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PREFACE 

guideline, n., a standard or principle by 
which to make a judgment or determine a 
policy or course of action ••. 

Webster's New TWentieth Century Dictionary 
Second Edition, Collins-WOrld, 1976 

Parole board members and others with responsibilities 
for decision-making in the criminal justice system may re
quire standards or principles to guide them in two related 
but distinct decision functions. These two types of deci
sions are individual case decisions and general policy de
c~s~ons. Statements of standards may provide guidelines 
to assist in individual case judgments and at the same time 
give a basis for determination of general policy, that is, 
of the course of action to be taken in future decision
making. The studies reported here have· been motivated by 
the desire to provide both types of assistance to paroling 
authorities. 

Parole board decisions are complex, but relatively 
simple guidelines were sought to be devE~loped. A recent 
study of decisions by the United States Parole Commission, 
discussed in some detail in Chapter 1, smggested the prob
ability that guidelines could be devised and used by state 
parole boards in both case decisions and policy formulation. 
Accordingly, the work reported here was undertaken in col
laboration with seven state paroling authorities. 

After discussion in Chapter 1 of the general nature 
of the paroling policy or guideline models sought, with 
emphasis on prr~iding a means for repeated assessment and 
revision of policy, the general methods used are presented 
and discussed in Chapter 2. The next seven chapters pre
sent the specific guidelines produced with the seven dif
ferent jurisdictions. Chapter 10 offers guidance on 
guideline development based on experience in this study; 
and Chapter 11 presents a discussion of differing models 
and of some moral issues that arise from the results of 
the project. 

Generally, the report has been addressed to parole 
board members and others in leadership po.si ti.ons in the 
criminal justice system. More technical information has 
been included in the appendices. These include a descrip
tion of a promising classification method for parole 

xvii 



prediction research (Appendix A). Included also (in Ap
pendix B) is a description of a related guidelines study 
co~pleted by Parent and Mulcrone for the Minnesota paroling 
authority. 

It must be emphasized that it was not the goal of 
this project to develop, for any state or for parole boards 
generally, the definitive standards, principles, guidelines, 
or policy for paroling persons from prison. Far from it! 
The aims of the project were more akin to action research. 
The nature of an action research model, usually attributed 
to Kurt Lewin (30 years ago), is well summarized by Sanford: 

Action research consisted Ifor Lewin7 
in analysis, fact-finding, conceptualization, 
planning, execution, more fact-finding or 
evaluation; and then a repitition of this 
whole circle of activities; indeed, a spiral 
of such circles. 1 

It was intended to initiate just such a spiral of 
activities, and the evoZutionapy nature of the guideline~ 
models envisioned was emphasized throughout, as discussed 
in Chapter 1. Progress toward the implementation of such 
a process was made in each jurisdiction; but in no instance 
can the full circle--or spiral of such circles--yet be 
demonstrated. A brief focus on each of the action research 
stages noted by Sanford may help clarify the general aims 
of the study and indicate the present status of results 
wi thin this frame,~ork. 

Analysis 

In each jurisdiction, we sought to understand the 
nature of the decision problem confronting the parole 
board in making case decisions. We learned, for example, 
that a naive generalization from the prior, fede.ral study, 
in which the decision could be viewed much as a "deferred 
sentencing" problem, would be inappropriate in a number of 
states. It is well known that the legal structures govern
ing parole, and also the use of parole as a mode of release 
from prison vary markedly among the states. It may not be 
so widely recognized that the conceptions, by the decision-

1 Sanford, N. "Whatever Happened to A_ction Research?" 
JournaZ of SoaiaZ IssueS 3 26, 4, 1970; Sanford refers 
particularly to Lewin, K., "Group Decision and Social 
Change," Readings in Soa~iaZ PsyahoZogY3 eds. T. M. Newcomb 
and E. L. Hartley, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
1947. 
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'makers themselves, of the decision problem may also differ 
substantially. In certain states whose paroling authorities 
collaborated with us, the decision-makers clearly perceived 
the decision problem as one of deciding not when but whether 
to parole. In other jurisdictions, the decision problem 
tends to be viewed as one of deciding either the length of 
appropriate prison term or when to release the offender 
under parole supervision. 

Fact-Finding 

We sought next to determine, by various means, the 
general concepts underlying a presumed implicit policy for 
decision-making. The board members were asked to record 
their subjective judgments on various simple scales as 'they 
went about the daily business of case decision-making. 
From assessments of the relations of these judgments to the 
decisions, we sought to identify the major dimensions or 
offender attributes of concern to the board. By reporting 
tentative conclusions back to each board, we sought either 
to confirm that progress was being made toward an adequate 
identification of such concepts (or offender character
istics) or to move closer to an identification perceived 
as accurate by the board. 

conceptualization 

The next step attempted was to conceptualize a deci
sion model thought capable of reflecting the major issues 
underlying an implicit policy. These models thus may re
flect also the differing legal structures in the various 
states, differing philosophies of parole in different juris
dictions, the methods used in ~eeking to identify the 
salient concerns of the decision-makers, and the differing 
attitudes and methods of the research workers involved. 

One aspe~t of the necessary conceptualization in each 
state was the requirement to develop some means of opera
tional definition of the major concepts employed, moving 
from the subjective assessments to a more objective, more 
reliable system. This was thought necessary even at the 
possible cost of a fairly radical departure from the "fact
findingtt stage just prior. For example, the issue of judged 
"parole prognosis" was found quite important in several ju
risdictions where no objective parole prediction device 
with demonstrable validity is either currently available 
or feasible to develop in the near term; we sought, there
fore, to develop models acceptable to the boards (and 
adequately fitting decisions in new samples) without in
clusion of this item. As another example, in other 
jurisdictions, dimensions of concern could be adequately 
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,defined operationally but accounted for only a relatively 
small proportion of the differences in decisions. These 
concerns nevertheless were used as a basis for the guide
lines conceptualized, with allowance within the guides for 
exercise of considerable discretion to allow for other 
factors to be taken into account. 

Thus, the conceptualization of the guideline models 
was based on the fact-finding phase but was not limited to 
it; the model development relied also on further advice 
from the paroling authorities and was constrained by the 
requirement of adequate definitions of terms. In any case 
--that is, no matter what the basis for conceptualization 
--we relied upon the execution and further fact-finding 
stages of the process to determine the fit of the model to 
practice. 

Planning 

Tentative guideline models next were presented to the 
boards, revised in the light of discussions~ and plans for 
a further assessment were made. 

Execution and More Fact-Finding 

The first "execution" sL .. p in this study was analogous 
to the validation step in prediction research. Thus, in no 
case was the model "installed" for use in actual decision
making before a test to determine whether or not the model 
provided an adequate description of present decision-making 
practice. This was thought to be necessary not only to 
provide for a first evaluation of the adequacy of the model, 
but also to ensure so far as possible that the decision 
policy was not inadvertently changed by the process of its 
development. 

Evaluation 

After assessment of the degree of "fit" of the models 
in new samples, they were again presented to the boards for 
review, critique, possible modification and implementation. 
In each case we have urged that if the guidelines are put 
into use, procedures for their systematic review and modifi
cation be developed at the same time. This is the nature 
of the ac~:ion research model proposed to each jurisdiction 
--an ongoing, continuous circle of analysis, fact-finding, 
conceptualization, planning, execution, more fact-finding 
and evaluation--and periodic repititions of this circle. 
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The course of this project and its results were influ
enced also by contributions and advice from parole board 
members of "observer" paroling authorities and others. In 
the plan for the study, as described in Chapter 2, 17 parole 
boards that had expressed interest in the concept of the pro
gram were designated as "observers." Representatives were 
to participate in meetings of the "active" collaborators in 
order that their advice could be obtained and so that these 
boards could be apprised periodically of the course of the 
study. 

During the project, however, the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency conducted two National Parole Insti
tutes in their series, started in 1962, of five-day seminars 
on parole decision-making. Three three-day Parole Policy 
Seminars were held also. 2 Because of the common interest 
and for efficiency (and due to the cooperation of Dean 
Vincent O'Leary, Director of the National Parole Institutes, 
and of Loren Ranton, Director of Training, National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency, and their staffs) this aspect of 
the project was merged with the Parole Policy Seminars pro
gram. One project co-director and project staff partici
pated in each policy seminar; in addition, one co-director 
participated in each of the National Parole Institutes. 

The tentative results of the project in progress were 
thus reported to 57 parole board members and chairpersons 
of the eastern part of the country at the Institute held in 
North Carolina; and to 87 parole board members, chairpersons, 
and administrators who participated in the three regional 
Policy Seminars held in Georgia, Arizona, and Illinois. 
Representatives of 50 paroling authorities, in 43 states, 
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the federal gov
ernment were thus informed of the progress of the study. 3 

Participants whose boards are using or developing guidelines 

2National Council on Crime and Delinquency, NationaZ 
ParoZe Institutes and ParoZe PoZicy Seminars: FinaZ Report, 
Hackensack, New Jersey: National Council on Crime and De
linquency, November, 1976. The primary sponsor of the pro
gram was ·the National Institute of Corrections (with funding 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, grant no. 
D-120, 73-ED-99-0019, through the New Jersey State Law En
forcement Planning Agency). Co-sponsors were the Associa
tion of Paroling Authorities, the Council on Corrections 
qf the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, the Inter
state Compact Administrators' Association and the United 
States Parole Commission. 

3Four parole boards from California were represented 
and two from Michigan. 
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shared their experiences and opinions. 

At the second Policy Seminar, participants were asked 
to list positive and negative aspects of guideline usage. 
As summarized in the report of the seminars: 

1976. 

... On the positive side, board members felt that 
guidelines would provide boards with a defense 
to criticisms of capriciousness, aid in orienting 
new members, give inmates and institutional staff 
a clearer notion of the board's expectations, fa
cilitate research, save time on routine decisions, 
increase equity, and permit the board to evaluate 
and/or change its policy. The negative aspects 
were felt to be the funding and time required to 
establish guidelines, a danger of computerizing 
the parole decision, and a reduction in the board's 
discretion. Participants felt that guidelines 
would also make the board more open to the public 
and viewed this ~spect as both positive and nega
tive. 1t 

Leslie T. Wilkins 
Don M. Gottfredson 
Project Co-Directors 

4 National Council on Crime and Delinquency, op. oit., 
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E~ECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Guidelines for parole decision-making can be devel
oped and implemented by state paroling authorities. The 
main purpose of this study was to demonstrate the feasi
bility of that concept, which it did. 

Guidelines, as tools of the paroling authorities, 
provide methods for policy control of case decisions. 
They also give the boards a basis for procedures to aid 
in a systematic, reasoned program of policy change. 

An action research strategy was used in collaboration 
with seven state parole boards. This approach differed 
from others: 

Action-research 
strategy emphasized: 

VB. 

Describing present practice 
Collaboration with decision-

makers 
Controlling discretion 
Fairness and equity issues 
Discretionary decision rules 
Evolutionary systems of control 
Invention of models 

Feedback systems 
Open systems 
Model testing 
Self-regulating systems 
Co-mingling research and 

action data 

Alternative strategies 
might have emphasized: 

Changing present practice 
Study of decision-makers 

Eliminating discretion 
Effectiveness issues 
Mechanical decision rules 
Fixed systems of control 
Application of statistical 

models 
Absence of feedback 
Closed systems 
Hypothesis testing 
External regulation 
Separating research and 

action data 

The guideline concept as developed in earlier collab
orative study with the United States Parole Commission pro
vided a background and stimulus to this project. Those 
guidelines consist of a two-dimensional table relating the 
seriousness of the offense and the probability of recidivism 
to an expected time to be served before parole. A range 
is provided for each combination of seriousness and risk 
within which hearing examiners must usually set the length 
of incarceration. Departures from these limits are permit
ted, if written reasons are given. Such departures are 
reviewed, by panels or by the full Commission, for both 
individual cases and for policy implications. 
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The concept "guidelines" implies a prescription; but 
the research underlying the invention of guidelines is de
scriptive. Such research does not tell what the deci~ion 
criteria ought to be. The development of a guideline sys
tem does, however, require the explicit description of pa
roling policy which then is more open, specific, and avail
able for review, criticism, and considered revision. While 
providing a basis and a mechanism for policy improvement, 
current policy may be administered with greater equity. 

Specific methods used varied among the collaborating 
ju~isdictions, but in each an attempt was made to discover 
the main concerns of board members in reaching decisions. 
This included the collection of various ratings, by deci
sion-makers, of the offense and the offender. These data, 
along with observations of practice and information from 
discussions with the boards, led to the invention of ten
tative guideline models in concert with the boards. It 
was assumed that such models must be tested by independent 
application to additional samples to determine how well 
they fit· with present practice. It was assumed also that 
the initial guidelines would serve mainly to start the 
evolutionary process of development, examination, modifi
cation, implementation, redesign, and further assessment 
that can provide a continuing policy control system. 

The project benefitted not only from close collabora
tion with boards in the seven "active participant" states 
but also from an outstanding advisory committee and from 
advice by paroling authorities in "observer" states. 
Through collaboration with the National Parole Institutes, 
representatives of 50 of the Nation's paroling authorities 
participated in the project by discussions of the guide
lines concept. 

Two general types of guideline models were developed, 
called "sequential" and "matrix" models. These are not 
logically mutually exclusive in all respects; but in some 
ways they are fundamentally different. 

In the sequential models, a series of decision rules 
is defined as if the decision pro0~ss followed a sorting 
procedure according to significant a,spects of the offender's 
situation, as in this simplified example: 
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ri 
Poor 
Institutional 

~ Discipline 

All 
H 

Serious Deny 
Parole rl Prior ~ Parole 
Applicants Record 

Good 
---t Institutional 

Discipline 
H 

No Serious Grant 
.-1 Prior H Parole 

Record 

In this example, persons with good institutional dis
cipline and no serious prior record would be expected to 
be paroled; others would be denied. 

Matrix models are based on identification of two or 
more general dimensions of concern, such as (in the U.S. 
Parole Commission example) seriousness of the offense and 
risk of recidivism. A grid identifies, for any combination 
of classifications on these dimensions, a range of expected 
decisions, as in this simplified example:. 

Serious
ness 
of 

Offense 

Risk of New Offenses 

Low High 

Le st 0-6 
months 

48-60 
Most months .. -
Expected Months to be Served in Prison 

In this example, offenders classified as committed 
for the least serious offenses who are also classified as 
low risks could be expected to serve six months or less; 
those classed as most serious and high risks would be ex
pected to serve between 48 and 60 months. 

Some models developed could be regarded as a combina
tion of these two types. 
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In any case, models were sought which would fit the 
actual decisions in current practice in about 80 percent 
of cases. It was thought that a poorer fit "Tould not ade
quately describe the policy, while a closer fit might lead 
to rigidity, militating against policy change. Thus, 
about 20 percent of cases would be expected to be decided 
"outside" the guidelines with reasons given. These reasons 
provide useful information for guidelines revision while 
providing for flexibility to use information not encompassed 
by the models. 

Sequential models were developed with the paroling 
authorities of North Carolina, Virginia, Louisiana, and 
Missouri. The process of guideline development used a re
peated testing of preliminary guideline models, discussion 
with the boards, revision and retesting. The guidelines 
were implemented in these four states, and procedures for 
repeated review and further evolution of the policy models 
were initiated. 

Matrix models were developed with the paroling author
ities of the California Youth Authority, Washington, and 
New Jersey. The process of guideline development followed 
a similar process but has not been completed. Preliminary 
guidelines have been devised, but the process of testing, 
revision, and implementation is in different stages in 
these states. 

An outline of the steps followed for guideline develop
ment as suggested by experience in this study is included 
in the report. Since this experience is limited, and be
cause boards differ in respect to legal constraints and 
mandates; resources, and needs, no single prescription can 
be given. An action research model is proposed for develop
ment of guidelines, however~ a cycle of activities is de
fined, with alternatives discussed concerning each step for 
development of an ongoing system of policy control. A basic 
feature of such a system is an adequate data base to under
gird it, and a prototype parole data system is outlined. 
This shows how a single data system can meet the needs of 
the board for participation in national correctional sta
tistics programs, management and paroling policy development. 

The general nature of guidelines models and of dif
ferent types of models raises moral issues, as well as 
scientific ones. Some of these are identified and dis
cussed, including some concerns with accountability. 

In appended reports, an application of a promising 
parole prediction method is presented, the development 
and operation of parole decision-making guidelines by the 
Minnesota Corrections Board is described and sample data 
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~ollection forms used in the various states are provided. 

The main conclusions from the study are these: 

Parole guidelines are feasible for differing 

jurisdictions, 

They may be developed using a variety of 

methods, 

The guideline model provides a basis for 

policy control, and 

It gives a basis for further development 

of board pOlicy. 

The general guidelines model is believed to have 
potential applications in many areas of criminal justice 
discretionary decision-making. 

xxxi 





Chapter 1 

PAROLE GUIDELINES AND THE EVOLUTION OF PAROLING POLICY 

Den M. Gottfredson and Leslie T. Wilkins 

Background 

The general purpose of this study was to develop and im
plement, in close collaboration with paroling authorities in 
various states, improved procedures for parole decisions. The 
policy models envisioned are self-regulating systems for the 
exercise and control of discretion in the paroling of confined 
offenders. The word "policy" is used to refer to a way of 
managing or a course of action in use, rather than to a ration
ale for such action. 

It seems clear that such collaborative research, related 
to social action and administrative processes, cannot be "va
lue free." Thus, in our action-research into the paroling of 
incarcerated offenders, the ethical concerns of both the re
search workers and the paroling authorities will obtrude at 
many points. Even the idea of "guidelines," which is a central 
feature of our paroling policy model, implies that already some 
choices have been made. Indeed, some who have considered the 
issue of paroling from prison have taken the view that paroling 
authority discretion in those decisions is undesirable and 
should be eliminated. Others have taken the opposite view. 
Some doubt that discretion can be eliminated either by edict 
or by procedural rules. Others may see the development of 
guidelines as a mere codification of the status quo, with an 
inherent danger of rigidifying present procedures and impeding 
their improvementi this, however, is not our intent. There 
are, indeed, many perspectives, preferences and ethical con
cerns involved in decisions as to whether or not to release 
convicted offenders from prison by parole. There is, however, 
little disagreement on the critical nature of these decisionsi 
they very markedly affect the lives of individual offenders 
and they are intended to serve the larger society by imposing 
fair and effective means to assist in the control of delin
quency and crime. 

If such decisions are to be made rationally--a probable 
requirement if they are to "effectively" control or reduce 
crime--then some knowledge of the likely consequences of al
ternative choices is an obvious requisite. Such knowledge, 
however, is rarely available. Rational decision-making con
cerning offenders implies (a) a set of agreed-upon objectives 
for the decisions, (b) information concerning the person who 
is the focus of attention, (c) alternatives, and (d) know
ledge of the probable outcomes, for that person, given selec
tion among the alternative disposition choices. The objec
tives of parole decisions are rarely agreed upon except in 
the most general terms. There usually are much "data" about 
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the persen but little "information" (if that term is de
fined as that which reduces uncertainty in the decision). 
Usually, there are alternative placements available, but 
there is an absence ef evidence fer the effectiveness ef 
any, since data cencerning prebable eutcemes ordinarily 
is lacking. 

Although the terms, "effectiveness" and "fairness" 
are cemmenly used, there is little agreement as to. their 
specific meanings. As used here, the cencept ef "effec
tiveness" refers to. the degree ef attainment tewards spe
cific, measurable ebjectives; and the werd "fairness" re
fers to. the degree ef similarity ef impesed sanctiens upen 
persens in similar relevant classificatiens. 

Equity and Fairness 

The focus ef the studies reperted here is mainly en 
the cencept ef fairness and enly to. a limited degt'ee en 
the cencept ef effectiveness. Within the concept ef fair
ness, we fecus particularly upen a more limited cencept ef 
equity. 

Whatever meanings are assigned to. the cencept ef "jus
tice," it appears that there may be general agreement with 
the cencept ef equity as an included but not synenymeus 
cencept. Thus, while justice must include equity, equity 
deesnet include er ensure justice. But hew is equity to 
be getermined? If it means that similar effenders, in 
similar circumstances, are given similar sentences, then 
it is clear that equity is a statistical cencept and its 
investigatio.n must rely upen the concept ef classificatien. 
As decisiens beceme less variable with respect to. a given 
classification ef offenders (assuming the agreed-upen rel
evance ef the classificatien precedures), they may be said 
to. be more equitable. Equity, ef course. is net the enly 
geal ef pareling decisiens, and pareling autherities at 
present typically lack informatien abeut effenders which 
demenstrably is related to. geals ef changing the effender, 
deterring him er others, or cemmunity pretectien. Such 
infermatien can be provided enly by fellow-up studies to 
determine the censequences en the decisien eutcomes, based 
upen infermatien systems previding careful r~cord keeping 
cencerning the effenders' characteristics, the pareling 
decisiens, and the results in terms ef the geals ef the 
criminal justice system. While it is believed that the 
present studies may previde useful beginning peints fer 
such studies of effectiveness, it must be made clear that 
the purpese ef this preject was to. elicit and specify 
current paroling pelicies, rather than to. test them. This 
is a descriptive purpese, net a prescriptive ene. Simi-



larly, the project purpose did not include attempts to 
change the policies observed, although it did include 
the development of mechanisms for increased control of 
the policies. 

Assumptions 

3 

The suggestion that a paroling authority develop 
guidelines for use in their decision-making processes is 
in conflict with the belief that paroling authorities 
require only the individual wisdom of the board member 
whose determination would be in no way restricted; that 
is, it is inconsistent with the idea of complete, un
bridled discretion for each board member in that person's 
paroling decision. Similarly, the concept of guidelines 
conflicts with the belief that paroling authorities 
should exercise no discretion in the timing of or mode 
of release from prison. Thus, two quite different view
points are rejected simultaneously as a beginning of this 
project: namely, the belief on one hand that release 
from prison should be fixed by statute, leaving no room 
to maneuve.ir on the part of the paroling authority, and 
on the other hand, the belief that the time to be served 
should be wholly indeterminate, leaving it to individual 
parole board members or other experts to decide at what 
time the offender might be released. The former view
point would generally be associated with those who argue 
for mandatory sentencing with sentences fixed by the 
legislature, while the latter view would be the extreme 
limit of a treatment philosophy associated with the con
cept of indeterminate sentencing. 

Placement decisions about offenders are made at every 
step in the criminal justice process, and there is much 
current discussion and debate as to the proper and appro
priate locus and extent of discretion. Whatever the be
liefs which might be held regarding the feasibility and 
appropriateness of the removal or reduction of discretion 
in the disposition of offenders along the decision tree 
of these placement decisions, the foundation of the meth
ods adopted in this study is in the concept that discre
tion should be structured and visible rather than elimi
nated or controlled externally to the system. The un
bridled exercise of individual discretion on the one hand 
and the complete statutory elimination of discretion on 
the other, are both inconsistent with the assumptions 
underlying this project. 

It seems that there are few today who would disagree 
with the initial assumption that complete, free-ranging 
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individual discretion in determining prison release has 
some undesirable effects. The fundamental assumption 
throughout this study, however, has been that parole de
cision-making problems are matters which the paroling 
authority machinery itself shO'uld resolve. 

Individual vs. Policy Decisions 

It is assumed also for the purpose of this study that 
paroling authorities make decisions on two levels. They 
make individual case-by-case decisions, and in addition 
they make policy decisions which provide a general context 
in which individual decisions are made. This assumption 
i$ not always readily agreed by paroling authorities. Mem
bers of parole boards are sometimes apt to assert there is 
no general policy guiding their decisions; . rather, they 
may see the concept of a general policy as in conflict 
with their own aim o,f individualized decision-making I seek
ing, as they see it, to ensure that each decision is made 
on the merits of that individual case. On the other hand, 
the res~arch staff was inclined to believe (and found sup
port in an earlier study to be described below) that an 
analysis of a substantial number of decisions would reveal 
an implicit policy which, if made explicit, could provide 
an increased degree of control. 

Neither the language of statutes nor policy statements 
can differentiate acts to such an extent that the infinite 
variety of offender behaviors is described adequately. No 
matter how clear the language of the law, some interpretive 
and discretionary functions have to be performed by someone. 
At some point the idiosyncratic nature of the act, if not 
the individuality of the offender, must be considered. 

Predetermined penalties which are set for categories 
of behavior attempt to put together two quite different 
functions. There are, as already noted, both case-by-case 
decisions and policy decisions which are involved in the 
appropriate disposal of offenders appearing before a pa
roling authority. While st.atutes might, and indeed should, 
determine many of the general policy issues, it is consid
ered that the case-by-case issues can be determined only 
by a system in which the information available can approx
imately match in complexity the variety of individual be
havior. Hence, a decision system is required which has 
considerable information handling capacities and permits 
considerable variety of response. 

It is assumed for this study that criminal behavior 
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represents extensive variety and hence requires a sim
ilarly complex system for its control. A human decision
maker is required because human intelligence is a very 
high variety generator. In other words, we must match 
the variety generated by the offender by the variety 
which can be_~~ted ,·l4-t:fl:i:-n-i:-l't8 criTrri-na-l----:,'l.u:n:ice--=s=y=s,.---
tem. Some discretion (variety) is, therefore, essential. 
The central research issue becomes, not how to eliminate 
variety (discretion) but how to utilize discretion for 
a larger purpose and within necessary ethical constraints. 
We shall discuss the structuring of discretion, not its 
elimination. We are concerned with where and how discre
tion may be exercised, but we think that it is neither 
reasonable nor feasible to consider its destruction or 
elimination. 

The methods used in this project, and many of the 
assumptions underlying them, were derived from a study of 
parole decision-making conducted earlier in collaboration 
with the united States Board of Parole (now the united 
states Parole Commission).l That project included the 
invention, in concert with the Commission, of methods for 
policy control. A review of some of the issues addressed, 
and of the general procedures of policy control developed 
in that project, seem next in order. 

It already has been noted that by "equity" or "fair
ness" we mean that similar persons are dealt with in sim
ilar ways in similar situations. Fairness thus implies 
the ideas of "similarity" and "comparison." Obviously, if 
every person or every case were unique, there would be no 
grounds for comparison and, hence, no way to provide for 
fairness. An individual may be expected to see his treat
ment as fair if he sees himself as similar, in all sig
nificant ways, to another person who received exactly 
similar treatment. But if only one other person were the 
basis for the comparison, it would not be unreasonable to 
maintain that both may have been treated unfairly. As 
the sample of similar persons increases, however, similar 
treatment among that sample becomes more likely to be 
regarded as fair. The idea of fairness thus becomes 
closely related to statistical concepts of similarity and 
sample size. The latter is related to the idea of a 
IIbody of knowledge" or "experience. 1I 

1 Gottfredson, D. M., Wilkins, L. T., Hoffman, P. B. 
and Singer, Susan M., The Utilization of Experience in 
Parole Decision-Making: Summary Report, Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, November, 1974 
and Supplementary Reports 1-13 listed therein (p.vii). 

.. .~ 
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A complaint that a parole boal-'ri. is "unfair" implies 
that similar persons convicted of similar crimes are re
ceiving dissimilar treatment. The factors taken into 
consideration in the reference sample of persons and 
charaeteristics may vary in some degree from one critic 
to another. Some critics will look with particular care 
at race (unfairness related to racial characteristics is 
defined as "racism" because race is not seen as a rea
sonable or morally acceptable justification of differences 
in treatment); others will look with particular care at 
the type of offense; some will look at both types of 
offenses and race. The scale and scope of comparison 
upon which critics may rely are not likely to be wider 
than the scale and scope of factors the board might con
sider. If the board uses a parole selection model built 
upon co~~on elements of comparison (fairness criteria), 
it can respond precisely to criticisms. If it sustains 
a balance with respect to such issues as, for example, 
crime seriousness, probability of re-convictibn, behavior 
in the institutional setting, and like criteria and ig
nores race, it is not likely to be accused of racial 
bias. 

When a board has 'before it, in each case in which a 
decision is made, specific criteria indicating the balance 
among the most important factors that arise in any dis
cussion of "fairness," it may, if it wishes to do so, de
part from the indicated decision; but, in so doing, it 
will be ma.king a value judgment in respect of factors not 
included in the model. If the deviant decision maker makes 
these further factors e.xplici t, a sound case for it may 
have been established. If attention were focussed upon 
individual cases in relation to questions of general prin
ciples of parole, the understanding and control of the 
system would, we suggest, be greatly increased. Attention 
could then be more thoroughly devoted to humanitarian con
siderations because the routine comparative work (even 
though highly complex) could be delegated to "nodels" of 
"fairness" (i.e., to "guidelines"). 

To ascertain current policy and the method used to 
select factors, we must first find out what the primary 
ones are and what weights are given co them in practice. 
This requires some sort of measurement. Merely saying 
that certain factors are important in granting or denying 
parole oversimplifies the issue. Parole selection is not 
necessarily simply a yes or no decision; the question of 
when an inmate should be paroled may be more complex than 
Whether he or she should be. 
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Thus, it was taken as a starting point in the United 
states Parole Commission project to determine the weights 
being given to offense and offender characteristics. 
Examining how these weights were applied in practice, it 
was assumed f could lead to the development of a measure 
of unwritten or implicit policy, and thus put the parole 
board in a yood position to formulate explicit policy. 
IIi the case of the United States Board, it appeared that 
parole selection was in actuality more of a deferred 
sentencing decision -- a decision on when to release. 

We sought to identify the weights given to various 
criteria in the parole decision by study of criteria 
used in making parole decision~. The board members com
pleted a set of subjective rating scales for a sample 
of their decisions over a six-month period. Analysis 
showed that their primary concerns were seriousness of 
offen$e, parole prognosis, and institutional behavior 
and that this board's decisions could be predicted fairly 
accurately by knowledge of its ratings on these three 
factors. 

From this knowledge, the development of an explicit 
indicant of parole selection policy was possible. For 
initial decisions a chart was constructed with one axis 
reflecting offense seriousness and the other reflecting 
parole prognosis (r.isk). The intersection of these axes 
gave the expected;~ec:Li:don (in months to be served before 
the review hearing). This table, or two-dimensional 
grid, was developed as an aid in case decision-making. 
The nature of the table, wit.h hypothetical data, is 
shown in Figure 1.1. 

Off~~nse 
Seriour"ness 

Least 
Serious 

1 
Most 

Serious 

Parole Prognosis (Risk) 

Good ----... Poor 

8 14 

30 60 

Figure 1.1 

Two-dimensional Grid Illustrating the Relation 
of Seriousness and Risk Classifications 

to Time to be Served 

7 
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After scoring the case on seriousness and prognosis, 
the parole board member or hearing e~aminer checked the 
table to determine the expected decision. In the illus
tration of Figure 1.1, a case classified as "Least Serious" 
and as a "Good Risk" would call for a quideline decision 
of eight months. The same offense, with a parole prog
nosis classification of "poor" would call for fourteen 
months. A range in months was used in the actual guide
lines, as shown in Table 1.1, to allow for some variation 
within "seriousness" and "risk" categories. Should the 
decision-maker wish to make the decision outside the 
expected range, then he or she was required to specify 
the factors which made that particular case unique (un
usually good or poor institutional adjustment, credit 
for time spent in a sentence of another jurisdiction or 
other such factors). 

Two sets of policy guidelines were cteveloped--one set 
for adult offenders, the other for youth--based on the 
project's coded material reflecting parole board policy 
during the preceding two years. The initial study pro
vided guidelines based on subjective ratings. The project 
aimed to provide a table based on more objective measures. 
Thus, for the parole prognosis axis, an empirically de
rived predictive score (called a Salient Factor Score) 
was later substituted for the subjective ratings. These 
scores were combined to form the four classes indicated 
in Table 1.1. An example of the scoring is given in 
Figure 1.2. The relation of the Salient Factor Scores 
to parole outcomes is shown in Table 1.2. 2 

For the seriousness of offense scales, a different 
plocedure was necessary. The median time served was cal
ct Lated for each offense in each category of offense rat
ings coded by the project's staff. Offense ratings with 
similar median times served were combined to produce six 
seriousness level classifications. 

2Various prediction measures were developed in the 
course of the study and used by the board in the guide
lines. In one initial study; resulting in the Salient 
Factor Score device described here, two samples were used: 
a study sample (N = 902) and a validation sample (N = 
1,581) of releases (by parole, mandatory release, or dis
charge) from the same year. In a further validation study, 
a 1972 release cohort sample (N = 1,011) was used. All 
cases were followed for two years after release through 
the cooperation of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
Various criteria of "success" or "failure" were used and 
results compared. For purposes of this discussion, one 

I 
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Table 1.1 
Average Total Time (Including Jail Time) Served Before Release 

U.S. Board of Parole, Pilot Regionalization Project, Guidelines for Decision-Making, Adult Cases 

Salient Factor Score 
(Probabili ty of Favorable Parole Outcome) 

9-11 6-8 4-5 0-3 
Offense Categories* (Very High) (High) (Fair) (Low) 

A. Low Severltya 6-10 mont~s 8-12 months 10-14 months 12-16 months 

Low/Moderate Severityb 8-12 " 12-16 " 16-20 " 20-25 " B. 

Moderate SeverityC 12-16 " 16-20 " 20-24 " 24-30 " C. 

High Severityd 16-20 " 26-26 " 26-32 " 32-38 " D. 

High Severitye 26-36 " 36-45 " 45-55 " 55-65 " E. Very . 
F. Highest Severityf Information not available because of limited number of cases 

*NOTES: (1) If an offense can be classified in more than one category, the most serious applicable 
category is to be used. If an offense involved two or more separate offenses, the severity level may 
be increased. (2) If an offense is not listed above, the proper category may be obtained by comparing 
the offense with similar offenses listed. (3) If a continuance is to be recommended, subtract one month 
to allow for provision of release program. 
a. Minor theft; walkaway (escape without use of force); immigration law; alcohol law 
b. Possess marijuana; possess heavy narcotics, less than $50; theft, unplanned; forgery or counter

feiting, less than $50; burglary, daytime. 
c. Vehi,cle theft; forgery or counterfeiting, more than $500; sale of mar~Juana; planned theft; 

possess heavy narcotics, more than $50; escape; Mann Act, no force; Selective Service. 
d. Sell heavy narcotics; burglary, weapon or nighttime; violence, "spur of the moment"; sexual act, force. 
e. Armed robbery; criminal act, weapon; sexual act, force and injury; assault, serious bodily harm; Mann 

Act, force. 
f. willful homicide; kidnapping; armed robbery, weapon fired or serious injury. 
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Salient Factor Score 

A. Commitment offense did not involve auto theft. 

B. Subject had one or more codefendants (whether brought to 
trial with subject or not). 

C. Subject has no prior (adult or juvenile) incarcerations. 

D. Subject has no other prior sentences (adult or juvenile) 
--i.e., probation, fine, suspended sentence. 

E. Subject has not served more than 18 consecutive months 
during any prior incarceration (adult or juvenile). 

F. Subject has completed the 12"th grade or received G.E.D. 

G. Subject has never had probation or parole revoked (or 
been committed for a new offense while on probation or 
parole) . 

H. Subject was 18 years old or older at first conviction 
(adult or juvenile). 

I. Subject was 18 years old or older at first commitment 
(adult or juvenile). 

J. Subject was employed, or a full-time student, for a total 
of at least six months during the last two years in the 
community. 

K. Subject plans to reside with his wife a~d/or children 
after release. 

Total number of correct statements = favorable factors 

Figure 1.2: Salient Factor Score 

Score 
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Score 

Percent Favor
able Outcome 

Number 

Score 

Percent Favor
able Outcome 

Number 

Score 

Percent Favor
able Outcome 

Number 

Table 1.2 
Percent Favorable outcome by Score - Comparison of the 1972 and 1970 Samples 

1970 Study Sample 
All 

11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 Scores 

100% 91 93 79 83 72 62 60 58 40 44 - 67% 

19 43 53 82 77 107 122 146 134 85 34 0 902 

1970 Validation Sample 
All 

11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 Scores 

100% 95 84 84 78 76 71 66 61 50 53 25 71% 

41 94 92 131 159 169 ·225 246 200 158 62 4 1581 

1972 Validation Sample 
All 

11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 Scores 

100% 92 96 88 87 77 72 67 61 61 39 20 74% 

24 49 77 101 83 105 149 148 139 90 41 5 1011 

Point Biserial 
Correlation 

.32 

Point Biserial 
Correlation 

.28 

/ 

Point Biserial 
Correlation 

.32 
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The median time served for each seriousness/risk level 
then was tabulated, separately for youth and adult cases, 
for a large sample of final decisions. "Smoothing," based 
on agreement by two project staff members after visual in
spection, increased the consistency of these medians, al
though no attempt was made to force uniform or linear in
crements. In the guideline table, each median was then 
bracketed (plus or minus x months) to provide a "discretion 
range" for each combination of seriousness and risk. The 
size of the appropriate range was determined after infor
mal discussions with several board members and hearing 
examiners and, while arbitrary, was to some extent pro
portional to the size of the median. 

After completion by the United States Parole Commis
sion of a pilot project to test the feasibility of region
alization of their operation, and to test also the use of 
the decision guidelines developed, the procedures were im
plemented throughout the jurisdiction of the Commission. 

For all initial hearings, hearing examiners were in
structed to complete an evaluation form that included a 
seriousness of offense rating scale and a Salient Factor 
Score. Should they make a recommendation outside the 
guideline table, they were instructed to specify the case 
factors which compelled them to do so. 

Statistical tabulations for the first four months of 
guideline usage (October, 1972 through January, 1973) 
showed the percentages of panel recommendations within 
and outside the guidelines. Of all initial decision recom
mendations at that time, 63 percent were within the deci
sion guidelines. Decisions are now taken outside the 
guidelines in about 20 percent of cases. 

Since it was considered that usage of the guidelines 

criterion defipition was selected to illustrate results: 
the person was classified in the favorable category if, 
within two years, there was (a) no new conviction result
ing in a sentence of 60 days or more, (b) no return to 
prison for a technical (rules) violation, and (c) no out
standing warrant for absconding. This discussion is modi
fied from Hoffman, P. B. and Beck, J. L., "Parole Decision
Making: A Salient Factor Score," Washington, D. C., April, 
1974, unpublished manuscript, and Hoffman, P. B. and Beck, 
J. L., "Research Note: A Salient Factor Score Validation 
-- A 1972 Release Cohort," Washington, D. C.: United 
States Board of Parole Research Unit, Report Eight, July, 
1975. 



could induce rigidity, just as the absence of guidelines 
could produce disparity, the Commission adopted two basic 
procedures for modifying and updating them. 

First, the Commission may modify any seriousness cate
gory at any time. Second, at six month intervals the board 
is given feedback from the decision-making of the previous 
six months and examines each category to see whether the 
median time to be served has changed significantly. 
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At these policy meetings feedback is provided the board 
concerning the percentage of decisions falling outside each 
guideline category and the reasons given for these decisions. 
This serves two purposes; the reasons for the deviations 
from the guidelines may be examined to certify their appro
priateness, and the percentages of decisions within and 
outside the guidelines (and their distribution) for each 
category,ccan be evaluated t6determ:Cne whether the width 
for the cagegory is appropriate. Too high a percentage of 
decisions outside the guideline range without adequate ex
planation may indicate either that a wider range is neces
sary or that the hearing panels are inappropriately exceeding 
their discretionary limits. On the other hand, a very high 
percentage of decisions within the guidelines may indicate 
excessive rigidity. The guidelines themselves cannot pro~ 
vide answers to these questions of policy control. By 
articulating the weights given to the major criteria under 
consideration, explicit decision guidelines permit assess
ment of the rationality and appropriateness of parole board 
policy. In individual cases they structure and control 
discretion, thus strengthening equity, without inhib~ting 
the exercise of that degree of discretion thought necessary. 

The Action Research Approach 

It is hoped that the above summary discussion of the 
forerunner of the present project -- a development of policy 
procedures with the United States Parole Commission -- will 
give a further indication of the general strategy adopted 
for this study. If it is not proposed to eliminate discre
tion, then it is very important to be clear as to tne .kind of 
model or operating system we seek to develop. It is not con
sidered that action research can or should attempt to find 
lasting answers to problems. NO matter how excellent any 
solution, as changes occur in the environment in which it 
is embedded, it will become out-of-date. All solutions must 
be temporary ones. No model or method should be considered 
which does not have built into it the "seeds of its own 
destruction" or at least procedures for its own modification. 
Any system must adapt or perish, and this applies whether 
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we are considering organisms or organizations. Thus, it 
is assumed that this project should seek to invent an 
evolutionary process. It is not thought to be sufficient 
to develop a mechanism, procedure, or simple answer. The 
kinds of solutions we seek to invent are in the form of 
"cybernetic systems." In collaborating with various state 
paroling authorities, we have sought continuously to keep 
this single purpose in our sights. 

In issues concerning the disposition of offenders, 
changes in underlying philosophy normally would be ex
pected to result in a change in the purposes of the crim
inal justice system. Changes in perceptions of the furic
tions of the criminal law now seem to be making their im
pact upon thinking in this field. There are conflicting 
views of the purposes of paroling authority activity. 
There is a tendency to move away from a rehabilitation and 
a treatment philosophy more toward a philosophy which 
frankly acknowledges the concept of punishment and speaks 
more often of "just desert" and issues of equity. The 
point to be made here is that an appropriately flexible 
and sufficiently complex system would not find it diffi
cult to adjust (like a self-homing missile to its target) 
to the change of philosophy and its consequences. 

Pursuing further the analogy of the self-homing 
missile and its target, we may note that if we were to 
examine two missiles, one of which was "self-homing" 
and the other designed for discharge from a preprogrammed 
gun and mounting, we would be able to detect some funda
mental differences in the designs. The "self-homing" 
missile would have an information detection and proces
sing system actually on board. There would also be sys
tems whereby the information received would be coupled 
to a decoding device and eventually it would influence 
the control surfaces of the projectile. The research 
worker might design "systems" in the course of his re
search, but such systems must be such that they can be
come tools of management. Further, the management tools 
themselves ought to be under review continuously and the 
results of such review in relation to· any changes in the 
perception of change of direction of the purpose ("target") 
must determine modifications in the original design of 
the tool. A system may be designed, but there must also 
be designed a system to continuously re-design the design. 

If we seek to develop an evolutionary process of 
management control, then there must be some means whereby 
whatever system we invent has built into it an informa
tional feedback loop to aid in modification of the system. 
Moreover, the system must be coupled into the larger en-
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vironment because it is that larger environment which will 
determine how the smaller system should change it operations 
in order to stay focussed upon the "target"; that is, the 
operations must be seen as a kind of "open system" posses
sing an ability to adapt rapidly. 

Action Research Collaboration 

It was hoped that this study, like its forerunner in 
the united States Parole Commission system, will provide 
examples of collaborative research and action with active 
participation not only by the research staff but by the 
practitioner decision-makers concerned. If the nature of 
any product produced is a function of the mechanism for its 
production, then this stance must be understood as a basis 
for the understanding of the models developed. It was as
sumed that the action research worker is not particularly 
concerned with his own satisfaction in discovery; that is, 
the work done will mean little if it is not put into effect 
by others. (Many excellent research studies have been writ
ten up and presented only to collect dust upon the higher 
shelves.) It was assumed for this study that if the re
search was to be implemented then this implementation would 
have to begin immediately with the initiation of the re
search. If the stages between research activity and the 
implementation of the findings are to be taken together, 
then distinctions between the research workers and paroling 
authorities or administrators must become rather unclear. 

While the research staff had requested funding to ex
amine whether the general concepts concerning development 
of paroling policy provided by the earlier study could be 
applicable to paroling authorities in state jurisdictions, 
and thus had fairly clearly in mind that the project would 
lead to the development of "guidelines" in some form, there 
was not an excessive zeal for any particular nature of the 
guidelines to be developed. It was assumed that the general 
concept of paroling policy as a self-correcting system could 
be usefully adapted to state jurisdictions, but it was not 
assumed that the particular form of policy developed by the 
United States Parole Commission could simply be exported 
to other jurisdictions. Thus, it was considered that per
haps, after a period of collaborative study with paroling 
authorities, different approaches might commend themselves. 
The basic philosophy of the research team was that we would 
carry out research with the paroling authorities who might 
be interested, but that we would not carry out research for, 
to, or upon them. Indeed, we would not conduct research--
into paroIIng authorities or their persons but into the 



16 

problems of the articulation of general paroling policies. 

The research staff wished to be clear with paroling 
authorities collaborating in the study that there was no 
intention to impose any particular paroling policy or 
philosophy upon them. We expected, but did not find (pos
sibly because of the general attitudes just expressed), 
that potential collaborating paroling authorities might 
be initially concerned that the research would merely 
treat them as "subjects," revealing differences of opinion 
or disparities in decision-making, subsequently publishing 
the results and deploring the state of the art. The prob
lem of general policy for parole can be dealt with as a 
problem related to structures, information flow, organi
at ion and procedures, without the decision-makers them
selves being regarded as the problem. Thus, this project 
does not address any question of changing the persons or 
personalities of those presently responsible for paroling 
decisions. 

Levels of Consideration and Control 

A general model relating various levels of difficulty 
of decisions to differing decision procedures was developed 
in the course of the earlier project; and, since this model 
seems to have guided the research and pa~oling authority 
collaborators in development of procedures described here, 
it should be more explicitly defined at the outset. Thus, 
the procedures of the united States Parole Commission may 
be considered in relation to three levels of increasingly 
difficult decision problems. Procedures are varied to 
match these three levels of difficulty. 

In what seemed to be "normal" or usual cases (perhaps 
as many as 85 or 90 percent of the cases to be decided) the 
initial decision may be determined by hearing representa
tives in the field. These are case decisions in which the 
tolerance provided in the guidelines is regarded as adequate 
for individualization of the decision. Thus, other cases 
may, by definition, be considered more difficult. 

A second level of more difficult cases is this re
mainder of those about whom decisions must be made, that 
is, cases which do not, in the opinion of the hearing rep
resentative, fit the guidelines. In such cases the hearing 
representative who recommends its departure from the guide
line decisions must provide reasons for this decision. A 
panel of three decisioh-makers must also agree on the de
termination. 
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A third level of difficulty of consideration and con
trol related ~o policy matters concerns very unusual (i.e., 
"sensitive") cases. These are determined or decided by 
the whole board. Policy is examined regularly in terms 
of the departures from thB guidelines and in the light of 
the reasons given. 

The most difficult and complex issue is that of man
agement control. Tk.s is exercised by the full board. A 
check of frequency of departures from the guidelines by 
each area representative is provided by means of feedback 
to the board and to the hearing representative. Thus, man
agement control may be exercised by revision of the guide
lines which provide an explicit statement of the board's 
policies. 

It may be assumed that there always will be "more 
difficult ca.ses" or, as the circumstance might alterna
tively be expressed, the variety of human behavior cannot 
a2,vays be fitted very closely by simple models. Accord
ingly, it is reasonable to expect that the model will not 
fit some proportion of cases~ and by the same token it is 
undesirable for those who use guidelines to as(,ume that 
all cases should fit. Rather, there should be an expecta
tion or probability that any particular case will not fit 
the guidelines ,; and, if such a case is forced to do so, 
then injustice may be done. The proportion of cases which 
the user must expect not to fit cannot be so small that 
he may cease to consider that probability in each case; 
the decision-maker should be always on the alert for the 
case that does not fit. To maintain this alertness it 
is known that the event to be identified must njt be too 
rare. One safeguard against "rigidity" is in the need 
for the user alw.;iYs to try to identify those cases which 
are not expected to fit. 

This means that guidelines might be useful even though 
simple. Indeed, excessive specification in the guidelines 
might better be avoided. Departures from the guidelines, 
even though expected in a proportion of cases, must be ac
companied by written reasons. Reasons are not given in all 
cases, as it is held that the fact that the case fits the 
guidelines provides a sufficient reason. As noted earlier, 
in addition to the specification of reasons, the individual 
user who departs from the guidelines obtains for each de
parture case the endorsement of two colleagues. It may be 
that these procedures create a pressure to conform. Per
haps so, but another pressure may provide some counterbal
ance: the individual user who does not depart at approxi
mately the expected rate may b~ challenged-by colleagues 
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or the board. Perhaps the decision-maker has not been 
sufficiently observant. 

The departures from guidelines should be associated 
with the "difficult cases" or cases where the policy re
flected in the guidelines may need modification. Infor
mation about the departures provides a process whereby 
the guidelines may be amended. Since departures are 
expected as a continuous process, the continual review 
of the departures is, at the same time, a continous re
view of the guidelines themselves. Thus, we may have 
the "self-homing" system sought, or a mutual learning 
process of continuous possible change as such change 
becomes necessary to keep the target in the sights, even 
in a changing environment. 

The greater degree of consideration required for 
the cases initially considered not to fit the guidelines 
provides a system in which the weight of the machinery 
employed is more proportional to the difficulty of the 
cas~. If ressons were to be given for all cases, the 
process of reason-giving could be made trivial. If group 
decisions were required in all cases, not only would the 
process be very costly, but it might deteriorate through 
a routine consideration. By definition, the cases which 
do not fit the guidelines aI0 not usual cases, and rou
tine processing is, by the same token, inadequate. 

The transition from case-by-case decisions to policy 
decisions and the methods for dealing with these different 
aspects of parole decision-making thus reflect the increas
ing complexity noted. The level of consideration and cost 
increase with the difficulty of the task, on the theory 
that a sledge hammer is not needed to crack a nut! 

The concept of continuous review is central to the 
continuous avolutionary process which is desired. Infor
mation relating to possible changes in policy, including 
statistical or other summaries of departures from guide
lines, are discussed at scheduled, periodic meetings. 
Regular meetings specific for this purpose should ensure 
that the review does not become a mere formality. 

It is this general model which was in the back (or 
perhaps even the front!) of the minds of the research team 
in the course of developing the further planning for the 
present project discussed in the next Chapter. 

Diversity of Models 

The general strategy of research led to the develop-
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ment of as many paroling policy models as there were juris
dictions with which we collaborated. This diversity per
haps reflects in part the widely differing legal structures 
under which parqling authorities in the various states op
erate. It may also reflect the differing aims and under
lying philosophy of parole boards in various geographical 
locations. It may perhaps reflect to some degree the styles 
of the various members of the research team in working with 
different state paroling authorities. 

From the standpoint of the research team, we wish to 
emphasize that the research which undergirds the guidelines 
and the guidelines themselves are essentially descriptive, 
not prescriptive. Although they summarize expected paroling 
decisions in a given jurisdiction on the basis of recent 
practice, and indicate the relative weights given to what 
apparently are the most important factors considered, they 
tell neither what the decisions nor the criteria ought to 
be. 

This is a consequence of two distinct but complex sets 
of issues. First, judgments concerning deserved punishment, 
the proper aims of parole decision-making, and the fairness 
of including various criteria, often involve moral or ethi
cal issues. The research may shed light on the present 
handling of these; but whether future changes should be 
made is a question which must depend on moral judgments. 
Second, judgments of criteria to be used in parole decision
making may be based not only on moral but also on scientific 
grounds. Thus, whether a given guideline element should be 
included may depend in part on evidence whether that factor 
is or is not related to any particular objective of those 
parole decisions, e.g., the reduction of recidivism. This 
is at once an important limitation and, we believe, a major 
strength. 

The strength is given by the circumstance that the de
velopment of a guidelines system requires the explicit de
scription of paroling policy. Hence, it is open, specific, 
and available for public review and criticism. Indeed, a 
central feature of the system is its provision for repeated 
review and revision. This allows for and indeed invites 
challenge, subjecting the parole decision-making criteria 
now in use to rigorous scrutiny with respect to both the 
moral and effectiveness issues raised. Hence, with guide
lines the moral issues may be debated more readily and 
clearly and the effectiveness issues may be tested. 



20 

Challenges to Parole Boards 

The adoption of guidelines by the united States Pa
role Commission generated widespread interest among pa
roling authorities. As part of the project that included 
guideline development, a series of national meetings of 
parole officials was held which exposed them to the is
sues involved. Moreover, criticisms of paro"reO increased 
in recent years and many paroling authority members be
came convinced that explicit guidelines may give a 
partial solution to problems which provide a basis for 
valid criticisms. In response to this cone-ern, the 
Classification for Parole Decision Project was developed. 



Chapter 2 

STRATEGIES FOR GUIDELINE DEVELOPMENT 

Don M. Gottfredson, Leslie T. Wilkins 
Colleen A. Cosgrove, and Jane Wallerstein 

The project titled "Classification for Parole Deci
sion Policy" was designed to test the feasibility of de
veloping and implementing guidelines in collaboration with 
state paroling authorities. It was hoped that four parol
ing authorities, representing different types of parole 
systems and geographical locations, would be interested 
in such collaboration. 

Selection of States 

An inquiry was made to the ch~irpersons of all pa
roling authorities throughout the country, explaining 
briefly the general nature of the project and asking 
whether their boards would want to collaborate. In 
response, 31 wanted to participate, and four expressed 
tentative interest. l 

Since it was clear that resources did Dot permit 
working closely with so many states, a se~ond letter 
was sent to those who had vol-unteered to collaborate. 
In this, prospective participants were informed that it 
would be necessary to divide interested boards into two 
categories: "active participants" and "observers." 
The "active participants" would be required, as a con
dition of that status, to complete a large number of 
data forms at the time of parole hearings and to set 
aside time for meetings with project staff. "Observ
ers," on the other hand, would be kept informed of the 
study's progress in the active participant states. 

Responses showed that, despite these requirements, 
fifteen paroling authorities wished to be "active par
ticipants." Since this number still represented more 

lThose wishing to collaborate were: Arizona, Califor
nia (Adult Authority, Narcotics Addict Evaluation Author
ity, Women's Board of Terms and Paroles, and Youth Author
ity), Colorado, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, 
Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, 
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Tennessee, 
Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

21 



22 

jurisdictions than could be accommodated by the project, 
the staff consulted its advisory committee regarding 
criteria to be used in selecting participants. The com
mittee suggested that states be selected on the basis of 
diversity in legal structures, geographical location, and 
size. 

Seven agencies, rather than four as intended orig
inally, were invited to collaborate. This expansion of 
tbe number of jurisdictions to be actively involved per
haps reflected both staff optimism and pessimism: opti
mism, since the need for differing methods and for re
petitive revisions of data collection instruments was 
not fully anticipated; pessimism since it was thought 
that some agencies might withdraw from the study w'hen 
the ~mount of time required by the study was fully ap
preciated. These seven authoriti~s were the California 
Youth Authority, the Louisiana Board of Parole, the Mis
souri Board of Probation and Parole, the New Jersey State 
Parole Board, the North Carolina Parole Commission I' the 
Virginia Parole Board, and the Washington State Boalrd of 
Prison Terms and Paroles. All others who had expre!ssed 
interest were invited to be "observer" states. 2 

Research Planning 

Data Collection Instrument 

Two general strategies for data collection were 
available. The first method was to code the necessary 
data, as carefully and reliably as possible, from the 
case files of the offenders. These data then could be 
analyzed in relation to the decision outcomes, for the 
purpose of providing a description of the decision proc
ess. This strategy had been employed in an earlier 
study by one of the authors. 3 In this research, an 
analysis of case file data through multiple regression 
accounted substantially for variation in prison and pa
role terms set by the California Adult Authority (parole 
board). For example, the number of months served in 

.2Minnesota embarked on its own study for guideline 
Development; see Appendix B. 

3Gottfredson, D. M. and Ballard, K. B., Jr. Esti
mating Prison and Parole Terms under an Indeterminate 
Sentence Law, Vacaville, California: Institute for the 
Study of Crime and Delinquency, 1964. 



prison beyond the legal minimum (i.e., after the con
straint imposed by law) was found to be most closely 
associated with the legal offense classification, a 
rating of the seriousness of the offense, the number 
of prior prison incarcerations, and history of opiate 
drug use. This method requires, however, the estab
lishment of a costly data collection system, not al
ready available in most jurisdictions. This require
ment placed this otherwise useful method beyond the 
resources of the project. 4 

The second method, which was the one adopted in 
this project, follows more directly from the experi
ence of the federal study. In this method, the subjec
tive judgments of the decision-makers themselves were 
first obtained to identify the factors most relevant 
to decisions. These factors were then defined in terms 
of more objective indicants. The first method de
scribed may be regarded as "interviewing the files" 
while the second is more akin to "interviewing the 
decision-maker who interviews the files." This second 
method provides a "shortcut," i.e., a less costly 
method which might provide a similar result. 

A data collection instrument was designed that 
tapped the board's subjective estimates of several var
iables relating to the offense and the offender. In
formation- concerning the decision, the offense, time 
served, and the maximum sentence also was collected. 
The form provided space for board comments about addi
tional factors that had influenced the decision. It 
was assumed that a very simply constructed checklist, 
which could be completed quickly, would be necessary, 
in view of time constraints on most parole decision
makers at the time of hearings. The forms actually 
used in each jurisdiction are shown in Appendix D. 

The variables used were those commonly suggested 
in the research literature as important in the parole 
decision-making process. Although it seemed likely that 
the variables included would be interrelated, each scale 
might tap a somewhat different aspect of the conceptual 
domain. Of course, the ratings could follow from the 

4 This method was, however, used successfully in a re
lated project started at the same time. See Wilkins, L.T., 
Kress, J.T., Gottfredson, D.M., Calpin, J.C., and Gelman, 
A.M., Sentencing Guidelines: Structuring Judicial Discre
tion, Albany, N. Y.: Criminal Justice Research Center, 
October, 1976. 
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decision as a rationalization, rather than preceding it 
as determinant; but, in any case, a measure of the in
terrelation of variables including the decisions would 
be obtained. 

It was believed that judgments of parole prognosis 
often would be an important factor in the decision-making 
process. Therefore, the project commission.ed the Nation
al Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center to 
develop empirically-derived prediction devices, using the 
Uniform Parole Reports data base, for those states that 
had contributed the necessary data. For'paro1ing author
ities that had not contributed sufficiently to the Uni
form Parole Reports, it ",as hoped that the National Coun
ci1 on Crime and Delinquency Research Center staff could 
provide consultation services to assist these states in 
testing useful prediction devices. Ratings of parole 
prognosis were collected in all states, with the expec
tation that, if this variable proved important, en empir
ically-derived prediction device ultimately could replace 
it in the guidelines. Unfortunately, the analyses of the 
Uniform Parole Reports data did not result. in prediction 
measures thought to have sufficient predictive utility 
for inclusion in the guidelines deve1oped. s 

A prediction device previously developed by the 
California Youth Authority was incorporated into the ten
tative guidelines developed for them in this project. 
Similarly, a prediction instrument developed by the Wash
ington State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles was used. 
The guidelines designed for the other five paroling au
thorities do not contain a prediction device, since none 
was available •. In the absence of such an instrument, 
parole prog·nosis "7ou1d remain a purely subjective esti
mate of risk~ it was therefore not used in the analysis 
of the data for these five authorities. This dimension 
was represented in the guidelines by objective items de
rived from factors which boards had indicated were re
lated to their estimate of risk. 

Sampling Issues 

It was anticipated that three waves of data co11ec-

SThe results of these studies have been submitted 
to the National Institute of Law F.nforcement and Criminal 
Justice as a supplementary report. 



tion would be necessary to fulfill the objectives of the 
project. 

Phase I: The purpose of the first data collection 
phase was to identify the parole boards' major criteria 
and policies through analyses of the relations between 
the subjective ratings and decisions. It was assumed 
that preliminary guidelines could be generated from 
these data. A large sample, of 1,000 or more cases for 
each paroling authority, was considered desirable for 
this purpose. A sample of this size, or larger, would 
increase the probability of obtaining a representative 
cross section of the inmate population considered for 
parole in each state. It would also minimize the prob
ability of any sampling bias that might arise from sea
sonal variation. Information would be collected on 
every case considered by the board. A sequential sam
pling was considered preferable to random selection 
over a whole year, because the latter would impose an 
administrative burden on the boards and extend the 
length of the project. It should be recognized, how
ever, that the samples studied may be biased in unknown 
ways. 

The project seemed to provide a good opportunity 
for studying the paroling patterns of board members as 
individuals and as groups. If an evaluation form were 
completed by each board member on each case (rather than 
by one board member per case), the resulting evaluations 
and decisions could be compared to study patterns of 
consensus and dissensus. Since all the board members 
would be evaluating the same case, differences in the 
ratings and decisions could reasonably be attributed to 
differences in individual perceptions and paroling 
standards. If a board was interested in this type of 
information, each board member reviewing a case would 
be asked to complete a case evaluation form on every 
inmate appearing before the board. 

Phase II: The objectives of this phase were to 
determine whether the preliminary guidelines accurately 
reflected board policy, to collect additional data that 
might be needed to clarify policy and refine the guide
lines, and to collect data to better define and quantify 
the major variables. It was assumed that a smaller sam
ple, between 200 and 500 cases, WQuld be required for 
each state. 

Phase III: This phase would be used to validate 
the operational definitions developed during Phase II 
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and to develop administrative procedures to help the 
states implement the guidelines. 

Planning with the Boards 

The research staff conducted on-site meetings with 
each of the seven participating boards to explain the 
general concepts underlying the project and the pro
posed research strategy. A film was shown which brief
ly described the £ederal guideline project. The con
cept of guidelines as an evolutionary system, providing 
a mechanism for the boards' articulation, monitoring, 
and revision of policy, was discussed. The objectives 
of the research would be to.4escribe, rather than eval
uate, the current practice and policies of the board, 
and to assist in the development of such a policy con
trol system. 

The study would consider the information about the 
offense and the offender judged by decision-makers to 
be relevant to decision-making; it would no"t focus on 
personality characteristics of the decision-makers them
selves. The collaborative nature of the research proc
ess was emphasized: the advice and guidance from the 
boards was essential. The data and the findings would 
be considered confidential until reviewed by the board. 

Agreement was reached on the procedures to be fol
lowed during the project. The data collection instru
ment for Phase I was discussed, modified to meet specif
ic concerns of the individual boards, and approved (see 
Appendix D). It was understood that the collaborating 
boards would be responsible for monitoring their own 
data collection, to ensure that the forms were accurate 
and complete. 

Procedures were devised to ensure the confidential
ity of the data. When submitted, forms would be identi
fied by code numbers; thus, the' identification of any 
specific inmate could be obtained only"by access to the 
board's records. 

Reports of progress would be given periodically to 
the board at meetings for that purpose, by telephone, 
and by written reports. 

Portions of the final report dealing with the juris
diction involved would be reviewed in draft before publi
cation. The board would have the right to publish com
ments with the report, if desired. 
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Literature, such as annual reports of the board, 
was collected to provide background information for 
project staff on the legal structure, work load, and 
philosophy of the board. In some instances, project 
staff observed a number of parole hearings. 

Data Collection 

About 16,000 data forms were collected in the 
course of the project. The number completed per state 
varied according to the length of the data collection 
period, the number of cases considered by the board 
each month, and the number of members filling out forms 
in each case. 

Four states had agreed that each board member con
sidering a case would fill out a form on that case. 
After this procedure had been used for several weeks, 
board members in these states commented that they found 
the method burdensome. Since this information was not 
essential to guideline development, the procedure was 
abandoned and the paroling authorities shifted to a 
method of data collection in which they filled out one 
form per inmate, representing the consensus of the panel. 

The intent of the research plan had been to include 
all cases considered by each board during the data col
lection period. In some states, the board submitted 
fewer cases than expected, judging by their average case
load. The completeness of the sample varied according 
to the state. When there was a deficiency, it was prob
able that the selection of the cases submitted had been 
unsystematic, and therefore some bias could be present 
in the sample. Because of the size of the samples col
lected, however, this was not considered likely to be a 
major source of error. 

A greater problem (which may have affected the rep
resentativeness, and hence the generalizability of re
sults from these samples) was that in some instances the 
respondents did not complete all the scales and items 
on the forms. Unfortunately, it was not always possible 
to obtain this missing information. 

If the missing information was of an objective na
ture, that is, readily available in the case files, a 
"trouble sheet" was returned to the board, requesting 
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the data. If the missing information was of a subjective 
nature, this procedure could not be followed. In these 
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cases, the "trouble sheet" would,.in effect, have asked 
the board member to recall the judgment he would have 
made at the time. Because of this reliance on memory, 
such retrospective judgments were believed to present a 
possible source of major error and were not requested. 

Additional problems of bias in sampling were en
countered. Some of these, idiosyncratic to individual 
jurisdictions, are described in the chapters that fol
low. 

The research staff in some cases reduced the sam
ples submitted by excluding forms relating ,to inmates 
serving extremely long or life sentences (a quite small 
proportion of the total). It was assumed that these 
cases presented special problems of parole consideration, 
often involving particularly bizarre or heinous offenses. 
It seemed probable that these cases were decided on the 
basis of criteria applying rarely, or perhaps only to 
the individual case. 

Ana.lyse~ 

The methods used for data analysis and the guideline 
models developed for the various paroling authorities 
were the product of two distinct approaches to the anal
ysis of the Phase I data. Although the two approaches 
may to some extent reflect differences in the research 
styles of the staff members, these differences in approach 
are believed to be attributable primarily to marked vari
ations in the legal structures, procedures, and philos
ophies of the paroling authorities. 

As the following chapters will show, there are at 
least two main, useful ways to conceptualize the parole 
decision. The first views the parole decision as a de
ferred sentencing decision, with the parole board setting 
a fixed amount of time to be served. 6 In this model, it 
is assumed that the time to be served will primarily re
flect assessments such as the seriousness of the offense, 
the probability of recidivism, or institutional program 
concerns. This model may be appropriate to a system in 
which the law or judges set low or no minimum sentences 
and the parole board is empowered with discretion to pa-

6More accurately, this is most often a "presumptive 
fix," since paroling authorities usually reserve the 
right to "refix" the parole date to an earlier or later 
parole if deemed warranted by changed circumstances. 



role early in the term or from the date of admittance 
into the institution. In such systems, it is useful 
to conceptualize the parole decision as a question of 
when rather than whether to parole. A matrix modeL, 
devised to reflect the main dimensions of concern to 
the boards, provides a structure for the United States 
Parole Commission guidelines and those used in Minne
sota; and this concept guided the analyses of the Wash
ington, California, and New Jersey data. 

A different conceptual model, a sequentiaZ one, 
was used for jurisdictions where the inmate must serve 
a fixed proportion of his/her maximum sentence, for 
example a quarter or a third. 7 In these states, the 
board has less discretion in determining the actual 
amount of time to be served. In these jurisdictions, 
it was useful to view the parole decision as a dichot
omous"In/Out" decision. Thus, in these jurisdictions, 
the primary question in a parole consideration was 
whether, not when, to parole. This pattern is evident 
in Virginia, North Ca.rolina, and Louisiana. 

Matrix Models 

Since the California and W~shington boards by stat
ute are accorded considerable discretion in determining 
time to be served before parole release, their struc
tures were seen as fitting the "deferred time fix" con
ception of the decision. Therefore, the data analyses 
for these states used methods similar to those employed 
in the federal study (Chapter 1, page 7). 
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Following the method used in the United States Pa
role Commission study, simple equations were sought (by 
multiple regression) which would summarize the relations 
of the subjective ratings to the decisions and perhaps 
point to proposed models. s Essentially, parole decisions 

7 New Jersey is an exception, where it is believed 
that a matrix model may be found useful although the 
structure requires that the inmate serve a fixed pro
portion of the sentence before parole eligibility. 

BThis use of correlation statistics violates certain 
assumptions underlying them, including the fact that the 
independent variables typically are ordinal, not interval 
measures. In addition, as in some analyses, scoring the 
dependent variable "parole granted versus denied," as a 
dichotomous criterion (lor 0) yields an ordinal classi-
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in these states were regarded as a result of involving two 
main questions: "Will the inmate be paroled or deferred?" 
and "If the inmate is deferred, how long will the continu
ance be?" with the final result "How much time is to be 
served in the institution before parole?,,9 

In using multiple regression techniques, it is neces
sary to have complete (or nearly complete) information on 
all variables for each case included in the analysis. Be
cause of the problem of missing information previously re
ferred to, the number of cases used in calculating the re
quired eq.uations was somewhat less than the total number 
of cases in the sample. Some other descriptive statistics 
were used which did not require complete information on 
each variable. As a result, the number of cases used in 
each analysis varied. 

After identifying the main dimensions of concern, 
more objective indicants of these were sought. Next, the 
relation of resulting classifications to time served was 
assessed in order to provide tentative guidelines. 

For the California Youth Authority, for example, the 
equations made it clear that the concerns of offense seri
ousness, institutional discipline, and parole prognosis 
were dominant, in that order. Offense seriousness classes 
were then defined by a rank ordering in use by the research 
division of that agency. Institutional discipline was 
given a more objective definition; and a "base expectancy" 
classification developed in the Youth Authority was used 
for the parole prognosis factor. Such definitions enabled 

fication, rather than an interval scale. (This use of 
multiple regression may be regarded as equivalent to the 
use of Fisher's discriminant function.) Even when the 
continuous variate, time served, is the dependent vari
able, not all assumptions of multiple regressions are 
met, but the method was thought to be useful since in
tercorrelations among the items are considered in the 
analysis, and some indication of the appropriate weight
ing is provided. Moreover, it seems that there is no 
other method which satisfies more of the necessary con
ditions. In addition, this method has been demonstrated 
as having a practical utility in similar circumstances. 

9 In agencies such as the California Youth Authority 
and the Washington State Board of Prison Terms and Pa
roles, parole is the preferred mode of release; 'llmost 
all offenders leave the institution on parole (rather 
than by discharge from the sentence). 



the construction of guideline grids. The average time 
served for each offense, and the standard deviation (a 
measure of variation from the average) provided guidance 
for setting the expected ranges within a tentative guide
line table. These matrices, or grids, then could be as
sessed further to determine how well they fit a new sam
ple of cases. 

