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Fd - report was to examine the effect of selected soc1a1 and legal factors

. on the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services (DYS) secure care

' forcement Assistance Admlnlstratlon, U.S. Department of Justlce.
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INTRODUCTION

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

is perceived by many elected officials, juvenile justice authorities,

Q

members of the»generdl public, and others as being in a _crisis state

dflaffairs. A facet of juvenile delinquéncy attracting much attention

is that regarding youths who commit acts of violence and/or who are
, < v oo .
repeat offenders of serious crimes. Numerous states have set up

specialafask‘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 an
e

d reports is that the juvenile delin-
quency system must be ''tightened

f

up" in order to manage this small but
Q ‘.f
difficult group of juvenile delinquents.

In Massachusetts, a state that is theh referred to as a model

for closing down the network of'training schools and substituting

7D

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

over whether those youths needing secure care are being properly

identified, placed‘énd‘provided‘necessary services. 'Thus, the basic

purpose of this StUdy was to examine the issue of identificétion, i.e.,

which youths are considered“fqﬁ and placed by the Massachusetts De-

partment of Youth Services (DYS) in secure care facilities.
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Specifically, ihis study is designed to examine social and
3 . . R > ) - O
legal variables that predict: (a) DYS caseworkers' decision to refer ,

7Y

youths to the DYSTSecuréfCare Review Teamr(SCRT); ah&s(p) the SCRT's

< . ~

decision whether or not- to place youths in secure cafe‘facilities.

From a theoretical perspective, this study develops and tests a cor-

ceptual model of decision making for use with secure care facilities.

From applied social welfare perspéctives,\this study is important to -

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

'appropriately used for the care of the state's most seriSus-juvegile

“offenders, or (2) whetlier secure care facilities are being indiscrim-

; . . : o
inately used as resources for the removal of youths from their com-
IS ?"T-; o 7

munities because they are troublesoiié but not necessarily serious 7

[

juvenile offenders.

In the former situation, secure care should reflect an essential

=

and appropriate component of the community-based system of delinquency
. . 4/¢

B

~services. In the latter-situation, secure care may represent & widen< .,

i

ing crack in.the deinstitutionalized reform system:éstablished in 1972
by Jérome'Miller, then Commissioner of DYS. 1In essence, then, the use
of secure care facilities is a major}operationél criterion to access

the continuing strength of the DYS/deinstitutionalization effort.
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CHAPTER I

e

- 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,
) ' 0
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 advertising on television,. boxing, rock and roll 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, under some circumstances, the stated intention to
engage in such act (Miller, 1969:690).

Generally, it may be concluded from criminology literature
that the term 'violence" connotes “injury inflicted by a person on
“himself or another person (Rubin, 1972; Palmer, 1972; Board of

DireEtorsf=Natiqna1 Cbuncil on Crime and Deiinqgency, 1973; Monahan,

1974).1 Acts of violence may also dnvolve the destruction of property

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 to killing by autpmobile; forcible rape
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(National Commission on the Causes and Preventlon 0f VJolence, 1969)
In addition to violent offenses falllng under the rubrlc of
serious juvenile delinquency are those offenses which,ﬁin the process
of their execution, have muchﬁpotentiairfor causing injury to another
Offenses of this nature may encompass rarlous forms of '
5]

larreny (e.g., auto theft, breaklng ‘and enterlng 1nto a house to steal,

[

" robbery, etc. ) which durlng the perpetratlon of the offense the of-

person(s).

fender, if caught in the act, may respond in a phy51ca11y aggressive

or violent,manner endangering other people. .
- - & & ' . e
” ‘ ~ 8 . i e f
While it is recognized that the potential for causing injury
“to people is presént in the commitment of any offense, such potential

‘is considerably enhanced by the offénse type andiitsuseriousness.
/ -+ Regarding this point, two factors seem to be partlcularly 1mportant
in determlnlng whether the offense commltted by a Juvenlle offender’

is serious. The first factor involves the manner in which: the offense

2

is carried out. In other words, was the act commltted w1th a partlcular

o &

‘viciousness or wagtonness even though no physical 1n3ury to persons
. 2N 2 ) ‘

and child molesting; armed robbery: and, aggravated assault which

v 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, 1966). Many times arson: s
considered a serious and violent act especially when it endangers
the lives of people (e.g., the burning of a tenement house); however,
in those cases when arson involves a single isolated -incident of minor
consequence, consideration should be given to its exclusion from the

, most serious and violent offense grouplng.

\

R ;

«

cccurred.

The second 1s that of chronicity--repetitive  delinquency. 1
It must be recognlzed that chronicity alone, however, should not-

constitute the labeling of a serious offender. Rather, chronicity

#is' a factor which ‘helps determine whether a youth is a serious offender
when the: offenses he has committed have the potent1a1 for causing in-

jury to people, dlrectly«or even 1nd1rect1y through the destructlon

«©

of“pronerty. A youth who has been charged with a number of m1nor

offenses may reflect a chron1c1ty problem yet, is that youth a seri-

]

ous offender? For purposes of thls study the answer is no.

o

In Massachusetts, the D¢ partment of Youth Serv1ces reports that

b L0

it considers the 1ssue of serlous Juvenlle dellnquency and whether a

youth needs secure serV1ces based upon a number of Varlables. Amnong

the factors con51dered are a youth'S' Ll) present court situation

(i. e., the nature or serlousness of a vouth's offense), (2) court

history; (3) placement hlstoryxlncludlng length of stay, whether- the

< N

placement was residential or non-residential, reason for discharge,
and highlights of a youth's progress whilé in a program in terms of

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

o
o P

history; (5) DYS regional staffing results; (6) psychiatric evaluation

_ 1In the Marv1n Wolfgang, et al. longitudinal study of dellnquency
in*Philadelphia, 18& percent of all juveniles with any type of delin-
quent record had five or more offenses and thus were classified as
"chronic. rec1d1v:sts." These ''chronic recidivists'' were responsible

for 51 percent of all the delinquent acts committed by the cohort group
(Mann, 1976:2)..
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and “ - e Serious Juvenlile De 1nguent;%v enera
history; (7) educat10na1 evaluation; (8) caseworker summary, , i, Characterization
“ are then ' ‘ me
(9) secure treatment after careyplanS. These criteria are 3 It may be generally concluded from the multi-dimensional
. [t . r to the B :
considered in terms of \whether: (l) a youth 1s a dange . literature available on juvenile delinquency that a male juvenile
H d 3 there
public; (2) & YOUth can beneflt from secure treatment; and (3) dellnquent who has eV1denced serious offen51ve behavior (and who
~ Q A s
is a lack of other sultable, approprlate avallable alternatlves for -
! Services and not the Departmerit of Mental Health where mentally ill
placement. » offenders shoufld be referred for services. This point, however, does
venile not negate the fact that some youths are seriously disturbed, inap-
In an effort to- determlne the extent of serious juve propriately placed with DYS, and are in need of mental health services.
(SR "The small numbers of 'violent children' care for by mental health
d Definition
delinquency in Massachusetts, the Subcommittee on Data an facilities reflects the resistance of mental health personnel to [deal]
) for uvenlle with behavioral problems, their uncertainty about what they can achieve,
of the Massachusetts Task Force on Secure Care -Facilities ( ] and fear that they will be used as a dumping grounds for social problems
7 ....Some mental health professionals explain that they exclude children
as "chronicit ‘ ) : A
offenders) (1976 1977) used crlterta broadly categorized y" 7 . from their services because they do not know what treatment can prove
woony ther words the Subcommittee voted in terms of p effective for those who are both delinquent and mentally ill' (Cahill,
and "v1olence n othe. peee

the need for securlty as a pub11c protection concern, based on demon-
| strable objective crlterla" {(""The Secure Placement Needs of DYS"——

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

January 12 1977, p. 2). Another factor whlch ‘the Subcommlttee found

to be a Justlflable reason”for voting in favor o secure placement

4

129 to. 168 youths (the range.depending on the total number of youths

1976: Task Force Report II, p. 9).

Based on its preliminary report, the Task Force on Secure
Facilities expressed the belief that there was a need for more secure
care facilities. The official number of secure beds (as of 1976) of
49 or 3 percent of DYS committed y%uths was viewed as inadequate both
for purposes of public protection’ “and "treatment."

From a stratified random sample of DYS committed youths, the
Data and Definitional Subcommittee found that 11.2 percent or from

committed to DYS at any given time) were in need of secure care at
the time of their review of cases in October and November, 1976. Of

SR

i in duson S

s

d
the case of an extremely self-destructlve youth who neede these figures, at least 29 to 38 of the placements were felt to be po
L o ks the responsibility of the Department of Mental Health, reducing the
: securlty for his own protectlon, although thlS type of. YOUth was / ~range of placement ﬁlots needed by DYS to 100-130. Addltlonally,vfrom}
' the Subcommittee's study it was indicated that no females were found ™
ther
o '~viewe&’as a "llent for Department of Mental Health serv1ces ra to be in need of secure care. "This seems to reflect the fact that
o~ 1.2 ' - .the number of glrls in need of security is small and might validly
than those of DYS. not be reflected ,in a 10 percent random samp} €' ("The Secure Place- =
= s . ment Needs of DYS”—-Report of the Data and Deflnltlonal Subcommlttee,
1Regarding'the issue of _the mentally dlsturbed juvenile offender,f\ Comments-~Draft,iJanuary 1z, 1977 p. 4) " *a

in Massachusetts alone, the magorlty of violent/dangerous/serious. AL . .

juvenile offenders (note: while Sarbin [1967] cogently distinguishes .

between violence and dangerousness--v1olence denotes action; danger . :
) denotes a relationship--virtuaily all’ others hold the twoftsrm:hsyn- . %

onymous [Monahan, 1974]) are a551gned to the Departmen of You L « h’ ~ L | o
& . ) P A . . v (r'(/q‘“‘l . ) . B ' o ' . ! : . " R l B
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% does notﬁexhibit’ﬁental disturbance) comes from a‘&éfériQQated uponf@thers. And finglly, he {s usually a repeat offender who has
% neighborhood and low socioeconomic status family. It is expected, had previous encounters with juvenile authorities which serve to

%ti however, that some serious juvenile offenders may be from middle- strengthen and réinfor;e his violent or serious offense behavior.

and upper-class environments. If both parents are present, which is
. e
'bb\ . not likely the case, the home life of the youths is characterized as Serious Juvenile Delinquency: A Definition
At being tense, hostile and abusivé. ‘Parenting of thexyouth is poor, , For ﬁﬁrposes of this study, then, gerious juvenile delinquency

marked with inconsistent discipline, lack of affectibn and rejection. R is defl“edlfs (1) the commitment of those offenses which can be

The youth is likely to have adopted the criminally oriented norms and .categorized as be1ng of a-violent nature, i.e., the various types of

values of his parents and/or his peers.. He is an aggressive youth homicide, forciblehrape and child molesting, armed robbery, aggravated

with assaultive tendencies, who initiates fights, and exhibits cru- - assaultowhich involves an intent to kill or do bodily harm, kidnapping,

| elty, defiance of authority, malicious mischief, inadequate guilt and arson when it endangers the lives of people; and/or (2) the re-

("3 feelings, and a lack of internal inhibitioﬂs. de is frequently i ) - peated violation (5 or more times) of offenses which have the potential

for causing injury to another.person(s). Offenses of this nature may

¢ absent from school, has had few successful experiences there and o

has a 1gw level of academic functlonlng He has a group of friends encompass various types of larceny (e.g., auto theft, breaklng ‘and
o v o
ranglnﬂ<from one or two to being part ofva gang unless he is an

1
S

entering into a home to steal, robbery from a person, etc.).

// : . ' ‘ ‘ ‘ : C : ’ , i . o :
o - -"unsoc“alizedwloner." His friends are necessary to maintain his 5 a ’ R T } {} .
‘ o . BN “ .
self—mesPect as well as to prov1de him w1th a sense of securlty. .
L ET ’ ' 1
/ SEECER : Youths with records of five or more offenses of a level 3, 4

Becau

ise of his 1ack of 1nterna1 1nh1b1t10ns, he has a poor frustra-

0

or 5 seriousness (see Appendix B, Offense Ratings) are classified as

tvon/tolerance and he is 1mpu151ve and sometlmes quick to act "ehronic recidivists" for this study.

5 N =i
LA . . TR N

agg4;551vely in a v1olent manner. He is eASlly/lnfluenced by certaln

,st;mul; such as violence on televlsgon or. in the movies which appeals -
; g o, v 3 ;

B L e i Py TN R . . S . ‘ ' o p
. ‘ _to'his primitive instincts and stimulates his drive to commit® delin- 1 - ' °
. , quent, violent or ggriously offensive behavior. He has a poor.semnse = B«
| ; ; ik > De e sense ., | ) ey
O o of morality and is not inhibited from injuring:or causing suffering B R
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CHAPTER II
THE SECURE CARE FACILITIES REFERRAL PROCESS

Throughout the Massachusetts DYS's history of 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,
phiiosophically the DYS leadership has remained committed to the
méintenance of a small population of juveniles needing secure care.

In order to accomplish this, aceiling was placed on the number of
slots or beds that would be available for serious juvenile offenders.l
These slots are distributed among the Commonwealth's seven regions
and are managed by the DYS Secure Care Review Team (SCRT) and the
DYSjCentrai Office Secure Care Unit. The SCRT has the responsibility

"6f”ﬁeciding which DYS youths to place in a secure setting. While each

S

1While 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 been evaluating the DYS process and reform throughout its
deinstitutionalization 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 serious juvenile offenders. As of
March, 1977, Dr. Coates believed that ‘the number was in the neighbor-
hood of 125 (Péfsonaiiinterviey with Robert Coates, Associate Director,
Harvard Center for Criminal Justice, March 1977).
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; region has a number of secure beds reserved for. its purposes, it is d~ . . o
; 2 ! : Y
! : the SCRT that must.approve the placement. Once a youth is referred : R ol R
' - . 31 E i
i by a DYS regional caseworker for secure care consideration, 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 i
;‘/ V o = . R : i
DYS secure care process. .
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FIGURE 1
MASSACHUSETTS JUVENILE COURT--DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES SECURE CARE PROCESS
1)
YOUTH/ 2 3 (1) G -
OFFENSE —» Arrest —3) Arraignment —-s Bail Determination 3 Court Hearing > ADUL¥ COURT ROUTE .
and Process .
(e.g. personal recog- Transfer and Bouni Qver
nizance, bail, detention- to Geand Jury i
shelter care, foster care, JUVENILE COURT ROUTE |
s secure care, etc.) Probable Cause f
;8.11) (6) Juvenile Court Hearing } .
Alternative Placement Recommendation R Grand Jury Investigation
(7) Finding 4
i e.g. Arraignment and Bail
(8.10) (7.1) not delinquent
Referral to Secure Care (7.2) dismissal Adult Court Proceedings
Not Appropriate = (7.3) continuance without finding
] LY (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
Regarding the Review Team Decision-~ (7.7) etc.
Youth Regional Maker .
° Representative (Caseworker)
(8.20)
Referral to Secure Care !
Appropriate :
(9) " ) A . . |
DYS-SCRT Meeting S (9.31)
(9.10) : ©.11) i Continuance in Secure Care
o ."Voted Not Appropriate —=» Case Reverted Back to Progran ;
By SCRT Region for Alternative Placement g i
(9.32) |
: inity-Based.” @ i
(9.20) (9.21) _ ., (9.50) £, Comminity !
Voted Appropriate 5 Secure Care Program Selection Regional and Program Alternative Program b
By SCRT : (e.g. Worcester, Greater Boston.Y, and Dare-Cheimsford) ~® Staff Meeting to i
S _ Discuss Follow Through (9.33)
Plans Return Home Wlﬂ_\ ‘
) Supportive Services '
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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 scbpe. What pertinent literature there

is reflects efforts to identify factors related to decisions made at

1

various 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

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

information does provide a basis for the development of a theoretical

“

framework on how the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services (DYS)

¥

decides which youths to place in secure facilities, -

lFigures‘reflect;ng the studies reviewed and various variables
affecting different processxstages of the juvenile justice system are
provided at the end of this chapter.
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are older and female are offic;afly labeled delfnquents.:
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A

Selected Studies on Juvenile Justice Decision N
Making: A Summary : :

Many researchers and others in the field of criminology and
juvenile delinquency contend that a disproportionately 1erge number

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

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

Williams and Gold, 1970) have showu that:

The social distribution of delinquent behavior (i.e., that
behavior of a juvenile which if detected by an appropriate
authority, could result in legal sanction--Williams 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 police and the courts—-
W1111am and Gold, 1970) (Bartcn, 1976:170).

