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Research Report No. 62 

INVESTIGATION AND SURVEILLANCE IN PAROLE SUPERVISION 
An Evaluation of the High Control Project 

Deborah Star 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction and Objectives 
-I, 

This study reports the results of the High Control 
Project, an experimental parole supervision program which 
operated within the Parolea.nd Community Services Division of the 
California Department of Corrections between 1977 and 1980. The 
aig~ Control Project was the last of several neW programs 
implemented as part of a three year self evaluation effort 
undertaken by the department to determine more effective ways of 
running the California parole system in the future. The Project 
tested "control" oriented models of parole supervision where 
specially trained parole agents conducted intensified 
"investigati~~" and "surveillant" activities on selected high 
risk parolees. The objectives of the project were to: (1) 
identify those parolees who presented the most serious threat to 
public safety, (2) deter those parolees who had not returned to 
criminal activity but had a high potential for doing so, and (3) 
increase the frequency and severity of sanctions applied to those 
parolees verified as having returned to criminal activity. 

The high control models of parole supervison differed from 
traditional approaches to parole supervision on several 

. dimensions. First, it represented an exclusive control oriented, 
as opposed to a service or a mixed service and control 
orientation to supervision. Second, it placed primary emphasis 
on· conducting pre (as opposed to post) arrest investigation 
activities and upon monitoring parolee activity indirectly 
through a variety of means (as opposed to direct agent-parolee 
contacts). Third, it targeted a group of parolees selected by 
agents as being higher risk cases. And, fourth, by using 
specialist (as opposed to generalist) agents working within a 
small team of agents (rather than independently), it utilized a 
different organizational and management stcucture. 

Two types of control-oriented parole supervision models 
were proposed for testing in the High Control Project. The 
INVESTIGATION MODEL utilized high control parole agents to 
conduCt short. term investigations of the activities of parolees 
suspected of current involvement in illegal activities. The 
purposes of the investigations were to verify the parolee IS 

involvement in illegal activities, apprehend if necessary, and 
work toward a -'successful ,prosecution. The INTENSIVE SUPERVISION 
MOQEL utilized high control agents in a more traditional case­
carrying role (but vlith smaller caseloads) to closely monitor the 
day-to-day activities of parolees with serious prior criminal 
histories. The purpose of the close monitoring was to prevent 
and deter parolees from returning to illegal activities. 

-i-



Parolees were to be selected for placement in the project 
based upon a prior criminal history of, or ~ocumented infOrmation 
of current involvement in, one of five criminal or parole 
violation activities targeted by the project including: (1) 
assaultive or sexually deviant activity, (2) large scale narcotic 
sales act.ivity, (3) large scale property or fraud crimes, (4) 
involvement in prison gang activities, o~ (5) absconding from 
parole supervision. 

Methodology 

This study reports the results of the high control models 
of parole supervision as they operated at four parole unit 
demonstration sites between February 1, 1977.and June 30, 1979. 
The four parole units and sample size studied included the 
Stockton (N/cil18) and the Bakersfield (N=79) parole units which 
each implemented an investigation model, the Riverside/San 
Bernardino parole units (N=54) which implemented an intensive 
supervision model, and the Walnut Creek parole units whicb 
implemented both models (N=48 investigatio:fl, N=77 intensive 
supervision). . 

The purpose of the evaluation was to (1) describe the 
activities and operations of the two models as they were 
implemented at 'the four parole unit demonstration sites, (2) 
determine the extent to which higher risk parolees were selected 
for the project, (3) determine if the project was associated wifh 
an increase in the frequency and severity of sanctions placed 
upon parolees who had become reinvolved in illegal activities, 
and (4) determine if the project was associated with an overall, 
long-term reduction in the frequenc;:y and severity of crimes 
committed. The evaluation also sought to determine if project 
effectiveness was differentially associated with the various 
types of criminal activity targeted by the project and with the 
varying operational styles adopted at the four demonstration 
sites. 

The evaluation used a quasi-experimental design. Program 
activities and program outcomes of project cases (i.e., the 
experimental group) were compared t.o the activities and outcomes 
of a similar group of high risk parolees who received only 
regular parole supervision (i.e., a comparison group). The 
comparison cases were selected from the Ventura parole district 
(N=21 investigation, N=27 intensive supervision) and the Redwood 
City parole unit (N=16 investigative, N=35 intensive 
supervision). Neither site implemented high control models of 
parole supervision. 

Project activities and outcomes were measured separately 
for the t\1l0 models implemented. As the primary goal of the;/ 
investigation model was to incapacitate those Parolees who had 
returned to illegal activities, outcome was measured by the 
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extent to which successful verifications, and subsequent criminal 
and revocation sanctions received, increased for the cases 
investigated. As the primary goal of the intensive supervision 
model was preventive and deterrent, outcome was measured by the 
exte~t to whi~h the frequency and severity of criminal activity 
comm~tted dur~ng a twelve month program follow-up period was 
reduced for the cases intensively supervised. The extent to 
which either model was associated with an increase in the parole 
agent's contribution to the detection and criminal processing of 
parolees who had recidivated was also measured. The source of 
data for the activity and outcome measures included parole 
violation reports, parole agent field notes, and special 
investigative reports and selection forms designed for this 
project. 

,Findings 

Selecting Higher Risk Releasees. High control project 
staff selected higher risk releases to parole for placement in 
one of the two models of the project. A comparison on the 
criminal background characteristics of 243 parolees selected for 
the High Control Project (through October 31, 1978) and 784 
parolees not selected (but on parole as of October 31, 1978) at 
the four experimental parole units showed the selected group was 
more likely (1) to have been committed to prison for a . 
narcotic/drug offense, (2) to have a narcotic history and (3) to 
have a prior prison commitment record. 

Activities and Operations of the Investigation Model. The 
investigation model operated as was proposed by conducting short 
term investigations of parolees currently suspected of being 
involved in illegal activities. An examination of the processing 
of the 245 cases investigated through June 30, 1979 showed the 
cases were selected based on information received from either 
local law enforcement or the regUlar supervising agent, and that 
the cases were currently involved in either assaultive activity 
or ~arcotic sales activity (with and without also suspected of 
hav~ng absconded from parole supervision). Very few cases were 
investigated for either of the other two targeted activities 
(i.e., prison gang activities or large scale property/fraud 
crimes). The typical investigation lasted sixty days. 

Congruent with it's purpose, the evaluation found that 
"information gathering" comprised the major activities performed 
under the investigative model. The activity recordings for the 
245 cases investigated were classified into ten major types and a 
profile was drawn. The analysis found that the most common 
activities included surveillance, information exchanges with lAW 
enforcement, information exchanges with collaterals (i.e., 
associates) of the parolee, and other miscellaneous evidence 
collection activities (e.g., witness interviews, record checks, 
etc. ) • 
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The types of activity performed under the investigation 
model appeared to differ significantly from the types of activity 
performed under regular supervision. A comparison of the types 
of activity performed on the 245 investigations and the types of 
activity performed on six comparison cases with available 
activity data showed that the activities which typified regular 
supervision (i.e., face-to-face check-up contacts and re~ui~ed 
administrative processing tasks) were not frequently per:tormed by 
investigative agents, and vice versa for the activities which 
typified investigative supervision. 

Activities and Operations of the Intensive Supervision 
Model. Under intensive supervision agents maintained full 
case load responsibilities, each agent supervising between 10 and 
15 cases at a time. An examination of the processing of the 131 
cases placed under intensive supervision through December 31, 
1978 showed that most were placed immediately upon release from 
prison or soon thereafter and they remained under intensive 
supervision an average of elevenmont.hs. Four-fifths of the 131 
intensive supervision cases were selected because of a prior 
criminal history involving various kinds of violent or sexually 
deviant activity. Very few cases were selected for; intensive 
supervision under any of the other four criminal and violational 
activity areas targeted by the project. 

The activities performed under intensive supervision were 
congruent with it's purpose to "closely monitor" the parolees 
activities. The number of activities performed was large, 
averaging ten per thirty day period on parole. Approximately one­
third of the total activities performed were direct check-up 
contacts with the parolee, and ten percent were contacts with 
collaterals of the parolees. Information exchanges with law 
enforcement, evidence collection activities and required 
administrative processing activities each occupied another ten 
percent of the total number of activities performed. 

Many of the same types of activity performed under regular 
supervision were also performed under intensive supervision, 
except more frequently and with a different emphasis. The 
acti~ities performed on III of the 131 experimental cases were 
compared to the activities performed for 44 of the 62 comparison 
cases (Note: 38 study cases were eliminated due to missing 
data). The findings showed that intensive supervision nearly 
tripled the number of activities perform~d under regular 
supervision (10 activities/30days vs. 4 activities/30 days), 
showed that a larger proportion of intensive than regular 
supervision activities comprised lindirl7ct" monitoring activities 
(i.e., law enforcement and collateral exchanges) as opposed to 
"direct" monitoring (i.e., face-to-face check-up ~ontacts with 
the parolee). 
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Outcome of the Investigation Model: Increased 
Verification and Sanctions. The investigation model was found to 
be associated with an increase in case verifications of suspected 
criminal and parole violation activity. The findings indicated 
that the 245 cases investigated experienced significantly more 
successful verifications and placements in custody (as opposed to 
investigations where no evidence or insufficient evidence was 
available) for suspected types of criminal and violational 
activity than 37 comparison cases also suspected of illegal 
activity involvement but not investigated. 

The investigation model was also associated with an 
increasp. in the sanctions applied to parolees suspected of being 
reinvolved in illegal activities, however the increase occurred 
only in parole revocation dispositions. An analysis of the 
charges filed in connection with the investigation showed that a 
larger proportion of the 245 cases investigated as compared to 37 
comparison cases not investigated had revocation charges filed. 
Also a significantly larger proportion of the most serious 
dispositions received in connection with the investigation 
purposes were "board-ordered" returns-to-custody. No significant 
difference was found between the two study groups on the 
proportion of cases with criminal charges filed and on the 
proportion of cases whose most serious disposition was a new 
court commitment to prison. 

Finally, the investigation model was associated with an 
increase in the contribution made by parole agents to the 
detection and processing of new charges, although law enforcement 
rather than parole agent activities continued to account for the 
major contribution. The analysis provided evidence that parole 
agents (1) were a source of activity or information leading to 
the most serious disposition, (2) provided assistance in the 
criminal prosecution, and (3) confiscated contraband (i.e., 
weapons, narcotics and stolen property) slightly more often for 
the 245 investigated cases than for the 37 comparison cases. 

Outcome of the Intensive Supervision Model: Prevention 
a.nd Deterrence. The intensive supervision model was not 
associated with a reduction in the frequency and severity of 
subsequent criminal activity during either a six or a twelve 
month program follow-up period. Counter to the deterrent effect 
of intensive supervision hypothesized by project planners, a 
comparison of the six month outcomes for 129 of the 131 
experimental and 61 of the 62 comparison cases (Note: three 
study cases were eliminated due to missing data) showed that 
intensive supervision cases experienced a higher: (1) proportion 
of cases whose parole status had unsuccessfully terminated early 
as of the end of the follow-up period, (2) proportion of cases 
with criminal charges filed: (3) average severity of the new 
criminal charges filed, (4) proportion of cases with the more 
serious types of criminal dispositions received, and (5) number 
of days expended in custody during the follow-up period. An 
identical analysis based on an 80% sub-sample of the study cases 
(117 experimental and 37 comparison cases) with sufficient 
elapsed time to conduct a longer term twelve month follow-up 
analysis showed similar results. 
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Differential Effectiveness Across Parole Units. 
Comparisons across the three units implementing the investigation 
model and the two units implementing the intensive supervision 
model showed the parole units were associated with different 
outcomes. The Bakersfield unit project was associated with 
higher rates of successful outcomes than the investigative 
projects conducted at either the Stockton unit or the Walnut 
Creek unit. Several explanations for the outcome variance 
including differences in the types of activities performed at 
each unit and differences in the types of cases selected at each 
unit were explQred. Neither interpretation was conclusively 
ruled out. The Walnut Creek unit project was associated with a 
larger increase in sanctions received than the intensive 
supervision project conducted at the Riverside/San Bernardino 
unit. However, differences in the types of cases selected at the 
two units were found to totally account for this particular 
outcome variance. 

Interpretation of Findings. Based upon the higher rate of 
successful verifications and higher rate of revocations sanctions 
applied to cases investigated under the High Control Project, 
coupled with an increase in the agents contribution to the 
detection and processing of new charges, it was concluded that 
pre-arrest investigative activities "may" increase illegal 
activity verification and sanctioning rates. Further research 
was found necessary before other possible Qxplanations for the 
outcome differences found coqld be conclusively ruled out. 

Selection factor differences were found to at least 
partially account for the higher recidivism rates of parolees in 
the intensive supervision model of the High Control Project. 
Therefore, no conclusions were reached regarding the preventive 
or deterrent effect of the model's more frequent check-up 
contacts. The few preventive-oriented activities conducted under 
the model, coupled with prior research on earlier intensive 
supervision models tested in California which found violation 
rates increased as a result of the closer watch provided, 
indicated prevention/deterrence may have been an inappropriate 
objective. 

If as it appears the effbct of high control models of 
parole supervision is to increase the number of parolees 
sanctioned for returning to criminal activity, then it next 
remains to be demonstrated that the incapacitative effect of such 
sanctions is to reduce parolee crime levels in the long run. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This is a study of high control models of parole. 

Supervision based on intensified surveillant and investigative 

activities was delivered to selected high risk p~role~s in an 

attempt to reduce the likelihood of their returning to or 

continuing criminal activity. Known as the "Hi~h Control 

Project", it's purpose was to: 

- identify parolees who presented the most 
serious threat to pub])ic safety 

- increase the controls and sanctions 
for parolees who had retUrned to 
criminal activity 

- deter those parolees who had not returned to 
criminal activity but had a high probability 
of doing so ' 

To test the impact of this model, projects were 

implemented in four parole unit demonstration sites in California--

Walnut Creek, Stockton, Bakerfield and Riverside/San Bernardino. 

The sites varied in the type of high control model implemented -

investigation or intensive supervision - and toa lesser degree 

in their organizational and management structure. However, they 

were all similar in that selected high risk parolees were 

targeted for intensified surveillance and/or investigation by 

specially trained'paroleJagents. This report examines the 

activiti~s and outcomes of the High Control Proj~ct as it 

operated between February 1977, when the first of the four 

demonstration sites became ope:~ational, and June 30, 1979, the 

study period cut-off date. 
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The purpose of t~e evaluation reported here is to: utilization of the surveillance and investigation strategies 

- descri,be. the activities and organization commonly identified with a law enforcement approach to 
of th(~ hlgh control model a,S implemented 
at the four demonstration sites identifying and apprehending offenders. Furthermore, the 

- d~termine the extent to which higher 
rlsk cases were selected and placed in 
the project 

- ~etermin~ if a ~igh control model of supervision 
1S assoc1ated wlth an increase in the controls 
and sanctions placed upon parolees for their 
criminal activities 

- determine if a high control model of 
supervision is associated with an dverall 
reduc~i~n inth~ ~requency and severity 
of cr1m1nal actlv1ty committed 

- determine if effectivenesS is related to 
a} the different control models imple~ented • 
b) the different organizational structures of 
the demonstration sites and c} the different 
types of cases targeted for the project 

The control actt~ities examined itl this projeot are 

not new to parole supervision. Watching the activity of 

inmates released to the community has always been. a function 

of parole supervision. However, this role has beeq 

criticized for being secondary to, an~ contlicting with, the 

helping function of supervision. Furthermore, the 

effectiveness of thoSe routine supervision activities 

commonly associated with the control function, including 

making check-up contacts and revoking parole when violations 

of parole conditions have occurred~ have been recently 

questioned. 

What was new in the high control approach to parole 

supervision examined in this report was it's intensive 
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organizational structures of the participating parole units 

represented an attettlpt to separate control activities from 

helping activities by using specialist parole agent 

positions. And finally, the project was unique in that it 

targeted a highly select group of parolees seen as 

presenting a more serious threat to public safety. 

Description of High Control Supervision 

The high control model of supervision represented a 

law enforcement approach to the supervision of inmates 

released to parole status in the community. As opposed to 

the second major function of parole, i.e. providing services 

and easing the inmate's transition from prison to the 

community, the emphasis here is on control and community 

protection. To accomplish this the High Control Project 

placed primary attention upon the tasks of (1) surveillance 

and (2) investigation. 

"Surveillance" refers to the checking and 

verification of the parolee's behavior in the community. In 

routine parole supervision this primarily occurs through the 

agent's conducting mandatory contacts with either the 

parolee or with the parolee's family and associates (i.e., 

collaterals). In the high control approach, the parolee is 

watched more often. More importantly, information is 

gathered on the parolee's status primarily from "indirect" 

sources (rather than directly from the parolee), 
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including the use of under~over sur~eillance, informants, 

?nd collateral contacts. 

"Investigation" tefer~ to the gathering of ~pecific 

criminal activity information, usually from victims, 

witnesses, informants and collaterals. As with 

surveillance, investi~8tions are conducted under traditional 

forms of supervision too; uSUally for the purpose of 

providing evidence and documentation in violation reports 

and at revocation hearings. It typically occurred after an 

arrest or after a parole violation is known to have 

occurred. In contrast, investi~ation activity under the 

High Control Project takes place before an arrest has 

occurred or violation of a parole condition has been 

verified. The purpose of investigation under high control 

is to link the parolee with the "suspected" criminal 

activity. Thus, the high control apptoach to investigation 

typically leads to an arrest, rather than follows up an 

arrest. 

To accomplish the tasks of surveillance and 

investigation, the following "sPecific" kinds of activities 

were performed in the High Control Project: 

- conducting interviews with victims, witnesses 
- conducting searches and seizing evidence 
- e~changing current parolee activity ihformation 

wlth local law enforcement agencies 
apprehending and placing under arrest 
conducting undercover surveillance 

- gathering information and evidence from . 
official records and police resource materials 
verifying parolee activity with collate~als 
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Thus, the high control approach included both a shift in 

emphasis from a mixture of helping and controlling tasks to 

total control activities, and the introduction of new 

specific tasks and activities commonly conducted by police 

agencies. 

The high control model is also different from 

traditional supervision on two other dimensions: (1) the 

targeting of selected offenders and (2) the organizational 

and management structures used. 

Selected Target Population 

The high control model of supervision targeted a 

select group of releases to parole. Routine supervision 

models also vary the level of supervision according to the 

type of case; but the variat ion is based upon a l~·mited 

range of mandatory check-up contacts. Furthermore, few 

guidelines are available in traditional parole to assist in 

selecting the more serious from the less serious case. The 

high control approach was slightly more systematic than the 

traditional parole classification effort. 

The high control project staff developed a set of 

five selection criteria to identify the more serious 

parolees for high control attention. While essentially the 

decision to place in high control was clinically made, using 

the collective judgements of several agents and parole 

supervisors, a loose set of selection guidelines were 

applied. Parolees with either a) a prior criminal history 

or b) current suspected activity i~ one of the following 
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five activity areas were targeted for the project: 

1. prison gang affiliated activities 
2. large scale narcotics~les activity 
3. violent/aggressive dr,sexually deviant activity, 
4. large scale propertY,thefts , 
5. absconders from paroie supervision or other 

difficulty in contacting 

Many factors other' than those listed above entered into the final 

case selection decision. In addition, exceptions to the above 

criteria allowed other cases to be placed in the project. The 

extent to which these criteria were applied and the priorities 

placed upon them are examined later in Chapter V. 

The five selection criteria were developed by the 

participating demonstration units/districts, and the exact 

rationale for their selection is unknown. However they appear to 

encompass several, rather than any one, rationale including: 

-,activities indicating a high probability of returning 
to such criminal aqtivity 
activities involving violent or aggressive activity 
of high public dislike 

- activities reflecting eKtensive criminal careers 
- activities functioning as e~rly detection clues 
- activities which are known to be impacted by police 

activities (i.e., suppressible crimes) 

The targeting or parolees with a history of or current 

suspected involvement in "violent or sexually deviant" activity 

likely reflects the seriousness placed by the ~ublic on crimes 

involving injury or potential injury to persons. The targeting 

of parolees involved in large scale " narcotic sales" and 

"proPerty theft" activities reflects the concern with offenders 

who have a greater likelihood of returning to criminal activity 

and also offenders who are known to have extensive and prolonged 
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involvement in these activities (i.e., career criminals). 

Finally, the remaining two high control criteria, "prison gang 

affiliation" and "parole absconders", targets~ctivities which 
( ") ~ 

"',in 
are not criminal in and of themselves but rath~~ are "clues n 

indicating a potential for criminal involvement and allows early 

detection or prevention of actual criminal activities. 

A final rationale which could possibly explain the high 

control selection criteria used in this project is the police 

concept of "suppressible crimes". Suppressible crimes are those 

which can be impacted by police activities. That is, the 

circumstances and locations under which they are committed 

provide the police a greater chance to deter crime or apprehend 

offenders. The police categories of suppressible crimes vary 

from department to department but usually include the followih~ 

offense types: robbery, burglary, thefts, assaults and sex 

crimes. All of these offense types are encompassed by the five 

high control selection criteria listed above. 

As the selection guidelines for the high control mOdel 

were unique to this project and appear to be based on a variety 

of "seriousness" rationales and indicators rather than anyone, 

their validity will be examined in this report. Later chapters 

will attempt to provide more definition to each of the high 

control selection criteria by examining their application across 

the four demonstration sites, and the outcomes of cases selected 

under each Qategory~ 

-7-



Organization and Management structure 

The high control model operated with an organizational and 

management struct~~e different from that of traditional parole 

supervision models. First the high control agent role was one of 

a "specialist" rather than the more traditional "generalist" 

agent. Agents in the project primarily performed the control-

oriented activities; they either deemphasized or excluded the 

performance of helping activities. The high control agent either 

referred the parolee to another agent in the unit for service 

delivery or responded with services only upon the parolee's 

request. 

Second, the high control specialist agent worked within a 

small team of control specialists, ranging from one other agent 
, 

to three other agents. Decisions were made and many activities 

(particularly undercover surveillance tasks) were conducted by 

the team of agents. Additional coordination of the team was 

possible through the use of mobile radio equipment. Iri contrast, 

the agent under traditional parole usually worked alone and had 

total responsibility for a CBRe. Only arrests and major decision­

making tasks regarding changes in the parolee's status (e.g., 

adding special conditions, returning to prison) were made in 

collaboration with another staff member. 

Third, the high cont~ol function was carried out in a 
!/ 

special sub-unit \olithin a larger parole unit or district. The 

sub-unit was authorized to conduct speciai activities (e.g., 

undercover surveillance), use special equipment (e.g., mobile 
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radio equipment), and maintain variable working schedules (e.g., 

work in the evening). The amount of coordination with the larger 

unit/district (of which the high control staff was a part) varied 

depending upon the model implemented (extensive coordination for 

the investigation model, little coordination for the intensive 

supervision model). In contrast, the agent under traditional 

supervision models worked independently of the other agents in 

the office and used none of the special tactics and equipment of 

the high control agent. 

Finally the high control agent handled a smaller number of 

cases than is traditionally assigned to one agent. As the time 

necessary to perform intensive surveillant and investigative 

activities was greater, the number of cases assigned to an agent 

was lowered to between 10 - 15 cases. In contrast, traditional 

supervision models have always been based on a larger caseload 

ratio which is currently averaging between 50 and 60 cases per 

agent. 

Two Models of High Control: Investigation and Intensive 
Supervision 

Two different models of high control supervision were 

tested. One was an "intensive supervision" model which 

maintained close, frequent contacts with parolees in a small 

caseload structure. The second was an "investigative" model 

which conducted short term investigations of parolees suspected 
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of involvement in criminai activity. The basic premises upon 

which each model ~~s deriVed ~~~ briefly described below. 

(Actual differences in the kinas of activities occurring under 

each model is described later in the report). 

Investigation. The purpose of the investigative model was 

to collect information in order to verify or clear the parolee of 

suspected involvement in crimihal activity. Ah investigation was 

initiated only when current: c~lmina1 activity was suspected. It 

was short in duration, generaliy iasting between 10 and 120 days. 

In addition to the tasks of evidence collection, apprehension and 

support for subsequent criminal ~ourt or revocation processing 

also occurred. All regular caseioad responsibilities (e.g., 

mandatory contacts, service d~livert, violation report writing) 

remained with another, traditional paroie, supervising agent. 

Intensive Supervision. The purpose of the intensIve 

supervision ~odel was to mdhitor Cl~s~ly the parolee's activity. 

It was essentially a high contact model with emphasis placed on 

collecting informatiJn regardihg the case through collaterals, 

informants, and undercover surveillance. Intensive supervision 

generally begins early in the parole period and may if necessary 

last the full period the case is under paro~e status. Placement 

was based primarily upon the ~ri6r criminal history of the case. 

The intensive sfipervision agerit ~aintained full caseload 

responsibilities on each case. 
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The general differences between the two models are summarized 

below: 

1. FOCUS: 

2. PLACEMENT 
INITIATED 
BY: 

Intensive Supervision 

monitoring parolee's 
general activity 

history of criminal 
activity 

3. PURPOSE: deterrence/prevention 

4. CASELOAD 
RESPONSIBILITY: full 

5. DURATION: long term, 
permanent 

Investigation 

verification of specific 
parolee activity 

current suspected 
criminal activity 

verification/clearance, 
leading to apprehension 
and/or prosecution 

none 

short term, 
temporary 

The· investigation model was implemented at two of the four 

demonstration sites. The intensive supervision model was 

implemented at one of the four demonstration sites. One demonstration 

site implemented both models. How each of the four demonstration 

sites implemented the high control moaels is described next. 
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DEMONS1rRATION SITES 

Four parole ~nits/districts within the State of California 
. ".. . 

were selected t~ implement ~b~ High Control P~oject. All four 

sites were in basic agreemen~ as ~o the objecti~es of the 

project, and the major program activities to be conducted. 

It was up to each site to select which of the two high 

control mo~els (investigation or intensive supervisi6n) it would 

implement. Also each site de~eioped it's own organizational ,and 

management structure. As a result of this self-selection 

process, each of the four demonstration sites operated 
... " ~ 

differently. It was also expected that each site would vary 

somewhat in the kinds and ~~~~uehcy with which th~y perfo~med 

various high control activities and in the types of cases each 

addressed. The exact extent to which these differences occurred 

will be examined in subsequent chapters. A brief description of 

how each of the four sites 6rg~nized themselves is given below 

and is summarized in Figure 1. 

Walhut Creek 

The Walnut Creek High Control Project operated in two of 

the three parole units in the North Bay District of Parole Region 

II. The Walnut Creek Felon unit and the Walnut Creek Non-Felon 

Unit (for civilly committed narcotic addicts on parole), which 
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both served the Contra Costa County area, were located in a 

single building in the city of Walnut Creek. (A third uhit in 

the North Bay District and located in the city of Santa Rosa, did 

not participate in the project). During the progress of the 

project, the non-high control staff in the two units totaled 17, 

eleven of which were case-carrying agents (Parole Agents I and 

II's) and six of which were supervisorial and clerical staff. 

The Walnut Creek site was the only one of the four sites 

to elect to implement both the investigative model and the 

intensive supervision model. Two agents were assigned to conduct 

intensive supervision, carrying approximately fifteen cases each; 
.j 

and two agents (one of whom also functioned as the "agent-in-

charge" of the project) were assigned to an investigative 

approach conducting approximately ten to fifteen investigations 

at a time. With a clerk, the total staff in the Walnut Creek 

High Control Project was five. 

The rationale behind .implementing both models was to allow 

maximum flexibility. An immediate information follow-up on cases 

suspected of current criminal involvement (investigative model), 

as well as on-going close monitoring of cases with serious 

criminal histories (intensive supervision model) were seen as 

needed. In addition, it was seen as valuable to transfer cases 

from one model to the other, particularly cases whose 

investigations did not verify current criminal activity but whose 

past history indicated a strong likelihood of returning and a 

need for close monitoring • 
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Some dissatisfaction witr the investigative model occurred 

mi~way during the stu9Y period. As a result of this 

dissatisfaction, the investigative model was dropped in October 

1978, twenty months after starting. The switch coincided with a 

change of su~ervisors for the Walnut Creek Project and was 

intended to maximize th~ high control agent's responsibility for 

the case. That is, project staff felt that the intensive 

superv.ision model in contra:st to the investigation model had the 

advantage of having current case activity information available 

to allow early detection. In February, 1979 four months after 

dropping the investigations model, Walnut Creek reinstituted it 

after the need for some short term investigations had arisen. 

The Walnut Creek unit was the first of the four sites to 

implement the project, be<;1,in11in,g pn February l~, 19.77. It 

terminated March 31, 1980. However, only cas.e intake through 

I)ecember 31, 1978 fOl;" the int:ensi ve superyis ion model and June 

JO, 1979 for the investigati<m model, is e.xamined here. 

The High Control proi~ct serviced both the Walnut Creek 

felon and the Walnut Creek nan-felon units which together 

averaged 465 cases (326 felons and 139 non-felons). during the 

study period. While occup~ing office Spc;tCe in the same building 

as the felon and non-felon units, the High Control Unit operated 

as a,. separate. but allieq unit. which reported directly to the 

North Bay District Administraltor. 

It 

b 

Cases for the High Control Project were selected primarily 

from referrals. Agents and supervisors in the participating two 

units, as well as outside law enforcement agencies, referred 

cases which met the selection criteria. In addition, an ongoing 

screening of new cases (pre-releasees and parole unit transfers) 

by the two unit supervisors also helped to identify project 

cases. All cases were screened by the High Control Project staff 

prior to final acceptance. 

Stockton 

The stockton High Control project operated within the 

Stockton Unit of the Central Valley District in Parole Region I. 

The Stockton Unit serviced areas surrounding the cities of 

Stockton, Manteca, Tracy, and Lodi. During the progress of the 

project the unit had eleven non-high control staff including 

eight supervising agents and three supervisorial and clerical 

staff members. 

The Stockton Project implemented an investigative model. 

Two agents worked as a team investigating between t~n and twenty 
\\ 

cases at anyone time. supervision of the team was j)~>::~vided by 

the unit supervisor who also supervised the non-hi~h control 

parole agent staff. No separate office space or.iclerical support 

staff was utilized. 

The Stockton Project was the second of the four sites to 

implement and began operation January 1, 1978, approximately 
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eight months after the Walnut Creek Project. The project 

terminated June 30, 1979, eight~en months later due to an 

administrative reallocation of the unit's staff resources. All 

cases placed under investigation during this eighteen month 

. period are examined here. 

Cases placed under investigation were drawn from the 

caseloads of the' eleven non.!high control agents. During the 

eighteen month study period, the Stockton parolee population 

averaged 255 cases, including 2Dl felons and 54 non-felons. Case 

selection was primarily initiated' by referrals from the regular 

supervising agent, although referrals from outside law 

enforcement agencies also occurred. An ongoing screening of the 

unit's cases also took place via case conferences between the 

regular supervising agents and the unit supervisor. The High 

Control agents screened all referrals prior to final accept~nce. 

Bakersfield 

The Bakersfield High Control Project operated in the 

Bakersfield Unit of the Southern District in Parole Region I 

(formerly part of Parole Region III). The non-high control staff 

in the unit totaled twelve, eight supervising agents and four 

supervisorial and clerical staff members. The Bakersfield unit 

services the city of Bakersfield and it's surrounding area. 

The Bakersfield Project implemented an investi9ative model 

utilizing three high control age~ts (one of Which also functioned 

as an agent-in-charge). Overall supervision was provided by the 
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unit supervisor who also supervised the twelve non~high control 

staff members. The three high control agents worked as a team on 

each case. No separate office space or clerical staff was 

utilized • 

Bakersfield was the third of the four demonstration sites 

to implement the High Control Project. Case intake started July 

1, 1978, sixteen months after the Walnut Creek Project was 

implemented and six months after the Stockton Project was 

implemented. The project terminated March 31, 1980. However, 

only cases taken in through June 30, 1979 are examined here. 

Cases for the Bakersfield Project were drawn from the 

caseloads of the eight regular agents in the unit. During the 

twelve month study period, the parolee population averaged 297 

cases, 169 felons and 128 non-·felons. Selection was primarily 

initiated by referrals from the regular supervising agents, 

although ongoing screening took place by the unit supervisor 

during routine case conferences. The high control agents 

reviewed the cases prior to final acceptance. 

Riverside/San Bernardino 

The Riverside/San Bernardino High Control Project operated 

in two of the four parole units in the Riverside District in 

Parole Region IV. The Riverside Unit and the San Bernardino Unit 

participated; the two Ontario Parole units also in the Riverside 

District did not. In the two participating units there were 

twenty non-high control staff members including 14 supervising 

agents and six supervisorial and clerical staff members. 
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The Riverside/San Bernardino project implemented an 

intensive supervision model. Five agents were assigned to the 

project, four case-carr¥ing agents and one agent-in-charge. Each 

agent was responsible for approximately fifteen cases. Although 

both the Riverside Unit and the San Bernardino Unit were serviced 

by the project, all five project staff m~mbers occupied separate 

office space at the Riverside Unit. The project staff reported 

to the District Administrator. 

The Riverside/San Bernardino units were the last of the 

four sites to implement the project. Furthermore the project 

started in two phases, begining first with the selection of cases 

from San Bernardino on June 1, 1978 and, second, with the 

selection of Riverside case.s on October 1, 1978. ';['he project 

terminated October 1, 1979 in the San Bernardino Unit and October 

15, 1979 in the Riverside Unit due to an administrative 

reallocation of each unit's staff resources. Only cases selected 

through December 31, 1978 are examined here. 

Cases for the Riverside/San Bernardino Project were drawn 

from those under the supervision of the two participating units. 

During the six month study period, the parolee population 

averaged 564 cases, including 37Q felons and 194 non-felons. 

Unlike the other deI.Ilonstration s±tE;!S, cases WE;!r~ identified by 

routine periodic screenings of all caseloads in th~ unit. The 

screenings were conducted by the unit s~pervisor, regular 

supervising agent, and the agent-in-charge of the high control 

project. The project did not use a referral proce~.s and was 

therefore less dependent upon the other agents in the unit for 

the selection of it's caseloads. 
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Figure 1 r· '(' 
Organizational Characteristics of Participating Units 

Organizational 

characteristics, 

Parole Region .0 •••••••••• 

Participating Units •••••• 

High Cont~ol Project Staffll 
:g~gfi Ccmtrol'agents ••• ~ c.­

Agent-in-charge ••••••••• 
Clerical •• o •• ~ ••••••••• o 

Other Unit Stafibl 
PA I/II-felon ••••••••••• 
PA I/II-nonfe1on •• 0 •• 0 •• 

PSA/CCYlT · •••••••••• 0 ••••• 

Clerical •• 0 ••••• 00 •••••• 

Unit Supervisior 0 •••• & •• 

Parole PopulationS/ •••• o ••• 

Felons ••••••••••• 0 •••••• 

MaJ.e 0· .... ' •••••• 0.0 ••• 0 •• 

Female •••••••••••••••• 
Non-felons ....... 0 ••••••• 
~UUe 0 •• 0 •••••••••• 0 ••• 

Female 0 •••••••••••••• 0 

~/alnut 

Creek 

II 

1.W.C./ 
felon 

2.W.C./ 
NAOP 

5 
3 
1 
1 

17 
4 
5 
2 
4 
2 

465 
(326) 
315 
11 

(139) 
110 

29 

Type of model •••••• 0...... Combination 

Project Start Date ...... 0. 2-15-77 

Project Termination Date 3-31-80 

Study Period 
Intake., starting.:. ......... ~ ;, ... .- 2-15-77 

to 
Intake Ending ••• 0 ••••••• 12-31-78 ([~S_) 

6-30-79 (INV.) 

Total Mdnths clf In:take '2~ (IINV'S'.) 
Studied 2~ ( ) 

]J Unit staff as of 12-31-78 

High Control Project at 

Riverside/ 
Stockton Bakersfield San Bernardino 

I I IV 

10 Stockton,',:;I. Bakersf:i:e1d, 1. Riverside , 
2. San Bernardino 

2 3 5 
2 2 4 

1 1 

11 12 20 
5 4 8 
2 4 5 
1 0 1 
2 3 4 
1 1 2 

255 297 564 
(201) (169) (370) 
190 161 345 

11 8 25 
(54) (128) (194) 
42 80 157 
12 48 37 

Investi/ Investi/ Intensive 
gation gation Supervision 

1-1-78 7-1-78 6-1-78 (SB) 
10-1-78 (RIY) 

6-30-79 3-31-80 10-1'479 (SB) 
10-15-79 (Rrv) 

1-1-78 7-1-78 6-1-78 (8B) to to to 10-1-78 ~RIY) 
6-30-79 6-30-79 12.-51-78 SB) 

12.-31-78 (RIV) 

18 12 '7 ~SB) 
3 ,EIT) 

1/ Average of parole population at first of each month during study period 
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Summary. Of the four demonstration sites, the 

Riverside/San Bernardino Project was the largest in scope but the 

shortest in study period length. The Riverside/San Bernardino 

Project had more high control agents and serviced units with the 

largest parole population. However it was the last project to 

implement theFefore, allowing only a short intake period for 

examination. The Walnut Creek Project followed Riverside/San 

Bernardino in size by implementing in two units and utilizing 

four high control agents. The Walnut Creek Project was the first 

to implement, thereby permitting a longer intake period for 

examination. As both project sites implemented intensive 

supervision models where agents had full. responsibility for the 

cases, each tended to operate somewhat independently of the non­

high control staff in the parent units. 

In contrast, the two sites implementing the investigative 

model were smaller in scope. The Stockton and Bakersfield 

Projects operated within a single unit and utilized only two and 

three (respectively) high control agents who worked in teams 

rather than independently. The selection process, office 

structure and supervisorial arrangements of the Stockton and 

Bakersfield units generally refle.cted the greater dependence upon 

and interaction with the non-high control agents at each site. 
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CHAPTER III 

BACKGROUND 

The field of corrections is currently experiencing a shift 

away from the goals of rehabilitation toward goals of equitable 

punishment. Several states including California have abandoned 

traditional indeterminate sentencing structures based upon the 

concept of changing the offender (rehabilitation) and adopted 

determinate sentencing systems based upon the concept of 

punishing the offender. 

The shift has also been evident in recent program 

planning and evaluation efforts. A large part of federal funds 

for planning and testing criminal J'ust;ce phI • rograms ave recent y 

been expended for programs which identify and punish the serious 

offender. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

(L.E.A.A.) of the Department of Justice is in the process of 

developing a comprehensive integrated career criminal program 

involving the police, prosecutors, courts, and corrections. 

Program development first began with the establishment of Career 

Criminal Prosecution (C.C.P.) units in several states. This was 

followed by the Integrated Cr;m;nal A h ' • • ppre ens~on Programs 

(I.C.A.P.) in police agencies. Both nationally funded programs 

target the more serious repeat offender. And now RAND 

Corporation under a federal grant is exploring the feasibility of 

expanding these programs to the correctional field, including the 

parole system (Petersilia and Lavin, 1978). According to the 
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RAND Corporation parole is a place where caree~;criminals are' 

likely to end up and the parole system presents a unique 

opportunity to control crime. The recommended career criminal 

, , 

program expansion to the parole system has been supported by data 

from the initial Career Criminal Prosecution programs which 

showed that nearly half of the defendents prosecuted in these 

p~ograms were on some form of conditional rel~ase at the time 

they were arrested for their presently prosecuted crimes 

(National Legal Data Center, 1977). 

Accompanying the shift toward punishment goals and 

programs has been an increasing examination of the role of the 

parole system which was largely built upon the treatment and 

rehabilitative goals now deemphasized. The body of arguments 

challenging the equities and effectiveness of the parole system 

has grown (see Von Hirsch, 1978; Stanley, 1976; Fogel, 1975; the 
~ 

Citizens Inquiry on Parole and Criminal Justice, 1975 and Social 

Issues Research Associates, 1974). Some states have curtailed 

the role of the parole syst.em and a few have abolished it 

altogether. As the arguments increase so do effQrts to study 

alternative models of supervision ,(e.g., Rutgera University, 

1978;, Connecticutt Department of Corrections, 1977). 

The High Control Project arose out of one such effort to 

develop alternative parole models in California. But clearly 

it's goals also reflect the larger shift that is occurring in the 

field of corrections away froTIt rehabilitation and toward 

punishment. And, it coincides with the f,ederal interest 

expressed by L.E.A.A. in extending career criminal programs into 
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the field of corrections. The development of the High Control 
t, 

~roject within California's own recent effort to identify 

alternative models of parole supervision, and the small body of 

research to which tnis project relates to, is described in this 

chapter. 

Development 

The High Control Project developed as a part of a two year 

self-evaluation effort undertaken by the Parole and Community 

Services Division (parole division) of the California Department 

of Corrections. In 1975, the Director of the Department of 

Corrections was con~""'~-l..ned over 'h 't' 1 t' - c e cr1 lca ques 10ns then being 

asked regarding the function of parole and was interested in 

determining more effective ways of running the parole system in 

the future. To do this the parole division developed alternative 

models and systems, and initiated demonstration projects to test 

their effectiveness. 

In April 1976, several demonstration projects were 

implemented. r.lost of the projects aimed at intensifying the 

services delivered to parolees. The High Control Project was 

developed to balance the effort initially expended on the service 

projects. Two other, smaller scale projects with a control faeus 

were also tested during t~is period. The Enzyme Multiplying 

Immuassay Technique (E.M. LT.) Urine Testing Project was 

developed to increase the identification rate for assessing drug 

usage among the addict parole population. And the Parole 

Outpatient Clinic (P.O.C.) Project was designed to increase the 
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availability of psychiatric services to parolees at the local 

level. In both these projects the programs were existing prior 

to their implementation and the project primarily involved a 

"restructuring" of the existing organization~ Relative to these 

projects the High Control Project was the \"major" demonstration 

project with a control focus implemented du'ring this two year 

self-evaluation effort. That is, it represen:ted an "al ternati ve" 

model built on new program activities as well, as new ways of 

orgahizin~ supervision activities. It was also the last project 

to be implemented in the two year plan and for several reasons 

was also the most difficult to implement. The first of the four 

demonstration sites began operation in February, 1977. The last 

site began operation in June 1978, twenty-four months after the 

original July 1976 concept paper was prepar~d. 

To develop the control-oriented supervision models a 

special task force composed of parole agents and parole 

aoministrators was establisheq. They proposed three alternatives 

inclUding team, investigator, and high contact approaches. While 

only the latter two alternative models were eventually 

implemented, the participating parole staff at each of the 

demonstration sites had the opportunity to select any one of the 

three alternatives proposed. 

Demonstration site selection. The four demonstration 

sites were selected primarily on a volunteer basis, one within 

each of four geographic regions in the state. Parole units 
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interested in high control demonstration projects were asked to 

submit plans for implementation. Final site selections were made 

by the parole administrators of each of the four geographic 

parole regions in the state. Some factors taken into 

consideration in the site selection was the organizational 

suitability of the site and the possibility of conflict with 

other experimental demonstration projects going on at that time. 

The original number of sites designated for implementation 

totaled five across the state, the four sites included in this 

evaluation and a project proposed by the Eagle Rock Parole Unit. 

However, Eagle Rock selected to withdraw from participation due 

to it's rising case load size and a loss of staff resources. 

Parole division planning staff were initially concerned 

that the final four sites selected were heavily weighted toward 

"rural" and "suburban" locations. An urban site, where the need 

for high control supervision was felt to be the greatest, was not 

among the four sites selected. The interest of the two parole 

units in the West Los Angeles area was solicitated in order to 

test the project in a major urban area; however, their 

participation in the project never materialized. As a result the 

project was tested in what are primarily smaller urban and 

suburban areas. 

Finally, it is noted that at one point during the 

project's planning stages parole units in San Diego, San Jose and 

Sacramento were also designated as demonstration sites, 

contingent upon the receipt of additional state funding; however, 

the additional funds were never secured and the proposed 

expansion did not occur. Thus, several efforts were made to 
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expand the test sites, however a combination of a lack of 

resources, funds, and interest eventually limited the project to 

the four sites studied in this report. 

Delays in implementation. The implementation period for 

the four demonstration sites spanned nearly two years with the 

first site (Walnut Creek) beginning operation in February, 1977 

and the last site '(Riverside) in October, 1978. Several problems 

contributed to the slow start. Major among these was the request 

by project staff to arm themselves. Because of the increased 

danger to parole agents involved in working more closely with 

dangerous parolees, project plans called for the high control 

agents to carry weapons. Although today parole agents in 

California can be armed if they so choose, in late 1976 when this 

project was being planned, the policy was that agents could be 

armed only temporarily when there were direct threats to their 

lives. The High Control Project proposals designated the 

full time arming of thej,r agents with guns. There was hesitatioi'l 

to approve the gun proposals by some correctional administrator~. 

Final dissapproval was given by the Secretary of the Health and 

Welfare Agency, the official to whom the Director of the 

Department of Corrections reported to at that time. Field 

interest in conducting the project diminished after the "no gun" 

decision, and some of the sites considered not implementing the 

project at all. Eventually the designated project staff moved 

ahead with implementation, but only after qualifying their 

project's statement of expected effectiveness, and after 
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declaring problems of increased dependence upon law enforcement 

agencies for the performance of certain high control activities. 

Additional causes for the slow start were more technical 

in nature. In addition to guns, the project called for radios in 

the autos or on the person of the high control agent. This was 

seen as essential to the coordination and response time of the 

staff. Some of the units started the project without radios, 

others waited until the equipment was rented, bought, or loaned 

by law enforcement agencies. Delays were also caused by the time 

necessary to realign staff and their caseloads at each of the 

four sites. Finally, administrative concerns over safety issues 

required a series of rewrites in the four project implementation 

plans. "To assure the agent's safety and to assure no violations 

of the parolees rights, legal opinions on the conduct of various 

activities were secured and several administrative checks were 

built into the plans (including management approval prior to the 

performance of certain high control activities). 

The development of the High Control Project was further 

complicated by the size of the project and by the decentralized 

local approach to the planning effort. Aside from a minimum 

supervision project and a social development project also 

implemented in multiple sites throughout the state, the High 

Control Project was the largest. It was implemented at four 

different sites, one in each of the four geographic parole 

regions, and involved six of California's fifty parole units. 
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The number of experimental cases examined in th~ study (475 

cases) exceeded all other demonstration projects tested during 

the two year self-evaluation period. 

Unlike most of the projects tested in the two year self­

evaluation effort, the High Control ,Project involved major 

changes in parole agents jobs. "New" ~lCtivities typically 

, ! t 

performed by law enforcement personnel were introduced and became 

the major tJsks of the high control agents. The majority of the 

other projects tested did not involve such new activity but 

rather an organizatiorial or technical change only. For this 

reason the High Control Project presents itself as an 

"alternative" to rather than simply a "reorganization" of 

traditional parble supervision activities. 

This project was the: last of the demonstration projects 

implemented and tested duri.ng the two year self-evaluation effort 

to close. An in-house examination of these many projects has 

been made (California Department of Corrections, 1977), and a new 

differential supervision model of parole proposed (California 

Department of Corrections, 1978). The new model is now 

operational statewide. ThE! future of the high control models as 

part of this new model retmHrts to be seeh. While control­

oriented supervision has be:en outlined as one fun6tibn to be 

handled by specialist agents in the new California parole model, 

the substance of that approach has yet to be defined. 
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Prior Research 

The High Control Project crosses three areas of existing 

criminal justice research on parole supervision. It is in one 

sense an expansion of traditional control strategies used in 

parole including mandatory check-up contacts and parole agent 

arrests and revocations. In another sense, it represents an 

alternative approach to organizing casework including small 

And, lastly, it case load and team supervision structures. 

represents the introduction of law enforcement (police) 

strategies such as patrol and investigation in to parole 

supervision activities. As the High Control Project crosses all 

three areas, it is necessary to examine the research in each 

separately. The purpose of the brief examination is to relate 

the control strategies used in this project to those control 

strategies which have so far been shown to have an impact on 

crime reduction goals. 

Traditional parole approaches. The status of being on 

parole is in and of itself a control mechanism. The parolee is 

released to the community on the condition that he/she abides by 

the conditions of parole. If not the parolee can be returned to 

prison. The threat of revocation of parole can function as a 

deterrent to returning to criminal activity. 

It should be noted here that at one time the possible 

deterrent effect that revocation had for the parolee may have: 

been even stronger. Prior to the enactment of the Determinate 

Sentencing Law in July, 1977 revocation rescinded the parolee's 

sentence (as set by the parole board) and it automatically 

reverted to the statutory maximum. This meant that the 
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parolee could serve the rest of the maximum sentence in prison. 

In actuality the parol~e was returned to prison for a period 

which usually averaged between twelve and eighteen months, at 

which time the sentence was reset at a new date and the inmate 

was ~e-released. As part of the determinate sentencing 

legislation parole revocation time was reduced to a maximum of 

six months (and later increased to a maximum of twelve months). 

With such a change the threat of the "overhanging sentence" (i.e. 

that portion of the original sentence which could be served back 

in prison) was diminished. However, even under the reduced 

revocation period, as long as the possibility of a sanction for 

violations exists, then the individual under parole supervision 

may be deterred. 

Some evidence questioning the impact of the revocation 

sanctions on subsequent parolee criminality is available from a 

study by Miller (1972). Miller identified a group of parole 

violators who were continued on parole by a lenient parole board 

and found no difference in outcomes between that group and a 

group of new releases. The study provided weak evidence that 

sanctioning parolees by returning them to prison for violations 

may not be impacting subsequent criminal activity levels. Even 

with these findings it is still possible that the "threat" of 

being revoked, rather than it's enforcement or sanction, is 

holding down the criminal activity levels of parolees. The 

conclusive test condition, removing the possibility of revocation 

altogether, has yet to be examined. 
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The other supposed major control strategy which is a part 

of routine parole supervision is mandatory contacts between the 

parolee and the parole agent. Parole agents are required to have 

a minimum number. of contacts with parolees. The deterrent impact 

of these check-up contacts is theoretically accentuated by the 

fact that they may be "surprise" visits, "field" visits outside 

the parole office, or visits to gather information from 

collaterals (i.e., friends and relatives) of the parolee. The 

impact that mandatory contacts has on subsequent parolee criminal 

activity was recently examined in the California Summary Parole 

Project (Star, 1979). The project tested the impact of a reduced 

supervision model where mandatory check-up contacts were waived. 

The study found no difference in one year outcomes between cases 

with contacts and cases without mandatory contacts. 

Contradictory findings were recently provided in a Connecticut 

study comparing cases paroled with similar cases directly 

discharged from prison (therefore no mandatory contacts) by a 

court order (Sacks and Logan, 1979). That project found lower 

recidivism rates for the cases experiencing parole supervision 

contacts. Obviously more occurs under parole than just mandatory 

contacts and it is difficult to attach the favorable outcomes 

found by Sacks and Logan to the absence of check-up contacts 

alone. Based on the study by Star and another study in Finland 

(Antilla, 1975) both which do isolate their impact, check-up 

contacts alone do not appear to reduce the criminal activity 

levels of parolees. 
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The above studies indicate that two major control 

strategies available in traditional supervision activities - the 

revocation sanction and mandatory cont~cts - have yet to be shown 

to clearly reduce parolee criminal activity. It is noted that 

the control strategies tested in this project l , i.e. surveillant 

and investigative activities, are also performed in traditional 

The ~l'fference between the models tested in parole supervision. u 

this stqdy and regular parole is the "degree" to which these 

activities occupy supervision time. The few studies describing 

the control activities of parole agents are field observational 

studies such as the major work by Studt in 1970. Studt described 

the control activities conducted by agents as being random, 

undirected; and indistinquishable from the helping/service 

activities also performed by parole agents. Parole supervision 

has typically been reactive rather than proactive to occurrances 

of criminal activity by pursuing a parole revocation after an 

arrest has occurred. In fact, the sources of most information 

leading to parole revocations, has been shown to be from 

individuals and activities other than the agentUs (Studt, 1970, 

p. 145; Star, Berecochea, and Petrocchi 1978, p. 17; both studies 

show the primary source is the police). 
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Organizational C\l?,X2,r-0aches. Some projects attempted to 

intensify their routine ,S9ntrol methods by reorganizing the 
","',\\' 

supervision system. The:~';~\\,:,gest and most well known of these 
1,\1, '\\ 

projects are the intensive~~upervision projects which were based 

on reduced caseloads. This concept has been tested in California 

as part of the Special Intensive Parole Unit Project (S.l.P.U.) 

and the Work Unit Project. The basic premise in each was to 

reduce caseload size in order to allow more in'tensive monitoring 

of high risk parolees. It was proposed that the close watch 

would reduce parolee incidents of crime, particularly aiming at 

violent crime. Clear findings of a crime reduction impact have 

not been observed from those reviewing such projects (e.g., See 

Neithercutt and Gottfredson, 1973). In fact, in the Work Unit 

Project closer watch increased rather than decreased board 

o,rdered returns to prison. Furthermore, the thrust of such 

intensive supervision models has oftentimes been described as 

more service than control oriented. 

A second more recent group of organizational approaches 

tested are the team supervision models. Under the team approach, 

a group of supervising agents assume responsibility for the total 

requirements of a caseload. Incl~ded in the team, are agents who 

specialize in surveillant activities for the team's caseload. 

The basic premise is that the specialization and focus of effort 

possible under the team approach would increase effectiveness. 

This model has been implemented in several western states as the 

Community Release Management Team (C.R.M.T.). Follow-up 

evaluation on the impact of these teams are not available. 
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However, a~scriDtive material iI,bell'Apa, Adams, Jorgensen and 
,;-;ys";'\.""\\ ~'~~_ ~ 

/1 ) I' .:J" t that,ll' ke the intensive supervision Sigurdson f /1976, tr~"lca es 
~ ;/ 

models ment'ioned' above, their major focus appears to be serVlce, 

'1 ~' brokering with the community for with a part1cu ar empuas1s on 

parole services, rather than control. 

