
GROUP HOMES FOR DELINQUENT GIRLS: A COMPARATIVE STUDY

OF GIRLS' AND BOYS' PROGRAMS IN MASSACHUSETTS

by

Beth L. Karpf

SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF

BACHELOR OF SCIENCE

of the

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

January 1975

Signature of Author
Department of Urban Studie d Planning, January 31, 1975

Certified by
Thesis Supervisor

Accepted by
Chairperson, Departmental Committee on Theses

Rotch

APR 1 1975
klR AR\Ze
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by

Beth L. Karpf

Submitted to the Department of Urban Studies and Planning on January 31$
1975, in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Bachelor of Science, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

In order to make an exploratory investigation into the feasibility
of group homes for delinquent girls, extensive interviews were conducted
at three girls' and three boys' group homes. The study focused on issues
of attitudes of the staff and youths, program structure, interactions
between staff and youngsters, and interactions among the youngsters. The
study uncovered very few differences which divided the homes on the basis
of the sex of the kids served. Most of the differences which did exist

among the homes were related differences in staff attitudes as to the
causes of delinquency. On the basis of the factors examined, it appears
that group homes can be as appropriate a strategy for girls as for boys.

Chapter One briefly discusses the origin of female corrections
in general and girls' programs in particular. The chapter also discusses
recent theories of delinquency in girls, briefly discussing how those

theories relate to theories on boys and what implications the theories
have for programs for delinquent girls.

Chapter Two discusses the development of group homes, the ways
in which group homes typically differ from each other and what impli-

cations those differences in structures would have for differences in

staff attitudes.

Chapter Three discusses the setting of the study, the method
and various methodological problems encountered in the study. The re-
presentativeness of the sample is examined in terms of data on the flow

of boys and girls through the juvenile justice system and other, infor-
mal information obtained from people who work with delinquent youth in
Massachusetts.

Chapter Four reports the information gathered in the six case

studies.

Chapter Five discusses the findings of the study and their impli-

cations for planning and further research.

Thesis Supervisor: Suzanne Thomas Buckle, Assistant Professor,
Department of Urban Studies and Planning
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Chapter I; Theories of Female Delinquency and Corrections
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The Development of Female Corrections

Women's and girls' corrections have long been a secondary concern

of corrections officials. Most of the progress which has been made in

this area has been as a result of pressure from outside movements which

were concerned with females generally (as opposed to lawbreakers or

prisoners), activities which were directed at some public concern un-

related to the rehabilitation of women and girls, or were offshoots of

reforms made in male rehabilitation programs.

Until the mid-nineteenth century, there were no separate prisons

for men and women. Males and females (and, at that time, adults and

children) were housed together in prisons which were run exclusively

by male guards and administrators.

Though they were incarcerated in the same prisons, male and female

offenders were viewed quite differently by criminal justice system offi-

cials and by the society at large. First, there appeared to be greater

contempt for women who had transgressed than for men. This feeling stem-

med in large part from the commonly held belief that women were naturally

more "morally pure" than men and that therefore, a "fallen woman" had

fallen further than her male counterpart. Essentially, criminal behavior

was more expected from men than women, since "boys will be boys". Female

criminals were also viewed as more threatening to society, because it was

felt that through a woman's role as wife and mother, she would naturally

contaminate others (particularly men). Additionally, it was strongly

felt that though male criminals might sometimes be redeemable, female

criminals certainly were not. This belief stemmed, in part, from the
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idea that women "fell further" and, in part, from the idea that a

life of sin was entirely the fault of the woman, that it was a choice

on her part and an irrevocable one. Once purity and innocence were

lost, they were not thought to be retrievable.

Though conditions in nineteenth century prisons were generally

deplorable, these attitudes generally resulted in even more degrading

and inhumane conditions in prison for women than for men. In addition

to being sexually abused by the male guards (and prisoners), due to the

absence of female guards, they were deprived of even the slightest link

with outside female society, as well as the understanding that they

might have received from guards of their own sex.

The movement for separate women's prisons started during the

first half of the nineteenth century, but did not pick up momentum un-

til the latter half of the century. It was primarily a movement by

middle-class women to help their less fortunate sisters. These women

brought with them a number of new ideas.2 First, they contradicted

current views of the causes of female criminality by concluding that

women did not usually have a choice as to leading a life of crime, but

had been corrupted by circumstances (particularly poverty and the una.

vailability of any means of support other than prostitution and petty

theft) and by evil male influences which, they felt, had caused the

fall of many innocent young girls. Second, unlike corrections offi-

cials, they believed that women were reformable.

They also brought a vision of how correctional reform should hap-

pen. First, they said that women were best suited to reform other wo-
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men, because they could set an example of "true womanhood" and could

be more understanding of a woman's problems. This idea--that women

could be guards and run prisons--was considered by the criminal justice

establishment to be very radical. Men argued that women weren't physi-

cally strong enough to be guards, even of other women and they felt

threatened by the claim that women could be superior to them, even if it

were just in reforming other women.

A final reform suggested by this movement was that women offenders

should be removed from the brutalizing and demoralizing influences of

male guards and prisoners. Within these new separate prisons, they felt

that rehabilitation efforts should lead women to a life of "true woman-

hood"--i.e., domestic roles. This last idea is very interesting in light

of the fact that women involved in promoting separate prisons were at-

tempting, against significant opposition, to carve out professional roles

for themselves as guards, prison administrators and even prison physi-

cians. However, the idea that fallen women should be trained for a life

of domesticity served as a balancing element in an otherwise radical

movement.

The first institution in this country for delinquent girls was be-

gun at Lancaster, Massachusetts in 1857, many years after the first in-

stitution for delinquent boys had opened. It was very similar in concept

to the new separate women's prisons. The Lancaster School taught the

girls homemaking skills and measured its success with a girl by whether

or not she got married and settled into a "normal homelife".3 Thus, the

"homemaker model" gained roots in girls' rehabilitation programs.
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In concept, this model has dominated female corrections until

recent years, when two situations produced pressure for changes. First,

the movement away from training schools for boys was begun and spread

to youngsters generally. The process of setting up alternative facili-

ties forced the corrections system to question the kinds of rehabilita-

tive programs that are most appropriate to girls. Second, the women's

movement, which has changed role expectations for women, resulted in

pressure on girls' instiutions to update their goals. Even now,how-

ever, there are institutions for girls which are based on the "homemaker

model"

Recent delinquency theorists tend to think of female delinquency

in terms of sexual delinquency. It is interesting that many of the

early women's and girlst institutions were established primarily to deal

with sexual delinquency. During the First World War, after the idea of

sex-segregated prisons had become firmly entrenched but not totally im-

plemented, the federal government spent a substantial amount of money

to establish a number of adult and juvenile institutions for female of-

fenders. The basic motivation behind this outpour of federal money was

to protect soldiers from "disease" (venereal disease).5

Recent Theories Regarding Delinquency Among Girls

In looking at the very small amount of literature in the last ten

or fifteen years which has dealt with juvenile delinquency among girls,

it is clear that ther are still differing attitudes as to the nature and

causes of male and female delinquency which undoubtedly result in differ-

ing attitudes as to the methods for dealing with delinquent boys and
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girls. Some of these differences are justifiable, based on the fact

that girls and boys are raised in different ways and have different ex-

periences. Some assumptions seem to be based on prejudices of the theor-

ists concerning proper roles for females. First, it appears that there

is more of a tendency to blame "society" or "circumstances" for delin-

quency in boys, while blaming the individual girl for her transgres-

sions. Second, it is thought that boys commit crimes against others,

including property crimes and person crimes, while girls commit less

serious "crimes", such as running away, being sexually promiscuous, or,

sometimes, shoplifting. In the past several years, however, the arrest

rate of girls and women for more serious and violent crimes has skyrock-

eted, the increase usually being attributed to increased equality in life-

style options for males and females with the attendant increase of the

pressures of life on females. (Unfortunately, most of the literature

which addresses the issue of delinquency in girls is greater than five

years old, so this particular issue is not frequently discussed).

Goodman and Ohlin are two examples of theorists who say that de-

linquency in boys is just a reaction to a badly structured society or

unfair circumstances, but in some way imply that delinquency in girls

is related to the individual girl's maladjustment. Goodman, in Growing

Up Absurd, points to the lack of meaningful, "manly" work as the root

of male delinquency. Of course, he says, this doesn't apply to girls

because they can fulfill themselves through marriage and children. His

implication is that society is not to blame for delinquency in girls

and therefore, there must be something wrong with the girl herself.
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Ohlin linked delinquency to a lack of opportunities for lower-income

males to attain middle-class goals of a good education and a good job.

He added that female delinquency (i.e., illegitimate pregnancy) results

from a lack of opportunity for lower-income girls to get married, which

occurs because lower-income boys won't marry them because they can't

get jobs to support families. In other words, the girl can't have mar-

riage and pregnancy, so she settles for just pregnancy. It seemed that

though Ohlin viewed circumstances caused by society as the impetus for

both male and female delinquency, there was a greater implication of

social maladjustment in the girls than in the boys.

In 101 Delinquent Girls, Trese states that delinquency in

girls is "the result of an inadequately developed personality". He

felt that elements such as poverty, gang influence and delinquency con-

taminated neighborhoods were only contributive and not causative the

implication being that the real cause lay within the girl herself.

This dichotomy in theories of male and female juvenile delinquency

has some implications for different treatment of delinquent boys and

girls. Since people may feel that circumstances have largely contribu,

ted to the problems of the boy, they may be more likely to try to change

these circumstances (e.g., by setting up a job-training programl or to

help the. boy in a non-blaming, non-moralistic fashion to learn to deal

with, these- circumstances. In dealing with the girls , however, they

might be more likely to communicate the message to her that there. is

something wrong with her as a person, and they might treat her with less

respect. They also might tend to be moralistic toward the girl than the
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boy. These attitudes, if they existed, would probably be very detrimen-

tal to a girl whose self-image is already very low.

Konopka8 has somewhat different views about delinquency in girls.

In her 1966 study of institutionalized "delinquent" girls, she made a

very sensitive inquiry into the causes of conflict among adolescent girls.

She spent several months getting to know a number of institutionalized

girls through overnight, informal visits to delinquency institutions.

She attributed the cause of delinquency in girls to five factors, three

of which are common to all adolescent girls and two of which are typi-

cally found in the background of girls who develop delinquent behavior

patterns.

The first factor which Konopka cites is the onset of puberty and

menstruation, which re'sembles injury and can be a very frightening ex-

perience if a girl has not been properly informed of the meaning of it.

This event also makes a reality of the possibility of becoming pregnant.

It is this relation of pregnancy to the sex act which means that sex,

for a girl, is an experience which necessarily touches upon her entire

personality. Because of this fact, Konopka says, sexual experiences

can potentially produce a great deal of conflict for any girl.

The second factor is that the psychological identification process

for girls is a very complex one. Girls, unlike boys, must return for

identification to the parent who nutured them as infants. This fact

makes for a more difficult identification process for girls than for

boys. Frequently, conflict with the girl's mother results. The situa-

tion is workable if parents are "giving, protecting and nurturing human
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beings", but otherwise, problems can result.

The third factor cited is the changing cultural position of fe-

males in the society. According to Konopka, this change has resulted

in several problems for adolescent girls: blocked ambitions, inadequate

opportunities, insufficient outlet for aggressive drives, increased

awareness and resentment of a double standard for males and females.

She adds that while middle-class women may see a career as an opportunity

for fulfillment, lower-class girls resent work because the work available

to them is usually drudgery and rarely offers opportunity for fulfill-

ment. Thus, lower-class girls frequently want to escape work through

dependence on a man.

Konopka says that for girls who have come into conflict with so-

ciety, adults have, in their experience, represented faceless, uncaring,

and sometimes brutal, authority figures who give no praise or support.

This situation results in loneliness and low self-image in the girl.

The loneliness causes the girl to seek companionship of other outcasts

who are usually engaging in behavior which is unacceptable to society.

When the girls do this, society condems them, which lowers their self-

image and increases their loneliness. This only causes the cycle to

repeat itself.

The final point which KonQpka makes about factors contributing to

delinquency in girls is that as children they did not have enough sup-

portiveness and thus, as teenagers, they cling to childhood. While

being childish and dependent, they fear dependency and try to act as if

they don't care about what people think of them.



14

Based on her theories about delinquent girls, Konopka makes

several recommendations as to the nature of programs for delinquent

girls. First, the program should help build the girl's self-confi-

dence. Second, adults on the staff should be supportive and consis-

tent. Third, there should be both men and women on the staff so that

the girls can develop favorable relationships with male adults. This

is very important for girls who have been abused by men in the past.

And, the staff should come from a variety of socio-economic backgrounds

so that all the girls will have someone to whom they can relate.

Fourth, the staff should be trained to handle hostility and sexual prob-

lems in the girls. The staff should have insight into their feelings

about sex so that they can relata to the, girls on, these, matters,

Fifth, the the program' should recognize the need of adolescent girls to

come to terms with their sexuality and should encourage the girls to

learn to relate to boys in a healthy way. Finally, the program should

help to restore the capacity for healthy relationships among peers.
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The Development of Group Homes

In recent years there has been a growing movement from the use

of training school institutions to the use of group homes for dealing

with delinquent youngsters. This movement is the result of two major

changes in ideology regarding delinquent youths. The first was a

change in the conception of the goal of the juvenile justice system

from punishment to treatment. The second was a concern for the nega-

tive effects of institutionalization on youngsters.

The early models for adolescent group homes came from three

sources. One of these-was adult half-way houses, which first came into

significant use late in the last century. The second was group foster

homes for youngsters which were an outgrowth of the single foster home

concept. Finally, there were several "experiments" in smaller institu-

tions for delinquent youth in the 1950's which tried to minimize those

'qualities of institutions which were thought to be a negative influence.

