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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Parole organizations are an area of study much 

neglected by sociologists. The literature in this area, 

1 

such as it is, is written largely from an administrative 

perspective. In this view, the potential efficacy of some 

kind of organizational bureaucracy of the type already 

existing, is assumed rather than questioned. Thus we are 

exposed, in this literature, to pleas for greater and greater 

reductions in caseload size; wise admonitions regarding the 

judicious application of authority rules; when and when not 

to be firm with the client and so on. Such utterances 

comprise the mythology of casework, and are intuitive 

assessments whose claim to validity is experience and training. 

The belief that experience and training is a certain ground 

for rational jUdgement* is, however, open to question.** It 

is highly doubtful whether rational judgement can be rendered 

in the absence of systematically organized feedback on the 

efficacy of alternative jUdgements. Such an absence is 

* . Rational judgement, as the term is used here, refers 
to the selection, on, the basis of available information, of 
that alternative which maximises pay-off with regard to stated 
objecti'Ves. 

** It has been demonstrated that in the absence of 
systematic feedback confidence in the accuracy of decisions 
varies withexpe~.ience. But accuracy itself does not vary 
With. experience. 1 

.) 
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charaoteristic of decision making in our correctional !'llld 

judicial agencies; parole age~lts do not- know if cases 

returned to institutions fer parole violations would have 

abstained from criminal violations if retained on parole; 

judges do not know if cases sentenced to institutions would 

have succeeded on probation. It is essential, therefore, 

that claims based on experience should be recognized for 

what they are - intuitive beliefs ungrounded in reliable 

evidence. 

When researchers have directed their attention to 

the parole system, it has usually been towards the evaluation 

of assorted correctional treatm'snt programs. Some of this 

work has been of value, although much of it has consisted 

of researchers attempting post hoc evaluations of programs 

designed by administrators where controls were inadequate to 

the task of legitimate inference, ~r programs were not 

implemented as they were originally planned. StUdies of the 

parole system as a formal organization with hierarchically 

distributed rights and l:esponsibili ties and assigned decision 

tasks are significantly few.* 

The dearth of sociological scholarship in this area 

promises to be remedied in th~ future. Increasingly students 

of deviant behaviour are directing th~ir attention away from 

social structural variables and offender personality variables, ,I 

*Of the few available works in this area, Evaluation 
s~tems and AdaNtations in a Formal Organization, by E. 
~agi, ~ari1or universI]y-Librarl, is worthy of mention. 

! 
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and ~ocusing upon organizationa~ processes within the social 

control agencies in an attempt to understand the bases upon 

which individuals come to be labelled.deviant. This ~ocus 

~ound early expression in the writings of Tannenbaum (1938):2 

The process of making the criminal therefore 
is a process of tagging, d~fining, identifying, 
segregating, describing, emphasising, and 
evoking, the very .traits that are complained 
o~. If the theory of relation of response 
to. stimulus has any meaning, the entire 
process of dealing with the young delinquent 
Is mischievous insofar as it identifies him 
to himself or to the environment as a 
delinquent person. 

Tannenbaum focused upon the societal reaction to 

deviance as the ~jor independent variabl~, emphasizing the 

impact of sociail. definitions on the delinquents image of 

himself. It was his contention that the stabilization of 

deviant behaviour took place as a consequence of the 

indiVidual's internalization of sOQiety's definition of him 

as a delinquent. Tannenbaum's th~ory is thoroughly sociological 

andpurpo:x:ts to account only for dev:i.ant careers, not for the 

"ac~identa1 criminaln* or "crimes of passion", in which 

,instances he acknowledges that theories which "seek the cause 

of crime in the indiVidual may have greater applicatioll." 

However, Tannenbaum's point. of view lay neglected in 

the shadow of Merton's theory of An01l1i,::l until it was again 

put forward by Edwin Lemert in Social Pathology (1951).3 . 

Favourable response led LE',mert to further develop the theory 

*Tannenbaum does Fot attempt to define the tf,rm 
"accidental" • 

,I 
! 



in a later essay in which he distinguishes two separate 

research problems: 

1. How deviani; behaviour originates. 
2. How deviant acts are symbolically 

attached to persons and the effective 
. consequences' of such attachment for 
subsequent d\:lviation on the part of 
the person. 4 

In this 1lla1l1'ler Lemert distinguishes between IIprimary" and 

"secondary" deviation, and considers the latter to be of 

far greater theoretical significance: 

Secondary deviation is deviant behaviour, 
or social roles bas:ed upon it, which 
become means of def'ence, attack or 
adaptation to the o'Vert and covert 
problems created by the societal 
reaction to primary deviation. In 
effect the original causes of the 
deviation recede and give way to the 
central importance of the disapproving, 
degredational and isolating reactions 
of society.~ 

4 

Whether or not the "causes ll ,of primary deviation do 

"recede and give way" to the societal reaction variables 

remains at this point an untested assumption. In fact very 

11 ttle. empirical evidence exists in either the sociological 

or psychological literature which clarifies the problems of 

formation of identity and the ways in which identity 

influences behavioUr. One of the few empirical efforts 

conducted in this area is that by Sherwood who summarized 

his findings thus: 

The hypothesis that the greater the ambiguity 
(or variance) in evaluation by referent 
others, the more the self esteem motive 
enhances the person's self evaluation, is 
tested and supported. Whe:r:'e the evaluations 
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by peer group members is low: a) the 
correspondence between sel~ evaluation and 
th~ mean o~ others evaluations is strong, 
and b) both sel~ evaluations and peer 
eva1:uations tend to be lower. Where the 
variance in others evaluations is high: 
a) the correspondence bet\.,reen sel~ 
eValuation dUd others evaluations is 
weaker, and b) while self evaluations tend 
to be higher than the mean o~ othe;':s 
evaluations, both self evaiuation scores 
and peer evaluation scores are higher. b 

Further evidence supporting the hypothesis is presented 

. by Rosenthal who became interested in the social psychology 

of the psychological expel.'iment, specifically the impact'; 

o~ the experimenter's hypothesis on experimental results. 

Treating the experimenter's hypotheSis as the inde~~ndent 

variable, Rosenthal presents persuasive data derived from 

numerous laboratory experiments indicating that such an 

! e~fect exists 7• Rosenthal then carried his research out of 

the laboratory E-S dyad and into the schoolroom to evaluate 

if teacher expectations influenced pupil performance. All 

pupils in one high school were tested ~or I. Q. level and a 

random group selected whose teachers were told that these 

children were scheduled for rapid advancement i".l thE) next 

year. Follow-up after one year indicated that the LQ. 

scores of the exper,imental group had increased to a signi

ficant~.y greater extent thanLQ.scores of controls. 

Rosenthal concluded his research with ~he following statement: 

:Experimenters, teachers, psychotherapists, 
and probably 'ordinary' people can effect 
the behaviour of those with whom they 
interact by virtue of their expgctations 
.of what that behaviour will be. 
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These are small. beginnings and indicate that much 
:!,-, 

research needs to be donE?.. However, despite the limited 

amount of supporting evidence, 'Tannenbaum and Lemert's 

perFlpective has captured wide support among sociologists in 

the last decade and stimulated research into the organizational. 

processes of social control. agenci.es in, an attempt to grasp 

the bases on which some individuals and not others are 

selected out and conscripted into the deviant status 

categories. Kitsuse has commented: 

• • " in modern society the socially signi
ficant differentiation of deviants from the 
non:"deviant population is increasingly 
contingent upon circumstances of 'situation 
place, social and personal biography, and 
bureaucratically organized activities of 
agencies of control. 9 

In this view it is the status of the deviant rather than his 

behaviour which is regarded as problemat~c: 
. . 

Furthermore, the argument continues, the 
status of the mental patient is more often 
an ascribed status with conditions for 
status entry external to the patient, than 
an achieved ,status with conditions for 
status en~ry dependent upon the,patient's 
o~ behaviour. According to. this argument 
the societal reaction is a fundamentally 
important variable in all stages of a 
deviant career. 10 

In his studies of decision processes leading to involuntary 

confinement of mental patients Scheff concluded: 

.' •• the motivationD of the key decision 
makers in the screening process may be 
significant in determining the extent and 
direction of the societal reaction. In 
the case of psychiatri,c screening of 
perSons alleged. to be mentally ill, the, 
social differentiation of the deviant from 
the non~·deviant population appears to be 



materially effected by the financial, 
ideological, and political. position of 
the psychiatrists, who are in this 
instance, the key agents of social 
control. 11 

Thia perspective clearly represents a departure 

from mainstream sociological theoris~s who emphasize the 
-,. 

aetiological significance of. social structural variables 

7 

for the study of deviant be.haviour. structural theorists 

have repeatedly oemoaned the unreliability of the relevant 

data and then proceeded to construct theories tD account 

for the problems ind:i,cated by this data as though they were 

unaware of its unreliability. Thus I1erton, author of one 

of the most influential theo~ies in sociology, observes on 

the one hand: 

• whatever the differential rates of 
deviant behaviour, and we know from many 
sources that the official crime ,statistics 
uniformly showing highe~ rates in the 
lower strata are far from complete or 
reliable, .12 

and on the other: 

Fraud, corruption, vice, crim\1, in shor:t 
the entire catalogue of proscribed 
behaViOur, becomes increasingly more 
common when the emphasis on. the culturally 
induced success goals be.comes divorc~)d 
from a coor~nated institutional 
emphasis. 13 

This disjunction between means and ends increases as we move 

downwards in the social strata: 

The limitation of opportunity to unskilled 
.labour and the resultant low income caIUlOt 
compete in terms of conventional standards 
of /iichievement with the high income from 
organized vice. 14 



,-

Merton observes the 'unreliability o~ official statistics 

on the one hand, anQ on the other assumes that the picture 

they-paint is essentially correct. 

As indicated by Kitsuse and Scheff (quoted above) it 

is central to the interactionist perspective that the 

procedures which generate the unreliable data be subjected 

to scrutiny and that attempts be made to delineate the 

variables which influence these procedures. One o~ the 

most impressive attempts in this area is that by Aaron~. 

Cicourel - ~ Social Organization of Juvenile Justice. 

Noting that large discrepancies existed. in the delinquency 

rates of two comparable cities, Cicourel analysed the 

procedural arrangements £or handling juveniles in both 

cities and concluded: 

Organizational policies and their arti
culation with actual cases via the background 
expectancies of officers differenUally 
authorized to deal with juveniles, directly 
changed the size of the 'la\i-enforcement' 
net :for recognizing and processing juveniles 
viewl;)d as delinquent and determined the size 
and conception o:f the social problem. ~he 
sociologist, therefore, cannot take community 
and law enforcement definitions ot deviance 
and their ro~tine organizational processing 
as obvious in his desgriptions and analysis 
of'sociel problems' .1~ 

Piliavin and Briar analyzed the content of police

juvenile e.ncounte:cs in an attempt to discern the basis upon 

Which police officers differentially invoke the various 

disposition alternatives available to them. On the basis 

of eutensive observations of such encounters, the authors 

found a marked association between the "demeanour" ot the 
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youth towards police o££icers and the severity o£ police 

dispositions: 

SEVERITY OF POLICE DISPOSITION 
BY YOUTH'S DENEANOUR 

Youth's Demeanour 
Severity of Police 
Dis}2osi tion Coo}2er~tive Uncoo}2erative ~otal 

Arrest 2: 14 

Citation or O££icial 
Reprimand 4- 5 

Informal Reprimand 15 1 

Admonish & Release 24- 1 

TOTAL 45 21 

Piliavin and Briar concluded their study with the £ollo\,;ing 

::re;marks: 

. The observations made in this study serve 
t~undersco:re the £act that theo:ffi'cial 
delinquent as distinguished£rom the 
juvenile who simply commits a delinquent 
act, is the product of. a social judgement, 
in this case a judgement made by the 
police. He is a delinquent because some
one in authority has d~f.ined him as one, 
orten on the basis of the public face he 
has presented to off.icials rather than

6 the kind of offense he has committed. 1 

Another noteworthy e:ffort to identi:fy the factors 

involved in this selection process at the police level is 

provided'by Chambliss and Liell. Differing from the 

strategy of Piliavin and, Briar, who observed a iarge number 

or police-juvenile interactions, Chambliss and Liell 

analyzed in cietail one particular case of law enforcement ... 

16 

9 

16 

25 

66 
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According to these researchers police perceive arrests as 

either "riskyll or "safe ll , depending on lithe place where the 

offense occurs; the seriousness of the offense; and the 

reputation of the persons involved." 

They concluded: 

Accordingly it is the!;!e organizational 
considerations that determine who is 
defined by the community as deviant. 
The fact of deviance itself is a point 
of only secondary importance. It is the 
organizations ability to prosecute 
safely that is of primary consideration 
in determining who will be prosecuted 
and hoW' the prosecution will be 
accomplished. 17 

It should not be assumed that such selection processes are 

characteris'tic only at this introducto:t:y stage of tho. 

criminal justice system. Rather we should anticipate that 

where discretionary power exists (and it. is characteristic 

of all levels in the judicial system) then not only will 

irrelevant criteria be invoked in the decision process but 

also that considerable variation will exist between decision 

makers in the type of disposition they accord to similar 

cases. Two decades ago, with regard to sentencing behaviour 

in the courts, Gaudet, after summarizing the literature in 

this area, ' .... as moved to comment: 

1. That the. influence of the human 
equationis as great in the sentencing 
tendencies of judges as it. is in 
the other fields of human judgement 
which have been studied. 

2. That legal nominalism as expressed by 
Blackstone (Ithe judgement. though 
pronounced or awarded by the judges 
is not their determination but the 
determination or .sentence of the Law') 



is one o£ the most £allacious o£ all 
types o£ legal £iction. 18 

11 

!I!he most thorough American study in sentencing 

behaviour was conducted by Green in, pr-.ilade1.phia. Green 

analyzed 1,437 cases divided among eighteen judges and 

sentenced during the period 195( ,57. He £ound a high degree 

I o£ simil<U'i ty in the length o£ pani tentiary sentences imposed 

by the di££erent judges on similar ca3es. Less impressive 

is the similarity between the judges in the selection 

between disposition alternatives £or similar cases: 

The gravity o£ the cases is controlled 
by assigning to each case a score based 
upon the observed relatiqnship between 
each o£ the legal criteria£or sentencing 
and the severity o£ the sentences - the 
higher the score the more serious the 
case. 

In the category o£ low scor~ c~ses two 
groups of judges emerge: s~ 1IDpose 
sentences of non-imprisonment in no 
more than. half of their respective cases. 
In the cases of inte~ediate gravity 
three groups of ju,il:ges take form. One 
group o£ three jUdges metes out peni
tentiary sentences in the ra~ge o£ 0.0% 
to 11.8%; the range for the second group 
o£ eight judges is 18.4% to 34.2%; and 
for a third group o£ six judges it is 
38.0% to 57.1%. \'Tithin the high score. 
cases, the major division occurs between 
the fourteen judges who sentence over 
ha1£ o£ their respective cases to peni
tentiary terms and the £our.who impose 
such sentences in less than bal£ o£ their 
cases.19 . 

Cameron studied dif£erentials in courts' responses i 

to cases o£ shopli£ting and found striking dif~erences 

between Negro and white women both in t~rms o£ the 

proportion found 'not guilty', and the proportion sentenced 

i : .... 
i ... 

I 

f 
I 
I 
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to jail. No substantial differences were foun~ between 

Negro and. white women in terms of previous arrests or the 

value of the merchandise stolen. 20 

12 

Moving into the international scene, we find that 

decision studies investigating the sentencing behaviour of 

judges in England and Canada have produced data indicating 

similar discrepancies as those found in the United states. 

Hood, after observing that the proportion. of adult 

males sentenced to imprisonment for indictable offenses in 

England varied widely between magistrates courts, analyzed 

a sampJ.e of case lll.aterials and found: 

1. Any variations in the type of offenders 
appearing before these courts are not 
highly correlated with variations in 
the use of imprisonment. 

2. The imprisonment polbies of the 
magistrate I s appear to be. related to 
the social characteristlcs of the area 
they serve, the social cons~itution of 
the bench. and its particular view of 
the crime problem. . 

,. There are few differences between the 
cases chosen· for probation and those 
for conditional discharge. 21 

In Canada, Jaffary compared the ten Canadian 

provinces in terms of magistrate I s decisio!ls on cases 

accused of one of six common indictable offenses (assault 

causing bodily harm, common assault, assault on a peace 

officer, breaking and entering, and theft, and false 

* pre.tenses ). He found considerable variation between the 

* Canada has a National ~enal Code so the Provinces 
do not~· iJ.\ their definitions of these crimes. 
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pr.ovinces in the USe of short jail sentences, probation, 

sU~l'ended sentences, fines and imprisonment. 22 

Observed differentials in court sentencing practices 

have led to efforts such as Training Institutes for Judge~, 

conferenc.es where judges, probationers and parolees can meet 

together, and suggestions that judges spend a minimum amount 

·of time in institutions - all desi~ed to stimulate greater 

uniformity in decisions and/or-an increased proportion of 

more humanitarian dispositions. Such reasoning is limited 

in that it ignores principlesi:..of rationality and the SOCial 

situation of the courtroom •. The concept of uniformity is 

of only peripheral significance to "the principle of 

ra~ionality. Rationality (in the statistical sense) refers 

to the selection, on the basis of available information, ot 

that alternative which maximizes pay-off with respect to 

the designated objecti";'es of the .decision. Since the 

concept of uniformity does not include the dimension of 

objectives, it is possible to oe uniformly non-ra.tional. 

All efforts to increase uniform! ty in decision m~ing . 

the:!:efore contribute nothing to correctional effectiveness. 

With regard tQ_ attempts to promote more humanitarian 

(i.e., probation) dispos.L'1')ns, it should be pointed out 

that no necessary relationship exists between the more 

humanitari~ dispositions and correctiona.l effectiveness 

(although the availa.ble data indicates that prObation and 

imprisonment are equally effective).23 Furthermore, such 

attempts ignore the in~luence of fa.ctors beyond th~ personality 
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o'f the judge which influence the decision process, notably J 

the probation officer's recommendation to the court. Of 

the available studies dealing with probation officer 

recommendation and judicial decision, the most noteworthy 

is that by Wilkins and Carter. These authors present data 
.• "r 

indicating that while the percentage of cases placed on 

probation by a sample of United states District Courts 

varied widely (a range of more than 60%), the rate of agreement 

between probation officers' recommendations (for probation) 

and judges' decisions was consistently high (94-.1%).across 

a.ll. districts. 

US~ OF PROBATION A}ID RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR.AND AGAINST PROBATION BY SELECTED UNITED STATES 

DISTRIOT OOURTS FISOAL YEAR 1964* 

% OF OASES REO. % OF CASl~S 
PROBATION 8: REC • AGAINST 
GRANTED PROBATIOlf BUT 

% USE OF PROBATION GRANTED 
COURTS PROBATION PROBATIOlL-

A 78.3 97.3 36.4 
13 71.4- 95.1 34.4 
0 70.7 96.3 0.0 
D 70.4 95.0 18.2 

'E 10.2- 100.0 3.6 
F 50.8 94.3 15.2 
G 50.0 100.0 5.9 
H 50.0 95.4- 12.8 
I 50.0 92.9 0.0 
J 49.7 100.0 16.7' 
K 49.6 96.6 0.0 
L 36.8 100.0 0.0 
H 36.5 100.0 12.0 
N 35.6 93.7 6.8 
0 28.5 89.1 33.8 
p 26.3 86.4- 13.8 

TOTAL 50.2 94.1 19.7 

*This Table is an abl;lreviated vers.-lon of the table 
p1~sented by Carter and Wilkins. 
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The rate of agreement between probation officers' 

recommendations and judges"decisions falls When considered 

by probation officers'recommendations against probation 

(see Table). The authors concluded that "in a sense, if 

this relationship measures 'punitiveness' then it may be 

concluded that the probation officer is more punitive than 

.the judge. 1124-

No data is presented in the Wilkins-Carter paper 

indicating whether the differences in percentage of cases 

recommended probation between the separate courts is supported 
. 

or unsupported by differences in the types of cases coming 

~efore the probation officer. While no def~nitive conclusions 

can therefore be supported in this instance, data from other 

sources lend considerable weight to the contention that such 

variations xeflect differences in orientation between decision-, 
makers rather than differences in the types of cases 

considered. 

WilkinlB conducted a simu1ate(1 decision study with 

probation officers who were required to formulate decisions 

~tilizing information provided them on an information board. 

Discrete items of information were reproduced on index cards and 

arranged on a board such that only the lower edge cbntaining 

thE! classification title was yisib1e. The information area 

(e.g., employment) could be identified by the card title, and 

the information itself could be read by nipping the card • 

. The subjects were required to utilize the info;rmation in 

formulating a decision of whether or not to recommend 
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probation for the particular case consinered. The information 

could be read in any order choseIl;. by the probation officers 

who were told', that the .purpose of the study was to sEle how 

quickly, and utilizing as little information as possible, 

they could arrive at a decision. Wilkins concluded: 

The ways in which people seek and utilize 
information in the course of decision
making may be characteristic of the persons 
concerned rather than the types of decisions. 

