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SUMMARY 

Parole board members make two types of decisions 
about parole: individual case decisions and paroling 
policy decisions. The latter set the frame\'1ork VIi thin 
which the, former are 'made. Paroling policy decisions 
generally are not explicitly stated. The lack of 
clearly-articulated policy guidelines has resulted in 
considerable criticism of parole board decision-making 
practices. 

This report describes a study conducted in colla­
boration with the parole board members of the Youth 
Correction Division of the United states Board of Pa­
role. The aim is to provide a feedback device capable 
of making more explicit the presently implicit policies 
used in making case decisions. A feedback device of 
this type may enable parole board members to: compare 
actual policies ,,'lith those desired, and take corrective 
action if indicated; reduce disparity in individual 
case decision-making by noting decisions which appear 
to vary substan'tially from usual practice; and reduce 
the criticism leveled against the parole board as hav­
ing unfettered discretion. 

The relationships bebleen decision-makers I evalu­
ations of four specific case factors (severity of the 
offense, institutional program participation, institu­
tional disciplin~1 and chances of favorable parole out­
come) and paroling decisions are studied. From these 
relationships, a method of describing and articulating 
implicit paroling policy is demonstrated and the rela­
tive weights given to the above factors in practice are 
described. 
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PAROLING POLICY FEEDBACK 

Introduction 

Parole board members make ·two kinds of decisions a-

bout parole. They make decisions about individual per­

sons i also, they make paroling policy decisio:ns which set· 

the framework within which the individual case'decisions 

are made. The paroling policies which guide individual 

case decisions mayor may not be explicitly stated. Most 

often, parole selection policies are not explici·l;.ly artic-

ulated. When stated, they are likely to be put in very 

general terms (e.g., there must be a reasonable probabil­

ity that the prisoner, if paroled, will remain in the 

communi ty without violating the law) 1. although there may 

be certain ~xplicit policies for very specific types of 

cases (e.g., persons committed for armed robbery must 

serve at least two years in prison). Various norms are 

learned through interaction with other parole board mem-

bers on individual case decisions and in other discus-

sions, but these are rarely stated formally and are not 

uniformly adhered to by the members. 

~he lack of clearly-articulated policy guidelines may 

lead to the problem of disparate decisions. If parole 

board members are following different guidelines concern-

iug implicit policy, then different decisions for the same 

-1-
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case will likely result. This is not to argue that pa­

role board members should be continually llof one mind. If 

Especially in the formulation of parole selection policy 

guidelines, a broad range of opinion would appear use­

ful. In t.he implementation of these guidelines by actual 
, ' 

case decision-making, however, a lack of consistency may 

be equated with a lack of fairness, since inconsistency 

would be expected when the idiosyncratic views of indi­

vidual members play a larger role in the decision-making 

process. 

This paper reports the development of a feedback 

device for parole board members of the Youth Correction 

Division of the United States Board of Parole concerning 

the relationships between their evaluations of specific 

case factors (the s~verity of the subject's instant of~ 

fense, institutional program participation, institutional 

discipline, and parole prognosis) and paroling decisions. 

From these relationships based upon a sample of case de-

cisions, implicit paroling policies may be inferred and 

made explicit. 

Provision of feedback of this type can enable the 

parole board members to test the congruence between ac­

tual.and desired policies concerni~g.the weights given 

to the various factors. For example, the parole board 

may find that it gives more (or less) weight than in-

~\ 
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tended to institutional discipline,. Once know'n, correc­

tive action could be taken. Feedback based upon subse-

quent decisions would then provide a measure of whether 

the planned change had been effected. 

Such a feedback measure can also serve a second 

purpose; it can make explicit presently implicit ?arol­

ing policies and therebv reduce the criticism leveled .. 
against parole boards as having unfettered discretion. 

Davisl and Remington, et ~.,2. have argued that, while 

discretion in the administration of criminal justice is 

necessary, there must also exist effective checks on its 

arbitrary use. One method proposed for such checks is 

the articulation of the criteria upon which the decisions 

are based. Providing a measure of the weights given to 

the primary factors in the parole selection decision may 

provide a step t?ward this objective. 

A policy indicator may provide, at the same time, a 

measure of equity, alerting parole board members to recom­

mendations or decisions which appear to vary substantially 

from established policies. Such indicators would not be 

intended to remove the individual parole board member's 

lDavis, K.C., Discretionary Justice, Baton Rouge~ 
Louisiana Sta.te Universi"ty Press, 1969. 

