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Of the many and valuable institations sustained in whole, or fn part, from the public

R I ! trezsury, we may safely say, that none is of mare impomanee, o helds 2 more intmate
00‘0“0’0 _VOQOQ & IR : .. connectiar, with the farre prosperity and moral integrity of the community, than one
N (XX Xy ) ( %o 0 b - . : s : which promises to ke neglected, wayward, wandering, idle 2ad vidous boys, with
! et vl o gesed, wan
B FEAASAAY ’00&0 ?@&@%v@k S T perverse minds end corrupted hearts, and cleanse and purifrand reform them , and thus
. ?@E ‘ ) . send them forth in the erectiiess of manhood ad in the beawty of virmoe, educated and
‘M’q@@—@a TpYTETOTATI IS . . T prepared 10 be industrions, nseful and virtuous eirizens,
Seod WeQ.Co e 0 :
& KT _

—Massachusetts Governor George Briggs, address at opening of the Lyman.
Industrial School for Boys, Massachusctrs, 1848
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The child must be placed where he will gradually be restored to the rmue position of
<hildhood . , . he must in short be placed in a family. Love must lead the wey; faith and
obectence will follow. . . . This is the fpdamental prineipl of all mrae reformatory action
with the young,- R T

~—English child sdvocaze Mary Carpenter, Athengeum, March 19, 1853

hat is 2 “reform school™? What is a “fuvenile delinquent™ What is “rehabil-
Lrarion”? These terms, familiar thowgh they may be, occasion as much puzzle-
ment as any in the lexicon of criminal justice. Definitons have changed
since the early 1800s, when the reform school was first envisioned as z
£eld of dreams on witich to plan grand schemes for salvaging errant yourh.
Today, with the brutality rather than the innocence of youth wampeted in the media and the
Eaﬁmﬁ Ideal all bur abandened 25 2 goal of correstions policy, the very noton of &
Juvendle veform schoo! seems like an oxymoror. Few other erfminal justice legacies of the

Hneternth cenmury—por even the prison~—bave so theroughly lost their credibibity as an -
slrument of sound public policy. el m&.&ﬁmqﬁn.

y Hw.n Path by whick the reform schoe! evolved foma popular child-saving vennure in the Mﬂ%ﬂﬂ%%&
417 nineteenth 2ntary 10 an unwanted orphen of the corrections and educational spstems  Texas, tn 1972,
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in the late twendeth century has never been fully explored. The classic texts in criminelogy
deal with the reform school in passing, if at all. Perhaps this is because irs history has been
rather quist: no Panopticon, zo Auburn, no Elmira, no Attica (o inspirs high hopes or dread
doubts. The reform school produced few highlights of the kind likely to secure its placs in
correctional lore,

Yet the refonm school was 2 full-ledged pastaer in the busst of instirution building that
saw the invention of such new approaches to transforming human bebavior as prisons, men-
tal hiospirals, and public schools in the ninereenth-century Western world. Like thess other
instirutions, the reform schools of the United States anracted many fmous foreign visitors
(such 25 Charles Dickens, Alexis de Tocqueville, and Gustave de Beaumont), who portrayed
them as models for worldwide exmulation. This chapter will pay particular artengion to the
American experience In acing the history of the reform school, At the szme time, it will
situdee the reform scheel in a contest of imernationsl expeximenttation that marked it as an
Invention shared by the Western world rather than one of American origin alene.

JUVENTLE DELINQUENCY AND THE INVENTION OF
REFORM SCHCOLS IN THE NINETEENTE CENTURY

Although It s possible to identify a few nsirurionsl precedents to the reform sehool in six-
teenth-, sevemeenth-, and eighteensh-century Europe, it is cleay that un] the zarly 1800s,
families, Dot instiratiens, were the prineipal instnoment through which-communities disci-
plined childrer., The Jaws regulning children’s behavior and upholding parental Drerogalives
were quite rigid and comprebensive, and the penalies thar were authorized as appropriate
forjuvenile offersders were often severe (most notably, the Massachusetis law of 1646, which
specified the death penalty for children gver age sixtzen who cursed or refused w0 ochey their
parens). Yet, in reslity, the more stringent Iaws werz rarely enforced. Magistrates wers more
Hkely 1o order parents and guardians to administer punishment within the household 10
incorrigible and law-breaking children then 1o confine the children in adult pena] institu-
Hons ot 1o have them publicly subjected to the corporal punishments (espedially whipping)
that would be commonly dispensed 1o adult offenders.

At the same time, judges and juries retained considerable discretion fn enforcing the
statutes thar zuthorized harsh punishments for juvenile offenders, In the eighteenth centwry,
It was relatively common for magismates to semence prereen as well zs teenage children to
local and state jails and prisons for relatively minor offenses. This practice continued and
may well have expanded in the early ninereenth century. Yet it is also clear that judges and
Jurles cfien determined that neither the interests of fustice nor 2 child’s well-being would be
served by comuniuing hic or her to an adult pena) faciliy and that it would be better w
exonerzte and release than to incarcerate the child. This practce of absolving children from
punishment, however dlear-cor their crime and crimingl intent, stimulated grave socis! con-
cem znd fed! the early-nineteenth-century irzerest in establishing separate penal facilities for
Juveniles,

The term “juvenile delinquency™ underwent zn imporant tznstormation in the early
ningteenth century. Vague public concem dbout tendencies toward misbehavier arong the
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voung In general {such as being disorderly in church or antaching lir candles to paper kites)
geve way toanewly heightened and focused conecern about mishehavior among urban lower-
class children. “Juvenile delinguency” was increasingly used 1o single out the suspicious ac-
wvities of groups of lower-class (often tmmigrant) children who occupied 2 netherworld in
the bowels of the nzrion’s growing cities and who were perceived to be either living entirely
free of aduls supervision or serving as pawns of depraved parents. Well befors Dickens se1the
archetype te fiction, dire portraits of yourhful vrban predazors were quite commeon among
soctal comrnentators who popularized the new image of dangerous street urchins and cam-
peigned for special instimitions o house and rehabilitate thern.

Houses of Refuge

Although the New York House of Refuge (which opened on Jamary 1, 1825) is generally
acknowledged to be the first of the early reform schools, several instivations of somewhar
similar character already existed in England and Furope. Indeed, these predeczssors signifi-
cantly shaped the ideas of the founders of the New York facility. The Quaker teacher and
philanthropist Jobm Griseom, a lengrive member of the New York Society for the Prevention
of Pauperism, brough thelr experience to the attention of American reformers, Griscom was
especially influenced by the work of the Londor Philanthropic Society, which had beer founded
in 1788 “for the Prevention of Crimes, and for a Reform Ameng the Poor; by training up w
Vizrue and Indusery the Children of Vagrants and Crivinals, and sach who are in the Paths
of Vice and Infamy.” By the time Griscom visited the sociery it 1818, its institution kad
begun to accept juvenile offenders as well asimpoverished and abandoned children, ignoring
the disinction between vagrants and criminals. Parricularly impressed by the society’s edu-
cational and industrial program, he concluded: "It was cheering 1o find that 50 many wretched
children were “snaiched as fire hrands” from criminaliry and ruin, and restored 1o the pros-
pects of respeciable and honourable life.” The reform school was thus net exclustvely an
American, frvention. Rather, it represented 2 wansatlantic evoss-fertilization of philenthropic
{deas and designs, especially among Quakers.

The founders of reform schools assumed thar their clientele would not be exclusively
serious offenders but 2 modey group of lower-class children—some who had already been
comvicted of eriminal acts, ethers whose incorrigible behavior predicted future confronta-
tions with the law, and still others whose life chances were so cireumseribed by povery and
bad exampie that it would be an act of charity (in the founders’ view) to incarceraie them and
preven: a lifetime of poverty and crime, The term “delinquency” was used rather elastically o
legitimate the Mnearceration of any youngster whe, in the judgment of 2 court or of a reform
school's managing directors, might benefit from a highly structured tegime of discipline and
instruction, True, forraal legislation enabling a reform schoel w house criminal with fen-
criminal children was sometimes pelitically controversial and often did not appear until the
institition was already lang in operation. Moreover, cutside of the United States, panicalarly
in England, diligent efforts were made to distinguish instirudons for young criminals from
those housing merely incarrigible or neglected children. Nenetheless, most early reform scheols
brought &l thess groups together. The founders emphasized the commenalites rather than
the differences among them.
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Legal Foundations of the Reform School
The prineipal legal justification far reform schools in the United States In the 18205 (as for
fuvenile coures three-quarters of & century later) was the doctrine of parens patrice. A medi-
eval English doctrine of nebulous origin and meaning, parens patriag originally sancrioned
the right of the Crown 1o intervene in natura] family reladons whenever a ¢hild's welizre was
thremened, As part of its legal inheritance from England, every American state in the nine-
teenth century affirmed its right 1o stand as guardian, or superparent, of all minors.

