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In this report, we analyze the criminal justice involvement of 345 young adults formerly
committed to the Department of Youth Services (DYS) who were discharged in 2018.
For the purposes of the report, we define recidivism as an arraignment leading to a
conviction within one year of discharge from DYS. To calculate the elapsed time to
recidivism post-discharge, we calculate the number of days from the date of discharge
to the date of the arraignment culminating in a conviction. Our findings indicate that
79% of this cohort of DYS youth had some form of contact with the adult criminal
justice system in the years following their discharge. Of the 345 youth who exited DYS’
custody, 48.1% were arraigned within one year of discharge. Of those arraigned, 20%
were found guilty and thus, for the purpose of this study, are considered to have
recidivated. Finally, 14.5% of those who were found guilty were incarcerated.[1] [2]

The recidivism rate for youth discharged in 2018 is significantly lower than the 26%
recidivism rate for youth discharged in 2017. The observed 2018 recidivism rate was
mainly driven by non-LGBTQ+ youth of color who identify as male, live in Regional
Urban Centers,[3] were committed to DYS as delinquents, and discharged at the age of
18. Consistent with recidivism literature, the highest recidivism rate was observed
among youth who were first adjudicated either delinquent or youthful offender at a
younger age, such as 14 and 15 years old. The recidivism rates for these two age groups
were 26.1% and 24.6%, respectively. 

Table 1 provides a summary of key recidivism outcomes for the study cohort.

e x e c u t i v e  s u m m a r y

[1] Approximately 6% of those who were found guilty were placed on probation.
[2] As of December 2022, 24 cases are still pending in courts and thus there is no definitive resolution for these cases yet.
[3] For this report, we use the community types defined by the Metropolitan Area Planning Council of Massachusetts.
According to the Council (2008), Regional Urban Centers include large high-density urban centers that are not proximate to
Boston and sub-regional urban centers including mid-sized urban downtowns. For a full description of these community
types, refer to: Metropolitan Area Planning. (2008). Massachusetts Community Types Summary. Retrieved from
http://www.mapc.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Massachusetts-Community-Types-Summary-July_2008.pdf 
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[4] This group is composed of the following races: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Chooses Not to Self-Identify,
Multiracial, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Other, and Unknown.
[5] For this report, we use the community types defined by the Metropolitan Area Planning Council of Massachusetts.
According to the Council (2008), Inner Core communities include high-density inner cities as well as historic, high-density
suburbs near these inner cities. Although youth in the Inner Core comprise a higher percentage of the study cohort, most of
the youth are from Regional Urban Centers. 
[6] There were two youth in the 20-year-old age category, and two other youth in the 21-year-old age category. One of the
youths in each of these age categories recidivated, hence the high percentage represented in the table (50%).
[7] This percentage represents only one youth.
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Key Findings
➢The overall one-year recidivism rate for the 2018 cohort was 20%.
➢ The recidivism rate for youth who identified as male was 20%, while the rate for
youth who identified as female was 15.6%.
➢ Youth who experienced their first arraignment at age 14 had the highest recidivism
rate of 26.1%, followed by those first arraigned at 15, who had a recidivism rate of
24.6%. 
➢ Most youth who recidivated lived in Regional Urban Centers (69.1%) and the Inner
Core (22.1%).[8]
➢ Earning a high school diploma or an equivalency is a protective factor against
recidivism. Youth who discharged from DYS with a diploma or an equivalent attainment
had a recidivism rate of 16.6% compared to a recidivism rate of 22.2% for those leaving
DYS without a diploma or equivalent attainment. 
➢ Youth adjudicated for a person offense accounted for 50% of all instances of
recidivism, followed by youth adjudicated for a weapon offense (19.1%).
➢ The Metro Region had the highest percentage of recidivating youth, with a
recidivism rate of 25%.
➢ Youth who identified as LGBTQ+[9] had a higher recidivism rate of 27.8% compared
to a recidivism rate of 19.9% for youth who did not identify as LGBTQ+.
➢ The recidivism rate is nearly identical between youth whose primary language is not
English and youth whose primary language is English (19.2% vs. 19.8% respectively).
➢ The recidivism rate for youth who were placed on the substance use treatment track
was 16.2%, compared to 29.1% for youth placed on a substance use prevention track as
determined through the JASAE Assessment.[10]

