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Highlights 

• There were an estimated 185,100 parolees 
under the jurisdiction of 56 parole authorities 
on December 31, 1978. 

- Approximately 164,000 persons were paroled 
in state jurisdictions, the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, Guam, and American Samoa. 

- Approximately 21,100 persons were paroled by 
the Federal system. 

• There were 75.4 persons out of every 100,000 on 
parole in the United States on December 3J, 1978. 

• There were an estimated 15,000 mandatory release 
cases under the jurisdiction of parole authorities, 
bringing the estimated total conditional release 
population to 200,000. 

• There were 23 jurisdictions that have experienced 
some measure of reduced discretion, accounting for 
54% of all cases in the estimated December 31, 
1978 parole population. 

• There were an estimated 522,440 cases under the 
supervision of the parole supervision agencies as 
of December 31, 1978. 

~ There were 8,674 case load-carrying staff in the 
parole supervision agencies with a median case load 
of 62. 

• The size of the adult parole population stabilized 
in 1978. While the size of the parole population 
increased by over 30,000 between December 31, 
1974 and December 31,1977, it showed a slight 
decrease by 1,000 between December 31,1977 
and December 31, 1978. 
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SECTION I 
Introduction 

This report presents basic summary statistics con­
cerning the dimensions of adult parole in the United 
States. Findings from the annual aggregate parole data 
survey conducted in 1979 by Uniform Parole Reports 
(UPR) are included, as well as historical and con­
textual parole data on state, regional, and national 
levels. This is the second annual report in the Parole 
in the United States publication series. 
Organization of the Report 

The introductory text discusses the purpose of this 
UPR reporting series, presents the context of the 
parole data reported, and defines the terms used in 
both the data collection survey and this report. 

Following this introduction are five major sections. 
Section II: Methodology outlines the sources and the 
presentation of data used in the report. The findings 
are discussed in the remaining four sections: Section 
III: Conditional Release Population, 1978; Section IV: 
Parole Authority Characteristics, 1978; Section V: 
The Context of Parole, 1977; and Section VI: Longer 
Term Trends. The figures and the analyses in each sec­
tion are based on the data presented in Hie seven 
tables in Appendix A. The sources of data are indi­
c.:ated at the bottom of each table .. Explanations of 
special features of the tables are described in Table 
Notes (Appendix B) and explanations of special fea­
tures of agency data are described in Agency Notes 
(Appendix C). References in the text can be found in 
Works Cited (Appendix D). 

Purpose 
The purpose of this UPR series is to present basic 

summary statistics concerning adult parole in the 
United States. It is intended to answer a series of 
straightforward questions about parole, including: 

• How many people are on parole? 
• How many people entered parole during 

last year? 
• How many people were removed from parole? 
• What were the population compositions? 

This series is also designed to increase factual knowl­
edgt about parole systems, the administration of 
parole, their workloads, and resources. The report, 
drawing on sources in addition to Uniform Parole 
Reports, explores a series of relationships between 
parole data and other items related to parole, including: 

• parole authority characteristics 
• parole supervision 
• prison population 
• crime levels 
• the total population of the U.S., of regions, and 

of the states 
• trends in parole and prison populations 
• trends in the rate of use of parole 

There is no mtent in these comparisons to attempt a 
definitive study of inter-relationships. Rather, the pur-
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pose is to call attention to the need for such studies 
and suggest possible directions they might take. 

Both in presenting parole system information and 
in attempting to relate some of this to population and 
criminal justice data from other sources, UPR seeks to 
accomplish another purpose. This is to identify gaps 
and inconsistencies in criminal justice data which are 
currently collected and published. If useful policy 
studies are to be made in the area of parole, it is essen­
tial to have reasonably complete and reliable infor­
mation, not only on parole but on criminal justice 
activity in general. 

Context 
Just as parole decision making and parole super­

vision must be understood in the context of the overall 
criminal justice sY:3tem, so, too, mus\; parole statistics 
be viewed in the context of data from other elements 
of the criminal justice system. At the adult level, there 
are two other national reporting system.,: the National 
Prisoner Statistics (NPS) program of the National 
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 
(NC]ISS) using data gathered by the U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, and the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). Data from 
these two sources are included in Section V: The Con­
text of Parole, 1977. In addition to the added light On 
parole provided by data from these two systems, other 
activities of NC]ISS, such as victimization surveys 
conducted regularly in selected American cities and 
one-time surveys of parole, prison, or probation popu­
lations, could contribute additional understanding. The 
inclusion of such data may be possible in future issues 
of this publication. 

The NPS program gathers statistics that, in some 
cases, overlap with those gathered by th{:~ current UPR 
effort. For example, NPS gathers data on prison 
releases to parole from correctional authorities while 
UPR gathers data on ~ntries to parole from parole 
authorities. Because people enter parole in ways other 
than release from prison (reactivation, tpl- {rom 
absconder status, and others), these fig... are not 
always comparable. Thus, the figures for parole en­
tries in Tables 1 and 4 (Appendix A) will differ from 
prison releases to parole published in comparable 
yean: of NPS reports. 

There are also other differences in definitions and 
data collection procedures ootween UPR and NPS 
which can produce variations in figures. One critical 
distinction is the use of jurisdiction rather than super­
vision to define populations (see Definition of Terms). 
No attempt, however, is made in this report to discuss 
every instance of differences in figures or reasons for 
these. These can be identified through a review of 
the Definition of Terms (see below), the Table Notes 
(Appendix B), :md the Agency Notes (Appendix C) 



in this publicoltion and comparable appendices in 
NPS reports. 

These differences are, for the most part, not large, 
especially when translated into percentages. This fact 
made it possibJ' to extend a UPR trend study of state 
parole rates to include three additional years. The 
UPR data covered the ten-year period from 1965 
through 1974; by use of NPS data, it was possible to 
extend coverage of the trend lines through 1977. 

NCJISS has long-term plans for the joint publication 
of NPS and UPR data. Until this becomelJ a reality, 
UPR will continue to work closely with NPS in order 
to resolve definitional and other data-gathering differ­
ences in order to produce as comparable a set of 
statistics as possible. 
Definition of Terms 

Most of the terms defined below are those used in 
the data tables (Appendix A). Some additional terms 
used in the text and in the data collection effort are 
also defined. 
Acronyms Frequently Used 
LEAA: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration; NC]lSS: Na­
tional Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service; NPS: 
NatiO!\al Prisoner Statistics; UCR: Uniform Crime Reports; and 
UPR: Uniform Parole Reports. 
Conditional Releasees 
Conditional releasees include parolees. as defined below, and man­
datory releasees-that is, prisoners released as a result of good 
time earnings or other statutory sentence reduction measures who 
are subject to the same SUpervision requirements, services, and 
sanctions as prisoners released by a discretionary act of a parole 
authority (parolees). 

Crime Index 
The rate of certain crimes known to the police per 100,000 persons 
resident in the jurisdiction. The index is used in the Uniform Crime 
Reports program, administered by the Federal Bureau of Investiga­
tion, U.S. Department of Justice, Index Crimes include murder and 
negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assault, robbery, 
burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft, The first four of these 
are classified as "crimes against the person" or "violent crimes:' 

Good Time 
Days off the maximum (and occasionally also off the minimum) 
sentence which a prisoner may earn by satisfactory behavior. In 
many jurisdictions, additional "special" good time credits may be 
earned through work in particular assignments or meritorious 
performance. 

Jurisdiction 
UPR reports data on the basis of state jurisdiction, i,e., data on all 
parole/mandatory release cases under the official jurisdiction of a 
parole authority, regardless o{ where those cases are being super­
vised, the inactive or active status, or the in-good status or in­
difficulty status (as long as they remain under the offirial jurisdic­
tion of the parole authority). In this report, 56 jurisdictions pro­
vided dat.1, including all 50 states (with California reporting for 
both the California Department of Corrections and the California 
Department of the Youth Authority), the U.S. Parole Commission, 
the District of Columbia, American Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

Maximum Term 
The total time a person may lawfully be held on a given sentence­
that is, the full term with no parole or good time. Generally, where 
parole occurs, the prisoner is subject to supervision for the max­
imum term, although, in some jurisdictions, the parole authority 
may terminate parole early. 

Minimum Term 
Generally, the shortest time a prisoner must serve on his sentence­
although in some jurisdictions, the minimum term may be reduced 
through good time earnings. OrdinarilY, release at the minimum 

point in the sentence may occur only at the discretitm of the parole 
:\Ut.ho~~. Minimum terms may ~c ~rescribed by statute or, in some 
Junsdlct!ons, ~et by the se~t~ncmg Judge. In a few jurisdictions, the 
parole authonty sets the mlmmum term. In still others, there is no 
minimum term, and the parole authority is free to grant parol!.':).t any 
time after imprisonment. 
Nature of Offense 
UPR data is restricted to felony-type offenses in states where there 
are misdemeanants on parole. 

Parole 
Conditi(lnal release from prison by a discretionary order of a parole 
authority t.hat entails an obligation to report to a supervising agent 
(parole offIcer) and to observe other general and any specially im­
posed conditions until discharge. An effort was made to restrict 
parolees covered in this UPR survey to persons released from state 
or Federal prison after serving a portion of a sentence of one year or 
more, although some misdemeanants (sentence of less than one 
year) :lnd some local institution prisoners were included in the 
counts of some jurisdictions (see Agency Notes [Appelldix C] (0\" 
specific features of agency data). Data were collected and are pre­
sented on the basis of jurisdiction rather than where the parolee is 
current~y \iv.ing and being supervised. That is, the state parole 
populatIOn fIgures show the number of persons under legal jUlisdic­
lion of that state's parole authority whether they are under super­
vision within that state or in another state. 

Parole Authority 
A board, commission, adult or youth authority with power to release 
prisnners from state or Federal institutions earlier than they might 
otherwise gain their freedom; to impose conditions on such release; 
and to revoke parole and retum violators to prison. (Such boards in 
some jurisdictions, have authority also to release specified ' 
categories of prisoners from local in!\titutions.) 
Parole Clients 
Includes adult males and females who have been sentenced to one 
year or more (i.e., felony-type offenses) in tb(,! prison/correcti()na\ 
system. 

Parole Entries 
Entry or return to parole supervision as a result of parole, reparole, 
or remstatement. 
Parole Population 
All persons under the jurj"dktion of a parole authority. (Paroleen 
under supervision of an agency aH out-of-state cases are counted 
in the population of the jurisdiction where parole was granted,) 

Parole Removals 
Removal from parole as a result of return to prison as a violator, 
formal sU!lpension of parole status because of absconding or while 
in confiu{,!ncnt pending action an a criminal matter, removal 
through death. early discharge, 0\' discharge as a result of com­
pleting mtlximum sentence or maximum parole period as ~i'e­
scribed by law. A few removals ,[Ilso occur as a rr.sult of court 
orders and executive clemency. 
Parole Supervision Af~ency 
This may be the parole authority, where it administere parole 
supervision as well as making parole decisions. In many jt.:isdic­
tions, however, parolees are supl!rvised by an af(~ncy which is not 
undet' administrative control of the parole boar' Typicr '.ly, it is a 
division of a department of corrections. In this report. supervision 
refers to the responsibility for the direct supervision of a parolee, 
mandatory releasee, or any other case, regarrj(ess of where formal 
jurisdiction of the case may reside. 

Prison Popullltion 
Refers to prisoners serving one year or more in state and Federal 
prisons and the District of Columbia, as of a specified date. 
Unconditional Release 
As defined by NPS, release from prison without a requirement to 
report to a parole agency and without conditions which, if violated, 
could result in return to prison. For purposes of this report, only 
those prisoners released on completion of maximum terms, and 
those unconditionally released with goml time credits. 
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SECTION II 
Methodology 

Overview 
The general design of this parole data report involves 

the presentation of state, regional, and national aggre­
gate parole data. The data were derived from a survey 
of all state parole authorities, the U.S. Parole Commis­
sion, the District of Columbia, American Samoa, Guam, 
and Puerto Rico. In some instances where data were 
not available, estimation procedures were used. In this 
report, the major presentations of data include: total 
population and population movements; parole authority 
characteristics; the context of parole; and longer term 
trends (see Figure 1). 

FIGURE 1 
Parole in the United States, 1978 

Population Movomel1.t System Characteristics 
• parole guidelines 
• sentencing statutos 
• agency stuff resources 

• entrlos 
• romovaln 
• year·ond population 
• populaflon composition 

PAROLE 

r' Context ] Long·Term Trends 

• crime rate • prison releases 
• prooon population • parole entrlos 
• porolo population • prison/parole 

populations 

The report is based on four sources of data. First, 
the major focus of the report is on the 1977 and 1978 
parole data collected in the 1979 aggregate parole data 
survey conducted by the UPR staff. Second, UPR 
historical data from 1965 through 1974 are used to 
examine longer term trends. Third, the discussion on 
parole authority characteristics is based on the studies 
done by Travis and O'Leary (1979) and Kannensohn 
(1978). Fourth, to set the context of parole and to aid in 
examining longer term trends, National Prisoner 
Statistics (1977, 1978, and 1979) and Uniform Crime 
Reports (FBI, 1978) data were used. 
DATA SOURCES 
Parole Data 

1979 Aggregate Parole Data Survey. The 1977 
and 1978 aggregate parole data in this report were pro­
vided to UPR voluntarily by the parole authorities! 
corrections departments of the 50 states, the U.S. 
Parole Commission, the District of Columbia, American 
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Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 
This report updates and revises the 1977 data pub­

lished in Parole in the Unitpd States: 1976 and 1977 
(UPR, July, 1978). Due to more precise definitions and 
improved state reporting capabilities, the figures col­
lected during this year's survey and published in this 
report are both more complete and more accurate. 

Historical Parole Data. To examine trends in 
parole, historical data from previous UPR surveys were 
used. Data for 1965 through 1974 were collected from 
previous UPR special surveys and drawn from the UPR 
files. Data for 1975 and 1976 were collected in the 1978 
UPR aggregate parole data survey. All of the historical 
parole data were most recently published in Parole z'n 
the U.'!.ited Stales: 1976 and 1977 (UPR, July, 1978). 

Parole Authority Characteristics Data 
The discussion on determinate sentencing and 

parole guidelines is based on information presented in 
Changes in Sentencing and Parole D('c~ion-Mak{;tg: 
1976-78 (Travis and O'Leary, 1979) and "Survey 
of Parole Related Legislation Enacted During the 
1977-78 Legislative Sessions" (Kannensohn, 1978). 

