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ABSTRACT

The following is a crossectional study of the first 
commitment male juvenile delinquents to the Arizona State 
Department of Corrections, The study period was from Octo
ber 1, 1969 to December 1, 1969. The major hypothesis is 
that socioeconomic background as measured by social position 
influences the correctional diagnosis and placement process.

Socioeconomic position of the head of the household 
for each boy was measured on two separate scales, the Rolling 
shead Two Factor Scale of Social Position and a three point. 
White Collar-Blue Collar-Nonemployed Scale. The diagnostic 
outcome is categorized by four placement alternatives which 
includes placement at the Arizona State Industrial School, 
the Arizona Youth Center, Specialized Placement, or Imme
diate Parole. The distribution of three point occupational 
scores and Hoilingshead social position scores among and 
between the four placement populations are statistically 
tested for any significant differences. The comparison be-, 
tween the combined institutional population, A.S.I.S. and 
A.Y.C., and the community type treatment population, Special 
Placement and Parole, showed a statistical significance.
The community treatment population is composed of boys from 
the higher socioeconomic positions.

x



xi
The conclusion is that the use of community treat

ment programs were utilized more often for juveniles of 
higher socioeconomic position and institutions were utilized 
for juveniles of lower socioeconomic position.



CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

The modern trend to individualized correctional 
treatment planning has made new demands on the diagnostic 
and classification process. The purpose of the intake pro
cess has been further complicated by the use of non-insti- 
tutional, community treatment facilities. A lack of clarity 
of purpose for the intake process has become an underlying 
problem in the intake procedure. The intake disposition, 
as a correctional function, is becoming more recognized in 
the correctional field. Classification having been gener
ally accepted in the field of juvenile rehabilitation is 
now in wide practice. The problem is a need to examine 
some of the influences which determine the classification 
outcome. Classification is usually based on such prescribed 
criteria as job placements, educational level, psychologi
cal character, and public protection.

Most studies and research examinations of the intake 
process have generally centered their interest in the devel
opment of typologies of offenders that can be used in de
termining appropriate correctional dispositions. The 
typologies can give categories of classifications or, in 
addition to the categories, prescribe associated treatment

1
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programs. A third purpose of typological schemes pertains 
only indirectly to treatment: it seeks to immediately deter
mine the cause or explanation of criminal behavior. All 
three purposes have varied theoretical foundations. Type 
of offense, psychological, sociological, physical, or other 
characteristics of the offender have been used as methods 
of classification. The President’s Commission recognizes 
that the development of some uniform groupings would aid in 
the comparative measurement and evaluation of different 
programs, and provide the basis for predictions for an 
offender under different correctional alternatives. "The 
intake process would thus become one in which correctional 
screening produced dispositional recommendations based on 
previous empirical experience with like offenders under a 
variety of treatment alternatives. The establishment of 
typologies would open the way to a science of correctional 
intervention."^

The definition of diagnosis and classification in 
corrections is ambiguous. The purpose of diagnosis and 
classification is obscure. The combination of these fac
tors blockfmany improvements in corrections for "in large 
part the success of correctional innovations . . . depends

1. The President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Correc
tions , (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1967), p. 20.
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on the strengthening of correctional resources at the intake 
stage." It was in 1934 that the inmate classification 
program of the Federal Bureau of Prisons was introduced. 
"That the classification program has revolutionized con
cepts of diagnosis, training and treatment in the correc
tional field is a matter of history. After the innovation 
came a period of study for deeper understanding and with 
this understanding refinement of thought. Thirty-five years 
later the field of corrections is still going through a 
readjustment period.

Prior to the use of classification the deputy war
den, from his offices behind the sally port, individually 
and jealously made the work and cell assignments for all 
inmates, in addition to enforcing discipline. "He was a 
busy and important man. He brooked no interference and 
ordinarily cared for no advice from the doctor, the parole 
officer, or young social worker . . . The original
classification programs (committees) had as one of its

2. The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Juvenile
Delinquency and Youth Crime. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Gov
ernment Printing Office, 1967), p. 25.

3. Frank Loveland, "The Classification Program in
the Federal Prison System: 1934-1960," Federal Probation,
Vol. XXIV, No. 2, (June, 1960), p. 7.

4. Ibid♦, p. 7.
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purposes staff education in addition to planning for and 
placement of the inmates. In the federal prison system the 
classification committee was the only administrative com
mittee. It had to provide and serve as a forum for discus
sion of various and varied institutional problems. There
fore , and to assure that classification would function, the 
warden was the chairman of the committee. Thus, today an 
administrator generally controls the classification deci
sions.

In the beginning most intake procedures were unso
phisticated and salient in their routine. Correctional or 
rehabilitative preparation of the inmate was minimal.

Again in these earlier days, classification was an 
uncomplicated process. The training and treatment 
programs were relatively simple. There were the be
ginnings of an education program but there was no 
vocational training except that which a man might 
pick up on the job. Casework was an accepted term 
but had only a limited application. Counseling, 
whether person to person or in groups, had not yet 
arrived on the scene. Religious activities were 
limited almost entirely to Sunday services. Stra
tification of housing was unheard of and indeed the 
consideration of quarters assignments generally was 
of slight importance. Most what are now considered 
self-improvement and group activity programs were 
unknown to corrections.5

The purpose of classification was restricted to determina
tion of custody status which in turn decided where the in
mate could work and determine his job assignment. Inter- 
institutional transfers were possible, but the extraordinary

5 Ibid., p. 8.
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exception in actual practice. Soon, because of conflicts 
over disciplinary matters, discipline of inmates came to be 
the province of the classification committee. Today this 
responsibility is incorporated into most general classifi
cation purviews. With this responsibility the basic objec
tive of classification procedure was enlarged to include the 
preparation and integration of diagnostic information con
cerning the inmate’s problems. The classification presenta
tion was to be a realistic program solution for the inmate’s 
problems.

The general methods in today’s institutions is that 
the intake procedure is carried out within each of the 
separate correctional institution’s internal classification 
system. Dr. Ruth Shonle Cavan points out in her discussion 
of the delinquent and the training-school program that "one 
building or a suite or rooms may be set aside in which each 
child can be studied . . . and a plan made for him before
he is assigned to his cottage, classes, work, and so on."
In small institutions such procedures may be very limited 
and informal. "The superintendent, chaplain, school prin
cipal, and perhaps a few other members of the personnel talk 
with the child, advise him about acceptable behavior, and 
assign him to his cottage and activities in these small in
stitutions. Many small institutions have little or none of 
the psychological or social work services found in larger
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institutions."^ The internal classification approach applies
\to most adult state prisons. In Arizona, the Arizona State 

Prison was of this model until September, 1969. The Presi
dent's Commission reports that in 1966, 43 state adult insti
tutional systems and 36 state juvenile institutional systems 
operated with some degree of the internal classification 
model.  ̂ Two innovations in the intake procedure methodology 
have been developed beyond the internal classification pro
cedure. The "central classification" scheme is used gener
ally by state juvenile systems, and the "team approach" is 
used in most of the Federal correctional institutions.

The Reception and Diagnostic Center's concept is the 
facility which implements the "central classification" 
approach. The State of California in 1945 was America's 
first experiment with a central intake institution for juve
niles. 8 The Reception and Diagnostic Center was an insti
tution whose function and specialty was the intake procedure, 
diagnosis, and classification of inmates. This 1945

6. Ruth Shonle Cavan, Juvenile Delinquency. (2nd ed.;
Philadelphia: J. fl. Llppincott Company, 1962), p. 474.

7. The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections,
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967),
p. 13.

8. William E. Amos and Raymond L. Manella, eds.,
Delinquent Children in Juvenile Correctional Institutions, 
(Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1966), p. 6.
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California law was a product of the American Law Institute, 
drafting of the Californian Youth Authority Act and the 
Institute study of Great Britain's Borstal Schools with 
their use of reception-classification centers to determine 
transfer to an open, medium, or maximum security facility.

The California—type reception centers, in general, 
offer an opportunity for improvement in the intake process 
by providing extended testing and data collection. The 
diagnostic period ranges from three weeks to three months. 
The staff of larger numbers of professionally, clinically 
trained individuals enables a reception and diagnostic cen
ter to provide a more intensive study of the individual 
inmate's problem. In the larger states where population 
pressures and diversified institutions exist, "since 1945, 
fifty state camps for boys have been added to the number of 
institutions . . ., only a centrally controlled state system
for diagnosis, classification, assignment, and treatment of 
delinquents is considered to be effective by many experts. 
William Amos in his survey of the state's juvenile reception 
centers found these common features. All are residential, 
although a few do offer limited, non-resident diagnostic 
services to courts, agencies, and parents. The trend is to 
single story construction with secure custody architecture. 
The living units are usually a twenty bed, single room,

• *9. Ibid p. 15
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sleeping complex with an indoor recreational area. Outside
play areas are generally enclosed by fences or walls. The
population is generally three to one, male to female. A
ratio as high as one full-time employee for every child

1 0under care was found in one instance. The staffs included 
such professionals as physicians, psychiatrists, clinical 
psychologists, social and correctional caseworkers, educa
tors, chaplains, and recreation leaders. Experience has 
shown that "significant" numbers of juveniles committed to 
reception and diagnostic centers have been referred to 
community treatment programs immediately after the diagnos
tic period, a practice not possible in the adult process 
without the presence of some form of indeterminate sentencing.

The arguments for such centers are many. They pro
vide an effective intake procedure by controlling large 
diverse intake population. The centers can play a strategic 
role in the overall community program for both prevention 
and correction of delinquency. By bringing together the 
varied disciplines the centers promote training and research. 
The availability of data and the representation of many 
professions support and can readily permit reception centers 
to serve as research resources. "These institutions also 
provide a means for planning the individual treatment of

10. Ibid.
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children adjudged delinquents regardless of whether they 
live in highly industrialized and culturally complex, 
densely populated urban centers, or whether they come from 
sparsely settled, rural culture communities.

The opposition to the reception and diagnostic cen
ter idea is in the majority, if gauged by the number of 
states employing this type center. They argue that diag
nosis can better be done on the local level. Existing in
stitutions can accomplish the same service at less expense. 
The centralized center is duplicating the diagnostic studies 
being completed more and more by the local juvenile courts 
as a part of their presentence investigation. The local 
court can do the centralized classification function by 
committment to each institution according to predetermined 
criteria with the state agency being empowered to transfer 
and release inmates at its discretion, after the initial 
admission to an institution. This last conflict can best 
be viewed as the conflict of "the idea of justice, meaning 
above all else equal treatment of equal cases clashed
directly with the idea of experimentation which requires

1 2.differential treatment of equal cases.11 This experimen
tation will require "a heroic measure to bring knowledge

11. Ibid., p. 11.
12. Norval Morris and Cynthia Turner as quoted by

Hermann Mannheim, Comparative Criminology, (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1965) , p. 177.
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the chaos of our correctional m e t h o d . A  question which 
will be discussed in Chapter 3 relates to the argument be
tween judicial versus administrative decisions in determining 
institutional placement upon committment of the juvenile in 
Arizona, an excellent example of differential treatment issue 
in the practical contexts.

The second innovation in classification is a part of 
the teamwork approach in social casework. Some reception 
and diagnostic centers have diagnostic teams formed from 
representatives of the various disciplines, but the diagnos
tic discussion and the individual classification of an in
mate remains with an administrator controlled staff committee. 
The staff committee is organized as the classification com
mittee, but the chairman is usually the superintendent or 
an assistant. In 1961, at the Federal Reformatory at El 
Reno, Oklahoma, a team classification system was developed. 
The team system of classification is acknowledged as a pro
duct of the therapeutic community concept."The treatment 
team concept . . . involves the decentralization of case
management by setting up teams of staff people, representing 
different aspects of the institution's program, to serve as 
decision makers for each of the caseloads and to manage the •

13. Ibid.
14, Maxwell Jones, The Therapeutic Community, (New

York: Basic Books, 1952),passim.
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programming of inmates in that caseload throughout their 
time in confinement.^ The El Reno teams included custody 
officers, medical representatives, educators, psychologists, 
chaplains, caseworkers and a department head (business, food 
service, etc.) as the chairman of each of its teams. In 
1964, the Federal Youth Center at Englewood, Colorado, de
veloped "The Unit System" wherein each team was permanently 
assigned to a certain housing unit. "The admissions unit 
was abolished and newly received youth offenders were ran
domly assigned to one of four identical living areas. These 
assignments were permanent. Each of the housing areas com
prised a caseload, served by a classification team.

Over the years much criticism has been leveled at 
correctional institutional intake and classification systems. 
Some of the critics point out that the offender's job assign
ment in an institution or the type of institution he is 
assigned to is more apt to be influenced by the needs of the 
institutions than to the needs of the individual offender 
and his rehabilitation. -

Other critics have claimed that the classification 
of the offender by classification committees, centers, or 
intake workers, as to type of institutional assigned,

15. Charles R. Hagen and Charles F. Campbell, "Team 
Classification in Federal Institutions," Federal Probation, 
Vol. XXXII, No. 1 (1968), p. 31.

16. Ibid., p. 32.
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institutional work task or type of rehabilitation program 
recommended is determined by conscious or unconscious biases 
working in the background of the individual intake worker, 
or in the case of committees, the majority of persons de
termining the outcome of the classification system.

To be sure, delving into the realm of individual 
biases or prejudices is a delicate matter that is difficult 
to objectify and to materialize beyond opinion or plausible 
guesses. However, in an area of interpersonal relationships 
it has been fairly well established that social economic 
background is one of the important determiners of behavior 
and a possible influence of administrative as well as judi
cial decisions.

It may very well be speculated that decision making 
in the intake and classification process is influenced by 
the socioeconomic position of the subject being evaluated.

There is considerable evidence in the literature of 
the influences of socioeconomic background in social and 
psychological behavior. It would appear that it may be a 
factor in the intake or classification process involving
offenders.



CHAPTER 2

RELATED STUDIES

Chapter 2 is an examination of interrelated studies 
regarding the influence of social economic background as a 
possible determinant in the treatment of delinquent behavior. 
A review of the literature reveals two dimensions of study 
in this area. The first concept is the social status dis
tribution of delinquency: Does delinquent behavior occur
differentially by socioeconomic status? The concern is not 
with etiology but with the idea of prevalence as contributed 
to the medical science by epidemiology. The second question 
is the possibility of differential selection by those agen
cies who are applying sanctions or treatment within the cor
rectional process. The police, the probation department, 
the juvenile court, and the classification committee each 
accord some form of disposition of offenders for having en
gaged in delinquent behavior: Does a differential liability
based on social economic factors operate so as to signifi
cantly bias the population of delinquent offenders for vari
ous treatment planning or sanctions? The present study is 
concerned with one social economic factor, the socioeconomic 
position of the delinquent, and its effect upon the diagno
sis and classification outcome. A search of the library 
reveals no other study directly examining this question.