Another kind of team supervision approach which is more 

control oriented is being tested in Clark County, Nevada (Nevada 

Department of Parole and Probation, 1978). The program uses a 

team and targets both hard-core narcotic users and two person 
, . 1 The1'r obJ'ective is to deter offenders "sophisticated" crlmlna s. 

and return to prison those unwilling to change. The evidence 

b d some weak comparative data) is that available so far (ase on 
, ' both a higher success rate and a the program is exper1enclng 

rate than non-team caseloads in similar higher revocation 

geographic ~reas. The prQblem with generalizing too far from the 

Clark County.J:;eam is that the program addressed narcotic users 

(who were diverted to drug programs in the community), a category 

of parolees with special needs who were not included in the 

California High Control Project. 

Police approaches. The kinds of activities incorporated 

into the California High Control Project are some of the same 

routine control approaches utilized by the police. Whether or 

not parole agents should adopt a law enforcement approach to 

supervision is the subject of a long-standing controversy (see 

f a ~evl'ew of the arguments and literature). Abadinsky, 1977 or ~ 

The purpose of this brief review of police studies is not to 

f l:'aw enforcement approach but rather to debate the merits 0 a 

1 .poll'ce strategies adopted in this project identify those genera 
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and examine the potential for impact -they may have within a 

parole supervision model. Only a selected few, recent, large 

scale, studies are described. 

It is first necessary to qualify the interpretation of 

findings from police studies. Police and parole systems work 
• 

from different bases. The police focus upon the criminal 

"incident". That is, they examine law-breaking incidents in a 

large popUlation. In contrast the parole agents work from the 

base of the "offender". They gather information on select 

individuals over time. Because of this essential difference, 

different measures of effectiveness are applied (crime clearance 

rates for police versus successful case adjustment for paroles). 

.Z\.s a result direct comparison between studies 6f the two systems 

cannot be made. However, reviewing studies of police control 

strategies should provide clues as to their potential for impact 

within a parole system. 

Police stUdies can be divided according to the two major 

activities that police perform -- patrolling and investigation. 

The High Control Project contains aspects of each. High control 

agents increased parolee contacts and thereby made themselves 

more visible. Police patrolling is also based upon visibility 

and is also supposed to operate as a deterrent to criminal 

activity. High control agents conducted an investigation to 

verify a parolee's suspected return to criminal activity. Police 

investigation shares a similar purpose, i.e. verifying and 

sanctioning the return to criminal activity. 
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Of the two police activities studied, intensified patrol 

studies have been least promising. For example, the Kansas City 

Preventive Parole Experiment (Kelling, Pate, Dieckman and Brown, 

1974) which tested three levels of patrol ("reactive", where only 

calls for assistance were responded to; "routine", using the 

usual level of one car per beat· and "proactl"ve"" 1 I . , uSlng severa 

cars per beat) showed only small differences across the test 

conditions on offense rates reported in victimization surveys. 

Three recent large studies provide clues regarding the 

impact of police investigation activities. RAND Corporation 

(Greenwood and Petersilia, 1975) found that variations in the way 

investigators organize themselves and their workload did not 

affect arrest and clearance rates. However, a study by Bloch and 

Bell in Cincinati, Ohio (1976) and a study by Schwartz and 

Clarren in Rochester, New York (1977) showed that detectives and 

patrol officers working as teams and enabling immediate on-the­

scene investigations to be done, had higher arrest and clearance 

rates than non-team approaches tested. Findings of a reduction 

in the overall crime rates were not demonstrated with the weak 

data available in either study. 

The weak evidence from these police studies suggests that 

parole agents conducting immediate follow-up investigations of 

any suspected criminal activity by a parolee could possibly 

increase parolee arrests or parolee crime clearance rates; while 

control strategies based upon incr,eased agent visibility would 

not be expected to reduc~parolee crime levels. 
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Summary. The few variations in control-oriented parole 

supervision tested (i.e., reduced caseloads, team supervision) 

have also been treatment oriented or so diffused with service 

delivery activities as to make generalizations to this project 

inappropriate and conclusions on control activity impact 

impossible. And, a review of current routine control strategies 

and mechanisms (i.e., mandatory contacts and revocations) has 

shown that thei~ impact on reducing parolee criminal activity 

levels may be negligible. It was necessary to look to police 

studies to identify control strategies similar to those used in 

this project. Here the research reviewed showed police team 

approaches to investigative activities that may be impacting 

police arrest and clearance rates. But we must be cautious in 

generalizing from these latter studies due to the different base 

(i.e., incidents as opposed to offenders) from which the police 

system functions. 

The High Control Project examined here is at the same time 

duplicative and different from the crime control strategies 

tested thus far in the parole system. The increased monitoring 

contacts in reduced case load sizes under the intensive 

supervision model is in a sense a replication of earlier 

intensive supervision studies, particularly the Work Unit Project 

which targeted violent offenders. On the other hand, the 

exercise of police-oriented surveillant and investigative 

activities in the high control models is a more crime. discovery'" 

oriented approach than that taken traditionally. Also important 
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is thai" the high control modelS 

clearly the control activities 

:1 

attempt!,ed 
\\ 

performe,d 
I, 
'\ 

" 

to separate more 

from the service and 

treatment activities performed in paro1~ supervision. An 

evaluation of the IJ:fg~C"'~~~:htro1 Project ~hou1d add considerably to 
(1"'\' 

the research on crime controlling approa(~hes withip parole 

supervision; for, as the above revi~w has shown, ttiere is ~oth a 

lack of evidence supporting the traditional approaches and a lack 

of innovative approaches tested elsewhere in the parole system. 
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CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

Project Objectives 

1,; 
, ' 

The goals of the California High Control Project were to: 

-identify parolees who presented the most serious 
threat to public safety 

-increase the controls an~ sanctions for those 
.~ 

parolees who had returned to criminal activity 

-deter those parolees who had not returned to 
criminal activity but had a high probability 
of doing so. 

The ext.ent to which these goals were emphasized differed 

across the two models tested. Cases placed in the investigation 

model were selected because some type of curr,ent involvement in 
.J> I· 

criminal activity was suspected. The purpose of the 

investigation was to "verify" or clear the parolee of such 

involvement and if verified arrest and prosecut~~ (i.e., sanction) 

the offender. Therefore, for the investigation model, an 

increase in the controls and sanctions applied to these parolees 

was hypothesized by program planners. Deterrence, both specific 

deterrence (aimed at the individual parolee) and general 

deterrence, (aimed at other parolees in the unit or state) was a 

long term goal but not the immediate objective of the 

investigation model. .. ~ \ .' 

For the intensive ;supervision model, the purpose is 

primarily preventive. Cases placed under intensive supervision 

were selected because of an extensive "prior" criminal history. 

Furthermore, the cases were generally placed in the model early 

in the parole period, 6r as soon after release from prison as 

possible. n~re the objective was to monitor closely the 
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parolee's activity and hopefully prevent or deter the case from 

returning to criminal activity while on parole. Therefore, for 

the intensive supervision model, program planners hypoth~sized a 

reduct.ion in the frequency and severity of returns to criminal 

activity. Apprehending and returning parolees under the 

intensive supervision model who had returned to crime (i.e., 

increasing the controls and sanctions) was also possible 

'1.'f the deterrent valu,e of the cloae watch did not (particularly . 

work) but was secondary to the preventive goal. 

Because of the different focuses of the two high control 

types of data and two different forms of ' models, two different 

d d For the investigation model, the data analysis were con ucte • 

of the 1.'nvestigation were measured by immediate outcomes 

determining whether or not evidence was collected that resulted 

, w1.'th, or ,clear1.'ng the parolee of the suspected in either charg1.ng 

" The ser1.'ousness of the criminal court and criminal act1.v1.ty. 

, d' 't' for any charges connected administrative revocat1.on 1.SpOS1. 1.ons 

to the investigation was also measured. And, finally, the 

contribution of the parole agent (as opposed to other sources 

such as the police) to the detection and processing of any new 

charges was measured. As investigative success was likely to 

differ according to it.' s purpose If and as some cases had more than 

e codified for each one investigative purpose, outcomes wer 

f th 1.'nvestigation served, as well as an specific type 0 purpose e 

overall outcome for the case investigated. 
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For the intensive supervision model, overall criminal 

activity was measured for a period up to twelve months following 

placement in the high control project. The frequency and 

severity of various criminal and parole condition charges and 

their dispositions were measured during the first twelve months 

following high control placement. 

Thus, for the investigative model, outcome was measured by 

the extent to which new criminal activity was successfully 

verified and led to an increase in arrests and successful 

prosecutions. For the intensive supervision model, outcome was 

measured by the extent to which the frequency and severity of 

criminal activity during a twelve month program follow-up period 

was reduced. 

Research Design and Comparison Base 

A ty~e of quasi-experimental design known as a "non­

equivalent control group with post-test measurement only" was 

used to evaluate the effectiveness of the High Control Project. 

The outcomes of High Control Project cases (i.e., the 

experimental group) were compared to outcomes of a similar group 

of high risk cases in somewhat similar parole units who had not 

received high control supervision (i.e., the comparison group). 

The key variables identifying and defining the experimental group 

were ascertained and used to identify a comparison group with 

similar characteristics. Then, the performance of both groups 

was compared on equivalent post program outcome measures. 

To identify a matching comparison group three successive 

procedures were used: 
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-parole Un1&S similar to each of the four 
demonstration sites on various demographic, 
background and outcome characteristics were 
identified and their interest in participating in 
the study solicited 

-parole agents in each of the comparison sites were 
instructed on the High Control Project selection 
criteria (i.e., the five acti~ity areas targeted) 
and requested to apply the criteria to their 
caseloads. Cases meeting the criteria were referred 
as High Control project Comparison Cases (FIRST 
SCREENING) 

-High Control Project supervisorial staff at each of 
the four demonstration sites were asked to review 
and judge the ac~eptability of each of the "first 
screening" High Control Project comparison cases 
(SECOND SCREENING) 

As the pool from which experimental cases were drawn was 

the parent parole unit or district of which the High Control 

Project staff was a part, comparison cases had to be drawn from 

parole units and districts oUitside, the four demonstration sites. 

To minimize the possibility of dissimilar experimental and 

comparison groups, comparison sites which were similar to the 

four experimental sites on various demographic characteristics of 

the unit (e.g., size of staff, density of area serviced, etc.), 

parole population characteristics (e.g., felon and non-felon 

population mix, race, etc.), and parole performance variables 

(e.g., twelve month case outcomes) were identified. From the 

list of eight identified units, three were selected to function 

as comparison units - the Redwood City Unit and two of the three 

Parole units in the Fresno District. The Fresno site was later 

replaced with three of the fOur parole units in the Ventura 

Parole District (including the San Luis Obispo Unit, the Ventura 

Unit, and the Santa Barbara Unit). 
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Once identified, the supervising agents at each of the two 

comparison sites were instructed in the definitions of the five 

activity areas (i.e., selection criteria) utilized in the project 

and asked to conduct an initial as well as an ongoing screening 

of their caseloads for subjects which met such criteria. The 

Redwood City comparison site commenced screening in June 1977 and 

terminated screening in December 1978. The Ventura District 

began screening in August 1978 and terminated screening in 

December 1978. 

To assure that the comparison site agents had referred 

cases who would be selected by the High Control Units had they 

been assigned to those units, the comparison cases underwent a 

second screening by the supervisorial staff at each of the 

ex.perimental demonstration sites. (Actually only three of the 

four experimental sites participated in this second screening; 

Stockton was unable to participate in the review due to lack of 

resources). The High Control Project staff who screened each of 

the experimental cases prior to final project acceptance were 

asked to review the 139 comparison cases, using the same criteria 

they applied in their program to identify 1) overall 

acceptability and 2) appropriateness for the intensive 

supervision versus the investigation model. Cases found 

acceptable by at least two of the three experimental site reviews 

were included in the final comparison group. 

_ ,0 
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Several problems were encountered during the comparison 

group selection phase, some of which seriously weakened the study 

design. One major problem was the low priority placed upon the 

comparison case identification process by staff at the comparison 

sites. Although caseload review was suppose to be ongoing for a 

set period of time, the staff at one of the sites conducted a 

single one-time review, and the staff at the other site 

fluctuated, stopping referrals totally in some months. Second, 

follow-up reports were not always forwarded to the research unit 

and had to be requested sometimes too late (i.e., records were 

transferred or destroyed}", Third and finally, the comparison 

sites failed to identify sufficient numbers of cases similar to 

the investigative model experimental cases. That is, only a 

small proportion of the cases were referred because of currently 

suspected criminal involvement which needed verification and 

sanctioning. As a result, the investigative model comparison 

group was small in size. The extent to which these various 
/ (i 

limitations caused problems in interpretation of the f(j~ndi~/gs is 

discussed in subsequent chapters. 

To check the similarity of the experimental group to the 

comparison group, a sample of cases in each group was comp~red on 

several background characteristics known to be associated with 

parole performance. That analysis is presented in the next 

chapter. 
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Data Types and Sources (See Figure 2) 

Three general types of data were collected for the 

evaluation: 

-Case Background Characteristics 

-Project Operations and Activity Data 

-Outcome Data 

Background characteristics. The primary purpose of 

characteristics data was to determine whether the High Control 

Project identified parolees who presented the most serious risk 

to public safety. Cases selected for high control through 

October 1978 are compared to cases not selected ahd actively on 

parole as of October 1978 at the experimental sites on ten 

background characteristics known to be associated with successful 

outcomes on parole. The variables include commitment offense, 

prior commitment record, race, escape history, age, .narcotic 

history, prison time served, admission type, aggravated sentence 

and grade placement. This information is routinely collected by 

the California Department of Corrections at prison admission and 

was available from the departmental computer files. Cases not 

selected for the High Control Project, were expected to possess a 

greater degree of those characteristics known to be associated 

with successful outcomes on parole. 

Operations and activity. The second type of data on the 

project's operations and activities described the manner in which 

the project staff performed it's tasks. The primary pUrpose of 
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this data was to test whether the high contrlc.:: project activities 

were different from those case activities performed under regular 

supervision. A second purpose was to describe the project in 

enough detail to enable project replication and comparisons to 

other similar program efforts. Supervision activities (as 

recorded in parole agent field notes) for experimental cases were 

compared to the recorded supervision activities £'01; comparison 

cases. Case activity was defined by the frequency with which ten 

major types of supervis ion activity (See APP~:lJclix B) occurred. 

As differences in activity were expected across the two high 

control models and across the four demonstration sites; the 

activity data was also compared across units and models. 

The data was collected for both experimental and 

comparison The total time period under high control was cases "' 
" 

surveyed for the experimental cases and a comparable period was 

surveyed for the comparison cases, using the fu.ll parole period 

for the intensive supervision type of comparison cases and an 120 

day period for the investigative type comparison case. The 

failure of the comparison units to forward copies of agent field 

notes limited the activity data available on the comparison 

group, particularly the~nvestigative model comparison cases. 

Additional operatioh?l data was collected on the 
"\ 

experimental cases regarding the selection process and movement 
;;v,." 

in and out of the project. As with the above activity 

information, the purpose here was to describe the project in 

sufficient detail to allow replication or comparison to similar 
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supervision programs elsewhere. The source of this information 

was the Case Conferences which recorded all major case decisions. 

In addition project operational data was collected from two forms 

developed especially for this project -- The Selection and 

Referral Form, a checklist screening document used to place the 

case in the project, and the Investigative (or Emergency) Report, 

a narrative describing the 0 find1I1gs of individ:lal case 

investigations. 

Outcome. The third general type of data on "outcomes" 

varied across the two models. For the investigative model, three 

different sets of indicators were used. First the immediate 

outcome of the investigation was measured. As the purpose of 

most of the investigations was to verify some kind of suspected 

criminal activity, a successful outcome was defined as the 

"arrest, charging and conviction for that suspected criminal 

activity" (or the exoneration of the parolee from any suspected 

guilt). The second piece of outcome data measured the 

contribution made by the agent to the detection and processing of 

the new charges. Included in this set of data was a variety of 

measures such as the "means" leading to the investigation's most 

serious disposition, the extent of prosecution assistance 

provided, and the amount of contraband confiscated. The third 

piece of data gathered measured the type and seriousness of the 

criminal and/or parole revocation charges and dispositions made 

in connection with the investigation. If the High Control 

Project is suppope to increase the controls and sanctions for 

parolees reinyolved in criminal activity, the number and 
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seriousness of such charges and dispositions r~sulting from the 

investigations were expected to be higher than those which occur 

under regular supervision. 

The above three pieces of investigative outcome data were 

collected for both experimental and comparison cases. The time 

period surveyed for the investigative cases was the time under 

investigatiOn . 'OUtcome cbhl3tituterdthat krrowrrat the termination 

of the investigation; and the charges and dispositions measured 

were only those connected to the investigation activities. The 

sources of the charge and dispo~itional data were parole 

violation reports documenting all parole condition charges and 

criminal arrests, and the Board of Prison Terms' Hearing Reports 

showing the revocation hearing dispoSitions of those charges. 

Investigation outcome information was also gathered from special 

II Investigationll (also called IIErtlergency") Reports written by the 

high control agents at the close of the investigation. (These 

reports, written in narrative style, were primarily for the use 

of the regular supervising agent who at the termination of the 

investigation had the responsibility of preparing a parole 

violation report to the parole board). 

For the intensive supervfsion model, outcome was measured 

by the frequency and ~everity o~ total criminal activity 

cornrnitt;~d over a set follow-up period. Several measures were 

applied including ,the parole status of cases as of the end of the 

follow-up period, the frequency and ~everity of the total 

criminal and th~ total revocatiOn charges and dispositions, the 
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Figure 2 
Data Types and Sources 

DATA TYPE 

Selected Criminal and Demographic 
Background Characteristics 

Project Operations and Activity 
A. .Cas@.:Movements 
B. Selection Process 
C. Types of Activity Performed 

Outcomes 
A. Investigation 

SOURCE 

1. CDC Computer Files 

1. Selection & 
Referral Form 

2. Cases Conferences 
3. Investigation 

Reports 
4. Agent Field Notes 

1. Outcome by Specific Purpose 1. Investigation Reports 
2. Criminal and Revocation 2. Violation Reports 

. Charges arid ~ispositions filed 3. BPT Hearing Reports 
in connection with investigation4. Case Conferences 

3. Agent Contribution to Detection 
and Charge Processing 

B. Intensive Supervision 
1. Parole Status at End of 

Fo1.lo .... r-up Period 
2. Cril$al and Revocation 

Cha:I~ges and Dispositions 
3. 11Qs'I;Serious Disposi Hon 

Received 
4. Custody-Free Days 
5$ Agent Contribution to 

Detection and Processing 
f J,' 

10 Violation Reports 
2. BPJ:I Hearing Reports 
3. Case Conferences 

CASES ANALYZED 

Selected and Not 
Selected cases at 
Experimental. and 
Comparison Sites 

Experimental 
Cases only 

Experimental and 
Comparison Groups 
(Investigation 
Type only) 

Experimental and 
Comparison Groups 
(I.So types only) 

TIME PERIOD 

SURVEYED 

Cases on Parole 
at Experimental 
and Comparison 
Sites as of 
October, 1978 

Time Period each 
case was under 
High Control (and 
comparable period 
for comparison cases) 

OUtcome at case's 
termination from 
project 

Criminal Activity 
for case wi thin 
6 and 12 months 
following placement 
in project 

1. 
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most serious disposition received, and the custody-free days 

spent in the community. Intensive supervision was expected to 

operate as a specific deterrent to returning to criminal activity 

and a reduction in the frequency and severity of returns to crime 

was expected. A six and a twelve month follow-up analysis 

cov.mencing from the day of placement in intensive supervision was 

conducted. As cases with good adjustment were transfered back to 

regular supervision, the period surveyed sometimes included 

parole time not under intensive supervision. The sources of 

charge and dispositional data were the same as that utilized for 

the investigative model including violation reports and parole 

board hearing reports. 

Measuring General Deterrence 

A hardline approach to parole supervision such as the High 

Control Project presumably has some deterrent value. It has 

already been stated that the primary objective of the intensive 

supervision model is "specific" deterreJce, t.hat is, to reduce 

the likelihood that the individual high control case will return 

to crime. While not it's immediate objective (and not measured 

here) some specif if;Qcl?~terrence may be associated with the 
\ <, ",-\ 

investigative model too. (To have measured specific deterrence 

for investigation cas~s, criminal activity for a set period in 

the community after the apprehension, disposition, sentencing and 

release resulting from the investigation would have to be 

determined). It was also proposed that the two high control 

models might have some "general Ii deterrent valu,e. That is, the 
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high control project would presumably deter other parolees (non­

high control cases) from committing new crimes. If there is such 

an effect, general deterrence would be expected to be greatest 

for the other non-high control parolees in the high control 

parent units and somewhat less for parolees in the non­

participating parole units across the state. 

It can be considered that general deterrence, or the 

reduction in crime committed by parolees in California, is the 

bottom-line goal of the High Control project. It is also a goal 

which is most difficult to measure. There are so many factors 

which may effect crime rates of parolees (e.g., employment) and 

which vary geographically that it would be difficult to conclude 

that the supervision change represented by the High Control 

Project was the causal factor for any change in the overall crime 

rates of parolees in California for this period. 

The minimum design necessary to measure the impact of the 

High Control Project on parolee crime rates would necessitate 

determining parolee crime rates in the parent high control units 

before and after the project and comparing these rates to similar 

before and after measures in comparable parole units. Such an 

analysis, however, was not possible here. Parolee crime rate 

data by parole unit was not available and missing data would 

likely prevent it from being collected retrospectively (i.e., for 

the "before" period). Even if the design had been possible, the 

findings would be inconclusive as any discovered change in crime 

rates could still be due to a number of other changes in the 
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system (e.g., court coriviction rates), differences in units 

compared (e.g., employment rate for community) and differences in 

clients (e.g., high narcotic user population serviced). Because 

of these problems this evaluation design does not measure the 

project's general deterrence value, but recognizes that it's 

conclusions are limited by that omission. 

Design Limitations ahd Evaluation Problems 

The High Control Project evaluation suffered from three 

different types of limitations: 

-limitations genera~ly associated with a 
quasi-experimehtaldesign 

-technical limitations associated with 
data collection 

-programmatic limitations confounding 
the design 

Design limitations. As stated earlier, this study used a 

quasi-experimentall design or more specifically a "non-equiva.1,~nt 

control group post-test design". Conclusions are limited ih such 

designs by threats to internal validity (i.e., the extent to 

which the project can be said to have effected the discovered 

outcome), and to ext.ernal validity (i.e., the extent to which 

generalizations of the results o:e this project can be made to 

other parole settings). 

The major threat to internal validity lies in pre­

selection case factor differences. Although efforts were made to 

recruit a cq;nparison group which wal? similar to the experimental 
.. .' /. 

group in terms of their criminal bad~groundand their risk of 

.. 

returning to crim~,' dif'f~rences between the groups were likely 

particularly in light of tqe subjective basis upon which case 

selection was made and the small size of the investigative model 

comparison group. As a test of selection factor differences 

comparisons between the experimental and comparison groups on 

various background characteristics associated with successful 

outcomes on parole are made in the next chapter. Despite the 

study's efforts at matching and the subsequent tests of the 

quality of this effort, it is recognized that such 'procedures 

generally "undermatch" and do not adequately control the likely 

selection differences between the experimental and comparison 

group. 

Other possible threats to internal validity include 

historical changes occurring during the progress of the study. 

One such major change in the correctional system during the 

implementation of the High Control Project was the enactment of 

the Determinate Sentencing System in July, 1977. On~ of the 

observed outcomes of this piece of legislation has been an 

increase in the rate of commitment to California prisons. It is 

possible that some portion of the change in dispositions 

associated with this project may be due to changes in the 

sentencing system. Another change was the lengthening of the 

parole period (from twelve to thirty-six months) and the parole 
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revocation time (from a possible maximum of six to twelve months) 

with the passage of Senate Bill ~Q57 (effective January 1, 1979). 

Hopefully these system changes. effected the ex.perimental ~md the 

comparison group equally. 

A third possible threat to int~~nal validity is sometimes 

called "experimental mortality", or the differenti~l loss of 

study cases from the experimental as compared to the comparison 

group. To avoid the hardline supervision d~livered under the 

High Control Project, parolees could request a transfer to 

another parole unit or district not involved with the experiment. 

This avenue for opting out of the project would reduce the size 

of the experimental group and introduce a self-selection bias 

which was not likely to occur fo~ th~ comparison group. The 

extent to which this occurred is unknown as the reasons fo.r case 

transfers were not always recorded. 

Threats to external validity include those design elements 

which limited generalization of the study re.sults to other parole 

units, parolees, or projects. The somewhat atypical nature of 

the four demonstration sites limited the generalizations possible 

from this project. For example, The Stockton and Bakersfield 

Units represented isolated valley area parole units with 

proportionately larger parolee populations involved in narcotic 

trafficking and/or prison gang activities. In contrast y the 

Walnut Creek Units and the Riversid~/San Bernardino Units 

serviced larger suburban areas closely located to large 
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metropolitan areas. Furthermore, a parole unit servicing a large 

metropolitan area was not included among the four demonstration 

sites, and it would be difficult to generalize the results of 

this study to parole units servicing the inner cities. 

Finally, each demonstration site varied, emphasizing the 

performance of some activities to the exclusion of others, and 

making a description of the overall project complex. Due to the 

numerous idiosyncrasies of each site it was difficult to identify 

,those project components which may have caused the differences in 

outcome discovered across units, although an analysis of unit-by-

unit project activity is conducted later in the report in hopes 

of generally identifying those project elements. 

Technical limitations. The major technical problem 

experienced was caused by agent overreporting for the 

experimental group. Due to a stronger commitment on the part of 

agents in the experimental units, case follow-up data was 

received by the evaluation office in a timely manner .and in great 

detail. This was particularly true for the activity logs (a.k.a, 

parole agent field notes) where care was taken in recording time 

spent and individuals involved in various types of activity. 

This was not true for the comparison units where activity 

information was either not received or received in abbreviated 

form. It was not possible to estimate the extent to which 

certain activities were performed but not reported by the 

comparison unit. 
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Programmatic limitations. The project was limited by 

having multiple, confounding program objectives. The project 

proposed to both increase and to reduce returns to custody. The 

investigation model primarily sought to increase sanctions for 

parolees who at the point of referral to high control were 

already suspected of r~turning to criminal activity. In 

contrast, the intensive supervision model primarily sought to 

reduce that likelihood by closely ~atching high risk parolees who 

at the point of referral were not involved in criminal activity. 

While, generally speaking, this s~paration of goals by high 

control model held true, there were exceptions. For example it 

was learned that some cases were placed under intensive 

supervision to permit early detection of current suspected 

criminal activity, which would place the gbal of the 

investigation model (i.e., inc~easing sanctiohs for returning to 

criminal activity) upon the intensive supervision model. 

The problem of confounding objectives was particulatly 

acute at the Walnut Creek demonstration site. Originally the 

unit chose to operate both high cOhtrol models, utilizing 

investigation for those cases currehtly suspected of criminal 

involve~ent and intensive supervision for those not currently 

involved in criminal activity. Midway during the study period 

the Walnut Creek Unit dropped the investigation model and 

utilized an intensive supervision model exclusivel~. Project 

staff at Walnut Creek felt the intensive supervision model 

allowed the high control agent to maintain ~pdated case 
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inleormation, while the investigation model was too dependent upon 

the regular agent for such information. As a result, cases 

previously placed under investigation were being placed under 

intensive supervision even when it's purpose was a quick 

apprehension and return to prison. The confounding of the two 

models and their separate goals is known to have only occurred at 

the Walnut Creek site, although it possibly occurred at the 

Riverside/San Bernardino site too. The extent to which this 

limitation and the other design limitations described above 

affected the results will be ~~turned to at various points in the 

analysis of project outcomes. 

Organization of Analysis 

Due to the different goals attached to each of the two 

high control models, the analysis is separated according to the 

type of model. The outcome analysis for each model is preceeded 

by a description of the types of activities occurring 

under each model. Chapter VI describes the activities conducted 

under the investigation model followed by an analysis of the 

outcome of the investigation model in Chapter VII~ Chapter VIII 

descr:ibes the activities of the intensive supervision model 

followed by an analysis of six and twelve month follow-up data 

for the cases placed under intensive supervision in Chapter IX. 

Subanalysis of the outcomes across the four demonstration sites 

and a(~ross the types of cases targeted is also presented within 

the outcome chapters for each model. 
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The next chaPte~t Chaptet ~i d~scrib~s the ek~ent to which 

a higher risk group of parolees were selected for the project; 

and it presents the tests of thecompa:rability of the 

experimental cases ,across the dernonstll1ation sites and across the 

two models tested, and to the COinpari~lon group. 
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CHAPTER V 

SELECTION OF CASES A.ND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

'I'he High Control Proj(~ct was designed to target the "more 

serious" releases to parole. Seriousness appeared to be defined 

bya number of elements (see introductory chapter) including 

violent crime history and high recidivism probability. Prior 

criminal history and sometimes current case factors were reviewed 

by parole agents and supervisors involved in the project to reach 

a final selection jUdgement. 'No standardized selection scales 

were applied. To focus the selection effort however, five 

"activity areas" in which the parolees had previously taken part 

in, or were currently suspected of participating in, were 

targeted. They included: 

-prison gang affiliated activities 
-large scale narcotic sales activity 
-violent/aggressive or sexually deviant activity 
-large scale property thefts . 
-absconding from parole supervision 

Application of the above selection criteria would hopefully 

identify those parolees at each of the demonstration sites who 

presented the most serious risk to pubiic safety. 

The purpose of this chapter is to test the project's 

ability to identify parolees who presented the most serious 

threat to public safety by comparing the cases selected to the 

cases not selected on a number of background characteristics 

known to be associated with differing probabilities of success on 

parole. In addition the analysis should help to further define 
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the l?elected population (bey~md the ~iv.e targ.et~d activit¥ areas) 
. " ,',' . 

by presenting a "prof tIe" of the casea selected based on the ten 

characteristics ex~mtped. Variations in the background of cases 

selected across the ~9ur paro~e unit demonstration sites are also 

examined. Finally, the backgro~nd characteri,tics will be 
1 •. • "', ~. .. 

analy~ed as a, ~~thodol09ical check of the equivalency of the 

seJ,.ecteq eX1?erimental a.nd the selected cOI:oparison groups. 

Stuqy Sample ~or Chara<:te~istics Analysis 

For this analysis, only cases selected for the High 

Control Project thrO,u9h October ~1, 1978 are compared to cases 

not selecteq and actively on parole at each of the experimental 

units a, of October 31, 1978. A total of 1,027 selected and not 

selected felon parolee, We~e ideqtified - 330 from ~alnut Creek, 

215 from $tockton, 16~ from Bakerpfield and, 314 from 

Riverside/San Bern~rd~no (Table 1). E~c~uded from this study 

sample were felons reJ,eased to ho~d statu~ ~nd felons paroled out 

of state who were ineligible for the p~oject. Also excluded were 

non-felon pat;o~ees, (i.e.
o

' cases whose commitment offense was 

related to narcotic ~ddiction and who were civilly committed to 
\ .; . ~ ," . ' 

the Civ.il Adqict Program within the Dep~~tment of Corrections) as 
- . . ... . . 

data on their characteristics WaS not av.ailabl~. However, as 

only a very small ProP9rtion of the non-felon parole population 

was expected to faJ,.~ witbtn th~ p~oject selection criteria, tbeir 
' .. ' .. 

omission ,ho~ld not 'ever~ly affect the f~llowing analysis which 

f elo. ns select.ed with felon, not selected at the co;mpqr~f? 

experimeqtal un,i ts • 
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Data collected at prison admission on ten background 

characteristics -- commitment offense, time served, admission 

type, aggravated sentence, narcotic history, prior commitm8nt 

record, escape record, ethnic group, grade placement, and age 

was available from the computerized information systems 

maintained by the Department of Corrections. The statistical 

significance of the difference in the mix of each characteristic 

across the selection groups (Selected vs. Not selected), the 

parole units (Walnut Creek vs. Stockton vs. Bakersfield vs. 

Riverside/San Bernardino) and the study groups (Experimental vs. 

Comparison) was determined using the non-parametric chi square 

test at the .05 probability level. 

Initially, project staff proposed that regular parole 

agents refer all cases meeting the selection criteria to the High 

Control Project staff who would in turn conduct a review and 

either accept or reject the case. A number of "rejected" cases 

(i.e., cases which did not meet the selection criteria or which 

were low priority) was therefore expected. In practice, however, 

very few rejections occurred. A total of ten cases were referred 

and formally rejected by High Control staff through October 31, 

1978 (Table 1). This low number of rejections was likely due to 

a combination of two factors. One factor is the more "informal" 

manner in which selections occurred. Essentially decisions to 

accept the case were being made before a "Selection and Referral 

Form" was formally completed by the regular agent. It is likely 

that more than ten cases were rejected as not meeting the 

selection criteria but such rejections were not recorded in the 
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formal referral process designed for the project. Second, the 

number of high risk parolee~ ref~r~~d for the projec~ was 

actually smaller than expected. Instead of relying upon the 

referral process, project staff and unit supervisorial staff 
"I 

reso~ted ~o screening existing caseloads for possibie project 
'. 

cases. Consequently, it is impossible to accurately identify the 

number of rejections that took place, or conversely to estimate 

the amount of "a~reement" which ocdurr~d bet~een regular parole 

agents and high co~trol agents o~ the kinds of cases which sho~ld 

be placed in the High control Project. 

The ten rejected cases which were recorded were included 

with another 774 felon etises actively on parole in the 

experimental units as of october 31, 1978 and not referred for a 

total "No~ selected" felon study group of ~84 cases. ~e 

"Selected" group which comprised all f..:lon cases referred and 

accepted for High Control through October 31, 1978 (including 18 

cases later deleted due to change of release plans) totaled 243 

cases. The 19rgest proportion of this selected group was derived 

from the Walnut Creek site (N=lll) which had the longest period 

of project experience (Start date: 2-15-77). Relatively fewer 

"Selected" cases were detived fro~ the Bakersfield Unit (N=25) 

and the Riverside/San Bernardino Units (N=46) both of whom had 

experienced relatively short intake periods at the time this 

study sample was drawn (Table 1). 
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Table 1 

Selection Actions for Felon, Parole Population 
At Each Experimental and Comparison Unit Through October 31, 1978 

(STUDY SAMPLE FOR CHARACTERISTICS ANALYSIS) 

Total Eme .... imental mib::; r,nmn",l'; ",nn 11n; '''' 

Case s lalectiol1 Sub Walnut Stock- Bakers- liverside/ Sub Redwood 
actions Total Creek ton field Be~flRrdino . total City Ventura 

(2-15-77) (1-1-78) (7-1-78) C6-1-78} (6-1-77) (8-1-78) 

Total felons 1,491 1,027 330 215 168 314 464 215 249 
§J 

.selected •••••• ". 3~1 243 111 61 25 46 118 58 60 

Not deleted (335) (225) (99) ( 61) (25) (40) (110) (52) (58) 
.Q.I 

Deleted (26) (18) (12) (0) (0) (6) (8) (6) (2) 
ill 

Not selected •••• 1,130 784 219 154 143 268 346 157 189 

Not referred (1,120) (774) (213) (151 ) ( 143) (267) (346) (157) (189) 

Referred & 
Rejected ~ (10) ( '10) ( 6) (3) (0) (1) 

All cases selected for project from project start date to October 31, 1978. 

Selected for project but subsequently removed from sample due to change of release plans. 

All cases actively on parole as of October 31, 1978 and never selected for project. 

Rejected as not meeting selection criteria or as a low priority case. 

, ... ~"'''';~--''~'''''f'::r'-<::.~ .... :::::r.:r:::-.::::-.:~~::::;_:;::,;,,;:-:.;~"¥; . "".-----..... -~~. ~.,....--.. ,.-~ 
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Identifying High Risk. Parqlees: Selected versus Not Selected 

Cases selected in the four experimental sites were 

. 11 d t th ot selected 'at these sites s:ystemat1ca y compare Q. e cases n 

on ten background characteristics (Table 2). The diFection of 

the ~ifferences foun~ were examined for evidence of a "more 

serious" selected groqp. ~ brief prof~le of the selected group 

is given first follow~d by an analysis o~ the ~electea versus not 

selected group differ~nces. 

Profile of selected cases. ~~most ore~half (46.8%) of the 

selected group hao been conunitteo to prison for a person type of 

offense (including homicide, robbery, assault, rape and other sex 

offenses) and served a median of 31 months in prison before 

release to parol~, which for the majority of cases (68.3%) was 

the first release s:m this cOIT\ITlitment. Qne fift.h (20.7%) of the 

cases had receivea prison s~ntences which were "aggravated" types 

involving similar prio~ convictions, use ot a weapon, or other 

concurrent or consecutive sentences. Mpst of the selected cases 

had a history of either narcotic use J53.9%) or non-narcotic drug 

use (25.5%); ove.r one-t,hirq (37.4%) hc:td a p~ior prison record, 

and one-quarter (25.5) had a prio~ escape record. 

Demographically, the selected group was typically non-o/hite 

(54.7%), 31 years old, and possessed an eighth grade level 

education (Table 2). 

Selected versus not selected. There was a statistically 

significant di~.ference between th~ selected and not selected 
• ;'r :\ 

group on five of the ten charc:t.cteris.tic examined • 'Two other 
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characteristics showed smaller differences which almost reached 

statistical significance. Altogether, the kinds of differences 

found showed the selected group had more serious types of 

commitment offenses and more extensive. criminal hig;t;ories than 

the group not selected. It is concluded that the High Control 

Project staff was successful in selecting the more serious 

releases to parole for the project. 

There was no large and statistically significant 

difference between the selected and not selected groups on the 

three characteristics of ethnic group, grade placement, and 

escape history. The large differences in the remaining seven 

variables were statistically significant, or almost statistically 

significant, and also highly interrelated. The commitment 

offenses for the selected group comprised more narcotic/drug 

types (2l.~% Selected vs. 14.4% Not Selected) and less property 

type offenses (26.7% Selected vs. 37.3% Not Selected) than the 

not selected population. Consequently a slightly larger 

proportion of the sentences for the selected group ,,,ere 

aggravated types (20.7% Selected vs. 14.6% Not Selected) for 

which the selected group served a much longer period of time in 

prison (31,.4 m.edian months 1 Selected vs. 24.7 median months, Not 

Selected) • The selected group also included a lar'ger proportion 

of cases who had a prior prison cOI~itment record (37.4% Selected 

vs. 33.4% Not selected). Co~sequentlYl a larger proportion of 

the selected group were re-released to parole (as opposed to a 

first release) after a board or a court-ordered return (31.7% 
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Selected vs. 19.5% Not Sel~cted) and a slightl:y larger pr'opo~tion 

had a narcotic history (53;9% Selected va. 47.3% Not Selected). 

With the more extensiv~ prison record for the selected group, it 
/' -

was not surprising to;ifind that the selected group WaS 

significantly b~der (~;l. 2 median years) than the group not 

selected (29.4 fuedi~n years). 

The longer, aggravated,commitment sentences indicate the 

cases selected represe'nted the more se:rious Gommitment offense 

types although not all such cases were being selected for High 

Control Supervision. The larger proportion of ,cases who had 

previously failed parole, had a prior prison .commitment, ahd had 

a history of narcotic use togethe:r indica,te the cas.es selected 

had more extensive cri,minal histori,es. Therefore, it is 

concluded that the project was successful in seJ-acting more 

serious parolees from the parent parole unit population, at least 

as defined by the ten criminal and ,demog:raph~c variableseiXamined 

here. This analysis has also identified "·severity of commitment 

offense!! and Uextehsivene.ss of c):'iTI)inal record u as two dimensions 

implicitly ·weighed by p:roject::;;taffQuring the seJ.ection process. 

Ethnic group representativenes::;;. 'r,he preceeding aI}alysis 

showed.no statistically significant difference between cases 

selected and cases not selected ,on their ethnic ~roup 

distribution. However, as some cQnc~rn was exp:ressed during tbe 

project's developmental phase that it may disproportionatelY 

target more non-white than white parole,es, a supplemental 

analysis by p?J.rol:e unit on tbe ,vari,able of race was .conducted. 
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Table 2 

Selected Background Characteristics of the Total Felon 
Population Selected and Not Selected at the Exp~rimental Units 

Selected background 
characteristic 

Total 
No. I Pct. 

Commitment offense 1,027 

Homicide, manslaughter.... 101 

Robbery................... 220 

Assault •••••••• o •••••••••• 75 

Burglary.~................ 221 

Other property.~.......... 136 

Rape, other sex ••••••••••• 59 

Narcotics, Q~gs ••••••••• 165 

Other..................... 50 
~hs served in prison 1,021 

17 or less •••••••••• ~..... 193 

113-29 •••••••• 0 • • • • • • • .. • • • • 403 

30-41 •••••••••••••••••• 0 •• 217 

42-53 ••••• 0 ••••••••••••••• 98 

54-65 ••••••••••••••••• 8 ••• 34 

6'6-77 ••••••••••• 0 ••••••••• 25 

7:8 or more ••••••••• o •••••• 51 

Median months •••••••••• e 

:M!!lission type 1,027 

Ne adm· . , w ~ss~on. • • .. • .. • • .. • • • • 791 

RQturned by court......... 155 

Returned by board......... 75 

100.0 

21.5 

13. 2 

5.7 

16.1 

100.0 

18.8 

39.2 

21.1 

100.0 

77.6 
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Selection action 

I Selected 
I No.1 Pct. 

243 

19 

56 

21 

44 

21 

18 

52 

12 

243 

41 

7Q 

58 

34 

7 

12 

21 

243 

166 

50 

27 

100.0 

7.8 

23.0 

8.6 

8.6 

23.9 

14.0 

8.6 

100.,0 

68-3 

20.6 

11.1 

T 
I 

Not Selected 
No o I Pet. 

784 

82 

164 

54 

171 

115 

41 

113 

38 

184 

152 

333 

159 

64 

27 

13 

36 

184 

631 

105 

48 

100.0 

100.0 

20.3 

8.2 

100.0 

80.5 

13.4 

6.1 



Selected background 
characteristic 

Aggravated sentence 

Unknown ••••••••••••••••••• 

Total less unknown ••• ' ••••• 

Not aggravated •••••••••• 

Aggravated •••• o ••••• ' •••• 

Narcotic histo~ 

No use ••••••••••••••••••• 

Narcotic use ••••••••••••• 

Drugs/marijuana use ••• 0 •• 

Prior commitment record 

No prior commitment ••••• 

Prior jail/juvenile only. 

Prior prison commitment •• 

Escape record 

No record oi: escape ....... . 

Prior recordl of escape ••• 

Ethnic group· 

White ••••••••••••••••••• 

Mexican-American •••••••• 

Blacl<: ••• e- •••••••• ., ...... . 

pther •••••••••••• ~ •••••• 

Table 2- continued 

Selection action 
Total I Selected 

No. '1 Pct. 1 No. I Pct., 

1,02,,{ 

221 

806 

678 

128 

1,027 

262 

502 

263 

1,021 

113 

561 

353 

1,027 

800 

227 

1,027 

491 

208 

314 

14 

100.0 

15.9 

100.0 

100.0 

11.0 

54.6 

34.4 

100.0 

22.1 

100.0 

20.2 

30.6 

1.4 
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243 

74 

169 

134 

35 

243 

50 

131 

62 

243 

16 

136 

91 

243 

181 

62 

243 

110 

61 

69 

3' 

100.0 

79.3 

20.1 

100.0 

100.0 

6.6 

56.0 

31.4 

100.0 

14.5 

25.5 

100.0 

28.4 

1.2 

I Not Selected 
1 No. J Pct. 

784 

141 
" 

637 100.0 

544 85.4 • 

93 14.6 

784 100.0 

212 21.0 

371 41.3 

201 25.6 

784 100.0 

97 12.4 

425 54.2 

262 33.4 

784 100.0 

619 78.9 

165 21.0 

784 100.0 

381 48.6 

141 18.8 

245 31.2 

11 1.4 

Table 2- continued 

Selected backgr(~-
dharacteristi<: '~I R;:;-:...9~t~a1::~::~;~::::~:::~:::~=2~~~:::~:::~N;:O=t:~S~e;1~e-c=-t:e~d~:= 

------~:---_' .. _~~_ ..... _____ p ... c .. t .......... ....10._...;;.;,,;;__.--1_....-,;;...-:._ ..... _;.;.N.;;;,o.:.. _ ......... ....;;.P.;;;,c.;.;t.::;.-._ 
'~7/ l/ 

Grade placement 1,027 

UnknO\VIl. ~ • • ,\ 0 •••••• 0 ••••• 43 

Total less ~nown....... 984 

Illiterate~ ......... 9 .... """.. 29 

Grades 3-6 •••••••••• 0•• 255 

Grades 7-8............. 288 

Grades 9-11 •••• 0 •••••• 0 353 

Grades 12 and over •• oo • 59 

Median grarle ••••••••• 

Age in years as.2f 
TIecember 31. 1~ 1,027 

30-39 •• 0 •••• 0 .... , •• 0 •••• 1 •• 373 

40-49.................... 133 

Median age ........... . 

Background Characteristic 

Commi tment of.fense 
Months served in prison 
Admission type 
Aggravated sentence 
Narcotic history 
Prior commitment record 
Escape record 
Ethnic group 
Grade placement 
Age in years as of 12-31,.78 

100.0 

6.0 

100.0 

45.2 

36.3 

12.9 

5.5 

16~465* 
240703**?<-
16.211*** 
3.731 
4.686 
6.627* 
2.150 
4.663 
2.248 

15.541** 
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243 

11 

232 

8 

59 

62 

91 

12 

243 

90 

111 

34 

8 

7 
6 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
4 
3 

1C~.0 

25.4 

26.7 

39 .. 2 

5.2 

(801) 

100.0 

37.0 

45.7 

1400 

:z :z :.;.:.; 

(3102) 

• ...12.... 

po(; .050 
p< 0001 
p -< .001 
p ~.060 
p ~.100 
p < .050 
p ~o150 
p ~.200 
p > .500 
p.( ,,010 

784 

32 

752 100.0 

21 2.8 

196 26.1 

226 30.C' 

262 34.8 

47 602 

(7.9) 

784 100.0 

374 47.7 

262 33.4 

99 12.6 
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T~ble 3 compares the ethnic distribution of the felon cases 

selected to that of the total active felon population for each 

experimental unit individually. 

Only the Stockton unit showed a ethnic group mix of 

selected cases disproportionate (by greater than ten percent) to 

it's total felon population ethnic mix. The other units (Walnut 

Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino) showed smaller differences of 

only five to ten percent; and there were too few selected cases 

(N=2S) to permit a conclusion regarding the Bakersfield Unit. 

The ethnic group difference at the Stockton Unit is due to the 

overrepresentation of Mexican-Americans in the selected group 

(26.2% among total felon population vs. 37.7% among selected 

population). As a latter analysis will support, this difference 

is likely related to the high priority that particular unit 

placed on selecting cases under the "prison gang affiliation" 

selection criterion. Of the four experimental units, only the 

Stockton unit chose to investigate the prison gang activities of 

parolees. In that geographic area the gangs were largely Mexican­

American. Other than the difference found at the Stockton unit, 

there is no strong evidence to support the conclusion that the 

experimental units disproportionately selected more non-whites 

than whites for this project. 

Uniformity of Case Selection: Comparisons Across Units 

The five targeted activity areas were guidelines to aid in 

the selection of similar high risk cases across units. While 
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Ethnic 
group 

Total 

Wh i te ....... til ••••• 

~1exican-American •• 
Black .•••••••••••• 
Other ......... . " ... 

Table 3 

Ethnic Group Distribution for Total Active Felons Compared to 
Felons Selected for High Control at Each Demonstration Site 

Walnut Stockton Bakersfield 
Creek 

Total Felons Total Felons Total Felons b 
felons~/ selectedl/ felons~/ selectedl/ felons~/ selected-f 
(N=228) (N=lll) (N=l60) (N=6l) (N=148) (N=25) 

, -~' 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

48.2 51. 4 48.7 41. 0 52.7 40.0 
5.2 Q Q 26.2 37.7 25.0 40.0 ., . ., 

46.1·, 36.9 23.7 21. 3 20.9 16.0 
0.4 I 1.8 1.3 0 1.3 4.0 

Riverside/ 
San Bernardino 

Total 
felons~/ 

Felons b 
selectea-/ 

(N=34l) (N=46) 

100.0 100.0 

46.0 39.1 
32.5 37.0' 
20.8 23.9 
0.6 0 

~/Felons actively on parole in unit as of, December 31, 1978; taken from Management Information Statistic' 
b/'parole' Balance Sheet", Table 20, "Active Paroles By Ethnic Group and Type wi thin Unit and Reg ion" . 
- Male felons selected for High Control through 10-31-78; see Table I in this report. 

I 
---J 
f-I 
I 



uniformity was hoped for, differences in the kinds of cases 

selected for the High Control Project across the four 

experimental units were likely without objective selection 

criteria and a systematizeo selection process. Cases selected at 

each of the four experimental units were distributed across the 

same set of ten back~round char~bteristics analyzed above; and 

statistically significant differences in the mix of these 
,\' 

characd~ristics were iderttified. The ahalysis showed the Lini ts 

selected different commitment 6ffertse type cases (person vs. 

narcotics) which largely corresponded to the type of high control 

model (intensive supervision vs. investigation) each unit 

operated. 

There were large, statistically significant differences on 

four of the ten characteristics examined including commitment 

offense type, prison time served, aggravated sentence and ethnic 

group (Table 4). There were only small stat.istically 

insignificant'differences On the remaining six background 

characteristics. Three of the four characteristics with large 

differences were interrelated. Together they showed that the 
;'U r 

Walnut Creek Uhit selected cases more likely committed to prison 

on "person" type offenses (53.2%) for which they served longer 

(35.5 months) and more aggravated (31.9%) prison sentences than 

the cases selected in th'e other units. The Riverside/Sah 

Bernardino Oni ts, like walnut Creek, also sele~cted more cases 

corninitted on person type offenses (63.0%) than the other two 

units. The concentration on serious person offenders fot 
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Walnut Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino is in strong contrast 

to the larger proportion of "narcotic/drug" offenders who served 

short, non-aggravated, prison sentences in both the Stockton and 

Bakersfield Units. 

The units selecting similar prison offense types also 

operated the same type of high control model; i.e., Bakersfield 

and Stockton both operated an investigation model while Walnut 

Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino operated an intensive 

supervision model. What differences in outcome exist across the 

demonstration sites are likely due to the targeting of different 

offense types by each of the m8dels (violent/assaultive offenders 

for the intensive supervision model and large scale narcotic 

offenders for the investigation model). In fact, a later 

analysis of outcome differences for cases selected under each of 

the five selection criterion within each unit supported this 

relationship. It is further justification for the separate 

analysis of outcome for each model conducted in this evaluation. 

The fourth characteristic with a large difference, ethnic 

group, showed Walnut Creek selected significantly more Blacks 

(36.9%) and fewer Mexican-Americans (9.9%) than either of the 

other units. However, as Table 4 and the previous analysis 

illustrates this difference is due to the different ethnic mix of 

parolees released to the geographic areas serviced by the units, 

rather than to any differential race-related selection process. 

Based upon these obvious model differences, an inspection 

was made of the distribution of characteristics between the pairs 

of units operating each model type (Stockton vs. Bakersfield for 
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Table 4 

Selected Background Characteristics 
of the Selected Population A.t Each Experimental Parole Unit 

Experimental parole units 

Sel.ected background 
characteristics 

Total I Walnut I"'" 1----~---..--I-=R,.,.i-v .... er-s-:i-:d....,~/~--
selected Creek 1 Stockton Bakersfililldj San Bernardlno 

No.1 Pct.1 No.1 Pct. J No. I Pet. I No. l 'pi:d:~' I lIo. I Pct. 

Commitment offense 243 

Person ••••••••••••••• 114 
Property............. 65 
Narcotics............ 52 
Other .ru •••••••••••• 0 12 

Months served in prison 24; 

17 or less ••••• ~..... 41 
18-29................ 70 
30-41.o •••••••••••• o~ 58 
42-53.o ••••••••• o ••• ~ 34 
54 and over.......... 40 

Median months •••••• 

Admission tYpe 243 

New admission •••••••• 166 
Returned by co~t.... 50 
Re~-ned by board.... 27 

Aggravated sentence 243 

Unknown 74 
Tota4 less unknown 169 

Not aggravated ••••• 134 
Aggravated......... 35 

Narcotic history 243 

No use............... 50 
Narcotic use ••••••••• 1}1 
Drug/marijuana use... 62 

100.0 111 

59 
31 
15 
6 

100.0 111 

16.9 18 
28.8 24 
23~9 2~ 
14.0 17 
16.5 26 

(31.4) 

100.0 

68.3 
20.6 
11.1 

100.0 
79.3 
20.7 

100.0 

20.6 
53.9 
25.5 

111 

71 
24 
16 

111 

39 
72 
49 
23 

111 

28 
53 
;0 

100.0 61 

53.2 19 
27.9 20 
13.5 19 
5.4 3 

100.0 61 

16.2 11 
21.6 17 
23.4 17 
is.; 10 
23.4 6 

(35.5) 

100.0 61 

64.0 39 
21.6 13 
14.4 9 

61 

22 
100.0 39 
68.1 33 
31.9 6 

100.0 61 

25.2 12 
47.7 35 
27.() 14 

100.0 25 

31.1 7 
32.8 8 
310 1 9 
4.9 1 

100.0 25 

1$.0 8 
27.9 9 
27~9 3 
16.4 1 
9.8 4 

(31.2) 

100.0 25 

63.9 20 
21.3 3 
14.8 2 

25 

5 
100.0 ?O 
84.6 17 
15.4 3 

100.0 25 

19.7 3 
57.4 18 
22.9 4 

100.0 

28.0 
32.0 
36.0 
4.0 

100.0 

32.0 
36~0 
12.0 
4.0 

16.0 
(23.S) 

100.0 

80.0 
12.6 
8.0 

100.0 
85.0 
15.0 

100.0 

12.0 
72.0 
1'6.0 

Prior commitment record 243 100.0 111 100.0 61 100.0 25 100.0 

No prior commitmeat.. 16 6.6 . 9 8.1 4 6.5 0 0 
~ior jailfjuvenile 
only ••• u •••••••••••• 136 56.0 61 55.0 30 49.2 1a 72.0 
Prior prison commit-
ment................. 91 37.4 41 36.9 27 44. J 7 2l:bO 
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46 

29 
6 
9 
2 

46 

4 
20 
12 
6 
4: 

100.0 

63.0 
13~0 
19.£ 
4.3 

100.0 

8.7 
43.5 
26.1 
13.0 

. 8.7 
(;0.7) 

46' 100.0 

;6 78.; 
10 21: 7 
o 0 

46 

8 
38 
35 
3 

46 

7 
25 
14 

100.0 
92.1 
7.9 

100.0 

46 100.0 

3 6.5 

27 58.7 

1634.8 

. ',,"'--,.,--~'" .. -

j 

/ } 

":·1' 

I 
; 

rz: 

::: • .::~~ "~~~-~-'--~.- ""c __ .::..~ 

Table 4 - continued 

Selected background 
characteristics 

Escape record 

Total I 
selected 
No. I Pct. I 

243 100.0 

No record of escape •• 181 
Prior escape record.. 62 

74.5 
25.5 

Ethnic group 

White •••••••••••••••• 
Mexican-American ••••• 
Black·~r············. 
Other.~ ••••••••••••• 

Grade placemen E. 

