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ABSTRACT

CAN REPRESENTATIVENESS DECREASE YOUTH VIOLENCE IN JUVENILE
DETENTION FACILITIES?

By: Ginger Silvera

Using the theory on Representative Bureaucracy, this study considers the minority
representative role, which suggests that administrators who are minorities are more
inclined to represent minority interests. This study examined whether officers perceive
themselves as advocates based on shared demographics and whether they develop
attitudes toward reducing youth violence. Considerably more researchers conduct studies
in adult prisons than juvenile correctional facilities, which focus on rehabilitation for
youth. Therefore, this study further examines youth correctional staff attitudes toward
inmates. The way correctional officers’ treat minors may impact the amount of violence
in juvenile detention facilities.

The purposes of the study are to determine whether bureaucratic representation
can have an impact on preventing violence, and to understand what factors lead officers
in perceiving they have different roles. The two types of bureaucratic representation are
passive and active. Passive representation, such as race, ethnicity, and gender, may shape
role perceptions because attitudes are constructed by demographic characteristics. Active
representation consists of decision-making behavior reflected in measurable policy

outputs that are responsive to minority interests. This dissertation seeks to determine



whether minority officers perceive themselves in passive or active terms, and how that
representation relates to their particular strategies for dealing with youth violence.

To determine how officers perceive themselves, this study incorporated mixed
methods of both qualitative and quantitative research to examine how officers implement
decisions in their positions. This study uses survey research from the Performance Based
Standards from the U.S. Department of Justice and interviews with individuals who
worked with inmates in California juvenile detention facilities to determine the
relationship between minority officers and attitudes toward youth violence. Regression
models, including year, were conducted for each hypothesis as a predictor in the model.
Multiple regression analysis was used to demonstrate the relationship between
independent variables and a single dependent variable. The data have information on
facilities as well as staff and inmates within those facilities. Due to the nested nature of
the data, multilevel regression models were also conducted when examining outcomes

measured at the staff and inmate level.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Violence in juvenile halls is a problem that has received minimal attention in
scholarly research as scholars have focused mostly on adult prisons. However,
policymakers and administrators are unable to make well-informed policy decisions
regarding violence within juvenile facilities because they rely on insights from adult
prison systems. Scholars need to conduct research in juvenile halls to understand how to
deal with youth violence since adult prisons and juvenile facilities are very different
institutions.! To better understand the factors that lead to, or mitigate, violence in
juvenile halls, the particular characteristics of these institutions require more attention.
This dissertation includes a detailed analysis of detention officers working in juvenile
detention facilities across the United States.

Officers perform a variety of tasks such as maintaining control of the facilities
and providing counseling to minors.” Thus, examining the role of officers is necessary to
understand the problem of violence in juvenile detention facilities.

Officers play an important role in working with youth because they are required
to implement policies such as offering counseling and preventing youth violence.
Officers and minors can develop positive relationships, which can influence positive

behavior among youth. According to Thompson (1976), the presence of other minorities

! For example, there is a greater focus on rehabilitation in juvenile detention facilities (Johnson, Banister
and Alm, 2001). Also, because living spaces are smaller in juvenile facilities, they increase the level of
interaction between staff and minors (Mitchell et al., 2001).
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enhances the identification of race and helps to reinforce the desire to help their racial
groups. This attribute influences beliefs and attitudes that shape the behavior and policy
decisions of bureaucrats (Selden 1997). Attitudes are associated with values, which link
to behavior. For instance, Goodsell (1985) notes that a bureaucrat’s tone of voice can
depict attitude toward clients. Therefore, the way in which officers implement these roles
can have a significant impact on minors.

Race and gender may have an impact on bureaucrats’ attitudes and decision-
making. For instance, Britton (1997) has found that race and sex impact cultivating
officers’ perceptions of their work environment. Female officers are more likely to
display advocate roles and support inmate rights and rehabilitation programs (Jurik
1985). Additionally, the presence of female colleagues and clients can increase the
advocate role. The juvenile detention inmate population is largely dominated by men who
come mostly from minority backgrounds.

Minority youth comprise a large percent of the population in juvenile detention
facilities, and the number of minority officers who work with juveniles is increasing.
Jurik (1985) also found that minority officers held more positive orientations toward
inmates. As officers feel that they closely identify with inmates based on similar
socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds, they will implement advocate roles (Jacobs and
Kraft 1978). Minority officers can be more sympathetic to the problems of inmates and
be more supportive toward treatment and rehabilitative goals.

Incarcerated youth in juvenile facilities are mostly Black and Hispanic (Wordes et
al. 2001). As Day (1996) argues, “The overrepresentation of minority youth formally
processed in the juvenile justice system is a problem that exists across the country and is

2



well documented as a national concern” (19). Minors who are prone to violence are
influenced by various factors such as gang affiliation, poverty, drugs, and poor family
management practices (Hawkins et al. 2000).

Officers are expected to contribute to the process of reform and to reintegrate
offenders back into society, but can race and sharing common characteristics with minors
affect minors’ behaviors? According to Wilkins and Williams (2005), minorities are more
likely to be exposed to criminal behavior due to living in urban areas that have higher
crime rates. Minority officers may have encountered at-risk youth delinquent behavior in
their social surroundings or through their personal experiences. Officers may feel they
have an obligation to help at-risk youth become better citizens. They could relate to
inmates and potentially develop deeper relationships because of a shared race and similar
experiences. However, the relationship between officers and minors is complex and can
be influenced by several variables. This dissertation considers the background of officers,
their role perceptions, and how these elements define their behavior toward dealing with
youth violence. This study also integrates other factors that can influence decisions made
by bureaucrats besides race and gender.

Advocacy

Advocacy, such as providing counseling and mentoring, can have a significant
impact on youth and their behaviors within the juvenile hall. Minors who enter these
facilities may be at a low point in their lives; encountering someone who understands
their situation can help improve their behavior. Officers provide short-term care and

protection within the juvenile halls, but their ability to create a working relationship with



minors can be beneficial to both parties. Minors need the positive support of officers to
assist them in their negative situation by listening and providing respect (IYES 2009).
These qualities can create the perception that minors can change their behavior and
become better citizens. Officers have the ability to motivate young people for change.
Often officers are the first positive people that minors encounter because of the negativity
in their lives at home and in their environment. Therefore, officers must try to create
positive relationships with minors. This is especially important if they share common
characteristics that can aid them in their advocacy in helping youth. Youth that perceive
officers as advocates may be more willing to improve their behavior. Minors who feel
that they have an advocate to help with their problems may not choose to take actions in
their own hands, which could perhaps reduce youth violence.
Research Questions

This study observes the complex relationship between officers and minors to
determine how officers perceive their roles. Race and gender are not the only variables
that can influence attitudes and behavior. Scholars have examined the passive-active
representation linkage, which closely identifies the relationship between staff and minors
in this study. Descriptive or passive representation describes the demographic
characteristics shared between bureaucrats and their clients. These include race, ethnicity,
and gender. Substantive or active representation consists of decision-making behavior
reflected in measurable policy outputs that are responsive to minority interests (Day
1996). In the passive role, minority officers may perceive themselves as advocates based
on their demographic characteristics. This in turn leads to active representation; officers

will be more engaged in working with juveniles with whom they share demographic or
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cultural characteristics. As Selden (1997) notes, “Personnel might embrace a minority
advocacy or representative role, or a much more traditional understanding of the work
role in light of classic public administration norms such as efficiency and effectiveness”
(116). This can lead to officers pursuing policies that benefit minors. This dissertation
seeks to determine if minority officers perceive themselves as advocates and how this
relates to their particular strategies for dealing with youth violence. More precisely, this
dissertation addresses the following three research questions:
1. What roles do officers take on with respect to addressing the needs of incarcerated
juveniles?
2. Do officers who represent a minority group perceive their role differently than
those who do not represent a minority group?
3. How does officers’ perception of their role influence their strategies for dealing

with youth violence?

Study Design
To determine how officers perceive themselves, this study used a mixed-method
approach that combined qualitative and quantitative data. Data from survey research and
interviews helped to determine the relationship between officers and attitudes toward
youth violence. Interviews with former officers and facility volunteers from California
detention facilities supplemented the quantitative analysis and provided further insight on
the factors that motivate youth violence. The quantitative portion of the study used the

Performance Based Standards Dataset (PbS) maintained by the U.S. Department of



Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The PbS collects
information from 162 facilities in 27 states.
Overview and Outline

This dissertation proceeds by introducing the concept of representative
bureaucracy. Chapter 2 draws from the literature on minority bureaucrats and minority
correctional officers to establish the connection between representative bureaucracy and
juvenile detention facilities. This chapter also discusses the role of female officers and
their impact on working with clients of the same gender. In addition, Chapter 2 explores
the relation between minority officers and the potential to decrease tension among
inmates, which could limit youth violence. Chapter 3 includes the hypotheses derived
from the associated research questions and the process for the data collection. The
appendix contains the operationalization of how the variables relate to the research
questions.

In Chapter 4, I present interview data to examine the attitudes and behaviors of
volunteers and retirees from California detention facilities and their recommendations on
how to reduce youth violence. Chapter 5 focuses on whether officers who represent a
minority group perceive their role differently than those who do not represent a minority
group. Chapter 6 probes how an officer’s perception of his or her role influences
strategies for dealing with violence. Chapter 7 provides a general conclusion to the

dissertation and includes implications of the results and suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER 2
THE BENEFITS OF REPRESENTATIVENESS IN JUVENILE HALLS

This study draws from two main lines of literature. The first examines
representative bureaucracy and the second studies minority officers in prisons. Studies on
representative bureaucracy suggest that minority bureaucrats are more likely to support
minority clients’ interests on policies. Similarly, the literature on prisons has suggested
that minority officers are more likely to possess positive orientations toward minority
inmates, which helps decrease tension in prisons. However, both lines of inquiry have yet
to be integrated in a way that accurately considers the issues of violence in juvenile
detention facilities. Most studies have only focused on adult facilities and have not yet
applied the concept of representative bureaucracy to the criminal justice field.

This study fills a research gap by determining whether officers perceive
themselves as advocates based on their race, ethnicity, and gender and whether they
pursue behaviors that limit violence in juvenile halls. Figure 1 illustrates the intersection
of two different literatures. This intersection is discussed in greater detail in the

following subsections.
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Figure 1. Representative Bureaucracy and Minority Officers
Representative Bureaucracy

Representative bureaucracy is just one factor that may mitigate violent behavior
in juvenile halls. The theory suggests that minority bureaucrats will be inclined to support
policies that serve minority clients. As Selden (1997) noted, “The presence of
underrepresented groups should enhance the majority groups’ empathic understanding
and responsiveness to previously underrepresented or excluded groups” (6). Policies can
be more supportive if bureaucrats mirror the population served in regards to race,
ethnicity, and gender (Rourke 1978). As Selden (1997) points out, “the theory suggests
that minority administrators, for example, will share attitudes and values with minorities
in the general population and will therefore act to represent minority interests when
opportunities to do so arise in the policy process” (5).

Representative bureaucracy is a two-part concept that consists of passive and
active representation:

Passive representation occurs when the representative resembles the represented
on one or more dimensions (race, ethnicity, gender, political party, social status,




etc.). Active representation occurs when the representative acts in the interests of

the represented—that is, takes action that the representative thinks will benefit the

represented. The theory of Representative Bureaucracy focuses on this translation
of passive to active representation by addressing whether and when a bureaucrat
makes decisions that benefit the persons being represented (Meier and O’Toole

20006, 71).

Passive representation in the probation department context is when an officer
represents minors by sharing race, ethnicity, and gender. Active representation in
juvenile detention facilities is a decrease in violence. This proposed study examines the
link between passive and the potential for active representation.’ The potential for active
representation in this study occurs when the officer adopts an advocacy role toward
minors and promotes attitudes toward preventing youth-on-youth violence. Pitts and
Roch (2009a) argue, “Passive representation is likely to ‘translate’ to active
representation when bureaucrats are afforded discretion in their jobs through
policymaking or implementation, when the policy issue is salient to the specific group

b

being represented, and when professional norms appear unlikely to inhibit this transition’
(2).

These policy decisions are not punitive and cater to the needs of minors using
social values. As Bradbury and Kellough (2007) note, “this connection occurs according
to the theory, because the demographic and social backgrounds of individual bureaucrats
influence their socialization experiences and the development of attitudes, values, and
opinions that ultimately affect their decisions on policy issues” (698). Although this
framework has not been applied to juvenile halls, we can gain insights into the “potential

of representation” through studies of representation in other contexts.

3 Since violent incidents are not recorded by race or ethnicity of staff and minors, I can only observe the
“potential” for active representation.



Studies like Hindera’s (1993) suggest that minority bureaucrats’ decision making
is related to policy outcomes for minority clients. For instance, Hindera (1993) conducted
a study on minority administrators employed in the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC). The passive representation of Black administrators has been found
to be more likely to represent the decisions and policies implemented for investigating
discrimination claims against Black clients.

Furthermore, Pitts (2005) conducted an analysis on representative bureaucracy by
examining the relationship between teachers and students with similar races and
standardized test scores. Meier et al. (1993b) also suggest that the presence of minority
teachers will enhance minority students’ performance. They confirm linkage between
representative bureaucracy and performance because minorities will implement policies
that are favorable to minority clients. For instance, minority teachers are able to influence
students’ performance because they can serve as role models and are more inclined to
understand the culture of minority students.

To apply representative bureaucracy to an organization, bureaucrats have to
exercise discretion in their policies. Meier et al. (1993a) note, “If individuals are
assumed to be utility maximizers, then individual bureaucrats with discretion are likely to
use that discretion to make decisions that reflect their own values” (1026). Correctional
officers exercise discretion in their line of work because they deal with individuals daily
and in a broad range of situations. Officers have to interact with minors who can be
violent or depressed. As Lipsky (1980) states, “They have discretion because the
accepted definitions of their tasks call for sensitive observation and judgment, which are

not reducible to programmed formats™ (15). In juvenile detention facilities, officers
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implement discretion by using their attitudes and behaviors to influence policy outcomes.
For instance, officers might spend additional time with minors by providing positive
encouragement and support when interacting with minors (Keiser et al. 2002).

This interaction between staff and minors can help reduce youth-on-youth violence.

Selden, Brudney, and Kellough (1998) suggest that public administrators who are
similar in race and ethnicity will represent the minority public favorably and will lead to
policy outcomes that represent the interests of clients. They state, “As a consequence, a
number of scholars have endorsed the view that bureaucratic power to mold public policy
can be made more responsive to public interests if the personnel in the bureaucracy
reflect, in characteristics such as race, ethnicity, and gender, the public served” (718).
Their analysis is based on administrators in the federal government (Farmers Home
Administration) who grant loans to minority applicants.

Selden et al. (1998) conclude that administrators in the federal government do
undertake a minority representative role, which implements policies favored to
minorities. For instance, as bureaucrats’ districts obtained a higher ratio of Blacks,
Hispanics, and Asians bureaucrats, these individuals were more likely to grant loans to
clients who shared the same race. They were more likely to grant loans to minorities than
White bureaucrats. Selden et al. (1998) note, “Some administrators, especially
minorities, may feel an intense sense of responsibility to minority communities” (721).
Race has a strong impact on bureaucrats’ perception of their role (Ibid 1998). Minority
employees are assumed to automatically undertake this advocate role, yet they also find
non-minority administrators pursue the advocate role and policies favorable to minorities

based on their social upbringings and by being culturally sensitive to minority issues.
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Selden (1997) points out that, “Administrators who perceive their role as that of an
advocate or representative of minority interests are more likely to make decisions that
benefit the minority community” (123). Selden finds the representative role rather than
race has an influence on minority interests in active representation (Selden 1997).
Selden’s research is limited to examining bureaucrats and the policies they support that
favor clients who share the same race in a federal government setting. This study is
interested in understanding what factors lead bureaucrats in perceiving they have
different roles; whether they perceive themselves to be advocates or traditional officers.
Bradbury and Kellough (2007) adapted the minority representative role as
suggested by Selden (1997) in a local government setting by focusing on the attitudes of
public administrators and Black clients. They assert that their study is the first to find
attitude congruence at the local level. Bradbury and Kellough’s (2007) study builds on
the framework of representative bureaucracy by examining the passive-to-potential active
link in the minority representative role. They found that attitudes between Black
administrators and Black clients were the same, yet White administrators and Black
clients held different attitudes. Bradbury and Kellough find that race has a strong
influence on attitude congruence. Bradbury and Kellough (2007) state, “As we have
observed, theory suggests that administrative attitudes consistent with those of minorities
in the population and adherence to a minority representative role are important and
necessary preconditions for active representation by minority bureaucrats” (700).

Representation Operates in Two Directions

Representative bureaucracy suggests that officers with demographic

characteristics similar to the minors they oversee may have shared experiences, which
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can influence their ability to advocate on behalf of detained young people. Officers who
advocate on behalf of minors can help reduce youth violence within the juvenile halls.
Advocacy can consist of counseling and developing working relationships with minors.
Minors may be more inclined to rely on officers to help them with their personal matters
rather than resorting to violence. Minors’ positive perception of officers can improve
minors’ behaviors within juvenile detention facilities and they can be less likely to
engage in illicit activities.

As indicated by Meier (1993b), “The theory of representative bureaucracy
concerns the ability of bureaucrats to translate values linked to demographic origins into
decisions that benefit individuals or similar origins™ (1). Officers will be more likely to
advocate for minors based on sharing the same race and gender. For instance, Hindera
(1993) found that minority bureaucrats are more likely to advocate for minority clients.
Hindera concluded representativeness was upheld among Black administrators following
up on discriminatory complaints against Black clients working in the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC). This could be based on Black administrators’ personal
upbringing based on their race or because they share similar experiences of being
discriminated against in the past.

As Selden (1997) states, “Those experiences lead to the formation of attitudes and
values that are subsequently linked to behavior. Further studies have found that Hispanic
police officers are more likely to be concerned with the welfare of Hispanic suspects than
non-Hispanic officers” (Selden 1997, 5). Administrators determine whether their race or
ethnicity influences their decision-making on policies based on the role perception they

obtain for themselves. If bureaucrats perceive themselves as a minority advocates, they
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will be more likely to use their role to benefit minority clients. When bureaucrats do not
perceive themselves as advocates, they will more likely to take on a neutral role where
policy decisions do not benefit minorities (Pitts 2009).

Factors such as race and gender can influence how administrators such as officers
perform their roles based on their perceptions. They may obtain similar experiences to
minors since they share the same race. Wilkins and Williams (2005) suggest that
minorities are more likely to be exposed to criminal behavior due to living in urban areas
which have higher crime rates. Therefore, officers may have encountered at-risk youth
delinquent behavior due to their social surroundings or through their personal
experiences. This could be the motivating force for taking positions as detention officers.
Officers may feel they have an obligation to help at-risk youth become better citizens.
They may be able to relate to inmates and could create better relationships because of
sharing the same race.

Representativeness of officers can be influenced by how minors relate to them
based on sharing similar characteristics. The majority of the populations in juvenile halls
are minors of color. Minors within the juvenile facilities can be more apt to interact with
officers who share the same race and gender. Minors may perceive that officers obtaining
the same characteristics have encountered similar experiences and share common values
(Pitkin 1967). As Selden (1997) notes, “The symbolic role results from the personal
characteristics of distinctive group members, and the assumption that because of these
characteristics, the bureaucracy has had experiences in common with other members of
that group” (6). The presence of minority officers who share the same gender as minors

could allow inmates to easily approach officers with their problems. Minors can be more
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willing to bond with them because of shared demographics regardless of whether officers
identify themselves as passive representatives for minors.

Officers who represent minors “stand for” them and develop a working
relationship with them. Pitkin (1967) notes, “Rather it depends on the representative’s
characteristics, on what he is or is like, on being something rather than doing something”
(61). Representation must require action. This connection is based on officers’ beliefs and
attitudes toward minors, which can influence their policy decisions within juvenile halls.

The perceptions that youth have of officers is critical since minors can choose to
confide in them because of their ability to use discretion. Also, if minors feel that officers
are looking out for their safety, they will be more likely to develop working relationships
with them. As Lipsky (1980) has stated, “Street-level discretion promotes workers’ self-
regard and encourages clients to believe that workers hold the key to their well-being”
(15). Minors who feel they can identify with officers can create better relationships.

Code of the Streets

However, minors can be hesitant to develop a working relationship with officers
who do not share similar characteristics due to the perception that officers cannot relate to
their experiences (Hadwiger 1973). Race or ethnicity may not be a factor for minors to
confide in officers who share the same race. Minors can perceive minority officers with
less respect because of their role with authority. Minority youth can obtain negative
perceptions about authority because of their social environments at home and on the
streets. Minors may feel that they have encountered racial discrimination from people in
authority in their communities, which can cause them to develop antisocial attitudes

toward officers that can lead to violent behavior. According to Anderson (2000), Black
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youth may not get respect or “props” from their peers if they are seen in engaging in
dialogues with authority. This is because the “code of the streets” has taught minority
youth to take care of themselves and to rely on violent measures if provoked by others.
As Anderson (2000) has stated,

The Code of the streets is actually a cultural adaptation to a profound lack of faith

in the police and the judicial system. The police are most often seen as

representing the dominant White society and not caring to protect inner-city

youth. (35)

Minors can view police as having a lack of accountability for helping them with their
problems. Minors can carry these negative perceptions of authority into juvenile halls and
feel that they are personally responsible for their own safety. Self-defense becomes the
norm for minors abiding by the street code because of distrust authority to protect them.
Minors who rely on officers for helping them with their problems may appear weak to
their peers. The code of the streets instills into minors that they must use violence against
violence unless they want to lose street credibility or respect (Anderson 2000).

Minors may not be able to relate to officers because of the “code of the streets”
regardless of race. Minors may have been accustomed to resort to violence due to living
in poverty and ghetto neighborhoods, which influences antisocial attitudes. They are
influenced by a culture that condones violence. Therefore, minors will feel the need to
defend themselves if they suspect they are being threatened by their enemies, who can be
local peers or gang members (Rose and McClain 1990).

Violent Crime
In addition, minors are incarcerated in juvenile detention facilities because of

crimes they committed. Minors who have committed serious crimes or have a high

number of previous offenses can influence negative behavior within juvenile halls. These
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minors can be more likely to resort to violence. Minors who have committed high-profile
crimes such as attempted murder or murder are housed in separate units. Staff who work
in these units are less likely to be new and more experienced in working with at-risk
youth.

Minors may not be able to view officers as advocates because of their perception
that they are inferior and will be treated like criminals. Officers hold the task of having to
demonstrate different roles when interacting with youth ranging from counseling to
authoritative. Part of their duties is to give verbal reinforcement to minors, which may
not resonate well because of their portrayal as exhibiting authority.

Officers Roles

Officers are expected to portray various roles, which may be a daunting task. As
Selden (1997) notes:

Role expectations or demands are conveyed by other stakeholders, both verbally

and non-verbally, as well as expressed formally through job descriptions, training,

and other avenues of socialization. In addition to these “sent” roles, consisting of

expectations and pressures that are communicated by stakeholders, there is also a

“received” role, consisting of an individual’s perceptions of what was sent (117).

The received role is what impacts officers’ role performance. Liou (1995)
suggests administrators portray two types of attitudes towards clientele. For instance,
officers can consider themselves as youth counselors while others consider themselves as
prison guards by excessively displaying authoritative rules. As Mohamed (2004) states,
“The role itself is formed by the expectations of significant others and the expectation
that the administrator attaches to it” (128). Selden (1997) suggests that administrators are

responsible to other important actors in the policy environment such as management, co-

workers, and the general public. Depending on how officers perceive their roles from
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other policy actors, it will have an effect on how they implement their role. Officers’
expected role could influence minors’ behavior.

Overall, the concept of representative bureaucracy does limit the study to officers’
demographic characteristics. This study also considered other factors that could possibly
lead to youth violence such as the theory on the code of the streets, minors with a history
of violent crime, and officers performing various job roles. This next section will discuss
how female officers are more inclined to create better working relationships with
inmates. Gender can influence officers perceiving themselves as advocates.

Female Officers

Crouch and Alpert (1982) suggest female correctional officers are also less
punitive and more supportive toward inmates. The presence of female officers can
encourage female inmates to share information and can prevent violence (Meier and
Crotty 2006). Women officers are more likely to prevent violence and induce a calming
effect on inmates than male officers. Worden (1993) suggests that the fact that women
are socialized to be nurturing works along with gender to help reduce violence. For
instance, female officers are able to rely more on their communication skills with inmates
to mollify violent situations. Women officers are more likely to perceive themselves as
peacekeepers than male officers (Leger 2007). As Rabe-Hemp and Schuck (2007) note,
“As a consequence, women officers may be more likely to defuse or de-escalate police-
citizen encounters, successfully resolving situations that might otherwise have led to
violence” (413). Female officers are more likely to be effective in providing comfort to
victims. Homant and Kennedy (1983) suggest female officers provide more concern and

are more likely to share information that is beneficial to woman inmates. In addition,
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Leger (2007) found public perceptions deem female officers to be helpful in containing
violence and are sympathetic toward victims of crime.

Gender can influence women officers to pursue policies that affect female
inmates. Currently there is limited research for representation based on gender. Keiser et
al.’s (2002) study was the first to demonstrate linkage between gender (passive
representation) of bureaucrats reflected in policy outputs (active representation) that
benefit women clients. For instance, in juvenile facilities, female officers may feel they
have to advocate on behalf of female inmates because of gender. For female officers to be
representative of female inmates, they need to support policies that are female-oriented
within juvenile halls. For instance, in the Los Angeles County Probation Department,
officers are expected to implement the Life Excelerator Assessment of Personnel Skills
(LEAPS) program for both male and female minors (Personal Communication,
Administrative Director 3, November 2010).LEAPs help to improve minors’ behavior.
However, the program has the same format for both male and female units. Female
officers do have the discretion due to the nature of their position in implementing the
program. Therefore, female officers may spend more time counseling females, which can
create positive reinforcement in female inmates’ behavior to help reduce youth violence.
Female inmates can identify with female officers, which can help to facilitate working
relationships. In addition, female inmates may feel affinity for female officers because of
shared gender, regardless of whether female officers perceive themselves as passive
representatives for female inmates. Female inmates can perceive male officers as

unresponsive to their needs and lacking the ability to understand their personal issues.
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Giamllombardo (1966) states, “Women are said to be more dependent, more
emotional, less aggressive, and less prone to violence than men” (15). Over time, female
officers are more tolerant of inmates than male officers, yet Crouch and Alpert’s study
only focuses on female correctional officers working in women units. Jurik (1985)
extended the role of female officers in men’s units and found female officers pursued
corrections as a career because of an interest in human service work. However, this
rationale has not been applied to female officers in juvenile facilities. Gender can have an
impact in other policy areas, such as the use of force since women officers are able to
mollify inmate behavior (Kissell and Katasmapes 1980). Female officers may have an
interest in human services work that could help facilitate the counselor or advocate role.
Female officers portraying an advocate role could prevent youth-on-youth violence in
juvenile detention facilities.

