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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Parole organizations are an area of study much

neglected by sociblogists. The literature in this ares,

such as it is; is written Jargely from an administrative

perspective. In this view, the pbtential 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
easessments whose claim t6 validity is experience and training.
The belief that experience and training is a certain ground
for rational judgement* is, however, open to quesfion. I?
is highly doubtful whether rational judgement can be rendered
in the absence of systematically organized feedback on the

efficacy of alternative Jjudgements. 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

objectives.

**It'has been demonstrated that in the absence of
systematic feedback c¢onfidence in the accuracy of decisions
varies with expefience. But accuracy itself does not vary

with experience,’
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characteristic of decision making in our correctional and

Judicial agencies; parole ageats do not know if cuses
returned to institutions for parcle violations would have
abstained from criminal violations if retained on parole;
judges do not know if cases sentenced to institutious 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 usuall& been towards the evaluation
of asso;ted correétional tréatment programé. Some of this
vwork has been of value, although much of it has consisted
of resea:chers attempting post hoc evgluations of programs
‘designed by administrators where -controls were inadequate b}
the task of 1eéitimate inference, or programs wvere not
imglemented as they were originally planned. Studies of the
paiole system as a formal organization with hierarchically

distributed rights and responsibilities and assigned decision
 tasks are significantly few.*
k The dearth of sociological scholarship in this area

Promises to be remedied in the future. Increasingly students

of deviant behaviour are directing their attention away from

social structural variables and offender personality variables,

*or the few available works in this area, Evaluation

Sgstems and Adaptations in a Formal Organization, by F.
agl, Stanford University Library, 18 worthy of mention.
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and focusing upon organizational  processes within the social

control agencies in an attempt to understand the bases upon

which individuals come to be labelled.deviant. This focus

found early expression in. the writings. of Tannenbaum,(1938):2
The process of making the criminal therefore
is a process of tagging, defining, identifying,
segregating, describing, emphasising, and
evoking, the very .traits that are complained
of. If the theory of relation of response

to. stimulus has any meaning, the entire

process of dealing with the young delinguent
is mischievous insofar as it identifies him
to himself or to the environment as a
delinguent person.

Tannenbaum focused upon the societal reaction to
deviance as the riajor iﬁdependent variabli, emphasizing the
impact of soci&i definitions on the delinquents‘i@age of
himself., It was his contention that ‘the stabilization of
deviant behaviour took place as a consequence of the
individual's internaliéation of sogiebty's definition of him
ag a delinguent. Tannenbaum's theory is thoroughly sociological
and purports to éccount only for deviant careers, not for the:
"acéidental criminal“* of crimes of passion", in which
Instances he acknowledges that theories which "gseek the cause
of crime in the individual may have greater application."

Hovever, Tamnenbaum's point of view lay neglected in

the shadow of Merton's theory of Anomiz until it was again

put forward by Edwin Lemert in Social Pathology (1951).° .
Favourable response led Lemert to further develop the theory

¢

¥pannenbaum does not attempt to define the term
"accidentalt. . ' )
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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 tihe effecvive
.consequences of such attachment for
subsequent 2eviation on the part of

the person.%
In this manner lemert distinguishes between 'primary" and

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

far greater theoretical significance:

.Secondary deviation is deviant behaviour,
or social roles based upon it, which
become means of defence, attack or
adaptation to the overt 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,
degredationgl and isolating reactions

of society.
" Whether or not the "causes" .of primary deviation do

“recede and give way" to the societal reaction variables
In fact very

R e DRI AR s FHER A ST

remains at this point an untested assumption.

little empirical evidence exists in either the sociological

PN R

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

gl i

T Y

his findings thua:

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. Where the evaluations

ERPPPRIRCESIOVE SN
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- by peer group members is low: a) the
correspondence between self evaluation and
the mean of others evaluations is strong,
and b) both self evaluations and peer
evaluations tend to be lower. Whexre the
variance in others evaluations ig high:

a) the correspondence between self
evaluation and others evaluations is
weaker, and b) while self evaluations Hend
to be higher than the mean of others
evaluations; both self evaiuation scorgs
and peer evaluation scores are higher.

Further evidence supporting the hypothesié is presented

- by Rosenthal who became interested in the social psychology

of the psychological experiment, specifically the impact:
of the experimenter's hypothesis on experimental Tresults.
Treating the experimenter!s hypothesis as the independent
variable, Rosenthal presents persuasive data derived from
numerous laboratory gxperiments indicating that such an
effect exists7. Rosenthal +then carried his research out of
the laboratory E-S dyad and into the schoolroom to évaluate
if ‘eacher expectations‘influenced pupil performance. - A1l
pupils in one high school were tésted ?or‘I.Q; level and a
random group seiected whose teachers were toid that these
children were scheduled for rapid advarcement in the next
Year. Folldw—up after one year indicated.that the I.Q.
scores of the experiméntal group had increased ‘to a signi—
ficantly greater extent than I.Q. scores of controls.
Rosenthal concluded his research with Yhe following statement:

Experimenters, teachers, psychotherapists,

and probably 'ordinary' people car-effect

the behaviour of those with whom they

interact by virtue of iheir expgctations
of what that behaviour will be.® :
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regearch needs +to be done.

categories.

ficant differentiation of deviants from the
non-deviant population is increasingly
contingent upon circumstances of situation
place, social and personal biography, and.
bureaucratlcally organlzed activities of
agencies of control

In ‘this view it is the status of the deV1ant rather than Hls

These are small beginnings and indicate that much

However, despite the limited -

L amount of supporting ev1dence, Tannenbaum and Lemert's

'é‘ ‘ pernpective has captured w1de support .among sociologists in
the last decade an@.stlmulated research into the organizational
processes of social control agencies in an attempt to grasp

" the bases on which some individuals and not others are

gelected out-and comnscripted into the deviantvstétus

-Kitsuse has commenteds:

+ in modern society the socially signi-

behaviour whlch is regarded as problematic:

Furthermore, the argument contlnues, 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 entry dependent upon the patient's
owp behaviour, According to. this argument
the societal reactionis a fundamentally
important variable in all stages of a

deviant career.

In hig studies of decision processes leadlng to 1nvoluntary

conf;nement of mental patients Scheff concluded.

« o o the motivations of the key decision
makers in the screening process may be
gignificant in determining the extent and
direction of the societal reaction. In -
the case of psychiatric screening of
‘persong alleged to be mentally 111 the.
gocial differentiation of the dev1ant from
the non-deviant population appears to be
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-materially effected by the financial,
ideological, and political position of
the pgychiatrists, who are in this
instance, the key agents of social

- control. 11
This perspective ¢learly represents a departure

from mainstream sociological}theorists who- emphasize the

aetiological signifféanée of social structural variables

for the study of deviant behaviour. Structural theorists

have repeatedly Bemoaned the unreliability of the relevant
data and then proceeded to construct theories 4o account

for the problems indicated by this data as though they were

unaware of its unreliability. Thus Merton, 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 higher rates in the
lower strata are far from complete ox
reliadle, . . .12 .

N e
and on the other:

Fraud, corruption, v1ue, crime, in shoxt
the entire catalogue of proscribed
behaviour, becomes increasingly more
common when the emphasis on the culturally
induced success goals becomes divorcgd
from a coordinated institutional :

empha91s.
This dlsaunctlon between means and ends increases as we move

‘dpwnwards in the social strata:

The limitation of opportunity to unskilled
-labour and the resultant low income cannot
compete in termg of conventional standards

of achievement with the hlgh income from

organlued Vicu.14

w'o
-
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Merton observes the‘runieliability of official. statistics
on the one hand, and on the odher assumes that the picture
they paint is essentially coxrect.

As indicated by Kitsuse and Scheff (quoted above) it
is central to the interactionist perspective that the
procedures which geﬁerate the unreliable data be subjected
to scrutiny and that attempts be made 4o delineate the
variables which influence these procedures. One o; the
most impiessive attempts in this area is thal} by Aaronl

Cicourel -~ The Social_Organizétion of Juvenile Justice.

Noting that 1aige discrepancies existed in the delinguency
rates of two comparable cities, Cicourel analysed the

procedural arrangemenfs for handling juveniles in both

cities and concluded:

Organizational policies and their arti-
"eulation with actual cases via the background
expectancies of officers differentially
authorized to deal with Jjuveniles, directly
changed fthe size of the ‘'law-enforcement!'

net for recognizing and processing juveniles
viewed as delinquent and determined the size
and concéption of the social problem. The
sociologist, therefore, cannot take community
and law enforcement definitions of deviance
and their routine organizational processing
“as obvious in his desgriytions and analysis

of 'social problems' .1 »
Piliavin and Briar analyzed the content of police-
juvenile encounters in an attémpt to discern the basis upon
which pblice officers differentiaily invoke the véiious
disposition alternmatives available to ﬁhem. On the basis
ofkeﬁtenéive observations of such encountéfs,bfhe autﬁors

- found a marked association between the "demeanouqﬁ-of the
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youth towards police officers and the severity of police

dispositions:

SEVERITY OF POLICE DISPOSITION

Severity of Police

BY YOUTH'S DEMEANOUR

Youth's Demeanour

Cooperative Uncooperative Total

; Disposition
. Arrest 2 14 16
; Citation or Official C ‘
o1 Reprimand . 4 5 9
. Informal Reprimand 15 1 16
i Admonish & Release 24 1 25
f T0TAT, 45 2 66
i

remarks:

Piliavin and Briar concluded their study with the following

\

The observations made in this study serve

" t¥underscore the fact that the offigial

delinquent as distinguished from the
juvenile who simply commits a delinquent
act, is the product of a social judgement,
in this case a Jjudgement made by the
police. He is a delinquent because some-
oné in authority has defined him as one,
often on the basis of the public face he
has presented to officials rather than
the kind of offense he has committed.?

Another noteworthy effort to. identify the factors
in#olved in this sgelection process at the policé level is
provided'by Chamblisé and Tiell. Differing from the
strategy of Piliavin and Briar, who observed a large number
of police-~juvenile interactions, Chambliss and Liell
analyzed in detail one particular case of law enforcement. ,
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According to these researchers police ﬁerceive arrests as
either "risky" or '"safe!, depending on "the place where the
offense pccuis; thé seriousness of the offense; and the
reputation of the persons involved.®
They concluded:
Accordingly it'is these 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, !
It should not be assumed that such selection processes are
characteristic only dat this introductory stage of the
criminal justice system. Rather we should anticipate that
‘where discretioﬁary 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 ﬁill exist betweenkdecision
makers in the type of disﬁosition they accord to similax
cases.v~Two decades ago, with regard to sentencing behaviour

in the courts, Gaudet, after summarizing the literature in

 this area, was moved to comment:

1. That the influence of the human o
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 ('the judgement, though
.pronounced or awarded by the judges
is not their determination but the

~determination or sentence of %he Law')
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is one of the most £a11a01ous of all
~ types of legal fiction.1

The most thcrough American study in sentencing

vehaviour was conducted by Green in Philadelphia. Green

analyzed 1,437 cases divided among'eighﬁeen.judges and

sentenced during the period 195€ .57, Ee found a high degree

' of similarlty in the length of penltentlary sentences 1mposed

by the different judges on 51milar cages. Less impressive

is the similarity between the auﬁges in the selection
between disposition alternatives for similar cases:

The gravity of the cases is controlled
by assigning to each case a score based
upon the observed relationship between
each of the legal criteria for sentencing
and the severity of the senterces - the
higher the score the more serious the

case.

In the categoxry of low score cases two
groups of judges emerge: six impose
sentences of non-imprisohment in no

more than half of their respective cases.
In the cases of intermedlate gzav;ty
three groups of jufiges take form. One
group of three judges metes out peni-
tentlary sentences in the range of 0.0%
to 11.8%; the range for the second group
of eight judges is 18.4% to.34.2%; and
for a third group of six judges it is
38.0% to 57. 1p. Vithin the high score
cases, the major division occurs between
the fourteen judges who sentence over
half of their respective casges fo peni-
tentiary terms and the four wWno impose
such sentences in less than‘half of their

cases,
Cameron studied differentials in courts!

to cases of shoplifting and found striking dif;erences

responges ’

between Negro and white women both in terms of the

proportion found ‘'not guilty', and thelbroportion sentenced

g
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%o jail.' No substantial differences were found between

Negro and white women in terms of previous arrests or the
value of the merchandise stolen.20

Moving into the international scene, we find that
decision studies investigating the sentencing behaviour of
judges in England and Canada have produced data indicating
gimilar discrepancies as those found ‘in the United States.

Hood, after cobserving that the proportion of adult
males sentenced to imprisomment for indictable offenses in
England varied widely between magistrates courts, analyzed
g sample of case materials and found:

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

2. . The imprisonment poliries of the
magistrate's appear to be related to
the social characteristics of the area

- they serve, the socidl cons*titution of

~the bench, and its particular view of
the c¢rime problem.

3. There are few differences between the-
cases chosen for probation and those
for conditional discharge.

In Canada, Jaffary compared the ten Canadlan
provinces in terms of maglstrate's decis10ns on cases
accused of one of 8ix common indictable offenses (assault
causing bodily harm,‘common assauit, assault on a peace
officer, breaking and entering, and theft, and false

pretenses*). He found considerable variation between the

Canada has g National Penal Code ‘so'the Provinces
do notwary in their definitions of these crimes.
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pndvinces in the use of short Jjail sentences, probation,
suspended sentences, fines and imprisonmen.t.22
| Obsexrved differentials in court sentenéihg practices
have'ied to efforts such as Training Institutes foxr Judge§,
confefences where  Jjudges, probationers and parolees can meet
tégether, and suggestions that judges spend a minimum amount
of’time in institutions -~ all designéd to sﬁimulate greater
uniformity in decisions and/or’an increased proportion of
more huménitarian dispositions. Such reasoning is limited
in that it ignores prinéiplesgof rationalify and the social
situationﬁpf the couriroom. - The conceptkof uniformity.is
of only peripheral éignificance to the principle of
‘rationality. Rafionélity (in the;staﬁiéﬁical.sense) refers
to the selection, on the basis of available information, of
that alternative which maximizes pay-off with respect %0
the designatéd objectives of the decision. Since +the
concept of uniformity does not include the dimensién of
objectives, it ig possible to'be uniformly mon-rational.
A1l efforts o increase uniformity in deeision making'
theréfore contribufe nothing to correctional effectiveness.
‘With regard to attempts to promote more humanitarian
(i.e., probation) disposi**»us, it should be pointed out
that no necessary reiationship exists between the more
humanitarian dispositions and correctional effec’tiveness.
(although the availablé‘data indicates that probation and
impriaonment are equally ei‘fective).z3 Furthermore, such

attempts ignore the influence of factors bheyudd the personality

i i s
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of the judge which influence the decision process,.notably,

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

inﬁicating that while the percentage o6f 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

all districts.

US% OF PROBATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR AND AGAINST PROBATION BY SF

ﬁISTEICT COURTS FISCAL YEAR 1

ELECTED UNITED STATES
L YRAR 1964%

cOURTS

% USE OF

% OF CASES REC.
PROBATION &
GRANTED
PROBATION

% OF CASES
REC , AGAINST
PROBATION BUT
GRANTED
PROBATION

HoZEHNROHEQREYOW -

TOTAT:

PROBATION -

8.3
1.
70.

26 3
50.2

-

_
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- - .. - - L ] . . . [ 2 » » . . L2 ]
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kS
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* e - - L] » . . . ® » -

P ¥

*This Table is an abbreviated version of the table
presented by Carter and Wilkins. ,
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The iate of agreement between probation officers'
recommendations and judges';decisions falls when considered.
by probation,dfficers'récommendations against frobaticn‘ :
(see Table); The authors concluded that "in 2 sense, if ’
this,relétionship measures ‘punitiveness’ then»it may be
concluded‘that the probation officer is more punitive than
the ju&ge.“24 A ‘

- No data is presénted‘in the Wilﬁins—carter papexr
irdicating whether the differences in percentage of cases
recomended probétion befween‘the separate courts is supported
or'unsupported ﬂ& differences in the types of cases coming
Yefore the,proﬁation 6fficer. While no definitive conclusions
can thg:efoée be supported in this insfénce, data frqm other
sources 1end‘consideiable weight to the contention thafysﬁch
variations reflect differences in.o?iéntation‘between decision~
makers rather than differences in the types of cases k
considered. ‘ |

Wilkins conducted a simulated decision study with
probation officers who were required to formulate decisions
wtilizing information provided them on an informétion.ﬁoard.'
Discrete items of information were'reproduced on index cards and
arranged on a’board such that only the lower edge containing
the classifiqatibh title was visible. The informafion area
(e.g., emﬁloyment) could be idenﬁifiéd by the card title, and
the information itselchoula be read by f1lipping the card., -
The~éubjec%s were réquired to utilize the information in

formulating a decision of whether or not to recommend
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probation for the particular case considered. The information
could be :r:eadfin any order chosen by the probation officers
vwho were told that the purpose iof the study was to see how
quickly, a.ndutilizing ag 1ittle information és possible,
they could a:crlve at a decision. Wilkins concluded:

'.Ehe 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 1ndiv1dua11ty. is revealed

in the types of information sought at

different tvimes (by probation officers),

but some wniformity 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

’ lnformat:.on at all.25
Takagi and Robison conducted a decision study involving

g1l members of a state parole agency (260 caseload carrying
agents, 38 unit office supervisors, 5 regional adminktrators,
15 members from regional headquarters staff and She 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
recommeénding that the case be either "returned to the

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

present the following Table in summary of theix findings":

NUMBER OF RETURN RECOMMENDATIONS ON TEN CASES
Zero One Two Tnree rour rFive Six oeven kight Nine Ten

NUMBER OF R ) i
MSPONDEMS 0 1 2 7T 26 36 67 .88 53 33 5
RESPONDENTS 0.0 .3 .6 2».2’ 8.2 11.3’21‘.1 27.6 16,7 10.4 1_.6‘11

‘ N’= 18 ’ ' i k {

|
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About half the subjects (49%) decided to
return either six or seven of the cases.

The range aiong the 318 was from one agent

. who chose to continue all but one case on
‘parole to five agents who chose to return
all ten to prison. Even 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 arrived
at three continues in over twenty different
ways (e.g., cases A, C, and I, or cases D,
E, and G, or cases A, H, and I) and every
one of the ten cases appeared in at %east
one of these combinations of three.2

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

The ten case histories administered to parole agents
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.f?und
fhat the median number of caées recommended Ycontinue on
parole? in this region had risen;fgom 3.0 in 1965 to 5.0 in
1967.%8  (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

punitive recommendations than their counterparts in more
lenient offices suggesting some kind of cultural transmission

effect between agents and their secretaries.
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g median number Qf 5.0 cases continue so the overall shift

in recommendation patterns cannot be attributed to this

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

46 the institution for a technical viclation of parole in
4965 would have been retained on parole in 1967.

