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ABSTRACT

FROM CONFINEMENT TO COMMUNITY:
A NEEDS EVALUATION OF JUVENILE OFFENDERS

by
Carolyn L. Feis

This study explored the experiences and needs of
juvenile offenders released from secure detention to the
community. Twenty-seven youths detained for longer than
eight days were interviewed within two weeks after release.
The Needs Evaluation Survey (NES) interview consisted of one
hundred thirty semi-structured open-ended questions asses-
sing reintegration problems in the areas of school, social,
and -home life; legal involvement; the transitional experi-
ence; as well as exploring the youths' interest in reinte-
gration programming. Crosstasbulations and T-tests were
performed on the items and scales developed from the inter-
view. The results indicated that supportive relationships
and ongoing treatment are related to successful reentry.
They further demonstrated the importance of the family in
reintegration. However, no relationship was found between
the amount of time in detention and the reentry experience.
Despite relatively positive reentry experiences, the youths
expressed strong interest in prerelease, postrelease, and

home visit programming.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

Prison. Jail. Secure detention. 1In all of these
institutions there are individuals who have been removed
from society to be locked up for punishment, rehabilitation,
retribution, or incapacitation (Kaplan, 1978). It has been
suggested that over 95 percent of these individuals will be
released and will return to the community (Glaser, 1964;
Michigan Prison Overcrowding Project, 1983). The US Bureau
of Prisons has expressed concern about young offenders being

released qirectly from an institution to their home and
having difficulty adjusting almost immediately.
It had become crystal clear that the transition
from the environment of the institution to the
free community with its temptations and frustra-

tions, was too abrupt for most offenders and that

a more gradual lessening of control and support
was needed as a further effort toward the assurance

of success (Guienze, 1966, p.314).

More recently, Miller and Montilla (1977) argued that
there needs to be a bridge to the community in order to
maintain contact and encourage successful community reinte-
gration. The transition from structure to freedom is con-
sidered an uncertain, confusing, and stressful period
(Eskridge, Seiter, & Carlson, 198l1). This difficult tran-

sition to an environment of little restrictions has often



resulted in renewed criminal behavior (Wittenberg & LeClair,
1979).

Can we reasonably expect that an individual who has
been locked up for a number of days, weeks, months, or years
will readjust to the fast-paced real world without problems,
and without guidance? 1If not, what are the needs and prob-
lems that these individuals have? What has been done to try
to deal with these needs and problems? Have these efforts
been successful? This research is intended to address these
issues.

Incarceration is on the rise, as is recidivism. Most
literature and research that examines the issue of reinte-
grating the offender from the institution to the community
evaluates these programs in terms of recidivism (Anthony,
Buell, Sharratt, & Althoff, 1972). Given the suspicion that
postrelease adjustment to the community is related to reci-
divism, it can be postulated that if one can facilitate bet-
ter adjustment, recidivism will decrease.

The "postrelease trauma thesis™ (Minor & Courlander,
1979) has been developed to account for the relationship
between community adjustment and recidivism. A number of
types of programs have emerged in attempts to ameliorate
this trauma and relieve problems associated with poor re-
entry. Such programs include prerelease programs (Baker,
1966; Catalino, 1967; Novotny & Enomoto, 1976), probation

and parole (Lipton, Martinson, & Wilks, 1975; Martinson &



Wilks, 1977; Miller & Montilla, 1977; Moseley, 1977), work
release (Miller & Montilla, 1977), furloughs (Glaser, 1973;
Miller, 1977; Miller & Mohtilla, 1977; Sullivan, Seigel, &
Clear, 1974), and halfway houses and other aftercare place-
ments (Anthony et al., 1972; Couse, 1965; Ehrlich, 1986;
Fixsen, Phillips, & Wolf, 1973; Phillips, Phillips, Fixsen,
& Wolf, 1980; Richmond, 1971).

The purposes of this paper are many. First, the argu-
ments behind the postrelease trauma thesis will be explored

in order to come to an understanding of the reentry experi-

ence. The negative effects of institutionalization will be
described and factors which have been associated with re-
entry success and failure will be outlined. Second, a vari-
ety of programs (both pre- and postrelease) which attempt to
deal with reintegration will be described. The details of
the programs (including specific examples) and their suc-
cesses and failures will be detailed. An awareness of fac-
tors which encourage success or failure is necessary for
developing new programs or evaluation strategies.

Third, methodological considerations, including popula-
tion generalizability and the use of needs evaluations and
qualitative interviews will be explore. Finally, a project
which investigated the specific postrelease problems, exper-
iences, and needs of juvenile offenders released from secure

detention to a community placement will be detailed.



Postrelease Trauma

The postrelease trauma thesis argues that the period
immediately following the release of a criminal offender
from a secure institution is marked by a particular stress,
often resulting in renewed criminal behavior (Goodstein,
1979; Minor & Courlander, 1979; Wittenberg & LeClair, 1979).
An offender is likely to remain crime free if he or she can
make it through the first weeks or months without re-offend-
ing because most failures occur during these first few weeks
of freedom (Bacon, 1966; Doleschal & Geis, 1971; McArthur,
1974).

The incarcerated individual who is nearing release can
be debilitated by prerelease anxiety. The fear of an ap-
proaching release date has been known to produce somatic
symptoms (Agus & Allen, 1968), to increase anxiety
(Goodstein, 1979; Goodstein, 1980; Parisi, 1982b) and to
result in rule breaking behavior that will ensure the revo-
king of the release date (Devon Probation and After-Care
Service, 1979).

This fear of release has been related to many factors
in the lives of these individuals. Goodstein (1979) argues
that those who have been incarcerated the longest or have

the least satisfying home situation awaiting their return
are most apt to feel anxious about their release. Agus and
Allen (1968) cite two main reasons for the increase in soma-

tic symptoms of prereleasees: a fear that family, friends,



and prospective employers will not accept them; and the fact
that many have adjusted so well to the routine of the insti-
tution that the "more difficult"” life on the streets is

feared.

Grisso (1979) conducted an evaluation of 75 boys in a
youth camp using the Desirability of Release scale. Ques-
tionnaires administered two weeks prior to release showed
that those feeling most anxious about their release had been
previously institutionalized, had at least one parent absent
from the home, feared abuse and rejection, and had been pre-
viously classified as truant or runaway. Individuals who
had a positive evaluation of their home, however, were most
eager for their release. It could be concluded from these
results that youths who have previously experienced "post-
release"™ and those who have a deficient home lifestyle to
return to will be most anxious about their impending re-
lease.

Empey (1967) considers the problems of the released
offender profound. McArthur (1974) believes that "it's fair
to say that things start bad and get worse" (p. 53). Re-
leasees often have the same problems at release which they
had upon entering the institution (Erickson et al., 1973)
and they often experience major disappointments upon return-
ing to the community (Waller, 1974). McArthur (1974) argues
that the release situation guarantees turmoil, limited ac-

cess to usual social roles, and little control of one's



destiny. Further, the nature of the first contacts that the
releasee has with the community is likely to influence sub-
sequent experiences. |

Of fenders manifest symptoms similar to those associated
with transitional status. These include depression, anxie-
ty, lonliness, getting used to things and talking to people,
(Waller, 1974), confusion, uncertainty, stress (Eskridge et
al., 1981), disorientation, estrangement, and alienation
(McArthur, 1974).

While the postrelease experience may be marked by "ex-
treme discontinuity in role expectations, responsibility,
and degree of independence" (Minor & Coulander, 1979, p.
274), these suspected trauma-inducing events are not the
only contributing factors to the postrelease tréuma. It may
simply be enough that the initial period following release
is experienced by the individual as a time of stress, uncer-
tainty, duress, and reorientation (Minor & Coulander, 1979).

The move from confinement to community changes almost
every aspect of an offender's life (Studt, 1967). Youths
involved in the legal system are often "placed in an autho-
ritarian program where the main emphasis is on social con-
formity under the threat of sanctions and confinement" (Lee
& Haynes, 1980, p. 171). Releasees often feel as if they
are required to meet a decorum demanded by an institution.
It can take days or weeks to lose this sense of awkwardness

and finally relax (Kachelski, 1956). As one boy said when



he was transferred to an open facility from a closed one,
"'Man - you don't know what to do - it's so different. Af-
ter being locked up so many months you don't know how to act
you're frightened!'" (Catalino, 1967, p. 41)

It is important to remember that these above mentioned
factors have been shown to be related to prerelease anxiety.
These may be very different from factors, to be discussed
later, which are thought to be an integral part of, or pre-

dictive of, postrelease success and failure.

Reintegration

Erickson and his associates (1973) argued that one of
the most important developments in corrections is the rein-

tegration of the offender from the confinement of an insti-
tution to the freedom of the community. Empey (1967) calls
the reintegration of the offender a neccessity. The Presi-
dent's Task Force on Corrections (1967) further points to
the need to remove the isolating effects of institutionali-
zation and facilitate the transition back to the community.
The reintegrative model acknowledges the consequences
of community isolation (Eskridge et al., 1981) and has as
its goals neutralizing the effects of incarceration and fos-
tering outside community ties (LeClair, 1979). The goal is
not to "correct", "cure", or "treat" (LeClair, 1979), but
instead stresses community systems such as family, peer
groups, and the larger society (Culberston, 1981). This

model considers it "unrealistic to expect an offender to



return to the community after a period of incarceration and
handle the problems of day-to-day living" (Eskridge et al.,
1981, p.181; Williams, 1979).

Reintegration has almost as many definitions as it does
authors. Miller and Montilla (1977) put it most succinctly:

all prisoners need a bridge to the community to
maintain contact with family and positive influ-

ences; to gain relevant training and or employment

experience under realistic conditions; to avail

themselves of necessary services not normally

found in prisons; and in general to maintain

some identity with the community to which they

will some day return in the hope of eventual,

successful reintegration (p. 185).

A number of justifications for pre- and postrelease
programs have developed from this definition. Nackman
(1963) describes a prerelease program as a way of dealing
with social and familial disorganization. The individual,
upon release from an institution, moves from dependency to
independence; from a protective and artificial community to
one that is demanding and often cruel. He further argues
that these difficulties are both psychological and social.

Studt (1967) adds that:

With minimal preparation the offender moves from a
subservient, deprived, and highly structured insti-
tutional life into a world that bombards him with
stimuli, presents complicated problems requiring
immediate solution, and expects him to assume re-
sponsibilities to which he has long been unused. (p. 3)

Empey (1978) cites the goals of reintegration as re-
lieving the youth of social isolation, stifling routine,

degredation, and severe punishment. However, helpful



services are essential. Since an individual is not released
into a vacuum, it is argﬁed that any prerelease program must
involve the community resources available to the releasee
(Couse, 1965).

While it may be essential that releasees‘be made aware
of resources and services that exist for their aid, it is
also thought to be essential that there occur an integration
of these services (Foster, 1973). It is likely that a spe-
cific agency does not know what other agencies exist and
what these other agencies can offer. More importantly, the
agencies may therefore duplicate services, or worse, operate
at cross-purposes (Foster, 1973).

Davoli and Stock (1982) argue that the transfer of an
individual to a new treatment setting does not indicate the
termination of responsibility and support of the first set-
ting. In order to maintain progress, there must be not only
communication between these systems, but also direct invol-
vement of the first with the latter. This is even more cru-
cial when that new setting is the community and the releasee
has difficulty accessing needed resources.

The reintegration time span encompasses some time prior
to release, the release and transition period, as well as
some time postrelease to the point where a relatively stable
position is ascertained (McArthur, 1974). Landolfi (1978)
points to the gradual reintegration of the offender as cru-

cial in community readjustment.
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' In understanding reintegration problems, one must begin
by assuming that exoffenders are basically normal people
(Briggs, 1978). Reintegration efforts must not focus en-
tirely on changing the offender, but should encourage effec-
tive social links between the offender and the community
(McArthur, 1974). Most released offenders do not have the
supportive resources that are considered essential to start
life again (Erickson et al., 1973). Community change, in
addition to changing the offender and the institution, is
necessary (Lerman, 1970).

Insufficiency of Custodial Treatment

There seems to be an inability on the part of correc-
tional programming to create positive and enduring changes
in the behavior or atti;ude of its prisoners (Miller &
Montilla, 1977; Robison & Smith, 1971), or to successfully
prepare inmates for their return to the community
(Sigurdson, 1970). While many reasons have been cited for
this problem, this list often includes apathy, lack of
funds, overcrowding, and out-of-date facilities (Miller &
Montilla, 1977).

Miller (1970) argues that custodial treatment of offen-
ders is not sufficient to deter the offender. He also cites
a commissioner who argues that "even if the best is done by
way of treatment during the period of detention, something
must be done on a follow-up basis after prison" (p. 516).

Correctional programs create or foster a host of
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reentry problems while at the same time taking little or no
responsibility for helping the individual to deal with his
or her reentry (MéArthur, 1974). 1In order for correctional
programs to impact on the offender, they must upgrade their
services and orient themselves toward the reintegration of
the offender (Task Force on Corrections, 1967). The goal of
corrections should be to build links between the community
and the offender, and to reiﬁtegrate the offender into the
community through family, jobs, education, and in general to
help the individual find a place for him or herself in the
community (Task Force on Corrections, 1967). The institu-
tional factors encompassing the release situation must he
assessed. The connection between correctional programs and
the offender's relationship with the community should be the
central focus of corrections (McArthur, 1974).

Many argue that the soicalization of offenders to the
institution hinders the individual from becoming a useful
member of the community (Erickson et al., 1973). Goodstein
(1979) paints a picture of the correctional institution as
reinforcing behaviors that serve counter to the goal of suc-
cessful community adjustment: acquiesence, compliance, and
dependence.” He concludes that the institution does not (and
most likely cannot) prepare the inmate for successful rein-
tegration because of its routine system of rewards and
punishments. Further, Cressey (1973) adds that "no institu-

tion receiving the men (sic) made 'failures' by the rest of
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society should be expected to make 'successes' of a very
large proportion of them"™ (p. 148).

While in an institution, an individual is expected to
be obedient and passive, however, he or she is later expec-
ted to be responsible and self-sufficient upon return to the
community (Empey, 1967). Institutions make efforts to re-
quire a way of life which is unlike normal living. Inmates
are ordered to submit to institutional rules (Katkin, Hyman,
& Kramer, 1976).

While one might expect that the joy of being released
from an institution would overshadow any problems experi-
enced at release, this is not the case (Erickson et al.,
1973). Whatever the specific reasons are, it seehs that the
institution, by definition, may not only be unable to suc-
cessfully prepare individuals for release, but may also be
serving to defeat this goal. It is very likely that the
dependency the inmate seems to experience may serve to in-
crease his or her problems in adjusting to the community
upon release (Goodstein, 1979).

Factors in Successful Reintegration

Studt (1967) argues that successful reintegration does
not occur in a moment. Rather, there is a period of "reci-
procal adaptation”™ which occurs between the releasee and the
community. It is this testing which ultimately determines
if the individual's reintegration to the community is suc-

cessful.
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One factor often considered predictive of successful
reintegration is the length of institutionalization.
Goodstein (1979) argues that the longer an individual is
institutionalized, the poorer his chances are for successful
reintegration. However, Smith, Jenkins, Petho, and Warner
(1979) state that if the length of time in a prerelease pro-
gram is increased, and if the program continues after re-
lease, the chances are greater‘that such a program will have
positive effects. Minor and Courlander (1979) conclude,
however, that most studies found that length of stay has
very little predictive power in terms of postrelease suc-
cess.

Smith et al. (1979) state that interpersonal relations,
financial matters, and social activities comprise the fac-
tors contributing most to postrelease success. Miller
(1970) argues that one really just needs a stake in the com-
munity; that one must have some satisfaction. This may oc-
cur in the form of a job, better and deeper relations with
friends and famiiy, or service to the community, Buikhuisen
and Hoekstra (1974) argue that there are eight factors re-
lated to reintegration. These are biographical, judicial,
psychological, psychiatric, familial, school, work, and lei-
sure.

Studt (1967) lists five conditions which help to reduce
the strain of reentry. These conditions require that: (a)

the releasee feel valued and supported by his community, (b)
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tolerance for trial and error behavior be exhibited, (c) the
role of the releasee be clear and unambiguous, (d) the re-
leasee participate in independent decision making, and (e)
the releasee have appropriate role models.

Successful reintegration programs must consider the
offenders' social and cultural environment (Empey, 1967),

directly impact upon the negative influences of institution-
alization (LeClair, 1979), and be "carefully planned, ex-
pertly executed, and highly individualized" (Task Forceon
Corrections, 1967, p. 150).

The major factors associated with postrelease success
seem to center around jobs, family, friends, and the com-
munity (Briggs, i978; Culbertson, 1981; Erickson et al.,
1973; McArthur, 1974; Renzema, 1980; and Waller, 1974). It
seems logical then to expect that programs designed to faci-
litate a smooth reintegration would focus on these factors.
Many do.

