thue 

are still major limitations on causal inference in using only a two-wave panel modcl 

(Finkel, 1995). First, ifa m i p r o d  relationship &&between the indepmbt and 

d e p e n d e n t v a r i a b l e s t h c Q o r d i n a z y l e a p t ~ w i l l p p o c h r c e " b i a s s d d ~  

Pa=-=- (Finkel, 1995: 21). Second, ifthcre is substantial measurement 
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e m r  betwen the dependent d l e s  over time (e.& depression and anxiety are not 

. qxntuiwith-thc same level ofhonesty attime'l and time Z), then the lasgaadepdent 

variable will not m e  as the approPrate ambo1 variable and introduces biasintothe 

change over h e  model. Third, unmeasured variables that are correlated independent 

variables may lead to autocmelatim m the dependent variables error terms over time 

(Finkel, 1995). These issues of reckprocal relatianship and mcasurcmcnf error m the 

time 3). The issue of unmeasured variable bias, however, is endemic in "all empirical 

research" (Finkel, 1995: 22). Therefm, when interpreting the results h m  the change 

over time aualysis one should be aware of the limitations of sample attrition and two- 

wave panel models. 

An additional limitation to this study is that it relies solely on selfreported data. 

s here fore there is a threat to the validity ofthese data  here are very few studies that 

combme data obtained tbrough self-reports and official records. Retrospective designs 

measuring effects of early trauma show strcmger relationships than actually exist 

(Malinosky-Rummell and Hansen, 1993; Widom, 1989b; Berger et al., 1988; 

Hemenway et al., 1994; h p e r  et al., 1994). Addit idy ,  these selfrepartad 

measures of child maltreatment do not allow me to examine the specific time perid in 
- 

Rehqedive studies inherently su f f i r  from problems of possl'ble distartions m 

d. For example, people may not recall events that actually did occur. others; 

8tc d y  experiencing the most psychological problems, may be more prone to 
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recaII negative experimces in their M y  history (Henning et al., 1996). 1 

P a s t ~ h o f t n e v a , b a s Q m ~ ~ * a n e i n c h d e s a g e o f  ! 
occumnce, the type of abuse, audperceptionsofthepunishment the validity of 

retrospective self-- data Aiminishcs due to l l n d e r - m g  (e.g., Brim and 

w, 1993; F~ldmrm-Summer~ and POPC; 1994, Rausch and Knutsan, 1991; 

Rosenthal, 1988). Research by McGee et aL (1995), however, suggests that the 

limitations of the selfreporteil mt88ufc8 of childhood mabatumt are not as 

problematic as many rc8cBrchcrs suggest. 

An additional limitation is that current study will not determine whether 

childhood maltreatment preceded depression OT anxiety m time (Ihmer, 1987; Strauq 

1991). It is possible, for example, that juveniles could have high depressian or anxiety 

prior to their exposure to childhood maltreatment. It is also possiile that these fktm 

occurred concurrently. Therefore, b&l on these limitations, this study established one 

of the three criteria neassary to impute a causal relationship, that of association. 

Another hitation to this study is that the sample is comprised of males only. 

Prior research has demonstrated a higher prevalence of sexual abuse among funale 

off'ders. Unforhmatcly, the original research design from which these data wcrt 

collected did not include institutions housing females d € i d ~ ~ ~  anly? Data dlectsd 

fromfiimaleofkndcrswaeobta'medjkomconveniena~ing,~~gmata 
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of females un-genedizable. Also, this study would be dance$ by the inclusion of 

institutional n ~ 0 r d s - e  iasnvicwswithtnabment win addition to the ~elfmportai 

. 
. 

rneasum of psychological adjustment (anxiety and depression). This is not posar’ble due 

to the ddcnt ia l  assurances guarantaedwith the original collection of these data 
- -  

Siprnificance of Samdv 

Despite these limitati;ws, thereliabfity ofdata m this context, and& 

genedizablity of the sample, provides a unique opportunity to examine these issues. 

This study provides a first step in analyzing these issues h m  which future policy could 

greadyben&t. For example, criticswould argue that boot camps’ hsrsh, 

confhmtatid environments are inappropriate for juveniles who have a past history of 

abuse. Since half of the juveniles in this research are confined to boot camp programs, 

it will be possiile to determine3fjuveniles who were exposed to childhood 

maltreatment in the past adjust differently to boot camps, compared to traditid 

facilities, In addition, studying thw issues with samples of institutionalizedjuvdcs 

can potentially enhance the effectiveness ofjuvenile justice intervention efforts to 

directly address the effkts of these experiences (Canestrhi, 1994). These intuvcntions 

could improve juveniles’ ad-ent within a coned& environment and f d i t a t ~  

~ ~ m ~ t h e s e ~ j u v e n i l e s ~ t o t b c ~ u n i t y .  
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CHAPTERSIX: RESULTS 

s- le Descllbboq 
. .  

The data utilkd m this study repments a longitudinal sample of 509 juveniles 

institutions, such as training schools or detention facilities (N=262), while the remaining 

26 kilities are boooi.’camp Mties (N=245).u Table 1 presents the descriptive 

Statistics for the sample. The average age of these juveniles is approXimately 16 years 

old. Thirty-seven percent of the sample are 15 years old or younger, 27% are 16 years 

old, and 37% are 17 years old or older. Twenty-six percent of the sample are Black, 

40% are White, 17% are Hispanic, and 18% are in the ‘other’ racial All of 

the juveniles in the sample are male. 

Juveniles were an average age of 13 when they were first arrested for breaking 

the law, had an avezage of 8 prior amsts, and 3 prior commitments to juvenile fircilities. 

Nineteen percent of the sample reported that they committed a general &linquent 

offense for their current commitment, 34% reported that they committed a praperty 

offense, 15% reported that they committed a drug off-, and 32% reported a violent 

offense. The overall average sentence length reparted by juveniles was 28 months.= 

u 
Two juveniles did not report the type of institution they were confined to. 

‘Other’ = Native American, Asian/Pa&c, or Bi-racial. 

Many juvenilejustice systems sentenced juvenile offenders to an indetermimat le@ 

25 

m 
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3’uvcniles inboot campsrepartedan a v q  sentence of 21.8 months andjuveniles m 

~ t i ~ ~ e s r e p o r t a d a n a v e r a g e s e n t e n c e o f 3 1 . 5 m o n ~ .  

At the time of the first s u ~ c y  *an,juvenilerespondentshadbeen 

iudtuti- for an average of 3.4 months. At the time of the second survey 

admmrstratim, juvenile respandents had been institutionalized far an average of 7.2 

months. 

. .  

The mean child maltreatment scale score is 1.62 on a five point scale @=High), 

indicating that the majority of the sample experienced low levels of overall 

maltreatment. The mean score for the alcohol abuse measure is 1.65 and 1.54 for drug 

abuse (on a scale of 1 to 2, with 1 indicating higher alcohol and drug abuse). Most of 

the sample reparted high levels of peer criminatity. The average score for the measure 

of criminal peers is 3.33 on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 indicating higher levels of peer 

criminality. The average score on the measure of family criminality is 1.21 on a d e  

of 1 to 2, with 2 representing higher levels of family criminality. This indicates that 

respondents on average did not have family members involved in crime. 

According to the four conditions of confinement measures (all on a scale of 1 to 

5, with 5 being high), on average juveniles perceivedtheir institutional environmeats as 

having high levels of activity andwce. The average score on the activity measure is 

3.82. The average score on the justice measure is 3.02. Juveniles also perceived their 

of time in confinement In facilities where juveniles were completing an in- - t  
sentence, ikility  juveniles in answering the question ‘what is your 
sentence fbr this offinse, m months?’ Juveniles compkting indetermurant * ! m l m x s  
reported the average length of stay in the W t y  they were confined to. 
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eflyitoMllcllfs as being controlled. The average scorc on the control measure is 3-73, 

Finally, the merage score on the h d o m  measure is 2.13, indicating thatjwdes 

Measures of -ent indicated that juveniles’ d e t y  and depression lev& 

slightly decreasad over time. The av- score for anxiety is 1.44 at time 1 and 1-40 at 

time 2 (on a scale of 1 to 2 with two being high). The avexage depression s001c is 3.18 

at time 1 and 2.98 at time 2 (both measured on a 5 point d e  with 1 being low). 

occurrence of Maltreatment 

p r e v i o u s d  is criticized for not examhing specific co1158qllc1~x8 

8ssoci8tBd with different dimensions of maltreatmenL To address this issue usingthcse 

data prevalence rates for the four maltreatment dimensions were examined (see Table 

2). Overall, 75% of the sample report physical abuse (N=383), 54% report witnessing 

family violence (N=274), 20% report prior neglect (N=102), and 11% reparted sexual 

abuse (N=56). 

Only thirty-five percent (N=133) of those who were physically abused 

experienced this form of maltreatment alone. In other words, 65% of those who were 

physically abused experienced additional forms of child maltreatment. Twelve perarrt 

(N-34) of thm who witnessed family violence only experienced this form of 

maltreatment. In othes wards, 88% of those who witnessed firmily violence e x p e r i d  

additional forms of child maltreatment. Five percent (N4) of those who were 

neglected only experienced this form of maltreatment. In other words, 95% of those 
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who were neglected experienced additional fonms of child maltreatment. Seven percent 

In other words, 93% of those who were scxu8uy abused experkled additid fonms of 

child 1p8ltrtgfmcI1s (See Table 2). 

Togetherthese descriptive 6ndings indicate that inthis sample thereis 

substantial CO-OCCIP~CL~CC among diffkrent dimensions of maltreatment. Since physical 

abuse was the mostprevalent’dimdon, it wasused as thebase rate to compare its 

overlap with other dimensions of child maltreatment. Eighty-four percent of those who 

witnessed family violence were also physically abused. Eighty-eight percent of 

neglected youth were also physically abused. Eighty-eight percent of sexually abuged 

youth were also physically abused (See Table 2). 

Given these high rates of co-occurrence among dimensions of maltreatment, it 

was not possible to examine the independent influences of each dimension on 

adjustment in a multivariate analysis. 

Diagnostics 

Prior to examining the relationship between child maltreatment and 

psychologkal adjustment, first it is necessary to examine the extent to which the 

independent and dependeat variables are interrelated. Table 3 displays the overall - 
bivariatecarrelatimmatrix. Overall,frclmaninspeCtionofthismatrix,itdasnot 

appear that there is a collinearity problem among these variables - with the exception of 

prior chug and alcohol abuse (r = .620; p < .OS). The high correlation between prim 
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drug and alcohol abuse is not Surprising given the fhct that these questions were askedm 

the same menner and that substance abusers tend to use both alcohol anddrugs (Dembo 

et at., 1994). Because of this collinearity, these two measures were collapsed into one 

measureofsubstanceabuseforthemultivariatecmalysis. Correlaticmsamongtheothr 

variablc!3appeartobeintheoretidypredicteddirections. Thesecorrelations, 

theref-, provide some evidence of castmct validity. 

A few of the estimStea bivariate carrelaths between independent predictors and 

dependent measures are of interest. In terms of the bivariate relationships between 

anxiety and indiviw risk factar me8sufcs, juveniles’ selfreported measures of 

maltreatment (r = .141; p < .05), alcohol abuse (r = .109; p < .05), and drug abuse (r = 

.116; p < .OS) are significantly asmated . with higher levels of selfreported anxiety. 

Also, younger juveniles reported higher levels of anxiety (r = -.122; p < .05). There is a 

weak but statistically sigdicant association between sentence length and anxiety (r = 

.102; p < .05). Juveniles who had longer sentences are slightly more anxious. With the 

exception of sentence length, these individual risk factors are also significantly related 

to depression in the same theoretidy predicted direction. Specifically, juveniles’ self 

reported measures of maltreatment (r = ,205; p < .05), alcohol abuse (r = .178; p < .OS), 

and drug abuse (r = .156; p < .05) are significantly associated with higher levels of self 

reparted depressian. Younger juveniles reported high levels of deprwsion (r = -. 124; p 

< .05). Also, higher levels of association with c h i d  peers (r = .103; p < .05) and 

m y  uimidity (r = .133; p < .05) are related to higher levels of depresicm. 

In terms of the bivariate relationship between juveniles’ anxiety and CondifioIlS 
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of cmfbment mt881pc8, juveniles’ who perceive their mvirmmcnts as having more 

-activity (r = -212; p < .05), justice (r = -280; p < ;05), and fkeedom (r = -. 177; p < .Os) 

report significantly lower levels of anxiety. ~n terms of sewreported deptession, activi~ 

significantly associated with lower levels of depressiolL A d d i t i d y ,  there is a weak 

but statistically significant asocktion between the length of time juveniles are umfiued 

in the fkcility and their selfreported depression (r = .124; p < .05). Juveniles who spent I 

more time in the ~ t y  report higher levels ofdepressian. 

Although not the focus of this study, a few additional bivariate correlations are 

worthnoting. Thebivariatecarrelatiansindicatethatpeercrimiaalityandfamily 

criminality are significantly correlated with each other (r = .374; p < .OS) and other risk 

factars. For example, both family criminality and peer rriminality are significantly 

associated with selfreported measures of alcohol and drug abuse. Additionally, peer 

criminality and m y  criminality are significantly associated with juveniles’ number of 

prior arrests. Higher levels of family criminality and criminal peers are associated with 

higher levels of alcohol abuse and drug abuse. These correlations are in the 

theoretically predicted direction according to empirical literature (Warr and Staf€brd, 

1991; Elliot, 1994). The statistically significant bivariate 895oc18fi * ‘ a n s U M y  

aimidity, peer ch id i ty ,  and the number of prior arrests are also in the theoretically 

predicted directian (Farringon, 1989). 