Bureaucrats and clients, who share the same demographics, can also share similar
life experiences (Keiser et al. 2002). Female officers may have shared experiences that
resonate with inmates, which can help officers improve inmate behavior. Some
experiences shared by women may not have been experienced by men, and some issues
may be more sensitive to women than men. For instance, victims of sexual assault are
more comfortable speaking to female officers. Victims of sexual assault are more likely
to approach female officers because they perceive them to be supportive and caring. As
Meier and Nicholson-Crotty (2006) note, “Such violent crimes against women may, in
fact, increase representation by women police officers, who then can actively enforce

laws related to such crimes” (852).
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Keiser et al. (2002) suggest gender is more important than race, and their research
is one of the first studies to establish a link between passive representation on gender and
active representation. Women bureaucrats identify themselves as women and not as
employees when they implement policy decisions that favor women clientele. Keiser et
al. found female math teachers were more likely to have an impact on female students’
math scores than male teachers.

However, female officers may be perceived as weak by youth because of their
gender. Poole (1997) suggests that women are physically weaker than men and may not
be able to help stop a confrontation among violent youth. Minors may perceive the job as
only male-dominated requiring the qualities of authoritativeness, which female officers
may lack (Pogrebin and Poole 1997). Therefore, minors may choose to protect
themselves by engaging in youth violence. However, race is considered to be an
influential factor especially for individuals working within detention facilities. The next
section discusses the impact that race has on bureaucrats who work in the field of
corrections.

Minority Officers

This section provides support for the rationale that minority officers hold
favorable attitudes toward other minorities, such as inmates within prisons. In this study I
argue that officers’ values and attitudes help improve behavior among inmates and reduce
violence. However, this same concept has not been applied toward youth correctional
staff within juvenile halls. Studies have yet to explore minority officers in juvenile

detention facilities.
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The trend toward hiring minority officers began in the late 1970s and early
1980s, when correctional management thought that hiring educated minorities as officers
would decrease tension in prisons (Jacobs and Kraft 1978; Johnson and Price 1981; Jurik
1985). Jacobs and Kraft initially found that hiring more Black officers did not increase
favorable attitudes toward inmates than did hiring White officers. Yet, in their research
they found that Black officers highly favored assignments that were in contact with
inmates. In addition, their research only focused on officers who were Black and White
and their lengths of service.*

Jurik (1985) extended Jacobs and Kraft’s research by including variables such as
education, gender, and age with regard to attitudes toward inmates: she found minority
officers were more likely to hold favorable orientations towards inmates.” Jurik’s
research on minority correctional officers does not address attitudes towards minors,
which this study will generalize in a different setting. This research will observe officers’
perceptions and their behaviors if they perceive themselves as advocates for youth.

In other research, Jackson and Ammen (1996) concluded that supportive attitudes
toward inmates are related to race. Officers who displayed less punitive attitudes
contributed to the humanistic environment in prisons. Staff members who can effectively
leverage their counseling (human service skills) can make an inmate less likely to react
emotionally or physically during his or her confinement (Johnson and Price 1981).
Officer attitudes toward treatment programs were observed. Jackson and Ammen (1996)

indicate Black officers are more likely to be supportive of extended treatment programs

4 Jacobs and Kraft’s study was on maximum security prisons, which could have altered from Jurik’study on
the responses from officers due to the high-risk environment.

> Minorities in the research are Hispanic, Blacks and Native Americans that displayed favorable
orientations to inmates than white officers.
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than Hispanics and Whites. Therefore, there are inconsistencies in the research on
minority attitudes among Hispanic and Black officers. Previous studies have indicated
Hispanic and Black officers vary in their support to inmates. This proposed study will
address the inconsistencies on both Hispanic and Black officers in juvenile halls. At-risk
youth within juvenile detention facilities are more likely to benefit from the advocate role
from correctional staff.

The current literature has mostly pertained to adult prisons by examining if
minority staff perceive inmates differently or if they are more inclined to adopt
rehabilitation and treatment programs. However, research on juvenile detention facilities
is minimal and has not focused on observing minority officers’ attitudes toward minors
and how they could contribute to reducing youth-on-youth violence. Relationships among
staff and minors have not been explored in depth to determine if advocacy can be
beneficial for youth.

Mitchell et al. (2001) claim to have the first study to fill the gap on observing if
staff perceptions of inmates are influenced by juvenile officers’ race. Variables such as
race, sex, age, and education are replicated from previous studies, and they include staff
perceptions such as juvenile culpability, job satisfaction, and job stress.® Mitchell et al.
find that minority officers “both male and female” are more likely to have positive
perceptions of minors, yet education and gender continued to exhibit no influence on the
perceptions of inmates. Furthermore officers with higher education levels tend to have
lower job satisfaction, which led to high turnover of staff. Mitchell et al.’s study observes

the perceptions toward minors based on race, but the study does not address how officers

® Juvenile culpability, measures if staff members are more rehabilitative oriented towards minors.
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perceive their role in juvenile detention facilities and how it could relate to reducing
tension.

Johnson and Price (1981) suggest that officers lack support from management and
fellow colleagues on displaying supportive characteristics. This results in officers
becoming more punitive in front of peers to gain acceptance into the work subculture.
Officers either accept the climate or they leave their correctional positions for other types
of employment (Johnson and Price 1981). Staff members who display less positive roles
for minors could contribute to violence. For instance, Peterson-Badali and Koegl (2002)
introduce the first empirical analysis in the role of youth correctional staff toward youth
violence. Peterson-Badali and Koegl find staff play an important role on preventing
youth violence, yet there is minimal research on this notion. Peterson-Badali and Koegl
suggest that violence is often influenced by staff interpretation of rules based on their
discretion or that staff are the motivators in youth violence. Minors in juvenile detention
facilities were interviewed in regards to their perception of officers and staff involvement
in protecting them from violence.’

There are few studies that specifically address youth violence. For instance,
Zhang (2007) concluded that the majority of youth violence stemmed from gang rivalry
within Los Angeles County juvenile halls. Other factors that contributed to violence are
mental health, overcrowding, staff shortages, and lack of accountability of minors
committing crimes inside the juvenile halls. For instance, minors would commit assaults

that were not filed in juvenile court or followed up by their respective probation officer.

7 Juvenile detention facilities according to the Peterson-Badali and Koegl study was based on secure
facilities such as group homes, juvenile halls and youth prisons in Ontario, Canada.
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In other research, Vivian, Grimes, and Vazquez (2007) studied Arizona’s
Department of Juvenile Corrections and found that as minors’ population decreased,
violence increased. The main reasons minors would engage in violence was lack of
punishment and peer motivation. Minors were also prone to be victims of assaults due to
displaying fear or being vulnerable. Vivian et al. (2007) suggest staff characteristics can
influence minors’ behavior such as minors choosing when to get involved in altercations.
For example, minors may attempt to fight in front of staff purposely so that they will stop
the fight as soon as possible to eliminate physical injuries (Personal Communication,
Director 1, 2009). Minors could also choose to fight on other shifts if they feel unsafe and
lack rapport with officers. Jurik (1985) suggests the influx of minorities and higher-
educated officers are deemed to lessen the likelihood of conflicts within prisons. A
number of factors besides race and gender can determine officers’ attitudes toward
minors including education, years of experience, and age. This next section will discuss
how secondary associations can influence officers’ behavior toward inmates.

Secondary Associations for Representativeness

According to Hindera (1993), bureaucrats obtain secondary associations that
could motivate them in their role as advocates. Hindera (1993) states, “Secondary
associations are characteristics defined by groups with which an individual voluntarily
associates such as professional or civic organizations” (419). For instance, officers who
already have experience working with at-risk youth in other organizations may be more
likely to adopt an advocate role. This experience working with at-risk youth could have
helped them develop strategies for dealing with violent minors. In addition, officers may

be affiliated with faith-based organizations that conduct outreach to counsel and help at-
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risk youth. These volunteer experiences can be the reason officers chose to pursue a
career in probation. Saltztein (1979) suggests these peer groups put pressure on
bureaucrats’ values, which can influence in how they implement roles. Bureaucrats
conduct their decision-making behavior based upon their attitudes, which can influence
their behavior.

Organizational Socialization

The expectation for this dissertation study is that higher levels of representative
bureaucracy will lead to higher levels of advocacy for officers. However, organizational
socialization will cause officers to have lower levels of advocacy. Institution variables
such as organizational socialization of juveniles’ facilities can hinder representative
bureaucracy. For instance, officers learn the required behaviors and supportive attitudes
to be recognized as part of the organization. It is also possible that officers may feel there
is a strong need to fit into the culture of the organization. Therefore, chances are they are
peer-pressured to do so or come to internalize the dominant view (Wilkins and Williams
2005).

Officers can be socialized by fellow co-workers within the agency. Officers can
adopt a neutral role when interacting with minors that they forgo being an advocate for
them. Officers are not as likely to make policy decisions that benefit inmates of the same
race or gender. They may be willing to adopt the organizational values to increase their
chance of promotion and career success.

Organizational socialization is an ongoing process that can be influenced through
secondary groups and affiliations. Meier (1991) suggests that bureaucrats are

continuously socialized throughout their lives, learning new things that can influence
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their attitudes and behaviors. In addition, the organization in which the bureaucrat works
for can also influence preexisting attitudes and beliefs. This can hinder their ability to
represent their values because they are representing the organization.

Similar to organizational socialization of officers working in juvenile facilities is
police officers working in the field. According to Wilkins and Williams (2005),
“Socialization theory argues that police behavior is determined more by work experience
and peers than by officer predisposition” (10). Wilkins and Williams found that Black
police officers were increasingly racially profiling Black citizens during routine traffic
stops in San Diego, CA. Their study was built on representative bureaucracy, and initially
their assumption was that Black officers will lead to lower incidences of racial profiling.
However, findings posed a difficult challenge to sustain representative bureaucracy when
organizational socialization is present. Therefore, they found a significant relationship,
but in the opposite direction. Wilkins and Williams (2005) suggest Black officers are
pressured to conform to the organization, which affects their attitudes and behaviors to be
accepted as part of the team. The police officer culture resembles a fraternity-type culture
that creates group cohesiveness which facilitates an “us vs. them” type structure that
causes minority officers to deviate from helping minority citizens (Ibid 2005). For
instance, if an officer sees another officer engaging in racial profiling, he will be more
than likely to look the other way. This type of behavior is condoned through officers
partaking in organizational socialization. The criminal justice profession, which consists
of positions such as police officers and detention officers, can have strong cultural norms
that are dominant to its employees. Therefore, minority detention officers in juvenile

facilities can be less likely to advocate for minority youth.
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Besides strong organizational socialization surrounding race and ethnicity, it can
also affect gender. Voorhis (1991) suggests women working in public agencies incur
gender discrimination, especially working in fields that are male-dominated, such as
working in detention facilities. Female officers can face challenges by their male
counterparts if they deem them incompetent to carry out their positions. Male officers are
associated with traits of being aggressive and forceful, whereas women are associated
with traits of being sensitive and helpful (Eagly and Carli 2007). This gender role
stereotype can affect female officers’ ability to reduce youth violence if male staff
members and minors believe that they are physically unable to stop or prevent youth
violence. Male staff not accepting that female officers can perform just as well in dealing
with at-risk youth can affect female officers’ ability to perceive themselves as advocates
and being able to excel in the organization. In addition, minors may feel that they are
unable to rely on female officers if they have problems with other youth since they can
perceive female officers to be sensitive. Therefore, the findings in this study can result in
minority and female officers not perceiving themselves as advocates or be able to reduce
youth violence.

Summary

Officers have been studied in prisons, but not in juvenile detention facilities.
There are no studies that examine the roles of race, ethnicity, and gender among staff
members and how they relate to violence among youth in juvenile facilities. Research has
indicated that minority officers are more likely to portray positive treatment toward

minority inmates in prisons, but this concept has yet to be applied in juvenile detention
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facilities. In addition, there are additional factors that can influence the perception of

officers’ roles that have yet to be studied. This dissertation addresses this shortcoming.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS RESEARCH DESIGN

In this chapter, I discuss in detail the hypotheses and their associated research
questions. I further elaborate on the research design by providing background information
on the Performance Based Standards dataset and discussing the methods used for
analyzing the data. The objectives of this dissertation are the following: 1) To better
understand the factors that affect officers’ perception of their “role,” paying particular
attention to the issue of active and passive “representativeness’” and 2) To understand
how officers’ perceived roles affect individual strategies for addressing violence in
juvenile facilities.

In the previous chapter, it was indicated that positive relationships between
officers and inmates are likely to be contributing factors in lowering tensions within
incarcerated environments. Moreover, such positive relationships stemming from the
concept of representative bureaucracy are enhanced if minority officers take an “active”
role in addressing youth-on-youth violence. With this argument in mind, I put forward
three research questions. The first question considers the causes of youth violence. The
second question involves the degree to which officers perceive themselves to have
varying roles, such as pursuing advocate or non-advocate roles, with respect to juvenile
inmates and how this variation may (or may not) be related to individual characteristics
of staff members. The third question addresses the issue of the relationship between

officers’ perception of their role and their strategies for dealing with youth violence.
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This study uses both qualitative and quantitative data. One of the benefits of using
both types of data is that the strengths of each can complement each other. The two
methods can lead to stronger results and can lead to a unique variance that could have
been overlooked by using a single method (Jick 1979). The qualitative and quantitative
approaches in the study are presented in separate sections below.

Qualitative

Interviews were used to collect detailed information about the causes of youth
violence. Qualitative data collected in the interviews are used to supplement the
quantitative data in order to provide richer details on youth violence and how it can be
prevented. Using both qualitative and quantitative methods strengthen the findings and
provide context by which to interpret results from both methods.

By combining the interviews and quantitative data gained from the PbS dataset,
the aim of the present study was to explore whether officers perceive themselves as
advocates and whether officers support youth programs. This research determines
whether officer demographics and other factors are related to the occurrence of youth
violence within juvenile facilities. This approach helps to better understand the complex
relationship among officers, minors, and youth violence.

Interviews with former officers and facility volunteers were conducted to
supplement the quantitative analysis and to gain further insight on the factors that
motivate youth violence. More specifically, information gained from the interviews was
used to explore factors motivating youth violence, whether officers/volunteers perceive
themselves as advocates, their views on youth programs, and strategies to reduce

violence. In order to qualify for interviews, individuals were required to have worked
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directly with incarcerated youth, either currently or in the past. A snowball sampling
method was used to recruit participants for interviews (Fink 2009). Under this method,
each participant was asked to recommend 1-2 additional individuals who they thought
would qualify for the interview. Initial participants were affiliated with the Catholic
Church and were asked to identify 1-2 individuals for recruitment into the study. This
snowball sampling continued until nine individuals participated in the interviews.
Interviews were conducted by phone and in person at a public location. The advantage of
conducting interviews lies in acquiring in-depth knowledge about individuals’
perceptions on the factors that cause violence. The disadvantage of conducting
interviews is that the presence of the researcher may influence respondents’ bias in
answering the questions. In addition, in conducting phone interviews the researcher is
unable to establish a face-to-face rapport with the respondent and is unable to use body
language as a source of additional information (Opdenakker 2006). Notes were taken
during the interview and were then transcribed and coded using MS Word and MS Excel.
No identifying information was recorded in conjunction with the interviews and
transcribed notes were stored on a password protected computer.

All interviewees were asked the following questions: 1) What do you believe are
the three main causes for youth-on-youth violence?; 2) Do you feel that it is easy for
Detention Services Officers to advocate for minors?; 3) Do you feel that Detention
Services Officers who share similar characteristics such as race and gender to minors can
help improve minors' behavior and reduce violence?; 4) What motivates you to work with
at-risk youth?; 5) Have you experienced an outbreak of youth violence while working

within juvenile halls?; 6) Do you feel your presence within the facilities encourages
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youth to be on their best behavior?; 7) What do you feel is the best method to reduce
youth violence?; and 8) Do you feel that your social upbringing, i.e., the way you were
raised, influences the way you interact with minors?

Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative data were used to address the first research question: What are the
causes of youth violence? The purpose of this research question was to explore the causes
of youth violence. Numerous factors can trigger youth violence within juvenile facilities.
Because this question is fundamentally exploratory, there is no theoretical basis for
developing hypotheses.

The Grounded Theory (Payne 2007; Hawker and Kerr 2007) approach was used
to guide qualitative data analysis. The grounded theory approach was selected because it
is the qualitative method most suited for exploratory research. This approach involves
reciprocal periods of data collection, analysis, reflection, theory development, and theory
testing. Thus, the transcribed interviews were read repeatedly before any initial coding of
the text. Open coding was used to identify, highlight, and label meaningful phrases or
sections of text and to place those phrases and text into categories. When all of the open
coding is complete and no new themes or codes are present, axial coding is conducted.
Axial coding involves examining the categories to uncover links between the various
categories, check for redundancies, and search for emerging patterns. Through the
process of axial coding, some categories may be regrouped as theoretical concepts begin
to emerge. The core category is then identified. The core category organizes and

integrates the categories into a conceptual and meaning emergent theory. Through this
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process, the emergent theory may be linked to existing theories. Finally, the new theory
will be validated against the raw data.
Quantitative

The quantitative portion of the study utilizes the Performance Based Standards
Dataset (PbS), which is maintained by the U.S. Department of Justice’s Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The general purpose of the Performance
Based Standards Dataset is to create a national database on juvenile facilities and to use
the information to improve the conditions and quality of life of incarcerated youth and
working staff (CJCA 2010). The database is only available to researchers, who gain
permission to use the data through a strict application process. PbS approved the use of
the data for this study (see Appendix E).

The PbS collects information from 162 facilities in 27 states. According to the
Office of Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program operated by the Department of
Justice, there are 2,458 juvenile facilities in the United States (OJJDP 2011). The
facilities that provide data to PbS are located in both urban and rural areas. Information is
collected from training schools, detention facilities, assessment facilities, and privately
run secure facilities. Juvenile facilities choose to participate in providing information to
PbS anonymously due to its benefits for youth, practitioners, legislators, administrators,
and the community (CJCA 2010). The information helps PbS suggest improvements for
the confinement and quality of life for youth, as well as further explore the relationship
between staff and youth to determine if this can help reduce violent behavior. The map in
Figure 2 highlights the states that have at least one facility participating in PbS. The states

in blue have at least one facility participating in PbS. The red states participate in both
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PBS and another community-based standards program. The community-based program is

for non-secure residential places such as group homes, halfway houses, camps, etc.

(CJCA 2010).

162 PbS paricipating facilities from 27
states as of 102011

Figure 2. Pbs Participating Facilities

Each facility houses anywhere from 20 to 500 incarcerated youth. Participating
facilities are asked to report data twice a year, in April and October. Various surveys and
forms are used to collect data on the facility from participating staff members and a
sample of inmates. Confidentiality is maintained through the assignment of study IDs for
each facility, staff member, and inmate who provides information. The data used in this
study includes records from April 2004 to April 2010. This study uses PbS data that is
collected using the Staff Climate Surveys, the Incident Report, the Youth Climate
Survey, the Youth Record, and the Administrative Report Form to test hypotheses (see
Appendices G through K for copies of the surveys and report forms). The Staff Climate
Survey is administered to a random sample of 30 officers at each facility. Similarly, the
Youth Climate Survey is administered to a random sample of 30 youth inmates at each

facility.
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Quantitative Measures

All measures for the quantitative analysis are based on the PbS database. The
database is composed of a series of datasets, including the Staff Climate Survey, the
Incident Report, the Youth Climate Survey, the Youth Record, and the Administrative
Report Form. The Staff Climate Survey consists of items assessing safety and security;
training; living and working conditions; staff/youth relations; youth programs; and staff
gender. The Incident Report contains information on incidents occurring at each facility.
The information includes the date of incident; type of incident (assault, suicidal behavior,
property, misconduct, miscellaneous, restraint, injury); the number of youth/staff
involved; and details on each incident (gender, age, and ethnicity). The Youth Climate
Survey includes information on youth demographics (gender, age, ethnicity, committing
offense); intake information (health risk, mental health risk, suicide risk, contact with
parent/guardian, classification, educational testing, substance abuse treatment needs,
treatment plan, and aftercare plans). The Youth Record provides detailed information on
the offenses committed by the inmates before incarceration. The Administrative Report
Form contains records of the number of residents staying in the facility, the number of
staff members by gender and race/ethnicity, and other administrative information.

Outcome Variables

Staff Perception of Advocacy

Advocacy was assessed using 10 items on the Staff Climate Survey. Staff
members responded to these items using a three-point scale: 0 (No), 1 (Sometimes), 2

(Yes). A factor analysis using varimax rotation was conducted on the 10 items that
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measured staff attitudes toward advocacy. Advocacy served as a staff-level outcome
variable.
Staff Perception of Youth Programs

Perception of youth programs was measured by 7 separate items included on the
Staff Climate Survey. Staff members were asked to respond to the level of truth in
statements such as, “I am able to provide input in the development follow-through of
youths’ individual treatment/service plans” and “The programming in this facility
(school, counseling, other programs) helps residents understand what they need to do to
succeed when they return home” using a 5-point scale: 1 (Not Applicable), 2 (Not true at
all), 3 (Mostly untrue), 4 (Mostly true), 5 (True). A factor analysis using varimax rotation
was conducted on the 7 items that measured staff perception of youth programs.
Perception of youth programs served as a staff-level outcome.
Facility-level Violence

Violence at each facility was assessed using items contained within the Incident
Report (completed by staff members at the facilities) and the Youth Climate Survey
(completed by inmates at the facilities). Officers at each facility report the number and
type of violent offenses (assault between inmates, fights between inmates) that have
occurred at that facility in the Incident Report. Inmates report the occurrence of sexual
assault at the facility in the Youth Climate Survey. The violence measure is an indicator
variable of any type of violence occurring at the facility that year (0, no violence; 1,

violence).
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Inmate-level Violence

As part of the Youth Climate Survey, inmates at each facility were asked to
indicate whether they had been involved in any fights within the last six months. The
measure is coded so that 0 indicated that they had not been in any fights and 1 indicated
that they had been in at least one fight over the last six months.

Independent and Control Variables: Facility Level

Gender

Gender information is collected about both the staff members and inmates at each
facility using the Administrative Form Survey. The percent of male/female staff members
and inmates at each facility represent the facility level gender measures. Two facility-
level categorical variables were also created to indicate the gender composition of staff
(all female staff, all male staff, mixed gender staff) and inmates (all female inmates, all
male inmates, co-ed) at each facility. A staff-inmate matched gender variable was also
created at the facility level. A male “matched” facility is one where more than half of the
staff members were male and more than half of the inmates were male. Similarly, a
female “matched” facility is one where a majority of the staff members were female
(>50%) and a majority of the inmates were female (>50%).
Offense Type

Offenses were obtained from the Youth Record File. The FBI Uniform Crime
Report categorization of violent crime was used to code the type of youth violent crime in
the PbS dataset. Offenses were combined to create four categories: violent crime,
property crime, drug offenses, and misdemeanors. The violent crime category included

murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.
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The property crime category consisted of burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft.
Drug offenses included arrests for sales and trafficking. Misdemeanors included weapon
violations, curfew violations, running away, truancy, and underage drinking. Each
offense was coded using a 4-point scale: 0 (misdemeanors); 1 (drug offenses); 2 (property
crime); 3 (violent crime). The proportion of each offense type at each facility was
calculated based on the total number of offenses reported by the facility.
Shared Race/Ethnicity

Race and ethnicity information for staff and inmates at each facility was collected
using the Administrative Form Survey. A staff-inmate matched race/ethnicity variable
was created at the facility level. A “matched” facility is one where more than half of the
staff members and more than half of the inmates were of the same race/ethnicity. Three
separate variables were created to indicate whether a majority (>50%) of the staff and
inmates were Black, White, or Hispanic.
Restraint Incidents

Restraint incidents were obtained from the Incident Report file and included
chemical, mechanical, peer-assisted, or physical restraints. The use of restraint beds,
chairs, or other restraints were also included in the measure. The number of incidents
were dichotomized for each facility and for each year of the study so that 0 indicated that
no restraints were used and 1 indicated that restraints were used.
Isolation Incidents

Isolation incidents were collected using the Incident Report file. The measure
reflects the number of times inmates were separated from other inmates and confined into

a room in order to modify behavior. The measure was dichotomized for each facility and
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for each year of the study period, with 0 representing no isolation incidents and 1
representing the occurrence of isolation incidents.
Understanding of Rules

The number of youth who indicated that they understood the facility rules was
assessed using the Youth Climate Survey. The information was collapsed by facility and
year so that the measure reflects the number of youth at each facility who indicated that
they understood the rules.

Youth Violence (fights)

Youth violence information was collected using the Incident Report. Facilities
were asked to report the number of fights that occurred between youths at the facility.
The number of fights was dichotomized to reflect whether any youth fights occurred at
the facility (0: did not occur; 1: did occur).

Sexual Assault

Information on youth sexual assaults was provided by youth inmates in the Youth
Climate Survey. Inmates were asked to indicate whether youth-on-youth sexual assault
had occurred. This information was collapsed for each year by the facility level and
recoded so that 0 represented no sexual assaults at the facility that year and 1 represented
at least one sexual assault at the facility that year.

Assault on Youth

The occurrence of youth violence, characterized by the amount of youths who had

been assaulted by another youth using unwanted force, was collected for each facility

using the Incident Report. The number of assaults on youths was collapsed by facility for
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each year so that 0 indicated no assaults and 1 indicated that at least one assault had
occurred.
Alcohol or Drug Incidents

The amount of drugs or alcohol seized was collected using the Incident Report.
The information was coded so that 0 represented no alcohol or drugs were seized and 1
represented the seizure of alcohol and/or drugs at each facility for each year of the study
period.
Weapons

The Incident Report was used to assess the number of weapons seized at each
facility. The number of weapons was dichotomized to reflect whether or not any weapons
were seized at the facility (0: no weapons; 1: yes, weapons were seized).
Failure to Comply with Program

The number of youth who failed to follow the rules at each facility was assessed
using the Incident Report. The information was recoded so that 0 represented no youths
failed to follow the rules at the facility that year and 1 represented at least one youth
failed to follow the rules at the facility that year.
Horseplay

The amount of youth who engaged in horseplay was reported by each facility
using the Incident Report. The measure was dichotomized so that 0 indicated that no

youths engaged in horseplay and 1 indicated that youths had engaged in horseplay.
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Gang Activity

The occurrence of gang activity was collected on the Incident Report. The
information was coded so that 0 reflected no gang activity and 1 reflected gang activity
had occurred.

Control Variables: Staff Level

Training Received

The level of staff training was collected using the Staff Climate Survey and
indicated whether staff members received the appropriate training. The information was
collected using a 4-point scale: 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree).
Improvement in Skills

Staff improvement in skills was assessed using the Staff Climate Survey. The
item indicated whether staff members felt their skills improved through training.
Responses were gathered using a 4-point scale: 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly
agree).