Ideological Changes

Ever since the movement began in the last century to separate

juvenile offenders from adults, corrections officials and the general

public have become increasingly more willing to take an attitude of

"helping" or "treating" rather than "punishing" children who get into

trouble with the law. These attitudes were particularly advanced by

the "child-saving movement" at the turn of this century. The rationale

for this movement was that children, much more so than adults, were

"salvageable" and therefore, corrections for children should be suppor-

tive and directed at helping the youth make a better adjustment to
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society. Thus, less institutional, more "home-like" and more community-

oriented forms of corrections have more easily gained acceptance in the

juvenile than in the adult field.

In recent years many delinquency theorists have come to believe

that the institutions of the juvenile justice system themselves are

contributing significantly to the problems of "delinquent children". 2

It was felt that training schools had a stigmatizing affect on children,

and that the depersonalizing atmosphere had a negative effect on the

youngsters' self-esteem. Therefore, there was a drive to design pro-

grams for juveniles which would deal with the youngster on a more in-

dividualized, personal level.

These two changes in ideology made the times ripe for the move

away from training schools, but to make the move, a new model was

needed.

Early Models for the Group Home

Group homes are, in part, derived from adult half-way houses.

Half-way houses (as residential facilities in the community for adult

ex-convicts) had a few scattered starts in this century and began to

grow slightly in number around the turn of the century. These houses

were run by private charitable organizations and served ex-convicts

only. They were not a part of the formal correctional system and were

frequently opposed by corrections authorities on the grounds that ex-

3
convicts should not be associating with each other. It was not until

after World War II that half-way houses came under consideration by

corrections officials in this country as a viable means of re-integrat-
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ing the offender into the community. Even today, however, half-way

houses for adults are generally of the "half-way-out" type--they are

used after prison, not as an alternative to it.

The group home also has roots in the foster home idea. The

first "group foster homes" or small group homes (no more than six to

eight youths) were used for youths on parole or probation. This prac-

tice started in Wisconsin, in the mid-fifties, in recognition of the

need for long-term placement for many delinquent children who essen-

tially had no homes to which to return. This practice then spread to

5
several states in the sixties.

There were some basic differences between these group foster

homes and the group homes which are used for "delinquent" youths to-

day. First, they were not primarily geared towards treatment, they

were geared towards providing a supportive home with whatever counsel-

ing was naturally available from the foster parents--there were very

few formal program goals. Second, they were used either for youths

who had been released from institutions or for youths on probation

who were thought to be less seriously delinquent and therefore, not

in need of institutional placement. In contrast, group homes are some-

times used for children who have never been institutionalized and who

may be more seriously delinquent (though usually not violent or drug

dependent).

Experiments in group care for juveniles further developed the

group home concept. One of the earliest moves towards alternatives

to training schools, for example, was Highfields, which opened in
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1950. This was a small institution for carefully selected non-seriously

delinquent boys of working age (16-18 years) who had not been previously

institutionalized. There were several significant departures which

Highfields made from traditional institutions for delinquents. One of

the most important of these was that it relied heavily on peer inter-

actions as a means of accomplishing rehabilitation. It did this through

formalized therapeutic group sessions and through the encouragement of

informal discussions. A second important difference was that signifi-

cant efforts were made to keep each boy in contact with the normal com-

munity and thus avoid the problems of re-integration into the community

inherent in the institutionalization of kids. This was done through

having the boys leave the grounds of Highfields (390 wooded acres) to

work at a local state hospital, Saturday evening trips into the commun-

ity and weekend visits home. The third major departure was that the

staff was not professionally trained and was of the houseparent variety,

as opposed to the guard or custodian variety. This was done to encour-

age informal counseling and discussion between staff and kids. 6

In the years that followed, many more of this type of new treat-

ment facility were established and, after acquiring some of the charac-

teristics of foster homes and half-way houses, eventually evolved into

group homes where the basic concepts of peer inter-action, community

involvement and informal staff-resident inter-action play a major role.

Group homes today usually strive for a home-like atmosphere with a

treatment orientation and are generally small (six to -twelve youngsters).
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Characteristics and Treatment Methods of Group Homes

Despite the common history of group homes, they have come to

take many different forms and to differ critically in policies and

procedures. Before discussing the variables which characterize group

homes, it should be emphasized that the literature on girls' group

homes or on the differences between girls' and boys' group homes is

virtually non-existent. A few articles do exist but these are basi-

cally descriptive and do not offer any significant insight into possible

widespread differences in the operation of boys' and girls' group homes.

Therefore, this discussion will be limited to differences in group

homes, generally.

The distinctions among group homes tend to fall into the follow-

8
ing categories: the emphasis placed on formalized counseling or ther-

apy and the type used; the extent to which decisions concerning the

house and members of it are shared by staff and kids; the type of dis-

ciplinary structure; the extent to which responsibilities are placed

with the kids, including responsibilities for themselves, for the house

as a whole, and for the other kids as individuals, and the extent to

which the house tries to involve significant others, particularly the

family, in helping the youngster.

Formal and Informal Therapy

There are wide differences in the types of "therapy" which

group homes use and the extent to which they try to generate a thera-

peutic environment. These differences are along several dimensions:

use of professional or non-professional staff; extent of reliance on
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"formal therapy"; and degree to which the staff use "pressure", includ-

ing peer pressure, to induce change in the kids.

Some homes prefer to use professionally trained staff, such as

social workers or psychologists, while others use non-professional

staff. The reason for the use of professional staff is a feeling that

only "trained" people are qualified to deal with kids. The reasons that

some homes use non-professional staff are that they: feel that formal

training may have little to do with ability to deal with kids; think

that the kids might relate to non-professionals better; or want to use

a non-professional couple as "substitute parents".

Some homes prefer to use formal, structured "therapy" such as

numerous group or individual counseling sessions, while others prefer

to rely on less formal "therapy". In those houses with less formal

therapy, the staff usually strive to develop a good rapport with the

kids so that they can counsel them on an informal basis.

Some homes try to generate a very high-pressured environment

for the kids,while others feel that a low-pressured environment will be

more helpful to the kids. Those homes with high-pressured environments

usually feel that kids will not change unless they are constantly push-

ed toward self-examination and in some way made to feel uncomfortable

about their present behavior. The low-pressured homes feel that it is ime

portant to provide a supportive atmosphere where the kids can deal with

problems "on their own time", and that too much forced introspection

might create anxieties which the kids could not handle.

All group homes try to generate some degree of peer pressure.
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Those homes which rely heavily on it, try to foster an environment

where the kids feel a sense of unity as a group and support the staff

(in fact, they see their own goals and those of the staff as being

the same). In these houses, when a kid is not moving in the right

direction, he/she will be pressured by his or her peers to do so.

Decision Sharing

A critical difference in group homes concerns the locus of

decision-making--whether all decisions are made by the staff, or most

decisions are made by the kids with some decisions shared by the staff.

Again, there is a large middle-ground. The reasons that a house would

tend toward encouraging all decisions to be made by staff, might be

fear of undermining the staff's authority or a feeling that the kids

could not handle that much responsibility, either because they might

make poor judgments or would not be firm enough or would intentionally

abuse the power. On the other hand, the reasons a house might tend

toward requiring more decision-making responsibility of the kids might

be to increase the feeling of unity among the kids and between the

kids and the staff, to avoid tensions that might arise if the staff

were to make decisions with which the kids could not live (e.g., in

staff hiring) and finally, to place more responsibil-cy with the kids

for their own lives.

Other than staff attitudes with regard to the general appro-

priateness of decision-sharing, factors which might influence the de-

gree of sharing would be the age of the kids, the types of problems

the kids in the home have, and possibly some external factors such as
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to whom (i.e., the public or private agency) the group home is respon-

sible.

Disciplinary Structure

The disciplinary structure of group homes can be very formal,

to the extent of having many rules with consequences of violating them

prespecified. At the other extreme, there can be a few major rules

(e.g., no drugs), with the emphasis on a less formal rule structure in

which violation of the rules brings different results, depending on the

circumstances. Punishments generally consist of some type of restric-

tion of privilege, though in many homes there is also a large reliance

on peer disapproval as a means of discouraging further transgressions.

The use of a highly formalized set of rules may result from a

desire by the staff for consistency in dealing with the kids or a fear

that the kids might more easily manipulate the rules and the staff to

their advantage if the rules were less formal. The use of a less for-

mal system usually happens in homes which employ peer pressure and try

to foster identification on the part of the kids with the staff goals.

The same informal rule structure may also be designed to avoid setting

up expectations of wrong behavior while living at the house, or a de-

sire to more nearly duplicate the real world, where precise consequences

do not always follow from wrong actions.

Degree of Responsibility Given to the Kids

The extent to which responsibilities are placed on the kids

varies somewhat from home to home. There are some standard requirements

such as that of going to school or work, but the extent to which this
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requirement is enforced may vary somewhat. In general, the kids have

some kind of house chores but while in some houses the chores are as-

signed by the staff, in others the kids as a group decide how the chores

are to be divided. In addition to these task-oriented responsibilities,

in some houses the kids are required to take responsibility for each

other; an "older kid" (one who has been in the house longer) might take

a newer kid out for the evening and look after him/her, or with a simi-

lar purpose, the staff might depend on "leaders" among the kids to main-

tain lines of communication and to try to help their fellow residents

to deal with problems.

The level of responsiblity given to the kids will depend on

staff perceptions of the kids' ability to handle it, how well the staff

feel they can trust the kids, and how important the staff feel that

responsibility is for fostering such goals as independence and respon-

sible behavior. Obviously, these staff perceptions will be influenced

by their attitudes toward delinquency, their conception of the reasons

that the kids are in the home, and finally, the age of the kids.

Involvement of the Family

While some houses take affirmative action to involve the fami-

lies of the kid, and other homes welcome family involvement only if the

family is interested, other homes see little usefulness in involving

the family. The basic reason for a home involving the family is that

it views the kids' problems as stemming from their relationships with

the family and feels that the family can potentially be the greatest

positive or negative influence on a kid.
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Those homes that don't have this point of view and don't in-

volve the family, are frequently dealing with older kids and are pre-

paring the kids to live on their own. Still other homes feel that

the kid's relationship with the family is so bad and the family is so

disinterested in the kid, that there is no point in "trying to patch

things up".
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The methodology chapter will start with a brief description

of the structure of the Massachusetts juvenile justice system and a

section on the use of group himes in Massachusetts. It is hoped that

these sections will clarify various statements which will be made in

later parts of this chapter. Following that, I will discuss the

impetus for the study and why I chose to examine the particular issues

that I did. The next section will lay out the basic issues and ques-

tions which I will address in the study. The next section will lay

out the actual methodology. The fourth section will discuss some

methodological problems. And the fifth section will give a brief

sketch of each of the six group homes in the study.
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The Setting

Brief Summary of the Structure of the Massachusetts Juvenile Justice
System

Until the beginning of 1974, a delinquency complaint could be

brought against a juvenile (defined as a person between seven and

seventeen years of age) for a violation of any law of the Commonwealth

or city ordinance or for being a runaway, "stubborn child" or truant.

Under the Children in Need of Services Law passed in 1973, delinquency

complaints can no longer be brought against runaways, "stubborn chil-

dren", or truants. Instead, a Child in Need of Services (CHINS) com-

plaint is brought directly to the court by parents or school officials.

Whereas a child who is adjudicated "delinquent" is committed to the

Department of Youth Services, a child who is adjudicated CHINS is

supposedly provided services by the Division of Family and Child Ser-

vices of the Department of Public Welfare or referred to some services

directly by the court. However, since no funds have been allocated

for services for them and at the same time they are still being dragged

through a court process.

Many children presently being serviced by D.Y.S. were committed

on CHINS-type charges prior to the time when the law went into effect.

Some of these youths (primarily girls) are presently in group homes.

Additionally, some of the group homes used for D.Y.S. placement also

have children who were placed in the home under the CHINS law and

other non-delinquent children who were placed in the home by the

Division of Family and Child Services of the Welfard Department. Thus

group homes frequently contain runaways or neglected or abused children
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as well as "delinquent" children. In many cases, the children placed

by the Division of Family and Child Services have also been in trouble

with the law.

Juvenile cases are heard in either special sessions of the

district courts or special juvenile courts. The outcome of the trial

can be any of the following: case dismissed; continued without a

finding (sometimes the kid is on probation while the case is contin-

ued; after a period of time, if the kid doesn't get into any more

trouble, the case is usually dismissed); placed on probation to a

court probation officer; voluntary "referral" to D.Y.S. for services

(a referral does not necessitate a finding of delinquency); finding of

not delinquent; or upon a finding of delinquency, commitment to the

Department of Youth Services (DYS).

When a child is committed to DYS she/he is assigned to a case-

worker who decides upon a placement with the child. (DYS is divided

into 7 regions and the child is assigned to the office for the region

in which she/he lives.) There are basically four placement options:

foster care; residential placement; non-residential placement (to be

used in conjunction with residential placement, foster care or living

at home); or the child may be sent home and will visit the caseworker

periodically. It is very significant that most placements, including

all group homes, may refuse a child for any reason.

Frequently a child will be involved with several placements

over the course of time she/he is with DYS. Technically, children are

committed to DYS until the age of 21, but the caseworker can place a

case in the inactive file if the kid no longer seems to be in need
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of the services of DYS. If a kid runs from a program, that usually

ends contact, unless the kid voluntarily returns or gets into some

more trouble and is picked up.

Since Massachusetts deinstitutionalized juvenile corrections,

DYS has operated on a purchase-of-service basis. Until a few years

ago, DYS ran a half-dozen large training school type institutions

(one for girls and the rest for boys). These have all been closed down

except for the girls' school, which has a small number of girls and is

still being phased out. (It was scheduled to close in 1972 but didn't--

probably because of the lack of alternative services for girls.)

Under the purchase of service system, DYS pays private groups

on a weekly basis for each kid placed in their programs. The amount

of payment varies from program to program, but the program must produce

a budget to get its rates approved.

