
UC Berkeley
UC Berkeley Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
Faces of Death: Towards the Sociogeny of Adolescent Incarceration

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/18f347w6

Author
Falzone, Gabrielle

Publication Date
2020
 
Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/18f347w6
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


 

	

	

	

	

	

Faces	of	Death:	Towards	the	Sociogeny	of	Adolescent	Incarceration	

	

By		

Gabrielle	Falzone	

	

	
	A	dissertation	submitted	in	partial	satisfaction	of	the		

requirements	for	the	degree	of		

Doctor	of	Philosophy		

in	

Education	

in	the		

Graduate	Division		

of	the	

	University	of	California,	Berkeley	

	
		

Committee	in	charge:	

	Professor	Na’ilah	Nasir,	Co-Chair	
Professor	Prudence	Carter,	Co-Chair	

Professor	Emily	Ozer	
	

Spring	2020	

	

	

	 	



 

	

	

	

	



 1 

	

Abstract	

Faces	of	Death:	Towards	the	Sociogeny	of	Adolescent	Incarceration	

by		

Gabrielle	Falzone	

	Doctor	of	Philosophy	in	Education			

University	of	California,	Berkeley		

Professor	Na’ilah	Nasir,	Co-Chair	

Professor	Prudence	Carter,	Co-Chair	

	

Scholars,	policymakers,	and	practitioners	often	frame	the	problem	of	youth	incarceration	
as	a	problem	of	youth	criminality;	a	criminality	that	stems	from	young	people’s	inability	to	
control	their	actions	or	the	inability	of	families	and	neighborhoods	to	control	their	youth.	
This	focus	on	criminality	obscures	other	factors	that	push	adolescents	into	the	justice	
system.	This	dissertation	takes	an	interdisciplinary	approach	to	reframe	the	problem;	
rather	than	centering	criminogenic	factors	that	lead	young	people	into	the	juvenile	justice	
system,	it	seeks	to	understand	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	incarceration,	that	is,	the	
structural	and	sociocultural	factors	that	lead	to	incarceration	and	related	intrapersonal	
suffering.	The	primary	significance	of	this	dissertation	is	in	its	novel	ecological	approach	to	
conceptualize	the	ways	schools	and	carceral	systems	contribute	to	adolescent	
incarceration	and	can	detrimentally	affect	adolescent	development.		
	
Using	grounded	theory	methodology	and	ethnographic	and	interview	methods	with	
incarcerated	youth	and	formerly	incarcerated	adults,	this	dissertation	presents	an	
ecological	model	to	conceptualize	participant	experiences.	This	model	is	centered	on	three	
Faces	of	Death,	where	death	is	symbolic	and	represents	three	forms	of	suffering	that	
schools	and	the	carceral	system	inflicted	or	attempted	to	inflict	on	participants.	The	Three	
Faces	of	Death	are:	social	death,	which	refers	to	the	social	suffering	associated	with	
criminalization,	dehumanization	and	or	disregard	of	youth;	psychological	death,	which	
refers	to	the	psychological	suffering	associated	with	social	death;	and	biological	death	
which	refers	to	physical	health	consequences	associated	with	social	and	psychological	
death.	Together	these	Faces	of	Death	advance	our	understanding	of	how	schools	and	
carceral	systems	are	equally	implicated	in	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	incarceration.	While	
this	dissertation	implicates	schools	in	the	suffering	of	adolescents,	it	also	presents	
possibilities	for	education	grounded	in	critical	youth	studies	to	help	youth	heal	from,	
disrupt,	and	eradicate	suffering	from	the	Faces	of	Death.		
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In	memoriam	of	Emma	Deboncoeur,	Laure	McElroy,	“CG,”	and	all	the	other	lives	taken	
directly	or	indirectly	as	a	result	of	state	violence.	
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Chapter	1:	Introduction	
	

The	Problem,	The	Shift,	and	The	Significance	
	
The	Problem	

Lawson,	Caringi,	Pyles,	Bozlak,	&	Jurkowski	(2015)	discuss	two	types	of	complex	
problems:	wicked	problems,	those	in	which	there	is	“no	immediate	hope	that	[the	problem]	
can	and	will	be	solved”	(p.	22)	and	adaptive	problems,	those	in	which	there	are	“no	
immediate	or	easy	answers”	because	the	“problem	is	not	adequately	defined”	(ibid).		There	
is	little	argument	that	incarceration	in	the	United	States	is	a	wicked	problem.	Currently	
there	are	2.3	million	people	incarcerated	in	the	United	States	(Sawyer	&	Wagner,	2019),	
more	than	any	other	country	in	the	world	(Wagner	&	Sawyer,	2018)	and	California	still	
incarcerates	people	“at	more	than	double	the	rates	of	our	closest	international	allies”	
(Wagner	&	Sawyer,	2018,	italics	in	original).		

In	terms	of	juvenile	incarceration,	California	has	the	largest	number	of	youth	in	
detention	of	any	state	in	the	United	States.	There	were	35,617	youth1	sent	to	detention	
facilities	across	the	country	in	2013	(Sickmund,	Sladky,	Kang,	&	Puzzanchera,	2015)	and	
almost	4,500	of	those	35,617	youth	were	incarcerated	in	California.2	Over	100,000	young	
people	are	under	the	authority	of	California’s	juvenile	justice	system	in	some	way	at	any	
given	time	(Hennigan	&	Kolnick,	2007)	which	equates	to	more	than	1%	of	all	California	
youth.3	Despite	a	century	of	attempts,	the	California	juvenile	justice	system	is	still	
ineffective	at	preventing	offending	(Ford,	Chapman,	Hawke,	&	Albert,	2007;	Gatti,	
Tremblay,	&	Vitaro,	2009;	Richardson	Jr,	Brown,	&	Van	Brakle,	2013),	incarceration	
(Sawyer,	2018),	and	recidivism	(CDCR	Outcome	Evaluation	Report,	2012),4	and,	like	all	
wicked	problems,	there	is	no	immediate	hope	of	a	solution.	Studies	that	follow	youth	for	
years	after	detention	show	that	recidivism	rates	overall	remain	high,	job	and	school	
prospects	remain	low	(Abrams	&	Freisthler,	2010),	and	mental	health	disorders	persist	
(Teplin	et	al.,	2012).		

Juvenile	incarceration	is	not	only	a	wicked	problem,	but	an	adaptive	one;	that	is,	
when	inadequate	questions	about	youth	crime	are	being	asked,	incomplete	theories	and	
ineffective	solutions	are	created.	There	are	two	particular	adaptive	problems	considered	in	
this	dissertation.	First,	frameworks	on	criminal	causality	are	prone	to	decontextualizing	
and	overdetermining	causes	of	youth	offending	and	incarceration,	mainly	placing	blame	on	
youth,	families,	and	communities	with	little	or	no	discussion	of	broader	structural	factors	
that	contribute	to	incarceration.	While	there	is	a	proven	relationship	between	individual,	
family,	or	neighborhood	factors	and	criminal	offending,	a	major	premise	of	this	dissertation	
is	that	distortions	arise	when	these	are	the	only	factors	accounted	for.	Second,	education	
scholars	often	frame	the	problem	of	youth	incarceration	in	terms	of	the	school-to-prison	
pipeline,	which	narrowly	conceptualizes	a	unidirectional	pathway	from	school	to	

 
1	Sickmund	et	al.	(2015)	define	youth	as	those	aged	20	and	under.	
2For	comparison	Texas	incarcerated	the	second	highest	number	of	youth	at	2,700	(Sickmund	et	al.,	2015).		
3	Based	on	2010	census	data	of	8,568,410	youth	under	18	in	California	
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/ca/AGE295217#viewtop	
4	For	example,	California’s	three-year	recidivism	rate	for	juveniles	originally	incarcerated	in	state	facilities	in	
2007-8	was	38%	(CDCR	Outcome	Evaluation	Report,	2012).	
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incarceration.	Moreover,	this	framework	often	only	focuses	on	the	school	end	of	the	
pipeline,	with	little	acknowledgement	of	how	school	policy	and	practices	relate	to	other	
systems	of	criminalization.	
	
The	Shift	

Confronting	the	wicked	and	adaptive	problem	of	juvenile	incarceration,	which	by	
definition	is	complex	and	misinterpreted,	requires	a	complex,	innovative	approach.	To	
address	the	two	adaptive	problems	above,	this	dissertation,	utilizing	an	interdisciplinary	
approach	that	draws	on	scholarship	from	fields	including	education,	critical	psychology,	
criminology,	social	epidemiology,	and	sociology,	shifts	the	questions	asked	about	the	hows	
and	whys	of	juvenile	incarceration.	Rather	than	centering	criminogenic	factors	that	lead	
young	people	into	the	juvenile	justice	system,	this	dissertation	is	focused	on	better	
understanding	the	sociogeny	(Fanon,	2008),	that	is,	the	structural	and	sociocultural	forces	
of	oppression	implicated	in	adolescent	incarceration.	

Using	grounded	theory	methodology	with	participant	observation	and	interview	
methods	(see	Figure	2	in	Chapter	2),	I	gathered	data	on	adolescent	experiences	before,	
during,	and	after	incarceration	related	to	education	and	other	aspects	of	life.5	Several	
research	questions	guided	this	work:	

1. What	are	the	educational	experiences	of	youth	in	a	detention	facility	high	
school?	

2. How	do	incarcerated	youth	reflect	back	on	the	educational	experiences	
throughout	their	lives?	

3. For	those	formerly	incarcerated	as	juveniles,	what	are	the	factors	before,	during,	
and	after	their	incarceration	that	most	impacted	their	adolescent	and	young	
adult	life	trajectory?	

	
Based	In	the	data,	this	dissertation	centers	the	ways	schools	and	carceral	systems	

criminalize,	dehumanize,	and	disregard	youth.6	Findings	from	these	research	questions	
reveal	how	participants	felt	criminalization	intertwined	with	dehumanization,	in	which	
carceral	systems	and	schools	treated	them	as	less	than	human;	and	with	disregard,	in	
which	they	same	systems	treated	them	as	too	troublesome	to	be	cared	for	or	
acknowledged.	This	dissertation	centers	the	ways	schools	and	carceral	systems	criminalize,	
dehumanize,	and	disregard	youth	by	centering	the	life	experiences	and	voices	of	the	
participants.7	Participants	shared	how	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	
directly	or	indirectly	lead	to	their	incarceration.	However,	incarceration	was	not	the	only	
detrimental	outcome	(see	Figure	1.1).	As	the	following	chapters	illustrate,	these	factors	
corresponded	to	social,	psychological,	and,	in	at	least	one	case,	biological	suffering	for	
participants.	I	conceptualize	this	suffering	in	an	ecological	framework	which	I	call	the	

 
5	Whenever	possible,	the	dissertation	also	centers	the	expertise	of	those	who	have	been	incarcerated	as	
adolescents	(see	Chapter	2).	
6	I	agree	with	other	scholars	that	both	schools	and	the	juvenile	justice	system	are	arms	of	the	same	
overarching	carceral	system	(e.g.	Meiners,	2007).	However,	for	the	sake	of	clarity,	I	only	refer	to	police	and	
detention	facilities	as	carceral	systems	throughout	the	dissertation.	
7	I	agree	with	other	scholars	that	both	schools	and	the	juvenile	justice	system	are	arms	of	the	same	
overarching	carceral	system	(e.g.	Meiners,	2007).	However,	for	the	sake	of	clarity,	I	do	not	refer	to	school	as	a	
carceral	system,	instead	using	that	term	for	police,	courts,	detention	facilities,	and	so	on.	
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Three	Faces	of	Death.	These	Faces	of	Death	are	further	defined	and	discussed	in	the	
theoretical	framework	section.	
	
Figure	1.1:	The	Shift	in	Focus:	From	Pathology	to	Sociogeny	
	

Common	Conceptualization	of	the	Wicked	
and	Adaptive	Problem	of	Youth	

Incarceration:	Pathology	

This	Dissertation’s	Conceptualization	of	the	
Wicked	and	Adaptive	Problem	of	Youth	

Incarceration:	Sociogeny	

	 	
	
	
The	Significance	
	 The	innovative	interview	methods	and	in	the	ecological	conceptualization	of	the	
findings	are	the	key	contributions	of	this	dissertation.	The	empirical	findings	of	this	
dissertation	mirror	the	findings	of	other	empirical	studies,	some	of	which	are	summarized	
in	the	background	section,	contributing	to	three	small	and	growing	bodies	of	literature.	
First,	it	contributes	to	critical	carceral	studies	literature	that	challenges	the	framing	of	
youth	incarceration	in	terms	of	criminality	and	solution	in	terms	of	social	control	by	
shifting	the	focus	to	criminalization.	Second,	it	contributes	to	the	education	literature	that	
extends	beyond	the	confines	of	school	to	show	the	ways	traditional	schools	and	carceral	
systems	encompass	similar	mindsets	and	approaches.	Third,	it	contributes	to	education	
literature	that	sheds	light	on	youth	experiences	in	carceral	schools.		
	 A	key	contribution	of	this	dissertation	is	in	the	innovative	collaborative	interview	
method	used	to	gather	data	from	participants.	There	has	been	such	an	exploitation	of	
marginalized	populations	in	the	past	for	academic	gain	(e.g.	see	Smith,	1999)	that	it	became	
an	ethical	imperative	to	center	the	knowledge	and	needs	of	marginalized	populations	to	
avoid	compounding	the	damage	of	structural	oppression.	The	collaborative	interview	

Youth	Criminality

Youth	Incarceration	 Youth	Incarceration	(and	other	forms	of	social,	
psychological,	and	biological	suffering)	
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Dehumanization	
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process	allowed	participants	to	analyze	their	own	experiences.	Centering	the	experiential	
knowledge	of	participants	not	only	counteracts	traditional	exploitative	paradigms	but	
helps	to	gain	insight	into	the	adaptive	and	wicked	problems	of	a	marginalized	and	not	well-
understood	population	that	may	otherwise	be	unavailable	to	outsiders.	

The	main	contribution	of	this	dissertation	is	in	addressing	the	gap	in	critical	carceral	
studies	and	education	in	understanding	how	criminalization	relates	to	adolescent	
development.	For	example,	Carol	Lee	in	her	2010	American	Education	Researcher	
Association	Presidential	Address	called	on	education	researchers	to	conduct	studies	that	
consider	the	interplay	between	contexts,	including	psychosocial,	cultural,	and	cognitive	
contexts,	that	affect	youth	development	(Lee,	2010).8	This	dissertation	study	is	a	response	
to	that	call.	Generated	through	an	interdisciplinary	approach,	the	Three	Faces	of	Death	
provide	an	ecological	framework	to	move	scholarship	towards	an	understanding	the	
sociogeny	of	adolescent	incarceration,	that	is,	the	upstream	structural	and	sociocultural	
oppression	inherent	in	carceral	and	education	policy	and	practice	and	the	related	
downstream	psychological	and	physical	detrimental	adolescent	health	effects.			

	
The	rest	of	this	chapter	provides	a	more	extensive	description	of	the	common	

pathology-focused	framing	of	youth	incarceration,	as	well	as	the	sociogenic	framing	
advanced	in	this	dissertation.	To	contextualize	the	findings,	the	background	section	gives	a	
historical	overview	of	the	“adolescent	criminal:	narrative,	starting	with	the	advent	of	the	
juvenile	justice	system	and	ending	in	the	tough-on-crime	era.	Then,	building	on	the	extant	
literature,	I	introduce	the	theoretical	framework	of	social,	psychological,	and	biological	
death	which	frames	the	findings	chapters.	

	
	

Background:	Overview	of	Adolescent	Criminalization	and	Social	Control	
In	the	field	of	education,	the	relationship	between	school	and	incarceration	often	

centers	on	the	school-to-prison	pipeline.	While	a	main	argument	throughout	this	
dissertation	is	that	the	pipeline	is	an	inadequate	metaphor	for	understanding	the	
interconnection	between	schools	and	carceral	systems,	this	section	addresses	another	
shortcoming	of	the	school-to-prison	pipeline.	Education	literature	tends	to	overemphasize	
the	school	end	of	the	pipeline	and	underemphasize	or	ignore	the	carceral	end.	To	address	
this	shortcoming	and	to	contextualize	my	findings	and	arguments,	I	provide	a	brief	
overview	of	how	criminality	and	social	control	have	been	discussed	in	the	juvenile	justice	
literature	since	the	inception	of	the	US	juvenile	justice	system	in	the	late	nineteenth	
century	until	the	tough-on-crime	era.	
	
Moral	and	Biological	Criminals	

Historically,	youth	criminality	in	the	United	States	has	been	viewed	alternatively	as	
a	moral	issue	or	as	a	biological	one	(see	Figure	1.2)	linked	to	individual,	family,9	or	

 
8	Lee	(2010)	was	specifically	calling	for	models	to	better	understand	how	children	learn,	which	is	not	the	
focus	of	this	dissertation.	However,	the	Three	Faces	of	Death	framework	is	applicable	to	understanding	that	
process.	
9		Across	fields	and	across	systems,	parents	are	commonly	cited	as	a	causal	factor	in	the	making	of	the	
potential	and	perpetual	criminal.	Ceteris	paribus	is	Latin	for	“other	things	being	equal.”	The	term	is	used	in	
juvenile	justice	research	to	narrow	down	which	factor(s)	lead	to	delinquency	and	offending.	Often	throughout	
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neighborhood10	pathology	(see,	for	example,	Agnew	&	Brezina,	2015).	While	the	perceived	
cause	of	adolescent	criminality	has	changed,	policies	and	practices	to	address	the	issue	of	
youth	crime	have	similarly	involved	various	iterations	of	social	control	tactics	rather	than	
systemic	change	(Hinton,	2016;	Krisberg,	2005;	Platt,	1977;	Ward,	2012).	Whether	due	to	
moral	deficits	or	biological	defectiveness,	youth	of	color	and	poor	youth	are	perceived	as	
unable	to	regulate	their	emotions	and	behaviors,	necessitating	control	by	the	state.	In	the	
biological	framing,	the	inability	to	self-regulate	is	a	biological	trait	that	afflicts	entire	
families.	Since	neighborhoods	are	made	up	of	defective	families,	they,	by	extension,	are	
defective.	In	the	moral	framing,	the	inability	to	self-regulate	is	an	acquired	social	trait	that	
results	from	morally	deficient	families	and	the	morally	deficient	neighborhoods	in	which	
they	reside.		

Morality	was	the	initial	impetus	for	the	juvenile	justice	system;	progressive	
nineteenth	century	women	wished	to	rehabilitate	those	urban	(White)11	criminal	youth	
who	they	believed	just	needed	the	maternal	and	paternal	guidance	of	the	state	(Platt,	1977)	
to	replace	the	morally	defective	parenting	received	from	their	parents	or,	in	the	case	of	
orphans,	the	lack	of	parenting.12	By	the	early	1900s,	however,	a	belief	in	defective	genetics	
centered	in	eugenics	dominated	theories	of	youth	criminality	(Willrich,	1998),	leading	to	an	
extreme	form	of	social	control	by	the	state:	sterilization.	Eugenicists	argued	that	there	was	
a	“direct	link	between	feeblemindedness	and	delinquency”(Chávez-García,	2012,	p.	166)	
passed	on	from	parent	to	child	and	that	could	not	be	remedied	by	rehabilitation.	Thus,	they	
advocated	for	the	systematic	sterilization	of	youth	with	dysgenic	characteristics.13	

 
American	history,	ceteris	paribus,	parenting	is	the	factor	singled	out	as	influencing	a	child’s	trajectory	into	
criminality.	For	example,	in	the	1910s	and	early	1920s,	eugenics	fieldworkers	in	the	California	Bureau	of	
Juvenile	Research	would	interview	families	and	create	“family	history	trees”	of	children	who	were	
incarcerated,	“which	illustrated	the	biological	influences	of	inherited	dysgenic	traits”	in	order	to	trace	the	
inheritance	of	delinquency	(Chávez-Garcia,	2012,	p.	88).		The	1965	Moynihan	report	cited	the	breakdown	of	
the	two-parent	family	as	the	root	cause	for	delinquency	(BlackPast,	2007).	This	focus	on	parenting	persists	
even	though	research	shows	correlation	between	poor	parenting	and	youth	crime	but	not	a	clear	causal	link	
(Hoeve	et	al.,	2009).	
10	For	example,	urban	areas	were	the	original	targets	of	the	juvenile	justice	movement	of	the	late	1800s,	as	
cities	were	thought	to	provide	an	“especially	fertile	ground	for	the	rise	of	juvenile	crime	as	a	social	problem”	
(Ward,	2012,	p.	23).	By	the	1960s,	government	policies	and	policing	practices	centered	on	“distressed”	
neighborhoods	thought	to	incubate	crime	(Hinton,	2016,	p.	286).	President	Carter	“viewed	crime	as	a	cause,	
rather	than	an	effect,	of	urban	decay	and	social	inequity”	(Hinton,	2016,	p.	279).	Neighborhood	effects	
theories	of	the	1980s	argued	that	“Economic	deprivation,	residential	instability,	family	disruption,	and	
proximity	to	high-crime/poor	areas	lead	communities	to	develop	high	rates	of	crime”	(Agnew	&	Brezina,	
2015,	p.	217).	
11	White	is	capitalized	throughout	this	dissertation	per	APA	guidelines,	and	not	as	an	ideological	choice.		
12	As	Ward	(2012)	points	out	Black	youth	were	not	considered	capable	of	morality	and	were	not	initially	
included	in	the	juvenile	justice	system.	
13	Chávez-García	(2012)	provides	an	extensive	example	of	how	early	20th	century	biological	understanding	of	
youth	crime	played	out	in	California	using	the	experiences	of	youth	at	the	Whittier	State	School	in	Ventura,	
CA.	As	a	staunch	believer	in	science,	when	Fred	Nelles	took	over	in	1912,	one	of	his	first	acts	was	to	partner	
up	with	academic	researchers	for	empirically	based	guidance	on	how	to	best	reform	the	boys	and	girls.	IQ	
tests	were	administered	to	‘prove’	pre-conceived	beliefs	that	many	of	the	Mexican	and	African	American	
children	at	the	school	had	IQ	levels	that	categorized	them	as	“feebleminded”	or	“moronic,”	meaning	their	
“intelligence	would	never	develop	beyond	that	of	a	twelve-year	old”	(Chávez-Garcia,	2012,	p.	63).	Dr.	Terman	
(a	Stanford	professor	who	created	the	IQ	test	that	was	used),	argued,	“Tests	are	at	present	being	made	in	
most	of	the	progressive	prisons,	reform	schools,	and	juvenile	courts	throughout	the	country,	and	while	there	
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Figure	1.2:	Biological	Versus	Moral	Adolescent	Criminality	1880s-2020	
This	figure	summarizes	the	dominant	causal	theory	of	youth	criminality	since	the	advent	of	
the	juvenile	justice	system	

	
	
As	the	eugenics	movement	faded	in	the	1940s,	the	new	era	of	moral	deficits	and	

social	pathology	arose	that	lasted	until	the	current	era.	Meiners	(2007)	argues	that	the	
1950s	and	1960s	were	“marked	by	a	preoccupation	with	delinquency”	(p.	126).	A	moral	
panic	in	the	1950s	and	the	1960s	gripped	the	nation	which	feared	the	corruption	of	White	
youth	by	rock-and-roll	and	marijuana	and	the	inherent	moral	criminality	of	Black,	Puerto	
Rican,	and	other	marginalized	youth	(Barnosky,	2006).	This	fear	of	out-of-control	youth	
coalesced	into	the	era	of	social	pathology	in	the	1960s	(Hinton,	2016),	which	understood	
crime	as	the	product	of	pathological	families	and	communities.14	The	belief	that	Black	and	

 
are	minor	discrepancies	in	regard	to	the	actual	percentage	who	are	feeble	minded,	there	is	no	investigator	
who	denies	the	fearful	role	played	by	mental	deficiency	in	the	production	of	vice,	crime,	and	delinquency”	
discrepancies	in	regard	to	the	actual	percentage	who	are	feeble	minded,	there	is	no	investigator	who	denies	
the	fearful	role	played	by	mental	deficiency	in	the	production	of	vice,	crime,	and	delinquency”	(Terman,	1916,	
p.	9).	Stanford	graduate	students	administered	the	IQ	tests	at	Whitter	State	School.	During	this	same	time	
period,	UC	Berkeley	doctoral	students	conducted	similar	tests	at	the	Preston	State	School	in	Ione,	CA	with	
similar	results.	Between	1921-1940,	over	5000	boys	and	girls	who	were	deemed	dysgenic	were	sterilized	in	
California.	
14While	not	focused	predominately	on	crime,	the	1965	Moynihan	Report	(BlackPast,	2007)	and	Lewis’	(1966)	
culture	of	poverty	concept	both	reflect	this	social	pathology	rhetoric.	While	the	Moynihan	Report	does	
include	a	historical	analysis	of	“[t]hree	centuries	of	injustice,”	including	slavery,	segregation,	and	
unemployment	on	the	“Negro	family,”	the	part	of	the	report	that	was	adapted	into	policy	was	the	belief	in	
Black	social	pathology	due	to	“the	weakness	of	the	family	structure”	(BlackPast,	2007),	specifically	the	
pathology	that	stemmed	from	female-headed,	fatherless	households	(Hinton,	2016).	The	lack	of	a	father	in	the	
home	is	cited	as	the	cause	of	poor	grades	in	school	and	youth	delinquency,14	and	the	only	foreseeable	solution	
was	a	federal	policy	to	“enhance[s]	the	stability	and	resources	of	the	Negro	American	family.”	Moynihan’s	
findings	were	instrumental	in	introducing	“black	family	life	into	the	crime	control	equation”	and	the	“rise	of	

1880s-
1910s

• Morality:	Progressives	believed	(White)	youth	become	delinquent	due	to	a	
lack	proper	parental	guidance	and	the	immoral	influence	of	urban	life.	

1910s-
1940s

• Biology:	Eugenicsts	believed	youth	of	color	and	poor	youth	were	innately	
criminal	due	to	their	genetic	inferiority.

1950s-
2000s

• Morality:	This	period	encompased	two	separate	moral	panics,	the	first	in	
the	1950s-1960s	and	the	second	from	the	1980s	-2000s,	which	both	
associated	criminality	with	moral	deficit.	Chapters	3-5	focus	on	this	second	
moral	panic,	often	called	the	tough-on-crime	era.

2000s-
Current

• Biology:	In	the	past	twenty	years,	trauma	theories	of	crime	have	been	
gaining	momentum	in	both	education	and	juvenile	justice	fields,	often	
supplanting	moral	arguments	(see	Chapter	6).
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other	poor	urban	communities	of	color	were	socially	pathological,	coupled	with	the	
lingering	belief	in	the	scientific	relationship	between	defectiveness	and	criminality	and	the	
social	unrest	of	the	Civil	Rights	Movement,	influenced	a	trend	of	proactive	policing	and	
other	punitive	polices	in	the	1960s	(Hinton,	2016).15		

By	the	1970s,	poor,	urban,	and	predominately	Black	and	Latinx	youth	were	depicted	
more	and	more	as	morally	deficient	and	potentially	dangerous16	and	by	the	1980s	social	
control	of	neighborhoods	was	thought	to	be	the	most	efficient	way	to	prevent	and	address	
an	epidemic	of	adolescent	criminality.	Neighborhood	effects	theories	like	Broken	Windows	
Theory17	and	Social	Disorganization	Theory,18	took	center	stage	and	gained	momentum	
until	reaching	an	apex	during	the	tough-on-crime	era.	These	theories	argue	that	defective	
neighborhoods,	combined	with	defective	parenting,	will	raise	children	that	are	unable	to	
self-regulate	and	prone	to	criminality.	For	example,	Social	Disorganization	Theory	argues	
that	lack	of	“social	buffers,”	that	is,	role	models	(Gabbidon	&	Greene,	2013,	p.	80),	combined	
with	urban	divestment	and	systemic	control	from	the	outside,	for	example,	from	the	police	
and	welfare	systems	(Sampson	&	Raudenbush,	2004,	p.	319),	leads	to	the	loss	of	social	

 
the	carceral	state”	(Hinton,	2016,	p.	61).	Lewis’	culture	of	poverty	theory	also	reflected	the	belief	of	urban	
racial	poverty	as	social	pathology.	Based	on	his	research	on	Puerto	Rican	families	(in	New	York	City	and	
Puerto	Rico),	Lewis	(1966)	argued	that	the	cause	of	the	“culture	of	poverty”	is	in	fact	the	intergenerational	
effect	of	poverty.	Similar	to	the	Moynihan	Report,	members	of	Lewis’	“culture	of	poverty”	suffer	from	high	
male	unemployment	and	predominately	female-centered	households,	however	Lewis	(1966)	does	not	see	
this	as	the	cause	of	the	problem,	but	rather	symptoms	of	poverty.		Not	all	communities	in	poverty	are	a	part	of	
the	culture	of	poverty,	only	those	who	develop	a	sense	of	“fatalism,	helplessness,	dependence	and	inferiority”	
(Lewis,	1966,	p.	23).	This	focus	on	poverty	and	not	race	meant	that	all	urban	poor	areas,	not	just	Black	ones,	
were	potentially	pathologically	defective.		
15	Criminologists	often	argue	that	starting	with	Johnson’s	War	on	Poverty,	the	1960s	and	1970s	were	a	time	
of	social	service	and	therapy-focused	approaches	to	social	ills	(MacKenzie	&	Uchida,	1994),	but	as	Hinton	
(2016)	illustrates,	this	time	period	had	more	in	common	in	many	respects	with	Nixon’s	War	on	Crime	and	
Reagan’s	War	on	Drugs,	which	utilized	harsh	policing	tactics	and	other	get-tough-on-crime	policies.	Polices	
such	as	Kennedy’s	1961	Juvenile	Delinquency	and	Youth	Offense	Control	Act	(Hinton,	2016,	p.	33)	and	
Johnson’s	1965	Law	Enforcement	Assistance	Act	(ibid,	p.	57)	reflected	a	move	towards	social	control	of	inner-
city	communities	seen	as	socially	pathological.	
16	16	For	example,	the	Juvenile	Justice	and	Delinquency	Protection	Act	of	1974	“formally	labeled	all	
economically	vulnerable	youth	as	potentially	criminal”	(Hilton,	2015,	p.	808),	to	“diffuse	law	enforcement	
techniques	into	the	everyday	lives	of	black	urban	children	and	teenagers”	(Hilton,	2015,	p.	809),	including	
schools	(p.	815),	contributing	to	the	high	youth	incarceration	rates	by	the	end	of	the	decade	(Hilton,	2015,	p.	
808).	The	popular	rhetoric	around	the	treatment	era	of	the	1960s	and	1970s	is	based	in	some	truth.	For	
example,	the	Juvenile	Justice	and	Delinquency	Protection	Act	of	1974	Act	also	relaxed	some	punishments	for	
juveniles.	To	receive	federal	block	funding,	states	had	to	deinstitutionalize	status	offenders	and	non-violent	
offenders,	separate	youth	from	adults	in	long-term	confinement,	and	remove	juveniles	from	adult	jails.	(Ward,	
2012,	p.	253).	It	also	led	“virtually	all	states	in	the	late	1970s	and	early	1980s	to	reduce	the	confinement	of	
youth	accused	only	of	status	offenses	such	as	running	away,	unruly	behavior	or	underage	drinking”	(The	
Annie	E.	Casey	Foundation,	2013)	
17 Broken	Windows	was	a	theory	proposed	by	Wilson	and	Kelling	in	the	early	1980s.	It	argued	that	“observed	
disorder	predicts	perceived	disorder”	(Sampson	&	Raudenbush,	2004,	p.	319),	that	is	seeing	trash,	graffiti	and	
broken	windows	signals	criminals	to	commit	crime	(Hinton,	2016,	p.	289;	Sampson	&	Raudenbush,	2004). 
18	The	most	well-known	subsection	of	Neighborhood	Effects	Theory	is	Social	Disorganization	Theory	
(Sampson,	2008).	Sampson	and	Wilson	(1995)	used	Social	Disorganization	Theory	to	explain	why	African	
American	urban	neighborhoods	have	so	many	delinquent	youth,	though	it	has	since	been	adapted	to	explain	
delinquency	in	other	types	of	neighborhoods	with	different	ethnic	demographics	(Gabbidon	&	Greene,	2013,	
p.	77-83).	
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networks	and	social	citizenship	(Roberts,	2004)	and	a	loss	of	social	cohesion	and	sense	of	
control	over	one’s	environment	within	communities	(Sampson,	Raudenbush,	&	Earls,	
1997).	These	losses	connect	to	adolescent	delinquency	(Sampson,	1997)	and	an	inability	of	
the	community	to	maintain	public	order	(Sampson	et	al.,	1997).	In	other	words,	according	
to	this	theory,	community	violence	occurs,	at	least	in	part,	from	a	lack	of	community.		

This	fear	of	the	potential	and	perpetual	adolescent	criminal,	bred	by	morally	
defective	neighborhoods	and	families,	culminated	in	another	moral	panic,	also	called	the	
tough-on-crime	era,	that	is	only	beginning	to	wane	today.	Education	scholars	who	
problematize	the	policies	and	practices	of	this	era	often	omit	the	historical	roots	of	these	
beliefs	of	adolescent	criminality	and	related	social	control	tactics.	In	addition,	education	
often	fails	to	consider	how	the	tough-on-crime	polices	in	schools	are	similar	to	the	tough-
on-crime	polices	outside	of	schools.	The	following	section	compares	and	contrasts	tough-
on-crime	policies	in	schools	and	the	carceral	system	since	the	1980s.		
	
Adolescent	Criminalization	in	the	Tough-on-Crime-Era	

This	dissertation	argues	that	the	relationship	between	school	and	the	juvenile	
justice	system	in	the	tough-on-crime	era	is	less	of	a	trajectory	from	one	system	to	another	
as	depicted	in	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	and	more	of	a	“nexus	or	a	web	of	intertwined	
punitive	threads”	(Meiners,	2007,	referring	to	Simmons,	2004,	p.	32).	To	contextualize	the	
findings	in	Chapters	3	and	4	,this	section	discusses	some	of	the	carceral	logics	“that	
support,	naturalize,	and	extend	relationships	between	incarceration	and	schools”	(Meiners,	
2007,	p.	4),	specifically	in	terms	of	theories	of	youth	criminality	and	social	control	tactics.	
Social	control	tactics	in	and	out	of	school	during	this	era	can	be	divided	into	two	categories:	
punitive	social	control	and	soft	social	control,	both	of	which	are	discussed	(see	Table	1.1).	
	
Table	1.1:	Forms	of	Social	Control	in	the	Tough-on-Crime	Era	(1980s-2010s)	
	 Punitive	Social	Control	 Soft	Social	Control	

Juvenile	
Carceral	
Systems	

• Preemptive	policing	and	
surveillance	of	youth	deemed	
criminal	and	of	entire	criminalized	
neighborhoods		

• Harsh,	punitive	punishments	
believed	to	both	prevent	and	contain	
out-of-control	youth	

• Positive	youth	justice	
development	used	to	control	out-
of-control	youth	through	rewards	

Schools	

• Preemptive	policing	and	
surveillance	of	youth	deemed	
criminal	and	of	entire	schools	in	
criminalized	neighborhoods		

• Harsh,	punitive	punishments	
believed	to	both	prevent	and	contain	
out-of-control	youth	

• Positive	youth	development	used	
to	control	out-of-control	youth	
through	rewards	

• Surveillance	of	youth	emotions,	
dress,	and	other	characteristics	
believed	to	be	symbolic	of	out-of-
control	youth	
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Punitive	Social	Control	
The	tough-on-crime	era	that	started	in	the	1980s	saw	unprecedented	policing	and	

incarceration	of	poor	and	urban	communities19	with	a	particular	focus	on	preemptive	
strikes	and	harsh	punishments.	In	the	prevailing	beliefs	of	the	era,	just	as	in	previous	eras,	
family	20	and	neighborhoods21	faced	blame	for	cultivating	criminal	youth.	The	perceived	
interaction	between	individual,	family,	and	neighborhood	defects,		during	the	tough-on-
crime	era	can	be	summed	up	this	way:		youth	growing	up	in	neighborhoods	and	families	
with	low	levels	of	“collective	efficacy”	(Sampson	et	al.,	1997)	and	high	levels	of	“noxious	
stimuli”22	(Castro	&	Landry,	2005)	fail	to	develop	self-control	and	engage	in	impulsive,	
antisocial	behavior	(Gottfredson,	2001).	They	are	often	forced	to	turn	to	coping	strategies	
such	as	hypermasculinity	(Anderson,	1999),	carrying	weapons	(Richardson	et	al.	2013)	and	
the	need/desire	to	turn	to	peers	for	protection	(Rendón,	2014:	Richardson	et	al.,	2013),	all	
of	which	ultimately	lead	to	committing	crimes.	

By	the	1990s,	education	developed	a	concerted	interest	in	the	relationship	between	
youth	delinquency	and	school.23	The	moral	panic	that	dominated	the	Unites	States	outside	

 
19	The	1980s	and	the	1990s	saw	perhaps	the	most	widespread	and	destructive	use	punitive	measures	to	
address	crime.	Reagan’s	War	on	Drugs	and	other	tough-on-crime	policies	and	practices	most	directly	led	to	
the	mass	incarceration	of	millions	of	mostly	Black	and	Latinx	adolescents	and	young	adults	(Alexander,	2012;	
Hinton,	2016).	Regan	portrayed	drug	users	and	petty	dealers	as	hardened	criminals	who	needed	harsh	
punishments	rather	than	legitimate	jobs	or	drug	treatment	(Alexander,	2012;	Hinton,	2016).	The	
incarceration	rate	went	from	501,526	in	1980	to	2,246,100	in	2016	(The	Sentencing	Project,	2018).		
20For	example,	Buka	&	Earls	(1993)	cite	a	number	of	family	factors	that	are	argued	to	be	related	to	adolescent	
delinquency	and	violence	including:	parenting	practices,	family	criminal	behavior,	child	abuse	or	neglect,	
poor	marital	relations,	parental	absence	due	to	divorce	or	separation,	and	large	family	size.	Gottfredson	and	
Hirschi’s	1990	General	Theory	of	Crime	(Gottfredson,	2001)	perhaps	best	sums	up	how	crime	theories	of	the	
1980s	continued	to	connect	individual,	family,	and	neighborhood	factors	to	youth	delinquency	throughout	
this	era.	On	the	neighborhood	level,	disorganized	neighborhoods,	which	are	often	poor,	urban,	and/or	Black,	
“experience	higher	levels	of	crime…because	their	mechanisms	of	social	control	are	less	effective”	
(Gottfredson,	2001,	p.	65).	On	a	family	level,	“When	parents	…	do	not	watch	children,	recognize	when	deviant	
behavior	has	occurred,	and	punish	deviant	behavior	consistently,	children	do	not	develop	self-control”	(ibid,	
p.	46).	On	the	individual	level,	“When	self-control	is	lacking,	and	societal	controls	fail	to	fall	into	place,	nothing	
stands	in	the	way”	of	delinquency	(ibid,	p.	45).	
21	Rios	(2011)	found	that	his	Oakland	participants	“who	were	not	delinquent	but	lived	in	poor	
neighborhoods”	were	treated	with	suspicion	and	criminalized	(p.	19)	and	Vaught	(2017)	describes	how	
police	swept	through	targeted	neighborhoods	“at	the	beginning	of	the	weeklong	winter	holiday	and	the	
midwinter	and	spring	breaks”	preemptively	incarcerating	potentially	delinquent	neighborhood	youth	(p.	86-
88).	Story	(2016)	used	the	term	“million	dollar	blocks,”	what	Hernandez	(2019)	now	calls	“million	dollar	
hoods,”	to	conceptualize	how	the	criminalization	of	entire	neighborhoods	leads	to	a	concentrated	
overrepresentation	of	those	neighborhoods	in	jails	and	prisons.	In	short,	when	“the	block	itself	is	to	blame	for	
its	overrepresentation	of	incarcerated	residents”	(Story,	2016,	p.	264),	the	solution	of	policy	and	practice	is	to	
concentrate	efforts	of	social	control	on	the	block	(Alexander,	2012;	Hernandez,	2017;	Hinton,	2016).	
22Castro	and	Landry	(2005)	argue,	“Neighborhood	violence	can	be	conceptualized	as	a	source	of	strain	and	is	
best	categorized	as	noxious	stimuli.	Individuals	who	reside	in	violent	neighborhoods	are	at	an	increased	
likelihood	of	forming	relationships	with	people	who	present	noxious	or	negative	stimuli”	(p.	100).	
23Before	the	1980s,	there	seems	to	be	little	discussion	in	the	education	literature	on	juvenile	
delinquency/incarceration.	Of	the	literature	that	does	exist,		some	of	the	topics	between	1900	and	1980	
include:	the	relationship	between	academic	problems	and	delinquency	(e.g.	Mercer,	1930;	Schreiber,	1963),	
the	role	of	school	in	school	delinquency	prevention	(e.g.	Hypps,	1959;	Mayer		&	Butterworth,	1979),	and	the	
role	of	pathologies	in	delinquency	(e.g.	Wallace,	1963;	Weeks	&	Smith,	1939).		On	July	16,	2019,	an	Education	
Source	search	from	1929-1980	found	814	results	on	the	search	of	“juvenile	delinquency	and	school,”	44	for	
“juvenile	justice	and	school,”	and	two	results	for	“juvenile	incarceration	and	school.”	A	Google	Scholar	search	
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the	classroom	mirrored	education	literature	and	practice.	During	this	time,	schools	
increasingly	equated	marginalized	youth	with	criminality	(Farmer,	2012;	Meiners;	2007;	
Rios,	2011)	and	developed	social	control	tactics	that	mirrored	the	justice	system.24	By	the	
early	2000s,	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	narrative	dominated	conversations	in	education	
regarding	the	connection	between	the	school	and	delinquency.25	In	hindsight,	this	pipeline	
is	depicted	as	a	failure,	consisting	of	overly	harsh,	ineffective	tough-on-crime	laws	and	
zero-tolerance	policies	in	schools	which	disproportionately	led	to	school	suspensions,	
expulsions,	and,	incarceration	(e.g.	Mallett,	2016;	Heitzeg,	2009;	Shedd,	2015),	particularly	
targeting	urban	youth	of	color	(Ferguson,	2001,	Noguera,	2003;	Wun,	2016).	However,	in	
the	moral	panic	during	the	height	of	the	tough-on-crime	era,	these	punitive	policies	were	
often	seen	as	the	most	effective	way	to	combat	crime	in	both	criminal	neighborhoods	and	
schools	in	criminal	neighborhoods	(Farmer,	2012).		

While	social	control	in	schools	existed	before	the	tough-on-crime	era,26	the	level	of	
surveillance	and	control	in	school	rose	exponentially	during	this	time.	Social	Control	
theorists,	“assign	schools	a	critical	role	in	restraining	youth	behavior”	(Gottfredson,	2001,	
p.	3);	specifically,	social	control	in	school	becomes	a	necessary	tool	to	counteract	out-of-
control	youth.27	They	believed	school	could	never	be	completely	effective	in	teaching	self-

 
from	1900-1980	was	conducted	with	the	same	terms,	but	in	the	title	only,	to	ensure	that	the	results	were	
about	school	and	did	not	just	mention	school.	The	results	were	146	for	“juvenile	delinquency	and	school,”	11	
for	“juvenile	justice	and	school,”	and	0	for	“juvenile	incarceration	and	school.”	It	should	be	noted	that	since	
pre-1980	is	also	pre-internet,	it	may	be	that	that	the	topic	of	delinquency,	incarceration,	and	school	was	
studied	more	than	is	revealed	by	these	searches.		
24	For	example,	Walker	&	Sprague	(1999)	argue	that	family	and	neighborhood	factors	such	as	poor	parenting	
and	impoverished	neighborhoods	created	thousands	of	“aggressive,	antisocial	youth	and	children”	(p.68)	who	
are	heading	down	the	path	of	“school	failure,	delinquency,	and	violence”	(p.	67).	They	point	to	the	“spate	of	
school	shootings	in	the	1997-1998	school	year”	(p.	72)	as	proof	of	the	growing	danger..	
25	As	of	December	2015,	“there	have	been	at	least	7	special	journal	issues	and	50	symposia	on	the	topic.	At	
least	16	books,	13	dissertation	theses,	and	145	articles,	conference	papers,	reports,	or	book	chapters	contain	
“school-to-prison-pipeline”	in	the	title.	The	term	appears	in	the	text	of	at	least	294	academic	journal	articles,	
876	news	stories,	and	263	books.	Google	Scholar	finds	the	term	in	3,200	sources	while	Google	finds	the	term	
in	324,000	sources”	(McGrew,	2016,	pp.	341–342).	
26	Like	social	control	outside	of	school,	social	control	in	schools	precedes	the	tough-on-crime	era.	Some	
current	historical	work	traces	the	rise	of	social	control	in	schools,	for	example	work	centered	on	schools	in	
the	1960s	and	1970s.	Fear	of	the	educated	Black	activist	and	“the	rise	of	nonsupremacist	counterpublics	
always	threatens	the	very	foundation	of	the	state”	and	to	squash	this	threat,	the	state	implemented	school	
and	community	policies	meant	to	control	Black	youth,	“striking	potential	counterpublics	where	they	are	
fostered”	(Vaught,	2017,	p.113).	Sojoyner	(2013)	illustrates	how	an	influx	of	Black	families	to	the	Los	Angeles	
area	in	the	1960s,	combined	with	a	belief	in	“public	education	as	a	space	to	develop	alternative	models	of	
cultural	expression	and	organizing”	(p.	245)	that	was	viewed	as	dangerous,	led	to	school	and	community	
policies	meant	to	control	black	youth.	While	not	an	education	scholar,	Hinton	(2016)	traces	the	increasing	
police	presence	in	schools	across	the	country	to	a	desire	to	maintain	“law	and	order”	in	Black	communities	
after	the	1965	Watts	Riot	(p.	82).	Even	after	the	imminent	fear	of	radical	uprising	waned,	justice	system-
styled	social	control	in	schools	continued.	By	the	mid-1970s,	in	an	attempt	to	monitor	potential	juvenile	
criminals,	the	federal	government	“introduced	widespread	police	patrol	in	the	hallways	and	classroom	of	
schools”	in	poor	urban	areas	with	high	concentrations	of	youth	of	color,	along	with	“electronic	surveillance	
[and]	improves	security	of	school	buildings”	(Hinton,	2016,	p.	236).		
27 While	some	critical	criminologists	use	the	term	social	control	to	describe	this	criminalization	of	youth	(e.g.	
Hinton,	2016,	Ward,	2012),	the	use	of	the	term	in	that	way	should	not	be	confused	with	Hirschi’s	(1969)	
Social	Control	Theory,	which	emerged	in	the	late	1960s	(Kempf,	1993).	Hirschi’s	theory	is	germane	to	this	
dissertation	not	just	in	its	criminalization	and	call	for	control	of	youth,	but	in	its	criminalization	and	call	for	
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control,	because	schools	in	“in	urban,	poor	disorganized	communities”	reflect	the	same	
violence	and	disorder	of	the	community	in	general	and	the	youth	that	grew	up	in	such	an	
environment	(Gottfredson,	2001,	p.	63)	are	“crippled	by	uncooperative	families…	that	have	
already	failed	in	the	socialization	task”	(Gottfredson,	2001,	p.	48).	Nevertheless,	they	did	
believe	schools	could	“effectively	monitor	behavior,	recognize	deviant	and	disruptive	
behavior,	and	control	it	through	systems	of	rewards	and	punishments”	(Gottfredson,	2001,	
p.	48).	

A	legacy	of	the	tough-on-crime	era	and	the	fear	of	the	adolescent	criminal	is	that	
many	public	schools	in	criminalized	neighborhoods	“not	only	resembled	prisons	but	they	
also	use	the	same	language,	‘pedagogies,’	and	philosophies	espoused	by	prison	in	jails”	
(Meiners,	2007,	p.	2-3).	Shedd	(2015)	calls	this	adoption	of	a	crime	control	a	“school	
disciplinary	superstructure”	(p.	81).	Based	on	this	mindset,	not	only	have	many	urban	
schools	“ratcheted	up	their	punishment	policies”	(Kupchik,	2010,	p.13),	but	also	their	use	
of	“security	forces	(such	as	security	guards	and	law	enforcement	officers)	and	surveillance	
technologies	(such	as	metal	detectors	and	security	cameras)”	to	both	deter	potential	
delinquency	and	capture	youth	offenders	(Kupchik,	2010,	p.	14).28		

Detention	schools	are	the	most	concrete	example	of	the	intersection	of	the	school	
system	and	the	carceral	system.	Since	school	is	compulsory	throughout	the	United	States,	
all	juvenile	detention	facilities	are	required	to	provide	school	services	(see	for	example	
EdCalFacts,	2019).	There	is	limited	data	on	what	occurs	inside	youth	detention	schools,	
since	they	are	off-limits	to	the	public	and	there	is	no	accessible	history	of	policies	or	
practices.	From	the	little	data	that	exists,	schools	in	juvenile	facilities	seem	to	both	reflect	
social	control	policies	in	juvenile	facilities	as	a	whole	and	in	traditional	schools.	For	
example,	Velez	Young,	Phillips,	and	Nasir	(2010)	and	Vaught	(2017)	offer	empirical	data	
which	gives	a	rarely	seen	glimpse	inside	of	youth	detention	schools.	Both	studies	describe	
the	numerous	locked	doors	and	other	types	of	security	and	control	that	mirrored	and	at	
times	surpassed	the	types	of	security	in	traditional	high	security	schools.29		

	
Soft	Social	Control	
Schools	and	carceral	systems	in	the	tough-on-crime	era	reflect	and	perpetuate	

punitive	practices	and	policies	aimed	at	youth	of	color,	poor	youth,	and	urban	youth	
believed	to	be	criminal	due	to	family,	neighborhood,	and	intrapersonal	deficits.	Punitive	
forms	of	social	control	are	not	the	only	ones	that	have	been	historically	used	to	control	
youth.	Both	schools	and	juvenile	justice	facilities	also	utilize	“soft	extensions”	of	“the	
security	or	the	prison	state”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	4).		

 
control	of	northern	California	youth.		Hirschi	developed	his	theory	based	on	data	from	the	1965	Richmond	
Youth	Project	which	was	based	on	a	study	of	students	in	Contra	Costa	County,	California	(Matsueda	&	Heimer,	
1987,	p	829).	Social	Control	Theory	argues	that	delinquent	youth	are	those	who	do	not	have	adequate	control	
from	their	parents	and	do	not	feel	a	societal	bond	to	who	Hirschi	called	“conventional	others”		that	prevents	
most	members	of	society	from	anti-social	behavior	(Kempf,	1993). 
28	For	example,	some	cities,	such	as	New	York,	partnered	directly	with	the	city	police	to	secure	public	schools,	
leading	to	82	schools	in	New	York	City	by	2006	that	scanned	students	with	metal	detectors	daily	and	
employed	4825	school	police,	at	least	200	of	whom	were	armed	(Kruegar-Henney,	2012,	p.	109)	Some	school	
districts,	like	Oakland	Unified	in	California	have	their	own	separate	school	police	departments	(OUSD,	n.d.).		
29	They	also	both	describe	how	youth	behaviors	and	movements	were	“highly	regulated”	(Velez	Young	et	al.,	
2010,	p.	209),	for	example	youth	not	being	allowed	“to	move	without	permission	from	the	teacher	or	a	prison	
staff	member”	(ibid,	p.	209).	
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One	softer	form	of	social	control	in	schools	is	the	everyday	surveillance	of	students	
by	teachers	and	other	school	officials.	This	level	of	surveillance	is	purportedly	needed	
because	disorganized	communities	and	families	are	unable	to	foster	self-control	in	their	
children,	and	lack	of	self-control	is	the	precursor	to	delinquency.	Examples	of	this	lack	of	
self-control	are	so	broad	that	many	students	fall	under	this	definition;	they	include	not	
being	interested	in	schoolwork,	not	being	“punctual,	quiet,	attentive,”	and	being	
“irresponsible,	undependable,	selfish”	(Gottfredson,	2001,	p.	46-47).	Recent	research	
reflects	the	issues	that	can	arise	from	such	broad	definitions	of	poor	self-control.	Rios	
(2011)	notes	the	way	his	participants	were	“conferred	with	negative	credentials	from	a	
young	age,”	meaning	they	were	criminalized	by	their	non-deviant	behavior,	such	as	style	of	
dress,30	which	led	to	them	being	surveilled	as	dangerous	(p.	39).	It	is	not	only	behavior,	but	
also	emotions	that	are	monitored.	For	example,	girls	speaking	loudly	(Morris,	2007,	2018;	
Wun,	2016)	or	other	forms	of	youth	expressing	“outlaw	emotions”	(Meiners,	2007),	“failure	
to	control	oneself,	to	keep	that	anger	in	check,	to	act	and	learn	appropriately…might	mean	
school	expulsion,	criminalization,	or	pathologization”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	30).		

A	softer	version	of	social	control	highlighted	in	the	findings	is	the	use	of	positive	
youth	development,	which	is	sometimes	called	positive	behavior	support	in	schools	and	
positive	youth	justice	development	in	juvenile	justice	facilities(Butts	et	al.,	2010).	Positive	
behavior	support	in	schools	was	developed	in	the	late	1980s	and	“is	focused	on	the	design	
of	environments	that	promote	desired	behaviors	and	minimize	the	development	and	
support	of	problem	behaviors”	(Dunlap,	Sailor,	Horner,	&	Sugai,	2009,	p.	4),while	positive	
youth	justice	development	is	an	adaption	of	positive	youth	development	developed	by	
Lerner	(1995).	Positive	youth	development	programs	were	first	utilized	as	a	preventive	
tool,	to	prevent	“at-risk”	young	people	from	offending	and	being	arrested	and	were	re-
configured	to	work	with	youth	in-custody	(Butts	et	al.,	2010).		

Unlike	the	punitive	measure	discussed	above	which	punished	youth	for	a	broad	
range	of	behaviors	believed	to	be	tied	to	delinquency,	positive	youth	development	uses	a	
softer,	gentler	touch	to	attempt	to	elicit	proper	behavior,	such	as	praises	and	rewards.	
Though	the	approach	is	different,	relying	on	praise	and	rewards,	the	underlying	beliefs	and	
end	goal	are	the	same:	criminalized	youth	do	not	have	the	ability	to	self-regulate	their	
emotions	and	behaviors	and	must	be	taught	how	to	do	so	to	prevent	and	control	their	
criminality.31		

	
The	background	section	highlights	a	few	key	adaptive	issues	associated	with	the	

wicked	problem	of	youth	incarceration.	Historically,	the	problem	of	youth	incarceration	is	
framed	in	terms	of	the	moral	or	biological	deficits	that	lead	to	youth	criminality.	In	the	
tough-on-crime	era,	both	schools	and	the	juvenile	justice	system	developed	similar	social	
control	solutions	aimed	at	preventing	or	curtailing	the	criminality.	These	social	control	
tactics,	both	punitive	and	soft,	are	often	premised	on	the	belief	that	since	youth	lack	self-
control,	it	becomes	imperative	for	outside	forces	to	come	and	enforce	control.	For	

 
30	Morris	(2007,	2018)	and	Wun	(2016)	found	similar	patterns	with	the	Black	girls	in	their	studies.	
31	While	touted	as	an	alternative	to	social	control,	at	least	some	research	found	that	positive	behavior	support	
“became	another	mechanism	for	enforcing	order”	and	“to	restore	disruptive	students	to	
compliance”(Bornstein,	2017,	p.	136)	In	relation	to	positive	youth	justice	development	Butts	et	al.,	(2010)	
argue	“All	justice-involved	youth,	even	those	who	require	…	specialized	treatments,	need	basic	supports	and	
opportunities	if	they	are	to	avoid	future	criminality	and	learn	to	lead	positive,	productive	adult	lives”	(p.7).	
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participants	in	this	study,	criminalization	and	social	control	tactics	are	only	part	of	the	
story;	participants	also	felt	dehumanized	and	disregarded.	The	following	section	outlines	
the	theoretical	framework	that	emerged	from	the	data	to	conceptualize	a	relationship	
between	criminalization,	dehumanization	and	disregard.	This	framework	is	called	the	
Three	Faces	of	Death.	
	

	
Theoretical	Framework:	The	Three	Faces	of	Death	

To	better	understand	the	wicked	and	adaptive	problem	of	adolescent	incarceration,	
this	dissertation	study	uses	an	interdisciplinary	ecological	framework	derived	from	a	
grounded	theory	analysis	of	the	data	(see	Fig	2.1).	This	framework	also	draws	from	
literature	in	a	variety	of	fields,	including	but	not	limited	to,	education,	critical	psychology,	
child	development,	and	social	epidemiology.	Since	not	all	of	these	fields	are	commonly	
referenced	in	education,	this	section	interweaves	a	literature	review	and	the	theoretical	
framework.		
	
Figure	1.3:	The	Three	Faces	of	Death	

	
	

This	framework	captures	a	complex	interplay	of	factors	that	seemed	to	influenced	
participants’	incarceration	and	post-incarceration	experiences,	centering	what	I	call	the	
Three	Faces	of	Death.	I	broadly	define	Faces	of	Death	as	suffering	inflicted	by	structural	and	
sociocultural	factors	of	oppression	on	marginalized	populations	throughout	their	life	
course.	Based	on	the	findings,	this	dissertation	centers	social	death,	psychological	death,	
and	biological	death	(See	Fig	1.3).	Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis	(1997)	argue	that	
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metaphors	“serve	as	overarching	themes	and	rich	undercurrents”	(p.	55).32	Here,	the	
metaphor	of	death	signals	that	forces	of	oppression	are	not	benign,	they	inflict	or	attempt	
to	inflict	devastating	consequences,	including	actual	death.	Each	face	of	death	is	situated	in	
a	specific	ecological	domain:	social	death	in	the	interpersonal,	and	psychological	and	
biological	death	in	the	intrapersonal.33	Each	of	these	Three	Faces	of	Death	are	defined	and	
discussed	below.	
	
Social	Death	

I	adapted	the	concept	of	social	death	as	a	way	to	make	sense	of	the	social	suffering	
participants	felt	they	experienced	through	their	carceral	and	school	interactions.	Patterson	
(1982)	popularized	social	death,	using	it	to	describe	ways	enslaved	people	across	cultures	
and	across	time	are	deemed	“social	nonpersons”	(p.	40)	either	as	“someone	who	did	not	
belong	because	he	is	an	outsider”	or	“someone	who	became	an	outsider	because	he	did	not	
(or	no	longer)	belonged”	(p.	44).	Scholars	such	as	Sexton	(2010;	2016)	use	social	death	to	
specifically	describe	anti-Blackness,	that	is,		inflicting		violences	on	African	Americans	by	
labeling	them	and	treating	them	as	less	than	human.	Sexton	(2010)	argues	that	“…because	
blackness	serves	as	the	basis	of	enslavement	in	the	logic	of	a	transnational	political	and	
legal	culture,	it	permanently	destabilizes	the	position	of	any	nominally	free	black	
population”	(p.	36).	

Other	scholars	adapted	the	concept	of	social	death	to	describe	the	phenomenon	of	
incarceration.	Sowle	(1993)	uses	social	death	to	describe	the	rise	of	US	penitentiaries	in	the	
1930s	as	a	way	to	socially	isolate	criminals	who	they	considered	“germs	infecting	the	body	
politic”	(p.	528).34	Guenther	(2013)	discusses	social	death	in	terms	of	solitary	confinement,	
in	which	incarcerated	individuals	are	forcibly	separated	from	human	connection.	Price	
(2015)	also	argues	that	“to	be	sentenced	to	prison	is	to	be	sentenced	to	social	death,”	
though	in	addition	to	the	mistreatment	in	prison,	he	adds	the	lingering	stigma	of	
incarceration	after	release	(p.	5).	Rios	(2011)	mentions	this	iteration	of	social	death	in	
reference	to	youth	who	ended	up	in	prison	and	the	“social	incapacitation”	or	“microdoses	
of	social	death”	that	prevented	them	“from	functioning,	thriving,	and	feeling	a	sense	of	
dignity	in	their	daily	interactions	with	institutional	forces”	(p.	160).		

Cacho’s	(2012)	iteration	of	social	death	shifts	the	focus	from	incarceration	and	post-
incarceration	to	a	focus	on	apriori	criminalization.	In	her	version	of	social	death,	an	
individual’s	everyday	behavior	is	criminalized,	not	because	the	individual	is	acting	like	a	
criminal,	but	because	by	their	very	existence	they	are	thought	of	as	criminal.	She	argues	
that	criminalization	is	one	aspect	of	social	death,	but	of	equal	importance	is	how	certain	

 
32	Portraiture	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997)	as	a	method	is	discussed	more	fully	in	Chapter	2,	but	a	key	
point	that	needs	to	be	discussed	here	is	the	portraitist’s	use	of	metaphor.	
33	33	The	Faces	of	Death	are	influenced	by	ecological	models	of	development	including	Bronfenbrenner	
(1979),	Lerner	(1978),	Garbarino	(1995),	and	Krieger	(1994),	as	well	as	by	Fanon’s	(2008)	concept	of	
sociogeny	(see	also	Appendix	A).		 
34	Sowle	(1993)	uses	the	letters	of	Henry	Abbot	that	he	wrote	while	incarcerated	to	exemplify	social	death:	“A	
man	is	taken	away	from	his	experience	of	society,	taken	away	from	the	experience	of	a	living	planet	of	living	
things,	when	he	is	sent	to	prison…	The	concept	of	death	is	simple:	it	is	when	a	living	thing	no	longer	
entertains	experience.	So	when	a	man	is	taken	farther	and	farther	away	from	experience,	he	is	being	taken	to	
his	death”	(Sowle,	1993,	p.	505).	
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groups	of	people	are	categorized	as	“illegible	for	personhood”	and	unworthy	of	empathy	or	
compassion	(Cacho,	2012,	p.	6).	This	dehumanization	positions	some	youth	as	appearing	
human	but	“really	subhuman	on	the	‘inside’”	(Merlo	&	Benekos,	2017,	p.	27	citing	Smith,	
2016;	see	also	Haslam	&	Loughnan,	2014).	Social	death	can	manifest	several	ways,	for	
example	the	way	White	survivors	and	Black	looters	were	depicted	post-Katrina	(Cacho,	
2012,	p.	1-4),	or	the	“willful	public	ignorance”	of	teachers	in	understanding	their	role	in	
“school	failure	and	incarceration”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.19,	italics	in	original).			

Cacho	(2012)	uses	social	death	to	conceptualize	the	violences	of	labeling,	
surveillance,	dehumanization,	and	punishment	to	explain	“how	human	value	is	made	
unintelligible	through	racialized,	sexualized,	specialized,	and	state-sanctioned	violences”	
(Cacho,	2012,	p.	4).		I	use	Cacho’s	(2012)	iteration	of	social	death	to	conceptualize	the	
violences	of	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	participants	experienced	as	
adolescents	and	young	adults	from	teachers,	police,	and	carceral	staff.	Social	death	means	
criminalized	adolescents	are	vilified	as	being	unworthy	of	any	intervention	besides	
punishment	and	disregard,	leading	to	social	suffering.	However,	based	on	the	findings	
suffering	was	not	limited	to	the	social	level.	The	Faces	of	Death	also	operate	on	an	
intrapersonal	level	in	the	form	of	psychological	and	physical	suffering,	what	I	call	
psychological	and	biological	death.	
	
Psychological	and	Biological	Death	
	 Unlike	social	death,	which	comes	from	the	scholarship	discussed	above,	the	terms	
psychological	and	biological	death	predominately	emerged	from	the	study	data.	I	use	the	
term	psychological	death	to	refer	to	the	psychological	suffering	within	an	individual	that	is	
influenced	by	social	death.	In	the	case	of	participants,	this	suffering	can	range	from	the	
internalization	of	labels	to	psycho-emotional	crises.	Biological	death	refers	to	physical	
suffering	within	an	individual	that	is	influenced	by	social	and	psychological	death,	which	
can	lead	to	detrimental	health	outcomes	ranging	from	the	death	of	individual	cells	to	the	
death	of	an	individual.	Since	the	literature	on	social	determinants	of	health	is	a	helpful	
starting	place	for	contextualizing	both	psychological	and	biological	death,	this	section	first	
defines	and	discusses	the	social	determinants	of	health.		

The	social	determinants	of	health	is	an	idea	from	social	epidemiology	that	refers	to	
the	connection	between	environment	and	psychological	and	physical	health	outcomes.	
Social	determinants	refer	to	risk	and	protective	health	factors	“beyond	individual	
behaviors	and	beyond	individual	genetic	endowment”	(Jones,	et	al.,		2009,	p.	7).	The	World	
Health	Organization	(2019)	defines	the	social	determinants	of	health	as	“the	conditions	in	
which	people	are	born,	grow,	live,	work	and	age”	which	“are	shaped	by	the	distribution	of	
money,	power	and	resources	at	global,	national	and	local	levels”	(WHO,	2019).		These	
conditions	“include	individual	resources,	neighborhood	(place-based)	or	community	
(group-based)	resources,	hazards	and	toxic	exposures,	and	opportunity	structures”	(Jones,	
et	al.,	2009,	p.	8).35	

 
35	In	social	epidemiology,	discussions	social	determinants	of	health	run	the	spectrum	from	being	informed	by	
a	critical	lens	to	being	informed	by	a	deficit	lens.	Work	utilizing	a	critical	lens	centers	social	determinants	in	
terms	of	oppression,	arguing	that	the	distribution	of	the	social	determinants	of	health	disparities	is	not	
random	but	rather	is	the	reflection	of	other	power	inequities	(e.g.	Krieger,	2012;	Nuru-Jeter	et	al.,	2008),	
while	work	operating	from	a	deficit	lens	either	ignores	or	minimizes	issues	of	oppression	(e.g.	Felitti	et	al.,	
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Social	determinants	of	health	research	focuses	on	the	social	environment	“from	the	
microenvironment	(most	proximal)	to	the	macroenvironment	(most	distal)	from	the	child:	
the	family	(micro),	the	neighbourhood	or	local	community	(meso),	and	the	broader	
social/economic/political	environment	(macro)”	(Hertzman	&	Boyce,	2010,	p.	332).	
Research	on	the	relationship	between	social	environment	and	health	outcomes	often	
focuses	on	“candidate	systems,”36	which	are	biological	systems	that	seem	to	be	greatly	
influenced	by	environments	across	the	life	course	(Hertzman		&	Boyce,	2010,	p.	336).	Social	
epidemiologists	and	others	concerned	with	the	effects	of	environment	on	health	have	
found	that	detrimental	physical	and	social	environmental	conditions	can	have	acute	and	
chronic	psychological	and	physical	health	effects.37		
	 Social	determinants	of	health	research	often	focus	on	childhood,	since	unhealthy	
environments	affect	a	developing	human	in	substantially	different	ways	than	a	fully	
developed	adult.	Since	biology	is	inextricably	connected	with	psychology,	these	unhealthy	
environments	can	detrimentally	affect	a	child’s	psychological	and	physical	health	
outcomes.		One	way	of	framing	the	relationship	between	childhood	environment	and	health	
outcomes	is	the	Adverse	Childhood	Experiences	(ACEs)	framework.	Initially,	based	on	a	
large	study	by	Felitti	et	al.	(1998),38	ACEs	centered	on	home	environment	and	later	
detrimental	physical	health	outcomes.39	However,	some	researchers	have	expanded	the	
definition	to	include	any	acute	or	chronic	stress	that	leads	to	allostatic	load	and	use	
different	terms	to	describe	adverse	child	experiences,	for	example,	traumatic	stress	(e.g.,	
National	Child	Trauma	Stress	Network,	n.d.),	toxic	stress	(e.g.	Harvard	Center	for	the	
Developing	Child,	2019),	and	social	toxins	(e.g.	Garbarino,	2008).	Expanding	upon	the	
original	ACEs	study,	subsequent	studies	over	the	past	twenty	years40	have	found	numerous	
correlations	between	stressors	and	both	psychological	illnesses	(such	as	depression,	
anxiety,	aggression,	and	substance	abuse),	and	physical	diseases	(such	as	obesity,	heart	and	
liver	disease,	asthma,	accelerated	aging,	memory	loss,	diabetes,	and	early	death)	(see	for	
example	CDC,	2019;	Danese	&	McEwen,	2012;	Hertzman	&	Boyce,	2010;	Teicher,	2016).		

