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1.1 

As juvenrl~ correctional poHcy moves from relying 
:;'/ 

solely, on tr13"ininfr schools to the development of community-
based systems" characterized by greater diversity of program 
options, it is important not to forget the

D 

serious offender. 
Recognition that .a minimal number of youths mu~t be worked 
wi th in small (lsecure programs for, a brief peri?,l of time is 
not the deathknell of communi ty-based correcti~"ns. The con-
v~rse is more likely to be true--ignoring the youth who needs 
secure care is the Achilles Heel of community-b,sed corrections. 

Having acknowledged the necessity and importance of 
secure care,one must be extremely cautious about its use. 
Who gets in? HQ~ long i~ a youth in? What ar,e t)le program 
options? How ~Je community linkages being maintained? Are 
youthsbeinghelped~or harmed? These are questions which 
must be asked and answered contil1ually in order to assure 
that secure care isn,.,ot being Q.verused or misused. 

" ;:: 

This report addresses specililically the question Of//:,./;0" y ... ~ /' . 
definition and who gets into secure' care within the Massa-4 /; 

,/ : t 

·chusetts Department of Youth Service. It serves toremind . ./ ; : .' 
us who is in secure care and points out why these Y01;lths ///~. 
have been designated as Secure care youths and not others .,,' // . , 
The randomness of some of these decisions, however, still .0:/' j' : , 
leav~s the reader with the question "Why?". ", ',1/ //f/~/ /7. 

Richard ~sralowitzhas done a very able and COr.I,S:C'iE;'~ . // 

'tiou~s job. in addressing these issues. I trust that J£tifi 1/ ;;/ 
findings and implications will not only be helpful to ,p~#.1Jly 
ners in Massachusetts, but will also be of use to policy'· 
makers in other.,,?tates who are addressing this perplexing' 
problem of secure care for youthful offenders. 

Robert B. Coates ",,~ r 
"Harvard Center for Criminal Justice 
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tt " \ This document is Be summary of dissertation res~arch conducted 

"Q~ for t~\ doctor of. philosophy degree awarded by" The Florence Heller 

i " Gr~duat~chOOl for Advanced Studies in Social welfare>. Brandeis 
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"AJ~;:/' :;:;'/:f~"" -. / jl report was ~\t) examine the effect of selected social and legal factors 
/ .. ~k-- -~"~~ # 
,i3 .J~J. . ' on the Massachusetts Department of youth Services CDYS) secure care 

d./ '.v.i:'r1 . 
7"" )1,/' fl decision-making process for serious juvenile offenders.' 

;:: ~ 
/7 q 

#: h 
\l 

U ;:2J! 
~ / " 

'j ::/ ~ 

>~ •• ~' 
·~U£ 
11). 

/.71r.· i' .. ~ / /:.-
, yV' "'''", 'j '/:, 
// "t>,' .. ., 

• t' V 't . ' . ~ 

~ ". -! 
.~ 

II -

.~ 

, . , 
'~ 

This study was supported by Grant No. 77-NI-99-0036, awarded 

by the Office of Criminal Justice Education and Training, Law En­

forcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice. 
" ., 

Points of "view or opi~ions stated j.:;n this document are those of the 

author and do hot necessarily rep,resent the official position or 

policies of the U.S. 'Department of Justice. 

o 

, 

r :Ji--oh
' , 

o 

f 

/ 
0' ~ 

I ''') 
1 0 

.::., 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PREFACE . • . 

LIST OF TABLES. . . . . . . . . . . 
LIST OF FIGURES .. , 
INTRODUCTION~ Q . 

Chapter 

I. THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER: A THEORETICAL 

(

' CONCEPTUALIZATION • • • • • • • . •. • 

!I What is Serious Juveni le Delinquency'~, • 
11 The Serious Juvenile Delinquent: A G\~l1eral . • (] • 
t. . Characterization • • • • • 0 o. "'1\ • 0 0 • 0 0" 

Serious Juvenile Delinquency: A Defini\ion,. "~" 0 

II. THE SECURE CARE FACILITIES REFERRAL PROCVo 0 oJ!' 0 

Page 

ii 

v 

vi 

1 

3 

7 
9 

10 

III. FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISION MAKING WI:9Lr~ /" . 
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM: A LITERAT,E REVIEW,:: : /,' 0 0 13 

1/ .7" / '~,' 

Selec~ed . Studies on Juvenile Justice gecision ~3#;:~= _" 
IV. 

v. 

Mak~ng . A Summary 0 0 • • 0 0 0 0,... ;:; 0 0 .--":=.=',..4 
" ,/ 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES 

Conceptual Framework ••••• 
Hypotheses. • • • • • • • • . 

METHODOLOGY--THE PRESENT STUDY. 

Purpose ,. . . . . . . . • . 
Sample. . . "~a • • • • • • • 

Data Collection Procedur'es. • 
Measure~" 0 • • • • • • 

Statistical Procedures •• ,. 
I) 

(j 

• 1~ 0 • ,,:';. 20;"" 
:1 

. ' . 

. . . . 
" 

. . . . 
. . '. 

20 
21 

25 

• H~ 

1 
-,.--.'\ 

, .. 
,I· 

W 

li 
!i 

I 
I 

t -
I 

J 

f 

~ • 
U 

K 
Ii ,: 
i' ,I 
H 

!\ 
l! I. 
t; 
n 
r~ 
L\ 
I,i 

f f 

i ~ 
! 

i i 
U n 
H 

~i 
/! 
~ , 
I 

I 
I' 

I 
I 
I 

-,..- ~ 
~ --, -,/ -

,';, 

I 
k , w 

\ 

--, 

" 

.~:: 
<.-

, 



d 
I' 
I) 
n 
\\ 
d '. H 
Ii 
il ;1 
fl ,'I 

" 
!l 
fj 
)1 

n 

i 
1 

-:, 

\;.",-" 

Chapter 

VI. DATA ANALYSIS • . • . . . . . . " ,. . . . . 
Part One: Caseworkers' Decision to Refer 'Youths to 

the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services 
Secure Care Review Team for Secure Care Considera-
tion •• . .. . . . . . . . . ~..... . . . , . . . . 

:..., 

Part Two: The Massachusetts Department of Y9pth~' 
Services Secure Care Review Team's Decision to 
Accept or Refuse Youths into Secure C~re. . • • 

• e,' 

VII. SOCIAL POLICY IMP.LICATIONS AND DISCUSSION . • " . . . 
Social Policy Implications of Data Analysis . . "~i .. i"' • 

Social Policy Implications of the Secure Care Syst~m. 
Suggestions for Future Research . • • • • . • • • 

VIII. SUMMARY AND "FINAL "REMARKS 

Summary . . \. . . . . . . 
Final Remark~ . . . • • • 

• • .I,(~! 
:;0-' 

., . . . 
APPENDIX A. GLOSSARY OF SELECTED TERMS 

It • • ." .. • • " • • II 

B. OFFENSE RATINGS. ~. • • • • • . • • 

REFERENCES. . . 
" 

iv 

/:/ 

\ ' 

Page 

32 

32 

42 

52 

$2 
59 
66 

6B 

68 
7fT"" 

72 

79 

B6 

:"~'";". 

~. 

CI 

\ 

--------~-----...... --~.-~- .. ~,~-~:) 
,j-"':­

/]J'J 

,", 
LIST OF TABLES 

'\ 
Table ' 

1. S~\cial and Legal Variables Affecting DYS Casework:~rs' 
Qecision to Refer Youths for S'ecure Care Placem~nt 
G(1ns ideration. • • • .• • • . . 

2. PearS9n Correlation Coefficients 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

\1 . . . . 
MultipJ)e Regression Analysis--SociaJ. Variaple Effects on 

the Decision to Refer Youths to the DYS-SCRT • • • • • 

Multiple ':,Regression Analysis--Social Variable Relation­
.. ships tl1 the Decision to Refer Youths to the DYS-SCRT 

When Leg~l Variables are Statistically'Controlled. 

Multiple Re~ression Analys{S--Legal Variable Effects on 
the Decisil:m to Refer Youths to .,the DYS-SCRT •. . 

' f 
\ :' • L' ,~c:-

Multiple RegreSsion Analy~is-":Legar' Variable Relation­
ships to the \Del'i sion to Refer Yout'hs to the DYS-SCRT 
When Social Vl.~riables are Statistically Controlled 

1. . 

Page 

33 

35 

38 

40 

43 

7. Social and Legal\Variables Affecting the DYS-SCRT's 
Decision to Acc'l~pt or Refuse Youths to Secure Care 44 
~\, 
" " 

B. Multiple Regressioll Analysis--Social Variable Effects on 
the DecisiOlV"t~ N;~cept or Refuse Youths to Secure Care 46 

'(, ... s,:; ~I. j; 

9.,sMultiple Regression Analysis--Social Variable Relation­
ships to the Decis;(:\?n to Accept or Refuse Youths to 
Secure Care When Legal Variables Are Statistically 
Controlle'd .• • . c' 'Ii. • • : • • • • • • • • • • • • 48 

10. Multiple Regression Analysis--Legal Variable Effects on 
the Decision to Accept or Refuse Youths to Secure Care 49 

11. MUltiple Regression Analysis--Legal Variable Relation­
ships to the Decision to Accept or Refuse Youths to 
Secure Care When Social Variables are Statistically 
Controlled • . I.l. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 51 

v 

'1 

, 



l 

} 

(1.{' \1 

\\ 

\1 L, 
" 

11 
'I I, 
II 

11 
\' 

\ ~ I \, I 

iI 
!J ~ \ 

II'., I 
\ 
; 

, 
I 
j , ! 
4 

! 
~ {i0" 

II 
II 

~ 
;;:: 

. \ 
(1 

! 

·1 
I 
! 

1 
i 
I 
I , 

" 
"';;-s-%(b I 
\~, 

. ' .... " 

%i " "" ' 
,. "~: _".,.'"'""' ____ • ......-r"<.~ ___ ._~ __ ~~===-=':¢~-...:...~~-........... - ... " ...... ~·~~·!1r;:~~ ~ 

Figure 

1. 

2. 

3. 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Massachusett~;Juveni1e Court--Department of Youth 
Services Secure Care Process •••••••• . . . . 

i\\, 

Variables Aff'ecting Juvenile Justice Decision Making~-
Detention . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Variables Affecting Juvenile Justice Decision Making--') 
Probation Officers' Recommendations".. • • • • • • • . • 

4. Variables Affecting Juvenile Justice p-ecision Making-­
Court Disposition • • . . • . • • • " • • • • ••• 

'!:. 

5. 

6. 

Juvenile Justice Decision Making: The Juvenile Court 
and the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services. 

D I, 

Social ~~d Legal Variable Effects on the Secure Care 
Decision-Making Process • • • • • • • . • • • 

vi 

u 

Page 

12 

17 

18 
, I! 

