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This is one af a series of reports by the Parole

Decision-Making project. Its overall aim was to de-

velop and demonstrate -model programs in order to pro-

 vide information to parcoling authorities, that they

might improve parocle decisions by an increased utili-
zation of experience in these decigions. Conducted in
collaboration with the United States Board of Parocle,
the program was supported by a grant from the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, United
States Department of Justice (NI 72-017-G), and was
administered by the National Council on Crime and De-
linquency Research Center.

Advisory groups included the National Probation
and Parnle Institutes' Advisory Committee (with repre-

sentation from the Association of Paroling Authorities,

the Interxstate Probation and Parole Compact Administra-
tors® Association, the United States Board of Parole,
the Probation Division of the Administrative Office of

the United States Courts, and the Advisory Council on

Parole of the National Council on Crime and Delinquen-
cy), and a Scientific Advisory Committee selected by

LEAA, the United States Board of Parole, and project
staff.

Points of view or oplnlons expressed are those of
the authors and do not necessarily vepresent the offi-
cial posxtlon, policies, or endorsement of the above

agen01es Or groups.
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SUMMARY

Since ona objective of the Parole Decision-Making
project is the development of experience tables for op-
erational use by the United States Board of Parole to
aid in individual case decision-making, this report des- .
cribes the interaction of parole board mﬁmbers and pro-
ject staff in the development of an expérience table ac-
ceptable  to the parole board for operational use. 1In
addition, it describes the development of a research de-
sign to test the impact of the presentation of the ex-

perience table upon paroling decisions, the implementa-
tign of this design, and the initial ‘evaluation of re-
sults, '

The results of this seven and one-half month exper-
iment appear to indicate that the provision of an experi-
ence table: '

--Influenced the- paroie board members® clinical rlsk‘
egtimates (primarily in cases in which the statis-
tical score was lower than expected).

~--Increased the relationship between statistical
score and decision (in terms of time held). A
gimilar result was produced merely by focusing
the parole board member's attention upon the pa-
role risk issue by having them complete clinical
risk estimptes. :

~-~Increased, rather than decreased, the average time-
held for all but the best risk cases, although the
experience table sgcores were generally higher (more
favorable) than' the parole board: members' cllnlcal
estimates.

--Increased ‘the agreement of clin1ca1 rlsk estlmates e
between pairs of parcle board members considering
the same case, but did not reduce the propcrtlon‘

- of decimion disaqreementa (Bpllt votes)

~-Did not affect the: subjective ease*dlfflculty rat- .
lng given the declslon. o , Sl . ‘
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THE OPERATIONAL USE OF AN EXPERIENCE TABLE

Although a large Eymber of studies completed since
the early part of this century have been aimed at the
development of statistical aids forkparole selection,
the results of these efforts have found little use in
practice. This situation is not unique in the world of
correctional research and administration, and considerable
attentioqinow is being focused upon issues of research
utilizaﬁioni,

If the research product is not "selling,ﬁ perhaps
a clue should be taken from market research by asking
how the product should be modified (or, how it should be
packaged) in order to meet the perceived needs of praéti—
‘tioners and be put to use. MThere is still considerable
interest in statistical aids for parole selection, and one
aim of‘the‘Parole Decision-Making project is to develop
'an'experience table for operational use by the United
States Board of Parocle. An %mﬁaf?ant feature of the pro-
ject is its collaborative n#%ure which providaskan oppor-
tunity for the,ioint examingéion of th@s issue by the
decision-makers and research stéff; Also; the project
includes an implementation component and procedures for
its evaluation, This report describes the initial phase
 of these efforts. |

-] -




The Experience Table
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Although the m&jor thrust of the project in&plves.

7

the development and analysis of a large data base of
information on cases currently appearing before the
parole board (a pfospective samp;e) and the subsequent
comparisoe of a number of predieeive meesures, one pro-
ject goal was to provide tﬁe parole board with a useful
predictive measure as quickly as possible. Therefore,
two retrospective random samples of -parolees (for whome;
two years of follow-up were available)! were drawn. The
fiscal year 1968 sample coﬁtained,255 adult male cases;
the fiscal year 1966 sample containea 60 adult male
cases. S5ince these samples were quite small, it was
decided that it would be morevappropriate to attempt to
validate an existing experience table rather then to
attempt to develop a new one at“this stage.f |

~ The flrst experience tables tested were two forms
of the California base expectancy measure (61A and 61B) ,

which were developed by use;of»multiple regréssien and

‘have shown considerable stability~bn samples of

lFor a further description of these samples and data
collection procedures, see Singer, Susan M., and s
Gottfredson, D. M., Development of a Data Base for Parole -
Decision-Making, Report Number One, Davis, Californias
Parole Decision-Making Project, Natlonal Council on

Crime and Dellnquency Research Center, June, 1973
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California adult .offenders over a number of years.2?’
These measures showed validity with federal adult offen-
ders about equal to that shown for California offenders;
and form 61B (shown’ in Appendix A), which had a ‘
point‘b%serial correlation of .31 between scores and
parole outcome, became the initial expexience table pre-
sented to the United States Board of Parole for considera-
tion. The parole board members, however, expressed a
lack of confidence in this device on two major grounds.