13
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Other studies, which will be discussed below, examine the 
prevalence of delinquent behavior, the epidemiology issue, 
or the differential liability issue at the legal-judicial 
process level, the police, the probation department, and the 
juvenile court. However, in the study of mental health 
problems the relationship between socioeconomic position 
and diagnostic outcome has been documented. The Holling- 
shead study of mental health and social class which examines 
the influence of social class on psychiatric diagnosis will 
be presented as an interrelated study.

The Nye and Short Study
In 1958, James F. Short and F. Ivan Nye published 

results of their study of the disparity between official 
delinquency rates and delinquent behavior rates in the gen
eral population. These researchers hypothesize that the use 
of self-reported delinquent behavior rather than official 
records of delinquency will yield results different from 
those that support a notion that delinquency is primarily a 
phenomenon of the lower socioeconomic strata. The purpose 
of the study is to test the estimates of delinquent behavior 
that indicate delinquency may be more evenly distributed in 
the various socioeconomic populations than official records 
lead one to believe,  ̂ The study sample was taken from

1. F. Ivan Nye and James F. Short, 1 11 Socioeconomic
Status and Delinquent Behavior," American Journal of Socio
logy , Vol. LXIII (January, 1958), p. 381.
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selected high school groups in western and midwestern com
munities . "No samples from large cities or from large non- 
Caucasian groups are included, and generalizations to such 
populations must await further research, The occupation 
of the father was utilized as an index of socioeconomic 
level; a combination of the North-Hatt and Mapheus Smith 
scales was employed. The assumptions were that occupation
correlates highly with other criteria and that occupation is 
related not only to income but to values, attitudes and 
goals. In addition, occupation of the father was utilized 
because it makes possible a ready correlation of a child's 
delinquent behavior with the socioeconomic level of his 
immediate family and data on the occupation of the father 
are more generally available than income and education of 
the parents, Delinquent behavior was measured by an anony
mous delinquency check list. "The list is designed to in
clude a broad sampling of juvenile misconduct, though it 
does not include several of the more serious types of de
linquency (e.g., rape, breaking and entering , and armed 
robbery). The research findings suggested that socioeco
nomic status and delinquency are not highly correlated in

2. Ibid. , p. 383. .
3. No attempt was made to classify adolescents who 

live in families in which there was no adult male.
4. Nye and Short, "Socioeconomic Status and Delin

quent Behavior," p. 384.



16

rural areas and small towns and cities. These findings are 
based upon the establishment of only 33 significant statis
tical tests of the 756 statistical tests which the data was 
subjected. The authors point out that although the findings 
are negative, the middle socioeconomic categories are high
est on only four of the 33 significant tests. The authors 
concluded that this seemingly non-random difference may be 
caused by underreporting of delinquent behavior by the

I
middle classes or by slightly more effective social control 
and socialization by middle class parents.

The importance of the study to the present thesis is 
its implication that the prevalence of delinquent behavior 
may not be concentrated in the lower socioeconomic groups, 
and a disproportionate number of official delinquents and 
institutional populations come from the lower socioeconomic 
categories. The study has two major drawbacks. The inabil
ity of its findings to be generalized because of the charac
ter of the sample, rural and small town children without 
minority group representation. The second question is the 
exclusion of families with no adult male present (see foot
note 3) especially with the assumption of a high correlation 
between occupation and other criteria of class and status 
position.

5 Ibid., p. 389.
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The Fleisher Study
In 1966, Belton H. Fleisher completed an economist's 

look at delinquency, The Economics of Delinquency. The 
purpose of the study was to discover the extent to which 
economic conditions, mainly income, may influence delin
quency . The study was cast in an economist's supply and 
demand model of behavior. The assumption is that the pur
suit of economic gain not only underlies a wide range of 
socially acceptable activities but is also significant in 
determining socially unacceptable activities.& The inves
tigation used two principle types of data, cross-sectional 
and time series. The time series information was used in 
estimating unemployment on delinquency, while the cross- 
sectional estimates were primarily used to determine the 
effect of income on delinquency. The delinquency data was 
attained from the FBI Uniform Crime Reports and similar in
formation published by the cities of Chicago, Boston and 
Cincinnati for the 30 year period from 1932 to 1962. The 
cross-sectional data included the FBI information which 
underly, but which are not normally accessible to the gen
eral public, its annual Uniform Crime Reports and the data 
from official court appearances of males aged 12 through 16 
years in Chicago and Cook County, Illinois, for the years

6. Belton M. Fleisher, The Economics of Delinquency, 
(Chicago: Quadrangle Book Inc., 1966), p. 13.
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1958-1961, The census bureau data was utilized to obtain 
unemployment rates and income levels.

The study's findings give evidence of a relationship 
between unemployment and delinquency in that "a 1 percent 
increase in the unemployment rate is associated in the rate 
of delinquency (arrest rate).

Fleisher's cross-sectional analysis is interpreted 
to mean that the increase in family income 1 percent results 
on the average in a 1.2 percent decline in the delinquency 
rates while an increase of 1 percent in the dispersion of 
incomes in the total population would raise delinquency by 
0.23 percent. Therefore, the author concludes that the 
effect of income on delinquency is negative, substantial and 
significant. The1 author does point out observations of 
small differences in his analysis probably attributable to 
some underreporting in the delinquency rate of the youngest 
group and that of racial differences appearing to have sig
nificant and substantial effect on crimes of violence.

The importance of this study's results is the under
standing it brings of the effect and a possible magnitude of 
change, within the official delinquency populations that are 
associated with variations in unemployment and income. If 
it is asserted that delinquency is likely to occur in all 
socioeconomic groups, the Nye and Short study, then we can

7. Ibid., p. 84.
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speculate from the disproportionate number of lower socio
economic level members in the official delinquency popu
lations that Fleisher's significant findings are determined 
by differential selection within the legal-judicial process. 
This speculation is supported when we recognize that Fleisher 
used official records while Short used self-reported delin
quent behavior.

Differential Selection
Four separate studies are examined in the presenta

tion of Differential Selection, the 1963 Nathan Goldman 
study and the 1967 Robert M. Terry study.

Goldman restricted his problem to an investigation 
of differential selection of juvenile offenders for juvenile 
court appearance at the police level. The study is of four 
Allegheny County, Pennsylvania cities. The research design 
was to compare with respect to age, race, sex, and nature of 
offense the population of juvenile offenders known to the 
court with those which were disposed of unofficially by the 
police and thus remain unknown to the courts.

Goldman1s findings were as follows: That 35.4 per
cent of the arrests were reported to the juvenile courts; 
all robbery cases were referred to the court; 91 percent of 
larceny of a motor vehicle, 95 percent of cases of riding in 
a stolen car and 83 percent of sex offenses were reported 
to the court; while such offenses as larceny, disorderly
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conduct, were reported infrequently. It was further found 
that 33.6 percent of the offenses committed by white juve
niles and 64.8 percent of the Negro juveniles offenses were 
reported to the court, although Negro arrests constituted 
only 5.7 percent of the arrests. There appeared to be no 
discrimination based on sex. There was a statistically re
liable difference in the disposition of different age groups, 
with an under-representation of ages below 12 and an over
representation of ages 15, 16, and 17 in the court popula
tion. ®

Terry’s study differed from the. Goldman study in 
that it attempted to correlate the severity of the sanctions 
of the police, the probation department, and the juvenile 
court with the nature of the offense, the offenders past 
record, age, race, and personal and social characteristics 
of the offenders. Dispositions which could be accorded 
were categorized in order of importance for each of the three 
levels of the legal judicial process. The sanctions were 
then correlated with the established variables given above, 
employing a Kendall rank correlation coefficient, tau.
Terry concluded that the severity of societal reaction, the 
severity of the disposition by the police, probation 8

8. Nathan Goldman, The Differential Selection of 
Juvenile Offenders for Court Appearances, National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency, (New York: National Research and
Information Center, 1963), p. 46-47.



21

department and juvenile court, does not seem to be a func
tion of the offenders socioeconomic position or the social 
distance that exists between the offender and agents of 
social control. The nature and amount of deviants engaged 
in by the offenders would, seemingly, indicate the severity 
of the societal reaction.^

As previously stated, studies regarding socioeco
nomic position of the patient and diagnosis of mental ill
ness has been closely examined. In 1957, August B. Holling-
shead and Fredrick C, Redlich published their book, Social

10Class and Mental Illness. The research questions were: 
is mental illness related to class and does a psychiatric 
patient's position in the social system effect how he is 
treated for his illness? It is the latter question that 
directly relates to the present thesis. The question of 
differential liability during the classification and diag
nostic process. Therefore, only this question will be dis
cussed.

The study was of any person in treatment between 
May 31 and December 1, 1950, who was a resident of New Haven, 9 10

9, Robert M. Terry, "Screening of the Juvenile 
Offender,11 The Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Po
lice Science. Vol. LVIII, No. 2, (June 1967) , p. 179.

10. August B. Hollingshead and Fredrick C. Redlich, 
Social Class and Mental Illness. (New York: John Wiley
and Sons, Inc., 1958), 442 p.
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Connecticut. The Veterans Administration's diagnostic class
ification was utilized. Determinant of social class was by 
ecological areas of residence, occupation, and education.

The findings were that a direct relationship 
appeared between class status and the extent of treated 
neuroses in the study population, the numbers of neurotic 
patients increases with the rise in class; while the re
verse was true for psychotic disorders, the numbers of 
psychotic patients increases with the decrease in class. 
"Separate analysis of the subgroups of neurotic reactions 
showed significant association between class position and 
distribution of patients in each of the categories utilized. 
The types of psychotic disorders showed a true linkage be
tween class position and rate of treated cases in the popu
lation."11 However, a complete explanation of how these 
relationships between social position and mental illness 
operate or why the differences exist are not offered by the 
researchers.

Hoilingshead further examines the influence of social 
class on the various types of treatment afforded to different 
members of the social system. The treatment facilities that 
were available to the mentally ill were categorized as (1) 
private psychiatric practice, (2) private mental hospitals, 
(3) state hospitals, (4) veterans hospitals, and (5)

11. Ibid., p. 248
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psychiatric clinics. The study found a real difference in 
where, how, and how long persons in the separate social 
classes had been cared for by comparing the use of the five 
types of facilities and in addition, the kind of therapy 
received in the facilities. Therapy was of three kinds,
(1) psychotherapy, (2) organic therapy, and (3) custodial 
care. Psychotherapeutic methods were applied in a dispro
portionately high number of cases to higher status neurotic 
patients. Organic therapies tended to be applied to the 
lower classes. Among the psychotic patients, treatment 
differences among the classes were most marked. A large 
number of lower class patients remained in state hospitals 
year after year and received organic t h e r a p y . T h i s  study 
lead to the conclusion that treatment for mental illness 
depends not only on medical and psychological consideration, 
but also on social variables. The researchers felt that their 
observations showed no deliberate policy to treat patients 
differently depending on whether they pay or not, but never
theless, a very strong preference exists for the high socio
economic classes. The researchers also felt that a lack of 
rapport between most therapists and lower classes contributes, 
but the attitude of the lower classes to mental health treat
ment contributes at least as much to this preference for 
upper class patients by the therapists.

12. Ibid.. p. 301
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Alfred Kinsey, in his famous 1948 study, Sexual Be
havior in the Human Male, concluded that cultural factors 
influenced judicial responses to sex offenders. Judges 
being better educated "are often effected by the mores of 
the group from which he originated, and their severe condem
nation of sex offenders is largely a defense of the code of 
their own social level. The penalties visited upon persons 
who are convicted of sex offenses may be peculiarly severe,
just because the judge does not comprehend the lower level

13background of the offender."
All four differential selection studies reviewed 

above support the hypothesis that differential liability 
exists, The Hollingshead study would reinforce the specu
lation that socioeconomic position may influence the cor
rectional classification process. The Goldman and Terry 
studies indicate that legal consideration prevail as the 
greatest influence in the selection process on the legal- 
judicial levels. The present thesis examines a correctional 
classification process in light of these findings.

13. Alfred C. Kinsey, Wardell B. Pomeroy, and Clyde 
E. Martin, Sexual Behavior in the Human Male. (Philadelphia: 
W. B. Sanders Company, 1948), p. 389-393.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The study is undertaken to ascertain the effect of
socioeconomic position of delinquent, male juveniles as they
are classified for placement by the Arizona Department of
Corrections. The plan is a cross sectional study of first
admission commitments during the months of October and
November, 1969. All the admissions during these two months
are included in the sample. All the boys had placement
plans recommended, and the research study was terminated
February 28, 1970. The overriding issue is, as Edwin Lemert
suggests, a question of how the relationship of an agency
to the larger general society and its own internal structure

1affect its reaction to the deviant.

Limitations of the Study
This work is not an exhaustive study of the rela

tionships of socioeconomic background and the correctional 
process. It is limited by the sample population and the 
study design. The sampling was of committed male juvenile 
delinquents received by the Arizona Department of Corrections. 1

1, Edwin Lemert, Social Pathology, (New York: Mc
Graw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1951), p. 70.

25
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The Department of Corrections is approximately three years 
old and its decision making board was operating for only 
four months, therefore, the atmosphere of a new organization 
establishing its guide lines and policies would effect the 
findings. This state of flux might very well change the 
outcome of the study simply because of the time period which 
framed the sample. In addition, the population of Arizona 
is growing rapidly and changing from a rural to an urban 
orientation.

The study design concentrates on a single primary 
issue, the socioeconomic position of the offender and its 
effect on the classification outcome. The statistical tests 
employed do not allow prediction. The findings should be 
limited in application to a descriptive analysis of a par
ticular system of correctional diagnosis and classification 
during a specific time period. Replication and original 
study will have to be accomplished and the results compared 
to the present study for any major conclusion of the study 
findings to be validated.

