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Two types of institutionalized delinquent boys were identified in a sample of 306 for the
purpose of investigating differences in the etiology of their antisocial behavior and in their
responses to a group-centered treatment program. The “Buoyant” and “Beset” types,
defined by their levels of anxiety and depression, are compared conceptually to types
identified in other classification schemes. Two-thirds of the sample showed sufficiently
stable anxiety and depression over time to warrant classification. The importance of
considering stability in defining the types is underscored by comparisons of the stable with
unstable boys. Comparison of the Buoyant and Beset types revealed significant differences
in life experiences and style of delinquent behavior prior to their institutionalization, in
their behavior and attitudes during incarceration, and in the components of the treatment
that affected their behavior and attitudes. The findings are discussed in terms of the
validity of the proposed typology, their implications for etiological theory, and the
guidance they may provide for differential treatment.

his article reports a study intended to assess the usefulness of
a particular typology of delinquent boys. The typology
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is grounded in a general theory of delinquent behavior that
conceives of delinquency as a defense that many adolescents
employ successfully to ward off conscious feelings of self-
derogation (Gold & Mann, 1972). A variety of studies, using
different methods and observing different samples of adolescents,
support the conclusion that low self-esteem motivates delinquent
behavior (Gold & Mann, 1972; Kaplan, 1980; Shore & Massimo,
1969). The typology is based on the observation that some heavily
delinquent youth continue to display low self-esteem. This
persistent self-derogation indicates that delinquency is an inade-
quate defense for these youth, and, as a consequence, they should
experience high levels of anxiety and depression.

In this study, we investigate whether distinguishing institu-
tionalized delinquent boys on the basis of their anxiety and
depression constitutes a useful typology. We assess the validity of
the typology in terms of its relationships to background character-
istics of youth and to their responsiveness to a group-centered
treatment program. We take advantage of a short-term longitud-
inal design to distinguish delinquents whose anxiety and depres-
sion seem to be stable personal attributes from those whose
anxiety and depression is more variable, and presumably more
responsive to situational factors.

The anxious and depressed youth are the type of delinquents
that Hewitt and Jenkins (1947) labeled “unsocialized aggressive”
and distinguished from “socialized” delinquents in their classic
typological study. (Hewitt and Jenkins actually claimed to have
found three “fundamental patterns of maladjustment,” of which
only these two were specifically delinquent.) Hewitt and Jenkins’s
typology is based on an assessment of enduring personal charac-
teristics. In this respect, it is more similar to the personality-based
typological approaches of researchers such as Lykken (1957),
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Quay (1964), Eysenck (1970), Hare (1970), and Megargee and
Bohn (1979) than to those whose classifications are based on the
kinds of offenses the delinquents committed (e.g., Hindelang &
Weis, 1972; McCord, McCord, & Zola, 1959) or on the social
milieu in which offenders live (e.g., Cloward & Ohlin, 1960).

Hewitt and Jenkins’s typology has held up well in subsequent
research. (See Gold & Petronio, 1980, and Quay, 1987, for
reviews of studies.) Hewitt and Jenkins (1947) labeled their two
delinquent types “unsocialized” and “socialized” on account of
the differences in their relations with peers. They found the
former to be more quarrelsome, unable to get along with other
children, and lacking close friends. The corresponding “under-
socialized aggressives” in Quay’s (1987, p. 121) scheme are also
characterized by poor interpersonal relations and are “likely to be
at odds with everyone in the environment.” In a separate line of
research, Lykken (1957) also found that young adult criminals
could be usefully typed on the basis of the degree of their anxiety,
the less anxious showing less avoidance of punished responses
during a test of avoidance learning.

Our version of the typology originates in Gold and Mann’s
(1984) study of the effectiveness of alternative school programs.
They distinguished only two types of delinquents, using a
measure of anxiety and depression to classify the boys and girls
they observed. Gold and Mann recognized the similarity of their
typology to Hewitt and Jenkins’s and to Quay’s. They labeled
their types “Beset” and “Buoyant”in order to call attention to the
emotional condition by which the youths were classified, rather
than to assume any particular differences in their peer relations.
The Beset are like Hewitt and Jenkins’s unsocialized type and
probably includes both Quay’s undersocialized and anxious-
withdrawn-dysphoric types. It should be noted here that, of these
two types, Hewitt and Jenkins (1947, p. 95) found the unsocialized
aggressive to be more “neurotic” and “nervous,” but not more
“depressed.” In comparison to the Buoyant youth, the Beset were
not only more anxious and depressed, but Gold and Mann also
found that they got along worse with their peers and tended to
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commit more solitary delinquent acts, thus conforming to the
“unsocialized” description of Hewitt and Jenkins.