There are several points about the Massachusetts system which

will be particularly relevant in this study. First, since DYS operates

on a purchase of service basis, there is a large degree of variation

among the services available to delinquent kids. Second, since there

is a natural selection process by which a kid and a group home choose

each other, the kids in any group home do not represent a cross-section

of DYS kids. And, since a kid can effectively leave a group home at

any time by running, kids who are very dissatisfied with the group home

they are in are not likely to stay. Third, most group homes which are

used for DYS kids also take Division of Family and Child Services kids--

kids who for some reason other than "delinquent" behavior are not able

to stay at home. Since the group homes themselves do not distinguish

i
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between these kids, I will not do so in the study.

Group Homes in Massachusetts

Massachusetts is very unusual in terms of service to delinquent

youth. During the early seventies it virtually eliminated the use of

training school type institutions for "delinquent" youngsters. The

"de-institutionalization of the Massachusetts system has led to a heavy

reliance on group homes as primary sources of treatment.

According the the Department of Youth Services1 there were many

benefits which would accrue to the youths if they could be placed in

non-institutional, community-oriented settings, in particular, group

homes as opposed to training schools:

1) Children would not be subjected to the brutalizing and dehu-

manizing atmosphere of the training schools. Group homes

could provide a more supportive atmosphere for kids whose

self-image was already badly damaged.

2) Children would be benefited by a therapeutic community. It

was felt that training schools encouraged negative behavior

from the kids due to the development of a subculture among

the kids which was at odds with the staff and fostered

negative values. Under the training school system, the staff

were forced to be primarily concerned with custodial func-

tions and encouraged to be overly authoritarian. This situ-

ation prevented the development of positive, supportive,

counseling relationship between staff and kids and at the

same time encouraged the development of the negative valued
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subcultures. It was felt that in a group home, staff and

kids could work together to bring about positive behavior

from the kids. Staff would not be custodians or overly

authoritarian. At the same time, the kids would not form

groups whose raison d'etre was to oppose the staff, but

they would work together to help each other overcome their

difficulties. Peer support and positive peer pressure would

be an important part of group homes.

3) Group homes would allow the kids to be involved with the

community. It was felt that kids who spent a lot of time

in institutional settings became dependent upon the highly

structured institutional way of life. At the same time they

lost contact with their friends and family in the community.

In a group home, the kids go to school or work in the com-

munity, they make friends in the community, they learn to

function in the community. The kids in a group home have

the opportunity "to test out newly learned constructive

behavior" within the community.2

The group homes which resulted from these goals have developed

a number of common structural characteristics. Generally they are

houses in the community, which usually accomodate six to twelve kids

(though some groups have as many as twenty). There is usually some

type of counseling staff which, in most cases, consists, in part, of

live-in counselors. In addition to the counseling staff, there is

frequently some type of administrative support staff and sometimes a

consultant psychologist or social worker.
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These homes also have similar programmatic features. In most

homes the residents are required to work, go to school, or be in a job-

training program, almost always in the community, and they are generally

free to come and go, being limited only by evening curfews. The kids

are also permitted to have guests though some minor restrictions may

be imposed (e.g., guests may only be allowed in certain parts of the

house). There is often a heavy reliance on both formal and informal

peer interaction with the objective that the peer group will be support-

ive of positive changes in behavior. A related therapeutic goal is the

development of a helpful but not overly authoritarian or custodial re-

lationship of the staff to the kids.

Impetus for the Study

In doing some research (during the summer of 1974) on services

for delinquent girls in Massachusetts, I learned two things from the

people with whom I spoke which led me to the present study. First,

there is a critical shortage of services for delinquent girls in

Massachusetts. Second, there is a significant controversy over how

well group homes, which constitute a major portion of the services avail-

able to delinquent children in Massachusetts, work fr girls. Since

there has been a recent increase in interest in providing services for

girls and since group homes would be a likely choice for expansion of

services, it is important to determine whether group homes are or are

not appropriate for girls.

I chose to do an exploratory study due to the shortage of liter-

ature in the area of services, particularly group homes, for delinquent
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girls. I felt that a case study comparison approach between girls'

and boys' group homes would be appropriate because of several opinions

that had been expressed relative to services for delinquent girls.

Some people indicated that they felt that boys and girls generally had

different problems and therefore should be dealt with differently.

Some people indicated that the staff in group homes have differing

attitudes, some of which are unfounded, towards the problems of delin-

quent boys and girls and the best methods for dealing with them.

In general, people in the system seem to think, for one reason

or another, that DYS committed girls are "heavier" or more seriously

delinquent than boys, and that girls are more difficult to deal with

than boys. A partial explanation that is given by these people for

this situation is that a typical DYS committed girl has been to court

many more times than her male counterpart before committment to DYS,

and has therefore had more time to get "messed up." The other reasons

given are based on assumed characteristics of delinquent girls or

differences between delinquent boys and girls. These assumptions are

as follows:

- Boys are more "up front" about their feelings than are girls.

They are more likely to talk things out or express their

feelings through concrete action (e.g., stealing a car) while

girls will hold their feelings in until they explode.

- Girls are more likely to run or be self-destructive than are

boys.

- Girls "act out" emotionally (i.e., scream and yell and get

violent) more than boys. This is part of the idea that girls
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hold their feelings in until they explode.

- Girls are more "manipulative" than boys, meaning that they

try to manipulate the staff and the kids through lying and

through playing people off against one another.

- Girls have problems relating the changing role expectations

for women. They are confused about their proper roles. Those

who have been involved in "non-feminine" delinquency have been

rejected for being "non-feminine" as well as for being "bad."

- Girls have a very low opinion of themselves and other women

and are sometimes hostile towards other girls and women.

- Girls are very dependent upon males and will frequently allow

themselves to be used and hurt by males.

- Large group homes (i.e., more than four or five kids) don't

work for girls because girls are very competative with each

other and they fight a lot.

Hopefully, during the course of the case studies I will get some

sense of how much truth there is to these perceptions. To the extent

that these perceptions are not true, I would like to find out the

extent to which they are influencing staff behavior and to the extent

that they are true I would like to know how they are influencing the

kids' behavior.

Questions and Issues

Ideally, in this study I would like to answer the questions: "Do

group-homes work as well, or better, for girls as they do for boys?"

and "Why is such the case?" However, due to the inherent difficulties

NW3-1 IV
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in determining the effectiveness of rehabilitation programs, I will

instead address the more general question: "Do group homes work

differently for girls than they do for boys?" Then, I will attempt to

relate any differences I might find to the question of whether group

homes work as well for girls as they do for boys. Such an analysis

should be useful in planning the expansion of services for girls. For

instance, if I found that delinquent girls have a particular problem

in relating to members of their own sex and that group homes for girls,

as presently structured, are not set up to deal with this problem,

then future planning for girls' group homes would need to consider this

issue.

The study will address itself to two major potential sources of

differences: the program itself (including staff attitudes, program

structure, informal staff methods of dealing with the kids) and the

kids (their attitudes towards their situations, their interaction with

each other, their behavior).

The Program

A major component of any group home program is the staff. The

attitudes of the staff regarding the problems of delinquent kids and

the appropriate means for solving those problems will be reflected in

both the formal program structure and the informal staff interactions

with the kids.

In the course of the study I will try to determine if there are

differences in these program components with respect to the sex of the

kids in the house. The specific areas I will look at will be:
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I. Staff attitudes concerning:

A. The causes of delinquency and the problems of delin-

quent boys/girls

B. The ultimate goals (in the time frame of the program)

for delinquent boys/girls

C. The best ways to deal with delinquent boys/girls on a

formal and informal level

II. Program structure:

A. General program structure

B. Disciplinary structure rules

C. Decision sharing responsibility given to the kids

D. Counseling and the "therapeutic environment"

The Kids

In comparing male residents of group homes with female residents

of group homes, there are two important caveats to keep in mind. First,

it is necessary to try to separate those differences which are due to

the selection policies of the individual homes from those that appear

to be differences in delinquent boys and girls generally. Second,

it is virtually impossible to separate out what the kids are from what

they are in reaction to the group home they are in; but, again it is

necessary to try. For example, if the kids in a home don't get along

well with the staff, or for that matter, with each other, one must

attempt to decide if that situation is the result of something about

the kids or something about the particular program.

Given those caveats, these are the general areas in which I will

compare the girls and boys:
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A. Towards their situation

B. Towards the program of the home they are in

II. Interactions

A. With the staff

B. With each other

C. With people outside of the home

III. Personal problems relating to:

A. Self-esteem

B. Independence

C. Relating to people of the same sex

C. Relating to people of the opposite sex

Methodology

This study is based on case studies of six group homes which

serve "delinquent" youth committed to the Massachusetts Division of

Youth Services. The case studies of three boys' homes and three

girls' homes are based on interviews. of the staff and youngsters which

were conducted by a colleague 4and myself. Typically we spoke with two

to three staff members (which in most cases included the director or

one of the houseparents) and with two to four youngsters. In four of

the houses we made one afternoon visit which consisted primarily of

interviewing with some slight opportunities for less formal observation.

In two of the homes (one for girls and one for boys) we were able to

make several visits.
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Selection of the Group Home Sample

The group homes were selected from a list of residential pro-

5
grams serving DYS youth in 1974. They are all programs which were

identified by DYS as group homes with fifteen or fewer youngsters.

The three girls homes were the only girls group homes which had two

6
or more DYS committed girls living in them as of May 18, 1974. The

boys homes were chosen primarily on the basis of their accessibility,

both in terms of proximity to Boston (the author's home) and the will-

ingness of the program director to let my collaborator and me interview

at the home. In addition, I tried to get a balance in the types of

boys' homes studied. One of the homes, for example, had a reputation

for taking "tough" kids. A second home was selected because it took

younger boys. The resulting sample of three boys homes had several

or more DYS committed boys living in them as of May 18, 1974.

Questions for the Staff

In order to address the issues previously discussed, we used

the following set of questions as a guide for interviews with staff

members:

- How many kids does the program serve? What age kids are

accepted? What is the selection policy for kids?

- What type of staff are there? What qualities do you look

for in hiring staff? What are the organizational functions

of the staff?

- What are the goals of the program for the kids? How do you

know when a kid is prepared to leave the program? How do you
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know when a kid isn't working out in the program?

- What is the basic structure of the program? What types of

counseling or group meetings are there? What are the day-to-

day activities?

- What type of disciplinary system is there? What are the major

rules? To what extent do kids share in disciplinary decisions?

- What decisions do the kids share in? Policy? Discipline?

Intake? Activities?

- What is the nature of the staff-kid interactions? What kind

of communication is there between staff and kids? Do the kids

come to the staff about their problems or do the staff go to

the kids?

- How well do the kids get along with each other? Do they talk

to each other about their problems? Are there informal group

standards among the kids? Is there any leadership among the

kids?

- Have there been any major changes in the program in the past

several years and if so, why were the changes made?

Questions for the Kids

We used the following set of questions as a gr 'de for interviews

with the residents:

- How do you feel about living at the house?

- What did you want to get out of the program when you came here?

Do you still feed the same way? Is the house helping you?

- Do you feel that the staff is straight with you?

- How do you feel about the other kids in the house.? Do you
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have friends in the house? Do you generally spend your free

time with kids from the house or with kids outside of the

house?

- Can you talk to other kids in the house about your problems?

Do you talk to other kids about their problems?

- How do you feel about the rules at the house?

Additional Observations

We also tried to make observations on the nature of interactions

between the staff and the kids and the interactions among the kids. In

particular, we tried to determine whether the kids and staff had an "easy

going or "comfortable" relationship.

Methodological Problems

Problems Relating to the Selection of the Sample

In this study, two major factors will be examined to determine

whether group homes work differently for boys and girls. One of these

factors is the group homes themselves, including policies, structure,

and staff attitudes. The other factor is the kids, their attitudes,

their interactions with the staff and each other. For each of these

groups, a selection process was involved.

I made the selection of the group homes. Since the three girls

homes selected were the only girls group homes in Massachusetts which

on May 18, 1974 had two or more DYS girls living in them, they should

accurately represent group homes serving delinquent girls in the state.

However, since the boys homes were chosen primarily on the basis of
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accessibility and are three of over a dozen boys group homes in the

state serving DYS kids, that sample may be biased.

The kids in the homes studied probably do not represent an accu-

rate cross section of "delinquent" kids in Massachusetts. They have

gone through two selection processes. The first was when the decision

was made to commit them to DYS. The second was when the decision was

made to place them in a particular group home.

It was hoped that by examing data on the flow of boys and girls

through the Massachusetts juvenile justice system I might determine if

boys and girls being committed to DYS were going through a different

process of selection and if so how that process was different. The exam-

ination of this data does indicate that a different process of selection

is occurring, but it does not answer the question of how that process is

different; it simply suggests a number of very different possible answers.

I was able to obtain sex segregated data on arrest, court arraign-

ment and commitment to DYS for 1973 (prior to the date the CHINS law

became effective). It was not possible to obtain data for totally

corresponding geographic areas, however. All the data examined is

generally from the Boston area. The Boston Police Department has juris-

diction for the entire city of Boston. The Boston Juvenile Court covers

a portion of the city of Boston and it accounts for a majority of the

cases which come through Boston. DYS region 6 is comprised of Boston

and a couple of small neighboring communities.

-Arrest (Boston Police Department. Area of Jurisdiction: City of

Boston.):

For 1973, girls account for 17.4 percent of the juvenile
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arrests by the Boston Police Department (see Chart I).

Most of the girls arrested were charged with the same offense--

larceny--while the boys tended to be arrested on a wider variety of

charges. 58 percent of the girls arrested were charged with larceny

(excluding auto theft) while the most common charges against boys

were larceny (22 percent), breaking and entering (17 percent) and

auto theft (16 percent).

The category of "larceny" includes a broad set of possible

charges including shoplifting and pickpocketing. It is also possible,

due to what is called the "chivalry factor", that it might be used

/ 7
as a lesser charge for a more serious crime. Several people I

spoke with indicated that there is a "chivalry factor" operative

whereby police hesitate to arrest girls or to charge them with seri-

ous crimes.