Source of Data
All the socioeconomic information was taken from 

official Department of Corrections' files which included 
copies of the local court materials. This data was supple
mented by short personal interviews with the boys. These 
interviews concerned the determination of the highest grade
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achieved by the head of his household. In a review of the 
past files it was determined that only Maricopa County re
cords included this data and that it was not part of the 
Department’s regularly collected information. -It was de
cided to ask all the boys for this information, then compare 
the available court data to the information obtained through 
the interview as a reliability test. Very little discrep
ancy between the interview figures and court material was 
noted. These estimates by the boys were to determine the 
Hollingshead's educational level score (see below for full 
discussion of the Hollingshead Scale). Hollingshead's 
achievement levels are broad enough to account for the lack 
of any major errors and that most of the Official Department 
data is obtained from interviews with the boy and from his 
parents only in the minority of interview circumstances. 
Because all the institutional records are transferred when 
the boy is placed, all interviews were completed within the 
first week of a boy’s residency in the A.Y.C. Diagnostic 
Program. These interviews were completed by the researcher 
or members of the Youth Center staff. These interviews con
sisted of three questions: (1) What was the highest grade
in school that (head of household) attended? (2) Did he or 
she finish High School? (3) Did he or she finish the sixth 
grade? The Administrative Control Board's placement order 
regarding the individual was the determinant of placement
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category classification.^ Execution of the placement order 
is assumed to be a reality. In the case of special place
ments, this means that those boys who are awaiting accep
tance by a private agency are assumed to be accepted. Those 
boys recommended for the Cochise Hall Accelerated Protective 
Services (C.H.A.P.S.) (see below for discussion of the 
C.H.A.P.S. project) first waited for some period in the 
regular A.S.I.S. program. The Arizona State Industrial 
School's Internal Classification Committee can control new 
arrival admission to C.H.A.P.S., to maintain "the proportion 
of the resident population", however, transfers from the 
Youth Center or the A.S.I.S. regular program are generally 
to be transferred directly into C.H.A.P.S. The Projects 
Administrator indicated that Control Board placements were 
implemented as soon as bed space was available; C.H.A.P.S. 
commenced its operations on or about December 1, 1969.

The Hypotheses to be Tested 
The focus of this study emerges in the question:

Does a juvenile delinquent's position in the social status 2 3

2. The one exception is a boy who was recommended 
for Foster Home care, a foster home was arranged, but the 
boy refused the placement; the Board has not made a final 
order, but he is considered in the Parole Placement category.

3. Arizona Department of Corrections, Memo from 
Allen Cook, Director, Subject C.H.A.P.S. Operational Manual, 
Re: Project Procedures, Phoenix, October 13, 1969, p. 1.
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system effect how he is diagnosed and classified for correc
tional treatment? The thesis of the research is that socio
economic position is a factor in determining classification 
for treatment and diagnostic placement. The statistical 
restrictions of the study are the narrow range in social 
economic position scores and a highly negatively skewed pop
ulation. Many studies have pointed out, and this research 
would confirm as to the commitments to A.Y.C., the popula
tion in correctional institutions are negatively skewed and 
this skewness would cause a narrow range. The small number 
of persons of the upper social classes would require that 
most, if not all, of these higher social positions cases be 
clustered in a single group to affect the entire distribu
tion or affect a statistical difference between or among any 
of the distinguishable groups within the total population. 
The social isolation of correctional institutions social 
isolate the guardians as much as the inmate they supervise. 
Thus, the general societal reaction would be of minimal 
affect and the internal policy and organization standards 
would be of greater consequence in determining placement in 
the classification outcome than the boy's social stratifi
cation position or social rank. The study hypotheses are 
formulated as two major hypotheses.
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Hypothesis I
The occupation of the head of the household of the 

committed youth is not a significant factor in determining 
the diagnostic and classification outcome.

Hypothesis II
Social position of the delinquent and his family is 

not a significant factor in determining the diagnostic and 
classification outcome.

Several assumptions are accepted in these hypotheses. 
First, society in general, social structure, is character
ized by a scheme of stratification. Second, persons of any 
particular class are subjected to problems of living differ
ently in quantity and quality from those exposed by members 
in other classes. Third, crime and/or delinquency is de
fined socially; whatever is treated as criminal is first 
viewed as criminal behavior. This same criminal behavior 
may be a moral transgression in one community, ignored in 
another, or the province of a psychiatrist in still another. 
Fourth, classification is a dependent variable. Demonstra
tion of the validity of these assumptions will be examined 
in light of the operational hypothesis based upon the two 
theoretical hypotheses given above.

Placement Categories
The treatment placements made by the Department of 

Correction's Administrative Control Board can be divided
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into four categories dependent upon the treatment purposes 
and programs selected. A detailed discussion of these four 
categories follows.

Group 1
Group 1 is placement in the A.S.l.S. regular training 

program. "The history of the Arizona Industrial School goes 
back to 1891. Governor Murphy urged the legislature to pro
vide a reform school for * vicious youth *. . . at that time
in Arizona, youthful offenders could be placed nowhere ex
cept in jails or the penitentiary, and the citizenery felt 
an urgent need for a juvenile industrial school. The 
physical facilities of A.S.l.S. have been kept up to date 
and the dormitory style living areas are very modern. The 
cooperation of the Department, the State Department of Public 
Institutions Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, and 
Eastern Arizona College "has permitted the development of. . .
vocational training courses all taught by licensed teachers, 
which realize a maximum human return on the financial in
vestment. These vocational courses are offered concur
rently and/or complimentary with a high school academic * 5

i
A. R. A. Mulligan, "Correctional Services," Arizona: 

Its People and Resources, (The University of Arizona Press, 
Tucson, 1960), p. 217.

5. Arizona Department of Corrections, Progress Re
port, 1970. Phoenix, January 1970, p. 8.
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program. The recognized vocational courses include 12 sub
ject areas: (1) Automotive Mechanics, (2) Printing, (3)
Body and Fender Repair, (4) Heavy Duty (diesel) Mechanics,
(5) Welding, (6) Sheet Metal, (7) Machine Shop, (8) Drafting, 
(9) Fine arts, (10) Fry Cook, (11) Dairy Science, and (12) 
Shoe Repair. The Director of Corrections has determined 
that A.S.I.S. "shall be developed primarily for boys 13 to 
21 years of age. Boys may be kept in the school past their 
18th birthday if their prognosis for success on parole is 
doubtful or if their parole has been revoked by the Adminis
trative Control Board after their 18th birthday. A board 
treatment program for boys of this age shall be maintained 
as presently provided and to be improved upon as time and 
budget permits.

In summary, the criteria for boys to be placed in 
the A.S.I.S. regular program follow the program offering: 
the need for security through close supervision, ability to 
benefit from one of the vocational training and education 
courses available, academically functioning in the high 
school curricula, not in need of more specialized treatment, 
return to the community contra-indicated, is age 13 years 
and over, and the home situatuin is not suitable for imme
diate parole. 6

6. Arizona Department of Corrections, A Brief Pre
liminary Outline for the Management of Persons Committed to 
the Department of Corrections, Phoenix, July 1, 1969 , p. 2.
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Group 2

Group 2 is placement in the A.Y.C. Treatment Program. 
The Director of Corrections outlined the "mission" of the 
Treatment Program "as a specialized treatment center for 
boys 12 years of age and younger and for such other boys as 
may be in need of the specialized treatment available here.
It is anticipated that, because of its location near the 
urban center of Tucson, full use will be made of all pro
fessional facilities located there, such as education, med
ical, health and other specialized professions."^ The phil
osophy guiding the treatment program is the terms nontradi- 
tional and flexible; programming for each boy is malleable 
to permit change as indicated. The "Manual of the Arizona 
Youth Center" states, "although children are capable of com
mitting all of the known criminal acts and do in varying 
degrees and frequencies, society has generally accepted the 
philosophy that the most effective method of dealing with 
the child offender is through training and treatment directed 
towards correction and rehabilitation rather than through 
retributive punishment. It is the goal of the Arizona Youth 
Center to do, for each child committed to its care, every
thing possible to assure that the child has the opportunity 
of returning to his own community and becoming a decent *

7. Ibid., p. 2.
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contributing human being."® The two major components of 
the treatment scheme are directed to the socialization of 
the boy for return to his community and the.public school 
environment. In fact, some high school age boys who are 
able, attend a public school in the Tucson community while 
in residence.

Placement in the A.Y.C. Treatment Program is thus 
mandatory for all boys under age 13 years.  ̂ For boys over 
13 years the criteria* for placement in the A.Y.C. Treatment 
Program is as follows: (1) The need for supportive therapy,
(2) Home situation unsuitable for immediate parole, (3)
Security in an open setting, and (4) Need for small group 
living conditions and/or special academic planning.

Group 3
Group 3 is specialized institutional placement, two

of these placements are new correctional institutions within
the Department, C.H.A.P.S., having been mentioned above, and
the Alpine Conservation Center, Alpine, Arizona. The Cochise
Hall Project, admitted its first boys November 10, 1969.

\

Both of these programs initially accepted boys from either 8 9

8. Arizona Youth Center, Manual, 1967, p. 1.

9. The Director's statement, "for 12 years of age 
and younger" in the "Preliminary Outline..." was so inter
preted by the Administration Control Board when the staff 
recommended a 12 year old for transfer to A.S.I.S.
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A.Y.C. or A.S.I.S,, but will generally receive boys from 
the A.Y.C. Diagnostic Unit within the regular procedure 
hereafter. This third group also includes placement with 
private, contract agencies: The Arizona Boys Ranch, Arizona;
The Partridge Memorial Treatment Center of Arizona, Tucson, 
Arizona; and the Arizona Youth Ranch, Phoenix, Arizona.

The Cochise Hall Accelerated Protective Services, 
C.H.A.F.S., is a "program for students who need intensive 
clinical treatment. The criteria for C.H.A.P.S. place
ments are suggested in a four page summary published by the 
Department, but the "aim" of C.H.A.P.S. treatment "is to 
aid the student to help himself so that he can find his 
own capacities."^ This means that the program accepts 
boys over age 13 years who are emotionally and/or education
ally handicapped, and who need close supervision.

The Alpine Conservation Center is a former Job Corp 
rural center. This Northern Arizona Center was sold to the 
Department of Corrections, after its abandonment by the Job 
Corp, completely furnished from bedding to modern educa
tional facilities. The complete program will not be fully * 11

10. Arizona Department of Corrections, Progress 
Report. 1970. p. 8.

11. Arizona Department of Corrections, Suggested 
Criteria for Placement in the Cochise Project, Phoenix, 
December 1, 1969, p. 5.
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operable until after July 1, 1970, the beginning of the next 
fiscal year. In the interim Alpine operates as a forestry 
and conservation work center. Boys placed at Alpine must 
be 15 years or older, be a nonsecurity risk, be able to 
benefit from camp vocational programs, and be medically 
able. Also considered is the geographical locus of the 
camp, Northern Arizona; boys from this region are placed at 
Alpine enabling the family to continue and maintain close 
contact through visits that would not be available at other 
Department institutions or placements. The goal of the De
partment's conservation camps is to "provide needed alter
natives to institutionalization as well as assistance 
towards the conservation of Arizona's natural resources,"

The criteria for placement in a contract agency are: 
(1) Psychiatric or an extreme neurotic condition, (2) Edu- 
cable and trainable mentally retarded, (3) A need for indi
vidualized or specialized, intensive treatment, and/or (4)
A need for a long term, open, residential setting. In the 
study sample three private agencies were utilized: The
recently established Tucson Partridge Foundation School, a 
coeducational school for the emotionally disturbed child is 
in terms of the Department's standard for an extreme neurotic 
child; the Arizona Youth Ranch is a small group, intensive

12. Arizona Department of Corrections, Progress Re
port. 1970. p. 4.
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treatment, residential school and is utilized for those boys 
in need of individualized or specialized care; and the Ari
zona Boys Ranch, which is a long term residential ranch that 
provides cottage living with house parents, ranch operations 
type trade training, and looks to the local community for 
recreation and public school experience.^ The Boys Ranch 
program is designed to continually maintain and provide for 
a boy from age 9 years through his high school career and 
meets the Department's criterion of a need for long term, 
open, residential setting. It is a surrogate home for ado
lescents. There are other specialized institutional place
ments available which have been and are used by the Depart
ment, but this discussion is limited to those facilities and 
agencies utilized for boys in the study population. The 
other placements include, for example, the Arizona State 
Hospital and Ingleside, California Psychiatric Hospital.

Group 4
The fourth category of diagnostic and classification 

outcome or placement is immediate parole directly from the 
diagnostic unit. The questions which are asked by the Con
trol Board to determine eligibility for immediate aftercare 
treatment included both the standard issue of protection of

13. Tucson Community Council, Directory of Social 
Resources. 1968, p. 4.
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the community and the "selection. . .based upon individual
ization of o f f e n d e r s . T h e  Board's inquiries are into the 
offenses: is there a danger to himself or others; the boy's
motivation and ability to function in his home community; 
the availability of a constructive house program in terms of 
school or work and counseling; the parents' attitude, are 
they willing to receive the boy back into the home, and are 
they able to supervise the boy. This category also includes 
immediate parole to foster home care. In this instance, the 
same questions are presented by the Board with the appro
priate change from parents' attitudes to foster parents' 
willingness and ability. The immediate parole category is 
part of the trend toward more extensive use of community 
, resources in correctional planning and the operations of 
aftercare services. As Charles L. Newman points out, "youth 
employment services, vocational rehabilitation counseling, 
special vocational and public school programs and medical 
and psychiatric services are all part of the community com
plex from which depth can be added to the state agency.
It is this intensity of aftercare services that the

14. David Dressier, Practice and Theory of Proba
tion and Parole, (New York: Columbia University Press,
1959), p. 103.

15. Charles L. Newman, Sourcebook on Probation,
Parole and Pardons, (Springfield, Illinois: Charles C.
Thomas, 1968), p. 97.
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Department of Corrections is attempting to engage in its 
program for rehabilitation of "youth" offenders.

Scales of Social Power
"Social class or status is one of the most important 

variables in social research. The socioeconomic position 
of a person affects his chances for education, income, occu
pation, marriage, health, friends, and life expectancy.
A review of the literature concerning socioeconomic scales 
and indexes establishes occupation as the best single predic
tor of social status. Thus, occupation was chosen as one 
of the factors to be identified and compared to examine the 
power of social position upon the diagnostic and classifi
cation outcome. A preliminary pretest of the head of the 
household for each of the boys within the study population 
revealed that only 20% of those studied fell in the top 
four occupational groups and 80% fall in the last three of 
the Hollingshead revision of Alba Edward's Occupation Scale 
used in determining the total Hollingshead score. To obtain 
a more even distribution and increased validity of the meas
urement a simplified scale was chosen. Occupation, as deter
mined by head of the household, was trichotomized in an 
ordinal scale: (1) White Collar, (2) Blue Collar, and (3)

16. Delbert C. Miller, Handbook of Research Design 
and Social Measurement. (New York: David McKay Company, Inc. ,
1968), p. 97.
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Nonemployed. Whenever possible, the white or blue collar 
group was the class of choice; however, the Department’s 
data and interviews with the subjects indicated that 30% of 
the sample population would best be described as nonemployed 
persons. Nonemployed persons are those persons who gener
ally have no regular occupation, who subsist on public assis
tance or social security payments, and who have no vocational 
expertise. Those on social security were retired from a 
productive job but neither the official record nor the child 
was able to reveal the specific occupation. Those on public 
assistance were mothers who preferred to have no marketable 
skills or who were presently in a training program. The 
scale is considered ordinal in level in regards to social 
standing; although, it is acknowledged that income and edu
cation may not be so ordered by this job classification 
scheme. The assumption is that white collar employment is 
preferable to blue collar and likewise to being nonemploy
able . Thus, the white collar worker has more social stand
ing than the nonemployed.