Analysis Plan

The first research question was addressed using the qualitative data. The
quantitative data supplied by PbS was used to examine the last two research questions: 1)
Do officers who represent a minority group perceive their role differently than those who
do not represent a minority group (i.e., are they more passive or more active) (RQ2); and
2) How does an officer’s perception of his or her role influence his or her strategies for
dealing with violence (RQ3). All quantitative analyses were conducted using Stata 11.0

(College Station, TX).

42



Regression models were conducted for each hypothesis including year as a
predictor in the model. Multiple regression analysis is used to demonstrate the
relationship between independent variables, also called predictors, and a single dependent
variable, or outcome. The analysis attempts to display the prediction of future
observations, the relationship of the predictors to the outcome, and which predictors are
significantly associated with the outcome (O’Sullivan, Rassel, Berner 2003). The
regression models were examined to determine whether assumptions were met. More
specifically, kernel density plots were used to examine normality of the residuals.
Scatterplots of the standardized residuals against the predictor variables were used to
confirm that the relationship between the independent and dependent variables was
linear. Multicollinearity among the predictor variables was also examined using the
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance tests. Tolerance less than 0.1 and VIF
greater than 10 was suggestive of collinearity, indicating that the predictors were highly
correlated and redundant. The presence of multicollinearity can cause the coefficients in
the regression model to be inaccurate. Finally, since the data reflect staff and inmates
clustered by facility, it violates the assumption of independence. Therefore, the regression
analysis adjusted for clustering at the facility level.

The data have information on facilities as well as staff and inmates within those
facilities. Thus, due to the nested nature of the data, multilevel regression models were
also conducted when examining outcomes measured at the staff and inmate level. The
multilevel regression model is a generalization of a standard regression model for
grouped data. In standard linear regression, the coefficients are fixed population

parameters that are estimated. In a multilevel model, one or more coefficients are allowed
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to vary from group to group, allowing for the estimation of the between-group variance.
Multilevel models are used when the interest lies in examining the group effects, as well
as the relationship of the predictors to the outcome. Clustered regression models may be
used when there is no interest in the group effects, rather, the clustering is viewed as a
nuisance that must be controlled for in the analysis. Random-intercept models were
utilized in the analysis, which allows the intercept to vary from facility to facility, but
holds the slope constant for all facilities.

The formula for the multilevel random intercept regression model is as follows:

Vi = Bo + Bixij + ... + PiXij T ugj + €5
Var(yy) = (szu + (sze =5’

Where i is the staff/inmate subscript and j is the facility subscript; 6%, measures variation
in facilities; 026 measures variation in staff/inmates; qu/ Gze is the intra-class correlation,
also known as the Variance Partition Component (VPC). The VPC describes the
proportion of the overall variation in the outcome that is attributable to the outcome
measure. In other words, how similar the values are within facilities. The higher the
value, the more similar staff/inmates are within facilities with respect to the outcome
measure.

RQ2: Do officers that represent a minority group perceive their role differently

than those who do not represent a minority group, i.e., are they more passive or

more active?

Role perception affects officers’ behaviors and attitudes (Jurik 1985).
Demographic characteristics such as race, ethnicity, and gender can influence officers’

role perception (Selden et al. 1998). In addition, other factors such as perceptions on
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advocacy and youth programs could determine how officers perceive their roles and if
these perceptions can aid in lowering youth violence. As Selden (1997) states, “The
strength of this role perception, in turn, will influence the proclivity of these officials to
make decisions and take actions responsive to the needs and concerns of minorities, or
active representation” (116).

H2.1: In facilities where officers and juveniles share race and ethnicity, officers

will be more likely to perceive their role as advocates.

The notion of representative bureaucracy suggests that when bureaucrats are the
same race as their clients, they will adopt policies that benefit clients (Selden 1997). For
instance, officers will perceive themselves as advocates for minors and pursue behaviors
such as being role models, which allows minors to rely on them when there are problems
within the facilities. This in turn can help decrease youth violence within juvenile
facilities. Johnson and Price (1981) suggest that as officers are able to assist inmates with
their problems, they are able to cultivate an environment where safety and care is
rendered.

The advocacy measure was used as the dependent variable in order to test this
hypothesis. The independent variable was the matched race/ethnicity measure, which
indicates whether a majority of the staff members (>50%) and a majority of the inmates
(>50%) are of the same race/ethnicity. The control variables included facility-level
measures and staff-level measures. The facility measures were facility type (male only,
female only, mixed); percent of youth incarcerated for violent offenses; percent of
restraint incidents; percent of isolation incidents; youth understanding of rules; and the

occurrence of youth violence at the facility. The staff measures were perceptions of youth
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programs, training received, and improvement in skills. Linear regression analysis was
used to determine whether matched race/ethnicity was related to staff advocacy measures.
The model controlled for clustering at the facility level. In addition, a multilevel model
will be used to examine variation between facilities. According to Steenbergen and Jones
(2002), “many theories and hypotheses in political science hinge on the presumption that
something observed at one level is related to something observed at another level” (218).

H2.2: Officers at facilities where a majority of the officers and inmates are female

will be more likely to perceive their role as advocates for female inmates.

Female officers can be more likely to develop working relationships with female
inmates because they are able to understand the personal issues young female inmates
encounter. Female inmates may also be more inclined to confide in female officers
because of the perception that women understand sensitive issues. In addition, female
officers are more likely to work in female units because of gender-related issues. For
instance, female officers are more likely to work in female units to facilitate personal
activities that cater to female inmates such as supervising female hygiene.

The staff advocacy measure was used as the dependent variable in order to
examine this hypothesis. The main independent variable was the matched staff/inmate
gender measure, which indicates whether or not a majority of the staff members (>50%)
and a majority of the inmates (>50%) are of the same gender. The control variables
included facility measures: facility type (male only, female only, mixed); percent of
youth incarcerated for violent offenses; percent of restraint incidents; percent of isolation
incidents; youth understanding of rules; and the occurrence of youth violence at the

facility; and staff measures: perceptions of youth programs; training received; and
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improvement in skills. Linear regression analysis was used to determine whether matched
gender was related to staff advocacy measures. The model controlled for clustering at the
facility level. In addition, a multilevel model will be used to examine variation between
facilities.

H2.3 In facilities with minority officers, officers will be more likely to perceive

youth programs favorably.

Minority officers can be more likely to support youth programs. According to
Cullen et al. (1989) officers believe in the potential of rehabilitative and treatment
programs to adjust inmates’ behaviors. Jackson and Ammen (1996) found that minority
officers in prisons were more likely to support rehabilitative programs than their White
counterparts. This study will determine if minority officers deem youth programs
favorably in juvenile facilities.

The staff perception of youth programs measure served as the dependent variable
to examine this hypothesis. The independent variable was minority inmates. The facility-
level control variables were facility type (male only, female only, mixed); number of
youth incarcerated for violent offenses; number of restraint incidents; number of isolation
incidents; youth understanding of rules; and the occurrence of youth violence at the
facility. The staff-level control variables included training and improvement in skills.
Linear regression analysis was used to determine whether minority officers were more
likely to have favorable views on youth programs. The model controlled for clustering at
the facility level. In addition, a multilevel model will be used to examine variation

between facilities.

47



RQ 3: How does an officer’s perception of his or her role influence his or her

strategies for dealing with violence?

Officers can achieve policies that satisfy clients by keeping safety as a priority,
which reduces violence and lessens the likelihood that minors will be hurt. The extent
that officers adopt an advocacy role for minors is observed in this study. Therefore, there
is potential for active representation that could help decrease violence within juvenile
facilities. If officers perceive themselves as advocates based on their role expectations,
their perception could decrease violent behaviors among minors incarcerated in juvenile
facilities. Johnson and Price (1981) suggest that if officers can leverage their counseling
skills, it could decrease tension among inmates. Officers that implement an advocate role
can be more likely to reduce youth violence.

H3.1: Facilities with a greater proportion of female officers and higher levels of

advocacy will be associated with less violence.

Gender can have an impact on advocacy for both male and female officers,
depending on the gender of the unit they are working in. Male inmates may be more
likely to confide in male officers about their problems than female officers. In juvenile
facilities, minors may also be more comfortable speaking to female officers about their
problems because they perceive female staff as more concerned and more likely to be
advocates. This could help female officers prevent violence within their units and use
their discretion to interact with minors.

Two separate models were used to examine H3./. The occurrence of violence in
the facility (any occurrence of youth fighting, youth-on-youth assaults, or youth sexual

assaults) served as the dependent variable in the first model. The main independent
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variables were the percent of males/females at the facility and the average level of
advocacy at the facility. The percent of males/females and the average advocacy at the
facility was also entered as an interaction effect. The control variables were measured at
the facility-level and included: facility type (male only, female only, mixed); percent of
youth incarcerated for violent offenses; percent of restraint incidents; percent of isolation
incidents; and youth understanding of rules. Violence is a dichotomous measure, with
values of 0 indicating that there were no youth-on-youth violent behaviors in the facility
and 1 indicating that there were youth-on-youth violent behaviors. Due to the
dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression analysis was used to
determine whether the staff gender composition at the facility predicted violence at the
facility.

The second model used inmate-level violence (0=no violence, 1=violence) as the
dependent variable. The main independent variables were the percent of males/females at
the facility and staff advocacy. The control variables were measured at the facility-level
and included: facility type (male only, female only, mixed); percent of youth incarcerated
for violent offenses; percent of restraint incidents; percent of isolation incidents; and
youth understanding of rules. A multilevel logistic regression model was used to conduct
the analysis, with inmates (level 1) nested within facilities (level 2).

H3.2: Facilities with a greater proportion of minority officers and more favorable

perceptions of youth programs will be associated with less violence.

Officers may be more inclined to develop working relationships with minors by
using their discretion than following strict guidelines. This depends on officers’

perceptions based on how they perceive their role. Officers who do not perceive
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themselves as traditional officers can be more likely to develop different strategies on
preventing violence.

The dependent measure for this analysis was whether violence occurred at the
facility. The main independent variables were the percent of minority officers at the
facility and the average advocacy measure for each facility. The percent of minority
officers and average advocacy at the facility was also entered as an interaction effect. The
control variables were facility-level measures and included facility type (male only,
female only, mixed); percent of youth incarcerated for violent offenses; percent of
restraint incidents; percent of isolation incidents; and youth understanding of rules. Due
to the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression analysis was used
to assess whether staff advocacy at each facility predicted violence at the facility.

An additional model was conducted to examine violence at the inmate-level
(0=no violence, 1=violence). The main independent variables were the percent of
males/females at the facility and staff advocacy. The control variables were measured at
the facility-level and included: facility type (male only, female only, mixed); percent of
youth incarcerated for violent offenses; percent of restraint incidents; percent of isolation
incidents; and youth understanding of rules. A multilevel logistic regression model was
used to conduct the analysis, with inmates (level 1) nested within facilities (level 2).

H3.3: Facilities with a greater proportion of minority officers and minority youth

will be associated with less violence.

The literature on representative bureaucracy suggests that bureaucrats who share
similar characteristics such as race will be more likely to advocate on behalf of clients.

Minority administrators will have similar attitudes to minority citizens and those attitudes
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will influence policy decisions (Bradbury and Kellough 2007). Minority officers may be
more likely to advocate for minors, and this could lessen the level of youth-on-youth
violence within juvenile detention facilities. Minority officers who perceive their role as
an advocate for minors will be more likely to make decisions that benefit minors.
Working relationships between minority officers and minors may be easier to facilitate
because of shared race. Officers’ passive representation of shared race can lead to more
active representation in attitudes toward reducing youth violence.

The dependent variable used to assess this hypothesis is the occurrence of
violence at each facility. The main independent variable was the race/ethnicity staff-
inmate match measure. This measure indicates whether a majority of the staff and
inmates were of the same race/ethnicity. The facility-level control variables included
facility type (male only, female only, mixed); percent of youth incarcerated for violent
offenses; percent of restraint incidents; percent of isolation incidents; and youth
understanding of rules. Logistic regression was used to assess whether facilities where a
majority of the staff and inmates shared race/ethnicity was related to the occurrence of
violence at each facility.

A second model was used to examine violence at the inmate-level (O=no violence,
I=violence). The main independent variable was the race/ethnicity staff-inmate match
measure. This measure indicates whether a majority of the staff and inmates were of the
same race/ethnicity. The facility-level control variables included: facility type (male only,
female only, mixed); percent of youth incarcerated for violent offenses; percent of

restraint incidents; percent of isolation incidents; and youth understanding of rules. A
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multilevel logistic regression model was used to conduct the analysis, with inmates (level
1) nested within facilities (level 2).
Limitations to the Study

The Performance Based Standards Project (PbS) does not release the names of the
facilities nor the cities that they are located in due to non-disclosure. PbS only releases
the states that participate in the project that have at least one detention facility
participating in the dataset. This can lead to potential biases of data from urban vs. non-
urban facilities since urban facilities can be more likely to house more minority inmates
and employ more minority officers than non-urban facilities. For instance, the Los
Angeles County Probation Department is one of the largest probation departments in the
world and has three juvenile detention facilities that do not participate in PbS (Personal
Communication, Administrative Director 1, November 2011). Facilities in urban cities
may be less inclined to contribute data since they can be more likely to experience factors
such as higher levels of violence. In addition, the composition and population of staff and
inmates can vary between urban vs. non-urban facilities. This can leave out a significant
population for the dataset.

Unfortunately, the data do not provide the true population of these facilities and
only provide a sample of staff and inmate responses. Not all staff members and inmates
were included; therefore, there is the potential for bias in the data. However, the PbS used
a random sample of staff members and inmates at each facility, which will minimize bias.
The same number of staff members and inmates were surveyed at each facility, regardless
of the size of the facility. Thus, large and small facilities are not represented at

proportions that represent the true population.
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In addition, not every facility that participates in PbS submits reports each year. Each
year new facilities are added to the sample and some facilities drop out due to not turning
in their information for that year. There is the possibility of the dataset having missing
items that are from incomplete records from the facilities. Therefore, the results may not
generalize to facilities outside of those included in the sample nor to other officers and
inmates.

Summary

Currently, no scholarly literature directly explains juvenile officers’ potential for
advocacy in juvenile detention facilities. In addition, there is no known literature that
directly addresses staff and inmate relationships and their capability to decrease tensions
within juvenile detention facilities. The expectation for this study stems from previous
scholarship in regards to minority officers’ potential for advocacy among inmates. This
study expects these similar patterns will show up in juvenile detention facilities and
officers will uphold the representative role. Current scholarship has yet to explore the
representative role in juvenile detention facilities. In conducting this study, a gap is filled
by observing minority officers’ attitudes in juvenile detention facilities.

Furthermore, current studies have only focused on prisons, and minimal research
on juvenile detention facilities has suggested a general concept on officers’ race and
inmate relationships. The representative bureaucracy theory has not been used as a model
to study the problem of youth violence. This study provides guidance in creating effective
training tools for officers working within juvenile facilities.

By combining the interviews and surveys gained from the PbS dataset, my aim

was to explore whether officers perceive themselves as advocates and whether officers
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support youth programs. This research determines if officers’ demographics and other
factors influence their ability to reduce youth violence within juvenile facilities. This
mixed-methods study approach helps to better understand the complex relationship

among officers, minors and youth violence.

54



CHAPTER 4
QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

A qualitative study was done of a group of volunteers and retirees who worked
within California juvenile detention facilities. Research on youth violence is scarce, and
the few reports that do exist only list the causes of violence but do not give the
perspectives of individuals who have actually worked with at-risk youth. The aim of this
study is to understand how these individuals perceive officers and what they perceive to
be the causes to violence. The grounded theory approach was used for data analysis by
observing common responses among participants. Open coding was used for the analysis
to group similar themes that were repetitive. The information was categorized into four
different themes. The four category headings generated from the data were: 1) causes of
youth violence, 2) perceptions on officers, 3) do gender and ethnicity improves
relationships? and 4) how to reduce youth violence. In addition, excerpts from the
interviews are included in these sections that are designed to represent key themes that
emerged.

Causes of Youth Violence

Each of the interviewees was asked, “What do you believe are the three main
causes for youth-on-youth violence?” This question was asked because there can be
various reasons why youth violence occurs. This helped to identify various factors that
can influence violence and to find out which responses were common among the

participants. The three common themes were 1) bullying, 2) gang-related, and 3)
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inferiority. The following three excerpts are representative of comments made by the
interviewees:

Minors put a lot of demand on others so that they won’t be picked on. It’s the
bullying effect.

Yes, there are gang issues. There are also causes in the institutions for the most part
what happens with gangs. What we usually have is when a kid comes into the
institution with a rival gang member. What usually happens they fight then squash it,
or they become friends and they get along.

Youth resort to violence or violent type situations when there is a lot of anger and low
family involvement. And low socioeconomic status. The economics of the home.

When there is a lot of worry over money. This brings about issues at the house. The

parents are always trying to make ends meet. They are often times not loving; there is

a lot of anxiety, anger that trickles down to the youth.
For each theme, the results were 1) bullying (n=5), 2) gang-related (n=6), and 3)
inferiority (n=4) for all groups. Few individuals indicated that violence was the result of
racial tension (n=3). According to one interviewee, “This only happens when it gets
labeled that way from staff.” The interviewee suggested by his tone and statement that
staff play a role in racial tension and can escalate the situation if they keep discussing the
race card.

In addition, other interviewees suggested that at-risk youth are exposed to many
dangers due to their socioeconomic environment (#=2). As one interviewee noted, “They
become victims first, then they become the victimizers.” This suggests that a lack of
education and counseling exists for these youth to deal with their personal problems,
leading them to hurt other people or things. Overall the findings depict that minors cause

violence due to personal problems related to how they were treated while growing up.

Racial fighting, especially among the Black and Hispanic communities, has gained
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attention in news reports, but racial fighting was not depicted as one of the main causes
of violence.
Perceptions on Officers
Interviewees were also asked if they perceive that officers can be advocates for

youth: “Do you feel that it is easy for officers to advocate for minors?” The majority of
the respondents felt that officers could be advocates for youth (n=5). The following three
excerpts represent this perception of officers.

Yeah, from what I can tell. In talking to kids over the years, they constantly refer to

their Probation Officers (P.O.). Kid says, “Well my P.O. thinks if I don’t screw up,

I’ll get an early release.” They do talk about their Probation Officers in positive

terms.

I think that it’s a very challenging job. I know very good counselors that take really

good pride. Because they believe they can be a positive influence in the kids’ lives.

The relationship is one of mutual respect, believing in the young people’s potential.

Yes, they have access to them. They have access to the youth at the center. Is it a
doable thing. Yes, I think so.

A few interviewees disagreed that officers have an easy task of being an advocate.
Four respondents suggested that officers are unable to be advocates because they often
stereotyped youth. One interviewee stated, “Their chances to succeed are very low. By
the time the kid hits juvenile hall they have broken many laws.” In addition, another
interviewee noted, “They didn’t see the goodness of the kid, but they see the bad side
because of them working in the juvenile system. They stereotyped children by their race,
neighborhood, and if they were gang members.” These two statements reflect two
different people: a former officer and a volunteer who worked within the juvenile system.
However, both statements relate to the concept that officers were more likely to label

youth as being bad and not being able to turn them into being good citizens even if
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officers did display the advocate role. This disparity needs to be explored further to
determine if officers can improve their perception of being advocates.
Do Gender and Ethnicity Improve Relationships?

Interviewees were asked if officers’ race and gender can help minors’ behavior.
All interviewees were asked, “Do you feel that officers that share similar characteristics
such as race and gender to minors can help improve minors’ behavior and reduce
violence?” The majority of the respondents (n=7) did feel that officers who shared the
same race and gender as minors did help improve minors’ behavior. The following are a
few excerpts:

Youth of color are more immediately drawn to people who look like them and who
they perceive to have had similar life experiences.

Most definitely! I witnessed it in the halls, race and language they will be able to
gravitate to them more. The kids look up to them.

I think that it does. I think having the cultural awareness and cultural similarities. It
really did. I think they are able to relate better to youth. Because of similar
circumstances they were able to understand where the kids were coming from and
kind of have some interaction with. For instance, for other officers it would take a
little longer for them to establish the relationship.

Also, a good African officer that can work with Latino youth can break the Black and
Brown stigma. I think there is danger if the staff is not doing what he or she is
supposed to do. That can have a potential of creating a lot of problems showing
favoritism.
Officers who share similar characteristics may have an easier time at building
relationships with youth who are also of the same race and gender. However, two
respondents (n=2) suggested that staff of any race can connect with youth as long as they
show interest in them.
Interviewees also elaborated on the importance of matched gender. The following

are a few excerpts as it relates to females:
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Many young women who are in custody have been sexually abused or used by men or

older boys. They really don’t want anything to do with males. They very much

gravitate toward women staff who get that. They are young, but they are world-wise

survivors. They respond to female staff who are genuine and who recognize what

they have been through and listen to them.

In my experience the women staff can either be young or old — the young ones who

can relate to having “been there” can serve as role models, but I have also seen boys

and girls gravitate to older women staff who play more of an auntie or grandma type

supportive role.
A few officers also suggested the importance of having a positive male role model. As
one interviewee stated, “Having good men staff can also be great, especially for detained
boys. So many of detained youth have grown up without a strong, positive male role
model in their lives outside.” Another interviewee noted, “I also believe it’s important
for young men to have older male mentors that can guide them and speak to them in ways
they identify them as a male role model.” Young males grow up without an appropriate
father figure in the household, which they seek in the streets. Officers have the
opportunity to connect with youth in these facilities, and officers who share similar
characteristics with youth can be helpful in creating these relationships. Staff members
can be role models to youth, which can help improve their outlook on life.

How to Reduce Youth Violence?

Interviewees were asked, “What do you feel is the best method to reduce youth
violence?” This question was asked because it helps to understand the participants’ point
of view and provides input on what they feel can reduce violence. Their perception is
important since they have experience working with the at-risk youth population. They
may have also tried implementing some of these activities for youth or have observed

youth in their environment implementing one of these activities. The majority of the
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respondents (n=5) suggested that education is important for youth to attain especially
inside the detention centers. The following are a few excerpts:
To educate them and let them know they have a reason to live.

Youth who have something to look forward to, and who have the means to get there
in terms of having a good education.

If we can provide a good education, maybe they’ll go back to school.

The remaining respondents suggested different ways of reducing violence. The following
outcomes were the ones mentioned (number of interviewees in parentheses):

e Community programs suggested by youth (1)

e One-on-one therapy, group, family counseling, mentoring programs (1)

e Exercise programs (1)

e Events planned by youth (1)

Juvenile facilities programs that are catered to youth and their development, such as
in physical, mental, and social fulfillment, can help reduce youth violence. Some of these
programs do exist in the facilities, such as exercise programs and counseling, but they
need to be consistent. In addition, youth should also have the opportunity to suggest new
programs or new events to staff members. This can help motivate youth to improve their
behavior. For instance, a personal conversation with an officer in 2005 suggested that
minors would suggest their own version of American Idol such as teen idol or rap idol
where minors compete with each other through music. The winner would win an
additional 10 minutes for a personal phone call or a snack. Staff members can also create
some type of incentive structure for minors to display good behavior. This is the

discretion they have as being officers in detention youth facilities.
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Quantitative Sample Description

The quantitative part of the study utilized the Performance Based Standards
Dataset (PbS) and included data from juvenile facilities across the United States. The
datasets provided survey data from staff member respondents, youth inmate respondents,
and general facility administrative information provided by each facility. The current
analysis included data from 2004 to 2010. Descriptive information for facilities are
presented in the below sections.
Inmates

The number of facilities reporting inmate race/ethnicity information ranged from
136 in 2004 to 204 in 2008 and 2009 (see Table 1). The average proportion of Black
inmates ranged from 34% in 2006 to 42% in 2009 and 2010. The variance in the percent
of inmates who were Black remained relatively similar (SD=27% to 30%) across the 7
years. The proportion of Black inmates remained somewhat stable from 2004 to 2006
(~35%) and increased to 42% in 2009 and 2010. The average percent of White inmates,
on the other hand, decreased from 41% in 2004 to 32% in 2010. The variance in the
proportion of White inmates remained relatively similar (SD=23% to 25%). A small
proportion of inmates fell into the “other” race category (Alaskan Native, American
Indian, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander); the average percent ranged from 9%
(2009) to 12% (2004, 2006). The standard deviation remained relatively similar (SD=
17% to 21%). The average proportion of Hispanic inmates ranged from 12% in 2004 to
16% in 2009 and 17% in 2008 and 2010. The variance in the percent of inmates who
were Hispanic remained relatively similar (SD=16% to 18%) across the 7 years. The
proportion of Hispanic inmates steadily increased from 12% in 2004 to 17% in 2010.
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Table 1. Average proportion of youth inmates at facilities by race/ethnicity

Black White Hispanic Other
Year N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

2004 136 0.35 0.30 0.41 024  0.12 0.16 0.12  0.21
2005 154 0.35 0.29 0.41 0.23 0.13 0.16 0.11 0.20
2006 157 0.34 0.29 0.40 024  0.14 0.18 0.12  0.22
2007 202 0.39 0.27 0.37 0.23 0.15 0.17 0.10  0.18
2008 204 0.38 0.27 0.35 0.23 0.17 0.18 0.10  0.21
2009 204 0.42 0.27 0.32 0.23 0.16 0.17 0.09 0.17
2010 195 0.42 0.28 0.32 0.25 0.17 0.18 0.10  0.19

In terms of gender, facilities were generally male only. As shown in Table 2, in
2004 and 2005, a slightly greater proportion of facilities were co-ed (49% in 2004; 51%
in 2005) compared to male only (44% in 2004; 42% in 2005). Starting in 2006, a majority
of facilities were male only (50% in 2007 to 62% in 2010) and fewer facilities were co-ed
(40% in 2007 to 26% in 2010). A small proportion of facilities reporting each year were
female only, although this proportion increased over the course of the study period (7%
in 2004 to 11% in 2010). In general, facilities reported an average of 81% to 83% male

inmates and 17% to 19% female inmates (see Table 3).
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Table 2. Frequencies and percents (in parentheses) for facility type (inmate gender) by
year

Youth Type

Female Only Male Only Co-Ed
2004 10 (7.4) 60 (44.1) 66 (48.5)
2005 11(7.1) 64 (41.6) 79 (51.3)
2006 14 (8.9) 84 (53.5) 59 (37.6)
2007 20 (9.9) 106 (52.5) 76 (37.6)
2008 23 (11.3) 117 (57.4) 64 (31.4)
2009 27 (13.2) 122 (59.8) 55(27)
2010 21 (10.8) 122 (62.6) 52 (26.7)

Table 3. Average proportion of youth inmates at facilities by gender

Female Male
Year N Mean SD Mean SD
2004 136 0.19 0.27 0.81 0.27
2005 154 0.19 0.27 0.81 0.27
2006 157 0.17 0.28 0.83 0.28
2007 202 0.18 0.30 0.82 0.30
2008 204 0.18 0.31 0.82 0.31
2009 204 0.19 0.34 0.81 0.34
2010 195 0.17 0.31 0.83 0.31

Staff

The number of facilities reporting staff race/ethnicity information ranged from
131 in 2004 to 204 in 2007 and 2008 (see Table 4). The average proportion of Black staff
ranged from 29% in 2008 to 38% in 2004. The variance in the percent of staff who were
Black remained similar (SD=28% to 34%) across the 7 years. The proportion of Black

staff was at 38% in 2004 but decreased to 30% in 2010. The average percent of White
63



staff, on the other hand, increased from 52% in 2004 to 59% in 2008. The variance in the

proportion of White staff remained similar (SD=29% to 31%).