The next largest category of offenses for which girls were

charged is "prostitution and common vice." This charge accounts for

9% of the girls arrested. This offense and larceny are the two

offenses for which the ratio of girls to boys charged is highest,

though the number of boys charged for each of the offenses exceeds

the number of girls charged.

There is no complaint category of "runaway" though one assumes

that the police picked up runaways that year, since in 1973 it was

still a "crime". There is a category labled "all other except traffic"

which might include some runaways. However, since there were only

.63 girls in this category and there were 108 girls in Boston Juvenile

Court alone who were arraigned on the charge of "runaway," it is
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BOSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT
JUVENILE ARRESTS (1973)

Complaint Boys Girls

Murder and non-negligent
manslaughter

Murder-negligent manslaughter

Forcible rape

Robbery

Aggravated assault

Breaking and entering

Larceny

Auto theft

Narcotics law violations

Receiving, selling stolen goods

Prostitution and common vice

Sex, except rape or prostitution

Vandalism

Weapons-carrying, possession

Non-aggravated assaults

Drunkenness

Disorderly conduct

Driving under the influence

Liquor law violations

Arson

All others except traffic

15

1

31

348

193

620

847

601/

156

113

90

20

60

56

76

186

118

17

10

14

250

(9%)

(5%)

(17%)

(22%)

(16%)

(4%)

(5%)

1

3

1

26

22

17

470 (58%)

53 (7%)

6

7

70 (9%)

2

4

4

18

13

20

0

6

1

64

Total 3,822 808

CHART I. Note: Percentages in parentheses indicate what proportion
of all arrests of juveniles of a particular sex
consist of a particular charge.
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clear that many of the girls being charged in court with being run-

aways were not arrested, per se, or if they were arrested, the charge

was something else initially.

-Arraignment (Boston Juvenile Court. Area of jurisdiction: major

portion of the city of Boston.)

Girls accounted for 24 % of the complaints in Boston Juvenile

Court in 1973 (see Chart II). The fact that girls accounted for a

larger portion of arraignments than arrests might be due to the fact

that the activities with which the girls were charged (pickpocketing,

shoplifting and prostitution) are likely to be more disproportionately

committed in the BJC area of jurisdiction (which includes the downtown

business district) than are those activities for which the boys were

charged. The higher representation of girls in arraignments might

also be due to the introduction directly into the courts of kids

charged with being runaways.

The statistics for BJC do include the charges of "runaway,"

"truant" and "stubborn child" which are now covered by the Children

In Need of Services (CHINS) Law. These charges accounted for 20%

of all BJC complaints against girls as compared to 6% of all complaints

against boys.

While larceny accounted for 57% of the Boston Police charges

against girls, it accounted for 67% of the BJC charges excluding CHINS

type complaints (which do not seem to be included in the arrest

figures). There was a similar effect with larceny charges against

boys which accounted for 27% of the arraignments, but only 22% of

the arrests. This skewing is probably due to the fact that kids are
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BOSTON JUVENILE COURT
TYPES OF COMPLAINTS (1973)

Complaint Boys Girls

Larceny 523 (26%) 344 (53.7%)

Runaway 79 108 (16.8%)

Stubborn child 24 20

Truant 8 1

Sex offenses (excluding rape) 9 49 (7.6%)

Breaking and entering 226 (11%) 4

Motor vehicle without authority
(car theft) 200 (10%) 11

Motor vehicle-driving under
influence 1 0

Motor vehicle without license 92 3

Speeding and others 61 0

Motor offenses and others 152 (7%) 26

Armed robbery or assault
without intent to rob 140 (7%) 16

Robbery 94 5

Assault and battery

Assault and battery with
deadly weapon 75 13

Murder, manslaughter, assault
with intent to murder 6 0

Possession of deadly weapon 25 1

Receiving stolen goods 71 8

Possession of burglar's tools 60 1

Drugs 49 4

Rape 8 0

Arson 8 0

Kidnapping 3 10

Possession of mace 2 0

Total 1,983 641

CHART II: Note: Percentages in parentheses indicate what proportion of
all complaints against juveniles of a particular sex
consist of a particular complaint.
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more likely to get picked up on larceny charges in the downtown

shopping/business districts (which are in BJC's area of jurisdiction)

than in other parts of Boston.

While more boys than girls were arrested under the combined

categories of "prostitution and common vice" and "sex charges ex-

cluding rape" (110 as compared with 72) over five times as many girls

were arraigned under the category of "sex offenses excluding rape"

(49 as compared with 9). Part of the skewing may be due to the fact

that girls would be more likely to be engaging in prostitution in

the downtown area than in other parts of Boston. However, it appears

that, to some extent at least, charges of sex offenses against boys

were being dropped more readily than those against girls.

-Commitment to DYS' (These statistics are for commitment to DYS over

a four month period in 1973. The statistics are divided by regions.

Region 6 is composed of the city of Boston and a couple of small

neighboring communities.)

Girls accounted for 19% of the commitments in region 6. This

compares with 24% of the BJC complaints and 28% of the commitments

statewide (see Chart III).

In comparing the commitment data with the data on arrests

and arraignments, there are some glaring differences. First, while

most of the arrests and arraignments for girls were on the charge

of larceny, the overwhelming majority of commitments to DYS were for

status offenses ("runaway," "subborn child" and "truant"). These

offenses account for seven out of nine of the girls committed in

region six and 68% of the girls committed statewide. This compares
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COMMITMENTS TO DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES
From April 15 to August 15, 1973

Offense Region 6 Total for State
Boys Girls Boys Girls

Motor vehicle 47 0 50 3

Breaking and entering 9 0 73 3

Larceny 7 2 35 5

Runaway 3 4 9 33

Aggravated assault 1 0 18 3

Simple assault 5 0 19 5

Stubbornness 3 3 12 21

Sex offenses 0 0 0 0

Drunk 1 0 3 3

Drugs 2 0 8 3

Disorderly conduct 0 0 2 1

School offenses 0 0 3 5

Other 0 0 1 2

Total 31 9 231 87

CHART III.
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with 20% of the BJC complaints. (It should also be noted that commit-

ments on status offenses are disproportionately high for boys, too,

but not to the extent that they are for girls. 15% of the boys

committed in region six and 11% of the boys committed statewide were

committed for these offenses.) This discrepancy could be the result

of one or both of two things. Either girls who came into court on

status charges were being committed at a much higher rate than girls

who came in on other charges and/or non-CHINS charges against girls

were being "reduced" to status complaint some time during the court

process. The latter is a likely possibility due to the "chivalry

factor" since judges might want to avoid labelling girls as "criminals."

Second, while the two most common offenses for which girls

were arrested were larceny and "prostitution and common vice," there

were very few girls committed on charges of larceny and none for

"sex offenses."

Girls represented a higher percentage of referrals (40%) than

they do of commitments. This could also be due to the "chivalry

factor" since the judge might have wanted to avoid placing the stigma

of commitment on the girls. Some of the girls who are referred for

services to DYS are also going into group houses.

With these statistics in mind, one can make some comments on the

selection process by which girls get into DYS. In comparing the charges

on which the girls are arrested and arraigned with those for which they

are committed to DYS, it might seem that it is the "lighter" (or less

seriously delinquent) girls who are being committed to DYS. One might

get this impression because of the high proportion of DYS girls, compared
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to arrested and arraigned girls, who are in on status complaints.

This may be an illusion, however, since most of the people I spoke

with, both in and out of DYS, who have worked with girls, said that,

in general, a girl goes through court a much higher number of times

than a boy before a judge will commit her. (Unfortunately, there

weren't any statistics available by which I could verify this.)

A possible explanation for the situation is that the girls who

come into court on status offenses are being committed at an incred-

ibly high rate while girls who come in on other charges are being com-

mitted at an incredibly low rate. It might then be the case that girls

who come through court on non-status charges (which make up the bulk of

the cases involving girls) are going through court a much larger number

of times than are boys before being committed.

This is not likely to be a complete explanation since people

have indicated that it is most of the girls in DYS who have been through

court a large number of times and most of those girls are in on status

offenses. A more likely explanation is that, to some extent at least,

many of the girls who are being committed on status offenses were really

brought into court on other charges, or, at least, came to the atten-

tion to the juvenile system because of more serious activities, but the

judge did not want to place a serious charge on the girl's record.

The foregoing discussion indicates that the girls in DYS are

probably not representative of "delinquent girls" to the same extent

that DYS boys are representative of "delinquent boys" either because

they disproportionately consist of status offenders or because they

disproportionately consist of many-time offenders and more seriously
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delinquent kids. Thus, the group home for girls are not drawing on the

same population that they would be if the juvenile justice system handled

girls in the same way that it handles boys.

As for how accurately the kids in group homes represent kids in

DYS, there is no data available. However, given the process of selection

there are some assumptions which can be made. Group homes generally

take "cream" when they select residents. They usually look for kids who

are not drug-dependent and not violent and can generally be trusted with

a large amount of freedom. An individual group home will also try to

select kids whose goals for themselves are consistent with those of the

home, as will the kids select programs whose goals are consistent with

theirs. Thus, it is fairly clear that the kids in group homes do not

accurately represent kids in DYS as a whole.

However, is the proportion of boys in DYS as a whole who are

similar to those boys now in group homes the same as the proportion of

girls in DYS as a whole who are similar to those girls now in group

homes? It is clear that there is a disproportionately low number of

girls (compared to boys) in group homes. However, there is also a dis-

proportionately low number of group home placements available to girls.

The low number of placements for girls is due to insufficient interest

in developing such placements for girls.9 However, it is not clear that

if more group homes for girls of the type now in existence were to be

developed that there would be a sufficient number of DYS girls who desired

such placements and were deemed appropriate for them or that these girls 8

would be similar as a group to the girls now in group.homes.
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Thus, it may or may not be the case that the girls in group homes today

are a much more highly selected sample than the boys presently in group

homes. Thus, even if the boys' and girls' group homes examined in the

study seem to be operating in similar fashions, I could not conclude

that if more girls' group homes of the type operating today were to be

started that these homes would operate in the same fashion since the

rest of the girls in DYS may have very different problems from those

presently living in group homes.

Problems Relating to the Interviewing Situation

One problem always inherent in any interviewing/observation situa-

tion is that the reporting is subjective. The interviewer will naturally

introduce his or her own biases into the situation. I did two things to

try to avoid this problem. First, the overwhelming majority of inter-

viewing was done by two persons, myself and another female student.

Second, we tried to be aware of potential biases and avoid them.

There were, of course, at least two biases affecting our work.

First, both of the interviewers were young women. The fact that the

boys were more to talk to us than were the girls may be due to this fact

and may have affected our results. Second, due to the delicacy of the

interviewing situation, we were not always able to gather all the

information that we had intended to gather. For example, there were

sometimes limitations as to the persons with whom we could speak.

10
Fortunately, this was only a serious problem at one of the group homes.

A final problem was that the interviewing and observation situa-

tions at the homes were not comparable. At some homes we were able to
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conduct only formal interviews, while at others we were able to observe

the interactions between the staff and the kids and among the kids.1

A Brief Sketch of the Group Homes Studied

Delta

This group home serves a maximum of six girls aged 15 to 18.

Delta takes kids from both the Division of Youth Services (DYS) and the

Division of Family and Child Services (DFCS). Delta maintains a low-

pressured atmosphere without a large emphasis on explicitly "therapeutic"

interaction (e.g., group sessions or formalized individual counseling).

Delta sees its goal as developing independence in the kids. Most of

its kids do not go back to their families when they leave the program.

Theta

This group home serves a maximum of ten girls aged 16 to 20.

Theta takes kids from both DYS and DFCS. Theta is somewhat unique in

that the entire program is geared towards preparing young women for an

independent living situation (i.e., an apartment). There are three

progressive stages to the program: the main house; an apartment in the

basement; and an apartment located several blocks away. The atmosphere

is low-pressured, very unstructured and designed for girls who are

already fairly independent.

Sigma

This home serves a maximum of twelve girls aged 13 to 17 and takes

kids from both DYS and DFCS. The program is fairly low-pressured with

a moderate degree of structure and explicitly therapeutic interactions.
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It is geared towards girls who are not initially very independent and

its primary goal is to return the girl to her family.

Epsilon

This program serves a maximum of twelve boys aged 16 to 20 and

takes both DYS and DFCS kids. The program maintains a low-pressured

atmosphere coupled with a high degree of formal therapeutic interactions.

The program is highly structured and there is a large degree of restric-

tion on the activities of the kids. The program is geared toward

returning the boy to his family.

Omega

This home serves a maximum of twelve boys aged 15 to 18 and

primarily takes DYS kids. The program maintains a very high-pressured

atmosphere with a high degree of both formal and informal therapeutic

interaction. The program is geared towards teaching the boys to function

independently without getting into trougle with the law.

Alpha

This group home serves a maximum of eight boys aged 12 to 16

(though most of those presently in the home were 15 years old). Alpha

takes both DYS and DFCS kids. The program maintains a low-pressured

atmosphere with a low degree of structure and a low degree of formal

therapeutic interactions. The program is geared towards returning the

boys to their families.
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Footnotes

(Chapter 3)

1. Massachusetts Department of Youth Services,"1972 Annual Report,"
Boston, 1972, and,

Joint Legislative Committee on State Administration,"Report on
the State of D.Y.S. Services." Boston, 1972.

2. Op. Cit., Joint Legislative Committee on State Administration.

3. Discussion with various D.Y.S. employees and others in Massachu-
setts who have worked with delinquent girls.

4. The interviews were done in collaboration with Gloria D. Ridley,
a senior in the Department of Urban Studies and Planning at
M.I.T.

5. Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, "Residential Program
Providing Services to Youth of the Department of Youth Ser-
vices," Boston, 1974.

6. Ibid.

7. Discussion with various D.Y.S. employees and others who have work-
ed with delinquent girls.

8. Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, Residential Program
Providing Services to Youth of the Department of Youth Services.

9. Discussions with various D.Y.S. employees who have worked with
delinquent girls.

10. At Sigma we were able to speak with only one staff member--the
director--and were not allowed to speak with the kids.