The other indicator of social power chosen to mea
sure the influence of social rank on the classification out
come was the Hollingshead Two Factor Index of Social Posi
tion. The occupation and education of the head of the 
household were the two factors utilized to determine social 
position. These factors were combined by weighing the in
dividual scores obtained from each factor scale so that both
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the factor scales range from one to seven. The weighted 
scores were arranged on a continuum from a low of 11 to a 
high of 77. This ordering was broken down into five social 
classes according to intervals of scores along the continuum 
as shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1. SOCIAL POSITION INTERVAL ORGANIZATION

Social Class Job Position
Weighted

Score
Intervals

I Business, Professional Leaders 11-77
II Managers; Lesser Professionals 18-27
III Salaried Managers; Small Busi

nessmen 28-43
IV Skilled Manual; Clerical Wor

kers 44-60
V Semiskilled; Unskilled Workers 61-77

In using the two factor scale the differences in individual 
scores are usually ignored and the scores within a range are 
treated as a unit, but in the Hann-Whitney Test used in this 
study, each score will be considered.^ The assumption is 
that the estimated class position corresponds with social 
behavior.

17. August B. Hollingshead and Fredrick C. Redlich, 
Social Class and Mental Illness, p. 398-407.
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Statistical Tests Employed
The original study plan was to use a chi square test 

for association. The data obtained from both the Occupation 
Scale and Social Position Scale each contained at least two 
zero cells; therefore, the chi square test was discarded 
with the exception of the summary of the distribution scores. 
Table 19.

The occupational data will be measured by the Median 
Test, The comparison of the outcome categories will be on 
the basis of deviation from the composite or grand median. 
Assumed will be a continuous independent variable and that 
the probability of ties between two observations are in 
effect zero. The null hypothesis is that the different 
placement populations are absolutely identical in terms of 
distribution of occupational groupings. The test is approx 
imately as a chi square distribution with the degree of free
dom equal to the number of groups minus one. The established 
level of significance will be .05.

The Social Position Index yields a wider range of 
scores which allows a procedure analogous to that used in 
the difference-of-means test, the Mann-Whitney Test for two 
samples. A second test, the Kruskal-Wallis, has very close

18. William L. Hays, Statistics, (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1963), p. 6 20; - also, Hubert M. Blalock, 
Social Statistics, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.
1960), p. 197.
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ties to Mann-Whitney and "can properly be regarded as a 
generalized version of the Mann-Whitney m e t h o d . T h e  
Kruskal-Wallis test shows up well in a comparison with the 
F ratio from the analysis of variance and is to be used to 
test the distribution of social positions among the four 
categories. The assumption is that the groups to be com
pared are continuously distributed. The null hypothesis is 
that the placement populations are identical in distribution 
of the social position scale scores. The Mann-Whitney Test 
values will be reported as U and Z scores; the Kruskal-Wallis 
Tests as H and a chi square distribution with the degree of 
freedom, equal to the number of groups minus one, and the 
level of significance will be .05 for both tests.

The Arizona Situation
The organizational structure, policies, functions, 

and goals of the Arizona Youth Center are a product of 
rapid development of the juvenile correctional treatment 
system in the State of Arizona. The Arizona Youth Center 
(A.Y.C.) was Arizona's second correctional institution for 
boys. Three periods of development in A.Y.C. operations 
can describe it's brief history. All three periods are 
characterized by the type of diagnostic and classification 
role and method employed at the Center. The initial period

19. Ibid., p. 637.



44

is from the receiving of the first boy on July 16, 1967, 
until June 26, 1968, and the Arizona Supreme Court decision 
in the case of Billie L. Gault versus the Board of Directors 
of State Institutions for Juveniles. The year succeeding 
this decision is the second period of development. The 
third period began when the Arizona State Department of 
Corrections established as one of the functions of A.Y.C. 
the central reception and diagnosis of all boys committed 
to the Department. For a better understanding of these de
velopments, the evolution is placed in a larger setting for 
better focus and perception. Attention upon the changing 
profile of the Arizona State Government, generally will re
flect the societal mien of alteration. This atmosphere has 
caused the many and rapid changes in the State's general 
administrative organization and the swift transformations 
found within the functions of A.Y.C., the institution which 
is the setting for this study.

The effect of the famous one-man, one-vote decision 
on the Arizona Legislature is symbolized by the establish
ment by the 1967 Arizona Legislature of a Council on Organ
ization of Arizona State Government with the intent "that 
the council on organization of Arizona State Government

20. Gault v. Board of Directors. 103 Ariz. 398,
442 p, 2d. 844 (1968) ; this is not the nationally known 196 7 
United States Supreme Decision, In re Gault.
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shall study the governmental structure. . .in light of prob
lems arising from urban growth, continuing industrializa
tion and increased demands made by the complexities of 
modern life in order to facilitate the continued function
ing of the executive, administrative, legislative and judi
cial branches and effective units of state government, and 
that the specific recommendations to the governor and the 
legislature. It is vital to the survival of the state 
government that it be responsive and responsible to the 
people and that it perform its functions in the most effi
cient and economical manner, the alternative being a for
feiture to the federal government of the right to govern.

The Youth Center was established in 1965 and was the 
result of a prior but not disjunctive response of the Ari
zona Legislature. Theodore Hornstra's study of the Arizona 
Juvenile Court System points out that "the weakest part of 
the juvenile court system in Arizona is the lack of proper 
facilities and institutions for the training and rehabili
tation of children. There is a great need in Arizona for 
an intermediate institution for boys. . ,"22 the State's

21. Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 41, Section 1501 (1969) .
22. Theodore L. Hornstra, "The Juvenile Court Sys

tem In Arizona With Reference to Pima County," (Unpublished 
Master's Thesis, University of Arizona, 1957), p. 156-157.
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only juvenile institution for boys was the Arizona State 
Industrial School. The lack of alternative or complete 
treatment facilities was of concern to the urban population 
of Arizona and to the professional correctional worker.
With persistence, the call for an "intermediate" school for 
boys came to be a top priority and the Third Special Session 
of the 1965 Legislature created the authority for construc
tion of a juvenile institution of this specific type, the 
Arizona Youth Center. The intent, was to establish "a facil
ity to provide programs for the reception, evaluation, diag
nosis, day care, outpatient treatment, detention, correction, 
training and treatment for the rehabilitation, post-release, 
parole and readjustment into society of male juveniles ad
judged delinquent but who are not in need of the maximum 
care provided at other state institutions."^^ In July 1967, 
Arizona had its second juvenile corrections facility.

When A.Y.C. opened, it complied with the above legis
lative intent by maintaining a dual, open security program 
format. The three cottages and 70 beds were allotted 30 
beds, one cottage, to a "Study and Evaluation" function and 
40 beds, two cottages to the treatment center. The actual 
population soon rose as high as 120 and the mean daily pop
ulation the first year of operation was approximately 100.

23. Chapter 6, Laws of Third Special Session 1965, 
Article 1: Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 8, Section 231
(1967).
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The "Study and Evaluation" program was of a semi-internal 
classification type and it was staffed by caseworkers, edu
cators and psychologists. All classification decisions were 
made at staff meetings chaired by A.Y.C.'s Superintendent.
The Study Program's main purpose was to provide an evalua
tion of the individual boy's needs for correctional treat
ment. This semi-internal classification process character
izes the initial stage of development of the diagnostic 
operation at A.Y.C. The classification was semi-internal 
because the primary purpose was to give a study profile to 
be used as a basis for treatment in the A.Y.C. Treatment 
Program; There were some situations wherein the evaluation 
indicated particular problems and treatment needs not avail
able at A.Y.C. These situations were of three categories.
The most difficult problem was the mentally retarded offen
der. Placement alternatives were minimal in number, expen
sive in cost, and generally not used. Utilization of the 
vocational training and remedial reading programs offered 
at the Arizona State Industrial School, (A.S.I.S.), became
the alternative choice for those with low intellectual capa
cities. The only state institution for the severely mentally 
retarded was overcrowded and had a three year waiting list. 
Also, this institution was basically unwilling to accept 
delinquent children; the feeling was that the delinquent 
should be handled by the corrections system, regardless of 
the child's mental capabilities. The second group of
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offenders were also placed at A.S.I.S. They were the older, 
over age 15 years, high school students who exhibited no 
special emotional disturbance or who were a security risk.
To eliminate the duplication of school programs, A.S.I.S. 
was to offer a fully accredited high school program, and 
the A.Y.C. Treatment Program was to offer approved junior 
high school courses with emphasis on remedial class work which 
would enable the boy to return and function in a public 
school environment; the vocational training was to be avail
able only at A.S.I.S. indicating that this second group of 
boys be placed at A.S.I.S. The third and last category was 
the severely emotionally disturbed youth. The plan of choice 
was placement in a specialized institutional treatment pro
gram, generally of a long term nature. This meant an out-of- 
state contract agency because the State of Arizona offered 
only the State Hospital or local outpatient care and had no 
facilities equipped to serve these juveniles. The Ingleside 
Psychiatric Hospital, Ingleside, California, was one such 
contract facility. Another type of problem found in this 
third category was the boy who needed long term residential 
care or foster home service. The Arizona Boys Ranch was 
used and foster homes were obtained to provide this type of 
care. This third category was limited by an inadequate 
budget and the need of an acceptance of the boy by the out
side agency. Therefore, this last alternative was rarely 
used, and some boys who would have been recommended for
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this third category were kept in the A.Y.C. Treatment Pro
gram. Thus, approximately the first 12 months of the A.Y.C. 
Diagnostic Operations were of a semi-internal classifica
tion, a dual program which was secondary to the accompany
ing Treatment Program. A further distinction of this first 
year's operation was that the A.Y.C. was acting under the 
direction of the State Board of Directors for Juvenile In
stitutions, and for separate but not wholly unrelated rea
sons (see the discussion above concerning the trend to 
centralization of State Government) the Legislature abolished 
the Board and created a State Department of Corrections. The 
Department of Corrections assumed the basic responsibilities 
of the Board of Directors on June 1, 1968, but it was not 
until June 1, 1969 , that complete unification of the juve
nile institutions was accomplished. Also during the initial 
stage of development, the question of judicial versus exec
utive control of placement to and between the state's two 
juvenile institutions arose.

The argument began with the transfer of the older, 
nonemotional disturbed, high school youngsters to A.S.I.S.
The parents of these boys had been convinced by or had con
vinced the local.juvenile court that their sons were in 
need of treatment, not correctional training. The court had 
then specifically committed the boy to A.Y.C., but after a 
screening process, some boys were quickly transferred to 
A.S.I.S, Not every boy received a full study and evaluation.
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Transfer to the A.S.I.S. program was considered the imple
mentation of the "best" possible treatment planning and 
efficient use of diagnostic services. The points of con
flict are clear, and the battle was engaged in a motion for 
a Writ of Habeas Corpus to the Arizona Supreme Court request
ing that the Board of Directors (read State Department of 
Corrections as the successor to the Board) or. the "super
intendent of the State Industrial School be ordered to re
turn the juvenile to the Arizona Youth Center for diagnosis 
or treatment or in the alternative that appropriate orders 
be made to give him the services provided by an order of the 
Juvenile Court. . ."24 The order of the Juvenile Court was
a recommendation of a referee which had been converted to a 

95judgment. The commitment was to the Board of Directors 
for "placement at the Arizona Youth Center for diagnosis 
and for such treatment as might be necessary."26 The author
ity of the State to control delinquent children is assumed 
to be vested in the judiciary, but the Constitution of Ari
zona provides that "the powers of the judge to control such 
children shall be as provided by law" and in the end, the 
problem is a legislative matter. The Supreme Court in its

24. Gault v. Board of Directors, 103 Ariz. 398,
442 P. 2d. 844 (1968); see also In re Santa Cruz 8 Ariz.
App. 349, 446 P. 2d. 253 (1968).

25. Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 8, Section 230(1958).
26. Gault v. Board, 103 Ariz. 398 (1968).
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June 26, 1968, decision reviewed the pertinent statute,
A.R,S. 8-231, and ordered that the Juvenile Court could 
commit to a particular institution and transfer was not 
authorized by this statute; however, "after placement in 
the institution, the authority to determine the type of 
treatment to be given to the juvenile was vested in the 
Board, and not in the Court." The complete internal 
classification stage, the second phase of A.Y.C.'s diagnos
tic programming was established by this court order of June 
26, 1968. Some special placement, or even some transfers 
to A.S.I.S. were undertaken during this period, but only 
when the local court gave specific authority for such ar
rangements. In effect, this limitation made the A.Y.C. 
Study and Evaluation an internal classification model. As 
in the first phase, overcrowding was the rule, the 120 bed 
facility had as many as 190 boys in residence upon occasion 
and the mean daily population for the period was approxi
mately 150 boys. Two further points need expression to 
complete the picture of this second phase. First is that 
the population capacity of the Youth Center was expanded by 
the new, increased budget of July 1, 1968, allowing the two 
unused cottages to be opened. The five cottages, 120 beds, 
were allotted 60 beds, three cottages, to Treatment, and

27. Ibid., p. 401.
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60 beds, two cottages, to the Study and Evaluation Program. 
This second Study and Evaluation cottage was utilized as a 
"half-way" or holding cottage, wherein those boys awaiting 
placement in the A.Y.C. Treatment Program or, in the minor
ity of cases, a specialized placement were housed. Less 
education and casework services were provided in this cot
tage compared to those available in the A.Y.C. Treatment 
Program. The second point was the need for the A.Y.C. staff 
to, on occasion, give a correctional prognosis of institu
tional treatment effectiveness. This was done to enable 
the local courts to have a record of the diagnostic staff's 
opinion, if and when the boy on parole appeared before the 
court. In some cases, where the prognosis was unfavorable, 
a 90 day treatment period was recommended and parole and 
court authorities were apprised of this in his record; his 
release was not necessarily based upon a conviction that the 
boy could and/or would function in the community. A study 
of these cases compared to those who went through the A.Y.C. 
Treatment Program or those who were sent to A.S.I.S. would 
test the validity of the A.Y.C. staff prognosis and predic
tion ability. Predictions were made upon "intuitive oppor
tunism or goal-oriented guessing."