Programs

Reintegration programs come in many forms and include
prerelease centers or programs, work release, furlough, pro-
bation, halfway houses, and other forms of aftercare super-
vision (Empey, 1967; McArthur, 1974; Swarﬁ, 1982). Just as
the reintegration of the psychiatric patient is based on a
variety of rehabilitation procedures (Anthony et al., 1972),
so is the reintegration of the criminal offender. Nackman

(1963) describes such transitional programs as buffers "not
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only for the prisoner hitting the street 'cold' but also for
his 'society'" (p. 43).

Couse (1965) argues that the first step in preparing an
individual for release is giving that person an opportunity
to discuss his/her plans, goals, resources, and relation-
ships. This provides the releasee with an opportunity to
make decisions about his or her future. The Citizen's In-
quiry on Parole and Criminal Justice (1975) outlines an ad-
ditional six areas which are focused on before, during, and
after release: cash, emergency housing, job training with
living wages, educational opportunities, lowcost medical
services, and public and private legal services. Smith et
al. (1979) argue that regardless of the specific program or
service provided, the use of significant others in these
programs is likely to have great benefits.

Reintegration programs often focus on easing the tran-
sition from confinement to the community by securing essen-
tial services for the releasee. McArthur (1974) outlines
ten general principals and/or characteristics which are es-
sential in the development of effective reentry prorams.

1) Programs must assume that releasees genuinely want
to change their lives.

2) Programs must focus most intensively on the immedi-
ate reentry period (the first three to five weeks) because
of its relationship to postrelease adjustment.

3) Programs should begin weeks or months prior to
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release to ensure success.

4) Programs must acknowledge that it is the releasee's
life situation that is the primary source of difficulty,
rather than emotional difficulties, attitudes, or limita-
tions of the individual. |

5) Programs should focus on providing meaningful op-
portunities for releasees.

6) Programs should provide a helping relationship for
the releasee which will offer support throughout the reentry
process.

7) Programs must acknowledge the effect that a change
in one aspect of life has on the other aspects.

8) Programs must help with family relationships.

9) Programs should develop vocational and educational
placements which are seen by the recipients as meaningful

for future opportunities.

10) Programs must involve community members and agen-
cies in the reentry of offenders.

Programs, Evaluations, and Studies

A number of programs have emerged in attempts to deal
with this issue of reintegration (cf., Glaser, 1964; Jenkins
& Sanford, 1972; Novotny & Enomoto, 1976). Studies have
also been conducted as efforts at evaluating these programs
(Anthony et al., 1972). Their completeness, degree of spe-
cification, and rigor vary, but these programs and studies

are worthy of mentioning for the light they may shed on the
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importance of different factors in offender reintegration.

Prerelease

Baker (1966) points to three principles that he argues
are essential in establishing a program of prerelease pre-
paration. These principles involve providing: 1) informa-
tion and assistance relevant to release planning, 2) the
opportunity for inmates to discuss concerns and anxieties
regarding their release, and 3) a means of evaluating the
effectiveness of the program. While the purpose of a prere-
lease program is to facilitate the progression of individu-
als from confinement to the community, it is not necessarily
as simple as it may first appear (Catalino, 1967).

Ultimately, prerelease programs should begin on the day
an individual arrives at an institution (Eubanks, 1963; Task
Force on Corrections, 1967), however, it usually begins on
the day of release, if at all. Glaser argues that newly
admitted individuals receive more attention in classes de-
signed to orient them to the institution, than do individu-
als who are near release (cited in Empey, 1967).

Basically, all prerelease programs have the same goals
and objectives, the primary of which is to aid in the offen-
der's adjustment to freedom (McCarthy & McCarthy, 1983).

Prerelease expectations. Glaser's (1964) investigation

into the expectations held by prereleasees revealed that

most inmates were counting on assistance from close family

members. The second most relied on source of aid was other
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friends. One would expect, therefore, that the relationship
the inmate has with his or her family and friends after re-
lease will be related to the success that individual has at
remaining crime free. There were four main types of assis-
tance that were anticipated by these prereleasees: housing,
subjective (friendship, advice, etc.), employment, and fi-
nancial or other material aid (in order of preference). A
summary of Glaser's findings indicates that an inmate's pre-
release expectations are that family and friends will be

there to aid him/her upon release.

Social Competence Training. The goal of Social Compe-

tence Training (SCT) is to encourage and promote law-abiding
and successful behavior in offenders after release into the
community (Novotny & Enomoto, 1976). SCT is based on the
notion that any kind of institutional adjustment is counter-
productive since it encourages dependence. SCT therefore
encourages competence as well as self-directed and respon-
sibile conduct.

It is a voluntary program based on social learning
theory. The SCT program consists of two main parts. The
first involves group sessions which train the members in
social skills, selfmanagement, and normative redirection.
The other component is a training program designed for
staff. The SCT objectives are three-fold: 1) teach effec-

tive and prosocial behavior, 2) promote democratic and pro-

social personal behavior, and 3) teach reasoning and
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intelligent, pufposeful behavior. Novotny and Enomoto
(1976) believe that the focus of SCT on observable behavioré
is crucial to its success.

Prerelease centers. Prerelease centers are designed to

serve as a middle ground between a secure institution and
the free community (Guienze, 1966; Wittenberg & LeClair,
1979). However, one must also be aware that the transition
from a secure institution to a prerelease center may create
as many problems as does the transition to the community
(Wittenberg & LeClair, 1979). One must therefore be pre-
pared for the changes that will take place.

Training Institution Central Ohio (TICO) is a medium
security facility for delinquent males which encorporates
into itself a prerelease program. Prerelease cottages are
designed to reduce control and emphasize initiative, judge-
ment, and interest. Field trips, home visits, and coeduca-
tional activities have been designed to increase exposure to
the community. At a minimum, these cottages provide the
institution an emotional safety valve which is both thera-
peutic and functional (Catalino, 1967).

The Apalachee Correctional Institution was opened in
1961 with four goals: (a) address questions regarding re-
lease procedures, (b) relieve prerelease anxiety, (c) assist
in preparing individuals for the problems that will be mani-
fested after release, and (d) help the individual evaluate

the experience of being incarcerated (Eubanks, 1963).
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The California prerelease centefs attempted to use com-
munity resources to assist in reentry. However, because the
program tried to meet the needs of everyone in general, it
did not meet the needs of anyone specifically. Two major
requirements for a successful prerelease program illustrated
by the California prerelease centers are (a) the individu-
alization of treatment (as indicated by the program's fail-
ure) , and (b) the building of evaluation directly into pro-
gram development (Holt & Renteria, 1969).

Due to a lack of resources, relatively few evaluations
of prerelease centers have been conducted. Those that have
been published tend to evaluate the success of programs in
terms of recidivism. Bacon (1966) indicates that completion
of a prerelease program is directly related to low recidi-.
vism rates. Williams' (1979) evaluation of forestry camps
and prerelease centers showed lower recidivism for individu-
als who had been placed in such programs. LeClair (1978)
also found significantly lower recidivism rates for indivi-
duals who had been placed in prerelease centers immediately

prior to release than for those released directly from a
secure institution.

Work release. A workrelease program allows inmates to

leave the institution for a number of hours to attend a job
in the community (Miller & Montilla, 1977). There is a si-
milar program, called educational release, which allows a

temporary releasee to attend educational programs outside of
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the institution. Miller and Montilla (1977) argque that the
success of a work release program depends largely on the
effectiveness of the original screening.

One important problem that often arises from temporary
dayrelease programs is the fact that other inmates often put
pressure on the day-releasee to smuggle contraband into and
out of the institution. Miller and Montilla (1977) believe
that this can be minimized or avoided through efficient
screening or by housing these day-releasees apart from
others. This type of program is being minimally discussed
because of its similarity to the next set of programs to be
presented--the furlough and gradual release programs.

Furlough and gradual release. Furloughs and gradual

release programs were developed in the 1960's and are per-
mitted by law in over half of the states in the U.S.A.
(Miller & Montilla, 1977). Furloughs are an unescorted re-
lease from an institution to the community for a specified
period ranging from a few ﬁours to several years, with two
to three days beigg typical (Miller, 1977).

Furloughs may sometimes be distinguished from gradual
release programs in the frequency and duration of release
dates. Furloughs may occur for one weekend a year, or they
may occur daily. Gradual release programs, on the other
hand, increase the frequency and duration of release periods
up until the date of release. The similarity of these pro-

grams lie not so much in their allowing temporary release
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from the institution, as in their rationale.

Tﬁe rationale of these programs is primarily to allow
the inmate an opportunity to regain or maintain contact with
the community, particularly the family (Miller & Montilla,
1977). The furlough can serve as a bridge between depen-
dence and freedom; it allows the offender to gradually be-
come accustomed to the community (Miller, 1977; Parisi,
1982b; Swart, 1982; Toch, 1967).

Furlough activities often include job hunting or con-
firming a previous job offer, obtaining a drivers license,
meeting with the parole officer, getting reacquainted with
family and friends, and confirming residence plans (Holt,
1971).

Participation in these activities allows the individual
to practice social skills, maintain community ties, and deal
with social inevitabilities. Toch's (1967) study revealed a
number of personal benefits of furlough, including: rebuil-
ding social bonds, testing the community's acceptance, re-
lief from isolation of incarceration, increase in calmness,
facilitation of subsequent prison time, hope, concrete ar-
rangements, and improved coping strategies. The study fur-
ther revealed liabilities that were cited by furloughed in-
mates. These include: returning to prison and readjusting
to institutional life, drugs administered prior to furlough,
useless furlough experiences, problems with community mem-

bers, time limitations, community's lack of acceptance,
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unfamiliarity with the outside world, and inadequate resour-
ces.

The gradual release program ensures a progressive re-
lease. It is "designed to reduce the severity of impact of
an abrupt transition between two divergent and possibly an-
tagonistic climates” (Doleschal & Geis, 1971, p.l). Usually
the inmate leaves the institution for the day, or sometimes
overnight, during a period of one week to three months just
prior to release (Miller, 1970). This program is seen as
allowing the individuals a gradual transition from prison to
freedom (Glaser, 1973) and providing the person with time
during which he/she may again become able to accept the re-
sponsibilities associated with community life (Sullivan et
al., 1974). It allows the individual a chance to explore
social relationships before being thrown into the community
where the establishment and endurance of these relationships
are considered essential for success (Glaser, 1964).

LeClair (1979) defines a graduated release program as
one which not only allows the inmate opportunities to leave
the institution, but also allows for a gradual reduction in
the security of the offenders. Studies show that such gra-
duated reintegration programs reduce the probability of re-
cidivism (LeClair, 1978b) and have positive effects on the
postrelease behavior of participants (LeClair, 1979).

It is surprising that there are no sophisticated evalu-

ation and measurement devices in existence to measure the



24

success of temporary releases. The method that is usually
used is simply to record the number and percentages of fur-
Vloughs which are successfully completed--those where the
individual returned on time (Miller, 1977; Miller &
Montilla, 1977). LeClair's (1978a) and Williams' (1979)
studies of furlough both showed significantly lower recidi-
vism rates for furloughed inmates than for those released
without a furlough.

One exception to the lack of studies is Holt's (1971)
investigation of California's prerelease/furlough program.
Extensive screening was required prior to participation and
a set of interviews was required upon return. Two of the
most revealing results were that, first, despite the sub-
jects' apprehension about how they would be received by
family and friends, they were surprised at the positive at-
titudes and support they were greeted with; and second, they
were surprised at how much they accomplished on their fur-
lough. It is no wonder, therefore, that Miller and Montilla
(1977) argued that both offenders and prison officials would
attest to the importance of the furlough as a reintegration
tool.

Postrelease

The importance of postrelease programs is illustrated
by two factors. Recidivism is highest during the time im-
mediately following release and, second, the motivation to

successfully reintegrate is greatest during this period.
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Aid at the time of release is therefore crucial to protect
against a quick failure and to aid in strengthening the re-
leasee's desire for success (Doleschal & Geis, 1971).

Postrelease care is considered essential because re-
lease adjustment cannot be attained or maintained without
recognizing and dealing with the following institutional and
situational factors affecting release and reentry: the hasty
method of problem solving, lack of prerelease preparation,
disorientation caused by the release, familial pressures,
and overreactions to postrelease failures (McArthur, 1974).
As a result, most released individuals could, at a minimum,
benefit from postrelease guidance aimed at reorientation
(Kay & Vedder, 1963). It is further argued that because
youths are likely to recidivate without sufficient aftercare
support, the initital investment in institutional services
will be lost if aftercare services are not adequately de-
veloped and funded (Davoli & Stock, 1982). |

Postrelease panel study. Glaser (1964) conducted a

massive investigation into prison and parole systems. One
component of this investigation was the postrelease panel
study. Glaser argued that there was not adequate evidence
revealing what could be done to reduce recidivism. The
panel study was conducted, therefore,

On the assumption that what happens to a man

(sic) in these initital [six] months may greatly

affect his ultimate postrelease behavior, and

because a major proportion of failures occur
in this period....(p. 534)
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This study involved interviewing men in the first week after
release, and then monthly for six months.

Many postrelease violaters complained‘that if they had
been released to a different community, they would have been
successful. They cite as reasons for their failure in the
community to which they were released: a lack of job oppor-
tunities, conflicts with their family and neighbors, crimi-
nal associations/friends, and police harassment. According
to Glaser, tgese complaints are consistent with the indica-
tion that any type of discord associated with the community
is related to postrelease failure.

On the related note of community discord, Glaser's
postrelease panel study revealed that friendship ties are
weakened by the prison experience while kinship ties are
strengthened. Where these frienship ties have remained, the
renewal of contact with prison and criminal associates fs
related to a high rate of failure upon release. On the
other hand, postrelease success is associated with the dev-
elopment of friendships in which the individual's criminal
background is not revealed.

The most successful reintegration will be experienced
by the individual who returns to a home life that offers him
aid; to a community that exudes harmony with the individual,
and to a situation that allows the individual to establish

new friendships while keeping his criminal past a secret.
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Behavioral Evaluation, Treatment, and Analysis. The

Behavioral Evaluation, Treatment, and Analysis (BETA) in-
strument employed by Jenkins and his associates (Jenkins,
Barton, deValera, DeVine, Witherspoon, & Muller, 1972;
Jenkins, deValera, & Muller, 1977; and Jenkins & Sanford,
1972) consists of four measures: The Environmental Depriva-
tion Scale (EDS) the Maladaptive Behavior Record (MBR), the
Weekly Activity Record (WAR), and the Law Enforcement
Severity Scale (LESS).

Jenkins et al. (1972) developed the MBR which consists
of 16 scales which assess the degree to which an individu-
al's behavior is considered adaptive. These scales include:
income, working conditions, coworkers, employer, work atten-
dence, alcohol, drugs, gambling, fighting, verbal abusive-
ness, maladaptive associates, money management, physical
condition, psychological adjustment, legal processes, and
other maladaptive responses.

The EDS was developed by Jenkins and Sanford (1972) to
correlate measures which are predictive of criminal behavior

and recidivism. The measure covers three main areas, each
with five subsections, and a sixteenth section. The occupa-
tional section includes§ employment, income, debts, job
particiaption, and job status; the institutional section in-
cludes: hobbies and avocations, education, residence,
church, and other organizations; the interpersonal relation-

ships section includes: friends, relatives, parents, wife,
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and children; and the final section is fear--the individuals
confidence in his ability to deal with his environment.

Probation and parole. While parole is often thought of

as a means of release prior to the termination of one's sen-
tence, it is similar to probation in that it provides the
court with a means of supervising the individual in the com-
munity (Miller & Montilla, 1977). The releasee (called the
parolee or probationer) has a resource person, namely the
parole or probation officer, to whom he can turn for assis-
tance. On the other hand, the parole and probation officers
provide a means of control once the individual has been re-
leased to the community. The officer may revoke probation
or parole for violations of rules and return the individual
to the institution (Miller & Montilla, 1977). The parole/
probation officer must choose between two roles: that of
enforcement and that of service-counseling (Lerman, 1970).
Successfully finding a balance of these two is very diffi-
cult and very rare.

The United Nations (1954) described parole as a means
of easing the transition to the community from the institu-
tion, not as a means of leniency. The National Council on
Crime and Delinquency (1967) explained the role of parole as
that of providing aid toward adjusting to the free communi-
ty. More recently, the Citizens' Inquiry on Parole and Cri-
minal Justice (1975) defined the purpose of parole as a

"sensible device to ease the transition from incarceration
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to freedom..." (p. 281) and to "continue the treatment of
the offender that was begun in prison by assisting him (sic)
in his (sic) adjustment to the community..." (p. 294).