Sequential Models 

In states in which the inmate serves a fixed propor
tion of his maximum sentence (North Carolina, Virginia, 
Louisiana, and Missouri) a different analytical procedure 
was followed. Multiple regression equations were computed 
for these states, and when based on the scaled variables' 
excluding parole prognosis, moderately high correlations 
were obtained with decision criterion. When parole prog
nosis was added to these other independ~nt variables, cor
relations were increased substantially. 

In order to increase the amount of explained varia
tion, the research staff turned to an alternative strat
egy, case-classification analysis. This technique was 
well adapted to the data. The dependent variable was 
dichotomous (grant/deny) and heavily influenced by the 
discrete factors (such as "not in minimum custody"). The 
sample was large enough to provide an adequate number of 
cases to fulfill the multi-celled requirements of case
classification. 

The use of case-classification techniques facilitated 
the identification of numerous discrete factors which in
fluenced board decisions. These factors, discerned from 
an analysis of comments in the salient factors section, 
increased the number of independent variables which could 
be used to explain board decisions. This made it possible 
to increase the amount of explained variation considerably. 

In interpreting the crosstabulations of the major 
variables, an attribute was considered to be a discrimi
nator if 80 percent or more of the cases in that category 
were decided in one direction (parole or deny). For ex
ample, if 92 percent of inmates with poor discipline were 
denied parole, this was interpreted to mean that it was 
Board policy to deny parole to inmates with poor disci
pline. The 80 percent level was chosen because it pro
vides a high level of confidence that the relationship 
in question could not have happened by chance. 10 

10Blalock, Hubert M., Jr., Causal Inferences in 
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The major decision rules emerged from an analysis of 
the crosstabulations. The sample was then sorted accord
ing to these decision +ules. These successive sorts in 
effect held a number or variables constant, making it pos
sible to identify further discriminators not originally 
apparent. 

As is apparent from Figure 2.1, the sample was suc
cessively subdivided. In the analysis of each state sam
ple, the number of subdivisions was dependent on the num
ber of criteria the board took into consideration. Cases 
contrary to decision rules were not further subdivided 
(see Fourth Sort on Figure 2.1). It was found that cases 
in the latter group were too few to analyze. The sorting 
continued until all cases were accounted for, or no fur
ther decision rules could be identified. This sorting 
process provided what might alternatively be showp as a 
multi-celled crosstabulation table. 

The ordering process represented in the decision tree 
(Figure 2.1) was then condensed into a flowchart (Figure 
2.2). The chart sorted out the decisions in order of in
creasing difficulty, beginning with single factor deci
sions and continuing with double and multi-factor deci
sions." This order provided a simple and efficient struc
ture for ordering the complex process of parole decision 
making. The flowchart was then translated into guidelines. 

Theoretically, several alternative formats for pre
senting the decision rules were available; e.g., in a 
mathematical equation, a matrix, or a questionnaire. The 
latter style was adopted, since it was compatible with 
the existing procedure of the boards, who were accustomed 
to completing checklists at parole considerations. 

In every state, the guidelines were tested on new 
samples. An analysis of the validation samples revealed 
a high degree of fit between the guideline model and ac
tual boar~ decision practices. In considering the guide
lines, it is essential to distinguish between the decision
making model as reflected in the guidelines and the actual 
decision-making process. 

The guidelines serve as a tool to assist the board, 
by providing a summary of the board's ~ajor criteria and 
policies. The guidelines conceptualize the decision
making process as if the information search stops at a 

Non-Experimental Research, New York: W. W. Norton, Co., 
1964, p. 45. 
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(301) 
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Good Institutional 
Discipline (244) 

Third Sort 

Minor Prior 
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Figure 2.1: Sorting Pattern (Simplified) for Missouri Data, Phase III, Hearings 
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Figure 2.2: Flowchart showing Sequence of Decision Rules 
for Data in Figure 2.1 



spe.cific point after reaching a decision rule; as if, that 
is, cases are decided on the basis of factors that lead 
to the relevant decision rule and are then "screened mr.'t," 
from further consideration. 

In practice, this decision rule acts as a cue to 
continue the information search on the assumption that 
additional information might suggest reasons for going 
outside the guidelines. 

Guideline policy is summarized in the form of im
perative statements which appear to be prescriptive. In 
actual practice, however, they represent a description 
of board policy which the board members can use for guid
ance in evaluating each case on its individual merits. 
It is clearly understood that the ultimate discretion in 
each decision rests with the board. 

In order to promote consistency in evaluating in
formation pertaining to prior criminal record and insti
tutional discipline, operational definitions were form
ulated and validated against new data in all states where 
sequentiai models were developed. These were devised 
by asking board members to rate each inmate and list the 
specific data supporting the rating. The process by 
which these ratings were analyzed is described in detail 
in the chapters that follow. 

Policy Development 

It is assumed that the guidelines in each state will 
undergo periodic revision to reflect changes in Board po
licy. In addition, elements of subjectivity are still 
present in the guidelines and could be reduced by further 
work toward operational definitions of secondary factors. 
If an empirically-derived prediction device is desired 
to be included by a board and could be ceveloped, the 
guidelines could be adjusted to accommodate it. 

These were the general strategies for defining po
licies and developing guidelines in collaboration with 
the participating parole boards. The specific proce
dures and the findings are presented in the chapters 
that follow. 
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Chapter 3 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Colleen A. Cosgrove and Jane Wallerstein 

Commission Structure and Procedure 1 

The North Carolina Parole Commission consists of 
five full-time Commissioners, all of whom review cases. 
The Commission is assisted by twelve case analysts who 
maintain files on the inmates, prepare their folders for 
parole consideration, and make recommendations concern
ing the advisability of parole. 

The judge fixes the maximum sentence within the 
statutory limits for the offense. By statute, an in
mate is eligible for parole at the expiration of one
quarter of his maximum sentence. Good time operates in 
such a way that the maximum sentence can be reduced by 
one-third. If an inmate is denied parole at first eli
gibility, his case -is reviewed at least annually there
after. 

All misdemeanants and felons with maximum sentences 
totalling a year or more whv have been committed to the 
Department of Corrections are under the Commission's ju
risdiction. This includes youthful offenders recommended 
fo parole by the Division of Youth Services. (These lat
ter cases were, however, excluded from the present study, 
since parole for these inmates is almost automatic and 
these cases, therefore, represent a minimal exercise of 
discretion by the Commission.) 

The Commissioners review the folders of all inmates 
eligible for parole and consider app~oximately 600 adult 
cases a month. Personal interviews, conducted by one 
Commissioner, are granted only to inmates tentatively 
selected for parole. The purpose of these hearings is 
to evaluate the inmate for parole readiness and to review 
the parole plans. Three affirmative votes are needed fOT 
a parole grant. 

North Carolina law (GS 140) specifies four crit~ria 
to be used in considering inmates for parole: 1) "the 
reasonable probability that the prisoner will live and 

IThe structure of a parole board and its procedures 
have a strong bearing on the board's decision-making 
process. 
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remain in liberty without violating the law"i 2) "that 
the release of the prisoner. is not incompatible with the 
welfare of society"; 3) "that the record of the prisoner 
during his confinement established that the prisoner is 
obedient to prison rules and regulations"; and 4) "that 
the prisoner harbors no resentment against society or the 
judge, prosecuting attorneys, or jury that convicted the 
prisoner" (North Carolina General Statute 148-60, 1969). 

These criteria were set forth in more specific terms 
in a case summary sheet used by the Commission's case 
analysts when the present study began. This sheet con
tained a checklist of negative factors which represented 
reasons for not recommending parole (Figure 3.1). 

Data Collection 

Members of the research team met with the Commission 
in February, 1975. In discussing the f~deral guideline 
study, -the Commissioners commented that, unlike the united 
states Parole Commission, they were not strongly influ
enced by the seriousness of the offense. They believed 
that the judge considered this factor in sentencing, and 
that it was not their responsibility, in effect, to re
sentence the inmate. In addition, they explained that 
because inmates must serve one-quarter of their sentence, 
this mandatory term represented the deterrent and retri
butive aspects of the sentence. 

In discussing their parole criteria as reflected in 
Figure 3.1, the Commissioners expressed concern about 
"risk;" that is, whether the inmate would pose a danger 
to the community if released at this time. In assessing 
the case along this dimension, the Commissioners explained 
that they took into consideration the length and serious
ness of the inmate's prior record, the length of time be
tween offenses, whether his present offense or pattern of 
criminal activities were related to a history Of alcohol 
or drug abuse, or whether he had a history of mental ill
ness or was the subject of a recent unfavorable psycholog
ical report. They were concerned also with the inmate's 
probation or parole recordsi inmates who had committed 
crimes on probation or parole were seen as poor parole 
risks. 

, I 

The Commissioners explained that they took into con
sideration a number of factors related to the inmate's 
institutional adjustment. They stated that they placed 
great emphasis on the inmate's participation in and re
sponse to institutional programs, particularly work re
lease. Failure on work release was interpreted as an 



Major Minor 

Reasons Not Reco~~ended: 
.1 

Not in honor grade, minimum custody 

Assaultive nature 

Poor attitude 

Community or official objections to release 

Charges pending 

Previous court record 

Previous cr.iminal conduct 

Escape 

Insufficient time served 

Previous parole unsatisfactory 

Recent infraction 

Psychiatric report unfavorable 

Previous record of similar offenses 

Natura of crime 

No employment plan 

No residence plan 

Figure 3.1: Criteria Used by Case Analysts 
(excerpted from Parole Case Review Form PR-966 3/74) 

39 



40 

indication that the inmate was unlikely to comply with 
parole conditions. It was also Commission policy to 
deny parole to inmates who had recently escaped, were 
not in minimum custody, or had a history of infractions 
in the institution. The Commissioners explained that, 
by statute, they are not permitted to parole inmates who 
have serious disciplinary records. Furthermore, they be
lieved that it was their responsibility to assist in the 
maintenance of institutional order by denying parole to 
inmates who violated regulations. The Commissioners ex
plained that denials of parole in such instances were 
made in the hope that they would serve as a deterrent to 
misconduct; however, they did not interpret poor insti
tutional adjustment as a sign that the inmate would not 
succeed on parole. They added that the inmate most likely 
to be paroled at first eligibility was a first offender 
who had a very good institutional record. It was evident 
from this meeting that these Commissioners were aware 
that theY'had several explicit, albeit unwritten, policies 
which influenced their decisions. 

The Commissioners said, though, that they were not 
sure they all applied the criteria in the same manner. 
There were situations, in addition to those covered by 
the criteria they had enumerated, in which they believed 
their policy was less well defined. The Commissioners 
therefore wanted to develop a consistent, rational policy 
and had joined the study for this reason. 

The Commissioners reviewed and approved the case 
evaluation form (Appendix C). It was agreed that the 
form would be completed by the first Commissioner to re
view a case file, and that one form w'ould be completed 
on every inmate eligible for parole during the data col
lection period. The rater would record his own subjec
tive estimates of the inmate and his own parole decision. 
Thus, the ratings and the decisions recorded on the forms 
would represent the conclusions of one Commissioner, not 
those of the entire commission. This procedure was con
sistent with the project aim of studying the relations 
between the subjective estimates and Commissioner deci
sions. It was, of course, possible that the rating Com
missioner would vote to deny parole, although a Commis
sion majority voted to grant. Since a large sample was 
anticipated, it seemed reasonable to assume that the vot
ing patterns of the entire Commission would be accurately 
represented over the ent.ire sample. 

Although the Commissioners had enumerated criteria 
(e.g., minimum custody) in addition to those on the case 
evaluation form, it was decided that these criteria would 
not be incorporated into the data collection instrument. 



First~ it was desirable that the data collection instru
ment be as uniform as possible for all states in the pro
ject so that information would be compa~able. Second, 
keeping the instrument short and simple would increase 
the probability that the form would be filled out accu
rately and completely. The Commissioners agreed that the 
additional factors that influenced their decisions would 
be recorded in the salient factor section of the form. 

Data collection began on April 1, 1975, and was com
pleted on September 3D, 1975. A total of 3,315 Phase I 
case evaluation forms was received. After 139 cases con
cerning inmates serving maximum sentences exceeding 20 
years were excluded, the sample was reduced to 3,176. 

Analysis 

The preliminary analysis of the data served to deter
mine, first, what factors were related to the decisions, 
and, second, whether the time-setting matrix model de
veloped in collaboration with the united States Parole 
Commission could be adapted for the North Carolina Parole 
Commission's decision-making processes. 

An examination of the product-moment correlation ma
trix (Table 3.1) showed that all relations were in the 
expected directions. Parole prognosis was the variable 
most highly correlated with the decisions (r b = .60). 
Four variables were moderately correlated wi~h the deci
sions: institutional discipline (.49), program partici
pation (.53), social stability (.39), and prior record 
(-.32). Seriousness of the offense, maximum sentence, 
and time served were not related to the grant/deny deci
sion. As expected, the variables related to the deci
sions were in some instances fairly highlY intercorre
lated. 

Originally, it had been anticipated that the factors 

2The highest intercorrelation is between time served 
and maximum sentence (r = .77). This very strong correla
tion is attributable to the fact that inmates must serve 
a quarter of their maximum sentence before eligibility; 
therefore, as the maximum sentence increases, the number 
of months served increases. Similar results were obtained 
in other jurisdictions where the inmates by statute or 
board policy must serve a fixed propor,tion of their max
imum sentences until initial eligibility: Virginia, r = 
.84; Louisiana, r = .97; and Missouri, r = .89. 

41 



Table 3.1 

Correlation of Ratings and Decisions by the North Carolina Parole Commission (N = 3,176) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

~ 3008 2968 2956 2520 2963 2980 2974 3009 3003 2906 
l. Decision * 

.00 ~ 2973 2957 2520 2964 2981 2975 3012 3006 2909 
2. Seriousness 

3. Parole .60 .1S ~ 2919 2487 2925 2942 2936 2969 2963 2869 -- --
Prognosis 

4. Institutional .49 -.05 .36 ~ 2514 2915 2932 2926 2958 2952 2856 
Discipline 

-- --

5. Program .53 -.07 .36 .80 I~ 2485 2496 2497 2521 2515 2429 
Participation 

-- -- --

6. Assaultive -.27 .37 -.26 -.29 -.30 ~ 2943 2934 2964 2958 2866 -- -- -- -- --Potential 

7. Prior Criminal -.32 .12 -.37 -.27 -.30 .38 ~ 2959 2981 2975 2880 -- -- -- -- -- --Record 

8. Social .39 .06 .44 .29 .37 -.22 -.29 ~ 2974 2968 2872 -- -- -- -- -- -- --Stability 

9. Time .00 .32 -.07 -.22 -.14 .28 .17 -.04 ~~ 3015 2918 -- -- -- -- -- --
Served 

10. Maximum .01 .41 -.01 -.14 -.06 .30 .13 -.01 .77 ~ 2912 -- -- -- -- -- --Sentence 

lI. Number of Prior -.02 .13 -.12 -.22 -.18 .19 .16 -.09 .69 .38 ~ -- --- -- -- -- -- --- -- --Hearings 

Note: Numbers of cases are shQwn above the main diagonal, correlations below. 
Significant correlations (p .z.01) are underlined. 

Column 1, Point bi-serial correlations coefficients; columns 2-11, Pearson's product-moment correlation 
coefficient. 

* Dichotomous variable: Grant = 1, Deny = o. 





related to the decisions would be the same as those found 
in the federal study. These were seriousness of the of
fense, parole prognosis, and time served. As noted above, 
seriousness of the offense was not related to the deci
sions in North Carolina. In view of the negligible cor
relation between time served and the decisions, it was 
reasonable to conclude that the Gommissioners were not 
"time-setting" per se; that is, there was no evidence that 
the Commission had either an implicit or explicit policy 
concerning tIle actual amount of time or proportion of the 
maximum sentence that an inmate must serve before parole. 
Thus, parole decisions in North Carolina could be con
ceptualized as questions of whether, rather than when, to 
parole. 

Of the three dimensions reflected in the federal 
guidelines, only parole prognosis was strongly corre
lated with the paroling decisions in North Carolina. As 
explained in Chapter 2, page 24 , it was decided that pa
role prognosis per se could not be used as a major guide
line dimension. 

For the reasons indicated above, it was clear that a 
time-setting matrix model would not provide an appropriate 
descriptive model of this Commission's decision-making 
processes. It followed that a different model would be 
required. 

Equations, employing multiple regression techniques, 
were computed to predict the grant/deny decisions. As Ta
ble 3.2 shows, the variation in the decisions could be ex
plained substantially by the inclusion of the six indepen
dent variables most highly correlated with the decisions. 
When the parole prognosis coefficient, which had been en
tered sixth into the equation, was excluded from consider
ation, the multiple correlation coefficient dropped from 
.72 to .62. The first two variables alone, prior crim
inal record and institutional discipline, accounted for 
most of the remaining "explained" variation. 

The inclusion of social stability, assaultive po
tential, and program participation added little to the pre
dictive power of t:he equation. "Social stability" was a 
nebulous term which might include such diverse considera
tions as the inmate's employment record, marital status, 
and level of education. It therefore would be difficult 
to identify the numerous factors related to this dimension. 
The concept of "assaultive potential" seemed to involve 
some of the same difficulties. Although program partici
pation was slightly more highly correlated with the deci-
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Variable** 

Table 3.2 

Regression of Inmate status Variables and Commissioner Ratings 
on Parole Decision (Grant/Deny) (N = 2,384)* 

Multiple 
Correlation Change Correlation 
Coefficient R2 in R2 Coefficient B Beta 

Prior Criminal Record .34 .12 .12 -.34 -.002 

Institutional Discipline .58 .34 .22 .55 .008 

Social Stability .~~ ~ 
.Q3 .39 .003 

~e Potential ---~ .61 .37 .00 -.29 -.001 

Program Participation .62 .38 .01 .53 .008 

Parole P:cognosis .72 .51 .13 .62 .012 

-
Constant -.699 

* Cases were included when the ma.ximum sentence was up to and including 20 years and when 
data on all variables in the analysis were available. 

** Point biserial correlation coefficients, with decision scored as Grant = 1, Deny = O. 

-.043 
, 

.190 

.046 

-.027 

.179 

.438 

: 





sions than institutional discipline, 13 percent of the 
cases lack information on this dimension. Whe complete 
information was available on both variable" (1dble j.2), 
institutional discipline was slightly more highly corre
lated with the decisions than program participation. So
cial stability, assaultive potential, and program partici
pation were, therefore, tentatively eliminated from fur
ther consideration. 

The two remaining variables were prior criminal 
record and institutional discipline. Both were moder
ately correlated with the decisions and only moderately 
correlated with each other (-.27), indicating that these 
+:wo variables tapped somewhat different dimensions. These 
variables could also be quantified, and the Commission had 
stated that they were important paroling criteria. It 
seemed possible that these two factors could be used as 
the basic dimensions for the guidelines. One way to clar
ify the relations be~ween these variables and the grant/ 
deny decision was through an analysis of crosstabulations 
presenting the percent granted parole as a function of 
the institutional discipline and prior criminal record 
ratings. 

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 indicate that the paroling rate 
for the sample was 35 percent. The following conclusions 
about Commission policy were drawn from a study of Tables 
3.3, 3.4, and 3.5. 
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1) In regard to institutional discipline (Table 
3.3), the Commission saw the inmate population as hetero
geneous, with ratings fairly evenly distributed across the 
three major discipline categories: poor/very poor, 33 per
cent; adequate, 27 percent; and good/very good, 39 percent. 

2) Ninety-two percent of the inmates with poor/ 
very poor institutional discipline ratings were denied pa
role; it was reasonable, therefore, using the 80 percent 
rule described in Chapter 2, to concl~de that it was Com
mission policy to deny parole to inmates in this category. 

3) Although no other decision rules emerged from 
the study of Table 3.3, it was clear that the probability 
of parole increased as the favorability of the institu
tional discipline rating increased. 

4) In regard to the prior criminal record rating 
(Table 3.4), the distribution was somewhat skewed, with 

more inmates classified into the more favorable categories: 
serious/extensive, 24 percent; moderate~ 28 percent; and 
minor/none, 48 percent. 



Table 3.3 

Parole Decisions Distributed According to Institutional Discipline Ratings 

Institutional Discipline Ratings 
Poor/ I Decisions Very Poor Adequate Good Very Good Total 

Grant B% 33% 53% 74% 35% 
(78) (278) (416) (314) (1,086) 

Deny 92% 67% 47% 26% 65% 
(948) (567) (368) (113) (1,996) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(1,026) (845) (784) (427) (3,082) 

Missing information (94) 

Total number of cases = (3,176) 



Table 3.4 

Parole Decisions Dist:ributed According to Prior Criminal Record Ratings 

~rior Criminal Record Ratings 
SerJ.ous( 

Decisions Extensive Moderate No/Minor Total 
.. 

Grant 17% 26% 50% 35% 
(126) (230) (730) (1,086) 

Deny 83% 74% 50% 65% 
(616) (646) (734) (1,996) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(742) (876) (1,464) (3,082) 

i .~: 

Missing information (94) 

Total number of cases = (3,176) I 
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5) Again, a decision rule was tentatively identi
fied regarding inmates in the most unfavorable category: 
it appeared to be Commission policy to deny parole to in
mates with serious/extensive prior criminal record ratings. 

6) Although the probability of parole increased as 
the favorability of the prior criminal record increased, 
no additional decision rules were identified. 

7) Table 3.5 served to clarify the interaction be
tween the prior criminal record and institutional disci
pline ratings, and the decisions. This table confirmed 
that it was Commission policy to deny parole to inmates 
with institutional discipline ratings of poor/very poor, 
regardless of their prior criminal record rating. 

8) This table also indicated that it was neces
sary to modify the tentative decision rule to deny parole 
to inmates with serious/extensive prior criminal record 
ratings. The Commissioners showed a marked tendency to 
deny parole to offenders in this category; however, they 
did grant parole to a small number of inmates with excep
tionally favorable institutional discipline ratings. It 
was apparent that further-analysis of these cases would be 
necessary to determine with a higher degree of specificity 
the Commissioner's policies concerning inmates with un
favorable prior criminal record ratings. 

9) This three-variable table cast further light on 
the Commission policy regarding inmates with prior criminal 
record ratings of none or minor. It appeared that it was 
Commiss'ion policy to grant parole to inmates in this cat
egory if they were rated as having very good institutional 
discipline. 

No further decision rules were derived from an anal
ysis of these tables. 

It seemed from these distributions that the Commis
sion had a well-defined policy concerning inmates with ex
tremely favorable or unfavorable ratings. For the remain
ing cases, particularly those in which the inmate was rated 
as average on either dimension, it was assumed that these 
decisions had been influenced by additional factors, that 
is, those factors mentioned by the Commissioners at the 
initial meeting, and recorded in the salient factor sec
tion of the case evaluation form. u 

Salient Factors 

As anticipated; an analysis of the salient factors 
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Table 3.5 

Percentage of Inmates Granted Parole, Distributed According to Institutional Discipline Ratings 
and Prior Criminal Record Ratings* 

Institutional Prior Criminal Record Ratings 
Discipline Serious/ 
Ratings Extensive Moderate No/Minor 'fotal 

Very Good 46% 61% 81% 
(37) (95) (295) (427) 

Good 28% 39% 66% 
(130) (190) (464) (784) 

Ageguate 21% 25!6 47% 
(232) (271) (342) (845) . 

Poor/Very Poor 6% 9% 7% 
(343) (320) (363) (1,026) 

Total (742) (876) (1,464) (3,082) 

Missing information (94) 

Total number of cases = (3,176) 

* Note on how to read Table 3.5: The percentages show the percentage of inmates granted parole who 
fell into the category indicated by the intersection of a column and a row. The percentages do not 
add up to 100. The numbers in parentheses show the total number of inmates who fell into the cate
gory indicated by a column-row intersection. 

'-'0.0 0 :n .,... 
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showed that there were several negative factors consist
ently associated with parole denial, i.e., not in honor 
grade (minimum custody), detainer pending in North 
Carolina, recent probation or parole violation. Altoge
ther, there were eleven factors in this category. These 
factors seemed to operate as "screens," eliminating those 
to whom they applied from further parole consideration. 
In other words, 'if an inmate was perceived as having a 
chronic alcohol problem, the unfavorable nature of this 
factor seemed to preclude him from further parole consid
eration and to overrride any favorable factors. It ap
peared, therefore, that it was Commission policy to deny 
parole in cases in which one or more of these factors was 
present, regardless of the seriousness of the prior crim
inal record or institutional discipline ratings. , 

This analysis had identified what were assumed to 
be the Commission's major decisior,-making cri t.eria and 
policies. It was necessary now to develop a conceptual 
model which could incorporat.e the decision rules derived 
from this analysis and provide a framework for further 
analysis. 

Model Development: The Evolution of the Screening Model 

One way to conc.eptualize the Commission's decision
making process was to posit that the eleven unfavorable 
factors took precedence over all other considerations 
early in the decision process, and in effect excluded in
mates to whom they applied from further consideration as 
parole candidates. 

It was hypothesized that for cases not screened out 
by these eleven criteria, the final decision would be 
determined largely on the basis of the institutional dis
cipline and/or prior criminal record ratings. As evident 
from the crosstabulations, there was considerable overlap 
between these two categories; for example, 46 percent of 
the inmate9 with serious or extensive prior criminal re
cord ratings had poor/very poor institutional discipline, 
ratings. 

It was therefore necessary to develop a decision
making model that would deal with the problem of overlap 
and provide a strategy for further identifying Commission 

"policy. It was found that both of these objectives could 
be achieved through case-classification techniques, in
volving sub-divisions of the sample through successive 
sorting. 3 

3For a discussion of manifold classification and con-
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The basic strategy involved successively subdividing 
the sample according to the tentatively~identified deci
sion rules. This process provided a strategy for study
ing the interaction of a few variables while controlling 
for the effects of a number of other independent variables. 
This technique ~rovided an effective substitute for the use 
of numerous multi-celled crosstabulations. 

To test this "screening lr model, a systematic sample 
was drawn, based on case evaluation forms with file num
bers ending in 113" and "7." (These were selected from the 
·total sample of 3,315. Replacements were made for cases 
where the maximum sentence exceeded 20 years,) 

The sorting pattern used on the sub=sample tenta
tively identified Commission policy governing 93 percent 
of the cases. This sorting pattern was then duplicated 
on the full sample. A simplified diagram of this sorting 
pattern, showing the distribution of the full sample, is 
shown in Figure 3.2. 

The first sort concerned the specific situations that 
seem to make the inmate virtually ineligible for parole. 
These were termed "Basic Considerations." For example, 
all forms on which "not in minimum custody" was mentioned 
as a salient factor were sorted out of the sample. Next, 
the sequence dealt with the two additional categories de
fined by single-factor rules: poor/very poor institu
tional discipline and serious/extensive prior criminal 
record ratings. Since the II poor" discipline category in
cluded more cases than the "serious" record category, it 
was placed before "serious" record in the sorting order. 
When cases rated ·as having a serious/extensive prior crim
inal record were examined, a further decision rule was 
derived. It appeared that the decision was influenced by 
the length of time served and the time remaining on the 
sentence, and that it was Commission policy to deny parole 
to inmates who had served a relatively short time. "A 
relatively long time" was operationally defined after a 
study of the data as 1) four years or more on a sentence 
of ten years or more; or 2) forty percent or more of a 
sentence under ten years. 

After the sample had been subdivided according to the 
Basic Considerations and poor institutional discipline and 
serious prior record ratings, the remaining cases were 
further subdivided on the basis of double-factor rules 

figurational analysis, see Glaser, D., Routinizing 
Evaluation, Rockville, Md.: National Institute of 
Mental~lth, 1973, pp. 148-154. 
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based on combinations of the prior criminal record and 
institutional discipline ratings. 
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The Basic Considerations and single and double fac
tors "explained" the large majority of the decisions in 
the sample. They covered cases representing relatively 
extreme ratings, that is, very favorable or very unfavor
able. The only cases not screened out were "marginal" 
cases, that is, those containing a rating of "adequate" 
on institutional discipline and/or "moderate" on prior 
criminal record. Inmates with serious/extensive prior 
criminal record ratings who had served "a relatively 
long time" were also classified as marginal cases. 

It was necessary to determine which additional fac
tors distinguished marginal candidates who were granted 
parole from those who were denied. A close scrutiny of 
the case evaluation forms suggested that a range of fac
tors pertaining to the offense, conduct in the institu
tion, proportion of time served, or special post-release 
plans had influenced the decision. It appeared that pa
role had been granted when at least two factors favorable 
to the inmate were present; otherwise, parole had been 
denied. A decision rule was formulated, incorporating 
this finding. 

This sorting technique had enabled the research 
staff to identify what seemed to be the major criteria 
and policies of the Commission. 

Guideline Formulation 

It was then necessary to place the decision rules in 
a convenient sequence for the Commission's use. In order 
to accomplish this, the sorting pattern was translated 
into a flowchart (Figure 3.3). 

This model provided a mechanism for structuring the 
order in which the factors would be taken into consider
ation. In this flowchart model, a case would meet succes
sive decision points. At each decision point, or screen, 
the case would be evaluated against a criterion. The di
rection indicated at the decision point would determine 
the next path leading to another decision point and/or a 
stop, consisting of grant or deny. Thus, each test elim
inated some of the cases from further consideration, either 
through a parole or a deny decision, and passed the re
maining cases on to be evaluated against another criterion. 

A questionnaire format was adopted to translate this 
screening process into simple yet comprehensive guidelines 
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yes----------____________________________ -; 

no--------------------____________________ ~ 

-110'----__ • 

yes 

.>. 2 

(
Grant ) 
Inside . 

(
Grant ) 
Outsid~ C Deny ) 

lnsidt! 

Figure 3,3: Flowchart Derived from Sorting pattern Shown in Figure 3.2 
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(Figure 3.4). The questionnaire was based on checked 
items, which called for "yes" or "no" responses. Each 
item contained either a decision rule, which indicated 
deny or grant parole, or instructions to continue to an
other item. The guidelines were written in terms which, 
when possible, embodied the Commission IS 0\\-11 phraseology. 
In effect, each question constituted a statement of Com
mission policy. Item 2a, for example, asks, "Does the 
inmate have detainers pending in North Carolina? If yes, 
deny parole." Implicit in this question is a s·tatement 
that it is Commission policy to deny parole to inmates 
with detainers pending in North Carolina. 

When Commission and guideline decisions ",ere com
pared for the full sample, it was found that Commission 
action agreed with, or was "inside the guidelines," in 
86 percent of the cases. (See Table 3.6). This propor
tion more than satisfied the agreed-on requirement that 
at least 80 percent of the decisions must fall within 
the guidelines. Individually, each item complied with 
the 80 percent requirement, with the exception of the 
items relating to assaultiveness. These were tenta
tively included in the guidelins with the understanding 
that the influence of assaultiveness on decision would 
be discussed with the Commission. 

Although preliminary guidelines had been developed, 
further data collection was still required. First, the 
guidelines needed to be tested and validated on new data 
to ensure that they accurately reflected Comnlission policy. 
Second, further data collection was needed to refine some 
items in the Basic Considerations section. The guidelines 
referred to "recent" escape or "recent" probation viola
tion; in order to determine what the Commissioners re"" 
garded as "recent," they were asked to record the (~~,i;e 
on which the offense took place. In addition, it was 
necessary to develop operational definitions for prior 
criminal record and institutional discipline, in order 
to reduce subjectivity and inconsistency in these ratings. 

Implementation of Preliminary Guidelines: Phase II 

When the preliminary guidelines had been developed, 
the research staff met with the North Carolina Parole Com
mission in December, 1975. The purpose of this meeting 
was to present the findings from the Phase I data collec
tion and to explain the proposed guidelines. The Commis
sioners confirmed that the guidelines reflected their 
criteria and their paroling policies. They also agreed 
that there was a need to reduce subjectivity in the rat
ings. It was agreed that the data collection instrument 
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North Ca.rolina Parole Commission 
Preliminary Guidelines 

(Do not use for driving offenders or 
inmates with sentences over 20 years.) 

Form I 

A. Basic considerations 

1. Does the inmate have detainers pending in other 
jurisdictions? 
If YES, parole to the detainer only. 
If NO, continue to 2. 

2. a. Does the inmate have detainers pending in 
North Carolina? 

b. Is he in less than honor grade? 

c. Does he have a chronic alcohol problem? 

d. Does he have a history of driving offenses 
related to alcohol abuse? 

e. Is there a recent unfavorable psychological 
report on the inmate? 

f. Is he enrolled in work release or another 
institutional program that should be 
completed before parole? 

g. Are there very strong police, judicial, 
or community objections to the inmate's 
release at this time? 

h. Has there been a very short time between 
offenses? 

i. Has he escaped recently? 
(Specify date: ________________ __ 

j. Has he violated probation or parole recently? 
(Specify date: ) 

k. Has he failed on work release recently? 
(Specify date: ) 

If all answers in 2 are NO, continue to B. 
If any answers in 2 are YES, deny parole. 

Figure 3.4: preliminary Guidelines 

YES NO 



B. 1. Does the inmate have a discipline rating of 
POOR or VERY POOR? 

2. 

3. 

4. 

If YES, deny parole. If NO, continue to 2. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

a. 

b. 

Does the inmate have a prior criminal record 
rating of NONE, MINOR, or MODERATE? 
If YES, skip to 3. If NO, continue to b. 

Does the inmate have a prior criminal record 
rating of SERIOUS 0.1= EXTENSIVE? 
If YES, continue to c. If NO, skip to 3. 

Has the inmate served a relatively long 
time?* 
If YES, go to Form II. If NO, deny parole. 

Does the inmate have a discipline rating of 
VERY GOOD? 
If YES, skip to 4. If NO, continue to b. 

Does the inmate have a discipline rating of 
GOOD? 
If NO, continue to c. 
If YES, and he has a prior criminal record 

rating of NONE or MINOR, skip to 4. 
If YES, and he has a prior criminal record 

rating of MODERATE, go to Form II. 

c. Does the inmate have a discipline rating of 
ADEQUATE? 
If YES, go to Form II. 

Does the inmate have a high assaultive potential? 
If YES, go to Form II. If NO, parole. 

YES NO 

Decision: Parole --- Deny parole ____ __ 

For a decision outside the guidelines: 

Inmate was paroled/denied parole because ________________________ __ 

Date ______ . ______________ __ commissioner ----------------------------

* A relatively long time could be defined as 
1) 4 years or more on a sentence of 10 years or more; or 
2) 40% or more of a sentence under 10 years. 

1?igure 3.4: Preliminary Guidelines (continued) 
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Form II 
(Use following Form I, with marginal parole candidates.) 

1. Does the inmate have a hi91'1 assaultive potential? 
If YES, continue to 2. If NO, skip to 3. 

2. Has the inmate's prison conduct been so good as 
to give r~asonab1e assurance that he is no longer 
dangerous? 
If YES, continue to 3. If NO, deny parole. 

3. Are there extraordinary factors relating to the 
inmate's condition that indicate that parole 
should be granted at this time (disabled, aged, 
terminally ill, debilitated)? 
If YES, parole. If NO, continue to 4. 

4. Are there strong favorable factors that suggest 
that release may be appropriate at this time? 
a. Factors relating to the offense: 

1) Low seriousness of the offense 
2) Minor role in the offense 
3) Long interval between offenses 

b. Factors relating to conduct in the institution: 
1) Low assau1tiveness 
2) Good or very good work participation 
3) Recent good conduct 

c. Proportion of time served: 
1) 40% of a sentence of 5 or more years 
2) Serving sentence of under 5 years and 

likely to complete sentence if not 
paroled at this time 

d. Special plans for medical or psychiatric 
treatmen'c after release 

If 2 or more answers in 4 are YES, parole. 
If not, deny parole. 

YES NO 

Decision: Parole --- Deny parole __ _ 

Por a decision outside the guidelines: 

Inmate was paroled/denied parole because ________________________ __ 

Date Commissioner ------------------

·Pigure 3.4: Preliminary Guidelines : (continued) 
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Table 3.6 

Distributi0n of Decisions in Phase r Sample, According to Preliminary Guidelines 

Commissioner Decisions 
Inside Outsid~ 

Guideline Decision Rules Guidelines Guidelines Total 

Basic Considerations 99% 1% 100% 
(677) (7) (684) 

poor/Very Poor Institutional Discip~ine Rating 90% 10% 100% 
(573) (62) (635) 

Serious/Extensive Prior Criminal Record Rating, 80% 20% 100% 
Served a Short Time (195) (49) (244) 

No'1: Marginal, Not Assaultive 82% 18% 100% 
(577) (129) (706) 

Not Marginal, Assaultive 57% 43% 100% 
(17) (13) (30) 

Marginal, Assaultive 68% 32% 100% 
(63) (29) (92) 

Favorable Factors 79% 21% 100% 
(362) (98) (460) -. 

Total 86% 14% 100% 
(2,851) .-

Missing information (325) 
.. "- ... 

Total numbe~ of cases = i (3,176) 
-~ 

------------~---------------
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sho~n in Figure 3.5 would be used to develop definitions 
for prior criminal record and institutional discipline. 

The influence of assaultiveness on decision was dis
cussed with the Commissioners. They explained that the 
rating had actually reflected assessments of assaultive 
history rather than of "assaultive potential." The Com
missioners stated that they sometimes paroled an inmate 
with a history of assaultiveness if, w1hen judging from 
his institutional progress, there was a substantial rea
son to believe that the inmate was no longer dangerous. 
Apparently, it was this distinction that had given rise 
to many decisions that had been classified by the re
search staff as outside the guidelines. 

The Commissioners were urged to exercise their dis
cretion in applying the decision rules to individual 
cases. In other words, although it was Commission policy 
to deny parole to inmates who were not in minimum custody, 
there might be circumstances when it would be appropriate 
to parole an inmate in this category. In these cases, 
the Commissioners were asked to state their reasons for 
going outside the guidelines. 

since the analytical objectives of this phase of the 
research were limited and immediate feedback was desired, 
a relatively small sample was requested for this data 
collection. Each Commissioner was asked to fill out at 
least 50 preliminary guideline forms with the attached 
operational definition form. 

Phase II: pata Analysis 

When this validation sample was returned, the deci
sions on 94 percent of the 371 forms were within the 
guidelines. The paroling rate for the sample was 29 per
cent, as compared with 35 pe~cent for the original sample 
(z = 1.75, P <.05). This stimulated some concern that 
the guidelines might have influenced, rather than reflected, 
Commission policy. When questioned about this, the Com
mission advised that their caseload had consisted of pre
dominantly serious offenders during the data collection 
period and, therefore, they believed the sample was not 
representative of their average caseload. 

The Phase II returns were analyzed item by item. The 
80 percent rule was used as the standard for determining 
whether each item represented Commission policy_ Analysis 
of the Basic Consideration items revealed that chronic al
cohol abuse and police objections did not mandate denials 
in at least 80 percent of the cases; therefore, these 



61 

North Carolina Parole Commission 
Data Collection Instrument for Operational Definitions 

Please fill in the following scales. In the space beneath each scale 
write in the facts about the case which support your rating.. For 
exanwle, if you circled VERY POOR on the institutional discipline 
scale, write in the number of major and minor infractions and the 
dates of the infractions. The same procedure is to be followed for 
prior criminal record: list all prior convictions, prior incurcer
ations, and/or arrests which influenced your assessment of' the 
inmate on this dimension. 

INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE 

VERY POOR POOR ADEQUATE GOOD VERY GOOD 

Infractions Dates 

PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 

NONE MINOR MODERATE SERIOUS EXTENSIVE 

Offense Date of Sentence Length of Sentence 

Figure 3.5: Data Collection Instrument 
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items were eliminated from the Basic Considerations sec
tion. Decisions on all other guideline items more than 
satisfied the 80 percent rule. 

Operational Definitions 

The Commission had supplied ample data for de'J'elop
ing operational definitions for institutional discipline 
ratings. Tables were compiled for each category of the 
institutional discipline scale. Under each rating cat
egory were listed the specific infractions and combina
tions of infractions that'the Commission had associated 
with these ratings. 

When these entries were studied, it was found that 
the institutional discipline rating was actually an index 
composed of the type, number, and recency of infractions. 
The Commission did not seem to be considering infractions 
over a year old. The range of infraction attributes in 
each category was grouped, to determine the'boundaries 
for that category_ Since, for example, virtually no major 
infractions were recorded for inmates rated as having good 
discipline, it was assumed that major infractions would 
fall below the boundary defining the good institutional 
discipline category. 

An alphabetical code was developed to translate each 
type of infraction and its recency into a symbol. For 
example, "E" indicated a minor infraction during the last 
year, but not within the last six months (Figure 3.6). 

To test the accuracy of these definitions, the rat
ings for institutional discipline given by the Commis
sioners in the sample were compared with those indicated 
by the operational definitions. The Commissioners' rat
ings were consistent with the guideline ratings in 84 
percent of the cases. ' 

A similar technique was employed in studying prior 
criminal record. This analysis was complicated by the 
broad range of possible penalties that inmates had re
ceived (suspended sentences, fines, juvenile sentences, 
probations). It appeared that the Commissioners' rat
ings of prior criminal record were primarily a function 
of the number of convictions followed by incarceration 
and the length of the sentences to incarceration. 4 For 

4The Commissioners referred to a sentence to incar
ceration on which the inmate actually served jailor 
prison time as an "active" sentence. This term provides 
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North Carolina Parole Commission 
Institutional Discipline Classification 

(Do not use for driving offenders or inmates with sentences over 20 years; exclude 
present sentence, juvenile record, arrests, and convictions ~ot followed by incarceration.) 

Class Type of Infraction 

A Escape during last 6 months 
B Escape during last year, but not during last 6 months 
C Major. infraction during last year 
D Minor infraction during last 6 months 
E Minor infraction during last year, but not during last 6 months 

Infractions at this level: 

Greatest possible infrac
tion combinations at this 
level: 

Guideline Rating: 

Good 

E 

IE 

Adequate 

B, C, D, E 

lB 

lC 

IE + ID 

2E's 

Commission Rating: 

For a Commission rating outside guidelines, please state reasons: 

Poor 

A, B, C, D, E 

Any combination 
that exceeds 
Adequate 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~---

Figure 3.6: Institutional Discipline Classification 
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simplicity, the definitions took only these two dimensions 
into account (Figure 3.7). The ratings for prior criminal 
record given by the Commission in the sample were then 
compared with those indicated by the operational defini
tions; they agreed in 81 percent of the cases. 

Phase III: Revision of the Preliminary Guidelines 

The staff met with the Commission to discuss the 
Phase II findings and to explain the operational defini
tions. At this meeting, the Commissioners were advised 
that they could modify these ratings to reflect the in
fluence of mitigating or aggravating factors. When these 
considerations brought the rating outside the "guideline 
definition, the Commissioners were asked to list the fac
tors that affected the rating. In using the guidelines, 
the Commissioners were advised to consider the inmate as 
classified according to their final rating, whether or 
not it was the same as the rating suggested by the opera-
tional definitions. 

During this meeting, the Commission discussed the 
feasibility of adapting the guidelines so that their re
sponses could be easily coded for computer processing. 
This would provide them with a permanent record of their 
decisions and reasons for going outside the guidelines. 

As a transitional aid to computerization, the ques
tionnaire format was replaced by a checklist of the guide
line criteria (Figure 3.8). This new short form, with 
operational definitions for prior criminal record and in
stitutional discipline ratings, was returned to the Com
mission. Again, because research objectives were now very 
limited, a small sample was requested. A total of 150 
forms were returned. Ninety-eight percent of the deci
sions in the sample were within the guidelines. The pa
roling rate, a low 17 percent (z = 3.6, p~.OOl) seemed 
to be related to the large proportion of inmates with 
poor institutional records. A total of 127 inmates, or 
85 percent of the sample, failed to meet the Basic Con
siderations. 

The very high percentage of cases within the guide-

a succinct way to distinguish between suspended and ac
tual sentences to incarceration. Although this term 
seems to be unique to this Commission, the research staff 
found that this concept was useful in developing opera
tional definitions for the paroling authorities of Vir
ginia, Louisiana, Missouri, New Jersey, and Washington. 





North Carolina Parole Commission 
Prior Criminal Record Classification 

(Do not use for driving offenders or inmates with sentences over 20 years, exclude 
present sentence, juvenile record, arrests, and convictions not followed by incarceration.) 

Class 

A 
B 
C 
D 

E 

Sentences at this level: 

Greatest possible sentence 
combination at this level: 

Guideline Rating: 

Length of Maximum Active Sentence 

Over 10 years 
Over 5 years, including but not exceeding 10 years 
Over 1 year, including but not exceeding 5 years 
Over 5 months, including but not exceeding 1 year 
5 months or less 

Minor 

D, E 

lD + 2E's 
4E's 
2D's 

Moderate 

B, C, D, E 

lB 
2C's 
Ie + 2D's 
lC + 4E's 
lC + lD + 2E's 
2D's + 4E's 
lD + 6E's 
8E's 
4D's 

Commission Rating: 

For a Commission rating outside guidelines, please state reasons: 

Figure 3.7: Prior Criminal Record Classifit::'ation 

serious 

A, B, C, D, E 

Any combination 
that exceeds 
Moderate 
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North Carolina Parole Commission Guidelines 
(Do not use for driving offenders or 
inmates with sentences over 20 years.) 

Numb~r of prior hearings: 

Please proceed sequentially through the form. CHECK ALL FACTORS 
as to whether they apply to the inmate. stop after reaching a deci
sion and record decision at the elld of the form. 

I. A. 1. North Carolina detainer 

2. Not in minimum custody 

3. Recent unfavorable psychological report 

4. Needs work release 

5. Escape within last 6 months 

6. Probation/parole violation within last 
6 months 

7. Work release violation within last 6 months 

8. Poor institutional discipline 

9. Highly assaultive/still dangerous 

10. Serious record and not served relatively 
long time* 

11. Short time between offenses 

12. Police objections 

If any answer in A is YES, deny parole. Otherwise, 
continue 

'B. 1. Out-of-state detainer (parole to detainer 
only) 

2. Extraordinary factors (disabled, aged, 
terminally ill, debilitated) 

If any answer in B is YES, parole. Otherwise, 
continue. 

* A relatively long time is defined as 

YES NO 

1) 4 years or more on a sentence of 10 years or more; or 
2) 50% or more of a sentence under 10 years 

Figure 3.8: Guidelines 
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II. Using the Commission ratings for Prior Criminal Record and/or 
Institutional Discipline, locate the inmate's category below. 

A. NO or MINOR prior criminal record and VERY GOOD 
or GOOD institutional discipline, present of
fense not committed on probation or parole 

B. SERIOUS prior criminal record and VERY GOOD or 
GOOD institutional discipline, served rela
tively long time* 

If either answer is YES, parole. Otherwise, continue. 

c. All inmates with ADEQUATE institutional discipline; 
all inmates with MODERATE prior criminal records; 
all inmates whose present offense was committed 
on probation or parole 

1. Low seriousness of present offense 

2. Minor role in offense 

3. Long interval between offenses 

4. Low assaultiveness 

5. Good work participation 

6. Recent good conduct 

7. Served 40% of a sentence of 5 or more years 

8. Likely to max out if not paroled now 

9. Medical/psychiatric treatment planned 
after release 

YES NO 

67 

If 2 or more answers in C are YES, parole. Otherwise, deny parole. 

Commission Decision: Parole Deny parole 

For a decision outside the guidelines: 

Inmate was paroled/denied parole because 

* A relatively long time is defined as 
1) 4 years or more on a sentence of 10 years or more; or 
2) 50% or more of a sentence under 10 years 

Figure 3.8; Guidelines (continued) 
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lines gave further evidence that the guidelines accurately 
reflected Corruuission policy. In 97 percent of the, cases, 
the Commissioners' rating of institutional discipline con
curred with the guideline rating. It was evident that the 
operational definitions for this factor were appropriate. 
Similar results were found concerning the accuracy of the 
prior criminal record definitions; 91 percent of the;Com
missioners' ratings agreed with the guideline ratings. 

Phase IV: Implementation of the Guidelines 

Before this project began, and while thLs research 
was in progress, the Commission used a computerized sys
tem for recording the Commission's parole decisions and, 
when parole was denied, reasons for denial. The Commis
sion's computer and research staff is currently in the 
process of further refining the guideline form for com
puterization such that it will be possible to have a per
manent record of both decisions inside and outside the 
guidelines. This system will provide a feedback mechan
ism through which the Commissioners can study their rea
sons for going outside the guidelines and to determine 
whether there have been any shifts in policy since the 
implementation of the guidelines. Since this computer
ization is just getting underway, follow-up data on the 
impact which the implementation of the guidt~lines has or 
may have on the decision-making process is not now avail
able. 

Conclusion 

At this time, it is difficult to assess the implica
tions of the implementation of guidelines on the parole 
decision-making process of the North Carolina Parole Com
mission. Judging from the paroling rates of the Phase 
II and Phase III sample, it appears that the implementation 
of the guidelines may have had an unint.ended effect, in 
that, as the guidelines were successively refined, the 
parole rate decreased. 'rhe research staff is, however, 
confident that this steadily declining parole rate is ap
propriately attributed to the collection of sInall and 
substantially biased samples. 5 

5See Chapters 4 and 6, which concern the research 
conducted in collaboration with the paroling authorities 
of Virginia and Missouri. In these jurisdictions, the 
Phase II data was collected over a period of several 
months; therefore, the samples were large and the prob
abilit.y of obtaining biased samples was decreased. The 



It is obvious that guidelines basen on the screening 
model developed to conceptualize this Commission's parole 
decision-making processes are a radical departure from 
the time-setting, matrix model of the United states Parole 
Commission. 

In interpreting the findings presented in this chap
ter, a few factors must be kept in mind. Although case
classification techniques ""ere used to derive the guide
line decision rules, this does not necessarily suggest 
that similar results could not have been achieved through 
use of multiple regression techniques. Th~ search for 
the appropriate calculus was terminated because it was 
evident from discussion with the Commissioners that case
classification methods provided a more efficient technique 
for identifying Commission policy. 

From the initial conference with the Commissioners, 
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it was apparent that they conceived of the parole decision
making process as involving a review of many discrete fac
tors. Although the Commissioners did not express this 
process in these terms, it was clear from the initial 
meeting that the Commissioners had in mind certain minimum 
standards which an inmate had to meet before he was pa
roled. In short, the screening model d.eveloped in the 
course of this research was not entirely a creation of 
the research staff, but reflected, to some extent, the 
Commission's practice when the project began. The Com
mission's commitment to implementing the guidelines is 
thus partly explained by the fact that the model devised 
is compatible with their pre-existing conceptual frame 
of reference. 

As a final note, it seems reasonable to ask, "How do 
the ~uidelines really work? Is a case really screened 
out?" The answer is an emphatic, "Nol" The guidelines 
present in a short-hand form a summary of the Commission's 
major paroling criteria and pOlicies. As explained in 
Chapter 2, the guidelines conceptualize the decision
making process as if the information search ceased at a 
specific point; as if poor institutional discipline, or 
recent probation violation were the soZe determinants of 
the decision. In actuality, the information search does 
not end "earJ.y" in the decision-making process. The Com
missioners are well aware of the fact that it is their 
pol~cy to deny parole to inmates \'1ho are not in minimum 

paroling rate for these samples was comparable to that of 
the Phase I data. It was therefore concluded that the 
guidelines reflected rather than influenced paroling 
policies. 
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custody; however, the file is still examined carefully to 
determine whether there are certain factors about the case 
which wa:rrant a decision outside the guidelines. 



Chapter 4 

VIRGINI.ta. 

Colleen A. Cosgrove and Jane Wallerstein 

Board structure and Procedure 

The Virginia Parole Board consists of five full-time 
members, including a chairman. The Board has jurisdiction 
over all misdemeanants and felons with maximum sentences of 
over a year. The judge fixes the maximum sentence within 
the statutory limits for the offense. By statute, an in
mate is (~-'- ~gible for parole at the expiration of one-·fourth 
of his maximum sentence. Good time operates in such a way 
that the maximum sentence can be reduced by one-third. If 
an inmate is denied at first eligibility, his case is con
sidered annually thereafter. 

The inmate appears before a panel of two Board members. 
In fiscal 1977, 5,564 interviews were conducted. Each Board 
member makes an independent decision. The file is then re
viewed by other Board members until three votes either to 
grant or deny are obtained. No criteria for parole are 
specified in Commonwealth law; the Board, however, has adopted 
such criteria as explained below. The law requires the Board 
to conduct a "thorough investigation prior to release " 
(Section 53-253), including the "history, the physical and 
mental condition, and. the character of the prisoner and his 
conduct, employment and attitude while in prison •••• " 

The research staff met with the Board members in Jan~ 
uary, 1975. In describing their paroling policy, the Board 
members explained that they had recently adopted a statement 
of criteria (Figure 4.1). This written statement of policy 
reflected four major concerns: 1) risk; 2) the effect of the 
release on institutional discipline; 3) whether the inmate 
had served enough time for retribution; and 4) whether fur
ther incarceration would decrease the probability of recidi
vism. It listed 28 factors to be considered in evaluating 
the case on these four major dimensions. 

The Board members expressed a desire to develop guide
lines that would embody these criteria and describe 'the way 
in which they were to be applied. They approved the case 
evaluation form (see Appendix C). It was decided that the 
Board member who interviewed the inmate would complete the 
form and that the ratings and decisions would reflect con
clusions of the individual decision-maker. 
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VIRGINIA PROBATION AND PAROLE BOARD 

PAROLE DECISION CRITERIA 

The Virgini9 Probation and Parole Board, in determining 
whether an individual should be released on parole, is guided 
by the following: 

1. Whether there is a substantial risk that the indi
vidual wil~ not conform to the conditions of parole 

2. Whether the individual's release at the time of 
consideration would depreciate the seriousness of 
the individual's crime or promote disrespect for 
the law 

3. Whether the individual's release would have sub
stantial adverse effect on institutional discipline 

4. Whether the individual's continued correctional 
treatment, vocational or other training in the in
stitution will substantially enhance his capacity 
to lead a law abiding life \'lhen released at a later 
date 

In applying the above, the Board considers the following factors: 

I. Sentence data 

A. Type of sentence 

l. Single 
2. Multiple 
3. Split 

B. Length of sentence 
C. Recommendations of judge, Commonwealth's Attorney, 

and other responsible officials 

II •. Present Offense 

A. Facts and circumstances of the offense 
B. Mitigating and aggravating factors 
C. Activities following arrest and prior to confinement, 

including adjustment on bond or probation, if any 

III. Prior criminal record 

A. Nature and pattern of offenses 
B. Adjustment to previous probation, parole, and confinement 

Figure 4.1: Parole Decision Criteria 
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IV. Personal and social history 

A. Family and marital history 
B. 'Intelligence and education 
C. Employment and military' experience 
D. Physical and emotional, health 

V. Institutional experience 

A. Response to available programs 
B. Academic achievement 
C. Vocational education, training or work assignments 
D. Therapy 
E. General adjustment 

1. Inter-personal relationships with staff and inmates 
2. Behavior 

VI. .Changes in motivation and behavior 

A. Changes in attitude toward self and others 
B. Reasons underlying changes 
C. Personal goals and description of personal strengths of 

resources availabJ.e to maintain motivation for law abid
ing behavior 

VII. Release Plans 

A. Residence 

1. Alone 
2. With family 
3. With others 

B. Employment, training, or academic education 
C. Detainers 

. VIII. Commtlnit7t Resources 

A. Special needs 

1. Drug Program 
2. Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 
3. Alcoholics Anonymous 

B. Volunteer Services 

IX. Results of scientific data 

A. Psychological tests and evaluations 
B. Parole prediction tables 

X. Impressions gained from the hearing 

Figure 4.1: Parole Decision Criteria (continued) 
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Data collection began on April 7, 1975 and continued 
until October 20# 1975. Of the 1,738 forms received, 
thirty-one cases concerning inmates with a maximum sen
tence exceeding 30 years were excluded from the sample, 
reducing the sample to 1,707. Regressions and correla
tions were based on these remaining cases. In analyzing 
the data for the purpose of developing guidelines, it was 
found necessary to study decisions as a function of the 
ratings of individual board members. Since the chairman 
had completed too few cases (83) to analyze through case
classification techniq4es, these cases were excluded from 
this analysis, further reducing the sample to 1,624. Thus, 
crosstabulations show samples of 1,624. 

Analysis 

The analytical techniques used were similar to those 
employed in studying the North Carolina data: 

A review of the correlation matrix (Table 4.1), 
showed that the variable most highly correlated with the 
decisions was parole prognosis (rpb = .77). Institutional 
discipline and program participat~on were moderately corre
lated with the decisions (.39 and .38, respectively) and highly 
with each other (.70). Prior record was moderately corre
lated with the decisions (-.33) and minimally correlated 
with institutional discipline (-.12). Neither seriousness 
of the offense nor time served showed more than a negligi-
ble correlation with the decisions (-.08 and -.04, respec
tively) . 

The relations of the major variables to the grant/ 
deny decision were strikingly similar to those found in 
North Carolina. Since the statutory structures in the two 
states were also similar, it seemed possible that a screen
ing model similar to that developed for North Carolina 
could be used as a basis for the Virginia guidelines. 

The multiple regression equation derived from the 
inclusion of the six independent variables most highly 
correlated with the grant/deny decision resulted in a very 
strcing multiple correlation: .78 (Table 4.2). When the 
parole prognosis coefficient derived from this analysis was 
excluded from this equation,l the remaining five variables 

1 Vfrginia had contributed to the Uniform Parole Re-,-, 
ports and it was believed that the information submitted 
could serve as a data base for developing an empirica11y
derived prediction device which could be incorporated into 
the guidelines. Unfortunately, the devices developed had 
limited validity (see Appendix A). 





Correlation of Ratings and Decisions by the Virginia Parole Board (N ~ 1,707) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

~ 1688 1685 1641 1532 1670 1680 1663 1687 1686 1687 
I. Decision* 

-.08 ~ 1692 1647 1538 1676 1686 1667 1693 1692 1693 
2. Seriousness . 
3. Parole .77 .00 ~. 1645 . 1535 1673 1683 1664 1690 1689 1690 --Prognosis 

4. Institutional .39 .02 .43 ~ 1533 1634 1642 1624 1646 1645 1646 -- --Discipline 

5. Program .38 .10 .45 .70 ~" 1529 1534 1516 1537 1537 1537 -- -- -- --
Participation 

6. Assaultive -.28 .48 -.24 -.19 -.13 ~ 1677 1656 1675 1674 1675 -- -- -- --Potential 

7. Prior Criminal -.33 .07 -.37 -.12 -.09 .25 ~ 1666 1685 1684 1685 -- -- -- -- --
Record 

~ 8. Social .37 .03 .42 .27 .26 -.20 -.44 1666 1665 1666 -- -- -- -- --Stability 

9. Time -.04 .36 -.09 -.04 -.02 .18 .25 -.14 ~ 1691 1692 -- -- -- --Served 

10. Maximum -.04 .44 -.03 .05 .10 .19 .15 -.06 .84 ~ 1691 -- -- -- -- --Sentence 

lI. Number of Prior -,02 ~I -.12 -.13 -.16 .11 .24 -.16 .71 ~~ -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Hearings 

Note: Significant correlations (p(.Ol) are underlined. 
Column I, Point bi-serial correlation coefficients; columns 2-11, Pearson's product moment 

correlation coefficient. Numbers of cases are shown above the main diagonal; correlations, below. 

* Dichotomous variable: Grant = I, Deny = O. 

I 



Table 4.2 

Regression of Inmate status and Board Member Ratings on Parole 
Decision (N = 1,495)* 

Multiple 
Variable** Correlation Change Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R2 Coefficient 

Prior Criminal Record .32 .10 .10 -.32 

Institutional Discipline .49 .24 .14 .40 

Social stability .52 .27 .03 .37 

Assaultive Potential .54 .29 .02 -.28 

; 

Program Participation .55 .30 .01 .38 

Parole Prognosis .78 .60 .30 
.7~ 

Constant 

B 

-.001 

.004 

<:003 

-.005 

-.000 

.017 

-.285 

* Cases were included when the maximum sentence was up to and including 30 years and when 
data on all variables in the analysis were available. 

** Point biserial correlation coefficients, with decision scored as Grant 1; Deny o. 

Beta 

-.018 

.074 

.036 

-.083 

-.008 

.697 
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in linear combination had a multiple correlation coefficient 
of only .55. The first two variables entered into the equa
tion, prior c~iminal record and institutional discipline, 
alone accounted for most of the variation. The relatively 
small proportion of the variation explained by the first 
five variables entered into the regression equation suggested 
that a better fit might be found for the data through the 
use of case-classification techniques. 

Institutional discipline and prior record were moder
ately correlated with the decisions and minimally corre
lated with each other (r = -.12). As in the North Carolina 
study, it seemed possible that these two variables could 
provide a suitable basis for developing the guidelines. 
The regression equation had suggested that additional fac
tors,' probably related to program participation, assaultive
ness, and social stability would be needed to fully identify 
Board policy. 

The crosstabulations showed that the pa~oling rate 
for the sample was 51 percent, and an analysis of Tables 
4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 gave rise to the following observations: 

1) The Board appeared to have a definite policy of 
denying parole to inmates with poor/very poor institu
tional discipline ratings; only nine percent of inmates 
in this category were granted parole (Table 4.3). As the 
institutional discipline rating improved, the paroling 
rate increased; 65 percent of inmates rated as having 
good/very good institutional discipline were granted pa
role. Clearly, although a good discipline rating did not 
guarantee parole, it greatly increased the probability of 
that outcome. 

2) The Board tended to deny parole to inmates with 
serious/extensive prior criminal record ratings (Table 
4.4); 63 percent of offenders in this category were de
nied parole. As this rating improved, the probability of 
parole increased; 70 percent of inmates with prior crim
inal record ratings of no/minor were granted parole. Judg
ing by the 80 percent rule, the Board's policy was not 
based on prior criminal record rating alone • 

. 3) When the decision was viewed as a function of 
both the institutional discipline and prior criminal re
cord ratings (Table 4.5), only one additional decision 
rule was derived. It appeared that it was Board policy 
to parole inmates who had a minor prior criminal record 
rating, combined with a good/very good institutional dis
cipline rating; 82 percent of inmates in this category 
were paroled. 



Decisions 

Grant 

Deny 

Total 

Table 4.3 

Parole Decisions Distributed According to Institutional Discipline Ratings 

Institutional Discipline Ratings 
Very Poor/Poor Adequate Good/Very Good Total 

9% 41% 65% 51% 
(18) (204) (592) (814) ,-

91% 59% 35% 49% 
(182) (297) (313) (792) 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
(200) (501) (905) (1,606) 

Missing information 18 

Total number of cases ~ , (].,624) 

..... J 
OJ 



Table 4.4 

Parole Decisions Distributed Accurding to Prior Criminal Record Ratings 

,Prior Criminal Record Ratings I 
Decisions Extensive/Serious Moderate Minor/None Total I 

I 

i 

Grant 37% 40% 70% 50% I 
(163) (225) (429) (817) 

Deny 63% 60% 30% 50% 

(281) (339) (184) (805) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(444) (564) (613) (1,621) 

Missing information 3 

I 

Total number of cases = (1,624) 



Institutional 
Discipline 
Ratings 

Very Good/ 
Good 

Adequate 

Poor/ 
Very Poor 

Totals 

Table 4.5 

Percentage of Inmates Granted Parole, Distributed According to 
Institutional Discipline Ratings and Prior Criminal Record Ratings* 

Prior Criminal Record Ratings 
Serious/ 
Extensive Moderate Minor/None Total 

50% 57% 82% 
(240) (285) (380) (905) 

28% 31% 61% 
(139) (184) (178) (501) 

4% 5% 21% 
(52) (94) (53) (199) 

(431) (563) (611) (1,605) 

Missing information 19 

Total number of cases = (1 / 624) 

! 

* Note on how to read table 4.5: The percentages show the percentage of inmates granted parole 
who fell into the category indicated by the intersection of a column and a row. The percentages 
do not add up to 100. The numbers in parentheses show the total number of inmates who fell into 
the category indicated by a column-row intersection. 

co 
o 
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The sorting procedures used in the North Carolina 
study (Chapter 3, page 51) were then used to achieve the 
following objectives: 1) to derive decision rules cover
ing marginal cases, 2) to clausify cases according to known 
decision rules, and 3) to structure the order in which the 
categories were to be considered. An examination of the 
salient factors listed by board members on the case evalua
tion form revealed four factors consistently associated with 
parole denial: work release failure, escape, parole viola
tion, and an unfavorable psychological report. Cases in 
these categories were removed from the sample. 

Cases in categories covered by the tentative decision 
rules were now sorted out of the sample, i.e., those with 
1) poor/very poor institutional discipline ratings; and 
2) good/very good institutional discipline ratings combined 
with no/minor prior criminal record ratings. 

Cases governed by decision rules totalled 645, or 
40 percent of the sample. To clarify Board policy con
cerning the remaining cases, the data was examined from a 
new perspective. Although the number of months served was 
only negligibly correlated with the grant/deny decision, 
it was hypothesized that as time served increased, the 
weight attached to prior criminal record would decrease and 
that attached to institutional discipline would increase. 
It was positive that a useful measure of time served was 
not the actual number of months served, but the number of 
prior hearings. 

As anticipated, the data (Table 4.6) showed that the 
Board's orientation changed from first to second and later 
hearings. At first hearings, in making decisions regarding 
marginal cases, the Board seemed to be" primarily concerned 
with prior criminal record. At second and later hearings, 
however, more emphasis seemed to be placed on institutional 
discipline. This shift in emphasis in particularly marked 
with regard to inmates with serious/extensive prior crim
inal record ratings, with the paroling rate for this cat
egory rising from 23 percent at first hearings to 56 per
cent at second and later hearings. 

These distributions suggested that time served, as 
reflected in the number of prior hearings, had a bearing 
on the Board's decisions. No category in the table, how
ever, had a paroling rate which met the 80 percent crite
rion for establishing an additional decision rule. 

Sixty percent of the decisions in the sample still 
remained unaccounted for. It seemed possible that the ap
parent absence of a major effect could be attributed to the 
action of minor effects brought about by variation in the 



Table 4.6 

Percentage of Inmates Granted Parole, Distributed According to Categories and Hearings 

Hearings , 
Categories First Second and Later Total 

'. 

A: Basic Considerations and 4% 8% 
Very Poor/Poor Discipline (901 (176) (266) 

B: Very Good/Good Discipline 82% 88% 
and No/Minor Record (260) (110) (370) 

c: Adequate Discipline and 61% 69% 
No/Minor Record (104) (64) (168) 

D: Very Good/Good Discipline 50% 73% 
and Moderate Record (139) (125) (264) 

E: Adequate Discipline and 30% 43% 
Moderate Record (105) (58) (163) 

F: .E~tensive/Serious Record 23% 56% .. 
(192) (192) (384) 

All Cases 48% 52% . 
(890) (725) (1,615) 

~Paroled to detainer (9) 

N = (1-,-624 ) 

Note on how to read Table 4.6: The percentages show the percentage of inmates granted who fell into 
the category indicated by the intersection of a column and a row. The percentages do not add up to 
100. The numbers in parentheses show the total number of inmates who fell into the category indi
cated by a column-row intersection. 

00 
tv 





paroling rates and policies of the individual board mem
bers. When these paroling rates were calculated (Table 
4.7), they showed considerable variation according to 
board member. Although the overall rate for the Board 
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was 50 percent, the paroling rate for board members ranged 
from 38 percent for one board member to 60 percent for an
other. When the paroling rate of board members was viewed 
as a function of the inmate's category and the number of 
hearings, a further decision rule emerged. It was found 
that there was a marked degree of consensus concerning the 
parole of inmates with serious/extensive prior criminal 
record ratings. At first hearings, three board members 
paroled well under 20 percent of inmates in this category. 
The fourth board member, unlike his colleagues, paroled 
41 percent of inmates in this category. In fact, 82 per
cent of the inmates with serious record ratings paroled at 
first hearings were paroled by the fourth board member. 
A study of the board members' ratings of prior criminal 
record suggested that this deviation might arise from a 
difference in rating policy. The fourth board member 
rated 37 percent of the 456 inmates he intervi~wed as hav
ing a serious prior criminal record. Only 19 percent of 
the inmates in the remainder of the sample of 1,159 re
ceived a "serious" rating. The size and randomness of 
the sample increased the probability that each board mem
ber interviewed a representative cross-section of the total 
sample. It seemed likely, therefore, that the fourth board 
member had perceived as "serious" the records of inmates 
his colleagues would have rated "moderate." It was pos
sible that he paroled a high proportion of candidates in 
this group because they were actually better parole pros
pects than their "serious" rating reflected. It seemed 
that, for the majority of the board members, it was policy 
to deny parole to inmatps with serious record ratings at 
first hearings. This finding was embodied in a decision 
rule, with the understanding that the subjectivity repre
sented by this variation would be discussed with the Board 
and reduced through the use of the guidelines and opera
tional definitions. No other decision rules emerged from 
a study of the remaining data. 

It seemed probable that the data collection instru
ment had not elicited sufficient information to illuminate 
all aspects of the Board's policy. Comprehensive guidelines 
could not be prepared on the basis of the results of the 
analysis of the first sample. 

Formulation," of Case Evaluation Form: Phase II 

Guidelines were designed incorporating the decision 
rules, following a screening model and employing a question-



Table 4.7 

Percentage of Inmates Granted Parole, Distributed According to Board Member, Before 
and After Implementation of Guidelines 

Board Members 

A B C D Totals 

Phase I: 
Original data 38% 47% 57% 60% 50% 
collection (494) (320) (456) (345) (1,615) 

Phase II: 
Second case 49% 47% 39% 53% 47% 
evaluation form (112) (95) (98) (81) (386) 

Phase III: 
preliminary 52% 52% 53% 56% 53% 
guidelines . (184) (106) (133) (140) (563) 

Phase IV: 
Guidelines with opera- 47% 46% 53% 55% 50% 
tional definitions of (158) (134) (144) (137) (573) 
prior criminal record 
and institutional dis-
cipline 

XL 
d.f.=3 

26.724 
p <.001 

2.161 
n.s. 