Unknown 
Total less unknown 

Grade 6 and under •• 
Grade 7-8 •••••••• ~. 
Grade 9 and over ••• 

Mediall grade 

Age in years, as of 
December 31, 1978 

29 and under •••••••• 
30-39 ••••••••••••••• 
40 and over ••••••••• 

Median age •••••••• 

243 

110 
61 
69 
3 

243 

11 
232 
67 
62 

103 

243 

90 
111 
42 

100.0 

45.3 
25.1 
28.4 
1.2 

100.0 
28.9 
26.7 
44.4 
(8.1) 

100.0 

37.0 
45.7 
17.3 

(31.2) 

Elcoerimental n arole uni ts 

111 

83 
28 

111 

57 
11 
41 

2 

111 

6 
105 
30 
22 
53 

111 

35 
54 
22 

100.0 

74.7 
25.2 

100.0 

-' 
100.0 
28.(" 
20.9 
50.5 
(8.5) 

100.0 

31.5 
48.6 
19 •. $ 

(31..5) 

61 

41 
20 

61 

25 
23 
13 
o 

61 

2 
59 
13 
21 
25 

61 

18 
31 
12 

100.0 

67.2 
;2.8 

100.0 

41.0 
37.7 
21.3 

o 

100.0 
22.0 
35.6 
42.4 
(8.1) 

100.0 

29.5 
50.8 
19.7 

(31.9) 

25 

21 
4 

25 

10 
10 
4 
1 

25 

1 
24 

8 
6 

10 

25 

11 
9 
5 

• .,01:'(0,_ 

100.0 

84.0 
16.0 

1'YJ.o 

40.0 
40.0 
16.0 
4.0 

100.0 
33.4 
25.0 
41.7 
(7.5) 

100.0 

44.0 
36.0 

46 

36 
10 

46 

18 
17 
11 
o 

46 

2 
44 
16 
13 
15 

46 

2c' 
17 
3 

190.0 

78.3 
21.7 

100.0 

39.1 
37.0 
23.9 

o 

100.0 
36.,\ 
29.5 
34. I 
(7.4) 

100.0 

56.5 
37.0 
6.5 

(29.0) 
ru Due to large number of c 11 ' th 

not included in the t t e s W~ expected frequencies of 5 or less, this category "as 
s a istical significance test. ~ 

Background 
Characteristic 

Commitment offense 
Months served in prison 
Admission type 
Aggravated sentence 
Narcotic history 
Prior commitment record 
Escape record 
gthnic group 
Grade placemen t 
Age in years, as of 12-31-78 

.K.. 
21.417** 
21.960* 
4.688 

10.405* 
6.736 
5.223 
3.238 

26.193*** 
7.196 

12.532 
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.M.. 
6 

12 
6 
3 
6 
6 
3 
6 
6 
6 

P'" .010 
p< .050 
p:;> .500 
pi.. .050 
p =.350 
p ;>.500 
p ~.350 
p t.: .001 
p Q:.350 
p ~.060 
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the investigation.inodelrandWC;llnut Creek vs. Riverside/San 

Bernardino for the intensive supervision; note that Walnut Creek 

actually implemented both 11:lod~ls and cases under each model were 

not separate~ for this PArticular analysis.) Based upon 

percentage differences (statistical tests ~ere qot applied), 

there were a few differences between the units operating the 

investigation model. A la):"ger I?roportion of cases at Stockton 

COmpared to Bakersfield had prior prison records,- served mor~ 

time, and were being re-releaseo to parole after a return to 

prison. Together these differences indicate Stockton cases had 

slightly more serious criminal hist6ries and would likely 

elxperience more parole failures than Bakersfield cases. Between 

t:he two units operating a intensive supervision moqel (Walnut 
, .~.-

Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino) there were no large 

differences in the characteristics which would indicate one unit 

was predisposed to a higher rate of failures than another. 

It is concluded from the above analysis that the four 

experimental units selected different offense type cases. 

However, the uni t differences were largely related t.o the type of 

high control model each operated. The separate otltcome analysis 

conducted for each model should control for the commitment 

offense differences founq. 

Research Design Check: Experimental. versus Comparison Group 

This study used a quasi-experimental design with q .n.ol!J~ 

equivalent control group to tes~ Project effects. $everal $beps 
, ,i':. 

-,.76-

... 

i 
111;'; . 

. ; 

\ 

were undertaken to assure that a comparison group was similar to 

the experimental group with respect to their potential for 

returning to serious types of criminal activity (see 

"Methodology" chapter). However, as the quasi-experimental 

research design involved (1) non-probability sampling methods, 

(2) problems in the comparison case identification process, and 

(3) vague selection criteria to match upon, comparability of the 
.\ 

two study groups could not be guaranteed. To check their ~ 

equivalency, the 243 selected experimental and 118 selected 

comparison cases were compared on the ten background 

characteristics analyzed in the preceeding section and known to 

be associated with differing parole outcome probabilities (Table 

5) • 

Statistically significant differences were found on five 

of the ten background characteristics examined. No significant 
, ... ~ 

differences between the experimental and comparison groups 

existed on time served in prison, admission type, aggravated 

sentence, escape history and grade placement. 

Those variables showing a difference indicated the 

comparison group contained a larger proportion of cases committed 

on person type offenses (fewer for narcotic and property 

offenses), a smaller proportion with prior j2il and juvenile 

commitments and a smaller proportion with narcotic histories than 

was found in the experimental group. Also the comparison group 

was more likely than the experimental group to be white and 

older. 

At least one of the differences can be explained by the 
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different offense types targeted by each model. At the time this 

special "Characteristics" study sample was drawn (cases selected 

through October 31, 1978 only), not all the comparison cases used 

in the final outcome analysis had been identified; ahd, more 

importantly, the comparison group had not been screened and 

di vided into the "investigation It' model comparison group versus 

the "intensive supervision" model comparison group. When this 

did occur later, it was discovered that the majority (69%) of the 

compa;cison group were intensive supervision types of comparison 

cases while a minority (31%) of the comparison group were the 

investigation model type. Consequently, in this analysis where 

they are all lumped together, it is not surprising to find the 

overall comparison group characterized by more person offenders 

than the experimental group which is equally mixed with 

investigative and intensive supervision type cases. In fact, 

when the comparison group is compared only to the intensive 

supervision experimental cases, the difference in offense type 

distribution is considerably reduced. 

There were other significant differences found including a 

smaller proportion of cases with na~cotic histories and a larger 

proportion with prior prison commitments in the comparison as 

opposed to experimental group. These differences may also be due 

to the disproportionate mix of "investigative vs. in~ensive 

supervision" model cases in the comparison group. They may also 

be due to overall differences in the kinds of cases released to 

the parole units from which the comparison and experimental 
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Table 5 

Selected Background Characteristics 
of the Selected Experimental and Selected Comparison Groups 

Selected background Total 
characteristics experimental 

No. I Pet. 

Comm1tment offense 243 

Homicide,ma.tlslaughter... 19 
Robbery.................. 56 
Assault···$ •••••••••••• 4. 21 
Burglary •••••••••• e...... 44 
other property........... 21 
Rape, othe~ sex ••••• o •••• 18 
Narcotics, drugs......... 52 
Other.................... 12 

Months served in prison 243 

17 or less. o ••••••••••••• 41 
18-29.................... 70 
30-41.o •••••• o •• o ••••••• ~ 58 
42-53 •••••••.••••••••••• -. 34 
54-65 •••. 0 •••• •.•••• 0 • • • • • 7 
66-17.................... 12 
78 or more •••••••••• o •••• 21 

Median months •••••••••• 

Admission tYpe 243 

New adm' , 166 1ss10n •••••••••••• 
Returned by court ~, 50 ••• 0 •••• 

Returned by board •• ., ••••• 27 

Aggravated sentence 243 

Unknown 74 
Total less unknown 169 

Not aggravated ••••••••• 134 
Aggravated .••••••• 0 ...... 35 

Narcotic his:!:EE.l 243 

No use •••• ~ ••••• o •••• o ••• 50 
NarcO)iC use ••••••••••••• 131 
Drugs marujuana use 62 •••••• 

7.8 
23.0 
8.6 

18.1 
80 6 
7.4 

2104 
4.9 

100.0 

16.9 
28.8 
23.9 
14.0 
2.9 
4.9 
8.6 

(31.4) 

100.0 

68.3 
20.6 
i 1.1 

100.0 
79.3 
20.7 

100 .. 0 

Experimental 
Intensive 

supervision 
No. , Pct. 

122 

9 
36 
15 
19 
5 

12 
20 

6 

122 

15 
33 
33 
16 
2 

10 
13 

122 

87 
25 
10 

122 

33 
89 
70 
19 

122 

30 
H 
32 

100.0 

7.4 
29.5 
1203 
15.6 
4.1 
9.8 

16.4 
4.9 

100.0 

12 .. 3 
27.0 
27.0 
13.1 
1.6 
8.2 

10.7 
(33.5) 

100.0 

71.3 
20.5 
8.2 

100.0 
78.7 
21 .. 3 

100.0 

24.6 
49 .. 2 
26.2 

-79-

Investigation 
No. I Pct. 

121 

10 
20 
6 

25 
16 
6 

32 
6 

121 

26 
37 
25 
18 
5 
2 
8 

121 

79 
25 
17 

121 

41 
80 
64 
16 

121 

20 
71 
30 

100.0 

8.2 
16.5 
5.0 

20.7 
13.2 
5.0 

26.4 
4.9 

100.0 

21.5 
30.6 
20.7 
14.9 
4.1 
1.6 
6.6 

l29.3) 

100.0 
80.0 
20.0 

100.,0 

Comparison 

No. 

118 

15 
25 
17 
17 
4 

20 
14 
6 

118 

14 
29 
27 
21 

8 
7 

12 

118 

87 
23 
8 

118 

31 
87 
70 
17 

118 

49 
42 
27 

I Pet. 

100.0 

12.7 
21.2 
14.4 
14.4 
3.4 

16.9 
11.9 
5.1 

100.0 

11 .. 9 
24.6 
22.9 
17.8 
6.8 
5.9 

10.2 
( 36.0) 

100.0 

73.7 
19.5 
6.8 

100.0 
80.4 
1905 

100.0 

41.5 
35 .. 6 
2209 

,j 

1 
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ound 3elect(~d backgr 
eharacterist ics 

Prior commitment record 

No prior commitmentueo. 
Prior jail/juvenile 
o,nly •• ., ••••••• .., • 0 0 e • 0 • 0 • 

Prior prison commitment. 

Esc<:l.Ee record 

No record of escape ...... 
Pril)t' record of escape •• 

;". t hTl j t; t~roup 

WhiLe •••• ~.o.o •• o ••••••• 

folexican-Arnericun •••••••• 
Black ••••••• cccceee ••••• 

other{} ...... oo ••• " •• o •••• 

Grade placement 

Unknown 
Total less unknown 

Illiterate •••••••••••• 
Grades )-.6. 0 .00.0 ••••• 

Grades 7-80 •••••••• 00. 

Grades 9-11 ............. 
Grades 12 and over ..... 

Nedian grade .......... 

AJJ.e in :lears as of 
December 211 1978 

under 29 •••••• 0 •••••• 00. 
30-39o ••• ~ ••••• oo ••••• oo 
40-49 ••• ooo •••• 0: ••• o •• ~ 
'JO und over .... " .......... ~~ .. 

Hod 1. ~m age .... 0 .... ~; ••• 

Table 5 - continued 

Experimental 
Total Intensive 

experimental suuervision 
No. I Pet. No. T Pet. 

243 100.0 122 100.0 

16 6.6 11 9.,0 

136 56.0 67 54.9 
91 37.4 44 36.1 

243 100.0 122 100.0 

181 74.5 96 78.7 
62 25.5 26 21.3 

243 100.0 122 1QO~0 

110 45.3 54 44.3 
61 25.1 27 22.1 
69, 20 .. 4 39 32.0 
3 1.2 2 1.6 

243 122 

ii, . 8 ' . ... 
232 100.0 114 100.0 

8 3.4 6 5.3 
59 25.4 30 26.3 
62 26.7 27 23.7 
91 39.2 46 40.3 
12 (s.2 5 4.4 

8.1') ( 8. 11 

243 10000 122 100.0 

90 37.0 49 40.2 
111 45 .. 7 53 43.4 

34 14.0 16 1301 
8 3.3 4 3.3 

(31.2) (30.5) 
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~J Comparison 

'" I 
Investi~ation 

No. / Pet. I No. I Pet. 

121 100.0 118 100,,0 

5 4.1 17 14.4 

69 57.0 48 40.7 
47 38.8 53 44.9 

121 100.0 118 100.0 

85 70,,2 95 80.5 
36 29.8 23 19 .. 5 

121 100.0 110 100.0 

56 46.3 75 63.6 
34 28.1 16 13.6 
30 24.0 22 10.6 

1 0.8 5 4.2 

121 118 

3 2 
118 100.0 116 100.0 

2 1.7 3 2.6 
29 24.6 28 24.1 
35 29.7 34 29.3 
45 38 0 1 40 34 .. 5 

7 5.9 11 9.5 
(8 0 1) (8. f) 

121 100.0 118 100.0 
• 

41 3.3 31 26.3 
58 14.9 55 46 .. 6 
18 47.9 21 17.8 
4 33.9 11 903 

( 31.6) ( 33.0) 

, 
r 
f, 

F< 

r 
r 

r 

'. 
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Background 
.Q!!a.racteristic 

Commitment offense 
Months served in prison 
Admission type 
Aggravated sentence 
Naxcotic history 
Prior commitment record 
Escape record 
Ethnic grouy 
Grade placement 
Age in yeaxs as of 12-~\1-78 

Table 5- continued 

Intensive supervision 
vs. Investigation 

X2 ..M.. ....P..-

19.827**- 7 1> ~ .010 
12.206 6 p =.060 
2.196 2 p =.350 
0.047 1 p >.500 
3.172 2 P £1:.250 
2.374 2 p £1:.350 
2.277 1 p B%.150 
2.013 2 p ~.400 
1.681 3 p )0 .500 
1 .. 027 2 p >.5°0 
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Experimental vs. Compax~son 
X2 

19.280** 
5 .. 871 
1.316 
0.048 

18.495**'*-
10.070** 

1.601 
16.376*** 
3.056 
9 .. 003* 

7 
6 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
4 
3 

pJ:. .010 
p" .500 
p s.400 
p > .500 
p <. .00j 
p <. .010 
p ~.200 
p.( .001 
p:> .500 
p.( .050 



groups were derived. With the kind of information available for 

the special sample used in thi~ study of characteristics, it is 

impossible to conclude firmly that the comparison group had a 

probability for returning to serious types of criminal activity 

equal tg that of the experimental group; although the increased 

size of the comparison group, and the separation of the . 
comparison group into model types in .the final study sample used 

in the activity and outcome analysis in subsequent chapters. 

should enhance the comparability of the two study groups. 

Chapter summary. This chapter tested the High Control 

Project's ability to select the mOre serious parolees from the 

parent unit for project attention.. As illustrated by the more 

serious commitment offense types and the more extensive criminal 

histories of the selected as compared to the not selected 

populations in the experimental units, the project successfully 

met this objective. The analysis also helped to define "severity 

of commitment offenSe" and "extensiveness, of criminal history" as 

at least two key factors implicitly weighed in the selection 

decisions made, two ~~ctors which could easily be objectified to 

systematize the more clinicallY based selection process used for 

this project. 

This chapter also checked for uniformity in the kinds of 

caseS selected across the four experimental units. It found that 

the units differentially selected caseS from the major types of 

commitment offenses depending upon which of the two high control 

model~ the unit operated. For the uriits operating the same 
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model, there were no large differences in the kinds of cases 

selected (with the exception that cases selected at Stockton had 

slightly more extensive prior criminal histories). Lastly, 

experimental and comparison cases were compared on the 

distribution of background characteristics as a check of the 

research design. A few differences were found; however, the type 

of analysis conducted was too limited to draw any conclusions. 
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CHAPTER VI 

OPERATIONS AND ACTIVITIES 
OF THE INVESTIGATION MODEL 

This chapter describes the operations and activity of the 

investigation model of the High Control Project as it was 

implemented at three demonstration sites. H.Opefully, enough 

detail and substance is provided to permit either replication or 

comparisons to other similar programs conducted elsewhere. In 

addition to it's descriptive purpose this chapter also tests the 

experimental variable. That is, it determines whether the 

activities performed under the investigativl model 'f/.ere in fact 

different from those activities normally performed under regular 

parole supervision. 

Study Sample for Activity and outcome Analysis 

To maximize each site's experience with the project and to 

increase unit/district sample sizes, intake bey¢nd the October, 

1978 cutoff date of the special sample used in the study of group 

characteristics (described in the preceeding chapter) was 

employed in the activity and outqome analysis of this and 

F th investigation model, an intake cut­subsequent chapters. or... e 

30 1979 U ~ea~ For the intensive off date of June, was ~ • 

supervision model cases (allO\'l!ng for -at least six months outcome 

to elapse after the last ~ase was selected) an intake cutoff date 

of December 31, 1978 was used (see Figure 1). 

The lopger study period allowed the number of referrals to 

the High Control Project to increase substantially beyond the 
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numbers analyzed in the preceding chapter. By June 30':, 1979 the 

number of referrals totaled 582 cases - 121 in Stockton, 80 in 

Bakersfield t 72 in the Walnut Creek investigative model, 100 in 

the Walnut Creek intensive supervision model, 70 in Riverside/San 

Bernardino, 69 in Redwood City and 70 in Ventura (Table 6). 

The 582 referrals during this extended study period were 

reduced by a small number of cases "rejected" by the High Control i 

Project staff and by a small number of cases "deleted" due to 

release plan changes. The "rejections ll totaled 45 (7.5%). The 

primary reason for rejection by the High Control Project staff 

was that the case did not meet the selection criteria. A very 

few cases were rejected because they met the selection criteria 

but were of very low priority. Table 6 shows rejections only 

occurred at the Walnut Creek and Stockton experimental sites as 

the selection process operated somewhat differently at the 

Bakersfield and Riverside/San Bernardino sites. The higher 

proportion of rejections which occurred at the comparison sites 

(20 of 139 or 14.4%) is attributable to the special "Comparison 

Case Review" by High Control Project supervisors which was 

conducted to ensure an equivalent comparison group (see 

"Methodology" chapter). By design the rules for rejecting a 

comparison case were more stringent (i.e., each case referred 

from the comparis,on uni ts also had to be found acceptable by the 

staff of at least two of three high control sites conducting the 

the review), thereby producing the higher rejection rate. 
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A total of 62 of the 582 referrals (8.0%) met the High 

Control selection cr~teria but later had to be deleted from the 

study sample. The primary reason for the deletions was a change 

of release plans (e.g., released to another parole district or 

released-to-hold),thereby preventing the case's participation in 

the project. 

After the deletions and rejections were remov~d, the final 

study sample for the activity and outcome analysis totl?led A75 

cases - 125 from Walnut Creek, 118 from Stockton, 79 from 

Bakersfield, 54 from Riverside/San Bernardino, 51 from Redwood 

City and 48 from Ventura. Regrouped by type of high control 

model, the final study sample sizes are 282 investigation cases 

(245 from the experimental sites and 37 from the comparison 

sites) and 193 intensive supervision model cases (131 from the 

ex~erimental sites and 62 from the comparison sites). This 

chapter examines the operations and activities performed on the 

245 cases investigated at the experimental units including 48 

from Walnut Creek, 118 from Stockton, and 79 from Bakersfield. 
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Referral actions Total 

Total referral ........ G ••• 582 

Rejeot~ ••••••••••• 45 
Delate~ 0 •••••••••• 62 
Accept ••••••••••• 475 

Table 6 

Referral Actions 
by Parole Unit Within Study Group 

(STUDY SAMPLE FOR OUTCOME ANALYSIS) 

Sub-
total 

443 121 80 12 

25 3 0 11 
42 0 1 13 

376 118 79 48 

100 70 139 69 

11 0 ro!d 7 
12 16 20 II 
77 54 99 35 16 

!!:I Intensive supervision models - referrals thru 12-31-78, Investigation Models - referrals thru 6-30-19 ~ 
oompleted investigations by 8-31-79. 

70 

13 
9 

27 21 

E1 Did not meet high control selection criteria or meets criteria with very low priority. 

£1 Inoludes oases released to hold, released to another parole unit,. with rescinded :parole dates; and cases either .. _ 
disoharged, transfer or recommitted immediately following (i.eo within 60 days of) referral to High Control Proje~c:t. 

EI Final study sample. 

Y Rejected during a speoial "Comparison Case Review" by High Control Projeot supervisors conduoted to ensure 
equivalent comparison group-
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between pairs of the three demonstration sites. 

As case turnaround under the investigation model was 

relatively quick, some cases were investigated more than once 

during their parole period. AI~ost ten percent (9.4%) of the 

investigation TIlodel study cases were placed in the project more 

than once (Table 9). Such successive investigations were 

slightly more common at the Stockton site (13.5% cases 

investigated twice or more during the study period) than at 

either the Walnut Creek site (6.2%) or the Bakersfield site 

(5.1%). Applying the "z" test the difference between proportions 

was just short of statistical significance at the .OS.level. 

Even when the differing project lengths studied (28 1/2 months 

for Walnut Creek, '18 months for Stockton and 12 months for 

Bakersfield) are taken into consideration, Stockton conducted 

multiple investigations of the same case more often than the 

other two sites, particularly Walnut Creek. (Ii should be noted 

that each investigation on a single case was counted separately 

rather than t~eated as one continuous investigation, due to the 

different purpose each held. Therefore the database used in 

this evaluation is more accurately "t,otal case investigations 

undertaken", rather than the "total number of cases 

investigated";). 

If, because the Walnut Creek site uniquely operated a 

combination of an investigation and an intensive supervision 

model, the Stockton and Bakersfield sites can be considered more 

"typical" of how an investigative model operated, then some 

factors previously unspecified about how the project worked can 

now be identified as a result of this brief case movement 
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T&ble 7 

Case Intake 
by Parole Unit Within study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Parole uni t wi.·thin study group 
Date of case intake Total E:roerimental Control 

Sub- Walnut I Stock-/ Bakers Sub- I Redwoodl 
totEll Creek ton field total City 

N=282 N=245 N=48 N=118 N=79 N=~7 N-16 

Total case intake for 197?: 43 34 34 2- 2-
January .... .... .. .. " ..... 4O .. " .... 

February ......................... 1 1 1-
March • •• • • •• • • •.• • •• • •• I 7 7 7 
April .................................. 8 8 8 
May ................................ "! .... 3 3 3 
June .................................... 3 3 3 
July ................................... 1 1 1 
August ................................ 1 1 1 
September ......................... 6 3 3 3 3-
October .............................. 1 1 1 0 0 
November ........................... 4 4 4 0 0 
December ............................ 8 2 2 6 6 

Total case intake for 1978 178 150 11 96 43 28 7 
January .............................. 2b 2b 3 23- 0' 0' 
February ........ ~ .................. 9 9 1 8 0 0 
March .................................. 5 5 2 3 0 0 
April ................................. 11 9 2 7 2 2 
May .I:I ..... ~ •••• ' •••• ~~.~ .• 16 15 0 15 1 1 
June .................................. 3 3 0 3 0 0 
Jtily .................................... 24 23 0 ·6 1.7· 1 0 
August .......................... . . 17 11 l' 8 2 6 0 
September .......................... 24 20 2 7 11 4 1 
October ............................. 11 6 _/;11 3 3 5 0 
November ............................ 14 12 _w 8 4 2 0 
.,December ••••.••••••••• 18 11 _C!! 5 6 7 3 

Total· case intake for first 
half 1979 61 61 ~ru 22 .2£ 

January .............................. 22 22 -;7 15 
February ............................ 10 10 1 6 3 
March ................. 9 9 1 5 3 
April ................. 8 8 1 3 4 
May ................... 10 10 0 1 9 
June .................. 2 2 0 0 2 

• Project start date 

Ven-
tura 
N=21 

21 

1* 
6 
3 
5 
2 
4 

....aJ Four month period durt(ng which investigation model was terminated at Walnut Creek; 
The Use of the model l~as reinstated in February, 1979. 
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Days in proj~ct Total 

No. I Pct. 
" -, ',;, .... ",., . 

, . 
TC!tal, ¥l cas~~ l?45 100.0 

. 00:t~j9 ~ •• ~~! •• 70 28.6 
On~o d,aY'f!,. ~:, .... 5? 21.2 
061-<).90 cUl:¥S. n~ U' JH. 16.7 
09~71fP ~ ~~;,.!,,,. le. i . 7.3 
121'1"150 ~YJ;!! r;'~' "l! Wr.·· 11.0 
151-180 wa ..•. ~ ..•. 9 3.7 
181-210 days ••• ; •• , 13 5.3 
211-240 days ••••••• 5 2.0 
241-270 d4Ys ••••• ,. 4 1.6 
271-300 ~Sys ••••••• 2 0.8 
301-330 days ••••••• 1 0.4 
331-365 days ••••••• 1 0.4 
366 days an~ qy~~ •• 2 0.8 

Median. v }l~S\n 60.5 81.8 
S.D ••• ~1i: •• 4U ... 1' 75.4 
N ............... . 245 

Walnut Creek vs. Stockton 
Walnut Creek ve. B.aker~field 
Stockton vs. Bakersfield 

" 

Table 8 
Days In ProjElct 
by Parole Unit 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Parole 1.mit 

--~---------------

Walnut Creek Stockton Bakersfield 

No. I Pct. No. I Pet. No. I Pet • 

4S 100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 

24 50.0 34 28.8 12 15.2 
8 16.7 17 14.4 27 34.2 
2 4.2 22 18.6 17 21.5 
0 0.0 13 11.0 5 6.3 
4 8.3 13 11.0 10 12.6 
0 0.0 6 5.1 3 3.8 
2 4.2 6 5.1 5 6.3 
3 6.2 2 1.7 0 0.0 
2 4.2 2 1.7 0 0.0 
1 2.1 1 0.8 0 0.0 
1 2.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 
1 2.1 1 0.8 0 0.0 

30.0 81.9 11.9 S5.5 61.9 76.3 
105.4 74.0 51.5 

4S 11S 79 

.J:... ....!!L --1L 

-<).247 164 P> .500 
0.400 125 P'> .500 
0.958 195 p.:: .340 
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Table 9 

Number of Times Each Case Placed in Project 
by Parole Unit 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

No. of times Total 
each case placed 
in pro.iect No. Pct. 

Total, all cases 245 100.0 
Once 222 90.6 
More than once 23 9.4 

Walnut Creek vs. stockton: 
Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield: 
Stockton vs. Bakersfield: 

Walnut Creek 
No.1 Pct. 

48 100.0 

45 93.7 

3 6.2 

z 
1.339 
0.262 
1.931 

-92-

Parole unit 
I Stockt.ort 
I No.1 Pct. 

118 100.0 
102 86.4 
16 13·5 

.P 
p = .180 
p '7 .500 
p = .054 

I Bakersfield 
I No. I Pct •. 

79 100.0 

75 94.9 
4 5.1 

,. 
• 

"'. 

analysis. 'Ptilizing two parole agents working as a team of 
\\ 
\ 

investigator~ within an approximately 250-300 case parole unit, 

the investigation model was able to accept approxi~ately six or 

seven cases a month and conclude their investigations in sixty 

days. These findings were congruent with how the investigation 

model was proposed to operate, that is, short-term and with a 

rapid turnover of cases handled. 

Selection Process 

Cases for the investigation model (as well as the 

intensive supervision model) were to be referred primarily by the. 

regular parole agent supervising the case. Referral was to be 

based upon an immediate need to verify or disclaim some kind of 

suspected criminal or violational activity. To guide the 

referral and selection process five criminal and violation 

activity areas were targeted as high priority and used as 

selection criteria. Referrals were to be well documented with 

prior or current information that the parolee was or is involved 

in at least one of these targeted activities. After a referral, 

the project staff reviewed the documented material and either 

accepted or r'ejected the case for investigation. No guidelines 

were established as to when a case investigation would be 

terminated. Data on the source of referral, cime of referral 

(i.e., days on parole before project placement), reason for 

referral and documenting information was collected for the 245 

experimental cases to describe more specifically how this 

selection process actually worked. 
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Profile of the selection' process. Overall, the selection 
,i' ". ~ . 

process was implemented as proposed. Referrals for investigation 

primarily carne from the parolees' regular supervising agent 

(70.6%, Table 10). A case was referre~ at any point in time 

during it's one year or more parole period, although a majority 

(S9.2%) of the cases had been on parole for over six months at 

the time they were investigated (Table II). 

While some cases were referr~d under each of the fiv~ 

targeted criminal/violational activity areas, high priority was 

given to selecting cases involved in (I) violent or sexually 

deviant activity (primarily weapon use and possession), (2) 

narcotic sales (primarily repetitive, large scale, sales), (3) 

absconding from parole supervis.ion and (4) combinations of the 

preceding three reasons. Only a small proportion of cases w~re 

selected because O!'suspected involvement in prison gang activity 

or large scale property and fraud activity (Table 12). 

Half of the study cases (49.0%, Table l~) were referred 

for two or more reasons which were combinations of the abov~ 

three major selection criteria (T~.!:>~e 12). To capture the 

relative contribution of each selection criterion, the reasons 

were "ranked" by frequency of referral and the case counted in 

the highest ranking category, reg.;:trdless of the presence or 

absence of other reasons for refe.t;'1;:'al (Table, 12A). Analy~ ing the 

combinations of reasons from this perspective. showeqthat almoet 

one-half (44.S%) of the cases investigated were selected for 

suspected violent or se¥ual deviant activity" followed by another 

on? quarter of the cases (24.5%) selected for euspected narcotic 

sales activity. 
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Source of 
case referral Total 

NooJ Pct. 

Total, all cases 245 100.0 

Supervising 
agent ••••••• 173 70.6 

Unit supervisor/ 
D.A ••••••• :t. 21 8.6 

Law enforcement 
agency •••••• 22 9.0 

Other ••••••••• 29 11.8 
Pre-release/ 

transfer (7) 
CDC staff/ 

outside unit (16) 
High control 

agent (6) 

2 *** X =64.500 , di'=6, p ~ .OOl 

Table 10 

Source of Case Referral 
by Parole Unit 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Parole unit 
,. 

Walnut Creek Stockton 

No. Pet. No. Pet. 

48 100.0 118 100.0 

22 45.8 86 72.9 

17 35.4 3 2.5 

3 6.2 17 14.4 
6 12.5 12 10.4 

(0) (6) 

(4) (4) 

(2) (2) 
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Bakersfield 

No. Pet. 

79 100.0 

65 82~3 

1 1.3 

2 2.5 
11 13.9 

(1) 

(8) 

(2) 



, -,. .,. .. , 

Table 11 

Days On Parole Before Project Placement 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Days on parole 
Exper:l.n)ental 

before Total W"lmlt Creek Stoclrt.nn 
project placement No. t Pet. No. I Pct~ NO'j Pct. 

( 

Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 

None,new releasee 6 2.4 1 2.1 4 3.4 
001-060 days ••••• 44 17.9 6 12.5 22 18.6 
061-120 days ••••• 29 11.8 4 8.3 12 10.2 
121-180 days ••••• 19 7.7 5 10.4 10 8.5 
181~240 days ••••• 28 11.4 5 10.4 15 12.7 
241-300 days ••••• 25 10 •. 2 0 0.0 15 12.7 
301-365 days ••••• 22 9.0 5 10.4 7 5.9 
366 days and ovcr 70 28.6 22 45.8 33 28.0 
Unknown •••••••••• 2 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Meano ••• o •••• 293.1 354.3 301.9 
S.D~ ••••••••• 254.4 245.8 281.5 
N •••• ~ Q ••• ••• 243 48 118 

_t_ ~ 

Walnut Creek vs. Stockton 1.119 164 
Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield 2.779 ... 123 
Stockton vs. Bakersfield 1.623 193 
Experimental vs. Comparison 1.675 276 
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Comparison 

BAkersfield 
No. T Pct. N°'1 Pct. 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

i 1.3 0 0.0 
16\ 20.2 7 18.9 
13 16.1~ 7 18.9 
4 5.1 6 16.2 
8 10.1 4 10.8 

10 12.6 3 8.1 
10 12.6 1 2.7 
15 19.0 7 18.9 
2 2.5 2 5.4 

241.5 217.4 
200.0 208.9 
77 35 

...JL. 

p".265 
p<'.010 

I 
p".107 
1'=.096 

... c, " 

) 

! 
.' 

0, 

Type of reason~ 
for selection a Total 

No. I Pct. 

Total, all cases 245 100.0 

One type of reason 
only 

Prison gang 
affiliation ••• 14 5.7 

Narcotic sales 
activity •••••• 3S 15.5 

ViOlence/sexual 
deviance 0 • 0 ••• 62 25.3 

Property/fraud ••• 115 7.3 
Absconding ••••••• 23 9.4 

Combination of two 
or more t;zees 
Narcotic sales & 

absconding •••• 12 4.9 
Violence and 

absconding ••• 16 6.5 
Violence & gang •• 10 4.1 
Violence & narcotic 

sales •..... a •• 15 601 
Other combina-

37 15.1 tions •••••••• 

Table 12 
Reason Selected 

by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Experimental 
-

Walnut Creek Stockt.on 
No. I Pct. No. I Pet. 

4S 100.0 11S 100.0 

0 0 12 10.2 

2 4.2 19 16.1 

16 33.3 20 1609 
5 10.4 9 7.6 
6 12.5 13 11 .. 0 

1 2.1 7 5.9 

3 6.3 6 5.1 
2 4.2 S 6 .. S 

7 14.6 4 3 .. 4 
6 12.5 20 16.9 

--

Bakersfi~ld 

No. I Pct. 

79 100.0 

2 2.5 

17 21.5 

26 32.9 
4 5.1 
4 5.1 

4 .5.1 

7 S.9 
0 .0 

4 5.1 
11 13.9 

~ Based upon five selection criteria for project (i.eo, five ~t.argeted criminal 
areas) • 
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Compariscm 

N°'1 Pct. 

37 100.0 

2 5.4 

6 16.2 

13 35.1 
2 5.4 
0 0 

0 0 

7 1S.9 
1 2 .. 7 

2 5.4 

4 100S 
\', 

activity 
\ 



Table 12A 

"Ranked" Reason Selecte\';l 
by study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

j. i i 'i 

"Rankedll Experimental Comparison 
reason selected ~ ~-T-o-t-al----~--Waln---u-t--C-r-ee-k---r---s-t-o-c-kt~~i-on----~-B-ak--e-r-S-f-i-el-d~ 

No. Pct. Pcto 

Total,' all cases 245 100.0 48 

Violence/sexual 
deviancy 109 

with absconding •• (16) 
with narcotic 

sales •••••••••• (15) 
with gang 

affiliation •••• (10) 
with property/ 

fraud ••••••••••. (6) 
no other reason •• (62 ) 

Narcotic sales 
activity 60 

with absconding •• (12) 
with gang 

affiliation ••• (6) 
with property/ 

fralld. • • • • • • •• (4) 
no other reason •• (38) 

AbsGondL~ 28 
with gang 

affiliation ••• (5) 
no other reason·· (23 ) 

other reason(s) 48 

44.5 31 
(3) 

(7) 

(2) 

(3) 
(16) 

24.5 3 
(1) 

(0) 

(O~ (2 

11.,4 7 

(1) 
(6) 

7 

100.0 

64.6 

6.3 

No. IPet. 

lH3 

39 
(6) 

(4) 

(8) 

(1) 
(~O) 

32 
(7) 

(6) 

,(0) 
(~\9) 

\ 

;100.0 

33.1 

27.1 

1~~ 14&4 

(i~l 
\' 

30 \ 25.4 

No. 

79 

39 
(7) 

(4) 

(0) 

(2) 
(26) 

25 
(4) 

(0) 

(4~ 
(17 

4 

(0) 
(4) 

11 

Pct. No. Pct. 

100.0 

49.4 

31.6 

37 100.0 

23 62.2 
(7) 

(2) 

(1) 

(0) 
(13) 

7 1'8.9 
(0) 

(6) 

1 

(1) 
(0) 

6 16.2 

nl ~ 
!t Ranked by frequency of referral; case counted in highest r'~ category referred under, 

regardless of presence or absence of other reasons referred. 

Exper-lmenltal/Comparison Groups: ~= 5.224 *** , df=3, p=.250 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: X-= 24.846 ,df=6, p<.OOl 
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Number of specific 
reasons for 

selection cited ~ 

Total, all cases 

One reason •••• 
Two reasons ••• 
'l'hree reaso~ 

or more •• 

Table 13 
Number of Specific Reasons for Selection Cited 

by study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

-
Experimental 

Total Walnut Creek Stockton Bakersfield 

No.1 Pct. No. I Pct. N0.1 Pct. No. I Pct. 

245 100 .. 0 48 100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 

125 51.0 16 33.3 67 56.8 42 53.2 
94 38.4 24 50.0 42 35.6 28 35.4 

26 10.6 8 16.7 9 7.6 9 11.4 

Comparison 

No. I Pct. 

37 100.0 

9 24.3 
23 62.2 

5 13.5 

!Jl Counts separately two or more reasons of the same type (e.g., two types of "Violent" 
b l types = current possession of weapons plus prior con.~tment for assault on peace office) 
~ One case cited four reasons 

Experimental/Comparison group: :t= 9 455**, df=2, p< .010 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: r= 8.582 ,df=4, ~.loo 
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Although some variation existed across the units, the findings 

clearly indicated that the investigative model placed high 

priority on investigating these two types of criminal activity. 

As the selection criteria established for the project were 

somewhat general, an attempt was made to capture the specific 

types of criminal activity suspected. This analysis counted two 

or more reasons of the same general type separately and shows 

"sexually deviant" activity separately from "other Violent 

activity". An inspection of Table 14 shows no single specific 

type of offense occurring in the majority of cases, however 

weapon use (which includes the offense of robbery) and weapon 

possession occurred most often under the general category of 

"Violence"; and "repeat sales for profit" and "sales'combined 

with use" was most often cited under the gerteral category of 

"Narcotic Sales". 

The source of the info:f::dation leading to the referral for 

investigation came equally from two main sources (Table 15)-- a 

local law enforcement agency (40.4%) or the regular supervising 

ag~nt (19.6%, with, plus 20.8% without, reference to criminal 

history records). When the local law enforcement agency was the 

source; the information documenting the referral was usually 

special intelligence i,nformation collected by that agency. When 

the source of information was that known by the regular agent on 

the case, the agent most often cited "suspicious leisure time 

activities" and "difficulty in contacting" the case as evidence 

of. suspected criminal activity. In contrast to the method of 

operating proposed for the intensive supervision model, the 
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Table 14 
Frequency of Selected Specific Kinds 

of Reasons for Selection Cited 
(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Reason Selected 

Total violence reasons for selection cited 

Assault with injury •••........•....••... # •• 0 •••••••••••••• 

Murder (including attempted) •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
Threat of violence •..•.•.•.••...•• 0 •••••••• 0 •••••••••••••• 

Robbery or other use of a weapon •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Possession of a weapon .....•..•...•...••. o •••••••••• e ••••• 

Using a weapon with injury .•...••.••...••...•.......••...• 
Other violent behavior ••••••••• ' ........................... . 

Total sexual deviancy reasons for selection cited 
Child molestation ...•......•....•.•••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 

Rape (including attemp~ed) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other sexual deviant behavior ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total narcotic sales reasons for selection cited 
Sales of an unknown dollar amount ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Repeat ~ales for profit •••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 
Possession for sale 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Possession for manufacturing •••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
Transporting ........................... " .......... III ..................... . 

Using only D .......................... II: ...................... . 

Sales and use .................................................... 0 

Total abscondigg reasons for selection cited 
Absconding, no other circumstances •••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••• 
Absconding with outstanding felony warrant •••••••••••••••• 
Absconding and suspected of possessing weapon •••••••••••• 0 

Repeat absconder •••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••• 
Potential absconder (Pre - PAL/RAL) ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Absconding and other circumstantances ••••••••••••••••••••• 

ill Includes both experimental and comparison cases 
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No.a11 Pct. 

174 100.0 

16 9·2 
20 11.5 
25 14.4 
35 20.1 
47 27·0 
6 3.4 

25 14.4 
30 100.0 
b 20.0 
15 50.0 

9 30.0 
95 100.0 
16 16.8 
34 35.B 
11 11.6 

2 2.1 
2 2.1 
4 4.2 

26 27.4 
75 100.0 
15 20.0 
14 IB.7 
6 B.o 
1 1.3 
B 10.7 

31 41.3 
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Table 15 

Source and Kind of Documenting Information Leading to Case Referral 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Source and kind of documenting 
information leading to case referral 

" 

Total, all cases 

Law enforcement agencr information 
Recent arrest or Ivarrant issued 
Recent crimes reported matching 

criminal history record 
information •••••••••••••••• 

Special intelligence information 

SUEervising agent information 
Parolees leisure time activities 
Parolee difficult to contact ••• 
Leisure activity and difficult to 

contact ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Parolee's family criminal . 

in,vol vement ••••••••••••••••• 
Other community adjustment factors 

Record of criminal historr (onlr) 

Record of criminal histo~ and 
sUEervisi~ agent information 

Parolee's leisure time activities 
Parolee difficult to contact •••• 
Parolee's means of support •••••• 
Narcotic test results ••••••••••• 
Other community adjustment factor 

Other sources 
Family/associate of parolee 

information •••••••••••••••••• 
Informant information •••••••.•••• 
Unknown source information •••••• 

Experimental/Comparison: 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield 

Exoerimental 
'rotal Walnut Creek I Stockton T Bakersfield 

No. I Pct. No.1 Pct. I No.1 Pct I No.1 Pct. 

245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 

99 40.4 22 45.8 40 33·9 
(26) (8) (4) 

(19) (2) (12) 
(54) (12) (24) 

48 19.6 9 18.7 33 28.0 
(8) . (3) (4) 

(14) (2) (11) 

tlO) (4) (4) 

(5) (0) (5) 
(11) (0) (9) 

11 4.5 0 0 4 3.4 

51 20.8 8 16.7 24 20.3 

(9) (1) (4) 
(20) (5) (8) 
(5) (0) (2) 
(4) (0) (1) 

(13) (2) (9) 

36 14.6 9 18.7 17 14.4 

(12) (5) (4) 
(11) (2) (3) 
(13) (2) (10) 

x2 = 25.762.", df = 4, p~ .001 
X2 = 19.289* ,df = 8, p" .050 
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79 100.0 

37 46.8 
(14) 

(5) 
(18) 

6 7·6 
(1) 
(1) 

(2) 

(0) 
(2) 

7 8.9 

19 24.0 

(4) 
(7) 
(3) 
(3) 
(2) 

10 12.7 

(3) 
(6) 
(1) 

Compari:;;m 

l~o.r Pct. -
37 100.0 

11 29.7 
(8) 

(2) 
(1) 

4 10.8 
(2) 
(0) 

(1) 

(0) 
(1) 

8 21.6 

14 37.8 

(2) 
(5) 
(1) 
(3) 
(3) 

0 0 

(0) 
(0) 
(0) 

'. 

investigative model relied heavily upon "current" (as opposed to 

prior history) information. 

The final stage of the selection process the screening 

of the referred cases by the High Control staff was 

empirically described for a subsample of these cases in Chapter 

v. Table 6 showed that almost all of the cases referred for 

., 

investigation were subsequently accepted and investigated. It is 

believed that informal screening of cases occurred before 

referrals were made which produced a very low case rejection rate 

by the High Control Project staff. 

Comparisons across units. Several differences existed 

between the demonstration sites on how they implemented the 

investigation model. Those key differences in the selection 

process which may be related to some of the outcome differences 

discovered across units are described here. 

Statistically significant differences (as determined by 

either a chi square test or a "t" test, and using a .05 

prqoability level) existed across the three demonstration sites 

on all four selection process 'variables examined in this section. 

First, the three sites differed on the source of referral. 

larger proportion of the case referrals at ~~lnut Creek 

originated with the unit supervisors or the district 

A 

administrator at the site (35.4%) than at either of the other two 

sites (2.5% Stockton, 1.3% Bakersfield). The Stockton site on 

the other hand investigated a larger proportion of cases referred 

by a local law enforcement agency (14.4%) than either of the 
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other two sites (6.2% Walnut Creek, 2.5% Bakersfield) (Table 10). 

Second, there was a statistically significant difference in the 

source of information leading to the referral. The Stockton site 

used agent information more and police information less than the 

other two sites (Table 15). Third, a statistically significant 

difference was found between the Walnut Creek site and the 

Bakersfield site on the av'erage days on parole before a case was 

placed in the project (Table 11). The Bakersfield site selected 

cases who had been on parole an average of eight months while the 

Walnut Creek site selected cases on parole an average of twelve 

months. The exact meaning of these several differences, and the 

direction of the effect they may have on outcome differences 

across the sites, are unknown. The data is clear evidence, 

however, that the investigative model was implemented differently 

at the three sites. 

One difference which is likely to affect outcomes was that 

found on the fourth variable analyzed reason for selection. 

It has been shown that different kinds of criminal activity are 

associated with differing clearance rates for police 

investigators (see discussion of suppressible crime types, 

Chapter I). Therefore, it seems likely that concentrating on 

different types of cases for investi~ative attention would 

produce differing successful outcome rates. 

Table 12A shows that the three sites disproportionately 

selected cases from among the thr~e major reasons selected. The 

Walnut Creek site investigated oases referred for 

violent/se,p),ally deviant activity and almost none for narcotic 
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sales activity. The Stockton site selected cases from all three 

major types but also investigated a significant proportion of 

cases referred for reasons of prison gang affiliations (tabulated 

under "other reasons" in Table 12A). Finally Bakersfield 

primarily selected cases referred for violent activity and 

rtarcotic sales activity but very few cases' referred for 

absconding from parole supervision. 

These differences correspond to some of the differences in 

background characteristics discovered in the Chapter V analysis 

(particularly the larger proportion of cases with narcotic 

histories and narcotic commitment offenses at Stockton and 

Bakersfield than at Walnut Creek), and to an earlier finding of 

slightly mor·e extensive criminal backgrounds of cases selected at 

the Stockton site. These significant differences in the' kinds of 

cases investigated at each site (as reflected here in the HReason 

for Referral", earlier in the analysis of background 

characteristics, and later in this report in an analysis of the 

purposes of the ~nvestigations) will be taken into consideration 

in the analysis of outcome differences across sites. 

Types of Activity Performed 

A general set of activities which high control agents 

would engage in were established at the project's onset. (see 

listing in Chapter I). The purpose of this section is to 

describe in detail "which", and "to what degree" these activities 

(and other types of activities commonly conducted during regular 

parole supervision) occurred during the operation of the 

investigation model. 
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A set of thirty exhaustive and mutually exclusive specific 

types of parole agent activities were developed from lists of 

proposed activities set forth by project planners and from those 

activities known by the author to be conducted under regular 

supervision (Appendix C). Tbe categorie~ reflect the intended 

goal or purpose of each activity. Other dimensions of the 

activity such as the time spent in that activity or the success 

f h t ' 't -- not measured Actl'vities performed on each o t e ac lVl y, W~t-e •• - • 

case investigated, as recorded in agent field notes, were 

classified into one of the thirty categori~s and their frequency 

tabulated. (It is noted that agent ~activities" rather than 

agent "contacts", or recordings, were counted. As two or more 

different types of activities are often performed during one 

agent/parolee contact, tbe frequencies discussed in this section 

are larger than the number of agent contacts recorded in the 

field notes.) 

To reduce the amount of analysis necessary and for 

descriptive purposes, the thirty specific types of activities 

tabulated were collapsed into nine major types. Although the 

tables which ,follow report the findings for both the thirty 

specific avtivity types and the nine major activity types, the 

statistical tests and discussion to follow are based on the major 

categories only. They include: 
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1. Evidence Collection Activities 
2. Surveillance (Undercover) 
3. Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement 
4. Information Exchanges With CDC Staff 
5. Information Exchanges With Other Individuals 
6. Arrest and Charge Processing Activities 
7. Check-up Contacts 
8. Required (per P&CSD Policy) Activities 
9. Assistance Activities 

The frequency with which each type of activity occurred 

was analyzed three different ways: 

1. Proportion of cases with one or more of 
each type of activity (Table 17). 

2. Average frequency of each type of activity (Table 19). 
3. Average percent of the total activities for 

each type of activity (Table 21). 

'I'he first measure, proport:ion of cases with one or more of each 

type of activity, determines which type(s) of activity were the 

most commonly occurring across all the cases. The second 

measure, average frequency of each type of activity, reflects how 

often each type of activity generally occurred on a case 

(regardless of the length of time under investigation). The 

third and final measure, average percent of the total activities 

for each type of activity, identifies those activities which 

occupied most of the investigative time spent on a case. 

Profile of investigation model activities. The total 

number of activities performed on a case averaged nine per thirty 

days under investigation. Actually the distribution of total 

activities performed is skewed toward the lower end of the range 

(median of six activities per 30 days) and slightly bi-modal with 

another smaller peak at the high end (ten percent of the cases 

averaging twenty or more activities in a thirty day period, Table 
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16). Although the indication is that several activities were 

being performed during a relatively short period of time, the 

total number varied widely across the cases investigated. 

Of the nine major types of activities tabulated, three 

were found as commonly occurring across two-thirds or more of the 

cases investigated (Table 17). "InformatioQ exchanges with law 

enforceme~t ~gencies" occurred at least once in over eighty 

percent of the cases (8l.6%)~ some type of "Evidence collectioQ" 

activity (e.g., searches, interviews, etc.) occurred at least 

once in three-fourths of the cases (76.6%)~ and "Information 

exchanges with other individuals" (i.e., collaterals of the 

parolee) occurred at least once in two-thirds of the cases 

(62.0%). Two types of activities, "Required (per P&CSD policy) 

Activities" (e.g., processing parolee travel requests, delivering 

prison release money or conducting early discharge reviews) and 

"Assistance Activities" (e.g., making cash assistance, referring 

to an employment service), almost never occurred as they were the 

responsibility of the regular parole agent who maintained these 

routine "case-carrying" responsibilities during the 

investigation. The remaining four major types of activities 

occurred in roughly fifty percent of the total cases 

investigated. 

The types of activities occurring with the greatest 

frequency (Table 19) were "Information exchanges with other 

indi'\7iduals" (5.20) and II Information exch;anges with law 

enforcement agencies" (3.84). Performance of various "Evidence 
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collection" activities (2.46) occurred on the average of two 

times during an investigation. The remaining six major types of 

activities occurred on the average once or less during the 

investigation. 

The greatest proportion of the total activities performed 

during an investigation (Table 21) was expended on "Exchanging 

~ 0 a act1v1ties), information with other individuals" (3~.8% of ttl .. 

. (28.9% ), or !!Exchanging information with law enforcement" 

directly "Collecting some piece of evidence" (20.8%). The 

activities of "Surveillance", "Information exchanges with 

correctional staff", "Arre~t and charge processing", and making 

ac s eac compr1sed on the average ten percent of "Check-up cont t" h . 

the total activities. As stated above, required administrative 

processing activities and assistance activities were almost non­

existent. 

Thus, the investigation model operated by collecting and 

integrating current available information (largely from 

collaterals of the parolee and local law enforcement staff). 

Direct efforts at collecting evidence (i.e. from primary sources) 

such as victim interviews surveillance also frequently occurred, 

although not as often as the information exchanges. Together 

these measures showed the high con~rol investigative model 

operated as proposed and performed those kinds of activities 

congruent with it's purpose to "gather information". Noteworthy 

h~re is that information was more often gathered from secondary 

sources (e.g., law enforcement) or sources often used under 
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Table 16 
Average Number of Activities Per Thirty Days In Project 

by Study Group 
(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

. Experimental Average number 
of activities per Total I Walnut Creek I Stockton I Bakersfield 
thirty days in -project No. I Pct.1 No.1 Pet. I No.1 Pct. I No.1 Pct. 

Total, all eases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 . 79 100.0 

0.1 to 2.0 activities •• 51 20.8 5 10.4 37 31.3 9 11.4 
2.1 to 4.0 activities •• 45 18.4 6 12·5 ;!4 20.3 15 19.0 
4.1 to 6.0 activities •• 31 12.6 5 10.4 12 10.2 14 17·7 
6.1 L 8.0 activities ~, 25 10.2 3 6.2 14 11.9 8 10.1 
8.1 to 10.0 activities. 25 10.2 4 8·3 4 3.4 17 21.5 
10.1 to 12.0 activities. 10 4.1 2 4.2 5 4.2 3 3.8 
J,2.1 to 14.0 activities. 8 3.3 2 4.2 4 3.4 2 2.5 
14.1 to 16.0 activities, 6 2.4 1 2.1 2 1.7 3 3.8 
16.1 to 18.0 activities. 7 2.8 4 8.3 2 1.7 1 1·3 
18.1 to 20.0 activities. 6 2.4 4 8.3 0 0.0 2 2 • .?J 
20.1 and over •••••••••• 26 10.6 11 22·9 12 10.2 3 3.8 
Unknown hi •••••••••••••• 5 2.0 1 2.1 2 1.7 2 2.5 

Mean ••••••••••••• 9.2 16·3 7.4 7.8 
S.D. ............. 11.0 16·3 9.1 7.2 
N •••••••••••••••• 240 47 116 77 

Comparison 

No..91 Pet. 