Many studies have been conducted comparing the recidi-
vism rates of parolées and individuals released to the com-
munity at the end of the specified sentence, with no com-
munity supervision (Lipton et al., 1975; Martinson & Wilks,
1977; and Moseley, 1977). Lipton et al. (1975) based their
results on five studies of youths under 18 who were randomly
assigned to conditions and concluded that probation is as-
sociated with a reduction in recidivism. Martinson and
Wilks (1977) conducted a survey of studies comparing the
success of parole versus straight release and found that for
74 of 80 comparisons made, parolees showed lower rates of
arrest, conviction, and return to prison than d4id those who
were released without supervision. Generally, 50% of parole
violations occur within the first six months after release
(Task Force on Corrections, 1967).

Moseley's (1977) survey of parole versus straight re-
lease studies also reveals that parolees have fewer convic-
tions than releasees. However, he points to a problem in
recidivism research that must also be considered in the
development and evaluation of reintegration programs. He
indicates that the extent to which the success of parole is
attributable to efficient screening mechanisms as opposed to

the effectiveness of the supervision provided in the



30

community is difficult to tell. This issue warrants further
investigation.

Aftercare institutions and halfway houses. The dis-

tinction between halfway houses and aftercare programs is
often difficult to determine. They are both residential
facilities located in the community where a number of indi-
viduals live with or without supervision (Ehrlich, 1980).
Aftercare institutions are frequently distinguished from
halfway houses as providing a more specific type of treat-
ment program, for example drug rehabilitation, alcohol de-
toxification, and so on (Couse, 1965). Halfway houses are
often seen merely as a transitional living place between an
institution and the community (Ehrlich, 1980).

The purposes of the hal fway house are many. It is pri-
marily thought to be a means of illustrating that an indivi-
dual is capable of functioning in the community, of at least
that he or she can learn to do so with support (Richmond,
1971). It is argued that while the individual may not be
quite ready for independent living, he or she is capable of
functioning outside of the institution (Ehrlich, 1980).
Couse (1965) also believes that it provides a means for con-
tinuing any prosocial re-education that was begun in prison.
The findings on the success of halfway houses and other af-
tercare programs, however, are mixed (Sullivan et al.,
1974).

The Transitional Treatment Center is a center for
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nonsubstance abusers who are being reintegrated from a re-
sidential psychiatric institution to independent community
living (Ehrlich, 1980). The directors of this center be-
lieve that reintegration is complete when the resident has
developed skills for independent living, can maintain appro-
priate personal and social functioning in the community, and
can participate in community life.

Achievement Place is a community-based residential
treatment facility for delinquents in Kansas (Fixsen et al.,
1973; Phillips et al., 1980), based on the principles of
behavior modification. 1Its goals are to teach social skills
such as manners and introductions, academic skills such as
study and homework behaviors, self-help skills including
meal preparation and personal hygiene, and prevocational
skills considered necessary in the community.

Anthony et al. (1972) evaluated the effectiveness of a
number of halfway house and aftercare programs. They es-
tablished a baseline effect and then divided the inpatient
category into: (a) traditional hospital treatment, (S) work
therapy, (c) "total push" therapy, and (d) nontraditional
groups. These individuals were then compared with outpa-
tient rehabilitation groups such as drug maintenance,
aftercare clinics, planned follow-up counseling, and tran-
sitional facilities on outcomes of recidivism and employ-
ment. Their results showed no differences between the out-

patients and the traditional hospital patients or the work
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therapy patients for either outcome. Differences were re-
vealed, however, between outpatients and total push on re-
cidivism, and between nontraditional groups on both out-
comes.

It was concluded that those in aftercare clinics exhi-
bited lower rates of recidivism, as did those in transi-
tional facilities--but only while an individual was a member
of that facility. This indicated that the patient was just
transferring dependence from one institution to another.

The overwhelming purpose of these transitional programs
is an attempt to foster community life through a variety of
living arrangements and treatment programs. However, the
continued analysis of the effectiveness of these types of
programs is‘important.

Methodological Considerations

The results of reintegration studies tend to be con-
flicting. Robison and Smith (1971) concluded their study by
arguing that follow-up studies statisically favor community
treatment over institutionalization followed by a period of
parole. Anthony et al. (1972) concluded that recidivism
rates were lower for groups receiving a variety of programs.
Flynn (1973), however, came to an apparently different
conclusion. She argued that the accumulated research indi-
cated that positive change seldom occured in an institution,
but more importantly, that when change did occur it was sel-

dom carried over into the community life of the releasee.
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This conclusion, however, need not be as disheartening
as it appears at first thought. Perhaps it is just a matter
of the the programs being poorly designed, or even the
studies being poorly conducted (Anthoney et al., 1972; and
Minor & Courlander, 1979). Given the lack of input that
participants seem to have in the programs, this would be of
no surprise.

Very few systematic studies have been conducted on the
issue of community reentry, the primary exceptions being
Glaser (1964), Cohen (1972), Erickson and associaties
(1973), and McArthur (1974). Renzema (1980) cited a number
of problems with past examinations of reintegration. These
problems included the use of only parolees as subjects, the
influence of investigation methods on findings, the lack of
emphasis on posititve postrelease forces, and the ignoring
of individual differences in coping strategies for dealing
with postrelease stress.

Outcomes tended to be measured in terms of recidivism,
employment, release rate, and institutional adjustment
(Anthony et al., 1972). Rarely were outcomes assessed in
terms of the participants' interpretation of their own ad-
justment. While the quantitative measures mentioned above
are useful in understanding program success and failure,
they are not sufficient. The qualitative measure obtained

from the participants themselves is useful in identifying

the aspects of the program which most contributed to its
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success or failure. Another problem is that most agencies
do not have the capacity for evaluation (Foster, 1973).
However, when knowledge is gained, it is rarely transmitted
to others.

Lerman (1968) pointed to additional problems with the
reintegration literature. He argued that evaluation éhould
focus on whether failure rates have been reduced, rather
than whether success can be claimed. Further, he argued
that it is necessary to show that the program was actually
responsible for the achievement made. This requires "true"
experimentation with pre- and postcondition measures and
control groups, an obvious deficiency in the reintegration
literature.

Population Generalizability

There is one final problem that must be noted, and it
is echoed by Griffieth (1980) on a related issue. The needs
and problems of the released juvenile offender may resemble
those of the adult offender. But they may not. It is im-
'perative that their needs, as a distinct and novel popula-
tion, be assessed so that appropriate and confident con-
clusions may be drawn.

Not only is the application of literature and programs
designed for adult offenders of dubious value when applied
to juveniles, the reasons for detaining these offender
groups are often different. Whereas adults are usually con-

fined for punishment or retribution, juveniles are often
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detained as a means of control. While some of the issues
discussed here may be similar for both groups, the differ-
ences should be investigated. Similarly, while issues in
large state and federal institutions may be generalizable to

.small, local institutions, the issue should be evaluated.

It is necessary to consider the nature of the specific
population and the differences in services that are neces-
sary to provide such required resources as an atmosphere of
self-worth, conditions for independent decision making, and
role clarity for juveniles versus adults (Studt, 1967).
Doleschal and Geis (1971) also argue that programs should be
"tailored individually...to the clientele they are intended
to serve" (p. 4).

The most frequent concern of released adult offenders
is centered around jobs. However, most juveniles are not
worried about jobs at the time of their release. It is not
as immediate a problem for them as for adult offenders.
School, however, occupies nearly half of a youth's waking
hours and may be of primary importance. Youth's also have
different types of familial relationships to return to than
do adults. Adults often return to a spouse, while juveniles
return to their parents. It is necessary to explore the
relationship between youths and their parents since this
relationship may have significantly different effects on the

youths' reenty than the relationship between an adult and

spouse would have on the adult inmate. The same holds true
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for examining school issues of the youths instead of the
usual work issues for adults.

The literature on reintegration has focused primarily
on the adult offender. While there are obvious similarities
between the needs of all releasees, there are differences
between those of the juvenile and those of the adult that
make this neglect intolerable.

Needs Evaluation

There is a tremendous lack of studies that examine re-
integration as experienced by the offender (Briggs, 1978;
Dawson, 1981; Duffee & Duffee, 1981; Empey, 1967; Studt,
1967). Very little has been done to explore the problems
and fears of inmates nearing release, or what kinds of ser-
vices they would prefer. Rarely does one consider whether
the goals of a program are consistent with those of the of-
fenders they serve. Programs are planned around and for the
offender, but rarely do they consider his or her perspective
(Dawson, 1981).

The need to focus on inmates' needs has been acknow-
ledged for over 100 years (Briggs, 1978). Recent studies of
prerelease have supported the need to involve offenders in
reintegration program development (McCarthy & McCarthy,
1983), but the issue remains neglected.

Given the variety of programs available to deal with
reentry, and the vast number of issues and concerns facing

released offenders, individualizing programs through needs
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evaluations appears to be the only way to tailor a success-
ful program. The problems with the California prerelease
centers (Holt & Renteria, 1969) illustrated that needs eval-
uations must be carefully considered in the development of
reintegration programs. However, such evaluations are a
hecessary but not sufficient condition and will therefore
not guarantee success. It is believed that programs devel-
oped without careful consideration of the needs of the pro-
gram setting and clientele are virtually doomed to fail.
Programatic success depends upon an understanding of
the perceptions of the offenders' own needs and problems
(McArthur, 1974). It makes little difference what service-
delivery staff think they are doing in terms of treatment;
the perceptions of the recipient about what is being done
may determine success or failure (Toch, 1967). It is cru-
cial that program planners not only know the needs of the
recipients, but also make serious attempts to meet these
needs in order to achieve success (Eubanks, 1963). It has
become clear that needs could help determine treatment.

Implications

The general conclusions to be made from this literature
are that: (a) there are needs and problems that the institu¥
tionalized individual has upon release to the community, (D)
there are many different types of programs in existence to
deal with these needs and problems, (c) these different pro-

grams emphasize different parts of the adjustment process,
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and (d) these facilities have varying success rates. Briggs
(;978), Dawson (1981), Eubanks (1963), McArthur (1974),
McCarthy & McCarthy (1983), and Toch (1967), among others,
would argue that the varying success rates are due to the
failure of most programs to consider the needs of the indi-
viduals they serve. They would further assert that success-
ful program development demaﬁds that needs be evaluated.

Throughout this review, the main areas covered have
been: (a) the types of programs in existence, (b) the rele-
vance of these programs to the needs of their participants,
(c) the success of these programs (measured in a variety of
ways), and (d) the generalizability of these programs to the
juvenile offehder.

The present study was designed to assess and evaluate
the needs and problems of juvenile detainees who are re-
leased to the local community. This was done through a
qualitative interview developed séecifically for this needs
evaluation. The focus of the interview was dictated by the
previously reviewed literature and studies.

The literature identified four major factors associated
with successful reentry: jobs, family, friends, and the com-
munity. Work furlough programs focus primarily on job con-
cerns. Prerelease and gradual reentry programs attend to
family and friends, while postrelease programs attempt to
involve the community. Since these issues have been

stressed with adults, these or similar issues were explored
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with the youths.

Since most of the youths were still in school, employ-
ment at the moment was not a major concern. Instead, this
research focused on the role that school plays in the re-
entry of youths. While exploration of familial relatién—
ships of adults usually focuses on spouses or partners, this
is not appropriate for youths. Instead, therefore, this
research explored the relationship between the youths and
their parents.

Unlike the adult system, the detained youths' case-
workers play a major role in the lives of the youths. The
caseworker is often involved with the youth prior to deten-
tion, and always continues to spend time with the youth
during and after detention. For this reason, the youths'
relationships with their caseworkers were explored. As a
means of learning about the reentry experience of these
youths, they were able to describe how they felt about their
release and preparation for release, and finally their in-
terest in different types of reenty programs was assessed.

The goal of this study was to address the following
research issues and questions:

1. What are the life experiences of youths after re-
lease from secure detention in terms of school, home life,
social life, and the court? Which of these experiences have
been affected by the youths' institutionalization and in

what way?
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2. What services have youths employed in efforts to
deal with adjustment problems? What are the youths' evalua-
tions of the services they received?

3. What progams would the youths like to have that do
not exist or the youths do not know how to find?

Only when these questions are satisfactorally answered
can one begin to adequately address the problem of reinte-
gration of the juvenile offender. Once the responses to
these issues are clarified, the development of appropriate
and necessary programs and services can begin, and the needs
of these youths can finally be met.

Qualitative Interview

A characteristic of many needs evaluations is the
qualitative interview. The basic idea behind the interview
is to provide an opportunity for respondents to express
themselves in their own words and to allow the researcher to
enter the perspective of the respondent. This assumes that
what the respondent has to say is meaningful, important, and
of interest to the interviewer (Patton, 1980; Toch, 1967).

An open-ended interview allows the interviewer to probe
and explore in an effort to illustrate the issues at hand
(Pattdn, 1980). Questions are designed to give the respon-
dent a chance to not only express him or herself, but also
to feel a part of the study (Waller, 1974). This method is
used as a means of accurately recording the offender's per-

ceptions (Lohman, Wahl, Carter, & Elliott, 1966). This
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style of interviewing has been used in a number of studies
that have resulted in easily quantifiable data (cf.
Griffieth, 1980; Irwin, 1970; Lohman et al., 1966; McArthur,

1974; Parisian, 1982; Waller, 1974).



CHAPTER 1II

Method

Subjects
The Facility

The detention facility from which subjects were selec-
ted is located in a city of 130,600 people, and is the only

secure detention facility that serves its county with a

population of 272,435. The facility itself contains 17 beds
(10 for boys, 7 for girls), however, extra matresses are
added when the gender imbalance is extreme.

The demographic characteristics of the juvénile home
population, based on a sample year of 1981 (Clark & Feis,
1982) show that of 324 intakes, almost 50% had been previ-
ously detained in this county. The age of these youths
ranged from nine to seventeen years, with over 90% being 14
years or older. Seventy percent of the youths were male and
70% were white.

The reasons stated for detaining these youths were many
and ranged from violation of probation or court order to
serious violent offenses. Only 25% of the youths received
preliminary hearings before they are detained. Youths spent
from 1 to 284 consecutive days in detention. Fifty percent

were incarcerated longer than 8 days.

42
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The disciplinary and reward system that operates at the
juvenile home is based on a typical level system (see hppen—
dix A). The youths earn extra priviledges and responsibili-
ties as they demonstrate appropriate behavior. The flexi-
bility that exists in the system is designed to allow for
mitigating circumstances and the individuality of treatment.

There is no treatment program, per se, at the detention
home. While the youth's caseworker is expected to visit the
youth daily, the visits are often so brief as to not warrant
the label of treatment. The juvenile home seems, therefore,
to serve mainly as a means of detainment and control.

Given the regimen and social artificiality that exists
within the juvenile home, it is postulated that youths begin
to experience some of the pressures of institutionalization,
and after 8 days, the extreme differences between life in
the juvenile home and life in the community is thought to be
evident to these youths.

Pariicipants

Only those individuals who were placed at the juvenile
home for a consecutive period of eight days or longer were
eligible to participate in this study. It was thought that
after eight days youths would have begun to feel the effects
of institutionalization. 1In addition, youths who had al-
ready been interviewed, who had a caseworker who requested
that he/she not be interviewed, who had a parent who re-

quired that he/she be present for the interview, or who
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could not be successfully interviewed within two weeks from
release were excluded. Of the 96 youths released from de-

tention during the period of this research, only 47 youths

had been detained for eight days or longer and had been

placed in the community during the nearly six months of the
investigation. These individuals were residents of the
county and released to the local community. Community
placements eligible for inclusion are release to a relative,
a group home, or a foster home within the county. Of these

47, youths 27 were successfully interviewed (See Figure 1).

Measures

Interview

The primary source of data for this study was the Needs
Evaluation Survey (NES) developed specifically for this
study. 1Its purpose was to assess and evaluate the needs,
concerns, problems, and experiences that the youths encoun-
ter as a part of their reintegration into the community.
The survey consisted of 130 items for which responses were
obtained through a qualitative inte}view. Questions were a

combination of both open- and closed-ended items, and the
interviewer was instructed to obtain as much information as
possible that pertained to the task at hand (see Appendix
B) .

The interview was designed to be as unstructured as
possible given the extensive item set. Specific interview

questions were not developed. Rather, the interview was
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intended to yield responses that could then be used to an-

swer the questions in the Needs Evaluation Survey. Informa-
tion was gained so that the interviewer would be able to
code the items of the Needs Evaluation Survey from the in-
terview. Open-ended questions, combined with probes, were
used to gain this information. The response categories for
most items on the Survey were Likert-type scales with re-
sponse options of 1 through 5.

Items were modeled after those of the BETA scales
(Jenkins et al, 1972; Jenkins et al, 1977; and Jenkins &
Sanford, 1972) and the Life Domain Survey (Parisian, 1982),
as well as some newly constructed items. The format of the
interview follows that of the Life Domain Survey which has
demonstrated high validity and reliability (Parisian, 1982).

