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Abstract 

Many juvenile offenders placed in treatment facilities view their adjudication as a 

waiting game and refuse or reject proposed therapeutic treatments. Although this 

rejection of treatment and institutionalization can have several contributing factors, 2; 

question must be asked. Are juvenile treatment facilities effectively reaching their 

offender population? Research shows that while certain aspects of residential treatment 

facilities can have a positive effect on offenders, consistency has been elusive. 

Recidivism among juvenile offenders is prevalent and juvenile justice professionals are at 

a loss as to how to increase facility effectiveness. This research assesses the offenders' 

perceptions of their placement and if they feel they are being helped. A survey was 

distributed to 75 delinquent males, aged 15-20, residing in a state operated maximum

security facility in Western Pennsylvania. This survey determined their overall attitude 

and perceptions on their current placement; and also if they feel the placement is helping 

them. Although the majority of offenders in this residential treatment facility have 

multiple placement histories, 40 residents stated their placement holds at least some 

therapeutic value. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

For over 100 years,juveniles and adults have been processed through courts in a 

separate fashion. The juvenile justice system was officially ushered into the United States 

on the last day of the 1899 session of the Illinois legislature, when that body passed the 

seminal Juvenile Court Act (Bartol & Bartol, 2005, p. 36). This comprehensive child 

welfare law defined a delinquent as a child under the age of 16 who violated a state law 

or any village or city ordinance. It also established this country' s first juvenile court and 

regulated juvenile institutions within the state. The philosophy underlying the law was 

that juvenile offenders should not be given the same punitive treatment as adults but 

rather, be given individual attention for their own protection as well as that of society. 

Juveniles may well be the most maligned age group in our society. Myths abound 

about their contribution to crime and the extent of damage for which they are responsible. 

During the last quarter of the twentieth century, it was common to read accounts of 

skyrocketing juvenile crime, young superpredators in our midst, declining morality in 

youth, and the woeful state of family life, which is seen as a major contributor to juvenile 

vandalism, drug use, thievery, and violence (Bartol & Bartol, 2005, p. 35). 

Juvenile delinquency is one of our most pressing social problems, with negative 

emotional, physical, and economic effects felt throughout society. Considering the 

prevalence, consistency, and detrimental impact ofjuvenile offending, the development 

of effective treatments is of the utmost importance. Furthennore, even the most effective 

and intensive juvenile treatment and rehabilitation programs only reduce recidivism by 

10-20 percent (Tarolla, Wagner, Rabinowitz & Tubman, 2002, p. 125). Imagine a 16 year 
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old youth whose mom is 27, or another one whose family includes the biggest drug 

dealers in their city. Or imagine a youth who is sitting in a neighbor's living room when 

the guy across from him is shot in the face, or someone whose mother's various 

boyfriends would beat him mercilessly. Imagine a youth who has been shot in the neck, 

or a youth who has shot someone in an attempt to kill him, or someone who has such a 

violent delinquent history the judge gave him juvenile life when he was 16 years old. Or 

imagine someone sent to a facility because he beat up three staff members at one time at 

his last placement. Imagine these individuals, and about 70 more with similarly 

disturbing backgrounds all confined to one treatment center. At this center, which is 

common nation wide, assembly line treatment philosophies are applied. They are 

impractical and do not achieve desired, or even effective results when dealing with the 

therapeutic aspects ofjuvenile placement. 

Juvenile offenders are leaving placements with the same mindset they had when 

they arrived, learning nothing and returning to the same negative environments that 

accounted for their confinement in the first place. Many of them are finding their way 

back to placements, only to start the vicious cycle over again. During this cycle of 

destruction, is the offender ever asked what they feel will help him/her, or even ifhe/she 

feels that the treatment they are getting can help them? The limited or non-existent 

research to answer these questions suggests that not enough attention is being focused on 

the juvenile offender's perceptions oftheir own placement and treatment. Offender 

perceptions and attitudes on their own placement need to be researched to better assess 

and determine how to more effectively treat them. The "run of the mill" treatment 
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philosophies, and their impractical applications to these offenders' realities, are creating 

the revolving door to multiple juvenile placements and even the adult system. 

Many juvenile offenders leave placement ill-equipped mentally and morally to be 

delivered back to the same neighborhoods and associate with the people that got them in 

the system; and in many cases can keep them in the system. Therefore these youth are 

expected to fight these temptations and peer pressures on will power alone. This, of 

course, is only accounting for the group of offenders that even wants the help to change 

their lifestyle. Many of these offenders have had the delinquent and criminal lifestyle so 

ingrained through family and friends that it is a part of them, and it is all they know. 

Furthermore, Hollywood movies and rap artists glorify the lifestyle, making these youth 

want it even more. Juvenile delinquency is a problem society has been dealing with, and 

will continue to deal with, for a very long time as long as such inconsistencies and 

competing views on treatment and rehabilitation exist. 

Summary 

This chapter presents the side ofjuvenile offender treatment that should keep 

public officials and policy makers awake at night. Juvenile treatment facilities lack the 

ability to make an offender want to change. They lack practical application to real world 

situations for these offenders; and even upon completion of programs, offenders are 

returned to the environmental conditions and stressors that lead them to placement. The 

next chapter examines current literature on the treatment ofjuveniles, recidivism rates, 

and the offenders' own perceptions on their treatment and placement. Chapter three 

details the methodology of this research study in which an anonymous, voluntary survey 
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was given to 75 residents at a Western Pennsylvania juvenile correctional facility. 

Chapter four, results and findings, details the data collected and analyze it descriptively 

and comparatively. The fifth chapter concludes the research project, summarizing major 

findings such as: the majority of the residents surveyed have been to more than two 

previous treatment facilities, the majority of these residents have had family members 

and friends spend time in a correctional facility of some sort, and due to a prevalence of 

violence in their lives, the majority of residents have been a victim of violent crime or 

have witnessed an act of violence towards someone else. Limitations and 

recommendations for future research are also addressed. Appendices for this research 

include: approval letter from the Human Subjects Review Board, resident survey, survey 

sCliipt presentation detailing the experiment, voluntary consent form which was signed 

and dated by participating residents, and the written responses to open ended questions 

the residents were asked to answer. 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

Juvenile delinquency is one of our most pressing social problems, with negative 

emotional, physical, and economic effects felt throughout society. Considering the 

prevalence, consistency, and detrimental impact ofjuvenile offending, the development 

of effective treatments is of the utmost importance (Tarolla, Wagner, Rabinowitz & 

Tubman, 2002, p. 125). Without intervention, juvenile offending has been found to be 

highly resistant to change, and antisocial behavior often continues into adulthood; 

delinquency recidivism without treatment ranges from 60-80 percent. However, there is a 

general consensus that traditional approaches to treating juvenile offending have been 

ineffective (p. 127-128). 

Traditional approaches, on their own, are not obtaining the desired results in 

juvenile offense and recidivism rates. Howell (2003) proposed a comprehensive strategy 

for serious, violent, and chronic offenders. The comprehensive strategy was developed at 

the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in the early 

1990s. It was the product of an OJJDP review on research ofjuvenile offenders, best 

practices, and effective programs. The concept of "best practices" encompasses the 

juvenile delinquent's right to fair and equal treatment under the law; therefore juvenile 

offenders should have full access to services including medical, educational, behavioral 

health, and drug and alcohol services appropriate to their needs 

(http://www.pccyfs.org/position-...policylbes(yrac.htm).This review culminated in the 

comprehensive strategy (CS). 

The CS is based on five general principles. We must: 
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A. Strengthen the family in its primary responsibility to instill moral values and provide 

guidance and support to children. 

B. Support "core" social institutions, schools, religious institutions, and community 

organizations in their roles of developing capable, mature and responsible youth. 

C. Promote delinquency prevention as the most cost-effective approach to reducing 

juvenile delinquency. 

D. Intervene immediately and effectively when delinquent behavior occurs to 

successfully prevent delinquent offenders from becoming chronic offenders and perhaps 

progressively commit more serious and violent offenses. 

E. Identify and control the small group of serious, violent and chronic juvenile offenders 

who have committed felony offenses or have failed to respond to intervention and 

nonsecure, community-based treatment and rehabilitation services offered by the Juvenile 

Justice System (Howell, 2003, p. 220-221). 

The comprehensive strategy for serious, violent, and chronic offenders is a two-tier 

system for responding proactively to juvenile delinquency. The first tier is prevention and 

involves preventing youth from becoming delinquent by focusing programs on at-risk 

youth. The second tier is graduated sanctions, which aims to improve the juvenile justice 

system's response to delinquent offenders through a system of graduated sanctions and a 

continuum of treatment alternatives. 

Graduated, or progressive, sanctioning is a method of holding juvenile offenders 

responsible for their actions based on certain levels of expectations for various 

delinquents. For example, an offender who commits a delinquent act for the first time 

should not receive the same sanctioning as an offender who committed his seventh 
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delinquent act. This is also used as a treatment concept in placement facilities. 

Progressive sanctioning is used to deter residents from repeating negative behaviors 

through increasing the penalties for the commission of repeated program violations. 

The CS is framework for organizing and transporting basic and program evaluation 

research to the juvenile justice and human service fields. Implementation of the CS 

involves diffusion of research and "best practices" into state and local prevention and 

intervention systems; and considerable progress has been made in organizing research 

within this framework (HoweU, 2003, p. 219). 

For those who have experience working with a delinquent juvenile popUlation, they 

may understand that many of these individuals are and have been at a serious 

disadvantage for the majority and in some cases, all of their lives. These disadvantages 

corne in the form of missed social, educational, or vocational opportunities. Or they may 

have never been shown how to behave in a community as a decent, honest, law-abiding 

citizen. Many juveniles spend key developmental years in negatively nurturing 

environments and act upon these maladapted, ingrained thought processes. These actions 

lead to early encounters with law enforcement and indoctrination into the Juvenile Justice 

System. It is, at this point, due to faulty or non-existent familial and societal bonds, that 

many juveniles begin their "merry-go-round" ofjuvenile placements and treatment 

facilities. With each placement comes the expected, mundane routine of daily activities. 

Many residents, in a sense, feel safe with the structure and routine. However, with a 

dependency on routine comes a degree of institutionalization. Furthermore, with 

institutionalization can come complacency and a rejection to treatment. Many juveniles in 
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placements view themselves as simply riding their time out, without motivation or feeling 

a need for treatment. 

