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SUMMARY

Background

At the request of the leading parole organizations
which sponsor the National Probation and Parole Insti-
tutes program, the Uniform Parole Reports project was
initiated in October 1964.  An initial Feasibility Study
was completed through the collaboration of 24 state
parole agencies. This work resulted in a grant awaxzd 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 procedures 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 consult-
ants, and project staff.

xvii
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Ttems Included

Tdentification Data:

Name

Identification Number
Birth Date

Sex

Ethnic Group

Agency Releas%ng
Agency Supervising

Historical Data:

Effective Date of Sentence

Type of Sentence .

Dgge of Admission to Confinement from
which Paroled .

Type of Admission (New Commitment,
Probation Violation, Parole Violation)
Offense

Prior Prison Sentences '

Prior Sentences other than Prison
History of Drug Misuse

History of Alcohol Misuse

Parole Pe:formance Datas

Date of Release to Parole Supervis%op
Length of Time under Parole Supervision
Parole Performance during pParole:
(a) No Difficulties and No Dis-
charge or Death during This
Period
(b) If Applicable: Types of
Difficulty and Date of Ear-
liest Difficulty
New Offense
Date cf Discharge or Death
Death (if applicable, whether result of
criminal act or not)

Other Data: .
Multiple items can be derived from

those listed above. These include
Age at Admission to Prison, Age at
Release on Parole, Time Served in
Prison, Time to Violatign, and .
parole Performance by Time "At Risk.
Each reporting agency a;so may sgpply
individualized information on clients.

xviii

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 aéencies
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 from

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, 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," and proposed
the development of a comprehensive statlstlcal reporting
system for the criminal Jjustice field.

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 "...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. "?

Concernlng parole 1nformatlon and decmsnon—maklng,
the Commission asserted:

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

ly.8. National Commission on Law Observance and
Enforcement, Report on Criminal Statistics (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1931).

2ncriminal 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.




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 gnd
that there is therefore a need for continuous
information feedback. One of the greatest
problems in effective parole decis%onmaklng
has been the lack of reliable statistical

informaticxn.®

Thus, a uniform system of parole reporting was
identified by the Commission as desirable and important
for its potential use in the improvement of parole deci-
sions. The Commission stated:

It seems especially important that
research and experimentation shoul@ be under-
taken to develop improved information for use
in making parole decisions and to discover
better ways of presenting that 1nf9rmatlon.
There should be a flow of information on the
performance in the community of offende;s‘
previously released, SO that parolg officials
will know who succeeded and who failed to
adopt law-abiding ways.

Systematic feedback concerning the_consequepces of
decisions is needed if decision-making is toO be }mprgved
at all levels of the administration of criminal justice.
One administrator addressed this point by summarizing

some correctional decision-making dilemmas:

Police officers, district attgrneys,_
jailors, defense attorneys, probation officers,
judges, prison administrators, parole poardg,
parole agents, all have a number of thlpgs in
common. Not only are they all players i1n the
administration of criminal justice; not only

*[bid., p. 131.

*y.s. President's Commission on Law Enforgemegt and
Administration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime i1n a

Free Society (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing

Office, 1967), p. 181.

B ot e i it i e

are they all public servants; 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.?

After noting the multiple and sometimes conflicting
objectives of the law which compound the difficulty 6f
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 guesses 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 common in the field of
corrections.

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

McGee, R. A., "Dilemmas of Decision-Making in
Criminal Matters," American Journal of Corrections,
27(3), 1965, p. 12.

®james, W., "Pragmatism's Conception of Truth,”
[formerly, Pragmatism: A New Name for Some 0ld Ways of
Thinking, (Lecture VI), New York, 1907], in Essays 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 determine 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 stemming
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.’ 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 and 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 absence of knowledge of the

’Thorndike, E. L., The Original Nature of Man (New
York: Teachers' College, 1913).

results obtained with similar p: i juri

2sul _ S brograms in other -juris-
dictions, he is confronted with the task of deciéinas
about new programs on the basis of his own experience
or feelings, those of hig staff, or on logic alone.

In order to provide the needed feed
records system than is now available wil?agz'qugigggr
Such a systgm would simply keep track of parolees and.
some of their characteristics and "keep score" in terms
of the+r parole outcomes. While this may seem elemen-
tary, it is fundamental to the improvement of decisions.

Through the collaboration of various a :
feedback can be provided not only within agezgi:ssyggimsr
among ?hem as well. 1In order to be meaningful ané ’
effective, this collaborative effort requires a common
;anguage for use among the various parole systems, and
1t can be greatly facilitated by a common system éor

keeping tr . .
o gargle.aCk of paroled offenders and their performance

An important long-range consideration i
the dgvelopment of such a uniform system, li;izggtﬁgr
the field of parole, can assist in meeting the larger
need for.a comprehensive system of collection storage
anq Fetrlgval of information at all levels of'the '
crlmlna; ju;tice system. Currently, the major sources
of partial information (each meeting a different portion
of the general requirement) are the National Prisoner
Stqtzstzcsc the Federal Bureau of Investigation's
Uniform Crime Reports, publications of the Bureau of the
Census,eand reports of the United States Children's
Bureau. It is believed that the Uniform Parole Reports

program fills a void not presentl
other program. P ntly addressed by any

Two general approaches to the development of a

®A related program, dealing with unifor i
of mental hospital population mgvements:ﬂis ?hgegggzing
Reportlpg Area Program of the Public Health Service
The National Center for Juvenile Justice also is cué—
rently attempting to,establish a national juvenile court
reporting facility. Work on the Offender Based State
Correctional Information System, sponsored by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, represente the
most recent effort to develop a national, unified crim-
inal justice information system known to UPR project staff.
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unified, comprehensive system are possible. The entire

task might be approached in a global fashion in an

attempt to meet the differing information needs of 5
courts, law enforcement agencies, probation systems, ;
juvenile and correction agencies, and parole systems. é
This is a large and very complex task. A more manage-

able approach would be to develop partial systems which

do not overlap with existing resources, but which can

fit readily into a more general system to be established :
at a later date. s

Feasibility Study

Long before the report of the 1967 National Crime
Commission, cited above, there had been widespread con-
cern with the problem of generating reliable statistical
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 the National
Council on Cxime and Delinquency, through its Committee
on Uniform Parole Reporting Procedures, recommended ‘that
an exploratory project be undertaken to demonstrate
procedures. for compiling comparable parole data. Follow-
ing this recommendation, the National Parole Institutes ’
initiated a feasibility study at the end of that year.

The parole programs of the Nation vary markedly in
size, geography, and economic resources. They also vary
in extent of use of parole, that is, in the proportion
of all confined persons who are released under super-
vision on parole.? Agencies differ strikingly in legal
constraints imposed upon parole decisions and in the
specifics of their parole supervision programs. This
wide variation in paroling agency resources and practices
complicates the development of uniform reporting proce-
dures. Nonetheless, only through the development and use
of uniform procedures can the experiences of different
agencies be shared effectively. If evidence gathered

®National Probation and Parole Institutes, Uniform
Parole Reports Project, "Prison Releases, Paroles, and
Parole Outcomes," Newsletter, August, 1971, and "Adult
Felon Release, Parole, and Parole Outcome," Newsletter,
April, 1974 (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research Center).
See Appendix B for the latter.

£
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about the consequences of i

: : parole is based on a wid
variety of different assumptions, the result is moie
likely to be confusion than enlightenment. )

. Comparisons of parole outcomes in dif
tional agegcigs usually are not very meaniiggiitbgggizg_
of the variations in accounting and reporting procedur
associated with different structures, policies, or =e
lnterpretations. The invalid nature of seeminély
reasonable comparisons is frequently cited. Neverthe-
less, Such comparisons are made whenever parolin
authorities and administrators get together and ghe
consequences are quite often misleading.

1

-

The feasibility study initiated b i
: the Natio
Pirole Institutes was envisioned as pait of a gengiil
plan fgr the orderly development of a uniform parole
;:go;;%§gtsystem. Three phases were Proposed: a
S1bility study, a pilot stud initiati
fully developed s§ste§. ¥r @74 Initiation’of the

The purpose of the initial studvy - i
r . ir Yy was to det
whether a useful information system describing tizmlne
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 a i
represented at a planning meetingpin Deceg§2§l§;63ere
Well_aware of tpe many differences among parole agéncies
but impressed with the need for uniform reporting of '
parole results, they took the following acEioné.

1. A simple data collection s i
. ' ystem (believed
feasible for use with a large number of agencies) was

devised to keep track of paroled -
parole outcomes. P offenders and their

. 2. Tentatlvg @efinitions of critical terms, such
as Sffense classification," "prior prison sentences,"
and "parole performance,” were developed. '

3. Two explorations of the feasibility of ten-

tative uniform reportin roced "’
fneere anif ’ g p eaures were planned and

a. Eight agencies participated in a or
3 e~
test of the‘data collection system by proSiding
the needed information monthly to the National
Parole Institutes. These were:

B i i it i




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 agencies,
from Alaska to Flcrida, explored the applica-
tion of these procedures in their own systems
by studying representative samples of paroled
offenders and reporting the results to the
National Parole Institutes.

This joint effort by more than half of the adult
state and Federal parole agencies of the Nation produced

four important results:

FPirst, a very useful beginning was made toward the
creation of a common vocabu}ary. Twenty—four agencges
reported little difficulty in applying the codes an
definitions in their own systems.

Second, a workable data collectiOn_system was
deviseg.' Oée full year of experience.w1th the trial
procedures for regular monthly reporting showed that
these methods could provide a firm base for the develop-
ment of the needed system. A variety of parole systegsd
demonstrated that not only could they provide the neede
data but they could do so on a regular schedule. An
initial reliability study (described later in this "
report) suggested that different people can agree quite
well in coding the necessary information from case

rocords.

Third, it was demonstrated that procedures could be
devised for providing regular feedback to participating
agencies concerning the characteristics of prisoners
paroled and their parole performance.

The data collected revealed differences among
agencies in parolee performance. Tables I-I and I-IT
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 parclees 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.!® 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.

Thesevcharacteristic results of earlier studies may -

‘®Glaser, D., Gross Personal Characteristics and
Parole Outcome (New York: National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, 1964); Glaser, D., The Effectivencss of a
Prison and Parole System (New York: Bobbs-Merrill,
1964); Gottfredson, D. M. and R. F. Beverly, "Develop-
ment and Operational Use of Prediction Methods in
Correctional Work," Proceedings of the Social Statistics
Section of the American Statistical Association
(Washington, D.C.: BAmerican Statistical Association,
1962) .
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Table I-I .
‘ PAROLE PERFORMANCE WITH ONE YEAR FOLLGW~UP OF PAROLEES FROM EIGHT AGENCIES
» A B ¢ D E F G H Total
' Parole Performance No.| % No. % No % | No. % No. % No. % No. % | No. % No.1 %
Continued on Parxole 63}164.3| 285{71.6; 124162.3| 199173.2{ 153|52.6| 116{77.9 ) 118i61.1 69141.6 1127:63.8 1}
Continued on Parcle After
Minor Conviction({s) io} 2.5 1 0.4 4} 1.4 2y 1.3} 1 0.5 18; 1.0
Returned to Prison, No Viola-
tion 1] 0.3 : i 0.1
Abscondex 7.1} 26} 6.5 8! 4.0 13} 4.8 25§ B.5; 41 2.7 9¥ 4.7 4325.9 1358 7.6
Returned to Prisecn as a Tech-
nical Viclator with No ; ] H .
Conviction(s) 23:123.5 48512.1 24132.1 2 : 7.7 43114.8 10! 6.7 28/14.5 4Gi24. 1% 237513.4 —
}
: Returned to Prison as a Tech- ]
t nical Violator with Minor : :
or Lesser Conviction(s) or § : :
in Lieu of Prosecution on 3 i ; .
Minor or Lesser Offenses : 2; 0.5} B 2.5 14t 5.1 5i1.7: 7 25713.6( 1 0.8 58 3.31
Returned to Prison as a Tech- 3 i ! i ] ~ ; 1
nical Viejator on a "Majer § i : .
Qffense™ Charge and Returned ; ‘ 3 : : H { ; :
in lieu of Prosecution i 1 e.3F 78 3.s5 8 2.3° 20 6.9 i ozl 2 ie L 0.6 42 2.4
] ‘ I : ; ‘
Convicted and Recommitted to | , : 0 ;
: Priscn in Same Jurisdicticn : : i : < :
with New Major Convictien{s) . 5i B5.:i 207 5.0: 24:12.1° 15 3.5 28! 9.8 & 4.6 18 .G L1 GuE o 289D 5.2
) Tenvaicted and Fecormitied o : : i ;
: Praison in Any dther Juris- ; i i Y ) ;
£ diction with New Maier : : . : : : i
: Convistienis} 5. 8.3 7, 3.5 I 2.40 13 4.8 1.7 [
] dther Rerurns ' : RGN B SR
TOTAL . S8 5.5 398 22.5 199 11.3 I70 25.4 391 6.5 143 8.4 133 1.9 186 9.4 | 1786000
) i i ) i . s i
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TABLE I-IIX
OFFENSE AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE*

Parole Performance
Nuriber Number Per-
Favorable !Unfavorable cent
(No Major (Major Favor-| Total
Offense Difficulty) |Difficulty)| able Number
Homicide, . Lot
Manslaughter 100 6 9 o
Robbery 159 6l ;i :
Aggravated Assault 53 12 2
Burglary 301 161 65 462
Forgery, Fraud, or )10
Largenytby Check 105 114 48
Theft or Larceny, . Lsg
Except Vehicle 105 53 23 >
Vehicle Theft 32 43 o °
Other Fraud 24 9 2
Rape . 25 6 81
Sex Offenses ; .3
Against Juveniles 33 10 ;5 >
Other Sex Offenses 12 4
Vviolation of o
Narcotic Drug Laws 32 22 Zi o
' All Others 51 8
TOTAL 1,032 509 67 1,541

i = i i 2 degrees of freedom, is
j-square = 118.50 which, with 1 .
g?gnigicant at the 1 percent level of confidence.

 *Females have be

tables in this section.

12

en excluded from this and subsequent

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 supervision 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 QOF 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 Pxro-
bation 752 354 68 1,106
Probation
Revoked 145 61 70 206
Parole Violator ’
No New
Commitment 67 58 54 125
With New . o ‘
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.

13
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Past c¢riminal record has been found, by a variety
of approaches in many jurisdictions{ to be relatsd to N
parole performance. Of courSerl"crlmlgal.gecifg Pgigr e

ed i i individua
interpreted in different ways. An individ :
ggimigality is officially known only by crimes foi_zhlch
he was apprehended and his offens; iecoraid%eiopzr;le
| : d
ord may be incomplete. Nevertheless,

giglationyrates have been con51stently.f9und for Ehose
with no prior criminal record. In addition, parg e ior
violation rates generally increase with number o dgia in
prison terms, a finding that is supported by the

Table I-V.

TABLE I-V

NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO ADULT CORRECTIONAL
~ INSTITUTIONS (REFORMATORIES OR PRISONS)
AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE

Parole Performance
Number Numberxr Per;
le! cen
r of Favorable Unfavo;ab _
I?rNiuon;gb%ri son (No Major . (M.aj or Favor TToi;alr
Commitments Difficulty) (Difficulty){ able |Numbe
None 704 : 257 73 961
One 197 140 58 337
Two 80 56 59 136
Three 32 34 zz
Four or More 19 22
TOTAL 1,032 5009 67 1,541

' i i f freedom, is
Chi-square = 50.38 which, with 4 degrees of
323n§%icant at the 1 percent level of confidence.

N glaser, Gross Personal Characteristics..., ibid.;

; » , 7 (‘Ottfredson ¥ D . M .7
:tfredson and Beverly, ibid.; G : S .
Egégigiment and Prediction Methods in Crime and Delin

i , issi on Law Enforcement
" in U.S. PrQSLdentfs Commission : :
gggnggﬁinistration of Justice, Task.Forae Regzptéonqugegz%e
ﬁeéinqucnay and Youth Crime, Appendixz K (Washing .

.8, Govermment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 171~-187.
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A history of illegal use of drugs, particularly of
opiates, has been consistently reported to be related +o
parole violation; persons with no previous history of
narcotics use are lessg likely to violate the conditions
of their parole. While evidunce concerning the relative
risk of persons committed for narcotie offenses is
incopsistent,lzwhere a history of abuse of drugs is

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." 1In 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 +o 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

2 Glaser, ibid.

B rpid.
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Pilot Study

The second phase in the develo

reporting system was initiated as a pilot project on °
February 1, 1966. This program was guided by four -~
assumptions:

l. The system should be ¢
Prise of the i i

themselves.

eveloped as a joint enter-
ies and administrators

the Nation's parole
ticipated directly in
implementlng the program. Thig involvement
t to the brogram was assumed to

3. Information useful to administrators will stem

from analyses of "natural variation" among parole sys-

tems. Such analyses demonstrated marked differences in
paroled by various agencies, indicat-

ing that direct comparisons of parole outcomes are
likely to he misleading.

The reporting System should be designed to fit
into a more inclusive s

ystem 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 achieved. Also, components of

17
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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.

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 that meeting in Chicago in May 1966. Decisions were
reached concerning a large number of specific items; the
group recommended continuation of the basic data collec~-
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 Manual (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.

"7 preliminary investigation of the feasibility of
this suggestion is described in Venezia, P. S. and A. W,
cohn, Untform Probation Reports: A Feasibility 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,
The Bay Area Counties Probation Research Project (Davis,
Calif.: NCCD Research Center, May, 1973).
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ALABAMA

ALASKA Board of Pardons and Paroles
ARIZONA Board of Parole

ARKANSAS . Board of Pardons and Paroles

Divisioh of Probation
and Paro
Youth Authority e
Adult Authority
coro o Wémgnfs Board of Terms and Paroles
RAD Division of Adult Parole

CALIFORNIA

CONNECTICUT Division of Parole
DELAWARE gorrectional Institution for Women
g;gg?ggT OF COLUMBIA Bg:;g gg g:igi:
ey Probation ang Parole Commission
o Board of Pardons and Paroles
— Boarq of Paroles and Pardons
o Commission for Pardons and Parole
I Parole and Pardon Board
oo Parole Board :
o Board of Parole !
i B?aFd.of Probation and Parole
Toprgent Dlv%s%on of Probation ang Parole
pous Dlvision of Probation and Parole
HAETE D P?o?a?ion and Parole Board
VASSACHUSETTS Board of parepe ' M Probation
. 2 role
Migﬁ;gggA Parole Boargd
P Depart@ent of Corrections
Mogaeor Probation ang Parole Board
Moo Board of Probation andg farole
NEpenan: Board of Pardons
Ny Board of Parole

Department of Parole and Probation

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
Parole Board
NEW
MEXICO Adult Parole Board

NEW YORK
Department of ¢ i :
NORT Oorrectionag
H CAROLINA Board of Paroles 1 Sexvices

NORTH
DAKOTA Parole Department

Board of Parole

OHI

OKLQHOMA Adult Parole Authority

OREC Pardon and Parole Board

s Board of Parole and Probation
Board of Probation and Parole

EggggolgiggD Parole Board
SovT emenne Bureau‘of Probation and Parole
SOU o Probation and Parole Boari
il Board of Pardons and Paroles
o gg:rg o§ Pardons and Paroles
ra of Pardons an

géAE. FEDERAI, Board of Parole @ aroles
VERMONT R Board of Pardons
il Board 9f Parole
WASh o Probation and Parole Board

Board of Prison Terms and Paroles

WEST VIRGI
WISCONSIN WA B?aFd_Of Probation and Parole
WYOMING Division of Correction

Department of Probation ang Parole

Figure I-1

P N . .
arole Agencies Collaborating in the Uniform Parcle Reports Program
19
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The steps taken by partic;patlng agengéiid;goggda_

@vnt of these procedures provzde a id fou

davalépm¢ uniform parole reporting systgm.f S o
o e once and facilitates more systematic fee back o
encaufagegisian—makers about the cgnsequences o e
pari%% icand the sharing of experlence§dso Zniecgssary
iﬁ; izggn ¢rom another, the system provides

gervice.

The Data collection Process

ile serving
T program are defined as persons wWho, wgrrectional
A o sgntence of one year or more in & © etionary
i gzztﬁ%?on, are released as a result Ofadgiziion of
;gtiQn‘by a paroling autporlty to Serv:rVision in the
tnoir sentence under active paros S?ﬁ TIslands, Or
S ;ted gtates, Puerto Rico, the Virgi Are those released
plali " “persons excluded, therefore, © whose release
Céqﬁc;é active parole supervision, ThOS® WIBI "= o oling
ie t the result of a aiscretionary 8oty o% sentence,
lstﬁgrity persons discharged on eXplr?tlon Geportation
?acéc reléased to custody of agY siggnseigiéased to go
ot ' ical cases), and pe : '
or terminal medica . o
outside the United States and Canad

ies of
participation in the program bytpzzgéiaigigcthe
t gnited States is now complete bu veral of 08 &
O gos ncies, due to work load restric ° ét epo
l&rgﬁit Zgiandcm’sample of their parolee;oin19?3 |
Qngﬁéigﬁ report throughout every yea:c.all participants 1
?gléﬂqes, the percentages reported by

wores |
‘ 25% Idaho logi ﬂ
Alqbama 100% T1linois 135; |
iﬁ;iﬁgis 100% iniiana e :
Galiﬁornia: 15% Kznsas iggi |
e Malg A 100% Kentucky La0e 7
%¥A géggle 15% Touisiana Loo% i
;égg Fimm 100% Maine 008
vl orad 100% Marylan ; oo i
QQ&QF&V? ut Female 100% qusgchusetts 0os |
giggiiizc | 100% M%ch;giia 5oe
3 ; ' - n
Digtrict of Columhia iggz ﬁizgissippi 1003
Flarm@g 50% Missouri igg;
éigﬁgid 100% Montana

20

Nebraska 100%
Nevada 100%
New Hampshire 100%
New Mexico 100%
New York 10%
North Carolina 100%
North Dakota 100%
Ohio 10%
© Oklahoma 100%
Oregon 100%
Pennsylvania 25%
Puerto Rico 100%
Rhode Island 100%

South Carolina 100%

South Dakota 100%
Tennessee 100%
- Texas 100%
Utah 100%
Vermont 100%
Virginia 100%
Washington 100%
West Virginia 100%
Wisconsin:
Male 25%
Female 100%
Wyoming 100%

Each month, participating parole agencies prepare
listings of all persons paroled during the previous
month, including at least identification number and

type of release.

Additional information is often

included; some agencies even send code sheets instead of
listings, with all items completed up to date of release.

Others report on punched cards.

Project staff eliminate all cases
the above definition and initiate code
others not already in the form of code
by filling in all items possible using

on the list.

which do not fit
sheets for all
sheets or cards
the information

For agencies with less than 100 percent

contributions, the appropriate selection of cases is

made by using a table of random numbers.

A follow-up

listing of all code sheets is created and the listing
and code sheets are sent to the agencies one year after

the month of release.

The agencies make any further

eliminations that are necessary, noting the reasons on
the follow~up listing, and provide data for the remain-

ing cases.

Offender Attributes and Characteristics Studied.

Information coded for the system is obtained by careful

review of individual case files.

Items reported,

described in the Coding Manual (Appendix A), are:

Birth Date
EBffective 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
21

Prior Prison

Other Prior Sentence
Drug Abuse

Alcohol Abuse

New Offense

Death -

Ethnic Group

Sex

Agernicy Paroling
Agency Receiving
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Column

pata Collection System Procedures.

Project staff

: ' h all data
heok the code sheets for errors, keypunc
gzgggttggm@ﬁ, and check the number of punched cards

against the corrected follow-up list.

This card deck is

the gource of data for the monthly update of the computer

data file.

Bach month, the new data deck is used for;a three-part
ﬁﬁﬁﬂté of fhe Uniform Parole Reports data tape:
LPRAIR S, L

A ' la Qms are for illegal values
' 11 data items are checked ‘ . :
or r@iaﬁignﬁhips (that is, for codes which are invalid

An terms of the definitions in the Coding Manual or for

11logical relationships) as indicated below:

Field
1~ 4 Birth bate

=~ §  Effective
Date of
Sentence

9~12 Date of
Admission

13  Type of
Admission

14=1% OQffense

16 Type of
Santonce

Acceptable Values

Relations Required

Four~digit integer
with first two
digits bhetween 01
and 12; last two
digits between year
of record minus 85
and year of record
minus 15

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

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

Of l, 2] 3

o1, 0z, 10, 11,
20, 30, 40, 50,
60, 61, 70-74,
8o, 81, 90

0, 1

22

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

Less than or equal
to Date of Admission,

.~ 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 0, 1, . . er 9

18 Other Prior 0, 1, . . .y 9
Sentence
19 Drug Use 0, 1

20-23 Date of

Four-digit integer
Release

with first two
digits between 01
and 12

24 Follow-up 1, 2, 3
Period

25 Parole 0, 1,

. . 7 r

26-29 Date of

Four-digit integer
Difficulty

with first two
digits between 00
and 12

30-31 New Offense 00, 01, o2, 10, :
11, 20, 30, 40,
50, 60, 61, 70~
74, 80, 81, 90

*Depending on value in Column 24,

23

Equal to or less
than Date of Diffj-
culty and/or Date

of Discharge or
Death, if either of
those two is Present;
use the lesser if
both present

Y code allcwed only
if columns 66-68
read "cya"

If present, must be
between Date of
Release and Date of
Release plus 12, 24,
Oor 36* months; must
be present if Parole
Performance is non-0;
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

Must be non-00 if
Parole Performance is

5, 7, 8, or X; must be
00 if Parole Performance
is 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 6

i e W
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rield

Accaptable Values

Relations Required

golumn

92~33 HMonths Undex 00, 0L, « « o«
gsupervision

14-37 Date of

Four-digit integer

36* 1f both Date of Diffi-
culty and Date of
pischarge or Death
are absent, then must
be 12, 24, or 36;%
not to exceed Date of
pDischarge minus Date
of Release, if present
(allow +1 month); not
less than Date of
pifficulty minus Date
of Release, if present
(allow -1 month)

If present, must be
between Date of

i ol ith £ix two
pischorxge with first te of ot
‘ i 00 Release an
or Death ﬁlgigg petwesn Release plus 12, 24,
o or 36* months; must
be present if Dea?h
code is non-0 or if
Months Undexr Super-
vision is non-12,
24, 36* and Date of
pifficulty is 0000
1-4 codes present
3 peath Ordenr o ! only when Date of
. pischarge or Death
is non-0000
39  Alc¢ohol 0, 1
i 6
Bthnic 0, L, « « «1
i Group or blank
6% Bex L, 2
: 00 ~22, 30-34,
s ’* sl nc 00—&3'5, 20 22’
70-73, B80-87, 90,

91, 93-96, 98, 99

*pepending on value in Column 24.

24

ot 54 e By g S o

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

Column Pield Acceptable Values

Relations Required

26-29 Date of
Difficulty

34-37 Date of
Discharge

or Death

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.

Relations Required

Column Field Acceptable Values
26-29 Date of

Difficulty
34-37 Date of

Discharge

or Death

Y

2. The following items are among
from input data: 2

Number of years in prison
Age at admission/release

Several two-way breakdowns of:

25

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

those derived

oy A S e e T
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pype of Admission
Offense |
parole Performance
prior Prison

other Prior Sentence

3 A1l correct data are inserted‘én the data file
apd rerquested deletions (if any) are made.

i ' i in and
hn update summary and list Ofw?rriigel?spiﬁgzeior
copy of th ta tape is made. he tape
y eapy of the data tape le. T s us
;nalggas of the data and the print-out for e
corynetion.

i v an
when the cards and print-out are geturgii giiﬁt—out
usdate, all cards with errors 1pd1§aLeTthCOde print
&%ﬂﬂdaﬁchY&a o 0w gegioéstgglgiies error sheets are
! p e &) b F . ’
Jith orrorg are removel : JEneets
g;éparud and sent to ghe ggigctiz Zgioioﬁiiz? wﬁen < e
: : ylace :
the eode sheets are p ¢] ‘ T file. & and
A3 new cards are p
oy shoeels are returned, n
;gggggéed in the next update and the error sheets
fiind with the valid gode sheets.

when a calendar year of carr%ctei d;ga Ezviangn
alided ko the tape, special error 9he§ s regords de: ome
nyeh as checks for dupliaate'arpﬁiziingor c minér XL ),
data value " 5o years in prison '
ata values (e.g., 50 years : otfens
ﬁ;éé %fﬁar passing all tests, the data tape 1s U
atatintieal analyses.

Limitations of the Data Collection System

Sinee any inferences drawn fomtinaigiiieogftiie
data eolleeted ultimately rest upon tait B ity
information. itself, 1t is ver”mmpor At e e ays-
ma oy XimiL&tiﬁnﬂfﬂilﬁhﬁ daggwgagg.the oS T e and
canaed in terms of the acdudivy he i L 2
E?ﬁgléﬁyp pr comprehensivencess as a‘za;}onal unifor
yi%mle yoporting data collection system.

e . . S
gne issue of c@mprmhens%vazgss ggsagzgcizgeggd,the

¢ i 32 * participation g )
amely, the deqx&e.aﬁ P ips . s and ©
:ﬁwunit@f information collected for eiggcgazié ® opora-
must e neted that, ﬂes?lﬁ%t;hgfazgszatiQn'S _goope

Lors ORLM 1 by the majoris £ ; ‘
vipy extended by the r of Natic ole
ﬁ?ﬁzﬁmﬁ, the program does not yetﬁggizgnthihguééope e
1aheration of all agencles. In a ;f TR P AN
information coneorning Lndmv1dua} offe

[ e
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limited. The fact that not all agencies participate
fully in the program restricts the generalizability of
findings with respect 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 data
for samples in varying proportions.?®

The limited scope of information on the individual
offender may be discussed under three general headings:
the life 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 . ¢

15 por 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.:
NCCD Research Center). Current working papers (on 1971
parolees) indicate that the sampling does not affect
parole performance but does underestimate drug abuse and
alcohol abuse (by 7 and 5 percentage points, respectively).