The staff resources data were collected in the 1979 
UPR nggregate parole data survey and are reported in 
Table 6 (Appendix A) of this report. 
Contextual Data 

Parole statistics became more meaningful when 
they were examined in the context of overall criminal 
justice system statistics. The two other national data 
collection systems mentioned earlier were particularly 
relevant. Prison release and prison population data 
were drawn from the NPS annual pJ.lblication series, 
Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions (February, 
1977; February, 1978; February, 1979; and May, 1979). 

Crime index data and civilian population data were 
drawn from the Uniform Crime Reports annual publi­
cation series, Crime z'r. the United States (FBI, 1978). 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
Tables 

The figures and analyses of data in the text were 
derived from the seven data tables in Appendix A. All 
of the data presented in Tables 1 through 6 are the 
figures reported by the state agencies to UPR during 
the 1979 aggregate parole data survey wi~h two excep­
tions: in Tables 1 and 5, total United States figures are 
estimates rounded to the nearest hundreds (see Esti­
mation Procedures below); Table 7 presents data col­
lected in the 1979 UPR aggregate parole data survey 
<., well as NPS (February, 1977; February, 1979; May, 
1979) and UCR (FBI, 1978) data. The United States 
parole population figure reported in Table 7 is an 
estimate rounded to the nearest hundreds. Table 8 
shows the relative completeness of data provided by 
the agencies for this year's survey. 



It should be noted that the figures in the total cul­
umns in the data tables (Appendix A), except where 
noted, are the surn of the total figures reported to UPR 
in those respective data categories and may represent 
only partial elata. 

Estimation Procedures 
For Tables 1 and 5, the United States estimates were 

based on the Federal reported figures for population 
and entries, the state totals reported for population 
and entries, and estimates for the seven jurisdictions 
ITiissing one or more of the fi!-,TUres. The '~stimating 
procedures for specific states are descr:oed in the 

Table Notes (Appendix B). TIl€' end-of-Yf.lar population 
estimates for 1977 and 1978 and the estimates for 1978 
entries Wtre used to compute a corresponding 1H78 
removals estimate. This was based on the assumption 
that, given uniform definition of categories, the end 
of one year's population plus the next year's entries 
minus the next year's removals would equal the end 
of the next year's population. However, it should be 
pointed out that many jurisdictitns were not able to 
provide such a balanced figure. The reasons for these 
discrepancies are discu~sed in the Agency Notes 
(Appendix C). 
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SECTION III 
Conditional Release 
Population, 1978 

Introduction 
Last year's report, Parole in the United States: 1976 

and 1977 (UPR, July, 1978) pointed to the need for 
more detailed parole data, and the UPR prog1'am was 
successful this year in collecting more information 
from most jurisdictions. As a result, it is possible to 
discuss a number of issues related to the practIce of 
parole, workloads of parole officers, and parole out­
come. Before reviewing some of the new kinds of data, 
however, some overall figures will be considered. 
Conditional Release Population 

There were an estimated 200,000 conditionally 
released offenders under the jurisdiction of 56 parole 
authorities in the United States on December 31, 1978.1 

The vast majority were under supervision as a result 
of discretionary action of a parole authority, with the 
others having been mand;"ltorily released to supervision. 

The marldatory release group continues to grow as a 
result of changes in sentencing and parole laws in a 
number of states. Two more jurisdictions reported 
mandatory releases in 1978; and, as recent legislation 
takes effect, more are certain to within the next two or 
three years. The fluctuating legislation complicated 
this year's data collection process; in some cases, the 
dassificiition of entries to parole was a difficult task. 
For example, in California, within three years, there 
were three significant changes in sentenciag and 
parole laws. Beginning with 1979 data, UPR will begin 
to track the shift from discretionary to mandatory 
release in California as well as in other states where 
relevant statutory changes have occurred. 

During 1978, the total conditional release population 
increased just slightly, from an estimated 199,900 to 
200,000.2 In the states, there was an increase from 
171,700 to 176,200. This was countered by a 16% drop 
in U.S. Parole Commission cases, from 28,200 to 
23,800. As shmm in Figure 2, removals exceeded en­
tries i.o supervision in the Federal jurisdiction by some 
4,400 cases; in the states, removals lagged behind en­
tries by 4,500 persons. 

FIGURE 2 
Conditional Release Population Movement, 1978 

Population 1978 Population 
Jurisdiction 12131177 Entries Removals 12131/78 
UNITED STATES 
ESTIMATE 199,900 110,500 110,400 200,000 

Federal Total 28,200 12,700 17,100 23,800 

State Total 
Estimate 171,700 fl7,800 93,300 176,200 

NOTE. See lable 5 (Appendix A). EstImates are Included hero lor data shown as 
miSSing In Table 5 Note also that "slate total" onCludes data for American Samoa. 
tho D,Slnet 01 Columb,a. Guam, and Puerto RICO. (Amencan Samoa and GHam arc 
now partiCIpants amce last yoar.) Atlligures aro rounded to tho nearest hundreds 
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Parole Population Figures 
The balance of this section deals only with cases 

identified by reporting agencies as parolees (as dis­
tinguished from mandatory releasees). The totals 
parallel figures reviewed above. That is, the Federal 
parole population declined by some 110/0 from the 
end of 1977 to the end of 1978 (23,857 to 21,12,1) as 
removals exceeded entries to parole. States experi· 
enced a slight increase in parole population during the 
same period as a result of an opposite combination 
of circumstances, going from an estimated total of 
162,200 to 164,000. The data are summarized g!'.tphic­
ally in Fibl"\.lre 3. 

FIGURE 3 
Parole Population Mbvement, 1978 

Parole 
Population 
12131177 

1978 
Parole 
Entries 

1970 
Parole 
Romovllis 

Parole 
Population 
12131176 

, 
FEDERAL JURISDICTION 

j 
I 

I 

I 
I I 

I I . 
. 123900' 

I' I 
9,2r 

12,000 

I 
STATE JURISDICTION I 

Parole I 162,200 
Population lit .............. . 12131177 II 

1978 
Parolo 
Entries 

1978 
Parole 
Removals 

Parole 

Popt.latlon ............... . 12131176 II 

25 50 75 too 125 
ThousDnds 

175 

NOTE: Soo Tablo 1 (Appendix AI. Estimates arc includod horo for dnta shown as 
missing In Tablo 1. Aliliguros are rounded to the noarost hundreds. 

To explore comparative use of parole from one juris­
diction or region to another, it is useful to convert the 
parole population figures to the number of parolees 
per 100,000 of the general population. In last year's 
report, such figures were presented for each state and 
the four major regions in a map. The map is repeated 



FIGURE 4 
Par.olees per 100,000 State Population, December 31, -:978 
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53 
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82 

Parolees per 100,000 State Population 1 

_J.~:: .. §~_._1:~:::~,~1 S()UflCE;. State c,voiian populahon from US, Dcp~rtmont afJustico, Federal Bureau of InvestIgation, 
Cflme In tho United Stales, 1977. Unoform Crome Reports Pubn. (1978): 38.39. 

NOTE. ThO stato parolee population was taken from Table 1 (AppendIX A). Estimate~ aro included hero lor 
data shown as mlssonO in Tuble 1. 

this year, showing the fis.,Ytlres as of December 31, 1978 
(see Fignre 4). 

Regionally, the pattern of parole usage. as measured 
in this way, did not change !,rreatly. The number of 
parolees per 100,000 population ch"nged little in the 
Northeast and North Centml regions. The latter con­
tinued to show the lowest ti,t,lUre among the four 
regions (51) and the Northeast, the second lowest (70). 
The figure for the South increased from that of last 
year. 81 to 90. with this region showing the highest 
relative parole usage. The figure declined for Western 
states from HI as of December 31. 1977 to 87 on 
December :U. 1978. Mm;t western states experienced 
an increase in parole population, but this was offset 
lrl a large decrease in California. This decrease was 
tlttributed to the effects of legislation modifying parole 
supervision time. 

Caution should be exercised in use of last year's 
figures for 1977. Revised figures for December 81. 
1977 parole populations emerged for several jurisdic-

tions in the course of this year's data collection. The 
figures in this year's report are both more complete 
and more accurate. 

Population and Movement Breakdown 
Among new kinds of information collected this year 

was the status of persons in the parole population. Of 
particular interest were items affecting workloads. It 
was learned. for example, that 11.5% of parolees in the 
December 31, UJ78 population had been excused from 
reporting. Another 8.4% were being supervised out-of­
state. Also of interest is the fact that 11.8% of those 
persons in the end-of-year parole population were not 
in good standing-that is, they were awaiting possible 
revocation of parole (see Figure 5).3 In many instances, 
these cases would represent an increased demand on 
parole agent time as they would involve investigative 
tasks and. often. efforts to work out new supervision 
plans in an effort to salvage a high risk parolee. 
Additional details were also sought this year on 
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FIGURE 5 
Parole Population Status 
December 31,1978 

Notlr'l 
Good 

NOTE: Data presentod hero were derived from Table 3 (Appendix A) based on 
procedures described In Section III. Note 3. 

parole entries and removals. The results are presented 
in Table 4 (Appendix A). Available data indicated that 
81.3% of entries to parole were first releases from 
prison. Reparoles from prison accounted for 13.30/0 and 
other entries (e.g., persons returned to parole status 
after confinement in a local jail) accounted for 5.4%. 
These percentages reflect circumstances in only 30 of 
the total 56 jurisdictions from which data were sought.4 

Thus, they can only be taken as suggestions of 
national practice (see Figure 6). 

How Successful is Parole? 
Since its inception, UPR has collected and published 

statistics on success and failure rates for groups of 
individuals paroled during specific years. Each group 
is followed for up to three years with statistics pub­
lished for each follow-up year. In one sense, this pro­
vides a "true" parole violation rate, but only when 
some members of the group are still on parole and, 
therefore, potential violators. An important value of 
the follow-up method is its potential for examining 
parole success in depth. These follow-ups are needed 
to produce optimal information on parolee perfor­
mance, and by design, a longer time lag is involved in 
its use. 

Another way to measure the parole violation rate is 
to determine what percentage of persons removed 
from parole in a given time period were removed as a 
result of revocation and/or return to prison. This ap' 
proach has the advantage of providing more timely in­
formation at less cost. It is typically done from year to 
year, producing workload statistics and indicators of 
current supervision practices and parole authority pol­
icies. It may also reflect the impact of contemporary 
socio-economic circumstances, such as high or low 
unemployment rates. Since this procedure is asso­
ciated with aggregate statistics, it does not provide in­
formation for relating parole outcome to character­
istics or personal circumstances of parolees. 

Both recidivism measures (individual case-based and 
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FIGURE 6 
Parole Entrh~s by Type of Entry, 1978 

Other 
5.4% 

NOTE: Data prosented here were derived from Table 4 (Appendix A) based on 
procedures described In Section Iti. Note 4. 

aggregate parole data) have their merits and draw­
backs, and both should be employed if possible. Cau­
tion is necessary in any attempt to compare the rates, 
however. The aggregate procedure measures perfor­
mance of parolees who may have accumulated in the 
population over a period of many years and whose ex­
posure to the risk of violation ranged from a matter of 
days to severel years. Thus, success or failure rates for 
them may vary from rates for a particular year's parole 
group. This is especially likely to be true for first-year 
performance by a group, since, on the average, 
parolees remain in the parole population for almost 
two years (1.85 years).5 (See Figure 7.) 

FIGURE 7 
Ratio of Parole Populations to Parole Entries 

Average 
Parole Parole Ratio of 
Populotlon Entries Population 1976-1977 

Jurisdiction 1978 1978 to Entries Flgurel 

U.S. Total 185,600 100,300 1.85 (1.76) 
Federal 22,490 9,189 2.45 (2.08) 
Northeast 36,800 16,200 2.27 (2.21) 
North Central 29,150 19,200 1.52 (1.42) 
South 61,050 35,300 1.73 (1.63) 
West 36,100 19,700 1.83 (1.74) 

NOTE: Data presented here were derived from Table 1 (Appendix A) based on 
procedures described In Section III. Note 6. 

a U.S •• Department of Justice. LEAA. NCJISS. Parole In The United Siales: 1976 
and 1977, Uniform Parole Reports Series I. Pubn. 1 (July. 1978):16. 

Keeping in mind the cautions cited, it is particularly 
interesting, to compare aggregate and individual case­
based violation data, as is done in Figures 8 and 9. 
Based on the data reported to UPR, violators among 
1978 removals from parole totaled 24.3% (see Figure 
8).6 This is identical to the UPR third-year follow-up 
figure (see Figure 9). Therefore, the 1978 removal 
figures support the long-standing indication from UPR 



FIGURE 8 
Parole Removals by Type of Removal, 1978 

All Others 
Discharged 

61.1% 

NOTE: Data presented here were derived from Table 4 (Appendix A) using 
procedures described In Section III, Note 6. 

individual case-based studies that approximately three­
fourths of persons paroled in this country can be char­
acterized as successes, or at least as non-violators. 

Another indicator of parole success is early dis­
charge by the parole authority, since this reflects a 
decision that no further legal constraints were required 
to guard against recidivism for those parole cases. 
Based on the 34 jurisdictions reporting data on early 
discharges, 13.4% of the total removals from parole 
were early discharges (see Figure 8). In other words, 
there was an indicated use of this practice at the rate 
of approximately 1 out of every 7 rerrovals from 
parole. This may even be understated since the figures 
include only cases reported to UPR. Twenty-two juris­
dictions indicated these data were not available, 
although there may have been, in fact, early discharge 
cases. Of the 34 jurisdictions that did report, 17 
reported that they had early discharges. In these, 
27.7% of all removals from parole were reportedly dis­
charged by the parole board before completion of 
term. Were this practice to be universally adopted, the 
implications of this figure for workloads are obvious. 

Other indicators of parole success may be found in 
data such as those presented in Figure 5, reflecting 
percentages of the total caseload no longer required to 
report and not in good status. A comparable argument 
might be made for the not-required-to-report cases as 
for the early discharge cases. This status reflects a 
decision that these cases no longer require active 
&lllt'ervision and, therefore, may be considered a 
variant of parole success. However, cases not in good 
standing, although still not revoked, should probably 
not be counted in the parole success rate. 