OAen in the development of multiple regression models, the umtriim of each 

variable depends on other variables in the model, raising the concern of 
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multicollinearity. Thdm, simplebxuiate comM011s arenot apreferredmethcniof 

d i a g n o s i n g d t i c o ~ .  A c~mm~lldiagnostic toolusedto assess the degree of 

multicollinearity in th‘e in&tient variables is the variance ~nflation ~actar 0 . n  

The VIF measures the proportion of variation in the slope of each indepembt variable 

that is inneased by multicollinearity. As a ma!h of convention VIF values above 4.0 

indicate a serious collinearityproblem (Fox, 1991). Since none of the VIF sco~cs 

exceed 4.0, collineakty does’not appear to be a problem for the variables used in this 

study (see Table 4). 

Milltiv?iri&rn* 

ordinary least s~uares (OLS) regression models are estimated on both anxi* 

and depression during the first wave of data collection. Additionally, ordinary least 

squares static change score regression models are estimated to examine the change in 

anxiety and depression between the first and second wave of data collection (Finkel, 

1995). This method hcludes the lagged dependent variable &om time 1 in the 

prediction model to 8ccounf for the influence of the independent variables on the change 

in the dependent variable between waves of data collection (see Finkel, 1995 for a 

discussion of the benefits of this method in panel research)” Finally, separate 

The VIF is a mathematic re-expression of the Auxiliary R2 - VIF = l/l-R2. 

This is a common methodused m two wave panel studies to examine change (see e.& 
Angew and White, 1992; Mazeroue, 1997). 

28 
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regression models arc estimatad for youth mboot camps andtraditional fkilitiesto 

examinehow childmaltreatment m c e s  anxiety and depression within these two 

types of btitutional settings. For these split models, a difference of coefficients test is 

employed to examine the influence of the mteraction between child maltreatment and 

the type of institution on anxiety and depression and their change overtime (Paternoster 

et al., 1998). For all of these statistical models, a positive effect is interpreted as 

increasing the level of selfrepded anxiety or -on among juveniles. In addition 

to the u n s t a n w  coefficients, the standardized Betas are displayed and interpreted 

For all models, a Significant effect is reported for variables that are si@cant at the 

conventional .05 level, and a marginal effect is reparted for variables that are signiscant 

at the .01 level. 

Due to the collinear relationship between measures of prior alcohol and drug 

abuse, these scales were collapsed into one measure representing prior substance abuse 

[SUBSTANC]. In addition, to control for skewness, SeVeTal of the mdependent 

variables (number of prior arrests, sentence length, length of time in facility at time 1 

and time 2) were t r a n s f d  into their natural logs. Juveniles’ t i m e - i n - t h ~ ~ t y  at the 

second wave of data collection was calculated by adding the amount of time between 

wave 1 and wave 2 survey administrations to the selfreport measure of time-&the 

facility at the first m e  of data collection. 

TIte Influence of Independent Factors on Anxiety and Depression at Time I 

The first model estimates juveniles’ auxiety levels during the first wave of data 
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collection (Model 1). The R Square is examined to 8sscss the goodness of fit of the 

model. The daEa iradicate that the mdcpendcnt variables m the modc acccnxt far 17% of 

&e d m  mjusrdm’ selfreparted amtiety. The remaining 83% of the variation 

suggwtsthatthcre areunspec5dfactOrsnot incWmthemode1 that are iqmtaut 

in the explanation of &ely levels for institutionalized youth, Also, the F-W indicates 

that the model perfarms sisnificantly better than the naive or intercept only m d .  

The results of regression model 1 are presented m Table 5. Juveniles’ age, Mar 

substanceabuse,andpriorchildhoodmaltreatmentare~~cantlyrelatedtoself 

reported anxiety levels. In addition, perceptions of the institutions levels of activity and 

justice are also significantly related to anxiety levels. Older jwdes  are signiscantry 

1- (b = -.028; 605) .  In- in terms O f  s t a n d d i d  coefficients, & 

every one standard deviation increase in age anxiety decreases by .120 standard 

deviation units. Juveniles who experienced higher levels of child maltreatment are 

significantly more anxious (b = .055; p < .05). Interpreted in terms of stan- 

coefficients, for every one standard deviation increase in maltreatment anxiety mcreases 

by .120 standard deviation units. Juveniles who reparted higher levels of prior 

substauce abuse me also significantly more anxious (b = .171; p < .05). In- m 

terms of standardized coefficients, far every one standard deviation increase m 

substance abuse, anxiety mcrcases by .156 standard deviation units. In comast, 

juveniles who perceive their institutional envircmments as more active arc significantty 

less anxious. interpreted in terms of staudadized coefficients, for every one standard 

deviation in- in activity, anxiety decresses by .163 standard deviation units. 
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Juveniles who perceive their idtutional environment as having higher levels ofjustice 

m- dcim, for every one standard deviation mcrcase in justice auxiety 

by .I91 standard deviation units, Together, these hdings indicate that child 

maltreatment sisnificantly impactsjweniles’ anxiety levels, holding other impmbtion 

and deprivation variables constaut. Other importation and deprivation fktors, howewer, 

dso have statistidy signifibt independent effects on anxiety. 

The sccoIlcl model estimates juveniles’ depnession levels during the first wave of 

data collection (Model 2). The R Square indicates that the mdependent variables m the 

model are accounting for 14% of the variation m juveniles’ selfreparted depression. 

Also, the F-test indicates that this model performs significantly better than the naive or 

COllstaDt only model. 

The results of regression model 2 me presented in Table 6. Juveniles’ age, prior 

substance abuse, and prior childhood maltreatment are significantly related to self 

reported deptesson levels. In addition, perceptions of institutional levels ofjustice and 

length of time spent in the institution are also significantly related to depression. Older 

juveniles are significantly less depressed (b = -.075; F.05). Interpreted in terms of 

standadzed coefficients, for every one standard deviation in- m age aepressian 

decreases by .lo7 standard deviation uuits. Juveniles who experienced higher levels of 

maltreatment are significantly more depressed (b = .219; p .OS). interpretad m 

of standardized coefficients, for every one standard deviation increase in 4-e 

depression increases by .160 standard deviation units. hrveniles who reportedhigher 
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levels of prior substance abuse are significantly more depressad (b = 502; p < .05). 

IoterpretadmtermsofstandardizedcoefFicients,farev~onestandarddeviati~ 

increase m substam abuse depression increasesby .155 standard deviationunits In 

~ ~ j w e n i l e s w h o p e r c e i v e d t h ~ i n s t i t u t i o n a l e n ~ ~ a s h a ~ g h i g h e r l e v e l s  

ofjustice SigniEiCantly ICSS depressed (b = - .149; p < .05). Interpreted in terms O f  

stan~coefl6cien~foreveryonestan~ddeviationincreaSeinjuSticedepression 

decreases by .129 standard d&ation dts .  Finally,jWeniles who have been 

institutionalid for longer periods of time report are sirpliscantly more depresses (b = 

.127; p < .05). Interpreted in terms of standardized coefficients, for evay one standard 

deviation increaSe m length O f  th*h-the-faCiiity depressian increaseS by .117 standard 

deviation units. Together, these findings indicate that child maltreatment signiscantly 

impacts juveniles’ depression levels, holding other importation and depnvation variables 

constant. Other importation and deprivation factors, however, also have statistically 

significant independent effects on depression. 

The Change in Anxiety and Depression 

The third model esbh.lates the c h g e  in juveniles’ anxiety levels from the first 

wave of data collection to the second wave of data collection (Model 3). The R Square 

indicates that the independent variables m the model are accounting for 22% of the 

variation m the change mjuvdes’ selfreparted anxiety overtime. The F-test 

indicates that this model performs significantly better than the naive or conant only 

model. 
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The results of regression model 3 are presented in Table 7. These findings 

suggestthatanxietyattime1predictsdctyattime2. Accordingtothismodel,the 

only statisticaly significant predictor of the change in anxiety between time periods is 

priorcammibnentstojwenilefWities. Theresultsindicatethatwhencontrollingfor 

jwdes’ anxiety levels at time 1, each additional numbex of prior comrmtm 

produced a statistically signif~cantly change in selfreparted anxiety levels between time 

1 and time 2 (b = -.013; p < .OS). Interpreted in terms of staudardized coefficients, for 

cveryoneslendarddeviationm~inpri~commitments,jweniles’anxietychanges 

(relative decrease) by -.12 standard deviation units at time 2. Controlling for anxiety at 

time 1, prior commitments reduoed anxiety at time 2. Although the experience of prior 

childhood maltreatment did not have a significant impact on the change m anxiety levels 

over time, child maltreatment did have a significant influence on anxiety levels at time 1 

(Model 1). 

The fourth model estimates the change in juveniles’ depression fkom the first 

wave of data collection to the second wave of data collection (Model 4). The R Square 

indicates that the independemt variables in the model are accounting far 20% of the 

variation in the change in juveniles’ selfrepoaed depression over time. The F-test 

indicates that this model perfarms significantly better than the naive or coastaat d y  

model. 

The results of regression model 4 are presented in Table 8. The results indicate 

that being Black compand to White, prior dtceatment&venile 

levels in institutions, and being in a boot camped compared to a traditid institution 

of activiv 
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are sigdicantly related to the change m selfreported depressian over time. The mode1 

that Black youth (campoaad to White) arc sisnificanty morc likely to 

mace a relative increase in the change in depression over time (b = 265; p < .05). 

Interprctad in staudard deviationunits, being Black leads to a .ll standard deviationunit 

(reMve) increase m depression over time. The rcsultp also indicate that after 

ummlling for depression at time 1, each additional increase in the level of chil- 

maltreatment p m d d  a significant and positive change in depmsion between time 1 

andtime 2 (b- 204; p < .05). Cuntrobgfordeptession at time 1, every one standard 

deviation increase m child maltreatment increased depression by .14 standard deviation 

units between time 1 and time 2. In addition, juveniles who perceived their insthtid 

envjronment as more active experienced a signiscant and negative change in depmsion 

between time 1 and time 2 (b = -.156; p < .OS). When controlling for depression at time 

1, every one standard deviation increase in perceptions of institutional activity prodwed 

a -.12 standard deviation unit decrease in depression over time. The model also 

indicates that youth canfined to a boot camp, compared to a traditional facility, are more 

likely to experience a significant change in depression between time 1 and time 2 (b = - 
.247; p < .05). When controlling for depressian at time 1, being in a boot camp leads to 

a-.12 standard deviation change in depression overtime. These findings suggest- 

boot camp institutions significantly reducesjuveniles’ relative depression leveb over 

time wmpared to traditional fkilities. 

. 
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The Influence of the Interarctin Between Facility T p  and Multmament on Anxiety 

a n d D 4 p v s h  

ToexaminethesecondhypothesisthatjWenileswhoeXperien~priOr 

childhoodmaltreatment Woulddjust differently dependins on the type of iastitutiOn 

they are in, the mtmactionof childmdtmatment ~ d h i l i t y t y p e  011 anxiwand 

depression is examinad To examine whether the influence of child maltreatment an 

anxiety and depression is mvkiant by Wty type, this study's sample was split into 

t w o i n ~ ~ t g r o u p s b y ~ t y t y p e ( b o o t ~ ~ v . ~ t i o n a l ~ t i e s ) a n d  

separate models are estimatad (Models 5 and 6). 

The d t s  for the split regresSian models fa time 1 are displayed in Table 9. 

Child maltreatment had a marginally significant innuenCe on anxiety in'boot camps (b = 

.W, F.10 two-tailed) but not in traditional facilities. A difference of coefficients test 

was employed to examine whether the effect of child maltreatment on anxiety at time 1 

was actually significantly stronger in boot camps. "here is consemu in the ernpirid 

literature of "the appropriateness of this coefficient - comparison strategy in examining 

what is essentially an interactive effect" (Paternoster et al., 1998: 860). To examine 

whether the coefficient for child maltreatment is significantly dSerent m boot 

compared to traditional fircilties, the following difference test is employed: 
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The results displayed in Table 10 indicate that there is not a scatistically significant 

in;teractiVe effe of Eacility type and child aaaltreatment on &ety (2 = 582). In other 

words, the influgKx of childmaltreatment is invariant by facitity type. Boot camp 

youth with histories of child maltreatment are not significantly more 813xious than those 

intraditidinstitutions. Allothercomparisonsofstatistidysignificantdcients 

also indicate null findings, suggesting that there are not unique heracti ‘ansbetweenthe 

type of institutianS and the other variables measured in this study (see Table 9).29 

The results for the split regression models for depression in time 1 are displayed 

in Table 10 (models 7 and 8). These d t s  indicate that child maltreatment has a 

sisnificant influence on depression in boot camps (b = .2#, fi.05) but only a 

marginally significant influence in comparison f e s  (b = .137; fi.10). The 

dif€erence of coefficients test between these models, however, indicates no statistically 

significant difference in child maltreatment on depression by facility type. In other 

words, child maltreatment does not have a significantly different influence on 

depression in boot camps compared to traditional fbcilities. All other siguificant 

coefficients are also compared across models and indicate no statistically significant 

difference on depression.” These results indicate that far the measures empIoyad in this 

29 

The Other, activity, andjustice variables me significant in the boot camp mode1 and the 
age, substance abuse, number of prior mests, sentence length, and justice variables are 

test, these variables are not significantly Merent across models. 
sisnificantinthetraditid fiditymodel. Accardingto adifkmcc o f d c i u l t s  

30 

The subscence abuse andjusticevariables are significant intheboot campmodel d 
the age and substauce abuse variables are significant in the traditional fiLcility modeL 
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study there arenot unique a t t r i i b y  fircilitytype. 

