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PREFACL )

Thie roport gummarized a gerlen of propregs roporty
propared by the Parole Declalon=Making project. The other
nlne reports volforved to To this Tolterlm report can ba
obtatnad from both the Nattonal CirtmInnl Jusl lee Roloroneo
Service (NCARS), LEAA, Wanhingtaun, DG 20950 and L he
Nat Tonal Mechndeal Informad Ton Service (NTIY)Y, 92485 Port
Royal Road, Springlleld, Viegiata 22050, the overall alm
of the gtudy Ta the development and demonsteat fon of modeal,
propgrame for proviston ol [nlovmal Ton Lo parollong aulhor!s-
(Lo 1u opder Lo fmprove parolo declalois by an fnereaseoed

Sullllzatton of experionce In these declastons.  The program,

which Lo betny condactod In collaboratdon with the Unfod
states Board of Parolo, 1e supported by a prant Prom Lhe
Nt fonal tastitule of Law Enforcoment and Grlwlnal Just leo
al” the Law Enforcoment Apstatanco Admintstreation and s
aditntatarad by the Nattonal Gounell on Crime sl Dol Inguency
Rasoarch Conlor,

Adviaory proups Inelude the Natlonal Probat ton and
Parole Inatitutes’ Advidory Gomoalttea (wlth ropresentatdon
from the Asgoctiatlon of Paroling Authoritlos, (he Tnloprs

‘sliate Probatton and Parole Compact Admindsatrators' Assocla«

tton, the Undted Btatoy Board ol Parole, the Probation
Mytstion of the Aduinistrative 0fflee of the Unlted Staleg
Gourtsd, and tho Advigory Councll on Parole of the Natlonal
Counetl on Grtmo and Delinguency) ond a Selentif1e Advisory
Gommit tee geloctod by TEAA, (he Unfted States Board of Parole,
aned project wtaff,

- it -




United States Board of Parole

George J. Reed, Chairman
William E. Amos

Curtis C. Crawford
William F. Howland, Jr.
Cerald E. Murch

Maurice H. Sigler

Paula A. Tennant
William T. Woodard, Jr.

Former Board of Parole Members

Walter Dunbar
Zelgel W, Neff
Charlotte Paul

Reese

National Probation and Parole Institutes

Advisory Committee

Charles P. Chew, Chairman
George F. Denton

Charles H., Lawson

Vincent 0'Leary

Merrill E. Smith

George J. Reed

John A. Wallace

Scientific Advisory Committee

Herbert Solomon, Chairman
T. Conway Esselstyn

C. Ray Jeffery

Malcolm W. Klein

Charles Newman

Stanton Wheeler

- iv -

Project Staff

Don M. Gottfredson, Codirectoxr

Leslie T. Wilkins, Codirector

Peter B. Hoffman, Research Associate
Susan M. Singer, Project Coordinator
Lucille K. DeGostin, Research Assistant
LaVerne L. Holmes, Research Assistant
E. Cordelia Mapp, Research Assistant
Annie C. Miller, Research Assistant
Carol Ann Riccio, Research Assistant
Anne M. Porowski, Secretary

Former Project Staff

Barbara J. Allen |
Barbara A. Bullock
Yvonne D. Colbert
Gabrielle Pagin Ficklin
Anne L. Hatfield

C. Ann Sadowsky

NCCD Research Center Staff Support

Marilyn M. Turner, Secretary to the Director
Max S. Zeigler, Data Processing Supervisor

Guy E. Pasela, Research Assistant
Judith Ingram, Research Assistant
Kathryn E. Berger, Clerk-Typist




ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Many people have aided directly or indirectly in
the preparation of this report and related ones from the
Parole Decision-Making project. Although only four
authors are listed in the interest of brevity, this re-
port reflects the contribution also of the additional
staff listed. For example, the section of this report
describing the structure and functions of the United
States Board of Parole was prepared by Mrs, Marilyn M.
Turner, ’

In addition to the active support and collaboration
of the members and former members of the United States
Board of Parole and of the members of the project's ad-
visory groups, Mr. Bernard Wrenn, Hearing Examiner for
the United States Board, has been especially helpful.

The cooperation of Director J. Edgar Hoover and
Inspector Jerome Daunt of the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, in making information resources available to the
project, has been sincerely appreciated. Similarly,
Director Norman Carlson has provided access to records
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons; and Mr. Merrill Smith,
Chief, Division of Probation, and Mr. James McCafferty,
Assistant Chief, Division of Procedural Studies and
Statistics, Administrative Office of the United States
Courts, have done the same.

Mr. John P, Conrad and Mrs. C. Ann Sadowsky of the
staff of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration have contributed substantially to what-
ever merit the results of the investigation may have,
and their active interest and useful advice have been
much appreciated.

None of the above may be blamed for shortcomings

found in the report, for which the authors accept
responsibility.

-~ Vvi -

. 5
3
v
o ’

SUMMARY

In collaboration with the United States Board of
Parole, the utilization of modern technology in decision-
making is being explored. This report summarizes pro-
gress made in the first 21 months of the planned three-
year project, including reports on various separate but
interrelated studies.

The background to the project as a collaborative
effort of decision-makers and researchers is discussed
(pages 1-10), the structure and functions of the United
States Board of Parole are described (pages 10-18), and
the project's advisory groups are indicated (pages 18-
19;.

The general aim of the project is to develop, test,
and demonstrate programs of improved information for
decision-making--by providing objective, relevant infor-
mation for individual case dec¢isions, and by summarizing
experience with parole as an aid to improved policy deci-
sions. Since the prompt availability of information may
be a requirement, the use of an on-line computerized sys-
tem for retrieval and analysis of information for deci-
sions is being explored. Further aims (pages 19-22)
include the definition of paroling objectives, the de-
scription of paroling decisions, the testing of relation-
ships between information available for decisions and the
decision outcomes, the evaluation of new procedures, and
the dissemination of results to parole systems of the
United States.,.

The collaboration of other agencies is necessary to
the project's success and has been extended by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, and
most adult parole systems in the United States. A national
meeting in June, 1971, met a dual purpose of explaining
the program to representatives of 40 parole agencies and
of enlisting them as participants in the study (pages 23-
26) .

Although the decision problems involved are complex

(pages 28-29), there is considerable agreement among
decision-makers on general goals (pages 30-31); and their
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hypotheses concoerning information items relevant to tho

declgions can be tested (page 31).

Examples of results of indtial studics and devaelop=

mental work include tho following:

oA data base for study of federal paroling
decivsions has beon developed (pages 32-34
and Reports 2 and 3) .  The nature of the
cage Llles sots limdts upon the guality
of data which can boe oxtractoed Crom thoem;
howover, data have been codod for a large
sanple (about 7,000) of persons currently
appearing for parolo consideration and for
savaral smallor, rotrospective samples of
parsons parolaed in rocent yeavrs. For thoso
of fondoers, o large number of Ltewms concorns
ing the lilfe history and prosent cilroums=
stances has boon codoed.

*  preliminavy studies of expoerience tables
show the following:

» A nunber of offonder attribubtos
digaeriminate botwoeoen favorabloa
and unfavorable parole outcomes
(page 35) .

«  CGalifornla Base Dxpectancy
seores are valid for adult
federal offenders but not
for foderal youth samples
(page 30) .

+ A Uniform Parole Reports basaed
classification method provides
a valld experience table for
faderal offenders (page 36).

A modified Burecau of Prisons'
experience table is valid for
Youth Corrections Act cases
(page 36),

-+ A twenty-item "Burgess type"
experience table has sufficient
predictive validity to support
its experimental use by the
Board of Parole (page 36).

- viif -
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Lxploratory studies of tho use of cxpericnco
tableg in individual case declgion-making
gupport the following conclusilons:

* Although decdsion-makorys congidor
oven roliable and valld exporience
tables o be of marginal utility,
thore ls some ovidence that this
information may shift the average
“bimae hald before release (page 37).

Declgion-makers' clindcal evalua-
tiong of parole risk are in-
Lluenced by experience tables '
(page 40),

wWith increasoed attontion focused
upon rislk, the usae of expericence
tables does not make the docision
cagior or more difficult (page 40).

The question of dmpact of use of
experioence tablos on decision out-
comes roguires more study; results
ware mixed in the oxpoerimoent de-
seribed (page 40). Preuent cvidenco
ig that the usc of expericence tabloes
does not affect the proportion pa-
roled but results in shorter con-
tinuances (pagae 40).

From a sat of four rating scales completed by
board members at the time of decisilons, a

method of describing and articulating paroling

policy was demonstrated (pages 41-42). Bx-
pected decigion outcomes may be obtained frxom
the decision-makers' judgments concerning
offense severity, program participation,
institutional discipline, and parole risk;
thus, implicit policy may be made explicit
in order to provide a tool for policy formu-
lation and assessment of equity.

Individual patterns of search by different
decision-makers may be important to develop-
ment of useful new modes of information
presentation for decisions (pages 42-46).
Decision-makers may be of various "types."

- iX -
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Exercises simulating computer retrieval of
information for parole decisions (pages 42~
46) suggest that

* Persons paroling, compared with
persons not paroling, seek dif-
ferent information.

Different items of information
are considered important for
different cases.

Different information may be
used by different decision-

makers to arrive at the same
conclusion.

Information may reduce confidence
in the decision as well as in-
crease it.

There is no unanimity among
decision-makers as to the rela-
tive importance of information
available.

An on-line retrieval system for parole
decision-making has been developed and its
use explored (pages 46-47). Analyses re-
quested by the parole board have been com-
pleted, and a manual for use of the system
has been completed.

Various studies suggest that with data such
as those available from coding case files for
this study, some "less sophisticated" methods
of statistics may end up, in practice, as
better than the more sophisticated techniques
(pages 48-50). An implication--important for
both research and practice--is that major
advances in both must await the development
of better gquality data.

¢

The United States Board of Parole has been able to
work in close collaboration with research workers of the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency to explore ways
in which modern technology might be utilized in their
decision-making process. The technology includes botp
what has been termed "hardware" (computer terminals
enabling displays of data) and the related "software"
(statistical and other forms of analyses of information).
While some aspects of the resulting studies relate to
matters of concern specifically to the United States
Parole Board, most of the investigations could have
significance not only for the decision procedures of
other parole boards, but also for other decision points
in the criminal justice field, such as those involving
police, prosecutors, judges, probation officers, and
correctional institution staff.

A series of publications describing the studies
has been initiated; some are summarized in this report.
Some will, of necessity, be rather technical, while
others will relate to the practical problems of those
who have to make decisions about individual offenders

and general policy at the "operational" level.
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One of the most debated "aids" to the parole
decision is the "prediction" or "experience" table,!
which proposes to provide methods of estimation of
the probabilities of various outcomes to the decisions
which must be made. Few parole boards have made use
of "aids" of this kind in indiwvidual case decision-
making. 2

Actuarial life tables have been in use for other
purposes since the seventeenth century. It is no new
idea that aspects of human activity can be predicted
(to a greater or lesser degree) and that the use of

estimates of probability could help with decisions -

lExamples of the various debates are found'ip
the July, 1962 issue of Crime and Delinquency, which
was devoted to the topic of parole prediction and its
use by parole boards ("Parole Prediction Tables,"
Crime and Delinquency, 8(3): 209-297, July, 1962) .