The theoretical and empirical differences between the two
types led us to hypothesize that they would differ in their life-
histories and other personal characteristics. Hewitt and Jenkins
believed that the two types had been treated differently by their
parents: They observed that the unsocialized aggressives were
rejected from infancy, while loss of control by parents during
adolescence was typical of the socialized aggressives. In an
English replication of Hewitt and Jenkins’s study, however, Field
(1967) found no relationship of the three types to any particular
type of upbringing.

Types based on Hewitt and Jenkins’s system have also been
found to differ in their responsiveness to treatment. Quay (1987,
p. 128) has concluded, “It is abundantly clear that the Under-
socialized Aggressive group is the most troublesome in the
institutional setting . . .” and that “failure while on probation [is]
more common among this group.” Gold and Mann (1984)
reported that an alternative school program had a positive effect
on Buoyant youth, but not on Beset youth. Atwood, Gold, and
Taylor (in press), in a preliminary analysis of data on the boys
included in the present study, found that the Beset boys did not
respond as well to group-oriented institutional programs as their
Buoyant fellows did four months after they had been admitted to
the institution. The boys’ scores on the measure of anxiety and
depression administered upon their admission predicted reliably
to several measures of institutional adjustment four months later.

Rubinstein (1986) addressed two important methodological
issues pertaining to the Buoyant/Beset typology. One is whether
grouping delinquents into types is more appropriate than treating
anxiety and depression as a continuous dimension. His cluster
analyses of delinquent boys’ profiles on Gold and Mann’s scale of
anxiety and depression yielded a simple dichotomy between the
highs and the lows; any further subclassification blurred the
distinctiveness of the two types.

The other issue addressed by Rubinstein is whether the anxiety
and depression by which the delinquents were classified in the
studies by Gold and Mann (1984) and by Atwood et al.



Gold et al. /| DELINQUENT BOYS 9

characterize merely their mood as interviewees. Rubinstein casts
doubt on this narrow interpretation, for he found that the Beset
more than the Buoyant boys were described independently by
their caregivers as emotionally disturbed.

Thus previous research suggests that a typology that distin-
guishes delinquents on the basis of the degree of their anxiety and
depression is a promising one, both to investigate the life-
historical conditions for their delinquency and to predict their
responses to treatment programs. Such a typology is similar to
others that have emerged since Hewitt and Jenkins’s path-
breaking work, although in some ways it is more focused. It is
made up simply of two types rather than three or four, but seems
nevertheless as strongly related to background and outcome
variables as more numerously divided typologies. In addition, the
theoretical and operational definition upon which it rests—
anxiety and depression—may be the essence of a major motive for
delinquent behavior, and whether delinquents are conscious of
their anxiety and depression may be largely responsible for their
different responses to treatment. Because it reflects the defining
characteristics of the level of anxiety and depression, the terms
used in this article follow Gold and Mann (1984). We call the less
anxious and depressed “Buoyant,” and the more anxious and
depressed “Beset.”

Two sets of hypotheses guided this study. One concerns the
life-histories of the delinquent respondents; the other, their
adjustment to the group-oriented institutional treatment pro-
grams to which they were committed.

According to our theory, the Beset delinquents suffer from low
self-esteem due to personal difficulties that are too deep seated to
be resolved by engaging in delinquent behavior. Therefore, we
expected that they would be more likely to have experienced
events that could interfere with normal socio-emotional develop-
ment. So we hypothesized that the Beset boys would show a
greater incidence of broken homes and separation from the
primary caregiver. We also hypothesized that Buoyant delin-
quents would have committed more of their delinquent acts in the
company of others, because their self-esteem is maintained by an
audience of peers who applaud their delinquent behavior.
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As to their responses to treatment, we expected that the Beset
would not adjust as well to group-oriented programs as the
Buoyant boys would because they get along less well with peers.
Furthermore, we expected that the two types would respond
differently to certain variations in programs. One dimension of
variation is the degree of autonomy boys are given by the staff and
members of their group, that is, the extent they feel they have
control over what happens to them at the institution. In prior
research on the present sample, Osgood and his associates
(Atwood & Osgood, 1987; Osgood, Gruber, Archer, & Newcomb,
1985; Martin & Osgood, 1987) have found that greater autonomy
was generally conducive to the boys’ institutional adjustment.
Because they would generally feel less put upon and more in
control of themselves than the Beset boys would, we hypothesized
that the Buoyant boys would feel more autonomous. We also
thought that autonomy would have a greater impact on the
adjustment of the Buoyant than of the Beset.