Next, change .- models arc dmatedlo  8cc ifthere wcre interactive effects 

offiicitity type 011 the changes m acijustmemt (models 9 and IO). Since fircility type did 

not have a smistically significant effect 011 anxiety in the main-effkcts model, the 

iateractionbetweeamaltreatmentand -type O11 atlxiety isnot errplorect3' only 

the interactive influence between maltreatment and kility type on -011 is 

examinad. Separatechangesioreregressionmodelsareestimatedforeachgroup. The 

results h m  the split regression models (Models 9 and 10) are displayed on Table 11, 

Cbild maltreatment is the only variable that is Statistically Signifcant in both the boot 

camp and traditional kility models. A dif€erence of the estimatad d c i e n t s  test is 

employed to examine whether child maltreatment had the same effect on the change m 

depression across facility types. A comparison of the child maltreatment coefficients 

across models results in a z-valw of 0.07, indicating that there is not a statistically 

significant difference in the influence of child maltreatment on the change m depressian 

within boot camps and comparison facilities. These findings, therefm, suggest that the 

hypothesized negative psychological influences of boot camps on youth who have 

experienced child maltreatment may be overstated. These results also mdicate that M) 

According to a difference of Coeacients test, these variables are not signiscantly 
differentacrossmodels. 

31 

A split model was estimated (not displayed) and mdicated no statistically sigaificant 
effects of childmalbreabnent m the h g e  m anxiety m either boot camps or 
comparison hcilities. 
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otherdcientsbetwcenmodelsare signiscantlydi&rent.31 Togctherthesedts 

mdicatetbatthcre areno significaat~ombetweenthemeasuradmdependemt 

variables and the type of institution. 

The central focus ofthis study was to examine the inf.lucnce of c h i l d h o o d  

maltreatment on psychological adjustment for i n s t i t u t i a j e  offenders. 

Given the findings fiom the regression models estimafingjweniles' anxietyand 

depression during the first Wave of data collection, the first hypothesis is supported 

(Hla). Child maltreatment has a significant and positive impact on anxiety and 

depression levels among institutionalized juveniles, holding other variables co11st~mf. 

'Accarding to the findings h m  the regression models the change m anxiety 

and depression, the second hypothesis is partially mpporkd (Hlb). Child maltreatment 

has a significant and positive impact on the change in depression levels over time among 

institutionalized juveniles, holding other variables constant. Child maltreatment does 

not significantly influence the change in anxiety over time for institutiodized 

juveniles. Given the iindings fiom the split regression models estimatingthe influence 

of the interaction between facility type and maltreatment on anxiety and depression, the 

third hypothesis (H2a) is not supported. Juveniles who experiencedprior childhood 

maltreatment and are confinad to boot camp programs do not have signiricantty higher 

levels of depresrsion and anxiety cornparad to juveniles umfhed to traditional 

32 

The Black variable was significant m the boot camp model and the activity variable 

these variables were not significantly different across models. 
was significantmthetraditionalmodel. Acoordingto adiffereMx O f c o e f f i c i m t s ~  
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 institution^.^ According to the rtsuft8 of the regression models estimating the influence 

of the mteractimbetwem fircilitytype andmaltreatment onthe change m deprdol& 

the fourth hypothesis (H2b) is not suppartad. heniles who experiencedpriar 

childhoodmaltreatment and are canfinedtoboot camp programs do not experiences 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t ~ ~ i n d e p r e s s i a n o v e r t i m e ~ t o j w e n i l e s ~ ~  

tolraditional~tuticms.” 

&?diVityA@k 

The findings from the change score models on depression suggest that boot camp 

institutions sisniscantly reducesjuveniles’ relative depressian levels over time 

compared to traditional fhcilities. The interactive effects (split models) in the change 

score models, however, suggested that facility type did not have a significant interaction 

with any of the other independent variables. These findings, coupled with the fact that 

boot camp juveniles on average had been in the facility far a shairter period of time 

during the first wave of data collection (1.5 months in boot camps v. 5.1 months in 

33 

Although maltreatment was StaG&cally significant in the boot camp split model far 
both atmiety and depression at time 1, a difference of coefficients test mded that the 
influence of maltreatment for boot camps was not statistically significantly different 
h m  the influence of maltreatment on anxiety and dcpmsion far juveniles in 
traditional hil i t ies (see Tables 9 and 10). 

Although maltreatment was statistically significant in the boot camp split model for the 
change in depres9ian, adifferenoe of dcientstestmealcdthatthc -of 
m a l t r e a t m ~ f a r b o o t ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ y ~ g n i f i ~ ~ y d i f f ~ t ~ ~  
influence of maltreatmat far juveniles m traditional fitcilities (see Table 11). 
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traditional M t i e s ) ,  suggests that a 8eL18ifiyify analysis s h d d  be conducted. Haw 

. 'scI1sitivc arcthechangemdcpression~tothediE&re~~~~mlcngthof 

confinement betwecn boot camps and traditional fkilities? It is possl'ble that the 

apparent diff" m the change m depiession between boot camps and traditional 

W t i e s  is due to the fact thatjweniles m boot camp facilities were confinad for shurtcr 

of confinement, and learn to cope with their new environment after the passage of time 

in the institution (Zamble and Porporino, 1988; Woxmith, 1984). For example, 

Gendteau d al., (1979) found hmates' self-esteem improved after a period of 

canfinement. MacKenzieandGoodstern ' (1985) reparted lower anxiety and depression 

among inmates confined for longer periods of time compared to inmates confined for 

shorterperiods of time. 

To examine this confinement issue separate regression analyses were concfucted 

using a d e r  sample of youth who had been institutionalized far a period of two 

months or less during the first wave of data collection. The results from the anxiety and 

depression models in the reduced sample for time 1 (not reparted here) mirror those 

repartad earlier in the fidl sample. The results of change over time regression for the 

d u d  sample (model 11) are presented m Table 12. The findings far the change m 

depression arc very similartothoseqxnted in the change score analyses forthe fbll 

sample, with the exception of facility type. Boot uimps no longer have a significaut 

influence on the change in depression. The results indicate that being Black compgfed 
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to white, age, childhood maltreatment, and time in the fb i l i ty  are significantlyrelated 
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to the change m selfreported aepressian overtime. Perceptions of institutional activity 

and prior substance abuse were sipificant at t h e 6 1 0  level. The model indicatesthat 

BN youth (comp9t.ad to White) are significanty more likely to experience an increase 

in depression overtime (b= 304; p < .OS). Interpretedin standard deviationunits, 

being Black leads to a .14 staudard deviation unit (relative) increase in depression over 

time. The model atso i n d i d  that age produced a statistically significant andnegative 

change in depression over time (b = -.W, p < .05). Interpreted in standard deviation 

units, e v q  one staudad deviation increase in ageprocfuceda -.12 standarddeviation 

unit (relative) decrease m depression over time. The results also indicate that after 

conffouing for depression at time 1, each additional increase in the level of childhood 

maltreatment pmhced a significant and positive change in depression between time 1 

and time 2 (b = .285; p .05). Interpreted in standard deviation units, every one 

standard deviation increase in child maltreatment produced a .19 standard deviation unit 

(relative) increase in depression between time 1 and time 2. In contrast to the full 

sample model, juveniles who spent longer periods of time in canfinement at time 2 

experienced a significant decrease in depression between time 1 and time 2 (b = -.459;p 

K.05). lnterpretedinstandarddeviationunits,everyonestan~deviationinneasem 

length of time jn-thdbdity prochrced a .15 standard deviation unit (relative) decl.ease 

indepressionbetweentime1 andtime2. Incontrasttotheearlierfindingsforthe~ 

sample, however, there were no statistidy significant difTerences by facility type. 

Juveniles who entered boot camps and traditional fkdities within two months of the 
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first wave of data collection did not difk significantly m their depression over time. 

These hiinp suggest that whenthe mount of time youthhave been institutionali#d 

is taltcn into accomt, chauges m adjustment (depressian) are not significantly influm#d 
. .  

35 

Separate split models for the restricted sample were ais0 estimated for youth in 

the fidl sample and indicate that there arc no sigai5cauthtcmct1 ‘onsbetw#afacility 
traditional andboot camp facilities, The results (notreportsdhere) arc mnsimntwith 

type and maltreatment, or any of the other independent variables. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Using a lmgitudbl sample of 509juvdes ccmfhed to 48 cmrectional 

~ ~ ~ o r d i n a r y l ~ s q u a r e ~ r e g r e s s i o n ~ ~ e x a m i n e d t h e i m p a c t o f c h i l d  

-ent mjwdemaladjustment. The finding &om this research providesthe 

field with new information regarding the relationship between childhood d i rea tmat  

andjuveniles’ a c l l e n t  within Caectional  institution^. There are thee main findings 

&om this study. First, incarcerated youth with histories of childhood maltreatment bad 

higher levels of both anxiety and depressian at time 1, holding other mdividual and 

institutional related fhctors amstant Additionally, youth with maltreatment histories 

experienced increased depression over time during their confinement. FinaUy, the 

combined influence of facility type and maltreatment on adjustment indicated that 

depression did not get better or worse over time for juveniles in boot camps compared to 

traditional facilities. In other words, the relationship between maltreatment and 

depression did not vary by facility type. Two main conclusions are drawn &om this 

research. Maltreatment has a strong and consistent influence on institutionatized 

juveniles’ mental health. Also, boot camps are not more harmfid to the mencal health of 

juveniles who have maltreatment histories compred to traditionat Wties. 

In addition to these main findings and conclusions, this study repartad several 

findings that are Consistent with prior rcsczitch. For example, this study f m d  a high 

prevalence of childhoodmaltreatment among institutiodked juveniles. The 

prevalence rate reported by this s M y  is actually higher than the rate reprtedby 0th- 
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studies. SpdiEILUy, 86% ofjuveniles m this sample experienced some f m  of 

rates between 51% and 6% (Howling et al., lm). The higher rate found by 

this study may be m i  to the study's inclusive deiinition of maltreatment which 

included four M m t  dimensions (physical abuse, sexual abuse, ne@& and 

witnessing violence m the family). 

Given the hi& rates of maltreatmemt reported by i n s t i t u t i a  juveniles in 

this study, it is not surprising that high rates of uxxmmnce among d o u s  forms of 

maltreatment dimensions were also repartad This finding is d s t e n t  with prior 

research ( A w l  and Holden, 1998; Browne and Herbcrt, 1997; Jouriles and Lc Compte, 

1991). Although there is a considerable interest in idemtifying different outcomes 

associated with various dimensions of maltreatment (National Research Council, 1993), 

high rates of co-occurrence among maltreatment dimensions make this a difficult area to 

study. The high rates of co-occurrence found in the current study prohibited 811 analysis 

of whether neglect, witnessing intra-famihl violence, experiencing physical abuse, or 

experiencing sexual abuse have similar or Merent influences on juveniles' 

psychological adijustment. This methodological problem has also been noted m prior 

research (Manly et al., 1994). 

Prior literatrpe has documented the negative psychological C O I ~ S ~ Q U C ~ ~ C ~ S  

associated with child maltreatment using samples of children and adolescents h b 

commzmify and h m  domestic violence shelters. Negative long-term -w of 

maltreatment have atso been documented using vies of adults. This study extends 
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the gencdiddhy of these findings to juvenile offendem confined to a large number of 

-- 

institutions (N48). Specifically, maltreatment had a Significant influmce 
-. 

i 
onjuveniles' adjustment after spending an average of 3.4 rnOLlfhs in a cor rec t id  

fiicility and on their adjustment over time (after approximately 7.4 months in 

confinement). Thew findings point to the fhct that general mental health issues SKC 

particularly important when one examines inst i tut iajweni le  delinquents. Not 

d y  are delinquents at a greaterrisk of eXperienchg VBTioUs forms of child 

maltreatmentandassmabd - 
increased psychological duress when placed in the secure environment of a comcticmal 

fidity. Accardingtopreviousresearch,respansesto~ 'c Situations, suchaschild 

maltreatment, do not necessatily occur immediately af€er the experience but can instead 

occur over a period of time (Cummings, 1998). Therefm, children who experienced 

maltreatment during childhood are at risk for a variety of developmental, emotional, and 

behavioral c ~ ~ l ~ e q u e n c e ~  over time (h4argoli.n and Gordis, 2000). 

psychological dysfunctians they are also at risk far 

hDlicationsforTheoq 

This study measured the influence of selected importatian and deprivation 

factors on the levels of self-qorted anxiety and depression among a longitudinal 

sample of institutiejuveniles.  It is hportmt to iden* juveniles with high 

levels of anxiety and depression because extreme emotional reactions to confinement 

may~~~withrchabiliicatianprograms. 