2 Remington IF., et al., Criminal Justice Administra­
tion, Indianapolis: BObbs-Merrili Co. I 1969" 
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discretion. As Ohlin 3 has argued on another topic (in 

relation to the use of predictive devices), indicators 

should function merely as a stop sign to alert tl1e pa­

role boa'rd member to fUrther specify his reasons for 

case decisions which appear to deviate from the usually 

expected decisions in similar cases. 

Youth Corrections Act Decisions 4 

Cases of federal offenders sentenced under the Youth 

Corrections Act and appearing for original parole (no't 

reparole) consideration were selected for th'is study. 

These persons have no minimum sentence and are eligible 

for parole a't any time. Each person I S case is reviewed 

initially by the parole board within three to six months 

aft.er reception in prison Q Al though eligible for parole 

at the initial hearing, most cases are "continued ll for an 

additional period determined by the board. Each offend-

er's case is rev1ewedthereafter at least once every 

three years until he is paroled or released by mandatory 

parole. Mandatory parole occurs two years before an in-

dividual's maximum expiration ,date (with credit for jail 

SOhlin, L.E., Selection for Parole, New York: Rus­
sell Sage Foundation, 1951. 

4For a description of the Youth Corrections Act and 
the structure and function of the United states Parole 
Board, see Rules of 'the United states Board of Parole t 
Washington, D.C.! U~S. Department of Justice, 1971. 
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time). Therefore, the paroling decision may be viewed 

as one of ~ rather. than whether the offender is to be 

paroled. In most cases, the maximum sentence length is 

six years" providing a mandatory parole date at 48 months. 

The actual parole selection decision is made in 

Washington, D.C., on the basis of the information in the 

case folder and hearing summary (or institutional progress 

report). After the first parole board member reviews the 

ca.se and renders a decision I the case file ('!;.;rith decision 

attached} is transmitted to a second parole board member. 

If the second member agrees, the determination is final. 

If there is a disagreement \'1hich cannot be resolved, the 

case folder is silbmi tted to a third member ""ho casts the 

deciding vote. Cases judged especially serious or noto­

rious may be reviewed by the full parole board {youth and 

Adult Division members sitting together} at ~ bane hE~ar'­

ings_ 

Informal interviews with parole board members and 

hearing examiners indicate some differences of opinion. as 

'Co the appropriate nature of the continuance at the initial 

hearing. The prevailing sentiment appears to be that the 

initial continuance should be of a length sufficient to 

take into account the severity of offense (reflecting the 

concern of lIaccountability") and initial estimate of parole 

risk so that the person ,will be paroled at the second hear-

~, 
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ing if there has been satisfactory institutional adjust­

ment. In serious cases (e. g. t al.'"med bank robbery) this 

continuance is likely to be at least t\>10 years (the max­

imum continuance permitted at anyone decision is 36 

months) • Other perscms,I however, find the concept of 

long,continuances undesirable since the inmate is not 
• 

given an opportunity to demonstrate more rapid improve­

ment. Those uit,h this view argue that a lengthy continu-

ance may create feelings of negativism in the inmate and 

is in opposition to the "rehabilitative intent" of the 

Yout.h Corrections Act. Shorter con'tinuances 1 however, 

also have disadvantag'es: the parole board may find i t­

self in a position at the second hearing in which the in­

mate has demonstrated satisfactory institutional progress 

but still is unacceptable for release in view of the se­

verity of 'the offense (or prior record) and the short a­

mount of time se~ed. It may be argued that giving anoth-

er continuance at this point creates as much ?r more frus-

tration for the inmate. The extent to which either policy 

is followed in practice is one subject of this study. 

Research Design 

The research pla,n called for an evaluation sheet con­

t:.aini.ng a set of four scales to becoznpleted by each parole 

board member after reviewing each case and prior to making 

: ,f~~ 
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his decision for a sample of parole consideration deci­

sions. The eva.luatien sheet (see Appendix A) requested 

each parole board member to place his or her evaluation 

in the severity of the offender's instant offense, par­

ticipation in institutional programs, institutional dis­

cipline, and p~role prognosis (probability of favorable 

parole outcome) on four scales and record the decision 

reco:mmenda'tionb The relationships between the above 

variables, jail tirr~, prison time served, and decision 

outcome (parole board member's recommended decision) 

could then be analyzed by multiple regression techniques 

and policy profiles (scattergrams with lines of best fit) 

plotted. 