 
1998)	or	pathologizes	those	affected	by	oppression	(e.g.	Jones,	2000).	The	concepts	of	psychological	and	
biological	death	are	aligned	with	the	critical	lens	of	social	epidemiology.	
36	“Four	candidate	systems”	are	“the	HPA	axis	and	its	accompanying	secretion	of	cortisol;	the	autonomic	
nervous	system	(ANS)	in	association	with	epinephrine	and	norepinephrine;	the	development	of	memory,	
attention,	and	other	executive	functions	in	the	prefrontal	cortex;	and	the	systems	of	social	affiliation	involving	
the	primitive	amygdala	and	locus	coeruleus	with	accompanying	higher-order	cerebral	connections,	mediated	
by	serotonin	and	other	hormones”	(Hertzman		&	Boyce,	2010,	p.		336)	
37	For	example,	research	on	stress	as	a	social	determinant	of	health	shows	a	clear,	strong	pathway	to	
embodiment	(Krieger,	2001)	from	environment	to	detrimental	health	outcomes.	Marmot’s	(1984)	famous	
Whitehall	study	exposed	the	differing	cardiovascular	and	respiratory	health	outcomes	between	White	male	
civil	servants	across	pay	grades,	which	could	not	be	accounted	for	by	just	looking	at	lifestyle	choices.	
McEwen’s	(1998)	“allostatic	load”	and	Geronimus’	(1992)	“weathering”	conceptualize	the	wear	and	tear	of	
stress	on	an	individual’s	biology	across	the	life	course.	
38	This	groundbreaking	study	of	10,000	Kaiser	patients	demonstrated	that	specific	stressful	childhood	events,	
called	adverse	childhood	experiences	or	ACES,	are	correlated	with	physical	health	problems	later	in	life.	
39	The	original	ten	ACEs	are:	physical	abuse,	sexual	abuse,	emotional	abuse,	physical	neglect,	emotional	
neglect,	intimate	partner	violence/mother	treated	violently,	substance	misuse	within	household,	household	
mental	illness,	parental	separation	or	divorce,	incarcerated	household	members	(Felitti	et	al.,	1998).	
40	In	addition	to	correlational	research,	animal	experiential	research	and	some	burgeoning	human	
experimental	research	in	the	past	two	decades	has	improved	our	understanding	of	the	relationship	between		
early	life	stress	and	detrimental	health	outcomes.	



 17 

Moreover,	the	more	adverse	childhood	experiences	a	person	is	exposed	to	the	higher	the	
chances	of	detrimental	health	outcomes	(Hertzman	&	Boyce,	2010;	Greenwald,	2002).41		

Psychological	and	biological	death	center	how	the	“the	punitive	matrix	invented	to	
protect	instead	captures	and	harms	many	[youth]”	(Meiners	2017,	p.	124)	and	how	
adolescent	incarceration	puts	youth	“at	high	risk	for	a	variety	of	associated	conditions	that	
include	mental	and	physical	health	problems”	(Meyers	&	Farrell,	2008,	p.	1163).	Social	
epidemiology	argues	that	psychology	and	biology	are	inextricably	linked,	however,	since	
this	dissertation	study	did	not	include	a	way	to	measure	biological	health	consequences,	
these	two	concepts	are	conceptualized	as	two	overlapping,	but	separate	domains.	

	
Psychological	Death	
I	use	the	term	psychological	death	to	refer	to	the	psychological	suffering	that	is	

linked	to	social	death,	and	to	a	lesser	extent,	with	biological	death.	The	concept	of	
psychological	death	draws	most	heavily	on	Fanon’s	theory	of	sociogeny.42	Fanon	(2008)	
argues	that	what	Western	psychiatry	labels	psychopathology	in	reality	is	“not	an	individual	
problem”	(p.	xv)	but	rather	a	sociohistorical	one	which	necessitates	understanding	an	
individual’s	experience	in	context.	Context	for	Fanon	refers	to	the	context	of	oppression.43	
Understanding	forces	of	oppression	is	a	key	component	to	understanding	the	psychological	
experiences	of	those	labeled	adolescent	criminals,	in	part	because	“forces,	such	as	
patriarchy	and	colonialism,	impact	the	landscape	in	which	the	experience	and	testimonials	
circulate,	and	this	landscape	defines	what	counts	as	a	survivor,	and	what	counts	as	a	
legitimate	‘trauma’”	(Meiners,	2007,	p	156).		

My	concept	of	psychological	death	does	not	concern	itself	with	proving	who	is	
legitimately	traumatized	and	worthy	of	personhood,44	but	instead	is	focused	on	the	
structures	of	suffering,	mainly	how	the	social	suffering	from	criminalization,	

 
41See	previous	footnote	as	well	as	Garbarino's	(2001)	discussion	on	accumulated	risk	and	Greenwald’s	(2002)	
discussion	on	this	dose-response	relationship	between	trauma	exposure	and	detrimental	health	outcomes,	in	
which	the	duration,	frequency,	and	severity	of	the	exposure	is	positively	associated	with	mental	and	physical	
illness.		
42	Fanon	puts	forward	this	theory	in	Black	Skin,	White	Masks	(Fanon,	1994)	and	then	utilizes	it	in	his	later	
works,	most	notably	A	Dying	Colonialism	(Fanon,	2008).	
43	The	main	difference	between	Fanon	and	scholars	like	Bronfenbrenner,	Lerner,	and	Garbarino	who	also	
argue	for	the	importance	of	context	is	Fanon’s	emphasis	on	oppression	as	the	main	cause	of	psychopathy	(See	
Appendix	A).	
44	As	a	teacher	there	were	many	situations	that	started	me	thinking	about	what	school’s	responsibility	is	to	
address	childhood	trauma	and	if	trauma	was	even	the	right	way	to	frame	what	was	going	on;	eventually	the	
gnawing	of	these	questions	culminated	in	my	framing	of	the	concept	of	psychological	death.	There	is	one	
incident	in	particular	I	will	never	forget.	As	a	new	7th	grade	teacher,	one	of	my	“hard	to	reach”	students	Toni,	
who	I	had	finally	“reached”	over	the	course	of	the	year,	came	to	me	one	day	to	apologize	for	not	doing	her	
homework.	I	am	shortening	and	paraphrasing	the	conversation	we	had:	“I	got	into	a	fight	with	this	girl	at	
[redacted]	Park.	Her	brother	came	down	and	then	my	cousin	came	down.”	[She	then	tells	me	that	at	some	point	a	
knife	is	pulled	and	everyone	scatters].	“Afterward,	I	went	back	to	my	Aunt’s	house	[where	her	cousin	lived].	I	was	
upstairs	with	my	two	little	cousins	and	my	cousin	went	downstairs	to	smoke	a	cigarette.	I	heard	a	car	pull	up	and	
then	gunshots.	I	pulled	my	little	cousins	to	the	ground.	Afterward	I	ran	outside	and	saw	that	my	cousin	had	been	
shot	3	times	in	the	stomach.	He’s	in	the	hospital	right	now	and	we	don’t	know	if	he	will	be	OK.	[With	tears	in	her	
eyes]	That	was	meant	for	me.”		Two	things	became	apparent	in	this	situation:	First,	this	student	needed	help	
to	cope	with	what	she	just	experienced,	help	the	school	was	not	equipped	to	give.	Second,	I	wondered	how	I	
was	complicit	in	making	her	think	she	was	a	failure	for	not	doing	her	homework.		
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dehumanization,	and	disregard	relates	to	internalized	and	externalized	self-hatred	(Bulhan,	
1985;	Fanon,	2008),	the	psychological	wear	and	tear	of	oppression	(Fanon,	1994),	as	well	
as	coping	mechanisms	adopted	by	individuals	in	an	attempt	to	deal	with	the	causes	and	
effects	of	all	forms	of	oppression.		

There	is	a	growing	body	of	literature	on	the	psychological	consequences	of	juvenile	
incarceration,	especially	as	a	result	of	solitary	confinement	(e.g.	Birckhead, 2015; Clark, 
2017), but	there	are	also	other	more	subtle	forms	of	psychological	suffering,	for	example,	
the	internalization	of	social	death	labels.	Labeling	theory	argues	that	the	police	and	the	
justice	system	label	and	disproportionately	target	youth	as	de	facto	status	criminals	
(Cacho,	2012)	who	are	“poorest,	most	disinhibited	(that	is,	impulsive-hyperactive)	and	
least	supervised	by	their	parents”	(Gatti	et	al,	2009,	p.	996).	Proponents	of	labeling	theory		
assert	that	these	interactions	with	the	justice	system	lead	to	a	solidification	of	criminality	
“by	modifying	offenders’	self-perception,	reducing	their	social	opportunities	and	prompting	
them	to	form	deviant	groups”	(Gatti	et	al,	2009,	p.	991).45		Rios	(2011)	adds	to	this	theory	
with	his	concept	of	the	“labeling	hype”	where	“agencies	of	social	control	further	stigmatize	
and	mark	boys	in	response	to	their	original	labels”	(p.	45).	Labeling	leads	to	psychological	
suffering	through	the	internalization	criminalizing,	dehumanizing,	and	disregardful	
labels.46		

	
Biological	Death	
I	use	the	term	biological	death	to	refer	to	physical	suffering	associated	with	social	

and	psychological	suffering.	Biological	death	is	not	suffering	related	to	an	individual’s	
genetic	health	factors,	but	the	context-specific	conditions	that	can	lead	to	epigenetic	and	
other	changes	that	disrupt	or	destroy	an	individual’s	physical	being.	Biological	death	is	
adapted	from	a	variety	of	concepts.	In	addition	to	concepts	from	the	social	determinants	of	
health,	biological	death	was	also	influenced	by	“Gilmore’s…physical	death…[which]	refer[s]	
to	the	reality	of	hazardous	and	inadequate	conditions	in	U.S.	prisons	and	jails	including	
overcrowding	in	unhealthy	facilities,	substandard	health	(including	dental)	and	mental	
health	care,	and	more”	(Meiners	2007,	p.	4),	and	literal	death,	that	is,	the	loss	of	life	
(Mulkay	&	Ernst,	1991).		

There	is	a	dearth	of	research	on	the	relationship	between	incarceration	and	health	
outcomes,	though	some	does	exist.47	The	research	is	even	more	scarce	when	it	comes	to	

 
45	While	young	people	may	experience	challenges,	e.g.	learning	disabilities	or	substance	use	issues	(Meiners,	
2007,	p.	141),	the	biggest	problem	lies	not	with	the	issue,	but	with	the	way	these	labels	“either	from	experts	
in	psychology	(educational,	developmental,	or	other)	or	experts	in	criminology,…	state	that	certain	people	are	
just	born	bad,	or	dangerous,	or	have	bad	genes,	or	are	not	able	to	be	rehabilitated”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	21).		
45	While	young	people	may	experience	challenges,	e.g.	learning	disabilities	or	substance	use	issues	(Meiners,	
2007,	p.	141),	the	biggest	problem	lies	not	with	the	issue,	but	with	the	way	these	labels	“either	from	experts	
in	psychology	(educational,	developmental,	or	other)	or	experts	in	criminology,…	state	that	certain	people	are	
just	born	bad,	or	dangerous,	or	have	bad	genes,	or	are	not	able	to	be	rehabilitated”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	21).		
46	For	example,	Fanon	(2008)	focuses	on	the	psychopathy	and	solutions	to	psychopathy	in	the	intersection	of	
identity	and	race.	Race	and	identity	are	also		important	topics	in	the	field	of	education	which	focuses	on	how	
imposed	labels	and	self-labels	affect	identify	formation	(See	for	example:	Nasir,	2011;	Shedd,	2015,	p	33-4).	
Fanon	(2008)	even	has	a	short	discussion	on	the	effects	of	colonial	curriculum	on	the	identify	development	of	
the	colonized	(p.	126-7).	See	also	Chapter	5.	
47	Some	research	focuses	on	the	conditions	in	jail,	both	the	toxicity	of	the	built	environment,	e.g.	the	work	on	
toxic	prisons	(Bradshaw,	2018)	and	the	toxicity	of	the	social	environment,	e.g.	Fahmy	&	Wallace’s	(2018)	
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adolescents	and	incarceration,	which	is	notable	given	the	overall	focus	in	social	
epidemiology	and	other	health	fields	on	the	connection	between	childhood	environments	
and	health	outcomes	over	the	life	course.	Despite	the	shortage	of	research,	what	does	exist	
provides	hints	across	fields	of	the	detrimental	effects	of	surveillance	and	incarceration	on	
health.	For	example,	while	actual	death	in	juvenile	custody	seems	rare,	suicide	in	custody	
remains	the	most	common	method	of	death	when	death	does	occur	(Gallagher	&	Dobrin,	
2006;	Hockenberry,	S.,	Wachter,	&	Sladky,	2016).	When	it	comes	to	the	health	effects	of	
chronic	criminalization	by	police,	there	is	research	that	implies	chronic	stress	outcomes	of	
police	harassment	(e.g.	Jones,	2014),	along	with	research	on	other	forms	of	harassment	
shown	to	correlate	to	detrimental	health	outcomes	(e.g.	Russell,	Sinclair,	Poteat,	&	Koenig,	
2012).	

Biological	death	builds	upon	and	adds	to	the	research	on	the	link	between	carceral	
experiences	and	detrimental	physical	health	consequences.	It	is	important	to	note	that	this	
face	of	death	is	the	most	conceptual	and	the	least	empirical,	as	there	was	only	one	
participant,	CG,	who	seemed	to	experience	this	form	of	death.	Since	he	experienced	the	
most	extreme	form,	that	of	actual	death,	this	form	of	death	is	included	here	and	in	the	
findings.	

	
	 	
	 To	summarize	this	theorical	framework	of	death	that	emerged	from	the	data:	social	
death	refers	to	the	social	suffering	participants	believed	stemmed	from	their	
criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	by	teachers,	police	and	carceral	staff;	
psychological	death	refers	to	the	psychological	suffering	related	to	these	forms	of	social	
suffering;	and	biological	death	refers	to	physical	suffering	related	to	both	social	and	
psychological	suffering.	Together	these	Three	Faces	of	Death	contextualize	the	
interpersonal	and	intrapersonal	levels	of	suffering	experienced	by	participants.	The	
examples	of	suffering	in	this	dissertation	paint	a	portrait	of	death	that	can	help	advance	our	
understanding	of	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	incarceration,	that	is,	the	forces	of	oppression	
that	lead	to	incarceration	and	their	detrimental	intrapersonal	effects.	The	three	findings	
chapters	will	highlight	examples	of	how	each	face	of	death	manifested	in	the	lives	of	the	
participants	in	school,	out	of	school,	and	internally.	First,	the	next	chapter	lays	out	the	
methodologies	and	methods	used	to	gather	and	analyze	the	data	which	led	to	the	findings.		

 
research	on	the	connection	between	hypertension	and	diabetes	and	the	chronic	stress	of	incarceration.	Other	
research	focuses	on	community	effects	of	incarceration,	for	example,	Nowotny	&	Kuptsevych-Timmer	(2018)	
argue	that	incarceration	is	a	social	determinant	of	health	for	Black	communities	due	to	its	high	concentration	
in	certain	neighborhoods	and	Massoglia	&	Remster	(2019)	cite	that	there	is	an	“increased	risk	of	poor	health	
conditions	and	mortality	both	immediately	after	and	years	after	release”	(p.	95).		
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Chapter	2:	Methodologies	and	Methods	
	

	 A	key	purpose	of	this	dissertation	was	to	gain	a	better	understanding	of	the	wicked	
and	adaptive	problem	of	youth	incarceration.	To	fulfill	this	purpose,	I	draw	on	multiple	
methodological	approaches	and	methods	to	collect	and	analyze	the	data	(See	Figure	4).	
This	chapter	first	describes	the	Grounded	Theory	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990;	Charmaz,	1996;	
Strauss	&	Corbin,	1998)	methodological	approach	that	guided	the	data	collection.	The	
chapter	then	describes	the	ethnographic	and	interview	methods	used	to	collect	data,	as	
well	as	the	hybrid	approach	to	the	analysis	of	the	data,	which	included	sociogeny	(Fanon,	
1994;	2008)	and	portraiture	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997).	I	also	consider	my	own	
positionality	in	this	final	section.	
	

	
	

	
	
	

Methodological	Approach:	Adolescence,	Grounded	Theory,	and	Unit	of	Analysis	
This	dissertation	centers	the	experiences	of	incarcerated	adolescents	and	formerly	

incarcerated	adolescents	and	adults	who	were	first	incarcerated	before	age	19,	with	a	focus	
on	ages	11	to	25	years	old.	There	are	a	few	reasons	for	this	age	range.	First,	while	juvenile	
offenses	legally	become	criminal	offenses	once	a	youth	turns	18,	there	are	no	data	to	
support	the	idea	that	18	years	old	equates	to	adulthood.	In	fact,	recent	research	argues	that	
youth	do	not	leave	adolescence	until	their	early	twenties	(see	for	example	Scott	&	
Steinberg,	2008).		Second,	as	Porter	et	al.	(2016)	argue,	“entries	to	prison	are	concentrated	
at	the	earliest	adult	years”	(p.	5).	According	to	the	age-crime	curve,	teenagers	and	young	
adults	up	to	their	early	20s	are	the	ones	most	arrested	(Loeber	&	Farrington,	2014,	p.12).	
Thus,	any	conversation	on	incarceration	and	criminalization	must	center	adolescents	and	
young	adults.	This	study	used	the	World	Health	Organization’s	definition	of	adolescence	
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which	they	define	as	“those	people	between	10	and	19	years	of	age”	(WHO,	2014)	and	uses	
the	term	young	adult	to	refer	to	those	over	age	19	and	under	age	25.		

This	project	utilized	a	grounded	theory	methodological	approach.	Grounded	theory	
means	“theory	that	was	derived	from	the	data,	systemically	gathered	and	analyzed	through	
the	research	project”	(Strauss	&	Corbin,	1998,	p.	12),	“not	from	preconceived	concepts	or	
hypotheses”	(Charmaz,	1996,	p.	32).		Grounded	theory	approaches	necessitate	broad	
research	questions	that	foster	the	gathering	of	“rich,	detailed	data”	(Charmaz,	1996,	p.	33)	
in	order	to	“to	trace	events,	delineate	processes	and	make	comparisons”	(Charmaz,	1996,	p.	
34).	As	data	is	gathered,	it	is	simultaneously	analyzed	to	develop	concepts,	then	categories,	
then	properties	and	dimensions	of	categories	(Strauss	&	Corbin,	1998,	p.	113-118),	from	
which	emerges	a	theoretical	framework.48			

Grounded	theory	centers	concepts	as	the	basic	unit	of	analysis	to	make	sense	of	
phenomena,	not	individuals	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990,	p.	7).	In	grounded	theory,	it	is	
imperative	to	include	structural	conditions	that	are	“affecting	the	phenomenon,”	“to	show	
specific	linkages	between	conditions,	actions,	and	consequences	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990,	p.	
11,	italics	in	original).	Based	on	this	idea	,	I	sought	to	create	a	theoretical	framework	from	
the	data	to	better	understand	how	factors	within	and	without	participants	related	to	their	
incarceration	(see	Chapter	1).	I	felt	an	ecological	framework	of	youth	development	best	fit,	
since	they	are	primarily	concerned	with	the	individual	in	context	(see	Appendix	A).	
However,	these	ecological	frameworks	do	not	always	center	issues	of	power,	which	a	
necessary	prerequisite	when	focusing	on	marginalized	populations.	To	frame	the	individual	
in	context,	including	power	in	context,	I	adapted	tenets	of	two	other	methodological	
approaches,	portraiture	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997)	and	sociogeny	(Fanon	1994;	
2008),	in	addition	to	grounded	theory.	

A	few	tenets	of	portraiture	helped	frame	this	research	study.	Portraiture	is	
“designed	to	capture	the	richness,	complexity,	and	dimensionality	of	human	experience	in	
social	and	cultural	context,	conveying	the	perspectives	of	the	people	who	were	negotiating	
those	experiences”	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997,	p.	3).	“Rather	than	viewing	context	
as	a	source	of	distortion”	portraitists	understand	that	“context	is	rich	in	cues	about	how	the	
actors	or	subjects	negotiate	and	understand	their	experience”	(ibid,	p.11	or	12	-look	up).	
However,	portraiture	alone	is	not	a	sufficient	method	to	tell	the	participants’	stories	since	
fit	centers	“goodness…	on	what	works,	on	underscoring	what	is	healthy	and	strong”	
(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997,	p.	141-142).	To	focus	merely	on	the	participants’	
positive	experiences	or	outcomes	related	to	their	incarceration	would	be	a	disservice	to	
their	struggles	before,	during,	and	after	incarceration.	Fanonian	sociogeny	is	more	fitting	to	
centering	these	struggles.	

Sociogeny	is	the	primary	approach	used	in	this	dissertation	to	make	sense	of	the	
data.	Fanon	(1994;	2008)	saw	sociogeny	as	a	third	approach	to	understanding	

 
48	Unlike	methodologies	such	as	participatory	action	research	(e.g.	Cammarota	&	Fine,	2008;	Herr	&	
Anderson,	2015),	grounded	theory	does	not	require	that	those	being	studied	co-analyze	and	co-create	theory.	
However,	the	approach	does	suggest	that	“Opening	up	one's	analysis	to	the	scrutiny	of	others	helps	guard	
against	bias”	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	p.	11).	In	this	vein,	whenever	possible,	I	centered	the	expertise	of	current	
youth	and	former	youth	who	have	direct	experience	with	youth	incarceration	to	better	understand	the	factors	
that	played	key	roles	in	the	participants’	trajectory	to	incarceration.	The	methods	section	below	explain	the	
ways	in	which	this	was	done.		
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psychopathology,	one	fundamentally	different	from	ontology	and	phylogeny,	49	which	he	
believed	“negate	man’s	vocation	as	a	subject	of	history	and	thus	dash	any	hopes	of	social	
change”	(Bulhan,	1985,	p.	80).		Fanon	believed	that	research	should	focus	on	understanding	
the	structural	and	cultural	circumstances	in	which	humans	develop,	which	he	called	
sociogeny.	Sociogeny	as	a	methodological	approach	means	contextualizing	an	individual’s	
behavior	and	experience	as	a	symptom	or	outcome	of	structural	forces	of	oppression.	

Together,	grounded	theory,	portraiture,	and	sociogeny	identify	a	unit	of	analysis	
that	centers	context,	using	participants	experiences	to	tease	out	that	context.	Together	they	
help	to	tell	a	story	in	which	“the	individual	is	clearly	my	“unit	of	concern”	but	not	my	unit	of	
analysis”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	16	citing	MeDermott,	Goldman	&	Varenne,	2006,	13).	While	the	
data	for	this	project	mainly	comes	from	individual	participants,	this	dissertation	is	focused	
not	on	the	individual	as	the	subject,	but	instead	takes	participants	experiences	as	a	starting	
point	to	travel	upstream	to	frame	the	ecological	Faces	of	Death	of	the	“permanently	
criminalized”	(Cacho,	2012,	p.	6)	that	influenced	their	incarceration,	and	then	to	travel	back	
downstream	to	frame	the	psychological	and	biological	consequences	of	those	upstream	
factors	.		
	 Centering	social	and	cultural	context	over	the	individual	has	its	benefits	and	costs.	
Centering	the	individual	often	puts	the	onus	for	change	on	the	individual	rather	than	the	
system,	for	example	differentiating	who	had	the	grit	and	resilience	to	overcome	their	
circumstances.	A	key	benefit	of	centering	context	is	that	the	onus	for	change	is	placed	on	
oppressive	systems.	On	the	other	hand,	centering	oppressive	systems	and	omitting	youth	
agency	can	make	it	appear	as	if	young	people	are	passive	reactors,	rather	than	actors,	in	
their	lives,	who	are	destined	to	suffer.	In	order	to	balance	this	trade	off,	Chapter	6	discusses	
how	youth	agency	can	be	harnessed	to	counteract	forces	of	suffering.		
	

	
Methods	

There	were	two	components	to	this	research	study.	The	first	component	was	a	16-
month	ethnography	of	a	low-security	detention	school	for	adolescent	boys	in	northern	
California	that	I	am	calling	Camp	Green	Lake.50	The	second	component	consisted	of	a	
collaborative	interview	study	with	participants	in	northern	California	who	were	no	longer	
incarcerated	and	had	more	freedom	to	share	their	experiences	(see	Table	1).	There	was	a	
two-year	gap	between	components.	Together	these	components	sought	to	better	
understand	sociogeny	of	youth	incarceration,	that	is,	the	structural	and	sociocultural	
sources	of	oppression	implicated	in	participants’	carceral	paths.	
	
	
	
	
	
	

 
49	“Ontology	reveals	the	man	reveals	man	the	individual-	the	helpless,	hopeless,	and	isolated	object	of	a	
repressive	and	overpowering	social	structure.	Phylogeny	points	to	the	futility	of	man’s	resistance	against	a	
curse	that	it	is	embedded	in	an	irretrievable	past”	(Bulhan,	1985,	p.	80).	
50	Named	after	the	boys’	camp	in	Louis	Sachar’s	(1998)	Holes.	
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Table	2.1:	Project	Methods	
	 Camp	Green	Lake	Ethnography	 Retrospective	Interview	Study	

Method(s)	 Participant	observations	and	semi-
structured	interviews	

Collaborative	semi-structured	interviews	
and	collaborative	analysis	

Participants	

• Predominately	Black	and	Latino	
adolescent	boys	aged	15-18	at	a	low-
security	detention	facility	

• Average	of	34	youth	in	facility	
• Seven	student	interviews	and	one	

teacher	interview	

• Predominately	Black,	Latinx,	White,	and	
mixed-race	adults	age	18-76	who	lived	
in	northern	California	and	first	
incarcerated	before	age	19.		

• Twenty-two	participants	over	age	25	
and	eight	between	ages	18	and	25	

When	
Conducted	

• 16	months:	October	31,	2012-	June	6,	
2014	

• Student	interviews	conducted	
between	March	2013	and	June	2013	

• 3	years:	June	19,	2016	-	June	21,	2019	
• Collaborative	coding	and	analysis	

conducted	between	January	and	
December	2019	

Research	
Questions	

1. What	are	the	educational	
experiences	of	youth	in	a	detention	
facility	high	school?	

2. How	do	incarcerated	youth	reflect	
back	on	the	educational	experiences	
throughout	their	lives?	

1. For	those	formerly	incarcerated	as	
juveniles,	what	are	the	factors	before,	
during,	and	after	their	incarceration	that	
most	impacted	their	adolescent	and	
young	adult	life	trajectory?	

Key	
Interview	
Question	

If	you	feel	comfortable	talking	about	it,	
can	you	tell	me	overall	what	school	has	
been	like	for	you?	By	overall	I	mean	
think	about	your	experiences	from	the	
time	you	first	started	school	as	a	little	
kid	until	now.	

I	want	to	hear	about	whatever	experiences	
you	are	willing	to	share	with	me	about	
your	life	before,	during,	and	after	juvenile	
detention.	Feel	free	to	go	back	as	far	as	
you’d	like	and	as	close	to	the	present	as	
you’d	like.		

	
	
Component	One:	Camp	Green	Lake	Ethnography	

The	first	study	component	sought	to	understand	the	education	experiences	of	young	
men	in	a	minimum-security	detention	facility.	The	rationale	for	this	study	was	to	add	to	the	
dearth	of	empirical	evidence	on	youth	experiences	in	carceral	schools	and	the	cumulative	
educational	experiences	of	incarcerated	youth	before	they	are	incarcerated.	

	
Summary	of	Methods	

• Participant	observations	and	informal	conversations	with	detained	adolescent	boys,	
teachers,	guards,	and	facility	administration	between	October	31,	2012	–June	6,	
2014	

• Formal	semi-structured	interviews	with	seven	young	men	between	March	2013-
June	2013	on	their	experiences	with	K-12	education	(see	Appendix	B	for	interview	
protocol)	

• One	unstructured	teacher	interview	conducted	April	13,	2013	
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Research	questions	for	this	part	of	the	study	were:	
1. What	are	the	educational	experiences	of	youth	in	a	detention	facility	high	school?	
2. How	do	incarcerated	youth	reflect	back	on	the	educational	experiences	throughout	

their	lives?	
	
Approval	

• This	study	component	was	conducted	with	approval	from	UC	Berkeley	Office	for	the	
Protection	of	Human	Subjects,	the	county	probation	office,	and	the	county	office	of	
education,	however	due	to	the	complexity	of	acquiring	clearance	from	three	
overseeing	structures,	approval	came	in	stages.	It	took	six	months	(April	–	October	
2012)	before	I	was	able	to	acquire	clearance	from	the	probation	department	to	visit	
the	detention	center	and	start	observing.	While	I	was	also	initially	cleared	though	
the	county	office	of	Education	in	October	for	visits	and	observations,	there	was	
another	delay	during	February	2013	in	which	I	was	unable	to	visit	the	Camp	while	I	
awaited	an	additional	clearance.	IRB	approval	to	conduct	interviews	was	granted	in	
March	2013.		
	

					Description	of	the	Site	
The	boys’	detention	center,	referred	to	in	this	dissertation	as	Camp	Green	Lake,	is	an	

unlocked,	24-hour	residential	program	located	in	California	and	overseen	by	the	local	
county’s	probation	department.	Camp	Green	Lake	is	able	to	hold	up	to	80	youth51	from	age	
15	to	18,	who	are	ordered	by	the	Juvenile	Court	to	be	committed	to	the	Camp.52	During	my	
project,	the	facility	was	in	the	midst	of	a	number	of	structural	changes	spearheaded	by	the	
previous	chief	of	probation	and	implemented	by	his	successors,	including	a	change	in	
uniforms,	length	of	detention,	access	to	services,	and	others.	At	the	time	of	the	study,	from	
October	2012-June	2014,	there	were	an	average	of	34	young	men,	mostly	16	to	17	years	
old,	with	at	least	one	youth	who	was	age	15	and	one	other	who	was	age	18.	The	young	men	
typically	remained	at	the	facility	for	an	average	of	four	months,	though	some	youth	
remained	up	to	a	year.		

During	the	time	I	was	there,	the	majority	of	offenses	that	brought	the	young	men	to	
the	Camp	were:	property	offenses	(32%)	and	crimes	against	persons	(21%).	The	rest	of	the	
offenses	included:	failure	to	obey	court	order	(14%),	offenses	again	the	public	or	weapons	
offences	(9%	each),	drug/alcohol	(7%),	probation	violation	(2%)	and	other	(7%)	(See	
Appendix	C	for	more	information	on	offenses).53	Overall,	the	ethnoracial	makeup	of	the	
Camp	paralleled	the	state	numbers	with	a	high	percentage	of	African	American	and	Latino	
youth,	however	the	Latino	percentages	and	the	African	American	percentages	are	reversed.	
The	California	ethnoracial	demographics	are	Hispanic	(61%),	Black	(23%),	White		(13%),	
Asian,	and	American	Indian	(1%),	while	the	Camp	demographics	are	African	American	

 
51	This	implies	that	the	classrooms,	while	able	to	hold	15	students	comfortably,	could	technically	hold	up	to	
20	students	each.	
52	Throughout	the	paper	I	refer	to	Camp	Green	Lake	as	the	Camp,	which	is	capitalized	to	differentiate	it	from	
other	detention	camps	discussed	by	participants.	
53	The	county	probation	department	only	presents	data	for	the	Camp	Green	Lake	in	percentile	form	rather	
than	number	of	youth.	These	percentages	represent	offenses	for	the	44	youth	ether	present	or	admitted	to	
the	Camp	from	January	1-January	30,	2013.	
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(59%),	Latino	(29%),	White		(6%)	and	Asian	(6%)	(See	Appendix	C	for	charts	and	
citations).		

Though	there	are	fences	on	either	side	of	the	road	as	you	drive	into	the	Camp,	the	
gates	are	always	open	and	there	are	no	apparent	fences	or	walls	on	the	property.	The	
facility	sits	on	a	hill	with	beautiful	views	of	the	surrounding	area.	Up	the	hill	behind	the	
main	buildings	are	goats	and	a	vegetable	farm,	which	the	youth	co-tend.	It	sits	in	marked	
contrast	to	the	locked	Juvenile	Justice	Center	(JJC)	(also	run	by	the	county	probation	
department)	down	the	hill	a	few	hundred	feet,	which	is	surrounded	by	high	fences	topped	
with	two	to	three	layers	of	Constantine	wire.	The	Camp	houses	an	onsite	school	consisting	
of	four	classrooms	and	an	office.	There	are	four	teachers,	one	per	classroom,	who	teach	
traditional	core	subjects	–	Math,	English,	History,	and	Science.54	Classrooms	can	hold	about	
fifteen	students	comfortably,	though	during	my	time	at	the	Camp	there	were	six	to	eight	
students	per	class.	There	are	four	cohorts	of	youth;	youth	that	will	age	out	of	high	school	
before	they	complete	the	needed	total	credits	are	placed	in	the	General	Educational	
Development	Test	(GED)	track	.55	A	second	cohort	consists	of	students	designated	to	be	in	a	
Resource	Specialist	Program	(RSP),	the	equivalent	of	special	education.	The	other	two	
cohorts	are	on	a	high	school	graduation	track	.	

	
Participant	Observation	
I	visited	the	detention	center	during	school	hours	59	times	and	attended	two	off-site	

graduations	for	total	of	approximately	145	hours.	My	visits	were	broken	up	into	two	
stages:	visits	at	the	on-site	school	with	high	school	students	and	visits	at	the	library	with	
high	school	graduates.		

In	the	first	stage	I	visited	the	on-site	school.	Participant	observations	occurred	at	the	
school	between	October	31,	2012	–	June	20,	2013	and	Sept	10,	2013	–December	3,	2013	for	
a	total	of	approximately	70	hours	over	eleven	months.	While	I	visited	all	the	classrooms,	I	
did	not	do	so	evenly.	I	only	visited	History	class	once	because	the	teacher	was	not	as	
welcoming	as	the	other	three.	I	was	most	often	in	the	Math	classroom	since	I	tutored	there.	
I	interacted/observed	all	four	teachers.	In	early	2013,	I	began	volunteering	one	to	two	days	
per	week	as	a	GED	and	California	High	School	Exit	Exam	(CASHEE)	tutor,56	working	with	
one	to	three	students	at	a	time.57	Through	no	official	planning	but	in	response	to	the	needs	
of	the	young	men,	I	spent	much	of	this	time	as	a	math	tutor,	both	in	Algebra	and	in	remedial	
math.	As	a	CASHEE	tutor	I	also	had	one-on-one	and	small	group	conversations	with	young	
men	when	I	pulled	them	from	class.	Throughout	my	participant	observations,	I	frequently	

 
54	More	specifically:	Algebra,	English,	American	History,	and	Biology	
55	The	General	Educational	Development	Test	or	GED	stands	is	an	alternative	to	a	high	school	diploma.	
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/gd/	
56	At	the	time	all	students	in	California	needed	to	pass	the	California	High	School	Exit	Exam	or	CASHEE	to	
receive	a	diploma.	http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/hs/	
57	With	the	young	men	in	Camp	Green	Lake,	it	became	immediately	apparent	that	I	needed	to	find	a	way	to	
give	back	to	the	youth,	not	with	a	vague	hope	for	future	policy	change,	but	something	tangible	‘in	the	now’.	I	
tried	various	tactics	to	create	an	ethical	ethnography	as	best	I	could.	To	in	part	address	these	ethical	
concerns,	I	offered	to	tutor	the	young	men.	The	offer	was	extended	to	all	the	young	men	whether	they	agreed	
to	be	interviewed	or	not.	I	made	it	clear	that	tutoring	was	one	of	the	few	skills	I	could	offer	and	I	wanted	to	
give	something	back	in	exchange	for	allowing	me	to	hang	around.	
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engaged	in	informal	interviews	and	discussions	with	students,	teachers,	guards,	and	
administration	staff	and	Camp	Green	Lake	directors.		
	 In	the	second	stage	of	my	participant	observation,	I	ran	my	own	program	for	high	
school	graduates	in	the	library,	which	was	near	but	not	on	school	grounds.	As	I	became	
more	and	more	interested	in	community-engaged	research	as	a	research	method	and	a	
pedagogy,	I	wanted	to	see	if	there	was	a	way	to	incorporate	that	approach	to	working	with	
the	students	at	Camp	Green	Lake.	In	October	2013,	I	noticed	three	young	men	sitting	
outside	during	school	hours.	I	found	that	they	had	graduated	high	school	and	there	were	no	
programs	for	them	to	participate	in	during	the	school	day.	I	proposed	working	with	the	
graduates	during	school	hours	with	project-based	learning.58	The	facility	approved	this	
program	and	between	Feb	7,	2014	and	June	6,	2014,	I	worked	with	two	to	six	high	school	
graduates	for	four	hours	approximately	twice	per	week	for	a	total	of	over	75	hours	over	
five	months.	 	

I	jotted	down	field	notes	during	observations	whenever	possible	and	then	later	
typed	up.	While	I	was	tutoring	and	running	the	project-based	learning	program,	I	was	
unable	write	field	notes	during	sessions.	In	those	cases,	I	typed	reflection	memos	after	my	
visits.	I	then	inductively	coded	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990;	Charmaz,	1996;	Strauss	&	Corbin,	
1998)	and	analyzed	field	notes	using	MAXQDA	(https://www.maxqda.com).	
	

Camp	Green	Lake	Interviews	
I	conducted	eight	formal	interviews	with	seven	students	and	one	teacher	from	

March	to	June	of	2013.	I	interviewed	all	students	who	volunteered.	The	interviewees	
ranged	in	age	from	15-18	years	old	and	varied	in	current	grade	level	and	last	completed	
grade	level;	they	were	currently	in	ninth	to	twelfth	grade,	four	were	at	grade	level	and,	the	
other	three	had	last	completed	a	grade	two	to	four	years	prior.	The	self-identified	
enthoracial	make-up	of	the	interviewees	differs	from	the	Camp	data	(See	Appendix	C).59	As	
mentioned	in	description	of	the	site,	the	official	Camp	racial	breakdown	African	American	
(59%),	Latino	(29%),	White		(6%)	and	Asian	(6%).	The	self-reported	ethnoracial	
breakdown	of	the	interviewees	is	as	follows:	Mexican	American	(1);	Mexican	and	Native	
American	(Shoshone	&	Piute)	(1);	Mexican	and	African	American	(1);	African	American,	
Indian,	and	maybe	Mexican	(1);	Black	and	Cherokee	(1);	Black	and	Dominican	(1),	and	
Afghani	(1)	(See	Appendix	B	and	C	for	more	details).		

The	teacher	interview	was	unstructured	without	set	questions,	while	the	student	
interviews	were	semi-structured.	Student	interview	questions	asked	participants	to	self-
analyze	their	educational	experience.	I	gave	students	a	copy	of	the	interview	questions	
prior	to	starting.	In	some	of	these	initial	interviews,	we	followed	the	interview	protocol	
almost	verbatim	while	other	interviews	took	on	a	more	free-flow	tone	(See	Appendix	B	for	
interview	protocol).	I	asked	all	the	student	interviewees	one	key	question,	which	was:	

 
58	I	utilized	tools	from	Buck	Institute	for	Education’s	PBL	Works	who	defines	project-based	learning	(PBL)	as	
learning	in	which	“Students	work	on	a	project	over	an	extended	period	of	time	–	from	a	week	up	to	a	
semester	–	that	engages	them	in	solving	a	real-world	problem	or	answering	a	complex	question.	They	
demonstrate	their	knowledge	and	skills	by	creating	a	public	product	or	presentation	for	a	real	audience”	
(Buck	Institute	for	Education,	n.d.).	
59	This	study	did	not	explore	why	there	was	a	discrepancy	but	based	on	some	participant	experiences	of	being	
categorized	by	their	perceived	ethnoracial	background,	I	would	hypothesize	this	is	a	reason,	if	not	the	reason.		
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If	you	feel	comfortable	talking	about	it,	can	you	tell	me	overall	what	school	has	been	
like	for	you?	By	overall	I	mean	think	about	your	experiences	from	the	time	you	first	
started	school	as	a	little	kid	until	now.	

	
To	ensure	their	confidentiality	with	staff	and	peers,	I	took	students	who	volunteered	

to	be	interviewed	from	class	under	the	pretense	of	seeing	me	for	tutoring.	I	made	it	
explicitly	clear	to	the	students	that	the	interviews	were	separate	from	tutoring	and	our	
tutoring	relationship	would	not	be	affected	whether	they	volunteered	or	not.	I	conducted	
formal	student	interviews	in	a	private	room	and	were	either	audio-recorded	or	I	took	
handwritten	notes	(interviewee	preference),	and	the	teacher	interview	was	conducted	via	
email.	I	transcribed	audio-recorded	interviews	using	Inqscribe	
(https://www.inqscribe.com/)	transcription	software,	and	per	IRB	protocol,	I	destroyed	
the	audio-recordings	after	transcription.	I	inductively	coded	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990;	
Charmaz,	1996;	Strauss	&	Corbin,	1998)	and	analyzed	interviews	using	MAXQDA	
(https://www.maxqda.com/).	

The	initial	goal	was	to	have	participants	review	their	interviews	for	further	analysis.	
However,	due	to	the	time	lag	in	getting	all	the	interviews	transcribed,	the	young	men	were	
no	longer	available	to	check	in	with	about	the	validity	of	themes	I	saw	emerging.	In	
addition	to	not	having	the	interviewees	to	cross-reference	my	interpretations,	due	to	the	
constraints	of	the	IRB	protocol	and	the	facility	parameters,	I	was	unable	to	ask	the	youth	
about	anything	else	besides	their	education.	I	felt	this	only	gave	me	a	partial	understanding	
of	their	carceral	experiences.	Since	grounded	theory	is	an	iterative	process,	it	is	
fundamental	that	the	research	adapt	to	what	the	data	is	saying,	so	that	“data	analysis	drives	
subsequent	data	collection”	(Charmaz,	1996,	p.	34).	Based	on	the	analysis	of	the	Camp	
Green	Lake	data,	I	determined	that	there	needed	to	be	another	study	component	to	address	
these	limitations	and	complement	the	ethnography.	This	second	component	consisted	of	
what	I	call	retrospective	collaborative	interviews.	
	
	
Component	Two:	northern	California	Retrospective	Collaborative	Interviews	

The	second	study	component	sought	to	better	understand	the	context	around	
adolescent	incarceration.60	I	chose	to	focus	on	participants	who	had	been	incarcerated,	but	
were	not	currently	incarcerated,	so	that	they	would	have	more	freedom	to	share	their	
experiences	compared	to	the	Camp	Green	Lake	participants.	I	created	and	implemented	a	
collaborative	interviewing	method	(discussed	below)	to	give	participants	more	of	a	voice	in	
the	data	gathering	and	analysis	and	have	a	better	chance	to	understand	their	experiences	
with	juvenile	detention.		
	
	
	

 
60	Formulating	this	as	an	interview	study	was	strongly	influenced	by	my	extensive	informal	conversations	
with	Silkie	and	Kayshawn.	I	had	learned	so	much	from	them	about	their	incarceration	that	I	was	confident	
that	I	could	get	a	better	understanding	of	incarceration		by	interviewing	more	people.	The	study	was	also	
greatly	influenced	by	the	constraints	in	talking	with	the	young	men	at	Camp	Green	Lake	about	their	
experiences	before	and	during	incarceration.	



 28 

Summary	of	methods:	
• Initial	semi-structured	interviews	with	30	participants	which	allowed	them	to	tell	

their	own	stories	about	their	lives	before,	during,	and	after	adolescent	incarceration,	
conducted	between	June	19,	2016	-	June	11,	2019	(see	Appendix	B	for	interview	
protocol)	

• Follow	up	meetings	with	20	participants	between	January	5,	2017-June	21,	2019	
o 	Self-analysis	of	interviews	by	20	participants		
o Follow	up	interviews	with	16/20	interviewees	using	questions	that	were	co-

generated	between	myself	and	each	participant	
• Collaborative	coding	and	analysis	of	all	the	interview	data	by	team	made	up	of	

myself	and	six	formerly	incarcerated	and	system-impacted	UC	Berkeley	
undergraduates	between	January	and	December	of	2019.		

	
My	research	question	for	this	part	of	the	study	was:	

1. For	those	formerly	incarcerated	as	juveniles,	what	are	the	factors	before,	during,	
and	after	their	incarceration	that	most	impacted	their	adolescent	and	young	adult	
life	trajectory?	

	
Approval	

• This	study	component	was	conducted	with	approval	from	UC	Berkeley	Office	for	the	
Protection	of	Human	Subjects,	initially	for	ten	participants	in	2016	and	then	
amended	in	2017	for	thirty	participants.	

	
Description	of	the	Site	
Unlike	Camp	Green	Lake,	which	was	a	tangible	site,	the	retrospective	interviews	for	

this	component	were	not	conducted	at	a	specific	site.61	Since	Camp	Green	Lake	was	located	
in	northern	California,	for	consistency	I	decided	to	have	the	second	component	also	
situated	in	northern	California.	In	order	to	get	a	variety	of	experiences,	I	set	parameters	
that	I	would	recruit	participants	who	lived	in	and	who	had	been	incarcerated	before	aged	
19	in	northern	California.	I	recruited	participants	from	my	various	communities,	including	
physical	communities,	for	example,	my	neighborhood	and	my	professional	community,	to	
conceptual	communities,	for	example,	the	drug	recovery	community	and	the	punk	rock	
community.	I	used	a	sampling	of	convenience,	that	is,	I	recruited	participants	by	word	of	
mouth	and	through	flyers.	Not	wanting	to	turn	away	anyone	willing	to	share	their	
experience,	in	the	end	I	took	all	volunteers	as	long	as	they	currently	lived	in	northern	
California,	even	if	all	or	some	of	their	adolescent	incarceration	occurred	somewhere	else	
(see	Appendix	B	for	a	table	that	includes	where	participants	arrests,	incarcerations,	and	in	
some	cases	involuntary	hospitalizations	occurred).	

I	interviewed	thirty	participants	between	June	19,	2016	and	June	11,	2019:	Twenty-
two	participants	over	25	years	old	and	eight	participants	25	years	old	and	under.	
Participants	varied	in	race,	gender,	age,	charges,	and	length	of	incarceration.	All	
participants	lived	in	northern	California,	and	25	of	them	had	been	incarcerated	before	aged	
19	in	California.	Participants	identified	as	Black/African	American	(8),	Latinx	(5),	White	

 
61	This	study	component	is	referred	to	as	the	retrospective	interview	study	and	retrospective	study	
throughout	the	dissertation.	
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(5),	Asian	(1),	or	more	than	one	race/ethnicity	(11).	Participants	identified	as	male	(19),	
female	(8),	and	gender	queer	(2).	Participants’	age	of	first	arrest	ranged	from	seven	years	
old	to	eighteen	years	old.	Of	the	thirty	participants,	I	knew	eighteen	of	them	prior	to	the	
project,	I	recruited	five	through	flyers,	and	seven	were	referred	to	me	by	friends	and	
colleagues	(see	Appendix	B	for	more	details).		

	
Overview	of	Collaborative	Interviews	
Reflecting	on	the	limitations	of	the	ethnography,	I	felt	it	was	important	to	utilize	a	

method	that	allowed	for	authentic	participation;	I	wanted	participants	to	have	a	say	in	the	
creation	of	interview	questions	and	how	their	stories	were	told.	Influenced	by	participatory	
action	research	methodology	and	portraiture,	I	developed	a	method	that	I	call	collaborative	
interviewing.	Collaborative	interviewing	consists	of	two	parts:	first,	participants	freely	tell	
their	story	in	their	own	words	through	semi-structured	interviews;	and	second,	
participants	are	given	the	space	to	analyze	their	own	stories	and	co-construct	follow	up	
interviews.		

Initial	interviews	were	framed	using	the	concepts	of	“testimonios”	(Delgado	Bernal,	
Burciaga,	&	Flores	Carmona,	2012	;	Huber,	2009;	Reyes	&	Rodriguez,	2012),	and	
“counterstories”	(Solórzano	&	Delgado	Bernal,	2001)	which	can	be	summarized	as	critical	
narratives	by	and	about	marginalized	people	to	counteract	oppressive	structural	ideology.	
All	interviews	were	held	at	a	time	and	place	chosen	by	the	interviewees,	including	their	
home,	their	workplace,	or	my	office	on	campus.	Initial	interviews	were	very	loosely	
structured	to	allow	participants	to	have	control	over	the	direction	of	the	interview	(see	
Appendix	B	for	complete	interview	protocol).	Similar	to	the	Camp	Green	Lake	interview	
protocol,	I	asked	participants	only	one	key	interview	question.	This	prompt	was:	

I	want	to	hear	about	whatever	experiences	you	are	willing	to	share	with	me	about	
your	life	before,	during,	and	after	juvenile	detention.	Feel	free	to	go	back	as	far	as	
you’d	like	and	as	close	to	the	present	as	you’d	like.	
	
I	gave	participants	a	choice	of	whether	to	have	the	audio	recordings	destroyed,	or	

whether	to	preserve	the	audio	recording.	Participants	who	were	also	given	the	choice	of	
using	their	real	names	or	an	alias.	Interviews	were	audio-recorded	and	then	transcribed	
using	Inqscribe	(https://www.inqscribe.com/),	Temi	(https://www.temi.com/),	or	Otter	
(https://otter.ai/)	transcription	software	or	hand-transcribed.	I	then	reviewed	transcripts	
to	correct	mistakes.	I	also	created	timelines	based	on	the	key	events	discussed	by	each	
participant.		

Initial	interviews	generally	lasted	one	to	two	hours	and	follow	up	interviews	lasted	
approximately	30	minutes	to	two	hours.	Telling	their	stories,	while	important,	was	not	
enough.	Portraiture	argues	that	one-time	meetings	“will	not	have	the	same	depth,	
complexity,	or	resonance	as	a	research	relationship	that	spans	several	months	where	the	
participants	meet	frequently	and	talk	about	matters	of	great	personal	meaning”	(Lawrence-
Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997,	p.	138).	Therefore,	the	collaborative	interviewing	process	included	
follow-up	meetings	with	participants.	In	these	follow	up	sessions,	participants	would	
review	and	self-analyze	their	interviews,	and	then	we	would	collaboratively	construct	
follow	up	interview	questions.	

One	goal	of	these	follow	up	sessions	was	to	better	ensure	that	participants’	stories	
are	told	the	way	they	want	to	tell	them.	In	our	follow	up	meeting,	I	gave	participants	a	copy	
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of	their	transcripts	to	revise	as	they	wished.	Many	participants	kept	their	transcripts	as	is,	
but	a	few	of	them	deleted	whole	pages	after	they	realized	they	no	longer	wanted	to	share	
certain	details.	The	second	goal	of	these	sessions	was	for	participants	to	self-analyze	their	
previous	interview,	in	part	to	help	us	co-create	questions	for	our	follow	up	interviews	and	
so	I	could	have	participants	self-code	their	interviews	for	themes.	There	were	a	few	
standard	follow-up	questions	I	asked	all	participants,	and,	in	addition,	I	asked	each	person	
specific	follow-up	questions	either	created	by	me,	the	participant,	or	both	of	us	together.		

Follow-up	interviews	often	did	not	work	out	as	planned.	Reading	and	revising	
transcripts	was	a	time-consuming	process	that	not	everyone	was	interested	in	doing.	
Additionally,	two	of	my	participants	could	not	read.	Sometimes	reading	their	story	was	so	
emotionally	draining	that	some	participants	were	not	emotionally	ready	for	a	follow	up	
interview.	Other	participants	were	dealing	with	serious	life	events,	such	as	homelessness,	
being	re-incarcerated,	going	to	graduate	school,	or	the	death	of	loved	ones,	and	did	not	
have	the	capacity	to	devote	to	analyze	their	own	interviews	nor	to	co-construct	follow	up	
ones.	In	addition,	one	participant	died	prior	to	scheduling	a	follow-up	interview	(see	
Chapter	5).	In	the	end,	I	went	over	initial	transcripts	with	20	participants	and	conducted	16	
collaborative	follow-up	interviews.		

	
Collaborative	Analysis	
Since	I	am	not	formerly	incarcerated	and	not	all	participants	were	able	to	co-analyze	

their	individual	interviews	or	help	analyze	the	whole	retrospective	interview	data	set,		I	
recruited	six	formerly	incarcerated	and	system-impacted	UC	Berkeley	students	to	assist	in	
coding	and	analyzing	the	interview	data	from	January-December	2019.62	As	a	team,	we	
used	Dedoose	(https://www.dedoose.com/)	qualitative	software	to	inductively	code	
themes	(Strauss	&	Corbin,	1998)	and	met	weekly	during	the	academic	school	year	to	
discuss	what	patterns	were	emerging.63		

As	mentioned	in	the	opening	of	this	chapter,	while	grounded	theory	does	not	call	for	
co-analysis	by	participants,	the	process	fits	the	methodologies	approach	to	teamwork	
(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990).	Since	grounded	theory	as	a	methodology,	and	ethnography	and	
interviews	as	methods,	do	not	outline	how	to	collaborate	on	data	analysis,	I	adapted	tenets	
from	collaborative	approaches	that	did.	For	example,	Herr	and	Anderson	(2015)	present	
various	types	of	validity	guidelines	for	collaborative	research.	One	of	these	is	Democratic	
Validity,	which	“refers	to	the	extent	to	which	research	is	done	in	collaboration	with	all	
parties	who	have	a	stake	in	the	problem	under	investigation	(p	56).	They	argue	if	the	
research	was	“not	done	collaboratively,”	it	is	important	to	address	“how	are	multiple	
perspectives	and	material	interests	taken	into	account	in	the	study”	(p.	56).		

	
Together,	grounded	theory	methodology,	ethnographic	and	collaborative	interview	

methods,	and	a	hybrid	of	sociogeny	and	portraiture	analysis	methods,	used	participants’	
experiences	to	paint	an	ecological	portrait	of	metaphorical	and	literal	death.	The	following	
three	findings	chapters	highlight	examples	of	social,	psychological,	and	in	one	case,	

 
62	Since	the	participants	of	the	Camp	Green	lake	study	were	minors	and	data	had	been	coded	and	analyzed,	I	
chose	not	to	have	the	undergraduate	team	work	with	that	data.	
63	I	continued	to	meet	with	one	of	the	team	members	over	the	summer	of	2019,	but	other	team	members	
were	not	available. 
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biological	death	experienced	by	participants	in	and	out	of	school.		The	rest	of	this	chapter	
summarizes	my	positionality	in	relation	to	this	dissertation	study.	
	

	
Positionality	

Similar	to	other	postmodern	critiques	of	positivism	which	argues	there	is	no	such	
thing	as	neutral	research,	and	that	all	truth	is	relative	and	interpreted	through	the	eyes	of	
the	beholder	(Kincheloe	&	McLaren,	2002),	portraiture	as	a	method	sees	research	as	
shaped	by	the	researcher’s,	or	portraitist’s,	academic	and	personal	background	(Lawrence-
Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997).	Portraiture	argues	that	the	portraitist	must	“sketch	herself	into	
the	context”	(p.	50)	to	make	explicit	the	lens	through	which	she	observes	and	interprets	the	
data.64		

Portraiture	implies	that	the	portraitist’s	experience	be	written	alongside	the	
experiences	of	participants	“written	in	as	part	of	the	story”	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	
1997,	p.	50),	similar	to	layered	accounts	(Ellis,	Adams,	&	Bochner,	2011),	which	“use	
vignettes,	reflexivity,	multiple	voices,	and	introspection	(Ellis,	1991)	to	"invoke"	readers	to	
enter	into	the	"emergent	experience"	of	doing	and	writing	research	(Ronai,	1992,	p.123)”	
(Ellis	et	al.,	2011,	p.	20,	citations	in	original).	After	much	thought,	I	decided	to	paint	my	own	
experience	separately	from	the	experiences	of	my	participants.	In	this	way,	I	can	position	
myself	in	relation	to	my	participants	and	my	understanding	of	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	
incarceration,	while	still	centering	my	participants	in	the	following	chapters.	This	section	
first	traces	my	personal	experience	with	adolescent	offending	and	then	gives	some	
background	into	how	my	interest	in	juvenile	incarceration	developed.		

I	do	not	share	my	carceral	history	to	argue	that	I	am	the	same	as	my	participants.	As	
Collins	(2000)	and	others	argue,	oppression	and	privilege	are	contextual,	both	affecting	
different	people	differently	at	different	times.65	While	my	experiential	knowledge	makes	
me	in	some	ways	qualified	as	an	insider	to	understanding	the	experiences	of	adolescent	
marginalization,	there	are	other	aspects	that	clearly	define	me	as	an	outsider	to	this	
particular	project.	For	example,	while	I	had	contact	with	the	carceral	system,	I	never	
entered	the	juvenile	or	the	criminal	justice	system.	Moreover,	as	a	graduate	student	
researcher,	I	no	longer	experience	marginalization	in	the	same	extremes	as	I	did	as	a	youth.			
	
Carceral	Interactions	

I	personally	have	had	four	direct	experiences	with	the	juvenile	and	the	criminal	
justice	systems.	I	was	labeled	a	troublemaker	that	adults	either	did	not	know	what	to	do	
with	or	who	they	ignored.	My	first	experience	with	the	juvenile	system	occurred	one	month	
after	I	turned	15	years	old	when	I	ran	away	from	home,	which	is	and	was	against	the	law	in	
New	York	state.	I	had	a	PINS	(Person	in	Need	of	Supervision)	petition66	put	out	on	me	
initiated	by	my	parents.	The	PINS	can	be	thought	of	as	a	warrant,	meaning	that	police	were	
looking	for	me.	When	they	did	find	me,	luckily	I	was	not	arrested,	I	did	not	get	put	on	

 
64	Contrary	to	criticisms	that	including	the	portraitist’s	positionality	and	experience	reduces	“the	readers	
trust,”	portraiture	“enhances	it”	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997,	p.	96),	since	the	“reader	knows	where	the	
portraitist	is	coming	from	can	more	comfortably	enter	the	piece,	scrutinize	the	data,	and	form	in	independent	
interpretations”	(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997,	p.	96).	
65	Collins	(2000)	calls	this	the	Matrix	of	Domination	
66https://www.nycourts.gov/courts/7jd/courts/family/case_types/persons_in_need_of_supervision.shtml	
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probation	or	sent	to	a	group	home.	However,	I	did	have	legal	consequences.	I	was	court-
ordered	to	attend	family	counseling	with	my	parents	and,	six	months	after	I	first	left,	the	
court	made	me	to	move	back	home.	
	 I	left	home	again	at	16	years	old.67	After	being	kicked	out	of	high	school	for	being	a	
runaway,	I	moved	back	home	after	six	months.	At	age	17,	I	was	arrested	for	shoplifting.	I	
was	not	taken	to	juvenile	hall	and	they	did	not	even	call	my	parents.	Instead,	I	was	cited	
and	released.	My	punishment	from	the	court	was	to	take	mandatory	stop	shoplifting	
classes,68	which	I	completed	for	fear	of	being	incarcerated	if	I	did	not.	I	ran	away	from	
home	again	a	few	months	later.	This	time	I	moved	to	a	neighboring	state	never	to	return.		

I	was	17	years	old	with	no	job	skills	and	in	desperate	need	of	money	to	support	
myself.	To	cover	rent	(when	I	was	not	homeless)	and	food,	I	spent	the	next	11	years	
supplementing	my	low-wage	income	by	engaging	in	the	informal	underground	economy.	
Similar	to	many	of	my	peers	and	some	of	the	participants,	the	majority	of	crimes	I	
committed	were	survival	crimes.	I	had	only	two	arrests	as	a	legal	adult,	once	at	age	18	and	
once	at	age	26.	Despite	years	of	survival	crimes	in	the	informal	economy,	neither	arrest	
was	for	criminal	offending.69	
	
Other	Experiential	Knowledge	of	Adolescence	

My	interest	in	the	topic	of	adolescent	criminalization	comes	not	just	from	my	
personal	experiences	with	survival	crimes,	but	also	my	experiences	working	with	young	
people	and	my	academic	training.	My	experiences	teaching	high	school	and	middle	school,	
working	as	a	homeless	youth	counselor,	and	raising	three	foster	children	piqued	my	
interest	in	how	society	and	institutions	label	certain	children	as	“ineligible	for	personhood”	
(Cacho,	2016,	p.	6).	As	an	undergraduate	I	focused	on	adolescent	psychology,	especially	
how	to	create	community	interventions	to	guide	adolescent	development	and	I	continued	
this	research	trajectory	as	a	social	and	cultural	studies	of	education	graduate	student.	Two	
young	people,	Silkie	and	Kayshawn,	most	directly	shaped	this	project’s	focus	on	adolescent	
incarceration.	
	 Silkie	and	I	met	in	April	2012.	I	had	decided	that	I	wanted	my	research	to	focus	on	
young	people	who	were	criminalized	and	disengaged	from	school.	I	connected	with	an	
agency	that	asked	me	if	I	could	mentor	a	22-year-old	young	lady	who	had	recently	been	
released	from	juvenile	prison.	Silkie	soon	became	my	mentee	and	even	though	the	agency	
folded	in	the	summer	of	2013,	we	have	continued	working	together	ever	since.	There	have	
been	many	incidences	with	Silkie	over	the	past	seven	years	that	have	shed	light	on	the	

 
67	I	do	not	know	if	another	PINS	petition	was	issued.	
68	I	do	not	have	my	records	from	the	program	but	it	either	was	or	was	similar	to	this	one	https://eac-
network.org/stoplift/	
69	I	only	have	one	conviction,	which	is	a	misdemeanor	conviction	related	to	blocking	the	sidewalk	during	a	
protest.	The	charge	is	under	penal	code	647,	which	encompasses	everything	from	prostitution,	to	drunk	in	
public,	to	trespassing	(which	is	the	subsection	of	my	charge)69.	As	part	of	my	conviction,	I	was	sentenced	to	a	
year	of	informal	probation,	meaning	I	did	not	need	to	check	in	regularly	with	a	probation	officer;	though	at	
the	same	time	I	was	banned	from	the	county	of	conviction	for	an	entire	year.	To	this	day	whenever	I	apply	for	
a	job	I	need	to	disclose	my	conviction.	While	I	can	relate	on	some	levels	to	my	peers	and	participants	whose	
convictions	also	follow	them,	unlike	them,	since	my	conviction	is	as	a	result	of	anti-war	protesting,	it	hasn’t	
led	to	the	label	of	criminal	and	has	not	affected	any	job	or	other	clearances.	
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aftereffects	of	incarceration,	especially	the	economic	and	psychological	effects.	Some	of	her	
experiences	are	shared	in	Chapters	3,	4,	and	5.	
	 I	met	Kayshawn	during	the	first	part	of	my	research	project	in	May	2013	at	Camp	
Green	Lake	where	he	was	incarcerated.	He	graduated	high	school	while	he	was	at	the	Camp	
and	ended	up	in	the	first	group	of	high	school	graduates	I	worked	with	in	the	project-based	
learning	program	that	I	started.	While	I	never	formerly	interviewed	Kayshawn	for	the	
project,	our	informal	conversations	were	invaluable.	He	shared	his	insights	on	structural	
racism,	including	the	complicated	dynamics	that	pit	Black	boys	against	each	other70.	
Kayshawn’s	insights	and	experiences	made	me	want	to	explore	other	experiences	before	
juvenile	incarceration	as	well	as	relationship	between	juvenile	and	adult	incarceration.71	
Some	of		Kayshawn’s	experiences	are	shared	in	Chapters	3	and	4.	
	
	

Methodological	Approach	and	Understanding	the	Finding	Chapters	
The	following	three	findings	chapters	highlight	examples	from	both	my	

observations	and	participants’	self-observations	of	their	adolescent	experiences	with	
suffering.	Chapter	3	centers	participants	perceived	social	suffering	in	their	experiences	
with	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	in	their	neighborhoods	and	in	carceral	
facilities,	while	Chapter	4	centers	these	same	forms	of	suffering	in	traditional,	continuation,	
and	carceral	schools.	Chapter	5	shifts	the	focus	from	the	social	to	the	intrapersonal,	
focusing	primarily	on	the	psychological	suffering	participants	felt	was	a	result	of	their	
social	suffering.			

Though,	whenever	possible,	participants	from	both	study	components	also	analyzed	
their	own	perceptions,	with	only	participants’	word	on	events	that	I	did	not	witness	and	
only	our	perceptions	of	the	phenomena	we	witnessed	together,	it	is	impossible	to	
triangulate	our	findings	to	definitively	claim	that	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	
disregard	occurred	or	that	these	three	manifestations	of	social	suffering	are	in	any	way	
related	to	psychological	and	biological	suffering.	While	taking	our	observations	of	suffering	
at	face	value	is	not	in	itself	empirically	sound,	there	are	two	factors	that	do	bolster	the	
validity	of	our	perceptions	and	analysis.	First,	as	noted	at	the	start	of	this	dissertation,	a	
contribution	of	this	dissertation	is	not	in	the	generation	of	novel	data,	but	in	the	way	the	
findings	bolster	previous	research.	Most	of	the	interview	participants	from	both	study	
components	shared	similar	experiences	of	social	and	intrapersonal	suffering	at	the	hands	
of	carceral	and	school	officials	and,	while	the	sample	size	is	small,	the	findings	of	this	
dissertation	are	also	similar	to	the	empirical	findings	in	previous	research	(see	Chapter	1).	
Second,	as	a	sociogenic	study,	the	goal	is	not	to	prove	the	intent	of	police,	carceral	staff,	and	
school	officials	to	inflict	suffering,	nor	to	prove	that	events	transpired	exactly	as	
participants	relayed,	but	instead	to	understand	the	suffering	of	participants	and	what	they	
believed	were	structural	and	sociocultural	sources	of	that	suffering.		

 
70	As	Kayshawn	once	said	“I	can	intellectually	understand	how	structural	oppression	affects	us	all,	but	when	I	
see	someone	who	looks	like	me	walking	towards	me,	I	don’t	see	myself	in	them.	Instead	I	feel	on	the	
defensive”	[FN	2/18/14]. 
71	I	am	hoping	one	day	to	sit	down	with	him	and	discuss	the	psychological	and	other	consequences	of	his	
incarceration.	
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Chapter	3:	Social	Death,	Policing,	and	Incarceration	
	

This	dissertation	argues	that	the	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	
participants	felt	they	experienced	in	school	are	manifestations	of	an	overarching	system	of	
oppression	that	permeated	various	domains	of	participants’	lives	outside	of	school;	this	
conceptualization	differs	from	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	narrative	in	education,	which	
typically	focuses	on	punitive	policies	in	schools.	This	chapter,	using	some	data	from	the	
Camp	Green	Lake	ethnography	but	mainly	from	the	retrospective	interview	study,72	
examines	social	death	in	the	context	of	policing	and	incarceration,	while	Chapter	4	focuses	
on	schools.	This	chapter	is	divided	into	two	parts:	The	first	section	examines	social	death	at	
the	individual	level,	that	is,	the	positioning	of	participants	as	potential	and	perpetual	
criminals.	The	chapter	then	focuses	on	examples	where	social	death	extended	to	the	
families	of	participants	and	the	neighborhoods	they	lived	in.			
	
