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SUMMARY 

Background 

At the request of the leading parole organizations 
which sponsor the National Probation and Parole ~nsti­
tutes program, the Uniform Parole Reports project was 
initiated in October 1964. An initial FeasibiZity study 
was completed through the collaboration of 24 state 
parole agencies. This work resulted in a grant awa~d by 
the National Institute of Mental Health for a three year 
pilot study to further develop the reporting system. A 
three year continuation grant followed that and since 
March 1972 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
has provided the necessary support. 

Objectives 

The program is .. aimed at the development of a nation­
wide system of uniform parole reporting to provide reli­
able, comparable data by which paroling authorities may 
evaluate their pOlicies and programs on an interstate 
basis. 

Participating Agencies 

Fifty-five agencies in 50 states, the Federal 
Government, and Puerto Rico are presently collaborating 
in the project. Participating agencies, at their own 
expense, contribute time for approximately 100 part- or 
full-time coders in addition to professional staff time 
and travel for collaboration in the program. 

Information System 

The two primary aspects of the system are the data 
collection procedu;es and the programs for feedback of 
results to participants., Items were included in the 
system as a result of intensive deliberation among the 
sponsors, participating agencies, professional co~sult­
arits, and project staff. 

xvii 



Items Included 

Identification Data: 

Name 
Identification Number 
Birth Date 
Sex 
Ethnic Group 
Agency Releasing 
Agency Supervising 

Historical Data: 

Effective Date of Sentence 
Type of Sentence 
Date of Admission to Confinement from 
which Paroled . 
Type of Admission (New comml~~ent,. 
Probation Violation, Parole Vl0latl0n) 
Offense 
Prior Prison Sentences 
Prior Sentences other than Prison 
History of Drug Misu~e 
History of Alcohol Mlsuse 

Parole Performance Data: 

Date of Release to Parole Supervis~o~ 
Length of Time under Parole SupervlSlon 
Parole Performance during Parole: . 

(a) No Difficulties and.No Dl~­
charge or Death dur1ng Th1S 
Period 

(b) If Applicable: Types of 
Difficulty and Date of Ear­
liest Difficulty 

New Offense 
Date of Discharge or Death 
Death (if applicable, whether result of 
criminal act or not) 
Other Data: . 

Multiple items can be derlv7d from 
those listed above. These lnclude 
Age at Admission to ~rison, Age.at 
Release on parole, Tlme Served 1n 
Prison Time to Violation, and 

, . "At R' k II Parole Performance by Tlme 1S • 
Each reporting agency a~so may s~pply 
individualized informat1on on cl1ents. 

xviii 
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Reliability 

Completed studies have demonstrated adequate relia­
bility for the information collected. An Intra-Agency 
Reliability Study, conducted in late 1967, showed an 
overall item reliability coefficient of .84. An Inter­
State Reliability Study produced similar results. 
Additional regular reliability checks were initiated in 
1973. 

Training of Participants 

Periodic staff training for participating agenc~es 
includes a series of seminars for parole officials and 
coder instruction when requested or as determined by 
coding edits to be needed. 

Recorded Data 

Records for over 200 , 000 parolees are now available 
on punch cards and magnetic tape, and 2,000 to 3,000 
cases are added monthly. In order to determine parole 
outcome, each parolee was followed for one year fr~m 

·1965 to 1967. The one year follow-up reporting system 
was established in 1967. Beginning with 1968 parolees, 
two year outcome data also were collected and three year 
follow-up began in 1969. 

Feedback to Agencies 

Reporting procedures include: a report series, 
seminars for paroling authorities, Newsletters, and 
individualized reports to participants based on their 
own parolees. Each agency, or other interested parties, 
may augment these resources by making special requests 
for data analyses. 

Next Steps 

Plans are in progress (in collaboration with the 
sponsors and participants) for furthering the develop­
ment of the system, completing analyses for improved 
prediction and classification procedures, conducting 
further comparative studies of differing parole systems, 
and continuing the seminars for parole officials to 
ensure utilization of research results. 

xix 
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Chapter I 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SYSTEM 

Over 30 years ago l a presidential crime commission 
reported serious deficiencies in essential information 
needed at the national level for the improvement,of 
crime control measures. This commission described 
accurate data as "the beginning of wisdom t " and proposed 
the development of a comprehensive statistical reporting 
system for the criminal justice field. 1 

Similar recommendations were made by the 1967 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra­
tion of Justice. This Commission pointed out that if 
the earlier recommendation had been adopted, the later 
effort "would not have been forced ••• to rely so often on 
incomplete information or to conclude so frequently that 
important questions could not be answered." Describing 
the "state of the art" of criminal justice reporting 
systems, the Commission noted that n ' ••• the United States 
is today, in the era of the high-speed computer, trying 
to keep track of crime and criminals with a system that 
was less than adequate in the days of the horse and 
buggy. "2 . 

Concerning parole information and decision-making, 
the Commission asserted: 

: Parole is a critical. stage in the correc­
tional process. Nationally, the number of 
persons on parole during 1965 was roughly 

lU.S. National Commission on Law Observance and 
Enforcement, Report on Criminal Statistics (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1931). 

2"Criminal Stafistics--An Urgently Needed Resource," 
in U.S. President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Crime and 
Its Impact--An Assessment (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 123. 
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173,000. Good decisions regarding who should 
be paroled, the effectiveness of the parole 
system, the work load involved and other 
important questions depend upon adequate 
statistical information. Studies show that 
even within a single system previous expe­
rience factors rapidly become obsolete and 
that there is therefore a need for continuous 
information feedback. One of the greatest 
problems in effective parole decisionmaking 
has been the lack of reliable statistical 
informa tic.a. 3 

Thus a uniform system of parole reporting was 
identified by the Commission as desirable and importan~ 
for its potential use in the improvement of parole decl­
sions. The commission stated: 

It seems especially important that 
research and experimentation should be under­
taken to develop improved information for use 
in making parole decisions and to discover 
better ways of presenting that information. 
There should be a flow of information on the 
performance in the community of offende:s, 
previously released, so that paro17 offlclals 
will know who succeeded and who falled to 

b 'd' It adopt law-a 1 lng ways. 

Systematic feedback concerning the conseque:t;ces of 
decisions is needed if decision-making is to be lmproved 
at all levels of the administration of criminal justice. 
One administrator addressed this point by summarizing 
some correctional decision-making dilemmas: 

police officers! distr.ict attorneys, 
jailors, defense attorneys, probation officers, 
judges, prison administrators, parole ~oard~, 
parole agents,. all have a number of thlngs ln 
common. Not only are they all players in the 
administration of criminal justice; not only 

3Ibid., p. 131. 
I\,~. 

4U.S. President's Commission on Law Enfor~eme~t and 
Administration of Justice, The ChaZZenge of Cr~me ~n a 
Free Society (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1967), p. 181. 
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are they all public servan.ts; not only are 
they all people sworn to uphold the law; but, 
more importantly, they all must makE~ decisions 
with respect to offenders against the law at 
some point or points from the initial appre­
hension to final discharge. The choices of 
alternative courses are sometimes simple and 
understandable. At other times, they are so 
numerous and complex as to defy the wisdom of 
Solomon and all his court. 5 

After noting the multiple and sometimes conflicti~g 
objectives of the law which compound the difficulty of 
the decision-making task, this administrator adds, with 
understandable frustration, "The decision-maker in the 
labyrinth of crisscross paths in our system of criminal 
justice faces a complexity of frightening difficulties." 
What, he asks, are the expected consequences of a given 
decision, and what facilities are available to test 
decision outcomes? What criteria should be used as a 
basis for a particular kind of decision? Have these 
criteria been tested by systematic examination, or are 
they based on educated guess~s or rationalized prej­
udices? Does the decision-maker have available all the 
pertinent evidence bearing on the case and, if so, how 
should each piece of evidence or combination of inter­
related factors be weighted? And finally, what system 
of "feedback" is available to the decision-maker to help 
him make a "post audit" of his decisions in order to 
improve his future performance? As one means of helping 
to resolve the dilemmas of the decision-maker, this 
administrator called for an increased use of the tools 
of science to replace the "rule of thumb" or "seat of 
the pants" basis for judgments so commo:n in the field of 
corrections. 

It has been remarked that we live forwards, but we 
understand backwards. 6 If there is no procedure for 

5McGee, R. A., "Dilemmas of Decision-Making in 
criminal Matters," American Journal of Oorrections 3 

27(3), 1965, p. 12. 
.' 

6James, W., "Pragmatism's Conception of Truth," 
[formerly, Pragmatism: A New Name for Some OZd Ways of 
Thinking, (Lecture VI), New York, 1907], in Es:says in 
Pragmatism (New York: Hafner Publishing Company, 1955), 
p. 171. 
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observing the consequences of a decision, the decision­
maker is never in a position to ~etermine whether an 
apparently plausible course of action was vindicated by 
later evidence and he has no guide to more effective 
decision-making in the future. 

This is the importance of the concept of "feedback." 
By feedback is meant the knowledge of results stemmil,.'1.g 
from some action previously taken. Fifty years ago it 
was widely believed that learning results from practice. 
Many people still believe this~ but it was pointed out 
long ago that " ••• practice without zeal--with equal 
comfort at success and failure--does 'not' make perfect 
••• ," and that we learn not merely from practice, but 
from its consequences. 7 Since that time, the importance 
of feedback for the improvement of performance has been 
increasingly recognized and repeatedly demonstrated in 
many studies of both individuals ~nd groups. 

The problem of feedback to decision-makers is a 
broad issue in corrections. Not only parole but the 
entire field of corrections is behind the times in the 
development of record keeping for the provision of 
adequate feedback to decision-makers. What does the 
problem mean, more specifically, for parole administra­
tors? 

Nearly every parole board is provided with fairly 
extensive case history information regarding each 
offender. However, there has been little systematic 
study linking this information with the parole outcomes 
that decision-makers hope to achieve. In order to 
improve individual case decisions, systematic feedback 
concerning the results of parole should be available to 
the members of the board. At present, paroling author­
ities generally are guided more by their own selective 
experience and sUbjective judgment than by knowledge, 
derived from systematic study, of the probable conse­
quences of alternative actions. 

The parole administrator who is confronted with the 
task of developing new parole supervision programs fares 
no better than the parole board member. He obviously 
needs to be able to estimate the probable outcomes of 
proposed programs. In the apsence of knowledge of the 

7Thorndike, E. L., The OriginaZ Nature of Man (New 
York: Teachers' College, 1913). 
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r7su~ts obtai~ed with similar programs in other juris­
d~ct~ons, he ~s confronted with the task of decidin 
about n7w programs on the basis of his own experien~e 
or feel~ngs, those of his staff, or on logic alone. 

In order to provide the needed feedback a better 
records system than is now available will be' required 
Such a syst7m would sim1?ly keep tra.ck of parolees and· 
some o~ the~r character~stics and "keep score" in terms 
of the7r 1?arole outcomes. While this may seem elemen­
tary, ~t ~s fundamental to the improvement of decisions. 

Through the collaboration of various parole 'systems 
feedback can be provided not only within agencies, but ' 
among ~hem as,well. In order to be meaningful and 
effect~ve, th~s collaborative effort requires a common 
~anguage for use among the various parole systems and 
~t c~n be greatly facilitated by a common system for 
keep~ng track of paroled offenders and their performance 
on parole. 

An important long-range consideration is whether 
the d 7velopment of such a uniform system limited to 
the f~eld of parole, can assist in meeti~g the larger 
need for,a compre~ensive system of collection, storage, 
an~ 7etr~7val,of ~nformation at all levels of the 
cr~m~na~ Ju~t~ce system. Currently, the major sources 
of part~al ~nformat~on (each meeting a different portion 
of t~e ~eneral requ~rement) are the NationaZ Prisoner 
st~t1..st1..as ~ the Federa'l Bureau of Investigation's 
Un1..form Cr1..me Reports, pUblications of the Bureau of the 
Census, and reports of the Uni'ced States Children's 
Bureau. 

8 
,It is be~ieved that the Uniform Parole Reports 

program f~lls a vo~d not presently addressed by any 
other program. 

T,.,o general approaches to the development of a 

8A relate~ program, dealing with unifo~m reporting 
of men~al hosp~tal population movements, is the Model 
Report~~g Area Program of the Public Health Service. 
The Nat~onal C7nter for Juvenile Justice also is cur­
rently, attemp~~~g to,. establish a national juvenile court 
reportl~g facxl~ty~ Work on the Offender Based State 
Correct~onal In~ormation S¥s~em, sponsored by the Law 
Enforcement Ass~stance Adm~nl,stration, represents the 
~ost ~ece~t e~fort to develop a national, unified crim­
~nal Just~ce ~nformation system known to UPR project staff. 

5 



unified, comprehensive system are possib17 • ~he entire 
task might be approached in a global fashlon ln an 
attempt to meet the differing information needs of 
courts law enforcement agencies, probation systems, 
juvenile and correction agencies, and parole systems. 
This is a large and very complex task., A more manag7 -
able approach would be to develop partlal syst7ms WhlCh 
do not overlap with existing resources, but WhlCh c~n 
fit readily into a more general system to be establlshed 
at a later date. 

Feasibility Study 

Long before the report of the 1967 N~tional Crime 
Commission, cited above 1 there had been, wldesprea~ c(;m­
cern with the problem of generating rellable statlstlcal 
information concerning parole. In April 1956, at the 
National Conference on Parole, attention was called to 
the need for improved parole reporting systems., In 
1964, the Advisory Council on Parole of th7 Natl0n~1 
Council on Crime and .Delinquency, th,rough l·tS Comml tt:~e , . 
on Uniform Parole Reporting Procedu.ces, recommended ':that 
an exploratory project be undertaken to demonstrate 
procedure~ for compiling comparable parole data. ,Follow­
ing this recommendation, the National Parole Instltutes 
initiated a feasibility study at the end of that year. 

'rhe parole programs of the Nation vary markedly in 
size, geography, and economic res?urc7 s. They also,vary 
in extent of use of parole, that lS, ln the proportlon 
of all confined persons who are released under super­
vision on parole. 9 Agencies differ,s~rikingly.in legal 
constraints imposed upon parole declsl0ns and ln th7 
specifics of their parole supervision programs. ThlS, 
wide variation in paroling agency , resources a~d practlces 
complicates the development of unlform reportlng proce­
dures. Nonetheless, only through the developm7nt and use 
of uniform procedures can the experiences of dlfferent 
agencies be shared effectively. If evidence gathered 

9 National Probation and Parole Institutes, Uniform 
Parole Reports Project, "Prison Releases, Paroles, and 
Parole Outcomes," Newstetter, August, 1971, and "Adult 
Felon Release, Parole, and Parole Outcome," Newstetter, 
April, 1974 (Davis, Calif.: NceD Research Center). 
See Appendix B for the latter. 
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about the consequences of parole is based on a wide 
variety of different assumptions, the result is more 
likely to be confusion than enlightenment. 

Comparisons of parole outcomes in different correc­
tional agencies usually are not very meaningful because 
of th7 varia~ions,in accounting and reporting procedures 
~ssoclated !lth dlfferent structures, policies, or 
lnterpretatlons.. The invalid nature of seemingly 
reasonable comparisons is frequently cited. Neverthe­
less, such comparisons are made whenever paroling 
authorities and administrators get together and the 
consequences are quite often misleading. 

The feasibility study initiated by the National 
Parole Institutes was envisioned as part of a general 
plan f?r the orderly development of a uniform parole 
reportlng system. Three phases were proposed: a 
feasibility study, a pilot study, and initiation of the 
fully developed system. 

The purpose of the initial study was to determine 
whether a useful informa.tion system describing the 
results of parole could feasibly be developed as a joint 
effort of paroling authorities. The results showed that 
it could. 

Twenty-nine of the Nation's parole agencies were 
represented at a planning meeting in December 1964. 
Well,aware of t~e many differences among parole agencies, 
but lmpressed wlth the need for uniform reporting of 
parol~ results, they took the following actions. 

1. A simple data collection system (believed 
feasible for use with a large number oi: agencies) was 
devised to keep track of paroled offenders and their 
parole outcomes. 

2. Tentative definitions of critical terms, such 
as "offense classification," "prior prison sentences," 
and "parole performance," were developed. 

3. Two explorations of the feasibility of ten­
tative uniform reporting procedures were planned and 
undertaken: 

.' 

a. Eight agencies participatE;d in a pre­
test of the data collection system by providing 
the needed information monthly to the National 
Parole Institutesti These were: 
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Alabama Board of Pardons and Paroles, 

Colorado State Department of Parole, 

Connecticut State Farm and Prison 
for Women, 

Connecticut Board of Parole, 

Iowa Board of Parole, 

Maryland Department of Parole and 
Probation, 

Ohio Pardon and Parole Commission, 
and 

Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles. 

b. Sixteen additional parole agencie~, 
from Alaska to Florida, explored the appl~ca­
tion of these procedures in their own systems 
by studying representative samples of paroled 
offenders and reporting the results to the 
National Parole Institutes. 

rrhis joint effort by more than half of ~he 
state and Federal parole agencies of the Nat~on 
four important results: 

adult 
produced 

First, a very useful beginning was made toward,the 
creation of a common vocabulary. Twenty-four agenc~es 
reported little difficulty in applying the codes and 
definitions in their own systems. 

Second, a workable data collection, system wa~ 
devised .. One full year of experience, w~th the tr~al 
procedures for regular monthly report~ng showed that 
these methods could provide a firm base for the develop­
ment of the needed system. A variety of pc;trole systems 
demonstrated that not only could they prov~de the needed 
data but they could do so on a r~gular sche~ule., An 
initial reliability study (descr~bed later ~n th~s , 
report) suggested that differ~nt peop~e can agree qu~te 
well in coding the necessary ~nformat~on from case 
records. 

'l'hird, it was demonstrated that procedure~ <?oul~ be 
devised for providing regular fee~ba<?k to par~~c~pat~ng 
agoncies concerning the character~st~cs of pr~soners 
purolod and their parole performance. 
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Fourth, the need for continuation and expansion of 
the uniform parole reporting system was documented. 
The study was initiated with very limited goals--ta 
identify problems and test procedures. 

The data collected revealed differences among 
agencies in parolee performance. Tables I-I and I-II 
illustrate these differences with a parole follow-up 
period of one year for all SUbjects. (These tables, 
and Table I-III below, include only males paroled 
between April 1, 1964 and March 31, 1965, and exclude 
all persons discharged without violation before one 
year). The proportion of parolees who either absconded 
or were returned to prison ranged from 21 to 58 percent. 
If parolees of the agencies studied were equally likely 
to become parole violators, the odds against finding 
differences as large as these are more than 1,000 to 
one. Thus, the results showed clearly that interagency 
comparisons of parolee performance must take into 
account differences in the kinds of offenders who are 
paroled. The type of offense, the person's status as a 
probation or parole violator, his previous imprisonment, 
and his drug use history are predictiVe of parole 
performance. 

Earlier research often has shown relationships 
between offense classification (at commitment to prison) 
and parole violation rates. 10 Property offenses are 
usually associated with ·a higher violation rate. In 
many jurisdictions, auto theft has been associated with 
the highest rate of parole violation. Other kinds of 
stealing (including forgery and burglary) have been 
repeatedly shown to be associated with a greater likeli­
hood of parole violation. Crimes against persons, 
including homicide and rape, have often been found to 
be associated with the lowest parole violation rates~ 

These ch~racteristic results of earlier studies may 

lOGlaser, D., Gross PersonaZ Charaateristias and 
ParoZe Outaome (New York: National COUncil on Crime and 
Delinquency, 1964); Glaser, D., The Effeativeness of a 
Prison and ParoZe S~stem (New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 
1964); Gottfredson, D. M. and R. F. BeVerly, "Develop­
ment and Operational Use of Prediction Methods in 
Correctional Work," Proaeedings of the SoaiaZ Statistias 
Section of the Ameriaan StatistiaaZ Assoaiation 
(Washington, D.C.: American Statistical Association, 
1962) • 
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Table I-I 
PAROLE PERFORt-!ANCE WITH ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF PAROLEES FROt-! EIGHT AGENCIES 

Parole Performance 

Continued on Parole 

Continued on Parole After 
}linor Conviction(s) 

Returned to prison, No Viola­
tion 

.l\bsconder 

Returned to Prison as a Tech­
nical Violator with No 
conviction(s) 

I
,· Returned to prison as a Tech­

nical Violator with ~linor 
or Lesser Conviction(s) or 

I 
in Lieu of Pro!;ecution on 
Minor or L~sser Offen!;es 

1 
Return. cd to Prisen as a Tech­

nical Vio),ator on a "Najor 
i offense" Charge and Returned; 
I in r.ieu of Prosecution ' 
~ 
;CQnv~cted ~~d Reco~~tted to 

~risen 1n Sa~ Jurisdictian 
~ with New MajOr ccnvicticn{s} 
~ 
\ C-<:'nl,'l(;'tcd a."'la E<::;;:,,:~ t.ted to 
i i'n,scn in il.ny Other .!u.!:i,s­
~ d~etl.cn ""it~ ~e,,' ~3a2or 
" t"¢n"l.~tl.;;:nh'! 

A 

No.1 % 
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TABLE I-III 

OFFENSE AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE* 

Parole Performance 

Number ' Number Per-
Favorable I Unfavorable cent 
(No Major (Major Favor- Total 

Difficulty) able Number 
Offense Difficulty) 

Homicide, 
100 6 94 106 

Manslaughter 
159 61 72 220 

RobJ::>ery 
Aggravated Assault 53 12 82 65 

301 161 65 462 
Burglary 
Forgery I Fraud, or 
Larceny by Check 105 114 48 219 

Theft or Larceny, 
105 53 66 158 

Except Vehicle 
32 43 43 75 

Vehicle Theft 
24 9 73 33 

Other Fraud 
25 6 81 31 

Rape. 
Sex Offenses 

33 10 77 43 
Against Juveniles 

4 75 16 
Other Sex Offenses 12 

Violation of 
32 22 59 54 

Narcotic Drug Laws 
51 8 86 59 

All Others 

T01l'AL 1,032 509 67 1,541 

Chi-square = 118.50 which, with 12 degrees of freedom, is 
significant at the 1 percent level of confidence. 

*Females have been excluded from this and subsequent 
tables in this section. 
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be compared with those of Table I-III, which shows the 
proportion with favorable outcomes, by offense cate­
gories, in the sample studied. As expected from earlier 
studies, homicide, manslaughter, and assault classifica­
tions are associated with the highest proportion of 
favorable parole performance. The category with the 
lowest percentage of favorable parole outcome (43 per­
cent) during the one year follow-up period is vehicle 
theft. Similarly confirming earlier studies, the 
offense classification of forgery, fraud, or larceny by 
check is the next lowest, with 48 percent in the favor~ 
able category. 

Considering the offender's superv~s~on status, new 
court commitments generally were found more often among 
the group with no major difficulty than were parole 
violators re-released to parole supervision. Men 
classified as parole violators returned to correctional 
institutions without new court commitments were found 
proportionately less often in the favorable parole out .... 
come group. 

TABLE I-IV 

TYPE OF ADMISSION AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE 

Parole Performance 
Number Number Per-

Favorable Unfavorable cent 
Type of (No Major (Major Favor- Total 

Admission Difficulty) Difficulty) able Number 

New Court Com-
mitment 

Not from Pro-
bation 752 354 68 1,106 

Probation 
Revoked 145 61 70 206 

Parole Violator I 
No New 
COTI1ffii tment 67 58 54 125 

With New " 

Commitment 68 36 65 104 

TOTAL 1,032 509 67 1,541 

Chi-square = 11.83 which, with 3 degrees of freedom, is 
significant at the 1 percent level of confidence. 
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Past criminal record has been found, by a variety 
of approaches in many jurisdicti~ns! }nOablerreec~~~~dc~~ be 

1 f m ce Of course, cr:Lm~ paro e per or an • 11. d' .. d al' s prior . ter reted in different ways. An In :LVl.U . 
~~imi~ality is officially known only by cr:Lmes f~~.Wh:LCh h; was apprehended and his offense recorded, so :L~ 

orc! ma be incomplete. Nevertheless, lower paro e 
~i~lationYrates have been consistently.f~und f~~oi~ose 
with no prior criminal record. In a<;ld:Ltlon, p rio.r 
violation rates generally inc~ease W:Lt~ ~U~bye~h~fd~ta in 
prison terms, a finding that :LS suppor e 
Table I-V. 

TABLE I-V 

NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO ADULT CORRECTIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS (REFORMATORIES OR PRISONS) 

AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE 

Parole Performance 

Number Number Per-
Number of Favorable Unfavorable cent 

prior Prison (No Major (Major Favor- Total 
Commitments Difficulty) Difficulty) able Number 

None 704 257 73 961 

One 197 140 58 337 

Two 80 56 59 136 

Three 32 34 48 66 

Four or More 19 22 46 41 

TOTAL 1,032 509 67 1,541 

Chi-square = 50.38 Which, with 4 degrees o~ freedom, is 
significant at the 1 percent level of conf:Ldence. 

It Glaser, Gross Personal Characteristics"' 3 ibid.~ 

Gottfredson and Beve71y! ibid.; Goti;r~~~~~ta~d ~~iin­
"Assess~e~t ana pre:~~~~~~,~e2~~~ssion on Law Enforceme~t 
quaney,. 7n 

U.S: Pr f J stice Task Force Report: Juven~le 
and AdmJ.nJ.stratJ.on 0 u. A endi~ K (Washington, D.C.: 
lJe l-1:,nqU:(1n~y (Ul,cZ YOZ! th . cr~mOef';f' pp 1967) pp. 171-187. 
U.S. Government prlntJ.ng lce, , 
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A history of illegal use of drugs( particularly of 
opiates, has been conSistently reported to be related to 
parole violation; persons with no previous history of 
narcotics USe are less likely to violate the conditions 
of their parole. While evidence concerning the relative 
risk of persons committed for narcotic Offenses is 
inconsistent, 12 where a history of abuse of drugs is 
considered (rather than the legal offense category), 
then relatively high violation rates generally are found. 
When the 1,541 men in the initial one year follow-up 
were classified with respect to known drug abuse history 
and parole performance( 69 percent of the men with no 
known history of drug abuse, and only 49 percent of . 
those with a known drug abuse history, were found in the 
favorable outcome group. 

The age of the offender also has been shown, repeat­
edly and in a nUmber of jurisdictions, to be related to 
parole violation. 13 In general, younger parolees have 
been found to have higher violation rates. This con­
Sistently reported result was not supported by the data 
collected in this initial study, since the differences 
in parole performance by age group could be attributed 
to chance. 

The study also showed that there are differences 
among agencies in the kinds of persons released under 
parole supervision. If the agencies studied tended to 
parole persons with similar offenses, the odds against 
finding differences as 'large as those Shown in Table I-VI 
are greater than 1,000 to one. If these agencies tended 
to parole persons with similar histories of prison com­
mitment, the odds against finding differences in prior 
prison records as large as those shown in Table I-VII 
are more than 100 to one. 

Taken together, these results indicate that parole 
outcome rates of different agencies cannot be meaning­
fully compared unless differences in the kinds of 
Offenders paroled are considered~ That is, if agencies 
parole different types of offenders, some of which are 
better risks than others, then this must be taken into 
account in any comparison of outcome rates. At this 
juncture, it is important to note that the results of 

12 Glaser, ibid. 

13 Ibid. 
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the study reported here did not indicate that some 
agencies were more effective than others in terms of 
parole outcomes. Rather they showed that making compar­
isons among various agencies is not a simple matter, but 
that meaningful analyses of parole experience can be 
made if they are based on uniform reporting from diverse parole systems. 

Pilot Studz 

The second phase in the development of the uniform 
reporting system was ini tia·ted as a pilot proj ect on . 
February 1, 1966. This program was guided by four assumptions: 

1. The system should be developed as a joint enter­
prise of the paroling authorities and administrators 
themselves. A large number of the Nation's parole 
boards and parole directors participated directly in 
planning and implementing the program. This involvement 
and commitment to the program was assumed to be necessary 
for both the collection of useful information and its 
most effective utilization in parole decision-making and 
program development. 

2. A variety of feedback programs are necessary in 
order to ensure that the results of the information 
system are communicated effectively to administrators. 
A secondary goal of the feedback programs is the main­
tenance of agency invo'l vement., 

3. Information useful to administrators will stem 
from analyses of "natural variation" among parole sys­
tems. Such analyses demonstrated marked differences in 
types of offenders paroled by various agencies, indicat­
ing that direct comparisons of parole outcomes are 
likely to be misleading. Promising exploratory studies 
Suggested that meaningful analyses and reporting may be 
accomplished if appropriate statistical methods are used 
to control for demonstrated variations in offender samples. 

4. The reporting system should be designed to fit 
later into a more in~lusive system of criminal justice 
reporting. For example, summary reporting of population 
movement, needed for a larger system of information in 
criminal justice, can be generated readily from the 
present system once full participation by all parole . . agencies has been achleved. Also, components of 
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institutional information can be added to the system; 
the resulting correctional reporting system would mesh 
naturally with both Uniform Parole Reports and National 
Prisoner Statistics. It may ultimately be possible to 
develop a probation reporting system in an analogous 
fashion, with common definitions.l~ 

As a first step in the pilot project, a second 
national meeting was called in order to review results 
of the initial study and plan for further development of 
the system. Twenty-nine of the Nation's parole agencies 
were represented by 40 top-level parole administrators 
at tha't meeting in Chicago in May 1966. Decisions were 
reached concerning a large number of specific items; the 
group recommended continuation of the basic data co1lec·­
tion procedures without major changes. Expansion of the 
program by the addition of parole systems was endorsed. 
Item definitions were revised in order to eliminate 
ambiguity and improve reliability. Suggested additional 
items generally were rejected in order to keep the sys­
tem simple, and feasible, for participation by a large 
number of agencies. Only one item was added: history 
of alcohol abuse. 

Relatively minor procedural revisions were made and 
incorporated into an updated Coding Manua~ (Appendix A) • 

Collaboration 

Steady progress has been made in the recommended 
expansion of the program by the inclusion of a larger 
number of parole agencies. By the summer of 1969, data 
on more than 60,000 parolees had been contributed by a 
majority of the Nation's adult agencies and 55 parole 
systems (including parole agencies in 50 states) had 
begun to collaborate in the program. By the end of 1974 
there were more than 200,000 parolees in the data base 
and plans were being formulated for including Canada and 
Guam in the program. All state adult parole systems 
(listed in Figure 1) now have agreed to collaborate in 
the project. 

l~ A preliminary investigation of the feasibility of 
this suggestion is described in Venezia, P. S. and A. W. 
Cohn, Uniform Probation Reports: A Feasibi~ity study 
(Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research Center, December, 1968). 
This work was re-focused and expanded during 1972-73; 
see Venezia, P. S., M. G. Neithercutt, and R. P. Sweet, 
Tho 'Bay AI'sa Counties Probation Research Project (Davis, 
Calif.: NeCD Research Center, May, 1973). 
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ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 
DISTRICT OF 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
PUERTO RICO 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
U. S. FEDERAL 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

COLUMBIA 

.' 

Board of Pardons and Paroles 
Board of Parole 
B~a:d.o! Pardons and Paroles 
D~v~s~on of Probation and Parole 
Youth Authority 
Adu.lt Authority 
W~m7n~s Board of Terms and Paroles 
D~v~s~on of Adult Parole 
Division of Parole 
Correctional Institution for Women 
Board of Parole 
Board of Parole 
Probation and Parole Commission 
Board of Pardons and Paroles 
Boar~ o~ Paroles and Pardons 
Comm~ss~on for Pardons and Parol 
Parole and Pardon Board e 
Parole Boalrd 
Board of Parole 
B~a:d.of Probation and Parole 
D~v~s~on of Probation and Parole 
Div~s~~n of Probation and Parole 
P:o~a~~on and Parole Board 
Dr:l1.s~on of Parole and Probation 
Board of Parole 
Parole Board 
Department of Corrections 
Probation and Parole Board 
Board of Probation and ~arole 
Board of Pardons 
Board of Parole 
Department of Parole and Probation 
Board of Parole 
Parole Board 
Adult Parole Board 
Department of Correctional Services 
Board of Paroles 
Parole Department 
Adult Parole Authority 
Pardon and Parole Board 
Board of Parole and Probation 
Board of Probation and Parole 
Parole Board 
Bureau of Probation and Parole 
Probation and Parole Board 
Board of Pardons and Paroles 
Board of Pardons and Paroles 
Board of Pardons and Paroles 
Board of Parole 
Board of Pardons 
Board of Parole 
Probation and Parole Board 
Board of Prison Terms and Paroles 
B~a:d.of Probation and Parole 
D~v~s~on of Correction 
Department of Probation and Parole 

Figure I-I 

Parole Agencies Collaborating in the 
Uniform Parole Reports Program 
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The steps taken by participating agencies in the 
davol0pment of these procedures provide a solid founda­
tion for a uniform parole reporting system. As this 
encourages and facilitates more systematic feedback ~o 
parol(~ decision-makers about the consequences of thel.r 
c1~ciaions and the shaxing of experiences so one agency 
may learn from another, the system provides a necessary 

sarvicc.. 

The Data collection process 

Subject~. The subjects of the Uniform Parole 
Reports p:rogram are defined as persons who, while serving 
a m3ximUIn sentence of one year or more in a correctional 
institutionr are released as a result of discretionary 
action by a paroling authority to serve a portion of 
their sentence under active parole supervision in the 
United states, puerto Rico, the virgin Islands, or 
Canada. Persons excluded, therefore, are those released 
with no active parole supervision, those whose release, 
is not the result of a discretionary action by a parolln9 
authority, persons discharged on expiration of sentence, 
thorm relct1sed to custody of any sort (e. g., deportation 
or terminal medical cases), and persons released to go 

. 

outside the (Jnited States and Canada. 

Pa:rticipation in the program by parole agencies of 
the united States is now complete but several of the 
lut'q(~st agencies, due to work load restrictions, report 
on only a random sample of their parolees and not all 
agencies report throughout every year. For 1973 
releases, the percentages reported by all participants 

wore: 

1\lubuma 25% Idaho 100% 

Arizona 
100% Illinois 100% 

Arkansas 
100% Indiana 25% 

California: 
Iowa 100% 

CYA Mala 15% Kansas 100% 

eVA Female 100% Kentucky 100% 

C()C Mule 15% LOuisiana 100% 

CDC Female 100% Maine 100% 

colorudo 100% Maryland 25% 

connecticut Female 100% Massachuset;ts 100% 

1)Qlawarc 100% Michigan 18% 

District of Columbia 100% Minnesota 100% 

l~lt)rida 
100% Mis s is~"iJ?pi 100% 

noorqia 50% Missoul:,'i 100% 

Ha\\f\\ii 
100% Montana 100% 
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Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

10% 
100% 
100% 

10% 
100% 
100% 

25% 
100~ 
100% 

South carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin: 

Male 
Female 

Wyoming 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

25% 
100% 
100% 

Each month, partici t' listings of all p pa l.ng parole agencies prepare 
month, including :~s~~:s~aI~!~~,~~rin~ the previous 
~ype of release. Additio l' ~ l.cat70n ~umber and 
l.ncluded; some agencies e~a In ormatl.on lS often 
listings, ,with all items c~~ ~:~d code sheets instead of 
Others report on punched car~s. ed up to date of release. 

Project staff eliminate all cases 
the above definition and initiate cod which do not fit 
others not already in the form e sheets for all 
by filling in all items POSS'bl

of c~de shee~s or cards 
on the list. For a enci 7 e uSl.ng the l.nformation 
contributions, the ~Dpro~~i=~!h l~SS ~han 100 percent 
made by using a tabl~ of d se ectl.on of cases is 
listing of all code sheetra~ om numbers. A follow-up 
and code sheets are sent ~OlS created,and the listing 
the month of release Th the ~gencl.es one year after 
eliminations that ar~ nec:s:~~ncl.es ~ake any further 
the follow-up listing and y~dnotl.ng the reasons on 
ing cases. ' provl. e data for the remain~ 

Offender Attributes and h Information coded for the C ar~cteristics Studied 
review of individual case ~Ylstem ~s obtained by careful 
des 'b d ' 1 es. Items reported 

crl. e l.n the Coding ManuaL (A ' ppendix A), are: 

Birth Date 
Effective Date of Sentence 
Date of Admission 
Type of Admission 
Date of Release 
Parole Performance 
Date of Difficulty 

.' 

Months Under Supervision 
Date of Discharge or Death 
Offense 
Type of Sentence 
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Prior Prison 
Other Prior Sentence 
Drug Abuse 
Alcohol Abuse 
New Offense 
Death· 
Ethnic Group 
Sex 
Agency Paroling 
Agency Receiving 

i 
,t 



Q!!t:a C(')llaction s3~stem Procedures. Projec.t staff 
ahack tEe code-sheets :or error.s, keypunch all data 
Oy.copt .n.atooG, and chec~k the number of punched cards 
aqainstthe corrected ;f;ollow,..up list.. This card deck is 
the aource ~>f da;/:.a for the monthly update of the computer 
data file" 

Each lUOk'lth, the n~ew data deck is used for a three-part 
UpdAte: of the Uniform Parole Reports data tape: 

1. All data items are checked for illegal values 
O~ relationships (that is, for codes which are invalid 
,in terms of the definitions in the Coding ManuaZ. or for 
il109ical ra.lationships) as indicated below: 

Column l"iald 
Ii· ... 

1- 4 Birth Date 

5- 8 Effective 
Oato of 
Sontence 

9"'l2 Do-to of 
Admission 

13 'l,tYPQ of 
Admission 

14-1.$ Offense 

~:ceptable Values 

Four-digit integer 
with first two 
digits between 01 
and 12; last two 
d:Lgits between year 
of record minus 85 
and year of record 
minus 15 

Four-digit integer 
with first twC) 
digits between 01 
and 12 

Four-digit integer 
with first two 
digits between 01 
and 12 

0, 1, 2, 3 

01, 02, 10 I 11 f 
20, 30, 40 .. 50, 
60, '61, 70-74, 
SO, al t 90 

lG 'rype. of 0, 1 
S(m\!onct.), 
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Relations Required 

Less than Effective 
Date of Sentence by 
15 years or more 
(except Agency 57 
where value is 12) 

Less'than or equal 
to Date of AdmJ.ssion, 
except Agencies XX, 
00, 56, 85, and 93, 
unless Type of Admis­
sion is 3 or Type of 
Sentence is 1 

Less than or equal 
to Date of Release 

Column Field Acceptable Values Relations Required 
17 Prior Prison Ot 1 , . • ., 9 

18 Other Prior 0 1 
, , 0 0 0, 9 Sentence 

19 Drug Use 0 1 , 
20-23 Date of 

Release 

24 Follow-up 
Period 

25 Parole 
Performance 

26-29 Date of 
Difficulty 

Four-digit integer 
with first two 
digits between 01 
and 12 

Equal to or less 
than Date of Diffi­
culty and/or pate 
of Dischar,ge or 
Death, if either of 
those two is present; 
use the lesser if 
both present 

1, 2, 3 

0,1, 0 0 0,9, 
X, Y 

Four-digit integer 
with first two 
digits -between 00 
and 12 

~ code allowed only 
~f columns 66-68 
read "CYA" 

If present, must be 
between Date of 
Release and Date of 
Release plus 12, 24, 
or 36* months; must 
be present if Parole 
Performance is non-O­
must be 0000 if ( 
Parole Performance 
is 0; if Date of 
Difficulty and Date 
of Discharge or Death 
are present, Date of 
Difficulty must be 
equal to or less than 
Date of Discharge or 
Death 

30-31 New Offense 00 01 02 " , ,10, Must be non-DO if 
Parole Performance is 11, 20, 3D, 40, 

50, 60, 61, 70-
74, 80, 81, 90 

*oepending on value in Column 24. 
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5, 7, 8, or X; must be 
00 if Parole Performance 
is 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 6 
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pield 
iti 

Acceptable Values 
'"" 

Relations Required 

MonthS Under 0'0, 01, ••• , 36* 
supervision 

If both Date of Diffi­
culty and Date of 
Discharge or Death 

34-37 Date of 
Oischarge 
or Death 

3 e: l)Qrn't.h 

3~\ Aleohol 

441 Ethnic 
Group 

~16""'11r Agency 
Receiving 

FOur-digit integer 
wi't:.h first two 
digits between 00 
and 12 

0,1, •.• ,4 

0, 1 

0, 1, ••• , 6 
or blank. 

1, 2 

are absent, then must 
be 12, 24, or 36;* 
not to exceed Date of 
Discharge minus Date 
of Release, if present 
(alloW +1 month); not 
less than Date of 
Difficulty minus Date 
of Release, if present 
(allow -1 month) 

If present, must be 
between Date of 
Release and Date of 
Release plus 12, 24, 
or 36* months; must 
be present if Dea~h 
Code is non-O or 1f 
Months Under Super­
vision is non-12 , 
24 36* and Date of 
Difficulty is 0000 

1-4 codes present 
only when Date of 
Discharge or Death 
is non-OOO O 

00-15, 20-22, 30-34, 
40-46, 50-58, 60-63, 
70-73, 80-87, 90, 
91, 93-96, 98, 99 

24 

Certain items have additional edits applied ,.,hen 
they are submitted on two year follow-up. 

Column Field 

26-29 Date of 
Difficulty 

34-37 Date of 
Discharge 
or Death 

Acceptable Values Relations Required 

If present, must be 
equal to or greater 
than Date of Release 
plus 12 months and 
equal to or less 
than Date of Release 
plus 24 months 

If present, must be 
equal to or greater 
than Date of Release 
plus 12 and equal to 
or less than Date of 
Release plus 24 
months 

Analogous relationships are required in the three 
year follow-up edit. 