G 100.0 

2 33·3 
1 16.7 
1 16.7 
1 16.7 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
1 16.7 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 

4.6 
4.1 
6 

~Excludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available. 
~Cases with missing data items; excluded from mean and t test caieulation. 

t df P 
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton 4.396"· El p0001 
Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield 3·930"· 122 p < .001 
Stockton vs. Bakersfield 0·351 191 P > .500 
Experimental vs. Comparison 1.046 244 P =.297 
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Table 17 

Proportion of Cases With One or More aT Each Type of' Activity­
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

" Type of activity 

EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: 

Interviews ............. . ............ . 
Pretext Interviews and Representation • 
Informant Interviews and Usages ••••••• 
Resource Material Checks ••••••.••••••• 
~vidence Processing ••••••••••••••••••• 
Anti-Narcotic Testing ••••••••••••••••• 
Search and Seizure of Evidence •••••••• 

SURVEILLANCE: 

Fixed Surveillance 
Spot Surveillance ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tailing Surveillance •••••••••••••••••• 

INFORY~TION EXCHANGES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT: 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
. Parole Violation ••.•••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing 
General Background or Non-Criminal 

Status Faators ••••••••••••••••••••• 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES "lITH CDC STAFF: 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation ••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing 
General Background or Non-Criminal 

Status Factors ••••••••••••••••••••• 

I 

Total 
N=245 

76:6 

36.8 
0.4 

10.6 
31.8 
5·7 

19.6 
40.8 

46.9 

28.2 
32.2 
15·9 

81.6 

73·5 
36.3 

6.1 

53·5 

33·9 
19.6 

20.8 

INFORMA~ J EXCHANGES WITH OTHER INDIVIDUALS: 62.0 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation ••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing 
General Background Dr Non-Criminal 

Status Factors ....... a'a •••••••••••• 

ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSING ACTIVITIES: 

Apprehension .•..••...•••...••..•.••.•• 
Required After-Arrest Processing •••••• 
Prosecution Assistance •••••••••••••••• 

22.9 
5·3 

49.8 

44.9 

34.3 
23·9 
6.1 
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~~erimen tal units 
Walnut 
Creek 
N=48 

79·2 

35.L~ 
o 

4.2 
54.2 
8.3 
4.2 

16.7 

18.8 

4.2 
16.7 

o 

70.8 
54.2 

6.4 

70.8 

47.9 
33·3 

22.9 

47.9 

25·0 

27·1 

6.3 
18.8 
2.1 

Stock-
ton 
N=118 

74.6 

46.6 
0.9 
6.8 

17.8 
2·5 

14.4 
47.0 

42.4 

26.3 
27.1 
9·3 

81.4 

79.7 
28.0 

7.6 

42.4 

23·7 
12.7 

1,( .8 

52·5 

14.4 
3.4 

45.8 

39·0 

32.2 
6.8 
7.6 

Bakers-
field 
Nt:i:79 

81.0 

22.8 
o 

20:3 
39.2 
9.9 

36.7 
45.6 

70·9 

45.6 
49.4 
35.4 

77·2 

65.8 
38.0 

3.8 

59·5 

40.5 
21.5 

24.0 

84.8 

38.0 
6·3 

70·9 

64.6 

54.4 
49.4 
6·3 

Com-
parison 
units 
N=6W 

50.0 

16.7 
o 
o 
o 
o 

33·3 
16.7 

o 

o 
o 
o 

33·3 

16.7 
33·3 

16.7 

16.7 

16.7 
o 

o 

50.0 

o 
33·3 

33·3 

33·3 

16.7 
33·3 
16.7 
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Table 17 - continued 

Experimental units Com-
Walnut Stock:- Bakers pari son 

Type of activity Total Creek ton field ·uni'ts 
N=245 N=48' N=118 N:;:79 N=6sJ ... 

·t 

CHECK-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: 48.6 16.7 54.2 59.5 83.3 

Attempted Check-up Contacts ••••••••• 25·7 12.5 32.2 24.1 50.0 
Actual Check-up ~ontacts ............ 35.1 10.4 39.0 44.3 66.7 

REQUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: 19.·2. 22.9 20.3 15.2 33·3 

Required Permission or Notification • 0.4 0 0 1·3 0 
Required Release Matters ............ 0 0 0 0 0 
Required Administrative Processing 19.2 22.9 20·3 15.2 33·3 

ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES! 0.4 2.1 0 0 16.7 

Direct Services ••••••••••••• o •• a. _ ••• 0.4 2.1 0 0 16.7 
Referral to Community Service •••• 0 a 0 0.4 2.1 0 0 16.7 
Counseling .......................... 0 0 0 0 16.7 

§:.IExcludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available . 
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Table 18 

Z Tests Between Parole Units and Study Groups 

on 
Proportion of Cases With One or More of Each Typ~ of Activity 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Walnut Creek Walnut Creek Stockton 

Proportion of cases wit~ VEil. VB. .. ~s .• 
one or more of each 
type of activity Stockton Bakersfield Bakersfield 

z I p z I p z Jp 

Evidence Collection 0.626 p" ·500 -0.114 p" ·500 -1.053 p =.294 

Surveillance -2.882** p~.OlO -5. 682***p<-.001 -3.953***p.(.001 

Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement 1.297 p =0193 1.754 p =.080 0.720 p =.472 

Information Exhanges with CDC Staff 3·326*** p<..OOl 1.288 p =.197 -2.349* p< .050 

Information Exchanges With Other 
Individuals 0'.504 p 7·500 -2·322* p<.050 -3.405***p<.001 

Arrest and Charge Processing Activities -1.453 p =.147 -4.089***p< ~001 - 3.516***p <.001 

Check-up Contacts by Parole Agent -4.417 *** p" .001 -4.724***p'-.001 -0·73-' p =.465 

Required (Per P&CSD Policy) Aot.i. vi ties 0·371 p)' ·500 1.089 p =.276 0.901 p =.368 

Assistance Aotivities 1.489 p =.136 0.012 p ".500 0 

a Correoted for continuity due to small N for comparison group. 

1) 

., 

Experimental 

vs. 

Comparison 

z -I p 

\\ 
2.157* p,<;.050 

3.221** p~.OlO 

4.175*** p<.OOl 

2.522* p".050 

1.612 p ::;.107 

0.798 p =.424 

-2.378* p .050 

-1.218 p =.222 

-6.174*** p<.OOl 



Table 19 

Average Frequency of Each Type of Activity 
by S-~udy ~roup 

(INYE:STIGATION MODEL) 

Experimental units 
Walnut 

Type of activity Total Creek 
r.,N=245 N=48 

EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: x 2.46 2.79 
(S.D.) (2.63) (3.19) 

Interviews ........ III!' ••••••••••• tit ....... ,..t ;"r 
Pretext Interv-iews and Represe!ltation~l. 
Informant Interviews and Usages •••••••• 
Resource Material Checks ............... . 
Evidence Processing •••••••••••••••••••• 
Anti-Narcotic Testing •••••••••••••••••• 
Search and Seizure of Evidence •••••••••• 

0.75 
o 

0.16 
0.69 
0.07 
0.24 
0·55 

0.98 
o 

0.06 
1.40 
0.08 
0.04 
0.23 

SURVEILLANCE: x 2.13 0.54 
(S.D.) (4.15) (1.94) 

Fixed Surveillance ••••••••••••••••••••• 0.53 0.04 
Spot Surveillance •••••••••••••••••••••• 1.32 0.50 
Tailing Surveillance •• ~ •••••••••••••••• I 0.28 0 

Mean Hours 
S.D. -

2.04 
5·00 

0.18 
0.63 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT:X 3.84 8.62 
(S.D.) (5.86)(10.38) 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
,Parole Violation ....... , ........ ~ ... . 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing •••.•• a ••••••••••••••••••• 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
Status Factors ••••••••••••••.••••••• 

2.94 

0.82 

0.08 

6.52 

2.04 

0.06 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF: X 1.27 2.06 
(S.D.) (1.88) (2.75) 

Current Suspected C;r;iminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation •••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing ••...•••••••.••••.•.•...•• 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
Status Factors •.•••.••• ~O ••••••••••• 

0.62 

0.29 

0.36 
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1.06 

0.48 

Stock-
ton 
N=118 

2.10 
(2.34) 

0.84 
0.01 
0.09 
0·32 
0.03 
0.19 
0.63 

1.34 
(2.41) 

0.53 
0.64 
0.16 

1.80 
4.26 

Bakers-
field 
N=79 

2.80 
(2.59) 

0.47 
o 

0.33 
0.82 
0.13 
0.44 
0.61 

4.29 
(5.94) 

0.82 
2.84 
0.63 

3.58 
6.78 

2.30 1.72 

0.50 0.54 

0.12 0.04 

0 .. 86 1.39 
(1.45) (1.60) 

0.41 0.68 

0.16, 0.35 

0.30 0.35 

.' 

Com-
parison 
units 
N=6~ 

2.00 
(3.21) 

0.17 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1.67 
0.17 

o 
(0) 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

0·50 

3·00 

0.17 

0·33 
(0.74) 

o 

o 

'~ 

0' 

, ; 
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Table 19 - continued 

ELxperimental units Com-

Type of activity 
WaLrlUt Stock- Bakers- parison 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES I,vITH OTHER 
INDIVIDUALS: -

X 
(S.D. ) 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation •••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing ••.•••.••.••.••.••.••••••• 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
Status Factors ••••••..•..•...•••.••• 

ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSING ACTIVITIES: X 
( S.D.) 

Apprehen~ion .~ •••••••••••••••••••• o •••• 

Required :After-Arrest Processing ••••••• 
Prosecution Assistance ••••••••••••••••• 

CHECK-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: -X 
(S.D. ) 

Attempted Check-Up Contacts ••••••• o •• ~ 
Actual CheCk-Up Contacts •••••••••••••• 

REQUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: X 
(S.D. ) 

Required Permission or Notification •••• 
Required Release Matters •••••••••••••• 
Required Administrat~ve Processing ••••• 

ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: -X 
(S.D. ) 

Direct Services ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Referral to Community Service ••••••••• 
C01.IDseling .............................. . 

Total Creek 
N-245 N 48 

5.20 6.10 
(9.44)(12.06) 

0.51 0.46 

0.09 0.17 

4.60 5.48 

G·79 0.35 
(1.15) (0.66) 

0.36 0.06 
0.35 0.27 
0.08 0.02 

1.17 0.33 
~1.79) (0.92) 

0.58 
0.60 

0.19 
0.15 

0.25 0027 
(0.59) (0.53) 

o 
o 

0.25 

o 
o 

0.27 

0.01 0.08 
(0.26) (0.57) 

0.01 
o 
o 

0.06 
0.02 

o 

ton 
N 118 

3.90 
(7.68) 

0.29 

0.06 

3·55 

0·51 
(0.79) 

0.33 
0.09 
0.09 

1.42 
(1.98) 

0·73 
0.69 

field 
N 79 

6.60 
(9.73) 

0.87 

10.08 

5.65 

1.48 
(1.49) 

0.58 
0.80 
0.10 

1.32 
(1.74) 

0.58 
0.73 

0.29 0.19 
(0.66) (0.51) 

o 
o 

0.29 

o 
(0) 

o 
o 
o 

0.01 
o 

0.18 

o 
( 0) 

o 
o 
o 

~Exoludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available 

,.,: -11-5-

units 
N 6sJ 

9.00 
(12.26) 

o 

1.50 
(2.14) 

0.17 
1.17 
0.17 

7.17 
(9.32) 

2.50 
4.67 

1.00 
(1.16) 

o 
o 

1.00 

1.17 
(2.61) 

0.17 
0.17 
0.83 

'-
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Table 20 

',j?"'Tests Betwee:a Units and Study' Groups 

on 

Average Frequency o£ Each'Type of Activity 
(INVESTIGATION I.fODEL) 

, 

i 
I 

J 
~ 

Average frequency 
for each 

type of activity 

-. 

Evidence Collection. • ••••••• e _ •••••••• 

Surveillance ......................•.• 
Information Exchang.&s Wit~ L~w 

Enforcement ••• ..,: ••••• ,"1" ••••••••••••• 

Information Exchanges With CDC Staff . 
Information Exchanges With Other 

Individuals ....................... 
Arrest and Charge Processing Activities 
Check-up Contacts by Parole Agent .... 
Required (Per P&C3D Policy) Activities 
Assistance~ctivities· •••••••••••••••• 

I 
I-' ". 
1-'. 
0'\ 
I 

~ 
tl t':~·. 
l~'_ . , . 
I. ._ 

.. --~ ~~ ....... ~~-" 

Walnut Creek Walnut Creek 
vs vs 

Stockton Bakersfield 
(df = 164) (df = 125) 

t Ip t /p 

1.531 p=.128 -0.011 p>.500 
-2.024*. P<.050 -4.206*** p<.OOl 

5·259*** p<.OOl 50155*** p<.OOl 
3.627*** p<.OOl 1.721 p::.088 

1·397 p=.165 -0.249 p7.500 
-1.188 p=.237 -4.909***' p<.OOl 
-3.615*** p<.OOl -3.591*** p<.OO~ 

-0.160 p7.500 0.8.53 p=.396 
1.575 p=.118 1.286 p=.201 

-

.. 

Stockton Experimental 
vs va 

Bakersfield Comparison 
(df = 195) (df = 249) 

t Ip t Ip ,. 

-1.946 p=.054 0.420 
-4.811*** p< .001 1.255 

1.385 p=.168 0.072 
-2.389* :p< .050 1.214 

-2.155* p~.050 -0.9.63' 
-5.918*** p<.OOl -,1.438 
0.359 p ~.50Q -6.34i *** 
1.110 p=.269 -2.937* 

0 -. -5.830*** 

. '" 
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Table 21 

Average Percent of Total Activities for Each Type of Activity 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Experimental units 

Type of activity 

EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: 

:1 

X 
(S.D.) 

Interviews .•.••••.••••••••.••••••••••• 
Pretext Interviews and Representation •• 
Informant Interviews and Usages •••••••• 
Resource Material Checks •••••••••••••• 
Evidence Processing ••••••••••••••••••• 
Anti-Narcotic Testing ••••••••••••••••• 
Search and Seizure of Evidence ••••••••• 

Walnut 
Total . Creek 
N=244 N-48 

20.8 20.7 
(18.6) (;£0,,5) 

6.2 
0.1 
1.0 
4.1 
0.8 
2.2 
6.4 

7·2 
o 

0.1' 
8.3 
1.5 
0·3 
3·3 

Stock-
ton 
N=1l7~ 

22.6 
(20.4) 

8.3 
0.1 
0.7 
2.5 
0.4 
1.9 
8.8 

Eakers-
field 
N=79 

18.1 
(13.8) 

2.6 
o 

1.9 
4.0 
0.9 
3.8 
4.9 

SURVEILLANCE: X 11.7 1.7 9.9 20.5 
(S.D.) (16.0) (4.5) (14.5) (17.8) 

Fixed Surveillance ....................... 
Spot Surveillance ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tailing Surveillance •••••••••••••••••• 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH LAW 
ENFORCEMENT: X 

(S.D. ) 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 

3.5 
6.6 
1.6 

0.1 
1.6 

o 

28.9 46.4 
(24.8) (26.0) 

Parole Violation ••••••••••• •••••••• 21.6 31.6 
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 

Processing ••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
General Background or Non-Criminal 

status Factors ............... 0 ••••• 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF: X 
(S.D. ) 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation ••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 

6.7 14.4 

0.6 0.4 

10.6 14.7 
(15.4) (16.3) 

5.1 

Processing ......................... 2.6 

8.6 

3.7 

2.4 
General Background or Non-Criminal 

Status Factors ••••••••••••• •••••••• 2.9 

4.0 
4.6 
1.3 

30.1 
(24.7) 

24.4 

4.8 

2.0 

3·3 

4.9 
12.6 
3.0, 

11.3 

4.8 

0.2 

9.7 
(14.1) 

4.1 

Com-
pari son 
units 
N=6~ 

5.1 
(6.6) 

0.8 
o 
o 
o 
o 

3.7 
0.6 

o 
(0) 

o 
o 
o 

14.8 
(21.9) 

1.9 

12·3 

0.6 

1.2 
(2.8) 

1.2 

o 

-----~----
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~coYr~ '- Experimental unit. Com-
( . 'iiJ Wolnut Stock- Baker.- parison 

T~e of activity \ ToP[l Creek ton field units 
\"c ,Nf244 N=48 N=1l7~ 'N=79 N=6!lJ 

Table 21 - co~tinued 

r 

.. 
INFORlYlATION EXCHANGES WITH OTHER 

INDIVIDUALS: X 35.S 36.6 33·5 38.7 25.4 
(S.D.) ( 64.3) (84.3) (64.5) (47.7) (33.2) 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation ~ .••....••••••••••. 3.6 3·0 2.4 5.7 0 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing .. _ ....................... 0·5 1.4 0.2 0.5 2.2 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
status Factors .~ ...••..••.••••••••• 31.7 32.2 30.9 32.5 23·2 

;;. 

ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSING ACTIVITIES: X 8.6 3·1 6:0 15.7 6.4 
(S.D. ) (14.9) (8.0) (9·9) (20.6) (9.4) 

Apprehension •.••.•••••...•••••.•• ~ ••.• 4.0 0.4 4.6 5·2 0.6 
Required After-Arrest Processing •••••• 4.0 2.6 0.7 9.7 5·2 
Prosecution Assistance ................. 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.8 0.6 

rrBECK-up CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 9·5 2.9 13·2 8.2 45.5 
(S.D. ) (13.6) (9·3) (16.3) (8.8) (42.5) ': 

Attempted Check-Up Contacts ............ 4.5 1.7 6.8 2.9 6.3 
Actual Check-Up Contacts •• ~ ••••••••••• 5.0 1.2 6.4 5.2 39.2 

Pdi'lQUlRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: X 2.0 2.3 2.2 1.7 19.4 
(S.D.) (4.9) (5.1) (5.0) (4.9) (36.4) 

Required Permission or Notification ••• 0 0 0, 0.1 0 
Required Release Matters •••••••••••••• 0 0 0 0 0 
Required Administrative Processing •••• 2.0 2.3 2.2 1.6 19.4 

ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: X 0.1 0.6 0 '0 2.4 
(S.D.) (1.8) (4.1) (0) (0) (5.3) 

Direct Services 0.1 0.4 0 0 0.3 t • 
• .. • • 4, •••••••••••••• * ••• 

Referral to Community Ser~ice ......... 0 0.2 0 0 0.3 
Counseling ........ ,. ...... _, ...... til ...... 0 0 0 0 1.7 

..e.l Excludes 1 case which could not be calculated 
JllExcludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available. 
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Table 22 I 
t Test Between Parole Units and Study Groups 

on 
Average Percent of Total Activities For Each Type of Activity 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

- -- ~--- -~-- -_._.- _L, • . ---~~---,"'.- " .-~ '-.'-' _ .. ·:-\ia.:1nttt~-,,~·,(Jreel~. ~'. 
Average percent of total 
activities for each type 

of activ:ity 

Evidence Collection •••••••• ~' ••••••••••• 
Surveillance .......................... . 
Information Exchanges With Law Enforc~ment 
Information Exchanges With CDC Staff ••• 
Information Exchanges With Other Individuals 
Arrest and Charge Processing Activities. 
Check-up Contacts by Parole Agent •••••• 
Required (Per P&CSD Policy) Activities. 
Assimtance Activities •••••••••••••••••• 

I 
1-" 
I-' 
\0 
I 

~-

vs. .- . 

Stockton 
(df = 16:2) 

t J p 

-0.560 p ·500 
-3.783*** p<'.OOl 

3.759*** p~.OOl 

1.904 p=.059 
0.252 p"7.500 

-1.748 p=.083 
-4.074u * p"-.OOI 
0.133 p?500 
1.568 p=.119 

, 

.. - "" ' 

:Wa.1nuLGreak ~ 
vs. 

Bakersfield 
" (df = 125) 

t I p 

0.830 p=.409 
-7.+05*** p<.OOl 

8.056*** p<.OOl 
L805 p=.074 

-0.177 p>.500 
-4.023*** p~.OOl 
-3.157** p<..OlO 
0.703 p=.484 
1.286 p=.20l 

. // 

I ~-g·t;Qgktml Exp,eX';i,m~:ntal ~~ 
- -

vs. vs~ 

Bakersfield , Comparison 
(df = 194) (df = 248) 

t IP t I p 

1.713 p=.089 2.050* p<.050 
-4.559*** p .001 1.794 p=.075 

4.367*** p .001 1.363 p=.175 
-0.101 p .500 1.482 p=.140 
-0.605 p .500 0·395 p>.500 
-4.398*** p .001 0.350 p>.500 

2.476* p .050 -5.'798*** p<.OOl 
0.733 p;.465 -5.582*** p.(..OOl 

0 -2.752*** p "-. 010 

.. ,.. 
c; 

/' .,-
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regular supervision (e.g., collaterals of the p~rolee), than from 

primary sources such as victims, witnesses, and residence 

searches. 

Comparison to regular supervision activities. Invest­

igation activities (i.e., gathe.fF'itl~-~~:"nformation) also occur under 
/ (i {: ~' 

regular supervision. The difference between the high control 

approach to investigation and the regular suspervision approach 

as previolls.lynGted in Chaptet" :r ~ was "when" it 

occurred (i.e., before or after an arrest). It is also likely 

that the investigative model tested here differed from regular 

supervision investigat~ve activities in the "methods" used to 

collect information and in the proportion of the total 

supervision activity expended investigating. 

To determine whether the investigation model was different 

from regular supervision, this evaluation proposed to compare the 

activities performed on the 245 experimental cases to the 

activities performed by regular supervision agents on the 

comparison cases. However, as described in the "Methodology" 

chapter, the comparison units failed to identify a large number 

of high risk cases which needed investigation (i.e., cases for 

whom a need existed to verify or disclaim suspected criminal 

tnvolvement). Only 37 of the total 120 comparison cases referred 

could serve as a comparison for the investigative model. 

Furthermore, agent field notes on only six of the 37 cases were 

available and usable for this analysis. With such a small 

sample, it is questionable whether the activity data tabulated is 
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representative of supervision activities performed on most high 

risk cases receiving regular supervision. 

The activity frequency data for these six comparison cases 

are shown in the last column in Table 17 (showing the most common 

activities engaged in across cases), Table 19 (showing the most 

frequently conducted activity types) and Table 21 (showing the 

most characteristic activity done on a c~se). These calculations 

were compared to the activity type distribution in each table for 

the "total experimental group" (N=24S). Statistical tests of the 

significance of these differences, using either a test of the 

difference between proportions (z) or a test of the difference 

between means (t), were calculated and are reported in the 

"Experimental vs. Comparison II column of Tables 18, 20 an9 22. A.h 

adjustment (i.e., correction for continuity) in the non-

Parametric IIZII test was made t l' f o a .ow or the small sample size. 

The large variances associated with s6me of the means upon which 

a parametric "t" test was calculated indicates that the 

assumptions of homogeneity of variance and normality requisite to 

the application of the "t" test were sometimes not met. Although 

there is some evidence that large departures from normality will 

not seriously affect the estimation of probabilities for the two­

tailed "til test conducted here (Ferguson, 1976, p. 157), the 

results from these paramet:ric "t" te t t' s s were more cau 10s1y 

interpreted. 
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The profile of the activities performed on the six 

comparison cases presents a sharp contrast to the profile of the 

investigation model. The only type of activity common to most of 

the comparison cases were "Check-up contacts" (Table 17, 83.3% of 

cases with one or more) and "Information exhanges with other 

individuals" (50.0% of cases with one or more). None of the 

other seven types of activities occurred on a majority of the 

cases. Check-up activities and collateral information exchanges 

also occurred with the greatest average frequency (means of 7.17' 

check-up contacts and 9.00 information exchanges with other 

individuals, Table i9), and comprised the largest average 

proportion of total activities performed under regular 

supervision (45.5% check-up contacts and 25.4% information 

exchanges with other individuals, Table 21). 

Differences between investigation activity types and 

regular supervision activity types on all three measures 

consistel1tly showeq more of the total cases involved (Table 17), 

and more of the total activities ('rabIes 19 and 2.:)..) comprised 

"Check-uptr, "Required per P&CSD policyi' and "A~sistance" contacts 

under regular parole than occurred in the investigative model. 

The information gathering activities which characterized the 

investigat.i ve model including "Evidence collection", 

"Surveillance", "Information exchanges with law enforcement", and 

"Information exchanges with correctional staff" did not commonly 

occur across regular supervision cases (Table 17). Two types of 

activities were found to be equally characteristic of both 
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supervision types -- "Information exchanges with other 

individuals" and "Arrest and charge processing" activities. 

In summary, if the six comparison cases can be considered 

representative of the high risk cases under regular supervision, 

this analysis has shown that the frequency and type of activities 

performed under the investigation model were different from those 

traditionally performed under regular supervision. Investigation 

activities comprised efforts to collect information from various 

primary and secondary sourees. In contrast, regular supervision, 

comprised those activities whlch agents often call administrative 

"case-carrying responsibilities," including making check-up 

contacts, fulfilling various administrative policy requirements 

on the' case, and gathering information from col laterals of the 

parolee. (Note that the collection of information from 

collaterals was the one type of activity highly characteristic of 

both regular and investigative parole). 

Comparison across units. An examination of the types of 

activities performed at each site showed that the three sites 

differed on the 'methods used, to conduct their investigations. 

Table 17 (showing the most common activities engaged in across 

cases), Table 19 (showing the most frequent activities 

conducted), and Table 21 (showing the most characteristic 

activity performed during an investigation) were examined for 

differences across the three parole unit demonstration sites. 

Statistical te~ts of the significance of the differences between 

pairs of the llnits (Walnut Creek vs. Stockton, Walnut Creek vs. 
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Bakersfield, and Stockton V8. Bakersfield) were calculated using 

either a IIZII test or a lit" test. These values are summarized in 

tables following each measure (Tables 18, 20, and 22). 

The types of activity corronon to most cases at WALNUT CREEK 

were "Information exchanges with law enforcement" (89.6% of the 

total 

17). 

cases), and "Evidence collection" activiti~s (70.8%) (Table 

The most frequently occurring activities (Table 19) which 

also accolihted for most of the activities performed on a case 

(Table 21) were "Information exchanges with others" (36.6%), 

"Evidence collection" activities (20.7%), and "Information 

exchanges with correctional staff" (14.7%). Thus, the Walnut 

Creek site primarily collected and integrated information 

available from a number of outside sources. 

The types of activity common to most cases at the STOCKTON 

site also included "Information exchanges with law enforcement" 

(81.4% of the total cases) and "Evidence collection" activities 

(74.6%). The most frequentiy occurring activities which also 

accounted for the majority of investigative work done on a case 

included "Information exchanges with others" (33.5% of the total 

activities), "Information exchanges with law enforcement (30.1%), 

"Evidence collection" activities (22.6%) and "Check-up contacts" 

(13.2%). Thus, information gathering was also a major part of 

the activities of the Stockton unit, but to a lesser extent as it 

also frequently conducted direct check-up contacts with the 

parolee. 
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The types of activity common to most cases at the 

BAKERSFIELD site included "Information exchanges with others" 

(84.8% of the total cases), "Evidence collection" activities 

(81.0%), "Information exchanges with law enforcement" (77.2%), 

"Surveillance". (70.9%), "Arrest and charge processing" activities 

(64.6%), and "Check-up contacts" (59.5%). The most frequently 

occurring activities which for- mos t of the 

investigative work done on a case included "Information exchanges 

with others" (38.7% of the total activities), "Surveillance" 

(20.5%), "Evidence collection" ac:tivities (18.1%), anp "Arrest 

and charge processing" activities (15.7%). The Bakersfield site 

was the most diversified, i.e., it applied a variety of 

investigative type activities to each of it's cases and 

apparently actively participated in the arrest and cha~ge 

processing stages. 

Comparing all three sites on each of the nine major 

activity types for each of the. three measur~s showed several 

large, statistically significant differences. As stated earlier, 

"Required per P&CSD policy" activities and "Assis~ance" 

activities almost never occurred in the investigative model, and 

this was true across all three sites. Also no difference was 

found in the "Evidence collection activities" which occurred for 

most of the cases investigated an'd with equi".l frequency across 

all three sites. However, on the remaining six activity types 

there were several large differences which were statistically 

significant. Together these differences indicate that the Walnut 
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Creek site used a more restrictive, passive, information 

gathering approach and th~ BakersfieJ,.d site used a more 

diversified and assertive infQrmation gathering 3:pproach. The 

approach used at Stockton with q few distinctions resembl~d the 

approach used at Bakersfield. 

This genQral difference is illustra,ted by a number of 

findings. For example, the Walnut Creek site mor~ frequently 

engaged in law enforcement information exchanges (4p.4% of total 

activities) than either of the other two sites (30.1% Stockton, 

16.3% Bakersfield). Also the Walnut Creek site more frequently 

engaged in information exchanges with other correctional staff 

(14.7% of total activities) tpan either of th~ other two sites 

(9.5% Stockton, 9.7% Bakersfield). In the opposite direction, 

Walnut Creek engaged in less surveillant activities and conducted 

fewer direct check-up contacts with th~ parolee than either of 

the other two sites. 

In strong contrast to th~ Walnut Creek mOdel was the 

Bakersfield site. The Bakersfield unit more frequently engaged 

in undercover surveillance activity (20.5% of the total 

activities) than the other two sites (9.9% Stockton, 1.7% Walnut 

.Creek); and more frequently engaged in making arrests and 

processing charges (15.7% of the total activities) than the other 

two sites (6.0% Stockton, 3.1% Walnut Creek). FinallY, 

Bakersfield attempted to develop collateral information (i.e., 

"Information exchanges with other individuals") on almost all of 

it's cases~t84.8% of total cases) while the other sites uSed this 
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source on only half of it's cases (52.5% Stockton, 47.9% Walnut 

Creek) • 

The Stockton site fell inbetween the Walnut Creek and 

Bakersfield sites in the mix and frequency of activity types it 

engaged in, but most closely resembled the Bakersfield site. 

It is also noted that. the Walnut Creek site averaged over 

twice as many total activities for each thirty day period a case 

was under investigation (16.3 activities per 30 days, Table 16) 

than either Stockton (7.4) or Bakersfield (7.8). The difference 

is likely attributable to the larger number of "Information 

exchanges with law enforc~ment" which are less time consuming 

than the more frequently occurring surveillant activities of both 

the Stockton and Bakersfield sites. 

It is clear from the evidence presented that the three 

demonstration sites performed a different mix of investigation 

activities. In an attempt to further (and more generally) 

describe-the obviously different operational styles of each 

parole unit, comparisons were also made on five organizational 

variables describing the project including (1) integration with 

the parent parole unit, (2) team approach to conducting 

investigations, (3) planning of investigation activities, (4) 

visibility to the community, and (5) coordination with law 

enforcement. The findings of that special analysis, reported in 

a separate paper (see Buchanan and Star, 1980), were congruent 

with the empirical differences in activities described above. 

brief, overall description of the operation of each unit was 

developed as a conclusion to that special analysis. 

presented below for the purpose of summarization. 
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Walnut Creek: 

Stockton: 

Bakersfield: 

single agent performing "staff 
like" function of collecting and 
integrating information available 
from secondary sources (primarily 
law enforcement). 

team of assertive, highly visible, 
field agents collecting information 
from primary data sources and highly 
integrated with law enforcement 
activities. 

team of assertive field agents, 
moderately independent of law 
enforcement, coll~cting information 
from a vari@ty of primary data 
sources and highly integrated with 
the activities of regular agents in 
the parent parole unit. 

Chapter Summary. This chapter described the operations 

and activities of the investigative model of the High Control 

Project. Two investigative agents working as a team within a 250-

300 mixed felon/non-felon parole unit typically completed their 

investigations in sixty days and were able to take in six or 

seven new cases for investigation per month. Cases taken under 

investigation had been on parole for several months, and there 

was current information either from a local law enforcement 

agency or the regular supervising agent that the case was 

reinvol ved in criminal activity. 'rhe irivestigati ve model placed 
[. 

high priority up6n investigating three of the five kinds of 

criminal/violational activities targeted -- violent/sexually 
""\. 

deviant activity (primarily weapon us~ .and possession), narcotic 
'''~ 

sales activity and absconding from parole supervision (only if 

either of the two preceeding activities were also suspected). 

The types of activities most often performed (including 

surveillance, information exchanges with law enforcement and 

collaterals, and other evidence gathering activities.) showed the 

model to be congruent with its planned purpose of "gathering 

informati9n Ii. 
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The types of activity performed in the investigation model 

were found to differ significantly from those performed under 

regular supervision. The information gathering activities which 

characterized the investigation model including surveillance, 

evidence collection and information exchanges with law 

enforcement were not found to commonly occur under regular 

supervision which was in contrast characterized by routine check­

up, administrative processing, and collateral contact activities. 

Finally, several differences were identified across the 

three demonstration sites which implemented the investigation 

model in the manner of operation and the types of activity 

performed. The Walnut Creek site primarily investigated cases 

under the "violent/sexually deviant" selection criterion while 

Stockton and Bakersfield were found to investigate a mix of the 

targeted activities including "narcotic sales" and "absconding" 

activity as well as "violent/sexually deviant" activity. Also 

the Walnut Creek site in contrast to the Bakersfield and Stockton 

sites engaged more frequently in information exchange (primarily 

with law enforce.ment) activities, whiJ.e the Bakersfield and 

Stockton units which were more diversified in their approaches 

more frequently performed surveillance, evidence collection, and 

arr.est activities. 
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CHAPTER' VII 

OUTCOME OF THE INVESTIGATION MODEL 

The first, immediate, objective of the investigation model 

was to increase ~he parole agent's capability of verifying or 

disclaiming a P?rolee's involvement in one of several targeted 

criminal or violational activity areas. A second objective was 

to increase the frequency and severity of the controls and 

sanctions applied to those parolees whose return to criminal 

activity was verified. A third, more intangible, objectiv& was 

to increase the contribution of parole agents to the detection 

and prosecution of the suspected criminal or violational 

activity. This chapter empirically examines the effectiveness of 

the investigation model in achieving each of these three 

objectives by comparing the outcomes for the cases investigated 

to the outcomes for a similar group of cases not investigated. 

The outcome of the 245 experimental cases investigated at 

the three demonstration sites through June 30, 1979 was compared 

to the outcome of ~7 similar cases (the comparison group) also 

suspected of current re-involvement in a targeted criminal 

activity but not formally investigated under the project (see 

Table 6 for study group derivation~ see Chapter V for test of 

comparability between study groups). 

Outcome was calculated at the point of termination of the 

investigation. The charges and dispositions measured were those 

directly connected with the purpose of, and activities conducted 
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during, the investigation. (Note that the charges tabulated were 

those filed at the conclusion of the investigation~ their 

dispositions were generally handed down some time after the 

termination of the investigation. All charges were followed 

until a known disposition could be tabulated). For the 

comparison group, outcomes and charges cl)nnected with the stated 

. investigative purpose and occurring within 120 days following 

referral for investigation were determined. (Note that the 120 

days was selected as a comprable follow-up period as the majority 

of the experimental case investigations were also completed 

within that period; see Table 8). 

Investigation Outcomes by Purpose 

The "outcome of the investigation" reflects the extent to 

which the investigator agents were successful in collecting 

evidence which verifies (or disclaims) the type of criminal or 

violational activity suspected. It was then determined whether 

they were more successful at such verification than regular 

parole supervision agents were for the comparison group when 

using the more traditional investigative means and resources of 

regular parole. 

To define and classify the various outcomes achieved at 

the end of the investigation, it was first necessary to define 

and classify the various "purposes" of the investigation. The 

major overall purpose of most of the investigations (Table 23) 

was to "verify or disclaim" one of the targeted types of criminal 
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or viQlational activity (43.31 of the total cases). For another 

one-quarter of the cases (24.1%) the purpose was to "locate and 

apprehend" the parolee, in addition to verifying any suspected 

criminal activity. Together, the proportion of cases requiring 

some kind of evidence to be collected for verification purposes 

amounted to over two-thirds o.f the cases (67.4%). The purpose of 

the remaining one-quarter (24:.9%) of the eases was s imply to 

locate and apprehend the parolee (i.e., no evidence needed to be 

collected). The same mix of investigative purposes also held for 

the 37 comparison cases as indicated by the lack of large and 

statistically significant differences between the two groups on 

this variable (chi square test, Table 23). 

The measut-ement of investigation outcomes was complicated 

by the fact that 61.6% of the total experimental cases were 

investigated for two or more different purposes (Table 24). That 

is, either two or more different types of criminal activity 

needed verification; or (as the p~eceding table illustrated) 

"locate and apprehension", in addition to "verification"f was 

also a purpose of the investigation. Because most of the 

investigations were .for more than one purpose and because 

differing s"ccess rates were likely to be associat~d with the 

various different types of criminal activity investigated, it was 

important to tabulate and analyze outcomes by the various 

spedific purpose, designated for the investigation, in addition to 

measuring the overall outcome. 

.-132-

" .... '''''·.·,'''''~_.~~..J\.~:>J.~".;Jt=.:i:r~, . :";''''~'-'-=;:;,~~\'::r..:;l,~:.o:::;':J:;:;~~s;t;,:=;::''''''~::::'~·<!:';;,:~::::':-':;;:;;;;:;''-:;'~t.t,t.,4 

Major purpose cf· 
investigation 

Total, all cases 

tOll'" ,,,,oifio Idnd QJ of evidence 

Verif~ general activitz 

Locate and aEErehend onll 

Verify/disclaim 
involvement in 

Drug trafficking ••••••• 
propert1rfraud crime ••• 
Assault robbery •••••••• 
Sexually deviant 

activity ••••••••••••• 
~leapons use or 

possession ••••••••••• 
Prison gang act:i:vity ••• 
Combination of criminal 

activity ••••••••••••• 

Drug trafficking .••••••• 
Propert%fraUd crime ••• 
Assualt robbery •••••••• 
Sexually deviant 

activity ••••••• ~.Qo •• 

Weapons use or 
possessivn ••••••••••• 

Prison gang activity ••• 
Combination of crimir.al 

Table 23 
riajor Purpose of Investigation 

by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION f.10DEL) 

Experimental 

Total Walnut Creek Stockton 

No. I Pct. No. I Pct. No. I Pct. 

245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 

7 2.8 3 6.2 4 3.4 

12 4.9 1 2.1 7 5.9 
61 24.9 12 25.0 29 24.6 

106 43.3 26 54.2 53 44.9 

(30~ (2~ (20) 
(8 ~~ ~~~ (17 

(7) (1) (4) 

(5~ (12 ~~~ (2~ (11 

(27) (10) (7) 

59 24.1 6 12.5 25 21.2 

(23~ 
~~) ~g~ (9~ 

~6 
(1) (0) (1) 

(3~ (3 (O~ (0 ~~~ 
activity ••••••••••••• (18) (4) (7) 

Comparison 

Bakersfield 

No.1 Pct. No·1 Pct. 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

0 0 0 0 

4 5.1 2 5.4 
20 25.3 6 16.2 

27 34.2 23 62.2 

~8) 
(;~ 

(7) 
(2) 
(1~ 

(2) (3) 

(1~ (1 ~2) 1) 

(10) (7) 

28 35.4 6 16.2 

(12) 

~~~ ~~~ 
(0) (0) 

~3) (0) 
0) (1) 

(7) (4) 

ilnue to small expected frecpencies associated with cells, the "Collect specific evidence" 
and "Verify general activity category \~ere combined into an "other" category for X2 test 

Experimental/Comparison group: 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: 

X2= 4.629, df=4,~ .250 
X2=11.362, df=6,~ .100 
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To conduct that analysis, outcomes for "locate" and 

"apprehension" purposes and outcomes f,,?:t:' verifying each of the 

different types of criminal activity were separately tabulated, 

in addition to an "overall", p10st severe, outcome for the entire 

investigation. The 1arge, general, "violent/sexu').lly deviant" 

category of crimiqalactivity was separated into "Assaults", 

"Sex~gl deviant activity", "f"{oopery", and "Weapon 

1,lse/possessibn". The "Property/fralld" category of criminal 

act~vity was separated into "Property" offenses and 

"Forg§!ry/check" offenses. Finally, investigating "General, non-

criminal activity" and "Drink~ng Excessively" were additional 

purposes separately tabulated as they were sometimes cited as the 

purpose of ~he investigation. After sub-dividing the purposes in 

this manner outcomes for a total of thirteen specific types of 

purposes were tabulated; however, only eight of the thirteen were 

applicable to a sufficient nu~ber of cases (i.e., 25 or more of 

the total experimental and comparison cases, Table 25) to warrent 

analysis. The eight investiga~ive purposes analyzed included: 

-verify narcotic sales 
-verify assaults 
-verify property/thefts 
-verify prison gang affiliation 
-verif~ weapon use or possession 
-verify general {non-criminal) activity 
-locate subject 
-apprehend subject 

~he outcome of the ipve~tigation was defined by five 

exhaustive and mutually exclusive categories including: 
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l\lumber of 
investigation 
purposes per case 

Total", all cases 

Table 24 

Number of Investigation Purposes~Per Case 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Exoerimental 

Total I Walnut Creek I Stockton 
No. I Pct. I No. T Pct. I No. TPct. 

245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 

One purpose ••••••••••••• 94 38.4 21 43.7 53 44.9 

Two purposes •••••••••••• 112 45.7 23 47.9 48 40.7 

Comparison 

I Bakersfield 
T No. I Pct. No. Pct. 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

20 25.3 18 48.6 

41 51.9 15 40.5 

a ['Thr" purp"', .......... 29 11.8 2 4.2 13 11.0 14 17.7 2 5.4 

Four purposes ••••••••••• 8 3.3 2.1 4 3.4 3 3.8 2 5.4 

Five purooses ...... ~'I". 2 0.8 2.1 0 0 1.3 0 0 

~ Due to larg-e num?er of cells with small exp~cted frequencies. "three", "four" and "five" 
purposes categor~es were combined into a "three or More" category for significance test. 

Experimental/Comparison groups: X2 = 1.595. df=2, p ~ .500 

Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfied units: x2 = 10.799*, df=4, p. L...050 
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Table ~5 

Number of Cases Investigated For Each Specific Type of Purpose 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIG4TION MOPEL) 

Total Elcperimental 

:3pecific type of !3tudy cases units 
investigation purpose N-282 N-245 

Purpose It Not a Purposesl Not a 
includes purpose includes purpose 

1. Verify Marcotic Sales 4ctivity 83 199 75 170 

2. Verify Non-Sexual Assault Activity 1 255 

2:1 
222 

3. Verify SeXually Deviant Activity ~6 ~~ 266 13 4B 232 

4· Verify Robbery Activity 268 12 233 

5. Verify Property/Theft Activity 2
J 

253 2:}," 219 
31 

6. Verify Forgery/Checks Activity 2 280 243 

7. Verify Prison Gang Activity 32 250 29 216 

8. Verify Excessive Drinking Activity 2 280 244 

9. Verify Weapon UseLPossession ... , 42 240 31 214 

10. Verify General (non-criminal) Activity 33 249 27 218 

11. Locate Subject 12~ 157 'l~7 .) 132 

:12. ~ Subject 98 184 89 156 

13. Other purpose 6 276 6 239 
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Comparison 
units 
N~37 

Purpos~J Not a 
include purpose 

8 29 

l 
33 

34 

35 

:}3 34 

37 

3 34 

36 

11 26 

6 31 

12 25 

9 28 

0 37 

.. 

.. 

!l 11 'r/) //' v / 

I 
\\ 

l. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

In custody for suspected criminal activity 
In custody for other, non-suspected, criminal 
activity 
Other successful 'outcomes 
(includes case located, apprehended, evidence 
collected to disclaim criminal involvement, 
informant purpose achieved and gang involvement 
verified) 
Purpose not achieved 
(includes no evidence available and evidence 
insufficient to substantiate) 
Terminated before completion 
(includes transfers, early discharge, discharge 
at end of term, discharge to relinquish 
jurisdiction, project terminated) 

." ..... 
~ 

"Overall" outcomes for the 245 investigations are examined first, 

fOllowed by a sub-sample analysis bf the. outcomes associated with 

the eight specific investigative purposes. 

Table 26 shows the overall investigative outcome for the 

245 investigations conducted. The high control agents 

successfully verified the suspected criminal or violational 

involvement (leading to placement in custody) for thirty percent 

of the aases investigated (30.2%). Another one-fourth (26.5%) of 

the cases were also placed in custody but for a type criminal or 

violational activity other than that targeted by the 

investigation. Thus, whi1e the high control agents were able to 

gather evidence of illegal activities for the majority of cases, 

it was not always for the type of activity suspected at the onset 

of the investigation. The most common example of this was 

investigations for the purpose of verifying narcotic "sales" 

which instead often resulted in an arrest for narcotic 

"possession". Another ten percent of the cases experienced a 

miscellaneous but successful type of outcome. Unsuccessful 
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outcomes due to lack of available evidence or insufficient 

evidence accounted for one-quarter (24.1%) of the investigation 

outcomes. Finally almost ten percent (9.0%) of the 

investigo\tions had to be prematurely ,terminated before completion 

because of either case transfer or termination of parole status. 

Compared to the outcomes of the 37 comparison cases, Table 

26 shows the experimental group experienced significantly more 

successful types of investigation outcomes. The difference 

between the experimental and comparison group on the fi'iTe 

category outcome variable was statistically significant at the 

.01 level using a chi square test. Collapsing the variable into 

a dichotomized successful versus unsuccessful comparison showed 

66.9% of the experimental group compared to 35.1% of the 

comparison group experienced a "successful" outcome (defined as 

placement in custpdy for some type of criminal or violational 

activity or other miscellaneous successful outcome). 

Table 27 shows the outcomes associated with eight of the 

more frequently occurring specific types of investigative 

purposes. First, it is noted that the high control agents were 

almost always successful in locating (S2.0%) or apprehending 

(88.8%) a suspect. This high success rate should be interpreted 

cautiously as not all the cases located or apprehended were 

either absconders or otherwise missing at the start of the 

investigative period. Instead, "locate and apprehend" was often 

added as a purpose of the investigation when tHe high control 

agent judged the seriousness of the suspected activity warranted 
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Overall outcome of 

Table 26 

Overall Outcome of Investigation 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Experimental 

investigation Total Walnut Creek Stockton 

Noo I Pct. No. I Pct. . No o I Pct. 

Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100&0 

In custog:y; for 
. sUSEected criniinal. 

activity 74 30.2 17 35.4 27 22.9 

Charges pending •••••• (ll~ g~ ~n Jail sentence (only). (5 
Board-ordered return 

to prison •••••••••• (37) (5) (15) 
New court commitment . to prison •••••••••• (21) (7) (4) 

In custod~ for non-
susEected criminal 

activity 65 26.5 6 12.5 35 29.7 

Charges pending •••••• (9~ 
Jail sentence (only).(20 
Board ordered return 

~~~ (8) 
(17 

to prison •••••••••• (22) 
New court commitment 

(4) (3 ) 

to prison ••••••••• o (14) (1) (7) 

other successful 
outcomes 25 10.2 4 8.3 16 13.6 

Located/apprehended •• (13) (2) (6) 
Informant purpose 

achieved ••••••••••• (5) (2) (3 ) 
Evidence collected to 
negate criminal 

activity ••••••••• o. (5) 
Prison gang invol ve-

(0) (5) 

ment verified •••••• (2) (0) , . (2) 

-139-

Comparison 

Bakersfield 

No. [ Pct. No. I Pct. 

79 100.0 37 10000 

30 38.0 7 1809 

g~ (O~ (1 

(17) (2) 

(10) (4) 

24 30.4 5 13,,5 

g) tB 
(15) (2) 

(6 ) (1) 

5 6 .. 3 1 2.7 

(5) (1) 

(0) (0) 

(0) (0) 

(0) (0) 
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Table 26 = continued 
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Overall outcome of 
$xperimental Comparison 

. ~:';:_)l'otal investigation Walril,lt Cre~k Stockton Bakersfield 

No·1 Pcte No. r :pct. N°·1 Pet. No·1 Pct. Noo J Pct .. 

