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-Department Of Corrcccion.‘ It-includes an;;fuuﬂ
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Fthese‘facl 1t1es,

medlum, or mlnlmum securlty fac1lit1es, and an: examln-_

mﬂximum,'

f ation of the success rates of placements in mlnlmum securlty

o facilltles, along w1th an ana1y51s of the varlables that




fand lbz_yere dirgctly_to minimum security facilities. Diversion_:l

. - |
from max1mum sgcurlty was less apparent at the NRDC prlmarlly

because Concord was deflned as maximum securlty in thls study.';

t:i"xnote oﬂ hy. that{34% of th”VNRDC placemeﬁts wg;g'

',onisixicriminalfhistory variables--than those who were initia1Ly
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amore serious. .criminal. hlstories were more 11ke1y to beﬂplaced in
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Intgenerai the RDC and NRDC’seem to do an effectlve Jdb=

H

of screenlng and plac1ng men in mlnzmum'securlty fac111ties,'

since"the overall'success rate was 87%. This fznding; in con~




— Qd;nificanr diFs

"interrelated varlables--age (younger men had hlgher success rate),

e

- type of_sentence (those;w1th 1ndeterm1nate sentences had hlgher

success rates than older'men

Also, the data suggested that the RDC could probably

- increase the number of blacks placed in mlnxmum securlty facilltzes;;
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.Lntrouuc tiorr

Stated most broadly, the values of correctlonal systems are

)

the protectionrof society and the salvaglng of human life. Through |

the 19831 SYStem, 1nd1v1duals Judged 1n3urlous to the community-“'”

-—'t—-c.c gy - ; -
-are most_frequently removed'from the general populatlon for aE’

to achleve behav1or alteratlons whlch w111 be sustalned after re-r

SR e‘: T

lease from the instltutlon. Identrcal procedures such as phy51ca1

,-...4- s —JA-;...

.labor are often employed to meet these frequently overlapplng:

i? " and sometlmes opposrng goals.,

Given the presence of both protectlon and rehabrlltatlon as

' cess, ‘a law-abiding c1tizenry. The‘clarlty and spec1f1c1ty w1th

and evaluated vary by program and over time.l Classificatlon A

- -*‘;“.’;" e e W -

. , _‘the init1a1 tool employed by the system 1n the concrete task of

procesaing itsninmate population.

e

As-a worklng tool -the classr-;fT




ficatlon process 1s de51gned in accordance w1th 1ts Job speciflca- .

'Classification"has-been defined as "a?syStem,or process by

which a correcfional agency . . ;‘determines'differential care’ -

and handllng of offenders (Natlonal Advrsory Comm1551on.one“ﬁ

T, et e g T e t

ZCrlmlnal Justrce Standards and Goels (NACCJSG), p.“197).u7

PRELER 2

‘?breasons for thlS Procedure and the methodologles employed_

"the other sought less brutal staff operatlng procedures. Separa~

The hlstorlcal development of'c13551f1catlon w1th1n correc—'r*
i I

tional 1nst1tut10ns has undergone consrderable alteratlon in both

functlon and form 51nce it was 1n1t1a11y 1nst1tuted in- mld -six-

'teenth century England A separatlon of newly 1ncarcerated from

. hardened 1nmates was sought by two reform groups. One wes con-

cerned W1th Jallers rnvolvement 1n and abetment of lnmate v1ce,

”d;_tions by age, sex“fand types of offense were also practiced

tion of classrflcatlon to the prlson system.

- [ T .—..,_,.‘... - .
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ST . Other distlnctlons were added in re ponse to and as 1mpetusﬂ,u

Criterla by thls tlme 1ncluded not only age, sex, and serlousness-

of crlme, but elso race, polltlcal status, nd phy51cal and mental

i

.Supporters of speczallzatlon were motlvated malnly

by two. principles: preventlon of contamination of .
one type of offender by another, and adaptation of -

work. methods and fac111t1es to the characterlstlcs

\\\\\\

thlnfth“se blocks

a egor:.zat:.on 'Wl

e

e s
on soc1eta1 perceptlons of the crlmxnal hls ‘or her motivatlons,

and the consequences of 1egal gullt Cla551f1catlon was altered :

both 1n terms of the types of d1st1nct10ns made and the relevant'

;usages Whlch followed from thEm_féa-

Since prlmary concerns around securlty and custody have

"always been a part of the process, determlnatlons--claSSLflcatlons-

of socletal rlsk must be made. The domlnance of a management

by type of offense.' A ‘more 1nd1v1duallzed treatment orlentatlon

would seek to determine 1nmate needs and requlrements, assignlng




[ “eo- N . e e . . Tz . ; ‘

-

indiv1duals to approprlate programs avallable thhln the system

resourte—pool. — .'4l' B ;~EE ‘l
The 3uxtapos1tlon of management and treatmeﬁt,swith their

distlnctlve, aad many tlmes confllctlng, goals and procedures;"l:

the correctlonal—contrnuum.d

4,_.',,,__..,., e _.'. -1,-

--x.. 3 —
gk

“As it'(thevtreatment orlentatlon)'\alned
. prominence, the stated purpose of classx-'.
~ fication moved from segregation of various’
‘1-cstegor1es of offenders from each other to"

'that of implementing different rehabllltatlve
'_strategles (NACCJSG, P- 199)

'fDlagn051s, c1a531f1cat10n, and treatment became the relevant

——— e ) o "I.'L-‘fx“f‘-' Rl

line. Current Massaehusetts pollcy 1ntegrates these two persPec-”f
/ ,

i I

tlves w1th heavy empha51s on treatment as the domlnant theme

Pollcy Formulatlon -
The creation of soc1al pollcy entalls an 1ntegratlon of

fundamental values, establlshment of operatxng prrnc1p1es, and

aSSessment of program outcomes in terms of thelr adherence to

' origlnatlng values. Attentlon 1s further dlrected toward

maxrm121ng changes whlch allow for the most complementary flt?

among these values, princ1ples, and outcomes (Reln,!1971)‘

+




A Rl

| Cleari&mdefined'or not these values and ‘riﬁcibléé"détermiﬁéif[;ffj

wirich accions are taken and whe tner in fEct, a coherent and -
functlonal process can be dec1ded upon and carried out,
Atmits center, soc1a1 pollcy is concerned w1th choice -

among competlng values,_and questlons of what is morally or

‘-culturally de51rab1e can never be excludec from the dlscus510n

seldom‘mutually re1nforc1ng;ﬂlw
PR A

R R

analys1s of polrcy outcome in at 1east two 1mportant ways-_ L,f"'

they 1mp1y dlfferent questlons and competlng 1nterpretatlons of

the same facts" (Reln, 1971, p..303). As we con31der the S

influence of management and treatment orlentatlons on present o

Massachusetts correctzonal pollcy and procedure we must also

_' remember that

= S __The clarification of choices and their"

- . =  consequences does not offer, by itself,

' .. ... rules for choosing. The substantive issue

in policy analysis is the reconciliation of T
aims--each desirable, but. most also confllcting.;u -

(Rexn, 1971, p. 304) ' ;




Massachusetts Pollcy o M :'__f;

If Massachusetts values both management

f " .

what then are the 1mp11cat10ns for classrficatlon procedures;”

that 1s, how oan these values be 1ncorporated 1nto the cla551f1-

- .ﬁ,w i

catron system7 One 1mportant 1mp11catron is that ideally, the

A -rl“rg :;;;,“_ >
_that th concerns o

Aibrhage

_the crlmlnal Justlce network -

o e S

;essentlal that a mechanlsm be prov1ded for feedback 1n order
/"' . X A@—. -

to determlne the accuracy of the class1f1catron. To he most

effectlve, thls 1nformat10n is needed on every offender who

o .“ ‘._.

(”hes through the process. Furthermore, the recommendatlons whlch :

are a result of the c1a551f1catlon procedure ought to be

avallable to the persons who declde where the offender will be

Lfent._ Ideally, there should be on301ng dlalogue between the fﬁ7 :"%

classrflers and decxs10nmakers. Assumlng that sentenc1ng to
N - ) ; s . . ,-" .
- a partlcular type of faClllty is one of several optlons,

c13331f1cat10n, at least 1n1t1a11y, should take place in

conjunctlon w1th the courts.. A




A second reasoﬁ Wh?_the 61a531f1cat10nlbrocedure'should;fk

"on offender needs also has 1nadequac1es.

1 SSIflca ElDIl s

‘not be isolated-trom thensysteﬁ‘Is“
designed to be an ongoing, and thus'dynamic, process, It should

not‘be limitedgto'a one—time event.' Reclassification may be -

5 a need for_differentzr

all offenders.ﬁ'Becausei'

In order to combat

'n__ these dlfflcultles, 1t appears that frrst c1a551f1catlon and

- e ,_,_ -._...-‘_.._. e - S 'u_s...,t..a R

recommendatlon for action should be exp11c1t for both management
and treatment goals. Also, the c1a551f1catlon procedure ought o
‘to be based on varlables that have ‘been valldated are known to .

be re11ab1e,

:Jand‘have been measured for that 1nd1v1dua1 relatlve

' to some standard - In other words, the varlables should not be

- arbltrary or sub;ective.: Thlrd, communlty needs should be

represented, partlcularly 1f the c1a351f1catlon process begins

Sometimes the':ommunlty is prlmarlly concerned

in the courtroom";

w1th custody but at other tlmes rehabllltatlon is more 1mportant.‘

Since“"the communlty“ is regularly 1nvoked by both management




and treatment proponent55'it.certainly:%sgappropriate;that thisf'

members ‘are belng rehabllltated - = o 1@5;

In order to determlne how effectlve these procedures are

it is necessary to be able ‘to measure the extent to whlch both

management and treatment goals are accompllshed Thls assessment

should not be too elaborate.r If there are.too many varlables

(and thusjthe amount ofrfeedback is overwhelmlng), the procedure

may be more confu51ng than helpful Usually the best model

“‘ terms of measurlng effectlveness 1s that Whlch is most par51-.v

Warren (1971) agrees that the flt between the person and

: management goals and the person and treatment goals is an

essentlal part of an effectlve c1a531f1cat10n system.{ In

..N' N

*addltlon, she.belleves that«there-'re two other equally 1mportantr“




'to prediction which follows from understanding (and) greater -

11

recision for ma

-b.'240).T-Carney'(1969) also supports the need for'research in

developlng a workable classxflcatlon system,'notlng that

« B

‘As yet, llttle emplrlcal ev1dence exists om the R
relative effectiveness of the various. treatmentf""'
programs .or, more importantly, on the types of
inmates who tend to benefit most (and least) - .7 "
from the dlfferent programs.r (Carney, 1969 p.f

Better research leads

P T e

ﬁ systemslthat have developed over the years accordlng to the
systems_'similarities. Thus, they are not grouped in conJunctlcn

W1th management or treatment purpose. The flrst of the grouplnos

Callfornla Department of Correctlons study (Warren, 1971) -One

of the major factors con31dered in this study and others of thls

- type was'the offender s rlsk of parole v1olat10n.: Thls approach




lines ot pro-soc1al, ant1 socia
criminal types, and interrelationships were found in the groups
among;categories of crime, Career variables, normative orienta~

tions, self-conceptlons,'and patterns of soc1a1-partic1pation.-;"

e e

,_.ARoebuck and Cadwalladar .(1961) '
e

‘arrest behav1or.

R ) 'T

'tdemonstrated that the armed robber dlffers in klnd and degree

”from other crrmlnal types in terms of soc1a1 and psychologr%al_T"'””

background factors.; Reckless (1955) also argues that there 1s'”v'

a need to 1dent1fy Sp&lelc etlologlcal factors in crrmrnology,;;of

He descrlbes the h1stor1ca1 attempts to do thlS such as

Sheldon s body types and Franz Alexander s psychoanalytlc

cla551f1catlon of offenders. "7‘“ o ‘;ix-

and Hew1tt (1944) The authors of thlS artlcle dellneated three f;

| R maJor types of personallty structure encountered 1n chlld




H.—.-y-ehi:a tTr y :
unsoc1allzed and aggre551ve, and Type III-— more normal "

The authors then related persona11ty structure to culture.

. Erlkson, in Chlldhood and Soc1ety (1950),'makes 51mllarfeonnec-:'

to soc1a1-perceptlon,and 1nteract10u"classlficatlons as repre
3

_,W_—_ 5 e : A AT

- ness ln dlfferentlatlng dellnquents from non-dellnquents.‘“.

ﬁialthough much less clearly, to ajhlstory of school dlfflcuttie - S

'Slmllarly, Glbbons (1965) was concerned with background or -

':51tuatlonal factors: but he also looked at what he termed role;vaji?e

AT '.l.. 1, T :.,-..‘._'..

':behav1or. Thls 1nc1uded a number of factor5° .offense-behav1or,.

1nteractlona1 settlng, self 1mage, and attltudes. Gough and

'Peterson (1952) sought to 1dent1fy and measure pre-dlsp051tlonal

factors 1n‘cr1me and dellnquency._ A pre-tested questlonnalre ;5;?‘"

o dlfferentiated_between control subJects (behav1or problems,,3§°

?reformatory 1nmates) and dellnquent youth Dellnquents scoresrgf'°

were 31gn1f1cantly hlgher 1n four dlstlnct.areas, relatlng to -




B v ST B . Ll SIS L.

role-taking deficiencies, resentment vs;-family_and feelingshﬁ
"of victimization ahd.ekploitation, feelings of despondency and

ralienation,‘and poor scholastic achievement;
_The 51xth grouplng, emplrlcal statlstlcal typologles is_ i-;;

somewhat dlfferent rn that 1t comblnes several of the drmen51onsf§**

llsted above, as a

approach

g

B

7; S Warren s own scheme is representatlve of her seventh and R
-last grouplng of c1a551f1cat10n procedures--the cross—c13551f1-

';Qh; catlon approach--ln whlch soc1olog1cal and psychologlcal 51tua-

t;onal varlables are 1xnked theoretlcally. A conference on

- typologles held under the auspices of the Natlonal Instltute of

Mental Health in 1966 found 31x bands whlch cut across the varlous.

-,classification:systems.7 These bands dellneated the follow1ng j":

maJor?types of offenders-- asoc1a1 conformlst antlsoc1al manlpu—

_w.




MassachuSetts Classification Svstem

The Massachusetts Department of Correctlon has formulated

its value base and operatlng pr1nc1ples Wlth con51derable clarlty.h:

--;. e a oonsistent frame of reference for the ..
__formulatlon of correctlonal policies, rules and

' pathology. leen thls baSLc premlse, the stated goal 15'i;-

. “to return a man to soc1ety Wlth the knowledge

and skllls necessary to earn an honest living, with A
' a reasonable sense. of social responsibility and self- -
- value, and w1th ‘an increased capacity for self-control,

judgement;" and realistic optimism.  Thus the reinte- - -
‘gration of the offender into community life is . the
‘primary concern of the Department of Correctlon._,‘
,a;(DO 1000 1, p. 2) ;53{; :




Cl&SSlflcatlon system?-to'ultlmately relntegrate the offender

needs of the offender take precedence over the needs
of the correctional facility; that individual treat-
.ment of offenders, rather than mass handling, is the
.- mnorm. This implies the existence of a comprehensive
classification process for diagnosing the needs of _
AR 'each‘offender;Vrecommehding the most appropriate cor-
. ... rectionmal program, and monitoring the extent to which._
2. . the program is implemented:. It also implies the exis-
tence of a reasonable range of correctional programs -
7 and fac111t1es, and flexibility in correctional prac-7j?
L tices, so that the dlfferentlal treatment and control

flnd1v1dual offender.? Essentlallj: 1t ls a treatment approach

B e R a»-—\_,d_‘._ PR - ', -

:orlentedwapproach can best carry out the goal of the Department s

into communlty llfe-~w1th 1ts 1nherent value that 1nd1v1dual

l treatment of offenders rather than.mass handllng should be the

norm.

The ‘idea of hav1ng a- statew1de c1a551f1cat10n process 1n

'Massachusetts developed out of the reform.movement Whlch followed

'the."Cherry Hlll RlOt" in 1955 at Charlestown s old state prlson.i

j?The "Chpater 770" law was’ passed that same year (as a result of

':7the reform movement), and 1t authorlzed the creatlon of a recep-‘:“;

tion center for men sentenced to Walpole or Concord ‘ I also




3 descrlbed the c1a551f1catlon process generally as“"brlnglng a

'and puttlng-together a' psycho soc1al economlc hlstory. Th

formallzed the treatment approach to correct;ggs_agé_estahllshed____

a soc1a1 work dlrector and staff w1th1n each correctlonal 1nst1--

tutlon.. An 1n1t1a1 approprlatlon of $1 100,000 was made for the

: ‘1-
receptlon center, but SUff1ClEnt funds were not prov1ded by the

'u;Leglslature untrl 1972 wheo "Chapter 777 the Correctlonal Reform

i

-prison. unrest'(most notablyc'

to be located at BostonqState_HosPltal"‘

. T

“fhultlmately two centers were created°= one located 1n51de the’

.M - ._I‘“.

