#

If you have issugs !iie\{virnigwgr a_ccgssing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

. This microfiche was produced trom documents received for
inclusion in the NCIRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot exetcm

. controi over the physical condition of the documents submittes,
the individual frame guality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used te evaluate tha documnt quallty

: .V..V ".‘ r!‘
hguE |
| =g g 1

IR

e |
(2 e e |

MICROCOPY RESQLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-p -

Microfilmini procedures used to create this fiche comply with |
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504

Points of view or opini;z;d# stated in this document are
those of the authp;l;z'j’ and do not represent the official 1
position or polj;iis of the U.S. Department of Justice. ' : ' : !

THE UTllIZATlﬂN UF EXPERIENCE

IN PAROLE DECISION-MAKING
| SUMMARY REPORT

. s, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE |
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION o
NATIOMAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE

U.S.DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASI"“GTON D. c 2053' . ~ R At f ; LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
. _ ‘ i ' NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

1 Da te ""‘ e "; i“?/??/,??,,f% T



U.S. Board of Parole

Maurice H. Sigler, Chairman

William E. Amos George J. Reed
Curtis C. Crawford Paula A. Tennant
Thomas R. Holsclaw William T.- Woodard, Jr.

Gerald E. Murch

Former Board of Parole Members
Walter Dunbar ‘ Zeigel W. Neff
William F. Howland, Jr. Charlotte Paul Reese
Parole Board Research Staff
Peter B. Hoffman Lucille K. DeGostin

National Probation and Parole Institutes
Advisory Committee

Charles P. Chew, Chairman

George F. Denton Maurice H. Sigler
Charles H. Lawson Merrill E. Smith

Vincent O'Leary John A. Wallace -

Scientific Advisory Committee
Herbert Solomon, Chairman

T. Conway Esselstyn Charles Newman
C. Ray Jeffery Stanton Wheeler
Malcolm W. Klein

THE UTILIZATION OF EXPERIENCE IN
PAROLE DECISION-MAKING
SUMMARY REPORT

By

DonN M. GoTTFREDSON, LESLIE T. WILKINS,
PeTer B. HorFFMAN, SusaN M. SINGER

Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in collaboration with the U.S. Board of Parole

This project was supported by Grant Number NI-72-017-G, awarded to the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency, Davis, California, by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, under the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. Points of view or ¢pinions stated in this docu-
ment are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the
U.S. Department of Justice. :

NOVEMBER 1974

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice

s foshan A

cerrnid sty




LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
- ADMINISTRATION

I

Richard W. Velde, administrator
Charles R, Work, Deputy Administrator

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT
AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

Gerald M. Caplan, pirector

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office
Washington, D.C. 20402 - Price 80 cents
Stock Number:2700-00277

T o C o o RV AT

CONTENTS

FOREWORD................ JO OO U SO SOSRUOR
ABSTRACT .....ocooveverenrennn. PO B SO PSR SO TR
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS........covetiiivirominineninnerennns e
SUMMARY .......ccovriennnnn. F O TON Ao OO AR P
INTRODUCTION .....oovivvoieeissniiieeensee b eessinananns K TR L

The Study Setting: Structure and Functions of the U.S. Board of Parole

AAVISOTY GrOUPS oy e et eiiiiensinairerissenatvarmaneesasasonsessansncntosesioasistesssnsssssasnis
General Objectives of the Study.......eciviiviiiiiniiin i s,
Colaborating AZCICIS. . ciuienriecerrrresivasivnemssrssrresnrsieesessonsrsnsrnnes

SOME PROBLEMS, METHODS AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS.........

....................

..................

..................

..................

.......... FEseinia

..................

...................

..................

Dialogue with Decision-Makers....... B T S SRS

‘The Nature of the Decision Problems. ., ....c.cveviirvaeciniiiismrriisiiinininn.

Perceived Goals and Information Needs for Individial Decxslon -Making

Developing 4 Data Base......oievreieieriireirrinsnveriiiiiviernisaesseriersisenrseiresimsans
Developing Experience Tables............ RO e
The Problem of Overlap in Experience Table Construction.......... evertenersiaenes
Do Experience Tables Matter?... ..c....vivueivieierinsiserinernnsresesirieeraiesesaesees
Information Selection and Use in Parole Decision-Making........c.ccoevveveivrnen.es
Use of an Information Retrieval System for Parole Decxslon-Makmg ..............
Inefficient StatiStICS . -v . vrverireiereeaiiureaesrneiienveesirmenraeiasassnssssnsnss terenensasans
The Operational Use of an Experience Table......o.c.coivivermriceiiinrinonenriniasione
Paroling Policy Feedback.......c.iviriiimieieriiieriieinianenriniinneneeiaeenneenssanaie
Paroling Policy Guidelines: A Matter of Equity.....coovvveiniiiiiiiiiiiiiininininnn.

Justice and Fairness.....ccoovverervmneneceeiiineninnans v ereeideeaeseaereaanrraeteaane

ACHIAL USB..iiniiiniiiiee it siriet s rasesrieuesoesassrsasaioosasncstnssnasissanssonss

Guidelines MOIfICAtIONS ... ... oviiniiriiiirirs it i ceeaes

Implications and Limitations........c.cvemmviiiiniiiniininiiinnn, reeseneians
Parole Selection: A Balance of Two Types of Error.......cccceeuive heieebieeenenran
Information Overload: Peace or War with the Computer.........cc..coiiiiiirrnnnnne.
The Reliability of Information in the Parole Decision-Making Study...............
The Practical Application of a Seventy SCale. v e e
The Balance of Time.........cooviiimiiiiinn s

APPENDIX .ot iiiiciiiiioiessisississinssssssssessstsassseissssssinssnssesssisannesssrananis

.................

R R P e

..................

..................

..................

..................

..................

...................

“sseressvitsesesaee

...................

...................

............. sreves

..................

..................

..................

...................

..................

ifi




RO

FOREWORD

Placement decisions about offenders are-made at every step in the criminal justice process. Among
the most critical are those relating to parole, for they not only affect the lives of individual offenders,
but also are intended to serve the larger society by lmposmg fair ‘and effective means to control crime
and delinquency. :

To make rational parole decisions, accurate information about offenders is esventnal——mformatlon
related to the goals of offender change, deterrence and community protection. Its development is a
demanding task. Follow-up studies, delineating the consequences of earlier decisions; are an effective
method if they are based on information systems which provide careful and complete records concerning
offenders’ characteristics, sentencing dispositions, and results in terms of criminal justice system goals.

The information in the Parole Decision-Making Study was developed through such research. Con-
ducted in collaboration with the U.S. Board of Parole, the project developed, tested and demonstrated
impreved information programs for parole decision-making. The project goals were to provide objective
relevant information for individual case decisions; to summarize experience with parole as an aid to
improved decisions; and to assist paroling authorltles in more rational dectsxon -making in order to increase
the effectiveness of prison release procedures.

Explicit policy control procedurés resulting from this research currently are being implemented by
the U.S. Board of Parole. Consideratiig interest in developing a similar program has also been expressed
by State paroling authorities, The National Institute believes this effort is an example of the successful
application of research results to actual criminal justice operations and hopes the research report will
be vseful to others involved in parole policy and administration.

GERALD M. CAPLAN, Director
National Institate of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice




 ABSTRACT

" This is the summary report of the Parole Decision- -Making project. The overall aim of the project
was the development and demonstration of model programs to provide information to paroling authorities
for improving parole decisions by an increased utilization of experience in these decisions. The pro-
gram, conducted in collaboration with the U.S. Board of Parole, was supported by a grant (NI-72-017-G)
from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration; and was administered by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center.

The following supplementary reports-of various separate and related studies of the project are
summarized in this report. Supplementary reports- 1 through 13 are for sale by the National Technical
Information Service, 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia 22151, Order reports by title and
accession number, and enclose remittance (check or money order). The reports are also available in
microfiche at $2.25 per copy.

Report No. 14, The Balance of Time, is a 23-minute, black and white, 16 mm film, written and directed
by Lew Shaw. See page 19 for description. Prices per copy of the fllm in the following quantities are:
.1 ‘print, $50; 2-10 prints, $47 each; 11-25 prints, $435 each; 26-50 prints, $42 each. To order, contact:
Miss Mary Gibney, EUE/Screen Gems, 414 W, 44th Street, New York, New York 10019. Phone:
212/541-9710,

N

Supplementary

Report Title

One Development of a Data Base for Parole Decision-Making. PB 236-565. Price, $4.50.
Two Parole Decision-Making Coding Manual. PB 236-566. Price, $3.75.

Three - The Problem of Qverlap in Experience Table Construction. PB 236-567. Price, $3.00.
Four Do Experience Tables Matter? PB 236-568. Price, $3.25.

Five Information Selection and Use in Parole Decision-Making. PB 236-569 Price, $4.00.
Six Inefficient Statistics. PB 236-570. Price, $3.25.

Seven The Operational Use of an Experience Table. PB 236-571. Price, $3.25.

Eight ... Paroling Policy Feedback. PB 236-572. Price, $3.25.

Nine Paroling Policy Guidelines: A Matter of Equity. PB 236-573. Price, $3.25.

Ten Parole Selection: A Balance of Two Types of Error. PB 236-574. Price, $3.25.

Eleven Information Overload: Peace or War with the Computor. PB 236-575. Price, $3.25.

‘Twelve The Reliability of Information in the Parole Decision-Making Study. PB 236-576. Price,
; : $3.25,

Thirteen The Practical Application of a Severity Scale. PB 236-577. Price, $3.25.
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| _ SUMMARY
Background

In collaboration with the U.S. Board of Parole, a study of parole decision-making was completed.
This report summarizes that effort and its results, including supplemental reports on various separate but
interrelated studies.

The background to the pmJect as a collaborative effort of decision-makers and researchers is dis-
cussed (pages 1-3), the structure and functions of the U.S. Board of Parole are described (pages 3-5),
and the project’s advnsory groups are indicated (page 5).

The general aim of the project was to develop, test, and demonstrate programs of improved informa-
tion for decision-making— by providing objective, relevant information for individual case decisions, and
by summarizing experienceé with parole as an aid to improved policy decisions. Since the prompt-avail-
ability of information was thought to be a possible requirement, the use of an on-line computerized sys-
tem for retrieval and analysis of information for decisions was explored. Further aims (pages 5-6) in-
cluded the definition of paroling objectives, the description of paroling decisions, the testing of relations
between information available for decisions and the decision outcomes, the evaluation of new procedures,
and the dissemination of results to parole systems of the United States.