Since the case stimull in both studies

were identical, this change in decision

patterns cannot be attributed to changes

in client behaviour. The finding supporis

the pogition 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 ggterminant as the former's

behaviour. =
It was concluded that the most probable explanation for the
difference 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
30 ; ' .
It shoﬁld be pointed out that the recommendation
"return to the :!.nsta‘.in,ﬁt;i,on"l is a &isposition alternative
justified by the parolé agency in termg of its assumed
predictive relationship to the "return to tlhe institution
with new commitment? decision. In other words, it is
assumed that parole agents can predict future criminal
behaviour on the part of paroiées on the basis of present

non-criminal difficulties, and that such future criminal

“behaviour can be forestalled by removing the parolee from

the community. The validity or mon-validity of this

assumption can be demonstrated empirically:
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Across offices, neither long jail sentences
‘nor prison returns to finish terms were
significantly related to prison returns
with new commitment: rho. return TFT vs.
return with new commitment = -.166(n.s.).5}

In dummary the existing parole literature indlcates
+hat returns to the institution ofparole violators is an
agency controlled decision influenced by attitudes of
decision makers and whatever happens to bexfhe current

- agency policy. Whether the individual parolee successfully
completes 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
and place, rather than his behaviour. Furtherﬁore, parole
violating,behaviqur c¢learly falls into the category of
aedondary deviation:

. Even more revealing of second order
deviance is the revocation of parole for
drlnklng, for getting married without
permission of the parole officer, or
leaving the local area for any of a-
variety of reasons which would be deemed

. entirely normal or good for other unstig-

g matized persons.?2
Pinally, it sheuld be reiterated that the jJustification of
the "return to the institﬁtion to finish term" disposition
as a preventive measure agalnst future criminal behaviour
flnds no empirical support.

In the following chapters we shall present data
analysing parole agent decisions regarding whether or not
to discharge the pérolee from parole, and which esséntially

supports the above conclusions although in. the context of
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a different decision.
Our study may be rf:garded as an extension of those

decision studies brlefly discussed in thls chidpter. We are

‘concerned with whether varlations in case decisions are

correlated with variations in types of cases. We are

‘interested in variations in case decisions by position in

the adminigtrsative hierarchy, and in discovering those
factors most efficient in discriminating between decision

alternatives.

A brief statement of procedure is in order. The

data source utilized was Parole Agent Reports which summarized

case his+or1es and 1ncluded cagse recommendation whﬁch were
then,proqessed through.the administrative hierarchy to the
California Adult Authority for final decisi&ns as to whether

the case should be discharged or continued on pardle. Over

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

- analyzed actoss approximately fifty code categpries. The

code categories were developed by six researchers on a

samplé of 324 cases (the total population of case repérts

for one administrative reglon) The cdding format was then
applied to the remaining cases dnd a &eliabllity check
mainﬁained on a random sample of 20% of the total cases. .
Gode definitions of all the code pategofies discussed in

this report can be found in the Appendix,
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CHAPTER ITI.

THE PRIMARY REVIEW: 2943 P.C.

In 1965 the California State Legislature enacted

,legislation«providing for the discharge from parole of all

parolees who had served a minimum of two successful years
on parole,1’2 conditional upon a favourable‘case review by
the Adult Authority. The report by the committee which
recommended this bill to the Degislature outlined the

purpose of this law:

Establish as a requirement: for parole
gupervision in excess of two years, following
release from prison, that the authorities
must make an affirmative finding of the need
for continuation of this State expense.

The adoption of this measure will simply
emphasize the importance of a two year post-
institutional evaluation' and will not o
prevent, on the basis of verified need,
continued sSupervisloll. :

The adoption of this measure should result
in more effective utilization of the services
of parole agents. In order to achieve this
result, it will be necessary for the present
Department of Finance formula for determining
the ratio of parole agents to parolees be
modified. ; '

The parolees remaining on‘parole after this

Ipne term “successful? meaning no returns to prison,
or parole suspensions during this period.

, 2parolees carrying life sentences were not eligible
for consideration under this provision. ~

|3
¥
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screening present an evaluated need for
gcareful continuous supérvision,

Two important points emergé from this report. First,
the purpose of this law is to reduce State expense in this
area and to utilize more effectiveiy éhé parole agents!'
seivices via reduced caseloads. Second, and more important
‘fér onur purposes, the 1aW'provided for discharge from parole,
unless justification could be.shown for continued sdpervision,
rather than continued supervision uniess Justification could
be shown for discharge. The tone is, therefore, radical
rathet than conserva%ive, and if the bill wére implem%nted
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

Penal Code is as follows:

~ Section 1, BSection 2943 P.C. is added to the
‘Penal Code, to:-read:
294% P.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 fer two years

.-since release from confinement, the Adult
Authority, in the case of a‘male prisoner,

- and the Board of Trustees of the Califernia

Institution for Women in the case of a

female prisoner, shall, within 30 days, deter-

mine whether or not, by the standard of his

redabilitation, such persons term of imprison-~

mert 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 parclee.

If the Authority or Board so determines that

such person's term shall be terminated, he

shall be completely discharged at the end of

such 30 day period. :

At the time of the implementation of 2943 P.C.
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(hereafter referred to as primary review), the Adult
Authority also formulated a pclicy statement known as’
P.S. 275 (bereafter referred to as subsequent review),
providing for further review of cases every fwelve moﬁths
subsequent to 2 "Continue on Parovole" action undexr the
primary review provision, assuming no routine expiration
had taken place during that time. Data will also be
presehted'rega.rding the implementation of this policy

statement.

Structure of the Correctiohal System

During the period under stlidy the Depariment of
Corrections Parole Agency wasg divided into five regional
areas, each regic;:n ‘being supérvised by a regional adminis tra‘bor.*
These regions were further divided %nto districts, eacﬂ district
beihg an administrative subdivision cdmposed of eight to ten I
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 implemen’cation of the primery

review, parole agents are respousible for a case evaluation

aceompanied by an appropriate recommendation for either

Since the time of the implementation of the primary
review, the California Parocle System has undergone several
structural changes. For example, there are jow four regions

" ; Instead of five. This discussion is tkerefore valid only for

the period Septem’ber, 1965 to March, 1967.

ince some of these districte have a very small
eligivle clien‘o population, they have been collapsed, gilving
38 districts for purposes of analysis.
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.

ncontinue on parole" or "discharge fromparole", This report

iu then submitted to the District Supervisor, who, although

he is not empowered to countermané the recommendation of

the parole agent, nonetheless possesses'the authority to

submit a supplementary recommendation of his own, advising -

‘that he is not in agreement with the agent{ The case is
then submitted to a Regional Administratof,‘whose position
is analegeuss to that ofkthe Distr;ct Suﬁervisor, in—that he
£ is not empowered to orerrule the recommendations of his two :
\'{ subordinates (i.e., the parole agent and the District
Supervieor), buat he ie‘permitted to submit a supplementaxry

§e ;recommeﬁéafion of his own offering a divergent opinion.

Fach case was;thenvforwarded for review to an "ad hoc" -

committee composed of two Hearing Representatives from the

A el

Adult Authority who were appeinted specifically'for the task
of reviewing that backlog of cases created by the law. It

is importanf to remember that this ad hoc committee was

£ e i i i et e

. ‘ created only to dispose of the backlog of cases.  Since its

o ’ ‘ ' ;é disappearance from the decision process following disposition
’ , | of the backlog, 1mportant consequences for dlscharge rates ;
28 o : v ‘ . ) li under normal operatlng condltlons have occurred. ' The report ‘ ‘i
‘ : was then submltted by ‘the’ Hearlng Representatlves to the 1
s - o Adult Auﬁhorlty member in whom was vested the responelblllty

of making the final decision.  After the backlog of cases

i had been reviewed and the Hearing Representatives removed

from the d801810n process, case recommendatlons were processed

direotly from Reglonal Admlnlstrators to the Adult Authorlty. ’

e

. B — - T ——
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CEAPTER III

ADMINISTRATITE HIERARCHY FACTORS

This chapter preszubs an analysis by 'position in the
administrative hierarchy off recoﬁmendations submitted under
the Primary Review provision at the Sté’ce and Regional ,
Jevels under both the Initial and Regular calendars.’ The
Tnitial calendar refers %o the packlog of cases created by
the enactment of the ley;slation as well as those cases
which became eligible fox reﬁiew between September and
December, 1965 (i.e., c=3Es which concluded two successiul
years on parole during #»sge months). Initial calendar cases
were ré;éiewed in the momihs of October, November, and
December, 1965. A1l ces=m réviewad subsequent to that period
comprise the Regular celsndar. ) '

| Table I documen‘ts the magnitude of the variation in
percentage discharge rer:::nnneﬁdafions b;etween distric'ts within
the State of Califorria. The problem is immediately presented
of the ie‘asi‘nili.'ty of e::;laining such a variation (from a
high of 100% dischérge recommendations to a low of 304
diecharge recormendatiozs) in terms of variations in the

quality of cases evaluated in these different districts.

, ,1The discrepanciss fn the number of Initial Calendar
cages which occur in itk report tables (Table I, N=1,359,

Table II, N=1,412, Teblz IV, N=1,455) are a result of early
analysis of the data balore a1l the reports had been collected.
This was a consequence of slow processing of reports to the
research unit from some of ‘the parole districts. This
deficiency resulied in = significant change in decision

patterns.

T
i
:
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PERCENTAGE OF DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS ON PRIMARY REVIEW
INIRTAL CALENDAR® CASES BY UNIT OFFICE

- , URIE CDISCHARGE T UNLE % DLSOHARGE
REGION DESIGNATION RECOMMENDATION REGION . DESIGNATION RECOMMENDATION
TIIT 1 100 o T 20 65
IIT 2 96 I 24 64
II 3 95 . IV 22 63
v 4 95 v 23 62
IT 5 90 v : 24 61
I 6 88 I 25 60
IIT 7 a7 : v . 26 60
II1T 8 84 II 27 59
I 9 84 v . 28 59
111 10 83 iv 29 56.
v 11 7 v 30 55:
II 12 13 v 31 54
v 13 73 Iv 32 52
IIT 14 72 v 33 50
v 15 71 I : 34 49°
I 16 70 - iT 35 39
Iv 11 70 v 36 34
I 18 68 v 37 31
II 19 66 38 30

-
STATEWIDE = 64%
*N = 1,359, i,e., 93% of all Initial Calendar cases.

62
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‘While some variation may exist in the fypes of cases reviewed,

a more ¢omplete explanation would 'seemf,to Trevquire: a thorough
examinetion of ‘the possibility of variation between decision
makers in terms of the relative importance they attach to

certain types of information in the process of formulating

decislions.

Table II documents jbh&:ee important phenomena. TFirss,

o
w
4
%
i

given a parolie agent recommendation for "continue on parole®
'I;hen an action to thivs effect will salmost invariably be
decided umpon by the Adult Authority. Thus, of 510 cases
submitted by parcle agents recommending continue on parole,
502 enjoyed an uninterrupted passage through the higher .

4 ievels of decision making, culminating in a continue on

parole action by the Adult Authority. Of the remaining eight

cases, four, though. interrupted at & higher level by
supplementary recommendations fof discharge from parole,
nevertheless received a continue ‘decision from the Adult
Authority, ‘Second, a parole sgent's recommendation for a

discharge will, during its passage through the higher levels

in the system, meet with increasing degrees of conservatism;

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

Beeminéiy' more prone than the preceeding level to invert a
discharge recommendation to a continue recommendation. v
Thus, it will be noted that District Supervisors depleted
Parole Agent discharge recommendations by 5.5% and Regional
Adminigtrators reduced this numbei:‘ by adfurther 8.3%. . The

-
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DECISION FLOW. CHART |
INDICATING DECISIONS RENDERED ON ALL CASES
AT “EACH STAGE OF '.EHE DECISION HIERARCHY

31

1412 _CASES

RO R0 PO PO e PO RO O

PO O A0 A0 RO B0 LG PO

N X 45
c 45 0
45 0 i 0
c a 0
50 e D
5 2 0
d G
502 ; 5
" 133
E) 0
149 “16
852 14
d /ﬁ-—q:?‘ﬁ'
603 559
d 44
d = 34’5
PA DS ‘ RA HR AA
PA = PAROLE AGENT AA = ADULT AUTHORITY
D3 = DISTRIGT SUPERVISOR
RA = REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR - - € = CONTINUE
= D = DISCHARGE

HEABING— REPRESENTATIVE




Hearing Representatives, wpon receiving recommendations for

discharge on fifty per cent of the cases presented to them
(these cases successfully passed through the lower adminié-
tratiw;e levels without receiving a supplementary recommendatio'n.‘
differing from the original), submitted a coﬁt’inue on parolé
recoxmnendation 4o the Adultr Avthority on over one half of
them. Table II indicates.that the Aiult Authority is doing
little more than acting as a rubber stamp. to fhe H’earing.
Representatives! recommendations. '

It is therefore apparent that each level in the decision
making hiera.rchy is evaluating cases against a set of dec_iéion
criteria different from that operating at other levels, If

all levels in the system were evaluating cases agaiﬁst the

‘game. criteria, we would expect much closexr agreément on all

cases at‘alll levels in the hierarchy. Such differences rﬁust
reflect an inadegquate statement of what i:he Adu‘f.’t Authority
considers to be the appropriate standards of successful
rehabilitation.

Tabhle III indicates that the percentage of cases

'recoﬁnnenaed for discharge wiihin the five regions under the

’ initial calendar varied fiom 53% in Region IV %o 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 wére“;computed for the five regional pyopulat:ions. :

Table IV indicates the distribution of base ’expectanvcy
catsgories for the eligible parole populations within the
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Parole Agent Recommendation

District Supervisor Recommendation
Regional Administrator Recommendation
Hearing Representative Recommendation
Adult Authority Action
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TABLE III
PERCENTAGE OF DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS
ON THE 2943 P.C. INITIAL AND REGULAR CALENDAR
BY DECISION LEVEL WITHIN REGIONS
PA DS RA HR AL
REGION I
T TInitial 61 58 58 37 37
Regular 57 57 57 ) —— 55
REGTON IT o
nitial 70 70 70 32 32
Regular 68 68 68 — 65
REGION IIT '
T T initial 84 83 70 24 24
Regular 58 57 56 - 44
REGION IV ' ' o
T Initial 53 47 27 17 17
Regular ‘ 35 31 27 - 24
REGION V o :
T Initial 58 51 40 26 2(5)
3
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BASE EXPECTANGY SCORES OF PAROLEE'S BY PAROLE REGION

'PAROLE REGTON
'BASE EXPEOTANCY

61A SCORES* : REGIONV I . REGION IT REGION IXIT : REGIdN s REG—iON v
69 - 76 2.8 9.8 6.0 6.6 8.8
5%.- 68 - 29.1 27.3 25.9 28.3 31.6 ..
46 - 52 21.7 1906 19.0 24.5 8.2
335 — 45 26.1 33.2 37.5 29.6 20.6
27 - 32 8.4 8.3 6.9 6.1 6.2
17 - 26 1.5 1-8 4‘.2 307 3-8
0 - 16 -5 o '5 1 7

TOTALS 100.1% 100. 0% 100.0% 99.5% 100.0%
MEAN BASE (R :
EXPECTANCY SCORE : 5_0.5 49.0 : 47.0 48,4 A9.1

¥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 based on the
following information i“tem'

Five Year Arrest Free Period

Few Jail Commitments (less than th:cee) :

- No History of Opiate Use

Six Months Period of Employment per Single Employer

No Alcohol Invelvement

Favorable Living Arrangements

PFirst Arrest not for Auto Theft

This Commiiment Offense not for Burglary or Checks

First Commitment this Serial Number

Few Arrests (less than three) -

No Family Criminal Involvement.
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five regions undex the Initial calendar. It is evident from

the table that “the client population as measured by the -base

expectan‘cy‘ formula does not vary significantly among regiims,*
Therefore explanations which attempt to'accm‘mt‘ .t‘or. vari-a.t:fﬁns
in discharge recommendations between regions in terms of ™ -
variations in the qualn.ty of niat,erial t{e_gid;gd.glpgn are not
supported by this data. ST |

. I£ we consider variaticns,A both in discharge actions

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

between the initial and régular calendars), certain interesting
trends can be observed (éee‘ Table IIX). It is apparent that
‘recommenda‘cibns for discharge under the regula.r calendar
have fallen in all regions relative to initial calendar
récommendations. HoWev&re? in two of the regions (I and’II),
'~recoméndati'ons have fallen considerably less than in the
other three.’ The most simple e:&planation for this occurrence
is in terms of ‘the sensitivity of agents to those levels in
the hierarchy ¥o whom they are immediately responiible,
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 parocle agents!
recommendations at the levels bf regionai adminisgtrators and

district supervisors is minimal in comparison to the other

v *

The mean base expectancy score for each region was
computed by multiplying the mean of each base expectancy
category by the number of subjects in that category, summing
across all categories for each region and dividing by the
total number of subjects im each region. Table III was
computed only for those 1455 cases reviewed under the
initial calendar. :




g

AT B e eyt et £

At et gt gp e Nt 55 8 o ot e

)

36,

three regions. I? may be hypothesized that the subsequent
fall in discharge recommendations submitted by parole

agents wnder 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'admiﬁistrgtors. An
alternative hypothesis would be that in those regions where
discharge recommendations have dropped considerably thig
reflects a deterioration in the quality of cases eligible
for review. Again, this is unlikeiy.

 Additiomally, it should be remembered that under the
regular calendar the hearing repgesentatives were hot an
cperating decision-level. The consequence of their
disappearance from the scene is documented in Table III.
The Adult Auéhority; previously concurring in hearing
representative recommendations, now received fecommendations
processed to it directly from the regional administratérs;
The cutting back of discharge recommendations characteriétic
of the initial calendar is absent uwnder regular conditions. ’
Consequently, under the regular calendar, even though
discharge recommendations have fallen (presumably due to
the agents' becoming more aware of regional administrators!
end district supervisors' standards as they were indicated
by Suppleméntary’recommendations under the initialfcalendar);
discharge actions are greater than under the initial
calendar. : ‘

'We may note that under the regular calendar the
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amount of interruption of cases at the .district supervn.sor
and regional adm:.mstraﬁo:r 1evels has fallen in all regioms,
with the vexceptlon of Regz.on II. (Under the initial calendar
there was no "interference" from these 1eveis in Region II
and, hence, no ‘opportunity for “interference™ to decline
later.) This pdésibility reflects the fact that parole
agent recommend atlons, having fallen considerably under the
regular calendar, are more in line with thoge of district
supervisors and regional administ:qators. Additio'nally,k
Imown cbx;nnunication between regional administrators
probabiy resulted iﬁ é.djustments bringing them more in line
with each other, Thus, during the regular calendar the
amount of interference in recommendations at the regional .

level is broadly at the same level in all the regions

' although the actual percentage recommended for dlscharge

continues to vary widely. ‘

Some further points may be noted here regardlng the
dis'tribution among regions and ina_ividual districts of
"diffgi-ence 61‘ opinion" submitted by‘district' supervisors
(Table V). : ' )

R The_v phenomenon occurs in four of the regions
under ~"cb,e initial c¢alendar; and in one of the four, Region
1131, i’c occurs only once.

