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ABSTRACT 

The primary goal of this study is to evaluate the rehab­
ilitative quality of Massachusetts medium and minimum security 
institutions using recidivism as the gauge for measuring the 
impact of the program. Specifically this study was designed 
to analyze the occurrence of differential rates of recidivism 
for MCr-Walpole commitments by their specific institution of 
release. The sample populations consistec. of 1971 releasees. 

The evaluation resulted in two significant findings. .First, 
it was determined that evidence did not exist in support of 
the contention that low recidivist risks were in fac~ chos~n 
for transfer to the programs. Secondly, even when controlling 
for a possible selection bias analyses revealed that there was 
indeed a rehabilitative quality in the movement from maximum to 
medium and minimum security levels in the Massachusetts Depart­
ment of Correction. 



INTRODUCTION 

In the Massachusetts criminal justice system the courts 
make direct commitments to three institutions. }-len are committed 
to either MCI-h1alpole or MCI-Concord, while women are committed 
excli1sively to MCI-Framingham. When sentencing a man to Concord 
a judg'e does not fix a minimum and maximum term as he does when 
sentencing a man to Walpole. Sentences to this maximum security 
institution, traditionally the place of confinement for the 
younger offender, are always indefinite. A District Court or 
the Superior Court may sentence a male of any age, not previously 
sentenced for a felony more than three times, to an indefinite 
term at MCI-Concord, after conviction of a crime punis~able in 
any state or county penal or correctional institution. If a 
maximum term is not specified it is considered an indefinLte 
sentence, having a maximum of 2 1/2 years. This maximum term, 
however, cannot exceed the maximum provided by law for the crime 
of which the individual was convicted. An indefinite sentence 
wi th no minimum term is a "reformatory type" sentence, 9'iving 
the Parole Board considerable leeway as to the releases on Parole 
of an offender. 2 

When sentencing a man to the Commonwealth's other maximum 
security institution, MCl-Walpole, a judge must fix both a 
minimum and maximum term, and the minimum sentence may not be 
less than two and one half years. In recent years the crime for 
which more men were committed to VJalpole was robbery, armed and 
unarmed. 

A "Segregation Unit" with accommodations for 60 men was 
opened at Walpole in 1959. Male inmates in the general population 
of any of the correctional institutions whose presence there is 
"detrimental to the program of the institution" may be transferred 
to this unit for an indefinlte period of time by the commissioner. 
An "Isolation Unit" where inmates may be confined for not longer 
than 15 days is also available for the "enforcement of discipline". 

MCI-Norfolk, a medium security walled institution o~ened in 
1931 was planned for the more hopeful and adaptable men. Resi­
dents at Norfolk live in dormitory units rather than cell blocks. 
This approach, at least to "community life" was considered the 
first "communi,ty prison" in the United States for males. Selected 
inmates sentenced to Walpole or Concord, are eligible for transfer 
to Norfolk, after a careful screening process. 

Since 1952, the Department of Correction has opened the first 
of three Forestry Camps in state forest reservations throughout 
the Commonwealth. Because these camps are minimum security insti­
tutions without walls or securi t,y barriers, escape is not difficult. 
For this reason m~n are carefully selected for transfer and 
are informed that an escape may result in an additional sentence 
and forfeiture of all deductions for good conduct from the sentence 
he was then serving. The law specifies that certain types of 
offenders cannot be transferred to the camps, specifically those 
serving life sentences for first degree murder or sentences for 
rape or assault to commit rape. 
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The courts do not commit men directly to either MCI-Norfolk, 
or Forestry Camps. 

The Division of Research of the Massachusetts Department,of 
Correction previously published a recidivism follow-u~ analysls 
of the releasees from the Massachusetts State Correct1o~al , 
Institutions in the year 1971. 4 One important resul~ clted 1n 
this report pointed to an interesting pat·tern reg~rd1ng t~e 
recidivism rate of MCI-Walpole commitments when d1fferentl~t~d, 
by institution of release. It was determined that,the rec1d1v1sm 
rate of individuals committed to MCI-Wal~ole and d17e~t~y rele~sed 
from Walpole was 27%. In contrast to thlS, the rec1d1vlsm rate 
of residents committed to MCI-Walpole but directly released from 
MCI-Norfolk was 17%; and the recidivism ra:tes of MCI-\~alpole 
commitments released from MCI-Forestry Camps was 13%. ~alpole 

commitments who were transferred to and releas~d ~r?m e1ther 
MCI's-Norfolk or Forestry Camps, then, haQ a slgnl~lcantly lower 
recidivism rate than those residents who were comm1tt~d to, and 
released from MCI-~valpole. 5 These results are summar1zed 1n 
Table I, below. 

TABLE I 

RECIDIVISM RATE OF 1'7ALPOLE COMMITMENTS BY INSTITUTION OF RELEASE 

Releasing 
Institution Number PerCGr.t Recidivism Ra·te 

MCI-Walpole 150 (31) 27% 

MCI-Norfolk 216 (45) 17% 

MCI-Concord 23 ( 5) 15% 

MCI-Forestry 95 (20) 13% 

TOTAL 484 (101)) 19% 

The author of the above mentioned report suggested that , 
these differences might be accounted for by at least two posslble 
hypotheses: (1) low recidivist risks men were selected for 
transfers, specifically to MCI' s-Norfolk and Forestry Camps ~ , , 
disproportionately, and thus these facilities had lower recld1Vlsm 
rates; or, (2) there was a rehabil~tative or ~eintegr~t~ve 
quality to the movement from a maX1mum, to med1um or m1nlmurn 
security institution, as compared ~o dlrect release fr?m a 
maximum security institution. It 1S the purpo~e of thlS study 
to test if either of the above hypotheses are ln fact supportable. 