It was hypothesized that there are certain issues sur-
rounding reintegration for which items could be constructed.
These issues translated into hypothesized scales addressing
school, court, social, familial, and transitional concerns.
These scales were designed to determine the extent and pre-
valence of certain issues and problems demonstrated in the
literature to be related to postrelease adjustment (Miller,
1970; Smith et al., 1979). Specific items were then genera-
ted in an effort to further define these scales. Discussion
on the empirical reliability of these scales can be found in

Chapter Three.

A list of items was generated and the measure was pilot
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tested on 6 youths released from the juvenile home. This
effort was undertaken to ensure that the measure was reveal-
ing the appropriaﬁe information. After this initial pilot-
ing, the measure was reworked into its present form.

A series of 26 open-ended questions were developed
based on information gained from thé pilot test. These
questions were designed to gather further details about
items in the first part of the Survey, as well as to gain
additional new information. It was thought that response
categories could not adequately be determined prior to the
interview, therefore the items were maintained in an open-
ended format. When interviewers coded the first part of the

Survey, they also recorded responses for the second part,

ver batim. Response categories were formed after all inter-
views were coded. Items were content analyzed by the same
interviewer viewers and observers that conducted the inter-
view (See Appendix C for the open-ended items' response ca-
tegories) .

Archival Data

The archival data collection form was designed to ex-
tract background information such as age, sex, race,
charges, length of stay, prior record, prior community
placements, and current community placement (see Appendix
D). The items were developed to complete a profile of the
youths participating in this study. This measure was origi-

nally designed to conduct a caseflow analysis of the
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juvenile home population for 1981 (Clark & Feis, 1982).

Procedure

Subject Referral

Six to eight days after intake, youths in the juvenile
home were approached by project staff. The staff member
introduced them to the project by explaining the interview-
ing process. The nature of the study was explained, youths
were told that their decision regarding participation and
interview details would be confidential, their postinstitu-
tional placement would determine if he/she would be contac-

ted for an interview, participation was voluntary, and that
$5.00 would be paid upon completion of the interview. Ver-
bal assent was obtained here and at the beginning of the
interview. Written consent was not required in accord with
a research agreement between the primary investigator and
the court. This agreement allowed the primary investigator
access to the youth's and their files as would be granted to
any employee of the court (see Appendix E).

At this same time, daily rosters were accessed. These
rosters revealed the name, date of admittance, date of re-
lease, and name of the caseworkers for each youth. If a
youth was released eight days or more after admittance, an
identification number was assigned and the case was referred
to an interviewer. Efforts were made to assign youths to
the interviewer who first introduced the project, while at

the same time maintaining equal work loads across
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interviewers. At specific times an observer was randomly
selected to provide interrater reliability estimates (A more
detailed discussion of this will follow).

Upon case assignment, interviewers were provided the
name; ID number; dates of birth, admittance, and release; as
well as the caseworker's name for the youth. Caseworkers
(or supervisors, when necessary) were contacted to obtain
the phone numbers (when available) and addresses ofyouths.
It was at this time that four different caseworkers, at four
different times, expressed concern about a youth being in-
volved in the research due to the youths' unstable environ-
ment. These youths were therefore not contacted. For the
remaining youths, a letter was sent to the legal guardian(s)
which explained the research (see Appendix F), and then ef-
forts were made to contact the youth and arrange for an in-
terview within two weeks from the date of release. All con-
tacts that were made between the time of case assignment and
termination were recorded by the interviewer on a contact
sheet (see Appendix G).

Interview Training

The interview was administered by undergraduate stu-
dents who received independent‘study credit for their work.
Students were primariiy recruited from the department of
psychology. An announcement (see Appendix H) was posted
within this department and was designed to provide a general

description of the course. Interested students were
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instructed to contact the researcher and schedule a meeting.
At this meeting, the researcher provided the student with
detailed information about the requirements of the indepen-
dent study participation. From these meetings, five stu-
dents were selected as intetviewers. All interviewers had
an interest in youths and delinquency, and were able to make
a strong commitment to the project. All interviewers worked
10 hours per week for 20 weeks to earn their credit. Four
of these students committed an additional 10 weeks when they
were asked.

During the initial weeks of this independent study,
students were trained in interviewing skills, and in the use
the interview measures. They were also trained in coding
data from the audio recorded interviews. Their role in this
project, and the importance of this role was discussed in
the initial weeks, and again periodically throughout the
project.

The training and supervision of interviewers was consi-
dered to be an ongoing process. All interviewers met as a
group once a week with the project director. This provided
the interviewers with a chance to explore various issues.
Interviewers also met individually with the research direc-
tor. Completed interviews and coding forms were also scru-
tinized and discussed.

The first meeting included a presentation of the pur-

pose and format of the research. Also discussed were issues
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of confidentiality, general research methods, and specific
details of the way the court and the detention center opera-
ted. The Needs Evaluation Survey was distributed and each
item was discussed separately.

The second meeting continued the discussion of items.
After all items had been discussed and clarified, inter-
viewers were required to code a mock interview transcript.
This was to varify student understanding of items and res-
ponse categories.

Probing and interviewing skills were discussed during
the third session. The use of open-ended, unleading ques-
tions which were not double-barreled was stressed. This
session required that every interviewer role-play an inter-
view as both the interviewer and the youth. Interviewers
were asked to provide feedback for interviews that they ob-
served. The homework assignment required that the students
interview each other on audio tape.

These tapes were discussed at the next session and more
role-playing was done. Interviewers were then required to
conduct an interview with a friend who was not familiar with
the questions. These tapes were also coded.

The following sessions involved a similar process of

conducting and coding interviews. The number of training
sessions was not predetermined. Rather, it was understood
that data collection would not begin until interviewers had

mastered both interviewing and coding skills. It should



52

also be clear that during this process, the interview was
constantly being modified at the suggestioné of the stu-
dents. ‘Many items were reworded and some were discarded due
to the frustrations with the original items. The piloting
of the interview also allowed further.development of the
measure in order to enhance the interview.

Upon mastery of interviewing and coding skills, a pilot
interview was conducted by each interviewer with a released
youth. The youths who participated in the pilot study would
not have been elligible for participation in the final study
because they would have been in the community longer than
two weeks by time the interviewers had completed their
training. At this time, the details of the research process
and the method by which subjects would be obtained was fur-
ther clarified.

Interviewing Process

The interviewing process was explained to the youth at
the time of initial contact in the juvenile home. However,
the process was explained again when the interviewer first
contacted the youth in the community. If the youth agreed
to participate (which they all did), an interview was sche-
duled. At the time of the actual interview, the interviewer
introduced him or herself, explained the interviewing pro-
cess again, and emphasized the confidentiality of the inter-
view. Verbal assent was obtained at this time. During the

interview, efforts were made to keep the atmosphere fairly
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relaxed and unrestrictive. The interview lasted, on aver-
age, one hour. To maximize the quality of data collected
and coded, the entire interview was audio recorded. Upon
completion of the interview, the youth was reminded of the
purpose of the interview, the importance of confidentiality
and anonymity, and was paid.

Interview Coding

Interviews were coded from the audio tape within three
days after the interview was completed. Interviewers coded
the tapes of the individuals they interviewed and observers
coded the tapes of the interviews they observed. Observers
were present for nearly 25% of the interviews. These
double-coding procedures were aimed at ensuring the occur-
rence of the interviews, recording of the interviews, and
the availability of audio tapes for inter-rater reliability
assessment.

Interrater reliability was computed as "percent agree-
ment” separately for three sections of the interview: a) all
104 scaled items, b) 77 independent, scaled items (this ex-
cluded all items for which the response may have depended on
the response to a previous item), and c) 18 open-ended items
(the other eight items were discarded due to problems with
variance) . Reliability for the scaled items was computed in
two separate ways. First, only total agreement was calcu-

lated. The second measure included as "agreement", scores

which were only "off-by-one" from each other. For example,
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if an interviewer assigned a value of "2" for an item, and
the observer assigned the value of "3", this item is consi-
dered "off-by-one" and is therefore computed as "agreement"

for this second method (See Table 1 for results).

The percent agreement reliability for the open-ended
questions was computed as total agreement. Of the 18 items

that were coded, the first measure considered agreement to

exist only when the responses matched exactly (See Table 1).
For each of the three sections of the interview, the
first measure of reliability is the more conservative one.
In all cases, even this conservative computation reveals
satisfactory to excellent interrater reliabilty.

Archival Data Coding

Archival information was collected on youths who com-
pleted the interview. Information was obtained from juve-
nile home records after the interview. The researcher and
one of the interviewers (who had used the instrument previ-
ously) randomly selected 22% of the cases to double code in
order to assess reliability.

Interrater reliability was again computed as percent
agreement. Total agreement was based on the 22 items and
the results revealed excellent agreement, averaging 98% (See
Table 1).

Scale Development

One of the goals of this research was to develop a

measurement tool which could be used to explain, define, and
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identify the experiences and needs og juvenile offenders
returned to the community from secure detention. 1In order
for the NES to be a useful measurement device, scales were
developed which reduced the item set to a smaller number of
components and simplified the interpretation of the instru-
ment. The approach used for scale development was the ra-
tional-empirical method exemplified by Jackson (1970).

The Rational-Empirical Process

Items with high endorsemnt frequencies, little vari-
ance, or large numbers of missing data were eliminated from
scale development. The frequency distribution of each re-
maining item was examined to determine the extent of nor-
mality. Some argue that rating scales should be transformed
into dichotomous items if the items are not normally distr%-
buted. Despitg indications of some skewed, bimodal, and
flat distributions, these items were retained in their ori-
ginal form for the following reasons.

First, it is difficult to get normal distributions with
a small number of subjects. Nunnally (1978) argues that not
only are test scores rarely distributed normally, but also a
normal distribution would represent "dead data" (p. 160).
Second, it has been argued that since statistics are purely
numbers, the quality of measurement scales should not influ-
ence the statistics one chooses to use. This is because "a
statistical test answers the question it is designed to an-

swer whether measurement is weak or strong" (Baker, Hardyck,



57

& Petrinovich, 1967, p. 18).

Third, most tests are robust with respect to distribu-
tions deviating from normality, and if anything, will under-
estimate effects. Nunnally (1978) argues that while proba-
bility statements about correlations may not be perfect if
there is nonnormality, this is not a problem because infe-
rential statistics would not be greatly affected. In addi-
tion, the use of a twotailed t-test would compensate for
violations of the normality assumption (Baker et al., 1967).

Fifth, if a large proportion of the subjects fall to-
wards either end of a scale, then any shifting of subjects
through dichotomization would be misleading. Nunnally
(1978) asserts that "the advantage always is with using more
rather than fewer steps" (p. 595).

Finally, after the scales were constructed, the distri-
butions of the scales approximated normality more closely
than did the indiviudal items. This was expected because as
the number of items increases, skewness decreases (Nunnally,
1978). .

Items that were retained at this point were grouped
rationally and assessed for their internal consistency
(Chronbach, 1970) and discriminant validity (Campbell &
Fiske, 1959). This process was repeated a number of times
until the final nine scales were obtained. The initial step
was to construct scales that measured issues related to the

reintegration of the youth with regard to school, court,
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social, familial, and transitional concerns. The resulting
scales'fit this model. Scores for each scale were computed
by totalling the scores for each item that made up a scale
and then dividing by the number of items in that scale. 1In
addition, some items were retained as singlets or desrip-
tors.

Scales

Changes in school (CIS). This four item scale repre-

sented the extent to which there has been change in the
youth's behavior and attitudes regarding school since the
youth was detained. It was designed to represent the extent
to which detention affected change in school (Alpha=.75; See

Table 2).

Concern about school problems (CASP). The three items

in this scale (Alpha=.84) assessed the extent to which the
youth was aware of and was able to deal with problems at
school. The intention of this scale was to determine the
extent of the youths' knowledge of available resources to
deal with problems in school. 1In a sense it assessed the
ability and extent to which the youths could seek and have

sought help (See Table 2).

Meetings with caseworker (MWC). The four items in this

scale (Alpha=.64) were designed to assess the logistics of
the youth's meetings with his or her caseworker. Specifi-

cally, the measure assessed the amount of time the youth and

the caseworker spent together and the extent to which the
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Internal Consistency Analysis of
Needs Evaluation Survey Scales

Item Corrected
Scale 4 Item Content Item-total
Correlation
o
8 10 17 Extent of change in academic .71
5 . performance
v B
= 24 Extent of change in satisfaction .47
H w0 with grades
0 O
5'* 27 Extent of change in interest in .48
Z © finishing school
z 9
O = 29 Extent of change in attitudes about .55
school
B 2 <
5E o | 26 Interest in changing problems at .55
- school
Tk
Z A 32 Knowledge of resources available to .84
é 3 8? help with school problems
g g = 33 Extent to which youth has sought .76
L’% help for school problems
----------------------------------------------------- [F I —
=¢z ° 30 Frequency of caseworker meetings .33
E—‘ .
moon .
; é T 31 Length of caseworker meetings .41
0o
SEE 32 Youth's satisfaction with frequency .48
H®O o~ of caseworker meetings
55 9
g Z | 34 Youth's satisfaction with length of .51
caseworker meetings
- 36 Extent youth is comfortable talking .44
I 0 with caseworker
S
a8 01 37 Extent youth considers the caseworker|.52
- 8 (BJ to be a friend
0 e
549 40 Extent youth asks the caseworker for |.77
gjg S help with personal problems
< I
i 1 41 Youth's satisfaction with the .62
~ caseworker's help on problems
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Table 2 (cont'd)
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Attitude toward rules of probation

Youth's difficulty following rules
of probation

Frequency youth breaks rules of
probation

Degree of comfort telling others
of detention

Number of old friends youth told
about detention

Extent to which others are accept-

ing of the youth having been
detained

Change in frequency of seeing
friends

Change in frequency of friends'
visits to youth's house

Change in frequency of youth's
visit to friends' houses

How many chores youth has
Frequency youth lies to parents

Extent of parental/gquardian
involvement with youth's friends

Extent caseworker prepared youth
for release

Youth's satisfaction with release
date

Effect of youth's discussion of
release date

Extent youth discussed placement

Effect of youth's discussion of

placement

Youth's satisfaction with allowance

Extent youth discussed release date

.58
.62

.64
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youth was satisfied with that amount of time (See Table ).

Relationship with caseworker (RWC). This four item

scale (Alpha=.75) assessed the qualitative aspects of the
relationship between the youth and the caseworker. The
quality and intensity of this relationship was distinguished
from the quantitative aspects (MWC). It was hypothesized
that this quality would impact directly upon the reentry
experiences of youths since the caseworker deals with the
youth before, during, and after release (See Table 2).

Rules of probation (ROP). This scale measured the

youth's attitude and adjustment toward the rules of proba-
tion (Three items; Alph=.88). Probation is designed to
maintain control and eliminate certain behaviors of the
youths, and was therefore thought to be related to postre-

lease behavior (See Table -2).

Comfort with others (CWO). The attitude that youths
hold about being in detention and its effect on their social
relationships was measured by this three item scale
(Alpha=.46). It was believed that the extent to which the
youth was comfortable telling others about being in deten-
tion reflected their expectations of how others would react
to that knowledge (See Table 2).

Change with friends (CWF). This three item scale as-

sessed the extent to which there had been change in how of-
ten the youth saw friends (Alpha=.61). This scale reflected

the extent to which detention affected this relationship--
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either directly through new attitudes of the youth, friends,
or parents; or indirectly in terms of proximity or restric-
tions. The reason for any such change, howéver, was not

revealed by this scale (See Table 2).

Environment of home (EOH). The rules, attitudes, and

atmoshpere of the home environment are thought to affect the
reentry experience, and were assessed by this four item

scale. The scale (Alpha=.64) was designed to describe the
youth's and parents'/ guardians' investment in the home en-

vironment (See Table 2).

Preparation for release (PFR). This six item scale as-

sessed the extent to which the youth felt he or she was pre-
pared.to be released from detention (Alpha=.78). It also
assessed the extent to which the youth was involved in deci-
sions regarding the time of release and the location of
placement (See Table 2).

Scale Validity

The intercorrelations of these scales were examined to
.determine the extent to which they had demonstrated discri-
minant validity properties (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). These
correlations ranged from .00 to .86 (See Table 3). The
three highest correlations involved the CASP scale. Despite
thié one scale's apparent lack of discriminant validity, it
has been retained because of the literature's emphasis on
the issues represented by this scale: resource awareness and

community involvement. For all scales except CASP, the
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scale inter-correlations are relatively low (ranging

from .00 to .49); three are significant at the .0l level,
and another.four at the .05 level. Most of the higher cor-
relations (one significant at the .05 level and two at

the .0l level) involve either of the casework scales (MWC or
RWC) . This is not surprising given that the caseworker is

involved in most aspects of the youth's life.