Very considerable individuality is revealed 
in the typ,'as of information sought .at 
different t;imes (by probation officers), 
but some uniformity is to be noted in that 
just over one half of the officers referred 
to the details of the offense behaviour at 
an early stage whereas others did not do so. 
Some officers did not refer to this item of 
information" at a1l. 25 

Takagi and Robison conducted a decision study involving 

all members of a state parole agency' (260 caseload carrying 

age~ts, ;8 unit office supervisors,' 5 regional admi~trators, 

15 members from regional headquarters staff and jhe chief 

of the parole agency). All subjects were provided with a 

set of ten parolee case histories (in summary form) already 

processed by the parole agency and the parole board. All 

subjects were required to make a decision on each case 

~ecommending that the case b~ either "returned to the 

institution" or "continued on parole". Takagi. and Robison 

present the following Table in summary of their findings: 

NUHBER OF 
RESPONDENTS 

PERCENT OF 

NUMBER OF RETURN RECO}~NDATIONS ON TEN CASES ' 
Zero One Two Three JJ'OUl.' pi ve Six Seven Eight Nine Ten' 

o 1 2 7 26;6 67 88 33 

RESPONDENTS 0.0 .3 .6 2.2 8.2 11.321.1 27.6 16.7 10.4 1.6 

.H = 3..W-
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About half the subjects (49%) decided to 
return either six or seven oZ the cases. 
The rangeaIilong the '318 was :trom one agent 
who chose ~o continue all but one case on 

·parole to five agent~ who chose to return 
all ten to prison. E'ren ;subjects who 
continued the'same number of cases on. parole 
were not often in agreement about which of 
the cases they should continue. For example, 
the most frequent number of continue recom
mendations was three cases (seven returns) 
produced by 88 subjects; these 88 arrive~ 
at tbree continues in over twenty different 
ways (e.g., cases A, Ot and I, or cases D, 
E, and G,or cases A, H, and I) and every 
one of the ten cases appea~ed in at least 
one ,of these combinations of thre~.26 

The authors concluded: 

The variability among agents on case 
recommendations, as documented above, 
offers some support for an assertion often 
heard from parolees: 'Whether or not you 
make it on parole all depends on which 
agent you happen to get.' 27 
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The ten case histories administered to parole ageniis 

by Takagi and Robison in 1965 were 'resubmitted to a sample 

of agents in 1967 (the sample consisted of all parole agents 

in one administrative region and included - with interesting 

* results - agents' secretarial staff). Kingsnorth found 

that the median number of cases recommended "continue on 

parolel:' in this region had risen f~oU '3.0 in 1965 to 5.0 in 

1967. 28 (Agents who took the test in 1965 but not in 1967 

recommended a median number of '3.0 cases continue, while 

agents who took the test in 1967 but not in 1965 recommended 

* Secretaries in more punitive offices offered more 
~unitive recommendations than'their counterparts in more 
lenient offices suggesting some kind of cultural transmission 
effect ~etween agents and their secretaries. 
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a median number of 5.0 cases continue so the overall shift 

in recommendation patterns cannot be att±±buted to this 

source.) In other words, cases that would have been returned 

to the wsti tution for a technical -violation of parole in 

1965 would have been retained on parole in 1967. 

Since the case stimuli in both studies 
were identical, this change in decision 
patterns cannot be attributed to changes 
in client behaviour. The finding supports 
the position that recidivism rates should 
be regarded in the context of an interaction 
between client and decision maker with the 
latter's orientation being perhaps as 
crucial a ~~terminant as the former's 
behaviour.c;.':J 

It was concluded that the most probable explanation for the 

ditference in recommendation patterns in these years was 

the change in agency policy that took place in this period 

and which emphasized maintaining marginal cases in the 

community. '30 

It should be pOinted out that the recommendation 

"return to the institution" is a disposition alternative 

justified by the parole agency in terms of its assumed 

predictive relationship to the "return to the institution 

With new comm.itment" decision. In other words" it is 

assumed that parole agents can. predict future criminal 

behaviour on the part of parolees on the basis of present 

non-criminal difficulties, and that such future criminal 

behaviour can be forestalled by removing the parolee from 

the community. Th~ validity or non-validity of this' 

assumption can be demonstrated empirically': 



Across ofi'ices, ne~ther long jail sentences 
nor prison returns to finish terms were 
significantly related ;;0 prison returns 
with new commitment: rho. return TFT vs. 
return with new commitment = -.166(n.s.).31 
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In aummary the existing parole literature indicates 

that returns to the institutiOn of parole violators is an 

agency controlled decision ~nfluenced by attitudes of 

decision makers and whatever happens to be the current 

·'agency policy. Whether the individual parolee successfully 

comp1et~s his term on parole or is drafted into the status 

of a parole violator returned to the institution to finish 

his term is heavily contingent on circumstances of time 

'I and place, rather than his behaviour. Furthermore. parole 

violating. behaviour clearly falls into the categor,y of 

secondary deviation: 

Even more revealing of second order 
deViance is the revocati.on of parole for 
drinking, £or getting mar~ied without 
permission of the parole officer, or 
leaving the local ~ea for any of a 
variety of reasons which would be deemed 
entirely normal or good for other unstig~ 

g matized persons.3Z . 

Finally, it should be rei.terated that the justification of 

the "return to the institution to finish term" disposition 

as a preventive measure against £uture criminal behaviour 

finds no empirical support. 

In the £ollowing chapter-s 'ile shall present data 

analysing parole agent decisions regard:I,ng whether or not 

to discharge the parolee from parole, and Which essentially 

supports the above conclusions although in the context o£ 

I 
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a different decision. 

Our study may be rfJgarded as an extension of thOS~1 

decision studies briefly discussed in this cfuipte1:'. We axe 

. concerned with whether Yariations in case decisions are 

.\ correlated with variations in types of cases. We are 

, 

interested in variations in case decisions by position in 

the administrative hierarchy, and in discoverillg those 

i"ac.tors most efficient in discriminating between decision 

alternatives. 

A brief statement of procedure is in order. The 

:;;i" data source utilized was Pal."ole Agent Reports which summarized 
: 'I. 

case hist.oriel.? and included case recommendation wb..i.ch were 

then processed through the admiJ+istratiV'e; hierarchy to the 

California Adul t Authority for final de'cisions as to whether 

the case should be discharged or co~tinued on parole. Over 

2,000 cases (i.e., the total population) were content 

analyzed across approximately fifty code ca.tegories. The 

code categories were developed by six researcher,s 011 a 

sample of 324 cases (the total population of case reports 

tor olie administrative' region) • The coding ;format was then. 

applied to the :remaining cases cl.!l.d a reliability check 

m.a.intained on a random sample OJr:20% o:f;the total cases. 

OOde definitions of all the cod.e ~ategories discussed in 

this :COW~:!:t can be found in the Appendix. 
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e HAP T E R I I. 

THE PRIMARY REVIEW: 2943 p.e. 

In 1965 the California state Legislature enacted 

legis~ation providing for the discharge from parole Of! all 

parolees who had served a minimum of two successful years 

Oll parole ,1,2 conditional upon a favourable case review by 

the Adult Authority. The report by the committee wh,ich 

recommended this bill to the Legislature outlined the 

purpose of this law: 
Establish as a requirement for parole 
supervision in excess of two years, following 
release from prison, that the autllOri ties 
must make an affirmative finding of the need 
for continuation of this state expense. 

The adoptio~ of this measure will simply 
emphasize the importance of a two year post
inati tutional evaluation' and will not • 
prevent, on the basiS of verified need, 
continuedsupervision. : 

The 9-doption of this measure s.hould result 
in more effective utilization of the services 
of parole agents. In order to achieve this 
result, it will be nece~sary for the pre~ent 
Department of Finance formula for determining 
the ratio of parole agents to parolees be 
modified. 
The parolees remaining on parole after this 

1The term t'successful ll meaning no returns to prison, 
or parole suspensions during this period .• 

2parolees carrying life sentences were not eligible 
for consideration unAer this provision. 



screening present an evaluated need for 
careful continuous supervision. 
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Two important points emerge from this report. First, 

the pttrpose of this law is to reduce state expense in this 

area and to utilize more effectively the parole ~gents' 

services via reduced caseloads. Second, and more important 

.for our purposes, the law provided for discharge from parole. 

unless justification could be shown for continued supervision, 

rather than continued sup~rvision ~ess justification could 

be shown for discharge. The tone is, therefore, ra~ical 

rather than conserva'tive, and if the bill were implemented 
Q 

in the spirit in which it was written we would expect this 

orientation to be reflected in the discharge rate. 

The law as it is actually written into the California 

~enal Code is as follows: 

Section 1. Section 2943 T.C.is added to the 
~enal Code, to read: 
2943 ~.C. Not withstanding any other provision 
of law, when any person other than a person 
imprisoned under a life sentence has been 
released on parole from the state prison, and 
has been on parole continuously for t\'!O years 
since release from confinement, the Adult 
Authority, in the oase of a'male prisoner, 
and the Board of Trustees of the California 
Institution for Women in the case of a 
female prisoner, shall, within ,0 days, deter
mine Whether or not, b7 the standard of his 
rehabilitation, such person's term of imprison
ment shall terminate on the expiration of 
such. 30 day period. The Authority or Board 
shall make a written copy of its determination 
and transfer a copy thereof to the parolee. 
If the Authority or Board so determines thai. 
such person's term shall be terminated ,.he 
&hall be completely discharged at the end of 
euch 30 day period. 

At the time of the implementation of 2943 ~.C. 



(hereafter referred to as primaTY review), the Adult 

Authority also formulated a policy statement known as 

P.S. 275 (hereafter referred to as subsequent ~eview), 

providing for fUrther review of cases every twelve months 

subsequent to a "Continue on Parole" action under the 

primar,y review provision, assuming 'no routine expiration 

had taken place during that time. Data will also be 

presented regarding the implementation of this policy 

statement. 

Structure of the Correctional System 

During the period under study the Department of 

Corrections ~arole Agency was divided into five regional 
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areas, each regi~n being supervised by a regional adrvirilil trator. * 
These regions were fUrther divided ~to districts, each district 

being an administrative subdivision composed of eight to ten 

parole agents and administered by a, district supervisor. 

There were forty-one districts in the state at the time of.' 

** the study. 

In the context of the implementation of the primary 

review, parole agents are responsible for a case evaluation 

accompanied by an appropriate recommendation for either 

* Since the time of: the implementation of tlle primary 
review, the California ~arole System has undergone several 
structural changes. ]?or example, there are i:lO'i1 four regions 
instead of .five. This discussion is tteref'ore valid only for 
the period September, 1965 to March, 1961. 

** ' Since some of. these dist:r-ictE' have a very small 
eligible client population, they have been collapsed, giving 
38 districts for purposesot analysis. 
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"continue on parole" or "discharge fromparole". This report 

i~ then submitted to the District Supervisor, whop although 

he is not empowered to countermand the recommendation of 

the parote agent, nonetheless possesses the authority to 

submit a supplementary recommendation of his own, advising 

that he is not in a.greement wi tl,l the agent. ,The case is 

then submitted to a Regional Administrator, "rho se position 

is anal.agqus~ to that of the District Supervisor, in that he 

is not empowered to o,.,errule the recommendations of his two 

subordinates (i.e., the parole agent and the District 

Supervisor), but he is ,permitted to submit a supplementary 

r~commenaation of his own offering a divergent opinion. 

Each case was then forwarded for re'view to an "ad hoc" 

committee composed of two Hearing Representatives from the 

Adul t Authority who were appointed. specifically for the task 

of reviewing that backlog of cases created by the law. It 

is important to remember that this ad hoc committee was 

created orily to dispose of the backlog of cases. Since its 

disappearance from ·the decision process following disposi tio'n 

of the backlog, important consequences for discharge rates ' 

under normal ?perating conditions have occurred. The report 

Was theIl. suhmi tted by the' Hearing Representatives. to the 

,AdUl t A~thori ty member in whom was vested the responsibility 

of making the final decision. After the backlog oz cases 

had been reviewed and the Hear.ing Representatives removed 

from the decision process, case recomwendations were processed 

directly from Regional Administrators to the Adult Authority. 
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Cll.A.:P~ER III 

.ADmRISTRAT:r-r:E HIERARCHY FACTORS 

This chapter pre~ts an analysis by position in the 

a.dministrative hierarchy o.f: recommendations submitted under 

thePrimar1 Review provision at the state and Regiona~ 

levels under both the T.,fitial and Re~ar calendars.
1 

The 

Ini tial calendar refers fu the backlog of cases created by 

the enactment of the J..epf"Jation as \'le~l as those cases 

which became eligib~e ~c= review between September and 

~eoember, 1965 (i.e., cases which conc~uaed two successfu~ 

years on parol.e during '2ese months). lni tia~ ca~endar cases 

were reviewed in the IDO:::l:tths of october, November, and 

Dec~~ber, 1965. All CaEe$ reviewed subsequent to that period 

comprise the Regular ca:lfoc...llda:r:. 
Table I documents the magnitude of the variation in 

percentage discharge re~~endations between districts within 

the state of California~ The prob~em is immediately presented 

o~ the feasibility of e17Ta'ining such a variation (from a 

high: of 100% discharge ::r,::commendations to a loW of ;0% 

discharge recommendatio=s] in terms of variations in the 

quality ot cases evnlua~d in these different districts. 

1The discrepanci~£ in, the number of Initia], Ca~endar 
casea which occur in the ~port tables (Tab~eI, N~1,;59t 
Table 1'1, 1f=1,412., Tab'l~ IT. N~1,455) are a result of early 
analysis of the data be.:!'o.:ce all the reports had been co~~ected. 
~s was a consequence~~ s~ow processing of reporta to the 
research unit .:from some af: the paro~e districts. This 
defioiency re.sulted in:=Cl significant change in deciaion 
patterns •. 

i, 



l'ERCEllTAGEOF DISCHARGE BECOf·lI"lENDATIONS ONl'RIMARY REVIEW 
INITIAL CALENDARif" CASES :BY WI!!! OFFICE 

UNIT % DIscHARGE ---unTIl! % ])IBcIIKR'Gll 
REGION DESIGNATIONRECO!~NDATION REGIOn, DESIGnATION RECO!-lMENDATION 

III 1 100 II 20 65 
III 2 96 I 21 64 
II3 95 IV 22 63 

V 4 95 IV 23 62 
II 5 90 V 2.4 61 
II 6 88 I 25 60 

III 7 87 IV 26 60 
III 8 84 II 27 59 

I 9 84 V 28 59 
III 10 83 IV 29 56 

IV 11 77 v:;o 55 
II 12 73 V 31 54 
IV 13 73 IV 32 52 

III. 14 72 v 33 50 
V 15 71 I 34 49 . 
I 16 70 II 35 39 

IV 17 70 V 36 34 
I 18 68 IV 37 31 

II 19 66 IV 38 ~o 
. STATEWIDE", .64%. _. ~~ __ .~ . ~ __ __ 

*N = 1,359, i.e., 93% of all Irdtial Calendar cases. 
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While Bome varia.tion may eJdst in the types of cases reviewed, 

a more (lomp1.et(e explanation. would seem torequirel a thorough 

examination 0'£ the pOBsibili ty of variation between decision 

makers :in te:.crns of the relative importance they attach to 

certain types of information in the process of formulating 

decisions. 

T,ab1e II documents tllXee important phen1omena. First, 

given a l:larole agent recommendation for "continue on parole lf 

then. an "lction ·to this effect will a.1most invariably be 

decided upon by the Adult 'Authority. Thus, of 510 cases 

submitted by parole agents reoommending continue on parole, 

502 enjoyed an uninterrupted passage through the higher 

levels of deciSion making, cUlminating in a continue on 

parOle action ~y the ,Adult Authority. Of the :remaining eight 

caBes, four, though. interrupted at <'t higher level by 

Bupp1ementar,)T re.commendations for d.isoharge from parole, 

nevertheless received a continue decision fJ~om the Adult 

Au'thori ti. ·Sel10nd, a parole .a.gent I s recoJlll1l(~ndation for a 

d~scnaige mil, during its passage through the higher levels 

'in thel 13yatem, meet with incrEiasing degrees of conservat:!,sm; 

each level, with the exception of the Adult Authority, is 

aeem:!.ngly· more prone. than the preceeding 1e1,e1 to invert a 

discharge recommendation to a continue recommendation. 

Taus, it will be noted that District Supe~~isors depleted 

:Parole Agent discharge recommendations by 5.5% and Regional 

AdlllinietratorJ:1 reduced this number by a::thrthl~r 8. 3~. !l!he 

I 
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TABLE II 

DECISION' FLOW CHART 
INDIOATIN(} DEC"ISIONS RENDERED ON ALL CASES 
, AT EACH STAGE OF THEDECI'SION HIERARCHY 

c 

~ 
c 
1 

0 

1 
3 

~~ 
1 

-0 
-0 

1 
0 

0 
-0 

02 
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P\ ;! 1412 CASES 

~/i 
,·-f:ii 
1 "¥ 

.1 
) 

:, i 

PA DS RA 
PA=PA,ROLE AGENT 
DB :: DISTRICT SUPERVISOR 
RA ;" REGIONAIt ADMINISTRATOR 
H1't ,::; HEARING REPRESENTATIVE 

0 

0 
0 

-2 
0 
0 
3 
133 
0 

14 

=t~7 
1 
343 

HR AA 

AA = ADULT AUTHORITY 

C =COIITIlTUE 
D == DISCHARGE 

31 

c 
d.· 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 

c 
d 
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d 
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d 
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Hearing Representatives, upon receiving recommendations for 

discharge on fifty per cent of the cases presented to them 

(these cases successfully passed through the lower adminis-

trative levels without receiving a supplementary recommendation 

differing from the original), submitted a continue on parole 

:recommendation to the Adult.' Av.thori ty on over one half of 

them. Table II indicates that the Aiult Authority is doing 

little more than acting as a rubber stamp to the Hearing 

Representatives I recommendations. 

It is therefore apparent that each level in the decision 

making hierarchy is evaluating cases against a set of deqision, 

criteria different from that operating at oth~r levels. If 

all levels in the system were evaluating cases agai~st the 

same criteria, we would expect much closer agreement on all 

cases at all ·levels in the hierarchy.. Such diff'erences must 

reflect an inadequate statement of what the Adu'Lt Authority 

considers to be the appropriate standards of sJ).ccessful 

rehabilitation. 

Table III indicates that the percentage of cases 

recommended for discharge w:J..\;Un the five regions under the 

iui tial calendar varied from .53% in Region IV to 84% in 

Region .III. .Hypothesising that this variation in recommendation 

patterns might reflect variations in the client populations 

eligible for review in these regions, mean base expectancy 

scores were computed for the five regional populations. 

Table D/ indicates the distribution of base expectancy 

cat!3tJ,ories for the eligible parole populations within the 



REGION I 
---rnitial 

REGION II 
- Initial 

Regular 

REGION III 
Initial 
Regular 

REGION n 
Initial 
Regular 

REGION V 
---Initial 

Regular 

PA DS 

61 58 
57 57 

70 70 
68 68 

84- 8'3 
58 57 

5'3 47 
'35 '31 

58 51 
'38 '36. 

PA = Parole Agent Recommendation 

RA 

58 
57 

70 
68 

70 
56 

27 
27 

40 
'35 

DS = District Supervisor Recommendation 

HR 

'37 

'32 

24-

17 

26 

RA = Regional Adm:i.nistrator Recommendation 
HR = Hearing Representative Recommendation 
AA= Adult Authority Action .... 

. -

AA 

'37 
55 

'32 
65 

24 
44 

17 
24-

25 
'30 
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:BASE EXPEC!,i)A1fCY SCORES OF J?AROLEE'S :By J?1\.ROLE REGION' 

:PAROLE REGION 
J3ASE EX.PEt)TA.!{OY 

61A SCORES* ,.... REGION I REGION II REGION III REGION IV REGION V" 

69 - 76 12.8 9.8 6.0 6.6 8.8 
53.- 68 29.1 27., 25.9 28., ,1.6,. 
46 - 52 21.7 19.6 19.0 24.5 18.2 
,3 - 45 26.1 53.2 37.5 29.6 :;0.6 
27 - 32 8.4 8., 6.9 6.1 6.2 
17 - 26 1.5 -1.a 4.2 ,.7 3.8 
o - 16 .5 0 .5 .7 .7 

TOTALS 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 99.5% 100.0% 

MEAN'13ASE 
EXPECTANCY SCORE 50.5 49.0 47.0 48.4- 49.1 

*A base expectancy score is an actuarial measure of a man's probable success on 
parole. The table is built utilizing multiple regression methods and~ased on. the 
:following information item: . ' 

Five Year Arrest Free Period 
Few Jail Commitments (less than three) 
No Bistory of Opiate Use 
SIx Months Period of ~plpyment per Single Employer 
No Alcohol Involvement 
Favorable Living Arrangements 
First Arrest not for Auto Theft 
This Commitment Offense not for :Burglary or Cheoks 
First Commitment this Serial Number 
Few Arrests (lees than three) 
No Family Criminal Involvement. 