Bothimportation anddeprivationfactatshadaSipificaat influenceonmeasures 
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ofjuvenilles’ adjustment at time 1. Levels of anxiety were significantly infimcedby 

f prior ~hildhoodmaltreatment, age, &stance abuse, perceived levels of i r u t h t i d  i 

activity, and perceived levels of institutional justice. Levels of depression at time I 

perceived levels of institutional justice, and the length of time juveniles were amfined 

to the f d t y .  These findings are consistent with prior literature m noting that older 

inmates are more d e  to &e with the pains of confinement (MacKu~zie, 1987; Sykes, 

1958). Prior research has atso found a relationship between substance abuse and 

hmate~’ maladjustment (Mills et al., 1998). As discussed above, the influence of 

that different prior life experiences affect self-reparted anxiety and depression. 

In addition to the influence of these importation variables, two deprivation 

measures had a signiscant influence on juveniles’ adjustment. Variations within 

perceived levels of institutional activities andjustice exerted a statistically significant 

influence on adjustment. As expected, juveniles who perceived their envirmmenb 8s 

being morejust and providing more oppartunities far activity adjusted to their 

e~~vironments better. These findings provide support far the deprivation theory m that 

juveniles’ perceptions of their institutional environment affect their levels of anxiety and 

deptessim 

The &dings also indicated thatjweniles’ who have been confizlcd longer were 

more depressedattime 1. This findingiscansistentwithdeprivationtheuriesof 

instituticmalad~ent. Priornsearchsuggeststllatinmateattitudesvaryaccordingto 
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their length of codinem- andtends to support the notion that longcrtime in a fiicility 

-- 

is- a with incteased antisocial attitudes (Garabedian, 1963; .Wellford, 1967; 

wheeler, 1961). 

psychological adjustment over time. However, there was more support for these 

measures inpredicting changes m depression. The only importation fbctorthathada 

Juveniles who had a higher number of previous Commitments experienced a statistically 

significant decrease m anxiety between time 1 and time 2. Factors that influenced 

depression ovw time mcluded prim maltreatment, being Black, perceptions of 

institutional activity, and f k i l i t y  type. Black juveniles had increased levels of 

depression, compand to Whitejweniles. The influence of race is also consistent with 

prior literature in noting that the importance of race as a co-variate of djustment. Prior 

research has found that Black inmates have more difficulty adjusting to the c o r r e c t i d  

environment compared to White inmates (Harer and Steffensmeier, 1996; h e s ,  1998). 

Research, for example, has found minority inmates are SigniScantly more depressed 

t h a n w h i t e i n m a t e s ( ~  * andMacKenzie, 1984). 

The type of facility also exerted a statistically signifhut influence on juveniles' 

adjustment Specifically, boot camp environments (compared to traditional facilities) 

substantially decreased levels of depressian amongjuvenile offenders. This finding is 

con- to what boot camp critics would expect (Mora& and Ruck, 1990). While 

some criticize boot camp m m m t s  for having a cdhmtah '01181 atmosphere due to 
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-- 

the mcmpcdon of the m i l k y  philosophy, it appears thartjweniles spdingperiods 

of amfinementmbod camps actually adjust better over time thanjuveniles m 

traditional iustktions. However, this conclusion shouldbe intupmtedwith caution 

since the sensitivity analysis did not reveal significant findings for the influence of 

f t y p o n t h e  change in depression overtime. According to the SGllsifiYify 

anatysis, the signifmnt finding for the influence on facility type on the change m 

depression canbe a u r i i t b t h e  amozmt of timejuvenileshadbeen i n s t i t u t i e a t  

the time of the first survey . .  *OIL since youth in traditional wczt 

COIlfined for an average of four months longer than youth mboot camps at time 1, 

adjustment scores for traditional W t y  youth indicate that they had more time m the 

faciltytoad.totheirenvironment 

Altogether, these results suggest that neither the impurtation or the deprivation 

theory alone adequately explained how an institutionalized juvenile adjusted to the pains 

of confinement. The strongest model of iastitutional adjustment appears to be one that 

inwpxates tenants &om both importation and depnvation theories. In support of the 

first proposed hypothesis, however, the higher the level of self-reprted child 

maltreatment the greater the level of both anxiety and &pression. These findings, 

therefore, indicate that regardless of the theoretical explanation, child maltnabmeas is a 

particularly strong antedent to psychological ad#ustment within juvenile carrectianat 

institutionS. Overall, the findings from this research are consistentwithstudiesthat 

explain institutianal adjustment through an integration ofimportation and&priv&im 

theories. This study mdicates fiather support for the notion that both inaportaton & 
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measures of anxiety and depression as well as their change overtime. This finding 

mdicatesthe~ceofpreinstiMidexperienocsmdecerrmntn gayouth’s 

psychological adjustment during confinement. These results were obtained across a 

geo~hicallydiv~setofinstitutians. Thd~thesefindingsappeartobe 

genedhble to both boot camps and traditional facilities housing youthful offenders 

f h m  a variety of social demographic backgrounds. In contrast to other single site of 

single state studies, these findings are applicable to all delinquents who CouldpotenWly 

be sentenced to cdinemmt in a boot camp program. These results, therefa, indicate 

that both impartation and deprivation fbtm are widely useful theoretical c m s m c t ~  far 

explaining how juveniles adjust to living in correctional settings. 

hDliC&ons for POfim 

The findings fiom this study suggest several policy implications. First, this 

study’s findings point to the need for specific thempeutic programming within jwenile 

correctid systems that target youths with histories of child maltreatment previous 

research has found child maltreatment to have long-term negative psychological dkts 

on individuals (Margolin and Gordis, 2000). Maltreatment is clearly a prior tife 

experience that &odd be adQessed as a major component of theqeutic pro- 

Since child maltreatment is highly prevalent among institutionalid youth and 
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negatively impacts initial and long-term adjustment during periods of canfinement, 

~~veinterventioasshoutdbedesignedtoaddressthispapulationofincarcerated 

youth. Tothis end, appropriate scxm6.q and~enttoolsmustbeusedto  idnrtifj. 

jwenileswhohavepasthisturiesofmaltreatment Morehportantly,afteryouthwith 

thew histories 8te identified a priority &odd be p l d  on providing effective tm&neat 

interventions that enable these youth to leam to cope with their past experiences and 

reduce their likelihood of futlpe negative psychological consequenoes, such as anxie~ 

and depression. If anxiety and depression are not apptopriately treated, individuals with 

maltreatment histories may experience secondary consequences, such as a disruption in 

their progression through age-appropriate developmental tasks (Boney-McCay and 

Fi~kelhar, 1995). 

According to anecdotal information noted by researchers during site visits at 

institutions during the time 1 data collection, child maltreatment was not an area that 

facilities specifically targeted in their therapeutic programming. The most common 

areas targeted by thempeutic programming were anger management and life slrills 

training. While these are also important areas far treatment intervention, the findings 

h m  this study urge juvenile justice personnel to revamp thempeutic programming in 

curred id  settings to also include treatment mterventiions focused on issues related to 

childmaltreatment. Institutiodizedtreatmentinterventiionsfmmaltierrfedyouth 

should mclude both mdividd and group therapy. Both thempeutic modalities should 

emphash the impartrmce ofjuveniles’ expiessing and exploring their feelings 

and Wheeler, 1987) regarding their prim maltreatment experiences in arder to reQa 
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feelings of anxiety (Kendall et al., 1992) and depressicm (Kolko et at., 1998; Lewinsohu 

et al., 1990). Various individual and group treatment approaches m c U  self-support 

techniques, buildingafkt-regulation skills, cognitive mterventions, explorationof 

desensitization of trauma and emotional procesSing (Brim, 1992). Group therapy 

approaches have been found to provide a fonrm for anxiety relief and provide 

appamlities for interpersonal leamingandimprovedsocialadjustment(Alexanderet 

al., 1991). -- 

Findings from this study also suggest that boot camps programs arenot as 

antithetical to positive adjustment as critics would suggest (Mora& and Rucker, 1990). 

Mareover, youh who expaienced child maltreatment were not significantly more 

therefm, suggest that boot camps are not more hamfid for youth with histories of child 

maltreatment. Instead, greater levels of child maltreatment appear to have equally 

deleterious co11s~que~1ces on youths' psychological adjustment in both M t y  types. 

Anecdotal infarmatian noted by researchers during the time 1 data collection confirm 

these findings. For example, it was observed that youth nearing the end of their boot 

camp stay had high levels of outward selfhmfidence and self-esteem, Observations at 

traditional fhcilities did not mdicate this same pattem. While these observatians do not 

provide quautitative assessment of actual psychological djustment, they do pv ide  

some qualitative support for the empirical findings in this study. 

Together, findings h m  this research indicate thatjwenile correctianat 

institutions should place a priority on developing effective treatment j n t e r v d a  that 
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youth with serious histories of child maltreatment. Since child maltreatment is an 

antecadent-of b@i psychological -ent and general antisocial behavior, this is 

aprtidarly impartant risk factor to address during Correctional confinement. Not only 

can proper treatment intuventions help these youth learn to cope with their past 

experiences and& theirpsychologiCal duress, but they may also have the additionat 

benefit of reducing their likelihood of committing futlne criminal acts after being 

released from custodj..  ti-, effective treatment interventions for incarcersted 

youth with histories of child dtmatment may also reduce the likelihood of these YOU& 

committing the same acts of violence against their fhture partners and c h i l h  If 

treatmat interventions cau e m  any of these outcames they are mure than worth their 

financial investment. Proper assessment and treatment of youth with histories of 8 ~ v e z e  

child maltreatment could produce immediate and long-term benefits for incarcerated 

youth. 

SUmmm 

The findings h m  this study indicate important theoretical and petid issues, 

In terms of theoretical issues, it is clear that child maltreatment is an important 

importation fktm in the etiology of institutional adjustment for adolescents. At the 

same time, however, adolescents’ perceptions of the institutions themselves are also 

importmt in explaining institutional adjustment. It is not surprising to find that both 

prior home experiences and current Perceptions of one’s living arrangement would 

influence a youth’s anxiety and depression. In terms of practice, this study suggests that 

148 

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



.- 

t h o ~ ~  who criticize boot camp arviroLIII1cI1s8 far being anti-thempeutic farjuvenile 

offenders and their psych010gi~al well-being, may be over stating the dif€'cm 

betweentraditionaljuvenileinstitutionsandjuvenilebootcamps. Forthosejuveniles 

who are able to progrew positively ttaaugh the boot camp regimenf there may be 

psychological he f i t i  that discaxit for the hick of counseling and other thempatic 

programming m these facilities (Gover et al., 2OOOa). The fist that youth who have 

experienced severe forms of child maltreatment have adjustment diflidties in both boot 

camps and traditional facilities highlights the need far effective institutional 

intementions. While clinical trial research mdicates a strang effoct of early childhood 

preventive mtementiom on child abuse and neglect (Olds et al., 1997), less is known 

about the impacts of institutional interventions aimed at helping youth cope with the 

pains associated with being raised in abusive and ne@& homes. Clearly, findings 

f+om this study highlight the importance of child maltreatment in both the etiology of 

institutional adjustment and the need for effective institutional intenentiom. 

FutureResearch 

This study attempted to address the issue of child maltreatmemt and its impact on 

institutional adjustment far youthful offenders - both from a CTOSS sectional and 

longitudinalanalysis. Thereare~eralquestiomraisedbythisstudythaswould 

benefit fkom fhture research. First, there is clearly a lbitation of relying solely on self- 

reparteddata The issues of memoryrecall and ternparat order prevent this study from 

distinguishing correlation f b m  causal&. Future research examining the role of child 
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maltreatment in bath the etiology of dehqumcy and the ad@hncnt to institutional 

settings wouldbenefit &om cambiningboth official (e.g. childpmttktive services and 

juvenile court) and self-reparted data This Mdpermi t  the assessment of the 

antecedent iduences of child maltreatment, and the degree to which recent experiences 

versus early childhood experiences explaiujuvdes’ psychologicat adjustment to 

d d  institutions, Addi t idy ,  this research also raises the question: To what 

extent does psychological adjustment explain the behavior of youth once they am 

released hm secure institutions? It seems practical to suggest that the less a juvenile is 

properly a d .  the less amenable he or she is to rehabilitative treatment and the more 

likely he or she is to recidivate. But m realityresearch has not clearly suppartedthis 

statement. Future mearch would benefit h m  examining prospectively the impact of 

child maltreatment 011 institutional adjustment and the combmed influence of these two 

factors on long-term behavioral outcomes. Such research would help social scientists 

gain a clearer understanding of the developmental pathways of child maltreatment on 

antisocial behavior and where appropriate preventive interventions could be designed to 

mediate its devastatm g social and psychological consequences (see Ohlin and Tamy, 

1989 for examples). 
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Table 1. Descrigtive statistics (N=509) 