 CHAPTER III

Results

Sample Characteristics

Two sets of data can be used to describe the youths who
participated in this study: the archival data and a subset
of the items from the NES. Of the 27 participants, 21 were
older than 15, with the age range being from 13 to 17 years.
Seventy-four percent were male, and 59% were white.
Seventy-seven percent of the youths had been previously de-
tained (all at this same institution), and 40% were charged
with violations of probation or court orders. Two types of
casework supervision exist within this court system. Seven-
teen of the youths were on regular supervision and 10 were
under intensive supervision (meaning that their caseworkers
have lighter caseloads allowing more time to be devoted to
each youth). Eighty-nine percent of all interviewed youths
reported being on probation at the time of the interview.

The youths spent from 10 to 54 days in detention: 30%
for 10 to 16 days, 25% for 17 to 22 days, 26% for 23 to 30
days, and 23% for 31 to 54 days. The juvenile home adminis-
tered the Peabody Achievement Test (PAT) to all youths who
were in detention longer than a few days. While the scores

on the PAT showed the youths performing at a mean academic

65
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Table 4

Crosstabulations, Chi Squares, and Phi
Coefficients/Cramer's Vs for
Demographic Variables

4A. Number of Days in Detention
10-16 17-22 23-30 31-45
. . 7 1 0 2
Supervision Intensive (26%) (4%) (7%)
Type 1 5 7 2
Regular (43%) (19%) (262) (15%)

Raw x> = 13.96
Degrees of Freedom = 3
p < .01
Cramer's V = .72

4B. Race
Nonwhite White
9 7
N 13-15 (333) (26%)
ge
16-17 2 2
(7%) (33%)
Corrected? X2 = 2.49 Raw X2 = 3.91
Degrees of Freedom = 1
p < .15 p < .05
Phi = .38

aCorrected with Yate's Correction

4C. Has the Youth been Previously Detained

No Yes

. 0 10

Caseworker Intensive (39%)
Supervision 3 15
Type Regular (23%) (39%)

2 _ 2 _

Corrected x~ = 2.99 Raw x = 4.88
Degree of Freedom = 1
p < .10 p < .05

Phi = .43
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level equivalent to the 6th grade (ranging from 2nd to 12th
grades) , the actual mean grade level they were enrolled at
was 9th (ranging from 7th to 11lth).

Seventy-four percent of the youths were released to a
parent while three youths were placed in foster care.
Eighty-two percent of the youths were placed in the same
location they were in before they were detained, while 11%
were placed in a new setting. Only 18% of the youths inter-
viewed received home visits to their placements.

Chi squares and Phi Coefficients or Cramer's Vs were
performed through crosstabulations for a number of these
singlets and demographic variables (See Table 4). There was
a significant relationship (X2=13.96, p<.0l) between the
type of casework supervision and the number of days youths
spent in detention. Youths under regular supervision spent
significantly more days in detention than did youths under
intensive supervision. Youths less than 15 years old were
more often not white, while white youths were more often
older than 16 (Corrected X2=2,49, p<.15). All youths Lnder
intensive supervision had been detained before (not surpri-
sing since that is usually a prerequisite to being placed on
intensive supervision), thereby creating a relationship be-
tween the type of supervision the youth was under and
whether or not the youth had been previously detained

(Corrected X2=2.99, p<.10).

The average participant in this study was a white male
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" in his mid teens who had been detained in this institution
before. He was on probation at the time of the interview
and pefformed academically at a level below that for which
he was enrolled.

These youths were compared to those of the case-flow
analysis conducted in 1981 (Clark & Feis, 1982) who had been
detained for eight days or longer and were released to the
community. These 110 youths were not significantly dif-
ferent from the 27 in this study on all but two of the demo-
graphic variables. The participants in this study were more
likely to have had a hearing before detention than were
those in the case-flow analysis. Further, these youths had
an average academic grade level higher (by one grade) than
those in the.case—flow analysis.

The Reintegration Experience

School

The CIS scale revealed that 77% of the youths reported
an improvement in their behavior and attitudes toward
school. Sixty-nine percent of the 16 youths with a valid
CASP scale score reported a concern about changing school
problems. Seventy-three percent of the youths reported at-
tending a school after detention that they had previously
attended. Fifty-five percent reported skipping school less
than they did prior to detention, with an additional 41%

reporting no change.
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The majority oé youths (59%) reported frequent and long
meetings with their caseworkers, and were satisfied with
that. Fifty-nine percent of the youths also reported a
positive, friendly relationship with their caseworker, as
reflected in the RWC scale. The majority of youths reported
that they did not want to alter the extent to which they saw
their caseworkers. Despite the diversity in the length of
casework meetings, 89% repoted that they did not want to
change the length of these meetings. While 59% of the
youths reported that they did not want to change the fre-
quency of their casework meetings, 26% reported that they
would have liked to have seen their caseworker less often.

All but three of the youths reported being on probation
at the time of the interview. Seventy-nine percent of these
youths reported satisfaction and few problems with the rules
of probation, as reflected by their ROP scale scores.

Most younger youths (aged 13 to 15) reported spending
less than one day with their caseworkers in preparation for
release, while most older youths (aged 16 and 17) reported
spending more than one day (Corrected X2=4.58, p<.05). Boys
reported spending less than 30 minutes per meeting with
their caseworkers, while girls reported spending more than
30 minutes (X2=12.61, p<.0l). Most white youths reported
spending more than one day with their caseworkers in pre-

paration for release, while most non-whites reported
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spending less than one day (Corrected X2=3.62, p<.10).
Youths not previously detained reported feeling significant-
ly less prepared for release by their caseworker (X2=14.00,
p<.0l1) than did those who were previously detained (see
Table 5).

Youths who were in detention 10 to 22 days reportéd
seeing their caseworkers less than 30 minutes per meeting,
while youths detained longer than 23 days reported seeing
their caseworkers more than 30 minutes per meeting (Cor-
rected X2=4.52, p<.05). There was a significant relation-
ship between the length of meetings with caseworkers and the
smoothness of the youths' transitions (X2=12.50, p<.0l).
Youths who reported longer meetings with their caseworkers
reported a smoother transition. The longer the caseworker
spent preparing the youth for release, the more likely (Cor-
rected X2=5.86, p<.05) the youth was to report feeling that
the caseworker's actions prepared him or her for release
(see Table 5).

’ Youths who reported more interest in a prerelease pro-
gram reported a significantly better relationship with their
caseworkers than did those who were less interested (T=2.81,
p<.01). Similarly, those who reported more interest in a
postrelease program reported a significanlty (T=2.12, p<.05)
better relationship with their caseworker than did those who

were less interested (see Table 6).
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Table 5

Crosstabulations, Chi Squares, and Phi
Coefficients/Cramer's Vs of Court Items

Age

Time Caseworkgr Spent Preparing Youth for
Release (#86)

Less than More than
one day one day
13-15 2 R
(41%) (9%)
3 8
16-171  (1a3) (36%)
Correctedb x2 = 4,58
Degree of Freedom = 1
p < .05
Phi = .55

3Item Number from Needs Evaluation Survey
bCorrected with Yate's Correction

SB.

Sex

Race

Length of Caseworker Meetings (#31)

Less More
than 15 15-29 30-44 45-59 than 60
minutes minutes minutes minutes minutes
Male 4 8 3 0 5
(15%) (30%) (11%) (19%)
0 1 0 3 3
Female (43) (11%) (11%)
Raw XZ = 12.61

Degrees of Freedom = 4

Cramer's V

P < .

01
= .68

Time Caseworker Spent Preparing Youth for
Release (#36)

Less than More than
one day one day
nonwhite ! L
(32%) (5%)
. 5
white (233) (413)
Corrected xz = 3.62 Raw X2 = 5.51
Degree of Freedom = 1
p < .10 p < .05

Phi =

.50
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Table 5 (cont'd)

Youth
Previously
Detained

Days in
Detention

Length of
Caseworker
Meetings
(#81)

Extent to Which Caseworker Prepared Youth for

Release (#87)

Not at Very A A Great
All Little Little | Somewhat Deal
No 3 3 0 0 0
(13%) (13%) -
5 0 3 7 3
Yes| (o1%) (13%) (29%) (13%)

Raw x2 = 14.00
Degrees of Freedom = 4
p < .01
Cramer's V = .76

Length of Caseworker Meetings (#31)

Less than More than
29 minutes 30 minutes
10-22 10 4
(37%) (15%)
3 10
23-54 (11%) (37%)
Corrected x2 = 4.52
Degree of Freedom = 1
p < .05
Phi = .48

Transition Smoothness (#83)

Veﬂ¥3Little So%swhat

Less than 0 4
15 minutes (15%)
15-29 6 3
minutes (22%) (11%)
30-44 0 3
minutes (11%)
45-59 3 0
minutes (11%)

60 minutes 2 6
or more (7%) (22%)

Raw x° = 12.50
Degrees of Freedom = 4
p < .01
Cramer's V = .68
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Table 5 (cont'd)

5G. Extent to Which Caseworker Prepared Youth for
Release (#87)

Very Little Somewhat
Amount of 1-3 4.& 5
Time One day 10 1
Caseworker or less (48%) (5%)
Spent More than 3 7
Preparing one day (14%) (33%)
Youth for
Release 2
(#86) Corrected x~ = 5.86

Degree of Freedom = 1
p < .05

Phi = .63
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Table 6

T-Tests of Court Items

6A. Extent to Which Youth Supports a
Prerelease Program (#97)

Relationship with
Caseworker (RWC)

Very Little

A Great Deal

(N=8) (N=19)
1-3 4 &5
2.70 3.46

™ = 2,81

Degrees of Freedom =

p < .01

24.82

4T computed on separate variance estimates

6B. Extent to Which Youth Supports a
Postrelease Program (#98)

Relationship with
Caseworker (RWC)

Degrees of Freedom

Very Little

A Great Deal

(N-15) (N=12)

1-3 4 &5

2.92 3.63
™ = 2.12

p < .05

25

ar computed on pooled variance estimates
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Peers/Social Life

Nearly equal proportions of youths reported difficulty
discussing detention with others and sensed a lack of accep-
tance (44%) as did those who reported few problems with
others and their reactions (48%, CWO scale). Fifty-six'per-
cent of the youths reported less frequent visits with
friends, with 30% reporting no change.

While 60% of the youths reported that they had not
changed the extent to which they were involved with drugs,
89% also believed that they did not have a drug problem, per
se. Youths who reported feeling more well prepared for
their release also reported feeling significantly (T=3.78,
pP<.001) more comfortable discussing detention with others

(see Table 7).
Home Life

Sixty-seven percent of the youths described their home
environment as positive (EOH scale). This included an in-
vestment on the part of the youth in the running of the home

and relationships with the family, as well as parental in-

volvement with the youth. Fifty percent of the youths re-
ported no change in the extent to which restrictions were
placed on them, and 84% reported no change in how often they
were punished. Overall, 64% of the youths reported an im-
proved relationship with their parents.

Youths placed with a parent reported that the tran-

sition was significantly (Corrected X2=4.25, p<.05) smoother
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Table 7

T-Tests of Peers/Social Life Items

Extent to Which Youth was
Prepared for Release (#96)

Very Little Somewhat
Comfort with others (N=6) (N=21)
scale score mean
(CWO) 2.28 3.29

T = 3.78, Degrees of Freedom = 24.58
Two-tailed p < .001
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than that of those who were placed with a nonparent (see
Table 8). Youths placed with a nonparent reported signifi-
cantly (T=2.41, p<.05) more interest in a postrelease pro-
gram than those placed with a parent. All youths placed
with a nonparent reported strong belief that a home visit
should be required before release, differing significantly
(T=2.49, p<.05) from those placed with a parent (see Table
9).

Transition/Release

Fifty-one percent of the youths reported little in-
volvement in their release preparation (PFR scale). The
amount of time that was spent preparing youths for release
was examined. The juvenile home staff spent less than one
hour preparing 24% of the youths for release, and spent no
time in preparation with 20% of the youths. Similar results
were found for the amount of time the caseworkers spent on
release preparation: 27% spent no time and 18% spent less
than one hour. These results were reflected in the fact
that 48% of the youths learned of their release date one day
or less prior to that day. Twenty-three percent reportedly
learned one day or less prior to release where they would be
placed in the community.

As for the youths' attitudes toward their release pre-
paration, 78% reported that they were well prepared. In
comparison, howevever, only 59% reported a smooth transition

from detention to the communtiy. There was a significant
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Table 8

Crosstabluation, Chi Square, and Phi
Coefficient of Home Life Item

Extent to Which
Transition was Smooth (%#83)

Very Little | Somewhat
1 &2 3-5
7 16
Placement Parent (26%) (59%)
(#65) Nonparent (lg%) 0

Corrected x2 = 4,25
Degree of Freedom = 1
p < .05
Phi = .50
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Table 9

T-Tests of Home Life Items

9A. Placement (#65)

Parent NonParent
Extent to which (N=23) (N=4)
youth supports a
postrelease program 2.65 4.50
(#98)

T = 2.41

Degrees of Freedom = 25
p < .054

ar computed on pooled variance estimates

9B. Placement (#65)

Parent NonParent
Extent to which (N=23) (N=4)
youth thinks a home l
visit should be 2.87 4.00

required (#104)

T = 2.49
Degrees of Freedom = 25
p < .05

ar computed on pooled variance estimates
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relationship (X2=32.76, p<.0l) between the extent to which
the youths reported feeling prepared for release, and the
extent to which they reported support of prerelease programs
(see Table 10).

There was a significant relationship (X2=12.50,p<.01)
between the length of casework meetings and the smoothness
of the youth's transition (see Table 5). Youths placed with
a parent reported that the tranisiton was significantly
(Corrected X2=4.25, p<.05) smoother than that of those who
were placed with a nonparent (see Table 9). Youths who re-
ported feeling well prepared for release also reported
feeling significantly (T=3.78, p<.00l) more comfortable dis-

cussing detention with others (see Table 7).

Programatic Findings

The youths showed a great deal of interest in programs
aimed at reintegration. Seventy percent of the youths re-
ported strong support for prerelease programs, while 19%
would not have been at all interested. Forty-six percent of
the youths reported strong and 23% réported moderate support
for a postrelease program, while 27% would not have been at
all interested. Sixty-two percent of the youths reported a
strong belief that a home visit should be required, while
27% did not think they should be mandatory (see Table 11).

Prerelease Programs

Girls reported significnatly more interest in a prere-

lease program than did boys (T=2.95, p<.0l). Youths who
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Table 10

Crosstabulation, Chi Square, and Phi
Coefficient of Reintegration Item

Extent Youth Supports a Prerelease Program (#97)

Not at Very A Some- | A Great

All Little | Little | what Deal
Extent Not at 0 0 0 1 0
to All (4%)
which Very 0 1 0 0 0
youth Little (4%)
felt A 2 0 1 0 1
prepared _Little (7%) (4%) (4%)
for Some- 3 1 0 3 1
release what (11%) (4%) (11%) (4%)
(#96) A Great 0 0 0 12 1

Deal (44%) (4%)
2
Raw x~ = 32.76
Degrees of Freedom = 16

Cramer's V =

p < .01l1

.55
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Table 11

Frequencies on Reintegration Program Items

Response Values

1 2 3 4 5
Extent to which youth 5 2 1 16 3
supports a PRgRELEASE (18.5%) (7.4%) (3.7%) (59.3%) (11.1%)
program (#97)
Extent to which youth 7 1 6 8 4
supports a POSTRELEASE (26.9%) (7.7%) (23.1%) (30.8%) (15.4%)
program (#98)
Extent to which youth 7 2 1 8 3
thinks a home visit (26.9% (7.7%) (3.8%) (30.8%) (30.8%)

should be required
(#104)

3Item Number on Needs Evaluation Survey
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reported more interest in a prerelease program reported a
significantly (T=2.81, p<.0l) better relationship with their
caseworkers than did those who were less interested (see
Table 12). Youths who felt more prepared for release also
reported greater interest in prerelease programming (see

Table 10).

Postrelease Programs

Youths placed with a nonparent reported significantly
more interest in a posgrelease program than did those placed
with a parent (T=2.41, p<.05). Youths who reported greater
interest in a postrelease program reported being signifi-
cantly more prepared for release than did those who were
less interested (T=2.48, p<.05). Those youths who reported
more interest in a postrelease program reported significant-
ly (T=2.12, p<.05) better relationships with their case-
workers than did those who were less interested (see Table

13).

Home Visit Programs

All youths placed with a nonparent reported strong be-
lief that a home visit should be required before release,
differing significantly (T=2.49, p<.05) from those placed
with a parent (see Table 14).

Open-ended Questions

Results from the open-ended section of the interview
were analyzed in a different way than the other interview

items for two reasons: a) the open-ended items involved
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Table 12

T-Tests of Prerelease Program Items

12A.

