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PREFACE 

This report presents a review of those factors which influence the 

effectiveness of the parole program of the California Youth Authority (eVA). 

The study was requested by Department of Finance Budget staff after 

discussions with the Governor during the 1976-77 budget process. Up-to­

date research was wanted on the factors which impact the success of the 

CYA parole program at a time when the characteristics of CYA parolees are 

chang~ng. 

Among the issues addressed are the following: 

1. How can the effectiveness of the eVA parole program best be measured? 

2. What major factors impact the effectiveness of the program? 

3. What is the optimum range for parole caseload size, considering the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the parole program? 

4. What is the optimum range for length of parole, considering the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the parole program? 

5. What is the impact of the parole agent's role on parole success? 

How have recent court decisions affected the parole agent's role? 

6. How do the effectiveness and efficiency of the special parole projects 

compare with those of the regular parole program? 

7. What are the uses and benefits of ward services funds? How should funds 

available for the parole program best be divided between casework 

positions and monies for special services? 

iii 



This report is based in part on parole research previously 

conducted by the CYA and other correctional agencies. In addition, a 

stratified random sample of 20 percent of the case-carrying parole 

agents were interviewed. The sample was stratified along regular parole/ 

special program lines, and the regular parole portion was further 

stratified by parole zone. The agents and their supervisors were admin­

istered a questionnaire (see Appendix A) to determine their experiences 

and perceptions, as well as responses to hypothetical situations. In 

addition, a 20 percent random sample was selected from each agentls 

caseload, and parolee contact data were developed from field files and 

other parole agent records (see Appendix B for a summary of all field 

contacts). 

After the field work was completed, two significant pieces of 

legislation impacting the CYA were signed into law by the Governor of 

California. The bills--AB 3121 and SB 42--may portend major changes for 

the parole program; however, the full extent of their impact is not yet 

known. Because this study was primarily a research effort analyzing 

individual and group behavior, we believe that our findings and conclu­

sions will remain valid despite program changes of the kind created by 

this legislation. 

A number of CYA staff provided assistance to the study team. We 

would particularly like to thank Mr. Joseph Kleine of the staff Services 
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SUMMARY 

The objective of this study was to assess the factors which 

impact the effectiveness of the California Youth Authority's (CYA) parole 

program. 

In Chapter I, a general background and d~scription of the Youth 

Authority and its parole program are given. Changes in the CYA ward 

population and the legislative and court mandates which have affected this 

population are also reviewed. 

Chapter II presents a review of parole research which has been 

carried out by the eYA and other correctional agencies. 'Most studies have 

focused on the role played by caseload size. In general, they have 

failed to show any relationship between caseload size and parole 

effectiveness. 

'rhe performance of a eYA parol ee depends on two types of factors-­

those controllable by the parole program and those over which the CYA 

has minimal or no control. Chapter III looks at those factors extrinsic 

to the parole program which impact parole success. To evaZuate justLy 

the effeativeness of paroZG~ it is neaessary that these faa tors be 

identified and their impaat on paroZe performanae reaognized. Any 

projeat des'Z:gn to evaLuate paroZe effeativeness~ therefore~ shouLd 

provide adequate aontroZs for these extrinsia faators (page 21). 

xUi' 
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· Chapter IV begins with a general discussion of parole effectiveness 

indicators.. The pros and cons of the most commonly used indicat.~rs are dis­

cussed, and it is peaommended that the CYA continue to use a measupe of 

aPpests or convictions 1lJhenevep possibZe to evaZuate the impact of changes in 

paroZe ppogpam~ with a measupe of convictions being ppefeppea~ if feasibZe 

(page 24). The Chapter concludes with a historical review of CVA parole 

effectiveness as indicated by parole fa'ilure Y'ates. 

In Chapter V, the role and functions of a case-carrying parole 

agent are discussed. First, parole agents' functions al"e analyzed by 

examining the distribution of their work time. The contact patterns of a 

statewide sample of case-carrying parole agents are also looked at. F'inally, 

the functions of pa'rol e agents are examined in rel ation to direct expenditures 

on parolees for the past fiscal year. The analysis shows that, while !;pecial 

programs with smaller caseloads do result in increased services to parolees, 

particularly in the early months of parole, this is not accompanied by a 

difference in the violator rateg Further, the increase in the amount of 

direct services received by parolees in small caseloads is not as great as 

might be expected. In addition, there is no substantial need at this time for 

additional funds for direct expenditures on parolees. 

Chapter VI examines the length of paroleg To analyze the impact 

of varying lengths of parole on parole effectiveness, the post-release 

and post-discharge levels of criminal activity of selected parole 

subpopulations are analyzed and related to the corresponding lengths 

of parole exposure. For the selected groups, differences in parole 

lengths were not reflected in differences in criminal activity after 
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the first 18 month.s of parole. Th.e fi'ndings furttter suggest that tt 

may be possible for trte C'CA to tdenttfy cert~i'n low ris~.s groups which 

can be dtscharged without extended stays on parole. I'n order to validate 

th.ese ftndings, it ~~ ~ecommenaed tnat ~)ntZa~ anaZyse~ be oonduoted 

By the CYA~ with Z~ge~ ~amp~e ~ze~ and Zonge~ post-pa~oZe periods. 

Tlie:se anaZyseS' should c:on~de~ sul5poruZation~ whioh th~"'s· study has 

exc luded: ~eco171J'Tlitments, X'evooaM'ons ~ vio tationa Z disc:haX'ges., and 

good dischaX'ges at expiX'ation and afte~ exp't~ation~ a~ wen as 

additional pa~ole lengths (page 47). It was also found that until it can 

be ascertained whetheX' and to what exten,t pa~ole does prevent criminal 

behavioX'~ a rigorous evaZuation of the paX'oZe program is not feasibZe. 

For this pU!'pose~ aal'1efuUy designed expel'>imentaZ programs shouZd be 

implemented and s'f;udied (page 51). 

The caseload ratio which is used to budget for the regular parole 

program is discussed in Chapter VII. The current caseload ratio formula 

is analyzed and found to be an overstatement of actual workload for several 

reasons. Based on the considerations in this ohapter~ we recommend the 

adoption of a revised caseZoad formuZa for p~oZe budgeting to more 

realistically X'epX'esent actual woX'kZoad demands. FUX'ther~ the oO$eload 

ratio should continue to be set at the cUX'!'entZy budgeted ratio of 50:1 

(page 62). 

Specifically~ we recommend adjusting the ADP (average daiZy 

populaMon) to exclude the "missing paX'oZees" and "parolees detained oX' 

incarcerated" in order to obtain the "active If-ease·Zoad. The use of the 

"exempt" concept in CYA paroZe program budgeting shouZd be Zimited~ with 

"exempt" designations subject to periodic revi'ew. The first such review 

xv 



shouZd oaCU1' when the impUaations of BB 42 (19(16) a:r'e fuHy urzder>stood~ 

or> no Zater than for aonsideration dur>ing the 19'19-80 budget pl"oaess. .In 

addi t-z: on" the number of "exempt" positi01'ls shouZd be adjusted annuaHy i.n 

proportion to changes in the pa.roZe population. A one-ha:lf aount fox· paroZe 

aides seems reaDonabZe at this time. As the OYA continues to deve'lop 

and utiUze pa1'ol~_ aides as trainee positions in the pa:r'oZe agent career 

ladder" however~ a de-taUed workload anaZysis shouZd be done (pages 54-58). 

If the C.YA aannot demonstrate that the Corrorzunity Parole Cente.Y's 

(CPO's) outperform l>egular parole in ur>ban target areas" the CPO's shouZd be 

incZuded as regular> paroZ,e{;mits for the 19'18-'19 budget year in deter­

mining paJ:'oZe ~aseload ratios. As fol" other special programs which are 

budgeted on a per program basis, it is recommended that program termination 

dates be set and adhered to unZess documentation of program effeativeness 

is produced by the CYA (pages 58-59). 

Based on differences in recidivism rates, there is some indication 

that changes in the parole population should have reduced the work of the 

parole agent. Changes in the average paroie length would impact the work 

of the parole agent as well. Because of the counterbalancing effect of 

these changes" (Ve do not beUeve that consideration shouZd be given to 

paroZee charaateristics in setting the budgetaT'y case load ratio at this time. 

However" once the reZationship between cha:r'acteristics of the paroZe 

popuZation and pOJXIoZe agent workZoad" crfid the r>eZationship of paroZe 

contaats to paroZe success" are determined" a reevaZuation of the components 

of the budgetcw.~y caseZoad ratio wouZd be in order (pages 61-62). 

Chapter VII concludes with a discussion of the need for a decision­

making framework to facilitate the concentration of parole resources where 

the greatest potential for effective utilization exists. Possible mechanisms 

are presented. 
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The Epilogue restates the need for carefully designed and 

controlled research before the best application of public funds in the 

correction and rehabilitation of youthful offenders can be determined. 
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GLOSSARY 

ADP -- Average Daily Population of CYA wards. 

epc -- The Community Parole Center concept emphasizes locating small, 
intensive treatment units in delinquent-prone 
geographical areas of a given community. The objective is to 
enhance the ability of the Youth Authority to extend intensive 
service to its wards and their families. 

There are five community parole centers--one in Stockton and 
four in the greater Los Angeles area~ Esperanza CPC, Watts epc, 
Ujima CPC, and Jefferson CPC. 

eTP -- The Community Treatment Project, launched in September 1961, was 
designed as a combined experimental and demonstration project to 
determine the impact of substituting an intensive program in the 
community in lieu of the traditional institution programs conducted 
by the eVA. The CTP was terminated in 1973. 

Discharge -- Removal from parole with termination of the eYA's juris­
diction. Discharges are classified as: 
1. Dishonorable--when prior to expiration of commitment, a ward 

is committed to State or Federal prison, or placed in jail 
beyond YA authority, or committed to the Civil Addi ct Program 
for a period exceeding YA jurisdiction. 

2. General--when at exp"iration of commitment, there is court 
action pending; or when prior to expiration of commitment, 
a ward dies, or is committed to a mental hospital, or is 
returned to his state of legal residence. 

3. Honorable. 

For research purposes, discharges may be classified as "bad" (if 
the wards are in violation status at the time of discharge) or 
"good." 

Full Board cases -- These are cases designated by the CYA Board on the 
basis of the following: 
1. The ward has committed a serious offense. 
2. The ward is considered to be potentially dangerous based on 

a psychiatric or psychological evaluation. 

Decisions regarding these cases, for instance, discharge from 
parole, require a quorum of at least three Board members. 

xix 



I-level -- The Interpersonal Maturity Level is the typology often used 
by the eYA for the classification of an offender. The individual's 
I-level is identified according to the level of perceptual differ­
entiation or degree of complexity in his/her view of himself/herself 
and others. 

IPEP The Increased Parol e Effecti veness Program was a two-year project 
implemented on April 1, 1971, designed to provide a higher level 
of service to parolees in order to reduce criminal behavior as well 
as adjudicated parole failures. 

Parole Failure -- This is often used as an indicator of parole effectiveness. 
One commonly used measure of parole failure is compris.ed of returns 
to institutions (recommitments and revocations) and violational 
discharges. 

Recidivism -- The tendency to relapse into criminal behavior. 

Recommitment -- The return of a ward to a eYA institution as a result of 
the action of a court. 

Regular Parole -- This encompasses all parolees not supervised under any 
special programs (the epe's, residential programs, and the 
San Francisco Project). 

Release -- The removal from a CYA institution in which a ward has been 
incarcerated. The ward is generally then placed on parole. 

Removal for violation (= parole failure) -- Includes removals from parole 
by recommitments, by revocations of parole and violational 
discharges which are parole terminations due to the receipt of 
a lengthy jail, prison, or probation sentence for a new offense, 
or terminations occurring when court action is pending. 

Returns to institutions -- Revocations and recommitments. 

Revocation -- The annulment of parole and the return of the ward to a eYA 
institution by action of the CYA Board. A revocation changes the 
\'/ard from placement in the community to confinement for more than 
30 days. 

San Francisco Project -- This is a special project conducted by the CYA 
which is comprised of three separate units, each specializing in 
a phase of parole administration: 
1. Intake/Administration Unit. 
2. Treatment Unit--includes the Individual Counseling, 

Surveillance, a~d Daily Group sub-units. 
3. Case-Management Unit--includes the Active Supervision and 

Maintenance sub-units which provide direct services to parolees 
as well as the Resource Development sub-unit which is engaged 
in locating and developing community resources to be used by 
the entire San Francisco caseload. 

xx 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

San Francisco Project (l965-1970) -- A study conducted by the United States 
Probation Office to investigate the effect of a reduced caseload 
size. 

S.P.A.C.E. -- The Social, Personal and Corrnnunity Experience Program is a 
90-day pre-parole and intensive parole program for CYA wards. The 
program is located in Los Angeles and became operational in October 
1973. 

Special Service Cases -- These are cases designated by the CYA Board on 
the basis of the following criteria: 
1. commitment offense 
2. clinical evaluation 
3. prior history of offenses 
4. serious adverse corrnnunity reaction to ward's return. 

In these cases the parole agent is required to provide extra super­
vision by making a minimum of two contacts per month. 

Violation -- The CYA Board establishes that a parole violation has occurred 
after one or more of the following has taken place: 
1. A court has established that a ward has corrnnitted a law 

violation. 
2. A criminal complaint or a petition for juvenile court 

action has been filed against a ward who has been arrested. 
3. A \'/ard has been arrested for an offense involving a deadly 

weapon or the sales of dangerous drugs or narcotics. 
4. There has been any violation of special parole conditions 

set by the CYA Board. 
5. The parole agent believes that further Board action is 

necessary for the protection of society and/or the ward's 
rehabi 1 ita ti on. 

Welfare and Institutions Code offenses -- These include all age-related 
offenses such as incorrigibility, truancy, runaway, foster home 
or county camp failure, and escape from county camp or juvenile 
hall. 

xxi 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Youth Authority Parole Program 

The California Department of the Youth Authority (CVA) was created 

by the Legislature in 1941. Its primary objective is lito protect society 

more effectively by substituting for retributive punishment, methods of 

training and treatment directed toward the correction and rehabilitation of 

young persons found guilty of public offenses."lI The Department provides 

residential rehabilitation programs and parole services for youthful of­

fenders committed by juvenile and criminal courts. In 1975, the Department 

operated ten institutions, five conservation camps. one institution-based 

camp, and 41 parole field offices. 

The parole program provides supervision, surveillance and supportive 

services to parolees. About 204 case-carrying parole agents supervised 

an average parole case10adfi of 7,653 in fiscal year 1975-76. The parole 

program is budgetari1y integrated with the institutions as the Parole and 

Institutions Branch which had an estimated branch budget for 1975-76 of 

$85 million. 

The Youth Authority Board is appointed by the Governor. The Board 

has statutory responsibility for recommending treatment programs, granting 

~we1fare and Institutions Code, Section 1700. 
- California supervision only. 
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parole, setting conditions for parole, determining violation and revocation 

of parole, returning persons to the court of commitment for redisposition 

by the court and discharging wards from Youth Authority jurisdiction. 

The eYA Process 

When a youthful offendet~ is committed to the eYA by a juvenil e or 

a criminal court, he becomes a eYA ward. The eYA's jurisdiction over wards 

expires at the age of 21, 23 or 25 depending on the court of commitment 

and the severity of the committing offense. 

Upon commitment to the eVA, a ward is placed in one of the two 

reception centers for observation and diagnostic test. Based on the 

recommendations of the reception center staff and after a hearing by the 

eYA Board, the ward is then sent to one of the eYA's institutions or con­

servation camps. The ward usually spends about a year in the institution 

and is then released from the institution to be placed in the community 

under the supervision of a eYA parole agent. 

While on parole, the parolee mlJst obey the conditions of parole set 

by the eYA Board. If the parolee violates these conditions or if there is 

a preponderance of evidence that he has committed a crime, the parole agent 

must report this to the eYA Board, recommending whether to continue the 

ward on parole, return him to a eYA institution, or dishonorably discharge 

nim from the eVA. In addition, the parole agent must report annually to the 

Board the progress made by the parolee. If he feels the parolee should be 

kept on parole, justification must be given. In all situations involving 

changes in parol e status, the Board must make the final deci sian. In most 

-2-
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cases this decision may be made by an individual Board member; however, in 

those instances in which the Board has designated the ward as a "Full Board ll 

case (see Glossary), decisions require a quorum of three. Figure' (page 4) 

shows the number of CYA wards who were moved from institutions to parole, 

from parole to institutions, from parole to discharge, etc. during 1975. 

Changes in the Parole Population 

As shown in Table 1 (page 5), since 1966 the total number of first 

commitments to the CYA has been declining. Only since 1973 has there been a 

small increase in the number of first commitments. The decline coincided 

with the 1965 enactment of the probation subsidy program (Chapter 1029, 

Statutes of 1965), under which participating counties were subsidized for 

keeping young offenders in local communities instead of sending them to the 

CYA. This affected the mix of CYA wards, with fewer and fewer juvenile 

court first commitments, while criminal court first commitments remained 

relatively stable. Over the past ten years (1965-1975), juvenile court first 

commitments declined by 2,819 (a 61 percent decline), while criminal court 

first commitments increased by 33 (a 2 percent increase). The mix of 

first commitments thus changed from almost three juvenile court commitments 

for every criminal court commitment in 1965 to about one juvenne c.ourt 

commitwR.nt for every criminal court commitment in 1975. 