19 

.22 

71 

·c 

"', 
If 

II 

o 

r( 

() . 
~~~a-'~'"_~~~=~~~~~~~?~+m~~~==~~~'~-=~M_= ___ -=~-=====~~-=~~~~ __ ~ ________ ~== t~ _______ •• , ._ _"" _______ .... _._ ~".... :::::::zp ...... ~ _.,.e;,oo""""'" 1~~=~ct:;t' ...... '...-..; "'=-.......e 

1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the realm of social welfare, tpe issue of juvenile delinquency 

is perceived by many elected officials, juvenile justice authorities, 
(\ 

m,embers of the' general pUblic, and others as being in a,:)~risis state 

of affairs. A facet of juvenile delinquency attracting much attention 

1s that regarding youths who commit acts of violence and/or who are 
II 

repea1;.=offenders of serious I:rimes. Numerous states have set up 

special task forces and study groups to understand this problem, make 

recommendations, and establish guidelines for appropriately dealing 

with serious juvenile offenders. Generally, the pervasive attitudes 

reflected in public statements and reports is that the juvenile delin-
o .;S~) 

quency system must be "tightened up" in order to mrfge this small.but 
o 

difficult group of juvenile delinquents • 

In Massachusetts, a state that is o.ften referred to as a model 

for closing down the network of training schools and substituting 

community-based care for juvenile offenders, much concern is expressed 

over whether those youths needing secure care are being properly 

;identified, placed and provided necessary services. Thus, the basic 
~ 

purpose of this study was to examine the issue of identification, i.e., 

which youths are considered fo~ and J.Jlaced by the Massachusetts De­

partment of Youth Services (DYS) in secure care facilities • 

.. 
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Specific~lly, this study ~s designed to examine social and 
, 0 

legal variables that predict: (a) DYS caseworkers' decision'ltorefer 

youths to the DYS-Secur~Care Review Team (SCRT); and' (b) the SCRT' s 
6~ " 0 

decision whether or not" to place youths in secure care facilities. 
,) 0 

c' 

From a theoretical perspective, this study develops and tests a coJi-
~ .':;: 

ceptua1 model of decision making fot u'se with secure care facilities. 
" 

From applied social welfare perspectives ,this study is important to 

determine: (1) whether the DYS secure~are facilities are being 

appropriately used for the care of the state' Si1iQst serious juve!}i1e 

", offen4ers, or (2) whetner secure care facilities are being indiscrim-
.,J.: 

s~ 0 

- inately used as resources for the removal of you~hs' from their com-
1ft:; 

munities because th~y are troublesome but not necessarily serious 

juvenile offenders. 
, 

"., =-;) " 

In the former situation, secure care should reflect an ~ssentia1 

and appropriate component of the conununity-basedsystem qf delinquency 

'services. In the 1a~;er=Situation: s~cure care may represent a widen/' 'l, 
{\ 

ing crack in. the deinstitutionalized reform system~;tab1ished in 1972 

by Jerome Miller, then Conunissioner of DYS. In essence, then, the use 
'. " 

of secure care facilities is a majoroperat:iona1 criterion to access 

the continuing stren,gth of'the DYSjdeinstitutionalization effort:. 

• v 
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CHAPTER I 

THE SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER: A THEORETICAL 

" CONCEPTUALIZATION 

What Is Serious Juvenile Delinquency? 

A first step toward the formation of an understanding of 

serious juvenile delinquency is to examine the issue of violence, 
\) 

The term "violence" is highly charged. Like many terms which 
carry strong opprobrium, it is applied with little discrimina­
tion to a wide range of things which meet with general dis­
approval. Included in the broad net are phenomena such as 
toy advertj.sing on television" boxing, rock and ron music and 
the mannerisms of its performers, fictional private detectives, 
and modern art. Used in this fashion, the scope of the term 
becomes so broad as to vitiate its utility severely. Adding 
the term "crimes" to the designation substantially narrows its 
focus. It is at once apparent that not all "violence" is 
criminal, but it is less apparent to some that not all crime 
is violent. In fact, the great bulk of adolescent crime con­
sists of nonviolent forms of theft and statute violations such 
as truancy and running away. [Nevertheless]:" "violent crimes" 
may be defined as legally proscribed acts whose primary object 
is the deliberate use of force to inflict injury on persons or 
objects, and, tmder some cir<;umstances, the stated intention to 
engage in such act (Miller, 1969:690). 

Generally, it may be concluded from criminology literature 

3 

that the term "violence" connotes ''injury inflicted by a person on 

himself or another person (Rubin, 1972; Palmer, 1972; Board of 

Direct ors;-Nationa1 C~unci1 on Crime and DelinqlJency, 1973; Mona:1'\Cin, 

1974).1 Acts of violence may also ,involve the destruction of propecrty 

1The delinquent (and criminal) acts which are considered the 
most violent and serious include any of the various types of homicide 
(a term which may be applied t~? killing by aut"omobile; forcible rape 
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(National Conunission on the Causes and Prevf;lntionof Violence, 1969)? 

In addition to violent offetl;')es falling under ~he rubric of 

serious juvenile delinquency are thos~ offenses whic1:I./;I,in the process 

of their execution, have much poteri:~iai for causing injury to another' 
~. . 

pel'son (5)[. Offenses of this nature may encompass various forms of 
~ ~ 

larceny (e.g., auto theft, brea~ingand entering in~o a house to steal, 

robbery, etc.) which during the perpet~ation gf the offense the of-~ 
'1' 

fender, if caught in th~ act, may ~espond in a physically, aggressive 
-

or violent m.annerendangering other pS9,ple. 
Q. 

While it is recognized that the potential for causing injury 

" 
G to people is present j.n the commitment of 8JlY offense, such potential 

__ (:1 .-, " 

is considerably enhanced by th~ offense type and its,seriousness,. 

I t '" Regarding this point, two factors seem to be' PFlrtic~larly important 

in ;Hetermin~ng }th~,~her the offense ~onunit~ed by a ju,ven:;i.le" ,offender 

is serious. The first facto:t involves the manner in which,the offense 

is carried out. In other words, was the ~ct conunitted with a particular 

viciousness or waR\tonness even~ though no physical injury to persons 

and child molesting; armed robbery;< and, aggravated assault which 
implies an intent to kill or do bodily harm. The physical abduction 
of a person, kidnapping, may also be considered in this category 
(Berlin, 1972; Targownik, 1970; ,Glaser, 1,966).' Many times arson~s 
considered a serious .and violent act especially when i,t endangers 
the lives of people (e.g., the burning of a tenementhouse); however, 
in those cases when ars'on involves a single isolated incident of minor 
consequence, consideration should be given to its exclusion from the 
most serious and violent offense grouping. 

(, 

(I 

o , 

0' 

II 

o 
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rD 
occurred. The second is that of chronicity--repetitive' delinquency. 1 

Itin;tst.be recognized that chronicity alone, however, shOUld not 

constitute the labeling of a serious offender. Rather, chronic;ty 
,,' 

5 

~l.s)) a factor which 'helps determine whether a youth is a serious offender 

wh.en th~; offenses he has conuni tted have t~e potential for causing in­

jury to people, directly" or even indirect'ly through the destruction 

of property. ' A youth who has been charged wi th ~ number of minor 

of:fens~s may reflect a chronicity problem; yet, fs that y~uth a seri­

ous offender? For purposes of this study the answer is no. 
,':) 

In Massachusetts, the ~ypartment 0; Youth Services reports that 

it cons;j.ders the issue of;serious juvenile delinquency and whether a 
, 0; '.., ': c.")" ',: __ 

youth needs secure services based upon ~number of variables. A..'I1ong 
" " 

the factors consid~red ~re a youth'$: (1) present court situation 

(l'.~., the natu'~e or sr,riousness of a youth's offense); ,(2) court 

history; (3) placement history dncludi~g length of stay ,whether' the 
G, 

p~acement was residential o~ non-residential, reason for discharge, 

and highlights of a youth's progress whiltf in a program in terms of 

negative beliavior, runs, violations, etc.; (4) social and family 

history; (5) DY'S regional' staffing r~sults; (6) psychiatric evaluation 

(I" ~ , 

. . . lIn the Marvin _Wolfgang, et al. longitudinal study ·of delinquency 
1n'oPh1ladelphia, 18 percent of all juveniles with any type of delin­
quent record had fiv~ or more offense~ and thus were classified as 
"chronic,recidivj:~,ts:" These ~"chronic recidivists" were respon,sible 
for 51 percent of all the delinquent acts conunitted by the cohort group 
(Mann, 1976: 2).. 
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history; (7) educ~tional evaluation; (8) caseworker summary; and 

<l 

(9) secure treatment aft0r care "plans. These criteria are then 

considered in te~~s of'~hether: (1) ~a youth is a danger to the 

public; (2) a youth can \penefit::rom secure ~reatment~ and (3) there 

is a lack of other su~table, appropriate available alternatives for 

placement. 
" In an effort to ~etermine the extent of serious juvenile 

':' ;.. .. 

6 

delinquency in Massachtisetts, the Subcommittee ort Data and Definition 

of the Massachusetts Task Force on Secure Care .,Facilities (f('t'r juvenile 

offenders) (1976-1977) used criteria broadly categorized as "chronicity" 
~ '-

and "violence." "In other.words, .•• the Subcommittee voted in terms of 
o . 

the need for security as a public protection conc~rn, based on demon­

strable objective cri,~eria" (liThe Secure Placement Needs of DYS"-­

Report of the Data, and Definitional Subcommittee, Comments, Draft, 

January 12, 1977, p. 2). Another factor which the Subcommittee found 
v 

to be a justifiable reason~for voting ~~ favor ou secure placement 
I) 

was in the case of an extremely self-destructive youth who needed 
~~r::::-:-;.<D . ~1 

. security for his own protection,a1though thi~ type of, youth was 
> 

(. l'.:::::::, . 

view~<f as a('~Iient for D~partment of Mental Health services rather 

(] 

.F',.;. 

~ 

than those of. Dye.l,2 
'v 

o 

, . 

--------~~----------
IRegarding the issue of~~he mentally disturbed juveni1~ offender, 

in Massachusetts alone, the majority of vio1ent/dangerous/ser10us (), 
juvenile offenders (note: while Sarbin [1967] ,cogently ~istin&ll:Jshes 
between violence and dangerousness--vio1ence denotes act10n:i danger 
denotes a re1ation$hip-.,..virtuaUY aIr others hold the two terms syn­
onymous [Monahan, 1974]) are assigned to the Depa,rtment of Youth 

o 

:: -,~ 

o 

~. D 

Oi,' 

J} 

(( 

a 

.. 

~\ 

The Serious Juven.ile Delinquent:~: A General 
Characterization 

It may be generally concluded from the multi-dimensional 

literature available on juvenile delinquency that a male juvenile 

delinq}l1nt who has evidenced serious offensive behavior (and who 
'\ ,J 

7 

Ii Services and not the Department of Mental Health where mentally ill 
offenders shouQd be referred for services. This point, however, does 
not n~gate the fact that some youths are seriously disturbed, inap­
propnately pl'aced with DYS, ,and are in need of mental health services. 
"The small numbers of 'violent children' care for by mental health 
f~cilities.reflects ~he resis:ance of mental health personnel to [deal] 
w1th behav10ral problems, the1r uncertainty about what they can achieve 
and fear that they will be used as a dumping grounds for social problem~ 
•••• Somementa1 health professionals explain that they exclude children 
from t~eir services because they" do not know what treatment can prove 
effe~t1ve for those who are both delinquent and mentally ill" (Cahill, 
1976: Task Force Report II, p. ,9) . 

D 1 
a Based on its preliminary report, the Task Force on Secure 

Facilities expressed the belief that there was a need for more secure 
car~ facilities . The official number of secure beds (as of 1976) of 
49 or ,~ percent of D~S committ~d ~~ths was viewed fls inadequate both 
for purposes of publ1c protect10n' and "treatment." 

From a stratified random sample of DYS committed youths the 
Data and Definitional Subcommittee found that 11.2 percent or f~om 
129 to,168 youths (the range<"depending On the total number of youths 
committed to DYS at any given time) were in need of secure care at 
the t'i'1Ile of their review of cases in October and November, 1976. Of 
these figures, at l~ast 29 to 38 of the placements were felt to be ' 
the responsibility Of the Department of Mental Healt.h, reducing the \~ 
range of pl~cement ~$J:0ts t;eeded0~y~YS to 100-1.30. Additionally, frorqj 
the Su~comm1ttee' So !Ytudy 1 t was 1nd~cated that no females were found~P 
to be 1n need of secure care. "This seems "to reflect the fact that 
the number ~f girls in need of security is small and might validly 
not be reflected,,,in a 10 percent random samln\e" ("The Secure Place- ,c' 

ment Needs of DYS"--Report of the Data and D'efJnitiona1 Subcommittee, 
Comments--Draft,J~uary 12, 1977, p. 4). .. 
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dees net exhibit mental disturbance) cemes frem adeterierated 

neighberheed and lew secieecenemic status family. It is expected, 

hewever, that seme serieus juvenile effende'rs may be frem middle-

and upper-class envirenments.. If beth parents are present, which is 

net likely the case, the heme, life .of the yeuths is characterized as 

being tense, hestile and abusive. Parenting ef the', yeuth is peer, 

marked with incensistent discipline, lack ef affectibn and rejectien. 

The yeuth is likely to. have adepted the criminally eriented nerms and 

values .of his parents and/er his peers. He is an aggressive yeuth 

wi th assaul ti ve tendencies, who initiates fights, and exhibits cru-' 

elty, defiance ef autherity, malicieus mischief, inadequate gu~lt 

fee1ings~ and a lack ef internal inhibitiens. rle is frequently 

absent frem scheel, has had few successful experiences there and 

has a 1<>w level .of academic functioning. He has a greup ef friends 
'II ,,;! 

rangin~ frem ene ertwe to. being part ef a gang unless he is an 
~ 

IIunsectalized .. 1ener." His friends are necessary to. maintain his 

se1f-~'espect as we1l as teprevide him with a sense .of security. 

Beca~e .of his lack ef interda1 inhibitiens, he has a peer frustra­

tien/te1erance and he is impulsive and sem:times quick to. act 

aggJessiVe1Y in a violent manner. He is easily influenced by ~ertain 
sti~Ul:i S~Ch 'as vielence en te1evisien er in the mevies which appeals 

<tr 

to. 'his primitive instincts and stimulates his drive to.. cemmie delin-
~ . h 

quent" vielent er p:qrieusly effensive behavier. ,: He has a peer. sense 
",. ',': 

ef merality and is net inhibited frem injuring'er causing 5uffe'ring 
!; 

--,-', '::c-'-,., -'c".?'---:--.....",_~""""' __ "-:" __ ~_.' 

\l 

o 

o 

o 

" , 

upen frthers. And finally J he [1 usually a repeat effender who. has 

had previeus enceunters with juvenile autherities which serve to. 

strengthen and reinferce his vielent er serieus effense behavier. 

Serieus Juvenile Delinquency: A Definitien 

Fer ptrpeses ef this study, then, serieus JUVenile delinquency 
c' 

is defined as: (1) the cemmitment ef these effenses which can be 
Ii 

9 

categerized as being ef a ,violent nature, i.e., the varieus types ef 

hemicide, fercible,rape and child melesting, armed rebbery, aggravated 

assault·, which inve1ves an intent to kill er de bedily harm
l 

kidnapping, 

and arsen when it endangers the lives .of peeple; and/er (2) the re­

peated vielatien (5 er mere times) ef .offenses which have t'he petential 

f~,r causing injury to. anethereperson(s). Offens.,es ef this nature may 

encempass varieus tyPes ef larceny (e.g., aute theft, breaking and 

entering into. a heme te steal, rebbery frem a persen, etc.).l 

t7 

1 0 

Yeuths with r~cerds ef five .or mere .offenses ef a level 3, 4 
.or 5 serieusness (see Appendix B, Offense Ratings) are classified as 
I~chrenic recidivists" fer this study. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE SECURE CARE FACILITIES'REFERRAL PROCESS 

Throughout the Massachusetts DYS' s history o,f deinstitutiona-

lization (1970 to present), much pressure has been exerted by juvenile 

court judges, the press and others to "tighten up" the system for 

serious juvenile offenders. In spite of this concern, however, 

philosophically the DYS leadership has remained committed to the 

maintenance of a small population of juveniles needing secure care. 

In order to accomplish this, a ceiling was placed on the number of 

1 slots or beds that would be available for serious juvenile offenders. 

These slots are distributed among the Commonwealth's seven regions 

and are managed by the DYS Secure Care Review' Team (SCRT) and the 

DYSCentral Office Secure Care Unit. The SCRT has the resp'onsibili ty 

of deciding which DYS youths tO,place in a secure setting. \\!bile each 

lWhile the official number of secure care slots under the direct 
supervision of the DYS-SCRT and Secure Care Unit has ranged from about 
40 to 75, Robert Coates of the Harvard Center for Criminal Justice, 
which has heEm evaluating the DYS process and reform throughout its 
de:i,nstitutionalization era--for the past seven years--believes that 
a larger number of program slots, official and unofficially reported, 
are available for the state's most )~erious juvenile offenders. As of 
March, 1977, Dr. Coates believed that 'the' numb.e,r was in the neighbor­
hood of 125 (Personal' lnte:rview with Robert Coates, Associate Director, 
Harval'd Center for Criminal Justice, March 1977). 
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region has a 'number of secure beds reserved for, its purposes , it is 

the SCRT that must approve the placement. Once~. youth is referred 

by a DYS regional caseworker for secure care consiperation, accepted 

by the SCRT and placed in a secure care program, the cost of the 

youth's services is borne by the DYS Central Office instead of by 

the youth's region (Smith, 1976). Figure 1 is a flow chart of the 
o _ () 

DYS secure care process. 
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FIGURE 1 

MASSACHUSETTS JUVENILE COURT--DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES SECURE CARE PROCESS 

(1) 
