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revoked for a given period, not just by the circumstances of a particular 

parolee. Many of the same group of agents indicated that they were reluc­

tant to recommend revocation--even \·,hen they bel ieved that to be the proper 

decision--if they believed that their recommendation to revoke would be 

denied. "Further, in cases Vlhere agents have had �p�}�~�e�v�i�o�u�s� revocations 

turned do\'1n, the consequence of this has been to make not only these 

agents, but their office mates as well, more reluctant to ask for revoca­

ti ons. 1144 

A California study documents the same phenomenon. Though that study 

examined the decision to grant early discharge from parole rather than the 

decision to revoke parole, it described a marked decline in the rate of 

recommendations to grant early discharge (from �6�4�~�~� of cases considered 

in the first three months to 49% of the cases considered in the subsequent 

six months) in spite of the fact that the case descriptions remained rela­

tively constant. "It \'las inferred that high rates of early challenge of 

parole agent discharge recommendations were responsible for subsequent 
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curbing of such recommendations and that agents tended to be more responsive • 

to ('learn' from) challenge by unit supervisors and regional administrators."45 

Other California research disclosed the same tendency of agents to orient 

themselves toward the perspective of their immediate supervisors, who 

ordinarily v/ere �m�o�\�~�e� experienced and in a position of authority over them-­

though they coul d nm:: overrul e the agents' deci si ons. 46 Thi s study �}�~�e�v�e�a�l� ed 

that recommendati ons to revoke a patti cul ar hypotheti ca 1 case: did not vary 

markedly among agents in a given office but did vary from office to office.47 

Also, of the agents included in this study, a majority agreed that "it 

mattered to them whether their recommendations were accepted and that 

violation reports were sometimes prepared based upon what the parole board 
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Vlould 'buy. 11I 48 This tendency was reflected in the likelihood that agents 

from the same office would make similar recommendations. 

The potential arbitrariness, the capriciousness of invoking techni­

cal violation as the basis of a revocation, is well summal'ized in the 

following paragraph from a doctoral dissertation prepared at the Univer­

sity of 100'/a: 

Several of the agents noted that a 10 percent revo­
cation rate didn't mean that thl~y were any more effective, 
or that their parolees were behaving any better, than when 
the parole system had a 35 percent revocation rate. A 
couple of agents suggested that if the director wanted a 
1 percent revocation rate, then that probably could be 
achieved as we11."/49/ 

Revocation data for Louisiana are more difficult to report. Data 

reported in diffe)'ent sources by the Research and Statistics Division, 

Department of Correcti ons, often appear contrad; ctO)'y, and the way in \,lhi ch 

they are reported mak$ their precise meaning hard to determine. 

The Probation and Parole Report, compiled by Research and Statistics 

for FY 1975-1976, indicates that there were 1,961 parolees under supel'vision 

by the Division of Probation and Parole. (Table VIII: Avetage Heal'lcount: 

and Type of Supervision by District) Table VII: Case r~ovements indicates 

that during this period 244 individuals \'/ere removed/rom parole by revoca-
• I 

tion. A further breakdown identifies 127 instances in which parole was 

terminated for "New Felony" and 117 instances in \'Ihich termination \-/as the 

result of technical violation. Whether those whose parole was revoked for 

"NevI Felony" Vlere convicted of a new felony or 'dere only charged \-,ith same 

is not clear. In either case, the situation appears to be that 84 percent 

as many offenders are removed f)'om parole as the result of committ'ing 

ordinarily non-criminal actions as are revoked for being charged \vith or 

convicted of a new felony. Or, vievJed from a different perspective, only 
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about 16 percent more parole revocations in FY 1975-1976 were based on 

felonious behavior than were based on forbidden non-criminal behavior. 

The figures inr.luded in the Probation and Parole Report resemble closely 

others provided to this staff by the Department of Corrections. The 

second set of data provides a basis for concluding that the II Ne\., Felony" 

category cited above refers to new felony conviction. In FY 1975-1976, 

243 (9.5 percent) of the admissions to Louisiana State Penitentiary, the 

Louisiana Correctional Institute for Women and the Adult Diagnostic 

Reception Center were the result of parole revocation. One hundred and 

thirty-one (131) of these instances are reported as the result of revoca­

tion because of new convictions; 112 were the result of technical viola­

tions. These figures suggest that 85 percent as many parole revocations 

are based on technical violations as are based on a new conviction. 

From a parolee's perspective there is another inequity created by 

the possibility of revoking parole for technical violations. \'Ihen a 

para 1 ee is suspected of ha vi ng committed a crime for \,/hi ch there is i n­

sufficient evidence to convict him, he can nevertheless be recommitted to 

prison by invoking technical violations. 50 "He may also be sent bark 

/i .e., revoked/ to serve many months for an offense that might normally 

call for a week in jailor a $50. fine." 51 

Some Remedies: However, revocation of parole for the violation of 

technical conditions is not the primary concern. Nor should a central 

concern be the justification of particular rules. As one researcher 

observes, "Practically all rules of parole can be justified in one \'/ay or 

another, including the prohibition of liquor, undesirable associates, 

and changing employment or living quarters. 1I52 

Rather, the need identified by most authorities seems to be to 
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reduce the universally imposed conditions of parole to a minimum, then 

to add specific conditions that address an individual parolee's need 

and thus involve the parolee in the process of working toward the ends 

for which parole supervision can be the means. 

One set of conditions h~ld up as a good example is England's. 

England's Criminal Justice Act of 1967 established 
five conditions for the parolee: 

1. He shall report to an office indicated. 

2. He shall place himself under the supervision 
of an officer nominated for this purpose. 

3. He shall keep in touch with his officer in ac­
cordance with the officer's instructions. 

4. He shall inform his officer at once 'if he 
changes his address or loses his job. 

5. He shall be of good behavior and lead an in­
dusttious life. 

This particular set of conditions is significant 
for a number of teasons. First, the conditions ate not a 
series of "do's" and "don'ts"; they ate all \I/ritten in a 
positive manner. Further, these conditions do not require 
a higher standard of behavior on the part of the parolee 
than \lJould be found among the non-parolee citiz<anry. They 
are not technical in nature, e.g., curfew at 10:00 P.M., 
but rather suggest basically that the parolee should keep 
in contact with the parole officer and lead a responsible, 
law-abiding life. These kinds of conditions can preclude 
many of the problems associated \I/ith parole violation 
hearings based upon technical violations .... Finally, these 
kinds of basic conditions may stil1 be supplemented by 
specific conditions which are based upon the problems, 
needs, and capacities of individual parolees./53/ 

Other similar examples which share the English system's brevity and con­

sequent advantages are the states of Washington and Maine. Washington 

imposes only four conditions, after requiring a first arrival report. 

There the parolee is to 11(1) obey all laws, (2) secU)"'e the permission of 

a parole office before leaving the state, (3) report to the officer, and 

(4) obey any written instructions issued by him."54 Additional conditions 
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may be imposed as require~ by individual circumstances. Maine also im­

poses only four conditions: a parolee must have permission to change 

his residence or to travel out of state, and he is required to make 

periodic reports to his officer and to obey the law. Special conditions 

may be added in individual cases. 55 

The situation in New York perhaps embodies the dilemma many states 

face. In 1975 New York parole conditions addressed 20 issues and allowed 

special conditions as well. 56 Perhaps not surprisingly~ a citizens' panel 

report issued that year recommended that the number of conditions be re­

duced to three: "(a) Seek and hold a job, or demonstrate anothet' legal 

means of livelihood; (b) Abide by the law; and (c) Report regularly to 

the parole service. 1157 

By reducing the number of conditions and adding individualized con­

ditions, the parole process tu)'ns toward acknowledging the parolee as an 

individual human capable of choice; and in acknowledging him thus, it is 

more likely that he will be an active participant in the process of super­

vi sed Y'e-entry. Furthermore, one author observes, parol e conditi ons must 

fit the individual bec&l,./se they Jemand that lithe mJ.n \"ho has broken a la\'l 

must live by a more exacting code than the one in force for the rest of 

society. The rule must represent a goal that can be realistically attained 

by the individual and that can reasonably meet society's expectation of 

desirable behavior. 1I5B 

In essence, the reduction of universally applied conditions and 

the addition of special conditions based on individual cases shift the 

tenor of the process of imposing conditions from the realm of the purely 

restrictive to the reintegrative. In the judgment of the President's Com­

mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (1967) conditions 
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must be neither "too bUl'densome or too unrelated to tre rehabilitation 

of the offender or the protection of the community to be justified in 

the particular (:ase." 59 An article in the Tulane La\.'1 Revie\~ makes the 

above qualification more explicit: 

"A more appropriate standard of review ... would 
require a condition to be evaluated on the basis of whether 
its violation renders the parolee a poorer risk. If vio­
lation of a technical condition produces no danger of 
recidivism, any attempt to justify its imposition would 
seem tenuous.!60! 

Indeed, if conditions seem neither to protect the cornmunitj nor assist 

the parolee, they are unjustifiable. 

National standards have evolved to reflect this attitude. The 

standard established by Article 305.13 of the Model Penal Code (1962) 

is the one not so much reflected as repeated in the first ten of eleven 

enumerated conditions included in Subsection H. of La.R.S. 15:574.4. The 

only variation of any import is the Model Penal Code's allowance in 

Subsecti on (1)( g) that an offendet possess a gun or othei" dange\~ous \~ea­

pon if he has written permission. (Th~t topic as addtessed in Louisiana's 

statute allows neither possession nor control of su~h weapons and includes 

no circumstances under which he may do so). 

In 1973 the National Task Fotce on Corrections concluded that 

lltules of parole are best when they are relatively fe\'!, simple) and 

specifical1y tailored to the individual case."61 

And recent standards proposed by the National AdvisO\'y Commission, 

the ACA, and the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement are ind'icative 

of the same trend toward a less restrictive policy. All three agree that 

parole rules should be reduced to a minimum and that the ones retained 

should reflect the particular offense and circumstances of the individual 

parolee. 62 
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One author who has studied the subject widely has evolved eyen 

further: 

Don't visit his job or his home or his tavern; 
don't make him come in to the office or write in. Leave 
him alone except for making help available. If he gets 
drunk or fights or drives a car into a tree) deal with 
him as you would any other person who does such things. 
If he commits a burglary or robbery, proceed \·lith arraign­
ment, indictment, trial and punishment, with due attention 
to his previous record./63/ 

The staff recommends several items for consideration. 

La.R.S. 15:574.4 was patterned closely after the Model Penal Code. 

The staff recommends that the state -aga1i n act as it did ih adopting the 

Model Penal Code and move in the direction suggested by nevler standards. 

The standards that the Board of Parole views as essential should be isolated 

and retained. These standards would of course include the mandate that 

the parolee obey the law. Probably also retained would be items such as 

the monthly report function and the requirement regarding changes of job 

and residence. Consideration should be given to the statement of the latter 

condition. Its present requirement that a parolee ask permission to change 

job or residence is unnecessarily paternalisti~. An agent can just as well 

keep track of his parolee if the condition r~quires notification rather 

than permission. 

Other items seem not to fit all individuals. Must all offenders 

be refused the right to handle firearms? Even the Model Penal Code allows .. 
conditional possession. In a state in which hunting is a popular sport, 

blanket prohibition may be an unrealistic extreme. The prohibition against 

excessive drirk seems the same. Of a different nature is Condition 4 in 

which a parolee promises to avoid lIinjurious or vicious habits and places 

of di sreputab1 e or harmful character. II It means potentially anything, 
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and consequently nothing in particular'. The staff also finds the state­

ment that restricts the parolee's movements to a particular location un­

necessarily indirect. This appears not to be a problem, hm<Jever, for the 

parolees we have observed confronted tlith its violation at probable cause 

and revocation hearings. 

Concern of a different kind is expressed in an article in the 

Tulane Law Review regarding the "unusual" condition which gives the parole 

agent the authority to order a medical or psychiatric exan1ination or 

treatment. The observation is this: 

/ I7t \'lOul d seem that, absent a 1 egitimate rehabi1 i­
tative ~nd, an order r2quiring a parolee to submit to any 
medical or psychiatric treatment violates the parolee's 
fourth amendment rights to be secure in his person from 
unreasonable searches and seizures, his privilege against 
self-incrimination under the fifth amendment, the pre­
numbral zone of constitutionally~protected privacy ... 
and due process of law under the fourteenth amendment. 
The implications of the invasion of body and mind sanc­
tioned by this condition are unsettling; a parole officer 
would be well-advised to secure ample documentation of 
the necessity for discovering such information before or­
dering the parolee to submit to medical and/or psychiatric 
examinations./64/ 

Action should be taken VJith regard to the universal lI condition l1 

that does not appear as a condition but which is normally just accepted 

by the parolee--i .e., that an agent may visit a parolee at home OJ' on t:1e 

job. Recently, apparently for the first time, a parolee objected to his 

agent's visits. The agent requested the Board of Parole to add it as a 

special condition of parole. Because visitation is a universally applied 

condition, it should also appear in writing as a condition. 

Consideration should also be given to providing the definitional 

conditions in another form. The information regarding loss of good-time 

and inability to bond out if char'ged "lith a ne\'J crime is highly relevant 

and of great interest to a parolee. Greater clarity can best be achieved 
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by separating that information from the conditions that di)"ectly 

restrict or prescribe behavior. 

Undergirding whatever particular modifications are made should 

be the awareness that change can unly be facilitated; it cannot be 

forced. 
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CHAPTER X 

AGAIN, WHY SUPERVISE? AND FOR HOW LONG? 

Surveillance as Crime Prevention 

As observed above, conditions of parole are the primary state­

ment of the parole officer's authority to ensure that the parolee 

lives within the boundaries the parole authority, and, by extension, 

society deem suitable. The imposition of conditions is the primary 

instrument by which the agent exercises the surveillance function that 

is often looked upon as the primary method of "adjusting" the parolee 

to living again in freedom. Using surveillance to prevent a parolee's 

return to criminal activity is, however, much like using a pile driver 

to get a one-inch screw into its proper place: it requires extreme 

effort; even then it probably cannot be done; and probably there \'/aS 

a less extreme and more effective instrument closer at hand--a dime 

or a fingernail, for example. 