Column Field 

26-29 Date of 
Difficulty 

34-37 Date of 
Discharge 
or Death 

Acceptable Values Relations Required 

If present, must be 
equal to or greater 
than Date of Release 
plus 24 mon'ths and 
equal to or less 
than Da'ce of Release 
plus 36 months 

If present, must be 
equal to or greater 
than Date of Release 
plus 24 and equal to 
or less than Date of 
Release plus 36 
months 

2. The following items are among those derived 
from input data: ~ 

Number of years in prison 
Age at admission/release 
Several two-way breakdowns of: 
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Typo of Admission 
Offense 
Parole Performance 
Prior prison 
Other Prior sentence 

, t d in 'the data file ] All correct data are 1nser e , , 
., i (if any) are made. a.ni·i r(~que!Jtad t.1alct ons 

1 l' t f errors is printed and 
An uptlilt(! oummary anc 1& 0 tape is used for 

<1 «._~opy of tJ'm datu tapc:! is made: ::he for error 
.uHllytmo of tho data and tho pr1nt out 
t·(Jl"roGtlOt1. 

dint out are returned from an 
Nilan 1;hc cards. an)~~ors- indicated on the print-out 

uu,latn, all cards w1th ok' f'l d The code sheets 
(1;'>nil~Dt:roy(ul untI" the de~ 15 thl. ~iies error sheets are 
\1ith orro:t'G iu:e r.cn;OVCd) ~o:nci:s for ~orrectionl and 
pff'parml amI Dent to, the. d q in the error file. When the 
thn tomtin nhccts are plac~ netv cards are punched and 
"rf'Ol" l'1hentn urn rct.urne l' t and the error sheets are 
onhnritted in the l\Gxt up<. a e 
fi,lpd'with t1\<:! valid code sheets. 

~. of corrected data have been 
N1Hm a cnlcul.hlr ye.ar h cks may be made, 

. -I r'~ special error c e ~HMf'tl to tw ,ilP;"'li" te or missing records, extreme 
m,H~,h iln ChN!ks f,or dup cu . pr1' son for a minor offense), , " . 1 ( co years 1U . . 
~l.l.t!l \M lIOn C\. g:, , =.> j 1 t ts the data tape 1S used for 
4't t'. Aft:e1-:" passl.ng a., as t 

Olatiotieal analyses. 
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limited. The fact that not all agencies participate 
fully in the program restricts the generalizability of 
findings with r~spect to parole in the united States. 
This is not intended as criticism of either the partic­
ipants or the program--agencies can contribute clerical 
staff time to the program only to the extent of avail­
able resources and other program priorities, and the 
original aim of the project in this respect was rela­
tively modest (participation by a sample of about 20 
agencies). Nevertheless, the combined data from all 
participating agencies reflect a biased sample of all 
United States agencies, since agencies contribute da±a 
for samples in varying proportions. 15 

The limited scope of information on the individual 
offender may be discussed under three general headings: 
the liEe history information available at intake to 
prison, information that becomes available during con­
finement, and information concerning parole performance. 

Only a few life history items are obtained, some 
quite crudely. Restriction of the number of items 
included appeared to be necessary if the system were to 
be workable. Information found in case files in the 
various agencies is quite variable and many items of 
interest to paroling authorities who took part in plan­
ning meetings were not included since it was reported 
that the items would not be widely available. Other 
proposed items were excluded primarily to keep the data 
collection procedures as simple, and thus as practical, 
as possible in terms of available clerical staff time. 
Even some items shown in other studies to be associated 
with parole outcome (e.g., age at first arrest, number 
of arrests, number of aliases) were excluded on these 
grounds. 16 

15 For a discussion of the differences this bias may 
introduce, see National Probation and Parole Institutes, 
Uniform Parole Reports Project, "1969 Parolees--Some 
Estimates," Newsletter, September, 1972 (Davis, Calif.: 
NceD Research Center). Current working papers (on 1971 
parolees) indicate tbat the sampling does not affect 
parole performance but does underestimate drug abuse and 
alcohol abuse (by 7 and 5 percentage points, respectively). 

16 Gottfredson, D. M., op. cit. supra note 11, 
pp. 171-187. 

27 



TL'hH amount of available information incr.ea~3es with 
tlm(~tHl tha prisoner serves his sentence but this also 
10 axtt'cmaly variable among agencies. Length 0:1: time 
nerved before parole may be calculated from date of 
.rcccption in prison and date of parole. However, the 
oyfH:.am prm:wntly includes no information concerning 
protJrmn atJsi~1nment ot' participation or adjustment to 
vrioon or parolu plans, and it contains no assessment 
of changes the person may have undergone during confine­
ment. 

. I"l,nally,tha shortcomings of the very limited 
a:rltnriaof parole performance must be emphasized. 
There aro threo major limitations of these criteria: 

1.. '.rho parole outcome measures are based only upon 
f)ffi(;:i.11 actions I which arc dependent upon the behavior 
of bC.Jth tho parolee and the relevant authorities. Thus, 
the parolo violi.ltion criteria may be as much a measure 
of tho parolo oyotcm as of paroZee performance; cer­
tainly/ violation indices must be considered a product 
of both of these> components. 

Ttl(~ implications of this deficil:mcy in -the parole 
rmrfcu:mancc criteria for any evaluation study are pro­
fmmd. Varii.l tiona in outcome may be. due to differences 
in ptLl"olc o!lo tc:mu rather than differi:lmces in the 
hohavior of paroleos within these systems. In addition 
tn behavior exhibited by the parolee, variations in the 
logal otructurGS providing the basis for the parole 
npel*{l t~ion, 11 differences in philosophy concerning parole r 
('m(l imU vidual ~1i:fferences in the perception of parolee 
bflhuvj,ol:' all may t)lay a role in structuring parole out­
Gome. SimilarlYt vtll:iations in the degree of surveil­
lance eXQrcisod by parole officers and differences among 
}ul"indieJtions in the procedures followe.d when the isslle 
tJf pmJuible parole violation arises both may have con­
nid.prabl{~ impact upon violation rates. In order to 
oepal?uto the aspocts of violation attributable to the 
t~ytrtom frt)m ·thOSf~ clu.e to parolee behavior, better meas­
\U'eu ot' tlR~ lattor \'lill be needed. 

:fl. 'l\h~ parOle. outcome me~sures published this year 
\l.fe huo~d for tho first time. on three. years of follow-up 
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study of each parolee. 
years are thought to b ~en~rally, at least two or three 
l~rge jurisdiction __ ineWh~~~rable; in a study in one 
eJ.ght years after parole-- p~rol~es w~re follo'YTed for 
new,major offenses, were f;~~~ e vJ.olatJ.ons, including 
p~rJ.od. While violations tend ~hroughout the eight year 
tJ.onately less often as t' e to be found propor-
after the first two year J.me went on, this was so only 
prop07"tions of parole vi~iatr~~:r~llY, the cumulai:ive 
functlon of the logarithm f J.ncreased as a linear 
three year data need to b 0 mo~th~ after parole. lB Our 
their full implications e mbul tJ.plJ.ed over time before 

can e understood. 

3. The exclusion fro t 
J;ehavioral acts of con sid m ~ ud.r of a variety of 
J.ng authorities is anothe~r~,l~ 7nterest to most parol­
example, no measures of al ~mJ.tJ.ng feature. For 
and no assessments of co 01 or drug abuse on parole 
are obtained. employment or of social adjustment 

Potential of the D t a a Collection System 

The pilot study demo t 
Uniform Parole Reports ns rated the feasibility of the 
This has been followed ~~o~~a~,data collection procedures 
capability of the system to n J.n~ed demonstration of the . 
a~l,United- States agencies provld~ a needed service to 
VJ.SlOn of information re~ponsJ.ble for parole Pro 
a , concernJ.ng the r It • -

gency s own programs is a first s esu s of an 
of the effectiveness of th tep toward evaluation ese programs. 

Two major weaknesses in cr' , 
~ram research and practice J.me.and delJ.nquency pro-
lnforrnation for program eva~ret~ypJ.cally (1) inadequate 
ensure research utilization ua ~on a~d (2) failure to 
Un~form Parole Reports pro ;amT,e maJor, strength of the 
unJ.q~e opportunity for deai, l~ that J.t presents a 
The lnformation system has ~ng wJ.th both of these issues. 
developed as a joint effort e~n (and must continue to be) 
responsible for action ro 0 parole administrators 
~truc~ured in such a wa~ t~~~m~hand the program has been 
~mmedJ.ate use. e product may find 

18 
Gottfredson, D. M. and K B 

Off~ndep Classifioations and p~poi Balla~d, .Jr., 
Callf.: California Medical F 'l,e pped~ot~on (Vacaville 
Study of Crime and Deli aeJ. lty, Institute for the ' 

nquency, December, 1966). 
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'l!he need £Ol:' a comprehensive system for collection, 
storage, a.nd ret.rieval of information related to crime 
and ilelinqu.ency has been widely recognized. The present 
project has demonstrated, for the area of parole, that 
if the aims and procedures of the system are developed 
by research workers and practitioners together, then 
incrcaseucommitment to the program may be expected. If 
the syst:em' s development follo\'ls a flexible course and 
romains responsive to the needs and interests of admin­
istrators, increased commitment to the product may be 
nnticipatad. The application of research findings 
ahould result from administrative commitment to an 
information system with recognized relevance to practi­
cul issues. 

It should be emphasL~ed that parole follow-up 
infoX'mation, uniformly collected by the Nation's parole 
agancias,t can be helpful not only in comparing outcomes 
of different agencies (perhaps the most obvious use of 
auch a system) butt more important, in providing admin­
istrators with feedback concerning the outcomes of their 
OWn actions and, especially, in stimulating further 
research. MallY of the agencies now participating in the 
program have no research programs and many have no 
adminis,trative accounting system (except for the Uniform 
Parole Reports data) to provide a basis for evaluation. 
'rho u,niform parole reporting system, d.espi te its simpli­
city, provides such a basis and, therefore, can contrib­
utQ markadly to the encouragement of program evaluation 
research in agencies which previ()usly have hardly "kept 
score." . 

l'erhups the most significant potential impact of 
l~ho program is increased agency effor.ts to obtain 
empitical confirmation or refutation of testable hypo­
thoses busio to parole programs. In the absence of such 
offorts, it can be expected that the widespread practice 
of basing parole decisions on vague hunches, rather than 
upon sy~ternat~c ana~1sis.of ob~e<?tively ~efined expe­
ricmcQ l.n siml.lar sl.tuatloons,l Wloll contl.nue. Of course, 

t'lAn exception to the rule arOse out of Ulliform 
Parole Reports in 1970 and now underpins the decisions 
of the U.S .. noard of Parole. See Gottfredson, D. M. , 
L. Jr~ Wilkins, P. B. Hoffman, and S. M. Singer, Paro~e 

inion-Mf1.k~~t1t.1 ...... StLmma.lfy.> '.rite Uti. ~iza;tion of Experience 
~. Jfl 1\1J:\~.' ll~ [)D{;~iflt:O.l-l.l~lki,n(r (P,)avis t Calif.: NceD Research 
C<mtoI", J\lllOt 1973) .. 
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th7 analyses permitted b' 
Un1.form Parole Reports y th~ data collected through 
only to some of the manproce u:es can respond directly 
~ng authorities and admrn{~~;!~ons which p7rp~ex parol-
1.mportant step in the r'; hot d' ors! but th1.s 1.S an ... g 1.rect1.on. 

The Uniform Parole R t ' 
other systems. The analoepor,s model lo? adaptable to 
clear. The most direct r~y w7th p~obat1.on systems 20 is 
prisons; the present syste~at1.0nSh1.p! however, is with 
corrections reportin t can pro~1.de,a basis for a 
cerning the offende~gds~? em,by add1.ng 1.nfQrmation con~ 
t~on would contribute ~u~~fa~~~:~~er~~i~n. ~his aug~enta-
t10ns reporting program b thY nat1.onal correc-
Parole Reports and Nation~l p e ,convergenc7 of Uniform 

r1.soner Stqt1.stics. 

.' 

20 V ' enezl.a, Neithercutt, and S\'leet ~oc ",-Ii; 
note 14. ' .. "''' . Bupra 
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Chapter II 

RELIABILITY OF THE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEM 

The results of analyses dependent upon any data 
collect~un system cannot be accepted with confidence . 
unless the accuracy of the coded data has been determined. 
Unfortunately, the problem of assessing reasonable " 
confidence in information contained in a reporting 
system usually is not scrupulously addressed in the 
criminal justice field. Procedures for such assessment 
should be part of any continuing program generating 
statistical information. 21 

Several studies of the reliability of Uniform Parole 
Reports data have been undertaken: an initial step and 
four more comprehensive assessments. Results of the 
latter studies show -the degree to which coders wi thin 
agencies agree in their independent codings of the same 
cases and the extent to which coders from different 
agencies agree in their independent codings of the same 
cases. These four major studies of reliability, reported 
below, utilized different approaches: first, a number of 
agencies were asked to have a second person independently 
recode a set of already coded cases randomly selected 
from each agency; second, case material from one set of 
agencies was duplicated and sent to another group of 
agencies for coding; most rRcent1y, selected agencies 
were asked to provide an independent recoding of sampled 
cases. 

The first, partial assessment of reliability was 
obtained by means of a preliminary reliability check 
conducted in 1965 as part of the feasibility study. 
Uniform Parole Reports' staff recoded a small number of 
cases from the eight originally collaborating agencies. 
The initial codings had been supplied by coders within 
these agencies. 

21 Although the uniform Parole Reports system was 
initiated without built-in, periodic, reliability check­
ing, this was rectified in 1973. 



'1lho results, sununarized in Tables II-I and II-II, show 
thattha percl3ntages of agreement generally were quite 
h.if)h. However, they produced only a tentative approxima­
·tion of reliability in vie\-, of the numerous limitations 
to such a preliminary approach: there were relatively 
fO'fl cases in the sample; case selection did not assure 
a t!ross-section of all cases; and the agencies ",ere not 
mwassarily n~f'lresentative of those which later parti­
oi1'o.(:.(]<1 in Lh,-' .i:')rogram. In addition, although the per­
centages of agreement reflected the proportion of times 
tho two independent codings agreed perfectly, they did 
flot intlica.te the statistical significance of the results. 
Neither did they show the degree to which the two sets 
of codings Were related to and varied with each other 
(that is, as one set of codings varied, to what degree 
the second set \-lould have been expected to change in the 
Gume way). Fox example, if Coder A classified 60 per-
cont of the cases as favorable parole performance, 20 
purcent as less favorable, and 20 percent of the cases 
as unfavorable, to what degree would Coder B have been 
expocted to classify the same percentages of the same 
cases in the same categories? This degree of relation­
ship io better represented by a correlation coefficient. 
1:ntho more. comprehensive studies reported below the 
r09ults will be expressed both by percentages of agree­
ment and by correlation coefficients. 

The next assessment of reliability of the Uniform 
Parole Reports data was approached by two separate 
invostigations: (1) measurement of reliability in the 
il1otuocc oftw'o inc1epcnden t coders from the same agency, 
whn may bt::~ presumed to be familiar with the agency's 
piu'ole policies, leg,,'tl structure, case file format, and 
orqunizat:ion, und (2) measurement of the reliability of 
codirlqs of two independent coders, from different 
aqencics, cod iuS] the same cases from a third agency. 
Tho results of the first approach (intrastate reliability) 
will bc described first;, followed by the results of the 
o~ccmd ~pproach (interstate reliability). 

!!;tt4n:>~qtc Rcliabilitl 

For the intrastate study, records of 30 paroled 
off(:mders '''ere seleoted (by means of a table of random 
nUmbC\l"S) fl.·om t.hose caSeS previously coded by each of 
80V(\1'1 of the 28 states then participating in the Uniform 
Parole l~epo-rts project. 22 The states \'lere selected to 
~.,1, J 

::: 'Nto s .. lmplc. for two agencies \'las of 29 and 27 cases. 

34 

~ . I 

, I , , 
t I , 
I 

II 
Table II-.I 

RELIABILITY OF ITEMS CODED FROM CA 
THE PERCENT OF PERFECT AGREEME SE FILES, ACCORDING TO 

NT, ANALYZED BY AGENCY* 

Number 
Agency of 

,Percent Agreement Persons 

A 
w~th UPR Staff Coding 

12 B 12 89 
C 12 89 
D 12 97 
E 8 94 
F 12 87 
G 12 96 . 
H 86 

, 
12 

86 
. 

All 
Agencies 92 

89 

*The percentage of a r 
ment OVer all items combi~e~eme~t shOwn reflects agree­
agreements occurred dat f· terns on which no dis­
~eath, agency parolin e 0 releas~, ,data of discharge, 
~dentification numberg , agency rece~v~ng, sex, and 

, were excluded. 

Table II-II 
RELIABILITY OF ITEMS CODED 

THE PERCENT OF PERFECT A:~OE~CASE FILES, ACCORDING TO 
UNIFORM PAROLE REPO~~SB~~~~~N AGENCY AND 

Birthdate 
Effective Date of Sentence 
Date of Admission 
Type of Admission 
Offense 
Type of Sentence 
Prior Commitment to Ad 1 u t Correctional Institutions 
Prior Sentences Other than Prison 
Drug Use 
Parole Performance 
Date of Difficulty., 
New Offense 
Mon,ths Under Act;v P 1 

~ e aro e SuperviSion 
AVERAGE 

35 

Percent 
Aqreement 

94 
94 
92 
84 
85 
82 

81 
52 
97 
91 
92 
98 
88 

89 

. : 
, 

I 

1-:: 



represent the major dimensions of parole in the united 
g'cates: geographic location, size, parole policies, 
offender difficulties, and overall parole performance. 

Thus., the study deals with the reliability of data 
coded from 206 cases assumed to be representative of 
approximately 12,000 cases previously coded for Uniform 
parole ReportS. In June 1967, administrators in each of 
seVen states (IllinoiS, Georgia, Colorado, california, 
Iowa,Michigan, and New York) were requested to have a 
saoon(l person recodethe sample of cases originally 
coded in their agencies. 

The 206 pairs of codings were examined for agree­
ment, item by item, within each agency and for all 
agencies combined. Agreements were expressed as percent­
ages al1d, where feasible, measured by correlation 
coofficients. 

The major f'indings are summarized in Table II-III. 
They Bre discussed below in terms of significance of 
coding agreement, variation in coding agreement, reli­
ability of coding agreement, and item variability. 

~~Qnificance,of Coding Agreement. It is immediately 
clGar that: the Un~form parole Reports data are acceptably 
reliable. I't is very unlikely that the coding agreement 
depicted in Table II-III was the result of chance. Of 
the 133 cells (19 items times seven agencies) in Table 
II-III, 120 instances of agreement between each agency's 
pairs of codings on each item were significant beyond the 
.001 level of confidence. In the remaining 13 cells, 
five were significant at the .01 level, three at the .02, 
1;:\'/0 at the .05 t and three were not statistically 
Sigl1ificant. 211 

Since nearly all of the cells in Table .II-III shOW 
coding agreement to be significant, the total coding 
agreements for each agency (reading each row horizon­
tally to the right) and for each item (reading each 
column vortica1ly) alsO were significant. The amount of 

~a For a discussion of the problem of statistical 
signif:i.eance as related to the data in this study, see 
Appendix B of Venezia., P., K~ B. Ballard, Jr., D. M. 
Go,ttfr~d$on, and E .A. Wenk, Uni.fol'tn Paro ~e Reports: 
l'~:tl'~t"'it"iJm~lf He Z'tabi Zity (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research 
Con t~1r I Daeember r 1967). 
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. . numerals on the this agreement is given J.t; overs~~ethe table. For 
right and bottom, respectJ.velYA codings were in perfect 
example, 84 per?ent,of Agen~~ems) and the coders from 
agreement (cons~derJ.ng :~199 percent of the time on the 
all seven agencJ.es agr<; t 24 Total agreement fOl: the 
identification :r;umber J.de~il agencies) was 89 percent, 
study (for all ~tems an, d with the reliability sample 
identical witt; ~hat obtaJ.ne (See Tables 11-1 and II-II.) in ·t.he feasib:Lll. ty study. 

Although the aim of variation in Coding Agre<;ment·
l

, bility identifica-
sure codJ.ng re l.a , this study was ,to mea f unreliability was highly 

tion of the maJor sou:ces °origin of coding disagree­
desirable. If the pr:L~ar~he items themselves, then 
ments ~TaS found, to be ~n d finitions must be improved; 
coding instructJ.ons an ~ then more attention to if attributable to the c~ e:s, d 
their training would be J.ndJ.cate • , 

37 suggested that a prelJ.m­Table II-III, on page, ' from a comparison of two 
inary anSWer mi~ht.be ~~t~~~:~ agreement: (1) vari~tion 
measures of varJ.atJ.on J. 't ombined) and (2) varl.a-
'h' h agency (all J. ems c 'd) W:Lt J.n eac , ( 11 agencies combJ.ne • tion for each J.tem a 

" s found for items than for Greater varl.atJ.on wa 't difficulty was a more 
agencies, suggesting that J. em t than coder inaccuracy. 
important so~rc<; su or ted this Vl.ew. T e of disagreemen . h 
Further statl.stJ.cal ~est~ a~lance in agreement, accord­
results of an analysJ.s.o v, dicated that none of the 
ing to, i·t.eI!'s and agencl.e~~l~n reasonably be attribute~ to 
variatl.on l.n agreement c: ificant portion of the varl.­
agel'lcies. However" a sl.i~ be assigned to items (the, F 
ability in agreem~~thco~ith six degrees of freedom~5 l.S 
ratio was 37.0, w J.C I t level of confidence); 
significant at the 1 perC:~~ms differ along a contl.n~um 
This su~rgesb~d ~hat th; J. More will be said abou~ thl.S 
of "codl-ng dl.ffJ.cu~ ty;. . . a subsequent sectl.on. and about item varJ.abl.ll.ty l.n 

, . n of the seven agencies was ~Alphabetical desl.gnatl.o 'ty Each agency was 
. d t preserve anonymJ. • 't 

done at ran om 0 f its own designation so that l. 
informed f , howeve: I 0 • . forma tion from the report. might derl.ve maXl.mum J.r. 

variance is summarized in Appendix 2S The ,analysis of t "'it supra 
Rc~iabi~ity repor lOP. v • C of the Int~a-Agc"ay 

note 23. 
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Reliability and the Degree of Relationship. 
Although knowing the amount of agreement is useful for 
the type of analysis described above, this does not 
reveal how much the codings differ or the degree of 
relationship between pairs of codings. One item will 
serve to illustrate this point. In the case of other 
prior sentences there was 53 percent agreement (indicat­
ing the proportion of times in which the pairs of 
cOdings agreed perfectly). However, there are ten 
categories in this item--from no prior sentences to nine 
or more. Thus, for a given parolee, if Coding A 
indicated one prior sentence While Coding B indicated 
none or two prior sentences, there would be less 'dis~ 
agreement than if Coding B indicated three prior sen­
tences or more. In order to arrive at an estimate of 
Coding reliability, this disparity between codings must 
be measured and expressed in terms of correlation. 

Some items, unlike the one cited abOVe, are not sub­
divided into categories and could not be studied in 
terms of degree of relationship between Codings. Identi­
fication number and items involving dates, therefore, 
appear in Table II-III without measures of correlation. 
The reliabilities, as measured by Contingency Coeffi­
cients,26 for the remaining twelve items and for the 
entire study are presented in this table. Despite 
rather large variation, all of the reliability coeffi­
cients reflect a considerable degree of relationship 
between pairs of codings. 

The overall correlation of .84 shOwed that, in 
general, the data for Uniform Parole Reports are reason­
ably reliable. This did not mean there was no room for 
improvement; indeed, the differences among items pointed 
the way to imprOVement by helping to identify sources of unreliability. 

Item Variability. As noted earlier, variability in 
codings could not be attributed to differences among 
agencies. Item differences were found to be a signifi­
cant source of variation, While "coder errQr" (coding 

26 See appendices .of the In tra -Agency Re Ziabi Zi ty 
report, Ope cit. supra note 23 for a discussion of the 
appropriateness of this correlation coefficient and its 
limitations (Appendix D) and the method and rationale 
for partitioning each item into subcategories for the 
purposes of correlation (Appendix E). 

39 

I 
f 
f 
f 
l 
1 
~ 



carelessness, misinterpretation of code definitions, or 
failure to follow coding instructions), a component of 
agency variation, cou.ld not be accepted as contributing 
significantly to disagreements between pairs of codings. 
The variability from item to item indicated that factors 
inherent in the individual items might affect their 
'lcodability"--the relative ease of coding each item. 

This possibility was investigated statistically by 
ranking the items according to variation in coding 
agreement and testing for significant differences between 
these item variances. The results are presented in 
Table II-IV, which depicts a continuum of codability from 
very easy to very difficult, based upon item variances. 
There were no Significant differences between adjacent 
item variances. However, the large increase in variance 
from Item 13 to Item 14 resulted in a natural division 
into subgroups. The average values obtained for the 
group of 13 "easy" items (item variance of 1.75, percent­
age agreement of 93.4, and correlation coefficient of 
.89) indicated that coding agreement had been more 
easily achieved for these items than for the group of 
six "difficult" items (item v-:'l:r.iance of 10.74, percent­
age agreement of 78.3, and ~oTrelation coefficient of 
.72). The probability that this apparent difference 
between the two groups in codability of items resulted 
by chance was found to be very low (less than one in 100) • 

Summary. An expectation implicit in the Uniform 
Parole Reports project is that reliable coding should be 
achieved easily for all items. Therefore, the observa­
'cion that six items (type of admission, months under 
supervision, date of difficulty, date of admission, age, 
and other prior sentences) are relatively difficult to 
code reliably required that special attention be given 
to improving their codability. 

Procedures were implemented to eliminate all 
identifiable erl;ors from past and current data collected 
fOl; the UnifOl:.'m Parole Reports. A systematic checking 
procedure was devised and code sheets bearing errors 
wel:.'e returned to codel;s for correction. This procedure 
is no\'1 routinely followed, improving considerably the 
reliability of coding. 

Approximately one-third of the items studied were 
subject to degrees of coding difficulty that resulted in 

. substantially reduced reliability. Many of the problems 
and needed improvements \'lere identified by analysis of 
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case files and coding instructions: A s';llIlffiary of the 
findings is given as part of the d~scuss~on of inter­
agency reliability. 27 

fnteragency Reliability 

A more nearly complete idea of the reliability of 
Unifo:r:m Parole Reports data was obtained from the ~econd 
portion of the reliability investigation--a compar~son 
of codings of the same case file information by staf~ of 
difforent agencies. In view of the lack of standard~za­
tion in record keeping and case file format of the 
Nation's parole agencies, this interagency approac~ 
provided a substantially more rigorous test of co~~ng 
raliability than the intra-agency study. The cod7n~ 
task is much more difficult when coders , confront ~d~~syn­
eratic forms and information sequences ~n the case f~le 
rocord keeping of other agencie.s and coding agreement 
botween pairs of coders from different agencies could be 
(~xpected to suffer as a result. 

This relationship between re~iability and,access­
ibility of information has a bear~ng,on the Un~form 
Parole Reports project as a standard~zed,system of , data 
collection. True uniformity of inf~:mat~on,g~t~er~ng 
requires not only a consensus on coa~ng ~ef~n~t~ons and 
procedures, but standardized rec~rd ~eep~ng am~ng par~le 
aqcncies as well. Thorough exam~n~t~on of cod7ng. rel~­
ability thus can point the way to ~mprovement :-n Doth 
areas in addition to ascertaining the credibil~ty of the 
collected information. 

Irhe Interagency AI?p~o~ch. In ,June 1968: when the 
inter;;~gency study was ~n~t~a~ed, nearly every adul~ 
state federal, and territor~al parole agency--52 ~n 
all--~as participating in the Uniform Parole Reports 
program. Information from approximately 30,000 parole 
cases had been. collected. With such large vol~e, , t~e 
logistics involved in examining inte.ragency rel~a~~l~ty 
precluded any but a small sample app:t:'oach. ?n }f~S 
busis f c~l.ch of seven randomly selected agenc~es 

"For details see Gottfredson, D. M., M. G. . 
Neithorautt, P. S. Ve~ezia, and E. A: Wenk,.A ~at~o~~t 
"nifJ~m Parote Rcport~ng System (Dav~s, Cal~f •• NC~u 
lteseurch Contl;);l:', Oecember 1970) t pp. 40-42. 

ZO Kontucky, Maryland f ~isso':ri, Nebraska, 
l'Qn.nsylvaniaj Te~as, and Vl.rgin~a. 
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, . , 
duplicated five case files picked at random from its 
records. All identifying data such as names (including 
those of the agencies) and addresses were deleted from 
the 35 case files. These "anonymous" case files were 
then ~ent to eac~ of2~en additional randomly selected 
ag~nc~es for cod~ng. Nine sets of codings of 19 
Un~form Parole Reports items for each of the 35 cases 
for a total of 5,985 ceded items, resulted. ' 

Agreement .. Calculation of the percentage of agree­
ment among the n~ne coders was complicated by the 
absen~e of,a standard of correctness for th~ coding of' 
any glven ~tem from the case files. Several approaches-­
some,of th~m ~omplex and tedious--were available to 
o~ta~n an ~nd~cator. Since each of them would have 
y~elded no better than an approximation of the percent­
age of a~reemen~, the least laborious method was chosen. 
Of the n~ne cod~ngs for each i ·tem, the modal code (i. e • , 
t~e,most f:equent one assigned for the case) was iden­
t~f~ed by lnspection and accepted as the "correct" 
c~ding of that item. The number of codings in agreement 
w~th the modal code for each item was then determined 
The results appear in Table II-V. The overall percent­
a~e of agreement obtained (83 percent) compared favorably 
w~th that demonstrated by the intra-agency study (89 per­cent) . 

The variability among items in percentage of agree­
ment (~rom.4~ percent for age to 96 percent for birth 
date) ,~s s~m~~ar for t~e two studies. The implications 
of th~s are d~scussed ~n a later section. 

, Although useful as an overview and for the analyses 
d~scussed later, the above approach (calculation of the 
percentage,o~ codings for which agreement was obtained) 
lacks precls~on. Some agreement is expected to occur by 
chan~e and the amount expected is readily determined by 
cast~I1g two or more sets of codings into a contingency 
table, by coding categories. The expected values for 
each cell (assuming the codings are not associated) may 
be calculated from the marginal totals. In this way, 
the differences between the number of agreements 
expected by chance and those actually found may be 

.' 

29Alabama, Connecticut, Florida, Massachusetts 
Nevada, New Jersey, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Washington: 
One agency did not complete the task. 
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calculated. This type of operation, using Chi-square to 
determine the significance of cOding agreement and the 
derived Contingency Coefficient to measure the degree 
and stability of agreement, was the method relied upon 
previously. However, Chi-square, which provides a test 
of association rather than agreement, yields a value 
that is inflated by any departure from chanc~ associa­
tion--either disagreement or agreement. While this does 
not give rise to serious inadequacy, in situations such 
as the intra-agency study, where the number of disagree­
ments in no instance exceeds chance expectations, a mor~ 
appropriate coefficient of agreement may be needed. . 
Cohen's work

3o 
suggested an approach--setting pairs of 

codings for a given item into a t'(,'lo-by-two contingency 
taple and computing the coefficient of agreement (k). 

The coefficient k is simply the proportion of 
agreement remaining after chance agreement has been 
removed from consideration. k can be as la.rge as +1.00 
only when the off-diagonal {disagreement) cells are zero, 
i.e., when the marginal totals are identical. Since 
none of the contingency tables yielded equal marginal 
totals, it was of interest to calculate the maximum 
coefficient (km) permitted by the marginal totals for 
each item and to determine how much of the marginally 
permitted agreement (k/km) wa~ present for each item. 
Both values for each item are given in Table II-VI. 

In order to set up contingency tables that reflected 
agreements between pairs of coders, the nine sets of 
codings had to be varied in Some way. It would have been 
possible to compute k for each of the 36 possible pairs 
(nine agencies taken two at a time) of agency codings. 
However, with only 35 cases for each pair of codings, 
the standard error of k for the 95 percent confidence 
limit would have been so large as to make the coeffi­
cients meaningless. This shortcoming was eliminated by 
dividing the nine sets of agency codings into three 
groups of three and computing k for each of the three 
possible pairs of groups (three groupS taken two at a 
time). To do this, each agency was arbitrarily assigned 
a number. The three groups were formed by using a table 
of random numbers. Each group of three agencies' codings 

.' 

30 Cohen, J., "A Coefficient of Agreement for Nominal 
Scales," Eduaational- and Psyahol-ogiaal- Measurements, 
20(1):37-46,1960. 

45 

:\ 

h 
i! 
IJ 
~; 

\1 
tl 
f' 
t n 
II 
" I! 
tl 

I 
Ii 
11 

II 
\j 
f) 

II 
~ 
U 
il 

II 

I 
i 
l 
1 
l ,i 
fl 

! 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I r 
I 
I 

I 
j 



. 
h 
f;I 

. 
UI 
II'! 

. 
ro 

'" 
'" . h 
00 

• (;) ... 
. 
!oJ 
W 

. 
00 
~I 

. 
N 
VI 

. 
hI 
l. 

. ... ... 

., 

· .. 
VI til (1'. 
UWW 

· . . .... UlUl 
"'ON 

· . . 
\.fUll '" """ .., 

. . . "' ...... 
WAU~ 

. . , 

...... \1\ ....... 

1t jt " • 

N ... "'t1> 
btJ ~ 0\ l~ 

46 

00 
III 

(Xl 
<0 

'" .... 

ID 
A 

<Xl 
W 

-,---
~irth Date 

~.ri;ct:i v-e-O-,,-te-i 
of GentencCt 
Date of 
Admission 
~ypo of 
I'\dmisaion 

offence 

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

Type of 
Sentence 

['rior Prison 
sentences 

pthcr prior 
~entencca 

r"'~-'-'~-"-

orug Use 

pate of 
Release 
parole 

~ performance 

00 
Q 

nato of 
Difficulty 

lCtw Offense , 

Months Under 
supervision 

:Date of 
Oischarge 

Oeat~ 

r':f't)<'--~"""'--

Alcohol 
1I1volvcrnent 

-,~-.~.=.--

'" ~cx 
l.!1 

a 
~ 
H 
t:Il 
o 
Z 

o 
'''l 

-----~,..",.",=====_::::::.=~::;;.:::l; ...... =_:;:;;:. ~'-~N'.ii.v-··.~ __ ~._'_:~~:::::.~,:;,;_.:.. •. ,~;::.:~~:;._:.~."'~ ... ~.;_~:.-:;..:~.·t' 
;", 

was then treated as though it consisted of 105 cases 
coded by a single agency. 

Seven of the items, those involving dates, lack 
the attribute of categories and could not be studied in 
terms of degree of agreement between pairs of codings. 
These are the items for which no coefficients of agree­
ment are given in Table II-VI. The three reliability 
coefficients shown for each of the remaining twelve are 
those obtained from the three pairings of the three 
groups described above. Since the highest and lowest 
reliability coefficients for each item did not differ 
significantly (as indicated by the z values listed in 
the tables), the middle coefficient was accepted as 
representative of the coding reliability of each item 
and of all items combined. Thus, the remainder of the 
table deals with values pertinent only to the middle 
coefficient. 

As can be seen from the tabled values, the standard 
errors of the respective coefficients are within work­
able limits and each coefficient is significant at the 
5 percent level of confidence. The overall reliability 
coefficient of .52 indicates acceptable coding reli­
ability in light of the maximum obtainable k of .78 and 
the k/km of .67. 

Variability of Coding Agreement. The primary aim 
of both the interagenc¥ study and the intra-agency study 
was to measure coding reliability. The identification 
of m;tjor sources of unreliability was considered to be 
of equal importance since this would enable improvements 
to be made in the data collection system and in the 
accuracy of the information collected. The intra-agency 
study, for example, indicated that the primary source of 
coding disagreements was to be found in the difficulties 
inherent in coding certain items due to imprecise coding 
definitions and instructions, general ambiguity of case 
file information, and the arithmetical computations 
required of coders. Some remedial steps were taken, but 
far-reaching changes were delayed pending completion of 
the interagency study. 

Sources of Variability. The present approach 
presented coders with a difficult task. The result was, 
as anticipated, a red1.tction in the overall percentage of 
agreement--from 89 percent to 83 percent. This rela­
tively small decrease, coupled with the finding of the 
intra-agency study that coder error did not contribute 
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significantly to coding disagreement, pinpointed a line 
of inquiry: lsthe coderrs unfamiliarity with the case 
files a significant source of coding difficulty? Trans~ 
lated into an analysis of variance problem, the question 
becalne~ "00 coders, items, or both, contribute signifi­
cantly to the variance in coding agreement?" To carry 
out the analysis, the data were arranged in a nine by 19 
(coders times items) matrix, as shown in Table II-VIII. 
Each cell contains the percentage of "co,~rectn (modal) 
responses of one coder to one item. Thus, if a given 
coder responded to a specific item with a modal code for 
all 3S cases then the percen~age of correct response for 
that cell would be 100. Table II-VII gives item numer­
ical designations used in subsequent tables. 

Table II-VII 
ITEM NUMERICAL DESIGNATIONS 

1 Birth date 
2 Date of Sentence 
3 Date of Admission 
4 Type of Admission 
5 Offense 
6 Type of Sentence 
7 Prior prison 
8 other prior Sentence 
9 Drug Use 

10 Date of Release 
11 Parole Performance 
12 Date of Difficulty 
13 NeW Offense 
14 Months Under supervision 
15 Date of Discharge or Death 
16 Death 
17 Alcohol Involvement 
18 Age 
19 SeX 

Information more specific than the above was needed 
to determine how many coders aiid items, as well as which 
items, contributed significantly to variability in coding 
agre~ment. The method of Least significant Difference 
(L.S.n.) \o;ras employed to meet this need. L.S.D. is 
designed as the smallest difference permitted for signi­
ficance bet'veen the grand mean (overall percentage of 
119reement) and a subsidiary mean (for a coder or an item) • 31 

31 Alder, H~ and E. B. Roessler, statistical- Proaedures, 
3rd ed .. (Duv:i.S, calif. ~ University of California, 1961) .. 
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T.able II-IX shows that both obtained F-ratios 
oxceeded those required at the 1 percent level of con­
fidence for the appropriate degrees of freedom. Coders, 
t.hon, as ~rell as items, accounted for a significant 
portion of the variance in coding agreements. On this 
basis, it. may be concluded that unfamiliarity with the 
casa files of another agency is a considerable handicap 
to accurate coding.. Visual inspection of the four 
[l-rat.ios, however, suggested that items contributed 
considerably more ,to the variance than did coders. 
Additional evidence in support of this conclusion is 
g:i.V'cn below. 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Sums of 
Squares 

Moan 
Square 

,.r.' 

1" • 9 $I 

Table II-IX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Items Coders 

18 8 

Error 

144 

21, 91\L 79 3,779.20 12,038.58 

1,217.71 472.40 83.60 

14.57 5.65 

1. 88 2.51 

Total 

170 

37,736.57 

Table !I-X identifies those means that exceeded the 
L.S.n~ values and gives a rank order distribution of 
coeler and item means obtained on the basis of L.S.D. 
t~st t't2sul ts'~ . Tiie fact' 't.hat· 'only three of the nine 
coder means, but t\.;telve, of the nineteen item means, 
differed significantly from the grand mean supported 
th<a idea that items contributed substantially more than 
codors to variability in coding agreement. 
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Table II-X 
RANK ORDER OF CODERS A 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES B ND ITEMS BASED UPON LEAST 
AND THE,ETGWEEN THEIR RESPECTIVE M~~ 

RAND MEAN '--
Coder 

4 

7 

9 

3 

5 
2 

6 

8 

1 

GRAND MEAN = 82.47 
LSD CODER: 6.10 at 

8.08 at 
LSD ITEM: 4.31 at 

5.70 at 
.' 

Mean Item Mean 

89.68* 1 96.78* 
86.16 19 94.44* 

. 85.95 9 94.44* 
84.47 . 

16 92.11* 
83.74 7 89.11** 
81.42 4 88.56** 
80.79 3 87.33** 
75.11* 6 86.67** 
74.89* 5 84.78 

17 84.22 
2 83.78 

10 82.78 .. 

13 81.33 
15 79.44 
12 79.22 
14 76.78** 
11 75.67** 

8 61.00* 
18 48.44* 

the 
the 

the 

5 percent level of con.fidence 
1 percent level of confidence 

the 5 percent level of confidence 
1 percent level of confidence 

*Difference significant 
confidence. at the 1 percent level of 

**Difference significant 
confidence. at the 5 percent level of 
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In order to interpret the rank order of items as a 
Itcodability'f continuum--one which would distinguish the 
easily coded items from those presenting special diffi­
culties in coding--it was necessary to determine whether 
the reported means differed significantly from each 
other. Since more than two means were involved, those 
at -the extremes would, by definition, have differed the 
most; but their selection might have been the result of 
random variation. A more sensitive test than that based 
upon the L.S.D. was needed. Although several multiple 
range tests (Newman-Keuls' and Tukey's) were available, 
Duncan's test, 32 with special protection levels based 
upon degrees of freedom, was selected for its simplicity. 
Table 11-XI shows that the means of items 8 (prior sen­
tences other than prison) and 18 (age) differ signifi­
cantly from all other item means. These are the two 
mos't difficult items to code. This finding coincides 
with that of the intra-agency study. 

Further agreement between the two studies is 
demonstrated. in Table II-XII, where the results of the 
two studies are compared. The rank order correlation 
for the two "codabi1ity" continua is .69, with a 
probability of one in 200 that this correlation was a 
chance occurrence. 

Generally, it may be stated that death while on 
parole and sex of the parolee are easily coded items; 
age, number of prior sentences other than prison, months 
under parole supervision, and date of parole difficulty 
are difficult to code; and parole performance item tends 
to be moderately difficult to code. 

Discussion. Despite the differences in approach 
and methods of analysis employed for the two studies, 
quite similar results were obtained. Although accept­
able reliability. was demonstrated, the wide variability 
among items in coding agreement indicated the need for 
improvement in the accuracy of the information-gathering 
proceSs. 