Parole board members of the Youth Correction Division 

of the United States Board of Parole agreed to complete e-

val ua.ti'on forms for a 30 percent sample of case decisions 

beginning Novemb?r 1, 1911. The sampling for this report 

was tex-mina·ted May 30 " 1972. Thus I a sample of 30 percent 

of all Youth Correctipns Act cases considered by "the parole 

board for original release {whether first or slwsequent 

hearing)s was obtained. Each individual whose prison re­

gister (identification) number ended in one of three odd 

digits became a sample case; it was assumed that this pro-

SIn order to reduce the demands on the parole board 
members 7 time§ the sampling for subsequent decisions was 
terminated March 30 .. 1972. 
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(~edure would approximate random selection. 

Evaluation forms' and envelopes were placed in the ap­

propriate case folders by parole board clerical staff prior 

to decision consideration. As a minimum of two parole 

board members review each case, at least two evaluation . 
forms for each ~ere obtained. s Parole board IDeffiPers were 

instructed to complete the evaluation forms independently 

and seal them in the envelopes provided~7 Therefore, while 

the second parole board member was aware of the first mem-

bex's decision, he was not aware of the ratings given on 

the four scales. These evaluation 'forms were retrieved by 

project staff and additional information was recorded (see 

Appendix B)" 

Parole board members actively collaborating in the 

Parole Decision-Making Project were extremely cooperative 

in completing the evaluation forms. Be£ore submission to 

the parole board, this experimen·t was reviewed and approved 

at a meeting of the project's Scientific Advisory Committee. 

The research design was then presented to the full parole 

QThis procedure resultsd in 729 evaluation forms from 
approximately 340 cases. Unfortunately, 65 cases were omit­
ted f~om the sample due to the failure of the boa~d clerical 
staff to place the required forms in the case folder prior 
to decision. However, as the clerical staff do not read the 
folders, and the folders are processed sequen·tially, this 
bias -:'ias assumed to be random. 

7 In additionj' there were 41 instances in which a board 
member neglected to complete the evaluation form,. 
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board at their October, 1971, business meeting. In addi­

tion, individual meetings were conducted with the parole 

board members who would be participating to explain the re­

sea.rch procedures in detail. These conferences resulted in 

several suggestions and amendments to the research design. 

For example; one parole board member expressed discom­

fort with the use of numbers in the scale to be used to es-

timate likelihood of favorable parole outcome. However, a 

line scale to be checked was unacceptable to other parole 

board members. This led to the development of a scale con­

sisting of both numbers and a line,' which satisfied all 

parties and increased their comfort: with (and probably in­

terest in) the experiment. A second example concerns the 

number of scales used. Originally, only three scales had 

been proposed: severfty, institutional discipline, and 

risk of parole violation. The number' of scales had been 

limited in order ,to avoid imposing unduly upon the time of 

the parole board members. However, at the suggestion of 

the parole board members, a fourth scale (participation in 

institutional programs), representing a factor perceived 

important, but distinct, from institutional discipline was 

dev~loped. 

Predictor Variables 

Four subjective factor ratings\ll~r~seleoted for con- J 
! 
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sideration as predictor variables. These factors were 

chosen to reflect fou·r important and prevalent parole se­

lection concerns cited by Dawson 6 and O'Leary9. The first 

factor (the severity of the present offense) r.elates to 

the concern known as "accountability,1I "sanctioning," or 

the service of a "sufficient" minimum time. The second , 

and third factors (institutional program participation and 

discipline) relate to the concerns of system maintenance 

and encouragement of the constructive use of prison time. 

The fourth factor (chance of favorable parol~ outcome) re­

lates to the concern of risk of parole violation. The con­

cern of reducing sentencing disparity was not considered, 

due to the nature of the data. Since Youth Corrections Act 

cases have no minimum sentences and the vast majority have 

maximum sentences of ·six years, the problem of disparate 

sentences does not appear. 