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

Fteviewed for this research study. e

This summary reviews the findings regaroing‘the effect of social

[

and legal variables on three dlfferent dec151on-mak1ng stages of the

o

juvenile justice syste --(1) detentlon, (2) probatlon offlcers recom-

mendations, and (3) court judges' dispositions. Spec1f1ca11y, a flumber

of different studies are exemined inctermstof the variables used for

R

this ~Study, they are: ‘soc1a1 varlables--age, ethn1c1ty, 5001oeconomlc -

/ﬁ'

number of prlor court referrals whlch for this study>s purpose is

,.»,

equated to number of prlor DYS recorded offenses, type of prior offense

hlstory, hlstory of prior detentlon, hlstory of prior court commltment»

&)

to DYS for services, and nature of “seriousnéss of last offense.
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Regarding the issue of detention, among social variables,

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

(Coates, 1975; Sumner, 1971), socioeconomic status (Coates, 1975;
Sumner, 1971; Cohen, 1975a) and ethnicity (Coates, 1975; Sumner, 19715
appear to be the best predictors of detention decision outcomes.,

Among legal varlables, number of court referrals (Sumner, 1971;

Cohen, 1975a;. Cohen, 1975b) and prior d1$p051t10n history, i.e., £

commitment to: se;ylces, probation, etc. (Coates, 1975; Sumner, 1971)
appear most related to detention decision outcomes.

For probation officers!' recommendations, socioeconomic status

(Gro;s, 1970;’Conn, 1970;" Cicourel, 1968) and family stability (Gross,

- 19703 Cohn, 1970; Cicourel, 1968) seem to be the best predictors among
the social variables of recommendation outcomes. Among legal variables,

the nature or«eeriousness of last offense (Gross, 1970; Ariessohn,

1972) appéars 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
d15p051t10n outcomes Ethnicity (Cohen, 1975d; Scarpetti and Stephen-

son, 1970; Thornberry, 1973) and famlly stability (Cohen, 1975d; Emerson,

1969; Short and Nye, 1970) also appear to predict court judges' dis-

position outcomes but not as consistently. ?Among iegal variables,

. . s 0. i o v
_humber of ‘court referrals (Cohen;‘1975c; Cohen, 1975d; Scarpetti and

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

kst o i

g
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“ detention history (Cohen,

’ Justlce”system s deci
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19750, Go hgﬁ, 1975d) and nature.or seriou§ﬁ

ness of last offense (Cohen, 1975d; Scarpetti and Stephenson, 1971;

Thomas and Sieverdes, 1975; Emerson, 1969) appear most related to

’ venlle
dispésitlon outcomes at this level of declslon maklng in the ju

justice system.

‘ 3 3 - t to .
o In conclusion, as Barton (1976) points cut, it is difficult to

juvenile
draw sweeping generalizaﬁions from studles,wplch examine, the j

sioﬁ makingdprnbéSSés affecting a delinquent

youthbs dlsp051t10n since t

g

different places w1th dlfferent methqdologies.» Whlle the evidence -

presented does not prOV1de clear resolutibnfof whether legal (e.g.,

stor
number of prior court referrals, type ofvprlor offense history, history

id .sex
of detentlon, history of treatment, etc,) or social (efg.,kage, X,y
v

riablés most affect”
family stablllty, soc1oeconom1c status, etc ) varlablés et

0 &

o fact
ile’ Hon= rocesses (in fact,
“juvenile Justlce dec15hon making p \ s
it is-believed that "the ultlmate

ceriain studies

6ﬁtrad1ct each other on the;ssue),O

fate of a youth who commlts a dellnquent act may be 1mportant1y de-

o

"that these [social]
.factors may diffarentlally apply across - [10cat10nsl,§acxpss decision -
-points in the [décfﬁion-making:system]‘and probably w;thln a_g; et

S \u . ; _ s "

decision point! (Barton, 1976:478-480).
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FIGURE 2

o v

VARIABLES AFFECTING JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION
MAKING--DETENTION
(odv °
B~ vaarinte Analysis
M-Multiariate Analysis
X-Variable found unrelated
to decision outcome
> 0-Variable found unrelated !
‘or insignificantly related
to decision outcome

Dc

Detention Studies

Coates -
FEE (1975)

Sumner
(1971)

Social Variables

pu Bl Th

Cohen
(1975a)

B M

N

Cohen
(1975b)

B M

Age XX XX X
e .
z Ethn:l ty (Black, A . X
{fospan1cm other
“athnic ninority)

’ u Sex

90 X0 X

Sociﬁeconcmic‘ﬁtatus X0 S ¢

Family Stability (dis-
ruptive home environ- o .
ment). A 00 X

Idlaness (youth not in
o school or working) 00
'Logﬁx’Variables

Agency -of Referral |
{e.g. school, wel-~ 5 o
fare agency, otc ) X

kg

-

Number of Court Referrals X

B

Prior Offense History ‘ XX
Prior-Datsntion Hisﬁory o o X

S
Prior Disposition History ' , - )
{including commitmént to i e
services, probation, etc.) 00 X X '

Nature or Seriousness St ‘
of Offense ° __-—==" 00 X0 0
/-”‘/,' «,\ ’ h
routhis Dlsp051tlona1
Ststus (e.g., labeled

incorrigible or runaway

0 X

00

00

00

X0

)
x3 x4

[

XSXG

x’x8

W4

x9x10

xliyl2

" Notes ~ o

S o
o <

Youths selected for detention
Youths receiving most restrictad detention faclllty placement
Memphis~She1by Counties only
-Memphis-Shelby Counties only
Hontgcmary County only
$Deniver and Montgomery County only
7Denver, Memphis-Shelby Counties, and Montgomery County
- gDenver and Montgomery County -only
i Denver, Memphis-Shalby Counties, and Montgomery County
emphis-Shelby;Counties, and Montgomery County

1penver, Memphis-Shelby Counties, and Nontgomery Céunty
12penvez, Memphis-Shelby Counties
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FIGURE .3

YARIABLES AFFECTING JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION MING--

PROBATIQN

Code

B - Divarlate Analysis

M - Multivariate Analysis

£ ~ Variable found related
to decision outcome

0 - Variable found unrelated .

OFFICERS! RECOMMENDATIONS,

or inesignificantly related

to decision outcome

5N

P “* _Probation Officers' Recommendations Studies

Social Variif;ies

° Gross - (1970)

Age Q

Sex

Bthnicity (Black,

18

o

Cohn Arie%sohn Cicourel
(1970)  (1972)3
‘ B

(19684
B

’ ?ercggigggl Perceptions?2 B
) X
X

s Hispanic, other
' othnic minority) ’ X

Socioeconomic Status = X ) X Y

Family Stability (dis- e
ruptive home environ- ;
mdnt) = X X g X

is]

Idleness (youth not in » o=
school or working) .-, : N '

Legél Variable N .

@ ' Agency of Referral . T W
(e.g. school, welfare ‘ ‘
agency, etc. P ; o

P

o

Number of Cdurt" Referrals
Prior Offense‘ History ; x : ’ X
Prior Detention _Histor&
g : Lo Prior Disposition History B

(including commitment R : o
to service, probation,etc. -

Nature of Seriousness ¢ & . i
of -Offe‘x!;se ’ X

= Youth's Dispositional = , e
o Status -(e.g. labeled .- ) ’ . :
.Ancorrigible or runaway) X - X , )

&

4

Notes

(3'

robation officors' perceptions of variableh most affecting probation decisions

2Pz'cba.t::l.cn officers' perceptions of variables most affecting court judges' @

¢ dispositioncl decisions. o

4Information regarding Cicourel (1968) “has been derive

3. ' SRR TP ‘ ’
o # Information regarding Ariessohn (1972) has been derived “‘from Bawton (1976), ==

i y

d from Barton (1976).
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 FIGURE 4 !

VARIABLES AFFECTING JUVENILE JUSTICE DECISION MAKING--

[

Code.

3 - Mivariate Analysis
M - ltivariste Analysis

X ~ ¥arfable foamd Telated

W decisiom ootcoms

D ~ Variabls fosmd mmrelated
or insigmtficantly related

to decision outcome

Social Vaxiables

Coben

Coheu
(1975c) . (1975d)  (1970)
LI B M | ]

COURT DISPOSITION

Sz

R Court Disposition Studieg
:ci:p-m it 14
S N
(113
g )

Thoimberry Sieverdss Yerry Emmrses  Short §
u:m a:u) u:m (1965)14 uvml.?' .
T a 2

Age

o0

Sex

(4]

[}

Etmicity (Black,
;Hispmmic, other
ethnic ainority) 00

Socioecoscwic Status 6 0

Family Stability (dis-
ruptive home environ-
ment) 0 o

Idlemess (youth not in
scheol or working) X 0

Lage] Viriables
Agency of Referzal
{e.g. 3chool, wel-
fare agency, otc.) X 0

Nusber af Court
Referreis 0. x

Prior Offenss Higtory
" Prior Deteation History X X
i "

Prior Dispositica

History (including .
commitment to service,
probation, file formal
petitiod, etc. XX

Hature or n&oﬂousnuu
- . of Offense 00

Youth's Dl;po'sitlomx
Status (o.g, lubeled
imcorrigibly or yunawey)

xl2g

0.

9
0

o

19

o x

v

0 X

o

Notes

Moatgonery, County only” <.
Dentgonery County oty

R

1
Sntgomery Comty caly '~\' \\

or and Memphis-Shelby Counties only
Denver; Memphis-Shelby Counties,

tgomery County only
Sontgovery County only

.. Bgenver and Momtjomery
10ontgonory County only

S

TN

and: Nont gome: \iij.f_]qgty; : ‘ 2

County only s
yor, Memphis-Shelby Countles,. nﬂ\bh:_t_/p;\,/;vy County

11Denver ‘and Mewphis-Ghelby Countles oaly
12panver end Memphis-Shelby Coumties only

13tnformation regarding Scarpett! § Stephenson (1971) has been derlved from Barton (1976)

Mrnfornation regarding Laerson (1965) kas been derived fros Barton (1976) .
151nformation regarding Short and Nye (1970) has beer derived frow Barton (1976) ST
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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 the decision process affecting youths after they have

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

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 place-

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

‘'second, the SCRT's deéision to accept, or refuse, a ybuth for secure

o

care services.
Despite the léék of research done on these specific levels

within the ijenilé‘justice ;ystem, certain generalizations or paral-
lel$ can be drawn from knowledge available on other levels of decigign
making in this system. The first stage of geneéalizatibn, conceptually,
is that regarding the process of making recommeﬂhations-—that is, just
as it is the responsibility of probation officers to make recommenda-
tions to court judges on youths' dﬁspositions, it is also the réspon-
sibility of DYS regional casewdrkers to‘recomménd to the SCRT whether

certain youths are in need of secure“care services.
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placing the youth on probation, etc.

' 'services.
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The second stage of generalization is the parallel function of

dispositional decision making by juvenile court judges and by the SCRT.

Both a juvenile judge and the SCRT are p}ovided recommendations for

TG

decision-makinglpurpeses and both decision makers have the ability of
selecting one of a number of different status or-placement options for
a youth. Regarding the juveniie coﬁrt,judge, his status or placement
options may include finding a youth not éuilty, dismissing the case,

; On the other hand, the judge may

commit or refer a youth to DYS for services. The parallel to the

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

SCRT which decides whe%her a youth is appropriate for secure care

w

Among the alternatlve decisions to secure care avallable

to the SCRT are: residéntial;commugity-based care; nonfresidential

9.

servites, mental health services, etec. If onemgf*;gese alternatives
'is not accepted, then it is probable that a youth will be chosen for
secure care serv;ces. Figure 5 shows both parallels of functions at

different stages 'in the’juvenileﬁjudicial system and the DYS systen.