6 Gottfredson, D. M., op. eit. supra note 11,
pp. 171-187.
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The amount of available information increases with
time as the prisoner serves his sentence but this also
is cxtremely variable among agencies. Length of time
served before parole may be calculated from date of
regeption in prison and date of parole. However, the
system presently includes no information concerning
program assignment or participation or adjustment to
prison or parole plans, and it contains no assessment
af changes the person may have undergone during confine-

ment.

Finally, the shortcomings of the very limited
ariteria of parole performance must be emphasized.
There are three major limitations of these criteria:

1. “Phe parole outcome measures are based only upon
offigial actions, which are dependent upon the behavior
nf both the parolee and the relevant authorities. Thus,
the parole violation criteria may bhe as much a measure
of the parole gyctem as of parolee performance; cer-
tainly, violation indices must be considered a product
of both of these components.

The implications of this deficiency in the parole
porformance criteria for any evaluation study are pro-
found. Variations in outcome may be due to differences
in parole eysteme rather than differénces in the
behavior of parolees within these systems. In addition
to behavior exhibited by the parolee, variations in the
lepgal structures providing the basis for the parole
operation, ' differences in philosophy concerning parole,
and individual differences in the perception of parolee
behavior all may play a role in structuring parole out-
eome.  Similarly, variations in the degree of surveil-
Iance exercised by parole officers and differences among
juriasdictions in the procedures followed when the issue
of possible parole violation arises both may have con-
siderable impact upon violation rates. In oxrder to
senarate the aspects of violation attributable to the
aystom from those due to parolee behavior, better meas-
ares of the latter will be needed.

2.  The parole outcome measures published this year
are bazed for the first time on three years of follow-up

¥ O'Leary, V. and J, Nuffield, ke Organization of
® . * Y Lo * * * . % 1
pole Syatema Uw dhe United States, 2nd ed. ({Hackensack,

&4
$.afit Natlenal Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1972).
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study of each parolee. Generally, at least t

years are thought to be desirable; in a studngnogh:hree

large jurisdiction—-j i

- ==in which parol
eight ‘ P ees were fo
neg maggzrsf?fter parole--parole violations oiigyggifor
beriog i enses, were found throughout tﬂe eivht‘ng
tionatél l1le Violations tended to be found rog year
after thg fiistoiten as time went on, this wag sgog;ly

. WO years. General -

broportions of parole violations inigéathe Camalative

3. The exclusion fr
; om stud i et
behavioral acts of considerable {nggra b ey of

:xgmple, NO measures of alcohol or dr
N9 no assessments of employment or of

Two major weaknesses in Bul
: crime and deli -
giggr;giiiicgoind practice are typically (1?qf§2§§q5§2e
i brogram evaluation and (2 i
ggfgge Tesearch utilization. The major(sirggligrefto
LTorm Parole Reports program is that it pregentg athe

18
Gottfredson, D. M and X
; 50I - M. .. B. Ballard, Jr.
ggifgd?r giii;éﬁgigt§og§ a?d Parole Predicéion ZVacaville
‘ .2 . edical Facility, Insti- '
Study of Crime and Delinquency, Decgaber,tiggg? for the
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The need for a comprehensive system for collection,
storage, and retrieval of information related to crime
and delinguency has been widely recognized. The present
project has demonstrated, for the area of parole, that
if the aimsg and procedures of the system are developed
by research workers and practitioners together, then
increaged commitment to the program may be expected. If
the systen's development follows a flexible course and
remaing responsive to the needs and interests of admin-
istrators, increased commitment to the product may be
anticipated. The application of research findings
should result from administrative commitment to an
information system with recognized relevance to practi-
cal issues.

It should be emphasized that parole follow-up
information, uniformly collected by the Nation's parole
agencies, can be helpful not only in comparing outcomes
of different agencies (perhaps the most obvious use of
such a system) but, more important, in providing admin-
igtrators with feedback concerning the outcomes of their
own actions and, especially, in stimulating further
research., Many of the agencies now participating in the
program have no research programs and many have no
administrative accounting system (except for the Uniform
Parole Reports data) to provide a basis for evaluation.
The uniform parole reporting system, despite its simpli-
city, provides such a basis and, therefore, can contrib-
uwte markedly to the encouragement of program evaluation
rasearch in agencies which previously have hardly "kept
geore, "

Perhaps the most significant potential impact of
the progrom is increased agency efforts to obtain
empirical confirmation or refutation of testable hypo-
theses bagiec to parole programs. In the absence of such
efforts, it can be expected that the widespread practice
of basing parole decisions on vague hunches, rather than
upon systematic analysis of og;ectively defined expe-
rience in similar situations, ¥ will continue. Of course,

¥ an exception to the rule arose out of Uniform
Parole Reports in 1970 and now underpins the decisions
of the U.5. Board of Parole, See Gottfredson, D. M.,
L. T Wilkins, P, B. Hoffman, and S. M. Singer, Parole
Mopigion-Making--Swummary, The Utilization of Experience
fu Pavole Peociplon-Making (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research
Center, June, 1973).
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Chapter II
RELIABILITY OF THE DATA COLLECTION SYSTEM

The results of analyses dependent upon any data
collectiun 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.?

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 within
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 agericy; second, case material from one set of
agencies was duplicated and sent to another group of
agencies for coding; most recently, 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 numker 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.
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The results, summarized in Tables IT-~I and II-1XI, show

that the percentages of agreement generally were quite
high. However, they produced only a tentative approxima-
ion of reliability in view of the numerous limitations
to such a preliminary approach: there were relatively
few cases in the sample; case selection did not assure

a erogsg-~section of all cases; and the agencies were not
necessarily rapresentative of those which later parti-
cipated in the program. In addition, although the per-
centages of agreement reflected the proportion of times
the two independent codings agreed perfectly, they did
not indicate 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 would have been expected to change in the
same way). For example, if Coder A classified 60 per-
cent. 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
expected to classify the same percentages of the same
cases in the same categories? This degree of relation-
ship is hetter represented by a correlation coefficient.
In the more comprehensive studies reported below the
results will be expressed bhoth 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
invastigations: (1) measurement of reliability in the
instance of two independent coders from the same agency,
who may be presumed to he familiar with the agency's
parolae policies, legal structure, case file format, and
organization, and (2) measurement of the reliability of
codings of two independent coders, from different
agencies, coding the same cases from a third agency.

The results of the first approach (intrastate reliability)
will be described first, followed by the results of the
gecond approach (interstate reliability) ..

Intrastate Reliability

For the intrastate study, records of 30 paroled
offenders were sclected (by means of a table of random
numbers) from those cases previously coded by each of
seven of the 28 states then participating in the Uniform
Paroele Reports prqject,*‘ The states were selected to

" ohe sample for two agencies was of 29 and 27 cases.
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[- Number
Agenc of Percent
y Persons with UPR Sﬁgiiegggﬁnq
g 12 89
5 12 89
c 12 97
l 12 94
E 8 87
E 12 96
e 12 ’ 86
12
All =
Lﬁgencies 92
89

ment o - Items on whi Ls-
g ents Occurred, date of release, data-g? ggsgﬁs
rge,

death, agenc :
; iy °Y paroling, agen o
ldentification number,'wege gicfigsévlng, sex, and

" Table ITI-IT

RELIABILITY OF iT
EMS CODED FROM C
e ASE FILES
PERCENT OF PERFECT AGREEMENT BETWEEN’ AAGCE?\%.?{D:SXI\I{\IG "0
UNIFORM‘PAROLE REPORTS STAFF ?

Percent
Birtndase Agreement
Effective Date of Se : ”
nten
Date of Admission °e or
Type of Admission ¥
Offense o
gype of Sentence g 0
rior Commitment +o i 02
Tnetiommatne Adult Correctional
Prior Sentences Ot i i
Drag Uos her than Prison 52
Parole Performance o1
Date of Difficulty,- 03
New Offense 2
Moqths Under Active Parole Supervision gg
AVERAGE —
89
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ropresent the major dimensions of parole in the United
geographic location, size, parole policies,

Statess ]
offender difficulties, and overall parole performance.
rhus, the study deals with th C ahili
A% : udy e reliability of data swerr Trd] S% 28 85 58
ggded £rom 206 cases assumed to be representative of L ~ 28 38 g8 28 2B B ) SRWI| 4
apprax‘lmatelylm,ooo cases previously coded for Uniform H s 28 28 =8 ~ :
parole Reports. In June 1967, administrators in each of "8 "8 88 &8 R’ 8’8 1’| g%s o :
seven states (I1linols, Georgia, Colorado, California, 8 R A Y "
Towa, Michigan, and New York) were requested to have a v 8 83 88 =¥ I8 SR 85| =8 5
second person recode the sample of cases originally " NR RS | ERR) gE
coded in their agencies. weeq| 88 88 88 &8 88 88 18 "
2 § "8 "8 "8 "8 8| 888 .y
i N o -
T 2 ix i : 54 961eYosTq - b
_— l}(é Og palrs of codings were examined for agree- ! @ wwstdl 23 88 58 AR AR 88 &R l 33
ent, item y item, within each agency and for all ) 2 — RR 88 RS | R84 &5
agencies combined. Agreements were expressed as percent- % e Jotsmseans| ge gy g ST Ak AR 4 M
ages anc;, where feasible, measured by correlation 2 ' A& AR A8 | GRR) W3
cocfficients. g ssuszzo men| KB 8% 88 88 23 g 1
, 2 RS R& & s @s | aza | Tk \
. < s b K31no Tl =8
' The major findings are summarized in Table II-III. 5 ekl 8B AR I} IW & I8 &8 - £
They are discussed below in terms of significance of g S— 35 "8 38| &w | g. |
¥ 2 . K] o * L) i
coding agreement, variation in coding agreement, reli- o tozeg] N RS RE 4R =8 SN | sae o 8
ability of coding agreement, and item variability. | 2 S B AW EER) By
' ' | 3 TNl 38 28 "8 88 38 B | 35 u ]
significance of Coding Agreement. It is immediately Hog 5 @y - 5 8 S8 88 R |
fa o ~ asn o0 . . :
S bio, the Uniform parole Reports cace o acceptably ol sl 3% R A5 I RS RG A | IHC 3
eliable. It is very unlikely that the coding agreement Mo poermupen [ | : S| 29 g
depicted in Table IT-TIIT was the result of chance. Of H - 20724 13430 NOS2 Ay OR  am sgMm g | oms 85
the 133 cells (19 items times seven agencies) in Table o B Seousuas| wo  mO Sl =it e
II~III, 120 instances of agreement between each agency's a8 wostag sorzy] S8 R A& I8 I® [ [& |_88% g
pairs of codings on each item were significant beyond the - o] o o o R PSR
.001 lavel of confidence. In the remaining 13 cells, = Josdrg| w® A B /S [ K8 & 8oy | 5O
five were significant at the .0l level, three at the .02, g seumazol =0 o L Rat I
two at the .05, and three were not statistically < RE "% B & A& IS’ S amc | 34 :
significant. b oreemndl o s o b5 i i
. o P
" ‘ é 3o adiy NW NS Ny SR R AR Ay gﬁ‘.&‘.} o8
, Slnce nearly all of the cells in Table II-III show s worsspY|  jo  @n 2o ad S |am 0 p"
coding agreement to be significant, the total coding & 3° P 3% %8 A% 35 "8 238 dex | R4
s g | - . B L o
agreements for each agency (reading each row horizon- B getmues sl 2% % A% I8 =8 5
tally to the h 4 . & 13093733 N2 25 I8 9% 88 28 84 :
tally o T right) and for each itenm (reading each ° - = o 3% 88 28 |%¥35 | bd g
ecolumn vertically) also were significant. The amount Of & sreq wara] Bon Boo 8eo 8 - - - pe2 8%
2 iam {5 =g fnm fem i ns 4am | 8 |
5 |iorenr, 280N 20 S8 g5 87 8 597 | Se
' T3entzTaUepPI| 27 = w = .
2 por a discussi , s 2 3% 835 §Rg 5°8 3%3 3%8 888 | 4%
sianif] roa iscussion of the problem of statistical “ - - =[N 5 |
}len &iaanca as xelgxtea to the data in this study, see 33?," 3‘5 nh mé m§ a 3 9 u i |
ppondix B of Venezia, P., K. B- Ballard, Jr., D. M. ¢ f8 £ £5 f@ £ 3 2251 &8 i
G@;-i:tfr@ﬂ:mn, and E. A. Wenk, Uniform Parole Reports: Zgﬁ" Ten vES nfd wEs .88 .88 | Ggn| BT i
Fax $ ¥ E e A3 T ~y FF S e : x o
é’m“ﬁﬁ?;fﬁ?mg Reliability (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research 28T =BT gid FHS TRI 582 iz ﬂ%'é gd,
sonter, December, 1967). ge g7 g5 g 520 52 5Rw EEMAELE:
. . < ‘st < g' g S‘Ig‘g
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this agreement is given ip oversize Eumiiiiz oange

ight and bottom, respectively, of the i o fect
r'g‘ 1 84 percent of Agency A codings were erfe
fgras eét (considering all items) and the coders from
291 sey n agencies agreed 99 percent of the ti?e_ n
?ll‘ﬂgzgcatgon number item.? Total agreement for he
1dent (;or all items and all agencies) was 89 perceam,le
%ﬁudzical with that obtained with the reliabllétglfllp)
;geghe feasibility study. (See Tables II-I an .

i £
Variation in Codiag Agrggmengéliiizggggh zgznii?iga—
i ’ as to measure coding reliabi ty, .
tbls gguiiewmajor sources of gn;ellabillﬁy wgisgiggéz
glggrable; If the primary origin of codigg d tgen
o ts was found to be in the items themse ve'I,n then
mgging instructions and definitions must biténzion té
gf attributable to the coders, then more a
their training would be indicated.

m-—
Table II-IIX, on page 37, suggested tgigsgnpggltwo
‘answer might be obtained from a comp Lo e,
oo s of variation in coder agrgement: ( ) riati
m?iizieeach agency (all items.comblneé) and (2) v
ZiOn for each item (all agencies combined).

Greater varigtiOn was‘izgngi§§§c$§i$5w22a2 ggie
§gencies£ :ggggzt;ggdggzgr;ement than coder inacgﬁgacy.
Foth anstatistical tests supported this view. he e
remener f an analysis of variance in agreement, ce
§esuits'z ms and agencies, indicated that none gf £ 2 o
lngit?:'lnein agreement could reasonably be attiibgaii_
ngnzizg. However, a signigiczggiggzgizg gie;se(the F
abiiity insiggeegigzh?oxigh iix degrees of_freedomésls
ratmgfya$ t At’the 1 percent level of confidenceljnuum
Si?nl lcansted that the items differ along a con ihis
Thl? sggge difficulty." More will be said abozzon
gﬁd ggoutgitem.variability in a subsequent sec .

‘ : : i ven agencies was
* hlphabetical designation of the sgach agency was
dena at zapdom 4o presgive anogggiggétion so that it
informed, however, of its own : i
;gggﬁmgiéige maximam irformation from the report

i La; ] ized in Appendix
¥ mhe analysis of variance is SummailZ§ cit? e
C of the Intra-Agency Reliability report, op.
note 23.

38

Reliability and the Degree of Relatio
Although knowing the amount of g

the type of analysis described a

nship.
greement is useful for
bove, this does not

er 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 bPercent agreement (indicat~
ing the proportion of times in which the pairs of
codings agreed perfectly) ., However, there are ten
categories in thig 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
tences or more. In order to arrive at an estimate of
coding Teliability, this disparity be
be measured and expressed in terms of r

Some items, unlike the one cited above,
divided into categories a

ip between codings. Identi-

lving dates, therefore,
appear in Table II-TIT without measures of correlation.
The reliabilities,

cients,® for the re
i Despite
rather large variation, all of the reliability coeffi-

cients reflect a considerable degree of relationship
between pairs of codings.,

The overall correlation of .g4 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,
codings could not be attributed to differe
agencies. Item differences were found ¢
cant source of variation

variability in
nces among

© be a signifi-
+ While "coder error" (coding
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carelessness, misinterpretation of code definitions, or
failure to follow coding instructions), a component of
agency variation, could not be accepted as contributing
significantly to disagreements between pairs of codings.
Phe variability from item to item indicated that factors
inherent in the individual items might affect their
roodability"-—-the relative ease of coding each item.

Correlation
Coefficient
0
0
.67
.54
.81
.69
.79
.72
.89%

.62
.75
.80
.69
J72%*

!
i
i
!
v

as investigated statistically by
ding to variation in coding
or significant differences between

these item variances. The results are presented in

rable 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 ITtem 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 agreemen

This possibility w
ranking the items accor
agreement and testing £

Percent
Agreement

100.0
99.5
98.5
96.6
96.6
89.3
93.2
89.8
93.2
85.9
96.6
93.7
81l.1
93.
75.7
78.6
85.4
90.3
85.9
53.4

8.

!
]
i

t 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 variance of 10.74, percent-
age agreement of 78.3, and correlation coefficient of
.72). The probability that this apparent difference
between the two groups in codability of items resulted i
by chance was found to be very low (less than one in 100).

Item
Variance

Table II-IV
RANK ORDERING OF CODED ITEMS ACCORDING TO DEGREE OF DIFFICULTY
14

BASED UPON THE RELATIVE VARIABILITY OF CODER AGREEMENT FROM ITEM TO ITEM
0.00 Very Easy

.10
.39
.86
1.14
1.56
1.71
2.57
2.57
2.70
©2.86
3.00
3.39
1.75%*-
7.43
8.00
8.47
8.94

11.29
20.29 Very Difficult

10,74**

An expectation implicit in the Uniform
parole Reports project is that reliable coding should be
achieved easily for all items. Therefore, the observa-
tion 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.

sSummary.

Procedures were implemented to eliminate all

identifiable errors from past and current data collected
for the Uniform Parole Reports. A systematic checking
procedure was devised and code sheets bearing errors
were returned to coders for correction. This procedure
is now routinely followed, improving considerably the

reliability of coding.

ne—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 were identified by analysis of

Item

"Easy" Group of Items
Effective Date of Sentence

Identification Number
Drug Use
6. Type of Sentence

P;ior Prison Sentence
Birth Date
10. Date “of Discharge

ll‘
12.

Other Prior Sentences

Date of Release
Parole Performance
. AVERAGE PER ITEM
"Difficult" Group of ltems
AVERAGE PER ITEM

New Offense
Date of Admission

Offense
18. Age

Death
Sex

Approximately ©

is sionific
significant beyond the .01 level, based upon the F ratio &6f 6.13, with six
ad 4

and twelve degrees of freedom.

*Computed by Fisher's % method.

7.
8.
9.

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
* % :
The difference between the average variance of "easy" versus "difficult" items

15. Months Undexr Supervision
16. Date of Difficulty

14, Type of Admission

13.
17.
19.

1=
=
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| ' i i i . 2 summary of the
case £iles and coding instructions. . : e
%?2gi£g3 ig given as part of the discussion of inter
agency reliability.?

Interagency Reliability

early complete idea of the rellabll;ty of
ﬁnifgim@ggioge Rﬁgorts data‘was optalped from th:rigggnd
portion of the reliability 12Y§Zti32§;;2;;§nc§$pstaff s
of codings of the same case fi on by staff of
different agencies. In view of the lack of sta
%iggﬁgn recgrd keeping and csse.flle format Ofrggih
Nation's parole agencies, this interagency apg S g
provided a substantially more rigorous testho codi
reliability than the intra-agency study. Tfe ct idgosyn
tagk is much more difficu}t when coders'conhronase 105y
cratic forms and information sequences in the ¢ se tt
record keeping of other agencies and coding agre ment
between palrs of coders from different agencies ¢
expected to suffer as a result.

This relationship between reliability and'zcczss~
ibility of information has a bearing on the gnl 8; data
Parole Reports project as a standardized sys emh £d
collection. True uniformity of lnggiﬁgtéggigizigns gnd

Lre only a consensus on c .
§§322§§§e2?tbut gtandardized record keeping aggng S:ﬁzie
agencies as well. Thorough examination of cz %Egboth
ability thus can point the way to 1mprovegsg‘lit oth
arcas in addition to ascertaining the credibi V'

collected information.

The Interagency Approach. In June 1968: wgeﬁtthe
interagency study was initiated, nearly everj_fsg £
state, federal, and territorial parole agencyR 2 in
all--was participating in the Uniform Paroleoogp Its
program, Informationtfgom %Pgiogtgitiézgioéolumg, ole

sos had been collected. With ¢ ne, tk
iggggtggg involved in examining 1nte;agency reltﬁp;llty
precluded any but a small sample approach. gnSZBl
basis, each of seven randomly selected agencie

27 atall = Gottfredson, D. M., M. G. .
For details see :
Neithercutt, P. S. Venezia, and E. A. Wenki.g yatggﬁgl
i form Pareole Reporting System (Davis, i; if.: s
Research Center, December 1970), pp. 40-42,

* Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, Nebraska,
Pennsylvania, Texas, and Virginia.
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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 sent to each of ten additional randomly selected
agencies for coding.® Nine sets of codings of 19
Uniform Parole Reports items for each of the 35 cases,
for a total of 5,985 coded items, resulted,

absence of a standard of correctness for the coding of
any given item from the case files. Several approacheg=-
some of them complex and tedious—~were available to
obtain an indicator. Since each of them would have
vielded no better than an approximation of the percent-
age of agreement, the least laborious method was chosen.
Of the nine codings for each item, the modal code (i.e.,
the most frequent one assigned for the case) was iden-
tified by inspection and accepted as the "correct"

coding of that item. The number of codings in agreement
with the modal code for each item was then determined.
The results appear in Table II-V. The overall percent-
age of agreement obtained (83 percent) compared favorably

with that demonstrated by the intra-agency study (89 per-
cent) .

The variability among items in percentage of agree-
ment (from 48 percent for age to 96 percent for birth
date) is similar for the two Sstudies. The implications
of this are discussed in a later section.

Although useful as an overview and for the analyses
discussed later, the above approach (calculation of the

lacks precision. Some agreement is expected to occur by
chance and the amount expected is readily determined by
casting 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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and stabili+t
previously YHO . ethod relied upon
of associaéion ¥§Z§§£ Egl-square, which provides a test
that is inflated by an cn agreement, yields a value

ent or agreement. While thi

us inadequacy, in situationsssggﬁs
udy, where the number of disagree-
xceeds chance expectations, a more
e t of agreement may be needed.
uggested an approach--setting pairs of
given item into a two-by~two contingenc
uting the coefficient of agreement (k) Y

as the intra—agency st
ments in no instance e
appropriate coefficien
Cohen's work ¥
codings for g
table and comp

: hance agreement
giT;vsgegrzg consideration. % can be as la?g: g:egl 00
ioes, vhon t§e0£§;§iiginilt(iisagreement) cells are éero,
_ Otals are identical 1

none of the contingenc i ol mashce

¢ : Yy tables yielded e i
gg;?éiéilt wai of 1nt§rest to calculate ggzlmziimum

ent (K,) permitted Ny the marginal totals for

each item and to determi

. ne how much of the i

ggzglssid agreement (@/km) was present for gzgglgiééy
ues for each item are given in Table II-VI, |

In order to set up
agreements between pai
codlpgs had to be vari

contingency tables that refl
ect
ZS of coders, the nine sets of od
in some way. It would have bee
for each of the 36 possible pairs "

ups (three groups taken two a
t a
each agency was arbitrarily assigned
groups were formed by using a table
E?ch group of three agencies' codings

time). To do this,
a number. The three
of random numbers,

30 '

Cohen, J., "a Coefficient of
Scales,” Educationgl and P oai
20(1) :37-46, 1960 sychotogt

Agreement for Nominal
cal Measurements,
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ders times items) matrix, as shown 1n - dal) j a2 MNP QOO INWY D S~ ~—t
écahﬁcell contains the percentage of "cO?IeCE‘ (m9ven g *® 0
ach c¢ ' item. Thus, if a g1 | ~
: £ one codexr to one 1 .+ r &)
ggzggnizngnded to a specific item with a 2ngipggiz ggr i g
1 35 cases then the percentage of correct 2 umer-— i 2 MUY MO TOOOVOVOVAMHMOAN | [
a - 11 would be 100 mable II-VII gives item n i &_‘ - NDANDEA OO O DODD DO DN R ! .
Eﬁgﬁ ggsignations used in subsequent tables. é:% @
rable II-VII E !
. I~ <t W0 el O} <t OV I~ o O W 4§ o <
T7EM NUMERICAL DESIGNATIONS , B = . mmmgmmmmmimmmi.\gwﬁs N
=3 ~ e
i O H o
1 Birth date H g o :
2 Date of Sentence ‘; 5 0 =2
3 Pate o Admission | LESIf| | 8338333R58823328338 |
4 1 0 0o o 0 [s9) o I~
4 T}éga of Admission | H o9 Glw| 3 S 35
5 Offense . &
¢ Type of Sentence t L 89 8 ©
7 Prior Prison q .
g Other Prior Sentence z B 55 EMN AN LTOLNONOHOOHMO | o
; O AV ANOLANCEAONOONWYO \o
9 Drug Use N , o < - e S
10 Date of Release o o
11 Parole Performance S &
12 Date of Difficulty o 2
ffense S > DO O AN HMNMNNADNOOTO ™~
13 New Offen . s o DONDNANNLIANNNOLONO® OO <
14 Months Under Supervision . m — — .
15 Date of Discharge or Death @ P
16 Death ot 3
17 Alcohol Involvem g orocaMoOHdOOYLVWVOTOCORM |~
O WWROOATOINDDONSWOOIWON <p
18 Age e ~ | — .
Sex
19 Se ted ay =
tnformation more specific than the abo;zlgazsniiiéh v .
; : ' anv coders and items, as we A X : . o ©
to determine how manY HoCC ntly to variability in coding , . S EH 2RO InOIREeR0SY |2
iﬁemax’t\ei?:n r“‘i‘hé method of Least Significant lefezi:znce -; ’ ks <
e oD.) was employed to meet this meed. .S-B. R0, . I S . "
designed as the smallest difference permitte tace of :
ﬁggggcé<between.tha grand mean (oz;gili gggginorgaﬂ item) . ! 2 ,
~ , £ and bsidiary mean , :
agreement) and a SubsiAiaEY g| nemwnereagianntenRd |8
, - statistical Procedures, i H =
9 alder, H. and E. B. Roessler, i :

3rd ed. (pavis, calif.: University of California, 1961). :
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Table 1I-IX shows that both obtained F-ratios

to accurate coding.

axceeded those required at the 1 percent level of con-
fidence for the appropriate degrees of freedom. Coders,
then, as well as items, accounted for a significant
portion of the variance in coding agreements.
hasis, it may be concluded that unfamiliarity with the

cage files of another agency is a considerable handicap
Visual inspection of the four

P-ratios, however, suggested that items contributed
considerably more to the variance than did coders.
Additional evidence in support of this conclusion is

given below.

On this

Table II-IX

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Items Coders Exror Total
Deqgrees of ;
Freedom 18 8 144 170
Sums of ‘
Sgquares 21,918.79} 3,779.20|12,038.58]37,736.57
Moan
Square 1,217.71 472.40 83.60
» 14.57 5.65
.99 1.88) 2.51

Table II-X identifies those means that exceeded the
L.8.D. values and gives a rank order distribution of
coder and item means obtained on the basis of L.S.D.

test results.

The fact that only three of the nine

goder means, but twelve of the nineteen item means,
differed significantly from the grand mean supported
the idea that items contributed substantially more than

goders to variability in coding agreement.
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- Table II-Xx

THEIR RESPECTIVE MRANS

AND THE GRAND MEAN

Coder Mean 'Item Mean
: 89.68% 1 96.78%
9 86.16 19 94.44%
: .85.95 9 94.44%
: :§.47 16 92.1&*
) .74 7 89,11**
5 81.42 4 88.56%*
; 80.79 3 87.33%%
J 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%

GRAND MEAN = 82.47

LSD CODER: .
R 6.10 at the 5 Percent level of Confidence

8.08 at the 1 percent level of confidence

LSD ITEM:
4.31 at the 5 bPercent level of confidence

5,70 atJthe 1l percent level of confidence

*Differenée signifi
1ff ni
confidene: gnificant at the 1 percent level of

**Difference signifi
nificar
confidence. gnificant at the 5 percent level of
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In order to interpret the rank order of items as a
"oodability" continuum--one which would distinguish the
easlily coded items from those presenting special diffi-
culties in coding--it was necessary to determine whether o
the reported means differed significantly from each S
other. Since more than two means were involved, those
at the extremes would, by definition, have differed the ; per

KS]

a

o

0

~

-

o

o

19

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,® with special protection levels based
upon degrees of freedom, was selected for its simplicity.
Table Ii~XI shows that the means of items 8 (prior sen- l <
tences other than prison) and 18 (age) differ signifi-
cantly from all other item means. These are the two
most difficult items to code. This finding coincides

with that of the intra-agency study.

16

coini FTIEIT

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 "codability" 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.