" First, they were reluctant to rely upon a measure which
contained only seven factors (the multiple feqression
methéd causes’overlapping or intercorrelated ﬁactors

to drop out, and most factors predictive of parole
performance have considerable overlap). Seéond, they
weré concerned that this measure was "static" in that

it took into account only factors known at time of
admission to prison; it did not give any weight to

" institutional peéformance or parole plans. This objec-
tion had been expressed also by parole board members attend-
ing an experience table workshop at the first national
meetipg conducted by the project in Juhe, 1971, who

had argued that a predictive device considering "dynamic

- 2Gottfredson, D. M., and Ballard, K. B., Jr., The

- Validity of Two Parole Prediction Scales: An Eight-
Year Follow-up Study, Vacaville, California: Institute

- for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, 1965.
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factprs," particularly institutional progress, would ob-
tain more support.? The Members of the United States Pa-
role Board then suggested development of an experience
table using a lﬁrger‘number of factors and preferably in-
cluding variables concerning institutional behaviox and
reflecting aspects of the parole plan.

Concurrently, the results of several comparisons of
predictive devices by other researchers became available.
Wilbanks and Himdelang, in a study of Texas parole data,
indicated that the older Burgess method {(using a large
number of equally'weighted factorsg) performed as well on
validation sampleé ag did the multiple regression or pre-
- dictive attribute analysis methods.” Although the Burgess
method showad a lower correlation on the consﬁruction sam-
ple, it had much less "ahrinkage" when applied to a new

(validation) sample than the other methods.® A study by'

3Hoffman, P. B., and Goldatein, H. M., Do Experience
Tables Matter? Report Number Four, Pavis, Califoknia:
Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crlme
and Dulinquwncy Research Center, June, 1973,

“For a discussion of thias issue, gsee Wilkins, L. T.,
Gottfredson, D. M., Hoffman, P. B., Pasela, G. E.5 Brown,
W. H., Development of Experience Tables: Some Comparative

Methods, Report Number Twelve, Davis, California: Parole
Declslon-Making Project, National Council on Crime and De~
linguency Research Center, June, 1973'

, SFor a discussion of this issue, see Wilkins, L. T.,
- The Problem of Overlap in Experience Table Construction,
Report Number Three, Davis, California: Parole Decigion~-
Making Project, National Council on Crime“and Dellnquency
Research Center, June, 1973. :

B ?L/
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Simon on British probation data, which compared several
,muitivariate methods for combining variables, similarly .
concluded that, for practical purposes, there was little
differende-infpower among them.®

Therefore, a Burgess type predictive device was pre-
pared, Thé 1968 retréépective saﬁple of'255 persons was
used to identify predictive attributes. The 1966 retro-
spective sample, cont .1 60 persons, was then used to
remove all items that did not predict in the expected
direction. Twenty‘items remained. A predictive score
ranging from 0 to 20 was then formed by giving one point
to each positive attribute and zero to each negative at-
tribute. The percentages of successes/failures for each
score grcup were then calculated for each sample (point
biserial correlations of .53 for the 1968 sample and .44
for the 1966 sample were obtained). A line of bestffif
(least squares) was drawn, using the combined sample»td
provide a predictive estimate for each score (see Appendix
B). The experience table produced is shown in Appendix C.

The nature of this device was explained to the pro-

ject's sgcientific advisory committee’ and to the full pa-

®simon, Francis, H., "Statistical Methods of Making
Prediction Instruments," Journal of Research in Crime and
‘Delinquency, 9(1):46-53, 1972.

'A scientific advisory committee was included as part
of this project. This committee consisted of three mem-
bers chosen by the Parole Board and three chosen by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
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role board. Both‘groups reacted favorably. A plan to

provide th;§ experience table for a fandom sample of pa- IR
rolz board decisions and a research design for examining

the effects of the érovision of this information upon

the decisions alsoc were approved.

‘

Research Design

Thfee 10 percent gamples of current adult/male pa-
role or reparole considerations (not revocation or en
banc decisions) were ihitially seleéted. A fourth 10
percent sample was added later. Choosing all cases ap-
pearing for parole consideration whose‘prison‘identifi-’
cation numbers ended in four particular digits (with one
digit assigned to each group) provided a device assumed
to approximate random selection (identification numbers
are sequentially assigned.) |

For Group A the parole board members werefprovided
with an experience table placed in thekfolder prior to
case consideration (Appendix D illustrates the coding pfo—
cedures for this devicé). Each parole'board member re-
#iewing the case was‘askeé to CGmplete'independéntly a fe;;
sponse form containing three  items (see Appendix E);T In
ofder to insure independent responses, parole»bOard'memBers
were asked to seal their responses;ih\envelopes providéd
“before passing the case to the next board;membér;"Item one

requested the parole board member to “adjust" the¢éxperi-,,_ _*”
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ence table predicfion, if necessary, in light of his clin~

ical case assegsment.' Item two asked each parole board -

member to record his recommended decision. Item three re-

queéted each parole. board membef to rate the subjective
ease-difficultyyof.the decision on a scale.