. - -

59 24.1 16 33.4 29 24.6 14 17.7 18 48.6 

Evidence collected was 
insufficient to 

substantiate, •• ~ •• ~ . ~ u (21) 
No evidence available (all 

leads exhausted) •••••••• (29) 
other unsuccessful outcome (9) 

Terminated before investi~ 
gation comEleted 22 
Transferred ••••••••••••••• (6) 
Discharged early •• ~ ••••••• g~ Discharged at end of term. 
Discharged to relinquish 

jurisdiction •••••••••••• 

m Project terminated •••••••• 
othero •• o •••• o •••••••••••• 

9.0 

Experimental/Comparison groups: 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield units: 

5 10·4 
(3 ) 

a~ 
(OJ 
~g 

X2= 14.379 ** 
2 ". X = 14.513 

(8) 

(17) 
(4) 

11 

(0) 

g~ 
(0) 
(5~ (1 

9.3 

(4) 

(8) 
(2) 

6 

(3l 
~g 

~gl 
, df=4, pL... .010 , df=8,p: .075 

7.6 

(5) 

(6) 
(7) 

6 
(2) 

~~~ 
(lj 
(0 
(1 

16.2 

" 

.. 
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placement in custody as a precautionary measure. Also, this high 

success rate should not be interpreted to mean that the agents 

are,\more successful than the police in locating and arresting 

suspects. A police detective attempts to attach a known criminal 

incident \-lith a large ci ti.zen populatfon, while the parole agent 

attempts to attach a known suspect with any illegal incident. As 

the suspect is already known, it is to be expected that agents 

would be more successful at making an arrest. Second, it· :;s 

noted that the high control agents were usually successful 

(66.6%) in verifying the non-criminal ge:;:\.eral activity of the 

parolee (e.g., residence and employment) as such information is 

oftentimes known before the investigation. 

Of the various types of criminal activity investigated, 

the high control agents were most successful in verifying 

property/theft activity (34.6% placed ~n custody for that 

activity); and next most successful in verifying narcotic sales 

activity (17.3%) and weapon use or possession (25.8%). Small 

sample sizes prevented an analysis of the comparison group 

outcomes on the eight specific types of investigative purposes. 

It can be concluded from this analysis that the 

investigation model is associated with significantly more 

successful attempts to verify and place cases in custody for 

suspected illegal activities than occurs under regular 

supervision. The implication is that high control agents using 

special investigative technique~ can collect evidence which will 

increase the verification of returns to criminal or violational 
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Table 27 
Outcome for Selected Specific Types of Investigation Purposes 

by Study Group 

(INVES'l'IGATION MOD~) 

<" '"' -_._-

Total Experimental 
Outcome for selected specific types study cases units 
of investigation purposes !/ 

No. I Pct. No. r Pct. 

vERIFY NARCOTIC SALES ACTIVITY 8;3 100.0 75 100.0 
In custody for suspected criminal activity~ .. 13 15.7 13 17.3 
In custody for non-suspec~~d criminal activity 18 21.7 16 21.3 
Other successful outcom~~ •••••••••••••••••••• 2 2.4 2 2.7 
Evidence insufficient to substantiate •••••••• 21 25.3 18 24.0 
No evidence available (all leads exhausted) •• 24 28.9 21 28.0 
Terminated before investigation completed •••• 5 6.0 5 6.7 

VERIFY NON-SEXUAL ASSAULT ACTIVITY 27 100.0 23 100.0 
In custody for suspected criminal activity ••• 10 37.0 8 34.8 
In custody for non-suspected criminal activity 2 7.4 2 8.7 
other successful outcome ••••••••••••••••••••• 3 11.1 3 13.0 
Evidence insufficient to substantiate •••••••• 8 29.6 6 26.1 
1'10 evidence available (all leads exhausted) •• 4 14.8 4 17.4 

VERIFY PROPERTYLTHEFTACTIVITY 29 100.0 26 100.0 
In custody for suspected criminal {lctivity ••• 9 31.0 9 34.6 
In custody for non-~spected criminal activity 5 17.2 4 15.4 
other successful outcome ••••••••••••••••••••• :3 10.3 3 11.5 
Evidence insufficient to substantiate •••••••• 6 20.7 5 19.2 
No evidence available (all leads exhau~ted) •• 6 20.7 5 19.2 

VERIFY PRISON GANG ACTIVITY 31 100.0 28 100.0 
Informant purpose achieved ••••••••••••••••••• 1 3.2 1 3.6 
Gang involvement verified •••••••••••••••••••• 11 35.5 11 39.3 
Informant purpose not achieved ••••••••••••••• 1 3.2 1 3.6 
Gang involvement not ver,ified •••••••••••••••• 15 48.4 12 42.8 
Te~'minated befol,'e investigation completed •••• 3 9.7 3 10.7 

VERIFY WEAPON USELPOSSESSION 42 100.0 31 100.0 
In custody for suspected criminal activity ••• 10 23.8 8 25.8 
In custody for non-suspected criminal activity 2 4.8 2 6.~~ 

),:, Evidence insufficient to substantiate •••••••• 11 26.2 10 32.3 
No evidence available (all leads exhausted) •• 19 45.2 11 35.5 
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Comparison 
units 

NO·r Pct. 

8 100.0 
0 0 
2 25.0 
0 0 
;I 37.5 
:3 37.5 
0 0 

4 100.0 
2 50.0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 50.0 
0 0 

0 ~00~0 

0 0 
1 33.3 
0 0 
1 33.3 
1 33.3 

3 :Wo .. o 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
.3 100.0 
0 0 

11 100.0 
2 18.2 
0 0 
1 9.1 
a 72.7 

'. 
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Table 27 - continued 

Outcome fpr selected types Total Experimental Comparison 
of investigation purposes study cases units units ".' 

No. I Pct. No. I Pct. No. I Pct,. 

; > 

VERIFY GENERAL (:t!ON";CRIMINAL iACTIVI1ry' 33 100 .. 0 27 100.0 6 100.0 

In custody for suspected activity ••••••••• 10 30.3 8 29.6 2 33.3 
In custody for non-suspected activity ••••• 6 18.2 6 22.2 0 0 
Information collected to update status •••• 4 12.1 4 14.8 0 0 
Evidence insufficient to substantiate ••••• 3 9.1 2 7.4 1 16.7 
No evidence available •••••• ~ ••• o ••• o •••••• 8 2402 5 18.5 3 50.0 
Terminated before investigation completed. 2 6.1 2 7.4 0 0 

LOCATE 125 100.0 113 100.0 12 10000 
Located •• 0 0 .00 00 • eo •••• 0 ••••• I, ...... 0 •••••• 110 88.0 104 92 .. 0 6 50 .. 0 
Not located ••••••••••• o ••••••• o ••••••••••• 15 12.0 9 8.0 6 50.0 

APPREHEND 98 100.0 89 100.0 9 100.0 

Arrested ••••••••.•• o •• ooo •• oo ••••••••••••• 84 85.7 79 88.8 5 55 .. 5 
Not arrested ••••••• 0 •• 0' ••• fl •••••••••• II :1t •• 14 14.3 10 11.2 4 44.4 

i7Types of purposes selected for this sub-analysis includes those occurring in at least 
25 or more cases (see Table 25) 
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activity, and relatedly increase the number of cases placed in 

custody for such activity. Whether this increased verification 

is associated with more frequent or more serious criminal and/or 

revocation charges is examined next. 

Criminal and Revocatiop Charges, Dispositions 

A second objective of the investigation model was to 

increase the frequency and severity of the sanctions applied to 

parolees whose return to criminal or violational activity had 

been verified. This section assesses the achievement of that 

objective by comparing the frequency and severity of the charges 

and dispositions received in connection with the investigation 

purpose by the 245 experimental cases to the charges and 

dispositions received by the 37 comparison cases. 

Four related measures were applied. First comparisons 

were made between the experimental and comparison group on the 

proportion of cases with a) criminal charges filed and b) 

revocation charges filed todet-ermine if the frequency of charges 

increased under the investigation model. Second, the two groups 

were compared on the most serious disposition received to 

determin'e if the investigation model was associated with more 

serious types of final dispositions for their charges. Third, 

. ff t'ypes and offense severity were made to 
compar~sons on 0 ense 

test whether the investigation model was associated with "more 

serious" types 6f criminal charges. Fourth, and finally, the two 

groups \llere compared on the days to arrest for the most serious 
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disposition to measure if the investigation model was associated 

with a shorter and thus quicker time to apprehension. 

A larger proportion of the experimental group (49.8%) had 

criminal charges filed in connection with the investigation 

purpose than occurred for the comparison group (40.5%, Table 28). 

However, this difference of nine percent was not st~tistically 

significant (as measured by a liZ" test at the .05 significance 

level). A larger percentage point difference of 11.9% was found 

between the two groups on the proportion of cases with revocation 

charges filed in connection with the investigation purpose (60.8% 

experimental vs. 45.9% comparison), however, again the difference 

was not quite statistically significant (Table 28). 

Differences between the two groups in the mix of 

dispositions received for these various charges was calculated by 

tabulating the "most serious" disposition received. The 

categories of dispositions applied are those routinely used by 

the California Department of Corrections as part of it's Parole 

Follow-up System (Appendix C). The statistical significance of 

the differences between the experimental and comparison group on 

pairs of categories within this variable including "Returned to 

Prison versus Not Returned to Prison", "Court Ordered Returns to 

Prisons versus Board Ordered Returns to Prison", and "Favorable 

versus Unfavorable" outcomes were calculated using a difference 

of proportion test (z) at the .05 ,i~nificance level. 

Table 29 shows the experimental group differed from the 

comparison group on the mix of dispositions received for charges 
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Table 2S 
Criminal and Reyocation Charges F.i .. led 

In Connection With Investigation ·Pu·cpose 
by studY Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Experimental Criminal and 
pai'oJJ~ revocation 

Total Walnut Creek Stockton chiirges filed 

No. I Pet. No. t Pet. No. J Pet. 

CF.Jl.lINAL CHARGES 245 100.0 48 100.0 11S 100.0 

None fil~d( ••••••••• ~. 123 50.2 25 52.1 60 50.S 
1..22 . 49.S 23 47.9 58 49.2 Charges filed ••••••••• 

~i~~ (1~~ fi~l 
One charge .. ," ...... , .... 
Two charges ••••••••• 

~g) g Three charges •• ~ •••• 
Four or more charges (15) 

PAROLE REVOCATION CHARGES 245 100.0 48 100.0 11S 100.0 

96 39.2 25 52.1 50 l(2.h None charged •••••••••• 
149 60.S 23 47.9 68 57.( Charges filed ••••••••• 

!;;l m f~l 
One chal"ge ............ ~ .. 
Two charges ••••••••• 

~14 Three charges ••••••• 32~ 13 Four or more charges 23 

--~ 

CRIMINAL CHARGES 

Experimental/Comparison: Z= 1.056 ,p=.289 
Walnut Creek/Si;QcktOlv'Bakersfield; X2= 0.227 ,df=2, P > .500 

REVOCATION CHARGES 

Experimental/Comparison; 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: 

3= 1.716* rp:.095 
)(2= 9.120 ,df=2, p.t. .050 
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Comparison 

Bakersfield 
. 

No. I Pct. N°'1 Pct. 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

3S 48.1 22 
41 51.9 15 

n~l l~l (5 
(6 

79 100.0 37 

~1. 26.6 20 
58 73.4 17 

i~l 
(10~ 

~i~ (6 

I 
i 
I 

connected to the investigation purpose. A significantly higher 

proportion of experimental cases received board ordered return to 

prison dispositions (28.2%) than the comparison group (13.5%). 

The difference of 14.7% was significant at the .01 level after a 

correction for continuity was made to adjust for the small cell 

sizes. Related to this difference was the larger proportion of 

cases with "Return to prison" dispositions (42.4% experimental 

vs. 27.0% comparison) which includes t.he category of court 

ordered returns (no difference found) as well as board ordered 

returns (significant difference found). 

On the other hand, when the data is analyzed using the 

"Favorable versus Unfavorable" dichotomized definition, the 

difference between the experimental and comparison group is 

considerably reduced and not statistically significant (45.7% 

experimental vs. 56.8% comparison; "Favorable" includesl cases 

with no arrests or violations, arrests and release; parole 

absconders for less than six months and dispositions of ninety 

jail days or less in severity). Th€~ preceding !!most serious 

disposition" category analysis indicates that the increase in 

official sanctions received for the experimental group is totally 

attributable to a higher revocation rate (i.e., board ordered 

returns to prison) rather than to any difference in felony or 

misdemeanor court dispositions received. 

Evidence to support increased seriousness in the types of 

criminal charges brought against the experimental group was not 

found. Table 30 shows the criminal charges filed for the 
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Table 29 
Most Serious Disposition Received 

In Connection With Investigation Purpose 
by Study GrotLP 

(INVESTIGATIOIV MODEL) 

Ii - I' 

\\ Experimental 
Most serious 

disposition received Total Walnut Creek Stockton 

No. I Pct. IVo. I Pet. No·1 Pct. . 

Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 1;1.8 100.0 

Not returned to Erison 141 57.6 32 66a7 78 66.1 

Favorable ••••••••••• 112 45.7 28 58.3 58 49.2 
Miscellaneous 

unfavorable •••••• 20 8.2 2 402 15 12 .. 7 
Pending ....... oooa ••• 9 3.7 2 4.2 5 4.2 

Returned, to P~ 104 42 .. 4 16 33.3 40 33.9 

Board ordered.o.o.o. 69 28.2 8 1607 26 22.0 
Court ordered ••• o.D. 35 14.3 8 16.7 14 11.9 

E!Eeriment alLComEari son ~ 

Proportion with ''Return to prison" outcome 20524* 
Proportion with "Favorable" outcome 10260 
Proportion with "Board ordered" return to prison 2.679** 
Proportion. with "Court ordered" return to pr:i.son 0.178 

Walnut CreekLStockton!Bakersfie1d 

Do.rnponent o£ X2 due to~ X2 
A. Difference between ,''Returned'' and "Not Returned" *** 15.219 
Bo Difference withinNQt, Returmd(Favorab1e VBo Misc:. 2.877 

unfavorable and pending) 
C. Di~;ference within ''Returned'' (Board vs. 0:0urt) +20$75· ' 
Do Tot~ or overall X2 20 .. 971?* 
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Comparison 

Bakersfield 

No. I Pct. No. I Pct" 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

31 39.2 27 73.0 

26 32.9 21 56.8 

3 3.8 3 8,1 
2 2.5 3 8.1 

48 60.8 10 2700 

35 44.3 5 13.5 
13 16.4 5 13.5 

12 -
p L. .050 
p= 0208 
p< .010 
p> .500 

.. ~~ 

df P 
2 p 4..001 
2 p= .250 

+2 E= .. 2~0 
6 p~ 0010 

; 

oc 
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experimental group comprised a smaller proportion of person type 

offenses (murder, assaults, robbery, and sex offenses) (20.5% 

emperimental vs. 60.0% comparison) and a larger proportion of 

narcotic and drug offenses (24.1% experimental vs. 0% 

comparison). The criminal charges filed for the experimental 

group had a lower average severity score (33.4) than the charges 

filed on the comparison group (50.3) as measured by the 

California Offense Severity Index (Appendix D, range 01 to 99). 

However, the small sample for the comparison group (only 10 of 

the 37 cases had criminal charges filed) prevents these findings 

from being considered conclusive. Rather the differences 

discovered in offense type are likely attributable to selection 

factor differences between the two groups (see Table l2A showing 

a higher proportion of the comparison group fell in the 

"violent/sexual deviant" selection category) rather than to the 

project itself. 

Only a small statistically insignificant difference was 

-
found on the fourth and final measure, "Days to criminal/ 

technical arrest" (Table 30). The experimental group was 

arrested slightly sooner (mean of 35.8 days from date of referral 

for investigation) than the comparison group (mean of 42.6 days). 

It can be concluded from this analysis that the controls 

and sanctions for parolees who had returned to criminal or 

violational activity increased under the investigation model; 

however, the difference was attributable to the significant 

increase in prison return sanctions ordered by the parole board, 
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. Tab:).e 30 
Offense Type, Offense Severity and Days to A..'I"!'6St 

For Most Serious Disposition Charge 
by study Group 

(INVES'J.'IGATION MODEL) 

Experimental 

Offense type, offense 
severity and days Total Walnut Creek Stockton Bakersfield 
to arrest 

No·1 Pct. No. I Pet. No·1 Pct. No·1 Pet. 

Offense Type 245 4J3 118 79 

Not arrested/charged 80 20 41 19 
Technical violation 40 charge/arrest •••• 82 9 33 
Criminal charge/arrest 83 100.0 19 100.0 44 100.0 20 100.0 

HOmicide,manslaughter n q fi l Robbery ••••••••• o •••• 
15.8 18.2 30.0 

Assault •••••••••••••• 20.5 
Rape, other sex •••••• 

~1 BurglarY ••••••••••••• 
1t3- 31.6 ~} 20.4 25.0 

other property ••••••• 24.1 
Narcotics,drugs •••••• 30 36.1 3 15.8 1'9 43.2 8 40·0 

other •••••• ~ ••••• •••• 16 19.3 7 36.8 8 18.2 1 5.0 

J..\' 1 _ •• a/ 245 4J3 118 '10 
Q!1 .. -jl1Se ::>ever:l:t.r ' , 

Not arrested/charged 80 20 41 19 

Technical violation 
charge/arrest ••••••• 82 9 33 40 

Criminal Charge/arrest. 83 100.0 19 100.0 44 100.0 20 lop.O 

20 and under ••••••••• 35 42.2 8 42.1 23 52.3 4 20.0 

21 - ltfJ ••• • ~., ... -•••••••• 21 25.3 :3 15.~ 9 20.4 9 45.0 

41 - 60 ••• ~'~.~ •••••••• 9 iO.8 5 26.3 2 4.5 2 10.0 

61 - 80 •••• • "~" •••••••• 4 4.8 2 10.5 2 4.5 0 0 

81 - 99 ••••••••••••• · 14 16.9 1 5.3 8 18.2 5 25.0 

14'ean •••••• 0 ••••••• 33.4 34.2 31.2 37.6 

S.D •••• 5W~.a;;;=~= 30.:1. 2?$ 32.2 27.9 

N ••••• v ••••••••••• 83 19 44 20 
'\ 

l ' : ,~ 

: 
Comparison 

No. \ Pct. 

37 

20 

7 
10 100.0 

n 60.0 

n 20.0 
0 0 
2 20.0 

37 

20 

7 
10 100.0 

2 20.0 
1 10.0 
4 40.0 
1 10.0 
2 '20.0 

50.3 
24.4 
10 

. . 

.. 

, 
'. 

'. I 
\ 

Offense type, offense I 
severity and days 

to aITest 

, 

D3YS to-£riminal/ 
technical arrest 

Meana ••••• o •••• 

S.D •••••••••••• 
N •••••••••••••• 

Total 

No. J 

. ..... 

Pct. 

.35.8 
49.1 

165 

Table .30 - continued 

Experimental 

Walnut 

No. I 
Creek 

Pct. 

.3407 
54.0 
28 

Stockton 

N°_I Pct. 

45.5 
55 • .3 
77 

, 

Bakersfield 

No. I Pct. 

2.3 09 
.32.9 
60 

Comparison 

N0el Pct • 

42.6 
.3505 
17 

-y7a-s-m-e-a-s-u-r-e-d-b-Yt-h-e-'-'c-a-]-j-f-Orm.--·a-O-f'!'"f-e-n-s-e-·s-e-v-e-n-·-t-y-rn-d-e-x-'-' -----------------.• : 

Offense Type x2= not calculaole due to large number of cells with small expected 
frequencies. 

Mean Offense Severity t ..$L.. P 

Experimental vs., Comparison 1.689 91 p=.095 
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton 0.350 61 p>.500 
Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield 0 • .376 .37 p>.500 
Stockton vs. Bakersfield 0.754 62 p=o454 

Mean Days to Arrest t ...s!L p 

Experimental vs. Comparison 0.552 100 p> .. 500 
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton 0.876 10.3 p= • .384 
Walnut Creek vs 0 Bakersfield 1.151 86 p=.254 
Stockton vs" Bakersfield 2.659** 1.35 pL..,010 

,. 
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rather than to any large significatit increase in criminal court 

charges and dispositions. Evidence to support more severe 

criminal charging or a quicker apprehension of cases placed under 

investigation was not found or ran contrary to the expected 

direction. 

Agent Contribution to Detection ~rid Charge Processing 

A third objective of the investigation model was to 

increase the contribution parole agents make to the detection and 

prosecution of cases who were suspected of returning to criminal 

or violational activity. Three measures were applied to test 

this somewhat intangible goal --~ of which "exactly" or 

"fully" captures the contribution of parole agents to criminal 

and revocation charge processing and all of which may be biased 

by the more detailed activity recordings produced by the high 

control agents who had a greater vested interest in receiving 

such activity credits than the regular agents for the comparison 

group. 

The first measure compares the experimental and comparison 

group on the major source and kind of information or activity 

which led to the most serious disposition received. It examines. 

the relative contribution of parole agents as opposed to law 

fln£or.C.ement in rea.ching the most serious criminal or revocation 

disposition. The second measure compares the two groups on the 

proportion of cases where some assistance in the criminal 

prosecution of a case was provided. The third measure compares 

the proportion of cases with contraband (i.e., illegal material 

including weapons, narcotics and stolen property) confiscated by 

parole agents. 

f 

.' ',," ,­.. ~ ... 

I' 

The overall contribution of parole agent's to the final 

criminal or revocation disposition was measured by a set of 

categories (called the "means" variable) which describe both (a) 

the major source (i.e. parole agent, law enforcement or both) of 

the information/activity which led to that disposition and (b) 

within that source, the exact kind of act~vity conducted or 

information collected (Table 31). The "means" leading to the 

most serious disposition received was tabulated and compared for 

the two study groups. Table 31 shows that the bigh control 

agents were the major source of the activity or information which 

led to the most serious disposition in one fifth (22.4%) of the 

experimental cases; and simUltaneously responsible with law 

enforcement in another one-fifth of the cases (20.6%). Law 

enforcement agency staff (alone) were the major source for the 

remaining half of the experimental cases (49.7%). Regular parole 

agents within the comparison group were so rarely the primary 

source of information leading to the most serious disposition 

that the few cases where this occurred are shown under the "other 

means" category in Table 31. Law enforcement was almost always 

(88.2%) the source of the activity or information which led to 

the most serious disposition received for the comparison group. 

Note:' however ;t-qat t-his data repm,-ts the contribution of agents 

to both criminal and revocation dispositions. The increased 

contribution of agents in the investigation model is likely in 
\ • # 

the processing of revocation (rather than criminal) charges as 

they increased the most under the investigation model. The next 
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Table 31 

l1Means" Leading To Most Serious Disposition 
by Study Group 

, -, 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Ex,)erimen tal 
IIMeans ll leading to most serious disposition';: 
1\ 

Total, all' cases , ' 

I ..... 
U1 
II':> 
I 

Not arrested/cbarged ,/>:z}.'; 
Charged/arrested 

ACTIVITY CONDUCTEDJ'INFORMATION ~ECURED 
BY HIGH ,CONTROL AGENTS 

. , 

Attempts to contact ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Witness, victim statement or identification 
Associat~, informant statement or identification 
Confession of parole •. w ••••••••••••••••••• 

Physical evidence obtained during search •• 
Behavior observed during surveillance ••••• 
Test results (incl. narcotics, gun, a~cohol) 

ACTIVITY CONDTJCTED/INFORMATION SECURED 

BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 

WitneSS, victim statement or identification 
Associate, informant statement or ••••••• ~. 

identification •..••..••••.•••••.•...••• 
Confession of parolee ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Physical evidenceeobtained during search •• 
Test results (incl. narcotic, gun, alcohol) 
Other ......... to • Ii' • g III D .. " ••• ~ ••••••••••••••• 

Behavior observed during routine patroltlJ •• 
Identified as wanted after patrol stop ~ •• 

, .. ; 

Total 
No. I Pct. 

.245 

80 
165 100.0 

37 22.4 

1 
6 
2 
7 
9 
4 
8 

82 49.7 

17 

3 
3 
3 

12 
20 

7 
4 

J Walnut Creek I Stockton 
I No. I Pct. J No.1 Pct. 

48 118 

20 41 
28 100.0 77 100.0 

2- 10.7 14 18.2 ' 

0 1 
1 3 
0 2 
1 3 
1 2 
0 1 
0 2 

., 

21 75·0 22 45.4 

4 6 

1 2 
2 1 
1 1 
0 9 
7 4 

1 5 
2 0 

"~ 
I 

Comparison 
I Bakersfield 
I No. I Pct. No.1 Pct 

79 37 
, , 

aq, 
100.0 17 lO9~0 

19 
60 

20 33·3 
0 
2 
0 
3 
6 
3 
6 

., 

26 43.3 15 88.2 

7 6. 

0 1 
0 0 • 
1 0 
3 3 
9 2 

1 
2 

0 

I 0 

., 
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Table 31 - continued 

- -
Experimental Com-parison 

''Means'' leading to qtoat serious disposition Total I Walnut Creek-I Stockton I Bakersfield 
No. Pct.1 No. I Pct. I No.1 Pct. I No. I Pctp No. I Pct. 

Search conducted after patrol stop QJ •••••• 4 1 3 0 1 
Response to citizen's call for assistance. "ttl 9 2 4 3 2 

. , ' . 
ACTIVITY CONDUCTEDLINFORMAT'IbN SECURED " ~. ~-. ,( 

SIMULTANEOUSLY BY HIGH CONTROL AGENTS 
AND LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 34 20.6 2. 10.7 21 27.3 10 16.7 

Attempts to contact •••••••••••••• D ~ •••••••••••• 3 0 2 1 
Wi tness, v~,ctim statement or identification ••• 4 0 3 1 
Associate, informant statement or identification 1 0 1 0 
Confession of parolee ....... it ................... 4 0 3 1 
Physical evidence obtained during search •••••• 14 3 6 5 
Behavior observed during surveillance ......... 1 0 1 0 
Test results (incl. narcotics, gun, alcohol) .. 7 0 5 2 

OTHER MEANS 12 7·2 1 3.6 1 9.1 4 6.7 2 11.8 

~ The "Means" measure reflects both the major activity or information leading to the most seriou:s disposition charges and 
t.hg.m&jor indilli-d',Lal QJ;'·3.gancy :t;>e.spon£;i.b:le for conducting tb.e ~qtivi ty or securing the information. 

E.1 Activities (e.g., street patrolling) not encorporated into the High Control Model. and perfDrmed oIllt by law enro:n::;",wctl't 
agencies. 

Experimental/Comparison: X2 = not calculable due to large number of cells with small expected frequencies 
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: X2 = 14.240 *, df = 6, p .05 
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mea~ure addresses the contribution of agents to the prosecution 

of ~criminal" charges specifically. 

Table 32 provides some evidence that the investigation 

model was able to increase the contribution that agents made to 

the criminal prosecution of parolees (62.7% experimental vs. 

10.0% comparison with some kind of assistance provided in the 

criminal prosecution). The various kinds of assistance provided 

are listed in Table 32. 

1,-'.f" ,. 

The final measure (Table 33) showed a larger proportion of 

the investigation cas 0 s had contraband (i.e., 11.0% for weapons, 

13.1% for narcotics/drugs and 7.3% stolen property) confiscated 

than occurred for the comparison group (only one of the 37 cases 

had stolen property confiscated by the agent). 

It is "suggested" from this analysis that the 

investigation model was able to increase the contribution that 

parole agents make to the detection and prosecution of charges by 

uncovering more relevant evidence. However, as the preceding 

analysis sho'h'ed this evidence is likely to have led to more 

revocation than criminal dispositions. The analysis is hindered 

and qualified by the small number of comparison cases with 

criminal charges and by the likely underreporting of such 

activity information by regular agents for the comparison cases. 

Outcome Differences Between Demonstration Sites 

Differences discovered across the three demonstration 

sites in the background characteristics of the cases selected 
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Table 32 

Parole Agent Assistance With Prosecution 
of Most Serious Disposition Criminal Charges 

by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

-i'arole agent Elcperimental CO::lparison assistance with criminal Total I Walnut Creek I Stockton I Bakersfield 
charge jlrosecution No. Pct.1 No. I Pct.' No.1 Pct.1 !'Jo. , Pct. No. , 

Total, all cases 245 48 118 79 37 
Not arrested/charged 80 20 41 19 20 
Technical violation charge 
only 82 9 33 40 7 
Criminally oharged 83 100.0 19 100.0 44 100.0 20 100.0 10 

No assistance in 
prosecution •••••••••••• 31 37.3 12 63.2 19 43.2 0 0 9 
Assisted prosecution •••• 52 62.7 7 36.8 25 56.8 20 100.0 1 

Assist/victim/witness 
prepare statement (5) (0) (4) ( 1) (0) 
Turn over evidenc~ (8) (0) (4) (4) (0) 
Testifying in court ( 1) (0) (1) (0) (1) 
Securing paroleo 
confession ('7) (0) (4) (3) (0) 
Assisting in evidence 
search activity (31) (7) ( 12) ( 12) (0) 

Experimental/Comparison: X2 = not calculable due to large number of cells with SEall 
expected frequencies 

Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: 

o 

X2 = not calculable due to large number of cells 
with small expected frequencies 
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Contraband 
confiscated Total 

No.1 Pct. 

Weapons 245 100 0 

None •••• ~ •••••• 218 a9.0 

One or mo're ••••. 27 11.0 

NarcoticsLdruB:S 245 100.0 

None ••••••••••• 213 86.9 

Some ............ 32 13.1 

Stolen proEert~ 245 100.0 

None.-•••••••••• 227 92.7 

Some ••••••••••• 18 7.3 

Table 33 

Contraband Confiscated 
by Study Group 

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) 

Elcperimental 
I Walnut Creek I stockton 
I No. I Pct. I No.1 Pct. 

48 100.0 118 100.0 

44 91.7 103 87.3 

Llr 8.3 15 12.7 

48 100.0 118 100.0 

46 95.8 101 85.6 

2 4.2 17 14.4 

48 100.0 118 100.0 

45 93.7 109 92.4 

3 6.3 9 7.6 

vlaL'lut Cre:;kLStocktonLBakersfield: X2 .9f l!. 

Wea:pons 0.762 2 p > .500 

Narcotics/drugs 4.334 2 p~ .100 

Stolen property 0.105 2 p;> .500 

- ~--- -----

Comparison 
I Bakersfield 
I No. I Pct. No. I Pct. 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

71 89.9 37 100.0 

8 10.1 0 0 

79 100.0 37 100.0 

66 83.5 37 100.0 

13 16.5 0 0 

79 100.0 37 ' 100.(; 

73 92.4 ;36 97.3 

6 7.6 2.7 

! 
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(Chapter V), the reason the cases were selected (Chapter VI), and 

the activities/operations of the unit (Chapter VI) all suggested 

that each unit may be associated with differing outcome rates. 

The measures reported in Table 26, and 28 through 33, were re-

examined comparing outcomes across the three parole units within 

the experimental group. When sample sizes permitted, the 

statistical significance of discovered dlfferences were measured 

by the non-parametric chi square test (X2 ). 

An inspection of these tables consistently showed that the 

Bakersfield unit was associated with a larger proportion of cases 

1) with successful overall, immediate outcomes of the 

investigation, 2) receiving revocation sanctioni for their 

illegal activities, and 3) where the high control agent 

investigator was a major contributor to the detection and 

prosecution of the suspected criminal or violational activity 

than found in either of the other two units examined. The 

Stockton site ranked second and the Walnut Creek site ranked 

third in terms of the proportion of successful investigation 

outcomes experienced and in terms of the more frequent and severe 

sanctions received. 

The degree to which the three demonstrations sites were 

successful in meeting their first goal of verifying suspected 

criminal or violational activity is shown in Table 26. A larger 

proportion of the cases at the Bakersfield unit (74.7%) 

experienced overall successful investigative outcomes (i.e., 

evidence was collected warranting placement in custody, or other 
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miscellaneous successful outcome) than either the Stockton 

(66.2%) or the Walnut Creek unit (56.2%). The Walnut Creek unit 

experienced a larger proportion of cases with unsuccessful 

outcomes (33.4%) (i.e., evideh~e was unavailable or insufficient 

for verification) than either Stockton (24.6%) or Bakersfield 

(17.7%). However; the overall difference across the three 

demonstration sites in the five outcome categories of Table 26 

did not quite reach statistical significance at the .05 level 

using a chi square test. 

The degree to Hhich the three demonstration sites were 

successful in increasing the frequency and severity of charges 

filed against parolees who had returned to crimina! activity is 

examined in Table 28-30. There was no difference across the 

three units in the proportion of cases who had criminal charges 

filed in connection with the investigation. There was a large, 

statistically significant difference across the units on the 

proportion of cases with revocation charges filed. Bakersfield 

almost always charged the cases investigated (73.4 %) with pa"Y''')le 

condition violations, while Stockton (57.6%) and Walnut Creek 

(47.9%) did so only half the time (Table 28). It is therefore , 

not surprising that the three units differed on the mix of most 

serious disposition rebei ved (Table 29). Here, a "component. II c" 

square analysis (Maxwell, 1961, pp 11-62) was conducted on t..;.e 

"Most Serious Dispo~ition" categories for the three units. The 

component chi square allows a test of the significance of the 

difference within various categories of the outcome variable as 
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well as an overall test. The test results showed a large, 

statistically significant difference across the three units on 

the "Returned to prison vs. Not returned to prison" categories. 

Bakersfield returned 60.8% of it's cases while Stockton and 

Walnut Creek returned 33.9% and 33.3% respectively. The 

difference across the units within the category of returns to 

prison (board vs. court) and within the category of those not 

returned (favorable vs. miscellaneous unfavorable vs. pending) 

did not reach statistical significance. The chi sqhare for the 

total most serious disposition categories (which is equal to the 

sum of the component chi-squares) was significant indicating that 

the units did differ significantly on the mix of dispositions 

received. There is also an indication that the Bakersfield unit 

was associated with slightly more criminal charges for person 

offenses which resulted in a slightly higher average severity 

score than the other two units (Table 30). And, finally, the 

average time to apprehension for the most serious disposition was 

shorter for Bakersfield (23.9 days) than the other two units 

(34.7 days at Walnut Creek, 45.5 days at Stockton). However, 

these differences are based on an extremely small numbers of 

cases and should not be considered conclusive. 

On the third set of measures identifying the agent's 

contribution to detection and charge proces~ing, the Bakersfield 

high control agents were able to make a major contribution on a 

larger proportion of cases investigated than either of the other 
, 

two units. The Bakersfield high control agents were the major 

-161-



I :' } 
• t 

d ' t the most serious source of activity or information lea 1ng 0 

, compared to 10. 7% a.t disposition received in 33.3% of it s cases, 

C . k ~ 18 2% at Stockton. (Table 31; Note that the Walnut ree anu • 

Stockton high control agents were also often the major source of 

t serious disposition, however information leading to the mos 

collected with law enforcement their information was generally 

F1'na;11y, the Bakersfield unit assisted staff rather than ~lone). 

. all (100%) of it's cases criminally in t.he prosecution for 

. ~d t only 56% of the cases a p;rof3ecuted compar.e 0 t Stockton and 39% 

h cases at Walnut Creek. 9 f it e On the final measure, a slightly 

t Bakersfield and at Stockton hi~her proportion of cases a 

Walnu t Creek invoived the confiscation of contraband compared to 

t) These small differences (weapons, narcotics or stolen proper y • 

however were not statistically significant. 

Interpretation of Findings 

'b d above between the experimental The differences descr1 e 

h investigation model was and comparison groups showed t e 

f 'requent successful verifications of associated with more 

act ivity, more frequent and severe criminal and violational 

. 1'llegal activity, and a greater sanctions for returns to 

'ng of sl":ch agents to the detection and proceSS1 contribution by 

Occll1 .. rred for similar high risk cases under rcgulc.,>: activity, than 

found that the BakersfieJ.d supervision. The analysis furthermore 

s1'te was associated with a larger proportion of the demonstration 

than either the Stockton more su'ccessful investigation outcomes 

~h- ~~~~arences found can be ~'1;;; U..L~.L __ 
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attributed to one or a combination of several factors. The quasi­

experimental design used and type of data collected does not 

allow the kind of controls necessary to explain the variance in 

outcome found. 

The most logical explanation for the outcome variance is 

that the more frequent and intense evidence collection activities 

condUcted by high control agents in the investigation model as 

compared to regUlar parole supervision activities led to the 

detection and verification of more criminal and violational 

activity. The significant increase found in the contribution by 

high control agents to detection and charge processing supports' 

this interpretation. The same explanation can be used to explain 

the differences found between the three demonstration sites. The 

analysis of the types of activities performed in the invest­

igation model in Chapter VI showed that the Bakersfield site 

engaged in more frequent evidence collection activities using 

primary as well as secondary information sources than either of 

the other two demonstration sites. These increased evidence 

collection activities may have led to the significantly greater 

rate of verification and revocation sanctions for cases 

investigated at the Bakersfield unit. In fact, police detective 

studies (Greenwood and Petersilia, 1975; Bloch and Bell, 1976; 

Schwartz and Clarren, 1977) have indicated that it is the 

evidence collected immediately after a criminal incident, on the 

scene of the crime, by the responding police officer, which 

generally leads to verification and arrest. The activities 

conducted at Bakersfield may have increased it's on the scene 

response capabilities for incidents committed by parolees. 
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A second possible expl~natlon for tnt stUdY group as well 

as demonstrCltion site d.iffe:t;:"enc~s found is selection' factor 

differences. This interpretation was partially tested in Chapter 

v When background characteristics for a sam!?le of cases from each 

study group and demonstration site were compared. A few 

differences were found, including Cl higher proportion of cases 

with prior criminal histories selected from the Stockton sitei 

however, the analysis was considered too weak to rule out this 

interpretation conclus ively (a more adequately selecte.d sample 

and a multivariate analysis would have been more desireable). 

Selection factor differences between stuqy groups and 

demonstration sites were furth@r tested in Chapt@~ VI when the 

reason for selection and prior days on pa~ole were e~amined. 

Small statistically insignificant d~tferences Were found between 

the experimental and comparison grpup,s on these variables. A few 

larger, signif icant, d ;i.ff.er.ences W,ere found J:>etween the three 

demonstration sites (e.g., cases SE!lectedat ·Walnut CreE!k had 

experienced more time on parole p~;i.o~ to selection and a larger 

proportion had been sel~cted und~r ·the "Violence/sexual deviancy" 

criterion than occurred at the other two sites~ however, these 

differences were not in the direction Or of the type which would 

explain B.akers£ield ' s h;i.gher rate of ver;i.fication and n~vocation 

sanctions. . . 

At least .three other explanat:ionsfor the st~dy group and 

aemonst.ration .site differences geserve .mentJon, although none of 

them wereexpirically examined in ·th.;i..s eValJ,la·tion. First, 
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differences across the sites in the community support, primarily 

local law e~forcement support, may explain outcome differences. 

For example, Bakersfield's higher rate of verification and 

sanctions received may be attributable to a greater material as 

well as philosophical support provided the high control agents by 

local' law enforcement than was present in the other demonstration 

sites or comparison units. Also, the smaller number of local law 

enforcement agencies servicing the Bakersfield area, as compared 

to the larger number connected to the metropolitan area serviced 

by the Walnut Creek unit, may have allowed a closer, more 

efficient, and therefore more productive working relationship. A 

second possible explanation is pre-project differences which 

existed across the demonstration sites and comparison units in 

parole agent work standards and supervisorial decision-making 

practices. Prior research has demonstrated the strong effect 

that the parole agent's recommendation has in determining the 

final revocation action. For example, it is possible that the 

increased revocation sanctions received for experimental over 

comparison cases, and Bakersfield over the other demonstration 

sites, may be due to the greater emphasis placed on return to 

prison over continue on parole disposition recommendations for a 

parole violation already existing at that unit. Finally, a third 

possible explanation is the different types of illegal activity 

investigated across the experimental and comparison units. For 

example the narcotic sales and property theft crimes investigated 

at Bakersfield may be more "suppressible" (Le., impacted by 

agent activity), thereby increasing the verification and arrest 

rate, than the "violence/sexually deviant" activities 

investigated at Walnut Creek. 
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The quasi-experimental design used and small sample sizes 

prevents the kind of analysis necessary to explain the variance 

found between the experimental and comparison units, and across 

demonstration sites, in outcomes. A three way analysis comparing 

the investigative outcomes across units while controlling for the 

«purpose" of the investigation does appear to rule out the last 

possible explanation. Table 34 provides some weak evidence that 

the Bakersfield site was associated with a higher proportion of 

successful investigation outcomes than found at the other two 

sites regardless of the types of criminal and non-criminal 

activity investigated. Further analysis, beyond the scope and 

quality of this evaluation design, is necessary before the other 

possible interpretations of outcome variance can be ruled. For 

now we can only conclude that the increased investigation 

activities of the high cont~ol agents "may" be associated with an 

increased rate of verification and sanctions applied to selected 

parolees who have returned to illegal activities. 

Chapter Summary. This chapter examined the effectiveness 

of the investigation model of the High Control Project as 

implemented at three different demonstration parole units. 

Several measures were applied to test it's success in 1) 

ver~fying suspected criminal or violational activity, 2) 
f/~ 

indreasing the frequency and severity of the controls and 

sanctions applied to parolees who had returned to such activity, 

and 3) increasing the parole agent's contrib~tion to the 

detection and processing of charges. The immediate outcomes of 
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Tabl!'! 34 

Overall Outcome For Selected Specific Types of Investigation Purposes 
, by Parole Unit 

~.l 
Overall o%tcome for Pru.ole Unit 
selected -S~ecific types of 
investigation purpose 

'.rota 'Ilii. nut reek l::itoc1f"ton lf81Cers1'~e la 
No. I Pct. I No. I Pct. I No.1 Pct. I No. I Pct. 

Ve~~fY Narcotic Sales 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

Verify Assault Activity 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

VerifxProperty Activity 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

75 

30 
45 

48 

24 
24 

28 

15 
13 

Verify Prison Gang Activity 29 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

13 
16 

Verify Weapon Use/Possession 31 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

Verify General Activity 

I Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

Locate Subject 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

Apprehend Subject 

Successful outcome 
Unsuccessful outcome 

10 
21 

27 

18 
9 

113 

104 
9 

89 

79 
10 

100.0 

40.0 
60.0 

100.0 

50.0 
50.0 

100.0 

100.0 

44.8 
55.2 

100.0 

32.3 
67.7 

100.0 

100.0 

92.0 
8.0 

100.0 

88.8 
11.2 

12 

4 
8 

15 

4 
11 

7 

5 
2 

3 

1 
2 

9 

3 
6 

3 

o 
3 

18 

14 
4 

10 

8 
2 

100.0 

33.3 
66.6 

100.0 

100.0 

71.4 
28.6 

100.0 

33.3 
66.6 

100.0 

33.3 
66.7 

100.0 

o 
100.0 

100.0 

17.8 
22.2 

100.0 

80.0 
20.0 

37 100.0 

11 30.0 
26 70.0 

18 100.0 

13 72.2 
5 27.8 

11 100.0 

2 18.2 
9 81.8 

23 100.0 

11 47.8 
12 52.2 

11 100.0 

3 27.3 
8 72.7 

13 100.0 

10 76.9 
3 23.1 

48 100.0 

45 93.7 
3 6.3 

41 100.0 

36 87.8 
5 12.2 

26 

15 
11 

15 

7 
8 

10 

8 
2 

3 

1 
2 

11 

4 
7 

11 

8 
3 

47 

45 
2 

38 

35 
3 

100.0 

100.0 

46.6 
53.3 

100.0 

80.0 
20.0 

100.0 

33.3 
66.7 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

92.1 
7.9 

ru Outcome refers to the immediate outcome . t d . h 
"Successful" is defined as the "verifi ~soc~ade lw~t the,purpose of the investigation; 
violational activity" and other miscellca ~on an p acement ~n custody for criminal or aneous successful outcomes. 

9J Investigative purposes selected for al ' , cases in the experimental group. an ys~s ~cludes those which applied to at least 25 
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the investigations themselves and the charges filed in connection 

with the investigation purpose were analyzed for 245 experimental 

cases investigated in the project through June 30, 1979 and 

compared to like data collected on 37 similar cases not 

investigated. The results showed the investigation model was 

associated with significantly more successful verifications of 

criminal or violational activity than occur under regular 

supervision. The investigation model was also associated with an 

increase in the controls and sanctions applied to parolees who 

had returned to criminal activity, howev~r the increase was 

largely in board-ordered return to prison dispositions. The 

investigation model was not associated with a significantly large 

change in the frequency and severity of criminal charges and 

dispositions. Finally, the analysis provided some limited and 

qualified evidence that hig~ control agents increased the 

contribution that regular supervision agents make to the 

detection and processing of charges. An analysis of the outcome 

differences across the demonstration sites showed that the 

Bakersfield unit was associated with th.e highest proportion of 

successful investigation outcomes followed by the Stockton unit 

and lastly the Walnut Creek unit. Several possible explanations 

for the study group and demonstration site outcome differences 

were explored including the model's more intense investigative 

activities, a selection of higher risk cases, a greater degree 

community support from local law enforcement and more control­

oriented decision-making prac'tices aj:. the experimental sites; 

however, the exact extent to which the outcome variance was 

of 

explanapleby these factors could not be determined with the data 

available. 
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Chapter VIII 

OPERATIONS AND ACTIVITIES OF 
THE INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL 

This chapter describes the operations and activity of the 

intensive supervision model of the High Control Project as it was 

implemented at two demonstration sites. In addition to it's 

descriptive purpose this chapter also tests the experimental 

variable by determining whether the activities performed by 

agents under ·the intensive supervision model were in fact 

different from the activities normally performed under regular 

supervision. 

Study Sample For Activity and Outcome Analysis 

To allow for a minimum six months follow-up nnalysis, an 

intake cutoff date of December 31, 1978 was used in drawing the 

intensive supervision model study cases. A total of 170 cases 

were referred for intensive supervision through that date. After 

a small number of the referrals were rejected by the High Control 

staff (N=ll) and a number were deleted due to change of release 

plans (N=28), the final study sample totaled 131 cases (see Table 

6 in Chapcer VI). Therefore, the analysis in this chapter is 

based on 131 experimental cases (77 from the Walnut Creek site 

and 54 from the Riverside/San Bernardino site) which received 

high control intensive supervision, in addition to 62 cOmparison 

cases (35 drawn from the Redwood City Unit and 27 drawn from the 

Ventura District) which received only regular supervision. When, 

due to missing data, measures were calculated to • base "less 

than" the total 131 experimental and 62 comparison group samples, 

it was noted. 
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Case Movement 

The Wa,lnut Creek s':~':te 0,£ the intens i ve supervis ion model' 

began operations first (February, 1977) with two agents carrying 

10-15 cases each. The Riverside/San Bernardino demonstration 

site implemented the project over a year (June, 1978) after 

Walnut Creek started and involved four agents also carrying lO~15 

cases each. After initially large intake numbers in the early 

months, placement into the Intensive supervision model averaged 

two cases per agent per month. The Walnut Creek site placed an 

average of four cases per month with two working agents, and the 

Riverside site placed an average of eight cases per month with 

four working agents (Table 35). 

Cases remained in the intensive supervision model for an 

average of eleven months (334 days, Table 36). There was no 

large difference on the average number of days cases spent in the 

project between the two demonstration sites, although for some 

reason project days varied more at the Walnut Creek site. 

Thus, from the experiences of the two intensive 

supervision model demonstration sit~s, the intensive supervision 

model admitted an average of two new cases per month and carried 

each case for an average of eleven months. These findings 

present a strong contrast to the case movement under the 

investigation moelel, which was short term in length (60 days) and 

involved & rapid turnover of cases (3-4 Cases per month per 

agent). The movement of cases in the iptensive supervision model 

closely resembled that experienced under regular supervision 
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Table 35 
Case Intake 

by Parole Unit Within Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Date of case intake 

TptaJ. case intake for 1977 

January •• o*ooooooo ••• eo. 

February ••• 0 •••••••• 00 •• 

March 00 •••• 0000000.00000 

April 000000 •• 00000.0000. 

May •••• ooo.eooo ••• oo •• o. 

June .oooo •• oooo~oeooo.o. 
July ooeooeoooooooo ••• o •• 

August 0 ••••• 00 •••• 0 •• 0 •• 

September 0 ........... 00.0.000 

October •••• ooooeooo.oooo 

November oeO.GOOOO.O.O •• O 

December 0000000000000000 

TotaJ. 

N::1 

7 
10 

3 
4 
6 
3 
2 

11 
6 
8 
3 

TotaJ. case intake for 1978 130 

January .o.ooo.oooeoooooo 3 
February 00 •• 0000000.0000 3 
March 000.00000000 •• 000.0 6 
April GO.GO •• O.OO$OO •• ~O. 3 
May 000000.0.0000 •• 080'0000 5 
June G •• @@9g.@@&~g~seee~e 15 
July ••• 0 •• 00.000000 ••• 00 11 
August GOoovo.o.ooo ••• ooo 15 
September GOO ••• OOOO.ooo. 13 
October 00.00 •• 0 ••• 000.00 12 
November ••••••• ao •••• o.. 21 
December 000 •• 00.000$0.00 23 

* Project s'cart date for unit 

7 
10 

3 
4 
5 
3 
1 
2 
4 
4 
1 

2 
2 
6 
o 
4 

14 
9 

11 
11 
9 

12 
7 

7* 
10 

3 
4 
5 
3 
1 
2 
4 
4 
1 

2 
2 
6 
o 
4 
3 
4 
3 
1 
3 
3 
2 
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11* 
5 
8 

10 
6 
9 
5 

1 
0 
1 
9 
2 
4 
2 

.4l 

1 
1 
0 
3 
1 
1 
2 
4 
2 
3 
9 

16 

1* 
0 
1 
0 
:7 

2 
4 
2 

16 

1 
1 
0 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 

3* 
1 
2 
6 

15 

-- ~ 
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Table ~6 
Days In Project by Paro1e'p"riit 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Total 

DayS in project 
No. ,I Pet. 

Total, ali experimental caseS '131 100.0 

001 - 060 days ••••••••••• 0 0 

061 - 120 days •• I11 •••• e ••• 12 9.2 

121 - 180 dl3\rS ••••••••••• 17 13.0 

181 - 240 days ••• 0 ••••• 0. 15 11.4 

241-300 days ,~ .•.•..... 22 16.8 

301 - 360 days ••••••••••• 12 9.2 

361 - 420 days .o ••••• t! ••• 20 15.3 

4230 - 480 days ••••••••••• 9 6.9 

481 - 540 days ••••••••••• 7 5.3 

541 - 600 days ••••••••••• 4 3.0 

601 - 660 days ••••••••••• 4 3.0 

661 - ~{2O da.ys •••• 0 •••••• 4 3.0 

721 and over da.ys •••••••• 5 3.8 

Mean .~ .•............. 334.4 

S.D • ....•..... ~ ...... 177.4 

No ••••• ~ •••• e •••••• 131 

r ~- \ 
,J,'. 

Parole unit 

wainut Riverside/ 

Creek SflQ. Bernard' 1no 

No:. I Pet. No. T Pet. 

77 100.0 54 100.0 

0 0 0 0 

9 11.7 3 5.6 
14 18 .. 2 A; 5-,,-6 .., 

9 11.7 6 11.1 

14 18.2 8 14.8 

4 5.2 8 14.8 

1 1.3 19 35.2 

4 5.2 5 9 .. 2 

5 6.5 2 3.7 

4 5.2 0 0 

4 5.2 0 0 

4 5.2 0 0 

5 6.5 0 0 

344.6 319.7 

214.8 101.0 

77 54 

" 

t 

;,Wal:riut Creek va. Riverside/;iSan Bernardino 0.789 

..M... 
129 

..JL 
p = .. 432 
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(i.e., a long period of supervision with a slow turnover of 

cases), with the exception that agents carried significantly 

smaller caseloads. 

Selection Process 

The selection process for the intensive supervision model 

was designed to operate as it did in the investigation model. 

That is, cases were to be referred for intensive supervision by 

the regular agents in the unit who periodically reviewed their 

existing caseloads, using the five targeted criminal and 

violation activity areas as screening criteria. However, unlike 

the investigation model, the intensive supervision model was 

designed to begin "early" in the parole period and the high 

control agents were to assume total case load responsibilities on 

the -cases • 

In actuality the selection process worked differently at 

the two demonstration si1:es. The Riverside site chose to do it's 

own screening • Table 37 shows that 98.1% of the Riverside cases 

were identified by the high control agents themselves. Most 

(Table 38, 68.5%) were pre-releasees at the time of selection who 

were placed under intensive supervision on the first day of 

parole. The Walnut Creek site on the other hand used a 

qombina.tion of "agent referrals" (Table 37, 39.0%) and "pre-

release file screening" (46.7%) to identify most of it's cases. 

Only one-third (Table 38, 35.1%) were pre-releasees at the time 

of selection; one quarter had been on parole for six months or 

more at the time of placement. 
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Tabll:! 37 
SourCE;! of Ccwe Referral 

bY' Parqle Unit 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

I , 
, ~ •. 1' . - - ,', " " 

Parole unit 

S~'\ll'ce pf Total WaJ..nut Riverside/ 
San case r~f~2'l:'al Creek Bernardino 

No. I 1'ot .. No. I Pot. No. I Pct 

Total, all , . casf;l~ 131 100.0 77 100.0 54 100.0 

Su:per1[i~:i..ng p~g1e agent ••••• ~. 30 22.9 30 39.0 0 0 
Unit ~pervis.or or dlsi;rict . 

administrator ••••••••••••••• 4 3.0 4 5.2 0 0 
'. r '..\ # , 

Law enfo+cem~nt ~ncy ••••••••• 1 0.8 0 0 1 1.9 
Pre-release .file sqreening •••• ! 36 27.5 36 46.7 0 0 
High Control agent •••••• ~ •• o ••• 54 41.2 1 1 .. 3 53e.1 98.1 
Otherhi ~ ~ ••• ~ •••••• ~ •••••••••••• 6 4e6 6 7.8 0 0 

~ .A "refenal syst~1/ was not uf,'3e~ ai; th~ Riverside UniVS~B .. (only)';.,;' Inste?ld 
the high controi agents se:lected p~ject c~es directly by conducting periodic 
scre¢hing of ~he pre-release files and the unit's exist~ oaseloa~s .. 

ED Includes CDC staff in the prif,'3ons.. other parole uni ts, and.~ the Special Service Unit 
staff. 
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Days on .parole '. 
before 

Droject plaeement 

'. 

Total p all cases 

None p new releasee eo.ooa.o.oc 

001 - 060 d8i)1's Oo.OOOGO •• 0040. 

061 - 120 days 00000 ••• 00000. 

121 - 180 days •• 0000 •• 00,,000 

181 - 240 d8iYs ••• 00 ••••••••• 

241 - ',00 days oo.oooe •• oCJo •• 

301... 360 days ••• .,.oo •• o:oeo. 

361 iays and over '0.000 ••• 0 ct •• 

Mean. • G • o •• •. D • 0 ~ 0 0 D CIt .. ,~ 

, S~D. ••• o •• o ••••• ooo~. 

N •••• oo ••• ro.ooooao.o 

Table 38 
D8i)1's On Parole :Before Project Placement 

by Parole Unit Within Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Parole unit within stud.v 'group 
Experimental Oomparison 

Sub-total Walnut Riverside/ Sub-total Redwood 
".,; San 

Creek ~rna:rdino Oity 
No.1 Pet. No.J Pet .. No.1 Pet .. No.1 Pet" No. I Pet .. 

131 100GO 11 10000 54 10000 62 100.0 35 100.0 

64 48.9 21 35.1 31 68.5 25 4903 22 62.9 

25 19.1 12 1506 13 24.1 10 16.1 6 17.1 

11 13.0 14 18.2 .3 5.6 9 14.5 3 8.6 

4 301 4 5.2 0 0 1 1103 2 501 

1 503 6 7.8 1 1.9 1 1.6 0 0 

.3 2.3 3 3.9 0 0 6 9.1 1 2.9 

3 'n "2 '7 '7 n " '" "1 ., C. 0 0 '::.:;J :J :;Ji7 v v oJ; ..L..P 

8 6.1 ,8 1004 0 0 3 4 .. 8 1 2.9 

81,,9 128.9 1501 102 .. 0 49.1 

160.3 19306 3509 159.3 130.1 

131 11 54 62 35 

t d.£ 
:_ Walnut Creek VB. RiversidetSan Berriardino 

. Redwood Oi ty vs. Ventura District. 

4.231*** 

30122 ** 

...:e... 
12.9- .p < .001 

60 P4< .010 
Experimental vs. Oomparison 0.810 ,'191 :p =.419 

Ventura. 

District 
No.1 Pet" 

21 100,,0 

3 11.1 

4 14.8 

6 22.2 

5 18 .. 5 
l' 301 

'" 18 .. 5 ~ 

1 ·~ .. 1 

2 1.4 

169.8 

161.8 

21 



--------_ .. _---

The two rl~monstr.tion sites ~ete ih agteement on the 

reasons for selecting cases for intensive supervision. The 

majority (57.2%) of the 133 experimental cases Were placed under 

intensive supervision because of a prior criminal history that 

involved violence or sexual deviancy (Table 39A). Only a very 

few Cases were placed uhder intehsive supervision for any of the 

other five criminal/violatidnal activity areas targeted in the 

project including prison gang affiliation (4.6%), narcotic sales 

activity (10.7%), property/fraud activity (2.3%) and parole 

absconding (O.~J. 

The abOve proportions do not intlude the cases referred 

under more than one category, and Table J9A· shows that one 

quarter of the 131 experimental cases were referred for a 

"combiQation" of the five selection ctitetia. To capture the 

relative contribvtion of each criterion ~nd yet include those 

cases referred under two or more categories, the reasons were 

"ranked" by the frequency of referral and each case counted in 

the "highest" ranking category, rega~dless of the presence or 

absence of other reaSons referred under. The results of the 

ranked tabulation are shown in Table 39B. They more dramatically 

show the priority the prOject placed on selecting cases in the 

violence/sexual deviancy category. Over four-fifths of the 133 

experimental caseS (81.3%) were selected for a prior criminal 

history involving violence' or sexual cfeviancy. 

As the selection cri te'rion was somewhat general, an 

attempt was made to capture the' $pecffic type of prior 

-176-
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violent/sexual deviant criminal offenses which led to the 

placement under intensive supervision. Table 39C (calculated to 

the base of "total reasons cited" rather than "total cases") 

shows robbery and other weapon use (31.2%), weapon possession 

(12.1%), murder/mans)aughter (12.8) and rape (12.1%) were the 
I 

major specific types of violent/sexually deviant offenses which 

led to the case's placement in the intensive supervision model. 

Less often selected were cases which had committed an assault 

(with injury 5.4%, without injury 1.3%), threatened violence 

(5.4%) or who had committed a sexual offense other than rape 

(child molestation 5.0%, other sexual offense 4.4%). 

The major source of the information which led to the 

referral was the case's prior criminal history records (63.4%, 

Table 40). However, as the Walnut Creek site selected cases with 

varying lengths of prior time, they also tended to base their 

referrals on other more current information available from either 

local law enforcement (10.4%) or the prior regUlar supervising 

agent (22.1%), in addition to the criminal history records. 

Comparisons across units. Generally speaking the two 

demonstration sites operated in similar manners. Both units 

selected cases who were new releases or who had been on parole 

for only a couple of months, and both units selected the majority 

of their cases because of their prior violent or sexually deviant 

criminal histories. Also both units kept their cases under 

intensive supervision for an average of eleven months. Although 

the two units did select cases differently (regular agent 

referrals vs. high control agent screening), there was no 

significant difference between the units in the reasons cases 

were selected. 
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Taple 39A 

R!3~~on S.eJ.ectE:ld 
by Parole Unit Wi:t1:Un Study Group 

(INTENSlVESU,PERVlpION MO~~) 

Parole unit 

-~-.-;::,.--: 
, '~-""'--

.. ~-. --- '"~~~- ~ ... ~ '" 
• , c • "_'._~ • ... -

Type of reason 
forseleetion §j 

Er"erimental 
wi-fthin stud;y: group 

.,... ",' .. , .. Compaxfsoii , ....... " " '.'- .. .. 

Total, alI oases 

One type 'of reason only 
Prison'gang affilia.tion ... ' .. 
Narcot:l.csales 'activity ••• ~ •. 

Vio1en~e/sexual deviance", ••• 

Prpperty /fraud •••••••.••••••• 

Absconding ••••••••••••••••.•• 

Combination of two or more t;y,Ees 

Violen~e/sexual deviancy + gang 

Violen~e/seX\lal deviancy + 
nar~otics •••••••••••••••• 

Violen~e/seX\lal deviancy + 
pro:perty ................... 

Other combinations •••••••••• 
~ --:. 

~ Based upon five selection cr:.. 

.' 

Sub-.total Walnut 

Creek 
No.1 Pet. ~No. I Pet. 

131 100.0 77 100.0 

6 4.6 -5 9.5 

l4 10.7 6 7.8 

75 57.2 41 53.2 

3 .2.3 1 :1..3 

0 0 0 0 

12 9.2 9 11.7 

11 8.4 9 11.7 
c; 

4 3.0 3 3.9 
6 4.6 3 3.9 

'~ia for project 

Ri:ver~id~e/ su~tpt;al Req,wQP'g. 'Yentura 
San 

~rnardino City District 
No. I !let. ': 'No. ,·pet." , "Nos rpct',,' , ·No.IPct. 

" . 

54 100.0 6~ JOQ"O 35 .10Q.,,0 2.7 100.0 

1 l.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 .14.8 4 6.4 2 5.7 .2 7.4 

34 .63..0 49 19.0 29 82 .. 9 20 74.1 

~ 3.7 2 3.2 2 5·7 0 '.0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3 5.6 1 l .• 6 ,,0 0 1 3.7 

2 3.7 2 3.2 2 5.7 0 0 

1 1.8 3 4.8 0 0 3 11.1 
3 5.6 1 1~6 0 0 1 .3.7 

~ 

I II 

1 I 
. I 

...:. 
f 
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Table 39:8 

"Ranked" Reason Selected 
by study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

"Ranked" 
Reason selected e1 Total 

No.1 Pet. 

Total, all cases 193 100.0 

Vio1eneeLsexual deviancl 157 81.3 

with gang affiliation ••••••• (13) 

with narcotics sales o~ooOO.O (13) 

with property/fraud 00000000. (1) 

no other reason 0.00000000.0. (124) 

Narcotic sale.s acti vi tl 19 90 8 

with gang affiliation .000.0. (1) 

no other reason 0 ••• 000000.00 (18) 

Other reasons 17 8.8 
, 

Study Group 

Experimental CoDlP_ari son 

No.1 Pct. 
I 

!;o. i Pct. 

131 100.0 62 100.0 

102 77.9 55 88.7 

(12) (1) 

(11) (2) 

(4) (3) 

(75) (49) 

15 11.5 4 6.4 

(1) (0) 

(14) (4) 

14 10.1 3 4.8 

al Ranked by frequency of referral; case counted in the highest rank 
category referred under, regardless of presence or absence of other reasons 
referred. 

x2 = 3.305, df = 2, P = .200 
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Table 390 
Frequency of Specific Kinds of 

"Violence/Sexual Devi;;:mcy" Reasons. for £election Cited 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Specific kind of violence sexual d~viancy 

behavior cited as reason for selection 

Total violent/sexual deviant reasons cited a 

Assault without injury ••••••••••••••• ~ •• D ••••••••••• 

Assault with injury ................................... . 

Murder, attempted murder, mo,nalanghter .............. .. 

Threats of violence ................................. . 

Robbery or other use of weapon •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Possession of weapon .................................. . 
Other violent behavior .............. ' .................. . 

Child molestation .................................... . 
Rape , ••• ~ • ••••••••• .,' ................................... . 

Other sexual deviant beha:vior ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

No. Pct. 

298 100.0 

4 1.3 

16 5.4 
38 12.8 

16 5.4 

93 '~a.2 

36 12.1 

31 10.4 

--15 5.0 

36 12.1 

13 4.4 

y C·alculated to~the base of total reasons cited rather than total cases as in 
preceeding tables. 
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Table 40 

Source of Documenting Information Leading to Case, Referral. 
by Parole Unit 'vi thin Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

, Parole unit within study group 

Experimental 
Source of documenting Sub-total vla1nut Riverside/ Sub-total 

information to case referral San 
Creek i3ernardino 

No. I Pct. NOol Pct. No. I Pct. No. I Pct. 

Total, all cases 131 100.0 77 100.0 54 100.0 62 100.0 

Lrurr enforcement agency information 4 3.0 3 3.9 1 1 .. 9 0 0 

SuperviSing agent information •••• 2 1.5 2 206 0 0 1 1.6 
Prison or other CDC staff 

information .:~ •• o ••• o •••• oo.o.o 3 203 3 3.9 0 0 0" 0 

Prior criminal history records ••• 83 63.4 36 46.8 47 87.0 55 88.7 

Other sources .00 •••••••••• 0 •••••• 2 1.5 2 2.6 0 0 0 0 

Prior history records. and laM 

enforcement information .~ ••• oo. 8 6.1 8 10,,4 0 0 1 1.6 

Prior hlstoi-y 'rebords ~ 

supervising agent., information •• 19 14.5 17 22.1 2 3.7 0 0 

Prior history records ~ other 

sources o ••••••• o.a ••••••••••••• 10 7.6 6 7.8 4 7,,4 5 8.1 

'-,-' 

Comparison 
Redwood Ventura 

Citv District 
No.1 Pct. NOol Pct. 

35 100.0 27 100,,0 

0 0 0 0 

1 2.8 0 0 

f 0 0 0 0 it 
31 88 0 6 24- 88.9 r /, 

o. 0 0 0 i: 
I' 

ft 
it 0,,[ 

tl " 
° 0 1 3.7 l'i 

\" .. -t l,·t t, 
l' 0 0 0 0 11 ie, 
H n 

3 8.6 2 704 ':\. , 
~ 

,", 
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One significant difference which may be related to 

outcomes was the fact that the Walnut Creek site selected some 

cases who had been on parole for long periods of time before 

placement; and they citeq law enfon:ement information, or the 

r~g_ular supery:!-sing agent information on current community 

adjustment, as the basis f9r SOme of their referrals. In other 

words, qcurrent" suspected criminal involvement may have been the 

basis for selecting some of the Waln~t Creek cases. If so the 

Walnut Creek cases would be e~pected to have higher recidivism 

rates in the follow-up analysis as they may already hava~retutned 

to crime. Because of these diff~rences, the Walnut Creek site 

appears to have operated as a cross betw~en the "investigation 

model" ¢lescribed previously and the Riv!=rside/San Bernardino 

"intensive supervision model" descriped here, although it appears 

more similar to the latter than the former. 

~~perimei.1tal versus cOmParison cases. Although t~sts for 

the comparability of the experimental to the pomparison cases 

using selected background characteristics was done in Chapter ' 

an analysis of the data described in the preceding section 