YOtmV (2) (3) (4) (5) 
OFFEXSE~ Arrest~ Arraignment---.." Bail DeterminatioR ~Court Hearing -----.---..:>~ADULr COl'RT !W~;rt' 

re~/r;~::~nal recog- I Trar.sfer ~d' ~~i Over 
nizance, bail, detention- .t to G~and Jury 
shelter care, foster care, JUVENILE COURT ROlTfE J 
secure care, etc.) Probable Cause 

~8.11) (6) Juvenile Court Hearing J, 
Alternative Placement Recommendation ~ Gran. Jury Investigation 

It (7) Fei.ngdi. 'ng .1 
\ y~ , Arraignment and Bail 
(8.10) (7.1) not delinquent J, 

Referral to Secure Care (7.2) dismissal Adult Court Proceedings 
Not Appropriate~) (7.3) continuance without finding 

, ~, (7.4) filing - youth found delinquent 
'(8) (7.62) (7.61) (7.5) probation 
Regional Staffing <.- Secure Care "(~-- DYS Regional ~ (7.6) committment or referral to DYS 
Regar.ding the Review Team Decision- (7.7) etc. 
Youth 1 Regional Maker 

" Representative (Caseworker) 

(8.20) 
Referral to Secure Care 
Appropriate 

J . 
(9) , 

DYS:SCRT Meeting (9.31) 
Continuance in Secure 
Program ~ 

(9.10) (9.11)' 
Voted Not Appropriate ~ Case Reverted Back to 
By SCRT Region for Alternative Placement 

(9.20), (9.21) 

~ (9.32) 
(9.30) L COJJ1lJlll'hity-Base<\.,' 

Voted Appropriat~ ~ Secure Care Program Selection 
By SCRT (e.g. Worcester, Greater Boston.Y, 

Regional and Program ~-. ')- Alternative Program 
and Dare-Chelmsford)~ Staff Meeting to 

() 

. 
. ' 

. , 

,?~ 

"\ 

, ,..,' 

__ Discuss Follow Through (9.33) 
-- Plans Return Home With 

support:i:ve Services 

II. 

i .. 

Care 
\ 

I 

-, 



.; 

·' I 

~J I 

'I \~ 

, ' 

o 

, ' 

" 

.' 

" . 

" 
/' 

.... ~ 

,-

" ' 

, . 

.' 

/ 'J 

. 
'I, • ,~,' 

I, , 

It 

II 
I, 

II 

II 

.11 

IJ 

, \ 

13 

CHAPTER III 

FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISION MAKING WITHIN THE JUVENILE 

JUSTICE SYSTEM: A LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature on social (e.g., age, sex, race, socioeconomic 

status, etc.) and legal (e.g., seriousness of offense, prior court 

history, number of commitments, placement history, etc.) variables 

that affect decision processes within the juvenile justice system 

is limited in both volume and scope. What pertinent literature there 

is reflects efforts to identify factors related to decisions made at 
~~ 

various,o-points or steps in the system, up to and including court 

disposition. Absent from the literature are examinations of decisions 

made by youth service agencies, agencies which often have the authority 
" 

to decide where to place a youth for services once'the youth has been 
\ 

referred or committed to them by juvenile courts. EVen so, the available 

information does provide a basis for the developmell~t of a theoretical 

framework on how the Massachusetts Department of YClUth Services (DYS) 
" 

decides which youths to p lace in secure faci 1i ties:, 1 

lFigures reflect~ng the studies reviewed and various variables 
affecting different process stases of the juventlejustice system are 
provided at the end of this 'chtipter. 

~ 

~) , 
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Selected Studies on Juven'iIe Justice Decision 
Making: A Summary 

Many researchers and others in the field of criminology and 

14 

juvenile delinquency contend that a disproportionately la~ge number 

of youths with low socioeconomic status, from racial minorities, who 

are older and femaleaare offic~ai'ly labeled delinquents. Studies 

(e.g., Short and Nye, 1957; Gold, 1970; Short and Nye, 1970; and 

Williams and Gold, 1970) have shown that: 

The social distribution<pf delinquent behavior (i.e., that 
behavior of a juvenile which if detected by an appropriate 
authority, could result in legal sanetion--Wi1liams and Gold, 
1970:209-229) along a number of dimensions does not match 
that of official delinquency (i. e., the identification and 
responses to such behavior by the poHce and the courts-­
William and Gold, 1970) (Barton, 1976:170). 

This statement is the basic premise for much of the research literature 

reviewed for this research study. 
/.-, 

This summary reviews the findings regarding the effect of social 

&nd legal variabl~s on three different decision-making stages of the 

juvenile justice system~-(l) detention, (2) probation officers' recom-
e-

mendations, and (3)" court judges ' dispositions. Specifically, a )iumber 
o 

G 

of different studies are examined inc terms of the variables used for 
"-l 

this study, they are: social variables--age, ethnicity, socioeconom,ic 
. '.' (t=== -

r; I ".. . ... r"~' '. -

status, family composition, and family stability; arid ,1egaLNcifiables u 

oj;r:;;:,9' 

number, of prior court referrals Which for this stugY"'§':~i)Urpose is 
. :.»' r ' 6~IP-{,-:.<;.-:.-t~· 

equated to number of prior DYS recorded off~n5es, type ,of prior, offense 

history, history of prior detenti.on, l);tstory of pr5:or court commitment,; 
~. . 

/;' 

to DYS for services, and nature pf";eriousness of last offense. 
,) 

.' 

<""'_-. 
-~.,...,.-'7: ~:It~ 

I) 
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Regarding the issue of detention, among social variables, 

family stabilitr (Sumner, 1971; Cohen, 1975a; Cohen, 1975b), age 

(Coates, 1975; Sumner, 1971), socioeconomic status (Coates, 1975; 

Sumner, 1971; Cohen, 1975a) and ethnicitr (Coates, 1975; Sumner, 1971) 

appear to be the best predictors of detention decision outcomes. 

Among legal variables, number of court referrals (SUmner, 1971; 

Cohen, 1975a; Cohen, 1975b) and prior disposition historr, 1. e. , 

commitment to se.~¥ices, probation, etc. (Coates, 1975; Sumner, 1971) 

appear most rE~lated to' detention decision ~utcomes. 

For probation officers' recommendations, socioeconomic status 
C\ 

(Gr00ss, 1970;Co~n, 1970;-Cicourel, 1968) and familr stabilitr (~ross, 

~ 1970'; Cohn, 1970; Cicourel, 1968) seem to be the best predictors among 

the social" variables of recommendai-;on outcomes". Am ~. ong legal variables, 

the nature or seriousness of last offens~ (Gross, 1970; Ariessohn, 

1972) appears most related to probation officers' recommendations. 

Finally, for court judges' disposition outcomes, socioeconomic 

status (Cohen, 1975d; Scarpetti and Stephenson, 1970; Thornberry, 1973; 

Emerson, 1969; Short and Nye~ 1970) seems to be the best predictor qf 

disposition oU,tcomes. Ethn;c;ty (C h 1975d S 
---...;.;;.. ... .;..;;,.;;; • .,;;.'t- 0 en, ; carp_atti and Stephen-

son, 1970; Thornberry, 1973) and familr stabili tr, (Cohen, 1975d; Emerson, 

1969; Short and Nye, 1970)a1s~ appeal;' to predict court judges' dis-

position outcomes but not as cons~stently. Am 1 1 . bI '", ... ong ega v.?r~a es I 
• 0 , 

number ~f cour,E...referrals (Cohen~' :i97~c; Cohen, 1975d; Scarpetti and 
c 

Stephenson, 1970; Scarpetti and Stephenson, 1971; Terry, 1967), prior 

" 

,r--

./ 
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o 

o 
" 

, detent:i.on history (Cohen, 1.97Sc; Gclt~, 1975d) and natureoor ser~ous", " '=;", 

G 

II 

nes,s of last offense (Gohen, 1975d; Scarpetti and Stephenson, 1971; 

Thomas and Sieverdes, 197~; Emerson, 1969) appear most related to 
.; 

disposition outcomes at this level of decision making in th(Ljuy~ni1e 

justice system. 

In conclusion, as Barton (1976) points out, it is difficult t9 
- I~ 

draw sweeping generalizat;:j.ons from studies w~fch examine., the juvenile 

justice!) system' sdecision-making,pl£q,cesses affecting a delinquent 

Q 

youtbJs disposition since tney are conduc;ted at different times, i.n 

different places with different methodologies. While the evidence 

presented does not provide clear resolution of whether legal (e.g., 

number of prior court refe;rals, ~ype" of "prior offense history, history 
o 

<J 

of detention, history of treatment, etc,~) or social (e.g., age, se~, 
D 

falJ1i1y stability, socioeconomic status, etc.) variables most affe,ct" b 
\'!..-" 

. juvenile justice °d~~cis~pn.;;.making procIe~ses (in fact, certain studies 
; ( \ \\C ; 

~Fradict ea~h other' on tl1eJ,ssue) '0 rt is,believel\hat "the ultimate 
) \)' 

fate of a youth who commits a delinquent act may be inlporte.nt1Y de::' 
j\ C' ~i o . 

termined by factors otlie'r tlum the a~t'" itself" and "tl1at these .[soci~l] 
I;) 'c :-r'" ~ --:. ) ~ , . 

" 

"factoi-s may differentially apply across {locationsYf~a~~oss decision 
" -"'-';-,', :;J 

o 

"p9\ints :w the [deCIsion-making 'sy,stem] and probably within a given 
\-.,J \ .. 

decision point" (Barton, ,,1976: 478-480). 
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FIGURE 2 
o ' 

VARIABLES AFFECTING JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION 
MAKING--DETENTION 

R-Bivarinte Analysis 
M~Multiarillte Analysis 
X~Variablc found tmrlllated 

to decision outcome 
v O-V~riable found unrelated 

, or insignificantly related 
to decision outcome 

Detention Studies 

Social Variables 
(J 

Age 

Sex 

!:t~~ (Black, 
~~Hlspanlc~ other 
rJ\~thnic ruinori ty) 

S '\t-" ' , oCl\)economic 'Status 

Fnmily Stability (dis­
ruptive home environ-
~ent). ~ 
J 

Idleness (youth not in 
school or working) 

Logall Variables 

Agency of Referral 
(o.g. school, wel­
fare agency, etc.) 

o 

Number of Court Referrals 

Prior Offense History 

'. P1'ior Detention History 

'" Prior Disposition History 

Coates 
(1975) 

B Ml B 142 
x X X X 

x 0 

·no ~O 

X 0 

00 

00 

o 

(includingcommitm6nt to 
services, probation, etc.) 00 X X 

Nature or Seriousness ~. 
of Offense 0 =-----==O'~ ~o -=",,= XO 

y~, ... : .. -~~ 

SUlliller 
(1971) 

B M 
x 
o 

X 

x 

X 

X 

o 

x 

X' (I 

Cohen 
(l975a) 

II M 
00 

00 

00 

X 0 

OX 

X 0 

x X 

.=_,= ~1..~h's DlSposltional 
._ ===~.. Status (e.g. labeled 

.f' . - incorrigible or runaway OX 

Notes 
---r 

/ouths selected for detention 0 (.' 

Youths' receiving most 't i d iMemphis-ShelbY Countie~e~n~ycta detention facility pla:ement 
SMemphis-Shelby Counties only ". 
6MontgOllltJry County only U II 

,genver and Montgomery County only , ' 
8 enver, Memphis-Shelby Counti d 
9Denver and Montgomery County ~~i an MontgolOO1'Y County 

, Denver, Memphis~Shalb C . Y 
~OJ.!emphis-ShelbY:Counti~S o:~l.:' and Montgomery County 
lOenver, Memphit:Shelb C u ntgomery County? . 

12Denv~l', Memphis-Shelb~ c~U::~i:!' and Montgome~ County 
,~, ::(~\ 

o 

o 

Cohen 
(1975b) 

B M 
o 0 

X3 X4 

o 0 

o 0 

9~.JI X X10 

XllX12 

o 0 

17 
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VARIABLES AFFECTING JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION MAKING-­
PRO)lATION OFFICERS' RECOMMBNQATION&, 

Cod" 

H - Divariate Analysis 
M - Multivariate Analysis 
A Variable found related 

to decision outcome 
o - Variable found unrelated 

or in!ignificantly related 
to decision outcome 

Probation Officers' Recommendations Studies 

Social Variables 

Age 

Sex 

Ethriicity(Black, 
Hispanic, other 
othnic minority) 

Socioeconomic Status 

Family Stability (dis­
ruptive home environ­
ment) 

Idleness (youth not in 
school or working) \.;j 

Loeal Variable 

Aiency of Referral 
(e.i. school, welfare 
aaency, etc. 

Number of Court Referrals 

Prior Offense History 

Prior Detention History 

Prior Disposition History 
(including commitment 

Gross (1970) 

'Perceptions 1 Pereeptions2 

x x 

X x 

II 

x x 

to service., probation, etc. 

Nature of Seriousness 
ofOffel)se 

C-,:'­Youth's Dispositional 
a Status (e.g. labeled 
-incorrigible or runaway) 

X 

X x 

Cohn 
(1970) . B 

x 

x 

x 

x 

o 
(1 

Arie1sohn 
(1972)3 

B 

f) 

x 

Cicourel 
(1968)4 

B 

o X 

x 

Notes '0 

--rProbation officors' perceptions of variabl~~ most affectingpl:'obation decisions 

2probation officers' perc6ptions of variables most affecting cQurt judges' 
dispositionGl decisions. 

3 
Information regarding. Arie.ssohn (1972) has been dedvedfrom Banon (1976). 

4Information reiarding ~icourel (1968) :has been derived from~arton (1976). 
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FIGURE 4 

VARIABLES AFFECTING JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION ~~KING--
'f/ COURT DISPOSITION 

a ... ti.nri.l.u A.aa1TSis '.1, 

II - Itll U nriateAooolps15 
I - _Iable _ reJ .... "''''15i ___ 

1J- Variable _ .... 1 ..... 
o~ wlp1li.,."UT related 
toolec-l.I .......... 

Sodd Variables 

Aae 

Sex 

Et1<D.Iclty (l1acl. 
,Hlop_ie, otllar 
ethnic _rity) 

fully Stability (dis­
ruptive he. enriTGll· 

CoMo 
(l97Sc) . .. 
o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

o a 

_t) 0 0 

'dl ...... (rocrtJo ... t in 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES 

Conceptual Framework 

The focus of this chapter is on social and legal variables 

that influence t~e decision process affecting youths after they have 

been referred for services by the courts to the Massachusetts Depart-

ment of Youth Services. The specific decision process to be examined 

takes place on two levels: (1) first, the DYS caseworkers' recommenda-

tions that certain youths should be considered for secure care p1ace-

ment by the Department's Secure Care Review Team (SCRT); and (2) 

second, the SCRT's decision to accept, or refuse, a youth for secure 

care services. 
,I 

Despite the lack of research done on these specific levels 

within the juvenile, justice system, certain generalizations or para1-

1e15 can be drawn from knowledge available on other levels of decisi~m 

making in this system. The first stage of gene:r!!alization, conceptually, 

is that regarding the process of making recommendations--that is, just 

as it is the responsibility of probation officers to make recommenda­

tions to court judges on youths' dispositions, it is also the respon-

sibility of DYS regional caseworkers to recommend to the SeRT whether 

certain youths are in need of secureocare services . 
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The second stage of generalization is the parallel function of ' 

disposi tional decision making by juvenile court judges and by the SCRT(. 

Both a juvenile judge and the SCRT are provided recommendations for 
{)'-' 

decision-making" purposes and both decision makers have the ability of 

selecting one of a number of different status oroplacement options for 
", 

a youth. Regarding the juvenile court judge, his status or placement 

options may include finding a youth not guilty, dismissing the case, 

placing the youth on probation, etc. On the other hand, the judge may 

commi t or refer a yo~th to D'(S for services. The parallel to the 
111 

juvenile court judge's action within the DYS system is the role of the 

SCRT which decides wheth~r a youth is appropriate for secure care 

services. Among the alternative decisions to secure care available 

to the SCRT are: residential community-based care; non-residential 
q 0 

~ ... ' 

services, mental health services, et,c. If one~9.£ khese alternatives 
-~ - - IJ, >~ 

is not accepted, then it is probable that a youth w;ill be, chosen for 
, ." ., 

secure care services. Figure 5 shows bdth parallels of functions at 

different stages in the juvenile judicial system and the DYS system. " 

HyPotheses 

The major hypothesis of this, study is that when all legal 

variables (Le., number of DYS recorded offenses, prior offense 

history--in terms of ser;ipusness of last offense, chronicity or 

recidivism, and number of viqlent offenses--detention and secure 

detention history, history of commitment by juvenile courts to DYS 
, Wi 

I) 

rr 

--------~----------.. ~------~--~----------------------------------------------~-----------------------------------

. 
6' 

(\ (; 

FIGURE 5 

JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION-.MAKING{ mE JUVENILE COURT 
AND THE MASSACHUSETTS DEP.\RTMENT OF~OUTH SERVICES 

(, Stage 1: 

Stage 2: 

Juvenile Court 

Probation Officers 
(Recommendations) 

Juvenile Court Judge 
(Disposition) 

or Status(; 
Decision EI 

!l\ 

Massachusetts DYS 

DYS Caseworkers 
(Recommendations) 

DYS Secure Care 
Review Team 

(Dispacsi tion) 

Alternative 
Placement 
"or Status 
Decision 

DYS Secure 
Care 
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for services, and DYS placement "treatment" history) are statistically 

controlled, social factors as a group--age, ~thnicity, socioeconomic 

status, family composition and family stability--have a~ effect On 

caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the BYS-SCRT (Stage 1), ~rd 

on that team's decision to' place youths in secure care facilities. 

(Stage 2). Before testing this major hypothesis, however, two repli-

cation hypothes~s are tested: . '. b .1 (l)rirst,that each social varJ.a Ie 

has an effect on the decis1ion outcomes made by DYS caseworkers and 

the SCRT (i. e., age--older youths and youths who have begun their, 

delinquent careers at an earlier age have a greater chance of being 
'.:l 

referred by caseworkers to the SCRT and subsequently accepted into 
~\ 

secure care by the SCRT; ethnicity--blacks, Hispanics, etc. have a 

greater chance of being referred by caseworkers to the SCRT and sub­

sequently accepted in secure care by the SCRT; socioeconomic status..:.­

youths from low socioeconomic status famil~~s with incomes below $7,000 

have a greater chance than youths from middle and high ;ocioeconomic 

status families with incomes of $7,000 or more of being referred and 

subsequ~ntly accepted; family composition--youths who do not come from 
. - ~ 

two-parent families have a~reater chance than youths who do come from 

two-parent families .. O:E being referred and subsequently accepted; and 

family stabilitY--YOllths from disruptive ,home environments have a greater 
1.-;7 

lThe variable sex, male and female, is not used in this study 
because there are no females being provided services in DYS secure care 
fac?;::1i ties at the time of th~,s study. 
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chance than youths from stable fa,mily environments of being ref4rred 

i and subsequently accepted); and (2) second, that each legal var~~ble 
II 

has an effect on the decision outcomes made by DYS caseworkers ind 

the SCRT (i.e., number of prior DYS recorded offenses~-youths with 
/1 

the most DYS recorded offenses are more likely to be referred by 
.1 

'\ caseworkers to the SCRT and subsequently accepted into secure C\:lre 

by the SCRT; prior offense history (in terms of seriousness)-~youths 
.. \ . , 

with more serious offense histories, including violent offenses, 

posing a chronicity problem and nature of last offense, are more' 

likely to be referred and subsequently accepted; detention history-­