[8]  See the community types defined by the Metropolitan Area Planning Council of Massachusetts. According to the Council
(2008), Inner Core communities include high-density inner cities as well as historic, high-density suburbs near these inner
cities. Regional Urban Centers include large high-density urban centers that are not proximate to Boston and sub-regional
urban centers including mid-sized urban downtowns. Maturing suburbs include moderate-density suburbs that are nearly
built out, established suburbs that are lower-density and approaching buildout, and Cape Cod towns. Developing suburbs
include developing New England suburbs that have well-defined centers but mixed densities as well as country suburbs that
are very low-density. Finally, Rural Towns are towns with small, scattered populations and slow growth. For a full description
of these community types, refer to: Metropolitan Area Planning. (2008). Massachusetts Community Types Summary. Retrieved
from http://www.mapc.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Massachusetts-Community-Types-Summary-July_2008.pdf   
[9] 18 youth identified as LGBTQ+. 
[10] The Juvenile Automated Substance Abuse Evaluation (JASAE) is a computer-assisted instrument for assessing adolescent
alcohol and other drug use behaviors. The JASAE is an "offspring" of the adult instrument, the SUBSTANCE ABUSE/LIFE
CIRCUMSTANCE EVALUATION, known as the SALCE. Source: https://adeincorp.com/documents/jasae_ref_guide.pdf.
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➢ Opting to participate into Youth Engaged in Services (YES) was associated with a
slightly lower recidivism rate. The recidivism rate for YES participants was 19.1%
compared to 21% for non-YES groups. For the last five years under review, with the
exception of 2017, the recidivism rate for youth engaged in the YES program has been
lower than the recidivism rate for their counterparts not participating in YES, as
demonstrated in Table 2.[11]

[11] There is one exception; in 2017, the recidivism rate for YES youth was 1 percentage point higher.

Table 2: Recidivism Rates for YES and non-YES Youth: Annual Comparisons

i n t r o d u c t i o n

54 staff secure and hardware secure residential programs
25 community-based district and satellite offices serving committed youth who live
in the community (residing with a parent, guardian, foster parent, or in an
independent living program)

The Department of Youth Services is the juvenile justice agency for the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts. The Department’s mission is to foster positive outcomes for youth,
build safer communities, and collaborate for an equitable and fair justice system. DYS
envisions a Commonwealth in which every young person has the skills, supports, and
resources necessary to engage safely with their communities, and lead productive and
fulfilling lives.  DYS invests in highly qualified staff and a service continuum that engages
youth, families, and communities in strategies that support positive youth development
and strives to engage in decision-making that is guided by values of fairness,
transparency, racial equity, and integrity.

Total Programs in Calendar Year 2018
DYS operated 79 programs consisting of:
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The average age of youth at commitment in 2018 was 16.5 years old, with a median
age of 17.
Youth who identified as male accounted for 87% of the population, while youth who
identified as female accounted for 13% of the population.[12]
The racial breakdown of youth in DYS commitment is as follows: Hispanic/Latinx
(45%), Black African American (27%), White (19%), and Other Races (9%).
36% of youth were adjudicated as Youthful Offenders and committed until 21 years
old.

