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ABSTRACT

The Departmental Segregation Unit (DSU) at MCI-Walpole was opened in
1959. The purpose for which it was opened was to allow prison administrators a
place to which to transfer those inmates who were detrimental to the programs of
the institutions, thereby removing them from the general population of those
ingtitutions. In Jamuary, 1969 another DSU was opened, located at MCI-Bridgewater.
The avallable space for segregation was thereby doubled. .

During the first 17 months of the operation of this second unit, more
men were transferred to a DSU than during the entire 9.5 years during which only
the Walpole unit was in operation. The yearly number of transfers to DSU
increased sevenfold. The purposes of this study are toc determine what this
increase reflects, to describe certain characteristics of men's confinement in
D3U, to examine how DSU inmates differ from other inmates in the general prison
populationsg, and to attempt to determine the effeect of a period in D3U on the
subsequent diseciplinary problems of men.

Three samples were used in this study: The first was a random sample
of men transferred to DSU for disciplinary reasons. The second was a random
sample of protective custody transfers to DSU. The third is a general population
sample. This was created by using information about men released during 1966
from Walpole, Norfolk, and Concord. These three groups of releasees were combined
into one comparison sample by weighting each according to the relative numbers
of men transferred to a DSU from each institution.

In attempting to determine what aceocunts for the striking rise in the
number of transfers to DSU, the following were found to be true: (1) The increase
in DSU tranfers from Walpole paralleled an increase in the number of diseiplinary
reports at that institution. Along with a fivefold increase in the number of
transfers from Walpole to DSU, the vearly rate of disciplinary reports at Walpole
during 1968=70 was three times as great as during 1961-63. (2) The percentage of
transfers that were protective custody cases also rose, from 8% of the transfers
before January 1969 to 29% of the transfers after that date. (3) The average
period of time spent in DSU decreased from eight months to five months. (4) It
was not the case that men were sent to DSU with less serious disciplinary records,
or that different types of men were sent to DSU, or that men were sent to DSU
rather than to Bridgewater State Hospital for psychiatric observation. The
upsurge in the number of transfers to DSU would then appear to have reflected
changes in instituticonal conditions more than in transfer policies.

In comparing men transferred to DSU for disciplinary reasons to the
general population sample, the most striking differences were predictably in
the disciplinary records of the two groups. The men transferr i to DSU for
disciplinary reasons had many more good conduct days withheld, and many more
disciplinary reports of every type. They also had longer sentences and were more
1ikely to have been committed for an offense against the person, especially
armed robbery. The DSU men were more likely to have prior arresta for person
offenses, but less likely to have prior arrests for sex offenses, and less likely
to have been committed for a sex offense,

A comparison of the protective custody group to the general population
gample found the protective ecustody men to have more serious disciplinary records.
The protective custody men also were younger at first arrest, had more arrests for
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property offenses, had completed fewer years of sechool, had poorer Job
stability.

A comparison of men in DSU for disciplinary reasons and men there for
protective custody found that the protective custody men had less serious
diaciplinary records, The protective custody men also had completed fewer
yvears of school and had more prior arreats for property offenses and fewer
for person offenses.

Good conduet days withheld per month was used as an indicator of the
effect of time in DSU on discipline, It was found that 624 of the DSU group
(excepting three men who had not yet been released from the unit by the time
of data collection) had fewer GCD withheld per month after their time in DSU
than before their transfer., Twenty-three per cent of the sample had more after
than before, The remainiing 15% had the same number withheld before as afters
88% of these had no GCD withheld before or after,




I. INTRODUCTION

In mid-1959, the Departmental Segregation Unit (DSU) was established
at ﬁ.C.I., Walpole, It was felt that the actions of some inmates in a |
correctional institution had detrimental effects on the programs and the
safety of £he institution, and that therefore the temporary removal of these
inmates from the general population was warranted. A second Departmental
Segregation Unit (DSU) was dpened in 1969 at M.C.I., Bridgewater. This
was necegsitated at the time by a work stoppage at M.C,I., Norfolk. The
total DSU capacity was thereby doubled. In the'sevenﬁeen month period
between January, 1969 when the second unit was opermed . and May, 1970 when
data collection for this study began, more men were transferred to DSU than
in the entire nine and one-half years (1959-1969) when only the Walpole
unit was in operation.

The initial purpose of the study was to provide statistical
information as a background to considering whether to close the Bridgewater
DSU. With the closing of this unit in Pebruary of 1972 and the ongoing
review of policies and practices regarding segregation, the purpose of this
- study becomes one of providing a background desefiption of certain aspects
of the prior operations of the two DSU's. The specific purposes of the study
.arez (1) to determine what the abofe mentioned increase in transfers to
segregation reflected, (2) to describe certain characteristics of a man's
confinement in DSU, (3) to determine how men transferred to DSU differed from
the general inmate population, énd (4) to attempt to determine what effect
a period spent in DSU has on the subsequent disciplinary problems of men.