2. In Region I all tdifferences of opim.on" regls‘aered

at the district supervisor level emanate_d from one district,

3. Of the ten districts in Region IV, one of them
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PERCENTAGE OF PAROLE AGEWT DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATION CASES DENIED
DISCHARGE BY THE ADULT AUTHORITY BY REGION BY CATENDAR
Wy :
STATE REGION I REGION IT REGION ITT REGION IV REGICN V. '
Initial Calendar 38% 24% 38% 60% 36% 33%
Regular Calender . . 8% 2% 3% 14% . 11% 8%
NUMBER OF PAROLE AGENTS DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATION CASES SHIFTED 70 .
CONTINUE RECOMMENDATIONS BY REGION, BY CATENDAR AND DECISION LEVEL¥*
' STATE REGION I REGION IT REGION ITT REGiON IV _REGION V
INITTAT CALENDAR . a - b ’c
District Supervisor 47 4 - 1 22 20
Rugional Administrator 135 - - 27 77 31
xaring Representative 327 23 126 99 38 41
RIGULAR CALENDAR _ ‘
District Supervisor 11 - - 1 7 3
Regional Administrator 10 - —-— 1 8 1
Hearing Represeniztive 35 2 4 13 6 8

2. All were from a single district.

‘1. 12 were from a single district. 3 districts accounted for 20.

¢, 10 were from a single district. Remainder were distributed.

*¥Only discharge recommendations shifted to continue recommendations are dealt
with here, since shifts in the opposite direction (l.e., continue recommendations

shifted to discharge recommendations) occurred in only eleven instances in over two
thousand cases. :

8¢
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agcdunted for 55 perceni of the total number ofb"differences.'
g% opinion" in the region. The addition of two more districts
accounts far 91 percent of the total; _

‘ 4. That, in Region V, 50 percent of the "differences
of opinioﬁ" came from oﬁe district.

If, thérefore, we gxamine the "differences of opiniont®

submittéd at the distfict level by regions, we obtain a
rather diéférted view since it appears that at least two of

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

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

examine the variange by districts, in whickh case,'we find.
that, of the 38 districts, only five are very much out of
line with the rest. ,

Reductions in interruptive aetivity aﬁ the intermedia;y
decision levels under the regular calendar are also demoqstraﬁed
‘apd the effect Qf the absence of this dctivity on final actions.
Thus i‘tk will be observed that "action shifts™ of the wDC"

type have fallen in 21l fegions under the regular calendar.
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CHAPTER IV

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION

Parole -agent reports were used as a data sourée for
deécribing the client populations reviewed fo: discharge
during Oétober, November and December, 1965, under the )
Initial Calendar (1,455 cases), and from January to June,
1966, under the Regular Calendar (687 éases). 0f the
1,455 cases reviewed under the Initial Calendar decision
procedure 17% were granted discharge compared to 42% of

those cases reviewed during the first six months 6f the

‘Regular Calendar. In orxder to test the hypothesis that

the observed differencé in discharge actions across the
fwo calendars reflects éifferences in the qﬁality of cases
reviewed, -this chapter is devoted to a comparison,of.the
two populatioﬁs in t2rms of.parole agent descriptions.

In terms of +the characferistics coded from parole
agent reports, the two study populations appear quite
similar fo one aﬂgther; and the initial calendar population
description (see Tables VI, VII, VIII) appears, in many
regpects, likely to be representative of the two-yeaxr
"survisor" poﬁulation. Three perceﬁt of the regular
caleﬁdar population had experienced an interruption of parole
(vs 2% initial calendar); 28 percent had been arrested and
charged (vs 314); 21 percent had experienced a "major" |

board action (vs 23%); 24 percent were Tequired to repoxt

T

1 T 6
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PRE‘VAI:ENCE OF CERTAIN FACTOR CODES DURING THE INITIAT, AND REGULAR CALENDARS
. AND THEIR RELATION TO DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS AND DISCHARGE ACTIONS

PERCENT -~ PERCENT WITH PERCENT
CASES WITH CHARACTERISTIC - ACTUATLLY
- CHARACTERISTIC RECOMMENDED GRANTED
FOR DISCHARGE DISCHARGE
HEARINGS HEARTNGS HEARINGS
Last st LastT T8t Tast Tat
Qtr. 6 Mos. Qtr. 6 Mos. Qtr. 6 Mos.
1965 1966 1965 1966 1965 1966
A B C D j} ®
Initial Regular
Calendar Calendar
‘ N=1455  N=687 ) “’
FAVORABLE ' .
MASTER CODE - 424 45% _93% 84% 42% *
Good To Excellent ‘
General Adjustment & 33 34 87 . . 78 40 *
“Positive ‘turnabout 31 27 1+ b= [¥i 29 *
Satisfactory Maturity K 63 19 75 _33 *
Cooperative S 13 6 20 _ *
Statement of No vices 40 44 6 64 29 *
“No Statement of vices ] i 56 vk __bb 24 i
Satisfactory Peers :

& . Leisure -+ lo-ws)e 56 48 71 64 . 31 *
“Residing w/wizie 41 36 . Wi 25 1 *
-ALL CASES 100 100 B4 49 27 45

Contlict Relationship 24 23 57 0 18 *
Residing w/relative 21 23 57 49 19 *
Arrested and Chargeq 27 28 45 5 ¥ *
Convicted (sentence at ‘

least $24 or 5 days) 25: 17 45 . 25 7 *

*Nearly Identical 4o Column T.

oY
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PERCENT PERCENT WITH PERCENT
CASES WITH CHARACTERISTIC ACTUALLY
CHARACTERISTIC RECOMMENDED GRANTED
) - FOR DISCHARGE DISCHARGE
"HEARINGS HEARLNGS HEARINGS
Last T8t Last 8t Last 18t
Qbr. - 6 Mos., Qtr. 6 Mos, Qtr. 6 Mos,
1965 1966 1965 1966 - 1965 1966
) B C D E T
Initial Regular
: . Calendar Calendar
: N=1455 _ N=687
Currently Unemployed 12 13 45 27 - 14 *
UﬁffavoraEIe Master Gode b8 3] L3 22 9 *
“Mjr. Board Action 23 21 2. 24 5 *
Z8ent. to Jail 12 13 59 19 5 *
incident Simllar to .
Commitment 20 14 36 20 5 *
Gen. Adjustment )
‘Below Satis. 21 -, 11 35 21 9 *
Unfav. Comment Re:
Alcohol ) 16 11 32 19 5 *
- Undesirable Associates 2 10 28 10 { K
“Unsatis. Employ. 16 18 21 [ 4 *
Unsatis. Adjust: Vices- 25 20 19 i 1 *
Unsatis. Peers, lLeis. 11 9 14 2 D *
Neg. Turnabout 20 25 13 5 4 *
Unsatis. Maturily 25 28 3 2 ] *
‘ RH0=.938 RHO=.983 RHO=.944

(Columns A & B)

(Columns C & D)

(Columns C & E)

¥Nearly Identical to Column D.

W
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RELATIVE INCIDENCE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF
INITTAL AND REGULAR CALENDAR POPULATIONS-

vVI1I

WHICH DID NOT DIFFER BY FIVE OR MORE -PERCENT

INITIAL
CATENDAR

REGULAR
CALENDAR:

ZBSOL0TE ]
PERCENT

Arrested on
Suspicion-Charges
Dropped

5%

5%

DIFFERENCE

0

Unsatisfactory
Family Situation

0

Unsatisfactory
Physical/Mental
Condition

Unsatistactory
Residence ‘

Parole Agent .
 Arrest

Arreé%ed—charges
Dropped

"SuspectedY Drug
Use . -

Vo0

>~ PO 1 {0 o

Nalline Testing
Required

25"

24

-t

1 Interruption of
Thig Parole

Major Board Action
on This Parole

23

21,

Currently Employed

8

80

Unsatisfactory
Employment

16

18

Unsatisfactory
Peers & ILeisure

11

Unsatisfactoxry

4 |Wicesn

23

20

“Favorable®
Master Code

42

45

RN VTR PRUR [N I P

Avregted and
Charged on This
Parole

2

28
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CHARACTERYSTIC

INITIAL
CATENDAR

REGULAR
'CATENDAR

ABSOLUTE
PERCENT
DIFFERENCE

Married While On
This Parole

Satisfactory Level
0f Maturity

Satisfactory Peexr
and Leisure
Activities
nGooperative"
involved In
Incident Reélated
To Commitment
Offense

Residing With
Wife N

1iving Alone
Drinking Problem

Unsatisfactory
Maturity

30%
-1

56
43

20

41
17
21

23

204

63

18
36

14
22

16

28

.
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to nalline clinic (vs 25%); 4 percgnt had been suspected‘of‘
diug,ugage since last detected (vé 5%); 45 percent‘received

a favorable "master® code (vs 42%). Among other characteristics
on which the two populations sppeared quite slmilar were:
currently‘employed, 80 percent (vs 78%);‘arrest on suspicion,
5 percent (vs. 5%); charges dfopfed, 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 characterlstlcs on which the two study populatlons
dlffered by 5 pexcent oT more were the following: - Fewer of

the regular calendar .cases had become married while on this

‘pavole (22% vs 30% ihitial); fewer were residing with wife

(36% vs 41%4); and more were living alone (22% vs 17%).

Fewer of the regular cgleﬁdar cases were stated to be co-

‘qmraive‘(36% vs 43%); judged to demonstrate a satisfaéfory

level of maturity (63% vs 71%); or satisfactory peei relations
and leisure activity. (48% vs 56%). - Fewer of the regular

calendar cases were stated to have had a drinking problem

(16%,75 21%), or to have been possibly involved in an
incident related t0 a commitment offense (14% v? 20%4);: but
more were judged to have demonstrated an unsatisfactory
level of maturity. . R
Table VI on the previous page lists twenty-51x

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

the initial calendar study population. ("Favoi:able" was

defined merely on the basis of the percent possessing a
characteristic who were reccmmended for discharge.) It can
be noted,tha‘b, though the baseline reconmenﬁation rate for
discharge drops from 64 percent on the initial calendar fo )
49 percent on the regular calendar, the factors retain fheir
ordinal rank vis a vis both the recommendation 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, the factors also preserve

their relative placement on final discharge actions.

To a lesser extent, the %8 parole districts examined

also tended to preserve their rank on discharge recomxhendation

rate between the two calendars (rho = .522, p<{.01). The
discharge recpmm.endation‘ rates for individual districts

ranged from 30-100 percent on the initial calendar é.nd from

12-88 percent on the regular calendar.

The code on which the two populatioils differed most
markedly was one which dealt with a stylistic feature,
rathezjr tha.n the content of the parole agent reiaorts. The

code s i&bn;led "Turnabout" and refers to compound sentences ‘

which contain z; value shift (favorable to unfavorable or
unfavorable to favorable) having relevance to the parolees'
behavior or é%titudes. Thus, "He has been steadily employed,
but he iecently went on a drunken binge" éonveys a different

value emphasisg than "He recently went on a drunken binge but

&®
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has been steadily employed." The coding system terms the
former statement a "negétive",tﬁrnabout'and the latter a
vpositive" turnabout. Such sentences are believed to be
quite important in a report, for they suggest a comparison,
weighing, and evaluative-attempf on the part of thé writer.
Coders, in reading the reports, were often surprised-by the

two content elements brought together in such a sentence

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

the report, should have been brought into qutapositioﬁ.
Frequently, the relevance of the one part to the other
appeared to bé prdduced mérely by invoking the conjunctions
"put, " "however," "nevertheleés."_ In the regular calendar

reports, the occurrence of negative'turnaboutnstatements

-incveased to 25 percent of the reports (from 20%) while

posit;vg turnabouts decreased to 21 percenf (from 31%).
‘These findings suggest that, while cases in the

regular calendar éopulation appeared‘somewhat~1ess'1ike1y

- than the ‘initial calendar sample to have been in overt

iﬁ;difficulty (arrests, .convictions, major board actions,

related incidents), its members were also less often
depicfed by parole agents'as meeting satisféctory levels

of adjustmeﬁt in regard td mafurifj'and co~operation and‘
that‘agenfs,_when édnfronted with both positive and negative

features in a case, grew less prone to accentuate the former.

It is specuiated that the quality of cases considered on
ifi the'fegular caléndér was at least as high as that of those

on the initial calendar (e.g., 45% with favorable master
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code ¥8 42% eariier), {het the eveluative shanizrd appilisd

by parole agents becomes more comservetive (49% recummended

“ for discherge wu H4F g=xlier), =nd thai this was probably

in response To ikelir experience wifth iniiis=l czlespdaxr
Ldult futhority decisions {mors fhen 0% of their dischergs

P
recommendations hef been oweriurned).

BECICHAT. DIFEERRRCES

The following three ixbles indicate diffemesnces
between the five regioms iz terms of:

1. The percentege ©of cases in sach region
g possessing the information factor;

2. The percentege of cases in sech megioh
possessing the Tacter and mecommsnded
discherge; a2xd

3. The pervendsge of cases in emch xegion
possessing the Tecior and receiving a
discharge action,

Table IX indicates that significent differences
- )
(1'2 test of statistical significance) exist between the

regions in terms of %the percentage of cases possessing

_the indicated information items. These differences are

appare:it in the reporting of favoredle references _?(»fe-».ig,. ¥
satisfactory maturity) =rd unfavorsble refersnces (e .,
unsatim‘actory vices), in the move i*rsfxaﬁa_.ﬁe&hive’“ Informabion
ﬂa‘te@ries {e.g., cooperation) and the more Mobjective™
information categories {o.g., wesidence with wife). Mo
clear pattern emerges from the table in the sense That
‘those i%ems which Fail to schieve statisticsl sigalficance
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INCIDENCE oF SELECTED FACTORS WITHIN REGIONS BY AGENT

REGION I REGION IT REGION IIT REGION IV REGION V X°

Satisfactory Maturity 68.5

Cooperative = 39.4
No Statement of Vices 36.4
Satisfactory Beers -and

Telsurs 54.2
Residence w/Wife 43.3
Statement of No Vices ‘ 39.4
Conflict Relationship 25.6
Residence w/Relative . 18.2
Arrest and Charge 30.5
Convicted T 20.7
Currently Unémployed 3.4
Unfav, Master Code 58.1
Mr. Bd. Action 18.2
Inc. Similer to Commit, 15.3
Unfavorable Alcohol 17.2
Undesirable Assoclates 11.8
Unsatis. Employment 15.8
Unsatis. Vices 24.1
Unsatis. Peers & Lelsure 12.8
Unsatis. Maturity 24.6
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£a1l into any easiiy recognizable grouping'disi;inct from
thoge items which do achieve significance., Emphasis should
againvbe‘ placed on the fact that we are concerned with
'charac.teristics of parolees as they are reported by parole
agent;a. Differences between regions in reported client
charapteristics may, therefore, reflect a variety of
influgnces, for example differing information collection
systeﬁns , differing evaluations by parole agents of what
information is imporiant and relevant enough to be included
in thié case repor.’c, as well as any differences that may
actua:lly exist between the client populations in the different
régioans. |

‘ Table X indicates the percentage of cases possessing

the factor and recommended for discharge by region. High

' levels of significance are obtained on all but two of the

infoméation items.  These differences between the regions

‘are 'td be expected, at least in part as a consequence of

differiences in the percentage of total cases recommended

for discharge in each region. Thus, Region III which

recommended a higher parcentage of cases for discharge than

the oti;er regions (see Table X) is recommending a higther'

pérce'n’t:agef of cases for discharge across all the information
items, “}i Thus -the significant differences obtained in this
table are redundant since they are derivative in some
d"—‘@eB‘:E‘rom overall differences in recomme?ndation patterns

between the regions.
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TABLE X
PERCEN!I.‘ oF CASES POSSESSING - !I!HE FAG'.EOR AND REGOMMENDED von DISCHARGE BY REGION

G n T T R e g e, T

= "CODE_____ . RBGION I FBGION II  REGION LII FEGION TV FBGION ¥ X2
% CASES RECEIVING A ' S
DISCHARGE 'RECOVMENDA,TION : 61% T0% : 845t 5%% 59%
Sa.tisfactory Maturity 79.9 87,0 94.6 T8.7 18.5 001
Cooperative 66.2 87.4 94.1 3.7 67.3 001
No Statement Vices 70.5 78.5 89.8 66.9 65.4 .01
Satis. Peers & -Leisure 69.1 81,8 91.2 68.4 73.9 .001
Residence w/Wife 70.4 T2.4 93,0 61.4 64,1 .001"
Statement No Vices 78.8 82.4 94..1 76.7 S T4GG 001
Conflict Relationship . 59.6 61.3 84.3% 46,8 50.8 001
Residence w/Relative BA 7 63.5 66.2 43,2 40,7 001
Arrest and Charge 38.17 51.7 68,4 33,8 42,1 01
Convicted 47.6 52.2 68.5 33.1 36,4  ,001
Currently Unemploved 52.4 48.6 67.8 18.0 57.5 .001
Unfav. Master Code 38.1 50.3 73.6 30.6 - 35.4 001
. Major Bd. Action 35.1 50.0 68.3% 27.1 35.4 .00
Incident Similar. 35.:5 32.7 72.0 23.3 29.7  ,001 )
Alcohol Unfavorable 28.6 38.8 64.7 21.2 21.9 .001 |
Undesirgble Agsociates 16,7 1 40,0 63.0 24.1 18,2  ,001 ;
Ungatis. Employment 23.1 34.4 38.5 9.9 2.8 ,001 :
Unsatis, Vices 16.3 21.14 53,3 9.0 13,6 .004
Unsatis. Peer & Leisure 19.2 19.0 25.0 9.3 3.7 - NS,
Unsetis, Maturity 12.0 3.5 13.0 6.0 3.0 ‘

0§




Similarly, in Table XI, éignificant diffexrences

obtained on the information items reflect differences in
the overall percentage of cases in ‘each region receiving
avdiscﬁaige action. In%éfestingly, in this table significant
differences are obtained on the favorable but not on the-
unfavorable items. This is due to the limited number of
cases in the unfavoréble categories available for statistical
analysis, reflecting a) there were fewer cases in these
categories as reported by parole agents to begih with, and
b) the refusal of the Adult Authority t6 granf many of these
cases a discharge action.