The second dimension of program variation we investigated
was the closeness boys felt to their staff, which is widely
considered a prerequisite for successful treatment. Supposing
that the Beset boys would have experienced a less stable home
environment prior to their institutionalization, we reasoned that
they would be more in need of supportive relationships with
adults. Therefore, whether they felt close ties with adult staff
members would have greater effect on their adjustment.

Another purpose of the present study is to refine the operational
definition of the typology by incorporating information about the
stability of anxiety and depression over time. We conceive of
youths’ Besetment/ Buoyancy at any point in time as a function of
both their current situation and the personality that they bring to
that situation. We supposed that some of the adolescents we
observed in this study had a relatively stable level of Besetment/
Buoyancy while others did not. The former can reasonably be
considered types of delinquents and we expect our hypotheses to
hold for this group. This facet of the unstable youths’ personality
is not consistent enough to justify classifying them on our
typology.
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METHOD

SAMPLE

The data are from a broader longitudinal investigation of peer
influence in juvenile correctional institutions. The sample con-
sisted of 306 adjudicated delinquent boys who entered one of two
public or two private residential institutions in Michigan some
time between September 1982 and October 1983. The typical
resident had been arrested for two or more felony offenses. The
average length of stay at these institutions is twelve months, and
all of the institutions are open rather than secure.

The treatment program at all four institutions is Positive Peer
Culture (Vorrath & Brendtro, 1985), a heavily group-oriented
approach. Youthslive in groups of 9 to 12 members. Members of
a group are together throughout the day for meals, school,
recreation, and group therapy. They have little contact with
members of other groups. Within each institution, assignment to
groups is made according to the next available bed space, in effect
arandom assignment of boys to groups. Previous analyses have
demonstrated that members of different groups are comparable
to one another, after controlling for differences between institu-
tions (Osgood et al., 1985).

DATA COLLECTION

This investigation takes advantage of three waves of data
collection. Interviews were conducted with the youths within 10
days of their arrival at the institutions (initial interview), after
they had been at the institutions for four months (interim
interview), and shortly before their release. The youths were
interviewed individually by a member of the research staff in a
room set aside for individual testing.

Of the 370 youths who were invited to participate in the study
and who stayed at the institution for at least four months, 335 or
90.5% completed an initial interview. Four months later, all but 9
of them were interviewed a second time, and 5 of these 9 were later
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interviewed before their release. For the release wave, data are
available for 306 of the boys. In total, 18 youths could not be
interviewed at this wave because they were released or transferred
without our being notified, 4 truanted and were not located, and 3
more declined to participate further. Nevertheless, 81% of the
eligible youths were interviewed at all three waves.

MEASURES!

Besetment | Buoyancy. This characteristic was measured in a
manner similar to that described by Gold and Mann (1984). The
measure was composed of three subscales: somatic symptoms of
anxiety (Gold & Mann, 1984), the trait anxiety subset of the
state-trait anxiety scale (Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970),
and the Center for Epidemiological Studies depression scale
(Radloff, 1977). The youths completed the measure during the
initial and release interviews. We totaled the standardized scores
of the three subscales to assign each respondent a Besetment/
Buoyancy score for each wave. Its internal reliability, gauged by
Cronbach’s alpha, equaled .80 at intake and .77 at release.

In most of the analyses that follow we take advantage of the
continuous nature of the measure of Besetment to increase the
power of tests of our hypotheses. We treat Besetment/ Buoyancy
as adichotomy when we compare the background characteristics
of the Beset and Buoyant and in tests of interaction effects. It
should be kept in mind, however, that Rubinstein’s data indicate
that findings based on the continuous score would undoubtedly
hold if the sample had been dichotomized instead; but the
findings would be statistically less precise. Generalizability from
the continuous to the typological is important because, while the
continuous variable is useful for statistical work, actually sorting
delinquents for differential treatment implies categorization.

Components of program. Measures reflecting the character-
istics of the groups to which the youths belonged came from
responses to anonymous questionnaires given to all group
members who were willing to participate in this phase of the
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study, including boys who were not in our focal sample that was
interviewed. These questionnaires were administered three dif-
ferent times at six-month intervals, starting shortly after the time
the first of the focal sample was admitted. An average of 9
members per group completed the questionnaires, and the overall
response rate was 91%. Group characteristics were scored as the
mean across the group’s members.