The semina] legal decision incorporaring parens pairiae into American juvenile law was
Ex parte Crouse, delivered by the Pennsylvaniz Supreme Courrin 1838. The case involved a
young girl who, on the complaint of her mother, had been committed w the Philzdelphia
House of Refuge. Under an expansive commitment law, the Pennsykvania juventle institation
was permired o do officially whar it had always been doing in practice, namely, incarcerat-
ing incorrigible as well as criminal children, sormetimes on complaints fror parents and with
little concern for formal eriminal procedure. Mr. Crouse did not approve of his wife's actions
and filed a habeas corpus petiton to ohtain his daughter's release. When his petition, was
derded, he hired a lawyer 1o press suit on Sixth Amendment grounds, charging that his
daughter’s ncarceration without a jury il was umconstirarional. The Supreme Court de-
nied Ms, Crouse’s allegations znd in so doing established the Teform school’s pracdcs ona
solid legal foundation.

The cotry's argument was in two parts, First, it affirmed the binding nature of the English
cornmon law tradition in general and of the parens patrise doctrine in perdcular. Asserting the
government's power to incarcerate noneriminl as well s eriminal children en the grounds
thar their families were incepable of raising them properly, the court asked rherorically:

May niot the nawral paremts, when unequal to the task of educazion, orunworthy of t, be
superseded by the parens patriae, o1 common guardian of the cormmiy? It s to be
Temerbered that the public bas a paramount inteest in the virtue and knowledge offrs
members, and that, of szict right, the business of education belongs to it, That parents are
ordinerily entrusted with it, Is because it can seldorm be put into better hands; but where
they are incornpetent and corrupt, what is there 10 prevent the public from withdrawing
their facnlries, held as they obviously are, ar fs sufferance?
Mr. Crouse’s daughter, the court concluded, *had been snarched from a course which must
have ended in confirmed depravity: and not exly is the restraint of her person lawful, but it
would have been an act of extremne eruelty to Telease her from it.” Thus, the cowrt clearly
established the legal right of 2 reform school to uy te reform zn inmate, whether or nat the
child had officially been convicted {or accused, for that matter) of z arime.

T ts second argument, the court was equally vigerous in affirming that a reform schaol
was indeed a school; the Philadelphia House of Refuge, for legal purposes, was best under-
06 as 2n expansion of the city’s fledgling system of public schools, not of its prisons. “As
10 the sbridgement of indefeasible rights by confinement of the person,” the court insisted, "t
isno more than what is borne, to a greater or Jess extent. in every school; and we ¥now ofne
natural right 1o exemprion from zestrains which conduce to zn mfant’s welfare.” In sum, a
reform school was a residentizl public schoot for confirmed and incipient delinquems, The
government had every right, if not & meral duy, to create reform schools without serious
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concern for whether children qua children held indefeasible tights other than e be brought
up propesly. Except for cne maverick appellate court decision in THinols in 1870 (Pecple v.
Tumen), the Jegal sunding of reform. schools wnderwent no significant challenge for many
years. (Turner itself was overyuled several years later.) Mot vnil the U5, Supreme ﬂoan
issusd its famous Iy e Gault decision in 1967 would thelogic of the Bx parte Crouse decision
be serigusly challenged.

Reform Scheols Triumphant

1t 35 411 oo gasy 1o view the spread of reform schocls in the nineteenth century as inevitable,
25 conforming 10 & seli-evident growth partern whereby the example set by the pioneer urban
instrations in the 1870s stimwalated a flurey of imitaive acdvity throughowt the United States
and the Western world. ‘et the wrgency of establishing reform schools was not generally
evident umtil mid-cenrary. Outside of 2 few major industrial cities, such as Boston, gu&&.
phia, Bristol, Hamburg, and Paris, the reform school did ot initially carry wide appeal in the
Tnited Stares or in Purope (where the spensorship of reform sehools was overwhebmingly
private rather than piblic)- Additionally, in the United States the issue of teform schools
tacked the degree of consensus thathad helped build widespread support for prisons, mental
asyharns, and public schoalsin the 1830s and 1640s. From the start, the reform mnroo_.m. ,wﬁo
rext by internal discord over proper architectoral design, disciplinary methods, and religlous
and educational swategies for rehabilitating fuvenile delinquents.

A vrue yeform school movernent did emerge, however, afier mid-century in both the United.
Srates and Westemn Europe. In Europe, reform schools penerzlly emerged under private
auspices and private management ‘but often with more ot less public fanding, The ploneer
efforts of Johany, Wichern and the Ravihe Hausin Germany inthe 18308 and of Fredéric Demetz
and the Colenie Agrcole in France In he 1840s, both of whom looked to ﬂoﬁ&.mn&oo.w 0
produce trained cadres of reform school personnel, spawned dezens of imitatars In their Te-
spective countries aswell asin Switzerland, Belgium, Holland, and Denmark. Mary Carpenter's
rencwmed workwith delinquerntsat the Kingswood and Red Lodge reform schoolsin the 18508
ot only helped popularize the Wichern and Demetz models in England but also facilitared
the passage of England’s first comprehensive juvenile justice legislation, the Youthful Offend-
ers Act of 1854, and the Industrial Schools Act of 1865.

Relorm schools were also popular after mid-century In the United States, where they
were generally created under public rather thar private authoriry, Hewever, join public .mnm.
private financing was not uncomman, and the schools' internal affairs were often msﬂ%nm
by local privare boards. The numiber of refaria schools in America grew from only three in the
mid-1840s to twenty in 1860, ten of them. sponscred hy states (the fixst was at Westborough
in Massachusetts in 1847), seven by municipalities, and three by private sponsors bul with

substantial public fanding. The number of reform schools grew 1o over fifty fn the H.E-
1870s. By the end of the nineteenth century, reform schogls were ubiguitous in every Hnm.as.
except the South, which generally lagged behind the other regions in all phases of instit-
tionzl development. )

The most provocalive interpretadon of reform schools in the United States isby David
Rothman, who contends in The Discovery of the Asylum (1971) thar the relorm schools, ke
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ﬁwn prisons, .ﬂnuﬁ hospitals, poorhouses, and orphan asylums founded arovnd the sam
time, mnw,,.mm imparant symbolicas well as funcrional purposes for nineteenth-century Ame N
ean sodlety. This entire class of custodial tnstitutions, he argues, was invented in x i mmnn.
J&ﬁwnﬁm fears—real and imagined—of social and farmily disintegration, The umﬁ&@c ingtil .
moa would Isolate “deviant” from law-abiding citizens 1o prevent ..nongaap.. Nnmﬂﬂ
”MMMM H\M”nnnwmq of highly disciplined behaviorin s memmv. evolving social order, znd—
z .oﬂ ar-reaching hyporhesis~wcreate exemplars of order for the citizenzy at large.
“or parents, the well-ordered reform school would model the virmues of demanding un :
tioned obedience from children in order to prepare ther 1o cope with the uncert : i n.ﬁﬁ]
tered by accelerated and unregulated social change. e
. &Ummnununm w0 &..p%omq was the organixing pfinciple of most reform schools. Adherence
to elaborare preseribed Tules of conduct was both an end in iself and the means b which
Inmates and their keepers would leamn o live harmoniously. Absolute chedience N.p‘ !
manded, m:m.&mnmmw were quite Teady o quell insubordination with physical ﬁwﬁmm .
Corporal vmbmwﬁng was the norm; fumates were whipped or placed in solita W .
ent for &dling to conlom to the daily regimen. e
d.h.mwn were many ways of instilling deference znd self-discipline, but the one prized
most E.mEv.. by reform school officials was the imposition of elsborate fixed Toutines, B
scheduling every mainute of every inmale’s day, the officials hoped not only 1o H&u&uwm d
and Wnnm m.EEwnn fram mischie{ but also to imbue ther with the ethic of orderly and ,ﬂ.
poseful living, The degree of regimentation was startling. Consider the followin, W_ i _ﬂ. n”
reported by the New York House of Refuge in 1835: EapEe
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Ar sumrise, the children sre wamned, by the ringing of a bell, 16 rise from their beds. Each
<hild makes his own bed, znd steps forth, on 2 signal, into the Hall. They then proceed,
in perfect order, 1o the Wash Room. Thence they are marched to parade in the yard, and
undergoan examination as te their dressand cleanliness; after which, they anend moming
prayez. The moming school then eommences, where they 216 oceupied in summer, unidl
% oclock, A shon mtermission is allowed, when the bell zings for brealdzst after which,
they proceed to their respective workshops, where they laborundl 12 o'clock, when they
ar= called from work, 2nd one hour aliowed them for washing and earing thely dinner. At
one, they again commnence work, nd continue ar it undl five in the afternoon, when the
ltbor of the day werminates. Hall an hour is allowed for washing and eating their supper,
and ax half-past five, they are conducted 10 the school roon where they contdmae their
studies mwil 8 o'clogk. Evening Prayer is pevformed by the Superintendent, after which,
the children are conducted to their dormiteries, which they enter, and are Jocked up for
the night, when perfect silence reigns throughou the establishment. The foregoing is the
_ history of a single day. and will snswer forevery dayin the year, except Sundays, withslight
" varizrion during stormy wezther, and the short days in winter.
Although the work and schooi rourines of reformy schools varied somewhat, the basic pat-
terms were everywhere evident. Schooling Teceived more atention than in adule prisons, but
it was subordinated ro worle, Even when inmazes received several hours of instruction, it was
scheduled so asnot to conflict wirk work schadules. As the century progressed, formal schooling
wes accorded more time, sometimes up to half a day. The instructon, however, yarely went
beyond the elementary level, znd the teachers usually kacked qualifications for the task.