\.>l 
.J>o' 
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five regions under the Initial calendar. It is evident from 

the table that 'the client population as measured by the 'base 

expectancy ~ormula does not vary significantly ~ong regIQns~* 
!rherefore explanations which attempt to, accol,lnt £or variations 

in discharge recommendations between regions in t~rms oi' . 
variations in the quality of mat~rial de?i~~~P9n are not 

supported by this data. 

I:£ we consider variations, both in discharge actions 

and discharge recommendations between regions over time (i.e., 

between the initial and regular calendars), certain interesting 

trends can be' observed (~ee Table III). It is apparent that 

recommendations for discharge under the xegular calendar 

have fallen in all regions relative to initial calendar 

recommendations. Ro"'e-vt".t'~~ in two of the regions (I and II), 

recomrnendati'ons have fallen considerably less than in the 

other three.' The most simple explanation :ror this occurrence 

is in terms of the sensl tivity of agents to those lev'els in 

the hierarchy to whom they are immediately respomlible, 

namely the district supervisors and regional administrators. 

It will be observed from Table III that in Regions I and II 

under the initial calendar "interference" in parole agents' 

recommendations at the levels of regional administrators and 

district supervisors is minimal in comparison to the other 

'* . 
The mean base expectancy score for each region was 

computed by mul.tiplying the mean of each base expectancy 
categor.y by ~he number of subjects in that category, summing 
across all categories :£or each region and dividing by the 
total number o£ subjects in each region. Table III was 
compu'i;ed only£or those 1455 cases reviewed under the 
illitial calendar. . 

I 
IS ,. 

I. 
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three regions'. It may be :hypothesized. that the subseq:uent 

fall in discharge recommendations submitted by parole 

agents 1tnder the regular calendar in these three regions is 

a. direct response to the greater degree of "interference" in 

recommendations submitted under the initial calendar by 

regional supervisors and district administr~tors. An 

alternative hypothesis would be that in those regions where 

discharg~ reco~endations have dropped considerably this 

reflects a deterioration in the q:uality of cases eligible 

for review. Again, this is unlikely. 

Additionally, it should be remembered that under the 

regular calendar the hearing representatives were not an 

operating decision-level. ~he conseq:uence of their 

disappearanc~ from the scene is documented in ~able III. 

~he Adult Authority, previously conc~ring in hearing 

representative recommendations, now received recommendations 

processed to it directly from the regional administrators. 

~he cutting back of discharge recommendations characteristic 

of the initial calendar is absent under regular conditions. 

Oonseq:uently, ,under the regular calendar, even though 

discharge recommendations have fallen (presumably due to 

the agents' becoming more aware of regional administrators' 

and d~8trict supervisors' standards as they were indicated 

by aUPPlemEmtary recommenda tiona under the ini tialcalelldar) ~ 

discharge actions are grea te:r than under the initial 

calend,ar. 

We may note that under the regular calendar the 
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amoun~ of interruption of cases at t~e.district supervisor 

and regional administrator levels has fallen in all regions, 

with the exception of Region II. (Under the :Lni tial calendar 

there was no "interference" from these levels in Region II 

and, hence, no opportunity for "interference" to decline 

This possibility reflects the fact that parole 

agent recommen~ •. ;l..tions, having :t;2.llen considerably under the 

regular calendar, are more in line with th~se of district 

supervisors and regional administrators. Addi tionaJ.ly , 

known communication between regional administrators 

probably resulted in adjustments bringing them more in line 

Thus, during the regular calendar the 

amount of j;nterference in recommendations at the regional 

level is broadly at the same level in all the regions 

although the actual percentage reco~ended for discharge 

Some further points may be noted here regarding the 

distribution among regions and individual districts of 

"difference of opinion" submitted by district supervisors 

1. The phenomenon occurs in four of the regions 

unaer.tq~ initial calendar; and in one of the four, Region 

2. In Region I all "differences of opinion" registered 

at the district supervisor level emanated from one district. 

Of the ten districts in Region IV, one of them 
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PERCENTAGE OF PAROLE AGENT DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATION CASES DENIED 
DISCHARGE BY THE ADULT AU~HORITY BY REGION BY CALENDAR 

_W 
STATE REGION I REGION II REGION III REGION IV REGION V 

In! tia1 Ca1endar 

Regular Calendar 

38% 

8% 

24% 

2% 

38% 

3% 

60% 

14% 

36% 

11% 

NUMBER OF PAROLE AGENTS DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATION CASES SHIFTED TO 
CONTINUE RECOMMENDATIONS BY REGION, BY CALENDAR AND DECISION LEVEL* 

33% 

8% 

STATE REGION I REGION II REGION III REGION IV REGION V 

INITIAL CALENDAR 
District Supervisor 47 4a 
F-:\gional Administrator 135 
;,,"aring Representative 327 23 126 
lCGULAR CA:GENDAR 
District Superv~sor 11 
Regional Administrator 10 
Hearing Represehtative 35 2 4 

p. Al1 were from a single district. 
. 1 12 were from a single district. 
c. 10 were from a single district. 

1 
27 
99 

1 
1 

13 

22b 
77 
38 

7 
8 
6 

3 ~iBtripts accounted for 20 • 
Remainder were distributed. 

20c 
31 
41 

3 
1 
8 

*Only discharge recommendations shifted to continue recommendations are dealt 
with here, since shifts in the opposite direction (Le., continue recommendations 
shifted to discharge recommendations) occurred in only eleven instances in over two 
thousand cases. 

'VI 
<Xl 
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accounted for 55 percent of the total number of "differences. 
etf 
of opinion" in the region. The addition of two more districts 

accounts for 91 percent of the total. 

4. That, in Region V, 50 percent of the "differences 

of opinion" came from one district. 

If, therefore, we examine the "differences of opinion" 

submitted at the district level by regions, we obtain a 

rather distorted yiew since it appears that at least two of 

the five regions are considerably. out of line with the rest. 

This is, of course, true; but it seems more meaningful to 

examine the varian?e by districts, in which case, we find 

that, of the 38 dis'tricts, only five are very much out of 

line with the rest. 

Reductions in interruptive activity a~ the intermediary 

decision levels under the regular c~endar are also demonstrated 

and the effect Qf the absence of this activity on final actions. 

Thus it will be observed that "action shifts" of' the "DC" 

type have fallen in all regions under the regular calendar. 

iX' 
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CHAPTER IV 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION 

Parole agent repor.ts were used ~s a data source for 

d"scribing the client populations reviewed for discharge 

during October, November and December, 1965, under the 

Initial Calendar (1,455 cases), and from January to JWle, 

1966, under the Regular Calendar.(687 cases). Of the 

1,455 cases reviewed under the Initial Calendar decision 

procedure 17% were granted discharge compa~ed to 42% of 

those cases reviewed during the first six months of the 

Regular Calendar. In order to test the bypothesis that 

the observed difference in discharge actions across the 

two calendars reflects differences in the quality of cases 

reviewed, this chapter is devoted to 'a comparison of the 

two populations in tJrms of parole agent descriptions. 

In terms of the characteristics coded from parole 

agent reports, the two study populations appear quite 

Bimilarto one an1Jther; and the initial'calendar population 

description (see Tables VI, VII, VIII) appears, in many 

respects, likely to be representative of the two-year 

"survisor" population. Three percent of the regular 

calendar population had experienced an interruption of yarole 

(VB 2% ,initial calendar); 28 percent had been arrested and 

charged (vs 31%); 21 perce~t had experiencea a "major" 

board action (VB 23%); 24 percent were required to report 

,", 
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PBEVALENCE OF CERTAIN FACTOR CODES DURING THE INITIAL AND REGULAR CALENDARS 
AND THEIR RELATION TO DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS AND DISCHARGE ACTIONS 

PERCENT PERCENT WITH PERCENT 
CASES WITH CHARACTERISTIC ACTUALLY 

. CHARACTERISTIC RECOMMENDED GRANTED 
FOR DISCHARGE DISCHARGE 

1-l"RAR-WGS lffiARl NGS HEARINli::l 
Last 1st Last 1st Last 1st 
Qtr. 6 Mos. Qtr. 6 Mos. Qtr. 6 Mos. 
1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966 
-A- B -C- D ,- F 

Initial Regular 
Calendar Calendar 

N=1455 N=687 " 

FAVORABLE 
MASTER CODE 42% 45% 93% 84% 42% * 

\IOOo. "ti0 .l!ixceJ.J.en1i 
General Ad~stment • 33 34 87 . 78 40 * 
l'osl."til.ve ~urnabou.t ::;1 21 ~ -8',' -6 -2g * Satl.sfactorv Naturity 71 63 19 7 33 * Coo-peratl.ve 43 , 36 7.6 6' 30 :j!: 

Sta.tement of No Vl.ces 40 44 76 6' 29 :j!: 

No Sta.tement of'. Vl.ces 37 36 73 5~ 34 :j!:' 

Satl.sfactory Peers 
&: . Leisure .. - --- - 56 48 71 64 31 , * 

Residl.nl" ,,,/'ill.J.e 41 %. :Ie ')3 ,,1 * ·J!J..L CASES 100 100 '6, 49 27 43 
ConfIic~~l.onshl.-P 24 2, 5' 40 18 * .1iesiding 'i1/relatJ.ve 21 23 5 49 19 * Arresj;ecl, and Charged. ,1 28 4 25 7 *" Convict;ed t sentenc~) at 
least $24 or 5 days 23 17 45 25 7 * 

*Nearly Identical to Column D. 

i 

'b 
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PERCENT 
OASES WITH 

CHARACTERISTIC 

HEARINtT;:; 
Last 1st 
Qtr, . 6 Mos. 
1965 1966 
--r.- B 

Initial Regular 
Ca1endar Calendar 

N=1455 N=687 

Curreutly Unemployed 12 13 
Uni'avorab, e Master Code ;'H 55 
Mjr. Boarl Act~on 23 21 

SSen.t. to a~l 12 13 
incident imilar to 

Oommitment 20 14 
Gem. AdJustment 

'Below Satis. 21 , 17 
UD1'av. Oomment Re: 

Alcohol , 16 11 
UnQesirao~e Assoc~ates 12 10 
tlusaUs. m.~loy. 1b 1lj 
Unsatis. Aujust: Vlces' 23 20 
UnSat~s. Peers z Ie~s. 11 -9 
Neg. Turnaoout 20 25 
Unsat~s. 11atur~ ty 23 -28 

I,lli0,-.93B 
(Columns A & B) 

- -- -

*Nearly Identical to Oolumn D. 

PEROEN~ WITH 
OHARAOTERISTIC 

RECOMMENDED 
FOR DISCHARGE 
t1.:A1{nm~ 

Last 1st 
Qtr. 6 Illos. 
1965 1966 
C- D 

45 27 
43 22 
42 -Zt!: 
3~J H 

36 20 

35 21 

32 19 
28 -10 

, 21 b 
19 
14 
13 ~ 

3 
I,lli0-.983 
(Columns C & D) 

L-

PEROENT 
AOTUALLY 
GRANTED 
DISOHARGE 
--HE:fl.RI,NGS 
Last fst 
Qtr. 6 Moa. 
1965 1966 
-E- F 

14 * 
9 * 
l) * 
~ * 
5 * 

9 * 

5 * 
~ * 4 ~ 

1 * 
2 * 

4 * 1 1'< 

I,lli0,-.944 
(Oolullms 0 & E) 
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TABLE VII 

RELATIVE INCIDENCE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF 
INITIAL AND REGULAR CJt..LBNDAR POPULATIONS· 

WHICH'DID NOT DIFFER BY FIVE OR MORE PERCENT 

INITIAL REGULAR ~~~~~~j5 

42 

CALENDAR CALENDAR· DIFFERENCE 
Arrested on 
Suspicion-Charges 

5% 5% Dropped 0 
Unsatlos:t:actory 
FamilY' 3i tuation 9 9 0 
UnSa1;1o,:\1'actorJ 
Physical/Mental 

6 Condition 7 1 
Unsatlosfactory 
Residence 7 8 1 
l'aroJ.e Agen1; 
Arrest 4 5 1 
~rested-C.harges 
Dropped 8 9 1 
IISuspected ll Drug 
Use 5 4 1 
Nalllone Testlong 
Required 25" 24 1 
Interruption of 
This Parole 2 , 

3 1 
~Jor Board Action 
on This Parole ' 23 21. 2 
Currently Employed 78 tlU C 
Unsatisfactory 

16 Em.1>.loYment 18 2 
Unsatlosrac'tory 
Peers & Leisure 11 9 2 
Unsatisractory 

"Vices ll 23 20 3 
1I.l!'avorable 11 

Master Code 42 45 3 
Arrested and 
Charged on This 
Parole 31 28 :; 
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~1ABLE VIII 
, 

RELATIVE INCIDENCE OF CHARACT£'.dISTICS OF 
INITIAL MiD REGULAR CALENDAR POPULATIONS 

WHICH DIFFERED BY FIVE OR MORE PERCENT 
"1 

INITIAL REGULAR 
CHARACTERISTIC CALENDAR CALENDAR 

Married While On 
This Parole 30% 22% 

Satisfacto;~ Level 
Of Maturity , 71 63 

SatisfactClry Peer 
and Leisure 
Activ;ities 56 48 

"Cooperative" 43 36 

involved In 
Incident Related 
To Commitment 
Offense 20 14 

Residing With 
Wife 4·1 , 36 

'Living Alone 17 22 

I Dri~i~g Problem 21 16 I UnaaUsfactory 
Maturity 23 28 

43 

I ~'P:tml,U'l!J!j 

PERCENT 
DIFFERENCE 

8% 

8 

8 

7 

6 

5 

5 

5 

5 

;- ! 

:. I 

• I 

~~--------~------~--~_., 
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to nalline clinic (vs 25%); .4 percent ha.d been suspected of 

d!'Ug usage since last detected (vs 5%); 45 percent received 

a favorable "master ll code (vs 42%). Among other characteristics 

on which the two populations apperu:ed quite similar were: < 

currently employed, 80 percent (vs 78%); arrest on suspicion, 

5 percent (vs 5%); charges dropped, 9 percent (vs 8%); parole 

agent arrest, 5 percent (vs 4%); unsatisfactory adjustment 

in area of employment, 18 percent (vs 16%); of residence, . 

8 percent (vs 7%); 'of family, 9 percent (vs 9%); of physical 

and mental condition, 6 percent (vs 7%); of peers and 

leisure, 9 percent (vs 11%); and of vices, 20 percent (vs 23%). 

The characteristics on which the two study populations 

differed by 5 pexcent or.more were the following: Fewer of 

the regular calendar·cases had become married while on this 

Parole (22% vs 30% initial); fewer were residing with wife 

(36% vs 41%); and more were living alone (22% vs 17%). 

~ewer of the regular c~enda.r cases were stated to be co

~er~ive (36% vs 43%); judged to demonstrate a satisfactory 

level of maturity (63% vs 71%); or satisfactory peer relations 

and leisure activity (48% vs 56%). Fewer of the regular 

calendar cases were stated to have had a dri~ing problem 

(16% vs 21%), or to have been possibly involved in an 

incident related to a commitment offense (14% vs 20%); but 

more were judged to have demonstrated an unsatisfactory 

level of maturity. 

Table VI on the previous page lists twenty-six 

information factors coded from the parole agent reports, 
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arranged in order (Column C) o~ how "~avorable" they were on 

the initial calendar study population. ( "Favorable II was 
, 

defined merely on the basis o~ the percent possessing a 

characteristic who were recommended ~or discharge.) It can 

be noted that, though the baseline recommendation rate ~or 

discharge drops ~rom 64 percent on the initial calendar to 

49 percent on the regular calendar, the ~actors retain their 

ordinal rank vis a vis both the re'commendation rate and the 

frequency of mention. Given the unidirectional nature of 

dissent on the initial calendar and the near absence of 

dissent on the regular calendar, t,he ~actors al:oo preserve 

their relative placement on final discharge actions. 

To a lesser extent, the 38 parole districts examined 

also tended to preserve their ~ank on discharge recommendation 

rate between the two calendars (rho =; .522, p<.01). The 

discharge rec9mmendation rates ~or individual, districts 

ranged ;from 30-100 percent on the in! tial calendar and from 

12-88 percent on the regular calendar. 

The code on w~ch the two populations differed most 

markedly was one which dealt with a 'stylistic feature, 

rathe~ than the content of the parole agent reports. The 

code £s 1:2.~.Jr.;led "Turnabout" and refers to compound sentences 

which contain a value shift (favorable to un:favorable or 

Unfavorable to favorable) having relevance to the parolees' 

behavior or attitudes. Thus, "He has been steadily employed, 

bu,t he recently went on a drunken binge" conveys a dif~erent 

value emphaSis than "He recently went on a drunken binge but 
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has been steadily employed. 1I The coding system terms the 

former statement a IInegative ll turnabout and the latter a 

IIpositive ll turnabout. such sentences are believed to be 

quite important in a report, for they suggest a comparison, 

weighing, and evaluative attempt on the part of the writer. 

Coders., in reading the reports, were often surprised by the 

two content elements brought together in such a sentence 

and wondered why that particular pair, out of all those in 

the report, should have been brought into juXtaposition. 

Frequently, the relevance of the one part to the other 

appeared to be produced merely by invoking the conj~ctions 

"but,1I IIhowever," "nevertheless. 1I In the regular calendar 

reports, the occurrence of negative turnabout_ statements 

. increased to 25 perce~t .of the reports (from 20%) while 

positive turnabouts decreased to 21 percent (from 31%). 

-These findings suggest that, while cases. in the . 
regular calendar population appeared somewhat less likely 

than the 'initial calendar sample to have been in overt 

difficulty (arrests, conVictions, major board actions, 

related inciuents), its members were also less often 

depicted by parole agents as meeting satisfactory levels 

of adjustment in regard to maturity and co-oJ?eration and. 

that agents, when confront,ed with both positive and negative 

features ~n a case, grew less prone to accentuate the former • 

. It is speculated that the quality of cases considered on 

the regular calendar was at least as high as that of those 

on the initial Calendq,r (e.g • .- 45% with favorable master 
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re-call!:!Jlellllat1.ons 1:l.aO been mr.e~ib.n:!len}* 

between: "the :f:i:ve regions :in teJl:!lIls >O!:: 

1,. 

2. 

3. 

~e ;percentage o.i: case:s .in reach _~E_gi:Cln 
~ possessing the i:nf'o:rnna:ttu::crn ia:c'to.r; 

~ percentage 'Of' cases .in ~acb. :Tegitlll 
po.ssessing 'the. iacito],7 :a:na :TE:c'ommenCl:en 
.discharge; and 

~h.e peI'iJenita;ge of ,cases :in 'eatih :regfunn 
possessing the iacitn~ \cmd :Te:ceiv.ing ,B, 

discb.a:rge action,. 

5.'able IX :i:ndica"'testhai; :signi:i['ioa:n.it dtt:t:e!I:'en1;:'es 

(x.2 test o;t;tatisti:Ca1.Signi.:J.."'ican:ce) -exist ltteitweel'l. fub:l:a 

eatego:ries (-e,g •• coopilra:tit)l'lJ ana i;h~ 'JUltir'e !il,ob.~~~-ti~~'lI 

l:n.fol"!.lilitlon categvl:'itls ('&~g. 't r~slilrc.'fi'C~ 'With 'Wtte),. ~Q 

clea:rpattern emerges :f:r\:)m ~b:e tabi'etn the :S~"li's~t'h1l:it 

tho.ee items\"hitih :tall. tl'l ticlu:~ve :::;tl;;t;tstl/c~l ~,'@iU'l~an¢,i;l 
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INOIDENOE OF SELECTED FACTORS WITHIN REGIONS BY AGE~ 

REGION I REGION II REGION III~REGI6ii-:i:v--REGION v-iZ 

Satisfaotory Maturity 68.5 73.3 86.1 63.2 71.8 .001 
cooperative 39.4 42.4 54.6 33.6 50.5 .001 
No statement of Vices 36.4 44.2 31.9 33.3 36.8 .02 
Satisfaotory ~eers and 

Leieure 54.2 47.2 57.9 55.4 64.6 .001 
Residenoe w/Wife 43.3 39.B 33.3 46.3 40'.2 .05 
statement of No Vioes 39.4 3B.9 47.2 36.8 43.0 N.S.' 