Extent to which youth
supports a prerelease
program (#97)

Sex
Girls Boys
(N=7) (N=20)
4.14 3.1
T@ = 2.95
24.21

Degrees of Freedom =

p < .01

AT computed on separate variance estimates

12B.
- Program (#97)

Relationship with
Caseworker (RWC)

Degrees of Freedom

Extent to Which Youth Supports a Prerelease

Very Little | A Great Deal
(N=8) (N=19)
1-3 4 &5
2.70 3.46

T2 = 2.81

= 24.82

p < .01

a7 computed on separate variance estimates
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Table 13

T-Tests of Postrelease Program Items

13A. . Placement (#65)
Parent NonParent

Extent to which youth (N=23) (N=4)
supports a postrelease
program (#98) 2.65 4.30

Ta = 2.41

Degrees of Freedom = 25
p < .054

ar computed on pooled variance estimates

13B. Extent to Which Youth Supports a Postrelease
Program (#98)

Very Little A Great Deal
(N=15) (N=12)
1-3 4 & 5
Preparation for
Release (PFR) 2.63 3.47
T2 = 2.48
Degrees of Freedom = 25
p < .05

ar computed on pooled variance estimates

13C. Extent to Which Youth Supports a Postrelease
Program (#98)
Very Little A Great Deal

(N=15) (N=12)
Relationship with 1-3 4853
Caseworker (RWC) 2.92 3.63

T3 = 2.12

Degrees of Freedom = 25
p < .05

ar computed on pooled variance estimates
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Table 14

T-Tests of Home Visit Items

Extent to which youth
thinks a home visit
should be required
(#104)

Degrees of Freedom

Placement (#65)

Parent NonParent'

(N=23) (N=4)

2.87 4.00 |
T2 = 2.49

p < .05

25

ar computed on pooled variance estimates
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response categories which, for the most part, were discrete
categories rather than rating scales, and b) more than one
response was allowed on most items. The purpose of these
items was to learn as much as possible. Therefore, the fre-
quency with which any particular response was given is re-
corded. An item may therefore have more than 27 responses

(see Table 15).

A number of items were not coded because of a lack of
variability in responses. The information in these items,
however, is still of value. The majority of youths reported
interest in prerelease or postrelease programs which would
allow them an oppoortunity to talk with others. Nearly half

of the youths reported no real problems since being released

from detention. Three-fourths of the youths reported that
staying out of trouble is the major thing that releasees

should be prepared for at release.
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Table 15

Open-Ended Questions

Questions and Responses N
1. What problems at school does the youth want
to change?
A. None 12
B. Interpersonal behavior (getting along 9
with others)
C. Academic issues (grades, work pace) 4
2. What resources does the youth know of to help
with school problems?
A. School counselor 10
B. Teacher or aid 6
C. Persons external to school (private 6
counselor, caseworker, family member)
D. Principal 3
E. Other school administrator 3
3. How has detention affected school life?
A. Personal growth (getting along with 8
others, controlling temper, etc.) better
B. No change 6
C. Greater interest in school 5
D. Improved academic performance (including 4
attendance)
E. Future goals (finding job, wanting to go 1
to college)
4., How does the youth feel about how detention
has affected school life?
A. MNeutral/indifferent 8
B. Positive 7
C. Negative 1
5. What role should the caseworker take?
A. No change 12
B. Friend/helper 8
C. Nicer/easier 3
D. Be "the heavy" 3
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Table 15 (cont'd)

Questions and Responses N
6. What aspects of the relationship with the
caseworker should be changed?
A. None 14
B. Change one or more (be more active, see 9
less, have less control, etc.)
7. How has detention affected social life?
A. No change 10
B. Personal (increased self-confidence, more 10
directed)
C. Get into trouble less (don't break rules, 6
use drugs less, etc.)
8. How does the youth feel about the way social life
has been changed?
A. Positive 9
B. Negative 4
C. Neutral 3
9. What do youths and parents argue about?
A. Household structure (chores, bedtime, 16
telephone use, money)
B. Don't argue 7
C. Social behavior (drugs, friends, fighting) 6
0. To what extent has the arguing with parents
changed?
A. No change 8
B. Argue less, but about same things 8
C. Argue less (topic unknown) 5
D. Argue about different things (extent unknown)| 1
1l1. How has detention affectd home life?
A. No change 6
B. Get into less trouble (mind rules, get 6
along better)
C. Greater appreciation for each other 6
D. Personal growth (trust, control over self, 6
calmer)
E. More chores 2
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Table 15 (cont'd)

Questions and Responses N
12. How does youth feel about changes in home

life?

A. Positive 12

B. Neutral 3

C. Negative 3
14. What did staff do to prepare youth for

release?

A, Talked (general) 11

B. Nothing 7

C. Threatened; told youth not to come back, 7

to behave

D. Routine of juvenile home 6

E. Punished 2
15. What did caseworker do to prepare youth for

release?

A, Talked 11

B. Told youth how to stay out of detention 9

C. Told youth how to get out of detention 6

D. Nothing 4

E. Threatened 1
18. What was it like to leave the juvenile home?

A. Positive, happy 16

B. Scary, strange, shocking 7

C. Had to adjust to new control of self 5
19. What was it like to get out of detention?

A. Happy 16

B. Adjust to new control over self 8

C. Adjust to freedom 5
20. What was it like to go to current home?

A. Positive 13

B. Scary, strange 7

C. Adjust to new control over self, 3

less strict rules
D. No different 2
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Table 15 (cont'd)

Questions and Responses N
23. What does youth like best about being out
of detention?
A. New control (doing what they want, 18
when they want) 13

B. Freedom




CHAPTER IV

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to assess the reentry
experience of youths released from secure detention to the
community. In addition, the study was designed to allow for
investigation of needs and desires of these youths, specifi-
cally pertaining to programs aimed at relieving problems
associated the the reintegration experience.

The results of this study fall into three basic areas
and will be discussed in this manner. First, the sample
characteristics will be discussed in order to generate a
complete understanding of the youths who participated in

this study. Second, the reentry experiences of these youths

will be discussed. This will include results pertaining to
singlets and scales of the Needs Evaluation Survey as well
as the open-ended questions. Also included will be an as-
sessment, where appropriate, of the extent to which these
findings correspond to those expected from the literature.
Third, the results pertaining to program desires will be

described. Some comments will be made and a final set of

recommendations will then be presented.

92
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The Participants

The youths who participated in this study were primari-
ly white males in their mid-teens who had been in this in-
stitution before and were on probation at the time of the
interview. Most youths perform academically at a level be-
low that which they were enrolled.

Youths under regular supervision spent significantly
more days in detention than those under intensive supervi-
sion, despite the fact that a lesser percentage of youths on
reqular supervision had been detained before. It is pos-
sible that because the regular supervision caseworkers have
a larger caseload, it is more difficult to find the time to
prepare a community placement for these youths, resulting in
their staying in detention for a longer period of time.
Another possible explanation could be that they are stronger
believers of the use of detention than are intensive super-
vision caseworkers.

As mentioned before, it is likely that the reason that
all youths under intensive supervision had been detained
before is because of the process of being selected for in-
tensive supervision. A youth is usually not placed on in-
tensive supervision until all other alternatives have been
exhausted.

The Reentry Experience

Overall, results from the Needs Evaluation Survey

scales indicated positive experiences in different areas of
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the youths' lives. The majority of youths reported a posi-
tive change in school, a positive concern about school prob-
lems, a positive attitude toward the long and frequent
meetings with their caseworker, a positive and friendly
relationship with their caseworker, a positive attitude
toward probation, and a positive environment at home. Their
negative experiences were reflected in their discomfort with
othérs in discussing detention, less frequent encounters
with their friends, and little involvement in their release

preparation.

A large number of individual items also reflected posi-
tive experiences. Most youths-skipped school less than they
did before, did not believe they had a drug broblem, and had
a better relationship with their parents than they did
before detention. They also felt that they were well
prepared for release. Over half experienced a smooth tran-
sition to the community. However, little time was spent by
the juvenile home staff or the caseworker actually preparing
the youth for release.

The surprising fact is that all but two of the signifi-
cant relationships among these items and demographics
involved the caseworker. The length of casework meetings
was related to the sex of the youth, the amount of time that
the youth spent in detention, and the transition experience

of the youth; longer meetings were associated with girls,

more than 23 days spent in detention, and a smoother
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transition. Caseworkers spent more time preparing whites
for releaseAthan non-whites. The longer the caseworker
spent in release preparation, the better prepared the youth
felt; and the better the youth felt the caseworker did in
preparing them for release, the more likely he or she was to
have been detained previously. It appears that the case-
workers' investments with youths depended upon a number of
the youths' characteristics (including age, sex, and race)
and in turn affected the length of time a youth spendt in
detention and the transitional experience.

As indicated in Chapter I, the relationship between the
amount of time an individual remains removed from society
and the reentry experience of that individual is a debated
issue. The results of this study showed no relationship
between the number of days these youths spent in detention
and the extent of their release preparation or the qualitly
of their transition. There are three possibie explanations
for this. First, it is possible that the amount of time in
detention was not long enough to result in transitional
problems. Second, the amount of time that the youths had
been in the community could either have been too short or
too long. If too short, the euphoria of release may not
have worn off, therefore masking transitional problems. On
the other hand, if it was too long, the immediate transi-
tional problems could have been forgotten. And third,

social desirability could have played a role. Despite
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reassurances that the interviews were not to be released to
the court and that the interviewers were not employees of
the court, the youths could have been providing answers that
they thought we wanted to hear. This issue will be dis-
cussed more later.

The literature also suggested that reintegration
programming should begin long before release. However, des-
pite Fhe fact that the caseworkers and staff spent little
time (averaging less than one day) in release preparation,
the youths felt well prepared for release overall. There
are a number of possible explanations for this. First, the
routine of the juvenile home could be such that it serves to
facilitate positive reentry, as indicated by open-ended
question 14 (What did the staff do to prepare the youth for
release?). Second, the ongoing relationship the youth has
with the caseworker could facilitate this process by provi-
ding continuity between detention and the community, thus
serving to ease some of the stress associated with the post-
release transition.

It has been previously argued that two central compo-
nents in successful reentry are supportive relationships and
ongoing treatment. Youths in this study descibed their re-
lationship with their caseworkers as positive, and they met
with their caseworkers both during and after detention (and
often times prior to detention as well), thus creating an

ongoing relationship. These two factors may have
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contributed to the youths' positive release experiences.

It was also suggested in Chapter I that institutionali-
zation strengthens family ties and weakens friendship ties.
This is supported by the fact that 64% of the youths repor-
ted an improved relationship with their parents, and 56% of
the youths saw friends less often than they did prior to
detention. Two possible explanations for this change in
friends exist. First, youths may have been unable to see
friends as often because of distance or new rules (including
probation). Second, youths may have chosen to see friends
less either because they spent more time on other things, or
more likely, because they thought it would help them stay
out of trouble.

It was further suggested in Chapter I that reentry is
facilitated when an individual's criminal past can be kept

secret. This was partially supported by this research. A

large proportion of the youths (44%) showed strong discom-
fort with others on this subject, indicating a desire to
keep this past a secret. However, youths who were better
prepared for release felt more comfortable telling others.
This could be because the well prepared have successfully
confronted the iésue, or because they don't care what others
think.

Another variable presented in Chapter I which is
thought to be related to reentry is the family. The signi-

ficant relationship between placement location (parent
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versus nonparent) and transitional experience (with those
being placed with a parent experiencing a more positive
transition) supports the importance of the family in rein-
tegration. In addition, a majority of youths (66%) reported
feeling positive about the effect that detention had on
their home lives (open-ended question 12).

Youths' Program Desires

The open-ended questions provided an opportunity to
assess needs perceived by the youths. The literature argues
that releasees need an opportunity to discuss their release
goals and concerns, as well as to gain assistance on these
issues. The results of the open-ended items pertaining to
prerelease and postrelease programming supported this. The
overwhelming findings on these two items was that first, the
youths wanted an opportunity to talk to others; and second,
they desired information that could improve their situ-
ation--either relating to school, social 1ife, home life, or
their transitional experiences.

The results presented in Table 8 indicated that youths
had strong feelings toward prerelease, postrelease, and home
visit programs. Most youths were very strongly supportive
of these programs, however, there was a definite group of
youths who were not at all interested in such programs. The
existence of a large group of youths who thought that such
programs would have been helpful indicated a need that was

not being met. Despite the fact that the youths felt
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relatively well prepared for release and experienced a rela-
tively smooth tran#ition to the communtiy, they felt that
such programs would be helpful.

The T-test results indicated that girls reported signi-
ficantly mofe interest in a prerelease program than did
boys. Further research would be necessary to determine the
reasons for this interest. It indicates, however, that boys
and girls did have different program desires.

The fact that youths who were interested in a postre-

lease program had a higher score on the 'prepared for re-

lease' scale, indicates that prerelease preparation was not
sufficient to satisfy the needs of these youths. By invol-
ving the youth in prerelease preparation, perhaps their lack
of postrelease program involvement was more apparent.

The results indicating that youths who were interested
in prerelease or postrelease programming had a positive
relationship with their caseworker, illustrates the impor-
tance of the caseworker in reintegration. These results can
mean one of two things. First, either youths who had a
positive casework relationship felt that this relationship
has hindered their reintegraiton. More likely, perhaps,
these youths had a posititve reintegration experience and
thought that prerelease programming would ensure such an
experience for others. Again, further research is necessary

to determine the exact reasons.

Perhaps the most striking finding of this research is
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thebrelationship between community placement and reentry
programming. Youths who were not placed with a parent felt
emphatic about the need for adequate home visit and postre-
lease programming. These youths were being placed in an
unfamiliar location and a home visit would have allowed them
an opportunity to gradually adjust to this new environment.
Their strong interest in postrelease programming indicated

adjustment problems unique to youths placed with a non-
parent. These findings were compatible with the negative

transition experience of these youths.

Comments
There are characteristics of this research which need
to be discussed These characteristics include: sample size,
the size and type of institution the youths were detained
in, the amount of time spent in detention, the time between
release and interview, the age of the participants, and the
means of data collection.

Sample Size

The number of subjects who participated in this study
was small. However, despite the small size, this sample is
adequate because of the manner in which subjects were selec-
ted, and the type of study. First, all possible youths were
considered for participation during the nearly six months of
data collection. There was no systematic way of excluding

Youths, therefore, they are expected to be representative. A

comparison of the study participants with youths previously
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detained revealed no major significant differences, thereby
supporting the representiveness of the subjects.

The largest number of possible subjects who were not
interviewed were lost because successful contact could not

be made within two weeks from release. This criterion was
set for two reasons: a) to focus on the immediate transition
period, as stressed in the literature, and b) to be consis-
tent across all youths. Also, because this research is
exploratory in nature, the size of the sample is not as

important as the representativeness.

Institutional Size and Type

Most of the literature has focused on large state
institutions. This research involved a small local facility
with a child care staff to youth ratio of less than 1:6
during waking hours (this does not include teachers). The
difference between these two types of institutions may
effect the results. It is possible that the research
facility actually contributed less to alienation and there-

fore reintegration problems than do the large insitutions

which have been the primary research focus in the past. The
fact that a number of youths said that the routine of the
facility helped prepare them for release (open-ended item
14) supported this.

Time in Detention

The amount of time that these youths spent in detention

was drastically different from the time most subjects in
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earlier studies spent. Because research has focused pri-
marily on adults, participants in ﬁuch of the literature had
spent years incarcerated. If the amount of time spent
removed from society does have an effect on reintegration,
this would result in different findings here than those in
the literature.

Time Between Release and Interview

There is an emphasis in the adult literature on the
immediate transition period (three to six months) and its

effect on reentry. For that reason, the subjects were

interviewed during their second week of release. It is pos-
sible that reentry problems were not yet evident after such
a short time in the community. This time was chosen, how-
ever, because of the suspected different time perceptions of
youths and adults. Two weeks to a teenager often seems like
forever. It was important that the interviews not occur too
late or reentry problems may have been forgotten by then.
Also, given the relatively short amount of time spent in
detention, two weeks seemed optimal.

Age of Participants

As mentioned in Chapter I, one of the unique aspects of
this research was its use of youths, rather than adults, as
subjects. It is important, therefore, to remember that pre-
vious research findings may not be supported when tested
with this different group of subjects (ie. youths). Since

this was part of the intention of the research, these
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differences do not pose a threat to the credibility of any
previous findings. It may be that the reintegration experi-
ence is very different for youths and adults.
Me thods

It is also important to remember that a new instrument
was developed during this research. Because it had not been
tested on any other sample or under any other conditions,
its ability to generalize must be considered. Any new
instrument must be tested and retested before its value is
proven. All findings, therefore, remain specific to this
study, and little effort is made to generalize beyond this
particular institution, at this time.