‘These four topics will be covered in separate sections of the report.




It is also important to emphasize what this repoft does not
cover., It does not provide information about life in the DSU's or the
quality of the physical plants. Such information is unavailable in the
inmate folders at the central office, the single source of data for this
report. The report does not effectively confront the central issue regarding DSU
the effectiveness of the procedure of segregating individuals with serious
diseciplinary records as a means of coping wifh the custody problems of the
institutions.' Finally, the report does not refer to men transferred to
DSU in the last two years, but ohly to men transferred between 1959 and May 1570.

With these caveats clearly in mind let us proceed to cover the four topiecs

listed above.
II. THE SAMPLES

In examining these topiecs, the study employs three samples.
First,a "general population" sample of men released in 1966. Second, a
"DSU" sample of men transferred to the units_for disciﬁlinary reasons.
Third ; a protectivé custody ("PC") sample of men transferred to the

unit at their own request,

The DSU and PC samples were constructed by random selection of
men transferred to the units. The entire sample of 150 men (both PC and
DSU) consists of 50 of the 224 tfansfers before January 1969; S0 of the
75 transfers to the Walpole DSU between January 1969 and May 1970; and 50
of the 151 transfers to the Bridgewater DSU during the latter time period.
Thus, the sample includeé proportionately twlce as many of the men transferred
te DSU between January 1969 and May 1970 (180 of 226) as between 1959 and

1968 (50 of 224).




This sample of 150 men transferred to DSU was then divided into
two groups, those transferred to DSU at thelir own request and those tran;ferred
to DSU for disciplinary reasons. The result was a PC sample of 33 men ﬁnd a
DSU sample of 117 men,

A comparison group of 150 men was ereated statistically to
represent the Walpole, Norfolk and Concord general populations. Use was
made of already collected data about all men released to the streets during
1966 from the three institutions. These three general population samples

were combined into one comparison. sample by weighing each according to the

relative numbers of men transferred to a DSU from each institution.

ITT, WHAT DOES THE INCREASE IN DSU POPULATION AND THANSFERS REFLECT?

With the opening of January , 1969 of a second DSU at MCI-Bridgewater,
the space available for segregation was doubled., In the next seventeen
months, the yearly rate of transfers to DSU inereased sevenfeld. In this
section we will lay out some possible reasons for the inecrease in fransfers
to DSU (from 24 per year to 160 per year), then present data to support

or reject each possibility.

Initially it was felt that the possible reasons for the increase in
DSU capacity and transfers included the following:

1. Men may now be spending shorter periods of time
in the segregation units.

2. Men with less serious disciplinary records may now
be sent to DSU. :

3. The institutions may now have more serious disciplinary
problems with which to cope

4, Men formerly sent to Bridgewater State Hospital for
psychiatric observation may now be sent to DSU instead.
The implication here is that available space may be
a factor in defining the nature of a man's problem-
i.,e. whether they are "diseiplinary" or psychological.




5. More protective custody cases may now be sent to DSU,
6. The type of man transferred to DSU may have changed.

The results regarding each of these six possible reasons Behind

the increase in DSU capacity and transfers are as follows:

1. Shorter stays in DSU? The average period of time spent in ﬁSU

decreased from eight months to five.

2., Sent to D3U with less serious disciplinary records? It was

not true that men transferred to DSU after Januar#, 1969 had less serious
disgeiplinary records, The average number of good conduct days withheld
before transfer was virtually the. same for men transferred before January 1969
(71 days) as for men transferred after that date (75 days). However, the
later group of transfers had their good conduct days withheld'over & shorter
period of time. The men transferred before January 1969 averaged 71 good
conduct days withheld over 32 months, while the transfers after that date
averaged 75 good conduct days withheld over 23 months.

3. More Disciplinary Probléms at Institution? Perhaps the most

striking finding is that the increase in DSU transfers from Walpole parallels
an increase in diseiplinary problems at that institution. Along with a
marked increase in transfers to segregation from Walpole;the yearly number
of disciplinary reports, at Walpole, tripled from an average of 189 reports
per year during 1961-63 to an average of 667 reports per year during 1968—70.
Only slight increases in the yearly number of disciplinary reports occurred

at Norfolk and at Concord.*

4. Sent to DSU rather than to Bridgewater State Hospital? It did

- not seem to be the case that men formerly sent to the Bridgewater State
Hospital for psychiatric observation were now sent to DSU because of its

increased capacity. There was no drop in transfers to Bridgewater corresponding

* The number of disciplinary reports per year at Norfolk averaged 326 during
1961-63 and 450 during 1968-70. The number of disciplinary reports per year
at Concord averaged 602 during 1961-63 and 823 during 1968-70,




to the inerease in transfers to DSU.