provides a further check. As with the 133 experimental cases, 

the majority of the 62 comparison ~ases Were new releasees, or 

had been on parole for only a few months, at the time they were 

sele.sted (Table 38). However, these findings are questionable as 

large statistically significant differences between the parole 

units comprising each study group were also found. Also, like 

the 133 experimental cases, the majority of the 62 comparisons 

-:-182-
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were selected because of a prior criminal history (Table 40) 

involving violent or sexually deviant crimes (Table 39B); 

although some differences were found between the two units 

comprising the experimental group. While the experimental and 

comparison groups appear similar in terms of these selection 

variables, the within group differences may be masking the 

bet~een group differences. The effect of "within study group" 

differences on outcome is examined further in Chapter IX. 

Types of Activity Performed 

This section describes the kinds of parole supervision 

activities performed by agents (and the extent to which each kind 

was performed) under the intensive supervision model. Each 

supervision activity recorded in the agent field notes for each 

case was classified into one of thirty specific types which 

reflected the intended goal or purpose of that activity. 

Definitions of the thirty activity types are given in Appendix C. 

To reduce the amount of analysis, the thirty specific activities 

were later collapsed into nine major activity types which are 

here analyzed three different ways: 

1. Proportion of cases with one or more of each 
type of activity (Table 42). 

2. Average frequency of each type of activity 
(Table 44). 

3. Average percent of the total activities for 
each type of activity (Table 46). 

The above three measures are first used to present a 

profile of the types of activities characterizing the intensive 
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supervision model. Second, the intensive supervision model cases 

are compared to the regular sup.ervision cases on the above three 

measures to test whether the intensive supervision model was in 

fact different. Third, and finally the two experimental 

demonstration sites are compared to each other on the above three 

measures to see if the intensive supervision model was uniformly 

implemented. The statistical significance of the differences in 

the last two sets of comparisons was examined using either a 

difference of proportions test (z) or a difference of means test 

(t), the results of which are summarized in a table following 

each of the three activity type measures (Tables 43,45 "and."47). 

It is noted that the following analysis of types of 

activities performed is not based on the entire sample of study 

cases. The parole agent field notes necessary for the analysis 

were not available for twenty of the 131 experimental cases ~nd 

eighteen of the 62 comparison cases. Therefore, the analysis is 

based upon 85% of the experimental cases and 71% of the 

comparison cases. There was no reason to expect that the missing 

cases biased the analysis in any way. 

Profile of intensive supervision activities. The number 

of activities performed on a case averaged ten per thirty day 

period under intensive supervision (Table 41). Two-thirds of the 

cases ranged between six and fourteen activities per thirty day 

period under intensive supervision. 

Three of the nine major types of activities occurred 

across every case; and the remaining siX: types occurred for well 

-184-

.-.~"--.------~~------.. -.. -.. 

I; 

r 
t 

l·~· .. 

j: 
! 

;,. 

over the majority of cases (Table 42). All the intensive 

supervision cases had at least one "Check-up Contact", at 

least one "Required (per P&CSD Policy) Activities" (e.g., 

processing travel requests), and at least one "Information 

Exchanges With Other Individuals" (i.e., collateral 

contacts). "Evidence Collection Activities", "Information 

Exchanges with Law Enforcement", and "Assistance Activities" 

also occurred for over fOUr-fifths of the cases. A slightly 

smaller and yet a majority proportion of the cases had at 

least one "Surveillance" and "Arrest and Charge Processing 

Activities". 

One type of activity was the most frequent (Table 44) 

and also occupied the greatest percentage of the total 

activities performed (Table 46). "Check-up Contacts by the 

Parole Agent" occurred an average of thirty times during the 

project and on an average comprised over one-third (35.5%) 

i of the average total activities performed. Four other types 

of activities occurred an average of 10-12 times and 

occupied 10-12% of the total activities conducted under 

intensive supervision. These four included "Evidence 

Collection", "Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement", 

"Information Exchanges With Other Individuals", and 

"Required Per·P&CSD Policy" activities. 

Thus, the activities of the intensive supervision 

model were congruent with it's purpose of closely monitoring 

the parolee's activity. Behavior was primarily monitored 
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Table 41 
Average Number o£ Activities Per Thirty Days In'Projeet 

by Parole Unit Within Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPEaVISION MODEL) 

. Parole unit wi thin study, group 
Average number o£ .~ perimental Comparison 
activities per thirty 
days in the p,;rojeet 

TotaJ., aJ.l eases 

unicnO'WD. .... a, ••••.•.•.••.••••• _. 

To,taJ.less unknown •••••• 

0..1 to 2.0 activities 
2~>. :ED. 4",n.a.diviti~a. . 
4.1 to 6.0. activities 
6.1 to 8.0 activities 
8.1 to 10.0 ac.tivities 

10.1 to 12.0 activities 
12.1 to 14.0 activities 
14.1 to 16.0 acti'tities 
16.1 to 18.0 activities' 
18.1 to 20.0 activities 
20.0 and oVer 

Nem ••••••••••••••• 
S.D ••••••••••••••• 
N ~.~ •••••••••••••• 

Sub-total 

• No.1 Pet. 

131 

20 
III 100.0 

o 
.. "·3 

11 
20 
26 
19 
12 
12 

2 
3 
3 

o 
"2..'1-
9.9 

18.0 
23.4 
17.1 
10 •. 8 
10.8 
1.8 
2.7 
2,,7 

10.3 
4.5 

III 

WaJ.nut Cree:k va. Riverside/San ~rnardino 

Redwood City vs. Ventura District 

Exp[·_11 .• .<'~:t8} '?'s. Comparison 

Walnut Riverside/ Sub-totaJ. Redwood 
San 

Creek Ber.nardino City 
No.1 Pet. No.1 Pet. 

77 54 

15 5 
62 100.0 49 100.0 

o 0 0 0 
'± .':": .. ·h6· .:2.. "4.1: 
9 14.5 2 4.1 

12 19.4 8 16.3 
10 16.1 16 32.7 
10 16 .. 1 9 18.4 

7 11.3 5 10.2 
8 12.9 4 8.2 
2 3.2 0 0 
2 3.2 1 2.0 
1 1,,6 2 4.1 

10.3 
4.1 

49 

No.l Pet • No.1 Pet. 

62 

18 
~5 

14 
44 100.0 21 100.0 

10 
];4' 

13 
7 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

22.7 3 14.3 
~31.·a.c· -1'0-' '47.6'-
29.5 7 33.3 
15.9 1 4.8 

o 0 0 
o 0 0 
00 0 
000 
000 
o 0 0 
o 0 0 

3.7 
1.6 

21 

t ..M... ...P..... 
0.152 109 p >.500 

0.543 42 p >.500 

9.092 **'l(- 153 p <. • o Oil: 

j' l, 

Ventura 

District 
No. I Pet. 

27 

4 
23 100 .• 0 

7 30.4 
'4 I7~4 
6 26.1 
6 26.1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

f 

I 
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I 
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Table 42 

Proportion of Cases With One or More of Each Type of Activity 
by Parole Unit Within Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Parole W1.~ t wi thin study =oun 

Type of activity ElC1Je:L'imental Comparison 
Sub-total Walnut Riverside Sub-to al Red-

San wood 
Creek ~ernardi 0 City 

16111 N::62 N=49 N::44 ~621 

EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: 85.6 83.9 87.8 45.5 52.4 
Interviews ••••••••••••••••••••••• 32.4 33.3 . 32.7 13.6 9.5 
Pretext Interviews and Representation 0.9 0 2.0 0 0 
Informant Interviews and Usages •• 16.3 12.9 20.4 0 0 
Resource 11aterial Checks ••••••••• 29.7 32.3 26.5 0 0 
Anti-Narcotic Testing •••••••••••• 66.6 72.6 59.2 )8.6 47.6 
Search and Seizure of Evidence 32.4 32.3 32.7 6.8 9.5 

SURVEILLANCE: 52.3 45.2 61.2 13.6 4.8 
Pixed Surveillance ~ •• a,o •• 00. ".~ ~ _.0_ +5~4 .19~4. lO.2 {} 0 
Spot Surveillance ••• '. ~ ••••••••••• 49.6 40.3 61.2 13.6 4.8 
Tailing Surveillance ••••••••••••• 5.4 1.6 10.2 0 0 

INFOmIATION EXCHANGES WITH LA'l ENFORCENl!JNT: 84.7 83.9 85.7 52.3 57.1 
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement! 

Parole Violation •••••••••••••• 61.3 64.5 57.1 36.4 23.8 
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Process-

~ng ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 58.6 67.7 46.9 22.7 28.6 
General Background or. Non-Criminal 

Status Factors ••••••••••••.•••• 48.7 51.6 44.9 15.9 28.6 
IHFORl1ATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF: 71.2 69.4 73.5 63.6 71.4 

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement! 
Parole Violation ••••••••••••• 27.9 32.3 22.5 4.5 9.5 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Process-
ing •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 33.3 40.3 24.5 9.1 9.5 

General Background or lion-Criminal 
Status Factors ••••••••••••••• 46.9 41.9 53.1 63. 6 71.4 

INFO. EXCHANGES ~';.'1.!H 0'rlER nmrvrnUALSl 98.2 98.4 98.0 81.8 85.7 
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement! 

Parole Violation ••••••••••••• 37.8 51.6 20.4 25.0 28.6 
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Process-
~ .......................... 53.2 54.8 51.0 25.0 33.3 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
Status Factors ••••••••••••••• 96.4 95.2 98.0 71.3 81.0 

ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSmC ACTIVITIES: 65.8 66.1 65.3 36.4 47.6 
Apprehension •••••••••••••••••••• . 31.5 25.2 30.6 9.1 14.3 
ReqUired After-Arrest Processing. 64.0 64.5 63.3 36.4 47.6 
Prosecution Assistance •••••••••• 11.7 14.5 8.2 0 0 
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Ventura 

District 
N::23 

39.1 
17.4-

0 
0 
0 

30.4 
4.4 

21.7 
0 

21.7 
0 

47.8 

47.8 

17.4 

4.4 
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56.5 

0 

8.7 f 

56.5 

78.3 

21.7 

17.4 

73.9 
26.1 

4.3 
26.1 
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Table 42 .- continued 

Type of acti 1ri ty E 
Sub-tot Ventura 

Creek City District 
N:::111 N:::62 N:::21 N=2 

C:m:CK-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 11)0.0 

Attempted Check-up Contacts •••••• 96.4 95.2 98.0 77.3 85.7 69.6 
Actual Check-up Contacts ••••••••• 98.2 96.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

RElgUIRED {PER P&CSD POLICY} ACTmTIES: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1000 0 100.0 

Required Permission or Notification 84.7 79.0 91.8 88.6 95.2 82.6 
Required Release Matters ••••••••• 57.7 51.6 65.3 36.4 61.9 13.0 
Required Administrative Processing 97.3 96.8 98.0 97.3 95.2 100.0 

ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: 87.4 85.5 89.8 70.5 57.1 82.6 

Direct Services ................ ' .... 46.0 38.7 ,55.1 36.4 4.8 6502 
Referral to COmmunity Service •••• 50.5 53.2 46.9 22.7 33.3 13.0 
Counseling ••••••••••••••••••••••• 66.7 64.5 69.4 47.7 47.6 4708 
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Table 43 
z Tests Between Parole Units and Study Groups 

on 

Proportion of Cases With Oneor More of Each Type of Activity 

(INTENSI:~ SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Proportion of cases Walnut Creek Redwood City 
with one or more of vs. vs. 
each type of acti vi ty Riverside/ 

San Bernardino Ventura District 
z I p z I p 

Evidence Collection •••••••• 0.588 W.500 0.887 p=.373 
Surveillance ••••••••••••••• 1.667 p::.095 0.063 p>.500 
Information Exchanges with 

Law Enforcement ••••••••••• 0.265 p>.500 0.619 p>.500 
Information Exchanges with . 

CDC Staff •••••••••••••••• 0.477 p>.500 1.028 p=.303 
Information Exchanges with 

Other Individuals •••••••• 0.163 
Arrest and Charge Processing 

p>.500 0.637 p>.500 

Activities ••••••••••••••• 0.088 
Check-up Contacts by Parole 

p>.500 1.484 p=.139 

Agent •••••••••••••••••••• 
Required (Per P&CSD Policy) 

0 0 

Activities 'J. .', ., ... #I. , •• 0 0 
Assistance Activities •••••• 0.680 p::.497 1.855 pa:.063 
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Experimental 

VB. 

Comparison 

z I p 

5.174*** p..:.OOl 
4.438*** p<.001 

4.252*** po( .001 

0.928 p=.350 

3.761*** p<.001 

3.352*** p<.001 

0 

0 j 

2.519* p<.050 
.,' 



Table 44 
Average Frequency of Each Type of Activity 

by Parole Unit Within Study Group 
(nlTENSIYE SUPERVISION MODF.L) 

Parole Ulli. t wi thin stud:! g£ou:Q 
Type of activity Exoerimental Comparisort 

Sub- Walilut River- Sub Redwood . slde/ . 
total Creek S. B. total City 

.' N=l11 N'::62 N'::49 N::44 N-21 

EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: X 11.38 12.44 10.04 4.73 5.43 
(S.D. ) (12.17) (13.28) (10.46) (7.41) (6.72) 
l1edian 7~OO 9.50 6.00 0 3.00 

lriterviews.o ••••••••••••••••••••• e • 0.95 1.15 0.71 0.27 0.19 
Pretext Irti:erviews and Representation 0.01 0 0.02 0 0 
Informant IntervIews and Usages ••• 0.29 Oii31 0.27 0 0 
Resource l-Iaterial Checks •••••••••• 0.85 1.13 0.51 0 0 
Anti-Narcotic Testing ••••••••••••• 8.69 9.16 8.10 4.32 5.05 
Search and Seizure of Evidence •••• 0.59 . 0.71 0.43 0.14 0.19 

SURVEILLANCE: X 2.85 3.58 1.98 0.14 0.05 
(S.D.) (10.85) (14.31) (?44) (0.34) (0.21) 
Median 1.00 0 1.00 0 0 

FiXed SurVeiliance •••••••••••• ~ ••• 0.25 0~36 0.12 0 0 
Spot Survei11ahce •••••••••••••••• ~ 2.50 3.18 1.63 0.14 0.05 
T2iling Surveillance •••••••••••••• 0.10 0.05 0.16 0 0 

Mean Hours 0.82 1.10 0.46 0 0 
(S.D.) (3.52) (4.59) (0.75) (0) (0) 
.N 105 60 45 44 21 

TIlFO. EX0HA}rGES WITH LA\o[ ENFORCEMENT:X 10.67 15.48 1.86 4.57 1.62 
(S.D. ) (17.13) (21.41) (4.21) (3.56) (2.48) 
Median 5.00 7.50 4.00 1.00 1.00 

Current Suspected Criminal Involve-
meht/Paro1e Vioiatioil •••••••••• 5.15 7.65 2.00 0.91 0.38 

Recent Ar.r.est and Mter-Arrest 
Processing ••••••••••••••••••••• 4.04 5.97 1.59 0.66 0.81 

General Background or ~ron-Crimin;;!l 
Status Factors ••• ~ ••••••••• s ••• 1,,48 1.87 0.98 0.30 0.43 

INFORMATION' EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF:X 
\ 

2.77 3.15 2.29 1.66 2.23 
(S.D~ ) (3.93) (4.50) (2.98) (1.92) (2.22) 
Median 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 

Current Suspected Criminal Involve-
ment/Parole Violation •••••••••• 0.78 

Recent A=est and After-Arrest 
1.02 0.49 0.07 0.14 

Proce~sing ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Gener8J.Backg:r:ound or lfo::l-Crimnal 

0.78 0.98 0.53 0.16 0.19 

Status Factors ••••••••••••••••• 1.20 1.15 1.27 1.43 1.91 
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Ventura 

District 
N=23 

4.09 
(7.93) 

0 
0.35 

0 
0 
0 

3.65 
0.09 

0.22 
(0.41) 

0 
0 

0.22 
0 

0 
(0) 

23 
2.09 

(4.30) 
0 

1.39 

0.52 

0.17 

1.13 
(1.39) 
1.00 

0 
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Table 44 - continued 

·_0 __ - .• 

Parole unit wi thin stud;)' ~'J:':. .:.' .- _ •• 

T~e of activity .~erimental Comparison 
Sub- I Walnut I River- Sub- R"'~od I 'f,,,tm 

sido/ 
total! Creek I S. B. total City District 
N=111 N:62 N=49 N=44 lk2l N::23 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH OTHER 
INDIVIDUALS: X 11.46 11.10 11.92 4.66 6.52 2.96 

(S.D.) (9.60) (10.31) (a.60) (5.30) (6.37) (3.25) 
Median 9.00 9.00 9.00 3.00 4.00 2.00 

Current SuspecteaCriminal Involvement/ 
Parole Violation •••••••••••••••••• 1.58 2.45 0.47 0.68 1.14 0.26 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing •••• G ••••••••••••••••••• 2.60 3.27 1.75 0.68 1.00 0.39 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
Status Factors •••••••••••••••••••• 7.28 5.37 9.69 3.30 4.38 2.30 

ARREST A.~ CHARGE PROCESSING AeTIVITIES: X 6.09 7.98 3.69 1.36 1.67 1.09 
(S.D.) (a.77) (lo.aO) (4.04) ( 2.60) (2.12) (2.95) 
Median 4.00 5.00 2.00 0 0 0 

Apprehension ••••••••••••••• G ••••••••• 0.49 0.58 0.37 0.11 0.19 0.04 
Required After-Arrest Processing .c ••• 5.30 7.00 3.14 1.25 1.48 1.04 
Prosecution Assistance ••••••••••••••• 0.31 0.40 0.18 0 0 0 

CHECK-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 30.63 25.60 37.00 16.30 20.86 12.13 
(S.D.) (19.05) (18.04) (la.37) (10.58) (11.44) ( 7.63) 
Median 28.00 23.00 3"f.OO 13.50 21.00 10.CO 

Attempted Check-Up Contacts •••••••••• 12.05 9.29 15.56 3.32 4.19 2.52 
Actual Check-Up Contacts ••••••••••••• 18.58 16.31 21.45 12.98 16.67 9.61 

REQUL11ED {PER P&CSD POLICY} ACTIVITIES: X 10.17 10.81 9.36 a.02 8.71 7.39 
(S.D.) (6.18) (7.18) (4.48) (4.74) (5.0a) (4.31) 
Median 9.00 10.00 9.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 

Required Permission or Notification •• 3.44 3.45 3.43 4.09 5.14 ).13 
Required Release Matters ••••••••••••• 1.06 1.00 1.14 0.61 1.05 0.22 
Required Administrative Procetlsing ••• 5.67 6.36 4.80 3.32 2.52 4.04 

ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: X 4.31 4.58 4.00 2.61 1.62 3.52 
(S~D.) (3.83) (4.00) (3.59) (3.01) (1.79) (3.57) 
Nedian 3.00 4.00 3.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

Direct Servic~s •••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• 1.16 1.03 1.33 1.21 0.05 2.26 
Referral to Community Service •••••••• 1.05 1.05 1.06 0.46 0.71 0.22 
Counseling ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2.09 2.50 1.57 0.96 0.a6 1.04 
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Table 45 
t Tests Between units and study Groups 

on 
Average Frecpency For Each Type of Activity 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Average frecpency WalnU~sgreek Redw?~~ City 

for each Riverside!San Bernardi 

type of activity (df=109) 

Evidence Collection ••••••••••••• 

Surveillance •••••••••••••• ••••••• 
Information Exchanges with Law 

Enforcement •••• ~ •• a •••••••••••• 

Information Exchanges with CDC 
starr •••••••••.••••• ••••••·•••• 

t 

1.025 
0.797 

1.i42 

Information Exchanges with 
other Individuals •••••••••••••• -0.444 

AITest arid Charge Processing * 
Activities..................... 2.614 

Check-up Contacts by Parole ** 
Agent.""",,"""""""""" "0"""""""" e': -3.250 

Recpired (Per P&CSD Policy) 
Activities ............... '~...... 1.215 

. Assistance Activities ...... ,...... O.$LJ 

Ip 

p=..30$ 
p=.428 

p~.OOl 

p<.050 
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o Vent-ura District 
(df=42) 

t 

0.589 
-1.653 

-0 •. 427 

0.725 

0.912 
* -2.151 

I p 

p > .500 
p = .106 

p" .500 

p = .058 

pi. .050 

P L. .050 

p =.367 
p < .050 

i 

~----------------------------------.------,,~ --~-~--

r , / 

Experimental 
vs. 

Compan.son 

(df=153 ) 

t I p 

*** 3.362 P ~ .001 
1.647 p = .102 

*** 3.359 p.(. .001 

1.776 P" .078 

*** 4.412 P '- .001 

*** 3.491 P '- .001 

*** 4.681 P < .001 

2;063* p.(. .050 

2.607* P < .r 

.Ii 

• 

Table 46 
Average Percent of Total Activities for Each Type of Activity 

by Parole Unit Within st,udy Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Parole unit wi thin study group 

Type of activity 
Experimental Comparison 

EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: ,X 
(5.D.) 

IntervievlS" " " " " " " " " " " " " " "" " " " " " " " " " " " " " • 
Pretext Interviews and Representation ••• 
Informant Interviel'ls and Usages ••••••••• 
Resource Material Checks •••••••••••••••• 
Anti-Narcotic Testing ••••••••••••••••••• 
Search and Seizure of Evidence •••••••••• 

SURVEILLANCE: x 
(S.D.) 

Fixed Surveillance •••••••• ~~ •••••• ~ ••••• 
spot Surveillance .•.••.••• '. I, fJ I) 0 .......... . 

Tailing Surveillance .••• " '1M 1 I!." II ••• It •• 1t ... . 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WI'!'!.'!' ,iDt,' ,\,1 
ENFORCEt-lENT,7;: '1.t"·· X 

,: /1:/': ' (S.D.) 
/,',I,! ' 

Current Suspected Crimi~wt~:CnvollJement! 
Parole Violation ••.. '. 'II,~, II! • .............. 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing •••••••••• uu ••••••••• a •••••• 

Gepc~al Ba,ckground or Non-Criminal 
l ~ .. ~ F t \ H"a;·.- ~s ac ors ••.• I • • ' ••••••••••••••••• 

\ 
INFOrlHATION EXCHANGES 1VITH CDC 

STAFF: X 
(S.D.) 

Current Suspected Crirrdnal Involvement! 
Parole Violation •.•• 't •• ................. 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest 
Processing ••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• 

General Background or Non-Criminal 
Status Factors •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Sub-
total 

N=111 

12.1 
(9.6) 

1.0 
o 

0.3 
0.$ 
9.4 
0.6 

0.2 
1.S 
0.1 

9.9 
(9.3) 

4.4 

3.9 

1.6 

0.$ 

0.9 

1.4 

Walnut 

Creek 

N=62 

12.6 
(9.5) 

0.9 
o 

0.2 
0.9 
9.9 
0.7 

1.9 
(5.0) 

0.2 
1.$ 

o 

13.3 
(10.6) 

6.0 

5.4 

2.0 

0.9 

0.9 

1·4 
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I 
Riverside/. 

S.B. 

N=49 

1.2 
o 

0.4 
0.6 
$.7 
0.5 

2.0 
(2.4) 

0.1 
1.7 
0.1 

2.5 

2.1 

1.1 

2.9 
(3.$) 

0.7 

0.9 

1.3 

Sub- Redwood 

totaJ City 

N=44 N=21 

7.$ 9.2 
(11.2) (11.6) 

0.4 0.3 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

7.1 $.7 
0.2 0.3 

0.8 
(2.2) 

o 
0.$ 

o 

1.$ 

0.9 

0.7 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 
(1.4) 

o 
0.3 

o 

0.6 

1.0 

0.2 

0.2 

4.1 

Ventura 

District 

N=23 

6.4 
(10.5) 

0.6 
o 
o 
o 

5.7 
0.1 

1.1 
(2.7) 

o 
1.1 

o 

2.9 

0.$ 

0.2 

o 

0.2 

---- ' .. 
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Table 46 - continued 

Parole unit within study group -, 
Type of activity 

Experimental Comparison 

Sub- Walnut Riversidr Sub- Redwood Ventur 

total Creek S.B. total City Distri 

N=l11 N=62 N=49 N=44 N=21 N=23 

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH OTHER 
. INDIVIDUALS: X 12.5 11.9 13.2 9.3 11.5 7.3 

(S.D.) (6.4) (6.4) (6.3) (7.6) (7.9) (6.7) 

Current Suspected Criminal ~nvolvement/ 
1.4 2.0 0.6 1.3 1.9 O.S Parole Violation.~ •••••••••••••••••••• 

Recent Arrest and After~Arrest 
Proces~ng •••••••• ~ •••••• ~ •••••• e ••••• 2.5 2.7 2.2 O.S 1.1 0.5 

General Ba,ckground or Non-Criminal 
S.6 S.5 6.1 status Factors •••••••••••••••••••••••• 7.1 10.5 7.2 

.ARREST AND CHARGE PROOESSING .X 7.0 S.3 5.3 2.1 2.5 1.B 
ACTIVITIES: (S.D.) (S.2) (9.3) (6.1) (4.2) (3.1) (5.0) 

Appreh~nsion ••••••••••••• e .•••••••••••••• 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.1 
Required After-Arrest Processing •••••••• 6.2 7.4 4·5 1.9 2.2 1.7 
Prosecution Assistance •••••••• 

o 
•••••••••• 0.3 0.2 0.3 0 0 0 

!1HECK-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 35.5 30.0 42.4 42.0 45.7 3B.7 
(S.D.) (15.6) (15.1) (13.4) (12.9) (10.2) (14.2) 

Attempted Check-Up Contacts ••• r ••••••••• 13.7 10.7 17.5 7.3 7.6 6.9 
Actual Check-lJp Contacts •••••••••••••••• 21.8 19.3 24·9 34.8 38.1 31.B 

~ED (PER P&CSD POLICY) 
AC1.'IVlTIES : X 12.3 12~7 11.7 23.0 20.1 25.7 
-.; .. '-- (S.D.) (6.1) (6.6) (5.2) (11.6) (8.6) (13.2) 

Reqdired Permission or Notification ••••• 3.9 3.S 4.1 10.5 11.9 9.3 
~equired Release Matters •••••••••••••••• 1.6 1·4 1.B 1.2 2.0 0.6 
Required Administrative Processing •••••• 6.8. 7.5 5.8 11.3 6.3 15.8 

ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: X 5.0 5.3 4.6 6.5 2.4 10.3 
(S .D.) (4.0) (3.8) (4.2) (7.1) (2.4) (7.8) 

~ect. Services •• II! •••• ~ ••••••••••••••••• 1.5 1.2 1·7 3.4 0.1 6.4 
Referral to Community Service ••••••••••• 1.4 1.5 1.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 
Counse1ing ••• ~ ••••••• ~ ••••••••• o •••••••• 2.2 2.6 1.6 2.2 1.3 3.0 

~~\ 
,\ 

" 

-194-

a 

ct 

C:::---.-----:::_< 

.. 

Table 47 
t Tests Between Parole Units and study Groups 

I;>n 
Average Percent of Total ActiVities For Each Type of Activity 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Walnut Creek Redwood City. Experimental 
vs. vs. vs. 

Type of activity Riverside/ Ventura District Comparison San Bernardino 
(df=109) (df=42) (df-1S3) 
t I p t I p t J p 

Evidence Collection •••••••••••••• 0.637 p>.500 0.79B p=.430 2.411 * p<..050 
Surveillance ••••••••••••••••••••• 0.023 p>.~OO -1.233 p:.225 1.$77 p=.063 
Information Exchanges With Law *** *** Enforcement •••••••••••••••••••• 4.605 p(..OOl -0.806 p:.425 4.403 p<.OOl 
Information Exchanges With CDC 

Staff •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.433 p>.500 0.438 p;>.500 -1.63B p=.104 
Information Exchanges With . * other Individuals •••••••••••••• -1.112 p=.269 1.B40 p=.073 2.608 p<.050 
Arrest and Charge Processing 

1.9B5* *** Activities ••••••••••••••••••••• p.: .050 0.518 p>.500 3.755 p< .001 
Check-up Contacts By Parole 

4.476*** * Agents ••••••••••••• w ••••••••••• p<..OOl 1.835 p=.074 -2.449 p".050 
Required Per (P&CSD Policy) 

*** Activities •••••• ~ •••••••••••••• 0.~5 p=.384 -1.063 p=.117 -7.501 p<.OOl 
Assistance Activities •••••••••••• 0.894 p=.374 -4.366*** p(..OOl -1.60B p=.110 
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hdirectly" by making check-up contacts, and secondarily 

monitore~ "indirectly" by information exchanges with either 

local law enforcement or collaterals of the parolees. Also, 

as the high control agents assumed full case load 

responsibilities for an intensive supervision model case 

(but not on the investigation model cases), the findings 

showed that certain required administrative activities 

(e.g., case conferet)c;::esl , conducting discharge reviews, 

delivering release monies) also occupied a part of the 

agent's time. 

Comparison to regular supervision activities. 

Intensive supervision was designed to operate like regular 

supervision in terms of the agent's maintaining full 

caseload responsibilities for each case. The major proposed 

difference was in the greater frequency of contacts and in 

the greater emphasis which would be placed on monitoring the 

case's activity indirectly through collaterals and other 

information sources. To test this expectation, the number 

and types of actiVities occurrih~ for the intensive 

supervision cases were compared to the numbers and types 

occurring for the comparison cases who received regular 

supervision. 

The average number of contacts occurring under 

intensive supervision was two and one-half times larger than 

the average number occurring under regular supervision. 

Table 41 shows theft the comparison cases averaged four 
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contacts per thirty day period while the experimentals 

averaged ten contacts per thirty day period. The difference 

using a difference between means test was statistically 

significant. 

Several s~atistically significant differences were 

also found between intensive supervision and regular 

supervision cases on the specific types of activities 

performed. The types of activity equally common to most 

cases (i.e., the proportion of cases with one or more 

occurrences of ea·ch type of activity j 'T'able 42) under both 

regular and intensive supervision were "Check-up Contacts", 

"Required Activities" and "Information Exchanges With Other 

CDC Staff". The remaining six types of activities showed 

statistically significant differences. A larger proportion 

of the intensive supervision cases than the comparison cases 

experienced at least one "Evidence Collection", "Surveil-

lance", "Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement", 

"Information Exchanges With Other Individuals", "Arrest", 

and "Assistance" activity. Also, the intensive 'supervision 

mojel agents eng?ged in a higher average frequency of ~verx 

single activity type than the regular supervision agents 

(Table 44; 7 of the 9 differences were statistically 

significant, Table 45). 

Differences between intensive and regular supervision 

are best highlighted by examining which types of activities 

occupied the largest proportion of the total activities 
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performed (Tables 46 ahd 47). For regular supervision an 

average of 42.0% of the total activities involved check-up 

contacts, followed by 23.0% required administrative 

activities, 9.3% cdilateral contacts and ortly 7:B% evidence 

collection activities ahd 3.4% law enforcement information 

exchanges. In contrast, intensive supervision involved an 

average of 35.5% check-up contacts, 12.3% required 

administrative activities, 12.5% collateral contacts, 12.1% 

evidence coilection activi~ies and 9.9 % law enforcement 

information exchanges. Clearly the intensive supervision 

model riot only increased activity levels but shifted the 

expenditure of staff time away from "direct" check-up 

coritact~ and administ~ative processing to "indirect" 

monitoring through various evidertce collection activities, 

law enforcement information exchanges and collateral 

contacts. It was very similar to regular supervision in 

terms of the d~versity and range of activity types the 

agents performed. In contrast to the types of activities 

performed by high control agents in the investigation model 

it was far less speciaiized. 

Comparison acrosS units. There was no difference 

between the two demonstration sites in the total number of 

activities agents performed on each case. Each unit 

averaged ten activities per case per thirty day period in 

, the project (Table 41). There was also no difference 

beblee!TI units on the most commonly occurring types of 

,-i9B-
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activities across cases (Table 42 and 43). Both Walnut 

Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino performed at least one of 

each of the nine major type of 'activities on a majority of 

it's cases.' Thus, both sites performed mixed but 

comprehensive sets of activities. 

A few differences did exist between the units on 

which, of the nine major activity types each emphasized. A 

significantly larger average frequency (Table 46 and 47) at 

Walnut Creek were expended on "Information Exchanging With 

LaW Enforcem~nbR (average frequency~ 15.5 vs 4.6j 

percent of total aactivities: 13.3% vs. 5.7%) and in 

"Arrest and After-Arrest Processing" (average frequency: 

B.O vs 3.7; average percent of total activities: B.3% vs. 

5.3%) than was expended at Riverside/San Bernardino. On the 

other hand, the Riverside/San Bernardino site placed more 

emphasis on making "Check-up Contacts" than did the Walnut 

Creek site (average frequency: 25.6 vs. 37.0; average 

perce~t of total activiti~s: 30.0% vs. 42.4%). 

Thus, relative to each other, the Riverside/San 

Bernardino site represented more of a "high contact" 

supervision model than Walnut Creek. And Walnut Creek, with 

it's more frequent law enforcement information exchanges and 

arrest'activi~y represerited more of an "investigative" model 

approach to supervision than the intensive supervision model 

operated by Riverside/San Bernardino. 

These features correspond with two earlier findings 

on op~rational differences between the two sites. A higher 
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proportion of Walnut Creek as opposed to Riverside/San 

Bernardino referrals were based on law enforcement 

information (Table 40) and included cases who had been on 

parole for some time prior to placement under intensive 

supervision (Table 38), Together the differences suggest 

that a proportion of the Walnut Creek cases were already 

suspected of being reinvolved in criminal activity at the 

time of placement under intensive supervision. If true, we 

would expect higher, rather than lower, recidivism rate 

during the follow-up period for the Walnut Creek cases. 

Discussions with staff at the Walnut Creek site also 
. , il 

support this interpretation. The researcher was informed 

midway during the project that cases suspected of being 

reinvolved in criminal activity were sometimes placed under 

the intensive supervision model instead of the investigation 

model which was also operational at the Walnut Creek site 

(Note: Walnut Creek was the only demonstration site to 

operate both models) because of the increased control over 

caseload information it offered the high control agents. 

For such oases a more realistic goal would be "verification 

and apprehension" rather than the "deterrence and 

prevention" goal assigned the intensive supervision model. 

On the other hand, for the Riverside/San Bernardino project 

where all cases were plaged under intensive supervision §t 

release from prison (with no current criminal involvement 

suspected), the goal of I!deterrence and prevention" is more 

appropriate. 
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Whether these few but significant differences between 

the operations of the Walnut Creek project and the 

Riverside/San Bernardino project differentially affected 

outcomes will be examined in the next chapter. Based on 

their potential impact on outcome, outcomes for the two 

experimental sites are examined separately as well as on a 

combined basis. 

Chapter summary. This chapter described the 

operations and activities of the intensive supervision model 

of the High Control Project. The intensive supervision 

model operated by selecting approximately two new cases per 

agent per month. Cases were selected primarily because they 

had prior criminal histories involving a violent or sexually 

deviant offense. Cases were placed under intensive 

supervision immediately upon release or within a few months 

after release from prison and remained in the project an 

average of eleven months. The total number of activities 

performed on a case averaged ten per case per thirty day 

period in the project and included at least one of each of 

nine major types of supervision activities examined. The 

type of activity representing the largest proportion of 

total activities performed was check-up contacts by the 

parole agent. Monitoring the parolees' activities through 

information exchanges with law enforcement and collaterals 

of the parolees and other evidence collection techn~ques 

were also frequently performed. Thus, as indicated by it's 
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high frequency of both direct and irlc3:irect monitoJ;,ing 

contacts, the intensive supervision model was shown to have 

generally operated as proposed. 

This chapter has also shown that intensive 

su~ervision was significantly different from regular 

s&pervision. Aside from the high risk cases supervised in 

small 10-15 man caseloads, intensive supervision differed 

from regular supervision by it's almost tripling the total 

number of activities performed. A more frequent number (and 

greater proportion of the total number of'~~tivitiesY 

comprised contacts to monitor the parolees' activities 

indirectly through law enforcement, collaterals and other 

information sources. 

Finally, this chapter has shown that the two 

experimental demonstration sites operated similarly with a 

couple of major exceptions. A more extensive prior parole 

time before placement on intensive supervision and a higher 

frequency of subsequent arrest and law enforcement exchange 

activities by the high control agents was found for the 

Walnut Creek site as compared to the Riverside/San 

Bernardino site. These findings suggest that the Walnut 

Creek model may have been used to investigate parolees 

already suspected of reinvolvement in criminal qctivity. If 

so it's parole violation rate would be expected to be higher 

than the rate for the model implemented at the Riverside/San 

Bernardino site. 
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CHAPTER IX 

OUTCOME OF THE INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL 

The objective of the Intensive Supervision Model was 

to prevent and deter high risk parolees from returning to 

criminal activity by closely monitoring their activities in 

the community. Program planners hypothesized a "reduction" 

in returns to illegal activity during and after the period 

of intensive supervision. To determine the extent to which 

this objective was achieved, the frequency and severity of 

returns to criminal activity during a six and a twelve month 

follow-up period were tabulated for the 131 intensive 

supervision cases and compared to the outcomes of a similar 

group of 62 high risk, "intensive supervision type", 

parolees who received only regular supervision. This 

chapt€lr summarizes the findings of that analysis. In 

addition, differences in outcome between the two" 

experimental demonstration sites are examined. 

Several quantitative and qualitative indicators of 

returns to illeg.aJ. activity were used in the analysis to 

follow. Those measures have been grouped into four types 

including: (1) parole status (as of the end of the follow-

up period), (2) the total criminal and the total revocation 

charges and dispositions received during the follow-up 

period, (3) the most serious disposition and associated 

charge received by the end of the follow-up period, and {4) 

the custody-free days experienced during the follow-up 

period. 
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All 193 study cases hadexperiienced sufficient post-

seiection time in the community to measUre their six month 

outcomes; however, the necessary follow-up data documents 

could ndt be retrieved for three st~dy cases and they had to 

be ommittedErom the outcome analysis. Therefore, the six 

month outcomes are calculated to the base of 190 (rather 

than 193) study cases inciuding 75 Walnut Creek, 54 

Riverside/San Bernardino and 61 comparison cases. 

Several study cases (particUlarly the more recently 

drawn comparison group) had not ,experienced sufficient post-
~-

selection time-in thecoriununity to measure twelve month 

outcomes. And yet, due to the unreliability of short term 

follow-up analysis such as six rllonths, twelve month outcomes 

were seen as very desirable. Twelve month follow-up data 

was collected for 154 (or 79~8%) of the 193 study cases 

(including 117 of the 131 experimental cases and 37 of the 

62 comparison cases) with sufficient post-selection parole 

time and ~tth a~ailable follow-up data. Therefore, the 

twelve month outcomes are calculated to the base of 154 

cases, including 65 Walnut Creek, 52 Riverside/San 

Bernardino, and 37 compal:"ison cases. Findings on the four 

sets 6f recidivism measures are reported first for the six 

month follow-up period (Table 48~56) and then for the longer 

twelve month follow-up period (Table 57-65). 

Six M6nth OUtcome 

Par-olestattls. The first outcome cri te'rion is the 

supetvision status of study cases at the end of tbe follow-

I 
, I 

up period. If intensive supervision deters parolees from 

returnihg to criminal activity we would expect a larger 

proportion of experimental as opposed to comparison cases to 

still be on parole at the end of the follow-up period. 

Table 48 shows the opposite is true. Almost all of the 

comparison cases (91. 8!t;) were still on parole while a little 

less than three-quarters, (72.1%) of the experiment~l cases 

were still on parole (i.e., under either intensive (60.5%) 

or regular supervision after transfer from intensive 

supervision (11.6%)) at the end of the six month follow-up 

period. Over one-quarter of the experimentals were 

"inactive" after having their parole revoked (18.6%) or 

receiving a new court commitment (7.8%), compared to less 

than ten percent of the comparison cases. 'l'bus, contrary to 

the prediction, fewer intensive than regular supervision 

cases were still on parole at the end of the follow-up 

period. 

Criminal and revocation charges, dispositions. The 

first of the second set of measures compares the, 

r·. 1 

experimental to the comparison cases on the tota~ criminal 

and the total revocation charges filed throughout the follow-

up period. If intensive supervision deters parolees from 

returning to illegal activities we would expect a/lower 

frequency of charges and/or charges of a less serious nature 

for high risk cases under intensive as opposed to regular 

supervision. 
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Table 48 
Program status . 

At End of Six Month Follow-up Period 
by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

. ... .. ' .. $ .... , ' --_. <' .. " ....... " . . 'iilx: "erilliental Comparison 

Program status at end of 
month follow-up period 

Total all cases 

Unknown follow-up 
'Total less unknown 

six 

Under Intensive Supervision 

Active, with no charges 

-Active after an arrest or 

violation 

Active with chaxges pending 

,'/ 
'L 

Transfer t%r remaining under 
regular supervision 

Active, with no charges 

Active after an arrest or 
violation 

Active with charges p-snding 

Total 

'~~J\ 
No.J/!, Pct. 

131 

2 
129 

78 

(36) 

15 

(10) 

( 2) 
( 3) 

100.0 

,60.5 

11.6 

Walnut 

Creek 
No o 1 Pct. 

71 
2 "=" 

75 100.0 

40 53.3 

(16) 

(15) 

( 9) 

13 17.3 

( 9) 

( 2) 

( 2) 

Riverside/ 
San 

3ernardino 
No. I 

54 
0 

54 

38 

(20) 

(12) 

( 6) 

2 

( 1) 

( 0) 
( 1) 

Pct. 

100.0 

70.4 

,N°·1 
62 

:::,1 
61 

0 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

3.1 56 

(42) 

(11) 

(.3) 

Inaeti ve, paxole revoked 

Parole terminated after new 
court commitment 

24 18.6 16 21.3 a 14.8 4 

],0 1.8 4 5.3 6 11 .. 1 0 

Parole terminated due to 
discha.r~ 2 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino 

Proportion Under Intensive Supervision: 

Proportion Transfered to Regular Supe:rv:i,sion: 

o 1 

1.960 * 
Not calculated - Small N 

Pct. 

-
100,,0 

0 

91.8 

6.6 

o 

1.6 

.. 

Proportion Terminated Due to New Court 
8ommitment: 10325 p =.184 (Corrected for 

Continuity 
Proportion Termina.ted Due to Discharge From 
Pa:ro1e: 

~e:rimE!Utal 'Vs. Co~~ 
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Not ca~culated - Small N 

Not calculated - Small N 

Examining criminal charges first, we find a larger 

proportion of the intensively supervised cases (38.8%) than 

the regularly supervised cases (18.0%) had criminal charges 

filed against them during the six month follow-up period 

(Table 49). The difference in proportions was statistically 

significant. Not only were more cases charged but each case 

also received more charges. The intensiv2 supervision group 

averaged 2.70 charges per case versus only 1.90 charges per 

case for the regUlar supervision study group. 

Whether or not the higher frequency of criminal 

charges received by the intensive supervision cases were of 

a more or less serious nature than those received by the 

regUlar supervision cases can be answered by examining the 

type of offense charged (Table 50) and the type of 

disposition received (Tab~e 51) for the total criminal 

charges filed. Intensive supervision was associated with a 

higher proportion of felony level charges than occurred for 

regular supervision cases (85.6% intensive vs. 28.6% 

regular). The majority of the charges filed against the 

comparison group were at the less serious misdemeanor level. 

Differences between the two study groups on the mix 

of dispositions received for the total criminal charges are 

less clear because of the large proportion of comparison 

cases (23.8%, N=5) with dispositions pending. The larger 

number .of unresolved dispositions for the comparison group 

is an artifact resulting from the fact that some of the 
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Crj,minal 
Table 49 

and Revocation Charges Fi1e<;l During A Six Month Follow-up Period 
by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SuPERVISION MODEL) 
., ,. ; '.' 'EXperimental. Comparison 

Crimiru;Q ,c;m<;l :revocatiop Total . ''Walnut' Riverside/ 
charges filed d:uzing a San 

pe:J:'ioq. Creek . Bernardinc six month fo~lqw-up 
'~\lO. I .l:'c~ •. N0.1 ;l:'ct.' 1\10. I .l:'ct. lllO. I 1'ct. 

, 

GRIMINAL CHARGES 

None filed 

Charges filed 

One charge ••••••••••••• 

Two charges .~ •••• ~~ •••• 

Three charges •••••••••• 

Four chargeS ••••••• ~.~. 

Five ormorec;harges ••• 

Total charges .. 
Meap c~ges/c.ase chargeq 

129 

79 
50 

(20) 

(7) 

(8) 
,{6) 

(9) 

100.0 15 

,61.2 43 

38..8 32 
(10) 

(3) 

.(5) 

(5) 

(9) 

100.0 54 

51.3 36 
42,.7 18 

.(10) 

(4) 
, (3) 

(1) 
(0) 

104 
3.25 

100.0 61 

66.7 50 

33.3 11 
(1) 
(0) 

(2) 

(2) 
(0) 

31 
1.72 

100.0 

82.0 

18.0 

21 
1.90 

PAROLE REVOCATION CHARGES 1'29 100.0 75 100.0 54 100.0 61 100.0 

None fil-ed 

ChaXge§l filed 

One ch?rge •••••••••• ! •• 

Two charges •••••••••• ~. 

Thre? charges •••••••••• 

Four chargeS ......... !' •• 

Five 0:;' more cha:!?g'!3s ••• 

Total ch?rgElS 
r1~an char~s/ case oharged 

49 
80 

(27) 

(18) 

(20) 

(7) 

(8) 

CRIMINAL CHARGE (FiJ:~d vs. Not Filed) 

38.0 27 

62.0 48 

(14) 
(9) 

(14) 

(5) 
(6) 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San BerIlcp:'dino : 
EXperimElIl"P4 -Vs. Comparis011: 

REVOCATION CHARGES ~Filed vs. Not Filed) 

WaJ..nut Greek V'I:!. Riverside/San BernCl.rqino:' 
EXperim.en~~y~. C~mParisqn: 
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36 .. 0 22 

64.0 32 

137 
2.85 

z 

(13) 

(9) 

(6) 

(2) 
(2) 

1.085 
2.885~ 

0.546 
3. 981-l!** 

68 
2.l3 

42 

19 

(10) 

(4) 
(2) 

(2) 

(1) 

....:E... 

p =,,276' 
p <.010 

p >.500 
p <.001 

68.9 

31.1 

37 
1.95 

i, 

Table 50 

Type of Criminal Offenses 
Charged DuringA -Six Month Follow-up Period, 

by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

(, Experimental 

Type of criminal offenses Total Walnut 
charged during a six 
month follow-up period Creek 

NO. I Pct. No. ( .l:'cto 

Total criminal charges 135 104 

Unknown type 3 3 

Total less unknown 132 100.0 101 100.0 

Felonl level char~s 113 85.6 87 86 0 1 

Person ••••••••••••••• (32) (24) 

Property .............. (40) (37) 

Narcotics/drugs .~ •• o. (22) (9) 

Other fe10IlY ••••••••• (19) (17) 

Misdemeanor level chax~s 19 1404 14 13.9 

Proportion with Fe10nl Level Char~s z 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San BernardinO o 432 

Experimental ve. Comparison: 
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Compaxison 

River side/ 
San 

ISrnardino 
NO. I .l:'ct. NO. ~ .l:'c't. 

31 

0 

31 

26 

(8) 

(3) 

(13) 

(2) 

5 

21 

0 

100.0 21 

83.9 6 

(3) 

(2) 

(0) 

(1) 

160 1 15 

..L 
p> .. 500 

p':: .001 

100 .. 0 

28.6 

71.4 

~-:--
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Table 51 

Type of Disposition 
For Each Criminal Charge Received During A Six Month Follow-up 

by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION NODEL) 

Type of disposition for Experimental Comparison 
ea.ch criminal charge recEd ved Total Walnu:t Riverside/ 
during a six month San 
follow-up period Creek ~er::lardino 

No. IPct. No" I Pet. No. T Pct. I No. I Pct. 

Total criminal charges 135 

Char@~s dropped, dismissed 
o~aqUi tted, ~ ....•. , 57 

Convicted, sentenced to 
jail. , . '. . . " . . , 

"''Convicted, sent~nced to 
prison 4 • • • •••• , 

Disposition pending .. 

22 

44 

12 

Walnut CreE.~k vs. Riverside/ 
San Bernardino: 

Experimental vs. Comparison: 

100.0 104 100.0 31 100.0 21 100.0 

42.2 43 41.3 14 

32.6 37 

8.9 8 

X2 

2.281 

35.6 7 
7.7 4 

df 

3 

18,,835*** 3 
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45.2 5 

19.4 10 

22.6 1 

12.9 5 

-1L. 
p> .. 500 

p < .001 

47.6 

--~-~- ---~-------------......---------------~ -~~ -~~ -~-
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comparison group cases were drawn from a more recent cohort 

of releases to parole. If the five pending dispositions 

result in the charges being dropped (the "least" serious of 

the possible dispositions), then intensive supervision 

appears to be associated with a large increase in 

dispositional severity (32.6% intensive vs. 4.8% regular, 

com~itted to prison). If these five pending charges for the 

comparison group all result.ed in commitments to prison (the 

"most" serious of the possible dispositional categories), 

intensive supervision would still be associated with a 

slightly higher proportion of the more serious type of 

criminal dispositions (32.6% intensive vs. 28.6% regular). 

Therefore, given either resolution of the pending 

dispositions, it appears that intensive supervision is 

associated with a higher frequency of felony level charges 

which resulted more often in flGnt·ences to state prison,. 

Ohe Other finding on type . of dispositions received 

is particularly noteworthy. Not only does intensive 

supervision appear associated with more serious court 

sentences, but it is also associated with a higher 

proportion of charges which are eventually dropped or 

dismissed, or for which the case is acquitted (42.2% 

intensive vs. 23.8% regular). The implication of the 

finding is that while intensive supervision is associated 

with more cases being criminally charged for serious 

offenses, it also as~ociated with a higher risk of having 
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rnoF~ of the fileq chCl-rges ~ventually dr<?:pped. As with the 

~bov~ aQq+¥sis, this tinding is limtt~d by the large 

proportton of cQWp~~ison pases who$~ diqpositions were still 

pendtng at the ttme t~iq ~ata ~~s CQllected. For further 

eyiqen~~~ we will e~amine tpiq ?ssoci~tion again in the 

twelve mpnth out~ome analysis~ 

Ta~le 49 shows that revocat~on cha~ges iqc~eased. A 

laFg~~ pro~ortio~ of intensive ~upervision cases (62.0%) had 

viqlations of the cbnd~tions of parole filed against them 

than occqfred for th~ reg~lar qupervision cases (31.1%). 

The ~~ffeFence in propo~tions was statistically significant. 

Furthermore' each cas.e averaged a slightly larger number of 

revocat~on charges (2.56 ipte~sive vs. 1.95 regular). 

Qifferences in the s.everity pf these revocation 

charges were e~amined by analyzing the types of violations 

of parole conditions charged in all revocation actions 

(Table 52) and the type of revocation dispositions received 

on theqe cha~~es (Table 53). Of th~ four major types of 

parole conditions governing the rele~se to parole status, 

the majority of cnarges for both the expe~imental and 

comparison groups was for violations of the "Criminal 

Conduct" condition (wbiph specifi~s that parolees must obey 

all laws). However, a significantly larger proportion of 

the parole condition charges for tbe intensive supervision 

group we~e "Criminal Conduct~ charges (79.0% intensive vs. 

59.4% regular). Re,gular caSes Were charged with a higher 
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Table 52 

TY'Pe of Parole Conditions 
Charged' During A Six Month Follow-up Period 

by study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

.-
Experimental Comparison 

Type of parole conditions Total Walnut Ri versi,de/ 
charged during a six San 
month'fbllow~~p 'per~ad Creek Bernardino 

No o I Pct. No o L Pet. No. I Pct. No. 1 
.... 

Total, all revocation charges 205 100.0 137 100.0 68 100.0 37 

~Release. reporting and y travel 22 10.7 16 1107 6 80 8 2 

Parole agent instructions 4 20 0 3 2.2 1 1.5 0 

Criminal conduct 162 79.0 105 76.6 57 83,,8 22 

Special conditions 17 8.3 13 905 4 5.9 13 

~ Categories were combined for X2 significance test (below) due to small 
expected cell frequencies associated with one of the categories. 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/ 
San Bernardino 

Experimental vs. Comparison: 

X2 df 

4.442 

21.228*** 
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p = 0200 

p< .. 001 

Pct • 

100.0 

5.4 

0 

59.4 

35.1 
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Table 53 
Type of Di~position 

For Revocation Charges Received During A Six Month Follo~,-up Period 
by Stp.dy Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Type of disposition for 
Experimental Comparison 

~01ia..L waJ.nu"t .t(~vers~ae/ 
revocation cha:rges received San 
during a six month Creek Berna:rdinc 
follow-up period No. ~ Pct. Nee I Pct. No.1 Pct. No. I Pct. 

Total revocation disposition~ 118 72 46 23 -
Dispositions pending 2 2 0 1 
Total minus pending 116 100.0 70 100.0 46 100.0 22 100.0 

Continued on parole •• " .. , 63 54.3 34 48.6 29 63.0 15 68.2 
(by U.S. or DA.) ~ (56) (27) (29) (13) 
(by parole board) (7) (7) (0) (2) 

Returned to custody by board. 53 45.7 36 51.4 17 37.0 7 31.8 

-
Y Di/?PQsi tions number less t'h9n total revocation charges as several charges may 

be disposed of with one action. 

EI U.S~ = parole Unit Supervisor; D.A. = parole District Administrator; Disposal 
of charges at these levels generally occurs for the less serious and/or first 
time charges. 

Proportion Returned to Custody by Board 

Walnut Creek vs Riverside/San Bernardino 

Experimental vs. Comparison: 
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z 

1 • .527 
1.707 

-L 
p =.126 
p =0087 (Corrected for 

Continuity) 

-

proportion of "Special Condition" violations (e.g., not to 

drink alcohol or to attend psychiatric outpatient clinics) 

than occurred for the experimental group (8.3% intensive vs. 

35.1% regular). 

Finally there was also a difference in how these 

revocation charges were disposed of. Violations of the 

conditions of parole can result in either a "continue on 

parole" or a "return to custody" (served either back in 

prison or in local jail, and for a varying period of time up 

to twelve months) disposition. A larger proportion of 

intensive supervision cases were ordered returned to custody 

by the parole board for their parole condition violations 

than occurred for the regular supervision cases, although 

the difference in proportions did not quite reach 

statistical significance (45.7% intensive vs. 31.8% 

regular). (Note: The number of dispositions received 

during the six month follow-up period total less than the 

number of revocati?n charges filed as several charges were 

often disposed of by one revocation action). 

Most serious disposition received. The third set of 

measures compares experimental ana comparison cases on the 

"most serious" disposition received during the six month 

follow-up period. The various cr:iminal and revocation 

dispositions received for each case were ranked (see 

Appendix C) and each case was coded for it's most serious 

disposition. The "most serious disposition" variable not 

-215-



f. 

only constitutes a single measure of the severity of recidivism 

during the six month pe~iod but it also permits comparisons to 

other C~lifornia Depa~tment of Corrections parole outcome data 

where the most serious disposition categories employed here are 

routinely qsed. The statistical significance of the differences 

between the study groups on the major categories of the most 

serious disposition variable were exam~ned using a difference of 

proportions test (z). 

Corresponding to the preceding findings for the total 

criminal and the total revocation charges.and dispositions, Table 

54 sho0s that a significantly larger proportion of the intensive 

supervision cases received the more serious dispositions than the 

regular supervision oases. Larger proportions of experimental 

than comparison .cases were retqrned to prison either by the board 

(18.6% intensive vs. 9.8% regular) or a court (15.5% intensive 

vs. 1.6% regular); and, vice versa, smaller proportions of the 

experimentals had "clean" records or "other favorable" 

dispositions (which include "arrest and release", "less than 

ninety day jail sentences" and "parole ab~conding for less than 

six months") during the six month follow-up period (62.0% 

intensive vs~ 88.5% regular). 

When the type of offense and severity of the offense 

charged in the most serious disposition are examined (Table 55), 

w.e find ~ntensive supervision cases were also charged with more 

serious types of offenses than were regular supervision cases, 

although these findings are limited by the small number of 
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'1'aO.Le '4 
Most Serious Disposition Received 

During A Six Month Follow-up Period 
by study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

serious disposition Experimental 

received during ·a 'six Total Walnut Riverside/ 

month follow-up period 

No. I 

Total, all cases 129 

Not returned to prison 85 

Clean/other favorable •• 0 80 
Miscellaneous unfavorable 1 
Pending •••••••••• ~o ••••• 4 

Returned to prison 44 

Board ordered ••• 0.00 •••• 24 
Court ordered •• 0.0 •••••• 20 

San 
Creek Bernardino 

Pct .. No .. I Pct. No. I 

100.0 75 1000 0 54 

65.9 47 62.7 38 

62.0 43 57.3 37 
00 8 1 103 0 

3.1 3 40 0 1 

3401 28 37.3 16 

18.6 15 2000 9 
1505 13 17.3 7 

Walnut Creek vs. 
Riverside/ 
San Bernardino . 

P..:-t. 

100.0 

70.4 

68.5 
0 
1.9 

29.6 

16.7 
13.0 

Comparison 

No.! Pct. 

61 1000 0 

54 88 0 5 

54 88.5 
0 0 
0 0 

7 11.5 

6 9.8 
1 1.6 

Experimental VS o 

Comparison 
Measure z z -1L. 

Proportion with "Return to prison" outcome 0.911 p =.363 

Proportion with "Clean/other favorable" 
outcome 

Proportion with "Board ordered" returns 
to prison 

Proportion with "Court ordered" returns 
to prison 

1.293 p ::.197 

0.673 p>- .500 
(corrected for 

continuity) 

00942 p =.347 
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4.647*** p ~ .001 
(corrected for 

continuity) 

3.741*** p < .001 

20199* p" .050 
(corrected for 

contintii ty) 

Not calculated - small N 

\ 



- - ~--- ------~---- '-------------~-

comparison cases (N=lO) with a most serious disposition involving 

a criminal charge during the six month follow-up period. 

Dichotomizing the most serious disposition offenses into felonies 

or misdemeanors, we find a significantly higher proportion of 

felony charges for the experimentals (B5.7%) than the comparison 

cases (40.0%). When the most serious disposition criminal 

charges were scored using the California Offense Severity Index 

(Appendix D, scale range = 01 to 99), the intensive supervision 

group had a higher average score {indicating more serious 

offenses) than the regular supervision group (43.8 intensive vs. 

27.9 regular), although this difference was not statistica~ly 

significant. Thus, using the most serious disposition categories 

as an index of the severity of recidivism during the six month 

follow-up period, we again find that intensive supervision was 

associated with more serious t:ypes of retUrns to illegal behavior 

than occurred in a similar group of high risk cases receiving 

only regular supervision. 

Custody-free days. The fourth and final measure is tr. 

number of non-custody days experienced by the study groups during 

the six month follow-up period. The findings from Table 56 are 

congruent with the higher recidivism rates discovered for 

intensively supervised cases in the preceding measures. The 

intensive sUpervision cases average less than five of the six 

month follow-up period in custody-free st.atUs as compared to the 

full six month period in custody-free se~tus for the regular 

supervision cases (141.8 days intensive vs. 170.2 days regular). 

The difference in mean days was statistically significant. 

-218-

.' 

~,' " 1 

~ 

t 
l 

~ 
\ 
\ 

L 

1 
1 

I , 
t 
I 
i 
1-

I· i . 

L \. 
t, 

11 
r1 

J; 
, " 
" 1; 
r: , ' l ' " 

l· 
r.,'1 , 
j' 
~, 

,;. 

For Most 

= 

--- ... ---

'l'aO.Le )) 

Offense Type and Severity 
Serious ])isposi tion Charge ])uring A Six Jllonth Follow-up Period 

by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE' SUPERVISION MO])EL) 
- - -

Offense type and 
ExperimentaJ. Comparison 

TotaJ. WaJ.nut Riverside/ severity for most San 
serious disposition charge Creek Bernardino 

No o I Pct. No. I Pct. No. I Pct. No. J Pct. 

Offense TYpe 129 75 54 61 

Not arrested or charged (Clean) 47 
TechnicaJ. parole condition 

26 21 42 
charge only 33 11 16 9 CriminaJ.1y charged 49 10000 32 100.0 17 100.0 10 100.0 

Fe~ony level offen~e 42 85.7 27 84.4 15 88.2 4 40.0 
Person offense 00 •••••••• (12) (8) (4) (2) 
Property offense 00 •• 00 •• (15) (13) ( 2) (2) 
Narcotic/drug offense •• 0 (13) (5) (8) (0) 
Other felony offense .eoo (2) (1) (1) (0) 

Misdemeanor level offense 7 14.3 5 15 .. 6 2 11.8 6 60.0 
Offense Severi t;'i .§/ 

Mean •••• oooo.o ••• oo~ ••• o •• 4308 42,,8 45.8 2709 
S.])" ••• 0 ••• 00 •• 00 •• 0 ••• 000 30.5 2906 31.8 34 .. 7 
N •• 00 •• 000 ••••• & ••••••• 0 •• 49 32 17 10 

Offense TYpe (Fe1on~ vs" Misdemeanor} z ---E-.. Walnut Creek vs" Riverside/ Not caJ.culated -San Bernardino: smaJ.1N 
Experimental vs. Comparison: 4.503*** p < ,,001 (corrected for 

continui ty) 
Mean'offense Severit~ t df' --1L Walnut Creek vs, Riverside/ -0.313 San Bernardino: 47 p ,. 0500 

Experimental vs .. ' Comparison: 1.448 57 p =.154 
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Table 56 

Custody - Free Days 
During A Six Month Follow-up Period 

by stud.y Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

.Experimental 

Custody-free days Total 

No.1 Pet. 
Ii 
II 
Ii 

Total, all cases 129 100.0 

001 - 030 days •• 0' •••• ., •••• 7 5.4 
031 ~ 060 days ...... ' ..... 9 7.0 

061 - 090 days •••••••••• ·tt 11 8.5 

091 - 120 days ••••• .., •• e .• " 14 10.8 

121 - 150 days • ~ ' ••••• e .... 9 7.0 
15;1 ... 180 days ......... 0 ' •• 15 11.6 

180 and over days •••••••• 64 49.6 

Mean ....... ' ... " .. ' . ., 141.8 
S.D. 0 •••• 0.0 •••• ·• 55,.0 

N .~.~ •••••••••••• 129 

if • . 
\1 

l1'ean Custody Free Days 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino 

Experimental vs. Comparison 
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Walnut 

Creek 
No. I Pet. 

75 

5 
6 

B 

7 
6 

9 
34 

100.0 

6.7 
8.0 

10.7 

9.3 
8.0 

12.0 

45.3 

136.8 

56.9 

75 

t 

-1.222 

Ri..j.~rside/ 
San 

Bernardinc 
No. I Pet. 

';' 

54 100.0 

2 3.1 
3 5.6 

3 5.6 . 
7 13.0 

3 5.6 
6 11.1 

30 55.6 

148.8 

51.3 

54 

-3.647*** 

df 

127 
188 

Comparison 

No.1 Pet. 

61 100.0 

2 3.3 
0 0 

1 1.6 

2 3.3 
1 1.6 

8 13.1 

47 7700 

170.2 

36.7 
61 

-E" 
p =4225 
p <. .001 

., 

" 

-,';,.: 

; 

t 
I 

Thus, the four sets of measures examined all showed that 

the intensive supervision model cases experienced less successful 

outcomes during a six month follow-up period than a similar group 

of high risk cases which received regular supervision. However, 

findings based on short follow-up periods are sometimes 

considered unreliable, and could be interpreted as showing that 

intensive supervisiort cases failed earlier but not necesarily 

more often. It is necessary to examine the findings associated 

with a longer one year follow-up period before drawing any 

conclus~ons. 

Twelve Month Outcome 

Twelve month outcomes were examined for an 80% subsample 

of the study cases, including 117 of the 131 experimentals and 37 

of the 62 comparison cases. (Inadequate t~me had elapsed, or 

follow-up data was unavailable, for 14 experimental and 25 

comparison cases.) The same set of four outcome measures used in 

the preceding analysis were used to analyze the twelve month 

recidivism activity. The findings are presented in Tables 57-65 

and are briefly summarized below. 

Parole status. By the end of the twelve month follow-up 

period, almost half of both the intensive (47.9%) and the 

compa~ison cases (40.5%) were still under supervision. Also 

approximately equal proportions were inactive after having their 

parole revoked by the parole board (13.7% intensive vs. 13.5% 

regular). However, a significant difference did exist in the 

proportions terminated after a new court commitment to prison 
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(23.1% in~ensive vs. 2.7% regular) and the pioportions terminated 

after a discharge from parole (15.4% ~ntensive vs. 43.2% 

regular). Thus, approximately equal proportions of both 

experimentals and comparisons remained under supervision by the 

end of the twelve month follow-up period but for those 6ases 
'J 

where parole was terminated the two groups differed significantly 

on the means of termination (Table 57). 

Criminal and revocation charges, dispositions. A larger 

proportion. of the experimen.tal group had criminal cha,rges filed 

against them than occurred for the comparison group (61. 5% 

intensive vs. 40.5% regular), and they also averaged more charges 

per case (2.86 intensive vs. 1.87 regular; Table 58). The 

charges filed were more likely to be felony level ch8.rg@§ than 

misdemeanors (86.6% intensive vs. 63.0% regular, Table 59); and 

they were more likelY to result in the more serious criminal 

court dispositions (Table 6a). (As in the six month analysis the 

interpretation of the differences in dispositions was hindered by 

a larger number of comparison ca,ses with "pending" and therefor~ 

unknown dispositions. However, even if the "pending" charges 

resulted in new prison co,rnmitments, the mix of comparison group 

dispositions would still be less serious than the experimental 

group dispositions.) Thus, it appears that intensive supervision 

was associated wi'~;h a greater frequency of felony level charges 

which resulted more often in sentences to prison. 

It is noted that the earlier difference found in the six 

month ani;llysis showing more abort~d (i .,e., dropped, dismissed or 
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Program Status 
At End of, Twelve Montb:Follow-up Period 

JbyStlidy Group 
(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

, .. -- ", " 

Program status at end of twelve Total 

month follow-up period, 

" 
-~ ,_.- , - ~o_. I ,Pct. 

Total all cases 131 :.1~ 

Unknown follow-up 14 
Total, less unlrnown 117 100.0 

Under Intensive Supervision 25 21.4 

Active, with no charges .. (2) 
Active after an arrest or 

violation (11) 
Active with charges pending (12) 

Transfer to regular supervision 31 26 0 5 

Active, with no charges (11) 
Aqt! ve after an arrest or 

violation (11) 
Active with charges pending (9) 

Inactive, parole revoked 16 13.7 

Parole terminated after new 
court couuni tment 27 23.1 

Parole terminated due to discharB:e 18 l5 .. 4 

~ Includes one case which died 

Walnut Creek vs .. Riverside/San Bernardino 

Proportion Under Intensive Supervision: 

Experiment Comparison 

vlalnut Riverside/ 
San 

Creek BSrnardino 
,],io.1 Pct. No. T Pct. No. I Pct. 

77 54 62 
12 2 25 
65 100.0 52 100.0 37 100.0 

15 23.1 10 19.2 0 0 

(2) (0) 

(6) (5) 
(7) (5) 

20 30.8 11 21.2 15 40.5 

(10) (1) (4) 

(5) ( 6) (10) 
(5) (4) (1) 

11 16.9 5 9.6 5 13.5 

17 26.2 10 19.2 1 2.7 

2 3~1 162/ 30.8 lGEi 43 .. 2 

z 

Proportion Transfered to Regular Supervision: 
0.512 
1 .. 169 
1.61~ 

p , .500 
p =.24'6 

Proportion Inactive, Parole Revoked: 

Proportion Terminated Due to New Court 
Commitment: 

Proportion Terminated Due to Discharge From 
Parole: 

Experimental vs. Comparison 

Proportion Under Intensive or Regulro:': 
Proportion Inactive, Parole Revoked: 
Proportion Terminated Due to New Commitment: 
Proportion Terminated Due to Discharge From 

Parole: 

·-223-

0.893 

p =.10 5 (Corrected for 
Continuity) 

p 1:.373 

Not calculated - small N 

O. 781 p =.430 
0.031 p;> 0500 
Not calculated - Small N 

3.35~- p < .001 
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Table 58 r 
C~iminal ~d Revooation Charges Filed DlJ,ri:Qg A Twelve Mont\"! Follow-up Period 

~ 

by Study Grou~ . 

(INTENSIVE sup~nSIOlIT M;OD:E;L) 

" " " .. 

.Criminal ~d revocation Exnerimental Comparison 
Total Wal~w~ ltiver!?ide! 

cl'larges filed during a San 

t,.elve m~nth follow-up period Creek Berna,rdin.,2 
No.1 Pct. No'~ I' Pct. No.1 Pct. No. I Pct. 

CRllITNAL CHARGES 117 100.0 65 100.0 52 100.0 37 100.0 

None filed 

Charge~ filed 

One charge •••••••••••• 0 

Two charges •••••••••••• 

Three charges .~.~ ••• o •• 

Four ch~g~s ••• ~ ••••••• 

Five or more charges ••• 

TO.tal charges ••••• 0 • 