Figure	3.1:	Concepts	Centered	in	Chapter	3	and	4	
	

Face	of	Death		 Manifestations	of	Social	Death	

	
	

	
	
	
	

 
72	Since	I	was	not	allowed	to	explicitly	ask	Camp	Green	Lake	youth	about	their	experiences	with	the	criminal	
justice	system,	and	since	I	am	only	in	touch	with	one	youth	post-Camp	Green	Lake,	Kayshawn,	there	is	limited	
data	on	their	experiences	before	and	after	juvenile	incarceration.	Therefore,	most	data	came	from	the	
retrospective	interview	study.	

Social	
Death

Psychological	Death	

Biological	Death

		Social	Suffering	
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Social	Death	and	the	Individual	
Since	most	of	the	participants	came	of	age	during	the	tough-on-crime-era	that	began	

in	the	1980s,	the	chapter	predominately	centers	on	that	era.	Below	I	highlight	the	ways	in	
which	many	participants	felt	they	experienced	social	death	in	their	neighborhoods	and	in	
detention	facilities.	
	
Social	Death	and	Criminal	Labels	
	 Since	I	was	not	able	to	ask	Camp	Green	Lake	participants	about	their	experiences	
with	police,	this	section	focuses	on	the	retrospective	interviewees,	with	the	exception	of	
Kayshawn,	who	I	was	able	to	keep	in	contact	with	after	he	left	Camp	Green	Lake.	Many	
participants	felt	that	carceral	systems	criminalized	and	dehumanized	them	regardless	of	
their	actual	behavior.	This	criminalization	primarily	encompassed	three	labels:	the	Black	
superpredator,	the	Latinx	gang	member	and	the	White,	genderqueer,	or	female	incorrigible	
delinquent	(see	Table	3.1).73		

	
Superpredators		

	 “I	am	not	a	monster,”	Kayshawn	quietly	said	as	I	was	visiting	him	in	jail.	“What	do	
you	mean?”	I	asked.	“I	am	not	the	monster	they	say	I	am.”		He	then	asked	me	if	I	had	seen	the	
news	article	about	him,	which	I	had	not.	A	few	months	after	Kayshawn	was	released	from	
Camp	Green	Lake,	he	had	been	arrested	at	18	years	old	for	murder.	We	had	been	writing	
back	and	forth	and	I	decided	to	visit	him	in	jail.	At	the	time	of	our	visit	he	had	been	held	in	
pre-trial	detention	for	two	years.74	I	had	no	idea	why	he	was	in	jail	and	it	was	not	until	after	
our	discussion	that	I	learned	that	while	jail	was	a	secluded,	isolated	place,	tucked	away	
from	the	scrutiny	of	the	public,	the	reasons	people	were	put	in	jail	could	be	a	public	
spectacle.	I	went	home	and	Googled	his	name	and	found	two	articles	that,	just	as	he	said,	
portrayed	him	as	a	monster.75			
	

 
73	The	division	of	superpredator	and	gang	member	in	Chapters	3	and	4	is	based	on	more	on	the	findings	and	
less	on	the	literature.	Because	many	Black	participants	were	often	treated	as	superpredator	and	Latinx	
participants	as	gang	members	these	categories	are	separated.	Often	the	myths	of	the	superpredator	and	the	
gang	member	are	closely	related	and	often	used	interchangeably;	for	example,	Hillary	Clinton	once	declared	
that	the	gangs	the	country	faced	were	not	like	the	gangs	of	earlier	decades.	These	new	gangs	“are	not	just	
gangs	of	kids	anymore,	they	are	often	the	kinds	of	kids	that	are	superpredators,	no	conscience,	no	empathy”	
(C-Span,	1996).	In	simplified	terms	gang	members	can	be	thought	of	as	a	subtype	of	superpredator.	Any	
discussion	of	the	tough-on-crime	era	must	include	a	discussion	of	these	two	criminal	labels.	Even	though	
violent	crime	was	on	the	decline	during	the	1990s,	fear	of	the	superpredator	and	gang	member	led	to	a	
culmination	of	punitive	practices	that	had	been	ramping	up	since	the	1960s,	such	as	the	1994	Violent	Crime	
Control	and	Law	Enforcement	Act	(103	P.L.	322,	108	Stat.	1796).	Democratic	President	Bill	Clinton	signed	the	
law	into	effect,	which	was	originally	introduced	by	Senator	Joe	Biden	the	prior	year	(Congress.gov,	n.d).	For	
minors,	the	act	most	notably	increased	penalties	for	gang-involved	youth	and	those	selling	drugs	and	allowed	
for	children	aged	13	and	up	to	be	tried	as	adults.	For	adults,	the	act	“earmarked	$9.9	billion	for	new	prison	
construction	and	added	life	terms	for	third-time	federal	felons”	(Western	&	Wildeman,	2009),	added	a	rural	
drug	enforcement	task	force,	added	stiffer	gun	penalties,	expanded	death	penalty	offences,	and	more.	Due	to	
these	and	other	polices,	the	number	of	people	being	sent	to	prison	and	the	length	of	prison	sentences	rose	
dramatically	(Western	&	Wildeman,	2009).		
74	He	was	in	pre-trial	jail	for	almost	five	years	before	finally	being	sentenced	to	11	years	in	prison.	
75	I	do	not	want	to	share	details	of	the	articles	to	protect	his	anonymity,	but	I	can	say	that	both	articles	written	
at	the	time	of	his	arrest	portrayed	Kayshawn	as	a	cold-blooded	murderer.		
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Table	3.1:	Adolescent	Criminalization	by	the	Carceral	System	
	 Superpredators	 Gang	Members	 Incorrigible	Delinquents	

Common	
characteristics	
based	on	the	
data	

Black	male	adolescents	
from	urban	and	suburban	
areas	criminalized	as	
potential	and	perpetual	
criminals	and	treated	as	
less	than	human	by	police	
and	carceral	facilities.	

Latinx	adolescents	from	
urban	and	suburban	areas	
criminalized	as	potential	
and	perpetual	criminals	
and	treated	as	less	than	
human	by	police	and	
carceral	facilities.	

White	or	phenotypically	
White	male,	female,	and	
genderqueer	adolescents	
from	urban	and	suburban	
areas,	as	well	as	Black	
female	adolescents	from	
urban	areas76	criminalized	
as	potential	and	perpetual	
troublemakers	and	
disregarded	or	treated	as	
less	than	human	by	police	
and	carceral	facilities.	
	

Participants	in	
this	category	
who	fit	the	
common	
characteristics	

Wally	
Bee	
Hightower	
Kayshawn	
	

Shorty	
Michael	
Benito	
Vee	
	

Amanda	
Rebecca	
Christina	
Danielle	
Tiny	
Alf	
Tracey	

John	Doe	
Russell	
Larry	
Jasmine	
Silkie	
Cici	
	

	

Participants	in	
this	category	
who	did	not	fit	
the	common	
characteristics	

	
Syyen:	Cambodian	and	
Thai	urban	youth	
Tio	Black	urban	youth	

Terrell:	Phenotypically	
Black	suburban	youth	
CG:	Latino	suburban	youth	
		

Participants	
who	did	not	fit	
these	
categories	

Clint:	White	rural	youth	treated	as	both	a	superpredator	and	gang	member	
Jon:	experienced	dehumanization	of	anti-blackness	but	not	the	superpredator	label	
Rodney:	Black	youth	criminalized	in	the	1970s	similar	to	a	superpredator	
Pip	and	Ronny	Reagan:	criminalized	in	the	1950s-60s	similar	to	incorrigible	delinquents	

	
Kayshawn	could	have	easily	substituted	the	term	superpredator	for	monster.	The	

superpredator	is	a	term	coined	by	DiLulio	in	1995	(DiLulio,	1995),	which	refers	to	
“radically	impulsive,	brutally	remorseless	youngsters…[who]	do	not	fear	the	stigma	of	
arrest,	the	pains	of	imprisonment,	or	the	pangs	of	consciousness”	(Bennett	et	al.,	1996,	p.	
27).	The	term	quickly	spread,	feeding	off	of	and	fueling	the	moral	panic	that	saw	inner-city	
youth,	not	as	children,	but	as	dangerous	criminals	(Scott	&	Steinberg,	2008).	The	
superpredator	is	positioned	as	simultaneously	having	superhuman	powers	of	violence	and	
as	being	less	than	human	(Merlo	&	Benekos,	2017);	Blackness,	in	particular	urban	
Blackness,	is	often	conflated	with	the	superpredator	(Anderson,	2012;	Cacho,	2012)77	

 
76	There	were	no	suburban	Black	female	participants	 
77The	equation	of	Blackness	and	criminality	can	be	traced	back	to	slavery	(Alexander,	2012,	Davis,	2003).	The	
juvenile	justice	system	can	similarly	be	thought	of	as	“a	‘racial	project’	from	inception	(Ward,	2012,	p.	33),	
[that]	marked	eligible	white	youth	as	potentially	innocent”	(Meiners,	2017,	p.	132,	citation	in	original)	and	
Black	youth	as	inherently	criminal.	“For	example,	while	the	total	number	of	juveniles	locked	up	has	continued	
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which	is	then	used	to	justify	dehumanization	of	Black	youth.78	While	the	term	itself	has	
fallen	out	of	favor	in	the	twenty-first	century,	the	positioning	of	participants,	
predominately,	but	not	exclusively	Black	participants	like	Kayshawn,	as	dangerous	
criminals	who	deserve	to	be	treated	as	less	than	human	fits	the	definition	of	the	
superpredator.		

Some	of	the	Black	male	participants	understood	that	antiblackness	put	their	lives	in	
danger	at	the	hands	of	the	carceral	system.	Some	like	Wally,	understood	this	before	ever	
having	an	interaction	with	the	police.	Wally,	a	Black	man	who	was	22	years	old	at	the	time	
of	his	interview,	shared	his	experience	of	his	first	police	interaction	in	his	neighborhood	
when	he	was	14	years	old.	Mother’s	Day	was	coming	up	and,	not	having	money,	Wally	
shoplifted	a	few	watches	for	his	mom	and	other	women	in	his	family.	Someone	saw	him	
and	he	ran	and	dropped	the	watches,	but	the	police	had	already	been	called.	When	Wally	
saw	the	police	car	he	lay	on	the	grass	and	placed	his	hands	out	where	the	officer	could	see	
them.	On	the	ground	with	his	arms	out,	the	officer	still	told	Wally,	“Don't	move.	I'm	gonna	
shoot	you.”	I	asked	him	how,	at	14	years	old,	in	his	first	police	interaction,	he	knew	to	lay	
down	and	put	his	hands	out.	He	answered,	“Because	everybody	getting	shot	like	this.	This	is	
the	time	when	Trayvon	just	got	shot.”79		
	 Unlike	Wally,	Hightower	did	not	understand	the	dangers	of	Black	criminalization	
until	one	life-changing	incident	when	he	was	wrongly	accused	of	a	violent	crime	and	then	
spent	almost	two	years	in	a	high	security	detention	facility.	Hightower,	a	Black	man	who	
was	47	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	first	interview,	grew	up	in	an	ethnically	diverse	
working-class	neighborhood	in	northern	California	until	he	was	eight	years	old,	after	which	
time	he	moved	to	a	more	affluent,	predominately	White	neighborhood.	One	evening	when	
he	was	15	years	old,	he	was	stopped	by	the	county	sheriff	for	riding	his	bicycle	home	from	
his	friend’s	house	past	curfew.	The	sheriffs	then	“asked	me	if	that	was	my	bike.	I	said,	this	is	
my	bike.”	Then,	without	parent	consent,	he	was	taken	“to	the	station	and	they	took	pictures	
of	me	and	I	remember	being	fingerprinted”	before	being	driven	home.	A	few	months	later	
two	detectives	come	to	his	house	to	say	that	on	the	evening	he	had	been	picked	up,	there	
had	been	a	violent	robbery	at	a	beauty	salon.	Without	telling	him	at	the	time,	he	had	been	
stopped	and	taken	to	the	police	station	because	he	“fit	the	description”	of	the	police	sketch.	
It	did	not	matter	to	the	police	that	Hightower	could	not	see	without	his	glasses	and	the	
sketch	had	no	glasses.	Despite	having	no	police	record,	not	matching	the	sketch,	and	his	
friend	alibiing	him	as	being	at	his	house,	he	was	arrested	and	a	trial	day	was	set.	Terrified,	
but	sure	that	the	courts	would	see	he	was	innocent,	he	went	to	trial.	However,	no	one	

 
to	decline	over	the	past	thirty-five	years,	African	American	youth	are	still	five	times	more	likely	than	White	
youth	to	be	behind	bars	(Annie	E.	Casey	Foundation,	2013,	p.	2)”	(Meiners	2017	p.	132,	citation	in	original).	
78	One	way	to	understand	the	anti-blackness	inherent	in	juvenile	justice	is	by	looking	at	the	wealth	of	
evidence	of	disproportionate	minority	contact,	defined	as	when	“minority	youth	come	into	contact	with	the	
system	at	a	higher	rate	than	their	white	counterparts”	(Armour	&	Hammond,	2009,	p.	4).	While	all	youth	of	
color	have	juvenile	justice	contact	at	higher	rates	than	White	youth,	Black	youth	have	the	highest	rate	of	
disproportionate	contact	“at	most	stages	of	the	juvenile	justice	system”	(Piquero,	2008,	p.	62).	For	example,	
Jones	(2014)	and	Rios	(2011)	found	that	the	Black	young	men	in	their	studies	were	harassed,	frisked,	and	
detained	on	a	regular	basis	without	any	crime	committed.		
79	Trayvon	Martin	was	a	17-year-old	unarmed	Florida	high	school	student	who	was	shot	in	2012	by	George	
Zimmerman	who	thought	Trayvon	looked	suspicious	as	he	walked	home	from	7-Eleven	(Weinstein	&	MoJo	
Team,	2012).	Zimmerman	was	charged	and	later	acquitted	of	second-degree	murder	(Alvarez	&	Buckley,	
2013).		
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seemed	interested	in	his	innocence.	His	public	defender	advised	him	to	plead	guilty,	or	he	
ran	the	risk	of	being	sentenced	as	an	adult	rather	than	a	juvenile.	His	mother,	not	knowing	
what	else	to	do,	and	fearing	he	would	be	sent	to	prison,	also	persuaded	him	to	take	a	plea	
deal.	The	carceral	system	sentenced	him	to	two	years	in	a	detention	facility	for	violent	
offenders	for	a	crime	he	did	not	commit.			
	 Criminalization	and	dehumanization	for	Hightower	manifested	as	accusation	and	
conviction	of	a	crime	he	did	not	commit,	and	for	Wally	as	almost	being	shot	for	a	minor	
offense.	The	two	Black	participants	who	committed	a	violent	crime	as	adolescents,		
Kayshawn	and	Bee,	experienced	a	type	of	dehumanization	that	stripped	them	of	whatever	
remaining	right	to	be	treated	as	minors	as	well	as	stripped	them	of	the	right	to	be	treated	
as	innocent	until	proven	guilty.	Kayshawn,	whose	experience	opened	this	section,	spent	
almost	five	years	in	pre-trial	detention,	which	means	five	years	in	jail	without	being	
convicted	of	a	crime,	before	being	sentenced	to	11	years	in	prison.	Almost	exactly	twenty	
years	prior,	Bee,	a	Black	man	who	was	40	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview,	
spent	five	years	in	the	same	jail	before	being	convicted	of	a	similar	violent	crime	and	
sentenced	to	26	years	in	prison.80		

One	participant,	Jon,	experienced	the	dehumanization	of	antiblackness	while	not,	at	
least	according	to	the	experiences	he	shared,	as	a	superpredator.	Jon,	who	is	mixed	race	
and	was	34	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview,	was	raised	by	his	Black	mother	in	
Indiana.	He	is	convinced	that	he	was	treated	differently	by	the	police	because	they	labeled	
him	as	Black	and	shared	many	examples	to	prove	his	theory.81	For	example,	when	he	was	
13	or	14	years	old,	he	and	a	White	friend	of	his	decided	to	break	into	a	house	that	they	
knew	had	weed	plants	growing.	A	neighbor	called	the	police.	When	Jon	saw	them	as	he	was	
coming	out	of	the	house,	he	dropped	the	plant	and	ran.	The	police	then	started	shooting	at	
him.	The	police	arrested	both	boys,	but	only	Jon	was	sent	to	juvenile	hall.	Besides	being	
shot	at	during	that	incident,	Jon	was	also	beaten	by	the	police	on	more	than	one	occasion.	
When	he	was	16	years	old,	the	car	he	was	in	with	two	White	friends	was	pulled	over.	His	
friend	who	was	driving	started	talking	back	to	the	police.	In	retaliation,	the	police	pulled	
Jon	out	of	the	car	and	started	beating	him,	telling	him	“You're	getting	this	because	of	your	
buddy's	mouth.”	There	was	no	doubt	in	his	mind	that	the	beating	was	racially	motivated.	He	
told	me:	

	They	were	calling	me	a	low	fuck,	half	breed	nigger.	They	stomped	me…I	damn	near	
wanted	to	go	to	the	hospital.	But	I	knew	if	I	went	to	the	hospital	saying	some	cops	beat	
me	up,	I’d	get	my	ass	whooped	again.	

	
	
	

 
80	The	label	of	superpredator	persisted	after	their	sentences	ended.	For	example,	Rodney,	a	Black	man	who	
was	55	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	first	interview,	explained	that	when	released	from	prison	for	a	violent	
crime	conviction,	he	was	put	on	“high	control”	parole	which	restricted	his	every	movement,	including	limiting	
where	he	could	live	and	travel	to,	limiting	his	ability	to	see	his	son	who	lived	in	another	county.	

81	In	addition	to	the	above	examples,	Jon	told	me	that	because	the	police	had	seen	that	his	mother	was	Black,	
most	every	time	he	was	arrested,	he	would	be	listed	as	a	‘Black	male’	but	one	time,	when	he	was	15	or	16	
years	old,	they	marked	him	down	as	White.	That	time	he	was	out	of	juvenile	hall	in	24	hours.	He	had	never	
done	less	than	a	week	before	or	after	that	time.	
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Gang	Members		

	 One	day	in	11th	grade,	Michael,	who	had	been	on	probation	on	and	off	since	he	was	
12	years	old,	mostly	for	marijuana	possession,	was	“ditching”	school	to	watch	a	basketball	
game.	He	described	to	me	what	happened	next:	

I'm	sitting	in	my	living	room,	I	was	high	[from	smoking	marijuana].	I'm	sitting	in	my	
living	room	watching	TV.	And	the	TV	is	in	the	corner	by	the	front	of	the	door.	
Something	just	tells	me	to	turn	my	head	a	little	bit,	and	I	turned	my	head	and	I	just	see	
two	cops	walking.	And	then	the	way	they	were	dressed,	they	had	on	like	armor.	It	
looked	like	a	movie.	I'm	looking	and	two	of	them	have	M-16s,	and	I	see	three	more	
come	up.	And	then	those	three	have	M-16s	too.82	They're	all	dressed	the	same	and	I'm	
like,	wait,	what's	going	on?	And	then	after	that,	after	the	five	passed	by,	there's	two	
more,	in	the	middle	is	the	gang	unit.	And	I'm	like,	wait,	what's	going	on?	

Michael	thought	about	running	but	realized	he	would	not	get	far	so	he	answered	the	door.	
One	of	the	police	asked	him	if	he	was	Michael	and	then	told	him	they	had	a	warrant	for	his	
arrest.	When	he	asked	what	it	was	for	the	police	answered,	“For	not	going	to	school.”	I	
asked	him	why	the	police	would	show	up	with	M16s	because	he	was	truant,	to	which	he	
answered,	“because	they	had	put	me	on	gang	file…And	at	that	time	I	wasn't	even	involved	
with	a	gang	or	nothing	-	that	whole	time	I	was	getting	arrested,	from	maybe	12	almost	like	to	
16.	I	probably	didn't	start	getting	involved	with	the	gangs	until	like	my	senior	year,	or	
something	like	that.”		He	told	me	that	the	long-term	accusations	of	being	in	a	gang	in	part	
pushed	him	to	eventually	join	a	gang.		

Michael’s	experience,	though	the	most	extreme	of	the	participants	labeled	
dangerous,	was	not	isolated.	Based	on	the	study	data,	the	carceral	system	criminalized	and	
dehumanized	many	of	the	Latinx	participants	as	gang	members.	This	finding	corresponds	
to	other	scholarly	work	that	shows	how	California	Latinx	youth	“are	targeted	and	more	
likely	to	be	defined	as	gang	members	[and]	they	are	more	likely	to	be	involved	in	gang	
statutes	that	regulate	their	behavior”	(Gonzalez	&	Portillos,	2007,	p.	260).	Like	those	
perceived	as	superpredators,	participants	perceived	to	be	or	who	were	gang	members	
were	treated	as	dangerous	potential	or	perpetual	criminals	whether	or	not	they	ever	
committed	an	offense.83	In	social	death,	real	or	perceived	affiliation	with	a	gang	became	

 
82	M16s	are	a	military-style	assault	rifle.	
83	For	example,	California	had	codified	into	law	that	that	one	does	not	need	to	commit	a	crime	or	actually	be	
in	a	gang	to	be	a	criminal.	For	example,	Proposition	21	in	California,	which	passed	in	2000,	“changed	the	
definition	of	gang	affiliation	from	‘active	participation’	in	a	gang	to	anyone	who	‘benefits	from’	the	actions	of	a	
gang….	offenders	no	longer	needed	to	be	members	of	a	gang	to	be	charged	as	active	gang	members”	(Cacho,	
2012,	p.	45).The	California	Street	Terrorism	Enforcement	and	Prevention	Act	of	1988	(Chapter	11.	Cal	ALS	
1256,	1988	Cal	SB	1555,	1988	Cal	Stats.	ch.	1256)	amended	the	1872	Crimes	Against	Public	Justice	penal	
code.	The	opening	lines	are	as	follows:	

The	Legislature	hereby	finds	and	declares	that	it	is	the	right	of	every	person,	regardless	of	
race,	color,	creed,	religion,	national	origin,	gender,	gender	identity,	gender	expression,	age,	
sexual	orientation,	or	handicap,	to	be	secure	and	protected	from	fear,	intimidation,	and	
physical	harm	caused	by	the	activities	of	violent	groups	and	individuals.		

The	act	justified	these	policies	by	stating,	“The	State	of	California	is	in	a	state	of	crisis	which	has	been	caused	
by	violent	street	gangs	whose	members	threaten,	terrorize,	and	commit	a	multitude	of	crimes	against	the	
peaceful	citizens	of	their	neighborhoods”	(Molina,	1992).		It	famously	defines	a	“criminal	street	gang”	as	“any	
ongoing	organization,	association,	or	group	of	three	or	more	persons,	whether	formal	or	informal,	having	as	
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synonymous	with	committing	a	crime,	resulting	in	a	dehumanization	“beyond	even	
unsympathetically	begrudged	ethical	obligations”	(Cacho,	2012,	p.	64).		
	 Benito	shared	a	few	experiences	from	when	he	was	13	and	14	years	old	that	
highlight	a	perceived	manifestation	of	social	death	in	which,	as	in	Michael’s	case,	being	a	
suspected	gang	member	is	a	crime	unto	itself.	Benito	an	undocumented	man	from	Mexico	
and	was	26	years	old	that	the	time	of	our	interview.	In	a	scenario	similar	to	Hightower’	in	
the	previous	section,	when	Benito	was	13	years	old	and	living	in	Southern	California,	he	
was	stopped	by	the	police	one	night	while	riding	his	bicycle.	The	police	told	him,	“You	look	
like	you've	got	something.	We're	going	to	search	you.”	Not	yet	knowing	that	he	had	a	right	to	
say	no	to	the	search,	he	let	them	search	him.	They	found	a	butterfly	knife	on	him,	which	is	
illegal	under	California	law	(Cal	Pen	Code	§	17235;	§	 21510).	While	they	did	not	take	him	
to	juvenile	hall,	they	did	cite	him.	When	he	went	to	court,	the	judge	adjudicated	him	to	
probation	and	because	he	had	a	blue	bandana	in	his	pocket	at	the	time	of	arrest,	labeled	
him	a	gang	member	with	added	“gang	terms”	to	his	probation.	Dehumanization	escalated	
soon	after	his	adjudication,	when	the	police	came	to	search	his	“area”	of	the	house	to	
uncover	evidence	of	gang	activity.84	They	found	“found	blue	shirts	and	things	that	I	wasn't	
supposed	to	have”	due	to	the	gang	enhancement	on	his	probation,	including	a	“book	by	
Sanyika	Shakur,	called	The	Autobiography	of	L.A.	Gang	Member”	and	either	the	movie	
“American	Me	or	Blood	In	and	Blood	Out.”	Believing	they	found	the	proof	they	needed,	the	
police	arrested	him	on	a	probation	violation	and	he	was	put	on	“intensive	probation	with	
gang	terms….	because,	I	was	like	an	affiliate	of,	or	at	least	they	had	defined	me	to	be	a	certain	
gang	member.”		

For	some	participants,	like	Shorty	and	Benito,	real	or	perceived	affiliation	with	gang	
was	enough	of	a	crime	in	itself	to	warrant	arrest	or	incarceration.		Shorty	is	a	30-year-old	
Mexican	man	from	a	small	northern	California	working-class	suburb.	According	to	him,	the	
carceral	system	sentenced	he	and	a	friend	to	six	years	in	prison	as	16-year	olds	for	being	at	
a	party	where	someone	was	stabbed.	The	police,	believing	that	the	stabbing	was	gang-
related	and	that	the	two	boys	were	affiliated	with	the	gang,	arrested	them,	saying,	“We	
know	you	didn’t	do	it,	but	we	know	you	know	who	did.”	The	police	did	not	have	proof	that	the	
boys	had	witnessed	the	stabbing,	yet	they	were	arrested	because	the	police	thought	they	
were	affiliated	in	some	way	with	whoever	had	committed	the	crime.	Shorty	knew	that	he	
had	not	done	anything	and,	like	Hightower,	thought	the	court	system	would	clear	his	name.	
He	soon	learned	that	no	one	seemed	to	care	what	had	actually	happened.	In	the	end	they	
both	took	six	years	as	a	plea	deal,	fearing	a	worse	fate	if	they	went	through	trial.	Unlike	
Hightower’	experience,	where	the	system	at	every	level	believed	he	must	have	committed	
the	crime,	the	justice	system	knew	Shorty	had	not	committed	the	crime.	but	his	affiliation	
made	him	just	as	culpable.	

 
one	of	its	primary	activities	the	commission	of	one	or	more	of	the	criminal	acts	[mentioned	in	a	previous	
section],	having	a	common	name	or	common	identifying	sign	or	symbol,	and	whose	members	individually	or	
collectively	engage	in,	or	have	engaged	in,	a	pattern	of	criminal	gang	activity.”	In	2000,	Proposition	21	
amended	the	California	Street	Terrorism	Enforcement	and	Prevention	Act	of	1988.	It	was	proposed	by	the	
then	California	Governor	Pete	Wilson	and	promoted	as	a	measure	to	combat	criminal	street	gangs	(Scott	&	
Steinberg,	2008).	Even	though	youth	crime	rates	including	violent	crime	rates	had	been	declining	since	1994		
(Scott	&	Steinberg,	2008),	the	initiative	passed	with	62%	of	the	vote	(Ballotpedia,	n.d.).		
84	Benito	grew	up	in	a	small	apartment	with	other	families	and	never	had	his	own	room,	only	a	small	area	in	a	
room.		
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Vee’s	experience	highlights	that	the	social	death	associated	with	being	criminalized	
as	a	gang	member	was	not	just	reserved	for	adolescent	Latinos.	When	Vee,	who	is	Latina	
and	was	28	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	first	interview,	shared	how,	when	12	and	13	years	
old,	the	police	would	often	pull	over	cars	she	was	riding	in	to	search	labeled	gang	members.	
Sometimes	these	situations	turned	violent,	for	example	the	police	“slamming”	her	“friends	
on	the	pavement.”	When	she	first	started	getting	pulled	over,	the	police	would	tell	her,	
“We're	going	to	call	your	parents.	You	need	to	be	in	school.	You	need	to	be	not	hanging	out	
with	these	gang	members,”	but	that	treatment	soon	changed.	Soon	the	police	“would	treat	us	
like	shit	even	when	we	weren't	doing	bad	stuff…We'd	get	pulled	over,	or	even	walking,	there	
was	a	lot	of	routine	stops.”	They	would	make	“smart	remarks,	shit	like	‘you	all	ain't	nothing'	
or	‘you're	all	just	gangbangers’,	‘low-lives’.”		Soon	after	she	turned	18	years	old,	Vee	was	
arrested	for	drug	possession.	She	was	in	a	car	with	someone	on	a	“fifth	wave	probation,”	
meaning	“the	cops	were	able	to	search	their	car	even	if	it	wasn't	their	car…they	were	able	to	
search	their	house	and	wherever	that	person	was	at,	at	any	time.”	Vee	had	“weed	and	
‘shrooms”	on	her,	and	the	police	used	the	situation	to	try	to	pressure	her	to	“snitch”	on	
someone	in	the	car	for	another	crime,	threatening	her	with	a	five-year	sentence	for	“gang	
affiliation	and	accessory	to	whatever	crime”	if	she	did	not.	
	

Incorrigible	Delinquents		
	 Jasmine	is	an	Indian,	Puerto	Rican	and	Black	young	woman	who	was	25	years	old	
and	homeless	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview.	She	was	born	and	raised	in	the	same	
northern	California	city	her	whole	life,	though	she	never	stayed	in	one	place	long,	instead	
she	was	shuffled	from	placement	to	placement.	When	Jasmine	was	12	or	13	years	old,	she	
was	residing	in	one	of	the	many	foster	homes	in	which	she	had	been	placed.	According	to	
her,	after	she	“got	into	it	or	something	about	something”	with	two	twin	boys	also	staying	at	
the	house,	the	foster	mother	“told	them	to	corner	me	and	shut	me	up.”	Jasmine	“felt	very	
scared.”	Things	got	worse	when	“they	end	up	locking	me	out	the	house	and	called	the	police	
on	me	saying	that	I	had	a	knife	and	things	like	that,	which	I	didn't,	but	the	police	came	and	
they	pulled	their	guns	out	on	me.”	The	situation	had	upset	her	and		she	believes	that	because	
the	police	saw	how	upset	she	was,	they	assumed	she	was	the	problem	and	arrested	her.	She	
was	sent	straight	to	juvenile	hall.		
	

		Jasmine’s	experience	embodies	what	I	call	the	incorrigible	delinquent,	that	is,	a	
youth	who	occupies	the	liminal	space	between	being	pathologized	as	an	unruly,	unwanted	
troublemaker,	and	being	criminalized	as	a	dangerous	troublemaker,	that	is,	youth	who	
cannot	be	handled	by	any	adult	and	thus	need	to	be	incarcerated.	While	the	term	
incorrigible	delinquent	stems	from	the	findings,	the	concept	exists	in	the	carceral	
literature.85	In	theory	incorrigibility	is	treated	as	a	condition	that	needs	help	not	

 
85	From	the	inception	of	the	juvenile	justice	there	has	been	a	differentiation	between	“dependent”	and	
“delinquent”	youth	(Platt,	1977;	Ward,	2012).		Dependent	youth	are	those	who	suffer	abuse	or	neglect	by	a	
parent	or	guardian	and	who	should	be	treated	by	the	juvenile	court	as	victims	(Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	300),	
while	delinquent	youth	are	those	who	violate	the	law	(Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	602).	Incorrigibility	has	often	
been	categorized	as	neither	dependent	nor	delinquent.	For	example,	the	1872	Penal	Code	of	California	
discusses	incorrigibility	but	never	defines	it.	It	does	however	discuss	“incorrigible”	as	separate	from	“vicious	
conduct”	(Fairall,	1915,	p.	838).		The	current	California	Welfare	and	Institutions	Code,	Article	14,	601,	while	
not	using	the	term	incorrigible,	is	often	cited	as	pertaining	to	incorrigibility.	This	section	of	code	refers	to	a	
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punishment;	however,	in	practice	incorrigibility,	historically	and	in	the	findings,	is	
synonymous	with	delinquency	and	with	those	youth	unable	to	be	reformed.86		

Incorrigible	delinquents	made	up	the	largest	group	of	retrospective	interview	
participants.	In	general,	according	to	the	experiences	they	shared,	carceral	systems	did	not	
fear	and	dehumanize	incorrigible	delinquent	participants	as	much	as	the	superpredator	or	
gang	member.	Since	historically	Black	and	Latinx	boys	experience	the	worst	forms	of	social	
death		(e.g.	Rios,	2011)	it	was	not	surprising	that	many	of	the	White-identified	and	
phenotypically	White	participants,	as	well	as	most	of	the	not	male	(that	is	female	
genderqueer	participants),	fell	into	this	category.	Incorrigible	delinquents	often	had	police	
contact	for	status	offenses,	such	as	truancy,	curfew	violations,	and	underage	drinking,	
which	fit	the	legal	definition	of	incorrigibility	as	well	as	offenses	such	as	minor	drug	
possession	and/or	sales,	robbery,	breaking	and	entering,	which	fit	the	definition	of	
delinquency.	Many	of	these	are	the	same	offenses	committed	or	purportedly	committed	by	
participants	discussed	above;	however,	without	the	extra	label	of	superpredator	or	gang	
member,	many,	but	not	all,	of	these	incorrigible	delinquents	experienced	less	harsh	
penalties.		

According	to	the	experiences	they	shared,	the	carceral	system	did	position	some	of	
them	more	as	“serious”	delinquents87	compared	to	incorrigibles	and	dehumanized	them	in	
similar	ways	to	superpredators	and	gang	members.	Cici,	a	young	Black	woman	who	was	25	
years	old	at	the	time	of	our	interview,	had	her	first	arrest	at	14	years	old	for	hitting	her	
mom	during	an	argument.		The	carceral	system	sent	her	to	juvenile	hall	“for	two	months.”	
She	told	me	that	arrest:	

changed	my	whole	youth	life.	Cause	you	know,	once	you	go	to	juvenile	hall,	they	want	
to	keep	you	in	the	system.	Basically,	when	you	first	go	to	juvenile	hall,	you	
automatically	on	probation	you're	automatically	ward	of	the	court,	you	can't	get	into	
trouble	with	any	law.	You	have	to	stay	away	from	all	areas,	bad	areas.	If	you	get	pulled	
over,	you're	automatically	going	to	jail.	Like	you	could	be	in	the	car	with	somebody	
and	you're	not	even	doing	anything.	You	might	just	be	in	the	back	seat.	They	run	your	
name,	you're	going	to	jail.	

 
youth	between	ages	12	and	17	“who	persistently	or	habitually	refuses	to	obey	the	reasonable	and	proper	
orders	or	directions”	or	is	unable	to	be	controlled	by	“his	or	her	parents,	guardian,	or	custodian,”	who	breaks	
curfew,	who	is	truant	or	breaks	other	school	rules,”	who	engages	in	underage	drinking,	et	cetera.	In	other	
words,	incorrigible	refers	to	status	offenses,	that	is,	behavior	that	would	not	be	considered	a	crime	if	enacted	
by	an	adult	(Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	601;	Rosenberg,	1982	p.	291).	
86	The	1872	Penal	Code	of	California	stated	that	youth	who	were	sent	to	reform	school	but	were	too	“morally	
deficient	or	incorrigible”	could	be	kicked	out	of	reform	school	and	sent	back	to	juvenile	court	(Fairall,	1915,	p.	
841-842).	This	also	applied	to	youth	whose	sentence	was	suspended	but	who	in	the	end	were	“found	
incorrigible	and	incapable	of	reformation”	(ibid,	p.	633).	In	California,	the	Los	Angeles	Sherriff’s	Department	
Juvenile	Procedure	current	manual	states	that	“Incorrigible	juveniles	shall	not	be	arrested,”	but	instead	
should	be	“referred	to	a	social	agency	or	local	probation	office	no	later	than	six	hours	after	arriving	at	
Sheriff's	Station/Unit”	(Los	Angeles	County	Sheriff's	Department	Manual	of	Policies	and	Procedures,	2020);	
however	statistics	show	that	most	youth	in	California	youth	facilities	are	there	for	non-violent	delinquency	
and	status	offenses	(Sawyer,	2018).		
87 Ward	(2012)	describes	how	the	“final	decades	of	the	twentieth	century”	divided	youth	delinquency	into	
two	categories:	“normal”	delinquents	and	“serious”	ones.	Normal	delinquents,	who	tended	to	be	White,	were	
those	who	could	possibly	be	reformed,	while	“black	and	other	nonwhite	youths	are	assigned	to	the	
undeserving	status	of	serious	offenders”	(p.	233-234). 
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More	often	than	not,	incorrigible	delinquents	felt	they	experienced	dehumanization	

and	disregard	in	the	form	of	what	one	of	the	participants	Russell,	a	White	man	who	was	51	
years	old	at	the	time	of	our	interview,	referred	to	as	“non-citizenship,”	in	which	juvenile	
justice	and	other	institutions	ignored	or	denied	participants’	needs	as	children,	
adolescents,	and	young	adults.	Russell	told	me	about	a	counselor	who	encouraged	him	to	
transfer	from	the	boys’	camp	he	had	been	adjudicated	to,	to	a	facility	focused	on	mental	
health.88	He	decided	to	do	it	because	the	counselor	“convinced	me	that	that	would	be	way	
better	than	being	in	a	punitive	space.	He's	like,	‘this	is	a	place	where	you	know	they're	going	
to	help	you.	They're	going	to	see	you	as	a	person	with	emotional	problems	and	not	as	a	
criminal	and	you'll	have	therapy	and	all	this	stuff’.”	He	thought	if	he	had	to	be	locked	up,	this	
new	facility	would	be	“better,	like	the	lesser	of	two	evils.”		However,	he	found	a	different	
version	of	social	control	at	this	new	facility,	where	punishment	meant	having:	

to	sit	and	look	at	a	wall	with	your	back	to	everybody	and	nobody	was	allowed	to	
engage	with	you.	So	you	were	in	what	they	call	‘noncitizen	mode’,	right?	You	were	a	
noncitizen	of	the	unit	and	the	minute	you	did	something	to	fuck	that	up	and	not	follow	
through,	they'd	start	your	time	over	so	you	had	to	sit	24	hours	facing	the	wall.	
	
This	type	of	social	control	was	not	limited	to	group	homes	and	secure	mental	health	

facilities.	John	Doe	shared	that	during	his	processing	after	his	arrest	at	18	years	old	for	
stealing	beef	jerky	and	beer	from	a	dollar	store,	the	officer	asked	if	he	had	ever	been	
suicidal,	to	which	he	honestly	answered,	“yes.”	Afterwards	the	officers	put	him:	

in	a	turtle	suit.	It's	this	green	sheet.	You're	not	allowed	to	wear	underwear.	You	can't	
wear	socks.	You	can't	wear	a	shirt,	you	can't	wear	shit.	It's	this	carpet	with	Velcro	
around	it.	And,	and	you	just	wear	it.	It's	like	a	turtle	suit.	It's	this	green	fucking	basic	
carpet	with	Velcro	on	it	to	keep	from	coming	off.	And	it's	called	suicide	watch.	And	they	
have	me	in	there	and	I'm	in	there	with	some	crazy	ass	motherfucker,	who's	just	crazy.	
And	he's	just	throwing	shit	on	the	walls	and	he's	just	being	some	weirdo.	I'm	just	like,	
the	fuck	dude?	I	didn't	ask	for	this.	I'm	not	suicidal,	I'm	not	crazy.	What	the	fuck	am	I	
here	for?	

The	jail	kept	John	Doe	in	that	suit	for	a	week.	(See	Chapter	5	for	more	discussion	on	the	
crazy	label.)			

The	dehumanization	and	disregard	of	non-citizenship	sometimes	manifested	in	
homelessness.	Four	of	the	participants	were	homeless	at	the	time	of	our	interview.	Many	
youth	shelters	in	the	areas	these	participants	lived	were	geared	towards	youth	24	years	old	
and	under.	Jasmine,	at	25	years	old,	was	homeless	and	sleeping	in	a	car	at	the	time	of	our	
interview.	Cici	was	staying	at	a	youth	shelter	at	the	time	of	our	interview,	but	the	cut	off	age	
for	that	shelter	was	24	years	old.	Once	they	found	out	she	was	25	years	old,	she	would	have	
to	leave.	John	Doe	and	Terrell	were	still	young	enough	to	find	youth	shelter	beds,	however	
shelter	rules	made	it	difficult	for	them	to	stay	anywhere	long-term.	At	the	time	of	our	
interview,	John	Doe	was	20	years	old	and	staying	at	a	youth	shelter	at	the	time	of	our	first	
interview	that	only	allowed	youth	to	stay	for	3	nights.	By	our	second	interview	a	few	
months	later,	he	was	staying	on	the	streets.	Terrell,	who	was	19	years	old,		and	who	grew	

 
88	Most	incorrigible	delinquents	were	also,	at	least	at	times,	labeled	mentally	ill.		This	is	discussed	more	in	
Chapter	5.	
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up	in	fifteen	group	homes	and	a	number	of	foster	homes	before	serving	a	jail	sentence	from	
age	15	to	age	18,	was	in	that	same	youth	shelter	as	John	Doe	at	the	time	of	our	first	
interview.	By	the	time	of	our	second	interview,	he	was	back	at	the	same	shelter	on	the	
second	of	the	three-night	maximum	stay.	
	

Not-so-Neat	Delineations	
While	for	many	retrospective	interview	participants,	the	lines	between	the	three	

categories	of	superpredator,	gang	member,	and	incorrigible	delinquent	were	drawn	along	
race/ethnicity	and	gender,	this	was	not	always	the	case	(see	Table	3.1).		For	example,	
Terrell	was	treated	as	an	incorrigible	delinquent	and	not	a	Black	superpredator.	Terrell,	a	
mixed-race	participant	who	was	phenotypically	Black	and	who	grew	up	in	non-urban	
foster	and	group	homes	most	of	his	life	(discussed	more	below),	told	me	that	he	often	got	
into	fights	with	other	residents	at	the	facilities	he	lived	at.	Despite	these	numerous	fights,	it	
was	not	until	he	was	15	years	old	that	one	of	the	facilities	called	the	police	on	him.	In	that	
fight	he	had	broken	down	a	door	to	get	to	another	young	man	who	had	called	Terrell’s	
“mom	the	'B'	word.”	According	to	Terrell,	often	foster	care	staff	focused	on	helping	him	
rather	than	punishing	him.	His	treatment	is	in	sharp	contrast	with	the	participants	labeled	
superpredators	and	gang	members	that	regularly	had	the	police	called	on	them	whether	or	
not	they	had	committed	an	offense.89		

While	many	of	the	participants	who	experienced	social	death	of	being	labeled	a	gang	
member	were	Latinx	participants,	there	were	three	who	were	not	Latinx:	Tio,	Clint,	and	
Syyen.	Tio,	a	young	Black	man	who	was	18	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	interview,	shared	
that	he	was	wrongly	accused	of	a	crime	when	he	was	in	sixth	grade	which	led	to	his	first	
arrest.	He	told	me	another	student	stole	a	teacher’s	laptop	and	used	Tio’s	locker	to	hide	
both	the	laptop	and	a	gun.	Tio	was	at	a	new	school	and	did	not	know	many	students.	School	
officials	could	see	on	camera	that	Tio	was	not	the	one	who	placed	the	items	in	the	locker,	
but	since	the	other	student	used	Tio’s	locker,	school	officials	automatically	assumed	that	
Tio	must	be	involved.	No	matter	how	much	Tio	denied	knowing	about	the	incident,	the	
school	called	the	police.	When	I	asked	him	why	he	thought	they	did	not	believe	him,	he	
answered	that	“they	thought	I	was	connected	to	a	gang	because	there	was	a	gun.”	

Clint,	a	White	man	from	a	small	rural	town	in	California,	was	not	treated	as	an	
incorrigible	delinquent,	but,	like	Tio,	as	both	a	superpredator	and	gang	member.	As	a	teen,	
one	of	Clint’s	close	friends	had	a	brother	who	“was	in	a	Mexican	gang	and	I	wanted	to	be	in	
it.	I	was	kind	of	like	this	white	kid	in	a	Mexican	gang.”	In	eighth	grade	Clint	was	already	on	
probation.	One	day	his	probation	officer	caught	him	and	a	friend	drinking	in	a	park	instead	
of	being	in	school.	He	was	sent	to	juvenile	hall	for	violating	his	probation.	In	juvenile	hall	he	
got	into	a	fight.	For	the	fight	he	was	“charged	with	a	felony	battery	with	a	gang	
enhancement”	and	sent	to	a	boys'	camp	for	serious	offenders.	When	I	asked	him	why	he	
though	he	received	such	a	harsh	sentence,	he	replied:	

I	think	my	probation	officer	just	didn't	like	me.	Everybody	in	my	town	hated	me.	
Because	I	was	like	this	white	kid	in	a	Mexican	gang	and	it	was	a	really	white	racist	

 
89	Terrell’s	treatment	may	or	may	not	have	been	correlated	with	his	noticeable	developmental	delays.	While	
research	shows	that	juvenile	detention	facilities	are	filled	with	youth	with	disabilities	(National	Council	on	
Disability,	2015),	his	child-like	nature	may	have	in	some	ways	shielded	him	from	some	level	of	
criminalization	until	he	was	15	years	old.	It	did	not,	however,	shield	him	from	non-citizenship.	
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fucking	town.	They	hated	Mexicans.	And	they	hated	white	people	that	fucking	wanted	
to	be	Mexicans	even	more.		And	so,	and	I	think	my	probation	officer	just	fucking	hated	
me	because	of	that…I	feel	they	hated	me	even	more	than	they	hated	the	real	Mexicans.	
Syyen,	who	is	Cambodian	and	Thai,	experienced	criminalization	as	a	potential	gang	

member	for	years	before	he	ever	became	a	gang	member.	Syyen	did	have	an	older	uncle,	
who	no	longer	lived	at	home,	who	with	was	involved	with	a	Cambodian	gang.	As	Syyen	told	
me	“back	in	the	90s	if	[rival	gangs]	can't	get	you,	they	go	get	your	family.”	One	day	when	he	
was	14	years	old,	he	was	at	his	grandmother’s	house	when	someone	opened	fire	with	an	
AK47.		Luckily,	the	bullets	did	not	hit	anyone.	When	the	police	came	to	make	a	report,	
rather	than	treating	Syyen	and	his	family	as	victims:		

The	first	thing	the	police	officer	[did	was,	he]	looked	at	me,	and	he	says,	‘Are	you	a	
gang	member?	Are	you	involved	in	a	gang?’	And	from	that	moment,	that	time,	I	knew	
in	my	heart	like,	‘Man,	the	police	is	no	good.’	And	not	only	that,	during	that	time,	
everywhere	I	go	around	the	neighborhood,	sometimes	they	just	pulled	us	over	and	say,	
‘Hey,	what	gang	you	from?	Get	against	the	wall.’	
	
Cacho’s	(2012)	definition	of	social	death	refers	to	the	criminalization	of	certain	

groups,	regardless	of	their	actual	criminal	behavior,	coupled	with	dehumanizing	rhetoric	
and	treatment.	This	conceptualization	of	social	death	helps	explain	the	accounts	of	
suffering	by	retrospective	interview	participants	who	came	of	age	in	the	tough-on-crime	
era	positioned	as	superpredators,	gang	members,	or	incorrigible	delinquents.	As	the	
introduction	pointed	out,	before	the	moral	panic	of	the	late	twentieth	century	fanned	by	
fears	of	superpredators	and	gangs,	there	was	the	moral	panic	of	the	1950s-1960s.	Two	
participants,	Ronny	and	Pip,	grew	up	during	this	earlier	moral	panic	and	their	experiences	
shed	light	on	how	criminalizing	youth	as	potential	and	perpetual	criminals	is	not	a	
phenomenon	that	started	with	the	tough-on-crime	era.	
	

A	Note	on	Social	Death	and	the	Previous	Moral	Panic	
Ronny	Reagan,	who	was	76	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview	is	White	and	

grew	up	in	an	Irish	and	Italian	working-class	Bronx,	NY	neighborhood.	For	White	youth,	the	
panic	believed	that	sex,	drugs,	and	rock	n’	roll	in	movies,	comic	books,	and	the	on	the	radio	
were	thought	to	influence	teenagers	into	a	life	of	delinquency	and	crime	(Barnosky,	2006).	
The	police	often	targeted	Ronny	and	his	friends	for	hanging	out	on	the	corners.	When	I	
asked	him	to	tell	me	why	they	were	often	stopped,	him	told	me	that	everyone	at	that	time	
associated	delinquency	with	idly	hanging	out,	mostly	due	to	a	panic	over	bad	boy	images	in	
movies	like	James	Dean.90	Ronny	felt	the	police	put	he	and	his	friends	on	a	mental	list	of	
“That's	the	guys	we	can	arrest.	Most	of	the	other	kids	are	home	and	these	guys	are	standing	in	
front	of	the	delicatessen,	let's	go	arrest	them	because	they	were	always	doing	something.”	The	
police	constantly	targeted	Ronny’s	slightly	deviant	behavior..	Early	on	he	would	be	arrested	
and	then	sent	home.	For	example,	on	a	few	occasions,	the	police	took	him	to	the	city	jail	for	

 
90	Ronny	also	discussed	how	he	believed	the	moral	panic	around	rock	n’	roll	was	less	about	the	music	and	
more	about	racial	mixing.	He	told	me	“It	was	groups	of	[Black	and	White]	people	that	weren't	supposed	to	be	
together,	were	having	fun	together…	[and]	people	were	freaking	out,	because	it	was	out	of	their	control.”		
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being	out	past	dark.91	By	the	time	he	was	16	years	old,	his	criminalization	escalated	and	the	
police	instead	would	send	him	to	juvenile	hall.		

Pip,92	who	is	Black,	was	64	years	old	at	the	time	of	his	initial	interview.	He	grew	up	
outside	of	Memphis,	Tennessee,	in	the	town	of	West	Memphis,	Arkansas.93	For	Black	youth	
in	the	South,	the	moral	panic	of	the	1950s	and	60s	was	inseparable	from	the	Jim	Crow	
racism	that	positioned	Southern	Black	children	as	inherently	delinquent	and	dangerous	
(Wacquant,	2001).	).	The	local	police	had	Pip	on	their	radar	and	he	was	arrested	a	total	of	
37	times	between	age	seven	and	age	twelve,	mostly	for	wandering	alone	without	adult	
supervision,	similar	to	Ronny.		Most	of	the	time,	also	like	Ronny,	the	polices	arrested	and	
released	Pip,	but	he	was	adjudicated	to	reform	school	two	times	by	age	ten.94	A	judge	
sentenced	him	at	age	seven	for	being	a	“gang	leader.”95	Pip’s	family	was	poor,	and	at	five	
years	old	he	started	working	in	the	cotton	fields	picking	cotton	for	$3	a	day	and	working	as	
a	water	boy	for	$2	a	day	to	make	money.	By	six	and	a	half	years	old	he	started	a	“gang,”	
which	mainly	consisted	of	neighborhood	kids	hanging	out	together	and	stealing	“cigarettes,	
bread,	meat	and	potatoes,…	potato	chips,	that	kind	of	stuff”	to	either	bring	to	their	clubhouse	
at	the	old	church	or	to	return	for	cash,	a	more	lucrative	way	for	the	kids	to	make	money	
than	working	in	the	fields.		A	judge	sentenced	Pip	at	age	ten	for	stealing	a	bicycle	from	a	
country	club	which	he	worked	as	a	golf	caddy.	Both	times	the	judge	sent	him	away	for	over	
a	year.		

While	neither	Ronny	or	Pip	spent	their	childhood	in	California,	and	though	they	
came	of	age	decades	before	many	of	the	participants,	their	experiences	are	overwhelming	
similar	to	participants	who	came	of	age	in	the	moral	panic	that	started	in	the	1980s.	In	both	
moral	panics,	adolescents	were	seen	as	potential	and	perpetual	criminals	in	which	
everyday	behavior	is	criminalized,	real	or	perceived	minor	infractions	and	affiliations	are	
harshly	punished,	and	real	or	perceived	criminal	offending	justifies	inhumane	treatment.		

	
Much	of	this	chapter	so	far	centered	participants	experiences	with	social	death	in	

their	interactions	with	police	and	carceral	courts.	The	following	section	dives	more	in	
depth	into	experiences	of	the	social	suffering	inside	detention	facilities.	While	incarceration	
itself	is	a	form	of	social	death	in	the	way	it	removes	individuals	from	society	(Guenther,	
2013;	Price,	2015;	Sowle,	1993),	it	is	only	one	iteration	of	social	death	on	the	inside;	as	
participant	experiences	highlight,	the	criminalization	and	dehumanization	that	began	
before	incarceration	intensified	in	their	day-to-day	lives	while	incarcerated.	
	
	

 
91	Ronny	Reagan	told	me	of	one	incident	where	the	police	at	the	jail	held	him	“by	the	scruff	of	my	neck”	while	
calling	for	his	parent	to	come	get	him.			
92	When	Pip	was	five	years	old	he	was	in	a	car	with	an	older	man	who	had	been	molesting	him.	The	driver	was	
drunk	and	“ran	into	the	back	of	a	parked	semi-truck	and	[Pip’s]	face	hit	the	dashboard.”	He	“ended	up	with	this	
pip	on	[his]	lip”	due	to	the	accident	and	that	nickname	stuck	throughout	his	childhood.	
93	According	to	Pip,	West	Memphis	was	a	cross	between	rural	and	suburban	with	a	Black-only	neighborhood	
on	one	side	of	Broadway.	
94	As	discussed	in	the	introduction,	reform	school	was	a	common	term	used	for	juvenile	detention.	
95	Pip	described	the	scene	of	his	court	hearing	when	he	was	“going	to	be	sentenced,	and	...	the	judge	says,	‘who	
is	this	Pip	guy?’	And	my	mother	says,	‘He	is	over	here,’	When	I	stood	up,	my	head	didn't	come	above	the	bench	in	
the	courthouse.” 
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Social	Death	in	Carceral	Facilities	
Chapter	1	summarized	ways	the	juvenile	justice	system	has	historically	utilized	

social	control	tactics	to	address	youth	delinquency.	In	social	death	on	the	outside,	youth	are	
criminalized	and	dehumanized	regardless	of	actual	behavior,	and	any	deviant	behavior	
used	to	justify	preconceived	notions	of	criminality.	In	social	death	on	the	inside,	juvenile	
detention	facilities	justify	social	control	tactics	against	youth	who	have	already	“proven”	
their	criminal	nature.	While	there	were	many	direct	and	subtle	forms	of	social	control	in	
juvenile	facilities,	this	section	highlights	two	of	them,	one	at	either	end	of	the	control	
spectrum.	The	first	is	perhaps	the	harshest	form	of	social	control,	that	of	solitary	
confinement.	The	other	fits	onto	what	Meiners	(2007)	refers	to	as	the	“soft	extension”	of	
control,	that	of	positive	youth	justice	development.	The	section	concludes	with	an	
examination	of	form	of	dehumanization	and	disregard	that	did	not	fit	into	the	social	control	
section,	that	of	sexual	abuse.	

	
The	Punitive	Social	Control	of	Solitary	Confinement	
When	Clint	was	15	years	old	and	about	to	start	ninth	grade,	he	was	sent	to	juvenile	

hall	for	180	days	for	a	list	of	petty	charges.	Soon	after	being	sent	to	juvenile	hall,	he	got	in	
trouble	and	the	facility	punished	him	with	solitary	confinement.96	The	first	thing	staff	did	
was	put	“a	red	sticker”	on	his	cell	door	to	let	everyone	know	he	was	in	solitary	confinement.	
Then:	

They	come	in	like	seven	o'clock	in	the	morning.	Like	you'd	be	sleeping	and	you	still	
have	sleep	in	your	eye.	And	they're	like,	"Get	Up!"	They	open	your	door,	"Get	the	fuck	
up!"	And	like	you	gotta	get	dressed	real	quick.	And	they	take	all	your	shit.	They	take	
your	bed,	your	mattress,	all	your	blankets,	everything…They	take	everything	out	of	
your	cell	except	for	a	bible	and	the	clothes	you’re	wearing.	
		
For	some	participants	like	Clint,	the	combination	of	being	criminalized	and	

dehumanized	crossed	the	line	to	abuse	in	the	form	of	solitary	confinement.	In	January	of	
2018,	California	passed	a	law	limiting	solitary	confinement	to	four	hours	for	juveniles	both	
in	terms	of	length	of	time	and	reasons	for	using	it,	in	large	part	due	to	the	psychological	
suffering	associated	with	its	use	(e.g.	Birckhead, 2015; Clark, 2017).97	However,	participants	
of	the	retrospective	interview	study	who	experienced	solitary	confinement	did	so	prior	to	
2016,	when	there	were	no	guidelines	at	all.98	Some	shared	how	the	facility	isolated	them	

 
96	I	intentionally	did	not	ask	him	why	he	got	in	trouble	as	the	emphasis	here	is	on	the	inhumane	punishment	
and	not	how	it	was	justified.	
97In	addition	to	only	allowing	juveniles	to	be	in	solitary	confinement	for	a	maximum	of	four	hours,	Cal	Wel	&	
Inst	Code	§	208.3	also	enacted	these	guidelines:	

	(1)	Room	confinement	shall	not	be	used	before	other	less	restrictive	options	have	been	attempted	
and	exhausted,	unless	attempting	those	options	poses	a	threat	to	the	safety	or	security	of	any	minor,	
ward,	or	staff.	
(2)	Room	confinement	shall	not	be	used	for	the	purposes	of	punishment,	coercion,	convenience,	or	
retaliation	by	staff.	
(3)	Room	confinement	shall	not	be	used	to	the	extent	that	it	compromises	the	mental	and	physical	
health	of	the	minor	or	ward.	

98	Prior	to	2016	when	SB	1143,	the	first	of	a	few	laws	that	led	to	the	2018	changes	passed,	
	“attempts	to	stop	it	were	blocked	by	lawmakers	in	2011	and	every	year	since.”	The	Los	Angeles	Times	
Editorial	Board	(2016,	August	21).	
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for	days	or	weeks	at	a	time.	Clint	told	me	that	youth	in	solitary	would	be	locked	in	their	cell	
for	a	minimum	of	three	days.	More	days	would	be	added	if	youth	did	things	like	“yelling	out	
your	door,	kicking	your	door,	[or]	disrespecting	one	of	[the	staff].”		

Michael	described	is	experience	with	solitary	confinement	as	a	freshman	in	high	
school.	He	had	been	adjudicated	to	a	boy’s	camp	for	having	a	“dirty”	drug	test	when	he	was	
on	probation.	One	day	while	he	was	working	in	the	kitchen,	he	“ended	up	getting	in	a	fight.”		
As	punishment,	the	facility	sent	him	to	another	camp	down	the	hill	where	they	threw	him	
into	what	he	called	“a	box”	where	“everything's	all	blackened	out,	the	windows,	the	doors”	
and	where	“then	they	stripped	you	down.”	He	told	me	after	being	stripped	down,	boys	would	
be	confined	“in	there	for	at	least	a	week,	depending	if	you	get	in	trouble	more.”	In	the	box,	the	
facility	only	allowed	boys	out	“to	take	showers,	but	after	that	you're	just	in	your	cell	all	day.”	
For	the	fight	Michael	spent	four	days	in	the	box.		

Michael	and	Clint	had	both	been	stamped	with	the	label	of	superpredator	or	gang	
member,	however,	solitary	confinement	was	not	limited	to	participants	who	were	
criminalized	as	dangerous;	some	incorrigible	delinquents	were	also	subjected	to	it.	CQ	was	
incorrigible	delinquent	who	experienced	solitary	confinement	every	weekend	in	seventh	
and	eighth	grade	(see	Chapter	5).	Christina	shared	that	from	ages	“18	to	20,	I	got	like	two	
dozen	drunk	in	public	and	then	half	a	dozen	or	a	dozen	petty	crimes	and	a	felony	[for	forging	
a	check].”	In	jail	after	one	of	those	arrests,	she	got	into	a	fight	and	the	facility	put	her	in	“a	
cross	between	maximum	solitary	and	lock	down.”	While	it	was	a	form	of	solitary	
confinement,	she	at	least	“got	to	come	out	for	meals,	so	it	was	a	bit	little	lower	[level	then	
traditional	solitary	confinement].”		

	
The	Softer	Social	Control	of	Positive	Youth	Development	
At	the	other	end	of	the	control	spectrum,	a	softer,	more	indirect	form	of	social	

control	I	observed	at	Camp	Green	Lake	was	positive	youth	justice	development.	Unlike	
solitary	confinement	which	uses	social	and	environmental	isolation	as	a	form	of	
punishment	and	control,	positive	youth	justice	development	uses	social	rewards	to	control	
the	behavior	of	incarcerated	youth.	Since	the	richest	data	on	positive	youth	justice	
development	comes	from	my	ethnographic	research	at	Camp	Green	Lake,	the	Camp	is	
highlighted	here.	However,	it	is	important	to	note	that	this	form	of	social	control	was	not	
exclusive	to	the	Camp;	both	Terrell	and	Cici	also	discussed	the	implementation	of	positive	
youth	justice	development	practices	at	the	facilities	they	were	sent	to.			

In	2010,	the	county	in	which	I	conducted	my	juvenile	detention	ethnography	rolled	
out	a	strategic	plan	for	the	future	of	juvenile	justice.	This	came	after	a	scathing	2004	report	
listing	problems	at	the	facility	and	making	recommendations	for	change.	The	2010	report	
called	for	a	move	to	a	positive	youth	development	model	for	Camp	Green	Lake.	From	
documents	and	informal	conversations	with	staff,	I	found	out	that	the	facility	had	begun	
implementing	positive	youth	justice	development	in	November	2012,	two	years	after	the	
probation	department	released	the	strategic	plan,	and	just	as	I	started	my	visits.99	As	Ms.	B.,	

 
99	See	Introduction	for	more	on	positive	youth	development	and	positive	youth	justice	development.	Positive	
youth	justice	development	names	“two	core	assets”:	Learning/Doing	and	Attaching/Belonging	(Butts	et	al.,	
2010).	From	my	observations,	the	second	core	asset	seemed	to	be	the	one	the	Camp	focused	on.		
Learning/Doing	consists	of:	

• Developing	new	skills	and	competencies	
• Actively	using	new	skills	
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one	of	the	guards	told	me,	the	facility	implemented	changes	due	to	the	low	success	rate	of	
the	facility,	noting	that	“seven	out	of	ten	young	men	who	graduate	are	either	back	in	here	or	
end	up	dead”	(FN	11/14/12).100		

The	key	positive	youth	justice	development	change	Ms.	B	and	Ms.	Elly,	the	English	
teacher,	described	to	me	was	a	move	to	merit-based	rewards.	Merit-based	rewards	took	a	
number	of	forms.	The	first	had	to	do	with	passes.101	Previously,	the	young	men	were	able	to	
get	home	passes	shortly	after	arriving.	Now	they	were	not	able	to	get	a	first	home	pass	for	
three	to	four	months,	could	not	get	one	if	they	got	a	“write-up,”	and	for	anyone	who	came	in	
after	November	2012,	they	could	no	longer	take	a	pass	from	Friday-Monday,	only	Saturday-
Sunday	(FN	1/14/13).	The	second	component	of	merit-based	rewards	was	the	
introduction	of	levels.	Starting	in	November	2012,	residents	of	Camp	Green	Lake	were	
required	to	pass	through	a	series	of	color-coded	levels,	visualized	by	different-colored	
shirts	the	residents	had	to	wear.	The	boys’	color-coded	shirts	were	a	visual	representation	
to	everyone	at	the	camp	each	boy’s	place	in	the	social	control	system.		

Social	control	manifested	in	the	giving	and	taking	of	rewards,	including	having	time	
added	or	removed	to	the	boys’	stay	at	the	Camp.	The	young	men	came	in	at	Orange	which	
signified	the	Explorer-level,	and	went	through	a	vetting	process	before	they	were	able	to	
move	to	each	subsequent	level,	which	an	ultimate	goal	of	reaching	Gold,	which	allowed	
them	home	on	passes,	and	Grey,	which	gave	young	men	freedom	within	the	facility102	and	
ostensibly	prepared	them	to	return	home.103	Progression	to	the	next	level	happened	when	
staff	deemed	the	young	man	had	developed	the	social	and	emotional	skills	they	believed	
were	needed.	It	was	difficult	for	both	me	and	the	boys	to	understand	exactly	what	this	
criterion	constituted.	Progression	to	the	next	level	could	take	weeks	or	months	and	was	not	

 
• Taking	on	new	roles	and	responsibilities	
• Developing	self-efficacy	and	personal	confidence	

Attaching/Belonging	consists	of:	
• Becoming	an	active	member	of	pro-social	group(s)		
• Developing	and	enjoying	the	sense	of	belonging		
• Placing	a	high	value	on	service	to	others	and	being	part	of	a	larger	community	

100	The	revamping	of	the	facility	included	more	than	just	positive	youth	justice	development,	e.g.	lowering	the	
number	of	boys	at	the	facility.	Ms.	B	told	me	there	used	to	be	100	boys	when	she	started,	and	at	the	time	of	
our	conversation	there	were	32	boys.	I	was	unable	to	learn	more	about	why	fewer	young	men	were	
adjudicated	there.	
101	According	to	Ms.	Elly,	the	waiting	period	for	passes	and	shortening	of	passes	was	largely	because	the	
young	men	who	took	a	pass	until	Monday	morning	would	still	be	“drunk	off	their	asses”	after	staying	up	for	
four	days	(FN	1/14/13).	
102	During	one	of	my	tutoring	sessions	a	student	had	an	attendance	sheet	(which	has	all	the	residents	full	
name,	birth	date,	level,	and	date	of	admission).	When	I	asked	him	if	he	was	allowed	to	have	it	another	student	
replied	for	him	by	saying	“He’s	platinum.	He’s	like	a	counselor”	(FN	3/13/13).	
103	103	The	levels	are:	Orange-Explorer,	Green-Learner,	Purple-Metamorphosis,	Gold-Maturation,	Grey-
Platinum.	No	one	was	able	to	give	me	a	clear	idea	of	the	requirements	to	move	to	the	next	level.	Part	of	this	
was	the	consistent	lack	of	communication	between	the	school,	run	by	the	county	education	department,	and	
the	facility,	run	by	the	county	probation	department.	I	suspect	that	the	other	part	was	that	there	were	no	
clear	criteria.	Remorse	for	wrongdoing	did	seem	to	be	a	criterion.	I	worked	with	a	few	students	on	letters	
showing	remorse	for	that	they	had	done	and/or	a	commitment	to	changing	for	the	better	which	they	needed	
to	present	to	staff	to	move	to	the	higher	levels.	One	consequence	of	the	move	to	positive	youth	justice	
development	was	the	added	length	of	stay.	Youth	had	previously	been	adjudicated	to	the	facility	for	three	to	
six	months,	while	residents	at	the	time	I	was	there	usually	remained	at	the	facility	for	nine	months	to	a	year,	
sometimes	longer.	
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always	linear,	as	“freezing”	and	demotions	were	common.	For	example,	the	young	men	
could	be	demoted	or	stay	at	a	level	but	have	privileges	removed.104	(See	also	Chapter	5)	
	
	 The	Dehumanization	and	Disregard	of	Sexual	Abuse	
	 Social	death	in	detention	facilities	did	not	always	cleanly	fit	into	a	spectrum	of	
punitive	social	control	at	one	end	and	softer	social	control	at	the	other,	though	all	forms	of	
social	death	shared	by	participants	always	contained	dehumanization	or	disregard.	One	
example	of	dehumanization	and	disregard	that	did	not	fit	on	the	social	control	spectrum	is	
the	sexual	abuse	of	participants	by	facility	staff.	Sometime	the	sexual	abuse	was	subtle,	like	
Vee’s	experience	in	a	girls’	juvenile	detention	facility	with	male	guards.	She	remembered:	

	just	feeling	all	grossed	out	because	the	bathrooms,	the	way	they	were	built	it	was	like	
see-through	glass.	And	then	where	you	would	shower	it	was	like	just	a	little	door.	And	
so,	depending	on	how	tall	you	were	more	of	your	skin	would	show…The	
Cos[Correctional	Officers]	would	just	stand	behind	that	glass.	They	would	be	like	
outside,	but	the	glass	is	see-through,	and	they	would	just	like	stare….	I	had	heard	
stories	that	some	COs	would	make	comments	about	certain	girls.	