The CYA has also been receiving older juvenile court first commitments, 

with a change in average age from 15.5 years in 1965 to 16.2 years in 1975, 

an increase o! 0.7 years. For criminal court first commitments, the average 

age has remained relatively stable at 19.0 years. 

First commitments due to violent offenses (homicide, robbery, 

assault and battery) decreased from 942 (15.2 per~ent of\the total) in 1965 

-3-



YOUTH 

CONTRACT CASES 

Figure 1 

AUTHORITY POPULATION 

CALENDAR YEAR 1975 

V.A. COURT COMMITHENTS 

Total ••••••••••••••• 

MOVEMENT 

Juvenile ............. .. 
Start of year........ 61 Hales •••••••••.• 

3,404 
1,B29 
1,714 Start of year...... 177 

Received........... 493 
RelTOved. • • • • • • • • • • • . 491 

Females ........ . 
. Criminal ........ .. 

115 
1,575 
1,510 

65 

Received......... IB2 
Removed.......... 2)2 

End of year.......... 63 Hales .......... . End of year........ 127 

Females ........ . 

fp;I\~L~-G~~TS-7N-~N~;;;UTI~;;': 
I 1 
a Start of year......... 1191 ,.L---.., 

New Cases I Received ............ I.BIIO: New Cases 
I Removed: ............ I,B671 

3.402 : End of year........... 92 : 2 

: Average dally pop..... 110: L ... ___ -' 

INSTITUTlONS* 

Start of year ............. .. 
Received •••••••••••••••••• 
Rertllved ....................... 10 ....... . I En'd of year ............... .. 

Average daily population ... . 

4,316 
7.173 
6.993 
4.496 

4.492 

OFF INSTITUTION 
(Out-to-Court. Furlough, DOH. 

Co. Jail. Escape·AWOL) 

"'------ ------ ---" 

OFF PAROLE 
(Revoked) 

To 
Parole 

IB2 

Start of year............. 336 Start of year ........... .. 
Received................ 2.177 
Removed..... ............ 2.194 

End of year............... 319 

Average dally populatIon •• 

Discharged 

20 

329 

Received •••••••••••••••• 
Removed ................ . 

End of year .............. . 

Average daily populatIon •• 

Closed 

232 

8.5B6 
4.680 

29 
1.414 
1.425 

18 

19 

~o ta I •••••••••••• ~ I.S.C.~~~~~~ •••••••• 
from Paro ,,, .... , .......................... . 

,.8n 
3.6~7 

Source: CVA Population 
Movements summar,' 
Calendar Year 19 5, p. 2. 

On Violation.......... 1,206 
--------~ Not on Violation...... 2,451 

From Inst1 lutlons ...••••••••••••. 
From orr Institution ........... .. 
From Off Parole ................ .. 
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TABLE 1 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF eVA WARDSl 
1965, 1972 AND 1975 

Number of Wards Committed 
Court of First Commitment 

1965 1972 1975 

• Juvenil e Court 4,648 (75.1%) 1,462 (53.6%) 1,829 (53.7%) 

• Criminal Court 1,542 (24.9%) 1,266 (46.4%) 1,575 (46.3%) 

• • Total 6,190 (100%) 2,728 (100%) 3,404 (100%) 

Mean Age at Commitment (years) 
Court of First Commitment 

1965 1972 1975 

• Juvenile Court 15.5 16.0 16.2 

• Criminal Court 19.0 19.0 19.0 

• • Total 16.4 17 .4 17.5 

Numbel' of Ward.s Committed 
Offense of First Commitment 

1965 1972 1975 

• Violent Offenses 
(homicide, robbery, assault 

(28.0%) 1,439 (42.3%) and battery) 942 (15.2%) 763 

• Property Offenses 
(36.4%) (38.6%) (burglary and theft) 2,476 (40.0%) 993 1 ,313 

• W & I Code 1,703 (27.5%) 385 (14.1%) 202 (5.9%) 

• Other (drugs, sex, etc.) 1,069 (17.3%) 587 (21.5%) 450 (13.2%) 

• • Total 6,190 (100%) 2,728 (100%) 3,404 (100%) 

Source: eYA Annual Re orts. p 
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to 763 (28.0 percent of the total) in 1972 and then increased to 1,439 (42.3 II 
percent of the total) in 1975. First commitments due to Welfare and Institu­

tions Code offenses3/ declined from 1,703 (27.5 percent of the total) in 1965 

to 202 (5.9 percent of the total) in 1975. 

As shown in Table 2, the mean length of stay on parole per parole 

term has increased substantially during this ten-year period, from 17.1 months 

in 1965 to 24.9 months in 1975. For those discharged due to parole violation, 

the increase was from 12.8 months in 1965 to 19.4 months in 1975, while for 

those not in violation at the time of discharge, the increase was from 24.9 

months to 30.7 months. This increase in length of parole occurred over a 

period during which the total parole population declined from an average of 

14,037 in 1965 to 8,224 in 1975. It should be noted here that while the 

downward trend in parole population has continued unabated, the. trend toward 

a longer and longer parole period was reversed in 1974. The average length 

of parole had decreased one month by 1975, a change which was due to the 

earlier removal of violators from parole. A sharper decrease in average 

length of parole has occurred in 1976, a trend which appears to be due to 

a change in CYA Board policy (see page 9), 

3/These include the following: all age-related offenses such as incorrigi­
bility, truancy, runaway, foster home or county camp failure, and escape 
from county camp or juvenile hall. 
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TABLE 2 

MEAN LENGTH OF STAY ON PAROLE 
AND AVERAGE DAILY eYA POPULATION 

- -

Parolee Group 
Mean Length of Stay on Parole 

--
1965 1973 1975 

· Non-violators 24.9 30.5 30.7 

· Violators (total) 12.8 22.2 19.4 

- Returned to eYA Institution (l0.1) (15.2) (13.9) 

- Discharged from eYA (sent to 
prison, jail, CDe) (19.7) (29.4) (25.9) 

· . Total 17. 1 25.9 24.9 

--

-
Type of Program 

Avefage Daily Population 

1965 1973 1975 1 
· Institution 6.778 4,208 4,602 

· Parole 14,037 10,798 8,224 

. Total 20,815 15,006 12,826 
I -

SOURCES: eYA Annual Reports, Population Movement Summaries and 
Information Systems Section. 

a/lhrough October 31, 1976. 
li!July 1, 1976 through October 31,1976. 
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Program and Policy Changes 

As described in the preceding section, during the past ten years, 

characteristics of the CYA wards have undergone a change. Decision 

criteria regarding juvenile offenders have also been changing. In some 

cases, this change has been imposed from outside the CY~, resulting from 

mandates of the courts or the Legislature. In other instances, the changes 

have occurred in CYA Board policy. 

The major legislative change to impact the CYA, as described 

earlier, was the enactment of the probation subsidy program in 1965. This 

greatly reduced the number of juvenile court commitments to the CYA. 

In the early 1970's, several court decisions impacted the rights 

of eYA 'wards. In Morrissey 'Is. Brewer (1972) the U.S. Supreme Court held 

that, before parole can be revoked, a parolee must be allowed an appearance 

at a hearing, to call volunteer wit:lesses to testify on his behalf, to 

cross-examine adverse witnesses, and to receive notice of the allegations 

and evidence against him prior to the hearing. In Gagnon ~. Scarpelli 

(1973), the Court ruled that, under certain circumstances, {;: parolee must 

be granted the assistance of legal counsel at the revocation hearing. The 

California Supreme Court decided in ~ re Valrie and ~ re LaCroix (1975) 

that a parolee detained pending a revocation hearing is entitled to an 

earlier hearing to determine if there is probable cause to believe that 

the parolee has violated a condition of his parole. Moreover, parole 

viol&tion proceedings must be completed within a reasonable amount of time. 

A number of legislative changes enacted in 1976, together with a 

recent State Supreme Court ruling, could have a substantial impact on 

parole decision-making. Assembly Bill 3121 revises juvenile court law, 

-8-
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including provisions relating to the expiration of eYA jurisdiction over 

juvenile court commitments. Senate Bill 42 substitutes for the indeter­

minate sentence law a system of setting fixed sentences. While it does 

not directly affect the length of the eYA~s jurisdiction over its wards, 

in conjunction with a recent California Supreme Court ruling (the Olivas 

decision) it apparently will result in a reduction of the CYAls 

jurisdiction over certain wards having a misdemeanor conviction from an 

adult court. Because of the recency and complexity of these laws and 

decisions, a detailed analysis of their impact has not yet been completed 

by the CYA. 

Another recent change to impact parolees is a revision in the 

discharge policy of the eYA Board. Prior to November 1975, a parolee 

was continued on parole until the expiration of CYA jurisdiction unless 

the parole agent could justify his discharge. The new Board policy, 

initiated in November 1975, considers the parolee for discharge after 

one year on parole, unless continuation can be justified. As described 

previously, this seems to be resulting in a reduction in the average 

length of stay on parole. 
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CHAPTER II 

PAROLE RESEARCH 

A large body of research has attempted to identify those variables 

in a parole program which impact parole success, The bulk of this research 

has dealt with the topic of caseload size (and concomitantly, with parole 

agent role). Because of the extent of this research and the applicability 

of much of it to the present study, a brief summary of the most relevant 

findings is presented in this chapter. 

CYA Parole Projects 

Increased Parole Effectiveness Program (IPEP) 

This two-year project, federally-fL!nded through the California 

Council on Criminal Justice, is often hailed as a landmark by CYA research­

ers. Begun in April 1971 the program was designed lito reduce criminal 

behavior as well as adjudicated parole failures" through a reduction in 

parole caseload size from 72:1 to 50:1. To this end, project funds were 

used to hire 91 additional parole agents.lI 

A primary objective of IPEP was to reduce parole returns to CYA 

institutions sufficiently to close a 400-bed institution. It was hoped 

by the CYA that the resulting savings could be used to continue the 

program without further federal assistance. The objective was met ten 

lICalifornia Youth Authority, Increased Parole Effectiveness Program, Final 
Report, (Sacramento, February 1974), p. i. 
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months ahead of schedule when the Paso Robles School for Boys was closed 

in June 1972. This closure, contended the CYA, was made possible by a 

decline in institutional returns (revocations and recommitments) which was 

directly attributable to IPEP. Due to this realization of the project's 

goals, the State assumed funding for the reduced caseload size in 1973. 

Another analysis of rpEP, however, found the program's impact to 

be questionable. This independent evaluation examined the CYA's institu­

tional returns over a longer time period. According to the analysis, 

IPEP did not result .i!l A. decr'ease .i!l revocations/recommitments beyond 

already existing long. term trends. Y Our own analysis of these trends 

(see Chapter IV, page 30), confirmed this conclusion. 

Oakland Parole Study 

The Oakland Parole Study was conducted by the CYA during 1959-62 

to ascertain whether a 50 percent reduction in parole caseload size 

resulted in significant improvement in parole performance. Ten caseloads 

of 36 parolees were compared to five caseloads of 72 parolees, using random 

assignment. 

According to the research findings, the parolees in the reduced 

caseloads did not receive as much additional service as had been anticipated. 

Further ~ significant differences in parole violations between the two 

easel-Dad s.izes were found.~ 

YScientific Analysis Corporation, Final B~port of the Evaluation of the 
Increased Parole Effectiveness Program of the California Youth Authority, 
(San Francisco, December 1972), p. 73. 

lICarolyn Davis, liThe Parole Research Project" in A Review of Accumulated 
Research .i!l the CYA, (Sacramento: CYA, May 1974), p. 51-. 
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Community Treatment Project 

The Community Trea,tment Project (eTP) WqS conducted by the eYA 

during 1961-73 to determi.ne the feasibility of relea,sing selected wards 

directly to a special treatment program in the community rather than 

placing them in a eYA institution. Unttl 1969, the project was limited to 

selected juvenile court first commitments,~ but adult court first commit­

ments were included after 1969. The sample was limited to the Sacramento­

Stockton area. 

Special treatment methods included matching given types of parole 

agents with given types of youths, differential and treatment-relevant 

decision-making~ and increased services to parolees by parole agents carrying 

small caseloads of 12 parolees. Caseloads were kept relativ~ly homogeneous 

by classifying each ward on a scale of "interpersonal maturity" (I-level) 

and assigning him to a parole agent specially selected to work with certain 

I-level subtypes. The results indicated that most IIneuroticsll (as designated 

by the I-level scale) in the eTP program engaged in significantly less 

delinquent behavior than their II con trols ll (i.e., matched youths who partici­

pated in the traditional eVA program). The IIpower-orientedll youths, on the 

other hand, did better in the traditional eYA program than in the eTP program.~ 

It is difficult to determine whether the improved performance of 

"neuroticsll or the poorer performance of IIpower-orientedll youths in the 

eTP program was due to residence in the community rather than in the 

institution, "match.;ng ll of agents and parolees, smaller caseloads, or some 

4/Those committed for offenses of armed robbery, assault with a deadly 
weapon, or forcible rape were excluded. Also excluded were a 
smaller group against whom community sentiment was strong. 

~ IINeuroti cs II were 53 percent of the sampl e of boys and IIpower-ori ented ll 

youths were 21 percent of the sample of boys. 
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other reason. In their summary of parole research, authors Neithercutt 

and Gottfredson discuss this as follows: 

In the final analysis, the question of whether there 
is a difference in experimental and control caseload 
outcomes in that project (CTP) is- not germane to case­
load size variation per se. This is so because there 
is so much more to that project than small caseload. 
Most obvious of the other pertinent considerations 
therein, perhaps, is the use of matching of staff and 
cl ients on the basis of "I-level. II In looking at the 
CTP, whatever has or has not occurred cannot be at­
tributed to the use of twelve-man caseloads. In 
fact, there are suggestions therein that it is the 
matching which accounts for most, or all, of the ex­
perimental versus control group performance 
di fferences.§J 

Community Parole Center Program 

The Community Parole Center (CPC) program started in 1966 with a 

pilot unit located in South Central Los Angeles. In 1969, six additional 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

parole units were converted to parole centers. At present, there are five II 
parole centers--one in Stockton and four in the greater Los Angeles area. 

Community Parole Centers are located in urban areas characterized by 

poverty, high delinquency rates, and a preponderance of minority group 

residents. Each parole center provides a diversified program of services, 

including casework, education, recreation, diversion, and group homes. The 

parole agents carry reduced cdseloads of 25:1 compared to 50:1 in regular 

parole. 

A recent CYA study of parole centei'S showed they result in increased 

parolee/parole agent contacts. Regarding the effect of the centers on 

recidivism, however, the study reported that only two parole centers 

6/Mark G. Neithercutt and Don M. Gottfredson, "Caseload Size Variation and 
Dffference in Probation and Parole Performance," in Parole, ed. by 
William E. Amos and Charles L. Newman, (New York: Federal Legal 
Publications, 1975), p. 288. 
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(Stockton and Ujima) were able to achieve a lower violatton rate Utan 

the statewide average durtng the three-year period 1972-75. I'n neither 

case, however, was the reductton in the violation rate signtficant.ZJ The 

other three parole centers all had higher violation rates than the state­

wide average.§! The net result was that, as a whole, CPC program performance 

was not significantly different from that of regular parole despite reduced 

caseloads. 

Other Research 

Outside of the CYA, many additional studies were conducted in the 

1950 l s and 1960 l s on the effectiveness of a reduced caseload size and a 

changed role of the parole agent. The most relevant of these are summarized 

below. While these studies varied in methodology, all showed that reduced 

caseload size did not reduce recidivism. ------
Among the earliest of these studies was the Special Intensive 

Parole Unit (SIPU) project of the California Department of Corrections, 

conducted during 1954-63. Adult parolees were randomly assigned to case­

loads of 15, 30, 35, 72 and 90, with the last two considered control groups. 

No significant differences between experimental and control groups on 

major arrests were found. 

Another project of the Californ"ia Department of Corrections, 

conducted during 1959-62, was the Narcotic Treatment and Control Project 

eNTCP). During one phase~ caseloads of 30 and 75 were compared, with no 

lIStockton ach.ieved an 11 percent reduction from the statewide rate of 2.6 
violators per 100 caseload, while Ujima's reduction ~res about 7.7 percent. 
Nett~er CPC achieved a 15 percent reduction from the statewide rate, 
whi'cn was one of tf\e oDjectives of the CPC program. 

8/CaHfornia Youth Authority, Division of f>rogram Eva1 uati'on, Community. 
Parole Center Proqram, [Sacramento, July 1975), pp. 47, 56. 
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significant differences in jail sentences and prison returns for the two 

gruups. In another phase, small caseloads of 15 and 45 were co~~ared with 

large caseloads of 70. In thi's instance, no differences between the 

smaller caseloads emerged, but overall, small caseloads had better parole 

outcomes than large caseloads. 