Section III Notes 
1. The parole authorities include the U.S. Parole Commission, 'he 
boards and commissions of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, 
American Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. There are two agencies 
in California: the Community Release Board (California Department 
of Corrections prisoners and parolees) and the Department of the 
Youth Authority. The national and regional statistics used in this 

FIGURE9 
Removals from Parole 
1974 Three Year Follow·Up 

Continued 
on Parole 

18.3% 

SOURCE: U.S., Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Characteristics of the 
Parole Population, 1977, Uniform Parole Reports Series II, Pubn. 1 (April, 1979): 1B. 

section are estimates rather than sums of reported figures. In a 
number of instances, estimates were developed to compenF.'lte 
for missing data. Procedures used are reviewed in Section II. 

2. The December 31, 1977 estimate of 200,000 supervisees ex­
ceeds the comparable figure published in Parole ill the Ullited 
States: 1976 a1l(i 1977 (UPR, July, 1978) by 10% or 18,200 cases. 
Almost all of the discrepancy is accounted for by new figures from 
the Federal jurisdiction and the state of Washington. Last year, 
Washington state did not include, in data submitted to UPR, 
a large number of parolees who were still under the parole author­
ity's jurisdiction but had been excused from reporting. For the 
specific figures, refer to Table 2 (Appendix A) in last year's report 
(Parole ill the Ullited Slates: 1976 alld 1977) and Tables 1, 2, and 5 
(Appendix A) in this issue. 

3. The percentage figures represent the proportion of parolees in 
the specified states among all parolees in the reporting jurisdic­
tions. There were variations among jurisdictions in the complete­
ness of their reports. In the summary table below, the parole 
populations shown in each column include only parolees in the 
states which reported on the status specified in the column head­
ings in Table 3 (Appendix A). 

Not in 
Good Status 

Not Required 
to Report 

Supervised 
Out-of·State 

Popu- popu· Popu-
_N_ ~ lation _N_ % lation _N_ ~ latlon 
14,787 11.8 125,682 17,450 11.5 152,306 12,379 8.4 148,214 

4. The percentages represent parole entry breakdown in 30 of the 
56 jurisdictions reporting to UPR. These jurisdictions supplied 
data on all categories of parole entries. About half of all nationwide 
parole entries were included. However, the sample of jurisdictions 
reporting is disproportionately high for western states and low for 
southern states (see Tables 4 and 8 to note reportiiig and non­
reporting jurisdictions). 

5. TC' determine the average time parolees remain in the parole 
population, the average parole populations were computed by 
dividing thl sum of the December, 1977 and December, 1978 
popUlations. Estimates rather than only total reported Table 1 
figures were used. 

6. The proportion of revocation or recommitments and of de~ths to 
total removals is based on the 46 jurisdictions that supplied datil on 
total discharges, deaths, and 1 evocations or recommitments. (Al­
though North Carolina did not report a total discharge figure, it was 
computed by subtracting the sum of deaths and revocations or 
recommitments from total removals from parole.) Similarly, the early 
discharges figure is based on 34 jurisdictions reporting such data. 
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SECTION IV 
Parole Authority Characteristics, 1978 

Update 
Last year's publication, Parole in the Un£ted States: 

1976 and 1977 (UPR, July, 1978), reviewed a number 
of characteristics of parole authorities, relating them to 
one another and to parole rates. UPR collected data 
for this purpose on parole agency staff resources. For 
other board characteristics, data were derived from 
another, earlier NCCD publication (O'Leary and 
Hanrahan, 1976). 

Two other publications emerged which updated 
some of the information used in last year's report. One 
of these was a paper by Michael Kannensohn (1978) 
presented at the 1978 UPR Seminar in Denver, 
Colorado. The other was a booklet on changes in sen­
tencing and parole laws and regulations published by 
NCCD in January, 1979 (Travis and O'Leary). 

These reports confirm earlier indications of a trend 
toward reduced discretion by sentencing judges and 
parolE> authorities. Release at the discretion of a parole 
authority has now been virtually abolished in 7 states, 
at least for prisoners sentenced under newly enacted 
legislation. In most instances, this change was asso­
ciated with severe limits on the judge's discretion in 
imposing sentences of imprisonment. 

With the exceptions of Alaska and Maine, legislation 
abolishing or curtailing parole release authority has not 
served to eliminate parole supervision and services, 
nor the possibility of return to prison for violating 
release conditions. 

Limited Discretion 
Possibly serving to counter the trend towards 

FIGURE 10 
Proportion of Agencies with Limited Discretion 
in Decision Making 

No Limited 
Discretion 

57% 

SOURCE: Lawrence F. Travis. III and Vincent O·Leary. Changes In Sentencmg and 
Parote DeCISIon Makmg: 1976-78 (Hackensack, N.J.: National CounCil on Clime 
and Delinquency, 19(9). 

NOTE: For a list of states With determinate sentences and parole gUidelines. see 
Sechon IV, Note t 

elimination of parole release is the rapidly spreading 
practice of guideline adoption by parole boards; that 
is, guidelines to limit board discretion in deciding on 
parole release in individual cases. In some instances, 
legislatures are requiring parole boards to adopt guide­
lines, although, more often, parole officials are taking 
the initiative. 

Changes in sentencing and parole laws and the adop­
tion of parole guidelines are likely to continue at a 
quick pace, but no clear national pattern is yet discern­
ible. Unquestionably, these developments will affect 
time served in prison as well as release conditions. 
Whether they will result in larger or smaller prison 
and parole populations in the future is not presently 
predictable. 

Since many changes which have been reported are 
too recent to have affected 1978 parole figures, it is not 
possible to relate the two phenomel1a in this report. 
Plans are developing for a UPR survey to update 
parole authority characteristics. The program will seek 
to identify parole usage and parole workload trends 
related to changing characteristics as quickly as these 
can be detected. 

Determinate sentences have now been legislated in 9 
states. In only one of them (Arizona) will the parole 
authority continue to have discretion to release per­
sons sentenced under the new laws. An exception in 
most instances is that a parole auth0rity will continue 
to have power to determine release of offenders with 
life sentences (see Figure 10). 

In 15 jurisdictions, parole authorities have estab-

FIGURE 11 
Proportion of Total U.S. Parole Population 
in States with Limited Discretion 
in Decision Making 

No Limited 
Discretion 

39% 

Parole 
Guidelines 

46% 

SOURCE: Lawrence F. Travis. III and Vincent Q'Leary. Changes In Sentencing and 
Parole Decision Making: 1976-78 (Hackensack. N.J.: National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency, 1979). 

NOTE: For a list of states with determinate sentences and parole guidelines, see 
Section IV. Note 1. 
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lished guidelines for deciding parole dates. In one of 
these, California, the guidelines are exclusively for 
purposes of considering lifers for parole; all other new­
ly committed prisoners receive determinate sentences 
not subject to modification by a parole decision (see 
Figure 10). 

Thus, in a very few years, 23 jurisdictions have 
experienced some measure of reduced discretion in the 
matter of individual case decisions on parole release.1 

These jurisdictions accounted for 61% of all cases in 
the estimated parole population in the U.S. as of 
December 31, 1978 (see Figure 11). 

Staff Resources 
Last year's report focused on the staff resources of 

22 agencies, which provided data on personnel respon­
sibhe only for supervision of adult conditional releasees. 
Although there were difficulties in determining the 
median, the data indicated a range in caseload size 
from 16 to 91, with a median of 49 (UPR, July, 1978). 
This year, it was possible to relate staff resources to 
adult conditional releasees in only 15 jurisdictions. The 
picture has not changed significantly, although there 
were some differences as a result of under-reported 
conditional release populations last year. The range in 
caseloads as of December 31, 1978 was from 15 to 130 
and the median was 47 (see Table 6, Appendix A). 

For 1978, data were collected on all categories of 
cases under supervision from each agency. This in­
cluded conditional releases, Interstate Compact cases, 
probationers, and others. ("Others" varied greatly and 
included work releases, pretrial release and diversion 
cases, and juvenile and r~iisdemc().nant parolees.) At 
the same time, data were sought on the total number 
of case-carrying staff, and, where relevant, broken 
down by categories of cases supervised. 

Most agencies reported conditional release cases and 
nearly all reported Interstate Compact cases. Over half 
(34 of 55) reported probation cases, and a third (20) 

reported supervision of "other" categories. With only 
two exceptions, agencie& responsible for probation 
cases indicated that all or most of their officers super­
vised mixed caseloads. 

An estimate was madf! of all cases under supervision 
of 53 agencies as of December 31, 1978 with the 
following results:2 

Conditional Release 
Probation 
Interstate Compact 
Other 
Allowance for PSIs 

Total 

158,040 
300,000 
33,000 
14,500 
16,900 

522,440 

The same agencies reported a total caseload­
carrying staff of 8,674 persons. The figures indicated 
an average case load of 60. This can be compared with 
total caseload figures shown in Table 6 (Appendix A). 
These reflect a range from 15 to 199 and a median 
caseload of 62. 

Section IV Notes 
1. Determinate Sentencing States: Alaska, Arizona, Cali­
fornia, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Maine, Minnesota, and New 
Mexico. Parole Guideline States: Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, 
Michigan, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
South Carolina, U.S. Parole Commission, Washington, West 
Virginia, and Wisconsin. (Although California has guidelines con­
cerning persons with life sentences, for classification purposes, it is 
included in the determinate sentencing group.) 

2. As explained in the Table Notes (Appendix B). the total condi­
tional release population as of December 31, 1978 was estimated at 
200,000. This was reduced by 3,200, representing the cases of two 
agencies which did not report staff resources. It was further 
reduced by 8.4%, allowing for cases supervised out-of-sta~e (see 
Section Ill). Finally, it was reduced by another 11.1%, allowing for 
parolees not required to report. This resulted in the figure 158,040, 
which is higher than the total carried in Table 6 (Appendix A), 
since it includes estimates for jurisdictions failing to report some 
case load data. The other figures shown in the text table were taken 
from Table 4 (Appendix A), but rounded to the nearest hundreds. 

11 



SECTION V 
The Context of Parole, 1977 

Introduction 
In themselves, parole statistics are valuable for 

management purposes and for theoretical or policy 
studies. It is also possible to examine them in the con­
text of overall criminal justice system statistics. 

There are limitations on such an enterprise. Cur­
rently, national criminal justice data programs are lim­
ited in scope, completeness, precision, and compat­
ability. Nevertheless, the potential value of system-wide 
statistics for analysis of public policies on criminal 
justice administration makes the effort valuable. It will 
point the way to needed changes and refinements in 
present statistical programs so that they will come to 
yield more useful information. In addition, the prelim­
inary material in this report suggests areas to be 
studied in other research activities within the overall 
UPR project. 

Three Data Collection Programs 
Three national data collection programs of particular 

interest have been operating, quite independently of 
one another, for several years. Among these, they col­
lect and disseminate statistics on reported crimes, ar­
rests, imprisonment, and parole. 

FIGURE 12 

The FBI's Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) program 
collects data on selected crimes known to police 
("Index" crimes against persons and against property). 
The figures are published annually by state, region, 
county; and standard statistical metropolitan area. 
Arrest data are collected for all crimes. These are pub­
lished by offense and in relation to sex, age, and race.1 

State-by-state arrest figures are not published but are 
obtainable from the FBI. 

The National Prisoner Statistics (NPS) program 
entails a data collection system operated by the Bureau 
of the Census with annual reports published by 
NCJISS. Published reports cover population and popu­
lation movement data for prisons in each state, the 
District of Columbia, and the Federal (civilian) jurisdic­
tion. Reports with additional informatioa on prisons and 
prisoners are published periodically.2 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency's 
Uniform Parole Reports (UPR) project is the third of 
these programs. In the past, it has differed from the 
other two in that it tracked the outcome of parole, year­
by-year, for annual groups of persons entering parole. 
Only national level data were published. In 1978, UPR 

Violent Crimes, Prison Population, Parole Population per 100,000 Population, 1977 

. ·'I·~ 
I~ll 
~I ···.I~ .' 

Total U.S. Northeast 

_ Violent Crime Rate 

I22/J1 Prison Population Rate 

~ Parole Population Rate 

North Central South 

--;-'..m~ 96.3 

West 

NOTE: See Table 1 (Appendix A). Nollncluded were American Samoa, Guam, or Puerto Rico, although the District of Columbia and Federal populations were Included. 
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began to publish this annual series of state-by-state 
parole population and population movement figures­
similar to and, desirably, dovetailing with NPS figures. 
It also includes statistics on the total conditional release 
population, including parole and mandatory release 
(for those jurisdictions which follow this practice). 

Some Comparisons 
Using data from these three programs, it is possible 

to examine state-to-state variations in the use of 
imprisonment and parole in relation to each other, to 
population, crime, and arrest rates, and to other state 
characteristics. 

Table 7 (Appendix A) lists selected 1977 figures from 
each of these programs and includes the population esti­
mates for that year from the Bureau of the Census.3 

Each state and the Federal correctional system are rep­
resented, with subtotals, for each of the four major 
regions of the country. 

To facilitate comparative review of the data, the raw 
figures were converted into rates of prisoners, parolees, 
and reported violent crimes per 100,000 persons. 
Results are displayed in Figure 12. To simplify the 
presentation, only reported crimes against persons 
were used. State prison populations are made up largely 
of persons ser.ving sentences as a result of conviction of 
such crimes,4 and characteristics of parolees are in part 
predetermined by those of prisoners.5 Furthermore, 
a very high proportion of the offenses categorized as 
crimes against property would not lead to a prison term 
because they are either misdemeanors, juvenile 
offenses, or both. 

Certain affinities between the Northeast a'1d West 
and between the South and North Central regions ap-

FIGURE 13 
Percentage of Total Prison Releases 
Released to Parole, 1977 
90%~ ________________________________ ~ 

85.4 

80%~----------.--------~==~~~~ 

60% 

o 
u.s. South North· North West 

east Central 
SOURCE: U.S., Department of Justice, l.EAA, NCJISS. Pflsoners in Stale and 
Federallnstilutions on December 31. 1977, National Prisoner Statistics Bulletin 5 
(February. 1979):22. 

pear in Figure 12. Violent crime rates are somewhat 
higher in the former regions; prison and parole popu­
lation rates are closely comparable. In the South and 
North Central regions, violent crime rates are some­
what lower and prison population rates are twice as 
high as parole population rates. 

In order to derive meaning from these differing 
regional statistics, other data need to be taken into ac­
count. The parole population rates, for example, do not 
necessarily reflect the extent of parole use. A comple­
mentary measure of this is the frequency of paroles 
among all persons released from prison as depicted in 
Figure 13. 