	Other	times	sexual	abuse	was	more	explicit.	A	few	participants	were	sexually	assaulted	
regularly	by	adult	staff.	Jasmine	was	“molested	for	three	years	by	the	teacher's	assistant”	at	a	
group	home	school	she	was	adjudicated	to.	Russell	was	sexually	assaulted	by	more	than	
one	staff	member	at	more	than	one	facility.	At	the	boys’	camp	he	was	adjudicated	to,	he	told	
me,	“the	guards	were	molesting	me,”	while	at	another	program	he	was	molested	by	the	
facility	cook.	Russell	explained,	“An	adult	who	is	going	to	be	the	perv,	I	can	spot	them	and	
they	spotted	me.	It's	just	how	it	was.”		
	
	 According	to	participants,	the	forms	of	social	suffering	inflicted	on	them	by	police	in	
their	neighborhoods	were	often	amplified	during	their	incarceration.	Participants	believed	
that	their	incarceration	was	often	used	to	confirm	a	priori	labeling,	meaning	that	rather	
than	seeing	the	ways	in	which	criminalization	connected	to	incarceration,	the	carceral	
system	used	incarceration	to	justify	criminalization.	Social	death	was	not	confined	to	
individual	participants.	The	next	section	gives	examples	of	how	some	participants	
perceived	social	death	extending	to	their	families	and	neighborhoods	
	
	

The	Individual	in	Context:	Social	Death,	Families,	and	Neighborhoods		
A	main	argument	of	this	dissertation	is	that	the	causal	premise	of	youth	offending	is	

faulty	and	that	faulty	premise	leads	to	faulty	solutions.	In	criminal	justice	theory	and	
practice,	three	types	of	pathologies	are	seen	as	tied	to	the	making	of	the	adolescent	
criminal:	individual	pathology,	family	pathology	and	neighborhood	pathology.	The	
previous	section	gives	examples	of	how	attributing	crime	to	individual	pathology	gave	rise	

 
104	I	first	learned	this	during	one	of	my	early	informal	conversations	with	a	Gold-level	student	I	tutored.	He	
was	one	of	the	ones	who	had	been	grandfathered	into	keeping	his	Friday	passes.	He	told	me	he	lost	his	Friday	
passes	and	soon	he	might	get	demoted.	As	I	was	not	allowed	to	ask	the	young	men	either	what	had	gotten	
them	sent	to	the	Camp,	nor	about	any	trouble	they	got	in	when	they	were	there,	I	was	not	able	to	learn	the	
details	of	his	demotion.	In	contrast,	Terrell’s	level	program	was	at	a	more	secure	facility,	thus	going	home	on	
passes	was	not	an	option.	Instead	higher	levels	meant	more	freedoms	such	as	being	allowed	to	play	video	
games.	
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to	a	form	of	social	death	in	which	carceral	systems	treated	participants	as	potential	and	
perpetual	criminals	simultaneously	dehumanizing	them.	This	section	focuses	on	two	ways	
the	shadow	of	social	death	is	cast	beyond	the	individual.	The	first	example	examines	the	
contagion	effect,	specifically	how	participants	labeled	as	gang	members	believed	the	
carceral	system	also	treated	their	families	and	neighborhoods	as	potentially	and	
perpetually	criminal.105	The	second	examines	how	criminalizing	incorrigible	delinquents	
for	survival	crimes	obscures	structural	conditions	of	oppression	that	created	divested	
neighborhoods	and	necessitated	survival	crimes.	
	
Gang	Members	and	the	Contagion	Effect	

According	to	Shorty,	when	he	was	12	years	old,	the	local	police	“did	a	huge	sweep	in	
the	neighborhood.	They	went	to	the	middle	school	and	the	high	school	and	they	took	all	the	
Latino	children	[from	his	specific	neighborhood]	out	and	they	lined	us	up	in	the	office	with	
gang	task	force	and	started	taking	our	photos.”106	They	used	the	photos	to	create	a	county-
wide	gang	database.	None	of	the	boys	had	committed	an	offense	and	there	was	no	proof	
any	were	gang-involved.	Shorty’s	mother	and	other	mothers	from	the	neighborhood	sued	
the	police,	but	in	the	two	years	their	lawsuit	dragged	through	the	courts,	the	damage	was	
already	done.	The	police	treated	all	the	kids	as	potentially	dangerous	criminals.	By	the	time	
the	carceral	system	arrested	him	and	sent	him	to	prison	at	16	years	old,	Shorty	had	already	
been	carrying	that	label	for	four	years.	

The	idea	of	“contagion	effects”	of	disorganized	neighborhoods	(Story,	2016,	p.	264)	
is	an	extension	of	the	supposed	contagion	effects	of	families.107	The	introduction	
summarizes	how	juvenile	justice	literature	depicts	socially	disorganized	neighborhoods,	
which	are	made	up	of	socially	disorganized	families	as	breeding	grounds	for	youth	
criminality.	Many	participants	grew	up	in	neighborhoods	that	used	proactive	policing	to	
surveil	and	control	social	disorganization;	Shorty’s	experience	was	unique	in	the	way	all	
the	adolescents	from	his	neighborhood	were	preemptively	targeted	simultaneously,	but	
not	unique	in	the	way	the	police	did	not	consulted	his	mother	before	he	was	surveilled	and	
searched.	None	of	the	participants	shared	that	the	police	consulted	their	families	before	
being	searched,	arrested,	or	cited,	not	even	for	serious	offenses,	as	in	Hightower’s	case.108	

Not	consulting	families	is	a	manifestation	of	social	death.	Just	as	youth	rights	were	
disregarded	in	tandem	with	their	criminalization,	parents’	rights	were	disregarded	in	
tandem	with	theirs.	Shorty	shared	another	story	which	illustrated	how	his	mother’s	
criminalization	and	disregard	went	hand	and	hand	with	his.109	With	pain	in	his	voice,	he	

 
105	Based	on	the	literature,	I	suspect	experiences	of	Black	youth	labeled	as	superpredators,	but	not	gang	
members,	were	similar	to	those	of	those	labeled	gang	members,	however,	none	of	the	participants	in	the	
superpredator	category	shared	experiences	of	social	death	that	extended	to	families	and	neighborhoods.	A	
few	of	them	did	share	how	they	internalized	the	contagion	effect,	which	is	discussed	in	Chapter	5.	
106	School	also	played	a	part	in	Vaught’s	(2017)	example,	as	the	police	got	“the	addresses	of	the	trouble	kids”	
from	the	school	(p.	87).	Hinton	(2016)	also	talks	about	how	the	“surveillance	of	school-age	black	youth	
became	a	gateway	to	the	surveillance	of	their	families”	(p.	240).	
107	There	is	a	third	contagion	effect	discussed	in	the	criminology	literature,	peer	contagion	(see	for	example	
Dishion	&	Tipscord,	2011).	Since	participants	did	not	discuss	peer	contagion,	and	since	the	focus	of	this	
chapter	is	social	death	and	not	criminality,	peer	contagion	is	not	discussed.		
108	This	omission	of	parental	permission	was	also	true	for	participants	in	schools,	see	Chapter	4.	
109	Shorty	shared	another	story	about	the	treatment	of	his	mother.	At	13	years	old	he	was	sent	to	juvenile	hall	
for	a	month	for	getting	into	a	fight	at	school.	The	court	wanted	to	put	him	in	a	group	home	and	his	mother	
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told	me	about	the	last	time	the	police	pulled	over	him	over	when	he	was	in	the	car	with	his	
mom.	The	officer,	the	same	one	who	had	first	pulled	him	over	on	his	bicycle	when	he	was	
13,	handcuffed	both	him	and	his	mother	and	started	going	through	their	car.	He	told	me	the	
officer	“had	the	nerve	to	say,	‘you	[name	of	neighborhood]	moms	are	constantly	protecting	
your	kids	and	carrying	their	drugs,	carrying	their	weapons.	So	I	know	your	kind.	I'm	going	to	
go	through	your	entire	car’.”	The	officer	then:		

ripped	up	the	car,	went	through	everything.	They	didn't	find	anything.	That	hurt	me	
[to	have	my	mom	treated	that	way].	After	that,	there	wasn't	an	apology.	She	just	took	
off	the	cuffs,	left	everything	a	mess,	and	said,	‘Well,	we'll	catch	you	another	time.’		

	
Social	death	as	it	pertains	to	the	family	refers	to	social	suffering	inflicted	on	

participants	and	their	families	based	on	the	pathologization	of	families	as	defective	or	
criminal.	Consistent	with	the	literature	(e.g.	Chung	&	Steinberg,	2006),	a	common	narrative	
experienced	by	participants	was	how	dysfunctional	families	are	unable	to	properly	raise	
and	control	their	children,	leading	to	children	who	are	criminal.	Just	as	participants	were	
criminalized	regardless	of	actual	offending,	families	were	criminalized	whether	or	not	
there	were	any	issues	in	the	home.	Upstream	factors	that	can	lead	to	issues	in	the	home	
were	omitted	or	downplayed.	According	to	Shorty’s	analysis,	the	judge	positioned	his	
mother	as	not	capable	of	controlling	her	son,	with	the	added	implication	that	she	is	to	
blame	for	his	delinquency.	Just	as	participants	were	dehumanized	as	well	as	criminalized,	
Shorty’s	mother’s	tears	and	pleas	could	be	ignored	since	through	her	bad	parenting	she	had	
forfeited	her	right	to	empathy.	

The	carceral	system	did	not	only	pathologize	parents	as	sources	of	criminality.	In	
Syyen’s	example	in	the	previous	section,	the	police	accused	him	of	being	in	a	gang	because	
his	uncle	was	in	gang.	The	officers	who	responded	to	his	grandparents’	house	after	it	had	
been	shot	up	did	not	treat	Syyen	and	his	grandparents	as	victims,	but	as	criminals	by	
extension.	Vee	felt	similarly	criminalized	due	to	her	brother’s	criminalization.	When	she	
was	23	years	old,	the	police	arrested	her	19-year-old	younger	brother	and	he	was	
eventually	sentenced	to	52	years	to	life	in	prison.	When	the	police	were	still	looking	for	
him,	they	raided	Vee’s	house,	and	as	she	feels,	treating	her	as	criminal	by	extension.	In	the	
raid,	the	police	found	marijuana	in	the	house	that	belonged	to	Vee’s	cousin	who	had	a	
kidney	transplant	and	had	a	legal	medical	marijuana	card.	The	police	threated	to	call	CPS	
on	Vee,	who	had	a	3-year-old	son	at	the	time,	if	she	did	not	tell	them	her	brother’s	location.	
The	criminalization	by	extension	continued	throughout	her	brother’s	trial.	For	example,	the	
Gang	Suppression	Unit	stopped	Vee	“a	few	times	for	no	reason.	They	were	just	trying	to	get	
information	like,	‘what	do	you	know	about	this	crime’	[that	my	brother	as	accused	of].	They	
would	just	harass	me	all	the	time,	and	they	know	what	car	you	drive	[to	pull	over].”		
	 	

 
came	to	court	to	fight	for	him	to	come	home.	At	court	they	judge	brought	up	that	Shorty	had	so	far	broken	
curfew,	been	in	a	school	fight	and	been	truant,	pointing	the	finger	at	Shorty’s	mom	for	being	“a	bad	mother.”	
His	mom	started	crying,	pleading	to	the	judge	not	to	put	Shorty	in	a	group	home,	saying	things	like	“her	ex-
husband	is	out	of	prison	now,	and	he's	trying	to	clean	up.	Her	[other]	son's	currently	in	prison.	She's	working	two	
jobs.”	Instead	of	eliciting	empathy	from	the	judge,	her	pleas	gave	him	“even	more	of	a	reason	to	criminalize	
her.”	According	to	Shorty,	the	judge	saw	his	mother		as	someone	“who	couldn't	even	take	care	of	your	family.	
How	are	you	going	to	take	care	of	this	boy	right	there	who's	already	shown	forms	of	delinquency?”	
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Incorrigible	Delinquents	and	Punishing	the	Symptom	
John	Doe’s	first	arrest	happened	when	he	was	18	years	old.	Homeless,	he	had	moved	

from	northern	California	to	Florida	to	stay	with	an	aunt,	but	soon	after	he	arrived,	she	had	
kicked	him	out	onto	the	streets.	He	told	me	how,	one	day	he	was	so	hungry,	he	broke	into	a	
dollar	store	near	where	he	had	been	sleeping	and	“got	me	a	fuck	ton	of	beef	jerky	and	a	fuck	
ton	of	beer.	I	was	like,	fuck	it,	I'm	hungry.	I	don't	know	what	else	to	eat.	And	it	looks	delicious.	
I	haven't	eaten	in	a	few	weeks.”	He	was	immediately	caught	and	sentenced	to	one	year	in	
jail.	

The	criminalization	of	John	Doe’s	survival	crime	intertwined	with	the	disregard	for	
his	homelessness	and	the	dehumanization	at	the	hands	of	the	justice	system,	including	his	
experience	of	being	forced	to	wear	a	“turtle	suit”	after	his	arrest,	described	earlier	in	the	
chapter.	Pathologizing	youth	and	their	families	was	not	the	only	extension	of	social	death	
that	emerged	from	the	data.	For	some	retrospective	interview	participants,	the	punishment	
of	survival	crimes	conflated	the	symptom	for	the	cause	and	often	fed	into	their	
criminalization	and	dehumanization.		

Being	treated	like	a	non-citizen	often	went	hand-in-hand	with	the	commission	of	
survival	crimes.	Some	participants,	both	those	who	were	homeless	and	those	who	were	
precariously	housed,	worked	in	the	informal	economy110	to	survive;	one	example	of	this	
was	adolescent	sex	work.	Of	the	six	participants	who	engaged	in	sex	work	for	survival,	four	
of	them	started	in	their	very	early	adolescent	years.	Under	threat	of	a	beating	from	an	older	
boy	from	a	group	home	they	both	lived	at,	Russell	“did	all	kinds	of	criminal	activity,	breaking	
into	places,	stealing	shit,	mugging	people,	all	that	stuff”	in	addition	to	having	sex	for	
money.111	When	Russell	was	13,	he	was	living	on	the	streets	and	the	police	arrested	his	
pimp.	Russell	continued	to	engage	in	sex	work,	not	because	he	was	“interested	in	having	sex	
with	men”	but	because	he	needed	to	do	“what	I	had	to	do	to	survive	and	get	ahead	and	put	
food	in	my	stomach,	roof	over	my	head	and	that	shit…	this	is	what	you	do	to	survive.”	The	
carceral	system	never	criminalized	Russell	for	prostitution.	For	him,	social	death	in	his	
early	adolescence	manifested	as	being	disregarded	and	dehumanized	as	a	non-citizen,	
ignored	by	most	of	society	except	for	the	adults	who	paid	him	for	sex.	

Other	participants	who	engaged	with	in	sex	work	experienced	social	suffering	by	
being	criminalized	as	well	as	dehumanized.		Silkie,	like	Russell,	was	11	years	old	when	she	
started	sex	work.	Unlike	Russell,	a	pimp	did	not	coerce	her	into	sex	work,	but	rather	she	
engaged	in	prostitution	out	of	desperation.	She	told	me	she	“needed	to	provide	for	myself.	
And	there's	really	nothing	to	do	at	that	age	[besides	prostitute].”	Unlike	Russell,	Silkie	was	
arrested	often.	She	told	me	that	her	“first	incarceration	[for	prostitution]	was	March	23rd,	
2004.	It	took	a	year	before	I	got	caught	the	first	time.”	Once	out,	still	with	no	resources	to	
support	herself,	she	went	back	to	sex	work	and	“ended	up	getting	my	second	charge	in	
September	2004.”	After	her	release,	the	cycle	started	again.	For	most	of	her	adolescence,	
until	her	arrest	for	armed	robbery	when	she	was	17	years	old	when	she	was	treated	as	a	
superpredator,	the	juvenile	justice	system	positioned	Silkie	as	an	incorrigible	delinquent.	A	

 
110	For	more	on	the	informal	economy	see	for	example,	Anderson	(1999);	Wacquant	(2008);	Western	&	
Wildeman	(2009);	Wilson	(1987;	1996)	
111	Russell	was	one	of	two	participants	who	first	engaged	in	sex	work	at	the	coercion	of	a	pimp,	fitting	the	
typical	definition	of	sex	trafficking.	He	told	me	it	started	when	he	was	10	years	old;	he	met	an	older	kid	at	the	
group	home	they	both	lived	at	who	on	Russell’s	11th	birthday	started	“pimping”	him	out	to	men. 
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key	feature	of	social	death	for	her	and	other	incorrigible	delinquents	is	also	disregard.	
When	the	police	arrested	Silkie	for	prostitution	the	first	time,	she	told	me	she	was	held	in	
juvenile	hall	for	months,	not	for	the	crime	she	they	charged	her	with,	but	because	they	
could	not	find	a	placement	for	her.	

In	addition	to	social	suffering	that	resulted	from	committing	survival	crimes	as	a	
way	to	cope	with	homelessness,	Tracey	shared	how	the	carceral	system	criminalized	her	
homelessness.	When	Tracey	was	20	years	old,	she	moved	from	Ohio	to	northern	California	
to	try	to	get	away	from	using	heroin	and	from	a	guy	who	she	felt	was	trying	to	kill	her.	In	
California	she	was	often	homeless,	which	led	to	“quality	of	life	tickets	[for	example	for]	
blocking	the	sidewalk.”	Rather	than	offer	housing	or	other	support,	the	police:	

would	let	the	tickets	build	up	for	being	homeless	and	then	they	would	take	you	to	jail.	
One	day	[in	jail]	was	like	the	equivalent	of	$400	in	tickets.	So,	you	basically	would	go	in	
and	you'd	lose	all	your	shit	because	you're	going	to	jail.	So	now	everybody's	taking	
whatever	you	have	on	the	outside.	And	you	are	in	withdrawal	[from	drugs].	And	then	
they	make	you	just	sit	there	too,	you're	sick.112	I	don't	even	think	you	go	to	court.	And	
then	they	let	you	go	when	the	tickets	would	roll	off.		

Once	released	from	jail,	the	cycle	would	start	all	over	again.		
Social	death	for	participants	who	were	caught	engaging	in	quality	of	life	offenses	

and	survival	crimes	manifested	as	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard,	as	well	
as	refusal	to	address	structural	forces,	which	made	breaking	the	law	a	viable	tool	of	
survival.	This	targeting	of	survival	crimes	can	be	thought	of	an	extension	of	the	contagion	
effect,	wherein	neighborhoods	are	criminalized,	obscuring	the	more	upstream	structural	
factors	which	correlated	to	youth	offending.	Similar	to	social	disorganization	research	(e.g.	
Sampson	et	al,	1997;	Sampson,	2008),	for	participants	criminal	neighborhoods,	blight	and	
survival	crimes	were	seen	as	symptoms	of	criminal	neighborhoods,	rather	than	as	a	
product	of	economic	oppression	(Story,	2016).	

	
Sociogeny	seeks	to	understand	the	sources	of	structural	and	sociocultural	

oppression	that	leads	to	intrapersonal	suffering	(Fanon,	1994;	2008).	participant	
experiences	in	their	neighborhood	and	in	detention	highlight	forms	of	criminalization,	
dehumanization,	and	disregard		that	can	help	build	our	understanding	of	the	relationship	
between	oppression	and	social	suffering	in	relation	to	carceral	systems.	Since	I	was	not	
present	for	most	all	of	the	participant	experiences,	I	am	unable	to	verify	that	they	actually	
occurred	the	way	they	relayed.	However,	as	mentioned,	their	stories	are	similar	both	to	the	
existing	literature	and	to	each	other.	Participants	felt	criminalization	never	occurred	alone,	
but	always	in	conjunction	with	dehumanization	or	disregard.	Social	suffering	consisted	of	
being	labeled	a	criminal	a	priori	or	regardless	of	offending	or	of	the	reasons	for	offending,	
searches	by	police	that	felt	dehumanizing,	and	dehumanizing	or	disregardful	treatment	in	
carceral	facilities.	Unlike	the	popular	narrative	in	the	education	literature,	criminalization	
of	youth	does	not	predominately	occur	in	schools,	however	treatment	in	schools	is	often	a	
reflection	and	perpetuation	of	their	treatment	outside	of	schools.	The	following	chapter	
discusses	some	of	ways	social	death	manifested	in	both	traditional	schools	and	detention	
schools,	which	is	most	ways	paralleled	the	ways	participants	felt	they	were	treated	outside	
of	schools.	

 
112	Sick	is	short	for	“dopesick”	which	is	slang	for	withdrawing	from	opiates.	
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Chapter	4:	Social	Death,	Teaching,	and	Schools	
	

Using	data	from	both	the	Camp	Green	Lake	ethnography	and	the	retrospective	
interviews,	this	chapter	focuses	on	some	of	the	ways	social	death	manifested	in	schools.	In	
many	ways	social	death	in	schools	mirrored	social	death	in	neighborhoods	and	detention	
facilities;	for	example,	in	the	ways	labeling	and	social	control	in	schools	mirrored	social	
control	by	the	carceral	system.113	This	chapter	first	discusses	how	the	iterations	of	social	
death	outlined	in	Chapter	3	similarly	affected	participants	in	schools.	It	then	discusses	an	
iteration	of	social	death	found	only	in	schools:	academic	disregard	and	unwelcoming	school	
climate.	
	

	
Criminal	First,	Student	Second	

Michael	shared	that	one	day	in	6th	grade,	years	before	an	armed	task	force	armed	
with	“M16s”	arrested	him	for	being	truant,	he	and	three	other	students	were	brought	to	the	
office	accused	of	stealing	the	principal’s	car	keys.	The	principal	accused	Michael	of	being	
the	one	who	actually	took	the	keys	because,	according	to	her,	he	was	the	“one	that	gets	in	
trouble	the	most.”		Since	teachers	often	sent	him	to	her	office,	she	reasoned	that	any	“bad”	
things	that	happened	must	be	caused	by	him.	She	threatened	to	call	to	police	on	him	unless	
he	admitted	the	theft.	As	it	turned	out,	30	minutes	later	she	found	her	car	keys	and	
apologized.		

Michael’s	story	stands	out	in	the	data	since	it	was	one	of	the	only	times	a	participant	
shared	about	being	humanized	after	initially	being	criminalized	and	dehumanized.	
Michael’s	other	school	interactions,	along	with	those	of	many	participants,	mirrored	the	
same	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	that	they	experienced	outside	of	the	
classroom.	The	following	section	on	social	death	in	schools	is	divided	into	two	sub-sections:	
the	first	covers	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	participants	felt	they	
experienced	in	traditional	and	continuation	schools,	and	the	second	covers	their	
experiences	in	detention	schools,	including	but	not	limited	to	Camp	Green	Lake.		

	
Social	Death	in	Traditional	and	Continuation	Schools		

In	response	to	me	asking	Vee	if	there	were	police	at	her	school,	she	responded:	
Yeah,	we	had	police	that	were	school	campus	police.	At	that	time,	I	thought	every	
school	had	this.	I	just	thought	this	was	normal.	Until	later	I	realized	that	a	lot	of	good	
schools	or	schools	in	good	areas,	they	don't	have	any	of	this.	But	I	didn't	know	any	
better,	like	all	the	high	schools	that	were	around	everybody	had	cops	in	their	high	
schools	or	whatnot.	
	
	Similar	to	Vee,	participants	in	this	section	gave	examples	of	ways	they	felt	social	

death	in	schools	mirrored	social	death	in	neighborhoods,	in	which	schools	did	not	treat	
participants	as	children	making	mistakes	or	needing	help,	but	as	criminals	who	deserved	
punishment.	Since	I	could	not	ask	Camp	Green	Lake	participants	about	their	
criminalization	outside	of	the	camp,	and	since	I	did	not	specifically	ask	retrospective	

 
113	See	Chapter	1	on	the	historic	parallels	between	social	control	between	these	two	systems.	
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interviewees	to	focus	on	their	school	experiences,	data	for	the	section	comes	from	the	small	
number	of	retrospective	interview	participants	who	did	talk	about	school.		

	
Criminal	Labels	in	School	
Similar	to	social	death	outside	of	school,	almost	all	retrospective	interview	

participants	who	talked	about	their	school	experiences	shared	about	criminalization	as	
superpredators,	gang	members,	and	incorrigible	delinquents	(See	Table	4.1).	Their	
experiences	are	similar	to	the	experiences	in	other	empirical	work	114	and	to	their	
experiences	outside	of	school.	One	difference,	however,	is	that	for	some	participants	their	
criminal	label	shifted	as	they	aged,	and	for	others	their	label	in	schools	differed	from	their	
labeling	by	the	carceral	system.		

	
Table	4.1:	Adolescent	Criminalization	by	the	School	System	
	
	 Retrospective	Interview	Participants		

Initially	criminalized	as	incorrigible	
delinquents	and	later	as	either	
superpredators	or	gang	members	

Michael	
Benito	
	

Only	criminalized	as	
superpredators	or	gang	members	

Wally	
Shorty	
Tio	

Only	criminalized	as	incorrigible	
delinquents	

	
Christina	
Danielle	
Larry	

Amanda	
Jasmine	
Alf	

Clint	
CG		
Tracey	

	

Did	not	share	details	or	many	
details	about	their	school	
experiences	

	
CG	
Bee	
Hightower	
Vee	
Terrell	

Tiny	
Silkie	
Cici	
Ronny	Reagan	
Rebecca	

Pip	
John	Doe	
Jon	
Russell	
Rodney	

	

Not	criminalized	in	school	 Syyen	

	
	

 
114	For	example,	there	is	extensive	research	on	the	ways	Black	children’s	actions	In	schools	are	often	both	
criminalized	and	adultified,	making	childhood	an	impossibility	(Dumas,	2014;	Ferguson,	2000;	Morris,	2007;	
2018;	Wun,	2016.	Ferguson	(2000)	argues	that	Black	boys	labeled	‘at-risk’	are	more	likely	to	be	disciplined	in	
school	as	their	behavior	is	no	longer	seen	as	“childish	misdemeanors,	but	an	ominous	portent	of	things	to	
come”	(p.95).	Black	girls	are	often	criminalized	and	adultified	for	not	behaving	according	to	the	standards	of	
White	middle-class	femininity	and/or	due	to	perceptions	of	immorality	(Morris,	2007;	2018;	Wun,	2016).	
Wun	(2016),	invoking	Sexton	(2010)	and	Hartman	(1997),	argues	that	just	as	Blackness	became	inseparable	
from	the	slave,	positioning	Black	as	inherently	associated	with	captivity,	so	too	the	Black	student	is	
positioned	“as	perpetually	and	involuntarily	open	to	surveillance	and	control”	(Wun,	2016,	p.	179).		
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Based	on	what	participants	shared,	two	participants,	Michael	and	Benito,	started	out	
with	the	label	of	incorrigible	delinquents	in	elementary	and	early	middle	school	before	
being	criminalized	as	more	dangerous	criminals.	In	sixth	grade	Benito	was	elected	school	
president,	but	his	good	grades	and	good	behavior	did	not	protect	him	from	punitive	
consequences.	The	school	suspended	him	soon	after	for	calling	a	female	classmate	a	“ho.”	
From	that	point	on,	“detention	was	a	norm	for	me;	I	would	say	essentially	talking	back	to	
authority	was	the	main	reason.”	By	seventh	grade,	school	officials	and	the	police	positioned	
Benito	as	a	gang	member.	In	one	incident	the	police	were	called	to	school	after	school	
officials	accused	Benito	of	“tagging,”	that	is,	writing	graffiti	on	school	property.	Benito	
explained	that	tagging	is	akin	to	proof	of	gang	affiliation	in	the	eyes	of	school	officials.	
Benito	felt	he	school	officials	a	priori	labeled	him	as	a	gang	member	for	tagging,	which	
warranted	calling	the	police.	Social	death	means	perceived	and	actual	gang	members	are	
vilified	as	being	unworthy	of	any	intervention	besides	punishment	and	banishment,	it	is	no	
surprise	that	the	middle	school	expelled	Benito	for	the	tagging.	

Rodney	and	Larry	stayed	in	the	role	of	incorrigible	delinquent	at	school	even	when	
their	criminalization	and	dehumanization	escalated	in	their	treatment	by	the	carceral	
system.	Rodney,	who	like	Ronny	and	Pip	experienced	social	death	before	the	moral	panic	
that	started	in	the	1980s	(see	Chapter	3),	recounted	an	incident	where	he	was	“accused	of	
stealing	something	from	the	lockers”	in	high	school	in	the	1970s.	He	told	me	how	“one	of	the	
teachers,	he	just	he	grabbed	me	by	my	neck	really	hard.”	Rodney	starting	yelling	at	the	
teacher,	telling	him	to	“let	me	go,	you	son	of	a...	put	me	down.”	Rodney	told	me	he	was	upset	
“because	I	didn't	steal	nothing.	I	was	always	the	one	getting	accused.	The	first	one,	no	matter	
what,	that	[they	accused].”	In	contrast,	from	age	18,	the	criminal	justice	system	positioned	
Rodney	as	a	dangerous	criminal	for	offense	related	to	substance	use.	Larry,	a	Mexican	and	
White	man	who	was	37	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview,	explained	that	in	
school	he	was	always	getting	“into	a	lot	of	trouble	at	school.	You	know,	I	couldn't	seem	to	
hardly	go	a	day	without	some	kind	of	...	you	know,	smart	comment...a	class	clown	behavior...	
and	sometimes	just	not	going	to	class.”	When	he	was	about	11	years	old	in	sixth	grade,	he	
“was	blamed	for	throwing	rocks	and	breaking	some	windows	on	some	buses	that	looked	
abandoned	but	weren't	abandoned.	And	that	got	me	on	probation	where	I	had	a	probation	
officer	come	out	to	my	school…	once	every	two	weeks.”	While	treated	as	an	incorrigible	
delinquent	in	school,	outside	of	school,	the	carceral	system	treated	him	more	and	more	as	a	
danger	who	needed	to	be	locked	up.	Larry	ended	in	prison	at	age	19	for	a	series	of	charges	
related	to	survival	crimes.	

Disrespect	of	teachers,	truancy,	fighting,	minor	property	damage,	and	possession	
and/or	use	of	marijuana	(including	paraphernalia)	and	alcohol	were	common	real	or	
perceived	offenses	for	most	participants	regardless	of	how	they	were	labeled.115	The	next	
two	sections	share	some	of	the	retrospective	interviewee	experiences	with	fighting	and	
real	or	perceived	substance-related	offenses.	

	
	

 
115	Most	of	these	petty	offenses,	except	for	minor	property	damage	and	marijuana	possession/use	are	
considered	status	offenses,	meaning	that	they	would	not	be	illegal	if	committed	by	an	adult.	Marijuana	
became	legal	in	California	in	2016	for	those	over	21	years	old.	Most	participants	were	caught	or	accused	of	
marijuana	possession/use	before	2016.	Only	Tio	and	Terrell	were	still	of	school	age	in	2016.	
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Criminalization	and	Fighting		
Fights	are	an	example	of	a	behavior	that	is	not	necessarily	a	criminal	offense,	

however,	in	the	age	of	zero	tolerance	policies	that	most	participants	grew	up	in,	fights	in	or	
near	school	were	criminalized,	often	leading	to	suspension,	expulsion,	and	arrest.	
Participants	positioned	as	gang	members	or	superpredators	were	often	arrested	for	
fighting.	The	police	sent	Vee,	who	was	positioned	as	a	gang	member,	to	juvenile	hall	for	
fighting	after	she	got	into	a	“fight	with	somebody	in	front	of	the	principal's	office.”	Wally,	
who	an	officer	threatened	to	shoot	when	he	was	14	years	old	(see	Chapter	3),	shared	his	
experience	with	being	sent	to	juvenile	hall	for	fighting	in	school	that	same	year.	He	told	me:		

Everybody	fight	in	school.	My	crime	was	like,	I	don't	even	feel	like	I	did	no	wrong.		I'm	
in	there	were	people	doing	real,	like	shootings	and	all	types	of	crazy	shit.	I	feel	like	
that's	how	they	get	us	though.	It's	little	minor	stuff	that	then	turn	into	a	felony.		By	the	
time	you	look	around,	you're	in	there	for	real.	That's	what	happened	to	my	homeboy.	
He	got	in	like	three	fights	at	school,	got	three,	five	citations.	It	blew	up	from	here;	he	
was	in	there	for	a	year.	He	had	all	types	of	misdemeanors	that	they	said	led	up	to	a	
felony.	Like	are	you	talking	about	murder	and	killing?	You	put	somebody	that's	not	
even	done	no	killing	around	killers.		
	
Schools	often	suspended	or	expelled	incorrigible	delinquents	for	their	fights.	Alf,	

who	is	Cherokee	and	Hindu	Indian	and	37	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview,	told	
me	she	was	“kicked	out”	of	high	school	for	fighting	even	though	the	fight	happened	off	
school	property.	However,	there	was	not	always	a	direct	correlation	between	being	
criminalized	as	dangerous	and	the	level	of	punishment.	For	example,	Benito,	who	at	this	
point,	the	school	already	criminalized	and	dehumanized	as	a	gang	member,	shared	a	story	
about	a	fight	he	got	into	one	day	after	school	in	junior	high.	He	told	me	“one	of	the	white	
kids	called	me	a	spic	and	then	like,	I	just	got	so	mad,	I	was	tired	and	fed	up	with	it…	I	ended	up	
fighting	him…	and	then	I	ended	up	getting	suspended	from	that	school”	and	not	arrested.		

	
Criminalization	and	Substances	
Unlike	fights,	which	lead	to	consequences	ranging	from	suspension	to	incarceration,	

arrest	and	incarceration	was	the	most	common	consequence	for	actual	or	perceived	drug	
possession/sales/use	in	schools.	Despite	research	that	categorizes	adolescent	drug	use	as	a	
health	issue	(e.g.	Gray & Squeglia, 2018),	schools	criminalized	participants	and	had	them	
arrested	in	all	cases.	Moreover,	often	suspicion	alone	was	enough	to	justify	an	arrest.	For	
example,	when	Rebecca	was	13,	they116	“got	busted	for	smoking	weed.”	A	girl	at	school	got	
caught	with	marijuana	and	told	the	school	officials	that	she	had	gotten	it	from	Rebecca.	The	
police	were	called	and	arrested	and	cited	them	without	being	taken	to	juvenile	hall.	Despite	
there	being	no	proof	of	possession	or	use	of	marijuana,	they	were	subsequently	put	on	
probation	for	a	year,	kicked	out	of	middle	school	and	sent	to	a	continuation	school.	Michael	
shared	the	story	of	a	time	in	tenth	grade	when	school	security	officers	pulled	him	off	the	
school	bus	on	his	way	home	and	searched	for	drugs.	They	searched	his	backpack	and	did	
not	find	any	drugs	but	did	find	an	empty	container	that	smelled	of	marijuana.	They	then	
searched	his	clothes	and	found	a	tiny	arrowhead,	which	they	thought	he	must	have	used	to	

 
116	Rebecca	is	genderqueer	and	uses	the	“they”	pronoun.	See	Chapter	3.	
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carve	his	“tag”	on	one	of	the	desks	in	the	biology	room.117	They	then	arrested	him	for	the	
tagging.	The	carceral	system	put	him	on	house	arrest	for	a	month.	

At	times	real	or	perceived	drug	use	and	fighting	occurred	together.	In	seventh	grade	
Michael	got	into	a	fight	with	a	kid	who	had	been	picking	on	him	for	smoking	pot.	The	next	
day	the	school	called	the	police	and	led	him	off	campus	in	handcuffs.	Amanda,	a	White	
genderqueer	from	rural	northern	California,	was	15	years	old	when	school	officials	accused	
them118	of	illegal	drug	use.	They	had:		

crushed	up	some	caffeine	pills	and	snorted	them	in	class	[and]	left	the	little	bag	that	
they	were	in	in	the	classroom	and	I	guess	someone	like	turned	it	in….The	next	day	at	
school	I	got	called	out	of	class	and	interrogated	by	the	campus	cop	and	two	learning	
directors.	They	said	that	they	had	tested	the	bag	and	it	tested	positive	for	cocaine	and	
meth...	Basically,	they	were	accusing	me	of	selling	cocaine	and	meth	at	the	school.	And	
I	was	like,	‘I	did	not	do	this;	you	got	it	wrong’.	I	was	really	vehemently	denying	it	and	
was	crying	and,	ultimately	I	violently	resisted	arrest	[by	kicking	both	the	campus	cop	
and	the	learning	specialist].		

They	“stayed	in	juvenile	hall	for	like	a	month	on	charges	that	were	ultimately	dismissed	
outright.”	When	they	got	out,	they	were	notified	that	they	had	been	kicked	out	of	school.		

A	few	participants	were	arrested	at	school	due	to	actual,	as	opposed	to	suspected,	
drug	offenses.	When	Clint	was	15	years	old,	he	“hooked	up	some	meth	for	some	[girls]	at	a	
homecoming	dance.”	The	next	day	the	“cops	at	my	school	were	looking	for	me	for	selling	
meth.”	He	ran	for	a	few	months,	hiding	out	at	a	nearby	Indian	reservation	but	eventually	
was	caught	and	sent	to	juvenile	hall	for	possession,	while	simultaneously	kicked	out	of	
school.	Christina	was	age	11	or	12	when	she	started	smoking	cigarettes	and	drinking	on	a	
regular	basis.	One	day	in	seventh	grade,	she	was:	

	at	school,	hanging	out	with	these	girls	and	somebody	has	speed	…and	they’re	like,	‘try	
some.’	And	so	I	did.	We	all	just	kind	of	ran	out	of	the	bathroom	in	a	flurry.	And	one	of	
the	teachers	thought	we	were	acting	strange.		

That	teacher	called	the	police	who	took	all	the	girls	to	juvenile	hall.	While	her	stay	at	
juvenile	hall	only	lasted	three	days,	the	school	expelled	her	because	of	the	incident.119	
	

Truancy	and	Social	Control	
Expulsions,	either	in	conjunction	with	an	arrest	or	not,	were	a	common	punishment	

tactic	utilized	by	school.	The	record	of	an	expulsion	in	one	school	followed	a	participant	to	
their	next	school,	hindering	their	chance	at	a	fresh	start.	A	few	participants	had	been	
expelled	from	more	than	one	school;	for	example,	Tio	told	me	that	because	of	his	status	
offenses,	he	“got	kicked	out	of	every	school	that	I	went	to	in	middle	school.	I	didn't	graduate	
middle	school.”		Other	participants,	like	Danielle,	“got	kicked	out	the	whole	district”	for	her	
status	offenses.	In	addition	to	being	pushed	out	of	school	through	punishment,	many	
participants	also	pushed	themselves	out	of	school	and	became	truant.	After	being	expelled	
from	three	middle	schools	for	status	offenses,	Tio	decided	that	he	was	“not	going	back	to	

 
117	See	also	Benito’s	criminalization	as	a	gang	member	for	tagging. 
118	Like	Rebecca,	Amanda	is	genderqueer	and	uses	the	“they”	pronoun.	
119	Even	though	methamphetamine	is	a	controlled	substance,	Christina	fit	the	label	of	incorrigible		delinquent.	
In	addition	to	her	short	stay	in	juvenile	hall,	the	court	made	her	to	go	to	drug	treatment,	and	put	under	the	
supervision	of	a	social	worker.	Compare	this	with	Clint	who	the	police	treated	as	an	affiliated	gang	member.		
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school”	and	was	“out	of	school	for	like	three	months.”	Tio’s	decision	to	not	attend	school	
brings	up	another	important	topic	in	the	realm	of	social	death,	that	of	truancy.	

Truancy	is	considered	a	status	offense	and	different	states	have	different	truancy	
policies.	Most	participants	went	to	K-12	in	California,	where	a	student	must	be	in	school	
until	their	18th	birthday	or	until	they	graduate.	In	addition,	both	the	youth	and	the	parent	
can	be	fined	and	possibly	sent	jail	if	a	child	is	habitually	truant	(California	Department	of	
Education,	n.d).	There	were	no	clear	deciding	factors	between	participants	arrested	for	
truancy	and	those	not	arrested.	Tio	was	not	arrested	for	missing	months	of	school,	but	the	
district	“sent	a	truant	report”	to	his	mom,	which	made	her	afraid	of	the	possibility	of	arrest.		
All	seven	of	the	Camp	Lake	interviewees	reported	not	being	in	school	for	months	to	years.	
Rico,	who	was	15	at	the	time	of	his	interview,	told	me	that	the	last	grade	he	completed	was	
fifth	grade.	James,	another	Camp	Green	Lake	interviewee,	who	was	16	years	old	that	the	
time	of	our	interview,	had	dropped	out	of	school	and	was	working	full	time	at	his	family’s	
autobody	business	before	he	was	sent	to	the	Camp.	Based	on	his	lack	of	school	credits,	he	
had	been	out	of	school	for	a	while,	however,	due	to	my	inability	to	ask	Camp	Green	Lake	
students	what	charges	brought	them	to	the	camp,	I	do	not	know	if	Rico	or	James	were	
adjudicated	for	truancy,	though	statistics	showed	that	truancy	was	the	number	one	status	
offense	for	youth	in	the	county’s	probation	system	(see	Table	A.4).	

For	some	truant	participants,	the	lines	were	blurred	between	policing	and	
surveillance	in	the	neighborhood	and	policing	and	surveillance	in	school,	further	
exemplifying	how,	at	times,	schools	and	juvenile	justice	tactics	did	more	than	mirror	each	
other,	they	worked	in	concert	with	each	other.	In	Chapter	3	Michael	shared	how	gang	task	
force	officers,	armed	with	M16s,	arrested	him	in	his	house	for	truancy.	In	another	example	
of	criminalization	and	dehumanization	for	truancy,	one	day	when	Christina	was	15	years	
old	and	living	on	the	streets	of	a	northern	California	city,	a	truant	officer	arrested	her	on	
the	street	for	not	going	to	high	school.	She	was	sent	to	juvenile	hall	and	“had	to	strip	all	my	
clothes,	then	they	like	used	a	hose	and	washed	me	down.”	120	Nowhere,	however,	did	school	
social	control	and	juvenile	justice	social	control	intersect	more	than	in	juvenile	detention	
schools.	The	next	section	describes	participant	experiences	with	schools	in	detention	
facilities.		
	
Social	Death	in	Schools	on	the	Inside	

Since	school	is	mandatory	for	juveniles,	even	when	Clint	was	locked	up	in	solitary	
confinement	at	age	15,	he	needed	to	continue	his	education.	The	facility	found	a	way	to	
comply	with	the	law	and	also	make	sure	Clint	was	still	isolated.	After	being	stripped	of	
everything	other	than	the	clothes	he	was	wearing,	he	told	me	staff	would	play	garbled	
educational	tapes	loudly	“on	a	loop”	over	a	speaker	in	his	cell.	They	would	then	“bring	you	a	
little	packet	on	carbon	paper	with	questions	based	on	what	you	heard	over	the	intercom	and	
you're	supposed	fill	in	the	blanks.”	Since	he	was	not	allowed	a	writing	utensil,	he	had	to	“just	
scratch	with	your	fingernails	on	the	carbon	paper.”		

 
120	The	lines	between	social	death	in	the	streets	and	in	the	classroom	were	not	limited	to	truancy	cases.	
Michael’s	truancy	was	targeted	because	both	the	school	and	the	neighborhood	police	believed	he	was	a	
dangerous	gang	member.	Shorty	also	experienced	a	concerted	effort	between	school	and	police	in	the	name	of	
social	control	of	suspected	gang	members	when	the	police	lined	up	all	the	middle	school	students	in	his	
neighborhood	to	preemptively	start	a	gang	database	(also	in	Chapter	3).	
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While	this	was	the	most	extreme	example	of	criminalization	and	dehumanization	in	

a	carceral	school,	it	was	not	the	only	example.	This	section	uses	retrospective	interview	
accounts	and	observations	at	Camp	Green	Lake	to	add	to	what	little	scholars	know	about	
carceral	education.	Similar	to	detention	centers	as	a	whole,	juvenile	justice	schools	used	
both	punitive	and	soft	tactics	of	social	control.	There	is	one	key	difference	between	how	
social	control	in	detention	schools	compared	to	social	control	in	neighborhoods	and	
schools	on	the	outside.	Youth	in	detention	schools	are	no	longer	viewed	as	potential	
criminals.	The	fact	that	they	are	behind	bars,	or	in	a	secure	group	home	or	other	detention	
facility,	is	seen	as	proof	of	criminality	and	their	inability	to	master	self-control,	warranting	
a	constant	level	of	surveillance	and	control.		

	
Dehumanization	and	Disregard	in	the	Carceral	Classroom	
Since	I	was	not	able	to	ask	Camp	Green	Lake	students	about	their	criminalization,	

this	section	centers	the	experiences	of	retrospective	interview	participants.	The	few	
participants	who	described	their	experiences	with	carceral	schools	explained	how	both	the	
overall	detention	faculty	and	the	school	within	it	imposed	control	over	them.		

Rebecca	and	Jasmine	shared	their	experiences	in	a	secure	group	home	school.	
Jasmine	described	the	total	level	of	social	control	in	the	secure	group	home	she	had	been	
sent	to	in	middle	school,	where	“You	couldn't	go	to	the	bathroom	by	yourself.	You	couldn't	go	
anywhere	by	yourself.	You	have	to	ask	to	do	everything.	The	school	was	on	campus,	you	live	
there,	you	go	to	school	there.	It	was	a	hands-on	facility	where	you	know,	say	if	you	act	out,	
they	could	restrain	you	or	put	you	in	a	quiet	room.	It's	like	a	padded	room,	[with]	magnetized	
doors	and	stuff.”	Rebecca	also	shared	their	experience	in	a	similar	facility	in	high	school.	
They	explained,	“They	had	their	own	school	there.	You	weren't	allowed	to	mix	with	the	
community	[outside	of	the	facility].	You	were	not	involved	in	the	community	in	any	way.	You	
cannot	have	friends	in	the	community.	You	cannot	socialize.	You	couldn't	go	out.	It	was	pretty	
much	like	prison	without	bars.”			

For	participants	adjudicated	to	juvenile	detention,	school	differed	depending	on	the	
length	of	their	sentence.	For	those	sent	to	juvenile	hall	for	a	short	time,	either	pre-
adjudication	or	for	a	short	sentence,	school	often	consisted	of	getting	packets	to	complete	
in	lieu	of	teaching.	Alf	explained:	

	There's	a	teacher	once	a	week	and	then	a	packet,	like	a	little	study	book	that	I'd	have	
to	leaf	through	it	and	study	and	then	like,	then	I	don't	know	if	it's	once	a	week	or	once	
a	month,	that	you	actually	take	the	test…If	you	pass	it,	you	pass	it.	If	not,	then	I	think	
that	they	kind	of	helped	you.	
	
For	those	sent	to	longer-term	facilities,	school	was	part	of	a	long	day	of	social	

control	and	surveillance.	At	17	years	old	Russell	was	sent	to	“a	corporate	lockdown	facility	
for	juveniles,”	that	was	“more	of	a	school	kind	of	situation	where	you	live	at	school.	Sort	of	like	
boarding	school	but	lockdown.”	Clint	and	Hightower	both	shared	similar	daily	routines	of	a	
school	day	in	detention.121	Hightower	described	in	detail	the	regimented	system	the	guards	

 
121 Clint	explained	a	typical	school	day	in	juvenile	detention	in	ninth	grade	as	follows:		

You	gotta	sit	there	[in	your	cell]	until	school	starts.	And	then	you	go	sit	in	a	classroom	from	like	
whatever	hour	till	lunchtime.	And	then	they	take	you	back	to	your	cell	while	they	prepare	lunch.	They	



 62 

used	to	get	200	boys	to	shower,	eat	meals,	and	get	to	and	from	school,	prefacing	his	
description	by	saying,	“I	remember	there	was	so	much	structure	and	order.”	The	guards	
“woke	you	up	at	6	A.M.,	everybody	showered,	you	had	an	hour,	you	had	from	six	to	seven	to	
shower,	brush	your	teeth,	get	dressed,	get	ready.	All	200	of	us.”	Then	the	boys	would	“eat	
breakfast.	Go	to	school.	You	went	to	school	from	morning	into	afternoon,	you	came	back	you	
had	a	break,	you	ate	lunch,	you	went	right	back	down	to	school.”		
	

Social	Control	at	the	Camp	Green	Lake	School	
While	Camp	Green	Lake	is	a	low	security	facility,	the	level	of	surveillance	in	the	

Camp	Green	Lake	classrooms	mirrored	the	high-security	juvenile	hall	experiences	
described	by	Clint,	Hightower,	and	other	participants,	aa	well	as	the	juvenile	prison	schools	
described	by	Velez	Young	et	al.	(2010)	and	Vaught	(2017).	At	Camp	Green	Lake,	guards,	
euphemistically	referred	to	as	“Juvenile	Intervention	Counselors”	(JIC)	were	the	enforcers	
of	social	control.122	The	guards	were	charged	with	walking	the	boys	from	their	dorm	to	
school,	then	to	and	from	the	dining	hall	for	lunch,	and	then	back	to	the	dorms	when	school	
got	out.123	Camp	Green	Lake	also	required	guards	to	be	always	present	in	the	classroom.	
Their	presence	was	a	constant	reminder	that	the	youth	in	the	classroom	were	not	just	
students	but	criminals	who	needed	to	be	monitored.124		

Unlike	school	on	the	outside,	if	Camp	Green	Lake	students	did	not	do	their	work	or	
did	not	comply	with	teachers’	requests,	they	did	not	need	to	be	sent	out	to	authority	(e.g.	
principal),	or	have	authority	called	in	(e.g.	school	police);	instead	the	authority	was	already	
there.	Students	knew	they	could	get	written	up	or	in	some	cases	sent	down	the	hill	to	a	
juvenile	hall	cell	for	a	few	days	or	longer.	On	my	first	day	of	observation	in	the	first	class	of	
the	morning,	students	were	upset	about	a	student	who	had	been	sent	to	juvenile	hall	the	
day	before.	The	students	attempted	a	few	times	to	get	the	teacher,	Ms.	Elly,	to	take	a	few	
moments	of	class	to	discuss	what	happened.	At	first	Ms.	Elly	thought	the	class	was	showing	
concern	about	the	high	school	exit	exam	test	she	was	discussing,	but	even	when	she	
realized	her	mistake,	she	chose	not	to	digress	from	her	lesson	plan.	The	only	evidence	of	
that	student’s	banishment	was	his	class	binder125	that	sat	as	a	placeholder	at	his	empty	
desk	[FN	11/14/12].	In	my	time	at	the	Camp	I	heard	teachers,	students,	and	guards	share	

 
take	you	out	of	your	cell,	take	you	back	to	the	chow	hall	where	you	eat	lunch.	You	go	back	to	your	cell	
for	like	an	hour	before	school	starts	again.	You	go	back	to	class	and	it’s	the	same	thing	‘til	dinner.	And	
then	you're	on	lockdown	for	like	three	hours	until	there's	some	day	room	or	yard	time,	or	something	like	
that	and	then	you	can	come	out	for	like	an	hour	and	a	half.	

122	Most	of	the	guard	were	African	American	and	some	came	from	the	same	communities	as	the	boys.	
123	The	guards	were	the	only	crossover	I	saw	between	the	school,	run	by	the	county	education	office,	and	the	
Camp,	run	by	the	county	probation	department.	For	example,	in	my	all	my	visits	I	only	saw	the	
superintendent	of	the	Camp	at	the	school,	which	was	about	100	yards	from	her	office,	one	time.	Even	then,	
she	didn’t	come	into	the	school,	but	stood	outside	and	talked	to	one	of	the	guards	for	approximately	45	
minutes	about	food	and	other	contraband	in	possession	by	some	of	the	young	men.			
124	Similar	to	Vaught	(2017),	The	director	warned	on	my	first	day		ever	to	be	alone	with	the	young	men.	No	
one	ever	explained	why	I	shouldn’t	be	alone	with	them,	but	I	think	it	is	likely	that	staff	worried	the	students	
would	harm	me.	The	guards	clout	trumped	that	of	the	teachers.	For	example,	on	more	than	one	occasion	
school	started	late	because	the	guards	held	the	kids	back	for	not	behaving	correctly	(asserting	they	would	
potentially	not	behave	correctly	in	school)	without	notifying	the	teachers.	
125	The	students	did	not	have	homework	and	left	all	their	school	materials	and	supplies	in	class.	
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numerous	instances	in	which	students	were	sent	to	the	hall	for	minor	and	major	
infractions.126		

The	Camp	school	used	softer	tactics	of	social	control	in	addition	to	the	threat	of	
punishment.	For	example,	the	Camp	Green	Lake	school,	or	rather,	two	of	the	four	teachers,	
Ms.	Elly	and	Mr.	A.,	used	positive	youth	justice	development	in	the	form	of	rewards	to	get	
students	to	comply	with	classroom	norms.	In	Ms.	Elly’s	English	classroom,	a	constant	
reminder	of	what	was	expected	and	what	would	be	rewarded	was	a	poster	that	read	
Change	Requires	Effort,	Courage/Self-control,	Respect/Moderation,	Integrity,	Self-
determination.	Ms.	Elly	gave	students	candy	for	reading	aloud.	They	would	then	write	their	
names	on	the	candy	wrappers	and	put	them	in	a	container	for	a	regular	raffle	where	they	
could	get	more	candy.127	I	first	saw	this	tactic	in	action	on	my	second	visit	to	the	Camp	
when	a	student	asked	if	he	could	read	the	paragraph	he	wrote	“aloud	for	candy?”(FN	
11/14/12).	While	this	tactic	got	compliance,	it	did	not	seem	to	lead	to	engagement	in	the	
material.		

It	was	unclear	to	me	if	positive	youth	development	tactics	in	the	Camp	Green	Lake	
classrooms	led	to	better	outcomes	compared	to	before	their	implementation.	However,	I	
did	observe	instances	of	students	blatantly	defying	this	softer	form	of	social	control.	For	
example,	on	that	same	second	visit,	as	Ms.	Elly	walked	around	with	candy	in	her	hand,	
another	student,	Bryant,	told	her	“You	can’t	bribe	us	with	candy”	and	refused	to	work	on	the	
assignment	(FN	11/14/12).	Bryant	was	not	the	only	student	who	had	a	problem	with	
positive	rewards.	On	a	few	occasions	Mr.	A,	the	math	teacher,	used	Doritos	as	rewards.128	
One	day	when	trying	to	get	students	to	do	their	work	he	started	by	saying	“If	you	want	your	
treat…”	A	student	whose	name	I	did	not	know	interrupted	him	with	a	critique:	“He	said	it	
like	a	dog,”	as	if	to	say	the	tactic	was	similar	to	one	used	to	train	a	dog	(FN	1/15/13).	Mr.	A	
did	not	address	the	comment	nor	change	his	reward	tactics	in	the	time	period	that	I	
observed	his	classroom.		

Bryant’s	inability	to	comply	with	class	rules	led	him	to	being	labeled	a	“bad	apple”	
by	Mr.	A,	the	math	teacher,	who	made	this	known	to	me	in	front	of	the	rest	of	the	class	one	
morning	when	Bryant	was	late	(FN	11/14/12).		In	my	observations	the	label	bad	apple	was	
similar	to	that	of	the	incorrigible	delinquent,	that	is,	an	unwanted	troublemaker.	This	label	
seemed	to	be,	at	least	in	part,	a	response	to	Bryant’s	astute	observation	that	the	ways	
teachers	tried	to	enforce	social	control,	both	soft	and	harsh,	were	unfair.	For	example,	on	
that	same	day	he	shared	his	feelings	on	candy	as	a	coercive	strategy,	one	of	the	guards	
yelled	at	all	the	students	to	shut	up	in	math	class	to	which	Bryant	responded	aloud	as	if	to	
no	one	in	particular,	but	ostensibly	to	the	guard,	“You	gotta	give	respect	to	get	respect”	(FN	
11/14/12).			

 
126As	discussed	in	the	next	section,	students	could	end	up	in	juvenile	hall	for	non-compliance	in	the	
classroom.	This	seemed	to	be	the	social	control	tactic	most	used	by	teachers	to	elicit	compliance	in	the	
classroom.	I	did	hear	of	one	incident	where	the	school	sent	a	student	to	the	hall	for	a	violent	infraction.	After	
winter	break,	I	found	out	from	Ms.	Elly	that	during	the	break	a	student	had	been	sent	to	the	hall	for	five	days	
for	assaulting	a	teacher.	[FN1/14/13]	
127	One	time	I	allowed	to	pick	the	“winner”	who	got	12	pieces	of	candy	as	a	prize.	
128	Mr.	A’s	normal	reward	was	to	allow	students	to	play	on	the	computers	for	the	last	10	minutes	of	class	if	
they	worked	on	their	math,	though	this	was	often	subject	to	change	based	on	what	seemed	like	arbitrary	
decisions.	
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Bryant’s	rejection	of	the	positive	reward	policy	and	his	overall	disengagement	with	
his	classes	consistently	led	him	to	be	the	recipient	of	a	more	punitive	tactic,	getting	his	
name	written	on	the	board.	A	name	written	on	the	board	with	three	checkmarks	led	to	
being	removed	from	the	classroom	and	written	up,	and	write-ups	led	to	being	sent	to	
juvenile	hall	for	non-compliance.		Neither	promises	of	candy	nor	fear	of	write-ups	
dissuaded	Bryant	from	voicing	his	opinion.	Two	months	later	I	walked	into	Ms.	Elly’s	class	
to	hear	him,	with	two	checks	already	on	the	board,	in	the	middle	of	an	argument	with	Ms.	
Elly.	Responding	to	something	that	was	said	before	I	walked	in,	he	told	her,	“I	am	already	
suffering.	I	am	in	jail.”	Ms.	Elly	tried	to	convince	him	that	“this	is	not	a	jail.	I	just	heard	the	
Warden	say	this	is	not	a	jail”	to	which	Bryant	replied	“You	can’t	believe	everything	they	say.	
You	can’t	believe	what	she	say.	She’s	not	been	here”(FN	1/14/13).	In	this	particular	incident,	
Bryant	was	lucky,	and	Ms.	Elly	decided	to	not	give	him	the	third	checkmark.	

	
Unlike	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	narrative	which	argues	that	school	and	carceral	

institutions	are	two	separate	ends	of	a	trajectory,	data	from	both	retrospective	participants	
and	the	Camp	Green	Lake	ethnography	highlighted	how	criminalization,	dehumanization,	
and	disregard	in	schools	in	and	out	of	detention	mirrored	many	of	the	carceral	iterations	of	
social	death	in	Chapter	3.	Surveillance	and	punitive	and	positive	social	control	were	not	the	
only	tactics	of	social	death	that	participants	experienced	in	school.	Based	on	the	data,	there	
was	another	iteration	of	social	death,	that	of	academic	disregard.	

	
	

Social	Death	and	School	Climate	
		 Academic	disregard	can	be	conceptualized	under	the	umbrella	of	school	climate.	
School	climate	is	generally	divided	up	into	four	domains:	academic	climate,	community	
climate,	safety,	and	institutional	environment	(Wang	&	Degol,	2016,	p.	317-18).	While	
positive	school	climate	increases	student	engagement	and	“can	function	as	a	protective	
factor	that	prevents	school	dropout	and	encourages	adolescents	to	stay	in	school,”	students	
who	feel	unsupported	or	unsafe	in	school	are	at	higher	risk	of	acting	out	or	dropping	out,	a	
risk	that	increases	for	those	students	who	experience	adversity	outside	of	school	
(McDermott	et	al.,	2017).	This	section	will	discuss	how,	according	to	Camp	Green	Lake	and	
retrospective	interview	participants,	schools	in	and	out	of	detention	created	an	
unwelcoming	academic	climate	for	them.	Many	recalled	feeling	unwelcome	due	to	teacher	
perceptions	and	treatment	and	feeling	alienated	by	curriculum.		
	
Disregard	and	Teaching	

Yhato,	who	was	Black	and	Cherokee	and	16	years	old	at	the	time	of	his	interview,	
was	one	of	the	seven	students	I	formally	interviewed	at	Camp	Green	Lake	about	their	
experiences	with	school.	Yhato	recognized	he	had	difficulty	with	math129	but	also	noted	

 
129	As	Yhato’s	math	tutor,	I	suspected	that	he	had	an	undiagnosed	learning	disability,	though	my	suspicions	
could	never	be	confirmed	because	Camp	Green	Lake	told	me	they	did	not	have	the	resources	to	assess	him.	
The	Camp’s	inability	or	unwillingness	to	assist	students	with	learning	differences	was	made	apparent	time	
and	time	again	during	my	time	there.	For	example,	towards	the	end	of	my	time	at	the	Camp,	a	student	arrived	
who	had	severe	cognitive	issues	due	to	early	lead	poisoning.	There	was	no	designated	space	at	the	school	for	
someone	who	could	not	be	in	a	special	ed	classroom	doing	only	slightly	remedial	work	(for	example	all	the	
classes	did	Algebra,	the	only	difference	being	the	special	ed	class	had	1-2	resource	specialists	helping	
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that	his	high	school	teacher’s	way	of	handling	the	situation	was	not	helping	him	understand	
the	subject.	He	told	me:	

Math	-it's	just	difficult.	I	get	a	headache.	I	have	my	mind	clogged	up.	And	she	[the	math	
teacher]	would	try	and	humiliate	me,	like	she	know	I	don't	know	the	question	and	she	
would	have	me	come	up	and	try	to	answer	it.	

	
Yhato’s	experience	with	an	unsupportive	math	teacher	in	traditional	school,	coupled	

with	the	continued	lack	of	support	at	the	Camp	Green	Lake	school,	fueled	his	
disengagement	with	math.	Yhato’s	experience	was	not	unique;	other	participants	shared	
various	manifestations	of	disregard	and	disrespect	by	teachers	and	other	school	officials.		

Airitout,	an	African	American	and	Indian	young	man	from	Camp	Green	Lake	who	
was	16	years	old	during	our	interview,	explained	how	disengaged	teaching	affected	his	
engagement.	He	explained:	

Say	we're	doing	a	lesson.	Some	teachers	are	like	sitting	there	like,	talking	about	stuff	
hecka	long	not	really	just	showing	us…feel	me?	They	just	tell	us	to	look	it	up,	or	just	
something	like	that.	Not	really	putting	it	together	for	us,	or	making	little	games	for	
some	of	us	to	get	it,	or	something	like	that.	
	
Related	to	teachers’	disengaged	teaching	styles,	Shorty	shared	how	a	teacher’s	

academic	disregard	fueled	his	disengagement	with	school.	After	being	lined	up	in	seventh	
grade	and	put	into	a	gang	database,	his	grades	had	dropped.	In	eighth	grade	he	decided	to	
put	his	full	effort	into	his	schoolwork.	He	had	soon	achieved	“three	As.”	His	school	had	a	
program	specifically	geared	to	students	with	three	or	more	As.	He	went	to	his	teacher	and	
asked	if	she	could	recommend	him	for	the	program	but	was	told	,“It	is	too	early	in	the	
semester.	We	need	to	wait	a	bit	longer	to	make	sure	that	you	will	keep	those	As.”	He	felt	that	
despite	all	his	effort,	she	did	not	believe	he	could	really	do	it,	so	he	stopped	putting	the	
effort	in.		

	
Non-Academic	Disregard	
Some	participants	felt	disregarded	by	teachers	and	school	staff	in	ways	not	related	

to	academics.	Tio,	who	went	to	the	same	school	from	preschool	to	fifth	grade,	shared	about	
a		teacher	at	the	school	who	“picked	on	me	since	like	kindergarten.”	When	I	asked	for	an	
example,	he	told	me	that	on	more	than	one	occasion	she	kicked	him	out	of	the	building	and	
made	him	“stand	in	the	rain.”	She	also	showed	her	dislike	for	him	in	other	ways,		like	when	
“she	used	to	buy	everybody	popsicles,	but	she	wouldn't	give	me	popsicles.”	Tracey	felt	that	the	
school	disregarded	her	right	to	privacy	when	she	reached	out	to	the	school	for	support.		
When	she	was	12	years	old,	she	told	a	teacher	that	her	dad	was	“an	alcoholic,	like	I	was	
totally	open	with	the	school.”	The	school	sent	her	to	the	school	psychologist,	who	diagnosed	
her	“as	having	a	major	depression.”	She	explained	that	the	disregard	came	not	with	the	
diagnosis	but	in	the	way	the	school	would	announce	her	appointments	with	the	school	
psychologist	over	the	school	loudspeaker.	Tracey	felt	this	“was	super	stigmatizing”	because	
now	“everyone	knows	there's	something	wrong	with	you.”	

 
students	individually),	so	the	facility	asked	me	to	tutor	him	in	phonics	during	class	time.	While	I	had	a	
multiple	subjects	teaching	credential,	I	did	not	have	the	training	needed	to	work	with	him	in	a	meaningful	
way.		
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Jasmine,	who	shared	about	the	dehumanization	of	being	molested	for	three	years	by	
a	teachers’	assistant	at	a	secure	group	home	(see	Chapter	3),	recounted	another	experience	
of	disregard	when	a	teacher	offered	to	adopt	her	and	then	backed	out	at	the	last	minute	
with	no	explanation.	She	told	me	that	the	teacher	“had	a	room	set	up	for	me	and	everything.	
She	went	through	the	process	with	the	social	workers	and	court.”	However,	before	it	became	
official,	the	teacher	stopped	the	process,	never	explaining	why.	Jasmine	suspected	it	was	
because	that	teacher	“ended	up	being	engaged	around	that	time	and	got	married.	I	guess	the	
guy	didn't	want	any	kids	so	she	didn't	go	through	with	it.”130			

Disregard	for	Syyen	manifested	as	teachers	invisibilizing	him.	Unlike	many	
participants,	Syyen	was	never	criminalized	and	dehumanized	in	school,	but	he	was	
rendered	invisible.	Unable	to	deal	with	bullying	as	he	walked	to	and	from	high	school,	
Syyen	became	truant.	Even	though	he	only	“went	to	school	here	and	there,”	because	he	“was	
one	of	those	quiet	kids	in	class,”	he	not	only	did	not	get	in	trouble	for	missing	school,	but	he	
was	invisible	to	teachers	when	he	was	in	class.	He	told	me	his	teachers	“were	surprised	
when	I	went	to	prison	[at	17	years	old	for	murder].”		