Table II-XT
2
*

DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST

10

ITEMS
7
e two appropriate item means is signifi

12 15 13

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 hoth studies identified at
least four "difficult-to-code" items., Compared to other
items, their reliapbility was substantially reduced. BAn
analysis of case files and coding instructions indicated

11 14
*
*
*
*
*
c

8
*
*
*
*

KK KKk x ok Kok ok ok x ok

**-K-k-%-k*-k*-x-k-k'k'k-k-k%-k

18

OO~ M
- LCI~SNOM o~ 0

1NN~
Y e e e il 2

% rpid., p. 158.
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Table II-XII
COMPARISON OF INTRA~ AND INTERAGENCY RELIABILITY RESULTS

Rank Order
Percentage |Correlation ofl| of Coding
of Agreement|Paired Codings Ease
Item First|{Second| First]Second |[First[Second
Identification
Number 99 - 1 3) -
Birth Date 93 96 8 1
Effective Date
of Sentence 97 84 3 10
Date of
Admission 90 87 16 7
Type of
Admission 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
Prior 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
Pexrformance 81 76 .72 .62 12 16
Date of
Difficulty 85 80 15 14
New Offense 94 82 .19 .54 11 12
Months of ,
Supervision 79 .77 .75 .54 14 15
Date of
Discharge 86 80 9! 13
Death 100 92 1.00 .79 1 4
Age : . 86 48 .80 17 18
Sex 99 | 95 1.00 .65 2 2
Alcohol Use —— 84 - .66 --, (10)
Across Items 89 83 .84 .59 R = .69%

*Significant at .005 level.

that agency coders are confronte

obstacles to acouraps codines d with three types of

(1) several item defini-
Manual, lack Precision;
ncomplete--specific ’
nitive coding, is absent:
Place ipoata : : found in more than one '

ers). The four items

[ pervision an i '
spent in custody. Therefore? o ohat

have made) Opposing decisions

the parolee
two coders could make (and

fOllOWing year Thi ‘
. s had a i . .
parole performance, foo. becgsarlng upon the coding of

point for the follow-up period.se Of the inexact cut-off

. Additio i i
P na
ent to the agencies Seem to have eliminaéédlggtiuggggns

se occasionally,

_ Date of Difficulty.
§pr1ngs from insufficient
ltem is designed to provig

the actual date that the pa

- hot be recorded in the case file

are not clarified
- Further, informa-
ften is contra-

Age. Birth date and age arevitems tha

separated in the codability t are widely

rarkings (shown in the last

- 55

g s




column of Table 1I~-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 Manual stated that
age at time of commitment should be used. This neces=
sitated computing age from two dates, birth date and
date of admission to prison. The latter is subject to
some error due to the fact that it is not always clearly
1igted 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 o 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 gifficulties upon
data reliability indicated the need For improvement in
the Uniform Parole Reports' data gathering process.
several coding instructions required clarification and
increased precision. Tnformation should be more readily
availapble 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.

Continutty. Although these studies allayed fears
that Uniform Parole Reports were insufficiently reliable,
there remained a need for longitudinal reliability
assessments. puring September-December 1973, 20
randomly selected code sheets (five per month) were sent
to a sample of eight agencies® 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,

% randomly selected from those with current report-
ing status. '
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P

and t

gata ?Ziiagiiitioiizg;ugfriigrting. The second formal
P is seri i .

The findings of the 1973 assessmenieioiiosow in progress.

1973 Intrastate Approach

Uni
reliabil§z§msizg§l§o§§EZigs'fmgst recent intrastate
whic o ata from ei ]
relegsggcigeiggge year follow-ups on 20 ;zggfeszzges
- The analysis encompasses 17 varizbles

This intra-agenc ¢ s

y reliabilit s s
annua : v stud
ArizoiaungiiFak%ng and consists of datay(tgizlazes 2
Hampshire Oigg;s, Michigan, Missouri, Montanay 32& From

! oma, and South Ca i , "
repr 3 rolina
icglezigtazgve of_parolegs released ann&aiiiegﬁed 22
randomly gelgzipglcal criteria. Each state was ggiirgo
ed cases (five .

Octo per month
agengigé gOVember, December, 1973) parolggriﬁglgggtember'
other tﬂaneii asked to supply recodings by a persoﬁ The
information eEOne originally completing the 1970

. ach of the eight states returned all 20

code sheets Thus
- . th i
codings of 17 variébleg.analysls treats 160 paired

. Agreement. The variabl

into oo es were separat initi

abilityocgzgggs.for the purpose of calgulatiiglﬁéiiflly

oLty oo Varglgnts. One set consisted of eight

gomtinuous ¥ n;ibéef; that is, variables where coding is

tences and date ofrbgiég.’ gﬁgb:gcofdprior Brison sen-

sene _ _ . ond set i

by agg;;g;inzailables consists of items thgi Zizecod d

o et s o a particular group--e.d., S ©
rug abuse present or absent. r Sex and

Two values are report i
;EerCEntage of agreemegt" :gdf?g)e:cgcgirlibl?: N
agiggm f0£ continuous variables or a "cozgfig%on cogTET
coeffiiggntgogrcategqrical variables. Reliabii?EyOf
. e estimated for the ei i
goe eight ¢ s
iables by the Pearson Product Momegt cogigiggzg;

coefficient (») and fo i
r the ' i i
by the coefficient of agreemgige(z?tegorlcal variables

Since reliability i .
tha . Lty 1s a relative conce
arb?tiai;sgiizgriillibleéunreliable dichotggy;ragﬁer

. n as een used for S . .l‘ .

presentation. A variabl ‘ purposes “of
: . e will be consid " ;
i . - er
c§e§?§ correlation coefficient is at leastedsorell?ble"
or éxtClint of agreement is at least ,75. The ;r e

ent, of disagreements between paired codinggnéggde,
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variables below the respective cut-off levels will also
be examined.

Table II-XIII shows that seven of the eight con-

tinuous variables have correlation coefficients of .80
or above and five of the nine categorical variables
The

have coefficients of agreement of .75 or above.
first group includes: birth date, date of sentence,
date of admission, date of discharge, date of diffi-
culty, prior. 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
IT-XIV presents the array of variables by agency,
showing this wvariable'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. FPifty~two percent of the disagreements are
within one unit of the original entry--e.g., "4" to "5"

or n 9 n to 1" 8 n .

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 resulted 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 "0O"

and "1" or "2" and "3".
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agreem i
~ag ent. The codings show a rather equal distribution

Table II-XITT
VARIABLE RELIABILITY .

CONTINUOUS VARIABLES

) Correlation
Variable Coefficient (») PeigigzggstOf
Birth Date
Date of Sentence e 0oy
Date of Admission .878 00 ot
Date of Discharge .952 0 oy
Da?e of Difficulty ) A
Prior Prison +873 8-6%
Sentences ”
Months Under 837 55 0%
Supervision 825
Prior Non-Prison ] 50- 0%
Sentences 775
. 43,1%
CATEGORICAL VARIABLES ‘
Coefficient of P |
Agreement (k) eggiggigitOf
Deat
goa h 1.000 100.0%
Paro;e Performance '333 0o ae
Commitment Offense .7 0 | o1 o
Doy ppont .790 81.9%
New Offense : T 01 ae
Type of Admission .Zég 36, 50
Type of Sentence .48 05 e
Alcohol Abuse .412 o |
. 71.3% i

Th i i
- varigﬁlls a large drop in association on the 1 |
Y heard 82e§. Type of sentence has a k& of 488 ast |
g -2 bercent of the paireg codings ére in
of Inconsistencies for this dichotomous variable
Prior alcohol abuse evidences the lowest Measure of

association of alj variabl
e oala ] rlables, k = ,413, with 7
g¥eement, Slxty—threeApercent of éhe inco%sfzigsgies

The percentage of items found reliable for eanh
ean
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Table II-XIV
SUMMARY OF ITEM/AGENCY AGREEMENT FOUND TN INTRA-AGENCY CODING RELIABILITY STUDY
1973
-~ -~
Se | T S5 2(gE ¢ s | S| 5| s €
0 0 FIgey: = @ [ 0 Sy ~ o
B 28 § 5§ | §° o | U9 28l = g ] ~ B | = =
o o B 4 W E 0 WU A O a0 N g w3 @ dl wn & & —
Do on oun P 0 o =] Moo O & oo ] H w oc [+] -
Kt [T 0 5] B I =1 [} 4o Houo [} —~ O o o =3 .= S o ~ ~t —t
+ o n @ - @ - m (] [« Y] o ¥ [o IR Y] o u oW D H 7] Yoo [N 2 o u o] o
H4 fww |58 |85 |58 | 55 |05 |55 B3 | Ky | Y | gy |5Ee e 3 S 3 3 8% 1§ ™
m [ o < B SN e] H w0 [T & Z W (a5 &y (ol ] NO,MUS jala] [a] < o 1] 2] m
Agency A :
# Agreements 20 13 17 18 18 19 15 7 19 |- - 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 174 132
% Agreements 100% 65% 85% 90% o0% 95% 75% 35% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%| 96.7%} 82.5%
rork 1.00 .95 .74 .881 .875 .510 .778 .828
Agency B
# Agreements 17 18 19 19 16 17 19 8 18 20 18 19 19 19 20 12 20 161 137
% Agreements 85% 90% 95% 95% 80% 85% 95% 49% 90% 100% 90% 95% 95% 95% 100% 60% 100%]| 89.4%| 85.6%
r or k .974 .984 {1.00 .832 .763 .483 .886 .933 . 762 1.00 .733 .988 .881 .167
Agency C .
# Agreements 19 20 20 20 19 20 17 13 20 17 17 18 16 20 20 17 20 171 142
% Agreements 95% 100% 100% 100% 95% 100% 85% 65% 100% 85% 85% 90% 80% 100% 100% 85% 100% 95%; 88.8%
r or k 1.00 .939 .811 .821 .806 <899 .742 .762 .659
Agency D :
# Agreements 20 20 20 19 17 18 19 6 19 18 16 20 S 17 20 11 20 162 127
% Agreements 100% 100% 100% 95% 85% 90% 95% 30% 95% 90% 80% 100% 45% 85% 100% 55% 100% 90%| 79.4%
rork .875 .802 .792 .968 .630 .875 .778 .881 ! .755 {1.00 135
Agency E
# Agreements 20 18 19 20 15 18 15 13 18 18 18 19 i8 20 20 19 20 167 141
% Agreements 100% 90% 95% 100% 75% 90% 75% 65% 90% 90% 90% 95% 90% 100% 100% 95% 100%| 92.8%} 88.1%
r or Kk 1.00 1.0G6 .687 .688 911 .984 .444 .796 .892 .00 .672 .BB6
Agency F
# Agreements 19 10 15 11 11 8 17 8 19 17 17 19 18 20 20 13 20 138 124
% Agreement 95% 50% 75% 55% 55% 40% 85% 40% 95% 85% 85% 95% 20% 100% 100% 65% 100%| 76.7%| 77.5%
r or X .978 .729 .698 .100 -475 1-.200 .920 .732 .773 .672 .881 .649 . 997 <222
Agency G .
# Agreements 19 18 18 18 18 16 16 9 19 16 15 16 14 18 20 10 20 153 127
% Agreements 95% 90% 90% 90% 20% 80% | 80% 45% 95% 80% 75% 80% 70% 90% 100% 50% 100% 85% 1 79.4%
r or K 1.00 .993 .992 | .765 .883 .273 | .467 {-.138 .00 .668 .791 .500 775 .547 |- .00
meDMMHMmEmﬂﬁm 20 Hw. 17 13 17 16 18 5 18 17 16 20 14 19 20 12 19 152 122
% Agreements 100% B65% 85% 65% 85% 80% 90% 25% 90% 85% 80% 100% 70% 95% 100% 60% 95% g4%] 76.3%
»or Kk .750 .768 <326 .806 .216 .985 <577 .615 .571 .579 .628 .881 .091 .643
Total ; 278 | 1052
# Agreenments 154 130 145 138 131 132 136 69 150 143 137 151 128 153 160 114 159 hd )
% Agreements *| 96.3%] 81.3%! 90.6%| 86.3%} 81.9%] 82.5%| 85.0%| 43.1%} 93.8%| 89.3% 85.6%( 94.3%} 80.0%j 95.6%{100.0%} 71.3%] 99.4%} 88.8%! 8Z2.2%
ror Xk .995 .978 .959 .688 .790 .488 .837 .775 .763 .799 .873 .718 .825 .9932 413 953 B

61

60



£

- piseussion. Seven continuous’ variables have cor-
reiation cootficients of .80 or above and four cate-
aorieal wvariables have coefficients of agreement of .75
or ahove. &n analysis of prior mon-prison sentences
{r = .775) shows that 52 percent of the coding incon-
siotencies are within one value of the original entry.
The erosg-tabulation of new offense (k = .718) shows
that five of the nine inconsistencies are new offenses
heing coded where originally there were none. It can be
inferred thak these disagreements may have resulted from
aow information now being in the case file. An examina~
tion of type of admission (k = .688) also shows an
attenuation of the coding inconsistencies. One half of
the disagrecments are within the two topical categories.
Four agencies evidence reliability in 80 percent and
above of the variables for which reliability can be
estimated. A fifth agency, upon closer scrutiny, has a
75 percent fiqure.

Thug, the two variables, type of sentence and
prior aleohol abuse, as well as the three agencles with
lowest pereentages of agreement, highlight the need for
continued effort on the system's foundation--reporting
ageuracy.

Table II-XVI

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED
CODINGS FOR PRIOR NON-PRISON SENTENCES

Reliability Study Coding

Table II-XVII

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED CODINGS
¥OR TYPE OF ADMISSION

Reliability Study Coding

- Nine
Griginal ‘ . or v
j ﬁwéin% wone One Two iThree | Four|Five|Six|Seven Eight|More|Totals
- Hane 0 131 8 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 57
g 14 713 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 27
Tae 2 51 7 2 1 0 70 0 0 1 18
Three Y 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 10
i Your 0 1311 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 7
| Pive 0 111 1 1 1 1 0 0 \2 8
fix 1 0L Q0 0 0 0.1 0 1 1 2 5
Hoven & 011 0 0 0 0 1 ] 0 2
Piabt VIR B VO B 0 0 1 0 1 0 o 2
HNine or
“Hore ol 1iof 1 { ol xjol| a1 16| 20
e, < ; 1
82

New Court Commitment: Parole Violation:

Original | Not from Probation ' New

Coding Probation Revoked |Technical|Conviction|Total
New Court
Commitment: .

Not from )

Probation 107 5 1 4 117

Probation .

Revoked 4 18 1 0 23
Parole
Violation:

Technical 2 0 10 1 13

New Con-

viction 3 0 1 3 7

' Table II-XVIIT ‘
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED CODINGS
FOR TYPE OF SENTENCE
Reliability Study Coding
Original ‘
Coding Simple Multiple Total
Simple 111 16 127
Multiple 12 21 33

63




{ friaginal
Ceding Hone Abuse Total
| Hone 44 17 61
Abune 29 70 a9

Table II-AIX
PHEQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PALRED
CODINGS FOR ALCOHOL ABUSE

Beliability Study Coding

Edit by Follow-up. One happy by-product of the
extension of the Uniform Parole Reports follow-up period
ta two years and three years is that prior years'
reporting ean be audited against subsequent years' indi-
eations.  This is not possible on all items since there
it no net gain in repeated coding of history variables.
These extended follow-ups do allow a reliability check
o the foeal items of the system, though. This
reglization leads to the final view this report takes
5f yesliability lgsues.

Thoge oxtended follow-ups open the way to a very
seneralized type of reliability check. This assessment
epcompasses all reporting agencies though its level of
detall is low.  Two year follow-up cases for January,
February, and March 1972 were sampled to produce a data
st numbering 383.  In each case the one year code
ftheet was compared to the relevant two year sheet on
Jate of roeleasoe, parole performance, date of difficulty,
nrw of fenge, months under supervision, date of discharge
or dheath, death, identification number, and agency
paraling. Nineteen one year code sheets were
sheauntored which had possible errors on them. In other
wordis, 5% pereent of the code sheets may have contained
erroy, realizing that this is an overestimate because
nut every instance represents actual inconsistency.
conversely, of course, no edit procedure is perfect;
doubtless some mis~codings escape detection.

ywnvluﬁinnn

Results indicate acceptable overall reliability for
the data sanples gstudied. On the assumption that the

s BT et e e £
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Some limitations are ' 14
o _ Placed upon this Lza-
E;OEOzy ;he'gbservatlon that the various itg;ngggi;z:
Co.n bepe§Vl e datg of equal reliability. Extra cagtio
_ ercised in interpreting findings obtained frog

the less reliable j i ; :
incressed. items, until their reliability is

Efforts to improve th labili
. e reliability of i
iiggiicigports' data focus upon sharpeginq gg;fgggin
i ions for the less reliable items and simplifg-

fzstggdéngs.  Progress toward these goals is facil-
toated yAieﬁigzgssfo; all participants in the reporting
. eémlnars consensus is obtaj
2 ‘ ained
hzigsfgg ggdgifeiotgi;?prove tge system and sessiggstgse
' s uss pro i
recelve current feedback onpreli:giiii;k auestions, and
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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-
municaticn of information to the parole field.

The reporting system consists of a series of 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
requests 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 useful 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 parole administrators,

the intended users of program results.

Adminiistrators have tended to report that the News-
letters and monographs concerned with special studies
are particularly useful and informative. Exanples are
Newsletters devoted to small studies of the parole per-
formance of homicide offenders; 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 served in priscon before parole.

The Newsletters appended as Appendix B illustrate

. the series; they also depict the standard feedback

reporting pregram, discussed below.
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Seminaxrs

Seminars for parole officials provide a mechan@sm
by which the results of this system can be made avail-
able quickly to participants in a situation where com-
munication .can be more certain. This guards agalnst
misinterpretation of results and increases the likelihood
that meaningful f£indings will be used appropriately.

At the same time, avenues are provided for continuation
of the involvement of participating parole adminlsﬁrators
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}c1pants
+hus 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 gniform Parole Reports as

much a stimulus to further inquiry as a source of imme-
diate, practical assistance.

Special Reports

An additional vehicle for reporting results to the
parole systems collaborating in the program 1S provided
by the special studies completed by project staff, by
papers delivered at professiongl meetlngs, and by arti-
cles prepared for publication in journgls. A cgrrent
list of project publications is found in Appendix E.

Parole agencies have been encouraged to request
specific analyses from the Uniform Parole Reports file
whenever these would be useful to them. Examples of
requests that have been made, with special studles com~
pleted and reported to the agency,3”.are analyses of
parole outcomes for specific categories of offenders,

34gee National Probation and Parole Institutes,
Uniform Parole Reports Project, "The Special Request
Facility," Newsletter, 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 Standard 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 would provide participants with a basis for
making some limited agency comparisons.35r36 '

" .In May 1969, this systematic information feedback
program was established for participants in the Uniform
Parole 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 computer, 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 committed during follow-up, and parole
outcomes tabulated according to type of admission to

35Gottfredson, D. M., et al., Uniform Parole Reports:
One Year of Experience (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research
Center, January, 1968}.

36Gottfredson, D. M., et al., Issues in Assessment

of Parcle 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/Infoxmation 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
system 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 feedback from the computer, displayeq 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 datd reporting system progressed, a group

of scientists from the Information Sciences Laboratory of

the Lockheed Missiles and Space Company, in unrelated

reseaych efforts, developed a general purpose system for

on-line information retrieval. This system, called

37For details consult Gottfredson, et al., op. eit.
gsupra note 27, Ch. III.
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"DIALOG," whose principal inventor was Dr. Roger K.
Summit, was applied to a huge technical library of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration and was
used by the Office of Education, the Atomic Enerqgy
Commission, and the European Space Organization.

_ The data of Uniform Parole Reports3® 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 compilations
of tabulations, but it did not permit statistical analy-
ses to be carried out through on-line methods. ° .

Tris information retrieval technique was augmented
by on~iine capability which was demonstrated during the
National Institute on Crime 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 the Parole Decision-
Making project.

Once the opportunity was available for expenditure
of sufficient resources to ascertain the utility of

this approach, it soon became apparent that this facility,

impressive as it was, had two major liabilities: it did
not afford a data analysis capability and its remote
location and administration led to logistics dilemmas

of considerable magnitude. This second drawback was
characteristic of all other-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-

38Wenk, 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 Criminology
and Penology, 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 correction 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 another agency.
If so, the results should be known before the same pro-
gram is implemented 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 guestions 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 are 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.?® 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 DECEMBER, 1965

Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number 201 142 218 946 283 404 1648 526 405 88 72 210

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.

¥ plabama, 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" rates of
different agencies cannot be compared meaningfully
unless relevant differences in offenders are considered.
If different types of offenders are releascd on parole--
some better "risks" than others—-~this must be taken into
gccount 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.

E3

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 percent 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-III

TYPE (OF OFFENSE AND FAV
ORABLE PAROLE PE RMA
BASED ON ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND Woggg PAggEED

Table IV-II
TYPE OF ADMISSION AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE

ST
T e B e

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 among agencies.
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g )
our cases were coded into nonexistent offense

categories.
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BASED ON ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED FROM 22 AGENCIES, JANUARY T
HRO
PROM 22 AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965 % ! UGH DECEMBER, 1965
B Parole P .
s Parole Performance ; Nambar ?ﬁﬁgﬁgﬁnce 5 8
¢ Number Number | Type Favorable |Unfavorable czrt .
Type Favorable |Unfavorable z . of (No Major (Major P n ¥
of (No Major (Major Percent H Offense Difficulty) |Difficulty) agir- :
Admission Difficulty) |Difficulty) Favorable|Total A y) | able |Total ]
| Homicide 539 §
New Court i Manslaughter 79 ig 90.89| 593 . .
Commitment | Armed Robbery 813 256 32.3% o :
Not £from %i gggizsgtggbbery 287 109 72.47 1332 s
Probation 4442 1522 74.48 5964 p Assault (
- i Forci 309 62 83.29| 3 |
Probation 3 orcible Rape 135 33 80. ’5 3
Revoked 688 306 69.21 994 | Statutory Rape 87 2% -36| 168 i
| Sex Offense 77.68| 112 g
Parole : Against @
violator I Juveniles 129 24 84
No New | Other Sex .31} 153
Commitment 304 298 50.49 602 ‘ Offense 50
With New | Prgstitution and 15 76.92 65
anderi
Commitment 340 215 61.26 555 E Bur 1a§rlng 8 3 72.73 11
i Thegt OZ Larcen 1576 796 66.4412372
TOTAL 5774 2341 71.15 | 8115 - Vehicle Theft 335 212 70.39] 716
}‘ Forgery and 162 57.48] 381
Chi-square = 184.97 df =3 P = <.001 L Checks "43
4 N ; Other Fraud 42 3{27 57.85| 752
§ Narcotics 80.00| 60
The association between various offender character= Violations 256 105 20
istics and parole performance prohibits any direct inter- Alcohol .91 361
agency comparison of violation rates. For example, more Violations 36 9 80..0
than 90 percent of those who were paroled after commit- All Other 267 135 66.40 45
ting willful homicide were successful on parole. On the .41 402
other hand, about two thirds of those who were paroled TOTAL 5770 2341 71
after imprisonment for burglary, and less than 60 per- ' .1418111%*
cent of those committed for vehicle theft and check Chi-square = 324.56 df = 17 = <.001




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 increases (Table IV-IV). The prior prison
experience of parolees varies considerably among parole

jurisdictions.

Table IV-IV

NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO ADULT CGRRECTIONAIL
INSTITUTIONS 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 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 omitted 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 results
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shown in Tables IV-VI and IV—VII‘ Par i

: 01 . ole performance i
S}gnlf}cantly related to both alcohol and grug 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.

Table IV-V

NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTENCES OTHER THAN PRISO
: N AND
FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE, BASED ON ONE YEAR
FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED BY 22 AGENCIES,
JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965

Number of Numbafaroleéizggfmance )
Prior Sen- Favorable |Unfavorable
tences Other (No Major (Major Percent

Than Prison Difficulty) Difficulty) [Favorable |Total
None 1605 370 8l.26 1975
One 1130 389 74.39 1519
Two 862 356 70.77 1218
Three ' 583 332 63.72 915
Four 4563 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

‘'DRUG USE AND FAVORABLY PAROLE PERFORMANCE, BASE%{ON
ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PAROLED B
22 AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, 1965

x

Parole Performance

Number Number

Favorable Unfavo;able 5 .

i No Major (Major ercen
“g;ﬁgrﬁsgf Défficulty) Difficulty) |Favorable|Total
Nogikggwn 5194 1986 72.34 7180
Any Use 580 355 62.03 935
TOTAL 5774 ‘ 2341 71.15 8115

Chi~square = 42,53 df =1 P = <.001

Table IV-VII

ALCOHOL USE AND FAVORABLE PAROLE PERFORMANCE, B%f%gZON
ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP OF MEN AND WOMEN PARQPED B
AGENCIES, JANUARY THROUGH DECEMBER, "1965

Parole Performance
Number Number

i le

story of Favorable Unfavo;ab
H:'EAlcoiol (No Major (Major Piercent L
Involvement" Difficulty) |Difficulty) |Favorable|Tota
Nogikggwn 1609 543 74.77 2152
Any Use 2168 969 69.11 3137

TOTAL 3777 1512 71.41 5289%

Chi-square = 19.90 df = 1 P = <.001

*The alcohol involvement item was addgd to Unifzrm
Parole Reports in July 1965. Thus, a'portlon oﬁ tha
Year's pa%ole cases had not been examined for the

necegsary information.

80

.
Y

Age of the offerder 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-VIIT,.

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

f Parole Performance
Number Number '
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 - 81 96 26 78.69 122
52 or over 232 37 86.24 269
Unkriown 9 2 81.82 11

TOTAL 5774 2341 71.15 8115

Chi-square = 46.84 gf = 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.® The results are
presented in Table IV-IX.

" See National Probation and Parole Institutes,
Uniform Parole Reports Project, "Age at Admission--An
Example," Newsletter, November, 1971. (Davis, calif.:
NCCD Research Center). '
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Table IV-IX
AGE AT ADMISSION IN SIX SELECTED STATE PAROLE AGENCIES
: 1969 MALE 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% 4% 5%

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

The conclusion drawn from the findings gf this
study was that, while some agepcies do not dl?fer
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 certain
important ways or their differences must pe cons%dered
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 othgr rgsearch
to be related to parole outcome. Yet, considering on}y
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.ln_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, "qu do the parole
violation rates of one agency compare with the rates of
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other agencies in the Nation?" is not the right ques-—
tion. It is entirely possible that an agency with a
high violation rate is more effective, in terms of
parole violations, than an agency with a lower viola-
tion rate. The rate must reflect, at least in part,
the qualities of the parolee population.

These results highlight two central ideas:

1. Analysis of an agericy's parole effectiveness
solely in terms of parole performance rates is meaning-
less-~as is any interagency comparison made on this
basis. Decisions about a parole agency's functioning
cannot be made until the characteristics of its parcleée
population are known. -

2. A thorough, ongoing, nationwide analysis of
the relationships of offender characteristics to parole
performance, carried out agency by agency, 1is entirely
possible and necessary. The knowledge gained from such
analyses would enable the identification of specific
items predictive of parole performance. Such predictive
information could aid parole boards in decision making
and parole practitioners in dealing with parolees.

The most significant conclusion to be derived from
these data is that any evaluation of parole performance,
or comparison among agencies, must take into aceount
both parolee and agency characteristics.

A concrete example from the data serves to
illustrate this point. If favorable parole performance
is defined 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 1l as having the lowest favorable performance
rate (43 percent) of the 22 agencies in the study. On
the basis of this limited 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 its parolees 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.
— T T o ool BB eelE Table IV-XI summarizes the relationships between
Glpdil mell pel mE meRBE RRdE RRdiE AER RRECE RRRNE fadiE offender attributes and parole outcomes for each agency.
- gﬁg AR AREE safh R ERMEL §:§g~¥3nami%§=ﬁi*vgﬁé Here, the data are analyzed in terms of the two major
gl e e ERn e [l GgEs BeRe F e g§= %ﬂ' categories of parole performance--favorable versus un-
: (R A i 2l hEg A g B W favorable, defined as continued on parole at the end of
§ " : 8 ) - 1 one year versus returned to prison within the same
IS o T o, T eE N ‘ ' period. The statistical significance of each relation-
v peopy W 2" & . o ~ ship (as determined by a Chi-square test) is indicated
£l .. - e R us £2 - in the row labeled "x“." A blank space in the row .
RE = N ! " . [ . e . indicates no relationship between that particular
% o w i 2° PO ~ . ; characteristic and parole performance. A significant
2 L o3 o5 5 G e® e - relationship is shown by a single asterisk; a double
) - . - N RV .. a8 ’ asterisk indicates a highly significant relationship.
g B T b 2" & - - g Numerical values f5r these Chi~squares and for Phi
5 . . N . - - ¥ - vF e | %R Correlation Coefficients (indicators of the degree of
3 - N ° " ) 5 R gr relationship) are given in Tables IV=XII and IV-XIII.
Bl - R eF r3 v £* PR - & T OES
ol i} . wm i 52 e " 28 - =g If the data for agencies 11 and 13 are examined,
R R . - ° - i " o 22? Table IV~XI indicates that several meaningful compar-
& .o rl w¥ 58 me v 5° . 22 U, isons can be made. Parole performance is related to
w ” N ) . - . 27 5 | B» O type of offense for each agency (significant relation-
° b & S = ;: " %%?. ships), with person offenders more often found in the
B o i A b °. . ;gé favorable performance category.
2 pu 2B o #= b Rl o ¥ Co g8
i - = ° . °. Ce L e 28 - | 2% Although person offenders from both agencies per-
£ A W & 27 DO - - ES form better on parole than do property offenders,
d " o B o o =8 = 8- Agency 1l paroled a significantly smaller percentage of
) - - ° " ) N S T person offenders (29 percent) than did Agency 13 (48
B o ¥ e & & . 2 percent). This difference of 19 percentage points is
g N - - s & . e & statistically significant beyond the .05 level of con-
= - R . . X - 3k 5 fidence, as is a difference greater than 12 between any
B A 2 2" & & ~ two comparable percentages in Table IV-XI. Thus, in
. s e e g% oo &= = terms of one parolee characteristic, type of offense, it
N > ” . . . - iz might be said that the Agency 11 parolee population was
8 wa o pE 38 b &7 SO - = "worse" than that of Agency 13, since it was made up of
» . " ot - gt L 22 s a greater percentage of offenders who could be antici-
Tlen & 2 @ i’ ° . " o8 pated as parole failures, based upon the offenses they
g pe B8 PR A G A A T committed. The reasons for this might be (1) hesitancy
= B P o DO b “ y on the part of the Agency 1l parole board to release
I SN . PR "dangerous" offenders into the community; (2) scarcity ;
el . s LB o B LB 58 wE 8 o8 g8 HhE of person offenders eligible for parole due to state
I FR s i & . - voo- - i laws governing their sentences; (3) relatively low ]
frequency with which these offenses are committed in 1
that jurisdiction; or a combination of these reasons I
might be found. Whatever the reasons, in 1965 Agency 11 ;
!
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All Chi-squares listed are s

LEGEND:
relationship.

agency is significant at the

FPP = Favorable Parole Performance;. PP
Asterisks indicate signific

= Parole Performance; X° =
ance levels.