During the past 30 years, there has been vigorous debate over the juvenile justice 

system's philosophy, structure and procedures. Critical attacks have come from a variety 

of angles, focusing on such issues as insufficient enforcement of due process rights, 

inadequate treatment and rehabilitation services, abuse of the juvenile court's power, 

lenient treatment of offenders, and a general lack of direction in dealing with juvenile 

crime (Myers, 2003, p. 173). It should be of no surprise that effective treatments for 

chronic and serious juvenile offenders are elusive. Juvenile offenders are a heterogeneous 

group with diverse treatment needs. Their families often face multiple problems, lack 

social support and resources, and experience a consteliation of stressors (Tarolla, 

Wagner, Rabinowitz & Tubman, 2002, p.129). Proposed and practiced treatments for 

juveniles include: cognitive-behavioral approaches, peer group counseling, therapeutic 

wilderness programs, juvenile boot camps and training schools, and even the shift 

towards treating serious and chronic juvenile offenders more harshly with sanctions in the 

adult criminal justice system. 

Cognitive-behavioral treatments maintain that antisocial behavior is mediated 

through an individual's expectations, appraisals and experiences. These approaches have 

been effective with adolescents from low social economic status backgrounds, and have 

been found to improve social problem solving and impulse control among violent 

adolescents (Tarolla, Wagner, Rabinowitz & Tubman, 2002, p. 133). Peer group 

counseling programs have become one of the most widely used interventions in schools 

and juvenile correctional facilities. They are regarded as less restrictive and punitive and 
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are conducted in an emotionally supportive atmosphere, oriented toward interpersonal 

problem solving and promotion of positive exchanges, social supports, and peer feedback 

(p. 134). 

Therapeutic wilderness programs, or youth forestry camps, promote competent 

behavior in the face of difficult physical challenges. The majority of these programs 

focus on juveniles who display a need for improved self-concept and behavior, serving at 

risk youth experiencing problems in school, home, community, or traditional placements. 

Few of these programs accept older juveniles accused of committing offenses violent in 

nature. Empirical evidence of these programs lacks the support of stable long-term 

treatment effects and there is minimal data on how these programs could treat the 

behavior of serious and violent juvenile offenders (Tarolla, Wagner, Rabinowitz & 

Tubman, 2002, p. 136). 

Boot camps are a relatively new intervention for juvenile offenders and therefore 

research is limited. Although a modern alternative to traditional detention and treatment 

facilities, the notion that strict discipline and physical exercise will straighten out 

wayward youth has a long history. The debate surrounding boot camps has focused on 

the potential stressfulness of the environment and the plausibility that the confrontation 

and militaristic style will be harmful to the juveniles, particularly those with a history of 

abuse (MacKenzie, Wilson, Armstrong & Gover, 2001, p. 303). Also termed shock 

incarceration, boot camps are modeled after basic military training and can last from 30

180 days. During this time, offenders are expected to learn self-discipline through 

military drills, highly structured daily schedules, attention to details of conduct, dress, 

body language, communications, hygiene, and group punishment. Days can last up to 16 
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hours and recreation is limited, or in some cases, even banned. In Maryland, all boot 

camps for juvenile offenders were closed, and many guards were fired due to credible 

evidence of widespread physical abuse. 

Major goals of these boot camps are the reduction of costs compared to traditional 

juvenile justice treatment and a lower recidivism rate for juvenile offenders. Studies show 

that these boot camps can cost as much as, and even more than, traditional methods or 

programs. There is also a lack of support that boot camps reduce recidivism. Studies 

conducted in Georgia, Florida, New York and Louisiana with first time offenders under 

the age of25 found no differences in recidivism rates for those completing boot camp 

programs compared to those serving time in traditional placements (Tarolla, Wagner, 

Rabinowitz & Tubman, 2002, p. 137). One limitation of boot camps is they do not 

address the causes of antisocial behavior. After leaving the program, individuals return to 

the same environment with the same problems and temptations. Skills learned in boot 

camps do not readily apply to the daily living conditions the individuals face; 

consequently they often return to previous patterns of delinquent behaviors (p. 137). 

Bottcher and Ezell (2005) also found that juvenile boot camps in conjunction with an 

intensive after care program called LEAD, failed to reduce recidivism. There were no 

significant differences between the experimental group and control group in terms of first 

arrest or average arrest frequency. 

Juvenile training schools can be a diplomatic way of saying juvenile prison, or 

even better known as a residential secure treatment facility. Inderbitzin (2006) examined 

lessons learned by youths confined to a maximum-security juvenile correctional facility, 

or training school. Using data from an ethnographic study of a cottage of violent 
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offenders in one state's end-of-the-line training school, Inderbitzin (2006) describes the 

lessons the institution and its staff members hoped to teach the young people in their care 

and the infonnal but vital lessons the inmates indicated they had learned during their 

incarceration (p. 7). Compared to adult prisons, training schools offer young offenders a 

reprieve. They offer troubled adolescents one last opportunity to grow up a little, learn 

important lessons, and emerge from the institution with a chance to start their lives over. 

Many of them will cross the legal boundary into adulthood during their confinement; they 

enter the institution as boys and leave it as young men with new rights and 

responsibilities, facing their futures with both fear and hope (p. 24). Although these 

institutions are effective on paper and in theory, statistics have shown that many of these 

offenders are not learning any lessons and are returning to negative lifestyle habits that 

lead to further confinement. 

The majority of existing research on the effectiveness of residential correctional 

institutions for youthful offenders focuses on outcomes as indicated by recidivism rates. 

However, the field lacks critical knowledge about how treatment and correctional goals 

can be effectively combined to produce long lasting behavior changes for their clientele 

(Abrams, Kim & Anderson-Nathe, 2005, p. 10). Using a county funded juvenile 

correctional facility in Williams County Minnesota, Abrams et al. (2005) gathered 

research aimed to: describe the blend of treatment modalities involved in a residential 

correctional institution for youthful male offenders; explore some of the tensions that 

emerge in blending treatment and correctional philosophies; investigate male offenders' 

subjective experiences of treatment within a correctional setting; and understand how 

messages about treatment and criminal behavior shape youth offenders' potential 
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desistance from crime. Using detailed examples from their field notes and interviews. 

Abrams et al. (2005) described three paradoxes that emerged in the everyday workings of 

the institution. 

The Paradox 0/Emotional Expression relates to mixed messages concerning 

residents' emotional displays. Residents are encouraged to express anger and frustrations 

as a tool for personal growth and healing, however the strict program structure 

counteracts this expression through staff members exerting high degrees of control over 

these expressions. Moreover, the correctional nature of the facility mandates that staff 

respond to some extreme emotional displays punitively or dismissively; leading residents 

to hide or suppress their true feelings for fear of reprimands (p. 14). Residents then may 

become entangled in signals of mixed messages concerning emotion resulting in 

confusion about when, how, and where it is appropriate to activate the therapeutic tool of 

emotional expression. 

The Paradox o/Delinquency Interpretation pertains to staff messages concerning 

the root causes of delinquency. Treatment models stress to residents that delinquent 

conduct comes from larger, interpersonal issues such as family dysfunction, absent 

parents, substance abuse, and unresolved grief and loss issues. Correctional models, on 

the other hand, provide residents with individualized explanations of delinquent behavior 

and stress such concepts as criminal thinking errors, negative peer groups and poor 

decision-making. The residents are exposed to these competing frames for why they 

engaged in delinquency and how much responsibility they can or should take for their 

actions (Abrams et aI., 2005, p. 18). Which for some can be an opportunity to become 
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aware of these disadvantages, adjust, and move forward, while others view this 

confliction as a welcomed excuse to project blame and reject treatment or change. 

The Paradox ofJumping Through Hoops describes how some residents catch on 

quickly that good behavior and "playing the part" will get them released back into 

society. Right away, they become aware that they can expedite their release date if they 

convince the staff that they are sincerely working on their treatment goals. Many "fake 

their change" just to exit the facility in a timely fashion and fulfill their court order. In 

this sense, treatment activities themselves become a mechanism for residents to 

manipulate the system, or to 'jump through hoops." Abrams et al. (2005) provided 

examples from conversation with residents: 

I asked ifhis goal of being here is to change these behaviors. "No, just fakin it by ... 

do what you're told and get out" (p. 19). 

Alan told me, "Ain't nobody change in here. You just say what they want you to say. 

You act outside how they want you to act" (p. 19). 

"... you have to pretend ... you have to participate in the program, you have to make 

them happy. You have to pretend you're doing well and all this stuff' (p. 19). 

These paradoxes, in conjunction with other weaknesses in the traditional treatment 

ofjuvenile offenders, are significant in the steady recidivism rate that accompanies these 

offenders. The majority of traditional treatment resembles an assembly line mentality in 

which juveniles who can "play the game" are whisked through residential programs with 

little or no internalization of treatment concepts and positive behavioral change. Caldwell 

and Van Rybroek (2005) examined an intensive treatment program in Wisconsin 
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designed to treat serious and violent juvenile offenders that have proven unmanageable 

and unresponsive to treatment in traditional juvenile correctional settings. 

This program attempts to be highly responsive to the issues that generate treatment 

resistance in these youth, and differs in several ways from customary approaches in 

secure juvenile correctional institutions. These differences include: smaller housing units 

with single bed occupancy, more clinical staff per youth, and even the regular program 

staff possessed clinical and mental health educational backgrounds. The approach used 

here attempts to merge security and treatment approaches when youth's behavior 

becomes difficult and dangerous. When increased security measures are necessary, 

individualized treatment contact is also increased (Caldwell & Van Rybroek, 2005, p. 

626). Results of this intensive treatment program show a significant reduction in 

recidivism in the treated group after controlling for time at risk in the community and 

other covariates. The untreated comparison youth were almost twice as likely to 

recidivate in the form of a violent offense. The results show that a program that 

specifically targets generating system conditions that foster change can reduce violent 

recidivism even with violent and intractable juveniles. 

Institutional treatment strategies often focus on reducing specific delinquency risk 

factors such as poor problem solving, and anger control. They also focus on increasing 

social skills and moral reasoning. Outcomes of these approaches have been mixed. A 

fundamental concept in this intensive treatment model is that treatment needs to do more 

than install needed skills in the juvenile to be effective; treatment also needs to address 

the youth's detachment from, and antagonistic defiance of, conventional behavior and 

conventional lifestyles (Caldwell & Van Rybroek, 2005, p. 634). 
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Although there has been a great deal of research on the development of serious 

juvenile offenders, there has been comparatively less research on what happens to these 

youth once they have been identified and adjudicated. Moreover, little is known about 

which components of our current system for treating and rehabilitating these youths are 

most effective (Florsheim, Behling, South, Fowles & DeWitt, 2004, p. 126). Florsheim et 

al. (2004) conducted two studies to evaluate the effectiveness of treatment programs 

provided to delinquent youth in state custody. 

The first study aimed to examine the correspondence between self-report and court 

records of delinquent behavior among a group of severe juvenile offenders in state 

custody and to assess which of these indexes better predicted adult criminal outcomes. 

Florsheim et al. (2004) studied 115 male juvenile offenders between the ages of 15 and 

17 and found that court recorded juvenile charges proved more effective than self-reports 

in tracking the trajectory of delinquent youth over time. The second study was designed 

to examine the association between amount of time spent in specific types of youth 

correctional systems and adult criminal outcomes. 