Table 4. Average proportion of staff at facilities by race/ethnicity

African-American White Hispanic Other
Year N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
2004 131 0.38 0.34 0.52 0.31 0.07 0.11 0.04 0.09
2005 154 0.35 0.33 0.54 0.30 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.13
2006 157 0.32 0.31 0.56 0.31 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.18
2007 201 0.31 0.29 0.58 0.30 0.07 0.11 0.04 0.10
2008 204 0.29 0.28 0.59 0.29 0.07 0.11 0.05 0.12

2009 204 0.30 0.29 0.58 030 006 011 0.05 0.12
2010 194 0.30 0.30 0.58 0.31 0.07 013 0.06 0.14

A small proportion of staff fell into the “other” race category (Alaskan Native, American
Indian, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander); the average percent ranged from 4%
(2004, 2005, and 2007) to 7% in 2006. The proportion of other staff was at 4% in 2004
and increased slightly to 7% in 2010. The variance in the proportion of other staff is
somewhat large from (SD=9% to 18%). The average proportion of Hispanic staff ranged
from 6% to 7%. The increase in the proportion of Hispanic staff is minimal. The variance
in the proportion of Hispanic staff remained similar across years (SD= 9% to 13%).

In terms of gender for staff, facilities generally employed both female and male
staff in the facilities (see Table 5). In 2007, 100% of the facilities reported were co-ed

staff. The proportion of co-ed facilities ranged from 98% in 2006 to 99% in 2010.
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Table 5. Frequencies and percents (in parentheses) for facility type (staff gender) by year

Staff Type
Female Only Male Only Mixed
2004 1 (0.8) 1 (0.8) 129 (98.5)
2005 0(0) 1(0.7) 153 (99.4)
2006 1 (0.6) 2(1.3) 154 (98.1)
2007 0(0) 0(0) 201 (100)
2008 0(0) 2 (1) 202 (99)
2009 1(0.5) 2 (1) 201 (98.5)
2010 0(0) 2(1) 192 (99)

Very few facilities employ male-only and female-only staff. These facilities
ranged from 0 to 2 facilities over 7 years. The majority of the facilities employ co-ed
staff. In general, facilities reported an average of 59% to 61% male staff and 39% to 41%

female staff (see Table 6).

Table 6. Average proportion of staff at facilities by gender

Female Male
Year N Mean SD Mean SD
2004 131 0.41 0.17 0.59 0.17
2005 154 0.41 0.15 0.59 0.15
2006 157 0.41 0.17 0.59 0.17
2007 201 0.39 0.15 0.61 0.15
2008 204 0.41 0.16 0.59 0.16
2009 204 0.41 0.17 0.59 0.17
2010 194 0.39 0.16 0.61 0.16

Staff and Inmates
Matched inmate and staff race/ethnicity and gender information was also

examined in order to gain an understanding of the composition of facilities. The matched
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variables were binary, coded 1 to reflect a facility where 50% or more of the inmates and
50% or more of the staff were of the same race/ethnicity or gender. As shown in Table 7,
the number of facilities reporting staff and inmate race/ethnicity information ranged from
137 in 2004 to 206 in 2008. In 2004, 30% of the facilities comprised mostly Black staff
and inmates. The number of mostly Black facilities decreased slightly throughout the
study period, with only 21% of the facilities composed of mostly Black staff and inmates
in 2008. By 2010, this number was up slightly to 24%. A somewhat similar pattern was
observed for facilities comprising mostly White staff and inmates. In 2004, 30% of
facilities indicated that a majority of their staff and inmates were White. This proportion
remained around 30% until 2007, when it dropped to 26%. In 2008, 23% of the facilities
were mostly White. The number of mostly White facilities increased very slightly to 24%
in 2009 and 2010. Only 2 facilities had a majority of Hispanic staff and inmates:

therefore, this measure is not displayed or further analyzed.

Table 7. Frequencies and percents (in parentheses) for matched staff and inmate
race/ethnicity

50% Black Staff & Youth 50% White Staff & Youth

Year No Yes No Yes

2004 96 (70.1) 41 (29.9) 96 (70.1) 41 (29.9)
2005 114 (72.6) 43 (27.4) 111 (70.7) 46 (29.3)
2006 116 (73.0) 43 (27.0) 111 (69.8) 48 (30.2)
2007 153 (75.7) 49 (24.3) 150 (74.3) 52 (25.7)
2008 162 (78.6) 44 (21.4) 158 (76.7) 48 (23.3)
2009 158 (77.5) 46 (22.6) 156 (76.5) 48 (23.5)
2010 149 (76.4) 46 (23.6) 148 (75.9) 47 (24.1)

In terms of the gender composition of facilities, fewer facilities were mostly

female than mostly male (see Table 8). In 2004, only 8% of the facilities were female
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only. This proportion increased to 12% in 2009. In contrast, a majority of facilities
throughout the study period were male only. In 2009, 71% of the facilities were male

only and 77% were male only in 2007.

Table 8. Frequencies and percents (in parentheses) for matched staff and inmate gender

50% Female Staff & Youth 50% Male Staff & Youth

Year No Yes No Yes

2004 126 (92.0) 11 (8.0) 35 (25.6) 102 (74.5)
2005 145 (92.4) 12 (7.6) 41 (26.1) 116 (73.9)
2006 147 (92.5) 12 (7.6) 38 (23.9) 121 (76.1)
2007 186 (92.1) 16 (7.9) 46 (22.8) 156 (77.2)
2008 184 (89.3) 22 (10.7) 53 (25.7) 153 (74.3)
2009 179 (87.8) 25 (12.3) 59 (28.9) 145 (71.1)
2010 177 (90.8) 18 (9.2) 46 (23.6) 149 (76.4)

Factor Analysis

A series of factor analyses were conducted on the survey subsections measuring
advocacy and perception of youth programs in order to determine whether the survey
questions statistically measured what they were intended to measure conceptually. For all
factor analyses, factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 were retained. Inter-item
reliability analyses were conducted to test the consistency within the items. The results of
the factor analyses are presented in the below sections.
Advocacy Items

The factor analysis used varimax rotation and was conducted on the 10 items that
were hypothesized to measure staff attitudes toward advocacy. The results revealed a two
factor solution that accounted for 67% of the variance. Table 9 lists the variables that

loaded on each factor. The majority of the items loaded on Factor 1, with the exception of
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three items which loaded on Factor 2: Q35 Is the behavior management system
(including privileges, rules, consequences and appeals process) clear and understood by
staff and youths; Q37 Do staff have the authority to reward youth appropriately; and Q36
Do staff have the authority to discipline youth appropriately. The overall alpha for all of
the items was Cronbach’s o = .89. Reliability was adequate for the two factors: For the
items in the first factor, Cronbach’s a. = .90, and for the items in the second factor,
Cronbach’s a =.79. The first factor included items that assessed respectful attitudes and
behavior toward inmates; therefore, this factor will be termed “Respect.” The second
factor included items that measured how staff reward and discipline inmates; therefore,

this factor will be termed “Reward.”

Table 9. Factor analysis — advocacy items

Staff Youth Relations (Staff Climate Survey) Factor 1  Factor 2
Q30 Do staff seem to genuinely care about the residents? 0.8306 0.2486

Q31 Do staff use force only when they really need to? 0.7363  0.3168

Q32 Are incentives and rewards used to influence residents’ 0.5070 0.3881

behavior?

Q33 Do staff give more positive comments than negative 0.6927  0.2072
comments to youth?

Q34 Do staff treat residents fairly? 0.8494  0.2803

Q35 Is the behavior management system (including privileges, 0.3896 0.6720
rules, consequences and appeals process) clear and understood

by staff and youths?

Q37 Do staff have the authority to reward youth appropriately? 0.2766  0.8232
Q28 Do staff members show residents respect? 0.8642 0.2403
Q36 Do staff have the authority to discipline youth 0.1659  0.8659
appropriately?

A29 Are staff good role models? 0.8114  0.1957
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Staff reported similar Respect scores across the study period (see Table 10). The
lowest Respect score was 6.85 in 2005, 2007, and 2008. The highest Respect score was
6.90 in 2010. Reward scores were also similar throughout the study period. Reward
scores ranged from 2.08 in 2010 to 2.19 in 2006. Average Respect and Reward scores
were calculated for each facility (see Table 11). Facility Respect scores were lowest in
2007 (6.75) and highest in 2004 (6.94). Facility Reward scores ranged from 2.05 in 2008

to 2.24 in 2009.

Table 10. Staff means and standard deviations for advocacy factor scores: respect and
reward

Respect Reward
Year N Mean SD Mean SD
2004 5757 6.86 0.89 2.13 1.08
2005 6926 6.85 0.90 2.15 1.07
2006 6709 6.86 091 2.19 1.06
2007 9652 6.85 0.92 2.14 1.07
2008 10251 6.85 0.90 2.10 1.09
2009 11154 6.89 0.86 2.12 1.08
2010 5960 6.90 0.87 2.08 1.09

Note: Higher scores indicate more Respect and more Reward.

Table 11. Facility means and standard deviations for facility advocacy factor scores:
respect and reward

Respect Reward
Year N Mean SD Mean SD
2004 126 6.94 0.69 2.10 1.02
2005 136 6.93 0.81 2.20 1.05
2006 146 6.86 0.93 2.25 1.02
2007 169 6.75 1.11 2.09 1.10
2008 174 6.84 0.88 2.05 1.15
2009 174 6.91 0.72 2.24 1.04
2010 163 6.89 0.82 2.07 1.13
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Perception of Youth Program Items

A factor analysis was conducted on the survey subsections in order to determine
whether the survey questions statistically measured what they were intended to measure
conceptually. Factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.00 were retained. Inter-item
reliability analyses were conducted to test the consistency within the items. The factor
analysis used varimax rotation and was conducted on the 7 items that were hypothesized
to measure staff attitudes toward youth programs. The results revealed a one factor
solution that accounted for 51% of the variance. The factor loadings are shown in Table

12. The overall alpha for all of the items was Cronbach’s o = .82.

Table 12. Factor analysis — perception of youth programs items

Youth Programs (Staff Climate Survey) Factor 1

Q21 I am able to provide input in the development and follow through of 0.5876
youth’s individual treatment/service plans.

Q22 The programming in this facility (school, counseling, other programs) 0.7380
helps residents understand what they need to do to succeed when they

return home.

Q23 How would you rate the orientation of youths when they first arrive? 0.7357

Q24 How would you rate the health services for youths? 0.6986
Q25 How would you rate educational programming for youths? 0.7138
Q26 How would you rate training, daily communications and follow 0.7253

through at this location regarding suicide prevention?

Q27 The manner in which various facility areas (i.e., direct care, clinical, 0.7974
education, administration and health) work as a team in developing and
following through on youths’ treatment/service plans is:

Staff perceptions of youth programs varied only slightly across the study period
(see Table 13). Scores ranged from 2.68 in 2005 and 2006 to 2.76 in 2010. The average
score was also calculated for each facility. The facility-level Perception of Youth
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Programs scores were also similar throughout the study period, with the lowest score of

2.72 in 2006 and the highest 2.82 in 2010 (see Table 14).

Table 13. Staff means and standard deviations for perception of youth programs factor
score

Year N Mean SD
2004 3659 2.70 0.61
2005 4392 2.68 0.59
2006 4223 2.68 0.59
2007 6279 2.75 0.58
2008 6848 2.74 0.60
2009 7269 2.74 0.60
2010 3924 2.76 0.60

Table 14. Facility means and standard deviations for perception of youth programs factor
score

Year N Mean SD
2004 141 2.76 0.27
2005 159 2.73 0.27
2006 163 2.72 0.28
2007 200 2.79 0.28
2008 207 2.77 0.28
2009 206 2.80 0.27
2010 198 2.82 0.27
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CHAPTER 5

OFFICERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR ROLE

One objective of the current study was to examine whether officers who represent
a minority group perceive their role differently than those who do not represent a
minority group. More specifically, Hypothesis 2.1 stated: In facilities where officers and
Jjuveniles share race and ethnicity, officers will be more likely to perceive their role as
advocates. The null hypothesis (H’) is there is not a significant relationship between
shared race and ethnicity and perception of officer role as advocates. Hypothesis 2.2
stated: Officers at facilities where a majority of the officers and inmates are female will
be more likely to perceive their role as advocates for female inmates. The null hypothesis
is that there is not a significant relationship between matched staff/inmate female
facilities and advocacy. Finally, hypothesis 2.3 stated: In facilities with minority officers,
officers will be more likely to perceive youth programs favorably. The null hypothesis is
that there is no relationship between facilities with minority officers and staff perception
of youth programs.

A series of multiple regression models were conducted to test these hypotheses,
using staff measures as dependent variables. Separate regression models were conducted
using the two advocacy factor scores (Respect and Reward) as outcome measures for
Hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2. In addition, a multiple regression model and a multilevel
regression model were conducted for each hypothesis. The multiple regression model
adjusted for clustering at the facility level. The multilevel regression model included

72



individual staff data at level 1 nested within facilities at level 2. The regression models
were examined to determine whether assumptions were met. More specifically, kernel
density plots were used to examine normality of the residuals. Scatterplots of the
standardized residuals against the predictor variables were used to confirm that the
relationship between the independent and dependent variables was linear. Collinearity
was also examined using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance tests.
Tolerance less than 0.1 and VIF greater than 10 was suggestive of collinearity. Finally,
because the data reflect staff clustered by facility, it violates the assumption of
independence. Therefore, the analysis adjusted for clustering at the facility level.
Hypothesis 2.1

Respect for Inmates

The regression model controlled for clustering at the facility level, which
adjusted the standard errors for 311 clusters in facility id. The model was significant,
F(15,310)=41.93, p <0.001. The results indicated that the predictors accounted for
9.4% of the variance in Respect for Inmates (R’ = 0.094). The results are shown in Table
15. The independent variable was the matched race/ethnicity measure, which indicates
whether or not a majority of the staff members (>50%) and a majority of the inmates
(>50%) are of the same race/ethnicity. The results failed to reveal significant results for
the matched Black measure (Beta = -0.07, p = 0.058) and the matched White measure
(Beta=0.01, p = 0.792). The results did reveal significant effects among the control
measures. Compared to 2004, staff members had lower levels of Respect for Inmates in
2007 (Beta=-0.11, p <0.01), 2008 (Beta =-0.08, p < 0.05), and 2010 (Beta =-0.09, p <
0.05). In addition, facilities with greater proportions of violent offenses predicted greater
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values of Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.13, p < 0.05). Similarly, staff working in
facilities with greater proportions of youth who understand rules predicted greater values
of Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.19, p < 0.05). Staff who had more favorable views of
youth programs predicted greater values of Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.38, p <0.001).
Finally, staff who reported that they received enough training (Beta = 0.18, p <0.001)
and that they had improved their skills (Beta = 0.25, p <0.001) were associated with
greater values of Respect for Inmates. The results failed to indicate significant effects for
facilities with male inmates only (Beta = -0.04, p = 0.227) and for the occurrence of

violent offenses at the facility (Beta =-0.01, p = 0.775).

Table 15. Multiple regression model on respect (H2.1)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 -0.05  0.02 [-0.09, 0] 0.060

2006 -0.06  0.03 [-0.13,0.01]  0.070

2007 -0.11  0.03 [-0.17,-0.04] 0.002

2008 -0.08 0.04 [-0.15,-0.01] 0.025

2009 -0.07  0.04 [-0.14, 0] 0.060

2010 -0.09 0.04 [-0.17,-0.01] 0.022
Majority staff, inmates Black -0.07  0.04 [-0.14, 0] 0.058
Majority staff, inmates White 0.01 0.03 [-0.06,0.07]  0.792
Male inmates only -0.04 0.03 [-0.1, 0.02] 0.227
Proportion violent offenders 0.13 0.06 [0.02, 0.24] 0.022
Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.19 0.09 [0.01, 0.38] 0.044
Occurrence of violence -0.01 0.03 [-0.06, 0.04] 0.775
Perception of youth programs 0.38 0.02 [0.34, 0.42] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.18 0.03 [0.13, 0.23] 0.000
Improved skills 0.25 0.03 [0.19, 0.31] 0.000
Constant 6.51 0.05 [6.40, 6.62] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members and adjusted for 311 facility
clusters. Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
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A random-intercept model was also used to examine staff Respect for Inmates.
This model allows for the outcome to vary by facility. A Likelihood Ratio test was
conducted to test whether the random-intercept model provided better fit than the linear
regression model. The results indicated better fit for the random-intercept model, p <
0.0001. The between-facility variance was 0.027; the within-facility between-staff
variance was 0.85; thus the Variance Partition Component (VPC) was 0.031, indicating
that 3.1% of the total variance in the outcome of Respect for inmates can be attributed to
differences between facilities. The independent variable was the matched race/ethnicity
measure and the control variables were year (2004 was the reference year), facilities with
male inmates only, proportion of violent offenses, staff perception of youth programs,
disagree about training, and no improvement in skills. As shown in Table 16, the results
indicated that facilities with a majority of Black staff and inmates predicted lower levels
of staff Respect for Inmates (Beta = -0.06, p < 0.05), whereas facilities with a majority of
White staff and inmates did not predict staff Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.001, p =
0.955). Facilities with male inmates predicted lower levels of staff Respect for Inmates
(Beta =-0.06, p <0.01) and facilities with greater proportions of violent offenses
predicted greater levels of staff Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.13, p <0.001). Staff with
more favorable perceptions of youth programs predicted greater levels of Respect (Beta =
0.37, p <0.001). Similarly, better perceptions of youth programs were predicted by
receiving enough training (Beta = 0.18, p < 0.001) and improving skills (Beta = 0.25, p <

0.001).
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Table 16. Multilevel random-intercept regression model on respect (H2.1)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 -0.05 0.02 [-0.09,-0.01]  0.023

2006 -0.07 0.02 [-0.12,-0.02] 0.005

2007 -0.12 0.03 [-0.17,-0.07]  0.000

2008 -0.08 0.03 [-0.13,-0.03] 0.003

2009 -0.07 0.03 [-0.13,-0.02] 0.005

2010 -0.09 0.03 [-0.15,-0.03]  0.005
Majority staff, inmates Black -0.06 0.02 [-0.1, -0.01] 0.015
Majority staff, inmates White 0.00 0.02 [-0.04, 0.04] 0.955
Male inmates only -0.06 0.02 [-0.1, -0.02] 0.007
Proportion violent offenders 0.13 0.04 [0.05, 0.21] 0.001
Proportion inmates who understand
rules 0.11 0.07 [-0.03, 0.26] 0.128
Occurrence of violence 0.01 0.02 [-0.03, 0.04] 0.704
Perception of youth programs 0.37 0.01 [0.35, 0.39] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.18 0.02 [0.15, 0.22] 0.000
Improved skills 0.25 0.02 [0.22, 0.29] 0.000
Constant 6.51 0.03 [6.45, 6.58] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members from 311 different facilities. Items
in bold were significant, p <0.05.
Reward

The multiple regression model predicting Reward was significant, F(15, 310) =
200.80, p < 0.001, and accounted for 20.8% of the variance in Reward (R’ = 0.208). The
results are displayed in Table 17. The results indicated that staff working at facilities
where 50% or more of the staff and 50% or more of the inmates were Black were
associated with lower levels of Reward (Beta =-0.13, p <0.01). The matched race
measure for White staff and inmates was not significant (Beta = 0.05, p = 0.379). There

were also some significant effects among the control measures. Compared to 2004, staff
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had lower measures of Reward for Inmates in 2009 (Beta = -0.15, p < 0.05) and 2010
(Beta =-0.27, p <0.001). In addition, staff working in facilities where all of the inmates
were male (compared to female only or co-ed) had lower measures of Reward for
Inmates (Beta =-0.09, p <0.05). Similarly, facilities with violent incidents predicted
lower measures of Reward (Beta = -0.15, p <0.01). Facilities with greater proportions of
youth who understand the rules predicted greater levels of Reward (Beta = 0.85, p <
0.001). Staff with greater perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.68, p <0.001), who
received enough training (Beta = 0.25, p < 0.001), and had improved skills (Beta = 0.28,

p <0.001) predicted greater values of Reward for Inmates.

Table 17. Multiple regression model on reward (H2.1)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 0.01 0.04 [-0.05, 0.08] 0.687

2006 0.01 0.05 [-0.08, 0.1] 0.793

2007 -0.09  0.05 [-0.2, 0.01] 0.082

2008 -0.10  0.06 [-0.21, 0.02] 0.094

2009 -0.15  0.06 [-0.27,-0.03] 0.013

2010 -0.27  0.07 [-0.41,-0.14] 0.000
Majority staff, inmates Black -0.13  0.04 [-0.22,-0.05] 0.003
Majority staff, inmates White 0.05 0.05 [-0.06,0.15] 0.379
Male inmates only -0.09 0.04 [-0.18, 0] 0.041
Proportion violent offenders 0.16 0.10 [-0.03, 0.35] 0.098
Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.85  0.16 [0.54, 1.16] 0.000
Occurrence of violence -0.15 0.04 [-0.23,-0.06] 0.001
Perception of youth programs 0.68  0.02 [0.64, 0.72] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.25 0.02 [0.21, 0.3] 0.000
Improved skills 0.28 0.02 [0.23, 0.33] 0.000
Constant 1.67  0.07  [1.53, 1.81] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members and adjusted for 311 facility
clusters. Items in bold were significant, p <0.05.
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A random-intercept model was also used to examine staff Reward for Inmates
(see Table 18). This model allows for the outcome to vary by facility. A Likelihood Ratio
test was conducted to test whether the random-intercept model provided better fit than the
linear regression model. The results indicated better fit for the random-intercept model, p
< 0.0001. The between-facility variance was 0.135; the within-facility between-staff
variance was 0.91; thus the VPC was 0.129, indicating that 12.9% of the total variance in
the outcome of Reward for inmates can be attributed to differences between facilities.
The independent variables were the matched staff and inmate race/ethnicity measures.
The results indicated that facilities where a majority of the staff and inmates were Black
predicted lower levels of Reward for Inmates (Beta = -0.10, p < 0.01), whereas facilities
where a majority of the staff and inmates were White predicted greater levels of Reward
for Inmates (Beta = 0.06, p < 0.05). In addition, staff working in facilities where greater
proportions of inmates understand rules were associated with greater levels of Reward for
Inmates (Beta = 0.51, p <0.001). Finally, greater levels of Reward for Inmates were
predicted by staff with more favorable views of youth programs (Beta = 0.59, p <0.001),
received enough training (Beta = 0.25, p < 0.001), and had improvement in skills (Beta =

0.23, p <0.001).
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Table 18. Multilevel random-intercept regression model on reward (H2.1)

Beta SE 95% CI P

Year

2005 0.02 0.02 [-0.02,0.07] 0.327

2006 0.01 0.03 [-0.04,0.07] 0.572

2007 -0.04 0.03 [-0.09, 0.02] 0.211

2008 0.01 0.03 [-0.05,0.06] 0.857

2009 0.02 0.03 [-0.03,0.08] 0.428

2010 -0.03  0.03 [-0.1, 0.04] 0.430
Majority staff, inmates Black -0.10 0.03 [-0.17,-0.04] 0.002
Majority staff, inmates White 0.06 0.03 [0.01, 0.11] 0.029
Male inmates only -0.01  0.03 [-0.07,0.05] 0.678
Proportion violent offenders 0.04 0.05 [-0.05,0.14] 0.366
Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.51 0.08 [0.34, 0.67] 0.000
Occurrence of violence 0.00 0.02 [-0.04,0.03] 0.830
Perception of youth programs 0.59 0.01 [0.57, 0.61] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.25 0.02 [0.21, 0.29] 0.000
Improved skills 0.23  0.02 [0.2, 0.27] 0.000
Constant 1.45 0.04 [1.36, 1.53] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members from 311 different facilities. Items
in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
Hypothesis 2.2

Respect for Inmates

The multiple regression model conducted to examine the impact of gender on
Respect for Inmates was significant, F' (15, 310) =44.32, p <0.001. The model
accounted for 9.4% of the variance (R’ = 0.094). As shown in Table 19, the independent
variables were not significant predictors of Respect: facilities where a majority of the
staff and inmates were female did not predict Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.07, p =
0.385) and facilities where most of the staff and inmates were male also did not predict

Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.08, p = 0.184). There were, however, significant effects
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among the control measures. Compared to 2004, staff had lower levels of Respect in

2007 (Beta = -0.11, p < 0.01), 2008 (Beta = -0.08, p < .05), and 2010 (Beta = -0.08, p <

0.05). In addition, higher levels of Respect were predicted by staff working in facilities

with greater proportions of violent offenders (Beta = 0.14, p < 0.01) and with greater

proportions of inmates who understand rules (Beta = 0.20, p < 0.05). Staff who had

higher perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.38, p <0.001), received enough training

(Beta=0.18, p <0.001), and had improved skills (Beta = 0.25, p <0.001) predicted

higher levels of Respect.