Research evaluations of this nature must always deal with 
the problem of a possible selection bias. Keller and Alper (1970) 
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in their criticism of the Illinois Youth Commission's claim of 
a lower failure rate at the state's forestry camps suggested that: 

"Th C ' , , f ~ ommlSSlon s orestry camps claim a ] mver 
fallure rate than the commission's other 
f ' 1 't' aCl~l les, but any comparative evaluation 
of the success rates of camps versus closed 
institutions is without validity because the 
selection process which takes place at: tir:le 
of intake sends only the less serious offenders 
to open institutions. ,,6 

The authors continued their criticism of methods used to assess 
the results and effectiveness of correctional programs asserting that: 

"most state correctional agencies do not 
undertake controlled surveys, reporting 
rather in the most general terms on th~ir 
rates of Success without consiceration for 
random aSSignment, matched groups, or 
comparison with the effectiveness of other 
agencies,,7 

In a study concerning recidivism among inmates released 
from M~ssachusetts Forestry Camps, Carney and Bottome (1967)( 
de~ermlned that men were selected for the camps on the basis of 
a ~udgment as to how they will adjust to the camp routine. S 
ThlS, they determined, did not always mean that ·the best risks 
in ~e7m~ of recidivisIT' were transferred to the camps. The actun1 
recldlvlsm rate of the Carney and Bottor:J.e forestry sample was 
calculated to be 52.3!?:, while the expected rate was 57.7%. 
Despite the fact that the difference between the two rates was 
not ~tat~stically sig~if~c~nt, it w~s in a favorable direction 
and lt dld approach slgnlflcance (X =3.15, df=l, p( .10). Usina 
expected rates of recidivism as a comparative mea.sure the -
7esearchers did control to some degree then for the type of 
lnmate transferred to the camps. 

From their analysis it was further determined that sex 
offe~ders had the lowest recidivism rate of all types of offenders 
studled. The law which excludes sex offenders from the camps, 
then, actually tends to have a 10~1'er.ing effect on the return 
rate at the other institutions. It shoule be pointed out that 
only those men who volunteer are considered for transfer to 
the camps: Co~pled with the added pressure of keeping the 
camps full, t~lS f~ct becomes significant. t-1aintaining ·the cnmps 
at full capaclty wlth the dependence on volunteers lowers the 
degree of selectivity then for transfer to the for~stry facilities. 

The data pres~nted in the Carney and Bottome study strongly 
sugg~st th~t the probability for recidivisre was not a major . 
consl~eratlon for transfer to a forestry camp. The findings 
of thlS, s~u~Y se~m to bc at odds, then r v,lith th? theory that 
low recldlVJ.st rlsk men might have been selected for transfers 
to MCI-Forestry Camps. 
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This study, like the Carney and Bottome report, will 
address itself to Keller and Alper's criticisms by applying a 
base expectancy table to the Walpole commitments (treatment 
sample) in the si;m~:rle who were trans ferred to anG released 
from Mel's Norfolk and Forestry Camps. The expected rates of 
recidi vism deri ven from the base expect;;mcy ta.bles will be used 
to test the possibility of selection factors accounting for 
the lower rates of recidivism for Walpole commitments released 
from Norfolk and Forestry Camps. In this way, the possibility 
that a low or high risk population m~y have been chosen in 
the process of selection for the programs will have been 
controlled for. 

Research Design 

Research Questions: 

'rhis study will address the following two research questions ~ 

(1) Were Im'1 recidivist risks men selectE"d for transfers 
specifically to MCI's Norfolk and Forestry Camps, 
disproportionately, thus accounting for these 
facilities lower recidivism rates? 

(2) Was there a reintegrative or rehabilitative quality 
to the movement from a maximum to medium or minimum 
security institution, as comparec1 to direct release 
from a rrtaximum security institution? 

Samples: 

The treatment samples consisted of the MCI-Norfolk a.nd 
MCl-Forestry Camp releases in the year 19"/1 who were originally 
commi tted to MCI-I"lalpole. The Norfolk sample contained 216 
individuals while the Forestry Camp releasee population totaled 
95. 

The control sample was made up of the 155 individuals 
who were released from MCI-Walpole during the year 1971. 

Data Collection: 

From the computerized data base of the Correction/Parole 
Information System, 39 items of information were 9'enerated 
(see Appendix I for a list of these items and the official 
definition of these terms), all related to the releases, 
criminal history and background, pertaining to his present 
incarceration. A 40th item, the variable recidivism, was 
collected and added to the other variables. 
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, 
Development of Base Expectancy Tables 

Base expectancy categories have long been used by 
Massachusetts Department of Correction toth for pro 
ua t' 0 d . d .. gram 

1 n an as an al ln the declsion making process. 

the 
eval-

The met~od used in this study to construct a base ex ec­
t~ncy ta~le ~s called predictive attribute analysis or su~cesSiVG 
?lchotomJ.zatl0n. Using this method 1 the sample was divided 
lnto ~w~ ~ub-groups for each variable,used in the analyses. 
A recld~Vlsm r~te was then d7rived for the two sub-groups.9 
The varlable wlth,the most slgnificant differences in recidivism 
was selected. ThlS procedure was continued until the sub-group 
bec~m~ ~oo small to produce significant differences in the 
recldlvlsm rates: A pre~ic~ive attribute analysis, then, was 
~un on.a populatlon conslstlng of all releases from Mel-Walpole 
ln ~=97.L • . The tot,al samp~e ~onsiste~ of 155 males. The successive 
sub grouplng of tne predlctlve attrlbute analysis was accessed 
by a c~mputer prog~arn designated "Max-Chi Square." IO The completed 
analysls resulted ln the base expectancy table presented below: 

TABLE II 

BASE EXPECTANCY TABLE 

Aqe 24 or OldGr 
fit Time of Release 

RR = 6~, 
Total Number of 
Charges 14 or 
Less Age 23 or Younger 

RR = 11% At Time of Release 
Total Sample RR = 36% 

RR == 27% 

Military Service Some 
Total Number of RR = 20% 
Charges 15 or ---,-Nore 

RR = 41% Militaxy Service None 
RR == 54% 

~ 



-6-

t Risk Categories Development of Base Expec ancy 
d base expectancy table yielded four (1) bosie 

The complete d to determj ne the expecteo. 
. k t aries These were use . 1 A rkS ca eg . ,'. for the Norfolk and Forestry samp es .. 

rates of rec~dkv~sm f (4) cateoories in terros of the~r 
k dering of these . our :J.... bl III ran or" . c1' , m rate) is summar~zec1 kn Ta e risk level (~.e., reCk ~v~s , 

below: 

Category 
Number 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

TABLE III 

BASE EXPECTANCY RISK CATEGORIES 

Description 

No Military Service/ 15 or more 
total number of charges 

Age 23 or younger at time of 
release, 14 or less total number 
of charges 

= 

Some military service, 15 or more 
total number of charges 

Age 24 or older at time of release, 
14 or less total number of charges 

Recidivism 
Rate 

54% 

361& 

20% 

h f the separate and combined 
The expected rates for eac a te~ below 'in Table IV. 

t t groupS are presen v • , d samples of.trea men, d f r each of tbese der~ved expecte 
The specifkc computatkons rna e o~ 
rates are found in Appendix II. 