DYS Committed Population in Calendar Year 2018 

[12] 1% higher than in 2017.
[13] Successfully enrolling and completing post-secondary education is another metric used to measure long-term success. as
well as gainful employment post-adjudication. 
[14] Barrett, D. E., & Katsiyannis, A. (2015). Juvenile delinquency recidivism: Are black and white youth vulnerable to the same
risk factors?. Behavioral Disorders, 40(3), 184-195.

f u l l  r e p o r t  f i n d i n g s
A successful re-entry can be defined, among other things,[13] as no further involvement
with the criminal justice system. Although recent literature has called for a shift away
from recidivism as the sole metric by which to measure successful re-entry, recidivism
rates remain as one of the only factors uniformly examined by juvenile justice
jurisdictions across the United States. DYS defines recidivism,[14] for the purposes of this
report, as a conviction in the adult system for an offense committed within one year of
being discharged from DYS custody. The time to recidivism is calculated by determining
the number of days between the date of discharge and the date of arraignment leading to
a conviction. 
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[15] The Indiana Department of Corrections. (2018). Juvenile Recidivism 2018. Retrieved from 2018JuvRecidivismRpt.pdf (in.gov). 
[16] It is worth noting that the state of Indiana uses a different methodology to calculate their recidivism rate. Youth are
followed for three years after discharged. Therefore, this is not a direct comparison. We are simply highlighting a declining
trend in recidivism between these two states MA and IN, despite their different methodologies.

DYS’ vision is for its youth to engage safely with their communities and lead productive
and fulfilling lives. As such, DYS sees a conviction for an offense as an adult to be an
undesirable outcome. DYS recognizes that relying on a conviction as a recidivism metric
is not without peril, due to some of the factors that contribute to policing patterns,
arrest and charging decisions, and case outcomes in the communities we serve,
including, but not limited to, systemic racism, implicit biases, and variations in available
behavioral health and substance use resources. Historically, about 1 in 4 youth
discharged from DYS recidivate within 1 year of discharge; however, the rate has
fluctuated by cohort. For example, while about 25% of the youth between 2012 and 2017
recidivated within 1 year of discharge, in 2018, only 1 in 5 youth recidivated. This
departure from the previous years is shown in the figure below. 

This decrease in the recidivism rate is not unique to Massachusetts. For example,
Indiana[15] has registered similar results with their recidivism rate decreasing from
33.3% to 24.8% for their 2015 and 2018 cohorts, respectively.[16]

Gender, Race, and LGBTQ+ Outcomes for the DYS 2018 Cohort
As observed historically, youth who identify as male have the highest recidivism rates
both in term of their representation in the cohort and within their segment. The overall
recidivism rate is 20%, with youth who identify as male accounting for 17.7% and youth
who identify as female accounting for only 2.3%. 

https://www.in.gov/idoc/files/2018JuvRecidivismRpt.pdf
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In addition, 20.3% of all youth who identify as male and were discharged from DYS in
2018 recidivated within one year, in contrast with 15.6% of the youth who identify as
female. Youth of color including Black and African American and Hispanic/Latinx youth
both recidivated at similar rates (21.5% and 21.8% respectively). The recidivism rate for
‘Other Races’ is 16.1%, followed by White youth at 15.2%. The rate for LGBTQ+ youth,
though representing only 5.2% of our cohort, surpassed the rate for non-LGBTQ+ by 8.5
percentage points. The recidivism rate for LGBTQ+ for the 2018 cohort is 27.8%
compared to 19.3% for non-LGBTQ+ youth. 

Average Number of Days to Recidivism After Discharge
We calculated the average number of days it takes before a youth who has discharged is
arraigned as an adult. Importantly, for each youth, we calculated the number of days
between their discharge date and the date of arraignment that then led to a conviction.
For the purposes of this report, this average represents the number of days that it took
youth to recidivate. Youth who identify as female recidivated after 168 days on average,
whereas youth who identify as male recidivated after 173 days, on average. On average, a
Hispanic/Latinx youth who identified as female recidivated approximately 124 days post
discharge. A similar trend was observed among youth who identify as male, with
Hispanic/Latinx youth identifying as males recidivating approximately 169 days post
discharge. These findings indicate that among the cohort of youth discharged in 2018,
Hispanic/Latinx youth were the earliest to recidivate.

