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Save Parole Supervision

BY RoBERT MARTINSON, Pu.D., AND Junrrn WILKs®

parvole in the Unifed States today fail to dis-

tinguish between parole as o method for rve-
lensing offenders {rom (or returning ofl'enders
to) imprisonment and parole as a method for
supervising offenders in the community. These
two distinet funetions need  to be sepurealely
evaluated {or an overall assessment of the useful-
ness of parole and its fairness in our system of
criminal justice,

The parole release (and revoeation) decision is
tnseparable from the indeterminate sentence, De-
cistonmaking s n quasi-judicial process carried
on by small groups of appoiuted oflicials organized
into Parole Bowrds, Parole supervision, on the
other hand, is not depewdent on the indeterminate
sentenee. It is & method for controlling, helping,
ar keeping track of offenders in the community,
For hundreds of thousands of convicted offenders,
it ix & major institutional alternative to extended
periods of imprisonment, The supervision {une-
tions of parole ave carrvied on by an extended net-
work ol thousunds ol agents organized into parole
district oflives and divisions,

The essentinl eviterion of parole as a quasi-
judicial process s simple fafrness and equity.
Such issues are especially critieal when unre-
viewed disceretion involves deprivation of liberty.
Muny crities have rightly argued that the parole
decisionmaking process is lamentably brief for
stich an important decision, lacking in essential
elemuents of due process, frequently arbitrary and
subject to politieal interference, and based in part
on a myth that parole boards have the ability to
scetrately proediet when a partienlar offender is
“peady” for parole,

The usual erviterion for assessing parole super-
vision has been how effeetive it is in reduving the
criminal behavior of those under supervision.

Tmc INCREASING attacks on the institution of
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Such effectiveness need not he gained at the price
of unfrivness, On the contrarvy, since the eonse-
quence of engaging in criminal behavior is (o be
reimprisoned, supervision which is effective di-
rectly confribntes to fairness in the sense that
fower offenders are deprived of their liberty. By
preventing opr inhibiting eriminal hehavior, effee-
tive parole supervision ingures that fewer offend-
ers will be rearrested, convicted, and returned to
prison,

Unfortunately, in their haste to restriet or
eliminate the Pavale Board decigionmaking func-
tion (and the indeterminate sentence on which it
rests), some critics propose to throw the baby
out with the bath water., Yet there is no reason
why a mandatory and definite parole sentence
could not be substituted for the present system of
parole board diseretion and conditional release
under threat of revocation for rule-breaking.’
And those who propose such radical surgery
would do well not to speak in the name of the
offendey for there is grave danger that the over-
all consequence of abolishment of parole super-
vision would be to consign larger numbers of
offenders {o prison.

One eritical empirieal question that must be
answoered s Would the abolition of the present
system ol parole supervision inerease or decrease
the rates at which persons released {rom incar-
ceration would he reprocessed into the eriminal
justice system? Previous research has not ad-
dressed this question. Such research deals pri-
marily with variants of parole supervision within
the existing system.® Inferences from such re-
search ave speculative and do not permit a ¢, ..
direct comparison of offenders under parole
supervision with offenders set entirely free.”s

Parole has never been a universal method for
releasing offenders from incaveeration, and there-
fore in most jurisdictions in the United States
some persons are refeased on parole supervision
while others are veleased at the expiration of theiv
terms, i, “sel entirvely free” Clearly, the most

L Ser, J. Witk amd R. Martinzon, “lg the Treatment of Criminal
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ohvious research method, available fo reseavchers
sinee pareole was establikhed ju the United States,
would he controlied comparisons of persons re-
leased under parole supervision with vomparable
persous  released diveetly [rom imprisonment
without parole supervision, This ix the method to
he used in the present analysis.

The Survey

The data presented in table I are taken from a
larger survey of cviminal justice research, The
survey was designed to provide o standard pro-
cedure for maximizing the aceumulation of exist-
ing information so that substantive questions can
be answered and decisions {aken on matiers of
public policy. FPor a description of the seareh pro-
cedure, the classification of documents received,
and the variables coded, it is necessary to read
the preliminary report.t The present substudy
illustrates the utility of the procedure adopted.

Two key concepts were emploved in collecting,
coding, and organizing the daia taken from more
than 600 recont documents: the “bateh™ and the
“eomputable recidivism rate.”