Mean charges/case charged 

45 
72 

(25) 
(11) 
(15) 
(6) 

(15) 

38.5 21 
61.5 44 

(12) 
(2; 

(11) 
(4) 

(15) 
206 

2.86 

32.3 24 
67.7 28 

(13) 

155 
3.52 

(a) 
\/r 

(4) 

(2) 

(0) 

46.2 2Z 

53.8 15 
(8) 

(3) 

(2) 

. (2) 

(0) 

51 
1.82 

59.5 
40.5 

28 
1.87 

REVOCATION CHARGES 117 100.0 65 100~0 52 100.0 37 100.0 

None filed 

Cbarge s filed 

One charge ••••••••••••• 

Two charges •••••••••••• 

Three charges •••••••••• 

Four charges ••••••• ~.o. 

Five or more oharges ••• 

Total ohC!Xges 
11ean charges/case charged 

25 
92 

(18) 
(17) 
(n) 

(13) 
(23) 

CRIMINAL CHARGES (Filed vs. Not filed) 
Walnut Creek v~ ~River:;;ide/ . 

San Bertla,r~:hno: 
Experimental vs. Compar~sQn: 

REVOCATION CHARGES (Filed vs.Not Filed) 
Walnut Creekvs.· Ri verside/ 

San B~rna.+d~no: 
Expf!rimental vs. Comparison: 

21 .. 4 13 
78.6 52 

(7) 

(7) 

(12) 

321 
3.49 

(9) 

(17) 

2o.~O 12 

80.0 40 
(11) 
(10) 
(9) 

(4) 

(6) 

210 
4 .. 03 

z 

1.544 
2.248* 

0.407 
2.3-12* 

23.1 15 
76,,9 22 

111 
2.78 

..lL. 
p ~.124 
p .(..050 

P it .500 
p < .050 

, ) 0, 
(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

(3) 

40..:5 
59.5 

56 
2.54 

~ .., I,' 

, ../ 

& 

Table 59 
Type of Criminal Offenses 

Charged During Twelve Month Follow-up Period 
by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Type of criminal offenses !bcnerimental 

oharged during a twelve Total Walnut Riverside/ 
month follow-up period Sa.'I'l 

Creek Bernardino 
No. J Pct. No. I Pct. No. I Pct., 

Total criminal charges 206 155 51 
Unknown typ e 4 2 2 
Total less unknown 202 100.0 153 100.0 49 100.0 

Felony 175 . '86 0 6 133 86.9 42 85.7 

Person .o ••••••• ~ ••••• o •• (48) (37) (11) 
Property 0 ••••••••••• 0 ••• (60) (54) (6) 
Narcotics, drugs •••••••• (34) (15) (19) 
Other felony ••••••••••• 0 (33) (27) (G) 

l1i.sdemeanor 2'''{ 13.4 20 13.1 7 14.3 

Proportion ''lith Felony Level Charges z ..lL. 

Co~parison 

No. I Pct. 

28 
1 

27 100 0 0 

17 63.0 

(8) 
(6) 

(2) 
(1) 

10 370 0 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino: 0.304 p > .500 (Corrected for 

Experimental vs. Comparison: 3.911*** p < .001 Continuity) 
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Table 60 

Type of Disposition 
Charge Received During A Twelve Honth Follow-up Period 

by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPER\~SION MODEL) 

- ----~------------

..... 
I 

Type of disposition for E rnerimental Comparison 
. each crim3.nal .c4arge Total \'lalnut Riverside/ 
received during a twelve S 
month follow-up period Creek I3erna~i:iino 

No. 1 Pct. No. ~l Pct. No.1 Pct. No. ! 

Total criminal charges 206 100.0 155 100.0 51 100.0 28 

Charges dropped, dismissed or 
acquitted ••• $ ••••••••••••••• 81 39.3 62 40.0 19 37.3 12 

Convicted, sentenced to jail •• 32 15.5 22 14.2 10 19.6 8 

Convicted, sentenced to prison. 76 36.9 62 40.0 14 27.5 1 

Disposition pending ••••••••••• 17 8.3 9 5.8 8 15.7 7 

X2 
Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino: 6.974 

df 
-3 -L 

p =.100 

Experimental vs. Comparison: l7.581-··~ 3 p l...001 
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Pct. 

100.0 

42.9 

28.6 

3 .. 6 

25.0 

acquitted) charges for the experimentals did not hold up in 
I: 
') 

longer twelve .month analysis (Ta51e 60) and was therefore 
/;1 

considered a chance finding. 

this 

Examining revocation charges and dispositions after twelve 

months, we find a higher proportion of the intensive supervision 

cases had charges filed (18.6% intensive vs. 59.5% regular) and 

averaged more charges per case (3.49 intensive vs. 2.54 regular) 

(Table 58). The nearly 20 percentage point difference between 
( - ~~- '. 

experimental ,and comparison cases on the proportion of cases with 

revocation charge~ filed was statistically significant but 

represented a reduction from the larger 30 percentage point 

difference discovered after only six months (Table 49). The two 

groups also differed on which of four major types of parole 

conditions were charged (Table 61). Experimentals w~re more 

frequently charged with violating the "Criminal Conduct" 

condition (77.9% intensive vs. 66.1% regular) and less frequently 

charged with violating the "Special" conditions (8.7% intensive 

vs. 28.6% regular). Finally, only a small, non-significant 

difference was found after twelve months in the proportion 

ordered returned to custody by the parole board (49.4% intensive 

vs. 41.2% regular, Table 62). Thus, counter to the weaker 

finding based on the shorter term six month outcome the intensive 

supervision model·aoes not appear to be associated with more 

serious revocation dispositions during a twelve month follow-up 

period. Violations of the conditions of parole were charged to 

more cases and were charged more often, but they did not result 

in significantly greater proportions of "return to custody" 
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Ta.ble 61 
Type of Parole Conditions 

Charged During A Twelve Month Follow-up Period 
by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

, 

Experimental 
of parole conditions Total Walnut Riverside7 

San charged during a twelve 
month follow-up period Creek I3ernardi-9o 

No. l Pet~ I No. I 'n_..L. No·l "'_.1-
",r<';'\i. J .L. c''''. 

:rotal, all revocation charges 321 100.0 210 100.0 111 100 .. 0 

{;elease, reporting and travel 39 12.1 25 1189 14 12.6 

~ arole agent instructions 4 1.2 3 1.4 1 0.9 

Oriminal conduct 250 77.9 163 77.6 87 78.4 

Special conditions 28 8.7 19 9.0 . 9 8.1 

I , 

Compariso n 

No. I n_~ .£; v v. 

56 100.0 

2 3.6 
1 1..8 

37 66.1 

16 28.6 

!I Categories were combined for X2 significance test (below~ due to small expected 
cell frequencies associated with one of the categories. 

X2 df ....lL --, 
Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino: 0.080 2 P > .500 

Experimental vs. Comparison: 19.493*** 2 p -< .001 

.. I' 

I 
~'l 
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Table 62 
Type of Disposition 

Charges Received During A Twelve Month Follow-up Period 
by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Type of disposition for Experimental revocation charges received ComtJarison 

during a twelve month Total 

follo'l'r-up period 
No o , 

Total revocatio:n dispositions§!' 185 
Dispositions pending 9 
Total minus pending 176 

Continued on parole ••• a 0 •••• ,; " 89 
(by U.S. or D.A',}Y (73) 
(by parole board) (16) 

Rettu;'l'led to custody by board •• , 87 

Walnut Riverside! 
San 

Creek lBernardino 
Pct. No. , Pct. No. j Pct. No. 1 Pct. 

.:.l. 111 

5 
14 
4 

35 
1 

100.0 106 1000 0 70 100.0 34 100.0 

50.6 47 

(34) 
(13) 

44.3 42 
(39) 

(3) 

49.4 59 55.7 28 

60.0 20 

(19) 
(1) 

40.0 14 

58.8 

41.2 

Y Disp?sitions number less than ~evocation charges as several charges may disposed 
of w~th one parole board action 

EI U.S. = parole Unit Supervisor; D.A. ~ parole District Administrator: Disposal o:f 
charges at these levels generally occurs for the less serious and/or first time ' 
charges 

Proportion Returned to Custody by Board 

Walnut Creekvs. Riverside/San Bernardino: 

Experimental vs. Comparison: 

Walnut Creek vs. Comparison: 

RiverSide/San Bern~ino vs. Comparison: 

z 

2.044* 
0.879 
1.481 
0.118 

p'" .050 
p =.379 
p =.139 
p) .500 



- ---- - -~-----------------------~-

actions taken by the parole boa~d. There was an increase in 

legal sanctions imposed on the intensive supervision cases, but 

the increase was in criminal rather than revocation dispositions. 

Most serious disposition received. Examining the most 

serious of the total criminal and revocation dispositions 

received during the twelve month follow-up period, (Table 63), we 

find essentially the same difference noted above. A 

significantly larger proportion of the experimentals received a 

court-ordet'~rl return to prison disposition (29.1% intensivE.- vs. 

2.7% comparison), and a smaller proportion had IIcleanll records or 

lIother favorable ll disposition (35.8% intensive vs. 64.9% 

regular). The charges filed for those cases whose most serious 

dispositions involved a criminal charge were more often at the 

felony (as opposed to misdemeanor) level and averaged a 

significantly higher score on the California Offense Severity 

Index (Table 64) for experimental as opposed to comparison cases.' 

Custody-free days. The average number of cU$tody-free 

days in the twelve month follow-up period was significantly', wer 

for the experimental as opposed to the comparison group (238.7 

days intensive vs. 305.4 days regular, Table 65). 

Thus, like the six month follow-up analysis, twelve month 

findings show that cases intensively supervised were associated 

with more frequent <;lnd more serious returns to criminal activity 

than a similar group of high risk cases which received only 

regular supervision. According to the twelve month outcomes, 

intensive supervision cases were more likely and more often 
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Table 63 
Most Serious..- Disposition Received 

During A Twelve Month Follo~-up Period 
by study Group 

(n~ENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Most serious disposition im~.,,+'::.l Comparison 
Total Walnut Riverside/ 

received. during a twelve San 
month follow-up period Creek Bernardinc 

- No •• Pct. No. I Pct. No. I Pct. No. J Pct. 

Total, all cases 111 100.0 65 1000') 52 100.0 31 100.0 

Not returned to prison 52 4404 25 38.5 27 51.9 26 70.3 

Clean/other favorable •••• 42 35.8 21 32.3 21 40 .. 4 24 64.9 
Miscellaneous unfavorable 5 4.3 2 3.1 3 50 8 0 0 
Pending ••••••••••••••••• 5 4.3 2 3.1 3 5.8 2 5.4 

Returned to prison 65 55.6 40 61.5 25 48.1 11 29.7 

Board ordered ••••••••••• 31 26 .. 5 17 26.2 14 26.9 10 27.0 
Court ordered •••••••• o.~ 34 29.1 23 35.3 11 21.2 1 2.7 

Walnut Creek VB. Experimental vs. 
Riverside/San Berna rdi no Comparison 

z --1?- z -L 
Proportion with "Return to prison" outcome 1.449 p =.147 20747** p < .010 
Proportion with "Clean/other favorable" 

outcome 0.908 p =.363 3.118*** p < .001 
Proportion with ":Bee rd Ordered" returmto 

prison 0 p =0500 0.060 p >.500 
Proportion with "Court Ordered" returns to 

prison 1.670 p =.095 not calculated-Small N 
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Table 64 

Offense Type and Severity 
Sal:'ious Disposition Charge During A Tw'eive .Honth Follow-up Period 

by Study Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION N:ODEL) 
, " - " " «. 

;, . --, - "1\ ~ >,' - .> ,.-,,,.,,, ,,--,. ~.,. , -", .. 

r 

type 
" 

severity Experimental Comparison Offense and 
-

for most serious 

disposition charge 

Qffense Type 

Not arrested or charged (clean) 

TeclliLtcal parole condition charge 
only 

Criminally charged 

Felony off~rlse 

Person offense •••••• 

Property offense •••• 

Narcotic/drug offense 

Other felony offense. 

Misdemeanor offense 

Offense Severity 

S.D •• ~ •••• ~ ••••••••• ~ ••• 

TotaJ. WalIiI.lt Riverside! 
San 

Bernardino - Cr'eek 
No •. l'· Pet. No •. \ Pet. No. I Peto_ No. 

117 

24 

22 

71 

59 

(24) 

(13) 

(17) 

(5) 

12 

65 

13 

9 
100.0 43 

83.1 37 

(17) 

(10) 
(6) 

(4) 

16.9 6 

50.7 
30.8 

71 

52 

11 

13 

100.0 28 

86.0 22 

(7) 

(3) 
(11) 
(1) 

43 

15 

... 8 

100.0 14 

78.6 9 

(4) 

(5) 
(0) 

(0) 

21 .. 4 5 

47.1 
31.6 

Offense TYJl~(Fe1ony va. Misdemeanor) z .J?.. 

r Pct". 

100.0 

31.7 
27. ~. 

14 

" / 

vlalnut Creek Vs. Riverside/San Bernardino: 1.150 p =0250 (Corrected for 
Continuity) 

ExperimentaJ. vs. Comparison: 

Neall Offense Severity 

Walnut Creek va. Riverside/San Bernardino: 

ExperiIiiEmtal vs. Comparison: 

-;:A .• 
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2.737** 

t 

S?7B5 
20 128* 

p ~0010 (Corrected for 
Continui ty) 

..M.-. .J?.. 

69 
83 
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Table 65 
Custody-Free Days 

TIuring,A Twelve Month Follow-up Period 
by Study Group 

(I;NTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Experimental Comparison 

Custody-free days 
Total Walnut Rj,verside/ 

San 
Creek Bernardinc 

No. I Pct~ No. I Pct. No. J Pctp No. I Pet. 

Total, all cases 117 100.0 65 10000 52 100.0 37 100.0 

001 - 030 days 

031 - 060 days 

061 - 090 days 

091 - 120 days 

121 - 150 days 

151 - 180 days 

181 - 210 days 

211 - 240 days 

241 - 270 days 

271 - 300 days 

301 - 330 days 

331 - 360 days 

••••• 00 

.0 •••• 8 

••••• 00 

.eoo ••• 

....... 
•• 0 •••• 

••• 0 •• 0 

361 and over days .00. 

Mean custody-free days 

S.,J): 

N 

3 

9 
6 

12 

7 
4 
8 

6 

5 
6 

3 
11 
37 

2.6 3 

7.7 6 

5.1 4 
10.3 8 

6.0 5 

3.4 4 
6.8 3 
501 4 
4.3 1 

501 3 
2.6 1 

9.4 5 

31.6 18 

258.7 
120,,8 

117 

t 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino -2 .. 254* 

Experimental vs. Comp~~son -3.040** 

4.6 0 

9.2 3 
60 2 2 

12.3 4 
7.7 2 

6.2 0 

4.6 5 
6.2 2 

1.5 4 
406 3 

1.5 2 

7.7 6 

27.7 19 

216.5 

124.1 
65 

Walnut CreeR: vs. Compaxison 

Riverside/Sap Bernardino vs. Comparison 

3.717*** 

1.703 

df 

115 
152 

100 

87 
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o 0 o 
504 
o 
2.7 

5.4 

2.7 

2.7 

2.7 
o 
o 

5.8 2 

3 .. 8 0 

7.7 1 
3.8 2 

o 1 

9.6 1 

3.8 1 

7.7 0 

5.8 0 

3.8 5 

11.5 3 

36.5 21 

13.5 
8.1 

266.5 

110.4 

52 

-E.... 
p < .050 

p < .010 

p < .001 

p =.093 

97.0 

37 
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criminally charged for the more serious types of offenses. 

Furthermore, intensively supervised cases were more likely to 

receive new court commitments to prisons and to serve more time 

in custody than regularly supervised high risk cases. Six month 

outcome differences showing more board ordered returns to custody 

for the experimentals did not hold in tHe twelve month outcome 

analysis. 

Alternative Objectives_: Increase Verification and Sanctions 

'l'he preceding analysis has examined the effecti veness of 

the intensive supervision model as a preventive/deterrent 

influence. Project planners hypothesized that placing a close 

watch on the activities of high risk parolees early in the parole 

period would reduce the opportunities for parolees to become 

reinvolved in illegal activity and encourage them to remain crime 

free. At the same time project planners stated that once a 

parolee was discovered as having returned to criminal activity 

(i.e., deterrence had failed), they would work to increase the 

frequency and severity of the legal sanctions placed on such 

cases. Essentially, two different slets of goals were 

established. 

Methodologically, this created a problem for the 

evaluation. The measures for these two sets of objectives would 

be expected to move in opposite directions with decreased 

recidivism rates expected for the deterrence objective and 

increased recidivism rates and/or increased severity of 

-234-
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dispositions for the control objective. And, other than a case 

study approach there was no easy way to separate cases involved 

in illegal activities from those not suspected of involvement as 

such reinvolvement not only varied on a case-by-case basis but 

also on a day-by-day basis for each case. The features of the 

intensive supervision model which made it different from the 

investigation model were that cases were supposed to be placed 

under intensive supervision early in the parole period (before 

criminal activity had a chance to occur) and the agent was 

suppose to assume full case load responsibilities on the case 

which included the delivery of various services to the parolee. 

For these reasons, the decision was made to examine the outcome 

data first from a prevention and deterrence perspective. If 

deterrence in fact failed, then the outcome data would be 

examined from an increased controls and sanctions perspective. 

Therefore, the six and twelve month outcome findings were 

reexamined in terms of the increased controls and sanctions 

objective. That is, given that intensive supervision failed to 

reduce returns to criminal activity, the question became "can it 

lnc~ease the frequency and severity of the controls and sanctions 

placed on high risk parolees which do return to illegal 

activities?" 

Significant differences were found between experimentals 

and comparisons, after both six and twelve months, on the 

proportions criminally charged, the number of criminal charges 

per case, the severity of the criminal charges, the severity of 
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the criminal dispositions received, and the days expended in 
\ 

custody. The direction of the differences showed that intensive 

supervision cases were more frequently and severely sanctioned 

for their criminal activity (Table 48-65) than high risk cases 

under regular supervision. If the intensive supervision model 

did p~oduce the increase in criminal charges and sanctions found 

then we would expect that intensive supervision agents 

accomplished this by increasing the contribution that regular 

agents normally make to the "detectibn" and "processing" of new 

charges. This causal link between the model's supervision 

activities and the outcomes is examined next. 

Agent Contribution to Detection and Processing 

Three measures were used in an attempt to capture the 

intensive supervision agents' contribution to new charge 

detectidh and processing, none of which "exactly" or "fully" 

captures their activity and all of which were biased by the 

greater tendency of the high control as opposed to regular 

supervision Cigents to record such :infQrmCition. The thJ::'ee 

measures include: (1) the major source and kind of information 

or activity which led to the most serious twelve month 

disp,?sJtion received (called the "means" variable, see page 156 

for de~ivation), (2) the proportion of cases where the parole 

agent provided assistance in the criminal prosecution of the most 

serious criminal disposition received during a twelve month 

follow-up period, and (3) the proportion of cases wh~re 
\\ 

contraband (weapons, narcotics br stOlen property) was 

confiscated by the Cigent during the supervision period. 

.. 

An examination of the "Means'.' variable shows that the high 

contrpl agents were the major so~rce of the information or 

activity leading to the verification of the most serious 

dispositton charges in 17 •. 2% of the. cases, and worked with local 

law en:l:orcement in anothe.r 12.9% of the cases, for a combined 

total of 30.1% of the cases. H . .owever, thJ,s combined total was 

the same as that found for the comparison group where regular 

supervision agents were the major source of information and 

actiifity leading to the most serious disposition in 31.8% of 

thei~ cases. For both study groups law enforcement officials 

working alone were the major source of information and activity 

leading to the most serious dispOSition in a majority of the 

cases (57.Q% intensive vs. 68.2% regular). Thus, the intensive 

supervision agents appeared to work mOre closely with law 

enforcement than regular agents in verifying parolee criminality 

(Le.,confirming criminality by qemOnStrCition, evidence or 

testimony) but they did not on their own appear to verify more 

criminality than is ordinarily verified by regulqr agents (Tabl, 

66). 

A slightly higher proportion of the experimental group's 

most serious criminal. disposition 0.9.7%) than the compCirison 

group's most serious criminal disposition (14.3%) involved the 

parole agent providing some kind of assistance (e.g., assisting 

in evidence search, securing parolee cqnfession) in the criminal 

court prosecution p:t;:,ocess (Table fj7), but the difference was not 

large. 
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Table 66 

"IYleans" Leading To Host Serious Disposition 
Received During'A Twelve Nonth Follow-up Period 

by Study Group 

(INTENSI~~ SUPERVISION MODEL) 

------------------------------------------------.• ~ 

.lTI: qlerimental Co~arison 

ition 2:1 Total y[alnut Riverside/ 
San 

"1vIeans" leading to most SeriOi.1S dispos 

CJ:'~E:lk Berna rdi nc 
-. t No. Det. i No. Pct.1 No. Pct.' No. 

Total, all cases ;i 117 

Not arrested or charged with a vio1atioli. 24 
Charged/ arrested 93 

ACTIVITrCONDucTED/INFGRNATI0N:SECUBED. BY'. HIGH.. CONTROL .AGENTS:,16 

Attempts to cont~t .o ....... o~ •••••••• oooo •••••••••••••••• 

Witness, victim statement or identification •••••••••••••• 
Associate, ini'ormant statement or identification •••••••••• 
Physical evidence obtained during s~~arch ••• 0 ." •• ~ •••••••• 
Test!;! results (incl. narcotics, alcohol, gun) ............ . 

ACTIVITY CONDUCTED/INFORHATION SECURED BY LAy[ ENFORCEflmNT 
c 

Witness, victim statement or identific~tion ••••••••••••• 0 

Physical evidence obtained during search ••••••••••••••••• 
Behavior observed during surveillaIlce ..................... . 
Other •••• o, •• o~~'" 0 • 0 0 0 • 0 • 0 •• 0 0 0 0 •••• if ••• 0 0 •••• 0 •••• 0. 0 ••••• 0 • 

/:Behavior 0 Pse:l1'Ved dlJXing xoutine patrol.;, 0 ••••• .- •••• j •• 0 .J' 

t
ldentified as wanted after patrol stop ~ , •••••••• " ••••••• J :, 

2.1 Se,arch conducted after patrol stop •• 0 ••••••••••••• 0 •••••• 

Response to citizen's call for ass:istance II> .... o •••••• 0 0 0 •• 

Decoy or fence operatio.n •• 0 •••• 0 .,. 0 •• ~, • e ••••• Q~ •••• 0 •••••• 

ACTIVITY CONDUCTED/INFORIv".LA.TION SECURED EY HIGH CONTROL 
AGENTS AND LAW ENFORCEMENT SIMULTANEOUSLY 

Witness, victim statement or identification ••••••• 0 ••••• 

Confession of parolee .o ••••• o ••••• ~ ••• oo •••• o •• oo •••• o •• 

Physical evidence obtained during search .~ .............. . 
Test results (incl. narcotics, alcohol, gun) •••••••••••• c '. 

.(' 

i) 

10 
1 
1 
2 
2 

2.2. 
21 

2 
1 
3 

., " J.V 

2 
5 
5 
4 

12 

1 
2 
8 
1 

o· 

65 

13 
100.0 52 

17.2 6 

3 
1 
o 
o 
2 

57.0 .:g 
16 
o 
1 
2 

1 
o 
2 
4 
1 

52 

11 
100.0 41 

11.5 10 

7 
o 
1 
2 
o 

61.5 21 

5 
2 
a 
1 

7 
o 
2 
2 
2 

.2. 
1 
o 
4 
o 

I' 

37 
15 

100.0 22 

24.4 

51.2 12. 
2 
1 
o 
o 

3 
1 
2 
6 
o 

Pct. 

100.0 

68.2 

I 
""l.· .' 

I 
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Table 66 - continued 

,'" 
. ~.~ .. Experimental Comparison 

.,1 .. ,. . -. .. 

"Means" leading to most serious disposition 

ACTIVITY CONDUCTEDjIlOOffi.1ATION SE01JPJill) EY 11EGTILAR SUPERVISION 
AGE}J'"T 

Attempts to contact ••••••••• •.•••• 0 ••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••• 

Witness, victim statement or identification •• 0 •••••••••••• 

Associate, informant statement or identification •••••••••• 
Confession of parolee •• 0 ••••••• 000 •••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 

Other ••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••• 

OTHER MEANS 

Total 

NoeJ 

2 
o 
o 
o 
1 

Pct~ 

Walnut 

Creek 
No. I Pct. 

2 

2 
o 
o 
o 
o 

9.6 

Riverside/ 
San 

lBernardino 
No. J 

1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

Pct. 

9.8 

No.1 

1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
o 

Q. 

Pct,. 

31.8 

o 

E:! The "11eans" measure reflects both the major acti vi ty or in;formation leading to the most s(")!.'ious disposition 
charges and the major individual or agency responsible for conducting the activity or securing the information 

!I Activities (e.g., street patrolling) not enco~porated into the High Control Model and performed only by law 
enforcement agencies 

Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardi no :x2 not calculated due to large number of cells with small expected 
frequencies. 
Experimental vs. Comparison: X2 not calculated due to large numb~r of cells with small expected frequencies. 
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Table 67 
Parcle Agent Assistance vIi th Prosecution of ,Most S,~rio1.1.s Disposition Criminal Charges 

During A Twelve Month Follow-up Period 
by S"l;udy Group 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

Parole agent assistance E::x:perimental Comparison 

wi th criminal charge Total W;llnut Riversidel 
prosecution San 

Creek Bernardinq 

- No. , Pet., No. I Pct. ,No ••. t , Pct~\ No. ~Pct. 

Total, all cases 117 65 52 37 

Not auested or charged 24 13 11 15 
Technical parole violat.~.on charge 
only 22 9 13 8 
Criminally charged 71 100.0 43 100.0 28 100.0 14 100.0 

No assistance with prosecution •• 57 80.3 37.:. 66 •. 1 20 71.4 12 85.7 
Assisted with prosecution •••••• 14 19.7 6 13.9 8 28.6 2 14.3 

Turn over evidence (3) (1) (2) (0) 
SecuJ.'s parolee.confession (2) (2) (0) (0) 
Assist with evidence search (7) (2) (5) (2) 
Other (2) (1) (1) (0) 

------~~=F======~~----~----____ ~~ _____________________ '._ 
Proportion"Assisted With Prosecution" z 

Walnut Creek vs Riverside/San Bernardino,: 0.029 
-P.... 

p> .500 (Corrected for 
Continuity) 

EXperimental vs Comparison: Not calculated - Small N 

-24.0-

r, 

-------------...----------------.-~~.-

The final indicator, contraband confiscated (Table 68), 

shows that a small number of the experimental cases involved the 

confiscation of some kind of contraband by the supervising agent 

and, proportionately, this number was slightly higher than that 

found for comparison cases. A higher proportion of the 

ex~erimental than comparison cases had weapons (11.5% intensive 

vs. 1.6% regular), narcotics (11.5% intendlve vs. 3.2% regular) 

or stolen property (3.8% intensive vs. 0% regular) confiscated. 

The above analysis showed that the intensive supervision 

agents only slightly increased the agent's contribution to the 

detection and processing of new charges and dispositions. It 

" 
appears to have done so l~rgely by working with rather than 

independently of law enforcement. As under regular supervision, 

law enforcement eontinues to be the major source of information 

and activity leading to the new criminal charges and 

dispositions. The increase in the agents' contribution to 

criminal activity detection and charge processing appears too 

small to account for the large differences found between 

experimentals and comparisons in recidivism rates. An 

examination of outcome differences across the two experimental 

demonstration sites suggests yet another possible explanation 

for the outcome variance found. 

Outcome Differences Between Demontration Sites 

An earlier analysis of differences between the two 

demonstration sites in the operations and activities conducted 

(Chapter VIII) indicated a few significant differences which 
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Table 68 
" Contraband Confiscated 

by Study Groull 

(INTENSIVE' SUPERVISION MODEL>, 

I-::~-=-"""-''::: EJt":;:;~~le~r;.:im::::' e~n:.:::tal~.,...-;:;-,-__ -:-:--rl Compariso!i * 
TotalWa,lnut Riversidel 

San 
Contraband 
Confisca;ted 

Creek $ Bernardin 
____________ --.,....---.,....----------+r~-N~1-0~-~~I-.P~ct-+~N~~,~,~T~-~~~+.-+~l~~n~~~p~~t~l~fu--,~IP~ct,-

Weapons 

No~e ••••••••• , •••••••••••••••• ~ 

One or more •••••••••••••••••••• 

Narcotics/drugs 

None ••• ~ •• w ••• ~ •••••••••••••••• 

One or more •••••••••••••••••••• 

Stolen property 
': 

U9~e ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~. 

One' or more ••••••••••••••• , ••••• 

vTeapons 

1,1 100.0 77 100.0' 54' 100.0 62 100.0 

116 

15 

88~5" 66 

11.5 11 
85.7 50 
14., 4 

92.6 61 

7.4 1 

131 100.0 77 100.0 54 1oo~0 62 100.0 

116 88.5 69 89.6 47 87.0 60 96.8 
15 11.5, 8 '10.4 7 1,.0 2 3.2 

131 100.0 77 100.0 54 100.0 62 100.0 

126 96.2 73 94.8 53 98.1 62 100.0 

5 J.8 4 5.2 1 1.9 0 0 

\valnut Creek ys. Riverside/San Bernardino.: Not calculat!)d - Small N 

Not calculated - Small N Experimental va. Comparison: 

Na:'7~6iilcs/drugs 
...."... ." . 
<:'''alXlut Creek vs RiverSide/San Elernardino: 

~ . 
Not c?lculated - Small N 

Exp~rimental vs. Comllarison: Not calculated - Small N 

Stolen Property 

W~t Creek vs. Riverside/San, BernClrdino: Not calculate'" - Small N 

Experimental vs. Comparison: Not calcula,ted - Small II 
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could affect outcome. Specifically, the analysis of Chapter VIII 

showed a larger proportion of the Walnut Creek than the 

Riverside/San BernardinO cases were law enforcement referrals and 

were cases that had been on parole for some time before 

placement. These two findings suggested that Walnut Creek was 

placing cases already suspected of (or known to be) reinvolved in 

crime, and that the objective of these cases was to verify and 

apprehend rather than deter. The preceding activity analysis 

also showed that Walnut Creek spent more of it's time than 

Riverside/San Bernardino eXChanging information with law 

enforcement and making arrests -- activities more typical of the 

investigation rather than intensive supervision model. 

These pre-project selection factor differences suggest 

that the Walnut Creek study cases would experience higher 

recidivism rates than the Riverside/San Bernardino study cases 

during the follow-up period as some already appeared to be 

reinvolved in 'criminal activity at the time of placement. This 

section compares outcome differences across the two sites. 

Outcomes by units are reported in the same set of tables used to 

analyze six month (Tables 48-56) and twelve month (Table 57-68) 

experimental versus comparison differences. The statistical 

significance of the outcome difference between units was also 

tested (when sample size permitted) and is shown at the bottom of 

each table. 

An inspection of those tables shows three statistically 

significant differences and several large but non-significant 

differences of ten percentage points. In all instances the 

q .. 
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differences indicate higher recidiviBm ~ates in peth the six and 

the twelve menth eutceme perieds f.or the Walnut Creek as eppesed 

t.o the Riverside/San Bernar.pine cases. Fer example, the twelve 

menth eutcemes shew Walnut Creek had a larger prepertien .of cases 

with criminal charges filed (67.7~ Walnut Creek vs. 53.8% 

Riverside/San Bernardine)~ a larger prepertien .of the cri~inal 

charges were dispesed .of with new cenvictiens t.o prisen (40.0% 

Walnut Creek vs. 27.S~ ~iverside/San Bernardine), a larger 

prepertien of revecatien dispesitiens ~esulted in returns to 

custedy (55.7% Walnut Creek vs. 40.0% Riverside/San Bernardine), 

a larger prepertien .of cases r.ecei ved new ceurt cemmitments te 

prisen (35.3% Walnut Creek vB. 21.2% Riverside/San Bernardine), 

and cases experienced a lewer average number .of custedy-free days 

(216 Walnut Creek vs. 266 Riverside/San Bernardine). 

Interpretatien .of Findings 

The inc~ease feund in the high centrels agents' 

centributien te criminal activity detectien and charge precessing 

appeared tee small te acceunt fer the large recidivism rates 

differences feund between the expe~imental and cemparisen greups, 
• 

and between the Walnut Creek and Riverside/San Bernardine 

demenstratien sites. Rather the likely explanatien suggested by 

the preceding analysis is selectien facter differences. That is, 

the cases receiving intensive supervisien, particularly these at 

the Walnut Creek site, had a greater prepensity te recidivate 

than the cases in the comparisen grOup at the peint .of selectien. 
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This interpretatien was partially tested earlier in 

Chapter V when backgreund characteristics fer a sample .of cases 

frem the experimental and cemparisen greups, were cempared, 

including a cemparison .of Walnut Ct'eek te Riverside/San 

Bernardine cases • Hewever, that analysis was censidered tee 

weak te rule .out this interpr'etatien cenclusively (a mere 

adequately selected sample and a multivariate analysis weuld have 

been mere desireable). Seme suppert f.or the selectien facter 

differences interpretatien was previded in Chapter VIII. That 

analysis shewed that the cases selected fer intensive supervisien 

at the Walnut Creek site had experienced significantly mere time 

on~parele prier te high centrel placement than cases selected at 

the Riverside/San Bernardine site. Differences in "prier parele 

time" were alse feund between cases selected frem the two parele 

units which cemprised the cemparisengreup (i.e., the majerity .of 

Redweed City cases were new releasees while the majerity .of 

Ventura District cases had been en pare Ie fer ever sixty days at 

the time .of selectien, Table 38). As the lenger a case is en 

parele befere selectien the mere likely the case is knewn .or 

suspected .of recidivating, these differences in prier parele time 

ceuld account fer the higher recidivism rates feund fer the 

experimental ever cemparisen greup and fer the Walnut Creek ever 

the River.side/San Bernardine demenstratien site. 
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A special anaiysis shown: in ~able 69 JirectlY tests the 

effect of selection factor ditfer~nces on outcom~. Th~ 

rel~tionship between recidivism (measuted th~ee ways including 

percentof .. cases with (a) criminal charges; (b) revocation 

charg~s and (c) a return: to prison- dipposition tw~lve months 

after selection) and the study groups (exper-imental versus 

comparison and Walnut Creek versuS Ri versid'e/San Bernard ino) was 

excimined while contrbllin:'g on' selection factor cfifferences (i.e., 

prior parole time dichotomiz~d into ~hoBe cases with sixty or 

less and thos~ with sixty-one or more days on parole prior to 

selection). The meth06 used was test factbrstandardization~ It 

mak~s the outcomes across the sttidy groups mathe~atically 

equivalen~ to each other on: the variable of ~rior parole time by 

weighting each outcome according to the distribution of the prior 

parole time variabie for the"total sample". This standardized 

relationship (controlling' on prior parole time) is the.n compared 

to the original relatio'nship (not controlling on prior parole 

time) to determine if the originally large differences in 

recidi~ism rates are reduced. 
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The analysis shows that the higher recidivism findings for 

the Walnut Creek over the Riverside/San Bernardino site totally 

dissappears when prior parole .time differences are controlled 

for. Selection differences appear to totally account for the 

higher recidivism rates found for Walnut Creek as compared to 

Riverside/San Bernardino • 

The relationship between the experim2ntal and comparison 

group stays the same ~hen controlling on prior parole time but 

may be "masked" by collapsing an6 thereby neutralizing 

differences (which go in opposite directions) in prior parole 

time for the parole units within the experimental and within the 

comparison group. Because of the possibility of this masking 

effect, a better test of the affect of prior parole time is to 

analyze outcome differences between one unit within the 

experimental group which selected cases with extenSive prior 

parole time and one unit within the comparison group which 

selected new releasees; and to standardize each units' outcome on 

the prior parole time distribution of the other (as opposed to 

standardizing on the total sample, as was done in the above 

analysis). 

In Table 70, Walnut Creek is compared to Redwood Cityis 

recidivism rate first when standardizing the outcomes on the 

"prior parole time" distribution of the Redwood City Unit. The 

question addressed is, if Walnut Creek had primarily selected new 

releasees for intensive supervision as did Redwood City, would 

their recidivism rates be lower? In each of the three outcome 
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Table 69 
Twelve 1110nth Outcome 1-1easures by Study Group 

For the Original Relat~onship and the Relationship Standardized on Prior Time On Parole 
l INTENSIVE ':SUPERVISION MODEL) 

. 
ORIGINAL RELATIONSHIP - STAbIDARDIZED RELATIONSHIP 

Tw~lve Month Outcome F..x:-perimental Comparison ExperimentaJ. Comparison 

'~I~~7-
,r;.~ ver-

Measures Sub- \·lalnut· Sub- iRedwood Ventura Sub- Walnut side/ Sub- lRedwood 
c total Creek San total City Distric total Creek San total City Bernar 

D-1T=12) I l~rnar 
(N:::117) (N:::65). 11~g~) J~37} (N::2SJ i(N=1l7) (N::65) 

~no 

,(1'k37) (lb25) }kj2} 

, 
CRII-lINALCHARGES 100 .• 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

None i'il~d 38.5 32.3 46.2 60.5 53.8 75.0 38.5 36.3 36.,1 59.6 51~ 7 ',' 

Charges :filed 61,.5 67.7 53.8 39.5 46.2 25.0 61.5 63.7 63.9 40.4 48.3 

P~~OLE REVOCATION CHARGES lCO.O 100.0 ,100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
, . ,- ~" ... ~ 

None fi;L~,d 21.4 20.0 23.1 42.1 36.0 50.,0 21.4 22.5 18.,1 40.6 29.5 
Cha;,r:~s ,filed 78.6 80.0 76.9 57 .• 9 64.0 50.0 ,]8.,6 77.5 81.9 59c4 70.4 

HOST SERIOUS DISPOSITION 1.90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0, 100.0 100.0 - , . ~ '" . ,y-

Not r~t1A'Ped to prison 44.4 38.5 51.9 70.3 64.0 83.3 44.4 42.1 40.7 70.3 61.5 
Returne~ to prison 55.6 61.5 48.1 29.7 36.0 16.7 55.6 57.9 59.3 29.7 38.5, 

•• 

Ventura 
District 

(N=12) 

100.0 

Ei(b.3 

33.7 

100.0 

44.2 
55.8 

100.0 

81.4 
18.6 



.. 
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measures the recidivism rate differences between the two units 

\P " 

were reduced. In tBe second distribution also shown in Table 70, 

Walnut Creek is compared to Redwood City outcomes when 

standardizing the outcomes on the prior parole time distribution 

of the Walnut Creek Unit. In that comparison we are asking 

whether the Redwood City recidivism rates would have been higher 

had they selected cases with more extensive prior parole time • 

While some reduction occurred, Table 70 shows it was smaller and 

inconsistant across the three measures. Thus, it appears that 

differences in outcome between the Walnut Creek experimental unit 

and the Redwood City comparison unit are due more to the fact 

Walnut Cre~k cases had experienced more time on parole (i.e., 

were higher risks) than to the fact that Redwood City cases had 

not experience~ substantial time on parole prio~ to selection. 

More importantly, the above analysis demonstrates that at least 

part of the outcome difference between experimental and 

comparison cases in the intensive' supervision model is due to 

selection factors. 

Based upon the outcome effects that selection factor 

differences had, and upon the small increase in agent 

contribution to crime detection and processing it is difficult to 

determine conclusively that the close watch provided under 

intensive supervision led to an increase in controls and criminal 

sanctions. Rather it appears that the cases selected for 

intensive supervision, particularly those at.the Walnut Creek 

site, had a higher propensity to recidivate at the point of 

selection than the high risk cases selected for the comparison 
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Taple 70 
Twelve Jllonth Outcome Measures by Selected Unit 

For the Original Relationship and standardizing Each Unit on the Other 

Twel va Month Outcome 11easures 

CRII>lINAL CHARGES 

NO'nefiled 

Cha:t'ges filed 

PAROLE REVOCATIOn 

None filed 

Cha:rgss filed 

IlOST SERIOUS DISPOSITION 

lTot returned to prison 

ReturIled to prison 

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL) 

~ 
"STANDARDIZl!IT) ON REDvlOOn CITY UNIT" 

ORIGINAL 
RELATIONSHIP 
WaJ.nut Redwood 

Creek Cit;y' 

100.0 100.0 

32.3 53.8 

67.7 46.2 

100.0 100. On 

20,0 36.0 

80.0 64.0 

100.0 100.0 

38.5 64.0 

61.5 36.0 

STANDARDIZED 
RELATION~ 
WaJ.nut Redwood 
Creek City 

100.0 100.0 

40.2 52.0 

59 .. 8 ' 48.0 

100.0 100.0 

25.1 36.0 

74.·9 64.0 

100.0 100.0 

45.7 64.0 

54.336.0 

"STANDARDIZED ON \llALNUT CREEK UNIT" 

ORIGINAL 
RELATIONSHIP 
vlalnut Redwood 

Creek City 

100.0 100.0 

32., 53.8 

67.7 46 •. 2 

100.0 100.0 

20.0 36.0 

80.0 64.0 

100.0 100 • .0 

38.5 64.0 

61.5 36.0 

~ 

STANDARDIZED 
RELATIONSHIP 
vlalnut Redwood 

Creek Cit 

100.0 100.0 

32,,3 51 .. 3 

67.7 48.7 

100.0 100.0 

20.0 22.9 

80 •. 0 77.1 

100.0 100.0 

38.5 58.9 

61.5 41.1 
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group. If the increased law enforcement information exchanges, 

evidence collection activities and collateral contacts which 

occurred under intensive supervision; and if the small increase 

in the agents contribution to detection and criminal charge 

processing, did lead to more criminal sanctions for illegal 

activity, the effect is likely small. The selection factor 

differences also prevents conclusions from oeing reached 

regarding the deterrent effect of close watch; although previous 

eXperimentation with other intensive supervision models such as 

the California Work Unit Project show that close watch of parolee 

activity generally leads to "increased detection" of parole 

violations, thereby increasing rather than decreasing parolee 

recidivism rates. 

Chapter summary. This chapter examined the effectiveness 

of the intensive supervision model in reducing returns to 

criminal activity. To measure this objective the six and twelve 

month outcomes for 131 intensive supervision cases were compared 

to the outcomes of a similar group of 62 high risk cases which 

received only regular supervision. Outcome was measured several 

ways including (1) the parole status at the end of the follow-·up 

period, (2) the total criminal and the total revocation charges 

and dispositions received during the follow-up period, (3) the 

most serious disposition received and the severity of the charges 

underlying that disposition, and (4) the cus~ody-free days 

experienced during the follow-up period. 

The findings ishow the intensive supervision model was not 

associated with a reduction in the frequency and severity of 

iI 
\\ 
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subsequent criminal ac~ivity as was hypothesized by program 

planners. Rather, the close watch of parol'ee activity provided 

under the intensive supervision model was associat~d wIth an 

in~reas~ in the proport{on of cases with criminal charges, the 

average nu~ber of charge~ per case~ the severity of those 

charges, the severity of ~he crimin~l dispositions received and 

the days in custody. ~~e analysi~ also p~ovid~d some evidence 

that supervision instances where t6~ high control agents 

contributed to the detection and processing of charges was 

numerically small and only slightly greater under intensive than 

regular supervision. Selection factor differences between the 

cases comprising the experimental and the comparison groups were 

found to at least partially account for the increase in criminal 

sanctions found. An analysis of outcome differences across the 

two demonstration sites showed that the Walnut Creek site 

experienced a greater increase in the criminal sanctions received 

by it's cases than occurred at the Riverside/San Bernardinositer 

however, the outcome differerice was totally accounted for by case 

selection factor differences existing between the two sites. 
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CHAPTER X 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This evaluation has empirically examined the activities 

and outcomes associated with two different control-oriented 

models of parole supervision. In this concluding chapter the 
A 

implications of the findings in terms of it's intended objectives 

are discussed. In addition, the project's impact on several 

objectives not measured and on some longer ~ange objectives are 

explored. Finally, the place of high control supervision within 

California's recently implemented "New Model of Parole" i,s 

discussed. 

Summary of Findings for Each Model 

The investigation model was intended to increase the 

criminal activity verification and sanctions received for 

parolees suspected or known to be reinvolved in illegal 

a'ctivities. A comparison of the immediate outcomes of cases 

investigated to similar cases not investigated showed the 

investigation model was associated with (1) significantly more 

successful verifications of criminal and violational activity and 

(2) an increase in the revocation sanctions applied to parolees 

who were verified as returning to criminal activity. There was 

also some limited evidence that the investigation model was 

associated with an ~ncrease in the parole agent's contribution to 

the detection and processing of the new parole violation charges. 

Several explanations were considereed in Chapter VII to 

account for the increase rate of successful verifications and 
.1 

~ 
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revocation sanctions associated with the investigation model, 

including the more intensive evidence collection activities which 

distinguished investigative supervi~iori frbm regular supervision. 

However, weaknesses of the quasi-experimental design used and the 

smqll comparison group sample size prevented the type of analys~s 

necessary to conslusively rule out several other possible 

explanations for the outcome variance including case selection 

factor differences, community law enforcement 'support 

differenceS, and likely revocation decision-making practice 

differences existing across the experimental and comparison 

units. 

The intensive supervision model of the High Control 

Project was intended to prevent and deter parolees with serious 

prior criminal histories from returning to criminal activity. 

Project planners hypothesized lower recidivism rates one year 

after placement under intensive supervision than similar high 

risk cases recei~ing regular supervision. Six and twelve month 

follow-up findings showed intensive supervision was associated 

with (1) an increase in criminal charges filed, (2) more serious 

types of criminal dispositions, (3) an increase in the severity 

of the criminal charges, (4) an increase in Gustody time and (5) 

an increase in unsuccessful premature types of terminations from 

parole. Thus, counter to the hypothesized direction, intensive 

supervision was associated with an increase in the frequency and 

severi ty of returns to illegal acti v;!:cy~;\ 
,', f.l;, 

. ~f <8/ 
Several e~planations were co~sidered, First, the close 

r ~ ~ 
i) /' 

watch of parol~es under intensltve {6upervisioh and the increase in 
-~~. -: 
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evidence collection activities may have led to an increase rate 

of detection and verification of illegal activities. This 

interpretation is partially supported by other California studies 

of intensive supervision models such as the Work Unit Project 

where the close watch increased the detection of technical 

violations of the conditions of parole and increased the 

revocation rate. How~ver, the increase aSbociated with the 

intensive supervision model was in new "criminal" charges and 

sentences to prison, rather than in technical violations and 

administrative returns to prison. Furthermore, additional 

findings showed that the intensive supervision model was 

associated with only a small increase in the agent's contribution 

to the detection and processing of charges. Thus, there was 

nothing apparent about the intensive supervision model activities 

which would account for the increased number of criminal charges 

and new court commitments found. The second major explanation of 

outcome variance considered and positively supported by an 

additional control variable analysis was selection factor 

differences. Differences in the background of cases selected for 

intensive supervision particularly in the time on parole prior to 

selection, were shown at least partially to account for the 

outcome differences found between intensively and regularly 

supervised cases. Given this finding it was not possible to 

reach conclusions regarding the effect of intensive supervision 

in either reducing returns to illegal activities or increasing 

the verification and sanctions applied to those who did return. 
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Conclusions and Implications of Findings 

While selection factor differences and design weakness 

have prevented this evaluation from reaching the kind of 

conclusive findings desired, a few implications of the findings 

can be drawn including: 

-the two high control models are likely one model 
with different organizational structures. 

-supervision models based upon a close watch of 
parolees are more likely to lead to increased 
detection and therefore increased recidivism. 

-parole agents engaging in pre-arrest evidence 
collection activities "may" ihcrease the successful 
verification of suspected illegal activities but 
further research is needed. 

One or two high control models. An analysis of the 

activities and operations of the two high control models suggests 

that the two models may be one model, sharing the same ,rincreased 

controls and sanctions" objective, except operating under 

different organizational structures. All ten categories of 

supervision activity types were found to characterize both high 

control models. The frequent evidence collection activities, and 

law enforcement and collateral information exchanges which highly 

characterized the investigation model occurred often (although 

not as frequently) under the intensive supervision model. The 

major difference in activity type frequencies between the two 

models was in the "Check-up Contacts" and "Required 

Administrative" activities. The many similarities in activities 

suggest that the models both performed activities conducive to 

the purpose of verifying illegal activities and increasing 

sanctions. Tl1e fewer types. of differences found suggest tl~at th~ 

-256-

; I 

intensive supervisiqn~\(Inodel verified parolee activity while 
,I -~ 

maintaining full case load responsibilities while the 

investigation model did so by sharing case load responsibilities 

with other agents in the unit. 

• 
"Deterrence", an inappropriate objective. There was 

nothing readily apparent about intensive supervision which would 

suggest that a close watch may ddter parol~es from returning to 

criminal activity and thereby reduce parolee recidivism rates. 

Rather the activities conducted under the intensive supervision 

model were more detection than prevention oriented. The kinds of 

"Assistance Activities" which are typically considered more 

preventative ~rie~ted such as referrals to alcohol programs, 

crisis intervention, counseling, etc. comprised only five percent 

of the total activities conducted under the intensive supervision 

model and was equal to that also found for the regUlar 

supervision model. Also prior research of intensive supervision 

models premised on an increased number of check-up contacts such 

as California's Work Unit Project have demonstrated an increased 

rate of recidivism as a result of the increased rate of violation 

detection associated with the close watch. Thus, the types of 

activities conducted under the intensive supervision model 

combined with experience of other close contact parole models 

suggest that unless specific preventative strategies are also 

incorporated into intensive supervision models, then deterrence 

as reflected by reduced parolee recidivism rates is perbaps an 

inappropriate objective. 
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Further research needed on effeciiv~nas~ of pre-arrest. 

investigations. This evaluatiori could not determine conclusively 

whether ~gent's condu~tin~ p~e-cirri~t investigations of selected 

parolees cah increase the rate 6~ ~Uccessful verifica~ions and 

the freqJency ~n~ severiti bt th~ §~hctibri~ appiied to pa~olees 

who have returned to illegal activities. Evidence found in 
.. ( 

support of this relationship wcis an inc~ease iri the agent's 

corttribution to thk detection and processing of new charges under 

the investigation model; and the iack of id~ntifiable selection 

factor diffe~ences which c6dld accotirit i6r ~he outcome variance. 

However, the quasi-experimental design used doe~ not allow the 

controls nece~sary to totally rule out seiection factor 

differences ahd other possible explanatory variables. The small 

sample size of the comparisori group used for this analysis (N=37) 

reduces the likelihood of comparabiiity between th'e experimental 

and comparison group. Ai-so the findings are more suspect cis an 

increase was found only in the more policy-controlled board­

ordered return to prison disp6~~~iohS~ no corresponding increasp 

was found in court oidered dis~o~itio~s. ~hus, while there is 

evidence to suggest that increcu3edpre-arrest .investigative 

activity "may" increase verificatiOn a~d sanctioning rates, more 

conclusive research is needed. 

Longer Term Effects of Increas'ea Sanc'tions 

This evaluation does not~s'~essthe longer term impact of 

the increased frequ'ency and sevkrity of sanctions applied to 

selected p'ar6iees. The iongerrange gOal of a hardline approach 

~: 

that increases sanctions received for returns to illegal activity 

is to control crime committed by parolees while they are in the 

community. One way it may accomplish this is through "specific 

deterrence". For example, the increased certainty of sanctions 

applied to cases under investigation might operate as a 

disincentive to future criminality for such cases. To measure 

such an effect. would require evaluating the "post-sentence" 

community performance of those high control cases revoked or 

returned to prison with new commitments. Even then it would be 

difficult to control. for the effects of other factors such as 

sentence length variations which would also effect these post-

sentence outcomes. Another way through which the increased 

~requency and severity of sanctions of the High Control Project 

may control parolee crime levels in the long run is through 

"incapacitation". Returning parolees to custody denies the 

parolees access to victims, thereby preventing those crimes which 

would have been committed had the parolees been free to do so. 

Although the research on incapacitative effects is continuing, 

one such study on the effect of longer prison sentences 

(Petersilia and Greenwood, 1978) has found crime rate reductions 

unlikely and quite costly. Any incapacitative effects of the 

investigation model where the increaseA is not in sentence length 

but in sentence frequency, and where the dispositions received 

were primarily short term board ordered returns to custody 

(maximum twelve month sentence), remains to be demonstrated. 

-259-



;f"=­
Effects Not Measured 

The High Control froject had other effects not addressed 

by this evaluation but which would likely enter into an overall 

assessment made Of the project. It was hoped that the High 

Control Project would increase npublic confidence n in the role of 

the parole agent by convincing the citizenrY that the parole 

division does offer protection to the public. Related, although 

secondarY to 'this objective, was a desired,improvement in 

relationships with it's allied law enforcement agencies (local 

polic~ dep&rtments and sheriff's offices). To have assessed the 

achievement of either of these goals was well beyond the scope of 

t.his evaluation; and even if an attempt were made to assess it, 

the impact was probabix too localized to be systematically 

measured. However, some comments can be made regarding the 

project IS poss ible impact in this' area. 

The sheer II implementation" of the aigh Control Project was 

a symbolic expr~ssion by the parole division of a high priority 

'conCern it maintained for the prot.ection of the publ ic. It is 

known that various letters of support from police departments and 

sherriff's offices in the geographit areaS served by the high 

control units were written. Also, as evidenced by newspaper 

coverage, more pUblicity was received for this Particular 

experimental project than any of the othe,rs im.pl,emented in the 

three year parole division self-evaluation effort of which this 

project was a part.. Also, th~great deal of interaction which 

occurred between the high control agents and law enforce~ent 
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staff made the parole division acti1vities more visible to local 

law enforcement agencies, and help~d to reduce some of law 
" 

enforcement's confusion over the n$ervice-plus-control
n 

role that 

agents have traditionally served in the community. Thus, it 

would appear from these indicator~ that the High Control Project 

I t l' f n','ot more 1 a "symbolic" succeeded in making at eas , 
Ii 
!' 

, t 1 f ement age1;lc1' es and to the community of express10n 0 aw en orc i 
'I 

the parole division's concern for,public protection. 
!i 

Two additional, possibly n;~gative, spillover effects of 
'"I' 

the High Control Project were alsb not measured in this 

evaluation. The hardline approach to parole supervision adopted 
" I 

in the high control models could increase the risks to agent 

safety on the job and could increase the violations of the 

limited civil rights 'that inmatep in parole status maintain. 

Initially agents in the project proposed to carry weapons and the 

concern with agent safety and parolee rights was high. However, 

a policy decision not to allow weapons (except under emergency 

conditions) was made and such concerns were reduced. 

Nonetheless, threats to agent s(~fety and violations of parolee 

rights were still a possibility. 

The resources to make on:-si te observations which may 

detect either of these negative effects, and the legal 
,I 

perspective necessary to assess them, were not available. Some 

indirect observations from case file material (Buchanan and Star, 
II 

1980) did indicate that one of ~he three investigative units . 
• 1 

experienced threats and a few actual assault5 on the high control 
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agents lives. Relatedly, the same unit experienced a number of 

requests from the parolees to transfer out of that unit. The 

other two investigative units did not experience such problems 

and the difference appeared to be a result of the particular 

operational style (i.e., visibility and asser~iveness of the 

agents) used at that fjilrticular unit, rather than: associated with 

the project ip general. ~ithout adequate information and 

controls it is impossible to objectively asseSs whether that 

unit's problems were any greater or less than the agent-parolee 

confrontations experienced in regblar parole supervision. Should 

projects such as this be implemen~ed on a large scale, agent­

parolee confrontations are surely an area for monitoring. 

High Control and The New Modei of Parole 

Beginning in July, 1979 (before the completion of this 

project) the Parole and Community Services Division of the 

Department of Corrections implemented a "New Model of Parole". 

The basis for the new model was the findings of a three-year 

evaluation which the parole division undertook in 1976 to 

discover more effective ways of running the parole system 

(California Department of Corrections, 1978). The High Control 

Project was the last major field demonstration project 

implemented under that three-year study and it's findings were 

not available at the time the New Model was planned. Other 

research studies Were used to plan the "control" component of the 

new model with the intention of, incorporating the findings of the 

H~gh Control Project into the new model at a later point in time. 
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The "New Model of Parole" has been defined by several 

features, but two elements characterize it best and involved 

major changes from the operations of the old model. First the 

new model introduced "needs and risk assessment scales" to more 

rigorously determine the kind of supervision needed for different 

cases and at different time periods on parole. Second, to 

implement this "differential supervision" model it redefined the 

role of field personnel from the "generalist" approach (where one 

agent is responsible for all aspects of supervision for a case 

throughout it's entire parole period) to the "functional 

specialist" approach (where one agent specializes in one aspect 

of supervision and performs this task at any time on any case 

within the agenis jurisdiction, again dependin9'. :upon that case's 

needs) • 

To implement the new "differential supervision" model' 
I . 

field agents were reassigned into teams to conduct one of three 

forms of supervision specialties for which each case would be 

assigne~depending upon an assessment of his needs and risks: 

control emphasis, services emphasis, and minimum supervision. 

The "Control emphasis" was defined by new model planners as 

follows: 

Controls emphasis stresses programs intended to 
prevent, detect, or interrupt actions and situations 
by which adult offenders are endangering or are 
likely to endanger the corr~unity or themselves. 
Such programs may include but are not limited to 
closer observation, investigation, substance 
abuse detection, and intervention. Although 
priority is placed on controls programs in this 
supervision mode, services also will be secured 
as needed. 
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The controls emphasis form of supervlslon should 
in no way be confus~d with the, several experimental 
"high cont~ol"projects currently being operated 
by the division. Following comple·tion of the high 
control projects, some feature~of these projects 
may be included in the range b~ allowable cont:-ols 
activities. (California Department of Correctlons, 
1979) • . '. 

The above definition emphasized the fact thc;lt "control emphasis" 

was not to be considered synonymous with "high Control", but at 

the same time suggested that certain features of the latter might 

be incorporated in the new model. 

Lacking in the above definition, an~ in the new model in 
'. 

general, is 'a definition of the fUnctions or the "technology" 

wh~ch comprise the "control emphasis". For example, it has not 

yet been determined whether control emphasis should 

- Use direct face-to-face check-up contacts 
(as under regular supervision but occurring 
more frequently) or use indirect monitoring 
strategies such as con.t·acts with collaterals 
or undercover surveillance. 

Utilize evidence collection techniques 
commonly used by law enforcement (e.g., 
witness interviews, residence searches) 
or simply maintain a liaison with local 
law enforcement who will perform such 
tasks. 

Maintain an integrated, liaison only or 
distant relationship with law enforcement 
(i.e., define the lines and extent of inter­
action) • 

- Include the performance of administrative 
case management functions (as in the in­
tensive. supervision m.odel) or only the 
performance of control tasks (as under 
the investigation model). 

- Invoke an arrest when illegal activity is 
sU$pected or attempt some other prev~ntive 
measure. 
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- Investigate only certain categories of sus­
pected criminal activities, particularly in 
light of evidence that certain crimes are 
more suppressible than others. 

Neither the New Model of Parole nor the original proposal 

for the high control model has defined and developed the 

"strategies" or "technology" which would make up control-oriented 

supervision. The High Control Project evaluation, by relating 

the differential outcomes discovered across units to the 

different control strategies and operational styles each 

operated, suggested'some strategies which "may" show promise for 

the control-emphasis component of the new model, although further 

more definitive research on the effects of these strategies is 

needed. 

Preliminary reviews of the operations of the New Model 

have identified potential problems with the control-emphasis 

component of the differential supervision scheme. Large 

proportions of the control activities performed in the new model 

are check-up contacts (with either the parolee or a collateral of 

the parolee) and anti-narcotic testing. These twntypes of 
'" II 

activities were the major component of the old model of parqle 
I, 

Furthermorei the and therefore do notr.~present new strategies. . --
differential outcome analysis across units in this study ancl 

prior research has suggested that check-up contacts relative to , 

other types of control activities do not prevent criminal 

activity and may not be the most effective way to increase crime 

detection and sanctions applied. If the "control emphasis" 

component is to be shown as more effective than old model control 

techniques, then new control strategies will need to be adopted 

and tested in the new rhodel. 
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Appendix A 

Selection Criteria Definitions* 

Prison Gang Affiliation: A case in this category will be 
eligible if there is documentation of prison gang activities 
or verification of such activity has been obtained from the 
institution of release, Special Services Unit, or by case 
conference. 

Large-Scale Drug Involvement: A case in this category will 
be eligible if there is a conviction for sales or for 
possession for sales, or if the parolee's file should 
contain information that reflects involvement in sales of 
narcotics and/or drugs for profit rather than to support a 
habit, or he was arrested and found in possession of a 
sufficient quantity of narcotics that would exceed the 
amount necessary for personal use. 

The oriteria for application of tests to determine what is 
possessed for profit will vary in each case. One guideline 
is the quantity of narcotics which the person is caught with 
as compared to the size of the individual's narcotic habit. 
Even though the person may only be dealing enough to support 
a habit, if the habit is large, this may mean the addict is 
dealing in fairly large quantities. So even though a case 
like this might not qualify for high control on a test of 
"profit," it would qualify because of the capability of 
making that kind of a "connection." A judgment on this 
criteria must be based on the locale, the state of affairs 
in that local drug market, the role of the person in that 
market, as well as the estimated size of the individual's 
habit or currently validated information which indicates the 
probability of large-scale drug involvement. 

Violent Behavior or Sexual Deviancy: Cases in these 
categories would be eligible if there is (1) an arrest for 
possession, control of or access to any firearm, explosives, 
or dangerous weapon, or a threat of, or (2) an arrest for 
child molesting or other serious deviant sexual behavior. 

If there has been no arrest, there should be specifically 
cited information and current case dynamics which 
corroborate the likelihood of future misconduct. 

PAL and RAL: Cases to be included if it has been designated 
PAL or RAL. For those offenders not in PAL/RAL status, 
there should be documentation of the reasons for the 
~~~clusion that the case is a potential PAL or RAL. 