The 1969 Arizona Legislature changed A.R.S., Title 
8, Section 231 by adding a paragraph which states that the 
juvenile judge may commit a delinquent child "to the depart
ment of corrections without further directions as to
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placement by that department.n The Department thereupon 
effected a change in the A.Y.C. diagnostic function to the 
central reception and diagnosis center for all male juve
niles committed to the State Department. The third stage 
began and is characterized by this "central classification" 
approach. Vocational testing was to be given to all boys 
15 years or older. This testing is done off the A.Y.C. cam- • 
pus at the University of Arizona Vocational Rehabilitation 
Center in Tucson 15 miles away. The arrangement is carried 
out under a contract between the State Department of Cor
rections and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. The 
classification decisions were no longer a function of a staff 
conference, but statutorily the decision became the respon
sibility of the Director of Corrections. An administrative 
Control Board was created by the Director to review the 
changes of status of all wards in the "Youth Division".
The Board's "major functions are to evaluate and decide on: 
(1) transfers of youth from one institution to another, (2)
granting of parole, (3) revocation of parole, and (4) grant-

30ing of absolute discharges." The staffing recommendation

28. Arizona Revised Statutes,Title 8, Section 231
(1969) .

29. The State Department of Corrections terms all 
juveniles committed to it as "youth". This generally means 
18 years or younger, but the actual 'distinction is adjudi
cation and commitment as a juvenile delinquent.

30. Arizona Department of Corrections, Progress Re
port. 1970. p. 5.
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continued. The staff conferences, the Superintendent of 
A.Y.C. as chairman, were comprised of the Youth Center's 
professional staff and the Rehabilitation Center's profes
sional representatives. It was in the fourth and fifth 
months of the Administrative Control Board's existence that 
the present study was undertaken and completed.

The Arizona Juvenile Court System
Although the Juvenile Court does not play the direct 

role in the diagnostic and classification process as it once 
did, a brief discussion of the system is necessary as a de
scription of the local screening operation which clearly 
will be an indirect factor in the diagnostic outcome. It is 
only those boys that the courts commit to the Department of 
Corrections that are to be diagnosed and classified.

The Juvenile Court is the Superior Court of Arizona 
exercising exclusive and original jurisdiction in matters 
concerning juveniles. In counties having more than one 
Superior Court judge, the judges designate, for not less ~ 
than one year, a juvenile judge. The probation system, both 
adult and juvenile", is administered by the Superior Court. 
There are 14 juvenile probation systems, one for each county 
and its division of the Superior Court. "All of the counties 
studied showed varying degrees of investigation (Pre-Hearing 
Reports) made of juvenile cases for the court. No written 
report is prepared in four of the counties; in two counties
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the reports may be oral or written, while in the remaining 
eight it is always w r i t t e n . F i g u r e  1 and Tables 2 through 
8 give the social position, distribution of active caseloads, 
detention facilities, adult and juvenile probation by coun
ties, number of probation officers, tenure of juvenile offi
cers, employment background, comparisons of salary, and edu
cational qualifications of juvenile probation officers in Ari
zona. The Institute for the Study of Crime and Delinquency's 
1969 study of "Probation in Arizona" points out by these 
tables and figure the urban and rural dichotomy that colors 
and shapes, not only the juvenile probation system, but much 
of Arizona's government, They were taken from the Institute's 
Study.32 All of.these figures should be read with the know
ledge that they are partly a response to the Supreme Court 
decision in the famous 1967 In re Gault Case. Also the 
Twenty-Ninth Legislature is attempting to rewrite Arizona's 
Juvenile Code, In addition, the report from which these 
tables are drawn recommends, in principle, a united 
adult/juvenile probation and parole organization under the 
Arizona Department of Corrections for the State of Arizona,

31. Lionel E. Rombach, "The Administration of Pro
bation in Arizona", (Unpublished .Master's Thesis, University 
of Arizona, 1961), p. 109.

32. Delmar Huebner, Probation in Arizona, (The In
stitute for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, 1969), p. 
96-121.
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the State Department of Corrections being under legislative 
mandate to "develop, and recommend a program to provide uni
form statewide probation field services in Arizona" to the

3 3Legislature in January 1971.

33. Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 41, Section 1604
(1969).
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TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE
JUVENILE PROBATION CASELOADS

Male Female Total

Counties Over 100,000:
Maricopa 1306 303 1609
Pima 554 184 738

TOTAL 1860 487 2347
Percentage (79%) (21%) (100%)

Counties Under 100,000: .
Apache1 5 0 5
Cochise 55 18 73
Coconino 27 14 41
Gila 32 4 36
Graham 14 5 19
Greenlee 4 0 4
Mohave 22 3 25
Navaj o N/A N/A N/A
Pinal 104 18 122
Santa Cruz 8 0 8
Yavapai 69 11 80
Yuma 85 65 150

TOTAL 425 138 563
Percentage (76%) (24%) (100%)

Total Cases: 2285 625 2910

Summary By Percentages:
Counties Over 100,000: 81% 78% 81%
Counties Under 100,000: 19% 22% 19%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%



TABLE 3. JUVENILE DETENTION FACILITIES*

County Place Quarters
Separation 
From Adults

Quarters
for

Girls Only

Apache County Jail cells partial no
Cochise County Jail cells partial no
Coconino County Jail cells yes yes
Gila Detention Home rooms yes yes
Graham County Jail cells partial no
Greenlee County Jail cells partial no
Maricopa Detention Home dorms yes yes
Mohave County Jail cells partial no
Navajo County Jail cells partial no
Pima Detention Home rooms yes yes
Pinal Detention Home rooms yes yes
Santa,Cruz County Jail cells partial no
Yavapai County Jail cells partial no
Yuma Dentention Home rooms yes yes

*A.R.S. 8-226 requires that juvenile facilities be separate from jails, and that 
detained juveniles be kept apart from adult prisoners.
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TABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION OF PROBATION FUNCTIONS
BY NUMBER OF PROBATION OFFICERS BY COUNTY

County
Number of 
Officers

Adult
Only

Juvenile
Only

Combined 
Adult/Juv.

Apache 1 0 0 1
Cochise 5 1 4 0
Coconino 4 2 ' 2 0
Gila 2 1 1 0
Graham 1 0 0 1
Greenlee 1 0 0 1
Maricopa 77 25 52 0
Mohave 1 0 0 1
Navajo 3 0 0 3
Pima 30 6 24 0
Pinal 5 2 3 0
Santa Cruz 1 0 0 1
Yavapai 3 1 2 0
Yuma 4 1 3 0

TOTAL 138 39 91 8
Percentage (100%) (28%) (66%) (6%)
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TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION OF PROBATION FUNCTIONS
BY NUMBER OF PROBATION OFFICERS BY COUNTIES

Adult Juvenile Combined
County Only Only Adult/Juv.

Population Over 100,000:
Maricopa 25 52 0
Pima 6 24 0

TOTAL 31 76 0

Population Under 100,000: 
Apache 0 0 1
Cochise 1 4 0
Coconino 2 2 0
Gila 1 1 0
Graham 0 0 1
Greenlee 0 0 1
Mohave 0 0 1
Navajo 0 0 3
Pinal 2 3 0
Santa Cruz 0 0 1
Yavapai 1 2 0
Yuma 1 3 0

TOTAL 8 15 8
Summary By Percentages:
Counties Over 100,000: 79% 84% 0%
Counties Under 100,000: 21% 16% 100%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100%



TABLE 6 TENURE OF JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICERS
Less 
Than 
1 yr.

1-3 
yrs.

3-5 5-7
yrs. yrs.

7-9 
yrs.

9-15 
yrs.

15-20 
yrs.

More 
Than 
20 yrs.

Counties Over 100,000:
Maricopa 10 19 7 1 1 2 0 2Pima 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0TOTAL 15 26 7 1 1 2 0 2

Counties Under 100,000:
Apache 0 0 1* 0 0 0 0 0Cochise 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
Coconino 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0Gila 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Graham 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1*Greenlee 1* 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0Mohave 0 0 0 0 0 1* 0 0
Navajo 0 0 0 0 0 1* 0 1*Pinal 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0Santa Cruz 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yavapai 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Yuma 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0TOTAL 6 1 5 3 0 4 0 2

Summary:
Counties Over 100,000: 
Counties Under 100,000:

Median
Median

Tenure
Tenure

is 2 years. 
is 4 years.

*Probation Officer with combined adult/j uvenile functions.



TABLE 7 EMPLOYMENT BACKGROUND OF JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICERS
Proba— Correc— Social Teach— Youth Mill— Busi— None
tion tions Police Work ing Serv. tary ness Prev

Counties Over 100,000:
Maricopa 2 0 3 7 3 11 6 10 8Pima 1 1 0 2 1 2. 1 1 0TOTAL 3 1 3 9 4 13 7 11 8

Counties Under 100,000:
Apache 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Cochise 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
Coconino 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0Gila ' 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Graham 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Greenlee 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mohave 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Navajo 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pinal 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0Santa Cruz 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0Yavapai 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0
Yuma 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0

TOTAL 0 4 12 0 0 0 1 11 0
GRAND TOTAL 3 5 15 9 4 13 8 22 8

Employment Background in Order of Frequency;
Counties Over 100,000: Youth Services, Business, Social Work.
Counties Under 100,000: Police, Business, Corrections
All Counties: Business, Police Youth Services

O'
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TABLE 8. PROBATION STARTING SALARY LEVEL COMPARISONS

Areas & Types 
of Functions

Number
P.O.'s

Median
Salary

Salary 
Low Salary

Extremes
High Salary

All Counties:
Adult Only 30 $733 $465 $733
Juvenile Only 23 510 400 550
Combined A/J 
Only 7 532 491 677

Maricopa & Pima 
Counties:
Adult Only 28 733 643 733
Juvenile Only 15 510 510 510

Less Populous 
Counties:
Adult Only 5 513 465 625
Juvenile Only 8 450 400 550
Combined A/J 

Only 7 532 491 677
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Counties Over 100,000:

62
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FIGURE 1. EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF 
ADULT AND JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICERS



CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Two approaches to the discussion of the research 
data will be undertaken. The first is a description of 
eight separate, general characteristics and a comparison of 
the distribution of these characteristics within the four 
classification placement categories (Tables 9-15). The ef
fect of these properties is not to be established. The dis
cussion will attempt to recognize any disproportions in 
these trait distributions and to consider some possible 
modifying affects. The eight characteristics are to be dis
cussed in this first exercise to incorporate a necessary 
setting for the statistical analysis of the second approach. 
A background is comprised of the county of commitment, 
committing offense, family stability, religious preference, 
school placement, security risk, and age. The total number 
of first commitments to the Arizona State Department of 
Corrections, October 1, 1969 to December 1, 1969, was 95 
(N = 95). It is the distribution of these 95 boys that is 
represented and discussed in both the characteristics dis
tributions and the statistical analyses approaches.

The second presentation, the primary testing under 
study, is an attempt at a statistical testing of the two

65



major null hypotheses of the study (Tables 16-28). The four 
operational hypotheses that have been developed are tested 
to establish the significance of the distribution of the 
occupations and social positions of the head of the house
hold within the study population. The operational hypoth
eses presume the distribution among the placement popula
tions are identical in terms of both the social power scale 
and they also presume the distribution of scores on the two 
social power scales to be identical between any of the four 
placement categories. The purpose of the study is to see if 
there is a variation in class scores resulting from the dif
ference in proportion of the distributions of these social 
attributes in each of the four classification placement 
categories. The overall question that emerges is, does 
correctional diagnosis and classification in Arizona vary 
according to the social position and/or power of the com
mitted male juvenile delinquent?

Comparisons of the General Characteristics 
Arizona's 14 counties are grouped by size and pro

portion of juveniles committed into three segments: Mari
copa, the largest county by population; Pima, the second 
most populous, and the Out-Counties, the remaining 12 coun
ties as a single aggregate. Table 9 is the distribution of 
the placement populations by these committing county group
ings.
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TABLE 9. DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT 
POPULATIONS BY COMMITTING COUNTIES

PLACEMENT
Category Maricopa Pima

COUNTY
All Others Totals

A.S.I.S 32 12 4 48
A.Y.C. 10 4 4 18
Special Placement 3 8 4 15Parole 8 2 4 14

TOTALS 53 26 16 N=95

Maricopa County committed 55.8% of the total sample 
population (53/95), but boys from Maricopa County represent 
66.7% of the A.S.I.S. population (32/48). These same boys 
represent only 20.0% of the Special Placement population 
(3/15). This disparity may be a result of the simple fact 
that the Maricopa County Juvenile Probation Department is 
the largest in the State and can provide more and longer 
term probation services which may not be available in 12 of 
the other 13 counties. The retention of boys on probation 
is not a complete answer. An examination of the seven boys 
under age 13 years in the study population reveals that six 
of the seven were from Maricopa County. From this we may 
speculate that Maricopa County is intentionally committing 
boys based upon the criteria for placement in the Department's 
classification categories. The converse may hold for the 
dispropriate distribution from the other counties. The other
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counties committed 17.6% of the total sample (16/95), but 
make up only 8.3% of the A.S.I.S. population (4/48). These 
smaller counties are generally single man offices and may 
use the Department for a wider range of services, not only 
institutionalization. Pima County's commitments represent 
a greater proportion of Special Placement population (8/15), 
than they do for the total sample (26/95); however, this 
county represents fewer of the Parole population (2/14), 
than it represents in the total. This distribution is not 
resolved easily. It would seem that Pima County is expect
ing the State to provide any needed specialized treatment 
planning, but this assumes an awareness of the Department's 
classification criteria by this county. All explanations in 
these discussions must be recognized as tentative and are 
presented as possibilities for further research.

The committing offenses have been grouped in three 
general areas: offenses against property, offenses against 
a person, and offenses of personal disorganization. Ari
zona's Juvenile Code is broadly phrased, and delinquency 
includes "a child who habitually so deports himself as to 
injure or endanger the morals or health of himself or others, 
(and) who, by reason of being incorrigible, wayward or hab
itually disobedient in uncontrolled by his parents, guardian 
or custodian."^ Table 10 gives the distribution of the

, 1. Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 8, Section 201
(1967).
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placement population by committing offenses. The differen
tial in population distribution seems to be a product of 
the Department's classification criteria plus the incorri
gible, "uncontrolled by his parents," and "the morals or 
health" provisions of Arizona Statutes.