.05 level or better.

No asterisks indicate non-significance.

Median age =

2

**Indicates significance beyon
25 years.

Chi-square, a statistical test of
*The Chi-square value for the individual

d the .001. level.
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Table IV-XI
SUMMARY CHART OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES AND PAROLE OUTCOMES
All
Agencies Agencies
i 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Combined
Type of Admission
Percent New commitment 93 77 87 82 89 72 88 74 74 97 97 100 93 88 89 99 90 - 97 79 99 60 93 86
New Commitment, Pexcent FPP 66 52 64 73 79 79 72 72 63 64 41 72 86 84 82 80 72 65 59 66 87 77 74
Parole Violator, Percent FPP | 53.19 48 58 57 65 48 50 49 67 100 100 79 65 43 100 57 100 S0 0 66 83 55
xuu Admission vs. PP *k k%  k  k kk kk ok * kK ** **
Prior Prison Sentences
Percent None 50 87 73 59 35 62 65 54 55 73 72 69 73 79 81 72 77 78 62 60 90 71 66
None, Percent FPP 78 46 65 76 B3 82 71 73 71 64 42 74 88 82 82 82 73 67 68 74 79 77 15
One or More, Percent FPP 51 37 54 62 72 65 65 58 45 63 45 68 80 78 60 58 63 59 40 54 71 78 63
X»u Prior Prison vs. PP *k wk Kk Kk ok kk k% * xk  k *x ok *k
offense
Percent Persons 44 23 42 34 43°26 45 25 29 16 29 41 48 .70 47 42 35 25 21 16 24:21 34
Persons, Percent FPP 76 50 71 81 79 83 76 78 68 79 71 81 90 85 93 84 80 87 73 89 81 94 80
Property, Percent FPP 56 42 55 64 74 73 63 63 55 61 31 66 82 73 64 77 65 59 53 61 78 73 63
XNu Ohmmﬁmm vS. PP * * kX * hk *k * ® * Kk *k * * * *: = **
Sentences Other Than Prison
Percent None 20 27 13 15 39 19 17 2011 19 35 25 24 43 36 7530 3113 18 6 25 24
None, Percent FPP 80 47 90 82 82 B3 84 79 75 82 36 88 88 89 85 81 69 77 84 75 90 S0 81
One or More, Percent FPP 61 43 58 68 73 73 66 64 57 59 47 67 86 76 74 75 72 61 53 64 78 .73 69
x?: Other Sentence vs. PP * Kk kK Ak ok ok * * % * kx * *x
Alcohol
Percent No Use 45 40 73 36 32 47 32 43 44 27 29 76 36 34 35 67 60 27 39 46 50 45 41
No Use, Percent FPP 64 44 62 65 85 76 73 71 65 85 73 68 87 93 81 85 72 70 80 75 79 81 75
Use, Percent FPP 55 49 67 72 72 69 67 65 54 57 48 63 36 75 75 77 74 64 55 57 79 75 69
x?: Alcohol vs. PP * * * * ok **
Drug
Percent Nc Use 86 85 81 77 90 93 84 89 99 97 87 90 99 97 98 99 99 86 86 96 68 94 88
No Use, Percent FPP 67 45 65 74 78.76 71 67 59 66 41 76 86 82 77 80 71 69 56 &5 76 79 12
Use, Percent FPP 50 41 48 59 64 67 60 65 83 0 100 41 86 60100 75 50 50 61 75 84 60 62
x?: Drug vs. PP * k* *k * * % *k
Age
Percent Above Median Age 64 42 45 30 55 57 57 49 67 44 35 46 53 63 41 50 45 45 42 69 14 56 49
Above Median Age Percent FPP | 71 50 53 70 76 70 72 66 59 77 56 78 86 81 87 82 73 77 52 66 74 87 73
Under Median Age Percent FPP | 53 40 64 70 76 82 66 67 61 53 36 69 86 83 71 78 69 57 61 62 79 66 70
x?: Age vs. PP * « % * - * * * *x
TOTAL PERCENT FPP 65 44 62 70 76 75 69 67 59 64 43 72 86 81 78 80 71 66 57 66 79 78 71
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parglg agents supervised a greater proportion of
Yecidivism-prone parolees than did agents in Agency 13.

In neither of the two agencies were significant
relationships foungd between parole performance and any
of the other parolee Characteristics studied. 1In 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 15, )
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 +o
parole performance within each agency (indicated by
asterisks). Since the parolee populations of the two
agencies differed significantly, and in the same 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 established,
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," 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 pair of states located geographically
close together with diffsarent overall violation rates,

v

* Gottfredson, D. M., M. G. Neithercutt, and E. A.
Wenk, Parole 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 with
extremely different violation rates, and 2 third pair
qcagraphically separated with similaxr parole violation
rates and very different institutional and parole pro-
grams. The results from one part of this study are
especially relevant here.

The comparison of "Western State" and "Southern
gtate" was thought to be of interest because these
gtates had similax success rates despite marked differ-
ences in institutional and parole programs in the two
jurisdictions. Tn Western State considerable effort
has been expended over several decades to develop
sophisticated rehabilitation programs, poth during
confinement and under community supervision, while in
gouthern State the program consists prineipally of
custodial care, in dormitory housing, with extremely
limited staff. agricultural work is the predominant
oceupation for institutional residents in Southern
Gtate, while Western State employs a wide variety of
profeSsianal treatment techniques such as group psycho-
therapy, counseling, and vocational training, following
an intensive diagnostic and classification program.
pespite this di.stinctly different emphasis on rehabil-
itative programming, the "success" rate for the Western
state sample of 1,184 males was 66 percent; while in
Southern State this rate was  slightly higher (69 per-
cent) . Thus, using this particular approach the
rasults 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 before. A regression equation taking this form

evolvet:

parole performance (predicted) =
7564 + (—.07066) {type of admis-
sion) + (=.10595) (prior prison)

+ (~.03709) (prior other sentence)
4 (~.4023) (drug use) *+ (-.08574)
(2lcohol use) + (.00246) (age)

The regrewsion summary is presented in Table IV-XIV,

along with a swwmary of the analysis of variance. The
multiple correlation coefficient obtained was .208. As
ghown in Table IVv-XV, the correlaticns of expected and
actual values were ,193 for Western State and .248 for

gouthern State. The test for differences between
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rrelation ccefficients indicated that they could b
> e

considered as "not di
DT iffe n
the critical ratio was l?ggg? The observed value of

Table IV-XIV
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS:

AND SOUTHERN STATES WESTERN
Independent Partial | Sum of | Proportion
\epender Correla-|Squares|{of Varia
Mean tion Added Addednce
Type of Admission
: : .320| -.067
T . 7.
Piigi grlson .455( ~-.114 5 gig o
Prior Other Sentence .874| -.051 | 4.348 008
Drug Use .247| -.034 .682 '88§
hoe .409] ~-.086 3.186 .006
27.954| .046 | 1.067 .002

Mean Pa
role Performance = .677 (68 percent "success")

Multiple Correlatio i
ol 23 n Coefficient:
Coefficient of Determination: gz .gggg

A . ) I3
nalysis of Variance for the Multiple Regression

F = 17.906, fo i ;
P < .00l : Sl§ and 2364 degrees of freedom

- Table IV~XV

CORRELATION OF EXPE RMA
- CTED AND ACTUAL PARO

LE P )
VALUES IN WESTERN AND SOUTHERN STAngFO NEE

) Fisher!'
State . Corre;atlon r to zs
umber Coefficient ‘Transformation
Western 1184 .193
Southern 1187 248 .igs
L ] [ ] 3

IV_Xv':]l::‘he ;g;ﬁiziivof civariance is summarized in Table
. [V-1 shows the original
rates and the adjusted rates. Thegsituagigglissgggess
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revergaed: Western State's success rate, corrected for
"kinds of offenders," is markedly higher than that of
Southern State. Western's success rate has gone from
66 to an adjusted value of 74 percent, while Southern
State's has decreased from 69 to 61 percent. It is
suggested that the differences in adjusted success
rates must be due to the differences in treatment

afforded offenders and parolees in the two jurisdic-
tions, to other unknown selection factors, or +to other

unknown determinants.
Table IV~XVI

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE IN PAROLE OUTCOMES:
AND SOUTHERN STATES

WESTERN

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

Source |Freedom|Sguares|Covariates| Squares |Freedom|Square

Between
Agencies 1 .58 1 =-4.26% 4.84 1 |4.84
Brror

26.80 491.15 2363 .2079

(Within) | 2369 | 517.95

2370 518.53 22.54 495.99 2364

Total -
| Tahle of Means
Adjusted
Actual Adjusted Standard
Agency Mean Mean Exrror
Western L6613 7425 .0165
Southern .6925 L6115 .0165
Testing Adjusted Means
Mean sguare = 4.,8355
F = 23.264 for one and 2363 degrees of freedom
P < .00

- *The negative sign -indicates that the adjustment for
the covariants increases the between groups sum of

SQUAres.
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Actual Adjust
100 Rate %ateed

75

Percent s5¢

Success
25 Legend:
T Western State

Tm==-—- Southern State

O-m-__~__~_____*______~*_h*~
Figure IV-1

Actui} and Adjusted Parole Success Rates
Oor Western and Southern States

' Conclusions. The or i 7
o : groundwork conti i
tigﬂmg;n;?gfgl gomparatlve studies and ?Sgstgz Zsa%ald
effectivenezsse grograms, ?he assessment of prograﬁa*
e parol’ and the Sophisticated approach‘ﬁo: redi
imony OF par egcgerformance. In view of the complgxit%c-
of mul syl 83 of these objgctives, adaptive methodles
relabioivas ana1y51s_(taklng into account the i :
1PS suggested in these reports) are ne:dggter—

and hopefull mor \ :
performance.y TOTe accurate, predictions of parole

. -

ful at this point
: to summarize so ;
warranted from the data presentedme general conclusions

national parole statisticsg.
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i 1, suffi-
3. The data collected are, 1n generadl, St :
e¢iently reliable to permit acceptance of quantitative

conclusions.

i iabili found for a few
3. fThe relatively low reliability fc
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 instructlve

i ; istics are taken into
f parolee and agency characterils
;ccgunt. Failure to do so allows success rates to be

seriously misleading.

5. Parolees in general (dis;eg§rding the paroling
agency) display several cha;acterlstlcg tha;iarz e
related to parole success (if success 18 define S n
non-return to prison). The relationships betwiez sach
characteristic and parole performance may bg i g in
quantitative terms. These statements are liste
paragraphs Six through twelve below.

6. TIndividuals 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 to succeed than are pe;sons‘re—paroled after
return to prison for parole violation.

8. DPersons with no prison sentences priordto the
current incarceration are more likely to succeed oOn

parole than are those previously imprisoned.

ith i ther than
. Parolees with no prior sentences © _
prisoi arecmore 1ikely to succeed than are those with

other prior sentences.

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

such a history.

i i f alcohol abuse are
11. Those with no history o :
more likely to succeed On parole than are those with

such a history.

12. The older the parolee, the greater the likeli-
hood of his success on parole.

84
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Exploratory Classification Studies

Three approaches to more useful assessments of
parcle performance are suggested by the differences
discussed 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. Second, prediction methods may be used to
correct statistically for differences in paroclee groups
compared. Third, through the identification of similar-
ities and differences among parole systems, agencies
rather than parolees might be classified.

Exploratory studies using each of these approaches,
based on data similar to those described above but °
limited to 18 parole systems participating at the time
the studies were undertaken, initiated this line of
inquiry.* The first study sought to develop a useful
method - for classifying parolees; the second provided a
means of parolee classification aimed specifically at
parole prediction; the third explored a method for
measuring differences among parole agencies. These
studies involved the application of three different.
but closely related, statistical methods to the same
set of data on parolees released January through June,
1965. The first . .is called "association analysis"; the
second, "regression analysis"; and the third, "canon-
ical analysis." Here the studies will be referred to

as the "Parolee Classification Study," the "Base Expect-—

ancy Study," and the "Parole Agency Map."

Parolee Classification Study. The objective of
the classification study 1s to define subgroups of
parolees in such a way that the persons within subgroups
are relatively alike, while the subgroups themselves are
quite different from one another. That is, relatively
homogeneous subgroups are sought within the hetero-
geneous parolee population. This method differs from
prediction methods (although it has been used in parole
prediction studies), since the measure of parole perform-
ance is not used in the analysis. Only information
known before parole is studied.

For the classification study, 3,386 persons were

L2

"2 ynlike 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 . All

parolees had two and a third prior sentences other than i Parolees
Prison. ;

Percent
Favorable

—— o

They had been paroled after an average prison stay-- i Person
in these 18 jurisdictions~-of 28 months. Thirty-three ; J —Bt Offenders 82
months was the average time from the effective date of i [
sentence to the date of parole. There was a large 1
variation in time served and, since some prisoners i
served a much greater time than the average, the :
distributions were markedly skewed. i

B g

Yes

Seventy-six percent were new court commitments, 11 i \
percent were Fe-pagoled.parole v1olat9rs, gnd 13 percent . Property
had been received in prison as probation violators. L Offense?

Sex,
Narcotics
and Other 80
Offenders

Offense
Against

43

Nine percent had histories of narcotics abuse;
5 percent were described as having alcohol involvement
in the commitment offense.

The majority (57 percent) were property offenders.
More than one fourth (27 percent) were offenders against
persons (other than sex offenders), 8ix percent were Parole
Violator Property 1

L sex offenders, 4 percent were narcotics law violators, f; Re-parol : !
3 and 6 percent had been convicted for some other offense. ; 5 Offenders 74 .

L In classifying these parolees into useful, more s Yes - :

L homogeneous subgroups, the procedures of association . . ;

analysis provide one answer.™ This is illustrated in
Figure IV-2, which depicts the results of the first

Property

® Note that the prevalence of coded narcotics his- i '§£g233§2‘ 63
tories in Uniform Parole Reports cohorts has increased o
steadily over the years. For example, in the 1971 .
A cohort the percentage for males was 24; for females this -
. percentage was 42. Nationsgl Probation and Parole Insti- - * _
Eutes, Ugiform Parole Reports Project, "You Asked for § , Fxcludes sex offenses against persons
It~-1971 Parolees and Trend Analysis," Newsletter, D ' o ,
November, 1973. (Davis, Calif.: NCCD Research Center), = TR i

Table V. P .
v e Figure IV-2

" For a description of the procedures followed, see s Classification’ .
Gottfredson, D. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., and L. Lane, ’ (fﬁf l%? of Parolees into Four Subgroups
Assoetiation Analysis in a Prison Sample and Prediction and Parole Performance in Test Sample
of Parole Performance (Vacaville, Calif.,: Institute
for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, November, 1963).
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three subdivisions of the analysis. All parolees are
first divided into two groups--property offenders and
non-property offenders. The non-property offenders are
divided according to whether or not they were offenders
against persons. The property offenders are divided
according to whether or not they were parole violators
re-paroled. This gives four groups with favorable
parole outgomes in the test sample, ranging from 63
percent to 82 percent. These results, for both samples,

are shown in Table IV-XVII."®

Table IV-XVII
FOUR PAROLEE SUBGROUPS AND PAROLE PERFORMANCE

Study 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

TOTAL 1658 73 1728 75

Base Expectancy Study. The second approach, the
base expectancy study, is designed to elicit a score
for each person which will provide a measure of the
probability of favorable parole outcome.

The recipe for making a base expectancy prediction
method is straightforward:"®

" por a more recent analysis of a substantially
larger group, see Fildes, R. and D. M. Gottfredson,
"Cluster Analysis in a Parolee Sample," Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency, 9:2-11, 1972.

" See Gottfredson, op. eit. supra note 11 and
Gottfredson and Beverly, op. eit. supra note 10.
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1. Take a Yepresentativ ‘

2 e sample for st .
(The sample used here may not be vy
represen?ative of all parolees of the
18 agencies, since not all included
%00 pi?cggt of their parolees. This
S a limitation on generalizi £
the results.) J “ing from

2. Define "favorable" and "unfavorable"
parole performance for the purpose of
the study. (Here, the Ccriterion
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 erform
criterion. P anee

5. Mix well, with a little al
' - gebra and a
lot of arithmetic, preferably with the
help of a computer. (The statistical

method used here was multip] i
regression.) ple linear

6. Boil down the set of it imi i
s , ems, eliminating
those which overlap and teﬁd :
the same thing. Fo measure

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

8. Proof of the pudding is in th ici
of the method when gt is testgdegilgiﬁgiy
samples. Since the purpose is prediction
1t is not enough to study one sample; we '
can have confidence in the method oniy if
1t works on new samples of parolees.

Application of this method to th
. this e study sampl
gesu}ted in the prediction method shown in gigurg ?V-B
hc?mmltment for property offenses, prior sentences, and
istory of drug use are unfavorable prognostic siéns-
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BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE CALCULATION
ADD
i burglary
6 if property offense ( ‘
' " theft, vehicle +heft, forgery,
or other fraud)
' i ison
times the number of prior pril
2 commitments (count 9 or more as 9)
i tences
times the number of prior sen
+ other than prison (count 9 or more
as 9) —
7 if any history of drug use
TOTAL [:]
SUBTRACT
114
above sum from 114:
BASE EXPECTANCY SCORE =; ‘

Figure IV-3

calculation of Base Expectancy Scores

these indices are weighted in the calculation of the

prediction score.

The resulting scores, cglculate@ for each Eirszﬁ_ln
the study sample, are shown in rﬁlat;on thg:iiancg
i - . Higher base
mance in Table IV XV;II . : 3
gggres 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 | 32.74
Difference Between Means = 16.13

p < .0l

Biserial Correlation Coefficient = 0.38
Point Biserial Correlation Coefficient = (0.23

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

test sample. The results are shown in Table IV-XIX and
in Figure IV-4. Again, the proportions of parolees
with favorable outcomes decrease with decreasing base
expectancy scores, and it may be concluded that the
method has low, but ‘significant, wvalidity.

With further wvalidation, this measure (or a similar
one) could be gquite useful as a means for statistical
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Table IV-XIX

BASE EXPECTANCY SCORES AND PAROLE PERFORMANCE
IN THE TEST SAMPLE¥*

Number Percent | Total
Score Favorable|Unfavorable|Favorable|Number
107 - 114 158 19 89 177
90 -~ 106 282 68 81 350
57 - 89 399 160 71 559
40 -~ 56 86 66 57 152
7 - 39 132 85 61 217
< b 32 32 50 64
;QTAL 1089 . 430 72 1519

Favorable|Unfavorable Total

Mean 76.24 59.54 71.51
i .48

Standard Deviation 31.97 34,25 33
Difference Between Means = 16,70
p < .01
Biserial Correlation Coefficient = 0,35
Point Biserial Correlation Coefficient = 0.22

ivi i fore twelve months
*Parolees receiving discharge be
of active supervision (N = 209) have been excluded.

contrel of the known relevant QifferenCe§ amongoiggnﬁées
in parolee populations. That is, compar};;ns ct

made of the pexrformance of payolges in dt tﬁreﬁisk
agencies, with appropriate adjustment for e
clasgifications 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 Performance

Figure IV-4

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

These and simiiar methods" bring us closer to
obtaining the kinds of information needed for meaningful
comparisons among parole systems, but they still have
many shortcomings. Much relevant information is absent
from the analyses. Differences among parolees which are
not now identified by the Uniform Parole Reports
information system are unknown. Differences among
agencies in laws governing sentencing and parole are
ignored. Differences among agencies in parole super-

vision 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., v
M. Koval, and M. G. Neithercutt, "Relationship of Time
Served to Parole Outcome for Different Classifications
of Burglars Based on Males Paroled in Fifty Jurisdic-
tions in 1968 and 1969," Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency, 9:99-116, 1972.
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Only four items (which, from the studies described
relevant differences in offenders f will be Yecognized as important) were included for '
attributed to the known nces should bhe investigated study. These were (for each agency) the pProportions of
paroled, then these difference barolees who were (1)
further.

Ie-paroled parole violators, (2)
property offenders, (3)

C ' recidivists (i.e., persons with
Prior prison commitments),

and (4) persons with a
history of drug use.

‘ iati in legal con-
ocause of the complex variations in i .
Btraiﬁzg?uggrole philosophy, andbsuperv;izgnbzééiznzséﬁes,
16 ' d igati will be requi
considerable investigation wi :
gzggaren;es can be meaningfully interpreted.

parole populations according to these items.

; re they due to any .

If differences are found, a finition of parole Proportions of Property

particular component of zgzpiéqd:riedifferences found in offenders ranged from half to nearly 100 percent. _ |

performance used? For’itions or only in "technical | Recidivism yanged from 11 percent to 58 percent . The : ;
new major offense convi a to differ- ; wid .

; ter, are these due : : . g .
violations"? If the latter, e board or in the Y 18 to analyze this variation in
anesiin 9%1;Z§g§2gpgf ;22 g?;?irences in outcomes found ts main components. §
behavior of ¢ g7 s or onlv for b
uni formly fmrballuggggrgzpihzflgiﬁz;?egould thig be due . It Yas found that three important dimengions account
particular subgroups: dures for dealing with parti- Or near g agencies. The
to any specialized proce

¥ a drug use dimension; the
cular subgroups?

Reported 5
agencies from none to :

second, a proggrty offense d%mens@on; and the third a

} , ach, referred to Prior prison limension--all four ltems are necessary, ;

Parole Agency Map. Tge.théggiagzgoto'identify however, for identification of each dimension. Using i
as the "Parole Agency M?Pé is g ‘ the equation for defining each of t&fse dimensions, the '
differences among agencies. "Parole Agency Map" may be plotted.

the
: . ited States, of course, shows ;
The map of the Unite

A a-
relationship of each state to every othﬁy sg:te,biggéu
inq diﬁtances among states. _Howgver, t lshavg'little

on geography with distances in miles, may

Such a tentative map is illustrated

in Figure IV-5,
A two-dimensional

map 1s not sufficient, so different

sed to suggest the third dimension. I
- ; le Although the equations were based on the study of 18 :
‘ Cgimi ities and differences in paro L ‘
relationship to similari agencies,
practice.

6 agencies for
Whiah parole agencies cluster together on parole

issues? How far are the various agencies from one

49 ; .
) The three canonical vectors may h itt :
? “Canonical analysis" can provide a statistical columns : ? ¥ 9e written as
3gg§g§xén stggvguestions. In order to gxg;gieréﬁiegse ' Z) | Z3 Zq
Y v ini similarities an iife :
vt wayléfae2§2;2;ngthis method was applied to the ég Narcotics Use 2.0944  -1.1625 -1,3313
among parole :gt}e saﬁe data as the classification study Property Offense .5864 1.4879 .2775
aq@nﬁies usé?gti;n study. This time, the agencies, Prior Prison .0025  -1.0092 1.6219
an%ktﬁﬂtggi tﬁé parbleeé, were to be measured and : Parole Violators -1.8473 - .8051 -1.0280
rather than : , » ‘ , :
classified." : I.e., 2, = 2.0944 (the proportion of paroled offenders - L
with a history of narcotics use) + .5864 (the Proportion oo
. £ mm3i + .002 .
' 4 d by Dr. Richard Porebski, ?thgar;éegitggﬁmgztegrggze: sﬁgpgggy offensg) roon
“* This analysis was §0§§i§§§ B‘ynaliard, 3r.;: their | prop p
University of Ottawa, and ‘ )

sentence) - 1.8473 (the proportion of parolees who were
Llaboration was appreciated. : re-paroled). The coefficients in
colla a -

equations for Z, and
Z3 are given in the other columns.
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Figure IV-5

Parole Agency Map Based on Similarities.anq Differences
in Selected Parolee Characteristics
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which data were available; theféfore, the results should
be considered only illustrative of the approach. Ry way

of example, it appears that, in terms of the parolee
characteristics considered:

l. 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 reporting systems) 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 information about parolees and their
performance on parole 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 houses, parolee employment, or any other programs

presenting a specialized need for evaluation. The best

design would be experimental, with "special treatment"
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 for the particular jurisdiction) as a means of
controlling statistically for differences among groups.
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Chapter V
THE FUTURE OF UNIFORM 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.3® The ne&d for
a national criminal statistics program and, within
that, a national correctional 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 gcals, 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 correctional 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.?!

50gellin, T. Testimony Before the Subcommittee on
Census and Statisties of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, House of Representatives, 90th
Congress,’ Second 'Seésion’ (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, Serial Number 90-38, March-May 1968)

5lgee 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. 7o assess enforcement patterns and to help
. assess the consequences of alternative actions in
attempts to control behavior defined as criminal;

o 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 decisions, indicating probable and actual
decision consequences, and supplying the feedback
necessary for intelligent decision making;

c. By facilitating assessment 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 populatlon 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
quebtlons directly addressed by avallable infor-
mation.

A.comprehensmve overview of the problems in
developing national criminal justice statistics, includ-

110

Hore

~

ing a discussion of the correctional statistics component
of a proposed larger program, is offered by Lejins.

¥le points out that there are no national probation sta-
tistics in this country, that the National Prisoner Sta-
tistics program needs improvement, and that there are
presently no national parole statistics in the United
States®3 (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 of
horses that are used for drayage and farmwork", we did
not "know how many prisoners there are or how many ]alls
there are in the United States...."5% Our knowledge in
those areas has improved, but not untll this year has
Uniform Parole Reports been in a p051t10n 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 parocle e.gencies.56

2lL,ejins, P. P., "National Crime Data Reporting
Sygtem- Proposal for a Model," in U.S. President's Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of -7
Justice, Task Force Report: Crime and Its Impact--An
Assessment (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1967), pp. 178-206. -

531bid., pp. 195-197.

*“Testimony Before the Subaomm%ttee on' Census and
Statistics, op. eit. supra note 50, p. 84.

SSNational Probation and Parole Institutes, Uni form
Parole Reports, "Number on Parole--~1974" (Davis, Calif.:
NCCD Research Center, January 1975).

56‘I‘o remedy this state of affairs, a series of ﬂur—
rent programs by the Governments Division of the Buxeau
of the Census is 1ﬁ5progress, including development of
a criminal justice directory. See Newsletter--Criminal
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 statistical 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®7 and by Mandel.’® 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 study of the feasibility
of a similar program in probation.>® 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.®’
The findings of the study were summarized as follows:

5’Lejins, op. cit. supra note 52,

S®Mandel, N. G., Can Uniform Parole Reports be a
Nuoleus for Expanded Correctional Data Systems? Paper
presented at the American Congress of Corrections, Miami,
Fla., August 21, 1967.

"%enezia and Cohn, op. eit. supra note 1l4.

5'New York: Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, Bronx,
Brooklyn Fifth Judicial District; Pennsylvania:
Philadelphia, Allegheny; California: San Mateo, San
Joaquin, Monterey, Santa Clara-Adult, Sacramento, Merced,
Santa Clara-Juvenile; District of Columbia; Virginia;
North Carolina; Georgia; South Carolina; Alabama;
Louisiana; Alaska.

112

-~

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-
took the development of a comprehensive prototype pro-
bation information svstem, based on the Uniform Parole
Reports' assumption that this is best done in conjunc-
tion with likely participants.®! The prototype was well
received by reviewers 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.

6lyenezia, Neithercutt, and Sweet, op. cit. 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.®?

The development of the National Prisoner Statistics
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,®37%° and the
Bureau of the Census, under contract with the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration's National Criminal
Justice Information and Statistics Service, faces the
task of re-modifying it.

6§2y.5. Bureau of Prisons, National Prisoner Statis-
tice: Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions for
Adult Felons (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Print~
ing Office, Annual).

631ejins, op. eit. supra note 52.

6415 5. Bureau of Prisons, National Prisoner Statis-
tics Survey Report (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1964).

6§ Spoleschal, E., "Criminal Statistics," Information
Review on Crime and Delinquency, 1(8): 1-28, 1969.

66cochrane, N. N. "Discussion of National Prisoner

Statistics for 1965," dmerican Journal 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
institutions and another state 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.®’

Since it is unlikely that all states will adopt uniform
sentencing and commitment practices and comparable types
of institutions (which would be a partial remedy), Lejins
argues for development of national jail and short-term
institution statistics so that case #uta 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 Bulletin, which found
that it is not valid as a measuring device for comparing
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 14~ through 1l7-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.®®

®7’Lejins, op. eit. supra note 52, p. 197.

$8poleschal, op. cit. supra note 65, pp. 14,15.
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It is also the case that the information elements For example, at the No : .
included in the National Prisoner Statistics program Okla., with pgroiing authngi?EZT igzznizﬁzgigrén §25222éh—
have lacked precise definition. In view of the widely ers, treatment specialists, and project staff paéticipat—
divergent meanings assigned to the terms across the ing (40 persons representing 29 data contributing agen-
United States, this would appear to be a major limita=~ : cies nationwide), the following recommendations were made :
tion of the program, especially since the reliability of :
the various items of information collected is not known. 1. The parole follow-up period should be extended

: to two years and th : i i i

Since the items included in the National Prisoner the oneyyear followfﬁp%o three years without disrupting
Statistics program parallel those of the Uniform Parole
Reports system and since the Uniform Parole Reports' ' 2. Additional data o :
definitions have been found reasonably acceptable, work- when feasible. This couldnmgiieggziiigigutg 2§ch§iig;8d
able, and reliable when applied to a large number of or pilot studies in a few agencies. Examples o% specific
jurisdictions, it is suggested that consideration be needs:
given, in the further development of the National Pri- ‘
soner Statistics program, to the adoption of Uniform a. More life history information; ’
Parole Reports' definitions at least as a functional !