The collaboration of other agencies was necessary to the project’s success and was extended by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Administrative Office of the U.S. Couits, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, and most adult parole systems in the United States. Three annual national meetings met a dual
purpose of explaining the program to representatives of parole agencies and of enlisting them as par-
ticipants in the study (page 7).

Although the decision problems involved are complex (page 8), there is considerable agreement
among decision-makers on general goals (pages 8-9); and their hypotheses concerning information items
relevant to the decisions can be tested (page 9).

Examples of Results
@ A data basefor study of Federal paroling decisions was developed (page 9 and Supplementary
Reports One and Two). The nature of the case files sets limits upon the quality of data which can
be extracted from them; however, data were coded for a large sample (about 7,000) of persons
currently appearing for parole consideration and for several smaller, retrospective samples of
persons paroled in recent years. For these offenders, a large number of items concerning their
life history and present circumstances was coded. Collection of follow-up data to determine out-
comes, when possible, in terms of release dates was accomplished for substantial numbers of per-
sons for one and two years after release. This provided a basis for a continuing research effort by
the Board of Parole.
® Preliminary studies of experience tables show:
* A number of offender attributes discriminate between favorable and unfavorable parole
outcomes (page 10).
+ California Base Expectancy scores are valid for adult Federal offenders but not for Fed-
eral youth samples (page 10).
» A Uniform Parole Report based classification method provides a valid experience table
for Federal offenders (page 10).
+ A modified Bureau of Prisons’ experience table is vahd for Youth Corrections Act cases
-(page 10).
* A 20-item “‘Burgess’-type experience table has sufficient predictive validity to support
its experimental use by the Board of Parole (page 10).
® Various studies suggest that w;th data such as those available from coding case files for this
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study, some “less sophisticated” methods of :statistics' may end.up,.in practice, as better than
the more sophlstlcated technique (page 11). An implication —important for -both research and
practice—is that major advances in both must await development of better quality data.

Exploratory studies of the use of experience tables in individual case decision-making support -

the following conclusions:
¢ Although decision-makers consider even reliable and valid experience tables to be of mar-
ginal utility, there is some evidence that this information may shift the average time held
before release (page 11).
* Decision-makers’ clinical evaluations of parole risk are influenced by experience tables.
* With increased attention focused upon risk, the use of experience tables does not make
the decision easier or more difficult.
Individual patterns of srarch by different decision-makers may be important to development of
useful new modes of information presentation for decisions (pages 11-12). Decision-makers may
be of various ‘‘types.”
Exercises simulating computer retrieval of information for parole decisions (page 12) suggest that:
» Persons paroling, compared with persons not paroling, seek different information.
¢ Different items of information are considered important for different cases.
* Different information may be used by different decision-makers to arrive at the same
conclusion. ‘
* Information may reduce confidence in the decision as well as ingrease it.
* There is no unanimity among decision-makers as to the relative-impertance of mformanon
available.

An on-line retrieval system for parole ‘decision-making was developed and its use explored (page

12). Analyses requested by the parole board were completed, as well as a manual for use of the
system,

From a set of four rating scales completed by board members at the time of decisions, a method
of describing and articulating paroling policy was demonstrated (page 13). Expected decision
outcomes may be obtained from the decision-makers’ judgments concerning offense severity,
program participation, institutional discipline, and parole risk; thus, implicit policy may be made
explicit in order to provide a tool for policy formulation and assessment of equity,

Paroling policy guidelines were developed and implemented in a pilot regionalization program of

the U.S. Board of Parole. They are designed to structure and control discretion without remov- -

ing it and to provide a clear and explicit uniform policy contributing to the issues of fairness and
equity (pages 13-17).

A comparison of two types-of error in parole decision-making can provide useful feedback to
paroling authorities (page 17).

The reliability of information available fo parole boards is such that a fundamental problem in
improving.decisions is its poor quality (pdg,e 18).

Agreement on offense severity among board members and hearing examiners and between these
groups is high, This permits classific catlon of offenses according to judged severity and application
of this procedure in policy control ploc res (pages 18-19).

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Board of Parole worked in close collaboration with research workers of the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency. to explore ways in which modern techriology might be utilized in
their decision-making process. The technology includes both what has been termed ‘“‘hardware” (com-
puter terminals enabling displays of data) and the related “software™ (statistical and other forms of
analyses of information). While some aspects of the resulting studies relate to matters of concern specifi-
cally to the U.S. Parole Board, most of the investigations could have significance not only for the decision
procedures of other parole boards, but also for other decision points in the criminal justice field, such as
those involving police, prosecutors, judges, probation officers, and correctional institution staff.

A series of publications describing the studies has been prepared; they are summarized in this report.
Some are, of necessity, rather technical, while others relate to the practical problems of those who have
to make decisions about individual offenders and general policy at the “operational” level.

One of the most debated *“‘aids’’ to. the parole decision is the “‘prediction” or “‘experience” table,’!
which proposes to provide methods of estiniation of the probabilities of various outcomes to the decisions
which must be made. Few parole boards have made use of ““aids™ of this kind in individual case decision-
making.2

Actuarial life tables have been in use for other purposes since the 17th century. It is no new idea
that aspects of human activity can be predicted (to a greater or lesser degree).and that the use of estimates
of probability could help with decisions concerning individual persons.? It is not so much the feasibility
or even the utility of probability estimates that has been in doubt, but rather the “ethics’’ of the use of such
forms of information in decision-making concerning individual placements.

Among the first experience tables designed to be of use to paroling authorities were those developed
in Massachusetts at the invitation of Mr. Sanford Bates by Professor S. B. Warner and published in 1923.
Warner described the policy considerations which influenced the board in granting of parole at that
time as follows: ‘

. Whether a man had profited by his stay in the institution;

. Was so reformed that he was unlikely to commit another offense;

. His conduct in the institution; -

. Whether suitable employment was awaiting him on release:

. 'Whether he had a home or other proper place to which to. go;

. His ability to tell the truth when questioned by the board;

. The seriousness of his offense and the circumstances in which it was committed;-
. His appearance when interviewed by the board; and -

. His behavior on former parole (if applicable).

O 00 ~1 O\ W b WK =

! Examples of the various debates aie found in the July, 1962, issue of Crime and Delinquency, which was devoted to the topic
of parole predittion and its use by parole boards (“Parole Prediction Tables,”” Crime and Delinquiency, 8(3): 209-297, July 1962).

2 Such-methods have, however, found other uses; see, for example, Gottfredson, D.M., Research Significance for Parole Opera-
tionis, a paper presented in the Association of Paroling Authorities program, Centennial Congress of Corrections, American Cor-
rectional Association, Cincinnati, Ohio, October 13, 1970; and Wilkins, L. T., “What Is Prediction and Is It Necessary?” in Re-
search and Potential Application of Research in Probation, Parole und Delinquency Prediction, New York: Citizens’ Committee
for-Children of New York, Research Center, New York School of Social Work, Columbia University, July 1961,

3 For a review of the prediction problem generally, with special reference to areas of delinquency and crime, see Gottfredson,
D. M., “*Assessment and Prediction in Crime and Delinquency,” Task Force Report; Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime,
The President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justica, Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1967, pp. 171-187. Concerning parole prediction studies, see also Mannheim, H. and Wilkins, L. T., Prediction Methods in Rela-
tion to Borstal Training, London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1955; Simon, Frances H., Predu.lwn Methods in Criminology,
London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1971.




Warner related his data to the. criteria applied by the board and suggested that there appeared to be
little or no foundation for many of their assumptions. For example, the board regarded the commission
of a sexual offense as counting against release, while the success rate for sexual offenders was higher

‘than that for most other categories of offense. There is, of course, no reason why the factor being con-

sidered as justifying a longer period of detention for sex offenders should not be met by criterion seven
:above (i.e., a value judgment that sex offenses are more reprehensible and hence require more of the ele-
ment of punishment), but thi assumption that the probability of success was lower (criterion 2) was not
jupported. Warner also concluded that the quality of information available to the board was suspect.
“Without a complete change,” he wrote, “both in the methods of obtaining information for the board

and the nature of the information obtained” no considerable improvement in the decisions could be .

l,xpected He placed the blame for the state of affairs upon the fack of development in scientific methods,
lather than upon those of either the Board of Parole or the-Department of Corrections.

Since that time hundreds of papers have appeared (the majority. of poor: quality) discussing from
vartous viewpoints the construction of experience tables. Often these have been termed inappropriately
“prediction tables.” By far the majority of such tables have not been checked for power against samples
!ther than those upon which they, were constructed. The technical and practical difficulties which apply
“in the use of certain, or perhaps all, statistical methods in this area of inquiry have become more evident.
"The easy success which was expegcted in the initial studies reveals the lack of sophistication of research
- workers in the criminological ar¢a. Few research workers have been familiar with all the legal, moral,
- administrative, and technical issues which must be taken (equally?) into account if development is to be
assured. Indeed, it would seem to’ be impossible for any one person, no matter what his genius, to cover
adequately the vast field of knowle'dge required. Only recently has it been feasible to use research teams
in these kinds of studies; and perhaps of equal significance, it is only in recent years that it has become
possible to utilize the computer to deal with the highly complex data and the mvolved analyses which we
know to be required.

The development of this area requires an admixture of the practical, the hlghly theoretrcal and even
the abstract. . Abstractions are not: necessarily irrelevant—sometimes it is only through employment. of
extremely abstract concepts that the problems may be approached in order to be able to see the practical
implications. It is strange to note that the first studies were addressed to the question of ‘“‘decision-
making,” and that it is this emphasis which has now returned to. direct the nature of our thought and work.
However, soon after the iritial studies were published (around 1930), the philosophy of certain persons
who became dominant in the field moved the research inquiry away from the decxsron orientation toward
a search for explanation of criminal behavior.