TABLE 10. DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT 
POPULATIONS BY COMMITTING OFFENSE

PLACEMENT
Categories Property

OFFENSES
Person Disorganization Totals

A.S.I.S. 31 2 15 48
A.Y.C. 7 1 10 18
Special Placement 5 2 7 14
Parole 5 3 7 15

TOTALS 48 8 39 N=95

The crimes against the "person" are the rock throwing 
and simple assault variety, not the more violent crimes 
against a person. The Department does not seem to consider 
these to be in the "danger to other" category of its class
ification criteria. Thus, the group "person" is evenly dis
tributed throughout the four placement possibilities. Rec-

/ •

ognizing that personal disorganization is made up mainly of 
incorrigibles or drug abusers, the high proportion of this 
type being placed at A.Y.C., is clearly a product of the 
stated classification standards. Although not fully exam
ined or tested statistically, there is a high correlation
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between age and the crime against property within the sample.
The individual committed for property offense tends to be
an older boy. A large percentage of the "property" group
is placed at A.S.l.S. by that fact. These findings are in
agreement with the reports that "youth" (less than 21 years)
offenses tend to be against property and that the "youth
led in automobile theft, burglary, breaking-entering, and
larceny-theft when the age groups are compared according to 

2crime rates."
The characteristics of age and school situation both 

are distributed within the placement population in what 
seems to be a direct response to the Department's standards 
for placement classification. The overall total sample 
distribution increases nearly directly with the age level 
increases. This is contrary to the general arrest rates 
that have been reported which "found that the number of 
suspects increases strongly from age of five and reaches 
maximum frequency at 13 or 14, after which the number de
creases ."  ̂ This contradiction may be a product of the be
lief within the field of corrections that institutional 
commitment is either for specialized treatment or for, as 
Paul Tappan states, "a mature child or adolescent especially 2 3

2. Elmer H. Johnson, Crime, .Corrections, and Society,
(Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press, 1968) , p. 70.

3. Ibid., p. 69.



71
one over 12 years of age, (plus) one who has failed under 
prior treatment plans. . .The institution appears to be 
best reserved as a method of last resort for those who have 
failed distinctly under plans of treatment in their own 
communities."^ These findings and the Department's manda
tory ruling concerning boys age 12 years or younger explains 
the 100% placement of boys under 13 years and of the elemen
tary school students at A.Y.C. As shown in Table 12, the 
boys who were not enrolled in a school program, "Not Attend
ing", form a larger proportion of the A.S.I.S. population 
than the total sample, but this may be explained by the vo
cational training facilities that are available only at 
A.S.I.S, In Table 12 we see that the mode of the Special 
Placement population is at the 17 year old level. This may 
represent the use of Special Placements to effect or attempt 
to give depth to the total services for older boys, the 
type of depth discussed in the rationale for immediate par
ole. The intention is to do for the older offender what 
immediate parole does for others in the study population.

The security factor was to be determined by exami
nation of the boys who ran away and who attempted to run 
away, but there was only one runaway and two attempted 4

4. Paul W. Tappan, Juvenile Delinquency, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1949), p. 428-429.
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TABLE 11. DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT 
POPULATION BY PRESENT SCHOOL GRADE LEVEL

PLACEMENT
Categories 10-12

SCHOOL GRADE LEVEL 
7-9 6—below Not Attending Totals

A.S.I.S. 13 20 0 15 48
A.Y.C. 1 9 6 2 18
Special Placement 4 6 0 4 14
Parole 5 6 0 4 15

TOTALS 23 . 41 6 25 N=95

TABLE 12. DISTRIBUTION 
POPULATION BY AGE UPON

OF PLACEMENT 
COMMITMENT

PLACEMENT AGE (IN YEARS)
17 12Categories and above 16 15 14 13 and below Totals

A.S.I.S. 11 10 13 11 3 0 48A.Y.C. 1 1 1 4 4 7 18Special Placement 6 2 4 1 1 0 14
Parole 4 4 3 2 2 0 15

TOTALS 22 17 21 18 10 7 N=95
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runaways by the boys in the. sample. This small percentage 
of the population would not allow a statistical comparison.
All three boys involved were, after completion of their 
diagnostic study, transferred to A.S.I.S. The transfer 
of these boys and the need for security can be assumed to 
be related, but no test is applied to establish a relation
ship .

Religious preferences were placed in three cate
gories: Catholic, Protestant, and Other. The total sample
exhibited the following distribution in percentage of the 
total sample: Catholic, 33%; Protestant, 48%; and Others,
14%. These values remained constant throughout the four 
classification placement categories. The influence of re
ligious preference on placement outcome is seemingly non
existent.

Family stability is measured in two dimensions. The 
first is a report, either within the record or by the child, 
of a present or past separation of the natural parents. 'The 
family is stable if no report appears, unstable if a separa
tion was or is present (the separation could be legal-divorce 
or extra-legal-mutually agreed separation), or thirdly, the 
death of either of the natural parents. The second extension 5

5. The Department terms runaways from a juvenile 
institution as an "escape"; the same term is used for the 
adults at the Arizona State Prison and children at the juve
nile institutions.
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of family disorganizations was the determination of with 
whom the child was living prior to his commitment. The 
distribution of these two factors is represented in the 
matrices of Tables 13 and 14.

TABLE 13. DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT 
POPULATION BY FAMILY STABILITY

PLACEMENT FAMILY STABILITY
Categories Stable Unstable Death Totals

A.S.I.S. 17 29 2 48
A.Y.C. 6 8 4 18
Special Placement 1 11 2 14
Parole 8 4 3 15

TOTALS 32 52 11 N=95

TABLE 14. DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT POPULATION 
BY LIVING CONDITION PRIOR TO COMMITMENT

PLACEMENT
Categories

Both
Parents

LIVING WITH 
Single Step- 
Parent Parent

WHOM
Other Totals

A.S.I.S. 16 15 9 8 48A.Y.C. 5 7 2 4 18
Special Placement 1 7 5 1 14
Parole 8 4 3 0 15

TOTALS 30 33 19 13 N=95

In both of these matrices, the distribution would 
support a statement that the correctional diagnosis and 
classification follow the court method in the resolution of
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the question of a conflict of interest, the child versus the 
parents. The court proposes to protect the child, but as 
Paul Tappan pointed out, "at the same time that statute and 
cases observe the objective to save the child, the courts 
often appear in practice to shrink from any real subrogation 
to the parental role, tending simply to support parental 
authority by the added prestige and power of the state. 
Fifty-six percent of the Parole population were living with 
both parents, but only 32% of the boys in the total sample 
were living with both their parents. The same comparison 
holds for the Stable family group when comparing the group’s 
percentage of the Parole population to the Stable group’s 
percentage of the total sample distribution.

The last characteristic is Ethnic Origin. Race is 
determined by the State Department of Correction based upon 
the mother’s ethnic background. The four groups delineated 
are Negro, Mexican, Anglo, and Other. The "Other" group 
includes two American Indians and one Hindu Indian. The 
Parole population distribution is most striking. The Anglo 
group is 80% of the Parole population; the other 20% is 
Mexican. No Negro or Indian was given immediate parole, 
although these two groups make up 14% of the total sample 
population. The disparity is obviously within the classifi
cation of the Anglo group. They make up 57% of the total 6

6. Paul W. Tappan, Juvenile Delinquency, p. 27.
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and, as stated previously, 80% of the Parole population. As 
Elmer Johnson says, "both ’the Negro' and 'the criminal' 
tend to be victims of stereotypes."^ Table 15 is the matrix 
of ethnic backgrounds.

TABLE 15. DISTRIBUTION OF PLACEMENT 
POPULATION BY ETHNIC OR RACIAL ORIGIN

PLACEMENT
Categories Negro

ETHNIC OR 
Mexican

RACIAL
Anglo

ORIGIN
Other Totals

A.S.I.S. 4 16 28 0 48
A.Y.C. 4 6 6 2 18
Special Placement 2 3 8 1 14
Parole 0 3 10 0 15

TOTALS 10 28 54 3 N=95

Testing the Hypotheses

Occupational Scores
The President's Commission states that "offenders. . .

tend to lack vocational skills,(and) census data. . .show a 
higher proportion of unskilled laborers among prisoners than 
in the civilian labor force."® The census data show that 
service workers and laborers make up 17.2% of the general 
labor force; while, the inmate population shows 43.4% with 7 8

7. Elmer H. Johnson, Crime, Correction, and Society,
p. 76.

8. Task Force Report: Corrections, p. 2.
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their prior work experience in service work as unskilled 
labor.  ̂ Table 16 presents the distribution of occupations 
by classification placement populations. The same census 
data place 40.9% of the general labor force in the White 
Collar Group with 13.6% of the inmate population in that 
group. The total study sample population shows that 17.9% 
of the population is in the White Collar category. There
fore, the sample population compares directly with the gen
eral adult inmate population in the one occupational group 
which can be compared. The nonemployed category is not 
comparable and also makes the Blue Collar group incomparable.

TABLE 16. DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATIONAL 
SCORES BY PLACEMENT CATEGORIES

PLACEMENT OCCUPATIONAL SCORES

Categories
Non- Blue
Employed Collar

White
Collar Totals

A.S.I.S. 14 25 9 48A.Y.C. 9 9 0 18
Special Placement 0 12 2 14Parole 5 4 6 15TOTALS 28 50 17 N=95

The two most striking points within the distribution are 
the two zero cells. No boy with a head of the household in 
White Collar group was classified for A.Y.C. placement. No

9 Ibid., p. 3.
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boy with a head of the household in the nonemployed group 
was classified for Special Placement.

Table 17 gives the results of the Median Test of the 
distribution of the occupational scores among the four 
placement categories. This is the test of the first opera
tional hypothesis that there is no difference among the dis
tribution of the occupational scores in the placement popula
tion. The statistical test indicates that there is no signi
ficant difference among the four populations. The results 
of this test do not support the thesis that socioeconomic 
position is a factor in determining classification for 
treatment in terms of diagnostic placements.

TABLE 17. MEDIAN TEST OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
OCCUPATIONAL SCORES AMONG THE PLACEMENT CATEGORIES*

Scores AeSeXeSe A.Y.C.
Special

Placement Parole Totals

Above
Median 24.25 5.49 9.32 8.44 47.5
Below
Median 23.75 12.51 4.63 6.56 47.5

48.00 18.00 14.00 15.00 N=95
* Grand Median = 1.89
Chi Square *= 3. 1452; 3df; p. at .05 is not significant



The second operational hypothesis is that there is 
no statistical difference between the distribution of occu
pational scores of the Placement populations. Table 18 is 
a summary of Median Tests of the distribution of the occu
pational scores between the placement categories. There 
is one finding in support to the study thesis. A statis
tically significant difference was found in comparing A.Y.C. 
and Special Placement populations. The lack of White Collar 
scores in the A.Y.C. population and the lack of nonemployeds 
in the Special Placement population form the basis for this 
difference. It can be concluded that the A.Y.C. population 
is of a lower socioeconomic level than the Special Placement 
population, or conversely the Special Placement population 
is of a higher socioeconomic level than the A.Y.C. popula
tion. In terms of the study thesis, this finding shows that 
the internal policy of the correctional organization under 
study is not isolated from the general societal reaction. 
This is shown in the zero cell for the nonemployed group in 
the Special Placement population. However, the zero cell in 
White Collar classes in the A.Y.C. population is partially 
a product of an external factor. All seven boys under age 
13, remembering the mandatory placement of this age group 10
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10. See Appendix B for detailed Contingency Tables 
of the comparison between the placement population's occupational scores.
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at A.Y.C. are not from White Collar families, and this dis
tribution is a function of the committing courts.

Table 19 summarizes the findings of Tables 17 and 
18, the distribution of occupational scores between and 
among the four placement categories. The data has been re
duced to a two by two table. The placement categories have 
been collapsed with the A.S.I.S. and A.Y.C. populations 
making up the Institutional Placement category and the Spe
cial Placement and Parole categories have been combined to 
form the Community Treatment Placement category. The non
employ ed category has been combined with the Blue Collar 
category for this table only. We see that approximately 50% 
of the White Collar placements are in each of the two place
ment categories, institutional and community treatment. 
However, only 27% of the Blue Collar category were placed 
in community treatment while 73% were placed in institutions.

Social Position Index
Table 20 gives the distribution of the placement 

population by social class. The absence of upper class re
presentations is obvious. The placement of the two boys 
from upper classes on immediate parole must be noticed. The 
other point to be recognized is the absence of middle class, 
(Class III), representation in the A.Y.C. population, but 
the previous discussion of the White Collar group would hold 
for this index as it did for the occupational scale.
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TABLE 18. SUMMARY OF THE MEDIAN TESTS OF THE 
DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE OCCUPATIONAL SCORES 

BETWEEN THE PLACEMENT POPULATIONS*

PLACEMENT
Categories Composite Median Chi Square P. at .05

A.S.I.S. and
A.Y.C. 1.79 2.15 Not Significant
A.S.I.S. and 
Special Placement 1.96 .08 Not Significant
A.Y.C. and 
Special Placement 1.83 4.57 Significant
Parole and 
Special Placement 2.09 .08 Not Significant
Parole and
A.S.I.S. 1.93 2.13 Not Significant
Parole and
A.Y.C. 1.69 1.46 Not Significant
*Grand Median = 1.89
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TABLE 19. TWO WAY TABLE OF THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE OCCUPATIONAL SCORES BETWEEN AND , 

AMONG THE PLACEMENT POPULATIONS

PLACEMENT
Categories White Collar Blue Collar

Institutional Placement 9 8

Community Placement 57 21

Chi Square = 2.67; Idf; p. at .05 is not significant
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TABLE 20. DISTRIBUTION OF THE PLACEMENT 
POPULATIONS BY SOCIAL CLASS

PLACEMENT
Categories I and II III IV V Totals

A.S.I.S. 0 8 16 24 48
A.Y.C. 0 0 6 12 18
Special Placement 0 2 8 4 14
Parole 2 2 4 7 15

TOTALS 2 12 34 47 N=95

The third operational hypothesis is that there is
no difference among the distribution of social position 
scores in the Placement populations. Table 21 gives the 
Kruskal-Wallis comparison of the distribution of the social 
position scores among the Placement populations. The non
significant findings of this statistical test is incompa
tible with the study thesis and is comparable to the results 
of the test findings for the first operational hypothesis 
(Table 17).