Participants in this second study included the same 115 offenders from the first 

study plus an additional 60 youth who were remanded to state custody for very similar 

court records. The average age at first arrest for this group was 12.4 (sd = 2.1) years old 

and the average number of days spent in Youth Correctional programs was 789 days (sd= 

453). The results were not encouraging. First, there were no associations between time 

spent in programs and positive outcomes, suggesting that none of the programs had the 

intended effect of preventing or even reducing recidivism. Second, the finding that time 

spent in detention facilities, work programs, and group homes were associated with 
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negative adult outcomes suggests the possibility that some programs may actually 

facilitate criminality (Florsheim et aI., 2004, p. 136). 

There is no place in our society where the split between social class and 

psychological development is greater than it is when adolescents commit violent acts. 

Each year, younger and younger adolescents are tried as adults at the very same time that 

middle class youngsters have adolescence extended for longer periods (Thompson, 2002, 

p. 274). Despite long-standing principles ofreformation and rehabilitation, the last 

several decades ofjuvenile justice have been characterized by a shift toward 

punitiveness. Examples of this movement include: criminalized juvenile court processes, 

broadened and simplified waiver mechanisms, harsher and longer sentences through 

mandatory minimums or detenninate sentencing procedures, and the blending of 

sentencing procedures that can include the imposition ofjuvenile and adult sanctions 

(Trulson, Marquart, Mullings & Caeti, 2005, p. 355). 

These harsher sentences, which promote punitiveness rather than treatment are 

already consistent with many juveniles perception of placement and can lead to 

institutionalization. Institutionalization comes from repeated or constant placement and 

dependency on routine and structure to function on a daily basis. The institutionalized 

delinquent is arguably the most serious, violent, and chronic of all juvenile offenders and 

has incurred the most lopsided record of failure in the juvenile justice system (Trulson, 

Marquart, Mullings & Caeti, 2005, p. 357). Trulson et aI. (2005) also find that 

institutionalized juveniles who transition from incarceration to young adulthood do not 

have much hope for change in the short tenn. Longitudinal research has demonstrated 
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remarkable consistency in the behavior of institutionalized juveniles in that many keep 

offending, both frequently and seriously, well into young adulthood (p. 358). 

In their study, Trulson et al. (2005) examined recidivism outcomes of 2,436 

serious, violent, and chronic youth released from a juvenile correctional system; this 

group was followed for five years after release to parole as they made the transition to 

young adulthood. Findings indicated that 85 percent of these state delinquents were 

rearrested at least once during this period and almost 80 percent were rearrested for a 

felony offense. Institutionalized delinquents no longer go from delinquents to criminals 

and therefore the adult criminal justice system at some statutorily predetermined age. 

Instead, both the juvenile and adult systems will bear some responsibility in dealing with 

these so-called in-between offenders ... (p. 375). When institutionalized delinquents are 

released from incarceration, and if they re-offend, they may be more likely to be viewed 

as inappropriate for further juvenile intervention because it can be argued that the best 

and most intense efforts in the juvenile system have failed. 

However, many of these offenders are not viewed as deserving of adult time 

because of their age and the limited or non-existent adult criminal record. Juvenile courts 

have adopted concepts such as blended sentencing and extended jurisdiction to allow 

certain juveniles to remain under the supervision of the Juvenile Justice System. Different 

than an exclusive waiver to adult court, a blended sentencing scheme's rationale is to 

"give the offender some rope, enough to yank himself out of a life of crime, or to hang 

himself and wind up in prison" (Trulson, Marquart, Mullings & Caeti, 2005, p. 376). 

Blended sentences allow courts to impose juvenile and/or adult correctional sanctions on 

serious, violent juvenile offenders who have been adjudicated in juvenile court or 
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convicted in criminal court. Their purpose is to give judges options for fashioning 

dispositions that are more offense based, that is, to take into account other individual 

circumstances as well as the current offense. Most states utilize a blended sentence 

whereby the adult sentence is suspended in accordance with juvenile compliance with 

hislher juvenile sanction and successful completion of rehabilitation (Torbet et aI., 2000). 

There are five different blended sentencing policies: 

1. 	 Juvenile-Exclusive blend - the juvenile court gives either a juvenile or adult 

sanction. (New Mexico) 

2. 	 Juvenile-Inclusive blend - the juvenile court gives both sanctions, but typically the 

adult sentence is suspended upon proper fulfillment ofjuvenile sanctions. (MI, 

MN, CO, KS, MT) 

3. 	 Juvenile-Contiguous blend - the juvenile court sentences offenders to serve their 

juvenile sentence and then their adult sentence. (CO, TX, SC, MA) 

4. 	 Criminal-Exclusive blend - the adult criminal court gives either juvenile or 

criminal sanctions. (CA, FL, OK, VA, ID) 

5. 	 Criminal-Inclusive blend - the adult criminal court gives both juvenile and 

criminal sanctions, usually suspending the latter. (AK, lA, MO) 

Recidivism can be seen as the major benchmark to track and rate the success of 

juvenile treatment programs and placement facilities; and also even the decision of 

whether or not to transfer certain juveniles to the adult system. Many supporters of 

treating juvenile offenders as adults assert that transfer sends a warning to violent youths 

that their behavior will no longer be tolerated. Consequently it is expected that the 
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transfer process will reduce future motivations toward offending, thereby further 

increasing public safety (Myers, 2003, p. 94). However, Myers (2003) study found the 

opposite. 

His study examined recidivism rates of juvenile offenders detained in juvenile 

courts compared to those juvenile offenders transferred to the adult system. There were 

494 violent youths from Pennsylvania included in the study, 79 of which were waived to 

adult court. A major research concern was the possibility of selection bias; by this he 

meant that his findings could be explained as a simple consequence of the highest risk 

youth being transferred. The likelihood, seriousness, and timing of their recidivism were 

analyzed; with a statistical control for selection bias, Myers (2003) findings suggested 

heighten recidivism among those youths transferred to adult court. 

In only three months after the findings presented in his study mentioned above, 

Myers (2003) found himself on the other side of the fence regarding waived juveniles and 

their recidivism rates. Myers (2003) states that contemporary concerns about youth 

violence and related legislative reforms have resulted in greater numbers of adolescent 

offenders being handled in the adult criminal justice system. Although some past research 

suggests that juveniles transferred to adult court often receive somewhat lenient 

treatment, more recent studies focusing on violent youthful offenders have found the 

adult system to be more punitive in nature (p. 173). Myers (2003) study examined this 

issue for 557 violent youth from Pennsylvania, of which 138 were judicially waived to 

adult court. Statistical analyses revealed that in terms of punishment certainty, severity, 

and swiftness, juveniles transferred to adult court were treated more harshly than were 

those retained in juvenile court. 
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A major advantage that adult prisons or jails have over juvenile correctional 

fac ilities is the length of placement or incarceration that can be given. Lengthier 

incarceration not only increases incapacitation, but it also has been found to be associated 

with lesser recidivism on the part of serious and violent adolescent offenders (p. 189). 

Myers (2003) continues to say that this finding does not come without consequence. 

Young offenders in adult placements experience greater victimization by inmates and 

staff alike, exhibit higher suicide rates, and receive inferior treatment services. The 

results of this study and several others indicate that violent juvenile offenders are 

punished more harshly in the adult criminal justice system as compared to similar youth 

retained in juvenile court. 

However, several factors, including the treatment of many juvenile offenders in 

adult jails and prisons, suggest reason for caution in adopting a widespread approach to 

waiving violent adolescents to adult court. Instead, more selective strategies seem 

warranted in which only the most violent youth are targeted for criminal processing. This 

appears to provide the best chance for accountability and punishment as well as for short

and -long term public safety (Myers, 2003, p. 190). Furthermore, related research on 

placement type has shown that adult facilities are no more effective in deterring future 

crime than juvenile correctional programs (Abrams, 2006, p. 63). 

Research focusing on the offenders' perceptions and attitudes of placement is 

limited; however, MacKenzie, Wilson, Armstrong & Gover (2001) examined the impact 

of boot camps and traditional institutions on juvenile residents and focused on the 

residents' perceptions, adjustment, and change. If institutional programs are going to 

have an impact on the future criminal activities and adjustment of youth, the programs 
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must change the youth in some way (p. 283). The youth must "buy in" to their treatment 

and this treatment also must be capable of practical application to the juveniles' lives and 

situations outside of the fences. MacKenzie et al. (2001), in this research, proposed that 

juveniles in boot camps would perceive the environment of their institutions differently 

than those in traditional facilities. Furthermore, the characteristics of the environments 

would have an impact on the level of stress experienced by the residents and on the 

changes they make in social bonds, antisocial attitudes, and impulsivity. 

A total of 4,516 juveniles were surveyed: 2,668 from boot camp facilities and 

1,848 from residential treatment facilities. The response rate was 85 percent ofjuveniles 

at the surveyed facilities. The survey questionnaire included 266 questions. Thirteen 

questions were open-ended with the remaining questions based on a four or five point 

Likert scale or a yes-no dichotomous response format. These questions measured: 

depression, anxiety, dysfunctional impulsivity, social attitudes, commitment to 

conventional behavior, history of family violence, alcohol and drug abuse scales, peer 

criminality, criminal history, and perception of facility environment. 

There were no reported differences between juveniles' anxiety and depression in 

the two types of facilities during their first month of confinement. Overall, juveniles in 

boot camps perceived their environment to be more positive, less hostile, and providing 

more structure than juveniles in traditional facilities (p. 279). Scales measuring change 

over time found that youth in boot camps became less antisocial and less depressed than 

youth in traditional facilities. However, analyses suggest that it was not the facility type 

but positive perceptions of the environment that determined these changes (p. 279). 

Therefore, effective planning and staff executions of treatment programs can be given 
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credit for the positive perceptions by these juveniles. Findings further indicated that 

youth with histories of abuse reported higher levels of stress and exhibited less 

improvement overall and felt better in traditional facilities. 

Research on recidivism has made considerable strides in identifying risk factors for 

recidivism among juvenile offenders released from out of home care. But researchers 

have yet to understand how these residents utilize and apply the various behavior change 

strategies that are offered in correctional institutions. Yet an understanding ofjuvenile 

correctional institutions from the clients' point of view may hold valuable information 

about how young men use their treatment to change delinquent attitudes or behaviors 

(Abrams, 2006, p. 63-64). Abrams' (2006) study explored how youthful offenders 

experience and understand their care in two different residential correctional facilities. 

The following questions guided her study: 

A. 	 How do youth offenders experience their treatment while in residential 


correctional care? 