0.337 
n.s . 

2.003 
n.s .. 
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naire format. Like the North Carolina guidelines, they 
dealt sequentially with basic considerations and with cat
egories of cases governed by decision rules. 

The second half of the form was used to elicit more 
information concerning marginal cases. This data collection 
section consisted of checklists of 27 negative and positive 
factors relating to the inmate. These items were derived 
from frequently noted comments by board members provided 
under the salient factors section on the Phase I evaluation 
form. They fell into five broad categories: factors re
lating to the inmate's prior criminal record, present of
fense, prison conduct, personal attributes, and post-release 
situation. Some factors had been mentioned in the salient 
factor section in connection with the decision to deny pa
role, some in connection with the decision to grant parole, 
and some in connection with both. Since the instrument was 
being developed for data collection purposes only, no spe
cific decision rules were provided; that is, the factors 
were selected because they would elicit information, not 
because they were necessarily repreGentative of the Board's 
major decision·making crite~ia. 

These partial guidelines 2 provided decision rules for 
52 percent of the cases in the sample. When the Board's 
decisions for the cases which fell within the guideline 
categories were compared with the decision rules, they 
agreed in 85 percent of the cases. 

Phase II: Second Data Collection 

In a meeting with the res~arch staff in January, 1976, 
the Board approved the new data collection instrument and 
suggested some minor changes. The Board confirmed that 
the decision rules that had been identified were essentially 
accurate reflections of their paroling policies. In discus
sing the parole of inmates in marginal categories, the 
Board members agreed that many factors in addition to prior 
criminal record and institutional discipline entered into 
their decisions and that these factors had not been ade
quately tapp'ed by the original data collection instrument. 
After examining the data collection section of the prelim
inary guidelines, the board members expressed their belief 
that the positive and negative factors listed would serve 
to clarify their policy. 

2See final guidelines (Figure 4.5). The instruments 
were the same, except that the preliminary guidelines did 
not include decision rules governing the parole of inmates 
in marginal categories. 
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The Board also agreed that it would be desirable to 
have standardized definitions of institutional discipline 
ratings and prior criminal record ratings, to promote con
sistency. In discussing the design of the data collection 
instrument for these two dimensions, the board members ex
plained that the Department of Corrections classified in
fractions into five categor·ies. In evaluating ·the inmate's 
record along this dimension, the.~oard explained that they 
were influenced by the number, seriousness, and recency of 
infractions. 

In evaluating the inmate's prior criminal record, the 
board members said they considered whether an offense had 
been against property or persons, committed when the in
mate was an adult or a juvenile, or was a misdemeanor or 
a felony. They were also concerned with the number of of
fenses in. each of these classes. A data collection instru
ment to reflect these rating systems ~as incorporated into 
the guidelines (Figure 4.2). 

Analysis of Phase II Data: Further Guideline Development 

The Phase II sample contained 386 case evaluation 
forms, with a paroling rate of 47 percent. Seventy-one 
percent of the sarnp~.e, or 273 of these cases, fell within 
categories governed by guideline decision rules. For 
these 273 cases, 86 percent of the board member decisions 
were consistent with the guideline decision rules. This 
indicated that the decision rules developed on the basis 
of the Phase I data accurately reflected Board policy. 

The Board's decisions regarding inmates in marginal 
categories were examined through an analysis of reponses 
to the factor checklist. This study showed that: 
1) inmates with no negative factors were granted parole, 
2) inmates with no positive factors were denied parole, and 
3) inmates with one or more favorable factors were granted 
parole regardless of the number of negative factors. 
Eighty-one percent of board member decisions were consistent 
with these rules, which were then translated into guideline 
decisions. It appeared from thi~ examination of the data 
that the Board was not actually weighing favorable against 
unfavorable factors; in several instances, the inmate was 
paroled with numerOi;l.S unfavorable factors, but only one 
countervailing faVora~le factor. 

In this second sample, the paroling rate among board 
members ranged from 39 percent to 53 percent (Table 4.7, 
page 84). This range was smaller by eight percentage 
points than that found in Sample I. It was possible that 
this increased consistency had been fostered by the appli-

i 
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Virginia Parole Board 
Data Collection Instrument for Operational Definitions 

Please fill in the following scales. In the space beneath each scale write in the facts about the 
case which support your rating. For example, if you circled VERY POOR on the institutional disci
pline scale, 'write in the number and type of infractions and the time period considered. The same 
procedure is to be followed for prior criminal record. Indicate the number and type of prior con
victions. 

INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLI~ 

Infractions: 
Category I 
Category II 
Category III 
Category IV 
Category V 

Total: 

PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 

Type of Offense: 

Person 
Property 
Other 
Juvenile 

Column Totals: 

+ 

VERY POOR POOR ADEQUATE GOOD VERY GOOD 

Number Dates 

+ 

NONE MINOR MODERATE SERIOUS EXTENSIVE 

Convictions 
Number of Number of 

Misdemeanors Felonies Row Totals 

+ + 

Figure 4.2: Data Collection Instrument 00 
-...J 
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cation of decision rules to specific categories. In addi
tion, the list of favorable and unfavorable factors might 
have contributed to this result by focusing the board mem
bers' attention on the same specific factors and requiring 
them to record which factors had influenced their decisions. 

The analysis of this sample had provided decision 
rules governing all categories of inmates, permitting the 
formulation of guidelines. Figure 4.5 shows the guidelines 
as they appeared after operational definitions had been 
devised. 

When board member decisions in Sample II were com
pared with those indicated by the decision rules on the 
new, more comprehensive guideline form, 83 percent were 
within the guidelines. 

The data supplied on prior criminal record were stu
died so that operational definitions could be developed; 
however, no clear patterns emerged. The data contained 
too many variables in proportion to the number of cases, 
providing too few cases in any one c~tegory to furnish a 
basis for drawing conclusions and establishing decision 
rules. Furthermore, the absence of a pattern suggested 
that the data collection instrument might have failed to 
elicit some relevant information; for example, the length 
of the inmate's prior sentences to. incarceration. 

It seemed possible that operational definitions 
could be developed for the Virginia Board more efficiently 
by using the data collection form designed for the North 
Carolina system. This change of strategy was discussed 
with and approved by the Virginia Board chairman. The 
revised instrument was incorporated into the guidelines. 

The data collection instrument for an operational 
definition of the institutional discipline rating was 
left unchanged. Analysis of this factor was deferred 
until receipt of the next sample. 

Phase III Data Collection and Analysis 

The third sample contained 563 cases, with an over
all paroling rate oE 53 percent. The variation in pa
roling rate among board members had been reduced to a 
mere 4 percent (Table 4.7, page 84). This reduction in 
variation could be attributed to the consistency promoted 
by the provision of guideline decision rules for all cat
egories of inmates. Eighty-eight percent of decisions for 
this sample were within the guidelines. When board members 
made decisions outside the guidelines, they recorded reasons 
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for these actions. 

Operational Definitions 

The technique employed for the North Carolina data 
was used to analyze the Board's prior criminal record rat
ings and the supporting data. Here, too, the prior crim
inal record rating proved to be an index based on fines 
and the total number of years of incarceration previously 
imposed on the inmate. The Board also seemed to be taking 
into consideration suspended sentences, reprimands, and 
probations. The operational definitions could have been 
designed to reflect these additional factors, thus accomo
dating a higher percentage of cases~ however, inclusion of 
these factors would have made the rating system complex and 
time-consuming. As anticipated, operational definitions 
based solely on the number of fines and the length of sen
tences.to incarceration (Figure 4.3) provided only a mod
erate "fit" with the data. When the Board's ratings were 
compared with the guideline ratings, they agreed in only 
66 percent of the cases. The decision was made, however, 
to begin with a system based on two factors, with the un
derstanding that it could be expanded if it proved unsat
isfactory. The board members were advised that they could 
go outside the guidelines to take into consideration these 
additional mitigating and aggravating factors. In those 
cases, they were asked to specify the factors that in
fluenced their rating. 

The institutional discipline rating proved to be a 
function of the seriousness, the number, and the recency 
of infractions. The board member ratings of institutional 
discipline concurred with the operational definitions in 
89 percent of the cases (Figure 4.4). 

Phase IV 

The Phase IV sample, with 573 cases, had an overall 
paroling rate of 50 percent. 

A study of the decisions showed that 84 percent were 
within the guidelines. When an analysis was made of the 
decisions of each board member, it was found that the per
cent of decisions inside the guidelines varied from 82 per
cent to 86 percent (Table 4.8). It was apparent that the 
board members had achieved a reasonable degree of consist
ency among themselves, while exercising discretion in ap
plying the guidelines to individual cases. These results 
indicated that in Virginia the project had now achieved 
its major objective: to promote consistency in decision-
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Virginia Parole Board 

Prior Criminal Record Classification 

Add together all maximum sentences (juvenile and adul t) on which 
the inmate actually served prison or jail time. Each committment 
to a training school is equivalent to a one-year sentence. Exclude 
the present offense, suspended sentences, probation, arrests not· 
followed 9Y convictions, and juvenile status offenses. 

Guideline definitions of Prior criminal Record: 

NO record: no previous convictions. 

MINOR record: 

1) Fines and court costs only; or 

2) Maximum active sentences* totalling no more than 18 
months; or 

3) Maximum active sentences* totalling no more ·than 6 
months, if the inmate has fines and court costs in 
addition to active sentences on his record. 

MODERATE record: 

1) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than 18 
months, but no more than 6 years; or 

2) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than 6 
months, but no more than 5 years, if the inmate 
has fines and court costs in addition to active 
sentences on his record. 

SERIOUS record: 

1) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than 6 
years; or 

2) MaJcimum active sentences* totalling more than 5 
years, if the inmate has fines .;ind court costs 
in addition to active sentences on his record. 

The BO€lrd membe].' may go outside the guidelines to take into 
consideration mitigating factors, or aggravating factors such 
as probations, suspended sentences, reprimands, and the serious
ness or frequency of the offenses. 

*An active sentence is a sentence on which the inmate actually 
served prison or jail time. 

Figure 4.3: prior Criminal Record Classification 



Virginia Parole Board 

Institutional Discipline Classification 

Include only infractions committed during the past year. 

Guideline definitions of Institutional Discipline: 

GOOD discipline: 

1) No infractions during the last 6 months. 

2) No more than 1 infraction during the last year. 

3) No infractions in Category I. 

ADEQUATE discipline: 

1) No more than 1 infraction during the last 6 
months. 

2) No more than 3 infractions during the last 
year. 

3) No more than 1 infraction in either Category 
I or II during the last year. 

POOR discipline: 

1) Two or more infractions during the last 6 
months. 

2) Four or more infractions during the last 
year. 

3) Two or more infractions classified as 
Category I or II. 

The Board member may go outside the guidelines to take into con
sideration mitigating factors, or aggravating factors, such as 
escapes, crimes committed in prison, and infractions over a year 
old. 

Figure 4.4: Insti tutional Discipline Classification 
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B<?ard 
Members Grant 

A 49% 
(66) 

, 
, 

B 51% 
(56) 

c 63% 
(74) 

D 59% 
(69) 

~. 

Total 55% 
(265) . 

Table 4.8 

Distribution of Decisions Inside and Outside the Guidelines 
in the Phase IV Sample (N = 573) 

Decisions 
Inside Guidelines Outside Guidelines 

Percentage of Percentage of 
decisions decisions 

inside outl3ide 
Deny Total Guidelines Grant Deny Total Guidelines 

51% 86 36% 64% 14 
(70) (136) (8) (14) (22) 

49% 82 21% 79% 18 
(54) (110) (5) (19) (24) 

37% 82 8% 92% 18 
(44) (118) (2) (24) (26) 

41% 85 29% 71% 15 
(47) (116) (6) (15) (21) 

45% 84 23% 77% 16 
(215) (480) (21) (72) (93) 

Overall 

Grant Deny Total 

47% 53% 
(74) (84) (158) 

-
46% 54% 

(61) (73) (134) 

53% 47% 
(76) (68) (144) 

55% 45% 
(75) (62) (137) 

50% 50'!; 
(286) (277) (573) 

..-'---._---
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making by structur.ing discretion without eliminating it. 

The paroling rate by board member varied by nine 
percentage points from 46 to 55 percent (see Table 4.7, 
page 84). When the data regarding operational defini'~ 
tions were studied, it was found that they provided a 
satisfactory tool for the board for rating inmates along 
the two major guideline dimensions. Board member rat
ings were consistent with the quideline ratings of prior 
criminal record and institutional discipline in, respect
ively, 94 and 98 percent of the cases. 

Implementation of the Guidelines 
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The Virginia Board has discussed the use of the guide
lines for two purposes. First, the guidelines now serve 
as a continuing reference and supply a summary of Board 
policy and criteria. Second, the Board could, if resources 
were avail.able, complete guide,line forms on every case dur
ing three consecutive months in every year. The results of 
this data collection could be used to identify changes in 
Board decision-making practices and as the basis for review
ing and evaluating Board policy. It would be anticipat,ed 
that the guidelines.would be modified periodically to in
corporate appropriate changes. This plan could provide a 
self-regulating mechanism consistent with the philosophy 
that guidelines should be adjusted to reflect the changing 
environment. Unfortunately, the Board's financial resources, 
staff limitations, and workload are such that the plan for 
use of the guidelines to monitor, evaluate, and revise parol
ing policy has not yet been implemented. 

Figure 4.6 is a policy statement composed by the 
research staff. 
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Virginia Parole Board 
Guidelines 

(Do not us~ for inmates with sentences over 30 years.) 

PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 
Guideline rating: Board Member rating: 
For a rating outside the guidelines, please indicate the reasons: 

INSTITUTION.iU. DISCIPLINE 
Guideline rating: Board Member rating: 
For a rating outside the guidelines, please indicate the reasons: 

In completing this form, please use Board Member ratings for prior 
crimina.l record and institutional discipline. 

A. Has the inmate 
1. E'i:dled on work release during the last year? 
2. Escaped. during the last year? 
3. Violated probation or parole during the last 

2 years? 
4. Received an unfavorable psychiatric or psycho

logical report during the last 6 months? 
If any answers were YES, deny parole. If all 
answers were NO, continue to B. 

B. Does the inmatE:! have POOR institutional discipline? 
If YES, deny parole. If NO, continue to c. 

C. Does the inmate have GOOD institutional discipline 
cOJTIbined with a MINOR or NQ prior criminal record? 
If YES, parole. If NO, continue to D. 

D. Does the inmate have a SERIOUS prior criminal record? 
If YES, continue to E. If NO, skip to F. 

E. (Only for inmates with a SERIOUS prior criminal 
record) 
Is the inmate at his first hearing? 
If YES, deny paro.le. If NO, continue to F • 

. :Pigure 4.5: Guidelines 

YES NO 
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F,' Do the following UNFAVORABLE factors apply to the inmate? 
P lease check all factors YES or NO. YES NO 

1. Factors relating to the inmate's prior criminal 
record: 
a. Habitual offender 
b. Serious juvenile record 
c. Short time between offenses 
d. Professional criminal 

2. Factors relating to the present offense: 
a. Bizarre nature of the offense 
b. Lack of provocation 
c. Relatively high degree of sophistication 

shown in the crime 

3. Factors relating to conduct in the institution: 
a. Pattern of assaultive behavior 
b. Rebellious, hostile 

4. Factors relating to the inmate personally: 
a. No remorse, does not understand nature 

of the offense 
b. Anti-social attitude 
c. Alcohol or drug habit so serious as to 

raise questions as to the probability 
of his succeeding on parole 

d. Incapable of coping with situations 
realistically 

If any checks were YES, continue to G. If all checks 
were NO, parole. 

Figure 4.5: Guidelines (continued) 
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G. Do the following FAVORABLE factors apply to the inmate? 
Please check all factors YES or NO, YES NO 
1. Factors relating to the present offense: 

a. Self-defense 
b. Defen~e of helpless person 
c. Acting under provocation 
d. Diminished responsibility because of retar

dation or intoxication 
e. ~1inor role in the offense 

2. Factors relating to conduct in the institution: 
a. Good adjustment 
b. Good response to prison programs 
c. Recent good conduct 
d. Unusually helpful to authorities 

3. Factors relating to the inmate's condition 
(disabled, aged, terminally ill, debilitated) 

4. Likely to max out and needs supervision 

5. Factors relating to the post-release situation: 
a. Probation to follow 
b. Specialized program to follow 

If any checks were YES, parole. If all checks were 
NO, deny parole. 

Decision: Parole: Deny parole: 

For a decision outside the guidelines, plaase indicate the reasons: 

Inmate was paroled/denied parole because -------------------------

Date: Board Member: 

Figure 4.5: Guidelines (continued) 



Policy Statement Concerning the Parole Decision** 

The Virginia Parole Board uses the following seven major cri
teria in determining whether to grant or deny parole: 

1) Serioutiness of the Offense: It is the policy of the Board 
to take into consideration the nature and circumstances of the of
fense to determine whether the inmate has served sufficient time 
for the purposes of retribution and general deterrence. In asses
sing the seriousness of the offense, the Board will be guided by 
the official version of the offense and the length of the sentence 
imposed. The Board will also consider a number of mitigating and 
aggravating factors, including the inmate's motivation for commit
ting the offense, his/her role in the offense, the ~mount of loss 
and/or injury to the victim, and the degree of sophistication evi
denced in the offense. The Board is particularly concerned with 
offenses which involved a weapon and/or physical injury or possi
ble injury to the victim. The Board is also concerned with crimes 
of a repetitive nature, such as a series of burglaries, or drug 
sales which reflect extensive involvement in crime-oriented activ
ities. In general, it is not Board policy to deny parole solely 
on the basis of the nature and circumstances of the offense; there 
are, howe"er, certain instances where denial on this basis alone 
is required. 

2) Prior Criminal Record: The evaluation of the prior crim
inal record plays a significant role in the decision-making proc
ess. In evaluating the inmate along this dimension, the Board will 
consider both the inmate's prior adult and juvenile records in or
der to determine the degree of his/her past involvement in crime
oriented activities. The Board is primarily concerned with the 
number and seriousness of the inmate's convictions. In most in
stances, the length and seriousness of the arrest record will not 
be used in determining the prior record rating; however, when there 
is evidence that the inmate has had rtunlerous arrests, this factor 
will be used to increase the seriousness of the prior criminal re
cord rating. 

Since the evaluation of this fact.or is weighted heavily in the 
decision-making process, the Board has developed the following 
guidelines for evaluating the seriousness of the prior criminal 
record. These ratings are based primarily on a weighting of fines 
and the length of prior sentences to incarceration. It is impor
tant to note that these ratings do not include the present offense 

Figure 4.6 

Policy Statement Concerning the Parole Decision 
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and that commitment to a training school will be considered as 
equivalent to a one-year sentence. 

Prior criminal record is defined as follows: 

NO record: no previous convictions. 

MINOR record: 
1) Fines and court costs only; or 
2) Maximum active sentences* totalling no more than 18 

months; or 
3) Maximum active sentences* totalling no more than six 

months, if the inmate has fines and court costs in ad~ 
dition to active sentences on his record. 

MODERATE record: 
1) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than 18 months, 

but no more than six years; or 
2) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than six months, 

but no more than five years, if the inmate has fines and 
court costs in addition to active sentences on his record. 

SERIOUS record: 
1) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than six years; 

or 
2) Maximum active sentences* totalling more than five years, 

if the inmate has fines and court costs in addition to 
active sentences on his record. 

* An active sentence is a sentence on which the inmate actually 
served prison or jail time. 

The Board reserves the right to go outside these guidelines 
to take into consideration mitigating factors, or aggravating :fac
tors such as probations, suspended sentences, arrests, and the 
seriousness or frequency of the offenses. 

In most instances, parole will be denied to inmates at first 
parole eligibility who have a prior criminal record rating of 
"serious." 

3) Community Supervision: The Board places considerable 
emphasis on the inmate's adjustment to previous periods of pro
bation and/or parole supervision. Recent failure on commun~ty 
supervision is interpreted as a sign that the prospective parolee 
is not ready to comply with parole conditions. It is therefore 

Figure 4.6 
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the policy of the Board to deny parole to inmates who have vio
lated probation or parole within the last two years. 

4) Institutional Discipline: The Board believes that one 
of its responsibilities is to maintain order in correctional 
facili't.ies by denying parole to inmates who have failed to com
ply with institutional rules. Since this factor plays an impor
tant role in the decision-making process, the Board has defined 
three disciplinary classifications which incorporate the six 
categories of infractions in use by the Department of Correc
tions. It should be noted that these classifications are based 
on infractions committed within the last year. 

Institutional discipline classifications are as follows: 

GOOD discipline: 
1) No infractions during the last six months. 
2) No more than one infraction during the last year. 
3) No infractions in Category I. 

ADEQUATE 
1) 
2) 
3) 

discipline: 
No more than une infraction during the last six months. 
No more than three infractions during the last year. 
No more than one infraction in either Category I or II 
during the last year. 

POOR discipline: 
1) Two or more infractions during the last six months. 
2) Four or more infractions during the last year. 
3) Two or more infractions classified as Category I or II. 

The board members may go outside these guidelines to take 
into consideration mitigating factors, or aggravating factors such 
as escapes, crimes committed in prison, and infractions over a 
year old. 

5) Escape: It is Board policy to deny parole to an inmate 
who has either escaped within the last year, or who has been on 
escape and who has been returned to the institution within the 
last year. 

6) Progrcrrn 'participation: The Board will consider informa
tion pertaining to the .degree of the parole candidate's partici
pation in and response to the educational, vocational, rehabili
tative, and other programs available in the correctional facility. 
The Board is particularly concerned with the subject's performance 

Figure 4.6 
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on work release. It is Board policy-to deny parole to inmates 
who have failed on work release in the last year. Failure in 
this pr.ogram is interpreted as a sign that 'the parole candidate 
is unlikely to comply with parole conditions. 

7) Factors related to Personal History of the Subject: In 
evaluating the parole candidate on this dimension;-the Board will 
consider information pertaining to the inmate's civilian work re
cord, level of education, occupational skills and family ties. 
In addition, the Board will consider whether the subject has a 
history of drug or alcohol abuse which may seriously decrease the 
likelihood that he/she will succeed on parole. Although the 
Board does not routinely request a psychological'report on all 
candidates, there are certain cases where such a report is deemed 
appropriate. In most instances, parole will be denied to an in
mate who has received an unfavorable psychiatric or psychological 
evaluation within the last six months. 

Although the Board considers each case on its individual 
merits, there are several policies which determine the ways in 
which the parole criteria are applied in the decision-making 
process. It is the policy of the Board to deny parole to candi
dates who have conformed to anyone of the following categories: 

1) Failed on work release during the last year; 
2) Escaped or returned from escape within the last year; 
3) Violated probation or parole during the last two years; 
4) Received an unfavorable psychiatric or psychological 

report within the last six months; 
5) A "poor" institutional discipline rating; or 
6) A "serious" prior record rating and who are at their 

first parole eligibility. 

It is the policy of the Board to grant parole to inmates who 
have conformed to all of the following categories: 

1) Served sufficient time for the purposes of retribution 
,and general deterrence; 

2) A "no" or "minor" prior record rating; and 
3) A "good" inst.i-!:u,tional discipline rating. 

In the case of marginal parole candidates -- that is, inmates 
whose cases are not decided within the above-mentioned guidelines 
-- the Board will also consider several favorable and unfavorable 
factors about the case: 

Figure 4.6 
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Unf.avorable factors: 

1. Factors relating to the inmate's prior criminal record: 
a. Habitual offender 
b. Serious juvenile record 
c. Short time between offenses 
d. Professional criminal 

2. Factors relating to the present offense: 
a. Bizarre nature of the offense 
b. Lack of provocation 
c. Relatively high degree of sophistication shown in the 

crime 
3. Factors relating to conduct in the institution: 

a. Pattern of assaultive behavior 
b. Rebellious, hostile 

4. Factors relating to the inmate personally: 
a. No remorse, does not understand nature of offense 
b. Anti-social attitude 
c. Alcohol or drug habit so serious as to raise questions 

as to probability of his succeeding on parole 
d. Incapable of coping with situations realistically 

Favorable factors: 

1. Factors relating to the present offense: 
a. Self-defense 
b. Defense of helpless person 
c. Acting under provocation 
d. Diminished responsibility because of retardation or intox

ication 
e. Minor role in the offense 

2. Factors relating to conduct in the institution: 
a. Good adjustment 
b. Good response to prison programs 
c. Recent good conduct 
d. Unusually helpful to authorities 

3. Factors relating to the inmate's condition: 
a. Physically disabled 
b. Extremely aged 
c. Terminally ill 
d. Debilitated; further incarceration will serve no useful 

purpose 
4. Likely to max out and needs supervision 
5. Factors relating to the post-release situation: 

a. P~Qbgtion to follow 
b. Specialized program to follow 

Figure 4.6 
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It is the policy of the Board to gran't parole when none of 
the above unfavorable fa.ctors are evident in the case. In cases 
where one or more unfavorable factors are present, it is Board 
policy to grant parole only if there are one or more outstanding 
factors which can serve to counterbalance the unfavorable factors. 

**This policy statement has not been adopted by the Board. It is 
shown for illustrative purposes only. 

Figure 4.6 
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Chapter 5 

LOUISIANA 

Colleen A. Cosgrove and Jane Wallerstein 

Board Structure and Procedure 

The Louisiana Board of Parole is composed of five 
full-time board members, including a chairperson. In this 
state, the judge sets the maximum sentence within the stat
utory limits provided for the offense. Inmates are eligi
ble for parole at the expiration of one-third of that max
imum. Inmates are credited with good time at the rate of 
25 days a month; therefore, the maximum sentence may be 
reduced by almost on0-half. The Board, which has juris
diction over all felons committed to the Department of 
Corrections, considers about 2,400 cases a year. 

All five board members sitting as a panel interview 
the prospective parolee. A majority affirmative vote is 
required for parole. If the inmate is denied parole, the 
case will be reheard in a year. l It is the practice of 
the Board to discuss the decision with the parole candi
date at the time of the interview. 

Data Collection 

Members of the research team met with the Parole 
Board in April, 1975, to discuss the overall objectives 
of the project and the research strategy. The Board 
members said that in their decision-making process they 
took into consideration a number of factors relating to 
the inmate's prior criminal record, l.nstitutional adjust
ment, and parole plans. 

Their major reasons for parole denial were listed on 
a form (Figure 5.1) given to inmates following a negative 
Board decision. 

In reviewing the suggested case evaluation form, 
members of the Board said the form included some of their 

lThis policy, which was in effect during the data 
collection period, was changed in July, 1976. Nowj cases 
are not automatically scheduled for rehearing within a 
year. The Board may decide to rehear the case within a 
year, after a longer interval, or not to rehear the case 
at all. 
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Louisiana Parole Board Decision Form 
(Excerpt) 

Original Crime(s) 

Police and/or Juvenile Record 

Prior Felony Conviction(s) 

Previous Probation 

Parole Violator 

Psychological and/or psychiatric Report 

No Parole Plan 

crimes Committed While in the Institution 

Institutional Disciplinary Reports 

Lost Good Time 

Not in First Class Performance 

Escape 

Violation of Work Release Agreement 

Additional Charges Pending 

Law Enforcement Officials Object 

Other -------------------------------------------------

Figure 5.1: List of Reasons for Parole Denial used by Board Members 
(excerpted from Louisiana Parole Board Decision Form) 



f· 

lOS 

par-oling criteria, but did not adequately reflect all the 
factors they were taking into consideration. They ex
plained that a large proportion of their caseload consisted 
of inmates who were technically first offenders in that 
they were serving time for their first felony conviction. 
Many of these "f'irst offenders," however, had extensive 
juvenile records. Thus, the Board drew a distinction be
tween "first offenders" with long juvenile records and 
"first offenders" without juvenile records. The Board 
therefore requested that a scale pertaining to juvenile 
record be a~ded to the data collection form, because a 
single criminal record scale, they believed, would.under
estimate th~ extent of many inmates' prior cLiminal in
volvement. 

The board members explained that they were very much 
concerned with the inmate's probability of recidivating 
and considered a number of factors related to this dimen
sion. They regarded the inmate's previous response to 
community supervision as an important predictor of future 
behavior on parole. They took into account whether the 
inmate was a transient or a native of Louisiana; it was 
their belief that a native of the state was more apt to 
have family and community ties and hence would be easier 
to supervise and more likely to establish a stable resi
dence. 

The board members explained that it was their prac
tice to solicit. the opinions of the sentencinq judge and 
local law enforcement officials about the inmate whose 
parole was being considered. The Board said they had 
found that these opinions and evaluations of the inmate 
provided information about the case which might not be 
present in the case' file. The board members said they 
were reluctant to parole someone to a community which ob
jected to his release, because they believed this oppo
sition would diminish his chances of succeeding on parole. 
On the other hand, they favored the parole of inmates who 
would have community resources and support available after 
release. These additional concerns were incorporated as 
separate scales into the basic data collection form (see 
Appendix C). 

The Board's procedure, with five members sitting as 
a panel, provided a good opportunity for conducting a 
small study, primarily of academic interest, of the pa
roling patterns of the board members as individuals and 
as a group. If a case evaluation form were completed by 
each board member on each case, £hese forms could then be 
compared to study patterns of consensus and dissensus. 
Since all the board members would be evaluating the same 
case, differences in the ratings and decisions could rea-
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sonably be attributed to differences in individual percep
tions and paroling standards. To obtain these data, it 
was agreed that each board member would complete a case 
evaluation form on every inmate appearing before the Board. 

After two months of data collection, this procedure 
proved burdensome and time-consuming for the Board. It 
was agreed that for the remainder of the data-collection 
period, the Board would fill out one form per case. Since 

. the number of cases collected at that point was too few to 
support a study of board member conSensus and dissensus, 
this line of inquiry was not pursued. 

Analysis 

The Phase I sample included 1,381 forms,represent
ing 415 cases. The paroling rates did not differ signifi
cantly (X 2 = .19, d.f. = 1) when the data were analyzed 
as either forms or cases (rates were 38 percent and 41 per
cent, respectively). This suggested that it was reason
abl€~ to draw from both sources to identify Board policy. 

The first step in the analysis was to review the 
product-moment correlation matrix to determine the over
all relations among the variables. The matrix was based 
on the 1,381 forms, treated as separate units (Table 5.1). 

The variables represented in the correlation matrix 
seemed to fall into three categories: those relating es
sentially to the inmate's criminal record (juvenile re
cord, prior supervision record, prior criminal record, 
assaultiveness, the seriousness of the present offense, 
and offender class); to iristitutional behavior (institu
tional discipline and program participation); and to the 
post-release situation (community attitude, parole plan, 
police objections, judicial objections, and perceived 
social stability). 

In the first category, only prior criminal record 
was substantially related to the decisions (rpb = .50). 
The two variables in the second category were only moder
ately related to the decisions (.36 and .34), but were 
substantially intercorrelated (.61). The variables in 
the third category were for the most part slipstantially 
relatea to the decisions and fairly highly intercorre
lated. The variables in this group were primarily those 
which the Board had added to the form and had indicated 
figured importantly in their decisions. 

An analysis using regression techniques (Table 5.2) 
provided an equation yielding a multiple correlation co-
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Table 5.1 

Corr~lation of Ratings and Decisions by the Louisiana Board of Parole (N = 1,381) 

1 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

~ 
: 

1239 886 1097 958 1207 1228 1163 1251 1269 1211 126<1 ' 1154 1168 1110 972 823 620 

1. Decision * - -
;:".3§. ~ 945 1142 993 1263 1284 1210 1292 1329 1265 3,325 1209 1217 1157 1014 864 656 

2. Seriousness 

3. Parole ~ -.26 

"" 
780 668 901 914 834 906 944 8Sl 939 84: 864 801 678 837 630 

Prognosis 

4. Institutional 
"iscipline 

d§. ~ .:1.Q ~ 989 1119 1134 1100 1148 ).169 1125 1165 1080 1070 1032 956 730 574 

5. Program 
Participation 

.!l! .:..:.ll. ~ ill "" 
973 988 955 1003 1018 981 1014 942 937 899 832 625 489 

" 

6. Assaultive ~ ~ -.36 ;:".3§. .:.:..!2. ~ 1269 1196 1265 1304 1242 1301 1192 1196 1140 J.011 842 646 
Potential 

7. Prior Criminal .::.:3.Q. ill .:::..§l. .:..:12. .::...!§. ,:1i 

"" 
1216 1286 1326 1264 1323 1203 1220 11S0 1028 854 650 

liecord 

8. Social ~ -.20 ~ .:l!.. .:l2. .::..:1i :::".g "",- 1220 1250 1191 1246 1149 1150 1107 l.000 791 624 

Stability "-

9. Time =-& ",Q ~ ~ .01 d§. ,:.,g ~ 

"" 
1337 1278 1332 1206 1225 1161 1033 850 644 

Served 

10. Maximum -",Q di -.15 -ill .04 ~ .:lQ -,:.,g .J!2. ~ 1311 1372 1243 1258 1193 1055 883 672 
Sentence 

11. Number of prior -.05 ~ :.:l2. .::...!§. -.09 .:..!! .07 :.!..!2. .:.2.!. .:.1§. ~ 1306 1192 1197 1143 1067 828 632 
Hearings 

12. Offender .:..:.l!. .01 -d§. -.02 .01 .08 .:,g -,:1i .:l.§. .:..!! .07 ~ 1239 1255 1188 1052 877 668 
Class 

" 

13. community 
Attitude 

~ -~ ill ~ ~ -.!l! ~.:.2.!. ~ -~ -.:12 -,:.,g -~ ~ 1141 1102 971 805 617 

14. Juvenile -"l! .:l.Q. -.!..i! -",E. -~ ~ .:E. -.!l! .04 .04 -.05 ..:..2Q. -.dl ~ 1108 96R 814 620 
Prior Record 

15. Parole ~ -.:l.§. .46 ~ ~ -~. -~ ",g -.07 -.06 .00 -.dl .52 -':.lJ!. "" 
941 758 583 

Plan 

16. Prior Super~ -.04 =.05 -,:21 .05 .03 -.04 .:1.l -.04 -.03 -.02 -.02 .:..!! -.05 .05 -.07 r~ 643 519 
vision Record 

17. Police -",Q .:E. -~ -~ -.:2l.. .~7 :J.! -.:.1§. ill ~ .08 ~ -2.~. .!l.Q. -~ .10 ~ 645 
Obj ect,ions 

18. Judicial -~ .07 ~ -.03 .01 ~~ ill -.:l.Q, ~ .:l.§. -.02 ill -.:1.Q .:2l.. -.:12 -.01 & ~ Obiections 

* Column 1, Point biserial correlation coeffioicmts, Dic!lotomous variable: Parole = 1, Usny = a 
COluimns 2-18, Pearson'. product-moment correlation coefficients. NUmbers of cases are shown above the main diagonal,. correlations below. 

Coeff ci",nts underlined significant at . 01. If" 



Table 5.2 

Regression of Inmate Status Variables and Board Member Ratings 
on Parole Decision (Grant/Deny) (N = 887) 

~-, 

Multiple 
Variable Correlation Change Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R2 Coefficient* 

Prior Criminal Record .52 .27 ,.27, -.52 

" 
Institutional Discipline .58 .34 .07 .38 

Parole Plan .63 .40 .06 .49 

Community Attitude .68 .46 .06 .58 

Constant r 

B Beta 

-.010 -.247 

.009 .169 

.009 .178 

.021 .318 

-.296 

* Point biserial correlation coefficients, with decision scored as parole = 1, deny = O. 
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efficient of .68, with four independent variables. The 
first two variables entered into the equation accounted 
for most of the explained variation, mainly contributed 
by prior criminal record. The post-release factors, com
munity attitude and parole plan, added notably to the 
equation, giving further confirmation o'f the importance 
of post-release factors in the Board's decision-making 
process. 

Based on these findings, it seemed reasonable to 
prQos@Q with the analysis of the data oy using prior 
criminal record as a primary discriminator and factors 
relating to institutional discipline and the post-re
lease situation as secondary criteria. 

The next step in the analysis was to examine the 
crosBtabulations for more detailed information on the 
relation among the prior criminal record rating, the 
institutional discipline rating, and the decisions, as 
seen from the perspective of both forms and cases (Ta
bles 503 and 5.4). 

In general, the patterns of distribution were sim
ilar in both tables. The slightly higher paroling rates 
for the samples T,V'hen viewed as cases (Table 5.4) may be 
attributed to the suppression of minority votes to deny 
parole. 

Thepe cross tabulations suggested several decision 
rules reflecting what appeared to be Board policy: 

1) Parole was usually granted to inmates with no 
or minor prior criminal record ratings, combined with 
institutional discip11ne ratings of adequate tO,very 
good. 

2) Parole was customarily denied to inmates with 
moderate prior criminal record ratings combined with 
poor institutional discipline ratings. 

3) It appeared that, in general, it was Board po
licy to deny parole to inmates with a serious prior crim
inal record rating. The slightly higher paroling rate 
for inmates with a serious prior criminal record rating 
and good/very good institutional discipline rat.ing, shown 
on Table 5.4, was based on too few cases (18) to suggest 
that any important differences in Board policy were in
volved. 

4) No decision rules were discernible governing 
the parole of inmates in the remaininq categories: those 
with 'moderate prior criminal record ratings combined with 
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Table 5.3 

Percent~ge of Louisiana Case Evaluation Forms Marked Granted, Distributed According 
to Prior Criminal 'Record and Institutional Discipline Ratings* 

Prior ~riminal Record Ratings 

Institutional Discipline Serious/ I 
Ratings Extensive Moderate No/Minor Total 

Good/Very Good 17% 71% 91% 
(63) (61) (61) (191) 

Adequate 19% 62% 80% 
(180) (147) (114) (441) 

Poor/Very Poor 8% 16% 46% 
(237) (110) (50) (397) 

Total (4o'}) , (318) (231) (1,02~P 

Missing information (352 ) 

Total number of forms in sample = (1,381) 

" 

* Note on how to read Table 5.3: The percentages show the percentage of inmates granted parole 
who fell into the category indicated by the intersection of a column and a row. The percent
ages do not add up to lQO. The numbers in parentheses show the total number of inmates who 
fell into the category indicated by a column-row intersection. 
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Table 5.4 

Percentage of Board Decisions to Grant Parole, Distributed According 
to Prior Criminal Record and Institutional Discipline Ratings* 

Averaged Prior Criminal Record Ratings 
Averaged I Institutional Discipline Serious/ 
Ratings Extensive Moderate No/Minor 

Good/Very Good 28% 79% 100% 
(18) (19) (28) 

Adequate 16% 70% 91% 
(73) (56) (33) 

Poor/Very Poor 5% 13% 50% 
(76) (38) (12) 

, 

Total (167) (113) (73) 

Missing information 

Total number of forms in sample = 

Total 

(65) 

(162) 

(126) 

(353) 

(62) 

(415) 

* Note on how to read Table 5. 4: 'rhe percentages show the percentage of inmates granted parole 
who fell into the category indicated by the intersection of a column and a row. The percent
ages do not add up to 100. The numbers in parentheses show the total nt~er of inmates who 
fell into the category indicated by a column-row intersection. 
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adequate to very good institutional discipline, and those 
with no or minor prior criminal record ratings and poor 
or very poor institutional discipline ratings. 

It seemed probable that the Louisiana decision pro-' 
cess wou_d lend itself to study through case-classifica
tion techniques involving successive sorting. This anal
ysis was conducted, using forms grouped as cases. This 
approach had the advantage of fully exploiting the in
formation available in the salient factor section. For 
example, one board member's comment that an inmate had 
completed work release might provide a needed explanation 
of the reasons for granting parole. 

The data fell into three areas: 

1) Cases governed by Basic Considerations, factors 
consistently associated with the decision to grant parole 
(i.e., work release completion), or to deny parole (e.g., 
work release failure, psychological problems, detainers 
pending). These constituted 23 percent of the sample (96 
cases) . 

2) Cases governed by decision rules derived from the 
crosstabulations: 49 percent (205 cases). 

3) Cases concerning marginal parole candidates, where 
the decisions seemed to be influenced by numerous factors 
pertaining to the inmate's pre-incarceration record, in
stitutional behavior and post-release situation. It was 
not possible, however, to identify board policy governing 
the parole of inmates in this category. This situation 
was similar to that encountered during the analysis of the 
Phase I data in the Virginia study. In both instances, 
it was possible ·to conceptualize Board policy governing 
the parole of inmates in "extreme" categories, as deter
mined by the interaction of prior criminal record and in
stitutional discipline ratings alone. In the case of in
mates in marginal cases, though, Board policy had to be 
conceptualized 'as being influenced by numerous variables 
covering a broad range of factors relating to the inmate. 

Tentative guidelines based on these findings provided 
decision rules for 72 percent of the cases in the sample. 
In the 301 cases governed by decision rules, Board deci
sions were consistent with guideline decisions in 94 per
cent of the cases. 

To identify Board policy concerning marginal candi
dates, a technique was used which had been successful in 
determining the policy of the Virginia Board. A checklist 
of positive and negative factors drawn from the salient 



factors section of the case evaluation form was appended 
to the guidelines. 

Development of Preliminary Guidelines: Phase II 

Members of the research staff met again with the 
Louisiana Parole Board in February, 1976, to discuss the 
findings and the tentativ~ guidelines. Th~ ~Qard qgreed 
with the major findings cbncerning the importance of 
prior criminal record and the minor importance Qf insti
tutional discipline in their decision-making process. 
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They a~serted, though, that the findings which had ap
peared to the research staff to represent reasons for 
automa~lc parole or denial did not accurately reflect 
their policy. They suggested that these conclusion~ had 
resulted from a misinterpretation of some of the Board's 
comments in the salient factor section of the case evalua
tion form. Board members explained that when an inmate 
had psychological problems, for exampll~, they would re
cord that fact only when it had been the major reason for 
parole denial. There were, however, other cases where 
the i~mate'~ history of psychological problems was a 
factor, but he was nevertheless granted parole. In 
these instances, the presence of psychological problems 
would not have been noted on the form. Thus, this prac
tice had led the research staff to conclude that unfavor
able psychological reports constituted a reason for auto
matic denial. Only two items originally contained in the 
basic c6nsiderations section were retained; they concerned 
work release completion ahd parole to detainers. 

The Boardis policy regarding inmates with serious 
pr ior cr iminaL "~ecords ~':as discussed.·' As noted above, 
the data had suggested that most inmates in this category 
were denied. The Board confirmed that these findings re
flected their policy and added that they were more likely 
to parole inmates in this category when they had served 
a large proportion of their sentence. This qualification 
was incorporated into the guidelines. 

The board members agreed that they viewed favorably 
inmates with no or minor prior criminal records: however, 
they asserted that it was not their policy to parole in
mates in this category automatically. There were two ,':'1'1-
stances in which they denied parole: if they had reason 
to believe that the inmate was assaultive, or had not 
served sufficient time for purposes of retribution and 
general deterrence. They observed that assaultiveness 
was one of their primary concerns and suggested that an 
item reflecting this dimension be placed first on the 
guidelines. 
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The board members explained that in evaluating the 
inmate's assaultive potential, they actually had been 
rating past behavior (inside and outside the institution) 
rather than attempting to predict future conduct. Two 
questions pertaining to assaultive history therefore were 
placed first on the preliminary guidelines, with the un
derstanding that the Board's evaluation would continue to 
reflect concrete information concerning past behavior. 
The questions read: "Does the inmate have a history of 
assaultive behavior, in or out of the institution?" and 
Ii Ie there reason to believe that the inmat.e is no ionger 
assaultive?" It was agreed that among the considerations 
that might underlie an affirmative answer to the first 
question might be u pattern of arrests or convictions for 
crimes involving the use of a weapon or physical violence 
or assaultive behavior in the institution. An affirmative 
answer to the second question might be based on suc~ favor
able factors as the completion of work release or a long 
interval without violent episodes. 

The Board confirmed that poor institutional disci
pline was a factor in denying parole to inmates with mod
erate prior criminal records. They observed, however, 
that it was gne of many factors they cOhSidered and not 
a reason for automatic denial. Poor institutional disci
pline was therefore included in the guidelines among sev
eral unfavorable factors according to which an inmate with 
a moderate record would be evaluated. 

since institutional discipline weighed as a factor 
in the parole decision only if it was poor, it was neces
sary to develop an operational definition only of "poor" 
institutional discipline. The meeting with the Board pro
vided an opportunity to do this through a short exercis~. 

The folders of ten inmates recently considered by 
t.he Board were circulated among the board members, who 
were asked to rate each case on institutional discipline. 
When these ratings were analyzed, it was found that the 
board members were basing their evaluations primarily on 
the number of major and minor int;ractions the inmate had 
committed during the" previous' year (Figure 5.2). These 
findings were translated into the following definition pf 
poor institutional discipline and were incorporated into 
the guidelines: 

1) Three or more minor infractions during the last 
year; or 

2) Two or more major infractions during the last 
year; or, 





Offender Infractions Board Member Ratings Gu~del~ne 

f--
Major Minor Very Poor Poor Adequate Good Vt;ry Good Rating 

A i 1 3 2 Poor 

B 2 0 4 1 Poor 

C 6 1 2 2 1 Very Poor 

D 0 1 1 4 Adequate 

E 0 0 1 4 Good 
. ~ " . -- - _._" 

F 0 2 4 1 Adequate 

G 0 0 .-1 1 3 1 Good 

H 0 0 L_ 1 2 2 Good 

I 0 2 1 4 Adequate 

J 0 0 2 1 2 Good -

Figure 5.2: Worksheet for Developing Operational D,efinitions of Institutional Discipline Ratings 
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3) One major and one minor infraction during the 
last year. 

Of the 50 board member ratings in the exercise, 88 
percent (44) were consistent with these operational defi
nitions. Since the purpose of the exercise was limited 
to devising a definition of "poor" discipline, "adequate" 
and "good" discipline were collapsed into one category. 

From past experience, it was known that prior crim
inal record ratings usually reflected the interaction of 
a number of factors. Therefore, a relatively large sam
ple was needed to elicit the information from which a spe
cific definition could be derived. A data collection sec
tion designed to achieve this objective was added to the 
Phase II guideline form (Figure! 5.3). For the second data 
collection phase, the Board was asked to [ill out one 
form per case, representing Board consen5US. 

Phase II Data Analysis 

The Phase II sample·, consisting of 102 cases, showed 
a paroling rate of 42 percent, similar to that in Sample 
I grouped according to cases (X 2 = .04, di.= 1, ns). 
The distributions for the two samples did not differ sig
nificantly in regard to serious prior criminal record rat
ing (X 2 = 4.84, d( = 2). Ninety of the cases in this ,sam
ple fell into categories for which guideline decision 
rules had been provid2d. The Board's decisions on these 
90 cases agr~ed with the guidelines in 73 percent of the 
cases. The fact that this percentage 'fell below the 80 
percent level indicated that the guidelines did not yet 
accurately reflect Board policy. 

An item-by-item analysis was cond.ucted. One partic
ularly weak item proved to be the decision rule concerning 
assaultiveness. Only 73 percent of inmates rated as as
saul ti ve were den;i.ed parole in accordance with the guide
line decision rule. This percentage did not fulfill the 
80 percent guideline rule and this item was therefore 
dropped from the guidelines. Since the nine inmates in 
the sample who had successfully completed work release 
were paroled, the item relating to work release was re
tained. Only two cases fell into the detainer and extra
ordil1ary factor categories, and these items were therefore 
eliminated. 

There were 53 inmates in this sample rated as having 
serious or extensive prior criminal records. Forty-two 
of this number were rated as not having "served a rela
tively long time." Eighty-~~ghtpercent of the inmates 

, , 
'1' " 
" 

J 
I 



Docket number: 

PHIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 

Louisiana Board of Parole 
preliminary Guidelines 

117 

Oirl the .following scale, please circle the word that best describes 
the Board's assessment of the inmate's prior criminal record 

NONE MINOR MODERATE SERIOUS EXTENSIVE 

:rn the space below, please write in the facts about the case that 
support the rating. Indicate juvenile offenses by J. Continue 
on back of page, if necessary. 

Offense Date of Sentence Length of Sentence 

Please answer all questions until reaching a decision. Then indicate 
decision in C. 

A. 1. Does the inmate have a history of assaultive 
behavior in or out of the institution? 
If YES, continue to 2. If NO, skip to 3. 

2. Is there reason to believe that the inmate 
is no longer assaultive? 
If YES, continue to 3. If NO, deny parole. 

3. Has the inmate successfully completed six 
months of work release? 
If YES, parole. If NO~ continue to 4. 

4. a. Is a detainer pending against the inmate? 
b. If YES, is there reasonable assurance that 

the inmate will be prosecuted on detainer? 
If both answers are YES, parole to the detainer 
only. Otherwise, continue to 5. 

5. Are there extraordinary fact.ors relating to the ( 
inmate's condition that suggest that parole would 
be appropriate at this time (e.g., disabled, 
aged, ill)? 
If YES, parole. If NO, continue to 6. 

Figure 5.3: preliminary Guidelines 

YES NO 
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6. Does the inmate have a prior criminal record 
rating of SERIOUS or EXTENSIVE? 
If YES, continue to 7. If NO, skip to 8. 

7. Has the inmate served a relatively long time? 
(A relatively long time could be defined as 
a.. 5 years or more on a sentence of 10 years 

or more; or 
b. 50% or more of a sentence under 10 years.) 
If YES, skip to B. If NO, deny parole. 

8. Does the inmate have a prior criminal record 
rating of NONE or MINOR? 
If YES, parole. If ';,u, continue to B. 

B. The following questions concern inmates with a prior 
criminal record rating of MODERATE; and inmates with 
a prior criminal record rating of SERIOUS/EXTENSIVE 
who have served a relatively long time. 

1. Are there favorable factors that suggest that 
release may be appropriate at this time? 

Please check all factors YES or NO. 

a. Factors relating to the inmate's record: 
1) Crimes were not against persons 
2) Long time between convictions 
3) Successful prior probation or parole 
4) Good civilian work record 

b. Factors relating to the immediate crime: 
1) His minor role in the offense 
2) No weapon involved 

~. Factors re1ating~to behavior in the 
institution: 
1) Successfully completed work or study 

program 
2) Very good conduct 

d. Factors relating to post-release situation: 
1) Family is supportive 
2) Local officials do not object to 

release at this time 
3) Community is supportive 
4) Good work plan or jog skill 

e. Inmate likely to complete sentence if not 
paroled, and needs supervision 

f. The most important factor was 

Figure 5.3: Preliminary Guidelines (continued) ,-
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2, Are there unfavorable factors that suggest that 
release may noit be appropriate at this time? 

Please check all factors YES or NO. 

a. Factors relating to the inmate's criminal 
record: 
1) Serious juvenile record 
2) Pattern of violence against persons 
3) History of crimes related to drug or 

alcohol abuse 
4) Short time between convictions 
5) Parole or probation violation 

b. Factors relating to behavior in the 
institution: 
1) 3 or more minor infractions during 

the last year 
2) 2 or more major infractions during 

the last year 
3) One major ~,nd one minor infraction 

during the last year 
4) Escape within the last 6 months 
5) Work release violation within the 

last 6 months 
c. Factors relating to the inmate personally: 

1) Poor civilian work record and attitude 
toward work 

2) Crime-oriented lifestyle 
3) History of psychological problems' or 

recent unfavorable psychological report 
d. Factors relating to the post-release 

situation: 
1) Nomadic, a drifter 
2) Unstable family 
3) Family unwiLling to assist him 
4) Written law enforcement or judicial 

objections to release 
e. The most important factor was 

C. Board decision: Parole Deny parole 

Inmate was paroled/denied parole because 

Figure 5.3: Preliminary Guidelines (continued) 
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in this category were denied parole. It was clear that 
this decision rule was an accurate reflection of Board 
policy. The item was retained but simplified by speci
fying' that inmates with serious records at their first 
hearings would be denied parole. Inmates at second and 
later hearings would be categorized as marginal candi
dates and evaluated according to the favorable and un
favorable factors. 

The sample included 27 inmates with no or minor re
cords, of whom 56 percent were granted parole. The low 
paroling rate for this category confirmed the Board's 
observation that it was not their policy to grant parole 
automatically to these inmates. An analysis of reasons 
listed by the Board for these decisions outside the guide
lines showed two situations commonly associated with de
nials: 1) law enforcement, judicial, or other official 
objections to the inmate's release and 2) the judged 
seriousness of the offense. One or both of these rea
sons was listed in every case of parole denial. These 
findings· were formulated into a decision rule which pro
vided that inmates in this category would be paroled un
less either of these two factors was applicable in the 
case. 

The two remaining categories of inmates were grouped 
together: those with moderate prior criminal records and 
those with serious records who had "served a relatively 
long time." An analysis was made to determine the number 
of unfavorable factors associated with the decision to 
deny parole to these inmates. It was found that in 82 per
cent of the cases, inmates in these categories were pa
roled when the number of unfavorable factors checked was 
five or fewer. Regardless of the number of unfavorable 
factors, an inmate was paroled if he was rated as having 
three or more favorable factors. From this information, 
it was possible to develop decision rules for inmates in 
these marginal categories. 

For the Phase III guidelines, the factors sections 
were reorganized to eliminate redundancy. The unfavorable 
factor section was confined to a consideration of static 
factors, i.e., those relating to the inmate's past. The 
favorable factor section consisted of dynamic factors re
lating to recent conduct in the institution and the post
release situation, and therefore subject to change be
tween hearings. 

It was now possible to construct guidelines with de
cision rules covering all cases (Figure 5.4). When the 
sample was sorted according to the revised guidelines, 
the Board decisions agreed with the guideline decisions 
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YES NO 

I. Has the inmate successfully completed work release? 

If YES, parole, indicating your decision in III. 
If NO, continue. 

II. Using the Board rating for Prior Criminal Record, locate 
the inmate's Prior Criminal Record below: 

NO or MINOR Prior Criminal Record 
A. Was the inmate ',s offense so serious that 

you feel he should serve more time solely 
for this reason? 

B. Are there strong written law enforcement, 
judicial or other official objections to 
his release at this time? 

If either answer was YES, deny parole. If both 
answers were NO, parole, indicating your deci
sion in III. 

SERIOUS Prior Criminal Record 
Is the inmate at his first parole hearing? 

If YES, deny parole, indicating your deci
sion in III. If NO, continue. 

''l:''~~, •. : ••.•• ,.~*,,_._ _. . • " ---.-~lJ'~gure.-5 _.4.: Gu).dell.nes 
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SERIOUS AT SECOND AND LATER PAROLE HEARINGS or MODERATE 
Prior Criminal Record 
Please check all factors YES or NO. 

A. Do the following unfavorable factors apply 
to the inmate? 
1. Factors related to the inmate's p+ior 

criminal record: 
a. Pattern of violence against persons 
b. History of crimes related to drug 

or alcohol abuse 
c. Short time between convictions 
d. Parole or probation violation 

2. Factors related to the immediate crime: 
a. His major role in the offense 
b. Weapon involved 
c. Serious nature of the crime 

3. Factors related to behavior in the 
institution: 
a. Poor discipline (defined as one or 

more of the following infraction 
combinations within the last year: 
one major and one minor; 2 or more 
major; 3 or more minor) 

b. One or more escapes within the last 
6 months 

c. Work release violation within the 
last 6 months 

4. Factors related to the inmate personally: 
a. Poor civilian work record and atti

tude toward work 
b. Crime-oriented life style 
c. History of psychological problems 

or recent unfavorable psychological 
report 

d. Nomadic, a drifter 
5. Written law enforcement, judicial or 

other official objections 

YES NO 

If 5 checks or less in Section A were YES, parole, 
indicating your decision in III. If 6 or more checks 
in section A were YES, continue. 

Figure 5.4: Guidelines (continued) 
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B. Do the following favorable factors apply to 
the inmate? - .-
1. Factors related to behavior in the 

institution: 
a. Successfully completed work or 

study program 
p. Very good conduct 

2. Factors related to the post-release 
situation: 
a. Family is supportive 
b. Community is supportive 
c. Good work plan or job skill 
d. Good parole plan 

3. Inmate is likely to complete sentence 
if not paroled and needs supe.rvision 
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YES NO 

If 2 checks or less in section B were YES, deny 
parole. If 3 or more checks in B were YES, 
parole, indicating your decision in III 

III. Board Decision: Parole ---- Deny parole 

For a decision outside the guidelines, please indicate reasons: 

Figure 5.4: Guidelines (continued) 
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in 86 percent of the cases. 

Operational Definitions 

The technique employed in the North Carolina and 
Virginia studies (Chapters 3 and 4) was used to analyze 
the Board ratings of prior criminal record and to develop 
guideline operational definitiQns. The analysis showed 
that the rating system was similar to that of the Virginia 
Board, in that the rating was primarily a function of the 
number of fines and the total of the lengths of the prior 
active sentences. When the Louisiana Board's ratings 
were compared to the guideline ratingsr~however, there was 
agreement in only 64 percent of the cases. In 32 percent 
of the cases, the guideline rating had underestimated the 
Board's rating, because the guideline rating did not in
clude additional factors which the Board took into consid
eration, such as prior probations, arrests, and suspended 
sentences. The decision was made to follow a strategy 
used in the Virginia study, where a simplified rating 
system, based on two factors, was tentatively implemented 
(Chapter 4, p. 89). The Board was advised to go outside 
guideline ratings to take these additional factors into 
account. In such cases, board members were asked to pro
vide reasons for their ratings (Figure 5.5). 

Phase III Data Analysis 

The Board returned 97 cases in the third sample. The 
paroling rate for the sample was 29 ~ercent, well below 
the rate seen in previous samples (X = 5.952, dx. = 1, 
P <..05). The sample also differed markedly from previous 
samples in the distribution according to prior criminal 
record (X 2 = 39.236, dL = 2, p '.001). Almost half the 
sample (45 percent) had no or a minor record, as compared 
to 21 percent in Sample I. The low paroling rate for the 
sample was largely attributaple to the relatively low pa
roling rate (45 percent) of inmates with no or m~nor re
cord. An analysis of these cases showed that 84 percent 
of these decisions were within the guideli~es; of the in
mates denied parole, 83 percent were denied for either or 
both of the two guideline reasons. 

Eight~~one percent of all decisions represented in 
the Phase III sample were within the guidelines. The 
Board'~ ratings of prior criminal record agreed with the 
guideline ratings in 86 percent of the cases. In every 
instance in which the board members went outside the guide
lines in rating prior criminal record, they did so to in
crease the seriousness of the rating. Reasons for modify-
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Coun.t all fines, juvenile and adult. Add together all maximum sen
tences (juvenile and adult) on which the inmate actually served 
pri~;on or jail time. Each commi tment to a training school is equi
valent to a one-year sentence. Do NO? include the present offense, 
suspended sentences, probations, a1.'rests, or convictions not followed 
by incarceration. 

NO record: no previous convictions. 

MINOR record: 

1) Incarceration only: maximum sentences totalling no more than 
one year; or 

2) Fines only:. 0 to 4; or 

3) Fines and incarceration combined: maximum sentences totalling 
no more than 6 months, if the inmate has fines and court costs 
in addition to sentences on his record. 

MODERATE record: 

1) Incarceration only: maximum sentences totalling more than one 
year, but no more than 4 years; or 

2) Fines only: 5 to 7; or 

3) Fines and incarceration combined: maximum sentences totalling 
more t.han 6 months, but no more than 3 years, if the inmate 
has fines and court costs in addition to sentences on his 
record. 

SERIOUS record: 

1) Incarceration only: maximum sentences totalling more than 
4 years; or 

2) Fines only: 8 or more; or 

3) Fines and incarceration combined: maximum sentences totalling 
more than 3 years, if the inmate has fines and court costs in 
addition to sentences on his record. 

The Board may go outside the guidelines to take into consideration mi
tigating factors, or aggravating factors such as probations, suspended 
sentences, arrests, and the seriousness or frequency of the offenses. 

Figure 5.5: Guideline Rating for Prior Criminal Record 
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ing the rating were provided in all of these cases. 

At the Board's request, the research staff prepared 
a policy statement explaining the Board's criteria, the 
reasons why these criteria were taken into consideration, 
and how they were to be applied in individual decisions 
(Figure 5.6). Pending public comment, thi~ statement 
has been tentatively adopted by the Board. 

Conc1u.sions 

The study of parole decision-making in Louisiana dif
fered in several respects from the research conducted in 
collaboration with the North Carolina Parole Commission 
and the Virginia Board of Parole. The Louisiana study 
uSed a more extensive data collection ~orm and involved 
an attempt to collect information about each inmate from 
each parole board member. 

The results of the data collection effort in Loui
siana would suggest that the time schedule of parole board 
members will permit them to complete a relatively long 
data collection form, but that the use of a multiple-form 
data collection procedure is impractical. As discussed 
in Chapter 4, information on variation among board mem
bers in decisions and evaluations can be obtained more 
conveniently from single forms in·a large sample .. 

The Louisiana study also demonstrated the importance 
of tailoring a data collection instrument to the concerns 
of each board. If the design of the instrument is to re
present an accurate reflection of the board's major cri
teria, board input is essential to guarantee that result. 
In this respect, the study further underscored the basic 
assumption of the project that the research process in 
parole decision-making should involve a continuing col
laborative effort between board and staff. 
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Policy Statement Concerning the Grant and Denial of Parole 

Section I 

The Louisiana Board of Parole uses the following six major 
criteria in determining whether to grant or deny parole: 
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1) Seriousness of the Offense: It is the policy of the Board 
to consider the nature and circumstances of the offense, to deter
mine whether the purposes of retribution and general deterrence have 
been satisfied. In evaluating the case along this dimension, the 
Board will be guided by the official version of the offense and the 
length of the sentence imposed. The Board, however, will also take 
into consideration the parole candidate's version of the offense. ' 
The Board is particularly concerned with offenses which 1) involved 
a weapon 'anq/or physical injury or possible injury to the victim, 
and 2) crimes of a repetitive nature, such as a series of burglaries 
or drug sales, which reflect extensive involvement in crime-oriented 
activities. A number of mitigating and aggravating factors, includ
ing the parole candidate's motivat.ion for committing the offense, 
his/her role in the offens~~ the amount of loss and/or injury to the 
victim, and the degree of sophistication evidenced in the offense, 
will also be taken into consideration. In general, it is not Board 
policy to deny parole solely on the basis of the nature anq circum
stances of the offense; there are, however, certain instances where 
denial on this basis may be warranted. 

2) Prior Criminal Record: In evaluating the parole candidate's 
prior cJ;:'imin,~al record, the Board will consider both the inmate's prior 
adult and juvenile records in order to determine the degree of his/her 
involvement in crime-oriented activities. The Board is primarily con
cerned with the number and seriousness of the inmate's convictions. 
In most instances, the length of the arrest record will not be used 
in determining the prior record rating; however, when there is'evi
dence that the prospective parolee has had extensive involvement with 
authorities, this factor will be used to aggravate the seriousness 
of the prior criminal record rating. The Board will also conSider" 
the parole candidate's response to prior community supervision, and 
whether the present offense was committed while on probation or pa
role. A pattern of continual encounters with the law will be inter
preted as an indication that the subject is unlikely to succe~d on 
parole. 

Since the evaluation of this factor plays an important role in 
the decision-making process, the Board has adopted guidelines for 
rating the seriousness of the prior criminal record. These ratings 

Figure 5.6: Policy statement 
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are based on the total number of fines and the length of sentences 
to incarceration. They do not include the present offense. A com
mitment to a training school will be considered as equivalent to a 
one-year sentence. 

Prior Criminal Record is defined as follows: 

NO record: No previous convictions. 

MINOR record: 
1) Incarceration only: maximum sentences totalling no more 

than one year; or 
2) Fines only: 0 to 4; or 
3) Fines and incarceration combined: maximum sentences total

ling no more than 6 months, if the inmate also has fines 
and court costs on his record. 

MODERATE record: 
1) Incarceration only: maximum sentences totalling more than 

one year, but no more than 4 years; or 
2) Fines only: 5 to 7; or 

'3) Fines and incarceration combined: maximum sentences total
ling more than 6 months, bU\~ no more than 3 years, if the 
inmate also has fines and court costs on his record; or 

4) Neither fines, nor prior incarcerations; but present sentence 
tence is'the result of the revocation of felony probation. 

SERIOUS record: 
1) Incarceration only: maximum sentences totalling more than 

4 years; or 
2) Fines only: 8 or more; or 
3) Fines and incarceration combined: maximum sentences total

ling more than 3 years, if the inmate also has fines and 
court costs on his record. 

The Board reserves the :right to go outside the guidelines to 
take into consideration mitigating factors, or aggravating factors, 
such as probations, suspended sentences, arrests, and the seriousness 
or frequency of the offenses. 

3) Institutional Adjustment: The Board will consider infor
mation pertaining to the parole candidate's adjustment to the insti
tution. In assessing this factor, the Board will consider the in
mate's participation in and response to the programs available to 
him/her and his/her overall compliance with institutional regula
tions. The Board will view negatively an institutional di.f:lG,1,t-~;l.in~ 
record which consists of a number of major and minor infraotions .• 

Figure 5.6: Policy Statement (continued) 
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Poor discipline has been defined by the Board as one or more of the 
following infract'ion combinations within the last year: one major 
and one minor infraction; 2 or more major infractions; 3 or more 
minor infractions. Although a satisfactory adjustment to prison 
life will not guarantee that the subject will be paroled, it sreatly 
increases the probability of parole, because obedience to institu
tional rules is taken as an indication that the candidate will com
ply with parole conditions. A decidedly poor adjustment record will 
weigh heavily against the poten'tial parolee. 

4) Work Releas~: It is the practice of the Department of Cor
rections to recommend inmates to the Board ior approval for assign
ment to work release programs. In these cases, the Board will inter
view the subject six months before the parole eligibility date. If 
the Board approves the work release placement, parole will be granted 
contingent on the parole candidate's successful completion of six 
months on work release. If the candidate succeeds on this program, 
he or she will not be re-interviewed and th~ parole will become ef
fective at the scheduled eligibility date. If the prospective pa
rolee fails on work release, he or she will appear before the 
Board on the scheduled eligibility date. The Board interprets failure 
in this program as an indication that the candidate is unlikely to 
succeed on parole. This negative factor will be weighted heavily in 
the decision-making process. 

5) Factors relat~d to the Character and Personality of the 
Inmate: In evaluating' the record on this dimension, the 

Board will consider information pertaining to the subject's work 
record, level of education, occupational skills, evidence of his/her 
emotional stability as contained in recent psychological reports, 
and whether the prospective parolee has a history of mental hos
pitalization. In addition, the Board considers whether the subject 
has a history of drug or alcohol abuse which seriously diminishes 
the likelihood that the candidate can succeed on parole. 

6) Police, Judicial, and Community Attitudes toward the' 
Parole Candidate: It is Board practice to solicit infor

mation about the subject from community and public officials who are 
well acquainted with the prospective parolee's case. This factor is 
of great importance, because the probability that an inmate will suc
ceed on parole is greatly diminished if he/she will return to a com
mun.i ty which has expressed hostility toward him/her. The Board will 
seldom deny parole solely on the basis of opposition from official 
or community representatives. On the other hand, evidence that the 
community and public officials are supportive will increase the 
probability that the parole candidate will be granted parole. 

Figure 5.6: Policy Stat@ment (continued) 
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7) Parole Plan: The Board places great emphasis on the ap
propriateness of the parole plan. In evaluating the parole plan, 
the Board will consider the strength of the parole candidate's 
social ties, including whether th~ subject has a supportive family, 
resources available in the community, and a job opportunity. It 
is important for the prospective parolee to have securu job plans 
and stable living arrangements upon return to the community, since 
these factors are strongly relat~d to the successful completion of 
parole. The Board is extremely reluctant to grant parole to a 
candidate who is a drifter, or who will return to an environment 
and circumstances which are likely to contribute to further involve
ment in crime-oriented activity. In all cases, release on parole is 
contingent on the submission of a satisfactory parole plan. 

Figure 5.6: Policy Statement (continued) 
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MISSOURI 

Colleen A. Cosgrove and Jane Wallerstein 

Board Structure and Procedure 

The Missouri Board consists of three full-time board 
members, one of whom serves as chairman. The board members 
are assisted by two hearing analysts with whom they share 
parole decision-making responsibilities. For purposes of 
simplicity, the term "board member" will include the hear
ing analysts. 

The Board has jurisdiction over all felons committed 
to the Department of Corrections. The judge or the jury 
fixes the maximum sentence within the statutory limits for 
the offense and does not set a minimum term. An inmate is 
eligible for parole at any time aft(~r his commitment to the 
Department of Corrections. This statutory structure accords 
the Board a great deal of discretion. By its own policy, 
however, the Board has imposed constraints on the exercise 
of its discretion, through the following sC.hedule of mini
mum terms to be served before first parole eligibility: 

Eligibility Scale 

Number of Months to 
be Serv5d (in months) 

6 
8 

10 
12 
14 
16 
18 
20 
22 
24 

Length of Sentence 
(in years) 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11+ 

According to the scale, inmates serving sentences of 
10 years or fewer are considered for parole when they have 
served approximately 20 percent of their maximum sentence. 
All others are considered within the first two years of 
their confinement. Since inmates in this latter category 
have served considerably less than 20 percent of their 
maximum sentence at their first parole eligibility, this 
hearing seldom results in parole. Good time may diminish 
the maximum sentence by as much as five-twelfths. 
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At first eligibility an inmate is accorded a per
sonal interview, which is called a hearing. Subsequent 
parole considerations, called reviews, are based on a 
study of the inmate's file. At both hearings and reviews, 
two concurring votes are needed for a decision. 