The impact was to divert work from providing assistance to decision- makers toward attempts 10
explore causes of crime and delinquency. This, in turn, resulted in an almost total concentration upon
the second of the critefia spelled out by Warner, namely, the probability of the offender, once convicted,
committing further crimes. This work also became confused with prediction of delinquency concerning
persons who had not been found guilty by due process of law but who revealed what were ‘described as
“delinquent tendencies.” Thus, the concerns of parole boards, and indeed of other decision-makers in
the field of criminal justice, with factors other than “prediction” came to be ignored. Even the fact that a
repetition of a senous offense mlght receive more and dlfferent consideration from other “fallure” became
obscured. :

Perhaps thls was not too surprlsmg, since almost all statistical data with respect to criminal behavror
fail to take much account of the “seriousness’ of offenses,.even though the variation within a particular
legal category (e.g., robbery) may be extremely large. Further, it was not until recently that any explora-

tion or serious attempts at measurement was made of the concept of “seriousness” of offenses.* In

paralleél with these directions in “plredlctron” research came an increased emphasis on the idea that
offenders could and should be given “treatment.” The medical ar\\alogy was taken to considerable limits,
such that the concept of a ‘just’’ punishment was not usually,’ “onsidered relevant. All these and other
related philosophies- added up to the fact that those concerned “with practical decisions regarding dispo-
sitions. of offenders were not helped by more than a small fractlon of the research

4 Sellm T. and Wolfgang, M E;, The Mevasmemem af Delinquency, New York: John Wiiey and Sons, l964

Parole board decrsmn pmblems are both practical and, as we see it, scientific. The problems may
be posed in the form: *‘Given the present state of knowledge, what is the best thing to do (decide) about

this individual, now.” The conditions surroundmg the “now™ will differ. Interpretations of the mean- -

ing of “best” will differ. But despite this fact—that interpretations of the meaning of “‘best” will also
differ—it is still possible to ask; within this framework, what is a rational decision under conditions of
uncertainty. Developments in scientific thought specifically as a by-product of the application of science
in Warflme, through ‘‘operations research,” have led to some convergence between the decision-makers
and the research scientists. The late 1940’s saw the origin and rapid expansion of a new field termed
“decision theory,” and thére have been other changes and developments which now enable inquiries to

proceed along more strlctly practical and relevant lines, which, nonetheless can employ the strict scientific

method.

Perhaps we may even begm to approach the problems of * causation” which have been resistant to
frontal attack from an oblique “engineering” approach. Perhaps this might even be achieved with more
rigor than the direct attack, which must of its very nature be conditioned by the particular frame of
reference of the individual research worker. In other words, the changes of conceptual structure in the
statements of the problems (in some sense, close to where it was in the 1920’s) facilitate the necessary
team approach to problem solving in parole and other criminal justice decision issues.

The study here reported is an example of a-team approach, involving as it does a concentrated at-
tempt at collaboration among the decision-makers themselves, the research staff, parole decision-makers

in other jurisdictions, and, indeed, staff of the funding agency. The objective has been one of seekmtt to
capitalize not only upon the experience and technical skills of the research staff, but also upon the \’X* :

perience and knowledge of practitioners in' posing the problems to be solved, appropriate strategies for
solution, and realistic steps necessary to the problem resolutlons Thus, the project was not concelved

" as a situation in which the decision-makers concerned were “on top,” with the researchers *‘on tap”;

neither was it assumed that the research staff had the ultimate responsibility for suggesting the hypotheS|s
to be tested, for seeking ways of improving the information base requisite to decision-making, or for the
implementation of results. Rather, the program has been considered to be a serious attempt at a truly
collaborative effort between the U.S. Board of Parole members and staff and the research workers
involved. .

The Study Setting: Structure and Funcﬂons of the U.S. Board of Parole

The U.S. Board of Parole,? created by Congress in 1930 is comprised of eight full-time members;
appointed by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, who serve overlapping
6-year terms and are subject to reappointment. The Attorney General of the United States appoints one
member of the Board to be chairman. In addition, the Attorney General assigns three members of this
eight-man Board to serve as members of the Youth Correction 'Division and appoints one of the three
thus assigned to be chairman of the Division.

In support of the Board’s activities, a staff dlrector, legal counsel, parole and Youth Division execu-
tives, eight hearing examiners, and a small clerical staff are employed at the Board’s headquarters office
in Washington, D.C. Additionally, the Board is assisted by the caseworkers and administrative personnel

in the various Federal correctional institutions and by the U.S. Probation Officers who are employed by :
_ the various Federal district courts and who serve as field agents for the Board.

The Board of Parole is authorized by Federal statute to exercise parole authonty over Federal pris-
oners serving 181 days or longer wirerever.confined. This authority covers adults who have violated the

laws of the United States, youth offenders committed under the Youth Corrections Act, juvenile delin-
~quents committed under juvenile procedure in the U.S. Courts, and individuals committed under the
~ Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act. The explicit major powers of the Board include authority:

5 The informa_tion in this section relating to the structure and function of the U.S. Board of Parole has been abstracted from .
" the following documents: U.S. Board of Parole, Annual Report 1964-65, Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice, 1965; U.S.

Board of Parole, Annual Report 1965-66, Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice, 1966; U.S. Board of Parole, Annal Report

- 1967-68, Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice, 1968; U.S. Board of Parole, Biennial Report 1968-70,. Washington, D. C.:

Department of Justice, 1970; U.S. Board of Parole, F unctions of the U.S. Board of Parole, Washington, D.C.: Department of
Justice, 1964; and U.S. Board of Parole, General Factors in Parole Selection, an |nternal memorandum revised 11 /10/59
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. ‘to detérmine the date of parole ehglbllrty for adults cornmitted under the “mdetermmate sentencing
statutes”; :
. to grant parole atits dlSCl‘ethn, : :
.. to prescribe terms and conditions governing the prisoner while on parole or manddtory release;
. toissue warrants to recommit parole and mandatory release viotators;
. to revoke parole and mandatory release and to modify the conditions of supervrslon,
to reparole or rereiease on mandatory release;
to conduct -administrative hearings on applications for exemptions from the provisions of the
‘Labor-Management Act, which prohlbns certain law violators from holding positions in labor
unions.
- A Federal prisoner, sentenced to a term of at least 181 days, becomes eligible for parole accordmg
to the type of commitment-he received from court. The most commonly used commitments are: adult
“regular’’; adult-“indeterminate”; Youth Corrections Act commitments; Federal Juvenile Delingquency
‘Act commitments; and Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act commitments. Under the adult “regular”
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sentences, parole ‘may be granted aftér service of one-third of the maximum sentence specified by the

court. Parole may be granted at any time to individuals sentenced on adult “indeterminate” commitments;
or the minimum time to be served, which must be less than one-third of the maximum sentence, may be
specified by the court, lndrvrduals committed under the Youth Corrections’ Act may be paroled at any
time, but not later than 2 years before expiration of the maximum term imposed. Parole may be granted
to Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act commitments at any time. Persons committed under the Narcotic
Addict Rehabilitation Act may be paroled to an after-care program after 6 months of mstltu ional
treatment.

Parole is regarded by the Board as the opportumty offered a prisoner to complete the balance of his
term in the community rather than in confinement. In granting parole, the Board is giided by the follow-
ing statutory reéquirements: the prisoner must be eligible by law for parole; the prisoner must have sub-
stantially observed the rules of the institution in which he has been confined; there must be reasonable
probability that the prisoner will live and remain at liberty without violating the laws; and the prisoner’s
release should not be incompatible with the welfare of society. Additionally, according to an internal Board
memorandum titled General Factors in Parole Consideration, as revised 11/10/69, the Board is guided
by the following supplementary factors in selecting individuals for parole: sentence data, facts and cir-
cumstances of the offense, prior criminal record (detainers do not necessarily preclude parole considera-

tion), changes in motivation and behavior, personal and social history, institutional experience, generat *

adjustment, community resources including release plans, results of screntrﬁc data and tools and com-
ments by hearing member or examiner.

At least one personai hearing is conducted by the Board with each prisonerin a Federal institution
serving a term of more than 1 year. This hearing occurs either near the time he becomes eligible for
parole if he applies or at the time of the initial hearing. The latter usually occurs within 2 months after
commitment. In some cases the decision regarding parole is made on the basis of the rmtral hearmg but,
more often than not, at least two hearings are held for each prisoner.

Bimonthly. visits to each Federal institution are made by the members and hearmg examiners to con-
~duct personal hearings with .prisoners who recently have been committed, are eligible for parole, are

scheduled for a review hearing, or are entitled to a revocation hearing.-Upon return to headquarters, -
- the member or hearing examiner meets with other members to further consider the file and vote for parole,

for continuation to a specified date, or for continuation to expiration of sentence, less good-time credits.
Generally, the Board does not sit as a group to vote, but rather each member votes on an individual
basis. Each official decision requires a concurrence of at least two members. There are some situations,
however, in which it is deemed necessary for a larger group of members to consrder parole— for mstance
when the following conditions exist:
1. National security is involved: :
2. The prisoner was involved to a major degree in organized crime;
- 3. There is national or other unusual interest in the offender or his vrctlm
-4, Major violence has been’ perpetrated or there is evidence it may oceur;.
5. The sentence is for 45 years or more.

Any member may request an ‘‘en banc” consideration. At such proceedings, a member of the Board’s
staff presents an oral.summary of the case and members discuss its elements before arriving ata decision.
A majority ‘'of members must be present to constitute a quorum for the consideration and the resultmg
decision. '

Reviews of ‘the Board’s decisions are not automatlc, but these are scheduled by the Board at times
when it may wish “to determine progress in reaching institutional goals, to evaluate adjustment to con-
finement, to ascertain changes in attitude, or to reappraise plans for community living after release.” ¢
Reconsiderations may be initiated also by the prisoner or his family; friends, or other persons interested
in him. In-addition, special interviews may be granted a, prisoner if requested by either the warden or one
of the Board members or if he has a sentence of 40 years or greater.