B. 	 Does program type have a bearing on offenders' experiences? 

C. 	 How do youth offenders experience the deterrence aspect of secure confinement? 

D. 	 What aspects of their treatment or confinement do youthful male offenders 

consider useful to prevent future involvement in crime? 

Participant observation, ethnographic interviews and record review were the primary 

data collection techniques used for the two different treatment facilities. A total of 19 

residents were studied, 12 at one placement and seven at the other. 

These two facilities vary in their organization; Wildwood is a public facility and 

focuses on a family orientation, attributing residents' delinquency to underlying family 

22 



problems. Cottage Grove is a private facility and helps residents' realize the extent and 

severity of their crimes by correcting their thinking patterns and focuses on better and 

more positive decision-making. Both of these placements house essentially the same type 

of offender; these are violent males ranging in age 13-18; many are repeat offenders and 

have been adjudicated to these facilities by the courts. Abrams (2006) found that these 

residents were divided into two categories regarding their perceptions on placement and 

treatment, "high buy-in" and "low buy-in" offenders. 

"High buy-in" offenders, five out of the twelve surveyed at Wildwood, varied in 

their level of commitment to their own change, however they did develop a positive 

attitude toward the facility and their potential for growth. Abrams offered two resident 

narratives as examples of "high buy-in" offenders: 

"The contracts help a lot too. They make you realize what's going on in your life ... 
Like, when I wrote that down . . .it seemed like I wasted my whole life just doin' 
stupid stuff to get me locked up. Like time is goin' fast, like boom, boom, boom. 
All ofa sudden one year older, I didn't realize that it was goin' that fast. Seein' I'm 
wasting all my life doin' stupid stuff to get me locked up."(p. 71). 

"My own dad never sat down and talked with me, never congratulated me on things. 
Just didn't bring me support I needed. This place has done that. Talked to me, 
congratulated me, made me feel good about myself." (p. 71). 

The remaining seven ofthe twelve residents at Wildwood were considered "low 

buy-in" offenders. They were ambivalent about their need for treatment and also tried to 

fake various components of their therapeutic work. The "low buy-in" offenders 

experienced various degrees of dissonance between self-perceptions and the program 

philosophy, yet felt forced to accept the family-centered view so that they could work 

toward their eventual release (p. 72). They also seemed to respond to the deterrence 

aspect of confinement, articulating a strong dislike for the rules, structure, the lock down 
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nature of the facility and the power that staff members have over them. Again, Abrams 

offers resident narratives: 

"The staff sometimes will give you violations or something for bogus reasons ... that 
aren't even in the rulebook. If you disagree with them or express your opinion, 
they're just going to punish you. So you can't speak out, if something isn't fair. You 
just have to take it." (p. 72). 

"How'd I convince 'em I changed? Just acting like everybody else who complete the 
program, because there's somebody out there who completed the program who I'm 
close to, and I already told him I know how to play programs, because I been in 
programs before. It's just simple ... I just go along with what they say." (p. 73). 

Despite the strong deterrence effects experienced by the "low buy-in" offenders, they left 

without appearing, at least to the researcher, prepared to grapple with crime influences 

upon their return home. Several offenders articulated very loose plans or strategies for 

their futures; these plans included professional sports or owning high class restaurants ... 

However, even the "high buy-in" offenders could not fully envision how they would fully 

disentangle themselves from criminal lifestyles, peers, and family networks. Some, for 

example, wanted to maintain their former friendship groups, but choose not to commit 

crimes with them (p. 73-74). 

Of the seven Cottage Grove residents surveyed, only two openly downplayed their 

need for treatment, while the remainder appeared to either repeat back or internalize the 

information learned through constructing their treatment goals and plans. Resident 

narratives follow: 

"Well, I think I deserve to be placed here ... because grand theft auto is not like 
takin' a candy bar from a store." (p.75). 


"When I first got here I had realized that I was acting so bad that they had had to 

move to this extent. They had to put me in this type of place. I had realized like 

exactly what I was doin'." (p.75). 
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Abrams (2006) also found, consistent with Wildwood data that Cottage Grove offenders 

were hesitant to give up their pre-placement friends and many seemed eager to return to 

their previous neighborhoods and environments. Furthermore, residents recognized the 

changes they had made at Cottage Grove. However, they were concerned about their 

ability to continue their progress outside of the treatment facility where they would face 

numerous crime temptations and dramatically less structure (p. 78-79). In her closing, 

Abrams presented three general concepts that she feels can enhance the effectiveness of 

residential institutions. 

The first concept is that youth offenders in treatment often feel confused as they 

grapple with therapeutic or "adult" understandings of their delinquent conduct. Secondly, 

secure confinement may not have a significant deterrence effect, particularly for those 

offenders who are accustomed to chaotic lives or institutional living. Lastly, youth 

offenders remain uncertain about their ability to change until they are able to apply their 

new skills and training to real-world situations. 

Summary 

This literature review has encompassed: traditional vs. nontraditional treatment 

options and techniques, recidivism among juvenile offenders, and research regarding the 

juvenile's own perceptions on their treatment and rehabilitation. This study aims to 

answer questions that may add to effective treatment strategies for juvenile delinquents 

by asking: do juvenile offenders view their placement as earning a reputation? Do 

juvenile offenders expect to be in some type of placement again in the future? And, do 

juvenile offenders feel that their current placement is helping them? The next chapter will 
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detail the study that will attempt to answer these questions by accessing juvenile 

offenders confmed to a secure residential treatment facility for various delinquent acts, 

many which were violent in nature. 
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Chapter Three 

Methods 

The literature review in the previous chapter presented research on various 

treatments, interventions, and sanctions for juvenile offenders and also the conflicting 

results on their effectiveness in treating these offenders and reducing recidivism. The 

literature review also briefly examined, due to the lack of research on the subject, the 

offenders' perceptions on their placement and treatment. Therefore, if juvenile justice 

policy makers and professionals in the field cannot agree on how to best reach these 

juvenile offenders, how are these offenders supposed to internalize their treatment and 

make honest attempts to change their lives and lifestyles? For the majority ofjuveniles in 

this study, this is not their first placement. How then do they view their placement history 

and the proposed treatment they received at each facility? 

The research questions that this study investigated were: 

1. How do juvenile offenders view their placement? 

2. Do these juvenile offenders feel that their placement is helping them? 

The general research design of this thesis is a written survey. The instrument 

contained 30 questions and was presented to juvenile offenders adjudicated to a state 

funded and operated maximum-security facility in Western Pennsylvania. The offenders, 

75, are all males ages 15-20, considered to be in good health and of normal intelligence 

levels. They reside in the Balanced and Restorative Justice Program, otherwise known as 

the Violent Offender Unit. They have been adjudicated to this facility by several counties 

in Pennsylvania on various charges ranging from gun charges and narcotics to armed 

robbery and assault; and although rare for this facility, even homicide. Their sentences 
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range from six months to four years. Many have found their way to this institution 

because of a discharge from a previous facility for a failure to adjust, also known as 

"FTA." 

This residential population was chosen because the researcher is a staff member at 

this facility, therefore the residents were easily accessed and the surveys easily 

distributed and collected with little or no confusion. This survey process took 

approximately 20-25 minutes. A script was read to the students prior to commencing (see 

appendix). This script outlined the importance of the voluntary consent form that 

accompanied the survey (see appendix) and stated that this survey was completely 

anonymous. The script also explained, in detail, the purpose of the survey and exactly 

what was being asked of them. Furthermore, it gave the students a chance to ask any 

questions or voice any concerns that they might have had. The students were then asked, 

if they chose to participate, to sign the voluntary consent form, complete the survey, 

place them both in a sealed envelope, and drop the envelope in a secured box to be 

opened outside of the facility. The residents who chose to participate were instructed not 

to use any identifying information on these surveys and there were no rewards or 

punishments given for participation or non-participation. 

Data was analyzed descriptively and comparatively with SPSS software. 

Descriptive analysis included the categorical breakdown of every question to illustrate 

the residents' responses to each question. This breakdown highlighted the fact that many 

of these residents are products of the system and have been in the system for many years. 

Considering all of the variables were nominal, Chi-square tests were used to find 

consistencies and determine relationships between various survey responses. Chi-square 
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tests allow for the comparison of observed breakdowns of people over various categories 

to the expected breakdowns. Chi-square tests were used to further describe the residents 

in two categories: placement as earning a reputation and expected future placement. 

Survey questions focused on past behaviors and lifestyles, including drug and/or 

alcohol use and the carrying of weapons, which helped to explain current and previous 

placements (see appendix). Residents were also asked questions open-ended questions 

requiring a written response which gives insight to their perceptions and attitudes on 

being in placement. These questions focused on their thoughts of being in placement, if 

they feel they will be in some type of placement again in the future, and how they feel 

others may view them in light of being in placement (see appendix). Other questions 

addressed criminality of family members and peers and the prevalence of violence in 

their lives. 

Nearly all children and adolescents in iIIDer cities report they have encountered 

firsthand exposure to violence in their homes or their communities. Such exposure often 

begins at early ages. Using a sample of iIIDer-city children, Nofziger & Kurtz (2005), 

found that by the age of seven, 75 percent of children report they had heard gun shots, 18 

percent had seen a dead body, and 10 percent had been a witness to a stabbing or 

shooting in the home (Nofziger & Kurtz, 2005, p. 3-4). Therefore, violence and the 

negative effects that accompany it is an ingrained part of these juveniles' lives. 

Summary 

This chapter asks: how do juvenile offenders view their placement, and also 

whether they feel that their placement is helping them. The survey presented to these 
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students assured anonymity and voluntary participation. These juveniles offer personal 

information regarding their family, past behaviors and experiences, and their feelings on 

placement and treatment. Descriptive analysis and Chi-square tests were used to present 

this valuable information that was provided by these residents and will, in the next 

chapter, illustrate and attempt to answer these questions. 
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Chapter Four 

Results and Findings 

Introduction 

Violent juvenile offenders at a residential, secure, treatment facility were surveyed 

to investigate two research questions: 

1. How do juvenile offenders view their placement? 

2. Do these offenders feel that their placement is helping them? 

Descriptive Analysis 

The respondents of the survey were adolescent males adjudicated to a secure 

treatment facility in Western Pennsylvania for various delinquent acts, some violent in 

nature. They reside in the Balanced and Restorative Justice Program, otherwise known as 

the Violent Offender Unit. They have been adjudicated to this facility by several counties 

in Pennsylvania on various charges ranging from gun charges and narcotics to armed 

robbery and assault; and although rare for this facility, even homicide. Their sentences 

range from six months to four years. Many have found their way to this institution 

because of a discharge from a previous facility for a failure to adjust, also known as 

"FTA." A response rate of 97.3 percent was obtained, 73 out of a possible 75 youth 

completed the questionnaire. There were two residents who chose not to participate. 