Data released in a report published at UCLA suggest that 

"surveillance activities, while consuming much of the agents' time, 

produce little in the v..Jay of protection of the community from criminal 

behavior." 1 Stated in more detail the situation is this: 

It would be a mistake to assume, however, that 
normal surveillance is the major way in which parolees' 
misdeeds are brought to light. On the contral~y, most 
violations are discovered when the parolee is caught 
by others. A study in California reports that "since 
the /parole7 agent's contacts with the parolee total 
no more than two hours per month, the agency depends 
on other sources for information about parolee activ­
iti es. A rev; ew of 1,023 emergency \~epO)~ts prepared 
by agents on parole incidents shows that 71.2 percent 
of the reports are based on information supplied by 
1 aw enforcement agenci es LPol ice and routine nal~cotics 
testin.9l."/2/ 

In California, another group of researchers, who collected ex­

perimental evidence which indicated that a parolee who remained 
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arrest-free his first year on parole was likely to remain arrest-free 

in subsequent years on parole, appended the follm·ling judgment: "Indeed, 

nothing in this (or any other known) study indicates that parole super­

vision is effective in controlling criminal behavior of the parolee.,,3 

The point can perhaps be made just as well with basic math. A 

researcher from California has determined that a parole agent in that 

state can devote about 25 percent of his time to direct personal contact 

with his parolees. Given that the agent normally has a caseload of 40, 

he can have one hour's contact with each parolee each month, while each 

parolee has 720 hours during which he can participate in criminal 

activities. 4 Calculated another way, the point remains the same. If a 

parolee who is normally awake 16 hours a day spends 30 minutes each month 

in direct contact with his parole agent, that interaction occupies about 

one-tenth of one percent of the total time he is awake that month. 5 

Ninety-nine point nine (99.9) percent of his time usually spent a\'Jake 

remains available for criminal activities. If he opts for less than 

eight hours sleep per night, the balance tilts more heavily still. 

The first situation projected above is difficult to apply directly 

to this state, where caseloads remain about 100 and never approach 40. 

The example that projects a 30-minute encounter in a month with at least 

480 waking hours to devote to crime has closer application. Judged from 

the very limited number of direct observations Commission staff members 

made, most direct personal contacts between agents and their supervisees 

seemed cursory and sUi"face. They tended also to be Quite short. One 

experienced agent explained that even five or ten minutes spent with a 

familiar parolee can reveal a lot to an agent, can indicate that a 
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many months of l5-minute contacts it requires for a relationship to 

reach that point. 

None of this is to say that surveillance produces no results . 

. Unquestionably, surveillance is not without results, and undoubtedly, 

every agent who has been "lith the Di vi s i on six months or more caul d 

cite his own example. There is the mother who called a parole officer 

to report her son drinking again, brandishing a gun and threatening 

her. A middle administrator tells of working with a field agent and 

discovering that the town's new cat burglar was one of their parolees. 

Someone else recounts dealing with the discovery that a paroled sex­

offender had volunteered to babysit with a neighbor's small girls. 

Apologists for the parole system say that an optimistic interpretation 

of current evidence "indicates that a sizable percentage of those under 

parole supervision would \.,rind up in prison if parole \.,rere to be abolished.,,6 

Others question the claim: 

Any combination of visits and reports keeps pres­
sure on the parolee to be law abiding and to stay in 
touch with the parole office. It is very hard to say 
whether such supervision really prevents relapses into 
crime. A parolee determined to make it does not need 
surveillance; a parolee aetermined to con his parole 
officer, evade him, or engage in illicit activities can 
fi nd "lays to do so. A pa ro lee who is not commi tted 
either way may be induced to accept guidance and help. 
lemphasis added! 171 

It would seem, then, that surveillance of parolees with the inten­

tion of preventing criminal behavior "JOrks occasional1y--but not very 

well. If it doesn't usually prevent criminal behavior, however, can it 

at least do as its defenders argue--assist ex-offenders who are amenable 

to guidance? And if parole supervision is useful, for how long is it 

useful? Is it necessary, practical or in some other \'lay beneficial to 

the parolee or to society to retain him in that state for long periods 

of time? 
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The Probation-Parole Agent's Other Task 

In order to decide whether supervision of offenders is bene-

ficial to the probationer and parolee or to the community of which 

they are a part, it becomes necessary to examine the rest of the task 

assigned the probation-parole agent. The \'/hole of the supervisOl~y 

relationship is not defined by an agent's lavl enforcement role. The 

second area of responsibility is that \'/hich emphasizes the services 

that he is to deliver to the probationer-parolee or to direct the 

probationer-parolee toward. 

During the 1930's and continuing through the next two decades, 

the supervi sory aspect of probation and parol e casewot'k became equated 

with social work; the supervisory process was viewed as a therapeutic 

relationship and the officer became therapist. 8 Even today, just what 

the helping aspect of probation-parole supervision entails is quite 

broadly and not very clearly defined. "So elusive is the concept of 

'treatment' that almost everythi ng \'Ihi ch transpi res betv!een probati on 

and parole officer and offender during the period of supervision, at 

one time or another has been labeled treatment. Indeed, treatment may 

be functionally or operationally defined as anything which is done to, 

fot', 01" \'/i th the offender. ,,9 

So wide a territory is difficult for one man to cover thOl~oughly, 

or even effectively. Current literature recognizes that difficulty and 

seeks to isolate the particulal' functions appropriate to the super­

visory relationship. An essential part of this effort to define clearly 

the supei'visory role is the separation of "direct probation-parole 

services " from services that are appropriately delivered by agencies 

and sources other than the adult probation-parole division. In the 
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past and, in many instances, still ~ problems have had their source in 

the failure to establish such a distinction: 

Because of community attitudes toward offenders, 
social agencies other than probation are likely to be 
unenthusiastic about providing services to the legally 
identified offender. Probation offices usually lack 
sufficient influence and funds to procure services 
from other resources and therefore try to expand their 
own role and services. This leads to two results, 
both undesirable: identical services are duplicated 
by probation and one or more other public service 
agencies, and probation suffers from stretching already 
tight resources. 

Some probation systems have assumed responsibil­
ity for handling matters unrelated to probation ... lor 
have tried! to deal directly with such problems as­
alcoholism, drug addiction, und mental illness, which 
ought to be handled through community mental health 
and other specialized programs./10/ 

Though the comment addresses specifically the probation process, the 

attempt to assist the parolee has in recent years been pay't of the same 

effort and has therefore followed the same pattern.* 

Aga in, the correcti ve measure recommended is to i so 1 ate the sel"'V­

ices that should be delivered uniquely by a probation-pat'ole organization 

from those that are available through--and should be provided by--other 

agencies within the community. The identification of direct probation­

parole services requires first the identification of those needs that a 

probationer or a parolee has precisely because he is what he is--a proba­

tioner Ol' a parolee. The National Advisory Commission cites four 

*An earlier chapter addressed the essential difference between the 
probationer and the parolee--i.e., one has experienced prison; one 
has, normally, not. Apart from that difference, with its many rami­
fications, the needs and frustrations of the two offenders and the way 
in which their situations have been and are being addressed are quite 
similar. Consequently, though various sources quoted below address 
specifically one kind of offender or the oth~~} the observations are 
relevant to both circumstances. 
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characteristics of such services. They must: 

Relate to the reasons the offender was brought into 
the probation Lor parole! system. 

HelP him adjust to his status as a probationer Lor 
a parolee/. 

Provide information and facilitate referrals to 
needed community resources. 

Help create conditions permitting readjustment and 
reintegration into the community as an independent indi­
vidual through full utilization of all available resources. 
/11/ 

The goal of providing these services is to assist the individual in his 

transition from supervised care to independent living. 12 

The particular assistance required in achieving this goal begins 

before release for the parolee, when ideally a parole agent can begin 

orienting both an inmate and his family toward the inmate's pending re­

lease on parole. 13 Once the offender has assumed his new status as either 

parolee or probationer, the task required of him is paradoxical: he must 

concede to the restrictions of his assigned status of probationer or 

parolee at the same time that he is expected to perform the independent 

roles normally fulfilled by an adult in this society.14 The task of the 

probation-parole officer at that point is to help him to understand his 

new role and the dilemma it creates and to find a satisfactory \'Iay of deal­

ing with the circumstance. 

Assistance from probation-parole officers must also be continuously 

available. Being a probationer or parolee occupies all 168 hours of an 

offender's week. Normally, the supervising agent is available at most 

for 40 hours a week, and emergencies occur at other times as well. In 

order for the supervisee to act under his agent's guidance and permission, 
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This is a service that is most needed when the offender confronts his 

new status: the parolee finds himself no longer part of the perhaps 

hated but certainly familiar routine of prison and the probationer 

discovers himself--perhaps much to his re1 ief--still in the community 

but in the legal custody of the court and under the supervisory juris­

diction of the department of corrections. These major life changes 

are times of crisis; they are times when emergency support should be 

availab1e. 16 

The third characteristic that the National Advisory Commission 

states-- II Pl'ovide information and facilitate referrals to needed community 

resouY'cesll--ernbodies the approach that separates past from present: the 

direct responsibility of a probation-parole organization is to provide 

information about and teferral to community agencies; it is not instead 

to try to become or even to function in lieu of all those agencies. 

Throughout current literature runs the acknowledgement that the 

probation-parole officer cannot be and should no longer try to be a 

one-man organization which provides a multitude of professional services 

to a 1 arge and changi ng hete'rogeneous group of peopl e. Hi s pt'imary task 

is instead to assist the probationet~-pay'olee in identifying his particu­

lar needs> to help him discover where to go 01' who to ask in pursuit 

of these needs, and then to support the probationer1s or paro1ee 1s ef-

forts toward that end. 

IIMuch of the assistance that probationers and pat'olees need can 

come only from institutions in the community,1I members of the Presidentls 

Commission wtote; 1I, •• help from the schools in gaining the education 

necessary for employment; help from employment services and vocational 

training facilities in getting jobs; help in finding housing, solving 
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domestic difficulties, and taking care of medical disabi1ities.,,17 The 

probation-parole officer thus serves primarily as a catalyst to initiate 

interaction between the offender and the community to which he returns. 

In this capacity--in \'/hich he is var"iously described as "broker of 

services" or "community resource manager"--the probation-parole officer 

must be aware of the resources in the communi ty. A\'/are of these re­

sources and of the offender's needs, he can then involve the offender 

in planning and preparing for his own future as an again-independent 

member of society and 8,lso thereby remind him of his responsibility for 

himself. By the same token, an offender's use of community facilities 

must be voluntary (unless, of course, participation in a specified pro­

gram is a condition of his probation or parole). Coercion would doubtless 

get him to an agency, but "forced treatment is unlikely to be effective 

treatment.,,18 

Standards are clear and insistent in their address to the point. 

The recommendation is brief but di\~ect: "Probation and pa\'ole officials 

should develop new methods and skills to aid in reintegrating offenders 

through active intervention on their behalf with communitY,institutions.,,19 

In Standard 12.6 the National Advisory Commission conveys the same general 

message, though its choice of words seems simultaneously to assign the 

probation-parole officer a little less active role than is suggested by 

"intervention": services to parolees "should be drawn to the greatest 

extent possible from community programs available to all citizens, with 

parole staff providing linkage between services and the parolees needing 

or desiring them." The Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement repeats 

the opinion verbatim in its Objective 9.6; the National Adviso\~y Commis­

sion, in discussing the needs of probationers (Standard 10.2) reiterates 
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the need to separate direct (probation) services from "other needed 

services /whicb! should be procured from other agencies that have 

primary tespons; bil i ty for them" and identi fies the primary function 

of the p("obation officer as ltcommunity reSOUl~ce manager for probationel's.1l 

The model described above offers some obvious advantages. It 

makes available a variety of services, and flexibility an~ speed in 

adapting to changing needs within the probationer-parolee population 

that would not be possible otherwise. This advantage is multiplied 

when funds are made available for a probation-parole division to pur­

chase from the private sector services not available through publicly 

funded programs. 20 

As early as 1967, the President's Commission, in fact, recommended 

that "substantial service-purchase funds should be made available to 

probation and paro1e agencies for use in meeting imperative needs of 

individual offenders that cannot other\'Jise be met. u21 In doing so, the 

Commission cited the example of the Vocational Rehabilitation Adminis­

tration of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, which had 

pioneered by purchasing services that they could not otherwise provide 

to handicapped persons in order to help them overcome obstacles to 

their self-sufficient functioning in the cor.unllnity.22 The t~ational 

Advisory Commission and the Louisiana Commission on La\'J Enforcement 

reiterate that standard. 23 

Also, by providing offenders access to the same opportunities 

on the same basis as other citizens, the number of obstacles that 

I d d th 't' d d 24 separate tle offen er an e communl y lS re uce . 

A third advantage of the model is that it allows redirection of 

energy from an impossible task. The eventual result envisioned by the 
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President's Commission is a ptobation-pal'ole agent become crusader for 

probationer-pul'olee l'ights: liThe off'jcer of the future must be a 'link' 

between the offender ancl community institutions: a mediator \o.Jhen there 

is tl'ouble on the job or in school; an advocate of the offende~' Nben 

bureaucratic policies act irrationally to scteen him out; a shaper and 

developer of new jobs, training, recreation, and other institutional 

r'esources." 25 

Hmo.Jever challenging the dl'eam pl'ojected by the Pt'esident's Commi~sion, 

ho\oJever insistellL the standal'ds, hmoJever' attractive the simply practical 

aspects of the mode1--using corTUnunity resources to 'inct'ease a pr'obation-

parole divisionis resources, to free its staff to fulfill the duties that 

are properly theil'S and thus to increase the divisionis overall effec­

tiveness within the cOITU11unity is possible only if thel'e are other agencies 

and l'esources in the community to whi ch the offende)' can be referred. 

In ol'der to determine what might or might not be possible, one source 

recommends the fo 11 OI'Ii ng approach: 

Any community \'/ith a substanti a 1 popul at ion of 
offenders and exoffenders ... needs to take inventory of 
its facilities, both pub1~c and private, and then plan 
to provide the services that are \·Janting .... An inventory 
might reveal, for examp1~, unmet needs for midd1e-of­
the-night crisis counseling, job-finding help for re­
leasees with professional qualifications, low-interest 
emergency credit, temporary housing for evictees, or 
outpatient psychiatric therapy. Financial help could 
then be systematically channeled for these services, 
to the extent possible under federal and state grants, 
as well as privately through conullunity funds. It \'/ould 
be even more appropriate to l'ea110t for this purpose at 
least pal~t of the funds nm~ being used for parole re­
lease and policing functions./26/ 

A\'JUre of both the mode1 1 s potential and the potential p)'oblem, 

the staff made inquiry through United Fund offices about community agencies 

and or'ganizations across the state ancl sent a "Community Facil ities Survey" 
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to the 173 probation-parole agents assigned to field offices across the 

state. On this form the agents were asked to indicate several things: 

(1) the community facilities to which they refer probationers and 

parolees, (2) the frequency of their referral to each pa}'ticular agency 

during a three-month period, (3) the private agencies (if any) to which 

they also refer supervisees, and (4) the way payment is handled in such 

instances, (5) the attitudes of all such agencies toward interacting 

with offenders, and (6) the needed services not presently available in 

their areas. One hundred one (101) questionnaires were returned. That 

number represents 58.4 percent of the number mailed. The percentage 

returned by district varied from 10 percent in one district to 100 per­

cent in two small districts. From five districts the return was greater 

than 75 percent. Some of the questionnaires not returned reflect the 

presence of four Area Administrators and 13 District Superviso}' IIS and 

II's, who were not identified according to their administrative titles 

on the mailing list and who normally do not carry a caseload and there­

fore could not answer the questions posed. 