2Such methods have, however, found other uses;
see, for 'example, Gottfredson, D.M., Reseérch-S;gnlflgance
for Parole Operations, a paper presented in the Assocla-
tion of Paroling Authorities program, Centennial Congress
of Corrections, American Correctional Assogla?lon,
Cincinnati, Ohio, October 13, 1970; and Wilkins, L.T.,
"What Is Prediction and Is It Necessary?" in Research
and Potential. Application of Research in Probat%op,
Parole and Delinquency Prediction, New York: Citizens'
Committee for Children of New York, Research Cen?er,
New York School of Social Work, Columbia University,
July, 1961.

-3 -

concerning individual persons.?® It is not so much the
feasibility or even the utility of probability estimates
that has been in doubt, but rather the "ethics"  of

the use of such forms of information in decision-making
concerning individual placements.

Among the first experience tables designed to be,
of use to paroling authorities were those developed in
Massachusetts at the invitation of Mr. Sanford Bates by
Professor S.B. Warner and published in 1923, Warner
described the policy considerations which influenced
thé board in granting of parole at that time as follows:

1. Whether a man had profited by his stay in
the institution;

2. Was so reformed that he was unlikely to

commit another offense;

3For a review of the prediction problem generally,
with special reference to areas of delinquency and crime,
see Gottfredson, D.M., "Assessment and Prediction in
Crime and Delinquency," Task Force Report: Juvenile
Delinquency and Youth Crime, The President's Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967,
pp. 171-187. Concerning parole prediction studies, see
also Mannheim, H. and Wilkins, L.T., Prediction Methods
in Relation to Borstal Training, London: Her Majesty's
Stationery Office, 1955; Simon, Frances H., Prediction

Methods in Criminology, London: Her Majesty's Stationery

Office, 1971; and Gottfredson, D.M., Wilkins, L.T.,
and Hoffman, P.B., Summarizing Experience for Parole
Decision Making: Report Number Five, Davis, California:
Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on

Crime and Delinquency Research . Center, February, 1972,
(draft).
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3, His conduct in the institution;

4. Whether suitable employment was awaiting him

on release;

5. Whether he had a home or other proper place to
which to go;
6. His ability to tell the truth when questioned

by the board;

7. The seriousness of his offense and the circum-

stances in which it was committed;

8. His appearance when interviewed by the board;

and

9. His behavior on former parole (if applicable). ‘\ '

Warner related his data to the criteria applied by £
the board and suggested that there appeared to be little
or no foundation for many of their assumptions. For
example, the board regarded the commission of a sexual
offense as counting against release, while the success
rate for sexual offenders was higher than that for most
other categories Qf offense. There is, of course, no
reason why the factor being considered as justifying a
longer period of detention for sex offenders should
not be met by criterion seven above (i.e., a value judg-
ment that sex offenses are more reprehensible and hence
require more of the element of punishment), but the

assumption that the probability of success was lower

" of inquiry have become more evident.

-5

(criterion 2) was not supported. Warner also conuvluded
that the quality of information available to the board
was suspect. "Without a complete change," he wrote,
"both in the methods of obtaining information for the
board and the nature of the information obtained" no
considerable improvement in the decisions could be expected.
He placed the blame for the state of affairs upon the
lack of development in the scientific methods, rather
than upon those of either the Board of Parole or the
Department of Corrections.

Since that time hundreds of papers have appeared
(the majority of poor gqguality) discussing from various
viewpoints the construction of experience tables. Often
these have been termed inappropriately "prediction
tables." By far the majority of such tables have not
been checked for power against samples other than
those upon which they were constructed. The technical
and practical difficulties which apply in the use of
certain or perhaps all statistical methods in this area
' The easy success
which was expected in the initial studies reveais the
lack of sophistication of research workers in the crimi~
nological area. Few research workers have been familiar

with all the legal, moral, administrative, and technical

issues which must be taken (equally?) into account if
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development is to be assured. Indeed, it would seem

to be impossible for any one person, no matter what -
his genius, to cover adequately the vast field of
knowledge regquired. Only recently has it been feasible
to use research teams in these kinds of studies; and

perhaps of equal significance, it is only in recent

years that it has become possible to utilize the computer

to deal with the highly complex data and the involved
analyses which we now know to be required.

The development of this area requires an admixture
of the practical, the hignly theoretical, and even the
abstract. Abstractions are not necessarily irrelevant--
sometimes it ié only through employment of extremely
abstract concepts that the problems may be approached
in order to be able to see the practical implications.
It is strange to note that the first studies were

addressed to the qﬁestion of "decision-making," and
that it is this emphasis which has now returned to
direct the nature of our thought and work. However,
soon after the initial studies were published (arouna
1930), the philosophy of certain persons who became
dominant in the field moved the research inquiry away
from the decision orientation.toward a search for

explanation of criminal behavior.

-7 =

The impact was to divert work from providing
assistance to decision-makers toward attempts to
explore causes of crime and delinquency. This, in
turn, resulted in an almost total concentration upon
the second of the criteria spelled out by Warner,
namely, the probability of the offender, once con-
victed, committing further crimes. This work also
became confused with prediction of delinguency
concerning persons who had not been found guilty by
due process of law but who revealed what were des-
cribed as "delinguent tendencies.” Thus, the concerns
of parole boards, and indeed of other decision~makers
in the field of criminal justice, with factors other
than "prediction" came to be ignored. Even the fact
that a repetition of a serious offense might receive
more and different consideration from other "failure"
became obscured.

Perhaps this was not too surprising, since almost
all statistical data with respect to criminal behavior

fail to take much account of the "seriousness" of

offenses, even though the variation within a particular

legal categoxry (e.g., robbery) may be extremely large.

‘Further, it was not until recently that any exploration

Ot serious attempts at measurement was made of the



-8

concept of "seriousness" of offenses." In parallel
with these directions in "prediction" research came -
an increased emphasis on the idea that offenders
could and should be given "treatment." The medical
analogy was taken to considerable limits, such that

the concept of a "just" punishnment was not usually

considered relevant. All these and other related
philosophies added up to the fact that those con-
cerned with practical decisions regarding dispositions
of offenders were not helped by more than a small
Eraction of the research.

Parole board decision problems are both practical
and, as we see it, scientific. The problems may be
posed in the form, "given the present state of know-
ledge, what is the best thing to do (decide) about this
individual, now." The conditions surrounding the "now"
will differ. Interpretations of the meaning of "best"
will differ. But despite this fact--that interpretations
oFf the meaning of "best" will also differ--it is still

possible to ask, within this framework, what is a

——

rational decision under conditions of uncertainty.

Developments in scientific thought, specifically as

a by-product of the application of science in wartime

“Sellin, T. and Wolfgang, M.E., The Measurement of
Delinquency, New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964.

0 -

through "operations research," have led to some
convergence between the decision-makers and the
research scientists. The late 1940's saw the origin
and rapid expansion of a new field termed "decision
theory," and there have been other changes and
developments which now enable inguiries to proceed
along more strictly practical and relevant lLines,
which nonetheless can employ the strict scientific
method.

Perhaps we may even begin to approach the
problems of "causation" which have been resistant to
frontal attack, from an oblique "engineering" approach.
Perhaps this might even be achieved with more rigor than
the direct attack, which must of its very nature be
conditioned by the particﬁlar frame of reference of
the individual research worker. In other words, the
changes of conceptual structure in the statements of
the problems (in some sense, back to close to where
it was in the 1920's) facilitate the necessary team
approach to problem solving in parole and other
criminal justice decision iséues.

The study hére reported is an example of a team
approach, involving as it does a concentrated attempt
at collaboration among the decision-makers themselves,

the research staff, parole decision-makers in other
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jurisdictions, and, indeed, staff of the funding agency.
The objective has been one of seeking to capitalize upon
not only the experience and technical skills of the

research staff, but also the experience and knowledge of

i

practitioners in posing the problems to be solved, appro
priate strategies for solution, and realistic steps
necessary to the problem resolutions. Thus, the project
was not conceived as a situation in which the decision-
makers concerned were "on top," with the researchers

"on tap"; neither was it assumed that the researxrch staff
had the ultimate responsibility for suggesting the hypo-
thesis to be tested, for seeking ways of improving the
information base requisite to decision-making, or for
the implementation of results. Rather, the program has
been considered to be a serious attempt at a truly collab-
orative effort between the United States Board of Parole
members and staff and the research workers involved.

The Study Setting: Structure and Functions of the
United States Board of Parole

The United States Board of Parole,® created by

Congréss in 1930, is comprised of eight full-time members,

’The information in this section relating to the
structure and function of the United States Board of !
Parole has been abstracted from the following documents:
United States Board of Parole, Annual Report 1964-65,
Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice, 1965; : (cont.)

~11~

appointed by the President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, who serve overlapping six-year
terms and are subject to reappointment. The Attorney
General of the United States appoints one member of
the Board to be chairman. In addition, the Attorney
General assigns three members of this eight-man Board to
serve as members of the Youth Correction Division and
appoints one of the three thus assigned to be chairman
of the Division.

In support of the Board's activities, a staff
director, legal counsel, parole and. Youth Division
executives, eight hearing examiners, and a small

Clerical staff are employed at the Board's headquarters

office in Washington, D.C. Additionally, the Board

‘is assisted by the caseworkers and administrative

personnel in the various federal correctional institutions
and by the United State Probation Officers who are
employed by the various federal district courts and

who serve as field agents for the Boaxd.

5 (cont.) United States Board of Paro
Repo;t 1965~-66, Washington, D.C.: Depzitizﬂtég%gii
Justice, 1966; United States Board of Parole, Annual ’ |
Repo;t 1967-68, Washington, D.C.: Department'of i
Justice, 1968; United States Board of Parole, Biennial
Report 1968-70, Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice
19?0; United States Board of Parole, Functions of the ’
United States Board of Parole, Washington, D.C.: Depart-
ment of Justice, 1264; and United States Board of
Parole, General Factors in Parole Selection, an internal
memorandum revised 11/10/69.
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The Board of Parole is authorizod by fedaral
glatute Lo exoralse parola anthority over faderal
prisoners serving 181 days or longor whorevor confinad.
Mhig anthority covers adults who have violatad the Taws
of the Unitoed states, youth of fenders commil Led andor
fhe Youth Corvections Act, juvenilo dal ingquents conmdttod
wnder Juvendle procadure in tha milted Statas Courts,
and individuals committad wder the Nareotic Addiet
Rehabllitation Act.  The oxplicit ma jor powers ol
the Board include authority

1. to dotermine the dato of parole eligibility

For adults commitiod under the rindeterminata
gantencing statutes"

2. to gqrant parole ab its digarationg

3, to presoribe tevms and conditions governlig

the prisonor while on parole or mandalory
raeleage;

J.  to issue warrvants to roconmit parole and
mandatory release violators;
to revoke parole and mandatory rolease and to
modify the conditions of supervision;

6. to reparole or reraloase on mandatory release;

7. to conduct administrative hearings on applications
for exemptions from the provisions of the Labor-
Management Act, which prohibits certain law

violators from holding positions in labor unions.