Residents ranged in age from 13 to 20 with the average age being 17 years and 2 months 

old with a standard deviation of one year and five months (x = 17.15, sd = 1.45). See 

Figure 1. 
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This survey instrument contained 30 questions, 23 of the questions requested only a yes 

or no response. The residents were asked about the following: their age, placement 

history, family and friend delinquency and criminality, home life, lifestyle outside of 

placement, the prevalence of violence in their lives and their perceived impact of their 

placement. The last three questions on this survey requested short answers and were 

intended to focus attention on the perceptions and perspectives of the residents' feelings 

of their confinement; and if they felt their placement and treatment was helping them (see 

appendix). 
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Placement History 

After the initial question of age, the residents were asked if this facility was their 

first placement and 65 indicated that this was not (n = 65, 89%). Only eight respondents 

had not been to a treatment facility before (n = 8, 11 %). If this was not their first 

placement, they were asked how many previous placements they had been to. Their 

choices were: one- two placements, or more than two. Ofthe 65 respondents with 

previous placements, 14 answered one - two placements (n = 14, 19.2%); 51 respondents 

reported having been to more than two placements (n = 51, 69.9%). See Figure 2. 

Personal observations, on a daily basis, give credence to the possibility that many of these 

offenders are not emotionally affected by being in placement. Some of the younger 

residents may even choose to view themselves as earning a reputation back home in their 

neighborhood. 

Figure 2 
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Family Delinquency and Criminality 

The next set of questions focused on the juveniles' family delinquency and 

criminality and also the delinquency and criminality of their friends. The residents were 

asked to answer eight questions regarding the present and past placement of family 

members and friends. The first of these questions addressed resident's family members 

currently in juvenile placements. A little under half of the residents had at least one 

family member currently in a juvenile placement (n = 33, 45.2%); 40 of the juvenile 

respondents did not have any family members currently in a juvenile placement (n = 40, 

54.8%). The next question asked the residents if they had any family members currently 

in an adult institution and while 31.5% did not (n = 23,31.5%),67.1 percent did have at 

least one family member currently residing in an adult correctional institution (n = 49, 

67.1 %). One youth (n = 1, 1.4%) did not respond to this question. 

Residents were then asked whether or not they have ever had any family members 

placed in a juvenile facility. Fifty-two said they had (n = 52, 71.2%) while 26% did not (n 

= 19,26%). One youth did not respond to this question (n = 1, 1.4%) and one youth 

indicated that he did not know. The last question dealing with family criminality asked 

the juveniles whether or not they have ever had a family member serve time in an adult 

correctional institution and most said they had at least one family member in an adult 

institution (n = 67, 91.8%), while only six respondents did not have a family member 

who has been in an adult facility (n = 6, 8.2%). 
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Delinquency and Criminality of Friends 

The next set of questions followed the same format; however, they focused on 

friends of the juveniles instead of family members. When asked if the residents had any 

friends currently serving time in ajuvenile placement, 79.5% answered yes (n = 58, 

79.5%). Residents who did not have friends currently in a juvenile placement accounted 

for 20.5 percent of the sample population (n = 15,20.5%). The percentage rose slightly 

when the respondents were asked if they had friends currently in an adult institution; 80.8 

percent said that they did have at least one friend currently serving time in an adult 

facility (n = 59, 80.8%). Only 14 residents did not have any friends currently incarcerated 

in the adult criminal justice system (n = 14, 19.2%). 

When asked if they ever had friends placed in a juvenile facility, 90.4 percent of 

the residents said they have (n = 66,90.4%). Only seven of the juveniles stated that they 

have not had a friend placed in a juvenile facility (n = 7, 9.6%). This segment ended with 

the respondents being asked if they have ever had a friend(s) serve time in an adult 

institution. While one resident stated that he was unsure (n = 1, 1.4%), 19.2 percent of the 

residents have not had a friend in an adult facility (n = 14, 19.2%) leaving 79.5 percent of 

the respondents having had at least one friend serve time in an adult correctional facility 

(n = 58, 79.5%). 
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Home Life 

The survey questions addressing the residents' home life focused on: the marital 

status of their parents, who they were living with prior to being in placement, ifthey have 

ever been employed and whether or not they have children. The first question asked if 

Figure 3 
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their parents were married and 58 respondents out of 73 said that their parents were not 

married (n = 58, 79.5%) and only 20.5 percent ofthe juveniles' parents were married (n = 

15,20.5%). See Figure 3. 

The next question asked whom the residents lived with prior to being in placement. 

There were four possible responses to this question: mother, father, both, or other. The 
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respondents who lived with only their mother accounted for 49.3 percent of the total 

sample (n = 36, 49.3%) while those who lived with their father made up only 6.8 percent 
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ofthe total sample (n = 5, 6.8%). Only eight juveniles said that they lived with both of 

their parents (n = 8, 11 %) and 23 stated they lived with someone other than one or both 

of their parents (n = 23, 31 .5%). One resident response did not provide an answer to this 

question and accounted for 1.4 percent of the sample. See Figure 4. 

The residents were then asked if they have ever been employed and 54.8 percent 

said they had (n = 40, 54.8%) while 33 of the residents have never held ajob (n = 33, 

45.2%). In closing the home life segment, the juveniles were asked whether or not they 

have any children of their own; while 45 respondents said they did not have children (n = 

45, 61.6%), 25 stated that they have at least one child (n = 25, 34.2%). There were also 
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three surveys that contained no response to this question, which accounted for 4.1 percent 

of the sample. See Figure 5. 

Figure 5 
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Lifestyle Outside of Placement 

This set of questions addresses the residents' encounters with law enforcement and 

drug and alcohol use outside of the facility. Religious faith was also surveyed. This 

section was designed to provide the reader and researcher a glimpse into the lifestyles of 

these juveniles when they were not in placement. Resident files show that these 

delinquents have been involved in numerous incidents with law enforcement and the 
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justice system and so has members of their family and also their friends. The residents 

were asked how many times they have been arrested in their lives. The possible answers 

were: zero or one, or more than one. Sixty-five residents said they have been arrested 

more than one time in their lives (n = 65, 89.0%), leaving only seven that have been 

arrested just once (n = 7,9.6%). One youth did not respond to this question (n = 1, 1.4%). 

Figure 6 
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The next two questions asked the residents if they ever carried a weapon and used 

drugs and/or alcohol as part of their daily lifestyle. Respondents that carried a weapon 

daily accounted for 82.2 percent of those sampled (n = 60,82.2%) while 13 residents did 

not carry a weapon daily (n = 13, 17.8%). See Figure 6. Those residents that said they 

used drugs and/or alcohol daily made up 76.7 percent ofthe total respondents (n = 56, 
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76.7%), leaving 17 respondents who say they did not partake in drugs or alcohol on a 

daily basis (n = 17, 23.3%). See Figure 7. 

Figure 7 
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A corresponding question then asked the residents if they were under the 

influence of drugs and/or alcohol at the time they committed their offense that lead to 

placement. Residents under the influence during their committing offense comprised 41 .1 

percent of the residents (n = 30, 41.1 %) and 58.9 percent of the residents stated they were 

not under the influence of drugs or alcohol during their offense (n = 43, 58.9%). 

The youth' s religious faith was also evaluated. The question on the survey asked 

the juveniles how important religion was to them. Possible answers were: very important, 

important, somewhat important, and don't practice. Approximately one-half of the 

residents said that religion was very important to them (n = 36, 49.3%), the next closest 
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percentage was "important" (n = 17,23.3%). Gfthe 20 remaining respondents, six felt 

religion was somewhat important (n = 6,8.2%) and 14 did not practice any religion at all 

(n = 14, 19.2%). See Figure 8. 

Figure 8 
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Prevalence of Violence in Their Lives 

Violence, in one form or another, is considered a nonn in the lives of the majority 
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Figure 9 
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ofthe juvenile ddinquents surveyed. Moreover, the fact that violence, either as victims, 

witnesses or perpetrators has played a large role in their lives and this lowers their guilt 

level and also adversely affects their empathic and social skills; which can lead to a 

rejection of proposed treatments. Four questions were asked to determine the prevalence 

of violence in these residents' lives. The first question simply asked whether or not they 

have ever been a victim of violence; and 65.8 percent said they had been en = 48,65.8%) 

while 25 of the juveniles had not en = 25, 34.2%). See Figure 9. Residents were then 

asked if they have family members that had been victims of violence; 75.3 percent ofthe 

respondents have had at least one family member experience violence against them en = 

55, 75.3%), leaving only 24.7 percent of residents whose family members have not been 

victims ofa violent act en = 18,24.7%). Residents with friends as victims of violence 
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produced a higher percentage; 63 of the 73 residents surveyed said that they have had at 

least one friend that was a victim of violence (n = 63 , 86.3%), therefore leaving only ten 

with friends that had not been victims of violence (n = 10, 13.7%). The last question in 

this segment asks the juveniles if they have ever witnessed a violent act towards another 

person; and 87.7 percent of residents have in fact witnessed at least one act of violence 

against another person in their lives (n = 64, 87.7%), with only 12.3 percent having not 

witnessed violence against someone else (n = 9, 12.3%). 

Perceived Impact of Placement 

This last grouping of questions attempts to gain insight into the residents' 

perceived impact of being in placement. They were first asked if they thought their 

behaviors and actions would lead to them being in placement, 76.7 percent of the 

respondents said they thought their actions would eventually lead to them being in 

placement (n = 56, 76.7%), and 21.9 percent did not feel what they were doing in society 

would lead to placement (n = 16,21.9%). There was one survey with no response to this 

question accounting for 1.4% of the sample. 

The residents were then asked whether they see this placement as a mistake they 

can learn from and if they felt race played a role in their being in the facility. Only eight 

residents said that this placement is not a mistake they can learn from (n = 8, 11 %), while 

89 percent of the respondents see being detained as a mistake to learn something from (n 

= 65, 89%). They were then asked if they felt race was an issue in their placement and 53 

respondents said they did not feel race played a role in their placement (n = 53, 72.6%), 

while the remaining 27.4 percent feel race was an issue (n = 20). 
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The last two questions in this segment ask the juveniles if they feel they are earning 

a reputation by being in placement and if they expect to be in some type of placement 

again in the future. Only 19.2 percent of the juveniles said they feel they are earning a 

reputation by being in placement (n = 14, 19.2%), while 59 of the 73 respondents do not 

feel that they are earning a reputation (n = 53, 80.8%). 