Combined results from both studies identified at 
least four "difficult-to-code" items. Compared to other 
items, their reliability was substantially reduced. An 
analysis of case files and coding instructions indicated 

31 Il.vi.d., p. 158. 
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Table II-XII 

AND INTERAGENCY RELIABILITY RESULTS CO~WARISON OF INTRA-

Rank Order 
Percentage Correlation of of Coding 

of A~eement Paired Codings Ease 
Item FJ.rst Second F1.rst S econd F1.rst Second 

Identification 
Number 99 -- ( 3) --

B1.rth Date 93 96 8 1 
E.ffect1.ve Date 
of Sentence 97 84 3 10 

Date of 
Admission 90 87 16 7 

Type of 0 

AdmissJ.on 76 89 .62 .63 13 6 
Offense 93 85 .81 .76 6 9 
Type of 

Sentence 89 87 .54 .52 .5 8 
Number of 
Prior Prison 
Sentences 90 89 .69 .59 7 5 

PrJ.or Sen-
tences Other 
Than Prison 53 61 .69 .36 18 17 

Drug Use 97 94 .67 .45 4 3 
Date of 
Release 97 83 10 11 

Parole 
Performance 81 76 .72 .62 12 16 

Date of 
151 14 Difficulty 85' 80 

New Offens.e 94 82 .79 .54 11 12 
Months of 
Supervision 79 77 .75 ,54 14 15 

Date of 
Dischar51.e 86 80 I 9 I 13 

Death 100 92 1.00 .79 1 4 
18 .80 17 86 48 

2 2 
Age 

"gg 95 1.00 .65 Sex 
Alcohol Use -- 84 -- .66 -- .l (10) 

Across Items 89 83 .84 .59 R .69* , 1 

*Significant at .005 level. 
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that agency coders are confronted with three types of 
obstacles to accurate coding: (1) several item defini­
tions, as stated in the Coding ManuaZ, lack precision; 
(2) case files frequently are incompleteo--specific 
information, necessary for definitive coding, is absent; 
and (3) data for a given item, found in more than one 
place in a case file, occasionally conflict and the 
coder is forced to choose among alternatives (or the 
coder may notice one but not others). The four items 
identified by both reliability studies as more diffi­
cult to code were the ones that appeared to be most 
affected by one or more of the above problems. A sum­
mary of how the coding reliability of thease items twas. 
impaired is presented below. 

Months Under Active Supervision. Variability in 
coding this item resulted from two ways in which the 
Coding ManuaZ instructions fail to be precise. The 
coder was left to decide whether or not t:o exclude from 
the period of supervision any time that the parolee 
spent in custody. Therefore, two coders could make (and 
have made) opposing decisions about the same information. 
Also, there were a number of instances in which the one 
year parole follow-up period was coded as 13 months, 
i.e., from December of one year through December of the 
following year. This had a bearing upon the coding of 
parole performance, too, because of the inexact cut-off 
point for the follow-up period. Additional instructions 
sent to the agencies seem to have elimina·ted both prob­
lems. Although problems still arise occasionally, 
subsequent codings of this item have been much improved. 

Date of DifficuZty. The problem in this instance 
springs from insufficient case file information. The 
item is designed to' provide information on how long it 
takes a parole violator to get into troUble. However, 
the actual date that the parolee violated his parole may 
not be recorded in the case file. 

Number of Prior Sentences Other Than Prison. This 
item is especially.difficult to code because arrests 
indicated on an arrest record often are not clarified 
by follow-up information in the file. Further, informa­
tion found in various parts of a file often is contra­
dictory as to whether" an offense was successfully 
prosecu~ed with sentence imposed. 

Age. Birth date and age are items that are widely 
separated in the codability rankings (shown in the last 
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column of Table II-XII). The former is an easily coded 
item; the latter, a difficult one. This seems incon­
gruouS until an examination is made of the way in which 
the coding for age is obtained. The Manua~ stated that 
age at time of commitment should be used. This neces­
sitated computing age from two dates, birth date and 
date of admissi.on to prison. The latter is subject to 
some error due to the fact that it is not always clearly 
listed in the parole case file. Age, then, becomes 
relatively unreliable in that it is subject to a combin­
ation of whatever errors exist in the coding of the 
other two items. This situation was exacerbated in the 
reliability studies by the use of coders' computations, 
which introduced additional error due to human fallibil­
ity. For the purposes of the Uniform Parole Reports 
data analyses, parolees' ages noW are computer cal­
culated. Thus, it may be assumed that the item's 
actual reliability is greater than that obtained in the 

two studies. 
The total effect of these coding difficulties upon 

data reliability indicated the need for improvement in 
the Uniform Parole Reports' data gathering process. 
Several coding instructions required clarification and 
increased precision. Information should be more readily 
available from case files than it is at present and the 
feasibility of interstate standardization of case files 
might be investigated. standardization would be helpful 
for uniform data reporting and would facilitate legal 
procedures and communications concerning parolees super­
vised under the Interstate compact. However, the 
creation of neW problems while implementing solutions to 
those that are currently pressing must be avoided. For 
this reason, improvements in the Uniform parole Reports 
are formulated by consensus of participants. 

continuity. Although these studies allayed fears 
that Uniform parole Reports were insufficiently reliable, 
there remained· a need for longitudinal reliability 
assessments. During september-December 1973, 20 
randomly selected code sheets (five per month) were sent 
to a sample of eight agencies 33 for recoding by a person 
other than the one originally supplying the information. 
This initiated an annual reliability check, to which was 
appended an ongoing evaluation of one year, two year, 

33 Randomly selected from those with current report­

ing status. 
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and three year follow-u r ' 
data :eliability study ~f ~~~rt~ng: T~e second formal 
The f~ndings of the 1973 ~s ser~es ~s now in progress. 

assessment follow. 

1973 Intrastate Approach 

, Uniform Parole Reports' re~~ability study consist fmost recent intrastate 
wh~ch recoded one year f ~lo data from eight states 
released in 1970 Th ~ ow~ups on 20 parole cases 

• e analys~s encompasses 17 variabl 

This intra-agency l' es. 
an~ual undertaking and ~~ ~~bility study initiates an 
Ar~zon~, Illinois, Michig~~~S~~ of d~ta (this ye~r) from 
Hampsh~re, Oklahoma and ' ~ssour~, Montana, New 
:epresentative of p~rolee;o~t~ Carolina, selected as' 
~cal and geographical criter~aeased annually on numer-
randomly selected cases (f' . Each state was sent 20 
October, November, Decembe~ve per month during September 
agencies were asked to su i 1973) ?aroled in 1970. Th~' 
other than the one or' , pp y recod~ngs by a person 
information. Each of~f~~al~y completing the 1970 
code sheets. Thus, the e~gh~ states returned all 20 
codings of 17 variabl analys~s treats 160 paired 

es. 

, t Agreement. The variables ~n 0 two groups for the u were separated initially 
ability coefficients oP rpose of calculating reli­
continuous variables; th~~ ~et con~isted of eight 
of an actual number--e. • ~s, var~able~ where coding is 
tences and date of birt~ , ~~ber of pr~or prison sen­
categorical variables ., e second set of nine 
by a ' cons~sts of item th , ss~gnment to a parti ul s at are coded 
pr~or drug abuse presentCo arbgroup--e.

g
., sex and r a sent. 

" Two values are reported f ' ~erc~ntage of agreement" and ~r eac~ var~abl~: (1) a 
c~ent for continuous variabl 2) a correlat~on coeffi-
agreement" for cate orica e~ or a "coefficient of 
coe~ficients are esfimate~ ~ar~ables~ Reliability 
var~ables by the Pearson P or the e~ght continuous 
coefficient (r) and for thrOd~ct Moment correlation 
by the coefficient of agre:m~~~e(~):egOriCal variables 

Since reliability is a reI ' than a discrete reliabl / ,at~ve concept (rather 
arbitrary criterion has e b unrel~able dich~tomy')., a;n 
~resentation. A variablee:1l~sed for ~urposes'of 
~f the correlation coeffi' t 1;>e cons~dered "reliable" 
coefficient of agreement ~~ent ~s at least .80 or if the 
or extent, of disagreements ~etw:asta?5. The , magnitude, en pa~red cod~ngs for 
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variables below the respective cut-off levels will also 
be examined. 

Table II-XIII shmvs that seven of the eight con­
tinuous variables have correlation coefficients of .30 
or above and five of the nine categorical variables 
have coefficients of agreement of .75 or above. The 
first group includes: birth date, date of sentence, 
date of admission, date of discharge, date of diffi­
culty, prio~ prison sentences, and months under super­
vision. The second set consists of: death, sex, parole 
performance, commitment offense, and drug abuse. 

The only continuous variable below the cut-off 
level is prior non-prison sentences (r = .75). Table 
II-XIV presents the array of variables by agency, 
showing this variable's percentages of agreement are 
relatively low; the correlation coefficients of seven 
agencies range between .577 and .984 (the correlation 
coefficient of Agency G on this variable is -.138). 
This indicates that the magnitude of disagreements is 
small. Fifty-two percent of the disagreements are 
within one unit of the original entry--e.g., "4" to "5" 
or "9" to "8". 

There are four categorical variables below the cut­
off level. New offense has a k of .718 and 94 percent 
agreement. Five of the nine inconsistencies are for 
new offenses being coded where originally there were 
none. Examination of the specific cases involved indi­
cates one parolee was first coded an absconder; the 
remaining four cases have new, or later, dates of diffi­
culty. Thus, it can be inferred that these disagree­
ments may have resu1te.d from new information in the case 
file not present when the original 1970 coding occurred. 

Type of admission has a k of .688 and 86 percent 
agreement. This item is divided into two main parts: 

New Court Commitment 
Code 0 if not by revocation of probation 
Code 1 if probation revoked 

Parole Violator 
Code 2 if without new court commitment 
Code 3 if with new court commitment 

Analysis shows that· 11 of the 22 disagreements are 
within the two main categories; they occur between "0" 
and "1" 0 r II 2 II and II 3 n • 
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Variable 

Birth Date 

Table II-XIII 

VARIABLE RELIABILITY 

CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 

Correlation 
Coefficient (r) 

Date of Sentence 
Date of Admission 
Date of Discharge 
Date of Difficulty 
Prior Prison 

.995 

.978 

.959 

.933 

.873 
Sentences 

Months Under 
Supervision 

Prior Non-Prison 
Sentences 

.837 

.825 

.775 

CATEGORICAL VARIABLES 

Death 
Sex 
Parole Performance 
Coro~itment Offense 
Drug Abuse 
New Offense 
Type of Admission 
Type of Sentence 
Alcohol Abuse 

Coefficient of 
Agreement (k) 

1.000 
.953 
.799 
.790 
.763 
.718 
.688 
.488 
.413 

Percentage of 
Agreement 

96~3% 
81.3% 
90.6% 
95.6% 
85.'6% 

85.0% 

80.0% 

43.1% 

Percentage of 
Agreement 

100.0% 
99.4% 
89.4% 
81.9% 
93.8% 
94.4% 
86.3% 
82.5% 
71. 3% 

There is a large dro' " 
two variables. Type of p ~n assoc2at2on a~ the last 
although 82.5 percent Ofsen enc7 has a k of .488 
agreement. The codings hthe pa2red codings are in 
of " s ow a rather equal d' , 2ncons2stencies for this d' h 2str2bution 

2C otomous variable. 
Prior alcohol abuse evide 

association of all vari bl ~ces the lowest measure of 
of agreement. Sixty_th~eees~ = .413, wi~h 71 ~ercent 
O<;cur When parolees originailyc~nt,of the 2ncons2stencies 
h2story of alcohol ab eS2gnated as having a 

use were coded with none. 

The percentage of items found reliable 
for e(ll!h 
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Birth Date (1') 

Effective Date 
of Sentence (1') 

Date of 
Admission (1') 

Type of 
Admission (k) 

Commitment 
Offense (k) 

Type of 
Sentence (k) 

Prior 
Non-Prison 
Sentences (1') 

Drug 
Abuse (k) 

-

Parole 
Performance (k) 

Date of 
nJ.fficulty (1') 

Months 
Under 
Supervision (1') 

Date of 
Discharge (1') 

Death (k) 

Alcohol 
Abuse (k) 

rotal 
k 

agency (of all variables for which reliability is esti­
mated) is presented in Table II-XV. This sample 
includes all continuous variables and excludes cate­
gorical variables that have 100 percent agreement on a 
single value--e.g., all 20 entries are "1". ThEJ same 
criteria of reliability are employed for the agency 
cells: r = .80 or above and k = .75 or above. The 
number of variables within the respective cut-off levels 
is divided by the total number of computable variables 
for each agency to obtain the above figure. 

Agency, 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Table II-XV 

AGENCY RELIABILITY 

Percent of Reliably 
Coded Variables 

82% 

82% 

80% 

80% 

69% 

44% 

33% 

31% 

Agencies A, B, C, and D evidence 80 percent or 
higher reliability of the variables estimated. Agency E 
shows a figure of 69 percent. Note in Table II-XIV that 
for new offense the paired co dings exactly agree in 19 
of 20 cases. Thus, because of the high number of 
"observed" agreement, the frequency of "chance" agree­
ment is equally high. When new offense is considered 
above the cut-off level, 75 percent of the variables are 
considered reliable for Agency E. 

The percentage of variables estimated to be reliably 
coded for Agencies F, G, and Hare 44, 33, and 31, 
respectively. (The same computational anomaly explained 
above exists for prior drug abuse i~ Agency G. When this 
variable, with 19 of 29 agreed upon codings, is con­
sidered above the criterion level, Agency GIS percentage 
of ag-reement increases to 40.) 
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'Vib~uaaiDn" Savan continuous' variables have oor­
r(jlat~Z;toofITcio:nto of • ao or above and four cate­
florienl, va.riablcw have coefficients of agreement of .75 
t}r above. An .antilysin of prior non-prison sentences 
(3' f'.:J ,,775) uhO"7::;that S2 parcent. of the coding inc on­
nlatcnciC:J iJ,:ra within one value of the original entry. 
'rho: (:r(jGa-tabul .. at:ion of neVI offense (k == .718) shows 
t:.ho.t; five of tho nine inconsistencies are new offenses 
heine; oouetl ",hat'G oricJinallY there were none. It can be 
inffJrred th;.H: t.hoDo disagreements may have resulted from 
now information now being in the case file. An examina­
tion of typo of admission (k :: • (88) also shows an 
ilt.t,onuu tion Qftho cotling inconsistencies. One half of 
tiw di!,a(Jr(!(~mcnts are within the two topical categories. 
Pour a~Jon.ci(H) ov idenco .,raliabili ty in 80 percent and 
t'lbovn (}f tho variables for which reliability can be 
Nlf~imutcd. A fifth t'1CJcncy I upon closer scrutiny I has a 
7fj pet"(~(mt figuro. 

fl'hUt.l, tho two variables, type of sentence and 
~.rrH)r a l(;:(}hol abusfJ, as well as the three agencies with 
lowost porcentages of agreement, highlight the need for 
{:::ont~,inued offort o.n the system IS foundation--reporting 
.niJ(.~\u:acy • 

Table II-XVI 

FREQUI~NCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED 
CaOINGS FOR PRIOR NON-PRISON SENTENCES 

!i~l:!:.ability St.udy Coding 
~- -

I 
i 

?no i Two. 'l'hrcc Four FiVe Six Seven Eight: 

i 
~ 

l! I 8 1 1 2 1 0 0 
3 2- 0 0 1 0 0 
i 2 1 0 0 0 0 

() t J 5 0 0 0 0 0 

1 I 1 i 0 2 2 0 0 0 
1 R 1 I 1 1 1 1 0 0 

u 
U~ () 0 0 O· 0 1 1 

o ~ 1. (} 0 0 0 1 0 

o I 0 ~ 0 0 1 0 1 0 
! i 

1 ; 0 I 1 0 1. 0 4 1 
!i i ~e,;:;:<;;'~ 1:;-"" .,~ 

Nine 
or 

More Totals 

1 57 
0 27 
1 18 
2 10 
1 7 
2. 8 
2 5 
0 2 
0 2 

16 24 

F 
Table II-XVII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED CODINGS 
~'OR TYPE OF ADMISSION 

Reliability Study Coding 

, 
New Court Commi ;tmen t: I Parole Violation: 

Original Not from Probation New 
Coding Probation Revoked Technical Conviction Total 

New Court .. 
Commitment: 

No:t from 
Probation 107 5 1 4 

Probation 
Revoked 4 18 1 0 

Parole 
Violation: 

Technical 2 0 10 1 

New Con-
viction 3 0 1 :3 

Table II-xVIII 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED CODINGS 
FOR TYPE OF SENTENCE. 

Reliability Study Coding 

Original 
Coding Simple Multiple 

Simple III 16 

Multiple 12 21 , 

63 

, . 
117 

23 

13 

7 

Total 

127 

33 

! 



t} r lJlltitl1 
~~t,i<li tVJ 

'llilble II-XIX 

r'pe~nf;UCY"'t.lISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED 
CODIHGS'FOR ALCOHOL ABUSE 

~f!lla,bilit;t Study Coding 

~"i'~ 

Uona Abuse 
.' , . 

44 17 

29 70 

Total 

61 

99 

l:;;.t!.icl!X-/""'YO 11o\>l-u ' • One haPPj' by-product of th,e 
f·jH~·tW10n of tH~ Urn 'orm Parolo FJCports follow-up period 
to tw(') y(~aro and three years is that prior years I 
f'P!,Hrtinq can be: audited against subsequent years' indi­
(~;u ionn. '1'h10 i B not possible on all items since there 
i!J no nnt qain in repeated coding of history variables. 
'1'11"(H\ pxtnmlntl follow-ups do allow a reliability check 
fm Om foeal items of the system, though. This 
tf·.~ 1 i.~~ation tnads to the' final view this report takes 
of l'!·linbi.1ity it3sucs. 

f);'hf'fW nxtended follow-ups open the way to a very 
11NH"r~11izpd type of reliability check. This assessment 
PJWtjlliparwf>n all reporting aqencies though its level of 
\,\P1.11 1 in low. '{'wo year follow-up cases for January, 
l"(·h:nlilry, lint! l-iarch 1972 were sampled to produce a data 
HPt nlltnb(~rinq 38}. In t~ach case the one year code 
nht't-t \-1.10 compared to the relevant t'>lO year sheet on 
,i,ltt\ of t'clnanc, parole peri:ormance, date of difficulty, 
twW t)ffel\!H~ t months under supervision, date of discharge 
nx' th-ath, t1~at~ht identification number, and agency 
pdrnlinq. Nineteen one y~ar code sheets were 
N"h;'fHmt:m'ed \4hic'h hail possible errors on them. In other 
wn:rtin I g po:t(~ent Of the code sheats may have contained 
r'1;'l'o:r' f r{~~ll iziml that this is an overestimate because 
not {\v~'\ry inflt~lnce rt~prc'sents actual inconsistency. 
t""'~nvf'rrmlYI of et)U17SG, no edit prcJc(~dure is perfect; 
douht It'stJ Gomc, mis-emling's escape detection. 

t~,.ant·l \ttl i\~nf1 
:;::.~~:~;;::';""'-,~!::'!W.7"'!n,';;;:::"';~r~ffi"~ 

nNl\llt;J~ indicate accepta.ble overall reliability for 
tlw dat,il SdXUplNJ studied.. On the assumption that the 

I 
r 
l 

I 

r 

~am~ies were repre~entative of 
~t ~s concluded that Uniform P ali of the data collected 
generally reliable and fi d' aro e Reports' data are ' 
may be accepted' as havin nb~ngs bas~d upon these data 
accurate information ab gt een obta~ned from reasonably , ou . parolees. 

Some limitations are 1 d 
tion' by the observation th~ta~~ upo~ thi~ generaliza­
do not provide data of e ual r e,va~~~us 1tem codings 
must be exercised in int~r r ~1~ab711~y. Extra caution 
~he less reliable items uPt~i1nthg ~1nd1n~s ~b~ained from 
1ncreasRd. ' n 1 e1r re11ab~11ty is 

Efforts to improve th l' " 
Parole Reports' dat'a fo e re 1ab111ty of Uniform , cus Upon sh' . 
7nstructions for the less reliabl a~pen1ng the,cod~ng 
1ng the gathering of case £il ,~~tem~ and s1mp11fy­
~he codings. Progress towardet~~ ormat10n,requi~ed for 
~tated by seminars for al ' ~e goals 1S fac11-
system. At these seminar; part~c1pan~s in t~e reporting 
steps to be taken to improvco~~ensus 1S obta1ned on the 
held for coders to discuss e b~ system and sessions are 
receive current feedback 0 prol.em~, ask questions, and 

n re 1ab~lity. 
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Chapter III 

THE REPORTING SYSTEM 

The. development of reliable, uniform data collection 
procedures for the Uniform Parole Reports system has been 
described. Another equally important topic concerns the 
incorporation of systematic feedback procedures for com­
munication of information to the parole field. 

The reporting system consists of a series ~f news­
letters, annual seminars for parole officials, systema­
tic, automated, regular reporting of parole performance 
and related information to individual agencies, reports 
of special studies, timely response to individual 
requ~sts for data analyses, maintenance of a sophisti­
cated, dependable data analysis capability,. and the 
exploratory use of modern, alternative retrieval and 
analysis systems. 

Newsletters 

The Newsletters keep participants informed of pro­
gress in the project and are believed to be pseful in 
maintaining agency collaboration. They provide a means 
of communicating the results of planning sessions to 
persons in the parole field and a vehicle for presenting 
brief reports of current research results to participants. 
The Newsletter series also has been found to be an effec­
tive device for soliciting and receiving evaluative com­
mentary concerning the program from paroh~ administrators, 
the intended users of program results. 

ACIm' .. nistrators have tended to report that the News­
letters and monographs concerned with spe,cial studies 
are parr,icularly useful and informative. Exarilples are 
Newsletters devoted to small studies of the parole per­
formance of homicide offendersi armed robbery offenders; 
or persons convicted for theft, burglary, forcible rape, 
narcotic offenses, and vehicle theft. More recently, 
considerable efforts have been devoted to investiga­
tions of time sery~d in prison before parole. 

The Newsletters appended as Appendix B illustrate 
the series; they also depict the standard feedback 
reporting program, discussed below. 
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Seminars 

seminars for parole officials provide a mechanism 
by which the results of this system can be made avail­
able quickly to participants,in a s~tuation wher~ com­
municationcan be more certaln. ThlS guards agalnst 
misinterpretation of resu.lts and increases th~ likelihood 
that meaningful findings will be u~ed approprla~ely., 
At ,the same time, avenues are provlded for contlnuatlon 
of the involvement of participating parole administrators 
and for further development of the program, including 
modifications of or additions to the data collection 
system and suggested analyses for feedback to meet the 
needs of administrators. Recent seminars have been 
devoted largely to the issue of feedback; part~cipants 
thus are able not only to collaborate in plannlng the 
data collection system but to play a strong role in 
defining the questions to be answered from the data and 
to assign priorities to the specific analyses requested. 

Seminars for paroling authorities and administra­
tors provide an excellent opportunity to develop ways 
of utilizing the system in the agencies' own self­
study efforts. This makes Unif~rm Parole Reports ~s 
much a stimuluS to further inqulry as a source of lmme­
diate, practical assistance. 

sEecial Reports 

An additional vehicle for reporclng results to the 
parole systems collaborating in the pro~ram is provided 
by the special studies completed by p~oJect staff, by, 
papers deliver0d at professional meetlngs, and by artl­
cles prepared for public~tion,in journ~ls. A c~rrent 
list of project publicatlons lS found ln Appendlx E. 

Parole agencies have been encouraged to reques~ 
specific analyses from the Uniform Parole Reports flle 
whenever these would be useful ~o them., Exampl~s of 
requests that have been made, wlth speclal studles com­
pleted and reported to the agency, 34 are analyses of 
parole outcomes for specific categories of offenders, 

34See National Probation and Parole Institutes, 
Uniform Parole Reports Project, "The Special Request 
Facility," NewsZetter, June, 1973 (Davis, Calif.: 
NCCD Research Center) • 
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of'time served in prison according to various offense 
groups, of trends in numbers of persons paroled" and of 
the relationship of time served on parole to parole per­
formance. 

'The Standar~ Feedback System' 

In designing the Uniform'Parole Reports system, 
considerable attention ,was given in seminars for parti­
cipants to the anticipated forms of information feed­
back to the user. In the past, much information feed­
back has been provided in a form that might be called. 
standard information feedback. Such standard feedbacK 
addresses certain common areas of interest to admin~ 
istrators that call for periodic reports and for which 
a later examination of trends is deemed important. 
The format wanted was one that would facilitate report­
ing and wouldprQvide participants with a basis for 
making some limited age~cy comparisons. 35,36 

·In May 1969, this systematic information feedback 
program was established for participants in the Uniform 
Pal:0le Reports system. A set of seven standard tabula­
tions was provided, giving parole outcomes of persons 
paroled during calendar 1967 and followed-up for twelve 
months. Parole outcomes were reported as they related 
to various offender attributes. Separate tables were 
compiled for men and women for each agency and for the 
combined data from all agencies. These tables were 
constructed by compuner, put on tape for use with a 
magnetic tape typewriter via specifically prepared 
forms, and distributed to the agencies. 

The tables now report on the parole outcomes, ana­
lyzed by commitment offense for more than 200,000 per­
sons paroled in 1967-72. They also report on new major 
convictions or allegations with prison return, most 
serious offense committe~ during follow-up, and parole 
outcomes tabulated according to type of admission to 

35Gottfredson, D. M., et aZ., Uniform,ParoZe Reports: 
One Year of Experience (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research 
Center, January, 1968). 

36Gottfredson, D. M., et aZ., Issues in Assessment 
of ParoZe Outcomes. Paper presented at the American 
Congress of Corrections, Miami, Fla., August, 1967. 
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prison, prior prison 'sentences, prior non-prison sen­
tences, and prior drug and alcohol abuse. They include 
one year, two year, and three year follow-ups. 

User/Information Interaction 

Much information is collected, at great expense, 
on the Nation's criminal justice programs, but little 
of this information is used in efforts to systematically 
examine the results of those programs. Perhaps one rea­
son for this is that little information is available in 
a form that is useful to the decision maker at the time 
of his decision. Therefore, an investigation was made 
of the utility of a "third generation" on-line computer 
Eystem in making results quickly available when needed 
by the user. 37 

While standard feedback services provide some use­
ful information to users, they lack the capability for 
immediate response to information needs. More adaptive 
techniques are necessary to fulfill more spontaneous 
user requirements. 

Modern on-line information systems can provide 
techniques which permit a dynamic interaction between 
the user and the computer. Information stored and 
organized according to on-line interactive principles 
can become a ubiquitous element in decision making. 
The immediate ieedback from the computer, displayed on 
a television screen or printed by a console typewriter, 
allows the user to evaluate continuously the relative 
success of his inquiries. He can alter his search 
strategies, if necessary, and spontaneously make deci­
sions based on the instantaneous feedback provided by 
the computer. This immediate retrieval capability 
fundamentally changes the relationship between man 
and computer. 

While efforts to develop Uniform Parole Reports 
as a national data reporting system progressed, a group 
of scientists from the Information Sciences Laboratory of 
the Lockheed Missiles and Space Company, in unrelated 
research efforts, developed a general purpose system for 
on-line information retrieval. This system, called 

37For details consult Gottfredson, et aZ., op. cit. 
supra note 27, Ch. III. 
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"DIA~OG," whose J?rincipal inventor was Dr. Roger K. 
SU~1t, was app11ed to a huge technical library of the 
Nat10nal Aeronautics and Space Administration and was 
used,bY,the Office of Education, the Atomic Energy 
Comm1ss10n, and the European Space Organization. 

The data of Uniform Parole Reports 38 were entered 
into this information retrieval system. DIALOG was 
used to identify and retrieve specific individual records 
from within a collection of records. In addition it 
supplied preliminary analyses of data and compilafions 
of tabulations, but it. did not permit statistical analy­
ses to be carried out through on-line methons. 

T1:.is information retrieval technique was aucrmented 
by ,?n-line caJ?ability wh~ch was demonstrated durIn.g the 
Nat10nal Inst1tute on Cr1me and Delinquency in Boston 
in June 1969 and during the American Congress of Cor­
rections in Minneapolis in August 1969. Uniform Parole 
Reports data for persons released in 1965, 1966, and 
1967 were used. These efforts led to collaboration 
with the U.S. Board of Parole in th~ Parole Decision­
Making project. 

Once the opportunity was available for expenditure 
of sufficient resources to ascertain the utility of 
~his aPJ?roach, it soon became apparent that this facility, 
1mpress1ve as it was, had two major liabilities: it did 
not afford a data analysis capability and its remote 
location and administrat:ion led to logistics dilemmas 
of considerable magnitude. This second drawback was 
characteristic of all ot:her' outside computing facilities 
explored by Uniform Parole Reports staff. 

In January 1971, the project embarked upon the 
creation of its own data processing unit and began to 
explore means of performing its computing tasks in-house. 
During this period, four separate computer facilities 
were employed (individually or in concert) for analy­
tical tasks and a fifth installation was used for data 
editing. Since this obviously was not an ideal arrange-

-
3 8Wenk, E. A ... , M. S. Radwin, R. K. Summit, and 

C. McHugh, "New Developments in On-Line Information 
Retrieval Techniques in the United States as Applied to 
the Uniform Parole Reports, Abstracts in CriminoZogy 
and PenoZogy, 10 (January-February): 8-17, 1970. 
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ment, substantial resources were devoted simultaneously 
to obtaining and operationalizing a single, in-house 
capacity. 

This task has now been achieved. Analytic approaches 
outside the project's administrative control currently 
are used only when a special circumstance of short dura­
tion arises (e.g., when a consultant uses his own facili­
ties to perform a specific series of tasks) . 
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Chapter IV 

THE COMPARISON PROBLEM 

Paroling authorities tend to be guided more by 
selective experience and subjective judgment than by 
scientifically based knowledge of the probable con­
·sequences of alternative actions. In order to improve 
individual case determinations, systematic feedback' 
should be available as an aid to decision making. 
Absence of information describing the outcomes obtained 
by one's own or other agencies' programs forces deci­
sions to be made simply on the basis of experience. 

The parole programs of the Nation vary markedly in 
size, economic resources, legal constraints on parole 
decisions, and extent of use of parole as a method of 
prison release. Comparisons of parole outcomes of 
different correqtion agencies have not been meaningful 
because of the differences in data accounting and 
reporting procedures associated with disparate struc­
tures, policies, and interpretations. 

This variation in problems, resources, and prac­
tices is perhaps so extensive that efforts to develop a 
uniform parole reporting system, intended as an aid to 
evaluation, are destined to be futile. This complexity, 
however, may be turned to advantage if it is asked how 
variation in parole outcome is associated with parole 
program variation. The dissimilarities can be utilized 
to provide a "natural experiment," if adequate records 
are maintained. Systematic study of the outcome of this 
natural experiment can provide information on probable 
effects of parole treatment alternatives. Paroling 
authorities and parole administrators need to be able to 
compare the outcomes of their own programs with those of 
other agencies. It may often be found that a proposed 
new program has already been attempted in anoLher agency. 
If so, the results should be known before the same pro­
gram is implementea elsewhere. 

As is the case with much research, the data 
collected thus far in the Uniform Parole Reports project 
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generate more questions than answers. If we are to find 
ways of sharing parole information among agencies in 
order to help in parole decision making and administra­
tion, we must learn how to ask the right questions in 
the right way. This section demonstrates that if the 
wrong questions are asked, the answer will be meaning­
less or misleading. What seem to be some of the right 
questions a~e presented for discussion. 

Analyses of the Program's Experience 

First to be discussed are analyses based upon the 
first year of the pilot study--the one year parole 
performance of 8,115 parolees from 22 agencies. 39 Table 
IV-I gives the number of parolees per agency for the 
period January through December, 1965. The agency 
numerical designations appearing in the table were 
randomly assigned to preserve general anonymity. 

Table IV-I 

NUMBER OF CASES PER AGENCY FOR THE 22 AGENCIES 
WITH COMPLETE DATA FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 

THROUGH DHCEMBER, 1965 

Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Number 201 142 218 946 283 404 1648 526 405 88 72 

12 

210 

Agency 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 TOTAL 

Number 751 172 221 647 215 153 252 114 367 80 8115 

Parolees Selected for Study. The proportion of 
subjects contributed by each agency from its parole 
population varied due to individual agency work load 
requirements. The samples were selected, through use of 
a table of random numbers, from monthly lists of all 
persons paroled by each agency. Those parolees with 
"detainers" (i.e., released to custody in another juris­
diction) were excluded. 

39 Alabama, Alaska, California, Colorado, Connecticut 
(men), Connecticut (women), Florida, Illinois, Iowa, 
Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, Nevada, 
New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
Texas, and Virginia. 
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Results of One Year of Experience. The results 
clearly demonstrate that parole "success u rates of 
different agencies cannot be compared meaningfully 
unless relevant differences in offenders are considered. 
If different types of offenders are releasGd on parole-­
some better "risks" than others--this must: be taken into 
cccount in any interagency comparison. It is important 
to recognize that the results do not indicate whether or 
not any of the agencies are more effective than the 
others in terms of parole outcome. 

The sampling of additional agencies and a larger 
number of parolees produced results very similar to 
those of the feasibility study. 

The favorable parole performance rate, defined as 
the ratio of (a) those parolees who either experienced 
no difficulty or were continued on parole without new 
major convictions to (b) all who were paroled, was 71 
percent (compared to 76 percont in the former study). 
This rate of "successful" performance again varied 
considerably from agency to agency, with a low of 43 
percent and a high of 81 percent. 

If the parolees of the various agencies were simi­
lar, this could be interpreted as a variation in the 
effectiveness of procedures. However, they clearly are 
not comparable. A number of offender characteristics, 
consistently associated with parole outcome, vary from 
agency to agency and may determine the differences in 
parole outcome. 

Type of admission to prison, for example, again is 
found to be associated with parole outcome. Three 
fourths of those parolees received in prison as "new 
cases" without probation revocation were found in the 
favorable category, while only half of the re-paroled 
technical parole violators were in that group. The 
association of this classification with parole perform­
ance may be seen in Table IV-II. 
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Table IV-II 

TYPE OF ADMISSION AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE 
BASED ON ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED 

FROM 22 AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965 

Parole Performance 
Number Number 

Type Favorable Unfavorable 

of ,(NO Major (Major Percent 

Admission Difficulty) Difficulty)' Favorable Total 

New Court 
Commitment 

Not from 
Probation 4442 1522 74.48 5964 

probation 
Revoked 688 306 69.21 994 

parole 
vJ.olator 

No New 
commitment 304 298 50.49 602 

With New 
Commitment 340 215 61.26 555 

TOTAL 5774 2341 71.15 8115 

Chi-square = 184.97 df = 3 P = <.001 

The association between various offender character­
istics and parole performance prohibits any direct inter­
agency comparison of violation rates. For example, more 
than 90 percent of those who were paroled after commit­
ting willful homicide were successful on parole. On the 
other hand, about two thirds of those who were paroled 
after imprisonment for burglary, and less than 60 per­
cent of those committed for vehicle theft and check 
frauds, were in the favorable parole performance cate­
gory at the end of one year (Table IV-III). The pro­
portions of parolees in various offense categories vary 
markedly a:mong agencies. 
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Table IV-III 

TYPE OF OFFENSE AND FAVORABLE PAROLE BA;~gMON ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND ~~~~RMANCE 
22 AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER PAROLED , 1965 

Parole Performance 
Number Number Per-

Type Favorable Unfavorable cent 
of 

Offense 
~No.Major (Major Favor-

Dlfflculty) Difficulty) able Total 
-

Homicide 539 54 90.89 593 . 
Manslaughter 72 12 85.71 84 
Armed Robbery 813 256 76.05 106'9 
Unarmed Robbery 287 109 72.47 396 
Aggravated 

Assault 309 62 83.29 371 
Forcible Rape 135 33 80.36 168 
Statutory Rape 87 25 77.68 112 
Sex Offense 

Against 
Juveniles 129 24 84.31 153 

Other Sex 
Offense 50 15 76.92 65 

Prostitution and 
Pandering 8 3 72 .. 73 11 

Burglary 1576 796 66.44 2372 
Theft or Larceny 504 212 70.39 716 
Vehicle Theft 219 162 57.48 381 
Forgery and 

Checks 435 317 57.85 752 
Other Fraud 48 12 80.00 60 
Narcotics 

Violations 256 105 70.91 361 
Alcohol 

Violations 36 9 80.00 45 
All Other 267 135 66.41 402 

TOTAL 5770 2341 71.14 8111* 

Chl-square = 324.56 df = 17 P = <.001 

*Four cases were coded into categories. nonexistent offense 
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When the number of prior prison sentences per 

parolee was examined in relation to parole performance, 
it was found that three fourths of those with no prior 
imprisonment performed favorably during their first 
year on parole; however, the proportion with favorable 
outcomes decreases as number of prior commitments to 
prison incr~ases (Table IV-IV). The prior prison 
experience of parolees varies considerably among parole 
jurisdictions. 

Table IV-IV 

NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO ADULT CORRECTIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE, BASED 

ON ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED BY 
22 AGENCIES, Jl\NU~..RY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965 

Parole Performance 
Number of Number Number 

Prior Favorable Unfavorable 
Prison (No Major (Major Percent 

Commitments Difficulty) Difficulty) Favorable Total 
-

None 4057 1323 75.41 5380 
One 1019 525 65.99 1544 
Two 410 258 61.38 668 
Three 165 125 56.89 290 
Four or More 123 109 53.02 232 

TOTAL 5774 2340 71.16 8114* 

Chi-square = 163.67 df = 4 P = <.001 

*One case was omiJcted due to indefinite coding" 

Four out of five parolees with no prior sentences 
other than prison (that is, those who had not been fined, 
on probation, jailed, etc.) did well during their first 
year on parole (see Table IV-V). Again, however, the 
proportion with favorable parole performance decreases 
with one or more prior non-prison sentences. Parolees 
of the various agencies also vary in this measure of 
prior criminal record. 

An analysis of prior drug or alcohol abuse among 
these parolees from 22 agencies produced the resul t:s 

78 

, 0\ 

- ./;;: 

I 
i 
.. , 

shown in Tables IV-VI and IV-VII. P 1 aro e performance is 
significantly related to both alcohol and drug abuse 
histories: favorable outcomes are associated with an 
absence of drug abuse and with an absence of alcohol 
abuse. Again, agencies differ in the proportions of 
parolees whose personal histories include these problems. 

'rable IV-V 

NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTENCES OTHER THAN PRISON AND 
FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE, BASED ON ONE YEAR 

FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED BY 22 AGENCIES 
JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965 ' 

Parole Performance 
, 

Number of . 
Number Number 

Prior Sen- Favorable Unfavorable 
tences Other (No Major (Major Percent 

. 

Than Prison Difficulty) Difficulty) Favorable Total 
-

None 1605 370 81. 26 1975 
One 1130 389 74.39 1519 
Two 862 356 70.77 1218 
Three 583 332 63.72 915 
Four 463 203 69.52 666 
Five 338 153 68.84 491 
Six 199 127 61.04 326 
Seven 152 79 65.80 231 
Eight 92 57 61.74 149 
Nine or more 350 272 56.27 622 

TOTAL 5774 2338 71.18 8112* , 
Chi-square = 225.82 df = 9 P = <.001 

*Three cases omitted due to indefinite coding. 
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Table IV-VI 

OG USE AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFO~JrnCE, BASED ON 
DRONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED BY 

22 AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965 

~ Parole Performance -,-Number Number 
Favorable Unfavorable 

Percent (No Major (Major History of 
Difficulty) Difficulty) Favorable Drug Use 

None or 
Unknown 5194 1986 72.34 

Any Use 580 355 62.03 

-rOTAL 5774 2341 71.15 

42 53 df = 1 P = <.001 Chi-square = . 

, 
Parole Performance 

Number Number 
History of Favorable Unfavorable 

"Alcohol (No Major (Major Pf:~rcent 

Involvement" Difficulty) Difficulty) Fa'V'orable 

None or 
Unknown 1609 543 74.77 

Any Use 2168 969 69.11 

TOTAL 3777 1512 71.41 
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Total 

7180 

935 

8115 

Total 

2152 

3137 

5289* 

, 
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Age of the offender at time of parole was found to 
be associated with parole outcome, supporting much 
earlier research. This result was not obtained in the 
earlier feasibility study. Older offenders are more 
often found in the favorable outcome group, as seen in 
Table IV-VIII. 

Table IV-VIII 

AGE AT RELEASE AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE, 
BASED ON ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN 

PAROLED BY 22 AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965 

Parole Performance 
Number Number . 

1 Favorable Unfavorable 
" Age at (No Major (Major Percent Release Difficulty) Difficulty) Favorable Total 

18 or under 378 198 65.62 576 19 - 21 1307 538 70.84 1845 22 - 24 980 428 69.60 1408 25 - 27 719 297 70.77 1016 28 - 30 521 214 70.88 735 31 - 33 401 148 73.04 549 34 - 36 347 140 71.25 487 37 - 39 300 123 70.92 423 40 - 42 217 87 71.38 304 43 - 45 159 68 70.04 227 46 - 48 108 35 75.52 143 49 - 51 96 26 78.69 122 52 or over 232 37 86.24 269 Unknown 9 2 81.82 11 
TOTAL 5774 2341 71.15 8115 

Chi-square = 46.84 df = 13 p = <.001 

Subsequent Experience. These findings regarding 
parolee age differences across agencies have surfaced 
repeatedly as Uniform Parole Reports staff have observed 
this variable over time. For example, six agencies were 
selected in 1971 for a study of age configurations in 
their 1969 reported populations. 4u The results are 
presented in Table~IV-IX. 

40 See National Probation and Parole Institutes, 
Uniform Parole Reports Project, "Age at Admission--An 
Example," Newsletter, November, 1971. (Davis, Calif.: 
NCCD Research Center). 

81 

; I 
I , I 
I 

~ I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

;j 
I' ;--' 



Table IV-IX 

AGE AT ADMISSION IN SIX SELECTED STATE PAROLE AGENCIES 
1969 MAI,E AND FEMALE PAROLEES 

Age at Admission 
14-18 19-24 25-29 30-34 35-45 46 & up 

Agency Years Years Years Years Years Years Totals 

A 119 140 55 42 41 10 407 
29% 34% 14% 10% 10% 2% 

B 54 750 322 138 148 78 1490 
4% 50% 22% 9% 10% 5% 

C 154 651 354 253 279 97 1788 
9% 36% 20% 14% 16% 5% 

D 50 118 52 38 34 23 315 
16% 37% 17% 12% 11% 7% 

E 202 852 394 211 244 118 2021 
10% 42% 19% 10% 12% 6% 

F 159 723 363 289 411 106 2051 
8% 35% 18% 14% 20% 5% 

Totals 738 3234 1540 971 1157 432 8072 
9% 40% 19% 12% 14% 5% 

Chi-square = 444.61 df = 25 P = <.001 

The conclusion drawn from the findings of this 
study was that, while some agencies do not differ 
significantly on age at admission to prison, in most 
cases interagency comparisons for evaluative purposes 
are not justifiable unless age differences are con­
sidered in the analysis. If agencies are to be meaning­
fully compared, they either must be similar in certa,in 
important ways or their differences must be considered 
in any analysis and interpretation. Age is one item 
that affects parole performance. There are many others 
(e.g., prior record, commitment offense, etc.) known 
from Uniform Parole Reports studies and other research 
to be related to parole outcome. Yet, considering only 
the age variable, interagency comparison of outcomes is 
unjustifiable in most instances. Comparisons of parole 
performance across agencies now appear to be a rather 
complicated venture. Agency differences in age and 
other outcome-related offender characteristics must be 
considered in any interagency comparison. 