The San Francisco Project of the U.S. Probation Office was con­

ducted during 1965-70. Cases were assigned to 20-man (intensive), 40-man 

(ideal) and 80-100 man (minimum) caseloads. No essential differences were 

found among the caseloads in outcome, except that the intensive supervision 

cases had substantially more technical violations than did those assigned 

to larger caseloads. 

Neithercutt and Gottfredson point out the absence of any conclusive 

results in studies on caseload size. 

In several of the caseload size studies, one would 
be hard pressed to say that much of anything else had 
occurred besides a reduction in number of cases assigned 
to each officer.9/ 

The authors note that: 

... caseload size may be only minimally (and tangentially) 
related to violation rate. The relationship may be one 
which is noteworthy only under extreme conditions--as 
in the instance where a probation/parole officer has so 
many cases he has no chance to impact any of them from 
a treatment perspective.lQj 

They further suggest that research be conducted on variables other than 

caseload size: 

Future assessments of caseload variation need more per­
spective. The results thus far indicate that sometimes 
caseload size reducti'on yields indications of improved 
performance, sometimes no outcome changes surface, and 

.vNeithercutt a~dGottfredson, QQ.. cit., p. 288. 
lO/Ibid., p. 290. 
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sometimes the smaller caseloads do significantly worse 
than the larger. It seems reason:"l)le to conclude from 
this that much more is transpiring than is being scru­
tinize~. Variables that do not center on clients, 
factors that address clie~~/envit'ons, seem the next 
logical place for sear'cll.-

There are so many other factors in the daily life of a parolee 

that the effect of the parole agent on the parolee's life may be minimal. 

The independent evaluation of CYA's IPEP program notes th,,·lp 

TIT1bid . 

'. 

The fate of wards and their ability to adjust on 
parole depends upon a number of factors. Not the 
least of these are their own efforts, their own 
psychology, their family and peers, the resources 
available in the community, the way society and 
the community respond to them. Parole is one of 12/ 
many elements which affects the outcome of a ward.--

J2/Scientific Analysis Corporation, ~. sit., p. 184. 
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CHAPTER III 

ROLE OF FACTORS EXTRINSIC TO PAROLE 

The performance of a paroiee during his parole term depends on two 

types of factors--those controllable by the parole program and those over 

which the CYA has minimal or no direct control. 

In the first group are the counseling, services, financial aid, and 

surveillance provided the parolee by the CYA parole agent after his return 

to the community. A specific example might be assistance in job-finding. 

The expertise of the parole agent in talking \'1ith prospective employers will 

doubtless be important in determining the outcome of the job search. But if 

the seneral unemployment rate is high, the problems involved in obtaining a 

job for a parolee are magnified greatly, and general unemployment rate is a 

variable which is beyond the control of the CYA. In studying parole 

effectiveness, it is, therefore, necessary to recogni ze that group of 

factors impacting the parolee which are independent of the parole progra~. 

The unemployment rate is only one of a number of general environment­

al and socio-economic factors which cannot be changed by the parole agent. 

Others are more specific to the neighborhood in which the parolee lives. 

These include average income level and crime or delinquency rate. 

In addition to these general factors, a number of specific pre-existing 

characteristics of the ward affect his performance on parole. The CYA has 

found that one of the most important of these is the age at first admission to 

the Youth Authority. Hards admitted at an older age generally have a lower 

l~ate of parole failure. The second major factor is the court of commitment. 

~·l 9-



Criminal court commitments have consistently lower failure rates than 

juveniie court commitments. The type of offense for which the youth was 

committed is also important. Wards committed for offenses against persons 

or for narcotics and drug offenses are less likely to be removed from parole 

for violation than those committed for Welfare and Institutions Code 

violations. First commitments due to offenses of homicide have the lowest 

rate of removal for violation of all parolees.lI 

Among the other ward characteristics which affect parole performance 

are the fonowing: admission status (first commitments vs. parole violator 

returns), prior record, attitude toward school, number of foster home place­

ments, number of offense partners, race, number of households of which 

parolee had been a member, degree of supervision of the ward by his mother, 

number of evenings per week spent outside the home and the ward1s mental 

rating. Appendix D, which provides generalized ward profiles, presents many 

of these factors as they apply to the current population of CYA wards. 

These variables have been used by the eYA in constructing Base Expectancy 

Tables Y which measure estimated parole risk for groups of parolees. These 

I 
I 
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tables have been greatly refined and simplified over the years. Currently, I 
only the three most signif'icant factors are used: court of cor.tmitment, 

age at admission, and ad~ission status. 

Length of stay in the institution is not one of the variables above 

because the CYA has been unable to demonstrate a fixed relationship between 

parole performance and length of institutional stay.3/ The most recent 

1/ - See Appendix C. 

2/ George Davis, 118ase Expectancy Studies ll in A Review of Accumuln.ted Research 
in the CYA, QQ.. cit., p. 164. 

Y .!E..:!i., p. 169. 
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studies (of 1969 pa~0le releases) indicated that for male wards, those 

having a shorter stay did as well as those with a longer stay, and for 

females, tile shorter length of stay resulted in a lower parole failure 

rate than the longer length of stay. However, these studies did not control 

for those ward characteristics mentioned above which have been found to 

impact parole performance. Thus, the results must be judged inconclusive. 

.Tn surrunaY'Y., there are a 'large nwnber of factors outside the contro'l 

of the CYA which affect paro'le performance. To eva'luate the effectiveness 

of paro'le., it is necessary that these factors extrinsic to the pm'oZe 

program be identified and their impact on paro'le performance recognized. 

Any project design to eva'luate effectiveness) therefore., shou'ld provide 

adequate contro'ls for these extrinsic factors. 
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Choosing ~ Measure 

CHAPTER IV 

PAROLE EFFECTIVENESS 

In order to measure the effectiveness of the CYA parole program, 

it is necessary to define the program1s goals. As described previously, 

CYAls statutory mandates are to rehabilitate, rather than punish, youthful 

offenders, and at the same time, to protect society. While the second of 
.' 

these goals is more easily defin~d, the first--rehabi1itation--is subject 

to a wide variety of interpretations. 
~ 

To some, rehabilitation means the adoption of a socially acceptable 

lifestyle, i,nc1uding marriage and gainful employment as well as law-abiding 

behavior. To others, rehabilitation is viewed simply as abstinence from 

(or reduction in) illegal activities. Our interviews with parole agents 

suggested that these, and a variety of intermediate definitions, are 

applied to the term "rehabilitation" by CYA staff. 

These diverse definitions suggest numerous criteria for measuring 

parole effectiveness. If successful vocational adjustment is accepted as a 

goal of parole, effectiveness might be measured by the number of parolees 

who have held one job for a specified number of months, with allowances 

made for those who were attendees in a school or vocational training program. 

Measurement of attitudinal or psychological adjustment is also suggested by 

some interpretations of the CYA's role, but such measurements ate prone to 

attack because of their subjectivity. 
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Historically, measures of correctional effectiveness have focused 

on a narrower definition of rehabilitation. Generally, the offender1s 

abstinence from (or participation in) further misconduct is measured in 

one of a number of ways. Among the indicators used are (1) parole success, 

(2) parole failure, and (3) number and/or severity of subsequent arrests or 

convictions. Of these three, some form of the last is generally felt to be 

the best indicator. One advantage is that it can be used to measure post­

parole as well as parole behavior. Further, it is the IIpurest" measure in 

that it is not as readily influenced by the subjective decision-making of 

the parole agent and parole board, even though differences in the decision­

making behavior of local law enforcement and the courts may make geographic 

comparisons difficult. It should be pointed out, however, that a measure 

of convictions is preferred to one of arrests because the latter relies 

heavily on the subjective judgment of individual law enforcement officers. 

In any case, the major disadvantages of a measure of arrests or convictions 

are the time and cost involved in obtaining complete and accurate data. 

For this reason, such a measure is not routinely used by the eVA, although it 

is often employed in special research projects. We recommend that the CYA 

continue to use a measure of arrests or convictions whenever possible to 

evaluate the impact of changes in the parole program. A measure of convic­

tions is preferred~ if feasible. 

Parole success could be measured in a number of ways. One, of course, 

would be the complement of a measurement of arrests or convictions; those 

free from arrests or convictions for a specified length of time would be 

labeled Ilsuccesses." The primary problem with this measure is the expense 

of acquiring good data, as described earlier. More frequently, success is 

defined as IIsuccess during parole. 1I In this case, it can be either the 
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percentage of those released on parole who eventually receive an honorable 

discharge or it can be all of those who are not removed from parole for 

violation within a particular time period. The first of these (honorable 

discharges) is affected by discretionary decision-making of the Board. 

The second measure is meaningless unless the time period is specified, as 

otherwise, comparisons are impossible. 

Perhaps the most frequently used effectiveness indicator is parole 

failure. Generally this indicator of recidivism ;s comprised of several 

components--returns to the institution (revocations and recommitments) and 

violational discharges. Revocations represent parolees returned to a eVA 

institution by action of the eYA Board because of a violation of their 

parole conditions. Recommitments are eYA wards who are sent back to the 

institution by the action of a court. Violational discharges represent 

parole terminations due to the receipt of a lengthy jail, prison, or prcba­

tion sentence for a new offense, or terminations occurring when court 

action is pending or while the parolee is missing. 

Limitations of the Measuring Tool 

The formula for measuring parole failure described above is the one 

which will be used throughout much of this report because of its general 

acceptability and because the data are readily available. However, this 

indicator is also subject to several caveats which do not restrict the use 

of our preferred measure, convictions, described earlier. 

The discretionary decision-making inherent in this measure of 

parole failure is readily apparent. Revocations are brought about by 

recommendations of the parole agent to the eYA Board. As shown in Table 3, 
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the bulk of these (700 out of 856, or 81.8 percent, in 1975) are 

triggered by the parolee's arrest by a law enforcement agency 

for a sllspected law violation. The remainder represent "technical 

violations" or infractions of particular conditions of parole (AWOL IS, 

positive drug tests, etc.). An analysis of the CYA's zone-by-zone data 

on rates of revocation due to technical violations in 1975 indicates that 

there is a distinct difference among zones in the propensity of parole 

agents to recommend revocation for such infractions. Our interviews 

indicated that such variations may also extend to the parole agent and 

parole unit levels. 

TABLE 3 

PAROLE RETURNS TO INSTITUTIONS 
1975 

Total Institutional Returns 
1414 (100.0%) 

I 
R 

I. evocatlOns 
I 

Recommitments 
(by the courts) 

558 (39.5%) 
(by the·CYA Board) 

856 (60.5%) 
\ 

I 
Found Gui lty 

(by the courts) 
595 (85.0%) 

I 
Law 

Violations 
700 (81.8%) 

I 
Found Not Guilty 
(by the courts) 

102 (14.6%) 

SOURCE: CYA Information Systems Section. 
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Revocations triggered by a law violation also represent some degree 

of discretionary decision making on the part of the CYA. This is most 

evident in those cases in which the parolee was given a court trial and 

found "not guilty," which accounted for 14.6 percent of the revocations 

for law violation in 1975. It should be noted here, however, that the 

courts have determined that the rules of evidence applicable in a revo­

cation hearing are different from those applicable in a trial court. Guilt 

must only be demonstrated based on a "preponderance of evidence" rather 

than "beyond a reasonable doubt."l! Thus, some differences are to be 

expected between court findings and those of the CYA Board. 

For 595 revocations (69.5 percent of the total), the returns to 

the institution were the result of conviction by a court for a law violation, 

but disposition of the case was relinquished by the court to the eVA. 

In these instances, the sentencing judge, perhaps after discussion with 

a CYA representative, opted to let the CYA Board decide whether to return 

the ward to an institution rather than making that determination himself. 

In contrast, there were 558 cases during 1975 in which the judge decided 

to return the ward to the institution (recommitments). l~hile it appears 

initially that these differences in revocations and recommitments could 

be due to the severity of the offense, analysis of the available data 

suggests that there are other variables involved. When the figures for 

revocations and recommitments are combined into total institutional returns, 

recommitments range from less than 13 percent to more than 84 percent of 

this total in a unit-by-unit comparison. Discussions with CYA staff and 

court officials indicated that some judges have a policy never to recommit 

a CVA ward. They feel it is the CYA Board's prerogative to make that 

l!California Supreme Court, ~ re Dunham (1976). 

-27-



decision. In other jurisdictions, it appears that the treatment accorded 

a eYA ward is similar to that of any other offender. 

Violational discharges are also discretionary on the part of the 

parole agent. While the eYA has certain guidelines for restoring or 

discharging parolees wh6 receive concurrent sentences, in our discussions 

with agents regarding standardized hypothetical cases, we found that other 

factors are often given more weight than eYA policy (see Appendix A-3). 

In some instances, the decision of whether to recommend discharge was based 

primarily on the agent's (or supervisor's) evaluation of the quality of 

the rehabilitation services provided by the other correctional agency. 

Relative to violational discharges as a measure of parole failure, 

it should be pointed out that the three actions discussed above are based 

on a "violation" by the parolee. The majority of violations which are 

reported to the Board (3,713 out of 6,333, or 58.6 percent in 1975) do not 

result in the termination of parole. In fact, because they may be more 

reflective of criminal behavior than institutional returns, violations them-

selves are often used as a measure of parole effectiveness. As a measure 

they, too, are subjective--it takes an act of the parole agent to report a 

violation to the Board. 

Differences in reporting practices for a sample of 192 wards dis­

charged in 1975 demonstrate the subjectivity involved. For 25 wards (13 

percent), parole agents had reported fewer violations than there were arrests 

or convictions on their official criminal records. In fact, for nine of those 

wards, the number of convictions alone exceeded the violations cited. An 

additional 17 percent of the wards had more incidents of violations than 

reflected by their official criminal records. A statistical measure based 
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on violations as opposed to arrests or convictions would exhibit similar 

results for 70 percent of the group. 

Limitations to Any Measurement of Parole Effectiveness 

As pointed out briefly earlier, the CYA parole program is closely 

interwoven with other parts of the criminal justice system and, in particular, 

with the CYA institutions. Thus, any measurement of the success or failure 

of a parolee on the stre~t is really more a measure of the total criminal 

justice process as experienced by that parolee than of the parole program 

itself. Previous research has failed to control for the most important 

variables in the criminal justice process in order to achieve a true measure 

of parole effectiveness. We believe that carefully designed research progranls 

need to be implemented in order to measure more accurately the effectiveness 

of parole in protecting society. Although we have not studied in detail the 

respective project designs, it appears that both the Summary Parole Programf/ 

being conducted by the California Department of Corrections and the Differ­

ential Status Project,1! which has been proposed by the CYA, fit into this 

category of controlled, experimental projects. 

Under the Summary Parole Program, only collateral surveillant 

activities (primarily police informational checks) are continued for the 

experimental (summary) groups. All direct surveillant activities are sus­

pended, and are invoked only when unlawful transgressions are brought to 

the attention of the agents. Services are rendered only at the request 

of the parolees. In contrast, the control groups are kept on regular 

parole. The Differential Status Project design calls for a group of 

flCalifornia Department of Corrections, Parole and Community Services 
Division, Summar Parole Program Implementation Plan, (Sacramento, 
April 1,1976 , Unpublished draft. 

~CYA, Differential Status Project, (Sacramento, February 24, 1976), 
Unpub1;shed draft. 
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parolees, classified by I-level, to be randomly assigned to different 

groups, each offering a different level of service. One group will receive 

conventional supervision and services as currently provided by regular 

parole. For the second group, utilization of equivalent services and 

resources will be voluntary, and the group will not be subject to sur­

veillance or reporting requirements. A third group will be discharged 

directly from the jurisdiction of eYA without further parole. 

Under controlled experiments such as described above, comparisons 

of the recidivism rates4! by group during parqle and for a specified 

follow-up period after parole will show the relative impact of different 

parole programs on criminal behavior, and thereby provide a more accurate 

evaluation of parole effectiveness. 

Trends in eYA Parole Effectiveness 

Figure 2 depicts the average annual rate of parole failure of eVA 

wards from 1965 to the present. Most notewoy'thy is that, with the exception 

of the years 1973 and 1974, there is a long-term downward trend. An 

analysis of the rates of parole failure for the eleven year period showed 

a declining linear trend line and a correlation coefficient of -0.797, 

which was statistically significant (see Appendix E). 

The downward trend appears to be due to a number of factors. As 

explained previously, probation subsidy, initiated in 1966, was followed by 

a large reduction in the number of juvenile court commitments to the eVA. 

eYA wards committed from the juvenile court have a significantly higher 

.1IThe project proposal s cited f'dentify a combination of measures of 
recidivism to be used; as specified previously, we believe that con­
victions are the most appropriate measurement tool. 
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incidence of parole failure than those committed by a criminal court--60.5 

percent as compared with 48.1 percent in a study of 1971 parole releases.~ 

Also, as described in Chapter I, there has been an increase in those com­

mitted for crimes against persons. This group has been found to have an 

overall lower recidivism rate than those committed for other offenses (see 

Appendix C). Thus, the overall reduction in parole failures coincides with 

other known behavior patterns of the current CYA population. 