Earning a Reputation 

In order to best describe the youth at this facility, a series of correlation tests were 

conducted. When youth were asked if they viewed their current placement as earning 

them a reputation, three variables were found to be statistically significantly correlated: 

• If they had a friend in adult placement 

• If this was their first placement 

• The number of prior placements for the youth 

Youth who reported that they did not have a friend in adult placement were more likely to 

believe that their current placement would earn them a reputation; the youth who had 

friends in adult institutions did not believe that their current placement was earning them 

a reputation (i = 7.77, df= 2, p~ .05). Youth with friends in an adult correctional facility 

may not view their placement as earning a reputation because, compared to their friends, 

they are only in a facility for juveniles and are not yet recognized as adults by the legal 

system. Many of the older residents in this facility view themselves as grown ups, or as 

they choose to term it, "a grown ass man." Therefore, if they have friends who have been 

to true adult facilities, then serving time in a facility for juveniles is not worthy of earning 

themselves a reputation. 
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Youth who reported this facility as their first placement were also more likely to 

view this placement as earning them a reputation. While those youths with previous 

placements did not see this current placement as a r,eputation builder (l = 5.51, df = 1, p 

~ .05). This may be consistent with the mindset of many younger residents at the facility. 

Young residents like to believe that they are serving time for their neighborhood and may 

see it as a badge of honor. Several residents also seem to like the name of the unit they 

are in and will refer to themselves by it. For example, when confronted by staff, residents 

have replied, "you don't know who you messin wit, I'm a violent offender." 

Furthennore, the youth who reported they have been to more than two previous 

placements did not view this placement as earning them a reputation; and those youths 

who are experiencing placement for the first time feel that they are earning a reputation 

because they are here (l = 7.51, df = 2, p~ .05). Youths with two or more placements 

may have given up on the mystique of placement. While they may not choose to 

outwardly express their placement as earning a reputation, their delinquent history has 

proven they have in fact, internalized the criminal mentality and lifestyle. 

Do youth expect future placements? 

Of all the questions on the survey, the one most likely to indicate to the researcher 

how these offenders view themselves is, do you expect to be in placement again in your 

life? Of the 73 residents, 64 said they did not expect to be locked up again (n = 64, 

87.7%), leaving eight that said they do expect to be confined again at some point in their 
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lives (n = 8, 11 %). One survey had no response to this question and accounted for 1.4«70 

of the sample. 

When the youth were asked if they expected to be in placement again in their life, a 

statistically significant correlation was found between their answer and whom they lived 

with prior to their current placement. Although 69.9% of the residents have been to two 

or more placements, the youth who lived with only their biological father felt they were 

more likely to expect to face future placements. Youth who lived with both of their 

parents were less likely to report that they felt they would experience future placements 

(x: = 20.02, df=8, p$ .01). Many of these youths are not close with, do not keep in 

contact with, or do not even know their biological fathers. Those that do know their 

fathers tend to have a friendly, non-authoritative relationship. They share many of the 

same negative interests and activities; leaving an open mind to adopt delinquent and 

criminal thinking errors and foresee the possible consequences that accompany those 

.- - _& .

actions. 

Another variable that was statistically significant correlated with whether or not a 

youth expected future placement was if their current placement was their first placement. 

The youth who were facing their first placement reported that they felt they would face 

future placements. The youth who had placements in the past indicated that they did not 

expect any more future placements (x: =8.31, df = 2, p $ .05). This may happen because 

those youth facing their first placement may view themselves, and feel that they are 

viewed by others as tough or dangerous because they are locked up. It may seem at first 

to be a novelty that they are in placement and they will embrace the lifestyle that 

accompanies lock up. Although they already may embrace the delinquent lifestyle, now 
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that they are locked up for the first time gives them common ground with many oftheir 

friends. Furthermore, many of the friends and even family members for these offenders 

have experienced multiple p1acements. 

However, those youths with previous placements have seen and experienced the 

many negative aspects ofjuvenile placement and feel that they do not want to come back. 

Although 64 of these respondents said that they did not expect future placements, it 

should be reiterated that this placement is at least the third facility for 51 out of 73 of 

these juvenile offenders. \ . 

The survey questions and written responses were designed to answer two research 

questions: 

1. How do these juvenile offenders view their placement? 

2. Do these offenders feel that their placement is helping them? 

Many of these offenders view this placement as a last stop in the justice system. Survey 

responses to the open-ended questions suggest that the majority of these offenders view 

their placement as a transition to a more productive, legal lifestyle. Although responses 

implied residents were not happy about being in placement, many held future plans of 

attending colleges, o\\ning businesses, and raising families. Other feelings, such as anger 

and frustration, described resident views along with an indication that their lifestyle upon 

release will not change. 

Several responses supported research by Abrams et al. (2006), which found that 

low buy in offenders leave residential treatment facilities without appearing to be 

prepared to grapple with crime influences upon their return home. This is evident by 

resident articulation of loose plans or strategies for their futures. Examples include 
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wanting to be a sports star or planning to own their own business (p. 73). Many responses 

did not even show an interest in changing their lifestyle as some responses indicated 

ending up injail or seeing themselves five years from now "in tha hood." 

When asked if they felt this placement was helping them, 30 said yes while 22 felt 

it was not. The yes/no answers were supported with reasons for their responses. The 

remaining responses did not give a yes/no answer, however their opinions and insights on 

this placement, in their own words, gives the researcher an indication as to how they feel 

about their treatment. All of the written responses for the short answer survey questions 

for all residents are available in Appendix E. 

Residents who answered yes cited education, GED, and certain social skills such as 

patience and decision-making as reasons why they feel they are getting the help they 

need. Others stated that simply being off of the streets and away from people that wanted 

to harm them was helping them. 

Offenders who answered "no" felt that this placement was a waste of time; some 

said that they have been through all of it before. However, very few residents actually 

gave reasons why they felt that this facility was not helping them. Those that did stated it 

does not teach and prepare them for the "realities" of their lifestyle upon their release. 

They feel these programs lack practical application to real life situations that the majority 

of these residents face. The remaining "no" responses simply portrayed anger, frustration, 

and/or a lack of desire to change. One resident said that he did not feel he was being 

helped because "I just got done doin 22 months at my last placement." Therefore he may 

feel that his last placement didn't help him either. 
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Responses without a definitive yes/no answer did provide an idea as to whether or 

not residents' felt they were being helped. For example, one resident wrote, "it's helping 

me control my anger and fol1ow simple rules." Although he did not answer yes, his 

answer shows a favorable response to treatment. Another resident replied, "A little bit but 

sometimes I mess up." While the responses indicating positive responses to treatment 

gave concrete examples of their perceived progress, the survey responses indicating that 

this placement was not helping were not as supportive. 

Summary 

This chapter descriptively and comparatively analyzed these delinquent youth and 

their responses to this survey. Findings indicated that the majority of these residents are 

individuals who have spent the better part oftheir adolescence in the juvenile justice 

system. They come from broken homes and have been indoctrinated to crime and 

delinquency through family members and friends who have been locked up and whose 

behaviors and values they have internalized and exhibited. Drugs, alcohol, and violence 

have also played a significant role in their lives, contributing to their delinquent/ criminal 

thinking patterns, lifestyle and extensive placement history. 

Offender perceptions of this placement vary in nature from a way to obtain aGED 

and plan for the future; to a waste of time and causing anger and frustration. When asked 

outright, 30 out of73 residents felt that this placement was helping them. Among those 

responses without a definite yes/no answer, 10 more responses could be reasonably 

assumed to imply that residents felt they were getting some type of help. Therefore, 40 

out of 73 residents have said that this placement is helping them. For the remaining 33 , if 
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the response did not state the word "no," it detailed as to why residents felt they were not 

being helped. Many of these responses were angry in nature. Ifresponses did not imply 

anger or frustration, they simply reflected a deep-rooted internalization of the delinquent 

and criminal lifestyle. Responses also indicated a "been there done that" mentality; and 

several residents attacked the practicality of these treatment programs and the lack of 

preparation for real life scenarios for these residents. The next chapter will summarize 

this study'S major findings, discuss problems or limitations with this research and address 

what could have been done differently and where future research can be directed. 
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Chapter Five 


Conclusion 


Juvenile offending, recidivism, and treatment goals and their effectiveness continue 

to be areas of concern and constant debate for juvenile justice system professionals and 

society in general. This study has shown that many of the offenders that are being dealt 

with in the juvenile justice system have been there before, have had family members and 

friends that have been there before, and hold negative views of the treatment and 

rehabilitative aspects of their placement. Data revealed that this was not the first 

placement for 65 out of 73 of these residents. Furthermore, 51 out of the 65 had been to 

more than two previous placements. 

Their lives consist of absentee or poor parental supervision, delinquent or criminal 

role models in the form of family and friends, and numerous encounters with law 

enforcement which all lead to the adoption of the delinquent or criminal mentality. This 

mentality is evident in the residents ' responses regarding weapons and daily drug and 

alcohol use. Eighty two percent of the respondents said they carried a weapon as part of 

their daily lifestyle and 77 percent admitted to using drugs or alcohol on a daily basis. 

Moreover, 41 percent of these residents were under the influence of drugs or alcohol 

during the commission of their committing charge. Only 13 out of the 73 respondents 

lived with their father or both of their parents; 59 lived with only their mother or someone 

other than their parents. 

Violence has also played a significant role in these residents' lives. Their early 

exposure to violence, either as victims, witnesses, or perpetrators may have contributed to 

their lack of moral reasoning and their inability to find therapeutic advantages in their 
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treatment and placement. Sixty-six percent of these respondents have been victims of 

violence, 75 percent have family members who have been victims of violence, 86 percent 

have friends who have been victims of violence and 87 percent of these residents have 

witnessed a violent act against another person. 

There is very limited research on juvenile offenders' and their perceptions of being 

in placement. This research attempted to give some insight into how juvenile offenders, 

the majority of which are chronic and violent in nature, perceive themselves, their 

placement and their futures. Seventy-seven percent of the juveniles surveyed said that 

they knew their actions could eventually lead them to a secured placement facility. 

Eighty-nine percent see this placement as a mistake they can learn from, however; it is 

the second or third placement for 65 of these residents. Are they really attempting to, or 

can they, learn anything from their mistakes? 

Some offenders in placement may feel as if they are earning a street reputation by 

being in a secure treatment facility. Fourteen of the 73 residents do feel that being at this 

placement is earning them a reputation back in their neighborhood; the researcher 

expected this number to be higher due to daily observations and resident interactions that 

would have suggested otherwise. Furthermore, only eight of these residents admitted to 

expecting some type of placement again in their lifetime. Again, this number was 

expected to be higher because 65 of these residents already having been to more than one 

placement and the researcher's observations of overall negative attitudes and resistance 

regarding therapeutic and treatment aspects of the facility surveyed. 