For Géoup B no experience table was'provided. How-
ever, each parole board member considering the case was

asked to give his clinical estimate of the subject's like-

lihood of favorable parole outcome, decision recommenda-

tion, and ease-difficulty rating on a response form. Ap-

pendix F illustraﬁes this response form. As In Group A,
each member was asked to seal his response in a provided
envelope.

For Group C no experience table was provided nor were
regponse forms included. That is, these cases were pro-
cessed in the customary manner.

For Group D an experience table was provided in each
case folder. However; no response forms were included.

This sample was added to investiéate‘the effect of the ex-

‘hperlence table presentatlon 1ndependently of the p0351ble
o)
effect produced by requiring the parole board ‘members to

,‘complete response forms.

Collection of'the Data

Case folders for Group A and D were separated from

the remaining folders-at the time of docketing by parcle



each 10% samples of parole con51deratlon de01slons concern-“ .
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boa:d clerical steff.'vThese’foldefs werekcollected daily

by project staff, expérience table scores were calculated
and placed in the folder along with response forme and
envelopee‘(Group A only), and tﬁe cases were retufned to ; -
the parole board w1th1n one bus;ness day. A label was
placed on the outside of each folder to lndlcate that an
experience table was enclosed. Group B cases had questlon-
naires and envelopes pleced in the folders by the secretary
of the first parole board member to consider the case. A
label also was placed on the outside of each folder in thlS-
group to indicate that response forms were enclosed. Group"

C cases had no experience table or;forms placad,;n themkand Ve
were not labeled, | .
Folders for.all four.groﬁps werezcollected daily by

project staff after the final decision‘by the parole board

members. For cases in which the exéefience table was not -

presented, 1t was. calculated by project staff at thlS p01nt.

A tally sheet (see Appendlx G) was then completed for all

cases. ‘ A
Groups A o = '575), B (N = 477), and ¢ = 9.‘56)-,5:a£é-'

[

1ng adult male offenders made from November 1,‘1971 to June,

15, 1972. Group D iS'aylos samp;e-(n = 173), collected from"f?v]"“"

Not including revocation heérinQSeor‘ggfbané¢deqieionsQ
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March 1 through‘Jﬁne‘lS,'1972.: Group C also includes
cases from the,other groups in which parole clerical

staff failed to provide the initial processing required

‘ and; thus; is considerably larger than the other groups.

Mean experience table scores, average time continued,

+

. and correlations between these scores and time held were

examined and found not significantly different between

not processed Group A, B, and D cases and Group ceses.
Therefore, it was concluded that nonprocessed cases were

not biased in this respect and might be treated as addi-

" tional Group C cases.

Several data collection problems were encountered.

Although a meetingwwas held with parole board clerical

and secretariel staff‘in advance of the data collection

to -enlist their assistance, and several meetings were

" held during the data collection.phase; a number of cases

(N = 272) were processed without experience’teble or re-

sponse forms (particularly Group B cases). It may be seen

!thatgGroup B contains a smaller number of cases than one
“'mwould expect £rom equal random samples. TApparently,kVaca—'
"me tlon leaves (partlcularly durlng the Chrlstmas hollday
1'kff:'perlod) caused reallocatlon of work respon51b111t1es SO
“t'?that a. number of cases were processed'by’staff unfamlllar

??fw1th the project. A second, lesser problem resulted Erom

‘”3gfind1v1dual parole board members in some cases. neglectlng
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to complete the réSponse forms (N = 86).

Research Question #1: Did ‘the Provision of an Experi-

ence Table Affect the Parole Board Members' Clinical

Case Estimates?
The pfrovision of ‘an experieﬁCe table did appear
to’affeot the clinical estimates of the parole board
| members. Clinical case estimates were significantly
‘ closer to statistical estimates when the experienoe
table was ﬁrovided. The correlation between the sta-
. tigtical rlsk estlmates and cllnlcal rlsk estlmates
were .74 when the statlstlcal risk estimates were ‘given

{Group 3) and .53 when the statlstlcal estimates were

not given (Group B). This differehce is statistically
significant at the 0.0001 levelh(Teblell)f

The average‘absolute difference‘between clinical
and statistical predictiohs Wae‘reduced fromhl?;zs when
the statistical eetimates were not given (Group B) to
12;46 when the statietical estimates werelgiwen (Group
A). ‘This difference 15 statlstlcally szgnlflcant at R
’the 0.0001 1eve1 (see Table 1)

The average (mean) statlstlcal estlmates for Group

A (70 1) and Group B (71 1) were 91m11ar. The averagef“

cllnlcal estlmate for Group B (60 9) ‘was about 10 p01nts R

lower. Since the cllnlcal estlmates for Group A were

«:closer to and more hxghly correlated W1th the stat;{sxoal,ff-“>
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Table I

ASSOCIATION OF CLINICAIL AND
STATISTICAL ESTIMATES OF RISK

Group A Group B

Correlation .7403 ' .5329
‘between clinical '
and statistical
prediction

~Number of . 1208 %86
observations

Chance probability §{ <.0001%
of observed : :
difference

Mean absolute 12.464 17.252
difference
between clinical
and statistical
prediction

" Number of 1209 o 986
observations

~ Chance probabiiity <.,001%*
of observed
difference

,*Test statlstlc used was Z dlfference based on Flsher s
¥ to 2 transformatlon.