TABLE IV 

FOR NORFOLK AND FORESTRY CAIYIP SAMPLES 
EXPECTED RECIDIVISM RATES 

Samples 

MCI-Norfolk 

M.Cl-Forestry Camps 

r.pOTAL SAMPLES 

Number 

216 

95 

311 

Bxpected Rate 

23.3% 

19.9% 

22.3% 

-/ .... 

FINDINGS 

of the 311 ihdividuals who were originally committed to 
MCI-Walpole but released from either MCI's Norfolk or Forestry 
Camps, 261 individuals were not returned to a county House of 
Corr8ction or Jailor a State or Federal prison for 30 days or 
more within one year of follow-up. The remaining 50 residents 
were reincarcerated during this follow-up period. Thus, the 
overall recidivism rate for the combined treatment sample was 
16.1%. 

For the MCI-Forestry Camps release sample, 12 of the 95 
releasees had been reincarcerated for 30 days or more within one 
year of their release. This resulted in a 12.6% recidivism rate. 
Of the 216 individuals released from MCI-NOl:,"folk during 1971, 
38 were deemed recidivists resulting in a 17.6% return rate. 

For the Walpole release population, 42 of the 155 r~leasees 
during 1971 were reincarcerated for 30 days or more within one 
year of their release date. Therefore, the recidivism rate for 
this group was 27%. These figures are presented below in Table V. 

TABLE V 

DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES FOR TREATMENT AND CONTROL SAt-'lPL!;;S 

Non- Recic1i vism 
ample Number Recidivists Pecidi vis·ts Rate 

alpole Releases 155 42 113 27% 

orfolk Releases 216 38 178 17. 0 ~t, 

,:orestry Camps Releases 95 12 83 12, 6~; 

i 
TOTAL TREATMENT SA.MPLE 311 50 261 l6.l~i 

From Table V it can be seen that the cont.rol group i. e. , 
Walpole releases, had the highest actual or observed recidivism 
rate while the Forestry sample had the lowest rate. The Norfolk 
releases had a higher rate than the Total Treatment sample but i.1 

lower rate than the control group. 

Because of the possible existence of a non-random selection 
process in the transfer of inmates to medium and minimum security 
institutions, a comparison between the treatment and control samples 
will be made. To test the first hypothesis the possibility of 
selection factors accounting for the lower rates of recidivism 
for MCI~Walpole commitments released from medium and minimum 
securiJey institutions as opposed to those directly released from 
MCl-Walpole/this study will compare the actual rate of recidivism 
for Walpole releases (27%) with the expected rate for each of the 
MCl-Norfolk and Forestry Camp releasee populations. 
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When comparing the actual recidivism rate of: the Walpole 
rele~ses with the expected rates of the Norfolk and Forestry 
samples, it was determined that both groups, when taken individually 
or o.s a whole, had expected rates of recidivism ·that. were lower 
than Walpole's actual rate. While comparisons between these . 
samples show a basic difference, when the Chi Square goodness c;f 
fit test was applied the differences were found ~ to be stat~s­
tically significant.ll The comparative figures and the results 
or the'statistical tests of significance are presented in Table VI, 
below! 

TABLE VI 

COMPARISONS BETWEEN RATJ~S OF RECIDIVISM FOR WALPOLE COMMPI'J:.1ENTS 
RELEASED FROM W'ALPOLE AND EX:PECTED FATES OF RECIDIVISM 

FOR WALPOLE COMMITJ:.illNTS RELEASED FROM 
MCI'S NORFOLK AND FORESTRY CAMPS 

======================-======================================". == 

Walpole Commitments 

Walpole Releases 
Rate of Recidivism 

Released from MCI-Norfolk 27% 

Walpole Commitments Released 
from MCI-Forestry Camps 27% 

TOTAr.J WALPOT.JE COMMITMENTS 
RELEASED FROM LOWER SECURITY 
INSTITUTIONS 27% 

Expected 
Rate of 

Recidivism 

23.3% 

19.9% 

22.3!t 

Chi Square 
TGst and Pro­
bl;lbility I,l?vel 

x2:=1. 50 ( P).05, 
ldf 

2 
X =2.43, P).05, 

Idf 

X2=3.48, P)~051 
Idf 

The data in Table VI indicates that the expected recidivism 
rates of Walpole commitments who were released from Norfolk or 
Fores·try Camps were lower than the actual recidivism rate of 
their counterparts who were released from i1alpole. Because this 
difference approaches statistical significance for the combined 
Norfolk/Forestry release sample, a complete dismissal of the 
existence of a selection process cannot be made. Therefore, 
in testing the possibility that there is a rein{-,eqrative or 
rehabilitative quality to the movement from a maximum to m(HJitull 
or minimum security institution base expectancy tables will be 
used. 
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. 
Expected Rates of Recidivism Compareo to Observed Rates 

In order to test the second hypothesis this study will 
compare the expected recidivism. rates, for ·th~ Mel I s Norfolk and 
Forestry Camps releasee populatl.ons \,'ll. th the~r o.ctual rates of 
recidivism. Because a total rejection of the existence of a 
selection process could not be made selective factors will be 
held constant when testing the second hypothesis. Selective 
factors, to the extent that they exist will be control1eo for, 
ilien, by using the expected rates of recidivism. 