5. More Protective Custody Cases? The proportion of men in DSU

who were protective custody cases inereased from 8% before January, 1969
to 29% since that date. This constituted a twenty-seven fold increase in

the yearly number of PC men transferred to the segregation units.

6. Different types of men sent to DSU? Men sent to DSU before
and after the opening of the Bridgewater unit differed only slightly. The
two groups significantly differed on only 5 of the 42 factors on which they

were compared,

The arrest records of men transferred after Jamuary, 1969 were
more serious. Slightly over 70% of those transferred before that date had
seven or more prior arrests while 90% of those.since that date had such records.
Men in the more recent group were significantly more likely to have had three
or more drunkenness arfests, four or more afrests for offenses against
persons, and to have come from a family in which the parents had no criminal
history. Mbre importantly, the percentége of Blacks rose from 7% to 19%.

Thus increased racial tensions may be associated with the increased DSU
transfers; the change was from a situation where Blacks were underrepresented
to one where they were proportionately represented,

In summagz,'the key changes behind the inereased number of transfers
to DSU appear to have increased disciplinary problems, reflected in an increésed
yvearly number of diseiplinary reports at Walpoie and an increased number of
protective custody cases. In addition, the average period of time spent in
DSU has decreased. It is not the case that men are being sent *o DSU rather
than to Bridgewater State Hospital for psychiatric observation, or that
different types of men are now being gsent to DSU (exceptions: more Blacks,
longer criminal records), or that men are being sent to DSU with less serious

digciplinary records. The upsurge in transfggs to DSU around early 1969 thus




appears to have bheen brought more by changes in institutional eonditions than
in transfer policies. The policies of correctional administrators,~howéver,

obviously do play a determining role in the number of transfers to D3U,

IV. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION-DSU SAMPLE

Several variables analyzed deal only with men who have been inmates

in DSU.Protective custody men will be considered a separate group as previously

nentioned.

Number of Times in DSU this Incarceration. 64% of the DS8U sample

were transferred only once during their present incarceration. 14% were
transferred twice. 22% served three or more terms in the segregation unit.

Months in DSU, The average length of confinement in segregation for

the DSU sample was seven months,

Months Served Prior to DSU Transfer. The average time served of

the present incarceration prior to transfer was just over two years for the
D3SU sample. 21% of the sample had been.in D3U previously during their
present inecarceration. The average period between that prior transfer and
the trahsfer.on which data was collected was slightly less than five months,

Months Between Parole Eligibility Date and DSU Transfer Date.

Approximately 22% of the DSU sample had passed their parocle eligibility date
at the time of their transfer to DSU. These men averaged one year past their
parcle eligibility date. For those men still short of their parole eligibility

date, the average'period until that date was twenty-eight months.

Transferring Institution., Slightly less than half of the DSU
sample were transferred to segregation from Walpole. Norfolk and Concord

Transfers make up another 36% of the sample. Prior to January, 1969 no men




were transferred from a forestry camp. Since that date three men (3% of the
sample) were transferred, all to the Walpole unif and all for escape. 9% of
the sample wére gent from Bridgewater State Hospital or from the other
segregation unit. One man (1%) was transferred from a County Housze of
Correction.

Extent of Digeiplinary Records Prior to Transfer to DSU. Two

measures were used of the seriousness of disciplinary records before transfer
to DSU, the number of good conduct days and the number of diseiplinary
reports, 26% of the DSU sample had no good conduct days withheld before
transfer to DSU; 14% had 330 days withheld; 20% had 3390 days withheld;

and 40% had more than 90 days withheld. As for the disciplinary reports
before transfer to DSU, 124 had.no reports; 39% had 1 to 5 reports; 17% had
£-10 reports; 16% had 11-19 reports; and 16% had 20 or more reports. Thus
the typical DSU man had five diseciplinary repofts and fifty—four good conduct
days withheld before transfer to segregation,

Type of Disciplinary Records Prior to Transfer to DSU. . The 117

men in the DSU sample accumilated a tétal of 1108 reports prior to their
transfers. Of these 1108 reports 42% were for dischedience, insoclence or
profanity. 17% were for tﬂreata or assaults, 14% for disturbances or malicious
mischief, 9% for under the influence or drug contraband, 11% for other
contraband or stealing, 6% for.property damage, and 1% for dangerous weapons.
Table I describes the relative frequency of each type: of disciplinary
report in a different fashion. It presents.the percentages of the men having

no diseiplinary reports, one to five reports, and six or more reports of each type.