Conflict Relationship 25.6 18.4 23.6 30.9 2Z.3 .01 
Residenoe w/Relative 1B.2 1B.4 30.1 21.6 1B.6 .01 
Arrest and Charge 30.5 26.4 36.6 37.0 26.1 .01 
Convicted 20.7 19.9 25.0 29.7 15.1 .001 
Currently Unemployed 3.4 4.7 B.3 5.4 3.B N.S. 
Unfav. Master Code 5B.1 56.7 57.9 62.5 55.3 N.S. 
!orr. Ed. Action 18.2 19.6 29.2 26.2 22.3 .02 
Inc. Similar to Commit. 15.3 16.3 23.1 21.1 22.0 N.S. 
Unfavorable Alc.ohol 17.2 14.5 15.7 20.8 11.0 .02 
Undesirable Associates 11.B 10.4 9.3 14.2 11.3 N.S. 
UnSEttie. Employment 15.B 18.1 12.0 17.4 12.4 n.s. 
Unsatis. Vices 24.1 16.9 20.8 29.9 20.3 .001 
Unsatis. Peers &. Leisure 12.8 12.5 5.6 13.5 9.3 .05 
Unsatis. !olaturity 24.6 16.9 10.6 32.6 22.7· .001 

~. 
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fall ~.nto a:n:y easily recognizable grouping distinct from 

tho.se items which do achieve significance. Emp~asis should 

again be placed on. the fact that we are concerned with 

charal~teristics of parolees as they are reported by parole 

Differences b~tween regions in reported client 

systellllS, differing evaluations by parole agents of what 

info~nation is important and relevant enough to be included 

in thl!l case report, as well as any differences that may 

actually exist between the client populations in the different 

Table X indicates the percentage of cases possessing 

the f~lctor and recommended for discharge by region. High 

level~1 of significance are obtained on all but two of the 

These differences between the regions 

Thus the significant differences obtained in this 

tab~el ate redundant since they are deriv~tive in some 

degree from overall differences in recommendation patterns 
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PERCENT OF CASES 'POSSESSING !l!HE FAC!I!OR AND RECOMMENDEl)"roR DISOHARGE BY REGION 

C) 
CODE REGION I REGION II 

'I> CASES WCEIVING A 
DISCHARGERECO~1ENDATION 61% 70% 

Satisfactory M~t~ity 79.9 87.0 
Cooperative 66.2 87.4 
No statement Vices 7,0. :; 78.5 
Satis. Peers &-Leisure 69.1 81.8 
Residence w/Wife 70.4 72.4 
Statement No Vices 78.8 82.4 

Conflict Relationship 59.6 61.3 
Residence w/Relative :54.1 63.5 
Arrest and Chsrge 38.7 51.7 
Convicted ' 47.6 52.2 
Currently Unemployed 52.4- 48.6 
Unfav. MasterCod.e 38.1 50.3 
Major Ed. Action 35.1 50.0 
Incident Similar. 35.5 32.7 
Alcohol Unfavorable -2S.6 38.8 
Undesirable Associates 16.7 .. 40.0 
Uneatis: Employment 28.1 34.4 
Unsatis. Vices 16.3 21.1 
Unsatis. Peer &. Leisure 19.2 19.0 
Unsutis. Maturity 12.0 3.5 

REGION III REGION IV 

84% 53% 

94.6 78.7 
94.1 73.7 
89.8 66.9 
91.2 68.1 
93.0 61.4 
94.1 76.7 

84.3 46.8 
66.2 43.2 
68.4 33.8 
68.5 33.1 
67.8 18.0 
73.6 30.6 
68.3 27.1 
72.0 23.3 
64.7 21.2 
63.0 24.1 
38.5 9.9 
53.3 9 .• 0 
25.0 9.3 
13.0 6.0 

REGIOH V 

59% 

78.5 
67.3 
65.4 
7.3.9 
64.1 
74.4 

50.8 
40.7 
42.1 
36.4 
57.6 
35.4 
35.4 
29.7 
21.9 
1'8.2 

2.8 
13.6 
3.7 
3.0 

X2 

.001 

.0Cl1 

.01 

.001 

.001-

.001 

.001 

.001 

.01 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 
N.S. 
N.S. 
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Similarly, in Table XI, signi~icant di~~erences 

obtained on the i~ormation items re~lect di~~erences in 

the overall percentage of cases tn each region receiving 
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a discharge action. Interestingly, in this table significant 

dj1~erences are obtained on the favorable but not on the . 

~avorable items. This is due to the limited number of 

cases in the ~avorable categories available ~or statistical 

analysis, reflecting a) there were fewer cases in these 

categories as rel)Orted by parole agents to be'gin with, and 

b) the r-efusal of the Adult Authority to grant many of these 

cases a discharge action. 

Table XII presents the rank order of i~ormation 

factors, both favorable and unfavorable, by State and 

Regions, in texms of the impact of the information item on 

discharge recommendations. The' i~or.mation items are 

ordered from Satisfactory Maturity, with the greatest 

percentage o.f cases possessing the factor recommend.ed ~or 

discharge, to Unsatisfactory Matl~ity, with the smallest 

percentage of cases possessing the factor recommended for 

discharge. Rank order correlations for the regions w~~e 

obtained f~r favorable and unfavorable i~ormation items 

independently. It .i.s apparent that despite wide variations 

between the :regions in terms of the probability of receiving 

a discharge recommendation for cases possessing the 

designated ~tems (see Table X)~ nonetheless regions ~fest 

considerable consistency in -their rank ordering 02 the 
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PERCENT OF CAsES IN EACH REGION POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTIC 
AND RECEIVING A DISCHARGE ACTION 

CODE REGION I REGION II REGION III REGION IV REGION V 

Satisfactory Maturity 51.1 41.3 29.0 26.4- 34.0 
Cooperative 40.0 4-3.4- 30.5 24.8 24.5 
No statement Vices 45.9 37.6 37.7 25.0 34.6 
Satis. Peers & Leisure 45.5 40.3 32.8 25,2 32.4-· 
Residence w/Wife 50.0 4-0.3 36.1 23.3 27.4 
Statement 1\0 Vic~s 50.0 39.7 27.5 24-.0 27.2 

ConfHct Relationship 32.7 19.4 17 .6 . 13.5 21.5 
Residence w/Relative 29.7 23.B 21.5 14.B 20.4 
A:rr~st and Charge 16.1 7.9 6.3 5.} 6.6 
Convicted 16.7 6.0 7.4 4.~ 4.5 
Currently Unemployed 33.0 21.6 7.1 0.0 27.3 
Unfav. Master Code 14.4 16.2 6.4 6.7 6.8 
Major Bd. Action 10.B 12.1 6.3 1.9 3.1 
Incident Similar 12.9 10.9 6.0 3.5 3.1 
Unfav.Alcohol 11.4- 8.2 5.9 0.0 3.1 
Ulldesiraole Associate 12.5 14-.3 0.0 5.2 9.1 
Unsatis. Employment 6.3 6.6 7.7 1.4 0.0 
Unsatis. Vices 0.0 1.8 0.0 .B 1.7 
Unsatis. Peers & Leisure 5.6 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Unsatis. Maturity 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 

·1 
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SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS RANKED BY. IMPACT ON DISCHARGE 
EECOHHENDATIONS, STATEWIDE AND BY EEGIO!r 

INFORMATION STATEWIDE REGION I EEGION II EEGION III EEGION IV EEGION V 

FAVORABLE REFERENCE1 

$atisfactoxyMaturity 1 1 2 1 1 1 
Cooperative 2 6 1 3 3 4 
statement of No Vices 3 2 3 2 2 2 
No Statement of Vices 4 4- 5 6 5 5 
Satis. ~eers & Leisure 5 5 4 5 4 3 
Residence w/Wife 6 3 6 4 6 6 

UNFAVORABLE REFERENCE2 

Conflict Relations 1 1 2 2 1 2 
Residencew/Relative 2 2 1 1 2 4-
_~res~ed and Charged 3 5 4 6.5 3 3 
Convicted 4- 4 3 5 4 5 
Currently Unemployed 5 3 7 8 10 1 
Unfavorable Master Code - 6' 6 5 3 5 6.5 
Major ~oard Action 7 B 6 6.5 6 6.5 
Incident Similar. 8 7 11 4 8 8 
Unfavorable Alcohol 9 a 9 10 9 9 'J 

Undesi~able Associates 10' 12. ' 8 9 7 10 
Unsatisfactoxy Employ. 11 10 10 11 11 13 
Unsatis. Peers & Leisure 12 11 12 12 12 11 
Unsatisfactory lola turi ty 13 13 13 13 13 12 

18 = 299.5. ~ .01 (Kendall Coefficient of Concordance). 

2S ~ 3883.5. p .001 (Kendall Coefficient of Concordance adjusted for N>7). 
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In addition, it will be observed that it 

is the highly subjective items such as maturity, which 

when £avorable,have the highest association with discharge 

recommendations, and. the lowest association when unfavorable • 
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CHAPTER v 

INFORMATION AND DECISIONS - REGION II 

In order to study variations among districts, data 

from Region II was analyzed in terms of agent recommendations, 

agent characterizations of the client population, and 

relationshipe between information and decisions by district 

The following table (Table XIII). compares the 

percentages of parole agents' recommendations and the sub-

sequent Adult Authority decisions for discharge under the 

Primary Review in the three major districts in Region II.* 

Reported are the entire initial and regular calendars. 

The table illustrates the overall differences between 

must be taken into account When noting the effects of 

information upon recommendations within a district. 

Parole agents in District I -recommended 79 percent 

of their cases for discharge; District II, 77 percent; and 

District III 4-9 percent (p difference .001 - X2 test of 

significancE:) on the in! tial calend.ar. These differences 

*One district. area .ras omitted . from consideration 
in this report. This was because the small number o~ 
cases involved in this district precluded the possibility 
01' deri~ing meaningful conclu~ions. 
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TABLE XIII 

PERCENTAG,E OF PAROLE AGENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
AND ADULT AUTHORITY DECISIONS FOR DISCHARGE 

BY DISTRICT 

REGION I!: INITIAL AND REGULAR. CALENDAR 

INITIAL CALENDAR REGULAR. CALENDAR 

56 

DISTRICT H Itecom. 7i1 Decision PA Itecom. AA Decision 

District I 79% 36% 76% 73% 
~ 

District I! 77 32 84- 78 

District II! 49 24 42 42 

were more or less eliminated~ the Adult Authority level, 

with ;6 :percent of all eligible cases in District I 

receiving discharge action, 32 percent, receiving like 

action in District II and 24 percent being discharged in 

District III. (These differences be~ieen districts were 

not statistically significant.) 

RecommendatiQn patterns'were similar under the 

regular calendar. District I (76% recommended for discharge) 

and District I! (84% recommended for discharge) had moved 

somewhat apart but still maintained a distance from District 

III (42% recommended for discharge) (p difference .001 -

X2 test of significance). 

UnJike the recommendations on the initial calendar, 

the geographic differences were not cancelled out at the 
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Adult Authority level, wher~ 73 percent of all eligible 

t~ases in ~istrict I received discharge action, with 

similar a.ction being accorded to 78 percent in Distric.t II 

and 42 percf!:nt in District liI (p difference • 01 .~ X
2 

test 

of significance). 

ANALYSIS OF INFORK~~ION FACTORS 

The discrepancies between geographic areas in terms 

of discharge recommandations justified a closer examination 

pfthe parole agents' reports with a view toward a more 

precise understanding of the nature of these differences. 

There ~!'llpeared to be two possible explanations 

accounting for the discrepancies in. the parole age:ats' 

recommendations. Either there were significant differences 

between areas in the kinds of cases'being reported or, if 

the casea were not different to a marked extent, then 

parole agents in different areas evaluated cases against 

different criteria. Support was lent to the second 

.bypothesis by the f1:',ct that the Adult AutllOrity diu charge 

actions on initial calendaJ;' cases cancelled out the 

geographic differences in the. recommendations, .seeming to 

indicate that cases do not differ greatly from area to 

area. Also, the standards applied at this level (the 

Adult Authority) wereprobaply consistent sinoe the same 

two hearing representatives evaluated all the cases under 

the i1'li tial calendar, with the Adult Authority rarely 

disagreeing with the hearing representatives' recommendations. 
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The almost total acceptance by the Adult AuthoritY 

of all parole agents'recommendations 'under tb,e Tegular 

calendar and o~ the parole agents' continue on parole 

recommendations under the initial calendar seemed to indicate 

. that the pa.r.ole agents' recommendations were curcial in 

determining the outcome of Adult Authority evaluations • 

. ~his belng so, it became neoessary·to investigate the 
, 

extent to which parole agents w~re applying different 

,criteria wb,en forming judgements and, therefore, to what 

extent similar cases in different areas may have received 

different recommendations. 

Table XIV describes the incidence by districts 

within Region II of certain selected information factors.* 

It will be noticed that those factors exhibiting the most 

significant (x2 test of significance)' differences between 

districts in terms of incidence are factors associated with 

the terms llmaturi tyfl and "cooperation." TheBe :terms are 

clearly non-SUbstantive, nGbulous terminology communlcating 

no specific informatiliri. and susceptible to varying definitions, 

dependent upon the in;dividual who chooses to use them. It 

seems a not unreasonable hypothesis to suggest that 

definitions of these terms and the qualities required and 

demands imposed upon the pa~olee to merit the receipt of 

such a label varies markedly between offices, according to 

*Coding methodology w&s discussed in Chapter I. 
Oode defini tiona appear i1..1. the Appendix. 
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TA.BLE XIV 

REPORTED INCIDENCE OF SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS BY 
DISTRICT IN REGION II, UNDER THE INITIAL CALEND]l..R 

=e::u~ 

FACTOR* DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT III 
.~\ 

Residence Alone 23% 31% 10% 
positive Turnabout 37% 25% 29% 
Residence w/Wife 34% 35% 52% 

cooperative 58% 42% 26% 
ClU'rently Employed 82% 68% 88% 

Negative Turnabou'c 9% 13% 28% 
Related Incident 14% 15% 26% 

Vices Unsatis. 15% 17% 22% 

Matuxity Unsatis. 10% 17% 32% 
Employment Unsatis. 18% 20% 15% 

Convicted 27% 17% 20% 

MBA or A & C 
'24 months** 32% 22% 25% 

Coop-no mention 34% 53% 67% 

Family Unsatis. 7% 5% 17%. 
Peers Unsatis. 11% 8% 22% 

*Code definitions. appear in the .Appendix. 
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X2 

.01 

.02 

.001 

.01 

.01 

.001 

.001 

.01 

.02 

**Reported Hajor Board Action (Violation - Continue 
on :Parole; placed in or released from NTCU; Reinstatement, 
Suspension or cancellation) or any incident in which the 
parolee was arrested by the police department and a charge 
was filed in the last 24 months. 
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their general orientation. The only alternative hypothesls 

to explain the disparity in the inciderice of "co-operative" 

parolees between District ! and District III is that these 

statistics' (58% of the parolee population in District I . 

and 26% in District III) reflect an objective distinction~ 

between the characters of the parolee populations in these 

two districts. (This would be based upon the assumption 

of common agreement as to the criteria of "co-operation" 

between the districts.) Likewise~ with certain other 

factor codes where a significant difference exists in their 

incidence between districts. For example, in the case of 

family and peer relations~ps, the designation of these 

rela.tionshipsas satisfactory or unsatisfactory involves 

value-judgements w~ch may vary by decisio~~ers as to 

the nature and constitution of an unsatisfactory relationship. 

!gain, there exists no commonly acknowledged criteria 

against which relationShips can be evaluat~d in order to 

their satisfactory or unsatisfa~tory nature. 

We can proceed from this point to ask: "What is 

reiative effect by district of the presence or absence 

of a gi.vcu factor on the discharge recommendation?" Table XV 

indicates this effect. Clearly, the presence of a favorable 

factor will not discriminate very usefully between distriots 

ill~terms of its effect relative to the possibilities of a 

discharge recommendation. The exception here is District III, 

wnere being currently employed has a :profQund effect upon 

.the reco~endation. This, however, may be a distortion 
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RATlO1"OF THE PEROENTAGEOF CASES RECOlolMENDED, ,FQR DISCHARGE BY ,PAROLE AGENTS t', 

IN THE l'ImSENCE OF CERTAIN FACTORS TO !rHE PERCENTAGE RECOMMENDED , 
FOR DISCHARGE IN THE ABSENCE' OF THESE FACTORS BY DISTRICT' , ., 

FAVORABLE~ACTORS* ! 
Improvement in chances:for discharge when the :factor is present. 

C~e~tly Employed 
C~operative 
Positive Turnabout 
Residence Alone 
Residence with ''li:fe 

REGION II 

1.8 : 1 
1.6 ' 
1.4 
1.2 
1.1 

DISTRICT ·I 

2.1 : 1 
1 .4-
1.3 
1.1 
1.3 

DISTRICT II DISTRiCT III 

1.7 : 1 5.4- : 1 
1.4 1.6 
1.3 2.2 
1.1 .7 

.9 1.5 

'"UNFAVORABLE FACTORS* 

Improvement in chances for 
Cooperation - No Mention 
CO!lvicted 
MBA or A & C 24 Months 
Employment Unsatls:factory 
Related Incident 
Fruuily Unsatis:factory 
Vices ,Unsatisfactory 
Peers Unsatis:factory 
Negative Turnabout 
Maturity Unsatisfactory 

discharge 
1. 3 : 1 
1.4 
1.7 
2.1 
?3 ,.2 
3.8 
5 .1-
6.6 

21.0 

when factor 
1.0 1 
1.4-
1.5 
2.7 
1.9 
3.3 
3.0 
1.8 
9.4-

1'1 •. 0 

*Code de:finitions are located in the Appendix. 

absent. 
1.6 
1.5 
1.9 
1.8 
2.1 
4-.0 
3.7 
6.4-
5.7 

1.2 
1.7 
1.8 
7.0 
2.4 
4-.0 
5.5 

16.2 
17.5 

1 

0\ 
~ 
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attributable to the fact that approximately 90 percent of 

the District II~ population considered for discharge under 

the initial calendar were currently· employed at the time of 

the evaluation of their cases. On the other hand, it will 

be observed that the absence of an unsatisfactory factor 

not only affects discharge recommendations across all districts . 
to a greater extent than the presence of a favorable factor, 

but also discriminates much more successfully b~tween 

districts. For example, District I appears· to be much less 

sensitive to unfavorable peer relationships than either 

District I.! or District III since the absence of this factor 

in District I has less of an effect in improving one's 

chances of a discharge recommendation there than its absence 

in District II and District III. 

Table XV also documents the re~ative effect of 

subjective categories of information on the discharge 

recommendations. Thus, in all districts the absence of an 

unsatisfactory reference to the matuxity of the client is 

associated with a much greater chance of a discharge recom

mendation within each district than the absence of any 

other tmfavorab].e reference, including more objective 

c~cteristics, e.g., court convictions, and so forth. 

The relative impact of the presence or absence of a 

factor is shown diagramatically on the following page 

(Table XVI), The levels of significance of the difference 

in impact are also shown. ThUS, in Rl;lgion II of those cases 

receiving an unfavorable reference to maturity (17%), only 
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4 percent received a discharge r~commendation. On the 

other hand, of·those cases not receiving an unfavorable 

reference in the area pf maturity, 84 percent received a 

discharge reco~endation. Similarly, of those cases 

receiving an unfavorable reference in the area of vices (17%), 

only 21 percent received a discharge recommendationj and of 

those cases not receiving an unfavorable reference in the 

area of Vices, 80 percent received a discharge recommendation. 

(Each, factor was iooked at alone and not in combination with 

others. Interaction effects are therefore not examine'd.) 

Table XVII illustrates t:r,~ association of selected 

factors with parole agents' recommendations with Region II 

as well as the association with the effects upon subsequent 

Adulj; Authority decisions on the initial calendar. 

Table'XVIII· charts the association of selected 

factors with parole agents' recommendations for discharge 

in percentages by districts within Region II. The 

proportional comparisons illustrate the proportionate 

fall in discharge recommendations when the mentioned 

factors are present. 

Table XIX shows that the percentage of parole 

f . ager.ts' reports that included unfavorable references 

varied by district within Region II. 
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TA'B~JJE XVIII 

<'~~' .•. ~====~~~==~ -.,. . 
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FAO':l!OR 

"-satisfactory 
JSmployment 

Unsatisfactory 
Vices 

Unsatisfactory 
Family 
Relations 

Unsatisfactory 
Peers 

DISTRICT PAROLE AGENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
(BY INFOFNATION FACTOR) 

DIST!UCT 1 DISTRICT II 
Fropor-

Without With tional 
Fropor-

Without With tional 
Faoto)? Factcr Fall Faotor Faotor Fall 

88% 33% 3/5 85% 48% 2/5 

88% 2'9% 2/3 88% 23% 3/4 

8;% 25% 2/3 80% 20% 3/4 

83% ( 46% 1/2 83% 13% 4/5 

DISTRICT III 

Wi thout \,li th 
Propor-
tionlil 

Faotor Factor Fo.11..-

56% 8% 4/5 

60% 11% 4/5 

56% 14% 3/4 

abso-
63% 0% lute 

I'J\ 
(,'1\ 

. ""u~\\ 'J 0 c ,"0.~~c:~~:.;.~/:".>'.1i~;<,_ '3 ::'"',.\ :.:.,.~ 



.~ ." 

~.~ .. :~ .. 

;..,,,. 