~Source: California Youth Authority, Information Systems Section. 
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Role 

CHAPTER V 

FUNCTIONS OF A CASE-CARRYING 
PAROLE AGENT 

The functions of a case-carrying agent are primarily dictated by 

Youth Authority policy and legislative and judicial mandates. These functions 

are also innuenced by the community in which the parole agent operates)/ 
2/ 

Out of 61 parole agents whom we interviewed- , about two-thirds 

thought protection of society to be the most important role of a parole 

agent. One-fourth considered direct services to parolees to bt~ the most 

important role, while one-tenth believed that to be a II change agent" was 

the most important, and emphasized counseling and treatment. The responses 

reflect a shift in emphasis from a presumably more treatment-oriented 

approach in the early 1970s as suggested by IPEP to a more surveillance­

oriented approach. This change was brought on by, among other factors, a 
3/ 

recent series of court mandates ensuring wards' rights.- The impact of such 

mandates can be partially gathered from interviews with the parole agents. 

Several expressed concerns regarding the time constraints on their casework 

llrn fa.ct, a host of other factors affect the functions and roles of a case­
carrying parole agent. Among these factors are the personal philosophies 
of the agents themselves as well as the philosophies of the corresponding 
unit supervisors and possibly even those of the zone administrators and 
individual Board members. 

YThese included Palrole Agents I, Parole Agents II (Specialists), and Parole 
Agents III (Unit Supervisors). See Appendix B. 

YSee Chapter I. 
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ill1po~;ed by II too many mandates and due dates. II The object.ive of ensuring 

wards I rights has necessitated more investigative work as well as more paper­

work. Moreover, as some agents pointed out, it has intensified certain 

incongruities in their role. For example, agents must be both the paroleels 

advocate and the person to control and treat the parolee.~ 
The extent to which parole agents can manifest their roles also 

depends on the diversity and availability of community resources. \~here 

communities are accepting of parolees and resources are available and 

accessible, agents can more easily take the treatment and service approach. 

On the other hand, it is also possible that community involvement, e.g., 

on the part of the police, can increase the work of the parole agent. 

The role of parole agents also varies according to the policies of 

local probation officers and the courts. The frequency of recommitments by 

courts affects the revocation actions taken by parole agents. The extent 

of the services and information provided by probation officers may determine 

the nature and extent of the contacts made by the parole agent in those 

cases in which both are involved. 

Time Distribution 

The functions of parole agents are reflected by the distribution of 

their worktime. The CVA has done several studies of the time distribution 

of case-carrying parole agents. In the most recent one, 1975 data on the 

time spent in various activities are compared with 1969, 1973, and 1974 data. 5/ 

!lConflict of roles played by parole agents is inherent "in the demand for the 
agents to simultamwusly protect society by supervising and reporting 
parolees for violations, and to treat and rehabilitate parolees. This 
point is d~alt with in detail by E. Studt in People ~ the Parole Action 
System: Their Tasks and Dilemmas, (University of California at Los Angeles, 
Institute of GCJvernment and Public Affairs, 1971). The recent court man­
dates regarding wards I rights have extended such areas of possible conflict. 

§'California Youth Authority, 1975 parole Agent Time Study, (Sacramento, 
July 1975). - -

-34-

I 
I 
I 
'I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
'" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

We have chosen to concentrate on the time distributions for 1973 and 1975 

in order to eliminate some of the administrative and policy differences 

prior to 1973 which would have affected the data in the study. 

Between 1973 and 1975 there has been a 92.5 percent increase in 

the time spent on violation investigations (Table 4). In 1975 4.9 more 

hours per week were used on this activity than the 5.3 hours used in 1973. 

Most of the increase has been in violation report writing, which has risen 

300 percent (from one hour per week to three hours per week). Of the 

average 44.0 hours worked per week in 1973" violation investigations 

accounted for only 12 percent of the work-week. In 1975, this activity took 

up 23.6 percent of the average total 43.3 hours worked per week. According 

to the eVA, this increase has been the direct result of recent court man-
6/ 

dates. -

The increased time spent on investigations has been ..:;ompensated for 

by a decrease in time spent on administrative tasks--particularly office 

duties and professional deve1npment--and in time spent on other case-

related services including community resource development and collateral con­

tacts with local law enforcement~ probation departments, and families of 

parolees, etc. It should be pointed out that the time study applies only to 

case-carrying agents; it is thus possible that some of these tasks were 

assumed by unit supervisors and assistant supervisors. 

The overall average time spent per week on direct services and case­

work supervision has remained relatively constant. A case-carrying agent 

spent 13.3 hours per week in 1973 on direct services (30.2 percent of the 

work week) as compared to 13.2 hours (30.5 percent) in 1975. Thus, it seems 

§lIbid. s pp. 8-10. 
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Activity 

Average Hours 
Worked Week1y 

Direct Services 

Violation 
Investigations 

Other Case 
Related 
Services 

TABlE 4 

TIME DISTRIBUTION OF CASE-CARRYING 
PAROlE AGENTS:~ 

1973-1975 

1973 1975 
Hours r'ercent Hours Percent 

44.0 100.0 43.3 100.0 

13.3 30.2 13.2 30.5 

5.3 12.0 10.2 23.6 

8.4 

AdministrativeQ/ 16.9 

19.2 

38.5 

6.5 

13.4 

14.9 

30.9 

Change 
Hours r'ercent 

-0.7 -1.6 

-0.1 -0.08 

+4.9 +92.5 

-1.9 -22.5 

-3.5 -20.7 

SOURCE: CYA, 1975 Parole Agent Time Study, (Sacramento, July, 1975). 

~Non-civil service employees and paraprofessionals are excluded. 
Q/Administrative activities include 1) professional development--attending 

training courses and reading publications; 2) office duties--all 
miscellaneous non-case-related activities such as reading departmental 
memoranda, routine correspondence, telephone calls, training or super­
Vising paraprofessional and clerical staff, etc.; 3) department assign­
ments--serving on committees or task forces, attending administrative 
meetings, etc.; and 4) travel, except travel time used for violation 
investigations. A further breakdown of time spent on various adminis­
trative tasks for 1973 and 1975 is as follows: 

Time Distribution of Case-Carrying 
Parole Agents for 

1973 1975 
Weekly Weekly Change 

Activity Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent 

ADMINISTRATIVE (16.9) (38.5) (13.4) (30.9) (-3.5) (-20.7) 

Professional 
-30.0 Development 3.0 6.7 2.1 4.8 -0.9 

Office Duties 7.8 17.7 5.3 12.2 ~~:~-1 .9* -24.4 
Dept. Assignments 0.6 1.4 
Travel 6.1 13.9 5.4 12.5 -0.7 -11 .5 

*For 1973, separate data for department assignments were not available. 
Most likely, such assignments were considered as office duties. 
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that the contention ~ the CYA that the increase .i!!. investigative and paper 

work brought on ~ recent court decisions has taken away tim~ previously 

spent ~ casework ~ not well-supported. 

Based in part, on the above contention, the CYA has proposed to 

the Department of Finance that a reduction in the caseload size from 50:1 

to 25:1 be considered. However, an analysis of the time distribution of 

activity by caseload size which is included in the CYA's 1975 time study 

reveals no definite support for the proposal. In Table 5 we compare the 

time distribution in 1975 of agents carrying an assigned caseload of 50-

59 (the current budgeted size in regular parole) with that for agents 

carrying an assigned caseload of 20-29 (the average size in the Community 

Parole Centers).Zi It is evident from this data that the time spent on 

direct services remains relatively constant in both caseload size groups, 

resulting in a greater amount of time per case in the smaller caseloads 

(0.55 hours per week as compared with 0.25 hours). While the total amount 

of time spent on investigations is less in small caseloads, once again it 

is greater on a per-case basis for this group (0.3 hours per week as 

compared with 0.2 hours). The overall decrease in investigative time in 

smaller caseloads seems to be compensated for by increases in time spent 

on other case-related services and administrative duties rather than on 

uirect parolee contacts. Once again, the biggest difference in adminis-

trative time is in the category "office duties," representing all miscella­

neous non-case-related activities. Although factors such as the different 

characteristics of the wards under regular parole versus special programs 

should be taken into account before any definite conclusions can be drawn, 

ZiThe CYA time study data was aggregated into caseload size groups with ranges 
of 10. Thus, those ranges which included the budgeted ratio in regular 
parole (50:1) and that for the community parole centers (25:1) were used. 
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Average Hours 
Worked Weekly 

Direct Services 

Violation 
Investigation 

Other Case-
Related 
Services 

Administrative~ 

TABLE 5 

TIME DISTRIBUTION OF CASE-CARRYING 
PAROLE AGENTS BY CASELOAD SIZE 

1975 

50-59 20-29 
Hours Percent Hours Percent 

44.2 100.0 42.7 100.0 

13.5 30.5 13.3 31.2 

11.7 26.5 7.6 17.7 

6.2 14.0 7.7 18.1 

12.7 28.7 14.2 33.3 

Change 
Hours Percent 

-1.5 -3.4 

-0.2 -1.5 

-4.1 -35.0 

+1.5 +24.2 

+1.5 +11.8 

SOURCE: CYA, 1975 Parole Agent Time Study, (Sacramento, July, 1975) . 

~A further breakdown of time spent on various administrative tasks is 
as follows: 

Caseload Size 
50-59 20-29 

Acti vity Weekly \4eekly Change 
Hours Percent Hours Percent Hours Percent 

ADMINISTRATIVE (12.7) (28.7) (14.2) (33.3) (+1.5) (+11.8) 

Professional 
Development 2.0 4.5 2.5 5.9 +0.5 +25.0 Office Duties 4.7 10.6 6.6 15.5 +1.9 +40.4 Dept. Assignments 0.2 0.5 0.7 1.6 +0.5 +250.0 Travel 5.8 13.1 4.4 10.3 -1.4 -24.1 
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the data do not render solid support for the conclusion that a lower case­

load size results in agents using more time for casework. 11 appears that 

~ smal_~.!:. caseload does allow mor~ time for agents to spend on each cas~, 

but it ~!1_q!clear that additional time,~directed_ to casework. 

Contacts With Parolees 

The functions of case-carrying parole agents were examined further 

by analyzing contact patterns of parole agents with parolees. Out of 227 

sample cases, we found that contacts§V are mos~ frequent within the first 

1£ months of parol~ (Appendix F). Specifically, for special projects~ the 

number of contacts is highest within the first 12 months, while after the 

twelfth month, contacts fall to around one or two per month, each lasting 

between 40 and 60 minutes. However, for regular parole, the frequency of 

contacts per month drops below two after six months on parole, with contacts 

ranging between 20 and 50 minutes each. (See Figures 3 and 4.)lQ! Some 

fluctuations in the frequency and duration of contacts are found for both 

regular and special parole programs beyond 24 months of parole. However, 

the sample size for groups with long periods of parole is small, and con­

clusions based on such small samples are often uncertain. 

Look~ at the differences ~ contact Qatterns between regular an~ 

special parole and relating these differences to .:the violator rates ~ 

100 cases for the two types of programs for 1975-]6, no. relationship_ Ylas 

found. The violator rate per 100 for special programs ranges from 2.0 to 

§/Contacts do not include phone contacts. 
2.!IISpecial project ll data were limited to CPCls and the San Francisco 

Treatment Unit, the only nonresidential programs designed to provide 
intensive services. 

lQ/Soth the frequency and duration of contacts for regular as well as 
special parole rise around the twelfth month of parole. This may be 
indicative of the need to contact parolees for the annual case-review. 

-39-



:c 
t-z 
0 
::E: 

0:: 
W 
0.. 

W ,w 
...J 
0 
0:: 
c:I: 
0.. 

0:: 
w 
0.. 

V) 
t-u 
c:I: 
I-
z 
0 
u 
u.. 
0 

0:: 
w 
c:a 
:!: 
=> z 

6 t \ \ 
\ 
\ 

5 \ 
\ 

4 

3 

2 

1 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 

FIGURE 3 

NUMBER OF CONTACTS PER PAROLEE PER MONTH 
BY LENGTH OF STAY ON PAROLE 

----

\ I~ 
I \ \ 
I \ \ 

\ I \ 
\ I , 
\ I , 
\ 

I \ \ 
\ q 

~ \ 
\ 
\ ... 

"-\ '" "-
"-

"-

REGULAR PROGRAM 

SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
(including only 

GPC's and S.F. 
Treatment) 

, 
/' 

/' 
/ 

/ 
/' 

"" / 
/ 

" 'v 
./ 

o I -'--
No::j-'DCOON",~I.oCOON<;j· 'DCOONo::j-'DCOO N 

r- r- r- r- ,- C'J N N N N (Y') (V) (V) (V) (V) o::j- o::j-

NUMBER OF t·1ONTHS ON PAROLE 

-40-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 

i 

1\ 
I: 
-, I I! 
Ii 

I 
II .,. I 

I 

, I II 
I' 
II 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ......... 

V) 
L.I.J 
I-
::> 

I 
z ...... 
:E ........ , 
::I: 
l-

I z 
0 :;;: 

0:: 
L.I.J 

I 
0.. 

L.I.J 
L.I.J 
-l 
0 
0:: 

I 
ex: 
0.. 

0:: 
L.I.J 
0.. 

I L.I.J 
:E ...... 
l-

I-u 

I c:c 
I-z 
0 u 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

275 

250 

225 

200 

I , 
I 
I 
\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 

I 
\ 

175 \ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

150 \ 

125 • 

100 

75 

50 

25 

o 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

FIGURE 4 

CONTACT TIME PER PAROLEE PER MONTH 
BY LENGTH OF STAY ON PAROLE 

~ 
1\ 

I ' 
I ' \ 

I \ 
\ I \ 
\ I \ 
\ I I 
\ I \ 

\ I , 
\ I \ 
\ I \ 
V \ 

'/ 
" 

,..... ,. ... 
I " "'~ 

I '... ,; 
r "' ...... '" 

" d 

REGULAR PROGRAM 

SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
(including only 

CPC's and S. F. 
Treatmen't) 