Conducting an analysis by age indicated that the average number of days between
discharge and recidivism was the lowest amongst youth discharged at age 20, and
highest amongst youth discharged at age 18. 
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Offense Type

Table 3: Recidivism for DYS Youth Discharged in 2018 with Selected DYS
Offenses 

Though fewer youth were committed for Motor Vehicle offenses, these youth had the
highest recidivism rates. 50% of these youth were convicted within a year of being
discharged from DYS supervision. Importantly, this is the second year where youth
committed for motor vehicle offenses had higher recidivism rates compared to their
counterparts committed for other offenses, suggesting an area for further investigation. 
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Grid Level
Examining Grid Level and race indicated that most cases of recidivism occur amongst
youth assigned Grid Level 2, including for all racial groups represented in the 2018 cohort.

Cities
The table below indicates that youth from New Bedford, Chelsea, and Brockton had the
highest recidivism rates in 2018.

Table 4: Recidivism Rates for DYS Youth Discharged in 2018 from Some Major
Cities
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Regions
The Metro Region had the highest rate of recidivism in 2018, 25%, followed by the Western
Region at 20.6%. Percentages for all the other regions are comparable except for the
Northeast region, which had a recidivism rate of 15.5%. 

Youthful Offenders
From 2012 to 2018, the number of youth committed as Youthful Offenders has doubled.
From 12.2% of DYS’ annual discharges in 2014, Youthful Offenders now represent 20.6% of
the cohort in 2018. With this increase in census, there was an initial corresponding
increase in the number of Youthful Offenders electing to take part in the YES program.[17]
Youthful Offenders’ share in the YES program increased from 7.8% in 2014 to 43.4% in
2017. However, this increase may in part be explained by a change in the law in 2016 that
allowed DYS to offer voluntary services to discharged youth until the age of 22. This
statutory change allowing Youthful Offenders to participate in YES went into effect on
August 29th, 2016. In 2018, the percentage of Youthful Offenders participating in the YES
program dropped to 10.4%. 

[17] Youth Engaged in Services (YES) is a program offered to every young person discharged from DYS. The goal is to promote
a successful reentry into the community. It is completely voluntary and a youth can join the program at any time after release. 



J U V E N I L E  R E C I D I V I S M  R E P O R T P A G E  1 3

From 2012 to 2015, there was a comparable recidivism rate for Youthful Offenders and
non-Youthful Offenders. In 2015, the recidivism trend between Youthful Offenders and
non-Youthful Offenders began to diverge. For the 2018 cohort, 22.5% of Youthful
Offenders recidivated within one year of discharge as opposed to 19.0% of non-Youthful
Offenders. The 2018 and 2015 cohorts mark the only cohorts in the last 10 years for whom
recidivism rates for Youthful Offenders were higher than non-Youthful Offenders.  
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High School Diploma and Equivalency Attainment 
Over the years, the percentage of youth discharged from DYS with a high school diploma
and/or equivalency attainment has steadily increased, rising from 28.0% in 2015 to 43.2%
in 2022.[18] While youth who identify as female and youth who identify as male
demonstrate a similar upward trend in educational attainment, youth who identify as
female lead their male counterparts in educational attainment.[19]

High school or equivalency attainment rates for Black or African American DYS youth
have steadily risen, from 17.0% in 2015 to 31.3% in 2022. In 2018, about 26.5% of Black or
African American discharged youth completed high school. This figure includes youth
with Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) who are eligible for and may attain certificates
of completion in lieu of diplomas. Hispanic/Latinx youths’ completion rates have
increased from 38.4% to 46.3%. As for White youth, their high school achievement rate
has experienced a continuous decline. Their rate decreased from 37.5% in 2015 to 25.2% in
2018. By 2022, this rate declined to 14.9%. High school attainment for all the ‘Other Races,’
combined remained steady throughout the period, hovering around 10.0%. This group has
the lowest completion rate compared to the other three groups.

[18] For fiscal year 2018, the completion rate was 43.8%
[19] Except in 2021.
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Acquiring a high school diploma remains a protective factor for youth discharged from
DYS. The recidivism rate is consistently lower among those leaving DYS with a diploma or
equivalency compared to those discharged without one.