In order to explore the influence of the group experience, we
took into account the characteristics of respondents’ groups both
when they entered the group and after they had been there for
several months. For the former period, we used those measures
that were obtained in the interval from four months before to two
months after youths’ initial interview. These indicated what the
group was like when the youths arrived. Because these measures
were taken well before the interim interview, there is little chance
the measures of group characteristics were influenced by respon-
dents’ adjustment at the institution. Similarly, group-level data
collected again four months later provided information about the
characteristics of the groups well before youths were released.

Two measures of group functioning were of interest for this
study: group autonomy and the group’s ties to the staff. The
group autonomy scale consisted of 17 items that asked group
members how much independence and responsibility they felt
they had and whether they felt free from coercion by the staff and
their group. The Cronbach alpha for this scale averaged .85 over
the three waves. The group’s ties to the staff consisted of three
items reflecting how close members of the group felt to their staff.
For instance, one item asked “How close are you to the staff
people here who you know best?” The Cronbach alpha for this
scale averaged .79. Reliabilities for these measures were calculated
with groups rather than individuals as the unit of analysis.

Psychological reflections of program components. Feelings of
autonomy and closeness to the staff were measured at the level of
the individual with the same items employed in the groups’
questionnaire. Alpha for autonomy at the interim interview
equaled .79; this measure was not taken at the release interview.
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The measure of individuals’“ties to the staff,” available from both
the interim and release waves, had an average alpha of .67.

Adjustment to the institution. Four measures from the interim
and release interviews reflected different facets of adjustment.
The first assessed the extent of the respondents’ satisfaction with
the institution. Institutional satisfaction was measured at both at
interim and release, with an average alpha of .66.

The second adjustment scale measured residents’ willingness to
support a counterculture of opposition to institutional authority.
Adapted from the work of Wheeler (1961) and Schwartz (1970), it
consisted of fictional vignettes about other residents breaking
institutional rules. Respondents indicated whether they would
support others in breaking the rules, inform the staff, or try to
remain neutral. The alpha for this index, which was administered
only at the interim interview, was .73.

The third aspect of institutional adjustment we considered is
delinquent values. At each wave, respondents were asked how
much they would admire a person doing each of a set of activities,
some delinquent, some conventional, and some neutral. High
scores on the scale reflect admiration for those engaging in
delinquent activities and a lack of admiration for those engaging
in conventional activities. Alphas for this scale averaged .68 over
the three interviews.

The fourth indicator of adjustment was the amount of
delinquent activity in which respondents had been engaged while
in the institution. The boys reported how many times in the
preceding two months they had committed a variety of offenses,
such as theft or gambling. We inquired about eleven such acts at
both the interim and release interviews. Cronbach’s alpha for
these items equaled .78 at both administrations.

Two other outcomes may be considered official indicators of
the boys’ adjustment: graduating successfully (as opposed to
being “escalated” to a more secure placement, absconding, or
being released for administrative reasons) and the length of time
the boys spent in the institution, provided that they did graduate
successfully or were released for administrative reasons. Data for
these two outcomes were obtained from institutional records.
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RESULTS

This presentation of results is divided into three sections. The
first addresses the validity of our measure of Besetment and
develops the distinction between respondents whose Besetment/
Buoyancy was stable versus unstable. In the second section, we
compare the background characteristics of stable and unstable
Buoyant and Beset respondents. Finally, we document the
differential effects of the institutional programs on stable Beset
and Buoyant boys and trace these to components of the program.

VALIDITY AND STABILITY OF BESETMENT/BUOYANCY

Recall that Rubinstein (1986) found that independent ratings
by caregivers distinguished reliably between Beset and Buoyant
delinquents. Our own data also include others’ assessments of
boys’ characteristics. Fellow group members were asked, for
example, to nominate those boys in the group “who really try to
deal with their problems” or “who don’t care about others.” Beset
youth were less often nominated in any of the six positive
categories— notably as being popular (p = .009)—and more often
in the four negative ones. An overall index of positive and
negative categories differentiated the two types significantly (p =
.02). Thus Besetment/ Buoyancy does not seem to be merely a
mode of responding to an interview; it seems to be manifest in
public behaviors as well. Furthermore, the impression the Beset
boys made on their peers appears to characterize them as lacking
in the social skills that prompted Hewitt and Jenkins to label
them “unsocialized.”

The correlation between the boys’ scores on Besetment/
Buoyancy at admission and at release was .37, statistically
significant at p<.01. The magnitude of this correlation indicates
that Besetment/ Buoyancy is unstable among a substantial num-
ber of boys in this study over this period of approximately one
year. (This correlation is markedly lower than the .54 found over
16 months with the same measure among youth in Gold and
Mann’s [1984] study of alternative schools.) Before investigating
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the backgrounds and differential effects of treatment on the two
types of delinquents, we thought it necessary to exclude those
boys whose Besetment was less an enduring component of their
character than a response to the immediate situation.