1 

\1} 

It.: 
~. 
'~ , !. It 
i~ 
I./; 
i~ 

I 
I~ 

'"i ., .... 
• ~~,~,;,;~~~.,;j,;,~.;.i>:./ •. :,,~,: .·~,;~;.,,..;....~...:....;...S::::"';~~"":~~~;'~""';';"":4~~,,;;,;..:;;... .. 4';;';;:':~i. '.·?:;;::\;"i~,!;$i'· ... ~ J' 

TABLE XI.X 

RELATIVE INCIDENCE OF SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS 
BY DISTRICT 

REGION II, INITIAL CALENDAR 

DISTRICT I DISTRICT II 
REFERENCE ~~ With Factor2 

Unsatisfactory Employment 18%. 20% 

Unsatisfactory Family Relations 7% 5% 

Unsatisfactory Vices 15% 17% 

Unsatisfactory Peers 11% 8% 

J" 

.. 
"" 

DISTRICT III 

15% 

17% 

22% 

22% 

0\ 
-.l 

Jf 
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?: 
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The data in the :f'oregoing tables we:re summarized.· into 

the following :findings. 

In. the area o:f' employment although no significant 

difference existed between areas in the rep()rting 

o:f' unfavorable references, one's chances of a 

discharge recommendation, given the presence of 

the factor, fell by twice as much in District III, 

as compared to District II, and by one and one

third as much when compared to District I. 

With regard to family relations, although the 

effect of a negative reference in terms of discharge 

recommendation was not greatly different between 

districts, District III was reporting unfavorably 

in this area much more frequent~y than either 

District I or District II (p difference (.01 X2 

test of significance). 

In the area of peer relationships and leisure 

activities, District III reported more negative 

references than District I or District II (p 

difference <.02 X2 tex.:t of signi:f'icance); and 

discharge recommep.dations, given the presence of 

the factor, fell by only slightly less than one

half in District I compared to four~fifths in 

District II. In District III cases possessing 

this factor were recommended for discharge. This 

was the only instan.ce in these four codes in , ... hich 

,0" 
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District I and Dis.trict. II differed very greatly 

from each other. (Test y2 test of significance) 

INTERPRETATIOli OF DISTRICT DIFFERENCES 

69 

In attempting to explain the differences. it might 

first be noted that, with regard to peer and f~ily 

relationShips since District III reported in these areas 

much more .:frequently than either District I or District II 

(Table XIX), the possibilities for a greater number of 

unfavorable references were increased. 

In the case of family relationships, District III 

provided no information on only 12 percent of the total 

number of cases, as compared to 25 percent in District I 

and 34 percent no-information reporting in District II. 

Similarly, with regard to peer relationships and leisure 

activities, District III provided no information in this 

area on 32 percent of its cases, as compared to a 41 percent 

incidence of non-reporting in District I and District II. 

In general, the major differences between districts 

occurred in the no-information category and ~avorable 

reference category, while the proportion o.:f cases with 

;favorable references'remained relatively more constant,. 

It wes hypothesized that the greater association of 

unsatisfactory employment with continue recommendations in . . . 
District If-I part],y reflected the overall employment 

Bituation of parolees in that area. In District III, 

88 percent of the parolee population considered under this 



~ABLE XX 

PERCENTAGE OF CASES ON WHICH NO INFORMATION 
WAS RECORDED ON SELEOTED INFORMATION FACTORS 

, BY DISTRICT 

REGION II: INITIAL CALENDAR 

70 

FACTOR DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DIS~RICT III 
(Percent No Information) 

Employment 2:' 10:' 2% 

Family Relationships 25% 34% 12% 

Vices 47:' 44% 40% 
}leers 41% 41% 32% 
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survey were reported as being currently employed, as 

compared to 82 percent employed in District I and -Co 68 

percent employed in District 11* (p difference .01 X2 test 

of significance). 

It may well. have been that in District II, where a 

significantly greater proportion of the parolee community 

was reported as being unemployed (Table XXI), the parole 

agents may have evaluated this factor as being outside the 

control of parolees and attributable to situational employment 

conditions in that environme~t. On the other hand, in 

District III, where employment within the parolee population 

was much bigher, there may have existed a tendenc~" to 

attribute unemployment where it existed to certain negative 

characteristics within the parolee, such as a lack of 

motivation. Such characteristics would have been captured 

by the employment overview code. 

In other words, the incidence of a factor.may have 

been influential in determining a ~arole agent's notion o~ 

causality and his consequent allocation of responsibility. 

Fu~thermore, one might expect parole agents to have evaluated 

~desirable situations beyond an individual'S control much 

less s.everely than situations Which founcl their source· in 

(.Iel:tain .negative characteristics of the parolee. This might 

eXplain the greater apparent impact of "unsatisfactory 

* nata from employment factor code. 



TABLE XXI 

~CENTAGE OF CASES REPORTED IU EACH. EMPLOYMENT 
STATUS BY DISTRICT 

REGION II: INITIAL CALENDAR 
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STATUS DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT III 

Unemployed 

Indeterminate or 
Not Reported 

Employed 

( Reported Percentage in Each Status) 

6~ 

12~ 

68% 
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employmentll upon discharge recommendations in District III. 

It may also be suggested that since the incidence of 

a factor might be crucial in determining the importance of 

that factor as it is perceived by the parole agent, it 

consequently will influence his decision as to whether it 

should be reported. The assUmption underlying this 

hypothesis is that the tolerance level of parol~ agents 

for any given foxm of behavior is directly related to the 

incidenc{;of that behavior~and will expand and contract 

with the greater or lesser occurrence of that behavior. 

This leads to the paradox that "'he greater the 

incidence of a given factor, the less negatively it will 

be evaluated; hence, the less frequently it will be reported. 

Conversely, the smaller the incidence, the lower the tolerance 

level; therefore, the more negatively it will be evaluated 

and the more freq:uently it will be reported. If such 

effects do, in fact, exist, then caution is warranted in 

accepting reported incidence as an index of the actual 

occurrence o~ a cert~in form of bebavior. 

Wi'th regard to the more frequent reporiJing by 

Distri.ct III of unfavorable references in the area of peers 

and leisure activities, it appears that in District III 

more parolees are living with their wives (p difference< .02 

(see Table XXII) X2 test of significance). Therefore, 

parolees in District III might be expected to have had less 

opportunity and less time to form undesirable associations 

and indulge. in undesirable activities. 

""'1 
" '~·1 
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TAB LEX. X I I 

PERCENTAGE OF CASES REPORTED IN EACH RESIDENCE 
STATUS BY DISTRICT 

REGION II: INI~IAL CJ1lliENDAR 

74 

====.~========================================= 

. STATUS 

With Wife 

lione 

With Relative' 

Other or 
Indete:rminate 

DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT III 
(Percentage. in Each Status) 

34% 35% 53% 

2,4% 31% 10% 

22% J 14% 16% .,. 

22% 20% 21% 

.-
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It ~ght be hssumed as a consequence that both District 

II a i District I would manifest higher tolerance levels 

for this facto~than District III because unfavorable 

incidents probably occurred in these areas more frequently 

than in District III; consequ~ntly, parole agents in District 

I and District II would have been less likely to report 

unfavorably unless a given situation was particularly bad • . 
District III, on the other band, 'seeing less of this 

problem factor, ,,,ould have possessed a Im"er tolerance level 

with the result that incidents ignored in District I and 

District II ,.,.oulel be reported in District III, thus leading 

to a greater incidence of unfavorable reporting in District III. 

It is, of. course, possible that there are differences 

between the three metropolitan areas that make information . 
of part~cular types more accessible in .one community and. 

less aocessible in the other two communities. 

llASTER CODE 

We may now consider what we have designated the 

"master code." This is a composite code embracing all 

seven of the overview codes - the incidence of a major 

no~ action, the incidence of narcotics involvement in 

arv.r ;form, plus being arrested and charg~d a:nCi./or CO:lvicted. 

In other words , if the subject were rated unfavorably in 

ant o£the above-mentioned areas, he would receive an 

tin!avorable master code. If he were not rated unfavorably 

(i.e., he was rated either favorably or not at all), he would 



T .A B L:E X' X I I I 

INDICATING DISCHARGE RECOMME1TDATIONS AND DISCHARGE 
ACTIONS GIVEN A FAVORABLE OR UNFAVORABLE 

MASTER CODE IN REGION II 
UNDERTH:E INITIAL CALENDAR 

"'" 
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;, REC. <f, DISCHARGE 
INCIDBNCE DISCHARGE ACTION 

Master Code 
Unfavorable 
(N =:177) 55% 48% 12% 

Master Code 
Favorable 
(N = 147) 45% 95% 53% . 
.All Cases In 
Region II 100% 69% 31% 
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receive a favorable master code. Therefore, we may nO\'t 

consider the incidence of favorable and unfavorable master 

codes and,their association with discharge recommendations 

by districts within Region II. 
We may,observe from the preceding table (Table XXIII) 

that in Region II of those cases possessing an unfavorable 

master code' (55% of the cases in the region), 48 percent 

received a disc~ge recommendation; and 12. percent received 

a discharge action. ~oth of ~hese totals are considerably 

below the total discharge recommendations and discharge 

actions for the region. Conversely, of those cases receiving 

a favorable master code~ 95 percent were recommended for 

discharge and 53 perce~t received discharge actions, both 

considerably above the totalsior all cases in the region. 
• •• l • 

Therefore, i! : .. ,o~e .-had an unfavorable master' code, one had 

approximatei;'" OI!.;J·,6.~~~: "in: t\1o of receiving a discharge 
.,,;:.J ..... "j-" '- ' 

recommendation anQone chance in eight of receiving a 

dlsCharge."~ction~ orithe other hand, if one had a favorable 
, ,~. ~ , '~~''''' 

. .:~. " '. ~," . 

master cotle, one had a.lD1ost-::total certainty of receiving a 

discharge rocommendation and apprQy~atelY one chance.in 

two of receiving a discharge a.ctlan,.. This, of course, was . 
,-; ';' . Tab1e 7::J;.rv shO'o'l's the inci!l~n,c:e; of the master code 

-~ ~', .. , '. , 

~sl :p8:ro;Le age.nts' recommendations:, by districts in Region II 
'f-' . 
over the'ini tial and regular calen.dars. 

As shown on Table III, Reg:!io,ns. I and II offered about 

the same percent.,"-lge of their cases ,£or discharge at the 
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~.A.:BLE XXIV 

<' 

THE MAS~ER CODE - INCIDENCE AND PAROLE AGENT 
IR:ECONMl'lNDATION BY DISTRICT IN REGI01i II AND 

:BY IllITIAL .AND REGULAR CALENDAR 

INITIAL REGULAR 

% REC. 

" 
INCIDENCE DISCH. INCIDENCE 

Region J\:I 45~ + 95~ 58% + 
324 Cases, 55 - 48% 138 Cases 42% -

District I .48% + 98% 70% + 
116 Cases 52% - 62% 50 Cases 30% -

District II 49% + '100% 58~ + 
102 Cases 51% - 56% 48 Cases 42% -

District III 35% + 89% , 46% + 
80 Cases 65% - 27% 28 Cases 54% -

Note: + = Favorable Master Code _ = Unfavorable Master Code 

, , 
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% REC. 
DISCH. 

91% 
37% 

97% 
27% 

100~G 
50% 

77% 
20% 
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. 
parole agent 'level un,der \both the in! tial. and regular 

calendars as contre.sted to the fall in discllarge recommendations 

from the other regions under the 1!egular calendar. This' would 

seem to 1.ndic~.te little change in 'Regions I and II. How6;rer, 

we causee from Table XXIV that changes ha ... e taken plaoe in 

Region II in the formaf a redistribution of favorable and 

unfavorable .master codes and changes in discharge reoommendations, 

given the presence of an unfavorable code. Thus; under the 

regular calendar, Region II would seem to be presenting a 

larger number of cases with a favorable master code (58% 

compared to 45%) and recommending more or less the same 

percentage for discharge (91% cOlilpared to 95%). Simul taneously, 

of course, the number of cases wIth an unfavorable master 

code has decreased; but agents I~e adopting a more severe 

attitude toward these cases, recommending only 37 percent 

for dischar.ge, as compared to 48 percent under the initial 

calendar. 
w~en we examine the region by districts, we can see 

that all districts appear to be contributing to this variation, 

with the greatest contribution emanating from District I. 
. * District I has increased its number of favorable caees and 

decreased its number of unfavorable* cases to a far greater 

. extent than the other dis"t;ricts (22% as compared 'co 9~ and 

11%). However, while mailltaini.ng its level of di.scharge 

*Thosecas6s with a favorabl·e or unfavorable master 
oode, respectively. 

,''\: 
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:recommendations for favorable cases consistent with its 

initial calendar, District I has adopted an immensely mo:re 

cautious attitude toward its unfavo:rable cases p recon;rnending 

only 27 percent of' these for discharge under the l.'egular 

calenda.r~ as compared to 62 percent recommendations unde:t:· 
, .-

the im tial calendar. 
We might say, therefore, that the response of Region II 

to the lo,,!, number of disnha.rge actionsrelat!ve to discharge 

reccmmendatio~ under the im tial calendar was. unlike 

Regions III, IV, and V, who decreased their disqIla:r:'ge 

:recommendations, to increase the number of .favo.cable cases 

wlUle maintaining the same level o.f discharge recommendations 

on these cases and to decrease the number o.f unfavrorable 

cases but also -to decrease the level of discharge. recom

mendations on theQe cases. The overall result is a level 

of' discharge recommendations identical to that of the 

initial calendar. This, as circumstances have subsequently 

proved, 1';;a8 probably an unnecessary device since the Adult 

Auth~itY1 under the regular calendar, acceptedpa:role 

agents';cecommendaiJions in the majority o.foaseciso that 

discharge recommendations almost invariably resulted ill a 

discharge action, irreapective o.f case C07lltent. It would 

seeIli.that even if' Region II had not made these rearrangements 

in cese quali.ty and :recommendatio;n6J but; merely made the 

same level or discharge :recommendat!ons;,as it llad under the 

.initial. calendar over al1 cases, the xilsult under the 

,.l'egular calendar in"\:ermso! discharge actions would not 
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have been af~ected. 
It is probably super~uous to point out that it is 

.highly unlikely that the increased number o~ cases with a 

favorable master code re~lected an objective di~~erence in 

the cases eligible ~or review. Rather, it is another example 

o~ the use c)f discretionary power on the part o~ the individual 

decisionmaker to report or not report i~ormation as he sees 

fit. 

~ UNIT vs. CONVENTIONAL mITT - A CQ'tol:P.ARISON 

There eXists in Cali~ornia a dual system o~ parole 

supervifiion, concepifualJ.y distinct in terms o~ caseload 

size a.1ld intensity o~ supervision: Basically; the work unit ; , 

. '" ' 

style )~ supervision can be contrasted with the style o~ 

the ;:onventional units in the ~ollOwing terms. 

1. .. The work uni.t program will provide increased 
communi ty proteption: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

." . Work unit program parole agents will have 
a greater a"rareness of the parolee's 
activity, thereby allowing the agent 'to 
act before the parolee can act out. 

Parolees under "rork unit supe:!:Vision will 
commit ~ewer violent crimes. 

Parolees under work unit supervision will 
commit fewer felony offenses. 

2. The work unit program will provide increased 
assistance to the parolee. Parolees under work 
unit supervision will: 

(a) Be provided access to a wider variety of 
community resources. 

(b) Will have a 1I10re successful community 
adjustment • 

. ; 

---------------------------~---~~ 
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(c) Yil1 "Ca-...-nciDa:!.e :in: 'Droi'essiQ"""'"! anU :s~m-
pl:C1:fessional-t;reatr:e;; progra"'s I!oo:::e . 
extensively ~ '. 

3. 5!he vorl::: unit progranl!l!-:lll :resUlt in inc-..-.easeii 
saYings. :mese savIngs }I'in be b:rou.g:h:fu a'hou"t; 
by: 

(a) Fewer pazo1.~es bei'ng .retm:ned to ll':ci.SI!m:. 

("0 ) Less en ,.,j na] • diliicu1:ty in the Cil""""'V.:l!ll'i iw .f 
thereby creat.:mg savi,ngs at -the :local. l.ev.;1. 
to weJ.f'ara expendi il:L..-es. police anI!. la...,. 
enforcenent: activity. and jail custcdial.. 
cases.*' 

Work unit agents ca.-TTY a case1oad. of a'p~x'f;,..,,,.:tely 

35 parolees under il:ll."':ferent leVels o:f supervisi.o:n~ ",'hne 

conventional. unit agents continue to ~~ a caseload. o:f 

about 70 men. At the time ot: the study, 45 pe:rcent oj" the 

parolees in Region II were under 'tt~xk unit supe-~sion. ","i.th 

the remaini.ng 55 percent in conventional. un:i:ts. 

Table xx.v d.escribes dii:i:erences in decision patterns 

between ""'ork units and conventional units in Region II~ 

Under the :ini. tia1 calendar. SO percent of the 'tl'Ork 

unit cases were recommendedi:or dis~'ge as against; 60 

percent oi: the cases in conveni;.ional. units. Slliis dL~erellc<a 

was eliminated at the Adult Authority level; 29 pe::roe.ut Q:f 

the work unit cases rece:ived a discl.large Q.ction~ cOJ::ijk'U:ed. 

to 32 percent ot the conventional unit cases. 

Under the regular calendar. the PrQvio\\s il.i:t!~~1::<l 

in discharge reoommendations beh-een wo:.ck units tu\d. 

*The work unit stipula.tiona al,"t} q\totod . .t,l~ 'llfiO~~~t,t~~ 
:Directive--Work Unit Prog:r.·MI,~ A liQ\i l:'tU'a1~ N~~~~~n.'t 
lTogram." This dOo\Ullent \\'Us Pl.'<!l:'al.~d 'by i:~'\'\\ ~S.t~ S~~""i11~l;l 
Seotion, Parole and CQl!1Il1\Uli ty' Slll"V.iollil ;b1~i~l.~.\ Q,t;",U;t~t\ta. 
Department ot Oorreotl.ons. 

" \ , 

; 
~. , 



TABLE XXV 

PAROLE AGENT RECOMMENDATIONS AND ADULT AUTHORITY 
ACTIONS BY SUPERVISION TYPE 

REGION II: INITIAL AND REGULAR CALENDAR 

83 

RELATIVE 
INCIDENCE PERCENT RECOMMENDED PERCENT \ 
OF 2943 PO FOR DISCHARGE* DISCHARGED** 
ELIGIBLES 

lnit. Reg. Init. Reg. Init.' Reg. 

Work Unit 45% 54% 80% 66% 29% 67% 

Conventional 
Unit 55% 46% 60% 68% 32% 70% 

*Parole Agent Recommendation. 

**Adult Authority Action. i 
i 

.. t 
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conventional units disappeared, with the work units recommending 

66 percent o~ their cases for discharge, as against 68 ~ercent 

of the conventional unit's cases. This similarity in 

recommendation patterns was sustained at the Adult Authority 

level, With 67 percent of the work units' cases receiving 

a di~charge action, as comp~ed to 70 percent of the 

conventional units' cases. 

On a region-wida basis, the rate of parole agents' 

~ecommendations for discharge remained quite stable between 

t!le initial and the regular calendE'.tXs (70,% of all initial 

cases and 68,% of all regular cases ,- see Table III). 

ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FACTORS BY SUPERVISION TYPE 
" 

The following table documents the incidence of 

selected information factors,by superVision typ~. There 

appears to be no great difference in the incidence of these 

factors between types" except th,at work unit cases generally 

have a higher incidence of favorable references 'and a lower 

incidence of unfavorable references. In terms of relationship 

to dispharge recommendations, the possession c£. a particular 

favorable're~e~ence does not appear to discriminate between 

Bupervision ~yPes. That is, the overall chance of a discharge 

recommendation. is greater in work units than in the 

co:t\ventional units in a ratio of 1.33:1. :Possession of 

any favorable X'eference does not decrease the chance of 
,P 

discharge i'0X' a work unit ca:se over a conventional unit case 

j 
.' 



TAB"LE XXVI 

INCIDENCE OF SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS 
AND PERCENTAGE .RECOMMENDED FOR DISCHARGE 

BY SUPERVISION TYPE 

85 

DISCHARGE RATIO 
FAVORABLE REFERENCES INCIDENCE RECmllIJEIID. DISCHARGE. , 

wu CU wo: eu wujcu 

ALL Cases -- 80% 60% 1.33: 1 
Currently Employed 82% 76% 83% 71% 1.16 
Cooperative 49% 38% 90% 85% 1.06 
Positive ~urnabout .36% 24% 96% 79% 1.22 
Residence Alone 21% 22% 87% 74% •• 18 
Residence With "life 41% 38% 82% 63% 1.30 

UNFAVORABLE REFERENCES 

No Mention of Cooperation 48% 54% 75% 48% 1.6 
Convicted 23% 19% 71% 33% 2.2 
~mA or A & C 24 Months 27% 25% 62% 33% 1.9 
Employment Unsatisfactory 16% 21% 6.5% 18% 3.6 
Related Incident . 16% 18% 46% 22% 2.1 
Family Unsatisfactory 6% 12% 55% .9% 6.1 
.Vices Unsatisfacto~ 13% 21% 37% 13% 2.8 
Peers Unsatisfactory 10% 15% 40% 7% 5.7. 
Negative Turnabout 13% 18% 26% 3% 8~7 

Maturity Unsatisfactory 9% 24% 14% 9% 1.6 

Favorable Master 44% 46% 97% 94% 1.0 
Unfavorable 11aster 56% 54% 62% 31% 2.2 

':"~ ... ":L, -:=-----
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above the overall advantage stated. 'In contrast, given 

"~he presence of an unfavorable reference, one's chances of 

receiving a discharge recommendation are gr~ater th::{l'J. 1~33:1 
. ' 

between work mlits and (lonventional uni'ts in the case of all 

the codes, work units being considerably more lenient. 