The work required of reform schooel inmares was generally less demznding than that

prescribed for adult prisoners; similarly, there was sornewhat less pressure on reform schools
than on prisous to defray cests by selling the products of inmates’ labor, At institutions with
farms, many inmates spent the summer mouths tending crops, usually for internal consump-
Hion but somerishes to mest the needs of other philanthropic instirutions and. occasienally far
cale. Bven the few institutions wirh thriving farms had to employ the inmates in other pur-
suirs guring the nonsemmer months, kowever, 5o that larming never became as cenral 1o the
routing 25 many Teform school officials would have preferred.

The employments for delinquents were chosen as much for alleged character-building
quality as for poternial market value or any productive skills that inmates might learn. The
stated poal was not to-prepare inmates for particular empleyment but to instill industrial
habits that would prepire them to become apprentices—not, ideally, in their old city hauns
burin farm famities. By the laer patt of the cenmry, the ability of reform schoals 1o seeure
apprenticeships for their inmates declined precipiiously, and delinguent children were sim-
ply released curight 16 shift for themselves and live where they might (usually their original
residences), Although the practice of unsupervised release was certzinly of cancemn, it wasin
fact nior incansistent with the policy orfentaton of reform schools. Instivation officials rarely
investigared the homes to which they spprenticed inmates, nor did they pay much attention
10 the difficulties delinquents faced in readjusting to cenventional society,

Mzking nails and cheap shoes and caning wicker chairs were probably the most com-
1oon employments zt Teform schools. As in adult prisons, contract labor was sometimes re-
Hed om to provide machines and matetials, but the fnancial incentives {or contractors to
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employ children were undersmandably less than for adults, 2s was the degree to which the
contractors might oxploit inmares or punish those who did not meet producton quotas.
Contraer labor in reform schocls did become more exploitative in the post—Civil War de-
cades. The reform schools had greater budgetary needs because inflation and competidon
with newer types of charitable insriturions reduced their public subsidies. To run the inst-

daily regime. -focused
Uons with less money, saperintendents were ready to delegate more axthority 1o contractors ﬂmﬂn.nﬁw“mmm._ﬁ "
in order 1o attract better contracts, ncrease inmate production, and thereby meet operating servants dfier thelr
oSS, velease.

One of the more heated debates in juvenile corrections during the second half of the
nineteenth century occurred between the advocates of the “congregate” and “cottage” sys-
tems. The congregate system used latge, heterogeneous group living and worlt arrangements,
whereas the cottages gathered (ideally} one to three dozen fmuates to live and work in small
“homes” under the supervision of full-time surrogate parents, At fssue were nor only broad
questions of pens! philosophy and design bur also the appropriation, by both sides in the
debate, of the same domestic language to deseribe their goals and practices: “family,” “home,”
“love,” “rurture,” Could any mstitution that incarcerated young children against their will for
several years' duration—whether It be the New York House of Refuge or Mary Carpenter's
Kingsweed in Bristol—traly be considered 2 substituze family or home?

The most turious aspect of the debate was that neither side was willing 1o concede the
bheren: limhations of custodial factlities 1o serve 2s fumily surrogaies. Advocares of the cot-
tage system confidently claimed that reformi schools based on congregate organization could
never aspire 1o be more than junior prisans but thar corage reform schools conld rehabilitate
their charges provided the surrogate parents were chosen with great care. The defenders of
congregate institutions refected this contention. Asinsisteruly a5 the advocates of the comage
system, they invaked family merephors to describe their intent and their actaal programs. An
affecronal mode of discipline was possible regardless of whether inmates steptand worked in
cottages of thirty or in dormitories and workplaces of several hundred, Sextimenr, not axchi-
tectural design, held the key.

That neither cottage nor congregate reform schoals provided substirure “homes” is readily
demonsirable and not surprising. Domestic metaphors provided both Europeans and Ameri-
carss with 2 new thetoriz for describing reform schools in terms consonang with the sentimen-
tal patterns of social thought common in the Viewsrian era, but the melzphers obscured the
harsh realicies of daily regimens and the fmpossibiliy of bending children's wills entirely to
the wishes of their keepers, however benign.

Female Delinquency and Gender-Segregated Reform Schools
The fizst growp of delinquent children delivered in 1825 10 the New York House of Refuge
consisted of six girls and three boys. Although girls thereafter never formed more than a small
fracdon: of the refuge’s inmates, the founders atways intended 1o include girls, albeir in en-
vrely separate vesidentizl quarners and under the supervision of 2 mamon. Because of their
isolation, the girls could not participate in most of the activiries planned for bays, but they
were still expecied to contribute, through their cooking, sewing, and washing, to the
instimden’s demestic maintenanee. As with boys, the hope was that the industrial habits

acquired fn the instirution, quite 25 much 25 any wmﬁmnﬁv.w skills _Sﬂmm. MME& QH.MMMWMH
girls 10 acquire apprentice posidons as domestic servanis in rural families far remo
ir original, corrtipring homes and communities. . .
&mﬁmﬁm the marm,uw.mp.mmaﬁna of keeping boy 2nd girl delinguents nu_mﬁnww Mnﬂﬁu“wm
were recognized, occasionally through the smbarrassing &.mnmcmq. that a ME 2 ﬁm.Mnnw-
pregnant while incarceraied. With linle more 1o occupy thelr tme &mﬂmnsm Bu.m moﬁﬁonmﬁ
ing znd Bible chats, the female mmates often became obseperous and oflen HMH o
sensibilities to a degres that their overseers could not tolerate. Although seve e
reform schools founded after mid-cemtury excluded girls, %mkoo.EHom practice ewmm ohouee
each sex in separate deparuments {if possible, in separate .uEHmwum& a EM uwﬂn sinon.
By 1880 there were only eleven separate giris' reform schools i the GMER tates.
after the turn of the century did a tne reform school movement for @”mm emerge. N
Of the two female reform schools to achieve international reputations n manH M.HMFW o
century—Mary Carpenter’s Red Lodge in England and the gn.mmﬁu. Hmﬂmﬁu .wn o0 awm
Girls in Massachuserts—the Lancaster fcility is of more abiding E&oﬁn&..&ﬁ.«.mm_ nnmqsm o
izs frnavarions in cottage design, The founders would have Huqmmmnnw muﬂ&q%.mw Mnowanm& ’
tent or fewer girls rather than the Tesidences that were .mnﬁuww ,UEF. ,Uoﬂw ing- ,muoN UWMW
homes with space for thirty or forry, b the difference m.E net 9..& &..nﬂ.. entl Mm_mm“:ﬁ g
the first to embark om a Hew reform school tradition in America, *Itis 10 M_p o “unﬂwn
house is to be 2 family, under the sole dirzction and nou.n.o.ﬂ of the matron, M o is o e i
mother of the family, The government and discipline are mmﬁn% parental. . .H”Wa is H : ?a“.
to reach them, industry, self-reliance, morality and w&@.mﬁ. and prepare nMn m&&oﬁ
qualified 10 become useful and respeciable members of sodiery. All n.r_.mﬁs .an ouwn g
stone walls, bars or balts, but by the more sure and effective wawﬁmssm.voﬁﬁﬂnw cordedl
Iove,” The nineteenth-cenrury reform schoals for gitls had their own regimen, whi T
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a¢ relendessly grinding, producdon-oriented, or harsh 25 in male reform schoels. Formal
schooling and religious sbservances were more ceryal 1o the routines of the girls' schools as
well. Housekeeping, though, was the principal means of filling the girls’ time and preparing
thern for indeniure after relesse.

The rather idylHc eatly years of the coutage reform school for ghtls in Lancaster wese not
long sustalned. Reflecting broader shifes in Massachusens child welfare policy, younger gisls
were gradually eliminated from the instirution and placed directly in farm families; they were
replaced by girls with more confirmed pattems of sexual misconduct (including prostiturion)
and petty criminal behavior, Farthermore, the growing appeal in the laze nineeenth cenrury
of hereditazian explanations of fernale delinquency (which culminated i the belief thay sexmal
experimentation by girls indicated “feeblemindedness™ belped 1o undermine faith that “the
cords of love” could rekabilitate female delincuents.