The use of ~ubjective measures has both an advantage 

and a disadvantage. An advantage is that parole board mem­

bers are making these types of judgments in actual case de­

cisions and appear to have little difficulty in articulating 

them. As a first step, they C&l provide a measure of the 

implicit policY,the parole board member is attempting to 

SDawson, R., r'The Decision to' Grant or Deny Parole, II 
Washington University La\q Quarterly, 243, 1966, pp. 265-85. 

90SLeary, V., Parole Frame of Reference Inventorf' New 
York: National Council on crime and Delinquency, 196 (mimeo) 
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follow. If, at a later date, more objective indicators of 

these concerns are developed (e. g., base expectancy or se­

verity scale measures), the objective measures may be sub­

stituted' in the predictive equations to indicate to the 

parole board member the appropriate course of act,ion to . 
better imple.men.t desired policy_ 

A disadvantage of subjective measures is that they 

may reflect rationalizations for decisions rather than de­

terminrints of them. For example, if a parole board member 

is examining a case and develops a subjective desire to 

parole, he may tend to credit the subject with better in­

stitutional progress or a higher chance of success than is, 

in fact, indicated. Nevertheless, the ability of parole 

board members to consider possible biased responses is like­

ly to be improved if decision items (i.e., focal concerns) 

are examined separately • 

. 
Cri terion ~1easures 

In order to examine the relationships of these factors 

to paroling decisions, a number of criteria were selected. 

At the initial decision, the first criterion measure to be 

considered is the continuance r~commended (in months) with 

parole treated as zero (D) months. The second criterion 

measure used is the total time in custody recommended un-

til decision number two (jail time plus time ill prison 

until initial decision plus recommended continuance). At 
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subsequent decisions, the criterion considered is the 

dichotomous parole/continue decision. 

Results and Discussion 

Stepwise multiple regression equations were calculated 

for the 378 responses'concerning initial decisions. A ran-

dom split half technique was used to provide cons~ruction 

(N = 196) and validation {N = l82} samples. It must be 

not~d.that three of the scales used (severity, progress, 
" 

and discipline) were rather crude ordinal measures which 

,,.rere treated as interval measures for these computations. 

Nevertheless, the predictive power of these indicators was 

substantial. (Table I displays the zero order correlations 

among the variables.) Using only the variables severi t.y 

and prognosiS (risk) as predictors, multiple R's of .70 for 

the first criterion measure (reconunen<:led continuance) and 

.68 for the second crit.erion measure (recommended total 
, 

time to be served before next review) were obtained on a 

construction sample. For the validation sample, these Rls 

were both .56. Neither discipline nor institutional pro­

gress, which were highly intercorrelated (r = .90), added 

significantly to the predictive equation. 
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Table I 

ZERO ORDER C( lRRELATIONS AMONG VARIABLES 

IN THJ; CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE 
(NUMBER OF (nSERVATIONS IN PARENTHESES) 

-
I r-l \:l r-l 

!tS 0 !tS 
\:l 'rl \:l Q) III O):>t O~.j.l o s::: ·rl 0) 

1Il.j.l ·rl rt! -rl -r-! III rl-
VARIABLE \:l'rl .j.lH~ ..)Jr-l oo~ 

Q) H ::s tn·r-! ~o. a H til 
lI-l<J.l ..)JOO -!J'M b1 rt!.~ 
I.I-I~ -rl ~'M -M 0 OP. o Q) .j.lP.-IJ .j.l(J) H ....... 

til rn H !!.I'M Pol 
s::: 8! ~Q 

,- --1::! 
Offense 1.00* .1318* .. 0984 -.0567 

Severity (196 ) (190) (192) (196 ) 

Institutional 
Program 1.00* .8972* .0873 

Participation (190 ) (190) (190) 

Institutional 1.00* .1570 ~1: 
Discipline . (192) (192) 

Prognosis . 
(Parole 1.00* 
Risk) (196 ) 

Recommended 
Continuance 

Recommended 
Total Time To 
Be Served Be-
fore Next Re-
view 

01 I 

roO) E-t0)~ 
rtj III 

()) tl ~~rtj.j.l ros::: 
s::: rt! a-,..j Q) X 
0) ::s 0) E-I po ~ 
~.~ ~ r-l ~ 
O+> OC'dUlQ)~ 
o \:l 0.1-1 ).j ~ 

gJ0 Q) 0 Q) O'~ 
oj 0 ~ E·.q1i:l ~ 

.6738* .6325* 
(196) (196) 

.0405 .0146 
(190) (190) 

.0394 • .0147 
(192) (192) -. 