Returns from the questionnaire reveal several things. Most readily 

they indicate that there are particul ar agencies in each district to \'/hich 

agents most often refer their supe)'visees. Probably this feature suggests 

two things. Reportedly each office has its grapevine along which one 

agent's discovery of a useful resource is conveyed to others. Probably 

it also reflects something about the common needs of offenders within the 

districts. Repeatedly, in all distdcts, offenders are l~efel'red to 

agencies that provide employment services, vocational training and 

placement, drug and alcohol treatment and counseling, and mental health 

assistance. These repeated referrals reflect the common observation 
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that the typical Louisiana inmate has a poor education and lacks voca­

tional skills. The referrals also reflect the fact that in Louisiana 

in 1976, 7,208 27 arrests were for drug use. 

Many agencies were noted only once or twice on the questionnaire 

from a particular district; and apart from the effect of several responses 

which listed dozens of agencies in a district without citing the frequency 

of referra1~ it would seem that not many resources that are available 

within a district are used regularly. Why this is ~o is a matter of 

conjecture. The inquiry regarding community attitudes tm'Jard serving 

offenders sheds lHtle light, in that by far most of the respondents in­

dicated that most agencies in their vicinities are helpful when possible. 

One suspects that a partial explanation for the infrequent use of 

available resources is assign&0le to the lack of a unified training program, 

which could supplement, even systematize, the gathering of the fl~uits of 

the grapevi ne. The model of commun ity resource manager is \'Ii de ly \'Irit-

ten about; certainly it is a concept on which many agents are conversant. 

But to be able to talk about it and to be able to successfully practice 

the concept are separate parts of a single process. It seems plausible 

to explain the long lists of community facilities received occasionally 

among the more modest responses as a way of indicating awareness of the 

concept (and perhaps of indicating irritation \'lith those who ask). It 

seelns plausible to conjecture too that the response \'Ihich listed the 

State Police, Bureau of Identification, the sheriff's office in two 

parishes, and the clerk of court as the community facilities most frequently 

used reflects the same fact--awareness of a system that one does not 

understand or that one has no patience with. 

Certainly there are facilities needed that are unavailable. 
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Respondants to the questionnaire indicated that what is needed is often 

just more and better of the same--more drug treatment facilities, more 

sources of vocational education, more and better employment services 

than those offered by Loui si ana Del)artment of Labor. Ot:12rs ci ·~e a 

need for residential facilities for individuals with druG problems and. 

for those with severe mental and emotional problems. There are needs. 

But there are resources available that are not being tapped systematically 

and thus effectively. 

The United Fund publishes service directories in many areas; in 

Baton Rouge and New Orleans their listings are extensive. There are • 

crisis (suicide prevention) centers available across the state that by 

necessity have resource files. These and the additional knowledge of 

Division personnel are sources from \·thich to begin an inventory of facili­

ties that are available. From this could come a directory of set~vices 

especially relevant to the needs of probationers and parolees, a directol"Y 

such as that compiled by the state Bar of Texas.28 

As the National Advisory Commission has said: 

To aid the probation j~parole7 officer as a com­
munity resource manager, the-system-must be organized to 
deliver certain services that properly belong to probation, 
to secure needed services from those social agencies al­
ready charged v/ith responsibil ity for their provision to 
ail citizens, such as s.~hools, health services, employment, 
and related services; and to purchase special services 
needed by probationers jand paroleesj.)29/ 

An attractive cost-effective alternative to the Department of Corrections' 

conducting a statewi de resource inventor'y of servi ces is the util i zati on 

of the efforts of the Louisiana Department of Health and Human Resources 

(DHHR) to establish a comprehensive social service information and refer­

ral system. This effort is currently underway and will include both 

centralized program eligibility and automated information retrieval 
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components. It is recommended that the Department of Corrections 

initiate conversations with the DHHR to establish ways by which this 

service could be utilized. Training efforts to enhance the ability 

of probation-parole agents to utilize this service should be considered 

a key component of the Department of Corrections' participation in 

this project. 

A Reassessment: \'Ihy Supervi se? 

Again consider the question: Can the supervisory function really 

be a helping function? Does parole supervision, with its law enforce­

ment role and its helping role employed singly or in unison, protect 

the community from the offender or the offender from himself, assist 

the offender into the community or the community toward the offender? 

One does not really expect a definitive anSltler to that question. 

At most there are opinions and conccrns--widely disparate, tinged with 

truth. At one extreme is the terse conclusion reached by the New York 

citizens' inquiry: 

Community supervision, in summary, does not assist 
the parolee and does not effectively protect the public. 
Scarce resources are spent on inept social services and 
ineffective enforcement of the parole agreement. The 
parole regulations become an albatross on the back of 
most parolees, actually impeding reentry into society.j30j 

A milder but more frequently heard observation is that contacts with the 

probationer or parol ee are structured by the requirements of surveill ance . 

rather than by a desire to discover and service offender needs. 31 This 

judgment is echoed by Itlords in a letter f}~om an inmate at Angola: 

No doubt, studies of parole caseloads do show that 
parole supervision seems not to be a critical factor in 
determining success or failure in the community, and the 
conclusion of the Ne\'/ York Parole Inquiry is quite right. 
But what do you expect when, almost as a rule, the role 
of the parole supervisors is not to assist the parolee 
with his problems but primarily to police him? 
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Indeed, one source chi des, II staff members should percei ve themse'[ ves 

less as policemen than as counselors." 32 Also relevant to the discus­

sion is the likelihood that the effectiveness of supervision--wh~tever 

that effectiveness ultimately is--depends on the personal relationship 

between the officer and the offender. 33 Yet, because the agent must 

simultaneously prevent or punish an offender's violation of release 

conditions or his criminal behaviori and assist the offender in adjust­

ing to society's demands and restrictions, his roles regularly conflict. 34 

In a conflict situation society expects that the officer will protect 

first its best interests;35 the offender knows this, and this knowledge 

hinders the development of mutual trust. 36 

Another possible source for an answer is to consider data. Looked 

at from one perspective, they suggest that supervision IIworks. II It ••• after 

3 years some 65 percent of parolees /released in 1969/ have either terminated 

successfully or are still performing successfully on parole, u37 and "73 

percent of offenders paroled in 1970 were still under,supervision, or 

parole had been terminated without violation, after two years. Eight 

percent went back to prison with new major convictions; 5 percent absconded; 

and 15 percent were returned to prison as technical violators~38 The 

research of an inmate at Angola indicates that South Carolina's recidivism 

rate 'is 18.9 percent~ IIja7nd statistics fO\~ Michigan 5hOl>./ that parolees 

constituted only 5 percent of felony convictions for the past decade, and 

that, of the total adult convictions in that state, only 15 percent have 

prior prison records in that state." 

Whether any of these figures show that supervision works or only 

that parolees endure the system is not clear. Furthermore, one observer 

adds,any study that seeks to prove the efficacy of parole supervision 
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by citing violations "should be rejected out of hand .... "39 

But even if probation-parole supervision doesn't work very well, 

there is no reason to believe it will be done away with--surely not now 

and certainly not in Louisiana. Consequently, the real issue is how 

the process can be made to work better, made to become what the philosophers 

and seers of the criminal justice system say it can become, made to func­

tion as they say it can function: 

It is the element of constructive superV1S10n which 
places the concepts of probation and parole beyond the 
definition of either leniency or punishment. 

Supervision, in more modern terms might be defined 
as "planned guidance based upon a careful study of the 
needs, problems, capabilities and limitations of the client." 
It involves utilization of all available community resources; 
social, educational, recreational, and religious.j40j 

How Long Shall Supervision Last? 

A discussion of the removal of supervision is a process, like super­

vision itself, best approached in stages. Determinations regarding the 

conditions and length of probation supervision are a matter for the court's 

discretion and thus are beyond the boundaries of this study. Consequently, 

as in Chapter IX the discussion will again focus on conditions and re­

moval of parole supervision and on early discharge from parole. The reader 

will nonetheless note obvious parallels between the processes. 

One loqical assumption underlying supervision is that as one has 

more of it he gradually needs less of it--i.e., as Studt41 characterizes 

the situation, he is in transition between statuses (free man to inmate 

to parolee to "free" man); as supervision enables him to make the transi-

tion and to deal satisfactorily with his new status, the need to supervise 

is diminished. 

The first area logically impacted by this assumption is the conditions 
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which establish the boundaries within which parole supervision occurs. 

According to some sources the first 60-90 days are the most critical 

ones in the process of reintegration. 42 From that perspective, a case 

can be made for binding a parolee initially with a number of conditions. 

While this proliferation of conditions may serve a 
useful purpose during the immediate post-release period, 
the goals of parole would be best served by gradually 
diminishing parole conditions as the parolee demonstrates 
that he is achieving stability and reintegration into 
society. In place of the futility born of the knm'lledge 
that these same restrictions will control his behavior 
until his original sentence expires--no matter how he 
behaves--there would be an incentive to earn more freedom 
by adjusting to societal behavioral norms .... 

This method of gradually increasing the grant of 
freedom could also be used with effectiveness in regulat~ 
ing conditions such as the use of automobiles or install­
ment purchases, thereby giving the parolee a sense of 
earning his freedom and of acceptance by society./431 

Generally, the emphasis of the standards is on imposing a minimal number 

of conditions to begin with. 

About Louisiana, a contributor to the Tulane Law Review observes: 

La.R.S. l5:574.7(A) (Supp. 1973) would seem to 
sanction the widespread use of diminished conditions as 
an incentive for demonstrating successful adjustment to 
community 1 ife, by providi ng that "Lt/he Lparol el board 
may modify or suspend /parolee/ supervision upon a deter­
mination that a parolee who had conducted himself in ac­
cordance with the conditions of his parole no longer needs 
the guidance and supervision originally imposed. 11/441 

Suspending supervision is not necessarily synonymous \'/ith removing condi­

tions of supervision, however. It would seem that the only condition 

really removed--at least among those universally imposed--is the require­

ment that a parolee send in a monthly report, which re-informs his parole 

officer that he is living in the same place and working at the same job 

as he was the month before. Consequently, in spite of lessened supervision, 

the parolee can still be revoked for violation of the other conditions. 

Should he, for example, get drunk and/or beat his wife, girlfriend or 
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mother-in-law, and should his agent judge his behavior to be lIinjurious ll 

or "vicious," the parolee is legally liable to revocation and return to 

finish that portion of his sentence that remained to be served at the 

point of his parole. He also automatically loses up to 180 days good­

time credit earned before his release. Whether this happens and with 

what frequency is impossible to say. It is though within the parameters 

of current law that the parolee, with three months remaining to serve 

on parole, could be revoked and sent back to the institution from which 

he was released to serve the two, the three, the ten years that remained 

to be served on his original sentence. Supervision can be suspended; 

conditions, typically, are not. 

The process by which supervision is removed in Louisiana is ex­

plained in the Probation and Parole Officer's Operating Manual. Basically 

supervisory )~equirements ar-~ lessened l'/ith the passage of time and the 

parolee's success in adjusting to the conditions of parole, though they 

are not, according to Division personnel, lessened so smoothly as their 

written version would suggest. 

According to the 9perating Manual, for the first six months, all 

parolees are maintained under maximum supervision--i.e., there is personal 

contact at least once a month. Maximum supervision is maintained longer 

in problem cases. After six months of satisfactory progress, or some time. 

thereafter, the parolee can be moved to medium supervision, which requires 

personal contact every three months. After a year of s~tisfactory progress, 

only minimal (semi-annual) supervision is required. At all three levels, 

however, the offender is required to make a monthly report. 

La.R.S. 574.7(A) gives the Board of Parole the right to suspend 

supervision. This would follow ultimately only from the recommendation 
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of the Probation and Parole Chief. Under these circumstances, a parolee 

is no longer required to make his monthly report. 

The subject of diminished supervision can be approached as part 

of the transitional process referred to in earlier paragraphs, or it can 

be considered as a status to which one is assigned. The literature states 

repeatedly that a decision-making body should establish some means of 

identifying lm'l-risk parolees and should then place them under minimal 

supervision, consequently freeing parole agents' time for individuals 

needing intensive supervision and making available money othen-/ise spent 

needlessly to watch individuals who require little watching. 45 

The base issue--and the subject of great controversy--is not sus­

pension of supervision but discharge from parole. When shall a parolee 

be freed altogether from his forced allegiance to a state's department 

of corrections? Nationally, the situation ;s this: 

Almost all parolees who are not returned to the 
institution stay on parole until the completion of their 
sentences. Some states have statutory provision for a 
parolee's parole to end at the end of his sentence less 
his credits for good time. Most states however do not 
deduct good time when a man is serving his time on parole. 
Ib.US men with lengthy sentences may spend decades on parole. 
/Indeed, in 13 jurisdictions, the minimum sentence is the 
expiration of maximum sentence, \·Jith or \'IHhout subtraction 
of good-t;me~ /46/ 

A fe\·, states have provi s i on in the statutes for a 
parolee to be discharged from parole at the end of a speci­
fic period of successful parole. /Twelve impose a one-year 
minimum, six a t\'Io-year minimum.T/47/ Hm'/ever, this is 
not a widely found statute .... /48/ 

That is the situation. This is the question: Do all, or even 

most, individuals require three, five, even ten years of supervision to 

insure that they are moving successfully toward a socially acceptable ad­

justment? It is difficult to believe so. But the literature relevant to 

the question ;s extensive and merits attention. 