Using the risk categories generated from the complet€'d basE: 
expectancy table, expected rates of recidivism for the treatwont 
samples wer.e- del.·ived. I:'-lrom t:.hese categories :U:was determined 
that the expected recidivism rate for the Norfolk release sample 
was 23.3%; and the expected rate for the Forestry sample"was 
19.9%. The expected rate for the combined sample was calculated 
to be 22.3%. 

When these expected rates were compared with the actual 
recidivism rates it \'7as fOlmd th~'t. both the Norfolk and Fores·tt'y 
Camp samples had actual rates of recidivism that 't*lere lower them 
their expected rates. It was also determinec9. that thl? '\:otal 
treat:ment sample had an actual rate that was substtlntially lower 
than its expected rate. These findings are surrunarized in Table VIr 
below: 

TABLE VII 

NALPOLE COMMITMENTS WHO WERE TRANSFERRED TO AND RELEASED 
FROM LOWER SECURITY TNSTITUTIONS, FOR RELEASF:tS IN THE YEAR 1971 
,::::===============================================._========-----...... -----

Walpole Commitments 
Released from 
MCI-Norfolk 

~1alpole Coromi tments 
Released from 
MCI-Forestry Camps 

Expected 
Recidivism Rate 

23.3% 

19.9% 

TOTAL WALPOLE COMHITMENTS 
R8I.IEASED FROM ~O~lER 
SECURITY INSTITUTIONS 22.3% 

Actual 
Recidivism Rate 

17.6% 

l2.€~ 

16.1% 

Chi Squara & 
Probability Level 

2 X :::3,94, p(. 05, 
lof 

X2 ej.:3.16, P /. 05 , 
Idf 

)1'2::: 6 • 95 , P (.05, 
ldf 

~----



-10-

,From Table VII it can be seen that while the MCI-Walpole 
comlutments released from HCI-Norfolk had an expected recidivism 
rate,of 23.3% their actual recidivism rate was 17.6%. MCI-Walpole 
comml tments released from f-1CI-Forestry Camps exhibited an 
expected recidivism rate of 19.9% while their actual rate was 
12.6%. Using the Chi Square goodness of fit test it was deter­
mined, in terms of statistical significance that the difference 
between th.:. expec·ted and actual rates of recidivism was significant 
for the Norfolk releasee sample. The difference for the combined 
Norfolk and Forestry Camp sample was also significant. !t 
should be noted,that,th~ ~ifference for the Forestry Camp sample, 
though approachlng slgnlflcance, was not statistically significant. 

Controlling for a possible selection bias the results of 
this comparison ,between expected and actual recidivism rates 
supports the contention, then, that there is, to some degree, 
a reintegrative or rehabilitative quality in the movement from 
maximum to medium and minimum security levels in the Massachusetts 
Department of Correction. 
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2 0.. N'mt'tbcir of p ... ny Pal."O J.o V io lnt ions 

.' 
1., J.~.ge at ReJ.ease 

2. Length of: time 'served on p:t'esent incarceration 

\ 

A .... 4" 

a .. ~1alpole 

b. Concord 

c" Framingham 
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PfiR'f B 

d" Ot:her inst. itut:lons 

p·.r;·esent Off(~nse ____ I ._ .. _~ ___ _ 

a_ Offeru;:r,ee; l~gainst. t.he Person (c1tap':er 26:;)·)f­

Mu..'t'<l~r, _~?..s g._~rec:.. (section 1) 
t1urc1c.,£r 2nd s:leqE.£§. (secti0n 2) 
ManslrH.1C!ht.er. .(!:lect:J.ort 1~~" 
Assa~llts \.lith :Lni::c:ni.: t.o conm1.it l".:r.(lC-!l."" . 
-. -inc l\.\des- ";ssau'lt \..;rIthh1.tent-t());u.n3(>:r I maill~, etc.; 
assault. to c.orruf.l.t ntl.l...'t'c:ier.:; o.ssauix. v,:LtrJ c... .:1(~Cl.dly 
,.,eapon. "\lith int.ent t.O murder; i'l.SSau It. \'!.:l.th inten:t 
to 1\'.ill (section 15) 

At t em l-3::.§l\ m '2!:.9 ex: . 
illC luc'iGf:: 811 a:ti.::empi.~s to conUllit mm:-dcX' I 9.:\ .... Jl!2:~ 

thCl.n Clss2)ult.El ~ attclnr:rt.ed lUln:cler I a'c.tempt:s to conurd.t 
nlurder··'E},:- poisoning~ c1:ro'i'ming, or sb.~C:."1.ngling 
(section 16) 

Axm8d Robberv (sect ion 17) 
Ul1u:.rn\C~ ~~Obb§~ 

:Lnc .Ll1.(ir::s :rO.oDGr':l, .1:·ohbcty-.. noi;.: 'be:l::'lg armed I 
robbery by for'ce ilnd v iolonce~ (sect:iol1 19) 

.~S8a.U1.t'S w:l.th jJ1tent to roh r etc~ i l:1(d~l..'::[ Arr:'lCc! 
----:i.ncit~desas·~a\J.-it~\\1·ith -a"·6c"adJ..'y \'leapon wi'C:h intent 
to rob.. (section 18) 

Assaults \" ith ip+·",,'1t:. t.o rob I etc;: ~ Not. Beirm )\"Cmf-:cl. 

- inc 1udcsclssat: j 4.,: 'to -rob( ;~~ult-;ri!Z1~i11t·~~r·~F· ':0 

rob, assault \.,rj.th i.rr!:er.t to ('ob by force ar.d v ~",lcm:; ~ 
(section 20) 

tonfin~D.SI or futt:ing j.J •. fea.:r~ .5-. :2§!:"~2.}.:' f9r the, EJJ:'P.2;S~. 
of steaJ.inc.r 
- iricl.\lc1Gs b:~ca}..:ing, burn:i.:l.g or b.l.O\\·ing up C1 sa1:e~ 
(Section. 21) 

. --------------------------
* Chapters cmd secticm~.l refer to t,hc General T.luws 

of. HC1ssachusett:s., 
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l.x-mea. A~3_~"·i\:s. in ch.,ell:LnJ: 1~2~lSl_~ 
the ac',: may be an act'ual assault or an 

'atb~mpt.. (sec tion 18P. ... ). 