: Lirié*'jf'

2

_ man 1n and gettlng to know h1m, Yla collectlng the manrs records

Department of Correctlons Order 4400;1 "The Class1f;cat10n

Process and Organlzatlon of Classxflcatlon, states ;t_more

speclflcally 1nwthe fo110w1ng terms"

‘The c1a551f1catlon process sha11 1dent1fy the- needs
of the resident, assess the existing services w1th1n
.. ~the department and the availability of these in terms
“‘of programs for the resident.  An overall plan of:
classification brings together the follow1ng aspects
:of the 1nd1v1dua1 prooram° :




- social serv1ce, recreation, vocational and academlc
education, religion, medical care, psychiatric and -
counseling services and pre-release planning;

~=custodial supervision includes housing, custodial = -
devels, and other aspects of institutional life; . .
. ~--work detail or placement includes institutional main-.
-7 .. . tenance, correctional industries, and vocational- zma.
educational release programs. Assignment to ...
“activities con51stent w1th the dlagnostlc evaluatlon
,1s emph331zed'i T - ST

VIniaédre551ngﬁthe 51£§£ poiﬁtv the‘ﬂassachesetteMcorrectlonail
system has clearly enumerated the goals whlch 1ts c1a551f1cat10n;f'
system is de51gned to meet.L To functlon satlsfactorlly it must
ﬁassess-rlsk fac:lltate eff1c1emt management dlagmoseAcausatlve
factors, and prov1de approprlate treatment (D. 0..4400 1, p. 6).

These are. relatlvely comprehen31ve goals, speaklng to both

'management and treatment concerns in keeping w1th 1ts value';f°

éﬂbase and phllosophlcal statement of purpose.‘ The.achlevement;ﬁuégé

-fof such a comprehen51ve set of goals is Obv1ously a 51gn1f1cant

'challenge to. those responszble for 1mplement1ng the c13551f1cat10n ‘

process. .




Concerns for the provision of integrated knowledge and the
'generatlon of new. data from thls essentlal base are approached

S on. two levels. Flrst the problem is conceptuallzed w1th1n a -

more 1nc1u51ve, systems-treatment framework crlmlnal behav10r

- _belng deflned as "a. symptom not only of the fallure or pathology

of the 1nd1v1dua1 offender, but also of the fallure or dlsorganlza-j

1on of”the social 1nst1tutlonsfof theacommunlty =(D0 1000 1

' quate 1mp1ementatlon of current treatment practlces., "Thls attempt

R

'Qgp to 1ncorporate casework theory 1nto penal 1nst1tutlons has been

e -

Lo —"- o T : ‘*‘-'&'ﬁ.“
warped a e e by a fallure to absorb two of the most b351c tenets

of soc1al work voluntarlsm and self determlnatlon (NACCJSG, p. 19'

' “CIass1f1cat10n pollcy clearly addresses these concerns, attemptlng

T 'Z.,M-z...,'i'.':;, % B '..,., Y

optlmal 1nmate motlvatlon whxle retalnlng safeouards necessary

,for effectlve management of the 1nst1tutlons themselves. "ertten

' pollcy and procedure grant 1nmates the ch01ce to refuse to ;;f:;'

.part1c1pate 1n 1nst1tutlonal programs, except Work aSSLgnments.,

_Furthermore,_ 1nmates should not be penallzed for refu51ng to

'part1c1pate 1n the 1nst1tutlon s total rehabllltatlon program

'(ACA Standards 77' p 73) At the ‘same tlme, "the c1a551f1cat1on

~ system provrdes for maxlmum 1nvolvement of the 1nd1v1dual 1n




detem"ln‘lncr the 'na_tu;-_e_anﬁ ﬂ"IT‘D_("_f‘ﬁﬁﬂ of l-ns nwn_g.oa:!é

mechanlsms for appeallng admlnlstratlve decisions affectlng ‘him

. (D 0. 4400 1, p. 6) There is a 51multaneous examlnation

of extra-1nst1tut10na1 factors pertlnent to effectlve treatment

"The 1nst1tutlon supports the development of pre-1nst1tut10na1

o assessment efforts that 1ncorporate 1nformat10n on the 1nmate S

The bellef that these proceedlngs should make forrlncfeased
system 1mpact is certalnly the basic motlvatlon for thlS complex

host of act1v1t1es.. The 1mportance of stlmulatlng and supportlncr :

i e ente sl e - _-_ - e -

resPon51ble autonomy through the effectlve use of 1nst1tut10nal
cllmate and staff attltudes and expertlse, as well as system Te-
search -etaluatloo, and.olannlng;.are clearly recognlzed |
Ctrrent data on the results of this costly endeavor shcw
h1gh'tec1d1v1sm~rates whlch are touted-as clear ev1dence of ‘the--
fallureﬂof the treatment approach. A more 1nformed 1ook reeeals -
the Operatlon of a complex and well structured phllosophlcal frame-'

e

work settlng out well artlculated goals and procedures, clearly




recognlzlng'both management and treatment goals. Difficultiesrf

seem to arise when these phllosophlcal tenets, avowedly emph35121ng
treatment goals as preemlnent concerns, seek to carry these treat-

'ment values to_frultion through processes whlch.are domlnated by :

_management concerns. Just as any other 1nst1tut10n takes on a

y a;Typlcally;“we assume ‘that an’ assessment of means
- is neutral and. that the ideological debate centers’ ‘only
. -on social obJectlves., Reality is more complex. Instl-r
 tutiomal arrangements themselves 1mp1y 1deologlca11”'
'fnmanlng. (Reln, 1971, p. 301)*‘

'utlcn process. 7We chose to cpn31der certaln sallent characterlstlcs

'of the'populatlon, the subsequent placements of these 1nmates;¢

-~ and the success or fallure of placement outcomes as determlned

'eby a prlmarlly management crlterlon of acceptable performance'.?if

'g:wlthln the aSS1gned securlty ratlng. ; ,:j;rrf

The study of policy can be most 1n51ghtfu1 when it
examines afresh the critical assumptlons on which
"action proceeds. One such assumption is the context,_
" within which the analysis is framed, including defi-
‘nitions of and choices between constralnts and optlons,
- which are typically governed by bellef or opportunxty

L ox both (Reln, 1971, P 309).: T el T

A thorough analy51s of Massachusetts correctlonal pollcy is heyond

both the focus ‘and scope of thls paper. Some prellmlnary examxna-

tlon was requlred in order to prov1de some sense of its structure




and function. The focus of this undertaking is on the reception

and diagnostic process for those men sentenced'to Walpole and

Concord in 1976 Attentlon was on who wWas c1a551f1ed where thev

were a551gned and whether these placements were successful when

-

re—examlned after a 51x-month perlod Successful placement was ——

'deflned as contlnued presence at the fac111ty 3551gned after classi-

”Ti”generated w111 assxst both 1n lncrea51ng the proportlon of suc:

1s hoped that the 1nformatlon




" CHAPTER TWO




METHODOLOGY

The methodology sectlon is composed of three general

a

sectlons. The flrst of these sectlons descrlbes the 1n1t1a1

— B _"J '—q-
As thlS 1s an oo -

:exploratory study, the 1n1t1a1 phase of 1dent1fY1ng research S

Exploratory Phase.

| Prlor to the formulatlon of a research de51gn for thlsszf-

- study,rmeetlngs were held w1th key personnel in the class-'

iflcatlon departments of the Massachusetts Correctlonal System.;"
The group 1n1tlally met- w1th Rlchard Grelottl, Superv1sor of

013851f1cat10n for the Massachusetts Department of Correctionff_v

{h-and Area Dlrectors of C1a581f1cat10n, Sharon Smlth and Dale-ﬁh
'““Musgrave,t Ihe focus'of thls meetxng was to review. the*classeﬁ

-1f1catlon process utlllzed by Massachusetts and to 1dent1fy

p0551b1e research 1ssues. As a follow-up to thls meetlng, two




Center at M, C I Norfolk (R D C. ) and the Northeastern Reception

Diagnostic Center at M.C. I Concord (N R.D.C. ). During these--m

site v151ts, meetings were held w1th Terry Holbrook Superintendent
9-"!.'!‘..‘-

:; of the R D C., Allen Nathan, Director of Treatment at the R. D C

and Barbara Young, Superintendent of the N R D C.

‘"to the outcome of the R D C /N R D C recommendatlons. Second
fthere is no systematic way of know1ng whether or not the program

recommendations of the R D C /N R D C. staffs are belng 1mp1emented;

'“at the rece1v1ng fac111t1es. Third there is a need to develop
a profile ofrsuccesses and failures of inmates assigned security o

j"fratings of max1mum, medium, and minimum. Fourth, there is no-

] m——

fdata on the ‘outcome of the R D.C. /N R.D.C. dec151ons to placei:”
e inmates directly in minimum- securlty fac111t1es and community*“

based Pre-release centers. fﬁ

-

Subsequent to the identification of these issues, the ..




'F_n"?_nta'?ﬂo resesrec

: : through thls process., :.7 L

1. ) What are the background characteristics, demographlc
varlables and offense hlstorles of those men who go through the -

formal R D C /N R. D C process versus those men who do not go .

-by the R D

-ufR.D Cc. /N R D c. staffs and what is the relatlonshlp hetween the

Prerest

4 ) What are the needs of 1ncom1ng 1nmates as diagnosed

.C /N R D C staffs9

o S. ) What are the actlons o nrograms recommended by the

-'dlagnosed needs and the recommended actlon or progreuﬂ "éﬂel' o

[ 6. ) To what extent are the recommended actlons and programs'

: 1mp1emented once an 1nmate is placed in a correctlonal fac111ty7

.';7;_' 7 ) How successful are the placements made~by the R D C /

NRDC--'
8 ) What are the characterlstlcs that dlstlngulsh between

successful and non-successful placements in minimum securlty

facxl;tles?, s Fﬁﬂ*-j'i B o 7“77h*5u-'h'e2““. P L

oy it e .

‘The preliminaryistep of the data collection process involved‘f
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1mp1ement1ng a pre-test to determlne the con51stency and accuracy

/.

of c1a551f1cat10n 1nformat10n stored within central offlce lnmate -

folders. Twenty folders were randomly selected out of the total

populatlon for the study._ A code sheet (see Appendrxg:was “7;

Tt

developed to collect 1nformat10n on those 1nmates selected Four

areas to be 1nvest1gated were 1dent1f1ed‘¢ the needs 1dent1£1ed

by the classrflcatlon staffs for 1nd1v1duals g01ng through the

<A . - 5»“7- ‘_-‘n' e . P N

1stent data concernlng the presence of need(s) and recommended
. - 1“ -

action by the classrflcatlon staffs, there was an absence of

conSLStent data concerning program involvement. Thus, 1t was -

-ty e

the 1nterre1at10nsh1p of dlagnosed need(s), recommended actlon,
and actual program 1nv01vement would be dlfflcult and well beyond

the trme cont1ngenc1es allowed for in thls study.,_

i

Final Research Questicnsief"

il e i St oA RS el S e A A N




-through the R D C /N R.D.C. process versus those Who do not go
through the process7 |

2. ) How does not g01ng through the R.D. c. /N R.D c. process
impact upon the subsequent placement of an 1nmate after 51x,months7;

3 ) What 1s the breakdown of the R.D C. /N R D. C placements 7

in terms of maxlmum, medlum, and_mlnlmum.securlty fac111t1es

4.) What is the: relat1onsh1p between backgroundicharacter—

6 ) What are the characterlstlcs thatvdlstlngulsh between

successful and non—successful placements in mlnlmum.securlty

el e e

Tplacements’

Qperatlonal Deflnltlons -

The follow1ng operatlonal deflnltlons are only appllcable e

to one SpECIflC aspect of the study, i. e.,-the component concerned

7w1th the outcome of the placements made by the R.D.C. /N R.D C

»,,-.... PORPN

staffs. As thlS focus on the outcome of placements spec1f1cally

"relates to: mlnlmum secnrlty placements, these 0perat10nal

'.deflnltlons are COnSlStent w1th thls focus. (A maximum securlty ;5

"‘placement from R D C /N R.D. C can not be a non—successful

placement 1n the context of these deflnltlons ) In addltlon, T




+

the men who ware 1nc1uded 1n the compariSon of successiul versus

non- successful placements were 11m1ted to those who were fo rmally

;class1f1ed at elther the R.D.C. or‘the N.R.D.C.

the R. D c /N R D c is defmed

‘ANon—successful Placement

-_from the R D.C. /N R.D.C. ‘was“mad ..

Sample.

- The total sample of the study con51sts of the 1199 men'

csggltted dlrectly fo HCI*WElpole and MCI-Concord between
January 1, 1976 and January 1, 1977. Thus, the sample for the
"comparlson of successful versus non- successful minimum securlty
placements by the R.D.C./N.R.D.C staffs was the 38 men.commltted
to MCI—Walpole and the 193 men c0mm1tted to MCI Concord durlng ifﬂ'

) thlS one year tlme perlod Thls_sample of men conslsts of

thoseawho are new.commltments to the Massachusetts correctional




system and does not include those who had been pr

" to the system and were returned to it as a result of violation

of parole. It also excludes those individuals who received a
a4 . .

_ . < o , .
"Prom and After sentence and a 'Forthwith' sentence becauss

these 1nd1v1duals were already in the prlson system and vere .

therefore not. referred to the R. D C /N, R.D C There are also a-‘ﬂ'“

Wlth resPect torthe sample.)‘A review of the RDC and NRDC records };

o 1nd1cated that not all of the men who were commltted to MCI-Walpole
;and MCI Concord went throuOh the claSSLflcatlon process at elther o

lkgigii"ff R.D.C.

group Were c13351f1ed 1nforma11y at the faC111t1es.' Thls oroup

or N. R D, C It 1s llkely that many 1nd1v1duals in thls
is treated as a separate sub- sample in the study. Slnce there
1s no deflnltlve 1nformat10n pertalnlng to the 1n1t1a1 placement

of these men, the impact of not g01ng through the R.D.C./N.R. D C.

"process will be examined by 1dent1f1catloq of placement 51x.months

after commitment to either MCI-Walpole or MCI-Concord.

Data Collection

Data Base:F The goal of the data collectlon phase of thls L

research study is the creatlon of a computerlzed data base whlch

contalned information indicating those men formally classified_







.at either of these facilities. In'addition,_the data base
contalns the 1n1t1a1 placements after classrflcatlon for those

men class1f1e§ the dates of these placements, and the subse uent

-

—

placements of these men Six montns after classrflcatlon. Fo

those'men not Cl&SSlfled at the be'c /N R ﬁ“C r_the data baseiir

‘“.flle,;the data collectlon process attempts to max1mlze the utll-f“
1zat10n of exrstlng computer 1nformat10n. Nevertheless, the pro-

cedure used for data collectlon con31sts of both an automated

and manual collectlon process.

Autowated Data Collectlon for Walpole Conmltments -

_The Department of Correctlon already had created a computer file

'for‘men commltted to MCI-Walpole or MCI-Concord indicatinc the - -

locatlon and dates of transfer of these men . to and from the e

' varlous fac111t1es operated by the Department For those men-,7

commltted to MCI—Warpole, the exlstlng flle 1nd1cated the dates_:'

of the1r commltment to MCI-Walpole the dates of therr'transfer'~




to the;R D. C for claSSLflcatlon and the dates and locations

of all subsequent transfers after‘they left the R.D.C. Information
indicatiug those men classified at the R.D.C. and those men not
classified at the R.D'.'c.' the inirial placgments-of tﬁcse -en

7 c1a551f1ed at the R D. C and the dates of these placements, and

subsequent placements six months after ClaSSlflCatlon, Were

flle d1d not 1dent1fy those men c1a551f1ed at the N R,D C.;

:uor

dld 1t-dlst1ngulsh between men re51d1ng in MCI- Concord and those_i
olaced in the MCI Concord Farm.Dorm or the—Gralton Hall Pre-ﬁ
Release-Center.- This latter fact is considered significant'since_
MCI Concord is. rated as a maalmtm securlty faClllty Whlle the

Farm Dorm aud Gralton Hall both have minimum securlty ratlngs;
As.a-result of these discrepancies, the data needed to complete
the coﬁputer file used.in this study ﬁas generated by having the

.dd comouter transfer the requlred information from the ex1st1ng. |

c0mputer file on. MCI Concord commltoents to the new flle 1n;ez e
, add;tlon to addlng the information missing for ﬁCI»COncord. |

commitments todthis'new file by a'manuel data collection process.




4z

Manual and Automateo Data Collectlon for oOncord Commltments -
- The flrst step in the manual data collectlon process con51sted
of locating the men comaitted to MCI-Concord who were classified

541 .