11. At Delta I was able to make extensive observations over the course
of two separate evenings. The first evening was not a typical
situation because the kids and the staff had just had a big fight
over a disciplinary matter and thus, most of the kids were in a
very bad mood.
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Introduction

In this chapter I will present information on the three boys'

homes and three girls' homes which I visited during the fall of 1974.

The information will be divided into sections by subject rather than

having a separate section for each home. There will be seven major

sections.

The first section will deal with broad staff attitudes. There

will be one sub-section on attitudes toward the causes of delinquency

and the problems of delinquent kids. The other sub-section will deal

with the staff's attitudes toward the major changes which their pro-

gram should ideally help a kid to bring about for himself or herself.

The second section will deal with staff composition and selec-

tion. The sub-section on selection will discuss the qualities which

the programs sought in staff members.

The third section will deal with criteria used by the homes in

selecting kids, including objective and subjective criteria.

The fourth section will compare basic program design within the

homes. Such topics as counseling, day-to-day activities, disciplinary

structure and degree of decision sharing among staff and kids will be

discussed.

The fifth section will deal with staff-kid interactions. The

staff's ideas regarding ideal methods of interacting as well as the

general character of the interactions will be discussed. The informa-

tion presented will be based on discussions with staff and kids, as

well as observations of the interviewing team.
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The sixth section will deal with the kids' attitudes toward the

program, including their goals while in the program.

The last section will deal with interactions among the kids.

This section is based primarily on discussions with staff, but also

contains information obtained from the kids and based on personal ob-

servation.
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General Staff Attitudes

Causes of Delinquency

I visited six halfway houses. Among the six houses, I found two dif-

ferent sets of staff attitudes as to the causes of delinquency, or in

a more general sense, the reasons the staff see for the kids' presence

in the programs. One set of attitudes focuses on the kid and his/her

inability to function in society. The staff at homes holding these

attitudes did have some specific ideas as to what the kids' problems

are, but made few generalizations about the causes of the problems.

The other set of staff attitudes focuses on the home situation and the

parents as the reason for the problems of the kids.

Omega (boys), Delta (girls) and Theta (girls) are the three homes

who focus on the kids' inability to function in society. Though all

three homes view the kids' problems in terms of not being able to func-

tion responsibly and independently, the boys' home places more emphasis

on the problem of getting into trouble with the law than do the girls'

homes. This is probably because the boys at Omega more frequently have

backgrounds which involve criminal activity (e.g., breaking and enter-

ing, car theft) than do the girls at Delta and Theta.

Both Delta and Theta said that the major reason that the girls

are in group homes is that though for one reason or another they are

not able to stay at home, they are not yet sufficiently independent to

be out on their own. The reasons they are not ready to be out on their
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own include not knowing the logistics of handling an apartment and a

budget, not having the self-confidence to deal with the world on their

own, not having marketable job skills and not yet being finished with

school. Delta also cited the feeling of being rejected from the home

as a major problem for many of the girls.

Epsilon (boys), Sigma (girls) and Alpha (boys) see the home and

parents as being the major source of the kids' problems. Though Alpha

differs from the first two in that it is less critical of the parents,

Epsilon and Sigma feel that the kids are irresponsible because the par-

ents have not encouraged or forced them enough to take responsibility

for their actions. They feel that the kids' problems are due to too

much influence from peers and not enough from the family. In particu-

lar, parents don't show the kids they care by taking the effort to

guide and restrain them. Epsilon, for example, said that kids are

"angry at their parents" because they aren't getting affection and

strength from them, and that they are looking for attention when they

get into trouble because they haven't gotten positive attention before.

Both programs said that the kids are upset because they can't live at

home, and that all kids want to live at home no matter how bad it is.

As a result of feeling rejected by their families, the kids have a low

self-image. Sigma goes one step farther to emphasize the fact that the

schools are very poor and don't offer kids any challenges, and that this

has contributed to the boredom and irresponsible behavior of the kids.

The attitudes of Alpha's staff are similar to those of Epsilon

and Sigma in that the home is viewed as the primary source of the prob-

lem, but they place more emphasis on the lack of a supportive family
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atmosphere as opposed to how poorly the parents have raised the kids.

In the sense that Alpha emphasizes rejections from the family, its

attitudes are similar to Delta's. However, while Delta does not feel

that return to the home is appropriate, Alpha does, probably due to the

youth of its residents (12 to 16 years of age).

Major Formal Goal of the Program

All the programs stressed building the kids' independence and

teaching them how to deal with personal problems, as formal goals for

their houses. These larger goals for the kids included learning how

to make decisions about things and to be responsible. Those three pro-

grams which emphasized the importance of the home (Epsilon, Sigma and

Alpha) want ideally to be able to return the kid to the home, though

they recognize that this is not always possible.

There are many other informal goals evident in the programs,

which can be inferred both from the structure of the programs and from

statements made by the staff. These are discussed in other sections.

Staff Selection and Composition

Composition

All of the programs except Epsilon have very ,jung staff of both

sexes and even Epsilon said that they would like to get a female staff

member in the near future. Two houses, Alpha (boys' program oriented

toward returning the kid to the home) and Theta (girls' program orien-

ted toward independent living) had young live-in houseparents with ad-

ditional counseling staff of the same sex as the kids. Contrary to
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what one might have expected, only one of the two houses with house-

parents is oriented towards returning the kids to their families.

Selection

I have information from two houses on staff hiring criteria. In

these homes the criteria are not formal; selection is based primarily

on a "gut reaction" of those doing the hiring. To the extent that cer-

tain qualities in potential staff members are sought, these qualities

are very consistent with the present staff's philosophy of running the

program.

Omega wants "aggressive, dynamic" people who command respect

and are good with kids. Several of their male counselors are from

"tough" backgrounds (e.g., ex-con, ex-marine drill instructor). This

last characteristic was unique among the six houses.

Sigma wants people who are good with kids, have strength in hand-

ling feelings and can show a sense of stability. (The director mentioned

a male former staff member who, during a crisis situation in the house

when the girls needed support, had had problems handling his own emo-

tions; instead of giving the girls support, he needed support himself.)

The director also said that it was hard to find a good male staff member

who didn't get "caught up in an ego trip" because some adolescent girl

was "coming on to him".

Selection of Residents

In addition to age, there are two major sets of criteria used in

the selection of kids for the houses. One set of criteria deals with

how well the kid is likely to work out in the program or whether the kid
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is likely to be helped by the program. These criteria primarily focus

on the degree of motivation in the kid. The other set of criteria are

aimed at insuring the right kinds of interaction among the kids. These

criteria are mainly directed at achieving a proper mixture of types of

kids.

The programs serve slightly different age groups: Omega and

Delta serve 15 to 18 year-olds; Theta and Epsilon serve 16 to 20 year-

olds; Sigma serves 13 to 17 year-olds; and Alpha serves younger kids,

12 to 16 year-olds.

All of the programs select kids with a likelihood for success

in their particular home. For example, none of the programs will take

kids who are drug-dependent or who have violent behavior patterns. All

the programs said that they look for some indication in the kid of mo-

tivation to change, but there is a difference in the degree to which

the house will go out of its way to find that motivation in the kid.

Epsilon (low-pressure, home-oriented boys' program) and Delta (low-pres-

sure, independent-oriented girls' program) are the two programs who

seem the most willing to "bend over backwards" to find some sign of mo-

tivation in a kid. This is consistent with their low-pressure atmos-

phere. Theta, because it sees itself as a last step in preparing a

young woman for an independent living situation, and because it does not

have a high degree of supervision, looks for girls who are very commit-

ted to straightening themselves out and who are fairly independent.

Many of the girls who come to this house have been through other programs

before.
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Of the six programs, the only one which made extensive state-

ments about what causes a kid to become motivated to change and what

types of kids were most likely to be successful in the program is Epsi-

lon. They said that most kids don't decide to make a commitment to

change on their own, but are pressured into doing so by the courts,

their families (who sometimes rely on the juvenile justice system to

discipline their kids) or from within, because they get tired of the

situation they are in (e.g., being out on the streets). (Sigma, Alpha

and Theta made similar statements about kids finally just getting tired

of the situation they are in.) The kids that Epsilon saw as most likely

to be successful are those who are willing to make some outward change

in their behavior and to accept an authority figure even if their reac-

tions to the staff appear to "start off as a game". They feel that kids

who will "just tell the staff where to go" won't make it. These com-

ments indicate that Epsilon, like most group homes, is trying to pre-

select kids who will be successful in their program.

Several houses made comments indicating the importance of ob-

taining the proper mixture of kids in the house. For example, several

houses (both boys' and girls') said that it is important to have some

"strong" kids who are committed to the program and who will set an ex-

ample for the other kids. Sigma cited a house with too many "acting

out" kids as one that would not work, presumably because those kids

would absorb too much of the staff's attention.

Despite the concern about interactions among the kids, only two

houses (one boys' and one girls') have any formal procedure for input
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from present residents concerning potential residents, and in both houses

the staff make the final decision. In a third house (Delta) the director

admitted that they "wouldn't refuse a girl Just because the other kids

didn't like her".

Omega is one of the houses with formal input. After the prospec-

tive resident has spent a trial week at the house, there is a house meet-

ing with kids, staff and the prospective resident. All the kids give

their opinion as to whether they think the prospective resident is motiva-

ted and whether the house can be of any help to him.

At Theta, after a prospective resident has made several visits to

the house, there is a group discussion about the girl on the same basis

as the discussion at Omega except that the prospective resident is not

present. The staff said that this input is very helpful because fre-

quently, the kids will find out something that the staff didn't know about

a prospective resident; for example, that she is a heavy drug-user.

The Programs

Program Structure and Rules

There are a number of differences in the houses in formal program

structure. These include differences in "work or school requirements",

rules, disciplinary systems, and the degree of decision sharing between

the staff and the kids.

All of the houses required each kid to attend "normal" school

(i.e., a regular public or private school) if under sixteen years of age

or to go to school, hold a full-time job or participate in a full-time

job-training program if over sixteen. The degree to which these rules are
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enforced varies with the house. At Theta (independence-oriented girls'

house), Sigma (home-oriented girls' house) and Alpha (home-oriented boys'

house) these rules are very strictly enforced. At Delta (independence-

oriented girls' house),however, the director said of one girl (who, at

the time of our visit, was not employed or in school) that they (the

staff) would just leave her alone and "after a while she will get bored

and decide to do something". Epsilon (home-oriented boys' program) re-

quires a kid to remain in the house at all times for his first thirty

days in the program, thus precluding work or school during that time.

Theta has a somewhat unique program. Theta's primary goal is to

prepare young women for apartment living and the program is structured

to fit this goal. The program has three stages. There are six girls

who live in the main part of the house,two in a basement apartment with

a separate entrance and separate cooking facilities, and two in an apart-

ment several blocks away. Each stage requires progressively more respon-

sibility from and gives more freedom to the kids who are in it. For ex-

ample, the apartment residents have their own food budgets which they

must stick to, but the staff tends to give more attention to how the base-

ment residents are handling their budget, than to how the separate apart-

ment residents are handling theirs. Likewise, the staff expects that the

separate apartment residents will come to them less often for guidance on

matters of running the apartment, than will the basement residents. The

apartment residents are also less closely supervised on matters such as

curfews than are the house residents.

The houses vary in the degree of restrictiveness regarding privi-
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leges and prohibitions on activities. Epsilon and Sigma are the most re-

strictive houses, while Theta and Omega are the least restrictive. It

is interesting that the more restrictive houses are those that are orien-

ted towards returning the kid to the family, while the less restrictive

homes appear to be those that are oriented towards preparing the kid for

independent living. This is probably due to the fact that the staff in

the home-oriented houses feel that the parents of the kids have not ex-

erted enough controls in the past,while the staff in the independence-

oriented houses are trying to prepare the kids for a time when there

won't be anyone to tell them "what to do and what not to do".

At Epsilon, for his first thirty days in the program, a boy is on

total "grounds". This means no visitors, no phone calls and no leaving

the house for any reason. Even after this initial grounding period, all

privileges must be slowly earned. And, to a large extent, the kids must

ask permission for "priveleges". When we were there, for example, one

boy asked if he could have a friend over in the afternoon, and the staff

member said yes but made a point of setting an exact time, 3:00 to 5:15.

Another two kids asked if they could go out on the front lawn to play

frisbee. (Those two were under more restrictions than most of the boys

in the house.) The staff said that none of the kids c-n get completely

off "grounds" anymore. There was a time when they could, but a "crisis"

occurred where most of the kids were getting into a lot of trouble away

from the house, so the staff clamped down.

At Theta and Omega the rules are much less restrictive than the

other houses. For example, at Theta the curfews on staying out at night

are midnight on weekdays and 2 A.M. on weekends, which is much later
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than most of the other programs. Another example of the dichotomy be-

tween the restrictive and less restrictive houses is rules about alcohol

and drugs. At Epsilon and Sigma, the kids are not allowed to use alco-

hol or drugs on or off the premises, despite the fact that at Epsilon

a number of the kids are over the drinking age. At Theta, kids who are

over eighteen,and at Omega, any of the kids, can drink off the premises

so long as they can exercise proper control (which essentially means

that they don't come home drunk or get into trouble). Also, at Omega,

the kids can use marijuana away from the house so long as they remain

basically in control of themselves and don't get into any trouble with

the police. (The staff said that this rule is, in part, a recognition

of the fact that the kids will "smoke dope anyway".)

At all of the houses, the degree of freedom for an individual kid

is somehow linked to that kid's behavior. This is done through rewards

and/or disciplinary systems. The rewards systems generally take the

form of allowing the kid to earn more and more privileges, such as later

curfews, larger allowances, and overnight passes to go home. The disci-

plinary systems take the form of restricting the kid in some way for bad

behavior.