TABLE I
PFRCENTAGE OF DSU SAMPLE WITH DIFFERENT NUMBERS OF DISCTPLINARY REPORTS OF EACH TYPE
% of DSU Sample with:

Type of Report O Reports 1-5 Reports 6 or More Reports
Disobedience, Insolence, Profanity 6% 50% 2he
Threats, Assaults L7 L4rg 8%
Disturbances, Malieious Mischief Loy 43 8%
Under Infl, Drug Contraband 55% i=g 2%
Other Contraband, Stealing BE% hog 3%
Property Damage 73% o4 %
Dangerous Weapons 6% Ly 0%

Psychiatric Evaluation. Information was collected from central

office files on the psychiatfic evaluations of men in.this study. It was
found that 90% of the DSU gample were characterized ag having some "mental
problems". 23% were desecribed by some combination of the fellowing terms:
anti-soeial, little respect for authority, hostile, assaultive, aggressive,

or destfuctive drives. 18% were characterized as.immature, impulsive or
manipulative. 14% were said to be paranoid, psychotie or schizophrenic.

10% were described as depressed,.frustrated or angry (csome suicidal).

Anxiety was said to characterize 11% of the DSU sample. Other, less common,
evaluations ineluded sexual deviation, retardation, epilepsy, drug dependence,
passive-aggressive and social isolation. These account for 13% of the total.

Reason for Transfer to Segregation. Five categories of reasons

for transfer to DSU account for the majority of the DSU sample, These are:
escapes (21%), riots and work stoppages (19%), gémbling,ntheft; continuous
disciplinary problems and other miscellaneous (18%), assaults (16%), and
disturbances {12%). .Other reasons include: contraband (8%), property damage
(4%), and mental problems (1%).

Pagychiatrie Examinations while in DST. .Mbre than 70% of the DSU

sample received psychiatric exams while in segregation. 2&% 4id not. One

man (1%) refused to be examined. Mo data was found for this variable in 3% of the cas




Notable Events While in DSU, In attempting to determine what events

of significance oceurred during a man's stay in segregation, it was found
that this information was lacking in the Central Office files. This was -
true in nearly 70% of the sample cases., This may, of course, mean.that ﬁo.
events of importance occurred, ‘'In any event records of oedurrences while in
DSU:rvould not be located for over two-thirds of the DSU men.

For those for whom information could be located, it was found
that men were involved in disturbances, correspondence courses, court
appearances, pgychiatrié or medical transfers,and that one man attémpted
escape from the unit. The main finding of importance to fesearch is that

the information was not available, making meaningful statements impossible.

V. DESCRIPTIVE TNFCRMATION-PC SAMPLE

Number of Times in DSU this Tncarceration. %8% of the Protective

Custody sample were transferred to segregation only once during their

present incarceration. 3**% were transferred twice. 9% served three or more

terms.

Months in DSU. The average time spent in DSU by the PC sample was

four months.

Months Served Before DSU, PC men had served an average of thirteen

months of their present incarceration prior to transfer to segregation, 27%
of the sample had been in DSU previously during their present incarceration.
The average time hetween that prior transfer and the transfer on which data

was collected was slightly less than five months.

Months Between Parole Eligibility Data and DSU Transfer Date.

27% of the PC sample had passed their parole eligibility date at the time of

their transfer to DSU. For these men, the average period since the passing
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of that date was over two years. For those men still short of their parole
eligibility date, the average time until that date was just under two years.

Transferring Tnstitution. More than 60% of the PC sample were

transferred from Walpole, Another 18% were transferred from Norfolk or Concord,
9% were transferred either from Bridgewater State Hospital or from the other
DSU. 3% were transfers from county Houses of Correction.

Extentrof Diseciplinary Records Prior to Transfer to DSU. 52% qf

the PC sample had no good conduct days withheld before transfer to DSU; 15%
- had %-30 days withheld; 24% had 33-90 days withheld; and 9% had more than
90 days withheld.

As for disciplinary reports before transfer to DSU, L0% of the
PC sample had no reports before transfer; 36% had 1-5 reports; 15% had 6—16
reports; and 9% had 11 or more reports. '

Type of Disciplinary Records Prior to Transfer to DSU. The thirty-

three men in the PC sample accumulated a total of 146 disciplinary reports
before transfer to segregation, Of these 146 disciplinary reports, 34% were
for discbedience, insclence or profanity. 17% were for threats or agsaults,
22% for disturbances or malicious mischief, 7% for under the influence or
drug contraband, 10% for other éontraband or stealing, 8% for property damage,
and 2% for dangerous weapons.

Table IT presents the percentages of men in the PC sample having

different numbers of disciplinary reports of each type.