Social Desirability

As mentioned earlier, there was a tremendous positive
orientation to the responses of the participants. This may
be attributable to social desirability. The youths may have
thought that it would be to their benefit to provide certain
responses, i.e., those that they thought we wanted to hear.
They also may have been trying to protect themselves in case
the court was allowed access to the interviews, despite the
promise that this would never happen. It is not necessarily
the case that the youths were being dishonest. They may
have had a positive reentry experience. However, the role
that social desirability may have played should at least be

considered.
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Concluding Program Recommendations

It is evident from these findings that, despite
generally positive reentry éxperiences, some reintegration
program development is desired by the study participants.
The results strongly support the development of prerelease
programming (including a home visit program) és well as
postrelease programming. Programs should, most importantly,
be voluntary so as not to force any yodth into participating

in a program he or she is not interested in. They should

allow youths to talk to concerned others as well as to gain

information. Home visits should be allowed for all, but
especially for those youths who will not be placed with a
parent.

It is essential that any youth who participates in a
reentry program be allowed frequent opportunities to provide
feedback about that program. In this way, programs can be
specifically tailored to individual youths. A set of pro-
grams can be developed which allow specific details to vary
according to the individual needs and desires of each parti-
cipant.

The form such programs should take, however, has not
been adequately addressed. An effort to predict the types
of youths who supported reintegration programming proved
unsuccessful, largely due to the small sample size. Further

research should investigate the use of paraprofessionals in

Prowviding a supportive relationship as well as the use of
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"experts" for providing information.
Summary
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the nature of
this research requires that any generalization be kept to a
minimum. However, the results indicated that the reentry
experiences of youths who were detained in a relatively

small local facility for a relatively short amount of time

is different than those of adults who spend years in large
prisons. Findings which were contrary to those in the
literature include the lack of relationship found between
the amount of time spent in detention and the extent to
which the youths experienced a positive transition. Also,
despite the fact that the youths spent little time being
prepared for release, they reported feeling failry well
prepared for release.

In support of the literature, this study found that the
ongoing, supportive relationships youths have with their
caseworkers was related to positive reintegration. Further,
detention was related to a strenthening of family ties and a
weakening of friendship ties of the participants. The role
of the family was also shown to be related to the partici-

pants' reentry experiences.

Based on the reports of the youths, there is a lack of
programs available to them to assist them during their tran-
sition to the community. The participants expressed

interest in prerelease, postrelease, and home visit
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programming. The specific forms that these programs should
take cannot be answered by this research. 1Instead, this
project and its findings demands that the questions be

addressed.
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Juvenile Home Rules
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Preliminary Hearinn:

If you have not had a preliminarv hearina before vou came here,
you will have one within 48 hours. Your narents and the neonole
making the charges aqainst vou must be at the hearina. At this time
the court will tell you what action will he taken. Nurina the hearinn
you will have a chance to talk about vour case.

Level System At The Juvenile Home:

— -

At the Juvenile Home we use a level svstem. This allows us to
watch your behavior and progress. You are responsible for vour
behavior. Your behavior and attftude will decide how well vou da,

LEVEL I:

You start the proaram on Level I. ONn this level von myst learn
and follow rules. You will stay on level 1 at least 4 Aavs. After
4 days the staff will look at how well von have done. 1I¥ vou have
met the requirements of this level yonu will be nlaced on level 1T,

Level I Responsibilities Level I Pprivilenes

1. Respect staff, 1. Stav up until 8:000 M,
2. Respect other kids. 2. Do thinas with volunteer
3. Particioate (Active in aroupos.

planned actfvities, soend time
constructively, make effort
in program)

Use qood lanauage.

Show good sportsmanshin.
Volunteer for work.

Do good work in kitchen.

Do work details.

Use qood table manners.

Be on time for class.

Keep personal hvaiene (body,
teeth, hair, clothes)

fo outside with groun.
Do arts and crafts.
HYrite letters.

Read hnoks.

Hatch T,V

— O WwWO~NOUL A~
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12. Alwavs keep vour room clean.

13. Take care of needs before bedtime.
14. Be in your room at bedtime.

LEVEL ITI:

Ylhen you have met all the reauirements of Level I vou will he

placed on Level II. 0On this level vou must keen un the resnonsihilities
of Level [. Also, you must think about why vou are hare and what

cha:ges.you need to make to stav out of trouble. After 4 davs the
sta will look at how wall vay haya Aone.  [€ von have met tha

reciuirements A€ chic Vagal uay Wil v oo, - Al anal
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Level Il PResponsibilities Level II Privileaes

1. Level I responsibilities 1. 9:00 P .M, hedtime

2. Do Homework. 2. A11 Level ! privilenes

3. Self-evaluation (think about 3. Co-ed activitv with
what you are doina.) staff N. X,

4, Plav nina oona.
5. Plav cards and other names.

LEVEL ITII:

When you have met all the reauirements of Level Il vou will
be placed on Level III. You must keeo up the resnonsibflities of
Levels I and II. You must set a qood examole with vour behavior
and attitude. You must also be thinkina ahout where vou will he
going when you leave and what you are going to be dofna to keeo
from coming back.

Level IIl Responsibilities: Level III Privileaqes:

1. Level I and Il resoonsibilfitfes. 1. 10:9n0 P M, hedtime.
2. Be a good example for other kids. 2. 11:00 P .M, bedtime on
3. Use initiative (try hard to Fri. and Sat. niaht.
improve, stay busy.) 3. Liaht on for 1 hour
after hedtime.
4, Leave buildina with
caseworker.
5. Choice of T.V. and
radio station.
6. Choice of joh when doina
dishes.

Most important is that you earn vour nrivileges and ounishments.
Anytime vour behavior does not meet the reauirements of the level
you will be dropned a level and you will have to work vour wav uo
again. You will be held resnonsible for vour behavior.

The harder vou try, the better vou will do!

OVERALL:

1 You cannot make threats toward staff or kids.
2. You cannot talk to the other kids about:
a.) Yar stories - talking about breakina the law.
b.) UYhvy you are at the Juvenile Home.
c.) Sexual behavior.
d.) Running away or breakina out.
e.) Usina drugs and drinkina.
Mo name calling or rudeness toward staff or kids.
tlo whispering or note oassinn.
o swearing.
"o onvsical contact with other kids.
You will be searched when vou cnme in the buildina fram the

NS

NO U W
s e e e .
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8. You cannot use the phone.
9. You must volunteer for work at least one time on each shift.
10. You must go to classes in the Juvenile Home and be on time
for class.
11. You must know your bedtime and be in vour room on time.
12. You mav send and receive mail. A1l mail will be read by staff.
13. No smoking.
14, Nuiet Hour - is from 2:30 P.M, to 3:30 P.M, A1l kids must ao
to their room at this time. Your door will be locked. This
gives staff time to get readv for the next shift. It aives
you the time to rest, relax and think. You must he aufet during
this time.
15. Visiting Hours - visiting hours are: “ednesdav 7:00°.M. to R:NN D M,
Sunday 4:00% M, to 5:7n P M,

In The NDayroom:

1. There are different chairs and tables for bovs and airls. Sit
on your ovwn side unless you ask staff.

. Boys and girls need staff 0.X. before nlavina games toaether.

Do not hang around the office window.

. Knocking on the office window or wall will mean 1 hour in vour

room.

. Staff will say when the T.V. goes on. The kids on Level III

can pick T.V. shows. If no one on Level III is watchina the

T.V., Level Il will pick the show.

You cannot eat or drink on the soft couches and chairs.

Do not put your feet on the furniture, or sit on the tables.

You must have staff 0.K. to leave the davroom.

w Hwn
.

W~NO

The Rooms And Hallways:

Two Books or 'lagazines
Nne Poster with staff 0.i.

—

1. You cannot go into another kid's room unless vou are doina
volunteer work.
2. Room doors are keot closed at all times unless told bv staff.
3. Hoise in rooms after bedtime is not allowed.
4. Do not talk or knock through doors or walls to kids in their
rooms.
6. '“hen in the halls ao ahout vour husiness. 2o not hana around
or talk to other kids.
7. Your room must be kept neat and clean at all times.
3. 00 not write on walls and doors.
3. Slamming doors is not allowed.
13. You can have these thinas in vour room:
A) Bedding
8) Bed Clothes
C) One Towel
D) Soap
E) Conmb
F) Paner Cup
G; Paper and Pencil
)
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Room searches will be done by staff. Anvthina not in the 1ist
ahove (10) is not allowed. If somethina not allowed 1s found
it will mean discinline and mav mean rotation.

Playground:

wW N —
o o

(S~

The staff will tell you when we qo outside, NAM'T ASK!

You will quietly 1ine up at the hack door.

Stay at least 6 feet away from the fence and in view of the
staff at all times.

Do not talk with or shout at peonle outside the fenced area.
Good sportsmanshin must be shown at all times.

Meals:

—
.

Ow~NOU»T &~ W ~N

o .

Stay away from the kitchen windows while peonle are workina in
the kitchen.

The cook must be treated with the same resnect as the rest of the
staff.

Only two people at the serving window at one time.

Don't touch the food, you will be served.

Take only the food you are qofng to eat.

You will be served only one glass of milk ner meal.

You must ask to be excused from the table.

You will be told when seconds are beina served.

Dessert will be served only after you have finished vour meal.
You will be told when trays will be taken, don't ask.

Discipline:

If you break a rule, staff may do one of the thinas in the list

below:

1.

A Time-Out is when vou are sent to vour room. Use this time to
think about why you were sent there. Staff will try to be bhack to
talk with you in 10 to 15 minutes. After 10 to 15 minutes if the
staff feels the nroblem is not settled, vou will he aiven 10 to

15 minutes more to think about why vou were sent there. This can
happen 3 times. If after 3 times you still do not know why vou

were sent to your room, the staff will tell vou whv vou were sent
there and tell vou how to keen this from haooening aaain. Dependinn
on your attitude and the wav you act vou mav aet more discinlire.

You can get a check on your check sheet if vou hreak rules. If
you get 3/'s in any 4 davs , you will be Arooped a level or
repeat the level you are on. If you get 3v's while on Level I
you will repeat Level I or get rotatfon.

Earlv Bedtime - You mav net an early bedtime. I'se this time to
think atout your behavior.
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Level Drop - When you are dropped a level vou will have to
start the 4 days over before you earn the next level.

Rotation - This is the worst you can get. There are 5 steps
of rotation. Staff will decide which step vou start on and
how you can work your way off from there. When vou get off
rotation you will start Level I over again.

—
-
3
1]
—
-]
el
o
o
3

hours
hours
hours
hours
hours

HBWNN I

ROTATIONM

Time In Davroom

2 hours
1 hour
1 hour
1 hour
15 minutes
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Needs Evaluation Survey

Is the youth currently enrolled in school?

1 5
No Yes

What is the current (most recent, if not currently enrolled)
grade level enrolled?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th 10th 11lth 12th

What school does the youth attend?
(open-ended)

Code number

Has the youth previously attended this school?
(not enrolled)

1 5
No Yes

To what extent did the youth discuss what school he/she would

attend upon release?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5
Never Was not Discussed Discussed Discussed

tried to allowed to it once it briefly it frequently
discuss it discuss it .

To what extent does the youth feel he/she had an effect on

what school would be attended upon release?
(didn't try to have an effect)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slight Moderate Strong Deciding
effect ‘effect effect factor
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11.

12.
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How does the youth feel about attending his/her particular
school?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5
Dislikes Dislikes Doesn't Likes Likes
intensely somewhat care somewhat intensely

To what extent is the youth having difficulty adjusting to
the new school overall?
(not a new school)

1 2 3 4 5
Constant Many Some Few No
difficulty problems problems problems problems

To what extent has the frequency of skipping school/classes
changed since detention?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5
Much more Somewhat No change Somehwat Much less
more less

To what extent does the youth feel this change in skipping
school is a result of detention?
(no change)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slight Moderate A strong The main
factor factor factor reason

To what extent is skipping school or classes a problem for
the youth?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5
Severe Serious Moderate Very No problem
slight

Is the youth a participant in the Transitional Services
Program (TSP)?
(not enrolled)

1 5
No Yes
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14..

17.

18.
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To what extent does the youth feel comfortable asking TSP

workers for advice?
(not on TSP)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent would the youth like to feel comfortable
asking TSP workers for advice?

(not on TSP)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent does the youth seek TSP workers for advice?
(not on TSP)

1 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

To what extent is TSP's aid helpful?
(has not sought aid)

1 : 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent has the youth's school performance changed
since detention?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5
Much worse Somewhat No change Somewhat Much better
wor se better

To what extent is this change in school performance a
result of detention?
(no change)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Possibly A strong The main
factor reason
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20.

21.

22‘

23.

24,
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To what extent has the youth's satisfaction with his/her
grades changed since detention?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5

Much less Somewhat No change Somewhat Much more

satisfied less more satisfied
satisfied satisfied

To what extent has detention affected how comfortable the

youth feels talking to teachers about personal things?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5

Much less Somewhat No change Somewhat Much more
comfort- less more comfortable
able comfortable comfortable

To what extent would the youth like to feel more comfortable

asking the teachers for advice?
(not enrolled)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent has the youth's interest in finishing school

changed as a result of detention?

1 2 3 4 5

Much less Somewhat No change Somewhat Much more

interested less more interested
interested interested -

To what extent does the youth care about school?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all A little Somewhat Concerned Very
concerned

Overall, to what extent has the youth's attitude toward
school changed since detention?

1 2 3 4 5
Much more Somewhat No change Somewhat Much more
negative more more positive

negative positive
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26.

OEl.

27.

OE2.

28.

OE3.

OE4.
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To what extent does the youth consider his/her attitude to-
ward school to be a problem?

1 2 3 4 5
A great Somewhat A little Very Not at all
deal little

To what extent does the youth want to change his/her prob-
lems at school?
(has no problems)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all A little Change Change Change
some most all

What problems at school does the youth want to change?
(open-ended)

To what extent does the youth have knowledge of resources
available to help him/her with school problems?
(has no problems)

1 2 3 4 5
Mentions Vaguely Specific- Vaguely Specifically
none mentions ally men- mentions mentions more
one tions one more than than one
one

What resources does the youth know of to help with school

problems?
(open-ended)

To what extent has the youth sought these resources for help
with school problems?
(has no problems)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

Overall, how does the youth feel detention has affected his/
her school life?
(open-ended)

How does the youth feel about the way detention has affected
his/her school life?
(open-ended)
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34,

35.
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To what extent does the youth feel that the juvenile home
should attempt to help youths with school related problems?

1 2 3
Not at all Very A little
little

4 5
Somewhat A great
deal

How often does the youth see his/her caseworker?

1 2 3
Never Less than Once a
once a week

week

4 5
More than Daily
once a

week

How long are the caseworker's visits?

(no meetings)

1 2 3

Less than Fifteen to Thirty to

fifteen twenty forty four

minutes nine minutes
minutes

How satisfied is the youth with the
meetings?

1 2 3
Very Somewhat Indifferent

unsatisfied unsatisfied

How would the youth like to see the
meetings changed?

-1 2 3
Much less Somewhat No change
frequent less '
frequent

How satisfied is the youth with the
meetings?

1 2 3
Very Somewhat Indifferent
unsatisfied unsatisfied

How would the youth like to see the
meetings changed?

1 2 3
Much Somewhat No change
shorter shorter

4 5
Forty five One hour
to fifty or more

nine minutes

frequency of casework

4 5
Somewhat Very
satisfied satisfied

frequency of casework

4 5
Somewhat Much more
more frequent
frequent

length of casework

4 5
Somewhat Very
satisfied satisfied

length of casework

4 5
Somewhat Much
longer longer
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To what extent does the youth feel comfortable talking with
his/her caseworker?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very Somewhat Comfort- Very com-
little able fortable

To what extent does the youth feel the caseworker plays the
role of friend?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent does the youth feel the caseworker plays the
role of authoritarian?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

What role would the youth like to see the caseworker take?
(open-ended)

To what extent would the youth like to change his/her rela-
tionship with the caseworker?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Few Some Most All
aspects aspects aspects aspects

What aspects of the youth's relationship with the caseworker
would he/she like to change?
(open-ended)

To what extent does the youth ask the caseworker to help
him/her with adjustment problems?

1 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

How satisfied is the youth with the help his/her caseworker
offers for problems?
(has not asked caseworker for help)

1 2 3 4 5
Very Somewhat Indifferent Somewhat Very
unsatisfied unsatisfied satisfied satisfied
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Is the youth on probation?