The fourth operational hypothesis is that there is 
no difference in the distribution of the social position 
scores between the Placement populations, Tables 22-28 give 
the Mann-Whitney comparison between the Placement populations. 
There is one comparison with a statistical significance: the 
A.S.I.S. and Parole populations (Table 23). The test indi
cates that the A.S.I.S. population is made up of lower
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socioeconomic levels, higher social position scores than 
the Parole population. All other Mann-Whitney comparisons 
are not significant; again the study thesis is contradicted, 
but these results seem to be singularly a product of the 
internal policy and functioning of the organization studied. 
The positive results indicated by Table 23 added to the 
positive results indicated by Table 18. The testing of the 
difference between occupational scores, lead to the conclu
sion that the socioeconomic position of the family does have 
an influence in the classification and diagnostic outcome. 
The combination of these two positive results raises the 
last operational hypothesis. It does so by showing the 
A.Y.C. and A.S.I.S. populations to be made up of lower 
social classes respectively to the Special Placement and 
Parole populations.

The last operational hypothesis is that the A.Y.C. 
and A.S.I.S. Populations's Social Position scores are not 
different from the Special Placement and Parole Population 
scores. The result of a Mann-Whitney comparison testing 
this hypothesis shows a statistically significant difference 
(Table 28). The A.S.I.S. and A.Y.C. Programs are populated 
by boys from lower socioeconomic positions than the boys 
who are placed on parole or in special placements.
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TABLE 21. KRUSKAL-WALLIS COMPARISON OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION 

SCORES AMONG THE PLACEMENT POPULATIONS

Special
A.S.I.S. A.Y.C Placement Parole

Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank

33 (4.5) 47 (18.5) 34 (6.5) 15 (1)
33 (4.5) 37 (10.5) 26 (2)
34 29 (3)
37 37 (10)
37 44 (16)
37
40
41 
44 
44 
47 
47 
47 
47

H (and Chi Square) == 2.01; 3df; p. at .05 is not significant
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TABLE 22. MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION SCORES

OF THE A. S.I.S. AND A.Y.C. POPULATIONS

A.S.I. S. A.Y . C.
Score Rank Score Rank

33 (1.5) 47 (13)
33 (1.5) 51 (19)
34 (3.0) 51 (19)
37 (5.0)
37 (5.0)
37 (5.0)
40 (7.0)
41 (8.0)
44 (9.5)
44 (9.5)
47 (13.0)
47 (13.0)
47 (13.0)
48 (16.0)
51 (19.0)
51 (19.0)
51 (19.0)

U = 45; Z = 1.84; p. at .05 is not significant



TABLE 23. MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION SCORES 

OF THE A.S.I.S. AND PAROLE POPULATIONS

A. S.
Score

I. S.
Rank

A.Y.
Score

C.
Rank

33 (4.5) 15 (1.0)
33 (4.5) 26 (2.0)
34 (6.0) 29 (3.0)
37 (8.5) 37 (8.5)
37 (8.5) 44 (14.0)
37 (8.5)
40 (11.0)
41 (12.0)
44 (14.0)
44 (14.0)
47 (17.5)
47 (17.5)
47 (17.5)
47 (17.5)

U = 13.5; Z » 1.99; p. at .05 is significant
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TABLE 24. MANN-HHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION SCORES

OF THE A.S.I.S . AND SPECIAL PLACEMENT POPULATIONS

A.S.I. S. A.Y.C.
Score Rank Score Rank

33 (1.5) 34 (3.5)
33 (1.5) 37 (6.5)

. 34 (3.5) 51 (20.5)
37 (6.5) 51 (20.5)
37 (6.5) 51 (20.5)
37 (6.5)
40 (9.0)
41 (10.0)
44 (11.5)
44 (11.5)
47 (14.5)
47 (14.5)
47 (14.5)
47 (14.5)
48 (17.0)
51 (20.5)
51 (20.5)
51 (20.5)

U = 56.5; Z = .87; p. at .05 not significant
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TABLE 25. MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION SCORES 

OF THE A.Y.C. AND SPECIAL PLACEMENT POPULATIONS

A.Y. C. SPECIAL PLACEMENT
Score Rank Score Rank

47 (3.0) 34 (1.0)
51 (6.0) 37 (2.0)
51 (6.0) 51 (6.0)
58 (11.0) 51 (6.0)
59 (14.5) 51 (6.0)
59 (14.5) 58 (11.0)
65 (16.5) 58 (11.0)
69 (19.0) 58 (11.0)

58 (11.0)
65 (16.5)
66 (18.0)

U = 54.5; Z 87; p. at .05 is not significant
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TABLE 26. MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION SCORES 

OF THE A.Y.C. AND PAROLE PLACEMENT POPULATIONS

A.
Score

Y.C.
Rank Score

PAROLE
Rank

47 (6.0) 15 (1.0)
51 (9.0) 26 (2.0)
51 (9.0) 29 (3.0)
58 (12.0) 37 (4.0)
59 (14.5) 44 (5.0)
59 (14.5) 48 (7.0)
65 (16.5) 51 (9.0)
69 (18.0) 58 (12.0)
70 (19.5) 58 (12.0)

65 (16.5)
70 (19.5)

U = 52; Z = .57; p. at .05 is not significant
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TABLE 27. MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE SOCIAL POSITION SCORES 

OF THE PAROLE AND SPECIAL PLACEMENT POPULATIONS

PAROLE SPECIAL PLACEMENT
Score Rank Score Rank

15 (1.0) 34 (4.0)
26 (2.0) 37 (5.5)
29 (3.0) 51 (10.5)
37 (5.5) 51 (10.5)
44 (7.0) 51 (10.5)
48 (8.0) 58 (15.5)
51 (10.5) 58 (15.5)
58 (15.5) 58 (15.5)
58 (15.5) 58 (15.5)
65 (19.5) 65 (19.5)

U = 32.5; Z = 1.32; p. at .05 is not significant



TABLE 28. MANN-WHITNEY COMPARISON OF THE 
A.S.I.S.-A.Y.C. POPULATION AND THE 
SPECIAL PLACEMENT-PAROLE POPULATION

A.S.I.S.
Score

-A.Y.C.
Rank

SPECIAL PLACEMENT-PAROLE 
Score Rank

33 (4.5) 15 (1.0)
33 (4.5) 22 (2.0)
34 (6.5) 29 (3.0)
37 (10.0) 34 (6.5)
37 (10.0) 37 (10.0)
37 (10.0) 37 (10.0)
40 (13.0) 44 (16.0) .
41 (14.0) 47 (20.0)
44 (16.0)
44 (16.0)
47 (20.0)
47 (20.0)
47 (20.0)
47 (20.0)

U = 18.5; Z = 2.65; p. at .05 is significant



CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY

This is a study of the Arizona State Department of 
Correction's intake procedures for first commitment male 
juveniles. The setting of the study is the Department of 
Correction's Central Reception and Diagnostic Center located 
at the Arizona Youth Center. The problem is to ascertain 
if the socioeconomic position of the committed juvenile and 
his family is a determinant of the diagnostic and classifi
cation outcome. This study is directed to the need to in
sure that coercive decisions vital to the child are not 
made on misinformation and without relation to their pur
pose. The work is not an etiology of criminal behavior.
The acts of people are accepted as human. The definition 
of crime is in the reaction of the society to human behavior. 
The acts are unacceptable, not abnormal. Correctional 
treatment is developed according to the organization of the 
society. The study thesis assumes that a disproportionate, 
highly negative skewed distribution of social class would 
represent the committed population and the range would be 
so narrow that a statistical significance would be difficult 
to obtain. The social isolation of criminals insulates the 
correctional staff as much as it isolates the criminal, 
thereby minimizing the effect of the general societal

93
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reaction and maximizing the internal organizational policy. 
The general underlying premise for this explanation of cor
rections is that crime and delinquency are symptoms of a 
societal need to judge. "The task of corrections therefore, 
includes building or rebuilding solid ties between offender 
and community, integrating or reintegrating the offender 
into the community life. . .11 ̂ Dr. June Morrison states
this idea in her discussion of the term rehabilitation, "re
gardless of how we define the word rehabilitation, what we 
are concerned with is the adjustment of the child (offender) 
in his community, and his ability to stay out of trouble. 
This implies involvement of the community in insisting on 
availability of adequate treatment. . ."^ The purpose of 
the diagnostic and classification process is to develop the 
restoration of consonance between the societal reaction and 
individual human behavior.

The 95 boys, age 18 or younger, which make up the 
study population are first admission commitments to the 
Arizona State Department of Corrections. The information 
in regards to the socioeconomic background of each boy was 
obtained from official Department records and personal in
terviews. The socioeconomic position or social power was 1 2 * *

1. Task Force Report: Corrections, p. 7.
2. June Morrison, "Delinquency: A Community Responsibility," Child Welfare, Vol. XLVIII, No. 4, (April 1969),

p. 221.
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measured on two separate scales as determined by the occu
pation and social position of the head of the household of 
the child's family constellation. The first scale used was 
a trichotorn!zed occupational rating, an ordinal level meas
urement based on the prestige of white collar, blue collar, 
and nonemployed persons. The assumptions are that occupa
tion is the best predictor of social status, and that a 
more complex breakdown of occupational functions would be 
an unreliable measuring device because of a heavy concentra
tion in the skilled and unskilled labor categories. The 
second scale used to measure social power is the Holling- 
shead Two Factor Social Index. The hypothesis is that the 
social position of the delinquent, as measured by the status 
of the head of the household, is not a significant factor 
in determining the diagnostic and classification outcome. 
Diagnostic and classification outcome is categorized into 
four placement populations. Placement as determined by the 
Department's Administrative Control Board is grouped accord
ing to treatment planning which includes institutionaliza
tion in the Arizona State Industrial School, the Arizona 
Youth Center Treatment Program, and specialized placements 
both within and without the Department, or immediate parole 
upon completion of the diagnostic study. The study hypoth
esis is tested statistically, the null hypothesis being that 
there is no statistical difference between the social posi
tion scores in any of the four placement populations.
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Conclusions

The findings of the study are as follows:
1. There is no statistical difference among the 

four placement populations (as a single population) as meas
ured by the scores on the Occupation Scale and Social Posi
tion Index.

2. There is a statistically significant difference 
between the Arizona Youth Center Population and the Special 
Placement Population as measured by the three point. White 
Collar-Blue Collar-Nonemployed Occupation Scale scores.

3. There is a statistically significant difference 
between the Arizona State Industrial School Population and 
the Immediate Parole Population as measured by the Holling- 
shead Index scores.

4. There is a statistically significant difference 
between the combined Industrial School and Youth Center 
Population compared to the combined Special Placement and 
Parole Population as measured by the Hollingshead Index 
scores.

All other statistical comparisons fail to show sig
nificant variability of social class scores within the pop
ulations . The conclusions drawn from these findings are as 
follows:

I



1. The influence of the socioeconomic position of 
the offender is not a prevalent factor in determining clas
sification outcome within the study population.

2. Social position of the offender is a definite 
factor in determining classification outcome when planning 
community type treatment.

In practice, the ability of a community to be in
volved and to provide adequate treatment is assumed to be 
more available and effective for high socioeconomic position 
individuals, The "absorption" of delinquents by the commu
nity was defined by Joseph D. Lehman, "as the attempt of 
parents, schools, neighborhoods, and the communities, to 
address the problem of delinquents and deviate youth by 
minimizing referral to one of the official agencies. . .; or,
if referred to such agency, to attempt to remove the offen
der from the official process by offering a solution out
side usual agency channels."J Lohman’s "absorption" process 
would be, according to the findings of this study, limited 
to the higher socioeconomic groups when the official agency 
involved is the juvenile peno-corrections systems in the 
State of Arizona.
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3. G. Thomas Gitchoff, Kids, Cops, and Kilos, (San 
Diego, California: Matter-Westerfield Publishers, 1969),
p. 14.
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Recommendations

The study findings and conclusions raise an impor
tant question. Is the assumption that higher socioeconomic 
position is a prerequisite to effective community type 
treatment valid? The practice found in this study presumes 
this assumption to be true. Examination of the criteria 
for placement impliedly limits the community life technique 
of treatment to reintegration of the higher socioeconomic 
groups. It can be speculated that it is presumed that lower 
socioeconomic families have, (1) a higher percentage of
broken homes, (2) more children in the family, (3) are not
good parole risks, and therefore, boys from these families 
are not readily returned to community type treatment, and 
(4) are less cooperative with the parole officer. These 
presumptions are the factors that make up the questionable 
assumption. It is recommended that study be undertaken to 
determine the validity of this practice.



APPENDIX A

FACSIMILE OF ARIZONA STATE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
YOUTH DIAGNOSTIC AND CLASSIFICATION PACKET

The following summary was compiled by the Arizona 
Youth Center Staff as an educational and orientation sample 
and is a fictionalized case study. It was presented to a 
state-wide meeting of Arizona's judges, probation officers, 
and other interested professionals in January 1969. It has 
been reproduced in this Appendix to conform to the present 
thesis requirements.
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ARIZONA YOUTH CENTER

Staff Conference Summary

Name: Ralph M. Beeley
Date of Staffing: 11-24-68
Present: Samuel Jordan

Arthur Samuels 
C. Herrick 
Mrs. J. Nagel 
Louis Cox 
G. Rivera

Summary
Ralph has an extensive history of severe delinquency 

dating back several years. Probation services seemed to 
have little effect. He comes from a large family character
ized by poor relationships and inadequate supervision. Ralph 
refuses to acknowledge his own responsibility for his delin
quent behavior and projects the responsibility on others. 
Intellectually he is described as being in the Dull Normal 
range. ' His amenability to treatment is estimated to be low. 
Impulse control is poor and he seems fairly aggressive but 
this is seen to be primarily a defensive measure. Current 
testing places his academic achievement level at grade 5 or 
grade 6. Ralph completed the 8th grade but did not enroll 
for 9th grade and has low academic motivation.

Recommendation
We would recommend placement at the Arizona State 

Industrial School. It is felt that Ralph requires struc
tured external controls and vocational training. It is im
portant that he rapidly learn the cause-effect relationship 
between his delinquent behavior and what happens to him.