}.«la L
r.h

at the N.R.D.C. . This procedure'iﬁﬁolved recording the in

-

placement recommendatlons of the N R.D.C. staff Whlch.had been

approved by the Comm1531oner of Correctlons. For those men

W1thout approved“placement recomm@ndatlons from the N'R,D C

or not they'

;?:3c1a531f1catlon.'*5~

Once the men cla551f1ed at the N.R. D C were 1dent1f1ed

-those men 1n1t1ally"placedqor subsequently re81d1ng at-the Farm

Dorm or Gralton Hall needed to be determlned Thls 1nformat10nr,"'

‘was obtalned by rev1ew1ng the dally 'Chanoe of Status Sheets
publlshed at MCI-Concord between January 1, 1976 and June 30 1977.

These sheets noted all transfers of men to FCI-Concord and the N

Farp Dorm or Gralton Hall and any subsequent returns ‘to MCI-ii
Concord. The location and dates of,transfer to elther the Farm
| Dorm or Gralton Hall and'any returns to MCI-Concord ;ere noted"'
for each man in the sample-whose name appeared on the 'Change.h

of Status Sheets

In addltlon to collectlng thlS manual data for MCI Concord
comm1tments, data needed to be updated for those men’ c13551f1ed
- at the R.D.C. whorwere initially placed at‘ﬂCI-ConCord. Inform-

o . ation was also updated for those men committed to MCI-Walpole:




wilo were trans ferred to the N. R D C. for c13581f1catlon. The
men classified at the R.D.C. and initially placed at MCI-Concord
were identified and then cross-checked with available information

on transfers to the Farm Dorm and Gralton Hall in order to detsxr-

~mine whether thelr 1n1t1al placement or placement after'six'

months was actually at one of these two minimum securlty fac111t1es.

NA:._ —

the computer cards 1nd1cated the 1n1t1a1 placement the date of i

- ..m.',

thelr placement thelr subsequent placement after sizx months

and the fact that they were cla551f1ed at the N R D. C For“iLTf

thosemmen c13551f1ed at the R D. C.; and 1n1t1ally placed at HCI-'”—

Concord computer cards were, punched only for those men who,

:in_reality; were‘placed initially in.the Farm.Dorm or'Gralton :

Hall or were residin0 at either of these tw0'facilities six
months after belng placed at MCI Concord These cards contained }
the same 1nformat10n as the other computer cards, except tha |
they indicated that the men were classified at the R.D.C.
rather than the N R.D.C.

The names of men not cla551f1ed at the N R.D.C. were

transferred directly torthe-datavbase used in this study from- .. .-

the existing computer file already noted during the discussion =

of MCI-Walpole commitments. The information transferred consisted

of the commitment dates of these men and their subsequent place-



ment after six months.

Summary of the Data Base Information - The end results

~of this data collection process were a computerized data file

—

~indicating those men who were and were not'ciassified at either :

the R.D.C. or the N. R.D. C., the imitial placements of those men.

classified the dates of these placements, “and thelr placements-

N

islx months after clas51f1cat10n.- In_addltlon the data f11e~=,.H

¢also noted the commltment dates_of:men“sentencedrt” M314wa1pole

Tfan MCI Concord who were not c1a551f1ed at the‘R‘D'C /N R D:C

and the subsequent placements of these men s1x months after
commltment Informatlou on thls new computer flle was then.A

'cross tabulated with the EXlStlng data on background characterlstlc'

'demographlc varlables, and offenSe hlstorles already stored on%?

another computer-file.;

 Data Anal?sis ;;The initiai step in the data*anal?sis-forﬁ

this study involves tabulatlng and comparing the men in successful
and non-successful placements. A primary concern of thlS study,
aswnoted earller, 1s'the percentaoe of men successfully placed

in miriimum security facilities by the R.D.C./N.R.D.C. staffs.'_r*
_ Once the percentages of men in SUCCESSLUI and non—successful
placements ate determdned a setles of cross- -tabulations w111

:be made w1th ex1st1ag data on background charactetlstlcs, _d_#;__.;

pdemocraphlc varlables,'and offense hlstorles. For ‘the purpose”_

of these comparlsons the dependent varlable will be successFul




-ot-non;seccessfﬁl pis;Eﬁent soﬁ the indepeﬁdent varisbie will
"be the background cheractetistics, demographic variables, and
offense histoties.of"the_men in these two groups. Comparing
T T B - e =
the men in these two groups'aCCthing to these variables will “
possibly offer some reasons why the men in non-successful ﬁiégg-_

. ment were returned to facilities with higher security ratings.

_Anothef' hase ofﬁthe data aﬁalysis eonsists oftdetermining:

; and thelr placements six months after

'j‘theRDC andNRDC

“Tcommltments to MCI-Walpole or MCI- Concord This group w111 )

then be compared to those men in the sample who were cla551f1ed

_at the R D C. or N.R.D.C, Agaln these g*oups will be comparedA:

:i+accord1ng to thEII backwround characterlstlcs, demographlcii-“”‘;j
variables and offense hlstorles oy a serles of cross- tabLlatlons.
In thls 1nstance, the“tackoround characterlstlcs demographlc
ﬁariables, and offense histories Will serve as the independent
varlable, whlle c1a551f1catlon and non-c13551f1catlon w111 |

-teptesent the dependent varlable. ‘It is the 1ntent of these | [
'comparlsons to gain some perspectlve as to the reason (s) whf
“some men are classified at either the R.D. C. or the N. R D. C and
: others are not Cl&SSlfled at either of these fac111t1es.
L _1 The,final phase_ofrthe data analysis will con51st_of a

series of cross-tabulations comparing the background charac-

bteristics,‘demographic.yariables, and offense histories of all
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men 1t the sample inifially assignsd to maximum, mediuvm, and

pae

minimum security facilities., As with the other comparisons,

the independent variable will be background characteristics,

demographlc varlables aqd offense hwstorles, whlle the depeﬂaant
vaklable WllL be becur;ty *atlng., This analy31s shouid prov1de"
some 1n51ght5 into the types of factors that are con51dered

the 1n1t1al a331gnment to maxlmum medlum'

1mportant_1nAmak1ng




CHAPTER THREE .

- FINDINGS




The chapter of findings is divided into four sections.
In the first_gection the flow of'individuals into the correctional

system and through the recepticn and dia g nostic process was

examlned Thls analy51s 1nd1cated that for some 1nd1v1dtals'

there was no. record'that they Uent‘through the formal receptlon

1oncerned Wlth a comparlson of those c1a551f1ed Vs,

those not c13551f1ed thronch the formal process.

'fa;;j_g - ‘In_the_thlrd section the relatlonshlp between backoround

' characterlstlcs criminal histories and the securlty level offu

= the 1n1t1al olacement from the RDC S wWas studled Flnally,m

the fourth section, the success rates for'those placed in
minimum securlty fac111t1es.eeremexam1ned and.an attempt easl
~ made to spotllght the cheracterlstlcs of those who were likely
torbe successfcl placements in mlnlmuﬂ securlty fec111t1es, es

well as the characterlstlcs of those who were not 11kely to be.

‘successful placements.

Flow of Ind1v1duals Throuch the Correctlonal Svs tem

Table 1 in Appendlx A presents the relatlonshlp between

) commltlng 1nst1tutlon and facility of 1n1t1al c13551f1cat10n.
The vast majorlty of Walpole commltments (75%) ‘were c13551f1ed
at the RDC at Norfolk The overhhelmlng percentage of Concord

_ c0mm1tments were cla531f1ed at the RDC at Concord (724)._




Inmates who were neither classified at the RDC nor NRDC (17%)
were more likely to have been sentenced to Walpole rather than

to Concord. .

D

-
-

Table 2 in Appendix A préesents the relsticnship between
fac111ty of initial classi catlon and security level of 1nlt1al
placement. Those cla351f1ed at the RDC were more llkely to be '

,“;glven medlum securlty placements (1 €.y Horfolk) Inmates _:;1;;”Q

PR, - - —

: ;fg;_clasé fied at the NRDC fac111ty We:e more apt to recelve a';;iif',f

f_;taximcg‘or minimum sccurlty-fac111ty. :One'reason for.thls'cﬁ;:\-

*coﬁe réééréimg‘maﬁiﬁcﬁ sécuricyrciaceméﬁcs for NRDC.cases Wé%::

: .;h;t Coﬁcofd_was defined as maximqm security in this study.__'f
Flfty-flve pcrcéﬁt of the RDC classification had medicm.

,:;é;;£;;§ 1n1*1al placeﬁents,hcoﬁ;éred to 6% of the NRDC -

N cla551f1cat10ns. Sixteen pq;cent of_the RDC initial placementé
ch&v34%‘of the NRDC“icitial piacémeuts were to minimum cecuritf
facilities. |

- All pcrsons;who_weré nct claséified at the RDC or ther-i

' NRDC were considered to have maximum security initial placements.

Table 3 concerns itself with the relationship between

'fécility of initial classification and security level of the

placement after six months., There is much greater movement

through the correctional system after being classified at'thé
NRDC than the RDC. Slxty-one percent of the inmates cla551f1ed

at the NRDC had & minimum security placement or had been paroled




six months after classification. It should be noted that 34%
of the NRDC classification had an initial minimum security
placement. Seventy-nine percent of the RDC classifications had

a maximum or medium security placement after six mouths. This

c0mpares'with 737 of those-peopléjinitially being placed in

maximum or medium security placements.

after six'months.' However it should be . noted that¥497 of

those not class*fled at elther the RDC. or the WRDC had moved

out.of-maﬁlmuﬁ SECUIIEY'Withln Six months,
-‘Tab1é 4 concerns ifself wifﬁ-tbe relaﬁionshiﬁ.betwéeﬁ'-
iﬁifiél placement énd piécementigfter six'mdnths:'ﬁﬁbtai samplé;
Thg_greatest movement frqm the initial placement'occurred'from'
- méﬁimum security facilities. Forty-two percent of those
initially placed in maximum secﬁ;ity placeménts wéte'traﬁsferred
to a lesser security facility. There was little movement from
| medlum securlty initial placemeﬁts._ Eighﬁy;three percent of
those 1nmates 1nit1ally c1a551f1ed medlum securlty placements
werg still there six months later. Ihere was also little
'_moﬁément out of the minimgﬁ security initial plabéﬁéhts. -Sixty—

eight percent of those initially,placed in a minimum security




placement Were tIEre s ix mont s Iace s TOurteenr percent—ot

- those initially placed in a minimum security facility moved to

a more secure placement, and 18% were paroled.

a

Table 5 shows the relationship between initial placement

and placement after six months fo* those ClaSSlfled at RDC.

Those 1n1tlally placed in max1mum or medlum secullty fac111t1es"m

from the RDC Were Stillwlikely to be in_their initial‘placements;

'f,;51x months later.; Elghty flve percent of maximum securlty and

RDC'had,the greatest'movement. Flfty-seven percent-dfrthe
1nmates orlglnally placed in. mlnlwdﬁ.seeurity ﬁiaceQEQEA frem‘f
.ﬁlthe RDC were still there. Twenty two éefcent of thoee mlnlaeml 2
Jsecurlty initial placements were paroled and 20% Werelreturned
to a‘mere secure facility.
Table 6 shows the relatlonshlp between 1ﬁ1t ial placemenel
and placement after six months for those classxlled as NRDC _____
0verall from the NRDC, those 1nlt1a11y placed in maximum
security.facilities had the greatest movement, Cnly 47% of
those 1n1t1ally placed in maximum security facilities were stlll
there six months later. The vast majority (95%) of the movemen

frOm those maximum securlty placements were to mlnlmum securlty

facilities. Medium securlty 1n1t1a1 placements from the \RDC

show the leastﬂmovement through the system. 89% of the medlum




secarit} nlacements initially classified at the NRDC were srill:

‘there after six months. There was little movement_oat_of

minimum security initial plaeemeﬁte from the NRDC. 75% initially
‘classified to minimuﬁ.securityrfacilities were still there after
six months. 16% of those iaitial‘minimum security plaeemen:e‘

5 received their paroles while 9% went to a more secure correctiomal

' faczllty.

';and placement after 51x months for those not formally”claSSwaed

ool

;“at the RDC or. NRDC Of those cr1ven Walpole ccmmltments, there'
Zwas 1ess movement from maximum securlty fac111t1es.;“51xty two
,percent of the inmates 1n1tlally sentenced to halpole were stlll
‘there six months latet._ Inmates 1n1t1a11y sentenced to maxlﬁum.7'
~eecurityAat Concord ehowed greaterﬁovement. Seventy-nine
percent,of the‘Concord maxiﬁ;m eecurity coﬁmitﬁents had‘moeed
-to a less secure facility after six months.
Table 5 provldes data on the 1en0th of time between
comeltment to the Department of Correctlon and the 1n1t1a1
placement subsequent to cla551f1catlon in the RDC or NRDC.

_This table shows that a majority of RDC cases (657%) were

classified and placed in a correctional facility within twelve

. weeks of their commitment to the Department of Correction. The .
median time between commitment and this initial placement was

9.5_weeks for RDC-casese




Tapie 8 also indicates that ons-thnird of the KXDU cases
were classified and placed in a correctional facility within

twelve weeks of their commitment to the Department of Correction.
_ o : - VT
ment

The median time between commitment and this initial placemen

—

was 13.4 weeks for NRDC cases.

Ovefail about half the'totai RDC and KRDC cases were

?3,

c13551f1ed and placed Wlthln twelve weeks of thelr commltment

- g e e

’i?ment was 10. 9 Wee&s for the total RDC and NRDC cases.:--__..T

Comparison of Classified vs. Non-Classified Individuals

RDC Caséé“&é. Non-Classified Wéipolé Commitments. - As;a .

.51zeab1e number (177) of the men in the- szﬁple apparently weren't .
c13551f1ed at either the RDC or the VRDC, the backcrcund o -
chargc;eristics of these men“were ccmpared with the backcrOund
éharacteriéticé of those who were c13551f1ed at the RDC or NRDC.
'The-comparisons were made separately for RDC cases vs, Ialpole
cbmmitments'nbt'c1a551f1ed and NRDC cases vs. Concord commitments
not.ciassified. Only those background cbaracterist}cs'on which

’7 sﬁatistically gnificant dlfkerences were found betwéen.the

groups are discussed here. - The tables in Appendix B show the

significantfdifferences found betﬁeen those classified at RDC

.and Walpble commitments classified at neitheglfacility, along

with the significant differences found between those cases
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classified at NRDC and Concord Commitments classified at neither
facility. The tables in Appendix C provide comparisons of

classified rsf‘non-classifled $ndividuals on all Variables

—

included in thz szudy.
Table I-1 in Appendir.B shows the comparison of the number

of prlor ‘arrests for RDC cases vs, non- Cl&SSlflEd Welpole

-commrtments.n Those 1nd1v1duals Wlth 12 or ‘more prlor arrests

“;}were much more llkelv to be non—cla551f1ed than to be class1f1edrsf“

”frat the RDC (66% Vs, 46%). Those cases w1th 11 or fewer prlor

arrests were more llkely to be classrfled at the RDC than to be
non—c1a551f1ed (53/ vs. 347) Tahle I-2 compares the number of
.prior charges for property ofFenses for those who were ClaSSlfled
hat the RDC vs. those who were non- cla531f1ed lnd1v1ddals shom..
had been charged w1th propef ty offenses 51x or more tlmes were
more llkely to be non- c13551f1ed than to be c1a551r1ed at the
RDC (60% Vs, 44%). Those cases with five or fewer prior charges
for property olfenses were more. likely to be classified at the
VRDC than to be non- cla531f1ed

Table I-3 shows‘the comparison between the number of prior
charges‘for nsrcotic offenses for those who were classified at
the RDC vs. those not classified. Individuals with no prior
charges for narcotlc offenses were more likely to se classified
}at the RDC than to be non- -classified (59A VS. 47%).7hThose cases
with one or more prlor charges for a narcotic offense were m0re

likely to be non-classified than to be clessified (53% vs. 41%).




Table 1-4 shows the number of prior charges for escape for
" those classified at the RDC vs. those not classified. Walpole

commitments with one or more prior charges for escape were more

a

1likely to have been ncn-classified than to have been classified

at the RDC (244 vs. 9%), while those‘with no prior chargES for
'escape were more’ llkely to have been classified at the RDC

:_...(?%% ve. 760

”?for those men c1a551f1ed at’ the RDC vS. those not c13551f1ed

Arllkely tp have been classifled at RDC than torbe‘nonwclaSSLfLed_'

_(24% vs; 38%),.while thoée cases ﬁith qo-prior juvenile incaélj
ﬂééfétiéﬁs were.mofe;iikelyito have Eeen ciassifiéd (732 vs;'BIiD;
Tablé I-6 shows the age at-first érrest for'thoéé men E
classified at the RDC vs. those non-classified. Individuals who
were 17 or older at first arrest were more likely to be élassified
ﬁhan non-classified (54% vs. 36%), wﬁile'those individﬁals who
wefe 16 or younger ﬁhen first afreéted were more likely‘to-be

‘non-classified than classified (62% vs. 45%).