These results do more than support earlier research; 
they show that the frequent inquiry, "How do the parole 
violation rates of one agency compare with the rates of 
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o~her agen~ies in the Nation?" is not the right ques­
t 70n. ,It ~~ entirely possible that an agency with a 
h~gh v~o~at~o~ rate is more effective, in terms of 
p~role v~olat~ons, than an agency with a lower viola­
t~on rat~., The rate must reflect, at least in part, 
the qual~t~es of the parolee population. 

These results highlight two central ideas: 

1., Analysis of an agency's parole effectivenes~ 
solely ~n,terms ~f parole performance rates is meaning­
less--as ~s any ~nteragency comparison made on this 
basis. Decisions ~bout a parole agency's functioning 
cannot ~e made unt~l the characteristics of its parolee 
populat~on are known. 

2. ~ tho:ough, ongoing, nationwide analysis of 
the relat~onsh~ps,of offender characteristics to parole 
perf~rmance, carr~ed out agency by agency, is entirely 
poss~ble and necessary. The knowledge gained from such 
analyses would enable the identification of specific 
~tems pr~dictive of , parole performance. Such predictive 
1nformat~on coul~ ~~d par~le boa:ds in decision making 
and parole pract~t~oners ~n deal~ng with parolees. 

The most significant conclusion to be derived from 
these dat~ is that any ev~Zuation of paroZe performance~ 
or compar~son among agenc~es~ must take into account 
both paroZee and agency characteristics. 

A concrete example from the data serves to 
~llust:ate this point~ If favorable parole performance 
~s def~ned as the absence of return to prison or of 
absconding, Table IV-XI on page 86 portrays Agency 13 
as the most successful (86 percent) with its parolees 
and Agency 11 as having the lowest favorable performance 
rate (4~ percen~) o~ ~he 22 agencies in the study. On 
the bas~s of th~s l~m~ted comparison, the unfortunate 
conclusion could be drawn that the former agency is 
much more effective than the latter. (Even statistic­
ally, the difference between the two success rates is 
highly significant--beyond the .001 level, Chi-square 
of 40.4, df = 1.) This conclusion, however, is un­
warranted. The data for the two agencies in row five 
of Table, IV-X show that Agency 13 returned only 5.9 per­
cent of ~ts parole~s to prison as technical violators 
with no new convictions, while the comparable rate for 
Agency 11 was 51.4 percent--the highest of all the 
agencies in the study. (This difference, too is 
highly significant--beyond the .001 level, chi-square of 
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49.6, df = 1.) It might be that the two agencies do 
not differ as much in parole effectiveness as they do 
in agency policy, with Agency 11 much quicker to return 
parolees to prison on technical violations. 

Table IV-XI summarizes the relationships between 
offender attributes and parole outcomes for each agency. 
Here, the data are analyzed in terms of the two major 
categories of parole performance--favorable versus un­
favorable, defined as continued on parole at the end of 
one year versus returned to prison within the same 
period. The statistical significance of each relation­
ship (as determined b¥ a Chi-square test) is indicated 
in the row labeled "X." A blanK space in the row 
indicates no relationship between that particular 
characteristic and parole performance. A significani 
relationship is shown by a single asterisk; a double 
asterisk indicates a highly significant relationship. 
Numerical values for t~ese Chi-squares and for Phi 
Correlation Coefficients (indicators of the degree of 
relationship) are given in Tables IV-XII and IV-XIII • 

If the data for agencies 11 and 13 are examined, 
Table IV-XI indicates that several meaningful compar­
isons can be made. Parole performance is related to 
type of offense for each agency (significant relation­
ships), with person offenders more often found in the 
favorable performance category. 

Although person offenders from both agencies per­
form better on parole than do property offenders, 
Agency 11 paroled a significantly smaller percentage of 
person offenders (29 percent) than did Agency 13 (48 
percent). This difference of 19 percentage points is 
statistically significant beyond the .05 level of con­
fidence, as is a difference greater than 12 between any 
two comparabZe percentages in TabZe IV-XI. Thus, in 
terms of one parolee characteristic, type of offense, it 
might be said that the Agency 11 parolee population was 
"worse" than that of Agency 13, since it was made up of 
a greater percentage of offenders who could be antici­
pated as parole failures, based upon the offenses they 
committed. The reasons for this might be (1) hesitancy 
on the part of the Agency 11 parole board to release 
"dangerous" offenders into the community; (2) scarcity 
of person offenders eligible for parole due to state 
laws governing their sentences; (3) relatively low 
frequency with which these offenses are committed in 
that jurisdiction; or a combination of these reasons 
might be found. Whatever the reasons, in 1965 Agency 11 
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Table IV-XII 

CHI-SQUARE VALUES AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR 22 AG~NCIES COMBINED 

Type of Admission 
Percent New Commitment 
New commitment, Percent FPP 
Parole Violator, Percent FPP 
X2: Admission vs. PP 
~ Correlation Coefficient 

Prior Prison Sentences 
Percent None 
None, Percent FPP 
One or More, Percent FPP 
X2: Prior Prison vs. PP 
$ Correlation Coeffiqient 

Offense 
~cE!nt Persons 

Persons, Percent FPP 
Property, Percent FPP 
X2: Offense vs. PP 
~ Correlation Coefficient 

Sentences Other Than Prison 
Percent None 
None, Percent FPP 
One or More, Percent FPP 
X2: Other Sentences vs. PP 
~ Correlation Coefficient 

Alcohol 
Percent No Use 
No Use, Percent FPP 
Use, Percent FPP 
X2

: Alcohol vs. PP 
~ Correlation Coefficient 

Drug 
--percent No Use 

No Use, Percent FPP 
Use, Percent FPP 
X 2 : Drug vs. PP 
$ Correlation Coefficient 

Age 
--Percent Above Median Age 

Above Median Age, Percent FPP 
Under Median Age, Percent FPP 
X2: Age vs. PP 
~ Correlation Coefficient 

TOTAL PERCENT FPP 

A 
All Agencies 

combined 

86 
74 
55 

157.2 
.14 

66 
75 
63 

140.9 
.13 

34 
80 
63 
56.6 

24 
81 
69 

.08 

129.2 
.13 

41 
75 
69 
19.9 

.06 

88 
72 
62 
42.5 

49 
73 
70 

.07 

6.26 
.03 

71 

B 
X2: Between 

Agencies 

209.1 
130.0 
577 .9 

158.0 
133.9 
115.6 

161.5 
121.3 
128.0 

172.6 
227.1 
101.9 

167.5 
127.5 
100.5 

348.5 
125.4 
434.7 

68.4 
162.9 
147.2 

119.4 

All Chi-squares listed are significant beyond the .001 level. 
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C 
Degrees of 

Freedom 

21 
21 
2i 

1 

21 
21 
21 

1 

2: 
21 
21 
1 

21 
21 
21 

1 

21 
21 
21 

1 

21 
21 
21 

1 

21 
21 
21 

1 

21 
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parole agents supervised a greater proportion of 
recidivism-prone parolees than did agents in Agency 13. 

In neither of the two agencies were significant 
relationships found between parole performance and any 
of the other parolee characteristics studied. In view 
of the Agency 11 technical violation rate of 51.4 per­
cent, it is difficult to determine whether these data 
reflect differences in agency parole effectiveness or 
in parole policy. The latter usually determines the 
technical violation rate. 

A comparison of two other agencies, 8 and lS, 
presents an additional example of the need to know more 
than the single fact that the success rates of these 
two agencies differ (See Table IV-X). Table IV-XI adds 
to the comparison by demonstrating that the first four 
parolee characteristics are significantly related to 
parole performance within each agency (indiqated by 
asterisks). Since the parolee populations of the two 
agencies differed significantly, and in the ~ame direc­
tion, in terms of these four parolee characteristics, 
the higher rates of success for Agency 15 could be 
accounted for by the fact that it worked with a "better" 
parole population in 1965. 

Hundreds of similar comparisons could be made. 
Within the scope of this report, however, it is more 
appropriate simply to illustrate the logic underlying 
such comparisons and to provide the data necessary for 
making them. 

Once agency differences were clearly estab~ished, 
the next step in this line of analysis was to devise a 
way to account for these disparities. The approach 
selected for this task, first reported by Uniform Parole 
Reports in 1972,41 was to employ "base expectancy" 
measures to statistically control for differences in 
risk at initiation of parole. 

For this purpose three pairs of agencies were 
selected: one pa~r of states located geographically 
close together with di£ff.~rent overall violation rates, 

.' 

"Gottfredson, D. M., M. G. Neithercutt, and E. A. 
Wenk, ParoZe in the United States: A Reporting System 
(Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research Center, October 1972), 
Chapter IX. 
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one pair of states geographicallY separated ",ith 
(Jxt,t'(~mely different violation rates, and a third pair 
gcotj"raphicallY separated with similar parole violation 
rates and very different institutional and parole pro­
~p:,ams • The rosul ts from one part of this study are 
especially relevant here. 

The campa_rison of "Western state II and "Southern 
state" was thought to be of interest because these 
stu-tea had sirtiilar success rates despite marl<:ed differ­
ences in institutional and parole programs in the two 
jurisdictions. In Western state considerable effort 
11tH> baen expended over several decades to develop 
sophisticated rehabilitation programs, both during 
,confinement and under communit.y supervision, while in 
southern State the program consists principally of 
custodial care, in dorrni tory housing, \1.1 th extremely 
lim;f.ted staff. ,Agricultural work is the preclominant 
occupation for institutional residents in Southern 
Stata, while WI,;,!sbern state employs a wide variety of 
professional treat,ment techniques such as group psychO­
therapy, counselinlj, and vocational training, following 
an intensive diagnostic and classification program. 
Despite this distinctly different emphasis on rehabil­
i,tat.~ivc programming, the "success ll rate for the Western 
Stat.o sample of 1,184 males was 66 percent; while in 
southc~n State this rate was slight~y higher (69 per­
ocm-t). trhus, using this particular approach the 
results of an intensive rehabilitation model program 
might be compared with those of a program emphasizing 
custodial care and agricultural work, with little in 
the way of -treatment. 

Parolee attributes and parole outcome were defined 
as bcf':>re. A regression equation taking this form 

(~volvec : 
parole performance (predicted) = 
.7564 + (-.07066) (type of admis­
sion) + (-.10595) (prior prison) 
+ (-.03709) (prior other sentence) 
'\' (-.4023) (drug use) + (-.08574) 
(c;lcohOl use) + (.00246) (age) 

Tho rcgre~,sion summary is present.ed in Table IV-XIV, 
along with a su).'UUary of the analysis of variance. The 
multiple correlation coefficient obtained was .208. As 
ShOW'H in Table IV-XV, the correlations of expected and 
octual valueS w~r~ .193 for western state and .248 for 
Sou'chorn State. The test for differences between 
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corr~lation coefficients' '~ consldered as IInot diff lndl;ated that they could be 
the critical ratio was ~~~~~:: The observed value of 

Table IV-XIV 
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS· 

AND SOUTHERN STA • 
WESTERN 

TES 

Partial Sum of Proportion 
Independent Correla- Squares of Variance 

Variable Mean tion Added Added 

T~e of Admission .320 -.067 7.640 
Prlor Prison 

•. 015 . 
.455 -.114 5.618 .011 • 

Prior Other Sentence .874 -.051 4.348 .008 
Drug Use .247 -.034 .682 .001 
Alcohol Use .409 -.086 3.186 .006 
Age 27.954 .046 1.067 .002 

Mean Parole Performance = .677 (68 percent "success") 

Multi~l~ Correlation Coefficient· R = .2085 
Coefflclent of Determination: . R2 .0435 

"'-

~nalysis of Varia:q~e for the Multiple Regression 

F = 17.906, for six and 23(}4 degrees of freedom 
P < .001 

Table IV-XV 

~ORRELATION OF 
VALUES 

PERFORMANCE EXPECTED AND ACTUAL PAROLE 
IN WESTERN AND SOUTHERN S TATES 

Fisher's 
Correlation r to z 

State Number Coefficient -Transformation 

Western 1184 .193 .195 

Southern 1187 .248 .253 

" 

The analysis of covariance ; , IV-XVI. Figure IV-l shows the _.5 sununarlzed in Table 
rates and the adjusted rates. origi~al p~role success The sltuatlon is nmV' 
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ate corrected for reversed: Western s~a~:'saS~~~~SShIghe~ than that of 
"kinds of offenders, .Lp,m r cce;s rate has gone from 
Southern St~te. weste~no~ ~~ percent, while Sout~ern 
66 to an adJusted valu 69 to 61 percent. It.LS 
State 1 s has decrease~ from .; n adJ' usted success 

d that the d.Lfferences ..... t 
auggeste th differences.Ln treatm7n . 
rates must be due. to e lees in the two jur.Lsd.Lc­
afforded offenders and paro t' factors or to other 
tiona to other unknown selee ;Lon . f 

unkno~n determinants. 

Table IV-XVI 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE IN PAROLE OUTCOMES: WESTERN 
AND SOI.JTHERN STATES 

Degrees Total Adjustment Adjusted Degrees 
of Sum of for Sum of of Mean 

Source Freedom Squares Covariates Squares Freedom Square 

Eat~leen 
Agencies 1 .58 -4.26* 4.84 1 4.84 

ErlZor 
(Within) 2369 517.95 26.80 491.15 2363 .2079 

Total 2370 518.5J 22.54 495.99 2364 

Table of Means 

Adjusted 
Actual Adjusted Standard 

Agency Mean ,Mean Error 

Western .6613 .7425 .0165 

Southern .6925 .. 6115 .0165 

Testin~ Adjusted Means 

Mean square ~ 4.8355 
11' ;:;: 23.264 for one and 2363 degrees of freedom 
p < .001 

.. d'cates that the adJustment fo *The ne.gativ7 s.Lgn ·.lon ~h between groups sum of tho cova;riants l.ncreases e 
r 

squares. 
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Western State 
------- Southern State Ol~---________________________ __ 

Figure IV-l 

Actual and Adjusted Parole Success Rates 
for Western and Southern States 

It was concluded that the evidence suggested the 
value of the rehabilitation efforts of Western State as 
compared with the custodial program of Southern State, 
and that the utility of this type of analysis was demonstrated. 

Conclusions. The grounqwork continues to be laid 
ror meaningful comparative studies and for the evalua­
tion of proposed programs, the assessment of program 
effectiveness, and the sophisticated approach· to predic­
tion of parOle performance. In view of the complexities 
inVolved in each of these objectives, adaptive methods 
of multivariate analysis (taking into account the inter­
relationships suggested in these reports) are needed. 
When parolee subgroups within each agency are identified 
by objective characteristics and parole performance, 
then Inore valid decisions about program mOdifications 
are pOssible. Also POSsible are more nearly objective, 
and hopefully ~ore accurate, predictions of parole performance. 

Some preliminary studies with these objectives will 
be reported in the next section; however, it may be use­
ful at this point to summariZe Some general conclusions 
warranted from the qata presented. 

. 1. Uniform Parole Reports'procedures provide a 
workable system for the collection and analysis of 
national parole statistics. 
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2. The data collected are, in general, suffi­
ciently reliable to permit acceptance of quantitative 
conclusions. 

3. The relatively low reliability found for a few 
items indicates a need to improve definitions and data 
collection procedures. 

4. Evaluation of parole performance data, within 
and among agencies, is more meaningful and instructive 
if parolee and agency characteristics are taken into 
account. Failure to do so allows success rates to be 
seriously misleading. 

5. Parolees in general (disregarding the paroling 
agency) display several characteristics that are 
related to parole success (if success is defined as 
nonwreturn to prison). The relationships between each 
characteristic and parole performance may be stated in 
quantitative terms. These statements are listed in 
paragraphs six through t,.,el ve below. 

6. Individuals convicted as offenders against 
persons are more likely to succeed on parole than are 
offenders against property. 

7. Those paroled from new commitments are more 
likely t,o succeed than are persons re-paroled after 
return to prison for parole violation. 

8. PersonS with nO prison sentences prior to the 
current incarceration are more likely to succeed on 
parole than are those previously imprisoned. 

9. Parolees with no prior sentences other than 
prison are more likely to succeed than are those with 
other prior sentences. 

10. Individuals with no history of drug abuse are 
morC likely to succeed on parole than are those with 
such u history. 

11. '1'11ose with nO history of alcohol abuse are 
more likely to succeed on parole than are those with 

such a histol."Y· 

.12. The older the parolee, the greater the likeli­
hood of his success on parole. 
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Exploratory Classification studies 

Three approaches to more useful assessments of 
pc;role performance are suggested by the differences 
d1scussed above. First, ways of classifying parolees 
may be developed to ensure that outcome data shared by 
parole systems deal--as far as possible--with similar 
offenders. ~ec~nd, prediction methods may be used to 
correct statl~tlcally for differences in parolee groups 
~o~pared. ~hlrd, through the identification of similar-
1tles and dlfferences among parole systems agencies 
rather than parolees might be classified. ' 

Explorator¥ ~tudies using each of these approaches~ 
bc;S~~ on data slmllar to. those described above but • 
llm1ted ~o 18 parole systems participating at the time 
~he ~tudt~s were undertaken, initiated this line of 
1ngu1ry. The first study sought to develop a useful 
method-for classifying parolees; the second provided a 
means of parolee classification aimed specifically at 
parole.pred~ctioni the third explored a method for 
meas~rln~ dlfferences among parole agencies. These 
studles lnvolved the application of thr~e different. 
but closely related, statistical methods to the sam~ 
set of data ~n pa:olees released January through June, 
1965. The f1rst·ls called ~association analysis«' the 
~econd, "regression analysis" i and the third "ca~on-
1 1 1'" ' ca ana YS1S. Here the studies will be referred to 
as the "par?rlee Classification Study," the "Base Expect- . 
ancy Study, and the "Parole Agency Map. ". 

Parolee Classific~tion Study. The objective of 
the classification study is to define subgroups of 
parolees in such a way that the persons within subgroups 
ar~ rel~tively alike, while the subgroups themselves are 
qUlte d~fferent from one another. That is, relatively 
homogeneous subgroups are sought within the hetero­
gene~us.parolee population. This method differs from 
pred~ct~on meth~ds (although it has been used in parole 
predl~t10n studle~), since the measure of parole perform­
ance ~s not used 1n the analysis& Only information 
known before parole is studied. 

For the classification study, 3,386 persons were 

.' 
42 Unlike the data from 22 parole agencies reported 

above, only offenders paroled during a six month period 
(January-June, 1965), rather than the full calendar 
year, could be included. 
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randomly divided into two groups, a study sample (1,658) 
and a test sample (1,728). The group was indeed hetero­
geneous. Of the study sample, 37 percent had some prior 
prison confinement; 72 percent had previous confinement 
either in prison or elsewhere. On the average, these 
parolees had two and a third prior sentences other than 
prison. 

They had been paroled after an a.verage prison stay-­
in these 18 jurisdictions--of 28 mont~hs. Thirty-three 
months was the average time from the effective date of 
sentence to the date of parole. Thelce was a large 
variation in time served and, since Isome prisoners 
served a much greater time than the .average, the 
distributions were markedly skewed. 

Seventy--six percent were new court commitments, 11 
percf.mt were re-paroled parole viola,tors, and 13 percent 
had been received in prison as probation violators. 

Nine percent had histories of narcotics abuse; ItS 

5 percent were described as having l3.lcohol involvement 
in the commitment offense. 

The majority (57 percent) weret property offenders. 
More than one fourth (27 percent) were offenders against 
persons (other than sex offenders)" Six percent were 
sex offenders, 4 percent were narcotics law violators, 
and 6 percent had been convicted for some other offense • 

In classifying these parolees into useful, more 
homogeneous subgroups, the procedures of association 
analysis provide one answer. 44 This is illustrated in 
Figure IV-2, which,depicts the results of the first 

1t3Note that the prevalence of coded narcotics his­
tories in Uniform Parole Reports cohorts has increased 
steadily over the years. F10r example, in the 1971 
cohort the percentage for m.ales was 24; for females this 
percentage ~as 42. National Probation and Parole Insti­
tutes, Uniform Parole RepoJ:ts Project, "You Asked for 
It--197l P"aro1ees and Trend Analysis, II News ~etteX', 
November, 1973. (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research Center), 
Table V. 

44 For a description of the procedures followed , see 
Gottfredson, O. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., and L. Lane, 
Association Ana~ysis in a Prison Samp~e and Prediction 
of Pa~o~ePerfo~mance. (Vacaville, Calif. : Institute 
for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, November, 1963). 
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.All ) 
Parolees 

No 

Yes 

*Excludes sex offenses against p~rsons 

Person 
Offenders 

Sex, 
Narcotics 
and Other 
Offenders 

Property 
Offenders 

Property 

Percent 
Favorable 

82 

80 

74 

Offenders 63 
Re-Paroled 

Figure IV-2 

Classification~of Parolees into Four Subgroups 
and Parole Performance in Test Sample 

97 



o 

three subdivisions of the analysis. All parolees are 
f ' t divided into two groups--property offenders and 
~rs Th on-property offenders are non-property offenders. e n offenders 

divided accordina to whether or not th~y were
d

, 'd d 
J Th property offenders are ~v~ e again~~ pe~~oe~~thereor not they were parole violators 

accor ~nlgd Th;s gives four groups with favorable re-paro e. • , f 63 
parole outc?mes in the test sample, rang~ng rom 1 
percent to 82 percent. The~~ results, for both samp es, 
ar'e shown in Table IV-XVII. 

Table IV-XVII 

FOUR PAROLEE SUBGROUPS AND PAROLE PERFORMANCE 

Stud, Sample Test Sample 
Percent Percent 

Parolee Subgroups Number Favorable Number Favorable 

Person Offenders 
(except sex) 451 82 445 82 

Sex, Narcotics, 
Other Offenders 257 80 277 80 

Property Offenders 650 69 674 74 

Property Offenders 
Re-paroled 300 64 332 63 

':eOTAL 1658 73 1728 75 

Base Expectancy Study. The second ~p~roach, the 
base expectancy study, is desig~ed to el~c~t afs~~~e 
for each person which will prov~de a measure 0 
probability of favorable parole outcome. 

The recipe for ma ~ng a k ' base expectancy prediction 
method is straightforward: 46 

45 For a more recent analysis of a substantially 
larger group, s~e 
"Cluster Analys~s 
Research in Gr~me 

Fildes R. and D. M. Gottfredson, 
in a p~rolee Sample," Journa~ of 
and De~inquency, 9:2-11, 1972. 

46 See Gottfredson, Ope cit. supra note 11 and 
Gottfredson and Beverly, Ope cit. supra note 10. 
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1. Take a repres(:ntative sample for study. 
(The sample used here may not be 
representative of all parolees of the 
18 agencies, since not all included 
100 percent of their parolees. This 
is a limitation on generalizing from 
the results.) 

2. Define "favorable" and "unfavorable" 
~arole performance for the purpose of 
the study. (Here, the criterion 
described previously was used.) 

3. Collect information which might be 
related to parole performance. (As 
already described, there are a number 
of such items in the Uniform Parole 
Reports system.) 

4. Measure the relationship of each item 
of information with every other item, 
including the parole performance 
criterion. 

5. Mix well, with a little algebra and a 
lot of arithmetic, preferably with the 
help of a computer. (The statistical 
method used here was multiple linear 
regression. ) 

6 • ~ down the. set of items, elimina tinq 
those which overlap and tend to measure 
the same thing. 

7. Result is an equation for base expec­
tancy score calculation. It tells which 
items are the best predictors and how 
they should be weighted. 

8. Proof of the pudding is in the efficiency 
of the method when it is tested on other 
samples. Since the purpose is prediction, 
it is not enough to study one sample; w'e 
can have confidence in the method only if 
it works on new samples of parolees. 

Application of this method to the study sample 
resulted in the prediction method shown in Figure IV-3. 
Commitment for property offenses, prior sentences, and 
history of drug use are unfavorable prognostic signs; 
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BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE CALCULATION 

if property offense (burglary, 
theft, vehicle theft, forgery, 
or other fraud) 

times the number of prior prison 
commitments (count 9 or more as 9) 

times the number of prior sentences 
other than prison (count 9 or more 
as 9) 

if any history of drug use 

TOTAL 

SUBTRACT 

above sum from 114: 

BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE = 

Figure IV-3 

Calculation of Base Expectancy Scores 

o 

114 

these indices are weighted in the calculation of the 
prediction score. 

The resulting scores, calculated for eaDh person in 
the study sample, are shown in relation to parole per­
formance in Table IV-XVIII. Higher base expectancy 
scores are associated with larger proportions in the 
favorable parole category. 

Scores also were calculated for all persons in the 
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Table IV-XVIII 

BASE EXPECTANCY SCORES AND PAROLE PERFORMANCE 
IN THE STUDY SAMPLE* 

Number Percent Total 
Score Favorable Unfavorable Favorable Number 

107 - 114 151 25 86 176 

90 - 106 264 69 79 333 

57 - 89 373 174 68 547 
\ 

40 - 56 84 71 54 155 .. 

7 - 39 112 71 61 183 

< 6 22 34 39 56 -
TOTAL 1006 444 69 1450 

Favorable Unfavorable Total 

Mean 77.82 61.69 72.88 

Standard Deviation 30.47 34.90 1 32.74 

Diffe]~'ence Between Means = 16.13 

p < .01 

Biserial Correlation Coefficient = 0.38 

Point Biserial Correlation Coefficient = 0.23 

of *~arolees receiving discharge before twelve months 
act1ve supervision (N = 209) have been excluded. 

~est.sample. The results are shown in Table IV-XIX a d 
1~ F1gure IY-4. Again, the proportions of parolees n 
w1th favorable outcomes decrease with decreasing bas 
expectancy scores, and it may be concluded that the e 
method has low, but ~ignificant, validity. 

. 

With further validation this measure (or a similar 
one) could be quite useful a~ a means for statistical 
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BASE 

Score 

107 - 114 

90 - lOG 

157 - 139 

40 - .SG 

7 - 39 

*f: 6 -
'rOTA! .. 

Table IV-XIX 

EXPECTANCY SCORES AND PAROLE PERFORMANCE 
IN THE TEST SAMPLE* 

Number Percent Total 
Favorable Unfavorable Favorable Number 

158 19 89 177 

I 282 68 81 350 

i 399 160 I 71 559 

86 66 57 152 

132 85 61 217 

32 32 50 64 

1089 430 72 1519 
-

r • 
Favorable Unfavorable! Total 

Meun 76.24 59.54 71.51 

Standard Deviation 31.97 34.25 33.48 

Difference Between Means == 16.70 

P < .01 

Biserial Correlation Coefficient == 0.35 

Point Biserial Correlation Coefficient == 0.22 

*Parolees receiving discharge before twelve months 
of active supervision (N = 209) have been excluded. 

control of the known relevant ~ifference~ among agencies 
in parolee populations. That lS, co~par7sons could be 
made of the performance of parolees ln dlfferen~ 
agoncies, with appropriate adjustment for the rlsk 
classifications of the parolees. 
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Score 20 40 60 . 80 100 

107 - 114 

90 - 106 

57 - 89 

40 - 56 

7 - 39 

< 6 -

20 40 60 80 100 
Percent with Favorable Parole ~e~formance 

Figure IV-4 

Base Expectancy Scores and Percent with Favorable 
Parole Performance in Test Sample 

These and similar methods 47 bring us closer to 
obtain~ng the kinds of information needed for meaningful 
comparlsons among parole systems, but they still have 
many shortcomings. Much relevant information is absent 
from the analyses. Differences among parolees Which arc 
~ot now ~dentified by the Uniform Parole Reports 
lnformatlon system are unknown. Differences among 
agencies in laws governing sentencing and parole are 
ignored. Differences among agencies in parole super­
V1Slon and in parole revocation policies are not 
considered. 

Despite their limitations, these analyses could be 
very useful. ,If differences are found which may not be 

~ Another method is described in Babst, D. V., 
M. Koval, and M. G. Neithercutt, "Relationship of Time 
Served to Parole Outpome for Different Classifications 
of Burglars Based on Males Paroled in Fifty Jurisdic­
tions in 1968 and 1969," JoupnaZ of Reseapoh in Gpime 
and DeZinquenoy, 9:99-116, 1972. 
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attributed to the known relevant differ.:'ences in offenders 
paroled, then these: differences should be investigated 
furthl:i!r. 

Eocause of the complex variations in legal con­
straint.s, parole philosophy, and supervision alternatives, 
considerable investigation will be required before such 
differences can be meaningfully interpreted. 

If differences are found, are they due to any 
particular component of the crude definition of parole 
performance used? For example, are differences found in 
now major offense convict.ions or only in "technical 
violations"? If the latter, are these due to differ­
ences in philosophy of the parole board or in the 
behavior of parolees? Are differences in outcomes found 
uniformly for all subgroups of offenders or only for 
particular subgroups? If the latter, could this be due 
to any specialized procedures for dealing with parti­
cular subgroups? 

Parola Agency Map. The third approach, referred to 
us tho "Parole Agency Map," is designed to identify 
differences among agencies. 

The map of the United States, of course, shows the 
relationship of each state to every other state, includ­
ing distances among states. However, this map, based 
on geography with distances in miles, may have little 
relationship to similarities and differences in parole 
practice. 

Which parole agencies cluster together on parole 
issues? How far are the various agencies from one 
another? IlCanonical analysis ll can provide a statistical 
nns\ltor to such questions. In order to explore its use 
as onaway of exumining similarities and differences 
muong parole a.gencies, this method was applied to the 18 
n<1cncies USing the same data as the classification study 
und the prediction study. This time, the agencies, 
ruther than t:he parolees, were to be measured and 
classified., 110 

1,0 This unalysis ,.,as completed by Dr. Richard Porebski, 
Un.i vt)rsi t.y of ottawa I and Kelley B. Ballard, Jr.; their 
collaboration was appreciated. 
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, Only four items (which f 
w1ll be recognized as importan~o)m the ~tudies described, 
study. These were (f were 1ncluded for 
parolees who were (1) o~ each agency) the proportions of 
property offenders (3)er-pa7do~e~ parole violators (2) 
Prio' ,eC1 1V1Sts (i ' , r pr1son commitments) d ( .e., persons with 
h1story of drug use. ,an 4) persons with a 

As already noted 
parole POpulations ac~o~~I~~etagenCies vary in their 
drug use histories va ' d 0 these items. Reported 
more than one in fi r1e among agencies from none to 
off d ve parolees Propo t' en ers ranged from half t' r 10ns of property 
R~cidivism ranged from 11 0 nearly 100 percent. 
w1de variation in new couriercen~, to 58 percenti The 
The problem for study is t comm1tment~ has been ci,ted. 
order to determine its maine analyze th1s variation in 

components. 

It was found that three ' 
for nearly all of this va ' t7mportant dimensions account 
first appears to be mainl r1a ~on among agencies. The 
se~ond, a property offensY ~, rug,use dimension; the 
pr10r prison dimension--a~l ~~ens70ni and the third a 
however, ~or identification Ofur 1tem~ are,necessary, 
the equat10n for defini each d1mens10n. Using 
"Parole Agency Map" may nge e;~~t~!d~1:gese dimenSions, the 

Such a tentative', : 
A tWo-dimensional map ~:Pn~~ ~1~~~t7ated in Figure IV-~. 
colors have been used t u 1c1ent, so different 
Although the eq~atio 0 suggest the third dimension 
agencies, they have b:e

were ~~sed on the stUdy of 18' 
n app 1ed to all 46 agencies for 

49 The h tree canonical vectors columns: may be written as 

Narcotics Use 2.0944 
Property Offense .5864 
Prior Prison .0025 
Parole Violators -1.8473 

3 2 

-1.1625 
1.4879 

-1.0092 
- .8051 

3 3 

-1.3313 
.2775 

1.6219 
-1. 0280 

I • e., 3 1 = 2. 0944 ( th ' . 
with a history of nar~oiI~~o~:~on+of paroled offenders 
of parolees committed f ) .5864 (the proportion 
(the proportion of paro~r a p~operty offense) + .0025 
sentence) _ 1.8473 (the ees w o,serve~ a prior prison 
re-paroled). The coeffi;I~~~rt70n of p~rolees Who were 
3 3 are given in the other C01~~.equat10ns for 3 2 and 
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Figure !V-S 

Agency Hap Based on Similarities.an~ Differences 
in Selected Parolee Character~st~cs 
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which data were available; therefore, the results should 
be considered only illustrative of the approach. By way 
of example, it appears that, in terms of the parolee 
characteristics considered: 

1. Nebraska, South Dakota, Iowa, Montana, 
and Wyoming are close together in 
parolee characteristics as well as in 
geography; 

2. New Hampshire and Hawaii are far apart 
geographically, but similar in parolee 
characteristics; 

3. Other agencies may be found to have 
nearly comparable parolee populations 
in terms of these characteristics; an 
example might be Oklahoma and Oregon. 

Ultimately, some combination of these approaches 
may prove useful in comparing parole results in order to 
assist parole administrators in decision making. For 
example, agencies with relatively similar parolee 
populations might be studied, with comparisons made only 
for specific subgroups, and--as a further check--with 
adjustment for any remaining differences in risk 
classifications as measured by the base expectancy. 

Conclusions. The questions raised here all relate 
to the issue of comparisons among agencies. Perhaps the 
most productive use of Uniform Parole Reports (or of 
other national repor~ing syste~s) can come not from 
these interagency comparisons but from comparisons of 
results of different procedures within a single agency • 

In many parole systems there is a continuing search 
for improved procedures, either for parole selection or 
for parole supervision. Rarely, however, are the 
resulting innovations systematically studied to evaluate 
the results of changes in practice. 

Uniform Parole Reports provides each participating 
agency with a basis for this needed study. Without the 
basic set of info'rmatiQn about parolees, and thei;r 
performance on par'ole in the system, these individual 
agency studies would be much more costly and difficult. 

An example is provided by a study of sentencing in 
Colorado. The data of interest were' simply added to the 
data already collected for Uniform Parole Reports; this 
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.made special analyses possible with a minimum of cost 
and effort. 

Similar studies .may be designed to investigate 
specialized caseloads, parolee group counseling, half­
Way hou~es, paro17e 7mployment, or any other programs 
pre~entJ.ng a specJ.alJ.~ed need for evaluation. The best' 
desJ.gn would be experJ.mental, with "special treatment lll 

and "comparison" groups whose parole performance would 
be compared. When this is not feasible, an alternative 
is to use a base expectancy method (developed and 
tested fO.r the particular jurisdiction) as a means of 
controlling statistically for differences among groups. 

loa 
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Chapter V 

THE FUTURE OF UNIF0RM PAROLE REPORTS 

Need for a National Correctional Statistics Program 

At the beginning of a series of 1968 hearings in 
the United States Congress, Professor Thorsten Sellin 
asserted that the United States is a backward country 
with respect to national criminal statistics. 
His comment was supported by 339 pages of testimony 
by numerous specialists in this field. 50 The need for 
a national criminal statistics program and, within 
that, a national correctionaZ statistics program, is 
well accepted and extensively documented. 

The uses of criminal statistics are defined by 
the purposes and goals of the user. To the extent that 
particular jurisdictions have differing geals, or dif­
fering methods by which they attempt to attain them, 
their information requirements vary. Information needs 
differ among and within states. The conclusion that no 
one information system can meet all needs in all places 
seems unavoidable. 

Yet, a comprehensive system of criminal statistics, 
and even a comprehensive system of correctionaZ statis­
tics, can serve a number of necessary functions for a 
variety of information "consumers." These consumers 
include the general public, law enforcement officials, 
the judiciary, correctional administrators, paroling 
authorities, social science educators, and research work­
ers. Some of the principal reasons that correctional 
statistics should be improved are repeatedly discussed 
in the hearings cited above. 51 

50Se llin, T. Testimony Before the Subcommittee on 
Oensus and Statistics of the Oommittee on Post Office 
and OiviZ S~rvice~ House of Representatives~ 90th 
Oongress~' Sec'cmd'SriiHrion: (Washington,' h.c.: U.S. Govern­
ment Printing Office, Serial Number 90-38, March-May 1968) 

.'1 ,. 

51See especially the contributions of Professors 
Alfred Blumstein, Peter P. Lejins, Leslie T. Wilkins, 
and Marvin Wolfgang. 
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National correctional statistics are needed: 

1. To describe the total correctional system; 

2. To measure the total population involved in 
correctional processing; 

3. To assess enforcement patterns and to help 
,assess the consequences of alternative actions in 
attempts to control behavior defined as criminal; 

4. To aid in the effective administration of 
... correctional systems--

a. By helping to order crucial policy making 
functions for projecting, cost accounting, budget 
analysis, scheduling, and allocation of resources; 

b. By ,serving intelligent action and rational 
planning ends through analysis of outcomes of alter­
native decis,ions, indicating probable and actual 
decision consequences, and supplying the feedback 
necessary for intelligent decision making; 

c. By facilitating as~essment of actions 
intended to control' crime and provide a basis 
for development of alternative programs; 

d. By mirroring the effects of various 
treatment strategies (in terms of reduction of 
recidivism and other objectives of correctional 
programs) ; 

5. To facilitate research in corrections--

a. By establishing population parameters for 
sampling frames; 

b. By relating social and psychological 
variations to demographic factors and encouraging 
a better understanding of the etiology of crime; 

c. By helping focus attention on specific 
questions directly addressed by available infor­
mation. 

A comprehensive overview of the problems in 
devOloping national criminal justice statistics, includ-
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ing a discussion of the correctional statistics component 
of a proposed larger program, is offered by Lejins. 52 
i.-Ie points out that there are no national probation sta­
tistics in this country, that the National Prisoner Sta­
tistics program needs improvement, and Blat there are 
presently no national parole statistics in the United 
States 53 (although he considered the Uniform Parole 
Reports program to be a very promising effort to develop 
such statistics) . 

It was a remarkable fact, as vividly indicated by 
Dr. Preston Sharp's 1968 testimony, that although we had 
"an approximately accurate figure for how many whooping 
cranes there are in this country and also the number o£ 
horses that are used for drayage and farmwork", we did 
not "know how many prisoners there are or how many jails 
there are in the United States ...• " Sit Our knowledge in 
those areas has improved, but not until this year has 
Uniform Parole Reports been in a position to estimate 
the number of United States parolees. 55 Thus, we lack 
more than a national statistical program which includes 
an accounting for persons confined in jails and work­
houses. Not only is it unknown how many persons are on 
probation and parole in the United States; we do not even 
know the number of probation and parole ~gencies.56 

52 Le jins, P. P., "National Crime Data Reporting 
System: Proposal for a Model," in u.S. President's Com­
mission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of " 
Justice, Task Force R~port: Crime and Its Impact--An 
Assessment (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1967), pp. 178-206. " 

53Ibid., pp. 195-197.' 

5ltTestimony Before the Subcommittee on'Census and 
Statistics 3 op. cit. supra note 50, p. 84. 

5:National Probation and Parole Lnstitutes, Uniform 
Parole Reports, "Number on Parole--1974" (Davis, Calif.: 
NCCD R~search Center, January .1975) • 

., <~~';,.'~ 

56 To remedy this state of affairs, a series of cur­
rent programs by the Governments Division of the BUJi:eau 
of the Census is' ~r& progress, including development of 
a criminal justice directory. See News~etter--Crimina~ 
Justice Statistics (Washington, D. C.: Bureau of the 
Census" Governments Division, February 1970). The recent 
national jail survey resulted. 
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The national stotistical programs now in operation 
in the United states (considering the whole of the admin­
istration of criminal justice) are useful for some pur­
poses, but each has serious defects. They are least use­
ful for comparisons of one jurisdiction with another or 
for comparisons of different time periods, although these 
are the purposes for which they are most frequently used. 
If it is agreed that the Uniform Parole Reports program 
represents a useful beginning, then the question should 
be raised whether the uniformity of procedures achieved 
among parole jurisdictions may be extended to include 
jail, diversion, probation, and prison statistics--in a 
unified correctional statistics program. That at least 
part of this might be worth pursuing has been suggested 
by Lejins S7 and by Mandel. 58 Extension of the scope of 
information about each person included in the reporting 
system also should be considered. 

Feasibility of Uniform Probation Reporting 

Experience in the Uniform Parole Reports program led 
Venezia and Cohn to conduct a stud¥ of the feasibility 
of a similar program in probation. 9 A tentative coding 
manual and code sheets were developed. 

Probation outcomes were reported for 2,128 subjects 
who were viewed as providing a reasonably representative 
sample of probation across the country since city, county, 
and state agencies from coast to coast were included. GO 
The findings of the study were summarized as follows: 

57 Le jins, Ope oit. supra note 52. 

SOMandel, N. G., Can Uniform ParoZe Reports be a 
NuoZeus for Expanded CorreotionaZ Data Systems? Paper 
presented at the American Congress of Corrections, Miami, 
PIa., August 21, 1967. 

s9Venezia and Cohn, Ope oit. supra note 14. 

GONew York: Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, Bronx, 
BrooklynI!'ifth Judicial District; Pennsylvania: . 
Philadelphia, Allegheny; California: San Mateo, San 
Joaquin, Monterey, Santa Clara-Adult, Sacramento, Merced, 
Santa Clara-Juvenile; District of Columbia; Virginia; 
Nor"ch. Carolina; Georgia; South Carolina; Alabama; 
Louisiana; Alaska~ 
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1. Significant relationships between probation 
performance and twelve probationer characteristics 
were found to exist. 

2. Individual agencies differ significantly in 
their proportions of probationers displaying these 
characteristics. The information from this finding and 
that of the above indicates that agency "success rates" 
are not sufficient bases for interagency comparisons of 
effectiveness. 

3. Substantial disagreement exists among probation 
administrators (and between them and the study's find­
ings) in regard to which probationer characteristics are 
associated with favorable performance. ' 

4. Research based upon uniformly collected data 
provides information that probation personnel may use 
to test their assumptions about important aspects of 
their field. 

Venezia, Neithercutt, and Sweet subsequently under­
t.ook the development of a comprehensive prototype pro­
bation information system, based on the Uniform Parole 
Reports' assumption that this is best done in conjunc­
tiOll with likely participants. G 1 The prototype was well 
received by reviewer.'s but efforts to secure implementation 
funding failed. 