] g

A fudoral prisonery, gentoenced Lo a toerm ol al

Teaut

81 days, becomes oaligible rfor parole aceovding to e
type of conmitment: he received from acourt.  The most
common ly ugod commltmonts are:s  aduwlt "rogulare"; adult
"Indeterminatae"; Youth Correcbions Act comnmitmoenl;

Fadaral Juvenlle Delinguoncy Aot commitments; and Nareotfio

Addlet Rehabilitation Aol commitments.  Under the adult
"rogular" sontuncaes, parole may be granbed after doervioe
of tna=-third of the maximun gsentonce specificd by the
court, Parolae may be granted at any Lime o individuulé

wantencaed on adult "Indeterminate! commi tnents; or the

ninimum time to be served, which must bhe less than one-

third of the maximum sentence, may be gpecifled by the

Individuals committed under Lhe Youth Correctians

Act may be paraled at any ‘time, but nobt later than two
years before expiration of the maximum term imposed,
Parole may he granted Lo Iederal Juvenile Delinquency

Aclt commitments at any time, Dersons committed under the
Narcotie Addict Rehabilitation Act may be paroled to an
after-care program after six months of institutional
treatment.

Parole is regarded by the Board as the opportunity
offered a prisoner to complete the balance of his term
in the community rather than in confinement. In granting

parole, the Board is guided by the following statutory
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requirements: the prisoner must be eligible by law for
parole; the prisoner must have substantially observed -the
rules of the institution in which he has been confined;
there must be reasonable probability that the prisoner
will live and remain at liberty without violating the
laws; and the prisoner's release should not be incompat-
ible with the welfare of society. Additionally, accoxrd-

ing to an internal Board memorandum titled General Factors

in Parole Consideration as revised 11/10/69, the Board

is guided by the following supplementary factors in
selecting individuals for parole: sentence data, facts
and circumstances of the offense, prior criminal record
(detainers do not necessarily preclude parole considera-
tion), changes in motivation and behavior, personal and
social history, institutional experience, general adjust-
ment, community resources including release plans,
results of scientific data and tools, and comments by
hearing member or examiner.

At least one personal hearing is conducted by the
Board with each prisoner in a federal institution serving
a term of more than one year. This hearing occurs either
near the time he becomes eligible for parole if he applies
or at the time of the initial hearing. The latter
usually occurs within two months after commitment. In

some cases the decision regarding parole is made on the

s
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basis of the initial hearing; but more often than
not at least two hearings are held for sach prisoner,

Bi-monthly visits to each federal institution are
made by the members and hearing examiners to conduct
personal hearings with prisoners who recently have been
committed, are eligible for parole, are scheduled foir
a review hearing, or are entitled to a revocation
hearing. Upon return to headquarters, the member or
hearing examiner meets with other members to further
consider the file and vote for parole, for continuation
to a specified date, or for continuation to expiration
of sentence, less good-time credits.

Generally, the Board does not sit as a group to
vote, but rather each member votes on an individual
basis. Each official decision requires a concurrence
of at least two members. There are some situations,
however, in which it is deemed necessary for a larger
group of members to consider parole-~for instancé, when
the following conditions exist:

1. National security is involved;

2. The prisoner was involved to a majcr degree

in organized crime;
3. There is national or other unusual interest

in the offender or his victim;

e
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4. Major violence has been perpetrated or there

is evidence it may occur;

5. The sentence is for 45 years oOr more.
Any member may request an "en banc" consideration. At
such proceedings, a member of the Board's staff presents
an oral summary of the case and members discuss its
elements before arriving at a decision. A majority of
members must be present to constitute a quorum for the
congideration and the resulting decision.

Reviews of the Board's decisioﬁs are not automatic,
but these are scheduled by the Board at times when it
may wish "to determine progress in reaching institutional
goals, to evaluate adjustment to confinement, to ascertain
changes in attitude,'or to reappraisg plans for community
living after release."® Reconsiderations may be initiated
also by the prisoner or his family, friends, or other
pefsons interested in him. In addition, special inter-
views may be granted a prisoner if requested by either
the warden or one of the Board members Or if he has a
sentence of 40 years Or greater.

Prisoners serving regular adult or juvenile sentences

who are not paroled may be released before the end of

bUni S ta d of Parole, Biennial Report
United States Boar ‘
1968-70, Washington, D.C.: Department of Justice, 1970,

p. 17.

‘ L
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their sentences by earning "good-time" credits. They
earn a specified number of days according to a formula
contained in the statutes and may earn extra good time
through exceptionally meritorious behavior or by receiving
assignment to a Prison Industries job or to a minimum
security camp. The number of such credits vary according
to the maximum term imposed by the court, but in long-
term cases, as many as ten days may be accrued for each
month. Such persons are called "mandatory releasees"

and come under the Board's jurisdiction as if on parolé.
They must abide by the same conditions as parolees and
are subject to revocation and return to the institution
in the same manner. A basic difference is that the

last 180 days of an adult mandatory releasee's term

is dropped from his supervision period. A releasee

who has fewer than 180 days remaining on his term does
not receive community supervision, but is considered to
have been released at expiration of his sentence. A
juvenile's term is not so shortened. An offender
committed under the Youth Corrections Act is not mandatori-
ly released, but, by law, must be paroled no later than
two years before the end of his sentence. The offender's
term is not shortened by law, and he remains under the
jurisdiction of the Youth Division for his entire term

unless discharged earlier by the Division.
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It is the opinion of the Board that release under | 3. A Scientific Advisory Group, comprised’ of
some form of official supervision and control is more j persons nominated by the National Institute of Law
likely to achieve success than outright release without : Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforcement
such supervision and control. i Assistance Administration, by the United States Board of

Parole, and by the project's codirectors. This committee
Advisory Groups

provides an advisory function especially focused upon
it United States Board of Parole . ; )
Tn addition to the Un the scientific aspects of the program.
as a whole, three advisory groups have guided the

direction of the project. ; General Objectives of the Study

1 The National Advisory Committee of the National : The general aim of the project is to develop, test,

Probation and Parole Institutes. This group has repre- and demonstrate programs of improved information for

sentation from the United States Board of Parole, the .i parole decision-making. Thus, the general goals are to
Parole Council of the National Council on Crime and @]'3 provide objective, relevant information for individual
Delinquency, the Association of Paroling Authorities, ‘g case decisions; to summarize experienqe with parole, as
the Interstate Probation and Parole Compact Administrators ? | an a;d to improved policy decisions; and to aid paroling
Association, and the Administrative Office of the United é authorities in more rational decision-making for increased
States Courts. It provides an overall advisory function g effectiveness of prison release procedures.
to the project. }é ’ Two general classes of decisions are made by paroling
2. The Research Committee of the United States g authorities: they make decisions on individual persons
Board of Parole. This committee consists of the Eé (case Qecision@; and they makg "decisions about their
chairman of the board and two members; it provides :% decisions," i.e., paroling policy decisions. The project
an advisory function particularly focused upon parole ;; includes the study of each of these types. The general

policy and administration and offers an opportunity problems in each case, include the identification and

£ ollaborative work additional to that involving definition of decision objectives, of information elements
or c

th tire board - demonstrably relevant to the decision (i.e., to the decision
e entir . @F® ve
1\x‘ B
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oubeomes) , of the avallable deeasion alternatives, and
of the congequences of those alternatives. 3
The information provaded, af it is to be useful in
declgion~making, must meet the usual tests of reliabdlity
and vatidaty. In this context, however, the issue of
validity hinges upon definitions of the objectives of
the decision, The explicit definition of the objectives
of individual parole decisions (or of policy decisions)
is not nearly the straightforward task that it might
appear to the uninitiated observer. The parole decisions
are conplex; even in a context of general agreement as
to ains, considerable disagreement concerning specific
objectives may be expected; and various measurement
problems will be envountered in seeking the clear,
congensually validated, Jdefinitions that would serve
as anchoring points for the program. ‘
On the agsunption that a further requirement should
be that the information for decisilon-making must--1f it
is to be useful--be ilmmediately available at the time of
deciasion, an on=line computerized system for retrieval
and analysis of information for decisions ig being developed
and its use explored.
A gserieg of meatinés has been held with staff and
nembers of the United States Board of Parcole, and with

other paroling authorities and representatives, which

have sought to help define decision objectives, the
available alternatives and constraints, the information
presumed to be relevant to these decisions, and Lhe
decision consequences (i.e., the outcome criteria) which
ought to he included within the scope of the study,

Further ohjectives ineclude the followings:

1. Develop a data base ocontaining information uﬁ
the offenders, the paroling decisions, and the oubLcomes
to parole, mandatory release, and discharge; and then
measure the relationships amang offender attributes,
decision outcomes, and decisian consequences, This
includes (but is not limited to) the development and
validatimn of "experience tables." It includes the study
of all methods of prison release, rather than only of
parole, in order to permit examination of the major
decision alternatives which are discretionary to Lhe
board (parole, continue) and of the consequences to the
major forms of prison release (parole, mandatory release,
and discharge).

2, Develop and demonstrate procedures for rapid
retrieval of hoth numerical data and case history abstract
information pertinent to individual case decisions. This
includes the development and demonstration of models
and asgessment of thelr probable utility. (The provision

of such a system for retrieval of this information for

o o i
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all parole decisions in the federal system would ha beyond
the scope of the projeot; the project alma, rather, .to
duvelop modals for procedures which could he uwsafully
guployed.)

i hevelop procedures for aggasaing the dagree Lo
which the informatlon provided by the wmodels ls utdllzed
in individueal case declaions and for assessing the vonsa~
quances of the use of the model versus lte nonuse, As
an aspect of the lattev study, the estimated cost and
utllity for full uwae of any procedures developad, for all
paroling decisiona, should be assessed,

4.  Develop monltaring or Ypoaliey control" proaw-
dures to advise the board periodieally and on short
notice concarning general trenda in thedr declsion-~
making, significant deviations dAn trenda, daviatlong from
patablished polley, and on simulated cmnaaqﬂanaaa o
policy moddfications which wmight be conaldered by the
board,

%, Conduct a series of seminars with staff of the
United States Doard of Parole for development and demon=
stration of these procedures, and gonduct similar semlnar

with other pareling authorities in the natdlon,

8

In shoxrt, the objectives of the project are to define

parole objectives and information needs cleaxly, to

describe parole decisions, to test the relationships
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betwost tntormalion availablae for purnlé deeribtony wul

Che anitesmess to bhosa dewdatons  (whethar persons are
pavoled, mandatorlly solwasad, or dischargsl), (o pre

publ aolovant intormatdon gqulekly when noeded Foy NISTRI RS FUITTIN
bocevalvates Lo ubdlity of any new procedures developad,

ane Loy dhibneminale Lhe presults o Pearale sysabemg of o

Unidtendd St enbasts .

vollaborat ing Agancios

A itwly al thiy natnre obviowsly LWinges, For Huee,
upon e st ive support. and nnglnburmlinn ul athers;
sid Lhe projoeet gtaff amd Lhe Undted Slatoed Board of Darole
have hoon fortunate in having the vooperation amd aclive
atitdstanes of variows related eriminal justio HyHioen
ageneios, An duportant. requirement Lo completion of e
sludy ay planned, wilhuuh‘whiah Che rasul s reagonihly
Lo ba unpéqtud would by severaly limlted, 18 access o
Lhe arrest records (of the federal offonder samp ley
atudiud) which are maintained by thu‘F@durnl Buraesu of
Investigation, The approval for obLaining tha noeeded
data hus hmgn qiven hy the Director of the Voedepal bsurean
of Investigation, Mr, J, Ldgar loover, and indtial requests
for data have beon promptly and efficlantly provided to
the Unitaed States DBoard of Parole by the staff{ of the

al . . [ T N " 3 :
Foderal Bureau of Investigation's National Crime Information




Contel . fdmd Tar by, the eooparat lon ot the bivision of

Provesdural Studies and Statdstdon of the Addmdnlstrative

Oftive of the tnitoed #atosn Courty hag boon oxcellonty

and s rangoments have hoaon wade and waoed for followeap

datat el lectdon frow thady U tew, supplemanting tho

fntormat fon avat lable in the Unttod sStates Board ol

Parele ol eon, Stalt of tho Fadoral Bavean ol Prisone

have turnixdiod the projact atatl with doseviptive materialy

v the Bureau s developing Infomat {on aystom and the

Huveau's NMraector, My, Norman A, Carvlaon, has approved

the provigion ol tatiogs of the dates and woedos ol

voloase ot vach ot fomder released trom foderal peloonns.