**Test statistic used was the t test for 1ndependent
; meana.
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estimates, it was expected that the average clinical esti-

mate for Group A would also be higher. ‘This did not ocgur;

The average clinical estimate for Group A (60.5) was almost éf

identical to that of Group B. On the average, the parole
board members appear to view probable case outcomes in a
more pessimistic light than experience warrants and to re—*
tain this pessimism even when experience table scores afe
‘presented. | |

Thexe was also evidence that the parole board members
were more reluctant to revise'a'clinical‘estimate upward |
~ (in the light of a more favorable statistical estimate)
than to revise it downward (when a less favorablekstétis—~
tical estimate was presented to them)., Table’II shows that
the clinical estimates exceeded the statistical éstimétes '
more frequently when‘the statistical estimaté was not given,

Table II

'ASSOCTATION OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CLINICAL AND
STATISTICAL ESTIMATES AND EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS

- D fferences in Estimates
~ [Statistical Higher | Clinical Higher ‘

Group than Clinical than Statistical |  Total
- | Number - Parcent [ Number - Percent ,

. A )
Statistical esti-
mate given and

clinical requested | 976  ~79.5 - 25i:~; .20.5<> | '~1227",'
5 . .‘H : ;
Clinical estimate e ' oL oo B R BT
only . o 725, 2.8 - ) 27} - 7.2 ). 996
TOTAL L 1 1701  76.5 '522 .23.5 | 2

X¢ = 13.557, dF = 1 : 5 S
Chance probability of observad fraquencies. given no aasociation <u@
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Regearch Question #2: ' Did the Provision of the Experience

“Table Affect thE'Parol€‘Board”"Deaxslons?

The correlations between statistical risk estimates

~ (experience table scores) and decision outcome (timé con~
tinued)® 1ndlcate ‘that the prov1slon of the experience
tables dld affect the parole board s decision-making. The"
correlat;ons for Groups A (-.30)!'%® and D (-.35), which had
experience tables presented, are significantly higher than
Group C (~.18), in which decisions were made in the customary

manner {(Table III). It is also noted that the correlations

for Group B (-.29), in which no experience table was pre-

‘sented but clinical estimates were reguested, was also signi-
ficantly higher than thét of Group C. It appears that the
relation between experience table scores and decision out-
comes was increased both by the pfésentation of the exper-
ience table and by the focus upon the "risk"” issue engen-
dered by thekrequgst for clinicél "risk" estimates.

Table IXI
RELA"ION BETWEEN EXPERIENCE TABLE SCORES AND DECISION OUTCOMES

Group A | Group B | Group C | Group D

L Correlation between statistical ‘ “
(prediction score and decision . | -.3039 | -.2921 | ~-.1762 ,.;.‘..:...55;!52..5 i

“In months, w1th parole treated as zero tlme contlnued

. 1°Correlat:e.ons are negative since an increase in the
Q--probabillty of favorable outcome is associated with a
': decxease in tlme contlnued



Table III continued
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: GI‘O“En D

Group A | Group B } Group C
Number of observations - 875 477 - 956 173
“Chance probability of cbserved ) B
difference fyom Group € <, 0L <, 0% <,025

“Tast statistic used was 2 diffaronco based on rxshar't r to Z trang-

formation.

To inveatigaté whether the presentation of the exper-

ience table score affected”ﬁhe parole/do not parole decision,

point biserial corxelations were computed (Table IV).

No

significant differences between the groups were found

(Table IV).

This indicates that while the estimate of parole'

risk affects the time to be served decision, the decision

to parole or not to parole at any given point is only in~-

directly related to this issue.

Tsble IV

RELBTION DETHEEN STATISTICAL PREDICTIONS
AND PAROLE DECISION OUTCOMES

 Gxogp pl-

' Group R | Group B | Group C]
Point biserial ccrrgqhtlon o T -
batween statistical prediction o o
gcore and parole/noc psrole .lea4 . 2061 +1218 | .1338
Number of obsarvations 575 477 956 | 173
“Chance probability of chesrved
difference from Group C *. 6 , ». 1 .8

. wPggt statintic usad was 2 difference based on Fiuher '8 X to Z‘trans~"“

formation.

M&-"L/‘T .