The decision-making structure in Missouri' had some 
features not encountered previously in this project. A 
mUlti-option system was in use here, rather than the di
chotomous (grant/deny) decisions found in previous studies. 
In making parole decisions, the Missouri Board has three 
options: to grant parole, deny parole, or defer decision 
by rescheduling the case for review, generally in 6 to 12 
months. For this paroling authority, parole denial, un
less reversed through a successful appeal to the board, 
means that the case will not be considered again and the 
inmate must serve out his sentence. 

The Board has a caseload of approximately 350 parole 
considerations a month. 

Data Collection 

A conference of the members of the research staff and 
the Board took place in April, 1975, with an agenda similar 
to that followed previously in the study. In discussing 
their policy, the board members observed that they decided 
each case on its individual merits. There were, however, 
several common reasons for parole denial, which were listed 
on a form called the Board Hearing and Action Sheet (Figure 
6.1) . 

It was agreed that a data collection procedure would 
be followed, similar to that used in the Louisiana study, 
to permit the study of board-member variation. During the 
first three months of data collection, beginning June I, 
1975, all board members considering a case completed a case 
evaluation form on every parole candidate. During August, 
the Board indicated that this procedure was inconvenient 
and therefore, by agreement, filled out one form per case, 
representirtg the consensus of the panel. By the end of 
the data collection period, November 3D, a total of,2,4l4 
case evaluation forms had been collected, representing 
1,277 cases; 96 of these w'ere excluded from the sample 
since they concerned cases in which the maximum sentence 
exceeded 25 years. 

Analysis 

In order to adapt Missouri's board decision system for 
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Reasons for Continuance or Denial 

1. Short time served on sentence 

2. Adverse community attitude 

3. Adverse psychiatric or psychological report 

4. Team or individual staff member recorr~endations 

5. Repetition of crLminal behavior, juvenile and/or adult 

6. Repetitive pattern of violent and/or dangerous behavior 

7. Seriousness of present offense 

8. Habitual use of narcotics or alcohol 

9. Probation or parole revoked on present or other recent 
offense 

10. Poor institutional adjustment 

11. Protests 

12. Failure to fulfill terms of personalized plan 

13. Present offense committed while on probation or parole 

Figure 6.1: Reasons for Continuance or Denial 
(excerpted from Board Hearing and Action Sheet 3/74) 
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correlation analysis, the decision was scored as a dicho
tomy, grant/not grant, combining continuance and denials 
in the latter category. The coefficients of the resulting 
matrix (Table 6.1) were generally low, or at best low/moder
ate. with the exception of parole prognosis, which was sub
stantially correlated with the decisions (rpb = .58), no 
variable was more than moderately related to the decisions. 
Of the remaining variables, the two most strongly related 
to the decisions were institutional discipline and program 
participation (rpb = .38 and .37, respectively). 

There were at least two possible explanations for these 
relatively low coefficients. Possibly, the factors included 
for study were not strongly related to the decisions and 
board policy actually was influenced by other criteria. 
There was also the possibility that the board ratings of 
inmates along these dimensions showed very little varia
tion, a circumstance which will reduce the magnitude of 
the correlation coefficients. As shown later, substantia
tion for both of these explanations was subsequently found. 

The regression analysis to predict grant/not grant, in
cluding eight independent variables (Table 6.2) showed that 
these variables in linear combinations gave a multiple cor
relation coefficient of .65. with parole prognosis, the 
eighth variable entered into the equation, excluded, the 
coefficient of correlation dropped to .53. This finding 
seemed to confirm the hypothesis suggested by the correla
tion matrix, that board policy was influenced by criteria 
other than those represented in the case evaluation form. 

In the correlation matrix, institutional discipline 
and program participation had appeared as only moderately 
intercorrelated (.43). This suggested that the twovar
iables tapped somewhat different dimensions. The sizeable 
independent contribution of program participation to the 
equation (5.4 percent) following the entry of institutional 
discipline, confirmed this hypothesis. Since both var
iables were moderately corr~lated with the decisions, it 
was desirable that the information derived from both be 
represented in the analysis. It was, therefore, decided 
to create a new variable called "institutional adjustment" 
which would be an average of these two factors which 
seemed to bear equally on the decisions. This new var
iable would be used in the crosstabulations. 

The correlation matrix and the regression equation 
had provided no strong indications as to the direction 

-------':tl:le~~4-s---s-het11-cl--tuk-e ... --k--s-im-i+a--r-ab-s-e-l"t"ee~Bt~---------
pattern was evident in the crosstabulations. 

Because all board members had completed forms on a 





Table 6.1 

Correlation of Ratings and Decisions by the Missouri Board of Probation and Parole (N := 2,050)* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1(1 11 

~ 1 2048 

<, 

2046 2048 2047 2048 2048 2045 2048 2048 2048 
I. Decision 

'" 
~ -.20 2048 2050 2049 2050 2050 2047 2050 2050 2050 

2. Seriousness 

"" 
0 

3. Parole .58 -.04 2048 2047 2048 2048 2045 2048 2048 2048 
Prognosis 

--

4. Institutional .36 -.15 .30 ~ 2049 2050 2050 2047 2050 2050 2050 -- -- --
Discipline 

5. Progr&m .36 .02 ,43 .43 ~ 2049 2049 2046 2049 2049 2049 
Participation -- -- -- ...... 

6. Assaultive -.31 .55 -.23 -.30 -.15 "" 2050 2047 2050 2050 2050 
Potential 

-- -- -- -- --
'-

7. l.Jrior Criminal -.30 -.01 -.27 -.14 -.18 .18 "" 2047 2050 2050 2050 -- -- -- -- --
"-Record 

8. Social .24 -.03 .37 .14 .25 -.17 -.23 '" ~047 2047 2047 
Stability 

-- -- -- -- -- --

9. Time -.17 .48 -.01 -.09 .02 .33 .11 -.05 " ,,-2050 2050 -- -- -- -- --
Served 

10. Maximum -.20 .51 .00 -.08 .05 .34 .09 -.04 .89 "J ,,2050 -- -- -- -- -- --
Sentence 

II. Number of Prior -.10 .27 .02 -.02 .09 .16 .09 -.05 .61 .49 <-~ -- -- -- -- -- --
Hearings , - -.-- ' 

< , -
--'- -- -'. 

* Column 1, point biserial coefficient, dichotomous variable: Grant = 1, Not Grant = 0 
Columns 2-11, Pearson's product moment correlation coefficients underlined, significant at .01. 

Numbers of cases are shown above the main diagonal; correlations, below. 
Cases related to inmates who had served less than 18 percent of the maximum sentence and/or whose maximum 
sentence exceeded 25 years were excluded from the analysis. 
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Table 6.2 

Regression of Inmate Status and Board Member Ratings on Parole 
Decision (Grant/Not Grant) (N ='2,042)* 

Multiple 
Variable Correlation Change Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R2 Coefficient** -. 

Institutional Discipline .36 .13 .13 .36 

Program Participation .43 .18 .05 .36 

Prior Criminal Record .48 .23 .05 -.30 

Assaultive Potential .51 .26 .03 -.31 
, 

Seriousness of the Offense .52 .27 .01 -.20 

Time Served .52 .27 .00 -.17 

Social Stability .53 .28 .01 .24 

Parole Prognosis .65 .42 .14 .58 

Constant 

B Beta 

.008 .127 

.006 .089 

-.007 -.134 

-.003 -.049 

-.004 -.099 

-.002 -.083 

-.002 -.018 

.018 .455 

-.073 

* Excludes cases relating to inmates with time served less than 18 percent of the sentence and/or 
maximum sentence exceeding 25 years. 

** Point biserial correlation coefficients, with decision scored as Grant = 1, Not Grant o. 
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large number of inmates in the sample, a choice similar to 
that made in the Louisiana study presented itself: It was 
possible to view the sample either as cases or as forms. 
Here, too, a decision was made to view the sample from the 
perspective of cases. The paroling rate for the sample 
was almost identical when viewed from either perspective 
(for c~~es, 34 percent; for forms, 35 percent). When the 
forms were grouped as cases, board members' comments re
corded on the forms could be used to provide a more com
plete picture of the decision considerations. It was found 
from an examination of the decisions grouped by cases that 
board member decisions were identical for virtually every 
case. The original plan to study board member variation 
was therefore abandoned. 

Crosstabulations showed that the Board paroled 34 per
cent of inmates in the sample and its decisions were evenly 
distributed among the other options (Table 6.3). It was 
also evident that the Board made final decisions (grant/ 
deny) on 55 percent of the inmates in the sample and deferred 
decisions on 45 percent. 

An analysis of the percentage of inmates paroled ac
cording to prior criminal record and institutional adjust
ment ratings (Table 6.3) revealed that the sample was rather 
homogeneous. The Board had rated only 12 percent of the 
inmates as having good/very good institutional adjustment 
and 29 percent as having poor/very poor institutional ad
justment. This left 59 percent rated adequate. 

A similar situation existed with regard to prior crim
inal record. Only 15 percent of the sample had been rated 
as having no/minor prior criminal record and 32 percent as 
having a serious/extensive prior criminal record. This 
again left more than half the sample, 53 percent, in the 
marginal, that is, moderate prior criminal record category. 

Thirty-two percent of the sample was seen as marginal 
on both dimensions, that is, as having an adequate institu
tional adjustment rating combined with a moderate prior 
criminal record rating. A mere three percent were in the 
extreme favorable category, that is, rated as having no/ 
minor prior criminal record, combined with good/very good 
institutional adjustment. Only 12 percent were classified 
in the extreme unfavorable category, as having a poor/very 
poor institutional adjustment rating and a serious/extensive 
prior criminal record rating. Either the board members 
were not making fine distinctions in their ratings, or the 
sample was, in fact, unusually homogeneous. When the deci
sion (grant/not grant) was viewed as a function of these 
ratings, no category emerged in which 80 percent or more 
of the inmates were paroled (see Chapter 3, page 45). The 
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Table 5.3 

Percentage of ·Inmates Paroled Distributed According to Prior 
Criminal Record and Institutional Adjustment Ratings* 

Averaged. Pr~or cr~m~na.L Recora l<at~ngs 
Averaged 

Institutional Adjustment Serious/ 
Ratings Extensive Moderate No/Minor 

Good/Very Good 37% 59% 71% 
(38) (70) ( 38) 

Adeguate 18% 49% 65% 
(206) (377) (110) 

Poor/Very Poor 3% 8% 11% 
(136) (179) (27) 

'I'otals 
(380) (626) (175) 

Over 25 years 

Total number of cases = 

Totals 

(146) 

(693) 

(342) 

(1,181) 

(96) 
-

(1,277) 
-

* Note on how to read table 6.3: The percentages show the percentage of inmates granted who fell into 
the category indicated by the intersection of a column and a row. The percentages do not add up tc.: 
100. The numbers in parentheses show the total number of inmates who fell into the category indi
cated by a column-row intersection. 

I-' 
w 
00 
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table showed that there were four categories in which the 
percentage of inmates paroled was less than 20 percent. 
This suggested that it was Board policy not to parole 
inmates in these categories. 

An examination of several tables (Tables 6.4, 6.5, 
6.6, 6.7, and 6.8) gave rise to these further observations 
about the sample: 

1) The grant option was seldom used for inmates with 
poor/very poor institutional adjustment ratings. It ap
peared that it was Board policy not to grant parole to in
mates in this category. Decisions were almost evenly di
vided among the negative options (deny, review in 6 months, 
review in a year) (Table 6.4). Therefore, it was not pos
sible to determine Board policy regarding the specific dis
position of these cases. 

2} For inmates in the two unfavorable institutional 
adjustment categories, a moderate proportion were granted· 
parole, but the percentages were far below the 80 percent 
decision-rule level. Decisions for the remaining inmates 
were almost evenly divided among the three negative options, 
providing no clear indication of the relation between this 
variable and the decisions. 

3} Th~ relation between the prior criminal record 
ratings and decision was also unclear (Table 6.5). It 
seemed to be Board policy not to grant parole to inmates 
with serious/extensive prior criminal record ratings. For 
inmates with more favorable prior criminal record ratings,' 
no decision rules e~erged. 

4} Decisions for inmates serving maximum sentences 
of two to three years tended to be dichotomous (grant/ 
deny) and final (Table 6.6). In the rare instances where 
a continuance was given, it was almost always set at six 
months. 

5) Only a third of the decisions regarding inmates 
serving sentences exceeding three years were final (Table 
6.6). Of those inmates not given final decisions, the 
majority received 12-month continuances. Apparently, the 
length of the sentence influenced the Board's choice of 
decision options. 

6) Crosstabulations showing decisions as a function 
of prior criminal record and institutional adjustment rat
ings, controlling for length of sentence, revealed no fur
ther indications of Board policy. 



Table 6.4 

Decisions Distrib~ted According to Averaged Institutional Adjustment Ratings 

Averaged Institutional Adjustment Ratings 
Decisions Very Poor/Poor Adequate Good/Very Good . Total 

, 

Grant 6% 42% 56% 34% 
(21) (294) (82) (397) 

Den~ 31% 19% 8% 21% 
(106) (l30) (ll) (247) 

Review in 
6 months 27% 20% 17% 21% 

(92) (l36) (25) (253) 

Review in 
one year 36% 19% 19% 24% 

(123) (133) (28) (284) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(342) (693) (146) (1,181) 

Over 25 years i (96) 

I 
Total number of cases = ~ (1,277) 



Table 6.5 

Decisions Distributed According to Averaged Prior: Criminal Record Rating 

Averaged Prior Criminal Record Ratina 
Decisions Serious/Extensive Moderate No/Minor Total 

Parole 14% 39% 58% 
(55) (241) (101) (397) 

Deny 27% 21% 7% 
(104) (131) (12) (247) 

Review in 6 months 22% 22% 18% 
(82) (139) (32) (253) 

Review in one year 37% 18% 17% 
(139) (115) (30) (284) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(38() (626) (175) (1 181) I 

Over 25 years (96) 

I 
1 Total number of cases = (1,277) I 



Table 6.6 

Decisions Distributed According to Length of Maximum Sentence 

Length of Maximum Sentence 

2-3 Years 4-25 Years Total 
Decisions 

Parole 49% 21% 
(260) (137) (397) 

Deny 34% 10% 
(184) (63) (247) 

Review in 6 months 16% 26% 
(84) (169) (253) 

Review in one year 1% 43% 
(7) (277) (284) 

Total 100% 100% 
(535) (646) (1,181) 

Over 25 years (96 ) 

Total number of cases = (1,277) 
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As time served l increased, the importance of prior 
criminal record appeared to decrease slightly and that of 
institutional adjustment and program participation in
creased 'substantially (Tables 6.7 and 6.8). 

At hearings, institutional discipline and program 
participation together accounted for only 16 percent of 
the variation; and prior criminal record, when entered 
third, adds 5 percent to the predictive power of the equa
tion. On the other hand, at reviews, institutional con
cerns, as represented by the first two variables in the 
equation, accounted for 27 percent of the variation. Only 
20 percent was added by prior criminal record when entered 
next. 

The Board had recorded comments in the salient fac
tors section on almost 800 of the forms. These observa
tions were examined for insights into additional factors 
that might have .:i.nfluenced the decisions. The comments 
mentioned reflected many of the items listed on the Board 
Hearing and Action Sheet (Figure 6.1). Forty-seven of 
these notations dealt with drug or alcohol abuse. In 39 
percent of the cases in which this factor was mentioned, 
the inmate was granted parole; in 14 percent, denied pa
role; and in 47 percent, given a continuance. Although 
this factor was obviously of great importance to the 
Board, its relation to decision was unclear. The distri
bution of decisions was similar when seen as a function 
of probation violation or crime committed on probation. 

Six other factors (juvenile record, crime-oriented 
lifestyle, short time between offenses, involvement in 
drug sales, no motivation toward:self-improvement, his
tory of assaultive behavior) were frequently mentioned 
by the Board, predominantly in association with negative 
decisions. Again, although patterns emerged suggesting 
that it was Board policy not to grant parole in cases 
where certain negative factors applied, it was not pos
sible to determine Board policy. 

lA useful indicant of time served, one which was 
consistent with Board practice, was the type of parole 
consideration, hearing or review. Hearings were defined 
'as the inmate's initial appearance before the Board on a 
maximum sentence of 10 years or less. All other parole 
considerations were defined as reviews. Since inmates 
serving relatively long sentences had already been in
carcerated for at least two years at first eligibility, 
the amount of time they had then served was similar to 
the amount of time served by inmates with shorter sen
tences at reviews. 



Table 6.7 

Regression of Inmate status Variables and Board Member Ratings 
on Parole Decision (Grant/Not Grant) for Hearings Cases (N = 1,462)* 

r- Multiple 
Variable Correlation Change Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R2 Coefficient** B Beta 

Institutional Discipline .32 .10 .10 .32 .008 .120 

Program Participation .40 .16 .06 .34 .007 .087 

Prior Criminal Record .46 .21 .05 -.31 -.007 -.127 

Assaultive Potential .48 .23 .02 -.27 -.003 -.043 

Seriousness of the Offense .49 .23 .00 -.16 -.002 -.034 

TiIlJe Served .51 .25 .02 -.26 -.014 -.120 

Social Stability .51 .26 .01 .23 -.001 -.Oll 

Parole Prognosis .64 .41 .15 .58 .011 .455 

Constant -.099 

* Includes cases relating to inmates at first parole eligibility with maxirnum sentences less than or 
equal to ten years and time served greater than or equal to 18 percent of the sentence. 

** Point biserial correlation coefficients, with the decision scored as Grant = 1, Not Grant = O. 



Table 6.S 

Regression of Inmate Status Variables and Board Member Ratings 
on Parole Decision (Grant/Not Grant) for Review Cases (N = 5S0)* 

Multiple 
Variable Correlation 

R2 
Change Correlation 

Coefficient in R2 Coefficient** 

Institutional Discipline .44 .19 .19 .44 

Program Participation .52 .27 .08 .47 

Prior Criminal Record .54 .29 .02 -.24 

Assaultive Potential .57 .32 .03 -.33 

Seriousness of the Offense .58 .33 .01 -.16 

Time Served .58 .33 .00 -.06 

Social .Jtability .5S .33 .00 .22 

Parole Prognosis .6S .46 .13 .60 

Constant 

B Beta 

.006 .1lS 

.OOS .14~, __ -
-.005 -.1l9 

-.002 -.033 

-.007 -.196 

.000 .021 

-.010 -.074 

.01S .472 

.015 

* Includes cases relating to inmates at reviews with 1) maximum sentences longer than 10 years but 
le,ss than or equal to 25 years and time served greater than or equal to IS percent of the sentence, 
or 2) maximum sentences less than or equal to ten years and not at first parole eligibility. 

** Point biserial correlation coefficients, with the decision scored as Grant = 1, Not Grant = o. 
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The analysis had traced only the basic outlines of 
Board policy and the variables that appeared to influ
ence the decisions. Although these criteria had been 
identified, further information was needed about them 
before guidelines could be developed. 

Many of the criteria (e.g., drug abuse) had not ap
peared as specific items on the Phase I data collection 
instrument, but had instead been volunteered by board 
members. Since information about them had not been col
lected systematically, it was not possible to measure 
their relation to the decisions. 

A somewhat similar situation had been encountered 
in Virginia in the course of developing guidelines for 
inmates in marginal categories (see page 85), and a strat
egy consisting of a checklist of negative and positive 
factors had provided. a useful mechanism for identifying 
Board policy. Therefore, a checklist of negative factors 
was developed for use as part of the Phase II data col
lection instrument (Figure 6.2). 

Phase II 

The research staff met· with the Missouri Parole Board 
to present these findings. The discussion provided the 
following insights which clarified the findings made dur
ing the Phase I analysis: 

1) The pre-incarceration record was an important 
factor for inmates at their first parole eligibility, 
and thereafter tended. to diminish in importance as time 
served increased. 

2) With regard to inmates serving maximum sentences 
of 2 to 3 years, the Board had limited information on 
which to base its decisions. At the time of parole eli
gibility, these inmates had been in the institution only 
a short time and therefore had not had an opportunity to 
build up an institutional record by participating in pro
grams. Decisions on these cases had to be based f pri
mari1y, on pre-incarcera.tion fgctors. 

3) The Board usually gave final decisions to inmates 
with 2-year sentences, because, with good time operating, 
little time remained on the sentence to allow for a con
tinuance. 

4) Institutional discipline increased in importance 
as time served increased. Having been incarcerated for 



Missouri Board of Probation and Parole 
Case Evaluation Form, Phase II 

Time Served: Maximum Sentence: 

Significant Factors 
Please check a.Zl factors YES or NO. 

1. Factors related to the inmate's prior criminal 
record: 
a. Serious juvenile record 
b. Short interval between offenses 
c. History of crimes related to alcohol and drug 

abuse 
d. History of assaultive behavior 
e. Probation violation 
f. Professional drug dealer 

2. Factors related to the present offense: 
a. Committed while on probation 
b. Committed while on parole 
c. Weapon or excessive force involved 
d. Relatively high degree of sophistication 

shown in crime 

3. Factors related to conduct in the institution: 
Escape during last year 
(Specify da.te of capture: ________ ) 

4. Factors related to the inmate personally: 
a. No motivation toward self-improvement 
b. Crime-oriented lifestyle 
c. Alcohol or drug habit so serious as to raise 

questions concerning the probability of his 
succeeding on parole 

d. Rebellious, hostile 
e. Anti-social attitude 
f. No remorse, does not understand nature 

of offense 

Board Member Decision: 
Most important factor(s) that influenced your decision: 

Date: Board Member: 

Figure 6.2: Case Evaluation Form, Phase II 
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a relatively long period of time, inmates on long sen
tences had an opportunity to avail themselves of programs 
and build up an institutional record. The Board was thus 
able to base decisions regarding these inmates on current 
information. 

5) With regard to inmates serving maximum sentences 
exceeding 10 years, a continuance was automatic until the 
inmate had served 20 percent of his maximum sentence. 

6) Board policy was not fully reflected in the case 
evaluation forms, but was influenced by many additional 
factors recorded in the salient factors section. 

7) The criteria mentioned in the salient factors 
section represented factors that bore on, but were not 
the sole determinants of, the decision. 'They were often 
outweighed by unrecorded favorable factors. 

The board members approved the Phase II data col
lection instrument, agreeing that information on discrete 
items would be helpful in clarifying their policy. The 
research staff and the Board discussed which variables 
should be operationally defined. The Board readily agreed 
that ±nstitutional discipline and prior criminal record 
should be quantified. The other variable suggested for 
quantification was program participation. The Board ex
plained that it would be difficult to develop definitions 
of this variable, since these definitions would have to 
take into consideration the availability of programs ,in 
the institution, the amount of time the inmate had been 
incarcerated, his abilities, and his response to the pro
grams. It was agreed that a program participation rating 
scale would be included, but that board members would not 
be asked to provide facts supporting their rating. If the 
Phase II responses showed that this variable had to be in
cluded in the guidelines as a major dimension, a procedure 
to quantify it would then be developed. 

The board members agreed to fill out one form repre
senting the Board consensus on every inmate for a period 
of about three weeks. This short interval was selected 
to determine whether the Phase II data collection instru
ment would generate sufficient information for developing 
guidelines. 

Prelimiilary Guidelines and Operational Definitions 

The sample was composed of 131 case~:r. The distribu
tion of decisions was not significantly different (X 2 = 
6.85, ~ = 3) from that seen in Phase Ii 23 percent of 

I 

__ J 



149 

the sample was granted parole, 27 percent denied; 20 per
cent received 6-month continuances, and 30 percent re
ceived one-year continuances. 

The distribution of inmates according to length of 
maximum sentence was similar to the distribution of this 
variable in the Phase I sample. 

In Phase I, it had appeared necessary to develop a 
new variable called institutional adjustment to reflect 
the contributions of both institutional discipline and 
program participation; the moderate correlation between 
the two variables (.43) seemed to indicate that they 
tapped somewhat different.information. In the Phase II 
sample, however, the correlation between institutional 
discipline and program participation was .55 (p ~.001). 
This substantial correlation suggested that institutional 
discipline could be used to represent institutional di
mensions and that it would not be necessary to include 
program participation in the guidelines. 

The Phase I sample had appeared to be homogeneous 
with respect to institutional adjustment and prior crim
inal record ratings. To determine whether this homo
geneity was reflected in the actual histories of the in
mates, the information collected for developing opera~ 
tional definitions was studied. An analysis of these 
data, using the strategies employed in previous studies, 
revealed that the distinction between the two favorable 
categories, adequate and good/very good, was blurred. 
No infractions had been incurred by 97 percent of the 
inmates rated good/very good or by 80 percent of those 
rated adequate. There was, however, a clear distinction 
between these two categories and inmates rated poor/very 
poor. Operational definitions were therefore developed, 
collapsing categories for institutional discipline into 
poor/not poor, specifying the number, type, and recency 
of infractions associated with each rating. 

Regarding prior criminal record, the distinction 
between the two favorable categories, no/minor and mod
erate, also was blurred. The distinction between the two 
categories seemed to concern active sentences2 totalling 

2"Active sentence" was used by the North Carolina 
Commission to describe a sentence to incarceration on 
which the inmate actually served jailor prison time. 
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one year. But when no/minor record was defined as active 
sentences totalling less than a year and moderate prior 
criminal record was specified as sentences of more than 
one year, but less than five years, Board ratings agreed 
with the proposed definitions in only 56 percent of cases 
in the two categories. The remaining 44 percent of cases 
fell into the boundary area between the two items. They 
consisted of cases with total active sentences of more 
than a year, rated by the Board as no/minor, and of cases 
with total active sentences under a year, rated by the 
Board as moderate. There was a sharp distinction, though 
between inmates rated as. having ser.:,i.ous prior criminal 
records and all other inmates~ Th~ line of demarcation 
was drawn at prior active sentences totalling 5 years. 
Categories for prior criminal record were therefore col
lapsed into serious/not serious, and defined in terms of 
the total of prior active sentences. When the Board's 
ratings were compared with the guideline definitions for 
institutional discipline and prior Oriminal record, they 
agreed in 95 percent and 99 percent w£ the cases, respec
t.ively. 

Although the board members did not appear to differ
entiate be'tween inmates rated no/minor and moderate prim
arily on the basis of the total ac~ive sentences, they 
did differentiate between them with regard to specific 
negative factors associated with the inmate and his re
cord. An analysis of the case evaluation forms suggested 
that the Board's decision was a function of the number of 
negative factors checked as applicable to the case. 

It was known that the Board's policy changed with 
time served. As in phase I, the sample was divided into 
two categories, hearings and reviews. (Hearings were 
defined as the inmate's initial appearance before the 
Board on a maximum sentence of 10 years or less. All 
other parole considerations were defined as reviews.) 
(An abbreviated representation of the sorting patterns 
and decision-rule sequence for this sample appears in 
Chapter 2, Figures 2.1 and 2.2). 

The hearing sub-sample was sorted first according to 
poor/not poor institutional discipline rating. The cases 
rated "not poor" were then sorted according to prior crim
inal record rating (serious/not serious). It was found 
that it was Board policy not to grant parole, that is, 
to deny or defer, inmate in these categories. An analysis 
of the cases rated as having poor institutional discipline 
showed that whether an inmate was denied parole or de
ferred was a function of the length of the maximum sen
tence. Inmates serving two-year sentences were denied 



parole. Those serving three-year sentences received 6-
month continuances, and those servi~g sentences of four 
years or more received one-year continuances. The pat
tern was the same for inmates with serious prior crim
inal record ratings. 

Analysis of the cases in the remaining categories 
showed that the decision was a function of the number 
of negative factors and the length of the maximum sen
tence. Inmates for whom fewer than five factors had 
been checked as applicable were paroled, regardless of 
the length of the maximum sentence. For all others, 
the decision was related to the length of the maximum 
sentence. 

With regard to cases at reviews, Board policy for 
inmates with poor institutional discipline was similar 
to that at hearings. As anticipated, a serious prior 
criminal record rating was not now automatically associ
ated with a negative decision, but seemed rather to re-
present only one factor among several that influenced 
the decision. The decision was now a function of the 
total number of negative factors checked which pertained 
primarily to the inmate's current record. Regardless 
of the length of sentence, inmates were paroled if fewer 
than four negative factors associated with the current 
record had been checked. Again, for all others, the 
type of negative decision (deny, review in 6 months, re
view in one year) was related to the length of the max
imum sentence. 

These findings were translated into two sets of 
guidelines, one for hearings and one for reviews (Fig
ures 6.3 and 6.4). The Missouri preliminary guidelines 
differed from those developed for other paroling author
ities in that they provided for four decision options. 
This multiplicity of options affected the degree of fit 
between Board decisions and the guidelines. The degree 
of correspondence was slightly below the 80 percent re
quirement (79 percent) when all four options were taken 
into account, and increased as the number of options was 
reduced. When Board decisions were compared to guide
line decisions collapsed into three decision options 
(grant/deny/rehear), there was agreement in 90 percent 
of the cases. When decision options were further col
lapsed into two options (grant/not grant) there was 
agreement in 93 percent of ,the cases. 

Phase III Guideline Validation 
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The preliminary guidelines were validated on a third 
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Missouri Board of Probation and Paroles 
Hearing Guidelines 

For inmates at first eligibility with maximum sentences up to and 
including'ten years. 

Time served: Maximum sentence: 

Please answer all questions until reaching a decision. 

I. Has the inmate committed 3 or more minor 
infractions during the past year and/or one 
major infraction during the past year? 

If NO, continue to II. If YES, deny inmate serving 
2-year sentence; review in 6 months inmate serving 
3-year sentence; review in one year inmate serving 
4 to IO-year sentence. 

Major infractions include, but are not limited to, 
the following: possession of weapon, possession of 
drugs, theft, creating a disturbance, assault, and 
escape or attempted escape. 

II. Add to.gether all maximum sentences (juvenile and 
adult) on which the inmate actually served prison 
or jail time. Each commitment to a training school 
is equivalent to a one-year sentence. Exclude the 
present offense, suspended sentences, probations, 
and arrests not. followed by convictions. 

Total = 

Does the total exceed 5 years? 

If NO, continue to III. If YES, deny inmate serving 
2-year sentence; review in 6 months inmate serving 
3-year sentence; review in one year inmate serving 
4 to IO-year sentence. 

Figure 6.3: Hearing Guidelines 

YES NO 



III. Significant factors 

A. Factors related to the inmate's prior 
criminal record: 
1. Serious juvenile record 
2. Short interval between offenses 
3. History of crimes related to alcohol 

or drug abuse 
4. History of assaultive behavior 
5. Probation violation 
6. Professional drug dealer 

B. Factors related to the present offense: 
1. committed while on prqbation 
2. Committed while on parole 
3. Weapon or excessive force involved 
4. Relatively high degree of sophistica

tion shown in crime 

C. Factors related to the inmate personally: 
1. No motivation toward self-improvement 
2. Crime-oriented lifestyle 
3. Alcohol or drug habit so serious as to 

raise questions concerning the prob
ability of his succeeding on parole 

4. .Rebellious, hostile 
5. Anti-social attitude 
6. No remorse, does not understand nature 

of offense 
7. History of psychological problems 

Does the inmate have fewer than 5 YES checks in 
Section III? 

If YES, grant parole. If NO, deny inmate serving 
2-year sentence; review in 6 months inmate serving 
3 to 5-year sentence; review in one year inmate 
serving sentence longer than 5 years. 

Guideline decision: Board Member decision: 

Date: Board Member: 

YES NO 

For a .decision outside the guidelines, please state the reasons:: 

Figure 6.3: Hearing Guidelines (continued) 
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Missouri Board of Probation and Parole 
Review Guidelines 

For 1) inmates at reviews serving maximum sentences up to and 
including 10 years; and 

2) inmates serving maximum sentences of 11 to 25 years who 
have served at least 20% of their maximum sentence. 

Inmates wllo have not served at least 20% of their maximum 
sentence should be deferrea ~utomatically. 

Time served: Maximum sentence: 

Please answer all questions until reaching a decision. 

I. Has the inmate committed 3 or more minor infrac
tions during the: past year and/or one major 
infraction during the past year? 

If NO, continue to II. If YES, deny inmate serving 
3-year sentence; review in 6 months inmate serving 
4 to 5-year sentence; review in one year inmate 
serving sentence longer than 5 years. 

Major infractions include, but are not limited to, 
the following: possession of weapon, possession of 
drugs, theft, ~reating a disturbance, assault, and 
escape or attempted escape. 

Figure 6.4: Review Guidelines 

.. -~--------

YES NO 



II. Significant factors 

A. Serious prior criminal record 

Add together all maximum sentences (juvenile and adult) on 
which the inmate actually served prison or jail time. Each 
commitment to a training school is equivalent to a one-year 
sentence. Exclude the present offense, suspended sentences, 
probations, and arrests not followed by convictions. 

Total = -------

Does the total exceed 5 years? 

B. Parole violation on this sentence 

c. No motivation toward self-improvement 

D. Alcohol or drug habit so serious as to raise 
questions concerning the probability of his 
succeeding on parole 

E. Rebellious, hostile 

F. Anti-social attitude 

G. No remorse, does not understand nature 
of offense 

H. Recent unfavorable psychological 
report (Specify date: 

Does the inmate have 4 or more YES checks in 
section II? 

) 

If NO, grant parole. If YES, deny inmate serving 
3-year sentence; review in 6 months inmate serving 
4 to 5-year sentence; review in one year inmate 
serving sentence longer than 5 years. 

YES NO 

Guideline decision: Board Member decision: 

Date: Board Member: 

For a decision outside the guidelines, please state the reasons: 

Figure 6.4: Review Guidelines (continued) 
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sample consisting of 492 cases. This sample did not dif
fer substantially in its distribution from previous Mis
souri samples. 

This Phase III data collection confirmed that both 
the hearing and review guidelines accurately reflected 
Board policy. Individually, each decision rule was val
idated. When Board decisions were compared with the guide
line decisions, seen as four decision options, there was 
agreement in 86 percent of the cases. 

~~ analysis of the reasons given for going outside 
the guidelines showed no identifiable patterns. This 
suggested that the decisions in question took into con
sideration unusual situations or conditici'ns for which 
guideline decision rules could not be formulated. 

pilot Study 

Like the North Carolina Commission, the Missouri 
Board wanted the guidelines simplified to facilitate 
coding so that this information could be stored in their 
computer sys·tem. Using this new form (Figures 6.5 and 
6.6), a six-month pilot project was initiated under th.e 
direction of the research staff of the Missouri Board 
of Probation and Parole. The purpose of the project is 
to continue the guideline validation process and to st:udy 
Board decisions outside the guidelines. . 

Conclusion 

The Missouri analysis was complicated by a number of 
problems not encountered in previous studies in this pro
ject. These included the Board's use of multiple decision 
alternatives and the Board's perception of the inmate pop
ulation as undifferentiated along most significant dimen
sions. In addition, the Board's decisions were predomi
nantly influenced by criteria not adequately reflec·ted in 
the Phase I data collection instrument. On the basis of 
the Phase I data, it was possible to identify the criteria., 
but not to develop guidelines explaining how the cri terisL 
were to be applied to individual decisions. These cri
teria were incorporated into a Phase II data collection 
instrument. JI.nalysis of the Phase II data provided suf
ficient information for development of guidelines. The 
Phase III sample confirmed that these guidelines accu
rately reflected Board policy. The Missouri research il
lustrated that the case-classification model can be 
adapted to a multi-decision system. It further demon
strated the usefulness of employing checklists of items 



HEARING GUIDELINES 

(For inmates at: first eligibility with maximum sentences up to and 
including 10 years) 

Time Served: Maximum Sentence: 

YES 
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NO 

POOR INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE 0 0 
SERIOUS PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD DO 
ONFAVORABLE FAC'rORS: 

Serious juvenile record 
Short interval between offenses 
History of crimes related to alcohol 

or drug abuse 
History of assaultive behavior 
Probation violation 
Professional drug dealer 

Present offense committed while on probation 
Present offense committed while on parole 
Present offense involved weapon or 

excessive force 
Relatively high degree of sophistication 

shown in crime 

No motivation toward self-improvement 
Crime-oriented lifestyle 
Serious alcohol or drug habit 
Rebellious, hostile 
Anti-social attitude 
No remorse, does not understand nature 

of offense 
History of psychological problems 

Five or more YES checks: 

YES NO 

-- --
--

-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --

-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --
-- --

0 0 

For inmates with Poor Institutional Discipline, and/or Serious Prior 
Criminal Record, and/or 5 or more YES checks: 

DENY INMATE SERVING 2 YEAR MAXIMUM SENTENCE 
REVIEW IN 6 MONTHS INMATE SERVING 3-4 YEAR MAXIMUM SENTENCE 
REVIEW IN 1 YEAR INMATE SERVING 5 OR MORE YEAR MAXIMUM SENTENCE 

For all other inmates: GRANT PAROLE 

Guideline Decision: Board Decision: Date: 

For a decision outside the guidelines, please state the reasons: 

Figure 6.5: Hearing Guidelines( Phase IV 
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REVIEW GUIDELINES 

(For inmates at reviews serving maximum sentences up to and including 
10 years; and inmates serving maximum sentences of.ll to 25 years who 
have served at least 20% of their maximum sentence.-rnmates who have 
not served at least 20% of their maximum sentence should be d~ferred 
automatically. ) 

Time Served: 

Time rema~n~ng until commutation: 
(If less than ~ year, deny parole) 

POOR INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE 

UNFAVORABLE FACTORS: 

Parole violation on this sentence 

Maximum Sentence: 

YES NO 

-- --
No motivation toward self-improvement -- --Serious alcohol or drug habit -- --
Rebellious, hostile -- --
Anti-social attitude -- --
No remorse, does not understand 

nature of offense -- --
Recent unfavorable psychological 

report -- --
Five or more YES checks 

t'~. 

YES 

[] 

0 

For inmates with Poor Institutional Discipline and/or 4 or more 
YES checks: 

DENY INMATE. SERVING 3 YEAR SENTENCE' 
REVIEW IN 6 MONTHS INMATE SERVING 4-5 YEAR SENTENCE 
REVIEW IN 1 YEAR INMATE SERVING LONGER THAN 5 YEAR SENTENCE 

For all other inmates: GRP~T PAROLE 

NO 

0 

0 

Guideline Decision: Board Decision: Date: 

For a decision out~jde the guidelines, please state the reasons: 

Figure 6.6: Review Guidelines, Phase IV 
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representing Board criteria to identify Boa~d policy re
garding marginal parole candidates. 

Here, as in the Virginia study, the paroling rate 
was fairly level during the entire project. In both 
studies, the samples following Phase I were relatively 
large. The fa: I

.: that in both states the parole rate 
seemed to be uninfluenced by the guidelines suggests 
that samples large enough to reflect a representative 
cross-section of the Board's caseload will show similar 
paroling rates, with or without guidelines. 
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This seems to have implications for states using 
guidelines. Paroling rates are affected by numerous 
factors, such as changes in the characteristics of the 
inmate population, in the political climate of the state, 
in the seriousness of the overcrowding problem in cor
rectional institutions and the availability of community 
resourCE~S. Assuming that these factors remained rela
tively constant, paroling rates across large samples 
should show little fluctuation with or wi~hout guide
lines, if those guidelines reflect existing Board policy. 
Any drastic change in the paroling rate of large samples 
after implementation of the guidelines which is not at
tributable to one or more of these external factors 
should be interpreted to mean that the guidelines may 
be affecting policy and should be re-examined. 



Chapter 7 

CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 

Don M. Gottfredson, Carol Rauh and Leslie T. Wilkins 

The California Youth Authority is a large, complex 
paroling authority with responsibilities for release con
sideration decisions concerning about 12,000 Youth Author
ity wards annually under a legal structure providing con
siderable indeterminacy. The California Youth Authority 
Board is comprised of eight members, including its chair
person, who serves also as the Director of the Department 
of the Youth Authority. In carrying out its responsibil
ity for decisions and policy formulation, the Board is 
assisted by ten hearing representatives. 

The Board has jurisdiction over a wide variety of 
youthful offenders, including persons committed to the 
Youth Authority by both juvenile and criminal courts. 
The length of the Youth Authority jurisdiction varies 
according to the age of the ward and the jurisdiction of 
the commi't:ting court. For wards referred by the juvenile 
court, 'the Youth Authority has jurisdiction for two years 
or until the ward reaches ;:~qe 21, whichever is' later. 
For youths who have been convicted of misdemeanors or 
felonies where the court has discretion in sentencing, 
the judge may commit the offender to the Youth Authority 
(for designation as a misdemeanor or felony). In the 

misdemeanor c~ses, jurisdiction expires when the ward 
reaches age 23. For felony cases, the Youth Authority 
cannot hold the ward beyond his twenty-fifth birthday. 
For wards convicted of misdemeanors and felonies, the 
length of the jurisdiction is limited, however, by the 
offense for which the ward was convicted. Thus, the 
Board may not confine the ward beyond the statutory max
imum provided for his or her conviction offense. In no 
instance may the Youth Authority assume jurisdiction 
over persons adjudged to have committed an offense after 
the age of 21, If the Youth Authority desires any ex
tension of these specifications of jurisdiction, the 
authorization must be given by the sentencing court. 

Present Procedures 

Within a short time (usually one month) after admis
sion, the ward first appears before a panel of members 
and/or hearing reDresentatives. Typically, this panel 
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is comprised of two persons. By statute, the ward may 
be paroled at any moment, although, as is generally rec
ognized and will be seen later, this rarely occurs at 
initial appearances. The decision taken at this time 
normally is in the form of a continuance, which may range 
from a few months to several years. The continuance sets 
the expected time of the next hearing. It is required, 
however, by Youth Authority policy that all wards are 
considered at least once a year. 

Initial appearances and decisions may be further 
classified, in terms of policy at the time of this study, 
according to two types. Continuances could be set in 
accordance with Section 30 of the policy manual of the 
Youth Authority Board; or a "Board Referral: could be 
the decision outcome. l 

Section 30 defined a specific policy governing the 
length of the initial continuance normally expected to 
be given to wards convicted of specified offenses. In
cluded under this policy were all violent crimes, which 
were expected to receive one-year continuances, except 
for murder and manslaughter (voluntary and involuntary), 
which were expected to receive three-year continuances. 
Two-year continuances (postponement of consideration) 
could be given also for Youth Authority wards previously 
committed to the Youth Authority or wards whose parole 
had been revoked for the commission of a violent crime. 
For certain other offenses, including narcotics distribu
tion, first-degree burglary, crimes involving the use of 
weapons, and repetitive crimes (such as a long series of 
burglaries), the initial set-off was expected to be one 
year. 

All other cases, according to policy at the time of 
this study, were expected to be designated as "Board Re·· 
ferrals." At the resulting subsequent hearing, the Board 
could grant parole or set a continuance. The Board's pol
icy permitted the reconsideration of such a case at any 
time. 

From these procedures, a second general category of 
hearings was structured. These were (and continue to-be) 
termed "progress hearings" and "annual reviews." At t.hese 
hearings, the initial continuance may be modified (either 

lAlthough "Board Referrals" are no longer given by 
the California Youth Authority, this decision option was 
in effect at the time of data collection for the stu~y. 
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shortened or extended). It may be noted that the ward's 
response to institutional programs or issues concerning 
adjustment to the institution could be considered at such 
hearings. since parole may be granted at any time, it 
is clear that these proceedings too may be regarded as 
parole consideration hearings. In addition to the regu
larly scheduled progress hearings and annual reviews, 
Youth Authority staff may at any time request a change 
in the continuance date or recommend that a ward be 
granted parole. 

Research Planning in Collaboration with the Board 

In response to the Board's expressed interest in 
collaborating in the project, two members of the project 
team met with the full Youth Authority Board in May, 1975. 
The background to the project, including an explanation 
of the general philosophy as described in Chapter 1, and 
a summary report of the project done in collaboration 
with the united states Parole Commission, were reviewed. 
It was suggested that a useful beginning point would be 
the completion of a simple form, derived from that used 
in the federal study, by the decision-makers at each 
hearing; that is, rather than collecting extensive data 
extracted from case files c(:1<ocerning the offenders, a 
documentation of the decision-makers' judgments on di
mensions thoug'ht by board members to be relevant to these 
decisions would be collected. 

As explained in Chapter 2, this was seen as a crit
ical choice; the data collected would concern, at least 
in part, the subjective judgments of the decision-makers 
in contrast to a more objective codification from case 
records. It was assumed, however, that if the most im
portant dimensions could be determined by this alternate, 
less costly means, the subjective data could later be 
transformed into more objective and reliable measures by 
development of appropriate operational definitions. 

Data Coll'ection 

This general strategy was accepted by the Board, and 
an initial proposed data collection form (adapted from 
the earlier work) was left with the Youth Authority Board 
for their advice, criticism, and elaboration. The re
sulting form, as modified by the Board, is shown in Ap
pendix C, together with the forms used in other states. 
As may be seen, the form generally used was adapted to 
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the California Youth Authority situation to indicate the 
relevant jurisdictional classifications and to include 
further information concerning the application of Section 
30 of the present Board policy. Also, the youth Author
ity Board desired the inclusion of a judgment concerning 
arrest record and the time served in local custody imme
diately before Youth Authority jurisdiction. In addition, 
the definitions of concepts (shown 011 the attachment to 
the form) were modified. ' 

One form was completed for each case considered dur
ing the period of data collection; however, an attempt 
was made by the deci8ion-maker completing the form to re
flect the panel consensus. The collection of these data 
began on September 1, 1975 and continued through December 
31, 1975 when 2,583 forms had been completed. It may be 
noted that the Youth Authority Board makes about 40,000 
case decisions, per year, including parole revocation de
terminations; all of the latter were excluded from the 
sample. 

Although the intention was to include every case 
during the period of data collection, a seasonal bias may 
influenoe the sample. While this is a disadvantage, re
stricting generalizations which may be made from the de
scriptive analyses, the intent at this stage was to de
termine the major dimensions of concern to the Board. 
The seasonal bias was not considered to be a serious 
problem for this purpose. 

Methods and Results 

As a first step toward understanding the nature of 
the decision problem and the relations among the data 
items collected on the questionnaire, various descriptive 
analyses were done and reported back to the members of 
the Board. 2 

Parole granting at the two general types of hearings, 
analyzed by broad offense groups, ,is shown in Table 7.1. 
There are many more progress or annual review hearings 
than admissions or readmissions hearings, with two-thirds 
of those appearing for progress or annual review hearings 

2The total sample size in the analyses to be described 
varies from the 2,583 cited above since the analyses were 
completed on samples in which all relevant data were avail
able: that is, cases containing missing values for the 
variables under study were excluded. 



Offense Cluster 

Homicide 

Assault 

Sex offenses 

Burglary, 1st 

Drug sales 

Burglary, other 

Larceny/checks 

Auto theft 

Poss. _ drug/ale. 

Driving offenses-

Destruction 

Escape 

Other 

Robbery 

Total 

Table 7.1 

Wards Granted Parole at Admissions and Review::; 
Hearings/Analyzed by Offense Clusters 

Admissions/Readmissions Progress/Annual Review 
Number Number Percent Granted Number 

I 
Percent Granted 

139 48 0 91 24 

466 186 4 280 65 

no 27 0 83 46 

282 134 7 148 74 

45 13 0 32 75 

242 108 7 134 80 

111 51 12 60 80 

177 72 8 105 73 

66 11 9 55 87 

24 9 11 15 87 

11 4 0 7 86 

90 37 24 53 74 

54 14 21 40 82 

506 214 1 292 66 

2,323 928 I 6 1,395 67 

1 
-~-
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granted parole, compared with only six percent at the in
itial hearings. Thus, the probability of granting parole 
at the initial hearing is quite small, though occasionally 
wards convicted of such offenses as larceny, check fraud, 
driving offenses, or escape are paroled. 

At progress or annual reviews, the proportions pa
roled vary markedly with offense classifications. Thus, 
the probability of parole for some classifications (bur
glary other than first degree, larceny, check frauds, 
possession, driving offenses, and destruction of proper
ty) is eight out of ten or better; but offenders commit
ted for homicide or for sex offenses, are, as might be 
expected, less likely to be paroled. The most notable 
features of Table 7.1 are that (1) wards are sometimes, 
but rarely, paroled from admissions hearings, that (2) 
two-thirds were paroled from this "cross section" of 
progress .'3.nd annual revievv hearings, and that (3) there 
is some variation in the rate of parole by offense clas
sifications. 

In the progress and annual review hearings, as seen 
in Table 7.2, there is considerable variation in wards 
according to the judgments of the decision-makers on the 
items included in the questionnaire, For example, the 
average parole prognosis or "risk" is seen as .50; that 
is, on the average, decision-makers judged these wards 
to have a 50:5C chance of favorable parole outcomes; that 
wards are perceived to be markedly different in risk is 
reflected in the standard deviation of 20. 3 

At these hearings, the typical ward has been consid
ered twice already, has served about a year under the 
Youth Authority jurisdiction, and could be confined for 
another three years on the average. 

Differences between the groups of wards paroled and 
continued were found for some but not all the variables 
included. Wards paroled were rated as having committed, 
on the average, less serious offenses, to be better risks, 
to have somewhat better institutional behavior, to have 

3Itl reviewing Table 7.2, the reader should bear in 
mind the differing ranges of the scales used in the ques
tionnaire (Appendix C). Thus, seriousness and risk have 
wider ranges than the other ratings. Data for the last 
three rows in the table are for months. Data for prior 
hearings are the number of prior parole consideration 
hearings, including the admission/readmission hearing; 
the rest are decision-maker ratings. 



Table 7.2 

Decision-Maker Ratings at Progress and Annual Review Hearings, Analyzed by Decisions to Grant Parole or Continue 

I " 

I 
Total Granted Continued 

Variables standard Standard Standard 
Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t , 

Seriousness 
! of offense 1,369 60 19 927 57 19 442 68 18 1.036 10.29* 

Parole 
Prognosis 1,342 50 20 913 52 19 429 46 20 1.041 -5.59* 
Institutional 

I Discipline I 1,382 36 10 935 37 9 447 33 11 1 .. 625* -I 
Program 1 
Participation i 1,375 37 9 933 38 8 442 35 11 1. 812* -

.-
Assaultive ! Potential I 1,364 29 11 923 27 10 441 32 11 1. 331* -
Prior Criminal 
Record 1,351 29 11 914 29 11 437 29 12 1.152 0.13 
Social I Stability I 1,323 24 8 891 25 7 432 23 8 1.190 -2.53 
Arrest j 
Record I 1,340 32 11 902 32 11 438 32 11 1. 039 0.33 
Number of Priori 
Hearings 

, 
1,394 ! 2 2 939 2 2 455 2 2 1.082 1.21 i 

I Number of Monthf 
I Served in 1,395 12 7 940 12 7 455 14 7 1. 025 4.40* I CYA 1 
i Months Remain- I i I 

, 
ing Jurisdictio4 1,395 36 16 940 35 16 455 37 17 1. 051 1. 92 

I Months I I I , 
I Continued 1 455 I 8 7 - - - 455 8 7 - - , 

* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 
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more favorable institutional programs, and to have a low
er potential for assaultive behavior. They were, however, 
rated similarly as to prior criminal record and arrest 
record. Wards continued had served, on the average, twu 
months longer. The two groups did not differ markedly 
on time left under possible Youth Authority jurisdiction 
(though wards continued had, on the average, two months 

more remaining). 

The compar.isons on the same measures for wards meet
ing the criteria of section 30 with those who did not are 
shown in Table 7.3. These data are based on all those 
available, that is, disregarding the type of hearing. The 
Section 30 offenses were judged more serious, on the av
erage, as expected (since this is intended a~ a serious
ness classification). There is nevertheless a substantial 
variation in seriousness judgments within the two classes, 
and the distributions overlap. section 30 wards are per
ceived as slightly poorer risks, on the average, and as 
having a rather greater potential for assaultive behavior. 
The two groups do not differ markedly on assessments of 
institutional discipline, program participation, prior 
criminal record, arrest record, or social stability. 

Among those wards classified as Section 30 cases, 
the differences in decision-maker ratings between those 
granted parole and continued are shown in Table 7.4. 
Again, there are differences in the expected directions 
on the judgments of seriousness, risk, discipline, pro
gram participation and assaultive potential. Similar 
differences were found among the non-Section 30 offenses, 
as may be seen in the same table. When type of hearing 
is ignored, wards paroled have served more California 
Youth Authority time (among both Section 30 and non
Section 30 wards). The average remaining jurisdiction 
is longer for continued wards in both general offense 
classifications. 

Tentative Models 

Following the method used in the united States Pa
role Commission study, simple equations were sought (by 
multiple regression) which would summarize these relations 
and perhaps point to proposed models.~ Two alternative 
general strategies for development of guidelines were con
sidered. 

~See note 8, page 29, Chapter 2. 



Table 7.3 

Decision-Maker Ratings of Section 30 and Non-Section 30 Offenses 

Section 30 Offenses Non-Section 30 Offenses 
Variables Standard Standard 

Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t 
Seriousness 
of Offense 1,511 68 15 778 45 16 1.074 -34.54* 
Parole 
prognosis 1,448 47 21 763 48 20 1.068 1.50 
Institutional 
Discipline 1,374 35 10 732 35 9 1.104 0.12 .-
Program 
Participation 1,348 36 9 713 36 8 1. 224* -- -
Assaultive 
Potential 1,486 33 11 770 24 9 1. 398* -
Prior criminal 
Record 1,485 29 12 774 29 10 1. 247* -
Social 
Stability 1,456 23 8 744 23 8 1.OBl -1.87 
Arrest 
Record 1,473 32 11 766 32 10 1. 222* -
Number of Prior 
Hearings 1,525 1 2 795 1 2 1.009 -1.48 
Number of Months 
Served in CYA 1,527 9 8 796 6 6 1. 900* -
Months Remaining 
Jurisdiction 1,527 42 17 796 39 16 1.141 -4.70* 

* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 



Section 30 
Variables '"nt-pc 

Standard 
Number Mean Deviation 

Seriousness 
of Offense 568 65 15 
Parole 
Prognosis 560 53 19 
Institutional 
Discipline 568 38 9 
Program 
Participation 567 39 8 
Assaultive 
Potential 565 29 10 
Prior Crimillal 
Record 561 29 12 
Social 
Stabilit:t 547 25 8 
Arrest 
Record 551 32 11 

Number of Prior 
Hearings 575 2 2 
Number of Month 
Served in CYA 576 13 8 
Months Remainin 
Jurisdiction 576 36 17 
Months 
Continued - - -

Table 7.4 

Decision-Maker Ratings for section 30 and Non-Section 30 Offenses, 
Analyzed by Decisions to Grant Parole or continue 

Offenses Non-section 
Continued Granted 

Standard Standard 
Number Mean Deviation F t Number Mean Deviation 

943 70 15 1.026 6.12* 412 43 16 

88El 43 20 1.147 -9.13* 406 52 20 

806 34 10 1. 218* - 411 37 9 

781 35 9 1. 286* - 410 38 8 

921 35 11 1. 214* - 412 22 8 

924 29 12 1. 056 0.17 406 29 10 

909 22 8 1.077 -6.50* 393 24 7 

922 32 11 1.047 1.02 404 31 10 

950 1 1 1. 204* - 417 2 2 

951 6 8 1.101 -16.91* 418 9 6 

951 46 17 1. 034 11. 62* 418 35 15 

951 12 8 - - -1-,- - -
* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 

30 Offenses 
Continued 

Standard 
Number Mean Deviation F t 

366 46 16 1.062 2.36 

357 44 19 1.114 -6.13* 

321 33 9 1.094 -6.44* 

303 33 8 1.191 -7.68" 

358 25 10 1.375* -

368 30 10 1.000 1.45 

351 22 7 1.017 -3.97* 

362 33 10 1.092 2.37 

378 1 1 1.075 -10.75* 

378 4 5 1.455* -
378 43 16 1.054 7.75* 

378 7 4 - -



In the first method, the objective was to discrim
inate between wards likely to be paroled and those apt 
to be continued. If the ward is continued, then there 
is a further decisiO'h problem: How long? The latter 
question is complicated by the possible need to consider 
the initial hearings separately from the progress or 
annual review hearings. 
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The second method ignored the issue of granting or 
denying parole at any particular hearing. On the assump
tion that the decision process is one of deferred sen
tencing, the objective ~as to estimate the expected length 
of time the ward is to be kept in confinement before pa
role. Nearly all wards are released on parole at some 
time . 

. ~he summary of the analysis of parole granting is 
shown'in Table 7.5. This is the first question asked 
in the method first described above; that is, the pur
pose is to determine whether wards paroled and continued 
can be distinguished. The multiple correlation coef
ficient of .54 (with seven independent variables included) 
indicates that a rough but not close prediction of the 
probability of parole may be discerned from the judgments 
of seriousness, prognosis, institutional discipline, and 
assaultive potential, once time served already (under 
Youth Authority jurisdiction), time remaining under pos
sible California Youth Authority jurisdiction, and the 
number of prior parole hearings are also known. Aside 
from the indicants of the ward's status (such as remain
ing jurisdiction and time served so far), there are mod
erately low correlations with the decision, in the ex
pected directions, for ratings of assaultive potential, 
discipline, prognosis, and seriousness. ' 

When the equation was sought for estimation of length 
of continuance for wards at initial hearings, the summC'l.ry 
shown in Table 7.6 was obtained. Only three variables 
were found useful: a clustering of offenses including 
assault and robbery, the judged seriousness of the offense, 
and the rated assaultive potential. The multiple correla-'
tion coefficient of .70 indicated that variation in time 
continued, for this group of wards, is quite well accounted 
for by these three concerns. It should be noted that the 
seriousness ratings by themselves correlated .65 with 
months continued, so that this rating provid~s most of the 
information. Results for the similar analysis, consider
ing only wards continued at progress hearings and annual 
reviews are shown in Table 7.7. Combining judgments of 
seriousness and institutional discipline with the ward 
status variables resulted in a multiple correlation of 
.40. 





Table 7.5 

Regression of Ward status Variables and.Decision-Maker Ratings on Parole Decision Outcomes 
(Grant/Co~tinue) (N = 1,972) . 

Multiple 
Variable* Correlation ~han1e Correlation 

Coefficient R2 ~n R Coefficient** 

Remaining Jurisdiction .28 .08 .08 -.28 

Seriousness of Offense .33 .11 .04 -.19 

Parole Prognosis .38 .15 .04 .20 

Institutional Disci£line .42 .17 .03 .21 

Assaultive Potential .42 .18 .01 -.24 

Number of Prior Hearings .53 .28 .10 .36 
Number of 
Months Served .54 .29 .01 .32 

Constant ! 

* Point biserial correlation coefficients, with the decision outcome scored 
parole = 1, continue = 0 

B Beta 

-.004 -.128 

-.005 -.184 

.001 .053 

.012 .218 

-.005 -.108 

.070 .222 

.012 .181 

.378 

** Variables were excluded when less than one-percent increase in R2 obtain~d by inclusion 



Table 7.6 

Regression of Ward Status and Decision-Maker Ratings 
on Number of Months Continued at Initial Hearings (N = 832) 

Multiple 
Variable Correlation Chan1'e Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R Coefficient 

Assault/Robbery .11 .01 .01 -.11 

Seriousness of Offense .66 .44 .42 .65 

Assaultive Potential .70 .49 .05 .56 

Constant 

I B Beta 

-4.614 -.148 

.187 .477 

.183 .291 

-4.832 



Table 7.7 

Regression of Ward Status and Decision-Maker Ratings on Number of Months 
continued at Progress and Annual Review Hearings (N = 435) 

Multiple 
Variable Correlation ~han~e Correlation 

Coefficient R2 ~n R Coefficient B . 

Assault/Robbery .14 .02 .02 -.14 -.034 

-

Seriousness of Offense .31 .09 .07 .30 .124 

Institutional Discipline .36 .13 .03 -.17 -.117 

Time Served under CYA .38 .14 .01 .03 -.090 

Time Left under CYA .40 .16 .02 .14 .056 

Constant 2.277 

Beta 

-.066 

.334 

-.193 

-.092 

.136 
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Considering these two analyses together lends sup
port to the contention that at initial hearings a princi
ple concern, in setting the length of continuance for 
wards not paroled, is the perceived seriousness of the 
offense. While still important at later hearings, more 
attention then is given to judgments of institutional 
discipline. At initial hearings, of course, there has 
been little experience with the ward's behavior in the 
institut.ion. 

In order to investigate a possible structure for the 
second alternative model (indicating for all cases the 
expected time before parole), a similar analysis was com
pleted. The dependent variable was time served in months 
in the California Youth Authority. It must be noted that 
the sample studied was restricted to those released under 
parole supervision. This seemed reasonable, however, be
cause parole is the preferred mode of release from the 
institution in this jurisdiction. The multiple correla
tion of .50 indicated that the linear combination of four 
variables accounted for one-fourth of the variance in 
time served (Table 7.8). The best single predictor (with 
a correlation of .41) is the judged seriousness of the 
offense. One other judgment is included in the equation; 
this is the rating of assaultive potential. The inclu
sion of this latter item does not add markedly to the 
accuracy of the estimate. The other apparently useful 
items are the judgment concerning institutional discipline 
and the amount of time remaining under Youth Authority 
jurisdiction. 

The intercorrelations of the various items are shown 
in Table 7.9. The coefficients differ slightly in some 
instances as a result of including, for these calculations, 
all c~ses when data for paired variables was known. s The 
correlation coefficients are shown in the lower half of 
the table; the numbers of cases included are shown at the 
top. Some correlations are quite high. Notably, insti
tutional discipline and program participation are corre
lated .80. The social stability and parole prognosis 
items are correlated .53; and the latter (ratings of risk) 
are moderately correlated also with institutional dis
cipline (.34), program participation (.34), assaultive 
potential (-.30), prior criminal record (-.41), and arrest 
record (-.44). Prior criminal record and arrest record 
are correlated (.79). 

SIn the regression analyses, cases were included 
only when data for all variables in the analyses were 
known. 

.. ~.-~==~. 
, 

.J 





Table 7.8 

Regression of Ward Status and Decision-Maker Ratings on Months Served 
in the California Youth Authority by Wards Granted Pa.role (N = 952) 

Multiple 
Variables Correlation Chan~e Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R Coefficient B 

Time Remaining under CYA .20 .04 .04 -.20 -.051 

Seriousne@s of Offense .44 .20 .16 .41 .129 

Institutional Discipline .49 .24 .05 -.25 -.166 

Assaultive Potential .50 .26 .01 .35 .095 

Constant 9.565 

Beta 

-.113 

.334 

-.199 

.129 



Table 7.9 

Correlations of Decision-Maker Ratings of ~ard status Variables, Time Served, and Remaining Jurisdiction for 
~tvards Granted Parole* 

Vari2'~~~~~e~s ________ k-____ =1 __ 4-__ =2 __ -4 __ =3 __ _+--~4~-4 __ =5~4---6~_--~-7~~~_8~~~~9~~~~1=0~~~-=1=1-4 
1 Seriousness ~. 958 966 964 964 954 927 942 979 980 980 

of Offense I ~ 
2 Parole -.08 .................... 

Proqnosis "-
953 951 950 941 

3 Institutional .00.34' ......... 
Discipline ............ 

976 965 955 

4 Program .02 _._34_ .80'r-.... 
Participation I ............... 

963 953 

5 Assaultive _._5_0 -_._30_ -.20 -.14', 
Potential ............. 

958 

6 Prior criminal .19 -_.4_1_ -_'_08_ - .04 . 35 ~ 
Record I ............... 

7 

8 

Social 
Stability 
Arrest 
Record 

.04 .53 

.18 - _ 44 

.26 .29 -.10 -.24 

-.12 -.08 .37 .79 

915 928 964 966 

929 943 977 979 

928 941 975 977 

932 947 975 977 

929 942 965 967 

914 938 940 

-.26 

~. 
953 955 

9 Number of Prior _._2_3 -_._16_ -'_._30_ -_._2_1 _._24_ ..:_1_2 -.03 _._1t2. -........... 992 
Hearings ~ 

966 

979 

977 

977 

967 

940 

955 

992 

10 Number of _._4_1 -_'_09_ -_._24_ -_._16_ _._36_ _'_09_ .00 ..:.11 .68 ............... - 994 

Months S~rved ""-
11 Months remaining -_.1_0_ I .19 -.,_.1_6_ ---=.~1-:-'_1-+----.-1-=7+-----.-:-2-:-2-+---.-0-=7-+1---:"-=-·~2~2-t----.-:2:-::5-t----.-2-0~· .............. ------+ 

1~---~J~u~r=i~s~d=i~c~t=i~o~n~--~--------L------~----+------~----~------~ ____ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ ______ _+.----~~.~ 

* Correlation coefficients are shown below the diagonal (i.e., lower portion of table); numbers 
entering the computation are drawn above the diagonal (Le., upper portion). Significant 
correlations (p'(. 01) are underlined. 
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Adaptation of the Equations to Tentative Guideline Models 

One model could provide a sequential decision scheme. 
First, a structure is given for the decision as to wheth~ 
er to parole or not. Given that the decision is to deny 
parole, that is, to continue, the model then provid~s a 
device for ascertaining the expected length of continu
ance. A guide to the first decision, gda8ted from the 
regrsssion equation; could be developed as shown in Figure 
7:1. It may be nDted that three of the elements could 
be completed by staff, although the judgments required 
must be made by the decision-makers. Such a model still 
w!mld include a substantial element of subjective judgment. 
I~ would, however, require that these judgments be made 
explicitly -- a step toward the kind of guidelines desired. 
In the case of the parole prognosis item, substitution of 
the empirically-derived base expectancy prediction scores 
already·available and extensively tested in the California 
Youth Authority could be considered. 

The relation of the scores generated by the procedures 
defined in Figure 7.1 to the granting of parole is depicted 
in Table 7.10. The proportions granted parole decrease 
with decreasing scores. The three general categories in
dicated by the dotted lines were defined somewhat arbitrar
ily and after inspection of the data in order to identify, 
if possible, substantial groups with high and low proba
bilities of parole. It should be noted that these data 
all relate to the sample initially studied and do not con
stitute a "validation" or "test 1/1 sample. The risk of cap
italizing on chance variation is enhanced in the absence 
of such repeated samples; but the availability of these 
awaits further study. Since the association of scores and 
parole granting is somewhat modest, there is a substantial 
"middle group" (30 percent of cases) where little guidance 
is given. Therefore, the possible decision rule, shown in 
Figure 7.1, was suggested. 

This indicates that wards achieving a score of 59 or 
above according to the determination in Figure 7.1, which 
is about 40 percent of all cases, would be paroled. From 
·these data, it would be expected that nine percent of 
cases (according to present practi~es) would fall outside 
the guidelines -- that is, would be continued for later 
hearings. On the other hand, those wards with scores of 
20 or less would be continued. Again, some would be ex
pected to be paroled; these would comprise about three 
percent of all in that category. 

There remains the nliddle group of wards, with ~cores 
or 21 through 58, for whom a Panel Review of concerns be-



Decision Expectancy: Grant parole/Continue 
(to determine whether to grant parole) 

Type of meeting: 

Please complete all items. Parts A and B must be completed sepa
rately. PAROLE SCORE is obtained by subtracting Total B from Total 
A. Items in italics may becompleeed by a staff person. 

very unfavorable very favorable 

5. Add 70 for all cases 

ADD A 1 THROUGH A 5: TOTAL A = 

B. 1. Months to expiration of CYA jurisdiction 

2. Seriousness of the offense: 

10 
trivial 

3. Assaultive 

very low 
10 

C. PAROLE SCORE: 

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
most serious 

potential: 

low moderate high very high 
20 30 40 50 

ADD B 1 THROUGH B 3: TOTAL B 

II 
I : 
'------' 

TOTAr A 

~ . 1 
1-----1 

TOTAL B 

I 
\ ___ 1 

PAROLF. SCORE 

+ 

+ 

Figure 7.1: Decision Expectancy: Grant parole/Continue 

70 
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DECISION RULE 
Parole Score 

1. 59 or above 

2. 21 - 58 

3. 20 or below (including 
negative numbers) 

Decision Policy 

Grant parole* 

Panel Review** 

Continue under CYA* 

* Reasons to be given for departures 
** Reasons to be given in all cases 

DECISION: 

Grant parole Panel review required Continue under CYA 

If the decision is to continue under CYA, please consult one of the 
following tables to det:€lrmine the appropriate length of continuance: 

Figure 7.2 if this was an Admissions 0r Readmission 
Hearing 

Figure 7.3 if this was a Progress Hearing or Annual 
Review 

Reasons for decision (if required by Decision Rule) : 

'Favorable factors: 

Good response to CYA programs 
--- Recent good conduct 
-- Family is supportive 
-- Crimes were not against person(s) 

Minor role in the offense 
No weapon involved 
Continued treatment planned 
following release 
Other: 

Board Member: 

Unfavorable factors: 

Serious nature of offense 
Seriousness of prior record 
Previous parole violations 

-- Previous probation violations 
Disciplinary problems while 
under CYA 
Recent unfavorable psycho
logical report 
Drug use or addiction 

-- No community support 
-- Other: _' __________ _ 

Date: 

Figure 7.1: Decision Expectancy: Grant parole/Continue (continued) 



1B1 

Table 7.10 

Parole Scores and Parole Granting 

Cases 
Number Percent Included 

Score Range Number Granted Granted (Percent) 

0 and under 383 29 8 19 

f 

1 - 20 217 51 24 11 

1-------- ------1------- ------ ------

21 - 34 195 80 41 10 

35 - 47 195 90 46 10 

48 - 58 196 108 55 10 

1-------- ------ f-------- ------ ------

59 - 69 198 126 64 10 

70 - 82 201 151 75 10 

83 - 102 195 144 74 10 

103 - 223 192 151 79 10 

" 

Total 1,972 930 47 100 
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yond those already included in the model would be ad
dressed. This scheme generally would provide (judging 
from this sample) for more than half (57 percent) of the 
decisions (parole versus continue) as consistent with 
the general policy articulated by the decision rule. 
About 43 percent still would require a further articula
tion of reasons for the decision. This would include 
12 or 13 percent being required on the basis of unusual 
circumstances of the offense or offender such that the 
general policy was inappropriate; and it would include 
the giving of reasons for all those in the 30 percent 
with middle range scores. Thus, rather than requiring 
reasons for all decisions, reasons would be required in 
a considerably decreased number. .~s already noted, how
eyer, reasons would not be explicitly identified in sup
port of the sUbjective assessments of items such as prog
nosis or assaultive potential. 