These collaborative arvangomoants are aasentdal to the

tollow=up program concerning the outeomed to pavoling declsions,
taring the tivat year ot thoe projoct, 17 atatoe

pavole syatems  (Avizona, Florida, tdaho, Illinods,

Marylamd, Minnesota, Mizsouri, Montana, Novada, Now

Maxiow, ohio, ORklahowma, Oreogon, Ponnsylvania, Veomont, [

Virwinia, and Wisconsin), the histyict of Columbia

Board of Parole, and the National Parole Board of Canada

voluntoored to participate as "obsexrvera" of thoe project.

These 1% agoncies contributed data on a "parole opinion

survey® aimed at providing information on perceilved

objectives and information needs of the paroling decision.
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Pha numbar of "obaorvor staten” bocroasod, bhowavor,
with a natlonal meetding bold 1o Washiogton, Dby, in
June ol 1971, Reprosentatives ol 40 paroling agonodan
Lrom fHawald to the sastovn moaboard otaton pao tedpatad
with the Unltod Statow Boavd ot Parole o Vhat weeling,
The program soyved Lhe dual puarpone ol osxplaagtlon
o partdalpanty of the projact objectiven and mot lods
ad the onllotwant of pact ledponto oo awtt Lve oot e lhulors
Lo Lhe ragoarch aftort, Thuu, tallowlnyg proasmeatal ton ol
A ovorview of Lhe projoct, oo lbing bin hintory,
ob Juatlvon, and mothods, o norloy of gmd L qronp sasulons
wore conductod 1n order to provide o {urther orfegtaklon
Lo the mothods ol Lho projoct el Lo obbila ased nbance
n further olortfdaation of tha sbmbatlon models belng
dovoelopods  Thoso sooslonn Ineluded o domonntratlon of
uge ol tho oneldne rolrioval systom wsing Lhe aomputar
Lormlnnl and a porles of oxercloeny; o sloulation of termlnal
wge for vaso decislons; a group Lask Lo clardiy lasues
concorning lnformation selectlon in parole daclulon-making;
a diseusalon bagod upon the quostionnaire roguarding parole
hoard goals and dnformation needs; un exerwitse in parele
decision~making Lrom ghort case abstracts which examine -
tho role of base expeectancy measures in parole decision=
making; and a digcussion concerning constraints in parole

declsion-making. Fuxther, a general critique of the




prodevt wan ubtalioed trom parvtiolpat by agency yeprasend -

at fvens whiteh wan Fallowed by a gquegtionnaice interviog
vorestabing Pl projeot and the maeating {taalt.

The vl laborative nature of the project (s thoaght
too b espevial ly Tnportant to the developuwnt ar vawstful

pasctesdursed tor providing information,  Siandlactiy, it is

lonagbt to be vepeeially fwportant to the possible ati1i-

dat tat, later, of any such proceduves .,  aformation, if
s to b wded, shauld have a degres of gocaeptaoses in
they Piehd as veluvant dand practically usaetal, hat is,
tr nttliaat bon s to be dncreased, the information muast
beopetcsived as wastul by the decislon-makers.  1f may
Booavgued that valid informat fon, demonstrabily velatead
to i destts tonemakers ! uualﬁ, will b Dinoeead 1 the

devitaion proceds unlens the pearson vesponsihle tor the

devrinion pereeives the intarmation as velevant and usatul,

Thas, two approaches afmed at ineveasing the Likiihoad
ol utilization of project resulta are being taken:

VO developient ot the intormation in convert with the
decigion=nakers thowselven and (2) seminarg conduct od

Por The deciiton-makery in arder to breimg addit ionat,

possiibly relovant information to thedy attoent ton,
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Hdome Prablens, Methods, and Preliminary Resulis

Plalogue with Decision-Makers

A variety of methods have heen employed in seaking
o atiain the ohjeetives indicated above, Home of thasge
methods are conmonly used, and gstraightforward; others
have heen invented in response to gpeclfio needs of Lhe
prajact.

In seeking wmore adeguate definltion of pareling
objectives and information needs, a varisty of proos-
dures have heen followed, This has included the quesg~
tlonnalres mentloned above; group disousgsions with the
inited Atates Noard of Parole, with the advisory groups
for the project, and In the national meeting; individual
interviews and disousslons with paroling authorities; and
a aerles of small group exerolses further explalned
haelow,

It has heen amphaslzed above that an important part
of the approach taken in this study has bheen a cgontinuing
dialogue ameng the project staff, the members and repra-
sentatilves of the United gtates Board of Parole and
reprasentatives of the funding ageney, i.6., the National
Ingtitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice., An
interesting feature of the program has heen the convergence
of objectlves among persons of guite different orxidentations.

At the American Congress of Corxrections, meeting in
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Miami Beach, Florida, in August, 1971, one member of the
United States Board of Parole, Dxr. William Amos, and a ’
representative of the Nation&l Institute, Mr. John Conrad,
both were called upon to explain the objectives and progress
of the project. Their papers, attached as Appendices A

and B, do not necessarily represent the views or endorsements
of the United States Board of Parole or of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, but they do indicate the views

concerning the project on the part of one member of the

hoard and one representative of the funding agency.

The Nature of the Decision Problems at
It was mentioned above that two kinds of decisions gﬁ >$
are made by paroling authorities, and both.of these
general classes of their actions are being studied.
Corresponding to the different types of decisions are
different (but overlapping) sets of information relevant
to the decision problems, Paroling authorities make
individual case decisions. They also make paroling
policy decisions which set a broad framework within
which the individual case decisions are made. The major
problems of both individual decisions and general policy
decisions involve the identification and definition :
(L) of objectives, (2) of information items demonstrably ﬂ

i
relevant to the decision (i.e., to the decision outcomes), @I@
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(3) of the available decision alternatives, and (4) of
the consequences of the decision alternatives (in terms
of the objectives).

Also mentioned above was the point that the issue
of validity (of the information used) hinges upon the
definitions of the objectives of the decision., The '
nonuse of experience tables, in the several jurisdictions
where these have been developed, emphasizes the need for
clear and adequate identification of objectives. Research
experience in this area is extensive enough that it is
a straightforward task to develop adeguately reliable
and reasonably valid experience tables with respect to
a single, somewhat crude dichotomous criterion of "success"
or "failure" on parole. Only the quite unsophisticated
would argue, however, thaé the measurement of parole
risk in these terms is the only (or even the over-riding)
issue in parole decision-making. Other concerns relate
to sanctioning, to due process, to system-regulatory, and
to citizen representation objectives. A more rigorous
and thorough attention to decision objectives is needed,
and then the question of validity of information for
decisions must be addressed for each of the major objec~

tives of the decision-makers.
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Perceived Goals and Information Needs for Individual
Decision-Making

A survey of perceived goals and factors considered
in parole selectien was completed early in the project.
Questionnaires were sent to state and federal parole
board members asking them to rate 26 goals and 101
factors considered in granﬁing parole. The ratings were
Arequested on a scale ranging from "very unimportant” to
"very important." Fifty-seven state and twelve federal
parole board representatives responded.

Federal and state paroling authorities agreeed in
rating three suggested goals as most important: (1)pro-
tection of the public, (2)the release of inmates at the
optimal time for most probable success on parole, and
(3)the improvement of inmate adjustment in the community
after release. These general statements of goals obviously
require more precise definition in operational terms for
adequate measurement; nevertheless, they provide a
general framework of consensus from which such work can
‘proceed.

Other goals rated as important by federal éarole
board members were the encouragement of inmate program
participation‘and the release of persons on the basis

of individual reséonse‘and progress within the prison.

A summary of the items and the responses to each is available

Y
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upon request from the NCCD Research Center. In general,

the ratings appear to reflect the view that a major function
of the board is the protection of the public and that the
public may be best protected by reiease of offenders at

the optimal time for most likely success on parole. Gener-
ally, there was considerable agreement in the ranking of
goals by the federal parole board members and their
counterparts in state paroling authorities.

The kinds of information thought to be important by
representatives of the federal pafole board in making
individual case decisions are of interest, particularly
as many 6f them ﬁay be considered to represent hypotheses
which may be tested in the course of the study. Examples
of information items rated as very important are the
adequacy of the parole plan, presence of a past record of
assaultive offense, the offender's present family situa-
tion, the attitude of the inmate's family toward him, or

the use of weapons in the offense.

Since one focus of the study is upon the possible

- utility of experience tables, it is noteworthy that these

are not generally thought to be of much importance. Of the
101 items, an item "statistical prediction of iikelihood |
of parole violation (base expectancy)" ranked 68th in .
importance by the federal parole board representatives

and it was 70th in rank according to ratings by the repre-~

sentatives of state parole systems.
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Developing a Data Base

In order to provide an information collection -
system which can enable the achievement of the diverse
objectives outlined above, a variety of procedures have

been developed. They are aesdribed in detail in two

8

separate reports.’’ The resulting data base includes

information abstracted'from records of the Federal Bureau
of Prisons, the United States Board of Parole, the Admin-
istrative Office of the United States Courts, and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

The major source of information on offenders, on the
paroling decisions, and (for persons who are paroled) on
outcomes during supervision is the case files used by the
United States Board of Parole. Unfortunately, these files
are not uniformly complete, frequently include conflicting
information, and thus set limits upon the quality of
information which may be extracted reliably from them.

This source of data is augmented by information available

from the additional federal agencies mentioned above.

“Singer, Susan M., and Gottfredson, D. M., Develop-
ing Data for Parole Decision Study, Report Number Two,
Davis, California: Parole Decision-Making Project,
National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center,
February, 1972 (draft).