Examination of the feasibility of an ongoing 
national probation information system pinpoints the need 
for several preparatory steps prior to the initiation 
of such a program: 

1. Some dependable form of assistance will have to 
be provided to agencies that are prevented by inadequate 
records and/or personnel shortages from participating in 
data collection efforts. 

2. The differing laws, policies, and information 
needs pertaining to adult felons, misdemeanants, and 
juveniles probably will require the development of a 
tripartite information system rather than a single uni­
form program. 

.' 
G1Venezia, Neithercutt, and Sweet, Ope oit. supra 

note 14. 
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3. Difficulties already encountered in standardiz­
ing data collection processes provide a tentative outline 
of specific needs. 

4. Any effort to develop a national probation infor­
mation system must involve probation practitioners in 
planning, development, implementation, and assessment of 
effectiveness if the real information needs of the field 
are to be met. 

National Prisoner Statistics Reporting 
;:,:..:.;;..;;;;.;::..;...;;.;;,.....----" 

The National Prisoner Statistics program of the 
Bureau of Prisons of the United states Department of 
Justice provided annual reports with data on state and 
federal institutions until the mid-1960's. This program, 
initiated in 1926 by the Bureau of the Census and oper­
ated from 1950 by the Bureau of Prisons, was an estab­
lished prisoner statistics reporting series. 62 

The development of the National Prisoner Statis~ics 
program was an important achievement both for program 
staff and for the correctional community contributing 
the data. However, serious weaknesses in the National 
Prisoner Statistics program have been recognized by 
Bureau of Prisons staff and by others,63-66 and the 
Bureau of the Census, under co:ntract with the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration's National Criminal 
Justice Information and Statistics Service, faces the 
task of re-modifying it. 

62U.S. Bureau of Prisons, NationaZ Prisoner Statis­
ties: Prisoners in State and FederaZ Institutions for 
AduZt FeZons (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Print­
ing Office, Annual) . 

63Lejins, op. supra note 52. 

64U.S. Bureau of Prisons, NationaZ 
ties Survey Report (Washington, D. C.: 
Printing Office, 1964). 

Prisoner Statis­
U.S. Government 

6 !iDoleschal, E., "Criminal Statistics," Information 
Review on Crime and DeZinqueney, 1(8): 1-28,1969. 

66Cochrane, N. N. "Discussion of National Prisoner 
Statistics for 1965," American JournaZ of Corrections, 
29: 10, 11, 1967. 
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Lejins has emphasized the difficulties which arise 
from local variations in the classification of institu­
tions as state institutions, area, county, or city jails, 
workhouses, etc., and has noted the problems which arise 
from variations in policies concerning the kinds of offen­
ders to be sent to state or local institutions: 

If one state keeps all offenders sen­
tenced to terms up to one year in its local 
ins ti tutions and another s tate begins ·to 
commit offenders with three-month sentences 
and above to the state institutions, all 
comparisons of prisoner/population ratios 
between such states become meaningless. 67 

Since it is unlikely that all states will adopt unifo~m 
sente.ncing and commitment practices and comparable types 
of institutions (Which would be a partial remedy), J",ejins 
argues for development of national jail and short-term 
institution statistics so that case itt:..ta on all incar­
cerated offenders in every state would be available. 

Doleschal reports on a study of the 1965 edition of 
the National Prisoner Statistics BuZZetin, which found 
that it is not valid as a measuring device for compar1hg 
one state with another: 

The study discovered that the NPS counts 
part of the total number of felons in some 
states, counts all of the felons in other 
states, and in many states counts a mixture 
of both felons and misdemeanants. NPS tallies 
special prisoners, such as defective delin­
quents, in some states but not in others; it 
tabulates data on l4'~ through l7-year-old 
prisoners with adults in some states, while 
in others it considers as adults only those 
aged 18 or over. Comparisons are parti­
cularly invidious when rates of confined 
prisoners per 100,000 civilians are computed 
and compared in the same table. 68 

67Lejins, op. cit. supra note 52, p. 197. 

68Doleschal, op. cit. supra note 65, pp. 14·, 15. 
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It is also the case that the information elements 
included in the National Prisoner Statistics program 
have lacked precise definition. In view of the widely 
divergent meanings assigned to the terms across the 
United States, this would appear to be a major limita­
tion of tht;; program, especially since the reliability of 
the various items of information collected is not known. 

Since the items included in the National Prisoner 
Statistics program parallel those of the Uniform Parole 
Reports system and since the Uniform Parole Reports' 
definitions have been found reasonably acceptable, work­
able, and reliable when applied to a large number of 
jurisdictions, it is suggested that consideration be 
given, in the further development of the National Pri­
soner Statistics program, to the adoption of Uniform 
Parole Reports' definitions at least as a functional 
c.;.ore. 

If the above suggestion were adopted and found-­
for example, on the basis of a small pilot study--tq 
be feasible, a major modification of the Uniform Parole 
Reports program might be needed. That is, if the 
National Prisoner Statistics and Uniform Paroll;~ Reports 
programs were conmined into one system, all the informa-
tion necessary to the present Uniform Parole Reports . 
program except that regarding parole outcomes could be 
included in the system bef.ore the offender is paroled. 

To the extent that additional information concerning 
offenders, institutions, and treatment programs is 
included in the national correctional statist.ics program, 
the effects of institutional program on parole outcome 
can be assessed. Program staff curren~ly are working 
on. such issues with the Offender Based State correctional 
Information System project funded by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. 

eevelopmental Possibilities 

Aside from the issue of the relationship of Uniform 
parole R~ports to a more general national correctional 
statistios system, the Uniform Parole Reports program 
lends itself to further development and'improvement. 
In. line with the general program strategy of defining 
priorities accoxding to the concerns of the users of . 
the information, tne issue of next steps to be taken ~n 
the program typically is discussed in detail at the user 
seminars. 
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For example, at the November 1969 seminar in Norman, 
Okla., with paroling authorities, administrators, research­
ers, treatment specialists, and project staff participat­
ing (40 persons representing 29 data contributing agen­
cies nationwide), the following recommendations were made: 

1. The parole follow-up period should be extended 
to two years and then to three years without disrupting 
the one year follow-up. 

2. Additional data on offenders should be collected 
when feasible. This could mean additions to the system 
or pilot studies in a few agencies. Examples of specific 
needs: 

a. More life history information; 

b. More pre-parole program information, 
including institutional behavior and parole 
plans; 

c. Codes to indicate sentence data,and 
time before minimum parole eligibility and 
more detailed offense codes in a few states; 

d. More detailed parole outcome criteria. 

3. SpeciaZ studies of specific groups were proposed 
including, for example: 

a. Absconders; 

b. Alcohol abusers; 

c. Drug abusers; 

d. Assaultive offenders; 

e. Subjects of specific correctional 
approaches 

Again, such stUdies might best involve concentrated data 
collection in a few states. 

4. Time-served data (distributed for discussion at 
the seminar) should ,be 'presented for offense groups with­
out rank ordering of states according to average time 
served. Data for offenses with fewer than 15 persons 
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paroled in a category should be deleted to avoid distor­
tion, and oumplas should be indicated where fewer than 
100 porc:ent of parolees have been included. 

~~ All agencies should be encouraged to contribute 
data for 1DO pcpoent of pa~oZeea, if possible. 

6. A otudy of affeata of oamp~ingl in various pro­
l)ort.iono I should be completed. 

7" 'l'imo-:w1'Vcd data, like parole outcome data, 
nhould be published .only \'li th a warning. caution is 
x'cquirod becauoG state-by-state comparisons may well be 
miolcading inthG absence of knowledge of differing 
logal structures and sentencing and paroling policies. 

a. 11'or sound interpretation of results generated 
lJy tho project, morc information if) needed concerning: 

a. Paroling philosophy differences, 
including variations in the use of parole; 

b. variations in the use of "technical 
violat.ionl' and prison return; 

c. cost-effectiveness of paroling 
docisions; 

d. Legal qonstraints on parole 
eligibility-

9. Studies in progress should be continued, 
hH~l\lding: 

a. Clussification and prediction studies; 

b. Assessment of similarities and dif­
feronces among parole systems in the united 
States; 

c. Helationship of time served to parole 
(;)utcomo t for various categories of offenders; 

u. use of lion"" line Ii computer technology 
vc~nittin9 rapid retrieval of information 
utorod (us domonstrnted with Ul?R data at the 
19G9 Natit'mal Institute on Crime and Delin­
quoncy {lnd American congress of correction 
meetings) 1 
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e. The "standard" feedback reporting 
established this year (see tiLe UPR News~etteF, 
August 1969) 0 

, 10. Many other specific proposals were made concern­
lng both analyses from existing data and futUre develop­
m~nt of,the program. An example of the latter, n pos­
slble Wl.th the present system, is the study of results 
of r~l~ase alternatives such as parole, discharge, and 
condltlona1 release. 

11. ~roject staff encouraged parole systems to 
make specla1 requests for analyses needed for their 
own agency purposes. 

These d~scus~ions were highly productive in poin"t­
ing up new dlrec·tl0ns for the progrr'l.m with increased 
u~efu1ness ~o tile parole field. Work commenced imme­
dlate1y to lmplement, ~s far as possible, the proposals 
made and all have,recelved attention. (Items 1-4, 7, 9 
have been accomp1lshed.) Some required revisions in 
the data collection program (especially the longer fo110w­
~p study) ,and ~thers necessitated the help of col1aborat­
lng agencles (ltems 2 and 5), which was forthcoming. 
Some manda~ed spec~a1 ~tudies within agencies willing to 
e~tend thelr con;~lbutlon by providing additional data 
(ltems 2 an~ 4) . A ~ew were beyond the scope of the 
present proJect but pOlnted to areas needing future 
par~le res7arch (e.g., item 10). The Parole Decision­
Maklllg pr<?Ject took a significant step in that direction 
by.comparlng results of release alternatives in a major 
Unlted States parole agency. 

The November 1973 seminar was attended by 68 per­
sons from 49 adult parole agencies (plus consultants 
and P70gram st~ff members). Participants called for 
~a1p In a~sesslng the effects of changing plea bargain­
lng.practlce~ on parole (and general correctional) popu­
latl~ns. Thls,request ~a~ more difficult than the sug­
gest70n of seffi1nar partlc~pants the preceding year that 
ethnlc group become a reported variable. The latter 
was accomplished in April 1973, while project staff 
still struggle with the former. 

A realistic plan for a national correctional 

6 9 See Appendix E .• 
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{statd.cticD program \>1ill confront many issues., A partial 
liot, tJU99'(.mtive of the na'ture and variety of these, 
incluaoo the following: 

1... can the program; based on vOluntary reporting, 
b(~ deve,loped with sufficient involvement and cormnitment 
of l)otontial USers to ensure its success and continua­
tion? Can stops be taKen now toward developing this 
commi,tJti(.mt and the ultimate acceptance of the reporting 
lry~tcm? 

2. To \,lhat extent is 100 percent reporting needed 
and how larf.1cly should the program be based upon sampling? 
What ttrcthe .gains to be achieved by full reporting 
('which .may include the non-statistical issue of credibil­
i'ey) and what are the .gains (including lesser cost and 
increased variety of information) to be expected from 
uumplinq? 

3. How can outcome criteria be improved, particu'­
lar,ly with respeot to the separation of information dt".!scrib-
1n9 b~~havior of persons from that describing response,s of 
the criminal juatice system? 

4. For information in a unified system, t;.,hat are the 
optimal boundaries of data collection by a national 
uqency, by state agencies, by regional areas, and by 
local jurisdictions? 

5.. To what: extent may the nature of a reporting 
nyotmn be oxpocted. to struc't.ure social policy? 

6, What agency should operate the reporting system? 
Nho nhould have acca$S to system information? What pro­
toctd.on.s of the rights o'f persons involved. are needed? 

7.. \1hat mechanisms are necessar:? to ensure the con­
tin\Uld. :,f\ulding of the program on a long-range basis? 

a" Wha·t: are the optimal interfc,lces of a national 
ct:lrroetional statis'cics progr.;un with state and local 
correetional programs and with other c.riminal justice 
ntntiatic~~ systems? 

A nl:HHonu,l criminal st.a tistics program with uniform 
definitions of it.ems and complete coverage of the correc­
tionlll l)rograms of the Nation clearly is needed. It 
itl llOt)cd thntt:he Uniform Parole Reports program will 
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contri~ute to this larger objective. Meanwhile, attempts 
are be1n~ made to meet the requirements and fulfill the 
expectat10ns of the parole field by implementing the 
~teps ~roposed by many of those responsible for the admin-
1strat10n of parole in the United States. . 

" 
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APPENDIX A 

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS CODING INSTRUCTIONS 

The purpose of these instructions is to provide 
guidance and assistance in preparing individual code 
sheets for the Uniform Parole Reports program. It is· 
very important that not only the executive head of each 
participating agency, but also each person preparing 
these reports, has a thorough understanding of the 
instructions. Additional copies will be furnished upon 
request. 

Inquiries concerning the Uniform Parole Reports 
program should be addressed to: 

The Uniform Parole Reports project 
of the National Parole Institutes 

609 Second Street, Suite D 
Davis, California 95616 
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Col.mono 
'" 

1 - 4 

5 - B 
~ , , 

. '" 9 ..., 12 

13 

14 - 15 

) , 

16 

. , 

Codes 

BIRTlf DATE .. ... 

Cols .. 1 - 2, Honth (Code XX if unknown) 
Cels. 3 - 4, 'Year (Code XX if unknown) 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF SENTENCE 

Cols. S - 6, Month (Code XX if unknown) 
Cols. 7 a, Year (Code xx if unknown) 

DAre OF ADMISSION TO CONFINEMENT 
}:'ROM WHICH PARCIJEO I. 

Cols. 9 - 10, Month 
Cols. 11 - 12, Year 

(Code 
(Code 

XX if unknown) 
XX if unknown) 

!YPE OF ~1\OMISSION 

New Court commitment 
Code 0 if not by revocation of probation 
Code 1 if probation revoked 

Parole Violator 
Code 2 if withou't:, new court commitment 
Code 3 if with new court commitment 

OFFENSE 

01 Willful homicide 
02 Negligent manslaughter 
10 Armed robbery 
11 Unarmed robbery 
20 Aggravated assault 
30 Burglary 
40 Theft 01:' larceny, 

except vehicle 
50 vehicle theft 
60 Forgery, fraud or 

lnroeny by cbeck 
61 other fraud 

l'YPE OF SENTENCE 
fl.>. + 

o Simple 
1 Hultiple 

12:4 

70 Rape, forcible 
71 Rape, statutory 
72 Sex offenses against 

juveniles (excluding 
rape) 

73 Prostitution and 
pandering 

74 All other sex offenses 
not against juveniles 

80 Violations of narcotic 
drug laws 

81 Violations of alcohol 
la~qs 

90 All others 

Columns 

17 

18 

19 

20 - 23 

24 

25 

KNOWN NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO ADULT 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS (Reformatories 
or Pris'ons) 

o None 
lOne 
2 Two 
3 Three 

4 Four 
5 Five 
6 Six 

7 ' Seven 
8 Eight 
9 'Nine or more' 

KNOWN NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTENCES--'EXCLUDING 
, ~RISON AND REFORMATORY (Including jail, camp, 

Juvenile confinement, probation, fines or .. , 
suspended sentences) . 

0 None 4 
1 One 5 
2 Two 6 
3 Three 

DRUG USE 

o None or unknown 
1 Any use 

Four 7 Seven 
Five 8 Eight 
Six 9 Nine or more 

DATE 'OF RELEASE TO PAROLE SUPERVISION 

Co1s. 20 - 21, Month 
Cols. 22 - 23, Year 

(Code 
(Code 

XX if unknown) 
XX if unknown) 

FOLLOW-UP PERrOD pre-coded IGNORE 

PAROLE PERFORMANCE 

Code 0 

Code 1 

Code X 

Code 2 

Continued on Parole 

continued on 
parole 

Continued on 
parole 

continued on 
parole 

.' 
Absconder 

Absconder 
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- with new minor 
conviction(s) 

with new major 
conviction(s) 

- by official action or 
whereabouts unknown 
more than two months 
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\ . 

... ~.~ 

,. 
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Code :3 

R(\~turned to Prison 

Returned to prison, 
technical violation 

Returned to prison, 
technical violation 

Code 5 Ro-turned to prison, 
technical violation 

Code 6 Returned to prison, 
no violation 

Code 7 Recommitted to prison, 
new major conviction(s) 

- no new conviction(s) 
and not in lieu of 
prosecut.ion 

new minor or lesser 
conviction(s) or in 
lieu of prosecution 
on new minor or 
lesser offense(s) 

in lieu of prosecution 
on new major offense{s) 

- prison return does not 
reflect on performance 
(see examples) 

same jurisdiction 

Code 8 Recommitted to prison, - any other jurisdiction 
new major conviction(s) 

Coda 9 Other returns to prison - when using this code, 
an explanation is to 
be written at bottom 
of code sheet 

~Hi - 2!) qATE Or!' DIFFICULTY 

,,0 - 31 

Code 0000 No Difficulty (Use only if Code 0 in Col. 25) 

Cola. 26 - 27, Month 
Cols. 28 ~ 29, Year 

(Code XX if unknown) 
(Code XX if unknown) 

Nmi OFFrmSE 
I ~ • 

Ot) No neW major convic­
tions and no major 
offense alleged with 
gull t admit-ted 

01 Willful homicide 
02 Nogligent manslaughter 
10 Armed robbery 
11 Unarmed robbery 
2.0 Ag9ravated assault 
30 nut'glary 
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40 Theft or larceny, except 
vehicle 

50 Vehicle theft 
60 Forgery, fraud or larceny 

by check 
61 Other fraud 
70 Rape, forcible 
71 Rape, statutory 
72 Sex offenses against 

juveniles (excluding rape) 

, 
t 

Columns 

30 - 31 

32 - 33 

34 - 37 

38 

39 

40 - 43 

73 Prostitution and 
pandering 

74 All other sex offenses 
not against juveniles 

80 Violations of narcotic 
drug laws 

81 Violations of alcohol 
laws -

90 All others 

MONTHS UNDER ACTIVE PAROLE SUPERVISION That is, months 
since parole release person has been under active 
supervision during this follow-up period. 

If neither difficulty nor discharge occurred, 
code 12, 24 or 36 months. 

00 Less than one month 
01 One month 
02 Two months 

36 Thirty-six months (end of follow-up period) 

DATE OF DISCHARGE OR DEATH (See Column 38) 

Code 0000 if not discharged or dead before the 
end of the follow-up period. 

Cols. 34 - 35, Month of discharge or death 
Cols. 36 - 37, Year of discharge or death 

DEATH (Code date of death in Cols. 34 - 37) 

Alive 
Code 0 Alive 

Dead--Not result of criminal act 
Code 1 Died on parole--no criminal act 
Code 2 Died after discharge--no criminal act 

Dead--Result of criminal act 
Code 3 Died on parole--criminal act 
Code 4 Died after discharge--criminal act 

ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT 

o None or unknown 
1 Alcohol xnvolvement 

Of>TIONAL 
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Columna 
t;:;'Ij¢~ij!);""'¥4l 

44 

4!J - 64 

65 

66 73 

74 - 15 

E'rlUlIC Gnoup 
~¢ 

() Caucasian 3 American Indian 
1 1709ro 4 Oriental 
2 Latin l\marican 5 Other 

6 Unknown 

BI..A}u{ - , 

SEX -
0 Unkno\·m 1 Male 2 Female 

IOI~Wl'IFI~ATION NUMBER 

AGENCY PAROLING 
oil i 'l"_1"' 

Numcrica1-Geo~raEhic Listing: 
00 U.S .. Federal 42 M1ssouri 70 Arkansas 

System 43 North Dakota 71 Louisiana 
44 South Dakota 72 Oklahoma 

10 Maine 45 Nebraska 73 Texas 
11 New Hampshire 46 Kansas 
1.2 Vermont 80 Montana 
13 Massachusetts 50 Delaware 81 Idaho 
14 Rhode Island 51 Maryland 82 wyoming 
15 Connectic:ut 52 District of 83 colorado 

Columbia 84 New Mexico 
20 New York 53 Virginia 85 Arizona 
21 Ne\., Jersey 54 West Virginia 86 Utah 
22 pennsylvania 55 North Carolina 87 Nevada 

56 South Carolina 
30 Ohio 57 Georgia 90 Washington 
31 Indiana 58 Florida 91 Oregon 
32 Illinois 92 California 
33 Hichigal1 60 Kentucky 93 Hawaii 
34 ~'liscon5in 61 Tennessee 94 Alaska 

62 Alabama 
40 MinneSOta 63 1-1ississippi xx Puerto Rico 
41 Iowa YY Virgin Islands 

Code snmo as for Cols. 74 - 75, and, in addition: 

01 Albcrtn 04 Ne," BX'unswick 
02 British Columbia 05 NeWfoundland 
03 ~lnni taPIl 06 Nova Scotia 
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07 Ontario 
08 Quebec 
09 Saskatchewan 

Columns 

78 - 79 AREA (System Code) Pre-coded IGNORE 

80 PROJECT (System Code) Pre-coded IGNORE 

Use of the Code Sheet 
(see next page) 

The task of ~oding a case for Uniform Parole 
Reports requires completion of a code sheet. The coder 
fills in the boxes "'1i th the appropriate codes for, the 
various information to be reported. One code sheet is 
needed for each case. The codes, briefly summarized in 
the preceding section, are more fully explained in the 
next section. 
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'l'YPE OF 
Af)MIGDIOH 

IS 
r--; 

13IR'1.'H DATE 
1 1[ 3 

l~onth Year 

• 

OFFENSE 
14 15 . --. 

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF SENTENCE 

5 (; 1 8 

Month Year 

'l:YPE OF PRIOR 
~,t;NTE:NCE PRISON 

lEi 17 . -. . --. 
I!..-._. -'--' 

9 

DATE OF 
ADMISSION 

10 11 12. 

Month Year 

OTHER PRIOR 
SENTENCE 

18 .--. 
-'--' 

DRUG 
USE 
19 . . 

'--' 

PAROLE INFORMATION .(COLUMNS ~~5-38) IS REPORTED FOR A MAXIMUM 
PERIOD OF ONE FULL YEAR AFTER DATE OF RELEASE ON PA_R_O_L_E ____ 

NI~W 

Ol~f'BNSE 

~o 31 

F~HNXC' 
anoup 

Ii II 
...---, 

• 
t--..! 

PATE OF RELEASE 
20 21 21 23 

MOnth Year 

PAROLE 
l?ERFORMANCE 

2.5 .--. 
'--' 

DATE OF 
DIFFICULTY 

26 27 2.8 29 

Month Year 

MONTHS UNDER 
SUPERVISION 

32 H 

DATE OF DISCHARGE 
OR DEATH DEATH 

38 

ALCOHOL 
39 31+ 35 36 37 

'o~th Year 

8mC IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
os 66 01 68 69 70 71 12. 73 . . 

• 
1....--! 

SUBJECT I S NAl'tE 

. . 
'--' 

AGENCY 
PAROLING 

74 75 

CODER'S 
INITIALS 

. . 
'--' 

AGENCY 
RECEIVING 

76 77 

' . 
.' 

CODING 
DATE 

~~---~--,------------------------~ 

lNOIVIDtlAL AGENCY USE 
toO H 42 43 .---. • • .--. . . 

• 
• . ~ :....--. ~ !...-.-! 
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Instructions for Uniform Parole Reports Codes1 

Study Population 

All cases included must meet the following condH:.ions: 

1. Release from an adult correctional institution 
while continuing to serve time on a minimum 
sentence of one year or more, 

2. Release as a result of discretionary action by. 
a paroling authority, 

3. Release to serve a portion of the total sen­
tence outside the adult correctional 
institution, 

4. Release to active parole supervision by a 
parole agent, parole officer-or other person 
designated by the parole authority or parole 
supervision agency, and 

5. Release to the United States, Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands or Canada. 

It will be noted that the following classifications are 
examples of persons ~ included: 

1. Persons released with no active parole 
supervision, 

2. Persons released other than as a result 
of a discretionary action by a paroling 
authority, 

3. Persons released to custOdy, to detainers 
or to deportation, and 

1See National Probation and Parole 
Uniform Parole Reporting Coding Manual. 
California: NCCD Research Center, July 
added detail. 
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4. Persons released to go to sea, to Europe 
or anywhere outside the United States, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands or Canada. 

Source of Information 

Information should be coded from careful review of 
the case file. Any part of the official agency records 
may be; used; in most agencies, the source of pre-parole 
information 'Vlill be an Admission Summary, Case Record 
Face Sheet the Pre-Release Summary or progress Report 
prepared f~r the paroling authority, and the arrest 
record (llrap sheet If) • .' 

In coding parole performance J.nfo:matJ.on, the 
aource will be commonly the parole 0±fJ.cer's report, 
fiu(lings of the paroling authority with respect to 
alleged violation behavior, reports from law enforce­
ment agencies, and the arrest record. 

Only information contained in official records 
sholllcl be used; personal knowledge or judgments or 
knowledge of othe~s about the case should not be 
included. 

Coding Procedures 

Each box in the coding sheet should be filled in 
with a '\raJ.id code •. A code is valid only if it appe<;trs 
in these instructions;2 that is, only the codes defJ.ned 
he..l:e should be·used. , 

Familiarity with the definitio~s below is essentJ.al 
to successful completion of the codJ.ng task. Because 
various agenci~s often assign different meanings to the 
same words perSons coding for Uniform Parole Reports 
must boar in mind the specific definitions used for the 
purpose of uniform parole statistics. . 

Notice that the meaning of a term for thJ.s purpose 
may be different from that given in your agency., 
nemornber that we can have a truly ';lniform :eportJ.n~ 
system only if all persons extractJ.ng th~ 7n~ormatJ.on 
from case files use exactly the same defJ.nJ.tJ.ons and 
undet'standthem in the same way. 

Remembe:t:' that the coding task is the most critical 

2An exception to this occurs when a special study 
{like tho expanded coding pilot} is underway; ,another 
exception to the. rule results from use of optJ.onal 
coding by specific agencies. 
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part of the system of uniform parole reporting. If it 
is done carefully, with common definitions, a very help­
ful contribution to parole programs can be made through 
the new knowledge gained. 

Columns 

1 - 4 BIRTH DATE 

1 - 2, Month of birth 
3 - 4, Year of birth 

Enter the code for the month of birth in Cols. 
1 - 2 as follows: 

01 January 
02 February 
03 l1arch 

04 April 
05 May 
06 June 

07 July 
08 August 
09 September 

10 October 
11 November 
12 December 

Enter the last two digits of the year of birth 
in Cols. 3 - 4. Example: 

1896, code 96 in Cols. 3 - 4 
1900, code 00 in Cols. 3 - 4 
1926, code 26 in Cols. 3 - 4 

If birth date is unknown, enter the code XXXX in 
Cols. 1 - 4. If the year is known but not the 
month, enter the code for the year in Cols. 3 - 4 
and enter the code XX in Cols. 1 - 2. 

5 - 8 EFFECTIVE DATE" OF SENTENCE 

Enter the date the sentence began for the 
offense associated with the current admission. 
Code the date as shown above, that is, 
January = 01, February = 02, etc. The question 
to be answered is "When did the sentence begin?" 
This date mayor may no·t be the same date as 
the date of admission which is coded in Cols. 
9 - 12. In cases with more than one sentence, 
enter the date for the earliest sentence. 

EXAMPLE: 

Jones was r~ceived at the prison reception 
center March 15, 1963, committed for robbery 
with a sentence of five years to life. Acco:.':d­
ing to the laws of his state, his sentence on 
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Co1tunns --
s "'" 8 this count began on the date he was sentenced 

by the court! which was February 3, 1963. 
After arrival in prison, he was returned to 
court in 11ay, 1963 for trial on an additional 
robbery charge. He was convicted and sentenced 
"to prison on this charge on July 15, 1963; he 
was returned to prison August 1, 1963. The 
Effective Date of Sentence to be coded is 
February, 1963, i.e., 0263 in columns 5 
through 8. 

9 ~ 12 DATE OF ADMISSION TO CONFINEMENT FROM 
WHICH PAROLED 

9 - 10, Month of admission 
11 - 12, Year of admission 

lJ,'he question to be answered here is "When was 
the subject received in prison for the confine­
ment from which he is nOVl released unde:r:" parole 
supervision?" 

Enter the date received in prison, using codes 
for month and year as described above. 

The date of admission to confinement from which 
paroled means the most recent confinement in 
prison, regardless of the type of admission, as 
defined below, previous to the present release. 

If the present release is a re-parole--that is, 
purole of a returned violator--then the date 
of admission is the date of the most recent 
admission to prison, in this instance, as a 
parole violator. 

Escapes followed by return to custody should be 
ignored, unless the act of escape is the 
offense coded below. 

When escape from prison is the offense coded, 
then the date of return to custody is the date 
of admission. 

13 TYPE OF 1tD1>ilSSION' 

In this item, information is obtained to answer 
severnl questions. The first question, in all 
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Columns 

13 cases, asks whether the subject is a new court 
commitment or a parole violator. 

If he or she is a new court commitment, then 
the question is "Was subject on probation, with 
revocation and commitment to prison?" 

If he or she is a parole violator returned to 
prison, then the question is "Was this parole 
violator returned with a new commitment or not?" 

Code 0 means "new court commitment, not by 
revocation of probation." Use this code 'if 
the subject was--a'l: the date of admission-- " 
classed by your ageIlcy as a new court commi t­
ment (not a parole violator), and subject was 
not committed following revocation of probation. 

,Note that the person may be a "new court 
comm~tment" even though he or she has served 
prior prison terms followed by discharge. 

Note also that a new court commitment to 
your agency may be currently on parole from 
another jurisdiction or classed as a parole 
violator in another jurisdiction. 

Code 1 means subject was, at the time of 
admission, a new court commitment as a result 
of a revocation of probation, and without a 
concurrent return as a parole violator. 

Code 2 means "parole violator, without new 
court commitment." Use this code if the person 
was--on the date of admission--classed by your 
agency as a parole violator whose violation did 
not include conviction and commitment to prison. 

Code 3 means "parole violator, with new court 
commitment." Use this code if the personwas-­
on the date of admission--defined by your 
agency as a parole violator whose violation 
included a new conviction and commitment to 
prison for an offense committed while on parole. 

14 - 15 OFFENSE 

Rules and Definitions 

The laws of the fifty states, the Federal 
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Columns 

14 - 15 Government, and the District of Columbia 
provide fifty-two sets of language for the 
description of different types of crime. 
While there are many similarities among 
these descriptions, there are many differ­
ences. Our problem is further complicated 
by the fact that many states have numerous 
distinctions, while others have few distinc­
tions. 

It may be possible in most instances for a 
participating agency to directly convert penal 
code sections or offense classification codes 
used by the agency to the classification codes 
used here; this should only be done, of course, 
after careful review of definitions given here 
and a dete~mination that common definitions 
are used. 

For example, it might be found that the offense 
"Murder without Malice" refers to the offense 
described here as "Negligent Manslaughter." 

If so, the person preparing th~ Uniform Parole 
Reports code sheet should C(,c;-:- all IIMurder 
without Malice" cases as code 02 (IINegligent 
Manslaughter ll

). 

It was agreed by the representatives of parole 
agencies participating in planning meetings 
for Uniform Parole Reports that an effort 
should be made to classify offenses for these 
purposes by the following rules and definitions: 

Rule A: If the offense for which the subject 
was legally convicted and committed to prison 
appears in the definitions below, then use the 
code for that definition. 

Rule B: If the offense for which the subject 
was legally convicted and committed encompasses 
more than one of the categories below, then the 
offense should be reclassified by the person 
preparing the Uniform Parole Reports Code Sheet. 

Rule C: Reclassify by offense all cases con­
victed and committed to prison by a "non­
offense" category, such as "youthful offender" 
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Columns 

14 - 15 or "habitual criminal." In reclassifying such 
cases, the most recent criminal behavior should 
be used to determine the offense category coded. 

Rule D: Reclassify all cases legally convicted 
and committed to prison by such designations as 
"a'd" ", , 1 or consplracy to commlt" an offense or 
"attempt" or lIassault to commit" an offense. 
The offense must be classified in terms of the 
offense the offender was endeavoring to commit. 
For example, conspiracy to commit burglary 
should be classified as burglary~ 

An exception is that the attempt or conspiracy 
to commit a murder (that did not succeed in­
inflicting death) is classified as an 
"Aggravated Assault ll rather than IIWillful 
Homicide." (See further definitions below.) 

Note: Provision must be made for coding when 
the subject has been committed to prison for 
more than one offense. The procedures to be 
followed in these cases of multiple offenses 
are explained after discussion of all the 
offense classifications. 

The Offense Classification and the coding for 
each: 

01 Willful Homicide includes all degrees of 
murder and all types of manslaughter 
except negligent manslaughter, manslaughter 
by vehicle or negligent homicide. 

02 Negligent Manslaughter includes man­
slaughter by vehicle and negligent homicide. 

10 Armed Robbery includes all offenses in 
which property is taken from the person of 
another through threat or use of any type 
of weapon, real or simulated, loaded or 
noti it also includes attempts or assaults 
to rob with a weapon. 

The phrase "from the person of another ll 

should .. be taken as including "from the 
immediate presence of another," as, for 
example, a store hold up in which cash is 
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14 - 15 

11 

20 

30 

40 

taken from the cash register while the 
clerk is under threat of a ",eapon. 

Unarmed Robbery includes all offenses in 
",hich property is taken from the person 
or the immediate presence of another by 
means of force or violence or by putting 
in fear without a weapon. It includes 
assault with intent to rob (or commit 
robbery) without a weapon and strongarm 
rObbery. 

Aggravated Assault includes assault and 
attempted assault which might result in 
severe bodily injuries to the victim. It 
includes attempted murder or conspiracy to 
commit murder as well as all assaults and 
attempted assaults--except assault to com­
mit robbery or rape; these assaults are to 
be coded as robbery or rape. It includes 
assault wIth a deadly weapon, mayhem, 
assault with caustic chemicals, administer­
ing poison, assault with intent to commit 
great bodily injury, assault with,intent 
to maim, and common assault; and 1t 
includes attempts to commit these offenses. 

Burglary includes all offe~ses in wh~ch 
any building or struc;ture 7s broken 1:r;to, 
or entered with the 1ntent10n of comm1tt1ng 
an offense or any theft therein at any time, 
either by day or night. 

Burglary includes attempt to commit bur­
glary, all degrees of burglary, burgla:y 
with explosives, unlawful entry, break1ng 
and entering, possession of burglar's tools, 
and attempt to commit these offenses, 
whether by day or night, armed or unarmed. 

Theft or Larceny, Except Vehicle includes 
all offenses of stealing which are com­
mitted under circumstances not amounting 
to robbery or burglary and attempts to 
commit such thefts, except vehicle theft. 
It inclUdes petty theft, petty theft with 
prior conviction, and receiving stolen 
property. A theft is an offense under 

138 

Columns 

14 - 15 

50 

60 

these codes if and only if conviction for 
the offense may result in punishment in 
the ~urisdic~ion in which it occurs by 
conf1nement 1n adult correctional institu­
tions (prisons or reformatories) for a 
~aximum term of· at least one year. It 
1ncludes shoplifting, appropriating found 
property, ,cattle rustling, common thief, 
any conSp1racy to commit theft or larceny 
as herein defined, grand larcenYi larceny 
domestic animals, and it includes ~ttempts 
to commit any of these offenses. Check 
frauds, embezzlement, confidence games 
and obtaining money or property unde~ , 
false pretenses are ~ included here. 

Vehicle Theft includes all offensesin~" 
which any motor driven vehicle (including 
motorcycles, motorscooters, tractors, air­
craft, boats or other motor driVen vehicles) 
is stolen or driVen away and abandoned by 
someone not having lawful access thereto. 

It includes unauthorized use of a vehicle, 
grand theft auto, joyriding, operating a 
vehicle without the owner's consent, theft 
of aircraft, larceny of boat or other 
vehicle, and it includes attempts to commit 
any vehicle theft. 

Forgery, Fraud, Larceny by Check includes 
issuing checks with nonsufficient funds, 
fictitious checks, forgery, and the so­
called check frauds. 

It includes forgery of documents or seals, 
c;heck passing, uttering false check, forged 
1nstrument, fraudulent check, false utter­
ing and drawing of a check, false check, 
and any attempt to commit these offenses. 

61 Other Fraud inCludes confidence games, 
embezzlement, larceny by trick, bunco, 
fraudulent conversion, counterfeiting, and 
obtaining money or property under false 
pretenses wherever checks were not inVOlved. 
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14 - 15 

--.----------

70 Rape, Forcible includes forcible rape, 
rape (not othe~'ise specified), assault 
vIi th intent to rape, violent rape, and 
attempt to commit rape. 

71 Rape, Statutory includes only an act of 
normal heterosexual intercourse, with 
mutual consent, prosecuted because the 
girl was under age of consent in the 
jurisdiction where the act occurred. 

72 Other Sex Offenses Against Juveniles 
InCludes all indecent liberties, lewd and 
lascivious conduct, perverted practice or 
any other sexual acts (including any acts 
identified in instructions for Code 74, 
below) where the victim (or anyone victim 
if there is more than one victim) is a 
juvenile in the jurisdiction where the act 
occurred, and it includes attempts to 
commit any such offenses. 

73 Prostitution and Pandering includes prosti­
tution, placing wife in house of prostitu­
tion, abducting for prostitution, pandering, 
and pimping. 

74 All Other Sex Offenses Not Against Juveniles 
includes any other sex crimes where no 
victim is a juvenile in the jurisdiction 
where the act occurred. This category 
commonly includes crimes against nature, 
incest, seduction, sex perversion, sodomy, 
indecent exposure, bestiality, lewdness, 
and attempts to commit these offenses. 

80 Violations of Narcotic Drug Laws includes 
all offenses relating to narcotic drugs; a 
violation is an offense under these codes 
if and only if conviction for the violation 
may result in punishment by confinement in 
an adult correctional institution for a 
maximum of at least one year. 

81 Violations of Alcohol Laws includes all 
offenses relating to manufacture and 
distribution of alcohol, including contri­
buting to delinquency if the provision of 
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14 - 15 alcohol to minors is involved A violation 
is an offense under these cod~s if and only 
if conviction for the violation may result 
in punishment by confinement in an adult 
correctional institution fora maximum of 
at least one year. 

90 All Others includes all other offenses 
which do not fall into any of the above 
categories. It generally includes such 
offenses as violations of acts relating to 
weapons, non-sexual offenses against family 0: children (i~cluding non-support), abor­
t:on, a:son, bl~amy, escape, aiding ~scap~, 
kldnapplng, perJury, drunk driving with 
personal injury, failure to render aid . 
bookmaking, bribery, violations of the' 
gambling laws, violations of motor vehicle 
laws other than theft, resisting arrest 
breaking jail, injury to motor vehicle ' . . . . , 
lnJury to utlilty, and it includes attempts 
to commit any of these offenses. 

Multiple Offense Coding Procedure 

Procedures for coding when more than one offense 
is involved are as follows: 

J. If the subject was convicted and legally 
committed to prison for more than one 
offense, then classify him by the offense 
for which he received the highest maximum 
sentence. 

2. If the highest maximum sentence is the same 
for two or more of his offenses then 
classify him by the offense for' which he 
received the highest minimum sentence. 

3. If both maximum and minimum sentences are 
the same for two or more of his offenses 
then classify him by the offense which i~ 
highest in the following ranking of 
offenses, by assumed seriousness. 

" 
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14 - is Rank 
(Coding 

?riority) Offense 

1 Homicide 
2 Sex Offense 
3 Robbery or 

Assault 

Rank 
(coding 

Priority) 

4 
5 

Offense 

property Offense 
other Offense 

4. If two or more of his offenses have the 
same maximum, and the ~~e minimum, and 
fall into the same one of the foregoing 
categories, then the person classifying 
the case for the Uniform parole Reports 
should USe his own judgment as to which 
was the Ifmost serious" of these offenses 
in. this particular case. 

16 TYPE OF SENTENCE 

17 

The commitment offense coded in cols. 14 - 15 
is to be classified as simple or multiple. 

Coda 0 (Simple) meanS commitment for a single 
offense, or more than one count of the 
same offense with concurrent terms. 

Code 1 (Multiple) means c6mmitment for more 
than o'ne count of the same offense with 
consecutive terms, or two or more counts 
involving different offenses with either 
concurrent c,)r consecutive sentences. 

KNO~~ NUMBER O~ PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO 
ADUl/r C~;CTIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

count all instances exceEt the.prese~t o~e o~ 
incarceration in adult correct~onal ~nst~tut~ons 
follO\qing CO\lrt commitment. 

An adult correctional institution is a reforma­
t()ry or prison operated by a state c.)r Federal 
agency \'1hich generally receives adult persons on sentences for a maximum of at least one year. 

Disregard transfers from one institution to 
another within one prison system (agency). DO 
not count U.S. Public Health Service Hospitals 
as prisons. 
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17 Do not include the present commitment. 

N~te that by the above definitions, a parole 
v~olator returned to prison without a new . 
court.commitrn7nt may be cl~ssified as having 
no pr~or comm~~~ents to pr~son, although he 
IS placed in prison for a second time. 

18 KNOWN NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTENCES 
EXCLUDING PRISON 

Count all instances of court sentences (i.e., 
court convictions) other than prison. Include 
sentences to jail, camp, state juvenile institu~ 
tions, probation or fine whether or not sen- . 
tences were suspended. 

Count as a "sentence" a placement on probation 
or any other disposition, except commitments to 
prison, following a plea of guilty whether or 
not adjudicated as a conviction. 

Do not include commitments to adult correctional 
institutions (counted in Column 17). 

19 DRUG USE 

The question to be answered here is "Does the 
parolee have any history of any abuse of drugs 
of any kind?" 

Code 0 means "no abuse," "no history of abuse," 
"no known abuse" or llunkno~·;n." 

Not counted as drug use is the USe of alcohol 
sniffing materials such as glue, gasoline, , 
solvents, cleaning fluids or injection of 
foreign substances other than drugs in the 
categories enumerated below. 

Code 1 means any use of any drugs--including 
opiates, mariJUana, stimulant drugs, barbitu­
rate drugs or any other "dangerous drugs"-­
exce~t.und7r prescription by a physician. The 
spec~f~c k~nd of drugs, the arn6unt used, and 
the extent of use over time are not considered. 