-.2771* -.2885* 
(196) (196) 

1.00* .9270* 
(196 ) (196) 

1.00* 
(196) 

*Correlation coefficient is significant at 0: = .05 (one-tailed). 

, ,.1-

~\ 
\ 

J 

i;~";t 
" "!r 
~ 

~ 



, • ~' I 
~', ... ' ' .. 

." . 
. t· '"j 

i 

~ 

, , .. 

. " . 
~ ''( ".: ~~ / 

r' I 

"" ' 

, . . . 
, \ 

, 

, . 
.( 

\ : 

i 

l 
I J 

~. 

-14-

Table II shows the predictive equations • 

RECCNT 1: 

Table II 

PREDICTIVE EQUATIONS 

Predicted recommended continu­
ance from offense severity and 
parole prognosis (IN MONTHS) 

RECCNT 1 = .594 + 3.99 x Severity - .075 
x Prognosis 

RECTOTM 1: Predicted recommended total time 
served before next review {IN 
MONTHS) 

RECTOTM 1 = 7.729 + 4.41 x Severity - .119 
x Prognosis 

In light of the high correlations found, it may be 

tentatively concluded that a fairly consistent (although 

implicit) youth parole selection policy was in effect. 

It is to be note'd that two events occurred during the data 

collection phase which would have been expected to reduce 

thn correlations found. One., the Chairman of the Youth 

Division retired and was replaced by a member of the Adult 

Board. Two, the Youth Board decided to give credit for 

jail time uniformly in calculating time to be served. 

Previously, there had not been a consistent policy on this 

issue. 

J, 
,,' 



, ,j 

! , 

~ 
I 

-15-

A Policy Profile 

From equation #2, a table of the expected total num-

ber of months to be served before revie,.; may be calculated. 
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Table III 

EXPECTED TOTAL NUMBER OF MONTHS 

TO BE SERVED BEFORE REVIEW 

Severity 

1 2 3 4 

10.9 15.4 19.8 24.2 

9.75 14.2 18.6 23.0 

8.6 13.0 17.4 21.8 

7.4 11.8 16.2 20.6 

6.2 10.6 15.0 19.4 

5.0 9.4 13.8 18.2 

3.8 8.2 12.6 17.0 

2.6 7.0 11.4 15.8 

1.4 5.8 10.2 14.1 

.2 4.6 9.0 13.5 

5 6 

28.6 33.0 

27.4 31.8 

26.2 30.6 

25.0 29.4 

23.8 28.2 

22.6 21.0 

21.4 25.9 

20.3 24.7 

19.1 23.5 

17.9 22.3 

The expected time to be served for each combination of 

severity and prognosis (parole risk) is shown at the inter­

section of the appropriate row and column. with a severity 

level of three (slightly below average severity) and a fa-

vorab1e parole outcome estimate of 50 percent, the expected 
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total time to be served before review is 15.0 months. For 

a severity level of six (among the most serious cases) and 

a favorable parole outcome estimate of 70 percent, the ex­

pected time to be served is 25.9 months. 

This type of matrix may be used to make explicit 

presently implicit paroling policies. It may be seen that 

the greatest weight is given to the factor of severity" 

while considerably less weight is given to the issue of 

parole risk. For example I it 'tV'ould appear that a differ-

ence of one level of severity shifts the decision 4.4 

months, while a 15 point difference in parole risk estimate 

shifts the decision 1.8 months. Once the severity and pa-

role risk estimates are taken into account, institutional 

discipline or progress does not significantly add to the 

prediction. It will be seen that at subsequent (review) 

decisions, in'stitutional behavior becomes a strong pre­

dictor of decisipn outcome. 

From the knowledge provided by this type of matrix, a 

parole board can test the congruence of actual and desired 

policy. They may be asked whether the values in the ma­

trix conform to those they expect or desire and whether 

there are particular values "that they desire to change. 

Furthermore, the provision of this feedback on a regular 

basis would alert the board to Ilapparent" policy changes. 