Table 19. Multiple regression model on respect (H2.2)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 -0.04  0.02 [-0.09,0.01] 0.080

2006 -0.06  0.03 [-0.13,0.01] 0.078

2007 -0.11  0.03 [-0.17,-0.04] 0.001

2008 -0.08 0.03 [-0.14,-0.01] 0.028

2009 -0.06  0.03 [-0.12,0.01] 0.092

2010 -0.08 0.04 [-0.15,-0.01] 0.032
Majority staff, inmates Female 0.07 0.08 [-0.08,0.21]  0.385
Majority staff, inmates Male 0.08 0.06 [-0.04,0.19] 0.184
Male inmates only -0.05 0.03 [-0.11,0.01] 0.098
Proportion violent offenders 0.14 0.05 [0.04, 0.24] 0.007
Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.20 0.10 [0.01, 0.4] 0.037
Occurrence of violence -0.01  0.02 [-0.06,0.04] 0.590
Perception of youth programs 0.38 0.02  [0.35, 0.42] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.18 0.03 [0.13, 0.23] 0.000
Improved skills 0.25 0.03 [0.19, 0.31] 0.000
Constant 6.44 0.07 [6.3, 6.59] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members and adjusted for 311 facility

clusters. Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
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A random-intercept model was also used to examine staff Reward for Inmates
(see Table 20). This model allows for the outcome to vary by facility. A Likelihood Ratio
test was conducted to test whether the random-intercept model provided better fit than the
linear regression model. The results indicated better fit for the random-intercept model, p
< 0.0001. The between-facility variance was 0.028; the within-facility between-staff
variance was 0.85; thus the VPC was 0.032, indicating that 3.2% of the total variance in
the outcome of Respect for inmates can be attributed to differences between facilities.
The independent variables were not significant predictors of Respect: facilities where a
majority of the staff and inmates were female did not predict Respect for Inmates (Beta =
0.01, p = 0.835) and facilities where most of the staff and inmates were male also did not
predict Respect for Inmates (Beta = 0.01, p = 0.630). There were, however, significant
effects among the control measures. Compared to 2004, staff had lower levels of Respect
in 2005 (Beta =-0.05, p <0.05), 2006 (Beta =-0.07, p < 0.01), 2007 (Beta=-0.11, p <
0.001), 2008 (Beta = -0.08, p < 0.01),2009 (Beta =-0.07, p <0.01) and 2010 (Beta = -
0.08, p <0.05). In addition, higher levels of Respect were predicted by staff working in
facilities with greater proportions of violent offenders (Beta = 0.14, p <0.01). Staff who
had higher perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.37, p <0.001), received enough
training (Beta = 0.18, p <0.001), and had improved skills (Beta = 0.25, p <0.001)

predicted higher levels of Respect.
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Table 20. Multilevel random-intercept regression model on respect (H2.2)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 -0.05 0.02 [-0.09,-0.01] 0.026

2006 -0.07 0.02 [-0.12,-0.02] 0.004

2007 -0.12 0.03 [-0.17,-0.07] 0.000

2008 -0.08 0.03 [-0.13,-0.03] 0.003

2009 -0.07 0.03 [-0.13,-0.02] 0.006

2010 -0.09 0.03 [-0.15,-0.03] 0.005
Majority staff, inmates Female 0.01 0.04 [-0.07,0.09]  0.835
Majority staff, inmates Male 0.01 0.02 [-0.03,0.06]  0.630
Male inmates only -0.05 0.02 [-0.1, -0.01] 0.012
Proportion violent offenders 0.14 0.04 [0.06, 0.22] 0.001
Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.11 0.07 [-0.03, 0.26] 0.122
Occurrence of violence 0.00 0.02 [-0.03, 0.04] 0.770
Perception of youth programs 0.37 0.01 [0.35, 0.39] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.18 0.02 [0.14, 0.22] 0.000
Improved skills 0.25 0.02 [0.22, 0.29] 0.000
Constant 6.49 0.04 [6.42, 6.57] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members from 311 different facilities. Items
in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
Reward

The multiple regression model predicting Reward was significant, ' (15, 310) =
204.89, p < 0.001, and accounted for 20.9% of the variance (R*=0.209). As shown in
Table 21, facilities with a majority of female staff and inmates did not predict greater
values of staff ratings of Reward (Beta =-0.10, p = 0.172), a majority of male staff and
inmates, however, predicted greater values of Reward (Beta=0.14, p <0.01). In
addition, there were significant effects among the control measures. Compared to 2004,
staff had lower levels of Reward in 2009 (Beta = -0.13, p < 0.05) and 2010 (Beta =-0.25,

p <0.001). Similarly, facilities with male inmates only predicted lower levels of Reward
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(Beta =-0.15, p < 0.01) and facilities that had a violent event also predicted lower levels
of Reward (Beta =-0.16, p <0.001). Greater levels of Reward were predicted by
facilities with greater proportions of violent offenders (Beta = 0.21, p < 0.05) and greater
proportions of youth who understood rules (Beta = 0.82, p < 0.001). Finally, staff who
had higher perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.68, p < 0.001), received training
(Beta=0.25, p <0.001), and improved skills (Beta = 0.28, p <0.001) predicted greater

values of Reward.

Table 21. Multiple regression model on reward (H2.2)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 0.02 0.04 [-0.05,0.09] 0.608

2006 0.02 0.05 [-0.07,0.11] 0.673

2007 -0.10  0.06 [-0.21,0.01] 0.084

2008 -0.09 0.06 [-0.21,0.02] 0.122

2009 -0.13  0.06 [-0.25,-0.01] 0.035

2010 -0.25  0.07 [-0.39,-0.12] 0.000
Majority staff, inmates Female -0.10  0.07 [-0.24,0.04] 0.172
Majority staff, inmates Male 0.14 0.04 [0.06, 0.22] 0.001
Male inmates only -0.15 0.04 [-0.24,-0.06] 0.001
Proportion violent offenders 0.21 0.09 [0.03, 0.39] 0.026
Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.82  0.16 [0.5, 1.14] 0.000
Occurrence of violence -0.16 0.04 [-0.24,-0.08] 0.000
Perception of youth programs 0.68 0.02  [0.65, 0.72] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.25 0.02 [0.2, 0.3] 0.000
Improved skills 0.28 0.02 [0.23, 0.33] 0.000
Constant 1.60 0.08 [1.45,1.75] 0.000

Note: Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
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A random-intercept model was also used to examine staff Reward for Inmates
(see Table 22). This model allows for the outcome to vary by facility. A Likelihood Ratio
test was conducted to test whether the random-intercept model provided better fit than the
linear regression model. The results indicated better fit for the random-intercept model, p
< 0.0001. The between-facility variance was 0.138; the within-facility between-staff
variance was 0.911; thus the VPC was 0.131, indicating that 13.1% of the total variance
in the outcome of Reward for inmates can be attributed to differences between facilities.
The results indicated that facilities where a majority of the staff and inmates were female
were associated with lower staff levels of Reward for Inmates (Beta = -0.24, p < 0.001).
Facilities with a majority of male staff and inmates did not predict Reward for Inmates
(Beta =-0.04, p = 0.222). There were, however, significant effects among the control
measures. In addition, higher levels of Reward were predicted by staff working in
facilities with greater proportions of inmates who understand the rules (Beta = 0.49, p <
0.001). Staff who had higher perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.59, p < 0.001),
received enough training (Beta = 0.25, p < 0.001), and had improved skills (Beta = 0.23,

p <0.001) predicted higher levels of Reward for Inmates.
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Table 22. Multilevel random-intercept regression model on reward (H2.2)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 0.02 0.02 [-0.02,0.07] 0.354

2006 0.01 0.03 [-0.04,0.06] 0.608

2007 -0.04 0.03 [-0.09,0.02] 0.197

2008 0.00 0.03 [-0.05,0.06] 0.916

2009 0.02 0.03 [-0.04,0.08] 0.460

2010 -0.03  0.03 [-0.09,0.04] 0.452
Majority staff, inmates Female -0.24 0.06 [-0.37,-0.12] 0.000
Majority staff, inmates Male -0.04  0.03 [-0.09,0.02] 0.222
Male inmates only -0.04 0.03 [-0.1, 0.03] 0.248
Proportion violent offenders 0.05 0.05 [-0.05,0.14] 0.340
Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.49 0.08 [0.32, 0.65] 0.000
Occurrence of violence 0.00 0.02  [-0.04, 0.03] 0.835
Perception of youth programs 0.59 0.01 [0.57,0.61] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.25 0.02 [0.21, 0.29] 0.000
Improved skills 0.23 0.02 [0.2, 0.27] 0.000
Constant 1.50 0.05 [1.4,1.59] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members from 311 different facilities. Items
in bold were significant, p <0.05.
Hypothesis 2.3

The multiple regression model conducted to predict staff perception of youth
programs was significant, F' (13, 309) = 198.05, p < 0.001, and accounted for 13.1% of
the variance (R° = 0.131). As shown in Table 23, the independent variable was the
proportion of Black staft at the facility, which predicted lower perceptions of youth
programs (Beta =-0.21, p <0.001). In addition, facilities with greater proportions of
youth who understand rules predict greater perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.47, p
<0.001), whereas facilities with violent incidents were associated with lower staff

perceptions of youth programs (Beta = -0.08, p < 0.001). Finally, more favorable
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perceptions of youth programs were predicted by staff who received enough training

(Beta =0.24, p <0.001) and staff who improved their skills (Beta = 0.37, p <0.001).

Table 23. Multiple regression model on perception of youth programs (H2.3)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 -0.04  0.02 [-0.08, 0] 0.056

2006 -0.04  0.02 [-0.09, 0] 0.070

2007 0.01 0.03 [-0.05,0.06] 0.844

2008 0.00 0.03 [-0.05,0.06] 00919

2009 -0.01  0.03 [-0.07,0.05] 0.721

2010 -0.02  0.03 [-0.09,0.04] 0474
Proportion Black Staff -0.21  0.03 [-0.27,-0.14] 0.000
Male inmates only -0.01  0.02 [-0.05,0.04] 0.784
Proportion violent offenders 0.02 0.05 [-0.08,0.11] 0.700
Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.47 0.09 [0.28, 0.65] 0.000
Occurrence of violence -0.08 0.02 [-0.12,-0.04] 0.000
Received adequate training 0.24  0.01  [0.21, 0.26] 0.000
Improved skills 0.37 0.01 [0.35, 0.4] 0.000
Constant 2.29 0.03  [2.23, 2.35] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 34,026 staff members and adjusted for 310 facility
clusters. Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

A random-intercept model was also used to examine staff perceptions of youth
programs. This model allows for the outcome to vary by facility. A Likelihood Ratio test
was conducted to test whether the random-intercept model provided better fit than the
linear regression model. The results indicated better fit for the random-intercept model, p
< 0.0001. The between-facility variance was 0.037; the within-facility between-staff
variance was 0.281; thus the VPC was 0.115, indicating that 11.5% of the total variance
in the outcome of perceptions of youth programs can be attributed to differences between
facilities. As shown in Table 24, the independent variable was the proportion of Black

staff at the facility, which was a significant predictor of less favorable perceptions of
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youth programs (Beta =-0.14, p <0.001). The control measures were also significant.
Compared to 2004, staff had less favorable perceptions of youth programs in 2005 (Beta
=-0.04, p <0.01) and 2006 (Beta =-0.03, p <0.05). This pattern changed in later years:
compared to 2004, staff in 2008 (Beta = 0.03, p < 0.05), 2009 (Beta = 0.05, p <0.01), and
2010 (Beta=0.07, p <0.001) had more favorable perceptions of youth programs. In
addition, staff working in facilities where greater proportions of youth understood the
rules were associated with more favorable perceptions of youth programs (Beta = 0.23, p
<0.001). Violence at the facility predicted less favorable perceptions of youth programs
(Beta=-0.03, p <0.01). Finally, staff who received enough training (Beta = 0.22, p <
0.001) and improved their skills (Beta =0.32, p < 0.001) were associated with more

favorable perceptions of youth programs.

Table 24. Multilevel random-intercept regression model on perception of youth programs
(H2.3)

Beta SE 95% CI p

Year

2005 -0.04 0.01 [-0.06,-0.01] 0.002

2006 -0.03  0.01 [-0.06, 0] 0.047

2007 0.02 0.02 [-0.01, 0.05]  0.205

2008 0.03 0.02 [0, 0.06] 0.048

2009 0.05 0.02 [0.02, 0.08] 0.004

2010 0.07 0.02 [0.03, 0.1] 0.000
Proportion Black Staff -0.14  0.03 [-0.2, -0.08] 0.000
Male inmates only -0.03 0.02 [-0.06, 0] 0.068
Proportion violent offenders 0.03 0.03 [-0.02,0.08]  0.275
Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.23 0.05 [0.14, 0.31] 0.000
Occurrence of violence -0.03 0.01 [-0.05,-0.01] 0.009
Received adequate training 0.22 0.01 [0.2, 0.24] 0.000
Improved skills 0.32 0.01 [0.3, 0.34] 0.000
Constant 2.30 0.02 [2.26, 2.35] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 32,151 staff members from 311 different facilities. Items
in bold were significant, p <0.05.
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CHAPTER 6
REPRESENTATION LIMITING VIOLENCE

One objective of the current study was to examine how officers’ perceptions of
their roles influence their strategies for dealing with violence. More specifically,
Hypothesis 3.1 stated: Facilities with a greater proportion of female officers and higher
levels of advocacy will be associated with less violence. The null hypothesis (Hy) is there
is not a significant relationship between the proportion of female officers, levels of
advocacy, and violence. Hypothesis 3.2 stated: Facilities with a greater proportion of
minority officers and more favorable perceptions of youth programs will be associated
with less violence. The null hypothesis is that there is not a significant relationship
between minority officers, perceptions of youth programs, and violence. Finally,
Hypothesis 3.3 stated: Facilities with a greater proportion of minority officers and
minority youth will be associated with less violence. The null hypothesis is that there is
no relationship between facilities with minority officers and violence.

A series of multiple logistic regression models were conducted to test these
hypotheses, using measures of any violence occurring at the facility and inmate violent
behavior as dependent variables. Separate regression models were conducted using the
two outcome measures of violence. In addition, a multiple regression model and a
multilevel regression model were conducted for each hypothesis and each outcome. For
violence at the facility level, the multiple logistic regression model was conducted using

facility level data, and year was entered as a fixed-effect in the model. The multilevel
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logistic regression model used year as the level 1 data, nested within facility as the level 2
data. For violence at the inmate level, the multiple logistic regression model adjusted for
clustering by facility. The multilevel logistic regression model used inmate data as the
level 1 measures, nested within facility as the level 2 measures. All regression models
were examined to determine whether assumptions were met. Collinearity among the
predictor variables was examined using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and
Tolerance tests. Tolerance less than 0.1 and VIF greater than 10 was suggestive of
collinearity. Finally, since the data reflects inmates clustered by facility, it violates the
assumption of independence. Therefore, the analysis adjusted for clustering at the facility
level.
Hypothesis 3.1

Any Violence at the Facility

A multiple logistic regression model was used to test whether the number of
female officers at facilities influenced the occurrence of violence at the facility. The
independent variables included year, which was dummy-coded and entered as a fixed
effect, and the proportion of female officers at the facility. The results revealed a
significant model, x> (12) = 101.83, p < 0.0001. The Pseudo-R’ was 0.10 (see Table 25).
Year 2010 was associated with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.39, p <0.01). Facilities
with greater proportion of youth who understood rules at the facility had lower odds of
violence (OR =.002, p<0.001). Proportion of female officers at the facility was not
significant (OR =2.92, p = 0.061). Advocacy levels at the facility were not significant

(Respect OR = 0.96, p = 0.659; Reward OR = 0.860, p = 0.068).
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Table 25. Multiple logistic regression model on violence at facilities (H3.1)

Odds
Ratio SE 95% CI p
Year
2005 1.63 0.57 [0.83,3.22] 0.157
2006 1.46 0.50 [0.75,2.86] 0.267
2007 0.88 0.30 [0.46, 1.7] 0.707
2008 0.75 0.25 [0.39,1.44] 0.390
2009 1.10 0.37 [0.57,2.14] 0.773
2010 0.39 0.13 [0.2, 0.75] 0.005
Male inmates only 1.36 0.25 [0.95,1.96] 0.092
Proportion of female staff 2.92 1.66 [0.95,8.93] 0.061
Respect 0.96 0.10 [0.79,1.16] 0.659
Reward 0.86 0.07 [0.73,1.01] 0.068
Proportion of female staff x Respect 0.62 0.35 [0.21,1.87] 0.395
Proportion of female staff x Reward 1.39 0.71 [0.52,3.76] 0.514
Proportion of violent offenders 1.14 0.45 [0.52,2.48] 0.742

Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.00 0.00 [0, 0.02] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 992 facilities. Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

A multilevel logistic regression random-intercept model was also conducted to
determine whether the number of female officers was associated with the occurrence of
violence at the facility. Year served as level 1 and facility served as the level 2 data, that
is, the yearly measures were nested within facility. The analysis included 992 facilities
across 7 years. The average number of observations per group was 141.7, ranging from
116 to 168. The model was significant, x* (8) = 58.81, p < 0.0001. The LR test comparing
the random-intercept model to the logistic regression model was also significant, p <
0.01, indicating that the random-intercept model was a better fit to the data over the
logistic regression model. As shown in Table 26, facilities with greater proportion of
youth who understood rules at the facility had lower odds of violence (OR = 0.002, p <

0.001). However, the proportion of female officers at the facility was not significant (OR
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=2.85, p =0.066) and advocacy levels at the facility were not significant (Respect OR =
0.96, p = 0.657; Reward OR = 0.867, p = 0.084). The control measures were not

significant.

Table 26. Multilevel random-intercept logistic regression model on violence at facilities
(H3.1)

Odds

Ratio SE 95% CI P
Male inmates only 1.37 0.25 [0.95,1.96] 0.088
Proportion of female staff 2.85 1.62 [0.93,8.66] 0.066
Respect 0.96 0.09 [0.79,1.16] 0.657
Reward 0.87 0.07 [0.74,1.02] 0.084
Proportion of female staff x Respect 0.58 0.33 [0.19,1.76] 0.341
Proportion of female staff x Reward 1.41 0.71 [0.52, 3.8] 0.500
Proportion of violent offenders 0.92 0.35 [0.43,1.95] 0.824

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.00 0.00 [0, 0.01] 0.000

Note: Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

Any Inmate Violence

A multiple logistic regression model was conducted using the youth data,
controlling for clustering by facility (see Table 27). The outcome was violence and the
main independent variables were the proportion of female staff at each facility, the
average advocacy measure at each facility, and the interaction between the proportion of
female staff and the advocacy measures. The control variables included whether the
facility had male inmates only, the proportion of violent offenders at the facility, and the
proportion of youth who understand rules at the facility. The results indicated that the
model was significant, x’= 352.02, p < 0.0001, with Pseudo-R’ = 0.07. The proportion of

female staff at the facility predicted greater odds of violence (OR = 1.85, p <0.05).
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Youth inmates at facilities with greater average Reward scores had lower odds of inmate
violence (OR = 0.446, p < 0.001). Compared to 2004, year 2006 was associated with
lower odds of violence (OR = 0.82, p < 0.05), year 2007 was associated with lower odds
of violence (OR = 0.738, p < 0.05), year 2008 was associated with lower odds of violence
(OR =0.726, p < 0.05), and year 2010 was associated with lower odds of violence (OR =
0.526, p <0.001). Youth inmates at facilities with male inmates only had greater odds of
inmate violence (compared to other types of facilities — female only/coed) (OR = 1.87, p
<0.001). Youth inmates at facilities with greater proportions of incarcerations for violent
offenses had greater odds of inmate violence (OR = 2.28, p <0.01). Youth inmates at
facilities with greater proportions of inmates who understood rules had lower odds of

violence (OR = 0.143, p < 0.001).

Table 27. Multiple logistic regression model on inmate violence (H3.1)

Odds
Ratio  SE 95% C1 p
Year
2005 1.02  0.07 [0.9,1.16] 0.758
2006 0.82 0.08 [0.68, 0.98] 0.033
2007 0.74 0.10 [0.57,0.95] 0.021
2008 0.73  0.10 [0.56, 0.95] 0.018
2009 0.78 0.11 [0.6,1.03] 0.078
2010 0.53 0.09 [0.37,0.74] 0.000
Male inmates only 1.87 0.19 [1.53,2.28] 0.000
Proportion of female staff 1.85 0.50 [1.09, 3.15] 0.024
Respect 1.23  0.20 [0.89, 1.69] 0.208
Reward 045 0.04 [0.37,0.53] 0.000
Proportion of female staff x Respect 0.99 094 [0.15,6.33] 0.988
Proportion of female staff x Reward 091 045 [0.34,2.39] 0.842
Proportion of violent offenders 228 0.66 [1.29,4.01] 0.004

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.14  0.05 [0.07, 0.3] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 53,444 inmates and controlled for 310 facility clusters.
Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
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A multilevel logistic regression random-intercept model was conducted to
examine whether the proportion of female staff at a facility was associated with youth
violence (see Table 28). The data followed a two-level hierarchical structure with
individual youth data at level 1 nested within facilities at level 2. The analysis included
53,444 youth level records, with an average of 172 youth inmates per facility. The
smallest facility included data from 4 inmates and the largest from 631 inmates. The
model was significant, Xz (14)=217.77, p < 0.0001. In addition, the LR test revealed that
the random-intercept model was a better fit than the logistic regression model, p <
0.0001. The results revealed that youth inmates at facilities with greater average Reward
scores had lower odds of inmate violence (OR = 0.70, p < 0.001). There were also
significant effects among the control measures. Compared to year 2004, greater odds of
violence were predicted by year 2005 (OR = 1.14, p <0.01), year 2006 (OR =1.12, p <
0.05), and year 2007 (OR = 1.13, p < 0.05). Youth inmates at facilities with male inmates
only had greater odds of inmate violence (compared to other types of facilities — female
only/coed) (OR = 1.56, p <0.001). Youth inmates at facilities with greater proportions of

inmates who understood rules had lower odds of violence (OR = 0.28, p < 0.001).
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Table 28. Multilevel random-intercept logistic regression model on inmate violence
(H3.1)

Odds
Ratio  SE 95% CI p
Year
2005 1.14  0.05 [1.04, 1.24] 0.004
2006 1.12  0.06  [1.02, 1.24] 0.022
2007 1.13  0.06 [1.01,1.26] 0.038
2008 .11 0.07  [0.99, 1.25] 0.067
2009 1.10  0.07  [0.98, 1.23] 0.115
2010 0.87  0.06 [0.76, 1] 0.058
Male inmates only 1.56 0.11 [1.36, 1.78] 0.000
Proportion of female staff 1.35 0.22 [0.97, 1.87] 0.071
Respect 1.09 0.09 [0.93,1.28] 0.263
Reward 0.70  0.04 [0.63,0.77] 0.000
Proportion of female staff x Respect 0.81 0.40 [0.31,2.11] 0.665
Proportion of female staff x Reward 092 0.26 [0.53, 1.59] 0.757
Proportion of violent offenders 0.96 0.09 [0.8, 1.14] 0.623

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.28 0.05 [0.2, 0.39] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 53,444 inmates from 310 facilities. Items in bold were
significant, p < 0.05.
Hypothesis 3.2

Any Violence at the Facility

A multiple logistic regression model was conducted to examine whether facilities
with more minority officers and more favorable perceptions of youth programs were
associated with lower odds of violence (see Table 29). The outcome was the occurrence
of violence at the facility, and the main independent variables were the proportion of
Black officers at the facility, the perception of youth programs at the facility, and the
interaction effect. The model included data from 1,156 facilities across seven years
(2004-2010). The results revealed a significant model, y*= 156.77, p < 0.0001, Pseudo R’

= 0.124. Facilities with greater proportion of Black staff were associated with greater
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odds of violence (OR = 3.22, p<0.001). Facilities with more favorable perceptions of
youth programs were associated with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.239, p<0.001). The
interaction effect was not significant (OR = 0.88, p = 0.914). Compared to 2004, 2010
was associated with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.378, p<0.01). Finally, facilities with
greater proportion of youth who understand the rules were associated with lower odds of

violence (OR = 0.006, p<0.001).

Table 29. Multiple logistic regression model on violence at facilities (H3.2)

Odds
Ratio  SE 95% CI p
Year
2005 140 045 [0.74,2.64] 0.298
2006 1.22 040 [0.65,2.31] 0.532
2007 092 029 [0.49,1.72] 0.795
2008 0.86 027 [0.46,1.61] 0.642
2009 1.15 037 [0.61,2.15] 0.665
2010 038 0.12 [0.2, 0.72] 0.003
Male inmates only .12 0.17 [0.83,1.52] 0.454
Proportion of staff Black 322 095 [1.81, 5.73] 0.000
Perception of youth programs 0.24 0.08 [0.13,0.46] 0.000
Proportion staff Black x Youth Program 0.88 1.02 [0.09,8.55] 00914
Proportion of violent offenders 1.32 0.48 [0.65,2.69] 0.446

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.01 0.01 [0, 0.04] 0.000

Note: Model includes data from 1,156 facilities. Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

A multilevel logistic regression random-intercept model was also conducted to
determine whether the number of minority officers at a facility and more favorable
perceptions of youth programs were associated with lower odds of violence at the facility.
The data followed a two-level hierarchical structure with the yearly data at level 1 nested
within facilities at level 2. The model included data from 1,156 facilities across seven

years (2004-2010). The results indicated a significant model, y°= 102.45, p < 0.0001. The
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LR test indicated that the model was a significantly better fit compared to the logistic
regression model, p < 0.05. As shown in Table 30, facilities with greater proportion of
Black staff were associated with greater odds of violence (OR = 3.14, p<0.001). Facilities
with more favorable perceptions of youth programs were associated with lower odds of
violence (OR = 0.238, p<0.001). Facilities with greater proportion of youth who

understand the rules were associated with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.006, p<0.001).

Table 30. Multilevel random-intercept logistic regression model on violence at facilities
(H3.2)

Odds

Ratio SE 95% CI p
Male inmates only 1.13 0.17 [0.83,1.53] 0.428
Proportion of staff Black 3.14 0.92 [1.77, 5.58] 0.000
Perception of youth programs 0.24 0.08 [0.13,0.45] 0.000
Interaction effect’ 0.83 0.96 [0.09,7.95] 0.870
Proportion of violent offenders 1.10 0.38  [0.55,2.18] 0.788

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.01 0.01 [0, 0.04] 0.000

Note: Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

Any Inmate Violence

A multiple logistic regression model was used to examine the effect of minority
officers and officer perceptions of youth programs on youth violence (see Table 31). The
analysis controlled for nesting of youth within facilities. The model included data from
53,427 youth inmates across seven years (2004 - 2010). The overall model was
significant, x*= 364.71, p < 0.0001, pseudo-R’ = 0.064. The results revealed significant
effects for the independent variables. Youth inmates at facilities with greater proportion
of Black staff were associated with greater odds of inmate violence (OR = 1.54, p<0.01).

Youth inmates at facilities where staff had more favorable perceptions of youth programs
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had lower odds of inmate violence (OR = 0.31, p<0.001). The interaction effect for
proportion of Black staff at facilities x perceptions of youth programs was significant
(OR = 5.41, p<0.001). The odds of violence increase as the proportion of Black staff at
facilities increases. The odds of violence decrease as the facility staff perception of youth
programs increases. The effect of the proportion of Black staff on violence increases as
the facility staff perception of youth programs. Compared to 2004, 2010 was associated
with lower odds of inmate violence (OR = 0.684, p<0.05). Youth inmates at facilities
with male inmates only had greater odds of inmate violence (compared to other types of
facilities — female only/coed) (OR = 1.84, p<0.001). Youth inmates at facilities with
greater proportions of incarcerations for violent offenses had greater odds of inmate
violence (OR = 2.07, p<0.05). Finally, youth inmates at facilities with greater proportions

of inmates who understood rules had lower odds of violence (OR = 0.092, p<0.001).