This experience was niot, of course, wique to the girls” institutions. It occurred also in
the couage reform schools for boys in such states es Ohio and Wisconsin. The reputed ability
10 classify inmates according 1o different degrees of “badness” became the principal advan-
zzge that the new cotrage design gave 1o superintendents, Rather than 2 means toward in-
tense, affection-driven personal interaction berween staff and inmates, the conage system
became malnly 4150l by which management isclated younger delinquents from older, smaller

" ones from larger, snd malconters from evervone else.

Assessing the Nineteenth-Century Heritage

By the end of the ninsteenth century, in both Eurepe and the United States, the reform schaol
could count on only 2 handful of strang proponents, in penological or educational circles, 1o
erticulate its idezls for salvaging errant yowh, One such propenent was the Columnhbia i~
versity educationist David Snedden, who believed that reform schools were pedagogical pio-
nzersin developing new methods to educate lower-class youth, especially in vocational training,
Equally pesitive assessments of sieady progress and of batter times ahead came from correc-
tons professionals, particularly after the establishment of 2 new interest group in the United
Suares, the Natlonal Conference on the Education of Truant, Backward, Dependent, and
Delinguent Children.

A much mere negative judgment was rendered by Homer Folks, a well-known social
worker and secretary of the Children's Aid Society of Pentsylvania. His review of the history
of reform schogls led im to discount borh their claimns of success and their furre utility,
These institutions, he argued, offered temprations to parents to shirk their child-rearing re-
sponsibilities, subjected younger, relatively innocent inmates to the educztional influences
and sexual advances of glder, more confirmed delinquents, imparted an inetadicable sdgma
that hatnpereq inmates' postrelease adjustment, weated individuals en, masse rather than
individually, and by their very nawre, were incapable of preparing éhildren for life ougide
an nstinution. By the 1880s similar criticisms began to be heard in Europe, even with refer-
nce to such one-time institutional exernplars as the Colomie Agricole. Folks's viewpeint

wes becoming the prevailing wisdom of child welfare reformers throughout the Westem.
wotld.
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In retrospect, the nineteenth-century reform schocl was an altogether unadventurous
institutien, Having separated juvenile from adubr offenders and thereby wumnum E..w former
{or so it was claimed) from the dangers of sexuval exploiadon and education in crinme, .%m
overwhelming majority of reform school administrators were unable to EH.En instirurion
into semething more than a nuni-prisen for children--despite the fact thar libera] commit-
ment laws sent a relatively young and ¢riminally nexperienced cohort to the schools. To the
extent that doubts about design znd purpose emerged, they centered more on form Emﬂ
substance, particularly on the alleged benefits of a cotage plan that nuooﬂwmmm& a ww.nﬁoﬁn of
domesticity that bordered on the silly. The cotage ideal became a substitute for, rather than
1 5pur 1o, original thinking showe rehabilitating juvenile delingueants.

RerciM ScHoors 19 THE First HaLr oF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

Al the mum of the twereth century, the number of reform schools in the United Stares was
still less than one hundred. They were located mainty in the North Adantic and Newth Oﬂ..”
tral states. Although boys' instinations were generally much larger than girls', _EQ varied
greadly in size, with some housing 2s many as one thousand delinquents. The ?dndnwu Te-
form schools tended to be substantially larger then their Evropean counterparts, in par: be-
cause the American institurions were bullt anew whereas the European reform schools were
often Jocated in preexisting bufldings. .

Boys composed around 80 percent of the American reform schocl popuiation. At come
mitmen: they were or: average fourteen years old, the girls were somewhat clder, and some
{nsitations sceepied children as young as age ten. The average length of stay was a Hm”.mn
under two years. Most inmates had immigrant parents (in some states nﬁ. overwhelming
majority did). African-American youth compesed around 15 percent oﬁm..n E.H..mﬁnm.

Generally spealing, girls were less likely 1o be charged with a specific criminal nm.mnu.mm
than boys. However, few boys in reform schodls were sevfous criminals efther, The majority
belonged “to the wayward, incorrigible, or vagsant class, and the special offence mﬁmmwm in
comzitment” was ustally "but an incident in 2 more or less extended career of m_.um.moﬂmﬂ
agrivity.” Whereas the gitls' offenses were wainly linked o garly sl ﬂioznmd or to
victimizztion (the distinction berween the two was not ofien observed——vice was viced, the
boys' offenses, if they involved a property crime at z1l, were imited to petty larceny and only
rarely involved a personal injury offense.

.wpn mumber Hgnaﬁ_uﬁmmog schools grew slowly but steadily in the first half of the
twentieth century; the bulk of the increase came in the Scuth and in the D.Baoﬂ.om separale
facilivies for girls. Although the great majoriny of frmates were ﬁ.ﬁn v.nomﬂw.mmé&% fewer
among them had fmmigrant parents (a product of the reduced immigration from Europe),
and progressively more wete African-American {{ollewing the large-scale meﬂﬂoa of south-
ern blacks 10 northern cides). By the 1930s, nearly 23 percent of reform school inmates were
Alrican-American.

At the same time, the average length of stay declined nearly in hai—from almost two
years to one—and the median age at commitment increased from fourteen to sixieen. The

T
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former wend probably refiscied an unstared poliey of pareling inmates early to compensate
for the fatlure of stares to build reform schools 21 2 pace commensurate with population
grovah. The Jater trend probably reflected the impact of Juvenile conre-sponsored probation
In siphoning off statas offenders and minoer propetty offenders from reform schogls,

Variations on a Nineteenth-Century Theme

The story of the rwentieth-centary reform schosl is targely the perpetuarion of scaled-down
prisons for juvenies, Inovaticns were modest in design and even more modest in imple-
mentation, no mote then a variation on adult ptison routines. Several features, however,
distinguished twentiesh-cenney refornt schools from thetr antecedents: they were moch Jess
prone to epidemic ifiness; they relied somewhar less on severe corporal punishents; they
placed greater emphasis on academic educadon; they used radimentary behavioral science
methods 1o diagnose and classify inmates: and—1o a limied degree—ihay paid maore amen.
tion 1o monitoring the postrelease experiences of innates, These changes norwithstanding, to
enter most reform schools in America and Europe in the mid-twentieth century was Lo rerurn
to a remnant of the Dickenstan era,

Most reform scheols were virtually Impervious to change. Even when serious =fors 0
ansform comectional philasophy, design, and practice were conternpizted and planned, the
implementation was usually so [aulry as to-abort the experiment. These failures were gener-
ally 25 evident in the cotage zs in the congragate instnuions,

Censtder, for example, the typleally disappeinting experience of the Ohio Boys' Indus-
trdal School (BIS}—originally kmown as the o Farm School—which in the late nineteenth
century was the best-kiown American fisitator (for males) of the Colonie Agricole. Accord-
ingto its founders, the Ohdo Farm Schoo! had two main advantages over its “house of refuge”
predecessors. First, it relied mainly on agricubtural labor to teach inmates self-reliance and
usable voeational sidlls, Second, its coutage design facilitazed dlose persoral contact and com-
muyication between the staff and nmates,

The fame of the Ohio Farm School spread in the post<Civil War era, but the instinion
5000 experienced diffionlties in maintaining its agriculoural work, Periodic crop failures and
other mishaps wndenmined the insriration's boast of maintaining sel-sufficiency. Superin-
tendemr George Howe began 1o introduce various indusiries 1o service the nstnution and
defray costs. As government #Xperises to malntain the Insticarion mounted, much of its early
legislative support groded. Howe was fired, and he was replaced by 2 superintendent who
ias far iess commmined to the school's original philosophy. Then, in 1884, the name of the
instirution was changed 1o the Ohic Boys' mdustial School 1o incorporate 2 growing orien-
tation to factory-like work, Apart from its rural lacation, the BIS was becoming increasimgly
Indistinguishsble from such waditional reform schools as the New York House of Refuge.

During the last decades of the cerury, adminisoative urmoil and havsh discipline char-
acterized the institution, Even its cottage design wasno longer a distingirishing feature as the
inrmate papulztion sozred 1o over eight hundred without a commensurare expansion in resi-
dences, As it became clear that the legistature would rom 2 deaf ear toward complaints abour
overcrowding, the supetintendems resorted 1o early release (parole) 1o regulate population
size,