H is evident that parole use, measured this way, is 
much higher in the North Central region than the 
previous figure suggested, and substantially lower in 
the South. 

Intra·Regional Variations 
Regional rates do not represent situations common 

to aU states within the region. Intra-regional variations 
among the states are wide on all factors measured. 
Among other things, figures for more highly populous 
states tend to mask those for small ones-::nost notably 
in the Western region, where California accounts for 
more than half the total population, total crimes, 
total prisoners, and total parolees. 

Figure 14 illustrates the situation by presenting 
regional medians and interquartile ranges on the four 
factors previously cited: violent crimes reported, state 
prison population per 100,000 persons, state parole 
population per 100,000 persons, and parolees as a per­
centage of all prison relea~es. 

In each section of the figure, the regions are sorted 
into ascending order based on the median state within 
the region. Two points can be noticed. First, the inter­
quartile ranges (25th to 75th percentiles) overlap, indi­
cating a considerable degree of similarity among 
regions as well as the dissimilarities revealed by the 
overall regional rates shown in Figures 12 and 13. This 
is particularly true for violent crimes (considerable 
overlap among all regions), state parole population 
(Northeast, West, ami South), and parole use rate 
(North Central, West, and Northeast). Only in the 
prison population rate are the regional differences 
dramatically underscored by this technique. 

Second, the ranking of regions by median produces 
a different order for each of the four factors from that 
produced by using overall regional rates. This, again, 
demonstrates the influence that large states can have 
in determining the regional profile. 

The problem is aggravated when fjgures for a 
populous state substantially lack comparability with 
those of most other states. In California, for example, 
a quite common disposition in felony cases is a jail sen­
tence followed by probation. In most states, the only 
equivalent would be a sentence to state prison. Thus, 
it is to be expected that commitments to state prison 
in California would tend to run low in relation to popu­
lation-or, at least, to the crime rate. In California, the 
situation is offset to a significa.nt extent by the fact 
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that prisoners in state institutions traditionally have 
stayed much longer than in many other state prison 
systems. (Since they are a "select" group due to the 
frequent use of the alternative-type sentence, it is not 
surprising that they serve longer than in states where 
significant numbers of comparatively less serious of­
fenders are sent to state prison.) 

Comparative use of parole is another item which 
needs to be regarded in the context of legal and other 
circumstances which impact on parole decisions. Until 
recently in Washington and California, commitments 
to state prison involved very lengthy indefinite terms 
which could be modified only by a discretionary act of 
the parole authority. Thus, it is not surprising that 
over 90% of releases from prison in these states were 
to parole. Under the revised sentencing legislat~on in 
California, virtually all commitments to state pnsons 
will be released to community supervision. 

In other states, laws and sentencing practices may 
be such that many individuals do not even choose to 
apply for parole, preferring, instead, to serve out a 
moderate term and "get it over with," rather than be­
iIlg released several months earlier and risk being 
returned to prison as a violator. 

FIGURE 14 

This is an area which calls for extensive exploration 
before too much is made of differences in parole use 
rates, whether it is between states or regions. The 
rates are quite interesting to review, but differences 
among them give rise to as many questions as the data 
answer. 

Significance of Data 
Despite the hazards involved, it is necessary to com­

ment on some inference which might be made from 
the regional data summarized in this section. 

The use of total state population in computing a 
prison population rate might put states with high 
crime rates at a "disadvantage." That is, they might 
well have more prisoners per 100,000 state residents 
than states with low crime rates, and this is to be ex­
pected. When the overall regional rates in Figure 12 
are compared, this pattern does not hold. For example, 
the West has the highest violent crime rate but only 
the third highest prison population rate. However, the 
ranking produced in Figure 14 fits much more c1ose~y 
with this assumption. The South and West are conSIS­
tently either first or second on the violent crime, 
prison population, and parole population rates. The 
same pattern does not hold for parole use, though, on 

Inter-Regional Variations (Median and Interquartile Range) 
for Selected Crime, Prison, and Parole Indices 
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which the South is ranked fourth. Before too much is 
made of this, it is important to recognize that while 
this sorting technique uncovers state variations within 
regions, it often does this at the expense of the impor­
tant large states. For example, in the case of crime 
rates, the interquartile ranges for the Northeast and 
West do not reflect New York and California, both of 
which are at the top end of the full range in their 
respective regions. 

Need for In-Depth Studies 
Regional differences in parole use and prison popula­

tion rates grow out of a complex web of historical, 
cultural and legal factors, the exploration of which 
calls for an extensive investment of time and exper­
tise. The effort should certainly be made, but is 
beyond the scope of this report, which is designed to 
provide relatively raw data to suggest and facilitate 
possible avenues of study to increase our under­
standing of crime control programs. 

One word of caution: the regional data comparing 
prison population rates with crime rates do not, in 
themselves, support speculation about the deterrent 
effects of imprisonment. One has only to look at indi­
vidual states within regions to find numerous examples 
of the reverse of the finding, that is, an association of 
high crime rates and low prison population rates. In 
the Northeast, for example, New York, with the 
highest crime rate, also has the highest rate of prison 
population. New Hampshire, with the lowest crime 
rate, has the lowest prison population rate. Similar 
pairings can be found in each region (North Central: 
Michigan and North Dakota; South: Florida and West 
Virginia; West: Nevada and Montana). Of course, 
building such pairings with data from the same year 
does not take into account the time lag or other forms 
of analyses often used in discussions of deterrence. 
However, with the exception of the South, these pair­
ings are identical to those listed in last year's report 
(UPR, July, 1978). 

Prison and Parole Figures 
A prison's population level is a function of the num­

ber of commitments and the average length of stay. 
With scattered exceptions, commitments result from 
court sentences and the return of parole violators to 
prison. Length of stay is more complex. The first ele­
ment is the maximum time possible a prisoner can 
serve as fixed by law, the judge, or the parole (and 
sentencing) board. Various kinds of discretionary 
release may then ensue: parole, executive clemency, or 
a court order modifying or setting aside a sentence. 
Death may interrupt a sentence. Some prisoners 

escape and may not be soon returned to custody. 
Finally, good time may serve to reduce the maximum 
and, in f')me states, the date of parole eligibility or the 
date of parole release. 

The rate of return to prison of violators, the 
frequency of prison release to parole among all forms 
of release, and the time elapsing from commitment to 
parole are all transactions controlled by the parole 
board (within statutory constraints). Their impact on 
prison population is considerable, although this varies 
from state to state because of the relative importance 
of other sources of commitment and release 
determination. 

In states with lower parole use rates, prisoners do 
not necessarily serve longer average periods. Shorter 
average sentences, more generous good time rates, 
more frequent incidence of executive clemency or 
court-ordered release, any or all of those might pro­
duce comparatively short average time served figures 
in a state with relatively low use of parole. 

Illustrative of this point are data from three contrast­
ing systems: Louisiana, Texas, and Washington. Their 
parole use rates varied considerably (Louisiana, 31.4%; 
Texas, 67.0%; and Washington, 98.6%). However, the 
estimated time served for these jurisdictions varied 
less than two months, with Louisiana's being the 
lowest, and Texas and Washington being virtually 
identica1.6 

Section V Not\:'s 
1. "Persons" or "violent" crimes: murder and negligent man­
slaughter, forcible rape, aggravated assaUlt, and robbery. Property 
crimes: burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. 

2. A separate series of annual reports deals with capital 
punishment. 
3. The particular estimate used is that published in the 1977 UCR 
data (FBI, 1978) based on data collected by the Bureau of the 
Census. A single figure was used to establish comparable rates. 
Using particular figures avoids the step of having to refigure 
already-published UCR crime rates. 

4. As of January, 1974, just over 50% of all prisoners confined in 
state correctional facilities were serving sentences for Part I crimes 
against persom\ (NPS, March, 1976:28, Table 4). 

5. The parole use rate is derived from NPS data (February, 1979:22. 
Table 10). The number released from prison is computed as a 
percentage of all conditional and unconditional releases. 

6. The time serve'd estimate is derived from NPS data (February, 
1979:16-17, Table 'no The average of the December 31,1976 and 
December 31, 1977 populations is divided by the total of the new 
commitments, plus conditional release violators returned to yield a 
turnover rate. This rate times 12 is a crude estimate of time served. 
The turnover rates and time served estimates for the three jurisdic­
tions were: Louisiana, 1.72 and 20.6 months; Texas, 1.82 and 21.8 
months; and Washington, 1.81 and 21.7 months. 
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SECTION VI 
Longer Term Trends 

Introduction 
This section will examine longer term trends in the 

parole population,l comparing that with prison popu­
lation trends and relating parole release to total 
releases from prison. Parole population changes affect 
both the supervision levels that are possible as well as 
the other resources that can be directed towards the 
needs of parolees in the community. In particular, 
rapidly increasing populations will strain the resources 
of supervision agencies, require an increase in board 
activity, and stimulate an examination of parole 
procedures. 

The parole population is but one component of a 
larger population of persons under correctional super­
vision in prison, under community supervision, or in 
some hybrid status. Policy decisions affecting the size 

FIGURE 15 
Trends In Parole and Prison Populations 
(State and Federal Reported) 
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of one component of this population may well affect 
other components. An increase in prison commit­
ments, for example, will lead to a subsequent rise in 
the use of parole and work release. A tightening up of 
parole authority policies will slow prison releases and 
may also increase admissions for parole violation, thus 
increasing the prison population. A shift to a deter­
minate sentencing policy will impact both the prison 
and parole components of the correctional population. 
Predicting the specific relationship between such 
statutory or administrative policy changes and correc­
tional populations, however, requires further study. 
Analyses of these factors, as well as the host of addi­
tionallegal, social, and economic factors that might af­
fect correctional populations, are outside the scope of 
this report series. At the same time, these reports will 
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8Prlson populations (adults sentenced to one year or more) from U.S., Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners In State and Federa//nstltutlons on December 31, 
1975; on December 31, 1976; on Decomber 31, 1977; on December 31, 1978 (Advance Report 6A), National Prisoner Statistics Bulletins 3, 4, and 5 (February, 1977; February, 1978; 
Fobruary, 1970; and May, 1979). 
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present statistics which serve as the point of departure 
for more in-depth studies. 

Prison and Parole Population 
The size of the adult felony parole population stabil­

ized in 1978. The parole population had increased by 
more than 30,000 between December 31,1974 and 
December 31, 1977, with the bulk of that increase, 
about 26,000, occurring in 1977 (see Figure 15). While 
part of this growth may be a function of changes in 
reporting procedures, our analysis of the data indicates 
that the overall picture of parole population change is 
accurate.2 During 1978, however, the population 
showed a slight decline. 

During the same four-year period, the adult felon 
prison population followed a roughly similar pattern. 
During the first three years-1975, 1976, and 1977-the 
prison population had increaaed by more than 20,000 
persons annually. During 1978, this increase dropped 
to 10,000 persons. 

While many factors influence variations in the size of 
the parole population, an obvious one is the size of the 
pool of incarcerated persons from which the parole 
population is drawn. One measure of this relationship 
is illustrated in Figure 16, in which the parole popu­
lation is shown as a ratio of the prison population. The 
parole population figures on which these ratios are 
based have been adjusted to account for significant 
changes in the reporting procedures or statutes of 
three large jurisdictions which supply data to UPR.3 
These adjusted figures show tpat the ratio of parole 
to prison populations declined during the first three 
years, from .72 to 1 on December 31,1974 to .62 to 1 
on December 31, 1977. It is also clear that the decline 
was greatest in the first year and that for the last two 
years, from December 31, 1976 to December 31, 1978, 
the ratio was, in fact, quite stable (.63 to I, .62 to 1, 
and .63 to I, respectively) and that this stability is 
largely accounted for by the dramatic rise in the parole 
population in 1977 mentioned earlier. 

FIGURE16 
Trends In Ratio of Parole to Prison Populations 
(State and Federal Adjusted) 
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NOTE: Data presented here were derived from Figure 15. Parole rates were adjusted 
to account for reporting and statutory changes In three large Jurisdictions (Fedor~l. 
California, and Washington). See Section VI. Note 3 for detallod explanatl.?n. 

In analyzing these changes, it is also useful to look at 
the rates of change in the two populations over the 
period studied. Annual rates of change are presented 

FIGURE 17 
Annual Rate of Change 
in Parole and Prison Populations 
(State and Federal Adjusted) 
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California, nnd Washington). Soo Soction VI, Note 3 for detailed explanation. 

in Figure 17. Obviously, the size of the prison popula­
tion is not the only factor that will affect the growth of 
the parole population. Other examples include changes 
in the composition of the prison population to include 
more persons eligible for parole and increases in sen­
tence length which lead to an increase in the time 
served on parole. But the possibility that prison popu­
lation is also an important factor is suggested by the 
data in Figure 17. The data show a declining rate of 
growth in the prison population, from a high of the 
10.1 % increase in 1975 to a low of the 3.6% increase in 
1978. The parole rate of increase was low in the first 
year (0.4% in 1975), but rose dramatically the next two 
years, by 4.4% in 1976 and by 7.6% in 1977. In 1978, 
the projected increase declined to 4.4%, raising the 
possibility that parole population growth, which would 
be expected to lag behind that of the prison popula­
tion, had caught up in 1978 . 

Balanced against this systems flow discussion and 
the role it implies for the parole authority as a prison 
population relief valve are the many other factors that 
may affect parole authority decisions. The circum­
stances that induce judges to impose more or lengthier 
prison sentences, for example, may also influence. 
parole authorities to grant parole less frequently and 
to revoke parole more readily . 

Parole Entry 
A more direct measure of parole authority activity 

is data on the number of prisoners granted parole. 
In Figure 18, long-term trend data are shown for state 
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prison releases to parole. Also shown are the long­
term trends in total conditional and unconditional 
releases from st~te prison. Both total releases and 
releases to parole were at their iowest in 1968 (85,000 
and 52,400, respectively). In the ensuing ten years, 
they have both increased steadily (1973 prison releases 
excepted) to 115,213 total releases in 1977 compared to 
82,797 releases to parole.4 Also shown in Figure 18 is 
the number of releases to parole as a percentage of total 
prison releases. This figure, ranging from 60% in 1965 
to 72% in 1977, is identical in computation to the 
parole use rate discussed in Section V. Note that this 
trend line presents a similar picture to that shown in 
the foregoing discussion of the growth of the parole 
population. The parole use rate increased by 3% in 1977 
compared to an average increase of less than 1% over 
the previous eleven years. This was the same year 
that the most dramatic growth in the parole population 
occurred (see Figure 16). This rapid growth in the rela­
tive use of parole during 1977 is, no doubt, related to 
the continuing growth of the prison population during 
that year. This does not necessarily imply increased 
parole authority liberality in the granting of parole; it 
could simply be that the larger prison population pro­
vides a greater number of candidates suitable for early 
release by the boards' traditional standards. 