Prisoners serving regular adult or juvenile sentences who are not paroled may be released before

the end of their sentences by earning “good-time” credits. They earn a specified number of days according

~to a formula contained in the statutes and may earn extra good time through exceptionally meritorious
behavior or by receiving assignment to a Prison Industries job or.to a minimum security camp. The

number of such credits vary according to the maximum term imposed by the court, but, in long-term cases,
as many as 10 days may be accrued for each month. Such persons are called “mandatory releases”
and come under the Board’s jurisdiction as: if on parole. They must abide by the same conditions as
parolees and are subject to revocation and return to the institution in the same manner. A basic difference
is that the last 180 days of an adult mandatory releasee’s term is dropped from his supervision period.
A releasee who has fewer than 180 days remaining on his term does not receive community supervision
but is considered to have been released at expiration of his sentence. A juvenile’s term is not so shortened.
An offender committed under the Youth Corrections Act is not mandatorily released but, by law, must
be parol’edk no later than 2 years before the end of his sentence. The offender’s term is not shortened by
law, and He remains under the jurisdiction of the Youth Division for his entire term unless discharged
earlier by the Division. s

It is the opinion of the Board that release under some form of off cial supervision and control is

-more likely to achieve success than outright release without such supervision and control

Advisory Groups :
In addition to the U. S Board of Parole as a whole, three advisory groups gurded the direction of the

l' project.

1. The Nattonal Advrsory Commtttee of the National Probatron and Parole lnsfztutes —This group
has representation from the U.S. Board of Parole, the Parole Couricit of the National Counci! on Crime
and Delinquency, the Association of Paroling Authorities, the Interstate Probation and Parole Compact
Administrators Association, and the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts. It provided an overall
advisory function to the project. . ‘

2. The Research Committee of the U.S. Board of Parole.— This committee consisted of the chair-

. man of the board and two members; it provided an advisory function particularly focused upon parole

policy and administration. and offered an opportumty for collaboratrve work additional to that involving
the entire board.

- 3.-A Scientific Adwsory Group —This commxttee was comprrsed of persons nommated by the Na-
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-

. istration, by the U.S. Board of Parole, and by the project’s codirectors. 1t provided an advrsory function
“especially focused upon the scientific aspects of the program

General Objectives of the Study

“The general aim of the project was to develop, test, and demonstrate programs of improved in-

formation for parole decision-making. Thus, the general goals were to provide objective, relevant infor-
mation for individual case decisions; to summarizé experience with parole, as an aid to improved policy
decisions; and to aid paroling authorities in more rational decision-making for mcreased effectiveness
of prison release procedures. - - , ‘ , ‘ , : .

. 8'U.8. Board of Parole, Biennial Report 1968-70, Washihgton, D.C.: Department of Justice, 1970, p. 17.




Two general classes of decisions are made by paroling authorities: they make decisions on individual
persons. (case decisions); and they make “decisions about their decisions,” i.e., paroling policy decisions.
The project included the study of each of these types. The general problems in each case, of course, in-
cluded the 'identification and definition of decision objectives, of information elements demonstrably
relevant to the decision (i.e., to-the decision outcomes) of the available decrsxon altematwes, and of the
consequences of those alternatives.

The information provided paroling authorities, |f it is to be usefulin decnsron—makmg, must meet the

usual-tests of reliability and validity. In this context, however, the issue of validity hinges upon definitions

- of the objectives of the decision. The explicit definition of the objectives of individual parole decisions
(or of policy decisions) is not nearly the straightforward task that it might appear to the uninitiated ob-
server. The parole decisions are complex; even in a context of general agreement as to aims, considerable
disagreement concerning specific objectives may be expected; and various measurement problems will be

encountered in seeking the clear, consensually vahdated definitions that would serve as’ anchormg points

for the program.

On the -assumption that a further requirement should be that the information for decnsron -making
must—if it is to be useful-be immediately available at the time of decision, an on-line computerized
system for refrieval and analysis of information for decisions was developed and its use explored.

A séries of meetings was held with staff and members of the U.S. Board of Parole, and with other
paroling authorities and representatives, to seek assistance in defining decision objectives, the available
alternatives and constraints, the information presumed to be relevant to these decisions, and the decision
consequences (i.e., the outcome criteria), which ought to be included within the scope of the study

Further orrgmal objectives included the following: "

I. ‘To develop a data base (appropriate for continuation by the Board at the close of the project)

coataining information on the offenders, the paroling decisions, and the outcomes to parole, manda-
“tory release, and discharge, permitting measures of the relations among offender attributes,
decision outcomes, and decision consequences. The data base should lend itself to (but not be
limited to) the development and validation of “‘experience tables.” It should permit the study of all
methods of prison release, rather than only of parole, in order to enable examination of the major
decision alternatives which are discretionary to the board (parole, continue) and of the con-
sequences to the major forms of prison rélease (parole, mandatory release, and discharge).
2. To develop and demonstrate procedures for rapid retrieval of both numerical data and case history
abstract information pertinent to individual case decisions. The provision of such a system for re-
trieval of this information for all parole ‘decisions in the Federal system-was considered beyond

the scope of the project; the project aimed, rather, to develop and demonstrate models for pro-

cedures which might be employed usefully.

3. To develop monitoring or “policy control” procedures to advise the board penodlcally and on
short notice concerning general trends in theii' decision-making; significant deviations in trends,
deviations from established policy, and on sxmulated consequences to pohcy modrf cations which
nmight be considered by the board. -

4, To conduct a series of seminars with staff of the U.S. Board of Parole for development and
demonstlatron of these procedures, and conduct 31m|lar seminars with other parolmg authormes

-in the ‘nation.

“In short, the original objectives of the project were to define parole objectives and information
needs, to describe parole decisions, to test relations between information: available for parole decisions
and the outcomes to those decisions (whether persons are paroled, mandatorily released, or discharged),

“to .present relevant information quickly when needed for decisions, to develop procedures for policy
control, to evaluate the utility of any new plocedures developed and to disseminate the results to parole
systems of the United States :

Colluborating Agencles

A study of this nature obvrously hmges for success, upon the actwe support and collaboration of
- othersy and the project staff and the U.S. Board of Parole were fortunate in having the cooperation and

.- -assistance of various related criminal justice system agencies. An,l,mportant requirement to completion
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of the study as planned without Wthh the results reasonable to be expected would be severely limited,
was access to the arrest records (of the Federal offender samples studies), which are maintained by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. The approval for obtaining the needed data was given by the Director
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, and requests for data were promptly and
efficiently provided to the U.S. Board of Parole by the staff of the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s
National Crime Information Center. Similarly, the cooperation of the Division jof Procedural Studies

and Statistics of the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts was excellent, and arrangements were

made ‘and used for-follow-up-data collection from-their files, supplementing the information available
in the U.S. Board of Parole offices. Staff of the Federal Bureau of Prisons furnished the project staff
with descriptive materials on the Bureau's developing information system and the Bureau’s Director,

Mr. Norman A. Cparlson, approved the provision of listings of the dates and modes of release of each

offender released from Federal prisons. These collaborative arrangements were essential to the follow-up

- program concerning the outcomes to paroling decisions.

During the first year of the project, 17 state parole systems (Arizona, Florrda, Idaho, Illinois, Mary-
land, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, .New Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin), the District of Columbia Board of Parole, and the National Parole
Board of Canada volunteered to participate as “observers” of the project. These 19 agencies contributed
data on a “parole opinion survey’ aimed at providing information on perceived objectives and information
needs of the paroling decision. : ' R ' '

- The number of “‘observer states” increased, however, with a national meeting held in Washington,
D.C., in June of 1971. Representatives of 40 paroling agencies from Hawaii to the eastern seaboard states

‘ + participated with the U.S. Board of Parole in that meeting. A second, similar meeting was conducted in

1972 in Denver, Colorado, and a third meeting, attended by 69 persons representing 48 agencies was held
in New Orleans, Louisiana, in April 1973, when some results of the project were presented and discussed.

These programs served the dual purpose of explanation to participants of the project objectives and
methods and their enlistment as active contributors to the research effort. Thus, following presentation
of an overview-of the project that described its history, objective, and methods, small group sessions

- were conducted in order to provide further orientation to the project methods and to obtain assistance in
- further elaboration of the procedures. These sessions included, for example, a demonstration of use of

the on-line retrieval system using the: computer terminal; a simulation of terminal use for case decisions;
a group task to clarify issues concerning information selection in parole decxsxon—makmg, a discussion

-~ based upon the questionnaire regarding parole board goals and information needs; an exercise in parole

decision-making from short case abstracts which exammed the role of base expectancy measures in parole
decision-making; a discussion concerning constraints in-parole decision-making; discussions of the role,

utility, and limitations of parole prediction methods; and the presentation and critique of the policy con-
trol procedures developed. Generally, criticisms of the pro_‘ect were obtained from participating agency
representatives from a questnonnalre interview concerning the project and from the meetings outlined
above.

The collaboratwe nature of the project was thought to be especially important to the development
of useful procedures for providing information. Similarly, it was.believed to be especially important to
the possible utilization, later, of any such’ procedures. Information, if-it is to be used, should have a

: degree of acceptance in the field as relevant and practically useful. That is, if utilization is to be increased,

the information must be perceived as useful by the decision-makers. It may be argued that valid infor-

.mation, demonstrably related to the decision-makers’ goals, will be ignored in the decisica process unless

the person responsible for the decision perceives the information as relevant and useful. Thus, three
approaches aimed at increasing the likelihood of utilization of project results were taken: (1) development
of the information in concert with the decision-makers themselves; (2) seminars conducted for the
decision-makers in order to bring additional, possible relevant mformatlon to their attentlon, and (3)
the preparation of a film report to supplement wrltten reports of project results.

SOME PROBLEMS, METHODS, AND PRELIMINARY RESUI.TS

: ,Dlulogue with Decision-Makers o r
A variety of methods were employed i in seeking to aftain the obJectrves mdrcated above Some of ‘
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" ‘these methods are commonly used and straightforward; othérs were invented in response to. specific"
needs of the project. AR R : : R :
"It has been emphasized above that an important part of the approach taken in this study ‘was a
~continuing dialogue among the project staff, the members and representatives of the U.S. Board of
Parole and representatives of the funding agency, i.e., the Naticnal Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice. An interesting feature of the program has been the convergence of objectives among
persons_of quite different orientations. Generally, the detailed planning of the study ‘stemmed from

meetings of representatives of the above groups with the Scientific Advisory Committee.