Pable XII presents the rank order of information
factors, both favoréble and unfavorable, by State and

" Regions, in teyms of the impact of the information item on

digcharge recommendatiors. The information items are

ordered from Satisfactory Maturity, with.the greatest

;percentage of cases possessing the factor recommended for
- discharge, to Unsatisfactory Maturity, with the smallest

~percentage of cases possessing the factor recommended for

discharge. ‘Rank order correlations for the reglong were
obtained for favorable and unfavorable infdgmation items
indeyendently. ’it is apparent that despite‘wide variationé~
between the regions in terms of the probability:of receiving
a discharge recommendation for cases‘passessingvthe
debignated items (see Table’X), nohetheiess regions manifes?t

conaidérable.consistency in their rank ordering 6f the
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PERCENT OF GASES-IN FACH REGION POSSESSING THE CHARACTER:STIC
-~ AND RECEIVING A DISCHARGE ACTION

CODE REGION I REGION II REGION IIY REGION IV REGION V
. Satisfactory Maturity 51.1 29.0 . 26,4 34.0
Cooperative 40.0 30.5 24,8 24.5
- No Statement Vices 45.9 3.7 25,0 34,6
Satis, Pegers & Leisure 45.5 - 32.8 ° 25,2 32.4
Residence w/Wife ' 50.0 3 36.1 23.3 27.4
Statement No Vices 50.0 7 27.5 24,0 27.2
Conflict Rélationship 32.7 4 17.6 - 13,5 21.5
Residence w/Relative 29.7 23.8 21.5 14.8 20,4
Arrest and Charge 16,1 7.9 6.3 5.3 6.6
Convicted - 16.7 6.0 T.4 4.1 4.5
Currently Unemployed 33.0 21.6 T.1 0.0 27.3
Unfav. Master Code " 14.4 16,2 6.4 6.7 6.8
Major Bd. Action 10.8 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 31
Undesirable Associate 12.5 14.3 0.0 5.2 9.1
Unsatis. Employment 6.3 6.6 T.7 1.4 - 0.0
Unsatis. Vices 0.0 1.8 0.0 .8 . 1.7
Unsatis, Peers & Leisurs 5.6 . T 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unsatis, Maturity 0.0 0,0 0.0 1.5 0.0

(41
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' SELEGTED INFORMATION IE‘AG'.L‘ORS RANKED BY. IMPACT ON DISCHARGE 1
M : RECOMMENDATIONS STATEWIDE AND BY REGION E:
'INFORMATION . STATEWIDE REGION I REGION II REGTON IIT REGTON IV REGION V
FAVORABLE REFERENCE'
Satisfactory Maturity 1 1 2 1 9 1 ]
Cooperative 2 6 1 3 ] 4 2
Statement of No Vices 3 2 3 2 2 2
No Statement of Vices 4 4 5 6 5 5
Satis. Peers & Leisure 5 5 4 5 4 3
Residence w/Wife 6 3 6 4 6 6 .
UNPAVORABIE RUFERENCE® . - 4 :
Conflict Relations 1 1 2 2 1 2 g
Residence ‘w/Relative 2 2 1 1 2 4
Arrested and Charged 3 5 4 6.5 3 3 1
. 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
Mdajor Board Action 7 8 6 6.5 6 6.5
Incident Similar, 8 - T 11 4 8 8
Unfavorable Alcohol 9 Q 9 10 9 9
Undesirable Associates 10 120 - 8 9 T 10 :
Unsatisfactory Employ. - 11 10 10 e 11 13 1
Unsatis, Peers & ILeisure 12 11 12 12 12 11 3
Unsatisfactory Maturity 13 13 . 13 13 13 12
s = 299.5, n .01 (Kendall Coefficient of Concordance).
25 = 3883.5, p .001 (Kendall Coefficient of Concordance adjusted for 7).
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aepérate items. In addition, it will be observed that it
is the highly subjective items such as maturity, which
when favorable,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 analyiéd in terms of agent recommendations,
agent characterizations of the'client populétion, and
relationships between information and decisions by district

and supervision type.

RECUMMENDATIONS BY DISTRICT

The folldwing 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

‘districts in recommendation patterns, differences which

mist be taken into account when noting the effects of
information upon recommendations within a district.
Parole agents in District T recommended 79 percent

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

District III 49 percent {p difference .001 - X2 test of

significance) on the initial calendar. These differences

‘*One'district area was omitted from consideration
in this report. This was because the small number of
cases involved in this district precluded the possibility
of deriving meaningful conclusions. , )
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TABLE XIII
- PERCENTAGE OF PAROLE AGENT RECOMMENDATIONS
AND ADULT AUTHORITY DECISIONS FOR DISCHARGE
~ BY DISTRICT
i REGION II: INITIAL AND REGULAR CALENDAR
- INITIAT CALENDAR REGULAR CATENDAR
'{ DISTRICT PX Recom. AA Decision DA Recom. AA Decision
| District I 9% 3% T6% 73%
| District II 7 32 84 8
- District III 49 24 42 42

were more or less eliminated & the Adult Authority level,

‘with 36 ﬁercent 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 befween districtskware

’ ' : ‘ tiff not statistically signlﬁcant y

' Recommendat:.on patterns were similar undexr the

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

and District IT (84% recommended for discharge) had moved

somewhat apart but still maintained a distance from District
o IIT (424 recommended for discharge) (p difference .001 -

1 22 test of significance).

C1 ' Unlike the recommendations on the initial calendar,

o ‘ the géographic differences were not cancelled out at the

b s
e Cotos
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Adult Authority level, where T3 perceﬁt of all eligible

pases in Distrlct I received discharge action, with
gimilar action being accorded to 78 percent in Dlstrict IT
and 42 percent in Dlstrlct 111 (p difference .01 - %2 test
of significance).

ANATYSIS OF INFORMATION FAGTORS

The discrepancies between geographic areas in terms
of discharge reccmmendations justified a closer examination

of the parole agents' reports with a view tioward a more

_precise understanding of +the nature of these differences.

There &ppeared to be two possiblekexplanations
accounting for the discrepahcies in the paroie agents'’
recommendations. Either there were gignificant dlfferences
bvetween areas in the kindsg of cases "peing reported or, if
the cases were not different to a marked extvént,. then
parole. agents in different axreas evalugted cases against

different criteria. Support was lent to the gsecond

Jhypothesis by the fact that the Adult Authority discharge

actions on initial calendar cases cancelled out the
geographic differences in the recommendatlons, seeming to
jndicate that cases do not differ greatly from area to
area. Also, the;standards applied at this level (the
Adult Authority) were probably consistent since the aéme
two hearing representatlves svaluated all the cases under

the initial calendar, w1thAthe Adult Authority rarely

disagreelng/with the hearing repreaeﬂtatives' recomendations.
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The almost total acceptance by the Adult Authority

Tof a1l parole agents' recommendations under the regular

alendar and of the parole agents' conmlnue on parole

'recommendations under the initial calgndar seemed to indicate

"that the parole agents' recommenaaﬁions‘were curcial in

determining the outcome of Adult Authority evaluations.

. This being 8o, it became necessary to investigate the

extent to which parole agenis were applying differént

ceriteria when forming judgemenﬁskand, therefore, to what

extent similar cases in differsnt areas may have received
different recommendations.

Table XIV. describes the incidence by districts

within Region II of certain selecteld information factors.*

It will be noticed that those factors exhibiting the most

- Bignificant (X? test of significanbe)’differences between

districts in terms of incidence are factors associated with

the: terms Ymaturity!" and "cooperation.". These terms are
tlearly hon—substantive, nebulous terminology communicating

'nd'specifickinformatiﬁﬁ and susceptible %o varying definitions,

depéndentkupon the inﬁividual who chooases to use them. I%

seems a not unreasonable hypothesis to suggest that

“definitions of these terms and the qualities required and

demands imposed upon the pafolee to merit the receipt of

such 2 label varies markedly between offices, according to

B Goding methodology weg figcussed in Chapter T,
Code definitions appear 1u tne Appendix.
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PTABLE XIV

REPORTED INCIDENCE OF SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS BY
DISTRICT IN REGION II, UNDER THE INITIAL CALENDAR

FAGTOR . DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT IIT x°
Residence Alone 23% 31% 10% © .01
Positive Turnabout  37% . 25% 29%

Residence w/Wife 34% 5% 52% .02
“ Qooperative -~ 58% 424 26% .001
Currently Employed 82% 68% 88% .01
Negative Turnabout 9% 13% 28% .01

Related Incident 14% 15% 26%
Vices Unsatis. 15% 17% 22%
Maturity Unsatis. 10% 17% 32% .001
¥mployment Unsatis. 18% 20% 15%
Convicted 27% 17% 20%
¥MBA or A & C - :

24 monthg** 32% 22% 25%
Coop-no mention 34% 53% 67% .001
Family Unsatis. % 5% 17% .01
Peers Unsatis. g 8% 22% .02

*Code definitions appear in the }Lppendix.

L i'**Reportedy Major Board Action (Violation ~ Continue
on Parole; placed in oI reieagsed from NTCUjZ Reinstatement,
Suspension or Cancellation) or any ineident in which the

parolee was arrested by the police department and a charge
wag filed in the last 24 months.

s -

Lt
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their general orientation. The only alternative hypéthesis

to expiain the disparity in the incidence of "co-operative”
parolées between District I and District III is that these
statisfics‘(ss% of the parolee population in District I ~
and 26%'in District III) reflect an objective distinction:
between thevcharacfers of the parolee populations in these
two districts. (This would be based upon the assumption
of common agreement as to the criteria of "co-operationt
between the districté.) Tikewise, with certain other
factor codes where a significan? différehce exists in their
incidenqe batﬁeen diStricté. For example, in the case of
family and peer relationships, the designa%ion of these
relafionships as satisfactory 6rfun§atisfactory in#oives
vaiue—judgements which may vary'by dec;sionmakers as to
thé‘iature and’cbnstitution of an unsatisfactory relationship.
Again, there exists no commonlj acknowledged criteria
against which relationships can be evaluated in order to
determine their Satisfactory'or unsatisfactory nature.

Ve éan~p£oceed from this point to ask: UWhat is
the réiaiive effect by district of the presence or absence
of a given factor on the discharée recommendation?" Table XV
indicates this effect. Clearly, the éresence of a favorable
factor will not discriminate very usefully between districts
in'terms of its effect relative to the possibilities of a
discharge fecommendatibn. The exceptlon here is District III,

. Where being currently employedihas a‘proféund:effect upon

- | the recbmmendation; ' This, however, may be a distortion k
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RATIO‘:OF THE PERCEN!I.‘AGE OF CASES RECOMMENDED FOR DISCHARGE BY PAROLE AGENTS
N THE PRESENCE OF CERTAIN FACTORS T0 THE PERCENTAGE RECOMMENDED ‘

FOR DISCHARGE IN THE ABSENCE OF THESE FACTORS BY NISTRICT

FAVORABLE ¥AGTORS¥

Improvement in chances for discharge when the :f.‘ac‘bor is gesent

REGION II DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT III '

Curi'emtly Employed

1.8+ 1 2.1 :1 1.7 ¢ 1
Czoperative 1.6° 1.4 1.4
Positive Turnabout 1.4 1.3 1.3
Residence Alone 1.2 11 1.1
Residence with Wife 1.1 1.3 .9

fUNFAVORABLE FACTORS*

Oooperation -~ No Mention . 1.3 01 1.0 : 1 1.6 + .1
Convicted 1. 1.4 1.5
MBA or A & C 24 Months 1.7 1.5 1.9
Employment Unsatisfactory 2.1 2.7 1.8
Related Incident 2.3 1.9 2.1
Fanily Unsatisfactory - 2.2 3.3 4.0
Vices.Unsatisfactory 3.8 © 3.0 3.7
Peers Unsatisfactory 5.1 1.8 6,4
Negative Turnzbout 6.6 9.4 5.7
Maturity Unsatisfactory 21.0 11.0 .

Improvement in chances for discharge when factor sbsent,

5.4 ¢
: 116
2,2

)
1.5
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*Code definitions are located in the Appendix.
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axtributabie to the fact that approximately 90 percent of

= the District III 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 unsatiéfactory factor
‘not onli‘affects discharge recommendations across all districts
to a greater extent fhan the presence of a favoiable factor,
but also discriminates much more successiully between
districts.  For example, District.I appears’ to be much less
sensitive to unfavorable peer relationships than either
District IT or District ITI since the absence of this fgctor
in District I has less of an effect in improving one's
chances of a discharge recommendation fhere than its absence
in i)istrict II and District III.

Table XV also documents the relative effect;ofa

subjective categories of information on the discharge
recommendations. Thus, in all districts the absence of agA
unsatisfactory reference to the maturity of the client is
asgociated with a much greater chance of a discharge recom-
- # mendation within each district than fhe absence of any

other unfavorable reference, including more objective

characteristics, e.g., court éonvictions, and so‘forth.

The relafive impact of the presence or absence of a

factor is shown diagramatically on the following page

s ‘ | |1 (mable XVI). The levels of significance of the difference
, k S fi in fmpact are also éhown, Thus, in Region IT of those cases -
v : . » "  ‘; e ";4 Teceiving an unfavorable reference to maturity (17%), only 5

e e ,
S s e

R s
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4 percent received a discharge recommendation. On the

other hand, of those cases not ieceiving an unfavorable

reference in the area pf‘maturity, 84 percent received\a
discharge recommendation, Similarly, of those cases
receiving an unfavorable reference in the avea of viceé (174),
only 21 percent received a discharge recommendation; and of
those cases not receiving an unfavo:able reference in the

area of vices, 80 percent received a discharge recommendation.

(Each factor was looked at alone and not in combination with
others. Interaction effects are therefore not examined.)
Table XVII illustrates the association of selected
factors with parole agents' recommendations with Region II
as‘ﬁell as the association with the effects upon subsequent
Adulf Authority decisions on the initial calendar.
Table' XVIIT charts the assoclation of selected

factors with parole agents' recommendations for discharge

in percentages by districts within Region II. The

proportional compaiisons illustrate the proportionate
fall in discharge recommendations when the mentioned
factors are present. .

Table XIX shows that the pércentage of parole
" agenvs' reports that included unfavorable references

varied by district within Region II.
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PADLHE XVII
PRROBNTAGE OF PAROLE AGHNT REOOMMENDACLON
CAND ADULT AUTHORIOY DECISION FOR DISUHARGHE
BY INFORMARTION FAGTOR#®
REGION IX, INIXIAL OALENDAR
. T‘awai‘ ' '

L FACEOR o _ 4 Recommendad fowp Izgéaziamre)
"ﬁﬁswiﬁwﬁnm Emplﬁymehiﬁ %68 8k
Vosstisfactory Vices 21 BY 2
Unsatisfactory Family 23 T4

- Unsatisfactory Fesrs 1§ 74 i3

#Bode dbfiﬁiﬁians appeay in A?pendix»
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TABLE XVIII

"DISTRICT PAROLE AGENT RECOMMENDATIONS
(BY INFORMATION FACTOR)

DISTRICP? T DISTRICT IT DISTRICT I@I
Propor— Propor- ¥ropor-
Without With  tionnl ~ Without With +tional  Without With ~ tlonal
FAQTOR Faotox ~Factor Fail Fooctoxr Taoctor Fall Factor Tactor Fall
P-gatisfactory , ) '
“mmployment 88% 33%  3/5 85% 48%6  2/5 56% 8%  4/5
Unsatisfachory ' ;
Vices 88% . 29%  2/3 88% 23%  3/4 60% 1% 4/5
Unsatisfactory o ‘
Family .
Relations ; 83 25% 2/3 80% . 20% 3/4 56% 14% 3/4
Unsatisfactory ‘,( : * abso~
Peers . 83% 46% 1/2 83% 13% 4/5 63% 0% lute




"TABLE XIX

RELATIVE INCIDENCE OF SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS

REGION II, INITIAL CALENDAR

BY DISTRICT. -

REFERENCE

DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT IIX

Unsatisfactory Employment V
Unsatisfactory Family Relations
Unsatisfactpry Vices
Unsatisfac{dry Peeis

(% With Factor)

186 . 20% 15%

% - 5% 17%

5% 7% . 22%

"e 8% | 22%
&

O\
-3
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The data in the foreéoing tables were summarized into

the following findings,

In the area of employment although no significant

difference existed between areas in thekreporting

of 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 6ne 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 frequentiy than either

 District I or District II (p difference €,01 X°

test of significance).

In the area of peer relationships and leisure
activities, District IIi reported more hegative
references then District I or District II (p
difference £.02 X2 texﬁyof significance); and
discharge‘recommendations,_given the presence of
the factor, ieil‘by only slightly less than one-
half in District I compared. to four-f£ifths in

“District II. In District III cases possessing
" this factor were recommended for discharge. This

- was thé only instance in these four codes in which
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District I and District II differed very greatly

from each other. (Test X% test of significance)

INTERPRETATION OF DISTRICT DIFFERENCES

‘In attempting to explain the differences, it might
first be moted that, with regard to peeér and fanmily
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 IIT provided mo information in this

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

incidence of non~reporting in Disitriet I and Districet IIL.

In general, tile major differences befween digtricts

-occurred in the no-information category and unfavorable

reference category, while the proportion of cases with
favorable references'_:cémained rélatively more constant,

~ It wes hypothesized that the greater assoclation of

’ unsatis;‘actory employment with continue recommendat%ons in
 District III partly reflected the overall émpioymént
‘ situation of parolees in that area. Iri i)istrict 111,
. 88 percent of the parolee population considered under this
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TABLE XX
PERCENTAGE OF CASES ON WHICH NO INFORMATION
WAS RECORDED ON SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS
, - BY DISTRICT :

REGION II: INITIAT CALENDAR

-

FACTOR " DISTRICT I DISTRICT II D]iSTRICT I1T
‘ - _(Percent No Information)

Employment 2% 10% 24
Family Relationships 25% 34% 124
Vices | 4% 44 40%
Peers . | 414 41% - 32%

SRR )
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© purvey ‘were reported as being currently employed;'as

compared to 82 percent employéd in Distriet I and to 68
percent employed in Distriét II*F(p‘difierence .01 Xa test
of significance). ' ‘
It may well have been that in District II, where a
significahtly*greater proportion of the parolse community
was reported as being unemployed (Table XXI), the parole

agents may have evaluated this factor as being outside the

contrdl of parolees and attributable to situational employment
conditions in that environment. On the other hand, in
District III, where employment within the parolee population
was much higher, there may have existed a tendency to
attribute unemployment where it existed to certain négative

characteristics within the parolee, such as a lack of

motivation.  Such chapacteristics would have been captured

by the employment overview code.