Regional Trends 
While all regions showed an increase in the relative 

use of parole in 1977, the overall change from 1965 
through 1977 was not uniform across the country. By 
far, the greatest increase in the parole use rate oc-

FIGURE18 

curred in the South. A substantial increase also 
appeared in the North Central states, while parole use 
remained comparatively stable in the Northeast and 
the West. The thirteen-year trend for each region 
appears in Figure 19. 

From this figure, it is also apparent that the regions 
showing the least change in the relative frequency of 
parole started from much higher base rates-in 1965, 
the Weqtern rate was close to 80% and the North­
eastern rate was dose to 75%. The South's notably 
high increase in parole started from a 1965 base rate 
a little over half as high, about ,JO%. 

Section VI Notes 
1. For this analysis, the parole population, to the extent possible, 
includes adults sentenced to one year or more in prison who 
entered parole by parole authority decision rather than by 
mandatory release. 
2. This analysis led to the adjusted figures for parole to prison 
population ratios and parole population growth rates that arc 
presented in Figures 16 and 17 and discussed in the accompanying 
text. The adjustment procedure is discussed in Note 3 below. 
3. The state of Washington's 1979 data on parole populations as of 
December 31, 1977 and December 31, 1978 covered a large group 
of parolees in inactive status that was not previously covered. This 
had the effect of doubling the state's 1977 year-end population that 
appeared in last year's report. UPR's work with the agency supply­
ing data on Federal parolees also identified a sizeable, previously­
uncounted population. These two changes accounted for one-half of 
the apparent increase in the parole population from December 31, 
1976 to December 31, 1977. At the same time, California experi­
enced a significant drop in its parole population in 1978 as a func­
tion of statutory changes mandating the release from supervision of 
large numbers of parolees prior to the date" originally set by either 
the judiciarl or the parole authority. In each of these three cases, 
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FIGURE 19 
Trends in Releases to Parole as Percentage of Total Prison Releases by Region 
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all involving larsw jurisdictions, the changes had artificial impact on 
the nature of the nationwide trends in parole population. For this 
reason, thl' parole population data for all four years were re~om­
putl'd using statistical controls to account for the special variations 
in these thret· jurisdictions. 

4. The fif.,rure for prison releases to parole, drawn from NPS data 
(February, 1!)79), differs substantially from that pr('sent('d in Table 
1 (Appendix A) for parole entries. In addition to releases from 

prison to parole of adults sentenced to one year or more <the 
number used in Figure 18 and the a(~companying discussion). 
parole entries reported to UPR also induded reactivations, rein­
statements, reparoles from a status other than imprisonment. 
paroles from a non-prison facility, and, for a limited number of 
jurisdictions, parcles involving persom. sent('ncl~d to less than 
(lne year. 
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TABLE 1 
Movement of Parole Only Population Under State and 
Federal Jurisdiction, 1978 (Summary Table) 

1978 
Population 

I Agency 12/31/77 Entries 

UNITED STATES ESTIMATE 186100 99600 
Federal Reported 23857 9189 
State Total Reported 150311 82533 

Northeast 36314 14040 
New England 

Connecticut 2909 1288 
Maine 652 164 
Massachusetts 3571 
New Hampshire 529 166 
Rhode Island 235 133 
Vermont 

Middle Atlantic 
New Jersey 7173 3097 
New York 10196 5621 
Pennsylvania 9239 2985 
Puerto Rico 1810 586 

North Central 21264 16181 
East North Central 

Illinois 
Indiana 1920 1054 
Michigan 5171 4350 
Ohio 6479 5570 
Wisconsin 1810 1053 

West North Central 
Iowa 631 559 
Kansas 1179 1000 
Minnesota 2011 872 
Missouri 1327 998 
Nebraska 400 358 
North Dakota 123 155 
South Dakota 213 212 

Population 
Removals 12/31/78 

100600 185100 
11922 21124 
72511 151396 

8452 36512 

1338 2859 
381 432 

3785 
192 503 
166 202 

2884 7386 
10123 

2871 9446 
6'20 1776 

12203 21842 

977 1997 
6175 

5952 6081 
1029 1834 

472 641 
874 l305 

1337 1546 
800 1564 
413 345 
l39 139 
210 215 



r .. -

1978 
Population Population 

Agency 12/31/77 Entries J Removals 12/31/78 

-
South 54887 32646 28574 58615 

South Atlantic 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 5129 3456 2931 5654 
Georgia 3533 3324 3516 3341 
Maryland 5077 2575 2231 5598 
North Carolina 5323 7325 6232 6400 
South Carolina 2236 1153 895 2494 
Virginia 3787 1494 1382 3669 
West Virginia 421 373 306 488 

East South Central 
Alabama 1940 1702 1471 2129 
Kentucky 6986 1809 845 8036 
Mississippi 1509 1246 656 1917 
Tennessee 

West South Central 
Arkansas 2228 1350 1238 2397 
Louisiana 2348 818 847 2319 
Oklahoma 1721 1073 965 1635 
Texas 12649 4948 5059 12538 

West 37846 19666 23282 34427 
Mountain 

Arizona 962 554 633 1018 
Colorado 2070 1102 1080 1912 
Idaho 458 230 189 449 
Montana 477 205 297 589 
Nevada 632 562 366 769 
New Mexico 765 383 425 829 
Utah 510 238 200 568 
wyoming 83 80 19 144 

Pacific 
Alaska 117 64 76 105 
American Samoa 22 15 12 25 
California: 

CDC 13258 10886 15042 9102 
CYA 3792 1878 2620 3050 

Guam 20 16 9 27 
Hawaii 519 61 89 491 

"" Oregon 1890 1684 1317 2257 
Washington 12271 1708 908 13092 

SOURCE: 1979 UPR Aggregate Parole Data Survey. For explanation of special table characteristics, see Table Notes (Appendix a). For explanation of any special characteristics of each 
agency, see Agency Notes (Appendix C). 

l\.:) 
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TABLE 2 
Parole Only Population Under State and Federal Jurisdiction, 
December 31, 1977 (Detailed Table) 

- ... 
Parole Population 

Supervised In-State 

Required to Report 

In Good Not In 
Agency 'fotal Total Total Status Good Status 

UNITED STATES REPORTED 174168 130511 102589 49101 12236 
Federal Reported 23857 
State Total Reported 150311 130511 102589 49101 12236 

Northeast 36314 34345 24147 2869 5327 
New England 

Connecticut 2909 2755 2755 2540 215 
Maine 652 617 617 512 105 
Massachusetts 3571 3571 3571 2731 840 
New Hampshire 529 425 425 271 154 
Rhode Island 235 192 192 191 1 
vermont 

Middle Atlantic 
New Jersey 7173 6586 6586 6586 0 
New York 10196 10196 2049 
pennsylvania 9239 8251 8251 6758 1493 
Puerto Rico 1810 1752 1750 1280 470 

North Central 21264 18334 18161 11150 348 
East North Central 

Illinois 
Indiana 1920 1542 1369 1131 238 
Michigan 5171 4931 4931 
Ohio 6479 6479 6479 6408 71 
Wisconsin 1810 1627 1627 

West North Central 
Iowa 631 631 631 631 
Kansas 1179 1179 1179 1179 
Minnesota 2011 
Missouri 1327 1327 1327 1327 
Nebraska 400 327 327 307 20 
North Dakota 123 105 105 
South Dakota 213 186 186 167 19 

Supervised 
Not Required Out 

To Of 
Report State 

14049 11989 

14049 11989 

2 1969 

0 154 
0 35 
0 
0 104 
0 43 

0 587 

0 988 
2 58 

173 919 

173 378 
0 240 
0 0 
0 183 

0 

0 
0 73 
0 18 
O. 27 



Parole Population 

Supervised In-State 

Required to Report Supervised 
Not Required Out 

In Good Not In To Of 
Agency Total Totol Total Status Good Status Report State 

South 54887 43505 35816 17307 2169 7689 6059 
South Atlantic 

Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 5129 3983 3983 0 1146 
Georgia 3533 3210 3210 2833 377 0 323 
Maryland 5077 4837 4587 3993 594 250 240 
Nor th Carolina 5323 
South Carolina 2236 2027 2027 1970 57 0 209 
Virginia 3787 3403 3403 2985 418 0 384 
West virginia 421 421 421 0 

East South Central 
Alabama 1940 1628 1377 1021 356 251 312 
Kentucky 6986 5619 2023 3596 1367 
Mississippi 1509 1159 1142 1107 35 17 350 
Tennessee 

West South Central 
Arkansas 2228 1744 1407 337 484 
Louisiana 2348 2198 2198 1998 200 0 150 
Oklahoma 1721 1532 1532 1400 132 0 189 
Texas 12649 11744 8506 3238 905 

West 37846 34327 24465 17775 4392 6185 3042 
Mountain 

Arizona 962 761 761 653 108 0 201 
Colorado 2070 1752 1752 1339 413 0 318 
Idaho 458 415 264 151 43 
Montana 477 
Nevada 632 397 397 0 235 
New Mexico 765 594 594 499 95 0 171 
Utah 510 416 416 328 88 0 94 
Wyoming 83 75 75 75 0 0 8 

Pacific 
Alaska 117 83 83 78 5 0 34 
American Samoa 22 21 18 17 1 3 1 
California: 

CDC 13258 12476 12476 12003 473 0 782 
CYA :.792 3677 115 

Guam 20 20 20 20 0 0 0 
Hawaii 519 502 502 266 236 0 17 
Oregon 1.890 1637 1637 0 253 
Washington 12:271 11501 5470 2497 2973 6031 770 

I:\:) SOURCE: 1979 UPR Aggregate Parole Data Survey, For explanation of special table characteristics, see Table Notes (Appendix B), For explanation of any special characteristics of each c.n agency. see Agency Notes (Appendix C), 
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TABLE 3 
Parole Only Population Under State and Federal Jur!sdiction, 
December 31, 1978 (Detailed Table) 

Parole Population 
-

Supervised In-State 

Re~uired to Report 

In Good Not In 
Agency Total Total Total. Status Good Status 

UNITED STATES REPORTED 172520 15374l. 123237 82927 14787 
Federal Reported 21124 21124 19121 16828 2293 
State Total Reported 151396 132617 104116 66099 12494 

Northeast 36512 34568 24445 21018 5332 
New England 

Connecticut 2859 2690 2690 2513 177 
Maine 432 399 399 291 108 
Massachusetts 3785 3785 3785 2910 875 
New Hampshire 503 422 422 274 148 
Rhode Island 202 .164 164 161 3 
vermont 

Middle Atlantic 
New Jersey 7306 6895 6895 6895 0 
New York 10123 10123 1905 
Pennsylvania 9446 8365 8365 6776 1589 
Puerto Rico 1776 1725 1725 1198 527 

North Central 21842 20730 20479 12324 493 
East North Central 

Illinois 
Indiana 1997 1596 1405 1184 221 
Michigan 6175 5882 5882 
Ohio 6081 6081 6081 6041 40 
Wisconsin 1834 1664 1664 

West North Central 
Iowa 641 641 641 641 
Kansas 1305 1305 1305 1286 19 
Minnesota 1546 1425 1365 1221 144 
Missouri 1564 1564 1564 1564 
Nebraska 345 278 278 242 36 
North Dakota 139 116 116 
South Dakota 215 178 17!i 145 33 

Supervised 
Not Required Out 

To Of 
Report State 

17450 12379 
2003 0 

15447 12379 

0 1944 

0 169 
33 

0 
0 81 
0 38 

0 491 

0 1081 
0 51 

251 1112 

191 401 
0 293 
0 0 
0 170 

0 
60 121 

0 
0 67 
0 23 
0 37 



Parole population 

Supervised In-State 

Required to Report Supervised 
Not Required Out 

In Good Not In To Of 
Agency Total Total Total Status Good Status Report State 

South 58615 45544 37115 18223 2337 8429 6671 
South Atlantic 

Delaware 
District ot Columbia 
Florida 5654 4583 4583 0 1071 
Georgia 3341 3109 3109 2786 323 0 232 
Maryland 5598 4962 4753 4118 635 209 636 
North Carolina 6400 
Sou th Carolina 2494 2242 2242 2115 127 0 252 
Virginia 3669 3253 3253 2947 406 0 416 
West Virginia 488 488 488 474 14 0 

East South Central 
Alabama 2129 1834 1590 1261 329 244 295 
Kentucky 8036 6452 2164 1!288 1584 
Mi3sissippi 1917 1592 1581 1556 25 11 325 
Tennessee 

~-"'-~~.--. --,--
West South Central 

Arkansas 2397 1865 1512 353 532 
Louisiana 2319 2101 2101 1849 252 0 218 
Ol<lahoma 1635 1443 1443 1217 226 0 192 
Texas 12538 11620 8296 3324 918 

WeGt 34427 31775 22077 14534 4332 6767 2652 
Mountain 

Arizona 1018 800 800 671 129 0 218 
ColoradO 1912 1593 J.593 1189 404 0 319 
Idaho 449 414 294 120 35 
Montana 589 525 385 140 64 
Nevada 769 518 518 0 251 
New Mexico 829 665 665 518 147 0 164 
Utah 568 ~03 503 404 99 0 65 
Wyoming 144 133 133 106 27 0 11 --_. -----.'--

Pacific 
Alaska 105 71 71 66 5 0 34 
American Samoa 25 25 22 21 1 3 0 
Californ ia: 

CDC 9102 8745 8745 8450 295 0 357 
CYA .3050 2931 119 

Guam 27 27 27 26 1 0 0 
Hawaii 491 475 475 242 233 0 16 
Oregon 2257 2014 2014 0 243 
Wunhington 13092 1.2336 5632 2641 2991 6504 756 

t-v SOURCE: 1979 UPR Aggregate Parole Data Survey. For explanation of Special table charactorost.cs. see Table Notes 'Appond.~ B). For explanation of any spec.al characteriStics of oach 

" agency, see Agency NotestAppend.x C) 

----------------------------,-----------------------------------------
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TABLE 4 
Movement of Parole Only Population Under State 
and Federal Jurisdiction, 1978 (Detailed Table) 

liN ITEll !;TATE" IlEI'OIlTED 
1,'Pli0f,11 RpPOf t.f)d 
;Hil.tl' Tnt"l Rf'{lort[\u 

Ndf t he,lst 
New ";nql,,,md 

Cnonpt:r ltmt 
H,llni' 
MJ!1~j,)chur.(lt. t 'j 
N0W Hampnh 1 t"(l 

Rhnd0 t~11\lnd 
VC'rmout 

N£'lW .h'lc ~H'y 
Nf'w 'tn[ k 
Pf1nnuyl ..... 111 1,' 
I'u,', ~o RiCI) 

Nor t. h (,"0t\ t r u 1 
E,l>;t N"".h Cpntr,ll 

1l1l no", 
Ind l,)nll 
~heIHq .. ln 
0111("1 

Wi!;~>ln!jin 

\'/""t North ":~ntr"l 
I(Jwa 
1(,1n~:an 

Mlnn!'flota 
r.h!'!~()u[ i. 
N0br~!)k" 
North Dak,'til 
tiOllth Dakot.a 

;;;I')llth 
[1fHJt h At lant Ii:" 

n(l1\1W,lt0 
Ouitr let of Columvla 
nor i,l.1 
GpDrg1.l 
Haryland 
N(llth Carl)llna 
t)tHlth Clltnllna 
Vlrqlnll1 
Went Virqlnlll 

E;l~,t SmJth CC'ntral 
A ltlb,lml) 
K0nt u,'ky 
HUHa:llilpPi. 
T(\nn(ln:1(,,'~ 

\'l0'it 811Uth ('Plltr .'11 
Ar knnG,'ln 
Il\Jlj l~~ 1 anl1 
l)klalll1mJ. 
'l'f"'xa~J 

\if\!jt 
t·1rl'tnt;llrl 

A.t 1 ~,'n.1 
r'dlqr']li,) 
Iltlho 
~1IH)",'fL1 
Npv],l.> 
Nf'W ~ti'Xl\'ll 
fH.:lh 
\-J'~"lml fll3 

P.:lI.'J.t ll.' 