Datel -\ “batch” is any number of persons
at same speciliable location in the eviminal justice
syslem for whom a “proper” recidivism rade is
computable. A proper recidivism rate must speeify
what proportion of a bateh ave recidivigts. The
term “‘parent batch” refers {o a universal set
which contains two or more batches, For example,
4 universal set of, say 1,000 male and female
parolees may be broken info one bateh of 800
male parolees and one bafeh of 200 frmale pa-
rolees. Iach of these batches is coded as “exclu-
sive” sinee together they exhaust the pavent badeh
and have no members in common, All batehes in
table | are exclusive balehes with an N ol 10 or
niore.

Recidivism Rate—The primary unit of analysis
in the survey is the computable recidivism rate,
Iaeh such rate specifies whid proportion of any
bateh shall be identified as “recidivists” according
Lo whatever operational definition ol recidivism
is utilized by the researcher, Such an operational
definition will normally speeify the length of time

bBee, Ro Muortineon and JTo Wilks, Knowledue 0 Crominal Jusbie e
Phtenioveg, A Proboninarg Repoel, Uetolior Lo, 1976, pp. 2% Gpracesasd

fThe other four onlegopivs wore: 1050, minw “sueees™ rate; short
of arreat (e, AWOL, wlesconding, aspensjon, apld simila): veturn
to pricon fop teehnionl violntiond winl veburn o prison for technaend
plu new conviction, Three of these cutegaries were oliminated beeauie
they eainot huppen to muax out gronps. The fourth  loos,  minus
etsatine the moaine AF T e e 0C posible roblemy na-

“The proportion in which any atteibute was present in n hateh was

vidod g follown: 1 Q40050 0 shatiiir 5 ATLOG el 4 e
1004,

which the bateh was followed up in addition Lo the
criminal justice action (arrest, suspension, con-
vietion, veturn to prison, and so forth) which led
to the decision to classify a particular persei as
a trecidivist,” Al such definitions were coded
into seven categorien. Three of these calveorios.—
arvest, convietion, and return to prison with a
new conviction—were judged to be appropriate
for a comparison of paroloes and persons relessed
from inecarceration with no supervision (mas
out”") ;

The term “system re-processing rate” spoeilies
preeisely what is being measured in table 1. \n
“arves(,” for example, is an eveni that cay ocenr
fo a person under the jurisdiction of criming!
Justice, and an arvest cade simply voporis wihig
proportion of any batch inchnded in {able 1 were
reported as being reprocessed in 1this way in the
documents coded in the survey.

Each vecidivism rate in the survey his been
coded with additional {tems of informuation. The
coding system developed was guided by the pri-
mary aim of the accumutation of knowledwe bastid
on the exisling state of the art in criminal justice
research, Codes were designed to maximize the
information produced by the standard procodnyes
now used in the body of documents encountered.
Many of the items speeify eritieal methodological
features of the study, such as whether the bateh
is a population or a sample, the {ype of research
design utilized, months in followup, months in
treatment, the type of population or sample (e,
“termination” sampled, and so forth, Since stud-
fes report information on the chavacteristics of
batches in a bewildering variety of wuys, o
standard attribute code was developed so as to
maximize the rveporting of sueh information as
educational  allainment, ewrvent offense, race,
class position, family status, and so forth.s 1o ad.
dition, it was posgible to code a considerable num-
ber of batches (and therefore rates) with such
information as mean age, months in ineareeration,
sex, whether the bateh consisted primavily of
narcotics cases ov persons with aleohol problems,
and so forth.

’

Procedure
The procedire adopted was to oxhaust e sar
vey data base ol all meaningful comparisons
bebween adult offenders released from incareera-
tion to parole supervision and compuarable groups
of adult offenders not released to pavole supervis-
o ("max oul”). This was a simple sorting




{

7.
18,

20,

IR T
[RSSNEEY

fer

-

1

t

t

10,
$1.
12
13,

Baren Cnviervrisie
Dateh N Toouag” 77
Male
o White 0 to 219
Total Dopulation
Ternination Setx
After-Only  Roesearch

Desipn
teseurch done in 1950°s

Standard Treatmoent
712 Months Tollow-up
10.24 Months Folluw-up
25968 Months Follow-up
Measured Only After

Treatment
o Property Offenders
SO-T LY
FFirst Mfenders 0249
Not Primarily Nareotie
Vsors
Not Primardy Aleohol
Probiems

. White 25-10.9
Mean Age 25-34.9
oo theh School

Graduates 0-2.0.0

Measured over Same

Time at Nisk

Months Ineareerated
1217

o Trom Broken Familios
50744

Coniparison Group

Dateh N 5049

Sample

12 Group .

<o Property Offenders
RERIHRY

Bateh N=10-40

Primarily Narvcoties
T sers .