Several of the homes have some kind of reward system. Both Epsi-

lon and Sigma have highly individualized systems whereby curfews and

other privileges are continually adjusted, based on the demonstrated

responsibility of the kid. Omega has a "levels" system with increased

responsibilities and privileges for kids on each of the three levels,

though many individual adjustments are made within each level. Theta's
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arrangement is similar to Omega's in that each of the three "stages" in

the program entail increased responsibilities and freedoms for the girls

in them. In both Omega and Theta the kids have a large input into de-

cisions about who will advance to the next "level" or stage.

In all the homes, disciplinary decisions are made on an individ-

ual basis. With one exception (Delta) disciplinary decisions are made

by the staff, though sometimes the youngster involved takes part in the

decision. A few homes made statements indicating their philosophies re-

garding the use of disciplinary measures.

Delta is the one home in which disciplinary decisions are made

by the kids as a group. This is due to a recent change in policy. Pre-

viously, the staff decided all disciplinary matters, but now there is a

"board meeting" once per week where the kids decide as a group how to

handle situations where a girl has broken a rule. The kids also have

some say as to what the rules will be, although it has not been explicit-

ly decided by the staff how far these powers go. (The staff have ulti-

mate veto powers, but had not yet exercised them in the first few weeks

under the new system.) This change in policy has had some impact on the

relationships between staff and kids, which will be discussed in the

section on interactions between staff and kids.

Both Sigma and Theta in some way indicated that their disciplin-

ary systems are designed to foster responsibility on the part of the kid.

For instance, Theta said that there are two reasons that there are no

rules designating particular punishments for particular behavior:

1) the staff didn't want to set up an expectation of bad behav-
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ior, and;

2) they didn't want to make it possible for a kid to "buy her way

out of" good behavior (e.g., if a girl were out at a party she

might say, "Since I'm enjoying myself, I'll stay out past curfew

and get put on restriction tomorrow when I wasn't planning on do-

ing anything anyway.")

This way, good behavior is expected to become a matter of responsi-

bility. Sigma gave another example of how disciplinary decisions are

used to foster responsibility. One of the girls had broken a rule and

the girl suggested that her punishment he two weeks restriction, but the

director said, "Oh, no. You're not going to get me to take responsibil-

ity for keeping you in for two weeks. You'll have to take responsibil-

ity for something yourself."

Epsilon and Omega both indicated that they sometimes use restric-

tions as a means of control when things are "generally getting out of

hand". They both indicated times when they had placed the entire house

on restriction so that the staff and the kids could spend some time to-

gether straightening things out, and so the staff could keep better track

of the kids.

Several of the houses have some formal mechanism for decision-

sharing between staff and kids as regards policy matters. In the other

houses the staff simply indicated that the kids know that the staff will

listen to the kids' opinions if they offer them (though this is more be-

lievable in some of the homes than in others). Of those homes with for-

mal decision-sharing mechanisms, Theta is the one where the kids have
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the largest say in policy matters. Sigma, Omega and Delta also have

some formal process for decision-sharing.

At Theta, the kids may change any rule in the house except for

the three basic rules prohibiting drugs and alcohol, requiring work or

school and requiring attendance at the weekly meetings. However, if

they wish to change a rule, they must offer a "workable" alternative.

For instance, it is recognized that the house must be kept clean, but

if they want to change the system by which that is presently being

done, that is allowed. It is hoped by the staff that this type of free-

dom will encourage responsible decision-making. In addition, the kids

at Theta decide who will get to move on to the next stage of the pro-

gram and they have some input into decisions about accepting new resi-

dents.

At other houses, the decision-sharing is limited to specific areas.

At Omega, the kids take part in decisions about taking in a new resi-

dent, level changes in the house and group activities. At Sigma, the

kids have some input into decisions about rules, though this input is

somewhat limited (the staff did not indicate how it was limited). At

Delta, the kids make disciplinary decisions and have some input in formu-

lating rules.

At both Epsilon and Alpha, the two houses where there is no formal

decision-sharing process, the staff said that the kids' opinions on pol-

icy matters are readily accepted. I think that this may be less true

of Epsilon than of Alpha simply because it seemed to me that the staff

at Epsilon did not have a lot of respect for the kids as capable in-

dividuals (this will be discussed further in the section on "Staff-
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Kid Interaction").

Counseling and the "Therapeutic Environment"

There is a substantial amount of variation in the houses in the

area of "therapy". All of the houses have some formal counseling

though the type and amount varies. The informal "therapeutic environ-

ment" or the atmosphere which the staff try to generate in the house

to encourage the process of change in the kids also varies, though in

most houses it is usually characterized by a low amount of external

pressure. For an extensive discussion of the techniques used by the

staff to foster change in the kids, see the section on "Staff-Kid

Interactions.

There is a wide variation in the houses in the degree to which

the staff try to "pressure" the kids to change. Omega is the high pres-

sure extreme; the other houses are all much lower-pressured in one way

or another.

At Omega, the staff try to generate an atmosphere where the staff,

with the help of the kids, are always pressing each boy to examine his

behavior, to talk about his problems, and to change. Neither the staff

nor the other kids will allow a kid to isolate himself from the house.

Epsilon is a mixture of high-and-low pressure techniques. The

staff said that they emphasize patience when dealing with the kids and

that if a kid doesn't "open up" by himself, the staff will just continue

to be supportive and give him a chance to open up on his own time. The

staff said they will wait a long time, possibly several months, before
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starting to "increase the pressure". However, Epsilon does create a

situation which they believe will induce change through a type of in-

ternal pressure. The initial thirty days in the program during which

each kid must stay in the house is supposed to foster boredom so that:

1) the kid will reflect on his situation and 2) the kid will have to

think of something constructive to do to dccupy his time (one boy got

an old car and fixed it up). It seems that this situation would create

a lot of internal pressure so that when the staff say that they don't

pressure a kid, they are probably referring to verbal pressure.

The, remaining four houses all made statements which indicated

that they do not use high-pressure techniques to change kids. This

is very believable in three of the houses (Theta, Delta, Alpha) where

the staff seem to have easy-going relationships and attitudes towards

the kids. At the fourth house, Sigma, the director is much less easy-

going and seemed as though she might be "tougher" with the kids. This

might indicate a greater use of pressure, although she said nothing ex-

plicit to indicate this and I did not have a chance to observe her in-

teracting with the girls or to speak with the kids about this issue.

All of the houses which emphasize returning the kid to the family

have some formal set-up for family counseling. For example, Epsilon

has a parents' group which meets weekly. The other homes will do family

counseling in some situations.

Omega, Epsilon and Sigma are the houses with the largest amount

of group counseling. All of these homes have several or more meetings

weekly. The large number of meetings at Omega seems consistent with
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their mixed attitudes towards pressure.

The other houses, Alpha, Theta, and Delta have one or, in the

case of Delta, two group meetings weekly. At Theta, the group meetings

are slightly more oriented towards managing the house, as opposed to

"therapy". The meetings at Delta and Alpha are run by an outside con-

sultant (a psychologist at Alpha and a male social worker at Delta).

The low number of meetings at these houses seems consistent with their

low-pressure atmospheres.

There do not seem to be any definite patterns in the use of

group counseling in the houses with regard to sex. However, the situ-

ation at Delta is a case of slightly different attitudes. The group

meetings at Delta were only recently begun (a month or so before my first

visit). This may be due to an opinion on the part of the director that

the girls couldn't deal with their problems in this type of forum.

These attitudes are discussed in depth in the section on staff-kid inter-

actions.

Kids' Attitudes Toward the Program--Their Goals in the Program

In this section I will discuss what the kids see as their goals

while in the group home. Additionally, I will discuss the kids' atti-

tudes toward the rules and structure of the program, as well as some

general attitudes toward the program.

Not surprisingly, the kids' goals for themselves seem to be the

same, in a general sense, as those of the staff. This is probably be-

cause of the mutual selection process by which the kids enter the program
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and the fact that if a kid's goals are at odds with the staff's goals for

him or her, after awhile either the staff will expel the kid or the kid

will run from the house.

In the houses oriented toward returning the kid to the home, the

kids usually entered the program because the-saw it as something they had

to do to be able to return home. Unfortunately, this observation is only

based on conversations with boys from home-oriented programs since we

were not permitted to speak with the girls at Sigma. The kids usually

went along initially with other facets of the program (e.g., school,

group meetings) because they saw it as something they had to do to be

able to go home. However, as time went on the program changed their

attitudes towards some of these other things. For instance, a couple of

the boys at Alpha said that initially they didn't want to go to school

but did so only so that they could be in the program. One of these boys

said that the program had since changed his attitudes about school and

that he can now see reasons for attending school.

In the independence-oriented programs the kids frequently had

more of an idea of the kinds of personal problems they wanted to work

out than did the kids in the home-oriented programs. For instance, one

girl at Delta said that she wanted to develop her leadership potential

and learn how to get close to people more easily. However, as in the

home-oriented programs, some kids came into the house with just one sim-

ple goal in mind--being able to get out on their own. One girl at Theta,

for example, wanted a place to live while she finished high school, be-

cause she couldn't support herself while she did that. Since she also
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didn't feel ready to get an apartment on her own yet, she felt that the

program was a good way to ease into.that situation.

The kids in the houses with a low-pressured approach to personal

problem-solving seem to like that approach. The boys in Omega, which

is a high-pressured program, generally tend to go along with the pres-

sure, though at times an individual kid will express a dislike for the

pressure. One boy in the group meeting, for example, was talking about

quitting the program. He said that people were always telling him about

all the things he should change about himself, yet that he thought that

he was "OK" (though he didn't sound like he believed he was). Though

he was, at the time, expressing a dislike for the pressure, it is not

clear whether over time he was responding favorably or unfavorably to

it.

At Delta, the girls had just started having group meetings two

months before the visit when I discussed the matter with them. Two of

the girls said that they didn't like the group meetings, one of them

saying that they were "pointless". However, that same girl said that she

was getting something out of the program (My impression is that she may

have been getting something out of the meeting but just felt uncomfort-

able about admitting it.). Since the girls had been in 'he house for

several months before the meetings started, they may have been having

difficulty adjusting to the idea (see social worker's comments in the

section on kid-staff interactions). A third girl said that the meet-

ings were very helpful. She said that they had helped her with a lot of
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things and that they made it "OK" for her to discuss things with another

girl about that girl's behavior without the other girl thinking that she

was prying. She was saying, in effect, that the meetings legitimatized

the type of peer pressure which is supposed to take place in group homes.

The kids generally think that the rules in their house are reason-

able, except in Epsilon where they tend to think the rules are a little

too restrictive. One boy there said that he didn't think that the rules

were too restrictive at first because he had just come from a "concept"

house which had even more rules. But now he is in school and involved

in outside activities and he finds the rules too restrictive.

I picked up a seemingly unusual (compared to the other houses)

attitude at Delta. I got the impression that the girls there are more

interested in getting out of the house as often as possible (usually

to see boyfriends) than are the kids at other programs (I may have been

overly influenced by the evening I spent there when several kids were

on restriction and they were, indeed, anxious to get out of the house,

but based on the other time I spent there, I think the impression is

still valid to some degree). I didn't get this impression at the boys'

houses, nor at Theta, but the girls there are much more mature, and I

don't think that would be a valid comparison. Unfortunately, I have no

information in this regard on the girls at Sigma.

Staff-Kid Interactions

There are two general types of interactions to be discussed in

this section. First, there are "methods" used by the staff in their
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"informal" interactions with the kids to further those goals which the

staff have for the kids. These goals generally include getting the kid

to deal with personal problems, getting the kids to be responsible and

independent, and raising the kids' self-esteem. The second type of

interactions discussed are the character of the interactions generally

and the nature of the less "planned" interactions. This includes a

uiscussion of the attitudes the staff have toward the kids in their re-

lationships with them, and the nature of the relationships between the

staff and kids generally.

Methods of Interacting

In an earlier section I dealt with the issue of whether the staff

of the houses generally tend to use high-or low-pressure techniques for

getting the kids to deal with personal problems. In this section I will

discuss some of the specific techniques used by the staff in informal

interactions to get kids to deal with personal problems and to get kids

to be responsible and independent.

The techniques which the staff at any given house say they used

to get the kids to deal with personal problems are generally consistent

with what the staff has said about the degree of pressure at the house.

For instance, the staff at Sigma said that they try to Ret the kids to

verbalize about their problems but that this is best done under low-

pressure conditions. For instance, a staff member might walk with a girl

to the store and have a chat with her on the way.

The staff at two of the low-pressure, home-oriented houses (one

girls' and one boys') also stressed the importance of building up the
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kids' self-esteem. Sigma said that it was important not to tear the

kid down as a person. If a girl does something wrong, the staff em-

phasizes that it is her behavior that is wrong and that that can be

changed, but that she is "OK". At Epsilon, the staff try to emphasize

the "positive" in dealing with a kid. One counselor said, "If a boy

does ten bad things and one good thing, I emphasize the one good thing

und not the ten bad ones."

Though all of the homes stressed the importance of getting kids

to be responsible and independent, few of the homes had anything con-

crete to say about how they try to accomplish this goal. At some of

the programs, particularly Theta, the structure of the program is

geared to establishing independence and the staff supplement the struc-

ture through their dealings with the kids. At other programs there is

no structural orientation towards encouraging independence, and thus,

the staff's interactions with the kids become very important. The

three types of things that the staffs cited in this respect were allow-

ing or forcing the kids to make their own decisions Theta and Sigma),

getting the kids to do "nuts and bolts" things themselves (Theta, Sigma,

Delta and Omega), and getting the kids to develop outside activities

for themselves (all of the houses do this to some extent).

Though both Sigma and Theta, two girls' houses, emphasized the im-

portance of getting kids to make their own decisions, they have differ-

ent attitudes as to how this should be done. At Theta, the staff.said

that if there is some important decision which a girl has to make, the

staff will try to give her a realistic appraisal of the ramifications



82

of all the options and then let the kid decide for herself. The staff

there seemed very "straight" about informing the kids about the conse-

quences of their actions.