Q core. _ 1bé' More pre-parole program information,
. including insti i i

If the above suggestion were adopted and found-- ~ plans; 9 tutional behavior and parole
for example, on the basis of a small pilot study--to
be feasible, a major modification of the Uniform Parole c. Codes to indicate sentence data.and
Reports program might be needed. That is, if the : time before minimum parole eligibility and
National Prisoner Statistics and Uniform Parole Reports more detailed offense codes in a few states:
programs were combined into one system, all the informa- !
tion necessary to the present Uniform Parole Reports . d. More detailed parole outcome criteria
program except that regarding parole outcomes could be : *
included in the system before the offender is paroled. 3. OSpectal studies of specific groups were proposed

. . . ‘ including, for example:
To the extent that additional information concerning

of fenders, institutions, and treatment programs is a. Absconders;
included in the national correctional statistics program, .
the effects of institutional program on parole outcome b. Alcohol abusers;
can be assessed. Program staff currently are working
on such issues with the Offender Based State Correctional : c. Drug abusers;
Information System project funded by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration. d. Assaultive offenders;
Developmental Possibilities e. Subjects of specific correctional
. approaches

Aside from the issue of the relationship of Uniform
Parole Reports to a more general national correctional ' Again, such studies might best involve concentrated data
statistics system, the Uniform Parole Reports program collection in a few states,
lends itself to further development and  improvement. - .
In line with the general program strategy of defining ‘ | 4. Time-served data (distributed for discussion at
priorities according to the concerns of the users of the seminar) should,be Presented for offense groups with-
the information, tne issue of next steps to be taken in , out rank ordering of states according to average time
the program typically is discussed in detail at the user » served. Data for offenses with fewer than 15 persons
seminars. : '
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i ey st : id distor-=
sarcled in a ecategory should be‘deleted‘to avoid
iiﬁé; and samples should be indicated where fewer than
100 percent of parolees have been included.

5, nll agencies should be encouraged to contribute
dota for 140 percent of parcleee, if possible.

6. 4 ctudy of effects of gampling, in various pro-
portions, should be completed.

7. Pime-served data, like parole outcome‘datg,
should be published only with a warning. Caution ii .
required because state-by-state comparisons may we e
migleading in the absence of knowledge of differing
legal structures and sentencing and paroling policies.

§. For sound interpretation of results genergted
by the project, more information i8 needed concerning:

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

Iy, Variations in the use of "technical
violation" and prison return;

c. Cost-effectiveness of paroling
decisions;

d. Legal constraints on parole
eligiblility.
9. Studies in progress should be continued,
including:

a. Classification and prediction studies;

1. Assessment of similariyies and qif—
forences among parole systems in the United
States;

¢. Relationship of time sexved to parole
outeome, for various categories of offenders;

d. Use of "on~line" computer technology
pexmitting rapid retrieval of information
storpd (as demeonstrated with UPR data at the
1969 National Institute on Crime and Delin-
guency and Amexrican Congress of Correction
meatings) s

L18
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e. The "standard" feedback reporting
established this year (see the UPR Newsletter,
August 1969) .

10. Many other specific proposals were made concern-
ing both analyses from existing data and future develop-
ment of the program. An example of the latter, n pos -
sible with the present system, is the study of resuits
of release alternatives such as parole, discharge, and
conditional release.

11l. Project staff encouraged parole systems to
make special requests for analyses needed for their
own agency purposes.

These discussions were highly productive in point-
ing up new directions for the program with increased
usefulness to the parole field. Work commenced imme-
diately to implement, as far as possible, the proposals
made and all have received attention. (Items 1-4, 7, 9
have been accomplished.) Some required revisions in
the data collection program (especially the longer follow-
up study) and others necessitated the help of collaborat-
ing agencies (items 2 and 5), which was forthcoming.

Some mandated special studies within agencies willing to
extend their contribution by providing additional data
(items 2 and 4).%° A few were beyond the scope of the
present project but pointed to areas needing future
parole research (e.g., item 10). The Parole Decision-
Making project took a significant step in that direction
by comparing results of release alternatives in a major
United States parole agency. ’

The November 1973 seminar was attended by 68 per-

sons from 49 adult parole agencies (plus consultants

and program staff members). Participants called for
help in assessing the effects of changing plea bargain-
ing practices on parole (and general correctional) popu-
lations. This request was more difficult than the sug-
gestion of seminar participants the preceding year that
ethnic group become a reported variable. The latter
was accomplished in 2pril 1973, while project staff
still struggle with the former.

A realistic plan for a national correctional

6%See Appendix E.
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statiotics program will confront many issues. A partial
list, puggestive of the nature and variety of these,
includec the following:

1. Can the program, based on voluntary reporting, g
be developed with sufficient involvement and commitment ;
of potential users to ensure its success and continua-
tion? Can steps be taken now toward developing this
eommitment and the ultimate acceptance of the reporting
aystem?

2. 'To what extent is 100 percent reporting needed
and how largely should the program be based upon sampling? ,
What are the gains to he achieved by full reporting :
(whieh may include the non-statistical issue of credibil- f
ity) and what are the gains (including lesser cost and
inereased variety of information) to be expected from
sampling?

3. How can outcome criteria be improved, particu~
larly with respect to the separation of information describ-
ing behavior of persons from that describing responses of
the criminal justice system?

4. Tor information in a unified system, what are the
optimal boundaries of data collection by a national
ageney, by state agencies, by regional areas, and by
local jurisdictions?

5. To what extent may the nature of a reporting
systonm be expected to structure social policy? -

8, What agency should operate the reporting system?
Whoe should have accesds to system information? What pro-
toctions of the rights of persons involved are needed?

7. What mechanisms are necessary to ensure the con-
Linuwed funding of the program on a long-range basis?

8., What are the optimal interfaces of a national
gorrectional statistics program with state and local
eorrectional programs and with other criminal justice
statistics systems?

A notional oriminal statistics program with uniform

definitions of items and complete coverage of the correc-

tional programs of the Nation clearly is needed. It
iz hoped that the Uniform Parole Reports program will
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contribute +o th
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is larger objective. Meanwhile, attempts

are being made to meet the requirements and fulfill the

expectations of
steps proposed b
istration of par

the parole field by implementing the
Y many of those responsible for the admin-
ole in the United States. ‘

121




ng

P R

sif
g

.

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
g . Davis, California 95616
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Simple
Multiple
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cod ; Columns
odes | - » , e
' % 17 XNOWN NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO ADULT
columno ;‘ CORRECTIONAT, INSTITUTIONS (Reformatories }
i iy é or Prisons) !
1 ~ 4 BIRTH DATE 3 : j
: kT 0 None 4 Four 7 ' Seven B
o Cols. 1 - 2, Month (Code XX if unknown) 1 1 One 5 Five + 8 Eight ;
2 Colg. 3 -~ 4, Year (Code XX if unknown) g 2 Two 6 Six 9 ‘Nine or more’ ;
o 3 Three ' R !
5 - 8 EFFECTIVE DATE OF SENTENCE 1
1 ) , 18 KNOWN NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTENCES--EXCLUDING ?
i Cols. 7 - 8, Year (code XX if unknown) , juvenile confinement, probation, fines or, ;
Y : } suspended sentences) .
S 9 - 12 DATE OF ADMISSION TO CONFINEMENT | .
: FROM WHICH PARGLED i 0 None 4 Four 7 Seven : Wl
' ‘ o ; 1 One 5 Five 8 Eight o ~ RO
Cols. 9 - 10, Month (Code XX if unknown) | 2 Two . Six 5 Nige or more . - :
Cols. 11 -~ 12, Year (Code XX if unknown) 3 Three
13 TYPE OF ADMISSION 19 DRUG USE ;
New Court Commitment ) 0 None or unknown j
Code 0 if not by revocation of probation v 1 Any use 7
Code 1 if probation revoked ; /
parole Violator . ront : 20 - 23 DATE OF RELEASE TO PAROLE SUPERVISION :
s 2 i hou A% omnmitmen ; ) ;
gogq § ;g xitgoﬁgwnigugzuzom;itment ; Cols. 20 - 21, Month (Code XX if unknown) '
-ode B ' Cols. 22 - 23, Year (Code XX if unknown) 3
14 - 15 OFEENSE ; 24 FOLLOW-UP PERIOD pre-coded IGNORE i
fh i
01 Willful homicide 70 Rape, forcible 1 ‘ , ¢
02 Negligent manslaughter 71 Rape,fztatUtorY - | 25 PAROLE PERFORMANCE ?
10 Armed robber 72 Sex offenses agains i '
11 Unarmed xobbﬁry juveniles (excluding } Continued on Parole |
20 Aggravated assault rape) f | ) o | |
38 Bgiglary 73 Prostitution and / Code 0 Continued on no difficulty or sen-— %
40 Theft or larceny, 24 ii?deiing ffonses 3 parole tence(s) less chan 60 days |
cept vehicle : other sex e i . . . :
50 $§h$§la Theft not against juveniles 1 Code 1 Continued on with new minor :
60 rorgery, fraud or 80 Violations of narcotic 3 parole conviction(s) :
lareceny by check drug laws : . . . W
g ‘ ? _ Violations of alcohol ! Code X Continued on with new major o
61 Other Zrand 8L 1;w§ i parole conviction (s) ﬂ
1 others ! . :
20.a1L " : Absconder ?
16 IYPE OF SENTENCE ; Code 2 by official action or

whereabouts unknown
more than two months




P Columngs

= 25

20 - 29

30 - 31

Returned to Prison
Code 3 Returned to prison, ~ Nno new cgnvigtion(s)
technical violation and not in lieu of
prosecution

Code 4 Returned to prison, - new @inqr or lesser

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

tode 5 Returned to prison, - in lieu of prosecution

technical violation on new major offense(s)
code 6 Returned to prison, ~ prison return does not
no violation reflect on performance
(see examples)
Code 7 Recommitted to prison, - same jurisdiction
new major conviction(s)

Code 8 Recommitted to prison, =~ any other jurisdiction

new majoxr conviction(s)

Code 9 Other returns to prison -~ when using ?his_code,
an explanation 1is to
be written at bottom
of code sheet

DATE OF DIFFICULTY

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

Colg. 26 - 27, Month (Code XX if unknown)

Cols. 28 - 29, Year (Code XX if unknown)

NEW OFFENSE

00 No new major convic- 40 Theft or larceny, except

tions and no major vehicle
offense alleged with 50 Vehicle theft
gullt admitted 60 TForgery, fraud or larceny

01 Willful homicide by check

02 Negligent manslaughter 61 Other fraud

10 Armed robbery 70 Rape, forcible

11 Unarmed robbery 71 Rape, statutory

20 Aggravated assault 72 Sex offenses against

A0 Burglary juveniles (excluding rape)
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columns
30 - 31
32 ~ 33
34 - 37

38

39

40 - 43

73 Prostitution and 80 Violations of narcotic
pandering drug laws
74 All other sex offenses 81 Violations of alcohol
not against juveniles 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 ILess than one month
01 One month
02 Two months

CECRR ]

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

ALCOHOIL: INVOLVEMENT

0 None or unknown
1 Alcohol involvement

OFTIONAL
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Columng g ) .
, | 1
44  BIHNIC GROUP cotumns
78 - 79 AREA - f
0 Caucasian 3 American Indian , AREA. (System Code) Pre-coded IGNORE |
1 Yegro 4 Oriental f 80 PROJ ) : (
2 Latin American 5 Other PROJECT (System Code) Pre-coded IGNORE g
6 Unknown ; |
y i ; 1
45 = 64 BLDNK ! Use of the Code Sheet
65 SEX { | (see next page) , %
= : The task of coding a case for Uniform Parole !
. 0  Unknown 1 Male 2 Female ’ ?egirts requires completion of a code sheet. The coder |
, - - ills in the boxes with the appropriate codes for, the - 1
66 - 73 IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 5 various information to be reported. One code sheet is "
] , - ‘ needed for each case. The codes, briefly summarized in ;
74 ~ 75 AGENCY PAROLING L, i , the preceding section, are more fully explained in the :
Numexical-Geographic Listing : next section. i
00 U.S. Federal 42 Missouri 70 Arkansas . i
System 43 North Dakota 71 Louisiana ' 8
44 South Dakota 72 Oklahoma 1 5
10 Maine 45 Nebraska 73 Texas A 1
11 New Hampshire 46 Kansas i i
12 Vermont 80 Montana . i
13 Maggachusetts 50 Delaware 81 Idaho ‘ ¢
14 Rhode Island 51 Maryland 82 Wyoming ‘ 1
15 Connecticut 52 District of 83 Colorado i
" Columbia 84 New Mexico -
i 20 New York 53 Virginia 85 Arizona ;
’ 21 New Jersey 54 West Virginia 86 Utah b
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 Michigan 60 Kentucky 93 Hawaii v | i
34 Wisconsin 61 Tennessee 94 Alaska 8 i
62 Alabama > 3
40 Minnesota 63 Mississippi XX Puerto Rico | )
41 Towa YY Virgin Islands 1 : }
76 = 77 AGENCY RECEIVING
: i
= Code same as for Cols. 74 - 75, and, in addition: o
(o 01 Alberta 04 New Brunswick 07 Ontario K i i
S 02 British Columbia 05 Newfoundland 08 Quebec : ' i
e 03 Manitoba 06 Nova Scotia 09 Saskatchewan B i
L | i
N 128 : 3 129
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

EFFECTIVE DATE DATE OF
BIRTH DATE OF SENTENCE ADMISSION
1 z‘ a4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

- ® o e
* v e
. s e
.o e
- * 2 @
o &« = &
o » =&
o e » o
.- e e
* s we
s @ o ®
a0
¢ v e
> e o &
" e o9

Month Year

*

Month Year

Month Year

TYRE OF TYPE OF PRIOR OTHER PRIOR Dige
AﬁMIéSIQN OFFENSE SENTENCE PRISON SENTENCE t;f
1% 14 18 16 17 18 ) _
Fr—" K St Fihaanr : : : : : :
. ‘ . . . : : [ ] [ ] » L ] : :
; ; : : ’ ’____-: * . [ []

‘ 25~ REPORTED FOR A MAXIMUM
PAROLE INFORMATION (COLUMNS 25-38) IS
APERIOD OF ONE FULL YEAR AFTER DATE OF RELEASE ON PAROLE

DATE OF

PAROLE
DATE OF RELEASE PERFORMANCE DIFFICULTY
20 21 22 23 25 26 27 28 29;
T T T
i MoAth : Yéér ’ ; ; Month Year
NEW MONTHS UNDER DATE OF DISCHARGE ALCOHOL
OFF&NSE SUPERVISION OR DEATH DEATH ”
10 31 32 33 - 34 35 38 37 38 : ' .
P ... e s v .o
. . . . : : * . [ ] » . . : : .
: : g : * : .‘Moﬁth : Year
HNIC AGENCY AGENCY
I?%ELPA 5EX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER P?EOngG R%ﬁ?lgiPG
ey 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 . 78 17
- i e T
. . . . . . . » . » . [ ] . . L2 . »
. . . . . . . : : » & [ * . (] » . L. L]
‘ * ; L3 L) . »
CODER'S CODING
SUBJECT'S NAME INITIALS DATE

> o o
* e e
o e o &
e v s

INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE
LT b1 42 43

- & &
LA Y 2 3
L I
LI B Y

LI
" e
. % ® 9
e
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Instructions for Uniform Parole Reports Codesg!

Study Population

All cases included must meet the following conditions:

l. Release from an adult correctional institution
while continuing ta 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 not included:

l. 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

'See National Probation and Parole Institutes,
Uniform Parole Reporting Coding Manual. Davis,

California: NCCD Research Center, July 1, 1966 for
added detail. .

131

Okt s A

St o, BB N

L



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 frqm.careful review of
the cage file. Any part of the official agency records
may be used; in most agencies, the source of pre-parole
information will be an Admission Summary, Case Record
Face Sheet, the Pre-Release Summary oxr Progress Report
prepared for the paroling authority, and the arrest
record ("rap sheet"). ‘ _

In coding parole performance information, the
gource will be commonly the parole o@flcer's report,
findings of the paroling authority with respect to
alleged violation behavioxr, reports from law enforce-
ment agencies, and the arrest record.

Only information contained in official records
should be used; personal knowlcdge or judgments or
knowledge of others about the case should not be

includedf

Coding\?rocedures

Fach box in the coding sheet should be filled 1n
with a valid code. A code is valid only if it appears
in these instructions;? that is, only the codes defined

¢ uld be used. ' .
hexe gg;iiiarity with the definitions below 1s essential
to successful completion of the‘codlng task. Because
various agencies often assign different meanings to the
game words, persons coding for Unlgogm‘Parole Reports
mugt bear in mind the specific‘diﬁlnltlons used for the
surpose of uniform parole statistics. '
poEP Notice that thg meaning of a term for this purpose
may be different from that given in your agency.
Remembexr that we can have a truly 9n1form ;eportlng
system only if all persons extracting the information

. From case files use exactly the same definitions and

understand them in the same way. ‘ o
Remember that the coding task is the most critical

2An exception to this occurs when a special study
{1ike the expanded coding pilot) is underway; another
exception to the rule results from use of optional
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.
1l - 2 as follows:

]

01 January 04 April 07 July 10 October
02 February 05 May 08 August 11 November
03 March 06 June 09 September 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 gquestion
to be answered is "When did the sentence begin?"
This date may or may not 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 received at the prison reception
center March 15, 1963, committed for robbery
with a sentence of five years to life. Accoixrd-
ing to the laws of his state, his sentence on
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Columng

5 = 8

9 ~ 12

13

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 May, 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.

DATE OF ADMISSION TO CONFINEMENT FROM
WHLCH PAROLED

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

The question to be answered here is "When was
the subject received in prison for the confine-
ment from which he is now released under parole
supervision?"

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

The date of admigsion 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 1is,
parole 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 custgdy should be
ignored, unless the act of escape 1s the
offense coded below.

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

TYPE OF ADMISSION'

In this item, information is ohtaingd to answer
several questions. The first question, 1in all
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Columns

13

14 - 15

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--at the date of admission--
classed by your ageuncy as a new court commit-
ment (not a parole violator), and subject was
not committed following revocation of probation.

Note that the person may be a "new court
commitment"” 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 person was--
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.

OFFENSE

Rules and Definitions

The laws of the fifty states, the Federal
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Columns

14 - 15

B e e

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 determination 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 the Uniform Parole
Reports code sheet should cads all "Murder
without Malice" cases as code 02 ("Negligent
Manslaughter").

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 prigon by a "non-
of fense" category, such as "youthful offendex"
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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
ﬁnq Eommlsted to prison by such designations as
"ald Or "consplracy to commit" an offense or
attempt" or "assault 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-
%nfllctlng death) is classified as an
Aggravated Assault" rather than "Willful
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 @n'these cases of multiple offenses
are explained after discussion of all the
offense classifications.

ThehOffenSe 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
not; it also includes attempts or assaults
to rob with a weapon.

The phrase "from the person of another"
?hOUldxbe 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 weapon.

Unarmed Robbery includes all offenses in
which 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 murdexr 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 it
includes attempts to commit these offenses.

Burglary includes all offenses in which

any building or structure is broken into

or entered with the intention of committing
an offense or any theft therein at any time,
eithexr by day or night.

Burglary includes attempt to commit bur-
glary, all degrees of burglary, burglary
with explosives, unlawful entry, breaking
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
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14 - 15
50
60
61
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these codes if and only if conviction for
the offense may result in punishment in
the Jurisdiction in which it occurs by
c?nflnemegt in adult correctional institu-
tlops (prisons or reformatories) for a
maximum term of at least one year. It
includes shoplifting, appropriating found
property, cattle rustling, common thief,
any conspilracy to commit theft or larceny
as hergln defined, grand larceny, larceny
domesth animals, and it includes attempts
to commit any of these offenses. Check
frauds, gmbezzlement, confidence games,
and obtaining money or pProperty under
false pretenses are not included here. -

Ve@icle Theft includes all offenses im
which any motor driven vehicle (including
motorcycles, motorscooters, tractors, air-
craft, boats or other motor driven vehicles)
15 stolen or driven away and abandoned by
Someone not having lawful access thereto.

It includes unauthorized use of a vehicle,
grapd the?t auto, joyriding, operating a
vehlgle without the owner's consent, theft
of aircraft, larceny of boat or other
vehicle, and it includes attempts to commit
any vehicle theft.

Eorggry, Fraud, Larceny by Check includes
1Ssulng checks with nonsufficient funds,
fictitious checks, forgery, and the so-
called check frauds.

It includeg forgery of documents or seals,
gheck pPassling, uttering false check, forged
instrument, fraudulent check, false utter-
ing and drawing of a check, false check,
and any attempt to commit these offenses.

Other Fraud includes confidence games,
embezzlement, larceny by trick, bunco,
frau@u;ent conversion, counterfeiting, and
Obtaining money or property under false
pretenses wherever checks were not involved.
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72

73

74

80
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Rape, Forcible includes forcible rape,
rape (not otherwise specified), assault
with intent to rape, violent rape, and
attempt to commit rape.

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.

Other Sex Offencses 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 any one 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.

Prostitution and Pandering includes prosti-
tution, placing wife 1n house of prostitu-
tion, abducting for prostitution, pandering,
and pimping.

All Other Sex Offenses Not Against Juveniles

includes any othex 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.

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.

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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90
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glcohol to minors is involved. A violation
is an oﬁfense under these codes if and only
}f conylction for the violation may result
in punishment by confinement in an adult
correctional institution for a maximum of
at least one year.

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
or children (including non-support), abor-
t%on, arson, bigamy, escape, aiding escape,
kidnapping, perjury, drunk driving with
personal injury, failure to render aid,
bookmgking, bribery, violations of the
gambling laws, violations of motor vehicle
laws gther than theft, resisting arrest,
prgaklng jail, injury to motor vehicle,
injury to utility, and it includes attempts
to commit any of these offenses.

Multiple Offense Coding Procedure

?ro;edures for coding when more than one offense
1s 1nvolved are as follows:

1.

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.

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

If both maximum and minimum sentences are
the same for two or more of his offenses,
then classify him by the offense which is
highest in the following ranking of
offenses, by assumed sericusness.
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Rank Rank
(Coding (Coding -
Prioxity) Offense Priority) Offense |
1 Homicide 4 property Offense
2 Sex Offense 5 Other Offense ,
3 Robbery or
Assault

If two or more of his offenses have the

game maximum, and the same minimum, gnd

fall into the same one of the foregoing

categories, then the person classifying

the case for the Uniform Parole Reports

ghould use his own judgment as to which

was the "most serious" of these offenses
in this particular case.

TYPE OF SENTENCE

The commitment offense coded in cols. 14 - i5
is to be classified as simple or multiple.

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

code 1 (Multiple) means commitment for more

than one count of the same offense with
consecutive terms, or two Or more cgunts
involving different offenses with either
concurrent or consecutive sentences.

KNOWN NUMBER CF PRIOR COMMITMENTS TO
ADULT CORRECTICNAL INSTITUTIONS

Count all instances except the‘gresegt one o§
incarceration in adult correctional institutions

following court commitment.

An adult correctional institution is a rzforTa—
B-1e ZH o: yr Federa

tory or prison operated by a state <

nqeﬁcy which generally receives adult persons

on sentences for a maximum of at least one year.

pisregard transfers from one institution to
another within one prison system (agency) . Dq
not count U.S. Public Health Service Hospitals

as prisons.
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17

18

19

.

Do not include the present commitment.

Note that by the above definitions, a parole
violator returned to prison without a new
court commitment may be classified as having
no prior commitments to prison, although he
is placed in prison for a second time.

KNOWN NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTEMNCES
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).

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 kncwn abuse" or "unkncwn."

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"--
except under prescription by a physician. The
specific kind of drugs, the amount used, and
the extent of use over time are not considered.

Thus "use" includes, for example, "one time
experimentsl use of marijuana,” "heavy heroin
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19

20 -~ 23

24

25

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

Most often, the coding will reflect a.history
of apuse of opiate drugs such as heroln, Syn-
+hetic substitutes for morphine;‘marljuana; .
stimulant drugs such as amphetamilne, me?hadrlne,
cocaine, or benzadrine-type Qrugs; barb%turates
("sleeping pills"); tranquilizers; or'pﬁycho—
tomimetic drugs, LSD or "hallucinogenic 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 coded
to designate the year. Code XX 1f‘unknowna

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 ig particularly
complicated by differences 1n:

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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Events to be Excluded from This
Reporting System

Adjustment Problems that BY THEMSELVES
are to be Ignored

a. Failure to maintain steady employment

b. Excessive use of alcohol '

c. Suspected use of drugs

d. 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., Arrests that do not result in convictions

b. Allegations of-criminal offenses that are
not admitted

c. Convictions that result only in fines

. d. Time 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. TLocal 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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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.

Mincr Offense:

A court conviction and sen-
tence to confinement for a
maximum term of at least one
year. ‘

Major Conviction:

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

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

Major Offense:

Court Conviction
and Sentence
Includes: a. Suspended sentence
b. Probation
' i c. Probation following a plea
- of guilty, whether or not
adjudicated as a conviction.

Multiple Instances of Unfavorable
Parole Performance

Tf more than one instance of unfavorable parole
performance occurs on parole, code the most
severe instance in this order of assumed
increasing severity:

COdes—"'O, 6’ 9' l, 2, 3, 4,.X, 5, 7’ 8

codes for Parole Performance

continued on Parole (no difficulty or

Code 0 :
Sentences less than sixty days):
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Code 1

Code 2

Code 3

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.

Note 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.

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.

Absconder:

The whereabouts of the parolee are un-

known" to the paroling authority. Either oN
a warrant for absconding from parole has

been issued or some other official

action has been taken to declare the

parolee an absconder.

If by policy no official acts are custom-
arily taken with respect 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
[no, new conviction(s) and not in lieu
of prosecution]:

The parolee has been declared a parole
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Code 4

Code 5

i vt g

violator by the paroling authority and
returned to prison. No criminal convic-
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 sentence
or probation, or in lieu of prosecution
and on the basis of a clear admission

of guilt for an offense which if success-
fully prosecuted would have resulted in

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

Code 8

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.

Recommitted to prison--new ma‘jor
conviction(s) (same jurisdiction):

- The subject has been convicted, sen-

tgnced, and recommitted +o prison, or
glven a suspended sentence or probation
in t@e same jurisdiction for an offense:
committed since he or she was paroled,

with a maximum sentence of at least one
year.

Inclgde.persons receiving a new major
conviction with suspended sentence or
probation if returned to prison by
paroling authority action.

Whgnever this code is used, the appro-
priate code for this "New Offense" :
should be entered in Cols. 30 - 31 below.

Recommitted to prison--new majof

conviction(s) (any other jurisdiction):

.The' subject has been convicted, sen-

tenced, and committed to prison, in any
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o 26 - 29

i it e

other jurisdiction, that is, to out-gf- .
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 pr@son
for reasons other than those given 1n
+the above codes for return to prison.
Tf 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 pgrole
after one or more major convictlons,
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 suspgnded sentence
or probation, yet the subject may.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"
should be entered in Cols. 30 - 31 below.

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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Code 0000 should be used if and only if code 90
is employed in Col. 25, Parole Performance,
indicating "continued on parole (no difficulty
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. -

NEW OFFENSE )

Offense 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 Cecl. 25, i.e.,
only if subject has been convicted of a new
offense and recommitted or, i1in 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 one year or more. Include, as a
conviction, a plea of guilty whether or not
adjudicated as a conviction.

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.
Calculate 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 DATE OF DISCHARGE OR DEATH

j been discharged
ode 0000 means subject has not . 2 d
?by expiration of sentence, commutatlon,"parql
ing authoxrity action, "remander to court") or
died during the follow-up period.

1f 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

Alive

i i d alive
0 Subject was alive or presume !
Code at %he end of the follow-up period.

Dead--Not result of criminal act

j i i d to have
» 1 Subject died or 1s presume
Code dieg before the end of the follow-up
period while on parole (no criminal
act was involved).

; i is to have
2 Subject died or 1s presumed
Code dieé after release from Qarole but
during the follow-up period (no
criminal act was involved) .

Dead-~Result of criminal act

] i i to have
3 Subject died or 1s presumed
Code dieé pefore the end of the fgl}ow—up
period while on parole (a criminal
act was involved).

j ie i to have

4 Subiject died or 1is presumed

Gode diea after release from Parole but
during the follow-up period (a crim-

inal act was involved) .

39 ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT

The question to be answered by this item is
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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.

Terms used above are defined further, below.

RULES

a. Accept the subject's own recorded
statement of admission to any of the
criteria listed below unless the
subject's statement is clearly contra-
dicted by additional evidence in the
case file.

b. 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.

c. Contradictory evidence in the case
file, including conflicts between the
subject's self-report and statements
by others, where the weight of evidence
is not clear, should be resolved in
favor of "alcohol involvement."

d. All criteria apply, no matter how long
ago they occurred.

e. Some case files have a very limited
amount of information concerning history
" of alcohol use. When only a brief
identification of problems in this area
is available this nevertheless should bhe
used as indication that "alcohol involve-
ment" is present. A frequent example is
- found on a "face sheet" or "summary page"
- "of the case file, where a notation such
‘ as "alcoholic," "alcoholism" or "problem
drinker" is made.
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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 1f any of the following
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.

d. The person ascribes his oxr 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 jobh

3. disciplinary actions in the
military service
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39 4. obtaining alcohol while under

age

5.<mmxﬂmﬁngtoth i

: _ e delinquenc
| of a Minor in any offense Y
| involving the consumption or

| purchase of alcohol

6. hospitalization fo
r tr
of alcoholism satment

7. memb§r§hip or attendance as g
R bParticipant in Alcoholics

| Anonymous, unless Subject is
known to be addicted to
narcotics.

Alcohol was involved in
. th i
earlier offenses) ifs =otfense (or in

&. The motivation for the commitment
offense, or for earlier offenses
apparently included a desire to ébtain
alcohol for personal consumption.