NRDC Cases zg.'ﬁoﬁ—ciassified Concord Commitments. Table II-
compares the length éf maximum senteﬁce of those classified at
the.NRDC_vs.'Concord commitments not classified. Those with a
maximum senteﬁce of tén Or more years were more 1ikely to be .

classified at NRDC than to be non-classified'(45% vs. 12%), while




~

those with & ma ¥ imum sentence of 9 years or less were more likely
“to be non-classified (88% vs. 55%).

Table IL-2 shows the comparison of the prior charges for

l-rj

erson offenses for those classified at the XRDC vs. non-classified
Concord commitments. Those men who had had nb'prior charges B

for person offenses were more llkely to be classified at NRDC

 _7 than to be non—cla551f1ed (llA v54 2/), Whlle those w1th”one or

**-g; non-classmfled (98% VS? 89/)

Wrm-: . . e T s

Table II- 3 shows the comparison of the numbef”of oflor‘$m
incarcerstions for NRDC c13551f1ed cases vs. nDn—ClaSSlfled ceses;
Those.w1th no prlor 1ncarcerat10ns were less llkely to“be c13551-

ed than to be non—class d (57% vs. 694), whlle those w1th
-one of more prior 1ncarcerat10ns were more 11ke1y to ‘have been
classified than non—clasSified (43% vs. 31%).

Table II—& shows the age of 1ncarceratlon for NRDC classi-
'fled cases compared w1th non-c13551£1ed cases. Those who wefe
24 years old or younger were more likely to have been ‘classified
‘than to be non- c1a351f1ed (95% vs. 62%). Those who were 25
Vyears or older when lncarcerated were more 11kely to be non-

classified (387 vs." 4%) .

Relatlonshlo Between Backﬂround Variables and Securltv Level
of Initial Placement : '

The data on the relationship between background variables.

and security level of initial placement for RDC and NRDC cases




i Correctlon.'

is presented in Appendix C. Of the 567 persons classified at
the RDC, 160 (287) were placed in max :imum securlty, 310 (55%)
were placed in‘mediem security, 90 (167%) were placed in minimum
gecurity, and 7 (1%) were placed in Houses of oofrec ig

Of the 421 persons classified at the NRDC, 248 (59%) were

'-placed in maximum securlty (i.e., prlmarlly 1n51de the wall at

;Concord), 26 (64) were. placed 1n medlum securlty, l&l (34%) were -

.;ujplaced in mlnlmumlsecurlty, and 6 (l/) were Placed 1n.Houses of

Table 1 in Appendlx C shows the relatloneolp-between p
:present offenses and 1n1t1al placement of RDC cases.f It was
more llkely to find inmates with offenses agalnst themperson in
maximum security placemeuts co”pared wwth other RDC cases placed'
in maximum security placements (33£ vs. 11% of property and
drug offenders) Tt seemed more likely that those w1th drug
'offenses (63%) and sex offenses (62f) were 1n1tlally placed in
a medium security placement Those with drug (26A) and property
offenses (28%) had a greater llﬁellhood to be placed in a
minimum securlty facility than person (14%) and sex (11%)
_ offedders.' |
Table 2 showe.the relationship betweenfpreaent‘offense

and'iﬁitial placement of NRDC cases. Persons who'committed sex.'
_offenses had the greatest llkellhood to be 1n1t1a11y placed in

- a maximum security placement (85%) ard were least llkely to be

- placed in minimum security facilities (4%). Persons who




committed drug offenses were more likely to go to minimum security:
(50%), and least likely to go to maximum security (41%).
Table 3 shows the relationship between those who committed

£ RDC cases. Persons

H1
"J

reon oifenses and initial placement for

™
=

IU

who committed murder had the gfeatest likelihood to be sent to.

a maximum security placement (72%) and the least likelihood to

| be sent to a medlum securlty placement (28%). Thié-comparestﬁhyw

person offenders.

Table 4 ehows tﬁe relaticnéhiﬁ between minimum seﬁtencea
aed_initial plaeement of RDC casee Those w1th life sentences
-are most llkely to be placed in e maximum securlty (73 W) s mhlle
those.w1th.1ndef1n1te sentences were least likely to be placed
in meximum security (6%) . Thoseiwho were given an inaefinite
sentence had the greatest likelihood to be placed in minimum
security (50%), while none of those with a sentence of 10 years

_or more, including lifers, was placed in minimum security.

Table 5 shows the relaeloﬂshep between maximum length o

ot

‘sentence and 1n1tlal placement for those who have gone through .
;RDC. Those Wlth life sentences were more likely to be placed
in a maximum security facility (73%). Those with maximum
sentences of 10 years or less had the greatest_chaﬁce of going

- to a minimum security facility (28%).
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Tablie 6 shows the relations hip between maxinmum sencence
and initial placement of those classified at the NRDC. The

length of sentence was not a significant variable in the initial

o

nmat

Y

placement of s. The pasrcentagzes of inmates given 9 vears

o

or less vs. 10 years or more in maximum, medium, and minimum

security placements do not vary to a significant degree from .

,the 1n1tlal placemencs

Table 7 shows the relatlonshlp between race and 1n1tlal J;“

£ the total NRDC. sample.“

| placement of RDC cases, - Blacks are more likely than,whltes to

get a maximum secur*ty placement (Bﬁ% vs. 25%), and less 11kely
than whites to get a minimum security placexment (8% vs. 202);

_TabTe 8 ehows the IEIEtTOnShlp between race and the lnltlal
placements of those class fied at NRDC. Race was less 11kelp
co-ﬁe a significant vafiableﬁin the initial placement. There_
was Oniy a diffefence of‘beteeen-one and.ehree percentage

points for nhltes vS. b18CmS placed in maximum, medium, or
-minimpm_security. |

Table 9 Showa the relatioaship between mapital status and
initial placement of RDC caSes.'iThe overall tread indicatedh
that married ox di&orced, sepafated, or widowed men were more
1ike1y‘to get a leas secure initial.placement.. Married men (13%)
and divorced, separated,or widowed (207%) were less likely to
getra maximum securlty placement in comparison to single men

(40% . Marrled men (254) and those dlvofced, separated, oY

widowed (19%) were more 11ke1y to get a2 minimum securlty place-
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ment than single men.

Table 10 shows the relationship between marital status -
and initial placement for NRDC cases. Married men (11%) and
divorced, separabed, or widswed mazn (207 we:ermore_lLKe_y to

get a medium secufity placement., ‘Divorced, separated, or

widowed'men were, however, 1ess_likely to get a'minimum

securlty placement in comparlson to s1n°1e or marrled men.,~

Table ll shows the relatlonshlp between tIme on Job of

- 10ngest duratlon and 1n1tlal placement for RDC cases.y The

longer the time on the JOb the 1over the securlty level of -

the placement Those that were on a JOb IEss than 12 months
were_about_twice as likely, prOPOrtionately, to get amaximum%_fﬂ
seeutityApleceﬁent,-compared to t:ose on a JOb for more than.:l
12 months (36% vs. 17%). Those on the'-ob for less than 12
-months were less llkely to be given a minimum. securltyrplacement
than those on atjob for 12 months or more (11% vs. 234). |

| Teble 12 shows the relationship between time on job-of
'iongest duration an& initial_placement for NRDC eases. The
longer the time on job of longest ouration the lower the
secutity leveleof the placement. fhoseiwith iess thanllZ mohths
on a job were more. likely to get a maximum securlty placement
,‘compared‘with those with 12 months or more on a job (64i vs. &47%).
Tﬁose who had 12 or more months on a job were more likely_to.;'-

receive a minimum security placement than those with less than

12 months on a job-(all vs. 30%).




Table 13 shows the relationship between last grade cocmpleted
and initial placement for RDC cases. The lower the amount of

education the bigher the security placement. Those with 9 years

{4

or less were more likely o be given a =a

in comparison with those with some col1ece (34% vs. 15%) who N
were somewhat more likely to be placed in a2 minimuam security

' placement S T,

Table 14 concefns ltself w;th the ?elatlonshlpwgetweenr
lést grade completed and initial plécehent for NRDC cases
Thoée_W1th s ome college were less likely to be placed_;n |
'maximum securitj placeménts in édmpafison:with those with a_h"”
ninth grade educatlon or less (47A vs. 63%) . fhoée with sbﬁe'”
éoliege were also moré 11kely to receive -ediumseéuriﬁy plécé:f‘
ments:and minimum security placements.

Table.15‘sh§ws the.relationéhip between.prior-a&dréss and
initiél placement for RDC cases. Boston residents were on the
“thle more likely to receive more secure placeﬁenté. Thoée
who'wefe Bostonlresidents had the_greatést likelihood to be
- sent to a maximum secufity placement when compared with those
whésq residence was other than Boston (34% ﬁs. 19%). Those
outside of the Bosﬁon area were more likely to receive a
miniﬁum.security placement'than those from Boston (22% vs._lZZ).

Table 16 shows the relatlonshlp between prior address
and the security levels of initial placemgnt for those who went
.ﬁhrough the NRDC. Whether an inmzte is from the Boston area

or outside of it hasflittle_effect on the initial placement
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the inmete:receives;'aithough there was a'slight_tendency_for
Boston residentsito be overrepresented among maximum security
placements én&tqnderreéresented'among minimum security place-
ments.-" . | A ' Co | ’ L
-.Teble 17 shows the felatioﬁship between the number of .
--prior arrests'endthe security levels of initial plecemept for

:those who went through the RDC “The number of prior‘arrESts:nf'

-w-

has 11tt1e effect on the securlty 1eve1 of 1n1t1a1 placement

:for those ‘men c13351f1ed at the RDC
Thble 18 shows the relatlonshlp between the number of

prlor arrests and the securlty levels of initial placement for

‘those who went through the NRDC. Those 1nmates Wlth twelve-
':or more prlor arrests were more llkely to be 1n1tlally placed
'1n a maximum securlty fac111ty (66% vs. 55%) and less likely

torbe housed in a:minimum secutit§ fecility-(24Z vs. 392) tﬁen'
- those inmates with less than twelve prior arrests.

- Table 19 ehgws the felatiqnship.between the number of

ﬁriot-chéréesifbﬁ?ﬁe%eqnfof%enseeeahdfseeurity_leéellof'initial"*'
"‘Aplaééﬁéﬁt*faf theee'iﬁmates5ﬁhoJWent”throughmthe"RDC. .Those¥m

: 1nmates w1th no prlor charges for person offenses were less__

llkely to be placed in a maximum security facility (97) than -

';fthoseﬁinmates:who had;more:than elghtrprlor'charges.for person: i -
offeheee“fAQZJQ;rTﬂoee iemeteé Wixh-no_prior charges for person

offenses were more- likely-to- be-placed in a minimum security
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-

placements for those_anates_who_wentwthrou;h_the_NRDClﬁ Those;wl,

" offenses (6%).

| Table 20 shows the relationship between the number of
prior‘charges fof person offenses and secufity level of initial
placement for those inmates who went tbrougb the NRDCa’Thoseii
inmates'with more than eight prior charges'fof'person offenses-

were more 11kely to be placed in a maximum securlty faczllty

7_(68% vs. 58%) and less llkely to be placed 1n a mlnlmnm.securlty- -

-t‘_.fac111ty (23% vs. 357) in comparlson w1th those w1th elght or..

"fewer prlor charges for person offenses. 313_ , ﬁfﬁl

Teble 21 shows the relatlonshlp between the number of prlor ;-
charges for sex offenses and the securlty level of lnltlal
placement for those-lnmates Who went through the RDC. Those

men w1th one or more prior charges for sex offenses were less

'llkely to be placed in a nlnlmum securlty fac111ty (97) than

those men who had no prlor charges for sex offenses (18%7).
Table 22 shows the relatlonshlp between the number of

prlor charges for sex offenses and the securlty level of 1n1t1al

mern Who had one or more prlor charces for sex- offenseS'were""

more llkely to be placed in a maximum securlty fac111ty

.(SOA vs. 55%) and less 11ke1y.to be placed in a minimum security

© facility (127 vs. 38%) than the men who had‘no:priorncharges S

for sex offenses.




~ - prior ¢harges for narcotics offenses and the security*levél T

prior charges for property offense and the security level of

initial placements for those inmates who went through the RDC.

Those men who had no prior charges for property offense were .

less likely to be placed in a maximum security facility

-(22% vS. 317) and more likely to be placed in a minimum secnritj .

faclllty (25% vs, 127) than the ‘men who had six or more prlor

charges for property offense.
Table 24 shows the relatlonshlp between the number of ?F

prlor charges for property offense and securlty level of 1n1t1a1

placement for those inmates who went through the NRDC. Those f?:f“

men with six or more prlor charges for property offenses were {ﬂﬁ

more llkely to be placed in a maximum securlty fac111ty

(7lZ_vs. 46%) and less likely to be placed in a,mlnlmum.security'_

tfacilityf(ZZZ vs. 487%) when compared to those with no prior

charges for property offenses.

- Table 25 shows the relationship between thernumber'of-

g v s ame e i« e ey eamae Tt v e — e e et A et Sa-a el -~

of 1n1t1a1 placement for those 1nmates who went thrOLgh the‘

RDC.. The number of prlor charges for narcotlcs offenses does

" not have a 31gn1f1cant effect on the securlty 1evel of lnltlal

'1placement,'a1though those‘with prior charges forJnarcotic e

y

offenses arefsomEWhat“mbrelifheiﬁfto‘hefpiacea?in medium.security;

*facilities. - ' : o a ema

TabYe23—shows tihe relat Tonsnlp between thoe numbexr ok -

-

waf




- Table 26 shows the relationship between the number of 1‘} pad

prior charges for narcotics offense and the security level of
initial placement-fOr‘those inmates who went through the NRDC.
The number of prlor charges for marcotics offense is not relatedif;_
to the.securlty level of 1n1t1al placement for NRDC cases. f s
Table 27 concerns itself with ‘the relatlonshlp between theifs

| number of prlor charoes for escape offenses and how a man 1s

c1a551f1ed at the RDC A man.w1th ohe or more arrests ﬁas about
tw1ce as llkely to be placec.ln a nax1mum securlty fac111tj--
A(SOZ vs. 26%).' Also, a man w1th’no prev1ous escape charges“
had a sllghtly greater chance to go to a minimum securltf
fac111ty (177) compared to those w1th one or more escape charges-
(8% sent to minimum security) | o |
Table 28 concerns 1tself w1th the relatlonshlp between the
.number of prior charges for escape offenses and how a man-ls'
classified at the NRDC. A manlwith cne or more'arrests stood pV
_a greater llkellhood of belng sent to a maximum securlty fac111ty

.“f;"%ahm' (7I7T”than a man w1th no prev1ous escape charges (58%). Also R

B man w1th nO“prev1ous escape charges had a-betternchance o£—--e-4

t belng sent to minimum securlty (367) than those with one. or - ';f;_;

more escape charges (15% sent to minimum securlty)

" Table 297 concerns ‘itself with the relationship. between

- -the-numberroprrior Juveniie rncarceratlons and how a man is 7. =

SR -classifi___ed atithe RBC: A man-with one pg;_-,mpjce.; juvenile incarcer:..

ations was more likely to bé sent to maximum security (3920 than




ST ?ﬁiaimanewith?no:record.of-juvenilerincarCerations £L04). :ALeo,‘e;gg%;?
“men with no previous juvenile incarcerations had a greater

chance of being sent to minimum security (19%) than those with

a

one or more juvenile incarcerations (7%).

Table 30 concerns itself with the relationship between the =
number of prior juvenile inCarcerations and'how a'man“is~classified

_ at the NRDC. A man wlth one or more Juvenlle 1ncarceratlons 1s.p7

men w1th no prlor Juvenlle 1ncarceratlons (557) : Also, a man

VTW1th no prlor Juvenlle 1ncarcerat10ns had a better chance of
belng placed in minimum security (37%) than those men-who had .h
one or more Juvenlle 1ncarceratlons (264) ;: e

Table 31 concerns . 1tse1f Wlth the relatlonshlp between the L}
total number of prior 1ncarceratlons and how a man is clas51f1edr

| at the RDC There appears to be llttle relatlonshlp between-
prlor 1ncarceratlons end belng sent to a maximum securlty

'.fac111ty Twenty nine per cent with one or more 1ncarceratlons

'9'were_sent to max1mum'secur1ty compared’w1th 272 Of thOSe Wlth

“no’ prlor 1ncarceratlons~ thry"nlne;per;cent:w1th one or-more g,

._l'ffgfprlor 1ncarcerat10ns were sent to medlum securlty compared to T 7

48% of those w1thrnne. Those with no prior 1ncarceratlons had
AQ»AféﬁéaﬁhEtteraCHahEeioffbeihg;seﬂtitb-minimum seceti§y¢oomparedago??géig
LT “th'b*se‘ﬁﬁh‘«%‘ﬁ"eae’rmo%prmr ircarcerations. (23% vs.- 11),**3%9_
-~~e~—-~e~ -——-~Ia51e 327cencerns 1t521EWW1th the relatlonshrp between LeenlE

the total ‘number of prior? 1ncarcerat10ns and how a man is




~¢lassified at the NRDC. - Those With one or more— prior—incarcer=——
ations had a slightly better chance of being sent to maximum

security (65%) than those who had no prior'incarcerations-(SAZ).