DeLINQUENT CHILDREN / 375

A g

In the early 19003, the BIS introduced thres major innovations to oy 1o bring its program
in line with the “Individual westment” methods that were becoming voﬁ&mﬂ mﬂoum.monowo-
gists and educators. Influenced by such authors as William Healy, mmﬁunn” Thorndike, and
Lewis Terman, this orientation emphasized inmate classification, <onm=mﬁ.h nmcnm.ao?
and upgraded academic instrection. Potential benefits from a more mow.amg.gﬁm nwmmmmn.ﬁ.
tion of inmates received the greatest awenton, especially afier the Ohde Bureau of uvenile
Research, founded in 1913, began 1o screen fumares with psycholegical and m&%mﬂn Tesls,
Yer aside from administering « battery of examinations to idemify emnwwmmﬂpdm& boys for
exclusion, the superintendents did not have much use for the psychological Emmgmaoux The
avzilzble educational and vocational programs were simply not mm.e.mhnm...m or diverse enough
1o allow fouch refinement in selection procedures. In practice, the wmhmnﬂaﬂn nwm boys v
Insdrutional programs ov living guarters proceeded zccording to iraditional criteriz such as

g igion, and offense.
. Hnﬂﬂ%%w“m catdon, the intreducton of new forms of vocational treining changed work
routines very little. The state legislature's professed enthusiasm for a.ommmosmw progyams ”m.mm
mainly rhetorical; the limired fanding svailzble usually purchased equipment that was o noww
lete from the start and prone 1o regular breakdown., Other problerms emerged in the poor mat
berween requited work skills and fnmate abilities. The aﬁﬁm. instrucior, for ﬁ,.m.ﬁﬂ.ﬂn‘ Mﬁ.qm
perfectly sarisfied with her equipment but seon found that few inmares m.wmmmm& .En m« o
tezding skill necessary Lo train them for possible future employment as type-wiiters.”
Thesa diffieulties in implementing vocational programs paled before two more basic re-

alities, First was the limited number of vocational offerings available to the .M.E ge inmate Popu-
fation. The vast majority of inmates did not have access 10 even a Qﬁ.u&nﬁ: of )‘_oﬂacn&
training, For African-American inmates the prospects of gaining wamq inzo 3 vocational pro-
gram were even poorer, sinee they were stunted inw specific service jobs, such as tending

A vocational fraining
chats i an Indlana
Juvendle reformatory,
cirea 1910,
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the kitchen and dining facilities, where their postrelease job prospects were alleged 10 be
brighter. Second was the undenisble need, in light of inadequate legislarive appropriations
10 use the great bulk of inmate labor to mainmin the Institution. Maintenance needs at B..“
instirurion-as large as the BIS were terally endless, So-called foree work, such as wending the
garden, mending and sewing, and painting walls, occupled most intoates during the bulk of
their sizy 2t the BIS. This was especially the case i the boys weze older or lacked skilis devel-
oped in prior employments.

On the surface, more imprassive changes occurred i academnic programs than in either
vorztional mraining or inmate classification, Schooling occupied an increasing segment—of-
1en halfof most inmates’ days. Serious £fforts were made 1o upgrade the level and variety of
inerructon available o nmares and to improve the teaching staff. Though inmovation was
clearly arrempred, the BIS educators tended to exaggerate their achievements. Such 2 basic
reform 2s grading, for example, was often nndermined by the nmates' major reading defi-
ciencies, Moreover, reforms could rarely be sustained. Awracting orholding exte good zeach-
ers was 2 never-ending problem, for shvious reasons, In reality, pedagogical flexibiliry never
displaced the highly didactic fnstructional style that was common in the mineteenth-century
ﬁoﬁﬁ of refuge. Furthermore, despite the smong rhetorica] emphasis placed on formal school-
ing, there was never a doub that instinational work requirements wok precedence. Hence, it
remzined common {or inmates to be removed from school for seversl weeks at 2 tme ©
harvest crops oF to be removed from day classes entirely if they were needed to meet produc-
ton quetas and attend o pressing maintenance needs.

Far more easily integrated inte institutional routines than “ndividual treatment” was the
military regimen—in fact, military routines were already common in many nineteenth-cea-
Tury European instituticns, Like most reform schools, the BIS had relied primarily on one or
anorher version of 2 merit-dernerit systemn and its attendant series of punishments—loss of
privileges, assignment to the “correctionel cowags™ for corporal punishment, and solitaty
confinement—o regulate inmare behavior and schedule release tmes. Although the super-
smiendenrs were forever engaged i refining the merit system., the principal 2ddidon to the
nstinmdon’s disciplinary apparatus zfter 1900—coinciding with the declining legitimacy of
corporal punishments-was a heavy reliance on military drill. This wes supplemented by
estensive wse of inmate monitors (nat unlike prison trastees) to provide surveillance and 1o
secure obedience. '

Urder this roudne, inmates were placed in regiments and divided imo ranks ranging
From oFcers to cadets; inspections were beld every Sunday, followed by a dress parade. The
inreates drilled for forry-five mimutes daily and were even taken away from work assignments
to drill more. Superimendents at the BiS believed that military waining offered mulrple physical
and diseiplinary benefits to the mares of 2 reform schoal. The miliary Hu«omﬂm.ﬂ.&mo served
an tmponant public relations funciion. Through émm.& parades, annual field days, and oc-
mwﬂ.onmm sxcursions off the grounds, the inmates demonstrated to the public at large die
institution’s capacity o mold delinquents’ behavior.

Br the 19305, the highly struciured and formalized relationships characteristic of a aili-
tary curpos: had penetrated every aspect of staffinmate reladions. The boys marched 1o and
from every activity in total silence. “The general impression . . . was that the whole spirit at
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this school was racher that of an old-fashioned instination Tunning on instfutionsal precedents
estabiished during the long years of exisience, with only such siaff teamwork as comes from
< somewhat riliaristic organization.”

(Central to the military organization was the monitor sysiemm, which promoted some boys

1o supervisory positions over their fellow inrmates. In the shaps, fields, and couages, the
rmomitors kept irmnates under constant surveillance, They couid puil inmaes out of line and
inform stafi of any misbehavior; when staff were absent for any Teason, the menitors wese left
in charge. The BIS administrators were aware thet this system tended to undermine their
abiliry to build srustameng the boys. Men etheless, they axgued that, given the facility's fran-
«iz] constraints and its perpetual overcrowding, they had nio other option 10 rmainan arder.
“We've got 1o handle them on 2 mass basis,” ecknowiedged one superintendent ir: the 1940s.
The monitor system was, of coutse, subject Lo seriqus abuse. “Manned by the toughest bullies
in the school,” some monitors wers “muthorized to beat up or otherwise discipline their feliow
{nmates—to ke funkies of the weaker boys, 1@ extert ‘bribes, to inflict sadistic punish-
menss, and even force hemosexual relatdonships.”

Berween the 1920s and the 15405, the BIS admiristraters still boasted of the insttutien's
cottage organization. However, severe overcrowding “precinded the possbility of any seal
family aunosphere.” One superinendent umhesitatingly admiteed, “The school is operated
dlong semi-military lines.” Consistent with this view was angther superintendznt’s descrip-
Sen of the inmates’ ving arrangements; “We hiave nine i) Bamalfes. The family company is
made up of {orty boys.” The superintendent’s mixed metaphors nicely synrhesized both the
fnstiation's orighns as a cottage Teform school and its transformation into a rlitary cuTpost.

Experimental Reform Schools: The Gearge Junior Republic
and the Whittier State Reform School

The evalurionary path traced by the BIS reflected ‘broader pattetns of reform school develop-
men in the first e of the twentieth cenuty in botk Europe and America, In the early 1900s,
however, 2 number of fescinating experiments in juvenile corrections were launched in the
Uriited States and soon acquired an internztional repration. These experiments, under both
public and private zuspices, were fow i mumber and without extensive influence, Nonethe-
Iess, they helped suswin the quasi-utcpian tradition thar such institurions 25 the Rauhe Haus
and the Colonie Agricole had brought o juvenile correstions in the nineteenth century. Two
exaraples were the Gearge funior Republic and the Whittier State Reform School,

Probably the best-known innovatorin juvenile corrections in the early twenteth century
was ‘William “Daddy” George. George's unique blend of modern educational ideas and con-
servative econormic principles in his Junder Republic in Freeville, New York, won hira a large
following among child welfare workers i the United States and, evenmally, throughout the
Western world, The orgenizational centerpiece of the Junior Republic was inmate self-gov-
ermment. The inmates day-to-day life wes regulated mairly by their peets, who were elected
o the institution's offices of president, senator, representative, and so forth. In addition toTe-
creauing the basic politicsl structure of the United States, the Juniar Republic established
such cormunity instdrurions as benks, stores. police, and a judiciary to resolve conflicts, all
of which were run by the inmates, In addition, the Jundor Republic issued its ewn money and
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Willlam “Daddy”
Georgr (o) posts
with seme of iy
charges at the George
Junior Republicin
Freeville, Now York,
cirea 1896, AR at-
tempt to recregie the
reftrm school as &
communigy, the Re-
public was policed and
governed By immarcs,

expected every tomate to eamn his keep, including the costs of food znd lodging. Though
George established the ground rules and occasionally imervened in the process, the inmates
of the Junior Republic controlled their fate 1o a remarkable degree. .

George was ¢learly wying to re-create in a reform schos] the aure of z normael embryonic
commupity {including girls as well as boys) of the kind envisioned by the most famous
progressive educator, John Dewey. This funetioning community, George believed, prepared
tnmates for effective citizenship far better than the pious lectures and ineffective civies les-
soms that were stzndard inmost reform schools (or Amexican public schools, for that manter).
Underglzding the legal framework of the Jurior Republic was the moral principle of “nothing
<without labor.” George had fewer quaims than many child welfere workers abovut the viraes
of lafssez-faire capitalism. He offerzd inmates regular oppornmices 1o earm a sufficient in-
come not only ta pay for basic food and lodging bur to accumulate savings and eventolive’n
a degrae of lusury (zt the “Horel Waldor!® rather than a1 the “Beanery™). Aslong as social
distinctions arose from effort and achievemens, George had no desire to enforce the same life-
style on inmates simply because they all resided at the same insdrution.