An intereating faatur& waa notad in relatlon to the“

‘actual time continued.k

cases w1th the experience score presented or cllnlcal

The averag& continuance glven the




L ' , Group A | Group B | Group C | Group D
- Low gtatistical predic- n 78 - 62 131 28
| tion =core. (1-7) p:< 11,398 | 12.2'74 8.824 | 12.929
1 L ‘S.D. 84327 8.802 7.318 8.636
Avarage statistical ; n 431 337 710 125
‘;lpzédiction’scofe (8-16) | & 9,568 8.216 7.477 8.280
(R ol 8D 8.637 | 7.786 |  7.530 8.258
.. | High statistical pre- n 66 - | 58 115 20 |-
| aiction score (17-20) . % | 4.197| s5.828| 4.635| 4.000
o T e k[‘"s'D' 4.990 5.215 5.226 4.091

‘estimates” requested (Groups A, B, and D) were significantly

‘longer than the control group (Group C), as displayed in

Table V. Contrary to expectations (as statistical scores

were'généxally highef than clinical scores), focusing the

~ parole board members' attention upon the issue of "risk"

either by ﬁresenting the experience table or by requesting

: a'clinical judgment (or both) appears to have increased

the average time continued by about 1.5 months for the three
groups.

Specifically, it may be seen that the average con-

:tinuances in‘Groupg A and D, in which the experience table

score was very high (17-20), were slightly shorter (by

~about .5 months) than for these cases in Group C. Howevar,

for cases in which the experience table score was either

- average (8~16) or low (1-7), the average continuances were

longer (by 1.8 and 3.0 months respectively) .

1
E r

“Table V
ASSOCIATION OF STATISTICAL PREDICTIVE SCORES AND TIME CONTINUED

|| S, S ]
L



Table V continued

~16=

7.830

Group A | Group B | Group C | Group D
For all prediction. N 575 437 956 173
scores Groups com- 4 9,200 8.453 7.320 8.538
binad : _ 5.D. 8.464 7.338| 8.264

*Chance probability of
observed diffarence

from Group C <.001 <,01 <.05

*Togt statistic was t-test for independent means.

Research Question #3: Did the Provision of an Experience

Table Decrease the Proportion of Split Decisionsg?

Tt was hypothesized that the presentation of an ex-~
perience table might reducé the proportion of cases in
which disagreements among the parcle board members (Split
votes) occurred by bringing their parole risk estimatéS«
closer tagether. Although it was found that the prdvision
~of the experience table reduced the average absolute difQ'
ference between clinical estimates‘for pairs of parole
béard members considering the same case {see Table VI),

a result statistioally 31gn1flcant at the .05 level, no
reduction in the proportlon of Spllt votes occurred.
Table VII displays the proportion of spllt‘vgtes in the
four groupé. | | !

Table VI

ABSOLUTE DIFPERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS or >
PAROLE BOAHD MEMBERS CONSIDERING THE SAME casas

G:aug‘h Group B
Numbar of palys | 165 | 87 |
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.Table VI continued

Group A | Group B

| Meaan difference
between estimatesg 12.96 16.15

*Chanice probability of
obgerved difference <.025
*These samples are smaller aince the ana-
iysis was completed during the course.of
the oxperiment. Test statigtic was t-test
for independent means.

Table VII
SPLIT VOTES
: ’ ‘ Group A | Group B | Group C | Group D
-| Number of split votes 71 50 | 62 27
Percent of split voies , 21% 178 16% 16%
Total number of decisions 346 303 389 174

xE = 3,53, @f = 3; no significant difference.

Thus, it may be concluded that the somewhat greater
agreement as to parole prognosis did not reduce the number
of disagreements among the parole board members as to the

. appropriate decisjion for particular cases.

Research Question #4: Did the Provision of an Experience

"Table Affect‘the Subjective Ease~Difficulty of the
Dec1sxon° o | | |

“‘The average (mean) ease*difflculty scores for Group
'.A (14 2; N = 262) table and Group B‘(léaa; N =.153) shpwed
e*no smgn;fxcant differences (see Table VIII). Subdivision

’of the groups by decision type (paro1e/cont1nue/cont1nue

' f‘to explratlon) also revealed no 81gn1f1cant differences

(¢
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between these groups. Therefore, it may be concluded that
the provision of the experience Uable dld @ot affect the
subjective ease~difficulty of the de015lon. o

Table VIIX

EASE-DIFFICULTY RATINGS
FOR GROUPS A & B

; Group & | Group B |
Number of ratings 262 153
Mean rating | 14.2 .14.5

8.D, = 8.2, 8.3 respactively; t = ,476,
af 413, no significant difference.

It may be that the task for both groups focused the
decision-maker's attention upon‘the»“evaluator" frame of
reference and that this focus affected the eese—difficulty
ratiog equally for both groups. Further confirmation
would require a sample of ease-difficulty ratings for an
additional group with no reference to prediotion of parole
outcome. However, during the course of the experiment,

interviews with several parole board members 1ndlcated

that some confu51on existed as to the meanlng of the ease-

difficulty scale (and also that there was some concern

as to the length of time requlred to complete the response

- forms). Conseguently, 1t was decided to terminate this

phase of the study.!

ligffective March l 1972, this scale wvas deleted from
all response forms.

§ o

O
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Conclusions

The provision of .an experience table:

1. Influenced the parole board members' clinical risk
estimates.(primarily‘in cases in which the statistical score
was lower than expected).

2. Increased the relationship between statistical
score and decision (in terms of time held). A similar
result was produced merely by focusing the parole board
members' attention upon the parole risk issue by having them
complete clinical risk estimates.