If the ward is continued for hearing at a later date, 
then it is necessary to decide on the appropriate length 
of the continuance. A first step is to determine the type 
of hearing, since different policy issues are concerned 
in the case of initial hearings (admissions or readmis
sions) and progress or annual review hearings. 

In the case of admission or readmission hearings, 
Figure 7.2 indicates a possible procedure. Staff could 
complete item B since this relates only to the commitment 
offense. The decision-makers, however, must make the 
necessary judgments on seriousness of the offense and 
assaultive potential. The scores thereby generated are 
related to continuances as shown in Table 7.11; the medi
an length of continuances increases with higher scores 
(from seven to 24 months). This table suggests, on the 
basis of the sample studied, a proposed model setting a 
minimum and maximum continuance range for five class in
tervals of scores. It indicates also the numbers and 
percentages of cases "outside" each category these guide
lines in the present sample. The medians provide a fur
ther guide. The ranges, shown in Table 7.11, are rather 
broad; they could be more restricted (allowing less dis
cretion) at the cost of sornewhat larger numbers of cases 
outside the guidelines (requiring, it is assumed, the 
giving of reasons). 

When the ward has appeared for a progress or annual 
review hearing, a similar model shown in Figure 7.3 could 
provide a basis for guidelines. Again, certain elements 
could be completed by staff support to the decision-making 
body. These items include the number of months to expira
tion of the agency's jurisdiction and the number of months 



Expected Length of Continuance at Admissions and Readmissions 
Hearings (for wards not granted parole) 

Please complete all items. Parts A and B must be completed 
separately; CONTINUANCE SCORE is obtained by subtracting Total 
B from Total A. Items in italics may be completed by a staff 
person. 

A. 1. Seriousness of the Offense: x 2 ::: ------

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
trivial most serious 

2. Assaultive potential: x 2 == 

very low low moderate high very high 
10 20 30 40 50 

ADD A 1 AND A 2: TOTAL A 

B. If the commitment-was for any of the following 
offenses, add 46. 

Assault (Simple or Aggravated) 
Robbery (Simple or Armed) 
Kidnapping 
Arson 
Weapons Violation 

If the commitment was for any other offense, add O. 

c. CONTINUANCE SCORE: 

D 
TOTAL A 

r-: = 
; I 
'---

TOTAL B 

r--t \ , 

I : 
L-.J 

CONTINUANCE 
SCORE 

TOTAL B ::: 

+ 

183 

D 

D 

Figure 7.2: Length of Continuance (Admissions/Readmissions) 
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EXPECTED LENGTH OF CONTINUANCE AT 
ADMISSIONS AND READMISSIONS HEARINGS 

Median 
Score Range Continuance Hange* Time Continued 

l. 98 or less 1 to 12 months 7 months 

2. 99 - 130 1 to 15 months 9 months 

3. 131 - 178 3 to 18 months 12 months 

4. 179 - 210 6 to 24 months 15 months 

5. 211 or more 6 to 36 months 24 months 

* 'Reasons to be given for departures 

Length of continuance: months 

Date of next hearing: 

* Reasons for depart~ (if guidelines were not followed) : 

Favorable factors: Unfavorable factors: 

Minor role in offense serious nature of offense 

____ No weapon involved Needs treatment programs 

Other. ----_. Crime against person(s) 

Other: 

Board Member: Date: 

Figure 7.2,: Length of Continuance (Admissions/Readmissions) (continued) 
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Tab1te 7.11 

Continuance Scores and Continuance Decisions: Admissions or Readmissions Hearings 

Continuance Number Percent Median Honths 
Score Range Range Number Outside Outside Continued 

A. 98 or less 1 - 12 months 240 2 1 7 months 

-
B. 99 - 130 1 - 15 months 127 0 0 9 months 

C. 131 - 178 3 - 18 months 273 10 4 12 months 

D. 179 - 210 6 - 24 months 98 2 2 15 months 

E. 211 or more 6 - 36 months 94 5 5 24 months 

Total 832 
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California Youth Authority 
Expected Length of Continuance at Progress Hearings or Annual Reviews 

(for wards not granted parole) 

Please complete all items. Parts A and B must be completed separately; 
CONTINUANCE SCORE .is obtained by subtracting Total B from Total A. 
Items in italics may be completed by a staff person. 

A. 1. Seriousness of the offense: 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
trivial most serious 

2. Months to expiration of CYA jurisdiction 

3. Add 23 for all cases 
+ 

ADD A 1 THROUGH A 3: TOTAL A == 

B. L Institutir'<.al discipline: 

very poor 
10 

poor 
20 

adequate 
30 

good 
40 

very good 
50 

2. Months served under CYA 
+ 

ADD Bland B 2: TOTAL B 

C. CONTINUANCE SCORE: 

o o = D 
TOTAL A TOTAL B CONTINUANCE SCORE 

23 

D 

D 

Figure 7.3: Length of Continuance (progress Hearings/Annual Reviews) 
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EXPECTED LENGTH OF CONTINUANCE AT 
PROGRESS HEARINGS OR ANNUAL REVIEWS 

187 

Score Range Maximum Continuance* Median Time Continued 

l. 75 or lsss 12 months 4 months 

2'. 76 - 90 12 months 5 months 

3. 91 - 127 15 months 5 months 

4. 128 or more 18 II'Dnths 7 months 

24 months 16 months 

* Reasons to be given for departures 

Length of continuance: months --------
Date of next hearing: 

* Reasons for departure (if guidelines were not followed) : 

Unfavorable factors: 

__ Needs to complete program(s) 

serious nature of offense 

Recent unfavorable psycho
logical report 

~~Disciplinary problems while 
under CY!\ 

Board Member: 

____ Negative staff evaluations 

____ No community support 

Other: 

Date: 

Figure 7.3: Length of Continuance (Progress Hearings/Annual Reviews) 
(continued) 
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already served. 6 The decision-makers' judgments on ser
iousness and institutional discipline complete all the 
data necessary to generate the score shown in relation 
to continuances in Table 7.12. For these cases, four 
score ranges are shown with maximum continuances ranging 
from 12 to 24 months. The median times continued, in 
the sample studied, vary from four months to 16 mOnths. 
Lower bounds to the continuance ranges have not been 
specified as the data inspected for wards continued from 
this set of hearings did not suggest it~ that is, it may 
be more fitting with present Youth Authority pract~ices 
to allow continuances and reassessm~nt at intervals for 
a few wards in any of these classifications. 

The first general method, then, provided first a 
tentative model for the parole/continue decisions. In 
the event that the decision is to continue, the appropri
ate one of two additional models would be selected; one 
would be used for initial hearings, the other for prog
ress and annual reviews. 

The second general method has a different basis. Ig
noring the decision, parole/continue, a method is sought 
to provide simply an expected range of time to be served. 
A general expectation of total time to be incarcerated 
would guide decisions on paroles and continuances. The 
information and judgments required are shown in Figure 
7.4. Although staff could complete the total number of 
months before California Youth Authority jurisdiction ex
pectation, three decision-maker jUdgments are required: 
on seriousness, assaultive potential, and institutional 
discipline. When these scores are grouped into five in
tervals, ranges of time to be served associated with these 
classes are shown in Table 7.13. Among the five catego
ries of wards thus classified, the median number of months 
expected (from the present sample) ranges from six months 
to sixteen months. The range of discretion, within poli
cy, increases with longer average time expectancies. 

Model Revisions 

These results were presented to the Board for dis
cussion. It was recognized that a serious limitation to 
the operational use of the models developed was in the 
reliance placed upon subjective judgment for the necessary 

6The item,. "assault/robbery" listed in Table 7.7 is 
ignored for simplicity; the value of the unstandardized 
regression coefficient is such that scores would be 
changed a trivial amount by its irlclusion. 



Table 7.12 

Continuance Scores and Continuance Decisions: Proqress or Annual Review Hearings 

Haximurn Number Percent Median Months 
Score Range Continuance Number outside outside Continued 

A. 75 or less 12 months 171 7 4 4 months 

B. 76 - 90 15 months 116 9 8 5 months 

c. 91 - 127 18 months 121 11 8 7 months 

D. 128 or more 24 months 27 7 26 16 months 

Total 435 
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California Youth Authority 
Expectancy for Time Served 

Please complete all items. Parts A and B must be completed separately. 
TIME SERVED SCORE is obtained by subtracting Total B from Total A. 
Items in italics may be completed by a staff person. 

A. 1. Seriousness of the offense: 

B. 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 
trivial 

2. Assaultive potential: 

very low 
10 

low 
20 

moderate 
30 

3. Add 96 for all cases 

most serious 

high 
40 

very high 
50 

ADD A 1 THROUGH A 3: TOTAL A = 

1. Institutional discipline: 

+ 

very poor poor ad;s!quate good very good 
10 20 30 40 50 

2. Months to expiration of CYA jurisdiction 
+ 

ADD BlAND B 2: TOTAL B 

C. TIME SERVED SCORE: 

0 0 = D 
TOTAL A TOTAL B TIME SERVED SCORE 

Figure 7.4: Expectancy for Time Served 

.'If-

96 

D 

D 

\ 
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EXPECTANCY FOR TIME SERVED 

Range of Time 
Score Range to be Served* Median Time Served 

1- 3 or less (in-
cluding negative 
numbers) 1 to 9 months 6 months 

2. 4 - 41 1 to 12 months 7 months 

3. 42 -77 3 to 18 months 9 months 

4. 78 - 107 3 to 24 months 12 months 

5. 108 or more 6 to 36 months 16 months 

* Reasons to be given for departures 

~------------------------------------------------------------,----------~ 

Total length of time to be served before ward is paroled: months ------
Date that ward may be released: 

* Reasons for departure (if guidelines were not followed) : 

Favorable factors: 

___ Exceptional response to CYA 
programs 

___ Exceptional community plan 

Family unusually supportive 

Other: 

Unfavorable factors: 

___ Disciplinary problems while 
under CYA 

Recent unfavorable psycholo
gical report 

Treatment program in progress 
that ward has not completed 

___ Negative staff evaluations 

Other: 

Board Member: Date: 

Figure 7.4: Expecta.!!C::!:L!or Time Served (continued) 





Table 7.13 

Time Scores, Ranges, and Median Time Served 

Ra,nge of 
Score Range Months to Number Percent Median MOnths 

be Served Number Outside Outside Served 
-" 

A. 3 or less 1 - 9 mos. 46 4 9 6 months 
(or negative) 

B. 4 - 41 1 - 12 mos. 184 12 7 7 months 

c. 42 - 77 3 - 18 mos. 331 28 8 9 months 

D. 78 - 107 3 - 24 mos. 233 15 6 12 months 

E. 108 or more 6 - 36 mos. 159 12 8 16 months 

Total 952 I 
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classifications. 

. The results as a whole suggested the importance of 
three dimensions: seriousness of offense, institutional 
discipline, and parole prognosis. In relation to time 
served by wards paro1ed~ for example, besides the time 
remaining under jurisdiction, the variables found to be 
relevant indices were offense seriousness, institutional 
discipline, and assaultive potential (Table 7.8). Little 
information is added by the assaultive potential ratings 
after the others have been taken into account. The pa
role prognosis judgment was found helpful, along with the 
same variables and certain ward status items, in estimat
ing the probability that parole would be granted at a 
given hearing (Table 7.5). In estimation of initial con
tinuances, the seriousness judgment provided most of the 
helpful information, with some help given by the item, 
assaultive potential. The judgments of seriousness and 
discipline were found related to the length of continua
tion at progress and annual review hearings (Table 7.7). 
Although these analyses suggest also the importance of 
the judgments of assaultive potential, it was clear that 
it would be difficult to provide an objective operational 
definition for this concept. As a result of these con
siderations, the three concepts, seriousness, institution
al behavior, and parole prognosis were operationally de
fined by classifications independent of the prior study. 

Offense Class (Seriousness) 

An offense seriousness classification devised by the 
Youth Authority Research Division staff was taken as an 
independent measure of this dimension. The offenses in
cluded in each class, with the average months served by 
wards paroled in 1975 and 1976, are shown in Table 7.14. 7 

Institutional Behavior (Discipline) 

For this classification, wards were categorized in 
terms of the number of "Level B" institutional infractions 
during their present stay. These infractions, considered 
more serious than "Level A" rules violations, were sug
gested by board members as important to take into account. 
Wards were classified as having "good" institutional be-

7Modified from data provided by George F. Davis, 
Supervisor, Information Systems, Division of Research, 
California Youth Authority. 

·\ 
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Table 7.14 

Offense Seriousness (Tentative Classification) 
And Length of Institutional Stay of Male Wards, 1975-1976 

Mean Standard 
Offense Class Number Months Deviation 

I. Least serious 

Miscellaneous misdemeanor 
(minor) 3 6.41 1.84 
Traffic 11 7.68 2.24 
Malicious mischief 16 7.96 3.47 
Disturbing the peace 6 8.46 2.07 
Tampering with auto 2 8.73 .,51 
Disorderly conduct/drunk 16 8.82 3.75 
Incorrigible 49 9.28 6.97 
Escape from juvenile facility 149 9.48 5.76 
Miscellaneous misdemeanor 5 10.52 8.77 
Use/driving under influence 10 10.70 6.30 
Possession/marijuana 64 11.33 6.03 
Loitering/trespass 6 11.57 4.79 
Placement failure 35 11.64 6.68 
Misc. narc. , drug offenses 4 14.10 11.70 

I 

II. Less serious 

Sex delinquent/prostitution/ 
pimping 
Receiving stolen property 125 9.09 4.65 
Petty theft 53 9.76 6.02 
Auto theft 294 9.85 5.73 
Forgery/check 43 10.17 6.20 
Wea.pons felony 30 11.40 4.88 
Escape, jail 10 11.57 8.84 
Drunk driving felony 4 11.70 1.11 
Hit and run felony 11 11. 75 4.66 
Grand theft/fraud 151 12.21 6.00 
)..ccessory felony 12 13.72 6. /..1 
Miscellaneolls felonies 6 15.78 4.82 
Lewd/indecent exposure 3 16.15 6.17 
Arson 17 16.20 7.29 
Miscellaneous sex offenses 2 19.58 8.53 



Offense Class 

IIl. Low average seriousness 

Attempted burglary 
Burglary, unspecified 
Burglary, 2nd 
Dist./dispensing firearms 
Possession/hard narcotics 
Asslt./batt./resisting 
Possession/dangerous drugs 
Destructive devices/firebombs 
Rape, statutory 
Miscellaneous assault offenses 

IV. High average seriousness 

Burglary, 1st 
Lewd and lascivious 
Sodomy/sex perversion 

V. More serious 

Sell/marijuana 
Sell/hard narcotics 
Attempt/assault to rob 
Robbery, 2nd 
Robbery, 1st 
A. D. W. 
Robbery, unspecified 
Sell/dangerous drugs 
Rape, violent (att./asslt.) 
Rape, unspecified 
Extortion, kidnapping 

VI. Most serious 

Manslaughter, vehicle 
Murder, 1st 
Att./asslt. to murder 
Manslaughter 
Murder, 2nd 
Murder, unspecified 

Number 

9 
391 
409 

19 
33 

117 
64 

2 
24 

6 

74 
J.4 

8 

24 
27 
59 

196 
460 
221 
1'15 

6 
67 
12 
27 

7 
1 

20 
35 
19 
35 

Mean 
Months 

8.81 
9.80 

10.36 
10.48 
11.25 
11.34 
12.54 
12.62 
13.08 
17.50 

13.81 
15.94 
16.61 

12,23 
12.38 
13.93 
14.22 
15.34 
15.94 
16.01 
16.80 
16.89 
17.20 
19.21 

15.92 
22.49 
22.60 
25.68 
29.62 
30.43 

Standard 
Deviation 

3.48 
5.58 
5.31 
5.43 
6.18 
5.80 
7.48 

.86 
6.62 
9.69 

6.25 
8.18 
5.92 

4.87 
2.53 
5.58 
5.56 
6.49 
7.83 
7.48 

13.44 
5.99 

10.10 
7.22 

4.94 
00 

9.08 
11.42 
10.97 
8.14 
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havior if there was no more than one Level B, as having 
"adequate" behavior given two such infractions, and as 
exhibiting "poor" behavior when three or more were ob
tained. 8 

Parole Prognosis 

The base expectancy (parole prognosis) classifica
tion presently in use by the Research Division of the 
Youth Authority was taken as an operational definition 
of the risk dimension. The basis for the classification 
of wards (males only) into four risk groups is shown in 
Figure '7.5. 9 

Initial Continuance Model 

Based upon the offense seriousness class and review 
of both the results shown in Table 7.11 and Table 7.14, 
the tentative model for initial continuance guidelines 
shown in Table 7.15 was devised. 

Time Served Model 

The dimensions of offense seriousness and institu
tional behavior were combined to provide the basi~ for 
the matrix shown in Table 7.16. Using the data of Table 
7.14 as a general guide, an expected range in months was 
defined for each combination of offense class and insti
tutional behavior. That is, for each offense class, the 
means and standard deviations of months served for of
fenses included in that class were observed. Within each 
offense class, a range in months of about two standard 
deviations was taken to define the entire range (ignoring 
institutional behavior). Then, ranges were defined with
in offense classes according to the institutional behav
ior categorization. 

For example, a ward in Offense Class I (least seri
ous-- e.g., escape from a juvenile facility or possession 
of marijuana) with good institutional behavior (no more 

8Some board members stressed the importance of when, 
in relation to the stay, the infraction occurred. It was 
not possible to investigate this further because of pro
gramming and time constraints. 

9 Adapted frorrC- data provided by George T. Davis. 



Number 
Parole Ward Percent Percent 

Prognosis Attributes Paroled Violators of Total Success 

Criminal court and age 18-30 (admission 
Good and homicide, robbery, assault, or drugs 815 243 22 70 

OR 
Juvenile court and age 20-30 (admission) 

High Criminal court and age 18-30 (admission) --
Average and burglary, theft, or any other offense 1,039 423 28 59 

except homicide, robbery, assault, drugs 
or W & I 

Low Age 17 (admission) 
Average 971 507 26 48 

OR 
Juvenile court and age 18-19 

Poor Age 8-16 (admission) 896 561 24 37 

TOTAL 3,721 1,734 100 53 

l 

Figure 7.5: Classification of Male Wards into Risk Groups 



Table 7.15 

Expected Length o~ Continuances at Admissions and Readmissions Hearings 
(Revised) 

Initial Continuance Guidelines 

Offense Class I II III IV V 

Continuance Range o - 12 1 - 15 2 - 18 4 - 20 6 - 24 
(months) 

VI 

12 - 36 



Table 7.16 

Tentative Time Served Guidelines 

Institutional Behavior 
Offense Class I 

Good (0-1) I Adequate (2 ) Poor (3 or more) 
(Seriousness) 

Parole Prognosis Parole prognosis Parole Prognosis 

Examples 
Gooal 

High Low I High Low I High Low I Ave. Ave. Poor Good Ave. Ave. Poor Good Ave. Ave. Poor 

I. Least serious ( 2 - 9) J5- 12) (8 - 15) 
W & Ii PVi 

2-4 r t 8-lql 9-111 10-121 11-15 Misc. Misd. 3-6 4-7 5-9 5-8 6-9 7-10 8-12 

II. Less serious (4 - 10) (7 - lJ) (J.O - 16) 
GT; GTA; PT; IXI 4-7 r IXI IXIIO-13 11-14\12-16 RSPi Forgery 5-8 6-10 7-10 8-11 9-13 

III. Low average (5 - 11) (8 - 15) (12 - 19) 
Asslt./Batt.; -:8'1--6-9 I 7-10 18-U 8-111 9-121 12-1-:f13-16 14-17115-19 Burg.2; Poss. 10-13 11-15 

IV. High average (7 - 13l. (10 - 17) (14 - 21) 
Burg.1; L & L; 

7-10 , 8-11 I 9-12110-13 10-13111-14 14-17 l15-18 16-19/17-21 Sodomy/Sex 12-15 1.3-17 

V. More serious (8 - 17) (11 - 20) (15 - 24) '---.-. 
Rob.l or 2; 

11-14113-16 15-18117-20 15-18117-20 19-22121-24 8-11 110-13 1 ADWi Rape; Sell 12-15 14-J."1 

VI. Most serious (14 - 26) (20 - 32) (27 - 41) 
Manslaughter; 14-1~Tl-7-20 I 20-231 20-23 , 23-26. 26-291 27-30-'30-33 32-36136-41 Murder 1 or 2 23-26 29-32 
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than one Level B disciplinary infraction) would have an 
expected length of stay of between two and nine months. 
On the other' hand, a more serious (Class V) offender, who 
had been convicted of, say, robbery or rape, and who had 
an adequate institutional record (two infractions) would 
be expected to serve between 11 and 20 months. 

It was thought that a third,level of differentiation, 
according to risk groups, might be usefully examined, al
though it was not thought likely that the relatively finer 
distinctions of expected length of stay would be found to 
fit closely with present practice. Accordingly, the fur
ther classifications according to risk groups were made. 
It was understood that, although provision of this detail 
may be useful to the Board by informing them of the ob
jective risk classification, the guideline ranges would 
include only the 18 more general cells in the table (ser
iousness x institutional behavior).w 

Testing the Models 

The two revised models (for initial continuances and 
for expected length of stay) were tested by examining a 
recent sample. 11 Since the main interest was in how well 
the Time Served Guidelines fit with recent piactice, wards 
paroled in January, 1977 (with exclusions noted on Tables 
7.17, 7.18, 7.19, and 7.20) were selected for study. The 
continuance model was assessed using these same cases, 
and it should be recognized that these decisions were made 
at an earlier time. 

Continuance Guideline Model 

The continuance ranges of the tentative initial con
tinuance guidelines are rather broad -- increasingly so 
as offense seriousness increases. They do fit recent 
practice~ judging from the January, 1977 parolee test sam
ple. As seen in Table 7.17, 92 percent of the initial 

10 The absent range of months for wards with "good" 
parole prognosis in Offense Class II designates the fact 
that none will be classified in this category by the 
base expectancy method shown in Figure 7.5. Wards may 
be classified, within Offen~e Class I, as "good" risks 
only when the offense is pos\~ession of marijuana. 

ll .. The necessary data were provided by George F. Davis. 



Table 7.17 

Application of Tentative Initial Continuance Guidelines to a Test Sample of 370 Wards 
Paroled in January, 1977, Analyzed by Offense C1ass* 

Decisions Inside Decisions Outside 
Offense Continuance Guidelines Guidelines Median 

C1Jlss Range 
,. 

Continuance 
(months) Number Percent Number Percent (months) 

I o - 12 42 95 2 5 5 

II 1 - 15 69 90 8 10 7 

III 2 - 18 97 97 3 3 6 

IV 4 - 20 8 80 2 20 10 

V 6 - 24 111 89 14 11 12 

VI 12 - 36 12 86 2 14 36 

Total 339 92 31 8 8 

Total 

44 

77 

100 

10 

125 

14 

370 

* Total parole releases for this month numbered 399. Wards released on parole from Youth Authority clinics, 
Department of Corrections Institutions, and those paroled to out-of-state supervision were excluded; 
twelve females are included in this table. 



Offense 
Class 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

VI 

Table 7.18 

Revision of Initial continuance Guidelines on the Basis of Data for 370 Wards 
Paroled in January, 1977 

Decisions Inside Decisions Outside 
Guidelines Guidelines 

Continuance Median 
Range Continuance 

(months) Number Percent Number Percent (months) 

2 - 9 36 82 8 18 5 

3 - 11 60 78 17 22 7 

3 - 12 88 88 12 12 6 
------------- ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

9 - 13 8 80 2 20 10 
------------- ----_._------ ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

9 - 24 101 81 24 19 12 

24 - 36 12 86 2 14 36 

Total 305 82 65 18 8 

Total 

44 

77 

100 
------------

10 
------------

125 

14 

370 
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Table 7. 19 

Application of Tentative Tirne Served Guidelines to a Test Sample of 358 Male Wards 
Paroled in January, 1977, Analyzed by Offense Class* 

Decisions Inside Guidelines Decisions Outside Guidelines 
Offense 'l'otal 
Class Number Percent Under Over 

I 31 74 1 10 42 

II 52 69 6 17 75 

III 77 78 8 13 98 

IV 9 90 0 1 10 

V 85 71 18 17 120 

VI 5 38 2 6 13 

Total 259 72 35 64 358 

\ * Total parole releases for this month numbered 399. Wards relea~ed on parole from Youth Authority 
clinics, Department of Corrections Institutions, and those paroled to out-of-state supcl:vision 
were excluded; from the remainder, 12 females were excluded from this table. 

tv 
o 
w 



Table 7. 20 

Application of ~entative Time Served Guidelines to a Test Sample of 358 Male Wards 
Paroled in January, 1977, Analyzed by Institution of Release* 

-. 
I Decisions Inside Decisions outside 

Guidelines Guidelines 
Institution Total 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Nelles 24 69 11 31 35 

o. H. Close 34 85 6 15 40 

El Paso de Robles 30 88 4 12 34 

Karl Holton 26 65 14 35 40 

De witt Nelson 12 46 14 54 26 

Preston 12 46 14 54 26 

Youth Training School 58 72 23 28 81 

Camps ;28 82 6 18 34 

oth"er 35 83 7 17 42 . 
Total 259 72 99 28 358 

* Total parole releases for this month numbered 3 99. Wards rf.~leased on i;:-:irole from Y:outh 
Authority clinics, Department of Corrections Institutions, and those paroled to out-of-state 
supervision were excluded; from the remainder, 12 females were E:ixcluded from this table. 



continuances were within the guideline ranges. n 

If it is desired to reduce the ranges according to 
Offense Class, those shown in Table 7.18 are suggested 
by examination of the distributions of continuances in 
this sample. (Note that some error may be introduced by 
this setting of new cutting points for establishing the 
new guidelines ranges.) This model "fits" 82 percent of 
the cases, with markedly reduced ~anges. 

Time Served Guideline Model 
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The Time Served Guidelines shown in Table 7.16 were 
examined, in relation to the length of stay of wards pa
roled in January, 1977. The results are shown in Table 
7.19. The guidelines "fit" the actual time served in 72 
percent of these cases. In ten percent of the cases, a 
decision paroling the ward was taken "under" the guide
line range specified. That is, in 35 instances, a short
er time than called for in the guidelines actually \'7as 
served. In 18 percent of all, a decision "over" (i.e., 
longer) than the guideline specification actually was re
quired. 13 

The "fit" of the model was examined also in relation 
to the institution of release, as shown in Table 7.20. 
Although the numbers of cases by institution are rather 
small, the adequacy of the guidelines with respect to 

12These results, and the guideline model, seem con
sistent with other recent Youth Authority experience. 
There was a substantial decrease in the average continu
ances of initial appearances from calendar years 1975 to 
1976. During the earlier year, the mean continuance 
time was 12.9 months; in 1976 it was (for all wards con
tinued) 10.4 months. During 1976, wards committed for 
homicide (Class VI) were continued for an average (mean) 
of 33.1 months; those committed for sex offenses were 
continued for an average of 15 months, and wards who 
committed robbery and assault offenses were continued 
for an average of about 12 months. See California Youth 
Authority Division of Research, "An Analysis of Board 
Actions at Initial Appearance Hearings," 1976 (unpub
lished) . 

130f the 72 percent of decisions within the model, 
143, or 55 percent, were within the ranges specified for 
specific parole prognosis categories (within offense 
seriousness and institutional behavior classifications). 
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wards at De witt Nelson and Preston is particularly sus
pect. 

status of Implementation 

Two models may now be proposed to the Youth Author
ity Board for possible use (or revision) in a statement 
of policy and as an aid to decision-making. These guide
lines, for both initial continuances and for paroling 
(according to time served) may be incorporated into one 
simple worksheet (with the grid model of Table 7.16 on 
the reverse side). Figure 7.6 provides a'n example of a 
worksheet that might be used. 

Directions for Further Development 

All the elements in the proposed models are included 
in the computerized information system of the agency. 
This provides an excellent opportunity for periodic mon
itoring and revision of the policy models. 

The main dimensions included in the guidelines 
offense seriousness and institutional behavior -- both 
are in need of refinement to more accurately reflect the 
consensus of the Board. The next steps toward improve
ment of the models is suggested to be the examination, 
with necessary revisions;-of the definitions of these two 
dimensions. Such an examination, together with a re
peated assessment of the degree to which the guidelines 
match the decision-making of the Board, can lead to im
provement and no doubt to periodic revision. 
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California Youth Authority Sam Ie Board Worksheet 

Name ____________________________ ~--------
last first 

YA ___________________________ __ 

Expirati.on 
Admission :. of Jurisdiction: Max: 

date date months 

Offense: 
Seriousness Class 

_______________________ I II III IV V VI 

Institutional Behavior: 

Parole Prognosis: 

Time Served 
Guideline Range: 

q 

0 
0 or 1 

Good 

Initial Continuance Guidelines: 

Offense Class 
Range 

Good 
Level B 

0 

0 Adequate 
2 Level B's 

High 
Average D 

Subrange 
(Prognosis) : 

0 Poor 
3 or more Level B'S 

Low 
Average 0 Poor 

Decision: o Parole after total months, i.e., after _______ __ 
date 

c==J Continue until _____ total months, i.e., to ___________ . 

If decision is outside guidelines, specify reasons: 
Unde~ 

exceptional response to programs 
exceptional community plans 
family unusually supportive 
favorable staff/psych. report 
midgating factors in offense; 
f~i?ecify: 

favorable prognosis factors not 
included in base expectancy; 
Specify: 

Other; 
Specify: 

Board Members: 

date 

,over 
program in progress not completed 
no community support 
no family support 
unfavorable staff/psych report 
aggravating factors in offense; 
Specify: 

unfavorable prognosis factors not 
included in base expectancy; 
Specify: 

Other; 
Specify: 

Date: 

Figure 7.6: Example Worksheet for Implementation of .Models 



Chapter 8 

WASHINGTON 

Don M. Gottfredson and Carol Rauh 

The Washington State Board of Prison Terms and Pa
roles is composed of seven members, one of whom is desig
nated Chairman by the Governor. Washington State law in
corporates a modified indeterminate sentence structure. 
The maximum term is regulated by statute and the minimum 
term is fixed by the Board. The Board has complete dis
cretion in fixing the minimum term of confinement except 
in certain instances with a mandatory minimum imposed by 
the legislature. Parole is the usual mode of release from 
prison in the state, and the Board is charged with deter
mining when such release will occur. 

Washington State's new criminal code, enacted on July 
I, 1976, establishes maximum sentences on the basis of 
seriousness of the offense. Three levels of seriousness 
are described in the statutes. Class A felonies carry 
maximum terms of 20 years to life; Class B felonies re
ceive a maximum term of no more than 10 years; and Class 
C felonies carry a ma.ximum of no more than 5 years. 
Murder in the First Degree and Aggravated Murder in the 
First Degree are separate categories. Under the new 
criminal code, the penalty for Aggravated Murder in the 
First Degree is a mandatory sentence of death. The pen
alty for Murder First Degree is a mandatory life sentence, 
and the Board has no jurisdiction to consider parole until 
the offender has served 20 consecutive years less good 
time and the institutional superintendent recommends parole. 

If the court finds that the defendant was armed with 
a deadly weapon. the Board must impose a mandatory minimum 
term of 5 years for a first felony conviction and 7~ years 
for a second conviction. The Board has discretion to waive 
the mandatory minimum, however, in all cases except when 
the person was convicted for Murder I, Murder 2 (where a 
mandatory minimum exists), Sale of Heroin for Profit, and 
Rape 1. A finding of being a habitual criminal requires 
an imposition of a 15 year mandatory minimum term. Where 
applicable, the mandatory minimum term may be waived by a 
vote of two-thirds (5) of the seven Board members. 

The Board's rules of practice and procedure for fix
ing minimum terms provide that the minimum term be set 
within six months after admission to an adult state cor
rectional institution (within 30 days if the person is a 

209 
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parole violator). The minimum term fixed by the Board at 
the initial meeting is not the actual length of time a 
person will serve. The Board may grant good time credits 
of up to one-third of the inmate's minimum sentence upon 
certification by the institutional superintendent that 
the person warrants such consideration. The Board also 
has authority to reconsider and reset the minimum term 
either to a shorter or a longer period. The term may be 
reset to a longer period, for example, if a person's min
imum term is near expiration and the Board does not believe 
that parole is appropriate at that time. The minimum term 
is not increased, however, without the opportunity for a 
hearing before the Board. Also, the term may be increased 
if the resident commits a serious rule infraction. 

The practices of the Washington State Board of Prison 
Terms and Paroles are based on a continual review process. 
Residents' progress is monitored by the Board through an
nual meetings with the resident or by an administrative 
review. There are two types of in-person meetings: pro
gress meetings and parole meetings. The same action may 
be taken at both meetings; the difference lies in whether 
a verified parole plan has been received by the time of 
the meeting. If parole is granted at a parole meeting, 
release can occur in a few days. If it is granted before 
the parole plan has been verified, release is delayed un
til this is done. 

The rules and procedures governing progress and pa
role meetings provide that an in-person meeting be con
ducted to review the sentence and prospects for parole. 
The Board's policy is that in evaluating a person's rea
diness for parole, the Board will consider the extent of 
threat that may be posed to the public, based on the of
fender's prior criminal history, response to correctional 
programs, parole plans, psychological characteristics, 
recommendation of institutional staff, the personal inter
view, and community acceptance. 

Meetings are conducted by the Board in panels of two 
members. Panel membership is rotated regularly and there 
is also systematic rotation of the panels among the various 
correctional institutions. 

Two members of. the Board thus constitute a panel; they 
may exercise the full authority of the Board. In most in
stances, parole may be granted upon agreement of the panel 
members reviewing the case. Where there is a mandatory 
minimum, five Board members must agree for the parole to 
occur. By rule, in order to parole persons convicted of 
Murder 1 and Kidnap 1, a majority of the full Board must 
agree. 

\ 

~ 



The Board conducts approximately 4,500-5,000 Minimum 
Term, New Minimum Term, Progress and Parole meetings an
nually. Disciplinary and Parole Revocation meetings are 
also held by the Board, but cases at these types of meet
ings were excluded from this study. 

Data Collection 

211 

Members of the research team met with the Washington 
state Board of Prison Terms and Paroles in March, 1975 to 
discuss project objectives and to agree on data collection 
procedures. The case evaluation form which resulted from 
discussion with the Board members is shown in Appendix C. 
As can be seen, the form was adapted to reflect the Board's 
function of setting the minimum term. 

Data collection began on June 1, 1975 and continued 
through December 31, 1975. A total of 1,546 case evalua
tion forms was received. Of this number, 149 were ex
cluded from the sample because they were incomplete or be
cause they did not represent a parole decision. 

Although a procedure was developed whereby incomplete 
forms were returned to the Board for completion, there 
remained a number of forms on which information was missing. 
Because of the difficulty in obtaining Board judgments in 
restrospect, many of the scale items on the form were left 
incomplete. This was particularly true regarding the in
stitutional discipline and program participation items; 
each of these scales was left blank on almost one-fourth of 
the forms. When viewed with respect to the two types of 
meetings (Minimum term/New minimum term and Progress/Pa
role), it can be seen in Table 8.1 that this information 
was omitted on more than half of the forms completed at 
the initial meeting. This suggests that information per
taining to an inmate's institutional adjustment may fre
quently be uncivailab1.e at the beginning of a term of in
carceration, and these two items must thus be excluded 
from any guideline model proposed for use at the initial 
meeting. Information on the other items was provided on 
more than 94 percent of the forms, so these were considered 
further. 

Methods and Results 

There is considerable variation in the granting of 
parole according to the felony classes defined in the new 
criminal code. This is true whether the meeting is for 
determination of the minimum term or is a progress or pa
role meeting. For example, persons convicted of Class C 



Institutional 
Discipline 

Program 
Participation 

I 

Table 8.1 

Proportions of Missing Information on the Board's Ratings of 
Institutional Discipline and Program Participation 

Missing Information on Missing Information 
Forms Completed at Forms Completed at 

Total Minimum Term and New Progress and Parole 
Sample Minimum Term Meetings Meetings 
(N = 1,397) (N = 567) (N = 830) 

23.6% 56.3% 1. 3% 

24.1% 57.7% 1.1% 

on 
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felonies are most apt to be paroled at either type of meet
ing, as may be seen in Table 8.2. Seventy percent of Class 
C felons were paroled at progress/parole meetings and half 
of these offenders were paroled at the minimum term meet
ings. In general, the likelihood of parole at a progress/ 
parole meeting is nearly half (46 percent) while that like
lihood at minimum term meetings is about one-third (35 per
cent). Class B felons are less likely to be paroled; and 
it is still less likely that Class A felons will be paroled 
at any given meeting. No cases of first-degree murder were 
found to be paroled at the minimum term meetings (although 
this would be permissible under Washington law), and rela
tively few (6 percent) of these offenders were paroled at 
our sample of progress and parole hearings. 

The average ratings, analyzed separately by offense 
classes in relation to paroling decisions, give similar 
results for each of the five general categories of legal 
offenses. The comparisons of these averages for persons 
paroled and not, are presented in Tables 8.3 - 8.7. In 
general, within each offense group, persons paroled were 
judged to have less serious offenses (within the general 
offense classification), to have more favorable parole 
prognoses, institutional discipline and program partici
pation ratings. Judgments of assaultive potential were 
higher, on the average, for the cases denied parole (i.e., 
continued for later consideration). Persons continued 
generally had ratings of more serious prior criminal re
cords (this was not true of the First-degree Murder group, 
which typically does not display a great deal of variance 
in prior record). Social stability ratings were more fa
vorable, on the average, for persons granted parole. Gen
erally, there were large differences in the averages for 
minimum and maximum sentences. Perhaps the most striking 
feature of Tables 8.3 - 8.7 is the consistent direction 
of differences on average ratings among the various legal 
offense categories. 

A better picture of the relations of these ratings to 
the decision (parole/continue) as well as of the interrela
tions among the items is given by Table 8.8. The serious
ness of the offense judgments was more closely related to 
the decision outcome than was any other variable (rpb = 
-.48). It may be noted, however, that this value is not 
significantly different from the measure of association 
of decision outcomes and assaultive potential ratings 
(rpb = -.47). The ratings of parole prognosis have a 
moaerate correlation, and program participation and in~ti
tutional discipline have low correlations with the deci
sion. Moderate correlations were found relating the min
imum sentence and maximum sentence to the decision. 
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Table B.2: Residents Granted Parole at Initial and Subsequent Meetings 

Minimum Term/New Minimum Term progress/parole 

Felony Class Number 
Number Percent Granted Number Percent Granted 

--
Murder 1 56 B 0 48' 6 

Class A 500 173 lB 327 32 

Class B 252 97 36 155 49 

Class C 143 96 50 47 70 
.. 

Other 41B lB6 44 232 69 

Total I 1,369 560 35 ! B09 I 46 
I I I 



Table 8.3 

Ratings of Residents Convicted of First Degree Murder, Anqlyzed by Decision to Grant or beny Parole* 

.. , Overall G:r.anted Denied 

Variables 
Number 

Standard Standard Standard 
Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation 

Seriousness , 
of Offense 56 87 6 3 76 14 53 88 4 
Parole 
Prognosis 50 41 29 3 71 18 47 39 28 
Insti tu'tional 
Discipline 47 37 11 3 50 0 44 37 11 
Program 
Participation 47 38 12 3 50 0 44 37 12 
Assaultive 
Potential 54 43 11 3 31 1 51 44 11 
Prior Criminal 
Record 54 29 12 3 29 10 51 29 13 
Social 
Stability 50 23 10 3 35 13 47 23 10 
Number of 
Prior Hear~ngs 56 3 3 3 3 1 53 2 3 
Time 
Served 53 41 39 3 39 15 50 41 40 
Minimum 
Sentence 51 280 152 3 110 17 48 291 151 
Maximum 
Sentence 53 432 95 3 320 138 50 439 89 <-_. ~ . - . -' 
* Significance tests ignored, due to small sample. 



Table 8.4 

Ratings of Residents convicted of Class A Felonies, Analyzed by Decisions to Grant or D,eny Parole 

Overall Granted Denied 
Variables Standard Standard Standard 

Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F 
Seriousness 
of Offense 494 62 17 136 52 17 358 66 15 1.377 
Parole 
Prognosis 483 41 20 135 48 18 348 38 20 1.191 
Institutional 
Discipline 392 34 10 120 35 10 272 33 11 1. 234 
Program 
Participation 392 34 10 121 36 9 271 33 10 1.449 
Assaultive 
Potential 491 33 11 135 26 10 356 35. 10 1.044 
Prior Criminal 
Record 489 31 10 136 29 9 353 31 10 1. 215 
Social 
Stability 461 23 8 133 . 24 9 328 23 8 1.244 
Number of 
Prior Hearings 499 1 2 137 2 2 362 I 1 2 1. 318 
Time 
Served 496 18 17 137 22 16 359 17 17 1.141 
Minimum 
Sentence 493 84 73 134 49 48 359 98 76 2.519* 
Maximum 
Sentence 500 2.83 84 137 262 58 363 290 90 2.406* 

* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 

t 

9.50* 

-5.04* 

-2.08 

N 
I-' 
0'1 

-2.9.~ 

8.39* 

1. 70 

-2.70 

-4.07* 

-3.16* 

-
-



Table 8.5 

Ratings of Residents Convicted of Class B If'e10nies I Analyzed by Decisions to Gr~nt or Deny Parole 

Overall Granted Denied 
Variables Standard Standard Standard 

Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t 
Seriousness 
of Offense 246 52 IS 108 43 15 l38 59 17 1. 214 7.41* 
Parole 
Prognosis 242 41 18 108 46 17 l34 38 19 1.296 -3.24* 
Institutional 
Discipline 199 31 10 93 33 9 106 30 10 1.169 -2.24 . 
Program 
Partici£ation 200 32 10 92 34 10 108 30 10 1.097 -2.73* 
Assaultive 
Potential 246 30 10 108 26 9 l38 33 10 1. 210 5.96* 
Prior Criminal 
Record 244 30 8 109 28 8 135 32 9 1.283 3.64* __ 
Social I Stability 242 22 8 107 23 7 l35 21 8 1. 287 -1.32 
Number of 
Prior HeariI'l9S 250 1 1.5 111 1 1 l39 1 2 1.781* -
Time 
Served 245 15 12 109 16 12 l36 14 l3 1.078 -1. 33 
Minimum 
Sentence 248 46 24 109 33 17 139 56 25 2.096* -. 
Maximum ,. ( 

Sentence 252 118 8 III 118 9 141 119 6 j 2.124* -
* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 



Table 8.6 

Ratings of Residents Convicted of Class C Felonies, Analyzed by Decision!; to Grant or Deny Parole 

Overall Granted Denied 
Variables Standard Standard Standard 

Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F 
Seriousness 
of Offense 140 41 15 79 37 13 61 47 16 1.620 
Parole 
Prognosis 134 46 19 75 53 15 59 38 19 1.614 
Institutional 
Discipline 82 32 10 511 34 9 28 28 11 1.410 
Program 
Participation 77 33 9 50 36 8 27 29 8 1.078 
Assaultive 
Potential 140 22 9 81 19 6 59 27 11 3.063* 
Prior Criminal 
Record 139 27 8 79 24 6 60 31 8 1.894* 
Social 
Stability 139 24 8 78 26 8 61 21 8 1.086 
Number of 
Prior Hearings 143 0.5 1 81 0.5 i 62 0.3 0.5 2.429* 
Time 
Served 116 10 9 69 11 9 47 9 10 1.050 
Minimum I Sentence 139 35 19 80 25 9 59 48 22 5.825* 
Maximum 
Sentence 103 59 6 71 58 7 32 60 0 0 

* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 

t 

4.04* 

-4.88* 

-2.64* 

-3.41* 

-

-

-3.86* 

-
-1.00 

-

1.18 

N 
I-' 
co 



Table 8.7 

Ratings of Residents Convicted of Other Felonies, Analyzed by Decisions to Grant or Deny Parole 

Overall Granted Denied 
Variables Standard Standard Standard 

Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t 
Seriousness 
of Offense 408 42 11 235 39 10 173 45 12 1. 583* -
Parole 
Prognosis 407 44 17 233 49 16 174 36 16 1.007 "7.69* 
Institutional 
Discioline 319 31 10 191 33 9 128 28 11 1.395 -4.02* 
Program 
Participation 317 32 9 191 34 9 126 30 9 1.112 -4.41* 
Assaultive 
Potential 411 24 9 237 21 7 174 27 10 1.520* -
Prior Criminal 
Record 408 28 7 237 26 7 171 30 7 1.021 5.69* 
Social 
Stability 394 23 7 225 24 7 169 21 6 1.299 -3.41* 
Number of 
Prior Hearings 411 1 1 238 1 1 173 1 1 1.049 -4.03* 
Time 
Served 404 14 14 231 14 11 173 12 18 2. 8l:.1~_ -
Minimum 
Sentence 414 39 22 239 33 16 175 49 25 2.380* -
Maximum 
Sentence 418 180 1 240 180 1 178 180 0 0 -0.84 

* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 
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Table 8.8: Correlations of Ratings, Time Served, Number of Prior Hearings, N 
0 

Minimum and Maximum Sentence, with Numbers of Cases Entering ComputatiQn* 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 Decision 1,181 905 899 1,205: 1,202 1,154. 1,221, 1,161 1,210 1,1891 
I 

I 
! 

2 Seriousness -.48 1,321 !1,045 1,039 1,344 1,337 1,287 1,361 1,296 1,342 1,325: 
of Offense i 

i 
I 

3 Parole .35 -.13 ;1,030 1,025 1,323 1,315 1,267, 1,334 1,273 1,318 1,302 ! 
prognosis I ! , 

4 Institutional .17 .08 .50 
, 

1,057 1,052 1,041 1,000 1,065 1,022 1,040 1,0511 
Disci,eline i 

5 Program .23 .03 .53 .79 1,047 1,036 955; 1,059: 1,020 1,034 1,049; 
i Participation , , : 
r 

, , i 1,325: 6 Assaultive -.47 .66 -.39 1-. 19 -.24 1,344 1,297; 1,359, 1,296 1,339 
Potential 1 

7 Prior Criminal ·'.23 .22 '-.38 ;-.15 -.19 .40 1,296' 1,352 1,288' 1,333 1,316 
Record ~ 

8 Social .16 -.04 .55 .44 .48 -.31 -.27 1,302 1,239: 1,284 1,267 
Stability '. ", I 

9 Number of .10 .18 .00 .00 .04 .14 .08 -.06 f·. 1,312 1,357 1,341 . . .... 
Prior Hearing:s 

! ..... 
I "'" 

10 Time .02 .26 -.02 .01 .08 . 20 .14 -.03 
i 

.65 1,300: 1,318 ! 
Served I 

'":II 

11 Minimum -.38 .58 -.18 .08 .05 .44 .17 -.05 .27 .32 ! 1,327 
--~ Sentence 

12 Maximum -.32 .50 -.11 .09 .07 .36 .13 -.02 .29 .63 
sentence 

* Correlation coefficients are shown below the diagonal (i. e. , lower portion of table) ; numbers 
entering the computation are shown above the diagonal (i. e. , upper portion) . Significant 
correlations (p <.. 01) are underlined. 
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It is noteworthy that the seriousness and assaultive 
potential judgments were substantially correlated (r = 
.66). Also, program participation and institutional dis
cipline ratings were highly correlated (r = .79). 
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The relation of individual judgments (and of sentence 
minima and maxima) to the time served by persons paroled 
may be seen from Table 8.9. (The number of prior hearings 
(r =. .63) is a function of time served.) The seriousness 
judgment is next closely related to time required to be 
served (r = .36). Judgments of the prior criminal record 
had a moderate correlation with this decision outcome. The 
items parole prognosis, institutional discipline and pro
gram participation had negligible positive correlations 
with time served. It may be noted that institutional dis
cipline and program participation are highly correlated and 
that the seriousness judgments and ratings of assaultive 
potential were substantially correlated as well. 

Pre~iction of Minimum Se~tence Setting 

The multiple regression analysis summarized in Table 
3.10 shows that knowledge of the legal offense, together 
with the decision makers' judgments as to its seriousness, 
account for more than 60 percent of the variation in min
imum sentences set (R = .80). The items includedj besides 
the seriousness judgment, are the non-violent offenses with 
maxjmum sentences of more than 10 and less than 20 years, 
a categortzation of persons convicted of Murder 2, Kidnap
ping 1 or Rape 1, certain property offenses Qr escape, and 
the maximum sentence. The three items, seriousness of of
fense, maximum sentence, a.nd fi:r-st-degree mnrder, are by 
themselves reasona:t.ly helpful predictors of the minimum 
sentence set at initial meetings. 

Prediction of Time Served 

Since nearly all who leave prison in Washington State 
do so by means of parole, it was assumed that a study of 
time served by persons pa~oled would give the best guid
ance to the general policy of the Board. The summary of 
the regression analysis presented in Table 8.11 indicates 
that a modest prediction, "explaining" about one-fifth of 
the variance, may be obtained from four items. Th~ single 
best predictor, by itself, is the rating of the seriousness 
of the offense; the second best is the judgment of prior 
criminal record. Classifications of offenders according 
to certain drug sales or according to the non-violent of
fense class with a certain maximum sentence range are also 
included. 
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Table 8.9: Correlations of Ratings, Number of Prior Hearings, Time Served, Minimum Sentence, 
and Maximum Sentence for Residents Paroled, with Numbers of Cases Entering Computation* 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Seriousness ~ 552 458 454 560 560 542 566 543 561 
of Offense 
Parole .06 ~ 453 450 553 554 535 559 539 555 
Prognosis 
Institutional .09 .47 ~ 463 463 463 448 468 445 461 
Discipline 
Program .09 .49 .76 ~ 459 459 444 464 444 457 -- --Participation 
Assaultive ~ -.21 -.16 -.18 ~ 563 546 569 546 563 -- --Potential 
Prior criminal .24 -.31 -.12 -.15 .38 

~ 
548 569 546 564 -- -- --Record 

Social .02 .51 .43 .47 -.24 -.27 
~ 551 528. 545 -- -- --Stability 

Number of Prior .30 -.06 -.09 ~.07 .29 .26 -.20 ~ 552 569 -- -- -- --Hearinqs 
Time .36 -.03 -.04 -.05 .30 .32 -.09 .63 

~ 
546 -- -- --

Served 
Minimum .41 .07 .13 .10 .21 .15 .07 .39 .49 

~ -- -- .-- -- ~-

Sentence -

11 

558 

554 

460 

460 

561 

561 

543 

567 

552 

561 

11 Maximum .28 -.03 .07 .07 .15 .20 .00 .26 .27 .38 
~ -- -- -- --Sentence 

* Correlation coefficients are shown below the diagonal (i.e., lower portion of table); numbers 
entering the computation are shown above the diagonal (i.e., upper portion). Significant 
correlations (p .01) are underlined. 

", 



Table 8.10: Regression of Resident Status and Decision-Maker Ratings 
on Minimum Sentence Set at Initial Hearings (N = 502) 

Multiple 
Variables Correlation R2 Change Correlation B 

Coefficient in R2 Coefficient 
Non-violent offenses with 
maximum sentence of more .21 .04 .04 -.21 -11. 020 
than 10 and less than 20 
years 

Seriousness of Offense .56 .31 .26 .55 .735 

Maximum Sentence .67 .45 .14 .56 .228 

First Degree Murder .77 .60 .15 .57 236.675 
_._-

Murder 2/Kidnap l/Rape 1 .79 .62 .02 .37 34.167 

Larceny/Check offenses/ 
Embezzlement/Auto theft/ 
Receiving stolen property/ .80 .63 .01 -.10 -30.733 
Escape (all with maximum 
sentenoes of 20 years or 
more) 

Constant -24.847 

Beta 

-.084 

.214 

.335 

.421 

.148 

-.139 

I 



Table 8.11: Regression of Resident Status and Decision-Maker Ratings on Months Served Under 
the Washington State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles by Residents Paroled (N = 530) 

Multiple 
Variables Correlation R2 Change Correlation B Beta 

Coefficient in R2 Coefficient 
Drug sales with maximum 
sentence of 20 years or .05 .003 .003 .05 3.648 .029 
more 
Non-violent offenses with 
maximum sentence of more .13 .02 .01 -.12 - .546 -.020 
than 10 and less than 20 
years 

Seriousness of Offense .36 .13 .11 .36 .262 .294 

Prior Criminal Record .43 .19 .06 .32 .410 .247 

Constant -5.821 

N 
N 
oj::. 
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Tentative Models 

Minimum Sentence Model 

The first model presents guidelines for the setting of 
minimum sentences. An initial version, based on the re
gression analysis shown in Table 8.10, assumed that within 
offense classes the two principal dimensions of concern 
were seriousness of offense an.d maximum sentence. Dis
cussion with the Parole Board revealed such a scheme would 
now be unworkable since within offense classes maximum 
sentences now are, in many cases, invariant. The tenta
tive model therefore was modified to include as the secona 
dimension a classification according to prior criminal re
cord. The inclusion of judgments of assaultive potential 
would perhaps be suggested by the correlations already 
described, except for the difficulty in obtaining an ob
jective, operationally defined measure and for the fact 
that assaultive potential and offense seriousness judg
ments were substantially correlated. 

The grid shown in Figure 8.1 presents a tentative 
guidelines model for the minimum term fix. Offenses are 
ordered within the general offense classes according to 
a rank ordering done earlier by the paroling iH.lthorities; 
the general offense classes were ranked according to the 
mean seri.ousness rating of each group. (The prior record 
dimension is modified from the North Carolina scheme, see 
Chapter 3, Figure 3.7; the modification was that all sen
tences were counted, that is, the definition of "active 
sentence" was ignored--by decision of the Board.) For 
each offense class, the mean minimum sentence and stand
ard deviations were used as a guide for setting the over
all range within an offense class. 

A second model for the setting of minimum sentence 
was elaborated also. The Board had, on March 31, 1976, 
adopted guidelines using the dimensions of seriousness 
and a measure of parole success probability (a Base Ex
pectancy measure), for the fixing of minimum terms. This 
alternative model is shown in Figure 8.2 

Time Served Model 

The second type of model provides tentative guide- . 
lines as to time to be served before parole. This model 
also makes use of the two dimensions, seriousness of the 
offense and prior criminal record. It is shown in Figure 
8.3. As in the model developed for the fixing of minimum 
sentences, the offenses are ordered within the general of
fense classes according to the rank ordering developed by 
the Parole Board. The offense classes are ranked according 
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Felony 
Class 

C 

B 

Washington state Board of Prison Terms and Paroles 
Tentative Guidelines for Minimum Sentence 

(in months except as indicated) 

Prior Criminal Record 
Offense Group None Minor Moderate 

Promote suicide 
Unlawful imprisonment 
Bigamy 
Trading public office 10-15 16-20 21-25 
Perjury 2 
Tampering with witness 
Escape 2 
Possession of stolen 

property 2 
CDS with 2-year maximum 
Forgery of prescription 18-24 25-30 11=36 
Others with 2-yr. max. 

;4 

Reckless burning 1 
Malicious mischief 2 
Theft 2 ($250-$1,500) 
Forgery 20-25 26-31 32-36 
Render criminal 

assistance 1 
Promote prostitution 2 

reDS with 5-year maximum 10-23 24-36 37-48 
Manslaughter 2 
Rape 3 
Assault 3 
Anto theft 24-39 40-54 55-70 
Extortion 2 
Incest 
Contmunication with minor 

for immoral purpose 
Livestock theft 
Poss. of stolen property 
Bribery 
Perjury 18-21 22-26 27-31 
Bribing witness 
Promote prostitution 1 
Burglary 2 
Theft 1 
Extortion 1 
Contraband 24-32 33-42 43-51 
Malicious mischief 
Escape 1 
CDS 
Manslaughter 1 
Assault 2 
Arson 2 
Kidnap 2 I Robbery 2 36-48 49-60 61-72 
Rape 2 

I Indecent liberties 
Felon with firearm 

Serious 

26-30 

37-42 

37-42 

49-64 

71-84 

32-36 

52-60 

73-84 

Figure B.l: Tentative Guidelines - Minimum Sentence 
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Felony Prior Criminal Record 
Class Offense Group None Minor Moderate Serious 

Non-violent offenses, 
including: 

Burglary 
Larceny 
Auto theft 18-26 27-36 37-46 47-56 
Possession of stolen 

property 
Other Drug offenses 

Escape 
Violent offenses 

including: 
Assault 24-42 43-60 61-77 78-96 
Weapons violations 
Robbery 
Sex offenses 
Larceny 
Receiving stolen 

property 
Auto theft 15-28 29-42 43-57 58-72 
Escape 
Checks 
Other 
Sale of drugs to 

person under 18 18-43 44-69 70-95 96-120 
A Sale of heroin 

(2nd offense) 
Assault 1 
Arson 1 24-50 51-78 79-105 106-132 
Robbery 1 
Burglary I 
Murder 2 
Kidnap 1 36-87 88-138 139-189 190-240 
Rape 1 

10-16 17-23 24-29 30-36 
Murder 1 _years ~!=ars years years 

Note: Felony classes are based on length of maximum sentence: 
Class C 5 years or less 
Class B 10 years or less 
Other more than 10 years, but less than 20 
Class A 20 years or more 

Figure 8.1: Tentative Guidelines - Minimum Sentence 
(continued) 
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Felon:'l' 
Class 

C 

B 

Washington State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles 
Ten'tative Guidelines for Minimum Sentence 

(in months except as indicated) 

Base Expectancy Groups 
High Medium Low 

Offense Group Success Success Success 
Promote suicide 
Unlawful imprisonment 
Bigamy 
Trading public office 
Perjury 2 10-17 17-24 24-30 
Tampering with witness 
Escape 2 
Possession of stolen 

propertx 2 
CDS with 2-year maximum 
Forgery of prescription 18-26 26-34 34-42 
Others with 2-year maximum 
Reckless burning 1 
Malicious mischief 2 
Theft 2 ($250-$1,500) 
Forgery 20-27 27-34 34-41 
Render criminal assist-

ance 1 
Promote prostitution 2 

CDS with 5-year maximum 10-23 23-36 36-48 -Manslaughter 2 
Rape 3 
Assault 3 
Auto theft 24-44 44-64 64-84 
Extortion 2 
Incest 
Communication with minor 

for immoral purposes 
Livestock theft 
Poss. of stolen property 
Bribery 18-24 24-30 30-36 
Perjury 
Bribing witness 
Promote prostitution 1 
Burglary 2 
Theft 1 
Extortion 1 
Contraband 24-36 36-48 48-60 
Malicious mischief 
Escape 1 
CDS 
Manslaughter 1 
Assault 2 
Arson 2 
Kidnap 2 36-52 52-68 68-84 
Robbery 2 ~ 

Rape 2 
Indecent liberties 

, 

Felon with firearm 

Figure 8.2: Tentative Guidelines Using Base Expectancy Measures 
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Base L~pectancy Groups 
Felony High Medium Low 
Class Offense Group Success Success Success 

Non-violent offenses", 
including: 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Auto theft 18-31 31-44 44-57 
Possesion of stolen 

property 
Other Drug offenses 

Escape 
Violent offenses, 
including: 
Assault 24-48 48-72 72-96 
Weapons violations 
Robbery 
Sex offenses 
Larceny 
Receiving stolen 

property 
Auto theft 15-34 34-53 53-72 
Escape 
Checks 
Other 
Sale of drugs to 

person under 18 18-52 52-86 86-120 
Sale of heroin 

A (2nd offense) 
Assault 1 
Arson 1 24-60 60-96 96-132 
Robbery 1 
Burglary 1 
Murder 2 
Kidnap 1 36-104 104-172 172-240 
Rape 1 

10-19 19-28 28-36 
Murder 1 - years years years 

Note: Felony classes are based on length of maximum sentence: 
Class C 5 years or less 
Class B 10 years or less 
Other more than 10 years, but less than 20 
Class A 20 years or more 

Figure 8.2: Ten ta ti ve Guidelines Using Ease Expectancy Measures 
(continued) 
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Felony 
Class 

C 

B 

Washington state Board of Prison Terms and Paroles 
Tentative Guidelines for Time to be Served 

(in months) 

Offense Group 
CDS with 2-year maximum 
Forgery of prescription 
Others with 2-yr. max. 
Promot"e suicide 
Unlawful imprisonment 
Bigamy 
Trading public office 
Perjury 2 
Tampering with witness 
Escape 2 
Possession of stolen 

property 2 
CDS with 5-year maximum 
Reckless burning 1 
Malicious mischief 2 
Theft 2 ($250-$1,500) 
Forgery 
Render criminal 

assistance 1 
Promote pros,titution 2 
Manslaughter 2 
Rape 3 
Assault 3 
Auto theft 
Extortion 2 
Incest 
Communicate with minor 

for immoral purpose 
Livestock theft 
Poss. stolen property 
Bribery 
Perjury 
Bribing witness 
Promote prostitution 1 
Burglary 2 
Theft 1 
Extortion 1 
Contraband 
Malicious mischief 
Escape 1 
CDS 
Manslaughter 1 
Assault 2 
Arson 2 
Kidnap 2 
Robbery 2 
Rape 2 
Indecent liberties 
Felon with firearm 

Prior Criminal Record 
None Minor Moderate 

1-2 2-3 4-5 

1-3 4-6 7-9 

2-5 6-10 11-14 

4-7 8-12 13-1t:;; 

6-12 13-18 19-24 

1-5 6-11 12-18 

5-9 10-15 16-20 

5-12 13-19 20-26 

serious 

5-6 

10-12 

15-18 

17-20 

25-30 

19-24 

21-25 

27-34 

Figure 8. 3J Tentative Guidelines - Time' to be Served 
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Felony Prior Criminal Record 
Class Offense Group None Minor Mt>derate Serious 

Non-violent offenses, 
including: 

Burglary , 
Larceny 
Auto theft 2-7 8-13 14-19 20-24 
Possesflion of stolen 

property 
Drug offenses 

Other Escape 
Violent. offenses, 

including: 
Assault 3-8 9-15 16-21 22-28 
Weapons violations 
Robbery 
Sex offenses 
Larceny 
Receiving stolen 

property 
Auto theft 1-8 9-17 18-25 26-32 
Escape 
Checks 
Other -Sale of drugs to 

person under 18 6-15 16-23 24-32 33-40 
A Sale of heroin 

(2nd offense) 
Assault 1 
Arson 1 10-17 18-25 26-33 34-40 
Robbery 1 
Burglary 1 
Murder 2 
Kidnap 1 12-19 20-2,8 29-36 37-44 
Rape 1 

Murder 1 24-31 32-39 40-47 48-54 

Note: Felony classes are based on length of maximum sentence: 
Class C 5 years or less 
Class B 10 years or less 
Other more than 10 years but less than 20 
Class A 20 years or more 

Figure 8.3: Tentati ve Guidelines - Time to be Served 
(continued) 
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to mean seriousness ratings and the prior criminal record 
classification previously described is also employed. (A 
third model, substituting the Base Expectancy Classifica
tion for the prior record classes could, of course, be 
substituted if desired by the Board.) 

Time constraints precluded a wholly adequate assess
ment of the fit of the guidelines models in new samples 
of decisi0ns. For that assessment, the actual decisions 
(minimum sentences set and time served before parole) for 
each individual ill new samples would be required. Da ta 
were available, however, for the pangea of minimum sen
tences and time served, by specific offense classification, 
for two samples. These data were available for all per
sons whose minimum terms were set during January, 1977 and 
for all persons released during November and December, 1976. 
Since the number of cases i.n a givF)n classification (such 
as specific offense by prior record) tends to be small 
(often one or two persons), the individual data is known 
from the range for most but not all cases. 

The Minimum Sentence Model I (Figure 8.1, Felony Class 
by Prior Criminal Record) was assessed in this way. Min
imum sentences were assigned in January, 1977 to 80 per
sons. The minimum sentences by offense were known (from 
the ranges, as noted above) for all individuals but six; 
the sentences by offense and prior record were known for 
61 persons. 

The minimum sentences were set within the specified 
guideline ranges for the offenses shown (disregarding prior 
record) 99 percent of the time. When the classification 
is based on both the offense and prior record, however, 
only :31 percent of cases were wi thin the more restricted 
guideline ranges. ~1any (44 percent) were fixed below the 
guideline ranges; the remaining fourth, of course, were 
set above these ranges. 

This examination is sufficient to suggest that the 
offense seriousness classification and the ranges shown 
may be quite adequate for the mi..nimum sentence model. The 
prior record classification, on the other hand, appears to 
add little to the ability of the model to describe current 
decisions. 

It wag not possible, with available data, to examine 
the other tentative models in this way. Fortunately, the 
Washington State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles is 
equipped to further this study with the aid of staff of 
the Parole Decisions Project. It is hoped that the Board 
will be able to examine the tentative models in a more 
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detailed way, then revise them. 

The next steps toward shaping the models to provide 
better descriptions of decisiOl'1lS, and a better "fit" of 
the models. to current decisions, should be to examine this 
fit in new samples. The results should aid in the deci
sion as to whether the second dimension included (after 
offense seriousness) should be the prior record or Base 
Expectancy Classification. The Board may, on the other 
hand, wish to consider also the implications for paroling 
philosophy given by this decision. For example, the in
clusion of the Base Expectancy measure may be more in ac
cord with an indeterminate sentencing philosophy, while 
the inclusion of the prior record classification may be 
more consistent with desert principles. In any case, a 
further examination of the models in relation to present 
practice would be useful. 

After such testing, it seems probable that the ten
tative models proposed, modified from analysis of actual 
decisions compared with those expected from the models, 
could be revised to provide guidelines useful to the 
Board. 
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Chapter 9 

New Jersey 

Carol Rauh and Don M. Gottfredson 

The New, Jersey state Parole Board is composed of 
three persons -- a Chairman and two Associate Members 
who are responsible for deciding individual cases and 
formulating paroling policy. The Board has jurisdiction 
over inmates in the state prison complex and OVGr persons 
serving sentences of one year or more in the county cor
rectional facilities of Essex, Hudson, Middlesex and 
Mercer counties. 

Cases are prepared for the Board's consideration by 
parole counselors assigned to the correctional facilities 
where inmates are housed. There is a full-time counselor 
at each of the three adult institutions for men (Trenton, 
Rahway, and Leesburg State Prisons); one counselor for 
the facilities at Yardville and Bordentown; and a part
time counselor at the Clinton facility for women, where 
a small number of men are also housed. 

Beiore the actual parole hearing, eligible inmates 
are interviewed by the parole counselor and informed as 
to what will occur at the hearing. The counselor also 
prepares a summary of the inmate's history for reference 
by the Board during the hearing. Comments as to whether 
parole is recommended may be included. 

The Board considers about 2,500 cases per year. 
Hearings are conducted for all inmates eligible for pa
role. Eligibility varies by offender status, as described 
in the statutes (NJSA 30:4-123.10 through 123.12). First 
offenders are required to serve either their minimum sen
tence less commutation time, or one-third of the fixed 
maximum sentence less commutation time. Persons deemed 
second offenders must serve one-half of the maximum sen
tence, third offenders two-thirds, and fourth offenders 
four-fifths of the maximum sentence, all less commutation 
time. Offenders with life sentences are eligible after 
25 years, less commutation time. 

There are three decision alternatives in the New 
Jersey paroling process: an inmate may be granted Pf'trole, 
scheduled for a rehearing, or required to serve the max
imum sentence, less c'ommutation time, without further pa
role consideration. A unanimous Board decision is re
quired for parole to be granted. Each case is heard by 
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the full Board; and if the members are unable to reach a 
consensus, the inmate is rescheduled for hearing at a 
later date. 

New Jersey law specifies that the Board shall not 
grant parole absent the opinion that there is reasonable 
probability that the prisoner will live in the community 
without violation of the law, that his release is com
patible with the welfare of society, and that he has a 
suitable community plan, including provision for self-sus
taining employment (NJSA 30:4-123.14 and 123.19). The 
information which may be used in the parole determination 
is also set forth by statute (NJSA 30:4-123.18) and re
lates to the areas of institutional behavior, work per
formance, attitude, the circumstances of the offense, and 
prior history. 

Data Collection 

Members of the research team initially met with the 
New Jersey State Parole Board in April, 1975 to discuss 
their active collaboration in the study. The incumbent 
Chairman was then in the process of leaving the Board; 
for this reason, active data collection did not begin 
until almost a year later, after a new Chairman was ap
pointed. 

The form used to collect the data, shown in Ap
pendix C, was based on that used in the other states. 
Modifications were made to adapt the form to the partic
ular concerns of the New Jersey Board; these additional 
items were included as a result of discussions with mem
bers of' the Board. A rating of the quality of the in
mate's parole plan was included as a scale, as well as 
items concerning the number of prior probations, paroles, 
and such revocations; the offender's status as described 
,in the statutes; and information on escape and work re
lease and furlough pe~formance. 

Data collection began on February 1, 1976 and con
tinued through June 30, 1976. A total of 1,051 case eval
uation.forms r representing 597 case decisions, was com
pleted. Inmates in the sample with maximum sentences of 
more than 30 years (17 persons) were excluded from the 
analyses due to special concerns surrounding the release 
of these long-term offenders. 