youths who have heen detained most often, as well as detained in a 

secure facility more times are more likely to be referred and sub-

sequently accepted; commitment history--youths who are committed more 

times to DYS are more· likely to be referred and subSequently accepted; 

and, history of prior "treatment" placement--youths with a greater 

number of prior DYS placements are more likely to be referred and 

subsequently accepted into se~ure care. 
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<:\ 

serious
J
"0juvenile offenders. In the former slt.uation, secure care 

shov,ld represent "an essenti~llc component urn which the communi ty­
(I).} 

bas~ system of delinquency s7rvices rests. In the latter situation;~~) 
secure care may reflect. an ever-\;/l"Chming crack in the deinstitution­

~ 

l (? 

alized re;form system established in 1972 by Jerome Miller. In essence, 
d _ 

then, the use of secure care facilities is a major operationar' cr;i.t~ri-

on to access the continuing s,r;rength of the DYS deinsti't::utiona:'1ization 
s ~ 

effort. 

case 

Sample 
II 

irhe data for this study were gathered from Massachusetts DYS 
,!,! 

~;ecordsof youths from January 1976 to March 1977. One study 
I-

group! consisted of d sample 'of youths committed or referred to DYS 
" 0 

for services by j~:veni1e courts and who represent the DYS general 

\; 

.. '/ population. A total of 80 cases were selected for th1s sample popu-
~ 

lation (N ;: 80). ,. The other study group consisted of all youths chosen 
'J 

frgm the DYS general population br cas~workers for ,reV;,iew by the DYS-

Secure C~re Review Teaw,l>(DYS-SCRThand sUbseq~~nt1~~ccepted or refus~d 
;;~;·t~':;:~ I) 

secure care services ;f;;~(~~f~';ranuary 1976 to March 1977. A total of 81 
\I..;t:~;".t.;'~'/ (/ 

accepted case~h'l: and 19 -'refused cases were us~d (N =0100). The purpos_e,:IC: 
, '.1 

for these sampies is ,to be able 1:0 ~ompare: (1) theDYS gen~ral popu­

lation to youths referred to the DYS-SCRT; al)"d (2) those.youths accepted 

e iv.to s~cure care and those l'efused this" level of services. 

(,-' 

It~ •• "~r="'4<.""",,,~~~~~_.::etn'::N:li'tlJa;*, ;!;AA'.:;i:~, ' .... ~--~~~~t;~~~=:l'~~'""'~~;;t::._f,..~~~~ 

. ....r 10, 

II 

\ 
'\ 

-/ i\ 
- \ 

/ 
" ~ 

~: ' Data Coflecti.onProcedures 

For both the DYS "general POpulation and the population of 

youths; referred to the'pYS-SCRT and subsequently,accepted or refused 
oj 

secure care services, a number 0:(: informational sourceS were used to 
, 

COllect and check theraliability of th~ data used for this study. 1 

One source was a DYS computer priptout requested by the investigator 

"that contained youths' d t t' d 
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; e en l.on an treatment pJacement history ~ 

ethnicity, family income and AFDC status. Another source whig!L yielcled 

information was th,e pYS Central Off;ce's B f 
4 ureau 0 Probation; here, in-

formation was collected ( ) th b 
on: a e num e~ of times ,a yout~:i)was 

committed to DYS, and (b) youths in the study but discharged fro~ 

DYS because of their age. Regarding those youths referrt;ld~to the 

SCRT fgr secure care consideration, case records on file with the 

DYS Central Office's Secure Care Unit were examined for data collection 

purposes. And finally,after reviewing the data collection forms 

prepared for each case, m;ss' 6' d/' , 
4 l.ng an or 1nCOnSl.stent data were noted 

(/ 

and requests for s1.1ch 'Iinformation were sent to theDYS regional offices. 
;'] r.-, 

SpeCial data forms were ,prepared to identify the case in question and 

the type of information needed from the regional offices. 

, lWhile the DYS general population sample r~flects those youths 
c~mm1tted to ~YS uP,to September 21, 1977, the SCRT referred popula­
t10n sample (1nclud1ng accepted and refUSed secure care youths) was 
collected from January 1976 to March 1977 in order to obtain an ade-
quate number of cases for research purposes. (; 
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Measures 

The data form use-d for th~s study wfl,s a five-page instrument 
_--:lJt 

~e5igned for the cOllettion of information regarding a youth's: 

(1) DYS identification number; (2) region; (3) date of birth; (4) 

date of referral to the DYS-SCRTor the. clate of the computer print-
c· 

\" 

out for the general DYS population; (5) age at time of referral; 

(6) age as 6f March 31, 1977; (7) sex; (8) ethnicity; (9) address' 

at:-, time of la15t offense; (10) family composition; (11) family stability; 

(12) number of DYS recorded offense;; (13) offense Ristory in terms of 
. ~ . 

date of offense, offense type, and level of'seriousness as r@-ted by 

the SCRT and Worcester juvenile court probation officers; (14) number 

of cOnlrnitments to DYS; (15) detention history in 'terms of 'Cla-CJ of 

det,ention, H~ace of detention and whether{,)the detention facility is 

\}pnSide;~d by ri·fS as being secur~~and non-secure; (16) treatment 
II 

~l " '; fJ 

history in terms of date of ~treatmentJ.' place of treatment and whether 
~ -, 

the treatment fadlity is considered by DYS as being secure> Ve~~(lential 
a . G 

.' " , -., ) () . -.-

or non-residential; (17) DYS-SCRT' s decision to accept or -refuse a 
'(I 

'. youth to secure care; (18) history of prior referral:to the SCRT; and 
" 

(19) altern~t'ive placement 
// 

/' 
,/:!/ 

vices .. ~/:--: 
"j'" ,-

~// 
//' 

if the youth was refused secure careser-
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Statistical Procedures o 
This study examines the relationship between various social 

and lega1 variables and their effect on secure care referral and place-
i) 

ment decisions made by the Massachusetts DYS. 

The first~p"' in this ·Study's statistical analysis is to cross­

tabulate l the ~arious social and legal independent variables with the 

two dipendent variables: (1) the d~cision to refer or not to refer 

youths to the DYS-SCRT; and (2) the decision to accept or refuse youths 

<::-:' 

o 
-Y' 

to secure care. This initial procedure produces two sets of crosstabs 

for each independent ~~riab1e. The chi-square statistic is a test of 

statistical significance which determines whether a systematic rel&-tion-

ship exists between two variables by means of a probability score which 

indicates how likely the observed o~tcome is to occur. The smaller the 

probabi1ity~ the less likely the results could have occurred by chance 

along and the more likely that a systematic relatiC'ilsh;i.p"" exists. Since 
~ 

this study is exploratory, in nature, the chi-square signif~cance level 

has been set at the 0.10 level. This means thftt there is one possi-
(J 

bility fn ten that the prediction "of a statistical relationship existing 

between two variables is occurring by chance alona\ 
,-.!:, 

The chi-square statistic only indicates whether the variables 

in the study are indep~ndent or related... It does not indicate the 

1A QTosstab is d~signed to give a"complete reprf:;tsentation of 
30int frequency distribution of two or more variables (~, Nie, et al. 
1975: 237) . ' . ' ~= " 
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strength of the relationship. ;Thus, meaSures of association are also 

used to show the strength of significant relationships. For nominal 

variables, a lambda is used asQthe appropriate measure of association. 

For ordinal variables, a garnrna--which ignores ties in scores, and tau J> 
~7 

b or c--which takes into consideration ties in scores thus causing its ~ 

score to be usually smaller than garnrna--are used as the appropriate 

measures of associat.,ion. Each of these measures is a proportional 
\:\ 

reduction in error (PRE) measure that indicates the percentage of 

t:' variation in the dependent variable accounted for or explained by the 

independent v.,ariable. The lambda, ganuna, and tau band c take on a 

valuc;;,',,~);ffrom +1 to -1, which means that the closer the measure of 
:il'i) •. 
\L,'.. .' assoc~a.t~on 1S, to +1 or -1 the stronger the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables.. ,_ ..... . 

In sum, by comparing the relative chi-square scores of the ' 

various independent variables, it can be determined which variables 
',,, . 

are related to the dependerit variables under analysis:' Using the 

appropriate test for measures of association, the strength of that 

relationship can be measured. 

From Chapter III, "A Literature Review," it is evident that the 
(I 

introduction of appropriate statistical controls often alters the find-

o ings observed at the bivariate level of analysis. Thus, after ~ssessing 
(} 

the bivariate relationships among the data, multivariate analytical 

techniques are '~sed to de\prmine whether multivariate relationships 

differ from the bivariate findings. The first procedure used is 

I 
! 

4-. ',: 
"1 

,/.", 
I.~ 

multiple regression l which controls for all other variables in order 

to evaluate the unique contribution of each specific independent 

variable on the dependent variable. fo.>fultiple regression provides a 

multiple correlation coefficient"~(R2) that indicates the proportion 

of variation in the dependent variable accounted for or exp,lained by 

the included independent variable. 

Since there are a number of independent variables which are 

31 

'meisured in differe~t units (such as age in years and income in 

dollars), standardized coefficients (beta weights) are reported in 

order to allow for comparison of each independent variable's relative 

effect on the dependent variable in the regression analysis. 

lMultiple regression is a general statistical technique which 
one can analyze the relationship between a dependent or criterion 
variable and a set of independent or predictor variables. Multiple 
r~gression may be viewed either as a descriptive tool by which the 

, l1near dependence of one variable on others is summarized and dCecom­
. posed, ~r as an inferential~ool by which the relationships in the 
popul~t~on are evaluated from the examination of sa~le data •..• The 
most ~mportant uses of the technique as a descriptive tool are: (1) 
to find the best linear prediction equation and evaluate ,.i ts prediction 
accuracy; (2) to control for other confounding factors in order, to 
evaluate the contribution of a specifi.~ set of variables; and (3) to 
find struc~ral re1ation3 and· provide explanations for seemingly com­
plex multivariate relationships •.. (SPSS, 1975:321-323). 
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CHAPTER VI 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Part One: Caseworkers' Decision to Refer Youths to 
the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services 

Secure Care Review Team for Secure Care 
Consideration 

A. Bivariate Analysis 

Table 1 summarizes all independent variable relatiof/iships to 

caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the DYS-SCRT. 

32 

In sum, from a bivariate level of analysis the social variables 

affecting caseworkers' decision to refe? youths to the SCRT are: (1) age 

as of March 31, 1977; (2) ethnicity; and (3) family composition. The 

legal variables affecting caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the 

SCRT are: (1) number. of DYS recorded offenses; (2) number of violent 

offenses; (3) number 9f lev~\ 3, 4 and 5 offense types; (4) level of 
,") ) r'! 

seriousness of last offense;\J(5) number of detentions; (6) number of 

secure detentions; (7) number of commitments; and (8) number of placements. 

While some of the proposed hypotheses for social variables are acceptable 

(i.e."older youths, black youths and youths from single-parent families 

are more likely to be referred by caseworkers to the SCRT), the evidence 

at this level of analysis points to legal va~iables as most affecting 

referral decision outcome (i.e., youths with more DYS recorded offenses, 

violent offenses, level 3, 4 and 5 offense types, serious last offenses, 

detentions, secure detentions, commitments, and placements are more 

likely to be referred by caseworkers to the SCRT). , 
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TABLE 1 

SOCIAL AND LEGAL VARIABLES AFFECTING DYS CASEWORKERS' DECISION 
TO REFER YOUTHS FOR SECURE CARE PLACEMENT 

CONSIDERATION 
11 

Independent Variable 

Age as of 3/31/77 

Age as of First Offe~se 

~thnicity 

Socioeconomic Status 

Family Composition 

Family Stability 

* of DYS Recor4ed Offenses 

# of Level 3, 4 and 5 
Offense Types 

Level of Seriousness 
of Last Offense 

# of Detentions 

, of Secure Detentions 

i of Commitments 

It of Placements 

Chi:-Sq . 

8.54** 

5.74 

10.42*** 

1.12 

7.32** 

1.75 

53.59*** 

38.88*** 

37.96*** 

14.68* 

30.86*** 

33.01*** 

22.57*** 

Lambda Gamma 

D 0.13 

0.06 0.17 

0.07 0.37 
[J 

0.42 0.67 

0.33 0.72 

0.40 0.76 

0.24 0.71 

0.17 0.33 

0.27 0.49 

0.27 0.47 

0.21 0.23 

,------. "'1 

33 
\ 

Tau c 

0.19 

2 
0.08 

0.20 

0.59 

0.47 

0.45 

0.48 

0.29 

0.42 

0.35 

0.20 

\ 

{I ~, 

I 

, 

" 

,! 

1 Measures of association are not reported for' inde~endent ','--C~ ==-,---.--~-.- ---- -.-,--
variables indicating no relationship to caseworkers~ dec;:i~ion, tQ -==-='~ - .- -,,'----

re~~r" ~b$=J:.c>~tb,e _SCRT~ _ •. =c -- •. =- -~.~==="~-'~'=-'-

2 
Tau b is reported. 

*** 
p ".d1 

**p ~ .05 
<1 

* P <: .10 

l
'-q<~) 
'l"~ .... ' .;..,1 

. 

.~ 

_,. -"--"~.'M:"' __ ~~'---.-~.o::~~~~'l~~~~7~-·<.~·:,~. 4, 

. "=_.=i "', .,' ., i ' , 

'. 
/; 

--------.--

B. ,Multivariat.e Analysis 
,oJ 

Social Variables: Effect on the Decision to 
Refer Youths to the DYS-SC~f 

Table 3 shows the effect of only social variables on case­

workers' decision to refer youths to the SCRT. When all social 

variables=-artf eXIDllitled a significant relationship exists between 

them and decision outcome (F = 2.77; R2 = .10; p < .05) and these 

variables predict 10 percent of the variance in decision outcomes. 

Table 3 also shows that "age as of March 31, 1977 is the only signi·· 

ficant predictor. This result is not surprising, however, because 

34 

age is ,highly correlated with the most important legal predictors 

(see Pearson Corxleation Matrix, Table 2). The oldest youths in the 

DYS system are most likely to have been involved with the greatest 

amount of delinquency and contact with the juvenile justice system. 

As the analysis of legal variables will show, legal variables are 

very strong predictors of decision outcomes. Thus, any social variable 

closely associated with legal variables is likely to be the strongest 

predictor of outcomes. This is what appears to have happened with the 

~ ...... ,.~ge -c-variab-l-eT-il1 other -'wor.ds, 'age 's'eems-to i-~i~ct-th~;~~~~g influence 

o 

of legal variables and consequently overshadows the impact of other 

social variables. 

The maj or hypothesis of this study states that when a11 legal 

variables are statistically controlled, social variables wi11 still. 

predict DYS caseworkers' decision outcomes. To test this hypothesis, 

!, I 
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1. Age - 3/31/77 

2. Age - First Offense 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

IS. 

Ethnicity 

Socioeconomic Status 

Family Composition 

Fami1r Stability 

Number of DYS Recorded Offenses 

Number of Violent Offenses 

Number of Level 3, 4, and 5 Offense Types 

Level of Seriousness of Last Offense 

Number of Detentions 

Number of Secure ,Detentions " 

Number of Commitments 

Number of Placements 

Decision to Refer 

1. 

(> 

\\ 

7) 

TABLE 2 
PEARSOS CORRELATi'ON COEFFICIEN1S1,2 

c. DYS G;NERAL and DYS-SCRf REFElmED POPULATIONS) 3 

2. 3. 4. 5. 

.318a -.091 ¥050 -.086 

6. 

.042 

7. 8. 9. 

.206b .191~ .184~ 

10. !b­

.10tI -.079 

1.000 .002 

1.000 .271a 

I~ 1.000 

o 

.287a .005 -.068 -.21Ib -.059 -.090 

.440a -.I39c _.nod -.084: -:096d -.051 

1.000 _.122d -.052 

1.000 .183b 

1.000 

_. 13Qc -.029 

.026 .184b 

.95oa 

1.000 

1.000 

-.019 

.032 

.096d 

.502a 

.157c 

1.000 

.081 

.336a 

-.032 

1.000 

.!.h 
-.015 

.030 

.060 

.035 

.356a 

.230a 

.384a 

.047 

.83Sa 

1.000 

-.030 

.011 

.046 

.129c 

.448 30 

-.080 

.478a 

-.034 

.428a 

.295a 

1.000 

14 . 

.032 

.191 b 

-.025 

.I59c 

.049 

.378a 

.003 

.391 a 

-.073 

.562a 

.448a 

.555a 

1.000 

15. 

.186b 

-.020 

-.I97b 

.1l3d 

.477a 

.426a 

.489a 

.459a 

.211 b 

.288 a 

• 329,a 

.206b 

1.000 

1 
Pearson's I' serves a dual purpose. Besides its role as an indicator of the goodness of fit of the linear regression, it is a measure of association indicating 'e 

the strength. of the linear rela1;,ionship between the two variables. Symbolized by 1', Pearson's correlation coefficient takes on a value of +1.;0 or -1. O. A 
negative I' does not mean a bad fit, rather it denotes an inverse relationship-as .x becomes larger, Y tends to become smaller. A positive correlation means 
that X and Y ~end to increase Lor decrease).together. When the linear re~ession line is a poor fit to th~ data,r wiil be close to zero. 
(SPSS, N.H. N~e, et a1., New York: McGraw-Hill 'lind Co.j 1975:276-280). 

2 
Sj~gnificance Levels: 

'3 ,,' 
N = 180 observations 

a = P' .001; b = P ..: .01; 
<j}i 

0:.'-
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c = P "'-.05; d = P ":::.10 
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Table 3 
1 

Mu~~iple Regression Analysis 

Social Variable Eifect~ on the Decision to Refer Youths to 
the DYS-SCRT (DYS General Population vs. DYS-SCRT Referred 

Population) 

Age 3/31/73 

Age - First Offense 

Ethnicity 

Socioeconomic Status 

Family Composition 

Family Stability 

1 • Test Statistics: 

2 

F(2) s' 'f' L 1 (3) ~gnl. ~cance eve 

7.186 P .:. .01 

3.095 p > .05 

1.451 p >- .05 

0.852 p > .05 

2.401 p >- .05 

1.184 p > .05 

~ltip1e R = 0.30940 
R = 0.09573 
Adjusted R2 = 0.06117 
Standard Error = 0.48232 
F (6,157) = 2.77016 (P < .05) 

Beta 
(4) 

0.217 

-0.145 

0.097 

0.082 

-0.136 

0.085 

The F score is a test of statistical significance 

R 
2 

Change (5) 

0.038 

0.022 

0.006 

0.005 

0.018 

0.006 

3The multiple regression significance level is set at the .05 level. 

4B~ta weights are sta.ndard~zed regression coefficient?_.C!?/llPuted 
to assess the direct effect of each independent variable in 
the analysis • 

5 2 
R C.hange indicates the amount of vari~tion in the dependent 
variable that can be statistically acc6unted for by a specific 
predictor vari~b1e. 
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the following F ratio is used: l 