,Duriing the 3 years of this study, the U.S. Board of Parole was the target of unprecedented criticism ‘

from various individuals, the press, and Members of the Congress of the United States.: Charges of
secrecy, arbitrariness, capriciousness, susceptibility to Executive pressure, defensive self-protectiveness,
lack of research staff, failure to specify reasons for parole denial, and working at cross-purposes to
rehabilitation were among the complaints.”” R : ‘ :

At the same time, the Board was seeking to deal with the issues of secrecy, arbitrariness, delay’
and appropriate notification of reasons after hearings, and the development of explicit policy. They were
seeking to establish a continuing. research. unit as a continuation of the project reported here, which
they had requested. These issues, and particularly the issue of general policy, were related to plans for
a proposed regionalization of the Board’s functions. Given an explicit statement of general policy, some
decision-making functions might be delegated—a necessary concomitant to regionalization.

“The Nature of the Decision Problems

‘It was mentioned above that.two kinds of decisions are made by paroling authorities, and both ..

of these general classes of their actions were studied. Corresponding to the different types of decisions
are different (but overlapping) sets of information relevant to the decision problems. Paroling authorities
make individual case decisions. They also make paroling policy decisions which set a broad framework
within which the individual case decisions are made. The major problems of both individual decisions
and ‘general policy decisions involve the identification and definition (1) of objectives;:(2) of informa-
tion items demonstrably relevant to the decision (i.e., to the decision outcomes); (3) of the: available

decision alternatives; and (4) of the consequences of the decision alternatives.(in terms of the objectives). -
Also mentioned above was the point that the issue of validity (of the information used) hinges upon.

the definitions of the objectives of the decision. The nonuse of experience tables, in the several jurisdic-
tions where .these have been developed, emphasizes the need for clear and adequate identification of
objectives. Research experience in this area is extensive enough that it'is a straightforward task to develop
adequately reliable and reasonably valid experience tables with respect to a single, somewhat crude
dichotomous criterion of “success” or “failure” on parole. Only the quite unsophisticated would argue,
however, that the measurement of parole risk in these terins is the only (or even the overriding) issue
in parole decision-making. Other concerns relate-to sanctioning, to due process, to system-regulatory,
and to citizen representation objectives. Generally, throughout the corréctional process, a more rigorous
and thorough attention to decision objectives is needed; and then the question of validity of information
for decisions must be addressed for each of the major objectives of the decision-makers.

Perceived Goals and Information Needs for Individual Decision-Making _

‘ Avsurvéy of ‘perceived goals and factors considered in parole selection was completed early in the
project. Questionnaires were sent to state and Federal parole board members asking them to rate 26 goals
‘and 101 factors considered in granting parole. The ratings were requested on a scale ranging from “very
unimportant” to ‘‘very important.” Fifty-seven state and twelve Federal parole board representatives
responded. » S : , ' ‘ : '

Federal and state paroling authorities agreed in rating three suggested goals ‘as ‘most important:
(1) protection of the public; (2) the release of inmates at the optimal time for most probable success on
parole; and (3) the improvement of inmzte adjustment in the community after release. These general

' 7See, for example, The Washington Post, March 29, 1971, and Febr,uary 26,1972; Harper's Magazine, November 1971;

The Wall Street Journal .

See also H.R. 13118, the “Parole Improvément and Procedures Act of 1972,” introduce’d‘by Congréssma,n Kastenmeier in Feb-

ruary 1972, and-S. 3993, the [Parole Commission Act of 1972, introduced by Senator Burdick. -
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statem'ents of goals obviously ;require more precise definition in operational terms for adequate measure-
meént; neverthejess, they provide a.general framework of consensus from which such work can proceed.
Other goals rated as important by Federal parole board members were the encouragement of inmate

program participation and the release of persons on the basis of individual response and progress within

the pri‘s.on. In general‘, the ratings appeared to refiect the view that a major function of the board is the
protection of the public and that the public may be best protected by release of offenders at the optimal

time for most likely success on parole. Generally, there was considerable agreement in the ranking of

goals by thF ngera.ll parole Poard members and their counterparts in state paroling authorities.
; 'The. kn-ld.s of xnformatlo'n. thought to be important by representatives of the Federal parole board in
making individual case decisions “are of interest, particularly as many of them may be considered to

, represent hypotheSes which may be tested. Examples of information items rated as very important are
~the adequacy of the parole plan, presence of a past record of assaultive offense, the offender’s present

family‘ situation, the attitude of the inmate’s family toward him, or the use of weapons in the offense.
Since one focus of the study was upon the possible utility of experience tables, it was noteworthy

that }he_se were not generally thought to be of much importance. Of the 101 items, an item “statistical

prediction of likelihood of parole violation (base expectancy)” ranked 68th in importance by the Federal

parole board representatives and it was 70th in rank according to ratings by the representatives of state '

parole systems.
Developing a Data Base ~
. A variety of data collection procedures were developed in order to provide an information collec-
tion system which would meet the project objectives and which could be instituted as an ongoing system
by the U.S. Board of Parole. The resulting data base includes information abstracted from records of the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, the U.S. Board of Parole, the Administrative Office of the U.S, Courts, and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation.8 : . - ,
Tl!e. major source of information regarding offenders, the paroling decisions, and outcomes during
supervision for persons who are paroled is the case files used by the U.S. Board of Parole. Unfortunately
these files are not uniformly complete, frequently including conflicting information, and thus set limits,
upon the quality of information which may be extracted reliably from them. This source of data is aug-
mented by information available from the additional Federal agencies as mentioned above.
» Drawing upon the available sources of information, three basic sets of information have been accumu-
lated. These include a large sample of offenders appearing for parole consideration (N >4,000); a ilarge

-'sample of offenders released from prison with 2-year follow-up (N > 1,800), and several smaller samples
’of persons released on parole with follow-up.

1. Information on Cases Appearing for Parole Consideration.—Beginning in August, 1970, various
samples of offenders being considered for parole were taken. This set included a 50 percent sample of
all persons considered for parole between November, 1970, and November, 1971 (a full year), and a
30 pchent sample for the period between November, 1971, and mid-June, 1972. This sample provided
material for describing paroling policies and, when follow-up becomes available, may be used to validate
and update experience table devices. , ' , ' -

2. Info_r;na’ﬁbn on Offenders Assumed to be Representative of Persons Released frorh Prison on
Parole.—(a) A 10 percent sample of persons paroled in fiscal year 1968 (N =430) with a 2-year folloW—
up study; (b) A 10 percent sample of persons paroled in fiscal year 1966 (N =270) with a 3-year follow-up
study; and (c) A 20 percent sample of persons sentenced under the Youth Corrections Act and paroled
in fiscal year 1969 (N = 230) with 2-year follow-up. ' o

These samples provided the basis for preliminary experience table development.

3 Information on Offenders Assumed to be Representative of Persons Released from Prison with
.or without Supervision.—One. project objective was to compare outcomes for subjects released from

prison with, and those released without, parole supervision. This. retrospective sample (50 percent of

8 Singer, S. M. and Gottfredson, D. M., Development of a:Data Base for Parole Deéision-Making, Report Number One, and

-"Parolg:Decisian-Making Coding Manual, Report Number Two; Davis, California; Parole Decision-Making Project, National
.. Council on Crime and Delinquency. Research-Center, June 1973, o ‘ ' ' o
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follow-up study is included.

rough June, 1970) includes persons released on parole; persons mandatorily

releases, January, 1970, th ns
ed at expiration of sentence without supervision. A 2-year

released with supervision, and persons releas

- This sample provided the major data base necessary for the development and testing of experienc_e
tables. It also provides the data needed for a comparison of various decision outcomes Wl.th their later
’ f offender performance after release from prison. The informatxon on cases

consequences in. terms O
ted parole and those who are not. It also

appearing for parole permits description of the persons gran ‘who are 10
the parole‘board to assess its trends in decisions over

allows the development of procedures permitting

time. This data pbase enables development of 2 systematic program for periodic assessment and revision

of experienc‘e—table—type information and of information relating to paroling policy. R

A major resource which provided a stepping-stone for developing @ data collection system for
arole- Reports Project. The Uniform Parole Reports data base in-

Federal offenders is the Uniform P v \ A '
cludes information on more than 130,000 offenders paroled since 1965, by the various paroling authori-

ties of the states and other jurisdictions.® E
V Discussion of sampling techniques, the coding forms used, data collection

and definitions of terms aré included in the reports cited above.

Developing Experience Tables : ; B |
Studies of the yalidity of some existing experience table methods when applied to Federal offenders

were completed, and one prediction method was developed on the basis of the adult Federal offender
retrospective samples. This work has called into question the usefulness and applicability ef the more
«“sophisticated” statistical manipulations ‘commonly applied, given the quality of data available for parole
decision-making for Federal offenders. ‘ .

" Discussion of the relevance of eXperience,tables__to individual parole decisions, of prior studies of
parole‘prediction, and of the results of the preliminary studies were given in a.separate draft report
submitted to the National Institute.’? The results support the following conclusions: ‘

1. Examples of offender attributes which discriminate between favorable and unfavorable parole
outcomes are the commitment offense, the admission type (new case OF parole violator), the history
of probation or parole violations; time free in the community without commitment, prior records

of commitment, sentences and incarcerations, prior juvenile delinquency convictions, the employ-
ment history, the prison custody classification, the punishment record and escape history, a prior
history of mental hospital confinement, and aspects of the parole plan. Most of these examples
- confirm the results of earlier studies. ‘ :

1. Two forms of a baée expectancy meas

procedures, items coded,

ure developed from study of California adult parolee

samples were found to be valid with respect t0 adult Federal offenders (with validity 'equivalent V
th samples.

to that for California adult parolees),”but not valid for use with Federal you

3. A classiﬁcatien method based upon Uniform parole Reports data was found to have s:omeﬁalidity“

~as an experience table for Federal parolees. ; IR

4. A modification of a Bureau of Prisons’ configuration table (experience t
tions Act releasees provides a valid prediction method for these cases. o

S5.0A 20-item “Burgess’ -type experience table has some predictive validity as well, sufficient to

support its experimental use by the U.S. Board of Parole.