",,"""-- -, ----,,'" --

Nq~OOONq~OOONq~OOON~~OOON 
~~~~~NNNNNMMMMM~~ 

NUMBER OF MONTHS ON PAROLE 

-41-



3.1, and from 1.8 to 3.3 in regular parole.lli It is necessary, however, to 

remember that the characteristics of the parolees are different under the 

different parole programs, and the frequency and duration of contacts do 

not necessarily reflect the nature and the quality of help and treatment 

rendered to parolees. 

The more frequent contacts at the beginning of parole coincide with 

the period of the highest percentage of removals from parole due to viola­

tions . .J1! While this suggests that surveillance may lead to violation or 

violation identification, it can also suggest that an increase in violations 

has necessitated increased surveillance. It is therefore difficult to 

identify the exact cause-effect relationship when using aggregate data. 

Hence, no conclusion should be drawn from this observation. The relationship 

between contact time and the frequency of parole violation would need to be 

traced on a case by case basis to determine the possibility of a causal 

relationship. 

Direct Expenditures on Parolees 

An examination of the relationship between expe!}ditures on parolees 

and average violator rates showed that there was no correlat.ior between these 

two variables. There are significant variations in expenditures among parole 

units. For fiscal year 1975-76, the Los Angeles South unit had the highest 

total parolee expenditures of more than $91,000 while the Downey unit accounted 

for about $16,000. Per parolee, this represented about $350 and $76 respec­

tively, while the statewide average was $220 per parolee. These expenditures 

include such items as cash assistance, medical expenses, clothing, 

lllCYA. Information Systems Section. Rates applied to California Supervision 
cases only. 

J2/The percentages of total removals from parole due to violation are highest 
in the first seven months of parole. See CYA Annual Report for various 
years. 
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transportation, group activities, foster homes (group and individual), 

independent placements, and meals. The greatest proportion of expenses was 
13/ 

for placements (supervised living arrangements)-- and housing. In fiscal 

year 1975-76, these items accounted for 63.2 percent of all expenditures on 

parolees. 

Expenditures on parolees are greater in special programs, though 

variations among units are still large. For fiscal year 1975-76, Watts CPC 

spent an average of $215 per parolee while SPACE1s expenditures per parolee 

averaged $908. 

Expenses on parolees necessarily vary with the availability of 

community resources. In some units, employment is generated for selected 

parolees and is reflected by the expenditure item "ward pay.1I In San Fran­

cisco, where labor union membership is necessary for employment, the parole 

office may pay union fees for the parolees. In other instances, job placement 

fees may be incurred. 

When parole agents were asked during our interviews whether there 

was a need for more funds to spend on the individual cases included in our 

sample, the general response was negative . .!±! Only 22.8 percent of the 189 

cases needed additional funds in the parole agent1s judgment. For most cases 

needing more funds, the money would be used to purchase tools necessary for 

employment or to enroll parolees in trade training programs. 
15/ 

In our interviews with a small non-random sample of wards-- --both 

successful parolees and those who have recently been recommitted to the CYA--

l3jsome-placement expenditures include expenses for meals also. 
liIIt should be noted, however, that Federal drug prCJgram funds, which will be 

terminated soon, have been available for expenditure on parolees in 
recent years. 

l§JThe wards in the sample were chosen by the eVA. 
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14 out of 34 (or 41.2 percent) responded that their parole agents had helped 

them financiaily, either moderately or very much, and 13 out of 34 (38.2 

percent) did not see any need for financial help from their agents. Only 

seven out of 34 (20.6 percent) had received less than their desired amount 

of financial assistance. 

Thus, from a sample of both the parole agents· and parolees· points 

of view, there does not 9Ppear J:o be ~ substantial_ !!.~ed ,for additional 

fun~ for ward expenditures at thi s_ time. 
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CHAPTER VI 

LENGTH OF PAROLE 

Over the past ten years, the average length of stay on parole for 

CYA wards has been increasing; this trend, however, has begun to reverse. 

The change in trend reflects the recent increase in lIearlyll discharges 

resulting from the new discharge policy mentioned earlier.lI Table 6 demon­

strates the changes in nonviolational discharges during time periods for 

whi ch data were avail ab 1 e. The proporti on of lIearlyll di scha~~gesY in the 

first half of 1976 has doubled from the previous few years. 

TABLE 6 

COMPARISON OF NONVIOLATIONAL DISCHARGES 
BY TIME FROM EXPIRATION 

IlEarl yll 
45 Days or More 
Prior to Expiration 

At Expiration 

11 Latell 
45 Days or More 
After Expiration 

FOR SELECTED YEARS 

1965-66~ 

62.1% 

35.5 

2.4 

100.0% 

a/ 1972-73--

28.8% 

63.0 

8.2 

100.0% 

SOURCE: CYA, Information Systems Section. 

1975'Q/ 

27.1% 

67.8 

5.1 

100.0% 

a/Two-month sample from each fiscal year (September and March). 
Q!Six-month sample for Jqnuary-June. 

1976'pj 

54.2% 

44.2. 

1.6 

100.0% 

1I Chapter I. 
YIIEar1i' di scharges are those occurr1'ng pri or to 45 days before the expi rati on 

of the CYAts jurisdiction. 
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This new policy direction together with the lack of definitive 

research in this area prompted us to examine the effect of parole length 

on post-discharge criminal behavior. A comparison was made between two 

groups of wards selected from 1975 "good"'y discharges who had no prior 

commitments to the Youth Authority and who were discharged "early". The 

groups were differentiated by parole length; the short parole group had an 

average parole length of about one and one-half years, while the average 

I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

parole period for the other group was about three and one-half years. The II 
arrest records1/ for the two groups were compared both during their parole 

terms and after discharge from parole. Appendix G provides a detailed 

description of the selected samples and the analyses performed. 

Statistical analysis of the arrest information yielded the fol­

lowing findings and conclusions for the selected parolee groups: 

1. A small percentage of the sampled parole population was 

responsible for the identified criminal activity ~~ period. 

2. The group with a longer parole length had significantly more 

arrests than the short parole group during the first 18 months 

on parole, which may generally explain the longer parole length 

of the second group. The majority of the parolees in the long 

parole group, however, had no arrests during this first 

eighteen-month period. Thus, from the arrest data, il~ 

unc 1 ea r why these pa ro 1 ees were l<ept Q!!. pa ro 1 e ~.l.2.!:!.9... 

3. There was no significant difference in the arrest records of the 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1'lGood" discharges are parolees discharged while not in violation of I 
parole, i.e., those who were not removed from parole due to revocation, 
recommitment or violational discharge. 

1/Because of the recency of the data, we were unable to use our recommended I 
measure--convictions. See discussion in Appendix G. 
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two groups beyond the first eighteen months of parole. The rate 

of criminal act'ivity remained constant whether or not a group 

'lIas undei' parole supervision. Thu~, 11 aplJears that the l.9.!!iL 

parole group was kept on parole longer than desirable. 

4. Very few parolees were involved in criminal activit~ in later 

periods when they were arrest-free in the initial periods of 

.p,arole. 

These findings suggest that it may be possible for the eYA to iden­

tify those parolees with high expectations of no subsequent arrests or con­

victions in order that they can be discharged from parole without an extended 

peri od of stay. These fi ndi ngs, therefore, offer tentati ve support to the 

new discharge policy adopted by the Youth Authority Board. In order to 

further test our hypothesis, however, we recorronend that similar analyses be 

conduci;ed by the CYA~ wi th larger samp le sizes and longer post-paro le periods. 

These analyses should consider sub-populations which we have excluded: 

recommitments~ revocations., violational discharges~ and good discharges at 

expiration and after expiration.) as well as additional parole lengths. 

Length of Parole and ~ of Supervision 

Since approximately ten percent of the parolees in both the short 

and long parole groups were under Community Parole Center supervision (i.e., 

in small caseloads) , the length of parole and arrest records were further 

examined in relation to the type of unit supervising the parolee. No signi­

ficant difference was found between the arrest and parole records of those 

supervised in Community Parole Centers and those under regular parole super­

vision. In addition, of those sUI='~rvised under Community Parole Centers 

approximately two-thirds were without arrests during the first 18 months of 

parole; this figure is very similar to that for the regular parole group. 
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Le.Q.9_tJ1. of Parole and parole Cost 

The length of parole affects the cost of parole administration. 

Total parole costs include salaries for parole field staff; general admin­

istrative costs, i.e., expenditures for office rentals, maintenance, facil­

ities operations, travel, contractual services, etc.; and direct expendi­

tures on parolees, i.e., placement, medical expenses, transportation, etc. 

Using these costs, we find that the average cost per parolee per year has 

increased from $385 in 1964-65 to $1,415 in 1974-75. In 1975, the cost 

of keeping a parolee on parole for one month was approximately $119. 

If we assume that the cost of keeping a parolee for an extra month 

is the same as the average cost per parolee per month, then the extra cost 

of prolonging the length of parole of anyone ward for another month is 

$119.~! To obtain a more realistic cost figure, however, we weighted the 

cost per parolee per month by the proportion of contact time by paroh~ 

agents. It is noted that of the sample cases selected in our field study, 

42.85 percent had been on parole for more than 12 months. This group 

accounted for 32.54 percent of the Total contact time in a month by the 

parole agents we interviewed. In Appendix H, the parole cost per parolee 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

per month for those with more than 12 months of parole is computed to be 

approximately $90.35. If vie assume that for 1975-76,42.85 percent of the I 
total parole population (7,653) was on parole for more than 12 months, then 

keeping this group on parole for an extra month would add an additional 

$296,285 in expenditures. Viewed from this perspective, the average 

length of parole is sianificant f~om a fiscal standpoint. 

~TL . t" h l' . d:l 1 - IllS assump lon glves us t e upper lmlt for the cost of an a r;tiona 
month of parole. 
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Other costs may be involved in keeping a parolee on parole for an 

extra month, however. Specifically, these include such social costs as 

employment barriers imposed by the person1s parolee status.§! Many social 

costs, however, are difficult to accurately identify and still more dif­

ficult to quantify. 

On the other hand, there are extra benefits to be considered when 

determining whether to keep a parolee on parole for an extra month. These 

benefits, too, are difficult, if not impossible, to quantify. The objec­

tive of parole is to protect society and to prevent further criminal acti­

vity by wards during and after parole. It is difficult, however, to esti­

mate the number of criminal offenses that might have occurred had the wards 

not been kept on parole, for any period or at anyone point in time. How­

ever, one crude partial estimate of the benefit of a longer parole length 

is the post-discharge criminal offense record--the frequency of law 

enforcement contacts in terms of arrests and convictions. 

For our sample of Igood l and lear1yl discharges with short parole 

lengths, there were 16 arrests in the first six months following discharge 

from parole. Of these, only three resulted in convictions.Zi Assuming that 

these arrests could have been prevented by keeping the group of 98 parolees 

on parole for an extra six months, it would have cost approximately $53,000. 

Implicit in this assumption is the additional assumption that we cannot pre­

dict the likelihood of recidivism by parolees. However, our findings in the 

previous section indicate that for the subpopulation of Igood l and learlyl 

discharges in 1975, there may be a certain degree of predictability as to who 

&lWhen we asked parolees if there had been any negative aspects of parole 
many pOinted out that being a parolee had limited employment oppor­
tunities. 

ZiFor the group with a longer parole length, the post-discharge records show 
that in the first six months after discharge, there were a total of 13 
arrests, of which four resulted in convictions. . 
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will recidivate. To that extent~ not all 98 parolees in the group need to be 

kept on parole for an extra six months, lowering costs accordingly. 

Obviously, the 16 arrests cannot be weighted equally in estimating 

the cost to society of an extra arrest. As explained earlier, the number 

of arrest~ may not be a true reflection of the actual level of criminal 

activity. Further, regardless of whether convictions or arrests are used as 

an index, it is necessary to look at the nature of each arrest and conviction. 

The cost of each arrest varies according to the seriousness or the offense, 

the time in the court process, and the expenses incurred throughout the 

process. The costs of a crim0, in terms of damages to persons or property, 

must be considered. If the conviction entails any period in incarceration, 

there will be additional expenses. It is necessary~ therefore, to obtain 

quantifiable estimates of these costs for a range of criminal offenses before 

a valid cost-benefit evaluation of variations in parole length is feasible. 

A further assumption upon which this analysis is based is that parole 

does prevent criminal behavio~. If this assumption does not hold, then a 

longer parole length would not in itself generate any of the benefits suggested 

above. Thus far, no study has been done to compare the effect of parole and 

the effect of "straight release" (that is, direct discharge Trom an institu­

tion without parole); hence, there is no baseline data to support or refute 

our assumption. 

One possible way to verify whether parole prevents criminal behavior 

is to implement experimental projects designed to control the nature of 

services rendered parolees during parole, and to trace and compare recidivism 

rates during and after parole. The Summary Parole Program of the California 

Department of Corrections, described in Chapter IV, ;s designed to compare 

recidivism rates for parolees under summary parole with those for parolees 
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under traditional parole supervision. If there is no significant difference 

in the recidivism rates, this may indicate that traditional parole does not 

prevent criminal behavior better than summary parole, which entails a 

substantially lower' cost of operation. Simila~'ly, by comparing the recid'ivism 

rates of the respective groups undei' the eVA's proposed Differential Status 

Project, relevant data regarding the relative impact of different parole 

programs on the prevention of criminal behavior could be collected, and 

the l"ole of par'ole in preventing recidivism could be further tested. 

UntiZ we can ascertain whether and to what extent~ paroZe does 

prpve.nt criminaZ behavior~ a rigOl'OUS evaZuat·i.on of the paroZe program is 

not feasibZe. We the;:>(3foY'e beUeve that carefuUy designed experimental 

programs sim'iZar to the ones dis(!u8sed Move should be 'impZemented aad 

studied. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CASELOAO SIZE 

Since the completion of IPEP in 1973, the regular parole program 

has been budgeted at a caseload ratio of 50 to one. This caseload ratiol/ 

is defined as: 

Total arolees in 
-.::-::-.:..::..:i---"'-7'-::..:....;:...:::..:::...,.-'-':'-~~;;--::-:-......-"-':.:..:-;:.~~~-"=~-;--;--,--;;-;::----;-;;- = 50: 1 Parole Agents I + - II Exempt II 
Parole Agents 

where "total parolees in regular parole program" is the average daily 

population of all parolees under California supervision, minus the total 

number of parolees in special programs.gj The average daily population 

estimates are revised quarterly to insure budgetary compliance. Appendix I 

gives the actual caseload ratios for fiscal years 1972-73 to 1975-76 using 

the CYA caseload formula. 

Calculating the Active Parolee Population 

As calculated by the CYA, the numerator of the caseload ratio is 

the actual average daily population (AOP) under regular parole supervision. 

However, if the number of missing parolees and the number of parolees in 

CYA facilities and non-CYA facilities are considered, and the total AOP on 

regular parole adjusted accordingly, the "active" caseload ratio would be 

lower than the currently budgeted ratio of 50:1. 

l/Oefinitions of caseload ratios furnished by CYA Administrative Services 
Oi vi s'i on. ' 

gjThese special programs include CPCIS, the San Francisco Project, and 
community residential centers. 
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It was obvious during our review of parole cases that, at any 

point in time, the "active ll caseload for an agent is indeed smaller than 

the assigned caseload for the reasons suggested above. For example, in 

one sampled case, the ward had been on parole thirteen months and had 

never contacted the parole agent; less extreme instances were common. On 

June 30, 1976, the percentage of eYA parolees in county jails and in eDe 

and eYA institutions for at least one month accounted for almost four 

percent of total parolees; and in 1975 the number of parolees missing was 

almost eight percent of the total, with an average AWOL duration of 4.9 

months. The impact of AWOLls on the parole caseloads can be further dem­

onstrated by AWOL discharges in one year. The 247 AWOL discharges in the 

1975-76 fiscal year served an average of 35 months on parole. Their 

actual parole supervision time amounted to less than 22 months each on an 