II! ,l·'k.l 
l\m01 1,1',1:1 !L.lm.:.) 
l". ... ,111t 'nOl,}: 

<'Ii,-~ 

,:'lA 
ljlIJlTI 
h lW,ltl 
Otp'l\ln 
\''i,l';hl.n t3''t)n 

Tnt",l 

91722 
9189 

U2t)33 

14040 

1200 
164 

166 
133 

3097 
5621 
298t; 

506 

16181 

10',4 
4350 
5570 
1053 

559 
1000 

B72 
990 
358 
ISS 
212 

32646 

3456 
3124 
21j7 fj 
7321) 
11"3 
1494 

.1 '}j 

1702 
1309 
1246 

1350 
010 

1073 
4940 

19666 

10U06 
lU"/U 

16 
61 

1604 
1700 

r:ntr len To Parole 
~-r __ " - "--~------""'"'''--' c-.... 
R~le .. ",p ,'r<>m Pr ifj(~n 

-~--. T~~ 
r 

r'lrnt 
~'otal Rclpane 

C')Q238 38827 
894r, 8158 

S02c}3 30669 

11062 60H 

1114 1016 
162 'is 

166 151 
111 

-~~-.---~-~. ~.~ 
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29B!) 

f",nr, 

114 7~ 
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43,0 
tj510 
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l~!j 

7670 

!lSl 
140', 
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16[,9 

12 Ie 

1594 

26UO 
tj12 

7619 

1002 
4191 

9H 

977 

.132 
US 

4216 

114'> 

16U9 

664 

Reparol(' 

,j231 
"87 

,444 

2071 

98 
104 

1<; 

-~-- ---_._._--" 
1'003 

297 
54 

290 

1 ~lq 

fiq 

.'1 

,., 
17 

604 

';46 

- ----~ __ ~~·_~_· ______ __.._~_"____=:.r 

768 
1071 

lS~74 

490 
1102 

230 
102 

no 
230 

80 

64 
1S 

n10 

16 
60 

lS.,t 
1700 

718 

1279'3 

4tlb 
906 
173 
174 

no 
~l::! 

71) 

60 
1'> 

70~9 

16 
f)~ 

14'il 
1708 

50 

2479 

84 
116 

<;7 
8 

~6 
'> 

4 
0 

2t21 

0 
0 

50 
0 

OttWf 

.'616 
244 

.~ 372 

110 

174 

11 
a 
0 
0 

61 

I,..! 

4 
Q 

101 

13 

16 

'i0 
2 

19 f)~~ 

64 
0 
0 

21 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1676 

0 
1 

103 
0 

SOURCE.: 1979 UPR Aggrogato Parole Data Survey. For explanation of special table cha'dcterlstics. see Table Notes (Appendix BI. For 
oxplanatlOn of any special characteristics of each aooncy. see Agency Notes (AppendiX CI. 



RQmoynla From Parole 

Oir-charge From Parole 

I I 
RQvocati.nn I Complet ion Early Discharge ! Pardon Or Or 

T"t,ll Totnl Of Term B)I Board Court Order Other Death Rccomml tml'nt 

34433 53799 36721 10699 745 1201 <}76 1<}l1', 
11922 9343 5169 3724 451 0 217 2142 
72511 4445& 3155) 6974 294 1207 719 170.1J 

G45, 5922 4633 1184 19 87 12G 2404 

1339 1113 616 4')7 15 7S 10 215 
381 243 190 53 0 2 136 

192 lSI 47 104 0 0 39 
166 119 110 0 0 1 43 

2SS4 1858 1260 598 0 46 900 
0 

2071 1902 1902 0 0 0 41 9.10 
620 536 500 22 3 11 21 63 

12203 9297 6447 1006 56 701 80 :!1110 

977 794 108 696 0 0 19 164 
0 0 0 

5952 4606 )945 a 0 741 47 1219 
1029 051 017 34 1 177 

____ • __ ~ _______ L_< •• ~--~ __ ._ 

472 406 66 
074 602 272 

1337 753 450 246 11 40 llj 1}69 
800 592 592 206 
413 335 260 74 1 0 Q IS 
139 109 107 0 2 0 '. 20 , 
210 169 16B 0 1 0 2 39 

29574 13010 12451 172 il2 211j 280 ~OOI 

2931 367 
HI6 3114 3033 0 so 400 
2231 0 
6232 JJ III 

895 710 605 0 2~ 0 2) 162 
1382 997 993 0 4 0 33 352 

306 24 Z 10 172 0 60 10 54 

1471 1220 1204 16 251 
845 449 449 21 375 
656 214 205 9 4 4:8 

'~~.~"-"'"--'--

1236 1005 lOOS 0 0 a 233 
847 701 5S8 0 17 126 18 U8 
965 880 066 22 I;) 65 

SO 59 3470 3443 \) 27 124 1465 

23282 16221 non 4612 loa 64 245 6810 

633 476 386 63 21 13 144 
1060 732 2t 327 
la9 11S 4 70 
297 16'1 18 0 aa 43 3 12S 
366 n4 J 139 
42') 203 203 0 0 a 0 142 
200 80 7 73 0 0 0 120 

19 II 10 I 0 () 1 7 

'/6 bJ oj 0 0 a 0 13 
12 11 11 0 0 \1 () 1 

1,042 lono 6S83 )aL4 13 1<;9 4473 
~6~n 23'>0 ~iO 

9 a 7 0 1 0 1 0 
89 54 24 10 0 \l 4 11 

1117 90, 563 42~ 0 0 14 110 
908 256 41 209 a 0 2~ 630 
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TABLE 5 
M ovemen t f C 0 on Ilona I R I eease P If opu a Ion (P aro e an d 
Mandatory Release) Under State and Federal Juriadiction, 1978 
(Summary Table) 

1318 
Popul"tion 

I Agency 12/31/77 Entries Removals 

UN~TED STATES ESTIMATE 199900 110500 110400 
Federal Reported 28248 12743 17210 
State Total Reported 171373 95701 88462 

Northeast 42084 16256 15311 
Ne\~ England 

Connecticut 2909 1288 1338 
Maine 652 164 381 
Massachusetts 3571 0 0 
New Hampshire 529 166 192 
Rhode Island 235 133 166 
Vermont 414 193 0 

-
Middle Atlantic 

New Jersey 7173 3097 2884 
New York 15550 7644 6859 
Pennsylvania 9239 2985 2871 
Puerto Rico 1812 586 620 

North Central 29305 20452 15448 
East North Central 

Illinois 8644 3823 2852 
Indiana 1920 1119 979 
Michigan 5171 4350 0 
Ohio 6479 5570 5952 
Wisconsin 2349 1367 1336 

West North Central 
Iowa 631 559 472 
Kansas 1042 918 
Minnesota 2011 872 1337 
Misscuri 1327 998 800 
Nebraska 437 385 453 
North Dakota 123 155 139 
South Dakota 213 212 210 

Populat 
12/31/ 

200000 
23781 

173065 

43164 

2859 
432 

3785 
503 
202 
418 

7386 
16355 

9446 
1778 

30176 

9006 
2060 
6175 
6081 
2380 

641 

1546 
1564 

369 
139 
215 

ion 
78 
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1978 
Population 

Agency 12/31/77 Entries Removals 

South 61896 38878 34242 
South Atlantic 

Delaware 514 313 263 
District of Columbia 2113 564 718 
Florida 6630 5488 4565 
Georgia 3533 3324 3516 
Maryland 5243 2926 2534 
North Carolina 5323 7325 6232 
Sou th Carolina 2236 1153 895 
Virginia 3787 1494 1382 
West Virginia 421 373 306 

East South Central 
Alabama 1940 1702 1471 
Kentucky 7384 2244 1160 
Mississippi 1509 1246 656 
Tennessee 2193 2527 2432 

West South Central 
Arkansas 2228 1350 1238 
Louisiana 2348 818 847 
Oklahoma 1721 1073 965 
Texas 12649 4958 5062 

West 38088 20115 23461 
Mountain 

Arizona 1298 1056 871 
Colorado 2070 1102 1080 
Idaho 458 230 189 
Montana 477 205 297 
Nevada 632 562 366 
New Mexico 765 383 425 
Utah 510 238 200 
Wyoreing 83 80 19 

Pacific 
Alaska 
American Samoa 45 16 22 
California: 

CDC 13258 10886 15042 
CYA 3792 1878 2620 

Guam 20 26 16 
Hawaii 519 61 89 
Oregon 1890 1684 1317 
Washington 12271 1708 908 

SOURCE: 1979 UPR Aggregate Parole Data Survey. For explanation of special table characteristiCS. see Table Notes (Appendix B). For explanation of any special characteristics of each 
agency. see Agency Notes (Appendix C). 

Population 
12/31/78 

66439 

563 
2008 
7677 
3341 
5763 
6400 
2494 
3669 

488 

2129 
8477 
1917 
2617 

2397 
2319 
1635 

12545 

34966 

1645 
1912 

449 
589 
769 
829 
568 
144 

39 

9102 
3050 

30 
491 

2257 
13092 



TABLE 6 
Cases Supervised and Supervision Staff, 
Decen,ber 31, 1978 

Canes Supervlsed Pre-Sentence 
Reports Comple~ed 

J Con<liticnal I Inter-qtate I I (C~se1oad 

l\lJPrll''i Total Release Compact Probation Other Number Equivalent) 

UNITED ~TATF.S REPORTED 484564 145112 32976 337995 14476 171703 (34340.6) 
yp~"ral R~pnrt~d 69280 21491 a .5472 2317 26403 ( 5280.6) 
StotP Tnt,1 Rppnrtpd 415284 123621 J2976 292523 12159 145300 (29060.0) 

Nor thf"a,H 62175 38952 3437 22307 1621 7513 1502.6) 
Npw Enqland 

(,nnn£>ctlcut 2859 2690 169 Q 0 169 33.8) 
M,lJ.ne 3431 399 37 2183 8'12 1835 367.0) 
Mu~1nachus~ t t s 3785 3785 
New Hampshire 459 422 37 a 0 ,3 10.6) 
Rhode Island 6519 164 351 6004 0 204 40.8) 
Vp.rmont 3683 459 1241 248.2) 

M,dd l~ At 1antlc 
New Jersey 7346 6895 451 a 0 a 0.0) 
~'ew YorK 15444 14507 587 a 350 0 0.0) 
i".:nnsylvanla 14404 8365 16'll 4348 0 761 152.2) 
Puerto Rico 7928 1725 114 6089 0 3250 650.0) 

North Central 89590 21060 7967 55664 4484 48270 9654.0) 
East North Central 

Illinois 0 \1 0 0.0) 
Indiana 1857 1466 401 0 0 0 0.0) 
Michigan 35880 5882 2804 24900 2294 31983 6396.6) 
Ohio 14796 6081 2542 6173 0 5458 1091.6) 
Wisconsin 11151 2160 122 7716 1153 4526 905.2) 

West North Central 
Iowa 1056 641 289 57.8) 
Kansas 3476 1305 162 1414 595 575 115.0) 
Minnesota 4234 1365 352 2517 812 162.4) 
Missouri 15173 1564 1205 12169 235 4499 899.8) 
Nebr~sKa 366 302 63 1 0 5 1. 0) 
North DaKota 866 116 1.8 732 0 123 24.6) 
South DaKota 725 178 298 42 207 a o. 0) 

South 199699 40942 14501 185397 1127 ,7814 (11562.8) 
South Atlantic 

Delaware 6524 491 508 5525 a 368 73.6) 
District of Columbia 1448 1230 218 0 0 a o. 0) 
Florida 40524 6452 3616 30427 29 14822 2964.4) 
Georgia J511 3109 402 0 0 0 0.0) 
Maryland 4248B 4900 846 36617 125 6964 1392.8) 
North Carolina a 0 34314 
South Carolina 21394 2242 970 18182 0 775 155.0) 
Virginia 13,,92 3253 0 10329 10 7169 1433. S) 
West Virginia 1239 488 141 556 54 257 51. 4) 

East South Central 
Alabama 12611 1590 957 10064 0 10755 2151. 0) 
Kentucky 5442 2247 1134 2059 2 3221 644.2) 
Mississippi 6259 1581 664 3829 185 1569 313.8) 
Tenn~ssee ll9<) 6093 662 6211 1254.2) 