Aithough the experience table scores were generally
higher (mora favorable) than the parole board members'
clinical estimates, the average time held increased
rather than decreased for all but the best risk cases.

3. Increased the agreement of clinical risk estimates
between pairs of parole board members ‘considering the same
case but did not reduce the proportion of decision disagree-
ments (split votes) .

4. Did not affect the subjective ease~-difficulty

f’ﬁating given the decision.

Suggestions ‘for Further Research

The data base provided by this experiment will at a
later date enable comparisons of the accufacy of clinical,
statistical and clinical {given statistical) judgments.

Furthexmbre, should the présenté%ion of an experience table
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score he implemented on a regualar basis, it would be impor-.

tant to monitor the apparently increased relationShip between
statistical score and decision time‘continuedbté see whether
it is maintained, ox whether £he results found in ﬁhis Study
are merely a function of what has been termed the "Hawthorne

effect.®

ERN \\\ :




APPENDIX A

Base Expectancy Score (Form 61B)
(after Gottfredson, et al.)

- IF ADD

a. arrest free 5 or more years le 0

b. no hiséory of any oplate use ‘ 13 13 ‘
¢. no family criminal record 8 8
d. cbmmitment offense not checks or burglary 13 13
e. age at commitment times 0.6 i6
if. add 21 for all cases | 21 21
_ g. subtotal (a+b%c+d+e+f) ;ubtotal 71
§  h. aliases -3 times number ' -0
; ' i. prior incarcerations -5 times number -0
:; j. subtotal (h+i) : subtotal xm;mg
| k. Base Expectancy Score = g+j BE = 71

Percentage of Group
with Favorable Outcomes
after Two (2) Years
Bage Expectancy Score’

920100 mmmm—memmmms oo e 87%

23 91 e e e 763

63~ 72 Y SNSRI Y 1"

44 62  mmmmmmm——memmeee ’f; ----------- 538 U
3= 43 e e 40%

15= 33 ¢ cmmmtm o mmes e e mmmeme= 20%

0m 14 e b 148
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Experience éith gimilar offenders indicates that the aboVe"
subject belongs in a group in which 64% are found’in the

favorable category after twe years.




APPENDIX B

 BEST FIT (LEAST SQUARES) LINE FOR EXPERIENCE TABLE SCORES

«

1001r o o
- Percent
Favorable
- Outcome
,5: + - {
/ 5 10 15 20

- Experiemce Table Scores (Fbrm PDM 1A)

23
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Case Name S I

la.

11,
12

13,

APPENDIX C

Register Number

FORM A

EXPERIENCE TABLE (Form PDM 1A) ADULT OFFENDERS

‘Salient Features

IF

No aute theft convictions

Present offense: homicide, theft
except vehicle, other fraud, alco-
hol laws violations, counterfeiting,
or selective service

Not property offense

Victimless offense

No burglary conviction

New court commitment
{not parocle violator)

No prcbation or parole revocations

First commitment or more than five
yvears free since first commitment

No prior commitment . of moxe than
six months

Not more than two prior sentences
No prior incarcerations,

No prlor Juvenlle dellnquency
conv1c»lons ’

Employed in last two years of 01v111an

life greater than 25% of time, or

student, or unknown or physlcally
unemployable

~24-

Score +1,
otherwise score

RT~Y
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Employed more than one year,
or" unknown :

15. Minimum custody, work release, .
‘or. unknown ‘

16;_5No éscape history
17. ©No known prlson punishment |

.18, No prlor mental hospital conflnement

19. Plans to live with wife and/or
children

20, Parole advisor obtained

Total score

s .

e

Experience with similar offenders indicates that the above
subject belongs to a group in which % are found in the

favorable outcome category after two years.
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BASE EXPECTANCY COMPUTATION CHART

% Favorable 3 % Favoréble

Raw Score '~ Qutcome " Raw.Score QntCOme
0 9% ’ 9 56%
1 14% 10 | 62%
2 198 11 67%
3 25% 12 72%
4 30% 13 o 78%
5 35% 14 83% |
6 41% | 15 : 88%

7 | 468 16 o4
8 51% | 17+ 98%




CIF

5~§;‘ 1.

‘or larceny except vehicle;

APPENDIX D

' EXPERIENCE TABLE (Form PDM 1A) ADULT OFFENDERS

Coding Procedures

No Auto Theft Convictions -~

A (+1} indicates that the subject has no prior auto
theft convictions and is not now serving a sentence
for auto theft. An auto theft conviction by a mili-
tary court would not be counted here {(since it is

‘not counted on the PDM code sheet as an auto theft)

unless it is the instant offense. This item is

based on PDM coding procedures.

. Present Offense. homicide, theft except vehicle,

other fraud, alcohol laws violations, counterfeiting,
or selective service -~

A (+1) is given if the instant offense is ény of the

offenses listed above. If the instant conviction in-
cludes one offense which is listed and one which is
not, a score of 0 should be given.

Example: Subject is serving concurrently for counter-
feiting and escape.