average. An aggregate of over 3,200 months for these wards were unsuper­

vised but were counted on the parole caseloads. 3/ 

We recommend., therefore., adjusting the ADP to exclude the "missing 

parolees" and "paroZees deta-ined or incarcerated" in order to obtain the 

"active" c,lseZoad. These two categories should include those who are mis-

sing or those who are in a county jail, juvenile hall, or eYA detention 

center, etc. for more than one month. Wards who have been missing for 

less than one month should be considered to be part of the active caseload 

to allow for the work time necessary to apprehend these youth; similarly, 

time should be allotted to continue working with those who are incarcerated 

for short periods of time. Making these adjustments, the lIactive ll parole 

caseload was computed in order to gain a realistic representation of 

actual workload demands. Of the 6992 parolees (ADP} in the regular parole 

3/All data provided by the eYA Information Systems Section, with the 
exception of the AWOL duration which was estimated from parolee 
contact data collected from parole agents. 
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program in 1975-76, at anyone time an estimated average of 221 were 

missing and 266 were incarcerated for more than one montfl. Tfie "active" 

caseload was then 6505, or 93 percent of the total ADP, with the result 

that the "active" caseload ratio was 47.2:1, rather than the budgeted 

level of 50:1. These calculations are shown in Table 7. 

Determining the Number of Parole Agents 

In computing the denominator of the caseload ratio, it seemed to 

us that several factors should be considered, including the so-called 

"exempt" positions and the number and uses of parole aides. "Exempt" posi-

tions are those which are not normally included in computations of the 

caseload ratio because they were approved on the basis of particular tasks 

which were added to the parole workload. In 1975-76, these totalled 21, 

including six agents in the Missing Ward Units, three for the Morrissey 

hearings, seven for the Gagnon-Scarpelli hearings and five designated as 

"special case credit"}J For the most part, however, these positions were 

used as regular case-carrying agents. In some cases the original purpose 

of "exempt" positions had almost been forgotten; for example, we found it 

difficult to obtain an explanation of the IIspecial case credit" positions 

from current CVA staff. In addition, while the six "exempt ll parole agent 

positions in the Missing Ward Units did not carry cases,5/ these agents 

worked on missing cases which were being carried in other parole agents I 

caseloads. Thus the "exempt ll positions directly impacted parole agent 

workload. The extent of this impact can be seen by recomputing the "active ll 

4/Information furnished by CVA Administrative Services Division. See 
Chapter L, page 8, for a di,scussion of the requirements tmposed by 
th.e Morrissey and Ga8non ~. Scarpelli Cases. . . 

YThe Hissing ~~ard Units were discontinued June 30, 1976. 
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Total Parole AgentsN 

Caseload 

Average Daily Population 

MissingQ! 

TABLE 7 

ACTIVE PAROLE CASELOAD 
REGULAR PROGRAM 

FISCAL YEAR 1975-76 

Detained or Incarceratedfi 

Active Caseload 

Active Caseload Ratio 

~Excludes positions exempt from the caseload ratio. 

137.9 

.6,992 

(221) 

(266) 

6,505 

47.2 

Q1Average daily missing wards is computed from annual technical violations 
for missing wards as reported to CYA Information Systems Section and 
from estimates of average missing months derived from Parole Agent 
Questionnaires. 

fiAverage daily incarcerated wards is computed on a percentage basis 
from month-end CYA Information Systems Section reports. 
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casc10ad ratio (as shown in Table 7) with the 21 "exempt" positions added to 

the "tota1 staff.1I The result is an "actual" case10ad ratio of 40.9:1 for 

1975-76--nearly one-fifth smaller than the budgeted size. 

Another factor led us to question the current use of the lIexempt" 

concept. Hhile "exempts" are justified and approved based on a certain 

number of person-years' work, the workload they represent is actually 

proportionate to total parole caseloads. Thus, as the parole population 

has decreased, the number of person-years required for "exempt" tasks 

has also decreased, although the number of "exempts" allocated to those 

tasks has remained the same. Conversely, if the parole population were 

to increase substantially, the workload for those tasks would become 

greater than that represented by the approved "exemrt ll positions. Since 

the parole program as a whole is budgeted on the basis of a caseload ratio, 

budgeting the "exempts ll on a position-by-position basis appears inaccurate 

as well as confusing. 

VJe acknowledge the value of the "exempt" concept in a11o\'Jing 

recognition of special situations in the budgetary process. For the 

reasons cited above, however, we recommend that the use of the "exempt" 

concept in CYA paroZe progrcun budgeting be Zimited~ with "exempt" 

designations subject to periodic review. The first such review should 

occur luhen the impZicat-ions of BE 42 (J 976) are fuZZy understood~ or no 

later than for consideration during the 1979-80 budget process. In 

addition~ we recommend that the nwnber of "exempt" posit-ions be adjusted 

annuaZZy in proportion to changes in the parole population. 
6/ 

From our field visits we found that in some units, parole aides-

~ Paraprofessional job classification designed to provide liaison beb/een 
parole agents, parolees, and community groups. Parole aides assist 
parole agents in developing community resources, as well in performing 
routine tasks. 
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playa prominent role both in the provision of services and in ward 

supervision. One parole agent mentioned that his Spanish-speaking parole 

aide handled all his Spanish-speaking caseload contacts. A parolee 

interjected that he rarely saw his parole agent, but was supervised by a 

parole aide. Currently most authorized parole aide positions are special­

funded and perform unique functions in special programs, e.g., CETA or drug 

aides. However, disencumbered parole agent positions in the regular 

program are sometimes used on a continuing basis to fund parole aides on 

a tWCl-for-one exchange. From a budgetary perspective, a one-half count 

for parole aides thus seems reasonable at this time. As the CYA continues 

to develop and utilize parole aides as trainee positions in the pa1'ole 

agent career ladder, however, a detailed workload analysis should be done. 

Caseioad Size and Special Programs 

Special parole programs are budgeted on a per program basis. The 

Community Parole Center (CPC) p\~ogram was described in Chapter Ir. 

According to a recent CYA evaluation, the CPC's are no longer meeting a 

number of the original program objectives. Further, they have not been able 

to demonstrate a reduction in recidivism.?/ OVer the years, the functions 

f th CPC ' d th 1 1 h b ··1 8/ o e s an e regu ar paro e program ave ecome very Slml ar.-

For these reasons, a critical appraisal of the CPC caseload formula is due. 

If the CYA cannot demonstrate t7~t the CPC's outperform regular parole in 

urban target a1'eas, we recommend that CPC's be included as regular parole 

units for the 1978-79 budget year in determining parole case load ratios. 

7/ 
- California Youth Authority, Division of Program Evaluation, Community 
8/ Parole Center Program, (Sacramento, July 1975), pp. 47, 56. 
- California Youth Authority, A Comparative Stu1Y of the Community Parole 

Center Program, Research Report Number 63, Sacramerito, January 1973) 
p. 7. 
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Other special programs, such as SPACE and the current San 

Francisco Project, are newer, and, as experimental programs, warrant 

per program budgeting. However, we recommend that program termination 

dates should be set and adhered to unless documentation of program 

effectiveness is produced by the CYA. 

Other Factors Impacting the Caseload Ratio 

As described in Chapter II, a number of studies have addressed 

the issue of caseload size. In general, the research has not demonstrated 

that reducing caseload size results in a more effective parole program. 

In those few instances in which a smaller caseload size was associated 

with a reduction in recidivism, special characteristics of the study 

design made any generalizations impossible. 

From our review of the research literature, it appeared that 

little has been done to compare caseload size with the special character­

istics of the parolees being supervised. Because it has frequently been 

pointed out by the CVA that the composition of parole caseloads has changed 

significantly over the years, this comparison seemed necessary. 

The first issue to be acldressed in such an analysis must be 

the identification of those parolee characteristics which make supervision 

difficult. It appeared to us that a good indicator of such characteristics 

might be the presence of a high rate of recidivism (as reflected by the 

rate of parole failure) for certain parolee groups. This should be a 

particularly appropriate indicator in an era in which violation processing 

takes up a large portion of the parole agent's time. 

The second major issue should be to pinpoint when the shifts in ward 
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characteristics occurred. As pointed out in Chapter I, most of these 

shifts happened prior to 1972, when the IPEP program introduced the 

50:1 caseload ratio.2! These included such changes as a decrease in 

juvenile court commitments and a slight increase in the average age at 

first commitment. As demonstrated by failure statistics in Appendix C, 

these changes should be associated with a reduction in recidivism rates. 

A further shift, which has continued to this time, has been in the nature 

of the commitment offense. First commitments due to violent offenses 

have generally increased while commitments for Welfare and Institutions 

Code offenses have greatly decreased. Once again, Appendix C indicates 

that this change in the parole population composition might be expected 

to lead to a decrease in parole failures. l!l summary, using recidivism 

~ ~ indicator, i! appears that changes .:ill. the paro1p:., population should 

have reduced the work of the parole agent. 

Changes in the average parole length should impact the work of 

the parole agent as well. An increasing parole length, particularly foy' 

nonviolators, should signify a less demanding parole caseload. Such a 

trend has generally been in evidence during the last ten years. However, 

as discussed in the preceding chapter, a 1975 eVA Board policy decision 

may have reversed this trend. It now appears that the average length of 

parole is decreasing and more wards are receiving lIearlyll discharges. If 

the tendency to di scharge wards earl ier continues, we woul d anti ci,pate 

that the wards remaining on the caseload would be the more difficult cases. 

The composition of the caseload, in these circumstances, would tend to 

become increasingly more demanding until the parole length stabli1ized. 

2!While the data presented earlier dealt with the characteristics of new 
commitments to the CVA, there is only an average of one-year lag 
before these wards enter the parole program. 
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There is nothing to indicate, however, that it wo~ld become any more 

difficult than it was a decade ago when many of the trends discussed were 

beginning and a 72:1 ratio was the budgetary caseload standard. 

In addition, changes in the average parole length would impact 

parole agent workload because of the relationship between length of 

parole and contacts with parolees discussed in Chapter V (pp. 39~42). 

It was found that both numbers of contacts and total contact time were 

greater during the early months of parole. Thus, with the average parole 

length reduced, parole agents would be required to spend a greater amount 

of time in direct services in order to maintain the current level of 

contacts. However, we were unable to find a relationship between contacts 

(or contact time) and parole success. A reduction in caseload size to 

maintain contacts/contact time would not be appropriate unlE!ss such a 

relationship were demonstrated. This may be a research area that the 

CVA will wish to explore. 

In summary, the last decade has seen a number of changes in the 

parole population which might be expected to result in a decrease in 

parole failures and thereby a reduction in the difficulty of parole agent 

workload. On the other hand, we would expect that recent changes in 

average parole length might increase the difficulty of the agent's task. 

Because of the counterbalancing effect of these changes~ we do not believe 

that consideration should be given to parolee characteristics in setting 

the budgetary parole caseload ratio at this time. 

Because of the time constraints of our study, this analYSis of 

workload has been limited to two of the factors which impact the 

parole agent's work (recidivism rates and average parole length). There 
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are doubtless additional characteristics of the parole population which 

directly impact parole agent workload--these remain to be identified and 

quantified. If the average parole length continues to fall substantially, 

the CYA may wish to address these issues as well as the relationship between 

contacts/contact time and recidivism. once the relationship between charac­

teristics of the parole population and parole agent workload~and the rela-

tionship of parole contacts to parole success~ are determined~ a reevaluation 

of the components of the budgetary case load ratio would be in order. 

The "Revised" Caseload Ratio 

Based on the considerations speUed out in this chapter~ we recommend 

the adoption of a revised case load formula for parole budgeting to more 

realisticalZy represent actual workload demands. The recommended formula 

is defined as follows: 

10/ 
Total parolees in regular paro1e--' + Parolees assigned to cPc1sll/ 
- Missing parolees - Parolees detained or incarcerated 
------~~-------------------------------------------------= X 
Parole Agents I + Parole Agents II (Specialist) + 1/2 (Parole Aides) 
- "Exempt" Parole Agents (adjusted annually) 

Since parole research has failed to indicate that a reduction in the case­

load ratio below the current level would result in increases in parole 

program effectiveness, lue further recommend that the caseZoad ratio con­

tinue to be set at the currentZy budgeted ratio of 50:1. The effect of 

the proposed formula on pal"ole program staffing is sho\lln in Table 8. 

lQ/See definition on page 53. 

llIInc1usion of the CPC's is dependent on the outcome of the recommendation 
on page 58. If the CPC' s' a;re included, the appropri ate case-carry; ng 
positions should be incorporated in the denominator of the formula. 
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A. 

13. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

TABLE 8 

IMPACT OF REVISED CASELOAD FORMULA 
ON PAROLE STAFFINGY 

1975-76 

Regular Regular Parole 
Paro le and CPC's ---

ADP on Parole 6628 7178 

Active ADP on Parole!U 6166 6678 

Positions Authorized 
Under Revised Formula: 
B t 50 123.32 133.56 

Adj us te d Exemp tsY 16.95 16.95 

Total Revised 
Authorized Positions 
(C+D) 140.27 150.51 

Actual Positions~ 
(including exempts) 158.9 189.8 

Excess Posi ti ons 
(F-E) 18.63 39.29 

1976-77 

Regular Regular Parole 
Parole and CPC's 

6263 6813 

5825 6208 

116.50 124.16 

22.91 22.91 

139.41 147.07 

155 187 

15.59 39.93 

~All ADP figures are based on Information Systems Section data. It is 
assumed that the 1976-77 ADP for special programs will be the same as 
that for 1975-76. Position information was provided by eYA budget staff. 

EiTha "active" caseloadjestimated ADP ratio for 1976-77 is assumed to be 
the same as the "active" caseloadjADP for 1975-76 which was 0.93. 

YComputations of exempt adjustments are detailed in Appendix J. 
~Represents filled positions for 1975-76 and authorized positions for 

1976-77. 
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Distribution of Parole Resources 

The effectiveness of the pal"ole program depends not only on the 

amount of resources available, but on how these resources are used. The 

budgetary caseload ratio determines the total number of parole agents 

which the eYA is authorized, but how these agents are deployed is to a 

great extent left up to the Department. This implies that the potential 

for significant changes in parole effectiveness lies outside of the 

budgetary process. 

With the exception of the special programs, at the present time 

the case10ad assignments of individual agents are determined for the 

most part at the unit level. In ?o"fne units assignments are made geogra­

phically, in others randomly, while in some units attempts are made to 

II match" parol ees wi th agents accordi n~l to personal characteri sti cs. In 

most instances, case10ad sizes are relatively constant, remaining close 

to fifty. i~ithin the parameters of their assigned caseloads, agents are 

to a great extent free to use their time as they see fit. Thus, the 

decision as to which parolees will receive the most attention involves a 

great amount of subjectivity. 

We recognize that a certain amount of subjectivity is appropriate 

in any program which provides treatment or services to people. However, 

we believe that a deci ilun-making framework is needed to facilitate the - --- __ 0- _ 

concentration of resources where the greatest potential for effective 

utilization exists. Two mechanisms are a1ready available to the eYA to 

guide their efforts in this direction--the Base Expectancy Tables and the 

I-level scale. 

The Base Expectancy Tables offer a gross method of identifying 

groups of wards most likely to fail on parole. However, merely 
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concentrating resources on those groups of parolees most prone to failure 

does not guarantee the resources will be utilized effectively. This is 

because of the unproven relationship between parole agent/parolee contacts 

and parole success.lY Until this relationship is clarified, the I-level 

categorization offers a potential mechanism for allocating parole re­

sources. Earlier CYA studies (notably CTP, discussed on pages 13 and 14) 

have indicated that there ~~ be a relationship between the treatment 

accorded certain I-level subtypes and parole success. Some I-level sub­

types may do better with intensified treatment, while others may perform 

more successfully when contacts are minimized. This suggests that the 

CYA could concentrate parole resources on groups of wards who have a high 

likelihood of recidivism (based on the Base Expectancy Tables) and who 