TABLE TI1

PERCENTAGE OF PC SAMPLE WITH DIFFERENT NUMBERS OF DISCIPLINARY REPORTS OF EACH TYPE

% of PC Sample withti

Type of Report 0 Reports 1-5 Reports 6 or More Reports
Disobedience, Insolence, Profanity 49% heg 6%
Threats, Assaults 68% 29% 3%
Disturbance, Malieious Mischief 55% hog %
Under Infl., Drug Contraband 79% A 21% 0%
Other Contraband, Stealing 70% 30% %
Property Damage T6% 2hg 0%

Dangerous Weapons . 9hg 6% 0%
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Psychiatric Evaluation. 90% of the PC sample were evaluated as

having some mental problems. 21% of the sample were described as paranoid,
peychotic or schizophrenie. An additional 21% were said to be angry, frustrated,
depressed or suicidal. 15% were characterized as being immature, impulsive

or manipulative. 12% were said to be suffering anxiety. 9% were described

as anti-social, disrespectful of authority, hostile, aggressive, assaultive

or destructive drives. Other evaluations included sexual déviation, retardation,
epilepsy, drug dependence, passive-aggressive and soclally isolated.

Psychiatric Examinations in DSU. 60% of the PC sample received

psychiatric examinations while_in'DSU; 24% did not. One man refused to be
examined. In 15% of the cases no information was available,

Notable Events in DSU. For 80% of the sample there was no information.

For the remaining 20% the data points to no conclusive statements.

VI. COMPARISON OF D3U SAMPLE, PC SAMPLE AND GENERAL POPULATION SAMPLE

The question examined in this section will be how men placed
in DSU for diseiplinary reasoﬁs, and for protective custody, differed from the
general population and from each other, For this purpose information was
collected on 43 factors for the men in the DSU, PC and general population
samples, and the three samples were then compared on each factor. We thus
will have three comparisons—DSU‘to general population,. PC to general population,
and DSU to PC. The tables and accompanying text below present the differences
between the three samples, and the Apﬁendix contains specific figures teo which

the reader can refer.
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The reader should keep in mind that the differences between the
three samples presented below are those that were "statistically significant"
{i.e. differences that we can be reasonably confident are real and not just
a product of chance). Tt is also important to keep in mind that the
gstatistically significant differences between the three samples are not all
equally important. Thus Tables IIT, IV and V present the differences between
the samples in the order of their importance, as well as present numbers (Q2)*
whose relative gizes indicate the relative importance of the various
differences. Table IIT contains the differences between the DSU sample and

the general population sample.

TABLE TIT

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE DSU SAMPLE AND GENERAL POPULATION
SAMPLE TN ORDER OF TMPORTANCE

Relative 5
Importance (¢~) Factor DSU Men more likely to be
.29 _ Good Conduct Days Withheld 33 or more
.26 Total Diseciplinary Reports one or more
.2h Disciplinary Reports for Threats one or more
"~ or Assaults
.24 Good Conduct Days Withheld one or more
.20 -Disec. Rpts., for Under Influence or one or more
' Drug Contraband .
.20 Present Offense against a person
.20 Dise. Rpts. for Disobedience,Insolence one or more
or Profanity
.19 Disc. Rpts. for Disturbances or . one or more
Malicious Mischief
.15 Presnt Offense Armed Robbery
.15 Alcohol Use no use
A2 -Disec. Rpts. for Contraband or . one or more
Stealing

* QQ (phi-square) is equal to:K?/h and has a lower limit of O (no assocdation)

and an upper limit of 1 {perfect association)
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Relative 5 _
Tmportance (¢°) Factor DSU Men more likely to be
.09 Dise, Rpts. for Damage to State one or more

) Property

.07 Emergency Addressee other than a wife
.06 Prior Arrests for Person Offenses one or more

.05 Present Offense other than sex offense
.05 Minimum Sentence 8ixX years or more
.05 QOccupational Status unskilled

.05 Overall Time Previously Incarcerated 21 months or more
.04 Marital Status " not married

.04 Institution Committed to State Prison

.03 Prior Arrests for Sex Offenses None

.03 Age at First Arrest 18 or less

.03 Total Prior Arrests Five or more

.03 Committed for Parole Violation? No

.02 Service Date-Type of Discharge Other than honorable
.02 Drug Use Some use

.02 Juvenile Incarcerations Some

.02 Age at Incarceration 37 or less

02 Service Data-FEver Served No

.02 Race White

.02 Longest Pericd on One Job f months or less

.01 Disgc. Rpts. for Dangerous Weapons Some

01 Prior State or Federal Incarcerations Some

Understandably, the meost important differences between the DSU
sample and the general population sample lie. in their disciplinary records,
The DSU men had more good conduct days withheld, more disciplinary reports,
and more disciplinary reports of each type (previously listed). 60% of the
D3U sample, and 9% of the general population sample had more than 33 good
conduct days withheld. | 88% of the DSU sample, and 38% of the general
population sample, had received some digeciplinary reports.