2· 2' 
(R y.All-R y.Legal) / (k l -k2) 

F = = .2.6327 
(1-R2y.All) / (N-krl) !.: 

where N = total number of cases (164); kJ. = number of social ana legal 
,. 2 2 

variables (14); k2 = number of legal variables (8); R y.All = the R 

2 2 for all legal and social variables (.5~734); and R y.Legal = the R for 

on~y the legal variables (.47723). Use of this equation enables us 

to determine whether the,difference between R2y.All and R2y.Legal 

(.52-.47 = .05) is significant. If so, then social variables provide 

a significant increment in predicting decision outcomes that would 

support the major hypothesis. Since. the F score is significant 

(F = 2.6327; p < .05), the major hypothesis of this s'tfiudy is supported. 

The next question, then,~is which social variable(s) is the best 

predictor of decision outcomes when legal variables are statistically 
(J 

controlled. To answer thi5question, the same statistical prqcedure 
',; 

as above is used. First, legal variables are allowed to predict as 

much as they can and then the Ftest is used to see if the addiiion ," 
c- If 

rJ 
of each social v~riable adds significantly to the prediction. ~e 

results are shown in Table 4. 

lSee F. Kerlinger and E. Pedhauzer, Multiple Regression in D 

Behavioral Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973), \ 
pp. 70-72. .' .~0)c;." c··.o~,oc:'. c,_o.o.=~= =, ~_='_7' 

@ 

I ' 

" ::::::J.\.···" .. ·-''''··':;·· .. =~"'''-===o<i=~_~_~ ___ .. _ .. ---"wl_u _______ .. __________ ". ___ • ________ I1 __ ~_.,-<.----~~--=-l! 
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Table 4 
~., ')\ 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Social Variable Relationships to the DeQision to R.,efer Youths 
to the DYS-SCRT When Legal Variables are Statistically Controlled 

Fl 2 3 Significance Level Beta -. 
Family Composition 5.372 p < .05 -0.138 

Age of First Offense 3.472 p > .05 0.123 
<. 

Socioeconomic Status 1.409 p ) .05 0.070 

Age as of 3/31/77 1. 216' 
, .. " 

P > \05 0.067 

Ethnicity 0.602 p ) ~05 -0.048 

Family Stability 0.525 p > .05 0.043 

1 
, The F score is ,a"test of statistical significance 

2The multiple regression significance level is set at 'the 
.05 level. 

3 

2 
R Change4 

0.026 

0.006 

0.001 

0.038 

0.017 

0.014 

Beta weights are standardized regression coefficients computed 
to assess the direct effect q,f each independent variable 

·in the analysis. 
4 2 
R C~ange indicates the amount of variation in the dependent (~~, 
var~~b~e that. cal) be statistically accounted"for by a <.$ 

spec~f~c pred~ctor 'Variable. _ 0 
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Wh~,legal variables are controlled and each social variable 
., 

is examined, only family composition is a s~gnificant predictor of 

2 " . "1 
decision outcome (PC'= S.372; R 0= 0.026; p< .05; beta = -0.138). 
{~i' ., 

it is important to note that age as of March 31, 1977S not' a signi-

ficant pr~dictor here. This latter results supports th~rior e~lana.;. 

tion of age's predictive l§lbility as being simply a component o,f legal 

variables. The independent social variables significantly related to' 
~~ ~~ 

decision out~ome'a.t the bivariate level of analysis but not at the 
,. 

multivariate level is e1;hnicity and age~ as of "March 31, 1977. In sum, 

youths in thisO study who' come from sil1gle p'arent families were most 
(l" t:(J -

d li:kely to be re,ferred to. the SCRT for secure care consideration. 

. Legal Variables' ,Effect <On the Decision" to 
Refer Youths to the DYS-SCRT 

o 

Table 5 show,s the effect of only legal vari::d:iles on caseworkers' 
" 

,decision to" re~er00uth~, to the SCRT. A significant relationship e?C-
~ . .2 

ist5 between them and dficision outcome (F =17.687; R = 0.48; p < .01) 

and these"variables pred±ctOt8 percent of the variance in decision 

, 1 A b.eta we~ght is a standardized partial regression coefficieht 
computed' to accesPthe direct effect of eachinoependent variable' in ,the 
analysis', thus indicating ,the linear re1a1;ionship between each of these 
independent variabl~~ "and a specific dependept variable in turn, control- 'J 

. ling simul tanepus()l'·\.~fr th,~ direct effects of the remaining variables., 
o'The beta coefficie.::> indi<;tite,s the~ountof unit change. in a specified,' c 

.... ~ 'dependePj 'Variable that can'be attributed to the standardized change in 
!a specific indepe:p.denJ; variable, while the effects 'of all other variable~s ,," 
in' t~eequation are Jield constant. H. M. Blalock, /Socia1 Statistics 

. (New~York! <::>McGraw-Hill, 1972), pp. 450-453. 
,~ ,-, " 
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TABLE 5 
"'--." 1 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

Legal Variable, Effects on the Decision to Refer Youths 
t.O t1l.e DYS-SCRT" (OY':) General Popt}Jation vs. DYS-SCRT 

Referred Popu~ation) 

" (2) 
F 

Number~of nyS Recorded Offenses 7.293 

Number of Violent Offenses 

Number of Level 3, 4 and 
5 Offense Types 

Seriousness of Last Offense 

Number of Detentions 
H 

Number of Secure Detentions 

Number of Commitments 

Number of Placements 

1 
Test Statistics: 

c::::.'.:> Q • 714 

1 • .387 

2.547 

4.55,5 

8.738 

0.200 

Significance Leve1(3) 

p < .01 

o {J ~ • OS 

o 
p ). .05 

p <: .01 

p ~ .05 

p' " .05 

p <. .01 

Multiple R = 0.69082 
'R2 = 0.47723 

".",~.>",,"""'"'I>')"~')':"""'''''''''''X'aJ'11ste'd''''''R2;<, '''';;;:' '."" " 0.45025 
!.i\~ Standard Error = 0.36909" 

I F (8,1~~) = 17.687 (p"' ~Ol) 

2 -hte F scor~::\i.s a test'" of statistical significance 

Beta(4) 

0.518 

0.070 

-0.235 

0.402, 

-0.194 

0.242 

0.233 

0.036 

R2 Change (5) 

0.028 

0.002 

0.248 

~:p.152 

,0.008 

0.010 

0.028 

0.001 

L 'I i,l" 
-The nmltipleo regression~ significance level is set \I,at the .05 level. 

a (I, 

:4 0 ' I 
~,~ta weights. a;~I~F(,ap,:(,l,ardizedregressipn coeffici~nts computed to 
assess the dl.ret't:;~effect of each independent variable in the analysis. 

5~ 0 ~ 
R Change indica~es:the amoMPt of variation inc1he dependent variable 
that can be statlstIcally accounted for by a specific predictor 
variable '=0:, 
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outcomes. 
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Table 5 als'o shows that; ~be following specific legal vari-
',' 

Cables are significantly related to' decision, outcome: (1) seriousness 
\ '0 2 
"of last offense (F = 31.128; R = 

number of cominitml1l)ts (F = 8.738; 

0.152; p< .01; beta = 0.40);, (2) 
" 2 ~ . 

R = 0.028; p < .01; beta = 0~23); 

(3) number of DYS recorded offens~s (F 
2 "", Ji;~ 

= 7.293; R = 0.028; p~ 

41 ~ 

.01; 
2, 

beta = 0.52); and (4) number of secure detentions (F = 4.555; R = 0.010; 

P < 0.05; beta = 0.24). 1 

The next question l however I is which legal variable (5) is the 
l' ~1~ 

best pl'edictor ofdecisiol1 outcomes when social variables are statis-

tically controlled. In this situation, social variables are allowed 

to predict as much as they can and then the F test is used to see if 

the addition of ea'c}:l legal variable adds s'ignificantly to, ,the ,prediction.. 

tIn ~he' o;r;iginal regression equation it is recogiiized that the 
independent variables "number of" DYS recorde,40ffensesH " and "number of 
3 I~ 11 and 5 offense types 'l as well as "number of detentions" and "number' 

{) of fsecure detentions" ar,e highly interrelated and explain essentiany 
t9~ same variation because of their .overlap. This problem is "refJrred ., 
to as multi co llineaJti ty (Blalock l 19n: 457). Realizing that there is 

, 'a suppression ,effect of one variableo,n the other J a second regression 
a11§,lysis was done eliminating the variables, "number of DYS recorded 
offenses" and "number of detentions" since their subSets (i,.~e. J number 
of level 3, 4 and 5 offense types and number of secure -,i:~tentions) were 
believed to be more critical to this s,tudy's examinati6n of serious 
juvenile offenders. In the second regression analysi$ the following' 

" va~iables were found to be signifi\cantly related to decision outcome: 
h';~ ,(1) nuinbe+ of level 3,'4 and 5 offense types (F;" 10.852; R2 = 0.25; 

< bl) () Ii '{\ ,P" ,.01; , eta = 0.26;' 2 seriousness of last offense (F'= .25.966; 
R2 = 0.15; p <: .01; beta = 0.37; and (3) n1.lmber of DYS commitments II' 

(F = 6.733; R2"=".03; p <.01; beta:.: 0.21). For further discussion 
regarding multicollinearity, seeBlalock~ 1972: 450." 
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The results are shown in Table 6. 

When social variables are controlled and each legal variable 

is examined, all legal variables (ranked in order of 
their beta weights) 

,.are found to be significant.' (1) b num erof DYS recorded offenses 

(F = 45.380,' R2 0 20 < 
= • ; p .01; beta = 0.546); (2) number of level 

3, 4 and 5 offense types (F = 45.675; R2 = 0.20; p < .01; beta = 0.524); 

(3) seriousness of last offense (F = 45.221; R2 = 0.20; p < .,01; beta = 

0.458),; (4) number of violent offenses (F = 23.091,' R2 = 0.12",. 
P ~ .01; o 

beta = 0.364); (5) number of DYS co~itments (F = 23.474,' R2 = 
0.12; 

p < .01; beta = 0.351); (6) number f d o secure etentions (F = 14.766; 
2 

R = 0.,08; p < .01; beta = 0.292); (7) number""o",fplacements (F = 12.300; q' ~ R2~~ = 0.07; P < .01; beta = 0 28'4)' and (8) 'umb~: - f d ' 
• " , n er 0 etentions (F = 9.642; 

~~ ~-l 0.05; p< .01; beta = 0.246). In sum, while all legal variables 
~I .~ 

are significantly related to decision outcome, the degree of their 

direct effects on decision outcome vary. Those variables most affect-

",ing decision outcome are: 
number of DYS recorded offenses, number of 

" 

level 3, 4 and 5 offense types and level f 
o seriousness of last offense. 

Part Two: The Massach~setts Department of Youth Services 
Secure Care Rev~ew Team's Decision to Accep,t '0 

or Refuse Youths Into Secure Care 

A. Bivariate Analysis 

Table 7 summarizes all independent variable relationships to 

the SCRT' s,' decision to accept youths to secure care. 

" 
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TA~BLE 6 
\1, ". 

Mul tiple Reglression Analysis 

II " " ",/j. .~ ,.j"~:",-:'~ " 

Legal Variable Relations';tips to'the Decision to Refer Youths 
to the DYS-SCRT When So~'ia1 Variables are Statistically Controlled 

t . 
I, 

i I) 
::.-~ 

1 2 3 2 4 

F Significance Level Beta R Change 

Number of DYS Recorded 45.380 po( .01 0.546 0.20 

Offenses 
ij 

Number of Level 3, 4, 45.675 P < .01 0 .• 524 0.20" 

and 5 Offense Types 
(I 

.. 

Seriousness of Last Offense 45.221 p ~ .01 0.458 0.20 

Number of Violent Offenses 23.091 p <: .01 0.364 0.12 

Number of Conunitments 23.474 p <: .01 0.351 0.12 
,;!" 

'.:.,-;;-

Number of SeCure Detentions 14.766 p < .in 0.292 0.08 

Number of Placements 12.300 p < .01 0.284 0.07 

Number of Detentions 9.642 p < .01 0.246, 0.05 

43 

-c:. . . ' 

11'h.e F score is a test of statistical significance 
r:.: 

2The roul tiple "regression ~ignifi~:nce ~~f1 is set at the 
.05 level. ~ 

!) 

~~ , 
-'.j 

Ib,," 

3 Beta weights are standardized regression coe£ficients 
computed to assess the direct effect of each ,. 
independent variable in the analysis. 

4R2Change indicates the amount of variation in the dependent 
variable t~at can be statistically accounted for by a 
specifi~predictor variable. = 

, . '" 
~'''' 
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TABLE 7 

SOCIAL AND LEGAL VARIABLES AFFECTING THE DYS-SCRT'S 
DECISION TO ACCpPT OR REFUSE YOUTHS TO SECURE CARE 

Independent Variable 

Age as of 3/31/77 

Age as of , First Offense 

Et~icity 

Socioeconomio Status 

Family Composition " 

Family Stability ( 

/I of DYS Recorded Offenses 

# of Violent Offenses 

# of Level 3, 4 and 5 
Offense Types 

Lev LeI of" Seriousness ·of 
ast Offens. 

# of Detentions 

# of Secure Detentions 

#"of Conunitments 

II of' Placements 

.,/ - ",!"";. --::-----

1 

t_ 

Chi-Sq. 

1.47 

3.02 

0.02 

1.17 
, 

0.28 

0.00 

0.98 

2.56 
\.l 

4.56 

3.40 

8.26** 

9.69* 

4.26 

4.73 

Measures of association 

, Lambda ---

0.0 -0.06 

0.0 -0.18 

44 I, 

Tau c 

\! 

-0.02 

-0.09 

Variables irrdicating norelat. are ~ot reported for independent 
or refuse youths_to secure ca~~~s~p to DYS-SCRT's d~cision to accept 

*** ,., 'J 

P .( .or ' 
"** p ~,.05 

* l!:o::i 

P <. .10 
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In sum, from a bivariate level of analy~is there are no social 
"/' 

variables affecting the SCRT' s decision to accept or refuse youths to. 
" " 

secure care. On the other band, only two legal variables--number of 
G 

detentions and "number 'Of secure detentions--affect final disposition 

outcome. Thus, it is concluded that although the relationships be-

tween these two legal variables and the decision to ,accept or refuse 

youths to secure care is weak, at the bivariate level of analysis, 

youths who have been detained most often and detained more times in 

secure facilities are more likely t9 be accepted than refused to secure 

care. 

'.2 
B. .Multivariate Analysis 

Social Variables' Effect on the Decision to 
Accept or Refuse Youths to Secure Care 

Table 8 shows thl effect of only social variables on the DYS-

SCRT's decision to either accept or r"Iq,fu.se youths to secure care. 
",0 

When all social variables are examined, there is no significant re­

iati9nship between them and decision outcome (F= 1.30493; R2 = 0.07; 

p> .05). 
'0 

The major hypothesis of this study states that when all legal 
o 

var~ables are statistically controlled, social variables will still 

predict the DYS-SCRT's decision to either accept or refuse youths to 

" seCl,lre ta~,e. To" prove this hypothesis, the following F r'atio formula 
(( . 

is used:! 
(J . 

o lKerlinger, et al., .Multiple Regression in Behavioral Resear'~h. 
Ii 
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TABLE 8 

Multiple RegressioriAnalysis l 

Sqcia1 Variable Effect's on the Decisio:J, tb Accept 
or Refuse Youths to Secure Care (DYS.,-SCRT Accepted 
Population vs. DYS-SCRT Refused Population) 

Age - 3/31/77 

A.g~~- First Offense 

Ethnicity 

Socioeconomic Status 

Family Cpmposition 

Family Stability 

1 

1\ ,; 

Test Sta.tistics: 

2 

F (2) Significance Level(3) Beta (4) 

2.802 

0.626 

1.820 

2.866 

--* Q 

0.158 

~ltiple R= 
R = 
Adjusted R2 • 
Standard Error 
F (6,86)= 

p > .05 

p ~ .05 

P > .05 

P ). .05 

P '> .05 

P > .05 

0.265.55 
0.07052 
0.01648 

= 0.36836 
1.30493 

0.177 

-0.088 

-0.145 

0:188 

-0.043 

G 

(p> .. 05) 

The F score is a test of statistical SigJlificance 

3 

0.023 

0.006 

0.020 

0.020 

0.002 

The multiple regression significance level is set at the .05 ~eyel. 

4Beta weights,are standard~zed regression coefficients computed' to 
assess the d1rect effect of each independent variable in the analysis. 

SR
2 0ange indicates the,amount of variation in the d:pe~dent 

var1~ble that,can be statistically accounted for by a specific 
pred1ctor var1able. 

*TheF scoite for '~falni1y c()mposition" is insufficient for 
c0!l'putatioria1purposes. 
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(R2y.A11-R2y.Lega1) / (k1-k2) 
F = .;;; =01.0462 

(1-R2y.A11) / (N-kl -1) ~ 

where N = total number of cases (9f); k1 T number of soc~a1 and legal 
" 2 2 

variables (14); k2 = number of legal variables (8); R y.All = the R 
" , 2 '2 

for all legal and social" variables (.14147); and R y. Legal = the R 

for only the legal variables (.07148). Use of this equation enables 
r.'<y~j 

us to determiri~ Whether the difference between R2y.All and R2y.Lega1 

(_114-.07 = .07) .is significant. If so, then social variables provide 

a significant increment in predicting decision outcomes that would 
,1\ 

support the major hypothesis. Since the F score reported is not 
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.0 significant at the .05 level, this result, then; does not support the 

major hypothesis of this stg~y . 
..... \; (rl 

When legal variables are controlled and each social variable 

" is examined, Table 9 shows that there is no social yariable signifi-

cantlyrelated to decision outcome. 

Legal Variables' Effect on the Decision to Accept 
or Refuse Youths to Secure Care 

Table 10 shows the effect of only legal v~~iables on the DYS-

SCRT's decision to either accept or refuse youths to secure care. When 

all legal variables are examined, there is no significant relationship 

\ 2 1 between-them and decision outcome (F = 0.92380; R = 0.07; p> .05). 

}Because of suppression effects (i. e., mul ticollineari ty), the 
variao'les "number of DYS recorded offenses" and "number of detentions" 
were eliminated in a second regression analysis. Even with the exclu­
sion of these variables, legal variables did not prove to be signifi­
cantly ~elated to decision outcome. 

!~,---~-------,--" ..... , -~-.......,....~-~- -'-'--'--"---~~~4'_' ___ "' ___ ~_"7'"""""- -.,:' . ' ,/p,-"l~~ 
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TABLE 9 

o 

\) 'c. ," :_, 

Mill tiple Regre~sion Analysis 

Social Variable Relationships to the Deci~i~~~;o Accept 
Refuse Youths to Secure Care When Legal V . bl or arla es, are Statistically Controlled 

:(~. 

Socioeconomic Status 

Fami~y Stability' 

Age as of 3/31/77 

Ethnicity 

Family Composition 

Age -~First Offense 

1 

2.741 

1.313 
.", 

0.8S3 

0.547 

0.390 

0.002 

2 
Significance Level 

p ') .OS 

P ) .05 

P > .OS 

p '> .OS 

p. > .OS 

P '> .OS 

. 3 2 4 
Beta R Change 

0.181 0.020 

-0.129 0.002 

0.105 0.022 

-0.089 0.007 

0.068 0.000 

0.006 0.000 

The F score is,a test of statl'stl"cal . slgnificance. 
2 

The multiple regression Sign. ificance level l'S set at the .05 level. 
3 

:~t:S=:!:h~~ea~~ standardized regres~~on.coefficients computed 
the analysis: lJ"ect effect of each lllqependent variable in 

4 2 ;;, 

R C~ange indicates the amount of variation in the dependent 
varl~b~e that can be statistically accounted-for by a 
speclflcpredictor variable. 
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TABLE 10 

1 
Multiple Regression Analysis 

(/ 

<:;:::1 

Legal Variable Effects on the Decision to Accept or 
Refuse Youths to ,Secure Care (DYS-SCRT Accepted 
Population vs DYS-SCRT Refused Population) 

49 

(3) (4) 2 (5) 
Significance Level Beta R Change 

)1~: 

Number of DYS Recorded Offenses 

Number of Violent Offenses 

Number of Level 3, 4 and 
5 Offense Types 

Seriousness· of Last Offense 

Number of Detentions 

Number of Secure Detentions 

Number of Commitments 

Number of Placements 