8Gottfredson, D. M., and Singer, Susan M., Parole
Decision-Making Coding Manual, Report Number Three, Davis,
California: Parole Decision-Making Project, National

~Council on Crime and Delinguency Research Center, February,

1972 (draft).

i
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There are four sets of data available for study
(in addition to questionnaires or other forms completed
by decision-makers for special studies). They are as

follows:

1. Information on cases "currently" appearing for

parole consideration. Since August, 1970, samples of

offenders considered for parole have been taken. This

set includes a 50 percent sample of all persons considered
for parocle between November 1, 1970 and October 31, 1971
(a full year).

2. Information on retrospective samples assumed to

be representative of persons who were paroled earlier.

These include:

a. Persons paroled in fiscal year 1968 (430
offenders), with a two-year follow-up study;

b. Persons paroled in fiscal year 1966 (270
offenders), with a three-year follow-up study; and

c. Persons sentenced under the Youth Correc-
tions Act and paroled in fiscal year 1969; the
coding for this sample is still in progress.

Discussions of the specific sampling procedures, the

parole outcome criteria used, procedures for selection and
coding éf,;eliqbilitymsamplea, the codiny forms used, and - : J

related operation fules are included in the report cited.?®

®Singer and Gottfredson, op. cit., supra note 7.
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The items of information included, together with the
instructions for coding which constitute thelr definitidns,
are given in the coding manual for the project.!®

The information on "current" cases will permit
description of the persons paroled in comparison with those
who are not. It will allow the development of procedures
permitting the parole board to assess its trends in
decisions over time; and it will enable the development
of a systematic program for periodic assessment and revision
of experience tahle type information. Further, it will
provide the basic informaﬁion needed for a comparison of
various decision outcomes with the later consequences in - @‘3
terms of offender performance after”prison release.

A major resource which provided a stepping stone for
developing these procedures was the Uniform Parole Reports
project's methods and data file. This data base includes
information on wore than 100,000 offenders paroled since

1965 by the various states and other jurisdictions.

Developing Experience Tables

Preliminary studies of the validity of some existing
experience table methods when applied to federal offenders

have bean'completed, and one prediction method has been

1°Gottfredson and Singer, op.cit., supra note 8.
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developed on the basis of the adult federal offender
retrospective samples. This work has called into ques-
tion the usefulness and applicability of the more
"sophisticated" statistical manipulations commonly ap-
plied, given the quality of data available for parale
decision-making for federal offenders. :

Discussion of the relevance of experience tables to
individual parole decxzsions, of prior studies of parole
prediction, and of the results of the preliminary studies
are given in a separate report.!! The results support
the following conclusions:

1. Examples of offender attributes which discriminate
between favorable and unfavorable parole outcomes are the
commitment offense, the admission type (new case or parole
violator), the history of.probation or parole violations,
time free in the community without commitment, prior
records of commitment, sentences, and incarcerations, prioxr
juvenile delinquency convictions, the employment history,
the prison custody classification, the punishment record

and escape history, a prior history of mental hospital

UGottfredson, D. M., Wilkins, L. T., and Hoffman,
P, B., Summarizing Experience for Parole Decision-Making,

Report Number Five, Davis, California: Parole Decision-

Making Project, National Council on Crime and Delinguency
Research Center, February, 1972 (draft).
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confinement, and aspects of the parole plan. Most of
these exanmples confirm the results of earlier studiesi

2. 'Two forms of a base expectancy measure developed
from study of California adult parolee samples were found
to be valid with respect to adult federal offenders (with
validity equivalent to that for California adult parolees)
but not valid for use with federal youth samples.

3. A classification method based upon Uniform Parole
Reports data was found to have some validity as an expexr-
ience table for federal parolees.

4. A modification of a Bureau of Prisons' configura-
tion table (experience table) for Youth Corrections Act
releasees provides a valid prediction method for these
cases.

5. A twenty-item "Burgess" type experience table
has some predictive validity as well, sufficient to sup-
port its experimental use by the United States Board of
Parole.

The same report lists a number of specific steps
suggested toward the improvement of experience tables,
discusses éome technical problems arising from the use
of‘relatively unreliable'data, and includes a comparison
of. the consequences of use of several experience_table

methods, under two hypothetical release policies.

t
§
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Do Experience Tables Matter?

An experimert was conducted at the June, 1971, na-
tional conference on the Parole Decision-Making project
in order to elicit participant attitudes toward base
expectancy devices and to examine the effect of a base
expectancy score on their decisions (on hypothetical‘cases).
Although the reactions of the participants suggested that
even a reliable and valid base expectancy measure or exper-
ience table would be of marginal utility, the results of
the experiment indicated otherwise. The presentation of a
base expectancy score did not appear to reduce the varia-
tion in the decisions within the various experimental groups,
but the presentation of different base expectancy score for

the same case did appear to shift the average time held

before release among the groups. A full report of the

study is given in a separate report.?!?

Operational Use of an Experience Table

Although a large number of studies conducted since
the early part of this century have been aimed at the

development of statistical aids for parole selection,

“Goldstein, H. M., and Hoffman, P. B., Do-Experience
Tables Matter? Report Number Six, Davig, California:
Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crime

.. and Delinguency Resgarch Center, February, 1972 (draft).
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the results of these efforts have found little use in
practice, This situation is not unique in the world

of correctional research, and considerable attentlon is
now being focused upon issues of reseaxch utilization.
Since one objective of the Parole Decision-Making project
is the development of experience tables for operational
use by the United States Board of Parole as aids in inddi-
vidual case decision-making, the issue of research utili-
zation is an important consideration.

A separate report describes the interaction of parole
poard members and project staff in the development of an
experience table acceptable to the parole board for opera-
tional use.!' 1In addition, it describes the developnent
of a research design to test the impact of the presentation
of thé experience table upon paroling decisions, the imple-
mentation of this design, and the initial evaluation of
results.

In November, 1971, the United States Board of Parole
began using, on an experimental basis, a "Burgess" type
experience table as an aid to individual case decision-

making. Predictive score sheets were calculated by

YHoffman, P. B., Gottfredson, D. M., and Wilkins,
L. T,, The Operational Use of an Experience Table, Report
Number Seven, Davis, California: Parole Declsion-Making
Project, National Council on Crime and Delinguency Research
Center, February, 1972 (draft).
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project staff for a 10 percent sample of upcoming case
decisions and placed in the case folder for parole board
consideration. Each parole board member considering the
case was asked to adjust the predictive score (independently)
‘in light of his clinical case assessment and to give also
a subjective rating to the ease or difficulty of the '
decision. In addition, data concerning two comparison
groups of 10 percent each were collected. FPFor one group, ¢
each parole board member was asked to give independently

a clinical predictive estimate and an ease~difficulty
rating for each case; the other group was processed with-
out any forms (that is, according to the usual pfécedure).
Assignment to the groups was by the last digit of the
offender's identification number, a proéédure assuméd to
approximate random allocation. Statistical prediction
scores were calculated for each of the comparison groups
after the actual decision, and decigion outcomes and

case information were recorded for all groups.

Comparisons based_upon a small sémple show that the

parole board members' clinical estimates were signifiéantiy

closer to the statistical estimates for that'éroup for

which the statistical estimates were given. The Ebffelation

'r”bgtween statistical and clinical éstimaﬁequlso'was signifi-

-

cantly. higher for this group. In addition, there Qas

significantly greater agreement among parole board members
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considering the same case in the group with the statistical
estimates given. These results lead to the conclusion -
that the parole board members were actively using the
statistical scoreé in forming their clinical estimates.
On the other hand, the subjective ease-difficulty ratings
showed no differences among the experimental groups.
Results concerning impact on the decision outcomes
were mixed. The proportions paroled were not significantly
different among the three groups. The average time
continued, however, was about three months less for the
experimental group than for each control group. The
statistical estimates, in general, gave a higher estimate
of success than the clinical estimates. Thus, the empir-
ical evidence presented by the experience table may have
increased the optimism of the parole board, resulting in
shorter continuances. Contradictory results appeared,
however, when the correlations between the statistical
scores and actual decision outcomes were calculated. The
group in which only clinical estimates were requested showed
a higher correlation between statistical scores and actual
decision outcomes than either of the other groups! A
tentative conelusion attributes this to greater psycho-
logical investment of the parole board members in the
risk concern (or to a greater ccﬁmitment to the members®

own clinical estimate) for this group.

Several major limitations are apparent. Only a
small number of cases during a short time gpan are included
in these analyses and the initial comparability of the
three groups is yet to be checked further. Consequently, the
results mentioned above must be considered tentative. The
experiment and data collection are continuing and fuxther

analyses are planned.

Paroling Policy Feedback

While individual parole decisions are quite specific,
the general paroling policies which guide them may ox
may not be explicitly stated. The lack of clearly
articulated policy guidelines may lead to the problem
of disparate decisions.

A study in collaboration with the parole bhoard
nembers of the Youth Correction Division of the United
States Board of Parole was conducted with the aim of
providing a feedback device describing the implicit
policy used in case decisions. Thus, the relationship
between decision-makers' evaluations of specific case
factors (the severity of the offense, institutional
program participation, institutional discipline, and
chances of favorable parole outcome) and paroling decisionsg
were studied. From these relationships, implicit paréiing

policies may.be inferred and made explicit. Such a
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teedback device nay anable the parole board membels oz

1, Compare the actual policies with those dasiredds
and take correction action Lt wanted;

3. Reduce criticlsu taveled againgt then as
having untetteved discretion and an absence of policy
Jguidelines; and

1, Agsess the equity of individual case decisions,
hy noting decisions which appear to vary gubstantially
From usual policies,

From @ set ot four rating scales completed by patole
board nembars for « ganple of cases at the tin ol
devigion-making, a method of describing and artioculating
parvling policy was demonstirated, Through the statistical
methods usaed, the pxpected decisions for given ractor
comb tnat iong (according to the decision-makers' Judyments)
may be determined, ‘The study is descoribed in detail in

N 1
A weparate rapovt,

Lutormat ion Selection and Uge in Faye le Decision-Making
- observation of the parole decision-making task suy-
gests that different decision-makers go about. the process
of their decision-naking in different ways. Iox example,

the pattern of gearch for information appeara to ditfevr
. v .00 W W VA
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Byoffman, P.o B, Purollnq Policy heedbaokLMRepuxt

iFGle Decision-Making
Number Bight, Davis, CaLxxurnla, Parole

: ey Researeh
Froiect, National cauncil on Crime and Delinguency

Center, February, 1972 (draft) .
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among members as attempts are made to "digest" the case
file, identifying aspects of the life history thought
significant. In a given case or in general, a specific
bit of information may be regarded as highly significant
by one member but thought to be unimpor:ant by anuiher,
Some members may prefer a reliance upon the obijective,
features of the case file, while others may place more
emphasis upon a subjective assessment, Some may approach
the task with a prominent set toward evaluation of the
offender in terms of the risk of new offenses or parole
violation; others may emphasize concerns for eguity in
time served by persons in comparabhle circumstanaes, for
igssues of deterrence, for institutional adjustment, or
for the potential impact of the decision upon the correg-
tlonal system as a whale,

If thege observations are correct, then it may be
possible to describe the different processes used and to
indicate that there may be very significant consequences
which derive from these differing processes.