~he incidence of favorable and unfavorable master 

codes would seem to indicate that cases do not differ 

greatly by supervision type in this regard. However, the 

manner in which cases are treated in terms of recommendation 

clearly does differ. Thus, given a favorable master coue, 

one's chances of a discharge recommendation are approximately 

the same in ~<1ork units and conventional units. On the other 

hand, given an unfavorable master code, one's ,chances of 

receiving a discharge recommendation are more than twice 

as good in work units relative to the conventional units. 

It will also be observed that those information 

factors whose imPilct upon discharge recommendatiuns. most 

d!.'amatically disc:.17iminates between supervision types are 

highly subjective factors. For example, unsatisfactory 

employment record, unsatisfactory family relationship~ 

unsatisfactory vicles, unsatisfactory peer relationships, 

. negative turnabout, and an'unsatisfactory reference t!l .... t~'""·-._.-
- & --,.~., .•. .-

maturity of the su .... -"".i; a.J;'e all "soft" categories in 

comparison to court conviction, arrestf;!, and major :Board 

actions. 
Hypotheses to explain the greater leniency toward 

certa::''''' negative informatlo:rJ, on the part of work units 
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must remain tentative. It may, on the one hand, reflect a 

desire on the pa:t't of work unit:parole agents to prove they 

are performing the task tor which theY were established; 

i.e., intensive supervision and increased assistance to 

clients rea~ly make a difference. On the other hand, 

conventional unit pa:t'ole ageritswith larger caseloads must, 
I 

of necessity, ~ave mor~ superficial contacts with their 

clients and may be inclined to adopt a much more conservative 

stance toward negative information sj~ce they may not be 

sure what it indicates. Work unit parole agents, having a 

clos'er :t'elationsilip and a more "general" "'dew of the c+ient, 

may conc,eivably respond less conservatively. 

REGION n: SUMMARY MID COnCLUSIONS 

, 
P~t'ole districts within Region II differed signi-

" ficantly in the proportion of Primary Review cases which 

Were recommended for discharge by the pa:t'ole agents. Cases 

submitted from District III under both the. initial calendar 

(late 1965) and the regular 'calendar (January through 

June, 1966) of the Adult Authority were significantly less 

likely to bear recommendations for discharge than cases 

submitteifrom District I or District II (p difference .001 ., 
on boi;h comparisons Z"" test of sigrui'icance). 

The differences in recommendation patterns for 

distri.cts wi thin Region II appeared to be in part a 

consequence of differing standards for the evaluations of 

negative information about parolees when such information 
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was reported by parole ag~nts. 

More negative info~~ation was reported from Di~trict 

XII; and when this ne~ative information was ~eported in 

this district, it had a higher·correlation with continue 

recommendations by the parole agents. 

On the basis of the lim! ted number of info:rmational 

factors examined in th,is report, it \oras hot possible to 

determine whether the higher incidence of negative reporting 

from District III reflected objectively less satisfactory 

parolee adjustments in that geographic area, subjectively 

greater sensitivity in the District III parole agents' 
y 

perceptions, or a combination of the two. 

A lower discharge recommendation rate on the part 

of parole agents in anyone district might reflect either 

a more conservative outlook on the part of the agents or 

a greater belief in the utility of parole supervision as 

~means of controlling behavior among parolees. 

The first alternative was'to some extent supported 

by findings from another study conducted in September, 1965, 

by the Bay Area :Research Unit. At that time, all parole 

agents in the state provided recqmmendatiolls for Adult 

Authority disposition - either Return to Prison or Continue 

on Parole - on a standard set of ten cases in which a 

violation had occurred. Statewide, 61 percent of all case

carrying agents recolll(ll.ended Return to Prison for at least 

seven of the ten cases.. Parole agen.ts in District I and 

, , "1 
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District I~ were similar to one another in recommendation 

11atterns - 40 percent of those in District I and 5iO !lercent 

of those in District; II recommended seveln or more returns, 

while 92 percent of the agents in District III were recommending 

in this category., The difference between District 'III and 

the other two districts was statistically sigrlificant at 
2 ' 

11<.02 (X = 9.18 w/2 df). 
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o HAP T,E R V I 

INITIAL CALENDAR CASES 
DISCHARGED AND CONTIlfliED 
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This chapter discusses case outcomes for those 1,455 

cases discharged and continued under the initial calendar. 

For the 26 percent of these cases which were discharged r 

all entries on Bureau of Criminal Identification and 

Investigation (CII)* rap sheets for calendar year 1966 were 

examined. For those cases continued on parole (74%), all 

interrup',l;ions of pa:r.ole thr01.].gh suspension or cancellation 

were obtained from the 1966 year-end Administrative 

Statistics**deck. 

DISCHARGED OASES 

" 
Three hundred thirteen of the disc~argeG. cas'es, or 

81 percent, had no arrest entry on 011 rap sheets within 

the first year subsequent to discharge. Of the 72 subjects 

With an arrest, 20 were subsequently released as deemed not 

arrested, with no complaint fi2ed, or with the case against 

them dismissed (~able XXVII). Fo~ 10 more of the arrested 

cases, final disposition was indeterminate, being either 

unrecorded or still pending at the end of the follow-up 

*Oalifornia Department of Justice. 

**Oalifornia Department of Oorrections. 
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TABLE X:X;VII 

.. PRIMARY REVIEW INITIAL CALENDAR DISCHARGED CASES: 
FIRST. YEAR FOLLOW-UP SHm-IING THOSE PERSONS ARRESTED 

AND RELEASED WITH NO CONVICTIONS* 

(I.E., Found Not GUilty, Case Dismissed, No Complaint 
Filed, Or Person Deemed As Not Having Been Arrested) 

91 

CHARGE (l.ncr. Suspicl.on, Inves'hgahon) NmmER OF SUBJECTs 
Penal Code 

AssaUlt with Deadly Weapon 1 
Rape '\\ 
Robbery 2 
Incest 1 
Grand Thef't 4 
Burglary 2 
Battery 2 
Failure to Provide 3 

H &: S Code 
Possession of' Narc. Paraphenalia 1 
Plant Marijuana 1 

Vehicle Code 
DriVing When License Suspended 

Municipal Code 
Gambling 

TOTAL 

CHARGE 
Penal Code 

Burglary 2nd 
Battery 

II 8: S Code 
Transport Dangerous Drugs 
Possession Dangerous D~~gs 
Fai~ure to Register 

Vehicle Code 
Driving Under Ini'luence 

Municipal Code 
M1no~ In Pool Hall 

Uniform Insurance Code 
TOTAL 

*Obtained From OI &: I Records. 

1 

1 
20 

1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

2 

1 
1 

10 
' .. ) 'I 

J , i 
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period. 

Two of the remaining 42 case~ received civiL 

commitments. One of these, charged with .Lewd and Lascivious 

Conduct toward a child, "Tas placed in Atascadero as a 

mentally disordered sex offender (Table XXVIII ). The 

other, charged with Burglary 2nd, was sent to the California 

Rehabilitation Center as an "N" number commitment. Three 

subjects were convicted of felonies and committed to the 

Director of Corrections for imprisonment. The offenses for 

these three men were Grand Theft, Burglary 2nd, and Forgery. 

Four received jail terms ranging between one mont~ and one 

year for Failure to Provide, Grand Theft, Drunk and 

Disorderly, and Possession of Dangerous Drugs. Ten of the 

subjects received probation, for perio~s of one to three 

years. Among these, two were for Vehicle Code Violations, 

two for Health and Safety Code violations, two for Drunk 

.~d Disorderly, two for Failure to Provide, and one each 

for Petty Theft and Receiving Stolen Property. 

Sentences imposed on the remaining 23 subjects were 

all payable by fine' or equivalent brief jail stay. Seven 

of these were for Drunk and Disorderly and the other 16 

for various Vehicle Code 'infractions. Most of these latter 

consisted. of driving under the influence of alcohol or 

driving 'il'i th a suspended license. 

In summary, While nearly 20 pe~cent of the di~charged 

subjects in the s,tudy population had some arrest recorded 

I 
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TABLE XXVIII 

PRIMARY REVIEW INITIAL CALENDAR DISCHARGED CASES: 
FIRST YEAR FOLLOW-UP SHOWING THOSE PERSONS ARRESTED, 

CHARGED .tND CONVICTED 

SENTENCE 
Impriso:runent 

OFFENSE NUMBER OF SUBJECTS 

Civil Commitment 

Burglary 2nd 
Grand Theft 
Forgery 

1 
1 
1 

Burgll;U'Y 2nd 1 
LeWd & Lascivious, Child 1 

~ 
1 yr.(8 mos. suspended) 

Failure to Provide 1 
9 months Grand Theft 1 
2 months Drunk, Disorderly 1 
~ < mo. (suspended) Poss. Dangerous Drugs 1 
Pro be. ti:C:iii 
3 years~ Receiving Stolen Property 

< _______ Failure to Provlde 
. . Vehicle Code 

2 years Petty Theft , 
~alse Prescription (li&S) 

'1 year ~ Failure to Provide 
Drunk, Di~arderly 
Vehicle Cod~ 
J?oss. Narc. 

~Paraphenalia (li & S) 

~ 
$250-300 Vehicle Code 
100-150~Vehicle Code 

. -------Drunk, Disorderly 
• < 

50-99 Vehicle Code 
-----===Drunk, llisorderly 

10-49 ~Vehicle r.u~~ 
~Drunk; I'.,sorderl:y 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 

,1, 
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wi thin the first year a:f'ter their termination from parole, 

only 11 percent had been found guilty with a sentence 

imposed., The majority of this convicted group - two-thirds of 
. , ' 

them, in fact -had been convicted for either Vehicle Code 

infranctions or drunkenness; and half of all the offenses 

resulted in sentence payable by fine. Only three cases 

out of the entire 38? had, within one year, become involved 

in a felony conviction resulting in their return to prison; 

and nor e of these was for a violent o:t:fense ~ 

Though more than 25 percent of the subjects (101) in 

the population had a history of prior opiate usage, only 

, three subjects had, within their first year following parole 

discharge, received a conviction for violation of the Health , ' 

and, Sa:fety Code; and each of th~se resulted in an imposed 

sentence of jailor probation. 
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TABLE xxrx 
DISPOSITIONS WITHIN ONE YEAR SUBSEQUENT 

TO CONSIDERATION FOR DISOHARGE PER 2943 PO' 

... ", .... ~" O'·"<'··'·"""~"_·"'''"",,.,,,,,,,·,,,,,,,,,,,..,·,,t , 

r-___________ ~ ___ '13 not arrested 

38
5f1 DISCHARGED 

FROM 
PAROLE 20 released 

1--72 E . ARRESTED 10 dispOSition pending, 
k-__________ 23 !'ined 

42 
CONVICTED . 4 jail t-t:::=------10 probation 

~·-3 prison 
2 civil commitment 

unknown 

938 583 subseauently discharged 

~
OT I 355 on ac~~ve parole 

1070 INTERRUPTED 22 17 on active parole 
OlfTINUED INSTAT1ill-.J 5 subsequently discharged _ON. 
PAROLE 132 27 in inactive .status 

~OL r-----------, 2 convictiona 
INTERRUPTED 83 SHORT-TERI1 UNITS -5 : . 9 : 

TURNED "'N.El'l COMMIT. 28 I FELONY f 
.. I CHARGE I 7 i tl o PRISON TO FINISH TERI-I 50 ~ ___________ .J no conv cons 

L::;.::::.....:.==::.....;=:.::.:...-;::.~ 1---19 I 9 conVictions 
1 MISDEMEAliJR: 10 no convictions 
I' CHARe::; I 22 tech. Charg. L. ___________ .J 
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CONTINUED CASES 

Nine hundred thirty-eight o~ the continued cases,. or 

88 percent, had received no suspension o~ cancellation of 

their~l!arole by year-end 1966. Five hun1red eighty-three 

of these were discharged from parole (the great majority 

through routine expiration of term) sometime·during the 

year, and 355 remained on active parole at year-end~ One 

hundred thirty-two of'the cases continued tm parole (12%) ;.. 

had a violation leading to interruption of parole status 

during 1966. TWenty-two of these cases were reinstated 011 

parole wi thin the year; 27 I:emained in inactive status a-t; 

year-end; and 83 were returne~ to prison. Thus, only 8 

percent of the cases retained on parole were returned to 

prison from parole status by~ar-end 1~6'6: Only one-third 

of those returned: 28 of 83, entered prison with a new 

felony commitment. The new commltment offenses for this 

group were: 

OFFENSE$.. 

Aml 

RETURNS TO PRISON 
WITH NIDI COMMITMENT 

Robbery 1st, att. 
Possession of firearm 
Lewd and La'scivious, child 
:Burglary 2nd 
Grand Theft 
Forgery 
NSF Checks 
Sale Narcotics 
Possession Narcotics 
Sale }1a:!:.'ijuana 
1'05session l!Tarijuana 
l>I;'U!1k Driving 
Indecent Exposure 
.TOTAL 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS 

'1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
5 
6 
1 
1 ---. 

28 

I 
L, 

l 

f 
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Nearly 40percen~ of the par~lees returned with new 

commitments were convicted of marijuana offenses. Few of 

the new commitments were for offenses involving violence 

or threat of violence. 

97 

Fift,r-one cases were xeturned to prison on a technical 

violation of parole (TFT). Of th.ese., only' two had received 

felony convictions on the occasion eventuating in return; 

and both of these had received probation $entences (one for 

possessioll of fi,rearm, one for pett,r theft with prior). 

Nine cases had received misclemeanor convictions shortly 

preceding~he time of their return. Five of ~hose nine 

were Battery convictions. Seven subjects returned TFT had 

been 'charged "lith felony offenses (four involved narcotics; 

two, burglary; one, abortion), but no conviction ensued. 

Similarly, 10 of the parolees had been charged, though not 

convicted, on a variet,r of misdeme~~or offenses and were 

returned TFT. The remaining 21 cases were re'rurned to prison 

TFT for technical violations of the Conditfuns of Parole, 

themajorit,r of these charged by the ~arole agent on the 

basis of some evidence of drug use or excessive drinking. 

In addition.to the WHO and TFT returns to prison, five 

continued subjects were suspended and placed in NTCU or 

Chino t s Short Term Raturn Unit. 

In summary, over half of the cases continued on 

parole under the I'rimary Review were successfully terminated 

from parole during the subsequent yee.r. and another third 

completed a subsequent full year on parole. These two 

I 



grouPSt comprising 88 percent of the cases continued, 

suffered no incident sufficient to warr.mt interruption 

98 

, ~ 

i of parole status. Only 1"2 percent of the continued cases 

I 

were suspended or cauce~led in the year subsequent to the 

Prilna:ry Revie .. ' decision, and a number g;f these were reinstated. 

Just 8 percent were returned to prison by year-end 1965, and 

the great majority of these were returns To Finish Term. 

The of;fenses resulting in return, even for those with new 

connnitments, were, for the Inost :part, relatively non-

injurious. 

, , 
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CHA.PTER V I I 

SUBSEQUENT IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTS 
OF PRTIvlARY REVIEW AND ADULT AUTHORITY 

RESOLUTION 275 (SUBSEQUENT REVIEW) 

99 

This chapter will cover:· £irst, the implementation 

of the Primary Review from Ju~y, 1966, through March, 1967. 

Second, the implementation of the Subsequent Review for 

those cases !'evie' .... ed between Decembel~, 1966, and Maxch, 1967. 

As stated earlier, the Subsequent Review is an Adult 

Authority resolution put into effect on October 31, 1966, 

providing for further review of cases one year subD~quent 

to a continue action on the Primary ReView and at all 

su"bsequent twelve-month periods, assuming discharge 'is not 

granted and ~o routine expiration of term occurs. The 

detailed analysis on the Primary and Subsequent Reviews 

had been done pn Regions II and Iv. Third, the. impact of 

the Primary and Subsequent Revie' .... provisions on: parole 

population statistics "between September, 1965, and 

September, 1967. 

2943 pc: JULY, 1966- MARCH, 1967 

Table III, presented earlier in this report, showed 

regional deci~ion p!'ocesses for the first quarter of the 

re~ar calendar .Tanuary - March. 196.6. Table nx compares 

decision patter~s for the fi!'st two quarters of the regular 

calendar with those on the initial calendar (October -

llecembe!', 1965). It can be seen that discharge recommendations 
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TABLE XXX 

VARIATION BY TIME AND CALENDAR TYPE 

INITIAL REGULAR 
REGION CALENDAR CALENDAR 
'1':""::' ~ (late ·1965} {1-6L66L 

100 

CHANGE 

I from 61~ to 57~) down 4~ 

II " 70 II 67, " :; 
PAROLE AGENT 

DISCHARGE III " 84 " 59, " 25 
j!ECOMMENDATIONS 

J?ELL: IV " 53 " 35, " 18 

V " 58 11 38, 11 20 

STATE n 64 11 49, " 15 

I from 38% to 55%, up 17% 

II ." 32 I' 68, " 36 
ADULT AUTHORITY 

DISCHA.RGE III " 24- 11 45, If 21 
ACTIONS 
ROSE: IV rr 17 II 24, fI 7 

V " 26 " 31, " 5 

STATE " 27 II 42, II 15 

to, ...... , 

.. 

.;/ 
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, 
have fallen in all regions although only slightly in 

Regions I and II. Differences between regions'in the extent 

of the reduction in discharge recommendations acros,s 

calendars conceivably reflect agents' responding to 

differences in the amount of "interference" in case 

recommendations at intermediate levels in ~he deciston 

hierarchy under the initial calendar. Region III, although 

reducing its level of discharge recommendations to a greater 

extent than any other region, was initially recommending 

such a high percentage of cases for discharee that under . 
the regular calendar its recommendations became similar 

to Rae,iQ,us I and II. Adul~ Autho:t~ty discharge actions haver 

inoreased in all regions. In Regions I and II, AdUlt 

Authority disch~ge actio11s are high; and in the absence 

Of intermediary level changes in recommenQations in those 

regions, final a~tions are almost identical to agent 

recommendations. In the remaining three regions, lldiffere~ces 

of opinion" submitted at the district supervisor and regional 

a~inistrator levels have resulted in less proximity 

between agent recommendations'and f±nalactions. 

In Region III discharge actions have increased 

mar~edly across the calendars, and this may be ~ttributed 

to a loW level of discharge actions on the initial calendar 

and a high level of discharge recommendations on the regQlar , 

calendar. The general i~crease in discharge aotions across 

011 regions reflects the absenoe of the hearing representatives, 

whQ we:r:e largely responsible :for the "ou'ttlng'\;>aokl1 of agent 
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recommendations under the initial calendar. The statewide 

i'igures indicate '~hat, while discharge recommendations 

overall have fallen by 15 percent, discharge actiotis have 

risen br 15 percent. 

Table :XXXI indicates that in Regions II and IV parole 

, agent recommendaticns have remained fairly stable across 

the three quarters from July, _1966, to March, 1967. with 

Region II recommending approximately 20 percent more of 

its cases fox discharge. Discrepancies be-r.ween agent 

recommendations and ~dult Authority actions are more marked 

during thls time period in Region IV than Region II, which 

reflects differing :t'ecammendation patterns at intermediary 

levels in the system. This is indicated in Table XXV as 

"Overturned Discharge Recommendations/All Discharge 

Recommendations." 

Table !,XXII indicates the flow of decisions through 

the system. fOi,1 this time period. Agents in Region IV 
\\ 

recommended 44 percent af their cases for discharge compared 

to 64 percent in Region 1I. Compared to the first siJe 

months of the regular calendar (January-June, 1966), this 

represents an increase of :; percent'inReglon II and 9 

percent in Region IV. The table alsoin1icates the point 

mentioned in connection with the Previous tables' that -the 

variable proximity across regions between agent reconmii:lndaticina 

and Adult Authority aations reflects, to a large extent, 

differences in the volutne of interxupt:i;v:e activ~ty cases 

thro~gh the decision hierarchy. It Will ,be olj.~erved that 
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TABLE XXXI 

VARIATION BY TIME ANIl nEGION 

PAROLE AGENT 
DISCHARGE 
RE()OHI1EN'DATIONS: 

ADULT AUTHORITY 
DISCHARGE ACTIONS:* 

OVERTURnEU DISCHARGE 
RECOMMENDATIONS/ALL 
DISCHARGE RECOlITh1ENDATIONS: 

II 

IV 

.II 

IV 

II 

IV 

:5rd 
QTR 

1966 

58% 

34% 

4th 
QTR 

1966 

54% 

22% 

7%' 15% 

28% 52% 

1st 
f;lTR 

1967 

65% 

28% 

103 

7/66-
3/67 

6% 9% 

38% 38% 

*Examination of Region III for June, 1967, revealed 
51/140, or 36 percent, received discharge (PS 275 inclUded 
for Region III, exoluded for Regions II and IV) •. 