Not Property Offense --

Score (+1) only 1f the instant offense is one other
than the following: unarmed robbery; burglary; theft
vehicle theft; forgery,

fraud, larceny by check; other fraud;.ccunterfeiting.

- If the instant conviction includes one offense which
‘is llsted and one whlch is not, a gcore of ¢ should
~be given. :

Subject is serving time for possession of a

Example:
: ‘ weapon (+1), and burglary (0) == code 0O.

~V1ct1mless Offense -

:Score (+l) if the 1nstant offense 15 one of the follow—'

ing: rape, statutory; prostitution and pandering;
cotic drug law violation; alcohol law violation;
gratlon law Vlolatlon,

nar-
immi-
selective service law violation.

."27rif:




- commitment would be counted here and the score would

-2 8-

Any other offense is scored {0). Again, if two of-
fenses are involved and one is llsted here and one
is not, code (0).° o A *

No Burglary Conviction =~

A (+1) indicates that the subject has no prior bur-

glary convictions and is not now serving a sentence
for burglary. A burglary conviction by a military
cout would not be counted here (since it is not
counted on the PDM code sheet as a burglary conv1c—
tlon) unless it is the instant offense.

New Court Commitment (not parole violator) —

The subjiect is given a (+1) if he is a new court com-.
mitment, a return from study-obgervation, or a proba=-
tion violator. If subject is a parcle or mandatory
release violator, his score is (0). :

No Probation or Parole Revocations --

If the subject has a probation or parole revocation
from any type of sentence (juvenile, local, state,
federal) including the instant commitment, the score
is (0). A warrant or detainer for parole violation
which is on file and has yet to be executed does not
count as a revocation.

First Commitment or More than Five Years Free Since
First Commitment =-

If the instant confinement is the first for the sub~
ject, or if he has been "free" (not confined in a.
prison or jail) for a period of more than 5 years at
some tlme since hls flrst conflnement the score 1s
(+1). :

If subject began serving the federal sentence in a -
state institution concurrent with a state sentence
{and it is-his first commitment or he has been free
for five years) and then is parcled from the state

‘sentence to the federal gsentence; the commitment to

the state prison would not be counted here and the
score would be (+1) :

But if the subject flrst began servin the federal RN
sentence after being parocled from the state, ‘the* state ;»,ra‘*w ;

be (0). ‘This 1ncludes mllltary conflnement of 90 days
or more. ; . : _ e G




45) v

10.
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- If the mubject was given a split sentence and is now

returned as a probation violator, his score is, (0)
(unless he was on. probation for more than 3 years) .

Thase are the same rules which are used in codlng

‘the PDM code sheet.

No Prior Commitment of More than Six Months --

If the.subject has no sentences for which he served

- more than gix monthe, his score is (+1). Military

ccmmitments ara included.

If the subject has géerved any time on the instant
offense prior to the most recent date of admission
(i.e., hae been returned as a probation violator on

- a split sentence; returned as a parole violator or
- mandatory release vioclator; returned from an appeal

after serving time on sentence) he will receive a

~(+1) if this is his firset commitment.

Not More than Two Prior Sentences -

Subject muat have no more than two prior sentences
to be scored (+1l). The instant conviction is not
included. Any prior military convictions for civil-

1lan or military offenses are not counted in this item.

No Prior Incarcerations -—-

The subject must not have any periods of incarcera-
tion -~ civilian, or military over 90 days ~- to be

~ scored (+l). Incarcerations include confinement in

juvenile institutions, jails, prison camps and farms,

state and federal reformatories and prisons, and mili-

tary brigs in which gubiject was conflned for more than

o 90 daya.
12,

No Prior Juvenil@ Delinquency'ConVictions'—~

To be scorad (+l), the subject must not have received

any- convictiong as a juvenile for juvenile offenses .

(l.a., incorrigibility, truancy). Conviction as a

Juvanile for an offense such as burglary is not a
”juvenile delinguency conviction.

jEmployed in Last Two Years of Clvillan Llfe Greater
_than 25% of Time, or Student, or Unknown or Physi-
'pcally Unemployable‘n— : :
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15.

ls.

17.
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If the subject was employed for six months or more
durlng the last two years in which he was free of
incarceration and’ mllltary obligations, score him .

41y .

if nothing is known about his emplcyment score is
{(+1).

Employed More thanyOne Year, or Unknown --

If subject was employed on any one job for more than
one year, his score ig (+1). If no information can

be found, the score is also (+1).

Minimum Custeody, Work Release, or Unknown --

If subject is in minimum custody, or on work release, '

or his custody classification is unknown, his score
is (+1}. Any other custody classification is scored

(0},

No Escape History -~

If subject has no record of escapes or attempted es-—
capes from any type of police custody or institutional
confinement, he is scored (+1). Do not include es- = |
capes from mental hospitals. Do include escapes from o
military brigs.

No Known Prison Punishment ——

If the Experience Table is computed at the time of

first coding by PDM staff, count any prison punigh-

ment since date of admission, If the E&perlence Table
is computed on a repeat codlng, include only prison.