We used the reliability of the measure as our guide in assessing
stability. The measure’s reliability provides a basis for predicting
what score a youth would be expected to receive at release, given
his score at admission, simply as a consequence of regression to
the mean. Change should be gauged relative to this expected score
rather than the observed score at intake. If stability were assessed
relative to initial observed scoreg, there would be a bias toward
classifying extreme scores as unstable and moderate scores as
stable. The formula we used for our calculations was predicted
(i.e., estimated true) score = intake mean + (alpha X [intake score
- intake mean]).

Since the value of Cronbach’s alpha for the intake score was
.79, then each student’s score at release could be expected to
deviate from the intake mean by 79% of his intake score’s
deviation from the intake mean. This calculation embodies the
assumption of regression to the mean—that lower intake scores
would increase over time and higher intake scores would decline.

Respondents whose actual Besetment/Buoyancy scores at
release fell within one standard deviation—nine points—of their
estimated true score were classified as stable. This group included
199 or 65% of the 306 boys who had been interviewed at intake
and release. Thus we considered about two-thirds of these heavily
delinquent boys to be stable enough on this dimension to
meaningfully type them as Buoyant or Beset.

Next we present evidence for the efficacy of this method of
identifying the stable Beset/Buoyant delinquents. Empirical
support for the validity of our definition of stability is provided
first by the two general quality-of-life questions included in both
the intake and the release interviews. One was “How are you
feeling about your life as a whole these days?”; the other, “How
happy are you these days?” These two items were combined into a
scale of well-being (average alpha = .65). Since these two
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questions were directed at a respondent’s feelings toward his
immediate circumstances—they followed a series of open-ended
questions about what good and bad things have been happening
“lately”—the well-being scale served as a measure of a boy’s
short-term, situational evaluation of himself and his life.

We found that the correlation between Besetment/ Buoyancy
and well-being at intake was significantly higher (p <.05,byrtoz
transformation) among the unstable (r = -.46) than among the
stable (r = —.25). This is consistent with our assumption that the
Besetment/ Buoyancy scores of unstable respondents reflected
responses to the current situation rather than their personalities.
At release, the correlation between well-being and Besetment/
Buoyancy was still stronger among the unstable, but not signifi-
cantly so. The larger difference at intake was to be expected if the
intake situation had a more powerful effect on depression and
anxiety than did release. Our data indicate that this was the case:
The average Besetment/ Buoyancy at intake was 6.2 points higher
(p <.01) than the average at release; while the average at release
was only 0.1 points higher than the average of scores gathered in a
fourth interview six months after release.

Perhaps the most telling support for the classification of
stability may be found in the autocorrelations of Besetment/
Buoyancy in three of the panel’s waves, presented in Table 1. Due
to the way in which stability is defined, the correlation between
intake and release Besetment/ Buoyancy is automatically higher
among the stable than among the unstable (.77 versus .23). More
striking is that Besetment/ Buoyancy at the time of the follow-up,
which was not used to construct the stability classification, was
significantly more highly correlated with the two earlier measures
among the stable than among the unstable.

Having thus distinguished between the delinquents stable and
unstable in their Besetment, we sorted the stable ones into Beset
and Buoyant types for the purpose of some of our analyses. We
divided the boys into 101 Buoyant and 98 Beset based on the
median of the sum of their intake and release Besetment scores
(the median was 72 in the possible range of 30 to 120).
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TABLE !
Cross-Time Correlations in Besetment: Stable and Unstable

Stable (N=160)

Intake Besetment Release Besetment
Release Besetment .77
Followup Besetment .60 .59

Unstable (N=87)

Release Besetment .23
Followup Besetment .35 .39

NOTE: Test for difference between stable and unstable in intake-follow-up correla-
tion: ZS — Zu/standard error of difference = 2.48, p < .05. Test for difference be-
tween stable and unstable in release-follow-up correlation: Z_ — Zu/standard error
of difference = 2.04, p < .05. All correlations in this table are significant at p <.001.