	
Continuation	Schools	
A	common	form	of	disregard	that	was	directly	connected	to	the	criminalization	and	

dehumanization	described	in	the	first	part	of	this	chapter	was	banishment	to	continuation	
schools.	Many	participants	who	had	been	expelled	from	middle	and	high	school	for	status	
offenses	like	truancy	or	criminal	offenses	like	property	crimes	ended	up	in	continuation	
schools.	School	climate	in	continuation	schools	often	mirrored	the	climate	in	both	
traditional	schools	and	juvenile	detention	schools.	One	similarity	for	some	participants	was	
the	omnipresence	of	surveillance	tactics.	Amanda	told	me	her	school	was	“basically	run	by	
probation.	So	instead	of,	well	there	were	teachers,	but	it	was	mostly	probation	officers.	You'd	
get	searched	before	you	went	in,	you'd	get	drug	tested	at	school,	you'd	meet	with	your	
probation	officer	and	your	counselor	and	stuff	at	school.”	Another	similarity	was	the	
disengaged	teaching.	Clint	told	me	about	his	experience	in	sixth	grade	in	a	continuation	
school	for	students	from	sixth	to	twelfth	grade:		

The	classes,	it	was	basically	just	like	juvenile	hall.	I	didn't	know	it	at	the	time	but	when	I	
got	to	juvenile	hall	it	was	the	same	structure.	Where	they	just	give	you	packets.	You	
know	they	give	you	a	history	packet,	a	math	packet,	an	English	packet,	and	each	packet	
is	worth	like	three	units	or	something	like	that.	And	you	have	until	the	end	of	semester	
to	finish	those	packets.	And	if	like	you	need	help,	the	teacher	will	come	over.	
		
The	paradox	of	many	of	the	continuation	schools	that	participants	were	sent	to	was,	

on	the	one	hand	they	were	sites	of	constant	surveillance	and	control,	yet	on	the	other	hand	
the	bar	was	set	so	low	by	teachers	that	they	often	ended	up	in	less	trouble	than	in	their	
previous	schools.	As	Clint	mentioned	students	were	often	left	to	work	on	their	packets	
alone.	If	they	did	not	do	their	work,	the	consequences	were	not	as	harsh.	Clint	told	me:	

	You	were	supposed	to	turn	in	[the	completed	packet]	like	maybe	once	a	week	or	
something,	and	they	grade	what	progress	you	made.	I	would	never	have	anything	

 
130	Jasmine’s	disengagement	with	school	had	the	most	serious	effect	out	of	all	the	participants.	At	25	years	
old,	she	still	does	not	know	how	to	read	(see	also	Chapter	5).	Terrell,	at	age	19,	also	has	some	reading	
difficulties,	but	not	to	the	same	extent	as	Jasmine.	
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done.	And	so	there	was	a	detention	hall	where	you	like	just	go	and	sit	in	the	room.	
And	I	would	just	go	sit	in	the	detention	hall.		

Even	though	Clint	would	be	sent	to	detention,	there	were	no	other	consequences	and	
overall	he	“didn't	get	in	as	much	trouble	there	[as	in	his	school	before].”	Tio	“finally	got	sent	
to	a	continuation	school”	in	middle	school	after	his	expulsion	from	three	schools	and	three	
months	of	truancy.	Like	others	sent	to	continuation,	Tio	was	given	packets,	which	were	
“just	easy	work.”	He	told	me	he	“didn't	get	in	trouble”	while	he	was	there,	because	as	long	as	
he	showed	up	“they	didn't	care”	what	he	did.		
	 In	sum,	the	above	examples	highlight	various	iterations	of	disregard	from	teachers,	
which	negatively	affected	how	participants	felt	about	school.	Direct	interaction	between	
teachers	and	students	was	not	the	only	level	in	which	social	death	played	out	in	schools.	
Tio’s	comment	about	“easy	work”	in	the	continuation	school	touches	on	another	factor	that	
influenced	participants’	alienation	and	disengagement	with	school,	the	curriculum.	In	the	
next	section	Camp	Green	Lake	students	share	how	they	felt	disregarded	by	the	curriculum,		
both	through	redundancy,	that	is,	having	to	repeat	the	same	curriculum	over	and	over,	and	
irrelevancy,	that	is,	not	providing	culturally	relevant	and	engaging	curriculum.	
	
Disregard	and	Curriculum		

Beautiful,	who	was	Mexican	and	Native	American	and,	at	18,	the	oldest	student	I	
interviewed	at	Camp	Green	Lake,	noted	that	because	he	did	not	pass	classes,	he	had	to	go	
over	the	same	curriculum	again	and	again,	which	was	both	“frustrating”	and	“boring.”	As	an	
example,	he	talked	about	history	class.	He	explained,	“I	don't	know	how	many	times	I've	
learned	about	World	War	II.	I	know	everything	about	WWII,	I	just	don't	have	a	good	grade	in	
History,	that's	why	they	don't	move	me	out.”		

While	Beautiful	was	the	only	participant	who	described	having	to	repeat	curriculum	
in	schools	on	the	outside,	curriculum	redundancy	was	the	norm	on	the	inside.	While	
participants	often	stayed	at	Camp	Green	Lake	from	three	months	to	a	year,	the	curriculum	
did	not	follow	the	same	yearly	cycle	as	schools	on	the	outside.	Instead,	the	same	curriculum	
was	repeated	every	few	months.	Moreover,	while	the	young	men	were	at	various	grade	
levels,	the	school	focused	on	predominately	on	eighth	and	ninth	grade	curriculum.	History	
class	focused	on	the	ninth-grade	social	studies	standards,	while	math	class	focused	in	
eighth	grade	Algebra.	Beautiful	had	retaken	Algebra	so	many	times	and	knew	it	so	well	that	
he	spent	most	of	class	times	tutoring	other	students	both	to	keep	from	feeling	frustrated	
and	because,	in	my	observations,	Mr.	A	would	often	not	help	students	with	their	work.	
Beautiful	felt	stuck	in	this	never-ending	curriculum	loop,	telling	me,	“Basically	I	know	
everything	they	teach	us	in	this	whole	school…I	want	to	learn	something	different.	I	want	to	
learn	something	new.”	

In	addition	to	repeated,	narrow	curriculum,	participants	also	talked	about	the	
disregard	of	their	experiences	within	the	content	of	the	curriculum.	Bob	Barker,	an	Afghani	
immigrant	who	was	16	at	the	time	of	our	interview	at	Camp	Green	Lake,	offered	a	detailed	
analysis	of	how	“boring,”	“irrelevant”	curriculum	can	lead	to	student	disengagement.	He	
used	his	self-reported	favorite	subject,	English,	as	an	example.	He	told	me:	

Like	all	that	Shakespeare.	Knock	it	off.	Just	throw	it	away.	I	mean	they	could	teach	
English	with	any	other	types	of	books.	They	don't	have	to	use	Shakespeare.		You	don't	
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havta	use	the	boring	stories	[laughs].	I	don't	have	nothing	to	relate	to.	It's	not	
appealing.”	

When	I	asked	Bob	Barker	for	an	example	of	relevant	English	curriculum,	he	suggested	
Langston	Hughes.	

	
Disregard	of	Race	Analysis	
While	Bob	Barker	felt	that	Langston	Hughes	was	more	relevant	than	Shakespeare,	

he	did	not	offer	a	reason	other	than	that	Hughes’	poetry	was	more	relatable.	In	contrast	
Yhato	had	a	more	explicitly	race-specific	analysis	when	he	explained	that	schools	“don’t	
teach	what	happened	to	Blacks.	They	teach	about	what	happened	30-40	years	ago	until	now,	
but	they	don’t	teach	about	what	happened	to	my	ancestors.	I	learned	that	slaves	were	
lynched,	but	they	wouldn’t	go	any	further	back.”	

In	my	observations	at	Camp	Green	Lake,		I	saw	many	examples	of	race	being	ignored	
in	the	curriculum.	For	example,	one	day	a	student	brought	up	the	fact	that	the	play	they	
were	reading	in	Ms.	Elly’s	English	class	had	the	word	“nigger”	in	it.	Rather	than	using	it	as	
an	opportunity	to	discuss	racism,	Ms.	Elly	ignored	the	comment131	(FN	1/14/13).	In	Ms.	
Elly’s	class,	students	read	books	such	as	The	Outsiders	and	Elie	Wiesel’s	Night.	One	day	I	
asked	her	why	she	chose	these	books	rather	than	books	that	reflected	the	racial/ethnic	
makeup	of	the	class,	which	was	predominately	Black	and	Latino.	I	suggested	that	based	on	
student	feedback,	maybe	students	would	be	more	engaged	if	they	read	culturally	relevant	
books.	Her	answer	was	that	there	were	no	books	on	Black	and	Latino	experiences	on	the	
state-approved	English	list.132	

It	should	be	noted	that	Ms.	Elly’s	unwillingness	to	address	race	in	the	classroom	was	
a	reflection	of	a	racial	disregard	that	permeated	the	Camp.	Despite	the	fact	that	the	
institution	was	almost	all	youth	of	color	and	with	a	staff	that	was	largely	African	American	
and	other	people	of	color,	Camp	Green	Lake	either	ignored	or	distorted	issues	of	race	and	
racism.	An	assembly	on	Black	History	in	2014	exemplified	the	distortion	of	issues	of	race	
and	racism.	The	assembly	occurred	in	the	one	large	room	at	the	Camp	that	was	next	door	to	
the	school.	This	room	was	used	for	a	variety	of	event	and	activities,	from	in-house	
assemblies	to	guest	speakers	to	the	TV/rec	room	in	the	evenings	and	on	weekends.	I	was	
warned	by	one	of	the	teachers	that	the	assembly	was	the	same	every	year	for	the	past	few	
years	and	that	the	content	was	disturbing;	I	did	not	really	understand	the	extent	of	it	until	I	
witnessed	it	with	my	own	eyes.	I	knew	that	that	a	few	of	the	young	men	had	been	
practicing	for	weeks	for	the	performance	with	one	of	the	guards,	Ms.	B.	
	 On	the	day	of	the	assembly,	most	of	the	staff,	teachers,	and	young	men	were	seated	
in	theater	style	seating.	Music	began	and	from	the	back	of	the	room	Ms.	B	entered	in	
whiteface.	As	I	tried	to	wrap	my	head	around	the	sight	of	a	dark-skinned	African	American	
woman	in	whiteface,	I	looked	behind	her	to	see	five	African	American	young	men	chained	
up	behind	her.	The	young	men	were	singing	slave	songs	as	they	walked	to	the	front	of	the	

 
131	There	was	also	a	scene	in	the	play	where	a	father	beat	his	14-year-old	son	to	sexually	get	to	a	13-year-old	
girl.	The	only	comment	Ms.	Elly	had	in	response	to	that	scene	was	“We	are	not	even	going	to	talk	about	the	
moral	part”	(FN	1/14/13).	
132	As	a	credentialed	English	teacher,	I	knew	this	was	not	true,	but	chose	not	to	pursue	the	conversation	any	
more	to	not	jeopardize	access	to	the	site.	For	approved	literature	lists	during	that	time	in	California	see	
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/rl/	
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room	and	continued	when	they	got	to	the	front.	I	realized	that	Ms.	B	was	impersonating	a	
White	slave	master.	After	the	singing	ended,	the	young	men	“broke	free”	of	their	chains	and	
then	each	read	an	excerpt	from	Martin	Luther	King’s	I	Have	a	Dream	Speech,	while	Ms.	B,	
the	slave	master,	stayed	on	stage	in	whiteface	the	whole	time	[FN	2/28/14].		Kayshawn	
was	the	only	young	man	who	refused	to	participate.	He	had	seen	the	assembly	the	year	
before	and	did	not	want	to	be	a	part	of	its	superficial	nod	to	racial	oppression.	The	skit	
offered	no	analysis	or	discussion	of	slavery,	including	its	causes,	its	effects,	or	its	lingering	
aftereffects.	Moreover,	though	the	young	men	broke	free	of	their	chains	in	the	skit,	they	
were	still	incarcerated	in	real	life.		

Negative	school	climate	in	terms	of	teachers,	teaching,	and	curriculum	inflicted	its	
own	social	suffering	in	terms	of	disregard.	According	to	participants,	this	iteration	of	social	
death	was	both	the	product	and	the	catalyst	for	the	more	punitive	version	of	social	death.	
Many	of	the	participants	of	both	Camp	Green	Lake	and	the	retrospective	interviews	
believed	their	truancy	and	overall	disengagement	with	school	was,	at	least	in	part,	due	to	
the	negative	academic	climate.		Their	disengagement	in	turn	created	a	positive	feedback	
loop	with	punitive	policies.	Talking	back	to	teachers,	not	doing	schoolwork,	and	truancy	led	
to	suspensions,	expulsions,	and	arrests	which	further	criminalized,	dehumanized,	and	
disregarded	participants.		

	
Participant	experiences	discussed	in	this	chapter	add	another	piece	to	the	analysis		

of	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	incarceration	and	the	ways	in	which	both	schools	and	
carceral	systems	are	implicated	in	the	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	of	
youth.	This	chapter	has	discussed	some	of	the	ways	in	which	participants	experienced	
social	death	in	traditional	schools,	continuation	schools,	and	detention	schools.	Social	death	
in	schools	occurred	as	a	consequence	of	youth	being	criminalized,	dehumanized,	and	
disregarded,	and	as	a	consequence	of	a	school	climate	that	disregarded	them.	The	
intertwining	of	these	forms	of	social	death	led	students	to	both	disengage	and	be	pushed	
out	of	schools.	Social	suffering	is	only	one	form	of	suffering	in	the	ecological	model	of	death.	
The	social	suffering	described	in	Chapters	3	and	4	paralleled	suffering	within	participants.	
The	next	chapter	focuses	on	the	key	forms	of	intrapersonal	suffering	experienced	by	
participants.	
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Chapter	5:	Psychological	and	Biological	Death	
	

This	chapter	centers	some	of	the	manifestations	of	intrapersonal	suffering	corelated	
with	social	death.	The	two	Faces	of	Death	highlighted	in	this	chapter	are	psychological	
death,	which	refers	to	the	psychological	suffering	associated	with	social	death,	and	
biological	death,	with	refers	to	biological	suffering	associated	with	social	and	psychological	
death.133	The	interconnectedness	of	psychology	and	biology	make	it	nearly	impossible	to	
tease	out	psychological	death	from	biological	death.	However,	there	was	one	clear	example	
of	biological	death,	the	actual	death	of	one	of	the	retrospective	interview	participants,	CG.	
Therefore,	there	is	a	separate	biological	death	section	centering	his	experience.	Before	
sharing	his	story,	the	psychological	death	section	centers	psychological	suffering	
experienced	by	both	Camp	Green	Lake	participants	and	retrospective	interview	
participants.	

	
	
Figure	5.1:	Concepts	Centered	in	Chapter	5	
	

Faces	of	Death		 Manifestations	of	Death	

	

	

	
	
	
	
	

	
 

133	Since	the	study	design	did	not	include	a	way	to	measure	causal	mechanisms,	I	can	only	argue	correlation.	It	
should	be	noted	that	many	participants	felt	these	forms	of	suffering	were	consequences	of	social	death.	
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Psychological	Death	
I	conceptualize	the	psychological	suffering	associated	with	social	death	as	

psychological	death	(See	Figure	1.1	and	5.1).	For	participants,	criminalization,	
dehumanization,	and	disregard	associated	with	an	internalization	of	the	labels	placed	on	
them,	acute	distress	from	being	locked	up,	and	lingering	distress	which	manifested	in	ways	
such	as	substance	use,	depression,	and	anxiety.	Before	discussing	the	forms	of	
psychological	death	participants	experienced,	it	is	important	to	briefly	note	the	difficulty	in	
deciding	what	parts	of	participants’	experiences	to	divulge.	Social	death	did	have	real	
psychological	consequences	for	participants,	so	omitting	their	experiences	did	not	feel	like	
an	ethical	option.	However,	there	is	a	fine	line	between	illustrating	forms	of	psychological	
death	participants	were	and,	in	some	cases	still	are,	up	against,	and	falling	into	“logic	of	
pain	focus”	(Tuck	&	Yang,	20014a,	p.	231)	which	is	based	on	the	premise	of	“You	are	in	
pain,	therefore	you	are”	(ibid,	p.228,	italics	in	original)	or	“damaged-centered	research…in	
which	the	oppression	singularly	defines	a	community”	(Tuck,	2009.	p.413).134	In	an	
attempt	to	avoid	these	two	common	pitfalls	with	the	stories	that	are	shared,	some	
experiences	have	been	left	out	and	data	that	are	presented	tend	to	focus	more	on	
participants’	analysis	of	their	experience	and	less	on	the	details	of	the	experience.		
	
Psychological	Death	and	Labels		

After	I	asked	Rodney	to	analyze	his	experience	and	share	what	factors	he	felt	led	to	
his	incarceration,	he	responded:	

I'd	say	a	major	part	of	it	was	when	I	was		little,	we	would	go	visit	my	uncle	in	prison,	
my	mother's	brother…Everybody	in	the	neighborhood	looked	up	to	him…	So,	in	some	
ways,	I	idolized	it.	I	thought	it	was	'rite	of	passage'	that	you	go	to	prison….	That's	one	
of	the	factors	that	I	think	that	subliminally	drove	me	into	it…	thinking	I	had	to	go.		
	
Many	participants,	like	Rodney,	internalized	their	social	death	label,	especially	the	

label	of	someone	to	be	feared	or	of	someone	destined	for	failure.135	This	section	describes	
how	labeling	detrimentally	influenced	how	participates	saw	themselves,	specifically,	how	
being	criminalized,	dehumanized	and	disregarded	over	and	over	again	in	their	
neighborhood	and	in	their	schools	connected	to	participants	internalization	of	these	

 
134	Tuck	(2009)	argues,	“In	damaged-centered	research,	one	of	the	major	activities	is	to	document	pain	or	loss	
in	an	individual,	community,	or	tribe.	Though	connected	to	deficit	models—frameworks	that	emphasize	what	
a	particular	student,	family,	or	community	is	lacking	to	explain	underachievement	or	failure—damage-
centered	research	is	distinct	in	being	more	socially	and	historically	situated.	It	looks	to	historical	exploitation,	
domination,	and	colonization	to	explain	contemporary	brokenness,	such	as	poverty,	poor	health,	and	low	
literacy.	Common	sense	tells	us	this	is	a	good	thing,	but	the	danger	in	damage-centered	research	is	that	it	is	a	
pathologizing	approach	in	which	the	oppression	singularly	defines	a	community”	(p.413).	
135	As	discussed	in	the	Introduction,	Social	Control	theories	in	criminology	and	education	often	blame	
neighborhoods,	family,	and	individual	defect	for	adolescent	criminality,	and	some	participants	similarly	used	
these	narratives.	For	example,	some,	like	Rodney,	saw	his	family	and	neighborhood	as	primarily	influencing	
his	path	to	incarceration.	While	it	may	be	true	that	neighborhoods,	family,	and	individual	influences	played	a	
part	in	the	path	to	incarceration,	overall,	the	data	indicates	that	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	
disregard	caused	psychological	suffering	for	participants.	
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labels.136		
	
Internalizing	Criminalization	
Some	participants	internalized	family	and	neighborhood	pathology	narratives.	

Similar	to	Rodney,	Cici,	who	is	Black	and	was	25	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	only	interview,	
saw	family	as	a	cause	of	her	criminality.	On	one	hand,	she	discussed	how	she	and	some	of	
her	family	members	had	either	been	criminalized	or	put	in	survival	situations	where	
offending	seemed	like	the	only	option.	On	the	other	hand,	she	told	me	that	her	dad	had	
been	to	jail	and:	

	basically,	me	and	all	my	siblings	followed	my	father's	footsteps.	Not	one	of	us	have	
ever	accomplished	anything.	We've	never	just,	I	don't	know	how	to	explain	it,	we	
basically	never	accomplished	nothing.	And	we	follow	his	footsteps.	We've	all	been	to	
jail	or	prison.	

	Rico,	one	of	the	Camp	Green	lake	interviews	participants	who	was	16	years	old	at	the	time	
of	his	interviews,	blamed	both	neighborhood	and	family	dysfunction	for	contributing	to	his	
criminality.137	He	had	lived	in	one	city	throughout	elementary	school	and	his	first	year	of	
middle	school	[in	Town	A]	after	which	he	moved	to	another	nearby	city	[in	Town	B].	He	
mentioned	that	the	kids	in	Town	A	were	“rowdier.”	I	asked	him	why	he	thought	that,	to	
which	he	replied,	“the	environment.”	I	then	asked	him	to	elaborate.	He	responded	that	in	
Town	A:	

	When	you	live	somewhere,	when	you	grow	up	without	a	father	in	the	house	or	
something	like	that,	or	you	grow	up	around	alcoholics…	the	stuff	that	we	were	exposed	
to,	and	then	the	way	that	we	grew	up,	we	had	to	be	kinda	rowdy.		

He	explained	that	in	Town	B	“usually	kids	have	both	of	their	parents	at	home,	working	a	
good	job,	college	graduates	most	likely,	things	like	that	-like	a	house,	3	bedrooms	or	
something	like	that.”	

Other	participants,	like	Larry,	internalized	the	individual	pathology	narrative.	Larry	
recalled	how	his	foster	parents,	school	officials,	police,	and	juvenile	detention	staff	all		
labeled	him	a	troublemaker	throughout	his	childhood	and	adolescence.	At	37	years	old,	he	
had	internalized	his	adolescent	criminalization	to	the	point	where	he	often	referenced	his	
troublemaking	nature	throughout	the	interview.	Even	though	he	occasionally	felt	that	his	
criminalization	was	not	warranted,	he	mostly	blamed	his	defectiveness	for	his	
criminalization.	For	example,	he	explained	how	he:	

started	getting	into	a	lot	of	trouble	around	15-16	years	old.	My	life	was	going	downhill	
and	I	was	pretty	rebellious.	I	wanted	to	do	what	I	wanted	to	do,	instead	of	what	society	
wanted	me	to	do.	I'd	go	to	school	and	get	in	a	lot	of	trouble,	come	home	and	just	be	
trouble	all	the	time.	My	whole	life	is	nothing	but	psychological	trouble.			
	
Even	though	Larry	believed	the	narrative	that	that	he	got	into	trouble	because	he	

was	trouble,	there	were	instances	that	implied	he	was	more	likely	repeating	what	others	
 

136	The	internalization	of	the	criminal	label	is	not	the	same	as	the	commission	of	crimes.	As	discussed	in	
Chapters	3	and	4,	participants	were	often	criminalized	regardless	of	their	commission	or	non-commission	of	
a	crime.		
137	While	I	was	not	allowed	to	explicitly	ask	the	Camp	Green	Lake	youth	details	about	their	home	life,	there	
were	instances	where	students	organically	mentioned	factors	outside	of	school	which	influenced	their	
schooling.	
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believed	about	him	rather	than	what	he	fully	believed	about	himself.	For	example,	when	
sharing	his	experiencing	in	juvenile	hall,	he	started	off	with	telling	me	that	“all	the	
counselors	knew	me	by	my	last	name,	and	I	showed	that	I	could	get	into	a	lot	of	trouble.	I	was	
in	a	room	by	myself	at	one	point	for	being	in	trouble	in	juvenile	hall.”	He	then	posed	and	tried	
to	answer	a	question	to	make	sense	of	his	experience.	He	continued,	“How	it	is	I	got	in	
trouble,	I	can	hardly	tell	you….	I	just	wanted	to	play	around	and	mess	around	and	not	do	what	
they	said,	I	guess.”			

While	Rodney,	Cici,	Rico,	and	Larry	seemed,	at	least	on	some	level,	to	believe	the	
narratives	imposed	on	them,	other	participants	believed	there	was	a	direct	the	connection	
between	their	chronic	criminalization	and	their	internalization	of	their	criminal	labels.	
Russell	shared	how	his	criminal	labeling	fed	into	his	belief	that	he	was	an	incorrigible	
delinquent.		He	told	me	he:		

viewed	myself	as	just	a	hustler	as	a	basic	punk	kid,	criminal,	hustler,	and	that	self-
fulfilling	prophecy	of	like,	‘Well,	that's	all	I	am,	so	why	bother	putting	any	effort	to	
being	anything	other	than	that?	Because	this	is	where	I	am,	right?	Yes,	be	who	you	are,	
right?’	Well,	if,	if	this	is	all	you	are,	and	that's	all	you're	going	to	be	until	you	can	see	
yourself	as	other	than	that,	you	don't	really	try	to	be	other	than	that.		

Michael	felt	that	being	criminalized	as	a	gang	member	for	six	years,	between	ages	12	and	
16,	which	escalated	when	ten	gang	officers	in	riot	gear	with	assault	rifles	arrested	him	at	
his	house	for	truancy	(see	Chapter	3),	influenced	his	choice	to	finally	join	a	gang	in	his	
senior	year	of	high	school.	During	Benito’s	incarceration	at	a	boys’	camp,	he	started	to	
assess	the	beliefs	he	had	internalized	about	himself.	He	reflected:	

	I	had	really	believed	that	it	was	meant	for	me	to	be	a	gang	member,	to	be	Brown,	to	
have	these	relationships	with	the	law.	Because	I	saw	that...I	was	just	destined	to	have	
those	relationships	and	it	didn't	seem	out	of	the	norm	to	me.	
	
Internalizing	Dehumanization	and	Disregard	
Just	as	social	death	is	the	result	of	both	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	

disregard,	some	participants	internalized	both	their	criminal	label	and	their	
dehumanization	or	disregard.	Some	participants	felt	they	did	not	deserve	to	be	treated	as	
human,	while	others	accepted	the	fact	they	were	destined	to	be	dehumanized.	In	response	
to	Jasmine’s	recounting	of	the	incident	when	a	foster	mother	that	did	not	want	her	there	
anymore	called	the	police	and	lied	saying	that	Jasmine	had	a	knife	(see	Chapter	3),	I	asked	
her	what	it	felt	like	to	be	accused	of	something	she	did	not	do.	She	answered:	

It	just	felt	horrible.	It	just	adds	on	to	all	the	pain	and	just	the	trauma	period.	It	just	
adds	on	just	another	layer	of	not	trusting	people	and	being	more	rebellious.	You	feel	
like	you	can't	open	up	to	people.	You	think	everybody's	out	to	get	you.	It	just	doesn't	
help	the	situation.		
	

	 The	internalization	of	dehumanization	was	notably	true	for	incorrigible	delinquents	
who	were	already	wards	of	the	state	and	were	seen	as	too	difficult	or	damaged	to	be	
wanted	in	foster	care	and	were	sent	to	group	homes.	Jasmine	started	self-harming	and	
fighting	around	the	time	she	was	falsely	accused	of	having	a	knife	and	arrested.	The	
carceral	system	started	sentencing	her	to	group	homes,	which	she	defined	as	places	“for	
kids	that	have	a	lot	of	trauma	issues	and	there's	really	no	hope	for	your	parents	to	come	back	
and	get	you,	so	you're	kind	of	like	doomed.”	After	John	Doe	shared	with	me	that	he	had	tried	
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to	kill	himself,	as	well	how	his	best	friend	from	the	group	home	had	hung	himself,	I	asked	
him	if	he	thought	get	depressed	in	group	homes	was	a	common	occurrence,	to	which	he	
replied	“The	group	homes	are	basically	where	we	learned	to	be	nobodies….I	had	nobody.	I	had	
no	one.”		

Sometimes	the	internalization	of	the	criminal	label	and	dehumanization	
corresponded	to	with	the	projection	of	that	label	onto	others.	Because	Syyen	had	a	gang-
involved	uncle,	the	police	accused	him	of	being	in	a	gang	from	the	time	he	was	14,	when	his	
house	was	shot	at	(see	Chapter	3).	Syyen	projected	the	same	guilt-by-perceived	affiliation	
label	placed	on	him	and	other	participants	like	Shorty,	onto	another	youth	with	deadly	
consequences.	One	day	when	Syyen	was	17	years	old	he,	his	uncle,	and	a	friend	were	
beaten	up	by	ten	boys.	He	told	me,	“All	of	a	sudden	I	just	got	hit	in	the	back.	Boom.	I	fell	on	
the	ground.	I	was	getting	stomped	up....	When	I	got	up	my	nose	was	bleeding,	black	eye,	
bruised.”		The	next	day	Syyen	did	not	go	to	school.	He	told	his	mom	“I	got	in	a	fight	at	
school…so	right	now	I'm	not	going	to	school.”	For	two	days	Syyen,	his	friend	and	his	uncle	
looked	for	the	kids	that	beat	them	up	and	finally	found	a	kid	affiliated	with	the	gang	they	
believed	had	beaten	them	up.	They	decided	to	kill	him	in	retaliation,	without	knowing	
whether	he	had	been	involved	or	not.	Similar	to	the	way	policies	and	practices	in	school	
and	by	police	held	those	who	were	affiliated	with	a	gang	just	as	culpable	as	those	who	
commit	an	offense,	Syyen	judged	their	target	as	being	guilty	by	association	and	therefore	
able	to	be	dehumanized.	

There	are	multiple	layers	to	this	story.	In	addition	to	the	internalization	and	
perpetuation	of	criminalizing	gang	affiliation,	tears	welled	up	in	Syyen’s	eyes	as	he	told	me	
that	they	accidentally	ended	up	killing	a	classmate	that	the	target	was	with,	who	Syyen	
knew	was	not	affiliated	with	that	gang	or	any	other	one,	and	injuring	four	other	people.	The	
police	apprehended	Syyen	a	week	later.	Even	though	he	had	not	been	the	one	to	pull	the	
trigger,	since	there	were	three	of	them	in	the	car,	they	were	by	definition	a	gang,	and	thus,	
by	the	rules	of	affiliation	he	was	just	as	culpable	for	the	murder	and	injuries.	He	went	from	
being	a	bullied	kid	who	had	never	been	in	trouble	with	the	law	or	in	school	to	being	locked	
away	in	a	high	security	prison	until	he	was	38	years	old,	twenty-one	years	later.	The	
shooting	still	caused	psychological	suffering	for	Syyen.	He	told	me,	“It's	sad	for	me	to	talk	
about	it	because	I	still	feel	like,	man,	I	injured	people	for	life,	I	damaged	their	life.”	The	
hardest	part	for	him	was	thinking	of	the	family	of	the	murdered	boy.		

	
Internalizing	School	Labels	
In	addition	to	the	internalization	of	criminal	and	dehumanized	labels,	participants	

also	internalized	school	labels.	A	few	of	the	students	placed	the	blame	on	themselves	when	
it	came	to	school	failure.138	For	example,	James,	one	of	the	Camp	Green	Lake	students,	told	

 
138	Participants	wrestled	with	many	of	the	same	conflicting	beliefs	about	education	discussed	by	Fine	(1991)	
and	Tilton	(2013),	especially	surrounding	the	meritocracy	narrative	and	school	disengagement.	In	this	
narrative,	the	rewards	of	education	are	given	to	those	who	strive	for	them	and	failure	is	seen	as	a	personal	
issue.	While	not	focused	on	incarcerated	students,	Fine’s	(1991)	analysis	of	high	school	dropouts	found	that	
“a	complicated,	contradictory	consciousness	(Gramsci,	1971)	operates	within	the	minds	and	lives”	of	her	
participants	(Fine,	1991,	p.	107,	citation	in	original).		On	the	one	hand,	the	students	in	her	study	that	had	
recently	dropped	out	were	critical	of	promises	of	meritocracy,	that	is,	that	an	education	would	lead	to	
economic	mobility,	and	more	likely	to	cite	structural	reasons	for	their	dropping	out.	At	the	same	time,	
however,	there	were	still	vestiges	of	self-blame	and	personal	failure	narratives	for	dropping	out	of	high	
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me	that	he	barely	passed	middle	school	because	“I	wasn't	really	like	concentrating	at	
school.…I	mean	cuz	I	didn't	like	it	and	I	had	problems	with	school	like	math	and	all	that.	I	just	
felt	like	I	couldn't	do	it.	I	quit	on	myself.”	He	explained	that	math	was	his	least	favorite	
subject	since,	“I	just	always	had	problems	with	it.	I	feel	like	I	lost	too	much	of	that	I	can't	go	
back	to	it,	can't	learn	nothing	no	more.”	While	Beautiful	shared	in	Chapter	3	how	having	to	
repeat	the	same	curriculum	over	and	over	hindered	his	education,	he	also	blamed	himself	
for	his	ability	to	get	ahead.	I	asked	Beautiful	why	he	continued	to	go	to	his	English	class	
even	when,	according	to	his	teacher,	he	was	not	going	to	do	any	work.	Beautiful	paused	for	
a	moment	to	think	about	it	and	replied:		

Every	day	I	tell	myself	‘You	can	do	it.	You’re	just	really	lazy.	If	you	go	in	you	can	do	the	
work.’	Then	I'd	do	work,	maybe	like	five	minutes,	and	then	I'd	come	across	a	stupid	
question	and	then	I'd	get	irritated	and	then	I'd	just	like	lay	my	head	down	on	the	desk.		
	
The	correlation	between	unwelcoming	school	climate	and	school	disengagement	is	

discussed	in	more	detail	in	Chapter	4,	but	here	it	should	be	noted	that	school	
disengagement	did	not	only	occur	on	a	behavioral	level,	but	also	on	a	psychological	one.139	
When	a	judge	admonished	Shorty’s	mother	for	her	failure	at	parenting,	including	her	
inability	to	get	her	son	to	attend	school,	I	asked	him	if	he	had	in	actually	been	truant.	He	
answered	yes,	explaining	that	“the	schools	don't	do	nothing	for	us.	We	know	they're	not	for	
us.	We're	constantly	pushed	out,	we're	constantly	criminalized.	So	why	even	go?	I	started	
cutting	in	sixth	grade.”	

	
Internalizing	the	Crazy	Label	
There	is	one	label	that	many	incorrigible	delinquents	internalized	not	discussed	in	

in	the	previous	chapters.	In	addition	to	being	labeled	as	a	troublemaker,	criminal,	or	as	a	
school	failure,	many	incorrigible	delinquents	were	labeled	mentally	ill	and	in	need	of	
involuntary	psychiatric	hospitalization.	Before	giving	examples	of	ways	the	mental	illness	
label	connected	to	the	psychological	suffering,	I	will	share	some	of	the	participants’	
experiences	with	the	social	death	of	being	labeled	and	involuntarily	sent	to	a	psychiatric	
institution.	While	involuntary	psychiatric	hospitalization	can	be	considered	a	form	of	
criminalization,	especially	since	in	many	states	including	California,	the	police	are	by	law	
the	ones	to	respond	to	those	having	mental	health	crises,140	this	section	is	here	rather	than	

 
school.		Similarly,	Tilton	(2013)	argues	that	young	people	in	the	juvenile	justice	system	“must	position	
themselves	in	reference	to	the	multiple	narratives	of	the	system	itself”	(p.	1190)	and	as	a	result	their	thoughts	
often	reflect	a	combination	of	dominant	ideology	and	counter-narratives.	
139	School	disengagement	also	functions	to	perpetuate	social	reproduction	(Willis	1977).	
140	None	of	the	participants	used	the	term	mentally	ill	to	describe	their	experiences;	they	instead	used	the	
term	“crazy”	or	“5150ed”.	In	California,	similar	the	way	youth	adopted	“Prop	21”	as	a	colloquial	term	for	being	
criminalized	under	the	tenets	of	California’s	Proposition	21	(Rios	2011;see	Chapter	3),	being	5150ed	is	a	
colloquial	term	for	being	pathologized	as	psychologically	incompetent	and	involuntarily	hospitalized	under	
subsection	5150	of	California’s	Lanterman-Petris-Short	Act.	California’s	Lanterman-Petris-Short	Act	
subsection	5150	states	that:	When	a	person,	as	a	result	of	a	mental	health	disorder,	is	a	danger	to	others,	or	to	
himself	or	herself,	or	gravely	disabled,	a	peace	officer	[and	other	designated	persons	can]	upon	probable	
cause,	take,	or	cause	to	be	taken,	the	person	into	custody	for	a	period	of	up	to	72	hours	for	assessment,	
evaluation,	and	crisis	intervention,	or	placement	for	evaluation	and	treatment	in	a	facility	designated	by	the	
county	for	evaluation	and	treatment	and	approved	by	the	State	Department	of	Health	Care	Services	(The	
Lanterman-Petris-Short	Act,	Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	Div.	5,	Pt.	1)	
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Chapter	3	since	police,	school	officials,	and	others	used	the	label	of	psychological	suffering	
itself	to	have	participants	involuntarily	hospitalized.	

Many	of	the	incorrigible	delinquents	in	the	retrospective	study	had	been	
involuntarily	hospitalized,	or	5150ed,	at	least	once	as	adolescents	for	psychological	
distress.141	Being	5150ed	often	happened	after	either	a	school	official	or	family	member	
would	call	the	police,	usually	because	a	participant	was	angry	and	lashing	out	or	drunk/on	
drugs	and	acting	erratically,	or	there	was	a	suicide	attempt.	Danielle	was	hospitalized	for	
both	for	drug	use	and	a	suicide	attempt.	When	she	was	16	years	old,	the	school	counselor	
called	the	police	and	had	Danielle	5010ed	to	a	psychiatric	hospital	for	drug	use.	
Participants	often	shared	that	involuntary	hospitalization	was	not	helpful.	Sometimes	the	
hospitalization	exacerbated	psychological	suffering;	for	example,	Danielle	was	released	
from	the	hospital	after	about	a	week	and	a	few	weeks	later	she	tried	to	kill	herself.		Other	
times,	involuntary	hospitalization	exacerbated	social	suffering.	When	Christina	was	13	
years	old,	she	was	5150ed	for	trying	to	kill	herself.	When	she	got	out,	her	grandmother,	
who	she	had	been	staying	with,	said	she	could	not	deal	with	the	situation	and	“called	CPS	
and	my	social	worker…	then	I	went	to	a	foster	home.”		

Involuntary	hospitalization	sometimes	occurred	in	conjunction	with	an	arrest.	
Amanda	was	both	5150ed	and	arrested.	The	police	arrested	her	and	she	then	spent	two	
weeks	in	a	psychiatric	hospital	after	getting	into	a	fight	with	their	mom’s	friend.	After	two	
weeks	in	the	psychiatric	hospital,	Amanda	“ended	up	getting	sentenced	to	two	months	in	
juvenile	hall”	for	the	fight.	A	mental	health	diagnosis,	however,	sometimes	bypassed	
involuntary	hospitalization	and	led	directly	to	incarceration.142	When	the	police	arrested	
Silkie	for	prostitution	the	second	time	at	13	years	old,	the	judged	adjudicated	her	to	four	
months	in	a	mental	health	unit	at	juvenile	hall.143	Juan,	a	Camp	Green	Lake	youth	who	often	
seemed	withdrawn	and	did	not	talk	to	many	people	at	the	Camp,	including	me,	one	day	
opened	up	about	why	he	had	been	sent	to	the	Camp.	He	was	depressed	and	was	self-
harming.	One	day	he	punched	a	wall	in	his	house.	His	mother,	not	knowing	what	else	to	do,	
called	the	police.	While	Juan	did	not	share	that	being	incarcerated	exacerbated	his	
psychological	suffering,	in	the	months	I	worked	with	him	it	did	not	seem	that	incarceration	
was	improving	his	psychological	health.144	The	judge	originally	adjudicated	him	to	three	
months	at	Camp	Green	Lake,	but	since	the	staff	did	not	feel	like	he	was	“progressing,”	he	
had	been	there	almost	a	year	(see	also	positive	youth	justice	development	in	Chapter	4).	

 
141	As	in	my	own	experience,	Danielle	was	not	given	any	medical	treatment	for	her	first	suicide	attempt,	
which	for	her	was	at	12	years	old.	
142	As	discussed	in	the	following	section,	the	criminalization	label	was	often	a	product	of	mislabeling	
psychological	suffering,	e.g.	criminalizing	substance	use	which	participants	used	to	cope	with	anxiety	and	
depression.	
143	Juan	was	not	one	of	the	seven	young	men	I	formally	interviewed;	he	was	one	of	the	young	men	I	had	a	
number	of	informal	discussions	with.	In	my	last	six	months	at	Camp	Green	Lake	I	ran	a	project-based	learning	
class	for	a	small	group	of	high	school	graduates	(discussed	more	in	Methods	chapter),	in	which	students	could	
self-design	their	own	research	project.	Juan	was	a	Latino	student	who	chose	John	F.	Kennedy	as	his	research	
topic.	I	was	not	allowed	to	ask	the	young	men	why	they	had	been	sent	to	the	Camp,	but	Juan	shared	without	
me	prompting	him.	He	was	17	years	old	at	the	time	he	told	me	his	story.	
144	It	should	be	noted	that	Camp	Green	Lake	did	not	have	a	specialized	program	to	treat	mental	health	issues.	
Staff	and	the	young	men	told	me	there	was	one	therapist	on	site,	but	that	many	of	the	young	men	never	had	
direct	contact	with	him.	Instead	they	saw	one	of	two	unlicensed	trainees.	I	only	met	one	of	the	trainees	while	I	
was	there,	a	young	White	woman.	
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Some	participants	learned	to	use	the	“crazy”	label	to	be	acknowledged	and	treated	
as	a	human,	though	the	price	of	gaining	humanity	was	steep.145		John	Doe	told	me	that	he	
one	more	than	one	occasion	he	purposely	got	himself	hospitalized.	He	said	his	“last	resort	is	
a	5150.	That's	my	last	resort	to	get	off	the	streets.”	While	helpful	in	the	short-run,	this	tactic	
was	inefficient	in	the	long	run	since	after	the	72-hour	hold,	they	would	discharge	him	back	
to	the	streets.	Russell	went	further	to	be	treated	with	humanity.	When	he	was	16	years	old,	
he	had	been	locked	up	in	solitary	confinement	at	a	boys’	camp	for	almost	twelve	weeks	
straight	(minus	an	hour	that	he	was	out	at	six	weeks).	He	had	been	sent	there	for	
retaliating	against	another	kid	at	the	camp	who	had	been	bullying	him.		Russell	felt	the	only	
way	he	had	to	get	out	of	solitary	confinement	was	to	feign	a	suicide	attempt,	so	he:		

broke	the	spoon	part	off	the	handle.	I	had	a	sharpened	edge	and	I	carved	a	big	hole	
right	in	the	crux	of	my	arm	into	the	artery.	Blood's	squirting	out	all	over	the	place…I'm	
spreading	feces	all	over	the	place.	I'm	writing	satanic	shit	on	the	walls.	I'm	doing	like	
the	craziest	stuff.	

He	told	me	he	had	never	been	suicidal	a	day	in	his	life,	but	he	needed	a	way	out	of	
confinement.	His	ploy	worked	and	three	days	later	the	facility	told	his	probation	
department	to	come	get	him	since	they	could	not	“cope	with	this	type	of	child.”			
	

Jasmine’s	Psychological	Suffering	
Participants	shared	the	psychological	suffering	that	they	felt	resulted	from	being	

labeled.	Jasmine	in	particular	offered	a	very	detailed	analysis	on	how	she	felt	being	in	foster	
care,	psychiatric	hospitals,	and	carceral	facilities	caused	her	immense	psychological	
suffering.	Jasmine	was	5150ed	numerous	times	for	non-suicidal	reasons,	namely,	fighting	
and	talking	back,	and	often	the	police	would	take	her	to	juvenile	hall	afterwards.	She	told	
me	the	psychiatrists	would	tell	her:		

that	I	was	bipolar,	that	I	have	post-traumatic	stress	disorder,	things	of	that	sort	and	I	
believe	those	things	to	be	true,	but	when	you	hear	those	type	of	things	in	action	at	the	
time	of	your	life…	you	start	to	believe	everybody	around	you	that	you	had	these	issues.	
And	you	start	to	act	out	on	those	things,	like	‘oh,	no	one	cares	for	me.	I	am	crazy.	I'm	
just	going	to	do	whatever’.	I	constantly	got	in	the	restraint	bed	or	the	shot	in	the	butt	
cheek….	I	always	thought	I	was	a	bad	person	and	that	no	one	cared	for	me.	And	I	had	
this	persona	just	be	tough,	don't	let	nobody	in.	
	
Her	psychological	suffering	also	extended	to	school.	At	the	time	of	our	interview,	

Jasmine	was	25	years	old	and	did	not	know	how	to	read.	She	connected	her	experiences	in	
the	secure	group	home	school	with	why	she	had	disengaged	from	school.	She	explained:	

I've	never	really	paid	attention	in	school.	I	would	try	to,	but	I	mean	then	again,	I	was	
being	molested	at	school.	So	a	lot	of	things	that	I	should	have	been	doing	as	a	kid	I	
wasn't	able	to	do	because	there	an	adult	in	the	classroom	distracting	me…I	shouldn't	
have	to	go	to	school	and	be	touched	on	and	stuff	like	that.	How	can	a	kid	focus	on	

 
145	As	discussed	in	the	Introduction,	focusing	on	the	types	of	suffering	those	in	power	inflicted	or	attempted	to	
inflict	on	participants,	rather	than	on	participants	themselves,	can	give	the	illusion	that	participants	did	not	
have	agency.	This	paragraph	offers	an	example	of	agency	under	constraint,	which	still	centers	social	and	
psychological	death..		
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school	or	do	anything	right	if	she's	being	molested	by	people	that	are	supposed	to	help	
you?	You	can't	really.	
	
While	some	of	the	Camp	Green	Lake	and	the	retrospective	study	interviewees	

internalized	the	labels	of	criminal,	troublemaker,	academic	failure	and/or	mentally	ill,	not	
all	of	them	fully	internalized	the	labels	bestowed	on	the	them.	For	example,	when	Clint	was	
20	years	old,	he	went	in	front	of	a	judge	on	a	stolen	car	charge.	Before	sentencing	him,	the	
judge	spent	20	minutes	reading	aloud	every	charge	Clint	had	every	had	starting	with	his	
first	arrest	as	a	teen	for	giving	methamphetamine	to	two	girls	at	school	(see	Chapter	4).	
Right	before	sentencing	him	to	two	years	in	prison,	the	judge	told	him,	"Son,	you	were	a	true	
menace	to	society."	Rather	than	internalize	what	the	judge	said	about	him,	Clint	told	me	that	
he	thought	the	judge’s	performance	was	funny.	Shorty	rejected	the	labels	criminalizing	his	
mother.	Instead	of	blaming	his	mother	for	his	criminality,	Shorty	believed	the	police	
criminalized	her	and	the	judge	pathologized	her	(see	Chapter	3).	Refusing	to	internalize	
labels	did	not	exempt	these	participants	from	psychological	suffering.	As	the	next	section	
shows,146	the	criminalization	and	dehumanization	that	led	to	adolescent	incarceration	was	
correlated	with	psychological	suffering	for	many	retrospective	interview	participants.		
	
The	Psychological	Death	of	Incarceration	

Silkie	described	how	it	felt	when	the	she	first	arrived	at	a	California	Youth	Authority	
facility	at	17	years	old:		

When	I	first	got	there,	they	put	me	in	a	little	cage	like	an	animal	and	that's	when	
everything	hit	me.	Before	that	day,	there	was	nothing	that	got	to	me,	but	that	day,	that	
day	they	put	me	in	that	cage	and	put	my	hands	through	the	hole	and	took	off	them	
cuffs.	That's	when	everything	hit	me.	I	started	crying	and	bawling,	I	realize	that	it's	
over.	I	had	to	go	through	gates	to	get	in	here,	searches.	I	realize	I	was	really	locked	
up….	like	there's	no	way	out	of	here.		
	
The	initial	experience	of	being	locked	away	as	an	adolescent	caused	psychological	

distress	for	many	participants,	whether	it	was	their	first	time	in	a	higher	security	facility,	as	
in	Silkie’s	case,	or	it	was	their	first	time	ever	incarcerated.	The	police	first	arrested	Tio	in	
sixth	grade	when	another	student	stashed	a	stolen	laptop	and	a	gun	in	his	locker	(see	
Chapter	4).	Describing	his	11-year-old	self,	he	recalled,	“I'm	freaking	out….They	come	in	and	
they're	like,	‘Please	put	your	hands	behind	your	back,	please	be	silent’	and	stuff	like	that.	Then	
I	go	to	juvenile	hall,	like	I'm	a	convict,	I'm	crying	my	eyes	out.”		

In	addition	to	the	psychological	suffering	of	first	being	incarcerated,	the	day-in-and-
day-out	of	juvenile	incarceration	also	took	its	toll	on	participants.		Even	for	those	who	were	
not	in	solitary	confinement,	carceral	institutions	were	scary	and	isolating.	Christina,	who	
was	incarcerated	at	14	years	old,	described	juvenile	hall	as:	

very	sterile.	I	had	a	room	by	myself.	The	doors	would	lock	behind	you	and	there's	a	
little	open	thing	where	you	can	get	a	tray	of	food…So	then	I	ended	up	having	to	eat	
dinner	by	myself	in	my	room,	this	cold	metal	cell…You	had	to	spend	most	of	the	time	by	
yourself…	It's	kind	of	scary.	If	you	don't	really	know	what	you're	doing	and	you're	
young,	the	last	thing	you	want	to	be	is	all	alone	by	yourself	in	a	room.		

 
146	Also	see	CQ’s	experience	in	the	Biological	Death	section	
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Shorty	similarly	described	being	incarcerated	as	“sensory	deprivation.	You're	removing	
people	from	touch,	sight,	smell,	all	of	that.	At	the	same	time,	you're	dealing	with	this	dim	
lighting	and	this	grim	feeling….Everyone's	in	a	space	of	negativity	'cause	they	don't	know	
what's	going	to	happen.”			

The	guards	contributed	to	the	psychological	suffering	of	some	participants	during	
their	incarceration.	For	Vee,	witnessing	the	guards	leering	at	the	girls	while	they	showered	
(see	Chapter	4)	affected	her.	She	told	me	“just	seeing	how	they	would	treat	the	other	girls,	it	
just	like,	it	made	me	hate	the	system,	you	know,	hate	them	even	more.”	Sometimes	the	threat	
did	not	come	from	the	guards,	but	instead	the	guards	used	other	incarcerated	youth	as	
threats.	After	she	had	already	been	stabbed	in	the	eye	in	a	fight	at	the	California	Youth	
Authority,	the	guards	would	taunt	Silkie	by	threatening	to	leave	her	alone	with	other	youth	
who	wanted	to	harm	her.	Shorty	had	a	similar	experience.	By	2009,	the	prison	that	Shorty	
was	sent	to	for	six	years	for	a	crime	that	the	police	knew	he	did	not	commit	(see	Chapter	3)	
was	so	overcrowded	that	the	prison	started	cramming	bunk	beds	into	the	gym.	Soon	after	
the	gym	erupted	into	a	riot.	The	guards	punished	everyone	in	the	gym	whether	they	had	
participated	or	not.	For	his	punishment,	the	guards	purposely	put	Shorty	in	a	cell	“all	the	
way	in	the	corner	on	the	floor	right	where”	a	group	that	had	fought	against	him	in	the	riot	
were	housed.		

	
Lingering	Psychological	Suffering	
Psychological	suffering	did	not	only	occur	during	incarceration.	Just	as	Jasmine	

shared	how	the	lingering	psychological	suffering	of	being	molested	in	the	group	home	
school	continued	to	affect	her	years	later,	the	psychological	death	of	incarceration	
continued	to	affect	many	participants	after	their	release.	Some	participants	explicitly	felt	
their	carceral	experiences	connected	to	lingering	suffering	that	affected	them	well	into	
their	adulthood.147	For	example,	Larry,	Silkie,	and	CG	described	their	struggles	with	post-
incarceration	mental	health	challenges,	including	depression	and	anxiety148	and	Hightower	
shared	how	he	and	his	family	constantly	worried	he	might	be	wrongly	accused	of	a	crime	
again;	All	the	police	would	have	to	do	is	say	they	were	looking	for	a	suspect	that	was	“tall,	
thin,	and	Black.”		

 
147	Carceral	experiences	were	not	the	only	manifestation	of	social	death	participants	felt	affected	their	
psychological	health.	For	example,	Cici’s	experiences	with	social	control,	homelessness,	and	sex	work	left	her	
feeling	unsafe	around	men	she	did	not	know.	When	she	told	me	she	had	a	boyfriend,	I	asked	her	why	she	did	
not	move	in	with	him.	She	replied	that	he	lived	with	his	brother	and	she	wasn’t	“going	to	live	with	two	guys”.	
Silkie	shared	a	similar	concern	with	living	with	men	she	did	not	know.	As	Terrell	and	I	were	wrapping	up	our	
second	interview,	I	asked	him	how	it	felt	to	not	know	where	he	was	going	to	live.	He	said	it	was	hard	and	that	
he	wanted	a	day	when	he	“could	have	a	key	to	the	front	door,	because	that’s	when	you	know	you	have	a	home”.	I	
asked	him	if	he	had	ever	had	a	key	to	the	front	door	of	any	place	he	had	ever	lived,	to	which	he	quietly	
answered	“No”.		
148	In	his	second	interview,	Hightower	talked	about	an	acquaintance	of	ours,	Jerry	(a	pseudonym),	who	had	
recently	committed	suicide.	According	to	Hightower,	Jerry	was	one	of	the	first	people	to	be	sentenced	to	life	
in	California	under	the	three	strikes	law.	He	went	to	prison	for	life	for	stealing	two	bikes	and	a	car.		A	few	
years	after	getting	out	of	prison	he	was	arrested	again.	Hightower	and	others	believed	he	chose	to	kill	himself	
rather	than	go	back.		
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Like	Jasmine,	Russell	shared	how	the	sexual	abuse	while	incarcerated	affected	him	
for	a	long	time.	While	incarcerated	in	a	boys’	camp	for	shoplifting,	one	the	guards	molested	
him.149	He	told	me	that	the	molestation	was	“one	of	the	things,	sexual	trauma	and	stuff,	that	
I	struggled	with	for	a	long	time	was	that	because	I	didn't	fight	back,	I	didn't	think	of	it	as	
rape.”	He	also	shared	how	an	adolescence	filled	with	criminalization	and	dehumanization	
had	affected	him:	

I	think	that,	certainly	on	a	psychological,	emotional	development	level,	it	had	a	huge	
impact.	I	mean,	I	couldn't	focus	enough,	in	my	life,	to	concentrate	on	like	doing	
homework,	for	example.	I	was	in	my	late	30s,	almost	40	years	old	before,	just	mentally,	
I	could	focus	on	reading	an	assignment	and	writing	a	paper	about	it.	That	ability	was	
lost	on	me	previous	to	that.	
	
Other	participants	gave	more	subtle	indications	of	their	lingering	suffering.		For	

Benito,	this	indication	was	not	what	he	said,	but	what	he	did.	As	part	of	the	collaborative	
interview	method	(see		Chapter	2),	participants	of	the	retrospective	study	read	over	and	
revised	their	transcripts,	both	to	make	sure	the	story	they	want	to	tell	is	on	paper,	and	also	
so	we	could	move	to	the	next	step	of	collaborative	interviewing,	co-analyzing	their	story.	
Before	Benito	started	reading	over	his	transcript	in	my	office,	he	started	playing	music	on	
his	phone.	When	he	finished,	I	told	him	I	appreciated	the	music.	He	responded	by	saying,	
“Ever	since	I	was	incarcerated,	I	can’t	read	in	silence.”	Even	though	it	had	been	almost	ten	
years	since	the	26-year-old	had	been	incarcerated,	and	he	had	been	incarcerated	for	only	a	
short	time,	he	still	had	lingering	psychological	distress.	For	other	participants,	the	subtle	
clues	were	in	what	they	did	not	say.	Participants,	like	Bee,	who	was	incarcerated	from	age	
17	to	38,	and	Terrell,	who	had	spent	the	past	two	years	in	juvenile	facilities	and	adult	jail,	
were	adamant	about	not	discussing	the	details	of	their	incarceration.150	

	
Coping	with	Psychological	Suffering:	Substance	Use	

Participants	engaged	in	substance	use,	at	least	in	part,	to	deal	with	their	experiences	
with	criminalization	and	incarceration.	Almost	all	the	retrospective	interview	participants,	
as	well	as	many	of	the	boys	from	Camp	Green	Lake,	talked	about	regularly	using	substances	
before	and	after	incarceration.151	Rodney	explained	to	me	that	his	drug	use	“was	an	escape	
mechanism.”	He	told	me	about	one	experience	when	he	was	“high	on	PCP	and	sitting	out	
there	talking	to	a	bunch	of	kids	younger	than	me.	And	I'm	tirade	on	what	it	is	to	be	Black.	At	
14	or	15	years	old…I	would	tell	them	all,	‘you	guys	don't	yet	understand	how	it	is	when	you're	
Black’”	(see	Chapter	4	for	examples	of	substance	use	in	schools).	Similar	to	Rodney	stating	

 
149	Russell	also	said	that	other	boys	at	the	camp	sexually	and	physically	abused	him.	
150	I	asked	both	participants	why	they	did	not	want	to	talk	about	their	experiences	but	they	did	not	want	to	
talk	about	why	they	did	not	want	to	talk	about	it.	Other	participants	such	as	Clint,	Shorty,	Ronny	Reagan,	and	
CG,	shared	traumatic	details	of	incarceration	from	riots	to	isolation,	giving	some	context	as	to	why	some	
participants,	like	Bee	and	Terrell,	might	not	want	to	discuss	their	experiences.	
151	Some	participants	also	said	that	they	used	substances	while	incarcerated.	For	example,	Silkie	talked	about	
using	and	sharing	ecstasy	with	fellow	youth	in	juvenile	hall	when	she	was	15	years	old.	Substance	use	was	
also	common	at	Camp	Green	Lake.	Even	with	the	implementation	of	the	positive	youth	development	level	
program,	boys	at	the	Camp	were	both	using	substances,	such	as	Spice	(a	synthetic	form	of	marijuana),	while	
they	were	at	the	Camp	and	coming	back	from	weekend	passes	still	drunk	or	high.	
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that	he	used	drugs	to,	at	least	in	part,	cope	with	racism,	Tracey	shared	that	she	used	drugs	
to	deal	with	the	disregard	and	dehumanization	of	homelessness.	She	told	me	that:		

[Heroin]	works	as	an	antidepressant	for	a	long	time.	Like	I	mean	if	it	wasn't	for	heroin	
I	probably	would've	killed	myself.	I've	tried	to	kill	myself	before.	And	then,	and	then	it	
just	has	diminishing	returns.	Like	then	the	problem	is	larger	than	what	the	solution	
was	needed	for	because	you	have	this	whole	other	set	of	things.	
	
While	helping	adolescents	deal	with	the	feelings	and	situations	they	were	going	

through,152	substance	use	also	led	to	many	of	their	arrests	(see	Chapters	3),	prolonged	their	
stays	on	probation	or	parole	and	led	to	probation	or	parole	violations.		As	a	result	of	
stealing	a	bottle	of	alcohol,	the	judge	sent	CG	to	youth	court	to	curb	what	he	viewed	as	
budding	delinquency.	CG	continued	to	use	substances	while	on	probation	which	added	
more	time	and	terms	to	his	probation.	Within	a	year	the	carceral	system	placed	him	in	
solitary	confinement	every	weekend	for	over	a	year	as	a	way	to	teach	him	not	to	use	
substances.	Rather	than	help,	the	stress	of	solitary	confinement	seemed	to	exacerbate	his	
substance	use	(see	the	Biological	Death	section	below	for	more	detail).	

CG’s	experience	was	not	unique.	When	Larry	got	out	of	prison,	he	was	living	in	his	
van.	Determined	to	get	his	life	together,	he	soon	“got	a	job	and	got	my	own	place	and	was	
doing	that	for	about	two	and	a	half	years”	of	his	three-year	parole.	His	depression	
intensified	and	with	six	months	left	on	parole,	the	police	arrested	him	for	a	DUI	and	he	
ended	up	being	sentenced	to	an	additional	“two	years,	eight	months”	in	prison	for	violating	
his	parole.	Clint	spent	“13	to	15	months	total”	in	solitary	confinement	between	19	and	21	
years	old.153	When	he	was	released	from	prison	he	ended	up	on	the	streets,	“strung	out	on	
heroin	really	bad.”	He	violated	parole	by	using	drugs.	Since	he	had	been	in	solitary	
confinement	in	prison,	when	he	was	sent	to	jail,	the	facility	automatically	put	him	back	in	
solitary	confinement.	He	told	me	“I	was	solitary	confinement	kicking	heroin…	And	I	
remember	just	like	sitting	there	looking	up	my	door	like…I	just	want	to	get	out	of	the	cell.”	
Sometimes	the	guards	would	open	the	cell	door	and	“while	the	door	is	open,	I	started	feeling	
a	little	bit	better.	And	then	it	would	lock	again	[as	he	makes	a	'whooshing'	sound	of	the	door	
closing].”	

	
Evidence	suggests	that	social	death,	namely,	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	

disregard,	is	associated	with	detrimental	psychological	consequences,	which	I	call	
psychological	death.	Most	participants	seemed	to	experience	psychological	suffering	as	
they	internalized	their	labels	of	dangerous,	troublemaker,	failure,	et	cetera.	Some	
participants	seemed	to	have	lingering	psychological	effects	of	incarceration	(especially,	
but	not	only	those	who	experienced	solitary	confinement),	such	as	anxiety,	depression,	
and	substance	use.	Some	participants	explicitly	shared	their	experiences	with	

 
152	At	a	talk	with	Felitti	from	the	famous	ACEs	study	(Felitti	et	al,	1998)	discussed	in	Chapter	5,		he	stated	that	
“substance	use	is	a	coping	mechanism	that	almost	works”	(June	9,	2016).	
153	As	mentioned	earlier,	the	maximum	time	youth	are	now	allowed	in	solitary	confinement	is	four	hours	(see	
fn	97),	due	in	large	to	the	potential	for	psychological	harm.	There	is	also	extensive	research	on	how	solitary	
confinement	affects	those	over	age	18	(e.g.	Grassian	2006;	Smith,	2006).	As	Smith	notes	(2006),	“solitary	
confinement	produces	a	higher	rate	of	psychiatric	and	psychological	problems	compared	to	‘normal’	
imprisonment”	(p.476),	and	“negative	(sometimes	severe)	health	effects	can	occur	after	only	a	few	days	of	
solitary	confinement.	The	health	risk	rises	for	each	additional	day	in	solitary	confinement	“	(p.	495). 
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psychological	sufferings,	while	for	others,	the	signs	of	suffering	were	more	subtle.	These	
psychological	symptoms	were	not	the	only	detrimental	correlations	participants	
experienced;	in	at	least	one	case,	social	and	psychological	suffering	correlated	with	the	
deadliest	face	of	death,	biological	death.	
	

	
The	Biological	Death	of	CG	

As	mentioned,	the	research	design	did	not	include	procedures	to	test	for	the	ways	in	
which	participants’	experiences	might	have	affected	their	physical	health,	and	most	
participants	were	not	explicitly	asked	about	health	consequences,	which	is	why	there	is	
less	data	on	biological	death.	Russell	was	one	of	the	participants	who	was	explicitly	asked	
if	he	felt	he	had	any	physical	health	consequences	to	which	he	responded,	“I	have	HIV,	
that's	a	physical	thing	that	can	be	probably	directly	related	to	my	experiences.”	Of	the	
participants	who	were	not	asked,	a	few	organically	shared	what	they	saw	as	health	
consequences.	For	example,	Danielle	told	me	she	still	had	scars	on	her	wrists	almost	
fifteen	years	later	from	being	dragged	in	handcuffs	by	a	police	officer	as	a	teen	and	Rodney	
said	that	“I've	got	these	big	gigantic	bunions	on	my	feet	from	wearing	prison	boots	for	years,	
shoes	that	don't	fit	right,	are	not	right	for	you.	Yeah,	my	feet	are	pretty	beat	up.”			

CG	was	another	participant	who	was	not	explicitly	asked	about	health	
consequences,	though	there	were	numerous	times	when	he	made	his	own	connections	
between	his	criminalization	and	dehumanization	experiences	and	his	substance	use	and	
mental	health	issues.		Looking	back	at	what	he	shared	seems	in	some	way	to	foreshadow	
what	was	to	come.	Therefore,	unlike	the	rest	of	the	dissertation,	this	section	is	presented	
as	a	case	study	moving	chronologically	from	social	death,	to	psychological	death,	to	CG’s	
actual	death,	at	25	years	old,	which	was	a	mere	month-and-a-half	after	his	interview.		
	 I	met	CG’s	mother	when	we	were	teenagers,	as	we	were	both	in	a	similar	social	
circle	of	adolescents	trying	to	navigate	homeless/precarious	housing	and	extreme	poverty.	
CG	was	her	first-born	son.	He	was	a	tall,	pudgy	teddy	bear	and	an	incredible	artist	who	was	
always	helping	out	his	family.	I	interviewed	CG	on	September	28,	2018,	a	few	weeks	after	
he	turned	25	years	old.	He	passed	away	on	November	12,	2018.	While	I	cannot	definitively	
provide	the	mechanism	by	which	CG’s	death	was	a	result	of	his	criminalization	and	
incarceration,	his	own	words	seem	to	imply	at	least	a	rough	“pathway	to	embodiment”	
(Krieger,	2001)	from	oppression	to	biological	death.	
	 CG’s	first	involvement	with	the	police	occurred	similarly	to	other	participants.	In	
middle	school	he	started	getting	in	trouble	from	campus	police	for	fighting	and	“super	
juvenile	stuff,”	like	“throwing	stink	bombs	in	class.”	He	would	get	detentions	and	
suspensions	and	sometimes	the	school	would	call	the	police	who	would	threaten	to	arrest	
him.	Then	in	seventh	grade	he	and	a	few	friends	stole	alcohol	from	a	grocery	store.	As	he	
told	me:	

	I	wasn't	really	a	stealer.	I	didn't	really	steal	a	lot,	it's	like	I	had	to	be	talked	into	it….	
that	night	I	was	the	biggest	guy	and	I	had	the	biggest	shirt	on	so	I	could	hide	the	
bottle.		
	
A	security	guard	caught	them	as	they	left	the	store	and	called	the	police.	The	police	

cited	the	kids	and	released	them	to	their	parents.	A	judge	adjudicated	them	to	youth	court,	
which	is	a	county	incarceration	deterrent	program	for	minors.	Youth	court	worked	in	two	
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stages;	first	CG	stood	before	the	court	made	up	of	other	youths	in	the	program.	The	court	of	
his	peers	then	sentenced	him	to	community	service	as	a	youth	court	member.	Another	
component	of	the	program	was	drug	testing	(there	was	no	substance	use	treatment	
component).	CG	told	me	that	at	this	point	he	had	been	smoking	pot	and	drinking	for	almost	
two	years.	After	a	few	months	of	dirty	drug	tests,	CG	and	his	friends	found	themselves	at	
“actual	court.”		They	were	told	they	“had	one	month	to	come	up	clean	or	we	were	going	to	be	
put	on	official	probation.”		CG	speculated	that	the	fact	he	“weighed	about	220	pounds	at	the	
time,”	his	belief	that	“THC	is	stored	in	fat	cells,”154	and	that	he	“didn't	stop	smoking	
immediately,”	led	to	his	dirty	drug	tests	and	an	official	probation.		
	 As	part	of	his	probation	requirement	he	was	sentenced	to	a	weekend	training	
academy,	which	despite	the	name	was	not	a	training	program.	Instead,	those	in	the	
weekend	program	picked	up	trash	on	the	side	of	the	road	on	weekends	starting	at	8am.	The	
program	only	takes	a	certain	number	of	youth,	and	there	are	always	more	youth	than	slots.	
Those	who	showed	up	when	there	were	no	remaining	slots	were	counted	as	no-shows.	CG	
no-showed	once	and	then	two	other	times	showed	up	but	there	were	no	open	slots.	As	an	
assurance	against	future	no-shows,	CG	was	sent	to	juvenile	hall	on	weekends.	Every	Friday	
at	5pm	he	had	to	turn	himself	into	the	hall	and	was	let	out	every	Sunday	at	8pm.	The	
reasoning	was	that	he	would	be	able	to	pick	up	trash	if	he	was	already	on	site.	However,	as	
CG	notes,	there	already	were	not	enough	spots	for	the	youth	coming	from	home	so	there	
was	never	enough	space	for	him.	So	instead	of	ensuring	he	could	attend	the	Weekend	
Training	Academy,	CG	instead	spend	every	weekend	essentially	in	solitary	confinement.	He	
was	not	allowed	out	of	his	cell	not	even	to	shower	or	eat.	He	shared:	

I	was	alone	the	whole	time	and	it	was	affecting	me…,	I	could	look	through	the	door	and	
see	the	people	looking	through	their	doors,	like	24/7…	the	only	human	interaction	I	
would	have	would	be	with	the	guard	coming	by	[to	say]	‘hey!’		
	