._ Variable Mean S t d h .  MinimumMaximum 
T Demographics AGE 

WHlTE 
HISPANIC 

BLACK 
OTHER 

RiskFactorsMALTREAT 
ALCOHOL 

’ DRUGS 
PEERCRIM 
FAMCRIM 

History NOARREST 
AGEFIRST 
PREVCOM 
OFFENSE 

SENTENCE 
Cmd of Confinement CONTROL 

ACTMTY 
JUSTICE 

FREEDOM 
BOOT 

BEENINl 
BEENIN2 

AdjustmentMemum ANXIETY1 
ANXIETY2 
DEPRESS1 
DEPRESS2 

15.94 
. .40 

.17 

.26 

.18 
1.62 
1.65 
1.54 
3.33 
1.21 
7.70 

12.84 
3.01 
2.60 

28.06 
3.73 
3.82 
3.02 
2.13 
0.48 
3.37 
7.42 
1.44 
1.40 
3.18 
2.98 

1.38 
.49 

.3739 
.43 
.38 
.71 
.32 
.34 

1.04 
.34 

6.32 
2.2 1 
2.72 
1.13 

40.59 
.73 
.82 
.84 
.79 
S O  

5.70 
6.96 
.32 
.29 
.98 

1.02 

11.00 
.00 
.OO 
.00 
.oo 

1 .00 
1 .00 
1 .00 
1 .00 
1 .00 
.00 

5.00 
.00 

1 .00 
.OO 

1.89 
1 .00 
1 .00 
1 .OO 
0.00 
.10 
.50 

1 .oo 
1 .00 
1 .00 
1 .00 

19.00 
1-00 
1 .00 
1 .00 
1 .00 
5.00 
2.00 
2.00 
5.00 
2.00 

26.00 
18.00 
11.00 
4.00 

120.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
4.57 
1.00 

66.00 
72.00 
2.00 
2-00 
5.00 
5.00 
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Table 2. Prevalence and Co-occurrenCe of Maltreatment (N409) 

- Experiencadd OnlyDimenSim - AlsoPhysically 
Le!astoIice' E x p e r i e n c a d  Abused 

PhysicalAbuse 75% (N=383) 35% (N433) N/A 

Witnessing 54% (N=274) 12% (Nr34) 84% (N=228) 

Neglect 20% (N=102) 5% (N4) 88% (N=89) 

S d A b u s e  11% (N46) 7% (N4) 88% ( N 4 9 )  
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I Table 4. Test of M u l t i c o W t y  

Variable VarianaInflati OIlFactar I .  
AGE 122 

-- 

BLACK 
HISPANIC 

OTHER 
MALTREAT 

ALCOHOL 
DFUGS 

PEERCRIM 
FAMCRIM 

NOARREST 
AGEFIRST 
PREVCOM 
OFFENSE 

SENTENCE 
CONTROL 
ACTIVITY 

JUSTICE 
FREEDOM 

BOOT 
BEENINl 

1.44 
1.41 
1.34 
1.16 
1.82 
1.93 
1.64 
1.46 
1.53 
1.52 
1.27 
1.08 
1.24 
1.57 
1.51 
1.73 
1.70 
1.67 
1.20 
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Table 5. Regression Model for Anxiety at T h e  1 (Model 1) 

.- 

Variable t-ratio 

Age 

Hispmic 

Black 

other 

Mal-ent 

Substan-Abuse 

Peer chmmall 

FamilyCnmmalt 

NumberpriOrAnests 

‘ty 
. .  

‘ty 
. .  

AgCatfirStArreSt 

pI.evious commitments 

current offense 
sentence Length 

control 
Activity 

Justice 

Freedom 

--P 
h g t h  of Time in Facility el) 
constaat 

-.028* 

-.a8 

-.029 

-.002 

. O S *  

.171* 

.001 

-.017 

-.038 

-.003 

-.m 
,004 

.015 

.030 

-.066* 

-.075* 

-.m 
.066 

.007 

2.464 

0.17 

-. 120 
-.056 

-.038 

-.003 

.120 

.156 

.005 

0.01 8 

-.097 

0.019 

-.020 

.015 

.054 

.068 

-.163 

-.191 

-.021 

.lo1 

.019 

-2.523 

-1.099 

-.745 

- . O S  

2.5% 

-2.885 

.051 

.356 

-1.759 

-.340 

-.425 

.339 

1.122 

1.270 

-3.102 

-3.387 

-.369 

1.765 

.354 

9.877 
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Table 6. Regression Model fa Depression at Time 1 (Model 2) 

variable b Beta t-ratio 

Age 

HispaaiC 

Black 

other 

Maltreatmat 

SubstanceAbuse 

Peer crlmmah 

Fdycriminalty 

NumberPriorArrests 

'tr . .  

AgaatfhtAmst 

Previous commitments 

current m a  
sententx Length 

Control 

Activity 

Justice 

Freedom 

J3ootcamP 

Length of Time in Facility ("1) 

constant 

-.075* 

-.054 

.125 

.093 

.219* 

.502* 

.023 

.014 

-.050 

-.017 

-.010 

.024 

-.038 

-.090 

-.040 

-. 149* 

.011 

.123 

.127+ 

.135 

0.14 

-.lo7 

-.a1 

.OS6 

,036 

.160 

.155 

.024 

.005 

-.044 

-.039 

-.029 

.028 

-.048 

-.069 

-.033 

-.129 

.009 

.064 

.117 

-2.199 

-.406 

1 .Ma 
.702 

3.402 

2.796 

.428 

.098 

-.780 

-.699 

-.582 

.623 

-.977 

- 1.263 

-.623 

-2.239 

.151 

1.087 

2.149 

.179 
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Table 7. RepssionModel for Anxiety a! Time 2 (Model 3) 

Variable b Beta t-ratio 

.- 

Anxiety Time 1 

Age 

HiSp8UiC 

Black 

mer 

Mallreahlent 

SubstanceAbuse 

Peer cnmlnah 

Familycrmnah 

NumkPriarArrests 

'ty 
. .  

'ty 
. .  

AgeatfirstArrest 

previous commitments 

current Offense 

SentenCeLulgth 

conttol 

Activity 

JUStiCe 

Freedom 

Boot Camp 

Length of Time m Facility ("2) 

constant 

RSquare 

.370+ 

.011 

.032 

-.032 

.032 

-.009 

,073 

.010 

.034 

.005 

-.w 
-.013* 

-.010 

-.m 
-.020 

.02 1 

-.018 

-.014 

5020 

-.001 

1.069 

.216 

. .410 

.050 

.040 

4 4 6  

.040 

-.022 

.074 

.035 

-.040 

.014 

-.034 

-.I 18 

-.038 

-.025 

-.050 

.056 

-.050 

-.038 

-.033 

-.002 

8.934 

1.073 

319 

-.925 

327 

-.478 

-1.395 

.646 

-.790 

.254 

-.634 

-2.5 12 

-A65 

-508 

-.956 

1 .OS2 

-301 

-.700 

-.611 

-.030 

4.339 
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Table 8. Regrwsicm Model for Dcprwsion at Time 2 (Model 4) 

Variable b Beta t-ratio 

Depression Time 1 

A%e 
HispgniC 

Black 

other 

Maltreatment 

Substance Abuse 

Peercriminality 

Familycriminality 

NumberPriorArrests 

AgeatfhtArrest 
Previous commitments 

current offense 

sentence Length 

Control 

Activity 

JUStiCe 

FreeQm 

Boot C q  

Length of Time m Facility ("2) 

constant 

Rscruare 

.275* 

-.03 1 

,071 

.265* 

.111 

.204* 

.246 

.036 

-.111 

-.019 

-.001 

-.018 

,028 

.011 

-.03 1 

-. 156* 

-.011 

-.065 

-.247* 

.OS5 

1.043 

.203 

.264 

-.042 

.027 

.114 

.041 

.143 

.073 

.037 

-.038 

-.016 

-.#3 

-.049 

-.03 1 

.014 

-.023 

-.124 

-.009 

-.050 

-.122 

.030 

5.826 

-399 

-535 

225 1 

339 

3.121 

1.355 

.673 

-.756 

-297 

-.OS7 

-1.033 

-.693 

.283 

-.432 

-2.409 

-. 170 

-.9 17 

-2.243 

.579 

1.341 
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Table 9. Regression Models for the Interactian Effict of Maltreatment and 
Facility Type on Anxiety (Models 5 and 6) 

Variable 
~~ 

b SE b SE Z Vahte 

- Age 

Hispanic 

Black 

other 

Maltreatment 

SubstmceAbuse 

Peer criminatty 

'ty 
. .  FamilyCnmmah 

NumberPriorArrests 

AgeatfirstArrest 

Previous Commitments 

current offense 

sentence Length 

Control 

Activity 

Justice 

Freedom 

h g t h  of Time m Facility ("'2) 

constant 

R squrae 

-.O 17 :02 

-.097 ,065 

4 6 4  .056 

-.126* .074 

.065* .038 

-.126 .089 

.004 .027 

.015 .018 

-.002 .036 

.006 .016 

,009 .011 

.007 .020 

.Ooo .001 

.037 .039 

-.088** .034 

-.086** .031 

.013 .037 

.013 .037 

2.16 

.18 

-.032** 

.027 

-.m 
.072 

.039 

-.249** 

-.015 

.061 

-.067** 

-.010 

-.008 

.009 

,001 ** 
.028 

-.038 

-.060* 

-.04 

.007 

2.7 

.23 

.013 - .65 

.062 

.055 

.054 

.026 .58 

.079 1.03 

.024 

.062 

.026 1.44 

.009 

.007 

.017 

.001 -1 .o 

.032 

.028 1.1 1 

.033 .58 

.032 

.022 
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Table 1 0  Regression Models for the interaction Effect of Maltreatment and 
Facility Type onDepressian(Models 7 and 8) 

1 
-camp Traditionat M m  
(N=245) (N=262) 

.- 

Variable 
~ 

b SE b SE z value 

Length of Time m Facility ("2) ,204 

constant .471 

RSquare .18 

Age 

HiSpaUiC 

Black 

other 

Maltreatmmt 

SubstanceAbuse 

t 

Peer criminality 

FamilyCkimblity 

NumberpriOrA~rests 

AgeatfhtArrest 

Revious Commitmen& 

currentoffense 

sentence Length 

Activity 

Control 

Justice 

Freedom 

-.033 

-.146 

.OS0 

-.024 

.344** 

.534** 

-.098 

-.079 

.049 

-.026 

-.009 

.012 

-.001 

-.065 

-.136 

-.188** 

.142 

.060 

.192 

.167 

217 

.112 

-264 

.080 

.239 

.lo5 

.047 

.03 1 

.060 

.002 

.114 

.lo2 

.092 

.lll 

.lo9 

-.082* 

.074 

.103 

.103 

.137* 

.569** 

.092 

.055 

-.141 

-.036 

-309 

.038 

.002 

-.102 

.047 

-.059 

-.145 

.059 

.041 

.16 

.042 

.194 

.173 

.171 

.081 1.51 

251 -.09 

.076 

.196 

.083 

.029 

.02 1 

.054 

.002 

.099 

.089 

.103 -.7 1 

.099 

.068 

**ps.05 
ps.10 
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Table 11. Regression Models for the Interaction Eff' of Maltreatment and 
Facility Type on the Change in Depression (Models 9 and 10) 

-- 

-camp TTaditianaf Difference 
@=245) (N=262) 

Variable 
~~ 

b SE b SE z value 
Depressian Time 1 

Age 

Hispanic 

Black 

other 

hatreatment 

Substance Abuse 

Peercriminaiity 

FamilyCriminality 

NumkPrimArrests 

Age at first Arrest 

previaus commitments 
cwent offense 
sentence Length 

control 

Activity 

Justice 

Freedom 

Length of Time in Facility ("2) 

constant 

RscIuare 

230 

.002 

.I18 

.345* 

.275 

.25 I * 
.395 

.019 

4 5 9  

.OS7 

.023 

-.001 

-.OM 

- .os  
-.I 19 

-.I41 

.034 

-.163 

.084 

1.934 

0.19 

.071 

.063 

.171 

202 

.226 

.119 

.278 

.084 

.249 

.111 

.049 

.033 

.065 

.065 

.119 

.IO7 

.097 

.I 15 

. I84  

1.356 

.3 14 

-.060 

.079 

.079 

-.OS3 

.151* 

.155 

-.w 
-.059 

-.066 

-.001 

-.023 

-343 

.093 

.084 

-.165* 

-.089 

-.001 

.061 

.53 1 

0.22 

.065 

.041 

,184 

.167 1.09 

.166 

.079 .07 

.244 

.073 

.188 

.08 1 

.028 

.020 

.052 

.057 

.096 

.086 -. 176 

.100 

.096 

.109 

.964 
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Table 12. Reduced Sample Regression Model for Depression at Time 2 
- (Model 11) (N=294) - I 

Variable b Beta t-ratio 

DeprcssionTime 1 

Age 
Hispanic 

Black 

OthU 

Maltreatment 

SubstanceAbuse 

Peercriminatity 

FdyCriminality 

NumberPriorArrests 

AgeatfirstArrest 

Previous cammitments 

current Offense 

SmtenceLength 

Cmtrol 

Activity 

Justice 

Freedom 

Boot camp 

Length of Time in Facility ("2) 

Constant 

RSquare 

.192* 

-.096* 

2% 

.304* 

.032 

285* 

.418 

.023 

-221 

.007 

,039 

-.020 

-.069 

.001 

-.127 

-. 146 
-.078 

-307 

-.203 

-.459* 

.308 

.230 

.189 

-.119 

.111 

.139 

.011 

.189 

.127 

.024 

-.069 

.040 

.OS1 

-.054 

-.075 

.047 

494 

-.113 

-.066 

-.a 
-.095 

-. 152 

3.368 

-1.991 

1.75 

2.197 

.176 

3.155 

1.875 

.359 

-1.041 

,578 

1.206 

-.839 

-1.340 

.760 

-1.353 

- 1.773 
-.968 

-.086 

-1.436 

-2.5 1 1 

.293 
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Appendix A. Juvenile Survey Instrument: “National Evaluation of Juvenile 
Correctional Facilities” 

- .  