also have an I-level subtype which indicates that some form of intensified 

contact is desirable. This two-part categorization could best be utilized 

in setting up caseloads. Smaller caseloads (of perhaps thirty) might then 

be appropriate for those groups of parolees identified by their Base 

Expectancy scores and I-level subtypes as most likely to benefit from 

increased attention. Groups of parolees with a smaller likelihood of re­

cidivism could be assigned to larger caseloads (of perhaps seventy). How 

much time was spent with an individual parolee would remain a matter of 

agent judgment. This mechanism is not unlike the structure of the current 

San Francisco Project. 

I-level matching (or I-level matching in conjunction with reduced 

caseloads) has not been shown statistically to have a causal relationship 

lYSee Chapter V, page.s 39 to 42. As dtscussed on page 42, a relationship 
betwe.en parole success and ward expenditures has also not been 
demonstrated. 
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to improved parole performance (see page 13). Thus, we cannot predict 

the impact of a mechanism such as described above on the overall effec­

tiveness of the eYA parole program. Rather than recommending a specific 

method for facilitating the effective deployment of parole resources, our 

intent here is to suggest tnat such a mechanism could be developed. We 

hope that the eYA will use tne tools already available to them as a base 

for further efforts in this direction. 
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EPILOGUE 

Throughout this report we have addressed the need for further 

research. Perhaps the major finding of this' study is that many of the 

questions we have asked cannot yet be answered. Although a substantial 

amount of parole research has been carried out, it has not addressed the 

most fundamental questions. It is not yet known if the parole program 

and the parole agent can, or do, prevent criminal behavior. If parole 

can have an impact~ it is not known if, and to what extent, the size of 

parole caseloads affects that impact. Apart from caseload size, the ef­

fect of the nature and extent of the contacts between parole agent and 

parolee has also not been identified. 

Because of this scarcity of answers, we have recommended few 

changes in the eYA parole program. Due to the need to balance fiscal re­

sponsibility with the demands of the citizenry for greater protection from 

crime, these were the only changes which we could endorse confidently at 

this time. In order to address the unanswered questions, carefully de-

signed research programs are needed. Some specific research suggestions 

are contained in the body of this report, but they are not all-inclusive. 

In any research attempt, we reiterate that great care must be taken to 

avoid the limitations of earlier studies, such as inadequate control groups 

and inability to isolate the impact of individual variables. Only then 

can we determine the best application of public funds in bringing about 

the correction and rehabilit~tion of youthful offenders. 
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APPENDIX A-1 

PAROLE AGENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What do you perceive to be your role(s) as a parole agent? Please rank 
in order of importance. 

a. Most important ____________________________ ~~~--~------
b. 
c. 

2. How do you think your role should be modified for parole to be more 
effective? 

a. More surveillance and less service than now 
b. Less survei 11 ance and more servi ce than now----------
c. No change from current practi ce, _____________________ _ 

3. (Select case samples) 
For this sample case, specify the eYA number and length of current parole 
term. 

Have you been the only parole agent for this parolee? (If yes, mark "1") 
If not, how many agents total? 

'HOIv many contacts did you have with this parolee and his family during 
the two month period from May 1,1976 to June 30, 1976? 

What was the mode of each contact? 

What was the nature and duration of each contact? If services, please be 
specific. (Code number of minutes in the appropriate column.) 

4. Was this parolee ever on probation? 

a. If yes, specify k"ind of probation: informal, formal-subsidized, or 
forma1-nonsubsidized. 
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Parole Agent Questionnaire$ continued 

I 
I 

b. What county? I 

c. Was the probation term prior to his parole experience or concurreht? II 
(If prior, check.) If concurrent, how many months? 

I 
d. If applicable, describe your contact with the probation officer. 

I 
5. Did this parolee serve any jail terms lasting more than 30 days while he I 

has been on parole? If yes, how many months? 

Were there any other periods of time when the parolee was not under your 
si.lpervi si on? f~onths? (e. g., m'; 1 itary, out-of-state or out-of-county?) 

I 
I 

6. If you had one or two hours more in June (excluding travel time) to spend I 
with this parolee, what would you have done? (You don't have to use all 
the extra time.) r 

What factors influenced your decision? I 
If you had an extra $50 or $100 to spend on this parolee in June, would 
you have spent it? If so, how? II 

7. Assuming that caseload characteristics remain the same as now, what would I 
you consider to be an optimum caseload size? 

Justify ______________ ~--------------------------------------
I 

8. What maximum caseload size could you handle and do a reasonably good job? II 

9. What measures would you use to evaluate parole effectiveness? Please 
rank in the order of importance. 

a. Most important 
b. ----------~----~~------~~~~~------

c. 
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Parole Agent Questionnaire, continued 

10. Do you think the revocation rate is a good measure of parole performance? 

Yes 
No ----

11. How many of your last 10 revocations or revocations during the past year 
(whichever is smaller) were primarily the result of initial action by: 

Types of 
Violation· Criminal 

Action by Offenses 

I dW Enforcement 
Agency 

Parole Agent 

Others 

Total No. 

Other W&I 
Violations 

Violations of 
Other Conditions 

of Parole Total No. 

12. The following question is posed in order to obtain some idea as to what 
factors parole agents consider in recommending various actions at case­
reviews or in the event of a parole-violation. 

13. 

Consider the following hypothetical cases. r~ake a recommendation for 
either discharge,revocation, or continuation of parole. (See Appendix A-3) 

Briefly explain what factors influenced your decision. 

Personal characteristics of agent: 

Year(s) as agent 
Year(s) in corre-c~t~io-n-s~f~i-el~d~--------------------------------
Educational Level 

Assoc. of Arts Major 
Bac he lor Degre-e---------------.Maj or-----------
~1asters or above _Major __________ _ 
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Parole Agent Questionnaire, continued 

Average caseloa,d si.z-e for June 1976...,-,-.,.-,.-,~_,.-,--..,.,.,....--,~_,...-___ _ 
Number of Full Board eases.,..'_· _. _ .. _._.~. _____ .....,-_____ _ 
Number of Special Servi ce Cases _____________ _ 

14. What kind of training have you ha,d during your service as a parole agent 
in eVA? 

15. What kind of training would you like to have as a pa,role agent which you 
have not been able to get? 
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APPENDIX A-2 

UNIT SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. What do you perceive to be the ro1e(s) of a parole agent? Please rank 

in order of importance. 

a) Most important ___________________ _ 

b) 

c) 

2. Do you think the agent's role should be modified for parole to be more 

effective? 

a) More surveillance and less service than now ______ _ 

b) Less survei 11 ance and more servi ce than now ______ _ 

c) No change from current practice ______________ _ 

3. Assuming that case10ad characteristics remain the same as now, what 

would you consider to be an optimum caseload size for a case-carrying 

parole agent (not specialist)? 

4. What maximum caseload size do you think a parole agent can handle and 

do a reasonably good job? 

-73-



Unit Supervisor Questionnaire, continued 

5. What measures would you use to evaluate parole effectiveness? 

Please rank in order of importance. 

a) Most important ___________________ _ 

b) 

c) 

6. Do you think the revocation rate is a good measure of parole performance? 

Yes 

No 

7. How many of the following worked with you from July 1, 1975 through 

June 30, 1976? (Express in terms of person-months of position, e.g. 

2 aides for 3 months each would be equivalent to 6 person-months 

of aide-position. 

or 1 aide working 10 hours a week for a period of 2 months is 

equivalent to 1/2 person- month of aide-position.) 

a) Parole Aides 

b) Interns 

c) Drug Program Aides 

d) Others (speci fy) : 

8. How much was spent last fiscal year on special services on all parolees 

in your unit? 

Placements 

Nonplacement services ------
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Unit Supervisor Questionnaire, continued 

9. Personal characteristics of supervi sor 

Year(s) as agent: 

Year(s) as (ass; stant) 

Year(s) in correcti ona 1 

Educational Level 

Assoc. of Arts 

Bachelor degree 

Masters or above 

supervi sor: 

fi e 1 d: 

Major 

Major 

Major 

Average caseload size of your parole agents for June 1976 

Total number of Fuil Board Cases 

Total number of Special Service Cases 

10. The following question is posed in order to obtain some idea as to what 

factors unit supervisors consider in recommending various actions at 

case-reviews or in the event of a parole violation. 

Consider the following hypothetical cases. Make a recommendation for 

either discharge, revocation, or continuation of parole. 

Briefly explain what factors influenced your decision. (See Appendix A-3) 
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APPENDIX A-3 

HYPOTHETr~AL CASES 

HYPOTHETICAL CASE I: ANDY'S CASE 

Andy was first committed to YTS at the age of 18, with a record of 

extended narcotic usage, and three suicide attempts. At YTS, he was observed 

to be of average intelligence, but highly uncooperative--defying authority 

constantly. 

Upon release from YTS a year later, Andy 1ived at home with his 

mother and step-father for a short period. He later moved to be closer to 

the place of his employment 'Is an electroni'c machinist. This job did not 

last long. Within a month, Andy switched employment to work part-time at a 

gas station; and later, worked as a cook. 

One month after his release, Andy was arrested for driving under 

the influence of narcotics, to which he pled guilty. A week later, he was 

arrested again for possession of marijuana, but the charge was rejected by 

the D.A. due to the lack of evidence. 

Andy did not have any contact with law enforcement fe.' the follow­

ing six months, after which he was once again arrested for a p0ssession of 

marijuana charge. He pled gutlty and was sentenced to 30 days in the county 

jail. The ,jail sentence was suspended, and Andy was put on a one year 

summary pl~oba.t'ton. 
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1. Since then, Andy has had no contact with law enforcement for 12 months. 

Under such circumstances, what would you recommend regarding his parole 

status in your case-review report? 

2. After another eight months of no contact with law enforcement, Andy 

was arrested and charged with assault with a deadly weapon. The inci­

dent occurred while Andy was visiting the victim. Apparently, the 

victim was drunk and had started the fight, and Andy attacked the vic­

tim with a bottle, inflicting serious bodily injuries on the victim. 

Andy pled guilty to the charges and was sentenced to one year in jail 

and five years of formal probation. 

Under the stated circumstances, what would be your recommen­

dation regarding Andy·s parole status to the Youth Authority Board? 

Specify the factors you consider in making your recommendation. 
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HYPOTHETICA~ CASE II: BARBARA'S CASE 

Barbara was first committed to the CYA at age 16, for drug use. 

She was in the Drug Program at Ventur~ for seven months. 

After three years on parole, she was recommitted to CYA by a 

criminal court for check forgery. During her six months' stay in the 

institution, she was cooperative, reserved in nature, immature, and 

easily influenced by others. 

Upon release on parole, Barbara is placed with her older sister. 

Her specific parole conditions include the fo'llowing: no drug usage, stay 

with sister, and weekly tests for drugs. 

1. After one month on parole, Barbara is arrested on a drunk driving and 

narcotics possession charge but is convicted of reckless driving after 

plea-bargaining. She is fined and put on probation for 18 months. 

What would you recommend to the Board? 

2. Barbara continues on parole for a few more months, during which she 

takes care of her sister's five children and the house chores. Through­

out this period, her sister is sick in bed. Barbara also assists in 

her brother-in-law's traveling sales job by taking messages in his 

absence. However, she is not taking the weekly drug tests, and con­

tinues to associate' with deltnquents. 

Barbara was recently charged with narcotics use and is sente,nced to 

90 days in the county jail. 

What would you recommend to the Board? 

3. If tne parolee has a baby, how'does the situation affect your recom­

mendatton? 
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TABLE A-3-1 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HYPOTHETICAL CASES--BY TYPE OF PAROLE PROGRAM 

Reco=endation Recoramenda tionb I 
Cases made by I Discharge 

No Total Revoca- Contin·· Agents ~ 
tion uation Dis- General Change 

fIono..r:able honorable 

I Part 1 Regular Parole 24 16 41 £I -- -- --
(12 (58.5) (3!) .0) N.A. (100%) 

Andy's months 
Special Programs -- 13 6 -- -- 19 

Case (68.4) (31.6) N.A. (100%) 

Part 2 Regular Parole 6 10 -- 21 4 41 
(14.6) (24.4) (51.2) (9.8) N.A. (100%) 

Assault 
Special Programs 6 8 -- 4 1 19 

(31. 6) (42.1) (21.0) (5.3) N.A. (1.00%) 

Part 1 Regular Parole 9 32 -- -- -- 41 
II (22.0) (78.0) N.A. (100%) 

Reckles 
Barb- Driving Special Programs 3 16 -- -- -- 19 

ara's (15.8) (84.2) N.A. (100%) 

Case Part 2 Regular Parole 15 26 -- -- -- 41 
Narcot- (36.6) (63.4) N.A. (100%) 
iCI5 use 

Special Programs 7 12 -- -- 19 --(36.8) (63.2) N.A. (100%) 

Part 3 Regular Pa-cole -- -- -- -- 41 41 -- (l00 .0' (100%) 
(Baby) 

Special Programs -- -- 19 19 -- -- -- (100.0) (100%) 

~I Agents include both case-carrying parole agents and unit (or assistant) supervisors. 
bl Nurnbers in parentheses represent percentages. 
""if Om! parole agent (accounting for 2.5 % of the total r-esponses) did not offer a reco=endation for this part. 

- - - - - -
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APPENDIX B 

FIELD CONTACTS 

!otal Unit Supervisors and Parole Agents Interviewed by Type of Program 

~pe of Program 
Regu ar Special 

Staff Interviewed Parole ProgramY 

Unit Supervisor .15 8 

Parole Agents (I & II--special ists) 27 11 

Total 42 19 

Total Parolees Interviewed by Type of Program 

Type of Program 

Regular Parole 

Special Progra~ 

Total 

Total Cases Sampled by Type of Program 

Regular Parole 

Special Progra~ 

Total 

Honorably 
Discharged/To 
be discharged 

14 

4 

18 

223 

59 

282 

Revoked/Re­
cotrmi tted 

16 

16 

FJ Special Programs include CPCs. SPACE and San Francisco project. 

-81-

Total 

23 

38 

61 

Total 

4 

34 
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APPENDIX C 
VIOLATION STATUS OF WARDS RELEASED TO CALIFORNIA PAROLE SUPERVISION, 1971 

BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

(Showing percent removed for violation within 48 months of parole exposure) 

. Total Juven i 1 e court Crimi na I court 

Character ist ics 

To ta 1 ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Admission Status 

1st cQmmitme~ts ......... 
P.Vo returns •••.•••••••• 

With new commitment .•• 
Without new commitment 

Ethnic Group 

Caucasian ••••••.•.•••• o. 
Hex i can-Arne r i can ••••.•.• 
Ne 9 ro •• , , .•. , •..•••.•.•• 
o the r 0 •••••••••••••••• 0 • 

Age at Release 

8-15 ...... 0 •••••••• 0 • 0 •• 

16 •.. 0 ••••••••••••••• 0 

17 •••••••••••••••.•••• 
18 •••••• 0 ••••••••••••• 

19,. .................... 
20 • •••.......••..•.•.. 
21 •• 0 •• 0 •••••••••••••• 

22 and ove r •••••.•• 0 0 ••• 

Offense 

Homl c ide •• " •.•••••••• 0. 

Robbery ••••••••••••••••• 
Assau It •••..•••.•••••••• 
Burg I a ry •••.•.••••.••.•• 
Thef t .•••••••••••••.•••• 
Sex offense •••••••.••••• 
Nilrcot i c and drug ....... 
W& 1 ••••••••••••••••••• 
o the rill •••••••••••••••••• 

Source: 
Cilllfornia.Youth Authority 
Division of Research 
InformLltion Systems Section 
051/176 

Number 
re-

leased 

6.251 

3.556 
2,695 

936 
1,759 

3,311 
1 ,118 
1,700 

122 

513 
648 
971 

1,063 
1,020 
1 , 151 

597 
288 

81 
602 
50L, 
997 

1 • 151 
194 

1,038 
1,256 

428 

Number Percr~n t Number 
viola- viola- re-
tors tors leased 

3.473 55·6 3,763 

1,848 52.0 2,002. 
1,625 60·3 1,761 

571 61.0 265 
1,054 59·9 1 .. 496 

1.758 53.1 1,963 
655 58.6 682 
994 58.5 1.042 

66 54.1 76 

356 69·4 513 
392. 60.5 648 
652 67.1 967 
602. 56.6 973 
5L\6 53'·5 414 
525 45.6 233 
264 44.2 14 
136 47.2 1 

33 LfO.7 45 
301 50.0 235 
28 /\ 56.3 3113 
600 60.2 482 
688 59·8 651 

93 47.9 139 
L177 L,6.0 315 
752 59·9 1.254 
21'5 57.2 299 
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Number Percen t Number Number Percent 
viola- violu- re-. viola- viola-

tors tors l'eased tors tors 

2,276 60.5' 2 ./~88 1.197 48.1 

1,197 59·8 1,554 651 41.9 
1,079 61.3 934 546 58.5 

170 64.2. 671 401 59.8 
909 60.8 263 145 55.1 

1,125 57·3 1,348 633 47.0 
435 63.8 436 2.20 50·5 
672 64·5 658 322. 48·9 
44 57 ·9 46 22 47.8 

356 69.4 - - -
392 60.5 - - -
651 67·3 4 1 25.0 
571 58.7 90 31 34.4 
228 55·1 606 318 52.5 
76 '32.6 918 449 48.9 

1 7.1 583 263 45.1 
1 100.0 287 135 47.0 

19 L12.2 36 14 38·9 
136 57·9 367 165 45.0 
206 60.1 161 78 48 .LI 
318 66.0 515 282 54.8 
423 65·0 500 265 53.0 

68 L,8·9 55 25 45·5 
171 5LI.3 723 306 42.3 
751 59·9 2 1 50.0 
181, 61.5 129 61 "~7 ·3 
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r?1 w:::E::::I:ES (2 ') 
A Cnlifornia Youth Authority Male: A California Youth AU'UlOl'ity rci;lalc: 

IIi, II ome ~,v:,onmcn" I 11., 11 ome En VI,~~nent' ,I / I 
I. Forty-three percent call1(! f~om neighborhoods I. Forty·five percent cnme from neigllborhoods 

which were below o\'l:rnge economically, 50 which were below aver:Jge econolllic:Jlly, 45 
percent cnrne from uverage neighborhoods, percent came from nverage neighborhoods, 
llnd 7 pcl'cent from above nverage neighbor- and 10 percent from above average neigh-
hoods. borhoods. 

2. Thirty-two percent lived in neighborhoods 2. Twenty-nine percent lived in neighborhoods 
with a high level of delinquency, and 37 with a high level of delinquency and 41 
percent in moderately delinquent neighbor- percent in moderately delinquent neighbor-