1 
Test Statistics: 

~ltiple R 
R 

0.541 P 

0.101 P 

* P 

0.957 P 

0.140 P 

2.384 P 

0.080 P 

1.;391 P 

= 0.26736 
= 0.07148 

R2 Adjustecr = -0.00590 
Standard Error = 0.37252 
F (7,84) = 0.92300 

2 

> .05 

> .05 

> .05 

> .05' 

> .05 

> .05 

'> .05 

> .05 

(r; 

f!.~ 

'''1 

" 

\, 

'~, 

(P ) '.05) 

The F score is a test of statistical significance 

0.090 

-0.046 

* 

0.134 

-0.085 

0.293 

,0.040 

-0.217 

3The mUltiple regression 'Sign,iCanCe level is set at the • OS level. 

4Beta weights are standardized ~egressioncoefficients,computed 
to assess the direct effect of each independent Variable in the 
analysis. 

5R2 Ch~ge indicates the amount of variation in the dependent 
variable that can be statistically a~counte~for by a specific 
predictor variable. 

"*The F sCOre for ''number of level 3, 4 and 5 offense types" is 
insufficient for computational purposes. 

0.006 

0.002 

* 

0.009 

0.001 

0.015 

0.001 

0.039 

(j 

I 
1~ 

\C~-:; '~"~~~~ 
.;'.:" 
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o 

When sqcial variables are controlled and each legal variable 
"'::"\'-

is examined, Table 11 shows that there is no legal variable signi-

ficantly related to decision outcome. 
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TABLE 11 
o 

Mul tiple Regress~~on Analysis 
I 

Legal Variable RelationsJlips to Q the Decision to Accept or 
Refuse Youths to Secure 'Care When Soc~al Variables are 
Statistically Controlled 

II 

1\; 

NUmber of Se¢ure Detentions 

Seriousness of Last Offense 

Number of Placements 

NUb1ber of Detentions 

Number of Violent Offenses 

Number of Level 3, 4 and 
5 Offense Types 

Number of DYS Recorded 
Offenses, 

Number of Commitments 

1 

2.134 

1. Q.9l v 
0.647 

0.581 

0.388 

0.223 

0.010 

0.000 

~~-, 

2 3,,0 
Signifiqance Level 

Ii 
Beta 

p > .95 0.169 

P > .05 0.111 

P '> .05 -0.100 

P '.> .05 0.095 

P >' .05 0.068 

p > .05 0.062 

.05 
,~ 

0.014 P > 
= 

,jJ 

p > .05 -0.002 

() 
(I 

?~::-;;""' 

~T The F score is a test of statistical significance. 

c 2 (I 

2 4 
R Change 

0.023 

0.011 

0.007 

0.006 

0.004 

0.002 

0.000 

0.000 

The multiple regression significance level is set at the .05 level. 

3 , 
Beta ~ghts are standardized regression coefficients computed 
to assess the direct effect of each indefendent variable in 
'the analysis ,0, 

" 
4 2 , 
R Change indicates the amount of variation in the dependent 
variable that can be statistically accounted for by a 
specific predictor variable. 

Q tP, 
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CHAPTER VII' ,,' 
\'," 

o 

SOCIAL POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND DISCUSSION 

() 

Social ':'Policy Implications of Data Analysi! 

The social policy implications derived' from this study'~ data. 

analysis are f~cused gn two key facets ''Of the secure care system: 
" 

(1) the decisions;,made by DYS regional caseworkers to refer youths 
@ 

to the DYS-SCRT for secure care con,sideration, ~and the SCRT t S deci-
'",,::=~:~ 

sion to accept or refuse youths to secure, ,care; and (2) the serigus 

Juvenile delinquent. o 

Decisions to Refer, Accept or Refuse Youths 
!-~ Secure Care 

& 

The analytical results (i.e., the multivariate data analysis) , 

of thi~ study po}nt to the DYS regional caseworkers as the principal 

decision makers in the s~~ure care process. Once the DYS regional 

office staff ha~ decided that a youth should be referred to the DYS-
o 

seRT, it is highly probable that the youth will be accepted to secure 

care. 

The regional caseworkers'decisions regarding the secur~ care 

needs ,of youths appear,to be primarily based upon youths' legal charac-

teristics, i.e., number of DYS recorded offenses, 

and 5 offense type~.t level of seriousness of last 

numbi:l 0,,_ f level 3, 4 
'-«) 

offense,number of 
If 

{} 
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n, 
(j 

violent offel,1s~s,,~nt.nnber of ThYSj commitments, number of 'secure de ten-

tions ,e number of p lacemen ts , and number of detanti onS • This <result 
I, ' 

is as it should be for 'the secure care decision-making process. Thus, 
= 

in Massachusetts" at this time,' the decisions malie regarding youths' 
I' 

placement inoto secure care ft:!-cili ties appear to be made on the appro- ' 

priate c~ite~ia. If, however, legal variaples were secondary in 

importance to social variables,., then this would be a critical index 
o ~ 

of whether the secure care decision..;,.making process was~"ina~propr~ately 
~ , 

managed. While it is not surprising that seriousness of last offense 
\'l,.~" OJ -......,) .'') 

is among the strori)~est predictor~ of decision ou~come~, it is somewhat 
" It'· 

surprising that chrcmicityvariables (i. e. J number of DYS recorded 
'" '0 I, ' 

offen,ses and level of 3, 4 and 5 offense types) are the stron~~st 
~," "\.) 

predi~tors. ,This view is taken because chronicityJsa pro'61em that . " -") 

occurs over time ~nd thus the juv~nile justi~e Sys(~'ShOUld be able 
~ , 

~o intel'vene appropriately to stem the tide of youths' delinq,~ent 
- (I C) 8~ 

• D?,"~. c (J' 

behaVior. In/eCoptl'ast, seriousness of last offense. reflects (~he 
/I -~ • J • 0 . • 

If 

'" culmination of a growing 'problem in a discrete event which the juvenile 
,'(; .:;, ~ . C Q 1 !.c~ ". 

justice system C)can onlyrenct toc,o~ ~ crisis basis rather than th:t;pugh 

Q "procedUral servi(~~s i~t~~rventio~. 

that s,ocial factors influence \\ Alsol this stud);' s" data indicate 
:, "0:~ 

the ~eci~ioI:ls "J)?,ing ma~~ ~Y J;:egional case~~;r'kers." Specifically, ofamjl; 
,~ ,'~'" 'to ::> ~ p " . ':' :'~: "" 

conwo~~ion~' which ~s the most significantly related social ~'ariable" 
Q. ~~, \ ;:: 

r.) If "'~ "" I; ill c_ 

implies t'J~~t at) least uat the, regional level the view is held "by case-
(J 'I 

, ~. 
workets "that youlths' ~,erious juvenilIa delinquency cann?t be managed 

o i \ 
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II 

o 
"in single-parent environme,n~s and thus the state must impose its 

parens p~triae doctr!ne. 
Q 'I q 

The major implication of the DYS regional office being the hub 

of the secure care <1ecision-!Daking process is its greater suscepti-
~ ~ 

bility to p,:~~sure by the community and juvenile coW;:t for having 

~ 1S pressure has been ob-'1'·ouths s~nt to secure c ..... e fac1' 11' tl.' es. Th' 

served in a number of cases presented by regional caseworkers to the 

SCRT. l At t~e5e presentations, regional personnel have on occasion 

indicated that their decision to refer a youth to the SCRT was in­

fl~enced by a juvenile court judg~ls threat to "bind overll the youth 

to the adult court sy~tem,unless he is accepted to secure care. 

The absence of significant relationships between social and 

legal variables and the decision to accep~ or refuse youths to secure 

care leads one 1;0 believe(that the SCRT's decision outcomes are 
() j D 

idiosyncratic. in nature. This finding 'Seems to be consistent with 
DOT 

G 

another observation of the SCRT: 
, ~., (J f 

'the~e do~~:;,~ not s~e~' to be, any' o~e fac~or", or ,any combination 
0;: ... actors:; ~th~t can p-xed1ct whl.ch chl.ldren will be voted in-

o 

t~ secure IH~·og·r.'ams by the (SCRT). Presentations varied in 
co~letenes~"~d in point~ of emphasis. Some characteristics 
wh1ch onemght see ,as pr~d~ctive, of a youth's violent propen-, 
sitie~ (e.g., co~~~te cr~m1nal h1story, description of offenses, 
and ~1StOry ~f vlOl~J;t behavior) were included in the most 
gener31 and +nexpli~it fashion. Other characteristics which 
s~emed ~~ hav~ ~ittle predictive value for behaVior, compared 
w~i~h the~: chnl,cal v~lue for treatment en.g., family history, 
psychqlog1cal evaluat10n) were emphasizedvin many presentations. 

1 ' 
March 19~~ DYS-SeRT IDEtetiDgs were observed" from Jantiar"y 1~77 through 
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If the "[SCRT's] voting procedure does" screen out those youths 
who do not need to be incarcerated, it is not clear what char­
acteristics of a youth signal a need for. secure care (Linda 
Smith:, "Secure Care Referr~l Process: A Field Study," May 
1976:30) • 
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v While the seRT's role in deciding whether youths are to receive 

secure (~are appears to be secondary when compared wi t,h that of the 

regional caseworker's, the prime purpose of the SCRT~is critical to 

the secure care process and must not be understated. Essentially, 

the purpose of the SCRT (as well as the DYS Central Office's Secure 

C~re Unit) has been observed as being a b:ulwark against permitting 

the secure care system from becoming a dumping ground for youths who 
~ 

are troublesome to communities, courts and DYS regional ,offices but 

who are not serious juvenile offenders. The SCRTprocess is seemingly 
.~;. 

an effective mec}~~ for providing the regional offiC~:taff and 

caseworkers Wi~ specific definition and direction as to which youths 

will be perinitt~d to secure care. Among the centralized DYS-SCRT' 5 

x0sponsibilitie~' ~hich particul.a.r1y lE'nd st;ucture to the secure cal,"e 
G - 01 'I 

systellJ are: (1) inta~e .cont).'ol·.of all youths entering secure care 

pr.og~aJnS, ,and its ,ability to protect a6ai:~st hasty andimprwe~ d~ci­

sions; (2) developm~t of 'standardized rules and regulation; around 

the "use and management of Secure care;,':and (3) ,)development and imple­

lIlentatio~' ofl::'stal1dardiZed, pol~cies reg~rd~ng youths 'pro?ess int,o and 

thro~gh the, secure c~ sYst~'. . \ q 
z.~ 

In sum, the DYS :regional' of~ice, sti~ff, appear to" be most important 

,in determining whether' YO\1ths are to receive secure care services. 
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While the SCRT provides a check on the regional selection pr.ocess, it 

appears that if measures are necessa;y for ameliorating the identi­

fication, referral and acceptance of youths t o secure care, then the 

f.oCUS should be on the r,l
j
;1gional level where th d ' , r e ec~s~ons are actually 

being made. 

Serious Juvenile Delinquenc~ 

Regarding serious juvenile delinquency in Massachusetts, the 

issues of chr.onicity. v' 1 'd h l' , ~.o ence an t e abeling process raise important 

policy implications. 

Among the various legal attributes of the juvenile offenders 

examined in this study, it appears t'h' at h " (0 c ron~c~ty ~.e., the number 

of DYS recorded offenses and the number of level 3, 4 and 5 offense 

types) is a pervasive problem throughout the DYS system. Not only 

is chr.onicity highly characteristic .of the DYS-SCRT referred p.opU­

lati.on.:;;-84 percent of the youths in this group are found to be 

chr.onic offenders--t>ut it is a1s.o indigenous t.o a large pr.oportion 
G 

of the DYS general p.opulati.on--37 percent of those youths committed 

to DyS but never referred to the SCRT for secure care c.onsideration 

are found t.o be chron;c offenders. Wh'l h . • ~ e t e extent of this problem 
"" questions the effectiveness of Mass'achusetts' ' c.ommun~ty-based service 

effort for juveniles, it has been p.ointedO.out by the Harvard Center 
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for Criminal Justic~,:that youths participating in commui"lity programs 

do no worse than those in institutional settings (Coates, 1976:34). 

The'relationship between chronicity and secure care may be 

viewed as the result of the juvenile justice system's inability to 

curb youths I delinquency at the time of their f~rst penetration of 

.the system. FUTthermore, the relationship appears to be reflective 

of B.;:,system geared to crisis intervention. That is to say, the 
o 

juvenile., justice system inclUding the police, probation officers, 

j~dges, and youth caseworkers are often only responsive to youths' 

problems and delinquent behaviors when they reach crisis proportions. 

:this "state of the art" leads one to believe that effort should be 

directed to ~ broader assessment of the effectiveness of the juvenile 

justice proc6'ss including those DYS service programs whose goals are 

~o deter youths from ending up in secure care. 

For many 'persons, the issue of serious juvenile delinquency is 
'I.~;- . " 

1( '\ 

synon)~ous with juvenile violence. Examining the problem from thi~ 

perspe,cti ve (1. e., violent juvenile delinquency), the findings of this 

study i~icate that juvenile v~olence"is highly correlated with 
\~. 

chronic~,ty • , 
1\ 

In other words, youths who commit the most offense; 
~ 

are like':~,y to commit a -violent offense. While the statistical results 
( 

of this s'~udy point out that as much as 20 percent of the DYS general 
\9 

populatiori\and 63 percent of the DYS-SCRT referred population have 

'tommitted ~f least oneviolellt offense, it ,is belj"eved that the actual 

.. ext~nt of v~,olent JUVenile delinquency is disproportionate ,to the 
~ 1~ 

" II 

o 

',) 

o 

'" 

, '. 

I ' 
I" 

Ii 

o 

amount of attention given to it and secondary tq the problem of 
I) 

c' 
chronicity. 

In tne context of this study and related to the issue of 

violent delinquency, it is important to briefly note a problem that 
,) 
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" seems to be endemic throughout the juvenile justice system, namel-y 
. .' 

inappropriate offense labeling and case record entries. Iri a number 

of case records examined£or this study, it appeared that ~out'hs I 

offense charges were the result of subjective labeling 'on the part 

of police and subsequently filtered through the system as permanent 

case record entries." Iuc'ffiore than one instance, for example, youths I 
(I 

offense records reflected charges of assault and battery with a deadly 

weapon-.-a violent offense--when in fact the deadly weapon was a shoe, 

stick, foot, etc. Oftentimes, case records are not thoroughly ex­

amineq before a youth's disposition is decided. It should be recog-," 
" 

nized, therefore,that youths may be subjected to juvenile justice 

processing incc;msistent with the exact nature of their offense 

vic:0tion• Furthermore, the" labeling problem" affects research 

since ~indin?s may be misrepresentatiV:,e ~f the .. actual condition of 
'.J " c /j:; -::;- '-

th~ issues under examination such as violent j{ivenile de'linquenc'y~ 1 

"fn:j'uvenile:~justice policy tems, consideration should be given to the 

standardiz'tttion of offense interpretation, recording and review. 

~While the. labeling .PFoblem is brieflY:~dis~esSed ~~r purposes 
ooof draw~ng attent~on to thlS qften neglecte4,~ssue, the ~mpact of this 

problem on t,he major findings of thi~s study is negligible • 
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In sum, the ficndings of this study regarding serious juvenile", 

delinquency point to the issue of chronicity as the principal prob!l.em 
" I,' ' 
,f 

for po~icy and decision makers to focus on bec~use it is ;eflectivle 

of, "the efficacy of the juvenile justice system as a whole and its 

various interrelated p~rts. While the problem of juvenile violence 

must not be neglected, the actual extent of this facet of;serious' 
"0',-

juvenile delinquensy appears to be overstated, of ten 'shadowing basic 
I 

corr,~ctive measures of the juvenile justice system which should be' 

taken up as opposed to the myopic efforts usually adopted for the, 

secure care process. 

Social Policy Implications of the Secure Care System"" 

The issue ofc'serious juvenile delinquency affe£ts social pol.icy 
I', 

on three levels: theCdell.nquency system., the secl,lre care services ii 
II II 

organizations, andothe individual youth. 

The Delinquency System 

F;::o~ a macro perspective, the delin't,uency system ",ip conti~ue 

to'Jie$crutinized as long as issues like serious j~enile delinq\leti'lcy 
I' 

remain a public concern. LegislatOI-s\j>\.and other p01fcy and decision' 

makers will attempt to examine the situation 0 and formul~~~';'a'O::'solution 
to the problem. Such a splution is, likely to be ,reactionary in the 

sense, that the pr!,ncipal"focuswill be onc,the :p,ubld.,f's safety, the 
~ ~ 

o ""need for removing serious juvenile o:ffenders from the coDDIifmity, and 

o 

o 

<-, 

o G 
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the inability of youth service agenCies" to adequately cope with the 

problems at hand. An example of approaching, the problem from this 

direction ~;Massachusetts (propose,d) legislation House Bill No. 1662--
, 

First Session, 1977, which would enable the juvenile courts to sentence 
.: /, 

youths dir~ctly to secure facilities, thus bypassing the DYS and its 
i-J. 0 

responsibility to place youths in appropriate "treatment" facilities. 

tf the Bill becomes law, it will deliver a body blow to DYS 
the ~outh authority concept, and to community-based care. ' 
It ~1~1 create havoc with DYS' intake system. It will place 
a~dltlOnal burden on the "overloaded" court system as judges 
~lll hav~ to become case managers. The Bill stipulates that 
Jud~es wll1 have the power to sentence kids to secure insti­
tutlons: Changes i~ treatment plans will have to be approved 
by the Judges. As lt stands now, judges can"on1y commit Gto ' 
DYS. DYS mru:es the specific placement decision. ,:,This is the 

"youth authorlty concept. H. 1662 represents a massive erosion 
of that :oncept. The additional financial cost to the Common­
weal th wlll be s,~aggering (John A. Ca1hOUJl$ Commissioner of 
DYS, Memo to DYS' Advocates, February 23, 1977). 

Addi'tional Massachusetts p' roposed legJ.·slatl·on ' 6' ' related to the issue of. 

serious juvel1Pe delinqu'ency include: " 
~, ,. ~" 

'5686 

S687 

H. 3162 

H~~4471 

- Leg~slati6h to permit judges to impose minimum 
perlod o£ custody in juvenile cases. 

-,~egis~ation to permit criminal complaints against 
Juve~lles whether or not they have been previously 
commltted. 

Legislation for an investigation by a special com­
missi?n (incltldi~g members of the general court) 
~e1atlv~ to :ettlng ~p comprehensive gu~delines 
ln deahng Wl th and'21n sentencing of youthful of­
fenders. 

L7gisla~~on t~ regulate the confinement and correc-0 
tlon of Juvenlle offenders. n 

- Legis1a-:ion requiring a mandatory minimum sentence 
for a fn'st offense of use of a motor vehicle with­
out. authority for juv~ni1e delinquents and adults. 
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S.508 - Legislation to direct the Department of Correction 

to establish a youthful offenders facility. 

H. 1222- Legislation that provision be made for a maximum 