The DSU men were more 1ike1y t0 be committed for person offenses,

'especially armed robbery. Nearly 90% of the DSU sample were committed for
offenses against persons, while this was true for only 41% of the general

population group. 56% of the DSU men were committed for armed robbery,

while only 19% of the comparison group were committed for this offense.




The DSU men were also more likely to have prior arrests for person
offenses, but less likely to have prior.arrests for sex.offenses, and less
likély to be committed for a sex offense. The DSU sample was more likely
than the general population sample to have been'first~arrested at age nineteen
or younger, been committed as juwveniles, and been previously incarcerated in
correctional institutions for 21 wmonths or more. ‘The DSU men were also
 more likely to be committed to the State Prison, fo be incarcerated on a
new commitgient’. rather than on a parole viclation, and to have a minimm
sentence of six years or more.

As compared to the general population sample, fewer men in the
DSU sample were married; fewer had alcochol problems; and fewer had served
in the armed forces (fewer still had been discharged honorably). More of
the DSU men were unskilled, had never worked at a Jjob for more than six
months, and age were 37 or less at incarceration.

Table TV presents the statistically significant differences between

the PC sample and the general population sample.

TABLE IV

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PC SAMPLE AND GENERAL POPULATION
SAMPLE IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

Relative

Importance (Qe) Factor PC Men More Likely to be
.13 Diseiplinary Reports for Disturbances One or more:

or Malicious Mischief '

.10 Age at First Arrest 19 or less

10 Total Disciplinary Reports 4 or more

.09 Education _ 7 years or less
.09 Prior Arrests for Property Offenses 9 or more

.08 Longest Period on One Job 6 months or less
.08 Total Number of Disc. Rpts. 2 or more

.08 Disc. Rpts. for Threats or Assaults One or more

.07 . Disc. Rpts. for Damage to State - One or more

. ~ Property
.06 , Good Conduct Days Withheld 45 or more

el Pregsent Offense Against a Person
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Relative o :

Importance (@°) Factor PC Men More Likely to be

o4 Good Conduet Days Withheld 2 or more

Lob _ Dise. Rpts. for Disobedience, One or more
Inselence, Profanity

.0k Disec. Rpts. for Drug Contraband One or more

.03 Juvenile Incarcerations Cne or more

.03 Disc. Rpts. for Contraband One or more

.03 Present Gffense Other than Property

.03 Occupational Status Unskilled '

.03 Prior Arrests ' 11 or more

The PC sample had more seriocus disciplinary records than did, the
general population sample. The PC men had more good conduct days withheld
and received more diseiplinary reports in total as well as more disciplinary
reports of virtually every type. The most important difference between the
samples was that the PC sample was more likely than the general population
sample to have received some disciplinary reports for disturbances or
malicious mischief.

The PC sample had poorer educational and job backgrounds than did
the general population sample. PC men were more likely to have completed
less than eight yearé of schecol, never worked on a job for more than six
months, and'held primarily unskilled jébs. The PC men were also more likely
to have serious eriminal histories as indicated by a younger age at first
arrest, more prior arrests, more prior arrests for property offenses, more
with a record of juvenile incarceration and mofe total time spent incarcerated.
The PC sample was more likely tc be committed for offenses against the person
and less likely to be incarcerated as a parole viclator,

Table V presenta the differences between the PC sample and the DSU sample.

TABLE V | |

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PC SAMPLE AND DSU SAMPLE, IN ORDER OF TMPORTANCE

Relative 5

Importance (@) Factor PC Men More Likely to be
w11 Eduecation 7 7 years or less

.09 . ' Total Disciplinary Reports None

.07 Good Conduct Days Withheld & or Fewer




Relative . 5
Tmportance (@°)

Factor

.07 Dise. Rpts. for Disobedience, None

' Tnsolence or Profanity
.06 Prior Arrests for Property Offenses . 9 or More
.05 Prior Arrests for Property Offenses 5 or more
ol Prior Arrests for Person Offenses 2 or more
L0 Total Diseiplinary Reports 14 or fewer
. Ol Prior Arrests for Person Offenses Cne or more
L0l Longest Period on One Job 6 months or less
.04 Prior Arrests for Person Offenses % or more
el Present Offense Other than Person
Lok Good Conduet Days Withheld 99 or fewer
.03 Total Disciplinary Reports 11 or fewer
.03 Dise. Rpts. for Threats/Assaults (One or None
.03 Disc. Rpts. for Contraband ‘One or None
.03 House of Correction Incarcerations One or None
.03 Dise. Rpts. for Threats/ Assaults None

Psychiatric Evaluation Other than Anti-Social

.02

The disciplinary records of the PC men are markedly less serious than
those of the DSU men., The PC sample is more likely to have fewer disciplinary

reports and fewer good conduct days withheld.