	 CG	was	13	years	old	when	he	started	being	locked	up	in	a	cell	every	weekend.	He	
was	not	allowed	to	have	books	in	there	so	he	and	his	mom	would	have	to	photocopy	all	this	
homework	so	he	could	work	on	it	while	he	was	locked	up.	If	he	did	not	bring	enough	work,	
he	would	have	nothing	to	do.	He	told	me	to	deal	with	the	boredom	sometimes	he’d	sketch	
the	“cells	like	to	the	inch,	like	I'd	measure	the	cell.	I'd	have	a	little	paper	ruler	with	me	and	
then	I'd	do	it.	I'd	draw	it	exactly,	to	the	exact	measurements	and	stuff.”	

The	stress	of	being	in	solitary	confinement	every	weekend	for	the	remainder	of	
seventh	grade	and	all	of	eighth	grade	led	to	two	interconnected	consequences.	One	was	
that	he	started	to	drink	more	during	the	week,	both	because	he	knew	he	could	not	drink	on	
weekends	and	to	deal	with	the	emotional	effects	of	being	locked	up	every	weekend.	By	this	
point	CG	has	started	manifesting	symptoms	of	bipolar	disorder,	and	he	said	the	drinking	
made	his	symptoms	worse.	He	was	having	problems	in	school	from	the	stress,	the	drinking,	
and	from	not	always	remembering	to	bring	his	homework	to	jail	with	him	on	weekends.	As	
part	of	his	probation	he	had	to	go	to	12-step	meetings	and	take	drug	tests	during	the	week,	
but	he	felt	that	was	not	helping	to	counter	the	effects	of	the	stress.	In	addition	to	the	
increased	drinking,	CG	started	thinking	of	a	way	to	escape	his	weekend	lock	ups.	He	taught	

 
154	There	is	also	some	evidence	that	stress	can	lead	to	THC	being	released	by	fat	cells,	for	example,	see	
Gunasekaran	et	al.	(2009).	
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himself	lock	picking	so	that	he	could	try	to	escape	from	his	cell.	He	also	started	weighing	
his	options,	thinking,	“I	can	do	this	for	another	two	years	until	I	turn	18,	or	I	can	just	commit	
[a	crime]	and	go	to	juvenile	hall	and	then	I	won't	have	to	come	on	the	weekends	because	I'll	
have	just	served	time.”	It	was	the	combination	of	drinking	and	wanting	to	escape	weekend	
lock	ups	that	led	to	his	next	arrest.	
	 At	the	end	of	eighth	grade	CG	got	“blackout	drunk”	and	ended	up	stealing	a	go-cart	
from	the	high	school	baseball	team.	He	used	the	lock	picking	skills	he	had	taught	himself	in	
hopes	of	escaping	from	his	cell	to	commit	a	crime	that	he	hoped	would	help	him	escape	
going	to	a	cell	every	weekend.		He	drove	the	cart	three	miles,	and,	in	the	end,	he	parked	it	in	
front	of	his	house	and	went	to	bed.	In	the	morning	he:	

	woke	up	with	the	go	cart	outside	of	my	house.	It	was	just	like	parked	right	outside.	
And	that	was	the	breaking	point.	I	walked	outside	and	I	saw	it	and	then	I	just	walked	
back	into	my	house.	I	was	like,	‘so	there's	going	to	be	police	here	any	minute	now’.	And	
sure	enough	about	15	minutes	later,	I	was	being	arrested	and	that	was	my,	I	dunno,	it	
was	kind	of	like	the	saving	grace	because	I	didn't	have	to	do	much	time	in	juvenile	hall.	
I	don't	think	I	spent	but	a	month	up	there.	

	Not	only	was	he	only	in	juvenile	hall	for	only	a	month,	he	was	no	longer	in	solitary	
confinement.	He	was	able	to	go	to	school	there	and	eat	meals	outside	his	cell.	However,	it	
was	not	easy	to	shake	the	routine	of	isolation.	As	he	told	me,	“at	that	point	I	already	had	
gotten	used	to	my	schedule	so	I	would	come	out	and	get	my	food	and	eat	and	just	go	back	in	
[to	his	cell].”	
	 Once	he	was	released,	as	he	had	hoped,	he	no	longer	had	to	be	locked	up	in	solitary	
confinement	on	weekends.	Instead	he	was	sent	to	a	program	which	consisted	of	“an	hour	of	
group	therapy	session	and	then	you	would	have	a	20-minute	one-on-one,	and	then	you	would	
have	to	do	a	pee	test.”	Just	like	his	initial	tests	in	youth	court	he	never	passed	a	urine	drug	
test.	He	never	was	reprimanded	however,	which	he	was	pretty	sure	was	because	his	
counselor	did	not	forward	any	of	the	results	of	his	tests	until	he	turned	18.	Even	when	they	
finally	got	the	test	results,	since	he	was	18,	they	terminated	his	probation,	not	because	he	
successfully	completed,	but	because	“now	you're	old	enough	to	be	off	so	we're	gonna	get	rid	
of	you.”		
	 He	had	been	on	probation	for	five	years	at	that	point,	from	age	13	to	18	years	old.	
Just	because	he	was	off	juvenile	probation	did	not	mean	that	he	did	not	have	to	deal	with	
police	contact.	As	he	told	me,	the	“cops	in	[the	town],	I	feel	like	they	really	target	people.	Like	
once	they	get	an	eye	out	for	you,	they're	searching	for	you….At	some	point	when	do	you	stop	
being	a	petty	criminal	[to	them]?”	He	told	me	they	started	stopping	him	on	the	street	in	
seventh	grade	before	he	shoplifted	and	were	still	stopping	him.	He	felt	he	had	enough	
evidence	to	prove	he	was	being	targeted,	for	example,	he	had	a	friend	who	looks	similar	to	
him	and	a	few	days	before	our	interview	the	police	stopped	his	friend	thinking	he	was	
CG.155	
	 Rather	than	help	him	with	the	substance	use	that	started	in	fifth	grade,	his	
probation	experience	and	the	constant	harassment	from	the	police	led	him	to	drinking	

 
155	CG	did	not	only	experience	verbal	harassment.	At	his	funeral,	CG’s	grandmother	gave	a	eulogy	that	in	part	
talked	about	how	he	had	been	recently	beaten	up	by	the	police.	She	blamed	the	constant	harassment	by	the	
police	as	contributing	to	his	death.	
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more	and	more	as	a	coping	mechanism.	He	summed	his	experience	as	“a	whole	Jenga156	set	
of	issues	that	kind	of	piled	up.	It	kept	me	weary	for	quite	a	while.	I'm	still	dealing	with	alcohol	
problems.”	

Even	with	all	the	police	contact,	CG	managed	to	stay	out	of	jail	until	he	turned	23,	
when,	in	another	blackout,	he	got	into	a	fight	outside	a	liquor	store.	Initially	charged	with	
assault	and	theft	(the	other	person	claimed	CG	took	his	phone),	the	charge	was	reduced	to	
assault.	He	only	spent	15	days	in	jail,	but	even	in	that	short	time	his	experience	was	
impactful.	He	talked	about	how	“shocked”	he	was:	

	that	they	expected	you	to	be	in	[jail].	They	didn't	treat	me	as	though	I	was	just	getting	
there.	They	expected	me	to	know	the	whole	rigmarole	already,	and	they	were	kind	of	
super	gnarly	about	it.	They're	like,	oh,	you	don't	know	your	PFN?	I'm	like	I	just	got	
arrested	10	minutes	ago.157		

The	way	he	was	treated	as	a	criminal	who	should	be	familiar	with	jail	procedures	
compounded	the	feeling	he	had	that	once	he	had	been	labeled	a	criminal	as	a	13-year-old,	
he	would	never	be	able	to	shake	it	off.		
	 CG	also	talked	about	the	stress	of	uncertainty,	of	not	knowing	when	he	was	going	to	
court,	when	he	might	be	getting	out.	He	explained,	“It’s	just	always	something	new	that	
they're	throwing	at	you	where	you're	like,	‘Wait,	what?	What	am	I	supposed	to	be	doing	now?	
Am	I	doing	the	right	thing?	What's	happening	here?’”	This	confusion	continued	even	after	he	
got	out.	He	was	put	on	a	five-year	probation	in	which	he	was	not	always	sure	of	the	terms.	
The	week	before	our	interview,	he	received	a	letter	telling	him	to	show	up	for	court	on	a	
Sunday,	though	the	courts	are	not	open	on	weekends.	He	was	not	sure	if	he	should	assume	
it	was	a	mistake	or	just	go	on	a	Sunday.	He	was	not	able	to	reach	anyone	to	clarify.		

In	addition	to	not	knowing	if	the	court	date	was	correct,	he	was	not	sure	what	the	
court	date	was	about	or	if	he	was	going	to	be	arrested	for	not	paying	restitution	fast	
enough.	He	owed	$1,300	for	the	fight	and	approximately	$7,000	to	the	bail	bondsman.	He	
told	me	he	had	been	slow	to	pay	for	a	few	reasons,	one	of	which	was	he	believed	he	would	
not	make	any	actual	money	from	working.	His	mother	has	Section	8,	a	government-
sponsored	housing	program	in	which	each	working	adult	in	the	family	pays	30%	of	their	
income	to	rent	and	the	federal	government	pays	the	rest.	He	knew	if	he	worked,	30%	of	his	
paycheck	would	go	to	rent	and	likely	the	rest	would	be	garnished	to	pay	the	money	he	
owed	and	to	pay	taxes.	He	was	constantly	worried	that	he	would	be	violated	for	not	making	
payments	but	equally	worried	about	what	would	happen	if	he	had	a	job.	As	he	explained:	

It's	a	whole	lotta	shit	to	be	dealing	with	concurrently.	Like	I	could	handle	any	one	of	
these	things,	one	at	a	time	popping	up…	But	with	all	of	them	…I	got	overwhelmed	and	
it	happens,	I'll	be	like,	‘Oh	my	god,	I	can't	do	this….	and	I	start	drinking	again.’	So	it's	
all	really	like	a	cycle	that	I	have	kind	of	gotten	locked	into	and	it	kind	of	started	all	
with	that	original	[weekday]	drinking…	that	happened	right	alongside	me	going	to	
juvenile	hall.	
	

 
156	Jenga	is	a	reverse	stacking	game	in	which	players	must	remove	wooden	pieces	without	the	entire	stack	
crashing	down	(https://jenga.com/)	
157	PFN	is	short	for	Personal	File	Number,	which	the	carceral	system	uses	to	keep	track	of	incarcerated	
people.			
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	 During	the	interview	he	discussed	how	there	is	often	a	misconception	that	jail	is	the	
only	consequence	for	youth	in	the	juvenile	justice	system,	not	realizing	the	issues	that	can	
stem	from	probation.	He	told	me:	

Jail	is	the	very,	it's	the	very	tip	of	the	needle.	It's	the	one	that	hurts	the	most	right	in	the	
beginning,	but	the	further	you	get	into	it,	the	more	damage	it	does.	It's	really	gnarly	to	
be	financially	unstable	and	there's	all	these	things	that	I'm	like,	‘Oh	my	gosh,	if	I	hadn't	
spent	the	edge	of	my	teenage	years	into	my	adult	years,	literally	just	dealing	with	
probation	and	stuff,	then	maybe	I'd	have	figured	some	other	stuff	out.’	
		
The	iterative	and	recursive	relationship	between	social,	psychological,	and	

biological	death	left	CG	feeling	anxiety-ridden,	trapped,	and	hopeless.	Not	knowing	how	he	
would	ever	overcome	his	circumstances,	CG	relied	more	and	more	heavily	on	the	substance	
he	was	first	arrested	for,	alcohol.	In	another	iteration	of	disregard,	over	a	year	after	his	
death	the	coroner	has	yet	to	release	a	cause	of	death,	other	than	the	initial	report	that	it	
was	not	a	physical	illness.	As	of	now	his	mother	speculates	that	he	died	from	complications	
of	drinking	until	he	was	blacked	out	drunk	and	possibly	overdosing	on	pills.		

The	cycle	of	deaths	did	not	automatically	end	with	CG’s	biological	death.	Besides	the	
rest	of	the	family’s	psychological	and	biological	consequences	of	losing	CG	so	suddenly	and	
so	young	(his	mother	found	his	body),	there	were	lingering	effects	of	social	death.	For	
example,	CG	did	at	times	try	to	get	clarity	on	his	probation	including	trying	to	find	out	how	
he	could	get	off	probation.	The	person	at	the	probation	office	told	him	that	even	when	his	
probation	is	over,	he	would	not	be	off	probation	until	he	goes	into	the	office	and	asks	them	
to	take	him	off	probation.	They	would	then	give	him	a	form,	which	he	has	to	take	to	court	
“because	apparently	until	the	judge	signs	off,		you're	not	off	probation.”	Because	of	this,	his	
family	does	not	know	if	he	remains	on	probation	even	after	his	death.	

	
	
This	chapter	began	with	participant	examples	of	psychological	death,	that	is,	forms	

psychological	suffering	that	participants	explicitly	believed	or	implicitly	signaled	
corresponded	to	social	death	of	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard.	Grounded	
theory,	portraiture,	and	sociogeny	all	seek	to	make	sense	of	the	contexts	in	which	
participants	reside.	Sociogeny	(Fanon	1994;	2008)	specifically	seeks	to	understand	the	
relationship	between	structural	and	sociocultural	factors	of	oppression	that	lead	to	internal	
suffering.		With	a	small	sample	size	and	no	triangulation	of	data,	this	chapter	is	not	arguing	
that	participants’	psychological	suffering	is	a	definitive	product	of	social	death.	It	is	
presenting	the	possibility	that	there	is	a	connection,	which	can	add	to	a	scholarly	
understanding	of	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	incarceration.	This	chapter	ended	with	a	case	
study	of	CG’s	that	began	with	his	first	interaction	with	the	carceral	system	and	ended	with	
his	literal	death.	While	the	research	project	was	not	designed	to	trace	a	pathway	of	
embodiment	(Krieger,	2001),	CG’s	experience	indicates	a	potential	positive	feedback	loop	
between	social	and	psychological	death	and	how	the	interaction	between	the	two	related	to	
his	biological	death.	The	next	chapter	begins	with	a	more	in-depth	analysis	of	CG’s	
experience.		
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Chapter	6:	Discussion	
	

The	three	preceding	findings	chapters	present	participants’	experiences	and	their	
analysis	of	their	experiences	in	both	carceral	systems	and	school.	This	chapter	will	discuss	
some	of	the	implications	of	their	perceptions.	It	first	revisits	the	Faces	of	Death	framework	
before	transitioning	to	discussing	why	the	Faces	of	Death	are	a	more	effective	way	of	
understanding	the	relationship	between	education	and	incarceration	as	compared	to	other	
predominate	framings	as	well	as	the	limitations	of	the	project.	The	chapter	ends	by	
imagining	ways	critical	youth	studies	can	address	the	wicked	and	adaptive	problem	of	
adolescent	incarceration	by	addressing	the	Faces	of	Death.158	
	

	
Revisiting	the	Three	Faces	of	Death	

This	dissertation	opened	by	framing	juvenile	incarceration	as	a	wicked	and	adaptive	
problem.	Wicked	in	that	juvenile	incarceration	is	a	complex,	longstanding	issue	that	
requires	complex	answers,	and	adaptive	in	that	the	wrong	questions	are	being	asked	
leading	to	solutions	that	are	at	best	ineffective	and	at	worst	exacerbate	the	problem.	CGs	
experience,	and	the	findings	chapters	as	a	whole,	illustrate	a	few	adaptative	issues.	First	the	
conflation	of	criminality	and	how	criminalization	places	blame	on	youth,	their	families,	and	
their	neighborhoods,	ignoring	or	underestimating	how	criminalization	of	youth	influenced	
their	incarceration.	Moreover,	the	focus	on	criminality	ignores	or	underestimates	the	ways	
youth	are	dehumanized	and	disregarded	as	they	are	criminalized	and	how	this	
combination	of	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard	affects	youth	socially	and	
intrapersonally.		

Grounded	theory	as	an	approach	does	not	focus	on	“the	actual	data	per	se,”	but	
rather	takes	data	as	indicators	of	phenomena	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990,	p.	7).	To	get	from	
data	to	phenomena,	I	adapted	Fanon’s	(1994;	2008)	concept	of	sociogeny,	which	argues	
that	making	sense	of	individual	symptomology	requires	studying	up	to	understand	the	
particular	ways	oppression	affects	the	individual.	Using	sociogeny,	I	created	a	framework	
based	on	the	findings	that	shifts	how	to	conceptualize	adolescent	incarceration,	from	a	
product	of	individual	defect,	to	the	phenomenon	of	the	Faces	of	Death	(see	Figure	1.1).		

The	Faces	of	Death	framework	centers	on	the	suffering	inflicted	on	youth	as	they	are	
criminalized	and	dehumanized	in	and	out	of	schools	(see	Figure	1.3	in	Chapter	1).	Social	
death	refers	to	the	interpersonal	suffering	that,	according	to	participants’	observations	and	
my	own	observations,	school	officials,	police,	and	carceral	staff	inflicted	or	attempted	to	
inflict	on	participants	through	criminalizing,	dehumanizing,	or	disregarding	them,	for	
example	through	labeling	and	treating	them	as	dangerous	superpredators	or	gang	
members,	or	troublesome,	incorrigible	delinquents.	Both	psychological	and	biological	
death	refer	to	intrapersonal	suffering	associated	with	social	death.	Psychological	suffering	
manifested	in	three	ways:	as	an	internalization	of	the	criminal,	dehumanizing,	and	
disregardful	labels	bestowed	on	participants;	as	acute	psychological	distress	from	being	
incarcerated,	ignored,	or	sexually	molested;	and	as	lingering	psychological	distress	
symptoms	and	behaviors	such	as	anxiety	and	substance	use.	Biological	death	refers	to	the	
physical	suffering	related	to	both	social	and	psychological	death.	While	a	few	participants,	

 
158	Ginwright	(2010)	argues	for	the	importance	of	radical	imaginings	of	change	
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like	Danielle	and	Rodney,	shared	physical	scars	from	their	carceral	treatment,	CG	
experienced	the	ultimate	form	of	biological	suffering	in	his	actual	death	(Chapter	5).		
	
Figure	1.1:	The	Shift	in	Focus:	From	Pathology	to	Sociogeny	(from	Chapter	1)	
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In	this	ecological	modeling,	the	Faces	of	Death	are	not	discrete	domains.	They	each	

influence	each	other.	While	the	study	design	did	not	include	ways	to	test	causality,	the	
findings	indicate	that	there	is	an	interaction	between	social	and	intrapersonal	suffering.	
CG’s	case	study	is	a	good	example	of	the	interplay	of	the	Faces	of	Death.	CG	traced	how	that	
initial	arrest	for	stealing	a	bottle	of	alcohol	had	spiraled	into	various	levels	of	suffering.	The	
spiral	metaphor	is	perhaps	not	as	accurate	as	CG’s	own	Jenga	metaphor,	Krieger’s	(2001)	
“fractal	metaphor	of	an	evolving	bush	of	life	intertwined	at	every	scale,	micro	to	macro”	(p.	
671),	or	Hertzman	&	Boyce	(2010)	non-linear	nesting	imagery,	in	which:		

social	causation	is	iterative	and	recursive,	in	the	sense	of	involving	
repeated,	self-amplifying	exposures	over	time.	Social	adversities	often	
involve,	for	example,	autocatalytic,	self-organizing	feedback	loops	in	which	
one	traumatic	event	follows	from	others,	giving	rise	over	time	to	intensely	
negative	and	stressful	social	contexts	(p.	331).	

	
CG’s	“pathway	to	embodiment”	(Krieger,	2012)	of	suffering	from	criminalization	to	

incarceration	to	death	encompasses	all	three	Faces	of	Death:	social,	psychological,	and	
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biological.	Social	death	manifested	in	the	ways	CG	was	criminalized	whether	or	not	he	
offended,	both	in	his	solitary	confinement,	and	in	his	post-incarceration	financial	
difficulties.	Cacho	(2012)	argues	that	“the	space	of	social	death	is	a	desperate	space,	
overwrought	with	and	overdetermined	by	the	ideological	contradictions	of	ineligible	
personhood”	(p.	145).	CG’s	criminalization	was	intertwined	with	dehumanization	and	
disregard	that	justified	locking	him	into	solitary	confinement	every	weekend.	CG	described	
various	forms	of	psychological	suffering	that	he	felt	stemmed	from	his	social	death:	anxiety,	
hopelessness,	frustration,	and	an	overall	sense	of	dread.			

One	manifestation	of	CG’s	psychological	and	biological	death,	which	was	similar	to	
other	participants,	was	the	on-going	autocatalysis	between	substance	use,	chronic	stress,	
and	mental	health	symptoms	(Jackson,	Knight,	&	Rafferty,	2010).	Research	shows	that	each	
of	the	three	components,	substance	use	(Rehm,	et	al.,	2017),	chronic	stress	(Juster,	
McEwen,	&	Lupien,	2010),	and	mental	health	symptoms	(Elvsåshagen	et	al.	2011),	are	
individually	corelated	with	detrimental	health	consequences.	CG	experienced	all	of	these	
components;	his	original	arrest	was	related	teenage	substance	use,	and	the	cycle	of	
criminalization	and	dehumanization,	substance	use,	stress-related	anxiety,	and	other	
psychological	distress	continued	for	the	next	13	years.	He	was	stuck	in	a	death	loop	that	
may	have	led	to	his	literal	death.	

Since	I	did	not	specifically	ask	about	health	issues	nor	test	for	them,	nor	am	I	still	in	
contact	with	all	the	study	participants,	CG	is	the	only	confirmed	causality	of	biological	
death	as	far	as	I	know.	Most	other	participants	felt	they	experienced	a	cycle	of	social	and	
psychological	death.	For	example,	there	was	a	positive	feedback	loop	both	between	social	
death	in	their	neighborhood	and	in	their	school.	Michael	and	Shorty’s	experiences	in	
Chapters	3	and	4	exemplify	the	porous	nature	between	criminalization	and	
dehumanization	in	and	out	of	school.	Michael	was	accused	of	being	in	a	gang	in	school	
starting	at	the	time	he	was	in	seventh	grade.	This	labeling	was	both	reflected	and	
perpetuated	in	the	neighborhood,	culminating	in	the	gang	task	force,	clad	in	riot	gear,	
carrying	assault	rifles,	and	arresting	him	at	his	house	in	eleventh	grade	for	truancy.	
Shorty’s	experience	in	seventh	grade	when	the	police	lined	him	and	all	the	kids	from	his	
neighborhood	against	the	wall	to	take	their	picture	for	a	preemptive	gang	database,	
reflected	and	perpetuated	the	ways	teachers	treated	him	in	the	classroom,	as	a	criminal	
and	academic	failure.		

Historically	schools	and	juvenile	justice	systems	do	not	often	consider	their	role	in	
contributing	to	the	suffering	of	adolescents.	Instead	they	“participate	in	the	production	of	
public	enemies”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	184)	by	blaming	youth	and	their	environment	for	
necessitating	social	control	and	punishment.	As	Meiners	argues	(2007),	“Scapegoating	is	
the	simplistic	but	highly	effective	move	to	identify	the	wrong	perpetrator	or	enemy”	(p.	
66).	By	only	focusing	perceived	criminality	and	not	criminalization	“A	whole	lot	gets	
written	out	of	this	picture,	including,	most	glaringly,	the	state”	(Story,	2016,	p.	268).	More	
recently,	however,	schools	and	education	scholars	are	considering	how	criminalization	
plays	a	role	in	pushing	students	out	of	school	and	into	carceral	institutions.	The	following	
section	challenges	two	of	the	ways	criminalization	in	schools	are	conceptualized	and	
argues	that	the	Faces	of	Death	better	explain	this	phenomenon.	
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The	Faces	of	Death	Versus	the	Pipeline	Narratives	
Critical	scholars	who	focus	on	the	criminalization	of	adolescents	often	argue	that	

rather	than	two	separate	systems,	schools	and	the	juvenile	justice	system	reflect	and	
perpetuate	an	overarching	system	of	criminalization	and	punishment	(Rios,	2011;	Shedd,	
2015;	Sojoyner,	2016).	For	example,	critical	education	focuses	on	how	schools	are	not	and	
have	never	been	supportive	spaces	for	marginalized	students	(Fasching-Varner	et	al.,	2014;	
Meiners,	2007;	Tuck,	2012).	Rather	than	being	the	great	equalizer	(Mann,	1848)	where	all	
can	learn	to	be	productive	citizens	and	the	vehicle	through	which	to	obtain	social	mobility	
(Labaree,	1997),	school	is	and	always	has	been	a	reflection	and	extension	of	the	state	that	
wishes	to	exclude,	destroy,	and	stifle	Black	youth	(Dumas,	2014;	Morris,	2017;	Sojoyner,	
2013;	2017)	and	other	youth	deemed	inferior	in	the	eyes	of	Whiteness	(Vaught,	2017).		

The	following	sections	discuss	how	the	portrait	painted	by	participant	experiences	
challenges	two	ways	education	proposes	to	resolve	the	criminalization,	dehumanization,	
and	disregard	of	youth	and	correlated	mental	and	physical	health	symptoms.	An	analysis	of	
the	data	points	to	two	related	educational	solutions	to	criminalization	that	need	to	be	
challenged.	The	first	is	the	idea	that	criminalization	in	schools	can	be	resolved	by	repealing	
punitive	school	discipline	polices	enacted	during	the	moral	panic	that	started	in	the	1980s.	
The	second	solution	stems	from	the	first;	this	is	the	flawed	belief	that	punitive	approaches	
must	be	replaced	by	trauma-informed	approaches.	
	
Social	Death	Versus	the	School-to-Prison	Pipeline	

Over	the	past	few	decades,	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	metaphor	has	become	a	
catchall	for	describing	how	marginalized	youth	end	up	incarcerated	(McGrew,	2016).		The	
school-to-prison	pipeline	refers	to	a	unidirectional	trajectory	from	schools	to	
incarceration,159	in	which	racially	disproportionate	and	harsh	school	discipline	pushes	
marginalized	youth,	especially	Black	and	Latino	boys,	out	of	school	and	into	the	juvenile	
justice	and	criminal	justice	systems	(King,	Rusoja,	&	Peguero,	2018).		While	there	is	a	
benefit	to	the	pipeline	narrative,	since	it	centers	criminalization	rather	than	how	schools	
traditionally	tend	to	focus	on	student	behaviors	(Sojoyner,	2013,	p.	244),	“the	student’s	
family	or	home	life”	(Meiners,	2007,	p.	149),	or	the	student’s	neighborhood	(Gottfredson,	
2001,	p.	67)	as	sources	of	criminality,	this	benefit	is	outweighed	by	the	pipeline’s	
shortcomings.		One	key	shortcoming	is	how	the	pipeline	narrative	does	not	adequately	
contextualize	the	relationship	between	schools	and	incarceration.160		

 
159	While	the	actual	definition	of	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	is	nebulous	(McGrew,	2016;	Skiba,	Arredondo,	
&	Williams,	2014),	the	pipeline	can	generally	be	summed	up	this	way:	the	post-1980s	moral	panic	based	in	
the	fear	of	dangerous	youth	criminals	was	soon	followed	by	tough-on-crime	laws	and	zero	tolerance	policies	
in	schools	leading	to	high	rates	of	suspensions	and	expulsions,	especially	for	Black	and	Latino	youth	(Archer,	
2009;	Mallet,	2016,	Noguera,	2003;	Wun,	2016).	Since	there	is	high	correlation	between	suspensions	and	
expulsions,	the	non-completion	of	high	school,	and	incarceration	(Wald	&	Losen,	2003,	p.	11),	the	pipeline	
argument	concludes	that	school	suspensions	and	expulsion	are	a	key	causal	impetus	for	youth	incarceration	
(Heitzeg,	2009;	Mallett,	2016).	

160	Other	research	threads	theorize	more	broadly	about	the	relationship	between	structural	influences	outside	
of	school	and	what	happens	in	school.	For	example,	Marxian-influenced	reproduction	theorists	(Bourdieu,	
1984;	Bowles	&	Gintis,	1975;	Giroux,	1983)	discuss	the	ways	in	which	school	is	both	indicative	of	larger	
structural	inequities	as	well	as	a	tool	to	perpetuate,	that	is,	reproduce,	those	inequities.	In	this	model,	
solutions	are	focused	on	changing	prevailing	dominant	ideology	throughout	society,	including,	but	not	limited	
to	schools.	Reproduction	theories	have	their	shortcomings	too.	They	traditionally	position	youth	either	as	
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Rather	than	two	separate	systems	connected	by	a	pipeline,	participant	experiences	
illustrate	that	school	and	juvenile	justice	systems	both	reflect	and	perpetuate	larger	forces	
of	oppression	that	criminalize,	dehumanize,	and	disregard	youth.161	For	participants,	
criminalization	in	and	out	of	the	classroom	was	not	dependent	on	whether	or	not	
participants	committed	an	offense,	but	instead	on	the	belief	in	their	a	priori	criminality,	
caused	and/or	exacerbated	by	their	criminal	families	and	their	criminal	neighborhoods.	
For	those	youth	who	did	commit	offenses,	social	death	“defines	who	does	not	matter”	
(Cacho,	2012,	p.	6)	in	part	by	treating	marginalized	people’s	experiences	“as	if	they	were	
real	examples	of	[their]	(ir)rational	choices	on	how	to	make	a	living”	(ibid,	p.	19)	ignoring	
the	“various	ideological	and	material	processes	that	turn	some	people	into	criminals	by	
making	it	all	but	impossible	for	them	to	be	law	abiding”	(ibid.	p.	29).			

Social	death	is	a	more	holistic	conceptualization	of	participant	experiences	
compared	to	the	school-to-prison	pipeline.	Participants	who	lived	in	criminalized	
neighborhoods	often	attended	schools	that	adopted	many	of	punitive	policies	and	practices	
used	in	those	neighborhoods,	to	the	point	that	that	school	begin	to	reflect	“institutions	of	
confinement”	in	themselves	–with	a	“primary	mission...not	to	educate	but	to	ensure	
‘custody	and	control’”	(Wacquant,	2001,	p.108	italics	in	original).		These	similarities	
between	social	control	of	criminalized	neighborhoods	and	social	control	of	schools	in	those	
neighborhoods	are	not	coincidental,	but	rather	evidence	of	the	“school	disciplinary	
superstructure”	(Shedd,	2015)	or	“youth	control	complex”	(Rios,	2011)	that	surveil	and	
discipline	youth	in	schools,	which	is	reflected	in	the	surveillance	and	discipline	in	the	
surrounding	neighborhoods.		

Participants	navigated	their	neighborhoods	and	schools	branded	as	a	threat	or	
potential	threat	in	need	of	social	control,	since	they,	their	families,	and	their	neighborhoods	
could	not	control	them.	However,	criminalization	and	control	only	partially	captured	the	
social	suffering	participants	went	through.	Through	their	perceived	inherent	criminality,	in	
the	logic	of	social	death,	participants	forfeited	their	right	to	be	treated	as	minors	and,	in	
many	cases,	as	human.	Categorized	as	“illegible	for	personhood”	and	thus	“ineligible	for	
sympathy	and	compassion”	(Cacho,	2012,	p.	37),	participants	were	ostracized	or	expelled	
from	school,	torn	from	their	families,	incarcerated,	sexually	abused,	and	dehumanized	and	
disregarded	in	other	ways.	

Undergirding	the	school-to-prison	pipeline	narrative	is	the	belief	that	if	schools	
could	just	alter	“certain	policies,	students	will	no	longer	be	pushed	out	or	arrested”	
(Sojoyner,	2013,	p.	244).	The	narrow	scope	of	this	mindset	can	lead	to	superficial	solutions	
that	fail	to	address	systemic	problems	(McGrew,	2016).	Participants	experienced	social	
suffering	that	extended	beyond	school	discipline	policies,	both	spatially	and	structurally	
(Chapters	3	and	4).	Spatially,	school	discipline	policies	reflected	and	perpetuated	
surveillance	and	control	polices	enacted	in	neighborhoods;		and	structurally,	criminalized	
participants	often	also	experienced	an	unwelcoming	academic	climate	that	disregarded	and	
pushed	students	out.	Solutions	that	do	not	consider	all	the	ways	schools	cause	suffering	for	
youth	run	the	risk	of	perpetuating	the	underling	structures	that	create	suffering.	The	move	

 
passive	participants	in	their	reproduction	(Tuck	&	Yang,	2014b)	or	as	actors	who,	pitted	against	impossible	
odds,	fail	to	change	their	circumstances	(Willis,	1977;	Fine,	1991),	both	discounting	marginalized	young	
people’s	potential	to	create	change	and	relegating	agency	to	adults	(Tuck	&	Yang,	2014b).		
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to	trauma-informed	solutions	is	one	example	of	how	believing	punitive	school	policies	are	
the	only	problem	can	perpetuate	suffering	by	failing	to	address	other	components	of	
suffering	experienced	by	participants.	
	
Psychological	and	Biological	Death	Versus	the	Trauma-to-Prison	Pipeline	

As	a	way	to	address	decades	of	ineffective	punitive	policies	and	practices	that	
criminalize	and	push	out	youth,	more	and	more	schools	and	education	scholars	are	
adopting	trauma-informed	frameworks,162	based	on	what	I	call	the	trauma-to-prison	
pipeline	narrative.	I	use	the	term	trauma-to-prison	pipeline	to	refer	to	the	frameworks	in	
criminology,	education,	and	other	fields	that	claim	a	causal	trajectory	between	trauma	and	
youth	criminality.	Proponents	of	the	trauma-to-prison	pipeline	argue	that	young	people	are	
still	developing	physically	and	cognitively,	and	thus	are	particularly	vulnerable	to	negative	
psychosocial	and	physical	health	outcomes	from	exposure	to	traumatic	events	(Cook	et	al.,	
2005;	Greeson	et	al.,	2013).163	They	argue	that	traumatic	exposure,	particularly	during	
early-life,	is	a	major	risk	factor	for	the	development	of	almost	all	psychiatric	disorders	
(Greeson	et	al.,	2013;	Maschi	et	al.,	2012;	Wasserman	&	McReynolds,	2011)	including	
psychological	and	behavioral	issues	that	lead	to	criminal	offending.		
	 Unlike	the	school-to-prison-pipeline	narrative,	which	is	predominately	used	in	
education	scholarship	and	practice,	the	trauma-to-prison	pipeline	narrative	is	used	in	both	
the	education	and	juvenile	justice	fields.	In	a	trauma-informed	framework,	rather	than	the	
adolescent	criminal	as	someone	to	be	feared,	they	are	someone	who	needs	to	be	treated	
and	fixed.	While	on	the	surface	this	move	from	racist	and	punitive	policies	and	practices	to	
a	concerted	effort	to	help	young	people	heal	seems	to	be	an	improvement,	deeper	
examination	reveals	this	new	focus	on	trauma	to	be	form	of	pathologization	that	may	
exacerbate	social	and	psychological	suffering.	In	the	trauma-to-prison	pipeline,	the	origin	
of	the	pathology	is	different,	but	the	narrative	of	pathology	remains	mostly	unchanged.	In	
the	trauma	narrative,	lack	of	self-control	that	leads	to	criminality	is	still	the	main	argument.	
The	culprits	are	still	the	neighborhoods,	e.g.	community	violence	in	disorganized	
neighborhoods	(Leventhal	&	Brooks-Gunn,	2000),	families,	e.g.	child	maltreatment	
(Teicher,	Samson,	Anderson,	&	Ohashi,	2016)	and	they	youth	themselves,164	but	the	causal	

 
162	Massachusetts	was	the	first	state	to	push	for	trauma-informed	approaches	in	schools	and	created	the	
Trauma	and	Learning	Policy	Initiative	(TLPI)	in	partnership	with	Harvard	Law	School	(Marcus,	2014).	In	
2005	MAC	released	the	first	trauma-informed	guide	for	education,	Helping	Traumatized	Children	
Learn:	supportive	school	environments	for	children	traumatized	by	family	violence	(Cole	et	al.,	2005).	
163	In	American	psychiatry,	trauma	refers	to	experiencing,	witnessing,	or	learning	about	“death,	threatened	
death,	actual	or	threatened	serious	injury,	or	actual	or	threatened	sexual	violence”	(DSM	V).	Trauma	can	be	
acute,	that	is,	single	incidence	and/or	short-term,	or	complex/chronic,	referring	to	multiple	sources	and/or	
long-term	exposure.	There	is	a	dose-response	relationship	between	trauma	exposure	and	detrimental	health	
outcomes	–the	duration,	frequency,	and	severity	of	the	exposure	is	positively	associated	with	mental	and	
physical	illness	(CDC,	2019;	Greenwald,	2002).	A	traumatic	childhood	event	is	defined	as	“a	frightening,	
dangerous,	or	violent	event	that	poses	a	threat	to	a	child’s	life	or	bodily	integrity.”	This	includes	events	that	
happen	to	the	child	or	witnessed	by	the	child	(NCTSN,	n.d).			
164	Trauma	in	childhood	is	believed	to	affect	the	maturation	of	specific	brain	structures	(van	der	Kolk,	2003),	
e.g.	smaller	hippocampus,	larger	amygdala,	less	developed	corpus	callosum,	and	less	White	matter	in	the	
prefrontal	cortex	(De	Bellis	et	al.,	1999;	McCrory	et	al.,	2012;	Teicher	et	al.,	2016)	along	with	
neuroendocrinologic	and	other	changes	(McEwen	&	Stellar	1993;	van	der	Kolk,	2003).	These	changes	are	
argued	to	lead	to	detrimental	cognitive	effects,	such	as	difficulty	focusing	in	school	and	learning	disabilities;	
detrimental	physical	effects,	such	as	headaches,	stomachaches,	and	sleep	disturbances	(NCTSN,	n.d.);	and	
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mechanism	is	biological	damage	that	causes	their	inability	to	self-regulate	their	emotions	
and	behavior,	rather	than	social	damage.165		

There	are	at	least	two	adaptive	issues	with	trauma-informed	approaches.	First	the	
trauma-to-prison	pipeline’s	overly	deterministic	focus	on	biology	and	criminality	
overshadows	any	focus	on	the	criminalization	of	young	people.	Second,	pathologizing	
children	as	a	way	to	not	dehumanize	or	disregard	them	does	not	fundamentally	address	
social	death.	In	the	trauma	narrative,	some	youth	are	now	to	be	pitied	for	their	disrupted	
biology	that	leads	to	dysregulated	emotions	and	behavior,	but	they	are	fundamentally	still	
positioned	as	criminals.	In	this	narrative,	schools	and	carceral	institutions	tend	to	position	
themselves	as	the	solutions	to	trauma-caused	youth	delinquency.	In	relation	to	schools,	for	
example,	Craig	(2017)	argues	that	teachers	may	be	the	only	ones	who	can	teach	students	
how	to	self-regulate,	since	students’	dysfunctional	families	either	inflict	or	are	unable	to	
treat	a	child’s	trauma	(p.	73).	This	lack	of	consideration	of	the	ways	in	which	schools	
perpetuate	and	exacerbate	suffering	limits	the	possibilities	for	true	systemic	change.	

Just	as	social	death	is	a	more	holistic	conceptualization	of	participant	experiences	
compared	to	the	school-to-prison	pipeline,	psychological	and	biological	death	more	
holistically	captures	participants’	intrapersonal	suffering.	The	trauma-to-prison	pipeline	
conceptualizes	trauma	as	something	that	occurs	in	the	neighborhood	and	the	home,	
ignoring	or	deemphasizing	the	role	systems	such	as	schools	and	carceral	systems	play	in	
creating	or	exacerbating	suffering	related	to	mental	and	physical	health,	for	example	
solitary	confinement	(Birckhead, 2015; Clark, 2017; Grassian,	2006;	Smith,	2006)	.	In 
contrast,	the	metaphor	of	death	puts	the	focus	on	structural	and	sociocultural	factors	that	
inflict	or	attempt	to	inflict	suffering	on	participants,	rather	than	pathologizing	them.	In	
contrast,	similar	to	social	epidemiology	which	examines	how	oppression	and	structural	
inequities	lead	to	detrimental	health	outcomes. 

While	participants	felt	they	experienced	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	
disregard	at	both	the	hands	of	schools	and	carceral	systems,	Chapter	4	describes	a	form	of	
social	death	unique	to	schools:	that	of	academic	disregard.	Schools	inflicted	or	attempted	to	
inflict	suffering	on	participants	through	treating	them	as	academic	failures	and	
disregarding	them	in	the	curriculum.	Alvarez,	Milner,	&	Delale-O’Connor	(2016)	support	
the	idea	that	schools	are	sources	of	suffering.	They	argue	that	one	source	of	trauma	for	
youth	is	in	how	“some	races	in	the	curriculum	are	absent	or	portrayed	as	negative	and	
unimportant”	and	another	is	in	the	“Deficit	lenses	and	low	expectations	from	teachers”	(p.	
29).166		

 
detrimental	psychosocial	effects,	such	as	“difficulties	in	self-concept	and	capacity	to	negotiate	satisfactory	
interpersonal	relationships”	(van	der	Kolk,	2003,	p.	293-294).		Childhood	trauma	is	also	believed	to	cause	
youth	to	develop	trauma	symptomology,	such	as	anxiety,	depression,	attention	disorders	(King	et	al.,	2011;	
McCrory	et	al.,	2012;	van	der	Kolk,	2003),	that	can	lead	to	antisocial	and	illegal	behaviors	in	adolescence	both	
in	and	out	of	schools.	These	behaviors	are	identified	in	relation	to	two	categories,	internalizing	behaviors,	
such	as	substance	use,	or	externalizing	behaviors,	such	as	aggression/violence	(Kerig,	Ward,	Vanderzee,		&	
Moeddel,	2009;	Loeber,	Burke,	&	Pardini.,	2009;	Wasserman	&	McReynolds,	2011).	
165	While	some	more	critical	trauma	researchers	argue	how	“Exposure	to	trauma	does	not	always	determine	
adverse	outcomes	for	parents	and	their	children”	(NCTSN,	2017,	p.	6),	trauma	narratives	often	omit,	
minimize,	or	individualize	this	knowledge.	
166	While	they	use	the	term	trauma,	the	way	they	conceptualize	trauma	is	similar	to	that	of	the	faces	of	death.	
For	example,	social	death	would	be	the	“Deficit	lenses	and	low	expectations	from	teachers”	and	psychological	
death	would	be	the	correlated		ways	this	form	of	social	death	“can	jeopardize	student	psychological	well-
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The	concepts	of	psychological	and	biological	death	conceptualize	a	potential	
positive	feedback	loop	between	the	faces	of	death,	compared	to	the	trauma-to-prison	
pipeline	that	conceptualizes	a	linear	trajectory	from	trauma	that	occurs	in	the	
neighborhood	and	the	home	to	incarceration.	According	to	participants,	there	was	a	
positive	feedback	loop	between	social	death	and	psychological	death	both	in	and	out	of	
schools.	For	example,	participants	were	often	criminalized	and	dehumanized	for	survival	
crimes	such	as	sex	work,	stealing,	and	drug	use	and	sales.	This	form	of	social	death	
connected	to	psychological	suffering,	which,	for	some	participants,	connected	to	more	
substance	use	and	other	behaviors	which	were	subsequently	criminalized.	Jasmine’s	
experiences	in	Chapters	3	and	5	are	a	good	illustration	of	this	cycle:	she	shared	how	her	
criminalization	and	dehumanization	by	police	and	in	secure	group	homes	contributed	to	
her	psychological	distress,	which	often	manifested	behaviorally	as	fighting.	She	would	then	
be	arrested	and	incarcerated	for	fighting,	which	led	to	more	criminalization	and	
dehumanization.		
	
Sociogeny	and	Redemption	

In	addition	to	the	ways	the	social	death	addresses	some	of	the	adaptive	problems	of	
the	school-to-prison	pipeline	and	ways	psychological	and	biological	death	address	some	of	
the	adaptive	problems	of	the	trauma-to-prison	pipeline,	the	sociogenic	lens	addresses	
another	adaptive	problem:	that	of	redemption.	One	component	of	social	death	that	Cacho	
(2012)	conceptualized	which	has	not	yet	been	discussed	is	how	social	death	limits	the	
possibilities	for	humanization.	Cacho	(2012)	argues	that	one	of	the	only	avenues	to	social	
redemption	for	the	socially	dead	“requires	rejecting	the	other	Other”	(p.	17,	italics	in	
original)	by	pitting	one	marginalized	group	against	the	other	to	prove	that	one	is	not	as	bad	
as	the	other	and	thus	worthy	of	being	treated	as	human	(ibid,	p.	129).	For	youth	positioned	
in	and	out	of	schools	as	criminals	who	deserve	to	be	dehumanized	or	disregarded,	one	of	
the	only	avenues	to	humanization	is	not	to	prove	that	social	death	should	be	eradicated,	
but	to	prove	that	they	should	be	exempt	from	social	death.167	

In	the	juvenile	justice	literature,	the	dividing	line	between	those	who	should	be	
dehumanized	and	disregarded	and	those	who	deserve	humanity	often	depends	on	the	
degree	of	criminality.	Adolescent	scholars	such	as	Steinberg	(2009)	argue	that	“normative	
teenagers”	partly	commit	crime	due	to	psychosocial	immaturity	that	they	will	outgrow	and	
thus	should	be	treated	leniently	by	the	justice	system	(p.	480).	However,	he	does	not	afford	
this	same	empathy	to	those	youth	who	are	“chronic	offenders,”	that	is,	those	who	offend	as	
children	and	keep	offending	as	adults	(p.	478).	As	superpredators,	gang	members,	and	in	
some	cases,	incorrigible	delinquents,	participants	felt	they	were	treated	as	inherently	
criminal	and	irreformable,	and	thus	not	deserving	of	humanization.	Trauma-informed	

 
being	and	promote	failure	and	anxiety”	(Alvarez	et	al.,	2016,	p.	29)	The	full	list	of	unrecognizable	sources	of	
trauma	in	schools	(Alvarez	et	al.,	2006.	from	table	on	p.	29)	

• Experiencing	daily	racial	harassment	from	peers/teachers	creates	fear	and	stress	
• Not	having	a	student’s	own	race	and	experiences	validated	over	time	can	be	disheartening	
• Educators	perpetuating	racial	biases	by	allowing	harmful	race-based	incidents	to	occur	
• Some	races	in	the	curriculum	are	absent	or	portrayed	as	negative	and	unimportant	
• Deficit	lenses	and	low	expectations	from	teachers	can	jeopardize	student	psychological	well-being	

and	promote	failure	and	anxiety	
167	See	also	Maldonado	&	Meiners’	(2020)	analysis	of	redemption	of	incarcerated	adults	though	education.		
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approaches	in	schools	and	in	carceral	institutions	seem	to	address	dehumanization	and	
disregard	by	arguing	that	traumatized	youth	need	help	and	not	punishment.	However,	in	
this	framework,	youth	are	divided	by	those	whose	trauma	can	be	helped	and	those	whose	
trauma	leads	them	to	be	dangerous,	what	is	called	the	“developmental	pathology	
perspective”		(Fox,	Perez,	Cass,	Baglivio,	&	Epps,	2015).	Moreover,	in	trauma-informed	
approaches,	often	both	types	of	traumatized	youth,	pitied	and	feared,	still	need	to	be	
controlled	because	of	their	inability	to	control	themselves	
	 Cacho	(2012)	argues	that	it	is	imperative	to	refuse	to	fall	into	“lure	of	legibility”	(p.	
31)	by	trying	to	prove	some	of	the	social	dead	deserve	redemption.	Following	her	call,	I	do	
not	focus	on	whether	participants	were	or	were	not	criminals,		but	instead	argue	that,	no	
matter	what	they	did	as	adolescents,	they	did	not	deserve	to	be	criminalized	and	
dehumanized	in	the	ways	they	were.	I	also	deliberately	framed	this	dissertation	at	the	
sociogenic	level	rather	than	the	individual	level	in	large	part	to	ensure	the	spotlight	focused	
on	those	who	afflict	suffering	and	not	on	individual	participants’	grit	and	resilience.	This	
not	because	participants	were	helpless	victims	of	circumstance,	but	because	too	often	the	
rhetoric	of	grit	and	resilience	inadvertently	puts	the	onus	for	change	on	the	individual	
rather	than	the	system.	This	framing	had	its	benefits	and	costs.	The	following	section	will	
discuss	some	of	the	limitations	of	this	approach	as	well	as	other	limitations	from	the	
project.	
	
	

Limitations	
As	mentioned	above	a	key	limitation	stems	from	the	unit	of	analysis.	Sociogeny	

centers	phenomenon	as	its	unit	of	analysis.	The	main	benefit	of	a	sociogenic	lens	is	in	the	
way	it	shifts	the	argument	from	individual,	family,	and	neighborhood	pathology,	to	
systemic	pathology.	A	cost	of	this	framing	is	the	deemphasis	of	the	individual,	family,	and	
neighborhood	and	that	it	also	deemphasizes	agency,	that	is,	the	ways	individual,	family,	and	
neighborhoods	resist	the	faces	of	death.	While	an	attempt	was	made	throughout	the	
dissertation	to	reiterate	that	social	death	included	both	the	infliction	and	attempted	
infliction	of	suffering,	the	findings	can	come	across	as	overly	deterministic.		

Another	limitation	is	in	the	narrow	reach	of	the	methodologies	and	methods.	
Grounded	theory	research	is	not	generalizable	(Corbin	&	Strauss,	1990).168	While	the	Faces	
of	Death	may	operate	for	other	populations,	including	other	youth,	this	model	of	death	only	
pertains	to	the	data.	Moreover,	even	though	the	findings	are	similar	to	previous	research	in	
both	carceral	studies	and	education,	relying	only	on	my	own	participant	observations	at	
Camp	Green	Lake	and	participant	stories	without	triangulating	with	other	methods	makes	
it	difficult	to	confirm	that	events	actually	reflected	suffering.	

Participant	sampling	led	to	a	related	limitation.	There	are	two	parts	to	this	
limitation.	The	first	is	the	small	sample	size.	There	were	only	eight	Camp	Green	Lake	
interviews	and	thirty	retrospective	study	interviews	(see	Chapter	2	and	Appendix	B).	In	
addition,	there	were	only	an	average	of	34	young	men	at	Camp	Green	Lake	during	the	
course	of	my	ethnography	(see	Chapter	2).	The	second	limitation	is	the	composition	of	the	

 
168	Corbin	&	Strauss	(1990)	argue	that	“no	theory	that	deals	with	social	psychological	phenomena	is	actually	
reproducible	in	the	sense	that	new	situations	can	be	found	whose	conditions	exactly	match	those	of	the	
original	study,	although	major	conditions	may	be	similar.”	(p.	15).	
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samples.	Since	both	studies	utilized	a	convenience-sample	approach,	the	Camp	Green	Lake	
interviewees	were	not	demographically	representative	of	Camp	Green	Lake	boys	overall,	
and	neither	the	Camp	Green	Lake	interviewees	nor	the	retrospective	study	participants	
were	necessarily	representative	of	all	incarcerated	adolescents		in	California.		

There	are	other	limitations	to	the	project	design.	While	there	may	in	fact	be	a	cycle	
of	death,	neither	research	component	explicitly	focused	on	understanding	the	“pathways	to	
embodiment”	(Krieger,	2001)	of	the	Faces	of	Death,	that	is,	what	is	the	causal	relationship	
between	social,	psychological,	and	biological	death.	Because	of	this,	the	findings	are	only	
able	to	show	that,	for	participants,	there	is	a	correlation	between	the	faces	of	death.	Since	
this	project	did	not	explicitly	focus	on	the	commission	of	crimes,	including	the	reasons	
behind	the	commission	of	crimes,	there	is	no	way	to	directly	challenge	individual	pathology	
as	well	as	family	and	neighborhood	contagion	arguments.		Moreover,	this	project	omits	one	
of	the	key	arguments	for	criminality	used	in	addition	to	the	three	already	mentioned.	Based	
on	research	that	adolescents	are	highly	susceptible	to	peer	influence,	juvenile	justice	
literature	often	centers	peer	contagion	effects	as	the	cause	or	reinforcement	of	adolescent	
criminality.	Since	this	dissertation	does	not	focus	on	peer	effects,	it	cannot	speak	to	how	
these	effects	may	or	may	not	have	worked	in	the	lives	of	participants.	

Project	design	limitations	were	not	the	only	limitations	of	this	study;	there	were	
also	ethical	issues	that	the	project	failed	to	reconcile.	In	addition	to	the	ethical	concerns	
over	who	benefits	from	my	participants’	stories,	as	well	as	questions	around	interpretation	
discussed	in	the	previous	chapters,169	there	were	questions	around	how	to	conduct	an	
ethical	study.	Every	time	I	had	to	read	the	part	of	my	consent	form	stating	that	there	was	
no	direct	benefit	of	this	study,	I	felt	a	gnawing	in	my	soul.	This	was	true	for	all	participants,	
but	especially	so	for	those	experiencing	the	acute	suffering	of	incarceration,	homelessness,	
psychological	distress,	et	cetera.	Besides	listening	to	the	participants	and	offering	hope	in	
the	distant	future	that	their	voices	might	be	heard	by	education	and	juvenile	justice	
researchers	and	policy	makers,	I	had	nothing	tangible	to	offer	them	in	exchange	for	their	
time.	In	addition	to	experiencing	uncomfortable	feelings	of	exploitation	and	intrusiveness,	
there	were	many	times	I	left	an	interview	crying	out	of	a	sense	of	hopelessness	and	
powerlessness.170			
	 One	last	limitation	that	needs	to	be	addressed	is	an	extension	of	the	first.	Fanonian	
sociogeny	seeks	to	understand	the	systemic	forms	of	oppression	that	lead	to	
psychopathology.	This	dissertation	adapted	Fanon’s	sociogenic	approach	to	reframe	the	
adaptive	shortcomings	of	the	wicked	problem	of	youth	incarceration.	Focusing	only	on	
reframing	the	problem	can	not	only	come	across	as	overly	deterministic	but	can	paint	a	
bleak	picture	that	only	centers	suffering.	After	seven	years	of	vicariously	experiencing	the	
suffering	that	schools	and	carceral	systems	inflicted	or	attempted	to	inflict	on	participants,	
I	feel	the	best	way	I	can	honor	their	experiences	and	address	the	bleakness	that	hangs	over	
the	previous	chapters	is	shift	to	portraiture’s	“underscoring	what	is	healthy	and	strong”	
(Lawrence-Lightfoot	&	Davis,	1997,	p.	141-142)	and	Ginwright’s	(2010)	idea	of	radical	

 
169	These	concerns	included	not	having	the	Camp	Green	Lake	interviewees	or	the	undergraduate	researchers	
review	the	interview	or	fieldnote	data	and	not	wanting	to	perpetuate	deficit-focused	approaches.			
170	In	retrospect,	I	often	feel	that	it	might	have	been	too	ambitious	to	have	my	graduate	research	project	be	
with	participants	who	needed	immediate	solutions	rather	than	a	weak	promise	that	maybe	someday	
something	would	change	based	on	the	findings	from	the	project. 
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imaging	to	include	possibilities	for	addressing	suffering.	Therefore,	in	the	rest	of	this	
chapter	I	focus	on	how	education	could	be	utilized	to	address	the	faces	of	death.	
	
	

Addressing	the	Faces	of	Death	with	Critical	Youth	Studies	
There	are	many	avenues	for	addressing	the	criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	

disregard	of	youth,	for	example,	federal	or	state	policies	and	police	practices;	this	section	
focuses	on	one	of	these	avenues,	education.	While	school	as	a	system	is	implicated	in	the	
faces	of	death,	I	argue	that	it	can	also	be	a	solution;	specifically,	that	critical	education	as	
defined	through	critical	youth	studies	can	be	harnessed	as	a	protective	tool	against	
suffering.			

A	key	aspect	of	the	adaptive	problem	of	youth	incarceration	is	the	overly	
deterministic	narrative	of	inevitable	youth	offending.	For	example,	whether	centering	
biological	causality,	sociological	causality,	or	a	combination	of	both,	most	criminal	justice	
and	education	theories	have	historically	argued	that,	left	to	their	own	devices,	marginalized	
people	will	commit	crimes	(see	for	example	theories	of	race	and	crime	in	Gabbidon	&	
Greene,	2013).	In	comparison	to	approaches	that	solely	or	predominately	blame	inherent	
criminality	for	youth	incarceration,	approaches	that	utilize	a	sociogenic	lens	would	explain	
youth	incarceration	as	a	potential	effect	of	oppression.	In	fields	such	as	social	
epidemiology,	the	potential	for	detrimental	behavioral	and	health	consequences	is	called	
vulnerability,171	which	is	defined	as	“a	function	of	the	exposure	to	stressors	coupled	with	
the	capacity	to	respond,	cope	or	adapt”	(Downs	et	al.	2009,	p.	1028).	Since,	according	to	
this	conceptualization	of	vulnerability,	all	forms	of	oppression	only	make	youth	vulnerable	
to	the	faces	of	death,	then	a	critical	next	step	is	to	find	ways	to	mitigate	vulnerability,	for	
example,	in	the	ways	young	people	are	and	can	and	stand	up	to	and	heal	from	these	forms	
of	suffering	(Meiners,	2017).172	Critical	education	approaches,	such	as	critical	youth	studies	
provide	a	fitting	framework	for	addressing	vulnerability.	

Critical	education	in	the	broader	sense	often	focuses	on	the	causes,	effects,	and	
solutions	to	marginalization	of	certain	groups	of	students.	Some	education	research	
attempts	to	address	the	systematic	mistreatment	of	youth	in	schools,	e.g.	how	poor	youth	
and/or	youth	of	color,	are	subject	to	a	substandard	public	education	by	means	of	tracking	
(Oakes,	2005),	non-relevant	teaching	methods	(Alim,	2005;	Lareau,	2011;	Lewis,	2008),	
substandard	facilities	and	materials	(Kozol	1991;	Merjian,	2010,	Sedgwick,	2018).	
Solutions	to	these	issues	are	often	focused	on	how	curriculum,	classrooms,	and	schools	can	
be	reformed	to	“level	the	playing	field,”	by	means	of	closing	the	achievement/opportunity	
gap	(Noguera	&	Wing,	2006),	being	more	culturally	relevant	(e.g.	Delpit,	1995;	Ladson-
Billings,	1995,	1997),	and	other	school-centered	avenues.			

 
171	The	concept	of	vulnerability	is	also	used	in	a	less	critical	way.	For	example,	in	juvenile	justice	vulnerability	
is	analogous	to	potential	criminality.	In	terms	of	both	federal	and	local	policies,	by	the	mid-1970s	the	term	“at	
risk”	in	reference	to	youth	meant	at	risk	for	offending,	blurring	social	services	with	social	and	crime	control	
(Hinton,	2016).	
172	Meiners	(2017)	argues,	“Vulnerability	can	be	addressed	through	mechanisms	other	than	policing,	
imprisonment,	and	surveillance.	Retheorizing	vulnerability	outside	of	a	carceral	logic,	or	a	coercive	“daddy	
state”	(Young,	2005),	is	a	key	and	ongoing	task	in	our	schools	and	communities”	(p.	139,	citation	in	original).		
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Critical	youth	studies	is	a	subfield	of	critical	education	that	frames	oppression	and	
educational	solutions	to	oppression	beyond	the	confines	of	the	classroom.	Influenced	in	
large	part	by	the	work	of	Friere	(1993),	critical	youth	studies	refers	to	a	subfield	of	
education	studies	informed	by	critical	theories	such	as	critical	race	theory,	critical	
psychology,	sociology,	education,	among	others	(see	for	example	Akom,	Cammarota,	&	
Ginwright,	2008;	Duncombe,	2002;	Fine,	1994;	Giroux,	1983;	Hall,	1992).	Critical	youth	
studies	acknowledges	the	role	of	oppressive	ideologies	and	structures	in	the	lives	of	
marginalized	young	people	and	posits	ways	in	which	young	people	can	and	do	resist	
oppression	(Cammarota	&	Fine,	2008;	Ginwright,	Noguera,	&	Cammarota,	2006)	and	how	
they	(with	or	without	the	help	of	adults)	can	develop	and	implement	new	theories	of	
educational	change	in	and	out	of	schools	(Tuck	&	Yang,	2014b).		

Many	participants	already	often	possessed	a	sense	of	their	oppression,	that	is,	of	the	
way	they	were	being	criminalized,	dehumanized,	and	disregarded	and	the	ways	suffering	
affected	them	on	a	multitude	of	levels.	At	the	same	time,	many	participants,	whether	they	
were	doing	well	or	not,	tried	to	hold	on	to	some	sense	of	hope.	Jasmine	who	was	living	in	a	
car	with	someone	else	at	the	time	of	our	interview,	told	me:	

I'm	not	going	to	be	a	statistic.	I	don't	want	to	be	a	statistic.	I	want	to	be	somebody	that	
will	learn	one	day	from	all	her	mistakes	and	do	something	to	give	back	to	my	
community.	People	that's	been	through	what	I've	been	through.	That's	my	goal	one	
day	to	just	do	that.	I	don't	want	anything,	you	know,	out	this	world	fancy.	I	want	to	live	
my	life.	I	want	to	be	able	to	pay	my	bills	on	time.	I	want	to	be	able	to	take	care	of	my	
children.	I	want	to	be	able	to	live	comfortably	without	worrying	about	what	I'm	gonna	
do	tomorrow,	like	when	it	comes	to	feeding	myself	or	where	I'm	going	to	sleep.	That's	
all	I	want	for	somebody	like	me,	that's	all	I	want.	I	don't	ask	for	anything	extravagant.	
	
Other	participants	offered	ideas	for	how	those	who	inflict	suffering	on	youth	can	

instead	work	to	address	suffering.	For	example,	Wally	wanted	to	share	some	parting	words	
for	whoever	was	listening	to	his	interview:	

People	just	need	to	see	the	light.	That's	really	all	it	is.	It	just	take	a	couple	of	folks.	You	
ain't	gotta	donate	no	money.	Just	tell	somebody	they're	going	to	be	great	at	whatever	
they	got	going.	Everybody	got	a	talent,	even	if	they	rapping.	Just	support	them.	That's	
his	art.	That's	his	craft.	By	you	telling	him	a	negative	thing,	now	he	just	gona	believe	
that	and	get	on	some	bullshit.	Start	uplifting	folks,	just	tell	folks	that	they're	going	to	
be	good	at	what	they're	doing,	no	matter	what	they're	doing.	Just,	just	tell	them	that	
they're	going	to	do	good.	
	
Even	with	this	individual	resilience	and	knowledge,	it	was	difficult	for	many	

participants	to	stand	up	against	systemic	oppression	that	permeated	many	aspects	of	life.	
Based	on	their	struggles,	I	argue	that	systemic	forces	of	suffering	need	systemic	forms	of	
healing	and	resistance.	In	this	vein,	we	must	position	youth	as	agents	with	the	potential	
power	to	resist	and	to	create	change	(Tuck	&	Yang,	2014a;	Varney,	2007).	Nurturing	
and/or	developing	resistance	skills	can	help	youth	stand	up	to,	disrupt,	and/or	eradicate	
form	of	oppression	through	“radical	healing	which	builds	the	capacity	of	young	people	to	
act	on	their	environment	in	ways	that	…contributes	to	individual	well-being,	community	
health	and	broader	social	justice”	(Ginwright,	2010.	p.	85).		



 99 

Critical	youth	studies	offers	avenues	for	systematically	addressing	the	Faces	of	
Death	through	sociopolitical	praxis,	for	instance,	through	youth	organizing	that	“trains	
young	people	in	community	organizing	and	advocacy,	and	helps	them	use	these	skills	to	
alter	power	relations	and	create	meaningful	institutional	change	in	their	communities.”	
(FCYO	2013;	See	also	Christens	&	Kirshner,	2011)	and	youth	participatory	action	research	
(YPAR)	which	focuses	on	critical	research	conducted	by	“‘insiders’	in	a	given	situation”	to	
“systematically	address	a	problem”	through	a	“pursuit	of	social	justice”	(Cammarota	&	Fine,	
2008	p.	5-6).173	Critical	youth	studies	pulls	from	two	similar	developmental	theories	in	
psychology	that	focus	on	resistance,	that	is	individual	and	group	capacity	for	agency	
against	oppression;	there	are	empowerment	theory	(Christens,	2012;	Watts	&	Flanagan,	
2007;	Zimmerman,	1995)	and	sociopolitical	development	theory	(Watts	&	Guessous,	2006;	
Watts	&	Flanagan,	2007;	Watts,	Diemer,	&	Voight,	2011).		

Empowerment	refers	to	the	“process	by	which	people,	organizations,	and	
communities	gain	mastery	over	issues	of	concern	to	them”	(Zimmerman,	1995,	p.	581,	
referring	to	Rappaport,	1987).	Empowerment	can	be	conceptualized	at	the	level	of	the	
individual,	the	organization,	and/or	the	community	(Christens,	2012;	Zimmerman	1995).	
Psychological	Empowerment	(PE)	refers	to	“empowerment	at	the	individual	level	of	
analysis”	(Zimmerman,	1995,	p.	581),	however	unlike	resilience,	psychological	
empowerment	is	not	merely	limited	to	competence	and	adaption	within	the	individual.	
Instead	this	concept	refers	to	a	“sense	of	motivation	and	control;	decision-making	and	
problem-solving	skills;	and	a	critical	awareness	of	one’s	sociopolitical	environment	and	
participatory	behaviors”	at	the	“intrapersonal,	interactional,	and	behavioral”	levels	
(Zimmerman,	1995,	p.	588),	thus	considering	an	individual’s	actual	and	perceived	sense	of	
control	in	themselves	and	their174	environment,	their	awareness	of	their	resources	and	
causal	agents	which	are	“seen	to	inhibit	or	enhance	one’s	efforts	to	exert	control”	(ibid,	p.	
590),	and	the	behaviors	they	engage	in	to	exert	that	control.		

A	similar	theory	with	more	of	an	explicit	focus	on	the	sociopolitical	environment	is	
sociopolitical	development	theory.	Influenced	by	liberation	and	developmental	psychology	
(Watts	&	Guessous,	2006;	Watts	&	Flanagan,	2007)	and	Freire’s	concept	of	critical	
consciousness	(Watts	et	al.,	2011),	sociopolitical	development	is	defined	as	the	“evolving,	
critical	understanding	of	the	political,	economic,	cultural,	and	other	systemic	forces	that	
shape	society	and	one’s	status	in	it,	and	the	associated	process	of	growth	in	relevant	
knowledge,	analyze	skills,	and	emotional	faculties	(Watts	&	Flanagan,	2007,	p.	784).	It	is	
based	on	four	components	that	can	be	summarized	as:	(1)	an	understanding	of	a	
worldview	and	a	social	analysis	of	authority	and	power	(2)	a	sense	of	agency	(self,	

 
173	These	forms	of	praxis	are	often	conducted	in	collaboration	with	each	other,	and	as	a	whole	contain	a	few	
central,	overlapping	tenets	(Cammarota	&	Fine,	2008;	Ginwright,	et	al.,	2006).	These	are	a	commitment	to:	

1. Center/empower	marginalized	youth	
2. Educates	on	the	root	causes	and	manifestations	of	ecological	toxins	across	one	or	more	levels	–

structural,	interpersonal,	and	intrapersonal	
3. Build	authentic	trusting	relationships	with	youth	participants,	as	well	as	other	youth	and	adult	

allies	
4. Brainstorm	and	implement	action	plans	for	structural,	interpersonal,	and	intrapersonal	

transformative	change	
174	I	use	the	collective	“they,”	“their”	and	“themselves”	to	include	individuals	outside	of	the	“he/her”	
“his/hers”	binary	
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collective,	and	political	empowerment	and	efficacy)	(3)	a	need	for	opportunity	structure	
which	can	lead	to	action	(4)	Societal	Involvement	Behavior	(SIB)	including	commitment	
and	action	(Watts	&	Guessous,	2006;	Watts	&	Flanagan,	2007).		