TABLE XXXll. 
2943 Decision Process 

RmION l.V 
JULY 1966-MARCli 1967 
N= 378 

100% 

REGION 11 
JULY 1965- lofARCH 1~.§L 
!!lliQ: 

LEGEND 

D=D1scharge. 
C=Continue 

100% 

FA: Parole Agent 
00= District Supervi.sor 

7 

9 

6 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

RA; Regional Administrator 
AA= Adult Authority 
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in Region IV, while 44- percent of the eligible cases received . . 
a discharge recommendation at the par?le agent level, only 

29 percent received a discharge action. This is to be 

compared with 64- percent of the cases in Region It receiving 

a discharge recommendatiGn and 58 percent receiving a 

discharge action. Reductions in discharge recommendations 

initiated by the Adult Authority are similar in the two 

regions (6% compared to 9%). In Region IV, however, 50 

percent of all the reductions in agent discharge recommendations 

can be accounted for by district supervisor and regional 

administrator activity, whereas the comparable statistic 

in Region II is zero. The table also indicate~ a similarity 

between initial and regular calendar decision processes in 

that cases recommended continue enjoy an almost completely' 

uninterrupted passage through the decision system, whereas 

cases recommeI1.ded discharge experience considerable mo):,e 

interruptive activity at the intermediary decision levels • 

.DIPLEMENTATION OF ADULT AUTHORITY RESOLUTION 275 

Table XXXIII documents recommendations and actions 

in Regions II and IV for all cases reviewed in the period 

December, 1966, to March, 1967, under the Subse~ue~t Review 

provision. Comparing recommendation patterns under this 

provision with those of the regular calendar, Pr~ 

ReView, the folloWing points emerge! 

1. While discharge recommendations in both regions 

under Subse~uent Review are slightly higher than regular 

, 
i 
j ,,, 



t/ : l' 
, /( 

.y 

LOCATION: 

!rABLE XXXIII 

SUBSEQUEN!r EEVIEW DECISION ~ROCESS 

Region IV' 

PERIO D: ADULT.-AUTEORITY ACTION 
12/66-3/67 -

SAMPLE 
1 3S'Cases DOP CASE 

.D~scharge Cont~nue ij)ischarge Con1anue 

~ 
A 0 DISCH 37% 3% 1% 9% 
GO 
EM 
NM 
!r E . 

N 
OTT 1% 49% 0% 0% 

D 
s 

52% ~ ~ -_ ... 9% 

L:: --
= 
LOOATION: 

Region II 

D: 
1/66-3/67 

ADULT AUTHORITY ACTION 

. : DOP CASE • Cases 

D~schar,ge ,Continue Dischar,ge Oon1anue 
R 
E 

AD DISCH 66% 4% 0% 0% 
GO 
EM 
NM 
T E 

N CINT 1% 29% 0% 0% 
D 
s 

106 

50% 

50% 

I 

70% 

30% 
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oalendar Prina:r::r Re'~ri.ew recommenda'l;ions, the regions have 

retained a sjnjJar distance from each other in the percentage 

of cases recO=-9nded :for discharge. (20%). 

2. District supervisor and regional administrator 

aotivity nas Iemained absent in Region II under the 

Subsequent P~view, while Region IV cases continue to 

experience this type o'f acti vi ty invariably on cases 

reoommended :for discharge. Since interruptive activity at 

these levels is almost always ratified by the Adult Authority, 

a higher percentage of cases recommended for discharge in 

Region II received a discharge action than was the case in 

Region IV. The discrepancy between the regions in agent 

discharge rec~ndations has therefore-been magnified at 

the level o:f :final discharge actions. 

'3. It may be necessary to fm:ther emphasizl? i;hat 

all cases reviewed under the Subsequent Review have completed 

at least three continuous years on parole. Nonetheless. 

in Region II only 70 percent of these cases are receiving 

a disoharge reco~endati~ and only 50 percent in Region IV. 

Moreover, particularly in Region IV. these recommendations 

have been further diminished at the final action level. 

EFFEC~S ·ON P:~OLE~OPULATION STATI~ 

Table z::x:x:rv documents the re.lationship between all 

other types of discharge* from parole and Primary and 

*Men are discharged from parol.e at the routine expiration 
of the tero set by the Adult ,Authority on the maximum term 
through a Governor's pardon or under the prOVisions of 3025., pc. 
(The last to.o processes seldom occur.) All procedures :require 
Aq.uJ. t Authorl:ty action. . . 

I 
.1 

1 
" 
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TABLE XXXIV 

VARIATION BY AREA .... 

ACTIVE POPULATION 

NOJ:.'i;h (I&II) 

EXPIRATIONS 

North 

South 

PRIMARY AND 
SUBSEQUENT REVIEW 
DISCHARGES 

NQ •. :th 

South 

1~~~ 
11620 

4462 
38% 

7158 
62% 

490 

44% 

56% 

438 

43~ 

54~ 

ENTIRE P-ERIOD 
Oct 65 -'Sept 67 

1~~6 1~~6 

-~ 

463 557 

. 42% 40% 

58% 60% 

144- 183 

56% 47% 

44-% 53% 

1~~6 1~~6 1~~7 1~~7 1~~7 
10156 

3692 
36% 

6464 
64% 

499 508 517 5091 472 

;;9% 37% 39% ;'8% 31% 

61% 63% 61% 62% 69~6 

1 
243 269 . 328 316 309 

50% 48% 54% 59% 50% 

50~1 52% 46%', 41% • 50% 

.... ' 
PRIMARY REVIEW 

AS PERCENT 
OF "ALL DISCHARGE 

STATE 36% 

North 
Sou.th 

42 ,0 

401 

39 

61 

223 

51 

49 

5 

% 

% 

o 
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Supsequent Review discharges~ The Primary and Subsequent 

Review provisions acoount :for 42 peroent o:f all disoharges 

from parole in the. South. This di:f:ferential utilization 

of the discharge provisions by North and South is presented 

in Table XXXIV and io signi:ficant at the .001 level. 

Table XXXV doouments :fluctuations in the total active 

population and losses to the s7stem through discharges by 

routine expiration o:f terms and :Primary Review releases. 

The to~al active population, while :fluctuating someWhat, . 
has generally declined over the period of: implementation o:f 

the Primar.Y Review. Routine expirations have remained 

stable (:fluotuating between 1006 and 1076), While Primary 

ReView releases have generally increased except :for the 

early months o:f operation under the regular calendar. 

Variation~ in total active population .1:igures are re:flections 

o:f variations in gains and losses to the parole system. 

InPu.ts into the. system. are institutional releases and'" 

reinstatements; and outputs are comprised o:f cancellations, 

suspensions, and discharges. The relationship betweC1;rl 

inputs and outputs and their e:f:fect on the total active 

population can be observed from Tables XXXV and XXXV!. 

hom June, 1965, to December, 1965, input to the 

system :fell, while output increaoed, leading to a net loss 

of 71~ cases. In this ;Pf,lriod the Primary Revie ... 1 contributed 

10 per~ent of the total loss to the system. In the next 

period (December, 1965 - JUne. 1966) trai,'.f;tc in all three 

output routes had :falll~n while the in$titutionaJ. release 

I " 
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TABLE "J::i:X:ol 

POFULATION, RELEASES AlfJD DISCHARGES 1963-67 

Active Pop. for 
Period Endin~ -

une Dec J"une Dec Junl!! Dec June De~ June 
~ 64 . 65 \ 65 67 

22000 ~ 

750 
500 
250 

11000 
750 
500 
250 

10000 
750 
50Q 
250 Y 9000 . 

9367 9135 9313 10018 lll\39 10693 10882 10309 10246 

Scale: 

, ber- Disc har ed 

930 
1000 
1070 
lllJO 
1210 
1280 
1350 
1420 
~490 
1560 
1630 
1700 

927 942 1 

12 Intervals of 250 

,.' 

EXPIRATIoN 

2943 PC 

1017 1073 1514 

SCALE: 12 Intervals of 70 
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TABLE XXXVJ. 

MOVJilIDfT EFFECTS ON PAROLE POPULATION - IN STATE ACTIVE 
ADULT MALE FELONS. 

'. 

G 

A 

I 

N 

L 

o 

s 

s 

4500 
250 

4000 
7.50 
500 
250 

3000 
750 
500 
250 

2000 
750 

1500+ 
1500-

750 
2000 
250 
500 
750 

3000 
250 
500 
750 

4000 

NEl' En'ECT 
FOR PERIQD 

POP. CHANGE 
FROM PREVIOUS 
PERIOD 

DI$CREPAlfCY* 

2943 PC /lS % 
OJ'TOTAL LOSS 

Period 

June Dec June Dec June Dec June Dec June 
63 64 65 66 67 

-38 -211 +148 +825 + 141~5 -713 +211 -446 +41 

-252 +78 +805 +1421, -746 +189 -573 -63 

21 70 20 24 33 22 127 104 

l~ l~ 14% 17'% 

111 

• DISCREPANCIES ATJ);RIBUTABLE TO DEATHS ,I, I'RESUMPl'IVE DEATHS, 
_ PARDOns) AND nmA.lt.ANCES BEl'WEEN IN-STATE vs OUT-STATE TRANSFERS 
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level had stabilized, leading to a net gain of 211 cases 

in the period. Again, the Primary Revil~w accouhted for . 
10 percent of the total ~oss. In the ~lird period under 

112 

, the Primary Review (June, 1966 - December, 1967) institutional 

releases again fell \thile traffic in the three output 

routes rose, leading to a net loss of 446 cases, Primary 

Review accounting for 14 percent. In the final period 

(December, 1967 - June, 1967) Primary Review .releases 

levelled off; and cancellations, suspensions, and other 

discharges fell, which, when balanced with an increase in 

institutional re~eased, led to a net gain of 41 cases to 

the system. Primary Review accounted for 17 percent of the 

total loss. Throughout the period, Primary Review releases 

have accounted for an increasing propor~ion of total losses 

to the system, which does not seem to have been compensated 

for by increased institutional releases. 

1. Under the regular calendar, the proportion of 

parole agent discbarge recommendations fell in all regions, 

and most markedly in those regions experiencing interruptive 

activity on case decisions by district supervisors and 

regional administrators under the initial calendar. 

2. Adult Authority discharge actions ros~ in all 

ree;ions under the regular calendar, most markedly in those . . 
regions where discharge recommendations remained high under 

the regular calendaJ.'. 
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3. The amount of interruptive ac~ivity at the 

intermediate decision levels varies by region an~ is 

re:flected in Adult Authority discharge actions. 

113 

• 4. Ini tial and regular calendars are similar in that 

interruptive activity, when present, almost always' occurs 

on cases recommended for discharge. 

5. Under the Subsequent Review provision, discharge 

recommendations in Regions II and IV rose slightly in 

comparison to the regular calendar Primary Review; and the 

two regions maintained a similar distance (20%) in terms 

of percent of cases recommended for discharge as they had 

under the regular calendar. 

6. Regions II and IV manifest-continuity in the 

amount of interruptive activity at intermediate decision 

levels between the regular calendar ~rimary Review and 

the Subsequent Review. Such activity is absent in Region II 

under both provisions and present in Region IV. Similar to 

the 'regular calendar, district supervisor and regional 

administrator supplementary recommendations are ratified 

at the Adult Authority level under the Subsequent Review. 

This has led to a closer proximity between agent recommendations 

and Adult Authority actions iu,.Regjon II, where interruptive 

activity is absent compared to Region IV, where it is 

present. 

7. In spite of the fact that all cases considered 

tor discharge under the Subsequent Review have succ.essfully 

completed three continuous years on parole, agent recommendations 
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do not differ significantly from those made on Primary 

Review cases. Only _50 percent of all cases in Region IV 

receiv~d a discharge reconmendation and 70 percent in 

Region II on the Subsequent Review, compar~d to 44 percent 

and 64 percent, respectively under the P;rimary Review. 

8. OVer the regular calendar period, differences 

emerge between the Northern and southern California parole 

regions in their utilization of the Primary Review discharge 

provision. The Northern regions con-I;ributed 38 percent of 

the total population, accounting for 51 percent of all 

Primary and Subsequeut Review discharges in the period 

September, 1965 - September, 1967. 

9. Primary Review releases have reduced the size 

of the total active parole population tlu'oughout the 

period, and no compensating increase in the input system 

l'B evident. 

I, 
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C.H APT E R V.I I I 

SUMMARY AND CONCI,USIONS 

SUMMARY 

Through our analysis 'of parole agent recommendation patterns 

we found: 

1. That districts and regions vary widely in the 

percentage of ca.ses reCOII1Illended for discharge 

from p~ole; and that such differences cannot 

be explained by variations in the quality of 

material being decided upon. Consequent~y 

some cases. are retained on parole wi th tM~ 

concomitant restrictions of ~ivil rights while 

other similar cases ru;e released from such 

deprivations. This is consistent with the 

fin~ings of Green and Hood ~n their respective 

analyses of judicial decision making discussed 

in Chapter I. 

2. Agents vary in the type of information they 

choose to include in their reports. 

,. Agents vary in the importance they attach to 

the same items of information in the process of 

formulating a decision. This is consistent with 

Wilkins' ~indings 'as reported in "Confidence and 

Competence in Decision-Making ll Cliscussed in 

Chap~er I. 

. . 
Ii" 
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4. Agents are more sensitive to their immediate 

supervisor'~ policy than they are to ~he Adult 

Authority. 

5. That under "natural" conditions, as opposed to 

"simulated conditions Ii position in the adminis

trative hierarchy is positively correlated. with 

conservatism in decisions. We.sug~est that this 

discrepancy in findings is attributable to 

problems of responsibility and accountability 

which occur if a case "blows-up" in the "natural" 

s'ituation. Since the T~agi-Robison study was 

under simulated conditions such pressures would 

not. be operative. It should be remembered that 

in our study decisions were made sequentially 

through the administrative hierarchy whereas 

6. 

in the Takagi-Robison study they were made 

simultaneously. 

That given an initial recommendation of continue 

on parole, this recommendation is unlikely to 

'be interrupted in its passage through the 

administrative hierarchy in cont~ast with the 

recommendation for discharge. This may be 

contrasted with the Wilkina,-Carter findings 

discussed .i.n Chapter I, which indicated that the 

rate of, agreement bet'H'een probatio~ officers' 

recommendatiol1s and judges I decisionS wa.s much 
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higher when probation o££icers recommended 

more ~enient dispositions (i.e., probatfon) 

thar.L when they recommended more severe. 

dispositions (i.e., institutionalization). 

7. That under the Subsequent Review, providing 

117 

~ £or further review o£ cases continued under 

the'Primary Review, districts an~ regions 

remain £airly stable relative to each other in 

the percentage o£ cases continued on parole. 

8. That under the Subsequent Review a large 

numbe~ o£ cases are still recommended continue 

, on parole despi t,e the success£ul completion o£ 

three years on parole. 

9. Subsequent criminal activity. o£ cases continued 

on parC'~e is minor and, not very much di££erent 

£rom subsequent criminal activity o£ cases 

di~charged. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In ge~eral, decision makers r operating under condition.~ 
':. '~ 
of uncertainty regarding the consequemces of ?-ecisions, evolve 

l'.,uea fOr the resolution of uncertainty. !Niese rules may 

be classified as Errors o£ the First Type (rejection of the 

hypothesiS when it is true) or Errors of, the Second Type 

(acceptance of the hypothesis when it is £alse). These 

rules .become occupational norm,s influencing decision choices. 

rn the field of medicine, ,for' example, ,it is characteristic 
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that uncertainty regarding the status of the' patient's 

. heal th is resolved by judging him sick. (Type Two Error). 

This reslolution is justified by the medical profession on 

the grou~ds that treating a healthy personas if he were 

sick is less seriou,s in conseque~ces than trea,ting the 

sick ,Person as if he were healthy. 1 In the field of 

juri,sprudence,. un-,ertainty has traditionally been resolved 

through 'adoption of the Pype One Errol.' philosophy, and thus 

the bene/fii;; of the doubt is accorded the accused who is 

r.ir.'clarecl lnnocent. 

][1; is suggested that the parole bureaucracy, operating 

under cfmditions of uncertainty regarding the consequencl~s 

of deoisions, has abandoned the legal model'and invoked the 

medic2~ model for resolution of uncertainty leading to a 

low percentage of cases receiving a discharge action. 

However, it is op~n to doubt whether equally good reasons 

.for the adoption of this model prevail in the r~arole system 

as the<y do in the medical system.* It remain::: to pe 

demonl3trated that the cons&qutlnces of discharging eligi!ile 

f: case's is more injurious than ,continuing them on paro,le. 

,Phis might be true if it cOllld be demonstra~~ed that parolees 

who ~ould reengage in criminal activity if discharged can 

effectively be prevented from so doing if continued on 

h parole. However, no evidence exists to support this 

-.-.-------
*The application of this model eve:l'l to the medical 

syrstel!1 is no'it without undesirable consequences. (See . 
Re.fel'ence ~). 

I ,',: 

.t.1 
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contention and indeedevide~ce exists which suggests that 
" 

parole supervis'ion may .haVe no effect on the criminal 

involvement of the ~lient. 2 Even if the belief in the 

efficacy of parole supervision were tenable, it is unlikely 

that the prophylactic efforts of parole agents would be 

necessary for more than a s=all proportion of cases. It 

should be remembered heretbat all cases have already completed 

two successful years on pa-~le. It then becomes questionable 

whether it is worth retain; .... s a large proportion of cases 

on parole in order to attempt prevention of minor crimes 

committed by a small percen~ of cases. Furthermore, the 

base rate problem precludes a::ny possibility of predicting 

which cases will commit these minor crimes and which will 

not-so the problem cannot be solved tha.t way. 

We suggest that an explanatio~ of the conservative 

implementation of the Pr~ma~~ and Subsequent Review prOVisions 

lies in the nature §f tr.e relationship between the parole 

system and the poli,tical en4'il:onment. Correctional 

organizations are held acco~table for the behavior of 

offenders in ,their charge ~~ there~y become potential 

sources of political embarrassment an,d criticism. If we 

consider the Pri~ and SUbsequent Reviews as involving 

wo decision choices (dis cnarge/continue)and two possible 

outcomes. (criminal behavior}nQ \':lriminal behavior), we are 

presented. Wi.th the foUo~ng fou:t' possibilities: 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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Continue On Parole - No Criminal :Behavior 

Continue On Parole - Subsequent Criminal'Behavior 

Discharge From Parole - No Subsequent Criminal 
:Behavior 

Discharge From Parole - Subsequent Criminal 
Behavior. 

Of Alternative 1 it can be said that retaining the 
< 

client on parole prevented more criminal behavior. (An 

assumption for which no supportive evidence exists.) 

Alternative 2 can be justified since there-engagement in 

criminal behavior indicated the wisdom of continuing the 

client on parole. Alternative 3 needs no explanation and 

again justifies the wisdom of tae Qecision. Of the four 

al'ternatives only 1 is problematic and difficult for the 

agency to rationalize. It is this alte~ative which 

constitutes the potential source of political criticism 

and it is therefore this alternative which the agency seeks 

to control, which in the case of the implementation of the 

Primary and Subsequent Reviews it h,:,-s achieved through 

discharg~ng only a small rorcantage of cases. We conclude 

that .this .strategy is non-rational in terms of the stated 

objectives of the Primary Review; that the high financial 

and social costs of such a policy do not justify the alight 

(if any) gains; and that a more rational procedure would be 

to discharge all eligible cases from parole. 

In the popular image correctional agencies are usually 

depicted as society's last outposts battling ~aliantly but 

helplessly against the rising tide of recidivism generated 
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by recalcitrant criminals. Only rarely, does one encounter 

the suggestion that of~icial rates vary ~th factors other 

than the characteris:tics of of~enders. In the foregoing 

chapters we have indicated that one important rate is very 

clearly controlled by the parole agency and susceptible 

to manipulation by that agency. Other authors have studied 

the parole violation rate, an important component of 

relcidivism and reached the same conclusion, that it too 

Call be and is manipulated by the parole agency. These 

studies suggest that increased effectiveness of correctional 

operations may lie in the direction, not of more treatment 

and rehabilitation programs (proven failures)3 which focus 

on the personality of the offender, but in the mallipulation 

of correctional decisions thrOUgh chang~ in agency,policy. 