*

Those with no prlor lncarceratlon had a slightly better chance

to go to minimum security (397) than those with at least one

prior 1ncarceratlon (284).m." S S _“Q;'_ -

——

Table 33 concerns 1tself w1th the man.s age at 1ncarcerat;on'

. -.,:.-..‘.,‘_..‘. e PP ‘ g
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- and 1 hcw he is c1a551f1ed at “the RDC. Those men 24 or-under werekF

‘f::much more llkely to be placed in maxlmum securlty than.men older.;
_Fifty per cent of the 24—and ‘under populatlon were placed in
lmaxlmum securlty compared to only 17% of the 25 or older group-ii:
Men 25 and older had a much better chance of bexng sent to i:ﬁ o
-mlnlmum securlty than‘younger men.: Twenty two per cent of-the
men 25 and older were sent by the RDC to a minimum securlty
placement compared to only 5% of the men 24 or younger.

- ' Table 3&"concern5'1tself with the man's age at incarceration

and how he 1s c1a551f1ed at the'NRDC Slnce there were only

iﬁ}¥ilfl7 men at. the NRDC_ZS or;older, 1t 15 dlfflcult to compare tnrseﬂi
igroup to the 402’men 2% or younger: Still what stands out 1si*ffa
‘f_that over half the 25 or older'populatlon were sent to medlcm B

securlty while 957 of the 24 and younger populatlonwere elther -
- sent to @ maxxmum-or -minimum. seeur1ty,§ac1llty.;s‘;¢a L

Sefps T Table 35 concerns itself: with the“ageeefithe men-at'the_r“n—

"-%““*‘“*’“tlme‘of'their first-arrest-and -how-they-were: q13551f18d by the..



s+ -5~ RDC.. Men’ whq”had therr flrst arrest at 16 years or younger CaITL i

had a greater chance of being sent to‘max1mum securlty.(BBZ)

than the older first arrested inmates (207) - Those inmates first -

L9

arrested at. 17 or older had a greater chance of " berng sent.tos t*f”

minimum securlty (21%) than those men.who were arrested at a

younoer age (10%). - ;'l__f_-, c_iiﬂL

Iabler36_concerns 1tself Wlthtthe age of the men atrthe-

younger had a greater chance of belng sent to maximum securlty
(67%) than those men who were arrested when they were older (497)

Those men flrst arrested at 17 or older had a greater chance of

.,._ sme [ P,

belng sent to minimum securlty (417) than those men who were -

arrested at a younger age (287)

Su z of Slgnlflcant Factors Assoc1ated w1th In1t1a1

Placement 1n Max1mum Securlty and 1n Mlnlmum Securlty Fac1lltres.-

A summary of the statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant factors assoc1ated

??fiww1th placement by the RDC and the"NRDC in maxlmum-securlty andéf?f

- ln.mlnlmum_securlty fhcrlltles 1s_presentedw1n,Appendlxaﬂ

P i'_, Startlng w1th.the RDC placements we found those 1nmates

= 1n1t1ally placed in max1mum securlty facrlltles to be 51gn1f1-5

fﬂ.‘a ;recantlywouerrepresentedcrn_therfollow1ng demegraphrc categorles,nce,.

;e**"amrrrin:rermsrof:cffenseﬁtommltreda*murder -was’. SlgnlflcantlY‘Ovef== RS

-yeae;naerrepresentedsanrmax;mpmeseoermtyhplacements; The maxlmum andlkaﬂhgmh
minimum sentences were more likely to be 10 years or more. AMen :

".
<R
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- PlaCEd-lnimaKlmum security. were. more. llkely to. be black singley.- -

e

t

'“"'*ﬂ‘TEnd“Zé years of -age or‘YOunger; ~ Other factors'whlch were over=" "’

represented were re51dents in the Boston area, a first arrest at

A

age of 16 or younger, an educatlon of 9th grade ox less, and a

short job ‘duration of one year or”less. Flnally, in terms of

criminal history, maximum security.placements were overrepresented'_

on the following factors: 9 or more: prlor person offenses, one o

BT Y . = el

‘or more prlor escapes, and one or more prlor Juvenlle 1ncarcer

'atlons.'

Those 1nmatesfrnlrlsily“placed‘in nlnlnum.secnrltp‘facrlltres
.through the RDC were 51gn1f1cantly overrepresented in the Say
follow:l.nc demographlc categorles. In terms of offense comm1tted”
property/drug offenses were 51gn1f1cant1y overrepresented | -

Mlnlmum sentences were more llkely to be lndeﬁlnlte or nine years

or less. Men lnltlally placed in mlnlmum securlty faollltles
tended to be 25 years or older, whlte, marrled at least once,

_and from a non-Boston address. They tended to have held a job

R e S A L -

,{for one year or. more,,age at. flrst.arrest.was more. 11kely to

be*17 ye&rs-or—older— Flnally; in- terms~of—cr:mrnai’hlstory-;. .

.they were more llkely to have no prlor person offenses* no.

"prlor sex offenses, no prlor property offenses, and o prlor

Ahr_*_m.1ncarcerat¢ons,n¢nolud1 mnoqjuvenlle anarceratlons.Msssnnq;_soerg

Thus, 1n-compar1ng men placed in mlnlmum,and max1mum : r;

o — e

M )

%enxsrfxe -SEcnrlty\piacemeth'from-thefRDC;ﬂthere are-some"keysdifferencas

- -

.;__manEn glven iritial ‘minimum security placements tended ‘to b.mmw‘h;&:
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o s -

- szzrieg.z2: older, white; married at :least mnce, and - had a -.s-’teady | ob RSES N

- that affect a man s 1nitial placement being maximum security

;,tended to be overrepresented 1n the follow1ng Ways.. In terms

i factors assoc1ated w1th criminal history were that the. men

Ci=a-oiizfendedt He:? o].d:er-'a:t': first-arrest: (17 or °1den)3-‘:1‘13°* they~me=

history. They tended not to be from Boston and were older at
the time of their first arrest. They were also apt not to have

prior juvenile incarcerations or prior sex offenses or property-.

offenses.

In exam:x.ninc the NRDC placements, the sxonlficant factors .

of offense committed sex crimes were most likely sent to ”*Ezfee.

maximum security. Men sent to a max1mum security 1n1t1a1 place- .

i'ment tended to be 22 or younger and had a poor JOb history

(1ess than one year on the job). Concerning criminal history,

e s

age at first arrest tended to be 16 years or younoer.' Other

factors in their criminal histories included 12 or more arrests, -

- one or more Sex offenses, 6 or more property offenses, and one’

or more prior juvenile incarcerations.

In examining the NRDC minimum security initial placements,

: these5men.tended to-befoverreprESented'initheifollowingjﬁsysiw:

They tended to be 23 or older-and they tended to have—a—;ob

history that 1nc1uded one. or more years on the. JOb Slgnlficent,

- - '\

‘\
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e oy Fed: SEL o::*eﬁewer‘ prid mmiests £ F Ty had 1o, fprmrfeer'offem‘eﬁﬂ‘uﬂ

-=-- They had 5 or fewer property offenses.

e ———

. mea_w.pmc:sesmpes., “juvanile *i‘m;e‘r-cemta.nns::or_ prno::sancax.cera,tlons Pz




=% mee L 2Thus,? in comparing maximud and minimum secnritnyRDCZZ““nsinﬂe,
initial placements, we find significant differences in the
following areas. ‘Men sent to minimum security tended to be

older ‘and tended to have a: steadler job hlstory.- They~were

older at the tlme of thelr first arrest and had fewer prlor

rrests than men sent to max1mum,secur1ty. Men,sent.to;mlnlmum.:V*'

securlty were llkely not to have any prlor sex offenses, prlor

Comparlson of Successful VS. Non—Successful Placements 1n'j
Mlnlmum Securlty Facilities

An important issue to be addressed in this research was

the-extent to Whlch the 1n1tlal-c1a551f1cat10n placements--

eSpeclally the minimum securlty placements—~were successful

- The data comparlng the characterlstlcs of successful vs. non-

successful minimum security placements is presented ;n Appendlx E.-
A-successful Placement was operaticnally defined?as any |

1nd1v1dual who' remalned'ln a mlnlmum securlty‘fac111ty'or-was

peroIéd‘51x months after—the*lnltlal placement 1n m1n1mum—secur1“v

Conversely, a non-successful placement was operatlonally’deflned_n..

‘as any 1nd1v1dual who had been returned to a hlgher securlty -:f?::=

:::nsr":teﬂ%éiiityk@ﬁﬁﬂmﬁnﬁﬁmaiterttﬂetinitial:plécementain:nﬁnimum_secggggg

2 abiams hpEh 151&%x&$3§1 %bdve-operatiﬁﬁal+def1n1tloms,;timrxmeralihggé iéﬂ

—nohie A3 sueressy” ﬁ!:ve::ﬁbr“%the&»ﬁi« perS’bn‘s-ii-nitla:'ldgaplacad ~in-mindmu: TSI




T security Facilities T g v
In the relationship between background variables and
success rates for individuals initially placed in minimum secuiity

L S -

fac111t1es, there were 51gn1f1cant dlfferences ln success. rates-

on three 1nterrelated factors. The flrst of these varlables

'were the types of sentence 1nmates recelved The data showed_7OZ_”f

second of these varlables concerns the age of the men.lncarcerated

‘ e
- _,5_u_ PR . ww fes —“‘M- - :
T T B N . - :_‘-«-—n ULy

Those 1nmates 24 or younger lnltlally placed in a mlnlmum securltv

| fac111ty ‘had a 91% success rate. Inmates 25 or older placed ln'i

I o

”@a mlnlmum security faclllty had only 792 success rate. The thlrc

varlable concerned the faclllty of lnltlal c13551f1caclon._ MEn

placed in minimum securlty facilities lnltlally cla551f1ed at o

: the NRDC had a 91% success rate. Men 1n1tlally c1a551f1ed at“sf}dﬁ

the RDC and had a mlnlmum securlty placement had only an SOZ—f;Q

‘;succe55~rate;-~f':ffgfﬁﬂr}“?

Tﬁé~succe55'ratesﬁof’RDCTan&fVRD€”pIacementsAwereetﬁen-

E examlned w1th age held constant 1n an- attempt to determlne

'Whether age or faczllty oF 1n1tlal cla351f1cat10n was. mote';

.:%?ﬁ*b?—uulmportant Ln.relatlon £o.: Success rates;“sihls_cross tabulatlonrﬁgzg

nxﬁssﬁﬂééiS*presenteddat.the*end.ofrAppendixdﬂ $he=results WEIE“lQCQQStngB

fi~4=—d?-*clusaveusunredthetuast magorltyeof-the younger lndlg;duals wete:a‘-

o

R *cIaES'f ed ‘at’:the- NRDE, whlle v1rtua11yeil of the older*1nd1v1duals

were classified at_the RDC;. However, the data does 1nd1cate 3}.
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T frpia Cing yuung e o
‘persons in minimum security placements--especialiy those'betﬁeen
the ages of 20 and.24 (success rate= 967) .
Flnally, it is noteworthy that there were no-.stat:‘..stlcally Lk
'sz.gn:.flcant dlfferences 1n-'success rates on such varlables as
.type Vof offense, ra_ce mar:.tal status, educatlon, and prlor
.. cr:l.mlnal Hrecord..v' ; L .
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DISCUSSION

" In this chapter the major findings of the study will be

discussed and an attempt will be made to interpret them. This

—

chapter is divided into four sections which correspond to the
four sections presented in the chapter on findings:

(1) flow of 1nd1v1duals through the system,-
(2) comparison of classified vs. non-c1a551fled

| individuals;
 (3) background variables and initial placement' and,
(4) success rates of minimum security placements.

Flow of Iﬁdividuals Through tﬁe Ccrrectional Systemc

The data 1n this sectlon 1nd1cated that for 17% of the

1199 1nd1v1duals sentenced to the DOC in 1976 there was no

record that they had been formally c1a351f1ed at the RDC or ‘the

'NRDC. The maJorlty (72%) were men ‘who had been sentenced tc

'_Walpole.‘-It is likely that these men received their initial

classification at Walpole rather than at the RDC due to over-

crowdlngand the 1ack of bed. space at the RDC.

LY

For those who were c1a551f1ed at the RDC, dlverSLOn from

maximum securlty was apparent.' The majority of placements (55%)

were to medium securlty, and a numbexr of placements (16%) ‘were

dlrectly to minimum securlty.

~Diversion from maximum securlty was less apparent at the

-NRDC,'primarily because Concord was defined as a maximum security

institution'in_this study. However, it is noteworthy that a
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subetantial numberlof initial placements by the NRDC (34%) were
directly to mlnlmnm securlty fac111t1es.

A rev1ew*of the status of 1nd1v1duals six months after their
initialrplacement 1nd1cated that there was substantial movement
throngh_the systeﬁ, eepecially for NRDC caees. After six.months,

| oniy 30% of the RDC eaees and 31% of the NﬁDC cases wererin h‘

: max1mum securlty. Further,-ZOZ of'the RDC oases-and'an impreSsive_.
h'61% of the NRDC cases were elther in mlninnm securlty facilltles |
Vror had been paroled after six months."‘%-ﬁzr- | s

1t is also 1mportant to note that c1a551f1catlonpat the

RDC or NRDC tends to facilitate movement through the correctlonal
system. Fewer than one- thlrd of those 1n1t1311y c13551f1ed at-
| 7the RDC or NRDC were in maximum securlty after six months, while |

sllghtly over half of the non-claSSLfled 1nd1v1duals were still

in maximum securlty after six months.
With respect to the time-for initial classificetion. it
,was found that the time perlod between c ommi tment to the DOC and
-1n1tlal placement by the RDC/NRDC was somewhat longer than expected.
Overall, the median 1ength of time between commltment and initial
placement was eleven weeks, with about half the cases c1a551f1ed
7 and placed w1th1n twelve months of their commltment.
Movement was faster at the RDC where the median time ... = -

~ between conmitment and initial placement was 9.5 weeks,'compared

to 13.4 weeks for the NRDC cases. About two-thirds of the RDC
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cases and one-third of the NRDC cases were classified and placed
within twelve weeks of their commitment.

x

Comparison of Classified vs. Non-Classified Individuals

Comparisons of background characteristics for those who

| were c1a531f1ed and those who were not c1a551f1ed were made
separately for RDC cases VS, non-c1a551f1ed Walpolercommltments
ld and NRDC cases VS. non-c1a551f1ed éoncord commltments;r Of thei?ﬁ
six slgnlflcantly dlfferent background characterlstlcs of the L
" RDC c13551f1ed and non-cla351f1ed 1nd1v1duals, the prlor offense
‘record was found .to berthe key dlfference. Those Wlth more prlor
arrests on charges for property, narcotlc, or escape offenses;d
“.as well as those who wete first arrested at a younger.age,

_were less likely to be clas51f1ed at the RDC and were more llkely

1to be non-classified. MThe data clearly 1nd1cated a trend in.

Whlch individuals were less llkely to be c1a531f1ed at the RDC

..if they had had a hlstory of prlor charges for these offenses.

The comparlson of the background characterlstlcs of

' _1nd1v1duals c13351f1ed at the NRDC vs. those not c13551f1ed<hd

not yield trends as clearly 1nterpretab1e. ‘The two hlghly
91gn1f1cant varxables (p € .001) were the length of maxlmum
:sentenceuand‘the age at 1ncarcerat10n. Ind1v1duals W1th a shorter
maiimum sentence were-ﬁore 1ike1y.to be non-cla551f1ed than to
have'been classified at the NRDC. ‘Since the'median length of

time between commitment and initial placement from the NRDC is

13 4 weeks, 1t is p0551b1e that individuals with a: shorter




. process-because of earlier'parole eligibility. Table 3
(Appendix A) indicates that, proportionately, twice as many

a

'non-classified men were paroled after six months in comparison
- to classified men.
The-other highly_significant variable was age'at incarcer-

atron.. Younger 1nd1v1duals were much more 11ke1y to be c1a351f1ed'

at the NRDC than older men. Slnce the NRDC serves prlmarlly
fyounger populatlon some dlfferences would be expected | It is-
. p0551b1e that older men commltted to Concord were transferred

to Norfolk W1thout belng c13551f1ed at the NRDC.