Just as George offered materisl incentives for exaraordinary effort and achievement, he
did not hesitate to punish sloth and imprevidence. The "nothing without labor™ principle did
not lead Lo starvation or exposure for uneooperative, lazy, or economically imprudent in-
maes. Tt &id mean, however, that they would be sentenced to the Junior RepubHc's jail
followed by a symbolic “repayment” for upkeep by being forced 1o crush stones.

Although 1he Junior Republic was known mainly for ts reliance on inmare sell-govern-
ment and the "nothing without labor” principle, the rhythm of daily life centered on diverse
vocational and academic tasks, just asat many less innovative referm schools, The differences
weere mainly two: first, George implemented the vocarional programs more comprehensively
2nd the academic programs more creatively than did directors of other correctional instru-
tions; and secend, George embedded his instructional programs wirthin a much broader re-
habilitative credo.

f
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Most children at the Junior Republic divided their days equally between vocational and
academic purswits, The institurion early gained a reputation as 2 model vocational school.
The “nothing without labor™ principle wasnot expended on the kinds of make-work or insti-
utipnal maintensnee chores that oceupied inmates at Most reform schoels but Tather on
well-conceived projects that combined theory and praciice. Moreover—in 2 radical depar-
(wre from other reform schools’ policies—George kept in close contact with Jocal business-
men znd thereby facilitated the employment of neardy a1l of his charges after their Telease. (ax
Jeast this was tue of the boys; it is less certain what became of the girls after release.)

Atthe beginning, George was skepiical that academic {nstraction bad 2 place in his work-
centeyed, eRm-your-owWi-way insutation. Put he soon devised a mezns to integrate acaderm-
ies into the Junior Republic so that it was congruent with 2nd reinforced his cosrectional
philosophy. Rather thanl offer conventional instruction o children who, in the main, kad
failed at prior schocling, George opened instesd 2 “Byblishing House.” Like their work as-
signments, the innates’ acadermic assignments Were cornpleted through a courract with the
foremen-teachers who ran the “Publishing House™, inmates were remunerated for their aca-

apmic efforts 2t a rate comparable 1o thar paid for other tasks at the insrution

Bits and pieces of Willizm George's correctional ideas penetrated into many public and
private reform schools in the United States and Burepe in the first half of the rwentieth cen-
tury, espectally the sel-government scheme. Nonetheless, the penetration was almost ahways
superficial, isclated not anly from George's comprehensive educaticnal philosophy but alse.
nevitzbly, from the unique coniext in which the instmion had evolved in upstats New
York-

The second example of 2 unique experimen: & juvenile reform was the Whinier State
Reform School. As noted earlier, most rwentieth-century reform schools in the United States
did lirtle more to Mtegrate individuz] trezument nto their operations than subject their in-
mxes 16 & baztery of mental rests, Those ceform schools thar did actempt 1o mzke use of their
Jiagnoses found it Aifficult 1o tranglate new kmowledge into new modes of treatment, either
because their grounding in psychology was superficial or because the urgency of meintaining
secure custody overrode individuel treatment considzrarions, But a few correconal instiv-
tions did y more diligenty and comprehensively than others 10 implemens the individual
wreamment ideal, probably none more 50 than Whitder, California’s principal public correc-
tiona) insttution for delinquent boys.

n, 1912, the relorm-minded govemer o California, Hiram Johnson, appointed a Los
Angeles businessman, Fred Nelles, a5 superintendent ar Whirder. Built earlier on the congre-
gare design, Whittier was reputed w0 be nothing more than a sezled-down prisen for juve-
wiles. Deterzained to push Caiifornia o the vanguard af carrecrional practice, Nelles cultivared
substantial personal sapport from legislators during the next fifteen yearsand fundamentally
overhauled the stricture and operations of the istituion. The extent of his efferis demon-
strated what it 1ok 10 make individual wrearment Tore than empty thetoric.

To reslize his gedls, Melles felt that it was essential 1o control bis immediate environ-
smenr. This meznt, Arst, restructuring He facility according to 1be cotrage rather than the
congregate design. It took over terl years for NeTles to Tebuild the nstiruzion so tat the great
majority of inmates lived in cottages, ‘ut when the pracess was complete e had no doubr of
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the superiority of this appreach, Nelles's plan of individual treatment also presumed, 45 ar
private reform schools in both the United States and Furope, considerable contre! aver ad-
rriissions and a select, fairly young population on whern to translate theory into practice. He
quickly gained the authority to exclude boys over the age of sixteen and to transfer refractory
inmates, and by the early 1520s, he was able <o rid the ingtiturion of inmates who scored
exceptionally low on intefligence tests.

Unlike William George, Nelles made clinies] diagnosis of inmates’ behavior problems a
centerpiece of his treamment plans. With the active pardedpation of the psychelogy depart-
ments at UCLA and Stanford University, Nelles developed his own research department (ater
called the California Buresu of Juvenile Research) 1o provide extensive psychological testing
and, to 3 Jesser exaent, psychiatric counseling of inmates. The bureaw's prime cbjects were to
formulate individual trearment plans that tock into account inmates’ special needs and 1o
pursue scientific research inte the canses and cures for delinquency. The bureau also recom-
mended specific placemnents in cotrage, school, work assignment, and recreation. The behav-
joral sciences, in Nelles’s view, held the key to individualizing treatment.

Althongh the comage system, a selective admissions process, and clinical evaluation and
assignment provided z framework for inmovation, Nelles still kad to specify rehabilitative
goals and establish specific programs to fulflll chem. Tt was more in the execution than in the
articylation of guals or programs that Whitiler differed from most public reform schools,

Though he often spoke the language of the behaviorel sciences, Nelles was quite radi-
tonal in poroaying character development as the primary gosl of a reform school. Accord-
mngly, thers were minimal resoaints on inmates” movements within the instituon. They rarely
marched in formation, and there were no fences or guards to prevent escapes. Whirder did
not insist on uniforms, so the boys wore their own clothing. They sven had individual lockers
for persoral possessions. Corporal punishment was prohibited. The mest severe punish-
ment-—and one ravely used—was assignment 1o one of four guaraniine rooms in the lost-
privilege cottage. However, even when isolated, inmates received normal food provisions
and were reguiarly interiewed to determine whether they were ready 1o resume regular ac-
tvities. Nelles's scheme of punishment was less harsh than the one in place at the George

Junior Republic.

Acedemic schooling, vocational waining, and experience in teatmwerk viz athletic and
other recreaonal activizies were the main vehicles through which Melles sought to transform
inmares’ character, During the early part of his administradion, Nelles gave primary attention
to building up formel vecational wraining at Whirter. By the 1920, though net denigrating
vocaiionzal preparadon, he placed increasing emphasis on acadermics, pardeularly now that
the *feebleminded” boys and those over the age of sixteen had been reduced. Al boys under
fourteen, and those over fourteen who had not completed fourth grade, attended academic
school for approximazely five and one-half hours every day, Nelles, like George, introduced
an individualized contract-leamning plan to strucrure acadernic instruction above the sixth
grade level, The flexibility of this plan was particularly well suited to a reform school, Nelles
believed, because the arvival and departure of inmates throughout the year was irregular and
because the contracts of boys whe were failing could be zliered without embarrassing them
{as was often the case in public schoals).
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“Whereas Nelles's pedagogical innovations were most apparentin .nsn academic arena, he
placed grear fath in his elaborate vocationsl maining programs. He claimed mﬁ mamy former
iomates contimied working on the cutside at the same occapations for which Whitder had
trained ther. Though Whitrer taught (with Zzirly up-to-date equipment) some mn.ﬁms trades,
the kine separating waining from instirational maintenance Wes hard to draw, This was not 2
major cancern 1o Nelies, who saw vocational training principally as 2 form of character devel-

ment and 4 spur o emetionsl maturation. )

owﬂw”u Jess iﬂmm 10 Nelles's correcrinnal progrem were (he formally erganized athletc and
recreational activities. In addition to daily gym clzss for everyone, the sports progrem mﬁﬁg.
sized couage-based, comperitive inramural contests. Participation was nmﬂn@q En:ﬂ o
boys who were performing weil in school and who extibited acceptable behavior. The prime
aim of the program was not vietory but, as in vocationsl training, character mﬁ‘moﬁﬁs.s_

Recreation was not considered as therapentic 45 athlerics, but & was na Tess organized
and central to Nelles's plans. Responding to the widely shared view that children were gen-
erally delinguent during their leisare hours, Nelles considered it essential to teach boys the
wholesame use of free time. For example, he equipped each conage with a Houmﬂummwnﬂ.oa
which he played radic programs designed 1o fmprove inrnares’ musics] tastes 2nd on which
he often read stovies and books aloud at night. In addition—and very fraportant o Zamn.m
because it substiuted for the military trappings that marked mogt European and Hw@,?pg.
can institutions in the 19205—<he Whinier State Reform School sponsored & thriving wo.uw
Scouts program. Seout executives in the ity ol Whirtier were Heavily invelved in the program’s
administraton, and when inmates were paroled, special effors were razde to enroll them in
a loeal Scour upit.