Empowerment	and	sociopolitical	development	are	not	just	theories.	In	practice,	
they	both	correlate	with	positive	measurable	outcomes.	Youth	psychological	
empowerment,	that	is,	sociopolitical	skills,	motivation	to	influence	their	schools	and	
communities,	participatory	behavior,	and	perceived	control	are	corelated	with	self-esteem	
and	positive	prosocial	engagement	with	adults	and	peers	(Ozer	&	Schotland,	2011).	Ozer	&	
Douglas	(2012)	found	that	the	school-based	youth	participatory	action	research	project	
they	evaluated	had	statistically	significant	effects	for	“participatory	behavior,	socio-
political	skills,	and	motivation	to	influence	their	school	and	communities”	(p.	71).	
Sociopolitical	development	is	directly	related	to	psychological	adjustment,	social	
competence,	intellectual	development	(Watts	&	Guessous,	2006),	positive	personal	
identity,	positive	identification	with	others,	sense	of	life	purpose,	healing	from	trauma,	
personal	community,	and	social	empowerment	(Ginwright	&	James,	2002).		

Backed	by	empirical	and	anecdotal	evidence,	I	argue	that	fostering	empowerment	
and	sociopolitical	development	can	help	youth	heal	from,	resist,	and	eradicate	the	faces	of	
death.	Two	California	grassroot	educational	organizations	that	work	with	criminalized	
youth	offer	examples	on	how	these	tenets	of	critical	youth	studies	play	out	in	praxis.	One	is	
the	Free	LA	High	School	in	South	Los	Angeles	and	the	other	is	Decolonize	Academy	in	
Oakland.	Both	organizations	combine	youth	organizing	and	youth	participatory	action	
research	as	tools	to	help	youth	cultivate	empowerment	and	sociopolitical	development	and	
work	towards	eradicating	forces	of	oppression.	.		

The	FREE	in	Free	LA	High	School	stands	for	Fight	for	the	Revolution	that	Will	
Educate	and	Empower.	The	school,	founded	in	2007,	“focuses	on	such	things	as	the	
‘systematic	roots	of	poverty’	and	non-violent	community	organizing	skills”	(Myers	&	
Goddard,	2013,	p.	221)	and	is	part	of	a	larger	organization	called	the	Youth	Justice	Coalition	
consists	of	complementary	and	at	times	overlapping	volunteer	and	non-profit	
organizations	and	individuals	working	in	some	capacity	with	those	who	have	been	affected	
by	incarceration,	including	youth	and	adults	who	themselves	have	been	incarcerated	or	
have	a	family	member	who	is	or	has	been	incarcerated	(Goddard	&	Meyers,	2011;	Myers	&	
Goddard,	2013).		

Goddard	and	Meyers	(2011)	argue	that	“Free	LA	High	School,	with	its	mix	of	critical	
pedagogy	and	social	movement	organizing,	hints	at	what	a	modern	intervention	that	ties	
personal	transformation	to	social	change	might	look	like”	(p.	655).	The	high	school	serves	
youth	whom	the	traditional	“educational	system	has	given	upon”	(Goddard	and	Meyers,	
2011,	p.	659),	including	many	youth	who	are	on	probation.	The	school	centers	ways	to	
challenge	the	labeling	of	youth	as	criminal	and	forms	of	social	control	in	the	classroom.	It	
also	trains	students	to	understand	and	address	forms	of	oppression	and	“arms	[them]	with	
the	tools	to	become	critical	educators	in	their	own	communities”	(Goddard	and	Meyers,	
2011,	p.	662).	For	example,	in	partnership	with	the	larger	coalition,175	students	conduct	
what	they	call	“RealSearch”	projects,	which	are	defined	as	projects	“intended	to	give	youth	
and	communities	opportunities	to	search	for	and	distribute	the	truth	about	our	lives,	with	

 
175	“RealSearch	projects	are	conducted	by	youth,	families,	people	inside	and	returning	home	from	jails	and	
prisons,	grassroots	organizers,	and	other	community	members”	(Youth	Justice	Coalition	Website,	n.d)	
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our	analysis	and	our	solutions.	We	are	answering	questions	that	are	important	to	us,	will	
benefit	us,	and	will	be	an	accurate	reflection	of	our	worlds”	(Youth	Justice	Coalition	
Website,	n.d.).176		
	 Another	example	of	critical	praxis	to	counter	criminalization	is	Decolonize	Academy	
in	Oakland,	which	is	an	all	ages	tuition-free	school	run	by	POOR	Magazine.	Poor	Magazine	
was	an	actual	magazine	started	by	unhoused	community	members	in	San	Francisco	in	
1996.	The	POOR	collective	has	since	grown	to	include	a	radio	station,	an	online	magazine,	
and	a	number	of	community	projects,	including	Decolonize	Academy	(POOR	Magazine	
website,	n.d.).	The	thirtieth	and	final	person	I	interviewed	for	the	Retrospective	
Collaborative	interviews	was	Tiny,	the	co-founder	of	POOR	magazine.	She	spent	the	
majority	of	her	interview	talking	about	Decolonize	Academy	(Decolonize	Academy	website,	
n.d.).			

Decolonize	Academy	is	located	at	Homefulness,	which	is	what	Tiny	calls	a	“poor	
people’s	solution	to	homelessness.”	Homefulness	is	a	plot	of	land	that	Poor	Magazine	owns.	
Until	they	are	able	to	finish	building	a	larger	structure	on	the	land,	Decolonize	Academy	
classes	take	place	in	a	few	rooms	in	a	house	that	double	up	as	community	organizing	and	
socializing	spaces.	Like	Free	LA	High	school,	the	youth	at	Decolonize	Academy	are	made	up	
of	those	who	were	criminalized	and	pushed	out	of	traditional	schools.	Tiny	refers	to	youth	
at	Decolonize	Academy	as	Youth	Poverty	Skolaz,	not	students,	which	seems	to	highlight	
how	they	are	different	from	passive	learners	in	traditional	schools.	Similar	to	Free	LA	High	
School,	Decolonize	Academy	students,	in	collaboration	with	the	larger	collective,	conduct	
participatory	action	research	to	better	understand	and	address	oppression	and	suffering	of	
poor	communities.	They	call	their	research	WeSearch,	which	Tiny	explained	is	“poor	
people-led	research,	not	institution-led	research.”177		

Free	LA	High	School	and	Decolonize	Academy,	along	with	their	collaborative	
participatory	research,	Youth	Justice	Coalition’s	Realsearch	and	POOR	Magazine’s	
Wesearch,	exemplify	how	critical	education	centered	in	critical	youth	studies	can	combat	
the	faces	of	death.	Youth	development	research	demonstrates	that	projects	like	these	with	
their	dual	goals	of	both	developing	critical	consciousness	and	praxis	centered	in	resistance	
and	liberation	can	lead	to	individual	healing,	which	can	address	psychological	and	
biological	death,	and	systemic	change,	which	can	address	social	death.	Through	
understanding	the	root	causes	of	oppression	and	engaging	in	collective	action	to	“change	

 
176	A	youth-led	RealSearch	project	that	they	conducted	in	2013	during	the	same	time	I	was	conducting	my	
ethnography	at	Camp	Green	Lake	centered	on	an	upcoming	gang	injunction	hearing	in	Echo	Park.	Echo	Park	
is	a	neighborhood	near	Hollywood,	CA	that	is	rapidly	experiencing	gentrification.	The	proposed	gang	
injunction	on	the	surface	appeared	to	be	a	tool	to	protect	the	neighborhood	from	gang	violence.	RealSearch	
uncovered	many	problems	with	this	line	of	thinking,	from	the	fact	that	those	named	on	a	gang	injunction	may	
not	even	be	members	of	a	gang	to	the	way	gang	injunctions	are	used	as	a	tool	of	gentrification.	The	ensuing	
RealSearch	report,	in	addition	to	disseminating	the	data	in	an	easy	to	read	format,	also	let	the	community	
know	how	injunctions	could	be	and	have	been	successfully	fought.	(Download	the	report	at	
https://youthjusticela.org/yjc-reports/)	
177	A	2013	Poor	magazine	story	stated	that	the	purpose	of	WeSearch	is	“deconstructing	the	lies	told	about	
criminalized	and	mythologized	communities”	(https://www.poormagazine.org/node/4712).	An	example	of	
Wesearch	can	be	found	in	an	article	written	by	one	of	the	Youth	Poverty	Skolaz.	The	project	in	part	
researched	who	owned	vacant	properties	in	Oakland.	The	community	then	took	the	date	to	fight	for	homes	
for	unhoused	communities	(https://www.poormagazine.org/node/5859).	
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personal,	community,	and	social	conditions”	(Ginwright	&	James,	2002	p.	35),	education	
projects	like	these	can	empower	young	people	to	create	community	solutions	to	adaptive	
problems	of	incarceration,	which	are	at	best	not	addressed,	and	at	worst	exacerbated	or	
created	by	current	school	and	carceral	system	approaches.	
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Chapter	7:	Conclusion	and	Thinking	Ahead	
	
	

Conclusion	
The	Introduction	opened	by	arguing	that	juvenile	incarceration	is	a	wicked	and	

adaptive	problem;	wicked	in	the	sense	that	there	are	complex	reasons	for	incarceration,	
requiring	complex	solutions,	and	adaptive	in	that	incorrect	or	incomplete	questions	are	
often	asked	leading	to	ineffective	and	harmful	attempts	at	solutions.	Whether	linked	to	
biological	or	moral	causality,	most	theories	of	youth	offending	argue	that	it	is	youths’	
inability	to	self-regulate	that	most	directly	leads	to	youth	crime.	This	inability	to	self-
regulate	is	often	attributed	to	deficits	in	the	individual	the	family,	and/or	the	community.	
Solutions	to	youth	criminality	often	center	harsh	and	soft	iterations	of	social	control,	from	
sterilization	to	positive	youth	development	that	have	historically	been	used	to	combat	
delinquency.		

This	dissertation	started	with	the	premise	that	until	schools,	juvenile	justice,	and	
other	systems	that	marginalized	youth	navigate,	address	the	wicked	problem	of	youth	
incarceration	by	addressing	adaptive	shortcomings,	including	their	own	roles	in	the	
perpetuation	of	systemic	harm,	they	are	destined	to	continue	overly-deterministic	
explanations	for	juvenile	incarceration	and	ineffective	or	even	harmful	policy	and	practice	
solutions.	In	order	to	shift	away	from	the	notion	that	crime	is	a	problem	that	stems	from	
individual,	family,	and	community	pathology	and	that	surveilling,	punishing	and	removing	
youth	is	the	only	way	to	make	society	safe,	this	project	employed	a	sociogenic	lens,	shifting	
the	focus	from	blaming	the	marginalized	for	their	detrimental	interpersonal	and	
intrapersonal	circumstances,	to	focusing	on	how	oppression	is	implicated	in	those	
circumstances.		

I	utilized	a	grounded	theory	approach,	in	conjunction	with	ethnographic	and	
interview	methods,	to	understand	participant	experiences	through	a	sociogenic	lens,	that	is	
through	a	lens	that	centers	systemic	oppression	and	how	that	oppression	manifests	in	the	
lives	of	the	participants.	Typical	of	grounded	theory,	the	three	research	questions	were	
intentionally	broad	in	order	to	gather	as	much	relevant	data	as	possible	to	develop	a	
theoretical	framework.	The	two	questions	for	the	Camp	Green	Lake	ethnography	sought	to	
gather	data	on	the	educational	experiences	of	the	students,	both	at	the	Camp	and	
throughout	their	lives,	while	the	retrospective	interview	questions	more	broadly	sought	to	
understand	key	factors	before,	during,	and	after	participants’	adolescent	incarceration.		

While	the	data	from	participant	experiences	is	powerful,	it	is	also	not	unique.	Other	
scholars	in	both	education	and	critical	carceral	studies	have	exposed	the	criminalization	of	
marginalized	youth.	The	contribution	this	dissertation	makes	to	the	fields	of	education,	
carceral	studies,	and	adolescent	development	is	in	the	interpretation	of	the	data.	Using	
grounded	theory,	data	was	used	to	develop	a	theoretical	ecological	framework	that	I	call	
the	Faces	of	Death;	these	Faces	of	Death	are	social,	psychological,	and	biological.	The	Faces	
of	Death	offer	a	counternarrative	to	youth	incarceration	and	an	interdisciplinary	
framework	to	conceptualize	criminalization	across	ecological	levels.		

Some	of	the	contributions	of	this	research	are	in	the	way	it	shifts	the	focus	away	
from	youth,	family,	and	neighborhood	pathology	as	the	source	of	criminality	and	
adolescent	incarceration	in	favor	of	better	understanding	the	sociogeny	of	adolescent	
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incarceration,	that	is	the	structural	and	sociocultural	sources	of	oppression	that	are	
corelated	with	adolescent	incarceration;		in	the	ways	it	shifts	the	focus	from	a	pipeline	
narrative	to	conceptualize	the	interconnection	between	schools	and	carceral	systems;	in	
the	way	it	sheds	light	on	youth	experiences	in	carceral	schools,	and	in	its	innovative	
interview	methods.	

The	main	contribution	of	this	dissertation	is	in	addressing	the	gap	in	critical	carceral	
studies	and	education	in	understanding	how	criminalization	relates	to	adolescent	
development	by	introducing	a	Faces	of	Death	model	for	how	factors	before,	during,	and	
after	adolescent	incarceration,	both	in	and	out	of	schools	can	detrimentally	effect	
development.	In	this	ecological	model,	criminalization,	dehumanization	and	disregard	
manifested	as	social	suffering	for	participants	including,	but	not	limited	to,	banishing	
adolescents	from	society	through	incarceration.	Suffering	also	manifested	at	the	
intrapersonal	level,	predominately	at	the	psychological	and	in	,at	least	in	CG’s	case,	at	the	
biological	level.	The	Faces	of	Death	can	provide	a	starting	point	for	understanding	and	
addressing	the	wicked	and	adaptive	problem	of	juvenile	incarceration.	However,	to	be	an	
effective	framework,	some	of	the	limitations	of	this	research	project	related	to	sampling,	
pathways	to	embodiment,	and	a	sole	focus	on	suffering	must	be	resolved	and	avoided	in	
future	research.		
	

Recommendations	for	Future	Research	
Future	research	on	the	Faces	of	Death	must	address	the	limitations	in	sampling	and	

pathways	to	embodiment.	For	example,	future	research	needs	to	be	more	explicit	in	
recruiting	participants.	One	way	to	do	this	is	to	pick	one	characteristic	to	focus	on,	such	as	
length	of	incarceration,	racioethnic	group,	gender,	level	of	desistance	or	persistence,	et	
cetera.	Since	there	is	an	overrepresentation	of	urban	Black	and	Latino	boys	in	both	
education	and	juvenile	justice	research,	a	concerted	effort	should	be	made	to	focus	on	an	
understudied	group,	such	as	girls,	rural	poor,	or	Asian	American	justice-involved	youth.	
Future	research	also	needs	to	increase	the	number	of	participants,	whether	through	a	
series	of	small	projects	such	as	this	one,	or	larger	projects	that	survey	or	interview	large	
numbers	of	incarcerated	or	formerly	incarcerated	participants.		

Grounded	theory	is	an	effective	methodology	to	learn	about	a	topic	that	is	not	yet	
well-understood.	However,	to	better	understand	if	there	is	a	causal	or	interactional	
relationship	between	the	Faces	of	Death	requires	a	more	directed	approach.	For	example,	
rather	than	allow	interview	participants	to	share	their	experiences	with	semi-structured	
interviews,	a	future	study	could	ask	specific	questions	on	the	psychological	and	physical	
health	consequences	of	social	death.	Moreover,	a	research	design	based	on	Krieger’s	
(2001)	ecosocial	model	can	help	better	understand	the	types	of	embodiment,	the	
mechanisms	of	embodiment,	and	the	interactions	of	the	faces	of	death.	Any	research	design	
must	also	include	ways	to	triangulate	findings.	

Future	studies	should	also	be	more	intentional	in	researching	what	protective	
factors	youth	and	communities	possess	against	the	faces	of	death.	There	seems	to	be	little	
evidence	of	many	protective	and	promotive	factors	in	the	trauma-delinquency	trajectory	
(Loeber	et	al.,	2009),	and	most	data	from	the	trauma-detention	literature	comes	from	
retrospective	studies,	implying	that	youth	in	detention	do	not	possess	known	protective	or	
promotive	factors	that	may	have	shielded	them	from	trauma	exposure	and	subsequent	
symptomology.	Recent	longitudinal	studies	(e.g.	van	der	Laan,	et	al.,	2010)	are	researching	
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how	youth	can	reduce	their	vulnerability	to	consequences	of	trauma	exposure	(as	well	as	
to	better	understand	the	prospective	trajectory	of	youth	offenders);178	however,	future	
research	must	explicitly	research	the	role	that	systemic	oppression,	such	as	social	death	
play	a	role	in	the	development	of	trauma	symptomology.	

Chapter	6	touched	on	ways	critical	youth	studies	could	be	used	to	address	systemic	
oppression	for	youth.	Contrary	to	the	tenets	of	critical	youth	studies,	which	argues	that	
research	must	be	action	and	solution-centered,	this	dissertation	focused	only	on	only	
reframing	the	way	we	problematize	youth	incarceration,	calling	for	a	shift	from	
problematizing	youth,	their	families,	and	communities,	toward	problematizing	the	forces	of	
criminalization,	dehumanization,	and	disregard.	A	key	next	step	must	be	to	develop	a	
framework	of	change	that	addresses	the	Faces	of	Death.	There	are	at	least	two	routes	of	
research	that	can	help	develop	this	framework.	One	possible	route	is	a	quasi-experimental	
study	that	utilizes	tenets	of	critical	youth	studies	to	see	if	and	how	critical	youth	studies	can	
mitigate	the	faces	if	death.	Another	route	is	to	take	the	findings	from	an	ecosocial	study	that	
explicitly	measures	how	the	Faces	of	Death	can	affect	youth	development	and	use	those	
findings	to	develop	an	ecological	model	of	well-being	under	oppression.	This	model	would	
account	for	the	possible	ways	youth	can	heal	from,	disrupt,	and	eradicate	the	faces	of	death.	
	 This	dissertation	is	the	culmination	of	approximately	four	years	of	data	gathering	
over	the	course	of	seven	years.	The	helplessness	and	powerlessness	I	often	felt	while	I	
witnessed	first	and	second	hand	the	suffering	that	participants	experienced	was	
overwhelming	at	times.	At	the	same	time	the	vicarious	suffering	that	I	experienced	
galvanized	me	to	work	towards	solutions	to	help	youth	mitigate	the	effects	and	eradicate	
these	sources	of	suffering.	My	hope	is	that	the	Faces	of	Death	framework	can	act	as	a	
springboard	for	my	own	future	research	and	that	of	others	also	fighting	against	the	
systemic	oppression	of	youth.		

	

 
178	According	to	the	literature,	the	main	protective	factors	are	types	of	individual	temperament	and	the	
absence	of	the	trauma	and	stress	exposures	that	put	youth	at	risk,	while	a	consistent	promotive	factor,	that	is,	
one	that	leads	to	positive	outcomes	regardless	of	other	risk	factors,	is	caring,	reliable,	authoritative	
parents/caregivers	(McCrory	et	al.,	2012;	van	der	Laan,	et	al.,	2010).	While	I	have	no	direct	proof,	I	suspect	
the	focus	on	parents	is	an	extension	of	the	same	adaptive	problems	that	blame	parents	for	the	trauma	in	the	
trauma-to-prison	pipeline.	



 106 

References	

§	 208.3.	Placement	of	minor	or	ward	in	room	confinement,	Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	208.3.	Retrieved	
October	27,	2019	from	https://advance-lexis-
com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:8NWF-9R92-D6RV-H17T-00000-00&context=1516831.	

§	 300.	Persons	subject	to	jurisdiction	of	juvenile	court,	Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	300.	Retrieved	
October	27,	2019	from	https://advance-lexis-
com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:5JX4-9TR1-66B9-80W4-00000-00&context=1516831.	

§	 601.	Persons	subject	to	jurisdiction	of	court	as	ward	for	refusal	to	obey	orders	of	parents,	
violation	of	curfew,	or	truancy,	Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	601.	Retrieved	October	27,	2019	from	
https://advance-lexis-com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:8SMD-BCD2-8T6X-73S3-00000-00&context=1516831.	

§	 602.	Persons	subject	to	jurisdiction	of	juvenile	court	and	to	adjudication	as	ward	for	violation	of	
law	or	ordinance	defining	crime,	Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	§	602.	Retrieved	October	27,	2019	
from	https://advance-lexis-com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:8SMD-BXF2-D6RV-H1GB-00000-00&context=1516831.	

§	 17235.	“Switchblade	knife,”	Cal	Pen	Code	§	17235.	Retrieved	October	27,	2019	from	
https://advance-lexis-com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:5JFB-0WV1-DYB7-W36H-00000-00&context=1516831.	

§	 21510.	Switchblade	knife;	Punishment,	Cal	Pen	Code	§	21510.	Retrieved	October	27,	2019	from	
https://advance-lexis-com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:5JFB-0WV1-DYB7-W3DK-00000-00&context=1516831.	

Abrams,	L.	S.,	&	Freisthler,	B.	(2010).	A	Spatial	Analysis	of	Risks	and	Resources	for	Reentry	Youth	in	
Los	Angeles	County.	Journal	of	the	Society	for	Social	Work	and	Research,	1(1),	41–55.	
https://doi.org/10.5243/jsswr.2010.4	

Agnew,	R.,	&	Brezina,	T.	(2015).	Juvenile	delinquency:	Causes	and	control.	New	York:	Oxford	
University	Press.	

Alexander,	M.	(2012).	The	New	Jim	Crow:	Mass	incarceration	in	the	age	of	colorblindness.	The	New	
Press.	

Alim,	H.	S.	(2005).	Hearing	What's	Not	Said	and	Missing	What	Is:	Black	Language	in	White	Public	
Space,	In	Intercultural	Discourse	and	Communication:	The	Essential	Readings.	Kiesling,	S.F.	
and	Paulston,	C.B.	(Eds).	Malden,	MA:	Blackwell	Publishing	

Alvarez,	L.	&	Buckley,	C.		(2013,	July	13).	Zimmerman	is	Acquitted	in	Trayvon	Martin	Killing.	New	
York	Times.	Retrieved	on	9/21/19	from	
https://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/14/us/george-zimmerman-verdict-trayvon-
martin.html	

Akom,	A.	A.,	Cammarota,	J.,	&	Ginwright,	S.	(2008).	Youthtopias:	Towards	a	new	paradigm	of	critical	
youth	studies.	Youth	Media	Reporter,	2(4),	1-30.	

Anderson,	E.	(2012).	The	Iconic	Ghetto.	The	ANNALS	of	the	American	Academy	of	Political	and	Social	
Science,	642(1),	8–24.	https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716212446299	

Anderson,	E.	(1999).	Code	of	the	Street.	New	York,	London:	W.W.	Norton	&	Company	
Archer,	D.	N.	(2009).	Introduction:	Challenging	the	school-to-prison	pipeline.	NYL	Sch.	L.	Rev.,	54,	

867-872.	
Armour,	J.	&	Hammond,	S.	(2009).	Minority	Youth	in	the	Juvenile	Justice	System:	Disproportionate	

Minority	Contact.	National	Conference	of	State	Legislatures	Report.	Retrieved	November	23,	
2014	from	http://www.ncsl.org/print/cj/minoritiesinjj.pdf		

Ballotpedia,	(n.d).	California	Proposition	21,	Treatment	of	Juvenile	Offenders	(2000).	Retrieved	
November	1,	2018	from	



 107 

https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_21,_Treatment_of_Juvenile_Offenders(2000)	
Barnosky,	J.	(2006).	The	Violent	Years:	Responses	to	juvenile	crime	in	the	1950s.	Polity,	38(3),	314-

344.	
Bennett,	W.	J.,	DiIulio,	J.	J.,	&	Walters,	J.	P.	(1996).	Body	count:	Moral	poverty--and	how	to	win	

America's	war	against	crime	and	drugs.	New	York:	Simon	&	Schuster.	
BlackPast,	B.	(2007)	(1965)	The	Moynihan	Report:	The	Negro	Family,	the	Case	for	National	Action.	

Retrieved	February	12,	2017	from	https://www.BlackPast.org/african-american-
history/moynihan-report-1965/		

Bourdieu,	P.	(1984)	Distinction:	A	Social	Critique	on	the	Judgment	of	Taste.	Richard	Nice	(Trans.	and	
Ed).	Cambridge:	Harvard	University	Press.	

Bornstein,	J.	(2017).	Can	PBIS	build	justice	rather	than	merely	restore	order.	In	The	school	to	prison	
pipeline	the	role	of	culture	and	discipline	in	school,	(pp	135-167).	Published	online:	24	Feb	
2017.	DOI:	10.1108/S2051-231720160000004008	

Bowles,	S.,	&	Gintis,	H.	(1975).	Capitalism	and	education	in	the	United	States.	Socialist	Revolution,	
5(25),	101-138.	

Bradshaw,	E.	A.	(2018).	Tombstone	Towns	and	Toxic	Prisons:	Prison	Ecology	and	the	Necessity	of	
an	Anti-prison	Environmental	Movement.	Critical	Criminology,	26(3),	407-422.	

Brandon,	P.	D.	(2001).	State	intervention	in	imperfect	families:	The	child,	the	state,	and	imperfect	
parenting	reconsidered	from	a	theory	of	comparative	advantage.	Rationality	and	Society,	
13(3),	285-303.	https://doi.org/10.1177/104346301013003001	

Birckhead,	T.	R.	(2015).	Children	in	isolation:	The	solitary	confinement	of	youth.	Wake	Forest	Law	
Review,	50(1),	1-80.	
https://heinonline.org.libproxy.berkeley.edu/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/wflr50&i=11.		

Bronfenbrenner,	U.	(1979).	The	ecology	of	human	development.	Harvard	University	Press.	
Buck	Institute	for	Education	(n.d.)	PBL	Works.	Retrieved	November	1,	2016	from	

https://www.pblworks.org/what-is-pbl		
Buka,	S.,	&	Earls,	F.	(1993).	Early	determinants	of	delinquency	and	violence.	Health	Affairs,	12(4),	

46-64.	https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.12.4.46	
Bulhan,	H.	A.	(1985).	Frantz	Fanon	and	the	Psychology	of	Oppression.	Plenum	Press.	
Butts,	J.	A.,	Bazemore,	G.,	Meroe,	A.	S.,	Ayala,	T.,	Davis,	K.,	Donohue,	E.,	...	&	Schlachter,	W.	(2010).	

Positive	youth	justice:	Framing	justice	interventions	using	the	concepts	of	positive	youth	
development.	Washington,	DC:	Coalition	for	Juvenile	Justice.	

Cacho,	L.	M.	(2012).	Social	death:	Racialized	rightlessness	and	the	criminalization	of	the	unprotected	
(Vol.	7).	NYU	Press.	http://muse.jhu.edu/book/19449/	

CalEdFacts	(2019)	Juvenile	Court	Schools.	Retrieved	May	18,	2020	from	
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/eo/jc/cefjuvenilecourt.asp	

California	Department	of	Corrections	and	Rehabilitation.	(2012,	October).	2012	Outcome	Evaluation	
Report.	Office	of	Research,	Research	and	Evaluation	Branch	

The	Lanterman-Petris-Short	Act,	Cal	Wel	&	Inst	Code	Div.	5,	Pt.	1.	Retrieved	October,	17,	2000	from	
https://advance-lexis-com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:5JX4-9WP1-66B9-848R-00000-00&context=1516831.	

Cammarota,	J.	and	M.	Fine	(2008).	Youth	Participatory	Action	Research:	Pedagogy	for	
Transformational	Resistance.	In	Revolutionizing	Education:	Youth	Participatory	Action.	New	
York	&	London:	Routledge	

Charmaz,	K.	(1996).	The	Search	for	Meanings–Grounded	Theory.	In	Smith	J.A.,	Harre	R.,	&	Van	
Langenhove,	L.	(Eds.),	Rethinking	Methods	in	Psychology.	SAGE	Publications.	(pp.	27–49).	

Chávez-García,	M.	(2012).	States	of	Delinquency:	Race	and	Science	in	the	Making	of	California's	
Juvenile	Justice	System	(Vol.	35).	University	of	California	Press.	



 108 

Christens,	B.	D.	(2012).	Targeting	empowerment	in	community	development:	A	community	
psychology	approach	to	enhancing	local	power	and	well-being.	Community	Development	
Journal,	47(4),	538–554.	https://doi.org/10.1093/cdj/bss031	

Christens,	B.D.,	&	Krishner,	B.	(2011).	Taking	stock	of	youth	organizing:	An	interdisciplinary	
perspective.	In	C.A.	Flanagan	&	B.D.	Christens	(Eds.),	Youth	civic	development:	Work	at	the	
cutting	edge.	New	Directions	for	Child	Adolescent	Development,	134,	27-41.	
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.309	

Chung,	H.	L.,	&	Steinberg,	L.	(2006).	Relations	between	neighborhood	factors,	parenting	behaviors,	
peer	deviance,	and	delinquency	among	serious	juvenile	offenders.	Developmental	
psychology,	42(2),	319-331.	Doi	10.1037/0012-1649.42.2.319	

Clark	A.	B.	(2017).	Juvenile	Solitary	Confinement	as	a	Form	of	Child	Abuse.	The	journal	of	the	
American	Academy	of	Psychiatry	and	the	Law,	45(3),	350–357.		

Cole,	S.,	Greenwald	O'Brien,	J.,	&	Gadd,	M.	G.	(2005).	Helping	traumatized	children	learn:	Supportive	
school	environments	for	children	traumatized	by	family	violence.	Boston,	MA:	Massachusetts	
Advocates	for	Children	Trauma	and	Learning	Policy	Initiative.	

Collins,	P.	H.	(2000).	Black	feminist	thought:	Knowledge,	consciousness,	and	the	politics	of	
empowerment.	New	York:	Routledge.	(first	published	1990).	

Congress.gov	(n.d.).	S.1607	-	Violent	Crime	Control	and	Law	Enforcement	Act	of	1993.	Retrieved	
January	18,	2020	from	https://www.congress.gov/bill/103rd-congress/senate-bill/1607.	

Cook,	A.,	Spinazzola,	J.,	Ford,	J.,	Lanktree,	C.,	Blaustein,	M.,	Cloitre,	M.,	DeRosa,	R.,	Hubbard,	R.,	Kagan,	
R.,	Liautaud,	J.,	Mallah,	K.,	Olafson,	E.,	&	Kolk,	B.	van	der.	(2017).	Complex	Trauma	in	
Children	and	Adolescents.	Psychiatric	Annals,	35(5),	390–398.	
https://doi.org/10.3928/00485713-20050501-05	

Corbin,	J.	M.,	&	Strauss,	A.	(1990).	Grounded	theory	research:	Procedures,	canons,	and	evaluative	
criteria.	Qualitative	sociology,	13(1),	3-21.	Doi	10.1007/BF00988593	

Craig,	S.	E.	(2017).	Trauma-sensitive	schools	for	the	adolescent	years:	Promoting	resiliency	and	
healing,	grades	6–12.	Teachers	College	Press.	

C-Span	(1996,	January	25)	Mrs.	Clinton’s	Campaign	Speech	at	Keene	State	University.	Retrieved	
April	26,	2019	https://www.c-span.org/video/?69606-1/mrs-clinton-campaign-speech	

Danese,	A.,	&	McEwen,	B.	S.	(2012).	Adverse	childhood	experiences,	allostasis,	allostatic	load,	and	
age-related	disease.	Physiology	&	Behavior,	106(1),	29–39.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2011.08.019	

Davis,	A.	Y.	(2011).	Are	prisons	obsolete?.	Seven	Stories	Press.	
De	Bellis,	M.	D.,	Keshavan,	M.	S.,	Clark,	D.	B.,	Casey,	B.	J.,	Giedd,	J.	N.,	Boring,	A.	M.,	Frustaci,	K.,	&	

Ryan,	N.	D.	(1999).	Developmental	traumatology	part	II:	brain	development.	Biological	
psychiatry,	45(10),	1271-1284.	https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(99)00045-1	

Delgado	Bernal,	D.,	Burciaga,	R.,	&	Flores	Carmona,	J.	(2012).	Chicana/Latina	Testimonios:	Mapping	
the	Methodological,	Pedagogical,	and	Political,	Equity	&	Excellence	in	Education,	45:3,	363-
372,	DOI:	10.1080/10665684.2012.69814	

Delpit,	L.	(1995).		The	Silenced	Dialogue,	In	Other	people’s	children:	Cultural	conflict	in	the	classroom.		
New	York:		The	New	Press.	

DiLulio,	J.	(1995,	November	27).	The	Coming	of	the	Super-Predators,	The	Weekly	Standard.	
Retrieved	April	26,	2019	from	https://www.weeklystandard.com/john-j-dilulio-jr/the-
coming-of-the-super-predators	

Dishion,	T.	J.,	&	Tipsord,	J.	M.	(2011).	Peer	contagion	in	child	and	adolescent	social	and	emotional	
development.	Annual	review	of	psychology,	Vol	62,	189-214.	
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100412	

Downs,	T.	J.,	Ross,	L.,	Patton,	S.,	Rulnick,	S.,	Sinha,	D.,	Mucciarone,	D.,	Calvache,	M.,	Parmenter,	S.,	
Subedi,	R.,	Wysokenski,	D.,	Anderson,	E.,	Dezan,	R.,	Lowe,	K.,	Bowen,	J.,	Tejani,	A.,	Piersanti,	
K.,	Taylor,	O.,	&	Goble,	R.	(2009).	Complexities	of	holistic	community-based	participatory	



 109 

research	for	a	low	income,	multi-ethnic	population	exposed	to	multiple	built-environment	
stressors	in	Worcester,	Massachusetts.	Environmental	Research,	109(8),	1028–1040.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2009.08.005	

Dumas,	M.	J.	(2014).	‘Losing	an	arm’:	Schooling	as	a	site	of	black	suffering.	Race	Ethnicity	and	
Education,	17(1),	1–29.	https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2013.850412	

Duncombe,	S.	(Ed.).	(2002).	Introduction.	In	Cultural	resistance	reader.	Verso.		
Dunlap,	G.,	Sailor,	W.,	Horner,	R.H.,	Sugai,	G.	(2009).	Chapter	1:	Overview	and	history	of	positive	

behavior	support.	In	Handbook	of	positive	behavior	support.	pp.	3-16.	
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-0-387-09632-2_1	

Ellis,	C.,	Adams,	T.	E.,	&	Bochner,	A.	P.	(2011).	Autoethnography:	an	overview.	Historical	Social	
Research/Historische	Sozialforschung,	273-290.	

Elvsåshagen,	T.,	Vera,	E.,	Bøen,	E.,	Bratlie,	J.,	Andreassen,	O.	A.,	Josefsen,	D.,	...	&	Boye,	B.	(2011).	The	
load	of	short	telomeres	is	increased	and	associated	with	lifetime	number	of	depressive	
episodes	in	bipolar	II	disorder.	Journal	of	affective	disorders,	135(1-3),	43-50.	

Fahmy,	C.,	&	Wallace,	D.	(2018).	Incarceration,	reentry,	and	health.	In	Handbook	on	the	consequences	
of	sentencing	and	punishment	decisions	(pp.	105-121).	Routledge.	

Fairall,	C.	H.	(1915).	The	Penal	Code	of	the	State	of	California:	Adopted	February	14,	1872.	With	
Amendments	Up	to	and	Including	Those	of	the	Forty-first	Session	of	the	Legislature,	1915.	
Bancroft-Whitney.	

Falzone,	G.	(2015).	From	Resilience	to	Transformative	Agency:	How	Urban	Juvenile	Justice-Involved	
Youth	Can	Create	Structural,	Cultural,	and	Psychological	Revolution	(unpublished)	

Fanon,	F.	(1994).	Chevalier,	H.	(trans).	A	dying	colonialism	(Vol.	430).	Grove	Press:	New	York.	
Fanon,	F.	(2008).	Philcox,	R.	(trans)	Black	skin,	White	masks.	Grove	press.	New	York.	
Farmer,	S.	(2012).	Criminality	of	Black	youth	in	inner-city	schools:	‘moral	panic’,	moral	imagination,	

and	moral	formation.	In	Meiners,	&	Winn	(Eds.).	Education	and	incarceration.	Routledge	
(pp.	93-107).	

Fasching-Varner,	K.	J.,	Mitchell,	R.	W.,	Martin,	L.	L.,	&	Bennett-Haron,	K.	P.	(2014).	Beyond	school-to-
prison	pipeline	and	toward	an	educational	and	penal	realism.	Equity	&	Excellence	in	
Education,	47(4),	410-429.	https://doi.org/10.1080/10665684.2014.959285	

Felitti,	V.	J.,	Anda,	R.	F.,	Nordenberg,	D.,	Williamson,	D.	F.,	Spitz,	A.	M.,	Edwards,	V.,	Koss,	M.	P.,	&	
Marks,	J.	S.	(1998).	Relationship	of	Childhood	Abuse	and	Household	Dysfunction	to	Many	of	
the	Leading	Causes	of	Death	in	Adults:	The	Adverse	Childhood	Experiences	(ACE)	Study.	
American	Journal	of	Preventive	Medicine,	14(4),	245–258.	https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-
3797(98)00017-8	

Ferguson,	A.	A.	(2001).	Bad	boys:	Public	schools	in	the	making	of	black	masculinity.	Ann	Arbor:	
University	of	Michigan	Press.		

Fine,	M.	(1991).	Framing	dropouts:	Notes	on	the	politics	of	an	urban	public	high	school.	Albany,	N.Y:	
State	University	of	New	York	Press.	

Fine,	M.	(1994).	Chapter	4	-Working	the	hyphens:	Reinventing	Self	and	Other	in	Qualitative	
Research.	In	Handbook	of	qualitative	research	(pp.70-84)	Thousand	Oaks,	CA:	Sage.		

Ford,	J.	D.,	Chapman,	J.	F.,	Hawke,	J.,	&	Albert,	D.	(2007).	Trauma	among	youth	in	the	juvenile	justice	
system:	Critical	issues	and	new	directions.	National	Center	for	Mental	Health	and	Juvenile	
Justice,	1-8.	Retrieved	October	28,	2018,	from	
https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/Publications/abstract.aspx?ID=254218	

Fox,	B.	H.,	Perez,	N.,	Cass,	E.,	Baglivio,	M.	T.,	&	Epps,	N.	(2015).	Trauma	changes	everything:	
Examining	the	relationship	between	adverse	childhood	experiences	and	serious,	violent	and	
chronic	juvenile	offenders.	Child	Abuse	&	Neglect,	46,	163–173.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2015.01.011	

Friere,	P.	(1993).	Pedagogy	of	the	Oppressed.	M.	Ramos	(Trans.).	New	York:	Continuum	(originally	
published	in	1977)	



 110 

Funder’s	Collaborative	of	Youth	Organizing.	(2013).	Field	Scan	Executive	Summary.	Retrieved	
September,	10,	2014	from	
http://www.fcyo.org/media/docs/7021_ExecutiveSummaryFINAL.pdf.		

Gabbidon,	S.	L.,	&	Greene,	H.	T.	(2013).	Race	and	crime.	Sage	Publications.	
Gallagher,	C.	A.,	&	Dobrin,	A.	(2006).	Deaths	in	juvenile	justice	residential	facilities.	Journal	of	

Adolescent	Health,	38(6),	662-668.	
Garbarino,	J.	(1995).	The	American	war	zone:	What	children	can	tell	us	about	living	with	violence.	

Journal	of	Developmental	and	Behavioral	Pediatrics:	JDBP,	16(6),	431–435.	
Garbarino,	J.	(2001).	An	ecological	perspective	on	the	effects	of	violence	on	children.	Journal	of	

Community	Psychology,	29(3),	361–378.	https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.1022	
Garbarino,	J.	(2008).	Children	and	the	Dark	Side	of	Human	Experience:	Confronting	Global	Realities	

and	Rethinking	Child	Development.	Springer	Science	&	Business	Media.	
Gatti,	U.,	Tremblay,	R.	E.,	&	Vitaro,	F.	(2009).	Iatrogenic	effect	of	juvenile	justice.	Journal	of	Child	

Psychology	and	Psychiatry,	50(8),	991-998.	https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-
7610.2008.02057.x	

Geronimus,	A.	T.	(1992).	The	weathering	hypothesis	and	the	health	of	African	American	women	and	
infants:	evidence	and	speculations.	Ethnicity	&	disease,	2(3),	207-221.	

Ginwright,	S.	(2010).	Peace	Out	to	the	Revolution!	Activism	among	African	American	Youth.	Nordic	
Journal	of	Youth	Research,	18(1),	77-96.	https://doi.org/10.1177/110330880901800106	

Ginwright,	S.	&	James,	T,	(2002).	From	assets	to	agents	of	change:	Social	justice,	organizing,	and	
youth	development.	New	Directions	For	Youth	Development,	96(Winter),	27-46.	
https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.25	

Ginwright,	S.	Noguera,	P.	&	Cammarota,	J.	(Eds.).	(2006).	Beyond	Resistance!	Youth	Resistance	and	
Community	Change:	New	Democratic	Possibilities	for	Practice	and	Policy	for	America’s	Youth.	
New	York:	Routledge	Taylor	&	Francis	Group.	https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203961001	

Giroux,	H.	A.	(1983).	Theories	of	reproduction	and	resistance	in	the	new	sociology	of	education:	A	
critical	analysis.	Harvard	educational	review,	53(3),	257-293.	
https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.53.3.a67x4u33g7682734	

Goddard,	T.	&	Myers,	R.	(2011).	Democracy	and	Demonstration	in	the	Grey	Area	of	Neo-Liberalism:	
A	Case	Study	of	Free	Los	Angeles	High	School,	British	Journal	of	Criminology.	51	(4),	652–
670.	

Gonzalez,	J.	C.,	&	Portillos,	E.	L.	(2007).	The	undereducation	and	overcriminalization	of	US	
Latinas/os:	A	post-Los	Angeles	riots	LatCrit	analysis.	Educational	Studies,	42(3),	247-266.	

Gottfredson,	D.	C.	(2001).	Delinquency	and	schools.	New	York:	Cambridge	University.	
Grassian,	S.	(2006).	Psychiatric	Effects	of	Solitary	Confinement.	Washington	University	Journal	of	

Law	&	Policy,	22,	325-384	
Gray,	K.	M.,	&	Squeglia,	L.	M.	(2018).	Research	review:	what	have	we	learned	about	adolescent	

substance	use?.	Journal	of	Child	Psychology	and	Psychiatry,	59(6),	618-627.	
		https://doi-org.libproxy.berkeley.edu/10.1111/jcpp.12783	
Greenwald,	R.	(2002).	Motivation-Adaptive	Skills-Trauma	Resolution	(MASTR)	Therapy	for	

Adolescents	with	Conduct	Problems:	An	Open	Trial.	In	Greenwald,	R.	(Ed).	Trauma	and	
juvenile	delinquency:	Theory,	research,	and	interventions.	New	York:	Haworth	Maltreatment	
and	Trauma	

Greeson,	J.	K.	P.,	Briggs,	E.	C.,	Layne,	C.	M.,	Belcher,	H.	M.	E.,	Ostrowski,	S.	A.,	Kim,	S.,	Lee,	R.	C.,	
Vivrette,	R.	L.,	Pynoos,	R.	S.,	&	Fairbank,	J.	A.	(2013).	Traumatic	childhood	experiences	in	the	
21st	century:	broadening	and	building	on	the	ACE	studies	with	data	from	the	National	Child	
Traumatic	Stress	Network.	Journal	of	interpersonal	violence.	29(3),	536–556.	
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513505217	

Guenther,	L.	(2013).	Solitary	confinement:	Social	death	and	its	afterlives.	U	of	Minnesota	Press.	
http://muse.jhu.edu/book/26792/	



 111 

Hall,	B.	L.	(1992).	From	Margins	to	Center?	The	Development	and	Purpose	of	Participatory	
Research.	The	American	Sociologist,	23,(4),	15-28.	https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02691928	

Hartman,	S.	(1997).	Scenes	of	subjection:	Terror,	slavery,	and	self-making	in	nineteenth-century	
America.	Oxford,	UK:	Oxford	University	Press.	

Harvard	University	Center	for	the	Developing	Child.	(2020)	Toxic	Stress.	Retrieved	March	20,	2019	
from	https://developingchild.harvard.edu/science/key-concepts/toxic-stress/	

Haslam,	N.,	&	Loughnan,	S.	(2014).	Dehumanization	and	Infrahumanization.	Annual	Review	of	
Psychology,	65(1),	399–423.	https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115045	

Heitzeg,	N.	A.	(2009).	Education	or	Incarceration:	Zero	Tolerance	Policies	and	the	School	to	Prison	
Pipeline.	In	Forum	on	public	policy	online	(Vol.	2009,	No.	2).	Oxford	Round	Table.	406	West	
Florida	Avenue,	Urbana,	IL	61801	

Hennigan,	K.	&	Kolnick,	K.	(2007).	Juvenile	Justice	Data	Project:	A	Partnership	to	Improve	State	and	
Local	Outcomes.	Summary	Report	Phase	I:	Survey	of	Interventions	and	Programs.	Center	for	
Research	on	Crime,	Department	of	Psychology,	University	of	Southern	California.	

Hernandez,	K.	L.	(2019).	The	Million	Dollar	Hoods	Project.	Retrieved	November	14,	2019	from	
https://milliondollarhoods.org/	

Hernández,	K.	L.	(2017).	City	of	inmates:	Conquest,	rebellion,	and	the	rise	of	human	caging	in	Los	
Angeles,	1771–1965.	UNC	Press	Books.	

Herr,	K.,	&	Anderson,	G.	L.	(2014).	The	action	research	dissertation:	A	guide	for	students	and	faculty.	
Sage	publications.	

Hertzman,	C.,	&	Boyce,	T.	(2010).	How	experience	gets	under	the	skin	to	create	gradients	in	
developmental	health.	Annual	review	of	public	health,	31(1),	329-347.	
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.012809.103538	

Hinton,	E.	(2015).	Creating	crime:	the	rise	and	impact	of	national	juvenile	delinquency	programs	in	
Black	urban	neighborhoods.	Journal	of	Urban	History,	41(5),	808-824.	
https://doi.org/10.1177/0096144215589946	

Hinton,	E.	(2016).	From	the	War	on	Poverty	to	the	War	on	Crime.	Harvard	University	Press.	
Hockenberry,	S.,	Wachter,	A.,	&	Sladky,	A.	(2016).	Juvenile	Residential	Facility	Census,	2014:	

Selected	Findings.	Juvenile	Justice	Statistics:	National	Report	Series	Bulletin.	NCJ	250123.	
Office	of	Juvenile	Justice	and	Delinquency	Prevention.	

Huber,	L.	P.	(2009).	Disrupting	apartheid	of	knowledge:	Testimonio	as	methodology	in	Latina/o	
critical	race	research	in	education.	International	Journal	of	Qualitative	Studies	in	Education,	
22(6),	639-654.	DOI:	10.1080/09518390903333863	

Hypps,	I.	C.	(1959).	The	Role	of	the	School	in	Juvenile	Delinquency	Prevention	(With	Especial	
Reference	to	Pupil	Personnel	Services).	The	Journal	of	Negro	Education,	28(3),	318-328.	

Jackson,	J.	S.,	Knight,	K.	M.,	&	Rafferty,	J.	A.	(2010).	Race	and	unhealthy	behaviors:	chronic	stress,	the	
HPA	axis,	and	physical	and	mental	health	disparities	over	the	life	course.	American	journal	
of	public	health,	100(5),	933-939.	

Jones,	C.	P.	(2000).	Levels	of	racism:	A	theoretic	framework	and	a	gardener’s	tale.	American	Journal	
of	Public	Health,	90(8),	1212–1215.	

Jones,	C.P.,	Jones,	C.Y.,	Perry,	G.S.,	Barclay,	G.,	&	Jones,	C.A.	(2009).	Addressing	the	Social	
Determinants	of	Children’s	Health:	A	Cliff	Analogy.	Journal	of	Health	Care	for	the	Poor	and	
Underserved	20(4),	1-12.	doi:10.1353/hpu.0.0228.	

Jones,	N.	(2014).	“The	Regular	Routine”:	Proactive	Policing	and	Adolescent	Development	Among	
Young,	Poor	Black	Men.	In	K.	Roy	&	N.	Jones	(Eds.),	Pathways	to	adulthood	for	disconnected	
young	men	in	low-income	communities.	New	directions	for	child	and	adolescent	development,	
2014(143),	33-54.	https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20053	

Juster,	R.	P.,	McEwen,	B.	S.,	&	Lupien,	S.	J.	(2010).	Allostatic	load	biomarkers	of	chronic	stress	and	
impact	on	health	and	cognition.	Neuroscience	&	Biobehavioral	Reviews,	35(1),	2-16.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.10.002	



 112 

Kempf,	K.	L.	(1993).	The	empirical	status	of	Hirschi’s	control	theory.	In	Alder,	F	&	Laufer,	W.S.	(Eds)	
New	directions	in	criminological	theory:	Advances	in	criminological	theory	volume	4	(pp.	143-
185).	

Kerig,	P.	K.,	Ward,	R.	M.,	Vanderzee,	K.	L.,	&	Moeddel,	M.	A.	(2009).	Posttraumatic	stress	as	a	
mediator	of	the	relationship	between	trauma	and	mental	health	problems	among	juvenile	
delinquents.	Journal	of	Youth	and	Adolescence,	38(9),	1214-1225.	
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9332-5	

Kincheloe,	J.	L.,	&	McLaren,	P.	(2002).	Rethinking	critical	theory	and	qualitative	research.	
Ethnography	and	schools:	Qualitative	approaches	to	the	study	of	education,	87-138.	

King,	S.,	Rusoja,	A.,	&	Peguero,	A.	A.	(2018).	The	School-to-Prison	Pipeline.	In	J.	Deakin,	E.	Taylor,	&	
A.	Kupchik	(Eds.),	The	Palgrave	International	Handbook	of	School	Discipline,	Surveillance,	
and	Social	Control	(pp.	269–290).	Springer	International	Publishing.	
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71559-9_14	

Kozol,	J.	(1991)	Savage	Inequalities:	Children	in	America’s	Schools.	Westminster:	Crown	Publishing.	
Krieger,	N.	(1994).	Epidemiology	and	the	web	of	causation:	has	anyone	seen	the	spider?.	Social	

science	&	medicine,	39(7),	887-903.	https://doi.org/10.1016/0277-9536(94)90202-X	
Krieger,	N.	(2001).	Theories	for	social	epidemiology	in	the	21st	century:	an	ecosocial	perspective.	

International	journal	of	epidemiology,	30(4),	668-677.	
Krieger,	N.	(2012).	Methods	for	the	Scientific	Study	of	Discrimination	and	Health:	An	Ecosocial	

Approach.	American	Journal	of	Public	Health,	102(5),	936–944.	
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2011.300544	

Krisberg,	B.	(2005).	Juvenile	justice:	Redeeming	our	children.	Sage	Publications.	
Krisberg,	B.,	&	Austin,	J.	F.	(1993).	Reinventing	juvenile	justice.	Sage	Publications.	
Kruegar-Henney,	P.	(2012).	It’s	not	just	a	method!	The	epistemic	and	political	work	of	young	

people’s	lifeworlds	at	the	school-prison	nexus.	In	Meiners	&	Winn	(Eds.).	Education	and	
incarceration.	Routledge	(pp.	108-133).		

Kupchik,	A.	(2010).	Homeroom	security:	School	discipline	in	an	age	of	fear.	NYU	Press.	
Ladson-Billings,	G.	(1995).	But	that’s	just	good	teaching!	The	case	for	culturally	relevant	pedagogy.	

Theory	Into	Practice	3(34),	159-165.	
Ladson-Billings,	G.	(1997).		The	Dreamkeepers:	Effective	teachers	of	African	American	children.		San	

Francisco:	Jossey-Bass.		
Lareau,	A.	(2011).	Unequal	Childhoods:	Class,	Race,	and	Family	Life.	Berkeley:	University	of	California	

Press.	
Lawrence-Lightfoot,	S.,	&	Davis,	J.	H.	(1997).	The	art	and	science	of	portraiture.	Jossey-Bass	

Incorporated	Publications.	
Lawson,	H.	A.,	Caringi,	J.	C.,	Pyles,	L.,	Bozlak,	C.	T.,	&	Jurkowski,	J.	M.	(2015).	Participatory	Action	

Research.	Oxford	University	Press.	
Lee,	C.	D.	(2010).	Soaring	above	the	clouds,	delving	the	ocean’s	depths:	Understanding	the	ecologies	

of	human	learning	and	the	challenge	for	education	science.	Educational	Researcher,	39(9),	
643-655.	DOI:	10.3102/0013189X10392139	

Lerner,	R.	M.	(1978).	Nature,	nurture,	and	dynamic	interactionism.	Human	Development,	21(1),	1-
20.	

Lerner,	R.	M.	(1995).	America's	youth	in	crisis:	Challenges	and	options	for	programs	and	policies.	Sage	
Publications.	

Lerner,	R.	M.,	&	Steinberg,	L.	(2009).	Handbook	of	Adolescent	Psychology,	Volume	1:	Individual	Bases	
of	Adolescent	Development.	John	Wiley	&	Sons.	

Leventhal,	T.,	&	Brooks-Gunn,	J.	(2000).	The	neighborhoods	they	live	in:	the	effects	of	neighborhood	
residence	on	child	and	adolescent	outcomes.	Psychological	bulletin,	126(2),	309-337.	

Lewis,	A.	(2003).	Race	in	the	school	yard:	Negotiating	the	color	line	in	classrooms	and	communities.	
New	Brunswick,	NJ:	Rutgers	University	Press.	



 113 

Lewis,	O.	(1966).	The	Culture	of	Poverty.	Scientific	American,	215(4),	19-25.	
Loeber,	R.,	Burke,	J.	D.,	&	Pardini,	D.	A.	(2009).	Development	and	Etiology	of	Disruptive	and	

Delinquent	Behavior.	Annual	Review	of	Clinical	Psychology,	5(1),	291–310.	
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.032408.153631	

Loeber,	R.,	&	Farrington,	D.	P.	(2014).	Age-crime	curve.	Encyclopedia	of	criminology	and	criminal	
justice,	12-18.	

Los	Angeles	County	Sheriff's	Department	Manual	of	Policies	and	Procedures.	(2020).	5-02/040.30	-	
Predelinquency	Juvenile	Arrests,	Detention	and	Referral.	Retrieved	March,	20,	2020	from	
http://pars.lasd.org/Viewer/Manuals/11592/Content/11615?showHistorical=True	

MacKenzie,	D.	L.,	&	Uchida,	C.	D.	(1994).	Drugs	and	crime:	Evaluating	public	policy	initiatives.	
Thousand	Oaks:	Sage	Publications.	

Mallett,	C.	A.	(2016).	The	school-to-prison	pipeline:	A	critical	review	of	the	punitive	paradigm	
shift.	Child	and	adolescent	social	work	journal,	33(1),	15-24.	
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10560-015-0397-1	

Maldonado,	D.	&	Meiners,	E.	(2020).	Due	time:	Meditations	on	abolition	at	the	site	of	the	university,	
Social	Text	(forthcoming).	

Mann,	H.	(1848).	Report	no.	12	of	the	Massachusetts	school	board.	The	republic	and	the	school:	
Horace	Mann	on	the	education	of	free	men,	415-449.	

Marcus,	J.	(2014).	For	the	Children	Who	‘Fell	Through	the	Cracks’.	Harvard	Law	Today.	November	
24,	2014.	Retrieved	September	3,	2019	from	https://today.law.harvard.edu/feature/for-
the-children-who-fell-through-the-cracks/		

Marmot,	M.	G.,	Shipley,	M.	J.,	&	Rose,	G.	(1984).	Inequalities	in	death—specific	explanations	of	a	
general	pattern?.	The	Lancet,	323(8384),	1003-1006.	https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(84)92337-7	

Maschi,	T.,	Stimmel,	M.,	Morgen,	K.,	Gibson,	S.,	&	O’Mary,	A.	(2012).	Trauma	and	Posttraumatic	
Stress	Disorder	Among	Youth	in	the	Juvenile	Justice	System:	A	Critical	Appraisal.	In	
Handbook	of	Juvenile	Forensic	Psychology	and	Psychiatry	(pp.	503-520).	Springer	US.	

Massoglia,	M.,	&	Remster,	B.	(2019).	Linkages	Between	Incarceration	and	Health.	Public	Health	
Reports,	134(1_suppl),	8S-14S.	https://doi.org/10.1177/0033354919826563	

Mayer,	G.	R.,	&	Butterworth,	T.	W.	(1979).	A	preventive	approach	to	school	violence	and	vandalism:	
An	experimental	study.	The	Personnel	and	Guidance	Journal,	57(9),	436-441.	

McCrory,	E.,	De	Brito,	S.	A.,	&	Viding,	E.	(2012).	The	link	between	child	abuse	and	psychopathology:	
a	review	of	neurobiological	and	genetic	research.	Journal	of	the	Royal	Society	of	Medicine,	
105(4),	151-156.	Doi	10.1111/j.1469-7610.2010.02271.x	

McDermott,	E.	R.,	Anderson,	S.,	&	Zaff,	J.	F.	(2018).	Dropout	typologies:	Relating	profiles	of	risk	and	
support	to	later	educational	re-engagement.	Applied	Developmental	Science,	22(3),	217-232.	
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2016.1270764	

McEwen,	B.	S.	(1998).	Stress,	adaptation,	and	disease:	Allostasis	and	allostatic	load.	Annals	of	the	
New	York	academy	of	sciences,	840(1),	33-44.	https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-
6632.1998.tb09546.x	

McEwen,	B.	S.,	&	Stellar,	E.	(1993).	Stress	and	the	individual:	mechanisms	leading	to	disease.	
Archives	of	internal	medicine,	153(18),	2093-2101.	
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.1993.00410180039004	

Meiners,	E.	R.	(2007).	Right	to	be	hostile:	Schools,	prisons,	and	the	making	of	public	enemies.	
Routledge.	

Meiners,	E.	R.	(2017).	The	Problem	Child:	Provocations	Toward	Dismantling	the	Carceral	State.	
Harvard	Educational	Review,	87(1),	122–146.	https://doi.org/10.17763/1943-5045-
87.1.122	

Mercer,	M.	L.	(1930).	School	maladjustment	as	a	factor	in	juvenile	delinquency.	Journal	of	Juvenile	
Research,	14,	41-42.	



 114 

Merjian,	A.	H.	(2010).	Relitigating	Plessy	in	the	21st	century:	Separate	and	unequal	education	in	
California.	Tex.	Texas	Hispanic	Journal	of	Law	and	Policy,	16,	1-36.	

Merlo,	A.	V.,	&	Benekos,	P.	J.	(2017).	Reaffirming	Juvenile	Justice:	From	Gault	to	Montgomery.	
Routledge.	

Molina,	A.	A.	(1992).	California’s	Anti-Gang	Street	Terrorism	Enforcement	and	Prevention	Act:	One	
Step	Forward,	Two	Steps	Back	Notes	and	Comments.	Southwestern	University	Law	Review,	
22,	457–482.	

Morris,	E.	W.	(2007).	“Ladies”	or	“Loudies”?:	Perceptions	and	Experiences	of	Black	Girls	in	
Classrooms.	Youth	&	Society,	38(4),	490–515.	https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X06296778	

Morris,	M.	(2018).	Pushout:	The	Criminalization	of	Black	Girls	in	Schools.	The	New	Press.	
Myers,	D.	M.,	&	Farrell,	A.	F.	(2008).	Reclaiming	lost	opportunities:	Applying	public	health	models	in	

juvenile	justice.	Children	and	Youth	Services	Review,	30(10),	1159-1177.	
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.03.002	

Myers,	R.	R.,	&	Goddard,	T.	(2013).	Community-Driven	Youth	Justice	and	the	Organizational	
Consequences	of	Coercive	Governance.	The	British	Journal	of	Criminology,	53(2),	215–233.	
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azs060	

Nasir,	N.	I.	(2011).	Racialized	identities:	Race	and	achievement	among	African	American	youth.	
Stanford	University	Press.	

National	Council	on	Disability.	(2015,	June	18).	Breaking	the	School-to-Prison	Pipeline	for	Students	
with	Disabilities.	Retrieved	March	21,	2019	from	
https://www.ncd.gov/publications/2015/06182015	

Noguera,	P.	A.	(2003).	The	trouble	with	Black	boys:	The	role	and	influence	of	environmental	and	
cultural	factors	on	the	academic	performance	of	African	American	males.	Urban	education,	
38(4),	431-459.	https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085903038004005	

Noguera,	P.	&	Wing,	J.	(2006).	Unfinished	Business:	Closing	the	achievement	gap	in	our	schools.	San	
Francisco:	Jossey-Bass.		

Nowotny,	K.	M.,	&	Kuptsevych-Timmer,	A.	(2018).	Health	and	justice:	framing	incarceration	as	a	
social	determinant	of	health	for	Black	men	in	the	United	States.	Sociology	Compass,	12(3),	
e12566.	

Oakes,	J.	(2005).	Keeping	track.	Yale	University	Press.	
Oakland	Unified	School	District	(n.d.)	About	Oakland	School	Police	Department	(OSPD).	Retrieved	

July	10,	2019	from	https://www.ousd.org/Page/12687			
Ozer	E.,	&	Douglas,	L.	(2013).	The	Impact	of	Participatory	Research	on	Urban	Teens:	An	

Experimental	Evaluation.	American	Journal	of	Community	Psychology,	51(1-2),	66-75.	
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-012-9546-2	

Ozer,	E.J.	&	Schotland,	M.	(2011).	Psychological	Empowerment	Among	Urban	Youth:	Measure	
Development	and	Relationship	to	Psychosocial	Functioning.	Health	Education	&	Behavior.	
38(4),	348–356.	https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198110373734	

Patterson,	O.	(1982).	Slavery	and	Social	Death.	Cambridge.	MA:	Harvard	University.	
Piquero,	A.	R.	(2008).	Disproportionate	Minority	Contact.	The	Future	of	Children,	18(2),	59–79.	
Platt,	A.	M.	(1977).	The	child	savers:	The	invention	of	delinquency.	University	of	Chicago	Press.	
POOR	Magazine	(n.d.)	https://www.poormagazine.org/		
POOR	Magazine.(n.d.)	WeSearch	Project.	Retrieved	August	1,	2019	from	

https://www.poormagazine.org/wesearch	
Porter,	L.	C.,	Bushway,	S.	D.,	Tsao,	H.	S.,	&	Smith,	H.	L.	(2016).	How	the	US	prison	boom	has	changed	

the	age	distribution	of	the	prison	population.	Criminology,	54(1),	30-55.	
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12094	

Price,	J.	M.	(2015).	Prison	and	social	death.	Rutgers	University	Press.	
http://muse.jhu.edu/book/40530/	



 115 

Rehm,	J.,	Gmel	Sr,	G.	E.,	Gmel,	G.,	Hasan,	O.	S.,	Imtiaz,	S.,	Popova,	S.,	...	&	Shield,	K.	D.	(2017).	The	
relationship	between	different	dimensions	of	alcohol	use	and	the	burden	of	disease—an	
update.	Addiction,	112(6),	968-1001.	

Reyes,	K.B.		&		Rodríguez,		J.E.C.	(2012).	Testimonio:	Origins,	Terms,	and	Resources,	Equity	&	
Excellence	in	Education,	45:3,	525-538,	DOI:10.1080/10665684.2012.698571	

Richardson	Jr,	J.	B.,	Brown,	J.,	&	Van	Brakle,	M.	(2013).	Pathways	to	early	violent	death:	The	voices	
of	serious	violent	youth	offenders.	American	journal	of	public	health,	103(7),	e5-e16.	
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.301160	

Rios,	V.	(2011).	Punished:	Policing	the	Lives	of	Black	and	Latino	Boys.	New	York	&	London:	New	York	
University	Press.	

Rosenberg,	I.	M.	(1982).	Juvenile	Status	Offender	Statutes-New	Perspectives	on	an	Old	Problem.	U.C.	
Davis	Law	Review,	16(2),	283–324.	

Russell,	S.	T.,	Sinclair,	K.	O.,	Poteat,	V.	P.,	&	Koenig,	B.	W.	(2012).	Adolescent	health	and	harassment	
based	on	discriminatory	bias.	American	Journal	of	Public	Health,	102(3),	493-495.	

Sachar,	L.	(1998).	Holes.	Macmillan.	
Sampson,	R.	J.	(2008).	Moving	to	inequality:	Neighborhood	effects	and	experiments	meet	social	

structure.	American	journal	of	sociology,	114(1),	189-231.	
Sampson,	R.	J.,	Raudenbush,	S.	W.,	&	Earls,	F.	(1997).	Neighborhoods	and	violent	crime:	A	multilevel	

study	of	collective	efficacy.	Science,	277(5328),	918-924.	
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918	

Sawyer,	W.	(2018,	February	27).	Youth	Confinement:	The	Whole	Pie.	Prison	Policy	Project.	Retrieved	
July	14,	2019	from	https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/youth2018.html	

Sawyer,	W.,		&	Wagner,	P.	(2019,	March	19).	Mass	Incarceration:	The	Whole	Pie.	Prison	Policy	
Project.	Retrieved	July	14,	2019	from	https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/pie2019.html		

Schreiber,	D.	(1963).	Juvenile	delinquency	and	the	school	dropout	problem.	Fed.	Probation,	27,	15.	
Scott,	E.	S.,	&	Steinberg,	L.	D.	(2008).	Rethinking	juvenile	justice.	Harvard	University	Press.	
Sedgwick,	J.	(2018,	April	4)	25-Year-Old	Textbooks	and	Holes	in	the	Ceiling:	Inside	America’s	Public	

Schools,	New	York	Times.	Retrieved	June,	8,	2019	from	
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/16/reader-center/us-public-schools-conditions.html	

Sexton,	J.	(2016).	The	social	life	of	social	death:	On	Afro-pessimism	and	Black	optimism.	In	Time,	
Temporality	and	Violence	in	International	Relations	(pp.	85-99).	Routledge.	