Hypotheses
The major hypothes’s of this study is that when all legal

varlables (1. e., number of DYS recorded offenses, prlor offense

hlstory——ln terms of seriousness of last offense, chron1c1ty or

- rec1d1V1sm, and number of violent offenses--detention and secure

detention history, historx of commitment by juvenile courts to DYS
; 5 W ~ i
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for services, and DYS placement “treatment" history) are statistically
controlled, social factors as a group--age, éthnicity, socioeconomic
status, family éom@osition and family stability--have an effect on
caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the pYS-SCRT (Stage i), and
on that team's decision to place youths in secure care facilities
(Stage 2). Before testing this major hypothe51s, however, two repli~
cation hypotheses are tested: (1) flrst, that each social varlablel
has an effeét'on the decision 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 offﬁeing

ﬁreferged by caseworkers to the SCRT and subsequently accepted into

securé care by .the SCRT; ethnicitz-¥b1acks, Hispanics, etc. have a

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

sequently accepted in secureucare by the SCRT; SOCioeconomic status--

0

youths from low socioeconomic status families with 1ncomes ‘below $7,000

‘have a greater chance than youths from middle and high soc1oeconom1c

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

‘subsequéhtly accepted; family composition--youths who ‘do not come from

two-parent families have a .greater chance than youths who do come from

, two-parent famllles of being referred and subsequently accepted; and

family stability--youths from dlsruptlve home environments have a greater
iz

1The variable sex, male and female, is not used in this study
because there are no females being provided services in DYS secure care
fac#lities at the time of this study. . .

il

i
|
|

chance than youths from stable family environments of being refeired

1
and subsequently accepted); and (2) second, that each legal var%Fble

i

has an effect on the decision outcomes made by DYS caseworkers %nd

the SCRT (i.e., number of;prlor DYS recorded offenses<-youths wmth

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

caseworkers to the SCRT and subsequently accepted into secure c%re

by the SCRT; prior offgnse 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 been detained most‘often, as well as detained in a

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

3

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 secure care.
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CHAPTER V

METHODOLOGY-~THE PRESENT STUDY

Purpose

The importance of this study is to develop an understan@ing
of secure care decision-making processes as they relate to serious
juvenile offenders. Specific%lly, this study is designed to research
the influence of a youth's social and legal status on decisions made
by Massachusetts DYS peg§qgne1 of whether)a youth is a setv'ious juvenile
offender in need of sec&ée careAéérviceS.‘ The conceptual framework
and hypotheses for this research are presented in Chapter IV. From
an applied perspectiVe, this study provides info%mation and data
needed for upgrading, in part, the Massachusetts?DYS’secure care
systeﬁ. This study also provides data which wilﬁ asgist the DYS in
developing specific reference criteria and guid%@iﬁes for the secure
care referral and placement processes. As poind%d out in the "Intro-
duction," for both the'theorétical and applied perspectives of this
study there is a common reason why this study is important. The
(1) whether the DYS secure care facilities
are being apprépriately used for the care of the state'$ most serious
Ijﬁvenile offenders, orﬂ(Z) whether secure care facilities are being

indiscriminately used as resources for the removal of youths from

their communities because they are troublesome but not necessarily
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serious juvenile offenders. In the former situation, secure care v ; ‘ : D @ ) - .
-« “ » w : w, : »  Data Collection Procedures
= For both th % : . )
; 0 : he DYS ‘general Population and the population of

should represenfwan essenfiallcomponent ugén which the community-
Y, . / . k Son
% : ouths: L Ea Z
youths. referred torfhe DYS-SCRT and subsequently.accepted or refused

ke
based system of delinquency services rests. 1In the latter situation,
® : J ; . . («.fr:&? ’ - . .
secure care may reflect an ever-widening crack in the deinstitution- ‘ , ' Vo Secure care Services ; "
' s : ‘ ' » @ number of informationai es
' : ‘ ey = ; sources were used to
alized reform system established in 1972 by Jerome Miller. In essence, v . B collect and che s . B ‘
< . e L~y . * -
. ; | | o - - | “ - ck the reliability of the data used for this study.l
then, the use of secure care facilities is a major operational criteri- : ' One source was g s Cl ' .
th, 2 o : a DYS computer print ’ .
t th €inui t th of the DYS deinstitutionalization h ! P BrIptot Toquested by the investigator
on to access the continuing strength of the einstitutiona: L . that contained youths' d :
. \ ‘ £ Pt etentio 15 :
_ ff R S 3 . n‘and treatment placement history,
effort, : 0 ' s o . . . P
e , ' ethnicity, family income and AFDC status. Another source which yieid d
. - kg . « v . 2= g 1 1€
’ : ' inf i . o
) £ niormation was the DYS Central Office's Bureau of Probation; here, in
‘ ” Sample - 7 ° ' B oo : formati - cu! . T
J & SRR o _ - tion was collected on: (a) the number of times a youth. was
; s ~ : - " . S ‘ )
/The data for this study were gathered from Massachusetts»?YS — 2 . | - k 0 committed tq DYS, ‘and (b) youths in the study but discharged frog
case records ¢f youths from January 1976 to March 1977. One study i € ' : DYS because of it ag ’ :
b ’ el ' , - ‘ oD , their age. ; _ N
red of i . h,, itved c 1 ie s v o A ag Regarding those youths referred tc the
Toup: consisted of a sample ‘o ouths committed or referre 0 Co S A . ' ) )
group p y ) Lo CRT for secure care consideration, case records on file with the
o - o DYS C i Office's S¢ _ | )
entrai Office's Secure Care Unit were examined for data collection

for services by quenile courts and who represent the DYS general
\ - S ” . . |
AR < PUTPoses. And finally, after reviewing the data collection forms

population. A total of 80 cases were selected for this sample popu-
lation (N = 80). .The other study group consisted of all youths chosen prepared for each ca i e
= ‘ . grouy S ~ case, missing and/or inconsistent d :
, T ata were noted
and requests for such 'inf i
: intormation were sent to the DYS regional offices

from the DYS general population by caseworkers for review by the DYS-
S P > .
pecial datg fqrms were prepared tqkidentify the case in question and

@

Secure Care Review Tea@ﬂﬁDYS-SCRT)gand subsequéntlgﬁgccepted or refused
the type of information needed from the regional offices

ST . .
secure care services ; 'January 1976 to March 1977. A total of 81 2

(5

accepted cases, and 19 refused cases were used (N =.100). The purpose..
T . : . i : o A

for these sambiés is to be able to gompare: (1) the-DYSigeneral popu-~ : lWh'l h ‘
e " “ 2 A ol } . 1le the DYS general population sam ~
lation to youths referred tp the DYS-SCRT; and (2) those youths accepted st B A ’ gg:mltted to st up to September 21,'1977; tﬁiesgsﬁlsigzr;hgse youths
' ‘ - Al coi?ezizglg (1n°lud1ng accepted and refused secure care yoﬁth§§Pxia~
1 : rom January 1976 to March 1977 in order to obtain an adz-

quate number of cases for research purposes,

B
&=

_into secure care and those refused this, level of services. , :
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Measures

The data form used for this study was a five-page instrument

e
e

designed for the collectlop of 1nformat;on regarding a youth'

‘\

(1) DYS identification number, (2) reglon, (3) date of birth; (4)
date of referral to the DYS-SCRT-or the date of the computer print-
out for the general DYS popula%ion; {5) age at time of referral;

(6) age as of March 31, 1977; (7) sex; (8) etnnicity; (9) address

at-time of 1a§t offense;,(10) family composition; (11) family stability;

(12) number of DYS recorded offenses, (13) offense hlstory in terms of
date of offense, offense type, and level of: serlousness as Tated by
the SCRT and Worcester juvenlle court probation off;cers; (14) number
of écnmitments‘to DYS; (15) detention history in terns of ‘datd of
detention, place of detention and whether«the detention facility is .
¥§§n51dened by DYS as being secure\and non-secure; (16) treatment ns

hlstory in terms of date of treatment, place of treatment and whether
‘the treatment faclllty 15 considered by DYS as belng secure;y resadentlal
[

or non re51dent1a1‘ (17) DYS-SCRT's’ dec151cn to accept or refuse a
Y
_1youth to secure care; (18) hlstory of pricr referral 40 the SCRT; and
(19) alternatlve placement if the youth was refused secure ¢are ser-

vices. J/" . o ; S e
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Statistical Procedures o
This study examines the relationship between various social

and legal variables and their effect on secure care referral and place-

\\
ment dec151ons made by the Massachusetts DYS.

The flrstkiyepeln this study's statistical analysis is to cross-

tabulate1 the various social and legal independent variables with the

two dépendent variables: (1) the decision to refer or not to refer

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

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

for each independent variable. The cﬁi-square statistic is a test of

statistical significance which determines whether a systematic relation-
ship exists between two variables by means of a prbbability score which

indicates how likelyctﬁe observed outcome is to occur. The smaller the

probability; the less likely the results could have occurred by chance

along and the more likely that a systematic relatisnship”exists. Since

-
7

this study is exploratory, in nature, the chi-square significance level

has been'set at the 0.10 level. This means that there is one possi-

W

bility in ten that the prediction of a statistical relationship existing

between two variableées is occurring by chance alonéx

The chi-square statistic only indicates whetﬁer the: variables

in the study are independent or related. It does not‘indicate the

IA crosstab is designed to give a“complete repre%entation of
joint frequency dlstrlbutlon of two or more variables (SPSS, Nle, et al.
1975 237) ; B ,

(e 2
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“introduction of appropriate statistical controls often alters the find-

[&]

30

strength of the relationship. <Thus, measures of association are also

it
b

used to show the strength of significant relationships. For nominal

Yy

variables, a lambda is used as the appropriate measure of association.

For ordinal variables, a gamma--which ignores ties in scores, and tau

; . . . . . , . . <
b or c--which takes into consideration ties in scores thus causing its <¥

score to be usually smaller than gamma--are used as the appropriate
measures of associatién. Eacﬁ of these measures is a proportional
N

reducgaon in error (PRE) measure that indicates the percentage of
variation in the dependent variable accounted for or explained by the
indepgndent Kariabléi The lambda, gamma, and tau b and ¢ take on a
valuea"fafromi+l to -1, which means that the closer the measure of
assoé}étion igzto +1 or -1 the stronger the relationship between the

i
Ao N .
ey .

independent and dependent variap}¢§{,(fﬁ-

In sum, by compari;érthe relative chi-square scores of the -
various independent yarigbles, it can be determined which variables
are related to the dependent variables under énalysisf‘ Using~the
appropriate tést for measures of association, the strength of that

relationship can be measured. o

From Chapter III, "A Litergture.Review,” it is evident that the

ings observed at the bivariate level of analysis- Thus, after assessing

the bivariate relationships among the data, multivariate analytital

!

techniques are used to de%@rmine whether multivariate relationships
differ from the bivariate findings. The first procedure used is

L

5 B

s : R R

>

ﬁ'/

A

N

&

R

st

3
multiple regressionl which controls for all other variables in order
to evaluate the unique contribution of each specific independent

variable on the dependent variable. Multiple regression provides a

" multiple correlation coefficientf%Rz) that indicates the proportion

of variation in the dependent variable accounted for or explained by

the included independent variable.

Since there are a number of independent variables which are

Q.
=3

“measured in different 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.

1 . Lo . .
Multiple 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
regression may be viewed either as a descriptive tool by which the

. linear dependence of one variable on others is summarized and decom-
posed, or as an inferential tool by which the relationships in the

population are evaluated from the examination of sample data....The
most important uses of the technique as a descriptive tool are: (1)

to find the best linear prediction equation and evaluate its prediction
accuracy; (2) to control for other confounding factors in order. to
evaluate the contribution of a specific set of variables; and (3) to
find structural relations and provide explanations for seemingly com-
plex multivariate relationships... (SPSS, 1975:321-323).
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CHAPTER VI

DATA ANALYSIS

v 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 relatiomships to
caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the DYS-SCRT.
In sum, from a bivariate level of analysis the social variables

(1) age

The

. ; affecting caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the SCRT are:
as of March 31, 1977; (2) ethnicity; and (3) family composition.

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 of 1ev§1\3, 4 and 5 offense types; (4) level of

)
r

seriousness of lasﬁ offense;V'SJ number of détentious; (6) number of

v secure detentions; (7) number of commitments; and (é) number of placemehts.
While some of the proposedwhypotheses for social variables are acceptable
(i.e.,-o0lder youths, blacklyduéhs and youths from single-parent families

A(E c are more likely to be referred by caseworkers to the SCRT), the evidence

at this level of analysis points to legal variables as most affecting

g ‘ 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
! ‘ 34
SOCIAL AND LEGAL VARIABLES AFFECTING DYS CASEWORKERS' DECISION
TO REFER YOUTHS FOR SECURE CARE PLACEMENT
CONSIDERATION ! . ) )
) o o B. ﬂMultlvarlate Analysis
y ) Independent Variable Chi-5q. _Lambda Gamma Tau c R \LU ) :
4 , , , ' S Social Variables: Effect on the Decision to
. Age as of 3/31/77 8.54%* = 0.13 0.29 0.19 , | . , " Refer Youths to the DYS-SCRT
% Age as of First Offense T 5.74 -- -= - ) R Table 3 shows the effect of only social variables on case-
f Ethnicity 10.42% %% » 0.06 . 0.17 0.08 ‘ workers! decision to refer youths to the SCRT. When all social
5 a ‘ : b ’
Q Socioeconomic Status 1.12 | - -- -~ ; variables—are  examined a significant relationship exists between
,‘% # . . . : .
§ Family Composition 7.32%*% h0.07 0.37 0.20 ) them and decision outcome (F = 2.77; R® = .10; p < .05) and these
4 s . i v , R ' . : .
Q Family Stability . 1.75 - - - ’ . variables predict 10 percent of the variance in decision outcomes.
;' : ' ' 1 ‘ . , ,
; ¥ of DYS Recorded Offenses  53.59*** 0.42 0.67 ’ 0.59 PR ~ Table 3 also shows that age as of March 31, 1977 is the only signi-
e g, \\E ‘ 1 $ i | ‘
¥ of Violent Offen§§§%§§_ 38 88*¥** 0.33 0.72 0.47 C\T, ‘ ficant predictor. This result is not surprising, however, because
\\\\‘\\\TQTIL;: . | \\\ - .
# of Level 3, 4 and 5 k234 Rl 0.40 0.76 0f45 , ,\\‘ , : age is highly correlated with the most important legal predictors
| " Offense Types ’ TS " ’ ] g ' T : - ,
i : | . . (see Pearson Corrleation Matrix, Table 2). The oldest youths in the
Level of Seriousness 37.96%** 0.24 0.71 0.48 | | | . 7
4 of Last Offense : . - , DYS system are most likely to have been involved with the greatest
% " # of Detentions . 14.68* - 0.17 0.33 0.29 . amount of delinquency and contact with the juvenile justice system.
# of Secure Detentions 30.86*** 0.27 0.49 0.42 - l_, L ’ As the analysis of legal variables will show, legal variables are
| : # of Commitments - 33,01%%* 0,27 0.47 0.35 ' very strong predictors of decision outcomes. Thus, any social variable
o # of Placements - 22.57*** 0.21 0.23 0.20 closely associated with legal variables is likely to be the strongest
' - o ; , , ‘ " Lo oy predictor»of outcomes. This is what appears to have happened with the
_Measures of association ars not reported‘for“inde?eQdent R S ERE—es Stt ﬁa::%ge*E&riab&eﬁwiﬁ=ﬁfhér‘WEr&S;“éEé‘§éem§756";5?i;é2’££éd;£f6ﬁg infiuence
: variables indicating no relationship to casewo:kgf§;‘dggl§lpnitgxﬁﬁmwf~fﬁ'“‘ R i ' | !
B N N ;J.,T:?Q§9I;YpﬂthﬁﬂtthhQYSCRTt;,1144:—e=évr:::;*“,’”f'7 of legal variables and consequently overshadows the impact of other
: ’ . : ) , , social variables.
Tau b is reported. . .
B The major hypothesis of this study states that when all legal
T i : - . L : o
P&l o | - | R : : e | variables are statistically controlled, social variables will still.
’ R Sl ML 05 S ; T o ‘ | R ‘ predict DYS caseworkers' decision outcomes. To test this hypothesis,
C R : *p & 10 ;’f el . S T D | . ‘ffb‘fy}. -
o | {
LI & o o « X e o [? )

o o S i e b i 5




)

S - ! 7S - L
5
§§\ ‘ TABLE 2
" PEARSON CORRELATZON COEFFICIENTS1.Z
( DYS GENERAL and DYS-SCRT REFERRED POPULATIONS)S
1. 2. 3. 1, 5, 6. 7. 8. 8. 10, 1. 12, ié; 4. 15,
1. Age - 3/31/77 - .3182 -.091 050 -.086 .042 .206° .1912 .184% 1079 -.079 -.025 ~-.030 .03z  .186"
2. Age - First Offense 1.000 .002 .199% .062 -.151% -.411% -.143° _.353% .104% -.199" -.247% 153 -.3:1® -los9
3. Ethnicity 1.000 .271* .287% .005 -.068 -.211° -.059 -.090 .280° .142° .o97? .101° 124¢
4. Socioeconomic Status éjl.ooo .440% -.139° -.110¢ -.osa"‘-.‘oms‘“i -.051 .118% o030 .011  -,025 -.020
5. Family Composition 1.000 -.1229 <052 -.130° -.029 -.019  .164° .060  .046  .159° -.107P
6. Family Stability 1.000 .183° .026 .184® .032 .081  .035  .120% .o49  .113¢
7. Number of DYS Recorded Offenses 1.000 .371P .950% .p9¢d .336* .356* .448% .378%  477%
8. Number of Violent Offenses 1.000 .406% .502% .066 .230% -.080 .003 .426%
9. Number of Level 3, 4, and 5 Offense Types 1.000 .157¢ .368% .384% 4782 .391® 489
10. Level of Seriousness of Last Offense 1.000 -.032 .047 -.034  -.073 .459%
11. Number of Detentions 1.000 .838* .428% .s562 .211P
12. Number of Secure Detentions . i ' 1.000  .205% .448% 2887
13. Number of Commitments 7 1.000 5552 3202
14. Number of Placements . . 1.000  .206°
15. Decision to Refer 1.000

-1

" Significance Levels:
s e e L

Pearson's r 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 -
the strength of the linear relationship between the two variables, Symbolized by r, Pearson's correlation coefficient takes on a value of +1.00r -1.0. A
negative r 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 tend to increasé (or decrease) together. When the linear regression line is a poor fit to the data, r will be
: : . 3 ‘ close to zero.
- (SPSS, N.H. Nie, et al., New York: McGraw-Hill “and Co.; 1975:276-280), P ! °

2
a=p<,00l; b=p<.0l; c=p<.05 d=p<.10

N = 180 observations
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'+ Table 3
1
Multiple Regression Analysis

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

36

(5)

Population)
‘ 3 4 2
EFZ) Significance Levelc ) Betac ) R Change
Age 3/31/73 7.186 p < .01 0.217 0.038
Age - First Offense 3,095 p > .05 -0.145 0.022
Ethnicity 1.451 p > .05 0.097 0.006
Socioeconomic Status  0.852 p > .05 0.082 0.005
Family Composition 2.401 p > .05 -0.136 0.018
Family Stability 1,184 p > .05 0.085 0.006
1 )
Test Statistics:
Mgltiple R = 0.30940
R = _ 0.09573
5 Adjusted R% = 0.06117
Standard Error = 0.48232 ’
F (6,157) = 2,77016 (P <.05)
s : ‘ .