.: Ass'~?-'l:, ~~CJ. ~ss?,lJ.lt;. .'111_1 Batt,~ry 
;'.nc1uc1Gs 0,s~3a111t:r af'SCluU: ana. b2tt:~:r.y; assault 

on c.n officer (SE'ct:,v~i8 13A c..uo 13:!.,) 

AS~llt Elld B;'ltt8!'"'/. '"ri:t:.h DunSL~s!§_ We_cHlon (sect:icn 
151\.1. -, 
AssaL'l·t !.!..'l ~ms g.f a. Q.C2-m.§.~~C2..3.§. Wea12.0n 

:i..nolu0.8s m:rned asso.ult ... (section fSB) 
MaYb.£~~ (section ).'1.) 
A.ssaults not.: 1:,-:.>fore mentioned. 
--inc :Cli~{es-a.s s ault' w~i;l:il'- irl t GIlt to C 01'(\1'0.5. t man-­
s la.ught:0.r (sect: ion ;.: 9) 

,Kidn~!D..il1g. 
inclu.dec abduction, holding hostages .. (section 26) 

Ext Ol:'i: ion 
'--inc-ludes a.ttl..·\mpt.s to e.xtort moneYr threats ... 
(sect ion 25) 

C ol:J&E.ir0."lf!Y 
where poss ible do not. coCIe case 'here;',:. but ullc10r 

the slX'cif:i.c c~iJ.ne t~'1'lot the subject conspired to 
conuuit.. l lhat.1 s. consp:tracy to corrurdt, larceny shoLl .. ld 
be coded as (52'2) Lat"CE'1'1Yd 

Assa'.llt. 01, FG t11110.. '.l.nc1e:t~ S ixtc(:m \\fith ..1.n":ent. to 
Conll1't:i..i: -..J}~a X~ .. -----"-- . --._ .... - ---- -~---

-jncDJ.-cr.:ls a::temJ'ts to carnully abuse, assault on 
chi~~d unjer the c1c:'e of consE-mt f indcc (~lJ.t assau.lt 
on a rninv':': ([,C:.'C'til.m 24D) 

InClcceni:.. hssal1.lt ~ nel BcttteJ:y' 2.n Q]}j lS~ ,:'ngGl:' lA 
-- :LllCiud0.s-indcc-:'nf Cl.ssauH: tl.TJc1 b\1t:i.:c.'-",y on 0. ffi:'~:)r 
t-:«:c'tion 13J)) " 

:\ 
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.Un!lB-t~.J.: .~l:;~~ r.Ja§civj~~ ll.ct~ (Chaflt~::- 272) 
inc llldes tmnCJ.tu.ra~ ,"lcts,. lasciv iou;, acts, 

ass;lul!.:S to c ")nU11.it. lm'"d.tural sex CI.\!ts (section :5) 

Unn;ttm:·(lJ. ;'I.dt:;, ',\I':1.t11 ~hild un1er J§ (rJ(~ction 31) 
S tid cIiY. i;1-i~f .j:3 Urlg ei.:~~~··· \ ~ ec't ior:l.f4f 
Tnce::rl: \sr..::ti(\D 17) 
l)the:~-8cx OffEnses 
"~)cIti(l'(:)~~ ad ~l],t,p,,=y I fo:t'nic ation ina. ~c (':;".c. expoEtLlre, 
lewd lclS,;iviou;, c rJla.bit.c:rt ion , 10wlne5s, open 
and gX'os:1 levldnes,: .• (sections 14, 16 t 18, 53) 

c" CriJn8~. '6~£f1:!:ing ~}~QEq.ty: (9.h.c~:pl:er 266) 

Arson. 
"--:Lx1Cl.t2dOE: '.bUl:':~ Lng of 'housc:.:f.!, ~'lOOaS, :i:<:mc\;!r' etc,; 
and any at:l::.empt;.j< (sections: 1,2,5,5A,7 r 8 / 9,lO, 
108" lO~\ l.lli\.) 

;S,urg·la:;-.i,r n.sing. £!~nt(?sl .2E. t'la~j.ncl "In ~~It.R:\)l~ 

l_ne ·i.llde.s a1:'mcd bnl:'glary ( break:! ng rJ.n,=! ente.r ing 
w'it',11 :I.Jl':.:.cmt tCl Clssau It with dnngcrom·j wCD.pOn (soc-
tiOYl 1/1.j I , 

D l't't' 0: J. D.'t -. ----- -~.-.) 
:tnc ludl~s b:c or}; :Lng CUla. ctttC): illg (botl1 l'l:.' ght and 

d~y) r a:t:tcl;'lpt t-,() brcCl]" Ducl, (lntc.'.r I brc!,lli,i,'c UWI 
~rrLel:·:i..ng f:.nd lru-c,:mYt Du:cg'12l.J:Y, r,(t~cn}::I,))9' ":.nd cmtc·ring 
with :l.n'C,0.ni:. 1::1:r.COl1.Y8 b:t'ClRkinH ana. ollt'.::-r lng ",r:l.tb 
int;8)''d; lm:cc1'lY and la:r.'(!(my~ (soc·tje)J)f:.;: I_.~ r 16, 16h, 
17 r IB, 19) 

.~s f1.§..fJfi.i~ of ;t3l.1rgJary l!£.~Gment.s (~(;ct. Lon ·19) 
8'1-o"",~) 'l)'O' 
!:_~~E~_~:. ~ .... 1. 

in(~lu(tc.::8 s'l:eal:i.ng in bui.lding( sll:i.Pr at a f:il:c( 
etcc (se~'{'iom:: 20(:2-1:1 

Ilc.lX'C;G1'.lY i.::X.'O!l1 t118 PaY·S,C.il1 (sec{:ion 25) ·LEg;..q C'rJ Y .. __ .- ---.... .~-.-.---
includl':)s att.:crnptGd larceny .. (scctj.O)l ?O) 