Mixed Sex Bateh

¢, From Broken Families
0249

¢, Tigh School
Graduates 25«19

Lowest Class

Non-Random Research
Design

1-6 Months Follow-up

13-18 Months Follow-up

Months Inearcerated ==
2120 .

Mouths Incareerated =
3036 .

ot Property ffenders
(SRR

Highest Clags

Bateh N:-500-

37-060 Months Follow-up .

8¢ Months Foellow-up

ToTAL

"Nz NUMBER OF RATES

SAVE PAROLE SUPERVISION

TABLE 1-e-Mean recidivism rates
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operation with an IBM counterssorter. From a
total pool of 5,804 reeidivism rates Lor hatches of
adull persons in the United States and Canada
released under parole supervvision, those rates
which Tell in the calegory of “avres(”™ (N +235),
“eonviction” (N 138), and “rolurn (o prison
with o new convietion” (N 7398) woere sorted
oul. A similar szort for adult mux oul rates re-
sulted in 44 arrest rates, 26 conviction rates, and
73 return-to-prison-with-now-conviction  rates.
The total number of rafes produced by these ini-
tial sorts nre Found at the boltom of table 1.

The cards were then sorted on the variables
which had been coded in the survey making no
distinetion between ilems which were primavily
methodologieal (e.g., time in followup) and those
which were primavily deseriplive of a bateh (o,
meun age, sex, pereent property offenders). All
code categories for which at least two rates were
reported for both parole and max oul were located,
Mean rates for these code categories were com-
puted, and are presented in table 1.7

Discussion
Item 1 can be used to illustrate how the table
should he vead, For parvele, there were R1 veeidi-
vism rates where “arvest” was the measurement
of recidivism and for which the bateh size fel)
between 100 and 199, The meuan of these %1 rates
was 26.9, For this same bateh size (100-199),
there were 12 m:w out rates, ad the mean of
these rates was 32.8. The difference hetween these
two means is 5.9,

Reading across the table, Tor the “convietion”
definition the mean rates for parole and max out
were 205 and 259, respectively. For the “return
to prison with new cnn\'iution” detinition these
means were 11,0 and 147, Turning to a different
baleh size of 50-00 (item 21), one noles that com-
parisons could only be made for two of txe three
definitions, For some variables comparisons woere
possible for only one definition,

This table presents data in & manner which is
similar to the procedure of simultancously control-
ling for adulthood, definition of revidivism, place
in the eriminal justice system (i.e., parole ve, max

T Multiplying the (ot nmweher of codar entenmie o 199 b the
three detinitions gives w total of 2 pogbar vopgpari vus i suilicient
data had been present, Bliminptine 30 oa o0 wiere data were e
ported a3 Yunknown” 88 ecwsen b witio it dhere werd ool than twa
rates in g eateirnry of cither pavale s toas oul, sl 1240 eiees e which
poonta were peportel, lenves the Wi voovpa ton s eported i dable 1

* This methed Boan npphectaar of andard ecareh proceduies, See,
for example, LI, Yazerslell, “Intescoctation of Stdsdien] Refations
ay & LNesenveh Opeentlon,” in: The faevaan of Sacal fecarch (P

Faverafold and M, Ruicalere, odoy, Gloaeoe, DL The Fres hess,
X'\\m.

out), amd at feast one additional varinble. Given
the number of rates available, it would Dave bheon
possible to have controlled for one (or even more)
arviables in addition to the four specified above,
For reasons of time, these additional controls
were nol attempted.

It i interesting to note that in S of the S
ecomparisons coilained iy table 1, the e of i
reeldivism retes for parole s lowee thav for e
ant, This ix the eaxe whethor the final variable
controlled is methodological or gociodemagraplic,
[For the arvest detinition, the differences 7o fairos
ol parole range from a low of 0.2 (item 22) toa
high of J43.6 (itemy 21). IFor convielion, the
differences in favor of parole range from 0.2
(item 2 to 14,49 {lem 153), For new prisab
sentenee, (he ditferences in favor ol parele range
from 0,2 (item 10) to 11,3 (item I

In 6 of the 80 cumparisons, thu mean of the
ates Tor max ot is equal to or lower than the
mean for parole. These six cases are unsystenit-
tically distributed throughout the table. In threw
instances the finad control variable is methodotopi-
aly in three it is sociodemographic. Two cuases
fall under the arrest definition; two under convic-
tiony and two under yeturn to prison. These sis
exceptions do not supegest to us any partiewlsy
sel of conditions which might be further explored
fo discover subgroups of offendoers, oy cotitests,
{or which max out would be a superior policy for
eriminal justice,