NATIONAL EVALUATION 01 
JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL 

FACILITIES 

Evaluation Research Group 
Department of Criminology & Criminal Justice 

2220 LeFrak Hall, University of Maryland 
College Park, MD 20742-8235 

(301) 405-4699 

Project Funded in part by the National Institute of Justice, 
office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice 
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NATIONAL EVALUATION OF "ILE FAclLITIEso 
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A 'How Old YOU? i ...................... :- ............. Yeam old 

B. Wbatbyourdateofbirth? ...................... - Month - DJY - Y m  
c. whti,tbeloJigattimethldyouh 

worked st tb +job? r.....rr..................r... -,Month ,- Y m  

wen dd of) ..................................... D. Whatisthecumproff~thatyou 

E. What is yoursmtence forthis offense? ....... - Y a n  - Maarhr 

F. Howlonghsveyoubeeninthisfscility? ........ -Yam - Mordbr 

G. Whm do you expect to lave this faciity? .... -y--- 

H. How old were you *you & h 3 t  
amsted? (Thir is the fist time t h t p  were 
actually booked andfiger-printed) ........... Yeam old 

1. How many timcs have you been amJted'l.... Timea 

r i  
J; How many times have you been 8mstcd 

for violent crimes (crimes against people)? ... 
K. Iacludingyourcrarentconvictioa,how many 

times hwe you been committed to a county, 
state or federal juvenile facility? ................ Timer 

L. When you were groWine up, with whom did you live most of the time. include anyone 
who was present at the time suchaa parmts, sistas, brotbas, gmdprcnts. 

M. When you ~n n l d  fnrm this facility, with whom or whae will you live? 
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i 

mrsrqaath w U l m k j b r ~ ~  about ywrbackpmi AIpaedW we ~ ~ I M q p m p r h l e  
Mganrrr ~ d P r h d ) r a o m c r c b d c ~ c ) r ~ e ~ d r a d n o l k ~ b ~ ~  

hi& Far& 
....................... 1. Arc you male OI f d e ?  (8) (b) 

Hispnic Mian Ndw Astnl White W a  
AmaiclnAmericlnpIcitic 

2. What is your race? .................................... (a) . (b) . (c) (a) (e) (f) 

3. What is yourmaniage status? (a) (b) (4 (4 
manied mpaated divorced nsvaulsricd 

................. 
YeJ 

4. Do you have c h i l b ?  ........................... (y) (n) 

5. If YES, did they live with you before you yes no does not apply 
came to this facility? .............................. (y) (n) (x) 

6. If YES, but they did NOT live with you, ' dasn't 
never mdy sometimes o b  ah& appb howoftendidyouseethcmbeforecoming 

to this facility? ........................................ (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (x) 

L q w T o w n n m  Mediuml T m m  
7. w b a t t y p e ~ f ~ d i d y ~ ~ l i v ~ i n b e f ~ ~  city lapcity &city r ~ r a l m a  

.............................. c o e g  to this kility? (a) (b) (4 (4 

time far this offense in another facility? ..... (y) (a) 

9. Before coming to this ficility, YeJ no 

8. & f O ~ ~ t o t h i s f a c i l i t y , d i d ~ o ~ s p t a d  yes .no 

 en YOU invohred with a gang? ............. Q (n) 
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I '  

For Iranrc nwnbmd 11 ILrou#h 15,pkou rapomd br)forpa al ( i  for rn 

11. ~youmrat@ndcdcollegeorcotlrses 
Y - -  

in vocational tmhiq? .." ........................................ (y) (n) 

12. W e e  you CMoUcd i n a h 1  prior to being 
committed for the prcsult offense7 .................... :... (y) (n) 

13. Prior to coming tothis Wty, did you attend 
most of your classes almost everyday'? .................... e) (n) 

14. Have you mr gone to scbool while you 
were under the influence of alcohol? ....................... (y) (a) 

15. Have you ever gone to school high on drugs? .......... (y) (n) 

16. I like school. ............................................................ (a) (b) 

17. Finishing my homework is important to me. (8) @I 

18. I respect my teachers. ................................ ; ............ (a) (b) 

19. Gettiqg good grades is important. .......................... (a) (b) 

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

20. I don't Csn what my teacherstlink of me; 

21. It would make me h l  bad ifmy 
c r i t i c i a s d ~ ~ ~ .  ......................................... i .... (a) e) 

22. I get into trouble at school Like 
being suspended or C X P C U ~ .  ................................. (a) @) 

23. A good education is important. ..................... ;i ........ (a) @) 

1. ......... (a) . @) 

166 

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



-- 

28. I enjoy thinking about where I will work in the future. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

29. Doing well at work is important to me. ................... (a) (b) (c) (d) (4 

usually means more things to worry about. .............. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

3 1. A good job is an easy job. (a) 0) (4 (4 (4 

30. I would not take a higher level job since it 

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

32. I feel good when I do my job well. ......................... (4 (b) (c) (d) (e) . 

24. Were you employed during the 6 months before you yes uo 
entered a facility for your current offense? .......... 69 (n) 

work per week? (a) (b) (4 (4 (4 

before coming here? (Y) (X I  

doem't 
25. If YES, how many hours did you usually 1-10 11-20 21-30 3 1 4  a p ~ t y  

.............. ....................................... 
doesn't 

26. If NO, were you in another facility immediately yes no apply 
............................................. 
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I 
1 

33. ‘haw .ny of your fhmily Inembela bem 
inunosrated fix 30 days or long&? 

Y- 
69 ......................... 

34. Have any of the people you lived with prior to 
~ a ~ f o r t h t o ~ ~ b e c a  . 
txeatcd fix a problem withdrugs or alcohol? 

35. Have m y  of the people you lived with prior to 

........... 69 

entering a fhcility for this 
drugs or alcohol? 0 

ever abused .................................................... 
36. Are auy of your firmily members ihvolvcd with a gang? 0 

F o ? I c L m r ~ T ~ ~ ~ h ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ c l r k U y W ~ ~ ~ ~ o r ~ :  
-=-- O n a l a I v a y S  

37. My parents had rules that I had to follow at home. .. (a) @) (c) (a) 0 

where I was and whm I would be back. (a) @) (c) (a) (0) 

38. When I was away from home, my parents knew 
.................. 

39. 1 d d  like to be like my parents. .......................... (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

40. I feel comfoztable talking to my 
.................................... parents i f1  haw a problem. (a) @) (c) (4 (e) 

41. Ifeel bad when I do something 
....................................... my parents wouldn‘t like. (a) 0) (c) (d) (e) 

42. I can count on my parents to stick by me. ................ (a) @) (c) (d) (e) 

........................... 43. I want my childrent0 respect me. (a) @) (c) (a) (0) 

44. It is important forpple  to spend 
with their f8dk8. (8) @) (0) (a) (0) ........................................... 
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I 

For &ems 45 plmfrh 54, pbau repand Oyer, (n) 10 01 (u) m u d d n  

45. I have made plans to find a job or have already yer no- 
, f o d  aplace to work whm I leave here. ................ (y) (n) (u) 

46. I have set goals for myself. ..................................... (y) (n) (u) 

47. I have planned a place to live when I leave hae. ...... (y) (n) (u) 

48. I have had a chance to get organized With the . 

school I plan to attend when I leave hen. ............... (y) (n) (u) 

49. I have had achance to meet with my fbturc 
probation offioer. ................................................... (y) (n) (u) 

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

5 1. I hardly ever have onesnsne meetings 
with the d. ......................................................... (Y) (n) (u) 

I will face when I leave. .......................................... 0 (n) (u) 

a chance to make plans for future treatment. ........... (y) (n) (u) 

52. I have had little help on particular problems 

53. If I nced d r q  or alcohol treatment, I have bad 

54. I have received individual counseling here. .............. 69 (n) (u) 
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56. How many of thesc iiiends havc EVER 
been incarcccatedfor 30 days or longer? .................. (e) fi) (c) (a) (e) 

57. How many of thesc fiends were 
involved with a gang? .............................................. (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

58. Didthese~endsoftenusedrugsoral~hol'?~is yes no unccmin 
would be more thun four timmper week)? ........... (y) (n) (u) 

We would now like you to thlnh abou like slr nnwh  orey you eatcrd this fa&@. For the irar 
numbered 59 through 64, indicate Ifyou haw used any of &ue svbsrnen 

yes no 
S9. alcohol (beer, wine,hard liquor) .................................... (y) (n) 

60. tobacco (cigarettr chcwing tob8Cc0, ete.) 0 (4 

61. marijuanamashish (p4 weed, grass, reefa, bkmts) ............. 6) (n) 
........................ 

62. craclc/powda cocaine .............................................. (y) (n) 

63. inhalants @pint thirmer, glue, whiteout, whippits, poppar) ... 6) (a) 

.............................................................. 64. other drugs 0 (4 
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* 4 P  

mom thau a sip of al~0h017 ................................ (a) @) 

9 10.11 
65. How old wae you when you fht had 

66. How old were you when you ht tdd drugs? ... (a) @) 

For lyLna 47thn~tgh 76,pkaw nrpond (dyes Or @) no 

67. Have you ever stolen money &om friends 

68. Have you cim stolen money fiom %ends 

or family to buy drugs without them knowing? ............ 

or M y  to buy alcohol without them knowing? ......... 
69. Have you ever received treatment for alcohol abuse? .. 
70. In the six months before you entered a juvenile 

facility did you drink heavily, get drunk often, 
or have a drinlriag problem? ..................................... 

71. Has anyone (including someone at school) ever talked 
to you because they wue concerned that you may have 
a problem with alcohol? ......................................... 

72. Has anyone (including someone at school) ever told 
you that you have 8 problem With drugs? .................. 

for drug abuse? ....................................................... 
73. Have you ever received treatment 

74. In the six months before you entered a juvenile 
facility, did you use a lot of drugs, 
get high often or have a dxug problem? ................... 

75. Do you think that using dn& intcrfkm with important 
things lilrc fhmily relations and homework? ............. 

76. Do youthink thatthere is nothing wrong with- 
drugs 0ral~h017 ................................................... 

rgcll 4w reesl7odw~ 
12-14 1546 
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-* # 
77. How o h  did your motha or fatha slap you? .... (8) (b) 

78. Howoftendidyourmotherorfafhahityou? ..... (a) @) 
(nu=- with ochedjbi Q auingan 
& e c t & a a a b d c ~ e t c t o h i t ) .  

79. How often were you burned by your mother or 
father?(&pning=h~sAtnwi!hsctd.&g 
water, hot bun, cigarette butt, de). ................................ (a) @) 

80. How often did you have bruisw, cuts, or other 
evidence of punishment by your mother or father? .. (a) @) 

8 1. How often were you scared or &-aid of getting 
physically hurt by your mother or father? ........... (a) (b) 

82. 'Would you say that you were d k d ,  unwashed, 
or generally unsupervised at home on some 

............................. regular basis as a young child? (a) (b) 

83. How o h  did you witness one of your parents 
.......................... physically harm the other parent? (a) (b) 

84. How oftes did you witness a member of your m y  
physically harm another M y  member (do not 

...................................... violace b.hwur borhporum)? . (8) (b) 

85. How o h  were you personally ever touched in a s e d  
way or fd to have sex byan adult or older child 

mantxrs and& outst& I#" fat&)? ................... (a) (b) 
when you did not want this to happen (hdud. fm@ 
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I r a ~ u a r k r d 8 6 ~ 9 9 b o l k L o w ~ 1 s 1 u w ~  F o r r c L o m o f t h a e , I b r p . ~ 1 y  
pr (3 NZONGLYAGREE (&I A- 0 ARENOrsV"(4 DAW- (4 SZUONGZY 
D&XGREE. - not - - r o r o s - d h P = d 4 -  

don't d y  matter. ............................................... (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 
86. AttimcsIMurytoomuchaboutthingsthat 

87. somebmer. - recently,Ihavswaried.bout 
losing my mind. ................................................. :... (a) @) (c) (a) (e) 

88. I often fed augry these days. ................................ (a) (b) (c) (d) (0) 

89. In the past few week!& I have felt deprrssea 

90. These day8 I can't help wondering ifanything 

and Very Unhappy. ................................................ (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

is worthwhile anymon. ........................................ (0) (b) (a (dl (0) 

For liars 91 -h 94,p&uebdkaf# v l l d h a p m  apukncetha8 f"orkll# : 

91. I would stick by my fieads ifw got 
WVQ mlr - - 0fbarhV.yr 

into nally bed trouble. ............................................. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

92. I can trust my close Mends. .................................... (a) (b) (c) (a) (0) II 11 93. 1 have mpt  for my fiknck. .................................. (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

94. Whenmyfi~andoingsomethingthat 
. I know is wrong, I join them anyway. ..................... (a) (b) (e) (4 (0) I 

For itam 95 &mu@ 114, p k e  respond &) ya or (n) 110 

Y - m  
69 (0) ............................. II 95. Are some kids just born lucky7 

96. Do you feel that most of thc time it doesn't pay to 
try hard beccluse things never turn outright anyway?. 69 - (n) 

97. D o y o u t h i n k t h a t ~ ~ r e t h a n l u c k  
......................................... ....... help a team win? : 6) (0) 
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ysrm 

there's very little you can do to make it right? ....... (y) (n) 
98. Doyoufkelthatwhenyoud~samdhing~ 

99. Most of the time do you find it useless to try' 
your own way at home3 ....................................... (y) (n) . 