Table 31. Multiple logistic regression model on inmate violence (H3.2)

Odds
Ratio SE 95% C1 p
Year
2005 1.04 0.07 [0.91,1.18] 0.582
2006 0.85 0.08 [0.71,1.03] 0.102
2007 0.85 0.11 [0.65, 1.1] 0.217
2008 0.85 0.12 [0.65,1.11] 0.228
2009 0.93 0.13 [0.71,1.23] 0.617
2010 0.68 0.12 [0.49,0.96] 0.028
Male inmates only 1.84 0.17 [1.54, 2.2] 0.000
Proportion of staff Black 1.54 0.25 [1.12,2.12] 0.008
Perception of youth programs 0.31 0.05 [0.23,0.42] 0.000
Interaction effect 5.41 2.42 [2.25, 13] 0.000
Proportion of violent offenders 2.07 0.59 [1.18, 3.62] 0.011

Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.09 0.03 [0.04, 0.19] 0.000

Note: Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.
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A multilevel logistic regression model was also conducted to determine the effect
of minority officers and perception of youth programs on youth violence (see Table 32).
The data followed a two-level hierarchical structure with individual youth data at level 1
nested within facilities at level 2. The analysis included 53,444 youth level records, with
an average of 172 youth inmates per facility. The smallest facility included data from 4
inmates and the largest from 631 inmates. The model was significant, Xz (14)=217.77,p
<0.0001. In addition, the LR test revealed that the random-intercept model was a better
fit than the logistic regression model, p < 0.0001. The results indicated that youth inmates
at facilities with greater proportion of Black staff were associated with greater odds of
inmate violence (OR = 1.56, p<0.01). Youth inmates at facilities where staff had more
favorable perceptions of youth programs had lower odds of inmate violence (OR = 0.77,
p<0.01). There were also significant effects among the control measures. Compared to
2004, greater odds of inmate violence was predicted by 2005 (OR = 1.14, p<0.01), 2006
(OR = 1.13, p<0.05), 2007 (OR = 1.15, p<0.05), and 2008 (OR = 1.13, p<0.05). In
addition, youth inmates at facilities with male inmates only had greater odds of inmate
violence (compared to other types of facilities — female only/coed) (OR = 1.50, p<0.001),
whereas those at facilities with greater proportions of inmates who understood rules had

lower odds of violence (OR = 0.23, p<0.001).
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Table 32. Multilevel random-intercept logistic regression model on inmate violence
(H3.2)

Odds
Ratio SE 95% CI p
Year
2005 1.14 0.05 [1.04,1.24] 0.004
2006 1.13 0.06 [1.02,1.24] 0.018
2007 1.15 0.07 [1.03,1.28] 0.016
2008 1.13 0.07 [1.01,1.27] 0.033
2009 1.10 0.07 [0.98,1.24] 0.097
2010 0.90 0.06 [0.78,1.04] 0.143
Male inmates only 1.50 0.10 [1.31,1.71] 0.000
Proportion of staff Black 1.56 0.20 [1.21, 2] 0.001
Perception of youth programs 0.77 0.06 [0.66,0.91] 0.002
Interaction effect’ 1.20 0.29 [0.75,1.92] 0.451
Proportion of violent offenders 0.95 0.09 [0.8, 1.14] 0.603

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.23 0.04 [0.17, 0.32] 0.000

Note: Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

Hypothesis 3.3

Any Violence at the Facility

A multiple logistic regression model was conducted to test whether facilities with
more minority officers and minority inmates were associated with lower odds of violence
(see Table 33). The outcome was a binary indicator for whether or not the facility had
any youth incidents of violent behavior that year. The independent variable were the
matched race/ethnicity measures, which indicated whether 50% or more of the staff and
inmates were Black or White. The results revealed a significant model, X2 (12) =119.39,
p <0.0001, pseudo-R’ = 0.09. Facilities with 50%+ staff and inmates who are Black were

associated with greater odds of violence (OR = 1.81, p<0.01). Compared to 2004, 2010
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was associated with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.38, p<0.01). Finally, facilities with
greater proportion of youth who understand the rules were associated with lower odds of

violence (OR =0.001, p<0.001).

Table 33. Multiple logistic regression model on violence at facilities (H3.3)

Odds
Ratio SE 95% CI p
Year
2005 1.41 0.45 [0.76,2.62] 0.279
2006 1.22 0.39 [0.66,2.27] 0.531
2007 0.87 0.27 [0.47,1.61] 0.660
2008 0.80 0.25 [0.44,1.48] 0.480
2009 1.07 0.34 [0.57,1.98] 0.837
2010 0.38 0.12 [0.20,0.72] 0.003
Majority staff, inmates Black 1.81 0.38 [1.19,2.73] 0.005
Majority staff, inmates White 0.98 0.17 [0.71,1.37] 00915
Proportion of female staff 2.15 1.16 [0.75,6.17] 0.153
Male inmates only 1.26 0.22 [0.90,1.76] 0.179
Proportion of violent offenders 1.23 0.45 [0.61,2.51] 0.565

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.00 0.00 [0.00,0.01] 0.000

Note: Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

A multilevel logistic regression model was also conducted. The data followed a
two-level hierarchical structure with the yearly data at level 1 nested within facilities at
level 2. The results indicated a significant model, y* (6) = 72.04, p < 0.0001. The LR test
indicated that the model was a significantly better fit compared to the logistic regression
model, p <0.05. As shown in Table 34, facilities with 50%+ staff and inmates who are
Black were associated with greater odds of violence (OR = 1.79, p<0.01). Facilities with
greater proportion of youth who understand the rules were associated with lower odds of

violence (OR = 0.002, p<0.001).
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Table 34. Multilevel random-intercept logistic regression model on violence at facilities
(H3.3)

Odds

Ratio SE 95% CI p
Majority staff, inmates Black 1.79 0.38 [1.18,2.70] 0.006
Majority staff, inmates White 1.00 0.17 [0.72,1.38] 0.985
Proportion of female staff 2.11 1.13 [0.74,6.02] 0.161
Male inmates only 1.26 0.22 [0.90,1.76] 0.170
Proportion of violent offenders 1.00 0.35 [0.50,1.98] 0.992

Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.00 0.00 [0.00,0.01] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 1,157 facilities over 7 years. Items in bold were
significant, p <0.05.
Any Inmate Violence

A multiple logistic regression model was conducted using the youth data,
controlling for clustering by facility (see Table 35). The outcome was violence and the
main independent variables were the matched race/ethnicity measures, which indicated
whether 50% or more of the staff and inmates were Black or White. The control variables
included whether the facility had male inmates only, the proportion of violent offenders
at the facility, and the proportion of youth who understand rules at the facility. The
results indicated that the model was significant, y* (11) = 168.24, p < 0.0001, with
Pseudo-R’ = 0.05. Youth inmates at facilities with 50% staff and inmates who were
White were associated with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.740, p<0.05), whereas
inmates at facilities with 50% staff and inmates who were Black had greater odds of
violence (OR = 1.29, p<0.05). There were also significant effects among the control
measures. Compared to 2004, lower odds of violence were predicted by 2006 (OR =

0.795, p<0.05), 2007 (OR = 0.752, p<0.05), 2008 (OR = 0.749, p<0.05), and 2010 (OR =
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0.643, p<0.05). Lower odds of violence were also associated with inmates who were at
facilities with greater proportions of inmates who understood rules (OR = 0.044,
p<0.001). Greater odds of violence were predicted by youth inmates at facilities with
greater proportions of incarcerations for violent offenses (OR = 2.06, p<0.05) and
inmates at facilities with male inmates only (compared to other types of facilities —

female only/coed) (OR = 1.78, p<0.001).

Table 35. Multiple logistic regression model on inmate violence (H3.3)

Odds
Ratio SE 95% CI P
Year
2005 0.99 0.06 [0.88, 1.11] 0.843
2006 0.79 0.07 [0.66, 0.95] 0.013
2007 0.75 0.10 [0.58,0.97] 0.028
2008 0.75 0.10 [0.57,0.98] 0.033
2009 0.82 0.11 [0.63,1.07] 0.149
2010 0.64 0.11 [0.46,0.9] 0.011
Male inmates only 1.78 0.17 [1.47,2.16] 0.000
Majority staff, inmates White 0.74 0.11 [0.56, 0.98] 0.036
Majority staff, inmates Black 1.29 0.14 [1.04,1.59] 0.020
Proportion of violent offenders 2.06 0.60 [1.17,3.63] 0.013

Proportion inmates who understand rules  0.04 0.02 [0.02, 0.09] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 54,059 inmates and adjusted for 314 facility clusters.
Items in bold were significant, p < 0.05.

A multilevel logistic regression random-intercept model was conducted to
examine whether the proportion of female staff at a facility was associated with youth
violence (see Table 36). The data followed a two-level hierarchical structure with
individual youth data at level 1 nested within facilities at level 2. The analysis included
54,059 youth level records, with an average of 172 youth inmates per facility. The

smallest facility included data from 4 inmates and the largest from 631 inmates. The
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model was significant, y*(11) = 176.63, p < 0.0001. In addition, the LR test revealed that
the random-intercept model was a better fit than the logistic regression model, p < 0.001.
Youth inmates at facilities with 50% staff and inmates who are White were associated
with lower odds of violence (OR = 0.806, p<0.001). Youth inmates at facilities with 50%
staff and inmates who are Black were associated with greater odds of violence (OR =
1.18, p<0.05). Compared to 2004, 2005 was associated with greater odds of violence (OR
=1.09, p<0.05) and 2010 was associated with lower odds of violence (OR =0.82,
2<0.01). Youth inmates at facilities with male inmates only had greater odds of inmate
violence (compared to other types of facilities — female only/coed) (OR = 1.46, p<0.001).
Youth inmates at facilities with greater proportions of inmates who understood rules had

lower odds of violence (OR =0.228, p<0.001).

Table 36. Multilevel random-intercept logistic regression model on inmate violence
(H3.3)

Odds
Ratio SE 95% CI P
Year
2005 1.09 0.05 [1, 1.19] 0.042
2006 1.08 0.05 [0.98, 1.19] 0.111
2007 1.08 0.06 [0.96, 1.2] 0.190
2008 1.04 0.06 [0.93, 1.17] 0.451
2009 1.02 0.06 [0.91, 1.14] 0.739
2010 0.82 0.06 [0.72, 0.94] 0.004
Male inmates only 1.46 0.10 [1.28, 1.67] 0.000
Majority staff, inmates White 0.81 0.04 [0.72, 0.9] 0.000
Majority staff, inmates Black 1.18 0.08 [1.04, 1.35] 0.012
Proportion of violent offenders 0.94 0.08 [0.79, 1.12] 0.502
Proportion inmates who understand rules 0.23 0.04 [0.16, 0.32] 0.000

Note: Model included data from 54,059 inmates from 314 different facilities. Items in

bold were significant, p < 0.05.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

Research on youth violence is limited. This study brings attention to officers’
shared characteristics such as race and gender to minors to determine if these similarities
have an impact on minors’ behavior. This chapter summarizes the findings,
methodological limitations, and makes recommendations for future research.

Summary of Findings

The findings of this study are contrary to the theory of representative bureaucracy,
which indicates that minority bureaucrats implement policies that benefit clients from the
same minority background. This study attempted to see if this theory holds up in the
criminal justice environment by observing the relationship between minority officers and
minority inmates. Officers are required to take on multiple roles when interacting with
youth such as authority, educator, and youth counselor. In addition, officers are expected
to advocate for inmates by helping them with their problems. For instance, minors may
have problems with other minors within the unit, which can lead them into youth
violence. Officers are expected to protect minors and maintain security of the facility.
Using the theory of representative bureaucracy, the expectation was that Black officers
will perceive themselves as advocates for Black inmates. Given the representative
bureaucracy theory, my study found that this theory did not hold up and found the
complete opposite.

Initially, the study began with a qualitative approach with interviews from

volunteers and retirees from California detention facilities to understand what are the
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causes of youth violence? In addition, the subjects were asked what their perceptions of
officers were. The responses indicated that youth violence was triggered by youths’
personal problems because of how they were raised, not because of race or ethnicity.
Officers who display advocacy can help these minors, but officers need to be cautious of
stereotyping them. Individuals who participated in the interviews perceived that officers
sharing similar characteristics such as race and gender to minors had an easier time
developing working relationships with them. To further research in this area empirical
models were used to test the relationship among officers’ perceptions of advocacy and if
shared characteristics to minors had an impact on alleviating youth violence.

In Hypothesis 2.1 the race of officers and minors was not a factor in predicting
respect for youth. Advocacy did not result from officers and inmates of shared ethnicities.
In testing hypothesis 2.1 with the second factor of advocacy, that staff reward youth. The
findings displayed that staff who worked in facilities where the majority of staff and
inmates were Black were associated with lower levels of advocacy as opposed to other
races. However, staff in facilities where a majority of the staff and inmates were White
had higher levels of reward.

In testing for gender in hypothesis 2.2, facilities that had 50% or more of the same
gender for both female officers and female youth and male officers and male youth were
not a factor in predicting respect for youth. Furthermore, in testing the second advocacy
factor that staff reward youth in facilities that had 50% or more male officers and male
youth were a factor in predicting male staff rewarded youth. Female officers and female
youth were not a factor in predicting female staff rewarded youth. However, male

officers had lower levels of rewarding youth. This could stem from the fact that males are

105



more likely to be incarcerated than females. The male incarceration proportion for youth
is higher than the female population (Sickmund et al. 2011).

In testing for hypothesis 2.3, the results indicated that minority officers have less
favorable views of youth programs when they work in facilities with greater proportions
with other minority officers. Race and ethnicity did not have an impact on officers’
perceptions of youth programs. In studying the relationship among officers, minors, and
violence, the results were even more thought-provoking. In testing hypothesis 3.1, the
proportion of female officers and advocacy levels was not associated with less youth
violence. Facilities with greater proportions of male staff and male inmates had greater
odds of violence. Minors who were incarcerated for violent offenses had greater odds of
committed youth violence within facilities. In testing hypothesis 3.2, it was found that
facilities with greater proportions of Black officers were associated with greater odds of
violence. In addition, officers who had more favorable perceptions of youth programs
were associated with lower odds of violence. In testing hypothesis 3.3, facilities with
50% or more staff and inmates who are Black were associated with greater odds of
violence. In comparison, youth inmates at facilities with 50% staff and inmates who are
White were associated with lower odds of violence.

Overall, officers did not perceive themselves as advocates, and officers with
shared race and ethnicity did not perceive themselves as advocates. According to the
representative bureaucracy theory, bureaucrats would perceive themselves as advocates
for clients when they share the same race/ethnicity. In addition, in testing for gender, it
was expected that female staff perceived themselves as advocate for female inmates.

Female officers and advocacy levels were not predictors in decreasing youth violence.

106



According to Crouch and Alpert (1982), female correctional officers are less punitive and
more supportive toward inmates. Women officers are considered to be more likely to
prevent violence and induce a calming effect on inmates than male officers. However, the
findings were not in an expected direction.

A possible explanation for the contrary results is gender discrimination, which is
associated with organizational socialization. Female officers can be affected by gender
discrimination. Voorhis et al. (1991) suggest women working in public agencies incur
gender discrimination, especially working in fields that are male-dominated such as
detention facilities. Female officers can face challenges by their male counterparts if they
deem them incompetent to carry out their positions. Male officers are associated with
traits of being aggressive and forceful, whereas women are associated with traits of being
sensitive and helpful (Eagly and Carli 2007). This gender role stereotype can affect
female officers’ ability to reduce youth violence if male staff members and minors
believe that they are physically unable to stop or prevent youth violence. This can affect
female officers’ ability to perceive themselves as advocates and to excel in the
organization due to male staff not accepting that female officers can perform just as well
in their capabilities in dealing with at-risk youth.

Organizational socialization will cause officers to have lower levels of advocacy
since administrators are socialized by their employment and adopt behaviors that are
consistent to the organizational goals and not by their race or gender (Williams and
Wilkins 2005). Officers may forfeit their personal values of demonstrating advocacy
toward minors in exchange for agency values, which they believe can help them advance

in the organization. They may be willing to adopt the organizational values to increase
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their chance of promotion or success. Officers are not as likely to make policy decisions
that benefit inmates of the same race or gender, which leads them to adopt a neutral role.

Bureaucrats can be influenced through secondary groups, such as other officers
working within juvenile facilities. Meier (1991) suggests that bureaucrats are
continuously socialized throughout their lives, learning new things that can influence
their attitudes and behaviors. In addition, the organization in which the bureaucrat works
can also influence preexisting attitudes and beliefs. This can hinder their ability to
represent their values since they are representing the organization.

Additional possible explanation of the unexpected findings especially on higher
levels of violence within facilities with greater proportions of Black officers and inmates,
may be related to the “code of the streets.” Minorities may feel that they have
encountered racial discrimination from people in authority in their communities. Black
youth get stereotyped as criminals. According to Anderson (2000) Black youth may not
get respect or “props” from their peers if they are seen in engaging in dialogues with any
authority. This is because the “code of the streets™ has taught minority youth to take care
of themselves and to rely on violent measures if provoked by others. The “code of the
streets” reflects a lack of trust in the police and judicial system since minority youth
perceive that officers protect the White society and not them. Especially if officers are
summoned for help, Black youth find that they have to defend and protect themselves
because they lack trust that officers are able to help them. Black youth then develop
antisocial attitudes and violent behavior.

Minority inmates’ perception of officers as advocates can be skewed because of

the “code of the streets.” They can perceive minority officers with less respect because of
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their role with authority. In this study, Black officers were less likely to demonstrate an
advocate role, which can infuse tensions in facilities and lead to youth violence. Minority
inmates’ perceptions may not change because an officer shares the same race. This study
found that Black officers do not modify their perception toward advocacy because of
their race.

In addition, Black officers may be making things worse by being stricter with
their own race. For instance, Wilkins and Williams (2005) found that Black police
officers were more involved in racial profiling with their own race. Their study was built
on representative bureaucracy and initially their assumption was that Black officers
would conduct fewer incidences of racial profiling. However, the findings posed a
difficult challenge to sustain representative bureaucracy when organizational
socialization is present. Therefore, they found a significant relationship, but in the
opposite direction. Wilkins and Williams (2005) suggest Black officers are pressured to
conform to the organization, which affects their attitudes and behaviors to be accepted as
part of the team. The police officer culture resembles a fraternity, which creates group
cohesiveness and facilitates an “us vs. them” structure that causes minority officers to
deviate from helping minority citizens (Ibid 2005). For instance, if an officer sees another
officer engaging in racial profiling they will be more than likely to look the other way.
This type of behavior is condoned through officers partaking in organizational
socialization.

Furthermore, Weitzer (2000) also concluded that Black officers in general treat
Black citizens more harshly than White officers. According to Jacobs and Kraft (1978)

Black officers were less likely to decrease tensions with inmates. Black officers displayed
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less empathy toward Black inmates. In this study, Black officers were less likely to
display advocacy for Black inmates, and violence levels were higher for this group.

In addition, the environment of the criminal justice system can make it difficult
for an officer to display an advocate role. According to Johnson and Price (1981),
inmates who consider officers to be soft equate it with weakness, which leads inmates to
run amok within the institution. Inmates that feel an officer is weak may try to take
advantage of the officer, and inmates can form stronger coalitions within the facilities to
protect themselves. Minors can lack trust for people within authority and will not rely on
officers to help them with their problems. This lack of insecurity can cause minors to
become victims of youth violence.

Incarcerated minors may have been more likely exposed to abuse, poverty, lower
levels of education and drugs (Harper and MacLanahan 2004). These environmental
factors that surround minors can cause mental health problems, which they may try to
alleviate by drug abuse. The results displayed that minors that committed violent offenses
were more likely to be associated with higher levels of violence. Minors who committed
lower-level offenses such as property and drug offenses were not associated with high
levels of violence. Unfortunately, the data does not depict which minors are causing the
violence.

Policy Implications

Some policy implications to improve staff and inmate relationships within
juvenile detention facilities is that juvenile facilities need to continuously screen minors
with mental health problems. If minors have this problem they need to consistently meet

with a mental health professional. Minors should have the ability to request to speak with
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a counselor as needed or be placed in a unit with other minors who have special needs. In
addition, officers who work in a unit that is highly populated with minors with special
illnesses should be trained for additional counseling skills and how to respond to crisis
situations.

Educational programs or extracurricular activities are also needed to keep
inmates’ minds positively occupied. This study found that volunteers who participated in
the interviews indicated education is important for minors to attain within the juvenile
facilities. There should be a strong emphasis on educational programs. For instance, a
volunteer indicated that they had book club where books were donated by the local
church and volunteers would come into the institutions to read with youth.

Other types of programs that are suggested to help alleviate youth violence are
mentoring programs with community leaders, one-on-one therapy with minors and
professional counselors, exercise programs for youth, and events and programs suggested
by youth. Minors should have input on what type of programs they should participate in.
This can help motivate youth to improve their behavior. It is also important for trade
schools, adult schools, and community colleges to visit these institutions and give
presentations on programs available. These presentations should be given to the minors
who are at least 17 years old in order to give them the option to consider some type of
training when exiting the facility. Some of these programs do exist in the facilities, such
as exercise programs and counseling, but they need to be consistent. Programs catered to
youth and in their development such as in physical, mental, and social fulfillment can

help improve their behavior and reduce youth violence.
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Juvenile facilities should partner with local non-profit organizations that can
provide literacy or general educational programming to at-risk youth. Volunteer
programs can fill in this void by having these individuals interact with youth and
motivate them to improve their lives. This is due to the fact that minors lack trust in
authority figures and may find it hard to follow officers’ guidance on educational
programs (Anderson 2000).

Minors who have committed violent offenses should attend anger management
programs, and officers should also be aware if they are working with violent youth.
Youth who enter facilities come with cases that detail their criminal history. Officers
should be familiar with this information when working with inmates.

Besides offering facility programs, these services also need to be available when
minors are released back into the community. Often times these minors go back to the
same problems, whether it is home and/or street problems. The majorities of these minors
return to the criminal justice system like a revolving door and come back with harsher
offenses. There needs to be collaboration among juvenile facilities, non-profit
organizations, community leaders, and elected officials to provide services to at-risk
youth such as job training, after-school programs, and educational programming to help
youth get on the right track. If not, at-risk youth will continue to get into trouble, which
will cost more tax dollars in the end.

Staff working in facilities with inmates should continue to be integrated by race
so that there isn’t all-White staff or all-Black staff. Staff members should be integrated
per unit by race and gender. As well, inmates should be integrated within the facilities by

roommates, school, and extracurricular functions.
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Juvenile detention facilities should also consider hiring more female officers. The
majority of the juvenile detention facilities employ more male officers than female
officers. Future studies can focus on the relationship between female officers and inmates
to determine if female officers can have an effect on reducing youth violence.

Statistical Limitations and Future Research

Initially, this dissertation was going to study and collect primary data on the Los
Angeles County Probation Department since the department has been under scrutiny by
the media for the past several years due to violent incidents and staffing. Los Angeles
County Probation Department has made significant efforts to reduce the problem of
violence within juvenile halls by hiring more officers to ensure adequate staffing.
However, major occurrences of violence still happen inside the juvenile system and end
up in the media (Levey 2006; Bloomekatz 2009). The Los Angeles County Probation
Department differs from other probation departments because it is one of the largest
departments in the nation. In 2011, the department laid off at least 300 officers and was
unable to provide data for this study.

Fortunately, secondary data were available to complete this research. The U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, initiated
the Performance Based Standards (PbS) project to create a national database on juvenile
facilities. The purpose of the Performance Based Standards Dataset is to improve the
conditions and quality of life of incarcerated youth and working staff (CJCA 2010). The
Performance Based Standards is the only dataset that collects national information from
162 facilities in 27 states. The facilities that participated are located in both urban and

rural areas across the country. The PbS dataset collects information from training schools,
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detention facilities, assessment facilities, and privately run secure facilities, which

contain anywhere from 20 to 500 incarcerated youth. It is important to note that the Los
Angeles County Probation Department does not participate in the Performance Based
Standards (PbS) project (Personal Communication, Administrative Director 1, November
2010). Besides the Los Angeles County Probation Department being omitted from this
study, other facilities are also not part of the PbS dataset. The Department of Justice
indicates there are a total of 2,458 juvenile facilities in the United States, and only 15% of
those facilities participate in the PbS project (OJJIDP 2011).

The Performance Based Standards Project (PbS) does not release the names of the
facilities nor the cities that they are located in due to non-disclosure. PbS only releases
the states that participate in the project that have at least one detention facility
participating in the dataset. This can lead to potential biases of data from urban vs. non-
urban facilities because urban facilities can be more likely to house more minority
inmates and employ more minority officers than non-urban facilities. For instance, the
Los Angeles County Probation Department has three juvenile detention facilities that do
not participate in PbS (Personal Communication, Administrative Director 1, November
2011). Facilities in urban cities may be less inclined to contribute data since they can be
more likely to experience factors such as higher levels of violence. In addition, the
composition and population of the inmates can vary between the urban vs. non-urban
facilities. This can leave out a significant population for the dataset.

In addition, not every facility that participates in PbS submits reports each year.
Each year new facilities are added to the sample and some facilities drop out due to not

turning their information for that year. There is the possibility of missing items or
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missing records that has incomplete records from facilities. Therefore, the results may not
generalize to facilities outside of those included in the sample nor to other officers and
inmates.

The results indicated that facilities varied in terms of the measured characteristics.
For instance, a majority of the officers in some facilities were male whereas other
facilities were comprised of mostly female officers. A majority of the models controlled
for facility-level differences by including facility-level predictors in the models. In
addition, the multilevel models examining non-facility level outcomes (i.e., staff
advocacy, perceptions of youth programs, youth-level violence) included random effects
to allow for the effects of unobserved facility-level variables. Thus, these models adjust
for facility-level measures that were not included in the model in order to provide
information on the amount of variance in the outcome due to facility differences.

A typical goal in an analysis is to determine causality, that is, to determine
whether the model represents a causal relationship between the predictor, or independent
variable, and the outcome. In other words, we want to establish whether or not differing
levels of perceptions of advocacy and youth programs "caused" violence at the facility.
However, it is possible that violence at the facility influences, or "causes", differing
levels of perceptions of advocacy and youth programs. This is a situation called reverse
causality, such that causality goes in both directions. This situation often occurs in
observational data in situations where data is gathered simultaneously on all measures.
The preferred method for inferring causality is a randomized experimental design, where
individuals are randomly assigned to groups in which the treatment is manipulated and

the outcome measured. However, it is not possible to manipulate perceptions of advocacy
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and youth programs among officers at a facility nor is it possible to randomly assign
individuals to perform violent behaviors at a facility.

One way to make observational data mimic that of a randomized setting is
through the use of propensity scores. Propensity scores can be used to imitate a
randomized setting by controlling for differences between groups. However, it is not
clear how to use propensity scores with nested data. In this case, the "treatment" would
be the facility, and there is no agreed upon method for creating a score that would model
the propensity of an individual to be in one of 300 facilities. The instrumental variable
(IV) approach is another way to deal with endogeneity. A suitable IV is one that is
associated with the treatment variable, but is not correlated with the outcome, except for a
possible indirect effect through the treatment. In the current analysis, such a variable
would have to be associated with violence, but not correlated with perception of
advocacy and youth programs. This type of instrument is not easily identified.

Therefore, the current models are limited in terms of the ability to assess causal
relationships. However, the analysis has revealed significant relationships and
associations between measures. These relationships need to be explored in future research
in order to better understand the associations. In addition, the relationships need to be
explored using rigorous research design and analysis in order to attempt to assess causal
relationships between staff perceptions and violence.