In individual case decision-making, this measure could 

. , 
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be used in the following manner. After reviewing a case, 

the parole board member would complete the ra~ing scales 

and make his recommendation. He would then check his re-

commendation against the matrix provided. If he found 

that his recommendation varie:d from the expected decision 

by more than a given amount (e.g., two months), he would 
\ 

be alerted to specify the considerations resulting in this 

difference or to reconsider his recommendation. For ex-

ample, consider a case in which the parole board member re-

commends a continuance of four months and the expected con-

tinuance is nine months. The parole board member might 

point out that the subject '5\ mother is extremely ill, that 

he has a considerable amount of jail time, or that his in-

stitutional performance has been much above average. On 

the other hand, he m~ght, upon reflection, find no excep­

tional factors and reconsider his reconunendation. In 

either case, pot~ntial disparity would be reduced. Analy­

sis of the reasons cited for deviations from the expected 

time held would provide insight into the incidence and im­

portance of other factors in the parole selection decision 

and might be used to refine the policy model. 

An Interval Severity Scale 

As noted, the severity rating initially used was a 

rather crude ordinal scale. An attempt to transform this 
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ordinal scale into an interval scale was made by subs'\::.i­

tuting the median total time to be served before review 

for each severity level in place of the ordinal rating 

(Table IV) for the construction sample. Multiple regres­

sion equations were then recalculated using the prognosis 

and transformed severity ratings. Higher construction 
t 

sample correlations (R = .77 and R ~ .77) were obtained for 

criterion land 2 respectively. 

Table IV 

MEDIAN TOTAL TIME FOR EACH SEVERITY LEVEL 

Median 
Severity n Total Time 

1 1 6 

2 8 16 

3 45 14 

4 53 15.05 

5 46 18.7 

6 43 28.8 

Validation sample correlations were also higher (R.= .65 

and .67). Table V displays these differences. Thus, it 

appears that a more refined severity scale increases the 

correlations noted. However, larger samples would be re-

quired to confir:m this finding. 
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Table V 

CONSTRUCTION AND VALIDATION CORRELATIONS 

FOR INITIAL AND TRANSFORMED SEVERITY SCALES 

RE~CNT 1: Recommended con­
tinuance pre­
dicted from pa­
role prognosis 
and initial se­
verity scale 

--COMPARED TO--

RECCNT 2: Recommended con­
tinuance pre­
dicted from pa­
role prognosis 
and transformed 
severity scale 

RECTOTM 1: Reconunended to­
tal time.to be 
served before 
next review pre­
dicted from pa­
role prognosis 
and initial se­
verity scale 

--COMPARED TO--

RECTOTM 2: Reconunended to­
tal time to be 
served before 
next review pre­
dicted from pa­
role prognosis 
and transformed 
severity sc.ale 

Construction. 
R 

.699 

.. 765 

.681 

.765 . 

iJ· 

Validation 
R 

.557 

.653 

.557 

.677 

" 

,; 
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Nonlinear Rela'tionshiEs 

The multiple regression methods used above assume 

that the relationships among the variables are linear. 

In fact, nonlinear relationships may exist or there may 

be other interactions among the variables. Figure 1 

(see nex'c page) displays certain hypothetical r~lation­

ships which would be masked by a multiple regression 

equation. 

While each of the relationships described by Figure 

1 has a perfect correlation, the correlation for low se­

veri ty offenses is nonlinear. F'urtherm.ore I t.he relation­

ships for medium and high severity offenses are linear, 

but they have different slopes. If a linear multiple re-

gression equation were calculated for the total sample, 

the multiple correlation wOl11d be much reduced. 

To examine for these possibilities, scattergrams of 

parole prognosis yersus expected total time held before 

review were calculated for each severity rating. No non­

linear relationships were apparent. However, the slopes 

of the best fit lines (for each severity level) appeared 

steeper for the two highest severity levels. That is, 

comparatively less weight appears to be given to prognosis 

in the higher severity cases. 

Again, the small sample size limited further explora­

tlon.. However ( it appears that calculating the expected 
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numbers of months to be served before review for each se-

verity level separate'ly could be hypothesized to increase 

further the correlations noted. 

Subsequent Decisions 

Two alternative policy models had been articula-ted by 

the parole decision-makers (hearing examiners and parole 

board members). One model proposed that the initial deci­

sion should be of a length sufficient to take into account 

the severity of the offense and initial estimate of likely 

parole outcome, and that subsequent decisions should pri­

marily consider institutional behavior. Under this model, 

the initial continuance would indicate to the inmate that 

he would be granted parole at the next review if he main­

tained a satisfactory institutional record. The secnnd 
II r II ...... ..-.-.. ...... If! a • - ...... ~.II-_-... -..... 

model proposed that shorter continuances be given -to all 

subjects. Rel~~se would not necessarily follow good in­

stitutional adjustment at the next hearing, but could be 

granted for extremely good institutional progress. 