Theft of: a J)lOto:r~ V(:~hic 1e 
--ii1<;lude~::"':C~cc'I1v-:-of'a motor v(-,,~·_ ;.c.~:te, o}.J,:'ration 
w H:l1 \,1 , t c)'Ll.t:hm: ii-.r' of Cl~'nl.n: a:[ C(;:)L- f,; '.lS lX ns ion, op~;:cu­
tion \\rJ.~..:holri: (luc}mrity ::;f o\·,r;mr,. ~se \d:t:.hol,t 
aut.l)o);'i:ty (sC'C'Lion 28) 

r orc.~.i.~'l ,g~sl. Ui: t a~J.:.l2g 
Lnclude fo:':gex'Y, tyl.::teri1'l(';r COUll j»'l:c:i..t i'1Sr 

(se\!t.ion 3:' CJnd. 37A and. Cnu.:l'~',"r ;1(;7, !wc~i()ns l<ll) 

(' Oml\01i 21'1.1(1 Nc.h)1~j otJ.S rr1"1:;'t"I.~ (~:;CG tioh 4 ~)) 
l!':-:lUd- . 

inc ludos enLbci:'.21ament. (s8ci:iol'J8: .s 0-59) 
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" SJ' ~. oc1 .Re~~!~{ ..-:(I.LC11 ~.2_ d-
ine luc10D ):'oth '1.:110 r.~;CG iv lYlg ane, thl~ buy ing of 

stolen good,.; (f;;(!ct::.ior1 00) 

CO;1U\OI1 Rcc.::i.v!~:r: of StolerJ Go)d.3 (S(;ct:.on 62) ---_ . . ------- -- ---- _ .. _--
~1~..lli~ iq_~,!~ .... ,:>r. t'tt.n.:t.S?D.. tnj_~n;:...ts:..~_ t~ 1?..:~.Q.l?Q:~t.Y. 

j':1cJuac.s tl'.c c1esti:-uct.ion., defuc :!tne!,Jt~ wilful 
:i.njU..i:Y, c·.;p1osion. C'i bot}1 pl11:1i.c c-.r: p:d.:vatr:: 
;)ropE':rt:/O mal.i(;:i.m:s mischief ~sGc.::j_ons: ~;4-l14( 
124<,.30) 

d tl 0 "f: (r .. 'l-a.'-"+.· ·e'·, 268-2 .. 73') ~ Q.:..:'.l§£ _ S....:.9!!.[-; GS \ 1 1:''"' ... 

:rES£:1 ap-e,J l 

'--:-cnclu(i.(;:~ atte:I'lpl:~~f assi.st:i.ng in, acc'eBSO:l.'"'Y to 
(Chapb:;'.:c ?'G8:',8~,~":.ions :L5 t 16 r 16A, 1'1) 

We2.P..Qlll~. gj~C:!~i 
inc l.i.lc'lr S C! ru::- tV ilig' or possess ion (Ch'ip·t:er 26 g_. 

S qc 1:: :l.or~ J. (l ) 

l-iorlf'..£l:~~·]!,:s. 
:Lnc l...J.CJc:.El c1etwr.'-l::l.on (9hat)tm:" 2 73-·Sect',ion 1 \:lu~u 10) 

? ~~1.~\~lY~ 
il1el\.trlC::~J ldg<lTty (C11Clpl:e): 2'72-S(~i.::i.on is) 

8-t.\."lbbon·, C!11ild 
-,-- :(i1cI·G.(·J·c;:;;~·~:;;~,.1.;~\'JC1y f common nig'ht. w'a lkm: "Chupt.c.:r 
2 72':"'8 ect: :i.(~~l 53) 

t 

!L0-.F iy,.iD~l B.l1E,J?9:r''L, .f::t~('.~r! 'pj.~C2..~~:. i~S~}:c (Cllapt~:'" 2 72-·8 c:ct ;i.on 
9) 
D ?~.:t: ~;q::p.;l,[l.9: ~~}l~~ . P.1?~lc <? 

in(;1.ndcf:; idle Clnd a:i.t.~ol.·ck~):ly (Chap-l.:c:.- 271.-
Secti(;l'l 53) 
.~~~{)stH.!~:!-::\S:~ ~ (Chr.rp'l:c'·J" :l.72-·F]c;(:t:ion 53) 

.lltqg.2;!;'2J!{.20::!.. \Cbuplcr 273 .. 08 c.ctiot.l 11-19) 
r.0.)ort.~5:2D. ~Chap.t.c:l:' 272··8oct.io11 19) 

!'3 am in9., 
inc luo.as thc.~ m,;.nnfuc1:ure ... POSS0Sr-.: ion" or sulc of 

g'umj.llg' implG!:1Gnts ~ ](oeping conunon gami.r-g '"'louse 
(Cl) a.pt c:r;' 271-8 eeL 'jvu~ ~ 48) 

1'1 ot () 1. v ""\1') :k! In c f:f: (', .~~ C' ~ 
'-"Inc 1 n-:ics (l:Cl..-m{)t.or'-l.;h~c J a offcnsm oi::l'.er tht:'tn 
lcu:cP'Cl,/ I..'C: ,1 ),H)tO:C \Ieh:i.~l(.ll (,ll:.Grt.cion \.;Ttl-i;t'1t:'--­
uut11OY'ity ")f: :),'lnf;:t: af'L:c.\r S\.1:'.pcnS ... 'l\lr )p(~::,c.::ion 
W:Lt'10ld.:: nu::11ocit~y r.)I: ONncrs, use \"i:":10Ut.: ulltho:r:ity, 

~ 9 n !:':.9.1l1t-:.S .9..f: C OlU:t 
inc lLldC'·' 'l);-r,]ury (cht:l.r:.-:er 268'c section ~.; 

13 )L~J:~.~~Y. 
inc J.u<1('~J both ace c~pl: ll1g and of:.Ecr :Lng (Chupt-:c:,r 

260A-S cct ions 1-/.4) 

~I 
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.!2.E.'.mkenneG8 ((~ha.ptcr 2 '72-Sec:tion 4fJ ) 