Thus "use" includes, for example, "one time 
experiment~l use of marijuana," "heavy heroin 
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19 

20 - 23 

24 

25 

'. 

addiction," "occasional use of amphetamine," 
etc. 

Most often, the coding will reflect a history 
of abuse of opiate drugs such as heroin, syn­
thetic substitutes for morphine; marijuana; 
stimulant drugs such as amphetamine, methadrine, 
cocaine, or benzadrine-type drug~; barbi~~urates 
("sleeping pills"); tranquilizers; or p~ycho-
tomimetic drugs, LSD or "hallucinogenic W drugs. 

DATE OF RELEASE TO PAROLE SUPERVISION 

20 - 21, Month of release 
22 - 23, Year of release 

Enter the month and year of release as indi­
cated above; that is, January = 01, February = 
02, etc. Only the last two digits are cod~d 
to designate the year. Code XX if unknown. 

FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 

The code for the appropriate parole follow-up 
period will be entered by Uniform Parole 
Reports staff. 

PAROLE PERFORMANCE . 
General Instructions 

Coding for this item is critical to the Uniform 
Parole Reports System. 

The problem of definition is particularly 
complicated by differences in: 

Paroling authority policies, 
Legal structures, 
Meanings of widely used terms. 

In order to achieve a common frame of reference 
among participating agencies, some events trans­
piring on parole have been excluded from con­
sideration in this reporting system and some 
definitions of terms must be commonly under­
stood and agreed upon by all. 
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25 Events to be Excluded from This 
Reporting System 

Adjustment Problems that BY THEMSELVES 
are to be Ignored 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Failure to maintain steady employment 
Excessive use of alcohol 
Suspected use of drugs 
Any other behavioral problems that do not 
result either in convictions (as described 
under definitions below) or in paroling 
authority actions related to parole 
performance as described in the subsequent' 
codes. 

Legal Acts that BY THEMSELVES 
are to be Ignored 

a. 
b. 

c. 
d. 

Arrests that do not result in convictions 
Allegations of-criminal offenses that are 
not admitted 
C~nvictions that result only in fines 
Tlme spent by the person in custody 

Awaiting trial 
Awaiting execution of sentence 
For suspicion or investigation 
Because of non-payment of fine(s). 

Paroling Authority Actions Modifying the 
Parole Plan that BY THEMSELVES are to be 
Ignored 

a. Reprimand 
b. Local detention 
c. Extension of parole 
d. Extension of minimum discharge date 
e. Requirement of specific program 

participation 
f. Change in living arrangements 
g. Change in the level of required 

parole supervision. 

Definitions of Terms 

Minor Conviction: A court conviction and sen­
tence to confinement for a 
minimum term of at least sixty 
days and a maximum term of 
less than one year. 
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25 

Miner Offense: 

Major Conviction: 

Major Offense: 

court Conviction 
and Sf:mtence 
Includes: 

"', 

The sentence need not 
actually be served-.-

Several sentences of less. 
than sixty days each are to 
be ignored, even though they 
total more than sixty days 
and are served consecutively. 

Any offense that leads to a 
minor conviction as defined 
above. 

A court conviction and sen­
tence to confinement for a 
maximum term of ~t least one 
year. I 

The minimum term is unimportant 
and the sentence need not 
actually be served. 

Any offense that leads to a 
major conviction as defined 
above. 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Suspended sentence 
Probation 
Probation following a plea 
of guil"ty, whether or, no~ 
adjudicated as a convlctlon. 

Multiple Instances of Unfavorable 
Parole Performance 

If more than one instance of unfavorable parole 
perform~nce occu~s on,parole, code the most 
severe lnstance In thls order of assumed 
increasing severity: 

codes-- 0, 6, 9, 1, 2, 3, 4, X, 5, 7, 8 

Code 0 

Codes for Parole Performance 

Continued on Parole (no difficulty or 
sentences less tharL sixty days): 
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25 Subject has not absconded from parole, 
has no minor or major convictions, and 
no actions as described in the following 
codes have been taken by the paroling 
authority. 

No·te that the subject may have had one 
or more convictions resulting in sen­
tences of less than sixty days confine­
ment each, with or without actual 
confinement, suspended sentence or 
probation. 

Code 1 Continued on parole [new minor 
conviction(s)] : 

Subject has been continued on parole 
after one or more minor convictions, 
for one or more offenses committed while 
on parole. 

Note that a minor conviction means that 
the subject received a sentence of at 
least sixty days- but less than one year, 
whether or not the sentence resulted in 
actual confinement, suspended sentence 
or probation. 

Code 2 Absconder: 

Code 3 

The whereabouts of the parolee are un­
known- to the paroling authority. Either 
a warrant for absconding from parole has 
been issued or some other official 
act-ion has been taken to declare the 
parolee an absconder. 

If by policy no official acts are custom­
arily taken with respec~ to absconders, 
then this code should be used when the 
parolee has been out of contact more than 
two months and his or,her whereabouts are 
clearly unknown. 

Returned to prison--technical violation 
[n~ new conviction(s) and not in lieu 
of prosecution]: 

The parolee has been declared a parole 
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25 

Code 4 

Code 5 

violator by the paroling a~t~ority an~ 
returned to prison. No crlm~nal conv~c­
tions (major, minor or lesser) occurred 
during parole. 

This code includes those who are returned: 

Simply for absconding from parole, 
For failure to follow other parole 

rules, 
For further treatment (including 

psychiatric but excluding medical) 
related to their parole performance, 

Under treatment and control programs, 
such as those for supervision of 
narcotic users, alcoholics or any 
others who are adjudged to need 
further institutional treatment 
before discharge or continuance 
on parole. 

Returned to prison--technical violation 
[new minor or lesser conviction(s) or 
in lieu of prosecution on new minor or 
lesser offense(s)]: 

The paroling authority has declared the 
parolee to be a parole violator and the 
parolee has committed an offense for 
which the maximum sentence is less than 
one year. 

The parolee has been returned to prison 
either after having been convicted and 
sentenced, including suspended sente~ce 
or probation or in lieu of prosecut~on 
and on the b~sIS of a clear admission 
of guilt for an offense which if succ~ss­
fully prosecuted would have resulted ~n 
a maximum sentence of less than one year. 

Returned to prison--technical"violation 
[in lieu of prosecution on new major 
offense(s)]: 

The paroling authority has declared the 
parolee to be a parole violator and the 
parolee has committed an offense for 
which the maximum sentence is at least 
one year. 
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Code 6 

The subject has been returned to prison 
in lieu of prosecution and on the basis 
of a clear admission of guilt for an 
offense which if successfully prosecuted 
would have resulted in a maximum sen­
tence of one year or more. 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "New Offense" 
should be entered in Cols. 30 - 31 below. 

Returned to prison--no violation: 

The subject has been returned to prison' 
for reasons not reflecting on his or her 
performance since paroled. 

Examples: 

Return for medical reasons other 
than psychiatric, 

Return on a new commitment for an 
offense committed before release 
on parole. 

Code 7 Recommitted to prison--new major 
convictionCs) (same jurisdiction): 

The subject has been convicted, sen­
tenced, and recommitted to prison, or 
given .a suspended sentence or probation, 
in the same jurisdiction for an offense, 
committed since he or she was paroled, 
with a maximum sentence of at least one 
year. 

Include persons receiving a new major 
conviction with suspended sentence or 
probation if returned to prison by 
paroling authority action. 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "New Offense" 
should be entered in Cols. 30 - 31 below. 

Code 8 Recommitted to prison--new major 
conviction(s) (any other jurisdiction): 

,The- subject has been convicted, sen­
tenced, and committed to prison, in any 
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25 other jurisdiction, that is, to out-of­
state, territorial, Federal or foreign 
prisons. The offense(s), committed 
since subject was paroled, has a maximum 
sentence of at least one year. 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "New Offense" 
should be entered in Cols. 30 - 31 below. 

Code 9 Other return to prison: 

The subject has been returned to prison 
for rea~ons other than those given in 
the above codes for return to prison. 
If this code is used, then an explana­
'tion for its use should be written at 
bottom of the code sheet. 

Code X Continued on parole [new major 
conviction(s)]: 

Subject has been continued on parole 
after one or more major convictions, 
for one or more offenses committed while 
on parole. 

Note that a major conviction means that 
the subject received a maximum sentence 
of at least one year. A parolee may 
receive a major conviction in another 
jurisdiction, with a suspended sentence 
or probation, yet the subject Inay be 
continued on parole in the first juris­
diction--hence the application of this 
code. 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "New Offense

ll 

should be entered in Cols. 30 - 31 below. 

26 - 29 DATE OF DIFFICULTY 

26 27, Month of difficulty 
28 - 29, Year of difficulty 

Enter the code as indicated in instructions above. 
Code XX if either is unknown. 
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26 - 29 Code 0000 should be used if and only if code 0 
is employed in Cola 25, Parole Performance 
indicating "continued on parole (no diffic~lty 
or sentences less than sixty days)." 

The earliest date of absconding or parole 
behavior difficulty associated with the code 
used in Col. 25 should be entered in Cols. 
26 - 29. 

Note that the date of parolee behavior should 
be used rather than the date of official or 
administrative action. 

30 - 31 NEW OFFENSE 

Off.ense codes (which are the same as those for 
Cols. 14 - 15) are to be used if and only if 
codes 5, 7 or 8 are used in Col. 25, i.e., 
only if subject has been convicted of a new 
offense and recommitted or, in absence of 
conviction, guilt is admitted and subject is 
returned to prison. 

Otherwise, use code 00. 

Code new offenses here if and only if the 
offense for which convicted is one punishable 
by confinement in an adult correctional institu­
tion (prison or reformatory) with a maximum 
sentence of o~e year or more. Include, as a 
conviction, a plea of guilty whether or not 
adjudicated as a conviction. 

32 - 33 MONTHS UNDER ACTIVE PAROLE SUPERVISION 

Enter the code indicating the number of months 
since this release to parole that subject has 
been under active parole supervision in the 
United States, Canada, the Virgin Islands or 
Puerto Rico. 

"Active parole supervision" means that some 
continuing contact between parolee and parole 
officer is required, in person or by mail. 
C~lculate the number of months to the nearest 
whole month. Sixteen or more days ·count as a 
month. 
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32 _ 33 If no difficulty, and subject has not been dis­
charged within the follow-uP period, code 12, 
24 or 36. 

34 - 37 DNrE OF DISCHARGE OR DEATH 

Code 0000 means subject has not been discharged 
(by expiration of sentence, commutation, parol­
ing authority action, "remander to court") or 
died during the follow-up period. 

If subject has been discharged or has died 
enter the month and year. 

34 - 35, Month of discharge or death 
36 - 37, Year of discharge or death 

38 DEATH 

39 

Alive 

Code a 

Dead--Not 

Code 1 

subject was alive or presumed alive 
at the end of the follow-up period. 

result of criminal act 

subject died or is presumed to have 
died before the end of the follow-up 
period while on parole (no criminal 
act was involved). 

Code 2 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died after:release from parole but 
during the follow-up period (no 
criminal act was involved). 

Dead--Result of criminal act 

Code 3 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died before-the end of the follow-uP 
period while on parole (a criminal 
act was involved). 

Code 4 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died after-release from parole but 
during the follow-UP period (a crim­
inal act was involved). 

ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT 

The question to be answered by this item is 
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39 whether it may be assumed reasonably that 
alcohol ever has contributed to the subject's 
delinquent or criminal behavior. This is 
assumed to be the case if: 

a. 

b. 

The subject has a history of excessive 
use of alcohol and/or 

The,subject'~ consumption of alcohol, 
~r lntere~t ln procuring it, was 
lnvolved ln the commitment offense 
or in any previous offenses. 

Terms used above are defined further, belpw. 

RULES: 

a. Accept the subject's own recorded 
st~tem7nt ~f admission to any of the 
crlterla llsted below unless the 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

b ' , 
s~ Ject s statement is clearly contra-
dlcted by additional evidenQe in the 
case file. 

Accept statements by others in the 
case ,file concerning subject's use of 
alcohol unless these statements are 
clearly contradicted by additional 
evidence in the case file. 

Contradictory evidence in the case 
fil~, .i~cluding conflicts between the 
subJect s self-report and statements 
~y others, where the weight of evidence 
lS not clear, should be resolved in 
favor of "alcohol involvement." 

All criteria apply, no matter how long 
ago they occurred. 

Some case files have a very limited 
amount of information concerning history 
~f al~o~ol ~se. When only a brief 
7dentl~lcatlon of problems in this area 
lS avallable this nevertheless should be 
used"a~ indication that "alcohol involve­
ment lS presen·!:. A frequent example. is 
fouFld on a "f'7ce sheetll or "summary page ll 
o~ ~he case,flle,where a notation such 
as alcohollC," "alcoholism" or "problem 
drinker ll is made. 
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39 Code 0 

Code 1 

should be used if there is no alcohol 
involvement or if there is no known 
alcohol involvement. That is, if there 
is no information in the case file con­
cerning alcohol involvement, code 0 
should be used. 

should be used if there is any alcohol 
involvement. This is present if there 
is a history of excessive use of alcohol 
or if alcohol was involved in the commit­
ment offense or in earlier offenses; 
these concepts are defined below. 

A "history of excessive use of alcohol!! 
is present if any of the follo'W'ing 
conditions pertains: 

a. The person had (before commitment) 
a reputation of being an alcoholic 
or problem drinker, including a 
reputation for periodic alcoholism 
or episodic binges. 

b. The person apparently committed the 
present offense or any previous 
offense while intoxicated or after 
drinking any amount of alcohol. 

c. The person has a record of arrest(s) 
for intoxication or for disorderly 
conduct involving drunkenness, 
regardless of the disposition of 
the arrest. 

~. The person ascribes his or her 
present or past difficulties to the 
excessive use of alcohol or claims 
to have been drinking (any amount) 
when the commitment offense (or any 
previous offense) occurred. 

e. The person's history includes indica­
tions of social problems due to 
excessive drinking, including: 

1. marital or family difficulties 

2. loss of job 

3. disciplinary actions in the 
military service 
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39 4. obtaining alcohol while under 
age 

40 - 43 

44 

5. 

6. 

7. 

contri~utin~ to the delinquency 
~f a m~nor ~n any offense 
~nvo1ving the consumption or 
purchase of alcohol 

hospitalization for treatment 
of alcoholism 

memb~r~hip or attendance as a 
part~c~pant in Alcoholics 
Anonymous, unless subject is 
known to be addicted to \ 
narcotics. 

Alcohol was involved ;n th . • e offense (or ; earl~er offenses) if~ .n 

a. 

b. 

The motivation for the commitment 
offense, or for earlier offenses 
apparently included a desire to ~btain 
alcohol for personal consumption. 

There ~s any evidence of drinking 
alcoho,.. (any amount) on the day of the 
offense. 

INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE 

These blanks may be used, or 1 ft e vacant, at agency discre~ion. 

ETHNIC GROUP 

o 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Caucasian (except Latin American) 
Negro 

Latin American (Mexican, Cuban, 
Puerto Rican) 

American Indian (Native Am . 
Eskimo, Aleut) er~can, 

Oriental (Japanese, Chinese, Korean) 

Other (Micronesian, Hawaiian 
POlynes~an, Filipino) , 

6 Unknown 

Where there is a question about the proper code 
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columns 

44 

65 

66 - 73 

the parolee's professed e~hnic gro~p 
d d The coder's best Judgment ~s 

is to be 
to be used 

co e • . 
in this determinat~on. 

SEX 

code 0 if unknown code 1 for male Code 2 for female 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (Right adjust) 

The identification num~~r ~~~eydp~~~~~~s~e that 
used by the agency to ~ en 

numbering system, one 
If the agency uses no of Uniform 
should be devised f07 th~s~~~~o~~:t the number 
Parole Reports •. It ~hs abo th date (Cols. 1 - 4), 

d together w~th t e ~r 
~~~l'uniquelY identify the individual. 

th ode sheet should be 
Th7 numbe~ enter;d on ~sc the last digit on 
"r~ght-adJusted. That '. C 1 73 To the 

i~~tr~~h~h:h~~~~t~~i~~~~~~dn~~be~ ther~ should 
be zeros rather than blanks. 
Either alphabetic or numeric codes may be coded 
in cols. 66 - 73. 

74 - 75 AGENCY PAROLING 

. te code for the agency 
Enter ~he approPfrf~ad r to parole supervision. 
releas~ng the 0 en e 

76 - 77 AGENCY RECEIVING 

Enter the code designating the agency to which 
the offender is paroled. 

78 - 80 IGNORE 

PLEASE CHECK CODING CAREFULLY TO SEE THAT: 

1. No boxes are left blank 

. 2. ~ll codes are clearly written 
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 

OPTIONAL EXTENDED FOLLOW-UP 

CODING 

The extended follow-up calls for almost no coding 

procedures changes. We send follow-up code sheets--

white (for two year) I pink (three year) * instead of blue 

(one year)--on those persons coded as remaining in the 

community and undischarged at the end of one year, two 

years, etc. from Date of Release. The code sheet bl~nk 

items are to be filled out as the UPR Coding ManuaZ 

directs except that item 25 (Parole Performance) should 

be coded "Y" if the parolee has a charge pending at the 

end of two years or three years and would otherwise be 

coded "0" in item 25. 

In the case where item 25 is coded "0" and there is 

no discharge date and no interruption in supervision, 

item 32·-33 (Months Under Supervision) will bear the entry 

"24" or "36," for 24 or'36 months under parole supervision. 

Blanks 4,:·43 are provided for you to use as you wish. 

Please note that you are asked to continue to code 

the blue code sheets just as you have been, making no 

changes in your coding of them. 

December, 1971 

-* 

Uniform Parole Reports 
609 Second Street, Suite D 
Davis, California 95616 

A buff colored code sheet is provided to those 
agencies who extend follow-up beyond three years. 
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APPENDIX B 

UNIFORN PAROLE REPORTS NEWSLETTERS 

The 1967 tables which follow' were the first set of 

"annual feedbacks" published by Uniform Parole Reports. 

The 1972 tables are the most recent addition to this 

continuous reporting series which now'spans six years. 

The third NewsZetter in this appendi~ (dated April 

1974) sheds light on the extent to which parole is used 

as a form of penal institutional release. 
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NEWSLETTER 
tlNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
otl tho National Probation and Parole Institutes 
NCI;D RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 

May, 1969 

YOU ASKED FOR IT 

A syotematir, regulnr repo~ting of parol~ out­
cvrnoo analyzed llY offender attrl.but,:s wc:s uss1gr;ed 
t.op pri(Jri t.y by pnrticipating ugencl.es 1n llan~1r;g. 
m(>etlngs. ~his task, as requested,by paro e a rnl.n1S­
Lrataro, included two further requ1rements: tables 
wore t(; bp prepared for each ng~mcy se~arately, and 
fur malea and fumalos. Thus! w~th bas1c.UPR data 
aecented in soven tables, wl.th 55 aqenc1es, plus 
~omi:inell d,lta from all agencies, this request C~l~~~ 
fur 7 x 56 x 2 = 784 tables per year, or about , 
t,tblcn of d,lta now uvailnble for 1965, 196~, and 1967. 

!;,l"!!!:el1!.<1,hi.~s.!!back Program Achi\,!ved 

The requested reporting system now has beer; 
potabl1shed, duo to th~ combined m~rve~s o~ p~rt1-
Clpat1ng ~gQncy efforts, UPR sta~f dedlcatlo~, an~ 
tho electronic computer. It is 111ustrated l.~ thlS 
.",. r,. '}' by tha tables for persons paroled 1n 1967, 
~~~~il·~~cnCie6 ~ombined (with suparate tables for 
mNllnll women). Comparable tables, for each agency 
wl;lcl\ suomittcu 1~,67 parolee data! have been sent to 
tho respectivo agencies. The simllar tables ~or per­
ro~a p~roled in 1965 and 1966 are in preparatlon; the 
~()Iil~ut~r tlnalyses hilve been finished and the tables 
.W(l ut'ing typed. 

P,lroh! <lgcncies which submitted 1967 data for 
the Uniform Parole Reports are listed below. The 
(rNlt mil 'Orl ty of these agencies huve reported or; ';111 
fh~ll:' ca;cs 'which were released to parole superv~s10n 
by a disGrctionnry action of a parole board. A ,:W 
of tho agencies reported on random samples of var10US 
proportions. 
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Thus, the enclosed tables represent national figure~ for pa­
role outcomes of all persons released to parole supervision during 
1967 and reported to UPR. It should be emphasized that these data 
do not represent all persons paroled within the United States. As 
shown below, data for some states are not included, and some states 
reported. only a random sample of their parolees. Data for 1968 pa~ 
roles, now being routinely reported by all participating agencies, 
will be more complete. 

The enclosed data is the only available national information 
on parole outcomes, including a large number of parolees from many 
agencies, collected in terms of uniform, agreed Upon definitions, 
with both these definitions and the reporting format developed in 
collaboration with paroling authorities. Several changes pave be~n 
made in the tables as suggested by participants. 'I'he most impqrtant 
perhaps is the rounding of the percentage to the nearest percent. 
Fractions of less than 1/2% are represented by 1/2%. We believe it 
is in a form which is widely useful, while not overly simplified. 
Your suggestions for improvement are encouraged. 

AGENCIES REPRESENTED IN NATIONAL TABLES--1967 
(Percents show proportions of all parolees) 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
California: 

CYA Male 
CYA Female 
CDC Male 
CDC Female 

Colorado 
Connecticut 11ale 
Connecticut Female 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
~1aine 
1>1aryland 
Massachusetts 
t1ichigan 

25~ 
100% 
100% 

15% 
100% 

15% 
100% 

25% 
50% 

100% 
100% 

25% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

25% 
20% 
50% 

100% 
100~ 
100% 

25% 
100% 

18% 

Minnesota 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Je':'sey 
New MeJ"ico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
WaShington 
Wyoming 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

5% 
100% 
100% 

10% 
100% 
100% 

15% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100%* 
100% 

*First eight months of 1967 only, due to computer system re­
vision in progress in lVashington State. 

161 



CX) 
W 

... '" 
"" 

1/1 
':j 
'" 

f-' 
CO 

f-'-.J f-'f-'NW .., ..... 

'" o 
WO .., 

f-' W 
N-.JWN-.JW 

"" "" .. f-' ww 

"" 

f-' ... 
f-' N '" o ...,J-l0'l 

oJ("'Nf-'Nf-'CX) .. .. .. 

U1 
CX)f-' 

oJ("'NJr'NO'\U1 .. .. .. 

162 

"tI .. 
o 
m 
10 
c 
;; 
o 
3 
C1> 

o 
o 
3 
;!. 
3 .. 
a 
Q 
m 
" VI .. 

"tI 
l> 
:xl 
10 .... 
m 
10 
c: 
-t o 
10 
;;:: 
m 
Z 
"T1 
:D 
~ 
-< m 
?a 
"T1 
10 
:xl 

ril 
:xl 
Ul 
10 
Z 
Ul 

"tI 
l> 
:xl 
10 
hi 
o 
z ... 
U> 

!!l 

02 
cn 

z 
(") 
(") 
o 
:II m 

-1/1 

\',! 
:II 
(") 
X 
(") 
m 
Z ... 
m 
:II 

o ... 
r+ 
.=' 
.~ 

z 
~ 
r+ .... 
o 
= ~ .... 

IX! 
-< 
o 
10 
;;:: 
;;: 
::j 
;;:: 
m-t 
zl> 
-t1X! .... am 
~-
m"tl 
Z .. 
Ul;:l. 
m ... 

r 
f 
I 

,\ 

1\ 

I 
I 

.) 

I 

~ 
Z 

til 10 
QJH 
riE-t 
Itl~ 
::;:z 

"'W _ Ul' 

~ffi 
-~ 
~Q 
OJ I­
ctZ 
I-W 

... 

::E 
I-
~ 
::E 
10 
() 

> 
OJ 

(IS II: 

= ~ o z 
.... w 
.... u 
(IS x 
Z ~ 

w 
QJ en 

..c: ~ 
+' c ... ~ o z 

UC 
2U 

... 
'" OJ 

~ 
c 
W 
..J 
10 
a: 
ct a. 

-Ul 
Z 
10 
Ul 
a: 
W 
a. 
a: 
f2 
a: 
U1 
> 
I­
Ul 
a: 
;;: 

~ 
W 
::E 
10 

~ 
:::l 
10 
W 
..J 
o 
a: 
~ 

Q) 

E 
o 
u 
:; 
10 
Q) 

e 
III 
a. 

.' 

"" I' CX) 
CX)CO 

c .. 
-s 

163 

o 
c 

~ 
;: 
c e 

.. 
I'N 
lfl.--l 
N 

.. 
lflO 
0.--1 
.--I 

.. 
00'\ 
I' 
.--I 

.. 
MI' 
o .... 

"" \O.l(" 

c 

~ 
~ 
o 
c 
c 
o 
.~ 
0. 

.. "" "" N<2'I'ri Olfl 
<2' I' 

0'\ 

.. 
00 
.... ri 
ri 
N 

.. 
O'\lfl 
\0 
o 
.--I 

"" NO'\ 
I' 
co 
.--I 

.. 
MO'\ 
NN 
.--I 
\0 



t 

~ 1 

' i 

J, 

." ., 
~ n 

:l> 

... 
" ;1 
l> 
~, 

" (!. ... 
n 
\,! 

\! 

N .... 
1-'1-' 
00'1 
0 .... .. 

~ 

"' " ~ 
, 
a 
u 
;; 
g 
" 

.... 
W 
N 

0\0\ 
III' 

'" " 9 .. 
;; 
a 
u 
D. 
U 

" 

?l .,-
%" ::;; 

~~ ~~ C 
0 3 

~~ ;; '§.e. 

g~ " " g a 
~ nO ~ 

" Ool ~ c 
~o 0 r: 

" §: ~ 

!l~ 
~ 

2. 
o~ " %2 = " " en 
-~ s 
~ ,!'!, 

5l 

" 7- :; 
s~ "Z -<:n 

'" ii" ~!!l 
<r S 

g~ )'; ~ 
2,;; :l:C g " " 3 %:rJ 3 
..,~ '" !?.g liz a. s.! " an ~ ~ "-< 3 ..,~ ~" -" "'~ "-0 n 5 f,l- n ~ 

!S" 
I> !l 

~~ 
en ;! ::'~ 0:rJ 
00 ;; " " ~ p; 0 g "" E -<0 ~ " -~n 0 2 " ;; 

" " :n" E I ~ " en .. 
~ 

0 !'. 
" E :; 

~ 

N 
.... oo .... w 

I-'VlO'1 I-' 00-.) 
<if> .. dP 

."4",,"'-'"'~ __ '''''''''''..Q'' ~-- ........ 

"-'Z n -0 -0 
Po 0 III :I>-

z a :0 <>." -< 0 ~= Z ii r-~g C m 
:;; m 0 

0 c 0 n c Q 0 
0 -I % 

~ 3 0 
" '" C!> 0 ~ " 

n 2 
C n 

iii :rJ ;;: 
~ 0 m n r 
'" m Z ;; 
g: "T1 

g ;ii 
II) 

" -I 

-< m 
:I> 
:0 

"T1 
0 
:0 
-0 m 
:0 
II) 

z 0 d n .... 
n 

Z 0 .... 
" ~ m (!) ~ en 

":1 '" " Z :rJ 

0 n III :l: 

n .... 
!;Ij .... 

m 0 % 
-< ::2 ~ m III :rJ .... 

0 
Z 
II) 

-0 
:I>-
:0 
0 
r-m 
C 

;z ... 
to 

'" 

I'd 
"d "I 

OJ 0 
:rJ C' b> z III r .... !;Ij ~ .... 

0 OJ ::2 0 C 
;= 

t"I 0 III Z 

" ::2 ~ p. '. I'd 
!;Ij 0 III 

" 11 
< 0 ~ .iii .... 

(!) 

"d n 

" ~ r = 0 ;; 
0 til 
:rJ .... !;Ij % .... 
;:; .... 

~ 1-3 :ll .... 
~ (!) m .. til 

Z!3: 
~ ~IU 
-< >-il-' 
-I H(1l 

-< 000 
-0 Z 
m E:: 
0 
"T1 
:I> " C ~ ;;: 
iii 
II) 

(; 
Z 
-I 
0 ..... 
-0-1 CO =d~ 1I)r- ~ om ...:1 z= 

164 

r 
jl 
, ! 

! ! 
I i 
I! .~ .... 
I t , , 
\ 1 
f 1 
!J 
I I , 
I to- =1/) -w 'g 

CO wo 
i .... z '" " 

~ lOW "0 . ~ tz ~E 
'P4 " 

t 
w '" 
I/) 

Z 
I 0 

" I ..: I/) 
iii a: 

I ~ D. 

C II: 
0 I' 'a: ! :;! D. " Z > ;f 

UlO 10 

iN> dP <if> dP <if> <if> dP '''' dP dP 
ol"-,.-f.-f MID C"'1O'\f'I.I'lMN .-f.-f 'MiD N.-f .-f.-f 
OJlI1 N-I .-f .-f ... 

" .-f , 

"" dP <if> dP "" <if> dP dP dP 
OJ ... .-fo-l OJO r--co"'='<o::l"r-I ..... OJO'INN en.l(' 
... 1I1 o-lN OJ 

--
dP "" "" dP "" dP "" "" "" I"-I"-.-f.-f I"-ID 1.01/')0\0 .-f.-f lI1MMN O'Io-l 

enll1 No-l No-l.-f ID 
.-f 

<1JH 
.-fE-< 
III": 
~z 

" III ,f 
Q) 

t 

"" dP <if> <if> <if> <if> <if> <if> <if> <if> <if> 
Mo-lIDNo-l.l(' .-f ... \OO~"I:2'Mr-i N.-f I"-I"- ... o-l ~N 
NID 1I1.-f Mo-l.-f N ID 
N M 

CIl III ~ 
u 
c 

III Q) 

E-I ... .., c .. ::2 
" 

Q) 

~ 
... I/) " . ... z· c l!! ... 0: 0 .c 

0 III 0 III .... 
I:l ... 

~ ::; 

~ 
~ " u ... 
III 0 

~ .... iii A: 0 ;; 0 

~ " " ~ 

as 0 .... 
III 

.. , <if> <if> "" <if> .. "" <if> "" "" "" C\O'\IJ')C'\INJ:"f NO o-lNIDIDN.-f .-f.l(' or---.,....c""'( en ... 
1"-1I1.-f OJ .-f' O.-f'" .-f ID .-f 0 ... .-f OJ 

"" .. "" "" "" "" <if> "" "" "" "" en o-llD.-f I"-.l(' IDO qoNO\"C2"NN 1I1.l(' NI"-ID.-f '.0 0'1 
olDN OJ.-f N.-fl"- M M N N 
.-f .-f N o-l (X) 

.-f o-l 
.... 

~ 'tI to 
C! 

en 
~ ~ 

..:J z 
" as i5 ~ c 

0 
-' 0 

~ 5 c 
0 III W 

~ .... > .... ... w 0 

< as -' II: z 
,Q ii: « ~ D. 

~ 
0 '" 0 

" I/) z 
III z 

0 

dP "" "" "" O\~LO:r-i~ "" <if> <if> "" "',..·M.-f<o.l(' ... 00 ... .l(' NlI1OJo-l OJ en 
MlDlI1 o-l N OJ.-ftll ID o-l 0'1 ... OO.-f 
I"- M '" o-l .-f 0 
N ... 

"" "" "" "" "" .. <if> <if> "" .. "" OOlI1 0'1 o-llD.-f Otll OC'\~C""'I""'N en.l(' 1D ... 1I1.-f OJlI1 
O'II"-ID l"- N 0 0 N N 1I1 0 r--ID 
.-f .-f l"- N ... N 1I1 o-l ID 
0 .-f M 
.-f .-f 

~ 
.... I/) 

as 0: II: w W 
~ l- ll. ;;; 2 

~ 0 w II: 
;; .... u .... 

0 
... 0 as :l: LI.. 

Z 
U 

~ 
0: II: 

" « w 
1-1 III en w 

.1:1 w > 
Z 0: ... 0 

.... 
I/) 

:;J ... U II: U 
0 z u: 

~ 
w 
== 

U C 
0 Q) 

0 E 
I- 0 
::I u 
0 :; 
w 0 
.... Q) 

0 E II: 
«' '" 

Z U 
D. a. 

<if> "" "" "" "" "" "" <if> "" "" "" O.-fN.-fN.l(' .-fl"- tnOC'\MMN M.l(' .-fll1o-lo-l 1"-0 
1"-1"-1"- 0 M en.-f.-f M 1I1 en 0 IDO 

.0'1 N .-f ... 0 I"- M '" N .-f.-f ... .-f N .-f 
.-f N -
" 1; 0 '" .. 
,s c ~ 

' ... !: E 3:_ .. " .!! f 
;; 

~ ~ z!!!' 
" c 

" ~ 
OZ w 

i " en 'd ';; en O 
-' tl E "0: 

c c 0 a:i= 0 .. 0 

~ 0: .~ c zO "e " "'u " " c " ol- E ~~ .~ ~~ 
0 

'" ~ 
0 tl !!.!::5 cc 0 il Ii u ;; 29 c c 

~ ~ 2 
0 0 c 0:0 

u'5 ~g ill e C U 0 
0 c 8 "';; 

g~ Ci2 e g 
~Q 

tl .[ 0 c !!:- E 0-, .~ '0 w 0 1-" ~o. 0-

" ::> '5 
~ 

~ z2 
,,~ 0_ og :;" [ :; 0> 

:¥~ ... 'D ~o. =0 .!l .. z E c o:z E" ~~ 
:;:; -g g ;:: 

-ij~ 
c 

" ::>:z: ~o E 83: " Z .c l: :;: !Ufrl lt~ ~ g >-
;;; ~ 0 0 0 ~ " .Q ~~ ~= 

-$ ww c ~ " U z'" Z " 0:1- So :x: o:z '" « <l. 

t 

t 165 

I , 
J " 

""""1" \)\ 



~';} 
,. 

~ 
Z:D .,. gS' 5i . =- z .... .,. '" z g :!l~ n 

~ ~~ ~ ~o Q2 f 
.. 0 

~ e: .. - ;:t ~ :T c.c. Z 

~ 
.. 0 3 ~g C3 e.i Z:rl 3 " ~~ :j 

~ 'E . I: I: ,,~ " " Z ;; Ea e.g OZ ~ .E! 
~ [ t!: Sg ~ 

~ 

~ 
c 

" ." ~ "''' m 
g~ " "'0 3 0 

2. 'ot 
~. g- ~ g!l ~ ~ n '5 a nO gf en :5." 0 g g 0 

i ll' " :ll erg 0" ~ Z 

" 0 .... g S pi n S 
.. 

r:' Zo "''' "" 5 
.. ." 

;; ,,~ E .... 0 ~ " '" g :5." [ " "n OZ " .. " §~ e. " !!l :rl)w E ~ " 0 r ~ :;: r-
0" c. III g m 
zO " n .. g' [ E " 'iiiz ~ ~ -:IE '" 3 E ;; :T 51 !!!. .. 

~ g " 

N ~ 

~:: 
N ~ .Po 

N '" W -.I ° ... ~ N \D 
0'" 0 \D Ul W t-""'''\D W 0 -.1-.1-.1 
0-.1 ~~Ul~ .x-w NWW\DOOI -.I~ .Jt"N~N~O 
!III .. .. .. dO .. .. .. .. "" dO ._-,,""'-

Ul ... 
~ ~ .... W N .... 

N-.I w -.I Ul ° Ul ... .... ... eoUl 
... -.1 ~ .... w~ .x-eo ~ON"'-.I'" UlUl .Jt" ... ~wow ... .. .. .. ... .. .. .. .. .. <It' 

-~ 
W N 
\D .... .... w N eo 

........ w .... Ul .... Ul -.I .... W-.l'" 
eoN ""'''' .... eo .Jt"\D .... -.lW-.l\D-.I -.1'-' .Jt""'~\DWO .. ... <It' .. .. .. .. <It' .. <It' .. _ ... , 

W '" N .... W '" '" ~N W 01 Ul CD ........ N ~ W-.leo 
UlN ~COUl-.l .x-eo t', •• IlX) w ~ 0 A -.lUl .Jt""'~"'''''-.I 

"" "" .. .. ... .. dO .. .. .. .. 
-, .. -----.-----~- .~ 

OJ I-' 
W I-' .... N I-' '" .... '" W .... .... 0 .... 01 -.I .... "''''W 

~'" ~"'UlUl .x-", N .... "" ........ ..n -.10 .... -.I~eoeol-' .. <It' ... .. .. "" "" "" "" "" "" . """,~ , , ;>d,,>, • ,J;.-M -'~""''''''-'''".~''''- ~",,,,,,,,,,,-,--,~,- ",".,.",.~~~ .. " "...~----...-,--"'.~ 

.... I-' 
01 .... .... .... 0 
01 .... 0 '" ",~eo .... I-' "''''I-' 

-.10 .... "'-.1 .... .x-"" NOOAANN -.II-' .... 0"" o",eo .. .. ... "" ... <It' .. <It' <It' ... <It' 

---..-, 

~ .... .... -.I 
Ul .... '" '" ........... '" ",,,,Ul 

Ul~ .... ~C7\CO .Jt"W N~Ao;,O\D COUl .x-ANO"'ID .. ... ... .. .. .. <It' <It' .. .. <It' 

-'-
CO lJ1 
A ~ lJ1 IV W .... '" lJ1 I-' N"'W 

.PoCO !>lW-.lCD .Jt"'" N .......... NCD C7\W ..... Of\JOA\o .. , <It' .. .. <It' "" <It' .. <It' .. <It' 

1--0

--------

N I-' 

'" .... .... A N -.I 
~O N -.I I-' lJ1 "' .... ~ lJ1 ~ C7\lJ1'" 
"'CO ~t.x>C7\W .l"W ~~~~N~~- \D'" ..... \CNW\O\..., .. .. .. ... <It' .. .. <It' 

n 2 i l 

-0 -0 ., > .. \ a :ll 

C n 0 .. ... 
0 m 
c 0 n c: 
0 -I 
3 0 
CD 0 

3: 
m 
Z 
." Z 0 d :ii n .... 
en n 

~ -I 0 

"' -< :rl 1:1' m t-t m III CD 
> ~ ":j :ll :rl Z 
." n 0 :: ID 0 "' = -I :ll n ... 

2. m 0 
!!. -0 ~ ts a= m m 

:ll " ID 
en .... ; 0 , 
Z I'd 

~ z en 11 
g -0 CD 0 

" c' ~ .. > Z :ll r- ID 
0 ~ "' ~ ... ... 
m CD 0 

0 c c ts 
0 Z 

;= 
t"4 " 0 

~ " .. Z 
to " 1M tLj 
'" .... 

I'd 

= i' -0 0 ID 
~. '" 11 

0 < 0 l!j Pi .... 
Z CD 

~ 0 n 

" 
,. t-4 

-=0 
r- ts 0 :;; 

-I :l. 0 = ~ en :rl ... 
= a 0 Z ... .. " ;; ... 

en :ll = ~ co "' " ~ (II f/l m- .. = 
~ " 0 .. 

III 
Z3: 

Dl >111 -< 0-3 .... 
-0 Hro 
:ll OUl 

l is :<; 

:ll E:: 
Z 
0 C Z 

~ -=0 
:ll 

~ iii 
0 
Z 
en 

(I) 
m 

"'" .. Z-I 
3ni -I> CO 
~" 

mDl z ... 0) "'!l om 
c. m_ 'I en< 

~ -w >en 
CO ]:::1 
0) .. ..J 

>g 1""f wo 
..J() 
Dl..J 

~'" C 
«( Z 

~ '" c C!I 
:::I 
a: 

:.1 c 
a: z 0 UlO a: CllH 

..... E< D. 
td«( > ::!:z Dl 

Ul = ~ III 

E-4 ... 
= 

.. 
= 

... ~ ... Z ... 0:: 

0 III 0 
1:1 ... 

;:; 

~ 
1-1 "" 0 

fil 
III oj ... 
0 ;;; 

= 
k "" cd 0 

114 

fil 'tl 
.... 
to 

1:1 0 '" ..::I Z .... 
cd Q :1': 

0 
... 

1:1 5 C 
0 CD W 

= ... ~ ..J ... 0 

< cd ... a: z ,.Q iX '" I1t 0 OJ D. 
k Vl 

114 Z 
0 

::s ... 
0:: en 

cd a: 
1:1 ~ w 

= 0 Z D. 
w ... U a: 

0 
.... 0 cd :: II.. 
Z U 

rz. 0:: Ii: :; 
~ t-t III '" .1:1 w > 

Z 0:: ... 
0 I-
U en p ., 
U a: 

0 Z ii: 

:1': 
UI 
:;;: 

U C 
0 
U 
I-
:::I 
0 
W 
..J 
Q 
a: 
'" 

2 U 
D. 

~ 
'0 
~ 
0 ., U 

III 
;;: 

:::I 

'0 
.c " 0 e 
U 0 

< z 
... 
0 
"l: 
D. 

:s 
r= 

" ~ 
'" 2 
0 ., 

III :::I • 

01 ~ 2 0 

c z 
... 
0 ·c 
D. 

01 
(; 
I-

.JP "" <It' "" "" "" <It' .. <It' "" <It' 
C7\ 1" ..... .-i C\ oX' ..... eo I'NN ... r-N ... oX' 't;!lI'l~.-i ... 1' 
0"'1' ... <'I "' ..... 0 ° N NlI'l 
0 ..... C7\ ... lI'l N '" .-i 0 eo ..... N 

.-! .. lIP <It' "" lIP .. "" lIP lIP lIP "" ..... "'eo ..... <'1 ..... 0'" COr-I'NID ..... ",oX' C7\lI'lN.-i <'1<'1 IDr-C7\ lI'l 0 N ..... N N .... co ........ C7\ lI'l '" N ..... .... .-i 

'" '" .. 
.. <It' <It' <It' lIP lIP .. .. <It' lIP .. 

O.-!N.-iNoX' ..... 1' lI'lO C7\ <'I <'IN <'loX' ..... lI'l.-i ..... 1'0 1'1'1' 0 <'I C7\ .......... <'I lI'l C7\ 0 IDO C7\ N ..... ... 0 I' <'I '" N ..... .-i .... ..... N ..... 
.-i N 

lIP lIP "" .. lIP <It' lIP lIP lIP .. lIP 
<'I ..... "'N.-i.-i ..... 1' ..... <'I"" lI'l 0 ..... .-ioX' lI'l I' <'I.-i. "'<'I .... "'''' N 0 "' ......... .... .-i C7\ <'I .-i.-! 