In Tables VI and VIr is shown th.e relationship be-

tween institutional discipline rating and the parole/con­

tinue dichotomy;l .. 9 £ox'-decisions two (# of response forms = 

222) and three (# of response forms = 78). 

lOParole includes all decisions to parole or to con­
tinue four months or less (such continuances generally re­
late to parole program formulation). 
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Table VI 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE 

RATING AND PAROLE (RECOMMENDED DECISION S 4 MOS.) 

VS. CONTINUE FOR DECISION TWO 

Institutional Discipline Ratings 
, very 

Poor Fair Good Very 
Poor Good 

Paroled 8 30 43 61 ' 21 

% 40.0 68.2 79.6 85,9 77.B 

Not 
Paroled 12 14 11 10 6 

% 60.0 31,8 20.4 14.1 22.2 
-

TOTAL 20 44 54 71 27 

x2 ~ 19.62, P < .001 

Phi == .301 

*6 subjects had a rating of 6 (not enough informa-tion) 

Total 

163 

75.5 

53 

24.5 

216* 

It is apparent. that the ins,titutiona1 discipline rat­

ing is a good predictor of the parole/continue decis.ion 

(Phi = ,301)~ A~ decision two a person with a fair or bet­

ter discipline rating is very likely to be paroled (82.2% 

paroled). The relationship between below average disci­

pline and parole/continue is not as strong (40.1% con­

tinued). It is possible that there is a mixture of the 

two policies in operation at this point. 
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Table VII 

RE~4TIONSHIP BETWEEN INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE 

RATING AND PAROLE (RECOMMENDED DECISION ~ 4 MOS.) 

VS. CONTINUE FOR DECISION THREE 

Institutional Discipline Ratings 
Very 

Poor Fair Good very 
Poor Good 

Paroled 2 10 21 15 8 

% 18.2 62.5 77.8 100 100 

Not 
Paroled 9 6 6 0 0 

% 81. 8 37.5 22.2 0 0 

'l'OTAL 11 16 27 15 8 

x2 = 26.32, P < .001 

Phi = .585 

*1 subject had a rating of 6 (not enough information) 

Total 

56 

72.7 

21 

87.3 

77* 

For decision three the institutional discipline rating 

proves to be a better predictor of the parole/continue de-

cision (Phi = .585). The relationship between average or 

better discipline rating and parole is higher (88.0% pa­

roled) as is the relationship between below average ratings 

and a decision to continue (55.6% continued). It would ap-

pear that at the third hearing a good institutional disci­

pline rating will result in parole. 

Conclusions 

From a set of four rating scales completed by parole 
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board members for a sample of cases at the time of deci­

sion-making, a method-of describing and articulating pres­

ently implicit paroling policy is shown. This method might 

be used by parole board members to examine the congruence 

of actual with desired policy on a macroscopic level. At 

present, it appears that at the initial hearing, primary 

weight is given to the board member's estimation of the 

severity of the instant offense. Secondary weight is 

given to estimate of risk of parole violation. At sub­

sequent hearings, institutional adjustment becomes a pri-

mary decision determinant. 

Through the use of multiple correlation techniques and 

graphical analyses, a set of expected decisions for given 

factor combinations may be determined. In relation to in­

dividual case decision-making, these expected values may 

provide an equity measure to alert hearing examiners and 

parole board memb~rs to potentially disparate decisions. 

While the measures utilized in this research were sub-

jective measures, more objective roeasures would be desired 

for implementation as a policy control and equity device. 

For example, an experience table might be substituted for 

the prognosis (riSk) measure, and an objective scale, as the 

one developed by Sellin and Wolfgang l 2., might be utilized 

12sellin, T. and Wolfgang, M., The Measurement of De­
linquency, New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964 . 
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for the se~erity measure. 