---- ------~---------
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Conventional wisdom indicates that parole failure rates are markedly 

higher in the early months. The President's Commission indicates that 

43 percent of the parole violations that occurred in the State of Washington ~ 

in 1964 did so within the first six months of an offender's release on 

parole. Sixty-two (62) percent occurred within the first yeal'.49 Else-

where in their repol't, the Commission states that studies consistently 

reveal that most difficulties occur within the first one or two years on 

supervision. 50 Another source cites California data which indicates that 

• 

"70 percent of the parolees during the early 1970' s 't/ere arrested in their ~ 

first year out of prison, but that this outcome increased only to 73 per­

cent at 2 years out. Similarly, data on 1968-1970 parolees from almost 

all states and territories of the United States except California revealed ~ 

that about 50 percent had 'serious difficulty' (defined as return to prison 

for any reason) during their first year on parole, but only about 56 per-

cent had such diffi culty at tht~ end of 2 years and 58 percent by the end 

of their third year under supervision. 51 But anyone who has scrutinized 

data knm'/s the flexibility and consequent hazards that attend the process. 

The NCCD examined national figures~ compiled in 1965-1967. They found an 

increasing proportion of violators until the second month of release is 

past, then a steady and marked decrease after that. But, they asked, 

what does this "mean"? "On the one hand it might be argued that this 

'clearly proves' that parole offi~ers need to work hardest on recent parolees 

because they are most likely to violate. On the other hand, it might be 

held that this 'clearly proves' that parole officers (and others) ~atch 

new parolees too closely and thus 'see' too many violations.,,52 Or perhaps 

parolees just become rnO\~e \'1iley. The data ar'e cleal'; their meaning is not. 

Other researchers caution that the early violation phenomenon is often 
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exaggerated by failure to consider the diminishing base: that is, 

"if 1000 parolees are released and 250 of them are returned to prison 

in the first year, 188 the second year, and 140 the third year, super­

ficial interpretation fails to take into account that the violation rate 

is constant rather than diminishing--25% of the remainder rather than 

25%, 19% and 14% of the total." 53 

An extensive literature regarding early discharge Frnm parole has 

come from data and/or researchers from California. The catalytic event 

for much of the research conducted there during the last ten years seems 

to have been the introduction of new legislation into the state's Penal 

Code (Sec. 2943 P.C.). This bill required that to retain any parolee on 

supervision longer than two years authorities would have to justify that 

decision. The two-year criterion was chosen because data presented to 

the California Assembly indicated that over 90 percent of parolees in 

California who violate their parole do so in less than two years. 54 In 

September 1965, after the new bill became law, the Adult Authority (i.e., 

California's parole authority) began to review the cases of all parolees 

eligible for release under the new artic1e--i.e., all parolees who had 

served bJO consecutive years on parole without major incident. 

During the first three months of processing under the new law 

(October-December, 1965), the Adult Authority revie~'/ed the cases of 1,455 

parolees (referred to as the "initial calendar"). Of this group 386 were 

granted early discharge, and 1,069 were continued on parole. 55 The 

very fact that the parolees condidered for discharge were still on parole 

after t\'/o year's was an indication that they vlere serious cases: less 

serious ones are routinely discharged in less than 24 months. 56 

These two groups of parolees from the initial calendar are the 
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subject of a one-yea\" follov/-up study by Robison, Kingsnorth, R(lb'ison 

and Inman. This study sought to document that California's new procedure 

not only was economically efficient but also was not an undue risk to 

public welfare. Examination of outcomes from both groups revealed 

"negligible se\"ious subsequent criminal behavior (2% returned to prison 

by courts w'ithin one year).,,57 Less generally protrayed, the findings 

were as follows. Of the 386 parolees discharged, 42 (11 percent) WBr~ 

arrested and convicted of a crime within the following year. Of those 

. convicted, only five (1.3 percent) had crimes serious enough to warrant 

imprisonment; three of the five were convicted of felonies (grand theft, 

burglary second, and forgery), two on civil matters. These five were 

judged, on the basis of their case dispositions, to be the ones 

"mistakenly" granted early discharge. 58 Of the 1,069 initial calendar 

parolees denied discharge after two years clean, 83 (8 percent) were 

returned to prison during the one-year follow-up. Only 28 of these 

entered prison with a new felony commitment; 11 of those 28 were sentenced 

for either sales or possession of marijuana; only four were convicted of 

offenses involving violence or threat of violence (three for attempted 

first-degree robbery and one for possession of a firearm59_-which p~rhaps 

would not have been a problem were he not a parolee). The low subsequent 

criminal behavior among the parolees not granted early discharge could 

be interpreted as indicative of the Adult AuthOl~ity's acuity at spotting 

risks. The researchers dismiss this ~onc1usion on the basis that super­

vision afforded third-year parolees is minimal (involves only monthly 

reports and three- or four-time yearly contacts). 

To credit this group's success to supervision, they suggest, is 

like saying that "because something \'/e dreaded might occur did not occur, 
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something \'/e did must havl'i! prevented its occurence,"60 i.e., that carry­

ing a lucky penny is the reason that there are no elephants in the court­

room. In view of the very few instances of serious criminal behavior 

among either those discharged or those continued, the researchers reiterate 

that two year's crime-free behavior is in itself a good predictor of 

future success in living a crime~free life. In support of their contention 

they also cite the results of a similar follow-up study on 100 \'/omen parolees 

also discharged under Sec, 2943 P.C. Eighty-three percent of the group 

were arrest-free after a 15- to 18-month period, and none of the arrests 

was for an action serious enough to result in a return to state prison. 61 

The researchers al so address the HS.k factor--a corollary concern 

to the implementation of any policy that functions to release criminal 

offenders earlier from the jurisdiction of the corrections system. oc­
casionally, those discharged from parole \'/i11 commit violent offenses. 

The essential question is whether continued supervision could have prevented 

the offense. That, much evidence suggests, is unlikely. In addition, in 

acting to combat that possibility, authorities restrict many who need not 

be restricted. 

To illustrate the latter observation, the research team cites some 

of their own findings. The five (1.3 percent) parolees granted early dis­

charge then subsequently arrested and imprisoned represent a very small 

error in judgment. In contrast~ however, of the 1,069 parolees denied 

discharge, only 28 (2.6 percent) were subsequently arrested and returned 

to prison with a new commitment. By extension, the error rate of the 

body which denied early discharge to 1,069 parolees was 97.4 percent. 62 

Even with erroneous and correct defined more strictly, the point 

remains the same. Three hundred fourteen (314-81.3 percent) of the 386 
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early dischargees had no arrests in the year following their discharge. 

Perhaps only they embody correct decisions. And 83 of the 1,069 continued 

on parole were returned to prison during the subsequent year (50 to 

finish their original terms). This number represents 7.7 percent of the 

group deni ~d di schat'ge; consequently, the parol e authori ty was perhaps 

overly cautious in its release of only 92.3 percent of the parolees denied 

discharge. 

From the findings of Robinson, Kingsnorth, Robison and Inman arose 

the next logical question: Could discharge from parole be considered safely 

at a point earlier than two yeal~s? In searching for the criteria by \~hich 

to allow early discharge, researchers within the corrections department 

discovered that one possibly dependable predictor of success on parole is 

the first year on parole. Only 30-40 percent of those released on parole 

each year remain II c1ean ll --free of arrest for anything more serious than 

a traffic violation. Of those who do succeed, however, about 90 percent 

are very likely to complete their !lecond year \·,ithout serious offense. 63 

As a result of this preli'minary analysis, the CalifOl'nia Adult Authority 

enacted Adult Authority Resolution 284 (A.A. 284), bffective July 1971. 64 This 

reso.1ution allowed discharge from parole aftel' one year for parolees \-,ho 

had had no arrests during their first year on parole. Subsequent research 

sought to examine the efficacy of the policy implemented by A.A. 284. 

Two studies were conducted and reported in unpublished administra­

tive papel's by a departmental researcher in June and August 1972. 65 The 

first compared the post-discharge pel'fol'lnance of 379 men paroled from 

July through September 1970 and released under A.A. 284 in July through 

November of 1971 with the 335 men released on parole at the same time who 

had had no arrests in their first year on parole but Who had not been 
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discharged early. The second study involved the same group of early 

dischargees (minus the 38 discharged under A.A. ?84 in November 1971) 

- ~-- ~----~-

and a group of 632 other men who were paroled from July through September 

of 1969 and who could have been paroled at the end of on~ year had 

A.A. 284 been in effect (i.e., they were arrest-free at the end of one 

year on parole). 

Both studies examined performance during the six months following 

termination of parole (for the dischargees) or during the six months 

after the first year on parole (for the other groups). Both studies re­

vealed "significantly less known criminal behavior" 66 among the discharge 

group than among the comparison group: 86 percent of the discharge group 

and 66 percent of the comparison group were arrest-free on the first 

study. In the second study 87 percent of the early dischargees were 

"clean," compared \~ith 78 percent of the parolees in the comparison group. 

Additionally, in the first study three convictions (0.8 percent) among 

the dischat'gees and eight convictions (2.3 percent) among the comparison 

group involved violence. 67 In the second study thre!:t convictions (0.8 

percent) among the early discharge group and nine (1.4 percent) among the 

control group involved violence. 68 

Apart from the observations that can be made about accuracy of 

decisions made and the illustrated advantages of supervis1on--such as 

\'/ere cited in the study by Robison, Kingsnorth~ Robison and Inman--one 

can also note that one year on parole free of arrests seems a very good 

predictor of a second arrest-free year on or off parole. 

Data generated from the Uniform Parole Reports also su~port the 

contention of other California researchers that one year spent on parole 

without serious difficulty is a reliable instrument for predicting 
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satisfactory adjustment during a secOlld year. Bennett and Ziegler69 

extrapolated the male parole population released during 1968-1970 to 

100 percent. (Treyexcl uded Cal ifornia data.) About 50 percent of 

that population failed the first year. Of the remaining 50 percent, 

however, 87 percent successfully completed a second year or were dis-

charged without difficulty, and only 5.3 percent of those designated 

"not successful" \'1ere involved in ne\,l offenses. 70 A three-year follOlol-UP 

based on Uniform Parole Report data for parolees released to parole in 

1969 reinforces these findings. About 50 percent completed the first 

year on parole without serious incident (i.e., without return to prison 

for any reason); 84 percent of those then reached discharge or completed 

the next b'lo years on parole without serious difficulty. Of the 16 per­

cent \'1ho were embroi'led in serious difficulty, only 7.7 percent vlere in­

yolved in new offenses that resulted in a return to prison. 71 

In summary of these results, Bennett and Zi egl er \'1rote) II Even 

if one considers as 'failures' subjects with major or minor convictions 

not resulting in return to prison, absconders, and the technical violators 

returned to pri son) the proporti on of subji~cts \,lith no serious diffi cul ty 
, I~ 

in the first year who continue to perform well is still quite high (87.3 

percent of the 1968-1970 sample continuing to adjust through the second 

year; 83.2 percent of the 1969 sample continuing to adjust tht'ough the 
-n 

second and third years).""· 

Surveying much of the early research conducted in California, 

Gottfredson and Ballard observed that many claims about vlhen a parolee is 

most likely to experience difficulties are predicated on studies that 

follO\'1 the subjects for too short a period of time. Consequently, 

Gottfredson and Ballard selected 1,810 men released to parole in 1956 
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and traced their performances for eight years thereafter. A summary of 

their findings appears below. 

Thirty percent of these parolees were classified as 
having "no difficulty" during the eight years, \·,hen "diffi­
culty" included absconding, sentences to confinement of 
sixty days or more, or prison return with or without new 
convi cti ons. Forty-two percent had no IImajor di ffi culty, II 
defined as absconding or return to prison (regardless of 
convictions). Sixty percent had not been convicted of 
ne\oJ "major offenses" punishable by imprisonment fOI" a year 
or more; forty percent, however, v/ere convicted of such of­
fenses (in California or elsewhere) and were again imprisoned 
before the end of eight years. 

Of all parolees studied, less than three percent were 
convicted of major offenses of assault on other persons, and 
less than four percent were convicted of armed robbery. 

One fourth of all new major offenses Vlere check or 
forgery convictions; next most frequent were burglaries and 
then narcotics law violations./731 

The au~hors concede the truth of the frequently heard generaliza­

tions that parole violations, if they occur, tend to do so soon after 

parole anjofitscorollary that the longer a parolee goes v-lithout difficulty 

on parole, the more likely he is to continue without difficulty. The 

trend, hO\vever, is not so marked as usually projected: "Thirty-five 

r'ercent of al'! \·Jith minor or major difficulty during the eiqht year period 

\vere so classified during the first year after parole. Sixty-one percent 

of these men had committed a new major offense, and about ten percent had 
74 minor convictions or absconded. II Only four or five years after parole 

IIcan \'/e expect to identify correctly the bulk of the parole sample \'/hich 

is classified into the Ilunfavorable li performance category,,,75 In the 

eighth year, only 2.5 percent of all major or minor difficulties occurred; 

this represents less than one percent of all such difficulties. 76 Theit" 

conclusion is that II what proportions of parolees may be classified into 

the 'no difficultyl category ... depends very much on the length of the 
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follow up study .... The proportion \'lith I no diffi culty I ranges from 

seventy-five percent if a one year criterion is used to thirty percent 

if the men paroled are followed for eight years. 1177 

The summary of Gottfredson and Ballard offers a useful summary 

of the research discussed thusfar. The longer an individual remains on 

parole without serious difficulty, the more likely he is to succeed as 

he continues on parole. Once that hypothesis is accepted, it then be­

comes necessary to decide at what point the likelihood of failure on 

parol e is outv/ei ghed by other cons i derati ons--the unnecessary restri cti on 

of individuals, the inefficient allocation of supervisory personnel, and 

the unnecessary expenditure or allocation of funds. 