security facility for male juvenile offenders and 
a maximum security facili~y for femal~ juvenile 
offenders. 
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While the concerns expressed by people and their legislators 

for public" safety must be recognized as ayrimary issue affecting the 
" 

juven~le delinquency sy~tem, it must also be recognized that as long 
" c· " 

",' D. 

as the state uses the power to commit serious juvenile offenders for 

treatment under parens patriae then it mustoprovide "treatment" s~r-
,:) 

vices wi~h the intent of meeting youths' needs and ameliorating their 

problem behavior. 'Certainly, the state's ability to provide treatment 

is not facilitated by the chronic lack of information on the type(s) 

of treatment which are most effective for juvenile offenders, the lack" 

ctf exemplary programs to be used as models of tre~tment for services 
) 

to juvenile offenders" the limited resources appropriated the de!in-
" ' 1 

quency system, "; etc. 

tV ','''"----------
" l"A needs assessment conducted this year by the DYS estimated 

that the dep~rtment should have $22 mi11iow to meet the current demand 
for DYS servie,es. Yet, Massachusetts) Human Services Secretary Gerald 
Stevens has requested only $18.3 million" for the qepartment." The 
Boston Globe 7 Editoria1--"Youth Services ••• Il," November 16, 1976, p. 24. 

. On ,March 1, 1977, DYSCommissioner John Calhoun stated before 
the Governor's Task Force on Secure Facilities that "the fiscal crumbs 
from the Depart;ment of Mental Heal tb' s table is the Department of Youth 
Services' blldget." 
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Among all the issues ;raised, the most critical consideratiOIf 

of the serious juvenile delinquency problem is its impact On the 

delinquency system as a whole. It appears that the issue of serious 

juvenile delinquency has the potential for instigating a restrictive, 

regressive, inflexible and oppressive approach toward juvenile delin-

quenoy in total and negating progressive measures such as Massachusetts' 

deinstitutionalization/community_based facilities approach to providing 
,1 " 

juvenile services. 

Secure Care Services Organizati;n 

At this level, social policy is related to input (i.e., those 
" "<''i" 
elements which ~nfluence planning activities and manipulate the de-

vel~pment of a secure care program--it includes a society's or com­

munity's important cultural and valQes orientation toward serious 

juvenile delinquency I his,:o~ict:f~ditions of dealing with the issuce, 
'0 

individualS' ideologies of the problem's nature 'arid how it should be 

ameliorated, econ~~ic,0social and pOlitic~l c9nstraints,oetc. which 
l\ 

must be examined from a particular set of circumstances and a specific 

time period); process (Le., those functions involving the identifica.- " 
\ ' 

tion, selection and development .ofkey issues and resourcesonecessary 

for meeting" the needs of serious juven~le offtfnders'rr-essentially process 

may be viewed as a twofOld operation refle.cting: (1) basic program 

dimensions of target po.pulation needs assessmen·t. 
o " alte:native solutions 

development, goal setting f t" 
Q ., unc~on ass'essment, , policyfQrm~tJon and 

o 
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administration, information and data collection, pro/-y~dures assessment, 

manpower development, physical facilities development and cost ap,a1y­

sis (Howlett and Hurst, 1971); and (2) specific individual client 

diag
Q 

nosis and dJrect treatment serviceS');i output (i. e., the ',:treat.~d" 
If 

,youth wt1()has graduated from a secura program); and, eva1uad)on (i. e., 

feedback on the success of . .,tme. secure care"program in providing the 

needs of a serious juvenile offender. 

Basically, the mechanism. for pr,oviding~secure care services must 

be viewed as a weH p1anned--Vldesigning a .course of action to achieve 

ends" (Myerson ~nd Banfield, 1955:3l4)-"'Sy~tem, "a complex of elements 

in mutual inter;ction" (Griffiths, 1964: 115) . Rather than reflecting 
0. 

a heap of ,Parts like most service strategies~ the ,s~c{ll'e care system 

should have", its element's operating mutually interdependently if quality 

o 
and cost effective services are to be provided. Unfortunately, how-

ever, the delivery 'of juvenile delinquehcy services in Massachusetts 

does not reflect a coordinated, systematic~\ well-organized or continu­

o;us approach to meeting youths' nE~eq,s. Rather., examination' of the 

c>rganization o~ youth sel,"vic~.~ seem~ to point out that those people 

providing services are their own worst enemy. High recidivism rates, 

~oor coordinat;ion and utilization o~, services-resources, lack .~~ 

:ls~atistica1 d~ta; ~bsence 6£ definitive operati~a1 rules andr,e~u~a-, 
tions~ etc. are characterJ,stics which se,em to undermine the suc~ess of 

youths' "treatment" and erode" whatever support may exist fo-t louth 
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services from legislators, government OffiCi~ and community repre­

sentatives.
1 

The secure care .service organization needs specific 

'guidance and direction which if not forthcoming within its network 

of operations must come from policy makers, either in the form of , 

court decrees or explicit legislation with monitoring capabilities. 

The Serious Juvenile Offender 
Q C\ 

The third soci~l policy level deals with the individual youth. 

As pointed out by Dale Mann (1976:95): 

Most of the time lnost people wouJ,d prefer to forget about 
these young people, especially as long as they are "safely" 
10~~ u~ .••. The public iD no~ clam~ring to be of assistance 
toC~ilven:U!l~~s who have been found gu1lty of murder, armed rob­
bery, xape'il aggravated assault, and arson.- Correctional in­
stitutions~are near the botto~ of the public's social welfare 
shopping l~\st. ,If that list also had on it" aid to physically 
handicapped, children, or free lunches for poor children, or 

o 

, circular erlrichment for college-bound youth, then serious 
"" juvenile_ ofiende~s will be moved further down the list. 

" It i: ~li\elyothat if problems or inadequacies exist at the first 

and second POIj.J:~:-'~vels (Le., the 'delinquency system as a whole and 
. \p CO _ :) 

-.-------l~B.~"a-s-"e~d--o~nf;:-. rs~la1 Obs~rvation, during the first fifteen months 
as DYS commissio~e ~;ITohn ~ Calpoun and his chief advi~ors spent much 
time attempting tl-t';.~. ssure ~We Task Force on Secure"!Facinties, legis­
lators ane! child 1\ avocac)rlS:gtoups that t~be genara1 chaotic situation 
a't DYS, apparentl! fO$tered to a large 'extent by the issue of serious 
juvenile offender\~, was being ameliorate9' Such reassurances and the 
~mandate of the' Ta4k Force on Sec~1)e Facilities to examine and make 
sp. eci-f.ic .. recommen~etion. s on the s'i,rious juv. anile delinquency/s~cure 
facilities issue,Jpowever, did not deter State Representatives Paul 
Wh,i~e a~d Jerald Ophen (members of (We cTask "Force) f:om e~ressing" 
the1r Vlews, throU~~h pr.ess releases' and proposed 1eg1s1ahon--H. 1662;.­
that critical iS5uts were being skirted by DYS and the Task Force 
leadership t~ 
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the secure care services organization), then those problems will 
<C' 

manifest themselves in the nature of services to be provided the 

indi vidual youth,. 

In sum, as a result ,oJ the serious juvenile delinquency issue, 

the delinquency system as a whole and secure care "treatment" inter-

vention strategies in particular are being subject to: (1) criticism 
o 

regarding their effectiveness as a means of habilitating youths and 

\) curbing their recidiviJ'm; (2)' the demands of the public for law and 

order as well a~ the ne!~d to "tight~~-up" the delinquent/crimln~l 
judicial, sentencing, fmd placement-treatment" process; and (3) "the 

" " -'.;_ 0, 

,( 

reluctance of fiscal Ciecision makers to appropriate the level of 

funding called for b; ,program p~op1e to maintain adequate services 
/1, 

a :::l • !Y.1' -
for dehnquent yout?s. These three factors, unless 'reversed, point 1 0 

to a reactionary arJproach to dealing with the problem of delinquency 
, J 

o " 

"by policy and dec~'sion makers ~ Such C\\ approach is likely to be 
.' If -:: 

contrary to the ~hi1oS0PhY adopted by Massachusetts which re:Uects a 
,/ 
Ii 

deins,~i tutiona~ y.ed/ cOmIl1Un~ ty-based servicesm~chanism for" meeting. 

G youths t "needs ·)·fspecifi;-"~lY' am~n~ t~e a~roac"e~ which may be ac-

" " cepted ln Order to cop~ WHh serlOUS Juvem.ledellnquency are: (1) 

l~w~,r the mint a~~'~t which ia youthful Off~~e,. can 'be prgsecuted 

as< an adult i{l"mln, a~; (2) sentence Q a youtH tf.l aa secure facility for 

a determinantPe~~d. of time or, until such time it .can be determined 

that he is Sritable for re-e~try into the ~ommunity; (3) the divesti-

ture for servin~ youths') frolll youth 
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service agencies like DYS to,~;irect rna t f h 'W nagemen 0 t e system by the 

courts; (4) regulate youth services through administrative reorgani­

zation--both within the youth services agency and the merging of 

youth and adult correctional agencies under one aust~;es; and/or 

(5) h . ~",~ 
, t. e lncrementalreturn from a system primarily b~iit' upon small, 

() 

ope,n, community-based facilities to a network of la.rger, more rest;ic-
-~/ 

tive, institutional-like faciliti~s, with the ~~~ionale"'being the need 

to central;ze service delivery in order to be more cost effective in 

meeting the needs of delinquent youths. 

,Suggestions for, Future Research 

"The mos~ important suggestl"ons for future research emanate from 

~he co~7el~tional dei-tgn (1. e., the research design and methodology 
, ~, 

used to examine the secure care d .. k eC1Slon-ma ing process) of the present 

study and its limited focus. The first step in future research would 

be to reJ?}icate the pl'esent study in a few years to determine the 
,\, D 2-'::~. -,,;: {J 

shifting trenas of the s 0 _" ecure cal,"e system and its population of serious 

juvenile offenders." Also, this type of "study could be replicated by 

using ar,different type of juvenile service population "'(e.g., .detention, 

.~o~tion, commUnity-based residential services, community-based non-
" (; _._._~ _ .-'---.::.==---==----=-=-~~"'-="'-"'__=-=--=,=--.."...,.--=---"...:.c;___"_"_=_=_~=_=.=~~~"__'__'_=_....;:o...._=_.='_'_'.-;:;:;_;_--:= . __ -~~::c-.~- ~ '..,..:---.-:0""'-"----"-'-

residential serv~ces, adult c~urt referred youths, etc.). . 
il 

c The Massachusetts Department of Y th S " ou erYlces, and this state's 

juveni~e iU5tice system offers much opportunity for substantive ;:search 

ip the field of juvenile delin~uency. It h~s been po~nted out that 

= 

o 

{) 
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Massachusfetts is one "of the nation I s 'leaders "in the deinstitutionaliza-
)!;) " ~ 

ti~rl 6f services for youths; yet; in';'grder to understand the full impact 

of t~is effort, resea'!~ch studi~s must'be conducted on longitudinal 
" . 8~? 0 v 

and/or regular ;nterval bases covering a broad spectrum of ';'facet~ and 

issues of the Massachusetts DYS system. Only oy researching the system 
,~ 11 

~I 
o ~( ,-

in this manner. can sufficient inforIDa~ion be gathered to make quali ta-
"- '0 .!;;: 

,:. . i. 'Q l/ c,'o ") D 

tlV~ ;mpr9/vements in the providence ,·of rervices t~ Juveniles in neeq,' , 
'\\; 

The present'researchstudr must b'& considered a first st~;p in 

of assistance {}' 

. il}. , 
further explic,tion o~),Jhe secure c,~e deriision !roce~~r j~veniles'. 
". '., j ..' ,'. j . . 14 ':~,,)' /\. , ,'f I' . 

It, J.S a rathe:z: r!U1'tJ.q~e st~dY ,:l.~tZl~~~ I~~ns,e t/ff.e~g/ese~rCh ('/ffotts:/'~ave " 

b«:len focused on 'ser~ous Juvem.le delJ.nquents i)1'/secure carej yet, the 

result: clearly i~dicate thatmore research Jilust be done. Future· 
.t' IL 

') researsh efforts 'must ap;pil'oach this issue in ways that will ''reflect, 
jj !.:, -' 

~. c~1 

"(~ ,li's clO~tHy as 'possible, r;the "tru.,eu, state of affairs of'serious juvenile 
"~'o' "' Q,' Q (1 (}) .' 

,delinquenc~;;o rather than resp~nding to the "problem from an emotional, 

. reactionary perspective. ; It is bel;i.~ved that the present study pro: 
.' \~. \' 

(~; 

" 
0, 

vi9~~)a model ~hich lays the groundwork for future research in this 
~ 0 

" area. 
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CHAPTER VIII . " 

SUMMARY AND FINAL REMARKS 

Summary 

The primary objective of thiS study has been to e~"l:ine the' 
t 

effect of selected social :and legal variables/! on,,,,(che Mas~achusetts 

Departmerl7/, of Youth Services (DYS) secure care decision-making process 
, /1 '. 

'" fo,i""'seriou~ \{~~enile offend;rs., The' dt$'ci;ision proceSSI! was examined at 
. ,. 

twool~yeis: /}(1) , DYStB$e'tlor'kr:r.s I deci$iQ~'tcr~;fer )j0uths Ito the D'lS-
(i ,.:.' / J . t/. ' < , j!.. .. c' r, '. , ,-

Ser';t;re Cale ReV'ie. \0). T'f:.-Jl.Jrl~(SCRT) for s~hrelfare :lconsideratir' ,,/, dnd. (2) "., .~-' II .' . I., t ~';' ., . .'" 
Ij .I '// : 

the SCRT' s deci:sion "to accept or refuse you~~s to secure ca~e. 

At the ,>caseworker decision level the bivaT.iate analysis indi­

cates that youths' age,ethnicity, family composition, number of DYS 

re,CO~d.ed offenses, number of lell~~3' 4 imd 5 of~en~e ~~,~esJ number 

of vJ.,e}en! offellses" level of s,enousness of last offense, number of 
'w:'::' 

VI 

detentions, number °of' secure detenti6i1s,Jlumbe~ of commitments to ~DYS) 

and nuffiber of placements a;~ related to th~ decision to refer Iyouths 

to the S~RT,. )kl t~,variate regression analysis indicates that when 'J . """ '. ",,, 
leg~l v~ti-acl1es are controlled ~lr'~ emly social v~riable related. to 

decision outcome is family ,composition • 

controlled, all legal varU.bIes rela1;ed, 

When so~ia1 ~ariab'L~s are o . 
o Q 

to qecision oU1;,come at the 
:.J ::;.' \ ,~:',:' (, 0, 

" bivariate level of analysis are als(j.r~lated to decision outcome at 
o 

~, )h~ multi1l:afiate 'level "Qf analysis. 0 
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At the second decision level, Le., the SCRT's decision to 

refuse youths to secJlre care, ibivariate findings indicate accept or 
" n ~ 

69 

tljat youths; number of detentions and nUlnbe~, of secure detentions" are 
N ' 

significa,ntly related to deciSion outcome. MUlti~le regress~on ana1y-
1\ 

(f 

sis indicates, however, that therets no relationship between either 
',: 

social or legal variables and the decision to. acc9pt or reius!3 youths 

to secur~f';care~ . 
}-; y 

'\ 

While the findings of 'this study, indicate that secure care 

de<'Jision outcomes at the caseworker level are. primarily influenced 
o If. ~n. 

by youths' regal background, the socIal variable "family composition" 

sugge~ts that caseworkoer,s vie.w single-parent fam~riy environments as . 

incapable of manag~~g youth:' serious delinquency problems thereby 
,;; -..;, ;-

necessit,atl.ng the 'state 's interven:tion bypl'acing youths in secure 
. c";:-,~ ~_-

care fa~i1j;ties. The 'fact t~'t legal variables are the strongest 

predictors' of ,secure care decision outcomes indica~es that in Massa­

chusetts, ~t this time, appropriate, criteria are being used to deter-
o 

mine which youths are to be p1aced"in secure care facilities. 

At the SCRT Dlevel, there does not appear to be a pattern of 

decisiqn making based on either social or legal Val."iao1es. As such, 
:;: 

decisions made at this level may b~ viewed;as idiosyncratic. 

Among the study's firtdings, the iSSue of cQronicity (i.e., 
~ ~ 

nUll)ber ofDYS relordedoffenses--youthS,' commitment of Sgr 1I10r7 level 

3, 4 or 5 offense tyPes) stands out as, "theOprimarr factor affecting 

the DYS secure I:! are detision process, as well as inf1u~ncing the sf;ope 
I, 

,l~ :) 
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of serious juvenile d.elinquency including violent offenses. Basically, 

this study's finding implies that the issue of se.rious Juvenile delin-
t/ 

" (quffilcy should be examined from a broad juvenile Justice system per-::, 

spective as opposed to a limited focus on only the secure care process. 
:~': 

Figure 6 provides a summation of social and legal variables' 

relationship to: (1) DYS caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the 
:0::'~ c 

SCRT for secure care consideration; and (2) the DYS-SCRT's decision to 

accept or refuse youths to secure care. 

" 

Final Remarks : -

While the pu~pose of this the!/ls is to examine theDYS secure 

care decision process, in order to fully discuss this complex subject, 

it has been necessary to broaden this study's focus to include facets 

of serious juvenile delinquency. Through the cooperation of the Massa­

chusetts Department of Youth Services, it is believed that a fairly 

comprehensive examination has been given to this topic area which is 

of much public concern throughout the United States. 
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FIGURE 6 

SOCIAL AND LEGAL VARIABLE EFFECTS ON THE SECURE CARE 
, \ 

o 
DECISION-MAKING PROGJ:!SS 

A. Social Variables 

Age 3/31/77 

Age First, Offense 

Ethnicity 

Socioeconomic Stat~s 

Family Composition 

Family Stability 
'0 

B. Legal Variables" ' 

,n" ofDYS Recorded Offenses 
I' • _ • 

#'6f Violent ,Offenses" 

# oA Lev~13, 4~, and 5 
Offense. Types 0, 

Levelof'Seriq;usrress 
of La$t O,ffense 

((~ 
# of Det~ritions, 

# of Secure Detentions" 

It of, Conunitrilents 

It oi' Placements 
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Adjudicated3: Having been the subject of completed criminal 
or juvenile proceedings, and convicted, or 
adjudicated a delinquent, status offender or 
dependent. 

Adjudicatory Hearing3: In juvenile proceedings, the fact finding 
process wherein the juvenile court determines 
whether or not there is sufficient evidence 
to sustain the allegations in a petition. 

A
, 3 rralgnment : 

3 Arrest : 

Bind-Over Status l 

" Chronic Juvenile 10f-
fender (Chronicity): 

J ~ 
.£onuni tmen t 3 : 

C 'F '1' 3 onununlty aCl Ity 

n 

The appearance of a person before a court in 
order that, the court may inform him of the 
accusation(s) ,against him and enter his plea. 

Taking a person into custody by authority of 
law, forpul'poses of charging him with a 
criminal offense or for the purpose of initi­
ating juvenile proceedings, terminating with 
the recording of a specific offense. 

A youth who is placed in a facility pending 