In other woxds, the incidence of a factor may have
been influential in determining a parole agent's notion of
causality and his coﬁsequent allocat}on of responsibility.
Furthermore, one might expect parole agents tb have evaluated
undesirable situations beyond an individual's control much
less severely than situations which found their source-in
nertain.ﬁegative charécteristics of the ﬁarolee\ This might
‘éxPlain the greater apparént impact of "unsatisfactoxy

‘ *Data from employment factor code.
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PTABLE XXT

PERCENTAGE OF CASES REPORTED IN EACH EMPLOYMENT
STATUS BY DISTRICT

REGION II: INITIAT CATENDAR

STATUS DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT IIT
{ Reported Percentage in Bach Status)

Upemployed - 6% 20% 6%

Indeterminate or
Not Reporied 12% 12% i 6%

Employed 82% 68% 88%
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kkthat factor as it is perceived by the parole agent, it

" consequently will influence his decision as to whether it

" with the greater or lesser occurrence of that behaviox.

~ be eva]uated hence, the less frequently it will be reported.

' more parolees are living with their wives (p difi‘erence( 02

_ (see Pable XXII) %2 test of significance). Therefore,

73

employment® upon discharge recommendations in District III.

1t may also be suggested that since the incidence of i%ﬁ
a factor might be crucial in determining the importance of

should be reported. The agsumption underlying this
hypothesis is that the tolerance level of parole agents
for any given form of behavior iskdirectly related to the

incideﬁcé7of that behavior. and will expand and contract

This leads to the paradox that ”he greater the f{:

incidence of a given factor, the less negatively it will

Conversely, the smaller the incidence, the lower ‘the tolerance

level; therefore, the more negatively 1t w111 be evaluate&

and ﬁhe'mofe frequently it will be reported. If such

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

acc@ptlng reported incidence as an index of the actual
occurrence of a certg;n form of behavior.

With regard to the moxre frequent reporting by

District IIT of unfavorable references in the area of peers

and leisure activities, it appears that in District IIT

parolees in District III might be expected to have had less
opportunity and less 4ime to form undesirable associations

iand indulge in undesirable activities.
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PTABLE XXII
PERCENTAGE OF CASES REPORTED IN EACH RESIDENCE
'STATUS BY DISTRICT
REGION II: INITTAT CALENDAR
STATUS DISTRICT I DISTRICT II DISTRICT IIT
- (Percentage. in Bach Status)
With Wife 34%.  35% 53%
Alone S o 24% L 31% - 10%
With Relative ) 2% Ry 16%
T
Other or L i )
Indeterminate 22% 20% 21%
.
;




It might be assumed as arcbnsequencévthat both District

11 a 1 District I would manifest higher tolerance levels

for this factor than District III because unfavorable

incidents probably cccurred in these ereas more frequently

than in Districf ITI; consequgntiy, parole agents in District
1 and District IT would have been less likely %o report

unfavorably unless a given situation was parsicularly bad.

District III, on the other hand,'seeing less of this

‘ problem factor, would have possessed a lower tolerance level

with the result that incidents ignored in District I and ]
District IT would be reported in Distiict‘III, thus leading i
to a greater incidénce of unfavorable reporting in District ITI.
It is,voﬁ_course, possible that there are differences
betwéen the three metropolitan areas that make information

 9£ yartiéular types more accessible in one community and

less accessible in the other two communities.
. | PASTER CODE

- Ve 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
Board actlon, the incidence of narcotics involvement in
any form, plus being'arrestedband charged and/or convicted.
In,ofher'woxds; if the subject were rat;d unfavorably in

" any of -the above-mentioned areas, he would receive an

“-f‘ ‘anfavorable master code. If he were not rated unfavorably

~({.e., he was Tated either favorably or not at all), he would




e

s T RN

76

TABLE XXIITI

THNDICATING DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS AND DISCHARGE
ACTIONS GIVEN A FAVORABLE OR UNFAVORABLE
“MASTER CODE IN REGION II
UNDER THE INITIAT CALENDAR

% REC. % DISCHARGE
INCTDENCE DISCHARGE  ACTION

Hast‘err Code
Unfavorable
(8 =177) 55% 48% 12%

" Master Code
Favorable

(N = 147) 45%6  95% 555

All Cases In ‘
Region II 1004 694 o 31%

A
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‘receive a favorable master code. Therefore, we may now

consider the incidence of favorable and unfavorable master

~eodes and their association with discharge recommendations

by districts within Region II.

Ve 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 & discharge ;ecommendatlon, and 12 percent received

a discharge action. Both of these totals are considerably

‘below the total discharge recommendations and discharge

actions for the region. Conbersely, of those caseés receiving

a favorable master code, 95 percent were recommendéd for
discharge and 53 percent received discharge actions, both
considerably‘abqve the totals for all cases in ‘the region.

Therefore, 1f one had an unfavorable master csde, one had

‘.c§andb 41 two of receiving a discharge

recommendation an& one chance in eight of receiving a

approximately 0D

discharge actaon. Ofi the other hand, if one had a favorable
maater code, one had almost-total certainty of receiving a
discharge yecommendation snd approximately one chance . in
two of réceiving‘a.discharge action. This, of course, was
only'true of the initial calendar,

it Tablu IV shows the incidence of the master code

1anﬂ parole agents’ recommendations.hy districts in Region II -
_ Over the ‘initial and regular calendars.

As shown on Table 11z, Regions I and II offered about

the same percentage of their cases for discharge at the
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FT4BLE XXEIV o
’ TRE MASTER CODE — INCIDENCE AND PAROLE AGENT
3 ‘ ‘RECOMMENDATION BY DISTRICT IN REGION II AND
3‘ BY INITIAL AND REGULAR CALENDAR
INITIAL REGULAR
. % REC. % REC.
INCIDENGE _ DISCH. INCIDENGE _ DISCH.
" Region IL. 45% + 95% 58% + 91%
324 Cases 55% - 48% 138 Cases 42% - 3T%
District I .48% + 98% 70% + 9%
116 Cases 52% - 62% - 50 Cases 30% - 27%
pistrict IT ~ 49% + “100% - 58% + 100%
102 Cases 51% - 56% 48 Cases 424 - 50% LAk
District IIT 35% + 89% R 46% + 1%
80 Cases 65% -~ 27% 28 Cases 54% -  20%
Note: + = Favorable Master Code
¥ - = Unfavorable Master Code
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pavole agent level under both the initial and regular

calendars as contrasted to the fall in discharge recommendations
from the other regions undexr the pegular calendar. This’ would
seem to indicate l1ittle change in Regiong I and II. Howeverx,

we can see fropm Table ¥¥IV that changes have  taken place in

Region II in the formof a redistribution of favorable and

unfavorable master codes and changes in discharge recommendations,

given the presence of an_unfayorable code., Thus; under the

AP NI

regular calendar, Region IT would seem fto be presenting a’
larger number of cases with a favorable master code (58%
compared to 45%) and recommending more OX less the same
percentage for discharge (91% compared to 95%). Simulfaneously,
of course, the number ef cages with an unfavorable master
code has decreased; vut agents rire adopting a more severe
attitude toward these cases, recommending only 37 pereent
for discharge, as oompared. to 48 percent under the initial
calendar. I
When we examine the region by districts, we can see
that all districts appear o be contributing to this variation,
with the greatest contribution emanating from District I.
District I has increased its number of favorable* cases and
decreased its numbex of unfavorable* cages to a far greater

“extent than the other districts (22% as compared %o 9% and

*thSe«cases with a favorable or unfavorable mastexr
code, respectively.

o T i—— p—
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recommendations for favorable cases consistent with its

initial calendar, District I has adopted an immenssly more

cautious attitude toward ite unfevorable cases, recommending

only 27 percent of these for discharge under the regular
célenﬁér» as compared to 62 percent recommendations under
ihe initial calender. ‘

We might say, therefore, that the response of Reglon 1T

%o the low mumber of discharge actions relative to discharge

recommendations ander the initial calendar was, unlike ; S

AR SRS

HAST AT MR

“Reglons TII, IV, and V, who decreased thelr discharige

recomuendations, to increase the number of favorable cases O

while maintaining the same level of discharge recommendations

on thege cases and 1o decrease $he numbér of unfavorable

cages but also ‘o decrease the level of discharge Tecom-
mendations on ‘thege cases. The overali result is a level
of discharge recommendations identical to that of the
_iniﬁial célendar. This, as'ciréumstances have subsequently
proved, was probably unnecessary device since the Adult
‘fAuthorlty, under the regular calendar, acce?ted'yafole
agents! pecommenda 4ions in the majority of ecases so that
discharge recommenﬁations almost invariably resulted in a
d@ischarge action, irreﬁpective of case content, It would
geem thet even if Region II had not made these rearrengements
‘ in.caae‘quality‘anﬂ.reaommenﬁaﬁions,‘buﬂ merely made the
f; same level of discharge recompendations,as it had undex the
'vﬁ;;" {nltiel calender over all cases, the rasult under the
Syfy"“ . : i regular calendar in terms of discharge actions would not
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S . ' o 3?' have been affected.

It is probably superfluous to poinf out that it ;s
highly unlikely that the increased number of cases with a
4 favorable maéter code reflected an objective difference in
é the cases eligible for review. Rather, it is anothef example
of the use of discretionary power on the’part of the indi&idual
decisionmaker to ieport,or not report information as he sees -‘ff,

£it,

WORK UNIT vs. CONVENTIONAL UNIT - A COMPARISON

! . i There exists in California a dual system of parole
supervision, concepﬁhally distinct in terms of caseload

gize and intensity of supervision. Basically, the work unit i

gtyle >f supervision can be contrasted with the style of
the conventional units in the following terms.

1. - The work unit program will provide increased
’ community protection:

S (a) Work unit progrem parole agents will have i
b : : : ~ a greater avareness of the parolee's S
' c - Cactivity, thereby allowing the agent ‘to

act before the parolee can act out. /

1y : ~ (b) Parolees under work unit supervision will
fl : commit fewer violent crimes.

(c) 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: c

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

R A ‘ . g : _(b) Will have a more successful community
o : . e s ‘ . adjustment.

S
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{c) ¥ill pariicipaie in professions? and semi-
professionad itreaimert progrzzs —Dore
extensively. -

3. The work nnit progrem will reseiit In Increased
savings. ZThess savings will be broughi zbous

Ty:

(a) Pewer parolees being reiurned to prison.

(o) LeSs c;z:iminal &ifficulty in the commwmify,
thereby creating savings zt the Jocal level
to welfare expendiimwres, pelice and law
enforcement activiiy, andé jail cusiodisd
cases.¥ :

) Work unit agents cerry z caselozd of approximasiely
35 parolees under different levels of supervision, while
conventional unit agents continmue to caxry = caselosd of
about 70 men., At the time of the study, 45 percent of the
parolees in Region IT were under work unit supervisionm, wiith
the remaining 55 percent in conventionel units.,

Table XXV describes differences in decision paiferns
betveen work units and conventionzsl units in Regien IT.

Under the initial calendar, 80 percent of the work
unit cases were recommended for @ischerge as sgeinst &0
percent of the cases in conventional units., This differcnca

was eliminated at the Adult Authority level; 29 percent of

- the work unit cases received & discharge achion, compared

to 32 pexrcent of the convenitional unit cases.
Under the regulavr calendar, the previons dilferones
in discharge recommendations between work units sud

. ¥The work unit stipulations ave quoted frem *Qpevaiilow
Directive-~Work Unit Programs A New Parele Nanugenent 4
Program.® This document wos propared by the RBregran Sewvites

- Section, Parole and Community Services Divisien, Caxifoxnia

Department of Corrections,

%
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PABLE XXV

PAROLEkAGENT RECOMMENDATIONS AND ADULT AUTHORITY 7
, ACTIONS BY SUPERVISION TYPE .

REGION II: INITIAT AND REGULAR CALENDAR

RELATIVE i ;
‘. INGIDENCE = PERCENT RECOMMENDED PERCENT °®
. OF 2943 PC  FOR DISCHARGE* DISCHARGED**
ELIGIBLES :
Init. Reg. Init. Reg. Init.’ Reg.
Vork Unit 45% S54%  80% - . 66% 294  67%
Conventional . : )
Unit ~ 55% 46% 60% . 68% 32% 70%

g 22

*Parole Agent Recommendation.

*%Adult Authority Action.

G
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66 percent of their cases for discharge, as against 68 pércent
of the conventionai ﬁnit's cases. This similarity in
recommerdation patterns was susﬁained at the Adult Aufhority
level, with 67 péréent of the work units! cases receiving
a digcharge  action, as comparved to 70 percent of the
conventional units' cases.

On a reglon—w1de basis, the rate of parole agents!
recommendatlons for discharge remalned quite stable between

the initial and the regular calendqrs (70% of all initial

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

AﬁAﬂYSIS OF INFORMATION FACTORS BY SUPERVISION TYPE

- The following table documents the incidence of
selected information factors by supervision type. There
appears to be no great difference in the incidence.bf these
factors between types, except that work unit cases generally
have a higher incidence of favorable references ‘and a lower

incidence of unfavorable references. In terms of felationship

%o discharge‘recommendations, ‘the possession o a particular

favorable:reierence doeg not apéear to discriminate between
supervision %&ﬁes; That is, the overall chance of a discharge
recommendation is greater in wbrk units than in the

conventional units in a fafio of 1. 33-1 Possession of

:any favorable reference does not decrease the chance of

discharge for a work unlt case over a conventional unit case

conventional units disappeared, with the work units recommending

od
A

o
i

i

!
3
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XXVI

INCIDENCE OF SELECTED INFORMATION FACTORS
AND PERCENTAGE RECOMMENDED FOR DISCHARGE
‘BY SUPERVISION TYPE

TP SN

54% 627%

) : DISCHEARGE RATIO
FAVORABLE REFERENCES . INCIDENCE RECOMMIELID. - DISCHARGE.
- WU CU WU CU  WU/CU
ALL Cases C - - 80% 60%  1.33:1
Currently Employed 829 | 76% 83% 714  1.16
Cooperative 49% 38% 90% 854  1.06
Positive Turnabout 36% 24% 96% 79% 1.22
Residence Alone 21% . 22% 87% 744 41.18
Residence With Wife 41% 38% B2% 63% 1.%0
UNFAVORABLE REFERENCES
No Mention of Cooperation 48%  54% 5% 48%. 1.6
Convicted 23% 19% T11% 33% 2.2
MBA or A & C 24 Months 27%  25% 62 33% 1.9
Employment Unsatisfactory 16% 21% 65% 18% - 3.6
Related Incident 16%  18% 46% 22% 2.1
Family Unsatisfactory 6%  12% 55% 9% 6.1
Vices Unsatisfactoxry 13% - 21% 37% 13% 2.8
Peers Unsatisfactory 10%  15% 40% 7% 5.7.
Negative Turnabout 134  18% 26% 3% 8.7
Maturity Unsatisfactory 9% - 24% 14% 9% 1.6
Tavorable Master 44% - 46% 9T7% 94% 1.0
Unfavorable Master 56% 31% 2.2
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above the overall advantage stated. "In contrast, glven

““the presence of an unfavorable reference, one's chances of
receiving a discharge'recohmendation are greater than 1.33.1 )
between work units and nonventlcnal units in the case of all
the codes, work units being considerably more lenient.

The incidence of favorable and unfavorable master
cbdes would seem to indicate that cases do not differ ‘
greatly by supervision type in this regard. quever,.the.

‘manner in which cases are treated in terms of recommendation
ciearly does differ, Thus, given a favorable master code,
one's chances of a discharge recommendation are approximately
the same in work units and conventional units. On the other
hand, given an unfavorable master code, one's‘chances of
receiving a discharge recommendation dre more than twicq
as good in work units relative to the conventional units.
- It will also be observed that those information
factors whose  impact upon discharge récommendations:most

- dramatically dlscvlmlnates between supervision types are

highly subjective tactors. For example, unsatisfactory

employment record, unsatisfactory family relatlonshlp,
unsatisfactory 71cés, unsatlsfactory peer relatlonshlps,
;negatlve turnabout, and an unsatlsfactory reference 10 thgm,‘._.
maturity of the ‘sul, msoft" categories in

“comparison %o court conviction,,arrests, and major Board
actions. '

Hypotheses te explaln the greater leniency toward

certaln negative 1n£ormation on the part of work unlts
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of necessity, have mors superficial contacts with their

a7

must remain tentative. It may, on the one hand, reflect a
desire on the part of work unit .parole agents fo prove they
are performing the task for which they were established;
i.e., intensive supervision and increased assisténce to
clienté really make a difference. Qn the nther hand,

conventional unit parole agents with larger caseloads must,
4

‘elients and may be inclineﬂ to adopt a much more conservative
stance toward hegative information ginmce they may not be

sure what it indicates. Wbrkrunit parole agénts, having a
closer relationship and a more “general" view of the client,

may conceivably respond less conservatively.

REGION II: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Parole districts within Region iI differed signi-
ficantly in the proportion of Primary Review case; which
were recommended fox dischérge by the parole agentg. Cages
submitted from District III under both the initial calendar
{(1ate 1965) and the reéular ‘calendar (January through
June, 1966)'of.the Adult Autﬁority'were significantly less

likely to bear recommendations ior discharge than cases .

submitted from Distriet T or District IT (p difference .007
on both comparisons XZ’test of signiiicance). '
The differences in recommendation patterns for

districts within Region IT appeared o be in part a
consequence of differing standards for the evaluations of “f

negative information about parolees when such information
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was reported by parole‘agents.‘ i

More,negative information was reported from District
‘III; and when this negative'infofméfion‘was reéorfed in
this district, it had a higher correlation wifh coutinue
recommendaticns by the parole agents.

On the basis of the limited number of informational

' factors examined in this report, it was not 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 Distric¢t III parole agents!
pe%ceptions, or a combination of the two.