DIFFERENCES IN
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

More support for our method of identifying the stable Buoyant
and Beset and sorting them into dichotomous types lies in its
construct validity. There were certain ways in which the back-
ground characteristics of the consistently Beset youths were
expected to differ from those of the consistently Buoyant. If their
levels of anxiety and depression were more than temporary, then
Beset and Buoyant boys would be expected to have had different
experiences prior to their admission to the institution and the
initial assessment of their Besetment/ Buoyancy. We hypothesized
that Beset youths would be more likely to come from broken
homes, would have had more prior institutional placements, and
would have committed more of their crimes alone. These
differences were not expected among youths whose Besetment
was not stable over time. Indeed, results indicate that these
distinctions between Buoyant and Beset are greater among the
stable than among the unstable. (See Table 2. The same cut-off
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TABLE 2
Key Differences: Buoyant-Beset for Boys with Stable and Unstable Scores
Stable Unstable
(n=199) (n=107)
Mean Age 0.28%* 0.10
Mean percent of crimes
comnitted alone? =9, 75%k** -4.10%
Percent with prior
placements -16.3%** -15.71%
% living at home with
parents 19.27%*%* 6.23%
% living with mother? 14.42% 8.85%
% living with father® 9.23% 7.38%

a. Limited to the 293 who reported five or more offenses.
b. Natural mother or stepmother.

c. Natural father or stepfather.

*p < ,10; **p <.05; ***p <.01.

number was used to separate the Buoyant from the Beset among
the unstable as among the stable.)

The percentage of the stable Buoyant living with parents
exceeded the percentage of Beset with these living arrangements
by a highly significant 19 percentage points; among the unstable,
the 6 percentage point difference could easily have occurred by
chance. The stable Buoyant were also significantly less likely to
have conducted their delinquent activity alone than were the
stable Beset. Moreover, we found that the Buoyant were signifi-
cantly older than the Beset among the stable, consistent with our
assumption that the Beset delinquents are more immature. There
was no age difference between the Buoyant and the Beset among
the unstable.

EFFECT OF BESETMENT/BUOYANCY
ON INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT

We have hypothesized that the Beset/ Buoyant typology would
be associated with differential response to two aspects of
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experiences in the treatment program: feelings of autonomy and
personal ties to the staff. Such differential response could occur
through either of two processes. In the first, institutional
experiences mediate between the typology and adjustment at the
institution—one type or the other is more prone to have
experiences that lead to poorer adjustment. In the second process,
institutional experiences interact with typology—one type is
more affected by a given experience than the other.

Since we had obtained individual and group-level measures of
program features, we were able to estimate models of the effects
of group norms and individual perceptions on measures of
adjustment. These measures included both assessments of the
autonomy and closeness to staff felt by the average member of the
group to which a student belonged and assessments of each
student’s individual feelings of autonomy and closeness to the
staff.2

The path diagrams in Figures 1 and 2 depict adjustment of only
the stable types at interim and release as a function of their
personal autonomy, which is itself a function a Besetment/
Buoyancy at intake and the relative autonomy sensed by the
group prior to or early in the boys’ stay. The figures on the paths
are standardized regression coefficients indicating the size of the
effect of one variable on the other. The coefficients in parentheses
are the effects after the mediating variable, personal autonomys, is
controlled. R? indicates the amount of variance of the measure of
adjustment that is accounted for by the set of predictors.

As we had suspected, the less Beset boys tended to feel more
autonomous. Since personal autonomy itself was a strong
positive influence on adjustment at interim and release, the effect
of Besetment/Buoyancy on the boys’ institutional satisfaction,
delinquent values, countercultural attitudes (measured only at
interim), and delinquent behavior was mediated by the positive
impact of Besetment/Buoyancy on personal autonomy: The
more Beset adjusted less well partly because they felt less autono-
mous. It should be noted, however, that the group’s norms
concerning the amount of autonomy they experienced far
outweighed boys’initial Besetment/ Buoyancy in determining the
amount of autonomy they experienced personally at interim.
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It is worth noting that not all the effects of initial Besetment/
Buoyancy on institutional adjustment were mediated by boys’
feelings of personal autonomy. Even after accounting for personal
autonomy, initial Besetment/ Buoyancy was responsible for a
significant amount of the variance in measures of adjustment at
both the interim and release interviews.

Boys’ feelings of closeness to their staff teams also had a
markedly positive impact on their adjustment at the interim and
release interviews (see Figures 3 and 4). However, Besetment/
Buoyancy did not work through staff ties in influencing adjust-
ment because Besetment/ Buoyancy had no reliable relationship
to boys’feelings about staff. (Group ties to staff do work through
individual staff ties in influencing adjustment.)

Having explored the mediating effects of autonomy and close
ties to staff, we turned to their interactive effects. Here we were
concerned with whether Beset and Buoyant types would be
differentially affected even if they felt equally autonomous or
equally close to staff.