The F score is a test of statistical significance
3The multiple regression significance level is set at the .05 level.

4Eeta weights are standaxrdized regression coefficientg‘ggmputed

to assess the direct effect of each independent variable in
the analysis. :

2
R Change indicates the amount of variation in the dependent
variable that can be statistically accounted for by a specific
predictor variable.
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the following F ratio is used:1

(R%y.A11-R%y.Legal) / (k;-kp)
F =

= 2.6327
(1-R%y.A11) / (N-kq-1) v

[}

where N = {otal number of cases (164); k., = number of social and legal

1

variables (14); k, = number of legal variables (8); Rzy.All = the R2

2
for all legal and social variables (.52734); and Rzy.Legal = the R% for

only the legal variables (.47723). Use of this equation enables us

- to determine whether the,difference between Rzy.All and Rzy.Legal

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

a signifiéant 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 sZudy is supported.
The next quesfion, then, »1s which social variable(s) is the best

‘pred}ctor of decision outcomes whén legal variables aréw;tatisticaliy

controlled. To answer th%s«quéétion, the same statisiical procedure

as above 1is used. _Eirsﬁ, Iegél variéblés are allowed to predict as

much as they"éaﬁ and’then the F test is used to see if éhé addiﬁ@?n

of each social variable adds significantly to the prediction. Tite

results are Shown in Table 4.

‘ 1See F. Kerlinger and E. Pedhauzer, ﬂultiple Regression in
Behavioral Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1973), |
pp.. 70-72. ' o B
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e, - ,T@ble 4
Multiple Regression Analysis
Social Variable Relationships to. the Deqision to Refer Youtﬁé
to the DYS-SCRT When Legal Variables are Statistically Controlled
1 ks 2 V
F Significance Level Beta3 RZChange4
Family Composition 5.372 p < .05 -0.138  0.026
Age of First Offense 3.472 p >.05 0.123  0.006
Socioeconomic Status 1.409 P ».05 0.070  0.001
Age as of 3/31/77 1.216° p>L05 0.067  0.038
Ethnicity 0.602 p » =05 -0.048 0.017
Family Stability 10.525 P )..0; 0.043 | 0.014
1 ) LR
. The F score is a test of statisfical significance v
2 : o
The multiple regression significance level is set at the
.05 level,
3
Beta weights are standardized regression coeffici '
’ : : ficients computed
to assess the direct effect of each ind nd '
~in the analysis.. ' Tpendent Vailable
*R%Change indicates th | ; ndent
; indicates the amount of variation in.the dependent: 7
variable that can be statistically accountedfor by g ; i
specific predictor variable. e : e
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' Whgndleoal varlables are controlled and each soc1a1 variable

is examlned only famlly comp051t10n is a 51gn1I1cant predlctor of

02

4e01slon outcome (F_ = 5.372; R™_ O 026 p < .05; beta = -0. 138)

It is important to note that age as of March 31, 1977\i§.not a signi-

‘variables.

ficant predictor here.  This latter results supports t prlor explana—

tion of age'snpredictive ability as being simply a component of legal

The 1ndependent social variables s1gn1f1cant1y related to

/,./’

=

decision outcome at the bivariate level of ana1y51s but not at the

multlvarlate level is ethnlclty and age”as of March 31, 1977.

youths in thls study who “come from 51ng1e parent famllles were most

In sum,

likely to be referred to.the SCRT for securs care con51deratlon.

'__gal Variablés' Effect ‘on the Decision-to

—decision togreferwxputh%?to the SCRT.

¥
3

2
‘ists between them and dgcision outcome (F

"The beta coefficiet
f‘sodependen, tvariable that can’'be attributed to the standardized change in
a spec1f1c independeny variable, while the effects of all other varlables

“(New York’

Refer Youths to the DYS SCRT - » e

(7

o

‘Table 5 shows the effectﬁof only legal variables on caseworkers'
A significant relationshipve;*

=17.687; R®

and these-variables predict{#/8 percent of the variance in decision

o

lA beta welght is a standardlzed partlal regression coeff1c1ent

computed to access the direct éffect of each independent variable in the =

analysis;, thus indicating the linear relationship between each of these

= 0.48; p< .01)

independent varlable§ .and a specific dependent variable.in turn, control->

ling 51mu1taneousfk r the direct effects of the remalnlng variabless

7indicates the amount of unit change in a speclfled

in the equat*on are held constant. H. M. Blalock, s/Sockal Statistics
“McGraw- H111 1972), PP- 450-453. o
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TABLE 5§
i, 1
Mu1t1p1e Regress1on Analysis

Mo Legal Variable. Effects on the Decision to Refer Youths

to. the DYS-SCRT (DYS General Population vs. DYS-SCRT
Referred Population)
o N ¢: - 3) 4
o \ f_( ) Significance Levelc Beta(,}// R Change
Number- of BYS Recorded Offenses 7,203 p< .0l 0.518 0.028
Number of Violent Offenses S 0.714 o p > .05 0.070 0.002
Number of Level 3, 4 and : . -

5 .0ffense Types 1.387 Up> .05 -0.235 0.248
Seriousness of Last Offense  ..31.128 p < .01 0.402: . 0.152
Numbe# of Detentions 2.547 p>.05 , -0.194 . 0.008
Numbér of Secure Detentions 4.585 p < .05 0.242 0.010
Number of Commitments . 8.738 p < .01 . 0.233 0.028
Number of Placements 0.200 p % .05 0.036 0.001

i E2d
... Test Statistics: ;
IR Multiple R = 0.69082
, - R2 g, 0447723
e “MA&Justed R¥"="""0.45025
= Standard Error = 0.36909.
+F '(8,15__5?.) = 17.687 ( p<:01)
2/ . "". i : °
rhe ‘F score® s a test of stat15t1ca1 significance

3The multlplefregre551ones1gn1f1cance level is set&at the .05 level.

4
Beta welghts are~standard1zed regre551on coeff1c1ents computed to
assess the d1rect»effect of each independent variable in the analysis.

) 2
R Change 1nd1cates ‘the amount of variation 1n:§h§§dependent variable

that can be’statlstlcally accounted for by a specific predictor
e varlable. ' =

()

i
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“ables are 51gn1flcant1y related to decision: outcome:

¥of last offense (F =

P (1) number of level 3,” 4 and 5 offense types (F =

g S : 7
4

1

S
1
'\

= . \\,<J

[l

. [ =3 - \ ! . . >
Table 5 also shows that the follow1ng specific legal vari-

I
‘\

outcomes ‘

(1) seriousness

31.128; RZ 0.152; p-< .01; beta = 0. 40), CZ}

8.738; ;R,Z = 0. 028 p < .01; beta = o 23);

7.293; R® =

number of comﬁitmegts (F =
0.028; P& 0L

4.555; R2 = 0.010;

(3)«number of DYS recorded offenses (F =

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

p < 0.05; beta = 0.24). o \ o

The next question, however, is which legaI”Variable(s) is the

best predictor of decision 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 each legal variable adds significantly:tOgthe yprediction.

1~v~In the original regre551on equation it is recognlzed that the
1ndependent variables ‘'number ofs DYS.recorded offenses' and "number of
\4 and 5 offense types" as well as '"number of detentions" and "number °
ofﬂsecure detentions' are highly interrelated and explain essentlaaly
tye same variation because of their overlap. This problem is referred
to as multicollinearity (Blalock, 1972:457). Realizing that there is
a suppression effect of one variable on the other, a second regression
anasZysis was done eliminating the variables, "number of DYS recorded
offenses" and 'number of detentions' since their subsets (i.e., number
of level 3, 4 and 5 offense types and number of secure detentlons) were -

e

e

believed to be more critical to this study's examination of serious S

juvenile offenders. 1In the second regression analysis the following

variables were found to be 51gn1f1cant1y related to decision outcome:
10.852; R2 = 0.25;

p.<.01; beta = 0.26;" (2) seriousness of last offensé (F = 25. 966,
R2 =:0.15; ' p < 01 beta = 0.37; and (3) number of DYS commitments
(F = 6.733; R:= .03; p < <01; beta = 0. 21). For further dlscu551on

regardlng multlcolllnearlty, see. Blalock, 1972 450 . o : “~’

o
-

y

s
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ﬁing»decision outcome are:

42

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) number of DYS recorded offenses

o . 2 _ : '

= 45.380,.R = 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; R = 0.20; p< 01 beta =

23.091, R2 = Q. 12 p < 0

0.458); (4) number of violent offenses (F =
beta = 0.364); (5) number of DYS commitments (P =

p € .01; beta = 0.351); (6) number of secure detentions (F = 14.766;

=
]

(1]

; 0;08;‘p < .01; beta = 0, 292); (1) number .of placement° (F = 12.300;

-

0.07; p< .01; beta

0.284); and (8) numbarof detentions (F = 9.642;

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

) h
are significantly related to decision outcome, the degree of their

direct effects on decision outcome vary. Those variables most affect-
number of -DYS recorded offenses, number of

leve] 3, 4 and 5 offense types and level of seriousness of Jast offense

- Part Two: The Massachusetts Department of Youth Services
Secure Care Review Team' s Decision to Accept ’
or RefuseiYouths Into Secure Care

A.’ Blvarlate Ana1y51s

P

Table 7 summarlzes all independent varlable relationships to

the SCRT's dec151on to. accept youths ‘to secure care.