Sexton,	J.	(2010).	People-of-Color-Blindness	Notes	on	the	Afterlife	of	Slavery.	Social	Text,	28(2	
(103)),	31-56.	Doi	10.1215/01642472-2009-066	

Sickmund,	M.,	Sladky,	T.J.,	Kang,	W.,	&	Puzzanchera,	C.	(2015).	Easy	Access	to	the	Census	of	Juveniles	
in	Residential	Placement.	Retrieved	January	3,	2017	from	
http://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezacjrp/		

Smith,	L.	T.	(1999).	Decolonizing	Methodologies.	New	York:	Room	400	
Smith,	P.	S.	(2006).	The	effects	of	solitary	confinement	on	prison	inmates:	A	brief	history	and	review	

of	the	literature.	Crime	and	justice,	34(1),	441-528.	
Sojoyner,	D.	M.	(2013).	Black	Radicals	Make	for	Bad	Citizens:	Undoing	the	Myth	of	the	School	to	

Prison	Pipeline.	Berkeley	Review	of	Education,	4(2).	https://doi.org/10.5070/B84110021	
Sojoyner,	D.	M.	(2016).	First	strike:	Educational	enclosures	in	black	Los	Angeles.	U	of	Minnesota	

Press.	
Solórzano,	D.,	&	Delgado	Bernal.	D.	(2001).	Examining	transformational	resistance	through	a	critical	

race	and	LatCrit	theory	framework:	Chicana	and	Chicano	students	in	an	urban	context.	
Urban	Education	36,	no.	3:	308–42.	Doi	10.1177/0042085901363002	

Sowle,	S.	D.	(1993).	A	regime	of	social	death:	criminal	punishment	in	the	age	of	prisons.	NYU	Rev.	L.	
&	Soc.	Change,	21,	497.	

Steinberg,	L.	(2009).	Adolescent	Development	and	Juvenile	Justice.	Annual	Review	of	Clinical	
Psychology,	5(1),	459–485.	https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.032408.153603	



 116 

Story,	B.	(2016).	The	prison	in	the	city:	Tracking	the	neoliberal	life	of	the	“million	dollar	block.”	
Theoretical	Criminology,	20(3),	257-276.	Doi	10.1177/1362480615625764	

Strauss,	A.,	&	Corbin,	J.	M.	(1998).	Basics	of	qualitative	research:	Techniques	and	procedures	for	
developing	grounded	theory.	(2nd	Edition).	SAGE	Publications.	

Street	Terrorism	Enforcement	and	Prevention	Act,	1988	Cal	ALS	1256,	1988	Cal	SB	1555,	1988	Cal	
Stats.	ch.	1256	(September	23,	1988).	Retrieved	from	https://advance-lexis-
com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:4J2D-5T40-0020-S3KM-00000-00&context=1516831.	

Sugie,	N.	F.	(2012).	Punishment	and	Welfare:	Paternal	Incarceration	and	Families’	Receipt	of	Public	
Assistance.	Social	Forces,	90(4),	1403–1427.	https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sos055	

Teicher,	M.	H.,	Samson,	J.	A.,	Anderson,	C.	M.,	&	Ohashi,	K.	(2016).	The	effects	of	childhood	
maltreatment	on	brain	structure,	function	and	connectivity.	Nature	Reviews	Neuroscience,	
17(10),	652-666.	https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2016.111	

Teplin,	L.	A.,	Welty,	L.	J.,	Abram,	K.	M.,	Dulcan,	M.	K.,	&	Washburn,	J.	J.	(2012).	Prevalence	and	
Persistence	of	Psychiatric	Disorders	in	Youth	After	Detention:	A	Prospective	Longitudinal	
Study.	Archives	of	General	Psychiatry,	69(10),	1031–1043.	
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.2062	

Terman,	L.	M.	(1916).	The	Measurement	of	intelligence	c.	2.	Houghton	Mifflin.	
The	Annie	E.	Casey	Foundation	(2013).	Closing	Massachusetts’	Training	Schools:	Reflections	Forty	

Years	Later	Baltimore,	Maryland.	Retrieved	January	19,	2014	from	
http://www.aecf.org/resources/closing-massachusetts-training-schools/	

The	Centers	for	Disease	Control	and	Prevention.	(2019).	Adverse	Childhood	Experiences	(ACSs).	
Retrieved	May	1,	2019	from	http://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/acestudy/	

The	Los	Angeles	Times	Editorial	Board	(2016,	August	21).	Editorial:	The	end	to	abusive	solitary	
confinement	of	juveniles	in	California	is	finally	in	sight,	The	Los	Angeles	Times.	Retrieved	
August	17,	2018	from	https://www.latimes.com/opinion/editorials/la-ed-juvenile-solitary-
20160821-snap-story.html	

The	National	Child	Traumatic	Stress	Network.	(2017).	Executive	Summary	Trauma:	What	Child	
Welfare	Attorneys	Should	Know.	Retrieved	June	1,	2018	from	
https://www.nctsn.org/resources/trauma-what-child-welfare-attorneys-should-know	

The	National	Child	Traumatic	Stress	Network	(n.d.)	About	Childhood	Trauma.	Retrieved	September	
3,	2019	from	https://www.nctsn.org/what-is-child-trauma/about-child-trauma	

The	Sentencing	Project	(2018).	Trends	in	U.S.	Corrections.	Retrieved	April	2,	2019	from	
https://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/trends-in-u-s-corrections/		

Tilton,	J.	(2013).	Rethinking	youth	voice	and	institutional	power:	Reflections	from	inside	a	service	
learning	partnership	in	a	california	juvenile	hall.	Children	and	Youth	Services	Review,	35(8),	
1189-1196.	Doi	10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.02.015	

Tuck,	E.	(2009).	Suspending	damage:	A	letter	to	communities.	Harvard	Educational	Review,	79(3),	
409-428.	Doi	10.17763/haer.79.3.n0016675661t3n15	

Tuck,	E.	(2012).	Urban	youth	and	school	pushout:	Gateways,	get-aways,	and	the	GED.	Routledge.	
Tuck,	E.,	&	Yang,	K.	W.	Eds.	(2014a).	Youth	resistance	research	and	theories	of	change.	New	York:	

Routledge.	
Tuck,	E.	&	Yang,	K.W.	(2014b).	R-words:	Refusing	research.	In	D.	Paris	&	M.	T.	Winn	(Eds.)		
Humanizing	research:	Decolonizing	qualitative	inquiry	with	youth	and	communities	(pp.	223–248).	

Thousand	Oaks,	CA:	Sage	Publications.	
Uggen,	C.,	Manza,	J.,	&	Thompson,	M.	(2006).	Citizenship,	Democracy,	and	the	Civic	Reintegration	of	

Criminal	Offenders.	Annals	of	the	American	Academy	of	Political	and	Social	Science,	605,	281–
310.	

van	der	Kolk,	B.A.	(2003).	The	neurobiology	of	childhood	trauma.	Child	Adolescent	Psychiatric	North	
America,	12,	293-317.	



 117 

van	der	Laan,	A.	M.,	Veenstra,	R.,	Bogaerts,	S.,	Verhulst,	F.	C.,	&	Ormel,	J.	(2010).	Serious,	minor,	and	
non-delinquents	in	early	adolescence:	The	impact	of	cumulative	risk	and	promotive	factors.	
The	TRAILS	study.	Journal	of	abnormal	child	psychology,	38(3),	339-351.	

Varney,	D.	(2007).	Splitting	the	Ranks:	Youth	as	Leaders,	Laborers	and	Learners	in	U.S.	Public	Space	
Participation	Projects.	Children,	Youth	and	Environments,	17(2,),	646–673.	

Vaught,	S.	E.	(2017).	Compulsory:	Education	and	the	dispossession	of	youth	in	a	prison	school.	
University	of	Minnesota	Press.	

Vélez	Young,	M.,	Sophia	Phillips,	R.,	&	Suad	Nasir,	N.	(2010).	Schooling	in	a	Youth	Prison.		The	
Journal	of	Correctional	Education,	61(3),	203-22	

Violent	Crime	Control	And	Law	Enforcement	Act	of	1994,	103	P.L.	322,	108	Stat.	1796,	1994	
Enacted	H.R.	3355,	103	Enacted	H.R.	3355	(September	13,	1994).	Retrieved	January,	18,	
2020	from	https://advance-lexis-
com.libproxy.berkeley.edu/api/document?collection=statutes-
legislation&id=urn:contentItem:4GSY-TK00-0019-T0GC-00000-00&context=1516831.	

Wacquant,	L.	(2001).	Deadly	symbiosis:	When	ghetto	and	prison	meet	and	mesh.	Punishment	&	
Society,	3(1),	95-133.	Doi	10.1177/14624740122228276	

Wacquant,	L.	(2008).	Urban	Outcasts:	A	Comparative	Study	of	Urban	Advanced	Marginality.	Malden,	
MA:	Polity	Press		

Wagner,	P.	&	Sawyer,	W.	(2018,	June).	States	of	Incarceration:	The	Global	Context.	Prison	Policy	
Project.	Retrieved	July	14,	2019	from	https://www.prisonpolicy.org/global/2018.html		

Wald,	J.,	&	Losen,	D.	J.	(2003).	Defining	and	redirecting	a	school-to-prison	pipeline.	New	Directions	
for	Youth	Development,	2003(99),	9–15.	https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.51	

Wallace,	M.	(1963).	Social	maladjustment	and	juvenile	delinquency	from	a	sociological	point	of	
view.	National	Catholic	Educational	Association	Bulletin,	60,	450–454.	

Wang,	M.	T.,	&	Degol,	J.	L.	(2016).	School	climate:	A	review	of	the	construct,	measurement,	and	
impact	on	student	outcomes.	Educational	Psychology	Review,	28(2),	315-352.	https://doi-
org.libproxy.berkeley.edu/10.1007/s10648-015-9319-1	

Ward,	G.	K.	(2012).	The	black	child-savers:	Racial	democracy	and	juvenile	justice.	University	of	
Chicago	Press.	

Wasserman,	G.	A.,	&	McReynolds,	L.	S.	(2011).	Contributors	to	traumatic	exposure	and	
posttraumatic	stress	disorder	in	juvenile	justice	youths.	Journal	of	traumatic	stress,	24(4),	
422-429.	https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20664	

Watts,	R.	J.,	Diemer,	M.	A.,	&	Voight,	A.	M.	(2011).	Critical	consciousness:	Current	status	and	future	
directions.	New	directions	for	child	and	adolescent	development	(134),	43-57.	Doi	
10.1002/cd.310	

Watts,	R.	J.,	&	Flanagan,	C.	(2007).	Pushing	the	Envelope	on	Youth	Civic	Engagement:	A	
developmental	and	liberation	psychology	perspective.	Journal	of	community	psychology,	
35(6),	779-792.	Doi	10.1002/jcop.20178		

Watts,	R.J.	&	Guessous,	O.	(2006).	“Sociopolitical	Development:	The	Missing	Link	in	Research	and	
Policy	on	Adolescents.”	In	Ginwright,	Noguera,	and	Cammarota	(Eds),	Beyond	Resistance!	
Youth	Resistance	and	Community	Change:	New	Democratic	Possibilities	for	Practice	and	
Policy	for	America’s	Youth	(59-80).	New	York:	Routledge.	

Weeks,	H.	A.,	&	Smith,	M.	G.	.	(1939).	Juvenile	Delinquency	and	Broken	Homes	in	Spokane,	
Washington.	Social	Forces,	18(1),	48–55.	https://doi.org/10.2307/2570495	

Weinstein,	A.	&	the	MoJo	Team	(2012,	March	18).	The	Trayvon	Martin	Killing,	Explained.	Mother	
Jones.	Retrieved	on	September	21,	2019	from	
https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2012/03/what-happened-trayvon-martin-
explained/	

Western,	B.,	&	Wildeman,	C.	(2009).	The	black	family	and	mass	incarceration.	The	ANNALS	of	the	
American	Academy	of	Political	and	Social	Science,	621(1),	221-242.	



 118 

Willis,	P.	E.	(1977).	Learning	to	labour:	How	working	class	kids	get	working	class	jobs.	New	York:	
Columbia	University	Press	

Willrich,	M.	(1998).	The	Two	Percent	Solution:	Eugenic	Jurisprudence	and	the	Socialization	of	
American	Law,	1900-1930.	Law	and	History	Review,	16(1),	63–111.	
https://doi.org/10.2307/744321	

Wilson,	W.	J.	(1987).	The	Truly	Disadvantaged	University	of	Chicago	Press.	Chicago	IL.	
Wilson,	W.	J.	(1996).	When	work	disappears:	The	world	of	the	new	urban	poor.	New	York:	Vintage	

Books.		
World	Health	Organization.	(2014)	Recognizing	adolescence.	Retrieved	November	21,	2019	from	

https://apps.who.int/adolescent/second-decade/section2/page1/recognizing-
adolescence.html	

World	Health	Organization	(2019)	Social	Determinants	of	Health.	Retrieved	June	1,	2019	from	
https://www.who.int/social_determinants/sdh_definition/en/	

Wun,	C.	(2016).	Against	captivity:	Black	girls	and	school	discipline	policies	in	the	afterlife	of	slavery.	
Educational	Policy,	30(1),	171-196.	DOI:	10.1177/0895904815615439.	

Youth	Justice	Coalition	(n.d.)	RealSearch	Projects.	Retrieved	March	31,	2020	from	
https://youthjusticela.org/realsearch-projects/				

Youth	Justice	Coalition	(n.d).	RealSearch	Projects	Echo	Park	Injunction	Fact	Sheet	Retrieved	August	
1,	2013	from	http://www.youth4justice.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Echo-Park-
Injunction-Fact-Sheet.pdf	

Zimmerman,	M.	A.	(1995).	Psychological	empowerment:	Issues	and	illustrations.	American	journal	
of	community	psychology,	23(5),	581-599.	https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02506983	

	



 119 

Appendix	A:	Ecological	Model	of	Oppression	Across	the	Life	Course	
	

In	Falzone	(2015),	based	on	the	initial	data	collected	from	the	Camp	Green	Lake	
ethnography,	I	created	an	ecological	model	to	conceptualize	how	sources	of	oppression	
might	affect	adolescent	development	throughout	the	life	course	(see	Figure	A.1).	The	
ecological	model	was	developed	using	previous	ecological	models	of	development	from	
Bronfenbrenner	(1979),	Lerner	(1978),	Garbarino	(1995),	Krieger	(1994),	as	well	as	
Fanon’s	(2008)	concept	of	sociogeny	from	psychiatry.179	Before	going	more	in	depth	into	
my	ecological	model,	I	will	summarize	how	each	of	the	five	scholars	influenced	the	model.		
	
Ecological	Influences	

Bronfenbrenner	is	often	thought	of	as	the	father	of	ecological	models	of	child	
development.	Before	the	introduction	of	ecological	theories,	child	development	was	either	
conceptualized	as	nature	or	nurture-based	“or	weakly	combined	multiple	sources	of	
influence	in	ways	that	retained	an	emphasis	on	one	or	the	other	sources	of	development	
(usually	on	nature)	as	the	prime	basis	of	development”	(Lerner	&	Steinberg,	2009,	p.	5).	
Bronfenbrenner	(1979)	offered	“a	new	theoretical	perspective	for	research	in	human	
development”	(p.	3),	one	that	argued	for	“development-in-context”	(p.	28).	He	
conceptualized	a	nest	of	domains	in	which	each	child	developed:	the	microsystem,	which	
encompass	the	child’s	immediate	surroundings;	the	mesosystem,	which	includes	
environments	outside	the	home	in	which	the	child	interacts,	such	as	school;	the	exosystem,	
that	is,	environments	in	which	the	child	only	has	indirect	involvement,	such	as	“a	parent’s	
place	of	work”	(p.	25),	and	the	macrosystem,	which	encompasses	the	entire	culture,	
including	“belief	systems	and	ideology”	(p.	26).	Later	models	included	another	domain,	the	
chronosystem,	which	represented	changes	across	time.	Bronfenbrenner	believed	that	in	
“ecological	research,	the	properties	of	the	person	and	of	the	environment,	the	structure	of	
environmental	setting,	and	the	processes	taking	place	within	and	between	them	must	be	
viewed	as	interdependent	and	analyzed	in	system	terms”	(Bronfenbrenner,	1979,	p.	41).	

Lerner	(1978),	a	contemporary	of	Bronfenbrenner,	also	created	an	ecological	model	
for	understanding	child	development	in	connection	with	the	environment.	Lerner	
conceptualized	dynamic	interactionism,	in	which	nature	and	nurture	are	interdependent,	
reflecting	a	dialectical	process	of	development.	He	contrasts	this	to	the	earlier	probabilistic	
epigenetic	view	that	saw	nature	and	nurture	independently.	Dynamic	interactionism	
critiques	the	concept	of	the	“generic	child”	(Lerner,	1995,	p.	38),	a	genderless,	raceless,	
classless	child	who	develops	along	a	set	of	predetermined	stages,	regardless	of	context	and	
regardless	of	historic	time	period,	a	model	promoted	by	previous	researchers	such	as	Ana	
Freud,	Erik	Erickson,	and	Jean	Piaget	(Lerner,	1978;	Lerner	&	Steinberg,	2009).	Lerner	

 
179	In	addition	to	the	five	scholars	discussed	in	the	previous	section,	I	wish	to	acknowledge	two	models	of	
oppression,	which,	though	I	read	after	I	came	up	with	my	synthesized	model	of	oppression,	has	been	
extremely	helpful	in	illustrating	how	the	oppression	of	racism	plays	out	across	domains.	Jones	(2000)	3-level	
model	of	racism-	institutionalized,	personally	mediated,	and	internalized	and	Bulhan	(1985)	4-level	model	of	
violence:	“A	society	founded	on	the	exploitation	of	slaves	was	the	crudest	form	of	structural	violence.	The	use	
of	White	militia	to	search	out	runaway	slaves	exemplifies	undisguised	institutional	violence.	The	omnipresent	
whip	not	only	symbolized	authority,	but	also	ritualized	interpersonal	violence.	The	countless	Africans	who	
flung	themselves	from	ships	into	the	Atlantic	Ocean	or	who	committed	suicide	on	plantations	also	emphasize	
the	desperation	underlying	intrapersonal	violence”	(Bulhan	1985,	p.156).	
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later	coined	the	term	developmental	contextualism	to	explain	human	development	as	a	
dynamic	interplay	between	“individuals	and	the	multiple	contexts	in	which	they	live”	
(Lerner,	1995,	p.	16),	These	contexts	include	the	“biological,	psychological,	physical,	and	
sociocultural”	(Lerner,	1995,	p.	16).		

In	contrast	to	Bronfenbrenner	who	focused	on	child	development,	Lerner	focused	
more	narrowly	on	adolescence.	In	respect	to	adolescence	developmental	contextualism	
“implies	that	adolescent	development	cannot	be	examined	independent	of	the	people	and	
places	that	comprise	an	adolescent’s	life	space	(i.e.,	contexts)…	adolescents	“grow	up”	not	
only	because	of	developmental,	maturational	processes	but	also	as	a	result	of	their	
interactions	with	other	people	and	in	a	variety	of	settings.”	(Levesque,	2011).		Lerner	was	
also	especially	interested	in	problems	with	adolescence,	especially	how	policies	and	
programs	could	address	“at-risk”	youth	(Lerner,	1995).	Lerner	developed	the	concept	of	
positive	youth	development,	which	as	discussed	in	Chapter	4,	was	adapted	into	positive	
youth	justice	development	(Butts	et	al,	2010),	a	practice	implemented	in	many	juvenile	
justice	facilities,	including	ones	in	this	study.		

Garbarino	(1995)	uses	the	same	ecological	nesting	model	created	by	
Bronfenbrenner	and	focuses	on	detrimental	environmental	factors	similar	to	Lerner.	He	
differs	from	both	scholars	in	that	he	focuses	on	understanding	the	detrimental	factors	at	
the	structural	and	sociocultural	level,	which	he	calls	“social	toxins”	(Garbarino,	2014).	
Social	toxins	at	one	ecological	level	will	have	interconnected	reverberations	at	other	levels.	
For	example,	it	is	not	just	poverty	itself	that	can	adversely	affect	childhood	well-being	but	
how	poverty	is	viewed	at	the	macrosystem	level,	that	is,	the	“morals	and	values	of	a	
society”	(Garbarino,	2014,	p.	1370).	If	poverty	is	seen	as	a	sign	of	individual	or	familial	
failure,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	3,	children	will	have	negative	effects	from	that	as	well	as	
the	poverty	itself.	Some	scholars	in	the	field	of	critical	youth	studies,	a	subfield	of	
education,	adapt	the	social	toxins	concept	to	understand	the	experiences	of	Black	and	other	
marginalized	students	(see	for	example,	Ginwright,	2010;	Ginwright	&	James,	2002).	
	 While	these	three	scholars	have	offered	a	lot	in	terms	of	how	we	conceptualize	
youth	development,	there	is	one	significant	shortcoming.	Each	of	them	either	downplay	or	
omit	issues	of	power	and	dominance	that	exist	at	the	forefront	of	life	for	marginalized	
youth.	For	example,	Lerner	at	times	over-relies	on	the	interactions	between	parents	and	
children	in	defining	context.	His	concept	of	“diversity”	is	often	framed	in	terms	of	individual	
and	environmental	diversity,	e.g.	“goodness	of	fit”	between	a	parent	and	child’s	
temperament	(Lerner	1995),	with	less	explicit	focus	on	racism	or	classism.		Garbarino’s	
(2014)	poverty	example	fails	to	discuss	how	issues	of	economic	oppression,	racial	
oppression,	and	other	power	dynamics	play	into	the	creation	of	poverty.		

Krieger’s	(1994,	2001)	ecosocial	model	and	Fanon’s	(2008)	sociogeny	explicitly	
focus	on	oppression	and	can	help	fill	in	the	gaps	of	the	previous	models.	For	example,	
Krieger’s	ecosocial	theory180	in	social	epidemiology	“intertwines”	social	factors	and	
biological	factors	(Krieger,	1994)	to	understand	the	mechanisms	that	result	in	social	and	

 
180	Krieger	(2001)	argues	that	“relevant	ecosocial	constructs…minimally	include”	four	components:	
1)“embodiment”	(how	do	the	social	and	biological	intertwine);	2)“pathways	of	embodiment”	(societal	power	
and	resource	dynamics	as	well	as	“constraints	and	possibilities	of	our	biology”);	3)“cumulative	interplay	
between	exposure,	susceptibility	and	resistance”	(ecological	model	for	understanding	how	social	and	
biological	factors	intertwine	at	multiple	levels,	domains,	and	in	“multiple	scales	of	time	and	space”);	4)	
“accountability	and	agency”	(importance	of	reflection	and	social	justice	work)	(p.	672).	
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health	inequities	(Krieger,	2001).	Krieger	uses	her	ecosocial	framework	to	conceptualize	
how	systemic	racism	can	affect	health	in	all	domains,	from	the	global	to	the	individual	
(Krieger,	2012).	The	strength	of	her	conceptualization	is	the	focus	on	systemic	forces	of	
oppression	and	how	they	can	manifest	in	an	individual.		

Fanon’s	contribution	to	understanding	ecological	connections	between	oppression	
and	carceral	studies	cannot	be	understated.	His	work	laid	the	foundations	for	the	colonial	
model	of	criminology	-one	of	the	few	criminology	theories	that	does	not	rely	on	individual,	
family,	or	neighborhood	pathology	but	instead	focuses	on	how	structural	oppression,	or	
colonization,	is	imbedded	in	traditional	theories	of	criminology	and	in	its	practices	
(Gabbidon	&	Greene,	2013,	p.99-100).	In	terms	of	ecological	theory,	Fanon’s	contribution	is	
in	decentering	the	individual.	In	contrast	to	other	models	that	center	individual	
ontology,181	he	believed	that	“all	human	problems	must	be	cast	in	a	definite	socio-historical	
and	cultural	context”	(Bulhan	1985,	p.	195).	He	called	this	lens	sociogeny.	Through	
sociogeny,	individual	behavior	now	moves	to	the	periphery	and	oppression	in-context	is	
centered.	Fanon	believed	that	an	individual’s	behavior	must	be	understood	in	the	context	
that	the	individual	must	navigate.	As	a	psychiatrist,	he	specifically	focused	on	what	
appeared	on	the	surface	to	be	a	psychopathology	of	the	individual,	but	in	reality,	was	a	
psychopathology	of	context.182	
	
My	Ecological	Model	

Building	on	the	work	of	these	five	scholars,	I	used	the	preliminary	data	from	the	
Camp	Green	Lake	study	to	as	a	springboard	for	a	theoretical	framework.	Since	the	data	only	
focused	on	participants	experiences	with	education	in	and	out	of	detention,	I	used	other	
empirical	studies	along	with	theoretical	literature	to	supplement	the	Findings.	I	call	my	
model	the	Ecological	Framework	of	Oppression	Across	the	Life-Course.	In	this	model,	
development	occurs	interdependently	with	environment,	with	environment	encompassing	
the	family,	the	community,	ideology,	and	structural	factors;	and	oppression	works	across	
domains	to	place	youth	at	risk	for	psychological	and	biological	harm.	Rather	than	focus	
solely	on	the	within-person	issues	(e.g.	psychopathology,	defiance,	et	cetera),	within-family	
issues	(e.g.	child	abuse,	neglect,	et	cetera),	and/or	the	within-neighborhood	issues	(e.g.	
poverty,	gun	violence,	et	cetera),	structural	context	is	centered,	allowing	for	the	interplay	of	
factors	from	the	structural	to	the	biological.	The	Ecological	Framework	of	Oppression	
Across	the	Life-Course	envisions	four	domains	of	oppression:	structural,	interpersonal,	

 
181	These	models	center	on	the	ontology	of	the	child	in	context,	with	an	over-reliance	on	the	interactions	
between	parents	and	children	in	defining	context	and	less	emphasis	on	more	indirect	ecological	levels.	For	
example,	Lerner	(1995)	spends	a	significant	amount	of	time	discussing	“goodness	of	fit”	between	children’s	
and	parent’s	temperament.	While	“goodness	of	fit”	is	important,	overemphasis	on	this	context	can	obscure	
more	upstream	factors.		
182	Some	of	the	best	examples	of	Fanon’s	sociogeny	can	be	found	in	A	Dying	Colonialism	(Fanon,	1994).	In	one	
example,	Fanon	traces	the	historical	transformation	of	Algerians	suffering	from	auditory	hallucinations	
during	the	Algerian	War.	He	notes	that	prior	to	1954,	patients	experienced	“highly	aggressive	and	hostile”	
audio	hallucinations	that	sounded	like	radio	voices.	Fanon	explains	that	during	this	time,	the	only	people	who	
owned	radios	were	the	French	colonizers	and	radios	became	synonymous	with	Algerian	oppression.	
However,	post-1956,	when	the	Algerian	resistance	began	utilizing	radios	to	mobilize	the	people,	the	“radio	
voice	became	protective”	(Fanon,	1994,	p.	89).	This	example	and	others	illustrate	that	rather	than	focus	on	
the	individuals’	symptoms,	it	is	important	to	understand	the	context	that	led	to	the	symptoms.			
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intrapersonal,	and	chronological	(Falzone,	2015).	I	will	briefly	discuss	these	domains	(see	
Figure	1).		

Structural	oppression	refers	to	the	numerous	tangible	and	ideological	institutions	
that	explicitly	and/or	implicitly	oppress	one	or	more	non-dominant	groups.	This	type	of	
oppression	oppresses	differently	through	time,	space,	and	the	composition	of	groups	of	
people.	Collins	(2000)	uses	the	“matrix	of	domination”	to	demonstrate	how	individuals	
may	be	oppressed	in	one	area,	such	as	gender,	but	privileged	in	others,	such	as	race,	class,	
and	sexual	identity.	Structural	oppression	in	the	late	20th	century	and	early	21st	century	
manifests	in	a	multitude	of	forms,	from	disproportionate	levels	of	environmental	injustice	
to	socio-political	isolation.		

Structural	oppression	can	affect	communities,	families,	and/or	individuals,	which	in	
turn	can	perpetrate	oppressions	onto	back	onto	individuals,	families,	and/or	communities:	
I	call	this	interpersonal	oppression.	While	structural	oppression	does	not	cause	behavior,	it	
can	significantly	constrain	people’s	choices.	For	example,	being	involved	in	the	criminal	
justice	system	affects	job	prospects	since	many	job	applications	ask	about	criminal	
convictions	and	some	careers	are	denied	to	former	felons	(Sugie,	2010;	Uggen,	Manza,	&	
Thompson,	2006).	In	addition	to	lower	work	potential,	many	former	felons	are	excluded	
from	receiving	welfare	benefits	for	life	(see	for	example	Uggen	et	al.,	2006,	p.	297).	Not	
being	able	to	get	a	job	or	welfare	benefits	can	make	the	illegal	economy	again	seem	like	a	
viable	option	(Wacquant,	2008;	Western	&	Wildeman,	2009).		
	
Figure	A.1:	Ecological	Framework	of	Oppression	Across	the	Life	Course	
	
	
	

	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
• There	is	a	bidirectional	relationship	between	structural,	interpersonal,	intrahome	and	

intrapersonal	oppression	
• Forms	of	oppression	are	not	static,	but	instead	change	over	the	lifespan	and	through	
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	Structural	Domain	

	
• Material	and	ideological	forms	of	oppression	
• Examples:	Institutions	such	as	school,	penal	system,	government	
																												Ideologies	such	as	racism,	heterosexism,	ableism	
• Structure	is	the	unit	of	analysis,	e.g.	structural	sociology	
	
Social	Death	

	

Interpersonal	
Domain		
																	
	
	
	
	
	
	
*Intrahome		

	
• Power-laden	relationships	of	people	within	and	between	structures.	

Can	be	thought	of	in	terms	of	public	relationships/communities	
• Examples:	Within	-	neighborhood,	school	community,	peers	
																													Between	-police	vs.	marginalized	communities	of	color	
• Groups/populations	are	the	unit	of	analysis,	e.g.	social	and	cultural	

studies	
	
Social	Death	
	
• Subset	of	interpersonal	domain	focused	on	more	private	relationships	

within	the	home,	that	is,	family	
• Individual	is	the	unit	of	analysis,	e.g.	social	welfare,	psychology		
	
Psychological	&	Biological	Death	

	

Intrapersonal	
Domain	

• Oppression-influenced	individual	biological,	psychological,	and	
cognitive	development	over	the	life	course	

• Individual	is	the	unit	of	analysis	e.g.	psychoneuroendocrinology	
	
Psychological	&	Biological	Death	

	

	

The	direct	circumscription	of	rights	of	those	involved	in	the	penal	and	welfare	
systems	affect	families	in	a	variety	of	ways.	For	example,	Sugie	(2010)	found	that	families	
left	behind	when	a	parent	was	sent	to	prison	were	significantly	more	likely	to	go	on	welfare	
then	those	who	did	not	have	a	recent	parental	incarceration.	If	the	parent	or	guardian	
incarcerated	was	already	on	welfare,	benefits	are	automatically	cut	off	in	60	days.	Thus,	
children	already	suffering	the	shock	of	suddenly	having	a	parent	taken	away	are	then	also	
denied	the	financial	safety	net	that	welfare	can	provide.	I	refer	to	interpersonal	oppression	
that	centers	within	the	home	(as	opposed	to	out	in	the	neighborhood)	as	intrahome	
oppression,	which	I	conceptualize	as	being	directly	or	indirectly	related	to	structural	
oppression	and	can	affect	all	members	of	the	home.		

Interpersonal	oppression	can	be	influenced	both	directly	and	indirectly	by	
structural	oppression.	As	Krieger’s	(1994;	2001)	ecosocial	theory	posits,	this	relationship	is	
not	unidirectional.	Intrahome	trauma	can	be	exacerbated	and	feed	into	community-level	
environmental	stressors	and	vice-versa.	Moreover,	these	first	two	domains	of	oppression	
influence	and	are	influenced	by	the	third	domain	–that	of	the	individual.	Intrapersonal	
oppression	refers	to	the	ways	in	which	individuals	internalize	structural	and	interpersonal	
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oppression	and,	in	the	case	of	youth,	the	ways	in	which	these	forms	of	oppression	affect	
psychological	and	neurobiological	development.	For	instance,	racism,	a	form	of	structural	
oppression,	can	be	internalized	by	the	culture	of	a	community	when	it	is	internalized	by	
individuals	within	the	community.	Internalized	racism	cannot	only	lead	to	“intra-group	
othering”	(Pyke,	2010,	p.	557)	but	detrimental	intrapersonal	effects	such	as	“self	doubt,	
disgust,	and	disrespect	for	one’s	race	and/or	oneself”	(ibid,	p.	553).	Directing	hatred	
inward	(or	at	others	in	one’s	community)	stymies	anger	from	being	used	as	an	impetus	for	
working	towards	systemic	change.	Hating	oneself	means	less	need	for	external	forces	of	
oppression	and	suppression.	In	the	school	setting,	internalizing	dominant	racial	narratives	
can	affect	young	people’s	achievement	in	school	(Nasir,	2011;	Steele,	1997)	and	contribute	
to	decisions	to	drop	out	(Fine,	1991).		
	 Given	the	dynamic	nature	of	all	ecological	models,	intrapersonal	oppression	is	
affected	by	and	affects	all	three	domains	of	oppression.	How	this	occurs	is	still	under-
theorized	and	under-researched	across	fields	and	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	discussion,	
but	some	research	has	begun	to	look	at	these	connections.	For	instance,	cognitive	
disruptions	due	to	oppression	(van	der	Kolk,	2003)	can	lead	to	issues	with	learning	and	
correlated	with	problems	in	school	(van	der	Kolk,	2003),	including	dropping	out	(Porche,	
Fortuna,	Lin,	&	Alegria,	2011).	The	internalization	of	racism	in	conjunction	with	
meritocracy	narratives	(Pyke,	2010)	can	lead	to	self-blame	for	school	problems	(Steele,	
1997)	Violent	behavior	by	youth	due	to	oppression	(van	der	Kolk,	2003)	can	contribute	to	
community	violence	(Rendon,	2014),	which	in	turn	can	contribute	to	more	repressive	state	
policies	and	actions	in	the	name	of	safety	(Wacquant,	2001).	

Reality	is	messier	and	more	complicated	than	this	simplified	breakdown,	many	
factors	fall	into	one	or	all	of	the	categories	and	there	is	a	dynamic	relationship	between	all	
three.	In	each	domain,	oppression	affects	participants	differently	and	there	is	a	dose-
response	relationship	to	exposure,	which	is	both	cumulative	through	levels	and	cumulative	
through	time.	For	example,	structural	oppression	affects	communities,	which	in	turn	affects	
people	who	live	in	those	communities,	which	in	turn	influences	structural	oppression.	
Applying	an	ecosocial	lens	can	help	frame	the	mechanisms	of	interference	so	that	
hypotheses	across	domains	could	be	developed	and	tested.	An	example	of	this	type	of	
hypothesis	based	on	the	data	presented	above	could	be	conceptualized	as	follows:	
structurally,	oppressive	distribution	of	resources	and	punitive	policies,	e.g.	socioeconomic	
and	political,	can	affect	the	ability	to	get	more	resources.	Interpersonally,	without	a	sense	
of	community,	it	is	difficult	to	organize	interpersonal	and	structural	changes.	Effects	of	
interpersonal	oppression	and	intrahome	trauma	can	lead	to	living	in	survival	mode,	which	
can	hinder	work	on	“bigger”	issues.	The	internalization	of	beliefs	systems	that	position	
marginalized	populations	as	deserving	to	be	where	they	are	can	hinder	their	ability	to	
make	changes	on	the	intrapersonal,	interpersonal,	and	structural	levels.	

As	the	second	component	of	the	project	data	was	generated,	I	was	able	to	revisit	this	
initial	ecological	model	and	amend	it	accordingly.	The	Findings	did	not	provide	enough	
evidence	to	fit	the	larger	model	but	did	provide	strong	evidence	for	examples	in	each	
domain.	I	call	these	examples	the	Three	Faces	of	Death:	social,	psychological,	and	biological	
death	(see	Chapter	1).	Figure	A.1	illustrates	where	the	Three	Faces	of	Death	fit	into	the	
larger	ecological	model.	
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Appendix	B:	Interviews	

	

Component	1:	Camp	Green	Lake	Interviews	
	 There	were	seven	formal	interviews	conducted	between	March	and	June	of	2013	as	
part	of	my	ethnography	of	Camp	Green	Lake.	All	seven	of	the	young	men	allowed	me	to	
record	their	first	interviews,	though	one	student	asked	me	to	shut	off	the	recorder	towards	
the	end	in	order	to	have	a	conversation	off	record.		Another	student	conducted	his	first	
interview	in	two	parts.	Four	of	the	students	asked	me	not	to	record	their	follow	up	
interview	but	allowed	me	to	summarize	their	comments;	the	others	allowed	me	to	record	
them.	Total	interview	time	ranged	in	duration	from	30mins	-	1hr	30mins.	

	
Interview	Protocol	
Preamble:	What	you	say	is	confidential	unless	you	talk	about	someone	hurting	you	or	you	
wanting	to	hurt	yourself.	For	your	protection,	it	is	also	important	not	to	discuss	any	of	the	
legal	issues	that	led	to	you	coming	to	the	Camp	or	any	pending	legal	issues.	

	
1. What	town/city	are	you	from?	
2. What	is	your	ethnicity?	
3. What	is	the	last	grade	you	completed?	
4. Do	you	have	a	favorite	subject	in	school?	If	so	what	is	it	and	why	is	it	your	favorite?	
5. Do	you	have	a	least	favorite	subject?	If	so	what	is	it	and	why	is	it	your	least	favorite?	
6. Can	you	name	a	memorable	(positive	or	negative)	teacher?	Why	do	they	stick	out	in	

your	memory	(positive	or	negative	reasons)?	
7. Have	you	taken	the	GED	or	CASHEE	yet	or	do	you	plan	on	completing	one	of	them	

while	you	are	here?	If	not	do	you	plan	on	finishing	High	School	or	getting	your	GED	
when	you	leave?	

8. What	do	you	want	to	be	when	you	grow	up?	What	do	you	think	your	chances	are	of	
doing/becoming	that?	What	steps	will	you	need	to	take	to	achieve	that?	

9. Many	people	think	that	school	is	important	to	get	ahead	in	the	world?	Do	you	agree?	
Why	or	why	not?		

10. Can	you	think	of	an	example	of	something	a	person	can	learn	outside	of	school?		
11. If	you	feel	comfortable	talking	about	it,	can	you	tell	me	overall	what	school	has	been	

like	for	you?	By	overall	I	mean	think	about	your	experiences	from	the	time	you	first	
started	school	as	a	little	kid	until	now.	Remember	that	everything	you	say	is	
confidential	unless	you	talk	about	someone	hurting	you	or	you	wanting	to	hurt	
yourself.	Also	remember	to	not	discuss	any	of	the	legal	issues	that	led	to	you	coming	
to	the	Camp	or	any	pending	legal	issues.		

12. 	What	would	school	have	to	be	like	for	it	to	be	meaningful/worthwhile/ideal	
educational	environment?		

	
Thank	you	for	your	time.	Once	I	transcribe	(write	down)	this	interview	I	will	destroy	this	
audiotape.	There	will	be	no	way	for	anyone	to	know	that	this	was	your	interview.	This	is	to	
protect	your	privacy	and	confidentiality.	It	does	not	mean	that	I	do	not	value	your	
experience.		
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Follow	Up	Interview	Questions	
1. Going	back	to	question	#12	from	our	last	interview,	I	wonder	if	you	can	tell	me	more	

about	how	you	think	education	could	be	made	better.		
2. I	am	studying	education	and	ways	education	works	and	doesn’t	work	for	youth.	I	

have	1-3	years	to	do	research.	During	that	time:		
a. what	should	I	be	studying?		
b. who	should	I	be	talking	to?	
c. what	questions	should	I	be	trying	to	answer?	

3. What	do	you	want	your	alias	to	be?	
	
Table	A.1:	Camp	Green	Lake	Interviewees	(in	order	of	first	interview)	

	
Bob	Barker	

	

When	I	first	met	Bob	Barker,	he	was	16	years	old.	He	turned	17	while	still	in	the	
detention	facility.	Originally	from	Afghanistan,	he	moved	to	the	United	States	in	
elementary	school.	He	was	in	11th	grade,	and	10th	grade	was	the	last	grade	he	
completed.	He	was	in	one	of	the	two	High	School	graduation-tracked	cohorts.	I	
tutored	him	in	preparation	for	the	Math	portion	of	the	CASHEE	and	later,	at	his	
initiation,	we	had	a	few	SAT	prep	sessions.	He	expressed	a	desire	to	catch	up	on	his	
credits,	finish	school,	and	go	on	to	college.	We	had	some	great	informal	
conversations	before	and	after	our	formal	interviews.	Bob	Barker	was	willing	to	
share	his	experience	and	his	insight	into	the	issues	he	was	having	with	school	and	
what	could	be	done	to	solve	those	issues.	

El	Nino	
Segadio	

	

At	15,	El	Nino	Segadio	was	the	youngest	interviewee.	He	was	currently	in	9th	grade	
but	reported	that	the	last	grade	he	completed	was	5th.	He	self-identified	as	Mexican	
and	African	American.	He	is	a	talented	artist,	and	already	had	a	collaborative	piece	
that	was	shown	in	a	local	museum.	Some	people	who	had	seen	his	work	
approached	him	and	asked	if	he	wanted	to	collaborate	on	a	graffiti	piece	for	the	
museum.	He	was	paid	$500	and	got	to	work	with	a	few	older	graffiti	artists.	He	was	
proud	of	his	accomplishment	and	asked	me	to	check	out	his	piece.	He	told	me	that	
he	wanted	to	be	a	house	painter	or	an	artist	when	he	grew	up.	He	wanted	to	get	a	
high	school	diploma	and	wanted	to	continue	his	education	beyond	high	school	to	
learn	the	business	end	of	house	painting	and/or	go	to	art	school.	Though	he	was	in	
one	of	the	two	High	School	graduation-tracked	cohorts,	we	did	not	meet	for	
CASHEE	tutoring	sessions183.	I	was	however	often	in	his	Math	class	to	help	out.	

James	

James	was	17	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview.	He	self	identifies	as	Mexican	
American.	While	technically	in	10th	grade,	he	stopped	going	to	school	during	his	9th	
grade	year.	He	was	the	only	one	of	the	7	young	men	who	had	completely	dropped	
out	of	school.	He	had	been	working	at	his	family’s	autobody	shop	for	4	months	
before	he	ended	up	detained.	James	hoped	to	be	switched	from	the	high	school	
graduation	track	cohort	to	the	GED	cohort,	but	was	unable	to,	as	the	school	had	
criteria	for	who	could	participate	in	the	GED	program	which	he	did	not	meet.	I	did	
not	get	to	know	James	as	well	as	many	of	the	other	young	men,	as	we	only	worked	

 
183	Due	to	my	limited	availability	compared	to	the	number	of	students	who	could	use	CASHEE	tutoring,	the	
facility	asked	me	to	focus	on	students	who	had	not	passed	their	last	CASHEE	attempt	by	a	few	points.	El	Nino	
Segadio	had	not	passed	by	a	greater	margin.		
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together	once	for	CASHEE	tutoring	in	June	and	I	did	not	work	with	him	during	
Math	class.	

Beautiful	
	

Beautiful	was	18	at	the	time	of	the	interview.	He	self	identifies	as	Mexican	and	
Native	American	(more	specifically,	Shoshone	and	Paiute.	He	noted	that	he	has	a	
tribal	ID).	He	alternated	between	school	in	California	and	in	Nevada	from	K-	5th,	
and	afterward	attended	three	different	middle	schools.	He	was	the	only	student	I	
interviewed	in	the	RSP	(special	ed)	cohort.	While	I	did	not	work	with	him	one-on-
one	for	tutoring	I	did	spend	time	helping	out	in	his	Math	class.	However,	I	did	not	
spend	time	helping	him	as	he	excelled	at	Math	and	often	spent	class	time	helping	
other	students.	He	was	very	candid	about	his	experiences	and	offered	great	
analyses	about	life	and	education.	Initially	stating	that	11th	grade	was	the	last	
grade	he	had	completed,	through	his	story	I	learned	that	8th	grade	was	the	last	
grade	he	had	finished.	

	
Airitout	

	

Airitout	was	16	at	the	time	of	our	interview.	He	self-identified	as	African	American,	
Indian	(unknown	tribe)	and	possibly	also	Mexican.	The	last	grade	he	completed	
was	10th	and	is	currently	in	11th	grade.	He	was	in	one	of	the	two	High	School	
graduation-tracked	cohorts.	We	worked	together	a	few	times	for	CASHEE	prep	and	
I	also	helped	out	in	his	Math	class.		I	saw	him	as	a	quiet,	personable	young	man.	For	
example,	he	was	sick	the	day	we	conducted	our	interview,	but	chose	to	keep	our	
interview	time	rather	than	cancel.	Airitout	was	the	first	student	to	be	released	
from	the	facility	while	I	was	there.		

Yhato	
	

Yhato	was	16	at	the	time	of	the	interview.	He	self	identifies	as	Black	and	Cherokee.	
The	last	grade	he	completed	was	9th	and	he	was	currently	in	10th	grade.	He	was	the	
only	one	of	the	young	men	I	interviewed	who	had	attended	a	religious	private	
school	(from	K-5th).	He	offered	a	comparative	view	between	that	school	with	its	
high	academic	expectations	and	a	high	sense	of	community	and	the	public	middle	
schools	and	high	schools	he	attended.	We	worked	together	on	CASHEE	tutoring	
and	I	also	helped	out	in	his	Math	class.	Yhato	expressed	interest	in	finishing	school	
and	attending	college.	Part	of	the	Yhato’s	initial	interview	was	not	recorded	at	his	
request.	He	did	allow	me	to	take	notes	with	an	understanding	that	the	information	
was	just	for	me.	

Rico	

Rico	was	16	years	old	at	the	time	of	his	interview.	He	self	identifies	as	Black	and	
Dominican.	He	was	currently	in	10th	grade	and	had	completed	9th	grade.	Rico	was	
adjudicated	to	the	detention	center	after	I	had	conducted	my	initial	round	of	
interviews	but	was	interested	in	the	project	and	allowed	me	to	interview	him.	He	
was	in	one	of	the	two	high	school	graduation-tracked	cohorts.		We	worked	
together	for	CASHEE	tutoring	and	I	helped	out	in	his	Math	class.	We	had	such	
engaging	informal	conversations	that	I	asked	if	he	wanted	to	be	a	late	addition	to	
the	project.	I	interviewed	Rico	around	the	same	time	I	was	conducting	follow	up	
interviews	with	the	other	6	young	men.184	

 
184	The	quality	of	this	interview	was	noticeably	better	than	the	others	for	at	least	a	few	reasons:	I	had	listened	
to	my	previous	interviews	and	saw	where	I	could	have	asked	follow	up	questions	or	not	interrupted	the	flow	
of	what	the	interviewee	was	saying,	I	approached	this	interview	with	the	intention	of	asking	Rico’s	expertise	
on	what	I	should	be	studying	and	how	I	should	go	about	my	research.	
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Ms.	Elly	
Ms.	Elly	was	an	acquaintance	of	mine	for	a	few	years	before	the	start	of	my	project	
and	was	my	main	contact	at	Camp	Green	Lake.	At	the	time	of	the	interview,	she	
had	been	a	teacher	for	ten	years	and	had	been	the	Language	Arts	teacher	at	Camp	
Green	Lake	for	three	years.		

	
	
	
	

Component	2:	Retrospective	Collaborative	Interviews	
Interviewees	are	listed	in	order	of	first	interview.	The	initial	protocol	allowed	for	10	

interviews,	which	were	conducted	between	2016-2017.	The	protocol	was	amended	to	
include	20	more	interviews	which	were	conducted	between	2018-2019.	Participants	were	
given	the	option	to	use	their	real	name	or	an	alias.	Except	for	Tiny,	I	do	not	identify	which	
participants	chose	to	use	their	real	name.	Compared	to	the	interviews	from	the	
ethnography,	the	information	about	the	retrospective	participants	is	limited	to	how	I	knew	
the	participant,	their	demographics,	and	where	they	were	arrest/incarcerated	as	an	
adolescent.	All	participants	lived	in	California	at	the	time	of	our	interview,	and	all	but	one,	
Jon,	lived	in	California	before	age	twenty-five.	As	discussed	in	the	introduction,	I	use	The	
World	Health	Organization’s	definition	of	adolescence	which	spans	ages	10-19	(WH0,	
2019).		
	
Interview	Protocol185	
Just	a	reminder	that:	

• We	don’t	have	to	use	your	real	name	unless	you	want	to		
• We	can	shut	off	the	audio	recorder	at	any	time	and	I	can	take	hand-written	notes	
• Anything	you	say	can	be	kept	just	between	me	and	you	(no	audio	recorder	and	no	note	

taking)	if	you	chose	
• If	at	any	time	you	want	to	take	a	break	or	stop	completely	just	let	me	know	
	

Since	I	may	forget	later,	can	we	start	by	going	over	some	personal	information?	
1. What	name	do	you	want	to	use?	If	you	want	to	use	an	alias	but	can’t	think	of	one	now	we	can	

come	back	to	this	question.	
2. Where	were	you	born?		
3. Where	did	you	grow	up?	
4. How	old	are	you?	
5. What	is	your	racial/ethnic	background?	
6. I	want	to	hear	about	whatever	experiences	you	are	willing	to	share	with	me	about	your	life	

before,	during,	and	after	juvenile	detention.	Feel	free	to	go	back	as	far	as	you’d	like	and	as	close	
to	the	present	as	you’d	like.		

	

	

	

 
185	Since	the	protocols	for	the	follow	up	interviews	were	unique	to	each	participant,	they	are	not	included	
here.		
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Table	A.2:	Retrospective	Interviewees	(in	order	of	first	interview)	

Pip	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		6/19/2016	

Pip	was	63	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview	and	identifies	as	
African	American.	I	had	already	known	Maurice	for	a	few	years,	as	he	is	
both	my	neighbor	and	also	part	of	my	community	of	recovering	drug	
addicts.		All	of	Pip’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	
Arkansas	between	the	ages	of	7-14.	Pip	and	I	met	three	times	and	
conducted	two	interviews.		

	
	
Rodney	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		7/5/16	
	

Rodney	was	55	years	old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview	and	identifies	
as	African	American.	I	had	known	him	for	about	a	year	before	our	initial	
interview.	While	we	did	not	work	directly	together	we	both	worked	for	
the	same	employer.	Unlike	many	of	the	participants,	Rodney’s	first	arrest	
was	not	until	age	18.		All	of	Rodney’s	adolescent	arrests	and	
incarcerations	were	in	California.	Rodney	and	I	met	three	times	and	he	
was	the	only	participant	who	participated	in	three	interviews.		

	
	
Christina	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		8/4/16	
	

I	met	Christina	approximately	14	years	before	our	initial	interview.	We	
both	come	from	similar	punk	rock	runaway	teen	backgrounds.	She	
identifies	as	a	Mexican	and	White/Norwegian	woman	and	was	38	years	
old	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview.	All	of	her	adolescent	arrests,	
incarcerations,	and	involuntary	hospitalizations	were	in	California.		
Christina	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.		

Larry	
	
Interview	date:		
8/23/16	
	
	

I	did	not	know	Larry	prior	to	the	interview.	He	is	the	brother	of	Christina,	
though	once	they	were	separated	from	their	mother	as	children,	they	did	
not	grow	up	together.	Like	her,	Larry	identifies	as	Mexican	and	Caucasian.	
He	is	a	year	younger	than	his	sister	and	was	37	at	the	time	of	the	
interview.		All	of	his	adolescent	arrests	and		incarcerations	were	in	
California.		Larry	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	one	interview.	After	
reviewing	his	transcripts	of	the	initial	interview,	Larry	stated	he	needed	
some	time	to	process	his	experience	before	we	conducted	a	follow	up	
interview.	We	were	never	able	to	reconnect.		

Vee	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		1/5/17	

Vee	was	28	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview	and	identifies	as	Latina.	At	
the	time	of	our	interview,	I	had	known	her	for	approximately	two	years	
through	a	program	for	formerly	incarcerated	students.	All	of	her	
adolescent	arrests	and	incarceration	happened	in	California.		Vee	and	I	
met	two	times	and	conducted	one	interview.	

	
Jon	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		2/16/17	
	

I	met	Jon	through	his	partner	who	is	a	friend	of	mine	and	I	knew	him	for	
about	a	year	before	our	initial	interview.	He	was	34	years	old	in	our	
initial	interview	and	identifies	as	Black,	Irish,	and	Native	American.	All	of	
his	adolescent	arrests	and	incarceration	happened	in	Indiana.		Jon	and	I	
met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.	

	
Hightower	
	

Hightower	identifies	as	an	African	American	and	Native	American	man	
and	was	47	at	the	time	of	our	first	interview.	At	the	time,	I	had	known	
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Initial	interview	
date:		3/30/17	
	

him	for	about	eight	years.	Hightower	had	one	adolescent	arrest	and	
incarceration;	he	is	one	of	the	few	participants	who	was	falsely	accused	
(at	16	years	old)	and	convicted	(at	17)	of	a	violent	crime.	Hightower	and	I	
met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.		

Alf	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		4/2/17	
	
	

Alf	self-identifies	as	half	Hindu	Indian	and	half	Cherokee	Indian.	At	the	
time	of	our	interview	I	had	known	her	for	approximately	15	years.	She	
was	37	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview	and	was	also	my	neighbor.		
Most,	but	not	all	of	her	adolescent	arrests,	incarcerations,	and	
involuntary	hospitalizations	happened	in	California.	Alf	and	I	met	two	
times	and	conducted	two	interviews.		

	
Clint	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		5/19/17	
	

I	met	Clint	through	the	same	organization	for	formerly	incarcerated	
students	that	I	met	Vee	through.	At	the	time	of	our	initial	interview	he	
was	32	and	we	had	known	each	other	for	about	two	years.	He	identifies	
as	a	White	man	and	all	of	his	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	
in	California.	Clint	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.	

Wally	
	
Interview	date:		
8/30/17	
	

Wally	was	a	22-year	old	Black	male	student	that	I	had	tutored	in	writing	
for	over	a	year	at	the	time	of	our	interview.	All	of	his	adolescent	arrests	
and	incarceration	happened	in	Florida.	Wally	and	I	only	met	once	and	
conducted	one	interview.	He	was	one	of	the	few	participants	who	was	not	
able	to	sit	down	with	me	to	review	his	initial	interview.	

Amanda	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		11/19/17	
	

Amanda	identifies	as	White	and	genderqueer	and	was	33	at	the	time	of	
our	initial	interview.	I	had	known	them	for	about	three	years	as	we	are	
both	members	of	the	same	community	of	recovering	drug	addicts.	All	of	
Amanda’s	adolescent	arrests,	incarcerations,	and	involuntary	
hospitalizations	were	in	California.	Amanda	and	I	met	two	times	and	
conducted	two	interviews.	

John	Doe	
	
Interview	date:		
7/30/18	
	
	
	

John	Doe	was	the	second	person	I	interviewed	that	I	had	no	prior	
relationship	with.	He	responded	to	a	recruitment	flyer	I	had	up	at	a	youth	
homeless	drop-in	shelter	he	was	staying	at.	At	the	time	of	the	interview	
he	was	20	years	old	and	self-identified	as	“half	Native	American,	Pomo	
Indian	specifically,	quarter	Mexican,	and	a	quarter	European,	British,	
Irish,	Scottish	and	Italian.”		Jon	Doe’s	first	adolescent	arrest	and	
incarceration	occurred	after	he	just	turned	18	in	Florida	and	his	other	
adolescent	arrest	and	involuntary	hospitalizations	occurred	in	California.	
John	Doe	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.	At	our	
second	meeting	he	chose	to	talk	about	what	was	going	on	his	life	but	did	
not	want	to	be	formally	interviewed.	

Michael	
	
Interview	date:		
8/10/18	

Michael	was	the	third	person	I	interviewed	that	I	had	no	prior	direct	
relationship	with,	though	I	did	have	an	indirect	connection	to	him;	he	is	
the	nephew	of	a	colleague	I	knew	for	two	years.	Michael	identifies	as	
Mexican	and	White	and	was	22	at	the	time	of	our	interview.	All	of	
Michael’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.		
Michael	and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.		He	was	one	of	
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the	few	participants	who	was	not	able	to	sit	down	with	me	to	review	his	
initial	interview.	

Bee	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		8/10/18	
	

Bee	was	the	fourth	interviewee	with	whom	I	had	no	prior	connection.	He	
was	referred	to	me	through	an	organization	that	works	with	formerly	
incarcerated	people.	Bee	identifies	as	Black	and	was	40	years	old	at	the	
time	of	our	initial	interview.	Bee	was	the	first	interviewee	whose			
adolescent	arrests	and	incarceration	included	a	long	prison	sentence.	He	
was	incarcerated	from	age	16-37	and	he	had	been	out	about	2.5	years	
when	we	met.		All	of	Bee’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	
California.	Bee	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.	

	
Tio	
	
Interview	date:		
8/18/18	
	
	

At	age	18	Tio	was	the	youngest	participant.	I	had	no	prior	relationship	
with	him	and	he	was	referred	to	me	by	the	same	organization	as	Bee.	Tio	
identifies	as	an	African	American	man.	Tio	was	the	only	participant	to	be	
on		house	arrest	during	our	interview.		All	of	Tio’s	adolescent	arrests	and	
incarcerations	were	in	California.	Tio	and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	
one	interview.	He	was	one	of	the	few	participants	who	was	not	able	to	sit	
down	with	me	to	review	his	initial	interview.	

Benito	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		9/16/18	

Benito	was	the	only	self-identified	undocumented	immigrant.	He	is	from	
Mexico	and	has	been	in	the	US	since	he	was	6	months	old.		He	identifies		
racially/ethnically	as	Mexican/Latino	and	was	26	at	the	time	of	our	initial	
interview.	I	had	known	Benito	for	a	year	at	the	time	of	our	interview.		All	
of	Benito’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.		
Benito	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.	

Danielle	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		9/21/18	

I	met	Danielle	about	four	years	before	our	initial	interview.	We	know	
each	other	from	two	different	communities,	the	formerly	incarcerated	
student	organization	and	the	community	of	recovering	drug	addicts.	She	
was	32	at	the	time	of	the	interview	and	self	identifies	as	Mexican.		All	of		
Danielle	’s	adolescent	arrests,	incarcerations,	and	involuntary	
hospitalizations	were	in	California.	Danielle	and	I	met	two	times	and	
conducted	two	interviews.	

Tracey	
	
Interview	date:		
9/24/18	
	

I	had	known	Tracey	for	approximately	19	years	at	the	time	of	our	
interview.	We	are	both	in	the	same	recovering	drug	addict	community.		
Tracey	was	48	at	our	initial	interview	and	identifies	as	White,	as	well	as	
Puerto	Rican	and	Black.		All	of	Tracey	’s	adolescent	arrests	and	
incarcerations	were	in	Ohio.	Her	carceral	experiences	that	are	shared	in	
Chapter	4	occurred	when	she	was	in	her	early	20s	in	California.	Tracey	
and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.	She	was	one	of	the	few	
participants	who	was	not	able	to	sit	down	with	me	to	review	his	initial	
interview.	

	
CG	
	
Interview	date:		
9/26/18	

I	had	met	CG’s	mother	27	years	before	my	interview	with	CG,	though	I	
only	had	regular	interactions	with	CG	for	the	eight	years	prior.	CG	was	25	
and	on	active	probation	at	the	time	of	our	interview.	He	identified	as	
Hispanic.		All	of	CG’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	
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	 California.	CG	and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.	CG	died	
less	than	two	months	after	initial	interview	on	November	13,	2018.	

Syyen	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		10/7/18	

Syyen	was	the	sixth	interviewee	with	whom	I	had	no	prior	direct	
connection.	He	was	referred	to	me	by	another	formerly	incarcerated	
colleague.		Syyen	was	born	in	Cambodia	and	identifies	as	Cambodian	and	
Thai.	He	was	40	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview.	Syyen	only	had	one	
arrest	at	17	and	was	subsequently	incarcerated	for	21	years;	both	the	
arrest	and	incarceration	were	in	California.	Syyen	and	I	met	two	times	
and	conducted	two	interviews.	

Rebecca		
	
Initial	interview	
date:		10/20/18	

I	had	known	Rebecca	for	about	three	years	prior	to	our	interview.	We	are	
both	part	of	our	local	punk	rock	community.	Rebecca	identifies	and	White	
and	genderqueer	and	they	were	32	at	the	time	of	our	initial	interview.	All	
of	Rebecca’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.	
Rebecca	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	one	interview.	

Terrell	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		10/25/18	

Terrell	was	the	seventh	person	I	interviewed	that	I	had	no	prior	
relationship	with.	He	responded	to	a	recruitment	flyer	I	had	up	at	a	youth	
homeless	drop-in	shelter	he	was	staying	at.	Terrell	was	18	at	the	time	of	
our	interview	and	identifies	as	an	African	American	and	Caucasian	man.		
All	of	Terrell	’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.	
Terrell	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	two	interviews.	Terrell	chose	
not	to	read	through	the	transcripts	of	his	initial	interview.		

Ronny	Reagan	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		11/2/18	
	

Ronny	Reagan	was	the	eighth	person	I	interviewed	that	I	had	no	prior	
relationship	with.	He	heard	an	interview	with	me	on	a	local	radio	station	
and	reached	out	to	me.	At	76,	Ronny	Reagan	was	the	oldest	participant.		
He	identifies	as	an	Irish	and	Italian	man.		All	of	Ronny’s	adolescent	
arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	New	York,	but	he	was	incarcerated	in	
California	when	he	was	older.	Ronny	and	I	met	two	times	and	conducted	
two	interviews.	

Russell	
	
Initial	interview	
date:		11/5/18	
	

Russell	identifies	as	a	White	man	and	was	51	at	the	time	of	our	initial	
interview.	I	had	met	Russell	as	few	times	through	friends	over	the	three	
years	preceding	our	interview.		All	of	Russell	’s	adolescent	arrests	and	
incarcerations	were	in	California.		Russell	and	I	met	two	times	and	
conducted	two	interviews.	Russell	also	co-presented	findings	from	our	
project	at	an	academic	conference	with	the	undergraduate	research	team.	

Jasmine	
	
Interview	date:		
11/9/18	

Jasmine	was	the	ninth	interviewee	that	I	had	no	prior	relationship	with.	
She	saw	my	recruitment	flyer	outside	of	a	library.	Jasmine	identifies	as		
Indian,	Puerto	Rican,	and	Black,	and	was	25	and	homeless	at	the	time	of	
our	interview.		All	of		Jasmine	’s	adolescent	arrests,	incarcerations,	and	
involuntary	hospitalizations	were	in	California.	Jasmine	and	I	met	one	
time	and	conducted	one	interview.	We	tried	to	connect	for	a	second	
interview	but	were	unable	to.		

Shorty	
	

Shorty	identifies	as	Chicano	and	was	30	at	the	time	of	our	interview.	I	
knew	Shorty	for	about	two	years	prior	through	both	a	program	for	
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Interview	date:		
3/14/19	

formerly	incarcerated	students	and	through	community	activism	circles.	
All	of		Shorty	’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.	
Shorty	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.	He	was	one	of	the	
few	participants	who	was	not	able	to	sit	down	with	me	to	review	his	
initial	interview.	

Silkie	
	
Interview	date:		
3/24/19	

Silkie	identifies	as	an	African	American	woman	who	was	30	at	the	time	of	
our	interview.	I	had	known	Silkie	for	seven	years.	We	initially	met	
through	a	mentorship	program	for	formerly	incarcerated	youth.	All	of			
Silkie’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.	Silkie	
and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.	She	was	one	of	the	few	
participants	who	was	not	able	to	sit	down	with	me	to	review	his	initial	
interview.	

Tiny	
	
Interview	date:		
5/8/19	
	

Tiny	did	not	mention	her	age	during	her	interview.	She	identifies	as	a	
Puerto	Rican	and	White	woman.	Tiny’s	interview	is	unique	in	that	she	
focused	on	her	WeSearch	work	(https://www.poormagazine.org/wesearch)	
and	not	her	personal	carceral	experience.	From	what	she	did	share,	it	
seems	all	of	her	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	were	in	California.		
Tiny	and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.			

Cici	
	
Interview	date:		
6/11/19	

Cici	identified	as	both	African	American	and	Black	and	was	25	at	the	time	
of	our	interview.	Similar	to	Jasmine,	I	had	no	prior	relationship	to	her	and	
she	saw	my	recruitment	flyer	outside	of	a	library	and	homeless	at	the	
time	of	the	interview.	All	of	Cici’s	adolescent	arrests	and	incarcerations	
were	in	California.	Cici	and	I	met	one	time	and	conducted	one	interview.		I	
was	not	able	to	reach	her	after	our	initial	interview.	
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Appendix	C:	Snapshot	of	Camp	Green	Lake	at	Time	of	Study	

	

Table	A.3:	Camp	Green	Lake	Ethnic	Breakdown:	National,	State	and	County	Probation	
Data	Compared	to	Interviewees	
	

2011	National	Data	of	15	to	17-year	
old	adolescent	boys	in	Residential	

Placement186		
Total	of	38,332	youth	

	
(Retrieved	June	19,	2014	from	

http://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezacjrp/asp/
display.asp)	

	

2011	California	Data	of	15	to	17-year	
old	adolescent	boys	in	Residential	

Placement	
Total	of	8,607	youth	

	
(Retrieved	June	19,	2014	

http://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezacjrp/asp/
display.asp)	 	

January	2013	County	Data	for	Camp	
Green	Lake		

Total	of	31	youth	
	

(Retrieved	June	19,	2014	from	[redacted	to	
ensure	the	anonymity	of	participants])	

	

Self-Reported	Ethnicity	of		
Seven	Student	Interviewees	

	

	
• Mexican	American	
• Mexican	and	Native	American	(Shoshone	&	Piute)	
• Mexican	and	African	American	
• African	American,	Indian,	and	maybe	Mexican	
• Black	and	Cherokee	
• Black	and	Dominican	
• Afghani	

	
	

 
186	The	youth	at	Camp	Green	Lake	are	age	15	to	18.	I	tried	to	match	the	data	as	much	as	possible,	however	the	
national	statistics	combine	18	to	20-year	olds.	I	omitted	this	group,	since	the	data	from	19	to	20-year	olds	
may	skew	the	totals.		
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Table	A.4:	January	2013	Snapshot	of	Common	Juvenile	Offenses	for	all	Adjudicated	
Youth	in	the	County	in	which	Camp	Green	Lake	is	Located187		
	

Persons	
Offenses	

Property	
Offenses	

Offenses	
Against	the	
Public	

Drug	&	
Alcohol	
Offenses	

Status	
Offenses	

“Other”	
Types	of	
Referrals	

Robbery	 Burglary	 Obstruction	of	
Justice	

Drug	
Possession	 Truancy	 Failure	to	

Appear	

Misdemeanor	
Assault	 Petty	Theft	 Weapons	

Offenses	
Drug	

Distribution	 	 Violation	of	
Probation	

Felony	Assault	
or	Battery	 Auto	Theft	 	 Driving	Under	

the	Influence	 	 Warrants	

Murder	 Theft	 	 Possession	of	
Alcohol	 	 Placement	

Runaway	

Sex	Offenses	 Receiving	
Stolen	Property	 	 	 	 GPS	Failure	

Rape	 Vandalism	 	 	 	 	

Threaten	 Trespassing	 	 	 	 	

	
	 Arson	 	 	 	 	

	

	

	

 
187	This	table	includes	all	offenses	by	all	juveniles	in	the	county.	I	did	not	have	access	to	disaggregated	data	to	
know	exactly	what	offenses	the	Camp	Green	Lake	youth	had	been	adjudicated	for.	However,	since	Camp	
Green	Lake	is	an	unlocked	facility	for	low-level	offenses,	it	is	reasonable	to	assume	that	the	Camp	Green	Lake	
youth	were	there	for	non-violent,	non-serious,	and	non-sexual	offenses	on	this	list.	
 