Sigma expressed a set of somewhat conflicting views. First,

they said that it is very important to get kids to make their own de-

cisions, but that the kids will try to avoid this. At the same time,

they said that when dealing with kids, one has to remember that they

are only kids and that they shouldn't be pressured too hard about mak-

ing decisions which would be hard even for adults. Despite the empha-

sis on getting kids to make their own decisions, though, the staff

said that sometimes it is necessary to "play games to get the kids to

make the right decision". For example, each girl who works is required

to either pay the house 25 percent of her salary, keep the check, but

forfeit the various subsidies that the house pays for her, or she can

put 25 percent of the check in the bank and clear any spending of that

money with her counselor. Naturally, the kids "choose" to put the

money in the bank. Several other similar examples of "game-playing"

were mentioned.

In all of the houses, the kids are required to carry out some

personal responsibilities. These include such things as doing their

own cooking or shopping or maintaining a bank account. The nature of

these duties does not seem to vary according to any particular patterns

among the houses. Though several of the houses mentioned that these

activities are important for developing independence, there was very

little attention given to the subject in the interviews and thus it is

difficult to determine if there is any variation among the houses in
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All of the houses in some way encourage the kids to develop in-

dependent activities in the community. However, there are frequently

more of these activities available to boys than to girls (e.g., YMCA

groups).

General Character of Interaction

In this section I will discuss the staff's attitudes towards the

kids and how these attitudes influence interactions, the nature of the

relationship between the staff and kids, including how comfortable a

relationship the staff and kids seem to have, whether the staff is

"straight" with the kids, and whether the kids tend to come to the

staff about their problems; and relationships of the kids to staff of

the opposite sex.

The amount of "faith" that the staff have in the kids' abilities

to act responsibly, and the amount of respect that the staff have for

the kids' opinions is very important in shaping the relationships be-

tween the staff and the kids. My impression, based on general conver,

sation and on specific program elements in the houses, is that there is

a large amount of variation in the amount of respect that the staff in

these houses have for the kids. It seemed that the staff at Omega,

Alpha and Theta have a high degree of respect for the kids, that Sigma

and Epsilon have a low degree of respect for the kids, while the level

of respect at Delta runs somewhere in between.

At both Epsilon and Sigma, it seemed that the staff does not have

much faith in the kids' abilities to make good decisions. At Epsilon,

this is indicated by the fact that the kids have to ask permission be-



84

fore doing just about anything. At Sigma, a similar attitude is re-

flected in the staff 's statement that it is necessary to play "games" to

"get the kids to make the right decision".

At Delta there seemed less agreement about the degree to which the

kids were to be trusted. The director, for example, indicated a low de-

gree of faith in the kids by several of his comments. First, he said

that the kids are sometimes manipulative and thus, that some of the

house rules were designed to preclude manipulation of the staff by the

kids. Second, he admitted that he would not refuse to take a kid into

the house "just because the other girls didn't like her". He implied

that he felt that the only kind of feedback that the kids are likely to

give would be superficial. Finally, he said that the kids are not "up

front' about discussing their problems. He said that he thought that

girls are generally less "up front" than boys are, meaning that girls

are less likely to express their true feelings or talk about their

problems.

The social worker at the house has another view on the matter.

Since he runs the weekly group meetings (which had started only two

months prior to our talk), he had some chance to observe the house as

a kind of "outsider". He felt that the problem at Delta related to the

expectations the house had for the kids' behavior. He believes that

when kids are encouraged to be "up front", the atmosphere is "conta-

gious"--kids will share their feelings if such an atmosphere exists,

but they won't start behaving like that on their own. Thus, he thought

that the reason the kids at Delta are not "up front" is that it was
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not expected of them when they entered the program, but that as a re-

sult of the group sessions, they are becoming more willing to talk

about their problems; though he thought both girls and boys could be

"up front" in a group situation, he did concede that girls are not

as accustomed to group situations as are boys, and may, therefore, not

react as effectively.

At Alpha, Omega, and Theta it appears that staff have a high degree

of respect for kids. This is indicated by the freedom given the kids,

and by the fact that the staff does not speak of the kids in such a nega-

tive manner as the staff at the other houses. For instance, the staff

at Alpha mentioned that the kids are sometimes manipulative, but they

do not see that as a big problem in the way that the director at Delta

had viewed a similar problem with the kids there.

The attitudes of the staff toward the kids seemed to be reflected

in the relation between staff and kids. At four of the five houses

where we were able to observe interactions between the staff and the

kids (Sigma is excluded) there seems to be a fairly comfortable, easy-

going relationship between the staff and the kids. The major exception

to this is Epsilon, where the requirement that the kids ask permission

for practically everything that they do seems to have created a pater-

nalistic relationship between the staff and the kids. Also, there seems

to be a greater "distance" between the kids and the staff at Epsilon

than at the other houses.

One of the counselors at Delta said that a recent change in their

disciplinary structure (see Rules and Structure) had been responsible
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for a change in the relationships between the staff and kids. She said

that prior to the change, the kids had often viewed the staff as "super-

cops", but now things are more relaxed and it's easier for the staff and

kids to talk to each other. My own observations tend to support this,

since the first night I was at the house some kids had been placed on

restriction and were very mad at the staff. They kept swearing and com-

plaining to the staff. The second night I was over was after the new

system was in effect and the staff and kids seemed very comfortable with

each other and spoke freely with each other.

The counselor at Delta gave an example of how the new system had

changed relationships. She related a story about a girl coming in after

curfew one night just after the new system had started. The girl said,

"Alright, tell me." When the counselor said, "Tell you what?" , the

girl responded, "Tell me I"m on restriction, go ahead!" The counselor

said, "That's not my place anymore." The girl then said, "Oh yeah. Uh-

oh." and the two of them sat down and had a friendly chat about what

the girl had done that evening. Previously, the counselor said, there

would have been a big fight. The counselor said that the girls are more

willing to accept disciplinary decisions from the group than from the

staff (which implies a fairly good relationship within the group).

The kids said that the staff is very straight with them at all of

the four homes where we discussed the issue with the kids (two boys' houses,

Omega and Alpha and two girls' houses, Theta and Delta). The only

thing we found at any of these four houses which seems to counter-indi-

cate this was at Delta. We asked the (male) director if there are prob-
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lems with girls trying to "come on" to him sexually and how he handled

these situations. He said that in a situation like that he just starts

talking a lot about his wife. He then said "Maybe I should say some-

thing, but..." I had felt that this, along with my feeling about the

general tone of his conversation, indicated that he might not be very

straight with the kids. However, one of the kids with whom I spoke,

who impressed me as being very perceptive, said that, in general, the

staff is very straight with the kids and mentioned the director, in

particular, in this regard.

In most of the houses we were able to discuss the issue of re-

lationships between the kids and staff of the opposite sex (either

(tk- a staff member of the opposite sex or with another staff member).

Two of the girls' houses, Delta and Sigma, mentioned problems with the

girls trying to "come on" sexually to male staff members though this

does not seem to be a problem at Theta, nor was there mention of a

corresponding problem at the two boys' homes with female staff. At

Sigma, the director said that she finds boys easier to work with be-

cause they are more willing to cooperate with her than are the girls,

and that she knows male child care workers who have found the reverse

to be the case. At both Omega, a boys' home, and Delta, a girls' home,

the staff said that kids tend to look to the male staff members for

authority more than to the female staff members.

Interactions Among Kids

This section will deal with general interactions of the kids, how

well the kids get along with each other, whether the kids help each
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other to deal with their problems and whether there is any leadership

among the kids.

The staff at all the programs said that the kids generally get

along pretty well. There is an exception to this pattern. At Sigma,

the dirctor said that since there have been only three girls in the

program for several months, that the kids are getting tired of each

other and are beginning to get on each other's nerves. She didn't

say how the kids get along when the house is full, but she did later

say that the girls have a lot of problems relati, g to other females,

which might mean that they generally have difficulty getting along

with each other.

Delta (a girls' home) is the home at which I had the most oppor-

tunity to speak with and observe the kids. After my first evening at

teh house, it seemed to me that the kids did not get along very well,

but after my second evening and some discussions with the staff, I

concluded that the girls there are, indeed, very close.

The first night I was at Delta, the kids were "bitching" at each

other a lot and didn't seem to get along very well. This could have

been attributed to the fact that several of them were in a bad mood

because they had been placed on restriction. However, the second

time I visited, the kids seemed to be very close and very comfortable

with each other. The staff agreed that the kids are generally very

close.

Another point about Delta is that the staff said that sometimes

the kids will tend to use one girl as a "scapegoat", particularly when

that girl is doing something that they don't like. When these situa-
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tions arise, the staff try to get the kids to understand that that

girl has problems, just like them and that while they may not like her

particular problems, they should try to be more understanding. The so-

cial worker said that the staff is usually Ouccessful in doing this and

that the kids are generally fairly tolerant.

On the, matter of an individual kid trying to get other kids to

look at their problems, the kids' behavior usually reflected that of the

staff. In the high-pressure Omega, the kids generally put a lot of pres-

sure on each other to examine their problems. In other houses, where there

is less pressure from staff, there is also less pressure from kids, though

they do talk to each other about their problems.

In most of the houses there is some leadership from some of the

kids in the program. This sometimes comes from the kids who have been in

the program longer and sometimes comes from the older kids in the house.

The leadership is generally consistent with the staff goals for the kids

in the program and is helpful in achieving those goals and in maintaining

solidarity within the house. At Alpha, the staff said that there is not

much leadership within this particular group, but there has been more in

the past. At Sigma, the director said that with only three girls in the

program, there isn't any leadership presently. When asked if leadership

is positive when it does exist, she only said, "hopeful I", which seemed

consistent with her generally negative view of peer pressure.

In four of the houses, the staff or the kids indicated that a high

degree of commitment is expected from the kids by the other kids in the

program. These houses included two girls' houses and two boys' houses,

Theta, Delta, Omega and Alpha. This would tend to counter claims that
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there is necessarily less cohesiveness among girls' houses than boys'

houses.

In all of the houses, the kids tend to have a lot of outside ac--

tivities. The kids at Omega seemed to do things together in a group more

than kids in other programs, though this is difficult to judge.

In two of the girls' houses, Sigma and Delta, either the staff so

stated or it seemed from listening to the kids talk that the girls don' t

have many female friends outside the house, and to some extent, have a

dependency on males. The director of Sigma said that the girls tend not

to have any female friends and that two of the three girls presently in

the house, in addition to having no female friends, relate to males in

a sexual way only. When I was at Delta, it seemed that most of the kids

wanted to get out of the house at night as much as possible--usually to

see boyfriends. However, not all of the kids at Delta seemed to have

this attitude, nor did these girls' relationships with boys seem as nar-

row (i.e., purely sexual) as did those to whom the director at Sigma re-

ferred.

The staff at Theta, the house for older, independent girls, men-

tioned an interesting point in respect to this "boy-dependency". Both

the staff and the kids expect a high degree of commitment from each girl

to the group. The staff said that most girls who fail to succeed in the

program do so because they have lost their commitment to the group and its

goals as the result of a romantic involvement with someone who does not

approve of what the house is trying to do. A girl may then seek the ap-

proval of her lover, rather than the group, and lose her commitment to
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the group and the goals she had previously established for herself,

and eventually leave the program unsuccessfully.



Chapter V: Findings and Conclusions
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Summary

In this study I examined two major areas of possible differences

in the operation of girls' and boys' homes. The first area was the

staff, their general attitudes toward delinquency and the proper formal

and informal methods for dealing with it and their interactions with the

kids. I also examined several issues relating to the kids--their at-

titudes, their interactions with each other and the staff. In general,

I found very few differences in the homes which appeared to be related

to the sex of the kids in the homes.

Concerning the staff, there were no sex-linked differences in gener-

al attitudes toward the causes of delinquency, and only a few sex-linked

differences in the formal and informal methods for dealing with delin-

quency. One of the boys' homes places large emphasis on helping the

kids learn to stay out of trouble with the law, while all of the girls'

homes focused on more personal problems. In one of the boys' homes,

the staff try to maintain a very high-pressured environment which none

of the girls' homes do, and it seems unlikely that the girls' homes would

try to do that. Finally, the director of one of the girls' homes was,

at one time, reluctant to use group counseling with the kids, probably

because of his attitudes regarding delinquent girls (h feels they are

less "up front" than boys).

There were also very few sex-linked differences in the kids' atti-

tudes and interactions with each other. The kids' goals for themselves

are generally similar to their homes' goals for them, regardless of their

sex. This fact is probably due to the mutual selection process which is
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carried out by the group home and the kid.

The kids' interactions do not appear to differ in substance, though

there are some differences in style. In one of the boys' homes there is

an atmosphere of high pressure comraderie. This high level of pressure

does not exist in any of the girls' homes. However, it seemed that the

kids in the girls' homes have a close enough relationship such that the

Therapeutic effects of peer interaction which are supposed to take place

in group homes can take place.

The only difference between the girls and boys which seems as

though it might impair the working of group homes for girls is that some

of the girls have a problem of being overly dependent on males. It

seemed that the staff in girls' homes are not dealing explicitly with

this problem, though there are certain aspects of the group home process

which are probably helping the girls to solve this problem.

General Staff Attitudes

There are differing attitudes among the houses as to the nature

and causes of the problems of "delinquent kids" and the appropriate

direction in which the group home should help these kids move, but these

differences, for the most part, do not seem to be correlated with the

sex of the kids. In fact, there are some sets of hous-s which serve

kids of different sexes, but which have identical ideas about the causes

of delinquency and the appropriate responses to it. For example, Sigma

and Epsilon have essentially identical opinions regarding the home en-

vironment as the cause of delinquency and the necessity of returning

the kids to that environment on a workable basis.
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There is only one instance in which staff attitudes toward the

kids seem significantly sex-linked. Though the staff at Omega, Theta

and Delta all have similar ideas as to the necessity of kids learning

to be independent and deal with personal problems, Omega (boys) has

slightly different attitudes than the girls' homes as to the focus of

the attempt to change behavior patterns in the kids. Though all these

homes emphasized helping the kids to deal with personal problems, the

boys' home places more emphasis than do the girls' homes on helping

the kids learn how to stay out of trouble with the law. The difference

in emphasis is most directly related to the fact that it is much more

common for the boys in that home to have been in trouble with the law

than for the girls in the other two homes. It is, of course, no acci-

dent that Omega has a lot of kids who have been involved with criminal

activity, since the home is oriented toward selecting those boys.