, 
,', 
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A coding marIual comprising approximately ~i~ty code 

categories was constructed by the investigators ~or the 

purpose o~ content analysis o~ !it.gent reports~ -The (Ioding 

manual. was developed using all of 'bhe ini tial calend~~ cases 

in Region II as a teat sample 024 cases). :Each of iihe 

Region II initial calendar cases was coded by two coders 

independently. ReYisions in the coding structure wln'e 

built into the manual where estimates of reliability betweefi 

coders indicated this was neces~arj. Trial revisions in 

the manual were often written, ana redefined codes applied 

by seven coders to a sample o~ cases to check the level 

ot: agreen::.ent obtained. Wll,enever a code was redefined, all 

caseS were reexamined to determine whether they were 

af£ected by the change. T.he completed manual was then 

applied to the remainin~ four regions with a reliability 

check c;lor;ducted. on a rando·.n sample of twenty percent of the 

cases. 

The codes are divisible conceptually into Factor 

Codes and Overview Codes. The ?actor Oodes captured 

speci~ic, discrete items o~ in£ormation, while the Overview 

Codes represent a summation of all the agents' oomments 

pertaining to a particular area of concern. In the area 

pi employment, for example, the ;factor employment code 

recorded whether the parolee was reported as employed or 

une~loyed at the time the report was writ-ben. The overview 

employment Cod(l, on the other lIand, embraced Buch areas 

melltioned by the parole agent as stability of employment, 

"11 
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adequacy of earnings, motivation to work, frequency of job 

changes $ etc. D,l re;t'erences to the area. of employment, 

both favorable andu.n:favorable, w,ere noted by the coder, 

and balanced according to previously created rules of 

ev~uation.* In this way a final judgement as to whether 

the client's adjustment in this area was favorable or 

un:t:avora~ole was arrived a:li. 

It is important to leeep in mind that most of the 

parolee characteristics herein discussed are ~erivea from 

reported in:formation which has been categorized for content 

analysis. 110st o,f the categories were developed on the . 
basis of their presumed relevance to thu immediate decision -

whether to discharge or continue on parole. Information 

reported ,by parole agents is selective,. consisting of what 

they consider necessary or worthwhile to report, guidelines 

forxElparling are flexible and meanings for the samo term 

may dif:ter wIdely.from agent to agent. lrIuch of the 

in:fol."lnationand many of the coding categories rest on 

Werencesandshould not be taken as denoting Ureal" 

characteristics o:f the subjects. Finally it should be borne 

in mind that "t,hen the agent fails to make reference in his 

X'e'pprt to ru::lYcOde area" this could be fora variety bf 

reasons among which t'he researcher cannot cU"i;'lcriminata. 

*I1; is not considered. necessary to present these 
\ judgementaJ. :rules here :since they are some';/hat detailed 

and compli'oa';!;e.d. It. may pementioned howoverthat 
acceptable l.eve1a of coder .J:E;'lliabili.tty were achieved in 
'their .applicati,o.n. 
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For example, if the agent makes no re~erence to t.he client's 

drinking habits, thl.s could be because the clien~ does not 

drink, or he drinks but the agent does not kno\'{ about it, 

or he drinks and the agent knows but desires to Buppress 

the ini'orlllation, (II.' the agent knows but considers it o:f no 

importance and so on. * 
In the following pages we shall presen~ data indicating 

the distribution o~ reported characteristics of the client 

population by Region and District and the associations 

between various categories of information and parole agent 

recommendations. ~he information items chosen for 

presentation were selected on the following basis: 

1. 

2. 

They occurred in mo~e than 10~ of the total 
caSeS. 

Their presumed relevance to the decision process 
as indicated by Adult Authority instructinns to 
parole agents.** 

*In xeeponse to a questionnaire recen'tly s1:!bmltted 
to all parole agents throughout the state, 27% of the 
responden.ts affirmed that: "It is sometimes necessary-to 
withhold certain kinds of information about the pArolee (such 
as common law wife) because 1t appears to be helpful to the 
parqleels overall adjustment." 

**1'a.role agents werg instructed by the Adult Authority 
to :focus ;l.n thel;c case., evalUations upon certain specified 
areas o:f parole adjustment. HO'lfever, the Adult Authority 
:failed ·to into:rm the· agents as to the precise mean1lig and 
weight that .elhould be attached to positive and negative 
performance j;.u. +'hese area,s when the agent attempted 'to 
:formulate a .r~\commendati'On. In other words I given employment 
adjustment as ,.one designated area, what .meaning should be 
gIven to a cur~ent unemployment status? And how should this 
be balanced againa~. an otherwise @tablo histo:t'l o:f employment? 
T.hearensof ad~\us:t:montspeci.::f.'i¢d by the Adult Atl,thorii:y for 
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~. That the in:formation categories bf;1:re:presen~ative 
of the observed wide Tange of association between 
information and decisions. We wished to include 
both infor!!la:f;ion categories associated with a 
high probability of a discharge recoID.Illendation, 
and information categori";ls associated ,d tb. a 
low probability of a discharge recommendation. 

The code d.efini -tions presented in the appt3ndix, cover all the 
. 

information categories discussed in -this report and are 

p~esented there for reference purposes. 

inclusion in the agent's case evaluation were: 
1. Employment 
2. Residence Pattern 
3. Family Relationships 
4. Fhysical and }1enta~ Condition 
5. Peer Relat-ionsand Leisure Activity 
6. Vices (Alcohol, Crugs, Sex, Gambling) 
7. Naturi ty and Cooperation 
8. ArrestRecord 

a) .Any. PoH,ee .Arrest and Charge 
b) Any Major Board Action. 
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The district supervisor typology developed by 

P. Takagi (along the dimensions of professional-administrative 

orientation and expectations of deviance from procedural 

:r.u1es on the part of subord~nates) was exaJJJ.ined in relation 

to the 2943 P.C. data i~ order to determine whether differences 

in supervisor orientation was associated with differences in 

recommendation patterns. Takagi presents the following 

table and sun~ary describing each supervisor type: 

Case 

Expects Deviations 

~ No ~ 

R.,rofessional Juc"Lgement 10 , 8 
(A) (B) 

Decisions 

Administrative Policy 11 9 
(0) (C) 

TOTAL 21 17 

Since the cell entries are sme~l, summaries on 
demographic characteristics to describe the 
suporvisors will not be attempted; but instead 
a supervisor from each of the types will be 
sketched. . . 

18 

20 

38 

Supervisors in cell (A) who exercise professional 
judgement in case decisio~8 and expect agent 
deviations tenc.. to be younger as a group, and 
most of them were recently promoted to their 
present positions. Mr. l-Iartin, one of the 
supervisors in this category, ~s a Doc~oral 
candidate in one of the professional schools. 
He is 32 years old, having been a mem'\Jer of 
the parole age\\c:,r for almost ten years. 
Mr. Martin is liabelJ.ed a "social worker". 
Mr.l>Iartin is the une who stated that the 
agents told himj,about the.ir deviations •. 

Supervisors in .';:ell (B) base their case decisions 
on their profes'3ional judgement and do ~ 
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expectthei~agents to deviate. These supervisors 
tend to be older and have been with the agency 
.:for many years. For example, Mr. :Brown is close 
to retirement, after 25 yeal:s oi' service. lie 
verbally identifies with the problems of the 
agents and the'cJ.ients, but the agents in 
Hr. Brown's unit are auspicious of him stating 
that they would be "tsnId ,doWn the river" if a 
case should blow up. Mr. :Brown is the supervisor 
who reassigned the agent described as being a 
~;J..ousy peace officer. 1I 

Cell (C) consists of supervisors who are also 
older as a group, and they have many years o.:f 
eXllerience but less than supervisors i.n Cell 
(B). The (C) supervisors appear to be 
"unpromotabl,es." The supervisors in Cell (D) 
have tried othe~' careers sllen as business, law, 
and other types of work whereas the supervisors 
in Cell (C) seem to be making the parole agency 
their careers. The (C) category consists of 
supervisors who consider administrative policy 
in making case decisions and expect their agents 
to deviate. Mr. 8mi th, for example, refuses to 
take ~promotional examinations and has remained 
in his present position and location for the 
p~st fifteen years. ~~. Smith is labelled ~ 
"cop". He is the supervisor. described as being 
hostile to headquarters. 

Cell (D) is represented by supervisors governed 
by administrative policy and who expect. their 
agents to adhere to administrative requirements. 
This category of supervisors includes a mixture 
of parsop.s with xespect to 'I;heir level of, 
education, age, seniority, etc. The one 
characteristic Which descritles this group of 
supervisors is their reputation of "hard work~r81f. 
Mr. Grey, for example, is a conscientious worker 
often remaining in the office after hours until 
his work is all done, He is described by the agents 
as being consistent and fair but somewhat "rigiq, 
in mattol.'s of l~nding fun,d.s to the clients, 
permi tting parolees to le<rV'e the coun"ty of 
residence, issuance of driving permits, etc." 

Applying this .:framework to discharge recommendations 

under 294-3 P.C., the, follo\'Ting obse;ev'ations emerge: that 

wh,ereas parole agents under the supervision of Types A, B, 

and D :recommended, 71%, 72%, and 69% :r.especti.vely, of their 

,,' .. _-",' ' ')" 
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TABLE XXXV~I .. 

DISCHARGE RECO~~NDATIONS BY DISTRICTlsUPERVISOR TYPE -
INITIAL AND REGULAR CALE~ARS 

\ 
~ " 

" I, 

I.F· -=====~--=-------------~ 
INIUAIr 't REGULAR 
CAIrENDAR a CALENDAR 

• 
TYPE OF SUPERVISOR CASES DISCH •. DISCH. OASES DISCH. :DISCH. 

NO. OF NO. REO, % REC •. NO. OF 1m. REO. % REO. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

TOTAL 

431 305 71% 168 91 54% 

347 ( 

400 

204 

1382 

253 

204 

142 

904 

72% 

51% 

69% 

65% 

151 

202 

141 

662 

87 

80 

69 

327 

58% 

40% 

49% 

49% 

-~ .... 



! 
I 

) 
Ir 

: ~ ~ 

"'~i I 

----

cases for discharge, agents under the supervision of· 

district supervisors of Type C recommended only 51~ of . 
their cases for discharge (under the initial calendar). 

Under the regular calend~, the same general pattern prevails 

(although all types have lowered their discharge rates) with 

C recommending significantly fe\>lElr cases for discharge than 

either A, B, or D. The disparity in discharge recommendations 

between agents under the supervision of Type C supervisors 

and agents under the supervision of Types ~, B, and D, 

suggested the need to investigate the Base Expectancy scores 

of clients under the supervision of agents in all four 

types. The ~indings are expressed in Table XXXVIII and 

indicate that, according to Base ExPectancy scores, clients 

a~der th~ supervision-of Type C do not represent more 

difficult cases-than cli~nts under the supervision of 

Types A, B, and D. 

The disp~ity in recommendations by supervisor type 

therefore seems to reflect differences in the orientation 

of these types towards the parole process and standards of 

rehq.bilitation and does not reflect differences in types 

of clients. Supportive evidence iaoffered for this 

.bypothesis if we consider the incidence of selecteCl "hard" 

and "soft" factors by supervision type. It can be seen 

from the follo\'/'ing table, Table XXXIX, that on the initial 

calendar there is no Sigllificant difference in the incidence 

of 11ajor BOard Actions. Minor Board Actions, or numbers of 
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TABLE XXXVIII 

DISTRIBUTION OF CLIENT BASE EXPECTANCY SCORES BY DISTRICT SUPERVISOR TYPE 
INITIAL CALENDAR CASES 

DISTRIOT 
SUPERVISOR NO. OF % OF CASES % OF CASES % OF CASES % OF CASES'% OF OASES 
TYPE OASES 0 -~ 22 - 45 46 - 52 53 - 68 69 -76 

A 421 9% 20% 22% 29% 8% 

B 247 13% 35% 18% 27% 7% 

0 400 11% 22% 19% 29% ,9% 

D 204 10% 24% 22% ~2% 11% 

TOTAL 1382 11% 21% ' 21% 29% 8% 
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TABLE XXXIX 

r 
INCIDENCE OF SELECTED "HARJ)" AND "SOFT" 

,... 

INFORMATION FACTORS BY SUPERVISOR TYPE 

t 

I DISTRICT SUPERVISOR TYPE 
'-.'; 

£.QM ! li Q :Q 

Major Board Action 23% 2~% 22% 23% 
" 

Minor Board Action 35% 29% 33% 36% 

Conflict Relations 25% 24% 25% 2.6% 
o· I Arrested anfi Charged 32% 30% 31% 33% ~", ,-

Cooperation 45% 48% 35% 49% 
:j '\ 
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II a=eBt~d and charged by supervisor type, On the other'Pand, 

Vi in the area of cooperation, an extremely subjective category, 

t.l, the oases under the supervision of Type C supervisors axe 

l.. perceived as significantly less cO,operative than CaSefj". 

j under the supervision of Types A, B, and D. Th~s is despite 

the fact tha'l; according to Base Exj>ectancy scores and the 

illoidence of selected objective factors case<l do not differ 

between supervision types. 
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APPENDIX C 

,'VARIATIONS IN DISCRARG3 RECOMI<1ENDATIONS 

BY GEOGRAPHICAL AREA 

-. ~-~£ =. 
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All parole districts .in the state were classified 

according to their predominant geographical character.istics 

into URBAN, SUBURBAN AND RURAL. 

The data was then examined in order to discover 

whether or not differences existed between areas in the 

types of cases as they are reported by agents and whether 

or not certain information factors exe~cised a variable 

impact on discharge recommendations across area type. 

Under the initial caleno.ar (see Table XL) urban 

areas are recommending more of their cases for discharge 

(68%) than either sUburban (60%) or rural (55%) areas. 
I 

Under the regular calendar discharge recommendation rates 

have fallen in all areas but urban areas are still ~ecommending 

more cases for discharge (54%) than either suburban areas 

(44%) or rUral areas (44%) who are now recommending equal 

percentages of cases for discharge. 

A review of 22 information factors by incidence in 

these areas indica:tt~d that the differences in cases by area 

type are very slight. On the other hand, if we examine the 

.influence of these information factors on discharge 

recommendations by area~e differences are immediately 

apparent. If we e:J!:a.ruine this influence in rural areas 

against the statewide statistics (~al areas were not 

extracted from the statewide figv~es since the differ~nce 

obtained would not have justified the effort) We discover . ~ 

that rural agents are consistently more conservative in 

their decision making. In the case of all factqrsrural 



TABLE XL 

DISCHARGE' RECOItl14ENDATIOllS BY AREA GEOGRAPBICAL 
T":i:PE INITIAL AlID REGULAR CALElll)ARS . 

GEOGRAPHICAL TYPE 

URBAN SUBURBAN RURAL 

INITIAL 68% 60% 55% 

REGUL.AR 54% 44% 

I 
t 
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agents given the presence of the factors are recommending 

fewer cases for discharge than their statewide colleagues. 

It must be b.ome in mind of course tha·t there exists a 

basic difference 'in overall discharge recommendations acros.s 
;,.. 

all factors - 55% re.commended for discharge in rural areas 

vs. 64% state'l'lide. The number 'of individual factors "'hich 

trallscend this basic 9% difference is limited. Those 'Which 

do are the following: 

Cooperation 
Residence with wife 
Residence with ~elative 
Currently unemployed 
Incident. related to commitment 
Undesirable associates 
Unfavorable master code. 

offense 

It will be obs.erved that these codes consU tute both 

favorable and unfavor,able references. 

It was believed that certain types of infprmation 

might discriminate between these areas more effectively 

than others. Two further codes were examined - the Ease 

Expectancy score indicating any past opiate use, and the 

ethnic group to 'l:fhich the clj.ent belonged.. The data 

indicated that th~ incidence of op'iate use in the history 

of clients from rural areas was net significantly different 

from that of clients in the combined urban and suburban' 
.. 

are?s. (31% of the clients in rural areas possessed this 

characteristic against 37~ in urban and suburban areas',) 

The difference in im~act of this fa.ctor upon discharge 

recommendations bevlleen areas exceeds the overall 9% dii'fer'ence 

across all factors. Thus, in the rural areas 44% of cases 

;.,1" 
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possessing the factor were recommended for discharge compared 

to 59% of those cases possess~ng the factor in the combined 

urban and suburban areas. 

In the case of our final code - the ethnic bac~groun~ 

of the client - it was noted that a greater proportion of 

the populatio~ in rural areas was Caucasian (67%) than in 

the urban and suburban areas (48%). On the othel: bane., a 

greater prop~rtion of the population in urban and suburban 

areas was Mexican (25%) and Uegro (26%) than in rural areas 

(19% and 13% respectively). In considering the impact of 

this factor upon discharge rates there appear~ to be nb 

discrimination between areas with regard to the Negro 

population (66% of those in rural areas recommended for . 
discharge compared to 64% in urban and sub:!ll'ban combined). 

Sixty-eight percent -o~ Caucasians in urban-suburban areas 

received a recommendation for discharge compared to 58% 

'in ~~l areas. This difference is approximately the same 

as'the difference in o~erall recommendations between the 

areas. However, with regard to the Mexican-American 

population a real difference seems to exist. In urban and 

suburban areas 62% of this population received a discharge 

recommendation compared to 37% in rural areas. 
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,APPENDIX D 

CODE DEFINITIONS 
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Factor Codes - Coding discriminations made on the basis of 
thefactuaI material contained in the report. 

Board Action: 
A major board action is a case in which the Parole 
Agenili has submitted a violation report which has 
resulted in the Adult Authority's continuing the 
parolee on parole, placing him in NTCU, or 
temporarily suspending or cancelling his parole. 
A ruinor board act-ion is one in which the Adult 
Authority has acted on the Parole Agent·s request 
to restore the parolee's civil rights; has added or 
removed a special condition of parole; or has 
placed the parolee in a Half ... /ay House. 

Police nenartment Arrest on.Susnicion: 
Arrests made by the police department for a non
specified offense or on suspicion of a particular 
offense, after which the parolae is released "'/i th 
no formal charges having been file~. The code 
identifies one, '~wo, or three or more suoh J 

occurrences. y 

Number of Convictions: 
The number of convictions' resulting from the parolee's 
being arrested and charged. The code i'dentifies one, 
two, or three or more su~h occurrences as well as 
cases in which the final disposition is not recorded. 

Present Emp'loyment S'tatus: 
The parolee is considered employed if he is currently 
working in full-time or' part-time status at a year
round or seasonal job. He is considered unempl9yed 
if he is currently out of work, even on a seasonal 
basiS, and whether or not he i-s drawing any type of . 
benefit payments. Benefit .payments include ~employment 
insurance, pension, social security, and. any type of 
general assistance payments. . 

Parole Incidents' Related" to Any Coromi tment Offense: 
Iii incIdent or activity in 'f,hiEh the parolee is involved 
which is similar in nature to his commitment offense. 
The code records the seriousness of one such incident, 
ranging from slight suspicion of occurrence in the PA's 
judgment or the filing of a board report or the parolee's 
being ariested by the police and charged. Two or more 
incidents are recorded with no discrimination as to 
their seriousness. 
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Current Re::;idence: . 
The code records whctherthe parolee is currently 
living with his wife, with a relative, alone, in a 
common-law relationship, or in some other situation. 

.. '\,. 

co-o~eration: 
TheA's use of some varient of the word co-operation 
in evalua"ting the parolee 's attitude tov/ard him or the 
agency. The scale includes: very co-operative, 
co-operative, less than co-operative, and uncooperative. 

Turnabout Senten0es: 
I compound sentence or a pair of linked sentence~ which 
contain a value shift (favorable to unfavorable or 
unfavorable to favorable) and havere1evance to the 
parolee's behavior or attitudes. The code records 

. the value emphasis (positive or negative') for one set 
of turnabout sentences and for more than one set. 

Overview Codes - Coding discriminations made on the basis of 
the Parole Agent's opinionaf activity in the particular area. 

OVerview Employment: 
The area to~e evaluated in this code is the PAIs 
judgment of the parolee~ employment status, considering 
type of job held or obtainable, ~tabi1i ty of ''lork 
history, motivation, and income adequacy. 

Overvie,'l Family Relationships: 
The area to be evaluated in this code is the PAIs 
judgment of the character of family members and 
their influence on the parolee, the nature of the 
relationship be~'leen the parolee and family members, 
and the parolee's financial obligations to his 
dependents. 

Overview Peer Relationships and ~ei5ure Activities: 
The area to be evaluated in this code is the PA's 
judgment concerning ho,'l' ;the parolee spends his time 
outside the normal work week, the stabi~ity of his 
associates or friends and his relationship with 
them, and his community status. 

OVerview Vices: 
This code covers the PAls evaluation of the parolee 
in the areas of narcotics addiction, usage, and 
sales, Nalline testing, the Narcotics Treatment 
Control U!lit (NTCU), alcoholism, drinking, arrests 
associated withdrinkin6, alcohol prohibition as a 
Condition of Parole (5B), gambling, and sexual 
-deviations ~hat are not being treated clinieally and 
incidents related to them. 

',! 
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OVe~~iew Master: 
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ThIs code designates whether or not a report contains 
no arrests and is coded l1 satisf$.ctoryll in all of the 
Overview areas covered. )Jl overall satisfactory is 
coded "1 II. An unsatisfactory in any area is coded 
"211 in the Haster Code. 