Our task in the Parole Decisgilon~Making project is to
"improve" parole decision-making. The term "improve" is
a difficult one to translate into specific methodologles;

it seems clear, however, that a greater clarity and

awareness of lssues, procedures, decision outcomes, and

consegquences is relevant to the general task.
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In attempts to "improve" decisions, it has become a
common practice to utilize methods of information feed-
back. If the decision processes used diffgr among decision-
makers, however, then the feedback of information derived
from one form.of decision processing to a group Or pPersons
who utilize a different form may not be helpful.

Decisions are made with reference to information
about offenders; and there are, of course, varying guali-
ties, types, and quantities of information to be explored.
But it is now clear to us (from discussion with parole
board members, f£rom the questionhaire data obtained, and
from the exercises described elsewhere in this report
series) that decision-makers have preferences for kinds of
information and for methods of presentation. It seems clear
also that their decision outcomes are associated with the
methods of presentation as well as with the qualities of the
information itself. Further, the decision outcomes may be
associated with the ways in which the information is "pro-
cessed" by decision-makers.

These concerns are the topic of a separate report.?®®
Following a general discussion of the problem, a "theoret-

ical and speculative contribution" suggested that decision=-

wilkins, L. T., Gottfredson, D. M., Robison, J. O.,
and Sadowsky, C. Ann, Information Selection and Use 1in Parole

Decision-Making, Report Number Nine, Davis, Ca}iforniaf
Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crime
and Delinquency Research Center, February, 1972 (draft).
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makers may be of several "types." That is, apart from
differences in personality factors as usually considcered
in terms of attitudes and abilities, it seems likely that
there are important differences in problem~solving behavior.
The possibility that these differences, as they relate
to information search strategies, are of importance in
relation to the planning of computer assisted decision
analysis must be considered.

A series of experiments was conducted in order to
further identify ways in which information is selected
and used in parole decision making; in part, they may
be seen as‘"simulatingﬁ operations performed by means
of computer assistance. A first study employed an
"information board" similar to that developed by Wilkins
and formerly applied to examine probation officers'’
presentence recommendations.!®’17 fThe second study ex-
tended this procedure to the use of a random access slide
projector for the computer retrieval simulation.

From these experiments several general results stand
out. Persons paroling, cqmpared with persons not paroling,

sought different information. Different items of information

léwilkins, L.T., and Chandler, Ann, "Confidence and
Competence in Decision-Making," British Journal of
Criminology, 5(1), January, 1965.

17L,ohman, J.D., Wall, A., Carter, R.M., "Decision-
Making and the Probation Officer," San Francisco Project
Research Report No. 7, Berkeley: School cof Criminology.
University of California, June, 1966.
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were generally consldered important for different cases.
The game decision often was made on entirely different
bages; that is, different information was ueed by dif~
farent people to arxive at the same conclusion. Informa=-
tlon may reduge confidence in the decision as well as
increage it. There la no uwnanimlty among decision-

makers as to the relative lmportance of information
avallable to the declalon; and procedures for lmprovement
of information as alde to the decislon may have to be
baged uwpon an improved understanding of Aiffering "styles"

of decision-making.

Uge of an Information Retyieval System fox Parole
Declsion=Making =

The development of an on-line system for retrieval
of information from the data base described above is
described elsewhere.!® The DIALOG system, which is in
wide use in the National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
the Office of Bdugation, the Atomlc Energy Commission,
and the Buropean Space Research Organization, has been
used., By means of a terminal at the offices of the

United States Parole Board, data may be retrleved instantly,

}8wenk, E.A., Gottfredson, D.M., Summit, R.K.,, and
Radwin, M.§., "Progress in Combining a Natlonal Data
Base with DIALOG, a General Purpose On-line Retrieval
System for Computer Assisted Parele Decision-Making,"
in Proceedings of the National Symposium on Criminal
Jugtlice Information and Statistics Systems, Buck, G.A.,
ad., sacramento, california: California Crime Tech-
nological Research Foundation, 1970, pp. 171-181.

va f} ]

and a variety of analyses conductad, from the data leoaded
in a computer at the Lockheed Missiles and Space Company's
Information Science Laboratory in Pale Alto, California.
The terminal consists of a video scereen with key bhoards
and a teletype for printed output. A manual describing
how to uge the terminal and the retrieval sgystem hag bheen
praepared, and it da included, with exanples of rmquuatﬁ
and analysges inltiated by the parole board, in a gaeparate

report, }?

The: Problem of Overlap in Mgperienoe Table Comgbrwetlon
Statisticlians have devised a variety of procedures

for combining information (such asg items concerning

offenders taken Ffrom case Files) Iin order to use them

efficiently in predicting later behavior or adminigtrative

action (such as parole viniatimn), The concapt of efficlency
can take a-varlety of weanings, but one meaning relates

to the cquestion of whether or not all the information is
needed or contributes usefully to the acouracy or valildity

of the prediction.

Many items "overlap" with one another; that is, they

Vzaigler, M., Singer, Susan M., and Hoffman, Z.B.,
Use of an Information Retrieval System for Parole Decigion-
Making, Report Number Ten, Davie, California:  Parole .
Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crime and
Delinquency Research Center, February 1972 (draft).
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are correlated among themselves. For example, auto
thieves tend to be younger than offenders in general; -
persons with more prior convictions tend to have more
prior arrests and sentences; and those with prior parole
violations necessarily have had prior prison terms. Stat-
lgticians, therefore, have invented procedures which take
such overlapping into account. When this is done it
typically is found that only a few items, appropriately
weilghted, may be expected to do the work--in prediction--
of a much larger number.

From various studies in correctional systems, however,
it now appears that less sophisticated methods of combining
the information--such as simply adding favorable items
together without weighting--may end up in practice as
better than the more sophisticated techniques. This curious
result suggests not that the statistical theory is wrong
but that the nature of the data does not satisfy the
assunptions which are made in statistical theoxy.

In a separate report, these coﬁcerns are discussed
more fully.*® An implication--thought to be extremely

important for both research and practice--is that major

UWilking, L. T., The Problem of Overlap in Experience
Table Construction, Report Number Four, Davis, California:
Parole Decision-Making Project, National Council on Crime
and Delinguency Research Center, February, 1972 (draft).

advances in both must await the development of better
quality data.

Doubtless some persons concerned with the correctional
management system will regard this finding as a blinding
glinpse of the obvious. Everybody, it may be claimed,
who 1s closely connected with the processing of offenders
knows that the recording of information ié not treated
with any great respect; and that in some eétablishments
the offenders themselves have some responsibility for some
of the recording procedures. To arrive at this resulﬁ,
the research workers, as usual, have gone the long way
around and have introduced plenty of inconsequential
theory! Perhaps the poor quality of the basic data is
obvious to some persohs, but those persons presumably use
the information recorded, or some of it, to make thei}
decisions regarding disposition of offenders, provisioning,
or transportation and other questions. It has, it must
be assumed, generally been regarded that the quality.of
the‘information was "good enough" for its purpose and that
any investment of money to increase the quality of data
was unjustified. This is now.clearly shown not to be
the‘case. As a temporary measure to aécomodate pooxr
quality data, we may apply less sophisticated methods
to the utilization of it, because this strategy provides

a better result than that which we can obtain by the use
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of higher grade methods. "There is some analogy with
extraction of minerals: high quality ore is nceded ~

if powerful methods of extraction are to be uged; poor
quality ore can be used in roughor methods of extraction.
Hut data are not natural products over which we have

ho control; data about offenders are genorated within

the crximinal justice system. The crximinal justice system
ig the "consumer" of that data, and the same system is
concexned (or should be) with the quality of the product.
The products generated out of data are decisions.
Deelsions cannot be better than the data upon which they
ars based, no matter what techniques of handling the

data may be employed. The conflict of statistical theory
with experience in the practical world of decision-making
in criminal justice has revealed a fundamental problem
of the quality of the raw material, and it has shown
beyond all reasonable doubt that the quality of the basic

information is not inconsequential.
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APRENDIX A

TUE PARQLE DECISION MAKING PROJECT O THE
UNITED STATES BOARD OF PAROLI!

Willioam E. Amos
Mombor, United States Board of Parole

Mr. Chalrman, fellow panelists, ladies and gontlomaen:
my tople today lg to explain our demonstration project.
Tig is a toplc that is of greoat Intexest to practically all
people. It is a tople porhaps a bit like women. Lveryono's
an authority, but when you get down to it, really how much
do you know? And I think parhaps this ila, in a way, whore
wo are in the behavioral sclences. Wae're searching, we're
looking, we'ro concerxned, we're conselantlous.

So to bagin, let me say something like this, something
I once, as a vary young lad in Oklahoma, heard Will Rogers
say. He had been introduced to a group of people and he
looked out over the audience before he began to speak and he
gald something like this: I'm surxe there are many, many
people in the country who are better qualified to talk on
this topic than I am, but since none of them are in the
audience today I1'll go ahead. Well, I'm not sure that's
true, however I am going to comment on a research project
that I have been rather close to. I'm not going to say I
kitow more about it than people in the audience because Don

Gottfredson, the Project's director, is sitting out there.

1
Address presented at the American Congress of Correc-
tion, Miami Beach, Florida, August, 197l.
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But as a member of the Board, I am concerned with it, I am
interested in it, and I would like to pass on a bit of ’
information and some observations.

When Chairman Reed made some of his opening comments
this morning, and then the first speaker, the Chairman from
Oregon, made hig, I could see perhaps a thread weaving
through that I could fit my comments into rather neatly.

We talked about the different criteria that various state
boards of parole have established in reaching a decision

and making a decision concerning the life of a human being.
All of us in the correctional field know the type of informa-
tion we need in reaching a decision: the history of the

man, the social history, adjustment in the institution, his
prior record, community resources. We can trace the pattern
of the types of information and to what degree we use then.
But there is an area which I think is too often overlooked.

When our Board was reorganized within the last two and
a half years, and we published our new rules (approximately
within the last year), we set forth the criteria for decision
making as a policy statement. And we listed ten items. Nine
of them you would be very familiar with. They're probably
the same nine that most states would havs. But one of them
we call, and I think this demands a word of explanation,

scientific data. The United States Board of Parole is
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searching for that information that can provide us something
additional. Now, what do we see as scientific data. We're
using this term very loosely, but we're using it within the
framework of medical and psychiatric data. We're using it
within the framework of psychological data that can be
documented. )

The Board came to the conclusion that we needed to beef
up item number ten. And I might say that that was the begin-
ning of the research project that I want to chat with you
about today.

I like to relate this to a little book that to me gets
right to the heart of the decision making process in parole.
It wasn't written with parole in mind, in fact parole is
not even in the book. But a professor and friend of mine,

at the University of Minnesota, by the name of Paul Meehl

wrote a little book entitled Clinical Versus Statistical

Prediction.? 1In it is the age-old question: which came

first, the chicken or the egg? Which is most valid: the
clinical judgment, the clinical intuition, or the actuarial
process? As a good research man, as an outstanding statis-

tician, as a superb psychologist, and as a good fence
straddler, Paul came to the conclusion that they both are

v

needed in the process.

That is exactly what my position is. Parole decision

’Meehl, P., Clinical vs. Statistical Prediction,
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1954.
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making is a clinical process but you need all of the

actuarial data to supplement the social data, the social

interest information, the human information, the sensitivity,

the insight, that one can bring together in reaching a
decision concerhing a human being.