A lower discharge recommendatioﬁ rate‘dn the part
of parcle agents in any one district might reflect either
a more conservative outlook on fhe part~of the agents or '
a greater belief in thg{utility of parole Supervision’as
&' means of controlling behavior ambng parolees,

The first alternative was to some extent_suppopted
by findings from another study conducted in Septeémber, 1965,
by the Bay Area,Résearch,Unif. gt that time, all parole

agents in the state provided recommendations for Adult

Authority disposition - either Return 4o Prison of Continue
on Parole - on a standard set of ten cases in which a
violation had oceurred. Statewide, 61 percent of all case-

carrying agents recommended Return to _Prisgon for at least

seven of the ten cases. Parole agents in District I and
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; District IT were similar to one another in recommendation J
; patterns - 40 percent of those in District I and 50 percent
f of those in Diétrict II recommended seven or more returns R
while 92 percent of the agents in District IIT were recommending
; in this category. . The difference between Digtrict 'IITI and
the other two districts was statistically siénificant at . : i
p£.02 (%% = 9.18 w/2 az). '
.; ' i
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CEAPTER VI

| INITTAL CATENDAR CASES
' DYSOHARGED AND CONTTNUED

1 e g Py e

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 wére discharged,
all entries on Bureau of Criminal Identlflcatlon and
“Investigation (CII) rap sheets for calendar year 1966 were
examined. For those cases continued on parole (74%), all

interruptlons of parole through suspension or cancellation

~

were obtained from the 1966 year-end Administrative

Statistics**'deck.

. ¢ . DISCHARGED CASES

Three hundred thirteeniof the disc@argedvcaéés, or
o 81 percent, had no arrest entry on CII rap sheets within
‘? ‘;;- ' é . the first year subsequent $o discharge. Of %he 72 subjects
- with an arrest, 20 were subsequently released as deemed not
arrested, with no complaint filed, or with the case égainst
them dismissed (mable XIVII). -Fon 10 more of the arrested
cages, final disposition was indeterminaté, being either

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

P *alifornia Department of Justice.
e *¥California Department of Carrections.

E s




§ svandeo PR
i s

N

- TABIL E IXVII

; i
; PRIMARY REVIEW INITIAL CALENDAR DISCHARGED CASES:
. i "PIRST YEAR FOLIOW-UP SHOWING THOSE PERSONS ARRESTED

< , 4 AND RELEASED WITH NO CONVICTIONS*
! (I.BE., Found Not Guilty, Case Dismissed, No Complalnt
; Filed, Or Person Deemed As Not Having Been Arrested)

CHARGE (incl. Suspicion, Investigation) NUNMBER OF SUBJEBCTS
Penal Code
4 Assault with Deadly Weapon
£ Rape
: - Robbery
Incest
* Grand Theft
Burglary
Battery
Failure to Provide

"H & S Code
Possession of Narc. Paraphenalla
Plant Marijuana .

Vehicle Code -
TIVINg en License Suspended . 1

Municipal Code
Gambling , 1

TOTAL . 20

ARRESTED, DISPOSITION INDETERMINATE -
, (Pendlng, Unrecorded)
co : . ) CHARGE ) KUMBER OF SUBJECTS
o : : ) Penal Code . :
Burglary 2nd
ot Battery

E & S Code
Iransport Dangerous Drugs
Posgession Dangerous Drugs
Failure to Register-

Vehicle Code = ' .

Driving Under Influence . 2
. Municipal Code .
' Mipox In Pool Hall . 1

Uniform Insurance Code 1

TOTAT o 10

A RIVVE Sl e
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=y L *Obta;ned‘From CI & I Records.
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period.

‘Two of the remainihé 42 cases, received civil
commitmente:' One'of these, charge& ﬁith Tewd aﬁd Tascivious
Conduet toward a child, wasﬂplaeed,in’Atascadero as a
mentally disordered sex offender ( Table XXVIII ). The
other, charged with Burglery 2nd, was sent fo 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
tﬁese three men were Grand Theft, Burglary an, and Forgery.
Four received jail texms raﬁging between one month and.one
year for Failure to Provide; Grand Theft, Drunk and
Disorderly, end Possession of Dangerous Drugs. Ten of the .
subjects received probation‘for perio@s of one to three
years. Among these, two were for Vehiéle Code violations,

two for Health and Safety Code violetions, two for Drumk

. and Disorderly, two for Failure ‘o Provide, and oné each

for Petty Theft and Receiving Stolen Property.

Sentenees jmposed on the remaining 23 subjects were

‘ell payable by fine or equivalent brief jail stay. Seven

of these were for Drunk and Disorderly and the other 16

for vaiious Vehicle Code irfractions. Most of these latter

consisteﬁof driving under the influence of alcohol or
driving with a suspended license. '
In summary; while nearly 20 percent of the discharged

subjects in the sfudy'population had some arrest recorded
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8 1 TABLE XXVITII
’e L - | |
3 ﬂ PRIMARY REVIEW INITIAT CALENDAR DISCHARGED CASES:
¢ - FIRST YEAR FOLLOW-UP SHOWING THOSE PERSONS ARRESTED
! % CHARGED AND CONVICTED
i
i : : : .
SENTENCE OFFENSE NUMBER OF SUBJECTS
% Imprigonment
Burglary 2nd 1
Grand Theft 1
.. , Forgery 1 *
Civil Commitment .
Burglary 2nd 1
Tewd & Tascivious, Child 1
Jail '
1 y».(8 mos. suspended)
, Pailure to Provide 1
9 months Grand Theft 1
2 months Drunk, Disorderly 1
1 mo, (suspended) Poss. Dangerous Drugs 1
Probation )
3 years = Receiving Stolen Property 1
’ Failure to Provide 1
- Vehicle Code 1
3 2 years Petty Theft 1
: - T————False Prescription (H&S) 1
1 yéar Failure to Provide 1
Drunk, Disorderly 2
, ‘ : ; Vehicle Code 1
. ‘ , Ross,. Narc.
' ' ' , o R “~-Paraphenalia (H & 8) 1
©  Pine ‘
$250.-300 » Vehicle Code T~ A
100—150?Vehic1e Code 4
S Drunk, Disorderly 1
50-99 —===—————7Vehicle Code ' 1
qunk, Tiisorderly 2
10-49—===——7—7Tehicle fule 4
Drunk,’ I:sorderly 4
20TAT A 42
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within the first year a;t“ter their termination from paroie,
only 11 percent had been found guilty with a sentence ’
imposed. The majority of this convicted group - two—'bhirds'"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 385 had, within one year, become involved
in a felony conviction resu.lting in their return to prison;
and nore of these wés for a violent offense.

Though more than 25 per'cen‘b‘ of the subjects (101) in
the population:had a history of prior opia‘bé -usage, only
" three subjecté had, within their first year following parole
discharge ,’ regp:eivedi a convic‘*_bion for violation of the ‘Health
~and Safety Code; and each of these resulted in an imposed

o , “sentence of jail or probation.’

RN
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TABLE XXIX

, DIS'PO.SITIONS WITHIN ONE YBAR SUBSEQUENT
" 70 CONSIDERATION FOR DISCHARGE PER 2943 XC

313 not arrested

785
! . DISCHARGED
; FROM
B PAROLE 20 released
ARR%ETED 10 disposition pending, unkmown
' 23 fined
1‘19
1455 CONVICTED
ELIGIBLE 4 Jjail
CASES | 10" probation
3 prison
2 civil commitment
8
p___ g 353 SAEeRReRtRLLSigenerest.
1°§° INTERRUPTED 22 17 on active parole
@gﬁm — REINSTATED._.[ 5 subsequently discharged
PAROLE 132 27 in inactive status
L PAROTE .} s e s et - 2 convictions
INTERRUPTED SHORT-TERM UNITS.S ! g ! :
: B3 \  FEIONY |
, (RETURNED W, 7/ NEW COMMIT. 28 ‘ CHARGE :
TOF PRISON lng BTNISH TERM S0 N 4 1 no convictions

TG ! 9oconvie\tions
; WMISD OR + 10 no convictions
Cﬁfﬁf‘ R 22 tech. Charg.

e e
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CONTINUED CASES

Nine bundred thirty-eight of thg continued cases,. or
88 percent, had :cecei#ed no suspensidn or cancellation of
their.parole by year-end 1966. Five hundred eighty-three
of these were discharged from pavole (the great m;.jority
through routine expiration of term) sometime during the
year, and 355 remé.ined on active parole at year-end. One
. pundred thirty-two of the cases continued on parole (12%) &
had a violation leading to interruption of parole status
during 1966. Twenty-two of these cases were reinstated on
parole within the year; 27 remained in inactive status at
year-end; and 83 werc returned to prisoxn. Thus, only 8
percent'of the cases retained on parole were returned to
priéon from parole status byywear-end 136‘6." Onl;s; one-third
Cof thosev returned, 28 of 83, entered prison with a new
felony comnitment. ' The new commitmen’s offenses for this
group were: ' k ‘ -

RETURNS T0O PRISON
WITH NEW COMMITMENT

OFFENSES . NUMBER OF SUBJECTS

3

ADY

Robbhexry 1st, att.
Pogsession of firearm
Tewd and Lascivious, child
‘Burglary 2nd :
Grand Theft

Forge

NSF Checks

Sale Narcotics

Possession Narcotics

Sale Marijuana
Possgession Marijuana
Drunk Driving L
Indecent Exposure

ml‘—"—*m\ﬂl\)—-‘f\)—*ﬂt\‘)—\—\\n-&

oy
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Nearly 40’percenﬁ of the parpleeSmreturned with new
commitments were convieted of marijuana offenses, Few of
the new commitments were for oi‘i‘ense;s involving violence
or threat 61‘ violence.

Fifty-one cases were returned to prison on a %echnical
vioiation of 'parol‘e (TFT). Of th_e‘se_, only two had received
felony convictions on the occasion eventuating in retui'n;

. and both of these had received probation gentences (oné for
possession of firearm, one for petty theft with prior).
Nine cases had received misdemeznor convictions shortly
preceding -"bhe time of their return. TFive of those nine
-were Battery coanvictions. ' Seven Su'bjects returned TFI had
' Leen charged v;!ith felony offenses (four involved narcotics;
two, burglary; one, abortion), but no conviction ensued.
Similarly, 10 of the parolees had been charged, though not
. coﬁvic’sed, on é va.riei':y of misdemeanor offenses and weré
“returned TFT. The remaining 21 cases were revurned to prison
TFT for technical violations of the Conditﬁnhs of Parole,
themajority of these charged by ’the ‘parole agent on the
basis‘ of some evidence of drug use or excessive drinking.
In addition.to the WNC and I¥T returns ‘o prison, five
céntinued subjects were suspended and placed in N‘l‘CU or
Chino's Short Term Return Unit.

k In summary, over half of the cases continued on
parole under the Primary Review were successfully terminated
from parole during the subsequent year, and another third

completed a subsequent full year on parole. These two

L e
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groups, “(‘:omprising 88 percent of the cases continued,

i
&

3

‘suffered no incident sufficient to warrant interruption

of parole status. Only 12 percent of the continued cases

were suspended or cancelled in the year subsequent to the
Primary Review decision, and a number of these were reinstated;
Just 8 percent were returned to prison by year-end 1965, and
the great majority of these were ret;wns To ¥inish Term.

The offenses resulting in return, even for those with new
commitments, were, for the most part, relatively mon-~

injurious.
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CEAPTER VII

SUBSEQUENT TMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTS
PRIMARY REGVILW AND ADULY AUTHORLTY
RESOLUTION 275 (SUBSEQUENT REVIEW)

This chapter will cover: first, the implementation
of the Primary Review from July, 1466, through March,k1967.
Second, the implementation of the Subséquent Review for
those cases reviewed between Decembew, 1966, and March, 1967.
As stated earlier, the Subsequent Review is an Adult
Authority resolution put into effect on October 51, 1966,
providing for further review of casés one year subsgquent
to a continue action on the Primary Review and at‘all
subsequent twelve-month periods, assuming discharge is not
granted and no routine expiration of term occuré. Tﬁe
detailed analysis on the Primary ang Subéequent Reviews

had been done on Regions IT and Iv. Third, the impact of

_the Primayy and Subsequent Review provisions on’parole

 population statistics between September, 1965, and

September, 1967.

2943 PG: JULY, 1966 - MARCH, 1967

~Pable III, presented earlier in this xeport, showsd

: reglonal decigion processes for the first quarter of the

regular calendar Jamuary - March, 1966. Table XX compares

Vdecision patterns for the first two quarters of the regular

calendar with those on the initial calendar {October -
December, 1965). It can be seen that discharge recommendations

LN
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i "TABLE XXX :
| VARTATIOR BY TIME AND CALENDAR TYPE
e . ‘ , INITIAL ~ REGULAR
e : - REGION CALENDAR ~ CALENDAR  CHANGE
B ] : oy . (late 1965) = (1-6/66)
I from 61%  to  57%, down 4%
' It " 70 1 67, n 3
PAROLE AGENT :
~ DISCHARGE IIT  n 84 noo59, n 25
RECOMMENDATIONS | - | '
FELL: : Iv " 53 " 35, m.oo18
v n 58 "3, n 20
4 .
STATE v 64 "o49, v 15
I from 38% to 55%, up 17%
Ix " 32 " 68, 36
ADULT AUTHORITY : , v
- DISCHARGE IIT v 24 w45, w29
> ACTIONS ,
Sy , A ROSE: oo 17 voo24, ®
: ‘ ; v . v n 26 " 31 , "
| STATE n 27 " 42, 0w 15
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- to a low level of discharge actions on the'initial calendar

TR

101

have fallen in 2ll regions although only sligbtly in

Regions I and'II. Differences hetween regions in the extent
of the reduction in discharge recommendations acrossb ‘ Tt
calendars éonceivably reflect agents' responding %o
differences in the amount of "interference" in case
recommendations at intermediate levels in the decision
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 perce%tage of cased for discharge that urpdex

the regular calendar its recommendations became similar

to Regions I and II. Adulﬁ‘Author;ty diséharge actions have
inCreased in all regions, In'Régions I ahi II, Adult

Authority discharge actions arekhigh; and in the absence:

of intermediéry level changes‘in recomrendations in those
regions, final actions’érevalmcst identical to agent

reconmendations.  In the remaining‘three regions, "differgpces

of opinion’ submitted at the district supervisor and regional

“administrator levels have resulted in less proximity

between agent recommendations-and final actions.
" In Region III discharge actions have increased

markedly across the calendars; and this may be attributed

and a high level of discharge recommendations on the regular
calendar.  The general lacrease in discharge actions across .
all regions reflects the absence of the hearing representatives,

who were largely responsibie for the "eubbing back" of agent




b?'_k' 'g': ’ recommendations under the initial calendar. The sta?ewide
figures indicate ‘that, while discharge recobmendations
overall have fallen by 15 percent, discharge actions have .
rigsen by 15 percent.
| Mable XXXT indicates that in Regions IT and IV parole
. agent recommendaticns have remained féirly stable across
the three quarters from July, 1966, to March, 1967, with
Region II recommending approximately 20 péfcent more of
its cases for discharge. Discrepancies heiween agent
recommendations and Q@ult Authority actions are morée marked ‘
during this time period in Regign IV than Region 1T, which IR
reflects differing recommendation patterns at intermediary E
: levéls in the gystem, This is indicated in Table XXV as
"Overtﬁined,Disbharge Recommendations/A1l Discharge
Recommendations.! "‘\ ,
| Table ¥XXII indicates the flow of‘decigicns through
(R 1 _ the system.fog thié timg period. Agents in Region IV
i ‘ o : - : ST ‘recommendad 44\Fercent of their cases for discharge compared
| to 64 pexrcent in Region II. Compared to the first six
wonths of theireguiar'caléndar-(January—June, 1966),'ﬁhi§
represents an increase of 3 percent‘ih»Regibn‘II anﬁ g |
percent in Region IV. The table also indicaﬁes the point
mentioned‘in connectién with the previous‘tablea‘that tha
variable proximity across régions between agent recommendationg -
BEN N o ’ and Adult Authority actionsg reflects, to a large extent, ’
el ' . gifferences in the volume of 1nterruptive actif}ty cases

through the decision hierarchy. It will be observed that
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TABLE XXXI
VARTATION BY TIME AND REGION

PAROLE AGENT
DISCHARGE
RECOMMENDATIONS :
. R II
; v
ADULE AUTHORITY R
DISCHARGE ACTIONS:*
I
v
OVERTURNED DISCHARGE
RECOMMENDATIONS/ALL
- DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS:
: Iz
v

3rd 4th 18t
QTR QTR QTR
1966 1966 1967
62% 634  68%
46% 42% 43%
584 54%  65%
34%  22%  28%

7% 15% 6%
28% 524 38%

7/66-
3/67

9%
38%

#Bxamination of Region III for June, 1967, revealed
51/140, or 36 percent, zeceived discharge (PS 275 included
for Region III, excluded for Regions I and IV).
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: TABLE XXX11
2943  Decision Process

| ' REGION 1¥ , , Lol
L JULY 1966~MARCH 1967 ‘D 7
N=_378
9
0
. 100% -8
4]
0
1
55
T
B : * _PA DS-RA JAAL
. - REGION 11
JULY 1966- MARCH 1967 N
F=350 :
bR
. 1008
LEGEND -
D=Discharge
© oo C=Continue
* PA= Parole Agent RA= Regional Administrator

PS= District Supervisor AA= Adult Authority
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in Region fV, while 44 percent of the eiigible cases received
a dischaxrge recbmﬁendation at the parole agent level, only
29 percent received a discharge action. This is to be
comparedkwith 64 percent of the cases in Region I receiving
a discharge recommendaticn and 58 percent receiving a
dischargé action. Reduciions in discharge recommendations
initiated‘by the Adult Authority are similar in the two
regidns iG% compared to 9%). In ﬁegion IV, however, 50

percent of all the reductions in agent discharge recommendations

can be accounted for by distiict supervisor and regional
administrator activity, whereas the comparable statistic

in Region II is zero. Thé table also indicates a similarity
between initial and regulag‘calendar decision processes in
that cases recommended continue enjoy an almost completely °

uninterrupted passage through the decision system, whereas

' cases recommended discharge experience considerable more

interruptive ac%ivity at the intermediary decision levels,

IMPLEMENTATION 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,k1967, under the Subsequent Review
provision. Compéring recoimendation patterns under this

provislon with those of the regular calendar, Primary

Review, the following points emerge:

1. While discharge recommendations in both regions
under Subéequent Re%ieW’are slightly higher than regular
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TABLE XXXIITI
SUBSEQUENT REVIEW DECISION PROCESS
LOCATION:
Region IV
PERIOD: ADUTT "AUTFORITY ACTION
“12/66-3/67 | . -
SAMPLE: )
135 Cases DOP CASE
DischargelContinue 1scharge‘ Continue
R | |
é g DISCH 37% 3% 1% 9% 50%
EM
M
TE "
g CONT 1% 49% 0% 0% 505
S
; _38% 504 1% 9%
DISCHARGED ) & .
LOCARTION:
Region IIX i
PERIOD: - ADULT AUTHORITY AGTION
T 11/66-3/67 :
SAMPIE: ‘ - DOP G
=75 Gases | DOP CASE
DischargelContinue| [Discharge]Continue
% .
AC  DISCH 66% 4% 0% 0% 70%
GO »
EM
NM
TE ‘
N coNT 1% | 29% 0% 0% 30%
D
S
B 614 33%
67%

DISCHARGED
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calendar Fricsry Rewview recommendations, the reglons have

e e

retained a sipilar distance from each other in the percentage

of cases recommended for discharge (20%).