Background Varlables and Initial Placement .

A number of factors was found to be 51gn1flcant1y assoc1ated
nlth initial placement in maklmum securlty and in mlnlmum securlty'
by the RDC and the NRDC. | For example, individuals with the 7
following characteristics were significantly-overrepresented
among the RDC maXLmum securltj placements-—commltted for murder,
longer-sentence, younger, black, single, lower educatlonal level
less stable work history,'from Boston, younger at first arrest,
‘ﬁith more prior person offenses and escapes, and with prior
juvenileincarceration.

On the'other hand,,individuals with the‘following'charac-
teristics were significantly overrepresented among the RDC
amlnlmum securlty placements—-commltted for property or drug

'offenses, shorter sentence, older, white, marrred more stable




work history, not from Boston, and with less serious criminal
‘records. |

Many of the aboﬁe'differences were not uhexpected.- Howevef,,
two variables--race and residence--warrant further study. -Blacks
and Boston residents were more iikelp.to be placed in maximum
security, while whites-ahd'noh-Boston-residents'ﬁere more likely
to be placed in mlnlmum.securlty.ﬂ The relatlonshlp between race
and residence and lnltlal placement should be further examlned
holding constant such varlables as offense and crlmlnal hlstory
factors,=in order‘to'galn a better understandlng Of'thlS-- |
phenomenon. | | o |
Slgnlflcant factors associated with initial placements
 were not partlcularly setprlslng.-.Younger;men, commltted for
sex offenses, with less stable work records, and more.serlous
‘criminal histories were more llkely to be placed in maxlmum
securlty. Older men w1th more stable work records and less

serious crlmlnal hlStOIlES were more. llkely to be placed 1n

minimum securlty;

Success Rates gg;MinimumJSecﬁritgPlacements

Overall, the-flndingslin terms of successful and non-
: successfu1~placements indicate that both the RDC and NRDC do
‘an effectice joh in placing-men in mihimumrsecdrity facilities.
'The flndlng of a comblned success rate in minimum security
placements of 87% seems to 1nd1cate that the staffs at both ,

-thefRDC and the NRDC carefully screen men prior to recommending




mﬁb?ir_aﬁsisnment”tnm" i imam- Security facility. 1In addition,

it is 1mportant to note that such background characterlstics as
race, type of present offense marital status, mllltary back~
ground, education, number of prlor 1ncarceratlons types of prior -

incarcerations geographic locale, and age at first arrest do.

not 51gn1flcantly affect the successful outcome of men placed

:71n mlnlmum securlty fac111t1es._e

Slgnlflcant dlfferences on success rates were found on 3

three 1nterre1ated varlables- age, type of sentence (determlnate
vs. 1ndeterm1nate),‘and fac111ty of 1n1tlal clas31f1catlon.

: Younger 1nd1v1dua1s, those w1th 1ndeterm1nate sentences and

those initially c13551f1ed at the NRDC had slgnlflcantly higher

”suceess rates.

An attempt was made to spec1fy through further cross-'

-tabulatlons whether age or facility of initial c13551f1catlon

was more 1mportant in relatlon to success rates. That is, was
the NRDC more effectlve in screenlng persons for minimum securlty
and' because they dealt Wlth more younger men, age also emerged
as a srgnlflcant factor' or, were younger people morxe llkely

to be successful 1n minimum security in general, and, because

. more. younger men went through the NRDC, fa0111ty of initial

«<c13551f1cat10n also emerged as a s1gn1f1cant factor.

The results were inconclusive - since the vast majority of
the younger men were class1f1ed at the NRDC whlle v1rtually

all of the older 1nd1v1duals were classifled at the RDC. ThUS,
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';h;mi;;g”gg”;;@bgrati;é”é;;;fé;;;iug;é7ggé“égggigiiigf”bffagg;&;'_
- mining whether ége or facility of initial classification is ef
primary importéﬁce iﬁ relation to success rates. _quever;:it

_is clear that the NRDC is particularly effeCtive'in pleging

- younger persons in mlnlmum securlty fac111t1es—-espec1ally those
between the ages of 20 and 264 (success rate“ 967%) . | |

| In terms of examlnlng the RDC s 51gn1f1cantly lower success
'.féte_ln plac1ng men in ﬁlnlmum securlty fac111t1es,.n9t much 7

' aefinitive infefmation is available'to-formuléte conelusions;ﬁ
.One p0331b1e explanatlon for the lower success rate of the RDC |
’1s that they work prlmarlly w1th men over 25 and w1th men who -
'receive determinate sentences--factgfs which are_negatlvely |
.7asSOCiated with a mae's success in minimum'seEueity; As was
the case above, fhe lack of éomparative dafa makesﬁiﬁ aifficult

; to determine which factors are of primafy importenee in relation
tq:suCCess rates.;

"Ae a means_of-examining this issue further, future
'reseafchers might wantto_look-ﬁore closely than was possible
in this study at the influence which age and type of sentence
- have on the outcome of men placed in minimem.security facilitiee
“sy the.RﬁC'and ehe‘NRDC. This research would, hopefully,
elucidate,which“facﬁors-eage;-type ef:sentence,:or'claSSifieation>ﬁ:
-at the'ﬁDC or NRDC-—affect the rate of success of menéssigned

to minimum security facilitiées by the RDC staff.



— In addltion tOthe . factors Just out]_lned ’ R —
‘issues of importanee in terms of.succesa~-nonsuccess.rates in
- minimum security facilities whichlneed mentioning. As noted
above, the findinge'Of this studp_demonstrate that men under the
age of 24 years have higher rates of suecess in minimum seeurity
:.facilities than men over 25 years of age. This finding_runs
oounter to the general impre551on that ybung offendera'are less
11kely than older offenders to be successful in mlnlmum securlty.
placement._ Yet as observed when examlnlng the background
'characterlstlcs of men 1n1t1ally placed in mlnlmum securlty
facrlltles, men under the age of 24 are least 11ke1y to be o
assigned. to minimum securlty fac111t1es after completlng the
’classiflcatlon process.' Indeed men under 24 years are signifi--
cantly overrepresented in maxlmum securlty fac111t1es, as
prev1ously noted. One could argue that the hlgher success rates
of younger men in minimum securlty is a functlon of the men under
24'years being better screened durrng claaelflcatlon than men
over 25'years of age. Others might'observe'thatIminimum security
facrlrtles within the Department are better able to work with
younger people, Justlfylng the placement of more men under the
' age of 24 in minimum security fac111t1es. 0bv1ously, further

study of this - 1ssue ‘is’ needed however, the data generated in.

this study supports the argument that more men under ‘the age of

24 can be transferred to minimum securlty fac111t1es.

As noted above, type of offense is not.signlflcantly
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associated with rate of success. However, it is clear that the
RDC and the NRDC_take_type of offehserinto consideration in making
minimum seeurity placements. For those screened and placed in
minimum security facilities, type of offense was not significantly
| associated with success ratet This suggests that the screening
process'for minimum security'placements ﬁasbeeu effectiye with
respect to type of offense.

| It is also worthy of mentlon that blacks c13551f1ed at the

" RDC are also underrepresented among men 1n1tlally placed rn _

dmlnlmum security fac111t1es._ As prev1ously observed the datar ‘;'
:'_1n thlS study 1nd1cates that race is not a 51gn1f1cant factor |
in deteranlng success .in a-mlnlmum security fac111ty. ThlS
dfindlng suggests that the RDC staff is Justlfled in plaelng
mOre_blacks than theyfcurrently do in minimum securlty fac11ities,
~‘un1ess thereare other factors influeneing the overrepresentation'
of blacks in maximum'security placements, such as type of
offense, length of.senteuee, and.seriousness of criminal record.

| By way of summarizing this section,:there are certainrareas
for future study which are identified'by-the findingS-of this
report of primary importance, is an examination of the treatment
programs offered by the minimum securlty facilities in the |
iiDepartment in order to determlne more 5pec1f1ca11y than was
posslble in this study their effectlveness in worklng Wlth men
| under the_age_of 924, Such an examination of minimum security

facilities might also offer some insights ;nto the reasons that




men assigned to minimum security facilities by the RDC are less .

likely to succeed at'these placements than menrassigned by the

| staff at the NRDC.

As a means of determlnlng why the NRDC has a SLgnlflcantlv

hlgher success rate than the RDC in plac1ng men in minimum securltv

fac111t1es, the data in this study demonstrates the need for furthe:

study of the c1a551f1cat10n processes at both the RDC and NRDC..fA

' Partlcular emph351s of future studles, 1n addltlon to the age

_.varlables already mentloned _should be on how type of sentence,“ 7

determlnate or 1ndeterm1nate, affects the outcome of ‘men 1n ~i'

”mlnlmum securlty fa0111t1es. The comparlson of the background =

characterlstlcs of men w1th each type of sentence, for example,.

could be eluc1dat1ng. A closer examlnatlon of the c13551f1catlon

_process at both the RDC and. the NRDC would also offer some per-

sPective as to the reasons the NRDC.ls apparently SO effectlve

'1n placing men under the age of 24 in minimum securlty fac111t1es.

'fAs mentioned earller, the flndlngs in this partlcular part of the

study are 1nconc1u51ve, maklng it 1mp0551b1e to determine the

specific reasons the NRDC is so effectlve in 3851gn1ng younger

. men to mlnlmum securlty facilities.

A flnal 1mp11catlon for research indicated by this study-

hpertalns to the utlllzatlon ‘of minimum securlty fac111t1es within

the Department of Correctlon. The overall flndlngs of thls

_study suggest that the staffs’ at both the RDC and the NRDC

tcarefully screen and effectlvely assign men to-minimum'security_

“fan41arqu_ as seen in the hlgh rates of success of both ClaSSl-




fication centers. -Ihis finding, in conjunction with previous
“research (Letlai¥; 1975; Landolfi;1976 & 1977) which iﬁdicates.
thét men pléceé in minimum security facilities héve lower
recidivism rates than men incarcerated in higher security
facilities, suggests that it wéuld be feasible and productive 
férthe_Departmenﬁlof_Correction t§ jncrease the number of

persons it assigns to minimum security facilities.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS




s

were-iif;;'ﬁi- :

The focus of this study was on the reception and dlagnostlc
proceas of the‘Department of Correctlon and on the status of
1nd1v1duals six months after thls initial c1a551f1catlon Process,
The sample con51sted of the 1199 men sentenced dlrectly to

Walpole or to Concord durlng 1976. The maJor research questlons

(1) What are the statlstlcs on the flow of inmates
through the reception and diagnostic process, . =
“the initial Placements by the RDC and NRDC and
the placements after six months’ e .

(2) What are the characterlstlcs of those men w who-go -
" through the RDC/NRDC process vs., those who do not .
go through the process? : :

(3) Does 1n1t1al ClaSSlflcatlon by the RDC/NRDC make
- a difference with respect to an individual'sg
movement through the correctional system--i.e.,
with respect to placement after six months’

; (4) What is the breakdown of the RDC/NRDC placements A
~ 1in terms of maximum, medlum and minimum security
fac111t1es7 : :

(5) What is the relationship between backcround
‘ characterlstlcs, present offense data, and
criminal history and the security level of the
initial placement by the RDC/NRDC7

(6) How successful are the minimum security placemehts
"~ of the RDC/NRDC9 | :

(7) What are the characteristics that dlstlngulsh
- between successful and non-successful placements
in minimum security fac111t1es’

Flow'gg Individuals Through the Correctional System

The majority. of the 1199 men sentenced dlrectly to the

Department of Correction durlng 1976 (837) went through the
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;fb?ﬁéi“éiéégifiéatian'éfgéégsmgg'éﬁémﬁbdmgguthe'ﬂﬁbél-mTﬁé”gbé'”'mm”“
was effective-in diverting'men from maximum security inasmuch
aSISS%-of_the RDC placements ﬁere to medium secufity facilities
‘and 16% were directly to ﬁinimum seeuriﬁy facilities. -Diversion
from maximum secﬁrity has'iees apparent at the ﬁRDC primarilyﬁ
because Concord was_defined as meximum_security in.this study. .
'However,,it is‘neteﬁbfthy thaﬁ 54%_of.the NRDQ plecemehts were
Adireetlytominimum security_facilities..ﬁ"V | o |
| .There wae ; fairli-subseantial degree of movement thrqegh“
‘the correctlonal system."Six monehs after.the iniﬁiel placegent,
only 30% of the RDC cases and 31% of the NRDC cases were in ’
hmexlmum securlty, and 20% of the RDC cases and 617 of the RDC '
cases were either in minimum securlty or had been paroled |
013531f1cat10n at the RDC or NRDC tended to fac111tate movement
'through the correctlonal system since fewer than a thlrd of
those 1n1tlally classified. at the RDC or NRDC were in maximum

" security after51x months, whlle sllghtly over half of the non-
classified 1nd1v1duals were still in maximum securlty after six

| months.

The median length of time between commltment to the DOC

and initial placement by the RDC/NRDC was eleven weeks (9.5 weeks

for the RDC'ahd 13.4 weeks for the NRDC).

Comparison QQ'CIassified vs. Non-Classified Iﬁdividuals

As 17% of the men in the sample were apparently not

-classified at either the RDC or the NRDC, the backg;ound_eharae-




“teristics of these men were compared with those who were.
classified. Coﬁparisons Were made separately for RDC and NRDC
cases. Six background characterlstlcs were found to be signifi-
cantly different for RDC cases non-classrfled Walpole commltments.
These characteristics . are: the number of prior arreets, prior
charges for property offenses, prior charges for narcotic
}offenses, prlor charges for escape, number of prlor Juvenile

_ 1ncarceratlons, and age at flrst arrest.' It is clear that the

- offender s prlor arrest record is the domlnant factor. Those

7“w1th a more serlous crlmlnal hlstory were less 11ke1y to be [,”-
7_c1a531f1ed at the RDC The comparlson between NRDC cases and
non-classrfled Concord commitments ylelded four 51gn1f1cant
edifferences: 1ength of maximum sentence, prior charges for
person:offenSes, nunber of prior,incarcerations,'and.age at
tincarceration. The two most 31gn1f1cant varlables were length’
of maximum sentence and age at incarceration. Inlelduals with
arshorter maximum sentence were less likely to be c1a331f1ed at

the NRDC. 1In addltlon younger men were much more likely to

be classified at the NRDC than not.

iBackground Variables'and Initial Piacenent

For the most part the 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlps between
background variables and the securlty level of the initial place-
ment were not unexpected. For example, ‘men w1th longer sentences

“and more serious criminal histories were more likely to be placed




11 ‘mimum'becurity, whiTe" men w1th shorter sentences and less

b

serious criminal hlstorles were more llkely to be placed in
minimum security, However, the flndlug that blacks ‘and Boston
residents were overrepresented in RDC maximum securlty,placements
was not expected and further study of thls phenomenon was rec-

ommended,

Success Rates of Mlnlmum Securlty Placements o

A general flndlng of thlS study 1nd1catesthat the the RDC
“and NRDC do an effectlve JOb of screenlng and plac1ng men 1n- |
ﬁr mihlmum securlty fac111t1es, as indicated by thelr 87A success:"‘
rate.- In this 1nstance, successrls operatlonally defined as—anl

-pffender 5 remalnlng in mlnlmum securlty or belng released on
parole six months after initial placement 1n.a minimum security
faclllty by_the RDC or the NRDC,' The overall high rate of |
success found in thlS study, in conjunction with the data of
other research whlch indicates that men released from minimum
‘securlty have lower rates of rec1d1v1sm than men released from
higher securlty fac111t1es, suggests that it is feasible and
product;ve for the DOC to assign more men to minimum security
'facilities. - |
.When.cross-tabuiating the success-—nchsuccess-rates-of
men placed in minimum security facilities with. cheir backgrouhc
V.characteristics three 51gn1f1cant variables were discovered.
Men under the age of 24 years had 51gn1f1cant1y higher rates

- of success than men over_the age of 25; men with:indeterminateq




—soh encee“
determiﬁete sentences; and, men classified at the NRDC were
more likely than men claesified at the RDC to have suCCessful
outcomee when assigned torminimum security placements. These
three factors--age, type of sentence, and facility ofiinitial
clessifieatien-;appear interrelatee. An attempt to determine‘s

whether age or fac111ty of . 1n1tlal classification was more

lmportant in relatlon to success rates was 1nconc1u51ve. However,

it is clear that ‘the NRDC is partlcularly effective in. plac1ng
_‘younger persons in mlnlmum securlty fac111t1es.' The data also o
xlndlcated that &ounger men are 51gn1f1cant1y underrepresented
'aﬁongrmlnlmum securrty placements, yet men under the age of 24
were found to have hlgher rates of success 1n mlnlmum securlty
than older men, As a result the RDC and NRDC are Justlfled
in p1ac1ng more men , under the age of 24 in minimum securlty
fac111t1es. In addltlon, the data suggests that the RDC could

1ncrease the number of blacks placed in minimum securlty

fac111t1es, since race is not associated with a man 5 success-

in minimum security and blacks are significantly underrepresented

among RDC placements in minimum security facilities.