}5 b. There is any evidence of drinking

alcohol (any amount
Stgonol. v nt) on the day of +the

40 - 43 INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE

These blanks may be used
. or
agency discretion. ' Teft vacant, at

44 ETHNIC GROUP

0 Caucasian (except Latin American)
Negro ’

2 Latin American (Mexi
exican
Puerto Rican) . cuban,

3 American Indian (Nati |
: ive Am
Eskimo, Aleut) srrean,

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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44

65
66 -~ 73
74 - 75
76 = 177
78 - 80

the parolee's professed ethnic group is to be
coded. The coder's best judgment is to be used

in this determination.

SEX

code 0 if unknown code 1 for male Code 2 for

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (Right adjust)

The identification number coded should be that
used by the agency to identify parolees.

Tf the agency uses no numbering system, one
should be devised for the purposes of Uniform
Parole Reports. It is assumed that the number

used, together with the pirth date (cols. 1 - 4),
will uniquely identify the individual.

The number entered on the code sheet should be
"right—adjusted." That is, the last digit on
the right should be entered in Col. 73. To the
left of the identification number there should
be zeros rather than blanks.

Either alphabetic or numeric codes may be coded
in Cols. 66 - 73.

AGENCY PAROLING

Enter the appropriate code for the agency
releasing the offender to parole supervisioOn.

AGENCY RECEIVING

Enter the code designating the agency to which
the offender is paroled.

IGNORE

PLEASE CHECK CODING CAREFULLY TO SEE THAT:
1. No boxes are left blank

"2 a1l codes are clearly written
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS
QOPTIONAL EXTENDED FOLLOW~UP

a~

CODING

The extended follow-up calls for almost no coding
procedures changes. We send follow-up code sheets~-
white (for two year), 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
vears, etc. from Date of Release. The code sheet blank

-

items are to be filled out as the UPR Coding Manual

SE N R

directs except that item 25 (Parole Performance) should

o ey
LR

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 th i i
e 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.

Uniform Parole Reports
609 Second Street, Suite D

December, 1971 » Davis, California 95616

*

A buff colored code sheet is :

' i rovided t
agencies who extend follow-up beyong three yezrzhose
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f APPENDIX B
( UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS NEWSLETTERS .
]
The 1967 tables which follow were the first set oOf
"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 Newsletter in this appendix (dated April
1974) sheds light on the extent to which parole is used
_ 1 . as a form of penal institutional release.
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NEWSLETTER

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes
BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616

et P 3y e

NCCD RESEARCH CENTER

B 2 S

May, 1969

YOU ASKED FOR IT

AP & SR,

A systematic, regular reporting of parole out-
cumes analyzed by offender attrlbutgs was a551gped
top priority by participating agencies in planning. ;
meebings.  This task, as requested by parcle adminis- P
trators, included two further requirements: tables -
were to be prepared for each agency separately, and i
for males and females. Thus, with basic UPR data b
presented in geven tables, with 55 agencies, plus £
combined data from all agencies, this request called 5
for 7 x 56 x 2 = 784 tables per year, or about 2,000
tables of data now available for 1965, 196§, and 1967.

Systematic Feedback Program Achieved

The reguested reporting system now has beep
eptablished, due to the combined marve}s of parti-
cipating agency efforts, UPR staff dedlcatlcp, anq
the electronic computer. It is illustrated in this i
Seweletter by the tables for persons paroled in 1967, o
by all agencies combined (with separate tables for |
men and women) . Comparable tables, for each agency :
which submitted 1567 parolee data, have been sent to ;
the respective agencies. The similar tables for per- B
song paroled in 1965 and 196G_a;e in preparation; the L
computer analyses have been finished and the tables Bt
are being typed.

National Tables--1967 qualees i

rarole agencies which submitted 1967 data for
the Uniform Parocle Reports are listed below. The
great majority of these agencies have reported on all
their cases which were released to parole supervision
by a discretionary action of a parole board. A few
of the agencies reported on random samples of various
proportions.

7

160

Thus, the enclosed tables represent national figures 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 partici ating agencies
will be more complete. P P 9 agancies,

The enclosed data is the only available national information
on parocle outccomes, including a large number of parolees from many
agencles, collected in terms of uniform, agreed upon definitions
with both these definitions and the reporting format developed.iﬁ
collaporation with paroling authorities. Several changes havée been
made in ?he tables as suggested by participants. The most important
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
1s 1n a form which ig widely useful, while not overly simplified.
Your suggestions for improvement are encouraged.

AGENCIES REPRESENTED IN NATIONAL TABLES-~1967
(Percents show propertions of all parolees)

Alabama 25%  Minnesota 100%
Algska 100% Missouri 100%
Arlgona ) 100% Montana 100%
California: Nebraska 100%
CYA Male 15% Nevada 100%
CYA Female 100% New Hampshire 100%
CbC Male 15% New Jersey 100%
CDC Female 100% New Mex'ico 100%
Colorado 25% New York 5%
Connecticut Male . 50% North Carolina - 100%
Connecticut Female 100% North Dakota 100%
Delayare 100% Ohio 10%
Flor1§a 25% Oklahoma 1003
Georg%a 100% Oregon 100%
Hawaii 100% Pennsylvania 15%
Idapo _ 100% Puerto Rico 100%
Ill;noxs 100% Rhode Island 100%
Indiana 25% South Carolina 100%
Iowa 20% South Dakota , 100%
Kansas 50% Tennessee ¢ 100%
Ken?ugky 1060% Texas ‘ 100%
Loglslana 1003 Utah 100%
Maine 100% Vermorit 100%
Maryland 25% Virginia 100%
Massachusetts 100% Washington 100%*
Michigan 18% . Wyoming 100%

*?iyst eight months of 1967 only, due to computer system re-
vision in progress in Washington State,

16l
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Zln UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS warioma. DA 1967
; of the National Probation and. Parole Institutes Oz_z_._.g._m.nwrwmmMNMmd
n U NCCD RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY C >
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967
i flense '
parcle Outcome Commitment Oftens
. e All Qther
il Negligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Forcible Statutory
Part 8 2 e Mansiaughter  Fobbery  Robbery Assault Rape Rape  Sex Offenses
CONTINUED ON PAROLE ' 3 158 515
A 1739 594 878 37 ]
No dificulty or sentence less than Hbmmww Huwwm Mwww 738 71% 77% 81% 84% mWw o~
80 days . 14 19 1 1
272 8 2 22, 22 2% Ty 1% k3 9
With Rew minor tonviclion(s) 1% 1% 7 6 6 2z
102 |2 2 . 13 1% 43
New mapr convichonist %% w 5% 1% %
51 13 8 24
431 # 34 16 144 51
Absconder : qu i 2% 4% 6% 6% 43 3% 4% 4%
’ RETURN TO vm__rmbcﬂv AS w 31
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR i . 33 g
: _ - 2093 ¢ 75 27 226 7 112 5% 5%
No mew canvigtionis) and 1ot o 8% 10% 9% | 10% 7%
ey ©f prosecuticn 10% ¢ 2% 7 66 13 42 12 3 16
New miaot or 1ésser conwchionis) ot 719 § ww.w 2% ¢ 3% 4% 4% ¢ 3% 2% 3%
o Lee of prosedution wwww i A 5 16 3 7 ! [7 4 4
mu,mh%ew progecution of new magRy 5% 1% 1% m 2% L% 13 2% 2% 1%
| i
: 1
4 3 6 1 ; .
‘Return to prison no violaticn m.awmw : Y 1% L% k% : k%
RECGMMITTED TO PRISON WiTH i M
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION!S) i 45 i 35 3 3 4
gl . 15 | 2 sg 1 2% i 2% 1s
Same junsiinan 5% ° 1% Ww 1w 4 4 1 i 2
4 T IO T TR B
: 1% 1Y k3 is | W .
] i 187 ; 600
{21163 1504 359 B3 ¢ - T 3%
£ 108% . 2% 2%
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS  NATIONAL DATA 1967
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes TABLE Il
NCCD. RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 B8Y TYPE OF ADMISSION TO PRISON
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1
Parole Outcome Type of Admission 1o Prison
New Court Commitment Parole Violalion
Not from Probation New
Total Probation Revoked Technicat Conviclion
CONTINUED ON PAROLE
14970 11523 2036 709 702
No dbtficulty or senlence less than 1% ey 583 538 : 59%
&0 days ;
272 183 33 15 | 4l <t
With new munor convickon{s 1% mm\.w HWW w—.w H wa 1rw
102 :
New major convichon(s} ’ k3 L% %% %% W 2%
I o1e31 930 204 193 | 104
Abscander ; 7% 6% 7% 15% ¢ 9%
RETURN «.w<mn“.m>oz AS ” :
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR ‘
No new convictianis) and not in w 2095 1428 331 237 i 99
Leu of prosecution { QWWw 0»WW HWW& WWW w qu
Naw mnct of | tionis) i :
o g s St IS I B L B
: ¢ prosecution of j { §
) AJ_M%MGM‘ prosecehion of new major M 2% 1% 2% 1% m 2%
- 1
) w 53 39 6 3 5
Return ta prison no violation { L3 wmm wuw W@ W mw 4
RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH ; m
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S} i ¢
m 991 641 174 ; 58 w 118 i
Same unsdion 3 5% 4% 6% 4% ; 10%
: 201 ¢ 152 23 11 15
Any omer wrsdStan ; 1% 1% : 1%
Tersl ¢ 21167 | 15833 1199 ¢
Fercertage < Tow 100% ¢ 74% 6%
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS vaTiosaL Dara 1967
] of the National Probation and Parole Institutes TABLE IV
_ NCCD RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY PRIOR NON-PRISON SENTENCES
_u>m0_..m OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967
parole Outcome Prior Non-Prison Sentences
Seven and
Total None One Two Three Four Five Six more
CONTINUED ON_PAROLE s 539 1723
itti h 14970 4153 2860 2287 1631 1018 759 3
0 daye " O sentence fess fhan 713 |  80s 73% 71% 68% 66% 66% 64% 59%
. 272 43 39 39 28 20 20 20 63 0
With new minor conviction(s) * 13 1% 13 1% 13 1% 2% 2% 2% O
102 14 1le 12 17 10 4 10 19 ]
New major conviction(s) ks k3 % k3 1% 1% b1 13 1%
: ’ 1431 245 273 225 170 111 95 53 259
Absconder 73 5% 7% 73 7% 7% 83 6% 9%
RETURN TO PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR 8 414
v No nviction{ d rot § 2095 356 357 314 255 182 119 w.
: tou'of srosecation | 10% 7% 9% 10% 1% 12% 10% 128 | 1
. et 719 106 117 g4 104 64 48
) Woﬂmm:.ﬂow “”u _MMMNM %o:ﬁncoag or 3% 2% 3% 3% 43 4% NM 1Y Nw.. % mmﬂw
| § 333 50 57 58 41 28 ; '
. ”uarum:w”au“ prosecution of new major 23 13 13 2% 23 2% © 2% 23 2% :
; . 53 8 9 8 & i 4 3 2 13 -
. Return Yo prison no violation Y Xt Y ww X3 Y L3 ww k3
. RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S) ,
: . 991 | 171 148 157 115 101 68 58 173
: Same unsdiction 5% 3s 4% 5% 5% ;7% 6% 7% 6% .
’ 201 31 36 3g 32 12 11 13 29
. Any other jarisdiction 1% 1% b3 13 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%
: Total 21167 § 5177 | 3912 §3222 2399 .} 1550 |} 1151 B48 § 2908
. * Percentage of Tatat 100% 4% 18% 15% 3 . 11% ! 73 5% 43 14%
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS yariovan para
of »#& National Probation and Parole Institutes meq
NCCD RESEARCH CENTER. BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 ) TABLE Vi Part 1
NEW MAJOR CONVICTIONS OR ALLEGATIONS WITH PRISON RETURN IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PARCLED IN 1967
Commitment Offenze
New Offense Total Willtu} Nugligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Farcible Al Other
Part1 & 2 Homicide Manslaughter’ Robbery Robbary Assault Raps Sex Offenses
19639 1476 354 2210 778 1108 433 769
None 93% 98% 99% 93% 93% 97% 94% 98%
26 4 3 4 1 1
wiliful Homicide . LY NS %% ks %% L3
8 2
Negligent Manslaughter %3 X3
174 6 57 10 4 2
Armed Robbery 1% kg 2% 1% L% - X% o
46 1 12 7 4 1 1 o
Unarmed Robbery IFS iy 1% 13 k% ke E 1 —
92 8 2 12 3 10 1 5
Aggravated Assault ks 1% 1% 1% ke 13 kg 1%
: 32 4 4 1 4 3
Fotcible Aape Iy X3 k% k% 1% k%
26 1 1 4 5
All Other Sex Offenses L% X3 ks 1% 13
469 2 2 40 13 7 2 1
Burglary . 23 it 13 2% 2% 1% X% 5%
- 123 1 6 6 3 4
Thett or. Larceny 1% L% ks 13 5% 1%
160 3 1 7 1 1 2 1
Vehicle H—.aaz 1% ey X% VY X% %9 xo. k% -
) 187 7 4 1 1 1
Forgery Fraud or Larceny by Check is Ls %% % 1 k3 X3
o : 11 1
ther Fraud Y kg
Violations of Narcotic Drug Laws .\Nm . Ww . wa .
Viclations of Alcohot Laws wmmw Ww .
N6 84 1 4 5 4 3 1
Al Qe 1% X3 X3 1t K3 1s ey
- Total 21162 § 1504 358 2373 836 1144 § 459 787




UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

CONTINUED

2 0F 3

¢

Females

_of the National Probation and Parole Institutes

NCCD RESEARCH CENTER

PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967

Parole Outcome

CONTINUED ON PAROLE
No difficulty or sentence less than
60 dayp

With new minor conviction{s)

New major conviction(s}

Absconder

RETURN TC PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR

No new convictlon{s} and not in
Heu of prosecution

New minar or lasser conviction(s) or
in lleu of prosecution

in lieu of prosecution o! new major
oftensels)

feturn to prison no violation

RECOMMITTED. TQ PRISON WITH
HZW MAJOR CONYICTION(S)

Same jurisdiction
Any other jurisdiction

Totat
Percentage of Total

BRINLEY BUILDING

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95618

Commitment Offense

NATIONAL DATA

TABLE 1 Part 1
BY COMMITMENT OFFENSE

1967

TJotal Wilifu! Negligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Forcibla Statutory All Other.
Part 142 Homicide Manslaughter  Robbery Robbery Assault Rape Rape Sex Offenses
1212 202 42 40 27 54 2 2 12
72% 93% cos 63% 69% 77% 100% 100% 52%
16 i 1 1
1g 2% 3% 1%
4 1 1
ks 2% 1%
159 [ 4 8 3 3 3
9% 3% 9% 13% 8% 4% 13%
169 9 9 7 5 S
10% 4% 14% 18% 7% 22%
57 2 1 4 2
3% 3% 3t 6% 9%
5 1
X3 k%
19 1
1% 4%
30 2 2
23 3% 3%
3 1
i3 23
1674 219 47 63 38 70 2 2 23
100% 13% 3% 4% 2% 4% k% Lt 1%




NV

v ) Females
Nl c UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS  narionar para 1967
] of the National Probation and Parole Institutes -~ TABLE{ Part 2
NCCD RESZARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY COMMITMENT OFFENSE

PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967
Parole Outcome Commitment Offense
. Forgery Fraud Violations of R
“ Theft or ‘or Larceny Narcotic Drug Violations of -
Burglary Larceny  Vehicle Theft by Check  Other Fraud Laws Alcohol Laws  All Others
CONTINUED ON PAROLE
No difbculty or sentence less than 79 139 13 339 18 127 7 108
=t 60 days 67% 73% 45% 74% 95% 63%' 50% 60% .
d 1 2 1 5 2 2
= With new minor conpviction(s) 1% 13 3% 1% 1% . 1%
1 1 :
New major conviction{s} 1% . k3
Absconder 13 18 8 43 1 26 2 21 | . .
11% 9% 28% 9% 5% 13% 14% 12%
RETURN TO PRISON. AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR
No new conviction(s) and not in 13 19 4 41 . 25 4 28
lieu of prosecution 11% 10% 14% 9% 12% 29% 16%
New minor or lesser conviction(s) or 8 3 16 16 5
in fieu of- prosecution 7% 23 4% 8% 3%
In lieu of prosecution of new niajor 1 3
. offense(s) M ) ;s% 1%
Relurn 1o prison no violation 2 X 1 i 14
1% k% 7% 8% . -
RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WIiTH
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S)
L ' 3 7 -2 10 - 2 2 : .
Same jurisdiction 3% 4% 7% 2% 1% 1% .
1 1
A th isdicti
ny other jurisdiction 1% 3% R ‘ . .
Toua 18 | 191 25 | 456 19 | 202 14 | 180 I :
Percentage. of Total [

YA 11% 2% 27% 1% 12% 1% 11% S
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS n~ariovan DaTa 1967
" of the National Probation and Parole Institutes I
N TABLE HI
NCCD RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95618 BY TYPE OF ADMISSION TO PRISON
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1867
Parofe Outcome Type of Admission to Prison
New Court Commitment Parole Violation
Not from Probation New
Total Probaiion R d Technical Convictil
CONTINUED ON PAROLE )
No difficulty or sentence less than HNWWW mmww waw HNM@ Mww
60 days :
16 7 2 6 1 R
Wilh new minor conviction(s) 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% |
4 2 2
wWew major conviction(s) %% k% 13
Abscond 159 66 i9 67 7
3 seoncer 9% 6% 8% 20% 10%
4 RETUAN TO PRISON AS
H TECHNICAL VIOLATOR
No new conviction(s) and not in 169 66 25 70 8
lieu of prosecution 10% 6% 11s 21% 12%
. . 57 20 9 26 2
N 1
e o amean 3% 2% 4t 8% 3%
In-tieu of prosecution of new major S 2 1 2
ofensels) k% k% %% 13
. 19 8 2 7 2
Return to prison no violation 1% 1% 1% 2% 3%
RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH
NEW MAZJOR CONVICTION(S) .
30 17 3 7 3
i Same jurisdiction 2% 2% 1% 2% 4%
\ 3 3
b - Any other jurisdiction X3 L%
Total 1674 1033 225 341 69
Percentage of Totai 100% 62% 13% 20% 4%
it

* i e e e
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, DATA
UNIFORM PAROLE REP ORTS  NATIONAL 1967
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes TABLE IV
NCCD RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 85616 BY PR!OR NON-PRISON SENTENCES
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967
Parole Outcome Prior Non-Priscn Sentences
Seven and
Total None One Two Three Faur Five Six more
* CONTINUED ON PAROLE 1 103 90 52 34 112
i 1212 443 224 54
M_%%n_““n:_z or senience less than 728 858 738 76% mww -:h.w mm.w 63% mww ,4
16 4 4 2
with new minor conviction(s) 1% 1% 2% 1t 3% 1% Wm —_I/._
4 3
New major conviction(s} X% 13 X%
158 28 23 18 24 15 10 5 36
Absconder 9% 5% 7% 9% 15% 12% 11% 10% 17%
RETURN TO PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR 8 17 5 19
i 19 28 37 14 21
N icti d i
e oo 10% 5% 12% 7% 133 6% 19% 108 183
New minor or lesser conviction(s) or 57 - 4 9 6 6 4 W# 6% 11%
in lieu of prosecution 3% 1% 3% 3% Mw Ww 3 1
; . " i 5 1 !
”,__M_Nm:mm_u prosecution of new major , Xt WY ‘ 13 1% 2% X%
PN ’ . . 19 6 3 1 1 2 4 1 1
Return to prison no violation 1s 1% 1% L% 1% 2% 5% 2% L%
RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WiTH
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S) ) 3 2
30 6 5 4 5 3 R
Same jurisdiction 2% 1% 23 2% 33 2% 2% 6% 1s
3 2 1
Any other jurisdiction k% 13 £}
Total 1674 519 307 202 162 127 88 52 quw
Percentage of Total 100% 31% 18% 12% 10% 8% 5% 33 13
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UNIFORM PARO ‘ NATIONAL DATA 1967
of the Natiomal Probation and Parole Institutes
NCCD RESEARCH CENTER BRINLEY BUILDING DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95818 TABLE VII Part 1
NEW MAJOR CONVICTIONS OR ALLEGATIONS WITH PRISON RETURN IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1967
Commitment Offense
New Offense Total Wil Negligent  Armied Unarmed = Aggravaled . Forcible ~ Al Other
Part1 &2 Homicide Manslaughter  Robbery Robbery Assault Rapa Sex Offenses
1636 218 47 60 : 39 68 2 25
None 98s | 100% | 100% 953 | 100% 97% | 100% | 100%
Willful Homicide Wm.w Ww
Negligent Manslaughter
Armed Robbery 2
r~
2 1 1
Unarmed. Rabbery 9 1%
Aggravated Assault W %
m.o:mu_m Rape
Alt Other Sex Offenses
2
Burglary Mw 3%
Thelt or Larceny Mw
Vehicle Thelt Ww
Fordery Fraud or Larceny by Check Mw
Other Fraud
N . 8 1 1
Viotations of Narcotic Drug Laws e 25 1%
Violations of Alcohot Laws
1
All Others Y
Totat 1674 219 47 63 39 70 2 25
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

National probation and parole Institutes

1. OBJLCTIVES

2. SPONSORS

3, ADMINISTERED BY

4, PARTICIPATING
AGENCIES

5, SELECTION AND
DEFINITION OF
TTEMS

6. ITEMS )
Identification
Data

Historical
Data

parole

Performance Data

status as of May, 1969

i i istical reports on parole
i e nationwide statistica. :
gié;gbtpon (1) uniform definitions of items, and

(2) individual persons paroled.

c . te
Authorities; Intersta )
Association for the Counc11.
United States Board of Pargle,
of the National Council

Association of Paroling
Compact Administrators
of State Governments;
Advisory Council on Parole
on Crime and Delinguency.

i h
National Council on crime and Delinquency, Researc
Center, Davis, california.

Expected membership for Pilot Study was approxima
20 agencies. . )

;iigent pgrticipants are 55 ageigliic;? 5

the Federal Governmegt and Puer ) Rico. ipense, in

These agencies contribute at thelr e for

addition to professional staff_tlmi i P

consultation in the program, time fo

full or part-time.

0 states,

1t of
Items now included in the system were tg: r;zitici—
intensive deliberation among the sponsots,and Ge
pating agencies, professional consultan

project staff.

i enc
Name identification number, birth date, sex,; ag Y
= ! a Iy
releasing, agency supervising.

‘ issi to
Effective date of sentence, date of adglzz;igsion
confinement from which parolgd, type © dmiss
(new commitment; probation v1?lat10n or pes ® ior
violation), offense, priox prlsgnaie22§?25ién, Lo
. ag
ences other than prison, 2 L
zintime of release on parole, Flme sergeglighOl
prison, history of drug use, history ©
misuse.

vision

te of release to parole super iorn
Eanth of time under parole.superv15102 arole:
parcle performance duging g%rsﬁaigzrog dgath S ring

iffi i isc

a}) no dlfflcult1e§ and no charge oF 08 iirei-

3 iod; b) if appllcab}h.. vp > ;
ESiiypiiéodate of earliest difficulty; New Offense
pate of discharge or death.
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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

. March, 1975 .

YOU ASKED FOR IT--1972 PAROLEES
AND TREND ANALYSES

A systematic reporting of parole outcomes analyzed
by offender attributes was assigned top priority’ by
participating agencies in planning meetings. This 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, brirging annual table production near the 1,000
mark. Now the total exceeds 1,000 as three year
follow-up tables are published. Each agency receives
copies of its own and the national tables annually.

Systematic Feedback Proaram Achieved

The requested reporting system 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 submitited 1972
parolee data, have been sent to the respective agencies.

National Tables--1972 Parclees

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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‘ admission to prison, prior i
T Prison sentences d
T E :l ‘ ié;éol?gi.n;bgvs’g (r;la:g. a7 gercgntage point :anréazg(-i E}z\:or
E: ‘N? S I i E: I t 1g ups showed an increase of 4 exl.'c
IUQNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS pg:g‘{s in the same"outcome category. The progortsgzag?
! p ees coded as "successes" hgs shown a consistent

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes : incr;ase from 1970 through 1972. 7In 1972 81% of th
EARCH CENTER . otal number reported . ° e
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEAR I year foZZow-up.p paroled were successful after one

609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616

o The recidivism! rate eith
o p ‘ ; er decreased or r i
| hetveen 130" ana 15,3 S eieseries io shee tanles
. " . t noticeable d
. occurred in techni iolation ¢ decreases
i 2 cal violations There was a -
P centage point reduction for males paroled with.5 Psrb o
| ggnggiole v1oéatlon admissions to prison, priof pgigoi ion
: ¢es, and prior non-prison sent
) ) L 4 percentage poi i entences; there was =z
The SUMMARY TABLE, Part 1 for males highlights | remaining ghrgelggoﬁggreagg o ihis category in the
several trends in the aggregate totals reported paroled. b . ; : Sconders decreased 1 or 2
The proportion of parolees with a history of drug abuse
has increased 13 percentage points between 1970 and 1972.
Conversely, individuals parocled with prior alcohol in-
volvement decreased 12 percentage points during the same ‘ new major convieti K -
; three year period. However, in 1972 there is still a I during the three ;:Z; ;z:g;gfd,stable in all six groups
- much larger proportion of male paroleeg with prior algohol . ineluded 4 percent of the to% ;n 1978, this eategory
noE abuse (46%) than drug abuse (31%). Prior drug abuse is ; at number reported paroiled.
steadily becoming more prevalent among male parolees; a
history of alcohol cbuse continues to be more widespread.
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The two categories of prior prison and non-prison
sentences remiined stable during the three year period.
‘ In 1972 those paroled with prior non-prison sentences f
o (71%) greatly exceeded those paroled with prior prison P
! sentences (32%). There was a five percentage point i
decrease in men paroled with probation or parole violation ,
admission to prison between 1970 and 13972. The percentage ;
of male parolees with prior prison and non-prison records : -
has remained stable; the proportion of men paroled with
prior non-prison sentences remains substantial. i

The proportion of men returned to prison with new :
major allegations and/or sustaining new major convictions .
remained stable. (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. 'Defined
The release groups with probation or parole violation ! on Parole"ngutigmzlérgerOHS in Sther than the "Continued

3 P.

*For an explanation of the SUMMARY TABLE construction
see: National Probation and Parole Institutes, Uniform :
Parole Reports Project, "A New Summary Table and Trend P v
Analysis for 1968, 1969, and 1970," Davis, California: :
National Council on Crime and Delinguency Research Center, :
August, 1973.
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes
MATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARGH CENTER
609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616

TREND ANALYSIS 1970-1972--FEMALES

The SUMMARY TABLF, Part 1 fo¥ females shows that the
proportion of parolees with a history of drug abuse in-
creased 1l 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%). A4 history of drug abuse is
eteadily becoming more prevalent among adult female

parolees.

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 parolees with prior non-prison sentences remains

high.