Initially, three forms per case were completed, one 
by each Board member, so that Board member variability 
could be assessed. This analysis has not yet been under
taken, hOWc.ler, due to time constraints of the project, 



which required that primary emphasis be given to the 
development of paroling policy guidelines. 
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So that the data could be analyzed on an individual 
case basis, a procedure was deve~~p~d to merge the in
formation for each case where mor~ than one form per case 
had been completed (193 cases). This procedure involved 
the calculation of a mean Board rating for each scale 
on the form; the other static items, including offense, 
time served, and maximum sentence, also were recorded on 
the single combined card. Analyses were performed using 
this merged data set, together with the data set resulting 
from the 404 cases where a single form had been completed. 
For the latter, it had been decided that the Board member 
completing the form would rate the case based on Board 
consensus. 

Preliminary Analy~,~ 

As an initial approach to understanding the nature 
of the parole decision in New Jersey, a variety of de
scriptive analyses were performed to examine the relations 
among the items collected by means of the caSe evaluation 
form. Discussions with the Board revealed their concern 
over the nature of the comnitment offense. It therefore 
seemed reasonable to begin by dividing the sample into 
offense groups, and by viewing the relations of the var
iables to the granting of parole in each group. 

Parole granting according to a set of broad offense 
groups is shown in Table 9.1. As can be seen, the parole 
rate varies by type of offense, from a rate of 41 percent 
for the homicide/manslaughter group to 59 percent for the 
larceny, fraud, and check offense group. 

The Board's ratings of offenders convicted of of
fenses classed as "violent" (including homicide, sex of
fenses/ robbery, and assault -- see Table 9.1) may be 
seen in Table 9.2. (The data collection form included 
in Appendix 0 wilL assist the reader 'in interpreting 
the ratings; note that the ranges of judgments allowed 
vary among the items). Significant differences between 
inmates paroled and denied were found for some but not 
all of the included variables. Those denied (i.e., con
tinued) received more variable ratings of seriousness of 
offense and institutional discipline than did those pa
roled. Inmates paroled were rated better risks, as 
having somewhat better institutional discipline and pro
gram participation records, as being less prone to as
salJltive b,ehav'ior v as having less serious prior criminal 
records, and as having somewhat better parole plans. 



Table 9.1 

Offenders Granted Parole, Analyzed by Offense Group 

Offense.Group 

Murder, Manslaughter 

Sex Offenses 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Assault, Kidnap, Weapons 
Violations 

Drug Offenses 

Larceny, Fraud, Check Offenses, 
Embezzlement, Receiving Stolen 
Property 

Other Offenses 

All Violent Offenses 

All Non-violent Offenses 

All Offenses 

N Percent Granted 

81 41 

38 42 

152 45 

73 45 

III 49 

70 51 

32 59 

19 53 

382 45 

194 51 

576 47 
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Variables 
Number 

Seriousness 
of Offense 168 
Parole 
Prognosis 170 
Institutional 
Disciplj.ne 168 
Program 
Participation 169 
Assaultive 
Potential . 168 
Prior Criminal 
Record 168 
Quality of 
Parole Plan 159 
Number of Prior 
Hearings 171 
Time 
Served 170 
Maximum 
Sentence 171 
Effective 
Sentence 171 
Offender 
Status 171 
Number of Prior 
Probations 166 
Number of Prior 
Probation 
Revocations 169 
Number of Prior 
Paroles 171 
Number of Prior 
Parolfii! 
Revocations 170 

Table S,2 

Ratings of Offenders convicted of Violent Offenses, 
Analyzed by Decisions to Gran~ Parole, Rehear, or Serve Maximum 

Parole Rehear 
Standard Standard 

Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t 

63 10 184 68 12 1. 555* -
46 8 184 38 10 1.074 8.04* , 
31 7 183 28 9 1.429't -
32 6 183 28 7 1.189 5.47* 

35 7 181 38 7 1.101 -4.10* 

35 11 184 38 11 1. 013 -2.15 

32 6 167 28 5 1.234 6.89* 

1 1 186 1 1. 1.130 2.26 

37 24 18:3 37 22 1.126 -0.10 

103 67 183 129 73 1.170 -3.46* 

75 43 186 91 48 1. 20J. -3.23* 

1 0.5 186 1 0.3 2.025* -
1 1 184 1 1 1.065 -0.98 

0.3 0.8 186 0.5 1 1.273 -2.27 

1 1 186 1 1 1.145 -1.49 

0.5 1 186 0.5 1 1.612* -
* Significant at the one-percent level of confidence 

--Serve Maximum 
Standard 

Number Mean Deviation . -----
25 65 9 

25 32 10 

24 23 7 

24 23 5 

24 39 7 

24 41 8 

21 26 6 

25 1 1 

25 42 35 -. 
25 80 67 

25 59 44 

24 1.5 1 

24 1.5 1.5 

24 0.5 1 

25 1 1 

24 1 1 
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Those c,ontinued had, on the average, longer maximum sen
tences. Offenders required to serve out their maximum 
sentence had, on the average, served more time on sen
tences that were considerably shorter than persons who 
were paroled or scheduled for another hearing. This 
group also had greater prior contact with the law. 

The comparisons (on the same measures) of offenders 
convicted of non-violent offenses are shown in Table 9.3. 
Inmates denied parole (those scheduled for another hear
ing and those made to serve the maximum sentence) were 
judged as more variable on institutional discipline, less 
variable on the quality of parole plans. They were rated 
as poorer risks, as having poorer program participation, and 
as having higher potential for assaultive behavior. The 
"Serve Maximum" group had served slightly more time on 
sentences that were, on the average, considerably shorter. 

Board member jUdgments of offenders within each of
fense group may be seen in Tables 9.4, 9.5, and 9.6. Only 
the variables on which inmates paroled and those scheduled 
for a rehearing differed significantly (on either the test 
of homogeneity of variance or of the difference between 
means) are shown; statistical tests for the "Serve Max
imum" group were ignored due to the small sample. There 
are differences in the expected directions for inmates 
granted and denied parole. 

An examination of the correlation matrix (Table 9.7) 
shows that parole prognosis was the variable most highly 
correlated with decisions over the whole sample, and it was 
only moderately correlated (rpb = .38). The quality of 
the parole plan was moderately related to decisions also 
(r b = .34). Other items had significant but low associa
tigns with the decisions: program participation (rpb = .28), 
institutional discipline (rpb = .25), assaultive potential 
(rpb ~ -.21), and seriousness of the offense (rpb = -.21). 

Since none of the associations was more than modest, 
these variables merely suggested some areas which may af
fect the Board's decisions on parole granting ve~BUB con
tinuance. 

When a similar analysis was done concerning only per
sons paroled (233) a very strong positive correlation was 
found between the maximum sentence and time served in cus...., 
tody, in months (r = .87). That is, three-fourths (76 per
cen~ of the variation in decision outcomes, measured by 
months served, among paroled offenders, was accounted for 
simply by the maximum sentence. It may be said that, once 
the decision is to parole, the actual time to be served 
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Variables 

Seriousness 
of Offense 
Parole 
Prognosis 
Institutional 
Discipline 
Program 
Participation 
Assaultive 
Potential 
prior Criminal 
Record 
Quality of 
Parole Plan 
Number of Prior 
Hearings 
Time 
Served 
Maximum 
Sentence 
Effective 
Sentens:e 
Offender 
status 
Number of Prior 
probations 
Number of Prior 
Probation 
Revocations 
Number of Prior 
Paroles 
Number of Prior 
Parole 
Revocations 

Table 9.3 

Ratings of Offenders convicted of Non-Violent Offenses, 
Analyzed by Decisions to Grant Parole, Rehear, or Serve Maximum 

Parole Rehear 
Standard Standard 

Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t 

98 50 10 76 54 12 1.355 -2.08 

97 44 11 75 37 9 1.516 3.87* 

98 32 6 76 28 8 L 766* --
95 30 6 74 27 6 L015 2.84* 

95 26 7 74 30 8 1.256 -2.86* 

96 36 11 76 40 10 1.258 -2.32 

83 31 6 65 28 5 1.824* -
97 1 1. 76 0.5 1 1. 310 0.98 

98 22 18 76 20 14 1. 592 1.11 

96 62 44 '16 67 48 1.206 -0.69 

98 46 31 76 50 32 1.075 -0.91 

98 1 0.5 76 1 0.5 1. 314 -0.78 

96 1 1 75 1.5 1.5 1.615 -0.98 

98 0,5 1 76 0.5 1 1.378 ",0.30 

98 1 1 76 1.5 1.5 1.457 -1.65 

97 0.5 1 76 1 1 2.170* -
* Significant at the one-percent level of confid~nce 

Serve Maximum 
Standard 

Number Mean Deviation 

20 56 10 

20 31 11 

20 27 7 

19 27 7 

19 29 7 

20 45 7 

17 28 6 

20 1 1 

20 26 17 

20 46 27 

20 35 20 

20 2 1.5 

20 1.5 1 

20 1 1 

20 1.5 2 

20 1 1.5 
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Table 9.4 

Ratings of Offenders by Offense Group, by Decisions to Grant Parole, Rehear, or Serve Maximum 

<, ' ,-' 

MURDER AND MANSLAUGHTER 
" Parole I Rehear Serve Maximum 

Variables I Standard I Standard Standard 
Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t Number Mean Deviation 

Seriousness I 
of Offense 33 72 I 9 47 79 9 1.153 -3.68* 0 - I -
Parole 

I Proqnosis 33 55 10 46 44 11 1. 092 4.59* 0 - -------
Program I ParticiEation 32 33 6 47 29 6 1.026 3.18* 0 - -
Quality of I 

I Parole Plan 31 33 6 44 29 5 1.167 3.36* 0 - -
Number of Prior ! 

. 
! 

Probation 
, I , 

t I , 
Revocations 33 0.1 0.3 48 0.1 0.5 2.573* - 0 - -

ASSAULT, KIDNAP, AND WEAPONS VIOLATIONS 
Parole i I Prognosis 54 44 9 50 37 9 1.085 3.56* 7 35 8 
Institutional I \ Disci)2line , 53 32 7 49 28 6 1.418 2.73* 7 25 6 
Program t Participation t 54 31 5 50 28 6 1.480 3.43* 7 27 4 i 

Assaultive I I Potential I 53 I 34 6 49 39- 7 1.178 -3.51* 7 41 7 
I 

Quality of I 1 
, 

I 
1 Parole Plan 51 I 31 I 4 45 28 ! 5 1. 985* - 5 26 5 I 

! ---Number of Prior 
I 

, . I 

Hearinss ! 54 1 i 1 50 , 1 1 2.300* - 7 1 1 
Time 

, I 
I 

, 

--t I Served 54 i 29 ~c: 50 29 17 2.245'" 7 I 28 23 .t.J 

Number of Prior :.- I I i 

I 
1 , 

Probation , I : 
Revocations 5t/ 0.3 

. 
0.6 50 1 1 2.935* 7 0.3 ( 0.5 - . .. 

* Significant at the orle-percent level of confidence 
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Table 9.5 

Ratings of Offenders by Offense Group, by Decisions tc Grant Pa.ro1e, Rehear, or Serve Maximum 

-
l ROBBERY 

~ 
Parole Rehear Serve Maximum 

Variables Standard Standard I Standard 
i Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t Number I Mean Deviation 

! 
Paz:'ole I Proqnosis 67 44 7 70 34 9 1.402 6.71* 14 30 9 

I Institutional 
, 

Discipline 67 29 7 ... 69 25 9 1.672 3.13* 14 21 7 
Program l 

Participation 67 _30 6 68 27 7 1. 551 2.55*. 14 ! 21 5 
Assaultive I 
Potential 67 33 5 69 36 6 1.442 -3.57* 14 i 37 7 
Prior Criminal ! f 40 I Record 68 37 10 70 42 8 1.772* - 14 8 

I Quality of I 
, 

1 

, 
i I 

Parole Plan 63 32 6 61 27 6 1. 358 4.43* 13 I 26 6 
, Offender i I 68 1 0.5 70 1 i 0.3 3 750* 14 1.5 1 I S".:~tus , -
I Number of Prior 

I I I 
Parole 

1. 939* I . Revocations 67 0.6 1 70 I 1 1 - 14 1 1 

I SEX OFFENSES 
I Seriousness 1 

I I 
'I of Offense 16 62 9 18 71 8 1.512 -3.0i* 4 68 10 
i Parole 
I Proqnosis 16 49 9 18 38 8 1.179 3.68* 4 35 13 

I Quality of I I Parole Plan 14 36 7 17 29 3 5.027* - " 3 I 27 6' 
Offender : 

Status 16 1 0.5 18-_ 4 I 1.5 0.5 1 0.3 3.481* - i 

Number of Prior IBr I 
1 

Paro1e$ 16 1 1 I 0.5 3.773* - 4 2 1.5 
Number of Prior ! 

'<- .,---; 

Probation 
I 

I I , 

Revocations 16 I 0.1 0.3 18 i 0.5 1 0.5 4. 248~' - 4 0.5 1 

* Significant at th~ one-percent level of confidence 



Table 9.6 

Ratings of Offenders by Offense Group, by Decisions to Grant Parole, Rehear, or Serve Maximum 

BURGLARY 
Parole ~ehear Serve r4aximum 

Variables Standard Standard Standard 
Number Mean Deviation Number Mean Deviation F t Number Mean Deviat.i.~ 

Quality of 
Parole Plan 27 32 6 26 28 4 2.575 2.57* 8 26 6 

LARCENY, CHECK OFE'DNSES, AND EMBEZZLEMENT 
Time 
Served 19 15 12 8 13 4 10.344* - 5 22 13 
Maximum 
Sentence 18 48 48 8 40 11 19.154* - 5 34 18 
Effective 
Sentence 19 34 33 8 31 8 19.357* - 5 26 13 
Offender 
Status 19 1 0 a 1.5 1 0 -3. 77'~ 5 1.5 0.5 

, DRUG OFl}'ENSES 
Institutional I 

Discipline 36 32 4 30 30 10 4.782* - 4 23 5 
Time 
Served 36 27 19 30 20 10 3.429* - 4 32 31 
Number of Prior 
Parole 
Rev.ocations 36 0.3 0.7 . .;\0 1 0.5 1 2.376* - 4 2 3 

." 
OTHER OFFENSES l Parole 

Prognosis 10 51 11 8 36 7 2.274 3.33* 1 40 0 
Institutional 
Discipline 10 37 5 8 28 4 1.626 4.08* 1 30 0 
Assaultive , f 
Potential 10 19 5 8 30 15 9.038* - 1 , 30; 1 0 

* Significant at the one-percent :Level of confidence 
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appears to be guided by the judicially imposed sentence 
or to be guided by factors correlated with those used~n 
sentencing. l The offense seriousness ratings were moder
ately correlated with time served amor~9 those paroled 
(r = .39). A low positive association was found (r = .28) 
between judgments of assaultive potential and month!; 
served. Other items had low, negligible, or no correla
tion with time served. 

Of course, many of the items included were correlated 
with each other, as seen in Ta.ble 9.7, which gives a 
matrix of correlations for the whole sample. For example, 
moderate correlations with the Board's judgments of pa~ , 
role prognosis were found: with ra. tings of institutional / 
discipline (.40), of program participation (.38), of prior 
criminal record (-.46), of parole plan (.46), and with 
the number of prior paroles (-.32). A low negat.ive cor- / 
relation (-.28) was found between prior parole revoca
tions and time served. 

Formulation of Tentative Guidelines 
( 

Following the method used in both the earlier study 
with the United States Parole Commission and the more 
recent work with the California Youth Authority and 
Washington State paroling authority, tentative guidelines 
for New Jersey were derived from multiple linear regres
sion analyses of the data. This technique was used be
cause it takes into account the relations of the items to 
the decisions, their intercorrelations, and provides an 
estimate of the weight that should be applied to each 
item used in arriving at an expected value. 

The model conceptualizes the decision process as a 
sequential one. The first task is to estimate the ex-

1 Unless there is a legislatively prescribed man
datory sentence, New Jersey judges have discretion in 
sentencing within ran~es prescribed for particular of
fenses. When an offender is sentenced to prison, a sen
tence with minimum and maximum limits must be imposed 
(NJ8A 2A:164-17). The minimum must be one year; the 

maximum cannot exceed that provided by statute. In mul
tiple offense convictions, consecutive sentences may be 
imposed. Prior convictions for high misdemeanors enable 
the imposition of a longer sentence than otherwise per
mitted, with the maxima of sentences lengthened in this 
manner limited according to the number of prior convic
tions (NJSA 2A:85-8; 85-9; 85-12). 
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Variables 
Decision 

Seriousness 
of Offense 
Parole 
Proqnosis 
Institutional 
Discipline 
Program 
Participation 
Assaultive 
Potential 
Prior Criminal 
Record 
Quality {)f 
Parole Plan 
Number of 
Prior Hearinqs 
Time 
Served 
Maximum 
Sentence 
Offehder 
Status 
Number of Prior 
Probations 
Number of Prior 
Probation Revocations 
Number of Prior 
Paroles 
Number of Prior 
Parole Revocations 

Table 9.7 

Correlations of Ratings, Number of Prior Hearings, Time Served, Maximum Sentence 
Offender Status and Prior Supervision Record, with Numbers of Cases Entering Computation* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

~ Ell 571 569 564 561 568 512 575 572 571 576 

-~ ~ 568 567 561 558 563 509 570 567 566 571 

~ -.04 ~ 566 562 558 563 511 570 567 567 571 

.25 -.02 .:.iQ. ~ 562 558 562 509 568 566 565 569 

~ .02 .38 .45 :''-.... 555 557 507 563 561 560 564 

-.:l.1. ~ -~ -.22 -.07 ~ 555 506 560 558 557 561 

-
"'" 

508 564 -.:..!.§. -.07 -~ -,.1.§. -.:..!.§. .:..!.§. 567 563 568 
~ 

.:11 -.:11. ~ .30 ~ -.10 -.:.E. ~ 511 509 510 512 

.07 .:..!.§. .02 -~ -.05 .:..!.!. .08 .04 -"-. 571 570 565 
...... 

-.02 ~ -.01 -.:.g -.01 ~ .00 .02 .61 

"'" 
568 572 

...... 
-.li. .46 .08 -.03 • Oil .:.1l -.07 .Q6 .:.l§. .~ ... .............. 571 

-.01 -.08 -.:.12 .01 -.08 -.02 .:E -.09 -.06 .06 -.07 .~ 

-.06 -.02 -.21 -.:11. -.04 .04 .:E. -~ .02 -.06 -.:..!.!. -.02 

-.09 .05 -~ -.:.12 -.07 .09 ~ -:..!!!, .03 -.05 -..:1:.Q. -.06 

-..:1:.Q. -..:1:.Q. -.32 -~ -.:..!.§. .06 .:.,Q -.:.12 .07 -.01 -.08 .08 

-.:11. .02 -.28 -.:.12 -.11 .12 .:11 -~ .09 .03 -.02 .02 

13 14 15 16 
565 573 576 573 

561 568 571 568 

560 568 571 568 

558 566 569 566 

553 561 564 56l. 

550 558 561 558 

559 565 568 565 

502 511 512 509 

564 572 575 572 

561 570 572 570 

560 568 571 568 

565 573 576 573 

............... 562 565 562 

.:.§2. ~ 573 571 

.28 .:1i ~ 573 

~ .:11 .78 ~ 
Correlation coefficients are shown below the diagonal (i.e., lower portion of the table); numbers entering the computation are shown above the 
diagonal (i.e., upper portion). Significant correlations (p (.01) are underlined. 
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pected length of time to be served in confinement before 
parole. First the appropriate length of time to be 
served, if paroled, is determined and compared with the 
actual time that has been served. If the inmate is 
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(on the basis of that comparison) deemed to have served 
suffici(::mt time, the guideline form, called a "Parole 
Expectancy" which seeks to differentiate between inmates 
granted parole and these denied, is completed to d@ter
mine, on the basis of further Board judgments, "readi
ness" for parole. In the cas~ of inmates denied parole, 
there is a further decision: should the inmate be re
scheduled for a hearing at a later date (and if so, when?) 
or should the maximum sentence, less commutation time, be 
served? 

The summary of the regression analysis with time 
served as the dependent variable is shown in Table 9.8. 
The multiple correlation coefficient of .88 indicates a 
very strong association of these items, in a linear com
bination with time to be served before parole (accounting 
for more than three-fourths of the variation in time 
served). The Board's judgments of seriousness of the 
offense, prior criminal record, program participation, 
and quality of the parole plan add very little informa
tion to that given simply by the maximum sentence assigned 
by the court.2 

The summary of the regression analysis with parole 
granted versus denied as the dependent variable is shown 
in Table 9.9. The multiple correlation coefficient of 
.48 indicates that a moderate (approximate, though not 
close) prediction of the probability of parole may be 
discerned from the maximum sentence augmented by the 
Board's assessments of the parole prognosis, the serious
ness of the offense, participation in institutional pro
grams, and quality of the parole plan. 

Adaptation of the Regression Equations to the Tentative 
Guideline Model 

The tentative guideline model provides a sequential 
decision scheme which incorporates concerns for both . 
punishment and crime control. First, a structure is 
given to determine the expected time to be served prior 

2 The item "assaultive potential,"mentioned above 
as having a low correlation with time served, was de
leted from the analysis in view of the difficulty in 
operational definition. 



Table 9.8 

Regression of Offender Status Variables and Decision-Maker Ratings on 
Months Served in Custody by Offenders Paroled (N = 233) 

Multiple 
Variables Correlation Change Correlation 

Coeffidient R2 in R2 Coefficient B 

" 

Maximum Sentence .87 .75 .75 .87 .312 
. ,".~,--~~~,~. ,- -- -

Seriousness .87 .75 .001 .39 .071 

Program Participation .87 .75 .002 .12 -.137 

Prior Criminal Record .88 .77 .01 .13 .264 

Parole Plan .88 .77 .0001 .08 .045 

Constant -6.338 

t, 

c 

'. 

Beta 

.855 

.035 

-.035 

.124 
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Table 9.9 

Regression of Offender Status Variables and Decision-Maker Ratings on 
Parole Decision Outcomes (Grant/Deny) (N = 504) 

Multiple 
Variables* Correlation Change Correlation 

Coefficient R2 in R2 Coefficient** B 

Maximum Sentence .13 .02 .02 -.13 -.001 

Seriousness of the Offense .23 .05 .04 -.23 -.006 

Parole Prognosis .44 .20 .14 .39 .012 

Program Participation .47 .22 .02 .29 .010 

Quality of Parole Plan .48 .23 .01 .30 .011 

, 
Constant -.248 

Beta 

-.082 

-.150 

.276 

.136 

.137 

* Point biserial correlation coefficients with decision outcome scored parole = 1, deny = 0 

** Variables were excluded when less than one percent increase in R2 obtained by inclusion 
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to parole, if paroled. If an offender is deemed on that 
basis to have served sufficient time, the model then pro
vides a procedure for the decision to parole or not. 
Given that the decision is to deny parole, a guide is in
cluded for determining the appropriate continuance. 

" . 
A guide to the first two decisions, adapted from 

the regression analysis and modified by discussions with 
the Board is shown in Figure 9.1. The dimensions used to 
formulate the grid -- maximum sentence and prior criminal 
record -- are the variables which "explained" most of the 
variation in time served; but it should be noted that only 
a small contribution was made by the prior record ratings. 
The classification scheme developed for North Carolina 
for rating inma~es' prior record (Chapter 3, page 65) 
was included in the model as an example; a procedure 
based on actual practices of the New Jersey Board would 
have to be developed as a next step toward operational
izing the model. For each maximum sentence category, the 
mean time served and standard deviations were used as a 
guide for setting the overall range within each category. 

If it appears that sufficient time has been served 
by the offender, parole then would be decided from a 
basis of further judgments by the Board. The "Parole 
Expectancy," shown in Figure 9.1, includes the Board's 
ratings of quality of the parole plan, program participa
tion, parole prognosis, and seriousness of the offense. 
(This device is adapted directly from the regression equa
tion.) As noted in discussing the similar California 
Youth Authority model (page 178), this scheme thus 
includes substantial subjectivity but it does require that 
these judgments be made explicitly. Development of ob
jective classification procedures to sUbstitute for the 
subjective ratings (or an empirically derived prediction 
device in the case of the parole prognosis item) was dis
cussed with the Board as a desirable refinement of the 
model. 

The score ranges developed from the procedures shown 
in Figure 9.1 are shown in Table 9.10 as a possible deci
sion rule. The proportions granted parole decrease with 
decreasing scores. The three general categories were 
defined somewhat arbitrarily and after inspection of the 
data in order to identify, if possible, sUbstantial groups 
with high and low probabilities of parole. It should be 
noted that these data all relate to the sample initially 
studied and do not involve a "validation" or "test" sam
ple. In the absence of such repeated samples, the risk 
of capitalizing on chance variation is enhanced, but the 
availability of these awaits further study. Since the 
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New Jersey state Parole Board 
Tentative Guidelines 

For offenders with sentences of 30 yeat'!J or less 

~mXIMUM SENTENCE, 

I. PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD CLl\SSn'ICATION 

251 

(Do not: include present sentence, juvenile re.:ord, arrests and convictions 
not followed by incarceration.) 

A 
B 
C 
o 
E 

Length of prior Maximum Active Sentences* 

over 10 years 
over 5 years, including but not exceeding 10 years 
Over 1 year, including but not exceeding 5 years 
Over 6 months, including but not exceeding 1 year 
Six months or less 

Minor Moderate 

Sentences at this level: 

Greatest possible sentence 
10mbinations at this level: 

no 
convictions 

0, E 

10 + 2E's 
4E's 
20's 

's . , C, 0, 

IS 
2C's 
lC + 20's 
lC + 4E's 
lC + 10+ 

E 

2E's 

A, B, C, D, E 

Any combination 
that exceeds 
l-!oderate 

20's + 4E's 
* An active sentence is a sentence on 

which the offender actually served 
prison or jail time. 

10+ 
BE's 
40's 

6E's 

The Board may go outside the guidelines to take into consideration mitigating factors 
or aggravating factors such as fines, jUvenile re~ord, probations, suspended 
sentences, reprimands, and the seriousness or frequency of the offenses. 

GUIDELINE RATING: BOARD RATING: 

For a Board rating OUTSIDE guidelines, please state reasons: 

II. To determine TIME TO B~ S~RVED BEFORE PAROLE, locate the offender on the 
grid, according to the Maximum Sentence and Prior Criminal Record Rating. 

Prior Criminal Record 

Maximum Sentence None Mine»: Moderate Serious 

~ years or less 6-(' mos. 10-12 mos. 13-lS mos. 16-18 mos. 

More than 3, but 
no more than 12-16 mos. 17-21 mos. 22-25 mos. 26-30 mos. 
~ years 

More than S, but 
no more than ls-24 mos. 25-30 mos. 31-36 mos. 37-42 mos. 
1 years 

More than 7, but 
no more than 24-32 mos. 31-40 mos. 41-48 mos. 49-54 mos. 
12 years 

More than 
36-60 mos. 61-84 mos. 85-115 mos. 116-144 mos. 12 years 

TIME TO BE SERVED (from grid) : months 

Actual Time Served to Date months 

DECISION RULE 1: 

If sufficient time has not been served, D11NY PAROi,E. 

If TIME TO BE SERVED and Actual Time served to ~ate are similar (operationally 
define "similar"), please complete the following "Decision Expectancy" to 
determine if the inmate meets the parole criteria. 

Figure 9.1: Tentative GuidelilJeS 
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II!. DECISION EXPECTANCY (to be completed for inmates who Ilre deemed to have 
served sufficient time) 

A. Add: 

1. Quality of parole Plan: 

very poor poor adequate good very good 
10 20 30 40 50 

2. Program Participation: 

very poor poor adequate good very good 
10 20 30 40 50 

3. Parole Prognosis: 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

-+------

Add A 1 through A 3: TOTAL 1'. 

B. Subtract: 

Seriousness of the Offense: 
TOTAT, B 

10 20 30 40 50 60 80 90 

C. PAROLE SCORE: 

TOTAL A minus TOTAL B PAROLE SCORE 

DECISION RULE 2: Parole Score Decision Policy 

1. SO or above 

2. 2'3 - 49 

3. 28 or below 
(including negative 
numbers) 

",rlint parole* 

Board Review** 

Deny parole 

* Reasons to be given for departures 
** Reasons to be given in ~ cases 

DECISION: Grant parole ____ __ Deny parole Board Review 

If the decision is to deny parole, please consult Figu're 2 to determine 
the appropriate length of continuance. 

Reasons for decision (if required by Decision Rule 2) 

Favorable factors: Unfavorable factors: 
Good response to programs 

----Recent good conduct 
----Family is supportive 
----Crimes were not against pers~n(s) 
----Ninor role in offense 
----NO weapon involved 
----Continued treatment planned 
----following release 
____ other: 

Board Nember: 

Serious nature of the offense 
----Seriousness of prior record 
----Previous parole violations 
----Previous probation violations 
-' -Discipli nary problems while incaL'cerated 
----Recent unfavorable psychological report 
----Drug use or addiction 
----No community support 
----Needs to complete program(s) 
----Negative staff evaluations 

Other: 

Date: 

Figure 9.1: Tentative Guidelines (continued) 
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Table 9.10 

Decision Rule: Grant Parole/Rehea.'C 

Percent 
Percent 

Parole Score of Cases 
Granted 
Parole 

Decision 
Policy 

Percent Expected 
Outside Guidelines* 

A, 58 or over 31 73 Grant parole 7.7 

B. 37 - 57 40 53 Board Review** 0 

C. 36 or less 29 13 Rehear 3.8 

ll.S 

* Reasons to be given for departures 

** Board Review and decision, with reasons given 

Decision Rationale: 

48.5 

u.s 

40.0 

100.0 

Percent of decisions made consistent with 
general policy 

Percen.t of decisions made outside guidelines, 
with reasons given 

Percent of decisions made by Board Review, 
with reasons given 
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association between scores and granting of parole is 
modest, there is a substantial middle group (40 percent 
of the cases) where little guidance is given by the 
guidelines. 

Time ranges within which the continuance for persons 
denied parole may be se't were developed from frequency 
distributions of the length of time continued for cases 
in each offense category. Groups with similar means, 
medians, and standard deviations, we~e combined to form 
the six categories shown in the guidelines (Figure 9.2). 
The median time continued is given in addition to the 
range as a reference point for locating particular cases 
within the ranges. The offense classes shown in Figure 
9.2 give a general indication of the offenses included in 
each category. A specific listing of offenses is included 
as part of the guidelines 'and is shown in Figure 9.3. 

Reyiew with the Board 
.... or""-,.;..:. . 

The tentative guideline model, as well as the results 
from the preliminary analyses, were presented to the Board 
and discussed. The guideline strategies were explained, 
and the need for further refinement and testing of the 
models was stressed. It was emphasized that objective 
classifications of the subjective variables contained in 
the guidelines should be developed from further study of 
Board practices. These operational definitions then could 
be substituted for the subjective judgments required in 
the present tentative guideline model. 

In addition, further study of the ~Serve Max" deci
sion group (inmates who must serve thei.'r maximum sentence, 
less commutation time, without further parole consideration) 
is necessary to determine under wh~t circumstances this con
tinuan"ce is deemed appropriate by the :Soard. 'rhe sample 
of cases in the study receiving this decision was too 
small (45) to permit any full analysis. 

Further, it was explained to the Board that before 
implementation, any guideline model must first be vali
dated on a recent sample of cases and tested on a pilot 
basis in the actual decision-making process. The model 
may thus be 'adjusted to more accurately reflect Board 
policy and practices. 

Further Directions Toward an operational Guideline System 
in New Jersey 

Since time constraints of the "Classification for 

.
'\. i 
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Commitment Offense: 

Locate the inmate by his commitment offense, to determine the appro
priate continuance length. In the case of multiple offenses, locate 
the inmate by the most serious offense. 

Offense Class Continuance Median Time 
No. Offenses Included Range* Continued 

I Murder, Manslaughter 9 to 15 months 12 months 
-

II Robbery, Burglary 8 to 12 months 10 months 

III Assault, Kidnapping 6 ,to 12 months 10 months 
Sex offenses, Weapons 
violations, Arson 

IV Drug offenses 6 to 12 months 9 months 

V Larceny, Fraud, Check 3 to 12 months 8 months 
offenses, Embezzlement, 
RE!cei ving stolen property 

VI Other offenses 3 to 12 months 7 months 

\~ Reasons to be given for departures 

Length of continuance: months Date of next hearing: 

255 

" 

It should be noted that Serve Max is considered a continuance outside 
the guidelines, for which reasons must be given. 

Reasons for decision (if guidelines were not followed): 

Favorable factors: 

Minor role ~,n offense 
No weapon involved 

--- Max-out date near' 
Other: 

Board Member: 

Unfavorable factors: 

___ Needs to complete program(s) 
Serious nature of the offense 
Recent unfavor.able psychological 
report 
Lack of community support 
Negative staff evaluations 

__ Disciplinary.problems 
Other: 

Date: 

Figure 9.2: Expected Length of Continuance 
(for inmates denied parole) 
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No. 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

v 

VI 

Offenses Included 

Murder, unspecified 
Murder, 1st 
Murder, 2nd 
Vehicular homicide 
Manslaughter, voluntary/involuntary 
Homicide of law enforcement officer 
Child abuse (death incurred) 

Robbery, ar.med/unarmed 
Burglary, breaking and entering 

Atrocious assault and battery 
Assault of law enforc6nent officer 
Attempt or assault to rob 
Attempt or assault to murder 
Attempt or assault to rape 
Child abuse (no death) 
Rape, forcible 
Other sex offenses 
Arson 
Kidnapping 
Weapons violations, discharge of firearms 

Drug offenses (distribution, possession) 

Grand larceny, theft 
Fraud 
Embezzlement 
Petty larceny, theft 
Receiving stolen property 
Auto theft, joyriding 
Forgery, check offenses 
Credit card theft or fraud 

Other offenses, including: 
Gambling 
Driving offenses, nit and run 
Alcohol violations 
Malicious destruction of property 
Non-support 
Prostitution, pandering 
Loitering, trespassing 
Disturbing the peace, disorderly conduct 
Resisting arrest 
Contributing to the delinquency of a 

minor 
Distribution of pornography 
Bigamy 
Habitual offender 

Figure 9.3: Offense Classes 



Parole Decision Policy" project have precluded the test
ing and further development of the tentative guideline 
model, the Chairman of the New Jersey state Parole Board 
has submitted a request to the state planning agency 
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for funding to continue work on the guidelines, with a 
view 'toward implementation. Additional work on the New 
Jersey guidelines would follow the procedures developed 
and employed in the other states, namely, validation on 
a recent sample of cases, further reviews with the Board, 
development of operational definitions where required, 
implementation of the guidelines on a pilot basis, col
lection of additional data to monitor how accurately 
Board practices are reflected, and adjustment and re
finement of the model. 

While the guidelines at present are tentative, they 
do provide a starting point for further development and 
eventual implementation of a policy control system. 





Chapter 10 

GUIDELINES FOR GUIDELINE DEVELOPMENT 

Don M. Gottfredson and Leslie T. Wilkins 

Can the steps to be followed in developing guidelines 
for parole decision-making be recommended or prescribed? 
The decision problem itself varies among paroling juris
dictions and they have differing resources available to 
assist in such development. Alternative methods for de
veloping guidelines have not been compared systematically. 
Nevertheless, a sequence of activities is at least im
plicitly suggested by the studies done so far. This se
quence can be listed, and some alternative, possibly 
helpful routes may be identified at each st~p. Such a 
listing and discussion may be useful to others who seek 
to develop similar tools. 

Goals 

The general goal is to develop clear, explicit rules 
for structuring discretion without eliminating it. This 
general goal contains within it three related purposes: 

1. Aid decision-makers in reaching equitable 
individual case decisions, 

2. Provide a definition of general policy 
that gives a framework within which in
divid~al decisions are made, 

3. Provide a basis for an evolutionary pro
cess of systematic review and change of 
decision policy. 

We have assumed arbitrarily that a guidelines model 
allows for sufficient discretion without imposing undue 
constraints on decisions (while contributing to the evo
lution of new policy) 'when about 80 percent of decisions 
fall within the policy model. Some models (of the kind 
we have called matrix models) allow for further discre
tion within the model. 

Seguence of Steps in Guideline Development 

A general model for action research was noted in the 
Preface to this report. That model includes the following 
steps: 

259 
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1. Analysis 
2. Fact-finding 
3. Conceptualization 
4. Planning 
5. Execution 
6. More fact-finding 
7. Evaluation 
8. Repetition of this circle of activities, 

" indeed, a spiral o'f such circles."]' 

Each of these steps and the need for repetit:Lon of the 
"circles" may be discussed further. 

Analysis of the Decision Problem 
... ,:;0..;..';";;:;;"";""'" 

Any decision has three main components: an objective 
(or objectives), alternatives, and information. In a ra
tional decision, that alternative will be chosen that, in 
the light of the information available, maximizes the like
lihood that the objective will be attained. Each component 
should be assessed. 

Objectives 

The objectives of parole decisions are not readily 
defined, may differ over jurisdictions (or among decision
makers in a given jurisdiction), and may be conflicting. 
Research is needed that can help clarify objectives and 
define how these are to be measured; ·this can set the 
stage for an assessment of the rationality of decisions 
(and of decision models). The studies reported here had 
the more limited objective of defining pr(~surne:d implicit 
policies without regard to an assessment of rationality 
or effectiveness of these policies. 

Alterna'tives 

The alternatives available to the decision-maker may 
be defined, sometimes quite readily, from observation of 
hearings or from discussion with the decision-makers them
selves. These alternatives differ among jurisdictions. 

A first issue to be decided is "what are the deci
sion alternatives?" In one jurisdiotion, these may in
clude, for example, the choices "parole, continue for re
hearing after 6 months, or continue for rehearing after 
12 months." In another, the alternatives may be "parole, 
deny, or continue (to some specified time)." In yet a 

lSanford, N., op.ait., 1970. 
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different paroling jurisdiction, the decision may call for 
setting the minimum sentence; or it may call for setting 
a date for a new hearing, which decision may amount to a 
presumptive parole date, subject to later revision. To 
other parole boards, it may be clear that nearly all of
fenders will, at some time, leave prison under parole su
pervision; the question is when. The decision problem in 
this case may more usefully be regarded as one of deciding 
how long the term of incarceration is to be, or (from a 
somewhat different perspective) of establishing the point 
in time at which the offender is to be paroled. 

Decision outcomes (alternatives) we sought to model 
in this study included the following: 

1. parole UB. continue 
2. parole UB. continue 6 months UB. continue 12 months 
3. length of continuance 
4. minimum sentence setting 
5. time to be served 

Information Resources 

The data resources which may provide information (i.e., 
data elements that reduce uncertainty in the decisions) 
vary among paroling jurisdictions from agencies with essen
tially no systematic statistical record-keeping to those 
with sophisticated statistical systems. Most boards have 
one resource in common: nearly all contributed (or have 
contributed) data to the Uniform Parole Reports program. 
All have case records on individual offenders; but these 
vary substantially in content. Although an orderly process 
for development of guidelines could proceed from an adequate 
data base, allowing an empirical assessment of relations 
of objective offender data to decision outcomes, such a 
data base is not available in most jurisdictions. As a 
result, it is necessary to assess, in any jurisdiction, 
the available data, clerical and statistical assistance, 
and related resources as a preliminary to planning to de
velop guidelines. Such an assessment should help in deci
sions concerning the alternative methods discussed below. 

Fact Findincr 

The "fact-finding" aim which identifies the next step 
in the sequence of tasks for guideline development refers 
to determining the relations of data elements to the deci
sion outcomes. As. outlined below, two general strategies 
for identifying such relations have been tried. One is 
more strictly (or blindly) empirical, relating offender 
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characteristics to decision outcomes. The other begins 
with subjective assessments by the decision-makers and 
assesses the relation of these judgments to the decision 
outcomes. 

Developing a Data Base 

If an adequate information base in unavailable and 
if resOurces permit its development, there is now a con
siderable body of experience to guide that effort. The 
main specific advice that can be offered here is that the 
data system be developed in such a way that it can meet 
also the reporting requirements of national data systems 
involving parole. Any ongoing information system designed 
to serve the needs of paroling authorities should take ac
count not only of policy developm8nt and assessment objec
tives, but should, at the same time, contribute to resolu
tions of other management problems and enable the board 
to participate in national systems of criminal justice 
statistics. A parole data prototype system is outlined 
below in order to indicate the elements minimally neces
sary at present to meet requirements of the national sys
tems: the Uniform Parole Reports program, ,the Offender 
Based Transaction System, the Offender Based System of 
Correctional Information and Statistics, and the National 
Prisoner Statistics Program. 2 This prototype system must 
be augmented by the data elements desired for guideline 
development or monitoring in a specific jurisdiction. 

Parole Data Prototype 

An information system incorporating all the data ele
ments identified as essential or important and listed in 
the prototype would allow the board to satisfy the rele
vant reporting requirements of the UPR, OBSCIS and NPS 
data collection systems. These are minimum expectations 
for a serviceable parole data system, besides guideline 
needs. In the prototype the set of elements identified 

2Neithercutt, M. G., w. H. Moseley, and E. A. Wenk, 
Uniform Parole Reports: A National Correctional Data Sys
tem. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, March 1975, 
Appendix A. and OBSCIS: Offender-Based State Corrections 
Information System Volume I, The OBSCIS Approach. Sacra
mento: SEARCH Group, Inc., May 1975 and OBSCIS: Offender
Based State Corrections Information System Volume 3, OBSCIS 
Data Dictionary. SEARCH Group, Inc., May 1975. 

Adapted from a model prepared for this project by 
staff of the NCCD Research Center under the supervision of 
Dr. M. G. Neithercutt. 



as essential is considered to form a basis allowing as
sessment of board decisions and parolee supervision ex
periences. Some agencies will be faced with difficul
ties in obtaining uniform and accurate reporting of pa~ 
role performance (and perhaps other) data, particularly 
where the parole board exercises no direct control over 
field supervision functions. Without the essential set 
of elements proposed here, however, a board cannot ex
pect to monitor its decision-making or parole program 
placements in terms of parolee outcome (time and nature 
of technical violations, new offenses, attendant board 
or other actions, etc.). 
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All the OBSCIS "core" and a great many of the "re
commended" elements in that system are included as es
sential elements. These may be relevant to parole in
formation in three respects: first, where parole deci
sions are based on an inmate I s institutional sta-tus or 
experience (custody level, disciplinary infractions, work 
assignment, etc.); second, where parole agency actions 
are scheduled (in a managerial sense) to coincide with 
timing of institutional functions and locations of in
mates (e.g., location of inmate due for particular in
terviews or hearings); and third, where the parole agency 
contributes to and is serviced by a coherent, centralized 
data system. 

In the first case, the determination to include or 
exclude particular elements hinges upon the degree that 
information is considered relevant to parole release or 
other parole authority decisions. For managerial support, 
information contemplated by such elements as "Status Ac
tion," "status Location," and "Status Type," may suffice. 
A more management-oriented system would, however, include 
additional data ·to facilitate scheduling of agency ac
tivities (e.g., Date/Time for Initial Interview, Tickler 
Files (reminders) of cases due for hearing in x months-
for assignment to staff members for workup, etc.). Such 
elements (and report feedback) could be tailored to the 
individual agency activity structure and organizational 
needs. This data system description is designed to as
sure that national data needs, to the the degree they 
are foreseeable, will be satisfied, through a vehicl~ 
meeting agency requirements in each topic area. 

Superscripts are used to identify the inclusion of 
elements in the various national systems, as follows: 

1. Element contained in UPR 
2. Element contained in the Core Element Set of 

OBSCIS 
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3. Element contained in Recommended set of OBSCIS 
4. Element contained in NPS 
5. Element contained in QBTS 
a. Ethnic group - OBSCIS Uses CCH codes 
b. Commitment offense - OBSCIS uses a two-part code 

as follows: 
The offense code indicates the major 
offense for which "the offender was 
committed on the current sentence. 
The coding structure consists of two 
parts. (1) The first part is a code 
for the major offense, which will be 
specific to each state, depending on 
the particular state's statutes. 
(2) The second part of the offense 
code enables individual states to 
"translate" their own offense codes 
into a standardized code to allow for 
national comparability of offenses. 

UPR collects only the second part. 
c. Date of Execution (Death) - This will supply NPS 

with the faat of execution 
d. Number of prior parole releases - OBSCIS terms 

this element "Parole History" 

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS 

1. Offender 

Offender Name 2 Birth Date l 2 5 

Commitment Name - the com
mitment name includes the 
last, first, and middle 
names of the offender as 
they appear on the com
mitment papers 

Sex 1 2 4 5 

Unknown 
Male 
Female 

Month 
Day 
Year 

Ethnic Groupl 

Caucasian 
Negro 

2 5 a 

Latin American 
American Indian 
Chinese 
Japanese 
Other Oriental 
Other 
Unknown 



Known Number of Prior Com
mitments to Adult Correc
tional Institutions (Re
formatories or Prisons)l 2 

None Five 
One Six 
Two Seven 
Three Eight 
Four Nine or More 

Drug Use l 

o None or unknown 
1 Any use 

Alcohol "Involvement l 

o None or unknown 
1 Alcohol involvement 

FBI Number 2 

Intelligence 2 

This elements provides 
for a code indicating 
the offender's intel
ligence category 

Last School Grade Completed 2 

Tested Grade Leve1 2 

Grade level test given 
at initial diagnostic 
screening 
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Known Number of Prior Sen
tences Excluding Prison or 
Reformatory (including jail, 
camp, juvenile confinement, 
probation, fines p or sus
pended sentences)l 

None Five 
One Six 
Two Seven 
Three Eight 
Four Nine or More 

Current Address 2 

The name of the state and 
county in which the of
fender lived at the time 
of his arrest will be re
corded under this element. 
The state code is stand
ardized and the county 
code will be specific to 
each state. 

Physical and other Disabil
ities 2 

This element serves as a 
flag to indicate where the 
offender's program or work 
activities must be re~ 
stricted due to physiolog
ical and/or psychological 
disabilities. 

Yes 
No 

2. Court 

Commitment Offense l 2 b 

County of Commitment 2 

unique to each state 

Effective Date of sentence l 
3 

Month 
Day 
Year 

---------------"--~ .. ~. - .. 
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Sentence Minimum/Maximum2 5 

This is a two-par.t ele
ment, specifying the cum
ulative sentence for the 
offender. It is coded 
in years/months/days. 
The two parts consist 
of the overall minimum 
and the overall maximum 
sentence (i.e., the larg
est minimum and maximum 
in the case of consecu
tive sentences). Life, 
death, and undetermined 
sentences will be spec
ified as required by in
dividual states 

Type of Sentence l 2 

Simplel 2 

Multiple l 

Concurrent 2 

Consecutive 2 

Sentence Modification 2 

Indicates whether or not 
the offender's sentence 
has been aggravated 

Yes 
No 

3. Institutionalization 

Date of Admission to Con·
finement1 2 5 

Month 
Day 
Year 

Type of Admission l 

New Court Commitment 
Not by revocation of 
probation 
Probation revoked 

Parole Violator 
Without new court com
mitment 
With new court commit
ment 

Transfer in from Out of 
State 

Escapee Return under Old 
sentence 

Return from Temporary 
Authorized Absence 

Date of Execution 4 c 

Month 
Day 
Year 

Status Action 2 5 

This element records the 
reasons for the offender's 
latest status change 

St.atus Date 2 5 

This date is the month, 
day, and year when any ele
ment of the offender's sta
tus changes. The date, in 
effect, indicates the term
ination of one status and 
the beginning of the next. 



Status Jurisdiction 2 5 

This status element is an 
indication of the entity 
which has overall l~gal 
authority and responsi
bility for the offender 

Status Location 2 5 

This refers to the actual 
physical location of the 
offender. The coding of 
this element will be spe
cific to each state. It 
is suggested that nam~s 
of locations such as in
stitutions, parole of
fices, work release cen
ters, halfway houses, di
agnoostic and classifica
tion centers, federal and 
out-of-state institutions, 
hospitals, etc., be in
cluded in the coding 
structure 

---------------
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Status Type 2 5 

The status type refers to 
the offender's specific 
standing within the juris
diction. It provides a 
general structure for cod
ing such things as admis
sion, institutional, re
lease, discharge, and spe
cial status. 

Minimum Eligible Parole 
Date 2 

This is the date on which 
the offender was first eli
gible for parole, consid
ering the date of custody 
or admission, the sentence, 
time, credit deductions, 
and other factors, deter
mined at' time of admission 
or as first set by parole 
board action. Code in 
month/day/year. 

4. Parole 

r~te of Release to Parole l 

Month 
Day 
Year 

Paroling Agencyl 4 

Parole Receiving Agencyl 

OBTS Identifiqation Numbe~2 5 

This number will be assigned 
to offender by Offender
Based Transaction System 
Note: this element is for 

future use 

State Corrections Identifi
cation Number l 2 5 

The state corrections iden
tification number is that 
which is assiqned to the 
offender by the State Dept. 
or Division of Corrections 
or by the correctional in
stitution to which the of
fender is assigned. States 
may, under certain circum
stances, have the need to 
assign more than one number. 
In those cases, the re
quirement is all numbers 
in chronological order of 
assignment. 
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Parole 
Cont.inued on Parole 
Continued- no difficulty 
on parole or sentence(s) 

less than 60" 
days 

Continued- with new minor 
on parole conviction(s) 

Continued- with new major 
on parole conviction(s) 

Absconder 
Absconder- by official 
action or whereabouts 
unknown for more than 
two months 

Date of Difficultyl 

Month 
Day 
Year 

New Offense 1 

Same codes as "Commit
ment Offense" 

Months Under Active Parole 
Supervision1 

Months 'since current pa
role release person has 
been under active super
vision 

Performan.ce 1 

Returned to Prison 
Returned 
to prison, 
.technical 
violation-

Returned 
to prison, 
technical 
violation-

Returned 
to prison, 
technical 
violation-

Returned 
to prison, 
no viola
tion -

no new convic
tion(s) and not 
in lieu of p:eo
secution 

new minor or les
ser conviction(s) 
or in lieu of 
prosecution on 
new minor or les
ser offense(s) 

in lieu of pro
secution on new 
major offense(s) 

prison return does 
not reflect on 
performance (see 
examples) 

Recornmit- same jurisdiction 
ted to pri-
son, new major 
conviction(s) 

Recornmit- any other jurisdic
ted to pri- tion 
son, new major 
conviction(s) 

Other re- when using this 
turns to code, an explan
prison - ation is to be 

written 

5. Discharge 

Date of Discharge or Death 1 

Month 
Day 
Year 

Death 1 

Alive 
Died-not result of criminal 

act 
Died-result of criminal act 



269 

IMPORTANT ELEMENTS 

1. Offender 

A1ias 3 

Indicates prior use of 
an alias 

Birthp1ace 3 

NCIC standardized 
state/country codes 

Financial Source 3 

Source of income at time 
of arrest 

Employment 3 

This is a five-part code 
(1) Job Classification de
notes the job which the of
fender perceives as being 
his most usual occupation. 
It is coded by the two
digit occupational divi
sions code outlined in the 
Dictionary of Occupational 
Titles. (2) Employment 
Status at Time of Arrest 
is a general code indicat
ing whether the offender 
was employed full-time, 
part-time, etc. at the 
time of his arrest. 
(3) Skill Level indicates 
the level of skill used by 
the offender in his most 
usual occupation. (4) Pay 
Rate is the highest gross 
income attained in a one
week period in any job(s), 
coded in dollars. (5) 
Length of Employment is 
the longest period of con
tinuous employment of any 
type coded in months. 

Cultural Identification 3 

Whether or not the of
fender identifies with 
any particular affinity 
group 

Offender IQ3 

Legal Name 3 

The legal name includes the 
last, first, and middle 
names as used by the of
fender for legal transac
tions. (For various rea
sons, this may differ frqrn 
the commitment name.) 

Marital Status 3 

At time of arrest 

Number of Dependents 3 

Number claimed on most re
cent tax return 

Religious preference 3 

Denomination or sect 

Probation History 3 

This two-part element in
cludes the number of pre
vious felony probations 
which the offender has 
served, and the number of 
pr6vious misdemeanor pro
bations. 



270 

2. Institutionalization 

Detainer/Warrant 3 

The detainer/warrant ele
ment is a three-part code. 
(1) The first part indi
cates the number of de
tainers or warrant$ cur
rently out on an offender. 
(2) The second provides 
for a general code indi
cating the type of warrant 
or detainer. (3) The third 
part indicates that the 
agency has been notified 
of the o,ffender's location. 

Infraction Disposition 3 

This is a two-part ele
ment. (1) Infraction Ac
tions indicates the total 
number of times that an 
offender was officially 
disciplined during his 
last period of incarce
ration. (2) Action Date 
indicates the date that 
the most recent disci
plinary infraction was 
taken. 

Institution Security Levels 

The required security le
vel of the offender--max
imum, medium, and minimum 
--while he was incarcer
ated or on a partial
r.elease program is indi
cated by this element .• 

Programs Prescribed 3 

The programs prescribed 
refer to those programs 

Infractions 3 

This is a three-part code. 
(1) Infraction Type is the 
code which specifies the 
category of the most recent 
infraction or incidents. 
These include escape, fight
ing, etc. (2) Number of In
cidents indicates the total 
occurrence of disciplinary 
infractions (i.e., tickets 
issued) during the offend
er's incarceration. (3) 
Infraction Date is the 
month, day, and year that 
the most recent incident, 
infraction, or mscape oc
curred while th.@i offender 
was incarcerated or in a 
partial-release program 

\ 

Medical Exam 3 

The most recent date that 
the offender had a medical 
exam while under the juris
diction of the corrections 
authority. 

Program Assignment 3 

Program assignment is a 
four-part element which 
indicates (1) the general 
program type to which the 
offender was assigned, such 
as work, educational, voca
tional, counseling, and 
other~ (2) the specific 
program to which the of
fender was assigned (this 
coding structure will be 
unique to each state); (3) 
the date the offender en
tered the program; and 



recommended for the of
fender by the reception/ 
classification team or by 
institutional personnel. 
It is a three-part element, 
coded for each program that 
is prescribed: (1) program 
category, which includes 
educational, vocational work 
assignment, counseling, or 
other; (2) specific programs 
recO!'11Inended for the offender 
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(4) the date the offender 
left the program 

by the reception/classifica
tion team or by institutional 
personnel (this coding struc
ture will be specific to each 
state and will vary across in
stitutions); and (3) the prior
ity of the program as it relates 
to the specific offender. 

3. Parole 

Next Eligible Parole Date 3 

Month, day, year that the 
offender is next scheduled 
to appear before the pa
role board 

Parole Address/Habitation 3 

~his is the present loca
tion of the offender 
while on parole. It has 
two parts: (1) State, 
using the standardized 
state, country code de
veloped by NCIC; and (2) 
County, which will be 
specific to each state 

Parole Board Decisions 3 

Dispositions made by the 
parole board at its most 
recent hearing 

Time Lost Due to Disciplin
ary Actions 3 

Number of days which the 
offender lost against his 
current sentence due to 
official disciplinary ac
tions (resulting from pa
role violations, bond es
capes, etc.) 

Parole Special Conditions 3 

Any special conditions 
which the parole board 
imposes on the parolee 

Parole Supervision Leve1 3 

The required supervisory 
level of the parolee, 
as determined in his pa
role plan. 

I 
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Parole Financial Status 3 

Primary source of income 
of the offender while he 
is on parole 

Parole Income 3 

Average monthly income 
in dollars of the of
fender while on parole 
or other supervised 
release 

Parole Performance 3 

supervision officer's 
assessment 

Infractions* 

Infractions Dispositions* 

Programs Prescribed* 

Program Assignment* 

Parole Employment/Employer 3 

.A two-part element indi
cating: (;1,) present em
ployment status of parolee 
(full-time, part-time, 
etc.)~ and (2) general 
classification of the job 
in which he is employed, 
using the two-digit code 
outlined in the Dictionary 
of Occupational Titles. 

Time Served with Other Agen
cies3 5 

This is a two-part code at 
the OBSCIS recommended le
vel: (1) a code for each 
agency, institution, etc. 
granting time credit and 
(2) the total time credit 
for each, coded in days. 

Number of Prior Parole Re
leases3 d 

* These items are corollaries of their counterparts in the 
"Institutionalization" codes. Their definitions will dif
fer from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

4. Discharge 

Type of Discharge 

Expiration of Sentence 
Death 
Early 

J 





ESSENTIIIL 

Name 2: 

Onto of Dirth I 1 S 

Ethnic Group I it $ 

Su)( I 2: It 5 

Ntunbut' of Prior. prhon 
commitmonts (lldult) I , 

Uumbor of Prior Prison Sen
tences (excopt Prior Prison 
Commitmonts) 1 

Otug UflQ I 

Alcohol Involvemont 

CUrront luldross 

FBI Number. 2. 

Intelligonce Z 

Last school Grade 
Completed 2. 

Physic."l and Othor 
Disabilities 2: 

To&tcd Gr£l.dQ Level 2: 

IH~ORTIINT 

Alias 1 

Birthplaco ] 

Cultural Identification 

Financial Source 1 

Employment: 3 

lQ ' 

Logol Nama 1 

Marital Status J 

Number of DependentB 3 

Roligious Preference 3 

Probation Uistory 3 

·Ablo to, supply data to: UPR 
1 

Conuni tmant Of fonso I 2: 

Effective oato of 
Sontonce I 3 

Typo of Scntunce 1 :t 
Concurrent 2: 
ConsecutiVQ 2: 

Sontence Minimum/Maximum 2: 5 

Sentence Mod.tfication 2: 

oaselS 
2 COre 
3 Rocorrvnonded 

NPS 
4 

Ina 1:1 tut:. 10nal! zation 

Date of At1mission to 
Confinemont 1 2 5 

Type of Admission I 

addt transfcr from out of 
stato .. 
clJcapce return undor 
t>ld uewtfJllc(! It 

return from temporary 
authorized absence It 

Dato of Execution ~ 

Status Actioo :z 5 

Status Data Z 5 

Stnt:.u9 Jurisdiction 2: S 

StatuB Typo 2: 5 

Minimum Eligible Parolo 
Data Z 

Oetninar/Warrant 1 

Infractions ' 

Infraction Diapo$ltion 

Institutional Security 
Leval , 

Date of Medical EXam 1 

PrOC]rams proscribed 1 

Program 1\Buignment:. ] 

ODTS 
5 

Date of Relcase to Parole 

Paroling l\goncy 1 It 

Parole Roceiving Agoncy I 

state Corroctions Identifi
caHon Numbor 1 2: 5 

onTS Identification 
Numbor Z 5 

Parole Porforrnanca 

Dato uf Difficulty I 

Now Offonso t 

Months Undor Activo Parole 
Supervision I 

Noxt El.!giblc Parole Oato 

Parolo Addross/llabitation 

Parolo Board Decisions ., 

Parole spacial Condi ticnlJ ' 

pnorolo Suporvision Levol 

Infractions 

Infractions Dispositions 

progriUTis Prescribed 

program Assignment 

patola Fih40cinl StDotus ] 

Time Lost per DisciplinarY 
Action 1 

parole Employment/Employer 1 

Tim. SorVod with othor 
Aqonui&s 1 S 

Nwnber of JPr!or- Parolo 
ReloASos 

Pltrolu Income ' 

Parole Performance 
(Officer Asaessment) l 

Fi.gure 10.1: Prototype Parole Data Systemf 
Core Intorm.'ttJ.on for N<1tlonsJ ReDOrtlng proguuns 

Dato of Oischarqo or 
Oeath I 

Oeath I 

Typo of Discharge 
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Additional Data Needs 

Besides including the data elements necessary to sup
port the national correctional data programs, items with 
hypothesized relations to the decision outcomes (i. e., al
ternatives) should be included, as well as items with hy
pothesized relations to the longer range outcomes (objec
tives) of the decisions. 3 

The latter are necessary for at least two general 
purposes. First, measures thought to be related to clas
sifications such as "success'~ or "failure" in a recidivism 
criterion are needed for the development of empirical mea
sures of "parole prognosis" or "risk." Second, such items 
will be necessary to the longer range evaluations of parol
ing decision policy, i.e., to assessments later as to how 
well the guidelines model is serving the purposes of the 
board. 

Prior evaluation of studies of correctional treatment 
programs and previous studies of the parole prediction 
problem will provide guidance in the selection of items 
to be included. Much data has been repeatedly assessed 
for its relation either to decision outcomes (alternative 
choices) or to decision objectives (such as recidivism 
measures). Items repeatedly found to have low or non
existent relat'ions to these measures should be omitted on 
cost-effectiveness grounds; items found useful in earlier 
studies should be included. 4 ' 

The next two steps, after selection of items to be 
included in the data collection system, often are ignored 
in correctional agency research; but they should be in
cluded. These steps address the issues of the definitions 
of items and the reliability of extraction of the data 
from case records. 

Adequate definitions of concepts--even of commonly 
used terms such as arrest, conviction or offe.nse classi
fications--and adequate instructions to persons coding 
information from case files are essential. Such defini
tion is even more important when quite a'mbiguous concepts 
such as "alcohol abuse" are hypothesized to be important. 

3 See , for example, Supplementary Reports One and TWO, 
Gottfredson, Wilkins, Hoffman and Singer, op.ait., 1973, 
for examples of many such items, definitions, and coding 
instru9tions. 

4See Appendix A and the prior studies cited therein. 
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Such definitions can improve the reliability of ex
tracting the data from case files and transforming it for 
use in anal.yses; but the issue of reliability is one that 
can be assessed only by a study designed for this purpose. s 

Such study should be done, at least for periodic samples; 
and procedures for such repeated reliability testing should 
be built into any ongoing correctional data system. 

Identifying Information 

Data is not necessarily information. Information is 
that data that reduces uncertainty in the decision. Data 
elements unrelated to the decision alternatives (specified 
in the analysis of the decision problem) thus provide no 
information useful for development of guidelines. From 
the data available, therefore, a search must begin for 
those data elements that, singly or in combination with 
other data elements, are related to decisions--i.e., pro
vide information. 

A general screening of candidate items, to assess 
the degree of relation to the decision alternatives, is 
next in order. For each such candidate, there is a hypo
thesis to be tested. Each item examined has been thought 
(e.g., by research worker, parole board member, or other 
person) to be related to the decision. The particular 
statistical tests used depend upon characteristics of the 
data elements (including the decision alternatives) and 
particularly on the level of measurement that describes 
the particular item. It is possible that useful infor
mation may be lost if data elements found unrelated to 
decisions are discarded at this stage (since some items 
--suppressor variab1es--may have an effect only in inter
action with other items), so some caution in doing so is 
well-advised. If a plausible case for retention can be 
made, items may be retained. But, if a very large set 
of data elements is on hand in the data base, some screen
ing out may be required. Guidance to eliminating items 
may be given by knowledge of item relations to the deci
sion criteria, their intercorrelations and their reliabi-
1ities. 

There is experience with two general approaches to 
summarizing the relations found and assessing their util
ity for guideline development. These are linear and non-

5For examples, see Neithercutt, Mosely, and Wenk, 
op.cit., 1975, and Gottfredson, Wilkins, Hoffman and 
Singer, Supplementary Report 12 , op.cit., 1973. 
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linear (Glassification) models. Combinations of the two 
approaches are quite possible and may be desirable. 

Linear MlOdels 

First, a linear model, based on evidence of relations 
in a sample of offenders may be applied. Most commonly, 
the method used is that called multiple linear regression. 
This model assumes that a linear equation may be found that 
best fits the observed data in relation to the decision 
alternatives. The criterion of ~best fit~ is that the 
sum of the squared deviations (errors) about a straight 
line is minimized. The method has a number of advantages, 
including the simplicity of a linear equation. Among 
these is that account is taken of the "overlap" (inter
correlation) among the items included and that each item 
is given an appropriate weighting. Further, one can de
termine which items are the best predictors of the deci
sion outcomes and can also tell how closely the model 
"fits" the observed sample of decisions. In fact, the 
method shows how much of the variation in decisions may 
be accounted for by the items included in the model. 

A related linear model could be used instead when 
the decision outcome is a classification such as "paroled 
vs. continued." This method, called a linear discrimin
ant function, is designed to provide an equation such that 
the di~ference between the me~n scores for the two groups 
(calculated from the equation), in relation to their 
pooled standard deviations, is maximized. That is, the 
two groups are to be separated as much as possible by dif
fering scores. The method ma.y be used also when there are 
more than two classifications, such as "paroled-continued
denied." We have used multiple regression instead of the 
discriminant function when two groups (paroled-continued) 
were defined by the decision; it can be shown that the re
sults should be the same. 

Classification Models 

In this project we found a method of case-classifica
tion particularly useful in modelling a decision with clas
sification outcomes. That is, when the decision alterna
tives were "parole vs. continue" or "parole vs. continue 
six months vs. continue 12 months" a case-classification 
method "worked" in the sense that it fit the actual deci
sions well in new samples. A variety of closely related 
classification methods are available: 

The method most closely paralleling that used in the 
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present study is the method of configuration analysis de
scribed by Glaser. 6 The main feature of this procedure 
is the assumption that, after a sample of decisions has 
been divided into groups (differing in decision outcomes) 
on one variable or attribute, the best item for further 
differentiation within the resulting categories to iden
tify contrasting groups might be different for the clas
sifications resulting from the first division. Similarly, 
after further division of the subsamples on items found 
to discriminate the decision outcome groups within those 
subsamples, other items might be found to separate those 
groups. The result is a series of sortings to define a 
process of hierarchical subdivision, as in a tree diagram. 
The diagram may be regarded as a flow chart describing a 
sequential decision model as if the decisions were made 
in this way. 

A closely related method is that called "predictive 
attribute analysis."' The aim and the assumptions are 
similar. Many other methods of classification are avail
able and could be tried in attempts to model decisions. 8 

Similarly, a combination of c1asBification methods 
and regression techniques may be found appropriate and use
ful. In particular, the relations of data items to deci
sion choices (and among the data items themselves) may not 
be the same for various subgroups of offenders. If not, 
separate regression equations for the subgroups may be de
termined; and whether or not a closer "fit" with decisions 
is thereby obtained mgY be tested. 

Conceptualization 

We have explored only two types of models, which we 
have called "matrix" models and "sequential" models. 
Other types remain to be invented, and certainly a combin~-

6Glaser, D., Routinizing Evaluation: Getting Feedback 
on Effectiveness of Crime and Delinquency Programs, Washing
ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, DHEW Publica
tion No. (HSM) 73-9123, 1973, 145-153. 

"See Wilkins, L. T. and MacNaughton-Smith, P., "New 
Prediction and Classification Methods in Criminology," 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 1, January 
1964, 19-32. 

8See Cormack, R. M., "A Review of Classification," 
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 3, 1971, 321-367. 
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tion of "matrix" and "sequential" models may be readily 
conceived. The analyses considered above, whether linear 
or non-linear methods were used, were perceived only as 
providing general guidance for the conceptualization pro
cess, in conCert with the board. 

The models are based implicitly on several assump
tions: 

1. A small number of concepts may be identified as 
reflecting quite important concerns to the de
cision-makers. 

2. These concepts t:.ap different concerns, so that 
each "accounts for" a unique portion of the 
variation in decision choices. 

3. Suitable indicants of these concepts may be 
operationally defined. 

4. Measures of these concepts may be arranged in 
a matrix or grid which models or "maps" the 
decisions with sufficient accuracy to be useful. 

We have used multiple linear regression as the tool 
for identifying the concepts or dimensions that appear to 
be of salient concern to the decision-makers. After iden
tifying the measures that help "account for" the decisions, 
we have sought to develop a matrix model using pr.esumed 
indicants of these dimensions. The results of the regre$
sion analysis have provided guidance, but the models de
vised do not represent a direct application of these re
sults. The models are inventions, and their testing, as 
explained below, is essential to determining how well they 
fit actual decisions. 

Sequential Models 

These models are based on the tree diagram resulting 
from classification analyses as described above. The dia
gram has been regarded as a floW chart, as if the decisions 
were made in a sequential process. As in the case of in
venting matrix models, the initial models have been devised 
partly from the statistical results and partly from discus
sion of these with the paroling authorities. 

Combination Models 

There is no reason that the concepts underlying the 
invention of matrix and sequential models may not both be 
used in devising a policy model. Indeed, the California 



Youth Authority "matrix" model includes a "sequential" 
model within it, for classification of wards according 
to risk. Alternatively, it is quite easy to conceive of 
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a model that proceeds sequentially, then includes a matrix 
component. 

The point to be emphasized is that no one method or 
structure of guideline development can be recommended over 
others. The model or models developed from the analysis 
and fact-finding stages (whether from the statistical 
analyses or from advice by the board) must be applied to 
new samples to determine how well they fit for new deci
sions. This is, therefore, the next step., 

Execution 

Even if the model developed were to represent a direct 
application of a statistical model (without revision from 
board discussion) it would be necessary to conduct Ii new 
study for assessment of its validity. This is all the more 
important if the statistical results have served mainly to 
provide general guidance in the model conceptualization 
process. If it is desired that this process of conceptual
ization not affect actual decisions (until the board is 
ready to adopt it) then the model must be assessed indepen
dently of the decisions. That is, a new sample of deci
sions must be taken, without use of the model by the de
cision-makers. The model may then be assessed as to how 
well it fits this new sample. The numbers and percents 
of decisions "within" the guidelines and "outside" them 
may be identified. If the "fit" is inadequate, the pro
cess may give clues as to how the model should be modified 
to give a better reflection or description of present pol
icy. If not, more "fact-finding" is required. 