While the resident response rate was high and the data obtained proved insightful, 

the researcher, if given the chance to go back, would have added a few more questions to 
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the survey. These questions would have focused additional attention on placement history 

of the resident, criminality of the resident, and another question which may have lent 

more insight to the debate of adult vs. juvenile sanctions for juvenile offenders. They are: 

A. do you know anyone from previous placements at this facility? 

B. are you related to anyone at this facility? 

C. do you know anyone from your neighborhood at this facility? 

D. have you ever been to a juvenile boot camp? 

E. do you have adul t charges pending? 

F. would you rather be doing your time in an adult facility? 

Recommended future research would incorporate these questions into surveys 

distributed to juvenile offenders across the country. Furthermore, an interview session 

could be utilized. Accessing these residents, in a face to face manner, addressing their 

perceptions and asking their thoughts on effective treatment techniques and changes 

could provide insight to many of the questions that have perplexed juvenile justice 

professionals for years. 

Summary 

This chapter has discussed relevant findings that can contribute to enhancing the 

effectiveness of residential treatment facilities. It has also shown, through the residents 

surveyed, that juvenile delinquency and recidivism are still major problems in society and 

these issues need to be addressed. Research needs directed towards the offenders' 

perceptions and practical treatment strategies which could facilitate "high buy-in" 

offenders. Surveys, interviews, and focus groups can be utilized to access the mindsets 
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and thought processes ofjuveniles who have been to several placements and for some 

reason keep coming back. Maybe someone should ask these repeat offenders, what would 

help you? Or, what would make you change? Some juvenile offenders simply do not 

want help; others do but are not receiving it properly. Some might want help but are 

afraid to ask for it. This fear may be in the form of not knowing how or what to ask for; 

or being afraid of rejection and ridicule by peers through "buying-in" to a treatment 

program. Public officials and policy makers need to stop putting band-aids on a cut that 

needs stitches. 
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Script for Survey Presentation 

My name is Sammy Staples; many of you may know me as a staff member here; 

however I am also a graduate student getting my Master's degree in criminal justice from 

Youngstown State University. I am writing my thesis on juvenile offender's attitudes and 

perceptions on being in placement. I am asking you to participate in a survey that I have 

constructed and answer questions regarding your past behaviors, information about your 

family and friends, and also some basic personal information. These results will 

contribute to a publication which can be read by professionals in the social sciences field 

and the public in general. However, please be aware that this is completely anonymous 

and you will not be able to be identified in any way. Your participation, while greatly 

appreciated, is totally voluntary and refusal will not result in any negative sanctions. If 

you would like to participate, please sign the consent form and complete the survey. Once 

you are finished, please put the consent form and survey in the envelope provided, seal it 

and then drop it the box at the front door. If you do not wish to participate, simply put the 

consent form and survey in envelope and place it in the box. If you have any questions or 

comments please feel free to ask me. Thank you so much for your time. 

60 



§ 0 
~
 

u 
..... ~ 

>
( 

(\) 
en

....... 
"'0

 
~
 

~
 

0 
(\) 

u 
2: 

~
-< 

§- 0 >
 



Dear Student, 

I am conducting a study to detennine juvenile delinquent attitudes, perceptions, and 
possible contributing factors to being in placement. In this study, you will be asked to 
take a survey which involves answering questions regarding some basic personal 
infonnation, infonnation about your past behaviors and also infonnation concerning your 
family and friends. Your participation should only take about 15-20 minutes and would 
be greatly appreciated. 

There are no risks to you and ALL infonnation received will be handled in a strictly 
confidential manner insuring that no one will be able to identify you when these results 
are recorded. Again, please do not put your name or any other identifying infonnation on 
this survey. 

Your participation in this survey is totally voluntary and you may withdraw at any 
time without any negative consequences. If you choose to withdraw at any point during 
this survey, just put this consent fonn along with the survey in the envelope provided and 
drop it in the box at the front door. 

Please feel free to contact myself, Sammy Staples, in cottage 2e, or Dr. Tammy King 
at 1-330-941-3279 if you have any questions or concerns about this study. Or, for any 
other questions, please contact the Director of Grants and Sponsored Programs at 
Youngstown State University, Dr. Edward Orona, at 1-330-941-2377. Thank you very 
much for your time. 

I understand what I am being asked to do and I would like to participate in this study. 

Signature of Student Date 
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1) What is your age? Is this your first placement? Yes No 

2) Ifnot, how many placements have you been to? 1-2 more than 2 

3) Do you have any family members currently injuvenile placements? Yes No 

4) Do you have any family members currently in an adult institution? Yes No 

5) Have any family members ever been in ajuvenile placement? Yes No 

6) Have any family members ever been in an adult institution? Yes No 

7) Do you have any friends currently in juvenile placements? Yes No 

8) Do you have any friends currently in an adult institution? Yes No 

9) Have any ofyour friends ever been in a juvenile placement? Yes No 

10) Have any of your friends ever been in an adult institution? Yes No 

11) Are your parents married? Yes_ No 

12) With whom did you live with before you were in this current placement? Mother_ 

Father other 

13) Have you ever been employed? Yes No Do you have any children? 

Yes No 

14) How many times have you been arrested in your life? 0-1 more than 1 

15) Have you ever carried a weapon as part ofyour daily lifestyle? Yes No 

16) Have you ever used illegal drugs or alcohol as part of your daily lifestyle? Yes No 

17) Were you under the influence of drugs or alcohol at the time of your committing charge? 

Yes No 

18) Have you ever been a victim of violence? Yes No 

19) Have any family members ever been victims of violence? Yes No 

20) Have any friends ever been victims of violence? Yes No 

21) Have you ever witnessed a violent act towards another person? Yes No 

22) How important is religion to you? Very important_ Important_ Somewhat 

Important_ Don't Practice_ 

23) Did you ever think that your actions would lead to you being in placement? Yes No 

24) Do you view this placement as a mistake that you can learn from? Yes_ No 

25) Do you feel that your race played a role in you being in placement? Yes No 

26) Do you view this placement as earning a reputation? Yes No 

27) Do you expect to be in placement again in your life? Yes No 

28) How do you think your family and friends might view you because of your placement? 
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29) Is this placement helping you? Please describe your thoughts. 

30) How do you feel about being in this placement? Where do you see yourself in 5 years? 
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Resident Responses 

28) How do you think your family and friends might view you because of your 

placement? 

• 	 well my family keep it real what I mean by that is you have to make mistakes to 

move on in life or to learn to be a better person 

• 	 They don't view me any different, they just look at it as a bad mistake that I've 

made. 

• 	 They view me as being somewhere where I can learnfrom my actions and try to 

make better choices in life 

• 	 They view me as being stupid 

• 	 As a troubled kid & don 't want to associate with me 

• 	 someone with issues 

• 	 They worry about me. They want me to come home. Thats where all the love is. 

• 	 I mass up a Little but I can Do good, and stop the bad things I'm Doing. 

• 	 They Mad at Me because I'm not there with them. 

• 	 As a person or Gentalman that made and mastake 

• 	 As I hope gets out and gets on track 

• 	 They feel bad because they always thought that I wassing going to be lock up. 

• 	 They see me as being someone who screwed up and is generally a good person 

• 	 criminal and nothing more 

• 	 As a person who's been crul 

• 	 My family's disappointed and they 'l/ probably think that I'm gonna do the same 

things. 

• 	 They may think I'm a good person that made a bad mistake. 

• 	 Normal 

• 	 They might think that I have learnedfrom this situation and will not make the 

same mistake again 

• 	 I don't care how they view me. As long as they respect me and I respect them so 

what 
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• 	 That I might Do good win I Go Home 

• 	 I'm still normal 

• 	 No Different then they Viewed me When I was out there in the World 

• 	 Something to lean by 

• 	 Upset and Disapointed and sad 

• 	 Getting help 

• 	 I REALLY CANT SAY HOW I THiNK THEy ViEw ME, But I CAN Say I know 

THEy ARE GETTinG TiRED ofME GETTiNG LockED up. 

• 	 Look down on me and be ashamed 

• 	 the same 

• 	 The SAME AS BEFORE 

• 	 I don't' think they care, they see me as the same person i am 

• 	 Ifeel they view me as a good person, but I do need some help 

• 	 The SaMe but they just Wish I'd do better 

• 	 Well asfor 27 I can't say that I won't be In one ofthese Placement agin. 

• 	 in a bad way 

• 	 A problem child. And I messed up. 

• 	 My family view it as a mistake I made and they support me for being in treatment 

• 	 They might think I'm comin home with my head on track. 

• 	 As very hard headed 

• 	 like I will never change, And I'm either going to end up state or dead 

• 	 My family mad my friends mad I'm not around. 

• 	 They will view me the same way as they always view me with respect 

• 	 No Response 

• 	 Ashamed ofme. 

• 	 They will still treat me the same way 

• 	 That I should not be here because I'm an good kid 

• 	 As someone who made a mistake 

• 	 They Don't think I Need to come back 

• 	 Mad because I'm here 
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• 	 Violent, dumb, and/or Misunderstood 

• 	 No 

• 	 I think they are gonna view me the same 

• 	 They don 't accept my behavior, but it doesn 't make them change there ways they 

think ofme 

• 	 the same before I got locked up 

• 	 they feel bad, and sad they miss me so much. 

• 	 my family andfriends feel that I shouldn 't bee locked anymore and that my 

attitude lead me their in the first place and is stupid 

• 	 That I'm a little Disturbed mentally 

• 	 Becoming a better person 

• 	 They would say everything ment for a Reason. 

• 	 That I made a few mistakes in my life but what I accomplished here will change 

• 	 They are going to throw a party for me. A "welcome home" party. They think 

this shit is cool, but fuck that, not me. This shit is for fagots. 

• 	 There very supportive 

• 	 I think they view me as another person that has problems and will learn from 

them because everybody has problems 

• 	 They feel disappointed in me 

• 	 I dont think That many ofthem care 

• 	 A nice guy But make the wrong choices 

• 	 Just another Nigga Locked up 

• 	 everybody make mistakes 

• 	 A person that made a mistake 

• 	 They are sad, mad, and disappointed 

• 	 the view as this is a good decision for me 

• 	 the same 

• 	 AS A CAREER CriMiNAl 
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Resident Responses 

29) Is this placement helping you? Please describe your thoughts. 

• 	 some what because things that go on in here can bring you down or you meet 

people that are worse than you and yaZZ could hook up when yaZZleave 

• 	 Its making me look at thing different but its not going to change me bout the way I 

do thing out in the world 

• 	 Yes, because im learning how to make better choices and getting a chance to take 

my G.E.D 

• 	 No, I feel I could be doing more productive things, even outside ofthe community 

• 	 No- Because this is my second time here & I just came back to wait for a Group 

Home- Independent Living 

• 	 Yes, cause I dont ever wanna go to prison considering how much I hate this 

• 	 Yes. School wise. Getting my credits up. Getti 

• 	 I Do know all ways got to be the bad Guy. 

• 	 No, its not helping Me because I'm a way from my family 

• 	 Yes this placement Is It helps me go and do the write things In the real world 

• 	 A little bit but sometimes I mess up. 

• 	 Yes because I learn about that I have to do to never get locked up again. 