@his research project is not a cure-all. It is not
going to be appropriate to many decisions. But it is going
to be a tremendous help, in my judgement, for some.

1 think I would like to trace briefly the history of
how this project developed. We expressed our interest on
the Board that such a project be developed and it seemed
logical to build upon the experience we had gained in this
country. So much research has been done in this field, so
much research in the behavioral sciences--but when we get
ready to start something, instead of building on the
information we have, on what we know, we leap over and take
off again. The Uniform Parole Statistics and the expertise
of their staff, their interest in the parole decision making
process have been established for years. Without question
they probably have more expertise in this particular area
than any other unit or organization to my knowledge. 8o it
seemed to be logical for this group to do the research and
to develop a project. After a number of discussions the

NCCD Research Center at Davis developed a proposal. It was

Alto.
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funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for
approximately 1/2 million dollars for a three year project.
Don Gottfredson and Leslie Wilkins were established as the
co-directors, the outline was approved and the activity
begon.

There is a point I want to make here and it is very
important, At least as far as I am aware this was the first
time that a project of this nature had opportunities in
several areas. Onc, to sit down with a decision making
board and have them involved in the process of development,
feedback, and to search and determine what their individual
needs were in the decision making process. Two, it was the
first time that there had been a data bank that had some-
thing to build on to the extent that Uniform Parole Reports
statistics will allow. Ana T think, three, it is the first
time that we have an active, on-going feedback process that
will multiply during the three year period. Now, I think
these points are important to keep in mind as we go along.

T'd like to tell you just a little about what I see as
the structure. As I mentioned, we're going to utilize as a
base the Uniform Parole Reports statistics. In addition to
that, a significant number of U.S. Parole Board decisions

will be coded and will be fed into the computer bank at Palo

Materials coded to date include 10 percent of the parole
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grapts in figscal 1968, 10% of the parole grants in fiscal
bt and %0% of all decisions eXoept rovoeations gince
1970,

Heprt eanbier, Thia wonld average out te about 800 or

900 caden coded per wonth,  On the UDPR statistics, that all
BOstates partieipate in, approximately 10=12 items of
intormation aroe furndshed on the inmate.  We have developed

ovading shecot for our project for federal casos. Thore has
bewvn o ounit of nix youny ladies who have beon trained in
vading, cautablishod in Washington, and they code our cases
tonapproximately 70 dtews, and these in turn are fed into
tine vcomputer bank,

Now, whal is hopeiully the end result hoere? A computor
terminal bhas been cstablishod in the offices of the u.s.
Board of Parvole. 1t is hoped, and this will ocour and in
orcurring to o some degree already, on a particular case
certain items of information can be determined and can be
ted into the terminal.  Then in turn we can get a print-out
that will show us the probability of suceess on parole, as
divtated by the experience tables, of this particular case
with these particular items by comparison with other cases
o oa simi lar natuare,

That 1w not the whole story. This allows us also to
tind and to look at our own decision making process. It

dives us an idea, and gives us an opportunity to look at the

i3] )
trends we're following, This is a problem that has facaed
parole boards Lor years. We go ori on a partlevlar trend
and we don't know this until tha yearly statistics come out
or maybe you have bil-yearly, or perhaps in some cases thera
may be no yearly or annual report that will show you soma
particular subtle influence thal's gulding you., This pro-
ject on a moment's notice can show up particular trends our
decision making is following,

Uow does this dictate suceess on parole? We're going
o have material that will show ug the importance, tha
relationahip, the correlatlion between, for example, succass
and employment. I4's going to show us the correlation
hetween a great number of items and success, Liemg that per-
haps we had relied on almost completely from a gut level-
clinical viewpoint in the past.

This is a rather superficial comment that I have made,
but I think what we're trying Lo say here is that this is
not just a B.B.,, as I have heard some pecople say. We might
even say that this is not even a very sophisticated base
expectancy. 7To be quite frank, I don't particularly like
the term at all., I like the term experience tables much
better. But I like to see experience tables that have many
additional items. Yes, we can probably reach the point of

saying these five, six, eight or nine items are crucial.
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These are the critical ones. These are the ones that cor-
relate highly with success. But when you're dealing iﬂ-the
profession that we're dealing in we can't worry any less
about the sixteen percent at each end of the scale than we
can about the 66 2/3 in the middle. When you deal with the
lives of human beings you don't say this will guide us hope-
fully in 60% if the cases. In 60% of the cases it's really
easy to make a decision. Where you need techniques like
these is in the 25% of the cases that are really gut level
cases andAso difficult to reach a decision on. And this is
a point of great interest to me that will come from this
study. This is an expensive study, it is a time—consuming
study, it's a sophisticated study. It will be a sophisti-
cated operation, so a decision will have to be made--on what
particular type of case do we want this.data? On what
particular type of case do we want this print-out? Do we
want it on every Mexican citizen who comes across the river

to seek employment in El1 Paso? Doubtful.

Decisions will
have to be made and this is something that is going to give .
us great insight into the behavior modification-rehabilita-
tion process, and in parole decision making.‘ What particu-
lar types of cases are critical that need this particular
information, as well as the correlation between all the

others?
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As mentioned earlier, LEAA is concerned not- only
because it is their concern to staff the project, but also
by law. And you're always more concerned when it's in the
law that you have to be. And one of their concerns is that
they spend money for research that's not aimed at improving
only one guy's operation without that information being
channeled throughout the country. So that brings me to a
point that I want to make that is important to this total
LEAA saw this project as having merit but one of
the reasons it has merit is that it can be utilized hope-
fully to provide information to the field. Two national
meetihgs wére planned-for this project. This is one of the
techniques of dissemination. Wé had one conference in June,
and 40 representatives of state parole boards attended.
From this meeting a number of very worthwhile suggestions
eﬁerged. A point we want to stress is that this is ‘a group
effort between the Department of Justice, NCCD, the U.S.
Board of Parole, and a significant number of state parole
boards. All of us are participating, all of us are in-
volved, and all have input into the direction we're going.
There will be a second conference next year with additional
input and beﬁween now and that time a number of states will
Now, I mentioned several worthwhile

tie in as participants.

suggestions came about. We're meeting in San Francisco next
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montl and thede guggostions will be pamped ine An dmportant
eloment, and I think 1t Lo one Lhat has great moerlt, iu’the
sadentd e advisory comulltas Fap Lhidy particular project,
Toome, having beon avound Lhe foderal governmeut some yooary
and noedng many advlsory conmittoos come and yo, I will say
thieg lu one of quallty that far moves ahoad of most of the
Uien thal 1 bave had experience with, L 18 composad of
peoplo Hke Horbeit Holomon of Bltantford, Stanton wheolopr of
Yale, Horbh Klelun of California, Chavlio Newman of Penn
Hlate, Ray Jdoltory ot Flovida Stale and Conway Mgsalgtyn of
dan Jogoe,

W a small adedsory connd tloo, It conb inoy

people that have oxportise in the Fleldy 1t combines poopla
Ol yroeat vadoavel capability 1t combinos people with
axpoertive in sovdological thoorioy. This vonudtbtoe will
take the suggostions and with Don'y and Loglie's and our
partivipation we will move forward.  on the Board we have a
twosman vonmi Lo who are very actively involved. I think
an dntevesting ingredient of the project is that all of the
nembors of the Bourd actively participate with this research
vonmittoe that was appointed by the Board to be involved in
the day to day provoss.

Thore I8 one additional very dmportant plus that I do
want to podnt out.  You know in the pést we've talked about

parole success and there have always been two difficulties
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liere, This project, in my estimation, has a good grip on

resolving them., One, we were unsure, or there was contro~
varsy or differing viewpoints, philosophical or otherwise,
ag to the definition of success. A part of this project is
comdng out with certain decisiong in relationship to what
terms mean. And I think this is something that has needed
¢larvitication for some time. I think another point is,
after a man has baen on parole, how do we know whether he's
a gucceds or not? And we have not had for any previous
regearch project of this type the one comprehensive report-
ing system=~FBI statistics~~for our use. We will be able to
feed in five thousand names to the FBI and get out of their
computer informétion on a given sﬁbje&t's contact with law

enforcement officers. Director Hoover, at Chairman Reed's

‘request, approved this and we can now send the cases that

are involved in our study to the FBI. They will be pro-
cessed for follow up after given periods of time.

This projéct is not an attempt to take the decision
making process or the granting of parole away from the
Grace may

individual member. Parole is a matter of grace,

mean several different things to each of you. It means that

an individual, to me, a peer is sitting there making a

decision concerning an individual in front of him or from

his record. And this will give you additional information
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that will reinforce, that will supplement, that will correct.

It does not take the place of compassion. It does not take
the place of clinical judgement. It does not take the place
of public interest. It does not take the place of concern
for that individual. It tells you what we have experienced
in the past from people very similar to him, with similar
identities and characteristics. And that's a lot. And T
"hope that‘we see this as something that can be tempered with
compassion, and can be tempered with judgement, because in
my opinion attempting to legislate the uniqueness of human
beings is the first step in the wrong direction. If you
really believe in human behavior and if you really believe
that people are different, and if you really believe that
human beings respond to different stimuli in different
situations and different experiences, then you have to have
different decisions for different people, not only for the

welfare of society but for the welfare of the individual.
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APPENDIX B .
DECISIONS, DECISIONS, DECISIONS!

- John P. Conrad

For the last sévéral years, I have occupied some of my
moonlight hours in the teaching of criminology. :This hag
incidentally resulted in my becoming a sort of connoisseur
of criminology text books,'a.mixed bag, 1f there ever was
one. The trouble is that criminologists. seem to be unable
to arrive at a cdnsensus on what beginning students in their
discipline should be taﬁght. 'Still, some of them are sur-
priéingly‘good, but I think the best is one which is mostly

going out of use because of obsolescence. This is Barnes'

and Teeters' New Horizons in Criminology, a cantankerous,

skeptical, and abrasivé text which used to raise my hackles
when I was younger and life seemed simpler. I want to use
as a text for our discussion today, an eXcerpt from Barnes
and Teeters which will lead into a discussion of standards
for parole decision-making. Bear with me while I run
through a dialogue which, I hope, will not seem familiar to
you. This is a board interview, reported verbatim in its

entirety, from some unknown jurisdiction.

laddress presented at the American Congress of Correc-
tion, Miami Beach, Florida, August, 1971.

—-63-



~G 4~

(Prisoner enters and the first board member shakes
hands with him) 3
First Board Member: Where do you live?

Prisoner: In Blankville

First Member: Where were you in the State when you
were accused of burglary?

Prisoner: I was in Blankton

Pirst Member: What did you try to steal?
Prisoner: An adding machine

Second Member: You were sentenced by Judge Blank?
Prisoner: Yes

Second Member: You didn't get anything out of the
‘adding machine?

Prisoner: No

(letter from Judge Blank read)

First Member: This is a nice looking boy

Third Member: I wish I had his physique. With my
combative mind and his physigue, I would go into
prize fighting.