In order to test these interactions, we used the dummy variable
that divided the boys into 101 Buoyant and 98 Beset. All of the
continuous variables were standardized (with respect to their
distributions among the stable only). The terms for the inter-
actions of Besetment/ Buoyancy and personal autonomy and for
the interactions of Besetment/ Buoyancy and personal ties to staff
are the products of a 0-1 dummy variable and a standardized
variable. Thus the coefficients for these interaction terms repre-
sent the difference in standardized slopes between the two groups.

For the most part, autonomy and ties to staff affected the
adjustment of the two types of delinquents similarly, both after
four months stay and at release. We did find three significant
interactions (p <.10), however, all supportive of our hypotheses.
As Figure 5 shows, a feeling of greater autonomy at interim was
associated with more satisfaction with the institution at the time
of release among the Buoyant type; autonomy at the interim was
not related to Beset delinquents’ satisfaction. Conversely, close
ties to staff were significantly associated with less delinquent
behavior of Beset delinquents at interim and release, but it was
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Figure 5: Relationship Between Personal Autonomy (Interim) and Institutional
Satisfaction (Release) Beset and Buoyant (Stable Only)
NOTE: Hoiding initial group autonomy and delinquent values constant.

not related to the behavior of the Buoyant type. (See Figure 6 for
the findings at four months.) Of the 14 possible tests of interactive
effects of Besetment/Buoyancy with autonomy or staff ties on
adjustment (four adjustment indexes at interim, three at release),



Gold et al. /| DELINQUENT BOYS 27

Delinquency
in
Institution

~—
~
~
~
~
=~ ~
= ~Beset
~
~
~
~

- - +1o +20
2o To Staff Ties ! -~ < 2\

Buoyant =

Figure 6: Relationship Between Staff Ties (Interim) and Delinquency (Interim):
Beset and Buoyant (Stable Only)
NOTE: Holding Initial group ties to staff and delinquent values constant.

11 were in the expected direction, 3 negligibly in the opposite
direction. All of these 3 involved staff ties.

Finally, we sought to determine whether the kind of group in
which a boy was placed affected his adjustment any differently if
he was Beset rather than Buoyant. This is an eminently practical
question: Does placing a Beset youth in a group with weaker staff
ties affect his attitudes and behavior more than it would affect the
attitudes and behavior of a Buoyant boy? If so, group assignments
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could be made on the basis of a boy’s Besetment/ Buoyancy
(provided that it is known that his Besetment/Buoyancy is
stable).

Searching for interactive effects of Buoyant/Beset with group
characteristics also has some methodological significance. Group
characteristics were measured with questionnaires answered by
all the boys in a group and were almost entirely independent of
any one Beset or Buoyant boy’s perceptions. Thus if a group as a
whole felt relatively close ties to its staff, it is likely that these ties
were a social reality, that they were not solely in the perceptions of
the individual boys. Further indication that these group character-
istics were social realities resides in the fact that groups differed
significantly in autonomy and the closeness of their ties to staff;
that is, intergroup differences in means were significantly greater
than intragroup differences among members. There is reason to
believe then that autonomy and ties to staff are group properties,
not only perceptions of individuals.

We found little evidence of interaction between Besetment/
Buoyancy and group norms about staff ties or autonomy. Only
one such interaction is worthy of mention. Group ties to staff at
intake led to less delinquent values at interim among the Beset,
but not among the Buoyant. This finding, significant at the .05
level, was similar to the finding in Figure 6. This interaction was
not significant at release, however.

Significant mediating and interaction effects were more preva-
lent and stronger in our data among the boys we have identified as
stable. Replicating these analyses with the unstable youth, we
found few of the relationships that appear among the stable.

DISCUSSION

These data from a longitudinal study of incarcerated boys
indicate that a typology of delinquents based on their degree of
anxiety and depression—Besetment/ Buoyancy—is a useful one.
The typology is related to experiences and behavior prior to
incarceration, thus suggesting it has some promise for identifying
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different causal processes. It is also related to different responses
to treatment programs, which has practical as well as theoretical
implications.

The typological differences suggest a conception of the Beset
delinquents as trying to cope with psychological problems whose
origins are developmentally earlier than the problems of the
Buoyant type, problems invested with feelings of basic insecurity.
We have found that the Beset boys differed from the Buoyant
boys prior to their incarceration: The Beset boys were younger at
the time of their admission, suggesting an earlier onset of their
delinquency. A greater proportion of the Beset boys had been
separated from their parents and had been placed outside of their
parents’home, and they reported committing more of their recent
delinquent acts alone. In contrast, the Buoyant boys’delinquency
may arise in response to issues, such as autonomy, that confront
youth most sharply in our culture at adolescence.