16.

PC Men More Likely to be

In other works, the PC men

have lesgs serious disciplinary records than DSU men and more serious

diseiplinary records than the general population sample.

The PC sample is more likely than the DSU éample to have completed
less than eight vears of school and to have never worked on a job more than
six months. Comparisons of_the criminal histories of the two samples reveal
that the PC sample tends to have more prior property arrests, more House of
Correction incarcerations, fewer arrests for drunkenness, and fewer arrests
for person offenses. A smaller proportion of the PC sample were committed

for offenses against the person, Examinations of psychiatric evaluations

show that the PC men were less often characterized as anti-soeial or

sociqpathic, commort disceriptions of men in the DSU sample.
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YIT. EFFECT OF DSU ON MEN'S SUBSEQUENT DISCTPLINARY RECORDS

The purpose of this study has been to provide background infbrmation
on the operations and processes.of the DSU. In compiling this information,.
data has been found which appears to shed light on the question of the effect
of DSU on a man's subsequent institutional adjusiment. By comparing the
monthly rate of good conduet days (GCD) ﬁithheld before and after a term
in DSU, the DSU sample has been broken down into three sub-samples:

{1) men with fewer GCD withheld per month after DSU than before

(62% of the sample of 11% men*)
(2) men with more GCD withheld per montH after DSU than before (23%)

(3) men with the same number of GCD withheld per month after
DSU as before (15%)

In other words, 62% of the DSU sample had GCD withheld at a slower rate after
DSU than before, 2%% had GCD withheld at a faster rate after DSU than
before, and 15% had GCD withheld at the same rate.

We should be extremely cautious about reading this finding as
that DSU "works". Although only 2%% had more seriocus disciplinary problems
_after gsegregation than before, fully % of the sample were transferred to
DSU mofe than once during the present incareeration (either before or after
DSUj. Furthermore, an evaluation of the efficacy of segregation involves
more than just ldoking at the individuals placed in segregation. Finally,
whether a man "improves" affer DSU is a compleﬁ Jjudgement and involves more
than just the simplistic comparison mentioned above.

Another concern is whether thérerare differences between these
three groups of men--those whose disciplinary problems after DSU are more

seriocus, less serious, and equally serious. In comparing the third group--

{

* 0f the total sample of 117 men, 3 had not been released from D3U in

time to collect this data, and 1 was an out-of-state man for whom data was

inadequate.
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those with the same monthly rate ﬁf GCD withheld both before and after their
QSU term——to the rest of the DSU sample, the most important finding is that
15 of thgse 17 men had no GCD withheld before or after DSU. Furthermore,
these 15 men received no disciplinary reports before transfer to DSU.
Examination of reasons for the transfer of these 15 men to segregation shows:
five men transferred.for escape; four fof assault or suspicion of assault;
one each for the Norfolk work stoppage, contraband, drugs, unspecified
‘disturbances, agitation; and one for whom a reason could not be found,

The major differences between the men with fewer GCD withheld per
month after DSU and the men with more GCD withheld per month after DSU

lie again in diseiplinary records. First, the men with less serious

disciplinary records after DSU.tended to be the men with the most seriocus
diseiplinary records before DSU. It could be argued that men with extremely
serious disciplinary records before DSU would find it difficult to have

still more serious disciplinary records after DSU. Second, the men with more serious

disciplinary records after DSﬁ than before tended to be the men who received
disciplinary reportis while in DSU. Apparently diseiplinary problems while
in DSU predict continued problems. However, the most striking finding was
that, in comparing the men with more serious and less sefious disciplinary
récords after D3SU, there was no significant differences between the two
groups in any areas other than disciplinary records. This suggests that the
"differential effects" of DSU on subsequent disciplinary adjustment is a

function less of types of men than of types of diseiplinary adjustment.
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{Note:The author of this study has ingisted upon the ineclusion of this section

in the version of this report distributed to departmental staff, CTM)

The author of this study has had increasing skepticism about the valuve of
the work, particularly as it relates to the reslity of its subject matter. He
feels that although the material presented here represents several important
aspects of the Departmental Segregation Unit, whose importance, as background
statistics cannot be denied, the most important issues involved in the contimed
existance of such a facility are not dealt with at all, The methodology of
this study has provided no concrete understanding of the unit-neither its
physical plants nor its process. In no way was the author able to compare the
statistical fzois presented here with the harsh reality of the experience
of the prisoners who have done hard time in DSU,