Youth Level of Service Inventory (YLSI)
DYS uses several instruments to assess the criminogenic needs of youth, including the
YLSI. The YLSI is an assessment instrument that is used by juvenile justice agencies to
assess youths’ risks and needs with regards to various factors, including history,
frequency, and severity of offense, family history and circumstances, peer relations,
educational and vocational skills, attitudes, behaviors, and substance use. 
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A youth’s completed YLSI assessment yields a continuous score ranging from 0-42 on all
YLSI domains, and validated cut-off scores are then used to categorize youth in low,
moderate, high, and very high-risk levels. These categorical levels correspond to youths’
continuous YLSI scores. Examining the YLSI indicates that of the youth discharged in
2018, 16.5% were classified as low, 54.3% as moderate, 27% as high, and 2.2% as very high.
One year after discharge, recidivism rates for the 2018 cohort were related to youth’s risk
levels as assessed through the YLSI. Those with lower YLSI scores recidivated at a lower
rate compared to those with higher scores.

Youth Placement Conditions
Once adjudicated, a youth’s initial placement type at DYS is determined by their risk-need
profile and informed by the severity of their offense, which is codified in their Grid Level.
During their time at DYS, most youth move through the continuum of care, from a secure
residential setting to their home community. Youths’ movement through the continuum is
contingent upon making positive progress in their rehabilitation plans. A youth’s security
level and/or placement may change consistent with changes in their treatment and
behavioral health needs. A youth who is making significant progress toward their
treatment goals may move from hardware secure[20] to a staff secure facility (Stepping
Down). A youth who is struggling and behaving aggressively may move from a staff secure
to a hardware secure facility (Stepping Up). 

[20] Hardware secure facilities are DYS’ most secure. The movement of youth within a hardware secure facility is limited by
locked doors into the facility and within the unit. Youth in hardware secure facilities are locked in their rooms during sleeping
hours and during the day they are escorted by staff within the facilities at all times. Hardware secure facilities house the most
serious juvenile offenders in DYS custody, many of whom are gang involved and exhibit significant behavioral and emotional
challenges. Staff secure facilities are residential facilities where presence of staff provide the security for the youth and the
facility itself is not locked. 
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[21] Hardware Secure (HS) Only: refers to youth who were placed and remained in a hardware secure facility during their
entire treatment stay at DYS. Staff Secure (SS) Only: refers to youth placed in staff secure facility only. Step Down: refers to
youth who went from a hardware secure to a staff secure facility (preferable movement). Step Up: refers to youth who went
from a staff secure to a hardware secure facility. Adult Correction: Youth placed in the adult system. DCF includes youth who
were placed in a DCF program following Assessment.
[22] There were 8 youth in the sample who were convicted on adult charges and went directly to adult corrections.
[23] DYS has the discretion to place a youth in a residential setting or return a youth home after a full assessment of a youth’s
risks and needs. Where DCF is a youth’s legal guardian, the youth’s home placement is typically coordinated through DCF. 

Typically, youth with the most serious needs and offense profile are placed in hardware
secure facilities. These youth are placed in these facilities because of their perceived need
for a longer period of treatment in a highly structured setting. Consequently, we analyzed
the recidivism rates for the 2018 cohort based on their movement within DYS facilities.[21]
The recidivism rate is higher for youth who were moved up in security (Step Up: from
staff secure to hardware secure facility), with 25% of these youth recidivating within one
year of discharge. 

Table 5: Recidivism Rates by Initial Placement Type
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[24] The Substance Use Track includes the Treatment Track and the Prevention Track. The Treatment Track is for committed
youth who are determined to have or be at high risk for a substance use disorder based on assessments and behavioral health
history. Youth on the Treatment Track receive group and individual substance use treatment services based on a curriculum
that educates youth on the effects of substances of abuse and teaches skills for navigating life by helping youth make
responsible decisions about their substance use. The Prevention Track is for all detained youth and some committed youth
who are not considered at high risk for the development of a substance use disorder. Youth on the Prevention Track receive
weekly substance use groups based on a curriculum that is primarily psychoeducational in nature, one that examines the
effects of substance use on the brain and body, the reasons for substance misuse, and the social and cultural history of
substance use.
[25] This figure represents 2 out of 5 youth in total.  