The data that were used for this dissertation study is secondary data which were
not collected for examining violence. The data were collected for another reason such as
to identify, monitor, and improve the conditions and services to incarcerated youth. The

PbS dataset is created to help in areas such as self-improvement, accountability, safety,
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health, and education in juvenile facilities. These factors are all measured for
effectiveness with subsequent data collection since its implementation in 2004 (OJJDP
2011). My interest in variables such as officers’ ages, years of experience, education
level, and political affiliation were not part of these data. PbS should consider these
variables in future surveys to expand research in this area and understand the relationship
between staff and minors.

Finally, future research can observe if officers’ advocacy levels change when
officers work in lower-level offenses units/facilities versus working in high-level offense
units/facilities. Officers may display advocacy roles when working with minors who have
committed minor crimes rather than felonies. Future research should also compare
advocacy levels between minors and officers to determine if minors view officers as
advocates. The results found that facilities that had 50%+ White officers with White
inmates had lower levels of violence than Black officers and Black inmates. Studies
should focus on this relationship between White officers and Black officers and how it
relates to youth violence. Qualitative research can also be implemented by observing
focus groups of White inmates versus Black inmates and their reactions to White and
Black officers. It is also especially important not to only focus on Black and White
officers but to also consider other racial groups. There can be many predictors that
influence youth violence and not necessarily stem from officers that work directly with
these youth. This relationship needs to be studied since officers have an impact on youth

and it can be negative or positive.
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Conclusion

The challenge for officers in assisting minors could be the notion of having to
portray various roles. This may or may not constrain their abilities to actively be efficient
in their other expected role of being a public safety officer, teacher, or counselor. Johnson
and Price (1981) note, “All officers, in other words, are accountable for the human
environments they as officials help create and maintain.” Officers obtain the capability to
cultivate an environment where minors feel protected and can achieve rehabilitation. If
minors feel safe, they would more readily rely on officers for their safety. Minors may
not want to engage in youth violence inside juvenile facilities but are motivated and
encouraged to do so for gang and/or safety reasons.

Juveniles often lack positive role models in their lives, which exacerbates their
likelihood of committing criminal offenses. Their interaction with officers in juvenile
detention facilities becomes important since it is one of their only contacts with the
outside world (Jackson and Ammen 1996). Peterson-Badali and Koegl (2002) point out,
“Inmate violence needs to be considered in the context of the social interactions between
guards and inmates, and suggest that interventions designed to reduce inmate violence
must address the behavior of correctional staff toward inmates.” This study was created
to shed light on the youth correctional system and to provoke interest in studying the

relationship between officers and minors.
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APPENDIX A

OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES

Dependent Variables

There are three dependent variables, which are the advocacy role, youth violence
and officers’ perceptions on youth programs. Secondary survey data obtained from PbS
was collected to measure these variables. An index of questions is created to measure the
advocacy and youth programs variables by using a factor analysis. The variables that are
retained are used for regression analysis for each variable.
Independent Variables

The independent variables in this model are based on race and gender. Minority
staff and minority youth in facilities are observed as well as the gender of officers and
inmates. Minority officers’ perception on youth programs is also included as key
independent variable, which is used to test hypothesis 3.2. Table 1 below contains a
summary of the key variables used in this study.

Table 1. Summary of Key Explanatory Variables

Dependent Variables 1. Advocacy
2. Youth Violence

3. Youth Programs

Independent Variables e Minority Staff
e Minority Youth
e Gender

e Youth Programs
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APPENDIX B

THE DATA: DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Advocacy Role: The extent to which officers perceive themselves as
representatives of minors or advocates were questioned in the PbS survey. Two indicators
out of the 10 variables from the factor analysis indicated that Role Models and the
variable Care for Youth are best used to conduct the analysis with. Therefore two
regression analyses are run on both dependent variables. The advocacy variable is
obtained from the Staff Climate Survey (Question 28-37).

Youth Violence: One of the most salient policies for staff within juvenile facilities
is to prevent youth. Officers that are in favor of maintaining the safety of the unit will
help reduce youth violence. Youth violence is composed of fights, sexual assaults,
assaults on staff, and assaults on youth. The dependent variable for violence is depicted
as a logistic regression whereas 0= violence was not encountered and 1 = violence did
occur. The youth violence variable is obtained from the Incident Report.

Youth Programs: Officers’ perceptions on youth programs are subjected to a
factor analysis based on 7 survey questions. The retained variable/variables are used for
the model specification and are implemented with regression analysis. The youth

programs variable is obtained from the Staff Climate Survey.
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APPENDIX C

THE DATA: INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Minority Staff: Staff members that represent minors by race could aid in
adopting the advocacy role. Hispanic and Black officers are combined for the
minority staff variable. The minority staff variable is obtained from the
Administrative Form file.

Minority Youth: The majority of juveniles incarcerated are either Hispanic
or Black. Hispanic and Black youth are combined for the minority youth variable.
Race/ethnicity of youth is obtained from the Youth Record file.

Gender: A dichotomous variable is implemented for gender. Men are
coded as zero and women are coded as one. Gender could have an impact on the
adoption of the minority representative role. The gender variable is obtained from

the Staff Climate Survey.
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APPENDIX D

CONTROL VARIABLES
Variable Description File
Male Only Facility Collapsing Facilities by Staff Climate Survey
Gender
Female Only Facility Collapsing Facilities by Staff Climate Survey

Gender

Co-Ed Facility

Collapsing Facilities by
Gender

Staff Climate Survey

# Youth Incarcerated For
A Violent Offense

Amount of youth
incarcerated for a violent
offense (Includes Assault,
Robbery and Arson)

Youth Record

# Restraint Incidents

Amount of restraint
incidents used. Restraint
types includes: chemical
restraint, mechanical
restraint, peer assisted
restraint, physical
restraints, restraint bed,
restraint chair, other
restraint

Incident Report

# Isolation Incidents

The Amount of times a
youth was separated from
the rest of the population;
confined into a room to
modify behavior.

Incident Report
Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred 0 if it didn’t

# Youth Who Understand | Amount of youth who Youth Climate Survey
Rules answered yes to One Question (q.5)
understanding facility
rules.
Youth Violence- Fights Amount of youth who Incident Report

mutually engage into a
physical confrontation

Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred 0 if it didn’t

Youth Violence-Sexual
Assaults

Amount of youth who have
been assaulted sexually
through unwanted force.

Incident Report
Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred 0 if it didn’t

Youth Violence- Assault
on Youth

Amount of youth who have
been assaulted by another
youth by unwanted force.

Incident Report
Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred 0 if it didn’t

Perceptions on Youth
Programs

Staff perceptions if they
positively support youth
programs.

Staff Climate Survey
7 questions (21-27)
5-1 Scale Excellent to N/A
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Training Received

If staff members received
the appropriate training.

Staff Climate Survey
(1 Question (q. 10)
(4-1) Scale Agree to
Strongly Disagree

Improvement in Skills

If staff members felt their
skills improved through
training.

Staff Climate Survey
1 Question (qg. 11)
(4-1) Scale Agree to
Strongly Disagree

Perceptions on

If staff members perceived

Staff Climate Survey

Management that management was 8 questions (q. 14-20a)
helpful to their role as 4-1 Scale Agree to
officers. Strongly Agree

# Alcohol or Drug Amount of Drug or Incident Report

Contraband Incidents

Alcohol seized: Property
offense

Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred O if it didnt

Weapons Contraband

Amount of Weapons
seized: Property offense

Incident Report
Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred 0 if it didnt

Failure to Comply With Amount of youth that fail Incident Report
Program to follow rules: Misconduct | Coded (0 or 1)
offense 1 if it occurred 0 if it didnt
Horseplay Amount of youth that Incident Report
engage in horseplay: Coded (O or 1)
Misconduct offense 1 if it occurred 0 if it didnt
Gang Activity Amount of youth that Incident Report

engage in gang activity:
Misconduct offense

Coded (O or 1)
1 if it occurred O if it didnt
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APPENDIX E

APPROVAL OF DATASET FROM PBS

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Kim Godfrey <kim.godfrey@pbstandards.org>
Date: Wed, Feb 1, 2012 at 8:03 AM
Subject: Application to Analyze the PbS Dataset

To: "Ginger Silvera (ginger.silvera@gmail.com)" <ginger.silvera@gmail.com>
Cc: Brendan Donahue <bdonahue@pbstandards.org>, Ned Loughran
<ned.loughran@cjca.net>

PbS Learning
Institute

Committed to treating youths in
custody as one of our own

Dear Ginger,

Thank you for your interest in researching the Performance-based Standards (PbS) dataset. Your
application to analyze the dataset has been approved. We wish you luck in your research.

Please contact our IT Coordinator, Brendan Donahue, to receive the datasets and documentation.
Thank you,

Kim Godfrey | Executive Director

PbS Learning Institute

170 Forbes Road, Suite 106, Braintree, MA 02184

(:}:5 Community % 5"1:*|‘|c:!:'l.'m=1c L
[rrseil (LT . . .
e, ised, e Phone: (781) 843-2663; Fax: (781) 843-1688
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APPENDIX F

ADMINISTRATIVE FORM

PbS Admnistrative Form
Youth Population

1. Fba Torm ix

Z. Emtar the nuenbar of regldents staying Im pour Ssodity for saoh day dusing thes data collsstion period.

il Zaf 02 Bun 03 Mion i3 Tuw

=6 W ad D& Tha a7 Firl of Eat
23 Bumi 10 Mon 11 Tow 12 Waa
13 Tha 14 Fr 15 2ot 18 Eom
17 Mon 18 T 16 Wed 2 Thu
X Fni 22 B 23 Tum 24 Eon
16 Tus 28 Wed 2T Thu XE Fri
=2 Bat 20 Zun 31 Moni

&. Emter the numbar of direst oars stal? and individusl yooths for eseh ethailoiy categony bakcws.
un L losd 1 a F EVar a A He's eemrm et Aasai (Tmie TILT PES il B Smpbict !l il er

ezl @it [ R ap——— {anclm wridpiod 2ok e e, e B 1] mpres] we Sl
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Femate cialt I Mala ciafT I Femals youth s pouth

Whits, non-Hispanio |

Hlagk, reon-Hispanio

Whits. Hlenands

Blaok, Hispanlo

Cahar, Hispanio

&merioan indiam or Alackan

Mairre Hawallan or Obher
Paolflo lclander

Oriher

i, meurwm.wnm:mnmmtmmuhmlnﬁmpm

From by 7 HITY TS Crctok Br

&g, OF tha youtht releacsd cinos the snd of the previaos data collaation period, oW many wers lateral
transiere T

ez AN =01 it Ul beid 218, 0

E. Hm:ummmmnmmEHnmdmmm

Frups Cetrbea 1, 267 | Huearge Oclesa 3120701

2. How many youthc &ere relssced during the manih prior bo (ke oorrend dats collsollon paricd

ized Slpcdhintreinhl 1 3077 IMGigh Siesletleen S0, 2271

7. Winat is the svsrags length of clay, In daye, for youlhs resaced cinos the previous aata sollsalBon paricad?

Frori My 5, 2019 Murrigh Db 955, 2

E. How many idis wakieg hours do pouths cpand In rocms or comrnitoriss curing 2n sversgs 24 hoar peciod,
niod Inglzding 2 nours for clesping?

B. What ic the gersder of your Taolllly s popaiailon?
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Sofh maie-and e

Justice

1. How mary attomey vicfc poowmed doring the datas oollacton pericd 7
P Db 1, 20001 Mireagh Thottda o1, S0

2. How marny grisvanos reports mmmmw,mmtﬁ-m“ﬂmm

Fii Tttt 1, SHH | Oribuigh Celoises 3T, 207

2. How many sommankty volumisen weres provicing programmeng m the facdify dusring e data soilsofion
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Emr® it whiniss he todthied Sl aEct vl Jufifig e Sdle oS fatend. Bors Cidode 7, 3071 Wi righ Cuibes 57 SN0

&, How many taollty programe s weing commuonity voluntssrs during the dets pollsotion parod?

FrisOainbel 1, 25507 thinught Oetiber 31, 2011

E What lc the total nuenber Huﬂmmihfmﬂm

i el T, 207 | Wikl UplosSal 27, S0

B. How many vicic ware ressved froon famd@y ard community mambere during the data ecBection perlod?
F-ais Oiskibien 7, 2071 thitugh Cadidami 31, 2071 Eood e vhiltsr whe nties s fasily &e e b malliion Do el souil dabs
Fuin alkdifresd nf iSal pdwey perairrel g ceeesariar|
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E. IT Ene Taollity hiac a kewed, ohacs or points cysism, what bk the total pumbsr of lsvelc thad oan b= sonisved By
youthe?¥

Staff Data

1. For saohk day of the daia polleation pesicd, snber the botal mumbssr of hours weored by ndividusd diresd oars
i
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7. What I the todal nusnber of Inoldems of cla® cubjsctsd to adeninlchratins cametion 8.0., cecpencion.
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APPENDIX G

INCIDENT REPORT

PDS Incident Report

Description of Unusual Incident

1. Fachity Incident report idantifer

Za. Digts Incidant oocumed: 20 Thma:
I : A or PM

3. Dats Incident logged:

4. Did the Inckbsnt oecur In @ ving unit?

YEE
MO

4a. Inchoent locathon (non-iving units);

£ Incident location (Iving units):

5 Humber of youths Ineodved:

&. Humbar of staft inwolved:

T. Incident characieriabics:

Chack =l Thal Sonty
Aasault
o AEEALIT
o FlignE
Sulcidal behavior

U Sucige
" Sulcids behaviar
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| Damage to propesty
T Then

"Weaponis) seized
Misconduct
"l Attempted escaps

" Faturs ta
TPy program

Miscellanegus

| wegal drug antor alconod satzed
"loMher contraband seized

& EEXLE ;

: Imﬂm | Group disturbance

[l inappropnate '] Gang actvitylunautnorzed
language

[ Horsepiay [l other misconduc

Clrre 1 et toais

Mios keys

Raatraint
[ I'vouthis) restrained

njury

b LY

S860 by medical

[ Youtn{s} seen oy medical stam

Confinement

Mizalation or room confrement
"segragation gorm of Gpecal managaman unt

You Indicated thal yoa had a sukclde In thie incident is this comect?

s = ool srursbe, ple pte wpdyie e ek charsOeratics gl o e

II'ves, here was 2 sulckde in our facilty

Youths Involved

1. Aod sach youth Invaleed In ihe Incidant to the tabils bedow.

o Wik redfermnne e pooths 5y e Youth D sagoned hers ke in this form

¥ owurth D
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Gender

Ape

Ethnicity

Living Unit

Youth ID

Gamder

sge

Ethnicity

Living Unit

¥ outh 1D

Gender

L

Ethnickty

Living Unit

Youth ID

Gander

Ape

Ethniclty

Living Unit

¥ oisth 10

Gander

L
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Ethnicity

Living Linkt

Assaults [ Fights

e P pernony WD Feliixed ine yeanul s B v

L

1. Aod each 3ssault that occurmed during the incldant {o the tabls below.

T of the naze

e B i OF B SRR e

AmEutl types inciuoe: =T Bszanssd by youlh, Biel ymsanded by youdn uring fhie sppecabon of rerEmin Joul
ayEsFiea by youl®, Foulh sacaufied Oy sbalf, s sexualy assauied oy Foulh. youh sesusly sssaufed Oy Foull
fOULh BEwumT Bssauired ity S, Foos SSSUE ofer BIEaLn

Parson Who inltiated Aseauli

Youth (0 (indtated Seasudt)

Wictm of Assault

Youth 1D [Victtm)

asgault Type

Paeraon Whi Initlated Asaaulf

Youth iD (inlfiated Asaault)

Wictim of &ssauft

¥outh 10 [Victim)

Azaault Type

Person Who inltlated dssault

Youth 1D inffiated Asssult)

victim of Sasauit

Youth 4D [Wctim]

Azsault Type

Faraon Who Initlated Asaault
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Yowth 1D finfdated Asaaiit]

Victm of Assault

Youth ID [Victim)

Aszaault Type

Paraon W inltated Asaaull

Youth ID [inthated Asssuit)

Wictim of &ssaut

Youth ID [Victm)

Assault Type

2 Add gach youth that was Involved In the fight
Yoamh 1D

Restraints

1. Add sach resiraint ussd In the incident to the 1abla below.

Rzt |

MPESITEAL D, FENTRIEE OOEF, OLRET FES=r
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Youth D Reafralnt Typs

Injuries

1. Add sach Injury that ecoumad during the incident to the tebde Delow,

Incioyés e person who mun mjured s efher-g - oo, st member, volumiesr or vighor. Fjury soutes nckede:
harseplay, recreafion, ofer acchientss, sssaubed by &, arssuded by youth, senml sssaul Toht, mEsed szt
sEham, suicids’ beParriorn, miooing, el resirants; metfanicn’ resTainds, peer mshisd resimints, physical
resimints, esimmind cheir, oferrestraint, ather

injured Parson Youth ID [njury Source

Seen by Medical

1. Add sach madical vislt or examination that occurmed a8 a rsaull of the Incident to the table
beliow,

Remspns o oot =nErnaion mosss Horsepory, Recreaion, O Arciderian Ay ried iy shadT, Assafeed Dy
poinn, Devus] Sogmuk Fight, mihired ascaudl, Sef-tamm, Suchkial besaenor, TaScoing, Chemica resimenis,
Mechanics Tearabtis, Feer assxied reglirainin, Pryscnl resimins. Resirant chalr, Oer eairnt, Ofner
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Yipurth 10 Reas0n I Of-5Ha? Exam Date

|soiation

1. Add each lsolation action taken a3 a result of the Incidant to the tzbis balow.
Youth 1D

Typs

xata kn

Tima Im

Chate Ot

Timig Tt

¥ ourth 1D

Dxata b

Timg In

Deate Dut

Timg Dot

¥iowth I
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Crats In

Tina In

Diate Ot

Time Ot

¥ iouath 0

Type

Data in

Tima In

Diate Cut

Tima st

¥ ot D

Ciats In

Time In

Crabe Dut

Time Ot

Segregation

1. &od each ssgragation action takan &8 & result of the Incldent o e s Dedow,
¥ oukh iC

D:ate bn

Timé In

Drate Cut
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Time Dt

Recraation Hours

Programming Hours

Youth i

Drate bn

Time In

Draba (AR

Timg Owat

Recraation Hours

Programming Hours

it 1

Dam In

Timg In

Drabe Out

Timg Ot

Racraation Hours

Programming Hours

ot 1

Data In

Time in

Diate Jut

Time Dnat
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Recraallon Houra

Programming Hoere

Yot 1D

Daks n

Tima I

Dvats Out

Time Cust

Recraation Hours

Programming Houra
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APPENDIX H

STAFF CLIMATE SURVEY

PbS Staff Climate Survey

For oniing use anky
Trese first quesSons o for POl ooty eniy oniy.

PbS fiorm ID:

DCate survey adminkebarsd:

Wag thiz survey returmsd blank?

Yes
Mo
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PbS Staff Climate Survey

StalT gendar:
(FEE

Female
Faluse 50 answer

Safety & Security

1. HOw Woull you rate ths security poficiss and procsdures at this fachilty?
Excellent - Good - Somewhatgood - Poor

2. How adaquately doss staff follow sscurlty procedures In ks facility?
Excedlent Gond ¢ Somewnal good ¢ Ppar

3. How would you rafe Ehe safaty podiciss and procedurss af this Faciiity T
Excedlent Zood © Somewnat good O Poor

4, How adsquatety does staft follow safaty procedurss in this facility?
Excefient Good ¢ Somewhai good ¢ Poor

5. Within the kst slx montha, havs you fearsd for your safety In this facility?
as K

. How safe o7 danpercus do you Tesl this facility ls for stait?
Verysafe | Sale | Unsafe | Weny Dangerous

7. How safe or dangenous do you Teal this taciily la for the youthsa?
Very Gate © Sale ¢ Uneae | Wery fangermas

&. Have you been at tnls tacBity Tor at lsast slx full montha?
Tag M

If 8o,

Ba. How many ttmes hawve you besn Injured by & youth or youths during the tast sk months?

8D Haws you practiced a firs dril at this facility In the la=teix monthe?
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3. In your oplnkon, what would make this fscillty safer?
Creck al that aoohy

hiore g3
Training

Safety equpment
Legs overcrowding
e

33 If other, pleass spacify:

Tralning

10. 1 recalve(d) tha tralning | need to parform my job.
Agrea © Somewhatagres - Somewnat disagres o Sirongly Esagree

11. The tralning | have recalvad while in this facility has improwed my job skifia.
Ages | Somewnal agree Somewnatdisagree | Sinongly disagres

12 ‘What training would you ke to s8s?
Flzaz= checi ali &af appiy

Adoiesoert Incigan: E&T’ Aggracsion Replacement
devaiopmeant reparting | Therapy [ART)
s Appropriate
oa StaMmyoun Uge of Isoiation Cogniiive beravior programs
rrnie relatonships
AEnCY Ve Furwctiona: Fami
Iy Therapy
e de-sccaiation Sy — {FFT}
Fire satety Appropaate PRy Investigating allegatans of .
T FEE SeXUE ADUBENICMIZaEON
Cutural
DDE,HT.‘EH; drwersity ard Commurication Cither
FNAMEMNSEE
Ethics Juverite ights poc

123 ¥ othar, plaass apacity:
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Living and Working Conditions/Climate

13 Wniich of the following statsments ars trus hbout this facility?

Thia statsment i
trues =
13a. Tha faciity = clean ¥os & ND
138. Tha food 18 pood ¥ob - WD
13c. The facility hae 3 good school program Yas o N
13d. Tha tacility has a good recragtional program ¥ag ' MO
132 The rulas hare ars falr for youths Yiee Mo
134, Owerall, In ihe housing uniia, 8vsryining s n working orosr Vee B 1o
£ showers, Ioliess, et
13g. Youths are given the required clothing, shoos, sheats, towsls and
tolistrisa o
13n. The commen areds ans clean Yes ' Mo

Bedow are queations that dizcuss how facliity =taft and managemant Intsract For sach question, pleass
Indiiate the answer that best describes your perceptlions of this Intaraction.

14. How woudd you rate the support and guidancs you receive fTom your SUpervisory?
Excelient © Good ¢ FaF ' Poor

15, The opportuniy | have to recommend changes In how sscurity k8 done at this Taciity 1=
Excellent - Good Falr = Poor

16. Communkcations batwesn a3l aress (Le., direct cars, clinkcal, sducation, administration, health,
food service and maintsnance}) at this location are:

Cxcellent © Gogd - Fak ' Poor

17. | recelve the Information | need to perform my job sffectively.
Cirongly Agree © Agrea © Disagree © Sirongly Disagres

18 | know what my |ob expectations ars.
cirongly Agree © Agree | Disagree  Strongly Disagres

15, | am satiafed with my job.
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Strongly Agree © Agres © Disagree © Stroagly Disagree

20, Within the kaat st monthe, have you sver Mlsd a grisvancs?
=11 WO

20a It you have Med a grievancs In the last slx months, was your grisvance addressed?
Yes 4o

Programs

21. 1 am abis fo provide nput In the devalopment and follow through of youths' Indhadual
freatmsntimarvics plansa,

True * Mostly rue © Mostyuntrue © Nottrue atall © Motappicadie

22 Tha programeming In this facllity {school, counssling, ofhsr programe] helpe residents undsrstand
what thay need to do fo succesd when thay return homs.

True © Mostlytue © Mostyuntrus| © Nottrueatal © Not appicable

23 How would you rate the orlentation of yowihe when they Aret amve?
Excefient © Good - Fair © Poor & Mot applicable

24 How would you rafe the heslth services for youths?
Excefient © Gobd © Far © Poor Mot applicable

25. How would you rafs aducational programming for youths?
Exc=fient © Good © Falr © Poor © Mol applicabis

26 How would you raie fraining, dally commumications snd Toilew through =t this bocallon reganding
sulcids prevention?
Exceilont ~ Gogd © Falr © Poor © Motapplicable
7. Tha mannsr Inwhich varioss faclily areas {Le., direct cars, clinical, efucation, administration and
Fiecaith) wiork as a team in devaloping and tollowing throwgh on youths' restmenifeardcs plans ks
Excefient © Good © Fair © Ppor © Mot appicani

Staffi™oulth Relations

28 Do =ta il members show resioents reapect?
YeE ' Somefmes MO
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23_ Ars the stafl good rode modsls ?
¥as  Somelimes. Mo

30. Do gtaft seam to genuinaly care abowt the resldsnts?
Yos - Somelimes M3

31. Do staff use force only when they really need to?
¥es " -Sometimes o

32 Ara incentlves and rewands ussd o Influence residents’ bahaviory
Yes SOMEETeE Mo

33, Do mtaft give more poeRive commenis than negatree commenis fo youth?
a5 Somelimes 4]

34 Do staf treat realdents fakiy?
Yes T Sometimes © No

35. 12 the behavior management system {Inciudng privileges, nilss, CONESQUENces SNd ppasta Process)
clear and undarstood by staff and youthe 7

Yes © Mo

36 Do stafl have the suthorty to disciplins youth appropriataly?
¥eg )

IT. Do staft have the authority bo reward youth appropriatsty?
YeE O MO

Thank You

Plesse ciick "Finish® o procass s surve) for compiedion
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APPENDIX I

YOUTH CLIMATE SURVEY

PbS Youth Climate Survey

For atafT wee only
Thizze firsl goestons are for skadT only.

PDE fomm 1D:

Dats survey adminlkebarsd;

Wiae this aurvey reflumed Hank?