SUNEESE———
The Whitder Stair Re-

Jorm Schoo! baschall

team i 191+, Teach-
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1 suma, the Whitder State Reform School embodied several features that differentiated it
in both design znd implementation from most public reform scheols: small cottages staffed by
suogate parents; no walls; selective admissions; no corporal punishment and a mild disci-
plinary appararus; clinical disgnesis as a routine service; on-site experimentation and evalu-
ation monifored by a research unit with streng academic links; a batance berween academic
and vocadonal instroction, with srong programs in both; highly developed athleric and rec-
reztionzl programs; regalar exposure of inmates to outsiders through athleries and vecreational
events; and private-sector subsidy of instiational activides. All these elements placad Whirder
in the vanguard of juvenile corrections in the Brst half of the twentieth century.

Girls' Reform Sckools: Domesticating Sexual Misconduct
In the decades preceding and following World War 1, female delinquency began attracting
increasing attention 25  separate and pressing social problem in the United States, Whereas
berween 1830 znd 1920 a0 average of fewer than fve new reform schools for females were
opened per decade, rwenty-three such facilities began operation berween 1910 and 1920
Equally imporant, = wumber of states took over girls' reform schools that had been founded
under privare zuspices.

Many Americn reform schools for gils resembled traditionsl prisons ad regularly
employed flogging, solitary confinement, cold-water baths, nausea-inducing drirgs, severely
restricred diers, and head-ghaving s disciplinary measures. Bat a number of institutions—
such 5 Sleighion Farms in Pennsylvania, El Retiro in Los Angeles, Sauk Cemterin Minnesota,
the State School for Gisls in Connecticus, and Clinten Farms in New Jexsey——earned reputa-
tons for educztional immevation that equaled or surpassed those amained by the Junior Re-
public and the Whirtier State Reform School. The besckmown publidists for new approaches
10 female juvenile correcrions were Martha Falconer, the superintendent of Sleighton Farms,
and Miriam Van Waters, the superintendent of El Rediro. As described by them, the modem
reform schoet for girls shared the characterieries of 2 psychologicel clinic, 2 sanatorium, 2
summer camp, 2 counmy day school, 2 working farta, 2 home economics deparument, a pas-
1074l college campus, and a George Junior Republic.

Unformumetely, empitical investigation of twentieth-century American reform schools for
girls lags behind ever: thut of Teform schoals for boys (dhe scholarship on Furopean instine-
tions is more meager stll). It is not yet possible to describe their characreristics in detail or 10
be certmin whether new ideas were fully manslated into daily programs. Nonetheless, one
characreristic of the experimental girls' instturions i clear: ke their nineteenth-cenvary pre-
decessors, they defined female delinguency in gender-specific terms, This auinde was ro
less characteristic of E! Retiro and Sleighton Farms than of dezens of other instiutions that
functioned solely a5 holding tanks unril the girls reached their eighieenth birthdays,

Unlike boys, girls continued o be branded delinquent and incarcerated primarily for
ont-of-wedlock sexual setvity, THicit sex by female youth was presented 2s both a medical
and 2 biological threar to society. On the one hand, the *sex delinguent” was alleged o be a
key carrier of venereal disease. On the other, the “sex delinguent” by giving birth ta children
alieged to be memally or biologically inferior, was identified as 2 major threat fo the genetic
purity of the population. Indeed, female *sex delinquents™ wete 2 prime object of the eugeni-
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£sts most prominent policy instnzment, sterilization. Girls' reform schocls played a keyrole
in sdentifying inmates for the sexual surgery, usually by discharging them from the reform
school and having them placed at special state hospils for “fecbleminded” and/or recalci-
gant “sex delinguents.”

Conclusion

For ali the enthusiasm that innovarive programs created, neirher i the United Sutes nor m
Furope did the models provided by the George upicr Republic, the Whitter Sute Reform
School, El Retiro, and Sleighton Farms transform the institutional treatment of juvenile
delinquents. The quiet dererioration of the ninetgenth-cenmury staws quo, rather than new
deparrures, characterized the histary of reform schodls during the first half of the Twentieth
cenmry. Tndeed, the most notzble change during this period may have been the decline of
and, finally, the abolition of the Colonie Agricole in 1937, With its demise, there was 1o
inernzrional modet to serve 2 A counzerforce 1 the predominant view of the reform school
as 2 mini-prison for children.

Some child welfare reformers on both sides of the Arlzntic &id achieve a modicum of
success in challenging prevailing opinion znd practice, In England, for exanple, the passage
of the Children’s and Young Person’s Act of 1033 created a new generation of “approved
schools™ for juvenile delinqueris and stirred more serious discussion about reform schools
than at any other time since Mary Carpenter's campaigns in the 1850s and 18605. Yet the
“approved schools” constinmed only a modest aleration of the starus que. In collapsing the
nineteenth-cenvury industrial school and reformatory w form a single new type of "zpproved
school,” England mainiy followed the well-estzblished American example in consolidating
inetitations whose clientele had never been clearly differentizted in the first place. {1t should
be noted that Britin's most famots conmibution to penology in the first half of the wwentieth
cemtury, the Borstal, was almed at yOung men berween the ages of sixteen aud rwenty-one

* rather than the customary reform school cohort of ffteen and under.)

In some ways, the publicity recetved by the qu asiutopian Amexlean reform schools tay
have created or perpermated an {lusion of more genuine fnterest in change than actually
existed among corrections practitioners cT the larger poblic. Nonetheless, the experimermal
American Teform schools introduced a breath of fresh air into an ingtitation that for nearly
three-quarters of 2 century had undergone only cosmetic change. One need not claim strong
external influence for these experiments 1o acknowledge how invenrive they were 2nd 0
wonder hew other delinguent yoath might have fared if these examples had been more widely
imitated,

Tug LasT HURRAH AND BEYOND:
Tue Rerorm ScroOL AND DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION

Several major changes in the characteristics of American veform schools and their inmates
emesgeé after World War 11 First, the total rutber of faveniles inreform schools increased
substantally. Berween 1950 and 1970, the population under confinement jumped by over
75 percent, from 35,000 ro 62,000 inmates. The rate of juvenile incarceration increased a5
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well, frem 127 to 156 per 100,000 juvenles. Second, the number of publicly operated re-
form schools grew 16 nearly two hundred-—znd this figure excluded several hundred more
zarnps. group homes, and private instrodons that mighe fairly be regarded as mini-refonm
schoals. Third, the share of reform school inmates who were female declined from its mid-
century high of approximarely 33 pergent w approximaely 20 percent (the same s in the
late nineteenth cerxury). Fourth, while the share of imuigrant youth in reform schools de-
Jimed drzmatically, the share of African-American youth grew rapidly, reaching 40 percen
by 1670, Finally, although the average age at commitment remained steady at sbaeen, the
averege lengrh of sy contnued its cenmary-long decline, so that by 1970 it was under cne
vear.

The early 19705 were 2n especially discordant period in the history of American juventls
corrections. As a Tesult, two of the trends just ourlined were reversed: both the numbes of
yourh incarcerzted and the rate of juvenile incarceration deelined during this decade, How
ever, there is good reason for skepricism abow the real import of this change. It may be that
rmany juveniles who once world havebeen incarcezated in reform schools were sent to smaller
group homes and private custodizl instirugons. In any event, the rate of juventle incarcera-
vion wes saon on the rise again and by the mid-1980s reached zn all-time high of over 200
per 100,000 juveniles. By the early 1980s, the towal reform school population was 2lso ex-
panding, faeled by the growing shars of Aftican-American youth, who now camposed more
than 50 percent of the inmates.

The early-twentieth-century seaxch for new straiegies in juvenile corrections came o a
resounding end i the third quarer of the rwentieth cemtury. Most professionals in child
welfare 2nd lzw enforcement had already lost faith in the reform school as 2 desirable place-
ment for delinguent yowh. Bui the new commitmenit o the deinstrutionzlization and com-
munity rearmers movements of the 1960s and 1970s was built on different presumprions.
These movemenis represented, first, 2 wansformarion of earlier discouragement and skepu-
cisin into 1otal despair and, second, an utrer denial of the waditional claims thar-—even ona
theoradical level—reform schools could fanciion more like schools than. prisons. The reha-
bilitarive ideal was virmally desied, for childrer as well as adults, as 2 legitimate or feasible
purpose of corrections.