L 2. District supervisor and regional administrator

activity has remained absent in Reglon II under the
Subsequent Review, while Region IV cases continue fo
experience this iype of activity invariably on caseé
recommended for discharge. Since interruptive activity at
these levels is almost always ratified by the Adult Authorlty,
2 higher percentaze of cases recommendéd for discharge in
Region II received a discharge action than was the case in
Region IV‘.‘ The discrepancy between the regions in agent
discharge recommendations has therefore been magnified at
the level of final discharge actions. ‘

"3. It may be mecessary to furnther emphasize that
all cases reviewed under the Subseq_uenf Review have completed
at least threes cortinuouvs years on parnle. Nonetheless,
in Regioﬁ II only TO percent of these cases are recelving
a discharge recormendatiqp and only 50 percent in Region IV.
Moreover, par‘ci;:ularly in Region IV, these recommendations

have been further diminished at the final action level.

EFFECTS ON PLZO0LE FOPULATION STATISTICS

Table FXXIV documents the relationship between all
other types of discharge¥* from parole and Primary and

#Men are discharged from parole 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 %025.5 TC.
{(The last two processes seldom occur. ) All procedures require
Adult Authorz.‘y action.
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VARTATTON BY AREA ™™
AN QT | G2 1 Q3. Q4 | Q1 | Q2 5
1965} 1966 | 1966 1196611966 {1967 1967 | 1967
ACTIVE POPULATION 11620 10156
 North (I&II) 4462 B 3692
38% 26
7158 6464
: 6zﬁ , 64%
EXPIRATIONS a00l] 463] 5571 499] s08]| 517] 5091 472{|4015
North sl 42| 40p| 30m) 37| 39%| 28| 1%l 39%
South 56%i 58%{ 60% 61%_ 63% 61775 62% 6§75 61%%
PRIMARY AND : '
SUBSEQUENT REVIEW ¥ ‘
DISCHARGES 438l 144} 1831 243 269} 328 316] 309|l2230
Nowth " 43%| 56%| 4T#| SO%| 48%| 54%| 59%| SOF 517
South S4A| 44%| 53%| 50%| 52| 46%) 41%| 507 49%
' ENTIRE PERTOD *" PRIMARY REVIEW
. 0ct 65 - Sept 67 S PERCENT
’ : S OF ‘ATL DISCHARGE
PRIMARY  SOURH INORTH I ;
REVIEW 1092 | 1158 2230 STATE 36%
EXPIR, 7455 ¥ 1560 4015 :
B5LT | 26951 6245 North 42
; South 30
X 2 g1.55
P < .001




Subsequent Review discharges. The Primary and Subsequent
RevieW’prov181ons account for 42 percent of all discharges
from parole in the South. Thig differential utilization
of the discharge provisions by North and South is presented
in Table XXXIV and ic significant at the .001 level.
 Table XXXV documents fluctuations in the total active
population and losses to the system through discharges by
routine expiration of terms‘anvarimary Review releases.
The’total active population, while fluctuating somewhat,
has generally declined’over the period of implementation of
the Primary Review. Routine expirations have remained
gtable {(fluctuating between 1006 and 1076), whils Primary
Review releases have generally'increased excep+ for. the
early months of operation under the regular calendar.

Variations in total active population ¥igures are reflections

-

pf variations in gains and losses to the barole éystem;
Inputs into the system are institutional releases and" .
reinstatemenﬁs; and outputs éﬁe comprised of cancellations,
suépeﬁsions, and discharges. The'rélationship betwegn
inputs and outputs and their effect on the total‘acfive
populatlon can be observed from Tables XXXV and XXXVI.
From June, 1965, %o December, 1965, lnput to the
system Tell, while output inmcreased, 1ead1ng to a net loss
of T13% cases. In this pprlod the Primary Review contributed
10 pexnent of the total loss to the system. In fhe next
period (December, 1965 ~ June, 1955) traffic in all three
output routes had fallwn while the ingtitutional release

i
¢
i

b
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- TABLE XXXV

3ktive Pop.

POPULATION, RELEASES AND DISCHARGES 1963-67 - -

for

eriod Ending -~

12000

T : émber‘Disch

June Dec = June ,Dec’ June  Dec Juhe, Deg = June
. 64 » 65 . Y 66

F

Scale: 12 Intervals of 250

W

930
1000
1070
1140
1210
1280
-1350
1420
1490
1560
1630
1700

e T

argedby - -t

'v-4«\\\\%’/”‘\\

EXPIRATION

-

927 942 V108h 1017 10}3 1514 1347 1519 1670
SCALE: 12 Intervals of 70 '
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TABLE XXXV1 V .

/ 1 MOVEMENT EFFECTS ON PAROLE POPULATION - IN STATE ACTIVE
- '+ ADULT MALE FELONS. N : ’
g Period

. June Dec June Dec June Dec June Deéc June
63 65 67

- o B R 2§
w
Q
©
G

1500+
1500-
e 750
G L 2000
: ‘ 250
o 500
© 750
8 3000
250

' ; i =8 500
750

4000

-

S : . ~ . L NET ENFECT  -38 -211 +148 4825  +1445 -713 +211 -446 +41
= , | { FOR PERIOD = = : S,

POP. CHANGE ‘ ,
FROM PREVIOUS -252 78 4805 414231 -746 +189 -573 -63
PERIOD , ‘ .

DISCREPANCY#* 21 70 20 24 33 22 127 194

2943 PC as % Sy | :RF
OF TOTAL LOSS o 0% 108 14F 17E B

x DISCREPANCIES ATTRIBUTABLE TO DEATHS,, PRESUMPTIVE DEATHS,
PARDOKS, AND IMEARANCES BEYWEEN I~ STATE vs OUT-STATE TRANSFDRS
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~for by increased institutional releases.

level had stabilized, leading to a net gain of 211 cases
in the period. Again, the Primary Review aécountgd for

10 perceht of the total loss. In the thaird perioa undex
the Primary Review (June, 1966 ~ December, 1967) institutional
releases again fell wvhile 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 released, 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 proportion of toial losses

to the system, which does not seem to have been compensated

SUMMARY

1. TUnder the regular calendar, the pioportion of
parole agent discharge~recommendations fell in all regions,
and most markedly in those regions experiencing interruptive
activity on case decisions by district supervisors and
regional adminigtrators unéer the initial calendar.

2, Adult Authority discharge actions rosé in all .
regions under the regular calendar, most markedly ig those
regions where discharge recommendations reﬁéined"high undex

the regular calendar.
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3.. The amount of intexrruptive activity at thé
interﬁediate decision levels varies by region and is
reflected in Adult Authority discharge actions.

+ - - 4, Initial and regular caiendars 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 régular 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 IT and IV manifest continuity in the
amount of interruptive activity at inte?mediate decigion
levels between the regular calendar Primary Review and
the Subsequent Review. Such activity is absent in Region II

under both provisionsg and present in Region IV. Simiiar to

- the regalar ca;endar, district supervisor and regional

administrator supplementary recommendations are ratified

at the Adult Authority level under thé Subsequent Review;

This has led to a closer proximity between ageht recoéﬁendations
and Adult Authority actions in Region II, where interruptive.
activity is absent compared to Region IV, where it‘is

present.

¥

7. In spite of the fact that all cases considered
for discharge under the Subseguent Review have succpssfully

completed three continuous years on parole, agent recommendations
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do not differ signifiéantly from those made on Primary
Review cases, Only 50 percent.of'all cases in Regiéﬁ Iv
recei#gd a discharge recémmendatibn and 70 percent in
Region II on the Subsequent: Réview,'comparéd to 44 percent
and\64'percent, respectively under the Primary Review.

8. Over the regular calendar period, differehces
emerge between the Northern and Southern California parole
regions in their utilization of the Primary Review discharge
provision. ' The Nérthern regions contributed 38 percent of
the total populatien, accounting for 51 percent.of all
Primary and Subsequent Review discharges in the period
September, 1965 -~ Septémber, 1967. '

9. Primery Review releases have reduced the size
of the total active parole population throughout the
pepiod, and no compensating increase in the input system

‘is evident.




CHAPTER VIII

. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

SUMMARY

Through our analysis ‘of parole agent récommendation‘patterns
we found: ._ |

1. That districts and regions vary widely in the
percentage of cases recommended for diacharge4
from parole, and fhaf such differences cannét
be explained by variations in the quality of
material being decided upon. Consequéntly
gome cases are retained on parole with the
concomi?ant reétridtions of civil rights while
other simiiar cases-are released ffom such
deprivations. This is consistent with the
findings of Green'and Hood in their respective
analyses bf Judiecial décision makiﬁg discussed
in Chapter I. o s

2. 'Agents.vary in thé type of information they
choose to include in their reports.

3. Agents vary in the importance they attach to
the same items'of information in the process of
‘formulating & decision. This is éonsiéféﬁt with .

 Wilkins! findings as reported in "Confidence and

Competence in Decision—Making" discussed in

Chapter I. ‘ et
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Agents are ﬁore‘sensitive to their immediate
supervisor's policy than'they are to the Adult
Authority. ’

That under "nétural" conditions, asfopposed to
tgimulated conditions' position in the adminis-
trative hierarchy 1s positively correlated with
conservatism in decisions. We.suggest that this
discrepancy in findings is attributable to
problems of responsibility ard accountability
which ocecur if a case>"bloWB—up" in the "natural®
situation. Since the Takagi-Robison study was
under simulated conditions such pressures would
not be operative. T+t should be remembered that

in our study decisiong were made sequentially

through the administrative hierarchy whereaé
‘in the Takagi-Robison study they were made

-simultaneously.

 That given an initial recommendation of continue

on paroie, this récommendation is unlikely to

be interrupted in its passage through the

" administrative hierarchy in contrast with the

recommendation for discharge. This may be
contrasted with the Wilkihs~0artéf Tindings
discussed in Chapter I, which indicated that the
rate of agreement between probation officers!

recommendations and judges! décieions wasg much

M
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higher when probation officers recommended
more lenient dispositions (i.e., probatfbn)
than when they recommended more severe.
dispositions (i.e.,vinstitutionalization).
7. That under the Subsequent Review, providing
] for further review of cases continued under

the’ Primary Review, districts and regions

remain fairly'stable relative to each othgr in
the percentage of cases continued on parole.
8. That under the Subsequént Review a large‘ ,
number of cases are still recommended continug
v,on,pﬁroie despite the successful completion of

~three years on parole.

9. ' Subsequent criminal. activity of cases continuved
on parcle is minor and not very much different
from subsequent criminal activity of cases
digcharged.

CONCLUSIONS

In general, decision makers, operating under conditions

]

6T : .
of uncertainty regarding the consequences of decisions, evolve

rules for the resolution of uncertainty. These rules may
be classified as Errors of the Firat Type (réjectibn of the
hypothesis»whén it is true) or Errors of the Second Type

(acceptance~o£ the hypoﬁhésia when 1t 1s false). These

rules,becomekoccupatibnal~norms influencing decision choices.

In the ‘field of medicine, for'example,‘it is characteristic
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that uncertainty regarding the status of the pg‘cien‘b’s

_health Is resolved by judging him sick. (Type Two Error).

This resolution is Jugtified by the medicai profession on
the grounds thatl treating a healthy person as if he were
sick is 1ess serious in congsequences than treating the
sick person as if he weve healthy.’ In the field of
jurjispmdénce,‘un:ertainty has traditionally been resolved

through adoption of the Type One Error philosophy, and thus

" the bénefit of the doubt is accorded the accused who is

ﬁr f,‘larecl jnnocent.
JH, is suggested that the parole bureaucracy, operating
under conditions of uncertainty regarding the consequences

of deeisions, has abandoned the legal model-and invoked ‘the

" médical model for resoclution of uncertainty leading to a

low percen‘hage of cases reéeifing a discharge aétion.
However, it is open to doubt whethexr equally goodVreasbns
for the adoption of this model prevail in the parole system

as they do in the medical system.* It remains to be

, demonrstrated that the éonsequ‘emces of dischar_éing eligille

cases is more injurious than continuing them on parole.
This might be true if it coilld be demonstrated that pa:colees
who would reengage in criminal activity if discharged can
ef:fectively Tbe prevented from so doing i1f continued on

parole. However, no ev.uience exiots “L'o eupport this

; *The application of this model even to the medical
sygtem is not without undes:i.ra‘ble consequences. (See
Reference 3). .
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‘contention and indeed ~evidénce exists which suggests that
parole supervis‘iOn'may have no effect on fﬁé criminal
involvement of the é‘liént.a Bven if the belief in the
efficacy of parole supérvision were: k'éenable, it is unlikeiy
that the 'prophylac‘tic efforts of parole agents would be
’ necessary for more than a szall proportion of cases. It

should be remembered here trzt all cases have already completed

ﬁlo successful years on parole. It then becomes ‘questionable
whether it is worth retainirz a large proportion of cases

on parole in order to attempt prevention of minor crimes

W_,;,%‘\ : g o

committed by a small ﬁez;cenﬁge of cases. PFurthermore, the -
base rate problem precludeé any possibility of predicting
which cases will commit these minor crimes and which will ‘
not so the problem. cannot be solved that way.

We suggest that an explanation of the conservative

A R WS I FRIETAR

implementation of the Primazy and Subsequent Review provisions
lies in the nature zf the relationship between the parole

system and the political environment. Correctional

organizations are held accouztable: foxr the behavior of
offenders in their charge wto thereby becoxﬁe potential
sbuj:ces of political embarressment and criti’cism. If we.
zonsider the Prit_ﬂdry and Subsequent Heviews as involving
two decision choices (discharge/continue) and two possible

outcomes {criminal behavior/ry vriminal behavior), we are

presented with the following fouxr possibilities:
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N
4. Continue On Parole - No Criminal Behavior

2. Continue On Parole - Subsequent Criminal’ Behavior

3. . Discharge From Parole - Yo Subsequent Criminal
Behavior

4. Discharge From Parole - Subsequent Criminal
; . Behavior.

of Alternative 1 it can be said that retaining the
client on parole prevented more ériminal behavior.  (An
assunmption for which no supportive evidence exists.)
Alternative 2 can be justified since ‘the re-engagement in
-eriminal behavior indicated the wisdbm of continuing the
client on parole, Alternative 3 needs no explanation and
éggin justifies the wisdom of tue decision. 0Of the four
alternatives bnly 1 is problematic and difficult for the
agency to rationalize. It is this alternative 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 has achieved through

discharging only a small pzrcentage of caées. We conclude
that.this.strategy‘is non-rational in terms Qf the stated
objectives of the Primary Review; that the high financial
and social costs of such a policy do not justify the slight
(if any) gains; and that a more ratibnal procedure would be

‘$o digcharge all eligible‘cases from parole.

In the popular imagé correctional agencies are usually
depicted as society's last outposts battling valiantly but
helplessly against the rising tide of recidivism generated

v
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by recalcitrant criminals. Only>rarely does one encounter
the suggestion that official rates vary with factars other
than the characteristics of offenders. In *the foregoing
chapters we have indicated that one important rate is very
clearly controlled by the paiole agency and susceptible ‘
to manipulation by that agency. Other authors have studied

- the parole violation rate, an important4component of

recidivism and reached the same conclusion, that it +too

can be and is manipulated by the parole agency. These
studies suggest that increased effectiveness of ccrrectional
operations may lie in the dlrectian, not of more treatment
and rehabilitation programs (proven i‘allures)3 which focus
on. the perscnality of the offender, but in the manipulation

of correctional éecisions through chaﬁgc in agency policy.

HE
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A coding manual comprising approximately fifty code
categories was constructed by the investigators for the
purpose of content anal?sis of sgent reports. The coding
manual was developed using all of the initial calenda# cases
in Region IX as a test sample (324 cases). BFach of Hhe
Region II initial calendar cases was coded by two coders
independently. - Revisiops in the coding structure were
built inko the manual where estimates of relisbility between
coders indicated this was necessary. Orial revisions in
the manua1 were often written, and redefinéd codes applied
by seven coders to a sample of cases to check the level
ol agreexent obtained. Whenever a code was redefined, all
cases were reexamined to determine whether they were
affected by the change. The completed manual was then
applied to the remaining four reglons with a reliability
check oconducted on a randon sample of twenty percent of the
cases, : ;
Tre codes are divisible conceptually into Factor
Codes and Qverview Coaes. The Pactor Codes captured
specific, discrete items of information, while the bverview
Codes represent a‘summation of all the agents' comments
pertaining to a particular area of concern. In the area
of employment, for example, the factor employment code
recorded whether the parolee wés reported as employed or
unemployed at the time the report was written. The overview
employment code, on the other hand, embraced such areas

mentioned by the parole agent as stability of employment,
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adeguacy of earnings, motivation to work, frequency of job
changes, etc. . All references to the arem of employment,

bath favorable and unfavorable, were noted by the coder,

- and balanced according to previously created rules of

evaluation.* In this way a final judgement as to whether

the client's adjustment in this area was favorable or

" unfavorable was arrived at.

‘It is important to leep in mind that most of the

‘parolee characteristics herein discussed are derived from

" reported information which has been categorized for content

analysis. Most of the categories were developed on the
basis of their presumed reievance to the immediate decision -
vhether to discharge or continue on parole. Information
reported by parola‘égents ig selective,, consistiné qf what
they cghéider.necessary or worthwhilé to repoit: guidelines
for-rqpcgﬁing‘are flexible aﬁd meanings for +the same term
,mayfdiffer yidely,irom‘agent to agent. DMuch of the
information and many of the coding categories rest on
inferences and should not be taken as denoting "real!
éha;acteristics of the subjects. Finaily it should be borne
in mind 4that when the agent fails td make reference in his
Iepﬁrt to any/code-hxea; this could be for a variety of

reasons among which the rssearcher cammot discriminate.