Yes
o

PbS Youth Climate Survey

E=gn stenvey hers

Yiouth gsnoer
i3is
Female
Refuse 'O answer
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Living Conditions/Climate

Noace: You Showd nof 1 ot this infendew Wless & STaT PErson NEs QVeNn you an a55ent fom, [he person has
rEViEWED If Wil yOU, 30 yoR have checkad 3 box Indicating your wilingness o unwilingness & parficipale. Once
¥OU have completad the suTvey, pace both the [Saf page of e assent form (TNt you Aave checked off] @nd the
survey in fne envelape provided fo you You may keep the frs W pages of the S55enl fom Mar nas aif of e
IYformation abaut Soing Enis Sureey,

1. Which of Ehe folbowing atstements are trus about this facility?
Thie statermsant e trus *

Refise o
1a. Thea facility |a claan Yes MO 3
Refise o
1b. The food la good Yes Mo answer
1c. Tha facdifty has 8 pood school program we Hoig insipan
10, Thi facilty nas a good recreaticnal program ves  No amﬁ;"'“m
Fiefuse o
15. Tha nukes hars ars Falr ves Mo a3
1L Everything is working Im the unit [ iva In Refuse (o
g, chowers, tohets sic Yes MO answer
1g. | have besn givan the required ciothing, shoss, ahests, towals and Refuse o
tolistries YeE MO answer
1h The COomMmon SeEE e Chaan imgaried

Yes MO answer

2. SInce you have baen In this Taciiity, hava you sver baen locked up because of misbehavior?
wee Mo © Dontinow © Refuse io answer

23 If yea, what was the longest tims you wera locked up alons, without being alowsd to have contact

with other youth who Fve hane?
Mever © LessManoneday  1-Sdays  5-10days | 1 daysormore | RefuEs o answer

Linderstanding Rules and Rights

3. Diet & 2 taff mamber give you & wiitien copy of ihe faciity ralas upon admisslion?
Y26 o Contimow ' Fefise 1D answer

4. Did 2 8= member @aciese e facliity rules with you wpon admisekon?
Yes © Mo Dontknow — Refise 10 anower
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5. Do you undsrstand the facilty nulas?
wag '] Fefuse D 3nswer

Sg. If mot, why don't you undersiand the TacHity neesy
Wioad iy ChoDoe more than one Bnower

The rules are ham to read
The rukes are comfusing

They keap changing the niles
HDEII'E-EU‘EI'E'E_IJ‘IHI‘H‘“E niles 1o me
Refiss 10 anewsr

&. Whan you cams to this facilty, did & stslf member give you @ wriitsn copy of your legal rights whills In
thilz tackity?
For exampie, the righs o adequaie food, medical cars, prolecBon froms prysical Ferm and edvcaticn

¥es U Mo O Domilnow © Rediss o answer

7. Did a ataff member discuss thees legal rights [In this feclifty ) with you upon somisslon?
feE Mo © Donthknow - ReMEs D answer

8. Do you underetand théss legal rghia
o MO Rafuse 10 answer

Programs

5. Om 'WEEKDEY S, oo you get at least 1 HOUR of physkcal exercles per day?
Lli= a=roibics, baskemal, weight-Hing, mmang or any ofer aege muscies =reriss

YeE O Refuse 1D answer

10. On WEEKENDS, do you get at leaat 2 HOURS of physical axerciss per day?
Lik= merogics, Daskeinal, weight=Hng runmimg o any offer arge muschs sy rrse

Y26 ] Rafise 0 answer

11. Since coming to this facllity, have you bean stiending echool 7

ves
Somefimes

ha

Doesn apply because | have 3 GED or high school digioma
Refuss 0 answer

114 If you anewsr "Yes" or "Somstimas”, In genaral, how halpiul has tha school hers baen to you?
Very helpful © Helphul © Somewhat hefpfd © Mot helgful atall © Refuse b answer
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12 Since coming to this facility, have you swer recetved medical cars?
“Wes Mo | Rafise i answes

12a i yes. In gemaral, how helpful wae the medical care you recehved 7
Viery heipful - Helplul  *~ Somewhat heiphul Mot il at ali — Fefuse o ansaer

13. Do you hawe a treatmeant or =anvice plan?
Yeg M3 © Dootinow ¢ Refuse lo ansaer

It yoe,

f3a. | waa Involved wihen peopls wars t2lking about what should go In my trestmsant o ssrvice plan.
Tre  Mosily ine © Mosthy umine © Molbue ataf © Refuse D answer

13b. My treatment or service plan helps me o understand what | mest do in onder fo reach my

goake.
True © Mosiy true © Mosthy untnee + Notue atal © Refuse to answer

14, The programming [schood, counssiing, othsr programs) | go to s helping me to undsratand what |
nead o do to succead when | retum homes.

True © Moslty e © Moshy untnee. © Mol froe atall © Refise o answer

15. 18 ihere 3 level, phase of polnte system in this facility that tes resddent behavior to rewards and
respongitilities 7
YeE Mz o Dootinow ¢ Refuse o answer
if yoa,
158 0o you undsretand tha favel, phass of poinie sysbam n thie faciity?
¥es ¢ WO Refuse o answer

15b. Do you know what level or phiase you ars on?
¥es © Ho - Refusa to answer

15¢. I yan, what level o phase ars you on?

Family Contact
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16. Have you talked on the phons with your parent andior guardlan?
L= ] Mo Dontnow * Rellse i ansaer

184 If yea, approcimatsly how offen oo you falk on the phons with your parent andior guardan?
Less than once @ month
Once @ month
2 - 3 imes per momth
1 -2.0mes per wesk
3 -4 Imes per wesk
E of Mare Bmes per week

17. How falr are ataf memibars In applying the nies about feiephons calla?
Very far © Falr  Somewnaifar O MotfaEraiall @ Reflse T answer

18. Have you gottan wisks from your family 7
Yes ' Mo 0 Refuse io answes

184 If you HAVE gotien visits, approximeatsly how oftsn do wou get visits from your faminy?

Less than oncs @ momh 3 -4 timas parweek
Once & man 5 or monz imes per wesk
I - 3 imes per moth Refuss 1o answer

i -2 imes per wesk

180 I you have not gotben wieths from your family, or if your family cannot visht reguisrly, pleass anawar
whathar the folowing s tatements are trus:

The statamsent i true ©
My familly dossn't have transporistion Yes © WO Refuse D answer
My Tamily lives too far away Yes © Mo ¢ Refose o answer
The vislting hours ars not good for my family Yes Moo Refuse i answer
The Tacillty dosan't ollow family visits Yes Mo Refuse 0 answer
My Tamily dossn want to visli ma ¥es © WO ¢ FefiEs D answer
I dont want to vist with my Family Yes O Mo Refuse ip answer
The court of judgs has prohibited my family from visifing ma Yes MO Refuse 10 answer
I ‘hiawa na familly Yes © Mo © Refise D anseer

Safety & Security
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1. Within the last six montha at this facility, have you fearad for your aataty?
¥eE o Fafuse i anewer

20, Do you know what procadure e folbow IF Ehers 12 3 fins hiers?
¥eE. O Mo ¢ Refuse D anEwer

21. ‘within the last six monthe st this facilify, have you had psr=onal propsrty stolen directly by forcs or
by threat?

a5 MO Fafise 1 answer

22, Within tha last eix montha ot this facliy, have you besn beaten up or threatensd with being baaten
up?

¥eg o Fafuse i anewer

23 'Wrthin the last six months at this Taclily, has anyons forced you to engags In senual activity 7
Y2 i Fafuse 1o anewar

If yes,

3. How many Hmse did thia happen?

23b. Who digd thie to you?
Yok may CRooss mons B o arewer

Anoiher resident that | know
Anomher resident that | don'T e
A sET membar of the facity

| SomEnng slsa

REfuss 10 ansaes
#3c. Was this incidant reporied to 3 siaff member, counselor, teacher or somesns slss whio could

hatp you?
Yes N0  Refuse to answer

23d. Has anything besn dong to stop thie from happening again?
Yo o WD ¢ REfuse o answer

T35, Othsr than the esxual seaault, did you have amy injurss 58 & reeulof his?
¥Yes WD - Refuse b answer

T3g-1If you had Inpuriss, what types of injurfes did you suftar from this?
Fou may chooas mons Far ofs Srmwer
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Ensses, Diack eye, culs, sorgicheas, sweling, chipped leeth Gun shol bullst wounds

Krincked unconscious Knite of stal woults
Concuzslon Ohex
Imemal injiEles Refuse Io ansssr

Broken hones or ieeth krocked out

236-2. Dd you receive madical cane 58 3 resull of any of thees Injurtas 7
b= o Refuse o answer

24, Within the la=t e rnonths ot this faclify, have you Desn Involvad I any fignts?
Wag M Aafuss o ansasr

25 Do you know hove bo Mnd help If somesns exsaults or threatsns you?
b= Mo Fefuse i anewer

ataft

2E. Do 2tall mambers show resltants respect?
Yes | Sometimes | Mo O Fefuse o ansesr

27. are the staft good rods moddsls 7
Yos  Sometmes | MO Refuss i anseer

28. Do stalt seam to genubnaly care about the reeldents?
¥es  Sometimes Mo o Refuse io answer

23. Do ataff use force only when thay really nesd to?
fag  Sometimes  No Herusemm

3. b0 stafl maks more positive comments fo youth than negabive commants?
¥os O Sometimes © Woo O Refuse D anseer

31. Are stalf members fair about discipline lssuss?
iag Somelimes Mo R=fuse D answer

Justice

32. Do you prasenily have @ lawyar?
g Mo Coriinow © Refles (D answsr

160



33 Sinca you cams to thils Taclity. have you ssked TO SEE your lawyar?
= MO " Rafuse D answer

33a ¥ yes, were you allowsd TO SEE your lawysr?
ag L] Fafuss (D answer

34, Bincs you cama to thie Tacility, havs you asked TO CALL your Ewyers?
Yas | Mo Refuss ip answer

343 I yos, wers you allowsd TO CALL your lawysr?
Yag 4] Rafuss 1o answer

35 Since you cama to thie facllity, have you asked TO WRITE fo your lawysr?
¥ag . NO Fafuse 1D answer

352 i yes, were you afiowsd TO WRITE to your lawyer?
s Mo © Refuse iD ansser

36 Do you Know hiw o fle 3 grievancs If you are belng mistreated?
¥i2g NO R2fsE 10 Answer

3T. How trus s the Tollowing statemsnt: Nofhing bad will happen fo ma T | Ml 3 griavancs.
Tnaa Masiy e SomewnaiieE © Molime st af - Refuse o anower

I8 Within the last afs monins at this facilify, have you sver fled 3 grisvancs 7
¥es © Mo Refuss o answer

382 W you have Mk o grievancs inthe lesf 8l monthe af this fsciify, was your grisvance addressed,
glthar by 8 hearing or by somsons talking to you about IE7
25 No. © Refuse iD ansger

Thank You

Flegse Ciick "Fiish™ & pocEss this sunve)y for compiedian
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APPENDIX J

YOUTH RECORD
Po5 Youth Bacord Preview Sarvey Owctober 2011
PbS Youth Record
Youth Information
1. PbS form D
3. Admit dats: 2. Timac

AM or PM

3. Youth Information

33 Gender:

- Mae
_| Female

3b. Age st ima of relaass:;

T WNDAE s

3¢ Ethnlcity:
_ Wihit=, non-Hispanic
Eilack, noa-Hispanic

Biack, Hispanic
Otther, Hispanic

2d. Committing offenss:

Amencan indan or Alaskan Hatlve
Asian

- Mailve Hawalkan or Oiher Faciic kslander

Ciher

Coovrizhe € 2011 Pot Leamine Tnstitate (PhE L
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- PErE0M,
Winlent sexual

Other person

4. Rejoase date:

_| Property: Autp
thef

Prooerty:
Burgiary
Theft. non-
hatsehal
laroey

. Property;
Other prap=ry

Drugs:
Tramcking

Yes
No

Intake: Health Risk Scresning

1. Was a Haalth Screaning complated?

2a Hsalth Scresning datsc

" Drugs: Dther drug-
related

. Pubilc Oroer;
AUCOhDI OF LGS,
driving unger fhe
Infusence

Public Order,
Weapons

Pubélc Order:
OMer pubic order

Viniaton: Al
Status: Curfew

2b. Heakth Scresnimg tims:

AN or PR

3 Hsalth Scresning aiaft
_ Reglstered Murse (RN)
Licensad Practical Murse {LON|
Medical Doctor (MD)
NuFse Praciftionar (N2

* Physiciars Assistant (PA)

Trained sial

Crher state quaifed sat

. Cffear siall

163

Intake: Mental Health Risk Screening

Status:
Incomigioie,

. Status: Running
Status: Truancy

| Btatus:

Underage drinking

stafus ofense



1. Was a Mantal Health Scresning complatad?

YES
Mo

If 20,

2a Mantal Heatth Screening dats:
! {

20, Mental Health Scresning time:
Al or P

3. Mental Haalth Screening staft:

Reglstered MuEes (RN) Shyeiclan's Asslsiant (PA)
_ Uensed Pracical Murss (LPN) 1 Trained stalt

_ Medical Docor (MDY Crher sl quakted san
. Nuree Pracitionsr [NF} _ Cnher staT

Intake: Suicide Risk Screening

1. Wa= a Sulcids Rizk Screening completed?

Yes
. Mo

If 20,

Za. Sulcide Risk Screening date:

2b. Sulcios Risk Scrasning times:
Al or BM

4. Slkclde Rigk Scresning aiaf:

Reqistensd Nurse (FM) ' Phygician's Assistant (PA)
! Licensed Practical Nurse [LPN) ' Trainad staft
. Medical Doctor (MD)  Other state qualfied staff
MurEe Practtioner (NP} Other stafr

Intake: Initial Staff Contact with Parent or Guardian
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If &0,

2a. Diate of contact:

2. Time of contact
&b or PM

Intake: Classification

1. Has the youlh been clasalad?

Yies:
WO

If &0,

2a. Date of classifcation:

2. Time of classifcaton:
AM of PM

Intake: Housing Linit Assignment

1. Wae a housing unit assigned?

Yies:
WO

If &0,

2 Youth's assigned housing unit:

Fa Dats of housing unlt assbgnmant:
i

3b. Time of housing unit aasignment
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Al or P

Intake: Initial Educational Testing

1. Was the youtn tested for reading?
. YEs
Mo

i =0,

& First reading test date: 16, Score or grads kevel:

2 '‘Was the youth testad for math?

YEf
MO

i =0,

Za. First math fesl dats: 20. Scome or grada baval-

3. Was the youth testad for physical fitness?

6
* MO

i &0,

the proysical Snes besl S s o T, s 1 done ) B pess andd [ e B

3a. Firat physlcal fAtness fest data: 3b. Scofe or grads kevel:

4. Has the youth paased the GED?

YBE
N

43 If 5o, date passsd:

! r

5. Has the youth recalved a high school diploma?
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5§

Z4. If 8o, dats racalhvad:

Family Contact & Level System: Family Contact

1. ke contact betwesn the youth and family allowed or approved by the Taclithy?

YieE
. NO

I i,

lﬂlar}ﬁﬂm'ﬁﬂtﬂ fo youth by parent or guardian during youti's entira confinemant at the
fachity:

i Hgﬂwmmm bsfwean youth and Tamily during youth's entire confinemant af the
facliy:

4. Humber of mas facility =taff intlated contact with familly during the Laat full month:

Family Contact & Level System: Level System

1. Haa the youth mads Improvements In the facliity's evel systam?
N

2. Has tha youlh sndad on the highest teval?

YEE
N

Assessments: General

1. Under what ststue did the youlh anter this facility?

167



_ inlitad comeniimesnt
.| Lateral ransfer from (e faclity
. Parie vinaor

. 'Work study/Trarsfion camp grogram
Oithear

2. ‘Was a Healin &ssesameant complsted 7

Yes
- MO

I 2o,

2a Date Health Assesasment complated:
f

2h. Was the Health Sssessment performed by qualifled aiafr?

YEes
- N

2c. Heafth Assesament 2iafl rols;

* Registered Nursa (AN) Socia Worker
" Lisensad Prachcal Nurse (LPN) /I PRD.

Medizal Docior (MO Subsiance ADUEE COUNG2IE
' Murse Pracitioner (NP} Teacher

Physicians Assistant (PA] Prychiztist

PEyehologiet Cuaified Siafr

2d: Wae a traatment nasd iganiifed during ihe Haalth Asscasment?

Yes
Mo

3 Was a Mental Health sesassment complatea?

. TEE
- Mo

IT g0,

3a. Date Mental Haafih Aessssmant complatad:

P I

b Was the Mantal Health Assesamant parfomed by qualfed stairy
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YER
N

p:u.mﬁmrmn.ammmﬁntmm

Reqisteras NUrse (AN)

Licensad Practical Nurss (LPN)

Medical Doctor (MDD
NUFES Practiionar (NP}
. Bhysician's ABsisiant (FA}

/' Pgychologst

Social Worker

Ph

SubEiance Abuse Colnssion
Teacher

' Peychiztnet

Criafed Siaf

3 Waa a treatment need Idsntifisd during the Mantal Healh Lasesamant?

YR
]

4 Was & Bubstance Abuss Lasssament completed?

JYes
ko

ir 2,

43_Dats Substancs Abuse Sesesement complafed

4b. Was ihe Substance Abuse Asssesmant parformed by qualifed stam?

i YEE
. MO

4z Zubsfancs Abuss Assesament staff role

Reqisterad Nurse (RN)

" Licansad Practical Murse {LPN)

' Medical Dostor (MD)

_ Nurse Praciiicner (NP}
Physiclam's Assisiant (PA)

 Peychokogist

Social Woeker

_ PR
. SubsEnce Abuse CounESior
‘. Teacher

 Pychizenst

Cruialifled Saf

4d: Was a3 tregtmant naed IdentiNsd during the Substance Abuss Asseaament?

. YBE
. Mo

5 Was a Paychosoclalriocial Skllks Assesament completed?
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T e,

Sa. Dats PeychosoclallSocial Skille Asseszment complaied
! /

Sh. Wias ine PeychosockaliSockal Skills Assessmant parformed by qualifed stam?

Yes
- Nio

S¢. PaychosocialSoclal Skills Assasament stafT rode:

. Registered NUFSE (RN . Soclal Workes
Licensad Practcal Murse {LPN) PR.D
Medical Doctor (WD) Substance Abuse CouRseior
WurEe Practiionar (NP} " Teacher
Physician’s Asslstant (PA) Pyohignst
Peychologist CuaiMied Stal

5 Was a treatment nesd Identified during the PeychosoclaltSoctal Skils Assesament?

Yo
- Mo

& Was g Vocabional Sessssmeant Wﬂ"]ﬂtﬂd‘?

YEE
. Mo

T o,

Ea. Dats Vocational Assezament complated:

J I

&b Was the Vocational Azsegsmant performed by qualified stamr?
'Yes
MD

&¢. Vocational Aessaamant sLaT rols:
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Registered Mures [FM) Social Worker

“ Licensad Practical Nurse {LPN) 5 PD.
. Medical Diocior (MDY . Subsiance Apuse Courssjor
. HiEER Praciiiansr [MP) . Teacher
_ Physiclan's ARSI (FA) SEyChiEmst
Psycholgst O Quaimied Sta
Ed: ‘Waa 3 treatment nead idantifsd during the Vocational &sssssment?
- TEE
. N

7. Wa= an Educational Assesemant complstad?

'Yes
Mo

=0,

Ta. Datbe Educational Azssaament compleied

7. Was the Educatlonal &ssessment performed by guslifed afafl?

- TEE
)

7. Educational Assssamant staft role;

_ Reqisteren NUES (RN| " 5003l WOrKEr

. Licensed Practical Nurse {LPN} U PhD

. Medical Docion (MDY . ‘Gubstance Abuse Coursainn

- Nurse Practitioner [N} - Teacher
Physician's Assitant (PA) PEyChignst
PEycholaast Cuaimed Start

Td: Was 8 reatment nesd Identified during the Educational Azsessmsnt?

Ye&

L

Assessment: Most Recent Educational Testing
1. Was the youth tested for reading?

. TEE
Ho
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IT =0,

1a Most recent reading test dats: 1b. Score or grads kel

2. Was the youtn festad for math 7

YEE
HO

T 20,

2a Moaf recant math teef date: 20, Seore of grads bewal

3. Was tha youth tested for physical Ninsss 7

YES
HO

T &,

I the physce ey fesi b5 owes or tel, o= 4 o= e pees and U eema | 1o 586

Ja Most recent physlcal Miness teal dats: 3b. Scors of grads keval

!

Treatment Plan: General

1. Date of inlial treaiment plan eligno:

f f

2 Dioss the youth have imited abiides to spsak and understand Engisn?

Yes
WO

2a. If ye=, 8 the treatment plan writhen In 3 lanpuage the youth can undsratsnd?

Tee
Ho

3. For sach cabegory below, Indlcate whathar treabment programming was includsd in the youtirs
h'aa:rntrmlpm and whathar treatmant programmming was recalved by the youth whils In tha
facIity.
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Biierat- e I I et
a. Haalth Wes | ho [ ¥esl! Mo
b. Mentzl Health ¥es'. Mo Yeel' Mo
. Substance Abuss ¥es | MO YEEL MO
ﬁﬁwm ¥es'l No e Mo
8. Viecalonal Yes: Mo Yes: o ND
f. Educationad e _‘H-I:I 1 'r'EE i)

3. Ofher treatment programming category, IT appicable;

3g. Was traatmant programming included In the freatmant plan?

Yes
WO

Jg-1. Was treatmant programming recaived whils in fha faciithy 7

Y8
Ko

4 Does the youth's record Incieds monthly progrees notas 7

. TEh
]

5. Does the youtn's record Include an annual summary of treatment progresa?

YEE
. No

& Mumber of treatment team mestinga:

Treatment Plan: Curriculum

i. Pigase enfer the daie aach cummiculum catsgory was complated bedow,
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a. Health Education

b_ PeycnosocialrSocisl Skilks

. 'H'ﬂlﬂﬂ:lﬂnq Sl

2 ‘Was ths youth transtarred laterafly, franaferrad to 5 higher clasefcation sac tacibty. or Is
the youth currentty at an infakes, {I?m:-utln or orlantation faclify? —

TEE
. MO

If you answensd “Yas” above, PLEASE D MOT Al out the following saciions on Afercars.
Aftercare; General

1, Was ths youin discharged without afisrcars?

TEE
WD

2. How many succesahd preraleass vislls fo communily programs did the youln go on?

3. How many succesaful homs vislis did the youth go on?

4. How many succeseful work relesss days did the youth go on?

Aftercare: Aftercare Manager

1. Whan was the youth's afisfcars manager sssigned?

d !

2. How many contacts wers thers baiwesn the youth's parents and the youth's afercars managsr
whils the youth was In the taclilty?
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3. How meany contacis wers thers betwesn the youwth and the youin's aftercare managsr whils tha
yourth was In the faciivty 7

4. Was a home viah made?
' nsl apotcebie dus o ol probeciiee Douss, chooee Nob appfioasie"
e
WD
Not appiicanle

43, If yes, the vislt was mads by-
Faclity Ireatment s
Faclity caseworbereounsaiorn

_ Aftencans manager
- Prereleaseiranstion [lalsan

Community Bervice provider
_ Oither

5. Was an saessament of the youth's home mads for fufure placemsnt?

I not ppplicahis JH#II! rolld prmterires SEies Chionse ot apariobe

! Y
MO

* Not appicable

Sa. If yee, assaeament mads by:

Faclity treatment st
_ Facifty cascworkspeounsaiarn

_ Afercane manager
_ Prereleaseranstion |I3lson

. ComETUniy senvice provider
« CAhear

&. Did tha youth have In-person contact with community servicesalagancy staff priot to releass?

Yiee
~ Mo

Aftercare: Aftercare Plan

1. When wae the youth's aftsrcare péan compdeted and aigned off on by an aflsrcars mansger?
i f

2. s tha aftercars pian wittien in a languape the youlh can unosrsiand?
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fes
MO

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Substance Abuse

1. ks thare & need Tor substance abuse reatmant follow-up in the community?

. TES
. HiD

2. Haa the youth atiendsd A4 HA ora 12 Steps program whils in the faciity?

Yee
Ho

i Have redemals been mada?

- Yes
W0

4 Has the youth besn acceplad to begin treatmentientsr program upon redesss?
fes
o

4. I8 thare & nesd Tor random urine 3EREREMENTE WRON raleasa ?

Yes
Mo

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Mental Health

1. ks thare 8 need for a mental healkh follow-up In the communiiy?

YeE
No

2 Have referrals besn mada?

- Yes
- WD

3 e medicaibon required?
TefE may ncode Bry nesd Tor Pedicaton Or SUDTmnDe =pute, m=real hzaln, s

. YEE
Mo

4 Was the youth acceptad fo begin reatmentisnisr program upon ree s 7
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ek
Ho

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Medical

1. & thare a nead for madical foflow - In the community?

YEe
. MO

Z Have refemals besn mads?
YeE

3. s medication required?

Y
i, 8|

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Social Skills

1. I= there 3 nesd for 3 social skills Tollow-up in the commamity 7

Y&
D

Z Have referrals been mada?

b=
Mo

3. Has the youth besn accaptad into 3 soclal ekl program upon releass’?

YeE
"o

Aftercare Treatment & Placeament Plan: Education

1. ‘Wil the youth attend echool in the community 7

YBE
i1 i

? Has confact been made with 3 scho?

e
Mo
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3. la thare any epscal sducational programming needsd?

TEE
MO

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Vocational

L &re thers vocationakamployment nesds?

Yes
. HNo

2. Have rederrals Deen misda?

YEE
Mo

3. Have youth work requiremsnts been spacified?
CYes
Ho

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Other Areas of Need

1. ks thare & need Tor iracking/day trastmant?

_Yes
Ho

2. Are there Tamilly follow-up nesds 7

Yee
M0

3. Are thers culfural and FEanpuags MoEcW-UR neass 7
Yee
_ Mo

4. Are thers other toliow-up nssda?

Al
- Ho

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Recommended Placement

1. k= i youth's himie 8 recommsnded placemani?
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¥es
WO

2 e a Postsr homs 4 recommanded placement?

~'fes
Mo

3. e 3 group home a recommendad placemant?

Yes
HO

4 Iz Independent Iving a recommendad placemant?
Tes
Mo

5 la thare another resioential sstiing that b & recommendsd placamsant?

Ye&
. Ho

i 2 residential placeament I8 recommendad,

2. Wagz the refemal mads?

_YEs
Ho

b. 'Was the youth accepied upon releass?

Yes
Mo

Aftercare Treatment & Placement Plan: Other Actions Required

1 I8 3 curfew requined?
~fes
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Yes
Mo

Aftercare Treatment & Flacement Plan: Signatures

1. Did the youth aign their aftercars treatment and placemsnt plan?

Yes
. MO

2 Did a facdify repressntsiive aign the aftercars treatment and placement plan?

¥es
_ Ho
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APPENDIX L

CODING OF VARIABLES: STAFF CLIMATE SURVEY

Male 0, Female 1

Perceptions on Training

Agree 4, Somewhat Agree 3, Somewhat Disagree 2, Strongly Disagree 1
Yes1,No O

Perceptions on Management

Excellent 4, Good 3, Fair 2, Poor 1

Strongly Agree 4, Agree 3, Disagree 2, Strongly Disagree 1

Perceptions on Programs

True 5, Mostly True 4, Mostly Untrue 3, Not True At All 2, Not Applicable 1
Excellent 5, Good 4, Fair 3, Poor 2, Not Applicable 1

Staff Youth Relations

Yes 2, Sometimes 1, No 0
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APPENDIX M

CODING OF VARIABLES: ADMINISTRATIVE FORM

Ethnicity

Definition

Alaskan Native

American Indian

American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian

Black Hispanic

Black non-Hispanic

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Other

9 Other Hispanic

10 Pacific Islander

11 White Hispanic

12 White non-Hispanic

0NN DN kW

Black Hispanic: 1

Black Non-Hispanic: 2

White Hispanic: 3

White Non-Hispanic: 4

Other Hispanic: 5

Other: 6, Alaskan Native, America Indian, American Indian or Alaskan, Asian, Native
Hawaiian or Other, Other, Pacific Islander
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APPENDIX N
CODING OF VARIABLES: INCIDENT REPORT
Violent Crime= 3
Property Crime=2

Drug Offense= 1
Misdeameanors =0
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