POI;:-:;~~i.C?n .2.£ Nc.'i.1.-cotis.,- Drug's 
': j.nc 1 u(.i.e s t 11 8 PQri e. (? ;;j :-:: i,C.'ln 0 call r <.U:'e ot ie dr ugs othEr: 
~:hil11 he~ 013, .<:2.! ~Lf: . ~?llr;' ;Sl 11~9 l.~.~!& Qi 1: h.s. r}}':.!:l9: ig: Xl .-2.S 
ir.fG~red ~ S';l]2 .. hJq,;ht 10:. l~~i:tc...s'.. }'Ol:' cxa uplQ.: 
P0SS~~SSj,on. oE na:r:cot·.c drugr;1 l"J.t!.:t:'c yl:ic drugs found 
:.n possE;ssion (Chu.pt.·.:!r 94-Scccion ::05) 

Pos::; c.s 8 .iFl·} of Hdrc. .i.n 
---or; 1§-\11.ie:r.G ihe -s-alc\ of the dr\.1~ is Hot: inf<?,rred 
or GxpljrJitly cta.:ed" (Cl1u.pt~n; 94·~aect.Lon 212) 

S t9Cllt fl..:1 l8'Br::.swt he, !2:'f:~~!::1. 
only w'h8:ce t':!f; sale of the drug is not ll'lfGrrccl 

or ~xpljj.::i.tJy s ::.,d::Ga. (Chap'C':0:r. 94-Scct:i.on. '217q) 

n.~1.~g: ~r~:C'.:ont ~2~;J:~. tL~2'&otlc D:c~9: ll1£~.f:"'J.:1:..'{. KQ.Eb 
:LnCJ.U.OiS na:r.'(;ct:LC drug law' violt1.t:i.on, oonsp:Lruc:y 

to v io) 4.tb. nru:'c;,;,t'ics d):u.g lu,\\r, and, (11.1 chiJrgGG ::i.n­
volving "r.~(~ing )::::esm'l't: 1I where narcC)-t,~.c drugs m:!'? 
:Llleqa.l1v kc.~pL ~ (Chapt.er 94·-8 cct iOt1 2 J,3;~: 

J?osr:::~.\'.L~m of. 1.l'Ll2oc.1£~~:mi5L_$..Y.fj.]lSLS 
:Lnc:r.I.~~;.'':l[l PC)f:.n~cssi(m 0:[ hypodGl:HtiC nCC'tl1e( or.' 

any mct::r.1.tntont tl6.UptcO. for the ac1mini.st::ca:'-: ion of 
narcot..:J..o cb::ugsc (I;;hapt.o:c 94··SC{:t.:i.OH 211) 

Ind \.lC 3.nq ;r))1ot'.h(:~J.' 'co V:i.o J.z:.t e NGlrc o'L~ :Lc Dr ll·" T.J:1"'1 
·----.. ~--.- .. ··f\ .... •• ... ····-.. t .. - .. :: .. •• .~ _ ...... _ ... _--,.-• .. "----.... -.~ ... _ ... .. , •• ....... _ • .!.... 

:I.1lC J.llCI.I':~ C ).lJ.f.lllC ,l.ng' a h1 i.11m.:· {:o v in l~!,.l; C l"l ore o'l:.:i.e 
d:l."L'l,g In~l.r (Chapt:c: .. ~ 91i·· Section 21 'lA) , 
Salc:! o:r: H('\~::oin 
.-~.- inc :tUdG8'~i~o~3!:-;(1r;S icm 01: hm:o:i 11 ... ::tth :il d:,oJ t to 
llSlLh, url.l,awfuJ. p'osses~ ion of hE~r(~in \-::i.til :in::cnt 
to ~};l";_p ~9. of b,eJ:'o:i.ll (Chapt:m: 911-·2121.) 

S ~lc of N'i.'u:'cwt: :.i.e DruC'ts 
--fllCll~:'::te~~-'~Efic-8'~\W~"or al:i nareot:~.c c11:l19f.i ot.her 
t11tU'l hm~ oin~ }!'o:r.' (!xmhtJ18t "nlnl'Y"iJ' u.l salo 0.1; n::ri.:ccn: ic 
a.:cug~1' sale of narco'c:ic drug's (ehnptc:c r;.Lscccj.on 2.1.7) 

RQ§..F.lI3f.J§j:!~n of N'aE9.ot;j&: £;:~Ui v.'itJl 
inc ludG~ 'r.he pO~SCf;G ion of all 

other t))u.rl hGl~oin \·d.til the intent 
94 .. 8 action 217B) 

:r.ntcn: t.o f; ell ----- -- ,.,._. '-"" 
11arc oi·:i.e c.tr Ltg ~j 
to sel.!.. (Chapt(;l:' 

,0 )'lC"?;: :rL. i.)9.. .<?: tr..9i;: 9:1:' ~1:::..~~ lli:!~ br }j): It,,( D:;:£ r Jf E~:££.'2~' :k! r.; 

Con'tcolll!c1 .s\'U;'l·~t.ClnC·2 
-·-"l"~1Clu·c1c;(';~·--t:T.~;-11~·nnuf f..:J·:' Ltl: in g I d: str i) mt :i.01 tid i~;-
t;-eru; ing 0): PO:H:1CEJS ion '.'lith :'.nt(mt 'l.! Innnuf 1CturC,. 
e is'::;: .ibt,rtc ?Y.' d:ls pHns(:".! a cO:Ltrolle;d s u1x;tt:J.,...cc~ 

J. -_ ....... _-------------
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'!1he totaL l1\"fo.\bc:c of cl1Ctl:'~J{)'.:J :Lnvo:Lv(;(l ,In t11G p:rr'$cn't 
C!Q,nlllit.l.\orrt:. FIn" c:.r.'1::r.pJ.O r :l:f..ul inClh'jJ"utl is C(jm~ 
m~.ttGd tor )3LU;g:L~JY.'Yr ;~ .. t's!arJ ~n1(l ;':rwr',\1U r t11r.oo c'.IG\:r.gcs 
are +=,cCG~'/1-:::L Cl\,:<..:cg88 s110ulc n~'t: 1)(~ C' C'l'li'\lScd \'7/ ... t11 
courts.. A:n indiv';lllml mny r,c comm:Lt:;:cd on 16 '::!·)utl't.~\ 
for the sing Ie chr.'('g8 of J3m:t]1 c:t)'y. 