Ly

A et e g
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TABLE 6 o > |
‘ ) . B 44 ‘ ‘/ ,:
Multiple Regression Analysis M @
' o 1 . ‘;l":‘;:)‘ 1 i1g1 YOUthS ¥ .\\\ ’ ’ .
. a 4 ins t6 the Decision to Referk N : ’
Legal Variable Relauons,},}lp Bt Statistically Controlled \\\ » TABLE 7 -
to the DYS-SCRT When Sogial Variables are Sta . - A | | ‘
: / . o SOCIAL AND LEGAL VARIABLES AFFECTING THE DYS—fSCRT',S
i o J DECISION TO ACCEPT OR REFUSE YOUTHS TO SECURE CARE
@D A . e & o . s : - 3
/o1 R 2 5 zCh §13 é4
R ‘Significance Level Beta =~ R’ Chang |
i e 0.546 0.20 . ‘Independent Variable Chi-Sq. - .Lambda Gamma Tau ¢
Number of DYS Recorded 45.380 p< .01 : . - « ; ; 2
Offenses ‘ . g A Age as of 3/31/77 - 1.47 - -- - %
2 ' ' 0:524. 0.20. :
Number of Level 3, 4 45.675 p <.01 ' ' Age as of: First Offense 3.02 - — - %
and 5 Offense Types . hn |
- : ; “ .458 0.20 Ethnicity 0.02 -~ -- - |
geriousness of Last Offense 45.221 p <.01 0 4 ' “ R : 2
: ( .364 0.12 °. Socioeconomic Status 1.17 - -- -- 1
Number of Violent Offenses 23.091 p <.01 0 o ) f
01 - 0.351 0.12 - Family Composition 0.28 - - -
Number of Commitments 23,474  p<.01 . | |
. L . 292 .08 Family Stability 0.00 -- -- -- i
Number of Secure Detentions 14.76Q P < 01 0’2 | N | : i
o - o1 0.284 0.07 o # of DYS Recorded Offenses 0.98 - <= -- !
Number of Placements 12.300 ., . p<- e : , - > t
Lo v L o 52 p< .0l b.246,~'f¢p‘05 : # of Violent Offenses 2,56 == -- -- g
Number of Detentions ‘ s ; : : ) )
' ' b # of Level 3, 4 and 5 4.56 - — - %
: Offense Types : e
| e istical significance g | ~ ¢ B
@ Irhe F score is a test of statistical flgnl ~  Level of Seriousness of °3.40 -- -- -- )
 27he multiple;fegression significan?erlétgl is se§ at the Last foenso
.05 13V¢1{ ' g # of Detentions 8.26%* 0.0 -0.06 40.02
3Beta weights are standardized regre551zp 00§lf%?1ent$ V; N of Secpre Detentions 9.69*% 0.0 0.18 v 0.09 .
. ach. e - B . 3
- computed to assess th? d1rect effe9§mo, e N o # of Commitments 4.26 - - —
~ independent variable in the analysis: s S } o
4R2Change iﬁdicétes the amount of‘va;iation in ;he*dependent _i‘ o . #,?f Placements 4.73 -- "_ - : -
variable that can be statistically'a¢countg§ for by a - . Bk i R ! |
Spec:"fic predic.tor variable- . . . : i “ . » o B ) . f" | ) ‘ g ' ) -— ’ 1. . o : Lo - ' i - i
- V ‘ SR O L : Measures of association are not reported for independent
o variables indicating no relationship to DYS-SCRT's decision to accept
) . . or refuse youth$.to secure care. ’
. : . p < '. 01/17 ~ i
SRk
, 3 : SR : . S P05 = ‘
RIS ‘ ‘ : 8 ) [T . o = 7 1 o ) L e o w e e S T i R R
o F S e e S : - R ‘ ' | g/’* g ’ C : '
& s ::‘.' g s “ w Pt ) "t\\f o * M“k» %w * Wn k o e j
N & A :“" ¥ - 5 4\ E . 1/’
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1 45 ‘ : TABLE 8 |
g Multiple Regression Analysisl
f In sum, from a bivariate level of analy§is there are no social Social Variable Effects on the Decision t%bAccept ©
? e o , ‘ : & or Refuse Youths to Secure Care (DYS-SCRT Accepted
; variables affecting the SCRT's decision to accept or refuse youths to Population vs. DYS-SCRT Refused Population)
g _ secure care.’ On the other hand, only two legal variables--number of R T T ' R 2) - 3 8 2 s
! o ] ) S . B = o e - R EF 7 Significance Level Beta( R Change (5)
5 : detentions and number ©of secure detentions--affect final disposition L L : : : ' i q
; ) > : A 2
; : . . "o ’ Age - 3/31/77 . 2.802 p > .05 0.177 0.023
; outcome. Thus, it is concluded that although the relationships be- - _ ’ : : :
! ’ : : , ‘ : ) Age - First Offense 0.626 p~> .05 -0.088 0.006
: ‘tween these two legal variables and the decision to.accept or refuse ¢ ‘ : o
| o : ' E . Ethnicity 1.820 p > .05 -0.145 0.020
§ youths to secure care is weak, at the bivariate level gf analysis, ‘ - , , »
i | ; _ ‘ : - . z . Socioeconomic Status  2.866 p > .05 0.188 0.020
youths who have been detained most often and detained more times in , o ‘ ' :
. ‘ : L Family Composition e p > .05 - -
secure facilities are more likely to be accepted than refused to secure I o o : : :
» E . : o Family Stability 0.158 p > .05 - -0.043 0.002
, care. ° ’ : '
: - ) . - 1 . :
. B. Multivariate Analysis 7 ({:i? Test Statistics:
Social Variables' Effect on the Decision to . Myltiple R = . 0.26555
Accept or Refuse Youths to Secure Care R . = 5 . 0.07052
, S ‘ ; o Adjusted R” = 0.01648
Table 8 shows thé effect of only social variables on the DYS- Standard Error = 0.36836
' S | o o ,F (6,86) = 1.30493 (p> .05)
'SCRT's decision to either accept or refuise youths to secure care. [T R - y ' o ~ '
g . i . . : . B P - o :\ : ‘ ) .
When all social variables are examined, there is no significant re- e The F score is @ test of statistical significance
. lationship between them and decision outcome (F = 1.30493; R? = 0.07; k | L S : . 3 ) c L K :
: | : - = . ) o ~ - ' The multiple regression significance level is set at the .05 level.
7 p > .05). 4 . ‘ ) " ~
’ S o » ) D o ) ‘ ‘ ° “Beta weights are standardized regression coefficients computed to
\ The major hypothesis of this study states that when all legal - _ | .. - .| SRR assess the direct effect of each independent variable in the analysis.
? » ‘, o . . g : , 3 . ) D k=] . . ’ :~ . : N " S , N ; 5 2 . . . !v‘ . : ’ . . . < &
variables are statistically controlled, social variables will still g EEIE S R” Change indicates the amount of variation in the dependent
. | Rl : COET [ S varlgble that_can be statistically accounted for by a specific
N predict the DYS-SCRT's decision to either accept or refuse youths to- A T N 5 : - predictor variable. o ~ R R
< a “.securé Eaxg. Tofprdve this'hypothesis, the following F ratio formula B PR o B i B o SR S ‘ ‘ o
Y e | S b : R R ” o *The F score for "family composition" is insufficient for
s used:; e R o ’ : B K L , . 1 ;~ xﬁ'  el computational purposes. o ‘
e lK‘erlinge,r, et al., Multiple~Regre$sion in Behavioral Researph. EEERS T r-é SR o ’ , , , » o 5 v : -
. ’o I ‘ Q: ;“ K
. ’ ;;I / - (,‘.' - : : ~ : = 5 T 5 \“ 3 //;// ‘. :“W - )
[ ~ T ) . ; )
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(R%y.A11-R%y.Legal) / (Kj-ko) ~
F = ~. = 1.0462

(1-R%y.A11) / (N-k;-1) /

/

/

i

where N = tdtal number of cases (92); kl é number of socjal an& legal
' . 2

variablés (14); k2 = number of legal variables (8); R2y.A11 = the R

for all 1legal and socialgvariables (.14i47); and Rzy.Legal = the R2

for only the legal variableSr(.O7l483, Use of this equation enables
bs '

SEA

[

us to determine whether the differenceabetween Rzy.All and Rzy.Legal

(:+14~-.07 = .07) is significant. If so, then social variables provide

i

a sign%ficant increment in predicting decision outcomes that would
e '

1

3

support the major hypothesis. Since the F score reported is mnot

significant at the .05 level, this resuft, then, does not support the

£

majof'hypothesis of this study.

When legal variables'ére controlled and each social variable

@ . is examined, Table 9 shows that there is no social variable signifi-

¢

Legal Variables' Effect on the Decision to Accept
~eg .

Table 10 shows the effect of ohly legal variables 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

between “them and decision outcome (F = 0,92380; R? = 0.07; p >,.OS.).1

_g}Because of suppression effects (i.e., multicollinearity), the
variables ''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 related to decision outcome.
&
or Refuse Youths to Secure Care
cantly related to decision outcome,
::; . ; &
& )

TABLE ¢ 48

&

,  Multiple Regression Analysis

Social Variable Relationships to the Decision to Accent
le s e Decision to Accept o
Refuse Youths to Secure Care When L 1 e
. . e € 3
Statistically Controlled gal Vgrlablesxarg

1L 2 :
F Significance Level Beta3 R2Change4

Socioecénomic Status 2.741

P> .05 1 0.181  0.020
Family Stability 1,313 P> .05 ~0.129  0.002
Age as of 3/31/77 0.853 P> .05  0.108 0 dzz
Ethnicity - . 0.547 p > .05 -0.089 0 0%:)7‘
Family Composition 0.390 p > .05 ~ 0.068  0.000 ’
Age -“First Offense 0.002 P $l .05 0.006 0.000
,_,;T§E¢F ?F?rf iSya test of statistical significance.

2 ‘

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

. ;

P A N »
Beta weights are standardized regression.coefficients computed

to assess the direct effect - i1 .
the analysis, =~ of eéch independent variable in

42 s B

R Change indicates the amount of variation 3 ,

‘ h ] ] of variation in the depend
variable that can be statistically accounted for by g o

specific predictor variable. ~
o
5
. o ;
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TABLE 10 o ) o : 50
1 < : | o v | )
Multiple Regression Analysis i . o
, ‘ ~ e ‘ DR When social variables are controlled and each legal variable
o . : . : v
| Legal Variable Effects on thé'Decision to Accept or is examined, Table 11 shows that there is no legal variable signi-
Refuse Youths to Secure Care (DYS-SCRT Accepted _ : o o
Population vs DYS-SCRT Refused Population) ficantly related to decision outcome.
: . ®
(2) (3 2 T B
, FQZ) Significance Level Beta(4) R Changecs)‘ R ~ o ;
A : - . ) g ’ :
Number of DYS Recordedpd?fenses 0.541 P > .05 0.090 0.006 : ' . ) ’
Number of Violent Offenses 0.101 P > .05 ~0.046 0.002 ,
Number of Level 3, 4 and o P > .05 R o
5 Offense Types : ‘ -
_Seriousness: of Last Offense 0.957 P > .05 0.134 0.009
Number of Detentions 0.140 P > .05 -0.085 0.001
Number of Secure Detentions 2.38 - P > .05 0.2 0.015
Number of Commitments 0.080 P > .05 .0.040 0.001 |
| . .
Number of Placements 1,891 P > .05 -0.217 0.039 | o
’ = , :
Test Statistics: S . . ‘L 1
S Myltiple R =  0,26736 s R ﬁ
o R = 0.07148 \ e
R? Adjusted =  -0,00590 * - 0 ] .
° Standard Error = 0.37252 = . .
F (7,84) = 0.92300 . (P > .05) ' '
The F score is a test of statistical significance i » -
3The multiple regression'sigﬁ¥§§cance.level is set at the .05 level. ;
: ‘ ) ‘ o o |
4Beta weights are standardized regression coefficients computed L : ‘ £ . ;
to assess the direct effect of each independent variable in the : ' Co L ‘ L
analysis. . ' : S ‘ -
- > o .
5R Change indicates the amount of variation in the dependent
variable that can be statistically accounted for by a specific g
predictor variable. ’ ’ L
o _" . K . . o ‘ ' & v ’7\ 7
*The F score for "number of lével 3, 4 and 5 offense types" is : 2 e
insufficient for computational purposes. ’ . ; R 3 ,xj
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TABLE 11

o

MultiplebRegression Analysis
i J D . |
Legal Variable Relationsﬁips to the Dec151on.to Accept or
Refuse Youths to Secure Care When Social Variables are
Statistically Controlled
. # o
. ’

o e

1 2 375 9 4
. F~  Significance Level Bota R Change
Number of Secure Detentions 2.134 p > .05 0.169 0.023
Seriousness of Last Offense 11991 p > .05 0.111 6.011 H
“Number of Placements 0.647 p > .05 -0.100 0.007
Number of Detentions =  0.581 p > .05 _  0.095 0.006
Number of Violent Offenses 0.388 p > .05 0.0683 0.004
Number of Level 3, 4 and 0.223 p > .05 0.062 0.002
5 Offense Types L
Number of DYS Recorded 10.010 p> .05 °  0.014 0.000
Offenses . = 2
Number of Commitments 0.000 p > .05 -0.002 0.000

2

: ~ : ’ ° o

NN R

1 Uy - . e )
The F score is a test of statistical significance.

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

Beta wsights are standardized regre551on coefficients computed
to assess the direct effect of each independent variable in
the analy51s, :

2 -
g Change indicates the amount of variation in the dependent
‘ variable that can be statistically accounted for by a

x : speclf%g predlctor variable.
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SOCIAL POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND DISCUSSION

Sociallﬁolicy Implications ofﬁData Analysis

The social poiicy implications derived from this study's dats
analysis are focused on two key facets of the secure care system:

(1) the dec151ons made by DYS regional caseworkers to refer youths
©@

- to the DYS-SCRT for secure care consideration,iggﬁwghe SCRT's deci-~

sion to accept or refuse youths to Secureycare; and (2) the serious

juvenile delinquent,

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

bl

The analytical results (i.e.: the multivariate data analfsis)‘ 

of thil study pq}nt to the DYS regional caseworkers as the principal
decision makers iﬁ the sécure care process. Once the DYS regional
offlce staff has- decided that a youth shouid be referred ‘to the DYS-~
SCRT, it is highly probable that the youth will be accepted to secure
care.

- The reglonal caseworkers' decisions regarding the secure care

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

terlst1cs, i,e., number of DYS recorded offenses, number. of level 35, 4

9 e ‘\"‘
]

and 5 offense types, level of seriousness of last offeﬁserdnumber of
- ff

e
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-
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:V1olent ofrenses, ‘number of DYS, commitments, number of ’ secure deten-

RN

. menaged

& ) N \‘:)

tions,: number of placements, and riumber of detentions. Thlsaresult

is as it should be for the secure care decxslon-maklng process.
=

in Massachusetts at this tlme, tke dec131ons made regarding youths'

Thus,

placement into secure care,fecilities appear to be made on the appro-

priate criteria. if, hOWever, legal variables were secondary in

B &

importance to soc1a1 varrables, ‘then this would be a critical 1ndex

‘of whether the secure care decisionamaking process wasﬁ1napproprrate1y

While it is not surpr151ng that serionsness of last offense

B \

is among the stroﬁﬁest predlctors of declslon outcome, it is somewhat

Ty

!

; surprlslng that chron icity "arlables (1 €. number of DYS recorded

offenses and ievel of 3, 4 and 5 offense types) are the stron"est

predictors. This v1ew is taken because chroniclty 15}3 problem that

occurs over tlme and thus the Juvenile Justice sySkem should be able
o P
to 1ntervene appr0pr1ately to stem the tide of youths' dellnquent

u Q’) n
behaV1or. In rentrast, serlousness of last offense. reflects he

/ n

culmxnanion of a grow1ng problem in a dlscrete event which the Juvenlle

@

Justice system ‘can only react to. on a crisis bas1s rather than thrpugh

‘* e RIS
: o - ,.o::—_;_-, e

proce&ural servxges interventlon.

’ % “Als0, thls study S, data 1nd1cate that soc1a1 facters 1nf1uence

the decxslons belng made by reglonal caseworkers.‘ Spec1f1cally, famlly

composrflen, whlch is the most 51gn1f1cant1y related social varlable,

[ . @

’ 1mplles néut at leasruat the reglonal level the v1ew is held by case-v

&

a
3

’uorkers that yowfhs‘ serlous

Uy

Juvenlle de11nquency cannot be managed

. S ] ) K . Uy L )
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‘youths sent to secure care facilities.

-SCRT .

i
‘9

-in single-parent environments and thus the state must impose its

parens patriae doctrine. o : =
B w7 © i “a ‘ :

The mejor implication of the DYS regional office being the hub

of ‘the secure‘cere.&ecision-gaking precess is 1ts greater suscepti-

=

bility to pressure by the coﬁmunity.and juvenile court for having‘
This pressure has been ob-
served in a number of cases presented by regional caseworkers to the

1 At these presentations, regional personnel have on occasion

~indicated that tyeir'éecision to refer a youth to the SCRT was in-

e

,1diosyncrat1c in nature.

o

flgenced by a juvenile court judge's threat to '"bind over" the youth
to the adult court system.unless he is accepted to secure care.
The absence of significant relationships between social and

lega; variables and the decision to accept or refuse youths to secure

care leads one to be11eve ‘that the SCRT's dec151on outcomes are -

ja)

This finding Seems to be consistent with

: DC’
FaY

another observation of the SCRT: - . =
[ // .

There does not seem to be any one factor, or any comblnatlon
of factors; that cdn predict which children will be voted in-
to secure programs by the (SCRT). Presentations varied in
completeness and in points of emphasis. Some characteristics
which one might see as predictive of a youth's violent propen-
sities (e.g., comg*ete criminal history,: descrlptlon of offenses,
and hlstory of v101)nt behavior) were included in the most
general and inexpliCit fashion. Other characteristics which
seemed to have little predictive value for behavior, compared
w1th their clinical value for treatment (e g., family history,
psychologzcal evaluatlon) were emph351zedU1n many presentatlons.

“ 1The DYS-SCRT meetlngs were observedufrem January 1977 through;

March 1977. .

- . fon .
! . | PR <
S ) .

3
f

it

e g oy g e e,




S e e S L S S T e e

e

A A

e ettt S
|

?

gf);‘

55

If the °[SCRT's] voting procedure does’ screer out those youths

who do not need to be incarcerated, it is not clear what char- o

acteristics of a youth signal a need for sscure care (Linda
Smith, "Secure Care Referral Process: A Field Study," May
1976:30). ‘ :

While the SCRT's role in deciding whether youths are to receive
A . 7

secure ¢are appears to be secondary when compared with 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

Cere Un1t) has been observed as being a bulwark agalnst permlttlng

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

“are troublesome to commmities, courts and DYS regional offices but

a

who are ‘not serious juvenile offenders; The SCRT process is seemingly

an effective meobenlsm)for prov1d1ng the reglonal offlce staff and

.