The same report lists a number of specific steps suggested toward the improvement of experience
tables, disscusses some technical problems arising from the use of relatively unreliable data, and includes
a comparison of the consequences. of use of several experience table methods under two hypothetical
release policies. These efforts toward improvement of experience tables can contiriue by means of the

data base discussed above, especially with implementation of its continuation by the Board.

i

'”,Gu_ttfredson, D. M;, et al.,.A National Unifo rting ' »
and Delinquency Research Center, December, 1970; and Gottfredson, D. M., Neithercutt, M. G.,and Wenk, E. A., Parole in the
United States: A Reporiing System, Davis, California: National Courict on Cﬁmeend Delinquency Reseatrch, Center, October

able) for Youth Correc-

rm Parole Reparting Systém, Davis. California: National Council on ‘Crime

D. M., wilkins, L. T., and Hoyffman,‘P. B., Summarizing ‘Experience for Parole -l?ecision-Makin& Report
¢ and: Delinquency Research Center,

2.
1w Gottfredson,
Decision-Making Project; National Council on Crim

Number Five, Davis, California: Parole
February 1972 (draft).
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e Problem «f Overlap in Experience Table Construction

Statisticians have devi ‘
: | evised a variety of
cirning offedors ot B ‘ y ‘ procedures for combining informati L
administrative action (suchozl:s1 ::rsglg if‘S)l' i? Or)der < coteapt of iemey m Przz?;i‘(‘sgui?t as;tﬁms o
Administrafive o violation). The concept of effici ' ety of o
g relates to the question A e v ‘ .
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little understood at the present time. There is clearly: a relationship between “degrees of belief” and
“probability,” and there are very important issues of moral values:which impinge upon research methods.

_.. Itis thought that the present methods whereby research funds become available may not be such that
an optimal research strategy is to be developed. It is considered that the relevance of research to social
problems is not related to whether the research is at a high or low level of abstraction. High levels of
abstraction may also be highly relevant; the difficulty arises in demonstrating this.

The Operational Use of an Experience Table

Since one objective of the Parole Decision-Making project was the development of experience tables
for operational use by the U.S. Board of Parole to aid in individual case decision-making, a supplementary

report describes the interaction of parole board members and project staff in the development of an
experience table acceptable to the parole board for operational use. 17

«The results of this experiment indicated that the provision of-an experience table:

-1. influence the parole board members’ clinical risk -estimates (primarily in cases in which the sta-
tistical 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;

3. increased, rather than decreased, the average time held for all but the best risk cases, although
the experience table scores were generally higher (more favorable) than the parole board members’
clinical estimates;

4, increased the agreement of clinical risk estimates between pairs of parole board members con-
sidering the same case, but did not reduce the proportion of decision disagreements (split votes);

5. did not affect the subjective ease-difficulty rating given the decision. .

Paroling Policy Feedback

Paroling policy decisions set the framework within which individual decisions are made. The former
generally are not explicitly stated, and the lack of clearly articulated policy guidelines has resulted in
considerable criticism of parole board decision-making practices.

A study of policy conducted in collaboration with members of the Youth Correction Division of the
U.S. Board of Parole is reported-in a supplementary report.!® Its aim was to provide a feedback device
capable .of making more explicit the presently implicit policies used in making case decisions. A feedback
device of this type may enable parole board members to: compare actual policies with those desired,
and take corrective action if indicated; reduce disparity in individual case decision-making by noting
decisions which appear to vary substantjally from usual practice; and reduce the criticism leveled against
the parole board as having unfettered discretion. ,

The relations between decision-makers® evaluations of four specific case factors (severity of the
offense, institutional program particirztion, institutional discipline, and chances of favorable parole
outcome) and paroling decisions were studied. From these relations a method of describing and articulat-

ing implicit paroling policy was demonstrated and the relative weights given to the above factors in
practice were described. : ‘

Paroling Policy Guidelines: A Matter of Equity

In the appendix to this report the Chairman of the U.S. Board of Parole discusses the need for more
explicit definition of factors used in parole selection and the problem of determining how various factors
should be weighted; and he points out that implicit policy may be made explicit through an analysis of
present practice. The major task of the parole board is to set standards and explicit policies; in order
to further these objectives, a Federal Pilot Regionalization Project makes use of decision guidelines
which do not remove discretion, but.enable its exercise in a fair and rational manner. They are designed

17 Hoffman, P. B., Gottfredson, D. M., Wilkins, L. T., and Pasela, G. E,, The Operational Use of an Experiencé Table, Report

Number Seven, Davis, California: Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center,
June 1973, :

1B Hoffman,y Péter B., Paroling Policy Feedback, Report Number Eight, Davis, California: Parole Decision-Making Project,
National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, June 1973.
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is. however, seldom any clear distinction made in the use ot: the'two terms in law. Sotr}rl\: d:rc;t;;):::zs%

:;*?:,: "S"fairness” ’a$ lack of injustice, but the absence ofl mjust‘lf::n l:clég:.‘ dtl:zié‘ar;&:s’ e al,)t e
' ice” i i i ther as : . . 82

Justice e “{)USthC orlusil:::ta(gi::::gnzt‘sagc;l;lnge:i,ﬂ?g:itri:s of English usage that nofhing canbe _]118::1 yvhnc;\t
t‘here se.ems ' Eaimess is not necessarily justice; or justice includes fairness, but‘ is more d(;.'manbu:)gmte
e that 1 falme?; claim that this is because fairness is a relative term, but justice lmp ies & sS e
o the'lt 5 ot venient distinétion and accordingly, since words have uses rather'than me:mdn.g ',ré e
Values'errtglsu;i 2tlh(;‘oaovrd‘s in this wéy 1n order to make clear the nature of the use we intend, the diag
propos ‘ ; .

below may suffice:

, LEX
’ ICE (1)
Comparisons — / / \ JUST 1)
Cases: (@) b) () .
Cases: (@) e——es(B)—7—"©) - .- ] FAIRNESS @
Comparisons

n are each compared in an appropriate manner, and adjusted
L]

e adj i . irin
with respect to LEX (Equation (11), then they will be adjusted with respect to each other. Ensuring

i i justi { is an external cri-
“iustice” (accord with truth/law) also ensures fairness. In the first case (justice), there )

’ i j i ch other,
tgrion in the second case (fairness) (Equation [2]), the elements can be in adjustment with ea

iteri “fai » at similar
but are not necessarily in accord with res.pec't tc; an e.zz:::ir;a;lscrrl;;;l:ni tiyidgr:::‘:ir ::Smiia:;\l lt:s ol
D similacity de:lt f“c,:‘c:}rhll;;rslls?:rlgr i\:’lzzrsmlgt igétzrtslthe unique 'indivi_dual. since, obyif)usly, if elvery §e1;sllg)ss;
Pf Sm'“lamyhan " not rounds’ for comparisons and, hence, no ways in which ,1t. is pos'mb.e to t1sa s
itnens. i ;3 o 2'“.3‘ 'dug::ﬂ then, see his treatment as “fair” if he sees l}imsfflf as (in all sxgnlﬁcan Wu)i’ré
?;rrl[illzsrst‘o\z:io&ne;':}elxon w,ho reéeived exactly similar treatmeént? Not qmt;:, ::gcet: ;t ‘:,v:ruelci rs::tr:dtou:;:my
l ' i v nable to claim that bo .
_;20:;’-63:" a(;nfh: t::;&zrizn‘;;;i;‘;‘;glzeﬁ;::sei;l:rr::::s, so the idea of similar treatments among that
. ’ i “fair.” , ’ o
Samp’ﬁube;?):::is ::O: l‘«::tlyrr::t:;hr;sgigjf ;il:: of “fairness,” thus, becomes closel){ Felatzil :r)) ;tt:;s:;lc;g
f of sirr’lilarity {or variance) and sample si.ze. Any{ claim on the gart of ,ﬁ‘.mgzﬁ:fs e Tedse,
Qtjncep that. h ole board is “unfair” is implicitly stating that, according to his belt (ne o
a‘SSF«:ﬂS N 'pz:/l;)lved in similar crimes are receiving different treatments. Thg factors \thlC arede e
'?‘“?"a‘ pe‘rsons.l“ i tlié reference set sample of persons and :characterx_s:t\cs may 'yar.y in sorgét fcial
mt‘( ) Consld.e'fation mth' . some will look with particular care at race (unfairness which is relatg o rt ial
o oreristics acl; Of'n:l’ as “racism” because “race” is not seen as a reasonable or morally accePJ an
characten.sticé lsd'fte":elrences in treatmem); some will look with particular care at the type. of offense;:, ol
factqr " Just:l ype of off:enses and racial factors. However, the scale and scope of con}pansonbupor(; m1 "
Sé?::ia tn:):; rg;l)'e:re not likely to be wider than the scale and scope of factors which the boar g
: & . !

That is to say (or indicate) if a,b,c, .«

criteria), the board could respond with precision to criticisms. If ¢

i .

D. M., Paroling Policy Guidelines: A Matter
al Councii.on Crime and Dehnqu.ency
delines in ‘more detail.

" "I‘})is appendixi ‘is inclu:ded also as a Preface in Hoffman, P B and gmtf:?:;, o
f E uii"y Report Number Nine, Davis, California: Parole Decision-Making 3; ct, N eion gt

(l)?\es;\réfh’Centef June 1973, which describes and discusses the development and use
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to probability of reconviction, crime seriousness and behavior in the institutional setting, and ignores
race, it will be unlikely to be accused of racial bias.

- If the board were to have before it, in each case in which a decision is to be made, a chart which
indicated the balance between the three- or-four ‘most obvious factors which arise in any discussion of
“fairness,”™ the decision-makers could always depart from the calculated figure; but, in doing so, they
would be making a value judgment of further factors not included in the model. If these further factors
were made explicit in the decision (this - may seem similar to the recent requirement of the courts for boards
to “state reasons”), a sound case for each decision would seem to be made. However, the general policy
of the board would-not be defended by such a model; but, clearly, the decisions within the model would
be “fair,” The question of justice is one of beliefs; but we can, by the use of research methods and the
preparation of models, address the question of fairness. If attention were diverted from individual cases
(*. .. his case was not fairly determined , . .”) to questions of general principles of parole, the under-
standing:and-control of the system would, it seems, be increased in great measure. Human aitention could
then be more thoroughly devoted to humanitarian considerations because the routine comparative
work (even although highly complex) could be delegated to “models” of “fairness.”