.\~ l\l(...1l~e t.l:L{)!l 'orlO sentcnc.~(~ :Ls :Oc:i.·l~f serv'8d 
(aU. ::3 cX"'J'ElQ C otcr1rd.nous) 

Whitt1 
Blc1C1;:. 

mot'e than one sGrrccnC'~.! ':,s }:JeiL.c 80:l"Vctl 
'but t.h0 s(:mtenccs at.'€ R~!dcci tC)S et',hc~:t, cm,d 
not sO:CY'Gld (~O e.cJ:]UlnOtl.'., ~ 

Cl S01'l1.:en":0 i<!h:i.ch sUpi;.ll:ccc1e.s ;.1n e)d.st.ing 
serd: .. c-;'rlC 8 .. 

~f{ int.ic 
S )?cl.l1. ish 

bJ\1C!x' :l.(~ an Lndic,tl'l. 

):,lru:'X :ted 
Sing' Ie 
Divon::cc1 

Nona 
Honor'<l'J:.)le D iSC':'lClrC!'0 
Dishol'l,O):itblG J):i.SCi1':-U."l:J~ 

W:Lr.1owc\Cl 
COl'l'lllton Ln',\? 
SC:lpax·at.oa 

,Bad cond,t;lot d~schars.r(~,. Otho': ·t.ho...' I1C>lLr<.:lblcl' 
Gcnct'~ll, andes irabl~ 

Hec1ical 
In Al."ltlCd Scrv;'"'es" JJut: thG tYP(:1 of diBcharge i,1 

not lis1::r,j on Jc.nl3 }).-c)k Lns 8'~1C/,:-C~ 

'-
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:,r',Jt (~iv i13,t n 1.CJ,d:r.c.!::Js _--' • ____ ......... t _____ _ 

Boston 
!'To:~t'.rl0.:t.'rl 13 -)~i:.Ol) f!i l;I~)',.~~r.))rj 
Rome: hl:1rJt) ,,!';}t:::c!?oll:':m:l iJ.Osto:'t 
r~I\'Te 11-Ll:l\ rr(lmlC hl;'(;~('l 
Now ncdfol c~ - l"all n.LV017 Arcu. 
S pl:' i1 \gf :i,o J CJ i.~ 'On 
IvorCE.st.Gl: .'l:r.o<:. 
Other MaL ':':'1':-1\\ .:::1(~t -t~s A.reas 
Out.sj/ie M.H:;ml'. husntt.s 

B-5 " lB}\0J:'gq-;DC'y:J~P.Q.Lqg:;.§$2 Nl:.1m(~ lit~tca 'hy t-.ho inmntc! as t11C 
l?ct .. ~wn to dont;t!.Ct shC<J\:tld FU1 emr~:r,g(·mGy 0::(: u:r.. cat:o,-
qories 1.r!C!111o.cd 1,,01:'6:; ';I. 

P c.1:t: hex: 
J:.1.othex' 
Spouse 

O'\::"ller REllat: :l.vc 
Non"'R~J..a1: iV'El 
1'10 eIl1m~~~'cncy ()cld.r.'Gssctt!' l.isted. 

(E~ .. q. i' h1Wy(,~J::'Sf doc'cor:!>r eng:i.:neers .. 
c 10)~gy) ., 
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Data collect ed from :tnn1aL~ files detcrm:1ning v,1hether:· 

'No'mentio;l of Drug prtl=:~ 

Drug User (no spec if:1.c c1rug mentioned) 

Drug 'JS2:l' (mert it'll of heroin use) 

Drug l:scr (mer. tion of the use of any drug other 
them. h0J:oin 0:: marijuana - tbe exclusive use 
of l",:i:l.'I::' ij UaJ.1a) 

" 

Drt1.g' U~i:$r- (H{otr.i.juo.na only drug mentioned) 
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The formula for constructing an expected recidivism rate 
for a particular sample is: 

EXPECTED RATE OF CATEGORY X NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS IN CATEGORY 

TOTAL NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS IN SAMPLE 

For example, if we take the Norfolk sample, the expected 
rate of recidivism would be calculated in the following manner: 

Risk 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

Category Bxpected Rate 

.54 

.36 

.20 

.06 

EXPECTED RATE = 50.36 
216 

EXPECTED RATE = 23.3% 

Number Computation 

56 30.24 

22 7.92 

28 5.60 

110 6.60 
216 50.36 

In the above prbcedure the risk category is the specific 
Base Expectancy Risk Category computed from the construction of 
the Base Expectancy Table for the control group i.e., the Walpole 
1971 releasee sample (see Table III Page 6 for specific listing 
and description of the four (4) risk categor~es). The expected 
rate is the appropriate expected recidivism rate for the individual 
risk category (see also Table III Page 6 for specific rate) 
while the Number refers to the number of i~dividuals in the sample·. 
for which an expected rate is being calculated that fall into the 
particular risk category. Total Number is the total number of 
individuals in the sample for which an expected rate is being 
determined. 

The specific mathematical computations made for each of the 
derived expected rates are presented below: 

! ~ 
I 
[ 
I 

I 

II 1 
j 
I 
I 
I 

j 
d 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 
! 

II 

II 
)' 

I 
I 

I 
Sample Risk Category Expected Rate Number Computations !l 

10.26] 
3.60 I. 
1.60 

Forestry I .54 19 
Releases II .36 10 

III .20 8 
IV .06 58 3.48 I 

95 18.94 

18.94 
95 = EXPECTED RATE = 19.9% 

Sample RiSK Category 

Total Releasee 
Sample I 

II 
III 
IV 

69.30 
311 
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Expected Rate 

.54 

.36 

.20 

.06 

Number 

75 
32 
36 

168 
311 

= EXPECTED RATE -- 22.3% 

computations 

40.50 
11. 52 

7.20 
10.08 
69.30 