" caseworkers w1t£ specific deflnltlon and direction as to which youths

-

will be‘permltted to secure care. Among the centralized DYS-SCRT's

rggponsibilities which particularly lend‘st;ucture to the secure care -

system are: ‘(l)“intege‘controlﬁof all youths entering secure care

programs; aﬁa its;ability'to protect against hasty andfimproper deci-

51ons, {2) development of standard1zed rules ‘and’ regulatﬂons around

the ‘use and management of secure care,‘and (3) development and 1mp1e-:

mentatlon oft%tandardlzed p011c1es regardlng youths' progiess into and

Y
3

through the, ‘seciire care system. - I o L

ln sum, the DYS regionalyoffice\st?ff‘appear to‘'be most important

&
e

in determining whether youths are to receive secure care services.

Q

o
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While the SCRT provides a check on the regional selection process, it

appears that if measures are necessary for ameliorating the identi-

fication, referral and acceptance of youths to secure care, then the

focus should be on the rggional level where the decisions are aotually

being made.

Serious Juvenile Delinguency

Regarding serious juvenile delinquency in MasSachusetts,'the

issues of chronicity, violence and the labeling process raise important

policy implications.

"Among the various legal attributes of the juvenile offenders

examlned in this study, it appears that chron1c1ty (i.e., the number

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

types) is a perva51Ve problem throughout the DYS system.

Not only

is chronlclty hlghly characterlstlc of the DYS-SCRT referred popu—

latlon--84 percent of the youths in this group are found to be

chronic offenders--but it is also indigenous to a large proportion

e : . G : : :
of the DYS general population--37 percent of those youths committed

to DYS but never referred to the SCRT for secure care consideration

are found‘to be chronic offenders.

While the extent of this problem

questlons the effectlveness of Massachusetts' commun1ty-based service

effort for Juvenlles, it has been p01nted out by the Harvard Center

i i B s a1
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.the system.

:to doter youths from ending up in secure care.

‘are likeiy to commit a#violent offense.

! populatlon\and 63 percent of the DYS- SCRT referred populat1on have

57

for Criminal Justlce that youths part1c1pat1ng in community programs

" do no worse than those in 1nst1tut10na1 settings (Coates, 1976 34)

The'relatlonShlp between chronlcrtyvand secure care may be -
viewed as the result of the juvenile justice system's inability to
curb youths' delinquency at the ‘time of their first penetratiom,of
Furthermore,kthe relationship appears to be reflective

of a ., System geared to crisis intervention.
&)

That is to say, the

kjuvonilo justice system inclpding the polxce, probatlon offlcers,

Judges, and youth caseworkers are often only responsive to yOuths' v
problems and delinquent behaviors when they reach crisis proportions.

This ''state of the art" leads one to believe‘that‘effort Should‘be

~directed to a broader assessment of the effectiveness of the juvenile

Justlce process including those DYS service programs whose goals are

o

For many persons, tho issue of serzous 3uven11e dellnquency is -
Ir

synonymous with Juvenrle v1olence. “Examining the problem from thrszy

perspeotlve (1.e., violent juvenile delinquency), the findings,of‘this
study rpdicate that juvenile riolenee:is highly correlated with

;chrohicity; In other words, youths who commit the most'offegs%s
While the statistical results

of this study point out that as mmch as 20 percent of the DYS general

&

commltted q%,least one violent offense, it is bel;eved that~the actuala

3
i
I

;bexteht of‘vrolentmjuvenile delinquency is disproportionate ‘to the

A

i< [§]

R\

N

a
o

amount of attentlon given to it and secondary to the problem of

chr0n1c1ty ‘
" In the context of this study and re‘ated to the issue of

' v1olemt delinquency, it 1s important to brlefly note a problem that
- seems to be endemic throughout the’ JuVenlle Justlce system, namely
inappropriateyoffense labeling and case record entries. In a number

of case records examined for this study, it appeared that youths'

offense charges were the result of subjective labeling ¢n the part

" of pollce and subsequently filtered through the system as permanent

case record entries. ~ In-more than one instance, for example, youths’

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-
amined before a youth's disposition is decided. It should be recog-ﬁ
nized, therefore, that youths may be suhjeoted to juvenile justice
processing inconsistent with the exact nature of their offense
vielrtion. ’

~since f1nd1ngs may be mlsrepresentatlve of the actual condltlon of

Furthermore, the "labeling problem" affects research

the issues under examlnatlon such as V101ent Juvenlle dellnquency 1
Iii”juvenile sjustice pollcy .erms, con51derat10n should be. given to the

standardizatlon of offense 1nterpretat10n, record1ng and review.

u

Whlle the labellng problem is briefly dlscussed for purposes

,,0f drawing attention to this often neglecteq - 1ssue, the ifpact of this

problem on the maJor findings of thls study is negligible.

(=
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In sum, the findings of this study regarding serious juvenile, .

° i

= 4

delinquency point to the issue of chronicity as the principal probﬂem

for pollcy and dec151on makers to focus on because it is reflectlve

~ The DelinquenQXASystem‘?’ S o T o o

= vto the problem.

remaln a publlc concern.

S

Dof the efficacy of the Juvenlle Justlce system as a whole and its 3

5]

various interrelated parts. While the problem of juvenile violence

o

must not be neglected, the actual extent of this facet of'serious

juvenile delinquency appears to be overstated, often shadowing baSLC

o]

correctiVe measures of the Juvenlle justice system wh1ch should be

0

taken up as opposed to the myopic efforts ueuallykadopted for the 3

secure care process.

o

Social Policy Implications of the Secure Care System =~ ;‘ i
The 1ssue of:- serlous juvenile dellnquency affects social pollcy

on three levels: the® dellnquency system, the secure care serv1cesw

=1
H "

organizations, and.the individual youth,

S o

B

From a macro perspective,;the\delinquency system yi;lAcontinue
e ' . i o © : : 1

< S .. S BN . |
to be scrut1nlzed as long’as issues like serious juvenile de11nquency
be s tin:

Leglslators and other pOllCY and d301510n

makers w111 attempt to examine the situation and formulate ‘a solutlon

Such a solutlon is. 11ke1y to be reactlonary in the

~ sense that the pr1nc1pa1 focus will be on:the pub11c‘s safety, the

need for remov1ng serlous Juvenlle offenders from the commbnlty, and
& o

o
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the inability ofxyouth service agencies to adequately cope with the

problems at hand. 'An example of approaching the problem from this

direction igiMassaenusetts (proposed) fegislation House Bill No. 1662--
Flrst Session, 1977, which would enable the Juvenlle courts to sentence
youths dlrectly to secure fac111t1es, thus byp3551ng the DYS and its
respon51b111ty to place youths in appropriate "treatment" facilities.
If the Bill becomes law, it will deliver a body blow to DYS
the youth authority concept, and to community-based care.
It will create havoc with DYS' intake system. It will place
additional burden on the "overloaded" court systen as judges

will have to become case managers. The Bill stipulates that
judges will have the power to sentence kids to secure insti-

tutions. Changes in treatment plans will have to be approvad
+ by the judges. As it stands now, judges can’only commit .to
DYS,

DYS makes the specific placement decision. :.
syouth authority concept. H. 1662 represents a massive erosion
of that concept. The additional financial cost to the Common-

wealth will be staggering (John A. Calhoun, Commissioner of
DYS Memo to DYS Advotates, February 23, 1977).

i This is the

=4

Additional MassachusettS‘proposed legislation related to the issue of,
* & e . = “ .

serious juvenile delinquency include:

o

~5686 - Leglslatlon to perm1t judges to impose m1n1mum -

period of custody in juvenile cases.

5687 - Legislation to permit criminal complaints against

juveniles whether or not they have been prev1ously'
committed. ‘

“H. f%BS -eLeglslatlon for an investigation by a spec1a1 com-
' mission (including members of the general court)
relative to setting up comprehensive guidelines

B in dealing with andin sentenc1ng of youthful of-
: fenders.

5 . - : . o

H. 3162 - Legislation to regulate the confinement and correc-
L tion of juvenile offenders. -

o

H, "4471 - Leglslatlon requiring a mandatory m1n1mum sentence

for a first offense of use of a motor vehicle with-
out authorlty for Juvenlle delinquents and adults.
< » 4 : ¢
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7

v

- Legislation to direct the Department of Correction

5.508
~ 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 facility for female, juvenile
offenders.

While the concerns expressed by'people and their 1eg151ators
for public safety must be recognized as a*prlmary issue affectlng the
juvenile delinquency system, it must also be recognized that as long

as the state uses the power to commit serious juvenile offenders for

treatment under parens patriae then it must.provide "treatment' ser-

vices with 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’

N i A ) it o
of exemplary programs to be used as models of treatment for services

to Juvenlle offendersr the limited resources approprlated the delin-

quency system, etc.l'cd

~

74 - S

1"A needs assessment conducted this year by the DYS estimated

- that the department should have $22 milliom to meet the current demand
. for DYS services.

Yet, Massachusetts Human Services Secretary Gerald

Stevens has requested only $18.3 million' for the department." The

- Boston Globe Editorial--'"Youth Services...II," November 16, 1976, p. 24.

On March 1, 1977, DYS Commissioner John Calhoun stated before

" the Governor's Task Force on Secure Facilities that '"the fiscal crumbs

from the Department of Mental Health’s table is the Department of Youth
Serv1ces' budget " ,

&
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’Among all the issues ralsed the most critical con51deratlon

'\

~of the serious juvenile delinquency problem is its impact on the

ddllnquency systdm as a whole. It appears that the issué of serioﬁs
jdVeﬁilé«delinquency has the pdtenti;l for instigating a restrictive,
regress:ve, 1nf1ex1ble and oppressive approach toward juvenile delin-
quency in total and negatlng progressive measures such as Massachusetts'
deinstitutiqnalization/community-based facilities approach to providing

B =
juvenile services.,

Secure Care Services Organization

At this level, social pollcy is related to 1nEut {(i.e., those
<
elements which influence plannlng activities and manipulate the de-

Ve;gpment of a secure care program--it includes a soc¢iety's or com-

: . 3 : : Lk : . . ) v
munity's important cultural and values orlentatlon toward serious

may be viewed as a twofold operation reflecting:

juvenile dellnquenC/, hlstorlc tradltlons of dealing with the 1ssue,'

individuals' ideologies of the problem's nature and how it should be

e

amellorated economlc,esoclal and polltlcal constralnts, etc. which

4
must be examlned from a partlcular set of c1rcumstances and a specific

time perlod), Rrocess (i.e., those functions 1nvolv1ng the 1dent1f1ca— a
tlon, selectlon and development of key 1ssues and resources. necessary
for mgetlng:the needs of ;erlousﬁjuvenile offenders%eessentially process
| (1) basic program
dimensions of fhrget‘popu}étion needSiasse§smeﬁt, élte{native solutions
developmentz goal setting,'function asséssment,upolicyﬁfgfmaqdon'énd
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@

administration, information and data collection, procedures assessment,

manpower development, physical facilities Hevelopment and cost analy-

sis (Howlett and Hurst, 1971); and (2) specific individual client

diagnosis and direct treatment services); output (i.e., the "treated'
: ¥ i

P 5 J . :
syouth who has graduated from a secure program); and, evaluation (i.e.,

"

_ feedback on the success ofwghehsecure cgreuprograﬁ;in providing the

-

needs of a serious juvenile offender. ‘ =, T s

L

Basically, the mechanism for providing secure care services must

be viewed as a well planned--''"designing a course of action to achieve
Y

ends'" (Myerson ;nd‘Banfield, 1955:314)-—sy§¢em, "a complex of elements

in mutual interaction" (Griffiths, 1964:115). Rather than reflecting .
. Ao ' ‘ ‘ .
a heap of parts like most service strategies, the §gbﬁfe care system

should have:its elements operating mutually interdependently if quality

. . . . o
~ and cost effective services are to be provided. Unfortunately, how-

* " ever, the delivery of juvenile dblinéuehcy services in Massachusetts

L3

does not reflect a coordinated, sygtematicx well-organized or continu-
ous approach to meeting youths' needs. Rather, examination of the
organization of youth Serviq§§ seems to point out' that those people

- High recidivism rates,

[

providing services are their own worst enemy.

;poor coordination and utilization of services-resources, lack of
o : - o . o TSR S

o

/statistical data,,absence‘df'definitive operational rules and‘néﬁhla—
. N : . ) N ’ ! ‘ (Ij ' 3 !

tions, etc. are characteristics which seem to undermine the suctess of
: : ¢ it R , e

youths' "treatment" and erode’ whatever support may exist for youth .

@00

//?
&

At 2

La)

g

N

oy
Py

A

N

2

64

services from legislators, government offici@i; and community repre-

o

, 1 . . s
sentatives.” 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.

W

0

The Serious Juvenile Offender
5 = . B
The third social policy level deals with the individual youth.

As pointed out by Dale Mann (1976:95):

Most of the time most people would prefer to forget about

. thes%\young people, especially as long as they are '"safely"
looxG4 up....The public is not clamoring to be of assistance
tox;ﬂvenﬁifs who have been found guilty of murder, armed rob-
be?y, :_capéW aggravated assault, and arson. - Correctional in-

- Stitutions|are near the bottom of the public's social welfare
shopping 1list. If that list also had on it"aid to physically
hgndicappedichildren, or free lunches for poor chiidren, or

5 ¢ircular enrichment for college-bound youth, then serious
juveni;§7of§enders will be moved further down the list.

It is 1likelyothat if problems or inadequacies exist at the first

Gigvels (i.e., the”deiinquency system as a whole and
»,:'\7 .

and second polic

oo :

:mandate of the Tag

, 1§a§ed onlpe?s@aal observation, during the first fifteen months
as DYS Commi§§iole;&ﬁ\ohn A. Calhoun and his chief advisors spent much
time attempting t¢: e Task Force on Secure'Facilities, legis-
lators and child dvocacﬁ@%foups that the general chaotic situation

at DY§, appdrently fostered to a large “extent by the issue of serious
juvenile offendery, was being ameliorated. Such reassurances and the
Ate ‘ k Force on Secvﬁp Facilities to examine and make
speglf;c”recommen ations on the sérious juvenile delinquency/secure
faglllties issue, fhowever, did not deter State Representatives Paul
White and Jerald Cphen (members of the Task 'Force) from expressing

D I el

~ their views,‘throuEh press releases and proposed legislation--H. 1662:-

that critical issuTs were being skirted by DYS and the Task Force
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the secure care services organization), then those problems will

manifest themselves in thevnature of services to be provided the

t
individual youth.