'" N <'I ..... ..... I' ..... N 

<It' <It' <It' "" "" <It' .. lIP <It' <It' lIP 
r-N"' ..... .-ioX' 01' ~O'\tnMMN NoX' \O~Q) ...... NI' 
Nr-O eo <'I ..., I' C7\ .... '" '" ",eo ..., N N I' lI'l N I' .-i .... 
<'I ..... .-! eo ..... .-! 

<It' <It' "" <It' <It' .. <It' lIP <It' "" lIP 
O ..... N ..... NoX' ..... 1' "'OC7\<'I<'IN <'loX' .-ill'l ..... .-! 1'0 
I'l'l' ° 

..., C7\.-!.-! <'I lI'l C7\ ° "'0 C7\ N ..... ... 0 I' <'I C7\ N ..... .-i ... .-i N ..... 
.-i N 

e ~ ~ .. 0 0 E £i E :e or 
E JO_ j g c 

:e 0 3: Ze !l " " W e c " 
OZ ... 1) ~ e <II " ~ '0 ii !!I 0 

0 li ""0:: ~ 0 :2 o::~ 0:: ~ e zO u" " " .. "" c 0 jil5 ~ !~ 
0 . "-;;; .!! "- " 0 !l 'g 0 Oz !i E .. u ec .i! Z ~ 0::0 00 
~ 

e 1-0 e r= 0 5 -=:-:: .. u 
" oU " 0 g "";;; -" ~ U 0 u" 02 e :i ~ 'S u 

~* g15 '0 0 ;?:- E 0 ... 'C '§ .a 
0 w '5 " 

~ >- .. 8e ~c. <> ... .. :> " g- ~j 
~ ., Z 5~ ~ .~ " Z!,! ",c. _0 o.!!. S i " go 

~ " 
e o::z e" j~ a c e l;{; z: § ~5 ~o ):~ 

E 
§~ " ~ ~ '" 'iii co 0 ~g ~ so ~~ ~.5 -" ~ ~ D. 0 Z .. o::~ .515 .!! ..z <II .. ;§:. 

.' 

H 
166 167 



"
.\ 

'. I.· 
, I 

.- ! 
f" j 
t ,f 
\' f 
1', ; 
I' , , i 

v , 

i 
.)! , 
~ 

'co 

L r, 

1 

;j ~ s :$ 0 6' ~ ~' '" ~ '" > c: > z ~ z 
!l. a :r <: a ill " 3 .. g !:! .a a: :; c2. ;; § '2. 0, g. ~ ~ 'S !!. ~ iT ~ 

.. is E: .. 
i a ,:(' .. .!l ~ " .. Q, .. 

il ~ ~ Q, ~, ;a ::: 
iii .. 

~ 
.. r- :n a a 

<: :7 g> Q, :n u ~ !l. !l. a. .. 
~ 

.. 3: '0 a u 
~ 

a. ,. .. .. > u .. 
~ c: Z 

" 0 I:: g- -< n 

~ !l '" " 
.. 

0 if -< .. 
=r r- ~ <: 

'" !l. '" ~ ~ ::r ,.. 0 
~ .. 0 " 

.. 
~ i! '< 

'" U 

t;' '< 

9 a .. 
n ,.. 

N I-' 
I-' ID 
I-' I-' I-' I-' "" .... 0'1 
0'1 <XI .... I-' <XI 0'1 N >;1\ N W ID "" .... NIDW 
N ~.~CI'I~ID~I-'I-'''''I-'O''''WNID~CI'I~N~N~CI'I''''''''~<XI~CI'IWID 

"" .. "" "" .. .. .. "" "" .. .. "" .. "" .. "" 
... ,"'_ .. 

I-' I-' 
VI "" 0 ID .... ... ~I-' ~I-' ~W~I-'~N 1-'1D~1-'~C1'1 ~""<XICI'I .. .. .. .. "" .. "" "" "" .. 
W W 
U1 IDVI 
ID ~I-' I-'N I-'N ID"" 

"" .. "" "" 
N N 
W N 
-.J ... I-' I-' VI IDI-' 
W ~""~t-'~-.J ~-.J~""~CI'INO~I-'~"'t-'NI-'NN-.J~N~WWO 

"" "" "" "" "" .. "" "" .. .. "" "" "" "" "" 
<XI -.J 
W I-' I-' ID-.J 
CI'I I-'VI ~""~I-'I-'CI'INW~I-'~""~Wt-'-.Jt-'o ,x-""W<XI 

"" .. "" "" .. "" "" "" .. "" .. "" 
-.--.~. 

I-' I-' 
I-' I-' 

"" I-' IDO ... ~"" ~I-'~"".x-WI-'-.J ~I-'t-'O~""~"" ~I-'''''<XI .. "" "" "" "" "" "" "" "" "" "" 
, 

"" "" VI IDW 
ID I-'W ~t-'~I-'~NI-'''''.x-Nt-''''I-'''''~I-'~I-'~N .rt-.c..w .. .. "" JI' .. .. "" .. "" "" "" "" .. 

1---"--

.... .... 
<XI IDCI'I .... .x-I-' ~I-',,);"I-' ~1~I-'VI~Wt-'VI.x-t-' <XIID .. .. "" "" .. .. "" .. .. 

168 

Z z 
CD 
~ ~ 
0 
=: 
CD 

3: 
> 

::> en 
CD 

c-
o 
:u 
n 
0 z 
< g 
0 z 
en 
0 
:u 
> ... ... 
m 
G) 

~ 
(5 
z 
en 
:e 
::j 
:J: 

" :u 
iii 
0 z 
:u 
!!I 
c: :u z 
Z 
:!! :u 
en 
-l 

n 0( 
0 ~ 3 
a. :u 

3' "T1 
0 

CD :u a 
" 0 m 

=: :u 
CD en 
::> 0 
to Z CD en 

"0 
> :c 
0 ... 
m c 
Z ... 
<0 

'" ... 

02 cn 
z 0 d n 110 n 

2: <I ... 
IL: ~ 
!:'~ t7:! '" ~ 0 !;! iii 
n ... = ... m 0 
~ l:I ~ m :n iii ... 

I'd 
~ .. Ii 

0 
" C' II:-z r- !! ~ ... = .. 0 

0 c: l:I 
G 

iii tot z 
" l:I t?:J PI 

I'd 
't:d <I iii 

~ Ii 
0 t;Lj iii .... 

n CD 
~ ". 

If t: 0 ... 
0 ID 

" ... = z ... 
:0: ... .. = t-3 
~ 

... 
III m '" ID 

Z3: >PI 
>-31-' 
H/l) 
o III 
Z 

~ 
C 

~ ,. 
~ 
III ... m 
~ I-' 

" 
CO 

ID 0) 
::I-

'1 

N 

t: co 
Il. 

:> 
w 
. ..l 
CD 

~ 

UC 
2U 

Ii; 
'" ... 
3:: 
c 
W 
..l 
o 

~ 
CIl 
Z 
o 
CIl 
II: 
W 
\1. 

rt: 
o 
u. 

~ 
>­
f­
CIl 
II: u: 
3:: 
z 
II: 
:J 

Iii 
II: 

Z 
o 
CIl a: 
Il. 

::c 
f-

~ 
CIl 
Z 
o 
~ 
Cl 
w 
:l 
.q; 

II: 
o 
CIl 
z 
o 
i= 
u 
:> z 
o 
U 
II: 
o .., 
.q; 
~ 

~ 
z 

OJ 
III 
I: 
.!!! 
i5 
~ 
QI 
Z 

'" ;; 
:; 
o 
;;' 

.. .. .. 
._i~N~N~ .. 

._i~ 0 
r_ 
0'1 

j-------------------------------------------------------T----------'",-
"" till") 

.. 
N._i 

'" co 

""" j--------------------------------------------
~ @ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

::::.-i..,.~r-~"""~"""~g).-i:::.-i<XI~~tIlN~..,.~.-i~CO~ 0 
._i ;::j 

j---------------------------------------------------,----------,----,--~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

CO""".-i~N~~NCI'I.-i~tIl:::.-i"""~"""~.-i~ID.-i ~ 
o 

r-------------~-,-, __ ._i 

"" ON 
1")0'1 
r_ 
._i 

.. 
CI'I~ N 

r_ 
, co 

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

1! 
o 
Z 

~ 
'1) 

E 
o 
::: 

i!:' 
" " " o 
a: 
'0 

~ .. 

169 

.. 
.c: 
5 
::( 



b 

:' ~ 

.'~' 
III 
III 
i 

I 

1 
h 

"k, 

, , , 
:. 

.'II.~ 

•• 
• • "7 
• 

· -, c., 

NC 
CD 

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
Females 
NATIONAL DATA 1967 

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes 

NCCD RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 85518 

PAROLE OUTCOME IN RRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967 

Parole Outcome Commitment OHense 

Total Wiliiti~ Negligent Armed 
Part t & 2 Homicide ManslauGhter Robbery 

Unarmed Aggravatod 
Robbery Assault 

CONTINUED ON PAROLE 

No diHiculty or sentence less than 
60 day; 

With neW minor convlctlon(s) 

New major convlction{s) 

Ablconder 

RETURN TO PRISON AS 
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR 

No new convlctlon{s) and not in 
lieu 01 prosecution 

New minor or lesser con'ilction(s) or 
in :18U of prosecution 

In lieu 01 prosecution 01 new mal or 
oHen58!.) 

Return to prllOn no 'flolatlon 

RECOIUIITTED TO PRISON WITH 
N:lW MAJOR CONYICnON(S} 

Same Jurisdiction 

Any other jurisdiction 

Total 
Percentage of Total 

1212 2(13 
72% 93% 
16 

1% 
4 
Is% 

159 6 
9% )% 

169 9 
10% 4% 
57 

3% 
5 1 
Is% 1st 

19 
1% 

30 
2' 
3 
Is' 

:L674 219 
100% 13% 

~;~ I 40 27 54 
63% 69% 77% 
1 1 1 
2% 3% 1% 

1 1 
2% 1% 

4 8 3 3 
9% 13% 8% 4% 

9 7 C; 

14% 18% 7% 
2 1 4 
3% 3% 6% 

2 2 
3' 3' 
1 
2' 

47 63 39 70 
3l 4% 2% 4t 

TABLE I Part 1 
BY COMMITMENT Of'FENSE 

Forcible 
Rape 

2 
100% 

2 
Is' 

Statutory All Other 
Rape Sex OHansan 

2 12 
100% 52' 

3 
13% 

5 
22' 

2 
9\ 

1 
4~ 

2 23 
Is' 1\ 
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
Females 
NATIONAL DATA 1967 NC 

CD 
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes TABLE I Part 2 

BY COMMITMENT OFFENSE NCCD REs'~~RCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING 

PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967 

Parole Outcome 

CONTINUED ON PAROLE 

No dllllculty or 'senlence less than 
60 days 

With new minor conVlctlon(s) 

New major convlction{s) 

Absconder 

RETURN TO PRISON AS 
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR 

No new convlcllon(s) and nol in 
lieu of prosecution 

New minor or lesser conviction(s) or 
"in lieu of prosecution 

In lieu of prosecution of new "laJor 
oUense(s) • 

Return 10 prison no violation 

RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH 
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S) 

Same jurisdiction 

Any other jurisdiction 

Total 
Percentage of Tolal 

Burglary 

79 
67% 

1 
1% 

13 
11% 

13 
11% 

8 
7% 

3 
3% 
1 
1% 

118 
7% 

Theft or 
larceny 

139 
73% 

2 
U 
1 
1% 

18 
9% 

19 
10% 

3 
2% 

2 
1% 

7 
4% 

191 
11% 

llAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 

Commitment Offense 

Forgery Fraud 
or Larceny 

Violations of 
Narcotic Drug Violations of 

Vehicle Theil by Check Olher Fraud Laws Alcohol Laws 

13 339 18 127 7 
45% 74% 95% 63% 50% 

1 5 2 ' 
3% 1% 1% 

1 
~% 

8 43 1 26 2 
28% 9% 5% D% 14% 

4 41 25 4 
14% 9% 12% 29% 

16 16 
4% 8% 
1 3 
~% 1% 

1 1 
~% 7% 

2 10 ~ 2 
7% 2% 1% 
1 
3% . 

2') 456 19 202 14 
2'~ 27% 1% 12% 1% 

All Olhers 

108 
60% 

2 
1% 

21 
12% 

28 
16% 

5 
3% 

14 
8% 

2 i 

1% 

180 
11% 

'.-, 
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS . 
National probation and Parole Inst1tutes 

1. OBJ'SCTIVES 

2. SPONSORS 

3. ADMINISTERED BY 

4. PARTICIPATING 
AGENCIES 

5. SELECTION AND 
DEFINITION OF 
ITEMS 

6. ITEMS 
Identifica tion 
Data 

Historical 
Data 

Status as of May, 1969 

.' t' tical reports on parole 
Reliable nat10nw1~ef stad~~initions of items, and 
based upon (1) un1 orm 
(2) individual persons paroled. 

, . Authorities; Interstate . 
Associat10n,o~ Paro11ng Association for the counc11 
Compact Adm1n1strators 't d ~tates Board of parole; 
of State Gover~ments; un~ e f~the National council 
Advisory Counc1l.on Paro e 0 
on Cri~1e and De11nquency. 

d Delinquency, Research 
National council on Crime an 
Center, Davis, California. 

'1 t Study was approxima-
Expected memb~rship for P1 0 
tely 20 agenc1es. , in 50 states, 
present participants are ~5p~~~~~1~~CO. 
the Federal,Governme~t an at their own expense, in 
These agenC1eS cont~1buie taff time and travel for 
addition to profess10na s time for 100 coders, 
consultation in the program, 
full or part-time. 

, h s stem were the result of 
Items noW inc~uded ~n t e y the s onsors, partici-
intensive de~1berat1~n ~~~~l cons~ltants and the 
pating agenC1eS, pro eSS1 
project staff. 

N
. e 1'dentification number, birth date, sex, agency 
dm , . . 

releasing, agency superv1s1ng. 

date of admission to 
Effective date of s~n;ence'led type of admission 
confineme~t fro~ wh1~ tl~~ovioiation or parole. 
(new comm1tment, pro a, rison sentences, pr10r 
violation), offense, pr~or p age at admission, age 
sentences other than pr1so~~ time served in 
at time of release on paro 'history of alcohol 
prison, history of drug use, 
misuse. 

Parole 
performance Data 

Date of release to parole supervis~O~on 
Length of time under P'7role , s.u~er~~~1 on parole: 
Parole per~orrna~ce dU~1ng ~~~~ha~ge or death during 
a) no di~f1cult1e: a~ ~~cablH: Types of diffi­
this per10d; b) 1f l~ t d'fficulty; New Offense; 
culty and date of ear 1es ~ 
Date of discharge or death. 
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NEWSLETTER 
UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARt:H CENTER 

609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 

March, 1975 

YOU ASKED FOR IT--1972 PAROLEES 
AND TREND ANALYSES 

A systematic reporting of parole outcomes analyzed 
by offender attributes was assigned top priorit~by 
participating agencies in planning meetings. Tqis task, 
as requested by parole administrators, included'two 
further requirements: tables were to be prepared for 
each agency separately, and for males and females. Thus 
with basic UPR data presented in eight tables, with 55 
possible agencies, plus combined data from all agencies, 
this request calls for approximately 450 tables plus 
tables for females in the agencies who report more than 
50 females per year and the national female tables, 
bringing the total to about 500 tables yearly. The 
two year follow-up tables have been added to that 
total, bringing annual table production near the 1,000 
mark. Now the total exceeds 1,000 as three year 
follo,q-up tables are published. Each agency receives 
copies of its own and the national tables annually. 

Systematic Feedback Program Achieved 

The requested reporting systen was established 
in 1967. It is illustrated in this Newsletter by 
the tables for persons paroled in 1972, by all agencies 
combined (with separate tables for men and women). 
Comparable tables, for each agency which submitted 1972 
parolee data, have been sent to the respective agencies. 

National Tables--1972 Parolees 

Parole agencies which submitted 1972 data for the 
Uniform Parole Reports are listed below. The great 
majority of these agencies have reported on all their 
cases which were released to parole supervision by 
discretionary action of a parole board. A few of the 
agencies reported on random samples of various 
proportions. 
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER 

609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 

TREND ANALYSIS* 1970-l972--MALES 

The SUMMARY TABLE, Part 1 for males highlights 
several trends in the aggregate totals reported paroled. 
The proportion of parolees with a history of drug abuse 
has increased 13 percentage points between 1970 and 1972. 
Conversely, individuals paroled with prior alcohol in­
volvement decreased 12 percentage points during the same 
three year period. However, in 1972 there is still a 
much larger proportion of male parolees with prior alcohol 
abuse (46%) than drug abuse (31%). Prior drug abuse is 
steadiZy becoming more prevaZent among maZe paroZees; a 
history of aZcohoZ cbuse continues to be more widespread. 

The two categories of prior prison and non-prison 
sentences remci.ned stable during the three year period. 
In 1972 those paroled with prior non-prison sentences 
(71%) greatly exceeded those paroled with prior prison 
sentences (32%). There was a five percentage point 
decrease in men paroled with probation or parole violation 
admission to prison between 1970 and 1972. The percentage 
of maZe paroZees with prior prison and non-prison records 
has remained stabZe; the proportion of men paroZed with 
prior non-prison sentences remains substantiaZ. 

The proportion of men returned to prison with new 
major aZZegations and/or sustaining new major oonviotions 
remained stabZe (at 8%) from 1970 through 1972. 

Part 2 shows that all six groups had an increase in 
the proportion of men continued on parole during the 
three year time period. Parolees with prior drug abuse, 
who evidenced a 13 percentage point increase, had an 8 
percentage point increase in men continued on parole. 
The release groups with probation or parole violation 

*For an explanation of the SUMMARY TABLE construction 
see: National Probation and Parole Institutes, Uniform 
Parole Reports Proj ect, I, A New Summary Table and Trend 
Analysis for 1968, 1969, and 1970," Davis, California: 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, 
August, 1973. 
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admission to prison p , , 
alcohol abuse had a'7 ~~~~e~~~;~np~7n~e~ces, and prior 
remaining two grou s h ,1n 1ncreasei the 
points iri the samePou~c~::dcan 1ncrease of 6 percentage 
~aroZees coded as "successes~t:~~rYh The prop~rtion of 
~ncrease from 1970 through 1972 ~ o~~ a cons~stent 
totaZ number re t d ,n 72 81% of the 
year foZZow_up. por e paroZed Were SUcceS8!UZ after one 

The recidivism 1 rate 'th d 
constant in all' e1 er ecreased or remained 
between 1970 ands~~7~utc~~e categori~s in these tables 
occurred i~ technical'viol:t~~~; not1ceable decreases 
centage p01nt reduction for male There wa~ a 5 per-
or parole violation admissions t s pa:oled W1~h: p::obatic;m 
sentences, and rior no . 0 pr1son, pr10r pr1son 
4 percentage poInt decr~~;~1~nonths~ntentces; th~re was a 
rem " h 15 ca egory 1n the a1n1ng tree groups Ab d 
percentage points in ail scon ers,decre~sed 1 or 2 
period. The reoidivism r~~~U~~rd~r1~g.th~s ~hree year 
and absconders de d . ec n~ca v~oZators 
1972. The percen~:;:s:f :n aZZtgrou~s betw~en 19~0 and 
new major convictions rema~n re urne ~o pr~son w~th 
~uring the three year peri~~:di~t~~;~ ~~h c: ZZ six groups 
~ncZuded 4 percent of the tot Z b' ~s category 

anum er reported paroZed. 

lOefined as all persons in kh 
on Parole" outcome group. G ... er than the "Continued 
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NEWSLETTER 
UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER 

609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 

TREND ANALYSIS 1970-l972--FEMALES 

The SUMMARY ~ABLF, Part 1 for females shows that the 
proportion of parolees with a history of drug abuse in­
creased 11 percentage points between 1970 and 1972. All 
other categories decreased during this three year period. 
Women paroled with prior alcohol involvement declined 4 
percentage points. Unlike males, there is a much larger 
proportion of female parolees with prior drug abuse (48%) 
than alcohol abuse (33%). A history of drug abuse is 
steadity becoming more prevatent among adutt femate 
parotees. 

Women paroled in 1972 with prior non-prison sentences 
(64%) greatly exceeded the number paroled with prior 
prison sentences (17%). Females paroled after probation 
or parole violation admission to prison had an 8 per.­
centage point drop between 1970 and 1972. The proportion 
of women parotees with prior non-prison sentences remains 
high. 

In 1972 onty 3% of the totat women reported paroted 
were returned to prison with new major attegations 
and/or sustaining new major convictions. 

Part 2 shows that all six groups had an increase in 
the proportion of women continued on parole during the 
three year time period. Females with a history of drug 
abuse, which had an 11 percentage point increase in 
number paroled, had a 12 percentage point increase in 
the proportion continued on parole. The other increases 
in this category are: probation or parole violation 
admission to prison, 9 percentage points~ prior non­
prison sentences and prior alcohol abuse, 7 percentage 
points~ the total number paroled and prior prison 
sentences, 6 percentage points. The proportion of femate 
parotees coded as "successes" has shown a consistent 
increase in 1970, 1971, and 1972. In 1972, 83 percent 
of the totat number reported paroted were successfut 
after one year fottow-up. 
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The recid,J .. vism rate! did t' . 
category in theue tables betwe~~ 1~~~r:~~el~~2any OQtcome 
absconder category, for:' example th • In, the 
of 5 percentage points for ' .ere w7re decreases 
4 percentage points for par~~::~ :~~~ ~~~~~ ~r~g abuse, 

~:~f~~c~~'P:~~l! e~~~:~f~;eaa~tnt~ for tho~e ~~~~npro_ 
decreases for technical v. .ss~on to pr~son. The 
For example, technical vi~~!~f1onsdwere slightly greater. 
points for female parolees wit~ns .roP

a
ed 8 percentage 

percentage points in the prior ir~~r rug abuse, 6 
total number reported parol d hadc~ 01 group, and the 
fewer. The ro'ort. e a percentage points 
viot~tors de~re~sed'Z-b:t~~e~e~~~~ ab~c~~ders and technicat 
port'Z-on returned to riso . an .72. The pro-
remained stabte ~n a~? .n w'Z-th new maJor convictions 

'" .... s'Z-x groups. 

"Defined as all persons in other than the 
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~huu, the enclosed tables ~~~r~!~~;s~~t~~n~;r~t~ures 
for parol,!) outcomes of all dPe~s rted to UPR. It should be 
aupervinion during 1972 an r ~t include all persons 
mnphaui1.ed that htheseidtacdtas~~tes. data for some states are 
p~rolcd within te Un ' 
not. included. 

t th only available national 
'rhe onclosed dtl.ta represen . e . alar e number of 

informa.tion on parole outcome~~lt~~t~~;l.~~ tertns
g 
of uniform, 

r~(lrlilleel~ from many igencie~ 1:h both thes~ definitions and the 
Illgr(UHl upon definit O~SI ~J. in collaboration with paroling 
lC(lp'f.)rting format deveope h ~% ax'e represented by 
,authorities. Fractions of less. t an form;~hich is widely useful, 
".l1ql.'~ We beliovo the d

i
8.
f
;adare y~~a Sugg~stions for improvement 

wh:~le not overly simpl ... e. 
at'/) encouraged. 

AGENCIES REPRESENTED IN.NATIONAL TABL~~~~;:;2 
(Perconts show proportJ.ons of all pa 

Alabama 
Ad leonll 
Arkansasl 
california: 

CYA Male 
CYA Femal.e 
CDC Mnle 
CDC I·'croa1e 

Connecticut Female 
Do.l.aware2 

District of Columbia 
Floridn 
Georgin 
Idaho) 
Illinoia 
!ndilma" 
IOWIl 
Kanana 
Kontucky 
l.ouiaiann 
Maino 
M,U'ylilncl 
r.!tUItHlchuaot to 
Michiqnn 

25% 
100% 
100% 

15% 
100% 

15% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

50% 
100% 
100% 

25% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

18% 

Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
New York 
North DakotaS 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Islands 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Texas 
utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
west Virginia 
Wisconsin 
wyoming 

'~"~""'-"'i~~;- -;:hrOugh JJ;ine, August parolees only 

:January through April parolees only 

t1'\pril f October and November parolees only 

"JllO\Hlry through November parolees only 

'January through June parolees only 

~J(u\\lal:Y through Septembor parolees only 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

10% 
100% 

10% 
100% 

25% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

25% 
100% 

NC 
CD 

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CEN111R 

609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA tJ5~15 

M. G. Neithercutt, D.Crim., Program Director 

OBJECTIVES 

SPONSORS 

PARTICIPATING 
AGENCIES 

DATA 

RELIABILITY 

INFORMATION 
FEEDBACK 

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 

Reliable nationwide statistical reports on parcIle 
based upon (1) uniform definitions of items and 
(2) individual persons paroled. 

Association of Paroling Authorities; Interstate 
Compact Administrators Association for the Council 
of State Governments; united States Board of 
Parole; Advisory Council on Pa.ro1e of the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency. 

Fifty-five agencies in fifty states, the Federal 
Government, and Puerto Rico contribute data at 
their own expense. 

More than 200,000 persons paroled during 1965, 
1966, 1967, 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, and 1972 
have one year follow-up data in the UPR Data 
File. T,wo year follow-up data are being 
gathered, beginning with 1968 parolees and three 
year follow-up data st8rt with release year 1969. 
Definitions of items are given in the Coding 
Manual, available upon request. ---

Reliability studies, which have resulted in the 
conclusion that the data collected are adequately 
reliable, are available upon request. 

* * * * * * 
Production of yearly statistical tables for all 
participating agencies has been established. The 
preceding tables show the parole outcomes, analyzed 
by various offender characteristics, for all per­
sons paroled by the agency indicated during the 
year shown. The parole outcomes are based on one 
year ~ollow-up study, and persons discharged during 
that period are included. The percerltages given 
are rounded to the nearest whole perr.::ent. The 
"~%" entries represent ~% or less. 
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NEWSLETTER 
UNIFORM PAROLE REPOR,TS 
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes 
tlATIOHAI.. COUNCIL oN CRIME AND DELINQUENCY FlESEARCK CEN,ER 

60' SECOND STREET, SUITE D 
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA \)5616 

April 1974 

ADULT FSLON RELEASE, PAROLE, AND PAROLE OUTCOME 

A central question concerning parole is the extent 
of its use as a form of release. Uniform Parole Reports 
regularly receiveB requests for information on the 
number of adult felons released from prisons and re­
formatories in the united States. This topic is of 
auch general interest that it fostered the August, 1971 
Newsl(rtter. 1 This Newslett(4:t' updates those data, 
providing perspective for 1965 through 1972. 

~\1mber Released 

For the 42 states:! reporting fully, there was a 

lNational Probation and Parole Institutes, Uniform 
Parole Reports )?roject, "prison Releases, Paroles, and 
Parole outcomes," Davis, california: National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, August, 1971-

See also, National probation and Parole Institutes, 
Uniform Parole Reports project, "Comparative Data for 
the Years 1955 to 1964 on Parole Releases by States, the 
Foderal System and States and Federal systems combined," 
01;1v1s, California: National council on crime and Delin­
qUency Research Center, July, 1967. 

1Forty-two states provided data on the number of 
ndul.t felons released from their prisons and reformatories 
for each year, 1965 through 1972. Seven other states 
supplied these figures for some part of this time period; 
one state did not collect the data at all. 

The questionpaire asked for data by calendar year. 
In cases where only fiscal year data were available, 
theY Were used. 
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d~wnward trend in adult felons released 3 between 1965 and 1968 
~ e~9~~~ ~umber reached.79,644. The pattern shifted Slightly' 
~n ,.~n the succeed~ng three years there has been a pro-
nounced ~ncre~se. In 1972 95,829 adults were reported released 
from st~te pr~s~ns and reformatories, which is the largest 
number ~~ t~e e~ght year period. Phus~ the 1972 ZeveZ of reZeasea 
surpasse t e 1965 amount by 11~026. The mean rate of decrease 
between 1965 an~ 1968 was 1,290 persons per year; the mean 
annual rate of ~ncrease between 1969 and 1972 was 3 966 Ph 
the rate of increase in totaZ reZeases between 1969'and'1972us~ 
was greater than the rate of decrease between 1965 and 1968. 

The s;ab~e ~ ~lS~ d7tai~s a large amount of variation among states. 
d ~an ar ev~at~on ~n 1971 and 1972, for example was 2 317 

~~ t~~;~g6~ ~he062range of a~u1ts released was 114 thro~gh 10,427 and 
, , respect~vely • 

TABLE 1 
ADULT FELONS RELEASED FROM STATE PRISONS AND 

REFORMATORIES IN 42 STATES, 1965-1972 

NUMBER ,- - - NUMBE; I 
I YEAR RELEASED I (in thousands) 
I I 96 
I 1965 84,803 I 94 

1966 82,977 I 92 
1967 81,491 90 
1968 
1969 

79,644 I 88 

79,965 I 86 
84 1970 

1971 
86,129 
89,863 I 82 

1972 95,829 I 80 
------ 78 

~-'~6~5~--'~6~'6~~'~6~7~--'~6~8~--~'6-9-----'7-0-----'-7-1----'-7--2 

mean 2,019 1,976 1,940 1,896 1,904 2,051 2,140 2,282 
median 1,276 1,302 1,302 1,437 1,255 1,310 1,329 1,344 
standard deviation 2,045 1,899 1,926 1,807 1,890 2:~111 2,317 2,306 
range 126- 127- 122- 133- 102- 121- 114- 94-

9,794 7,841 8,070 7,148 8,171 8,903 10,427 8,062 

manda~~~~sr~~:~ i~~~d~St:eleafse by parole, expiration of sentence, 

d 
. ' u a ~on 0 sentence, etc., and excludes 

eaths and ~nter-institut~onal transfers. 
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Looking at the states individually, two basic patterns 
emerged. 'rhere "Tere 24 states whose number released in 1972 
was higher than in 1965 and, conversely, 19 states where it 
'flAB higher in 1965 than 1972. No states either consistently 
increased or decX:eased the number released during each of the 
eight years. In fact, there was a moderate amount of fluctuation 
in the number released among years for most states. 

'rABLE 2 
PA'r~ERNS OF ADUL~ FELON RELEASE FOR 

INDIVIDUAL STATES, 1965-1972 

Stnte Patterns of Release 

Variable, '65 total releases lower than '72 

Variable, '65 total releases higher than '72 

Decrease 1965 through 1968, increase 1969 
through 1972 

Totnl 

Number Paroled 

Number of 
States 

24 

17 

1 

42 

The pattern fOr adult felons paroled from the 47 reporting 
jurisdictions~ is similar to the pattern for total releases. 
'rhoro was a downward trend between 1965 and 1968, when the 
number paroled reached a low of 51,299. In 1969 the trend 
roversedllnd there was a continuous increase during the succeeding 
four yoarfJ. In 1.012 a high of 65~ 756aduHB lJEIl'EI pal'o~ed~ 11 .. 765 
mo~a than in 1965. The mean rate of decrease in the first four 
ygar period was 673 persons per year whereas the m .. :an rate of 

~Forty-six states and the D:istrict of Columbia reported 
the number paroled from 1965 through 1972. All other states 
supplied the number paroled for only certain years within this 
period. 
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~~~~~lt~~c~~::eo~u~ing the ~econd four year period was 3,336. 
gl'eaiel' than the l'~~~l'~faBde ~n pal'O~ee8 fl'om 1969-1972 lJaB muoh 

eOl'ease fl'om 1965-1968. 

TABLE 3 
ADULT FELONS PAROLED FROM STATE PRISONS AND 

REFORMATORIES IN 47 STATES*, 1965-1972 
I--

NUMBER' NUMBER 
I YEAR RELEASED, (in thousands) 

I 
66 

1965 53,991 64 
1966 52,522 I 62 
1967 52,301 I 60 
1968 51,298 

I 58 
1969 52,412 56 
1970 55,672 I 54 
1971 60,390 I 52 
1972 65,756 I 50 

, 65 '66 '67 
mean 
median 
standard 
range 

deviation 

1,149 
616 

1,585 
20-

8,630 

1,117 1,113 
666 688 

1,404 1,415 
23- 13-

7,047 7,332 

'68 '69 

1,091 1,115 
700 730 

1,284 1,402 
11- 7-

6,614 7,702 

'70 '7:/. '72 

1,185 1,285 1,399 
;28 660 790 

1,511 1,715 1,601 
8- 9- 10-

8,516 10,014 7,752 

Table 3 shows that ther a 
among states in the numb . e wa~ a large amount of variation 
1971 and 1972, for examp~~ P!!~1~d7i5The standard aeviation in 
For the same two years the' ran ' and 1,601 respectively. 
10,014 and 10 through 7,752. ge of adults paroled was 9 through 

The number paroled in 1972 
27 states; the number paroled inw~~6§reater than in 1965 for 
for 19 states. One state ~ho d was greater than in 1972 
1968,and an increase from 196~etha decrease from 1965 through 
cons1stent1y increased or d rough 1972. No states either 
the eigh~ year period. In ~~~~as~~ the number parOled during 
f1uctuat1on in the number l'd ere was a moderate amount of 

paro e across years for most states. 

*inc1uding the District of Columbia 

.' 
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These arc the same patterns exhibited for total releases. 

TABLE 4 
PATTERNS OF ADULT FELON PAROLE FOR 

INDIVIDUAL STATES, 1965-1972 

State Patterns of Parole 

Variable, '65 number paroled lower than '72 

Variable, '65 number paroled higher than ' 72 

Decrease 1965 through 1968, increase 1969 
through 1972 

Total 

The Use of Parole as a Method of Release 

Number of 
States 

27 

19 

1 

47 

Table 5 shows the percent paroled h~s risen (in the re­
porting state~) from 61% in 1965 to 66% ~n 1972. Note that 
the proportion paroled has increased as the number released 
Gtnd the number paroled [lose. 

TABLE 5 
NUMBER RELEASED, NUMBER PAROLED, AND PERCENT PAROLED 

FOR ADULT PRISON AND REFORMATORY RELEASES IN 42 
STATES, 1965-1972 

Year Number Released Number Paroled Percent Paroled 

1965 84,803 51,594 61% 

1966 82,977 50,200 60% 

1967 81,491 49,954 61% 

l.968 79,644 48/783 61% 

1969 79,965 49,608 62% 

1970 86,129 52,991 62% 

1971 89,863 57,529 64% 

1972 95,829 62,917 66% 

Total 680,701 423,576 62% 
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Relationship Between Percent Paroled and Percent Successfully 
continued on Parole 

A central question about the use of parole concerns the 
performance of parolees. Two approaches to this were used. 
First, for each state, the percent paroled was compared with 
the percent continued on paroles on one year follow-up. The 
correlations for the four years in which data are available were: 
1968,-.41 (45 states) 6; 1969,-.55 (47 states) 7; 1970,-.21 (47 
states); and 1971,-.34 (45 s'Le"!;.es). 8 All four years evidenced 
a negative correlation; as the percent paroled increased, the 
percent continued on parole decreased. 9 

\ 

The second tack was to correlate the percent paroled and 
the percent continued on parole for states according to whether 
they had greater than the median number paroled each year or 
not. These figures are presented in Table 6. 

Tll.BLE 6 
CORRELATION BETWEEN PERCENT PAROLED AND PERCENT CONTINUED 

ON PAROLE, ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP, 1968 THROUGH 1971 

States Paroling Less Than or Equal States Paroling Greater than 
to Median Number paroled Median Number Paroled 

~ Median 

1968 -.35 n=23 730 -.50** n:;::22 

1969 -.62* n=24 735 -.45** n=23 

1970 .05 n=24 748 -.53* n=23 

1971 -.18 n=23 608 -.59* n=22 

*significant at .01 level 

**significant at .05 level 

s"Continued on parole" includes persons with: no difficulty 
or sentence less than 60 days, and new minor conviction(s) and 
new major conviction(s) without parole violation action. 

6Significant at the .05 level. 

7Significant at the .01 level. 

8 Significant at the .05 level. 

9See "Prison Releases, Paroles, and Parole Outcomes, " 
op. cit. , p. 6. 
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For states paroling no greater than the median number 
paroled there were negative correlations in three of the four 
years. In the other group there were negative correlations 
during all four years. 

The differences between these two sets of correlations are 
SUbstantial for 19'10 and 1971. These findings add perspective 
to the overall negative correlations noted above. The percent 
continued on parole tended to be lower for states with a 
relatively large number paroled than for states with a relatively 
small number paroled. Thus, both the percent papoZed and the 
number of papoZees appeap to be negativeZy associated with 
pa:t'oZe outcome. 

Any number of elements could be at work here. For example, 
as a greater proportion and/or number of releasees are paroled 
the selection criteria could become less stringent, or, release 
under parole supervision may be a preferred method of release 
for certain persons judged to be relatively poor risks. 

While it makes sense to speculate that a re­
laxation of parole selection criteria is'accompanied 
by increased violation rates, it is important to ' 
realize that paroling authorities may consider the 
release of relaitively poor risks on parole--under 
supervision and surveillance--to provide better 
societal protection than outright discharge with­
out supervision. It must be realized also that 
the c.haracteristics of offenders at intake to prison 
may be very different in the various states. 10 

Conclusion 

The patterns for the total number of adult felons released 
and for those paroled from state prisons and reformatories from 
1965 through 1972 were similar. There was a downward trend 
from 1965 through 1968, a slight increase during 1969, and a 
pronounced increase. in 1970 through 1972. The 1972 levels far 
surpassed those of 1965. There was a large amount of variation 
among states for each year, and a moderat~ amount of variation 
across years for individual states in both release groups. 
None of the states either consistently increased or decreased 
the number released or paroled dUring the eight year period. 

1 0 Ibid, p. 7. 
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The percent paroled increased four percentage points fo: 
all states combined during 1969-1972, the s~e four year per~od 
that the number released and number paroled ~ncreased steeply. 

There is a negative correlation between t~e percent ~aroled 
and the percent continued on parole for report~ng st~tes ~n. 
1968 through 1971. Percent paroled correlated negat~vely.w~th 
percent continued on parole. Moreover, during the same t~e 
period, the percent continued on parole decreased as the pe:cent 
paroled increased more for states with greater than the ~ed~an 
number paroled than for states with no more than the med~an 
number paroled. 

.' 
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APPENDIX C 

SECURITY AND PRIVACY 

Recognition of need for social agency information 
has led to development of data collection, storage, and. 
retrieval systems; this has been accompanied by t 

increased concerns for both the security of the data' 
systems and the privacy of the individuals to whom the 
information relates. Thus, a major issue in the crim­
inal justice area has been the protection of the rights 
of persons on whom data are collected and stored. 1 In 
keeping with the importance of this problem r guidelines 
to ensure the integrity of the Uniform Parole Reports 
system and protect the persons and agencies involved 
were developed in 1972. Their salient features are 
summarized here. 

Potential Dangers and Abuses 

Three concerns are paramount: the danger of loss 
of the basic information in the system, the potential 
for invasions of personal privacy, and the possible 
misuse of the information to the detriment of partici­
pating agencies • 

Loss of Data 

It is always possible for data to be physically 
destroyed or degraded when in use or when stored. The 
Uniform Parole Reports program has not suffered this 
calamity thus far but such a danger exists. A fire in 
the project offices could consume both code sheets and 
punched cards as well as any magnetic tapes stored 

IFor example, see; Project SEARCH Committee on 
Security and Privaby, Security and Privacy Considera­
tions in C1:'im.inal History Information Systems, Sacramento: 
Project SEARCH, Technical Report Number Two, July, 1970: 
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tlwn!in. Diocon·tinuities in staff (despite the stable 
Dtuffinq pattorns thus far enjoyed) are a threat to data 
intufp"ity--for example, from incomplete editing and 
~Qrrcction of errors. 

Pnrnons arc readily identj,fiable from Uniform 
I'd,role Repcrts code sheets. Minimal knowledge of the 
repnr'tln f1 system allows interpretation of the data 
ntomenta on' these code sheets and tracing of the 
information to its source. 

SinCB the identification of individuals is almost 
never ncoded for data analyses, working tapes can be 
crcatncl from which individual identification is not 
rnaoiblc. This can be accomplished by deleting names, 
idcntifj,cntion numbers, and paroling and receiving 
[V1(:nc:ics codes. 'l'hese elements all can be retained in 
Gompreh(Hlsive magnetic ·tapes, punched cards or code 
H}wcts, storc(l securelY and subjected to strictly 
limited access. 

£!l~~_of Inf~rmation on Paroling and Receiving Agency 

Paroling agencies now regularly receive state 
blblNJ containing their own data. For release of their 
tlata to any other pnrt.y, the authorization of the 
contributing agency is required. A file of these 
individual states' data is maintained in project 
affiveD and the data are stored for mechanical reproduc­
tion in quantity, where appropriate. In addition, a 
P('l,'S(Jn sophisticated in the operation of the Uniform 
Purole Reports could derive aqency data from several 
other aotlt'ccs. 

The qoa1 her('~ is to ensure that the data '\vill not 
hp miuused. This includes both presentation of dis­
t,tn't(\d dil'tn o.m1 unauthorized release of information. 

!~stem Safeguards 

rll'"(H'j:>{~t'icm Aqainst ]"oss 
""',I(r.'::":~\4,"""'1!;."",,~;::I>a. fl ~ ~ 

ProtQction ugainst loss of data is perhaps most 
("lsi 1 Y (H'hinvcd by secure main·tenance of a second set 
~'f t~\PN}t ~n nppraach nmY' used. These tapes are stored. 
in n t;.ar>c v~lul ts" which repu.lse heat, theft and mechanical 
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hazards such as magnetic fields. They are handled only 
when required for an update. 

Protection of Individuals 

Rules have been established for handling inquiries 
of the data, which rules apply to all--constituents, 
sources of funds, and outside parties. One rule is: 
no requests for data on individuals will be answered 
and no responses will contain individual identifiers, 
except when data contributors are addressed on editing 
issues. 

The potential for individual identification temains 
as a danger only in the "back-up tapes" and original' 
code sheets. These are protected by storage in locked 
containers meeting Department of Defense SECRET docu­
ments storage standards. A small, selected number of 
staff having access thereto seems to work effectively 
in protecting the data from embezzlement. Institution 
of a simple set of employee rules for use of the con­
tainers just described has forestalled inappropriate 
use of the data. 