Property/Fr'aud Offenders: Offenders involved in property 
offenses (either current or prior to release from prison) 
where the e~timated property value was in excess of $1,000 
per occurence. 

*Taken from the l1igh Control Project Implementation Plan, 
Section IX.C.2, , Parole ,and Community Services Division, 

.' California Department of Corrections, 1976! 
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Appendix B 

Activity Type Categories 

Interviews - formal meetings arranged by the parole agent 
with individuals to gather and document information by 
asking questions. 

I" 

Individuals questioned include victims or witnesses to a 
crime, or the family or associates of the parolee. 
Interrogation, or the formal questioning of the parolee as a 
suspected offender, is also included in this category. The 
informal questioning of ~he parolee at a jail regarding 
arrest circumstances and for the administrative purpose of 
completing required activity/violation reports or revocation 
papers are coded under the "Required After-Arrest 
Processing" category rather than here. Excluded from this 
category are special "pretext" and "informant" interviews 
which were tabulated separately (see categories below). 

Pretext Interviews and Representation - a spe.cial means of 
obtaining information where the real intent or mission of 
the interview is concealed by the parole agent who assumes a 
fictitious identity and purpose. 

Pretext representation could not be used for the purpose of 
obtaining a confession or gaining entry. Pretext occurred 
whenever the name or trademark of another agency, 
organization or company (other than the California 
Department of Corrections) was used by the parole agent to 
gain information. Not included in this category are 
information exchanges where the parole agent simply failed 
to identify their position or purpose. 

Informant Interviews and Usages - obtaining information by 
asking questions of individuals who by virtue of their 
surroundings and associates have access to information and 
by various arrangements are predisposed to provide the 
information to the parole agent. 

This category includes direct questioning of informants by 
the parole agent and indirect information exchanges with an 
informant via a law enforcement agency. The source of 
inforMation must be labeled an "informant" or otherwise 
"confidential" to be included in this category. 

Resource Material Checks - efforts by the parole agent to 
gather information by checking in standardized public, 
private and government data banks. 
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Incl~ded in this category is checking of city directories 
for house addresses and resident na~es, t~e Department of 
Motor Vehicles for a~to registtation, post~aster for 
resident names ano addr~sses, PQliGe files for crime details 
or offender identificatipn, Department of COrrectiops files 
for case backgroun~, a~d busin~s~records such as those of a 
bank for circumstantial' information. - ,. , .. - ,~.' 

Anti-Narcotic Testing - an ~xaminat1on ~ade ~y the parole 
agent to proof the tecent use ot n~rcotics or drugs. 

The major aGtivity included in this Gategory is the taking 
ot urine samples to test for na~cottc usag~~. Skin checki 
for evidericie'of narcotic use were -a~so iriclu~ed, but 
occurr!=d less frequently. Uns4ccessful'attempts to test 
(t.e., collect urine) and the ~chedg~ing of another 
appointment to take a urine test w~r~ a~so counted as an 
an.ti-narcotic test acti vi ty ..\. . 

Evidence Processing - steps or operations taken on an object 
or information by the parole agent ip order t~ establish a 
point in question. 

The major activity i~cluded in this category is the 
laboratory testing of urine samples fot narcotic and drug 
use. As little direct testing is done by parole agents, 
this category tabulates the sending of such tests to the lab 
and the reviewing of the lab results. AlsQ included in this 
category is the inventorying, marKing, and stOring of 
evidence obtained during'a search (e.g.,weapons and stolen 
property). ' 

Searches and Seizure of Evidence - the examination of an 
individual's person, resiaenb~-6r vehiGle hi the parole 
agent to gain knowledge, eStabliSh fa6ts and collect 
evidence. 

Includes formal planned searches cpnducted with a l~w 
enforcement ag~ncy as wel~ as alone, and those spontaneous 
unplanned, exploratory searches fOr evidence. 

Surveillance - parole agent Keeping watch over an individual 
or a set of activities fot the purpose of detecting some 
kind of illegal activity .qr colle~cting evidence to establish 
the ;Eactr 

li 

Three spe,cifie::;: kinds of sqrveillance ar.e tabulated: 

fixed Surveillance - ~atching ~n individual or set 
of' activiti.$s from. O,l1,e locflt~Qn for an extended 
period of time. Incl~des ~st~keouts" which are 
special .for.ms of fixed sU'j:'veil;l.ane::;:e whose end 
objective is to make an arr~st. 
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Spot Surveillance - the brief observation of a 
location by conducting an emergent or one-time 
checks. 

Tailing Surveillance - observations made of an 
individual by following them from place-to-place to 
gain information regarding the individual's movements 
and contacts. 

Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement - parole agent 
gives knowledge to, or receives knowledge from, an agency of the 
criminal justice system. 

Such exchanges include telephone calls regarding the parolee in 
question as well as attending police intelligence meetings 
regarding a set of criminal activities the parolee may be 
involved in. The criminal justice agencies primarily include 
local police department, sheriff's office, jail, court or 
probation staff, and sometimes included state and federal 
agencies such as the Highway Parole, and Federal Bureaus of 
Information (FBI) or Narcotics (BN). 

The exchange of three different kinds of information are 
tabulated including information regarding: 

- Current Suspected Criminal Involvement or Parole 
Violation - information exchanged on a specific 
kind of illegal activity for which the parolee is 
suspected of involvement. 

Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing­
information exchanged on a recent apprehension, 
and incarceration of the parolee, and the court 
processing of those arrest charges. 

- General Background and Non-Criminal Status Factors­
information exchanged on the parolee's prior criminal 
history or current social adjustment in the community 
(e.g., residence, employment, etc.). 

Information Exchanges With CDC - parole agent gives knowledge to, 
or receives knowledge from, another staff member of the 
California Department of Corrections. 

The most common exchanges occurred with another parole agent in 
the unit or the unit's supervisor or district administrator. 
Some exchanges also occurred with parole staff outside the unit 
or with prison staff. 

The exchange of three different kinds of information are 
tabulated including information regarding: 
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- Current Suspected Criminal Involvement or Parole 
Violation - see definition under Law Enforcement 
Exchanges. 

- Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing - see 
definition under Law Enforcement Exchanges. 

- General Background and Non-Criminal Status 
Factors - see definition under Law Enforcement 
Exchanges. 

Information Exchanges With Other Individuals - parole agent gives 
knowledge to or, receive knowl~dge from, individuals not 
affiliated with either a law enforc~ment agency or the Department 
of Corrections. 

These other individuals generally qomprise "collaterals" of the 
parolee such as a wife, girlfriend, family member employer, or 
associate. Information exchanges with such individuals often 
occurred in conjunction with actual or attempted "check-up 
contacts" (see definitions below). 

The exchange of three different kinds of information are 
tabulated including information regarding: 

- Current Suspected Criminal Involvement or Parole 
Violation - see definition under Law Enforcement 
Exchanges. 

- Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing - see 
definition under Law Enforcement Exchanges. 

- General Background and Non-Criminal Status Factors­
see definition under Law Enforcement Exchanges. 

Apprehension - parole agent takes parolee into custody by 
authority of the law. 

Includes arrests made by the Parole agent, either alone or with a 
law enforcement agency's assistance. Arrests made by law 
enforcement alone are generally communicated to the parole agent 
by telephone and would be tabulated as a "Law Enforcement 
Information Exchange Regarding a Recent Arrest". Only arrests 
made by the agent or with the agents involvement are tabulated 
here. 

Required After-Arrest Processing - performing those tasRs 
required of the parole agent for administrative processing of the 
arrest information through the California Department of 
Corrections and to the Board of Prison Terms. 

Activities in this category include securing a copy of the arrest 
report, interviewing the parole~ regarding the arrest 
circumstances, placing and lifting holds, serving revocation 
hea.ring forms, attending a revocation hearing and confirming 
hearing/court dates and final sentences. 
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Prosecution Assistance - parole agent performing tasks which 
assist in the criminal court proceedings against the 
parolee. 

Activities in this category include having a victim sign a 
complaint, assisting witnesses to appear in court, 
testifying in court, preparing an indictment, and 
transfering evidence to the prosecutor. 

Attempted Check-up Cohtacts - routine contacts by the parole 
agent to check-up on the status of the parolee and which are 
unsuccessful due to the unavailability of the parolee. 

Activities in this category include failed attempts to 
contact by mail or telephone as well as field visits to the 
parolee's residence. 

Actual Check-up Contacts - routine meeting between the 
parolee and the agent for the purpose of checking the 
current general status of the parolee. 

Activities in this category primarily include prearranged 
face-to-face field visits to the parolee's residence or the 
parolee reporting to the parole unit as instructed by the 
agent; although unannounced field visits and unscheduled 
calls or drop-ins initiated by the parolee are also 
tabulated here. The initial purpose of the meetings are non­
specific although other specific activities (which are 
tabulated separately) such as obtaining cash assistance or 
taking an anti-narcotic test often occur inconjunction with 
the check-up contact. 

Required Permission or Notification - parole agent granting 
of approval or acknowledging notification of certain parolee 
activities which, according to the California Conditions of 
Parole or per parole division policy, require some form of 
certification. 

Activities in this category include the parole agents 
granting approval for the parolee to travel (in-state or out­
of-state), approval to visit a prison and acknowledgements 
of the parolee having changed employment, changed residence 
or returned from an approved trip. 

Required Release Matters - parole agent activities required 
by parole division policy to facilitate the transistion from 
prison to parole status. 

Two major kinds of release activities are included in this 
category - the ~onducting of the initial interview (which 
serves many purposes such as explaining the conditions of 
parole and discussing police registration requirements) and 
the delivery of prison release money. 
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Required Administrative Processing - a conglomerate of 
administrative activities required of the parole agent and 
governed by parole division policy which assure that 
internal casework standards and legal sentencing mandates or 
court decisions are being met. . 

Common activities in tpis category include notifying other 
agents or units and the parolee of case transfer, conducting 
early-discharge-from-parole reviews, conducting case 
conferences or audits with the unit supervisor, and 
notifying the parolee of term recalculation or other court 
dicisions affecting the parolee's sentence. 

Direct Service - the dir~ct furnishing by the parole agent 
of some kind bf assistance which will benefit the parolee. 

The kinds of services included in this category include 
providing emergency cash assistance, a job lead, material 
goods such as tools or clothes, medical aid, or 
transportation. Only those services directly supplied by 
the parole agent are tabulated; brokering with another 
agency to provide the service are tabulated separately under 
the "Referral to Community Service" category below. 

Referral to Community Service - parole agent directing the 
parolee to an individual or another agency which will 
provide assistance to benefit the parolee. 

The kinds of assistance the community services provide 
include the same types identified under the "Direct Service" 
category defined above. 

Counseling - discussion of potential problems of the parolee 
and the bffering ~f advise by the parole agent on their 
:reg;olution. 

Areas generally forming the topic of such counseling 
activities include drug use, attitude, cooperation with the 
agent, leisure time activities and associates and general 
parole program compliance. 

Other - activities by the parole agent which are not 
cl~ssifiable by the above categories or were undecipherable 
from the information available. 

"-----------------
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Favorable 

Clean 

Appendix C 

PAROLE OUl'CCME CATEOORIES 
(Most Serious Disposition) 

No record of arrests or other parole violations. 

other Favorable 

Arrests and release (with or \'li1:hout trial). 
Ptlro~.ee-at-large, with no known violation and :m:- less than 
six mcnths. 
Jail sentence !)f less than 90 days, or any jail sentence 
·totally suspended or misdemeanor probation, or fine ol'lly, or 
bail forfeited. 

Unfavorable 

Pending 

Parole violation occurred but disposition was pending at the 
termination of the follc;·/-uP period. 

Miscellaneous Unfavorable 

Parolee-at-large with a felony warrant, or parolee-at-large 
for more than six mcnths. 
Declared by court as criminally insane. 
Arrested on felony charge and released, but guilt admitted 
and restitution provided. 
Death in the commission of a crime. 
Death from a drug overdose. 
Jail sentence of more than 89 days. 
Felony probation of 5 years or more. 
Suspended prison sentence. 
Civil corrmitment for narcotic addiction to the California 
Rehabilitation Center. 

Return to Prison 

&:>ard Ordered 

Any return to a California prison by order of the Adult 
Authority and without a new court corrmitrnent to prison. 
Return to prison by the Ad III t Authority for a short 
term, including narootic treatrnent-oontrol unit and 
sbort-term return unit. 

Court Corrmitment 

Any retu:::n to prison in Cal ifornia or other jurisdiction 
by order of a court as a result of a criminal 
conviction. 
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Appendix D 

Offense Severity Scale 

The offense severity scale used in this study is a modified 
application of the "California Offense Severity Index" developed 
by David Brewer, Ph.D., California Department of Corrections for 
the Community Based Corrections Evaluation Project (C.B.C.E.P.). 

The index is derived from the bail schedules for the counties of 
Alameda, San Diego, and Sacramento. The dollar value of the bail 
for each offense was averaged across the thr~e counties using 
weights to equalize the relative contribution of each schedule. 
Bails averaging over 10,000 were set at 9,999 and the last digit 
in the average ommitted to reduce the' index to a three digit 
score ranging from 001 (or $10) to 999 (or 10,000 a~d over). 
Thus, each offense severity score represents the dollar value of 
bail assigned and therefore reflects the court determined 
seriousness generally associated with that offense type. 

Application of the scale was modified for this study by dropping 
the third digit of the index value for each offense thereby 
utilizing a range of scores between 00 and 99 (rather than 001 to 
999) • 

The California Severity Index which foilows on the attached pages 
was taken from Appendix C of Evaluation of Adult Diversion 
Projects, Communit:r Based Corrections Evaluation Project Report, 
Part One, Californ1a Department of Corrections, Sacramento, 
California, February, 1976. 
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CALIF. NUMBER 

22450 A 

24252 A 

647 F 

415 

23110 A 

25658 B 

1~610 

23103 

23109 A 

641 E 

602.5 

330 

537 

602 

2800 

2801 

12500 

10852 

25661 

25662 

416 

594 

597 B 

484 

CALIFORNIA OFFENSr: SEVEflITY lNDEX 

CALIF TYPE 

v 

v 

P 

P 

v 

B 

v 

v 

v 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

v 

v 

v 

v 

B 

R 

P 

P 

P 

P 

DESC~IPTION 

RUN STOP SIGN (N) 

MAINTENANCE OF LIGHTS 

UNDER INF. OF NARC., ALCOHOl. (M) 

DISTURBING THE PEACE (M) 

THROH AT VEHICLE (1-1) 

PURCHASE OF LIQUOR BY MINOR (M) 

UNLAWFUL USE OF LICENSE (M) 

RECKLESS DRIVH1G (N) 

SPEED CONTEST (M) 

LOITERING (M) 

UNAURHOTIZED ENTRY (M) 

GAMING (M) 

NON-PAYMENT HOTEL, ETC. (N) 

TRESPASS (M) 

OBEDIENCE TO OFFIC~RS (M) 

OBEDIENCE TO FIRE!!AN (r,!) 

DRIVE W/O LICENSE, EXPIRED L YR. (M) 

TAtvIPERING WI AUTO 

FALSE I.D., MINOR OUY ALCOHOL (M) 

POSSESSIOl! OF ALCOHOL BY MINOR (M) 

REFUSAL OF COMf1AND TO DISPERSE (M) 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF (M) 

KILL, MAIM ANIMALS, COCK FIGHT (M) 

PE'l'T! THEFT (H) 
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SEVERITY 

001 

001 

013 

014 

015 

016 

011 

011 

011 

021 

022 

023 

023 

023 

023 

023 

023 

027 

02"( 

027 

029 

029 

029 

031 

CATEO 

1 

7 

8 

7 

2 

6 

7 

7 

7 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

7 

7 

2 

6 

6 

7 

2 

8 

2 



488 

14601.i 

240 

2bod2 

653 K 

1'~6(h 

381 

64'7, 

23101 

23104 

290 

31i 

314 

12025 

5f'3 

499 

409 

B 

E 

B 

476 A, B 

315 

192.3 B 

272 

lj17 

11364 

v 

'p 

p 

v 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

v 

v 

p 

p 

p 

'p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

P 

P 

P 

H 

PETTY THEFT nn 
DRIVE ~l/b LICENSE, oThER REASON ob 

ASSAULT (M) 

BATTERY (t1) 

HIT AND 'RUN eM) 

SWITCH aU.bE 

DiuVE w/a LICENSEj siJsP. /REVOKED {M) 
" 

SNIFFING GLUE (11) 

SOI,ICITING eM) 

tOITER I PROWL eM) 

INJURIES to PERSONS/PROPEJll'Y (M) 

'LOADED FIREAni1 (M')! 

DRUNK DRIVlNG,'CM) 

RECKLESS DRIVING ,·"PE.RS~ INJURY (M) 

SEX OFFENDERS:MPSTREG'bTEn (M) 

INDECENT .IvrCTURES HI) 

INDl!:C~NTE~POSUR8 (M) 

'PR'OSTI'1'UTION eM) 

CONC'EALED WEAPON 'd.I') 

RESIST:ING :ARREST (H) 

SERIAL NO. CHANGED (~) 

TAKE AUT'O TEMPORARILY (M) 
'\ 

REFUSE TO DISPERSE FRO~ RIOT (M) 

NON-SUFFICIENT FUNDS 'cHECK eM) 

r(EEP OR LIVE IN :BAUPt HOUSE ,( l'!) 

MANsLAOdATEI'! (M) 

CONTRIBUTING tM) 

EXl1!Blr FIRE~RM eM) 
6PtUM PIPE;S, PJ\RJ\PHENALIi\ (M) 

'031 

031 

03'6 

036 

036 

037 

038 

039 

039 . 

041 

041 

041 

041 

041 

044 

044 

044 

044 

044 

046 

05b 

056 

060 

061 

071 

072 

072 

(j72 

077 

2 

7 

1 

1 

2 

1 

7 

3 

5 

2 

1 

6 

1 

5 

5 

5 

5 

1 

1 

2 

2 

7 

2 

5 

1 

3 

I 
~ 

I 

~ 
~<1"~ 

11365 

337 A 

314.1 

11357 

'11550 

405 

1137'7 

11358 

219.1 and 219.2 

476 A 

270 

484 

496 

4390 

470 

20001 

23101 

273 

484 

484 

484 

23106 

667 

192.3 

487.1 

487.3 

503 

A 

E 

F' 

G 

~- -. - ~,--"""-,-.. -"""",,,,-~.,,,,",,""~'I!~ .......... ,,,.'" , 

H 

P 

P 

H 

H 

P 

H 

H 

P 

.., 

P 

P 

W 

p 

p 

B 

P 

v 

v 

P 

P 

P 

P 

v 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

PRESENCE IN TIN. W i;j\RC. OR MARIJUANA 

BOOKMAKING 

INDECENT EXPOSURE W/PRIOR 

POSSESS MARIJUANA 

UNDER INFL. CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE (M) 

RIOT (M) 

POSSESS DANGEROUS ];RUGS 

CULTIVATE MARIJUANA 

THROW AT COMMON CARRIER, VEHICLE 

NON-SUFFICIENT FUNDS CHECK 

CHILD NEGLECT 

STOLEN PROPERTY (M) 

FRAUD IN OBTAINING AID 

PETTY THEFT W/PRIOR 

RECEIVE STOLEN PROPERTY 

FORGERY PRESCRIPTION 

FORGERY 

HIT AND RUN 

DRUNK DRIVING 

ENDANGER HELATH OF CHILD 

CREDIT CARD (THEFT) 

CREDIT CARD (FORGERY) 

CREDIT CARD (USE OF) 

DRIVE UNDER INF. DRUGS, W/INJURY 

PETTY THEFT W/PP.IOR FELONY 

i'~NSL.~UGHTER W/~EHICLE 

GRAND THEFT (OVER $200) 

GRAND THEFT (AUTO, ETC.) 

EMBEZZLEMENT 
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077 

079 

089 

089 

'094 

115 

132 

144 

158 

173 

178 

178 

178 

196 

197 

197 

212 

212 

212 

213 

213 

213 

213 

213 

215 

223 

234 

234 

234 

,r -

11 

2 

5 

4 

3 

7 

3 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

6 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

t ... , 

'I 

. ) r 
.I 

'1 
, ~ 



591 

1b851 

11350 

1~02b 

286 

"ilB7.2 

11359 

11355 

241 

243 

266 H 

266 I 

11378 

182.1 

459 

273 j). 

273 D 

118 to 129 

~1360 

1.1361 

288 

220 

211 

245 A 

11379 

51B 

26.1 

23110 B 

11351 

261 en 

p 

v 

H 

p 

P 

P 

H 

P 

P 

P 

P 

H 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

H 

H 

p 

P 

P 

H 

P 

p 

v 

H 

p" 

DESTIWCTION TEL AND' TEL [tINE 

GRAlm 'rHE!"! AUTO 

POSSESSION OFCONTRCLLED "SUBSTANCE 

MANF.; SALE, POSS .. ; OF II..L WEAPON 

CRIME AGAINST NATURE 

GRAND THEFT (FROM A PERSON) 

POssESS MARljUAl'JA FOR SALE 

AGREE TO SELL NARCoTICS 

ASS~ULT AGAINST POLICE 

ASSAULT, BATTERY AGAINST POLICE 

PIMPING 

PANDERING 

POSSESSION FOR SALE, DANG. DRUGS. 

CONSPIRACY 

BURGLARY 2~jp (HOU~E) 

CORP. IN,rtJj!tY.: WIFE 

CORP. nl~Jtji;lt CHILD 
J ~II!/.I;) 
' .. /I!'I';I, 

PERJURY; i!.'/' 
, :ii\i~-

TRANS .1~'I:t$r .SALE OF. MARIJUAtiA 
, ' 

SELL MARli.TUANA TO MINOR; BY ADULT 

CHILD MOLESTING 

ASSAULT TO RAPE 

ROBBERY 2ND 

ASSAULT; DEADLt wEAPON 

3ALE OF DANGEROUS DRUdS 

EXTORTION 

SEX (UNLAWFUL; UimERAGE) 

THHOW fiT VEHICLE, INTENT GR". INJURY 

~bss. r'on SALE OF CONT. SUBS. 

RAPitw /T11J:IEAT 

2311 

234 

259 

260 

278 

218 

292 

303 

303 . 

333 

333 

333 

373 

401 

410 

410 

414 

420 

420 

467 

500 

522 

549 

598 

602 

615 

653 

119 

746 

2 

2 

3 

1 

5 

2 

4 

3 

1 

1 

5 

5 

3 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

4 

5 

1 

1 

1 

3 

2 

5 

1 

3 

5 

.£ I 

v' I 
,I , 

.... ' 

452 

459 

192.3 

211 

201 

11352 

11353 

11354 

217 

441 A 

181 

l,-," 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

H 

H 

H 

P 

P 

P 

ASSAULT AGAINST POLICE, FIREMAN 

ARSON (POSS. OF FLAHMAf3LE SUB.) 

BURGLARY 1ST (J.ST SPRCIFIED) 

MANSLAUGHTER WIO VEHICLE 

ROBBERY 1ST 

KIDNflP 

TRANS., SJ\LE OF' Cot-IT. SUBS. 

INDUCE MINOR, BY PERSON 18 OR OVER 

INDUCE MINOR, BY PERSON UNDER 18 

ASSAULT TO f'iil1nOER 

ARSON 

MURDER 1ST· 
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174 

782 

803 

829 

829 

836 

938 

938 

938 

998 

998 

999 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

3 

3 

3 

1 

2 

1 

1 ' 
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