In sum, as a result of the serious juvenile delinquency issue,
the delinqﬁency system as a whole and secure care ''treatment’ inter-

vention strategies in particular are being subject to: (1) criticism

regarding their effectiveness as a means of habilitating youths and

Q

curblng their rec1d1v1sm, (2) the demands of the public for law and
)

order as well as the need to ”tlghten up'" the dellnquent/cr1m1na1

r

Jud1c1a1 sentenc1ng, and placement-treatmentnprocess; and (3) -the

reluctance of fiscal dec151on makers to approprlate the level of

funding called for by program people to maintain adequate services

(

for dellnquent youths. These three factors, unless’ reversed,/p01nt

to a reactionary aﬁproach to dealing4with the problem of delinquency
P : =

. . / >
~by policy and decfsion makers. Such an approach 1s likely to be

//
contrary to the %hllosophy adopted by Massachusetts which reflects a

de1nst1tut10na1Lzed/commun;ty-based services mechanism forhmeetlnge

_ 13 [l
= ff i

youths' needs.ﬂ/Specifiqﬂlly, among the approaches which may be ac-
(

a

* cepted in order to cope with serlous Juvenllevdellnquency are:

5 0

lower the'min7 m age at whlch a ycuthful offendenjcan be prosecuted
as an aduit ¢

”1m1na1, 2) sentence a youth to . secure fac111ty for

o

i

PUSSEY o

that he is smltable-forzreeentry 1ntowthe communlty; (3) the divesti-

ture of power and responsibilities for serving youth$ from youth

Q

o

e study and its limited focus.

o

P | | 66

service agencies like DYS tocjirect management of the system by the
“»courts, (4) regulate youth serv1ces through administrative reorgani-

zdtion--both W1th1n the youth services agency and the merglng of

youth and adult correctional agencies under one ausﬂ%ces, and/or

(5) the incremental return from a system prlmarlly built upon small,

open, community-based fac111t1es to a network of larger, more restrlc-

/
Jsere=s

tive, 1nst1tut10nal like facilities, with the ratlonale belng the need
to centrallze service dellvery in order to be more cost effectlve in

meetlng the needs of delinquent youths.

Suggestions for Future Research

"The most, important’suggestions for future research emanate from

5 . (J .
the eﬂ§5e1atlona1 deé;ﬁn (i.e., the research design and methodology

used to examine the secure care decision-making process) of the present

i

The first step in future research would

be to repllcate the present study in a few years to determlne the

== 4

shiftlng trends of the secure care systém and its populatlon of serlous

Y

‘Juyenlle‘offenders:’ Also, this type of ‘'study could be replicated by V

‘”us1ng

0 -
= K Y

o

S SNV SO

re51dent1a1 servxces, adult court referred youths, etc. ).
n

- The Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, and this state's

o

Juvenlle Justlce system offers much opportunlty for substantlve research

o

in the field of Juvenlle dellnquency It hgs heen pointed out that

dlfferent type of juvenile service population™(e.g., detention,

T g o s ey, e e s e e
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i tioﬁ of serviées,for youths; Yet= in order to understand the full 1mpact ‘ v ” ’
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. , : A : ‘ of serious juvenile delinquency including violent offenses. Basically,
‘At the second dec151on level, i.e. the SCRT's decision to i ’ T . ETI L - L . .
’ ,,f \ Sl R L this study's finding implies that the issue of serious juvenile delin-
dccept or refu5e ouths to secxre care, bivariate flndln s 1nd1cate R o \ “ . . s S :
" P Y * & ' ‘ : <qu§hcy should be examined from a broad juvenile justice system per-
that youths nunber ‘of detentions and number of secure detentions. are R b ol . . , o
& o e B e i : spective as opposed to a limited focus on only the secure care procesd.
' si nificantl related to decision outcome. Mu1t1 le regre551on analy- o . ' . ) . C ‘ . e
g £ y P : DT . Figure ¢ provides a summation of social and legal variables'
sis indicates, however, that there is no relat10nsh1 between either o o ' ) : ‘ , . ‘
N ? ’ P relationship to: (1) DYS caseworkers' decision to refer youths to the
so¢cial or le al‘vafiables and the decision to accept or refuse youths e X B , 3 e . ) .
N o & ‘ P : 4 - 1 , SCRT for secure care consideration; and (2) the DYS-SCRT's decision to
: to securgicaré) - e a ey s ‘ ‘
3 C . o o R A , , G . , accept or refuse youths to secure care. .
. < Wnile the findings of ‘this study,iﬂﬂicatéythat secure care o , L ' : z ‘
| [ R | a
/ decision outcomes at the caseworker level are pr1mar11y influenced o ° )
e = . Final Remarks
b ouths' le al back round the oc1al var1ab1 "family -composition" e W
. i Y y & g \J n‘ Y comp L : oo . : While the purpose of this theW1s is to examine the DYS secure
7 , su ests that caseworkers .view sin le- arent fam11 environments as - R . |
// W T g8 ger Y = e care decision process, in order to fully discuss this complex subJect,
qo e s -+ incapable of managin ouths' serlous delln uency problems thereby ‘
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nece551tat1n the state s 1nterven*1on by rac1ng youths in secure ’ ) L ) : ; . '
o ) ? N ? o ' of serious juvenile delinquency. Through the cooperation of the Massa-
care facilizies. The fact that legal'variables are the strongest , ' . L . o . '
.&F , - , e o . . . @ | chusetts Department of Youth Services, it is believed that a fairly
predictors of secure care decision outcomes indicatés that in Massa- I o - X . . . L ) L )
» ~ o . ‘ AN PR R L ‘ B comprehensive examination has been given to this topic area which is
" chusetts, at this time, appropriate criteria are being used to deter- S S : . ‘ ; . .
: R PTTE ? PPTOP A RN g i S oY - of much public concern throughout the United States.
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. At the SCRT level there does not appear to be a pattern of L o IREAE .
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r Y, @ ' i
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FIGURE 6
s ! ‘ . . R X /L'
| SOCIAL AND LEGAL VARIABLE EFFECTS ON THE SECURE CARE o o - |
: DECISION-MAKING PROCESS s
ﬁ&disioh to Refer  Decision to Accept or‘Réfuse

i A. Social Variables : ‘ ,‘HE} HA,E? o . o §?_ 'M? :
i Age - 3/31/77 o x 00 0

e Age - First Offemse = ' -0 .0 : _ 0 0
Ethniciiy B nﬂ - X, 0, - .- 0 o LR ) ;

‘ . 4 o - g o
s . : B : N

Socioeconomic Status : o 0 R SRR 0 0 - ;

 3 N Family Compesition ; SR X ‘  L. , -0 0 el ; .

Family Stability , 0 0 o .00, . 4o n
. aty . S . :

H
4

+  B. Legal Variables ' 1 B . : SRR BN A | i APPENDIX A

#-of DYS Recorded Offenses X X ‘ N 0 0 . o
i an i laitheod B A o 4 R EeE GLOSSARY OF SELECTED TERMS
# ‘of Violent Offenses. e X X L 0 0. Fie :

Ly

ol e e

# QﬁuLéV¢115, 4, and 5
Offense Types °

b}

Level of Sericusmess , X X , 0 0
. 'of Last Offense .. . . " e

#

of Detértions- X X S , X0

et A o i i B ——

R v

3,
%

1

L S i e s

# of Secure Detentions’ ,°

o

# of Commitments
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o
o
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, ' ’ ; e : of ‘ ’ : ' Adjudicated3: - Having been the subject of completed criminal
et ; . o : . . ¥ or juvenile proceedings, and convicted, or
L , e : R : adjudicated a delinquent, status offender or
@ dependent.
¢ £ ' Adjudicatory Hearigg?: In juvenile proceedings, the fact finding
» , . process wherein the juvenile court determines
‘ : o . ' R - - : , ' ; whether or not there is sufficient evidence
s B ‘ et : to sustain the allegations in a petition.
Arraignment”: The appearance of a person before a court in

LT e e : n . | S - order that the court may inform him of the

- e : N ) ' E - . : . A , accusation(s) against him and enter his plea.
A \ e ; : . B " o < Arrest™: Taking a person into custody by authority of
i S e S : . o . , . law, for purposes of charging him with a

' ’ criminal offense or for the purpose of initi-
‘ ‘ _ , , , ating juvenile proceedings, terminating with
. TR e e el . a . . e ok : the recording of a specific offense.

K ‘ R ‘ : B L : o ‘ ’ o : Bind-Over Statuslé, A youth who is placed in a facility pending
Lo - . , e : ~/;? S . ) » S . : | a trial in Superior Court as an adult.

RS R R o W : R/ w7 ST : Chronic Juvenile Of-
. T TR e : : : : o : - fender (Chronicity): For ph{poses of this study, a youth who has
o ‘ : RS o T ‘ ‘ e : I . ' committed five or more offenses of a level 3
S ) : ‘ o R o ~ , R o o : (4.66 - failure of a motorist to stop at a
' | : e S o B L o ‘ stop sign to 6.00 - breaking and entering to
. S o0 : Do R o e ’ o ) . , ' - commit a crime), level 4 (6.05 - falsely re-
o Lo B R O L R e Tt o L - SR . ; porting a bomb to 7.25 - unlawful possession
v R ; R I R S AL T L R LA of heroin) or level 5 (7.66 - possessing a
SR D B R A A N S I S : : = ‘ ~ molotov cocktail to 9.00 non-negligent murder)
e -“ o ,-r'f'/:»-i’Jié"(" ;kf. o P S e ' o . ‘ ﬁ/ : seriousness. (See Chapter V--Methodology.)

\ :

S S T O A R e e - Commitment™: The action of a judicial officer ordering

S R . ’ E . ) B . : + that an adjudicated delinquent, who has been
. R Y R N P TR P . RO B the subject of a juvenile court hearing, be
; R Tk T PO R o S L ‘ - admitted into a placement facility of DYS.
A T ; v Ty e e ©oe s e e , | Community Facility™: A '"treatment' facility where residents are
o ERUIEY y ,v‘”‘~'{;v3,r T e T e e | AT ‘ : : ' regularly permitted to depart, unaccompanied
“ff R R | e M s e T e SR e , by any official, for the purpose of daily use
{0 S eI e S . Lo -,j‘~_@u e < T RN s ; . ~ : of community resources such as schools,
; e I N S e e B e FRER e o ; (recreation services), and seeking or holding
e L R e T T S T T e T e T e DT employment. o
; SRR ' ; 'a‘ ,' Ll : » s L ‘ : 3 : : ' ) S ‘ ‘ f . ' ‘J\ * : : ‘ -
» = % 4 . ‘ e A e i
R 8L - - : - {} - ™ ~ ! ”~ e .
. . > | .v:,' » o i et < : - ™ - . .' ~ SRR ) N :
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Y ) ‘ 4‘ ( : o : ‘“, o R ; . ;‘ : B » .
e ° 3 ; 5 : G Ai
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Crimes of Violence:

Criminal Proceedlng_

Against Children<:

7

For purposes 'of this study, crimes of violence
include: - various types of homicide, forcible
rape, child molesting, armed robbery, assault
which involves an intent to'kill or do bodily.
harm, kidnapping, and arson when it endangers
the llves of people. ,

2

A child of ‘14 years or older may be subject

to criminal proceedlngs, if a (Massachusetts)
District or Juvenile Court is of the oplnlon
that the interests of the public require that
the person not be treated as a delinquent
(Mass., G. L., c. 119, 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 dellnquent child could

be denied his tregtment, but it is not necessary

that che be a second of;ender. In such cases,
the Judge must first commence delinquency
proceedlngs, 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). §

o

A child between 7 and 17 who violates any city

&

®

Disposition Hearingi:

5o Disposition

(Juvenile ~

Court):

" mitted to a correctional facility, or placed

Foster Carel:

Double Status

o

3

CemseoTRUEKET

=

j

A hearing in Juvenlle court, conducted after

an adjudicatéry hearing and subsequent receipt
of the report of any predisposition investiga-
tion to determine the most appropriate dis-
position of a juvenile who has been"adjudicated
a delinquent. '

The decision of a juvenile court, concluding

a disposition hearing that a juvenile be com-
in a care or treatment program, or required

to meet certain,§;andards of conduct, or re-

leased. ..

/‘J?/ s

S -

J ] i m,. i<} podg
A’youth who is placad 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 juvenile
court, to release the youth, to place him under !

.supervision, or to refer him elsewhere.

Delinquent Child’:

8 s

ordinance or town by-law or who commits any

Massachusetts De-
offense against a law of the Commonwealth of . ’