hoods. Only 6 percent lived in neighborhoods hoods. Only 7 percent lived in neighborhoods 
considered non-delinquent. rqosic\ered non·delinquent. . 

3. A significant proportion (37 percent) 'came 3-. A significant proportion (37 percent) cnme 
from homes where nll or part of the fnmily from homes where all or part of the fnmily 
income came from public assistance. income came from public assistance. 

Ilis Family: 
l. Thirty percent came from unbroken homes. 

One natural parent \\'a~ nrcscnt in :m addi­
tional 59 per~ent of the l;omes. 

2. One-half of the wards had at least one parent 
or one brother or sister who had a delinquent 
or criminal record. 

3. Only 3 percent were married nt the time of 
commitment, nnd 6 percent had children. 

Ilis Delillquellt Bellavior: 
I. Sixty-eight percent had five or more delin­

quent contacts prior to commitment to the 
Youth Authority. Fifty-sc\,en percent had been 
previously committed to a locnl or state fa­
cility. 

2. The mnjor problem nrea for 43 percent was 
undesirable peer inOucnces. 

lIis 1~7II]Jlo!lment IScllOoling: 
l. Of those in the bbnr force, 13 percent were 

employed full time while two-thirds were 
unemployed. 

2. Twenty percent were InS! enrolled in the 
ninth gr3de or lwlnw. Fifty·three (1L'rcent hncl 
readwd the elevcllth gr.1de when thcy were 
first cOlllmitted :lI1d 10 percellt had gr::.du:Jted 
from Iligh School. 

Her Family: 
1. Twenty-three percent came from unbroken 

homes, ()nt.: nnrl1rnl P2!:!'l~ '1.~:.:l~ prc!Jtnt in 
an additional 68 percent of the homes. 

2. Over one·lwlf of the wards hnd at lenst one 
pnrent or one brother or sister who had a 
delinquent or criminnl record. 

3. Eight percent were m:mieJ at the time of 
commitment and 19 percent had children. 

lIer Delillqllcnt Bchavior: 
I. Fifty·four percent had five or more delin­

quent contacts prior to commitment to the 
Youth Authority. Forty-three percent had 
been previously committed to a locnl or stnte 
facility. 

2. The major prohlem nrea for 40 percent wns 
mentnl or emotional problems. 

11 or l~l/I]JloYlllcllf IScTlOoling: • 
I. Of those in thc lubor force, 6 percent were 

emplo)'l'd full time while 85 pcrcent were 
unelllployed. 

2. Twenty-one percen! were Inst enrolled in the 
ninth gr.lde or helow. Fifty-two percent h3d 
re:Jchl'd the eb'enth grade, nne! 6 percent 
hnd grad1l3ted from Iligh School. 

Source: eVA Annual Report 1975, page 12. 
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APPENDIX E 

THE STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PAROLE FAILURE RATE TRENDS 

The graph on page.31 shows~the rate of Parole Failure per 100 on 

parole, for the year~ 1965-1975. 

Linear regression analysis corresponding to the above two variables 

(parole failure rate and year) resulted in the following equation: 

y = 41.909 - 1.1545 X 

where X ~ No. of years after 1964 

and y = rate of parole failure per 100 on parole 

The simple correlation coefficient for the above data was found to 

be -0.7972 and was significant atci = 0.05. The table below gives the data 

which were used for the graph and in computing the regression equation. 

No. of Average 
Years Parole Faiiures Parole Parole Failure Rate 
After Population Per 100 on Parole 

Year 1964 

1965 5,777 14,328 40.3 

1966 2 5,867 15,158 38.7 

1967 3 6,169 15,049 41.0 

1968 4 5.947 14,712 40.4 

j969 5 5,544 14,554 38.1 

1970 6 4,661 14,199 32.8 

1971 7 3,925 13,647 28.8 

1972 8 3,600 12,605 28.6 

1973 9 3,357 10,849 30.9 

1974 10 3,089 9,216 33.5 

1975 11 2,620 8,275 31.7 

SOURCE: CYA, 1975 Annual Report, Table 20, p. 31 and Table 28, p. 39. 
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APPUIDI X F 

CONTACTS PER PAROLEE PER MONTH 
BY LENGTH 01" STAY ON PAROLE 

Regular Parole Specia 1 Program 
Month Number No. of Contacts' Contac t Time tlumber No. of Contacts Contact Time 

on of per parolee per Parclee of per Parolee per Parolee 
Parole Parolees er r·lonth er Month(~~ mins Parolees er 110nth oer Month(in mins) 

0-3 37 5.7 120.4 4 6 254.5 

4-6 26 1.5 64.35 4 4 . 117.5 

7-9 24' 1.15 43.9 5 1.9 68.5 

10-12 26 1. 45 51. 2 6 3.7 136 

13-15 23 1.22 43.3 4 1.0 35 

16-18 14 1. 10 42.2 2 1.75 57.5 

19-24 22 0.8 20.5 3 1.5 42.5 

25-36 3 0.85 24.·5 2 0.5 67.5 

37-48 3 1.85 20.0 1 1.5 60 

49 and over 3 0 0 0 

The total nu.~e.r of sample cases in the study was 282, but the total for which contact information was available 
was only 231. with 200 in regular parole and 31 in special programs. 

Per IOOnth data were obtained by averaging contact data for May and June 1976. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PAROLE LENGTH 
AND POST-DISCHARGE CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

FOR SELECTED SAMPLE 

As described in the text, a comparison was made between two 

groups of wards selected from 1975 "good" dischargeslJ and differentiated 

by parole length. Eliminated from the analysis were wards of two types: 

(1) those with prior commitments, to partially equalize prior history 

and control its possible effect on parole length decisions, and (2) those 

wards who were not discharged "earll', since their parole length is a 

function of CYA jurisdiction and not of parole agent decision. 

The distribution of the 506, IIgood ll , lIear1yll, first commitment, 

1975 discharges by length of stay on parole revealed a wide variation in 

individual parole lengths. Two samples were selected; extreme values, 

such as one ward who was on parole for ten years, were excluded. The sec­

ond and third deciles of the distribution were chosen for the group with 

shorter parole length; wards in this group were on parole from 433 to 642 

days (14.2 to 21.1 months). The second group (the eighth and ninth de­

ciles) had a longer length of stay on parole of between 1,095 and 1,415 

days (36 to 46.5 months). The original sample size of 101 was reduced for 

each group because complete data were not available for some former CYA 

wards. The analysis, therefore, was limited to 98 ex-parolees in the 

first samrle and 94 in the second sample. The sub-population from 

lIFor defi:litions see Chapter VI, pages 45-46 and the Glossary, 
pages xv;i to xix. 

-91-



which these two samples were selected comprises 20.6 percent of the "good" 

discharges as illustrated by Figure G-l. 

FIGURE G-l 

"GOOD!! DISCHARGES--1975 

Prior 
Commitment 
907 (37.0~n 

Fi rst 
Commitment 
and Discharge 
at Expiration 
Oi~ Later 
1038 (42.3%) 

Commitment 
and Early 
Di scharge 
506 (20.6%) 

Data for characteristics of these two groups were obtained from 

CYA research staff and data on arrests and convictions were obtained from 

official criminal record files, both for the parole term and for the post­

discharge period. 
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Characteristics of the ---
Two Samples 

The two groups wer'e found to be very similar. There were no signif­

icant differencesZ! for court of commitment, sex, race, type of commitment 

offense, Full Board status, parole zone, type of parole program (regular 

versus special), and age at release to parole. Age at discharge from parole 

was the only variable which was significa.ntly different (20.47 years in the 

first group and 21.77 years in the second); this is to be expected because 

of the similarity in ages at release to parole and the difference in average 

parole lengths. Table G-l presents a summary of these characteristics 

for the two groups. 

Criminal Activity During Parole 
and After Discharge from Parole 

Criminal activity was measured by the number of arrests. Although 

an analysis of conviction records would be ideal for most follow-up studies, 

the recency of the one year post-discharge period in this analysis did not 

allow sufficient time for dispositions of all arrests. For this reason, 

and because we can assume Doth groups had equal exposure to arresting agen­

cies, arrests seemed a reasonable measure in a comparative analysis of 

criminal behavior. 

?J All tests for statistical significance were performed at the 95 percent 
confidence levei. In other words, there is less than 5 percent chance 
that the differences between the two groups are due to non-random 
factors. 
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TABLE G-l 

CHARACTERISTICS OF TWO GROUPS OF GOOD, EARLY, 1975 CVA FIRST COMMITMENT' 
WARDS DISCHARGED FROM PAROLE 

, 
Freguenc; es for 

Group 1 Group 2 Is the Difference Between 
Characteristics (Short! ) (Long Group 1 and 2 

Parole Parole) Significant at ~ = .05? 

Court of First Corrmi tmer.t 

· Juvenile 31 27 Not significant 

· Adult 67 67 X2 = 0.08 

Sex 

· Male 89 83 Not significant 

· female 9 11 X2 = 0.11 

Race 

White 61 56 Not significant 

· !>Iexi can-Ameri can 17 13 

· Black 18 23 x2 = 1.24 

I Others 2 2 

Age at Release to Parole 

16 or below 9 18 

17 8 8 Not s i gnffi cant· 

18 14 ' 10 

19 19 18 X2 = 4.84 

ZW 28 26 

21 or above 19 13 

- .-- ._-'" 

Age atOischarge (Years) 

I 1& 11 ]7 17 ~14 Significant 
18 

19 13 6 X2 '" 51.91 

20 15 14 
21 t6 7 
22 25 14 

23 ]s ~ 24 1 ~ 46 
25 
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TABLE G-l (Continued) 

Frequencies for 
Characteristics Group 1 Group-2 

(Short (Long 
Parole) Parole) 

Commitment Offense 

· Homicide ~23 ~27 · Robbery 22 25 

Assault )10 J9 Sex 

Burglary 17 14 

· Theft 21 11 

Drugs 19 24 

Miscellaneous Ja ]9 Felony 

Miscellaneous 
Misdemeanor 

Full-Board Status 

Full-Board 14 16 

Not Full-Board 84 78 

Parole Zone 

Zone I (San Francisco 
& North Coast) 

42 28 

· Zone II (Valley) 26 23 

· Zone III (Los Angeles) 11 15 

Zone IV (Southern 9 17 
Calif. except 
LA) 

· Out-of-State 10 11 

Pa ro 1 e Program 

Regular Program 88 85 

· Speci a 1 Program 10 9 
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Is the Difference Betwee n 
Group 1 and 2 

Significant atc)-= .05? 

Not significant 

X2 = 4.37 

I 

Not significant 

X2 = 0.10 

Not significant 

X2 = 6.10 

Not significant 

X2 = 0.01 
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Criminal activity, as measured by the number of arrests, was class-
, 

ified by 18 month parole/length intervals.and is displayed for the two 

groups in Table G-2. This period was selected because the first group had 

an average length of stay on parole of about 18 months. Those on parole 

less than 18 months had no post-parole arrests occurring less than 18 months 

from the date of institutional release. 

Number of 
Arrests 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Total 

TABLE G-2 

ARRESTS WHILE ON PAROLE 

Number of Parolees 

Group 1 Group 2 
First 18 Months First 18 Months 

83 59 

9 22 

~] 6 1~] 13 

98 94 

Group 2 
Second 18 Months 

74 

15 

:J 5 

94 

The data were statistically analyzed by using the chi-square 

(x2
) test, which allows us to compare the two groups of data and to determine 

if a difference in criminal activity exi~ts. Comparisons of the data pre­

sented in Table G-2 resulted in the following findings: 

e Group 2 (First 18 Months on Parole) was significantly different from 

Group 1 (First 18 Months on Parole) in terms of criminal activity 
2 

(x = 11.96). 
-96-
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• Group 2 (Second 18 Months on Parole) was not significantly different 

from Group 1 (First 18 Months on Parole) in terms of criminal activity 
') 

(x- = 2.09). 

• Group 2 compared with itself during the first and second 18 months on 

parole was significantly different in terms of criminal activity 
2 

(x = 6.57). 

This shows that the second group was involved in more arrests than the 

first group during the first 18 months on parole, which may generally 

explain the longer parole length of the second group. It should be noted, 

however, that while there were significant differences between the two 

groups, the majority of the parolees in Group 2, like the majority of the 

parolees in Group 1, had no record of arrests. Thus, from the arrest data 

it ~ ,!.lnclear why these parolees were kept on parole so 19!!R' 

The analysis also shows that there was a decline in the rate of 

criminal activity for Group 2 during the second 18 months of parole. 

In order to further examine the impact of this longer period of parole on 

post-discharge performance, we compared arrests for this period with those 

occurring after parole discharge. To correct for differing lengths of 

exposure, only a portion of this parole period (the nineteenth through the 

thirtieth months) was used. These data are presented in Table G-3 below, 

which shows that there was no significant difference in the rate of criminal 
2 

activity in these two one-year periods (x = 0.03). 
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Number of 
Arrests 

0 

1 

2 

3 

Total 

TABLE G-3 

ARRESTS FOR GROUP 2:SELECTED 
PAROLE AND POST-DISCHARGE PERIODS 

Number of Parolees in Group 2 

19th-30th One Year Post-
-.-

Months of Parole Discharge Period 

75 77 

] 19 1;] 17 

94 94 
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Further, analysis of the distribution of arrests and convictions 

for the two groups after discharge from parole (Table G-4) indicated that 

the groups were not significantly different in terms of criminal activity 
2 

(x = 0.0738). 

TABLE G-4 

ARRESTS AFTER 
DISCHARGE FROM PAROLE~ 

Number of Parolees 
Number of 
Arrests Group 1 Group 

0 79 77 

1 13 12 

2 

:J :J 6 
3 

Total 98 94 

~Time period represented averages one year. 

2 

5 

From the previous d~scusston it appears that the second group 

(with a parole length of 36 to 46.5 months) was kept on parole longer 

than desirable for effectiveness and efficiency, since their performance 

on parole after the first 18 months was not significantly different from 

that after discharge and their post-discharge behavior also did not differ 

from that of the group with a shorter parole period. Further studies with 
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comparison periods smaller than 18 months should be conducted to find 

an appropriate range of parole lengths for this parole sub-population. 

Data comparing parole and post-parole behavior of all wards in the 

sample are shown in Figure G-2. The two groups were combined in this 

analysis in order to study the predictability of post-parole behavior 

from arrests during parole. This longitudinal perspective reveals that 

the vast majority of wards (83.8 percent) who had no arrests during the 

first ~ months of parole remained arrest-free in the post-discharge 

period ~ well. Wards with only ~ arrest in the initial period also 

performed well after discharge, while those with two or more arrests 

performed only slightly worse. Because of the small number of arrests 

in the sample, the statistical significance of the differences in arrest 
, 

rates could not be adequately determined. 
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I 
I FIGURE G-2 

I COMPARISON OF PAROLE AND POST-PAROLE CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR FOR A SELECTED SAMPLE OF 192 PAROLEES 

P'£QUENCY FREQUENCY NUMBER OF ARRESTS 
Nm1BER OF ARllESTS (AND PERCENTAGE) IN: (AND PERCENTAGE) IN: DURING THE 

I DURING THE FIRST POST-DISCHARGE 
18 MONTHS OF PAROLE GROUP 1 GROUP 2 TOTAL GROUP 1 GROUP 2 TOTAL PERIOD 

I 
69. 50 119 

(83.1%) (84.7%) (83.8%) NONE 
11. 6 17 

83. 59 142 (13.3%) (10.2%) (12.0%) ONE 

I NONE (100% ) pOO%) (100%) 2. 1 3 

(2.4% 1 (U%) (2.1%) TWO 

I 
1. 2 3 

(1.2% I (3.4%) (2.1%) THREE OR MORE 

I 6. 18 24 

(66.7% 1 (81.8%) (77 .4%) NONE 
I, 4 5 

I 9. 22 31 (11.1% ) (18.2%) (16.1%) ONE 

ON[ ~l (100%) {100%) I, 0 

I 
i11.l:1. ) ( 0%) (3.2%) TWO 

0 

(11.1%) ( 0%) (3.2%) TIlREE OR MORE 

I 
3. 7 10 

I {71.4%l. NollE 

0, 2 2 

4. 10 14 ( 0% ONE 

I TWO (100%) {100%} (100%) 1. 2 

TWO 

I THREE OR MORE 

I 
1. 2 3 

(50%) ( 66.7%) (60%) NONE 
I, 0 

I 
2. 3 5 ONE 

THREE (100:1:) (100~) (l00%) 0, 0 0 OR 
MORE TWO 

I o. 
33.31.) (20%) THREE OR MORE 

I .. lOl-

I 
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APPENDIX H 
a/ 

PAROLE COSTPER'PAROLEE·PER MONTH-

Average Cost Per Parolee Per Month21 

Total Cases in Sample 

Total Cost Per Month 

Percent of Parolees with Over 
12 Months of Parole 

Percent of Contact Time Spent on 

= 

=< 

= 

= 

Parolees with Over 12 Months of Parole = 

Cost on Parolees with Over 12 Months 
of Parole 

Weighted by Percent of Contact 
Time Per Month 

Cost Per Parolee with Over 
12 Months of Parole 

Per Month 

= 

= 

$119 

231 

231 x $119 = $27,489 

42.85% 

32.54% 

$27,489 x 32.54% = $8,944.90 

$8,944.90/(0.4285 x 231) = 90.36 

a/Computations based on data for 231 sample cases. 
'.[;'See discussion on page 48 for derivation. 
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APPENDIX I 

CASELOAD RATIO FOR REGULAR PAROLE 

Actual ADP Total Case- Number of Adjusted Case-
Fiscal Year on Regul,r Fi 11 ed Number Fi 11 ed Number Carrying Exempted Carrying 

ParoleE. of PA I of PA IIb/ Parole Positions paro17 
(1) (2) (3) Agents(4) (5) Agents C (6) 

1972/73 10815 178.2 47.7 225.9 11 214.9 

1973/74 8690 151.4 43.6 195.0 14 181.0 

1974/75 7575 132.9 41 173.9 21 152.9 

1975/76 6992 119.7 39.2 158.9 21 137.9 

a/Data on Average Da'ily Population do not include the number supervised under special programs. 
b/Starting from 1972/73, Parole Agents II have been classified as assistant supervisors PA II, 
- specialists. Only the specialists are included in the computation of caseload ratios. 
yThis is the figure used in computing the actual caseload ratio. 

Actual 
Caseload 
Ratio 

((1)/(6)) 

50.3 

48.0 

49.54 

50.70 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
APF,:~DIX J 

"EXEMPT" ADJUSnlENT 3Y PAROLE POPULATION 

(A) (8) (C) (D) 
'Exempt" Positions niti ated Number of ADP on Parole ADP on Parol, 

(E)2i (F)!U (G)Y (HjY 
Change in Adjusted ADP on Parole Change in 

in Positions when 1975-76 Pos iti ons Total 1976-77 Positions 
Initiated After Adjust- Pos iti ons After 

ment 1975-76 Adjustment 
1975-76 

~issing Ward U~it 1974-75 6 8327 7653 0.48 5.52 I 7288 -- ~ 
~pecial Case CreditEV 1966-67 5 14743.Q! 7653 2.40 2.60 7288 2.53 

~orrisey 1973-74 3 9546 7653 0.60 2.40 7288 0.72 

~""'/S"'P"ll 1974-75 7 8327 7653 

a 1 rie/LaCroi xf./ 1976-77 4 1 7288 --
Reduced Referralfl 

0.57 6.43 7288 0.84 

-- -- 7288 --

Time 1976-77 8 7288 -- -- -- 7288 --

otal Adjusted 
"Exempt" Position -- -- -- -- -- 16.95 -- --

-

2iChanges in position7r.t!rfil adjustment = initial number of positions X (inil~lal ADP on Parole - ADP on Parole of Current Period) 
i.e. (E) = (B) X ~; (H) = (8) X if.tc¥l initial ADP on Parole 

!UAdjusted total positions (F) and (I) = Number of Positions (B) - Changes il Positions After Adjustment (E or H) 
£/ADP on Parole for 1976-77 is estimated 
EV"Exempts" for Special Case Credit have existed since prior to 1966-67. AD' on Parole for 1966-67 is the average of the ADP on Parole for 

1966 and that for 1967. 

YIIExempt" positions for the Missing Ward Unit were discontinued June 3D, 19'{j 

fI"Exemptn posi ti ons for Val rie/LaCroix and Reduced Referral Time are cons i d'"I'ed to be fully justi fi ed for 1976-77 parole popul ati on 

- - -

(I ).!l! 
Adjusted 

Total 
Positions 
1976-77 

-- Y , 

2.47 I 
I 

2.28 

6.16 

4.00 

8.00 

22.91 