West South Central 
Arkansas 2731 1512 689 530 0 a 0.0) 
Louisi.ana 16426 2101 900 13365 60 3611 734.2) 
OKlahoma 1621G 1443 1260 1350'/ 0 1972 394.4) 
Texas 9300 8303 997 0 0 

West 63820 22667 7071 29155 4927 31703 6340.6) 

I 
Mountain 

Ar i zona 2,80 1373 897 a 110 a 0,0) 
Colorado 2617 1593 983 ~ 41 0 O. 0) 
Idaho 848 294 337 217 0 6445 1289.0) 
Montana 20 18 385 175 1408 0 755 151. 0) 
Nevada 2911 518 115 2',78 0 2977 595.4) 

I 
New Mexico 2100 665 839 596 () 1364 212.B) 
Utah 7366 503 268 6595 0 8546 1709.2) 
Wyoming 1683 133 650 600 300 742 148.4) 

Pacif,c 
Alaska 71 71 
American Samoa 37 36 
California: 

0 0 O. 0) 

CDC 14915 8745 1694 0 4476 0 O. 0) 
CYA 0 a a a 0 0 O. 0) 

Guam 30 30 0 0 a a 0.0) 
Hawaii 492 475 17 0 0 
Oregon 9005 2014 798 6193 0 5912 1182.4) 
Washington 17317 5832 297 11188 0 4962 992.4) 

SOURCE: 1979 UPR Aggregate Parole Data Survey. For eXplanation of speCial table characteristics. see Table Notas (Appendix B). 
For exptanatton 01 any special characteristics of each agency., see Agency Noles (Appendix C). 
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Case load-Carrying Staff Case load 

I 
SuperviGing Supervising 

I 
Supervising 

Conditional Probation/ Mixed Conditlonal 
Total Release Only Other Only Caseload. Total Release Only 

8686 1186 875 6453 
1697 0 0 1697 44 
6989 118& 875 4756 

1145 310 125 710 

22 22 0 0 132 132 
46 0 0 46 83 
78 78 0 0 

5 5 0 0 94 94 
33 5 28 0 199 
55 0 0 55 

152 152 0 0 48 48 
374 0 0 374 41 
235 0 0 235 62 
145 48 97 0 60 

1716 255 472 957 

105 105 0 0 
36 36 0 0 52 52 

551 85 397 69 77 
216 18 10 188 74 
354 0 0 354 34 

32 
60 0 0 60 60 
63 0 0 63 

201 0 65 196 62 
12 11 0 1 31 
15 0 0 15 59 
11 0 0 11 66 

3001 383 17 2461 

51 2 6 43 129 
37 37 0 0 39 39 

504 0 0 504 86 
92 92 0 0 38 18 

306 0 0 306 143 
572 57 0 515 
130 0 0 130 166 
275 0 0 275 52 

l5 0 0 25 52 

102 0 102 145 
121 0 121 SO 

68 1 60 97 
140 

39 0 4 35 70 
162 0 0 162 106 
183 0 0 183 91 
194 194 0 0 48 48 

1127 238 261 628 

S2 17 0 3S 46 
29 0 0 29 90 
48 0 0 48 45 
28 0 0 20 79 
57 0 23 34 62 
58 0 0 ;8 41 
96 8 83 5 95 
28 0 0 28 65 

37 37 
0 0 

355 200 iSS 0 42 52 

2 2 0 0 15 15 
10 10 0 0 47 47 

163 0 0 163 62 
200 0 0 200 92 

33 



W 
>I>-

TABLE 7 
Prison and Parole Only Populations, Parole Use Rates, 

977 Reported Crime, and Total Population Figures, 1 

Prisona 
Agency Population 

UNITED STATES ESTIMATE 284461 
Federal Reported 28650 
State Total Reported 255811 

Northeast 38341 
New England 

Connecticut 1647 
Maine 655 
Massachusetts 2789 
New Hampshire 219 
Rhode Island 524 
Vermont 279 

Middle Atlantic 
New Jersey 5386 
New York 19369 
Pennsylvania 7473 

North Central 58265 
East North Central 

Illinois 10668 
Indiana 4250 
Michigan 13824 
Ohio 12846 
Wisconsin 3347 

West North Central 
Iowa 2030 
Kansas 2246 
Minnesota 1755 
Missouri 5302 
Nebraska 1284 
North Dakota 194 
South Dakota 519 

Paroleb 

Only 
Population 

183900 
23857 

148501 

34504 

2909 
652 

3571 
529 
235 

7173 
10196 

9239 

21264 

1920 
5171 
6479 
1810 

631 
1179 
2011 
1327 

400 
123 
213 

ParoleC 

Use 
Rate 

69.2 
35 •. ] 
71.9 

79.1 

67.4 
57.2 
82.8 
99.0 
64.2 
83.4 

94.7 
70.8 
61.6 

79.9 

92.9 
80.2 
91. 4 
77 .2 
69.4 

74.4 
75.8 
86.7 
45.4 
67.2 
85.1 
60.5 

T 
C 
I 

109 

24 

1 

3 

3 
10 

3 

26 

5 
2 
5 
5 
1 

ota1d 
rime 
ndex 

35777 

42878 

50493 
44218 
12751 
32195 
50739 
19146 

74795 
SI.L144 
67397 

85888 

50341 
27743 
30577 
05074 
77362 

1 11172 
06154 
69176 
19946 
55019 
16331 
17993 

1 
1 
2 

Violentd propertyd 1977d 

Crime Crime State 
Index Index Population 

1009499 9926278 216330000 

251454 2191424 49280000 

8774 141719 3108000 
2438 41780 1085000 

24593 288158 57&.~OOO 
960 31235 849000 

2820 47919 935000 
722 18424 483000 

28732 346063 7329000 
149087 942057 17924000 

33328 334069 11785000 

216416 2469472 57940000 

50829 499512 11245000 
16553 211190 5330000 
53381 477196 9129000 
43521 461553 10701000 

6117 171245 4651000 

4145 107027 2879000 
7206 98948 2326000 
7705 160471 3975000 

22105 197841 4801000 
3113 51906 1561000 

438 15893 653000 
1303 16690 689000 



-
paro1eb Paro1ec Tota1d Vio1entd propertyd 1977d 

Prisona Only Use Crime Crime Crime State 
Agency Population Population Rate Index Index Index Population 

South 123050 54887 59.9 3225661 315559 2910102 69848000 
South Atlantic 

Delaware 820 75.1 36143 2224 33919 582000 
District of Columbia 2237 51. 2 50744 10132 40612 690000 
Florida 19447 5129 43.5 569546 58052 511494 8452000 
Georgia 11243 3533 51. 3 214998 22203 192795 5048000 
Maryland 8148 5077 70.2 235922 28716 207206 4139000 
North Carolina 12769 5323 72.0 209460 22492 186968 5525000 
South Carolina 6769 :!236 63.7 139120 18297 120823 2876000 
Virginia 7322 :1787 66.5 2066:l6 14893 191743 5135000 
west virginia 1250 421 74.0 41915 2832 39083 1859000 

East South Central 
Alabama 6096 1940 52.6 136995 15293 121702 3690000 
Kentucky 3660 6986 62.8 104201 8077 96124 3458000 
Mississippi 2103 1509 83.3 61841 6896 54945 2389000 
Tennessee 5480 53.3 160768 16743 144025 4299000 

West South Central 
Arkansas 2386 2228 88.2 71633 6924 64709 2144000 
Louisiana 6731 2348 31.4 176362 20577 155785 3921000 
Oklahoma 3609 1721 41.3 116927 8899 108028 2811000 
Texas 22980 12649 67.0 692450 52309 640141 12830000 

West 36155 37804 85.4 2581350 226070 2355280 39262000 
Mountain 

Arizona 3229 962 32.1 177875 11347 166528 2296000 
Colorado 2311 2070 82.7 178812 13407 165405 2619000 
Idaho 752 458 38.1 35350 2030 33320 857000 
Montana 617 477 88.8 31241 1659 29582 761000 
Nevada 1184 632 80.8 50437 4703 45734 633000 
New Mexico 1489 765 82.6 61733 5961 55772 1190000 
Utah 824 510 96.7 60238 3043 37195 1268000 
Wyoming 400 83 '!4.3 16673 978 15695 406000 

Pacific 
Alaska 419 117 43.5 24005 1804 22201 407000 
California 17338 17050 96.0 1534621 154582 1380039 21896000 
Hawaii 396 519 75.8 58588 2012 56576 895000 
Oregon 2924 1890 77 .8 1422% 10830 131426 2376000 
Washington 4272 12271 98.6 209521 13714 195807 3658000 

aU.S., Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners In Siale and Federallnsfitutions on December 31. 1978. National Prisoner Statistics Adval1ce Report 6A (May, 1979). 

bTable 1 (Appendix A). 

cDerived from U.S., Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJISS, Prisoners in Siale and Federallnslltu/ions on December 31, 1977, National Prisoner Statistics Bulletin 5 (February. 1979):22, 
Table 10. 

dU.S., Department of Justice, FBI, Crime In the United Stales. 1977, Uniform Crime Reports Pubn. (1978). 
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TABLES 
Data Sources 

Agency Table 1 Table 2 Table 3 Table 4 Table 5 Table 6 

Total Complete 48 30 32 24 54 44 
Total Partial Data 3 21 1.9 26 1 12 
Total No Data Available 5 5 5 6 1 0 

Federal Reported Complete Partial Complete Complete Complete Complete 

Northeast 
New England 

Connecticut Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 
Maine Complete Complete Complete Partial Complete Complete 
Massachusetts Partial Partial Partial No Data Complete Partial 
New Hampshire Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 
Rhode Island Complete Complete Complete Partial Complete Complete 
Vermont N(") Data No Data No Data No Data Complete Partial 

----.-.,.~-~~ ..• -~-~---. 

Middle Atlantic 
New Jersey Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 
New York Partial Partial Partial Partial Complete Complete 
Pennsylvania Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 
puerto Rico Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 

North Central 
East North Central 

Illinois No Duta No Data No Data No Data Complete Partial 
Indiana Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 
Michigan Partial Partial Partial Partial Complete Ccmplete 
Ohio Complete Complete Complete Partial Complete Complete 
Wisconsin Complete Partial Partial Partial Complete Complete 

West North Central 
Iowa Complete Partial Partial Partial Complete Partial 
Kansas Complete Partial Partial Partial Partial Complete 
Minnesota Complete Partial Complete Partial Complete Partial 
Missouri Complete Partial Partial Partial Complete Complete 
Nebraska Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 
North Dakota Complete Partial Par tial Complete Complete Complete 
South Dakota Complete Complete Complete Partial Complete Complete 
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Agency 

South 
South Atlantic 

Del,'\ware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Maryland 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Table 1 

No Data 
No Data 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Table 2 

No Data 
No Data 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 

Table :J 

No Data 
No Data 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 

'jJl 

Table 4 

No Data 
No Data 
partial 
Partial 
Partial 
Pardal 
Complete 
Partial 
Partial 

Table 5 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

.Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

--------~-~----~.~--~".--.~--.--" -",,,~--"> , '-"-~-"~'" ~.-,--"-,~-~~---,~--~.,,--~-----~'~--~,-,, •• 

East South Central 
Alabama 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
Tennessee 

West South Central 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

West 
Mountain 

Arizona 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
Utah 
Wyoming 

Pacific 
Alaska 
Am(!( i can Samoa 
California: 

CDC 
C'iA 

Guam 
Hawaii 
Oregon 
Washington 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
No Data 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
No Data 

Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 

Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Partial 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Complete 

Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
No Data 

ParHal 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 

Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Partial 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Complete 

---------------------------,-------=----------------------------~ 

Partial 
Partial 
Complete 
No Data 

Partial 
Complete 
Partial 
Partial 

Complete 
Partial 
Partial 
Complete 
partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 
Complet(' 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

No Data 
Complete 

Complnte 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Tab10 6 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Partial 

Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 
Complete 

Partial 
Partial 

Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Partial 
Complete 
Complete 



APPENDIXB 
Table Notes 

TABLE 1: Movement of Parole Only 
Population, 1978 
1. Reports were included for 56 jurisdictions: all 50 states, with 
separate reports in California for the California Department of Cor­
rections and the California Department of the Youth Authority, thE' 
U.S. Parole Commission (Federal), the District of Colurr.bia, Ameri­
can Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

2. Five jurisdictions were unable to provide any data exclusively 
on parole: Delaware, the District of Columbia, Illinois, TE'nnessee, 
and Vermont. They did report parole as part of their conditional 
release population (parole and mandatory release) as shown in 
Table 5 (Appendix A). 

~~. It should be noted that the figures presented in the Table are thE' 
total cases reported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums of 
these agency data and may include only partial data. See Table g 
(Appendix A) for the completeness of data provided by the agencies 
in this year's survey for the Table, 
4. The United States figure is an estimate based on till' Federal 
n'ported figures for population and ('ntries, each state total 
reported for population and entries, and estimates for the seven 
jurisdictions missing one or more of the figures. The estimating 
procedures are discussed in Note 6. 
5. Th'~ end·of-year parole population estimates for 1977 and 1978 
and the entry estimate for 1978 were used to compute a corre­
sponding 1978 removals estimate .. 1'his is based on the assumption 
that, given uniform definition of categories, the end of one year's 
population plus the next entries minus the next year's removals 
should ('qual the end of the next year's population. However, it 
should be pointed out that many jurisdictions were not able to pro­
vide such a balanced figure. See Agency Notes (Appendix C) for 
specific features of agenC'y data. 

6. Mandatory release as well as parole exists in seven jurisdic­
tions: Alaska, Delaware. the District of Columbia. Illinois, Ten­
neSSf(', and Vermont. Using data from jurisdictions which provided 
comI-lck ()f virtually complete data on both parole and total 
parole/mandatory release population movement, an estimatir)fi 
modt'l was developed. The model is a simple proportional model 
across populations. Three sets of ratios were developed: ratios of 
comparable data bt~tween the December 31, 1977 parole only popu­
lation and the December 31, 1977 total parole/mandatory release 
population; ratios between the 1978 parole entries and the 1978 
total parole/mandatory release entnes; and ratios between the 
December :ll. 1077 parole only population and the Decelllber 31, 
1978 total parolefmandatory rekase population. Despite thl' great 
variation in scale among the thirteen jurisdictions in the model 
(American Samoa, Arizona. Florida, Guam, Indian«, Kentucky, 
Maryland. Nebraska, New York. Puerto Rico, Texas, the U.S. 
Parole Commission, and Wisconsin), these ratios were sufficiently 
stable across jurisdictions to justify the computation of mean ratios 
in each category. The means then constituted the proportional 
model. This model was applied to each agency. Once the estimates 
for the December 31, 1977 parole population, 1978 parole entries. 
and the December 31. 1978 parole population were calculated, the 
19'1H parole removals were t'stimated using the procedure in Note 5. 