Second Member: Your trouble in Blank City was checks?
Prisonex: I ran out of funds at the bank one time.
That was all taken care of. My brother wants me to
comeé to Blankville; he has a place for me. My
brother runs a little farm there.

First Member: All right. We will vote. I vote yes

Second Member: Yes, when he has served his minimum

Third Member:. I will pass him. He has a beautiful
body.

First Member: Aall right--the next one.

As‘aimless and inane as this hearing may seem, I must
call attention to the attempt to put the prisoner at his
ease by shaking hands with him., The nature of his crime and
the extenuating circumstances were brought out, and we even
receive a hint of his attitude toward it. His future plans
are ascertained, and it is noteworthy that one board member
dwelt on the prisoner's positive assets.

I doubt that a hearing of this level of fumbling could
occur in 1971. The correctional community over the years
has learned to think together about means and ends; from my
observations around the country and from‘what I hear at
meetings like this,‘I conclude that there is an increasing
consensus about the proper objectives of the parole hearing
and the acceptable means of achieving them. We all know
that the making of decisions, that process which seems so
simple to the uninitiated, is a complex undertaking. Its
complexities consist of the ability to evaluate information
in terms of its éignificance for the outcome of the decision
to be made, the capacity to review past decisions to deter-
mine the consistency of outcome with objectives, and the
power to relate all this to a body‘of assimilated experience
and understanding which we call intuition. It's never an
easy process for the conscientious. Some of the burdens can

never be eased; the tensions which must exist when the
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cont Invedl sl Pty o Ahe ol Pander oause angdal log For (e
nons b ve pareale hoaed membes whiloln he cannol shire For so
Py eue e T o0t o Lo,

Mhest oo dter, howevor, Homes butdenn whl ol van be tanend ,
Bver rdnee 1o rfesl vame Tolo contaed with parole boarda 1 ve
boate awette that (he woak Tomd T g ot g, clgegt Doy, and
et the ge guant Hlon o Tnformat lon neadad 1o v
Pevrtonablon Page atter page o aingle=gpacetd ddLtoad
baparta read day after day can bredng the most patlaont ol
boatd menbora ta a abate of goneral dsoed exagporation,  One
vate vartadnty undoratand @ wembor declding that mayboe ho'll
G boat relying on dndormat Ton galned orally at tho hoardiy
amd s vwn dodegdvon Intudtion,

Thive 4 a problem with which, & think, wo arg mak.dneg
some headways o the vemafnder of wmy vemarks thig morning,
Lowant to diacuse the Marole Decdgdon Making Projoct do
which vur nstitute s collaborating with tho Unitod Statos
Board of Parole and tho Rescarveh Contor of the National

vonneil oo Creine and Deldaguency. It ds a projoet in which

all throe agenvies cancerned have had overlapping objactivaes.

Lowant to proceod now to o discussion of our ¢oneorns.

ur Whioctives: One of the increasing concerns of the

Law Bnforcement Assistance dAdministration is the establish-
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no teedl For e Lo ondarge horeo on U need for Lhils eof fort,
Thes weLhodss by which stondardy avee formalalod Lo nol o tople
on whileh o dan safely genoradleey 1 don't thilak uuyuué biixes
complotaly golved thal problew,.  But I Chiluk we can say bhat
whenn wiy e Lhiloking aboul standords for parole board praege
Llee, wo should bogin by £lodlng oul what o board meomber
netdn Lo know lo order bo meke declodons which will protect
the public and ol tho same Llme, proserve the falrness of
the vorrooetlonal systom.  whis Ls o tople which has Lo
torostod mo for a numbor of years; | was delightod to dige
covor whon I bocamo involved dn the program of the National
Ingtitube of Law nforcemont and Criminal Justice, that it
wis a tople which Intorosted Lhe Unitoed States Board of
parole, our intercuty colnelde bmauuuu‘important benef i te
would wngua Lf we could find out what kinde of information
in what smounts moke a significant difference in the deci-~
plong of a parole board., Mo be spoecific about these
benefits, there would be congiderable acanomics to be
achieved in collecting and recording information collected.
Most important of all, a standard could be established

which would assure the collection of those information
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Ltemp which make a dlfference. Daalaslons would presumably
mat be made in the abgence of regulred Informatlon, whiéh
would bea obtalned when mipeing.

v What. kinda of Information are we talklng abouk? I
think we have operatlonally dafined the information we want
ag those ltems whieh can he ﬂhutiﬂti@aliy relatod Lo the
vhaneaa ol guccags or fallure after rolease. Thia has been
a tople on which a good deal of work hag been done. In
Bagland, dn California, in Xllinols a lot of statlistical

ot tort has gone into finding out what kinds of perasonal
Informatlon about offenders seems to be roelated to rocldl-
viam., Don Gottfroedosen of the NCOCD Ragearch Centaxr has
varried the work farther through thd'Unifoxm Parole Roports
whilch blg agoney has been publishing for some time now.
Thogo roports are conputer-procossed and make it pogsible
to euatablish all sorts of infoxrmation combinations to sum-
marize oxporience and use it foxr the purpose of predicting
nisks.

All of this work has been carried out for long enough
to ostabligh its reliability. Researchers have been using
it for years in the measurement of project results. So far
no experience has been accunulated to tell us how parole
boards can or should use predictive information. By study-

ing the experience of the Board of Parole with this project,
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we ghould be able to determine whether information pro-
sesped in this way can be admindstratively useful. If
tha answer Lg favorable, wa should ba able to work out
the otandards for the bast use of predictive technology.

We hope also to increase the range of information
itome whieh have predictive value. 8o far we have not.
di.scoverod o way ko asslgn predletive values to program
guceass or fallure. This may be due to the ineffective-
negs of corrcctional programs or it may be due to the
ropoaxcherx's inability to discever sufficiently sensi-
tive techniques to discriminate the value of program
guccess. We are not encouraged by the prospects, but
wo dntend to continue the sgtudy.

How much information is enough? Professor Wilkins
has conducted studies which tend to show that decisions
tond not to be changed after an input of more than five
items. If this is so, which items should they be, and
in what Fformat should they be presented?

I think I have said enough to give you at least a
sketchy perspective on our concern about the information
requirements of a parole decision model. But a model which
doesn't provide for change could be worse than no model at
all. We think that decisions have to bé kept under a sort

of .continuous review. This is usually easy to do in one's




personal life. Balancing a check-book, reviewing a family
budget are often depressing actlvities, but we have to admit
that they are not difficult to accomplish. The consequences
of decigion~making in a large system which calls for
thousands of decisions are difficult to trace, so difficult
that it can be fairly said that the task was impossible
until the advent of the computer. Now that we have the
capabil ity of making this raview, the model should provide
for the systematic supply of feedback information. We may
not be able to determine from the print-outs why a pattern
of decisions produced an unexpected result, but such informa~
tion should be the beginning of an inquiry into the nature
of the changes which caused our surprise.

Concern about the dehumanizing impact of the computer
is still pretty general. No one would care to see life-and-
death decisions turned out by bits and characters on a disc-
pack. If a parole board could be induced to follow
slavishly a computer's estimate of risks, it would be better
that the model we are thinking of should never have been
conceived., We all should know by now that computers do not
think. They do exactly as they are told; they organize
information in the way that they are instructed. The act of
turning decision-making over to the computer is logically

impossible. What would be done, if any parole board were so
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foolish as to do such a thing, is that the decisions would
be made in effect by the statistician who created the model
in the first place. Knowing something about statisticians,
I can say with complete confidence that none of us have that
kind of faith in our handiwork. All we can offer is a way
of organizing that information which can be organized. It
is up to the Board to make the policies, consider the real,
but imponderable, factors which must enter into any deci~
sion, to decide where mercy is to be shown and where firm-
ness will be exercised. Let me illustrate: A homicide case
appears before the board with a high prediction of success~~-
let's say a prediction based on experience that shows that
85 percent of the people appearing before you wich such
characteristics will succéed on parole. He hasn't done much
time, the offense was rough, and there is no convincing plan
for his employment or residence after release. I am sure
that you deny him, despite the favorable prediction; the
fifteen percent likelihood of failure is too much to accept.
But you might well accept that fifteen percent if you were
considering the case of a chronic petty thief who had always
limited himself to thievery. Indeed, you probably would
accept an even higher likelihood of failure. In effect, you
would be taking into account the significance of information

items which the computer could not and, I think, never will
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be able to allow for.

The Structure of the Project: I think the Parole -

Board's interest in this’project originates in the notion
that it might help in increasing the effectiveness of the
Board's decision, but.I will let Mr., Reed and Mr. Amos speak
for themselves as to that. Our interest in LEAA is the
creation of a model for decision-making which can be adapted
to the needs of the states. To that end we have invited
states to send observeré to the progress meetings of the
project stéff-with'the Board of Parole. I had been pessi-
mistic about the interest whenrwe broached this idea; I
thought we'd be lucky to inveigie ten states into sendiﬁg
representatives to meetings which were bound not to be
especially enthralling. Instead, we got forty acceptances,
and a surprisingly animated participation in our first
meeting of observers last June. I think there is real hope
that several states will start adapting before we have com-
pleted the study, a dévelopment which I would welcome, and,
I think, so would the staff.

The actual structure of the project has two méjor

aspects. First, through a computer terminal in Washington,

~the Board is able to query a data bank in California con-

cerning experience as to any major class of offender under

consideration, using numerous cross tabulations, to include

-
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such classes as 23 year old burglars serving their third

- prison term. This terminal is now available for use, and I

hope that some of you, if in Washingtén, will find time to

‘take a look at it.

The second -phase of the project will take a little
longer. This'involVed the coding of large samples of fed~
eral priéoners for inclusioh irn a data bank. The coding
provides for thg‘recording of numerous characteristics so
that various pfedictive strategies can be tried. It also
provideé for accesé,to the Careers-in-Crime data bank main-
tained by the FBI. This arrangement, of courée, makes

possible the correlation of personal characteristics with

recidivism, the process by which prediction takes place. It

will be at least another year before this system is ready for

active implementation. In the meantime, there are several

questions which will need our attention. I should like to
state some of these questions here because we will need your
help with some of. them.

Questions for Exploration: First, we need to ascertain

whether the use of predictive data does, in@eed, improve
decisjion-making. If so, in what respects and to what extent?
This is an obvious question, but the methodology for answer-
ing it may be difficult and certainly will téke time.

Second, how can we improve the model we produce? We do

I
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know that until correctional systems can produce records
which deal with experience more accurately than is now the
case, the more sophisticated statistical methods which are
available will be of no use in improving predictions or
.feedback.

Third, how can a parole board organize itself to make

good use of feedback? It is one thing to pronounce the

desirability of modifying policy in terms of experience, but

quite another to develop procedures for doing so. We may

discover, for example, that average time for some class of

offender should be reduced, but what are the procedures for

achieving this new average on a case by case basis as hear-

ings. go on?

Certainly this project is no pénacea for what ails
correctionsf If it succeeds as we hope and have reason to
expect, it will be a significant step ahead. It will make
the tasks of a parole board member less burdensome and, I
-think, more challenging. But what seems more important to
me, it will help to maintain the focus of correctional
workers where it should be on the objective of protecting
the community by safely restoring as many offenders as

possible in as short a time as possible.
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