Protection of contributors 

To protect contributors against unwarranted attacks, 
a set of dissemination rules--applicable to all comers-­
is in force. The rules include: 

1. No informatio·n identifying a specific 
agency will be provided except on the 
agency's written authorization. 

2. Requests about specific agencies will 
be forwarded to those agencies for 
exercise of their preferences in reply. 

3. Requests will not be fulfilled in" such 
a way as to make the subject agencies 
readily identifiable. 

Another rule, necessary to the functioning of those just 
listed, is that Uniform Parole Reports employees are to 
respond "no comment" if asked for particular facts about 
a contributor agency, except when responding to 
inquiries from that source. This stymies the "fishing 
expedition" approach to identifying agencies. 
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Future Developments 

It is anticipated that as opportun~""t\..J.ho estahr;se for 
• ,0 f rl of rm Parole Reports WJ. 0 e 

intcqra~1on o. un10 _ similar protec-
criminal j,~stic~. system dataH~::~~;ce~t is believed 
t:irm problems ~n'\'l appear. I' d will be viable in 
that the general approaches out J.ne 
thosl-1 r:ircumstanccs as well as presently. 
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APPENDIX D 

AN EXPANDED UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS PROGRAM 

Introduction 

Previous pages have detailed various facets of 
Uniform Parole Reports, discussing both the central 
elements in the project and several additions made 
during its operation. From preceding pages, it is 
obvious that the project has seen marked changes in its 
history; yet, it is equally apparent that Uniform Parole 
Reports remains limited to a data base which is quite 
narrow in its scope of information for each individual 
parolee. 

Recognition of this limitation has fostered thought 
and discussion, since the project's inception, concern­
ing how Uniform Parole Reports could best be enlarged to 
become more useful to the parole field. It is not 
difficult to name additional data elements which could 
and perhaps should at some time be sought. Little more 
effort is required to conceptualize added applications 
of existing data to parole practice. 

Initially, the ta~k of delimiting the "ideal" 
Uniform Parole Reports system was created. It soon 
became clear, however, that describing an ideal data 
system was an exercise which could not hope to go beyond 
the drawing board. It is this material's purpose to out­
line an expansion of Uniform Parole Reports coding which 
is being tested in a small number of states (5 at this 
writing) on a pilot basis. 

An Expanded System 

The variables birth date, effective date of sen­
tence, and date of admission, and the attribute, type of 
admission, have proV.en serviceable in their present form. 
This also is true of the item commitment offense, though 
there is reason to believe that the "all others" cateqory 
of the offense codes is too encompassing. A way to 
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fl'lrm')'mt thifJ hlJnllA is to add: "Sq All other offenses 
~t#'H irlGf~ ~i(~r[Jmw. 1/ 1 'Phis serves to reduce the All Others 
"~f'/'mtJ tint} rtllo",m ucldi t.ion of person offenders to the 
,ltlprO!'1r'i;ltu fJroup in studies of person versus property 
flf f('wh~r(} rn 1 a f;(~rl to assorted variables. 

11 Iv. itr:mn t.ype of scntance, number of prior prison 
{·ommUmmltn I ilnd numoor of prior non-prison sentences, 
all are oar'viceablc as they are. It has been suggested 
lit [JOrne that HIe· latter two should not be carried beyond 
Uthroe or rnorq." This would make them much easier to 
t~()lh~ and w()\lId enhance their validity. On the other 
hdntl, in various analyses (though the standard feedback 
lp~'rmpD nrwcn, ciqht, tltld nina), carrying prior record 
f:fJllin"! i(} t~,hn9C~ exi:ents hilS been found useful. 

'Nw i tt~m tlX"UtJ use, in the core reporting system, is 
t~n(l,.d : 

o no uso or unknown 
1 l\ny drug use 

1\11 }jfHNh t hi H qui b,~ unsophisticated approach yields 
iU1('1'p~tlinq ddt;!; foX" comparative purposes, it is likely 
t l~~tl nnrnft 1'1 dbol'.l t.ien would be worthwhile. Keeping in 
I'd tI,l t hf> HI'p.l for all jurisdictions to be able to code 
1 lip i t I'>m fltllTl t.hAir records, a slight expansion seems 
\-J!\rl~·lbll'. 'l'lw nO\4 coc1ing instruction reads: 

'PhI' i\l{,fltion to be answered here is, "Does the 
li ll'ol t'P havo any history of any use of drugs of 
;ltlV kind?" 

t'lld .. I) moans "no usc, II "no history of use" 
()l' It no known use." 

Not counted as drug use is the use of 
alcohol; sniffing materials such as 
qlllf't qasoline, solvents or cleaning 
fluidsi or injection of foreign sub­
ntanC'os other than drugs in the 
("" tNlories entll1lcrated below. 

Columns 

19 Code 1 means any short-term, non-dependency 
use of any drugs--including opiates, 
marijuana, stimulant drugs, barbitu­
rate drugs or any other so-called 
"dangerous drugsll--except under 
prescription by a phvsician. The 
specific kind of drugs and the amount 
used are not considered. 

This includes, for example, lI one-time 
experimental use of marijuana," "brief 
Uf3e of ampheta.mine," etc. 

Most often, this code will reflect a 
history of experimental use of any 
opiate drugs such as heroin or 
synthetic substitutes for morphine, 
marijuana; stimulant drugs such as 
amphetamine, methadrine ("speed"), 
cocaine, or benzadrine-type drugs; 
barbiturates (lIs1eeping pills"); 
tranquilizers; or psychotomimetic 
drugs, L.S.D. ("acid"), or "hallucino­
genic" drugs. 

Code 2 means any habituation or addiction to 
any of the above drugs. This code 
reflects serious drug usage in the 
sense of dependency (whether physical 
or psychological) or indulgence in 
usage for a protracted period. This 
code includes IIheroin addiction," 
repeated "occasional use of ampheta­
mines," etc. 

Code 3 means lIunknown." This ilDplies to cases 
in which no information is ilvailable 
regarding drug usage. 

Note that this retains sufficient similari~y to current 
coding to make the two useful together. Informilt.ion on 
the specific drugs involved still would he lilcking, but 
this ~egree of s~ecificity does not seem feilsible to 
obtain at present from most agency records. 

The date of release variable serves as perhaps the 
center of uniform Pat-ole Reports information qathorinq 
and analytical activities. No alteration was made in 
that element. 
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f't) 1 1 I'M-UP p(~rir)d is ordinarily not encoded by 
PiU';'I}f' d'~(·nGi(H:i. It has undc!rgone changes, though, and 
~1(~"'1 l"",-u'G, in addi tion to the initial "1 iI for one year 
f(Jlllt/~/-urJf thn uppropriate numeral designating a two, 
Un"i~{', four or fivn year follow-up period~ In the new 
t>f,t!i n'1 nytitUm it appc}urs in column 7:B of each subject's 
ti.l ht ciu"d r; .. 

Tho ability to assess behavior under parole super­
~ri ninn thrm19h th(! data system hinges on the item 
fj,lrnlt· !mrformam.:o. t4uch of the capability for 
dr-tail otl anal YGiG of parole outcome depends on the 
rt·f.inr~mf!nt. of thi!) item's codes. Presently this informa·­
Unn is (.;!odr:!fl in om~ column; the expanded coding uses 
two col nmon. 'rhus, t~he newly d~signed item allows 
inenrpnrat:i.on of much more detail. Note that the new 
<"Jflpc in l~nrfaco \'li th the core system, also. 

Cr) 1llJ~m.G 
~-l;c.''";r,:,t;:t\Ot·.'1'''''.'.~.r:1.,-«1 

24 - 2f1 PAROLT,: pgnFORHANCE 
~ .. ""... ~ 

(~do 00 Continued on parole, no difficulty. 
Subject has not absconded from parole, 
hus no neW convictions (excluding 
minor traffic), and no actions 
descrihed in the following codes have 
been taken by the paroling authority. 

Coth: 10 Continued on parole, no parole violator 
uction.Si~tence(s) of less than 60 
days lexcluding minor traffic). 

v~olation s) 

\,'()Ih" ;~O Cnntinued on parole, no parole violator 
~S.tion. New charge (s) pending against 
parolee at ond of first (one-year) 
follow-up period but no new convictions 
ana not an absconder. 

Nlwnever this code is used the appro­
n:riate ~od& for this "ne\v offense" 
should be entered in Columns 30-31. 

CfHlp 40 No pnrolr:~ violator action. Committed 
~-, - , .. 
to \'1 m~nt,'ll hyqlene-type fac~llty as 
im'nmp(.'tont or insane. 

\ 
J 

}j 

columns 
, 
24 - 25 Code 50 No parole violator action. Died on 

parole during or after new offense but 
before violator action taken. 

Code 01 

Whenever this code is used the appro­
priate code for this "new offense" 
should be entered in Columns 30-31, 
below. 

Continued on parole, new minor convic­
tion(s). SubJect has been continued on 
parole after one or more convictions t 

for one or more offenses, committen 
while on this current parole. 
Note that a minor conviction means that 
the subject receivc0 a maximum sentence 
of 60 days or more but lBssthan one 
year. A parolee may sustain a minor 
conviction yet be continued on parole-­
thus the application of this code. 

Code 02 Absconder, whereabouts presently 
unknown. The whereabouts of the parolee 
are unknown to the paroling authority. 
Either a warrant for absconding from 
parole has been issued or some other 
official action has been taken to 
declare the parolee an absconder. 

If ~y policy no official acts are 
customarily taken with respect to 
absconders, then this code should be 
used when the narolee has been out of 
contact more than two months and his 
or her whereabouts are clearly unknown. 

Code 12 Absconder, reinstated to supervision 
without return to prison. 

Code 22 Absconder, supervision tetminated with­
out return to prison. 

Code 03 Returned to prison--technical violation, 
no new conviction(s) and not in lieu of 
prosecution. The parolee has been 
declared a parole violator by the 
par'oling au,thori ty and returned to 
prison. No criminal convicti~ns (major, 
minor or lesser) occurred durlng parole. 
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mhis ~ndc inclurles those who are 
rc·turnwI: 

it: Fqr failure to fol10\,1 parole rules; 

b. POt' further treatment (including 
psychiatric but excluding medical) 
r(!lutcfl to their parole performance; 

c. On(l<~r treatment and control programs, 
such as thosc for supervision of 
narcotic users, alcoholics or any 
othors who are adjudged to need 
further institutional treatment 
before discharge or continuance on 
p£lrole. 

Co(ic- 04 Eeturned to prison--technical violation, 
ll9~~~inor or lesser conviction(s). The 
paroling authority has declared the 
parol~e to be a parole violator, and 
the parolee has heen convicted of-­
Gommittinq an offense for which the 
maximum sentence is less than one year, 
~!lU t:ho parolee has been returned to 
pr1son on technical grounds after 
having been convicted, includinq sus­
pended sentence or probation. . 

Cot1P 14 ~turncd ~o prison--technical violation, 
in lieu of rosecution for new minor or 
lesser offense s. The paro11ng 
authority has declared the parolee a 
parole violator, and the parolee has 
committ:r'!d an offense (s) for which the 
maximum sentence is less than one year~ 
The parolee has been returned to prison 
in li~u of prosecution and on the basis 
of a claar admission of guilt of the 
offense{s). 

('nih'" or; Hcturned to prison--technical violation 
Ifi~-rieu of prosecution on new major ' 
~f!.Qnsc(s). The paroling authority has 
rl~clurod the parolee to be a parole 
v :ull«tor, and the parolee has committed 
an ()ffenm..1 fo'r \'lhich the maximum sen­
t~nce is at least one year. 
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Columns 

24 - 25 The subject has heen returned to orison 
in lieu of prosecution and on the haBis 
of a clear admission of quilt of thf~ 
offense. 

Whenever this code is used I thp ,'lnpro­
priate code for this "new offense" 
should be enteron in Columns 30-31, 
below. 

Code 15 Returned to prison--technica1 violation, 
after new major conviction. ~he narol­
ing authority has declared the parolee 
a parole violator and the parol~e has· 
been convicted of commi ttinq an offens(~ 
for which the maximum sentence is at 
least one year. 

The subject has been returned to orison 
after conviction but on the basis' of a 
parole violation rather than as a now 
court commitment. 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "new offemse!' 
should be entered in Colu~ns 30-31. 

Code 06 Returned to prison--no violation. The 
subject has been returne~ to prison for 
reasons not reflectinq on his or her 
performance since parolnd. 

Examples are: 

a. Return for mecUcn1 rc:~sons othnr 
than psychiatric; 

b. Return on a new commitment for an 
offense committed before rf!learw 
on p~.role. 

Code 07 Recorr.rt1itted to prison--new major 
conviction(s) I same jurisdiction. Th0 
SUbject has been convicted, sentenced, 
and recommitted to prison or has been 
given a suspended sentence or proha­
t~pn, in the same jurisdiction for nn 
offense--committed since he or she was 
paroled--with a maximum sentence of at 
least one year. 
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vlhcncv(~r this coele is used, the appro­
nriate code for this "new offense" 
should be entered in Columns 30-31, 
he loft1. 

Cr:Jri(t 0R T{ccommitted to prison--new major 
conviction{s), any other jurisdiction. 
~he subject has been convicted, sen­
t(1'nced, and coromi tted to prison in any 
oth~~ jurisdiction--that is, to out-of­
stat~. territorial, Federal or foreign 
orisons. The' offense (s) --coromi tted 
since subject was paroled--has a maxi­
mum sentence of at least one year. 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "new offense" 
should be entered in Columns 30-31. 

Code 09 Other return to prison. The subject 
has been returned to prison for reasons 
other than those given in the above 
codes. If this code is used, then an 
eX~ldnati6n for its use should be 
written at bottom of the code sheet. 

Code O~ Continued on parole, new major 
conviction(s). Subject has been con­
tinued on parole after one or more 
major convictions, for one or more 
offenses, committed while on parole. 

Note that a major conviction means that 
the subject received a maximum sentence 
of at least one year. A parolee may 
receive d major conviction in another 
jurisdiction with a suspended sentence 
or probation, yet the subject may be 
~ontinued on parole in the first juris­
cliction--hencc the application of this 
c:o(l(> . 

Whenever this code is used, the appro­
priate code for this "new offense" 
should be entered in Columns 30-31, 
below. 

1Thi,..,ro-ycar and three-year follow-up coding follow 
the definitions outlined above. One additional 
('olh' is usocl, hO\vever, arising from the fact 
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Columns 

that the final disposition of charges outstand­
ing at the end of two years or three years is 
sought. 

Code OY Charge pending at end of two or three 
year follow-up period. Subject is 
awaiting trial and/or sentence on a 
charge(s) arising from actions com­
mitted by the parolee during present 
parole period. None of the above 
"return to prison" or "absconder" codes 
applies to him. 

Cases coded as OY will be follow~d up 
by the Research Center to determine . 
final disposition. 

The item date of difficulty has been the subject of 
many problems in coding. It is, though, a good example 
of an unusual and valuable item. It calls for coding 
the date which,marks the earliest actual act constituting 
the reported parole violation. These dates are useful 
for such tasks as estimating "high risk" periods of 
parole ·supervision. 2 No changes in the item were 
effected except those needed to interface it with the new 
parole performance coding. 

The new coding instructions read: 

Columns 

26 - 29 DATE OF DIFFICULTY 

26 - 27, Month of difficulty 
28 29, Year of difficulty 

Enter the code as indicated in instructions 
above. Code -0 if either is unknown. 

Code 0000 should be used if, and only if, code 
00 or 40 is employed in Columns 24-25, parole 
performance, indicating IIcontinued on parole, 
no difficulty" or "discharged to mental hygiene 
facility. II 

2 Eor an example of use of this information see: 
NewsZetter~ Uniform ParoZe Reports, Davis, California: 
NceD Research Center, A~ril, 1970. 
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Columns 

26 - 29 The earliest date of absconding or parole 
behavior difficulty associated with the code 
used in Columns 24-25 should be entered in 
Columns 26-29. 

Note that the date of parolee behavior is used 
rather than the date of official or admin­
istrative action. 

Why choose the date of the parolee's behavior 
rather than the date of agency action? The date of 
narolee action is believed more valuable for some analy­
~es but this does not negate the need also for data on 
agency acts, es~ecially when bo~h.are ~vail~ble. ~on­
sequently, the ltem date of offlclal v1olatl0n actl0n 
is employed. 

This date is coded under instructions almost 
identical to those for date of difficulty. The differ­
ence is that the date of official action is used. In 
the caSe of a return to prison as a technical or sub­
stantive violator the date that return to custody 
occurred is coded. In cases of a jail sentence, fine, 
probation, etc., and no return to prison, the date this 
sentence began is used. This enables observing the 
time taken for the process and allows comparisons with 
data from other sources which use a data collection 
scheme based on the official action date. 

New offense codes reflect changes which have been 
outlined above. Instructions for coding this item read: 

Columns 

30 - 31 NEW OFFENSE/RULES VIOLATION 

New offense(s): 

Offense cocles (identical to those for Columns 
14-15) are to be used if, and only if, code 30, 
50, 05, 07, 08 or OX appears in Columns 24-25, 
i.e., only if subject has been disch~rged or 
has died with a charge pending, has been con­
victed of a new major offense or, in absence 
of conviction, guilt is admitted and subject 
is returned to prison. 

Code new offenses here if, and on~y if, the 
offense concerned is punishable by adult 
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Columns 

30 - 31 correctional institutional confinem0nt (prison 
or reformatory) for a maximum of one year or 
more. Include as a conviction any Quilty plna, 
whether or not adjudged a conviction. 

Parole rules violationJ~): 

Rules violation codes are used only if Columns 
24-25 bear code 20 or 03. 

91 Drug iibuse i 

92 Use or overuse of alcohol; 

93 Failure to report; 

94 Exceeding geographic bounds (leaving 
the district without nermission); 

95 Moving, marrying, contracting, ~tc., 
without permission (where permission 
is required) i 

96 Other rules violation (s) (describe 
at hottom of code sheet). 

The most serious violation should be codod 
where multi~le ones occur at one time (in 
instances of multiple violations nt the same 
time enter the app~opriate code which has 
the smallest code number). 

Otherwise, use code 00. 

No essential change occurred in corlinq months unrler 
active parole supervision. However, coding instructions 
were altered to reflect a morR nearly accurate rioscrip­
tion of how coding is done~ 

Columns 

Enter the code indicating the number of months 
sinc'e this release to narolc that subject has 
been under active parole supervision in tho 
United States, Canada, the Virgin Islands or 
Puerto Rico. 
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~/. - n "AGtiv(! narole supervision" means that some 
continui~q contact between parolee and parole 
officAr is re~uired, in person or by mail. 
Culculate the number of mont~s to the nearest 
whole month. Sixteen or more nays count as 
an additional month. 

If no difficulty, and subject has not been 
discharged within the twelve-month follow-up 
period (for first reporting), code 12; if no 
difficulty and subject has not been discharged 
within the extended follow-up period, code 24, 
36, etc. -------

~hc item date of discharge or death was described 
slightly differently, reflecting a more explicit state­
mnnt of coding rules and seeking more uniformity of 
Godinq. Presently, some agencies report cases as "dis­
chnrqod" upon return to prison; other agencies do not. 
Thin is not a particularly difficult matter to allow 
for in data analyses but the system wouln be more 
nc~rly uniform with an explicit rule. 

Columns 

14 - 37 nATE OF DISCHARGE OR DEATH 

Code 0000 means subject has not been dis­
charged (by expiration of sentence, commutation 
or paroling authority action, or by "remander 
to court") or di8d during the follow-up period. 

If subject has been discharged or has died, 
enter the month and year. 

34 35, ~onth of discharge or death 
36 - 37, Year of discharge or death 

Do not count as "discharges" persons returned 
to prison; code these cases 0000 in Columns 
34-37. 

Num})0rs of persons dying during follow-up are so 
small that it will take years to amass enou~h data to 
anillyz0 th~ characteristics of these individuals. 
l:}~Y),\ndinq th~ coding of this variable allows distinguish­
i 11(1 lw twc'en vict,ims and perpet.rators of criminal acts, 
il rlistinction not now possible. 
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Columns 

38 DEATH 

Alive 

Code a Subject was alive or presumed alive 
at the end of the follow-up period. 

Code 1 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died before the end of the follow-up 
period while on parole (no criminal 
act was involved). 

Code 2 Subject died or is presumed to have­
died after release from parole but 
during the follow-up period (no 
criminal act was involved). 

Dead--result of qr:i-mi[1.?-l a~t 

Code 3 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died before the end of the follow-up 
period while on parole (in the 
course of committing a criminal act). 

Code 4 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died after release from parole but 
during the follow-up period (in the 
course of committing a criminal act). 

Code 5 Subject died or is presumed to have 
died before-the end of the follow-up 
period while on parole (he was the 
victim of a criminal act). 

Code 6 Subject died or is presume-d'to have 
died after release from parole but 
during the follow-up per~od (he was 
the victim of a criminal act). 

In cases where codes 3 and 5 are applicable 
(where the parolee was perpetrating a criminal 
act and died as the result of another person's 
criminal act), use code 3; in cases where both 
code 4 and code 6 are applicable (where the 
discharged parolee was perpetrating a crime 
and died from another's criminal act), use 
code 4. 
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Alcohol involvement remains unaltered save for 
addition of a code separating absence of negative 
information in files from absence of any information on 
alcohol history in the data sources. The new coding: 

Columns 

39 ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT -,-'----------------
The question to be answered by this item is 
whether it may be assumed reasonably that 
alcohol ever has contributed to the subject~s 
delinquent or criminal behavior. This is 
assumed to be the case if: 

a. The subject has a history of excessive 
use of alcohol and/or 

b. The subject's consumption of alcohol, 
or interest in procuring it, was 
involved in the commitment offense 
or in any previous offenses. 

Code 0 should be used if th0':-e is no alcohol 
involvement or if -th •. re is no known 
alcohol involvement. That is, if 
there is no negative information in 
the case file concerning alcohol 
inVOlvement, code 0 should be used. 

Code 1 should be used if there is any alcohol 
involvement. This is present if there 
is a history of excessive use of 
alcohol, or if alcohol was involved in 
the commitment offense or in earlier 
offenses. 

Code 2 means "unknown." This applies to cases 
in which no information is available 
regarding alcohol use. 

In those cases where the parolee has spent time in 
custody during his present parole period (since his date 
of release--Columns 20-23), it is useful to 'know when he 
wus returned to the community under supervision. Thus, 
a date field for this information is used. 
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Columns 

45 - 48 DATE OF RELEASE FROH CUSTODY 

Enter here the date the parolee was discharged 
from custody (other than on a return to prison). 
If no confinement during this parole period 
occurred enter "0000." 

Social Security numbers are suggested by many 
sources 3 as unique identifiers of merit. The Uniform 
Parole Reports program is limited in part because it is 
unable to bridge parole systems and thus facilitate 
longitudinal studies of criminal histories across 
jurisdictions. A search for ways to do this has led to 
the suggestion that both the Social Security number and 
the FBI number be recorded on input to the project .• 

This would enhance the capacity of criminal justice 
practitioners and researchers to look at patterns in 
parole histories over time. These items also would 
provide checks on attempts to interface Uniform Parole 
Reports data with those from other systems. 

Columns 

49 - 57 SOCIAL SECURITY NUHBER 

Enter -0 in Columns 49-50 and leave Columns 
51-57 blank if Social Security number is 
unknown. 

In cases of persons having multiple Social 
Security numbers, code the one believed 
correct and supply the others on the bottom 
of the code sheet. . 

58 - 64 FBI NUMBER 

Enter -0 in Columns 58-59 and leave Columns 
60-64 blank if FBI number is unknown. 

The coding of the identification number remains as 
is. Its potential utility is greatly augmented, however, 
by introduction of the two new numbers preceding it. 

3As examples consult: A PersonaZ Identification 
System for Banking. New York: The American Bankers 
Association, Personal Identification Project Technical 
Bulletin, 1968; Anthony, R. N. and M. V. Sears, "Who's 
That?," Harvard Business Review 39:65-71, May, 1961. 
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Agency paroling and agency receiving were not 
altered. 

Thus, the pilot code sheets consist of several new 
items and some old items with new codes. The two year 
and three year sheets sustained some alterations, as did 
the code sheet used by a few agencies for four and five 
year follow-up reporting. Examples of these new code 
sheets are displayed in Figures D-l through D-4, though 
ep.ch state 1 s actual code sheets vary from the samples in 
several ways. 

234 

! , 
It 

EXPANDED UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 

BIRTH DATE 
1 2 3 4 

Month 

TYPE OF 
ADMISSION 

13 .--. 
'--' 

Year 

OFFENSE 
14 15 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
OF SENTENCE 

5 6 

Month 

TYPE OF 
SENTENCE 

16 .--. 
'--' 

7 8 

Year 

PRIOR 
PRISON 

17 .--. 
'--' 

DATE OF 
ADMISSION 

9 10 11 12 

Month Year 

OTHER PRIOR 
SENTENCE 

_18_ . . 
-'--' 

DRUG 
USE 

19 .--. 
'--' 

PAROLE 
FOR A 

INFORMATION (COLUMNS 24-38, 45-48) IS REPORTED 
MAXIMUM PERIOD OF ONE FULL YEAR AFTER DATE OF 

RELEASE ON PAROLE 

DATE OF RELEASE 
20 21 22 23 

Month 

NEW 
OFFENSE 
30 31 

Year 

MONTHS UNDER 
SUPERVISION 

32 33 

PAROLE 
PERFORMANCE 

24 2S 

DATE OF 
DIFFICULTY 

26 27 28 29 --_.-. . . 
Month 

DATE OF DISCHARGE 
OR DEATH 

34 35 36 37 

Year 

Year 

DEATH 
38 

0--0 

_0 __ ' 

ALCOHOL 
39 .--. 

'_--0 

• MONTH OF 
VIOLATION 

ACTION 
45 46 

lVlorith 

MONTH OF 
RELEASE 

FROM 
CUSTODY 

47 48 

lVIOhth 

ETHNIC 
GROUP 

44 
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 

~4~9~~5~0_~5~1_. 0 52 53'0 ~~5~4 __ ~5~5~~5~6~5~7~ 
FBI NUMBER 

.--. 

SEX 
65 

0---' 

_. __ 0 

INDIVIDUAL 
AGENCY USE 

40 41 42 43 

.--,,5;..::8,-:-~5 ~9 ....,.....:6:...:;0:...,. 6 1 6 2 · . 
• 0 · . · . 

63 64 .. --. 
• 0 

o • 

----~--~--. ..--~~~~~. .----. 

66 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
67 68 69 70 71 72 73 

SUBJECT'S NAME 
.' 

Figure 9-1 

Expanded Uniform Parole Reports 
One Year Follow-up 
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AGENCY 
PAROLING 

74 75 

CODER'S 
INITIALS 

AGENCY 
RECEIVING 

76 77 

CODING 
DATE 

"'j---_._-------_ ... ...-
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This code sheet is for information from the second 
year of parole supervision. Coding instructions are 
the same as for these items in the original coding 
situation and are found in the expanded Uniform ParoZe 
Hevortiny Coding ManuaZ. Blocks 40-43 are for use as 
each agency may see fit. 

DATE OJ:"' RELEASE 
PAROLE 

PERFORMANCE 
DATE OF 

DIFFICULTY 
20 21 22 23 21j 25 26 2.7 28 29 

.' 
Month Year 

DATE OF VIOLATION 
ACTION 

It 5 46 

Month 

NEW 
OFFENSE 

30 31 

MONTHS UNDER 
SUPERVISION 

32. 33 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 

'-r:~~\h • Y;ar 

DATE OF RELEA~E FROM CUSTODY 
Ij 7 Ij 8 . . . . . . 

• 
~. ~'j Month 

DATE OF DISCHARGE 
OR DEATH DEATH 

...2..L 34 35 36 37 . . 
'--' Month Year 

~--~--~--~--~--~--~---!----' ~.---------------------------------SUBJECT'S NAME 

INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE 
IJO 111 42 ~ 

. 0 '--I -. --. . . 

'--! 
' __ 0 

CODER'S 
INITIALS 

Figure D-2 

AGENCY 
PAROLING 

74 75 

CODING 
DATE 

Expanded Uniform Parole Reports 
Optional Parole Inforluation: Two Year Follow-up 
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This code sheet is for information from three years 
of parole supervision. Coding instructions are the same 
as for these items in the original coding situation and 
are found in the expanded Uniform ParoZe Reporting 
Coding ManuaZ. Blocks 40-43 are for use as each agency 
may see fit. 

DATE OF RELEASE 
20 21 2.2. 2.3 

Month Year 

DATE OF VIOLATION 
ACTION 
45 46 

Month 

PAROLE 
PERFORMANCE 

24 2.5 

DATE OF 
DIFFICULTY 

2.6 27 2.8 29 

MO~ th ''''.!...-y e~r 
DATE OF RELEASE 

FROM CUSTODY 
47 48 

• .' 

NEW 
OFFENSE 
30 31 

MONTHS UNDER 
SUPERVISION 

32 33 

DATE OF DISCHARGE 
OR DEATH 

34 35 36 37 
DEATH 

38 .--. 
'--' Month Year 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 
66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 

~~~~-~--~-~~~~-~. ~'-------~-------SUBJECT'S NAME 

INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE 
40 41 42 43 .--. .--. .--. -.--. 

. . 0 __ 0 0 __ ' 

.' 

CODER'S 
INITIALS 

Figure D-3 

AGENCY 
PAROLING 

74 75 

CODING 
DATE 

Expanded Uniform Parole Reports 
Optional Parole Information: Three Year Follow-up 
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This code sheet is for information from four/more 
years of parole supervision. Coding instructions are 
the same as fox-these items in the original coding 
situation and are found in the expanded Uniform ParoZe 
llapo'Pting codi-ng ManuaZ. Blocks 40-43 are for use as 
each agency may see fit. 

bATE OF RELEASE 
PAROLE 

PERFORMANCE 
DATE OF 

DIFFICULTY 
ZO 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 2.9 

l"lonth 'Stear 
DATE OF VIOLATION 

AC'.t'ION 
45 46 .-

NEW 
OFFENSE 
30 91 

t 

MONTHS UNDER 
SUPERVISION 

32 33 

IDE~'IFlCATION NUMBER 
66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 

• 

INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE 
It 0 -iL. ..!t1- " 3 
~ . . . . . . 

. -: 0 __ • 

DATE OF RELEASE 
FROM CUSTODY 

47 48 .--

Month 

DATE OF DISCHARGE 
OR DEATH 

34 35 36 37 

Month Year 

DEATH 
38 .--. 
~-. 

SUBJECT'S NAME 

CODER'S CODING 
INITD\LS DATE . 

~ 

AGENCY 
PAROLING 

74 75 
• • 

" 
" 

Figure D-4 

Expanded Uniform parole Reports 
Optional parole Information: Year Follow-up 
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An Auxiliary Code Sheet 

As described thus far the Uniform Parole Reports 
system is deficient, even in expanded form, in the area 
of detail as to parole performance. This is particularly 
the case where a parolee commits multiple violations 
during his period of supervision. 

An approach to this occasional need for extensive 
detail is the use of a supplemental code sheet, the 
purpose of which is to make collection of added informa­
tion feasible \'lhere appropriate. 

.' ~~,. 
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This code sheet is for use when parolee has multiple 
parole violations during follow-up period, 

DATE OF 
purSON RELEASE 

20 21 22 23 .-.. . ,,--, ,--, 

• • 
. , . , 

'---! 

, , 
First 

PAROLE 
PERFORMANCE 

CODES 

24 25 

, 
Violation' 

, , 
, , 
~ ._-' 

Ii •• II 

Second , , 
Violation ,_' :' 

'--' 

Third .--, 
, ., 

Violation' ., 
'--" , 

26 
,--. 
, , 

,--, 

'--' 

,--, 

'--' 

DATES OF 
DIFFICULTIES 

27 29 
,--, ,--, 

, , 

,--, ,--, 

'--' 

• :=' .. ,--. 

-' --' -'--' 

29 
,--, 

'--' 

, . 
'--' 

,--, 

'--' 

NEW OPFENSES OR 
HUIJr~S VIOLA'l'IONS 

MONTHS'UNDER 
SUPERVISION 

DATES OF VIOLATION DATES OF RELEASES 

':10 31 .--. ...--. . , 
'--" , .~ i=l. 

. ~; • it 

• __ • '---..1 
,--, r----o 

, . 
'--' -' --' 

32 33 . . .-. 
, , 
, , 

'--' '--' ,--, ,--, 
, , . . 

, __ , '-J 

.--, ,--, 
, . 
, . 

'--' '--' 

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

ACTIONS 
45 46 . --, ,--. 

'--' '--' ,--, ,-' -, 

'--' '--' .----, ,--, 

'1...--' ~ 

foG 67 sa 69 70 71 72 73 

SUBJECT'S NAME 

Figure D-5 

Uniform Parole Reports 
Auxiliary Code Sheet 
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AGENCY 
PAROLING 

74 75 

CODER'S 
INITIALS 

FROM CUSTODY 
47 49 . . .--. 

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

. , 
t...--' '---' ..----. .---. 

• , 
~, '-_. 

CODING 
DATE 

\
: 
;, 

i 

The use of this code sheet is described with example 
and instruction, 

USE OF AUXILIARY CODE SHEET 

The auxiliary code sheet is intended for use in 
cases where parolees have had multiple parole condition 
violations during the follow-up periods, It is for 
reporting other violations than are entered normally on 
the code sheet, 

For example, a parolee may be released from prison 
in January, 1971 (RELEASE DATE 0171); abscond from 
supervision in March, 1971; be located and continued 
under parole supervision in August, 1971; sustain a 
conviction for a new armed robbery (NEW OFFENSE 10) in 
November, 1971, which was also committed in that month 
(DATE OF DIFFICULTY 1171); and be returned to prison in 
the same jurisdicti0l1 on a new COITh"Tli tment (PAROLE 
PERFORMANCE 07). This case would be coded as innicated 
in the parenthsses; no information about the absconding 
and re-instatement to supervision would be reported, 

Use of the auxiliary code sheet allows reporting 
information on each rules infraction and/or new charge 
situation, These additional data will be useful in the 
study of time between release and new adjustment problems, 
types of parole difficulty that do not result in return 
to prison, maladjustment patterns, differences in system 
responses to misbehavior, etc, 

Columns 

20 - 23 

24 - 25 

SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS 

AUXILIARY CODE SHEET 

DATE OF PRISON RELEASF 

This item is identical to the DATE OF RELEASE 
on the "Expanded Uniform Parole ~eports One 
Year Follow-up" code sheet, 

PAROLE PERFORMANCE CODES 

Use the codes and definitions described for 
the PAROLE PERFORMANCE section of the 
"Expanded Uniform Parole Reports One Year 
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Columns 

26 - 29 

30 - 31 

32 - 33 

45 - 46 

47 - 48 

Follow-up" code sheet. 
multiple entries, each 
violation as the other 
line with it. 

DATES OF DIFFICULTY 

There is space for 
to refer to the same 
entries on the same 

Enter the date which applies to the code on 
the corresponding line under PAROLE PERFORMANCE. 

NEW OFFENSEJS)/RULES VIOLATIONS 

Enter the proper code from the NEW OFFENSE 
codes listed. The most serious violation is 
coded where multiples occur at one time (enter 
the appropriate code which has the smallest 
number) • 

MONTHS UNDER SUPERVISION 

Number of months between DATE OF RELEASE and 
involvement in described difficulty that 
parolee was subjected to parole supervision. 
Exclude from this period any time parolee was 
not subjected to active supervision for what­
ever reason (parole "suspended," parolee 
allowed to leave jurisdiction and not required 
to report, parolee in absconder status, etc.). 

DATES OF VIOLATION ACTIONS 

Enter here the date(s)--month(s)--violation 
action(s) was taken by paroling authorities. 
If no violation action was taken on a given 
violation, enter "00." 

DATES OF RELEASES FROM CUSTODY 

Rnter here the date (s)--month(s)--the parolee 
was discharged from custody (other than on a 
return to prison). If no confinement was 
involved, enter "00. II 

Conclusion 

By now the reader has reviewed a much larger 
collection program (in terms of item content) than is 
found in the present-Uniform Parole Reports core system. 
There are yet many variables which could be added were 
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it feasible, with respect to availability of information 
in agency records and agency staff for coding. Realis­
tically, however, such expansion is more ambitious than 
seems capable of fulfillment at the moment. 

The issue thus arises as to how far a volunteer 
reporting system realistically can be expected to 
expand. In many contributing agencies there has been 
much difficulty in keeping up with the present reporting 
task--and some have not found it feasible to report 
regularly despite considerable effort. The system 
already h~s.extende~ to two year and three year follow­
ups, :equlrln<? conslderable effort by contributing 
agencl~s, addlng yet more to the task of the existing 
reportlng procedures. 

Project staff have weighed these factors against 
the need for more information. Experimentation with 
special questionnaires has indicated that agencies are 
rea~y t~ p:ovide additional data, and many have voiced 
thelr wllllngness to do so. In the face of this remains 
the ~act ~f the huge w~rk load of the expanded system 
o~tllned ln the p:ecedlng pages. Thus! experimentation 
wlth expanded codlng on a pilot basis with volunteer 
agencies was adopted in 1973. No doubt the results of 
these limited approaches will afford a better vantage 
~oint from which to work toward a system such as that 
Just outlined or even a more detailed system. 

P:ojections for 1972 called for identifying 
approxlmatel¥ four agen~ies in which to implement the 
expanded codlng. Some agencies had other items of 
interest to them; these were incorporated on an indivi­
d~al cont:ibutor ~asis. The results in these agencies 
wlll provlde a gUlde to succeeding implementation efforts. 

.' 
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APPENDIX E 

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS 

Publications 

National Parole Institutes. Notes for Discussion 
Toward a Uniform Parole Reporting System, prepared for 
discussion at the 94th American Congress of Corrections, 
Kansas City, Missouri, August 30 to September 4, 1964. 

National Parole Institutes. 
Uniform Parole Reporting System. 
January, 1965. 

A Pre-Pilot Test of a 
New York: NCCD, 

National Parole Institutes. Uniform Parole Reports: 
A New National Effort to Use Correctional Research. New 
York: NCCD, June, 1965. 

National Parole Institutes. 
Uniform Parole Reporting System: 
New York: NCCD, July, 1965. 

A Pre-Pilot Test of a 
Summary Report Two. 

Gottfredson, D. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., and 
V. O'Leary Uniform Parole Reports: A Feasibility Study. 
New York: NCCD, December, 1965. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Parole 
Institutes. Uniform Parole Reporting: Coding ManuaZ~ 
Phase One.. New York: NeCD, January 1, 1966. 

Gottfredson, D. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., and 
V. O'Leary "Uniform Parole Reports: A Feasibility Study," 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 3:97-111, 
July, 1966. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Parole 
Institutes. "Parole Reporting System Reviewed," News­
letter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, 
July, 1966. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Parole 
Institutes. Uniform Paro le Reporting Coding !'1anua z. 
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, July 1, 1966 . 
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Gottfredson, D. M. Information Sharing in Parole, 
presented at the 96th American Congress of Corrections, 
Baltimore, Maryland, August, 1966. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Parole 
Institutes. "Program Slunmary," News le tter. Davis, 
California: NCCD Research Center, October, 1966. 

Gottfredson, D. M. and K. B. Ballard, Jr. "A 
National Uniform Parole Reporting System," Law Enforce­
ment Science and Technology: Proceedings of the First 
National Symposium on Law Enforcement Science and 
Technology 1:221-227, London: Academic Press, 1967. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Parole 
Institutes. "Tables on Longer Follow-up," Newsletter. 
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, March, 1967. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation 
and Parole Institutes. "Comparative Data for the Years 
1955 to 1964 on Parole Releases by States, the Federal 
System, and States and Federal Systems Combined," 
Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, 
August, 1967. 

Gottfredson, D. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., P. S. 
Venezia, and E. A. Wenk Issues in Assessment of Parole 
Outcomes, presented at the 97th American Congress of 
Corrections, Miami, Florida, August, 1967. 

Mandel, N. G. Can Uniform Parole Reports be a 
Nucleus for Expanded Correctional Data Systems?, 
presen'i:ed at the 97th American Congress of Corrections, 
Miami, Florida, August, 1967. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation 
and Parole Institutes. "Discussion of Dr. Mandel's 
Paper and Unifprm Parole Reports Paper, Presented at 
'che American Congress of Corrections, Miami, Florida, 
August, 1967," Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD 
Research Center, September, 1967. 

Venezia, P. S., K. B. Ballard, Jr., D. M. 
Gottfredson, and E. A. Wenk Uniform Parole Reports: 
Intra-Agency Reliability. Davis, California: NCCD 
Research Center, December, 1967. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation 
and Pa,role Institutes. "Paroled Murderer Kills Again," 
NewsZetter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, 
December, 1967. 
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Gottfredson, D. M., Ku B. Bal1~rd, Jr., P. S. Venezia, 
and E. A. Wenk Uniform Parole Reporting: One Year of 
Experience. Davis, California: NeCD Research Center, 
January, 1968. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and 
Parole Institutes. lIArmed Robbery Offenders," NewsLetter. 
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, February, 1968. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and 
Parole Institutes. "Burglary Offenders," NewsLetter. 
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, April, 1968. 

Gottfredson, D. M., P. S. Venezia, and E. A. Wenk 
Progress in Uniform Parole Reporting, presen~ed at the 
Middle Atlantic States Conference of Correctlons, West 
Point, New York, May, 1968. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and 
Parole Institutes. lIVarious Offenders and Their Parole 
Performance as Reported to the Uniform Parole Reports," 
NewsLetter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, 
May, 1968. 

Uniform Parole Reports of ~he National proba~i~n a~d 
Parole Institutes. "Information Feedback to Partlclpatlng 
Agencies from the Uniform Parole Reports Project," News­
letter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, 
October, 1968. 

Venezia, P. S. and D. M. Gottfredson Uniform 
Parole Reporting: Inter-State Reliability. Davis, 
California: NCCD Research Center, January, 1969. 

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and 
Parole Institutes. "You Asked For It," Newsletter. 
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Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and 
Parole Institutes. "Time in Prison Before Parole," News­
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August; ,1969. 
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Parole Institutes. 
Newsletter. Davis, 
December, 1969. 

Reports of the National Probation and 
"Parole Field Feedback to project," 
California: NCCD Research Center, 
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7:58-70, January, 1970. 
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