100. Anyouthekirdofpasonwhobeiicvesthat . 
. planning ahead h' things turn out betta? ........ 

101. I feel calm. ........................................................... 
102. I f a 1  upsct .......................................................... 
103. I feel d o u s .  ....................................................... 
104. I ~11cNous. ...................................................... 
105. I am relaxed. ........................................................ 
106. I am womd ....................................................... 
107. I like to take chances. ........................................... 
108. I like to do things that an strange or exciting. ...... 
109. I only do things that feel safe. ............................... 

.............................. 110. I am very careful and cautious. Q (4 

without &inking &st. 69 (n) 

a situation befare I act. ......................................... Q (n) 

(y) (n) 

111. I wil l  say whatever comes into my head 
........................................... 

112. I don't spend enough time thinking over 

113. I get into trouble because I don't think before I act. 

114. I s s y a n d d o t h b g s w i t h o u t ~  .'' 

................................................. the consequtnas. 69 (n) 
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For&enmmm&erdlIS&m* 2 4 9 . ~ b d b t e h & u y w ~ # k  
-c k ZXUE w PAISE. true* 
115. I~toomuchaboutdoiitherightthings. ..... (t) (0 

116. I 8 m  smarterthanmost people I know. ................. (t) (0 

117. A pcrson never knows when he will get mad, 
or have trouble. .................................................... (t) ( f )  

118. Apersonubcttcroffifhcdoesn’ttrustpeopk.. (t) (0 

119. Most police arc pretty dumb. ................................ (1) (0 

120. A person like me fights fbt and asks questions latsr. (t) (0 

121. If1 could, I’d just as won quit school or 
my job right now. ................................................ (t) (0 

122. I don’t care ifpeaple like me or not. ..................... (t) ( f )  

123. I have a real mean streak in me. ............................ 0) 0 

124. Most of the time I can’t seem to find anything to do. (t) (0 

125. It’s fun to give the police a bad time. .................... (t) ( f )  

126. I really don’t have very many problems 
to wow about. 0) (9 

stick togaher on a story. ...................................... (9 (0 

128. I have a lot of headaches. ..................................... (t) ( f )  

129. I would usually prefer to be alone than with others. (t) (f) 

.................................................... 
127. If a bunch of you arc in trouble, you should 

130. I would never back down &om a fight. ................. (9 0 

people don’t know about. ..................................... (9 (0 
131. I have a lot of bad things onmy mind that ‘ 
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mefalse 
132. Parents me always nagging and pi- on 

young people. ...................................................... (t) (0 

133. At night when I have nothing to do I%ke 
to go out and find a little excitement. .................... (t) (0 

134. A lot of women seem bossy and mean. .................. (t) ( f )  

135. I am always kind. ........................................... 1 ...... (t) (0 

136. I wony most ofthe time. ...................................... (t) ( f )  

be in for some real trouble. ................................... (t) (0 
137. If you're not in with the right people, you may 

138. My mind is 111 of bad thoughts. ........................... (t) (0 

something, I go ahead and do it anyway. .............. (0 0 

140. I hardly ever feel excited or thrilled. 0) 0 

139. Sometimes when my family tells me not to do 

...................... 
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141. The people who mu things arc usually against me. .. 
142. I like to read and study.. ......................................... 
143. I oftenhave trouble getting my breath. .................. 
144. For my size, I'm really pretty tough. ..................... 
145. People hardly ever give me a fair chance. .............., 
146. Sometime8 the only way to really settle 

somdhing is to fight it out. ................................... 
147. I am newous. ......................................................... 
148. Stealing isn't so bad if it's from a rich person. 

149. IfeclbettcrwhenIkuowexactlywhatwill ' 

..... .. 

happenfromonedaytothenext. ......................... 
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150. Residents' living spaces are searched. ............... (a) 

or pat down). ....................................................... (a) 

mong residents. (4 

hm tell them to do. ........................................... (a) 

151. Residents are seerchod (either a strip search 

152. Staf€manbas ignore conflicts 

' 

.................................................. 
153. Residents do what the staff members 

154. Nothing will happen to a resident if they break a rule. (a) 

155. Residents Criticize staffmembers without 
getting in trouble for it. ........................................ (a) 

156. Ifresidents argue with each other, they will 

157. Mmembcrs check up on the residents regularly. 

................................................... get into trouble. (4 

(8) 

158. Residents m get weapo~~ at this hili@. ........... (a) 

159. Residents canescape fiomthis facility. ................. (a) 

160- Visitors =bring drugs into this facility for residents. (a) 
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161. I am c o d  with being hit or punched 
by other residcay. ...... : ................................. (4 (b) 

162. Iam&ddofotherresidentsatthis~td~ ..... (a) (b) 

163. Rcsidcntssaymamthingstoothcrtesidents 
a! this instiadion. ................................................... (*) (b) 

1 64. Residents use weapons when they fight. ............... (4 (b) 

165. Redents fight with other residents hae. ............. (n) (b) 

166. Residcntsansaruallyattackcdinthisinstitution. (a) (b) 

167. Resideats arc extnmely d a n p ~ ~ u s  hm. ............... (a) (b) 

168. Residents have to d e f e n d  thanselves against 
other nsidents in this instihrton. .......................... (8) (b) 

169. Residents fear staff at this institution. .................... (4 (b) 

170. Staff say mean things to residents. .......... , .............. (n) (b) 

171. Residents arc in danger of be- hit or 
punched by staghere. ......................................... (4 (b) 

172. Residents say they have been hut by staffhere. .... (8) (b) 

173. St& grab, push or shove residents at this institution. (8) (b) 

174. I am a h i d  Of*& this institution. .................. (a) (b) 

175. If a resident believes he will be hurt by another 
resident, the -will pw him. ........................ (a) (b) 

176. My WPerty iS safe k. .. ......... . .......................... (8) (b) 
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- -lY - - 0tten.hnyr 
177. Thm am gangs hue. ............................................ (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

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

179. Staffhavecaughtandpunishedthercal 
tmuble malcera among residents. ....... .. .................. (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

180.There~~0~gh~tdftokeepres identssafeh.  (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

I 181. Staffprevent violence among xes&&. ................ (a) (b) (e) (d) (e) 

~ 182. Staffprevent forced s e ~  ~ m o q  residents. ............. (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

' 183. There would be fewer fights between residents 
if- wen mon staffmembers: ......................... (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

184. I fit1 safa hue than if I were out on thi street. ...... (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

RISKS TO RESIDENTS 

never rarely samaimcr often always 
185. Insects, rodents and dirt arc a problem here. ......... (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

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

187. Residents know what to do in case ofa firc. ......... (a) (b) 6) (4 (e) 

188. There am things lying around that could 
help a fire spread. ............................................... (8) (b) (e) (a) (e) 

189. People could get hurt because the place is SO dirty.' (a) (b) (e) (d) (e) 

190. Many accidents hsppen here. ................................ (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

............... 191. Most ofthe jobs we have to do an &E. (r) (b) (4 (4 (4 
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mer rarely samctimes o b  always 

to talk to if1 mcd one. ......................................... (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 
192. A c o d o r  is available for me 

193. I have things to do that keep me busy here. ........... (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

194. 1 spend h e  on school work. ............ ., .................. (a) @) (c) (d) (e) 

195. I havecnoughtimeto do my homework. .............. (a) (b) . (c) (a) (e) 

196. I canfindsomethingtodohm at night. ............... (a) (b) (c) (a) (e) 

197. I watch a lot of television hen. .............................. (a) (b) (4 (4 (4 

198. I am encouraged to p h  for what I will be 
doing when I leave here. ......... : ............................ (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

199. I get cxtrcisc here. ............................................... (a) 0) (c) (a) (e) 

200. There are things to do here when I am not in school. (a) (b) (c) . (a) (e) 
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201. Rcsidcnts don’t cat about OIIC another’s fdngs. . (a) (b) 

202. The staf€encourage mc to try new activities. ........ (a) (b) 

203. Additional help with school work outside 
of classroom hours is available to me. ................... (a) 0) 

204. Stalf tcase depressed reside&. ....................... .... (a) 0) 

205. Residents give other residents with personal 
problems ahatd time. ........................................... (a) (b) 

206. ThC health catc hue is good ................................. (8) (b, 

207. Other residents arc Untiiendly. ............................... (a) (b) 

208. No one will help me if1 have aproblem. (b) 

209. Staf€cat about nsidcnts hcre. ............................. (a) @) 

............... (a) 

210. St&andrcsi&ntsdon’trespacteachothcrhere. .. (a) (b) 

21 1. Residents who have been h m  longer help the 
............................ llcw residents whcn they rurivc. (4 0) 
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212. One thing bad about this place is that it's so noisy. 

21 3, My living ma hae has a lot of space 

214. I have no privacy in my sleeping area 

21 5. I have privacy here in the shower/ toilet area 

................... 
........ i .......... 

....... 
216. he food hae is good .......................................... 
217. I get enough to eat here. 

218. lcantalktomyfiiendsand 

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

M y  on the telephone here. ................................. 
219. I can have Visitors herc. 

220. It is hard for my family to come and visit me here. , 

221. The visiting anas are crowded here. ..................... 
222. It is hard to talk withvisitors because 

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

the noise is too loud.here. ..................................... 
223. I can read andor study without b c i i  bothered here. 

224. IcanbcalonewhenIwanttohere. ...................... 
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225. I have a set schcdule to f o l l o w d  day hen. ........ (a) (b) 

226. Iamrcqu@dtostudyatCertaintimeshac. .......... (a) (b) 

227. Ikmwwhatwill bappcnifIbnakarulc h a .  ...... (a) (b) 

228. My living Btt8 looks messy hen. .......................... . (8) (b) 

229. Many residents lookmessy hen. ... .................. ..... (a) (b) 

230. Staff change their miads about the rule h. ...... (a) (b) 

23 1. Different scaffhae have di&rtnt rule so you 
never know what you arc suppokd to do. . ........... (a) (b) 

232. I h o w  whcni can take a shower hcrc. .................. (a) (b) 

233. I know when the rcaathu fadities 
arc available for me to usc hen. 

234. I could be t r a n s f e r r e d  out of this 

.... . ..... . ..... . ...... .... (a) (b) 

institution at any time. .......................................... (8) 0 

(b) 235. Staff hen let me know what is cxpccted of me. ..... (a) 
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236. R,csidentsanpunishedevenwhenthey 
don't do anything wrong. ..................................... (a) (b) 

237. Staf€uscforcewhntheydon'tnallyneodto. ...... (a) (b) 

against Wmembenr. .......................................... (a) (b) 
238. I can file a ~ c v a a c c  (formal complaint) 

239. I am aware oftbe grievance process. ................... (a) (b) 

240. Problems between sta€f and residents 
can be worked out d y .  ..................................... (a) (b) 

241. It doesn't do any good to file a g r i m  
against staff members. .......................................... (a) (b) 

242. Somcthhg bad might happen to me 
if I file a grievance, ............................................... (a) (b) 

243. I d y  deserve any punishment that I rcceive. (b) 

244. prmishments given ~ l t  fair. ................................... (a) (b) 

245. Stdtreat residents fairly. ..................................... (a) (b) 

246. I c a ~  talk to my lawyer when I want. ..................... (8) (b) 

.... (a) 
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247. I can praCtice whatever religion I choose in. ......... (a) 

248. I have to work cven if1 do not want to. ................ (a) 

(b) 

(b) 

249. &dents choose the of WMk they do htn. ... (8) (b) 

.................................. 250. I can read whtncver I want. (a) (b) 

251. I have a certain time that I must go to bed. ........... (a) (b) 

......................... 252. I can listen to music when I waut. (a) 0 

253. Residentshaveasayaboutwhatgoesonhere. ..... (a) (b) 

254. AJlcntrancc~andcxits~flivingunits~locktd. .. (a) (b) 

(b) 255. I can go where I want when I want to in this facility. (a) 

256. Residents are cncouragcd to make 
their own decisions. ............................................. (a) (b) 
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257. M y c x p c h a s h w i l l b e l p m c  
6ad ajob wbun I get out ...................................... (a) @) 

258. n l e ~ I d o h . s e b e l p k e e p m b  
€6cuacd 011 my goah fmtb future. ....................... (+) @) 

259. Eking hae help8 me understand my&. ................ (a) @) 

260. I l ~ t h i n g a i n t h e ~ o n a l c o u r o a g i v u l h a e .  (a) @) 

skills I CBIIUW when1 leave. ................................. (a) (b) 

'with future school work. ...I .................................. (a) @) 

261. BytryinsnewactivitierIamlearning 

262. ThingaIlcambaewillklpmc 

263. Substmccabujetreatmentservices 
hae help residents. ...................................... (a) @) 

264. The opportunities for religious services 
here help me become a better person. ................... (a) @) 

265. I f ~ l . h & b i ~  since COW k. ......................... (a) 0) 

266. The individual attentionhue bas helped me. ......... (a) @) 
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A p d i x B .  
JuvENlLE VOLUNTARY CONSENT FORM 

National Evaluatim of Juvenile carrecti,anal Facilities 

Researcher Dr. DorisL. MacKenzie 
Depertmcns of criminology 
222OLCFIdKHall, 
University of Maryland 
College Pa& MD 20742 
Tel. (301) 405-3008 

This is a study to look at the differences between institutions and boot camps. We want 
to know how these institutions affect you We want to know about your experiences 
while you are here. The research is being h e  by people who work at the University 
of Maryland. 

We are asking you to volunteer to be in the study. The study will not help you in my 
way. You will not receive m y  special benefits for participahg. We will use wbat we 
learn m the study to help policy makers. It will help them decide what types of 
institutions are best for young people. 