1 5
No Yes

How does the youth feel about the rules of probation?
(not on probation)

1 2 3 4 5
Very Somewhat Indifferent Somewhat Very
unsatisfied unsatisfied satisfied satisfied

How difficult is it for the youth to abide by the rules of

probation?
(not on probation)

1 2 3 4 5
Very A little Somewhat Not very Not at all

How often does the youth break a probation rule?
(not on probation)

1 2 3 4 5
Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never

How often does the youth discuss probation problems with
his/hexr caseworker?
(not on probation)

1- 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Has the youth had any contact with the police since release?

1 5
Yes No

Has the youth been petitioned since release?

1 5
Yes No

Has the youth been detained since release?

1 5
Yes No
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To what extent does the youth feel comfortable telling people
he/she was in detention? ,

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little , deal

To what extent has the youth told old friends that he/she
was in detention?
(no old friends)

1 2 3 4 5
None A few Some Most All

To what extent does the youth feel that people accept his/her
detention?

1 2 3 4 5
None Few Some Most All

How often does the youth see friends (outside of school) he/
she had before detention?
(no old friends)

1 2 3 4 5
Never Less than Once a More than Daily
once a week once a
week week

How often does the youth see friends he/she has met since
release?
(no new friends)

1 2 3 4 5
Never Less than Once a More than Daily
once a week once a
week week

To what extent has the frequency of the youth's visits with
friends changed since detention?

1 2 3 4 5

Much less A little No change A little Much more

frequent less more frequent
frequent frequent

To what extent has the youth lost friends because of his/her
detention?

1 2 3 4 5
All Most Some Few None
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To what degree has there been a change since detention in
how welcome friends are at the youth's home?

1 2 3 4 5
Much less A lttle No change A little Much more
less more

To what extent has there been a change since detention in the
frequency of friends' visits to the youth's home?

1 2 3 4 5
Much less A little No change A little Much more
less more

To what degree has there been a chénge since detention in
how welcome the youth is at friends' homes?

1 2 3 4 5
Much less A little No change A little Much more
less more

To what extent has there been a change since detention in the
frequency of the youth's visits to friends' homes?

1 2 3 4 5
Much less A little No change A little Much more
less more

Overall, how does the youth feel detention has affected his/
her social life?
(open-ended)

How does the youth feel about the way detention has affected
his/her social 1life?
(open-ended)

To what extent has the youth's involvement with drugs changed
since detention?

1 2 3 4 5
Much more Somewhat No change Somewhat Much less
more less

To what extent does the youth feel he/she has a drug problem?

1 2 3 4 5
Severe Obvious Moderate Very Not a
problem slight problem

problem
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To what extent has the youth sought help for drug problems?

(not a problem)

1 2 3 4
Not at all Very A little Somewhat
little

5
A great

deal

To what extent has this aid been helpful for the youth?

(hasn't sought aid)

1 2 3 4
Not at all Very A little Somewhat
little
Who does the youth live with?
1 2 3 4
Both At least Other Group
natural One relative home
parents natural
parent

How often does youth visit with parents he/she
live with?
(lives with both parents)

1 2 3 4
Not Not Never Sometimes
allowed available

When has the youth most recently lived in this
arrangement?

1 2 3 4

Never More than Less than Less than
one year one year six months
prior to prior to prior to
detention detention detention

When has the youth most recently lived in this
arrangement?

1 2 3 4

Never More than Less than Less than
one year one year six months
prior to prior to prior to

detention detention detention

A great
deal

5
Foster
home

does not

5
Daily

type of

5 ;
Immediately
prior to
detention

specific

5
Immediately
prior to
detention
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To what extent does the youth have household responsibil-
ities?

1 2 3 4 5
None Very Some A fair A great
little amount deal

To what extent has there been a change in the household
responsibilities of the youth since detention?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very Some A fair A great
little amount deal

To what extent does the youth fulfill his/her household
responsibilities?
(has no responsibilities)

1 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

How has the youth's fulfillment of his/her household res-

ponsibilities changed since detention?
(has no responsibilities)

1 2 3 4 5
Much less A little No change A little Much more
less more

How has the youth's relationship with his/her parents changed
since the youth was detained?

1 2 3 4 5
Much worse Somewhat No change Somewhat Much better
wor se better

To what extent do the parents/guardians place restrictions
on the youth?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent have the restrictions on the youth changed
since detention?

1 2 3 4 5
Much worse A little No change A little Much better
worse better
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How often do the parents/guardians punish the youth?

1 2 3 -4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

To what extent has the punishment of the youth changed
since detention?

1 2 3 4 5
Much worse Somewhat No change Somewhat Much
wor se better better

To what extent does the youth lie to his/her parents/guar-
dians?

1 2 3 4 5
Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never

What do the youth and parents/guardians argue about?
(open-ended) -

How has the arguing between the youth and parents/guardians
changed since detention (in terms of quantity and topic)?
(open-ended)

To what extent are the parents/guardians involved with the
youth's friends?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little deal

To what extent has the youth's allowance changed since
detention?

1 2 3 4 5
Much worse Somewhat No change Somewhat Much better
worse better
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How satisfactory is the youth's allowance?
(has no allowance)

1 2 3 4 5

Very Somewhat Indifferent Somewhat Very
unsatis- unsatis- satisfac- satisfac-
factory factory tory - tory

Must the youth work for his/her allowance?
(has no allowance)

1 5
No Yes

Overall, how does the youth feel detention has affected his/
her home life?
(open-ended)

How does the youth feel about the way detention has affected

his/her home 1life?
(open-ended)

To what extent was the youth's transition from detention to
the community smooth?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Not very Average A little Very smooth
smooth smooth

What was it that effected the youth's transition?
(open-ended)

To what extent did the detention home staff spend time pre-
paring the youth for release?

1 2 3 4 5
No time Less than One day Less than One week
one hour or less one week or more

To what extent did the detention home staff actually prepare
the youth for release?

1 2 3 4 5
Did not Very A little Somewhat Extensively
prepare little

What did the staff do to prepare the youth for release?
(open-ended)
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To what extent did the caseworker spend time preparing the
youth for release?

1 2 3 4 5
No time Less than One day Less than One week
one hour or less one week or more

To what extent did the caseworker actually prepare the youth
for release?

1 2 3 4 5
Did not Very A little Somewhat Extensively
prepare little

What did the caseworker do to prepare the youth for release?
(open-ended)

To what extent did the youth know ahead of time when he/she
would be released?

1 2 3 4 5
Less than One day Less than One week More than
one hour or less one week one week

How satisfied is the youth with when he/she was released?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Somewhat Indifferent Somewhat Very
unsatisfied unsatisfied satisfied satisfied

To what extent did the youth discuss when he/she was to be
released?

1 2 3 4 5

Never Was not Discussed Discussed Discussed
discussed allowed to it once it briefly it frequently
it discuss it

To what extent does the youth feel he/she had an effect on
when he/she was released?
(didn't try to have an effect)

1 2 3 4 5

Not at all Slight Moderate Strong Deciding
effect effect effect factor
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To what extent did the youth know ahead of time where he/she
was being released to?

1 2 3 4 5
Less than One day Less than One week More than
one hour or less one week one week

How satisfied is the youth with where he/she was released to?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Somewhat Indifferent Somewhat Very
unsatisfied unsatisfied satisfied satisfied

To what extent did the youth discuss where he/she was being
released to?

1 2 3 4 5

Never Was not Discussed Discussed Discussed
discussed allowed to it once it briefly it frequently
it discuss it

To what extent does the youth feel he/she had an effect on
where he/whe was released to? :
(didn't try to have an effect)

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slight Moderate Strong Deciding
effect effect effect factor

To what extent 4did the youth feel adequately prepared for
release?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Very A little Somewhat A great
little ' deal

To what extent does the youth think a prerelease program
would have been helpful in easing reintegration?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Doubtfully Possibly Probably Definitely

How would the youth like to see a prerelease program run?
(open-ended)
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To what extent does the youth think a postrelease program
would have been helpful in easing reintegration?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Doubtfully Possibly Probably Definitely

How would the youth like to see a postrelease program run?
(open-ended)

Did the youth receive home visits to his/her old home?

1 5
No Yes

Did the youth receive home visits to his/her final placement?
(placed at home)

1 5
No Yes

How many days did the youth spend on home visits?
(never received home visits)

1 2 3 4 5

One Two Three Four More than
- four

To what extent does the youth feel these visits were helpful

in his/her return to the community?
(never received home visits)

1 2 ' 3 4 5
Not at all Not very A little Somewhat Very helpful
helpful helpful helpful helpful

To what extent does the youth feel the frequency of home
visits should be changed?

1 2 3 4 5

Much less A little No change A little Much more

frequent less more frequent
frequent frequent

To what extent does the youth feel that participation in
at least one home visit should be required before release?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Not much A little Somewhat A great deal
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Open-ended (OE) Questions

ID Number

OEl. What problems at school does the youth want to change?

OE2. What resources does the youth know of to help with school
problems?

OE3. Overall, how does the youth feel detention has affected
his/her school 1life?

OE4. How does the youth feel about the way detention has
affected his/her school life?
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OE5. What role would the youth like to see the caseworker take?

OE6. What aspect of the youth's relationship with the caseworker
would he/she like to change?

OE7. Overall, how does the youth feel detention has affected
his/her social 1life?

OE8. How does the youth feel about the way detention has
affected his/her social life?
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OE9. What do the youth and parents/guardians argue about?

OE10. How has the agruing between the youth and parents/guardians
changed since detention (in terms of gquantity and topic)?

OEll. Overall, how does the youth feel detention has affected
his/her home life?

OEl2. How does the youth feel about the way detention has
affected his/her home life?
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OE13. What was it that effected the youth's transition?

OEl4. what did the staff do to prepare the youth for release?

OE15. What did the caseworker do to prepare the youth for
release?

OEl16. How would the youth like to see a prerelease program run?

OE17. How would the youth like to see a postrelease program run?
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OE18. What was it like for the youth leaving the juvenile home?

OE19. What was it like for the youth to get out of detention?

OE20. What was it like for the youth to go to his/her current
home?

OE21. How might the youth's natural family have helped during
this transition?
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OE22. How might the youth's current family (if different from
(his/her natural family) have helped during this
transition?

OE23. What does the youth like best about being out of detention?

OE24. What kinds of things have been hard for the youth to get
used to since release?

OE25. What are the main problems the youth has faced since
getting out of detention?
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OE26. What does the youth think other people should be prepared
for as they are released from detention?
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CODEBOOK-OPENENDED QUESTIONS

ID Number

Card Number

Blank
OEl 1. None
2. Interpersonal Behavior
3. Academic
OE2. 1. Principal
2. Other Administrative
3. Teacher
4. Counselor
5. Other external to school
OE3. 1. No change
2. Greater Interest
3. Future
4. School performance
5. Personal growth
OE4. 1. Negative
2. Neutral
3. Positive
OES. 1. Friend/helper
2. Nicer/easier
3. Heavy
5. No change
OE6 1. Change
2. No change
OE7. 1. No change
2. Less trouble
3. Personal
OES8. 1. Negative
3. Neutral
5. Positive
OE9. 1. Household structure
2. Social behaviors
3. Don't argue
OE10. 1. No change
2. Less, same topics
3. Less

Different things

>
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OEl4.
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OE26.
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No change
Less trouble
Appreciation
Personal
Chores

Negative
Neutral
Positive

Nothing

Talked

Routine

Punishment -

Threaten; don't come back; behave

Nothing

Talked

Told me how to get out

Told me how to stay out
Threaten

Scary, strange, shocking
New control
Positive

Happy
Control
Freedom

Scary, strange

Control, less strice rules
Positive

No change

Freedom
Control
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1. Card Number: 1

2. Sequence Number: | , |

3. Date of Intake: (year/ month/ day)

) 10
4. Date of Birth: (year/ month/ day)
) T T T T T T
5. Age at Intake: (nearest year) . ., . ., . . . ., . . e e e e e e e e
177 T 18
6. Sex: 1) Male 2) Female -
19
7. Race: 1) Black 2) Hispanic 3) White 4) Other
. ) - 24
4.- PreviousTy Detained?: 0) No 1) Yes . . . . . . . . . ... ... .
i
9. If prev. detained, where? (indicate)
—,
10.  Police Dept. or Agency requgsting detention: 1) LPD 2) ICPC 3) Other ‘
22
11. Reason for Detention: (indicate) =
20T T 2s
12. Is the minor a court ward?: 0) No 1) Yes
T 26
13. If Ward, what court: 1) ICPC 2) Other
27
14. Has the preliminary hearing been held?: 0) No 1) Yes . . . . .. ...
} T 28
15. Released to: (ind%cate)
) 297 T 30
16. Caseworker:.(indicate)
317 T 32
17. Date of Release: (year/ month/ day)
—- T
18. Days in Detention: (include day of release)
397 T Tl
19. Peabody Total Test Grade Level:
w2 T T T T Tus
20. Current Grade Level:
w6 u7

Name: Date of Intake:

Seq #: Date ot Birth: __ _



APPENDIX E

Research Agreement



139
RESEARCH AGREEMENT Oct. 15, 1G¢€

As a part of an ongoing research investigation being conducted jointly by the
Probate Court and Carolyn L. Feis, the following is agreed to.

1) Free and open access to the youths and their files is granted to the research
staff. As interns with the Court, this access is permitted on the same basis
as it is with any other Court employee. This access is not directly a result
of Ms. Feis' association with Michigan State University.

2) As per standard practice, permission for such access does not require
formal written consent from youths or their parents. Any resistance from a
youth or parent regarding the youth's participation will result in the
termination of the interview. Given the jurisdiction over the youths, the
Court gives it's permission for all youths who have been detained to be inter-
viewed and for their files to be examined under the methods specified in the
research proposal.

3) Verbal assent from youths will be obtained after they have been informed
of the nature of the study - that their participation is voluntary and they
may withdraw at any time, that all information they provide will remain
confidential and that results will be available upon request. The renumeration
procedure will also be explained.

4) No Court or law enforcement representative outside of the research staff
will have access to information regarding a youths's decision to participate
or regarding specific information provided by the youth. Nor shall any such
information be released by the research staff in a manner such that the
participant could be identified.

5) The Court accepts all responsibility for the conduct of this investigation.

Given these above conditions, it is hereby agreed thata neds evaluation of
youths who have been detained shall be conducted by Ms. Feis, under the directior
of the Court, in accordance with her continuing role as a researcher with the Coc

/4 @MQL

Carolyn Lu/%e1s, Researcher Court Administ:
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY EAST LANSING - MICHIGAN - 4:‘&24-!“7
PSYCHOLOGY RESEARCH BUILDING

Dear

has been asked to help me look at the Juvenile Home's
programs. Because was in the Juvenile Home, he was asked to be-
interviewed to help in this effort., has told us that he is

interested in helping out, so I want to tell you about our interests.

I am interested in finding out how youths who have been in detention feel about
their needs as they return to the community. By being interviewed
may learn more about himself and may help the court improve its future services
for youths. By helping me is showing concern for others who may
be in a similar situation and they will be thankful for that.

will be one of nearly 30 youths his age who will be interviewed.
No one individual will be identified because code numbers are used. All things
that says will be held in strict confidentiality.
name will not be used in any way and I will not repeat what he says to anyone
else. The final report will contain only group information and general summaries
of what I found

Within the next week, someone from my staff will be contacting _ to
set up a time for the interview. I hope that you will feel comfortable cooperating
in this effort. It may help other youths in the future.

I want to remind you that all information is confidential and that
is participating voluntarily and may stop at any time. If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Féis
Research Director
355-7440

355-0166

-

VICT ls v Al iy 20 Artria '€ o OVnnnrtunity factitulinn
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Contact Sheet

LD# Interviewver# Observer
Date/Time Contacts

Case Assigned

Caseworker Contactgd

Letter to Guardian Sent

Youth Contacted

Interview Conducted

Interview Coded

Interview Turned In
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY EAST LANSING - MICHIGAN
PSYCHOLOGY RESEARCH BUILDING

- 48824-1117

Dear Student:

I would like to inform you of a course that will be avail-
able for independent study credit (4YC) beginning in Fall, 1ys2.
The course involves u two term commitment (Fall, 1982 and Winter,
1Y8%) for four credits each term. The course will allow you to
meet one-to-one with a youth from the local community. It will
also provide you with experience in interviewing techniques, agata
coding methods, and general research and duta collecting tools.
You will receive the necessary training ana supervision to 1inter-
view youths involved with the juvenile court and to code data for
a research project. This course will be valuable for anyone con-
sidering graduate school or a career in human services or re-
search.

If you are interested in this course uand would like more
information, please contact me at 355-7440 or 3555-5015 (messages
only) from Bam to Spm. At that time, we¢ will arrange 1ror a fu-
ture meeting. Please remember that you must be enrolled tor the
course both Full uand Winter terms.

Thank you very much rfor your interest. I look forward to
mectling you.

Sincerely,

Curolyn L. Fce1g
Psychology LCepartment

MSLU is an Affirmative Action ‘Equal Opportunity Inststutson
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