Practical ApElications 

sev~ral practioal results appear to have been asso­

ciated in some part with this research. As part of a pilot 

regionalization projectr the parole board requested from 

the research team, and subsequently implemented: a policy/ 

control/equity device similar to that described above 

(with separate guidelines for youth and adult. offenders). 19 

Furthermore, in this pilot regionalization project, the 

policy of considering severity and prognosis (risk) at 

the initial hearing and, with a few specific exceptions, 

considering institu.tional performance as the major deter­

minant at subsequent hearings was adopted. 

F 

l';Hoffman, P.B. and Gottfredson, P.M., Paroling: Polic~ 
Guidelines: A Matter of E uit , Report Number Nine, Davis, 

a J. ornJ.a: Paro e DeeJ.sloon-Making Project, National Coun­
cil on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, Jlme, 1973. 
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APPENDIX A 

FORM C 

Case Name Register Number 

FBI Number 

YOUTH CORRECTIONS ACT--EVALUATION SHEET 

Please complete this form, seal in the envelope provided, 
and replace in the case folder. Remember, your best es­
timate is requested; it is not expected that you will pro­
vide exact rulswers to these questions. 

1. Offense Sever~ 

2. 

Please circle the letter which most closely corresponds 
to your evaluation of the severity of the offense be­
havior for which tilis subject was committed. 

a. ArnOT' .. the leas t serious offenses 
b. J.,r serious than the aver.age 
c. ,,' ~ghtly less serious than the average 
d, ,lightly more serious 
e More serious than the average 
f. Among the most serious offenses 

Participation in Pro~rams* 

Please circle the letter whioh most closely sununarizes 
your evaluation of the subject:' s participation in in­
stitutional programs (since last review) • . 

a. Very Good 
b. Good 
c. Fair 

d. Poor 
e. Very Poor 

f . Not enough 
information 
available 

*NOTE: Prior to 2/3/72, the scales used for "Partioipation 
iIlPrograms n and "Institutional Discipline" are sho~Tn below. 
At the suggestion of several parole board members, these were 
revisen to produce a five-point scale with an additional 
choice for cases with insufficient information. For our 

-32-
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3. Institutional DisciEline* 

Please circle the letter which most closely summarizes 
your evaluation of the subject's institutional disci­
pline record (since last review). 

a. Very Good 
b. Good 
c. Fair 

d. Poor 
e. Very Poor 

f _ Not enough 
information 
available 

4. Estimate of Likely Parole Outcome 

The 100 at the right of the scale represents certainty 
of favorable parole outcome. The a at the left of the 
scale represents certainty of unfavorable parole. outcome.. 
The center of the scale represents the point at which 
either favorable or unfavorable outcome is equally like­
ly. Please circle a number on the scale below or mark 
an X on the line to indicate your estimate for this sub­
ject. 

a 5 15 25 

cex'tainty of 
unfavorable 
parole outcome 

*NOTE: (continued) 

35 45 55 65 75 85 95 100 

certainty of 
favorable 
parole outcome 

analyses, the following transformations were made: Very 
Good = Very Good'; Above Average:::; Good; Slightly Above or 
Slightly Below Average = Pair 1 Below Ave-rage:::: Poor; Very 
Poor =: Very Poor. ~nsufficient information choice cases 
were eliminated from computation; however, such cases were 
limited to initial hearings.) 

Institutional Progress 
Please circle the number which most closely sununarizes your 
evaluation of the subject's participation in instit~tional 
programs. 

1. Very Poor 5. Above Average 
2 « Belf)w Average 6. Very Good 
3. Slightly Below Average 
4. Slightly Above Average 
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Your Decision Recommendation: Parole 

Number of months continued ----

Initials of Parole Board Member completing this instru­

ment ----

*NOTE: (continued) 

Institutional Discipline 
Please circle the number which 'most closely Eillmmarizes your 
evaluation of the subjectrs inf.ltitutional discipline record. 

1. Very Poor 5 • l>.bove Average 
2. Below Average 6. Very Good 
3. Slightly Below Average 
4. Slightly Above Average 
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APPENDIX B 

To be completed by research staff: 

YOUTH CORRECTIONS ACT 

1. Case Register if Case Name 

2. F.B.I. # 

3. Actual Decision 

4. Date of Decision 

5. Board Members 

6. If paroled, length of time served before parole grant 

7. (a) Jail Time months ----
(b) Prison Time ---- months 

8. If more than a six-year sentence, indicate maximum 
length 

9. Hearing First 

Second 

Third 

Fourth 

Fift:h 

Six or More 
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