T

+T% is not considered necessary to present these
Judgemental rules here sinee they are somevhat detailed
and complicated, I¥ may be mentioned however thab
acceptable levels of coder reliabildty were achieved in
thelr application.

bt
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’For’example, if the agent makes no reference to the client's
drinking habits, this could be because the client does not
drink, or he drinks but the agent does not kmow about it,

or he drinks and the agent knows but desires to suppress

the information, or the agent kiows but considers it of no
importance and so on.¥ )

In the following pages we shall present data indicating

the distribution of reported characteristics of the client
population by Reglon and District and the associations
between various categories of information and parole agent
recommeﬁdations. The informationwitems chosen for
presentation were selected on the‘following.basis:

1. They occurred in more than 10% of the total
cases,

2. . Their presumed relevance to the decision process

ag indicated by Adult Authority instructions to
parole agents,**

*In reeponse to a questionnmaire recently submitted
40 all parole agents throughout the state, 27% of the
respondents affirmed that: "It is. sometimes necessary to
withhold certain kinds of information about the parolee (such
ag common law wife) because it appears to be helpful to the
parolee's overall adjustment.! ‘

. **¥Parole agents werg instructed by the Adult Authority
to focus in their case. evaluations upon certain specified
areas of parole adjustment., However, the Adult Authority
failed to inform the agents as to the precise meaning and
welght that should be attached to positive and negative
performance in these areas when the agent attempted to
formulate a récommendation. In othexr words, given employment
adjustment as one designated area, what meaning should be
given to a curient unemployment status? And how should this
be balanced against an otherwise gtable history of employment?

11" The areas of adjustment specified by the Adult Authority fox
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%. . That the iunformation categories bg representative

of the observed wide vange of association between.

information and decisions. We wished to include
both information categories associated with a
high probability of a discharge recommendation,
and information categoriss associated with a
low probability of a discharge recommendation.

‘e code definitions presented in the appandix,cover all the
informétion categories discussed in this report and are

presented there for reference purposes.

inclusion in the agent's case evaluation were:
1. Employment.
2. ‘Residence Pattern
3. PFamily Relationships
4. Physical and Mental Condition
5. Peer Relations and Leisure Activity
6. Vices (Alcohol, Crugs, Sex, Gambling)
7. Maturity and Cooperation
8. Arrest Record
a)  Any Poliece Arrest and Charge
b) Any Major Board Action,

Tt
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The disﬁricf supervisor typology deﬁeloped by

P. Takagi (along the‘dimenéions of profeséional—administrative
orientation and expectatidns of deviance from'piocedural

rules on the part ofksubord;nates) was examined in relation

to the 2943 P.C. data ir order to determine whether differences
in supervisor orientation was associated with differences in

recommendation patterns. Takagi presents the following

table and suﬁmary describing each supervisor type:

Expecfs Deviations

- Xes - “No . -Total
 Professiona1 Jufigement 10 N 8 18
- . (4) (8)
. Case Decisions ' _ .
' Administrative Policy 11 g 20
, () , (¢)
TOTAL - : 21 . 1T 38

Since the cell entries are smzll, summaries on
demographic characteristics to describe the
supervisors will not be attempted; but instead
a supervisor from each of the types will be
sketched. o

Supervisors in cell (A) who exercise professional
judgement in case decisions and expect agent
deviations tené to be youwtger as a group. and
most of them were recently promoted to their
present positions. Mr. Martin, one of the
supervisors in this category, is a Doctoral
candidate in one of the professional schools.
He is 32 years old, having been'a member of
the parole agevgy for almost ten years. = .
Mr. Martin is Iabelled a "social workenh.. .
Mr. Martin is the une who siated that the
agents told him about their déviations..

Supervisors in ell (B) base their case decisions
on their profeaaional judgement and do not

.

Cetd
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expect ‘their agents to deviate. These -supervisors

o ~ .7 tend to be older and have been with the agency

i ) for many years. For example, Mr. Brown is close

: to retirement, after 25 years oif service. BHe

4 ; wverbally identifies with the problems of the

{ agents and the clients, but the agents in

3 : Mr. Brown's unit-are suspicious of him stating

% that they would be "gnld down the river" if a

/ case should blow up., Mr. Brown is the supervisor
vwho reassigned the agent described as being a

"lousy peace officer.V

i Cell (C) consists of supervisors who are also
older as a group, and they have many years of
experience but less than supervisors in Cell
(B). The (C) supervisors appear to be
funpromotables.” The supervisors in Cell (B)
3 - have tried otler carsers such as business, law,
i 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
supervigors who consider administrative policy
in making case decisions and expect their agents
to deviate. Mr. Smith, for example, refuses to
take anypromotional examinations and has remained
in his present position and location for the
past fiffeen years. Mr. Smith is labelled a
fcop". - He 1is the supervisor.described as being
hostile to headgquarters.

Cell (D) is represented by supervisozrs govermed
by administrative policy and who expect their
agents to adhere to administrative requirements.
This category of supervisors includes a mixture

of persons with respect to their level of
education, age, seniovrity, e¢tc. The one

i characteristic which describes this group of ~

7 - supexrvisors is their reputation of "hard workers".
§ © 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 agenis
ag being consistent and fair but somewhat "rigid |
in mattors of lending funds to the c¢lients, :
permitting parolees to leave the county of
residence, issuance of driving permits, etc.n

Applying this framework to discharge recommendations
under 2943 P.C., the following observations emerge: that

$  whereas parole agents under the super#ision of Types A, B,

and D recommended 71%, 72%, and 69% vespectively, of their

Ry ¥
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TABLE xxxv%z

DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS BY DJ.STRICTR SUPERVISOR TYPE - -

INITIAT AND REGULAR CALENDARS

TYPE OF SUPERVISOR

v

&,

g ,
INITIAL % REGULAR
CALENDAR } _ CATENDAR

NO. OF NO. REC
CASES - DISCH.

% REC.. NO. OF " NC. REC. % REC,
DISCH., CASES - DISCH.  DISCH.

B o W &

~TOTAL

431 305
347 ¢ 253
400 204
204 142
1382 904

Qv T1% 168 91 54%
72% 151 87 58%
51% 202 80 40%
69% 141 69  49%
65% 662 327 49%

et

s
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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).

Underrthe regulaxr calendag, the same general pattern prevails
(although all types have lowered their discharge rates) with
C recommending gignificantly few&rkcases for discharge than
either A, B, or D. -The disparity in discharge recommendations
between agents unﬁer the supervisibn of Type ¢ supervisors
and agents under the superviéion of Tyres 4, B, and D,
suggested the need to investigate the.BageﬂExpectancy scores
of clieﬁts under the supervision of agents in all four :
typesQ The‘findings are expressed in Table XXXVIII and
indicate that, according to Base‘Exiectancy scorés, clients
under the supervision-of Type C do not rep;esent more
difficult cases than clients under the supervision ofV
Types A, B, and D. ‘ '

The disparity in recommendations by supe;yispr-type
therefore seems to teflect differences in the orientation

of these types towards the parole proceés and standards of

’ rehabilifation and does not reflect differences in types

of clients. Supportive evidence is offered for this
hyyothesiS‘if‘ﬁa dénsidef'the incidence of selected “hard®
and "soft" factors by sﬁpervision'type. It can be seen
irom'the following table, Tab;e XXXIX, that on the initial
calehdar there is no significant difference in the incidence

of Major Board Actions. Minor Board Actions, or numbers of
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TABLE XXXVITITI

DISTRIBUTION OF CLIENT BASE EXPECTANCY SCORES BY DISTRICL SUPERNISOR TYPE
) INITIAT CALENDAR CASES '

DISTRICT .

SUPERVISOR NO. OF % OF CASES % OF CASES % OF CASES % oF CASES % OF CASES
TYPE . CASES 0 = 32 3% w 45 46 - 52 5% ~ -.76
A 431 9% 30% 23% 29%. 8%
B 347 13% 35% 18% 27% %
c 400 - 11% 3264 19% 29% 9% ,
D 204 10% 244 . 22% 399 115 R 3
o X
TOTAT 1382 11% 31% . 21% 29% 8% ‘
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TABLE XXXIZX
INCIDENCE OF SELECTED WHARD" AND "SOFT"
INFORMATION FACTORS BY SUPERVISOR TYPE
DISTRICT SU’PERVISOR TYPE

CODE A B ¢ D
Major Board Action 23% 26_% 22% 23%
Minor Board Action 35% 29% 33% 368
Conflict Relations 25% 24% 25% 26%
Arrested and Charged 32% 30% 31% 33%
Cooperation | 45% 48% 35% 49%
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arrested and charged by supervisor typs. On the other'hand,

in the area of coopération, an eXtremeiy subjective category,

ﬁ fhe cases under the supervision of Type C supérvisors are
! percéived ag significantly less cooperative tﬁan cases” |
under thersﬁpervision of Types A, B, and D. This is despite
thé fact that éecording to Base Expectancy scores énd the
incidence of selected objective féctors cases do not differ

‘between supervision'types.
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APPERDIX C ¥

"

'UARTATIONS IN DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS
BY GEOGRAPHICAT AREA
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All parole districts in ;he state were classified
according to their predomlnant geographlcal characterlstics
into URBAN, SUBURBAN AND RURAT.

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 agenté and whether
or not certain information factors exercised akvariable
impact on diséharge recomeendations acioss area fype.

: Under the initial calendar (see Table XL) urban
areas are recommending more of their cases for discharge‘
(68%) than either subﬁrban (60%) or rural (55%) areas.

3
Under the regular calendar discharge recommendation rates

have fallen in all areas but urban areas are still recommendlng

.

more cases for dlscharge (54%4) than elther suburban areas
(44%) or rural areas (44%) who are now recommendlng equal
percentages of cases for dlscharge.

A review of 22 information factdrs by incidence in
these éreas indigated that the differences in céses by area
type are very slight. ©On the ofher hand, if we examine the
influence of these information.factors on discharge |
recommendations by area'type differences aré immediately
appareﬁt. If we examine this influence in rural areas
against the statewide statistics (rural areas were not
extracfed from the statewide figures since the difference
kobtaingd would not. have Justified fﬁe effort) we discover
that rural agenis are consistently ma;e conservative in

their decision making. In the case of all factors rural
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TABLE XL
DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS BY AREA GEOGRAPHICAL -
TYPE INITIAL AND REGULAR CATENDARS
GEOGRAPHICAT TYPE
URBAN SUBURBAN _ RURAL
INITIAL 68% 60% 55%
REGULAR 54% aadk AaE
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. TABLE XILI
DISCHARGE RECOMMENDATIONS BY DISTRICT GEOGRAPHICAL
. - TYPE OVER INITIAL AND REGULAR CALENDARS :
e , . GEOG. - % REC. .~ % REC.
- - REGION PISTRICT TYPE. N NDIS. DISCH. N NDIS.DISCH.
10 s 18 15 85% 1 0 0%
11 R 43 16 3% 13 8 . 62%
12 s 25 16 . 64% 11 6 55%
13 R 16 11 “69% 12 8  67%
REGION.I 14 S 41 29 7% 16 10  62%
: ~ 15 R 14 42 86% 16 8 50%
16 S 22 14 64% 12 9 5%
17 R 9 5 56% 9 4 . A4%
18 R 15 5 33% 3 1. 33%
20 U 71 52 73% 34 . 26 T6%
21 4] 33 29 88% 16 14 88%
S22 . .U 57 37 65% 17 . 12 T1%
REGION II 23 U 41 38 93% 48 13 ° 72%
. 24 U 20 19 954 19 16  84%
.25 R 28 17 61% 12 T 58%
26 -8 44 16 . 36% 14 4 29%
, 27 s 43 - 29 67% 17 8  47%
EEUTON I 3. -0 10 9 90% 8 1 12%
‘ L 32 i 26 25 - 96% .10 8  80%.°
; 33 U 30 25 83%. 15 11  7T3%
REGION III 34 U 31 27 87% .18 12 67%
: S35 i 37 27 73% 17 11 65%
36 U 50 40 80% 23 . 14 61%
37 U 32 29 91% . 13 4 314
40 s 30 19 63% 10 3 30%
A1 s 36, 11 31% 23 4 17%
42 S 37 . 23 62% 21 6 29%
.43 8 30 15 504 20 11 55%
REGION IV 44 S 67 = 38 57% 17 2 124
C . 45 8 30 . 22 3% 14 7 50%
46 S 33 25 7% - 18 10 - 56%
AT .U 28 19 68% 13 8  62%
45 i} 82 24 29% 39 10  26%
49 U 35 . 21 60% " 14 6 43%
50 U 24 . 14 584 21 7 . 33%
i 5¢ U 19 11 58% 17 8 ' 47%
52 U 54 . 31 57% 22 9 41%
REGION V 53 U - 35 12 34% - 22 3 14%
. _ . 54 1] 83 51 61% 22 9 41%
55 U - 20 19 95% 20 11 55%
56 R 18 . 12 67% 9 4 44%
57 R 38 . 21 55% 21 . T, . 33%
" - U = URBAND S = SUBURBAN R = RURATL




do are the following:

140

agenﬁs_givén the presence of the factor, are recommending
fewer cases for d;scharge than the;r statewide coileagues.
It must be borne in mind of course that there exists a
basic différencé‘in overall discharge recommen@atioﬁs acroés
all factors ~ 55% recommended for discha;ge in rural areas
ve. 64% sta%ewide.‘ The number of in@ividual factors which
transcend this basic 9% difference is iimited. Those which

. N
Cooperation

Residence with wife

Residence with relative

Currently unemployed

Incident related to commitment offense

Tndegirable associates

‘Unfavorable master code.
It will be observed that these codes constitute both
favorablé and unfavorable references. . |

It was believed that certain types of information

might discriminate between theée areas more effectively
than others. Two further codes were examined - the Base
Expectancy score indicating any past opiate use, and the
ethnic group ﬁovwhiéh the  client belonged., The data
indicated that the incidence of opiate use in the history

of clients from rural -areas was not significantly different

- from that of clients in the combined urban and suburban

areas. (31% of the clients in rural'aréés possessed this
characteristic'against 37% in ufban and suburban areas.)
The differeﬁce in:impact'of this factor upon dischargé

recommendations between areas'exceeds the overéll 94 difference

~across all factors. Thus, in the rural areas 44% of cases
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possessing the factor were recommended for discharge compared

vto 59% of those cases pdssess;ng the factor in the combined

urban and suburban areas.

In the case of our finai code - the ethnic baéggrounq
of the clien? -~ it was noted that a greater proportion of
the populatiop in rural areas was Caucasgian (67%) than in
the urban and suburban aveas (48%). On the other hani, a
greater propq;tion of the population in urban and suburban
areas was Mexican (25%) and Negro (26%) than in rural areas
(19% and 13% respectively). In cénsidering the impact of

this factor upon discharge rates there appears to be nbd

‘discrimination between areas with regard to the Negro

population (66% of‘those’in rural areas recommended for
discharge compared to 64%>in urban and subprban ;ombined),
Sixty—eight percent of Caucasians in urban-suburban areas

received a recommendation for discharge compared toy58%

‘in rursl areas. This difference is approximately the same -

- as“the difference in overall recommendations betwesen the

areas., ‘However, with regard'to the Mexican-American
population a real ditfference seems +to exist. In urban and
suburban areas 62% of this population receive& a discharge

recommendation compared to 37% in rural areas.

e
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- Factor Codes - Coding‘discriminations made on the basis of
e factu material contained in the repoxrt.

Board Actlon-

" A major board action is a case in which the Parole
Agent® has submitted a violation report which has
resulted in the Adult Authorlty's continuing the
parvlee on parole, placing him in KTCU; or
temporarily suspending or cancelling his parole,

A nwiinor board action is one in which the Adult

J "~ “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 Halfway House.

Police Department Arrest on.Suspicion:

Arrests made by the police department for a non-
specified offense or on suspicion of a particular
offense, after which the parciee is released vwith
no formal charges having been filed. The code
identifies one, “wo, or three or more such
occurrences. §

Police Department Arrest with Charge Filed:

Any arrest (excluding minor, traffic v1olat10ns) made
by the nolice department after which a charge is
filed. The code identifies one, two, or three or
more such occurrences.

Number of Convictions: i

The number of convictions resulting from the parolee's
being arrested and charged. The code identifies one,
two, or three or more suth occurrences as well as
cages in which the final disposition is not recorded.

Present Employment Status:

The parolee is considered employed 1£ he is currently
working in full-time ox- part—tlme status at a year-
round or seasonal job. He is considered unemployed

if he is currently out of work, evén on a seasonal
basis, and whether or not he is drawing any type of
benefit payments.  Benefit payments include smemployment
insurance, pension, social security, and.any’ type of
general a531stance payments. :

Parole Incidents Related to Any Commitment Offense:
An incident or ad¥1v1ty in whien the parolee is involved
which is gimilar in nature to his commitment offense.
" The code 'records the seriocusness of one such incident,
. ranging from slight suspicion of bccurrence in the PA'B
Judgment or the filing of a bhoard report or the parolee's
being arrested by the police and charged. Two or more .
incidents are recorded with no discrimination as to
their seriousness.
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Current Rexidence"

The code records whetner the parolee is currently
living with his wife, with a relative, alone, in a
common-law relationshlp, or in some cther situation.

5.

Co-operation: ‘
The %A's use of some varient of the word co-operation
in evaluating theparolee's attitude toward him ox the

agency. The scale includes: very co-operative,
co-operative, less than co-operative, and uncooperative.

: Turnabout Sentences:

A compound sentence or a pair of linked sentences which
contain a value shift (favorable to unfavorable or
unfavorable to favorable) and have relevance to the
parolee's behavioxr or attitudes. The code records

. the value emphasis (positive or negative) for one set
of turnabout sentences and for more than one set.

U ey

Overview Codes - Codlng discriminations made on the ba31s of
the Parole Agent's opiniondaf activity in the particular area.

Overview Employment:

The area %o pe evaluated in this code is the PA's
Judgment of the parolees employment status, considering
type of job held or obtalnable, stability of work
history, motlvation, and 1ncome adequacy.

a

Overview Family Relationships:

The area to be evaluaved in Ghis code is the PA's
Judgment of the character of family members and
their influence on the parolee, the nature of the

- i . relationship between the parolee and family members,
and the paroleet's financial obligations to his
dependents.

Overview Peer Relationships and Leisure Activities:
The area 1o be evaluated in this code 1S the PA'S
Judgrment concerning how the parolee spends his time
outside the normal work week the stability of his
agsociates or friends and his relationship with
them, and his community status.

Overview Vicesgs
This code covers the PA's evaluation of the parolee

in the areas of narcotics addiction, usage, and
sales, Nalline testing, the Narcotics Treatment
Control Unit (NTCU), alcoholism, drinking, arresis

’ associated with drinking, alecohol prohibition as a

' Condition of Parole (5B), gambling, and sexual
-deviations that are not being treated clinically and
incidents related to them.
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Overview Maturity and Co-operationt

This code covers the PA's evalualion of the parolee
in the areas of : adherence to conditions of paxole,
co~operation with the P4, reaction to and necessity
for Bupervision, adjustment to parole or the society,
chaxacter, and attitude toward authority. .

Overview Master:

This code designates whether or mnot a weport contains

no arrests and is coded "satisfactory" in all of the
Overview areas covered, An overall satisfactory is
coded "4{",., An unsatisfactory in any area is coded
n24 in the Master Code.