Your answers are considered confidential. We will use code numbers in place of 
names. We will not identify anybody by name. When we tell other peaple what we 
leam in the study, they will not be able to tell who you are. 

You are being asked to be in this study. It is your decision. We want you to volunteer. 
You may drop out of the study at any time. You may refuse to m e r  any questions 
that you do not want to answer. The people in the institution have told us that there 
will be no problems for you if you decide not to participate in the study. You will not 
be punished if you do not agree to do the study. Also you will not lose any benefits if 
you do not agree to answer the questions. 

We hope you will agree to be in the study. We will give you apaperandpend survey. 
It will take about45 minutes to fhish. In a few months from now, we will give you 
anotherpaper and pencil survey. It will also take about 45 minutes to finish, We will 
ask you many qucstians in the surveys. We want you to tell us about your expezknccs. 
We want to b o w  what you think. 

You will get a large envelope with the survey in it. If you do not want to be in the 
study, please put everything in the envelope. Also, when you finish the survey we will 
ask you to put everything back in the envelope. 

PLEASE 'I" PAGE OVER 
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"hen, seal the envelope. Please putthe white label across the seal 50 we will be able to 
see if anyone has opened the envelope More wc get it. Give the envelope to the person 
whogavcittoyau Wewaattobewrretotellyauthat somequcsticmsmthewwGy 
ask about physical or sexual abuse. IT IS OUR DUTY TO W O R T  CHILD ABUSE. 
Therefare, we will report itto atreatment counselor at this institution ifthe abuse 

m e  person outside the institution. 
happenad somewhere else. Ifthe abuse happened in this institutiion, we will repat it to 

Wewillbevi~~someinstiMiansandresidentsatsomeofth~ institutions. 
After editing, it will not be possible to identify i n d i v i ~  in the videos. All faces that 
are visiile on the cape will be covered with black dots before the tapes are viewedby 
policy makers orpersans other than UniverSity of uaryland mearchers. 

"here are few ri& to you if you agreed to do this study. One risk might be ifsomeone 
sees your answerst0 the questions. We have done everytbgwe canto be sure this 
does not happen. This survey was given to you by apersan who works at the 
institution where you are staying. The person is working with Dr. Doris L. MacKenzie 
at the University of Maylaud. Therefore, Dr. MacKenzie CBrmOf guarantee that no me 
WillSee~oUrrespoases. 

In the big envelope, there is a small white envelope. Dr. MacICenzie's name and 
address are on the envelope. If you have any questions about the study, please write a 
letter to Dr. MacKemie. Seal the letter to Dr. MacKemie in the small white envelope 
and give it to the person who has signed this permission slip below. 

I AGREE TO PARTICPATE IN THIS STUDY 

Sign Your Name Above if you give your consent Date 

Print Name of PSrtiCipant (Guardian Representative completes) 

THE ABOVE INDIVIDUAL HAS PERMISSION TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS 
STUDY 

Signature or affidavit of Guradian Representative 
Givingconsent 

Date 
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APPENDIX c 

Child Maltreatment Items Factor Mean (SD) Range Correlation 
score (Item to Total) 

.728 ' Z.Oa(1.13) 

.762 

.562 1 .I  0 (0.48) 

.765 eO(l.11) 

.6289 

.6692 

.4499 

.7472 

.6642 

1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 

HOW often did your mother or father slap you? (477) 

HOW often were you burned by your mother or father? (479) 

How oftcn were you scared or afraid of getting physically hurt by your mother or father? (QS I )  
Would YOU say that YOU were unfed, unwashed. or generally unsupcrvised at home on some regular basis as a 
young child? (082) 

How oftm did your mother or father hit you? (Q78) 
2.1 0 ( I  .I 9) 

-832 1.49 (0.96) How oRen did you have bruises, cuts, or other evidence of punishment by your mother or father? (QSO) 

.4894 

.5430 

.5346 

1-5 
1-5 
1-5 

.. I .603 1.33 (0.87) 
.64 I 1.63 (1.10) 
.640 1.77 (I .09) Howoften did you witness one parent physically harm the other parent? (483) How often did you witness a member of your family physically harm another family member? (484) 

How oflen were you touched in a sexual way or forced to have sex by an adult or older child when you did not 
want this to happen? (085)  m 1 .C 3-.. 

. -  . 1.19 i-."", ,-a .so9 1 so9 

Total Scale: scale mean (SD) 
Ronw 1.62 (.71) 1-5 
Croibach's alpha (N) A467 (2452) 

Juvenile Alcohol Abuse Scale Items Factor Mean(SD) Range Correlation score (Item to Total) 

llave you ever stolen nioney from friends or family to buy alcohol without tlicm knowing? (Q68) .643 1.78 (.41) 

In the six months before you entered a juvenile facility, did you drink heavily. gct drunk oncn. or have a 

drinking problem? (470) .748 I .60 (.49) Has anyone including someone at school ever talked to you because they were concerned that you may have a 

Total Scale: scole mean (SD) I .65 (.32) Range 

Cronbach'r alpha (N) .6965 (2468) 

.4610 

.4246 

.385 I 

,5336 

.4593 

1-2 
1-2 
1-2 

1-2 

1-2 

Have you ever gone to school while you were under the influence of alcohol? (414) 

Have you ever received treatment for alcohol abuse? (Q69) 

problem with alcohol? (071) .6RO I .15 (.43) 

.682 1.51 (5) 

.602 1.73 (.44) 

- 
1-2 
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I 

Juvenile Drug Abuse Scale Items Factor Mean(SD) Range Comluion 
Have you ever gone to school high on drugs? (Q15) 

Has anyone including someone at school ever talked to you because they w m  coneemed that you may have 

In the six monthr before you entered ajuvenile facility, did you use a lot of drugs, gct high often, or have a 
drug problem? (0741 

score (Item to Total) 
.72 1 1.32 (.47) 1 -2 .5 136 A487 

S289 
.4144 

Have you ever stolen money h m  fiends or family to buy drugs without them knowing? (Qa7) 

a problem with drugs? (472) .727 1.60 (.49) 1-2 
Have you ever received treatment for drug abuse? (473) .611 1.67 (A7) 1-2 

.648 1.69 (.46) 1-2 

._ , 1.40 (.49) 1-2 5570 .758 

Totd Scale: scale mun (SD) h a c  1.54 (34) 1-2 
.73 17 (2467) Cmnlbrh's alpha (N) 

Cronbach's alpha (N) .7051 (2443) 
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Juvenile Family Criminality Scrle Items Factor Mean(SD) Range Correlation 
score (Itemto 

Total) 

Have MY of yout family members been incarcerated for 30 days or longer? (q33r)* .674 1.75(.92) 1-3 .4163 
Have MY of the people you lived with prior to entering a facility for this offense ever ban treated for a problem 

Have m y  of the people you lived with prior to entering a facility for this offense ever abused drugs or alcohol? 
(Q35V .776 2.08(.96) 1-3 A9 12 
Are MY of your fmily members involved in a gang? (Q36r)* 516 2.43(.87) 1-3 2879 

Total Scale: scale mean (SD) 1.79 (34) 

with drum or alcohol? (Q34r). 308 2.23 (.93) 1-3 .n01 

h g e  1-3 
Cronbach's alpha (?4) .65 15 (2438) 

control Scale Items Factor Mean(SD) Range Cordation 
score 

Total) 

Strffmanben ignore conflicts among residents. (QlS2)' 
Residents do +at the staffhere tell them to do.(Q153) 
Nothing will anything happen to a resident if they brcak a NIC. (QlS4)* 
Residents critiche staff members without getting in trouble for it. (QlSS)* 
If rrridents argue with ench other, they will get into trouble. (Q156) 
Strffmemben check up on the residents regularly. (Q157) 
Residents can get m a p o ~  at this facility. (QI 58). 
Residents can escape from this facility. (QI 59)+ 
Visiton can bring drugs into thh fbcilily for residents. (Ql60)* 

.529 

.544 
395 
S42 
.474 
.487 
.687 
.SO6 
.673 

3.76 (133) 
3.71 (1.20) 

3.64 (138) 
351 (135) 
3.97 (1 36) 
3.68 (153) 
3.16(154) 
3.85 (150) 

3.64 (1.44) 

1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 

3713 
3864 
2595 
3932 
3212 
3344 
5068 
3249 
A872 

Total Scale: sale mean (SD) 3.73 (.73) 
k e e  1-5 
Cronbach'r alpha (N) .7019 (2273) 
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I 

Activity Scale Items Factor MeM Range Comlation 
Score (SD) (Itan to Total) 

A counselor is available for me to talk to if I need one. (4192) 
I have things to do that keep me busy h m .  (Q193) 
1 spend time on school work. (4194) 
I can find something to do here st night. (QI 96) 
I lull encouliigcd to plan for what 1 will be doing when I leave here. (Q198) 
1 get exercise hae.(Q199) 
Thm rn things to do h m  when 1 am not in school. (QZOO) 

.636 3.67 (139) 1-5 .4864 

.765 3.85 (1.26) 1-5 .6217 

.629 3.43 (1 37) 1-5 .4719 
359 328 (1.53) 1-5 A082 
.623 4.07 (1 3 5 )  1-5 I .4692 
.601 4.42 ( I  .OB) 1-5 .4335 
.747 4.00 (I .24) 1-5 5918 

~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

TotaI Scale: scale mum (SD) 3.82 (32) 
m g e  1-5 
Cranbach’r alpha (N) .7715 (2316) 

Justice Scale Items Factor Mean(SD) Range Correlation 
w score (Itrm to Total) 

Residents are punished even when they don’t do anything wrong. (Q236)* .63 1 2.72 (1.4) 1-5 A902 
Staffwe force when they don’t really need to. (Q237)* .684 3.02 (1.44) 1-5 5343 
I CUI file a grievance (fonnal complaint) against staff members. (4238) 384 3.67 (1.56) 1-5 3235 
I am aware of the grievance process. (Q239) 381 3.65 (1 57) 1-5 .3121 
Problems between staff and residents can be worked out easily. (4240) .667 3.09 (1.36) 1-5 5247 
It doew’t do any good to file a grievance against staff members. (Q241)* .166 2.78 (1.54) 1-5 .1095 
Something bad might happen to me if 1 file a grievance. (Q242)* 556 3.50(1.46) 1-5 .4532 
1 usually deserve MY punishment that I receive. (4243) .568 2.89 (1.29) 1-5 .4104 
Punishments given rue fair. (4244) .728 2.77 (1.33) 1-5 5691 
Stafftreat rcsidentr fhirly. (Q245) .783 2.97 (1.32) 1-5 5428 
1 can talk to my lawyer when 1 want. (Q246) A86 2.29 (1.49) 1-5 .3838 

Total Scale: scale m a  (SD) 3.02 (34) 
h 6 e  1-5 
Cronbrh’r alpha (N) .7721(2254) 
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Freedom Scale Items Factor Mem(SD) Range Cornlation 
score (ItcmtoTotal) 

~~ 

I have to work evm if I do not want to. (Q248)* 388 l.W(l.32) 1-5 1406 
Residents choooe the l y p  of work they do here. (Q249) .624 210(1.39) 1 3  .4 193 
I can md whenever I want. (Q2SO) .622 2.72(1.47) 1-5 .4215 
I can listen to music when [want. ( ~ 2 5 2 )  .705 l.aO(l.11) 1-5 .4815 
Reildcnts have 8 say about wbU gas on here. (4253) 3% 2.24(139) 1-5 3809 
I an go where I want when I want to in thib facility. (Q255) .575 lAg(1.0) 1-5 3484 
Residents arc arc~ungcd to make thei own decisions. (Q256) 508 2.82(1.48) 1-5 3283 

TOM Scale: d e  mean (SD) 2.13 (.79) 
R=Vite 1-5 
Cmnbach'r alpha (N) .65% (2305) 

~ ~~~ 

Anxiay Scale Itans Factor Mera(SD) Range Cornlation 
c1 Score (Item to Total) ' I fcel calm. (QlOl)* .618 1.27(.45) 1-2 A073 

I feel up#t. ( Q W  .710 1.39(.49) 1-2 5112 
I feel mxious.(QlO3) .378 I.56(.50) 1-2 3393 
I feel nervous. (QIOS) .688 1.37(.48) 1-2 ,5026 
I am relaxed. (QlOS)* .72a 1.37 (.48) 1-2 5235 
I am Worried. (Ql06) .697 1.51 (.SO) 1-2 .4970 

Total Scale: d e  m a n  (SD) T1: 1.44 (32) T2: 1.40 (19) 
R.nge 1 -2 
Clonbsch'r alpha (N) .7121 (2409) 
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comlation Mcan(SD) Range Deprcssion Scale Items Factor 
score (Itan to Total) 

At times 1 worry (00 much about things that don't really matter. (Q86) 
Sometima, recently, I luve wolrled about losing my mind. (487) 
I often fa1 angry these drys. (-8) 
In the past few weeks, I have felt depnssed and very unhappy. (Q89) 
These days I can't help wondering ifanything ia worthwhile any more. (Q90) 

573 2.74 (1 1 8 )  1-5 3961 
.726 327 (1.47) 1-5 .5434 
.743 251 (133) 1-5 .5566 
.739 2.63 (1.4 1) 1-5 5475 
.758 3.25 (1 A2) 1-5 .5741 

Total Scale: scale m a n  (SD) T1:3.18(.98)n 2.98(1.02) 
m g e  1-5 
Cronbach's alpha (N) .7564 (2363) 
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