In addition to and moderating the idea of fairness is the idea of ¢fectiveness, We may also see the
idea of effectiveness as modulated by “fairness.” This interaction is presently without specification of
intensity or direction. Estimates of the probability of reconviction wculd, of course, be included in the
“model”; and the expectation of reconviction would have to be reasonably equal among offenders (who
were also otherwise similar) for the treatment to be expected to be equal. This would not hold, of course,
if the idea of probability of reconviction were ruled as outside the consideration of parole on policy,
moral, or other grounds. The effect upon the pattern of decisions, which would be probable under changed
emphasis upon the probability -of reconviction or seriousness -of crime, could be ¢xamined. Thus, if the
board were known to be taking into account the seriousness of the offense and:the courts determined that
this was inappropriate, the effect of removing this variable could be plotted. Again, if the behavior of
the offender in the institution were thought to be given too little attention relative to other factors, the
mode! could be changed. If the model takes a factor or factors into account, it is possible to show what the
expected results would be if any of those factors were changed or eliminated.

The study of criteria used in making paroling decisions (as distinguished from criteria used in pre-
dicting parole outcome), cited above, in which board members completed a set of subjective rating
scales for a sample of actual decisions, indicated that three factors or focal concerns (severity, parole
prognosis, and institutional behavior) were primary.2® Youth Corrections Act cases (which have no miini-
mum sentence and are seen generally-within three months of reception) were studied. Using the variable —
time to be served before review—as the criterion at the initial decision, it was found that parole board
decisions could be predicted fairly accurately by knowledge of their severity and prognosis ratings.
Similarly, at review considerations, parole board decisions {parole or continue) were strongly related to
ratings of institutional discipline. ‘ '

From this knowledge, the development of an explicit indicant of parole selection policy was possible,
Concerning initial decisions, a chart with one axis reflecting the concern of offense severity and another
the concern.of parole prognosis (risk) was developed. At each intersection of these axes, the expected

“decision given (in months to be served before review hearing) is shown,

S Low 7
g ' ‘ Months
v ;
€ Moderate
] .
! _ 20
t Months -
y High :
Good Fair Poor

Prognosis

2 Hoffman, op. cit., supra note 18.
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prognosis cases it is 14 months. At review considerations, cases with
“adjustment (discipline and p

for high severity-good prognosis-cases (such as armed robbery-first offender),
is 20 months to be served before review consideration. For Jow severity-pcor
' adequate-very good institutional -
rograrm progress ratings were highly correlated) were generally released;
those with below average-poor ratings were likely to be continued for another hearing.

As an aid in actual case decision-making, this type of chart could be used in the following manner.
After scoring the case on the concerns ‘of severity and prognosis, the parole board member or hearing
,examinerfwou'ld check the table to see the expected decision, In practice, a range (e..,20t0 24 months)
would be appropriate to allow for some variation within broad severity or risk categories: Should the board
memiber or examiner wish to make a decision outside of the expected range, he would be obligated to
ors which make that particular case unique (such as unusually good or poor institutional

specify the fact | .
adjustment, credit for time spent on a sentence of another jurisdiction, etc.). At review hearings, the

decision to parole or continue would be based piimarily on institutional performance. That is (with a
few specific exceptions?!), cases with satisfactory institutional performance could expect release at
this time. : N _ T '

Actual Use.—1In October, 1972, 2 pilot project was Jaunched by the U.S. Board of Parole to test the
feasibility of regionalization of its operations. This pilot project, comprised of five institutions in the
Northeast (which contain about one-fifth of the total board workload), contained a number of innovative
features, including panels of two examiners to conduct institutional hearings, the opportunity for inmates
to be represented by nonlawyer advocates, speedier decisions, written reasons for parole denial, a two-
stage appeal process, and the use of decision guidelines. . . : v , ‘

For all initial hearings, the hearing panels were instructed to complete an evaluation form which
included a severity rating scale and a “‘prognosis” score (experience table score, called on the form
ugalient factors”). Should they make a recommendation outside of the guideline table, they were in-
structed to specify the factors in the case which resulted in this decision. The hearing format summary
was designed so that the last section begins with a standard paragraph: : o

The hearing panel considers this to be a moderate offense severity case. with a salient
factor score of 9. The subject has been in custody for a total of 2 months. -

A decision to continue for 10 months is recommended. (indicate reasons if outside
guidelines.) : : S : . Lo ;

For review hearings, completion of the evaluation form was required before any continuance (for
reasons other than institutional discipline or failure to complete specific institutional programs) was

In the example above,
the expected decision

 recommended. If a parole grant was recommended, form completion was not necessary. This was de-~

signed so that the guidelines would not be exceeded by arbitrary continuances at review hearings. One

exception is that, if the previous continuance was 30 months or more, the evaluation form and guide- -

line table must be completed. This was necessary to deal with the highest offens= severity levels where
the guidelines might indicate a time to be served longer than possible at the initial hearing (by board
policy, continuances are limited to 3 years at.one time). At early review hearings (if an inmate shows
exceptional institutional progress, he may be recommended by the institution for earlier review consider-
ation), the guidelines are consulted also to see whether the exceptional progress justifies the advanced
parole date recommended. ; o o
Reports from parole board staff have been exiremely favorable concerning both the guidelines and
the other regionalization project features. The need for greater consistency in decision-making had long
been acknowledged, and the use of the decision guidelines appears to be accepted as serving this need.
Guidelines Modifications.—As the danger of rigidity exists with guideline use as much as the danger
of disparity exists without, them, procedures for the updating and modification of the guidelines were
developed. First, the board may at any time vote affirmatively to change parole selection policy by modi-
fying any guideline category or combination of categories. Second, at 6-month intervals, feedback from

the decision-making of he previous 6 months will be given to the board.

21 Such as long-term senténce cases involving
policy) is deemed insufficient. :
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serious offenses in ‘which the initial continuance (limited 10 3 years by board '
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Implicati imitati xplic ' |
o lﬁ: i st;(;g:e:;"ri cﬁ;'nfgf“'(m‘sll_Tt"e use of exphcxtvdecision guidelines for parole selection attunes
bt paro (.e' boards to fo.rmuklate a consistent general policy. By articulating t'h;:
iy o s Euar criteria unde.r consideration, it can allow interested publics to assess the
edges i pamlepselp ld' ene'ss of the policy set by their representatives (the parole board). It acknowl-
el hat parole so te;téon is qgtually a deferred sentencing decision (particularly in thé case of lo
Lo e inimiim sente hes, as is the general ‘tr_end), which determines the time to be served before |-:-,
joass, ratfer than 2 ic gtomous ygs/nf) deg:snon. For individudl case decision-making, it prévide‘s
me Eiecision ruetu g ant cpntrollmg dlscretlon’ without eliminating it and holds considérable romi .
for dectsion ri?k :'vel;ﬁ)rz g(;th.;espzct to l:he;issue of fairness or equity. Furthermore, as the fagtgle;
. rity a : onsidered at the initial hearing, sub ings, if ar i
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oo g e (l)c:; ig;d:thnes inetpod .hdS implications not only for original parole selection decisions, but

ol . il parole YlOl&th[.l .and reparole consideration as well, The method appears e : il
catle udicial) sentencing decisions where similar problems of disparity arise i

l . . h ’

e I ;:l(:;te;:) ctgdztres; that chh work-ou.ghf to be done in refining the guidelines concept, the
modiﬁcatio; o res for applying Fhem in individual cases, and the procedures to be used in ;he'r
. present, these are admittedly crude. Nevertheless, they appear to be seen as usefull

The U.S. Board of Parole has taken
' , en the step of att ing icit poli i
T oy o e et p of attempting to formulate an explicit policy and is facing

Parole Selection: A Balance of Two Typésl of Errér

In ma * - . . )
dinst concel::]nsgt%z;rol:e :)e;fctlon ;iecnsnons‘, a.pf—xrole board runs the risk of making two types of error; the
fitst concenms e ep; 2 urle release ot: 1pd1v1§uals w‘ho will commit new offenses or parole violati.onS'
L acone. supplementalrre egs:tn% m_dmduals who, if peleqsed, would have completed parole withoui
Brpridi i gtk et:x; ocuses ugon a method of assessing the incidence of both error types
~potemia'l Toing th : between them.?2' A fec_adback device to provide information concerning th
‘ quences of changes in parole selection policy upon this balance, and the resultant “sici:i

- costs,” is then discussed. '

«Information Overload: Peace or War wi‘th‘ the Computer:

D ‘e e - -
1 g::‘:selo:x{s:;l{gha?:ryo :cehccl))I;SI(:;a(ed as d;velopmg along two independent lines of inquiry, namely:
. , sed upon the work of statisticians and heori is '
e o oo and game theorists (this method
1 isioris ought to be made under . i iti
g e Ses Upon, what kinds o nder specified conditions); and
f pirical approach (the major thrust in thi i ‘
O et 2 o _major thrust in this area has been in the study of
nall grou } n tasks or individual pref i i
7 k preferences in gaming),
whichh:ageplilsgl?ns ford fufndamental research in decision theory and the prac%ice o? )many of the issu
whieh ot it c‘:::us N uring the Federal Parole. Decision-Making Project are discussed in a su 1‘2
understanding. o ayl e that.the strategy for research should now direct more effort toward adva:gn
praive appmaéhe l'ﬁir a;ltlons bet’ween.‘ memory and decision-making, and between the axiomatic and thi
e h es. There are also important moral and philosophical questions which comeA' to-th
" Thi ough the co;r‘xﬂ:‘;dgnce between probability and degrees of belief. o the
is report was originally prepared for publication in the Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology.

with the ai irecti ' i imi
’ e aim of directing the attention of legal and criminological research workers to some of the funda-

Nf)n::: ‘;e;:z;g}'xallssuesk gnd ﬁndlr!gs which were an important by-product of the Decision-Making Project
: jals are included in the report but, rather, an attempt has been ‘made to consider théJpos:

- sible i : ina
' ‘ impact of the materials reported elsewhere in a more general setting. There are implications for

l 1. L. . . l . ' ’

(b
4

2 Hoffman Pete;' B., Parole Selection: A Bala , s k ‘
o n, r B, g > nce-aof Two Types of Error, R avi iforni
tDecns:on—Makmg Project, National Council on Crime-and Delinquency Rf;seérch C:m?-::::‘:;;}eﬂ' pavis Cahforma: Parle.