One published study that followed the implementation of Adult 

Authority Resolution 284 approaches the issue of early dischat'ge through 

a different means, though it too seeks to assess the issue of relative 

risk. In the introductory section of their research document Jaman, 

Bennett and Berochea write: IIThi s study sought to examine the major 

hypothesis that men discharged under Adult Authority Resolution 284 

(A.A. 284) after one year arrest-free parole supervision would demonstrate 

the same degree of, or even less, criminal involvement subsequent to their 

discharge as the men terminated from parole after two years of uninterrupted 

supervision (2943 P.C.) or at expiration of sentence." 78 All subjects in­

cluded in the study had been released from parole. This procedure avoids 

the ambiguity created in other stUdies v/hich compare the performances of 

men not on parole with the performances of others still on parole. The 

latter are subject to different standards of arrest, and can be reimprisoned 

without judicial determination of guilt. Their more serious offenses can 
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their study the researchers extended the follo\'l-up period from six months 

(which earlier interdepartmental research had covered) to one year because 

"parol e outcome data indi cates that foll ow-up periods of 1 ess than one 

year are too unreliable for evaluative purposes.,,79 

In this study, the researchers compared the known criminal involve­

ment within one year of parole termination for three groups--341 men re­

leased from prison to California parole from July through September 1970 

and subsequently discharged under A.A. 284 during July through October 

1971) 413 men paroled in 1969 and discharged from parole from July through 

October 1971 under Sec. 2943 P.C., and 143 men paroled between 1964 and 

1970 (mediclll parole period-33 months )80 and rel eased by expiration of 

sentence duri ng July through September 1971. ~\en in all three groups had 

spent their first year on parole without arrest. 81 The groups were further' 

comparable in ethnic background, narcotic use, regions to vlhich they \'/ere 

paroled, and type of supervision to which they were released. Men dis­

charged at expiration of sentence were generally younger, had more property 

offenses and more jail sentences. 82 

The study by Jr.man, Benn::tt and Berochea revealed that the men 

released under A.A. 284 had a larger percentage of favorable outcomes than 

did men in the two other groups released at the same time. 83 (Favorable 

outcome vias defined to include no arrest) arrest and release, fines, a 

jail sentence less than 90 days, and a jail sentence of any length, sus­

pended.) More significantly, the men released under A.A. 284 had a 97 

percent favorable outcome, compared to the 95 percent favorable outcome 

of men discharged at the same time but after two years of parole supervision 

(those released under Sec. 2943 P.C.). The major difference between these 

two groups of men was that one had spent twice as long on parole supervision 
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as the other; the group \'lh; ch had been supervi sed longer performed 

slightly less wel'. lIlt seems clear that the additional year of super­

vision had no value in terms of the parolees' later performance nor 

/consequentliT any value to public protection duting the extra 12 months 

h d .. 1184 t ey were un er supervlslon. 

The accomplishment heralded in the literature, however, is the 

discovery of an unambiguous, readily observable criterion for predicting 

future criminal activity. Whatever slight differences existed among the 

three groups of men discharged from parole in 1971 and followed up duting 

the next year, the overall success rate was very high. Results of the 

study indicate that an individual who successfully negotiates his first 

year on parole is likely nine times out of ten to avoid difficulty the 

following year and avoid serious difficulty \~ith the la\~.85 The researchers 

further contend that the criterion is applicable to individuals with 

different commitment offenses: "It is the achievement of the arrest-free 

period that is of greater significance than background charactetistics, 

in this case." 86 

The essential simplicity of the ctiterion is advantageous to a 

parolee as well. There is nothing he can do about his background, which 

traditionally has been the reference point for parole discharge decisions. 

He can, however, be responsible for the present and, in the particular 

instance of concern, he can be responsible for his behavior on parole. 

His actions in the present can influence his future. With such a criterion 

it is also easy to understand \'Ihat is required for discharge: not being 

arrested is a concrete concept. 

The benefits of implementation of A.A. 284 v/ere described this \'/aY: 
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The new policy embodied in A.A. 284 (1) established 
an empirically defensible basis for the selective discharge 
of people from parole, (2) discharged many people from parole 
much sooner than they otherwise would have been, (3) freed 
resources which could reduce the costs of the correctional 
system or be reallocated to provide more intensive supervision 
for those parolees regarded as requiring it, (4) promised to 
reduce the size of the parole population, and (5) placed more 
controls by the Adult Authority on the parole division./S71 

In concluding their research report, the authors add a note of caution: 

because conditions and inmate populations fluctuate, there should be an 

ongoing evaluation of the program. 

When, then, should a parolee be discharged from parole? In spite 

of their variation, the data indicate, for many individuals, a period 

shorter than the five or more years that current laws frequently mandate. 

The standards support discharge before the expiration of maximum 

term. Section 305.12 of the Model Penal Code assigns to the Board of 

Parole the authority to terminate supervision and to discharge \'/hen dis­

charge is "not incompatible \·lith the public's protection." Hore recent 

documents allow g)~eater latitude in dete~~mining \'ihen to discharge from 

parole. The ACA recommends that a parole board should be empm'/ered by 

law "to discharge from parole at any time when supervision is no longer 

needed." 8S The National Advisory Commission concurs. 89 The Commission 

on Accreditation for Corrections of the ACA designates it "Essential" 

that lithe parole authority should have the po\'Jer to discharge from parole.u90 

Movement in this direction is reflected clearly in the recent goals and 

legislation pending or enacted in other states. Recommendation 6.10 

of Colorado's new Corrections ~1asterplan states the following: "Focus 

parole supervision heavily in the first few months following release from 

incarceration, and lessen the level of supervision thereafter. Terminate 

parole automatically after two years or expiration of sentence, Whichever 

.;. 
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comes first.,,91 The discussion that follows this l~ecommendation explains 

that statistics from Colorado as well as elsewhere suggest that "95 to 

97 percent of all parolees who successfully complece two years of parole 

status go on to complete a third.,,92 It is further conjectured that the 

automatic terminatioll date will be accelerated to 18 months. Less con-

jectural is draft legislation prepared in Oregon for presentation to the 

1977-1979 Legislative Assembly. The Measure Summary of the proposed 

legislation describes the bill this \-/ay: "Requires State Board of Parole 

• 

• 

to discharge paroled pr·.1soner convicted of nonviolent crime after success- • 

ful completion of one year of parole unless parole officer indicates con­

tinued parole advisable.,,93 The act further provides for the early dis­

charge of parolees sentenced for other than nonviolent crimes any time 

after one year as long as their release is not incompatible with the 

welfare of the parolee or of society.94 

Recent legislation enacted in California as part of that state's 

new determinant sentencing policy (Senate Bill 42) also addresses the 

issue. Although that legislation abolishes release by parole, it also 

creates parole supervision for ~ period of one to three years following 

release from prison. The bill also provides that this period can be 

waived immediately and the prison releasee discharged immediately.95 

A useful summary to the above multi-faceted and sometimes cyclical 

decision appears in the closing paragraphs of the earlier cited study 

by Robison, Kingsnorth, Robison and Inman: 

Whether or not one accepts the belief that treatment 
is effective, the assumption that it is at least not harmful 
would lead one to the conclusion that keeping a large pro­
portion of people on parole who in all probability would not 
engage in criminal activity if they were discharged is justi­
fied by the decreased risk pat'ole supervision provides for 
the smaller part of the population who would engage in crimi­
nal activity if discharged. HOI-lever, it is argued here that 
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parole supervlsl0n may be harmful to the individual 
parolee, that the costs of keeping people on parole 
unnecessarily are quite high, and that parole super­
vision probably does little to decrease the risk of 
criminal involvement./96/ 

In view of th~ tasks that parole supervision can and cannot accomplish; 

in view of the tenuous position of the parolee, who is:1 as a corollary 

to his position, liable to a different set of legal restraints; in view 

of unnecessary costs and inefficient allocation of manpower--the staff 

recommends that the Commission consider legislation that would allow 

the Board of Parole authority to discharge from parole before the elapse 

of the time now required by la\-/. The possibil ity of early discharge 

should be reviewed automatically after a parolee has completed satis­

factorily a specifically designated period of time on parole. The 

rationale for retaining on parole a parolee eligible for discharge should 

be explained in writing; such a statement would indicate specifically 

what would be gained by the community and/or by the parolee as a result 

of his continuing on parole. If no such justification can be made, dis­

charge should follow automatically. 

The specific impact of such a procedure on the State is \'lOrth 

considering. Data received in June 1977 from the Research and Statistics 

Division, Department of Corrections, indicate that ten years from that 

date 153 parolees currently on supervision will still be on supervision. 

During the period from January to June, 1982, five years from the date 

that the data were compiled, 438 of the current parolee population will 

still be on parole. 

The average cost to the Department of Corrections to maintain an 

individual on parole is 72 cents per day; thus for each year less that 

an individual remains on parole, the Department of Corrections has about 
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$262.80 to re-allocate. And with each individual discharged, the figure 

should escalate. 

900d-Time and Street-Time 

Two other related matters remain and deserve at least brief con-

sideration. The first seems initially an opposite to a recommendation 

for early discharge. The subject is inmates who are released from pri­

son by expiration of sentence rather than by parole. (In Louisiana ac-

cording to Department of Corrections statistics, 137 inmates were released 

• 

• 

at expiration of sentence in calendar 1975; 91 ((66.4 percent)) had retu)'ned • 

to custody by June 1977.) There is a certain illogic at \'JOrk in a system 

that imposes more and more restrictions on its inmates in order to allow 

out on parole fewer and fewer who are considered more dangerous or more 

reprehensible and yet at the same time makes no provisions to supervise 

these same individuals when they leave prison at expiration of sentence. 

If it is also true that longer sentences often create inmates who experience 

greater difficulty in adjusting to and interacting \vith the community, 

the absence of supervision seems an even more significant omission. The 

Manual of Correctional Standards of the ACA include~ this observation: 

liThe prisoner does not have a right to parole, but for his good and the 

good of the community, almost all should be given the opportunity of a 

period of supervision after leaving the regimentation and confines of the 

institution.,,97 Their address is specifically to parole. The rationale of 

the statement applies to good-time releasees. The suggestion that the 

ACA's observation encompasses j.s the subject of a recommendation by the 
.. " 

President's Cc:mmission: "Every State should provide that offenders who 

are not paroled receive adequate supervision after release unless it is 

determined to be unnecessary in a specific case."
g8 

Such assistance is 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
, 

I • 

• 

• 

• 

X-35 

available to inmates in North Carolina facing unconditional discharge. 99 

Available supervision for mandatory releasees under Califol'nia's 

Senate Bill 42 also reflects the awareness that readjustment after 

imprisonment normally requires assistance. 

In view of these circumstances, the staff recommends that super­

virsory assistance be made available to those inmates in Louisiana 

prisons who are released at expiration of term. 

Having examined a number of routes away from the jurisdiction 

of a state's department of corrections, it is appropriate to consider one 

route back and the ramifications of arrival. What about good-time? What 

about time served on parole? 

An NCCD survey discloses that good-time is automatically lost upon 

revocation in 13 parole jurisdictions; it may be lost in eight, is rarely 

lost in one, and is not lost in 20. For ten jurisdictions the matter is 

not di scl osed. 100 To take away a reVlard earned for good behavior in. uoe 

circumstance as the result of unsatisfactory behavior in another set of 

circumstances is pethaps expedient (i.e., it may have a deterrent effect), 

but it seems unfair. 

Finally, hO\'J is time spent on parole to be viewed once parole has 

been revoked? Twenty-nine governments credit "street-time" to\'/ard ful fill­

ment of sentence, 22 donat, and one (Pennsylvania) does when revocation 

;s for a technical violation but does not \'Ihen revocation is for a new 

crime. lOl One writer who questions not counting street-time observes 

that, whatever the rationale for not doing so, the denial II:annot aid the 

rehabilitation of the parolee. Moreover, it seems unfair to add this time 

to the punishment he is already getting for the violation. 1I102 Another 

objection to discounting time spent on pa\"ole as time tm'lard fulfil1ment 



X-36 

of sentence is one based on law: while on parole a parolee remains 

in the legal custody of the department of corrections, subject to its 

supervision. 103 

The staff includes the issues associated with revocation of 

parole simply to bring them into the conscious awareness of the Commis-

sion. 

4It, 
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Caseload--many times mentioned, not yet discussed. Yet all the 

subjects addressed in the five preceding chapters somehow impact on 

caseload; now, having considered everything else, it is most feasible 

to address that subject, thu~ far omitted. 

The term "caseload" is used generically and specifically. Broadly, 

it designates two things--first, the number of probationers and parolees 

an agent supervises, and, second, the number of major investigative re­

ports the agent must p)~epare. Fo\"' this sense, the term iI\'IQ)'kload" ;s 

often substituted. 

tion for the group 

(The latter is the 

indicated. ) 

The narro\'Jer application of IIcaseloadH is a designa-

of probationers and parolees that an agent supervises. 

sense in which it is used below, unless otherwise 

In discussing caseload, we are considering the number of probationers 

and parolees that a probation-parole agent will interact with on a monthly 

basis. The individuals who make up his caseload are the individuals whose 

. homes and jobs he will visit, whose conditions he will enforce, whose monthly 

reports he \'/i11 receive; they are the individuals he will assist in their 

effol'ts to develop skills and to find jobs and counseling. Their total number 

intluences the time he has to spend with eaell, yet h~ has numerous other 

duties--relatecl directly and indirectly to his supel'v;Soty capacity--and 

they too influence the time available. In preceding chapters it has 

been suggested that five to 12 times as much of an officer's time is 

spent preparing a psi report as is spent with cny one supervisee duting 

a month and that little time is available for direct personal interaction. 

So far unacknowledged is the paperwork, \'Ihich is multiplied by the numbel' 
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of probationers and parolees for whom an officer must make record entries 

and on whom he must write periodic reports. While one assumption is that 

probation-parole officers choose thei\' jobs because they like helping 

others) time studies reveal that a significant portion of their time 

goes to paper work. Reports of the percentage so oc~upieQ vary from 70 

percent (with only 10 percent available for supervision),l to 33.1 per­

cent (with 38.3 of his field time spent traveling and 43.1 perca~t of 

his ti~e in court spent just waiting).2 One researcher notes that 

"paperwork may have replaced casmIJork." 3 

In Louisiana) the average caseload maintained by agents in the 

Division of Probation and Parole is 95 supe\'visees (about 75 probationers 

and 20 parolees) and five major investigative reports each month. This 

is a dramatic improvement from the days when there was one agent and a 

caseload of 522. 4 On the other hand) the current average caseload isn't 

very close to recommended standards of 50 and 35. 

But why caseloarls of 50 or 35? Those are the figures included in 

national standards. Apparently they are, to a deg\"ee) arbitrary. Not 

that there has not been reserach on the subject; studies have been numerous 

and extensive. But the evidence produced has been inconclusive. 5 One 

author presents the situation this II/ay: "\·/i1'l a parole officer do a 

better job of supervision if he has thirty-five parolees ... instead of 

a hundred? He can more frequently counsel them, help them find jobs or 

homes, threaten them, look fm" them) and spy on them. Common sense cer-

tainly suggests that this will help them stay out of prison, but common 

sense appears to be an inadequate guide: the evidence, found in scores 

of case load reseal"ch studies) is inconclusive.116 

Beyond this, there is strong agreement that to consider numbers 
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alone is to miss the point, to perpetuate "Out' legacy of restricted, 

myopic vision.,,7 Another source judges that "the various experimenta­

tion on caseload size and performance of adu1t offenders on probation 

or parole has produced results which are far from encouraging. It 

appears certain that mere manipulation of caseload size is irrelevant 

to success or failure under correctional superv;s;on--that is, the 

II numbers game"--be the number 15, 25, 30, 45, 50, 70, 90 or 100--is 

not 5n itsel f / s; gnifi cant. 118 

The only circumstance in which numbers might in themselves be 

significant would be an extreme one lias in the instance \'Ihere a 

probation/parole officer has so many cases he has no chance to impact 

any of them from a treatment perspective.,,9 

If numbers alone have little influence on the outcome of individuals 

on parole, the search for Itcorrect'l ones neverthel ess had an impact. 