. punishment which occurred since the time of the pre—

18,

vious co&lng

" Prison punlshment refers to: loss of privileges; se-

gregation; -loss of status or good time; any other de~
prlvatlon. Do not caount reprimands and dismissals.

If subject has a clear record ‘(no punlshment durlng
the time perlod coded) score is (+1) g

No Prlor Mental Hospltal Conflnement -

If-. subject has_had no mental hospltal conflnement hlsf. i
‘score is (+1).. If subject hds been or is conflned to
a mental hOSpltal ‘mental. ward in prison, or was con~ -
fined for mental problems 1n the mllltary, code (0)
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Plans to Live with Wife and/or Children~~—

If the subject“s planned living arrangement after re-
lease from prison is with his w1fe and/or his children,
his score is (+1).

all others receive a score of (0).
Parole Advisor Obtained -~

For the Experience Tables being completed now by PDM
staff before the Parole Board makes a decision and
signs the case, this item indicates whether or not
the subject has named a person to serve as his Parole
Advisor (other than USPO). If an Advisor is obtained,
score is {(+1).

For coding purpcoses on the PDM code sheet, this item
is coded as follows. If the subject has not been

granted parole at this hearing, "Parole Advisor Ob-

tained" is coded "not applicable," The subject may
have a proposed Parole Advisor but, if he is not pa-
roled, this is.not coded. 1If subject was granted

parole at this hearing; ‘the item would be coded either
"ves"™ or "no.“

This should be taken into consideration for any B.E.'s
which are computed directly from the code sheet.




Case Name Register Number

1.

- Initials of Parole'Board Member

APPENDIX E

' EXPERIENCE TABLE RESPONSE FORM

CLINICAL EVALUATION

In this particular case, you may have the impression
that the BE score is "too high;" "too low," or "about
right." Please circle a number on the scale below to
adjust the base expectancy to your impressions for
this particular case. The 100 at the right of the
scale represents certainty of favorable parole out~-
come. The 0 at the left of the scale represents cer-
tainty of unfavorable parole outcome. The center of
the scale represents the point at which either favor-
able or unfavorable outcome is equally likely.

v 3 15 25 - 35 45 55 65 75 85 95 100

Very Low Low Average High Very High
DECISION Parole

Continue monthg for reconsideration

Continue to expiration

EASE~-DIFFICULTY SCALE

Please place an (X) on the scale below to indicate the
relative ease or difficulty of this decision. The ex-
treme left end of the scale represents the easy or ob-
vious decision. The extreme right end of the scale .
represents an extremely difficult decision,

very v : : very

easy R ‘Aifficult
Ease of Decision o
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 APPENDIX F

CONTROL CASE o o FORM B

Casg Name_ ‘ " Regigter Number

TO BOARD MEMBERS:. THIS IS A CONTROL CASE -- PLEASE
COMPLETE THIS FORM AND SEAL IN THE ATTACHED ENVELOPE.

, 1. Please circle a number on the scale below to indicate

" your impression of this individual's chances of favor-
able outcome, if paroled. The 100 ‘at the extreme right
of the scale represents certainty of favorable parole
outcome. The 0 at the extreme left of the scale repre-
sents certainty of unfavorable parole outcome. The cen-
ter of the scale represents the point at which either
favorable or unfavorable outcome is equally likely.

¢ 5 15 25 35 45 55 65 75 85 35 100
Very Low Low Average High Very High

2. Recommended Decision: Parole

Continue months for reconsi-
deration

Continue to expiration

3. Please place an (X) on the scale below to indicate the
relative ease or difficulty of this decision. The ex-
treme left end of the scale represents the easy or ob-
vious decision. The extreme right end of the scale
represents an extremely difficult decision.

very a - o ‘very‘
easy ’ o difficult
Ease of Decision

4. Initials of Parole Board Member
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APPENDIX G

TALLY SHEET FORMAT

Card Numper:
Register Number:
Sequence Number:

Member Number:

BE Score:
BE Statistical:

BE Clinical:

Recommended Decision:

Actual Decision&

Decision Type:

Ease-Difficulty:

Deck Number:

a sequenﬁial number
the prisoner's I1.D. number

1, 2, or 3, depending upon whether -
questionnaires were received for
that case from 1, 2, or 3 members

designates the parole board member
completing the form

raw BE score
statistical BE predicﬁion

parole board member's cllnlcal
estlmate V

not used in this analysis -~ indi-
cates the parole board member's re-
commended decision from 00 (immediate
parole) to 12 (hold twelve months) to
15 (hold 15 months), etc.

parole immediately = 00; parole in
one month = 01, hold 2 months or pa-
role in 2 months = 02, hoild 10 months-
= 10, etc,. '

1 = parole, 2 = continue to fixed
date, 3 = continue to expiration

easiest = 00; most difficult = 40.,
11 = sample A -~ experlmental cases
with statistical BE glven to parole :
board members _ .

33 = sample B -- parole board members
requested to- complete cllnlcal BE only~

85 = = sample C =~ no forms in case fold-";'
ar = cases procesSed in routlne manner

77 = sample D -~ statletlcal BE onlyv~7;fff

no forms in case holder

‘1 ~34-