SOCIAL CASEWORK SUMMARY

Name: Ralph H. Beeley
DOB: 2-7-53
Age: 15-9
County: Duncan
Date Admitted: 10-16-68
Offense: G.T.A.
Grade: 9

and Hit and Run
Date of Report: 11-21-68

Ralph's 
as follows:

delinquent record began at age seven and is

Date A&e Offense
8—16—60 7-6 Theft of Bike8-25-60 7-6 Malicious Mischief
8—10—64 11-6 Bike Theft
9-1-66 13-7 Trespassing
9-13-66 13-7 Interrogation
12-21-66 13-10 Indecent Acts
12-29-66 13-10 Petty Theft
1-10-67 13-11 Shoplifting
2-19-67 14-0 Strong Arm Robbery
11-3-67 14-9 Strong Arm Robbery
11-9-67 14-9 Interrogation
12-19-67 14-10 G.T.A. and Hit and Run - Placed 

on official probation
6—8—6 8 15-4 Interrogation
7-17-68 15-5 Forcible Trespassing
7-17-68 15-5 Assault, Burglary and Grand 

Theft •8—21—68 15-6 G.T.A.9—6—68 15-7 Runaway, Incorrigible and 
Obstructing10-1-68 15-8 G.T.A., Hit and Run, - Committing
Offense

Ralph was committed to the Arizona Youth Center on 
charges of GTA and hit and run. The charges stem from an 
incident when Ralph, along with three other boys, stole a 
Mustang and license plate and subsequently hit a fence and 
a tree. Ralph admits he was in the car, however, denies the 
fact that he stole the automobile and states that he was 
simply riding around with friends.
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Ralph is a quiet, solemn appearing boy who seems 
confused and distrustful in his interviews. His answers are 
short and calculated and he often appears resentful when 
discussing the committing allegations, as well as his home 
life. He impresses this caseworker as an immature youth who 
does not realize the serious nature of his delinquent acts 
and who considers himself acceptable within the societal 
environment. He maintains a sullen attitude and denies or 
rationalizes his involvement in his delinquent activities.
He tends to allign himself with delinquent attitudes and 
ideals and rationalizes the fact that his involvement in 
these activities is not, in fact, a problem. This attitude 
and his lack of understanding of his predicament or the 
seriousness of his involvement, would make it difficult for 
Ralph to benefit from a treatment oriented program.

In the cottage Ralph has had trouble acclimating 
himself to group living and tends to restrict most of his 
associations to a small delinquently oriented group. His 
relationships in the cottage are restricted to this group 
and they spend most of their time discussing their delin
quent activities and attempts to coerce and bully the other 
boys in the cottage. Ralph attempts to assert himself and 
the group's ideals upon others in the cottage and has alien
ated the other members of the peer group. His relationships 
outside of the small group of associates is very limited and 
this has presented a problem in Ralph's acclimating himself 
to the group situation. It is felt that Ralph's delinquently 
oriented attitudes have caused many problems in the cottage 
and that he has not yet benefited from his involvement in 
the group situation.

Ralph was born out of wedlock to Alexander Beeley 
and Marie Elmquist. The boy's natural father's whereabouts 
are unknown and the mother has remarried and is living in 
Carterville with Ralph's stepfather and nine remaining sib
lings. Mr. and Mrs. Sawyer both are employed outside the 
home and the court record states that there is little evi
dence of adequate supervision of the children within the 
home. It is noted that Ralph and his stepfather do not get 
along and Ralph has stated that the strained relationship 
has become more and more pronounced in the past year. Mr. 
and Mrs. Sawyer have visited once since the boy's admission 
to the Youth Center and impressed this caseworker as con
cerned and interested parents who would, of necessity, need 
considerable outside aid understanding their role in Ralph's 
development. Much like Ralph, both Mr. and Mrs. Sawyer 
appear to be uneasy when talking and seem to avoid the im
portance of the issues of Ralph's involvement. Since their 
visit, Ralph has begun to re-appraise his activities in the 
cottage and has displayed more direction and motivation.



103

Ralph was seen by Dr. James Palmer, Ph.D. for psy
chological evaluation in August 1968. At that time he was 
administered a WISC and attained a Full Scale I.Q. of 84, 
Verbal Scale 85, Performance Scale of 86. The results of 
these tests indicated that Ralph is functioning in the dull 
normal range of intelligence and has no serious defects in 
his mental processes. Dr. Palmer stated that therapy at 
this time was not of prime importance but modification of 
behavior through control would be the most appropriate out
look. Other than Dr. Palmer’s report, there were no other 
psychological or psychiatric evaluations administered to 
Ralph prior to his admission to the Youth Center.

Ralph is a boy who has begun to align himself and his 
ideals with the delinquent elements and attitudes in his en
vironment. He has received little supervision within the 
home and has been left much to his own devices in the devel
opment of his ideals. It is felt that Ralph could benefit 
most from a more rigidly structured environment where his 
behavior could be monitored and his delinquently oriented 
ideals redirected.

The court order reads: "Committed to the State De
partment of Corrections for suitable placement."

Samuel Jordan 
Caseworker
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PSYCHOLOGICAL EVALUATION

Name: Ralph M. Beeley
Date of Evaluation: 11-13-68
Tests Administered: H.S.P.Q. ISB, Culture Fair I.Q., and

Jesness Inventory.

Behavioral Observations
Ralph sat on the edge of his chair and leaned forward 

throughout the interview, although the rest of his demeaner 
was placid and relaxed. He answered questions briefly but 
usually elaborated on questions concerning his own problem
atic behaviors as he tried to paint a favorable picture of 
himself. He stated with a smile that he got into trouble 
because, "I like to drive cars" and minimized the serious
ness of his previous offenses. Ralph became more animated 
when talking about more abstract and seemingly irrelevant 
topics.

Integrated Interpretation
Ralph's substantial delinquent record is reflected 

in his high delinquency proneness score as measured by the 
Jesness Inventory. He appears to be a socially maladjusted 
boy who is mildly impulsive but who still feels some respon
sibilities to society. As Dr. James Palmer suggested in his 
report dated 8-14-68, Ralph probably does not operate well 
under stressful conditions. His first concern is probably 
to defend himself and he appears to feel that if someone is 
not strong, aggressive and feared, that he will be completely 
helpless and vulnerable. He has probably constructed a 
vicious circle which begins with his usual defensiveness and 
aggressiveness, which antagonizes others who then do wish to 
attack him in some way. Their subsequent behavior only 
serves to reinforce his feeling that he must protect himself 
from others, consequently it will be difficult for him to 
learn other less destructive and self-defeating behaviors.
In addition, Ralph tends to repress any personal inadequacies 
and more blatantly to deny any problem areas. This further 
serves to protect him but also makes him more difficult to 
reach therapeutically. Dr. Palmer suggests that therapy per 
se is not of primary importance at this time but that it is 
necessary for him to learn adequate controls.
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Ralph obtained a Culture Fair I.Q. of 89 which is 
consistent with his Full Scale HISC I.Q. of 84 obtained by 
Dr. Palmer. Thus, it would appear that Ralph's present 
level of intellectual functioning could best be described 
as Dull Normal.

Arthur C. Samuels 
Staff Psychologist
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ACADEMIC EVALUATION

Name: Ralph M. Beeley
Age: 15-9
Date: 11-13-68

Test Data
I.Q. Tests

1. Culture Fair I.Q. : 89 (10-30-68)
2. Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 

(8-14-68; given by Dr, Palmer)
Verbal I.Q. 85
Performance I.Q. 86 
Full Scale I.Q. 84

3. California Test of Mental Maturity
(10-67; school records) Total I.Q.: 93

Achievement Tests
1. Metropolitan Achievement Test (10-30-68 at 

A.Y.C.; Advanced Battery, Form Cm)
Reading

Grade equivalent 5.7 Stanine 3 
Problem Solving and Concepts

Grade equivalent 6.4 Stanine 3
2. Wide Range Reading Test (8-14-68; given by 

Dr. Palmer)
Grade placement: 4.2

3. California Achievement Test (10-67; school 
records)

Reading Comprehension: Stanine 5
Arithmetic Reasoning: 4
Mechanics of English: 5

School Record
Ralph attended first through sixth grades at the 

Burroughs School, seventh and eighth grades at Reynolds 
School; both schools are in the Carte'rville area. The
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probation report indicated that Ralph's attendance was 
satisfactory; he claimed he had ditched class only five 
times during seventh grade.

Ralph never enrolled in school for this academic 
year but would have been in the ninth grade.

There were many negative comments about Ralph's be
havior in school included in the probation report and school 
records. These reports indicate that Ralph stole, lied, and 
was a bully, Ralph said that he had been suspended twice 
from the Burroughs School for fighting. He stated that he 
had gotten along well with his teachers except for his 
seventh grade teacher, whom he thought was prejudiced against 
Italians. Ralph described his friends as average boys who 
sometimes caused trouble.

Ralph's grades in the eighth grade at Reynolds School 
were: Reading S-; Language U; Arithmetic S-; and Science
S-. His total grade average was approximately S-. Ralph 
asserted that he had earned an S or S+ average in seventh 
grade. He was also untruthful in his statement about his 
performance in reading. Dr. Palmer noted that Ralph had de
nied his difficulties in reading when he was tested on 8-14- 
68.

Observations and Impressions
Ralph tried to make a good impression by exaggerat

ing his school grades, and by his choice of vocational in
terests, but his insincerity showed as he smiled while 
describing the trouble he and his friends had caused. He 
seemed to feel no responsibility for his behavior.

Ralph's performance on his most recent achievement 
tests was poorer than his performance on the tests he took 
in 1967. Ralph does not seem to be very interested in 
school, and in view of his previous behavior, he would pro
bably be a problem in most classrooms. With strong external 
controls, however, he might benefit from an academic program. 
He does not seem to have any specific interests or abilities 
for a vocationally oriented program.

C. Herrick 
Psychology Extern



108

HEALTH SUMMARY

Name: Ralph M. Beeley
Date of Birth: 2-7-54
Date of Report: 11-21-68

Ralph Beeley is a well-nourished, medium-framed 
Anglo male. He had the usual childhood diseases with no 
apparent complication. He has never been hospitalized or 
had any fractures. His vision and teeth are presently with
in normal limits. He appears to be in good health at this 
time.

Mrs. J. Nagel, R.N.
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PSYCHIATRIC EVALUATION

Name: Ralph M. Beeley
Age: 15-9 (2-7-53)
Date Examined: 10-30-68

This 15-9 year old boy was seen on 10-30-68 for psy
chiatric examination. Ralph appears about his stated age, 
physically. When asked why he was at the Youth Center,
Ralph described an incident involving riding in a stolen car 
which was subsequently involved in a collision. However, 
he disclaimed any responsibility for the theft of the car 
and maintained that his friends stole the car and failed to 
tell him that it was stolen. He added that he didn't think 
that this was enough reason to send him to the Youth Center. 
His extensive delinquent record was then reviewed and Ralph 
consistently minimized his involvement in each of the of
fenses listed and projected the responsibility for each of 
the acts on others such as "bad friends", "police frame-up", 
etc. In spite of Ralph's claims and protests of innocence, 
it became apparent that he is fully aware of his actions and 
his own responsibility for these actions.

Ralph has difficulty describing relationships with 
his family with the exception that he expressed rather nega
tive feelings toward his stepfather. Aside from frequent 
conflict with his stepfather, the family activities seem to 
typically be a lack of interaction among the family members 
with each individual going his individual way. As a result 
there is little or no parental supervision, group controls, 
or group investment.

The casework history describes a rather poor academic 
record marked with considerable conflicts with school author
ities, fighting with other students, and suspensions for be
havior difficulties. Ralph, as anticipated, deprecated his 
adjustment difficulties in school and teachers that he de
scribed as unfair and capricious.

Ralph seems to operate on a "right now" basis. There 
is a noticeably lack of consideration of consequences. Be
cause of this, he tends to be inadequate in his functioning . 
and he has a tendency to act out his feeling without much 
control.
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The question was raised as to whether or not he 
should be hospitalized and whether there was danger of psy
chologic decompensation. I do not believe that there is 
significant danger of this and would not recommend hospital
ization. His tendency to withdraw would seem to result from 
his concept of himself as helpless and vulnerable. This 
results from the parents neglect in assuming regulatory 
functions. Ralph should live in an environment where there 
are clear rules and clear cause and effect relationships. 
There should be clear and concrete regulatory limits to make 
up for the previous lack of this in his home life.

R. G. Montrose, M.D.



APPENDIX B

COMPARISON OF THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE OCCUPATIONAL SCORES 

BETWEEN PLACEMENT POPULATIONS*

1. A.S.I.S. and A.Y.C. Composite Median = 1.79
1 jZ 1  1 A.S.I.S.

Above
A.Y.C. Totals

A.S.I.S.
A.Y.C.

14 25 
_9 __9

9 48 
0 18

Median 26.65 
Below

6.35 33

Totals 23, 34 9 66 Median 21.35 
48

11.65
18

33 
N=6 6

X2 = 2.15; Idf; p. at .05 not significant

2. A.S.I.S. and Special Placement Composite Median = 1.96
1 2 3 T A.S.I.S. Sp. PI. Totals

AboveA.S.I.S. 14 25 9 48 Median 22.52 8.48 31Sp. PI. 0 12 2 14
Below

Totals 14 37 11 62 Median 25.48 5.52 31
48 14 N=6 2

oX = .08; Idf; p. at .05 not significant

3. A.Y.C. and Special Placement Composite Median = 1.83
1 2 3 T A.Y.C. Sp. PI. Totals

AboveA.Y.C. 9 9 0 18 Median 6 10 16
Sp. PI. 0 12 2_ 14

Below
Totals 9 21 2 32 Median 12 _4 16

18 14 N=32
X2 « 5.47; Idf; P* at .05 significant
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4. Special Placement and Parole Composite Median = 2.09
1 1 3 % Sp. PI.

Above
Parole Totals

Sp. PI. 
Parole

0
5 | 

H 2
6

14
15

Median 6.88 
Below

7.62 14.5

Totals 5 16 8 29 Median 7.12 7.38 14.5
14 15 N=29

2X = .08; Idf; p. at .05 not significant 1 2 3

5. A.S.I.S. and Parole Composite Median = 1.98
1 2 3 T A. S.I.S. Parole Totals

AboveA.S.I.S. 14 25 9 48 Median 23.22 8.28 31.5Parole _5 4 6 15
BelowTotals 19 29 15 63 Median 24.78 6.72 31.5

48 15 N=63
X2 = 2.13; Idf; P. at .05 not significant

6. A.Y.C. and Parole Composite Median = 1.69
. 1 2 3 T A.Y.C. Parole Totals

Above
A.Y.C. 9 9 0 18 Median 7.27 9.23 16.5
Parole 5 _4 6 15.

BelowTotals 14 13 6 33 Median 10.73 5.77 16.5
18 15 N=33

X2 = 1.46; Idf; P. at .05 not significant

(1) - Nonemployed
(2) = Blue Collar
(3) = White Collar
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