In process of discovering that numbers alone do not matter, it \'laS also 

discovered that some other variab1es do. The essential awareness derived 

was that the concept of caseload has no real meaning until it is linked 

with some system of classification and matching of offender types cmd 

needs and officer types and skills. 10 It thus becomes appropriate to use 

the ACA concept of workload instead of the older idea of an arbitrarily 

defined case10ad of 50, 75, or 100. The ACA1s procedure is to assign 

each case one point and a major investigative report five points. In 

a month an agent's workload should total 50. (Louisiana's Division of 

Probation and Parole employs the ACA workload concept but sets t' work­

load at 100+.) 

Later sources than the ACA's Manual of Correctional Standards 

acknowledge a need to differentiate tasks further because not a11 supervisory 
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tasks are equally difficult. Neithercutt and Gottfredson cite one 

such II prototypical" approach, which distinguishes three levels of 

complexity among probation-parole cases. Case assignments are made 

based on total \'.JOrk :Jnits. So, \'/hil e the number of cases \·/ill vary 

from agent to agent, the workload would be uniform. 1l 

To understand how these conclusions were reached, it is useful 

to survey the literature briefly. Much of the research involving 

caseload size has come, like that regarding early discharge from parole, 

from California. Three studies are widely referenced. The first study 

was the four-phased Special Intensive Parole Unit (S.I.P.U.) project, 

operative from 1953 thr.ough 1964. That \'Jas follO\'Jed by the Parole t~ork 

Unit Program (P.W.U.P.) in 1964 and the San Francisco Project, also 

in 1964. 

The first two phases of S.I.P.U. randomly released parolees 

either to regular 90-man caseloads or, in the first phase, to IS-man 

caseloads for three months; in the second phase, to 3D-man caseloads 

for six montns. In neither instance did evidence indicate the superiority 

of reduced caseload. 12 During S.I.P.U. III, special caseloads were 

increased to 35 and regular reduced to 72; these arrangements were main-

tained for a year. The comparison of the two groups at both 12 and 24 

months after release to parole showed better performances especially 

by middle-risk parolees released to the 35-man caseloads. 13 In S.I.P.U. 

IV investigative interest ~hifted to matching parolees and officer 

types. Again, no significant differences \'/ere noted beiv/een regular 

groups and matched groups.14 Overall, findings from S.I.P.U. supported 

the impression that other variables than just number impacted one's 

effectiveness in assisting parolees. 15 The variable was not, however, 

isolated. 
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P.W.u.P. was an attempt to assign parolees to caseloads according 

to the parolees' needs. It incorpotated an elaborate gl'ading system 

whereby. parolees \vere assigned points according to the seriousness of 

the offense and other factors. Agents were assigned not caseloads (i,e., 

a fixed number of parolees) but a workload (some number of parolees 

whose "points" totaled 120).16 Consequently, many men \'/ere part of 

caseloads no smaller in size than the regular 72-men caseloads. 17 

At first the special caseloads performed no differently;18 in the second 

six months of the project they were found to have a 3.2 petcent advantage 

over the regular groups,19 but the groups were not compatable, and the 

advantage was discounted. 20 Another finding of P.W.U.P. was that the 

rate of parolees being returned to prison for technical violations was 

hi gher than before, 21 The 1 atter phenomenon \<Jas attri butabl e to two 

things--officers with more time to notice technical violations and a 

degree of misunderstanding about the goals and purposes of the study. 

When parole administrators met with area supervisers, these matters 

were clarified and the violation rates went down. 22 (The situation 

described here offers a further commentary on the arbitl"ariness of revoca­

tion for technical violation.) 

The San Francisco Project involved the random assignment of adult 

probationer's and parole'es to caseloads varying in size from 25 units 

(intensive) to several h,undred (minimum). Preliminary dat.a indicated 

that all sizes of caseloads had violation rates well within those ex-

pected of federal offenders under normal circumstnaces. "These data 

are of particular significance when it i~ observed that the outcomes 

of supervision (violation rates) among the four types of caseloads al'e 

almost identical despite enormous variation in attention given the 
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cases as measured by the number of contacts by probation and parole 

officers.,,23 Another observer notes that "no significant difference 

in ne\V felony rates \Vere found among the different size caseloads, 

although more technical violations were reported with small caseloads, 

\Vhich reflected the increased time available to officers to discover 

rule infractions not involving felonies." 24 Another researcher con­

jectures that the reason for the high technical violation rate might 

be otherwise: perhaps the increase in violations is real; perhaps the 

violations are expressions of defiance in response to lithe f}~equent 

authoritarian intrusions into their lives. 1I25 

The research recounted above confirms earlier conjectures: 

"reductions in case load size alone have no 'treatment effect. ,1126 

There must be recognition that all of the data 
available indicate clearly that there is no such thing 
as an ideal caseload size and that a continued serach 
for the magic number is inappropriate and most likely 
futile. Rather, there may be ideal caseload sizes, de­
pending upon and vat~ying \·Jith different combinations of 
offenders, officers, programs, communities, and the like. 
The challenge is to find the appropriate mix; the immediate 
requirement is to build into the probation and parole 
system suffir:ient flexibility to permit restructuting 
from traditional to experimental caseloads./27/ 

So the task is summarized and the challenge issued. 

What are the approaches that lead most directly toward the desired 

goal? One such approach is signaled by the reiterated requirement that 

cases be assigned to a probation-parole officer according to specific cri-

teria rather than randomly. IIClassification and assignment of offenders 

should be made according to their needs and problems,1I 28 the President's 

Commission states. The National Advisory Commission and the Louisiana 

Commission on Law Enforcement speak of IIworkloads" and "task groupsll 

as opposed to "caseloads.1I29 The National Advisory Commission adds~ 
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lilt is essential that parole agencies develop \·/orkload data, especially 

in an era of team supervision, so that manpower can be reasonably related 

to activities to be done." 30 Tm'lard that end~ the Commissionls Standard 

12.8(1) calls for a II functional work load system linking specific tasks 

to different categories of parolees. II 

In spite of directives such as those, the conventional balanced 

caseload is probably the national norm. 31 It is convenient to administra-

tors assigning cases and guarantees fair distribution of numbers for 

probation-parole agents, but it ineVitably creates markedly heterogeneous 

caseloads, \'lhich, in turn, demand a "general practitioner," the mythical 

probation-parole officer of the past It,ho "despite variations in background, 

training, experience, personality, and the like, can meet the varying 

treatment needs of many differi!1g types of offenders, I-lith equal ease 

and skill.\l32 

That practice recalls--indeed, is a part of--the discussion in 

Chapter X regarding the resource manager model, which enables one agent 

to involve many others as he directs a criminal offender toward the 

communityls resources. 

Along with the emergence of the resource-manager concept comes 

another concept which builds further on the awareness that in some cir­

cumstances one resource is not so helpful as several different resources-: 

This is the team model of supervision. It accepts and capitalizes on the 

fact that capabil; ti es and skill s vary among probati on-parol e offi cers 

as they do among any group of professionals. This model prescribes that 

a team--composed varyingly of agency professionals, paraprofessionals 

and volunteers--be responsible for providing the appropriate services to 

a group of probationers and/or parolees. If the team members are all 

--~~-~~-~---------.....I 
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professionals, the group for which they are responsible would be as 

large as the combined total of their individual caseload/workload. 

With an all-professional team, team members would be combined ac­

cording to their different special skills and abilities; or, lacking 

clearly differentiated skills, members would develop areas of specialty. 

There would, in any case, be a team leader, and the leadership role 

might well be a rotating one. The teams themselves could be permanently 

assigned or brought together for a special task and then disbanded once 

that task has been completed. 33 

More than just increasing the number of immediate resource per­

sons available to a probationer or parolee, the team model allows sup­

portive contacts of offenders with one another, a situation usually 

suspect and forbidden. 34 National Advisory Commission standards (and 

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement objectives) that address 

services to probationers and parole field services recommend a team 

system whereby a vari ety of persons \'Jork as a uni t to i dent ify and ad­

dress probationer-parolee service needs. 35 In discussing the team 

model as it applies to parolees, the Commission suggests the make-up of 

the team to include "parolees, parole managers, and community representa­

tives" (Standard 12.5(4)). Such an approach, the Commission judges, can 

better meet the needs of parolees and can, at the same time, involve the 

community directly in the process. 36 Then the Commission goes one step 

further and suggests that specific team members be assigned to community 

groups or institutions with which it is important for the probation­

parole organization to have a close working relationship-~~.g., state 

employment agencies or vocational training institutes. 

North Carolina, Kansas, and Colorado all report using variations 
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of the team model. In 1974, when North Carol ina employed separate pro­

bation and parole staff, the Division of {~u~t Probation and Parole 

fielded teams of five to ten probation officers. The design was to 

select team members so that each one had specialized knowledge about 

and experience in one or more particular areas, such as drug abuse, 

alcoholism, education, employment, or marriage counseling. Members 

of teams such as these are given in-service training in their specialty. 

For each team there is an experienced probation officer as manager. 

The team meets regularly for case assignment and discussion. Speakers 

or even probationers may be invited to these conferences. The teams 

are assisted by local professionals, volunteers and other professionals. 38 

In 1975 there were nine such teams operating in the nine North 

Carolina cities with high crime rates; 16 teams were scattered else­

\'Ihere throughout the state. 39 In addition "mini-teams" of b'IO to five 

officers were operating in smaller, less populous areas of the state. 40 

Colorado's new ten-year Corrections Masterplan calls for similar 

teams. Ca 11 ed Community Resources Management Teams (C. R.t·1. T. ), they 

\'lOuld be composed of agents \'Iho specialize in different aspects of 

service delivery. Parolees would be assigned to a particular officer 

according to the parolee's special need, but he would have access to 

the whole range of services that the group had to offer. 41 The latter 

arrangement is doubtlessly designe~ to avoid a drawback that the Kansas 

Department of Correcticins discovered after implementing its team approach. 

It was difficult for an individual relationship to evolve when the 

parolee was assigned to the whole team; consequently, the Kansas cor­

rections master plan provides that one officer be assigned primary 

res pons i bi 1 i ty for a parolee though the secondary team members vii 11 be 

available. 42 
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Just as using teams to deliver services to probationers and 

parolees increases the flexibility of a probation-parole agency, so 

does the process of establishing links with prison staffs. "Parole 

and probation services have often held themselves aloof from jails 

and prisons," the President's Commission notes, with the result that 

lithe transition between the \,Iay an offende)" is handled in an institu­

tion and his supervision in the community is irrationally abrupt. 1I43 

Not only would linkage of staff be an advantage to the offender; it 

also would open to the parole agent another avenue for understanding 

the individual with whom he interacts. Presently, the whole of a 

parolee's prison experience is often beyond the parole officer's purview. 

Mentioned periodically in descriptions of the membership of 

probation-parole supervisory teams, community volunteers are another 

resource which broadens a probation-parole division's base of services. 

Volunteers are a vel'Y old source of correctional manpO\'/e)~ (recall the 

"guardians" of the Elmira Reformatory and John Augustus in Boston), but 

they are used sparingly in more recent times. In 1968 a 1 ittle less 

than half the correctional agencies in the United States reported using 

volunteers. 44 (In Louisiana, when probation and parole staffs were 
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merged in 1952, the use of volunteer parole adviser's \'/as discontinued.)45 • 

A questionnaire mailed to all 50 states in 1975 revealed only 18 states 

(of the 31 which responded) spending money to provide volunteer services 

to their corrections system. 46 (The money presumably \'/aS spent for 

training and the services of a coordinator of volunteer services.) Com­

munity volunteers perform a multiple of tasks, but the one most frequently 

cited is their provision of direct personal contact, which a~ offender 

can perceive as caring but undemanding. One author characterizes 
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the situation this way: liAs a friend, but a disinterested friend (he has 

no 'angle,' no axe to grind, no pOl-Jer over his 'client'), the volunteer 

can provide a kind of support and give a kind of advice that neither the 

parole officer nor the inmate's relatives can give. A7 Another author 

makes a much stronger comment: 

... the increased use of lay volunteers by probation 
departments throughout the country and the success claims 
attributed to the "one-to-one" relationship \-,ith an un­
trained layman "who cares" suggests that professional train­
ing and expertise found in the best of our probation officers 
may be unnecessary or superfluous .... lit is7 a'lso possible 
that the mere threat of jail ... is as effective a deterrent 
to the defendant, and as "rehabilitative" a force, as the 
"services and supervision" given by the probation officer . 
. .. no data that contradicts this hypothesis./48/ 

One can but suspect the statement to be hyperbole; but one might also con­

jecture that the statement gives voice to a charge that professionals in 

the field expec~ and yet feel threatened by because of the truth it 

probably does contain--i.e., there are some things that a probation-parole 

officer gives his time to that others who are not trained in probation­

parole work can do as well as or better than he. An articulated objection 

to volunteers is that screening and training are essential, and both 

ordinarily require that probation-parole manpower be diverted for the 

task,49 

The ABA and the Jaycees sponsol' acti ve vol unteel' programs in pri sons 

across the nation .. National Advisory Commission standards recommend that 

the une of volunteers be expanded, and caution that they must be train,ed 

and their servi~es, coordlnated. 50 North Carolina repol'ts the use of 

volunteers to assist both probationers and parolees,51 and they also note 

significant gains from the process: it enlists community aid and support 

for the offender and thus facilitates his re1ntegrat;on. 52 The significance 

of that service is elaborated cogently in a statement by the Louisiana 

Commi ss "ion on Law Enforcement. 
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It must be remembered that volunteers can con­
tribute much more than their services to correttional 
programs. Many of those now working as volunteers are 
"gatekeepers" in the community, persons \·,ho can hel p 
offenders and ex-offenders secure jobs, schooling, and 
recreation. Perhaps their greatest contribution to 
corrections lies in demonstrating that offenders are 
persons who can become useful contributors to the com­
munity, people with whom it is a s~tisfaction to work. 
In summary, the vol unteer can serve as a bridge bet\'leen 
corrections and the free community, a bridge which is 
sorely needed./53/ 

So it is: caseload size is not an independent variable; simply 

adding probation-parole agents or subtracting probationers and parolees 

is not likely to be, in itself, effective or efficient. The ratio of 

agents to offenders matters very little, unless, as a source quoted 

earlier said, a probation-parole officer has so many cases that he has 

no chance to impact any. But even that point goes without definition, 

and one recalls the debate described in Chapter IX which questions the 

efficacy of at least half of supervision1s premise--i.e., that it can 

prevent/deter overt criminal activity. If that function is impossible 

or untenable, why should one chafe at not having time to try? Or, is 

there perhaps always the belief that one could have succeeded had he 

had more time? Then, again, it is likely that, more than time, he 

needed access to more sources of assistance, a broader base from which 

to recommend and to deliver services to the probationers and parolees 

that constitute his caseload. This 'is a need more readily met--so long 

as one can see beyond the tradition that makes of each probation-parole 

agent the embodiment of the entire system for each of his probationers 

and parolees. As he can tap whatever resources are available in the 

community and lobby for others, he can also supplement his skills and 
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knowledge and complement the skills and knowledge of others by working 

as a team member, by interacting \'1ith othet Department of COl"rections 

personnel \'1ho kne\·/ his parolee fit'st, by enlisting the aid of volunteers 

who also have skills, interests and--yes--time, which develop further 

the base from which he operates. For this agent from whom much is 

demanded, much is possible. 