In 1972 only 3% of the total women reported paroled
were returned to prison with new major allegations
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 female
parolees coded as ''successes!" has shown a consistent
inerease in 1970, 1971, and 1972. In 1972, 83 percent
of the total number reported paroled were successful
after one year follow-up.
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509 SECOND STREET, SUITE D

PAROLE OUTCCME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1372

Parole Qutcome

CONTINUED ON PARCLE
No dilticulty or sentonce less than
60 days

With rew mudar renviction{s)

Now mmaier convictanis)

Absconder
RETURN YO PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR

N> now canvielanst and aot o
fspu o prosoTelon

Now ruape o lessor caawihiongsd &7
iy Low of prastoulian

I Loy 0F prasesutan of Akw maly

aronse st
Retum 1o prisen no yiclation

RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S)
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UNIFORM PARCLE REPORTS”

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes zwﬁmmwﬁ 1972
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME ANL DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER TABLE | Part 1
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95816 BY COMMITMENT OFFENSE
« Funded by: the National Institute of Mental Heaith 1965-1972
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 18727
Commitment Offense
Total willful Negtligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Forcible Statufory Alf Other
Pat1 42 Homicide Manslaughter  Robbery Robbery Asgault Rape Rape Sex Otfensos
21823 1950 203 2965 831 1303 588 131 3179
79% 90% 89% 79% 79% 81% 85% 87% 86%
384 22 39 6 i3 6 . 2 6
1% 1% 1% 1 1% 13 ’ 1% 1%
152 4 18 3 9 4
1% L% 53 5% 1% 1%
1297 48 6 179 52 61 | 16 4 17
5% 2% 3% 5% 5% 4% » 2% 3% 4%
i { ; :
1360 65 . 17 166 | 68 ¢ 77 1 29 3 . 10
5% & 3% 78 4% 6% 5% ¢ 4% 2% (2% 7
806 | 28 1 64 3 21 ¢ 39 12 2 . 7 ¢
2% 1% - L% 2% | 2% ¢ 2% | 2% 1% 2%
855 ¢ 28 ¢ 2 1 146 31 ¢ 44 19 ﬁ 3 g :
38 . 1% ¢ 5% 4% 3% 3% . 3% : 2% 2% _.,,
17 : 2 1 ; 1
%3 iy iy e
81 1 135 35 55 1 % g -
3% ;o ke 4% 3% 3% 1 3% . 2% .
1582 26 & 7 - 1 3
is 1% 1% 5% 1% 1z 1%
27587% 222 3740 1851  1£0% £88 159 . 440
1008 18, 34 . 4% £% 2% 2% 2%
*Jammitrent Dffense unreported for 3 sublents
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PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSON

pParole Oulcome

CONTINUED ON PAROLE

No difficuity or senlence tess than
60 doys

With new minor conviction(s}

New majot conviction{s}

Absconder
RETURN TO PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR

No new conviction{s} and nsl in
fiey of prosecution

New minor o lessar convictionis) or
in Hou ol prosscuticn

In lieu ol prosecution of new majer
cfenseis}

Raturs Yo prison no violation

RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S)

Sane prsflon
Any ofher jurssishon

Tolsd
Pezentape o Tomd

of the National Probatio
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELI
509 SECOND STREET, SUITE D

S PAROLED IN 1972

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

n and Parole Institutes
NQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER
DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616

NATIONAL

MALE

1972

TABLE

BY TYPE OF ADMISSION TO PRISON

Type of Admission to Prison

New Court Commitment

Parole Violation

New
Total W.‘oo”aﬁ%, vmﬂwcm”w% Technicat nn@,nacu
R .
21826 | 17756 @ 2529 W 734 8
79% g1y |  79% 633 69%
M ; 25
384 278 ! 62 | 19 |
1% 1% | 2% 2% ! 2%
152 g9 110 24 28 |
Ty R S BT 76
: 7 ¢ 948 : , ;
w Huwww ! 4% 4 11s ! 7%
! W J : '
. 1360 | 1023 . 154 136
: * mmw W 5% . 5% | 12%
¢ goe . 423 ¢ 103 ° 48
. 2% 2% | 3% 4% .
855 694 | 92 - 29 :
% 33 38 - 3% 2% ;
, | | 2
7 13 1 i 2 -
ww@ ; %1 k% 5% %
911 663 98 47 103
3% 3% 3% Ww www
123 25 ,
wmwm T 1% 12 K% 1%
aus7o | 2acum 3213 . 1189 1172
100% 0% 12% 4% 4% &

e
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes zweHowwh 1972
- NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER TABLE IV
. 609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY PRIOR NON-PRISON SENTENCES
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1872
Parole Ouicome Prior Non-Prison Sentences
Seven and
Total None One . Two Three Four Five Six. more
CONTINUED ON PAROLE “ 21826 6727 4380 2884 2029 1378 991 749 2688
80 dape Y o senlance oss than w 79% |  85% 82% 79% 77% 74% | 74% 72% 70%
|
With new minor conviction(s) W 384 48 65 61 36 41 29 28 76
i 13 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 3% 2%
New major conviction(s) i 152 20 22 12 16 24 12 7 39 .
1% 4% | %3 43 1% 13 1% 1% 1% et
N 1297 263 224 185 140 99 2z , 67 247 ~
Absconder : 5% 3% 43 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 63%
RETURN TO PRISON AS :
TEGHNICAL VIOLATOR , ; .
Na now canvichonis! and not 216 206 187 168 i 117 97 66 303
heu of prosecutien 3% 4% 5% 6% 6% ! 7% 6% 8%
. _ . 61 68 B4 68 | 62 35 44 184
N i S anvists e
In ew of prosecen o of 1% ¢ 13 2% 3% 3% 3% il B
. ; 305 165 85 53 54 35 2 , :
In b i p Lo ot o ; .
Chtamsei o TN T a8 . 3 2% 23 33 . 3% 3% 3
. 17 4 - 4 1 2 t i &
Retumn to prison no viclation. : ok 7 x i
. k% L% k% k% X% ; 4%
RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH : 3 i
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S} : ,",
.83y - 186 . 1853 | 128 -, 110 75 62 45 | 13¢
Sare prsdition ; 3% . 2% 3% 4% 4% | 4% 5% .
. 182 31 38 27 s i4 + 16 o
Any Iner wnsdRnos : 1%, 5% 1% - 1% 1% iz iz g
Totat ) ‘27570 0 FBIL 5329 | 3653 - 2640 1866, | 1343
Ferrentrge of Teln L iR 5% 19% . I3x ;. ins ¢ TE 5%

P VR




;  SZ8T .
| | BT o8z | ziT Z06T | zis 289¢ | OLTL
"o I ' * 51 T T e
%9 s st ci 29 10T s8I0 Iy
2 me #wﬂ WWm
% 6 14 0T €€ smeT Bniq dnoasen 4o sucheloin
w ww % 2% 8%
T
ww mw 3T 3P $T m% m% pnesd 1ag
o5 o5 T oL 9 €T 24 #3343 Aq Auasiey 10 presy Aabioy
¥ . g 7 8% % ’
2% 8% - 6 € 6 62 Yoy ajaysp
6 8 i * $T 8T
A
mwm mwa 3T 8T 2 me wwm ik
%% T 0z LT 0% 8LC Are|Bing
z % % % 8%
%% Z T T £ SASUBHQ Xag 18I0 |1y
£ mw 85 8%
%% T L adey aigi104
8 B ¥ 3T % 8%
wwm mwwm € 9 g9 €T 1Inessy pajeaesBbby i
z % 8% i
3T 2 € 6 MWN Aiaqgoy pawieun ~
€1 ww 31 % 3T $T $T ) ;
T 6 6 ST €9 Assqaoy pouwny
ybnesueyy JuabyBap "
m ww ww_.. w.,m ww %5 2% %%
€ BPIILIOY Nyl
mmmmH wwm %56 %76 $16 368 mmm wmw A
PR — NWmN 9T 9ELT €LL £LvZ | p0g9 UON -
jo suonejoip 6nug Bmwo_mz Pries seuio Nww.uw._\mﬂ HOUL aiowen - Auaosen Aseibing
10 suope|oip pnes4 16104 10 Yoy i
85UBHQ BLUWWOY .
ZL6L NI a310HvYd SNOSH3d HO4 HY3IA 1SHI
4N
1 SNOILJIANOD HOorvn M3N ANV NHNL3Y NOSIHd H1IM SNO}
ZUed 1A IaVL 91956 VINHOLITVD ‘SiAvd 4 3uns ‘13341S ANOD3S 609
Nwhmp. Mamwwwmz mwpzmo:0m<mmmx>ozm:czjmnnz<ms_moz04_oz:ooq<zo:<z
s391n
IMIIBUY 9j0aBI puw uonEqoIq ysuorjupy eq3 jo
SLIOodHay HTOUV A IWNH0OJINN
UNIFORM PAREROLE REPORTS
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes NATIONAL
NATIONAL COUNCILON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER MALE ‘_QNN
609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 i
TABLE Vil Part 1
NEW MAJOR ALLEGATIONS WITH PRISON RETURN AND NEW MAJOR CONVICTIONS IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1972
New Offense Commitment Offense
Total Willfu) Negligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Forcible All Other
Part 18 2 Homicide Manslaughter Robbery Robbery Assauit Rape Sex Offenses
None 25489 2117 227 3416 976 1494 651 562
92% 98% 99% 91% 93% 93% 95% 95%
Wiilful Homicide mwwmw mmmw HWM& wumw mwa Ww ]
Negligent Manslaughter M 3 M % :
Armed Robb 2R4 10 102 11 13 7 i 2
red Romhery 1% L% 3% 1% 1% 1% L%
Unarmed Robbery \NWW HWW wa Mw .
97 6 15 4 15 4 4 o
Aggravated Assault
% % % 13 1% 1% 5}
Foreihie Rape wavW N 1 wmm wm. 5 9 5 3
5% X% 53 k% %% =% 1% 1%
Al Other Sox Otfenses wWw Mw Mw mw ww wa
469 5 44 10 14 o1 2
Burgl
e 2% S 13 1% 1% 8| k%
" o 170 4 27 4 9 ) 1
Thettor Larceay 1% % 1% 3 1% ke
. 101 2 8 4 1 1
Vehitle Theht . . :
e k3 Y% a0 s i3 R
forgery Fraud or Loreeny by Check 137 8 S i 2 1 ’ 1
4 X% , S %% L3 %
Other Fraug Huw.mw : ]
Vialations of Narcotic Qrug Laws Hmw M 2 M M . Mm . Ww
% % % 3] .
Vicwtion of AahatLaws ,. HM Wm M Mm ‘
H % 3 2 % S
A Davers 457 12 1] 64 21 43 &
2% 1% ¢ X% 2% 2% - 3% 1%
tore
27567* 2185 229 3740 1051 | 1609 688 599

*Commitment Offense gﬂmMOHnmm. for 3 subjects
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes Z&MWMME
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER \_mﬁN
609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 SUMMARY TABLE Part 1
AGGREGATE TOTALS REPORTED PAROLED IN 1970, 1971, AND 1972
1970 1971 1972
] * K553%
Total Reported Paroled 25590* 26218 27353
. . *
Total Reported Paroled with Probation or Parole mhwmww mwww w» mmwmw o
Violation Admission to Prison .ol_J
Total Reported Paroled with Prior Prison Sentences mmwww mwwww mqum
Total Reported Paroled with Prior Non-Prison : mewww Hmwwww 19 mwww
Sentences §
-
Total Reported Paroled with Prior Drug Abuse § »mwmwx muwmw mwwww
w }
m ‘ ZE*
Total Reported Paroled with Prior Alcohol Abuse w, 14 mMMMwW w»owww ; 125 Mmm
. . . 5 Lk g
Total Reported Paroled Committing XNew Major DEfense wwmmm wmmwm q._., mmqmm
*the "Return to Prison No Violation" category was omitted from these tables. .
**Based upon Smaller sample than respective totals reported parcled; this itel Was not
reported for a small number of subjects.
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS*
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes ZWMMosz 1972
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER E TABLE ! Part 1
609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY COMMITMENT OFFENSE
* Funded by: the National Institute of Mental Health 1965-1972
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 1972-
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1972
Parole Outcome Commitment Offense
Total Willful Negligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Forcible Statutory All Other
Part 1 & 2 Homicide Manslaughter Robbery Robbery Agsault Rape Rape Sex Offenses
CONTINUED ON PAROLE
No difficulty or sentence less than 1532 251 30 85 33 84 1 1 ] 15
60 days 81% 91% 91% 79% 69% 85% 100% 100% 83%
With new minor conviciion(s) 27 1 2 1 1
1% k3 4% 1% 6%
New major convictionls) 6 1
5% 1% %
Absconder 132 12 2 13 6 7 1 —
7% 4% 6% 12% 13% 7% 6%
RETURN TO PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR
No new conviction{s} and not in 96 5 1 6 2 6 1
tieu of prosecution 5% 2% 3% 6% 4% 6% 6%
New minor or lesser conviction(s) ot 26 2 1 3
in lieu of prosecution 13 1% 1% 6%
In licu of prosecution of new major 15 2 1
oltensefs) 1% 1% 2%
Return to prison no violation NMW Ww Wm
RECOMMITTED TO PRISGS WITH
NEW MAJOR CONVICTION(S)
38 1 1 1
Same jurisdiction 2% L3 1% 2%
3 1
Any other jurisdiction k% %%
Total 1882 275 33 108 48 99 1 1 i8
Fercentage of Total 100% 15% 2% 6% 3% 5% %% 5% 1%

Q§ ;




*1

%
mmm WM WM 3T £34 TT 3E8 00T
Jloze zL £T2 09ST | 88T Ri0) o abewaaied
n . ] |eiot
M %% %%
z € vonatpsunf tatpo Auy
i £37) %8 £-37 T Y4
I 9 6 zz gc uoffo)psiini swes
(SINOILIIANOD HOrV
STT HLIM NOS!Hd OL Dmt_S“O“WH
I %% %
[°] L uoyeolA ou uosud o} winjay
%9 $T 5T T E . |
T T
w.NH WMH WM.H sofew meu jo uopnoasosd Mwm:muw%
uonnoasosd
wmm .6 a8 MM WWN MMN 40 (sjuonoisuog Jasss] \..uo Eum_hm”mpu
z 9 ) eosd
) 6T L9 96 ul Jou pue »mvmmwumﬂoﬂ ;%_ :omh
HOLYTOIA TVOINHO3L
WJA_WN WM.H %6 %8 20T %9 Sl SV NOSIdd OL Nuniad
4 9 ce 00T CET 13puoasqy
% %% o
9
% &7 o7 m.w (s)uopojauos lofew mapn !
€ [4
. 44 Le . (S)UoHDIAUOY. JoUNL MBU YA
2 .mmm ..wmm $EL $89 ghL %E8 $18
ke 9T
6V LST 00€T 2€ST uBY) SSB) 9JUBUAS JO b_au_mh__”% %m "
370HVd NO QINNILNOD
s0W XIS anty inod aayL omj. aup suoN {e10),

, pue uasag
saJuajuag uosid Joud awoo
1o ojcieg

Z2L61L NI d370UVd SNOSH3d HOJ HVIA LSHId NI INCILNO J70HVYd

STONILNIS NOSIHd HOIUd A8

W8V . 91956 VINHOZITVO 'SIAVA @ 31INS *133Y1S gNODAS 609
Z/61 TR HILNIO HOHVISIH AONINONITIA ANV AWIHO NO TIONNOD TVNOILVYN
TYNOTLYN S03N3IISU] 8jorvg PpuUE UWOIIBYOIJ [BUOLIBN Oy jo

SLHOdHY HTOUYVd WUHOAINN

T e B A 8 e i

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes NATIONAL ‘_@ﬂN
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER FEMALE TABLE i
i 609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY TYPE OF ADMISSION TO PRISON
PAROLE OUTCOME iN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1972
Type of Admission {0 Prison
parcle Outcome
New Court Commitment Parole Violation
Not from Probation New
Total Probation Revoked Technical Conviction
CONTINUED ON PAROLE
No difficulty or sentence less than 1532 1155 216 108 52
60 days 81% 86% 83% 58% 62%
With new minor conviction(s) 27 18 5 1 3
1% 1% 2% 1% 4%
New major conviction(s) 6 3 1 1 1 ©
5% 33 3% 1% 1% ©°
132 75 17 31 9 i
Absconder 7% 6% 7% 16% 11%
RETURN TO PRISON AS
TECHNICAL VIOLATOR
No new conviction(s) and not in 96 48 10 31 7
lieu of prosecution 5% 4% 4% 16% 8%
New minor or lesser convictionis) or 26 16 4 5 1
In fiey of prosecution 1% 1% 2% 3% 1%
in Tleu of prosecution of new major 15 10 2 1 2
oltensels) 1% 1% 1% 1% 2%
Return to pricon no so_uzuu: 7 2 1 2 2
%% L% 5% 1% 2%
RECOMMITTED TO PRISON WITH
NEW TIAJOR CONVICTION(S)
i 38 20 4 7 7
Same jurisdiction 2% 1% 28 43 8%
o 3 1 1 1
Any other jurisdiction wmm L% wmw 1%
Total
1882 1348 261 189 84
Percentage of Total , 100% 72% 14% 10% 4%
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UNIFORM PAROLE RTPORTS
of the National Probation and Parole Institutes ZWMWWMMH_ 1972
4 NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY RESEARCH CENTER TABLE IV
' 609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 BY PRIOR NON-PRISON SENTENCES
PAROLE OUTCOME IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1972
Parole Outcome Pricr Non-Prison Sentences
Seven and
Total None One Two Three Four Five Six more
CONTINUED ON PAROLE 130
No a::or.é or sentence fess than 1532 592 285 175 HNW HW%.W mmw www 65%
60 days 81% 89% 84% 82% 73%
4 1 3
With new minor conviction(s) Nww HWW . ww w_m.w ww 3% m__..mw . 1%
New major conviction(s) 6 wmmw .. w.mw “_u”mw 1% 1g %
43 . 11 16 8 9 10 27 —
132 26 25 13%
Absconder 7% 4% 7% 5% 10% 6% 10% 14%
RETURN TO PRISON m>m
TECHNICAL VIOLATO
i i 96 17 R W 15 10 5 5 3 30
No new conviction{s} and not in 3g 7% 62 4% 6% 4% 15%
lieu of prosecution 5% Mw 3 1 7 3 2 1 5
New minor or lesser conviction(s} or N%w 1% 1% e 4% 2% 2% 1% 2%
in lieu of prosecution 15 4 5 5 4 1 2
In i 1 prosecution of new major 5
affense(@) 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3
. 7 s 1 Ww
Return to prison no violsilon wmw 1% mmw v
RECOMMITTED TC PRISON WITH
NEW MAJCR CONVICTION(S) s 5
38 1 : S : ; 3| s 23
Same jurisdiction 2% 1% 2% 3% 1% Ww
3 1
Any other jurisdiction L ; 9 13
Total 1882 664 341 213 166 136 87 qwm NWW@
Parcentage of Total 100% 35% { . 18% 11% 9% 7% 5%
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603 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA, 95516 TABLE Vil Part 1
NEVY MAJOR ALLEGATIONS WITH PRISON RETURN AND NEW MAJOR CONVICTIONS IN FIRST YEAR FOR PERSONS PAROLED IN 1972
New Offense Commitment Offense
Toal Willful Negligent Armed Unarmed Aggravated Farcibla All Other
Part 1 & 2 Homicide Manslaughter Robbery Robbery Assault Rape Sex Offenses
None 1820 271 33 106 46 99 1 19
97% 99% 100% 98% 96% 100% 100% 100%
Wilttul Romizide MW uum. 3
Negligent Manslaughter
Armed Robbary W % Ww
Unarmed Robbery wwuw ' w.. N Wm
[ew)
Aggravated Assault .ur P
%% o~
Forcibla Rape
Fe
Al Other Sex OHanses. 1
%%
Burglary 9 I
k% X%
Theh or Larceny g
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Viiutle Thaty 1
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Forgtry Fravd o Larseny by Check 1 1
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPO NATIONAL
i Probation and FParole Institutes
of the National Proba FEMALE ._wuNM
z»«_oz>rno:zo_rozom.=m>zocm:zocmzo<mmmm>mo:omzqmz
IA 95616
603 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA SUMMARY TABLE Part 1
: 1972
AGGREGATE TOTALS REPORTED PAROLED IN 1970, 1971, AND
1970 1971 | 1972
1706% 1925% 1875*
: rotal Reported Paroled
. ) i 614 593 529 o~
rotal Reported Paroled with Probation or Parole 36% 31% 28% P
violation Admission to Prison o~
. . . 309 347 321
m Total Reported paroled with Prior Prison Sentences 18% i8% 17%
: ; ; ~prison 1123 | 1281 g
I Total Reported paroled with Prior Non ces 66% &
Sentences
. §37+% | 832 g92-%
rotal Reported Paroled with Prior Drug ahuse 37 423 48%
: ke
. §35%*% | 678 593*
potal Reported Paroled with Prior Alcchol Abuse 378 35% 33%
e ] Mm 1
e s v 3 g 71 : 63 v & ]
mobal Reported Paroled Commiitting Few Major OfIense P &% I - 3%

- . "

- b
+*Rased upon soaller sample than respective £ntals reported

reported Ior a small nusker of subjects.
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% t national figures
., the snclosed tables represen

Eox pi?ggé outcomes ofzalldpergggiegetgaggg tolgazﬁiild e

X 72 and re , .
supaxcvigion during 19 2d to UPR. It sons

ip B +t these data do not inc
?ﬁgg;gg{ggtﬁgﬁ the United States; data for some states are
not included.

The enclosed data represent'the only availabliu;gziogil
jinformation on parole outcomes, including a ligggf B o
pocoicen £rom many agencies; collectod B0 S50 Tons  ana the

i 1 ’ ;
ngread upon dafinitions, w th these ol paroling
[s3 44 i at developed in collabo ’
ﬁgggggitgei?rmFractions of less than %% are represented by

i ; which is widely useful,
" 1liove the data are in a form Wi i
;gﬁie ngg gszily simplified. Your suggestions for improvement

are ancouraged.

ES~-1972
AGE ¢ REPRESENTED IN NATIONAL TABL ‘
h%%ﬂizgnts ghow proporticns of all parolees)

y Mississippi 100%
Aiahama 13%% Missouri 100%
N e ana 1 100% Montana 10(())%
ﬁrkansasi : Nebraska 100%
Qnétioggl:. 15% Nevada ' iggz

OYA Female 100% New Hamgshmre 1008
onc Male ’ 15% New Mexico 008
ope Female 100% New Yorkk cas 0%
Connecticnt Female 100% No;th pakota 008
Dalaware?® 100% Ohioh o Lot
Pistrict of Columbia iggz gznisglvania 0oz
poyacior 50% Puerto Rico 6 100%

G@orq%u 100% Rhode Islan@ 100%
ahe 1L00% South Carolina 100%
Illinaiﬁ 25% south Dakota 100%
§gg§ﬂna 100% Texas iggz
Kansas 100% vtah 1008
Kentucky 100% Vgrmgn; 1o
louisiana 100% Virginia 1008

ino : 100% West Virginia oot

ﬁgryland 100% Wisconsin 25
Massachusetts 100% Wyoming
#ichigan 18%

1 yanuary through June, Bugust parolees only
? Japuary through April parolees only
fapril, October and November parolees only
“January through November parolees only
‘January through June parolees only

¢yanmary through September parolees only
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OBJECTIVES

SPONSORS

PARTICIPATING
AGENCIES

DATA

RELIABILITY

INFORMATION
FEEDBACK

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 §5%75

. Neithercutt, D.Crim., Program Director

UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

Reliable nationwide statistical reports on parole
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 Parole of the National
Council on Crime and Delinguency.

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. Two year follow-up data are being
gathered, beginning with 1968 parolees and three
vear follow-up data start with release year 1969.
Definitions of items are given in the Coding
Manual, available upon regquest.

Reliability studies, which have resulted in the
conclusion that the data collected are adegquately
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 pbased on one
year follow-up study, and persons discharged during
that period are included. The percentages given
are rounded to the nearest whole percent. The

"%3%" entries represent %% or less.
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UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

of the National Probation and Parole Institutes
HNHOHALCOUNCILONCH!MEANDDEHNQUENCYRESEARCHCEN?ER
609 SECOND STREET, SUITE D DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 35616

April 1974

ADULT FELON RELEASE, PAROLE, AND PAROLE OUTCOME

' al guestion concerning parole is the extent
of itﬁ gggtgs aqform of release. Uniform Parole Reports
reqularly receives requests for lnforma?lon on the _
number of adult felons released from prisons apd rz 5
formatories in the United States. This topic 1s © . f
such general interest that it fostered the August, :
Newsletter.' This Newsletter updates those data,
providing perspective For 1965 through 1872.

Number Released

For the 42 states? reporting fully, there was a

! d Parole Institutes, Uniform ]
National Probation an : |
rarole Reports Project, "prison Rgleases,.Paroles, and {
Parole Outcomes," Davis, California: National Councii F
on Crime and Delinguency Research Center, August, 1971. ;

See also, National Probation and Pargle Institutes, i
Uniferg Parolé Reports Project, "Comparative Data forthe /
the Years 1955 to 1964 on Parole Releases by Stat§§, the
Foderal System and States and Federal Systems Cog 1n§.,_
pavis, California: National Council on Crime and Delln
gquency Research Center, July, 1967.

fporty-two states provided data on the number of
adult ggigis released from their prisons and reforgatorxes
for each year, 1965 through 1972, Seven other sta eiiod-
supplied these figures for some part of this time pe :
one state did not collect the data at all.

' lendar year.
The questionnaire asked for data by calen
In cases 3here only fiscal year data were available,
they were uged.

206

downward trend in adult felons released? between 1965 and 1968,
when the number reached 79,644. The pattern shifted slightly
in 1969; in the succeeding three years there has been a pro-
nounced increase. In 1972 95,829 adults were reported released
from state prisons and reformatories, which is the largest
number in the eight year period. Thus, the 1972 level of releases
surpassed the 1965 amount by 11,026, The mean rate of decrease
between 1965 and 1968 was 1,290 persons per year; the mean
annual rate of increase between 1969 and 1972 was 3,966. Thus,
the rate of inerease in total releases between 1969 and 1972
was greater than the rate of decrease between 1965 and 1968.

Table 1 also details a large amount of variation among states.
The s%andard deviation in 1971 and 1972, for example, was 2,31

and 2,306; the range of adults released was 114 through 10,427 and
94 through 8,062, respectively.

TABLE 1
ADULT FELONS RELEASED FROM STATE PRISONS AND
REFORMATORIES IN 42 STATES, 1965-1972

NUMBER | NUMBER
YEAR RELEASED| (in thousands)

| 96

1965 84,803 | 94
| 1966 82,977 | 92
1967 81,491 90

| 1968 79,644 I 88
| 1969 79,965 | 86
1970 86,129 84

| 1971 89,863 | 82
| 1972 95,829 | 80

78
'65 '66 '67 ‘68 '69 '70 7L '72
mean 2,029 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 1,526 1,807 1,890 27111 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

d7his number includes release by parole, expiration of sentence,
mandatory release, commutation of sentence, etc., and excludes
deaths and inter-institutional transfers.
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Looking at the states individually, two basic patterns
cinprged. There vere 24 states whose number released in 1972
wapg higher than in 1965 and, conversely, 19 states where it
was higher in 1965 than 1972, No states either consistently
incroased or decreased the number released during each of the
elght years. In fact, there was a moderate amount of fluctuation

in the number released among years for most states.

TABLE 2
PATTERNS OF ADULT FELON RELEASE FOR
INDIVIDUAL STATES, 1965-1972

Number of
State Patterns of Release States
Variable, '65 total releases lower than '72 24
Variable, '65 total releases higher than '72 17
Decrease 1965 through 1968, increase 1969
through 1972 1
Total 42

Number Paroled

The pattern for adult felons paroled from the 47 reéeporting
jurisdictions" is similar to the pattern for total releases.
There was a downward trend between 1965 and 1968, when the
number paroled reached a low of 51,298. 1In 1969 the trend ;
reverged and there was a continuous increase during the succeeding
four years, In 1972 a high of 65,756 adulte were paroled, 11,765
more than in 1965. 'The mean rate of decrease in the first four
yaar period was 673 persons per year whereas the mwan rate of

“Forty~six states and the District 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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annual i i
o t;zc;zz:eo?u§1ng the Second four Year period was 3,336
inerease in parolees From 1969-1972 waé mu;h

TABLE 3
ADULT FELONS PAROLED F
' ; ) FROM STATE PRIS
REFORMATORIES TN 47 STATES*, 19659§§72ND

T e —— —— —

| NUMBER
NUMBER
| YEAR RELEASEDI {(in thousands)
| | 66
| 1965 53,993 64
1966 52,522 | 42 ' /
| 1967 52,301 ‘ 60 /
| 1968 51,298 ' 58
1969 52,412 56
| 1970 55,672 | 54
| 1971 60,330 | 52
,_}972 65,756 | 50
‘65 '66  '67 '68 g9 i7g 71 ‘72
mean .
r 1,149 1,117 1
median ’ ' ¢113 1,091 1,115
standard deviation 1 g%g 1 ggg 1 gig '700 '730 1,%33 llggg 1,338
14
range 20- 23- 130 tr2B4 1402 1,511 1715 1601
LY el - o_

8,630 7,047 7,332 6,614 7,702 8,516 10,014 7,752

Table 3 shows that the
: ere wag a lar iati
amo ®eta
197§ga:§a§§$21nfthe number paroled. Thg staggg:dogegziggtlog
f<, for example, was 1,715 and 1,601 respecti;ggyln

For the same +wo
years +th
10,014 and 10 through 7,752, o0 O 2dults paroled was 9 through

The number paroled i
27 " in 1972 was greater &t i
forsfgt::étgge number paroled in 1965 was gre?EZrlzh;gsinfgg7
5. One state showed a decrease from 1965 through2

consi i
con eigﬁgt;ga;nggsiggd o;ndgcrzased the number paroled during
fro Cight : . act, there was a mod
ation in the number raroled across years fs;a;:szmgsgf :f
es,

*including the District of Columbia
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These are the same patterns exhibited for total releases.

TABLE 4
PATTERNS OF ADULT FELON PAROLE FOR
INDIVIDUAL STATES, 1965-1972

Number of
State Patterns of Parole States
Variable, '65 number paroled lower than '72 27
Variable, '65 number paroled higher than '72 19
Decrease 1965 through 1968, increase 1969
through 1972 ‘l
Total 47

The Use of Parole as a Method of Release

Table 5 shows the percent paroled has risen (in the re-
porting states) from 61% in 1965 to 66% in 1972. WNote that
the proportion paroled hae increuased as the number released
and the number paroled rose.

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%
1968 82,977 50,200 60%
1967 81,491 49,954 61%
1968 79,644 48,783 61%
1969 79,965 49,608 52%
1970 86,129 52,991 62%
1971 89,863 57,529 64%
1972 95,829 62,917 66%
Total 680,701 423,576 62%
210
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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 parole’® on one year follow-up.  The
correlations for the four years in which data are available were:
1968,~.41 (45 states)®; 1969,~.55 (47 states)’; 1970,-.21 (47
states); and 1971,-.34 (45 stmkes).?® All four years evidenced
a negative correlation; as the percent paroled increased, the
percent continued on parole decreased.®

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.

TABLE 6
CORRELATION BETWEEN PERCENT PAROLED AND PERCENT CONTINUED
ON PAROLE, ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP, 1968 THROQUGH 1971

States Paroling Less Than or E¢ual %tates Parocling Greater than
to Median Number Paroled Median Number Paroled

Year 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 .0l level
**gignificant at .05 level

S5nCcontinued 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.
bsignificant at the .05 level.
’significant at the .01 level.
8significant at the .05 level.

SSee "Prison Releases, Paroles, and Parole Qutcomes,"
op. cit., p. 6.
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Por 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 1970 and 1671. 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 paroled and the
number of pavelees appear to be negatively associated with
parole outecome.

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-
laxaf:ion of parole selection criteria is accompanied
by increased violation rates, it is important to
realize that paroling authorities may consider the
release of relatively poor risks on parole--under
supervision and surveillance--to provide better
societal protection than outright discharge with-
cut supervision. It must be realized also that
the characteristics of offenders at intake to prison
may be very different in the various states.!®

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 moderate 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 parocled during the eight year period.

191phid, p. 7.
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The percent paroled increased four percentage points fo;
all states combined during 1969-1972, the same four year period
that the number released and numbex paroled increased steeply.

There is a negative correlation between tbe percent Paroled
and the percent continued on parole for reporting stgtes in
1968 through 1971. Percent paroled correlated negatlvely.w1th
percent continued on parole. Moreover, during the same time
period, the percent continued on parole decreased as the percent
paroled increased more for states with greater than the @edlan
number paroled than for states with no more than the median
number paroled.
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APPENDIX C

SECURITY AND PRIVACY

o Recognition of need for social agency information
& has led to development of data collection, storage, and.
i ‘ retrieval systems; this has been accompanied by °
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.! 1In
keeping with the importance of this problem, guidelines
to ensure the integrity of the Uniform Parole Reports
system and protect the persons and agencies involved
o were developed in 1972. Their salient features are

/ ‘ g summarized here.