APPENDIX A

TABLES ON THE FLQW OF INDIVIDUALS THROUGH

THE CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM




Table 1

‘Relatlonshlp Between Committing Institution and Fac111ty
- of Initial C1a551f1catlon

&

“Committing Institution

Classification " "Walpole Concord _ Total
Facility N & 8 @ N ®
RDC - 465 (75) 106  (18) = 569  (48)
NRDC L2 () 419 (72) 421 (35)
" Neither : 151 (24) 58 (10) 209 (17) -
Total 618 (100). . 581  (100) 1199  (100) .
Table 2

Relationship Between Facility of Imitial Classification and
Security Level of Inltlal Placement

' C135$1f1cat10n Fac111tz
Initial . - RDC ) _NRDC Neither Total .

‘Placement N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
 Max. 160 (28) 248 (59) 209 (100) 617  (51)
Med. 310 (55) 26 . (6) | 336 (28)
Min. 92 (16) 141 (34) 233 (19)
House of Corr. 7 (. 6 QO ' - 13 (1)
Total - 569 (l00) 421 (100) 209  (100) 1199 (100)

iéﬁie 3

'Relatlonshlp Between Fac111ty of Initial Classification and
Securlty Level of Placement after Six Months

Placement .= RDC Cases NRDC Cases ' Ne1ther Total
after 6 Mos. . ' N (%) N (%) B X (%
Max. 169 (30) 130 (3D 106 (51) 405 (3%
Med. . 280 - (49) 29 N 42  (20) 351 - (29
. Min. 77 - (14) 232 (55) 20 (L0) 329 - (27
Parole 36 (6) 24 (6) - 26 (12) 8 (7
House of Corr. . :+ 7 D)7 o6 () 15 (D 28 (2

Total 567  (100) 421  (100) 209 (100) 1197 (100




i

Table 4

.~ Relationship Between Initial Placement and Placement

after Six Months: Total Sample

a

| | L Initial Placement
Placement Max. Med. Min, H.C+

after 6 Mos. = N (B ¥ & N (% N (%)
Max, 359 (58) . 19. (6) 20 (9) 7 (54)
.Med. o 61 (10) 279 (83}- 11 (5) “ |-
Min. S - 147 0 (24) 0 26 (7)) 158 (68) - -
Parole 32 (5 10 (3) 42 (18) - -

6 (46)

H.C.oo . 17 (3 . 4 (1) 1 (®
. Total 616 (51) 336 (28) 232 (19) 13 (1)

- T'.:.it;ie 5

Relatlonshlp Between Initial Placement and Placement after

Six Months: RDC Cases

Initial Placement

Placement ‘ Max., - Med. Min, H.C.
after 6 Mos. - N (%) N (@ N (& N (%
Max. : - 134 (85) 18 (6)- 9 (10) & (86)
Med, 15 (2) 256 (83) 9 (10) - =
Min. . ' 4 (3) | 22 (7) 51 (57) - -
Parocle B & (3) 10 (3) 20 (22) - -
H.C. 1 (D) 4 (L) 1 (1) 1 (14)

Total 160 - (28) 310 (55) 90 16y 7 ()

1197

Total

169
280
77
34

567

(
(3t
(&
(1

(10
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‘ Tablex6

Relatlonshlp Between Initial Placement and Placement after
' . Six Months -NRDC Cases

: _ Inltlal Placement .
Placement _ Max, Med. Min. H.C. Total

after 6 Mos: N (‘Z,) N (‘Z,) N (‘Z,) N (%) N C
- Max, 117 (47) "1 (%) 11 (8) 1 (17) 130 (3.
" Med. -4 (2) 23 (89) 2 (1) - - 29 (
Min. 124 (50) 2 (8) 106 (75) - - 232 (5
Parole 2 (L - - 22 (16) . - - 26 (
H.C. 1 (%) - e e - 5 (83) 6 (

‘Total 248 (59) 26 (6) 141"(34)',' 6 (1) 421 (10

Tabie 1

,_Relatlonshlg,Between Inltlal Placement and Placement
after Six Months by Committing Institution: Neither RDC ﬂor NRDC

Tnitial Placement ‘Maximum

Placement ' Walgole " Concord Total

after 6 Mos. - N (%) N (%) N (%)
Max. . 9% (62) 12 (2T) 106  (5D)
Med. ‘ 35 (23) 7 . (12) 42 - (20)
Min. S 7) 9 (16) 20 (10)
Parole 10 (D 16 (28 26 (12)
H.C. 1 1y 16 (26) 15 (D)

Total 151 (72) 58 (28) 209  (100)




JU

Table 8

" Length of Time Between Commitment to the Department of -
Correction and the Initial Placement Subsequent to
Classification in the RDC or NRDC

: RDC Cases - NRDC Cases Total Cases
_ Weeks . N (%) ' N (%) N - (%)
4 or Less 33 (5.9) 2 (0.5) 35 (3.6)
5-8 165 (29.3) 46 (11.0) 211 (21.6)
9-12 - 166  (29.5) - 90 (21.6) 256 (26.1)
13-16 102 (18.1) 151 (36.2) 253 (25.8)
17-20 50 (8.9) 66 (15.8) 116 - (11.8) -
21-24 - 15 2.7) . L4 - (10.6) 59 (6.0)
25 or More 32 (5.7) 8 - (4.3) - 50 - (5.1)
Total 563 (100.0) 417  (100.0)- '980 (100 0)

‘Médiaﬁ 9.5 ﬁeek$ ; | '13.4 weeks  ‘ 10.9 weeks

-
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" APPENDIX B -
TABLES ON THE COMPARISON OF CLASSIFIED VS.

NON-CLASSIFIED JINDIVIDUALS -




Significant Differences

Non-Classifiéd

I. RDC Cases _
Variable o Classified
1. No. of Pritr Arrests##*
11 or fewer ‘ ' - 53%
~12 or more 7 ' 46%
2. Prior Charges for Froperty Offenses®*%
5 or fewer _ 56%
wﬁ or more o S 447,
3. Prlor Charoes for Narcotic Offenses#¥
: None - - B , 59%
X or more = .- _ . - 417
| 4.:-Pr10r Charges for Escape*** ‘
. None - : ' 917
1 or more ‘ e . 92
5. No. of Prior Juvenlle Incarcerations®¥ ¥
" None o ' 757
1 or more - 2 . B 247
6. Age at Flrst Arrest* _
16 or younger S 457
. 17 or older ' | ' 547,
ITI. NRDC Cases : ,
Variable : | Classified
1. Maximum Sentencé*** L
9 years or less 55%
10 years or more a : 45%
2. Prior Charges for Person Offenses®
- None , 117%
One or more ‘ , - 897
3. No. of Prior Incarcerations®
- None - cie i . - .- . 57%
One or more : . 437
4. Ape at Incarceration®#* '
- 24 or younger : _ o 95%
25 or older 7 &7,
% p< .05
%% p < .01

**% p< 001

- 34%
66%

39%
607

47%
53%

-76%
247,

617%
38%

62%
- 367

Non~Classified

88%
127

2%
987,

6%
317

627
387



| APPENDIX C |
TABLES ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BACKGROUND
. VARTABLES AND SECURITY LEVEL OF INITIAL

PLACEMENT FOR RDC AND NRDC CASES




- Relationship Between Background Variables and Security Level = =

of Initial Placement for RDC and NRDC Cases

1. Present Offense: RDC Cases

Classified 421

Total Non=-

Initial . .Total
Placement N (%)
Max. . 160 (28)
Med. 310 (55)
Min. 90  (16)
H.c. 7 (1)
Tptai' : |
Classified 567
Totél Non-
‘Classified 151
(Walpole
Commitments)
2; Present Offense:
Initial o . Total
Placement = N (%)
Max. 248 (59)
Med. .26 - (6)
Min, 141 (34)
H.C. 6 (1)
Total

Classified 58

{Concord
Commitments)

Person

N=363

33%

52%

149,
1%

647%

66%

NRDC Cases

Person
N=279

55%
5%
39%
’ lvo

667

71%

12%

Sex Property
N=66 N=64
249, 11%
627% 56%
117 287
2% 5%
117
11% 13%
Sex Property
- N=47 N=69
85% 62%
. 11% 9%
&% 26%
- 3%
117 - 167
5% 147

Drug Other
 W=54  N=21

11% 57%
. 63% 437
26% -
10% 4%

6% 3%

' Drug Other
N=22 N=&
417 75%
- 9% -
50% 25%
5% 1%
9%, 2%



Classified

. on-Offenses ..*;T")C S
- All
: Other Other
Initial ‘Total Murder Person Offenses Unknows
Placement N (%) N=58 | - N=305 N=205 N=1
Maximum 160 (28). 72% 259, 20% -
Medium 310 (55) 28% 57%~ . 59%~ -
- Minimum 90 (16) - 17% 197 1%
H.C. -7 (1) - 17 2% -
 Total '
Classified 567 . 107 547, - 36% :_‘OZ
Total Non- S | 3 S
" Classified 151 7% 59% - 33% 1%
“é}A Minimum Sentence:_lRDC
: L Less‘thén - 10 years o Indefinite
Initial _ Total 10 vears or more  Life Sentence
Placement N (%) _ N=300. ~  N=105 N=59 N=104%
~“Maximum 160  (28)  23% 39%2 . 73% 6% -
Medium 310 (55) 647, 59% 27% - 39%
Minimum 90 (16) 12% . 0% - 50%
H.C. 7 (D 1% - - &7,
Total . | ' .
Classified 567 53% 18% 10% 18%
Total Non- | )
151 - 68%. 25% _7% 0%




AL

5. Maximum Sentence: RDC

Initial
Placement.

Maximum
Medium
'Minimum -
H.C.

Total
Classified

, Total Noﬁ-
Classified

151 (100) °

Total -
< N (%)
160  (28)
310  (55)
90  (16)
7. (D)
569 (100)

. 6. Maximum Sentence: NRDC

Tnitial
Placement

Maximum
Medium

‘Minimum
.H.C.

Total

Classified

Total Non-

Classified

Total

" ng
26 -

141

6

421

58

(6)
(34)

(100) :

(100)

AN
(59)

(i1

'887%

. Less than 10 years
10 vears or more Life
N=225 N=283 N=59
16% 28% 73% -
53% 6l% 27%
: 28% ’ 9% -
- 3% 3% -
40% . 50%. 10% -
347 587 7%
9 years 10 yéars_
or less or more
N=230 N=1590
599, © 58%
_ 6% 7%
.. 337 - 347
3% -
55% 45%
- 12%




Lk

RDC

7. —Race:

- Classified

Initial Total . ‘White
Placement N (%) - N=349
Maximum 160  (28) 25%
Medium 310 (55) - - 53%
Minimum 50 (16) 207%
H.C. 7 (1) 17
" Total _
Classified 567 61%
Total Non-- . R
Classified 151 - 60% -
8. Race: NRDC
Initial Total ~—-- VWhite
- Placement X (%) 7 'N=300 -
Maximum 248 - (59) - 59%
__ Medium 26 - (6) 5%
- Minimum - 141 (34) 347 -
- H.C. 6 1y 2%
Total
Classified 421 71%
Total Non- L
58 76%

Black
N=212

347,

587
8%,

1%
377

- 36%

Bléck'

N=101

60% -
9%
31%

247,

217,

Other
N=7.

437
57%

,lz-

17

C Other

N=20 -
50%
15%

- 35%

5y

3%




A S

9, Marital Statuszr RDC .

Initial
Placement .
Maximum
Medium
‘Minimum
H.C.

Total

Classified'

Tothl Noﬁ-

_Classified

- Total
ry E (7_°)‘ _
160  (28)
310  (55)
90  (16)
7 (1)
. 567
151

10; Mafital Status: ﬁﬁﬁc'

Initial
Placement

Maximum

- Medium

Minimum
H.C.

" Total
Classified _

~ Total Non-
Classified

Total

N (%
. 248 (59)
26 (6)
141 (34)
6 (1)
421
58.

“VSingle

N=284

407
50%
9%

1%

50% .

o517

‘Single
- N=336

© 60%
5%
_34%
%

80%

12%

Married
N=177
157

- 59%
257
2%

31%

259

Married

N=65.

547,
11%
35%

15%

19%

Div., Sep.,
Wid.
N=104

20%
~ 607
19%
11

18%

21%,_ o

- Div., Sep.,

Wid -

TR=20

55%
- 20%
25%

5%

10%




11. Tlme QEJobg_gLongest Duratlon B

Less than

_, 12 Mos. . |
- Initial Total 12 Mos. or More Unknown
Placement N (%) - N=225 - N=279 N=65
Maximum 160  (28) 36% 17% 48y,
Medium 310 (55) 52% 58% © . 487
© Minimum 90 (16) 117 23% 3%
~ H.C. 7 @) 0% 2% 2%
Total E . _ -
Classified . 567 407 - 49% 117
Total Non- R . "-: | o o
- Classified 151 427 427 177
12, Time on Job of Longééf_bu:ation: 'NRDC -
. _ . Less than 12 Mos.
- Initial - Total 12 Mos. or More Unknown
" Placement’ N (R N=230 N=126 - N=65
Maximum 248 (59) 647 - 477 63%
Medium 26 (6) 5% 11% 3%
Minimum 141 (34)  °  30% 417, 317 .
H.C. -6 ) 1% 17 3%
Total o , L :
Classified = 421 55% 30% 15%
Total Non- - S : _
Classified 58 55% '31% 147




LuUb

13. Lasﬁ Grade Completed: RDC

Some
- . 9th Grade 10-12 College or
Initial Total or Less Grades College Grad. Unknow
Placement - , N (%) . N=262 - N=255 | N=39 - N=13
Maximum 160  (28) 34% - 25% . 15% 23%
‘Medium 310 (55) 497 59% - 56% 627
Minimum ' 90 (16) 167 - 15% 21% ' 157
H.C. 7 (1) 1% 0% 0% - - 0%
Total : _ o . _ ,
Classified =~ 567 =~ = 467 . 45% T YA
Total Nom- - S o AU -
Classified  .151 - - 48% 4372 5. - . 3%
14, Last.Grade Comﬁletéd; VNRDC - :
o Some
' : o 9th Grade 10-12 College or _
" Initial ' . Total or Less - Grades College Grad. Unkncw
Placement - N (%) - N=193 N=200 N=15 - R=13
© Maximum 248 (59) 63%2  55% 479 - 77%
Medium 26.  (6) L4 -8% 13% . . 157
Minimum 141 (34) 32% 37% 40% . 8%
- H.C. 6 (1) 27 2% 07 0%
Total | : : | ‘
Classified 421 - 46% 487 47 3%
Total Non- . | | | |

Classified 58 - 34% 59% 0% 7%




K3

Initial
Placement

Maximum
- Medium
Minimum
- - H.C.

Total
Classified

Tétai an-._
Classified

(55) -

Total
N (%)
160"  (28)
310
90 (16)
7 (1)
567
151

16. Prior Address by SMSA: NRDC

Initial
Placement

. Maximum
Medium -
Minimum

‘H.C.

‘Total
Classified

Total Non-
Classified

Total
N (&
248 (59)
26 (6)
141 (34)
. 6 (1)
421
58

" Other than
. .Boston Boston
N=344 - N=193
e 197,
53% 587,
12% 22%
2% 1%
61% 34%
637 28%
o o IOther than
Boston " Boston
Ne2l& T N-192
63% 55%
6% 6%
'30% - 38%
1% . 2%
51% 46%
45% 487

Out of
State

N=30

- 27%

50%
237

5%

4%

'dut of
State

N?15
58%
13%

27%
7%

47

5%




T

17. Number of Prior Arrests: RDC

‘Initial _
Placement - « N (%) .
Maximum 160 (28)
Medium - 310 (55)
- Minimum 90 (16)
H.C. B 7 (1)
Total

Classified .~ 567ﬁgmji o

‘;Tbtal'Nthﬁf' o
Classified 151

Total

Fewer
than 12
'_N=299

287%
54%
17%
2% -

53

. 34%

" 18. Number Qg Prior Arrests: NRDC

Initial

Classified = 421

Total Non-
Classified 58

(59)

Total
Placement N (%)
' Haximum 248
Medium 26 - (6)
Minimum 141 (34)
H.C. o 6_ (1)
| Total

 Fewer than 12
N=284

- 55%
- 4%

- 39% .

2%

67%

597

12 or More

N=263

28%

- 56%

147,
- 0%

467

66%.