Tarly in the 10AC0's an idea was presented suggesting the use of DSU for
intengive treatment of violent priscners.* This treatment was to include

segrepgation followed by gradual reintegration into the general population as

=y

1 became clear that the individual was not a2 threat to others in the vprison.
The exploitation of the weaknesses of excessively viclent men by others to
stréngarm those who have incurred the wrath of the prison "heavies" has
nften heen noted, (It has.also heen noted that this system of nrisoner rule
is often nused v those administrators most interested in the maintainance of
security.) The author cannct concern himgelf with thé right of violent men
t6 express their aggression as some would have them do. He is more concerned
that prisoners.be free from intimidation and exploitation hy anvone.

Somehow or other, however, this concept for the use of segregation was
never implemented. Retween the +ime nf the espousal of this idea znd the
present, perhars 200 men have done time in NSU, vnrison unrest has become an

extremely significant phenomenon {and at nresent segrezaticn policy is neo

small issue in this unrest}, and the originators of this innovation rose

* Titzpatrick & Kruger, "Zontrol of Violence in a Maximum Security Prison®




to positions of greatly increased power, and still the idea was without fruition,

.Segregation remains the place where this department places prisoners it
finds troublesome. These people are not alwavs the sme kind ot people that were
found in DSU hack in the days when prisoners knew their nlace., They are not
always interested in just wanton malicious destriction, interracial rioting
or the hlind flaunting of authority. The bheginnings of a new conscilousness
are to be seen in prisoners, ex-prisoners and non-vrisoners, This new consciousness
will no longer allow the department to treat prisoners as animals or as non-rersons.

Segregation, through, remains clear and simple punishment. This charge
seemg unassailable in light of the faet that for three vears the Bridgewater
DAY was a facility which "lacked facilities fo meet basic standards cof health
and decent living", according to thié Department's own press release announcing
the closing of that unit. A basic purpose of this study originally was to
provide statistics to facilitafe the deecision on whether or not %o ciose that
uwnit, TIf the deparfment saw itself'as treating people, as being humane, i%
.i? wouldn't need statistics to dhiut down a pit the condition of which was well
known to Adepartmental decision-makers and best known tc their charges who had
done hard time there. |

To he transferred to DSU one must commit a crime against the prison. DSU
is a prison within the priéon. Men are now sent there for being organize}s.
(derogatory term=agitators). To transfer such men to segregation is %o say
that men who organize to demand *to he treated as men 2re criminals for doing
go. If a erime is iﬁvolved here, it is the deprivation of men of their
dignity,.and the criminals need not e nointed out.

The anthor also feels a word muist bhe said about the institution of

digeiplinary reports. Much of this study relies on these and other indicators
of disciplinary records to establigh the characteristics of individuals who aid

time in segregation., Standing alone, these statistics clearly show that these




men cause a great deal of trouble for the orderliness of +the prison., 7Tt is

agsumed that the reason why men are transferred +o ségregation ig because they are
sueh preblems. It is not clear at all, however, how mich trouble the prison

caused thege men., These are no statistiecs in the above avpendix which indicate how
many men were nrovoked to finally strike bhack at what they recognized as their
enemy. WNo variables are used to determine the kind treatment a man gets from his
guards. Although a variable was used in this study called "Notakle Tvents While
in DSUY, the information available in men's files was totally inadequate for making
conclusive statements. Unless we are to assume that most men take correspondence
courses, see the psychiatrist or go to cour {on the charges for which they are
already doing time in DSU before convicted after due process), then we must say
that these records are incomplete, Even if there were a running record of the @ay
to day happenings in the unit, it is to mich to expect to Tind anyone implicated
for anything wrong but the prisoner himself,

Shall the author assume that prisoners are basically different, fhat they are
only capable of wanton violence? Thig is the only thing we can agsume if
guards'are not assumed to be capable of the_same, or more subtle ¥inds of viclence.
Can he assume that every time a disciplinary reports is written thet 1t 1is fair,

a clearly necessary action for an obvious breach of just rules and regulations?
Can he avoid thinking that if enocugh harassment occurs that it will not finally
wagult in a man striking out at the one who harasses? This éllowance is given to
guards and police, evidently it cannot be given to veople whose past actions have

rlaced *hem in an environment universally agreed ¢ be the worst possibhle for a

man to live in.

T+ would he possible for the author o go on and on. ranting and raving his

digsatisfactions. TIf the point can be made, however, it has been already. This

unorthodox conclusion may need to be explained, though. The author iz not sorry

to have ever heen involved with this studr. It has shown him many things which he
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will not forget. Therefore, this afterword is not in any way excusing him
from the study. The study would not be a complete work, however, without this

piece.