" partment of Youth

" Prompted by a series of studies and reports,

Massachysetts (Mass., G.L., C. 119, S. 52)- . mk ' ’,’ ' , . Services \DYS)Z‘ o for the most part adversely critical, from
B - 3 . LS e ,fy g S ~1966 to 1968, the General Court in 1969
Detention Hearing : In juvenile proceedings, a hearlng by a judi- B e R LR abolished the Youth Services Board, the
, W  cial officer of a juvenile court to determine R D L ' Division of Youth Services and the Advisory
! whether a juvenile is to be detained, continue : Committee and in a new chapter of the General
to be detained, or released, while Juvenlle o i Laws (Chapter 18A) created a Departmeit of
| ) ; proceedlngs are pending in his case. ; : : R Youth Services, under the control of a.Com-
: - : e ) ’ SR - , . missioner with broad powers to develop a
% . g DetentlonALSecure){: ‘ The short-term care and custody‘necessary to , ST : ' , ‘ ' program of dellnquencg preventlo: andpservlces
' \ ) o o ‘ensure thagﬂth0se youths most dangerous to o , : to delinquent children, within or“outside of
ol o ~ themselves °6r to the community who have been. B L 5 ) e the traditional institutions%
P . o . charged with committing a delinquent act are : &
" S L ~available for arraignment, hearing and disposi-
R o e “tion. The sole purpose of secure care detention ‘
) ol ' ) is to hold youths for as brief a time as pos- N o =
g iﬁff Lo sible under humane, faiyp and decent conditions: ) o :
wg ' ‘ = . @
u ; , R
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ﬂ . < L _ Recidivismzz > The repet1t1on of cr1m1nal behav1or,
! , 3 ' : o » o habltua r1m alit ‘ '
' _Petition : A document filed in juvenile court : , o ; . 1 criminality. j
T alleging that a juvenile is a delinquent, : . o i , 3 G ) @ : ;
o asi::tuihzifiggezéugi :sgzgzniﬁgisdigilon ‘ ~ . Referral to Intake.: In Juvenlle proceedlpgs, a request by !
ﬁver %he juvenile, or asking that the - : SR 1 = - ‘ the pollce,hparent o ad other “agency or f
3 ’ £ . N i
juvenile be transferred to a criminal court ‘ , 5y : . .. ‘| person, that afJUVenlle\entake unit take ;
(’ ) rosecutlon S aduit , . I ] | . .| appropriate jas tion(famprning a juvenile 3
: or p : o : R , : alleged to X Yﬁﬂcommltted a dellnquent act, 0
| : ; : status offenae, o1 to be dependen |
Predisposition Réportsz The document resulting from an 1nvest1gat10n 4 : ; , H ‘ - 5
¢ by a probation agency or other designated . = D : ‘Reside g;zal Treatment [T n
authority, which has. beeﬁ requisge; be : TR ‘ o Center - A f%uxl;%y which serves juveniles whose ) %
. ; fu¥eﬂ;19kzzgizé :2§°p§r§o£z§1tyeo; ;or, ‘ R - behavior does mot necessifate the strict ;
o amily bac c AR - . , o conflnement of a secure fac111ty, often !
ksl it B || gtlovtag the prestor contect widh the
) s o ! . ‘ , community. L . |
' ;a351st the court in determlnlng the most o . ' - ‘ ‘ ! Y‘ o %
' appropriate disposition. = f 2 ST ) " e i
R i : ) o Secure Care Program ' A program that prov1des care, services !
Prcbable. Catise 5 : : SRR y - & ‘ : . o and, containment ‘for youths”who have :
robable Cause B ) @ ‘ ‘ i d :
(Hearing)>: - A proceedlng before a JUdIClal offlcer 1n R o ¢ R “ . , | t§m2§:;§2:3:st2;3 222{ tigie 1£1%°d§2§::ous Lo
shich gy, wiesses w et - | o oot ot i e for thes
° A L : @ o 2) a threat to the physical harm of P
whe her there is sufficient cause to hold the | . o » , , A . ; T i
acc;sed for triil or the case should be ‘ i e . individuals in the community; and, (3) PSR i
o e i , ' : L A wa chronic and serious threat to people A
ismisse N . : : ‘; o ~ o - “or property. . ° e !
Y S ’ o \ . - - (, ' ) k . ; @ . 4 D . a @ §
“ ;” . 2 ) ) - . '8 l i - . . . s “ ‘ . -
! " Probation : In lieu of commitment to DYS, the court may E oL ; Sbcure Care (and ‘ @ . - {
i — ——— A ‘ :
I .. .  suspend execution of the sentence and return = - ST o Treatment Serv1ces]1 The rendering of approprlate services in-a Lot
ﬁ the youthful -offender to hls%home under thi . . §§? . ' 7 - - secure environment is an extremely complex R 2
| igier:zl3;ozfsic§r22i§1giogsfzge;h§b§oziz | B B ’ , : issue, covering a wide range of ph1losoph1cal ‘ W
f ' =  deems proper. . The underlying theory of pwobation ~° o | ) | : Ilmmts agd pracu;alhrespogmblhtles. 3/ |
: : ‘ ; that lected cases. commitment to DYS , : el 3 ) | - In accordance with the mandated requirement
v ¢ is,that in selecte ) o E 2 @ ’ for individualized justice for youths, the
should be avoided if.the offender can be ' i € B 5 : j : or youths,
allowed to remain in his commmity unders S ST, ‘ Massachusetts Department of Youth Services
g : L : Coe o "must perceive its role as a provider - ] s /
' iuperV1sion forkatﬁlzeﬁep?:igdcgﬁtziﬂz,h::thout Lo ‘ : R o S ~ of*differential services geared to the speC1a1 V &
o | : - dOg grea 3bT;5 a o o L : S : i , , . needs of each youth. These services include, '
- - L e ;?quent ehavior. ‘ 8 | : 8 o ST I e ; - but are not limited to: a full range of
P § . ; oaE : T : s =1 g ‘ S e, medical and psychiatric care, educational
i Receptlon/%ransfer e e iy : o = . R | . . _ B . ) and vbcational training, counselling (individual,
: . : el e : T ~group, famlly), trained superv151on and ;
; Status+: ‘ A youth who is alread commltted “to DYS and is L SR R LR : ; ,
’ T o waitlng a program’ plazement or a transfer T b _— Loy g , guidance, recreational programming, minimum ¢
 of the pl t. & ) . L : B : / e ., nutritional requirements, thase services ~ :
K | e p acemen B e S EEREEE A e o & el o necessary to ensure the reintegration of the (
. | _ | : ; N 0o e ; W e child into the community, and a physical e
/%%? : ’ . S L . B A e o . ehvironment suited to the rendering of these ° a0
S . - ¢ : - T ) : . W B . E_f‘?) ‘ ’ o T . ' : V L : Si‘erceS . : : - SO - ,
! e : .b iy s S @ L . C
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The degree of restriction of a youth's move-
ment within a sécure care ''treatment' facility,
usually divided into maximum, medium (moderate),
«and minimum levels.

For purposes of this study,™serious 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, armed robbery, aggravated assault
which involves an intent to kill or do bodily
harm, kidnapping, and arson when it endangers
the lives of people; and/or (2) the repeated
violation (5 or more tlmes) of  offenses which
have the potential for cauSing injury to another
person(s). Offenses of this nature are included
as level 3, 'level 4 and, level 5 offensé types

as categorized by the DYS--becure Caxe Review
Team. (See Appendix G for offense ratings.)

A preadJudlcatory hearlng in juvenile court

for the purpose of determiming whether juvenile
court jurisdiction should be retained or waived.
over a juvenile alleged tc have .committed a
dellnquent act(s) and whether he should be
transferred to criminal. court for prosecutlon
as an adult. a

3 “
o '

- The decision by a Juvenlle court, resultlng

' fronfa transfer hearing, that jmrisdiction
_over an alleged delinquent will b waived and
,ﬁ,at—he should bg prosecuted as an adultcin a
crlmlnal court. o

N o @ .
o

lMdssachasetts Task Force on Secure Fac111t1es, "Subcommlttee

on Data and Definition Report," July 1976.

© ‘ O

(Mimeographed.) -

2Massachusetts Correct10nal Assoc1at1on, The Basic Structure of
tné Adm1n1stratlon of Criminal Justice in Massachusetts, Boston, 1973.

&

1

W,

3U S. Department of jastlce, LEAA, "chtlonary of Criminal o
Justlcé Data Termfhology,

Washlngton, D. C., 1976. ot
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! «The follow1ng list-of offenses are ranked from least
o ‘“ ‘ \“q§\\ .
% serious t\\most serious based on the average score they mecelved
?\ f?om the Massachqsetts Department of Youth Services - Secure Care
+ { :
v K ReV1ew Team. . The of egees are grouped into five levels of serious-
b ness (i.e. levelyiwfgleegt,serlous... level 5 - most serlous)
;o Eacﬁ offense has four co;umns after the offense name.. Thmse P
‘. ) S
s 5 columns include the fbllow1ng Lnformatlon:* '
‘ = T - Columm 1: DYS- SCRTc”Velage score ®
® ~ Column 2: Brandels/Worcester Probatlon Offlcers'
] (B/W) .average score
g o s © :
. " Column 3:  pys- SCRT level of seriousness -
& Column 4: .. Brandels/Worcester Probatlon Offlcers'
' i - (B/W) level of serlousness
0
R = e
- i S
> 5 "————-—-——-—-..
’ *Blank space represents no score obtained for a particular
~offense. o
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81 . “ﬁf ’ o
v Level 1 Offenses : ' . .
Col 1 Col.2 Col.3 Col.4 , el
i DYS-SCRT _p/w DYS-SCRT B/W ’
v Name of Offense ' X Score X Score * Level:of Level of
# ‘ ~ Sérious- ~ Serious- :
L . ' , . Mess ness . = -
1. Obstructing a sidewalk 1.66 IS5 o 1 s .1 .
2. Disturbing the peace 1.91 .8 1., 1
3. Walking on a railroad track 2.00 1.4 1 1
4, 'Lewd or indecent language 2,08 2.1 1 FEEN
5. Possession of liquor in a public park 2.08 1.3 1 1
< 6. Trespassing ' 2.08 o 2.1¢ 1 1
a P 7. Truancy 2.16 2.8 1 2, {
- 8. Escaping from a foster home 2.41 f 1.4 1 1 -
9. A child's running away from home 2.50 - 3.2 1 2
10. CHINS -offenses & . 2.54 - 1 -
11. Disturbing a school assembly 2.66 2.8 1 2 :
12, A child's being chronically stubborn- 2,90 3.1 1 2 ’ N
ov uncooperative with his parents ' - »@LQ>
13, Malicious mischief 2.91 3.7 1 3 of
14. Larceny of a dog - : 3.00 3.4 1 2
15. Driving an uninsured motor vehicle - 3.00 2.4 1 1
16. Opening a fire hydrant 3.00 2.3 -1 1
17. A motorist violating a traffic 3.00 2.1 1 1
signal - - ' : 0
18. Operating an uninspected motor 3.00 2.4 1 1
vehicle-, = E : : 5
19. Rude and disorderly behavior 3.083 2.1 1 1
f/’t)) e ’ &
. oo //
A o
A R lg o

e ool e e —

SRR
L
A

L. .

20,
21.
22,
23.
24.
25,

26.
27,

28,
29,
30.
31,
32,

33,

=

i 82 i
Level 2 Offenses ‘ ;
& L Col.1 Col, 2
, . . Col. 3 Col. 4
Name of Offense DX.S-SCRT B/W DYS~SCRT B/W -
P X Score  x Score Level of Level of
Serious-  Serious-
Operating an unregistered ness ness
motor vehicle ‘ : 3.16 2.1 2 1
Driving without a license j
Possession of marijuana ;';gﬁﬂ 3.0 2 2 g
Drunkenness 3‘25 1.5 2 1 ;
‘Operating a motor vehicle 3'33 2.1 2 1
without 1ights : . 2.3 2 1 :
Leaving an inn, restaurant - ' :
;r.?otel without paying 3.33 3.0 2 2 i
ailure of a motorist to keep right \ ; /
Failure of a motor vehicle to s S'Zi : 340 2 2 o
Stay within marked lanes ) 2.0 2 1 b
Opergting a motor vehicle with 3 50 2D, g
missing or defective equipment . .2 2 1 i
FQIIU?G of a motorist to yield 3.50 f
the right of way * 2.9 2 2 i
Carrying of alcoholic bevera \ ' i
by & minor ‘ ges 3.58 1.8 2 1 }E
Failure to use care in stoppi 6 p B
. ,! PR . pplng ”. i
5tart1?8, ox turning a motor veﬁicle %66 2.5 2 1 %
Brgaking'anj entering into a 3.75 ~ ‘ [
rallroad‘cag . 4.5 2 3 i
Illegal transfer of registrati ' : i
plates / Ntk tion 3.75 3.3 2 2 %
- Operating a motor vehicle contr ?
> a 8
to reStrlgyloﬂ on the driver's I;Zénse 3.83 2.8 2 2 ﬁ
Illegal entry without breaking in 4.00 B
Driving above the speed limit 4-00 3.6 2 3 f
Failure of a motorist to follow the 4.00 2.2 2 1 I
directions of a police officer ST 4.2 2 '3 i
Attempting to commit larceny 4.00 |
Driving the wrong way down a 4.1 4.3 2 3 i
one-way street .16 3.40 2 2 3
Larceny of less than $100 | 5
Defacing or damaging property Z'gg == 3.2 2 2 ‘
- Possession of burglary tools 4.41 . 3.8 2 3
Being present where narcotic 4. 4.2 2 3
drug§ are kept 41 2.5 2 1
Attemyging_to commit a crime 4,44 -
- Escaping from DYS jurisdiction 4 58 :;g//: 2 3 e
: . 3 2 2 -
T i: )
>> [N
o Fa gk
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A o 3
Level 3 Offenses v, Level 4 6ff
- enses
Col. 1  Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4 ‘
DYS-SCRT _B/W DYS-SCRT B/W D)({:(S)l" 1 Col. 2 Col. 3 Col., 4 -
X Score x Score Level of  Level of . E';ig§£ _ﬁéw¢ LDYSisch B/W
Name of Offense ° ; *  Serious- Serious- f - X Score evel o Level of
- - | | ' ness ness » Name of Offense Serious- ‘Serious-
46, Failure of a motorist 4.66 2.8 3 2. , ness. ness
to qtop at a stop sign : @ : = .
47. Being an accessory, before 4,90 4.2 3 L3 (bgg i:g:ﬁi{ peportlng 2 bomb g~gg g-g; 3 4
and dfter a crime B e : . oL ; 4
48, Larceny of more than $100 f 5.00 5.4 3 4 g; kgggzgyeiggmeafiggszn | g‘ig 0 4.6 4 3
49, Forgery .. 5,08 4,8 3 3 =y - o police offiZer 6. ) 5.0 4 4
50. Using a motor vehicle with- 5.16 6.1 3 4 o " 68. Attempting t : ‘ ‘
‘out the owner's authority ‘ ﬂ' . m..:.Pblngh O-:%tort 6.58 6.2 4 4
51. Failure of a motorist to 5.16 4.2 3 3 66 o;:thu};‘ ooy 655 - &
tgg Whezfdlrected by a : ’ ’ vehicle %o endanger M : . 0:2 4 4
police officer - , : « % : : . ,
.52, Attegktlng to break open o - 5.25 5.7 3 4 8 ;g ﬁ:i:&}ﬁla;gs::gzigi oe | g_gg ; 6.6 2
a8 safe . . - -
; - _ benthropine . ;
53,'Buy1gg, rece1V1ng,dor con= D8 4.4 3 5 72, ngza:giznz motor vehicle 6.83 6.1 S 4
. 54 fZiiﬁﬁﬁ stolen goods o 5.33 4.2 ,3> 3 under the influence of : ‘ H
» 5§' Breaking, en?ering agd I 4 5.66 5.6 3 4 73, ;2§Z§i:a:;3guizgﬁgg ‘Tobbery 7.00 6.6- 4 5
- larcency durlng,the 2y o ‘ s ) [ 74, Leaving the scene of an 7.08 4.8 4 K
56. Attempting to break,. enter - 5.66 S4 « 3 4 automobile accident “ . &N
and commit larceny ° . ‘ o e
57. Threatening of a person with 5.66 5.3 3 4 E 75. ga{:{:ggea weapon without . 7.16 5.8 4 4
bodily harm o : : S : s ' : : o -
58. Possession of barbituates or 5.83 5.1 3 : 4" T : 76:\3§i§2§t°;23c21ttery on a 7.18 6.5 4 5
amphetemines . o ) : , ~ . . -
59. Breaking and entering with 5.83 . . 5.8 3 4, S e ‘ Lo 77; gnlagful possesslon.of 7.25 6.9 4 5
. the intent to commit a larcemy : : , RN R eroin
60. Larceny of a motor vehicle v 5,91 ; 6.3 3 4 ‘ ‘
61. Unarmed robbery 5.91 - 3 - o s
62. Breaking and entering . 6.00 6.8 3 5
night time . § ‘ S o
63. Breaking and entering = 6.00 5.8 . g 4 ﬁ
'in the attempt to commit _ . o " °
another crime g & “ e
x o II/};\\\\\ N ' = .
i T
Rz “:v”\ ‘ i
[}
- ; @
\ y
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* ‘{i!
_Level 5 Offenses | " ;
Col. 1  Col. 2 Col. 3.,  Col. 4
- DYS-SCRT  B/W DYS-SCRt /W
Name of Offense ’ Score- X Score ' Level of  Level of P
g B Serious- Serious- h
, B = 'Ness ness L
78. Possession of a molotov - 7.66 6.8 57 5 y
cocktail o . T . : el “
79. Armed robbery 7.91 - .5 - Y= 3
80. Unlawful possession of . 7.91 6.4 w5 4 - ‘
nitroglycerine o ‘ & s
81. Assault and robbery - 7.91 7.4 : 5,
. 82. Manslaughter ’ 8.00 - j 5% o -
83. Assault and battery with 8.08 8.5 . 5 % 5 ; -
, a dangerous weapon. . %
84, Assault and armed Tobbery 8.41 8.2 5 Y5 ,
85. Arson , 8.50 8.9 5 s ‘
86. Assault on a female -~ 8.66 8.7 5 "5 . )
under age 16 with an : ‘ : & =] ‘ ’
: intent to°rape - : B ’ L : : REFERENCES
87. Raping a child - 8.83 8.9 5 5 -
88.  Kidnapping 8.83 8.5 . 5 5 £ .
. 89, Murder (non-negligent) 9,00 - 5 - ?
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