Whete against this background is Louisiana's Division of Probation 

and Parole? 

Let's look first just at the numbers. ~Jhile they do not define 

the Division, they offer a sketch. The average workload for the Probation­

Parol.e Agent I's and Ills is about 95 supetvisees and five major investi­

gative reports per month. In ACA work units, that equals 120-~95 x 1) + 

(5 x 5). Probably this estimate is on the high side, because agents 

have occasionally reported carryin£j 85 cases. 

At the request of this staff the Division generated data re~arding 

how many agents would have to be added in order to meet the 50-man caseload 

standard. The total number of agents that would have to be hired in order 

to reach a 1:50 ratio is 208. A corollary to adding 208 agents would 

be hiring 104 clerical personnel so that that ratio \'lOuld remain 2:1. All 

such agents would be hited at the Agent I level, as is required by depart­

mental guidelines and civil setvice job description. Even without considering 

the salaties involved, the subject has the auta of science fiction. With 

costs sketched in, the sense of unreality incI'eases. The Probation-Parole 

Agent I hites in at $729/month and earns $8~748/year. As the new Agent 

I's come into the system, present Agent I's and Il's will be promoted (six 

Agent II I s \'1i 11 be needed as Agent I II's); with promoti on goes sal ary in­

crease--$11,148/year for a beginning Agent III. Et cetera. 
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t~uch more practi ca 1 for immedi ate consi derati on is the information 

from Adult Services, Department of Corrections, that the Division's case­

load is increasing at the rate of 60 per month. Consequently, it was 

explained, the Division needs seven more agents just to maintain the cur­

rent supervision load. Such an addition would require additional clerical 

support staff as the ratio is already too small. When the legislature 

funded positions for 35 new probation-parole agents in FY 1976-1977, it 

\. did not budget for an increase in clerical personnel. 

Does the Division of Probation-Parole need additional professional 

personnel? Like so many other questions raised above, this one has no 

single, simple answer. But the complexity of the answer reflects a 

number of viable options. Some number of parolees al'e retained on parole 

year after year, in spite of satisfactory performance. One current option 

which the Division and the Board of Parole cooperate in choosing is sus­

pension of supervision. From the Division's perspective, this is perhaps 

equivalent to discharge: there is virtually no cost and certainly no 

expenditure associated with a parolee's remaining nominally on parole. 

(From the parolee's perspective, the matter must seem quite different. 

Based on his perspective and with regard to data cited earlier which 

suggest significantly decreased risk of criminal behavior after two to 

four years spent successfully on parole supervision, the staff repeats 

its recommendation from the preceding chapter that the Board of Parole be 

authorized to discharge an offender from parole before expiration of 

the sentence given.) 

The other avenue by which to approach the question of personnel 

and caseload is to investigate the Division's service delivery system. 

Perhaps too many probationers and parolees are being retained within the 
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system, but perhaps the professionals within the system are not inte­

grating newer and reportedly more effective ways of handling their 

cases; perhaps they are not tapping other resources in the community and 

in the corrections system itself in order to increase the range of 

assistance offered to individuals assigned to their caseloads. 

Of central importance in discussing caseload is some system of 

classifyirig and assigning parolees to agents. Data indicate that classi­

fication of offenders is essential to more effective caseload management 

and to an offender's increased chances of success. Nevertheless, cases 

are apparently assigned randomly with concern for balanced numbers rather 

that degrees of difficulty or common service needs. There have apparently 

been attempts to make case assignments with a district's geography in 

mind. Even this offers a savings of time, but turnover among cases 

within a district makes this plan impractical so that not even a geographi­

cal basis of classification exists. 

Vol unteers from the communi ty are anothe~~ uninvesti gated option for 

impacting supervisees and lessening the number of tasks an agent faces. 

Those agents in Louisiana's Division of Probation and Parole who were 

asked about the use of volunteers were overtly negative: volunteers would 

take more time to train than they could free; they would not be dependable 

because they would be just that--volunteers. Nore recently, however, 

administrators in the Baton Rouge District have responded favorably to 

projected implementation of a Volunteer Parolee Aide (VPA) rroject in 

the district by the Young Lawyers Section of the Louisiana Bar Association. 

The initial phase of the planned project will involve a two-person staff 

(provided by the Louisiana Bar Association) and about ten attorneys who 



XI-16 

\'li11 commit to participate in the program for at least a year. 

An attorney will spend on the average of six to eight how's 

each month with a newly released parolee, who is also a volunteer. 

The program is based on the recognition that the attorney by virtue of 

his profession is skilled and knowledgeable in ways helpful to a newly 

released parolee: an attorney is used to listening; he deals regularly 

with red tape and regulations; he knows about establishing credit; he 

usually has experience counseling about family problems. Perhaps too 

he has contacts in the community \."ho can assist the parolee to get a 

job. The program model forbids the attorney to act as advocate in 

crimifial matters but allows the attorney to decide the amount of legal 

assistance he will provide in civil matters. Training also is included. 

As suggested in the last chapter, the resource manager model 

also awaits implementation, and allm~s an officer to be primarily a 

referral agent instead of a one-man probation-parole service im­

pacts caseload. Nor has the Division sought to implement probation­

parole teams. While it boasts some specialists--usually experienced 

agents who are assianed troublesome groups--teams of specialists who 

supervise a large combined caseload are not currently a part of the 

Divisionis services. 

It appears that strong consideration should be given to introduc­

ing a managEHnent and transactual information systems capability to the 

Division of Probation and Parole. Such a system would, in part, resolve 

many questions relating to the efficient utilization of resources. 

However, this action should be viev/ed very carefully in terms of the 

high costs and mixed success experienced by other states. Also, the 
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current ability of the Department of Corrections to utilize the sophis­

ticated procedures and outputs of such systems must be questioned. 

Therefore, considerations relating to Management Information Systems 

(MIS) and Transactual Information Systems (TIS) programs must be as­

sociated with a strong commitment to staff training and a view toward 

a multi-year effort involving the entire Department of Corrections 

operation. Typically, the initial phase of such efforts \-/ould be a 

feasibil ity study conducted by an outside consultant. Hm-Iever, care 

must be taken to fully involve Department of Corrections staff at all 

periods in the design of such systems. 

--------.-~- ._---
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APPENDIX A 

Sample Statement of Reasons for Parole DeniJl 

After consideration of the circumstances of your 
present offense, and in the absence of any statement by 
the sentencing court tending to indicate the contrary, 
the Board has concluded that there are certain punitive 
and deterrent aspects to your sentence. In the absence 
of any special or equitable circumstances or any affir­
mative evidence that you can avoid criminal behavior, 
and since your minimum sentence has nbt yet expired, 
the Board feels that the punitive and deterrent aspects 
of your sentence have not been fulfilled and that, 
therefore~ your release would not be compatible with 
the community welfare. 

After consideration of all records relevant to 
your confinement, treatment and efforts toward self­
improvement while in the N.J. State Prison System, the 
Board is unable to conclude that there is reasonable 
probabi 1 ity that you wi 11 return to soci ety \./i thout 
violation of law. 

The Board feels that you have had an excellent 
institutional adjustml:nt \vith the exception of your es­
cape from Leesburg in May of 1970. Your receipt of 3 
BED certificate is also noted, as is the fact that you 
have served almost 8 years in prison. 

The Board would note certain elements which 
might be construed as "situatio~al" in your murdet' of 
a friend1s wife with whom you were emotionally involved. 
However, the Board finds strong indications of a long­
standing hostility to females in your history and a 
potential for violent or aggressive reaction. These in­
dications include Y0ur attempted suicide in 1950, your 
unstable marriages to three different women, your con­
tinuing projections of blame on them fOl~ marriage 
failures, and the various reports of professional treat­
ment staff. 

Moreover, your escape from prison, your prior 
attempt at self-destruction, your reported excessive 
use of alcohol and the circumstances of the present mur­
der, cause the Board concern that you still have the 
potential to react to not unusual situations where your 
concepts of masculinity are threatened with impulsive 
behavior. 

There is nothing which affirmatively indicates 
that you can refrain from serious aggression and parole 
is therefore denied. 



• 

• 

• 

APPENDIX B 

LOU 1 S I A ~ A PAR 0 L E BOA R D DEC I S I 0 :\ FOR ;vI 

Name Number ------· .. -·----·-·-··--------:'":":ns::-;tl:-tu:"7tlon 

The Louisiana Board of Parole, after due consideration of all the facts in your case made the decision that you are 

parole. 

• For the following reasons: 

• 

• 

• 

-
,. 
I 

I-

• 

___ Serious Nature of the Offense 

___ Police and/or ,Juvenile Record 

___ Prior Felony COl1vktion(s) 

___ Previous "Probation 

___ Parole Violator 

___ Psychological and/or Psychiatric History 

___ No Parole Plan 

___ Crimes Committed While in the Institu~ion 

--- Institutional Disciplinary Reports 

___ History of !rug or Alcohcl Abuse 

___ Escape 

--_ Violation of Work Release Agreement 

___ Additional Charges Pending 

--- Law Enforcement and/or ,Tudicial Official Object 

___ Other 

You will be given another hearing ______________ _ -------.--._-- -----

Remarks ______ _ 

Chairman 

Date 

CF 14 

- - ~---.---------------
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APPENDIX C 

Responses to Questionnaires on the 
District Attorney's Role at Parole Release Hearings 

The following is a summary of responses to a questionnaire addressed to 
parole boards in 49 states regarding the boardls policies on the role of 
the district attorney at parole release hearings. Please note that the 
responses of Georgia, Iowa, and New York were received after the comple­
tion of the text of the report but before this appendix was prepared. 
The answers received from these three states do not alter the conclusions 
drawn in the text. It is likely that additional responses will be re­
ceived from other states. Commission members who are interested in re­
ceiving a summary of any additional information received may contact the 
staff. 

Arkansas -- The Board has no objections to anyone attending parole hear­
ings. However, a form is sent to judges, sheriffs and prosecuting attor­
neys soliciting their recommendations on prospective parolees. The 
implication is that this is the means generally used by prosecutors to 
express their opinions. 

California -- The prosecutor is not allowed to appear at parole considera­
tion hearings. The Board notifies the sentencing judge, defense counsel, 
the di stri ct attorney and the 1 a\,1 enforcement agency that invest; ga.ted 
the case that the inmate will be considered for parole and requests any 
comments. 

Colorado -- Only the applicant, the parole division, institution staff 
and the Board participate in the hearing, although it is open to the 
public. This does not, however~ exclude written or verbal input from 
other sources before ot' after the hearing. 

Connecticut -- The parole hearings include only the prospective parolee, 
members--o:Fthe Board, and its secretary. The Chairman of the Board con­
ducts numerous pre-hearing conferences with attorneys, members of families 
and other interested persons, and such conferences are available to pro­
secuting attorneys. However, the present Chairman indicated he remembered 
very few such conferences in the past. 

Florida -- The Parole Commission makes the decision to grant or deny 
parole on the basis of intervie\'ls conducted by its staff of hearing exam­
iners. Only the Commission staff is present when the decision is made, 
but information received from court officials, attorneys, inte)~ested 
citizens, institutional records, etc. is included in the parole file. 

Georgia -- The Board does not conduct parole release hearings, but wel­
comes information from any source either by letter or personal visit. 
In the rare cases when the Board considers paroling an inmate before the 
time required for automatic initial consideration~ the Board must notify 
in writing the sentencing judge and district attorney and give them an 
opportunity to express their views. After a tentative decision to grant 
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parole to a felon with two or more prior felony convictions, it is Board 
policy to notify the district attorney and give him an opportunity to ex­
press his views to the Board. 

Iowa -- In Iowa, oral presentations regarding inmates or parolees are 
heard only with the consent of the Board. Communications concerning in­
dividual inmates are included in the file and noted on the dockets of 
members of the Board. 

Maine -- The Board has no policy ~ ~ regarding appearance of prosecu­
tors at parole violation hearings, but has only had two instances in the 
past year. The Board welcomes any 'information, but \'/ould be very cautious 
of prosecutors using the Board for political purposes. The Board's poli~y 
is to notify the prisoner at least three \'lorking days before his hearing 
of any witnesses appearing against him. 

Massachusetts -- The prosecuting attorney plays no part in parole release 
hearings, although he may ascerta'ln an individual's eligibility date and 
~,')mmunicate with the Board in i'/riting. The only exception to this practice 
i. jlhen the Board conducts pardon and commutation hearings (as advisor to 
the Governor) and parole hearings for prisoners with life sentences, when 
the Board must conduct public proceedings and the district attorney must 
be given notice o~ the hearing. Counsel is allowed only at these hearings. 

Michi~ -- Neither prosecutors nor counsel for parolees may appear at 
parole hearings. Statutes provide for the presence of a representative 
from the State Attorney General's Office at Lifer Law and Murder 1st 
Degree public hearings. 

Mississippi -- The Board has never had a request from a district attorney 
to appear before it. 

~lontana -- Notifications are sent to county attorneys, but none has ever 
appeared at a Board meeting. 

Nevada -- There is no personal appearance by district attorneys although 
the Board asks them and sentencing judges for their comments. 

New Mexico -- Neither counsel for the applicant nor for the state is per­
mitted by the Board. 

New York -- The Board does not allow the prosecutor or the inmate's attor­
ney" to appear before the Board. A written opinion of the district attorn8Y 
is solicited. 