The Lest Hurrah: The Youth Corrgetion Authority

Curlogsly, the deinstirutionalizarion and community TeATment MOVEMELS eraerged in the
afterrnach of one final wnaﬂ.mr it the 19408 and 10505, to Tevive confidence in reform schocls
25 porendally effective environments in which to deliver individusl weatment 1o delinquent
yoush. This renewed confidence centered as mruch on new idess about the administration of
reform: schools 2t on any original therapeuric approaches to correcting delinquent behavier,

Starting Ins the 3930s, severzl prominent Americzn advocares in the fizlds of correcticns
and Jaw advenced the view thar the nest great step forward in the treamment of delinquent
youth would be for each siate 1o creatz a “Youth Anthority” or “Youh Correction Authority.”
These new agencies, it was believed, would rermove the commitment decision from a scat-
tered, unregulated judiciary and cevralize i ina single bedy whose placement decisions
would devive impardally, indeed scientifically, from elzborate psychiamic, psychological,
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medical, and social casework assessznents sonducted by experts. By centralizing contrel over
placement and assigning ‘ehaviorzl evalustions to expens, each state would maxiraize its
chances of rehabilizing delinquemt youth and would provide an effective march berseen
individual need and rehabilitative program.

OF course, like many nstiional dassificarion schermes that hzd been proposed over
the years, the Youth Correcdon Authority idea assumed the exisience of both, 2 sclentific
shility 1 diagnose problem behaviors in youth and the ready availability of spectalized pro-
grams to offer trearment. The tendensy among advocates was 16 assume that prior difficaltes
i rehabilirating delinguent yourh would virtually disappear once placements were Tational-
jzed under expert conrrol. Characteristic were the comments of the well-known penologists
Harzy Eimer Barnes and Negley Teeters: “There fsliwle doubr thet this Youth Authority inno-
vation is the most important advance in correcrionsl thought since the 1870°s.”

This emerging concept took concrete form na model “Youth Correction Autherity Act’
formulated in 1940, Five states (California, Minnesota, Wiscensin, Massachusetts, and Texas}
created one or another version of a Youth Correction Awthority during the next decade. The
California Youth Authority (CYA) was created in 1941 and was given administrative respon-
sibilicy for the state’s veform schools in 1942. Essenally updating and expanding the 19208
individus] treamment phslosephy of the Whitter State Reform School, the CYA particularly
emphasized the role to be played by “diagnostic centers,” o which all definquent youth would
e sem, before placement in 2 pardeular instimtion- The diagrostic cemter would iderify the
distinetive problems and needs of each youth with the expectation that an appropriale treat-
ment already existed or could be devised to solve his or her individual probiems.

Throughout the 10505, the CYA used its considerable politcat clout to gain leglslative
suppon fora monumental building program w expand and diversify the state’s yeform schools.
T4 confidence of many corrections leaders in the stawe grew 25 increasingly sophistcated
diagnostie technologies were developed under CYA suspices. These culminated in the inven-
diem of the “Interpersonal Manmity Level,” or *I-Level” screening device to define mate
personality types for purposes of classificarion and assigrment 1o specific reatment Programs.

1n addition w building seversl large veform schaols, often organized mrtemally by cot-

tages, the CYA popularized a new model of what roight be 1ermed 2 mini-reform school,
in the forrn of correctional “camps.” Originated in the 19305 by the juvenile probation szifin
Los Angeles County, the camps were mnitially ereatzd 1o serve a5 vehicles for providing de-
pression-era transignt youth with a means of earning train [are to revurn home. As sponscred
by the CYA, the camps usually housed bewween fifty and severity boys who had been carefully
screenied for adznission. They usually kept theboys incarcerated fornot thore than six months,
afterwhich (as In the swre’s other teform schools) the boys were returned to the commumity
on parole. In additien 1o intensive individual counseling, other programs centered on park
development, road CODSTUCHON, CORSRIVALIOD, and farming. The California model of 2 mini-
reform schop) became firly popular in the 1550s in such states as Michigan, Wisconsin,
Ohie, Mingesota, Hllinois, and Washingion.

The reneved confldence in reform schools as porertial diagnostic and tyeatment cenlers
in mid-century America exerved considersble influence in several European juvenile corree-
tional systems. The publicatons of the CYA, s Gordon Hawkits and Franklin Zimring have
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obsarved, were widely read in Europe, and Americzn theories provided z conceptual basls for
a mew approach 1o corTections. ’

The Reform School Scorned: Deinstitutionalization and Comriunity Treatment
Although it orchestrated 2 boem in reform-school building, the CYA intended from the stan
10 explore new community-based approaches 1o delinquency prevention and treatmenr. The
idea thar delinquents woald be best served by noninstinational rrezement had des origing in
the mid-nineresnth century; in the 19505, the more immediare sdmulus for the growing
Interest in community-based programs was a number of well-known social experitents,
noiably the Chicago Area Project, the Cambridge-Somerville project, and the Highfields project.
In 1961 the {C¥A-wbuilding upon these models a5 well a5 npon &ts own creative work in
asgisting delinquents in their neighborhoods--Jaunched the Commumiry Treatment Project
(CTP} in several sections of Sacramento and Stockton. As much as any single event, the cre-
azion of the CTP inaugurated the commitsent to deinstinutionalization and o community
reatment movements in American juvenile corrections.

The CTP was 2 carefully planned social experiment thar, at least in its idez] form, grouped
delinquents scientifically by I-Level, assigned them randomly to reform schools or commun-
nify treazment (oftgntimes to their own homes), and compared the effectiveness of institu-
tional versus comamurity programs. A select group of CYA parele agents was trained in I-Level
diagnosis and treatment strategies te provide intensive supervision and counseling 10 youth
in the experimental group. Caseloads were unusually small, around eight vouth per agent,
and additional rescurces (such s money 10 purchase foster care, tutors, expert consultars,
and transportation) were provided to enlarge the agents’ range of commumiry-hased trear-
MeNt oprions.

The preliminary results from the CTP were very positive and received wide publicity.
They were alleged o demonstrate clearly the superiority of community-based trearment over
reform schoo! placement 2s 2 means of treating juvenile delinquents, superority notjust in
rehabilitative effectiveness buz in fuanelsl savings as well. Evidence from the CTP was widely
used 1o challenge the jurisdicdon of reform schools over all but the most bardened juvenile
offenders. The inidal findings from the CIF were rapidly integrated into the deliberations of
twp national policy-making bodies ir the United States, the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcemen: and the Administration of Justice {1967) and the National Commission on the
Causes and Prevention of Viclence (19693, Buth reports eoncluded that incarceration had
failed either 1o deter crime or 1o cure criminals,

Despite evidence suggesting that the social selentific foundations for the initial glowing
evahuations of the CIP were shallow and misleading (as presented in Paul Lerman's devastat-
ing 1975 critique of the CIP, Commumity Treatment and Social Contrel), momentum in faver
of community-based weatmem grew dramarically in the late 19605 and early 1970s. Reflect
ingin varlous ways the impact of the children's rights movement, the ¢ivil rights movernent,
and the growing distrust of law enforcement 2s an agent of coercive paternalism, the eredibil-
ity of all components of the juvenile justice system~—but especially of reform schools—came
underwithering review by the cours, legislatures, and 2 growing anmny of acadermicians. Within
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g remarkably short period of time, new pelicies were maugursted in most stales 16 protect
juvenles from placement in reform schools unless they had commined persistently serious
criminal offenses 4nd 1o house jess serious offenders in small communiry-based facilides, if
not o divert them ahogether from formeat conmacr with any past of the juvenile justce system.

The CTP, in shart, heralded an and-instiracional shift in American juvenile correctiomal
philesaphy as radical as that which had led 1o the $nivial creation of reform schools in .m,sn
early nineteenth century, For many vocal crivics in the 16705, the state had a moral obligation
not to subject the innocence of youth to the cruelty of the reform school. No doubt the most
dramaric exernplificarion of this viewpoint was the 1972 decision by Jerome Miller, the com-
missioner of the Massachusetts Department of Yourh Services, to close fts several reform schools
and ro substizare 2 necwork of seall, generally nonsecure group homes. Though Miller was
generally viewed es unique for his political daring and skill, his closing of rraditional custo-
dial tnstiraions for fuveniles reflected the consensus, emerging during e 15705 and ealy
1980s, that the refor school could not redeem errznt youth—a COmSEnsus reflzcted in the
rpid expansion of a dizzying array of government-subsidized, privately sponsared, commu-
nity-based treatment zlternatives.

T both rhetoric and tavw, Miller's sendments came to & rether remarkable culminaton in
1974 with the passage of the Juvenilte Justce and Delinquency Prevention Act, which gave
the imprimarur of Congress 1o deinsimsionalization 252 correctional ideal. After 1974, it was
unlikely that the American reform school wonld ever again be poruayed as field of &n,n..am
onwhich 1o plan grand schemes for rehabilitating juverdle delinquents. That the reform school
would contnue 1o exist, most carrections leaders on both sides of the Atante grudzingly
accepred. But no longer would therz be aven a pretense thet it had 2 heroic child-saving
mission to fulfill ’
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