Potential Dangers and Abuses

Three concerns are paramount: the danger of loss
: . of the basic information in the system, the potential
i i for invasions of personal privacy, and the possible
misuse of the information to the detriment of partici-
pating agencies. e

Loss of Data

5 1 It is always possible for data to be physically
v : destroyed or degraded when in use or when stored. The
| 5 Uniform Parole Reports program has not suffered this

i 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

5 !For example, see: Project SEARCH Committee on

" Security and Privacy, Security and Privacy Considera-

o tions in Criminal History Information Systems, Sacramento:
. Project SEARCH, Technical Report Number Two, July, 1970.
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thercin., Disecontinuities in staff (despite the stable
staffing patterns thus far enjoyed) are a threat to data

inteqrity-~for example, from incomplete editing and 5

porrection of errors.

Privaey of Information on Pexsons

Persons are readily identifiable from Uniform

Parole Reports code sheets. Minimal knowledge of the j

reporting systen allows interpretation of the data
nlements on these code sheets and tracing of the

information to its source. §

Since the identification of individuals is almost
never neaded for data analyses, working tapes can be
created from which individual identification is not
feagible. This can be accomplished by deleting names,
identification numbers, and paroling and receiving
agenclies codes. These elements all can be retained in
comprehensive magnetic tapes, punched cards or code
sheets, stored securely and subjected to strictly
limited access.

Privacy of Information on Paroling and Receiving Agency

Paroling agencies now regularly receive state
tables containing their own data. For release of their
data to any other party, the authorization of the
eontributing agency is required. A file of these
individual states' data is maintained in project
of fices and the data are stored for mechanical reproduc-
tion in guantity, where appropriate. In addition, a
person sophisticated in the operation of the Uniform
Parole Reports could derive agency data from several
other sources.

The goal here is to ensure that the data will not
be misused. This includes both presentation of dis-
torted data and unauthorized release of information.

System Safeguards

Protection Against loss

Protection against loss of data is perhaps most
cagsily achieved by segure maintenance of a second set
of tapes, an approach now used. These tapes are stored
in "tape vaults"which repulse 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 remains
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 information 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 fulfilied 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.



future Developments

1 is anticipated that as opportun@tiestirise for

inteqfatimn of Uniform Parole Repgrgzsw;zﬁiiareprOtec_
-imi i Rels data resour

eriminal justice system 5 s .

tion problems will appear. Howeyeré l?lisbze$i§§§i o

that the general approaches outlined wil

those circumstances 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; vet, 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 task 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 proven serviceable in their present form.
This also is true of the item commitment offense, though
there is reason to believe that the "all others" category
of the offense codes is too encompassing. A way to
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mmprmomnk this huardle is to add: Y89 All other offenses
aqainst wersons.”t?  This serves to reduce the All Others
aroun and allows addition of person offenders to the
approoriate groun in studies of person versus propertyv
Hffondors related to assorted variables.

The items type of sentence, number of prior prison
eommitments, and nunber of prior non-prison sentences,
a1l are gerviceable as they are. It has been suggested
by oome that the latter two should not be carried beyond
Ythroe or more." This would make them much easier to
ecoide and would enhance their validity. On the othex
hand, in various analyses (though the standard feedback
qremps seven, eight, and nine), carrying prior record
creling o these extents has been found ussful.

fhe item drug use, in the core reporting system, is
erendived 2

1 No use or unknown
1  Any drug use

Althonah this (uite unsophisticated approach yields
interesting datia for comparative purposes, it is likely
ticet aome elaboration would be worthwhile. Xeeping in
miwd the neod for all jurisdictions to be able to code
the item from their records, a slight expansion seems
worleihle,  The new coding instruction reads:

o amn
1o bR nse

The mestion to be answered here is, "Does the
virolee have any history of any use of drugs of
any kindz2"

el 1 means. "no use," "no history of use”
ar "no known use.,"

Not counted as drug use is the use of
aleohol; sniffing materials such as
glue, gasoline, solvents or cleaning
fluids; or injection of foreign sub-
stances other than drugs in the
¢categories enumerated below.

3

“Hee Avpendix A for coding details.

i

Columns ~

19 Code 1 means any short-term, non-devendency
use of any drugs--including opiates,
marijuana, stimulant drugs, barbitu-
rate drugs or any other so-called
"dangerous drugs'"--except under
prescription by a phvsician. The
specific kind of drugs and the amount
used are not considered.

This includes, for example, "one-time
experimental use of marijuana," "brief
use of amphetamine," etc.

Most often, this code will reflect &
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 ("sleeping pills");
tranquilizers; or psychotomimetic
drugs, L.S.D. ("acid"), or "hallucino-
genic" drugs.

Code 2 means any habituation oxr addiction to
any of the ahove drugs. This code
reflects serious drug usage in the
sense of dependency (whether nhysical
or nsychological) or indulgence in
usage for a protracted period. This
code includes "heroin addiction,”
repeated "occasional use of ampheta-
mines," etc.

Code 3 means "unknown." This anplies to cases
in which no information is available
regarding drug usage.

Note that this retains sufficient similarity to current
coding to make the two useful together. Information on
the specific drugs involved still would he lacking, but
this degree of specificity does not seem feasible to
obtain at present from most agency records.

The date of release variable serves as perhaps the
center of Uniform Parole Reports information gathering
and analytical activities. No alteration was made in
that element.
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- Pullow-ap period 1s ordinarily not encoded by
ainrnle aoncies. It has undergone changes, though, and
und brarg, in addition to the initial "1" for one year
fallow-un, the anpropriate numeral designating a two,
Lhres, four or five year follow-up period. In the new
auting system it appears in column 78 of each subject's
tata eards.,

The ability to assess behavior under parole super-
wision threugh the data system hinges on the item
parale porformance. Much of the capability for
detailed analysisc of parole outcome depends on the

refinemont of this item's codes. Presently this informa-

tion is coded in one column; the expanded coding uses
two columno. Thus, the newly designed item allows
incorporation of much more detail. Note that the new
erlon interface with the core system, also.

Colurmg

24 - 2

o

PAROLY, PERFORMANCE

Code 00 Continued on parole, no difficulty.
Subject has not absconded from parole,
has no new convictions (excluding
minor traffic), and no actions
described in the following codes have
been taken by the paroling authority.

Code 10 Continued on parole, no parole violator

action. Sentence(s) of less than 60
days (excluding minor traffic).

Cenle 20 Continued on parole, no parole violator

action. Technical (rules) violation(s)
other than absconding.

Code 30 C@nginuad on parole, no parole violator
action. New charge(s) pending against
parolee at end of first (one-year)
follow-up period but no new convictions
and not an ahsconder.

whgnever this code is used the appro-
nriate code for this "new offense”
should be entered in Columns 30-31.

Code 40 No parole violator action. Committed
to a mental hygiene~type facility as
incompoetent or insane.

Columns -

24 - 25 Code 50

| Code 01

Code 02

Code 12
Code 22

Code 03

4

No parole violator action. Died on
parole during or after new offense but
before violator action taken.

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 oOr more convictions,
for one or more offenses, committed
while on this current parole.

Note that a minor conviction means that
the subject received a maximum sentence
of 60 days or more hut less than one
year. A parolee may sustain a minor
conviction yet be continued on parole--
thus the application of this code.

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 by policy no official acts are
customarily taken with respect 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.

Absconder, reinstated to supervision
wWithout return to prison.

Absconder, supervision terminated with-
out return to prison.

Returned to prison——technical violation,
7o new conviction(s) and not in lieu of
prosecution. The parolee has been
declared a parole violator by the
paroling authority and returned to
prison. No criminal convictions (major,
minor or lesser) occurred during parole.
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Code

Corlo

i ‘ ol

04

14

“his rnode includes those who are

roturted:

. For failure to follow parole rules;

. ¥or further treatment (insluding
naychiatric but excluding medical)
related to their parole performance;

¢. Under treatment and control programs,
such as those for supervisgion 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 mMinor or lesser conviction(s). The
paroling authority has declared the
parolee to be a parole violator, and
the parolee has heen convicted of
committing an offense for which the
maximum sentence is less than one year,
and the parolee has been returned to
prison on technical grounds after
having been convicted, including sus-
pended sentence or probation.

Returned to prison--technical violation,
in licu of prosecution for new minor or
losser offense(s). The paroling
authority has declared the parolee a
parole violator, and the parolee has
committed an offense(s) for which the
maximum sentence is less than one year.
The parolee has been returned to prison
in lieu of nrosecution and on the basis
of a clear admission of guilt of the
offense (s).

Returned to prison--technical violation,
in lieu of prosecution on new major
offense(s). The paroling authority has
daclared the parolee to be a parole
violator, and the parolee has committed
an offense for which the maximum sen-
tence is at least one year.

24 - 25

Columns

Code 15

Code 06

Code 07

A

The subject has been returned to prison
in lieu of prosecution and on the bhasis
of a clear admission of guilt of the
offense.

Whenever this code is used, the avpro-
priate code for this "new offense"
should bhe entered in Columns 30-31,
below.

Returned to prison--technical violation,
after new major conviction. The narol-
1ing authority has declared the parolee
a parole violator and the parolee has -
been convicted of committing an offense
for which the maximum sentence is at
least one vyear.

The subject has been returned to nrison
after conviction hut on the hasis of a
parole violation rather than as a new
court commitment.

Whenever this code is used, the appro-
priate code for this "new offense"
should be entered in Columns 30-31.

Returned to prison--no violation. The
subject has been returned to nrison for
reasons not reflecting on his or her
performance since paroled.

Examples are:

a. . Return for medical reasons othar
than psychiatlric;

b. Return on a new commitment for an
offense committed before relecase
on parole.

Recommitted to prison--new major
conviction(s), same jurisdiction. Tho
subject has been convicted, sentenced,
and recommitted to prison or has heen
given a suspended sentence or nroba-
tion, in the same jurisdiction for an
offense-—-committed since he or she was
paroled--with a maximum sentence of at
least one year.




ey lagmyes
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24 ~ 25

Whenever this code is used, the appro-
priate code for this "new offense"
should be entered in Columns 30-31,
helow.

Cerler N8 Recommitted £0 prison--new major
conviction(s), any other jurisdiction.
The subject has been convicted, sen-—
tencerd, and committed to prison in any
oth7r jurisdiction--that is, to out~of-
state, territorial, Federal or foreign
nrisons. The offense(s)--committed
since subject was paroled--has a maxi-
mum sentence of at least one vyear.

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
explanation for its use should be
written at bottom of the code sheet.

Code OX Continued on parole, new major
convicticn{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 & 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 may be
continued on parole in the first juris-
diction--hence the application of this
codde.

Whenever this code is used, the appro-
priate code for this "new offense"
should be entered in Columns 30-31,
below.

Two-yvear and three-year follow-up coding follow
the definitions outlined above. One additional
code 1s used, however, arising from the fact

SRS & AR ST SR

Columns N .

that the final disposition of charges outstand-
ing at the end of two years or three years is
scught.

Code 0Y 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. MNone of the above
"return to prison” or "absconder" codes
applies to him.

Cases coded as 0Y will be followed 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.? 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 "continued on parole,
no difficulty"” or "discharged to mental hygiene
facility."

2For an example of use of this information see:
Newsletter, Uniform Parole Reports, Davis, California:
NCCD Research Center, April, 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-
istxative action.

Why choose the date of the parolee's behavior
rather than the date of agency action? The date of
parolee action is believed more valuable for some analy-
ses but this does not negate the need also for data on
agency acts, especially when both are available. Con-
sequently, the item date of official violation action
is employed.

i,

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 codes (identical to those for Columns
14-15) are to be used if, and only if, code 30,
50, 05, 07, 08 or 0X appears in Columns 24-25,
i.e., only if subject has been discharged 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 only if, the
offense concerned is punishable by adult
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Columns ) .

30 - 31 correctional institutional confinement (prison
or reformatory) for a maximum of one year or
more. Include as a conviction any guilty plea,
whether or not adjudged a conviction.

Parole rules violation(s):

Rules violation codes are used only if Columns
24-25 bear code 20 or 03.

91 Drug abuse;
92 Use or overuse of alcohol;
93 Failure to report; .

94 Fxceeding geographic bounds (leaving
the district without nermission);

95 Moving, marrving, contracting, etc.,
without permission (where permission
is required);

96 Other rules violation(s) (describhe
at hottom of code sheet).

‘The most serious violation should be coded
where multinle ones occur at one time (in
instances of multiple violations at the same
time enter the appropriate code which has
the smallest code number).

Otherwise, use code 00.

No essential change occurred in coding months under
active parole supervision. However, coding instructions
were altered to reflect a more nearly accurate descrip-
tion of how coding is done.

Columns

32 - 33 MONTHS UNDER ACTIVE PAROLE SUPTRVISION

Enter the code indicating the number of months
since this release to narole that subject has
been under active parole supervision in the
United States, Canada, the Virgin Islands or
Puerto Rico. :




W

, o Lumns f' Columns ~

;' 32 - 33 "Active parole supervision" means that some i 38 DEATH

o continuing contact between parolee and parole —

5 officer is required, in person or by mail. X Alive

b Calculate the numbher of months to the nearest '

5 whole month. Sixteen or more days count as ; Code 0 Subject was alive or presumed alive
an additional month. : at the end of the follow-up period.
If no difficulty, and subject has not been ..
discharged within the twelve-month follow-up Dead=--not result of criminal act

. period (for first reporting), code 12; if no ) . .

v difficulty and subject has not been discharged Code 1 Subject died or is presumed to have

5 within the extended follow-up period, code 24, died before the end of the follow-up

. 16, etc. . g period while on parole (no criminal

4 3 act was involved).
} The item date of discharge or death was described ‘ :

: slightly differently, reflecting a more explicit state- Code 2 Subject died or is presumed to have-
e ment of coding rules and seeking more uniformity of ‘ died after release from parole but
e coding. Presently, some agencies report cases as "dis- during the follow-up period (no

charged" upon return to prison; other agencies do not. : criminal act was involved).

This is not a particularly difficult matter to allow f

for in data analyses but the system would be more : Dead--result of criminal act

nearly uniform with an explicit rule. _
Code 3 Subject died or is presumed to have

charged (by expiration of sentence, commutation
or paroling authority action, or by "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

Do not count as "discharges" persons returned
to prison; code these cases 0000 in Columns
34-37.

Numbers of persons dying during follow-up are so
small that it will take vears to amass enoudgh data to
analvze the characteristics of these individuals.

wmanding the coding of this variable allows distinguish-

ing between viectims and perpetrators of criminal acts,
G odistinetion not now possible.

T s e s e v 050 D e b e b BRI SR SIS Foine ioun o

fe Columns ’ died before the end of the follow-up

. ) T period while on parole (in the

v 34 -~ 37 DATE OF DISCHARGE OR DEATH course of committing a criminal act).
Code 0000 means subject has not been dis- f Code 4 Subject died or is presumed to have

died after release from parole bhut
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 presumed to have
died after release from parole but
during the follow-up period (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 cdode 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 iInformation on
alcohol histeory in the data sources. The new coding:

Columns

39 ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT

The gquestion to be answered by this item is
whether it may be assumed reasonably that
alcohol ever has contributed to the subject's
delinguent 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 cffense
or in any previous offenses.

Code 0 should be used if thcve is no alcohol
involvement or if th.ore 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
was returned to the community under supervision. Thus,
a date field for this information is used.
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Columns N

A

45 - 48 DATE OF RELEASE FROM 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® 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 NUMBER

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.

35As examples consult: A Personal 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 Feview 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 niw
items and some old items wi@h new codes. The two yesadid
and three year sheets sustained some alteratlons,dafive
the code sheet used by a few agencies for four an £
year follow-up reporting. Examples of these niw ziou .
sheets are displayed in Figures D-1 through D-4, n Sgin
each state's actual code sheets vary from the sample

several ways.
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TYPE OF

EXPANDED UNIFORM PAROLE REPORTS

EFFECTIVE DATE DATE OF
BIRTH DATE OF SENTENCE ADMISSION
1 2 3 [N ~ ] 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Month Year Month Year Month Yeaxr

TYPE OF PRIOR OTHER PRIOR
ADMISSION OFFENSE SENTENCE PRISON SENTENCE
13 1k 15 16 17 18

DRUG
USE

19

ey

PAROLE INFORMATION (COLUMNS 24-38, 45-48) IS REPORTED

FOR A MAXIMUM PERIOD OF ONE FULL YEAR AFTER DATE OF
RELEASE ON PAROLE

. MONTH OF
PAROLE DATE OF VIOLATION
DATE OF RELEASE PERFORMANCE DIFFICULTY ACTION
20 21 22 23 2% 25 26 27 28 29 45 L6
MoRER Year - Month  Year Month
MONTH OF
RELEASE
NEW MONTHS UNDER DATE OF DISCHARGE FROM
OFFENSE SUPERVISION OR DEATH DEATH ALCOHOL CUSTODY
30 31 32 33 3y 35 36 37 38 39 47 48
: : : : : : : L] L) [ ] L] . . L ] L] . L] L]
» . L] . [ ] I. . Morlltn Ye.a~r m,
ETHNIC
GROUP SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER FBI NUMBER
Ly 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64
SEX . AGENCY AGENCY
IDENT'IFICATION NUMBER PAROLING RECEIVING
65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77
CODER'S CODING
%NDIVIDUAL Co
GENCY USE w4 -
40 . 41 42 43 Figure D-1
T S Expanded Uniform Parole Reports
N S S One Year Follow-up
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“
.

K- ) is for information from the second _ . ‘ _
s Code e ic This code sheet is for information from three years

28 ole supervision. Coding instructions are hee ‘ : .
zggrsggepgg %gr tgese items in thegoriginal coding of parole supervision. Coding instructions are the same

situation and are found in the expanded Uniform Parole as for these items in the original coding situation and

” Y »y 1. locks 40-43 are for use as are found in the expanded Uniform Parole Reporting
gggirégggcgoﬁzggsggngzt. Bloc Coding Manual. Blocks 40-43 are for use as each agency

s may see fit.

PAROLE DATE OF P
PAROLE DATE OF
SATE OF RELEAS] PERFORMANCE DIFFICULTY
DATE OF RELEASE v DATE OF RELEASE PERFORMANCE DIFFICULTY
¥ 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
] . : — - - ~ : . . » . - . . . (] (] (] 3 . 0 (] . 0 () ) .
: » L] * . L] L] [ . . . . . L] . L] . * . . L] L] . L) L] . .
“ r . . L) » L] [ ] L) * [ 2 . L . [ ] [ ] . . L] L] [ ] L ] . L ] L] L] L] ~
i » . . . . ) L) s ) ‘,_;_‘ Ll L ] . ) . . . . . [ » » . [ ¢
; MonER Year YRR rear _—_Month  Year Month™ ™ Year __ .
: DATE OF VIOLATION DATE OF RELEASE DATE OF VIOLATION DATE OF RELEASE
ACTION FROM CUSTODY ACTION FROM' CUSTODY
W5 46 47 48 45 46 47 48
: : : » . . : : : : : :
[ ) L] L . . L ] . . L ] L] . [ ]
] ] . [ [ * [ [ [ . L4 »
Monch Month ] Month Month
NEW MONTHS UNDER DATE OF DISCHARGE NEW MONTHS UNDER DATE OF DISCHARGE
E OFFENSE SUPERVISION OR DEATH DEATH OFFENSE SUPERVISION OR DEATH DEATH
. 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37
PO e P . i e . e v e e e .
4 . . . . . . . ) ] . * L4 . . '] . . . . . . . ° .
IS S ———— Month Yeaxr - Month Year -
: IDENTIFICATION NUMBER i IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
B 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 ; 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73
, LT s ey e e e e e e
. " . [ - » . [ » L ¥ H . . » . . . . . ¢ a .
ko SUBJECT'S NAME : SUBJECT'S NAME
3 AGENCY USE CODER'S CODING % INDIVIDUAL AGENCY USE CODER'’S CODING
; uoINDIV%gpAL (Sfi 43 INITIALS DATE ; %o 1 42 43 INITIALS DATE
. - h . 0 ] . . . T . . : . . . » . . . . . s L S ——
N : » » L] . (3 . ] . . : L] . . L] . . . . . ] . ]
» [ . . . 3 (] . » » [ L4 [ 3 [ . . . . . [ S » .
;o AGENCY i AGENCY
ke PAROLING ! PAROLING
: 74 75 i 74 75
f{ Figure D-2 ‘ Figure D=3
He Expanded Uniform Parole Reports i Expanded Uniform Parole Reports
Optional Parole Information: Two Year Follow-up ; 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 game as for these items in the original coding
situation and are found in the expanded Uniform Parole
Reporting Coding Manual. Blocks 40-43 are for use as
each agency may see fit.

’ PAROLE DATE OF
DATE OF RELEASE PERFORMANCE DIFFICULTY
20 21 22 23 2y 25 26 27 28 29
v o4 e e . . . ...
., * 1] » L ] ‘ & L] L] L] L] L] *
_Honth Year Month : Ye;r;_:
DATE OF VIOLATION DATE OF RELEASE
ACTION FROM CUSTODY
45 46 L7 48
Month Month ]
NEW MONTHS UNDER DATE OF DISCHARGE
OFFENSE SUPERVISION OR DEATH DEATH
30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38
F——— T i 3 s s 3 T
P e .« e e .
: ;) ’ [ ] 9 " L] L . * L] ._l____-__.

Month Year

~ IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73

- .
» o * o
LR
* e @
00
> e 0w
« s 00
* e 0

fo n 5 e

SUBJECT'S NAME

: CODER'S CODING
I .

(%1} NDIVJ:!P]UM AG%‘NZC ¥ USE 43 INITIALS DATE
 wass * * . . . ry e ————— ',,—..;
* » . . ' : . » . . . .
. L] * . . ) * . » . N .
[ ¢ . (] . . o . - . . .

AGENCY
PAROLING
74 75
. ) W
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 where appropriate.
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This code sheet is for use when parolee has multiple
! parole violations during follow-up period.

i
5 .

«

The use of this code sheet is described with example

PAROLE and instruction.
DATE OF PERFORMANCE DATES OF '
PRISON RELEASE CODES DIFFICULTIES USE OF AUXILIARY CODE SHEET
) o 21 2R 2% _ 228 26 27 28 29 The auxiliary code sheet is intended for use in
Flrst cases where parolees have had multiple parole condition

> » » ®
* e s =
“ e
* s 00

-

-
e s e 0
e o @ @
i. . » 0
lo " s e
o o o o
|0 . oo
e v o &

violations during the follow-up periods. It is for
reporting other violations than are entered normally on
the code sheet. »

« ¢ s 0
', & & »
® o o »
® e e
[- .- e .

. 48 @
o s a

Violation » .

|
|
|

: S?mNﬂ' . c . . o e . e R . For example, a parolee may be released from prison
§ Violation, [ . | . e et e e in January, 1971 (RELEASE DATE 0171); abscond from

. supervision in March, 1971; be located and continued

; under parole supervision in August, 1971; sustain a .
3 Third N z conviction for a new armed robbery (NEW OFFENSE 10) in

Violation » November, 1971, which was also committed in that month
e . (DATE OF DIFFICULTY 1171); and be returned to prison in
the same jurisdiction on a new commitment (PAROLE
PERFORMANCE 07). This case would be coded as indicated
in the parenthesses; no information about the absconding

e e o e
. 0o @ 0
. e o0
.« ® o
* e 0o
.
" e e
e ® o«
s ® 00
e e o =

NEW OFFENSES OR | MONTHS ' UNDER DATES OF VIOLATION DATES OF RELEASES

RULES VIOLATIONS SUPERVISION ACTTONS FROM CUSTODY and re-instatement to supervision would be reported.

,ﬁiu rﬁiﬁ 22 22 5 ke 47 48 Use of the auxiliary code sheet allows reporting
e e e « e e . e e . . e e . information on each rules infraction and/or new charge
e e . e R Coor situation. These additional data will be useful in the
M : v . T T S study of time between release and new adjustment problems,
v oee e e e e e v e e e e s . types of parole difficulty that do not result in return
= == = =] _ = e to prison, maladjustment patterns, differences in system
Soorr ooy vy e responses to misbehavior, etc.
T [ WUUHENSE [ — LN S S LY B S ! )

ﬁ SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUCTIONS

: AUXILIARY CODE SHEET

AGENCY :

IDENTIFICATION NUMBER ' PAROLING - C—Olll‘m—ns—,

- 66 67

: JOIL NS OLL LS S A L By T 20 - 23  DATE OF PRISON RELEASF

y SR S VR R SO S s This item is identical to the DATE OF RELEASE

3 : on the "Expanded Uniform Parole Reports One

CODER'S CODING : Year Follow-up" code sheet.
INITIALS DATE

: . .. . 24 - 25 PAROLE PERFORMANCE CODES

é‘ ] SUBJECT'S NAME ‘ } ’ ) ’ : Use the codes and definitions described for

c ? the PAROLE PERFORMANCE section of the

1 , f "Expanded Uniform Parole Reports One Year

: Figure D-5

Uniform Parole Reports
Auxiliary Code Sheet
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Columns
Q 26 - 29
30 - 31
: 32 - 33
.45 - 46
47 - 48

Follow-up" code sheet. There is space for

multiple entries, each to refer to the same
violation as the other entries on the same

line with it.

DATES OF DIFFICULTY

Enter the date which applies to the code on

the corresponding line under PAROLE PERFORMANCE.

NEW OFFENSE (S)/RULES VIOLATIONS

Enter the proper code from the NEW OFF@NSE'
codes listed. The most serious v1ol§tlon 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 parolg 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
viclation, enter "00."

DATES OF RELEASES FROM CUSTODY

Friter 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."

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

242

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 has extended to two year and three year follow-
ups, regquiring considerable effort by contributing
agencies, adding yet more to the task of the existing
reporting procedures.

Project staff have weighed these factors against
the need for more information. Experimentation with
special questionnaires has indicated that agencies are
ready to provide additional data, and many have voiced
their willingness to do so. In the face of this remains
the fact of the huge work load of the expanded system
outlined in the preceding pages. Thus, experimentation
with expanded coding on a pilot basis with volunteer
agencies was adopted in 1973. ©No doubt the results of
these limited approaches will afford a better vantage
point from which to work toward a system such as that
just outlined or even a more detailed system.

Projections for 1972 called for identifying
approximately four agencies in which to implement the
expanded coding. Some agencies had other items of
interest to them; these were incorporated on an indivi-
dual contributor basis. The results in these agencies
will provide a guide 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. 4 Pre-Pilot Test of a
Uniform Parole Reporting System. New York: NCCD,
January, 1965.

National Parole Institutes. Uniform Parole Reports:
A New National Effort to Use Correctional Research. New
York: NCCD, June, 1965.

National Parole Institutes. 4 Pre-Pilot Test of a
Uniform Parole Reporting System: Summary Report Two.
New York: NCCD, July, 1965.

Gottfredson, D. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., and
V. O'Leary Uniform Parole Reports: A Feasibility Study.
New York: NCCD, December, 1965.

Uniform Parole Reéorts of the National Parole
Institutes. Uniform Parole Reporting: Coding Manual,
Phase One. New York: NCCD, 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 Parole Reporting Coding Manual.
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 Summary," Newsletter. 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?,
presented 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 Uniform Parole Reports Paper, Presented at
the 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 Parole Institutes. "Paroled Murderer Kills Again,"
Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
December, 1967.
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Gottfredson, D. M., K. B. Ballard, Jr., P. S. Venezia,
and E. A. Wenk Uniform Parole Reporting: One Year of
Experience. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
January, 1968.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and
Parole Institutes. "Armed Robbery Offenders," Newsletter.
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, February, 1968.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and
Parole Institutes. "Burglary Offendexrs," Newsletter.
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, April, 1968.

Gottfredson, D. M., P. S. Venezia, and E. A. Wenk
Progress in Uniform Parole Reporting, presented at the
Middle Atlantic States Conference of Corrections, West
Point, New York, May, 1968.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and
Parole Institutes. "Various Offenders and Their Parole
Performance as Reported to the Uniform Parole Reports,"
Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
May, 1968.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and
Parole Institutes. "Information Feedback to Participating
Agencies from the Uniform Parole Reports Project," News-
letter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
October, 1l968.

Venezia, P. S. and D. M. Gottfredson Unifqrm
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.
Davis, California: NCCD Research Center, May, 192609.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and
Parole Institutes. "Time in Prison Before Parole," News-
letter. Davis, Caiifornia: ~NCCD Research Center,
August, 1969.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation and
Parole Institutes. "Parole Field Feedback to Project,"
Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
December, 1969. g
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Wenk, E. A., D. M. Gottfredson, and M. S. Radwin
"A Modern Information System for Uniform Parole Reports
Data," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency
7:58-70, January, 1970.

Wenk, 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 Criminology
and Penology 10:8-17, January-February, 1970.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation
and Parole Institutes. "Seasonal Variations," News-
letter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
April, 1970.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation
and Parole Institutes. "Sentences and Admissions to
Prison," Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research
Center, July, 1970.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation
and Parole Institutes. "Time Served in Prison and
Parole Performance," Newsletter. Davis, California:
NCCD Research Center, August, 1970.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation
and Parole Institutes. "UPR Information--What For?"
Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center)
September, 1970.

Wenk, E. A., D. M. Gottfredson, R. K. Summit, and
M. S. Radwin Progress in Combining a National Data Base
with DIALOG, a General Purpose On-Line Retrieval System,
for Computer Assisted Parole Decision-Making, presented
at A National Symposium on Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Systems, sponsored by Project SEARCH,
Dallas, Texas, November 10-12, 1970.

Uniform Parole Reports of the National Probation
and Parole Institutes. "You Asked For It--1968 Parolees,"
Newsletter. Davis, California: NCCD Research Center,
November, 1970.

Gottfredson, D. M., M. G. Neithercutt, P. S.
Venezia, and E. A. Wenk 4 National Uniform Parole
Reporting System. Davis, California: NCCD Research
Center, 'December, 1970.
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