These conceptions of the Beset and Buoyant types are parallel
to the conceptions of the unsocialized and the socialized delin-
quents formulated by Hewitt and Jenkins (1947), Quay (1987),
and others. Interpreting the typological difference between the
Beset and Buoyant boys as a function of the maturity of their
conflicts points to another similarity, between this typology and
the work on “I-levels” of delinquents by Warren (1966, 1969).
“I-level” refers to level of immaturity, and research generated by
that approach has also proved fruitful for discovering differences
in life-histories and in responses to treatment.

Additional methodological work is needed. One problem is
that the source of almost all the data reported here is the boys
themselves. That opens up the possibility that response biases
account for the findings. The background characteristics on
which we compared the Beset and Buoyant boys were selected to
minimize this potential for distortion; they consist of reports of
facts—age, family structure, out-of-home placements, and com-
panionship in delinquency—not subject to distortion by a boy’s
mood at the time of the intake interview. In all likelihood, they
represent boys’ actual experiences prior to our assessment of their
type. Nevertheless, further research should include observations
by independent observers where possible.
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The practical significance of the Beset/Buoyant typology
ultimately will lie in its utility for sorting out delinquents for the
purpose of differential treatment. It has already been demon-
strated that sorting exclusively on the basis of the assessment of
Besetment/ Buoyancy at intake differentiates those who are more
and less likely to make a good adjustment to the institution after
four months stay (Atwood et al., in press).

Obviously, sorting delinquents by types on the basis of their
scores at release as well as at intake, as we have done here, has
little immediate practical significance because it requires informa-
tion that won’t be available at the time plans for intervention must
be made. Even so, identification of the stable Beset and Buoyant
types and an exploration of their differential responses to
institutional programs may prove useful in the long run. If the
two types do indeed respond differently, that will tend to confirm
the validity of the typology and warrant efforts to refine measures
for typological sorting.

Further research will help to establish the categorical cutpoint
on the Besetment/ Buoyancy continuum. But the optimal cutpoint
will depend not only on how sharply the division distinguishes the
types in terms of background characteristics and responsiveness
to a particular treatment. The conditions and quality of measure-
ment will also have to be considered, as will the resources
available in each instance for treating certain numbers of Beset or
Buoyant youth.

Our procedures for dividing the sample into stable and
unstable groups proved effective for demonstrating that the
classification is more valid for stable respondents than for others.
Nevertheless, our choice of one standard deviation from the
estimated true score as the criterion for stability is arbitrary. Thus
our classification of two-thirds of the sample as stable is not
necessarily an accurate estimate of the proportion of the popula-
tion that could be meaningfully typed. Further research will be
needed to determine the optimal division between stable and
unstable.

There were few statistically significant interaction effects that
would indicate differential responses to features of the treatment
program. Nevertheless, the overall consistency of the data with
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our conceptions of the two types suggests that they have not
turned up merely by chance. Feelings of autonomy were more
conducive to the adjustment of the Buoyant youth; and close ties
to staff proved more beneficial for the Beset. As we have pointed
out, the Beset have had less stable relationships with their parents.
Having a close relationship with one or more of the staff members
who care for them might ameliorate their insecurity and facilitate
their institutional adjustment. The Buoyant type, on the other
hand, seems to be socio-emotionally more mature than the Beset,
concerned with the typical adolescent issue of autonomy. Their
freedom of action was severely constrained by incarceration,
placing them under the close surveillance and control of adults.
Having some degree of autonomy within these institutional
constraints facilitated some facets of their adjustment, while
autonomy had negligible effects on the Beset delinquents. It
should also be recalled that the Beset boys were prone to feel less
autonomous than the Buoyant.

These findings indicate that the Beset/ Buoyant typology of
delinquents merits further investigation. There are a number of
important questions that should be addressed. Longitudinal
studies are needed to determine the child-rearing antecedents of
Besetment/ Buoyancy, including parenting styles and discon-
tinuity of caregiving. Content analyses of detailed descriptions of
delinquent behavior might prove useful for illuminating differ-
ences between the two types in the nature of their delinquent
involvement. Thus far, our own investigations have discovered no
distinction in delinquent activity except that the Beset boys
commit a larger proportion of their delinquency alone. Finally,
theory-based field experiments would be appropriate as the next
step to determining which treatments are most effective for each

type.

NOTES

1. Copies of measures may be obtained by writing to Martin Gold, Institute for Social
Research, Box 1248, Ann Arbor, MI 48106.
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2. Since personal autonomy was not assessed at release, interim personal autonomy
and initial group autonomy were controlled in the first set of models, while group staff ties
atinterim and individual ties at release were controlled in the second set. Initial delinquent
values are controlled in all models.
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