Substance Use Track[24]

The 2018 recidivism rate for youth who were placed on the Treatment Track for substance
use decreased by more than 10 percentage points to 16.2%, which was the lowest rate
since 2015. The recidivism rate was drastically different for youth placed on the
Prevention Track. 29.1% of youth in the 2018 cohort who were placed on the Prevention
Track recidivated within one year of leaving DYS. Youth placed on the Assessment Track
had higher recidivism rates; 40% of them recidivated.[25]
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Table 6: Characteristics of the Sample

e m p i r i c a l  s e c t i o n

In this section, we empirically tested a logistic regression and analyzed the association
between key covariates and a youth’s likelihood to recidivate. Previous studies have
examined these covariates and the extent to which they are associated with recidivism,
which supports their selection in the current report. 

Our key variable of interest is a binary covariate, “Recidivism,” coded as follows:
        1: if the youth has been arraigned after discharge from DYS within 1 year or less, and       
           that arraignment later resulted in a conviction. 
        0: if otherwise.

Model Variable Selections

List of Independent Covariates:
Year of Discharge, Age at Discharge, LGBTQ+, Birth Sex, Race, Translator Needed, MA
Community Type, Age at Initial Commit, Total Days Committed, Committed less Than 6
Months, YES-Transition, MSO Grid, MSO Offense Type, Youthful Offender, Total
Community, Total Residential Days, Most Recent YLSI, LAST SA Track, Driving Distance,
Driving Time, YES less than 6 months, HS Diploma or Equivalent at discharge, Youth
Placement Conditions, and Treatment LOS.

We conducted these analyses over the period ranging from 2012 to 2018, which
represents a sample size of 2971 youth who were discharged from DYS commitment over
the period.

These variables have been individually tested to highlight the role of each covariate on
the likelihood to recidivate (See Appendix D). Variables found to be individually
statistically significant were later included in the generalized logistic regression and
tested again to confirm their statistical validity in the current study.
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Generalized Logistic Regression

The regression model indicated that youth of color were more likely to recidivate.
Black or African American youth had 1.32 times greater odds of recidivating compared
to White youth, while Hispanic/Latinx youth had 1.2 times greater odds of
recidivating compared to White youth.
Youth who identify as male had 4 times greater odds of recidivating compared to
youth who identify female. 
Youth who spent less than six months receiving voluntary services through the YES
program were almost twice more likely to recidivate compared to those who
participated for more than six months. 

r e s u l t s
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Youth with a low or moderate YLSI score were less likely to recidivate compared to
youth who scored high on the tool.
Obtaining a high school diploma or equivalent was a protective factor against
recidivism. Youth who graduated before leaving DYS were less likely to recidivate.  
Only youth adjudicated for Motor Vehicle offenses were more likely to recidivate
compared to youth adjudicated for all other offenses.
Youth who were placed on the Treatment Track for substance use were more likely to
recidivate compared to those placed on the Prevention Track. The model indicates
that these youth had 1.29 times greater odds of recidivating.
No strong statistical relationship was found between age and the likelihood to
recidivate or between involvement with DCF and likelihood to recidivate. In addition,
a youth’s offense-based Grid Level was not found to be correlated with recidivism in
this model. In other words, seriousness of offense is not associated with recidivism
rates. 
Whether English was the primary language spoken at home was not associated with
recidivism. 