a tricll in Superior Court as an adul t. 

For p'U:r,poses of this study, a youth who has 
committed five or more offenses of a level 3 
(4'.66 - failure of a motorist to stop at a 
stop sign to 6.00 - breaking and entering to 
commit a crime), level 4 (6.05 - falsely re­
porting a bomb to 7.25 - unlawful possession 
of heroin) or levelS (7.66 - possessing a 
molotov cocktail to 9.00 non-negligent murder) 
seriou,sness. (See Chapter V--Methodology.) 

r"'~ 

The action of a judicial officer ordering 
that an adjudicated delinquent, who has been 

D the subject of a juvenile court hearing, be 
admitted into a placement facility of DYS. 

A "treatment" facility where residents are 
regularly permitted to depart, unaccompanied 
by any official, for the,· purpose of daily use 
of community resources such as schools, 
(re~reation services), and seeking or holding 
employment. 
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Crimes of Violence: 

Criminal Proceedings 
Against Children2: 

Delinquent Child2: 

Detention He~ri~g3 
":. 

Detention (Secure) 1: 
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For purposesoof this study, crimes of violenfe 
include: various types of homicide, forcible 
rape, child molesting, armed robbery J assault 
which involves an intent to kill or do bodily. 
harm, kidnapping, and arson when it endangers 
the lives of people. 

o \; 

A child ofo14 years or older may.be subject 
to criminal proceedings, if a (Massachusetts) 
DIstrict or Juvenile Court is of the opinion 
that the interests of the public require th~t 
the persop not be treated as a aelinquent . 
(Mass., G'. J .. , c.1l9, s. 61, 74). For ex­
ample, "a delinquent who commits his offense 
after his 14th birthday and who is considered 
a serious offender who has not profited by 
previous treatment as a delinquent child could 
be denied his tre~jtment, but it is not necessary 
that«he .be a second off~~der. In such cases, 
the judge must first commence delinquency 
proceedings, then dismiss the complaint and 
order a criminal complaint_and if there is 
'probable cause' the child-is bound over to 
the Superior Court" (Mass., G. L., c. 119, 
s. 74). 

A child between 7 and 17 who .. violates any city 
ordinance or town by-law or who commits any 
offense against ~ law of the Commonwealth of 
Massach~setts (Mass., G.L., C. 119, s. 52). ,; 

In juvenile proceedings, a hearing by a judi­
cial officer of a juvenile court to determine 
whether a juvenile is to be detained, continue 
to b.e detained, or released, while juvenile 
proceedings are pending in his case. 

The short-term care and custody 'necessary to 
ensure that those youths most dangerous to' 
themselvesoor to the commUnity who have been 
charged with committing a de'linquent act are 
available for arraigtynent, hearing and disposi­
tion: The sole purpose'" of secure care detention 
is to hold youths for as brief a t±me as pos­
sible under humane, fai~ and decent conditions; 

co 

o 

Iii 

(f' 

I "f' ~T 

"'~: r I . . ,. -~-'----\-, -.-.'1!"':"'_"....~~.~"~""~ .... ' ........... ~ _il!!Il!1Q ... ~.r.ii1i1Wjiillllli;:'*1ilIi. 1 •• IliI' •• ilI!"~g. __ •• 1' .~' ~--: --L7: 
l'c ' '\.- ,""" ~ ~ ~ 1-, ~. L.......:_·:..·-"'"-'--~~~~....:---'-~'--"---"-"----"-~~--"-~-~"-'"~--~-~~~"-"-~~~~~~~-~ 

_---...3¢i'L;; ____ --=-~-------.....---:"~~------.;.'-'". n 

n l,' 
;:1 

~I 

G 

" a 

Disposition Hearing3: 

75. 

~ hearing in juvenile court, coqducted after 
~n adjudicatory hearing and subsequent receipt 
of the report of any predisposition investiga­
tion to determi~~ the most appropriate dis­
position of a juvenile who has been'adjudicated 
a delinquent. 

Juvenile ' 

Double Status1: 
o 

,. 

Foster Carel: 

Massachusetts De­
part~entof Youth 
Services (DYS) 2: . 

", 
'I 

'" 

9 

.lp) 
'l{ .'/ 

o 

The decision of a juvenile court, concluding 
a disposition hearing that a juvenile be com­
mitted to a correctional facility, or placed 0 

in a care 'Or treatment program, or required 
to meet certain "standards of conduct, or re-
leased. ,_~' c, ar, 
A/youth who is placed pending a case but also 
has a previous outstanding commitment. 

A youth's placement with indiViduals. 

The process during which a juvenile referral 
is received and a decision is made by an in­
take unit either to file a petition in j~veni1e 
court, to release the youth, to place him under 
.supervision, or to refer him elsewhere. 

. Prompted by a series of studies~nd reports, 
for the most part adversely critical, from 
1966 -to 1968, the General Court in 1969 

, abolished the Youth Services Board, the 
Division of Youth Services and the Advisory 
Committee and in a new chapter of the General 
Laws (Chapter l8A) created a Departmeiit of 
Youth Services J under the control of 'a ,Com­
missioner with broad powers to d~velop a 
program of delinquency prev~ntion and services 
to delinquent children, within or "'outside of 
the traditional institutions~ 
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Probable Cause 
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Reception/Transfer 
Status! ~' 
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A document filed in juvenile court 
alleging that "a juvenile is a delinquent, 
a status offender, or a dependent, and 
asking that the court assume jurisdic~~on 
over the juvenile, or asking that the ~' :,' 
juvenile be transferred to a criminal court 
for prosecution as an adult. 

The document resulting from an investigation 
by a probation agency or other designated ~ 
authority, which has been requesUee by 
a fUvenile,court,.into the past behavior, 
family background'- and per:sonali ty of a 
juvenile who has been adjudicated a delinquent, 
status offenc!,er or a dependent, in order to 
assist the court in determining the most 
appropriate ,disposition. 

A proceeding before a judicial o~ficer ~J'l 
\~hich argument~, witnesses or eVldence 1S 

,presented and in which it 0is determined , 
whether there is sufficient causeto'hold the 
~accused for trial or the case should be D 

dismissed. 

In lieu of commitment to DYS, the court may 
suspend execution of the sentence and return 
the youthful 'offender to his home tmd~r the 
'supervision of a' probationof'ficel' for such 
time and JPon s~~h!,!ond~~i~ns as the·, court, . 
deems proper. ,,"'The undefiYlng theorY 0 :t"pil7obahon 
is ,that inse1.~~te~ cases) comm~,tment to ~DYS 
should be avoided lf~the offe~4er can be 
allowed to remain in his community under'3'" 
supervision for: a givenoper~od of time, without 
too great a risk that he will continue his 
delinquent behavior. 

A youth who is already committed~to DYS and is 
waiting a progralfip1acement or a transfer 
of the pJacement. ~ 
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R 'd' . 3 eCl 1Vlsm : 

3 
Referral to Intake.: 

,i) 

~side~tial Treatment 
Center L-

1 
Secur.e Car~ Program: 

Se~ure Care (and 
Treatment Service's) 1 : 

o 

t'! 

The repetition pf criminal beh~vior; 
habitual criminality. 

<":I \..') 

In juvenit'~,\ proceed~:qgs, a request by 
the police, .... parenti?'a~ other °agency or 
person,. tha~ a ~uvenp!)}n~~(ke m;it t~ke. 
appropr1ate )\;}..s-t::~on@~;rn1ng ~. Juven1le 
alleged to l~€w cO~;J.tt~ a dehnquent act, 
status offe~ref\-or to be dependent. 

,/ . ..;¥~~. '1\ 0 
~~, {- ,~') 1 • 

A !;a-t:ili''fY whl\ch serves juveniles whos~ 
behavior does not necessit~te the strict 
confinement of. a secure facility, often 
allowing them ~reater contact with the 
community. 

77 

A program that l)rovides care, services 
and containment\for youthsOwho have 
de~6nstrated that they are: (1) dangerous 
to themselves and that/there is no other 
agency facility available to care for them; 
(2) a threat to the physical harm of 
indi,viduals in the cOJlllllunity; and, (3) 

'I. a chronic and s~rious threat to pepple 
or property. 0 

Tie rendering of appropriate ~eryie.s in". 
,secure environment is an extreD:lely complex 

"iissue. covering., a wide range of philosophical 
points~8nd prac~ical res~onsibiiitie~. (!tJt> ' 
In accordance wlth the mandated requ~remen~ 
for individualized jus'tice f9r youths, the 
~ssachusetts Department of Youth Services 
''must pere::eive its"role as a prov.ider 
of;> differential servic.es geared to the special 
needs 6f e9:ch youth. These services include, 
but are not limited to: a full range of 
medical and psych~atr:i.c care, educational 
and vocational training, cQUllselling (individual, 
group, family);, trained supervision and " 
guidance;, recreational programming, minimum (! 

nutritional requirements, thqse services 
n,ecessary to ensure the reintegration of the 
c~ild into the community, and a physical 
e,~vi:onment suited to the rendering of these 
scarV1ces • J'"" 
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'"~oelinquency: 

Transfer Hearing3: 

Transfer to Adult 
Court:!': 
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The degree of restriction of a youth's moVe­
ment within !l secure ca~e "treatment"facili ty, 
usually divided into maximum, medium (moderate), 

"and minimum levels. 

o 

For purposes of this study, ~"serio,U5 juvenile 
delinquency' is defined as: (1) the commitment 
of those offenses which can be categorized as 
being of a violent nature, i. e. ,the various 
types of homicide, forcible rape and child 
molesting, armftd robbery, aggravated assault 
whit~h involves an intent to kill or do bod~ly 
narm, kidnapping, and arson when it'endangers 
the lives of people; and/or (2) the repeated 
violation (5 or more times) of offenses whi=ch 
have the potential for causIng injurY to another 
person(s). Offenses of this nature are included 

• 0 
as level 3, 'level 4 andl/1evel 5 offense types 
as categorJL~d by the DYS--Secure Ca~eReview 
Team. (Se~Appendix G for offense ratings.) 

A preadjudi'1:ato::,y hear,ing in)uvenUe court 
for the purpo~e of determifring ~hether juvenile 
court jurisdiction should be retained o~ waived" 
over a juveni~e alleged to have ,committed a, 
delinquent act(s) and whether'he should be 
transferred to crimina!,court for prosecution 
as an adult. 

o 

The decision by a juveni1~ court, 'resulting 
fr.qm<::>a transfer hearing, ithat j,~trisdiction 

"fiVer an alleged delinquent will be waived and 
;~at:; he shp,u1d ~~ prosecuted ~s an adu1t()in a 

:~:; cr~minal court. 0 
,,,,,~, 

1 ~ > 0 a 

MasSllchusetts Task Force on Secure Facilities, "Subcl.:>Jnmittee 
on Data and Defin~ti1)n Report," July 1976. (Mimeographed.) 0 " 

d • 
:~~:, 2l>fassachusetts Correctional A~sociation, The Basic Structure of' 

,t'h'Et Administration of Criminal Justice in Massachusett~, Boston, 1973. 
,",' ,\ :t-r} ,\ 

;;, ,3U•s . Depar"~,m~ht o'f J'Ustice, LEM, "Dictionary of Cr~minal 
Ju!;tic8\ D~~a Termfilo logy, 1!' Washington, D. C ., 1976. 
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APPENDIX B 

6 
OFFENSE RATINGS" 

" o 

o 

If 
',I 

(/ 

, Q 

~, 

I," 

o 

o 
h.l~ .• , 

o 

~ 
~,The following list, of offenses are ranked from J::east "'~~..:.:~ 

serious t~<most serious based on the average score they llceived 

f h ~ '~fY h . vorn t e Massacll~etts Department 0 out oServ~ces 
if , d S'ecure Care 

Review T..... The o~es ar'i. gr~uped into five level. of serious-

ness Ci. e. level l> ... le~t serious.. • level 5- rnostseFious). 

Eac~ offense has four col1JllUls after the offense name., Thclse 

'columns include the following information: * 

C01wnn,1: 

Column 2: 

Co1wnn 3: 

Column 4: 

=, 
DYS-SCRT (Zverage ''''score 

Brandeis/Worcester Probation Officers' 
(B/W) o average score 

'-\ 

DYS-SCRT level of seriou~ness 

Brandeis/Worcester Probation Officers' 
(B/W) level of" s'eri(>l~sness 

c 

*Blank space represents no score obtained for a particular offense. 
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Level"l Offenses 

Name of Offense 

I: Obstructing a sidewalk 
2,' Dilturbing the peace 
3. Walking on a railroad track 
4. Lewd or indecent language bl" rk 
5. Posse~sion of liquor in apu 1C pa 
6. Trespassing 
7. Truancy 
8. Escaping from a foster ~ome h 
9. A child's running away rom orne 
10. CHINS"offenses ~. _., 
11 . 'Disturbing a 59hool assembly 
12. A child's being chronically stubborno 

O!T uncoo'perative with his parents 
13. Malicious mischief 
14. Larceny of a dog·· " 
15. Driving an uninsured motor veh1cle 
16. Opening a fire hydrant ." 
17. A motorist violating a traff1c 

signal 
18. Operating an uninspected motor 

vehicle" 
19. Rude and disorderly behavior 

Ii 
\, 

Col 1 
DYS-SCRT x Score 

1.66 
1.91 
2.00 
2.08 
2.0B 
2.08 
2.16 
2.41 
2.50 
2.54 
2.66 
2.90 

2.91 
3.00 
3.00 
3.00 
3.00 

3.00 

3.083 

II 

~- "~~' J 
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Col.2 Col.3 Col.4 
B/W DYS-SCRT B/W 

x Score (' Level·of . Level 0'£ 
S~rious- Serious-

!l ... ness ness 
t-.J~5 () 1 o 1 

'1:8 1, 1 
1.4 1 1 
2.1 1 1 
1.3 1 1 
2.l~ 1 1 

/. 2.B 1 a 
1.4 1 1 

() 

3.2 1 2 
1 

2.8 1 2 
3.1 1 2 

,C) 

3.7 1 3 
3.4 1 2 
2.4 1 1 
2.3 1 1 
2.1 1 1 

2.4 1 1 

2.1 I' 1 

(J 

- ~\ 

°l====-~_ ."---:-----'-" ---_410(:~--______ ~ 

Level 2 Offenses 
(I, 
,/ Col.l Col. 2 

DYS-SCRT B/W Name of Offense 
x Score x Score 

() 

20. Operating an unregistered 3.16 2.1 motor vehicle 
21. Driving without a license 3.1,(5 3.0 22. Possession of marijuana 3.25<"; 1.5 23. Drunkenness 0 

3.25 2.1 24. Operating a motor vehicle 3.33 2.3 without lights 
25. Leaving an inn, restaurant, 3.33 3.0 or hotel without paying 
26. Failure of a motorist to keep right 3.41 3.0 27. Failure of a motor vehicle to 3.41 .,- 2.0 stay within marked lanes 
28. Operating a motor vehicle with 3.50 2.2 missing or defective eqUipment 
29. Failure of a motorist to yield 3.50 2.9 the right of way 
30. Carrying of alcoholic beverages 3.58 1.8 by a minor 
31. Failure to U!3e care in stopping, 5.66 2.3 starting, o~ turning a motor vehicle 
32. Breakihg an~ entering into a 

3.75 4.5 railroad calC' 
33. Illegal traps fer of registration 3,75 3.3 plates J.., 
34. Operating it motor vehicle contrary 

3.83 2.8 to restricfion on the driver's license ,I 35. Ill,ega1 eq/try without breaking in 
4.00 3.6 36. Driving aoove the speed limit 
4.00 2.2 37. Failure oil a motorist to follow the 
4.00 4.2 directions of a police officer 

38. Attemptin,g to commit larceny 
4.00 4.3 39. Driving the wrong way down a 
4.16 3.4() one-way street 

40. Larceny of less than $100 
4.25 "'-.~'"/ 3.2 41. Defacing or damaging property 
4.33 .3.8 42. Possession of burglary tools 
4.41 4.2 -43. Be~ngpxesent where narcotic 
4.41 2.5 dru~s ai'e kept 

··44. Attempting to commit a crime 
4.44 4~ 45. Escapirlg from DYS jurisdiction 
4.58 3:'.2 

!} 

= 

Col. 3 
DYS-SCRT 
Level of 
Serious-
ness 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

2 
,2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
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Col. 4 
B/W 

Level of 

2 
1 
1 
1 

2 

2 
1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

3 

2 

2 

3 
1 
3· 

3 
2 

2 
3 
3 
1 

3 
2 

, 
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Level 3 O£fenses 

Name Clf Offense 

46. 

47. 

Failure of a motorist 
to stop at a stop sign 
Bein'll" an .accessory, before 
and, ilfter a crime 

4g. LarcJ,"~, y of more than $100 
\\ 

49\ Forg~,:ry 

50J USingl1 a motor vehicle with· 
9ut> tl~e owner's authority 
FailulL"eof a motorist to 
stop l~hen directed by a 
policlb 'officer 
Atte~pt:ing to break open 

51. 

52. 

53 .. 

54· 
55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 

63. 

\) 

a safl" 
Buying, receiving, or con­
cealing stolen goods 
Larceny 
Breaking, entering and tJ 
larcency during the day 
Attempting to break, enter 
and commit larceny 
Threatening of a person with 
bodily harm . 
Possession of barbituates or 
amphetemines 
Breaking and en:t;ering with 
the intent to commit a larceny 
Larc~py of a motor veHicle ..•... 
Unarmed robbery 
Breaking and entering 
night time 
Brea~ing and enter-i:l1g'''''' 
in the attempt to commit 
another crime 

.' J' 
" > .-------~.tF-jL~. " .. - - . >./ " :. . - " R .'. 

Col. 1 
DYS-SCRT -x Score 

4.66 

4.90 

5.00 
5~'08 
5.16 

5.16 

5.25 

5.25. 

5.33 
5.66 

5.66 

5.66 

5.83 

S.83 

" 5.91 
5.91 
6.00 

6.00 

\\ 

Col. 2 
B/W 

x Score 

2.8 

4.2 

5.4 
4.8 
6.1 

4.2~ 

5.7 

4.4 

5.3 

5.1 

5 .• 8 

6.3 

6~8 

5.8 

Col. 3 " 
DYS-SCRT 
Level of 
Serious-
ness 

\) 

3 

3: 
3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3: 

3 

3: 
3 
3 

3 

'0 

83 

Col. 4 
B/W 

Level of 
Serious­

ness 
2 

3: 

4 

~ }' 

3: 

4 

(3 

4 

4 

4 3 

4 

5 

4 

Q 

I, 

. , 
" " 

,,-,,,,,.~.= __ ....::e-:,,~-==\.'I""' ___________________ "'"'--___ ~ _____ . 

o 

o 

c 

Ii 
\' 
II, 

\) 
Level 4 Offenses 

Name of Offense 

64. Falsely :/:eporting a bomb 
;;, 6S • Assault 

66. Larceny from a person 
67. Aiding escape from a 

police officer 
68. Attemptil1g to- extort 

money by. threat, 
69. Operating a motor' "i} 

vehicle to endanger 
R 70 ~ • Ass.aul t and battery 

7I. Unlawful possession of 
benthropine ' 

72. Operating a motor vehicle 
under the influence of 
intoxicating liquor 

Col. 1 
DYS-SCRT 
x Score 

6.08 
6.08 
6.16 
6.16 

6.58 

6.58 

6.75 
6.80 

6.83 

73. Assault and unarmed robbery 
74. Leaving the scene of an 

automobile accident 

7.00 
7.08 

75. Carrying a weapon without 
a license" 

76. Assault and battery on a 
• police officer 

77. Unlawful possession of 
heroin 

7.16 

7.18 

7.25 

Col. 2 
B/W 

x ~,core 

5.5 
6. Q,~ 
4.6 
5.0 

6.1 

5.,8 

6.5 

6.9 

Col. 3 
DYS-SCRT 

Level of 
Serious­

ness, 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

~4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

84 

Col. 4 
B/W 

Level of 
Serious­
ness 

4 
4 
3 
4 

4 

4 

5 

4 

4 

5 

5 

c, 
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Level 5 Offenses 

Name of Offense 

78. Possession of a molotov 
cocktail 

79. Armed robbery 
SO. Unlawful possession of 

nitroglycerine 
81. Assault and robbery 

, 82. Manslaughter 
83. Assault and battery with 

a dangerous weapon 
84. Assault and armed robbery 
85. Arson 
86. Assault on a female 

under age 16 with an 
intent to'rape 

87. Raping a child 
88. Kidnapping 
89. Murder (non-negligent) 

Col. 1 
DYS-SCRT 

Scare· 

7.66 

7.91 
7.91 

7.91 
8.00 
8.08 

8041 
8.50 
8.66 

8.83 
8.83 
9.00 

Col. 2 

xB~~ore 

6.4 

7.4 

8.5 

8.2 
8.9 
8.7 

8.9 
8.5 

Col. 3. 
DYS-SCRT 
Level of 
Serious-

Col. 4 
B/W 

Level of 
Serious-

ness ness 
5" 5 

5 
5 4 

5' 5 

" 5 --II 
5 5 

5 5 
5 5 
5 5 

:;f," 

5 5 
5 5 
5 

., 
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