B Wilkins, Leslie T., Information Overload: P ¢ i
ns, > T, Inf . Peace or War with the Computer, R . Javi liforni
‘ Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crime and Delinquency Researchgz‘z:t:: uﬂ?\: l!;:!’e;'en, Davis, Callormla
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The Reliability of Information in the Parole Decision-Making Study :

The collection of information on approximately 6,000 cases and the use of such data for prediction
or risk tables requires that some measure of the reliability of that data be made. Although the validity
of the information found in Federal prison inmates’ files could not be determined, procedures for uniform
interpretation and coding of that information were defined. Collection of a reliability sample provided a
measure of the degree of agreement among coding staff. The procedure also uncovered areas of coding
difficulty and served as a training device for new staff. These issues, with results from two separate
reliability studies, are discussed in a supplementary report.?* : : ,

it was noted above that various studies suggest that fess sophisticated methods of combining infor-
mation—for example, the development of prediction methods — may end up in practice as better than the
more sophisticated techniques; Tt was asserted also that this curious result suggests not that the statistical
theory is wrong, but, that the nature of the data does not satisfy the assumptions which are made in sta-
tistical theory. : ‘ ‘ R

An implication—thought to be extremely important for both research and practice—is that major
advances in both must await the development of better quality data.

Doubtless some persons concerned with the correctional management system will regard this find-
ing as a blinding glimpse of the obvious. Everybody, it may be claimed, who is closely connected with the
processing of offendeirs knows that the recording of information is not treated with any great respect;
and that, in some establishments, the offenders themselves have some responsibility for some of the
recording procedures. To arrive at this result, the research workers, as usual, have gone the long way
around and have introduced plenty of inconsequential theory! Perhaps the poor quality of the basic
data is obvious to some persons, but those persons presumably use the information recorded, or some
of it, to make their decisions regarding disposition of offenders, provisioning, or transportation and
other questions. It has, it must be assumed, generally been regarded that the quality of the information

- was “good enough” for its purpose and that any investment of money to increase'the quality of data was

unjustified. This is now clearly shown not to be the case. As a temporary measure to accommodate poor
quality data, we may apply less sophisticated methods to the utilization of it because this strategy pro-
vides a better result than that which we can obtain by the use of higher grade methods. There is some
analogy with extraction of minerals: high quality ore is needed if powerful methods of extraction are to
be used; poor quality ore can be used in rougher methods of extraction. But data are not natural products
over which we have no control; data about offenders are generated within the criminal justice system.
The criminal justice system is the “consumer” of that data, and the same system is concerned (or shouid
be) with the quality of the product. The products generated out of data are decisions. Decisions cannot
be better than the data upon.which they are based, no matter what techniques of handling the data may
be employed. The conflict of statistical theory with experience in the practical world of decision-making
in criminal justice has revealed a fundamental problem of the quality of the raw material, and it has shown
beyond all reasonable doubt that the quality of the basic information is not inconsequential.

The Practical Application of a Severity Scale , ;

Since prior study had shown the importance of the concept “offense severity™ for parole decision-

making, two exercises were conducted with decision-makers in order to develop procedures for more
consistent offense severity judgments, Hearing examiners and board members of the U.S. Board of Parole
ranked offense descriptions from least to most severe. The results are presented in a supplementary
report.? o : T S R : S
Agreement on severity ratings, among both: examiners and members, was quite high. Differences
between members' and examiners’ ratings were examined and discussed; but there was a high correla-
tion between average. ratings of the two groups. = U
it

* Beck, James L. and Singer, Susan My, The Reliability of Information in the Parole Decision-Making Study, Report Number

: Twelve,_ Davis, California: Parole Decision-Making Project, National Counci! on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, June

1973. A : : :

# Hoffman, Peter B., Beck, James L., and DeGaostin, Lucille K., The Practical Application of a Severity Scale, Report Number
Thirteen, Davis, California: Parole -Decision-Making Project, National Council on. Crime and. Delinquency -Rescarch Center,
June 1973, : . R L . L . .
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. APPENDIX

by Maurice Sigler t

Are parole boards using the right factors for parole selection? This question calls for a straight-
forward answer. Unfortunately, the best answer available at this time is an unassured possibility. The
problem is that we don’t know. Not only do we not know whether they are the righf factors, most often
we do not even know what factors they are. Of course, we tell each other and the public that we consider
the offense, prior record, educational history, employment history, military record, drug or alcohol
problems, institutional discipline, and a host (or maybe I should say *‘a laundry list”) of other factors.
But do we know: the weights we give to these factors? Does a good military record outweigh a poor alcohol
history or vice versa? We may say that each case is an‘individual —true —but if this is totally true, we will
never improve—because only if cases are similar can we learn by experience.

In order to consider the question of whether we are using the right factors, we must first find out
what the primary factors are and what weights we give to them in practice. Then, we may be able to
consider whether these are the weights we wish to give to them. [n order to do this, we must define some
sort of measurement. Saying that certain factors are important in granting or denying parole oversimplifies
the issue. The parole selection decision is not merely a yes/no decision. Tt is- much more of a decision as
to when an inmate is to be released than whether or not he will be paroled, Parole boards deal in time.
Moreover, this fact is becoming more and more important.- When sentences carried fong minimums, the
parole decision was- one of whether or not to parole. As sentencing trends turn toward the abolition of
minimum sentences, as they are currently, parole boards must take on greater responsibility, Within the
limits set by statute and by the sentencing judge, the parole board must determme how much time the
offender is to spend incarcerated before release.

Given, this measurement, we have a starting point. If we can say how long for this ot‘fender and how
long for that offernder; we can look at the various offense, offender, and institutional charactenstlcs and
infer how much weight is being given to each.

Looking at how these weights are apphed in practice will give us a measure of our unwritten and
implicit policy. Once we know what we-are implicitly doing, we can compare it with what we think we
are doing or think we ought to be doing. This will put us in a much better position to make our present

* implicit policies more clearly defined and explicit.

To quote from the Summary Report on Corrections (prepared by the National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals),

“The major task of the parole board is artlculatlon of criteria for making decisions and
development of basic policies. This task isto be separated from the specific function of deciding
-individual parole grant and revocation cases, which may be performed either by the board in
smaller states or by a hearing examiner.’

That is, the board miist set standards and explicit policies. The authority to make individual case decxs:ons

_using these standards may be delegated to hearing examiners. The report continues:

“While discretion is an essential feature of parole board operatlons, the central i nssue is how
to handle it appropriately.”
The U.S. Board of Parole feels that n has taken'a step toward these objectives. A Pilot Regionali-
zation Project presently underway proposes a number of innovative features. Case decisions will be made
by two-man panels of hearing examiners using explicit decision guidelines determined by the board. The

parole board will act as an appellate and policy-setting body. Inmates will be permitted to have advocates

- 1 Adapted from an address presented before the National Conference on Criminal Justice, Washington, D.C., Jan. 24, 1973,
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1 o to represent them at parole interviews, limited disclosure of the file is being considered, and parole denial
’ will be accompanied by written reasons. Unfavorable decisions may be appealed to the central parole
board.

A few words about these guidelines are in order as they rélate directly to the factors considered by
the board. Recently, an LEAA funded study of the U.S. Board of Parole conducted in collaboration with
| the Research Center of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency identified three primary factors

[ 'used in making parole selection decisions. These are (a) the severity of the offense, (b) parole prognosis,
‘ and (c) institutional performance. It is recogmzed that these are broad categories and that there is some
overlap among them. :
" Quidelines for parole decision-making have been developed which re)ate these factors to a general
policy regarding the time to be served before release. Briefly, the determination of the severity of the
offense and of parole prognosis (using a predictive device developed for the parole board as a ‘guide)
indicate the expected range of time to be served before refease. These guidelines are presented in the form
i of a table with six levels of offense severity and four categories of parole risk. For example, a low-moderate
( severity offense ‘case (such as unplanned theft) with a very good parole prognosis might be expected to
| serve §'to 12 months before release. As-a starting point, board decisions during the preceding 2 years were
analyzed and tabulated to provide this policy profile. Within this range, the subject’s institutional perform-
1,__ ance and parole plan will be considered. When unique factors are present (such as extremely good orpoor :
] institutional performance) and a decxs:on falling outside of the guidelines is made, specific reasons wﬂl be -
requxred :
.. These guidelines w111 serve two functions: (1) they will stru\.mre dlscretnon to provide a consistent
general parole board policy; and (2) in individual cases they will serve to alert hearing officers and parole
board members to decisions falling outside of the guidelines so that either the unique factors in these cases
may be specified or the decision may be reconsidered. It is felt that the provision of guidelines in this
manner will serve not to remove discretion, but to enable it to be exercised in a fair and rational manner.

Every 6 months, feedback concerning the decision trends during the preceding 6 months will be pre-
sented to the board, This will prevent rigidity and allow modification of the guidelines when necessary:
Furthermore, data on unusual cases (cases falling outside of the guidelines) will be recorded to identify
recurring situations which then may be used to provide auxiliary examples. That is, cases wnth deponanon‘
warrants may provide recurring situations which call for a different policy.

1t is.hoped that these guidelines will accomplish a number of things. They are desxgned 1o structure
and control discretion without removing it. They are designed to provide an explicit and uniform paroling
policy, contributing to the issues of fairness and equity. They will force decision-makers to specify the
unique factors in each case where these factors are sufficient to cause the decision to vary from established
principles. By placing the consideration of severity and risk into the initial hearing, subsequent hearings
(if any) may deal primarily with institutional performance: Under this system, inmates will have a clearer
idea of their prospective release dates thus reducing the psychologlcai uncertamty engendered by the
indeterminate sentence. :

At a minimum these guidelines help articulate the factors used—the severity of the offense, nsk of
recidivism, institutional performance—and the weights given to them in determining the time to be served
before release. Undoubtedly, some will feel that these weights or these factors are inappropriate. Un-
questionably, a broad range of opinion in the formation of parofe selection policy is desirable. However, it
is also unquestionable that in the administration of this policy by individual case decision-making, con-
sistency is necessary from the standpoint of fairness and equity. Without explicit policy to structure and
guide discretion, decision-makers, whether parole board members, hearing examiners, or judges, tend to
function as rugged individualists. While this may be desirable in our economic system, its suntablhty for

~our system of criminal justice is extremely questionable. However, if we can make what we are presently
doing explicit -and; thus, more consistent, we can better argue over whether we are giving too ‘much
weight or not enough weight to the factors mentioned or any other factor or set of factors. . ‘
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