It is significant that girls' homes do not select many girls who

have been heavily involved in criminal activity and therefore, that

they do not focus on keeping girls out of trouble with the law. On the

most superficial level this difference may be due to the fact that

girls who've committed serious offenses are not committed to the Depart-

ment of Youth Services or that, for some reason, group homes are not

considered (either by D.Y.S. or the group homes) to be appropriate for

these girls.

The difference in selection criteria; however, may be linked to

more basic views as to how criminal behavior relates to other problems

of the kids. The girls' homes may see criminal behavior as entirely a
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symptom of problems within the girl and therfore unnecessary to deal

with as a separate issue. The boys' home may see it as somewhat more

distinct from a boy's other problems (such as might be the case with

a kid who becomes a "car theft addict") or as something which results

from the boy's reaction to a situation which is outside of himself--

the boy might be angry at a society which cannot seem to accommodate

his needs (such a view would be similar to Ohlin's theory of delin-

quency and opportunity). In either of these cases, a boy's home might

feel that the problem of staying out of trouble with the law needs spe-

cial attention.

Staff Selection and Composition

The only difference in staff composition which correlates with the

sex of the kids in the houses is that in all houses the staff is com-

posed primarily of people of the same sex as the kids, presumably be-

cause it is felt that kids can more easily identify with and confide in

adults of their own sex.

The selection policies for staff are very subjective and, to the

extent that houses do seek different qualities in staff members, these

qualities seem to be most strongly correlated with the philosophy of the

program. A difference in selection criteria that is related to the sex

of the kids rather than to the philosophy of the program is found at

Sigma, a girls' home. The director there said that in choosing a male

staff member, it is necessary to find a man who would be able to handle

situations where an adolescent girl is acting seductively towards him
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without getting "off on an ego trip". The fact that Sigma is seeking 

this quality in male staff reflects the fact that there are perceived 

to be proBlems of this type in staff~id relations in girls' houses but 

not boys' houses. 

Selection of Residents 

All of the homes used the same two sets of basic criteria, other 

than age, to select residents: perceived likelihood for success (pri­

marilybased on probable "motivation'" to change) and contribution to 

the achievement of an appropriate mixture of kids in the house. The 

variations in selection criteria which exist are in regard to the pro~ 

ces~ by which. these criteria are applied and tne extent to which pres~ 

ent resi~ents contribute to the declsionto admit a new' resident. 

Regardless of the sex of the kids, those houses whose staff men~ 

tiQned the necessity lor achieving a proper mixture of kids have very 

stm::tlar views about the nature of this .ix. They feel that it is neces­

sary to select some "'strong kids", who will lead the group, and to avoid 

having too many kids who wtll require an inordinate 'share of the staff's 

attention. 

The main difference among the houses in regard to the way in which 

selection criteria are applied is the extent to which a house will t~end 

over backwards" to find "motivation" in a kid. This difference in atti­

tudes does not seem to relate to the sex of the kids--girls' and boys' 

homes fallon both ends of the spectrum in this regard. 

The degree of ''motivation'' whillh a house seeks in a kid, however) 

does seem to be related to other characterIstics of the house. Houses 
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with a low degree of pressure are less likely to insist on kids who are

obviously highly motivated. It seemed, too, that houses that do not

have high expectations of the kids, or a great deal of respect for

their capabilities, are less insistent on strong evidence of motiva-

tion. The two houses which fit this pattern are Epsilon (boys) and

Delta (girls). It may be that to expect a high degree of motivation

from a kid would be inconsistent with having low expectations generally

for that kid. In contrast, those houses, such as Theta, which allow the

kids a high degree of freedom, tend to select kids who appear to have

high degree of motivation.

An interesting point about Theta is that it tries to select kids

who are already fairly independent. Though the discussion was not spe-

cific on this point, it is probable that Theta tries to select young

women who are not "boy-dependent", since the staff also mentioned that

most failures of young women in the program had been related to romantic

involvements which were at odds with what the house was trying to do for

the girl.

The fact that Theta probably tries to screen those girls from the

program is very interesting when one considers that Theta is probably the

most respected girls' group home in the state and is considered to be

very successful. It also raises the question of whether other group

homes are screening out girls whom the perceive to have "boy-dependen-

cies", just as many group homes screen drug-dependent kids. But while

there are homes which deal primarily with drug-dependent kids and whose

programs reflect this fact, there are no girls' homes which are geared
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towards dealing with "boy-dependent" girls. And, if statements made by

people who work with delinquent girls are valid, "boyrdependency" is a

major problem among these girls.

The variation among houses as to the degree to which the staff

seek input from the present residents on decisions to admit new resi,

dents does not vary with sex, but does seem to be related, not sur-

jrisingly, to the amount of respect that the staff appear to have for

the kids' capabilities. Thus, Theta and Omega, the two houses where

the staff seek substantial input from residents regarding potential

residents are homes where the staff seem to have a high degree of respect

for the kids' capabilities.

The Program

Program Structure and Rules

In the four areas of program structure and rules which I examined

("work or school requirements", rules, disciplinary structure and deci-

sion-sharing between staff and kids) there do not seem to be any differ,

ences which clearly are related to the sex of the kids. However, there

are some differences in the area of disciplinary policies which may be

weakly correlated with the sex of the kids.

There are differences in the programs which corrc-ate with factors

other than sex and some additional differences among the houses in the

degree to which work or school rules are enforced and differences in the

amount of formal structure for decision-sharing among staff and kids, but

neither of these program characteristics seem to be systematically rela-

ted to aspects of the programs.

There are also some differences in the degree of restrictiveness of
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the rules in the houses. It appears that those houses which feel that

the parents have not exercised enough control over the kids and feel

that the kids should ideally be returned to the family, tend to be the

most restrictive. Those homes which are oriented toward independent

living and where the staff have a high degree of respect for the kids,

tend to be the least restrictive.

The staffs of the girls' homes, but not the boys' homes, indica-

ted that the disciplinary systems at their houses are used to foster

the growth of responsibility in the kids. Theta and Sigma made speci-

fic remarks as to how this is done. At Delta, the fact that girls de-

cide disciplinary matters as a group, is intended to place some respon-

sibility with them. Other than a coincidence in terms of what the dis-

cussions at the variou's houses focused on, I have no explanation for

this apparent difference in boys' and girls' houses.

Counseling and the Therapeutic Environment

In terms of counseling practices and maintenance of a therapeutic

environment, there are no overall patterns with regard to the sex of

the kids being served by the program. However, there are situations at

two of the houses which may be related to the sex of the kids there.

Omega, a boys' home, maintains a much higher-pressured atmosphere

than do the other homes in an effort to foster change in the kids.

This is done in con unction with a very high degree of peer pressure

and a high degree of "comraderie" among the kids. It is my impression

that the particular way in which these aspects of the environment are

handled has produced a stereotypically "masculine" atmosphere. While
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it is clear that peer pressure and close interpersonal relations within

the group can and do exist in girls' group homes, it seems te me that the

staff at a girls' group home would not have attempted to generate those en-

vironmental qualities in quite the same manner as the staff at Omega have.

Nor is it likely that girls would respond the same way to the type of

high-pressure comraderie which exists at Omega since that style of interac-

tion is rarely expected from girls and they would not be accustomed to it.

The situation at Delta raises another issue. Apparently, the di-

rector there had been hesitant to use group counseling because of his

feelings that girls are not as "up front" in expressing their feelings

as are boys. It is clear, from his statements that he would not have

shown the same reluctance to use group counseling with boys.

Kids' Attitudes Towards the Program and
Their Goals While in the Program

At the five houses where we were able to speak with the kids (Sigma

is excluded) there do not appear to be any differences in the kids' atti-

tudes toward the program which correlated with their sex. In the case of

both boys and girls, the kids' goals for themselves while in the program

are generally consistent with the staff's goals for them. Both the boys

and girls with whom we spoke expressed positive feelir-s toward their

house and feel that they are getting some benefit from being in the house.

Staff-Kid Interactions

In the case studies, I examined two types of interactions between

staff and kids: the staffs' "planned" methods for interacting with the

kids and the general character of the interactions. I found no patterns
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of differences based on sex in the staffs' philosophies regarding methods

of interaction with the kids and very few differences in the character of

interactions which appear to be based on sex.

Those "planned" interactions which the staffs of the houses discussed

are directed at getting the kids to deal with personal problems and getting

the kids to be responsible and independant. The only differences in plan-

ned interactions which seem to follow any pattern at all are in the area of

getting the kids to deal with personal problems. In this regard, the ap-

proach taken in any home seems to be consistent with the amount of pressure

which the staff had indicated exists in the home. One particular approach,

trying to build up the kid's self esteem, was emphasized by the staff of

two houses which are very similar in their attitudes about the cause of

delinquency--Epsilon, a boys' home and Sigma, a girls' home.

In terms of the nature of the interactions, which includes staff

attitudes towards the kids, how comfortable a relationship the staff and

the kids seem to have, whether the kids feel that the staff are "straight"

with them and whether the staff think that the kids come to them about

problems, there are very few differences. Those differences which do exist

are in the area of the amount of respect the staff have for the kids'

capabilities and the nature of relationships between the kids and staff

of the opposite sex.

Those houses where the staff seem to have the least faith in the

kids' capabilities are Epsilon and Sigma. It is not surprising that these

houses are similar in this respect since they are similar in so many other

ways. In another home, Delta, a girls' home, the director seemed to have

a low amount of respect for the kids' capabilities. In the case of Delta,
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the director's attitudes toward the kids may be related to the fact that

they are girls. I feel that this may be the case because his comments

which indicated a lack of faith in the kids echoed stereotypes which are

frequently held in regard to delinquent girls; he said that they are "mani-

pulative", they are not "up front" and implied that they are not able to

make serious decisions in regard to helping each other.

There are a couple of interesting points about relationships between

kids and staff of the opposite sex. First, a couple of the girls' homes

mentioned problems with girls trying to act seductively toward male staff

members; there was no corresponding problem cited by the boys' homes.

That particular problem is, of course, part of the larger problem of "boy-

dependency" among delinquent girls. The second point is that in some of

both the boys' and the girls' homes (those without houseparents, in par-

ticular) the kids tend to look toward the male staff members as authority

figures. This can be a problem in the operation of girls' homes since

one of the problems of delinquent girls is that they have a low opinion

of themselves as women, and a situation where they are allowed to continue

to look to men, only, for authority will perpetuate this problem.

It is noteworthy that the problem of the kids looking to male

staff for authority is less pronounced among those homes with houseparents.

The male director at Delta(girls) said that while there is a problem of

this sort now, that previously when he and his wife ran the program to-

gether, the kids looked to them equally for authority, possibly because

"they saw us as more of a partnership". On the other hand, the fact

that kids seem less likely to look to the male for authority in homes
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may be due to a coincidence in personality differences.

Interactions Among Kids

Aside from the differences noted earlier in regard to the high de-

gree of peer pressure and strong atmosphere of comraderie at Omega, the in-

teractions among the kids at the houses seem to differ in few, if any, sig-

nificant ways. Within both boys' and girls' homes, the kids discuss their

problems with each other, some kids take leadership roles and the kids main-

tain close friendships with each other. This evidence tends to counter

claims that the girls in group homes do not get along well together.

There is one significant point which relates to the girls' inter-

actions with people outside of the house and indirectly relates to their

interactions with the other kids in the house. The point is that many of

the girls have a dependency on males. As the staff at Theta pointed out,

this dependency can sometimes result in the failure of a girl to accomplish

those goals which she had originally set for herself since the dependency

can interfere with her commitment to the group. None of the houses men-

tioned anything which they are doing to help the girls deal with this de-

pendency though to the extent that girls' group homes set up a situation

where the girl can develope close friendships with other girls and develope

respect for female staff members, the group homes are probably helping the

girls with this problem.

Implications for Planning and Future Research

The study indicates that group homes work for at least some girls

--those girls that are presently being served by them. So it might be ad-

visable for DYS to encourage the development of additional services of this
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type for girls. However, it is not clear, because of the selcetion process

by which girls are placed in group homes, how well the girls in group homes

represent the general group of girls in DYS.

It may be that most of the other girls in DYS would have problems,

personality characteristics or needs such that group homes would be an in-

appropriate type of service for them. For example, they might, in general,

be much more hostile than the girls presently in group homes which would

make it difficult for them to form friendships in the home. If this were

the case, the peer interactions of the home would be less beneficial to

them.

Thus, before DYS makes any decision as to the type of services for

girls of which it wishes to encourage development, it should make some sort

of assessment of the needs and characteristics of the girls it is serving.

In particular, DYS should try to determine if there are any significant diff-

erences in the needs and characteristics of these girls as compared with

the girls who are currently in group homes. It should be emphasized that

due to the critical shortage of services for girls, DYS may mot be able

to delay encouraging the expansion of particular types of services while

further study of the problem takes place. DYS will have to weigh the poss-

ibility of inappropriate services against the certainty of insufficient

services in order to decide whether further study or immediate encourage-

ment of new group homes is appropriate at this time.

The only special problem of girls which group homes do not seem

to be explicitly dealing with is an overdependency, for some girls, on

males. The staff in group homes should be sensitive to this problem and
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have some ideas as to how to help the girls with respect to it.

Since this problem isvery closely related to the fact that many

delinquent girls have a low opinion of themselves because they are females,

the staff in group homes should be sensitive to helping those girls who have

such a problem to raise their opinion of themselves as women. The female

staff members can do this, in part, by setting an example of themselves as

teasonably independent and self-confident people and the male staff can

help by showing that they respect the independence and judgement of the fe-

male staff members.

It would probably be helpful for the staff of girls' group homes

and others who work with delinquent girls to have some discussions on how

to help girls to deal with this problem.
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