Overall, our analyses indicate that recidivism rates for the juvenile population have
decreased to the lowest rate since 2012. However, racial and ethnic disparities persist;
youth of color continue to experience higher rates of recidivism. Time spent receiving
voluntary services in the YES program is a protective factor against recidivism, with
youth who spent longer times in the YES program less likely to recidivate when
compared to their counterparts with shorter stints as a YES youth. In addition, the
number of youths graduating with a high school diploma has steadily increased over the
years, and youth leaving DYS with a diploma or equivalent recidivated at lower rates than
their counterparts who did not attain a high school diploma or equivalent. 

With regards to factors associated with recidivism rates, youth who identify as male had
four times greater odds of recidivating than youth who identify as female. In addition,
while youth committed for motor vehicle offenses comprise a lower proportion of the
DYS census, they demonstrate higher recidivism rates compared to their counterparts
committed for other offense types. These findings have been demonstrated for the
second year in a row, and thus constitute an area of further investigation for DYS. 

c o n c l u s i o n
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Consideration of the factors DYS relies on in classification yields a mixed picture. Grid
Level was not associated with recidivism outcomes. YLSI scores, however, were
associated with recidivism outcomes: youth with low or moderate YLSI scores were less
likely to recidivate compared to youth with high YLSI scores. Though the number of
Youthful Offenders has increased over the years, there was no significant association
between Youthful Offender status and recidivism rates. Other factors not associated
with recidivism rates include age at discharge, DCF involvement, and language spoken in
the home.

These findings have a number of implications for future research at DYS. First, given that
Youthful Offender rates have steadily increased, future research should investigate the
factors that contribute to these trends. Second, in this report, we use the first full
cohort with complete YLSI data points to investigate the association between YLSI
scores and recidivism rates. Future research should further explore the association
between YLSI and recidivism rates with a larger sample. In addition, future research
should further examine whether the relation between offense severity and recidivism
rates continues to be non-significant when controlling for YLSI scores.

DYS also notes that while LGBTQ+ youth comprise only 5.2 percent of the DYS 2018
discharged population, the current cohort appears to demonstrate a significant
recidivism rate. The high proportion of LGBTQ+ youth who have recidivated may be in
part attributable to the fact that only a small number of youth identify as LGBTQ+.

Over the last few years, DYS has expanded its efforts to collect LGBTQ+ data more
accurately and consistently across its continuum. DYS is continuing this effort with its
new internal LGBTQ+ Taskforce and is interested in examining, in future studies, how
the Taskforce’s efforts impact study samples.

Further, emerging scholarship on youths’ outcomes during reentry has provided critical
insights on the limits of recidivism as a metric, demonstrating that recidivism rates are
impacted by neighborhood- and community-level factors, including environmental
inequity and injustice, and structural racism across the criminal legal continuum. Given
the limits of this metric, research, policy, and advocacy on reentry ought to broaden the
conceptualization of positive and successful reentry experiences, identifying and
investigating strengths-based youth outcomes such as educational and vocational
attainment, family and community reintegration, and mental health and well-being. The
Department of Youth Services is invested in pursuing a strengths-based approach in
future research on reentry.
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A p p e n d i x  A :  
M a s s a c h u s e t t s  C o m m u n i t y  T y p e s

List of Towns Classified as “Developing Suburbs” and their 2010 Estimated Population



J U V E N I L E  R E C I D I V I S M  R E P O R T P A G E  2 7

List of Towns Classified as “Inner Core” and their 2010 Estimated Population
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List of Towns Classified as “Maturing Suburbs” and 2010 Estimated Population
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List of Towns Classified as “Regional Urban Centers” and 2010 Estimated Population
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List of Towns Classified as “Rural Towns” and 2010 Estimated Population
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Worcester County

Suffolk County

Essex County
Middlesex County

Barnstable County
Bristol County
Dukes County
Nantucket County
Norfolk County
Plymouth County

Berkshire County
Franklin County
Hampden County
Hampshire County

DYS Central Region

DYS Metro Region

DYS Northeast Region

DYS Southeast Region

DYS Western Region

A p p e n d i x  B :  
D Y S  R e g i o n s  b y  C o u n t y
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A p p e n d i x  C :
O f f e n s e  L i s t
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