Data contained in our Preliminary Repart pro-
vided a starting point for this analvsis, Thix ini-
{ial data (based on 3,005 rates eoded at that timoe)
indicated that the mean of the rates lor parole
(25.1) was somewhat lower than the mean of the
ates for max out (31.08). This six percentage
point dilference vesulted from a comparizon which
did not further control for the definition of re-
cidivism, tor adult vs. juvenile, or for any of the
other variables utilized in table 1. Increasing the
total number of rates, and simultaneously control-
ling for four additional variables has led {o the
discovery of lavger mean differences belween
parole and max out.>

Summary

Those who propose the abolition of parele
supervision in this country often speak of “fair-
ness 1o the offender.” T is ditlicult to deteet in
table 1 evidenee of sueh fairness, On the contrary.
The evidence seems 1o indicate that the abolition
of parole supervision would result in substastin
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increases in arrest, convietion, and return to
prisan, Those who wish to eliminate the unfair-
ness of parole board decisionmaking might well
concentrate on finding a speeific remedy for this
probiem, a remedy which would not inercase the
very Munfairness' they deplore,

At the very least, the data in table 1 should
give pause to those policymakers and legislators

who have been operating on the unexamined as-
sumplion that parole supervision makes o
diffcrenee, In face of the evidence in table 1 such
an assumplion is unlikely.

Eorrors' Novtes An extensive bibliography of the studies
from which the data in table 1 were taken is available
from the authors at The Center for Knowledge in Criminal
Justice Planning, 38 Bast B5th Street, New York, NJY,
10028,

The Imprisonment of Bank Robbers:
The Issue of Deterrence

\

,

i

TOTHE PRESENT, the atmosphere of self-ox-
Aamnmhon and evaluation within the crimi-

nal justice system has (lht.{w(‘.ll()llh doubt an
ils touted rehabiitative aspivations and goals of
the past several decades. The Director of the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, for example; has pub-
lely declared that prisons are for punishment and
showdd not be expeceted to rehabilitate. James Q.
Wilson, in a pessimistie overview of the current
state of corvections, opts for lTocking up oﬂondom
for communily protection.

The Concepl of Deterrence

This development is a throwback tp the deter-
rent model developed by the Classieal School of
Criminotopy in the 18th and 19th centuries which
held up punishment of the eriminal as the most
eflective way of deterring the individual offender
from a repetition of his crime (primary deter-
rence). Similarly, punishment, that is, the assign-
ment of an appropriate sanetion or penalty, was
also considered the best way {o deter potential
offenders (secondary delerrvence).

This plulnxm)hl(' 1 assumption in favor of de-
terrence so permeates our preseni-day systems
of criminal justice, that it increasingly serves as

basis for our entive structure of law enforce-
ment replacing the rehabilitation model in current
debate,

Though erime rates vontinue to rise, it is never-
{heless asswmed  that many potential eriminals

* Mr. Haran is chief probation officer, U.S. District
Court, Brooklyn, N.Y., and Mr. Martin is a prefessor at
Fordham University, New York City,
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are in faet deterrved hy th(, tne at ol the sanctions
of the law. So strong-is this assumption that it
has taken on the aspects of a dogma, It is argued
that if it were ot for the deterrent effects of the
law enforcement components of our criminal
justice syslem, the erime rate would be even
higher than presently recorded. There is in fact
a substantial amount of theoretical writing which
cargues that deterrence is the primary purpose of

*,Stnte’x sanctions apainst its erring citizens.

~There are. of course, many who disagree with

this-position, There s certainly a laclk of exten-
sive data repavding the operation of the detervent
principlo”wlthough the man in the strecet knows
in his ownmind that he is more cantious about
speeding when he seeg the traflie patrol car and
knows that the speed limits are enforeed. Never-
theless, there is a laek of definitive evidence either
estublishing ov eliminating the purported effec-
tiveness of the dvtu‘reme principle.

The lfong debate over d))lt(ll punishment re-
mains an ontstanding cxam.ple, of the uncertain-
ties involved in the issue. Dealing with this Issue
alone, opinions have ranged from one extreme to
the other, and they all might be-said to rest on
“sut-feeling” value judgments thHat appear at
times. logical and most convineing, but remain
unsupported by any factual data of significance.
The French experience in Algeria; the long drawn
out efforts of England to subdue the Irish; the
American military experience with the Viet Cong;
and the contemporary measures to control ter-
rorism, all of which stress repression (sometimes
large-scale), leave one with no conviction that
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