12 or More

N?129'
667
10%

247,
0%

31% .

36%




Initial

- Placement

‘Maximum
Medium
Minimum
H.C.

. Total

Classified

Total Non-

Classified

“Initial

Placement
Maximum
Medium
Minimum
Hcco l

Total
Classified

Total Non-
Classified

m i9;m”N6;igﬁmﬁribeCﬁafgéémfdf??éfééﬁ"OfféﬁééSEi ﬁmeMm'mmm

Total
N (R
160 (28)
310 (55)
- 90 (16)
7 (1)

. 567

151

- None

N=80

9%

647
247,

47

147,

5%

N=417

28%

547

167
0%

737%

747

Over 8
N=71

497
467
67

1%

13%

20. No;'gg_Prior Charges -for Person Offenses: NRDC- .

Tota i—

N
248  (59)

26 (6)
141 (34)
6 (1)
421

58

-None

57%
7%

347

- 2%

117

2%

1-8

N=348 =

587 -
67
35%
1%

847%

947

Over;8-‘i

N=22
687
5%
23%
. 5%

5%

.4%




"'éi;“1ﬁb:mé£”f££6£mbhéréégmf6f séi 6fféﬁ§ég:"gbcnm”m“mm””mmm"m"mmm”"'m

initial - Total "~ None ~One or More
Placement - = N (ZQ_. N=449 N=119
Maximum 160 (28) . 28% 29%
Medium - 310 (55) 53% 61%
 Minimum 90 (16) 18% 9%
H.C. 7 L % 0%
Total A - . )
Classified - 567 o 19% 21%
Total Non- | -
21%

Classified = 151 .. 78%

22. No. of Prior Charges for Sex

Initial : . Total  Nonme
Placement K (%) N=355
Maximum 248  (59)  .55%
Medium. = 26 {6) 5%
Minimum 141 (34) - 38%
H.C. = 6 - (1) * 2%

' Total ‘ '
Classified 421 - 84%
Total Non- :
Classified 58 - 85%.

One or More_
N=59

80%
8%

127

0%

14%

9%

A Uﬁknown

71%

- 297
- 0%

- 0%
22

7%




iil

23. No. of Prior Charges fOrlPrOPertg‘Offense: RDC

Initial | - Tétal "~ Nome - 1-=5 6 or More
Placement. . N (D N=118 ©N=199 N=251
Maximum 160  (28)  22%  29% 31%
Medium 310 (55) 52% . 54% 567
' Minimum g0 (16) 25% 157 127
. H.C. 7 (D 1% 2% 1%
Total _ C o ' :
Classified = 567 : - 21% 357 . 447,
.Totél Non-' T S -
- Classified 151 o - 13%  26% '60%

24, No. of Prior Charges for Property Offenses: NRDC

' initial o Total -~  None 1-5 | 6 or More

Unknown

Placement N (Z) - N=79 N=171 N=164 - N=

. Maximum 248 (59) k6%,  53%  71% 7%
Medium = 26 (6) 52 5% 7% 29%
Minimum - 141  (34) 487 397 22% 0%
“H.C. 6 @y - 1% 27 0% 0%
Total B ' | B | | T
Classified 421 - - 19% 4174 39% 2%
Total Non- | | | o

7%

Classified 58 231 33%  38%




25. No. cf Prior Charges for Narcotics Offense: RDC -

‘Initial | Total None One or More
Placement | N (%) N=334 - N=233
Maximum - 160 (28) = 31% 247

Medium - 310 - (55) - 50% : 61% - _
Minimum 90 (16) 17% - 15%

H.C. 7 (1 27 .

Total ' '

Classified 567 - 597 - 41%

Total Non- ) .-';. : R R _
Classified = 151 | 477 - 53% .

26. No. of Prior Charges for Narcotics Offense: NRDC

Initial 'Total | None . One or More Unknown
Placement N (A = N=241 - N=173 =7
Maximum 248  (59) 587 60% 71%
Medium : 26 (6) 5% s - 8% 297%
Minimum 141 (34) . 35% 33% - 0%

H.C. 6 (1) - 3% - 0% . . 0%
Total ' | - | -

"~ Classified 421. : 57% _ 417, - 2%
Totél_an- | |

‘Classified 58 52% 417 %
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'27. No. of Prior Charges for Escape Offense: RDC -

Ihitial ‘ | Total"
Placement | N (%)
Maximum 160 (28) -
Medium - 310 (55)
Minimum 90 (16)
H.C. _ 7 (1)
 Total - .

Classified = 567

.Total Non~-

‘Classified 151

28, No;‘gg Pridr Charges,for'Escape Offense: NRDC

- None
N=515 B

26%

56%
177

1%

917

76%

Cne or More

N=52

 50%
%07,
87,

9%

28,

Initial Total
Placement N (®

. Maximum %8 (59)
Medium 26 (6)
‘Minimum 141 (34)
Total

Classified h421

Total Non-
Classified- = 58

o

- None
N=380 |

- 58%

5%

36%
2%

90%

87%

One or More

N=34

71%

15%
15%

0%

8%

7%

Unknown

N=7
71%

29%"
0%
0%

2%

7%




Initial

" Total

Placement N (%)
" Maximum 160 - (28)
Medium 310 (55)
Minimum 90 (16)
" H.C. 7 (1)
Total

Classified = 567

Total None

Classified = 151

None
N=429

25%
55%

19%
1%

75%

617%

One or More

" N=137
397,
537

7%
1%
247,

387 -

‘30, No. of Prior Juvenile Incarcerations: NRDC

Initiai,_ . Total
Placement N. (B
Maximum 248 (59)_
Medium 26 = (6)
Minimum 141 (34)
.H.C_. —6_

Total

Classified = 421

Total Non-

~ Classified 58

v

None

- N=317

- 35%
A

37%
2%

75%

- 69%

One or More

TN=98
- 70%
49,
26%
0%,

23%

247,

0%

"Unknown‘:fz:

N=6

837%
17%
0% .

1%

B




Lio

31, Total No. Qﬁ'?fior Incarcerations: RDC

"Initial Total None One or More
Placement N (%)  NK=238 N=327

Maximm = - 160  (28) = 27% 29%

Medium 310 (55) 48% 59% : o
Minimum 80 (16) 23% 11%

H.C. . o7 (1) 17 1%

Total : _ S . '

Classified _ 567 427 57%

Totéeroh- L R ' '-?7- .
“Classified 151 E 447 - 57%

32..'Igtal Nd. of Prior I@c§rqeratioﬁs: NRDC

Initial = - Total _None : One or Mofe,'”' Unknown
Placement N (B N=239 N=176 . N=6
" Maximum 248 (59)  S54% . 65% 83
Medium 26 (6) 5% - 7% - 17%
Mininum - 141 (34) . 397 28% ﬁl' 0%.
H.C. N 6. (1) 3% 0% . 0%
Total - | : : IR o _
Classified 421 57% 427 1%

Toﬁal Non- o - 3 - ' L
Classified - 58 69% 247 7%




PRV,

33. Age at Incarceration: RDC

Initial _ Totél 24 or Younger 25 or Older
Placement . N - (%) N=199 N=366
Maximum 160  (28) 50% 17%
Medium 310  (55) 457 : - 60%
Minimum 90 (16) 5% 227

" H.C. ‘ 7 (L) 1% 2%

| Total . - ) - |
Classified = 569 (100) 35% - 647 N

gl Neme T
Classified 151 " (100) - 32% L 647%

34, ‘Age at Incarceration: . NRDC |

 Initial © Total 24 or Younger 25 or Older
Placement N (B N=402 N=17
Maximum 248 (59) 61% 12%
Medium - 26 6 47, 53%
Minimum 141 (34 - = 347 35%

. H.C, 6 (1) 1% 0%

Total _ _ S | -
Classified 421 - (100) - 95% 47,
Total Non-. _ - o
Classified 58 (100) - 62% . , _38%




35. Age at 1st Arrest: RDC |

Initial

Placement N (%

Maximum - T60  (28)
- Medium 310 (55)

Minimum 90 {(16)

H.C. 7 (1)
- Total |

Classified 567

Total Non- .

. Classified . 151

Total

16 or Younger

N=258
- 38%
51%
107
1%
45%

- 62%

..Initiair_ ' 3Tota1' -

- Placement N (B
Maximum 248 (59)
Medium 26 (6)
Minimum 141, (34)
Total.

Classified 421

TOtél'an—

Classified 58.

36. Age at lst Arrest:

NRDC

16 or Younger

N=220
677
4% .

28%
© 1Y

53%

- 607

17 or 0Older

N=307
20%
58%
21% 7

54%

'ff362_; ”

17 or Oidér
_N=193_

497
8%
417,
3%

L7%

407%




APPENDIX D -
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT FACTORS ASSOCTATED
WITH RDC AND NRDC PLACEMENTS IN MAXIMUM

SECURITY AND IN MINIMUM SECURITY FACILITI_ES

>



STGNTFICANT FACTORS ASSOCIATED 1TH RDC PLACEMENTS IN MAXTMUN ~—

SECURITY AND IN MINIMUM SECURITY.

| variable .+ Maximum
1. Offense- * Murder
2. Min. Sentence 10 yrs.
‘ or more
3; Max. Sentence o - 10 yrs;
' . or more
&L, Age o 24 or Younger
5. Race S - Blaqk'
- 6. Marital Status L Single
7. Longest Job . - Less than 1 Yr.
- Education - 9th or Léss' oo
9., Address | ﬁ‘-.. 5 :.7 ‘Boston -
10. Age ét 1st Arrest Vi 16 or.Youﬁger
‘11. No. of Prior Arrests' T -
 12.‘ Prior Person.OEfegées”' . 9 or More
13. Prior Sex Offénées ” : .
.ihé Prior Pfo?erty OffenQEs C-
15. Prior.Narcotic Offenses -
16. :frior Escaﬁes . One or More

17. Prior Juv. Incarc. One or More

18. Total Prior Incarc. - -

Minimum

.Property/Drug

Tndef. 9 yrs.
or less

25 or Older

White

Ever Married

1 Yr. or More

 Non-Boston

- 17 or Older

None

. None

" None

- None

None




'SIGNIFICANT FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH NRDC PLACEMENTS IN MAYI‘Uq”” -
SECURITY AND IN MINIMUM SECURITY - )

:Varlable s o Maximum . Minimum
1. Offense * ' Sex ' .

2. Max. Sentence . - - - -

3. Age . o , 22 or Younger 23 or Older

4. Race - | | --‘- ' ..‘ o :  --'

5. Maritél étatus o - - -

6._ Lohgesf Job | : | Less than 1 Yr..  .‘1 Yr. ér_Mqre-
7. Education S -

-8;. Address': B -3 ) _-.  iL? “;:

9, Age at 1lst Arrest 16 or Younger 17 6f'01def -
10. .No. of Prior Arrests . 12 or M&re _.__.:11.or.Fewer
il; friqr.Person Offénses _ | - | -

12. Prior Sex Offenses *  One or More . . ﬁoﬁer -
'13._.Prior Property Offenses 6.qt More | | 5 o?,Fewer
14, Prior Narcotic Offenses - | -

i 15. Prior Escapes | o= . | fNohe

16. Prior Juv, Incaré. ' | One or More o None

17. Total Prior Incarc, One or More ) None -




_ ' APPENDIX E
 TABLES ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BACKGROUND
" VARIABLES AND SUCCESS RATES FOR INDIVIDUALS

INITIALLY PLACED IN MINIMUM SECURITY FACILITIES
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S e

Relationship Between Background Variables.and Success

Rates for Individuals Initiallvy Placed in Minimum

Security Facilities:

a

Present Offense

Person
Sex

- Property

Drug
Other

Sentence

Determinate
Indeterminate

Race

'White

Black
Other -

Marital Status

" Single
Married _
-Div., Sep., Wid.

‘Military Service

No Service

Honorable Discharge
~ Other Discharge

Address

- Boston

Worcester
New Bedford

" Other

N
231

159
9
36
25
1

37
193

172
47

11

138

68
24

178
29
23

52
24
13
141

(%)
- (100)

(69)

(4)

(16)
(11)

e

(16)
(8t) -

(75)
(20)
(5)

(60)

(29)

(10)

(77)
(13)
(10)

(23)

(10)

- (6)
(61)

Success

Rate

87%

86%.

89%
867
92%
100%

707
907

87%

85%
91%

89%

84y

797

81
937

78%

90%
- 83%

77%

87%



10.

11,
12,
13.

14,

Success Rate

] 231 (100)

Education :

8th Graae or Less . 49 (21)
9-11 Grade ‘ © 111 (49)
12th Grade or Higher 68 (30)
Prior Arrests

5 or Fewer ‘ 92  (40)
6-11 , o 68 (30)
12 or More . 69 (30)
Priof Charges for Persbn Offenses

4 or Fewer 182 . (79)
5 or More , . 49 (21) -
Prior Charges for Pfoperty Offenses.
'None or One a 94 (41);d
2-5 ' 70 (30)

6 or More - 67 . 29
Prior Charees for Drug Offenses

None o 140 (61)
One or More . 91 - (39)
Prior Juvenile Incarcerations | |
None . 195  (84)
One or More . 36 (16)
"Prior County Incarceratioﬁs

Nome - 172 (75)
One or More : .59 . (25)
Prior State‘2£ Federal Incarcerations
None ' . 199 - (86)

One or More 32 (16)

T 87%

867
86%
88% -

91%
87%
80% -

88%
- 80%

90%
87%
817

849
907,

87%
- 83%

87%
857

. 87%
81%




15.

16.

17.

" 16 or Older - 155

18.

(100)

_ (63)‘
(37

(28)

(40)
(32)

- (63)

RED]

N
231
Prior Incarceration gg Aﬁz Kind
None * 146
One or More . 85
Age gE{Iﬁéaréefatiéﬁ
20 or Younger _ 64
21-25 _ %2
26 or Older : 73
24 or Younger 144
25 or Older - 85
Age 35 First Arrest
15 or Youngér : 75

633)
(67)

Faciligz_gglInitiai Classification

RDG | 89

NRDC | 141

(39)

(61)

Success Rate

87%

897,
827,

84%

95%
- 78%

91%
©79%

81179 e
89%

80%

91%

Relationship Between Age and Success Rate for RDC

" Total 88 . (100)

and NRDC Cases

ﬁDC Caééé

S . . Sucec.
Age o N (% Rate
24 or Younger .9 (105 78%
.25 or Older 79 (90) 80%
19 or Younger 1 (1) 0%
20-24 8 (9) 88%
25 or Older 79 (90) 80%

807

NRDC_Caséé-'

: Succ.
N (%) Rate N
135 (96) 92% 144
6 (&) 67% 85
43 (30) 84% 44
92 (65) 96% 100
6 (&) 67% 85
141 (100)  91% 229

Tdtal Caées

)

(63)
(37)

19

(44)
(37

(100)

Succ,
Rate

917,
79%
2%,
957
79%

86%



- APPENDIX F

PRE-TEST INSTRUMENT




1. RDC: (1) Norfolk;

(1) Concord

2
4. Placement _

6. Actual Placement

IR  Presence of
Need Area _ Need

| Edecation - (10)"

Vocatfon . ___ (1)
" Family . (o
| Social o | ___ _(13)
~ Alcohol Control o w
Drug Contro1. o o (15).

| Counseling (1)
‘Health 1))
Legal . (18)
L1v1ng Arrangements (9
Financial _(20)
Other '__,_____ (21)
Other _ L He2)
Other | - _ {(23)

Reason for Return to Higher Custody _

© B.U. CLASSIFICATION STUDY

3. Cbmmitmenf No. (2-6
(7-8) 5. Security Ratihg' (9)
| 7. P]acémen£ after 6 mos.

~Action | Program “Involvement f

(24-25) | (52-

(26-27) | | (50-

~ (28-29) (56-

(30-31) (58-

(32-33) | _{60-

(34-35) (62-

_ (36-37) (64-

(38-39) (66-

_(40-41) (68-

(42-43) _ (70

(48-45)  _ (72-

(46-47) (74-

(48-49) (76-

(78~

(50-51)




" APPENDIX G

- CLASSIFICATION OF SECURITY LEVELS OF DOC

FACILITIES FOR THIS STUDY




013551f1cat10n of Securlty Levels of DOC F30111t1es
for thls Study

Maximum Securit#
MCI-Walpole
MCI-Concord

Medium Security
MCI-Norfolk
Southeastern Correct10na1 Center

Minimum Securlty
MCI-Plymouth
MCI-Warwick
MCI-Monroe
Northeastern Correctional Center
Medfield Prison Project
Shirley Pre-Release
Boston Pre-Release
South Middlesex Pre-Release ' -
Park Drive Pre-Release ' o
Lancaster Pre-Release
Norfolk Pre-Release
Mass. Halfway House Facilities
All other Contract Houses
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