More Fact-Finding 

If the model is found inadequate, further discussion 
with the paroling authority may yield additional hypotheses 
for testing and inclusion in the model. This process may 
be aided by an analysis of where the model fits arld w~'ere 
it fails--that is, it may be discovered that specific cate
gories of offenders are decided quite differently from that 
depicted from the model. Hypothf~ses about' decisions for 
those particular groups may be defined and added to the 
model conceptualization. Thus, further evaluation is needed. 

,*,,,,-,,,,-,--_. ----,-
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Evaluation 

The first stage of model evaluation must, as already 
indicated, be limited to an assessment of how well the 
model describes the decision. If the model has been re
vised after first assessment, a second study is in order 
to ascertain whether or not the degree of fit has been 
improved. Thus, the development of the model itself in
cludes the assessment and re-assessment that forms the 
policy control method as a gradual evolutionary process. 

A second stage of evaluation should address the ques
tion as to whether or not the model, now demonstrably fit
ting decisions with the desired degree of accuracy (say, 
eighty percent), is a model the board wishes to adopt. 
If the model, as a description of heretofore implicit pol
icy, is found inadequate for meeting the objectives of the 
board, the paroling authorities themselves may wish to mod
ify the model to define the decision process as they per
ceive to be necessary. It must be remembered that the 
guidelines were developed principally as a means for making 
the policy of the board more explicit--partly for the pur
pose of enabling just such modification. 

poliay making, revision, and maintenance is a dynamic 
process geared to the social and political climate and in
stitutions of a community. That is why parole boards are 
necessary. Guidelines do not change this necessity for 
the exercise of continuing human vigilance in the process 
of parole and related fields. The guidelines devices be
gin from research operations but convert to continue as 
management tools for policy control. Perhaps an analogy 
may make this interaction be-tween reseach and management 
clear. 

Research and development may design a product--like 
guidelines or an aircraft, say, the 747. The 747 flies, 
but it needs modification in accord with feedback (infor
mation) to ensure that it accomodates changes in the market 
and to eradicate operational faults. This process of mod
ification and quality control of the product is not the 
direct function of the research and design team. The de
sign team return, as it were, to their drawing boards to 
design the next 'generation of machines. They will ques
tion and challenge their thinking and planning in their 
earlier work until they have a replacement product for the 
consideration of the airline management. This division of 
labor is functional and ensures that research does not in
terrupt the operations of the existing machinery. This 
analogy, like all analogies, may break down if pressed too 
hard; but it indicates that at some point research must 
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deliver a product of value to the user, while never assum
ing that it has made the ideal product. The analogy holds, 
too, to the extent that the 747'5 in service cannot be 
grounded while the research teams use them for their in
terests. Nonetheless, operational data from the market 
and engineering concerns will be fed to the research teams 
so that they keep their thinking and planning at a real
istic level. The aircraft design team will probably have 
some idea of the nature of the next generation of machines 
before the current machines are outdated and some of their 
ideas may be wrong. Not until a body of knowledge has been 
assembled and the new theories tested (e.g., with tunnels, 
or other simulations) will they be ready to discuss the 
"new generation" of aircraft. 

This is very like our present position. We have 
ideas as to development of guidelines both as "modifica
tions" to the existing models and we have some vague ideas 
as to different models. On some of these, we can use simu
lation methods to test their likely value and utility. 
But these ideas do not interfere with the utility of the 
present product as a management tool; nor does this imply 
that there is not a continuing liaison between modification 
(evolution) through management feedback and the considera
tion of a new and different generation of guidelines models 
at some future date. This relation of research and manage
ment functions is illustrated in Figure 10.2. 

We will note some of the possibilities we have in 
mind either as possible modifications of the current models 
or as components of some "new generation" of policy control 
methods at a later date. It should be noted that the manage
ment functions are essential as an integral part of any 
policy control system, including the monitoring and revi
sion functions with respect to the existing models. On 
the other hand, the research functions may result in "pro
ducts" (new mo~~ls) with greater generality; hence the 
source of new conceptualization may arise in any jurisdic
tion, potentially benefitting others. 

The research element might now move to address a 
larger, more fundamental issue. While the management 
function is concerned as to whether the l:Tuidelines model 
adopted and used assists in achieving the specific ob
jectives of the board, this stage should address the 
general question of effectiveness of the model in respect 
to board (or other criminal justice system) goals. 

Does the revised model continue to fit samples of new 
decisions? Do deviations from the model, identified and 
reported back to the board, suggest either (a) desired 
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modification in the model or (b) desired administrative 
action to bring decisions to a greater degree of consis
tency with policy? Should any aspects of the model be 
revised? 

Fact-Finding 

The collection and collation of the reasons given 
when departures are made from the guidelines model pro
vides the basic statistical data for examination of the 
question of possible need for change in policy_ If there 
are deviations from the model in practice that are not 
readily understandable and acceptable to the board, can 
hypotheses be defined as to the reasons? If so, can these 
hypotheses be tested, potentially to be incorporated in 
the model? 

The research function might specifically concern: 
Is a model of a different form needed? Does the model in 
use allow an acceptable and desirable degree of discre
tion? Should the model be revised to correct either for 
too much flexibility in use or for an imposition of an 
undesirable rigidity? 

Planning 

Has an adequate system of feedback on use of the model, 
including information on cases decided outside the model, 
been developed? Are adequate reasons given for cases de
cided as exceptions? If the model has been revised in the 
conceptualization stage, how is it to be tested in order 
to determine the differences made in actual decision-making 
practice? 

Execution 

How can the revised model be implemented? Does the 
implementation include procedures for data collection 
relevant to later assessments of its utility? 

More Fact-Finding 

Does the new model fit within the limits established 
as desirable? Do deviations give further guidance to model 
revision? 

Evaluation 

Does use of the model meet short-range objectives such 
as equity requirements, consistency with the law governing 
parole and with the philosophy of the board? 
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Does the use of the "00s1 contribute to the effec
tiveness of parole decision-making? Has the effective
ness of the use of the guidelines decision model been 
tested, or has a system capable of providing information 
on effectiveness been installed? 

Research Needed for Guideline Improvement 

The research now needed that can contribute to the 
improvement of guideline models for parole decision-making 
is of two gerleral types: measurement development and eva
luation. They are closely related, and attention will be 
focused here on some particular measurement development 
needs. 

Measurement Development 

Generally, the concepts included in the guidelines 
models thus far developed are crudely defined and approxi
mately measured. The concepts to be defined and measured 
vary with differing parole structures, as has been seen; 
but sever\~,l issues deserve much more careful measurement 
work. 

The IIseri,ousness of the commitment offense II is a con
cept providing a good example. A simple ordering of clas
sifications of seriousness on a single dimension may suf
fice for a beginning determination of a guidelines'model, 
but more careful and thorough attention to the measurement 
and scaling problems associated with the concept is an ob
vious need. This should include investigation of the pos
sible multidimensional nature of the concept IIseriousness. 1I 

The measurement of risk of parole violation or new 
offenses needs improvement as well, despite the large in
vestment of research time already devoted to this topic. 
Measures with improved validity stil: should be sought. 
The IIcriterion problem,1I i.e., the de~inition of favor
able and unfavorable outcomes still needs much further at
tention. Results of this project show that valid measures 
of the concept lIassaultive potential II would be perceived 
as very useful by parole deoision-makers. 

Measurements of the extent and 8e~iou8ne88 of the 
prior criminal record of the offender is also in need of 
improvement. Similarly, measures of the ~ate of offend
ing by type of offense would be of considerable potential 
utility in guideline development. 

Measures of behavior in the institutions of confine-
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ment are needed as well. Two concepts seem quite important 
to parole decision-makers generally: program participation 
or progress and the nature and extent of disciplinary in
fractions. Better measures of theSe concepts would help 
improve present parole policy statements. 

These and other concepts are in need not only of im
proved operational definition, but also of appropriate ap
plications of scaling methods to define more useful mea
SUres. Such better measures can contribute greatly not 
only to guideline development but also to problems of 
guideline evaluation. 

. 
Major Guides for Guideline Development 

A fe,w principles may bee listed to summarize, from ex
perience in this project, the main points to be considered 
in developing paroling guidelines in a new jurisdiction: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The limited purpose of the guideline model 
should be clear. That purpose is to develop 
explicit rules fpr paroling decisions, con
trolling discretion without eliminating it. 

Procedures for guideline development will nec
necessarily depend upon t,he objectives, re
sources and decision alternatives available 
in a given jurisdiction. ' 

A variety of techniques have been explored 
for their possible utility in aiding the 
conceptualization of guidelines. These 
include various methods of data collection 
and analyses t ,all of which merely provide 
aids to the inv •. :mtion of guideline models. 

Tentative guide~ines developed (invented) 
should, at the start, closely parallel 
present decision practice. 

Guidelines development, implementation, 
and revision should be regarded as an 
evolutionary system for policy control. 

The implementation of a guidelines model 
should include the establishment of pro
cedures for systematic, repeated :t:'eview 
and revision of paroling policy according 
to results of evaluation studies. 





Chapter 11 

DIFFERENT FACES OF TRUTH? 

Leslie T. Wilkins and Don M. Gottfredson 

The models prepared for use in the various jurisdic
tions all differ; but they are of two general types. The 
basic forms of structure to be noted have been called the 
"matrix" and the "sequential" models. In the first (ma
trix) form, information is obtained about the parole ap
plicant, scores may be calculated, and the person is clas
sified according to two or more dimensions. The disposi
tion expected for the case is determined by the classifica
tion procedures. This model is of the same form as that 
first derived as an explanation of the policy of the United 
States Parole Commission, in which a score for offender 
("salient factor") was related to the category of serious-
ness of the offense and the two classifications together 
formed a matrix which indicated the time of expected de
tention in Federal institutions. The fact that the Salient 
Factor Scores are additive is another feature of this 
model which has important consequences (discussed below) . 
The additive nature of Salient Factor Scores used is not, 
however; a logically distinguishing feature of the two 
general models discussed. (Elements of a branching net
work model could include such scores; similarly, non-addi
tive classification rules could provide the basis for a 
matrix or grid-type model.) Similar models have been 
discussed in preceding chapters concerning the California 
youth Authority Board, the New Jersey State Parole Board, 
and the Washington State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles. 
An an,a.:j.og,ous mod~l has been developed and implemented for 
sentencing decisions in one ~ourt jurisdiction (Denver)} 

The second form (a sequential or branching network) 
was first used as a description of the parole decision 
policy of the Board of Paroles of North Carolina. This 
may be pictured as a kind of steeplechase or "hurdling" 
for the parole applicant. He must pass along a path al
most without difficulty--the path being the branching net
work of the decision process. Similar models have been 
discussed in regard to the parole decisions in Virginia, 
Louisiana, and Missouri. 

, 
It is possible to find other styles of description 

lWilkins, L.T., Kress, J.T., Gottfredson, D~M., Calpin, 
J.C., and Gelman, A.M., Sentencing Guidelines and Structur
ing Judicial Discretion, Albany, New York: Criminal Justice 
Research Center, October, 1976. 
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for decision processes. 

Finding the Ball Park VB. Predicting Hits 

The two types of models, matrix VB. sequential, dif
fer also in the degree of precision expected. The matrix 
models specify the general area within which decisions 
are expected to be taken. Stated differently, they indi
cate the ~ange of alternativ~ choices in which discretion 
may be exer'cised. No attempt is made to specify precisely 
the decision outcome. (These differences obtained in 
general, but, of course, it would be possible, as in the 
New Jersey model described, to provide a matrix model with 
specific decision rules.) The branching network models, 
on the other hand, seek to provide an aid to the specific 
choice: parole or not. Both models provide for the exer
cise of discretion (by permitting. and indeed expecting 
deviation from the norm under unusual circumstances). 
In the first model, there are two ways in which provision 
for discretion has been made, and in the second there is 
only one. Thus, in the case of th~.matrix model, the 
decision-maker has alternatives within the bounds of the 
guidelines; in addition, he may, for stated reaso.ns, 
decide on a choice outside these bounds. In the branch
ing network, discretion is exercised only in the latter 
case. 

A matrix model uses imprecise information (such as is 
ordinarily available in case files) in such a way that the 
information is amplified to help "zero in" on the general 
area of the "target." Different concerns or issues are 
being tapped. The problem of finding a friend's home in 
a certain city provides an example. If we know only the 
city (and he has no phone), the search will be time-con
suming and difficult. If we know he lives near a certain 
street, the necessary search already has been dramatically 
reduced, but it is still substantial. If avenues are per
pendicular to streets and we know also that a certain 
avenue is nearby, the ~egioi;has been located and the 
remaining search will be'easy. A few additional inquiries 
near the intersection probably are all that will be needed 
in order to precisely locate the home. Once the intersec
tion is known, it is clear that a journey to that point 
will be "in the ball park" of the solution wanted. 

The guideline ranges in a matrix model are thus some
what akin to "confidence intervals" in estimation problems. 
For example, it might be stated that offenders classified 
as exhibiting a specific combination of offense serious
ness and risk factors will be expected"with probability 
= .80, to serve between 15 and 20 months. That is, 80 per
cent of decisions will be expected to fall within the 
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bounds of the estimate. 

The branching network models address a different, 
more difficult task more like "point estimation" problems. 
A prediction of the specific decision, parole or continue, 
is required for each case. 

Morals and Models 

The two general types discussed do, however, suffice 
to raise certain moral issues, to suggest questions con
cerning the choice of alternative models, to call up the 
general concerns of decision effectiveness and accounta
bility, and to pose a number of questions about priorities 
for research and practice. 

The relationship between the model and the process 
may seem a point of difficulty, particularly where the 
decisions have a moral value content. Parole decisions 
must invariably have such a content because it is human 
beings that are "processed" by the decisions. In the past, 
questions relating to process styles, or challenging them '" 
on moral grounds, have not arisen for the very simple rea
son that the different kinds of structure were not known. 
Now, however, two kinds of issues can be identified. Both 
raise value questions, but they are of quite different 
forms. We have, in the past, discussed the moral concerns 
(in relation to parole decisions) in terms of the outcome 
of the decisions, such as whether persons were detained 
too long or let out too soon with resulting risk to the 
community. These questions, of course, remain and are 
still the most significant. There is now, however, the 
new kind of question as to whether the process itself is 
justified. Should the decision be made with respect to 
"dimensions" (as with a matrix model, such as the Federal 
guidelines) or should it be by means of a "branching net
work" of tests (as in the North Carolina case) or is an
other kind of model more morally right? A still further 
question is whether the latter set of questions may not 
be disposed of if the former question can be answered. 
Is the right (7) outcome all that is required, so that 
any process which maximizes that end would be self-jus
tified thereby? 

Unlt=ss we are careful, we may find ourselves in some
thing like a theological debate, closely analogous to 
whether belief in One God is the same as believing that 
there is only one Good. If one model may be mor~lly jus
tified, must alternative models be rejected? 
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From empirical evidence and common observation it is 
clear that one can arrive at the same conclusion by differ~ 
ent means and on the basis ~f differently constructed argu
ments. It has been demonstrated, for example, that differ
ent judges will dispose of a case in very much the same way 
(impose the same penalty) but for quite different reasons, 
by giving different weights to different items of informa-
tion.2. 

A similar assessment of the robust nature of some de
cision processes may be inferred from another result. 'l'he 
use of prediction methods in research design has developed 
over the last 50 years. At one time it was considered that 
the ways in which equations were calculated could make con
siderable differences in the estimation of the probability 
of recidivism. Recently it has been shown that estimates 
of the probability of reconviction are extremely robust 
under different systems of weighting of the information 
used in the prediction tables. Of course, there are limits 
to the weights and to the items which may be included, but 
these limits are by no means as strong determinates as 
had been thought at one time to be the case. In the United 
states Parole guidelines, for example, the items included 
in the "salient factor score" are given weights of one if 
they apply and a weight of zero if they do not apply. This 
simple weighting, far from resulting in loss of information 
and precision in prediction, actually improves the expected 
power of predicticm for validation samples. 3 (The reasons 
for this have been explored, but are not relevant to the 
present discussion.) 

The fact that different weights do not necessarily 
make much difference to the use of information in an ad
ditive model does not at the same time indicate that changes 
of type and structure of the models would not make con
siderable differences in the nature of the outcomes. All 
additive models work to the same processes and are the 
sa.me kind. of treatment of information in that items of 
data may be substituted and the same sum obtained. For 

_example, an inmate who has one more prior conviction than 
another inmate may compensate in his "salient factor score" 
either by obtaining some educational credential while in 
the institution or by having a sound parole plan. Each 
item of information in the salient factor score contri-

2. Wilkins, L. T., Kress q J. T., Gottfredson, D. M., 
Calpin, J. C., and Gelman, A. M., op. cit., 1976. 

3See Appendix A. 



butes a small amount (one or zero) to the total, and no 
single item will condemn the ~ndividual to any specific 
decision. Good may cancel out bad items in the total. 
with a "network" model, this will not apply. An indivi
dual who does not pass through a branch may have no fur
ther opportunity of re-entry to the stage prior to that 
branch. Thus, for example, in a sequential model the 
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rules could be such that an applicant for parole who has 
not been admitted to "honor grade" cannot proceed further 
towards his parole--he drops out of the "steeplechase" at -
this hurdle. A failure to clear this point in the network 
precludes consideration of how well or badly he might do 
at other hurdles in the network. Good points cannot, in 
general, cancel out bad poinis, since there is no totalling 
of the score as the basis for the decision. 

There is a very clear difference between the guide
lines models which are based on additions of items of in
formation where the sequence of the information is of 
critical significance. There are, of course, other dif
ferences between the matrix model and the sequential mod
el, and there are other possible models of decisions in 
relation to information search and use. These two models 
may serve for the moment, however, as archetypes of forms 
and patterns of guidelines. 

What Goes Up Must Come Down! 

The fact that different types of models have been de
veloped derives from the strategy of research adopted at 
the start. In order to clarify this relationship, it is 
necessary to restate some of the earlier arguments for the 
methods adopted and to relate these to, the nature of the 
outcomes obtained. 

The methods used were not constrained by any fixed 
theory nor by beliefs as to what method of decisi011-making 
in parole was morally right. The authors do not claim to 
be "value-free" in the research in all re·spectsi indeed, 
the rather relaxed attitude towards kinds of models is, 
itself, a value choice. Alternatively, explanations might 
have been sought only in terms of certain models. In 
fact, in the first few months, the authors were rather 
unimaginative and sought to apply the initial (Federal 
style) matrix model as an explanation of the observed 
decisions of the parole boards in the various states. 
It was when this model failed to explain the decisions 
to the satisfaction of the boards that we had to choose 
between two alternative possibilities, namely, 
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a) The regression equation (additive) model, from 
which a. matrix model was derived, might not have 
worked because the decisions of the board (where 
it failed) were made not as a board, but as 
idiosyncratic individuals. No collective expla
nation was possible because none existed! We 
could not discover any implicit board policy 
because there was none. 

b) The fact that we could not discover a policy 
with the use of regression (additive) models 
was not because no policy existed (implicit or 
explicit), but rather that the policy cou~d not 
be expressed by the additive mode~. We should, 
therefore, seek other kinds of explanatory 
models. 

Dictate·s of the scientific me+..:hod would permit recog
nition of only one of the above two alternatives as rea
sonable, namely, (b). Merely to show that a particular 
form of model does not work does not, however, indicate 
the model which will work. Ne have tested the hypothesis 
(ll a dditive models will map the decisions of the Board") 
and it has not been sustainSd~ but now we have to invent 
other hypotheses. Much is/known about. methods for the 
testing of hypotheses, bqi little can be said about the 
invention of hypotheses /In the first pl.ace. We were faced 
with the task of trying/to find IIdifferent ll models, but 
we had little guidance as to what form they might take. 

It was postulated that a screening model could be de
vised to fit more closely. Networks of decision nodes con
sidered in sequence would represent a very different form 
from that of regression and there seemed to be good rea
sons to try it to see if it would fit the North Carolina 
data. There was no doubt of the rationality of the net
wor~ model: (a) it was different from that used for the 
previous work on parole decision mapping, (b) the logic 
was perhaps somewhat more complex, and (c) discrete items 
of data were not seen as forming dimensions but needed to 
be considered separately in a sequence. The preceding 
chapters have shmrm that models of the non-additive kind 
do map certain boards' decision methods since it was pos
sible to predict decisions with fair precision. We are 
not here concerned with the facts but with exploring the 
meaning of the facts, particularly what we may learn from 
the need to fit different models to different parole sys
tems. Should all systems work to similar models? How 
different are the different boards in their decision-making? 
Are there other models which might be explored in these 
or other instances? To answer these and related questions 



it will be necessary to examine some theoretical issues 
and to compare our results with others where different 
models have been found to apply. Among the examples of 
prior work we might find cases where the explanations 
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were simpler and where the outcomes were not overlaid with 
moral issues as in the present case. 

Practice Leads to Theory? 

It is, as Popper suggests, agreed that hypotheses 
must precede research, as in the hypothetic-deductive 
method. There are strategies in research which may be 
seen as making weak or strong uses of theory. In this 
study we have preferred to use theory weakly; that is to 
say, we have used theory to suggest many kinds of questions 
rather than using it to sharpen finely the area of our 
inquiry. It may be considered that we ~ad some basic 
theory relating to branching networks, but if so, there 
was little to it other than empirical opportunism. There 
are, of course, other methods for the use of models and 
we may compare our approach with some of these in order 
to assess the questions we are now posing ourselves. Let 
us first note one or two examples of research in other 
fields using other models and we will later use these 
examples as a means of explaining the case in point. 

In some kinds of research it is possible to state in 
advance the kinds of models which it would be reasonable 
to fit to the data and to ignore all others. Such deci
sions on the part of research workers should be seen as 
a selection of strategies rather than being related to 
ideas of what "really" was true. We may have been biased 
in our selection and indeed we did begin by trying to fit 
the "matrix" (Federal) model, including its "additive" 
features. This was not our philosophy of research as much 
as a strategy of convenience. We sought to find a model 
which fitted the decision processes of the various state 
boards. This was so that we could understand their deci
sion processes. If we could find a model which "explained" 
(fitted/mapped) the variation observed between decisions, 
then we had some form of language which could be manipu
lated. There was no investment in any particular model, 
except that at that time we kn'ew only of one! Rather than 
test a specific model, or perhaps severaL models of quite 
different forms should be explored. But let us leave that 
judgment until we have considered the evidence we have and 
the ways in which research has proceeded in other exemplar 
situations. 

A, strategy which differs from that applied in the 
present case in very significant ways should perhaps be 
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noted briefly at this point. In contrast with our "weak" 
use of theory, this approach makes strong use of theoret
ical frameworks. A model may be designed which represents 
the possible extreme position in one direction and another 
model which represents the polar opposite. It may then . 
usually be assumed that, whatever the "real" position, it 
will lie between the two models. This often enables some 
very useful statements to be made without the support of 
observation. Such kinds of models are of considerable 
value in planning new activity, or new forms of activity. 
Nage1 4 provides an interesting example of this approach. 
We may be concerned to estimate what might happen if mod
ifications were made to the jury system, such as reduction 
to six with required unanimity or a majority of ten out 
of twelve. We may assume that one extreme is that every 
juror will vote as "his own man"--each individual's deci
sion., process is independent of every other member of Jthe 
jury. '. At the other extreme we may suppose that, as in a 
bowling game,. if the kingpin goes down, the remainder will 
follow wi~h a high degree of probability. This latter 
model represents the greatest degree of interdependence. 
We can conduct Mathematical analyses of these models of 
extreme independence and interdependence to see how the 
model "behaves" under different assumed conditions. What
ever is the "real" position, it may safely be assumed to 
lie between the two extreme modelled situations. If, as 
is often the case, the two models indicate that there is 
little change in outcome in proposed activity, this find
ing is useful in providing "room for maneuver." Certain 
kinds of possible change may be more sensitive to the dif
ferent models, and again this is useful information. 

In neither case of the above example is there any sug
gestion of' the actual behavior of juries; they may be work
ing to extreme interdependence decision rules or extreme 
independence, or some may be working to one model and others 
to another. In the example and similar kinds of inference, 
such questions are irrelevant. The model encompasses all 
possible situations and makes no statements as to which 
are better or worse, nor indeed is any criterion necessary 
in the design of the model. Use of the models may indicate 
more or less desirable situations or outcomes, but the mod
els themselves are not involved in the discussions -which 
may result from their use. We might take the view that 

4Nagel, S. and Neef, M., "Determining the Impact of 
Legal Policy Changes Before the Changes Occur": Paper 
presented to the Midwest Political Science Association, 
Annual Meeting, 1975 (Mimeo, courtesy of authors--await
ing publication). 
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the "Twelve Angry Men" model (interdependence/bowling mcdel) 
is not appropriate in a company board room. The model may 
assist us in assessing either the morality or the efficiency 
of the operations "mapped" or both; but the model itself 
merely provides a language. Models say nothing about the 
kinds of situations which ought to apply, although they 
may be set up as a means of describing what may be expected 
to take place; models may describe ongoing activities or 
express theories; rnodels may indicate limiting possibilities 
or illustrate the average. In other words, the model is a 
tool of wide use, but it is little more than a tool. It 
is absolutely necessary for those who use any model to be 
clear as to the purpose which it is designed to serve. 
Arguments in terms of multiple purposes are both difficult 
and hazardous. Let us set aside this illustration of mod
els and their uses and examine a very different kind of 
purpose in model building. 

Joe's Thumb and Other Models 

Cheese making is more of an art than a science. Un-
til quite recently, cheeses were assessed for readiness 
for market by "Joe's thumb." An experienced worker would 
press the cheese with his thumb and note the resistance 
and a characteristic termed "fight-back." Joe's subjec-
tive assessment was the decision which determined the 
action taken with regard to the cheese. It seemed desir
able to try to find out exactly what processes IIJoe" was 
carrying out and, since Joe would not live forever, to try 
to replace him with scientific instruments. Accordingly, 
research workers attempted to "model" Joe's thumb. It may 
sound odd, but this was by no means trivial research as 
considerable business interests were involved. In the 
cheese case, rather s~illilar mathematical models were ex
plored to those explored in regard to parole decision-making. 
There was some similarity in that the research worker's task 
initially was to try to understand (model) the subjective 
decisions of parole boards .. It should be noted that to 
say that boards' decisions were "subjective" is not to say 
that the decisions could be improved. Let us leave that 
example for the moment and note one further use of modelling. 

Data giving details of the income distribution of 
households in cities are not usually available, except in 
respect of a small sample of towns where sample surv~ys 
are carried out. Information on income distribution is 
important for marketing companies, and, accordingly, it 
is useful to attempt estimation for the cities where the 
data are not available by the use of information from those 
cities covered by surveys. Estimates might be possible 

---=,--==~"---------------



296 

by use of "proxy" data which were available from census 
for all cities. For example, the infant mortality rate 
is known and published frequently for all cities and it 
is known that there is a correlation between income and 
the infant mortality rate. Perhaps if several items of 
data were combined it would be possible to estimate the 
unknown income from several items of other data. Substi
tution of a set of weighted "knowns" which were demon
strated to "fit" the observations where available has 
much in common with our attempt to fit equations to de
cisions of parole boards. One set of information (de
tails about the offender) is available in all cases where 
decisions are required and for a sample the decisions of 
the board are known. We may seek to "map" the one into 
the other and identify a set of "proxy" data for the 
"decision" data. 

While there are more similarities than differences 
in the kinds of mathematical analyses necessary to carry 
out the different projects noted, one major distinction 
must be stressed, namely that between a priori model build~ 
ing and a postiori model building. In the case of the 
jury (bowling, etc.) models, we have an example of a priori 
modelling. The model could be set up without observing 
juries in action. In other cases, models may be designed 
to represent "ideal ll types of behavior on the assumption 
of "rational decisions." A notable example is that of 
"economic man. 11 'l'hese latter forms involve the making of 
assumptions about 'the "real world" which' are unlikely to 
be true, such as the assumption of perfect information in 
regard to market behavior models. Our position is some
what different from all of the cases in one respect. 

Guidelines research begins as an a postiori model 
based on observations and is oompletel.y descriptive. It 
is clearly incorrect, however, to talk of "guidelines u as 
merely descriptive since the very word indicates prescrip
tiOh. This transition from descriptive to prescriptive 
is critical to our research and is a transition which we 
do not, ourselves, make. This must be the ooard" s deci-~----·--··· 
cision in each state. This decision involves something 
like a prescription which says that the'policies of the 
past (recent case decisions) reflect a policy which should 
be continued into the future. Alternatively, the decision 
is to modify the tentative guidelines into a prescriptive 
form. In other words, the descriptive model (if it is 
valid and powerful) provides the "guidelines" by systemat-
ically condensing the past decision behavior of the board 
concerned; the decision by the board now is to continue 
past policy or modify it. 

There is, of course, no constraint on the board im-



posed by a description of their working. They may take 
the view that they do not approve of the policy indicated 
in the model and do not wish to continue as they have 
done in the past. This is tantamount to rejecting what 
we have called the "Joe' s thumb" model and philosophy. 
The more formal encodification of the sUbjective decision 
processes reveals activities which the board may wish to 
inhibit because they consider that such matters are not 
"right" or "just" or "politic." The descriptive model 
provides a Zanguage which clarifies the prior process and 
enables it to be critically examined in a way not previ
ously available to the board. If a weight is necessary, 
say, to the fact of "race" in order to explain (describe) 
the board's decisions, then the revelation might suggest 
that the descriptive equations should not be turned di
rectly into guidelines. s Thus the board might use the 
modifica~ion of the desdription equations to ensure that 
their policy did in fact change accordingly. It is not 

297 

an attitude change on the par~ of the paroling authority, 
but a change in their decision reference whicb is required. 
Individual members of boards and hearings officers are not. 
individually charged with policy formation; that is matter 
for the whole board in accord with legislation. 

These examples show that there may be some lack of 
distinction between a priori and a postiori model build
ing in the setting up of guidelines. In regard to the 
two different kinds of models, the situation is clear as 
to the facts, but there are some interesting and signi
ficant concerns arising from an interpretation of the 
facts. It has been suggested that the description of 
parole decision-making in one jurisdiction may not be 
effected with a model of the same kind as that used to 
describe the decisions in another. This may not be 
merely a difference in terms of the weights given to 
items of data, but a different strategy for looking at 
and using data. Why should this be so? 

Perhaps the most revealing thing a person can tell 
another about his decision-making is ho'w he knows when he 
has made an incorrect decision. The failures of a process 
are often more revealing of its nature that its successes, 

SNo such case has been found in our research where 
"race" has been a factor, and this is given as an exam
ple where there would seem to be little disagreement as 
to the undesirability of the transition from description 
to prescription without modification. 

''- .. ---.... ",,---
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particularly if the failures are recognized and serve as 
a basis for further data. In some way or another, all 
parole boards are ~oncerned with the possibility of "get
ting a decision wrong" and with the consequences of any 
error or accusation of error. It is important to note 
that accusations of error made by others and self-recog
nized errors can be similar or may be quite different 
things. Parole boards tend to be unnoticed by the general 
public while everything is seen as going well. If a dra
matic incident occurs (e.g., a paroled murderer commits 
another crime) then the board is held accountable and is 
accused of making a serious error in decision. There is 
also a tendency to generalize from the single incident and 
attack board policy. Such possibilities must always be 
in the minds of board members, even though suppressed. 
"If this case fouls up, what can I say?" or, after an in
cident, "How can we avoid another one like that?", where 
"like that" refers to the total effects on the board of 
facts of the case and ways in which these were represented 
to the embarrassment of the board. Since there is always 
a risk of similar factual situations arising if pa" ,:>' l} is 
granted at all, then it is not unreasonable to concent~ute 
upon the second part of the problem--the ways in which the 
facts may be represented to the discomfort of the board or 
challenge the general policy of parole. 

There are two kinds of defensive strategies. Not 
surprisingly, these two strategies are precisely reflected 
in the models we "discovered" by seeking descriptive mod
els. rflhe defense may concentrate on the individual items 
of information in respect to the individuaZ "foul-up" or 
it might concentrate on the correctness of the generaZ poZ
icy and play down the individual details. Which strategy 
is the more likely to be effective depends upon the environ
ment (political climate) in which it is applied. It is 
also possible that the form of the attack (whenever it 
comes and for whatever apparent reason) may also differ 
according to the environment. The New York Times and the 
Washington Post may attack with one form, while the San 
Francisco Chronicle will u~e·another style, and so on. 
Boards are, of course quite correctly, sensitive to their 
environment.;' the survival of parole as a system depends 
upon its remaining acceptable to legislatures and the pub
lic, and the press has an influence upon both. 

There is no suggestion that anyone state board has con
sciously developed a different method of information search 
and decision-making with regard to parole because they are 
prepared for a different form of possible attack than, say, 
attacks upon the United States Parole Commission. Rather, 
board members in any area reflect in themselves something 
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of the qualities of the area. states do differ from each 
other! People who live in the different environments of 
different states, whether or not born there, are contin
uously br~athing that air, living in that information set
ting, and reacting to that political climate. It may be 
that the boards of various states sh~uZd reflect the es
sential ~lements of their political scenes. If that pre
scriptive statement is accepted, then we may make another 
--the guidelines shouZd reflect state differences. 

This is the stance taken in this study. It was ex
pected that the research would reveal differences among 
paroling policies in the different states. The models 
make this quite clear, because they are stated in a quite 
precise language, and not in generalities as is more usual 
with policy statements. The test, in each case, as we see 
it, is whether the model as fitted to the decisions (what
ever its form) is aaaeptabZe to the board for its future 
9uidance. (A board may have difficulty in supporting a 
cl~im that a model does not describe their policies in the 
past, since, depending on the degree of "fit," this i~ a 
matt.er of demonstrated fact.) 

In the specific case, if any other state board, 
having .seen that a model can be found which fits their 
past decisions, decides that there are no strong reasons 
to change their policy, then there are no reasons why they 
should not adopt the model as ·their guideline for future 
decisions. A procedure is also required to permit depar
tures from the guidelines and for the use of such informa
tion to guide policy change as the envi~onment changes. 

The explanation of the different models (matrix or 
sequential) may be clarified by imagining the form of ac
cusation in the case of a "decision error." "Did this per
son or did he not ... " possess characteristic (x)? "And did 
he not ... ?": The specific questions relate, in this ex
ample, to discrete items of data. The imaginary defendant 
(the parole board) would be inferred to have erred if it 
had to answer questions formed in this way with a response 
showing its guidelines were not followed. "Had this per
son made honor grade in the institution: yes or no?" If 
the bo'ard had to say that he had not made that grade, then 
it would be assumed to be in error in releasing the offender 
and hence responsible for the fact that he had committed 
another crime. The lack of logic (the non sequitur) would 
not trouble many of the accusers! The board with the se
quential model is ready to meet this kind of attack. Each 
decision is made in terms of the branching network of spe
cific items of information. The policy calls for the giv
ing of reasons for departures from the guidelines, which 
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are expected, but they are not, in general, so well pre
pared to meet accusations which deal with more abstract 
concepts. The board with the matrix model, gTI the other 
hand, is prepared for defense in terms of abstractions, 
such as the concepts "seriousness of offense," "prob
ability of reconviction," or "prison adjustment." 

The fact that there are differences in the "level of 
abstraction" in which the policy (i.e., guidelines) is 
stated is evident from the kinds of models which were 
found to fit (descriptors). The differences are consis
tent with a supposition that the nature of the defense 
for decisions differs in similar ways among boards and 
states. The United States Board, for example, may be more 
susceptible to criticism in law journals and the "estab
lishment" press; and indeed, it has been attacked by learned 
judges in their publi.shed books in the past in terms of 
abstract concepts such as "policy,1! "consistency," "open
ness," "understandability of decisions," and so on. The 
way they had developed their work fitted thJ.s environment 
and the models we discovered to fit their decision proces
ses also fitted this environment. Thus, their guidelines 
are structural in terms of "dimensions" to which there are 
indiaators in the form of individual items of information. 
Such indicators a:c~ summed and there is scope for a trade
off between good and bad characteristics. In the sequen
tial models, items of data are treated, as it were, in 
their own right and not summed into indiaators of abstract 
concepts. We do not know whether the environment for the 
boards with sequential models matches this form of de
fense. If not, and if the assessment of any board is 
that the forms of attack come in the nature of those 
faced by the United States Board, then the sequential 
guidelines may not be optimal for this kind of environ
ment. 

Are there any other grounds of preference for one 
form of model or the other? We have no indication that 
the network model is any more or less acceptable than 
other forms, either technically or morally. 

There is some possibility, suggested by other stud
i~s, that network models tend to represent more risk aver
s~ve decision processes than other models. 6 It seems that 
the risk aversive element is due to the fact that at each 
node (branch) a subsidiary decision is involved. A node 
tends to become an all-or-non~ determination, based on one 
item rather than conditionally upon other items of data. 

6 Kingsnorth, R. Doctoral dissertation, School of 
Criminology, University of California, Berkeley, 1970. 
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Hence, a "safe" decision tends to be ,made at each branch, 
with an overall result that fewer persons get through the 
network than would be the case if alternative routes were 
available for them. 

It would be possible to work out notional board deci
sions for a sample of individual cases to two or more mod
els. Thus, the expected decisions could be calculated by 
matrix models and sequential models for similar samples. 
A design thus: 

Model Type 

Matrix model 

Sequential model 

North Carolina 
8ase Sample' 

Federal 
Case Sample 

- - -(NOTIONAL DECISIONS) --

would be possible and might give some useful comparative 
information. One objection to such comparisons is th~t 
even the same crime, carried out in an exactly similar 
way, may in one area be rega~ded as much more serious 
than in another. As a judge put it to us recently, "Cut
ting a wire fence in Vermont is a different crim(~ from 
cutting a wire fence in Denver." The qualities of the 
crime which are related to the disposition of the court 
and the decisions of the parole board are detennined by 
two or more (but at least two) factors, (a) the. crime, 
and (b) the environment in which the crime was committed. 
We lack means for adequate dElscription or classification 
of (b); and legal categories of (a) are not strictly com
parable between states. Comparison would, therefore, be 
a difficult task and require considerable further research. 
We hope that this will be borne in mind by readers of this 
report and that they will not rush to criticism of col
leagues in other states who work in different styles and 
hence may use differently constituted guidelines. 

Other possible Methods 

If the guidelines had been developed by other means, 
there would have been no opportunity for different models 
to appear. If, for example, we had prepared a ppiopi 
models we might have found some degree of "fit" for sev
eral models in several states. It might have been that 
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some type of model would have been found which was some
where in between the styles now identified. Low correla
tions between the actual observations and the theoretical 
models might have been noted for all areas. For this rea
son, we require the fairly high degree of "fitting" which 
we set, somewhat arbitrarily, at 80 percent. Any a prior{ 
model building savors of prescription edging out descrip
tion and hence can become a vehicle for research workers 
to insert their values into operations. Thus, for example, 
Adam Smith stated a theory of economic behavior in terms 
of an a priori model and this model later became value
laden and prescriptive. In the example of a priori model
ling of jury decisions discussed earlier, prescriptive 
overtones were avoided because the models were designed 
to fit extreme situations and might be seen as setting 
the limits of observed behavior--neither specifying an 
is nor an ought situation. Rather than being descriptive 
of any "real" situation, the models specified the range 
in terms of possible theories. No jury, hearing of the 
models, would change its behavior! 

In the example of estimation of the income distribu
tion of towns, no estimation could change the facts. It 
was also possible to verify precisely the estimates by 
carrying out a census or sample ihquiry in the towns for 
which estimates were made. Accordingly, part of the method 
was to assume that information about income was not avail
able for certain towns where in fact it was known. Esti
mates were made without the use of information in a sub
sample and then checked against the known data at a later 
stage. 

This kind of analysis may be used in certain sectors 
of parole decision-making research. Information which is 
expensive to obtain or which can be obtained only in a 
percentage of cases (as with income data) may be substi
tuted by proxy data. The discovery of proxy data could 
proceed along lines closely analogous to the equations for 
estimation of the income of towns from other data. This 
method is very similar to the "Joe's Thumb" problem, but 
not exactly so. True, the subjective assessment of the 
expert is taken as the best available measure of the suit
ability of the cheese to be marketed and a "proxy" measure 
is sought. However, in the case of the income of towns, 
a data base exists from which selections can be made and 
tested in combination for their utility as "proxy" indices 
for income. Joe's Thumb does not present us with a data 
base! Because of this, different methods are needed and 
different sets of assumptions are necessary with this kind 
of problem. 

Depending upon the assumptions we are prepared to 



make, we may use a very large variety of methods for the 
background to the development of guidelines. It seems 
highly probable that quite different methods would re
sult in individual cases being disposed of in a quite 
similar manner. We have only collateral evidence for 
this guess, and perhaps some future research might look 
into these matters. 

Models and Morals 

Model building, whether or not developed into the 
operational use of guidelines, is one of the most power
ful methods for assessing the import of our social deci
sions. It may even be said that we may begin to examine 
some quantification of moral judgments by these methods. 
This is a sweeping claim and needs justification. 
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Perhaps an example will suffice to indicate the pos
sible approach. In the model used by the United states 
Parole Commission, there are two major dimensions which 
account for the variance in decisions--the seriousness of 
the offense and probability of a further offense. From 
examination of the degree of increment in ~he time-to-be
served as against these two dimensions, it may be noted 
that seriousness is the more important factor--the "slope" 
of the penalty is greater than for the probability factor 
by a ratio of about 60:40. It would be an easy matter to 
hold constant t'he same average time but to modify the 
scales so that seriousness of offense and risk of recon
viction were equally weighted, or the weights might be 
reversed. In other words, the "discovered~ model may now 
be modified to a model of the a priori kind. It would 
then also be a simple matter to draw a sample of decisions 
and to see what differences the change of scale would make 
in the outcomes, On one side, we could put those cases 
which \'lould be decided in exactly the same terms, in an
other pile we could put those whose penalty would increase 
and in another those for whom it would decrease. This 
could be done for any model we wished to imagine and were 
prepared to put to the test. 

In the abstract, it is difficult to answer the ques
tion as to whether justice requires that the seriousness 
of the offense be given the sarne, lesser, or greater w~ight 
than factors about the offender which relate to the risk 
of further crime. We now know that the united States Pa
role Commission was acting as though the correct weight 
was slightly greater for the seriousness of the instant 
offense. This is the codification of the received wisdom 
of the Board as it developed over the years. We know of 
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no reason for changing the ratios. The important thing 
about modelling is that we do not have to make the a.otuaZ 
change or to put into effect an innovation in order to be 
able to study its probable effects. And, of course, simu
lation is made possible through. the use of models. Simu- . 
lation methods can be used to examine very many and highly 
varied problems. Indeed, the number and types of simula
tion research studies which are now seen as feasible ap
pear to be limitless. Only the time available for thought 
restricts the number of simulation projects which could 
be imagined! There are more feasible varieties of simula
tion than possible variations in real life; for the obvious 
reasons that simulation costs little, does not involve any 
real risk, is not politically embarrassing, and is less time 
consuming. 

Some of the qualities which are usually assumed to 
involve moral value choices may be simulated and the input 
varied. Justice (a moral concept?) involves concerns as 
to equity and prejudice. It is known that the kinds of 
decisions people make are related to the vlays in which they 
search for information. It is also known to be possible to 
change decisions of persons by merely changing the order of 
presentation of information (i.e., same information, same 
persons, different order of information, leads to different 
decisions). It is also known that the means of presenta
tion also influences the nature of the decision. Redundant 
information (correct, but unnecessary, information) also 
modifies decisions. These modifications all can occur whe
ther the decision involves moral value choices or merely 
economic welfare decisions. We are now able to study these 
phenomena because we can, as it were, take apart the complex 
processes which previously hid the same kinds of effects, 
although most were intuited by experienced decision-makers. 

Priorities and Pleasures 

We know that the data base throughout the criminal 
justice system is generally of poor quality. Some have 
called for very large investments to improve the informa
tion both in terms of quality and in its handling. Is the 
cost of improvements justified in terms of a potential for 
improved decision-making? Such a claim can be supported 
only if it can be ensured that the improvements in the 
quality of the material (data for decision-making) can be 
matched with improvements in ability to use it. An ex
pensive cloth and a cheap tailor will not produce the best 
suit! And the tailor must have the appropriate tools. 

At the end of this research project, we (the research 
staff at least, and perhaps others) are like children with 
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a new tinker toy. Hundreds of things such as boats, cranes, 
robots and the like can be made with the same basic set of 
parts and each one may be disassembled into its basic unit 
parts for other constructions. We can see all the things 
which it is possible to examine by setting up models, by 
simulation of data, and by myriad analyses. As rQsearch 
workers, we find some of the questions more intri~Jning than 
others, but we do not consider ourselves alone to be the 
authorities on the priorities which should be given to these 
questions. It is hoped that other persons concerned with 
other aspects of the criminal justice processes will con
sider the variety of things that can be built and will say, 
from time to time, "Why don't we build that and see how it 
works?" What priorities should be given to questions which 
are amenable to analysis through the use of decision-making 
models such as those described and discussed in this report? 

There is a more fundamental question which has to be 
faced (or avoided, which \V'ill amount to the same thing!). 
continuing the analogue of the tinker toy, the question 
is, "What size of set ought we to invest in?" It is pos
sible to imagine very sophisticated "sets" which involve 
computer data bases and man-machine interaction with auto
matic recording of simulated decisions within various con
straints. The paper file is already obsolescent, and per
haps we need to know how decisions may be reached when the 
medium of presentation is changed. It is possible that 
those decisions which we now regard as moral choices will 
be modified by the mere change of the medium of presenta
tion of information. We already have research findings 
which strongly indicate that this will be so. We can simu
late the computer of the future now and be ready to meet 
the new problems it will bring. We can leave matters as 
they are and rely upon reactive measures. That is a major 
value choice now to be made by action or by default. 





APPENDIX A 

Parole Outcome 
A Multidimensional Contingency Table Analysis * 

Herbert Solomon 

This is a statisticaZ study of paroZe out
comes with a set of possibZe predictor variabZes 
that is accompZished by muZtidimensionaZ contin
gency tabZe anaZysis. It is keyed to prior stu
dies conducted by the ParoZe Decision Making 
Project of the NationaZ CounciZ on Crime and De
Zinquency. These studies~ based on data of ap
proximateZy 2~500 prisoners in the federaZ cor
rections system~ suggest nine variabZes present
Zy empZoyed by the U.S. ParoZe Board in paroZe 
decisicns. The present anaZysis~ empLoying a 
different muZtivariate data technique~ indicates 
onZy four of the nine variabZes are required. 
It aZso demonstrates that representing the four 
variabZes by a sum of scores can hide discrimi
nation power avaiZabZe when each prisoner pro
fiZe is viewed as a four-dimensionaZ array of 
data. A discussion of the modeZ appears at the 
end of the paper and descpibes the methodoZogy 
of contingency tabZe anaZysis within the context 
of prisoner profiZe data and paroZe outcome. 

This report discusses the results of a statistical 

study of the association of parole outcome with a set of 

possible predictor variables. A great deal of interest 

exists in this subject and a number of studies have ap-

peared over the last several years. A key study along 

these lines is one prepared and published by the Parole 

Decision Making Project of the National Council on Crime 

and Delinquency under a grant from the Law Enforcement 

*Support under LEAAContract 75NI-99-004, "Classifica
tion for Parole Decision Policy," is gratefully acknow
ledged. Adapted from Herbert Solomon, "Parole Outcome 
A Multidimensional Contingency Table Analysis," Journal 
of Research in Crime and Delinquency, Volume 13 (1976), 
pp. 107-126. . 
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and Assistance Administration. This study, based on data 

from ~he federal corrections system, received the complete 

cooperation of the united States Parole Board, which pro-

vided access to the data and the time and effort of its 

Members and staff. 

Summary 

The final report l of the Parole Decision Making Pro-

ject consists of a summary report plus thirteen supple-

mental sections. One of these (number nine) gives some 

details of the statistical methods employed to produce a 

Salient Factor Score, an index that becomes an element, 

along with type of crime committed and time served, that 

provides guidance to a Hearing Examiner or Board Member 

in recommending parole. The Salient Factor Score is based 

on responses to each of nine items, which are scored main-

ly as 0 or 1 responses, but in two cases can receive, 0, 

1, or 2 thus the maximum score is 11. The higher the 

score, the less likely is the prisoner deemed to violate 

parole if granted. The nine items appear at the end of 

the Summary in a copy of their listing in the Federal 

Register, Volume 38, Number 222, Monday, November 19, 19'73. 

These nine items resulted from a study of a large 

number of biographical and institutional variables as-

I Gottfredson, D.M., Wilkins, L.T., 
and Singer, Susan M., The Uti'lization of 
Parole Decisiort-Maki'ng, Washington D. c. : 
ment priting Office, November, 1974. 

Hoffman, P.B., 
Exper ienc'e in 
u.s. Govern-

j 
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sociated with a prisoner and parole outcome within two 

years after the granting of parole. Approximately 2,500 

prisoner data profiles served as a basis for the statis

tical study. A number of multivariate data analysis tech

niques were employed to determine which subset of the many 

possible subsets would best predict parole outcome. It 

appeared that a Burgess scale would do approximately as 

well as more sophisticated techniques such as mUltiple 

linear regression. This makes the scale much more fea

sible administratively since the weights of the variables 

in the Burgess scale are equal to one. In this way, the 

nine items now employed in the Salient Factor Score were 

obtained. 

The major thrust of this report is to try another 

multivariate analysis technique on the same data which is 

based on a minimum discrimination information statistic. 

The technique is multidimensional contingency table anal

ysis or, as it is sometimes called, employing a logistic 

response model for categorical data. What is desired is 

a representation of the parole data, employed in a parsi

monious way, in terms of variables and interactions that 

are amenable to public policy decisions. The types of 

data making up prisoner profiles suggest that the classical 

techniques stemming from the mUltivariate normal model and 

employed previously are not appropriate. The logistic 

response model which gives probabilities of events of in-
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terest, e.g. probability of parole violation given a set 

of predictor variables, is based on much less structure 

than the classical techniques and yields operationally 

meaningful terms explicitly. 

The basic model here is quite different from the nor

mal theory models, yet some similarity occurs because one 

manifestation of'the model is that the log of the odds 

ratio (say, of parole violation to non-violation) is a 

linear function of all the main effects and all the inter

actions. Thus the righthand side of the equation would 

be akin to that model which is employed to display the fac

torial model in the qlassical analysis 9f variance. What 

is at issue, of course, is to reproduce the observed cate

gorized data in each cell of the multidimensional contin

gency table using few of the main effects and the inter

actions. Obviously, the observed data would be duplicated 

if all the main effects and all the interaction terms were 

included. This model permits the inclusion of, say, third 

order interaction terms while simultaneously excluding 

lower order interaction terms if this is the appropriate 

description of the situation. This is not possible with 

normal theory models. 

The logistic response function can be viewed as stem

ming from the multivariate normal model in the following 

way. If we employed R. A. Fisher's multiple linear dis

criminant function based on multivariate normal models, 

we can derive conditional probabilities for the occurrence 
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of events. A subsequent use of Bayes' theorem with these 

conditional probabilities will yield the probability of 

the event that we desire and it will be defined by the 

logistic function. This same function can be derived 

directly from first principles, as Kullback (3] has done 

by employing the minimum discrimination information sta

tistic for estimating contingency table cell frequencies. 

Some work(~rs in the field, e. g., Cox [lJ and Goodman [2J , 

start dirE~ctly by assuming the logistic response function 

as the appropriate way of defining probabilities of events 

in analyses of categorical data. An informative. discussion 

and extensive bibliography is supplied by Kullback. 

For our analysis many more than the nine item varia

bles on the Salient Factor Score were included. One rea

son, of course, is to see whether with this new technique 

other variables or interactions might produce more pre

dictive power. Approximately 25 variables resulted from 

consultation with staff of the U.S. Board of Parole, and 

these were examined and included in the study. 

The analysis which is described in subsequent sections 

demonstrates that the best predictor in terms of explain

ing total variability in parole outcome is a set of four 

items which turn out to be a subset of the nine items 

presently employed. Interestingly enough, the first order 

and higher order interaction terms add negligibly to the 

information and are not included. These four items are 
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i) number of prior convictions, ii) auto theft or not, 

iii) live with spouse and/or children after release or 

otherwise, iv) previous parole or not. The employment 

of just these four variables (main effects) without the 

use of any other main effects or any interaction terms 

explains practically all the variation in parole outcome

over 2,500 prisoners. This is a remarkable phenomenon 

and suggests that more parsimony can be achieved in parole 

recommendations, yet administratively it may not be fea

sible to have such an important decision as parole de

pend on an element consisting of only four items. The 

main purpose of this study is not to find another "for

mula" for parole recommendation, but to demonstrate the 

use of multidimensional contingency table analysis in 

parole outcome studies. For example, we can employ the 

same nine items presently employed by the Parole Board 

and under the logistic response model we might find almost 

100 percent of the variation in parole outcome explained 

since four items give us 93 percent explanation of the 

total variation. 

It is instructive to provide some exposition about 

the four items and their use. Notice we are not suggest

ing that the responses to the four items be added to 

produce a Salient Factor Score as is done with the nine 

items. On p. 371 the predictive odds for parole success 

are given for all 24 possible configurations of responses. 

For a prisoner with no prior convictions, never paroled 
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RULES AND REGUtATIONS 

Guideline Evaluation Worksheet 

Case Name Register Number ----------------------- ------
Salient Factors 

Item A •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• e ...... " •••••••••••• " ••• 

No prior convictions (adult or juvenile) = 2 
One or two prior convictions = 1 
Three or more prior convictions = 0 

Item B .•..........•............•...........••...•.....•..•..... 
No prior incarcerations (adult or juvenile) == 2 
One or two prior incarcerations = 1 
Three or more prior incarcerations = 0 

Item C ... """ .. """ ... ,, .. ,, It " ........ " .. " " " 01 .. " " ••••••••• 01 .............. 01 ........ . 

Age at ,first commitment (adult or juvenile) 
18 years or older = 1 

Otherwise == 0 
Item D ........ 01 ••••• " ....... 01 •••••••••••• 01 ........ " •••• 01 •••••• " .. . 

Commitment offense did not involve auto theft = 1 
Otherwise == 0 

Item E ..................... " ............... 01 ............. " • " •• " " ••••• 

Never had parole revoked or been committed for a new 
offense while on parole = 1 

Otherwise == 0 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 
,---, 

Item F ...... II " •••••• " •• " ••••••• " • " •• " ................. 01 ••••••••• ".. L.--1 
No history of heroin, cocaine, or barbiturate dependence = 1 
Otherwise = 0 

:,:---' Item G ............. "."." ........ ". 01 • " " ........... " .............. " • 01 L-I 
Has completed 12th grade or received GED = 1 
Otherwise == 0 

Item H ......... " ............................................... II •• 

Verified employment (or full-time school attendance) for a 
total of at least 6 months during last 2 years in the 
community = 1 

Otherwise = 0 
Item I .......................... 10 .................................. . 

Release plan to live with spouse and/or children = 1 
Otherwise = 0 

Total Score ............................ III .... .. ________ .. __ .. __ .. '" .. __ ............................. .. 

D 

o 
o 

Offense Severity: Rate the severity of the present offense by placing 
a check in the appropriate category. If there is a disagreement, each 
examiner will initial the category he chooses. 
Low High -.,..-"..---
Low Moderate Very High 
Moderate Greatest 

Jail Time (Months) + Prison Time (Months) ~ ~~tal Time Served 
to Date Months 

Guidelines Used: Youth Adult NARA 

Tentative Decision: 
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before, non-auto theft offense commitment, and a release 

plan including spouse or children, the odds are almost 16 

to 1 that he would not violate parole -- yet for a pris

oner who had three or more prior convictions, previously 

was on parole, in prison for auto theft, and a release 

plan that does not include wife or children, the odds of 

parole are .9 to 1 or less than even odds. Note that if 

we do not condition on any variable, the odds are 2.3 to 

1 for parole success. 

In this table, the Salient Factor Score is also giv

en if computed as before, expect that now the range is 

zero to five. Only one response vector yields a score of 

five and only one response vector,yields a spore of zero; 

in fact, there are the two prisoner profiles above for 

which we have listed the odds. However, Salient Factor 

Scores of 1, 2, 3, 4 are not discriminating enough, and 

this is the kind of price one always pays for summarizing 

the information contained in four items by a sum" i. e., a 

one-dimensional representation. 

The table on p. 371 is somewhat misleading, because 

the vector of responses 1, 2, 1, 1 which leads to an odds 

ratio of 6.3 to 1 would not occur since a prisoner with 

no prior convictions would not have had a prior parole. 

If we eliminate these profiles, namely any vector for 

which the first two response levels are 1, 2, -, - (four 

in all) and their. odds ratio and Salient Factor Score, 
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we have 20 possible configurations with the following dis-

tribution. 

Salient Factor Score 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
o 

Frequency 

1 
3 
5 
7 
3 
1 

Suppose we look at two profiles with a Salient Fac-

tor Score of 2; namely 3, 1, 1, 1 and 2, 1, 1, 2. The 

£~rmer has an odds ratio of 3.1 to 1 for parole success 

and the latter has an odds ratio of 2.2 to 1 for parole 

success; a difference of approximately 50 percent for the 

same score< Thus, a prisoner with three or more convic-

tions and no prior parole, incarcerated for auto theft, 

who plans to live with spouse and children is that much 

better a risk than a prisoner with one or two prior con-

victions and no prior parole, incarcerated for auto theft, 

whose release plan does not involve a spouse and children. 

Exposition of Methodology 

The data base is a collection of 2,497 federal pri-

soner data profiles. Some examples of variables on which 

data is available that could be included in the analysis, 

along with a number of possible categories for each vari-

able follow. The reason for hypothe~izing a number of 

categories at this point follows shortly. 
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variable 

1. Parole Outcome 
2. Number of Prior Convictions 
3. Number of Prior Incarcerations 
4. Commitment Offense 
5. Age at first Commitment 
6. Prior Parole Revocation 
7. History of Drugs 
8. Completed 12th-Grade 
9. Employment Record 

10. Release Plan 

categories 

2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

The$e variables taken from the Federal Register list 

are not exhaustive and others will be included, but the 

above can serve for the present. The number of catego~ies 

is subjective for most variables and can be increased or 

reduced -- the numbers listed here are for illustrative 

purposes, although they represent the number of levels em-

p10yed in the analysis. In our analysis, we have over 25 

variables with number of categories varying on upwards 

from two for the 2,497 prisoner profiles. 

Usually we will find some reduction taking place to 

make the contingency table analysis manageable. The num-

ber of contingency cells in anyone analysis is the product 

of the numbiE.!T of eategories for the variables employed and 

we desire an average of five entries per cell as a minimum. 

Thus, for example, if we select variables 1-10 above, 2,304 

cells would result and this would require at least 11,520 

prisoner profiles. The number of required prisoner pro-

files can be reduced by either decreasing the number of 

variables employed, or decreasing the number of categories 
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per variable, or both. In our case, just eliminating two 

of the ten variables would make the analysis manageable 

for our 2,500 data profiles. Let us reemphasize at this 

point that the advantage in contingency table analysis is 

an assessment of all possible interactions of combinations 

of. variables on parole outcome. Moreover, the behavioral, 

social, and biographical variables employed do not permit 

the variance component models typically employed in clas-
~ .... ' - " 

comes, computers will be required, but multidimensional 

contingency table analysis programs are available. 

Let us begin our expos~tion of the methodology with 

variables 1, 2, and 4 (variable 3 is ignoied since it is 

obviously highly correlated with va.riable 2) r that i.s, 

we are interested in the association of parole outcome 

with number or prior convictions and commitment offense 

(auto theft or not). Also, for exposition purposes, let 

us assume only two categories for each of the three 

variables, namely 

1. Parole Recidivist - Parole Success 

2. One or More Prior Convictions - No Prior 

Convictions 

3. Auto Theft - Other Offense 

This coarseness of categories does not affect the concep-

tual aspects of multidimensional contingency table analysis 

and anything we develop can include any number of categories 

per variable. 
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We are interested in accounting for the variation 

in parole outcome in a parsimonious way and with meaning

ful factors. Consider first a simple example with two 

factors, parole outcome and number of prior convictions. 

Assume the latter is categorized into two levels, i.e., 

one or more, or none. The parole O\ltcome and prior con

victions for forty prisoners might produce this table 

One or More Convictions No Convictions 

----------------------------------------------------~~~ ... -------
Recidivist 10 10 

Success 10 10 

which yields probability estimates 

One or More Convictions No Convictions 

Recidivist .25 .25 

Success .25 .25 

or more generally 

One or More Convictions No Convictions 

Recidivist Pu 

Success 

The overall probability that recidivism occurs in 

_J 
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Pll + Pl2 = .5. The probability that recidivism occurs 

when the prisoner has one more convictions is ~lso .5 

for 

Pll == .25 = .5. 
Pll + P21 .25 + .25 

In this example, the probabilities of recidivism are the 

same regardless of number of prior convictions. This ta-

ble suggests parole outcome and number of prior convic-

tions are independent and might provoke consternation. 

We will adjust this soon. 

A related measure, denoted as an "odds" measure has 

an interpretation well known to be·ttors. In the above 

.. example, if one wagers that recidivism occurs, the over-

all odds, i.e., the odds of recidivism regardless of prior 

convictions, are one to one or even. Knowledge that the 

bet is on small or large number of convictions does not 

change the odds. Realistically, however, the probability 

and odds that recidivism occurs are not the same for small 

or large number of convictions. As an illustration, con-

sider the table 

One or More Convictions No Convictions 

Recidivist 15 5 

Success 5 15 

This gives probability estirna.tes 
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One or More Convictions No Convictions 

Recidivist .375 .125 

Success .125 .375 

From this table, the overall probability of recidi-

vism occurring, .375 + .125 = .5, remains the same but the 

probability that a prisoner with one or more prior convic-

tions is a recidivist is 

.375 = .75 . 
. 375 + .125 

This differs substantially from the overall probability 

of 0.5 which no longer summarizes the da'ta. The odds will 

change as well, being three to one for prisoners with one 

or more prior convictions, one to three for others. The 

information contained in this and the preceding table is 

described in terms of three characteristics: the overall 

probability that recidivism occurs for prisoners with no 

prior convictions, and the probability that recidivism 

occurs for prisoners with one or more prior convictions. 

~he basic objective ~n mo~~ compl~x tables is to iden

tify the minimum number of probabilities that must be spe

cified to adequately describe the table. The specification 

of probabilities given in the last example can be used. 

However, recent research has developed a more formal des

criptive model similar to analysis of \raxiance or regres-

sion models. Instead of dealing directly with cell prob-
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abilities, it is convenient to deal with their logarithms. 

These new variables, the logarithms of cell probabilities, 

have characteristics similar to measurement data, and they 

cam be incorporated into a linear model whose parameters 

indicate the contribution of the various factors and their 

interactions to the cell probability. 

When the prisoner profile data have been collected 

and prepared for the computer, the multidimensional con

tingency table analysis computer prog-ram is employed as 

follows. First, it examines subsets of variables that may 

affect parole outcome and determines how much of the total 

variation in parole outcome is explained. If the main ef

fects of a number of variables are not sufficient., then 

first order interactions can be explored. After this, 

second order and higher order interactions can be inves

tigated. At_each step of the sequence, the proportion 

of the total variation in parole outcome accounted for 

can be computed. When a stopping point has been reached, 

odds ratios for recidivism or the probability of recidi

vism can be computed. This is demonstrated for the pri

soner profile data in the next secti~ri~--

Parole Data Analysis 

We wish to analyze the 2,497 prisoner profiles which 

have been cross-classified according to a number of varia

bles. After some preliminary analysis with about 25 var

iables suggested by staff of the U.S. Parole Board, the 

.'; . 

( I 
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following variables and their associated levels were deemed 

important for the final analysis. Their interactions were 

also included in the analysis. For each level of each var-

ia!=.le, the marginal sum is included and. its sum acrosS each 

row is, of course, 2,497. 

Prior convictions: 

Prior Incarcerations: 

Age at First commit
ment: 

commitment Offense: 

Prior Parole: 

Drug History: 

Release Plan: 

Parole Outcome: 

none one or two 
338 609 

none one or two 
779 726 

greater than or equal 
to 18 
1,503 

auto thef'c 
796 

no parole 
1,752 

no hard drugs 
1,987 

with spouse 
491 

success 
1,743 

three or more 
1,550 

three or more 
992 

younger ,than 18 

994 

otherwise 
1,701 

otherwise 
745 

otherwise 
510 

otherwise 
2,006 

failure 
754 

Four five-way contingency tables or cross-classifica-

tions of variable factors w'hich are believed to affect the 

outcome (success, failure) of parole were studied. Of the 

four tables studied, one led to an estimated table relat-

ing the effects of four explanatory variables on the out

come, which was analyzed in detail. Although the estimate 

is based on a relatively simple additive log-linear model, 

it nevertheless accounts for a very high percentage of the 
/ 
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total variability in parole outcome. tn this report, we 

discuss this table in detail. We also present the high

lights of the results obtained from the study of the three 

other tables~ The dependent variable in these tables, OUT

COME, is obtained from the Follow-Up Information provided 

by the fourth card of the data. This variable has two le

vels, Success and Failure. The independent explanatory 

variables are NUMBER OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS, NUMBER OF PRIOR 

INCARCERATIONS, PAROLE, COW,4ITMENT OFFENSE, DRUGS, and RE

LEASE PLAN. The definition of these variables, and their 

levels, given. in Figure 1 (see page 366) summarize the 

notational considerations and definitions of the levels of 

the variables used in this study. 

For all of these tables we first fit model Ca) (see 

the analysis of information tables), which yields estimates 

based on the null hYpothesis of homogeneity of the outcome 

over the combinations of the explanatory characteristics. 

The information numbers corresponding to this model indi

cate that the variations are not homogeneous. I· and we then 

seek to account for the variability. 

We successively consider models (b), (c), (d) and (e) I 

which are obtained by hierarchically adding two-way mar

ginals containing each independent explanatory variable 

to determine their main effects. The additivity property 

of the information numbers obtained from these models per

mits us to assess the main effect of each independent explan

atory variable. It is ,clear that the effect of an explan-
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Information Tables Levels 
in Which the 

Variable Notation Index Variable is Used I 2 3 

NUMBER OF PRIOR No prior One or two Three or more 
CONVICTIONS H h I,IV conviction prior con- prior con-

.-~~.-----

--~'- -----" -.~-- . . -.---- -.---~-.-~-~.~----- - vigt;;ions victions 
-.--.-----<--"-.--~------

NUMBER OF PRIOR No prior One or two Three or more 
INCARCERATIONS I i I,II,III incarce- prior incar- prior incar-

ration cerations cerations 

].?AROLE J j II,III,IV No prior Otherwise 
parole 

CONNITMENT 
m'~,'ENSE K k I,III,IV Auto theft Otherwise 

DRUGS L { II No history of Otherwise 
hard drugs 

RELEASE PLAN M m I,II,III,IV To live with Otherwise 
spouse (and/ 
or children) 

OUTCOME N n I,II,III,IV Success Failure 

Figure 1 





325 

atory variable on the outcome may differ from one table to 

another because of the set of the remaining variables and 

the sequence in which they are considered in each table. 

The following Figure 2 gives the information numbers 

corresponding to the main effect of each independent ex-

plana tory variable. 

Information Degrees of 
Variable Table N~,er Freedom 

NUMBER OF PRIOR I 109.379 2 
CONVICTIONS IV 108.374 2 

NUMBER OF PRIOR I 24.807 2 
INCARCERATIONS II 107.740 2 

II! 110.548 2 

PAROLE II 32.955 1 
III 24.838 1 
IV 33.168 1 

COMMITMENT I 34.696 1 
OFFENSE III 30.827 1 

IV 30.796 1 

DRUGS II 19.149 1 

RELEASE I 32.190 1 
PLAN II 43.428 1 

III 32.956 1 
IV 35.055 1 

Figure 2 

As may be seen from I"igure 2, the main effect of DRUGS 

is lea~t among the independent explanatory variables. The 

effect of NUMBER OF PRIOR lNCARCERATIONS is reduced sub

stantially when the variable NUMBER OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS is 
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incl uded in the table. This implies that the NUMBJi'.R OF 

PRIOR INCARCERATIONS and NUMBER OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS are 

highly correlated. These considerations led us to con-

ccntrate more on Tables I and IV. We denote the cell 

entries for TablG I by x(hikmn), and those for Tgble IV 

by x(hjkmn), where the indices are as defined in Figure 

1. The analysis of information for these two tables is 

given in th:.! following analysis of information tables. 

We may interpret the value of 2I(X:X~) I the infor

mation number corresponding to the model of homogeneity, 

as the total variation (similar to the total in an ana-

lysis of variance). The peLcentage of the total variation 

explained by a model containing some additional explana-

tory variables or their associated parameters is the re-

lative decrease in the information numbers in comparison 

with that of model (a). Thus the model (e) in the analysis 

of information table for Table I explains 

220.053 - 18.981 = 91 4% 
220.053 . 1 

and model (e) in the analysis of information table for 

Table IV explains 

222.617 - 15.224 _ 93 2~ 
222.617 -. 01 

of the total variation. The same model explains less than 

90 percent of the total variation for Table II or Table 

III. We therefore analyze model (e) for T~ble IV in great-

er detail. 

-w .-



The log-odds representation for model (e) in Table 

IV is. 
xt (hjkml) _ N HN IN KN 
en *(1 'k 2)- TI + Thl + TJI + Tkl X e lJ'm 

+ T~W. 

ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOR TABLE I 

Component due to Information Degrees of Freedom 

a) x(hikm,), x( .... n) 21(x:xt) := 220.053 29 

b) x(hikm.), x(h ... n) 2 I (x~ :x,f) := 109.379 2 

2I(x:x~) == 110.674 27 

c) x(hikm.). x(h ... n). 21(x~:x~) "" 24.807 2 
x(.i .. n) 

21(x;:o:~) == 85.867 25 

d) x(hikm.), x(h ... n), 21(x~:xt) == 34.696 
x(.i .. n), x( .. k.n) 

21 (x :xj') == 51.171 24 

c) x(hik.n). ,,(h ... n), 2I(x~:x.r) == 32.190 
x(.i .. n), x( .. k.n), 
x( ... mn) 21(x:x~) == 18.981 23 

ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION TABLE FOR TABLE IV 

Component due to Information Degrees of Freedom 

a) x(hjkm.), x( .... n) 21(x:x:') = 222.617 23 

b) x(hjkm.), x(h ... Il) 21(x'l;:x:) = 108.374 2 

21(x:x'l;} = 114.243 21 

c) x(hjkm.), X)h ... n), 21(x~;x~) = 33.168 
x(J .. n) 

81.075 21(x:x~) = 20 

d) x(hjkm.), x(h ... n), 21(x~:x~) == 30.796 
x(.j .. n), x( .. k.n) 

2l(x:x~) = 50.279 19 

e) x(hjkm.), x(h ... n), 2I(x~:x.r) = 35.055 
x(.j .. n), x( .. k.n" 
x( ... mn) 2J(x:x~) = 15.224 18 

The following tables give the original observations 

327 
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and estimates for model (e), the ,odds factors, profiles 

and predictive odds for Table IV and the odds factors for 

Table I. 

PROFILES FOR TABLE IV 

BEST ODDS OF SUCCESS 
Base 

Prior Convictions = 
No Prior Convictions 
Parole = No Parole 
Commitment Offense= 
Otherwise 
Release Plan 
To live with spouse and/ 
or children 
Product of above 

1. 39 

3.27 
1.60 

1.00 

2.16 
15.76 

WORST ODDS OF SUCCESS 
Base 

Prior Convictions = 
Three or more Convictions 
Parole = Ot~erwise 
Commitment Offense = 
Auto Theft 
Release Plan = 
Otherwise 
Product of above 

1.39 

1.00 
1.00 

0.64 

1.00 
0.90 

Observed Odds of Success 2.31 

THE ORIGINAL OBSERVATIONS AND ESTIMATES FOR TABLE IV 

Levels of variables x(hjkmn) x.f(hjkmn) 

Number Outcome Outcome 
Of Prior Commitment Release 

Convictions Parole Offense Plan Success Failure Success Failure 

1 1 1 1 2 1 2.730 0.270 
1 1 1 2 29 5 28.012 5.987 
1 1 2 1 102 4 99.663 6.337 
1 1 2 2 156 21 155.621 21.379 
1 2 1 1 1 0 0.863 0.137 
1 2 1 2 2 3 3.727 1.273 
1 2 2 1 \ 0 0.908 0.092 
1 2 2 2 10 4 11.479 2.521 
2 1 1 1 8 2 8.268 1.732 
2 1 1 2 97 41 9'1.994 43.006 
2 j 2 1 88 15 90.774 12.226 
2 1 2 2 198 57 197.525 57.475 
2 2 1 1 4 0 2.996 1.004 
2 2 I 2 26 20 26.688 19.312 
2 2 2 1 6 3 7.406 1.594 
2 2 2 2 31 12 29.350 13.650 
3 1 1 1 11 6 12.845 4.155 
3 1 1 2 154 108 154.224 107.776 
3 1 2 1 131 20 125.011 25.989 
3 1 2 2 338 161 .344.340 154.660 
3 2 1 1 21 12 21.754 11.246 
.3 2 1 2 115 124 112.899 126.101 
3 2 2 1 38 15 39.781 13.219 
3 2 2 2 174 120 171.141 122.859 

TotAll number of ohservations 24H7 1743 754 



No prior ~onviction 
1-2 prior convictions 
3 or more prior 

Odds Factors for Table IV 
Number of 

Prior 
Convictions 

3.269477 
1. 543675 

Parole 
Commitment 

Offense 
Release 
Plan 
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~c~o~n~v~i~c~t~i~o~n~s===========-~l~.~O~O~OO~O~O~~~~~~~=-. ____________________ __ 
No Parole 1.598309 
Otherwise 1.000000 
Auto Theft 
No Auto Theft 
To live with spouse 

0.642719 
.1. 000000 

and/or childrert 2.160481 
Otherwise 1.000000 

Base factor = 1.392988 

PREDICTIVE ODDS FOR TABLE IV 
Levels of Variables* 

Number of Salient Score 
Prior Commitment Release for 

Convictions Parole Offense Plan Odds Four Items 
1 1 2 1 15.727 5 
1 1 1 1 10.108 4 
1 2 2 1 9.840 4 
2 1 2 1 7.425 4 
1 1 2 2 7.279 4 
1 2 1 1 6.324 3 
3 1 2 1 4.810 3 
2 1 1 1 4.772 3 
1 1 1 2 4.679 3 
2 2 2 1 4.645 3 
1 2 2 2 4.554 3 
2 1 2 2 3.437 3 
3 1 1 1 3.092 2 
3 2 2 1 3.010 2 
2 2 1 1 2.986 2 
1 2 1 2 2.927 2 
3 1 2 2 2.226 2 
2 1 1 2 2.209 2 
2 2 2 2 2.150 2 
3 2 1 1 1.934 2 
3 1 1 2 1.431 1 
3 2 2 2 1.393 1 
2 2 1 2 1. 382 1 

____ 3~ _________ 2 __________ 1~ ______ ~2 ______ ~0.895, ________ 0~ ____ __ 

*Refer to Figure 1 for levels 
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No prior conviction 
1-2 prior convictions 
3 or more prior 
eemvie:t:iens 
No prior incar
ceration 
1-2 prior incar-
cerations 
3 or more prior 
incarcerations 
Auto Theft 
No Auto Theft 
To live with spouse 
and/or children 
Otherwise 

Model 

Odds Factors 
Nwnber of 

Prior 
Convictions 

2.58534 
1.29094 

1.elOOOO 

Base factor 

for Table I 
Nwnber of 

Prior commitment Release 
Incarcerations Offense Plan 

1. 73329 

1. 43246 

1.00000 
0.62183 
1.00000 

2.09668 
1.00000 

= 1. 61229 
.' 

The linear model! for estimating logarithms of p~ I 

for our analysis where we fix and employ only the mar-

ginals, is 
, 

(1) t = 1, 2, k =: 1, 2 

where 2nPij is the natural logarithm of Pij. 'rhe constant 

~ is a general mean indicating the average value of 2np .. 
1.]. 

The parameter a.T indicates the "effect" on 2nPij of parole 

outcome independent of number of prior convictions; C/,K 

measures the effect on Q,np~ of number of prior convic

tions independent or parole outcome. The parameter a.TK 

1 While we are asserting the model here, it ':::an be 
developed by employing the minimum discrimination: infor·~ 
mation index suggested by Kullback [3J. It is also dis
cussed and applied by a number of authors, e.g., Good
man [2J. The monograph by Cox [lJ asserts this 'model 
as an analytical approximation to normal theory linear 
models and provides much detail. 
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measures the interaction effect of }arole outcome and num-

ber of prior c.onvictions on ,Q,np ij. For the first example 

cited, where all the p~ (and consequently all the ~np~ ) 

are equal, aT and a K are zero since ~npli does not vary with 

either parole outcome or number of prior convictions; and 

for this reason, too a TK is zero. Hence, Ptk is equal to 

the anti-log of ~, which in this case is the overall prob-

ability that recidivism occurs. 

The model in (1) allows the step-by-step computation of 

cell probabilities similar to ,regression analysis. For ex-

ample, if parole outcome is considered as a fUnction of num-

ber of prior convictions, the odds of recidivism (t = 1) to 

parole success (t = 2) for a given number of prior convic-

tions are Plk k = 1 for one or more prior convictions, 
P2k • say k = 2 for zero prior convictiom. 

Using the model in (1) to obtain these odds in logarithmic 

form (denoted hereafter as the log odds), we get 

(2) 

where aT = -ai and aT~ = -ai~. 

Since the a parameters measure deviations from a ge-

neral mean, a deviation from the mean at one level leads 

to a deviation in the opposite direction at the other le-

vel. Replacing 2al TK T TK and 2a1k by Band S simplifies k 

the notation in (2) and yield8 

(3 ) 

wher.e k = 1 for one or more p:r.do.r convictions, and k = 2 
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for zero prior convictions. From (3) the log odds of 

recidivism to parole sUccess are seen to depend on aT, 

the general mean for the log odds, and aTK , the rela-' 

tionship between number of prior convictions and parole 

outcome. 

To further illustrate these ideas, let us extend this 

example. Assume that occurrence of recidivism is depen-

dent on two variables: numb'"r of prior convictions, L, 

and the absence or presEmce of auto theft in commitment 

offense, D. Then Pt~d represents the probability that a 

specified parole ~utcome results given number of pt'ior 

convictions and offense status. Following the previous 

example, the logarithm of 'the odds of recidivism to pa-

role success as a function of the predictor variable can 

be written as 

(4) tn PUd = f3T + f3}'L + f3'JD + f31);D 
PUd 

Each one of the a parameters ha~ the same interpre

tation given previously. aT is a general mean for the 

log odds. The aTf, ~ = 1 (one or more prior qonvic

tions), £ = 2 (zero prior convictions) are numerical 

measures of the association of number of prior convic

tions on parole outcome. Similarly, the aTf a·re nUmer

ical measures of the association of commi tmen·t offense 

and parole outcome where the subscript identifies of-

fense, d = 1 (auto theft), d = 2 (no auto theft). The 

parameters (3TLD are interaction '.erms. It may be, for 
£d 

... 



333 

example, that non-auto theft may influence the parole out-

come of one or more prior conviction prisoners differently 

than that of zero prior conviction prisoners. For example, 

non-auto theft prisoners may be less common among prison-

~rs with one or mon~ px:ior Gonviotions, ana the lat:.i:.(5J!' may 

tend to have more parole violations. Hence the chance for 

recidivism may be greater among members of this group than 

would be indicated by adding the separate effects of com

mitment offense and number of prior convictions. The pre-

sence of a joint interaction effect of number, of prior 

convictions and commitment offense on recidivism implies 

a non-zero STLD. 
11 

By exponentiation of each side of the log-linear model 

(4), the odds of recidivism to parole success (hereafter 

referred to simply as the odds of recidivism) can be writ-

ten in the form 

(5) 

where the 8's are the anti-logs of the S's. In this form 

of the model 8T can be interpreted as the overall mean odds 

of recidivism which is modified by more detailed condition~ 

al information about the levels or values of the predictor 

variables and their interactions. 

For the full model incorporating all the variables des-

cribed previous~y, the odds of recidivism become 

(6) PUdruok = 8T (5TL 8TD 8TR 8ro 8TO 8TK 81'LD s:>1'IJ)K 

P ( d r U 0 k· (d ., .• U (dk •••• 
2ldruok 

where say R is age at first commitment (r = 1, juvenile v 
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r = 2, adult); U is drug history of prisoner (u = 1, his-

tory; u = 2, no history); 0 is educational record (0 = 1, 

did not complete 12th grade; 0 = 2, otherwise); K is re-

lease plan (k = 1, not with spouse or children; k = 2, 

otherwise); etc. and oI~D, ••. take into account first 

d 't t' ff t ~TLDK d d 't-or er ~n erac ~on e ec s, Utdk ' ••• secon or er ~n er 

action effects, etc. 

For the full model, when prisoner profile data have 

been compiled, the overall odds aT may provide an estimate 

(purely hypothetical) • AT 1 
/)T=e" = e-I,I=-

3 ' 

that is, the odds are 1/3 to one in favor of recidivism2 • 

If the odds of recidivism are desired for prisoners with 

one or more prior convictions, we might compute (once 

again, hypothetically) BT BTL= (1/3) (1.50) = .50 , 

Thus, the odds of a recidivism increase from .25 to .50 

for prisoners with one or more prior convictions. 

The calculation can be extended, for example, to pri-

soners with one or more prior convictions who are in pri-

son for auto thefts. If these independent variables en

tered linearly in the model, the estimated odds for re

cidivism would be given by 8T 8iL 8iD, but since commit

ment offense and number of prior convictions may interact 

2 Note that this is not the odds that would be com
puted directly from the observations, but rather from 
their logarithmic transforms, then averaging, then trans
forming back to the odds domain. Thus, this "mean odds" 
is a multiplicative mean, not an additive mean. 

I 
j 
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jointly on recidivism, the odds of recidivism may be giv

en by (hypothetical illustration) 

aT AIL aID STl.D = (.25)(2.00)(1.40)( 1.60) = 1.12 • 

where the last term measures the interaction effect of 

number of prior conviGtions and commitment offense. Note, 

the odds of recidivism for auto theft prisoners with one 

or more prior convictions could have been underestimated 

if the first order interaction effect had been omitted 

from the calculation. As a final illustration of how the 

odds of recidivism can be computed for prisoner profiles 

now characterized by a larger number of variables, we show 

(hypothetically) the estimated odds of recidivism when we 

include juvenile offender.s who did not complete the 12th 

grade, \se drugs, do not have a release plan including 

spouse, are in prison for auto theft and have one or more 

prior convictions. We have added four variab'les here: 
" 

age at first commitment, drug history, educational record, 

release plan; and in addition, the interaction of number 

of prior convictions (L) and release plan (K). The sub-

script 2 on K is for release plan not including spouse, 

the subscript 1 on Rand U is for juvenile at first com-

mitment and active drug history, respectively. 

= (.25) (2.0f) (lAO) (1.60) (1.50) (1.50) (1.25) (1.25) = 3.93 . 

The odds of recidivism for this group of prisoners is 3.93 

to one compared to 1/3 to one over all prisoners. Notice 
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that in this calculation another second order interac-

tion, that of age at first commitment and number of prior 

convictions (gTLK), is of sufficient importance to war-
12 

rant inclusion in the model. 

As CCi,n be seen from these hypothetical illustrations, 

the estimation of a. small number of o's permits the com

putation of odds of recidivism for prisoners with very 

diverse characteristics. It should be noted that as in 

the case of regression analysis, the coefficients of the 

linear model (4) (and consequently the 0' s in (6)) show 

the effect of a change in a variable holding all the other 

" variables constant. Thus, oiL measures the direct effect 

nunmer of prior convictions on the odds of recidivism. 

If an indirect effect with comnlitment offense is also pre-

" sent, this is measured by 0I~D. Bot.h the direct and in-

direct effects of number of prior convictions are net of 

the effects of other variables such as age at first com-

mitment, drug history, educational record, etc. That is, 

the effects of variation in the latter variables on the 

odds of recidivism are taken into account in the compu-

"TL "TLD tation of 0 and 0d . 

Given the odds of recidivism for prisoners with a 

given set of characteristics, it is a simple matter to 

compute the probability of recidivism for that group from 

the relationship 

(7) Odds of l:ecidivism = probability of recidivism 
probability of parole success 
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or 

(8 ) odds of recidivism Probability of recidivism = 
1 + odds of recidivism 

'rhus, if the odds of recidivism are 1/3 to one, the prob-

ability of recidivism is p = 1/3 = .25 ; when odds are 
1 + 1/3 

3.93 to one, we get 

p = 3.93 = 3.93 = .80 
1 + 3.93 4.93 

Thus, the unconditional probability of .25 for recidivism 

increases to .80 for the prisoner whose first commitment 

was as a juvenile, is in prison for auto theft, has a drug 

history, did not complete 12th grade, and has a release 

plan that does not include a spouse. This suggests that 

a wide range of probabilities, given certain prisoner 

characteristics, occurs in this hypothetical illustration. 

In a realistic situation, something similar may be expect

ed, thus producing a rich and interesting study and we 

investigate this in the next section for our prisoner data •. 

In these calculations, it is important to distinguish 

between individual cS's referred to as "odds factors" (e.g., 

cS TL , cS TD , cS TLD ) which indicate how the overall mean chance 

of recidivism odds, oT, is modified and the product of cS'~ 

(e.g., cST cS TL cS TD cS TLD ) which measures the odds of reci-

divism for prisoners with a specified set of characteris-

tics. Since (8) converts the odds of recidivism for a 

given group of prisoners to the probability of recidivism 

for that group, it cannot be applied to the individual cS's. 

'l:he above discussion makes clear that a large number 
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of parameters may enter the contingency table model, 

thuB raising the problem of identifying which variables 

and interactions are to be included in a model and which 

are to be excluded. Statistical distribution theory and 

a measure I*, which is similar to R2, the multiple corre-

lation coefficient in regression analysis, are used to 

resolVe this problem. A description of this model is 

given in this AppendL 

In regression analysis, the explanatory value of a 

set of predictor variables is measured by the percentage 

of variation in the dependent variables ~xplained by the 

predictor variables. The base measure of variation in 

re.gression analysis is the sum of squares about the mean 

of the dependent variable, i.e., E(Y 1 - y)2. As predictor 

variables are ar'~f,ed to the model, the predicted values 

" of the dependent variable Yi, are used to measure the 

amount of variation, E(Yi - y)2, explained. The percent

age of base variation explai.ned is then 

One m~thod of measuring the contribution of any particular 

variable is the change in R2 when that predictor variable 

is added to the model. 

For contingency tables, the base measure of variation 

is computed either as the chi--square statistic 3 

3 The symbol 0 stands for the observed cell cOUllt and 
E the estimated cell count. The summation is over all. cells 
in a table. 
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or the information measure 

o 
2 IOtn

E 

under the hypothesis that all ~ parameters in (4) except 

the general mean are zero. 1* is then the percentage of 

base variation explained by the introduction of some col-

lection of S parameters into the model, i.e., 

1* = 

In practice, an 1* of 70 percent or better is desired. 

Sometimes a lower value is acceptable because increasing 

1* requires the addition of many interaction parameters 

w'ith the consequent difficulty of interpretation. The 

prime objective is to find the most important parameters. 

When the number of observations is large as is the case 

in this study, parameters signifying marginal impact will 

be statistically significant. A convention adopted some-

times is that of excluding parameters when they increase 

1* by less than two percentage points. 

I would like to thank Dr. Rahman Azzari for his aid 

in programming the computations. 
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APPENDIX ~ 

The Development and Operation of Parole 
Decision Making Guidelines in Minnesota l 

Dale G. Parent, Project Director, 
Parole Decision Making study 

Minnesota Department of Corrections 

and 

Richard T. Mulcrone, Chairman 
Minnesota Corrections Board 

Origin of the Guidelines 

In 1973, the Minnesota Legislature abolished the 
state's two part-time parole boards, one with jurisdic
tion over -juveniles and youthful offenders, the other 
with jurisdiction over adult offenders. Juvenile parole 
releasing decisions were vested in the Department of 
Corrections, and the Minnesota Corrections Board (MCB), 
was established with jurisdiction over youthful offenders 
(age 18-21) and adults. The MCB consists of four full~ 
time members appointed by the Governor, with senate con
firmation, to staggered six year terms and a full-time 
Chairman appointed by the Commissioner of Corrections to 
serve at his pleasure. While the five members had sub
stantial experience in corrections and law enforcement, 
none had prior eXp'erience in 1?arole decision making. The 
MCB came into existence January I, 1974. 

-The MCB must approve any release of an inma'te from 
state correctional institutions--via parole, medical 
parole, temporary parole (furloughs) or work release, 
and has responsibility for the parole revocation process. 
The guidelines discussed in this paper govern only the 
parole releasing function. By law, the MCB must review 
annually the case of every person confined in correctional 
institutions or on parole. In 1974, the MCB made over 
5,000 decisions in these various categories. 

Minnesota's 1963 Criminal code vests broad discre-

lThis project was funded by grant number 4515012674 
awarded by the Governor's Commission on Crime Pre
vention and Control, St. Paul, Minnesota. 
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tion in the paroling authority. The public purposes 
stated in that law are: (a) to protect the public, 
(b) to deter crime, and (c) to rehabilitate offenders. 
For most offenses, the Code provides an indeterminate 
sentence (zero to the statutory maximum, less good time) 
with the paroling authority having discretion to release 
at any time. First degree murder, certain crimes com
mitted with weapons, and second conviction of selected 
sex and drug offenses carry mandatory minimum sentences. 
Neither the law creating the MCB nor 'the 1963 Criminal 
Code provide goals or criteria to guide the Parole Board 
in making releasing decisions. 

In 1973, Legal Assistance for Minnesota Prisoners 
(LAMP) filed a suit against the then part-time adult 
parole board, contending that the absence of criteria for 
parole decisions resulted in an arbitrary and capricious 
exercise of discretion. 

The following factors, then, contributed to the 
development of the guidelines: 

1. the absence of prior parole decision making 
experience by members of the new full-time 
board and thus, their willingness to consider 
alternative methods of exercising their dis
cretion; 

2. the broad discretion conf~rred by the Legis
lature, unguided by statutory guidelines or 
criteria; 

3. the possibility of federal cou~t intervention. 

Accordingly, in February, 1974--one month after they 
came into existence--the MCB submitted a grant to the 
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control to 
assist the Board in the development of decision making 
guidelines. The grant was funded and became operational 
in October, 1974. 

Analysis of MCB Decision Making 

Parole decision making guidelines must be responsive 
to the operational goals of the agency making the deci
sions, and consistent with the public policy of the state, 
as reflected in the goals and procedures of statutes rel
evant to parole decision making. Since these factors dif
fer from state to state, no single model of decision mak
ing guidelines can serve all states. 
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The project's first task was to determine the oper
ational goals which guided the parole decision making 
process of the Minnesota Corrections Board. When the 
project started, the MCB had been making parole decisions 
for only ten months. Due to lack of project resources, 
the short time span within which to develop operational 
guidelines, and the rather brief--and possibly non-repre
sentative--history of MCB decision making, we did not 
attempt a systematic empirical analysis of MCB dec.ision 
making. Rather, we discussed MCB goals with members 
(individually and in groups) and observed the decision 

making process--both the parole hearing itself and the 
information flow and analysis that precedes the hearing. 

From this assessment, we concluded that: 

1. the Board consciously attempts to consider 
the goals of the 1963 Criminal Code in ar
riving at parole decisions. The Board 
places primary emphasis on public protec~ 
tion, secondary emphasis on deterrence, and 
tertiary emphasis on rehabilitation; 

2. to protect the public, the Board assesses 
the probability that an inmate, if paroled, 
would commit a new felony. If the MCB 
thinks the probability is high, they delay 
the release to reduce the period of time 
the inmate is "at risk" in the community; 

3. to deter crime, the MCB increases the period 
of incarceration in direct proportion to 
the severity of the offense; 

4. to further rehabilitation, the MCB releases 
earlier those inmates who make construc
tive use of the time they are incarcerated 
--e.g., participating in vocational or on
the-job training, educational or treatment 
programs; 

5. the MCB consciously tries to make "equitable" 
decisions--that is, treat similar inmates 
in similar ways; 

6. the MCB views the parole hearing as an in
formation verification process. That is, 
the decision to grant or deny parole is 
based on information available to the MCB 
before the hearing, and not on the "per
formance" of the inmate during the hearing. 
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. From this assessment, we concluded first, that guide
lines for the MCB must be based on risk of failure on pa
role, severity of the committing offense, and inmate con
duct and performance in the institution. Secondly, the 
guidelines should assure that similar inmates are incar
cerated for similar periods of time. Third, to the ex
tent that risk of failure and severity of offense are 
known at an inmate's admission, and to the extent the 
parole hearing serves to verify information, it would be 
possible to develop guidelines which assign approximate 
release dates shortly after admission. Such a practice 
would reduce inmate anxiety by providing a certain re
lease date, would minimize "game playing" by inmates 
seeking early release, and would allow more rational 
planning for the use of time incarcerated. 

While several guideline models were considered, 
we concluded that the model used by the United States 
Parole Commission, with some variations, was consistent 
with the decision making practices of the MCB and with 
Minnesota statutes governing the sentencing and parole 
of inmates. 

Development of Guidelines 

Risk of Failure 

The MCB decided that an empirical parole prediction 
instrument would (a) facilitate the equitable treatment 
of inmates, and (b) assist the Board in assessing risk of 
failure. The Board clearly understood that such an in
strument gave group and not individual predictions, and 
was to be used as an aid to their "clinical" judgment. 
Accordingly, the MCB required that the guidelines allow 
the Board to "override" the prediction instrument in 
specific cases. 

The parole prediction study was conducted following 
standard parole prediction procedures. A random sample 
of 1,000 persons, age 18 and over was selected from all 
those paroled in 1971 and 1972--this constituted approx
imately two-thirds of all paroles during the period. This 
sample was then randomly assigned to a construction sam
ple and a validation sample of 500 each. 

Selection of a Definition of Failure. Defining recidi
vism is a thorny problem, which is complicated further 
by requirements of prediction methodology, and by condi
tions unique to individual jurisdictions. The criteria 
to be predicted (in this case, failure on parole) must 



occur with enough frequency to minimize the identifica
tion of false positives. A definition of failure which 
resulted in only five to ten percent of the sample fail
ing would result in a large number of false positives-
persons predicted to fail, but who, in fact, succeed. 
A definition which results in a 50 percent failure rate 
is ideal, while a 30 percent failure rate is a conven
tional lower limit, unless statistical techniques are 
applied to "correct" for the low failure rate. 

The MCB wanted a definition of failure which was 
clearly verifiable, and which was closely related to 
the activity from which the public most deserved pro
tection--namely, new felonious criminal behavior. Ac
cordingly, we defined failure as a new felony conviction 
within two years of the date of parole. We found that 
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29 percent of our sample of 1,000 failed by this criteria, 
which satisfied the requirements of prediction method
ology. A conviction also served, to some degree, to 
verify that new criminal behavior had in fact occurred, 
whereas failure defined as arrest would not. 

Such a definition of failure may not be appropriate 
for other states. Uniform Parole Reports indicates that 
nationally the two year reconviction rate for new major 
crimes is 7-8 percent. Generally, the lower the rate of 
incarceration among the states, the higher the felony 
reconviction rate. That is, where a small proportion 
of convicted felons go to prison, more "good" risks are 
retained in the community, and more "poor" risks are sent 
to prison. Minnesota has the second lowest rate of in
carceration in the nation. 

We selected the two year follow-up period because: 

a. the majority of parole failures--however 
defined--occur within the first six months 
of release; 

b. most parolees in Minnesota are discharged 
after two years of successful parole ad
justment; 

c. comparability between the group on which 
the prediction instrument was developed 
and those to whom it is applied must be 
maximized and longer follow-up periods 
necessarily reduce comparability; 

d. the MCB felt two years was a reasonable 
period of accountability to the public 
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for the success or failure of persons 
paroled. 

Selection of Predictor Variables. Predictor variables 
were selected in the following manner. We reviewed the 
1~t3rature on parole prediction studies during the last 
twenty years, noting categories of variables found to be 
significant predictors. We took these categorical vari
ables and defined specific variables based on information 
generai1y available in the inmates' base files. For 
example, for the categorical variable "emp10yment stabil
ity," our specific variables were: (a)nurober of jobs 
held during the last two years of community living, and 
(b) longest job held (in months) during the last two 
years of community living. 

This process resulted in development of 50 predictor 
variables, in the following categories: 

1. Juvenile Record 

2. Adult Criminal Record 

3. Current Committing Offense(s) 

4. Current and Prior Institutional 
Disciplinary Record 

5. Social History Information 

a. Marital Status 

b. Employment Stability 

c. Family Criminality 

d. Education 

e. Drug and Alcohol Use 

6. Demographic Variables 

a. Age 

b. Race 

c. Sex 

Methods Used. Prediction instruments were constructed 
using two different methods: (a) regression methods-
which assign a weight to each item selected in propor
tion to the amount of variance in outcome explained by 

I 
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that item; and (b) "Burgess" methods--which assign equal. 
weight to each item selected. After reviewing the 
utility of these instruments, we selected an unweighted 
Burgess instrument because: 

a. its predictive power was equal to or greater 
than the different regression instruments; 

b. it was more stable over time; 

c. it was less subject to "error" resulting 
from missing or erroneous information. 

Basically, the Burgess method correlated each of the 
fifty predictor variables with failure on parole. Those 
variables with statistically significant relationships 
were dichotomized at a point which maximized discrimina
tion between parole successes and failures. We then con
structed a number of prediction instruments using dif
ferent numbers of dichotomized variables, attempting to 
achieve a balance between brevity (a practical concern 
when applying the instrument) and predictive power. 

The prediction instrument consists of six items 
which are answered "yes" or "no," and the number of 
"yes" responses is totalled to arrive at the risk score. 
The six items are: 

1. The inmate has a prior conviction for 
exactly the same offense title as any 
offense for which the inmate is now 
under sentence. 

2. The inmate was 19 or younger at the 
time of the first felony conviction. 

3. The inmate has a total of three or 
more felony convictions, including 
all convictions under the current 
sentence. 

4. The inmate has one or more prior 
adult commitments to state cor
rectional institutions. 

5. The inmate has two or more prior 
probation or parole failures as 
an adult. 

6. The inmate's current sentence in
cludes one or more burglary convic
tions. 

j 
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Risk scores may range from zero to six. The pre
dicted group's failure rates associated with these scores 
are: 2 

Number of "Yes" Responses o 1-2 3-4 5 6 

Predicted Group Failure Rate 11% 29% 35% 49% 63% 

Thus, an inmate with five yes responses is a member 
of a group of which 49 percent are predicted to be con
victed of a new felony within two years of parole. 

The risk of failure score forms the horizontal axis 
of the parole release date matrix (see Figure 0.1) . 

Ranking Offense severity 

The MCB decided that statutory maximum sentences, 
by themselves, were not sufficient to determine the se
verity of the committing offense, due to a disparity 
between the type of offender for whom the maximum was 
apparently intended, and the type of offender most fre
quently coming before the Board committed for that of
fense. Accordingly, the Board ranked the severity of 
offense behavior, relevant actions by the offender fre
quently accompanying the commission of a criminal act. 
Again, interviews with members indicated that the fol
lowing behaviors were important in assessing the severity 
of an offense: 

1. whether or not a weapon was used; 

2. whether or not the victim was injured; 

3. the vulnerability of the victim, principally 
in terms of crimes committed against very 
young or very old victims; 

4. high versus low property loss. 

We constructed five decks of cards (one for each 
Board member) with each deck containing one card for 
each possible combination of offense title and the above 
factors. The decks were shuffl'· . ..!, and each Board member 
was told to arrange his or her deck from most to least 

2 Construction sample, r = .26; 
Validation sample, ~ = .20. 

I" .... '. 
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severe offens~ behavior, to assign a score of 100 to the 
most severe card, and to score every other card in rela.
ti,bn to the most severe. We conducted a regression an
alysis on this data and found that offense title was the 
dominant factor for three members, and that offense 
title, weapon use, and injury were the dominant factors 
for the other two members. Since offense title (that is, 
statutory offense definition) normally includes the pres
ence or absence of injury or weapon use, we repeated the 
exercise using only statutory offense title. 

Using the second exercise, we constructed an aggre
gate ranking for each item, dividing offenses into nine 
categories of severity. 

We invited district court judges to participate in 
a replication of the ex~rcise to determ±ne if MCB per
ceptions of offense severity differed significantly from 
those of judges. Three of the ten judicial districts 
agreed to participate. In general, we found strong 
agreement (90% - 96%) between the rankings given by the 
Board and the judges, with no consistent patterns of dis
agree~ent emerging. 

The offense severity ranking is the vertical axis 
of the parole release date matrix (see Figure C.l). 

Determination of Guideline Times 

The MCB's guidelines use risk of failure (five cat
egories) and severity of committing offense (nine cat
egories) to define the two axes of the parole release 
date matrix. The matrix thus contains 45 cells. To de
termine appropriate time to be served before parole for 
each cell, we selected a random sample of inmates pa
roled in 1974 and 1975 by the MCB, scored each on both 
risk of failure and severity categories, and determined 
the time ser:ved until parole. We arrayed this sample 
into the 45 cells, and for each cell, computed the 
average time served until parole. Since the MCB did not 
want the guidelines to have an independent effect on in
stitutional population levels, we tried to match, as 
closely as possible, guideline times to average time 
served in the past for each of the 45 cells. 

Thus, the upper limit figure (where a range is pre
sent)g or the single figure (where no range is given) in 
each cell of the matrix is a close approximation of 
average time served in 1974 and 1975 by inmates with that 
level of risk and severity. 
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Rehabilitation--MAP Contracts 

As qiscussed earlier, the Board approaches the goal 
of rehabilitation by rewarding constructive use of time 
incarcerated via shortened period of incarceration. The 
Board decided to formalize this procedure with the use 
of Mutual Agreement Program (MAP) contracts. MAP con
tracts are legally binding agreements between the inmate, 
the institution, and the MCB, where the inmate agrees to 
accomplish certain objectives, the institution agrees to 
provide resources needed to accomplish them, and the MCB 
agrees to parole the inmate on a specified date upon prior 
completion of the objectives. 

The Board decided to limit MAP contract eligibility 
·to persons committed for crimes against property during 
the "pilot phase" of the MAP program, with eligibility 
e~tended to other offenses within one year if the MAP 
e~perience proves successful. 

Thus, the Parole Release Date Matrix contains a range 
of time for property offenses (generally, severity levels 
I, II, and III). The lower figure in the range repre-
sents the maximum reduction in release date upon satis
factory completion of a MAP contradt. The actual release 
date assigned to inmates initiating MAP contracts will 
be somewhere within the range given by the guidelines, 
depending upon the degree of the effort needed to complete 
the contract. Whatever lower limit release date is assigned, 
it is a guaranteed parole date upon prior completion of 
the MAP contract, good institutional behavior, and a sat
isfactory reentry plan. The upper figure in the time 
range is a guaranteed parole date with non-participation 
or nott-completion of a MAP con'tract, with good insti tu
tional behavior, and a satisfactory reentry plan. 

The "reward" for constructive use of time incarcer
ated generally ranges from six to ten months for most in
mates currently eligible for MAP contracts. 

Departure from the Guidelines 

The Board does not apply the guidelines mechanically, 
9ince differences in offenders and offenses require the 
Board to exercise disc~ation to arrive at appropriate 
periods of incarceration in individual cases. At the 
hearing, the MCB considers all available information 
about the inmate and the offense, to determine if import
ant aggravating factors are present. If such factors 
are found, the MCB may depart from the guidelines and 
assign a time they feel is appropriate. However, they 

I 
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must provide the inmate with a written statement of the. 
reasons for this departure. 

A copy is also given to the project director, who 
prepares quarterly reports on departures to the MCB and 
the Department of Corrections. This report serves two 
functions: (a) it assures that similar future cases 
will receive similar treatment; and (b) where departures 
occur frequently for certain categories of inmates or 
under certain conditions, it indicates problem areas in 
the guidelines which deserve re-examination. 

Implementation of the Guidelines 
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The MCB recognized that a thorough implementation 
process was essential to the effective operation of the 
guidelines. The implementation process was divided into 
three phases: (1) Orientation session for importaht of
ficials; (2) Training programs for institutional staff; 
and (3) Dissemination of information for criminal justice 
officials and the public. 

Pre-implementation orientation meetings were 'held 
with (a) the Governor, (b) relevant legislative committees, 
(c) the Commissioner of Corrections and his top deputies, 
and (d) institutional wardens and chief administrators. 
These sessions provided an overview of the origin, devel
opment, and content of the guidelines and a1.1owed inter
cflange between MCB members, project staff, anc. the audience. 

Training for institutional staff was divided into 
pre-implementation and in-service programs, directed 
primarily at caseworkers. A one-day pre-implementation 
training session was devoted to a detailed explanation 
of the development and content of the guidelines, and 
simulation exercises in completing the risk of failure 
worksheet. 

In-service training had two components: (a) con
tinuing liaison with institutional staff, and (b) "feed
back" sessions. Each institution designated one staff 
person to whom caseworkers would take questions regard
ing completion of risk of failure worksheets. If this 
individual could not answer the question, they would con
tact project staff. This freed project staff from field
ing large numbers of repetitive questions and developed 
expertise more quickly within each institution. Prior 
to the feedback sessions, caseworkers completed ques
tionnaires to identify the major problems they were en
countering. Results were summarized and presented to 
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the MCB and possible solutions were discussed. At the 
feedback sessions analysis of experience with the guide
lines was presented to caseworkers, and solutions to 
problems identified by caseworkers were discussed. 

The third phase, information dissemination, began 
after implementation. We felt the guidelines would allow 
all participants in plea negotiations to exercise their 
discretion in a more enlightened manner, but only if all 
parties to the process were familiar with the guidelines. 
Project 'staff drafted a short paper describing the origin, 
development, content, and expected benefits of the guide
lines, and copies were mailed to all district court jud
ges, prosecutors, public defenders, and probation and pa
role officers in the state. In addition, project staff 
gave presentations to an annual meeting of district 
court judges, to prosecutors and defenders in major coun
ties, and to all probation and parole agents in a series 
of regional meetings. ' 

Sample Application of the Guidelines 

When an inmate is admitted, the caseworker completes 
the risk of failure worksheet, using the pre-sentence in
vestigation and existing departmental record, if any. A 
copy is given to the inmate and if the accuracy of any 
information is challenged, the caseworker verifies it. 

The initial hearing normally is held within 60 days 
of admission. Ten days before the hearing, the MCB re
ceives copies of the risk of failure worksheet and the 
institutional case summary. At the initial hearing the 
MCB determines the guideline time indicated by the risk 
of failure score and severity level of the offense. The 
MCB considers all additional information to determine if 
signif}cant aggravating or mitigating factors are present. 

If such factors are found, the MCB departs from the 
guidelines and assigns a release date deemed appropriate 
and consistent with past treatment of similar cases. 
They also give the inmate a written statement specifying 
why they departed. If reasons for departure are not 
present, the MCB assigns a release date based on guide
line time. 

Where the guidelines provide a time range, the "up
per limit" release date is a guaranteed parole date so 
long as the inmate: (a) is not convicted of a "major" 
disciplinary code violation, and (b) presents a satis
factory reentry plan. Major disciplinary violations in
clude those behaviors in the institution which would be 
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felonies or assaultive misdemeanors in the free community. 
The inmate is told that if such major disciplinary con
victions occur, the assigned release date is in jeopardy. 

Inmates eligible for and wanting a MAP GQntragt also 
are assigned a "lower limit" release date, which is a 
guaranteed parole date upon prior completion of a MAP con
tract, absence of major misconduct convictions, and a 
satisfactory reentry plan. The MCB outlines its general 
expectations for the MAP contract (e.g., complete a voca
tional program, compile a good work record in prison in
dustries, etc.) and refers the inmate to staff for con
tract development. Within two months, a contract ratifi
cation hearing is held. Failure to complete a MAP con
tract cancels the lower limit release date, but has no 
effect on the upper limit date assigned. Thus, inmates 
have nothing to lose by initiating a MAP contract. 

The guidelines do not restrict inmate eligibility 
for medical paroles, special reviews, or temporary pa
roles during their incarceration. 

Two months before the release date, the MCB holds 
a reentry hearing, and approves or rejects a general 
reentry plan developed by the inmate and staff. If re
jected, the MCB gives written reasons and suggestions 
for restructuring. If approved, the inmate and staff 
develop a specific reentry plan, specifying residence, 
employer, etc. The MCB reviews the specific plan ten 
days before the release date and if consistent wi~h the 
general reentry plan, grants parole effective on the re
lease date. If not consistent, the MCB gives written 
reasons and continues the case until the inconsistencies 
are removed. 

Benefits of the Guidelines 

Certainty of Release Date 

After two months, the inmate has a certain release 
date and knows the extent to which that date can be re
duced, and what it will take to reduce it. The inmate 
can decide if the reduction is worth the effort, and if 
it is not, can reject MAP participation without affecting 
the upper limit release date. Thus, coerced programming 
or treatment have not been eliminated, but the degree of 
coercion--that is, the reduction for MAP completion--has 
been limited and the inmate is given information on which 
to assess his or her options and to make a more rational 
decision. 

,---===~' 
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Increased Effectiveness of Institutional Planning 

certain release dates facilitate inmate and staff 
planning for the use of institutional programs and re
sources. If an inmate has an 18 month lower limit re-
J ',ase date and a MAP contract calling for completion of 
a ten month welding program at another institution, all 
parties know well in advance that the inmate must be 
transferred by the eighth month of incarceration. 

In addition, the guidelines facilitate reentry plan
ning. Under the previous system, caseworkers prepared 
a reentry plan--including specific job placements and 
living arrangements--every time the institutional clas
sification team recommended parole to the MCB. Frequently 
the MCB would not grant parole, resulting in a waste of 
caseworker time and an unneces-sary "drain" on community 
resources. This, in turn, reduced staff morale, which 
affected the quality of reentry plan developed and fur
ther increased probability of parole denial. Under the 
guidelines, a single specific reentry plan is developed. 

Reduced "Game-Playing" 

Inmates know that regardless of their behavior they 
will not be paroled before the lower limit release date. 
Thus, there should be less "game-playing" by inmates 
seeking to "con" the !-1CB into an early parole. 

Equity of Treatment 

Inmates with similar risks and severity profiles will 
be assigned the same period of incarceration. Any dif
ferences in actual time served before parole will be the 
result of institutional conduct and accomplishments--fac
tors over which the inmate has control. For departure 
cases, the MCB applies similar extensions or reductions 
when similar reasons for departure exist. 

Increased Certainty for Other Elements of the Criminal 
Justice System 

For the first time, criminal justice officials have 
a clear idea of the effect of their discretionary deci
sions on the length of incarceration for those imprisoned. 
Since the impact of plea bargaining on time served will 
be clear to judges, prosecutors, defenders, and defendant, 
plea bargaining may be exercised in a more enlightened 
and responsible manner. (Project staff frequently re
ceives telephone calls from prosecutors, defenders, or 
probation agents asking the effect of various plea bar-

.1 



gaining or sentencing options on time served under the 
guidelines for specific cases before them.} 

Experience with the Guidelines to Date 

The guidelines went into operation on May 1, 1976, 
at the state Reformatory and the following month at the 
State Prison. By February 1, 1977 we had nine months' 
experience with the guidelines at the Reformatory and 
eight months' experience at the Prison. 

Effect of the Guidelines on Rate of Parole and Institu
tional Populations 

Since January 1, 1974--when the MCB became opera
tional--institutional populations have varied directly 
with the rate of release on parole, with institutional 
commitments remaining fairly constant. During 1974, the 
MCB released 909 parolees, and adult institutional popu
lations reached a low average daily population of 1,220 
in October. During 1975, 606 inmates were paroled, a 
reduction of 33 percent, and average daily adult popu
lation reached 1,649 by December. When the guidelines 
went into effect in May, 1976, average daily population 
was 1,690. 

We expected that the MCB guidelines would increase 
the rate of release on parole by reducing the variance 
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in time served until release. Thus, anyone in the insti
tutional population who had served more than their guide
line time (or who would have served more than the guide
line time by their next annual review) was eligible for 
a special review for release when they had served the 
guideline time. 

We found, in fact, that there was a marked increase 
in the rate of parole after the implementation of the 
guidelines. During the 12 months preceding implementa
tion, the MCB paroled an average of 51 inmates per month. 
Since implementation, the MCB has paroled an average of 
75 inmates per month, a 47 percent increase. 

In 1976, the MCB released 774 inmates, an increase 
of 27 percent over 1975 levels. We projected that if 
the guidelines had been in effect for the entire year, 
the MCB would have paroled about 900 inmates in 1976, 
only slightly below the actual number of 1974 paroles 
granted. 

The guidelines have slowed the rate of population 
increase. The average increase in average daily popula-
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tion during the 12 months preceding implementation was 
15.4 inmates per month. Since implementation, the aver
age increase has been 1.7 inmates per month. In December, 
1976, the average d~ilY population was 1,702, only 12 
above the average daily population at implementation. 
Ttis suggests that the rate of release under the guide
lines is very close to the rate of commitment. 

The MCB has been criticized for their variation in 
release rate from 1974 to 1975. Critics have charqed 
that the Board--inf1uenced by a "get-tough" public-opin
ion--had become increasingly conservative in releasing 
practices, demonstrating that parole decision-making was 
"p.o1itica1~" in the broad sense of the word. While it 
is too early for conclusive statements, it appears that 
the guidelines have tended to stabilize rates of release, 
and thus remove the grounds for such criticisms. 

Rates of Departure Under the Guidelines 

How often should parole boards depart from their 
guidelines? Clearly, there is no "right" answer to 
this question. If departures are frequent, it could be 
argued that the guidelines are a sham, providing a "front" 
behind which the parole board continues to engage in ar
bitrary and capricious decision making. If the board 
seldom departs they could be accused of being "mechanistic," 
or failing to inject "humanity" into the process via 
their clinical judgment. 

The experience of the Board during the first eight 
months of guideline operation is summarized in Table C.l. 
The Board departed from the guidelines in 16.6 percent 
of the cases, a figure comparable to the experience of 
the United States Parole Commission. 

From May 1, 1976 until January 15, 1977, the MCB 
assigned release dates to 958 inmates. Of these, 159, 
or 16.6 percent, were departures from the time indicated 
by the guidelines. Table C.l indicates the reasons most 
frequently cited for departures (since the MCB sometimes 
gives more than one reason, the number of reasons in the 
table exceeds the total number of departure cases.) 

Every three months, an analysis of departures is 
conducted. Three factors are examined: 1) the rate of 
departure; 2) the reasons for and directions and amounts 
of departures; 3) and the risk and severity levels of 
departure cases. These analyses are presented to the 
Board, and, if appropriate, changes in the guidelines are 
suggested. For example, if a particular reason for de-



Table:R.l:Reasons Cited MCn For Departure 

From Guidelines, 4/1/76 through 1/15/77 

Inmate Factors 

Extensive Felony Record/ 
Habitual Offender 

No Prison Record/Limited 
Criminal History 

Numerous Probation/Parole 
Failures 

Age/Health/Family Problems 
Professional Criminal 
Numerous Prior Incarcerations 
Need For Treatment 
Protection Of Society 
Inmate Not A Danger To 

Society 

Subtotal 

Community Factor.s 

Judge's Recommendation 
Community Support Or 

Recommendations 

Subtotal 

Offense Factors 

Circumstances of Offense 
(Aggravating) 

Circumstances of Offense 
(Mitigating) 

Severe Victim Loss/Injury 
Accomplice Given Similar 

Sentence/Paroled 

Subtotal 

Institutional Factors 

Disciplinary Convictions 
Positive Institutional 

Behavior 

Subtotal 

Other -

Total 

Number 

26 

22 

18 
16 
14 
12 
12 

6 

5 

131 

29 

10 

39 

14 

14 
5 

5 

38 

15 

11 

26 

12 

24.!5 

Percent --

10.6% 

8.9% 

7.3% 
6.5% 
5.7% 
4.9% 
4.9% 
2.4% 

2.0% 

53.3% 

11.8% 

4.1% 

15.9% 

5.7% 

5.7% 
2.0% 

2.0% 

15.4% 

6.1% 

4.6% 

10.7% 

4.9% 

100.0% 
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parture is used with great frequency, it might be desir
able to amend the guidelines to deal with that situation. 

If certain "cells" in the Matrix account for a dis~ 
proportionate number of departures, it indicates that 
the guideline time in that cell may be inappropriate. 
After three months of operation, we found that low-risk 
aggravated robbers were often given less time than in
dicated by the guidelines. We checked 1974 and 1975 t.fCB 
releasi~g practices and found that the guideline times 
were about six months too high for this type of offender. 
}\ccordingly, the MCB reduced the guideline time and ap
plied the reduction retroactively to low-risk aggravated 
robbers previously assigned release dates. 

Other Research Now in Progress 

Gurrently, we are conducting research to deal with 
three additional issues. This research will be completed 
by mid-summer 1977, when funding for the project expires. 

1. To what extent have the guide~ines reduced dis
parity in time served unti~ paro~e for simi~ar inmates? 
Critics claim that parole boards contributed to the dis
parate treatment of offenders by incarcerating similar 
individuals for substantially different periods of time. 
Advocates counter that parole boards "even out" the dis
parities resulting from different plea bargaining and 
sentencing practices. While there is an element of 
truth in both positions, the advocates' claims become 
more credible if the paroling authority is operating un
der guidelines systematically designed to reduce dis
parate treatment. 

To answer this question,we have selected a random 
sample of inmates paroltl~d from January 1, 1974 until 
April 30, 1976, and collected information relative to 
risk level, severity level, and months served until pa
role. We will compare variance in time served until pa
role before and after guideline implementation, control
ling for risk and severity level. We expect to find a 
reduction in the variance after implementation of the 
guidelines, an indication of reduciion in disparity. 

2. Have the guide~ines had any impact on inmate 
misconduct? Critics of indeterminate sentencing have 
charged that uncertainty of release date and the tensions 
surrounding a parole hearing have contributed to inmate 
mi sconduct. I f this is correc·t, providing the inmate 
with a certain release date--as well as revoking that 
date upon conviction for major misconducts--might provide 

~ .. ~ ........ ~ ....... -----~-~~""'M""""~~ ___ ....w'''- ,. 
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the inmate more incentive to avoid misconduct while in
carcerated. Currently, project staff are analyzing in
stitutional misconduct patterns before and after guide
line implementation to determine if any significant changes 
attributable to the guidelines have taken place. 

3. Have the guidelines affected the number or na
ture of inmate complaints about parole? To the degree 
that the guidelines result in more uniform and equitable 
parole decisions, inmate complaints may be reduced. On 
the other hand, articulated rules provide a basis for 
closer scrutiny of parole decision-making. Hence, it 
might be reasonable to expect no change or even an in
crease in inmate complaints about parole. 

To address this question, we hoped to analy.ze pa
role-related inmate complaints to (a) the Ombudsman for 
Corrections, and (b) Legal Assistance for Minnesota Pris
oners (L.A.M.P.). However, L.A.M.P. attorneys have re
fused access to their records, citing attorney-client 
privilege and pending litigation against the MCB. The 
Ombudsman for Corrections has permitted project staff 
to review their records under strict conditions to pro
tect client anonymity. While this research in incomplete, 
it appears that the rate of parole-related complaints 
has been unaffected by the guidelines, but that since 
the guidelines became operational complaints are more spe
cific, focusing on particular rules, procedures, infor
mation use, etc., associated with the guidelines. 

Complete copies of the guidelines and the results 
of future research may be obtained by writing to: 

Minnesota Corrections Board 
Suite 238 
Metro Square Building 
Seventh and Robert Streets 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

Quo Vadis? 

The areas of criminal law, sentencing, corrections, 
and parole are in a volatile state. After nearly a cen
tury of slow, painstaking progress in the area of cor
rections, we are suddenly confronted with rapid-fire 
suggestions for change. 

The voices of change come from both the right and 
left but for different reasons . More conservative ele
ments suggest that rising crime rates and high recidivism 
prove the failure of the existing approach. Liberals 



360 

point out the inequities of the system that results in 
disproportionate minority representation in our jails 
and prisons and the failure of the rehabilitation ideal. 
Both sides suggest a "just deserts" model for the cr1m
inal justice system. Those sides differ greatly, how
evor, on what constitutes "just deserts." In the mean
time, the gross inequities which contribute to the 
greatest disparities go unchallenged. Judges still are 
without guidelines for sentencing, and plea bargaining 
by prosecutors goes unchecked. until those flaws in the 
criminal justice system are corrected, the need continues 
for administrative review of sentences at the end of the 
system. 

Recently, federal courts have ended their "hands off" 
approach to parole decision-making, and advocates of de
terminate sentencing-have emerged from the academies and 
legislatures. As a result, paroling authorities have made 
long overdue reassessments of their function and are 
becoming the first sector of the criminal justice system 
to develop guidelines to structure and regularize the 
exercise of their discretion. The "bl\ck end" of the crim
inal justice system is taking the leadership role in bring
ing equal justice to equally situated inmates. 

Will parole survive the current attacks? It is too 
soon t:o tell. If punishment becomes the dominant goal of 
the criminal laws, the results are predictable. The ineq
uities in the current system will be magnified as the pro
portion of minorities and poor in our prison popUlations 
increases. Under a punishment model, legislatures are 
unlikely to establish short sentences. Institutional 
populations will soar, and tremendous capital investments 
will be required for new prisons--prisons filled with hope
less men and women shorn of their human capacity to effect 
their own destiny. Prison unrest and turmoil of recent 
years will look tame by comparison. And the punishment 
model will not cause a reduction in the crime rate. 

These results are clear if the lessons of history 
are studied. Unfortunately, those who refuse to learn 
from history are doomed to repeat its failures. 

If parole does survive, it will not be by "stone
walling" in the face of attack. Many of the current cri
ticism are well-founded. Parole boards must exercise vig
orous and creative leadership in solving these problems 
through administrative and procedural reform, and, if nec
cessary, by legislation which will preserve the essence of 
indeterminate sentencing. Rehabilitation has n~ver been 
the raison d'etre of indeterminate sentencing. Criminal 
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sentencing must serve a number of important and, at 
times, conflicting goals, including rehabilitation, 
punishment, protection, deterrence, and others. The 
'indeterminate sentence is the best way to apply these 

, goals==each with their due weight--to individual cases. 
Properly reformed, indeterminate sentencing can be the 
most effective and nlost fair method of imposing criminal 
sanctions. 
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P~OLE RELEASE DATE MATRIX 
(Effe ctive 11-15-76) t«Jmber "Xes!! Rese!!nses on Workshoet o . 1-2 3-4 5 6 

SeVer ity Level/Offenses Predictod aro~ Failuro Rate 11:\1 2fJ~ 35~ 49% 63% 
I.U4V Risk of Failure loval _I. II. llI. IV. V. 
Possession of a Controllod Substance 

"-12 6...12 For!l!!rll A~~ravl\tcd For2::r~. utterin~ a For~ Instrument 5-12 11-17 18-28 

t. Aggravated Criminal Damage to PropertY-IIO weep,," 
Bl.I'91ary-no weapon-not in dwelling 
Receiving Stolon Property 
Simple ArSon 

5-12 6-12 11-17 18-24 25-36 
lheft-l100 to ~.5OO ; Theft by Check 
Terroristic Threats 
Defeating Security on Personality 
OMaga to Public Property 

II. Theft.-more than 12.500 
Burglary-:we~pon-not in dwelling 
BUrglary-no W9l1flon-dwelling 
Escepe from CUstody 6...12 11-17 18-24 25-32 33-A5 
Aggravated Criminal Damage to Property-weapon-
Indecent Liberties-no injury-
Cf-iminnl Sexual Conduct-Fourth Degreo· 
Possession of Controlled Substance with intent to Sell· 
D!",ge!:o~s _":."£.o!:':.:M~~i!!e _ G~n __________________________ • -- --- --- --- ---

IV. Bl.I'glBry-weapon-d~elling·-

Simple Robbery 
Aggravated Arson 
Aggravatod Assault 
Indecent Liberties-injury 
Kidnapping-no injury 
Criminal Soxual ('.onduct.-Third Degree 
Attempted Murder-Seoond Degree i Third Degree 17 ?4 32 40 53 
Incest 
Sexual Intercourse with Child-over age 16. 
Confining own Child i False I~riso,."ent 
Burglary with Tocl •• 
Theft from Person 
Sale of II Controlled Substance 

V. Aggravated Robbet')' 
Manslllughter-Second Degree 
Criminal Negligence 24 32 45 60 76 
Attemptod Murder-First Degree 
Conspi racy to Commit Murder-First DegrsB 
Sexual Int<.rcourse with Child-a93 14 to 16 

VI. Manslaughter-First Degree 
Criminal Sexual Conduct-First Degree i Second Degree 

60 Kidnapping-injury .42 50 75 92 

Sodomy i Sodomy with Child 
Sexual Intercourse with Child-age 10 and under and ago 11 to 13. 

VII. 

VIII. 

X. 

Murder_Third Degree 72 e6 109 135 170 I Murder-Second tr.gri'e e6 108 145 194 240 

~!urder-Firs.t Degree 204 ~41 301 385 life I 

-/-ht Eligible for MAP Contract "Eligible for MAP Contract. 

Figure B.1: Parole Release Date Matrix 
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North Carolina Parole Commission 365 

Time Served to Date: months Total Sentence! months 

Number of Prior Hearings: 

Date: 

Short Description of the Present Offense: 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: Please place a slash mark on the 
line below to indicate your estimate of the seriousness of the 
present offense. 

1 2 3 4 
very low seriousness 

B. Parole Prognosis: 

C. 

D. 

E. 

o 10 20 30 40 
very 

unfavorable 

Institutional Discipline: 

very poor poor adequate 
1 2 3 

Pro!:!ram/Work Participation 

very poor poor adequate 
1 2 3 

Assaultive Potential: 

very low 
1 

low 
2 

moderate 
3 

F. Prior Criminal Record: 

none 
1 

minor 
2 

moderate 
3 

5 6 7 8 9 
greatest possible seriousness 

50 

good 
4 

good 
4 

high 
4 

60 

serious 
4 

70 80 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

very high 
5 

extensive 
5 

9C 100 
very 

favorable 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

G. Social Stability: (Employment/Drug Use/Alcohol Usage/Etc.) 

very low 
1 

Decision: 

low 
2 

Other Salient Factors: 

moderate 
3 

high 
4 

very high 
5 

C.M. Initial: 

Figure C.l: Case Evaluation Form 

I 
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Virginia Parole Board 

Date: 

Date of Blrth: 

Please complete this form for all inmates 
more in a state correctional institution. 
estimate is requested; it is not expected 
exact answers to these questions. 

serving twelve months or 
Remember, your best 

that you will provide 

Short Description of the Present Offense/s: 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: Please place a slash mark on the 
line below to indicate your estimate of the seriousness of 
the present offense. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
very low seriousness greatest possible seriousness 

B. Parole Prognosis: Please place a slash mark on the line below 
to indicate your estimate of the likelihood that the Subject 
will successfully complete parole. 

o 10 20 30 40 . 50 60 70 80 90 100 
very unfav0rable very favorable 

Please circle the phrase which most closely approximates your evalua
tion of the subject on the following five dimensions. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Institutional Discipline: 

very poor poor adequate 
1 2 3 

Program/Work Participation: 

very poor poor adequate 
1 2 3 

Assa.ultive Potential: 

very low 
1 

low 
2 

moderate 
3 

good 
4 

good 
4 

high 
4 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

very high 
5 

Figure C.2: Case Ev·aluation Form 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information' 
6 

J 
J 
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F. Prior Criminal Record: 

none minor moderate high very high no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

G. Social Stabilitx: 

very low low moderate high very high no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Time Served to Date: months ------
Total Sentence: __________________ months 

Number of Prior Hearings: 

Decision: 

Other Salient Factors: 

Initials of Interviewer: 

Figure C.2: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 
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Louisiana Board of Parole 

Docket Number: Name of Boa.rd Member: 

Date: Number of Prior Hearings: 

Time Served to Date: months Maximum sentence: months 

Offender Class: Transient or Native ----
? 

Please cOlnplete this form for all inmates serving twelve months or 
more in a state correctional institution. Remember, your best es
timate is requested; it is not expected, that you will provide exact 
answers to these questions. 

Short Description of the Present Offense: 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: Please place a slash mark on the line 
below to indicate your estimate of the seriousness of the present 
offense. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
very low seriousness greatest possible seriousness 

B. Parole Prognosis: Please place a slash mark on the line below 
to indicate your estimate of the likelihood that the subject will 
successfully complete parole. 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
very unfavorable very favorable 

Please circle the phrase which most closely approximates your evalua
tion of the subject on the following dimensions. 

C. Institutional Discipline: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

D. Program Participation: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

good 
4 

good 
4 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

Figure C· 3 : Case Evaluation Form 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 



E. Assaultive Potential: 

very low 
1 

low 
2 

moderate 
3 

F. Prior Criminal Record: 

none 
1 

minor 
2 

moderate 
3 

G. Prior Juvenile Record: 

none 
1 

minor 
2 

H. Social Stability: 

very low 
1 

I. Parole Plan: 

none 
I 

low 
2 

poor 
2 

moderate 
3 

moderate 
3 

fair 
3 

high 
4 

serious 
4 

serious 
4 

high 
4 

good 
4 

very high 
5 

extensive 
5 

extensive 
5 

very high 
5 

very good 
5 
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no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

J. Prior Supervision Record: (including probation and parole) 

none 
I 

poor 
2 

K. Police Objectio~: 

none 
1 

minor 
2 

L. Judicial Objection: 

none 
1 

minor 
2 

M. Community Attitude: 

none 
1 

poor 
2 

Other Salient Factors: 

Decision: 

fair 
3 

moderate 
3 

moderate 
3 

fair 
3 

good 
4 

strong 
4 

strong 
4 

good 
4 

very good 
5 

very strong 
5 

very strong 
5 

very good 
5 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

Figure C. 3: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 
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Missouri Board of Probation and Parole 

Name of Board Member/Case Analyst: Date: 

Review or Hearing Case Number: 

Please complete this form for all inmates serving twelve months or 
more in a state correctional institution. Remember, your best es
timate is requested; it is not expected that you will provide exact 
answers to these questions. 

Short Description of the Present Offense: 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: Please place a slash mark on the 
line below to indicate your estimate of the seriousness of the 
E!esent offense. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

very low seriousness greatest possible seriousness 

B. Parole Prognosis: Please place a slash mark on the line below 
to indicate your estimate of the likelihood that tile subject 
will successfully complete parole. 

o 10 20 30 40 
very unfavorable 

C. Institutional Discirlin~: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

D. Program Particiration: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

E. Assaultive Potential: 

very low 
1 

low 
2 

moderate 
3 

50 

good 
4 

good 
4 

high 
4 

60 70 80 90 100 
very favorable 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

very high 
5 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

Figure e .4: Case Evaluation Form 
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F. Prior Criminal Record: 

none 
1 

minor 
2 

G. Social Stability: 

very low 
1 

low 
2 

moderate 
3 

moderate 
3 

serious 
4 

high 
4 

Time Served to Date: months -----

Maximum Sentence: months ------
Number of Prior Hearings: 

Decision: 

Other Salient Factors: 

extensive 
5 

very high 
5 

371 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

FigureC.4: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 
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Case YA#: 

Date: 

State of California 
Department of the Youth Authority 

Please complete this form for all wards. Re
member, your best estimate is requested; it is 
not expected that you will provide exact an
swers to these questions. (See reverse side 
for guide.) 

Short Description of the Present Offense (Court Finding) : 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: Please place a slash mark on the 
line below to indicate your estimate of the seriousness of the 
present offense. 

1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
very low seriousness greatest possible seriousness 

B. Parole Prognosis: Please place a slash mark on the line below to 
indicate your estimate of the likelihood that the subject will 
successfully ~0mplete parole. 

o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
very unfavorable very favorable 

Please circle the phrase which most closely approximates your 
evaluation of the subject on the following five dimensions. 

C. Institutional Discipline: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

D. Program Participation: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

good 
4 

good 
4 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

Figure C.S: Case Evaluation Form 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 
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E. Assaultive Potential: 

ve,ry low low moderate high very high no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

F. Arrest Record: 

none minor moderate serious extensive no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

G. Prior Criminal Record (Conviction or Sustained Petition) : 

none minor moderate 
1 2 3 

H. Social Stability: 

very low low moderate 
1 2 3 

Time Served to Date: 

Local: 

Y.A. : 

Number of Prior Hearings: 

Decision: 

Under section 30: 

If Section 30 did not exist: 

other Salient Factors: 

serious extensive no 
4 5 

high very high no 
4 5 

Maximum Jurisdiction: 

Juvenile Court (21): 
Criminal Court 

Misdemeanor (23): 

Felony (25): 

Figure C.5: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 

information 
6 

information 
6 

I 
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Short Description of the Present Offense 

Example: Burglary 

Robbery 

Was it a business, residence, or other? 
What was the purpose -- money, drugs oz' rape? 
Was he armed? Was anyone injured? 

A. Seriousness 6f the Offense 

Crimes against persons will usually have a higher seriousness rating 
than crimes against property. However, a series of property of
fenses may have a higher rating than a simple battery. 

B. Parole Prognosis 

Consider committment offense, prior delinquent/criminal history, 
age, male/female, envirotJlnent of possible placement, case report 
diagnosis, initial home and attitude. 

C. Institutional Discipline 

The base may be established as follows: 

Disciplinary' action below Level III occurring within a 
one-year period: 0 - 1, very good; 1 - 2, good; 2 - 3, 
adequate; 3 - 4, poor; 4 or more, very poor. 

Disciplinary action at Level III occurring within a one-year 
period: 0 - very good; 1 - good or adequate; 2 -- poor; 3 or 
more - very poor. 

This base could be used interchangeably in arriving at the grading 
factor. For instance, the ward may have one Level III and two 
below Level III and be graded poor. 

D. Program' Participation 

This category is usually established by the staff's report as it 
focuses on the ward's progress in obtaining goals. 

Figure C.5: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 



375 

E. Assaultive Potential 

A psychiatric and/or psychological study may be the best indicator. 
Actual behavior may also add informat~on in grading the potential 
from very low to very high. No history of violence may be graded 
ei ther wi th no information or, if it is obvious that the ward has 
been in a stressful situation and did not react in a violent man
ner, as very low. From this point on, it is the grader's view of 
'the ward / s invol vement in violent si tuations. 

F. Arrest Record 

The grading of this item runs f:l.'om "none" to "extensive." For the 
purpose of the grading base, separate the arrests into misdemeanor 
and felony: misdemeanor: 0, none; 1~2, very low; 2-3, low: 3-4, 
moderate; 4-5, serious; 5 or more, extensive; felony -- 0, none; 
1, low; 2, moderate; 3, serious; 3 or more, extensive. 

G. Prior Criminal Record 

The base for grading the arrest record can be used as the base 
for grading the prior criminal record. 

H. Social Stability 

Example: A person may be graded in the very low category if he is 
educationally retarded, has a moderate or above arrest 
and conviction record, is unemployed, unmarried, and is 
a transient. A very high rating may apply to a person 
with a record of steady employment, married, and parti
cipating in community activities; or an unmarried person 
who has a background of stable family life. The initial 
home report should be a good reference source. 

Time Served relates to time spent in a local and/or Youth Authority 
facility to the present offense. 

Number of Prior Hearings relates to the number of Youth Authority 
hearings for the present offense. 

When the form is completed, staff wil.l attach it to the copy of the 
Board agenda that is sent to the Administrative Officer uf the Youth 
Authority Board. 

Figure C.S: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 
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State of Washington 
Board of Prison Terms and Paroles 

Board Member: Institution: 

Date of Meeting: Number: 

Type of Meeting: 

Please complete all the items on this form; if no information is 
available, please indicate appropriately. PLEASE DO NOT LEAVE ANY 
ITEMS BLANK. 

Short Description of Present Offense: 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: 
1 2 

very low 
se!.'iousness 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
greatest possible 

seriousness 

B. Pa~ole Prognosis: Please place a slash mark on the line below to 
indicate your estimate of the likelihood that the subject will 
~E~sfully complet~ parole. 

o 10 
very 

unfavorable 

20 30 40 

C. Institutional Discipline: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

D. Program Participation: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

50 60 

good 
4 

good 
4 

70 80 90 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

Figure e.6: Case Evaluation Form 

100 
very 

favorable 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 
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E. Assaultive Potential: 

very low low moderate high very high no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

F. Nature of Prior Criminal Record: 

none minor moderate 
1 2 3 

G. Social Staqility: 

very low low moderate 
1 2 3 

Time Served to Date: months 

Minimum Term: months ------

serious very serious no information 
4 5 6 

high very high no information 
4 5 6 

Maximum Sentence: months 

Check One: ____ Mandatory minimum 

Not Mandatory ~n.. 

Has the mandatory minimum ever been waived: 

Yes NO Not applicable No information 

Number of Prior Hearings: 

Decision: (please check and complete as many of the following as apply 
to this case) 

Minimum term set at months Grant parole 

_____ Progress hearing set for ___ Deny parole 

_____ Parole hearing set for Defer decision 

_____ Other (please specify): 

Salient Factors: 

Figure C.6: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 
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Month of Meeting: 

New Jersey State Parole Board 
Case Evaluation Form 

Please complete all of the items on this form; if no information is 
available, please indicate appropriately. PLEASE DO NOT LEAVE ANY 
ITEMS BIJWK. 

Short Description of the Present Offense: 

A. Seriousness of the Offense: 
1 2 

very lew 
seriousness 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
greatest possible 

seriousness 

B. Parole Prognosis: Please place a slash mark on the line below 
to indicate your estimate of the likelihood that the subject 
will successfull~ complete parole. 

o 10 
very 

unfavorable 

20 30 40 

C. Institutional Discipline: 

very poor 
1 

poor 
2 

adequate 
3 

D. Program participation: 

very poor 
1 

pOOl' 

2 
adequate 

3 

E. Assaultive Potential: 

very low 
1 

low 
2 

moderate 
3 

50 60 

good 
4 

good 
4 

high 
4 

70 80 

very good 
5 

very good 
5 

very high 
5 

J?igure C. 7 : Case Evaluation Form 

90 100 
very 

favorable 

no information 
6 

no information 
6 

no .information 
6 
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F. Prior criminal Record: 

none minor moderate serious extensive no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

G. Qualit;t of Parolo Plan: 

very poor poor mOderate good very good no information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Time Served to Date: months Maximum Sentence: months 

Offender Class: 

No. of Prior Hearings: No. of Prior Paroles: 

No. of Prior Parole Revocations: No. of Prior Probations: 

No. of Prior Probation Revocations: 

Has the subject escaped within the last year? 

Has the subject failed to return from furlough wi~hin the last year? 

Has the subject failed on work release within the last year? 

Projected Date of Release: 
Decision: 

Date of Next Hearing: 

Salient Factors: 

Figure Coo 7: Case Evaluation Form (continued) 
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