North Dakota -- The Board has never had a district attorney appear against 
'one of the inmates at a hearing. The sentencing judge and district attorney 
are notified and they can comment by letter on an inmate being considered. 

Oklahoma -- There is no policy regarding appearances before the Board, but 
only occasionally does a district attorney appear. 
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Rhode Island -- The Board has a policy against appearance by a prosecutor 
at hearings. 

South Carolina -- The Board has no policy against appearances of anyone 
at hearings, but it is not the practice of the state's solicitors to 
appear in any capacity. The solicitor is notified and may send in a 
statement of his feelings about the parole. 

Wisconsin -- Neither the district attorney nor counsel for the inmate is 
present at release hearings. The district attorney and sentencing judge 
are notified to alloYI them to express \,Iritten opinions. 
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• Louisiana Board ofP~role Guidelines 

I. Has the inmate successfully completed work release? 
If YES, parole; indicatp (Jour decision in III and STOP. If NO, continue . 

• t. Using the board rating for PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD on the previous page, 
locate the inmate's PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD below: 

• 
NO or MINOR PRIOR CRHlINAL 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 anSfolers t ... ere Nu, parole. 
Indicate your decision in III and STOP. 

SERIOllS PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 
Is the inmate at his first parole hearing? 
If YES, deny parole; indicate your decision in III and STOP. 
If NO, continue. 

SERIOUS AT SECOND AND LATER PAROLE HEARINGS or t-IODERATE PRIOR CRHIINAL RECORD 

• Please check ALL factors YES or NO. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A. Do the following unfavorable factors apply to the inm.ate? 
1. Factors related to the inmate's prior criminal record: 

a. Pattern of violence against persons 
b. History of crimes related to drug or alcohol abuse 
c. Short time between convictio~~ 
d. Parole or probation violation 

2. Factors related to the inunediate crime: 
a. His major role in the offen~e 
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~: one major 
and one minor; 2 or more majol'; 3 or more minor) 

b. One or m0re escapes within the last six m~nths 
c. ~'lork release violation within the last six months 

4. Factors related to the ir~ate personally: 
a. Poo~ civilian work record and attitude 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 NQ 

If 5 checks or less in Section A \.rere ~'ES, parole; indicate your decision 
in III and STOP. If 6 or more checks in ':ection A were n:s, conti.nue. 

• 
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B. Do the following favorable Eactors apply to tll£.' lnmute? 
1. [,'actors related tu behavior in the in~tltutiofl: 

8. Succcl;;sfully completed work or study (Jt"oyrc.lrn 

b. Very good conduct 
2. f'actors related to the post-release siludll()!I: 

B. Family is supportive 
b. Community is sUPIJortive 
c. Good work plan or job skill 
d. Good parole plan 

3. Inmate is likely to complete sentel1(;e if not paroled and needs 
supervision 

If 2 checks or less In Section B l"ere 'y'ES, deny parole. If 3 or more 
checks in B were rES, parole. Indicate your dt:cision belol". 

Board decision: PAROLe: DENY PAROLE 

For a decision outside the ~llidelines, please indicate the reasons: 
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APPENDIX F 

Glossary 

The following terms are used in this report. The definitions presented 
reflect the usages suggested by the Dictionary of Criminal Justice Data 
Terminolo~, First Edition 1976, U.S. Department of Justice. 

abscond (corrections) - To depart from a geographical are~ or jti~isdic­
tion prescribed by the conditions of one's probation or parole, without 
authorization. . 

adult - A person v/ho is within the original jurisdiction of a criminal, 
rather than a juvenile, court because his age at the time of an alleged 
criminal act was above a statutorily specified limit. 

arrest - Taking a person into cLlstody by authority of law, for the pur­
pose of charging him with a criminal offense or for the purpose of ini­
tiating juvenile proceedings, terminating with the recording of a 
specific offense. 

caseload (corrections) - The total number of clients registered with a 
correctional agency or agent during a specified time period, often di­
vided into active and inactive, or supervised and unsupervised, thus 
distinguishing between clients \'Jith vihol\\ the agency maintains contact 
and those with whom it does not. 

client - A person receiving attention, supervision, or services from 
agencies or individuals in the criminal justice system. 

community faci.l:!..!i - A correctional facility from \'Ihich residents are 
regulal'ly permitted to depart, unaccompanied by any official, for the 
purpose of daily use of community resources such as schools or treatment 
programs, and seeking or holding employment. 

community resources - The supply of public and private rehabilitative 
services available to corrections clients within their area of residence. 

community-based corrections - The provision of correctional services and 
supervision to offenders in their general area of residence, rather than 
in a centralized state facility. A community-based corrections system 
utilizes local rehabilitative and custody resources. 

confinement facility - A correctional facility from which the inmates 
are not regularly permitted to depart each day unaccompanied. 

convict - An adult \'1ho has been found guilty of a felony and \I/ho is con­
fined in a federal or state confinement facility. 

conviction - A judgment of a court, based eithet~ on the verdict of a jury 
OJ' a judicial officer or on the guilty plea of the defendrlnt, that the 
defendant is gui 1 ty of the offense(s) for which he has been tl~ied. 

correctional a~ - A federal, state, or local criminal justice agency, 
'under a single administrative authority, of which the principal functions 
are the investigation, intake screening, supervision, custody, confine­
nlent~ or treatment of alleged or adjudicated adult offenders, delinquents, 
or status offenders. 
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correctional day program - A publicly financed and operated non-residential 
educational or treatment program for persons required, by a judicial of­
ficer, to participate. 

correctional facility - A building or part thereof, set of buildings, or 
area enclosing a set of buildings or structures, operated by a government 
agency for the custody and/or treatment of adjudicated, and committed 
persons, or persons subject to criminal or juvenile justice proceedings. 

correctional institution - A generic name proposed in this terminology for 
those long-te"'m adult confinement facil iti es often call ed "pri sons," 
"fed~ral or state correctional facilities," or "penitentiaY'ies,1I and ju­
venile confinement facilities called "training schools," "reformatories,1I 
"boys' ranches,1I and the like. 

corrections - A generic term which includes all government agencies, fa­
cilities, programs, procedures, personne1 and techniques, concerned with 
the investigation, intake, custody, confinement, supervision, or treatment 
of alleged or adjudicated adult offenders, delinquents, or status offenders. 

crime - An act committed or omitted in violation of a law forbidding or 
commanding it for vlhich an adult can be punished, upon conviction, by in­
carceration and other penalties or a corporation penalized, or for which 
a juvenile can be brought under the jurisdiction of a juvenile court and 
adjudicated a delinquent or transferred to adult court. 

crime against person. - A criminal offense involving physical injury (or 
imminent threat of injury) to another human being. Crimes against person 
include murder, assault, rape 3 robbery, arson, and kidnapping, among other 
offenses. 

cr.ime against property - A criminal offense involving damage to, loss of, 
or unauthorized use of property or other objects of value. Crimes against 
property include theft, larceny, burglary, unauthorized use of a motor 
vehiclt::!, fOI'gery, issuing bud checks, and possession 0f stolen property, 
among others. 

crime against statute - A criminal offense involving activity prohibited 
by law, but without direct injury or threat to persons or property. Crimes 
against statute include perju"'y, bribel'y, drug abuse, cl'iminal activity 
in dl'ugs, and escape fl'om custody, among other offenses. 

criminal histol'Y l'ecol'd information - Informatis·n collected by criminal 
justice agencies on individuals, consisting of identifiable descl'iptions 
and notations of al'l'ests, detentions, indictments, informations 01' other 
formal criminal charges, and any disposition(s) arising thel'efrom, sen­
tencing, correctional supervision, and release. 

criminal justice agency - Any court with cl'iminal jUl'isdiction and any 
other government agency or subunit, which defends indigents, or of which 
the principal functions or activities consist of the pl'evention, detection 
and investigation of crime; the apprehension, detention and pl'osecution of 
alleged offender's; the confinement or official correctional supervision of 
accused or convicted persons, or the administrative or technical support 
of the above functions. 
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criminal justice system - All agencies and individuals that participate 
in processing and supervising persons accused of or convicted of viola­
tions of the criminal la\·/s. The "system" includes, but is not limited 
to, law enforcement and police agencies, prosecutors and defense attor­
neys, courts, \Ictims and witnesses, c0rrections agencies, public and 
private rehabilitative agencies and defendants, clients, and offenders. 
These elements of the "system" often operate very independently, vJithout 
mechanisms for assessing the effects of their actions upon other parts 
of the II system'! • 

diagnosis or classification center - A functional unit within a correc­
tional institution, or a separate facility, \'thich holds persons held in 
custody for the purpose of determining to \~hich correctional facility 
or program they should be committed. 

diversion - The official halting or suspension, at any legally prescribed 
processing point after a recorded justice system entry, of formal crimi­
nal or juvenile justice proceedings against an alleged offender, and re­
ferral of that person to a treatment or care program administered by a 
non-justice agency, or a private agency; or no t~efet'ral. 

ex-offender - An offender who is no longer under the jurisdiction of any 
criminal justice agency. 

group home - A non-confining residential facility for adjudicated adults 
or juveniles, or those subject to criminal or juvenile proceedings, in­
tended to reproduce as closely as possible the circumstances of family 
life, and at minimum providing access to community activities and resources. 

halfway house - A non-confining re;..idential facility for adjudicated adults 
or juveniles, or those subject to criminal or juvenile proceedings, in­
tended to provide an alternative to confinement for persons not suitable 
for probation, or needing a period of readjustment to the community after 
confinement. 

hearing - A proceeding in which arguments, witnesses~ or evidence are 
heard by a judicial officer or administrative body. 

institutional capacity - The officially stated number of inmates or resi­
dents which a correctional facility is designed to house~ exclusive of 
extraordinary arrangements to accommodate overcrowded conditions. 

jail - A confinement facility usually administered by a local la\~ enforce­
ment agency, intended for adults but sometimes also containing juveniles, 
which holds persons detained pending adjudication and/or persons committed 
after adjudication for sentences of a year or less. 

jurisdiction - The territory, subject matter, or person over \~hich lawful 
authority may be exercised. 

level of government - The federal, state, regional, or local county or 
city location of administrative and major funding responsibility of a 
given agency. 



F-4 

offender syn criminal - An adu)t who has been convicted of a criminal of­
fense. 

parole - The status of an offender conditionally released from a confine­
ment faci"l ity pri 0'(' to the expi rati on of hi s sentence, and pl aced under 
the supervision of a parole agency. 

parole agency - A correctional agency, \'Jhich mayor may not include a 
parole authority, and of which the principal functions are the supervision 
of adults or juveniles placed on parole. 

parole authc"'ity - A person or a correctional agency which has the authority 
to release on parole adults or juveniles committed to confinement facilities, 
to revoke parole, and to discharge from parole. 

parole violation - An act or a failure to act by a parolee \~hich does not 
conform to the conditions of his parole. 

parolee - A person who has been conditionally released from a correctional 
institution prior to the expiration of his sentence, and placed under the 
supervision of a parole agency. 

population movement - Entries and exits of adjudicated persons, or persons 
subject to judicial proceedings, into or from correctional facilities or 
programs. 

presentence report - The document resulting from an investigation under­
taken by a probation agency or other designated authority, at the request 
of a criminal court, into the past behavior, family circ~mstances, and 
personality of an adult who has been conficted of a crime, in order to as­
sist the court in determining the most appropriate sentence. 

prior record - Criminal history record information concerning any la\'l en­
forcement, court or correctional proceedings that have occurred before the 
current investigation of, or proceedings against, a person; or statistical 
descriptions of the criminal histories of a set of persons. 

pri son - A confi nement facil i ty havi ng custodi)l authority over adul ts 
sentenced to confinement for more than a year. 

prisoner - A person in custody in a confinement facility, or in the personal 
custody of a criminal justice official while being transported to or behJeen 
confinement facilities. 

prison (sentence) - The penalty of commitment to the jurisdiction of a 
confinement facility system for adults, of which the custodial authority 
extends to persons sentenced to more than a year of confinement. 

probation - The conditional freedom granted by a judicial office)" to an 
alleged offender, or adjudicated adult or juvenile, as long as the person 
meets certain conditions of behavior. 

• 
I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

F-5 

probation a~ syn probation department - A correctional agency of \'lhich 
the principal functions are juvenile intake, the supervision of adults 
and juveniles placed on probation status, and the investigation of adults 
or juveniles for the purpose of preparing presentence or predisposition 
reports to assist the court in determining the proper sentence or juvenile 
court disposition. 

probation officer - An employee of a probation agency whose p)"imary duties 
include one or more of the probation agency functions. 

probation (sentence) - A court requirement that a person fulfill certain 
conditions of behavior and accept the supervision of a probation agency, 
usually in lieu of a sentence to confinement but sometimes including a 
jail sentence. 

probation violation - An act or a failure to act by a probationer which 
does not conform to the conditions of his probation. 

probationer - A person required by a court or probation agency to meet cer­
tain conditions of behavior, who mayor may not be placed under the super­
vision of a probation agency. 

recidivism - The repetition of criminal behavior; habitual criminality. 

revocation - An administrative act performed by a po.role authority remov­
ing a person from parole, or a judicial order by a court removing a person 
from parole or probation, in response to a violation on the part of the 
parolee or probationer. 

revocation hearing - An administrative and/or judicial hearing on the ques­
tion of whether or not a person's probation or parole status should be 
revoked. 

sentence - The penalty imposed by a court upon a convicted persbn, n~ the 
court decision to suspend imposition or execution of the penalty. 

sentence, indeterminate - A statutory provision for a type of sentence to 
imprisonment where, after the court has determined that the convicted per­
son shal1 be imprisoned, the exact length of imprisonment and pa)~ole super­
vision is after\'Jards fixed within statutory limits by a parole authority. 

sentence, mandatory - A statutory requirement that a certain penalty shal1 
be imposed and executed upon certain convicted offenders. 

sentence, suspended - The court decision postponing the pronouncing of 
sentence upon a convicted person, or postponing the execution of a sentence 
that has been pronounced by the court. 

sentence--suspended execution - The court decision setting a penalty but 
postponing its execution. 

sentence--suspended imposition - The court decision postponing the setting 
of a penalty. 
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technical violation - The act of disregarding a specified rule or condition 
of parole or probation that does not involve the conviction for a new crime. 

time served - The total time spent in confinement by a convicted adult be­
fore and after sentencing, or only the time spent in confinement after a 
sentence of commitment to a confinement facility. 

victim - A person who hQS suffered death, physical or mental suffering, 
or loss of property, as the result of an actual or attempted criminal of­
fense committed by another person. 
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