• 	 Yes this placement is helping me because I was on the run and couldn 't attend 

school. 

• 	 No! This placemenet can not help me. Only make me stress 

• 	 Yes/ It teaches me Paycents. 

• 	 It's helping me control my anger andfollow simple rules. 

• 	 A little bit, i do my very best to try to invest in the placement i 'm in 

• 	 No it does not help me. 

• 	 I do think that it is helping me with my train ofthought and the way that I behave 

in certain situations. 

• 	 Yes, I learned handfuls ofthings since being here. 

• 	 Yes, I helping Me to do Better 

• 	 No I Just got dun doing 22 months Just like this 
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• 	 Yes Because im getting My education and my life together and learning How to be 

responsible 

• 	 Its only my first week, but its alright. You have to help yourselffirst Before 

anything else can help you. 

• 	 Yes, it makes me not wanna come back 

• 	 Yes cause it 's teaching me 

• 	 NO, IVE BEEN in so MANY PLACEMENTS THAT I JUST COME AnD do THE 

TiME 

Yes & No Yes I got my G.E.D. and attended many groups. 
• 	 No because I 'm so far away from family 

• 	 No because 1m Rehabilitated all ready 

• 	 No BECAUSE THEN DON'T TEACH US NOTHING WE DON'T ALREADY 

KNOW 

• 	 No, what are they Really doing to help me? 

• 	 Not really 

• 	 Yes, I now have my G. E. D, I 'm about to have a job so I can start to payoffmy 

fine. 

• 	 Well the person that can change is me. 

• 	 Yes because it make me not want to do it again 

• 	 No it 's holding me back I'm grown I'm trying to move on with my liFe. 

• 	 Yes, this place is helping me a lot I don't think I would have a chance ifI didn " 

get sent to this treatment facility 

• 	 Yes because I learned that being away from your family is not coo!. 

• 	 Yes, They Are helping me with school 

• 	 Yes. Because I might ofgot killed ifI was not hear 

• 	 No it's Just getting me mad 

• 	 It has helped me a little. I learned how to except responsibility and how my 

action can hurt the people who loves me 

• 	 NO Response 

• 	 Yes, because it motivates me to change 

• 	 Yes it helping me because I had drug problem and it helping me. 

71 



• 	 Yes because it will help me make better choise 

• 	 I Am someone vl'ho made mistakes I will correct them. 

• 	 Yes, it gives me time to get to know my lord and savior. It teach me patients. 

• 	 Yes it is helping me in some ways 

• 	 Yes, the way that I think this placement is helping me is I am getting my GED and 

that is all, that is the only way I think that this place is helping me 

• 	 Yes, I'mjinishing School 

• 	 No, I have already been through all this before 

• 	 No, They put me with more criminals and expect me to change. All I learn is 

more and better ways to commit crimes. 

• 	 A little bit with my anger 

• 	 Well I think sometime they do. 

• 	 Somewhat cause I can control anger burst outs now and show respect for 

authority jigures 

• 	 I just got here but I believe it will 

• 	 In ways it have but in ways I sometimes feel that they 're seting me up 

• 	 Yes Because I learned a lot from my pass situation 

• 	 Yes it has helped me, it gives me a chance to realize that the next time I commit a 

crime the consequences will be severe. 

• 	 Honestly, this placement didn't help me one bit. I'm still going to do the same 

shit when I get home. But I promise you, lain 't never coming back to this shit. 

Never. 

• 	 No because I feel like no one can help me but me besides I hate Juvenile fac ilities 

• 	 This placement is helping me a lot with my selfcontrol. 

• 	 Yes, not to be around the rong people 

• 	 No. to me it is a waste ofmy time my Bed could Be used for someone who wants 

the help 

• 	 No Because I'm still thinking ABout the wrong things in the Back ofmy head 

• 	 No, all it do Just Make you worst 

• 	 Yes 
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• 	 Yes because 1m finally going to school 

• 	 I don 'f know yet 

• 	 Yes, cause it is teaching on how to act like an adult then a little kid 

• 	 Yes 

• 	 No, BECAUSE IT DOES NOT PROVIDE YOU WiTH StuffTHAT CAN HELP 

YOU ON THE STREET. 
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Resident Responses 

30) How do you feel about being in this placement? Where do you see yourself in 

five years? 

• 	 I feel that this place has helped me in a long run like learning responsibility and 

being a man 

• 	 I see myselfliving good and possibly doing something I want. I feel that ifI going 

to sell drugs or whatever I need to do things the more legal way 

• 	 I feel like I 'm taking responsibilities for my actions. Possibly playing sports, in 

college. 

• 	 I don't enjoy being here. I don't know where I see myselfinjive years 

• 	 I hate this placement. In 5 yrs I will be on my own- College degree & successful 

• 	 I hate any placement, in 5 years I'm gonna own my own tattoo shop 

• 	 I feel like a animal, caged in. 

• 	 I feel not good but that's How Life is I see my selfLiving vary good. 

• 	 Well I see My Self in College and with my kid and my family and with a Job. 

• 	 I jill like I crossed the Goal line to get here and I done with it. I see my selfIn 

collage playing Football. 

• 	 I feel as though I got another chance 5 years from now I hope to be in collage 

• 	 I fell bad about being here Cause I 'm not with my family, and I see my selfin 

college in 5 years and with afamity. 

• 	 I am somewhat glad I'm here. I will be in college, hopefully. 

• 	 Very Stressed Out. I do not look so far ahead in life. 

• 	 Bad But good, In colloge or the NFL or Fixing a car 

• 	 I'm real upset with myselfbecause I never expected to end up in trouble and in 

placement. I see myselfat home living on my own andjinishing up college and 

then open up my own garage shop 

• 	 I honestly hate this placement but very thankful since i could be in worst places 

then in here. I see myselfinroled in Itt tech in the upcoming years 

• 	 Beingfree, and work, and having a "family" 
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• 	 I really don 't enjoy being in placement, but it is helping me. I see me in college 

majoring in psychology. 

• 	 I don't wanna be here. I'm currently attending college courses and hopefully 

when I get out I can get into an apprenticeship program and a trade school to 

become an electrician. 

• 	 MaD, Where do I see myselfin 5 years? in school 

• 	 I Fucking up my life - College 

• 	 I see my selfWith ajob Doing good in life and staying out oftrouble 

• 	 1m not happy about being here but what I did wasn't right, so I deserve it. In 5 

years I see myselfworking hard and living in florida with my wife & kids 

• 	 MAD College 

• 	 Itfeel okay cause I know it's only bettering me I see myselfmarried with kids & 

living good 

• 	 IT SUCKS. I SEE MySELfIN A BARbER SHOP MAKEiNG ALOT of MONEY 

THE RiGHT WAY 

• 	 Sad, getting a bachlor 's at Robert Morris 

• 	 Bad and in five years i 'm going to be in college 

• 	 IjEEI TRAPED. TAKING CARE MY KIDS WITH A NiCE Job 

• 	 It depends on the day & whats going on. I really cant tell you what im 

going to be doing in 5 years because I dont know yet. 

• 	 I dont like being here in 5 years I see myselfin an apartment living by myself. 

• 	 I hate being hear but it's a little better than other's I've been to 
with a Job, family ofMy own, and a Nice house. 

• 	 Well ima talk some Real stuff. When I get out I won 't be in these Placements, I'll 

be up the big house. I don't want to be there 

• 	 I feel bad andfive years I will be famous 

• 	 I cant stand it here. in 5 years I see myselF living and Free HopeFully doing 

something constructive with my life 

• 	 I feel good about being in placement. I feel That I got a chance to change 

the incorrect things about me. I see my selfhaving afamily in 5 years. 

• 	 At home taking care ofmy daughter. 
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• 	 Ifeel ok About being here Cause 1m getten done with school / Being afamily man 

• 	 Ifeel it is a time out. I see my selfin Columbus ohio with afamily 

• 	 I don't like this placement I see myselfin 5 years in col/age somewhere. 

• 	 I don't like being here, but I did the crime and now I 'm paying for it. / see myself 

doing good for myselfwith a respectable job 

• 	 No Response 

• 	 I feel comfortable. Living a successful life 

• 	 I think it was mentfor me to get lock up and Ijust went to get out 

• 	 I see myselfwith a nice job and with a couple kids 

• 	 I dont wont to be here Done with high school and trying to go in a college 

• 	 IN FiVe YEARS, I'll probably be in Jail 

• 	 Its cool (As in its not a problem) I make a good thing out ofa bad one. In 5 years 

I'll be blessed by god 

• 	 in this placement it helps ma a lot in 5 years I was have afamily and be a good 

Dad. 

• 	 I feel that I was sent here for a reason, And thA Reason is to obtain my GED. 

Five Years I see Myselfstarting my own business andfresh out ofcollege - Ready 

to start making A lot oflegal money 

• 	 It's no different from any other placement, I expect to be home working to support 

my family. 

• 	 I don't really feel no type ofway. I see my self in college in the next 5 yrs. 

• 	 It 's not Fun, in the army. 

• 	 I feel stressed out in the hood 

• 	 Well ifI'm not in this place so bad might happen to me. I hope for the best in 5 

years. 

• 	 I feel this is time to do better at things ofmy future. Doing my career in art 

school and out ofplaces like this. 

• 	 Home in College Placement is very stressful (Don't Go) 

• 	 Being a man and taking care ofmy family 

I 
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• 	 I'm not saying It's the Right think to be up here But I would ofprobably Been 

Dead. I See my Selfas a student tryna Better myselfin 5 years. 

• 	 I hate being away from the ones that love me. It's more stressful then anything I 

went through. I see myselfgraduatingfrom I UP 

• 	 I hate this shit. It 's always people telling you what to do. I'm a grown ass man 

just like these staffhere. I got two kids that I try to raise as best as possible. 

What the fuck I look like having some other man speak to me like I am his son? 

Fuck thatl Infive years I'ma be me. That 's how I see it. I take life as it comes. 

• 	 I hate it here and in 5 years III be in a casket before I come back to placement 

• 	 In five years I'll be getting my degree in college 

• 	 I hate this place in 5 years I plan to be married with a good job and a family 

• 	 Upset. In Five years I will most likely driving Tractor trailors. 

• 	 Good I don 't no. 

• 	 I can't stand it, Big house on top ofthe hill with some kids and wifyl I I I 

• 	 It's helping 

• 	 I don't care about placement. In the next five years I see my selfa hard working 

man 

• 	 Doing well with a job and my own house 

• 	 feels ok in this placement. in 5 years I will be in the NFL or NBA or with my own 

business 

• 	 Ok and 5 years with a good job 

• 	 Not HAPPY BUT GOOD TO GET IT OVER WiTH NOW. IN 5 yrs.. OWNiNG 

MY OWN BUiSSNESS .. 
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