TABLE 2: Parole Only Population, 
December 31, 1977 
1. Reports were included for 56 jurisdIctions; all 50 states, with 
separate reports in California for the California Department of 
Corrections and the California Department of the Youth Authority, 
the t 1$. Parole Commission (Fedepali. th" District of Columbia, 
Americar. Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 
2. Five jurisdictions were unable to provide any detailed 1977 
parole data: Delaware, the Dii:ltrict of Columbia, Illinois, Tennessee. 
and Vermont. They did report detailed parole population compo-

sition data as part of their total r.onditional release population (parole 
and mandatory release). 
3. H should be noted that the figures presented in the Table are the 
total rases reported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums of these 
agency data and may include only partial data. See Table 8 (Appen­
dix A) for the completeness of data provided by the agencies in this 
year's survey for the Table. 
4. Several jurisdictions were able to provide total population 
figures, but were unable to break out detailed parole composition 
figures for the end-of-year totals. Therefore, for some agencies, row 
figures may not add up to the sub-total or total population figures 
presented in t~e Table. See Agency Notes (Appendix C) for specific 
features of agency data. 

TABLE 3: Parole Only Population, 
December 31, 1978 
1. Reports were included for 56 jurisdictions: a1150 states, with 
separate reports in California for the California Department of Cor­
rections and the California DepartmCl.t of the Youth Authority. the 
U.S. Parole Commission (Federal), the District of Columbia, 
American Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 
2. Five jurisdictions were unable to provide any detailed 1978 
parole data: Delaware, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Tennessee. 
and Vermont. They did report detailed parole popuiRtion compo­
sition data as part of their total conditional release population 
(parole and mandatory release). 

3. It should be noted that the figures presented in the Table are the 
total cases reported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums of 
these agency data and may include only partial data. See Table 8 
(Appendix A) for the completene~s of data provided by the agen­
cies in this year's survey for the Table. 

4. Several jurisdictions were able to provide total population 
figures, but were unable to break out detailed parole composition 
figures for the end-of-year totals. Therefore. for some agencies, 
row figures may not add IIjl ~o the sub-tdal or t1tal population 
figures presented in the Table. See Agency N()te~ (Appendix C) 
for specifie features of agency data. 

TABLE 4: Movement of Parole Only 
Population, 1978 
1. Reports were included for 56 jurisdictions: all 50 states, with 
separatp. reports in California for the California Department of Cor­
rections and the California Department of the Youth Allthority. the 
U.S. Parole Commission (Federal), the District of Columbia, Ameri­
can Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

2. Six jurisdictions were unable to provide any 1978 parole 
population movement data: Delaware. the District of Columbia, 
Illinois, Massachusetts. Tennessee, 'lnd Vermont. All but Mas­
sachusetts provided parole movement data as part of their total 
conditional release population (parole and mandatory release) 
movement data. 

3. It should be noted that the figures presented in the Table are the 
total cases Yl?ported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums of 
these agency data and may include only partial data. See Table 8 
(Appendix A) for the completeness of data provided by the agen­
cies in this year's survey for the Table. 

4. Several Jurisdictions were able to provide the number of total 
entries and the number of total removals, but were unable to break 
out the data by type of entry or oy type of removal. There were 
varying tiegrees of completeness at data in the remaining cate­
gories. Therefore, for some agencies. the row figures may not add 
up to the sub-totals or total figures presented in the Table. See 
Agency Notes (Appendix C) for specific features of agency daia. 



TABLE 5: Movement of Conditional 
Release Population (Parole and Mandatory 
Release), 1978 
1. Reports were included for 56 jurisdictIons: all 50 states, with 
separate reports in California for the California Department of Cor­
rections and the California Department of the Youth Authority, the 
U.S. Parole Commission (Federal), the District of Columbia, Ameri­
can Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

2. Five jurisdictions were unable to break out either parole or man­
datory release figures: Delaware, the District of Columbia, Illinois, 
Tennessee and Vermont. They did report their total conditional 
release po~ulation (parole and mandatory release) figures as shown 
in this Table. Only one jurisdiction, Alaska, was unable to provide 
any mandatory release population data. It did report parole data as 
shown in Table 1 (Appendix A). 

3. It should be noted that the figures presented in the Table are the 
total cases reported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums of 
these agency data and may include only partial data. See Table 8 
(Appendix A) for the completeness of data provided by the agen­
cie~, in this year's survey for the Table. 

4. The United States figure is an estimate based on the federal 
reported figures for population and entries, each state total 
reported for population and entries, and estimates for the two juris­
dictions missing one or more of the figures. The estimating proce­
dures used lor these two jurisdictions are described in Notes 6 
and 7 below. 

5. The end-of-year total parole/mandatory release population esti­
mates for 1977 and 1978 and the entry estimate for 1978 were used to 
compute a corresponding 1978 removals estimate. This is based on 
the assumption that, given uniform definition of categories, the end 
of one year's population plus the next year's entries minus the next 
year's removals should equal the end of the next year's population. 
However, it should be pointed out that many jurisdictions were not 
able to provide such a balanced figure. See Agency Notes 
(Appendix C) for specific features of agency data. 

6. Kansas instituted mandatory release in 1978. For this reason, 
the December 31, 1977 parole only and total parole/mandatory 
release populations were assumed to be identical (1,179 rounded to 
nearest tens equals 1,180). Kansas did provide total entries. The 
ratio of total entries to parole only entries was used to modify the 
estimation model described in Note 5 of Table 1 in order to derive a 
December 31 1978 total population estimate. The 1978 total 
removals we;e estimated using the procedures described in Note 5 
above. 

7. Last year, Alaska provided a December 31, 1977 tot~l popu!ation 
figure (158 or 160 rounded to the nearest tens). The ratIO of t~IS 
figure to the reported December 31, 1977 parole only populatIOn 
was used to modify the estimation model described itl Note 5 of 
Table 1 in order to derive estimates for 1978 total parole/mandatory 
release entries and the December 31. 1978 total parole/mandatory 
release POpt:' :tion. The 1978 total removals were estimated using 
the procedure described in Note 5 above. 

TABLE 6: Cases Supervised and 
Supervision Staff, December 31, 1978 

1. Reports were included for 56 jurisdictions: all 50 states, 'vith 
separate reports in California for the California Department .of Cor­
rections and the California Department of the Youth AuthOrIty, the 
U.S. Parole Commission (Federal), the District of Columbia, Ameri­
can Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

2. Five jurisdictions were unable to provide any data e:<clusively 
on parole: Delaware, the District of Columbia, Illin?is, Te~~essee, 
and Vermont. They did report parole as part of theIr condItIOnal 

release population (parole and mandatory release) as shown in 
Table 5 (Appendix A). 

3. It should be noted that the ,'igures presented in the Table are the 
total cases reported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums of 
these agency data and may include only partial data. See Table 8 
(Appendix A) for the completeness of data provided by the agen­
cies in this year's survey for the Table. 

4. To prevent misinterpretation of the data, total cases supervised 
was left blank if the jurisdiction did not report the conditional 
release cases (cases required to report both in good status and not 
in good status). A total cases supervised figure is presented, how­
ever, if conditional release cases were reported, but data on any 
other cases supervised were not available. Since all data were not 
reported for all sub-categories of cases supervised, the row total 
figures may not be the sum of the sub-category figures. See 
Agency Notes (Appendix C) for specific features of agency data. 

5. Only pre-sentence reports prepared by the parole supervision 
agency were included; no post-sentence or other reports prepared 
were included in this Table. The formula used for computing the 
caseload equivalent was the number of pre-sentence reports 
divided by five (Carter, 1976:167). 

6. Case load-carrying staff includes only staff who actually super­
vised parole, probation, or other cases, based on the authorized full­
time equivalent staff positions. 

7. Total caseload was computed only if the cases supervised data 
reported were complete. The conditional release only case load 
figures were computed for agencies which supervised only 
parole/mandatory release cases (including Interstate Compact 
cases). 

TABLE 7: Prison and Parole Only Populations, 
Parole Use Rates, Reported Crime, and 
Total Population Figllres, 1977 
1. Reports were included for 52 jurisdictions: all 50 states, with 
California including data for both the California Department of Cor­
rections and the California Department of the Youth Authority, the 
District of Columbia, and the U.S. Federal system. This Table does 
not include data for American Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

2. Five jurisdictions were unable to provide any parole data: 
Delaware, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Tennessee, and Ver­
mont. The regional parole population totals and the U.S. parole 
population estimate figures will differ from those presented in 
Table 1 (Appendix A). 

3. It should be noted that tile parole figures presented in the Table 
are the total cases reported to UPR. The regional totals are the sums 
of these agency data and may include only partial data. The United 
States parole only population figure is an estimate. See Estimation 
Procedures described in Section II and Table 1 (Appendix A). Also 
see Table 8 (Appendix A) for the completeness of data provided by 
the agencies in this year's survey for the Table. 

TABLE 8: Data Sources 
1. Presents the completeness of data reported to UPR for the 1979 
agJregate parole data survey by the following jurisdi~tion~: all 50 
states with California reporting separately for the CahfornIa 
Department of Corrections and the California Youth Authority, the 
U.S. Parole Commission, the District of Columbia, American 
Samoa, Guam, and Puerto Rico. 

2. The completeness of data is grouped into three categories: com­
plete data reported (Complete), partial data reported (Partial), and 
no data reported (No Data), and presented table-by-table. 

3. The total number of agencies providing complete, partial, or no 
data for each table is presented at the top of the table. 
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APPENDIXC 
Agency Notes 

U.S. Federal 
All survey data were provided by the Statistical Analysis and 
Reports Division, Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts. For 
1977, only the total year-end parole and mandatory release popu­
lation figures were reported. For 1978 removals, parole and manda­
tory release revocation figures include violators who may not have 
been officially revoked, but whose last activity prior to closing was 
the violation. For all other data reported, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. 

Alabama 
All survey data were provided by the Board of Pardons and Parole. 
For 1978 removals, the total figure does not include those cases 
removed due to death. For all other data reported, no known varia­
tions from UPR criteria exi:;t. Alabama is in the process of con­
verting from a manual to an automated record keeping system. 
This accounts for any discrepancies occurring when balancing 
entry and removal figures with year-end total population figures. 

Alaska 
All survP.y data were provided by the Alaska Board of Parole. For 
all data r~ported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Mandatory release and staff resources data were not available. 

American Samoa 
All survey data were provided by the Office of the Attorney 
General. For all data reported, no known variations from UPR 
criteria exist. 

Arizona 
All survey data were provid~d by the Department of Corrections. 
For all data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
For 1978, Arizona reported estimated figures for parole and manda­
tory release removals. This accounts for any discrepancies occur­
ring when balancing entry and removal figures with total year-end 
population figures. 

Arkansas 
All survey data were provided by the Probation and Parole Divi­
sion, Department of Corrections. Arkansas reported fiscal year 
data rather than calendar year data. For 1977 and 1978, Arkansas 
did not break out those cases supervised in-state into cases in good 
status or cases not in good status. For 1978 entries, only the total 
figure was reported. For 1978 removals, those cases removed from 
parole due to death were included in the total figure for those cases 
discharged by completion of term. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exist. Arkansas provided no 
reason for any discrepancies occurring when balancing entry al1(l 
removal figures with total year-end population figures. 

California (Department of Corrections) 
All survey data were provided by the Management Information 
Section, California Department of Corrections (CDC). For 1977 and 
1978, the total year-end population figures do not include inactive 
cases on suspended status. For all other data reported, no known 
variations from UPR criteria exist. Due to recent changes in 
California's sentencing laws, some 1978 parole population figures 
include mandatory release cases. For classification purposes, all 
1978 entries were counted as parole cases. Beginning in 1979, the 
distinction between parole and mandatory release populations will 
be made. 
California (Department of Youth Authority) 
All survey data were provided by the California Department of 
Youth Authority (CY A). For 1977 and 1978, the CYA did not break 
uut those cases supervised in-state into cases in good status or 
cases not in good status. For 1978 entries, only the total figure was 
reported. For 1978 removals, the CY A did not break out those 
cases discharged from parole. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exist. No 1978 staff resources 
data were reported because CY A parole agents supervise both 
juvenile and adult cases; thus, it was not possible to report a count 
of staff supervising adult rases only. 
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Colorado 
All survey data were provided by the Office of Adult Parole, Col­
orado Department of Corrections. For 1978 removals, Colorado did 
not break out those cases discharged from parole. For all other data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. Colorado 
provided no reason for any discrepancies occurring when balancing 
entry and removal figures with total year-end population figures. 

Connecticut 
All sun:ey data were provided by Parole Services, Department of 
Corrections. For all data reported, no known variations from UPR 
criteria exist. 

Delaware 
All survey data were provided by the Office of Probation and 
Parole. For 1977 and 1978, only the total year-end conditional 
release population (parole and mandatory release) figures were 
a.vailable. For 1978 entries, only the total parole/mandatory release 
fIgure was reported. For 1978 removals, Delaware did not break 
out those cases discharged from parole/mandatory release. For all 
other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Delaware reported that any discrepancies occurring when balanc­
i?g entry and removal figures wIth total year-end population 
figures are due to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 
District of Columbia 
All survey data were provided by the Board of Parole. For 1977 
and 1978, only total conditional release (parole and mandatory 
release) fi~res were reported. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exist. The District of Colum­
bi~ reported that any discr~pan~ies occurring and removal figures 
wIth total year-end populatIOn fIgures are due to record keeping 
procedures in use at this time. 

Florida 
All survey data wp.re provided by the Department of Corrections. 
For 1977 and 197&, Florida did not break out those parole and 
mandatory release cases supervised in-state into cases in good 
status or cases not in good status. For 1978 entries and removals, 
only the parole and mandatory release figures were reported. UPR 
requested only pre"sentence report data; however, Florida reported 
that it conducted 62,104 investigation reports, 14,822 of which 
were presentence reports. Using the total number of investigation 
reports prepared, the caseload ratio would be 105. For all other 
data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Georgia 
All survey data were provided by the State Board of Pardons and 
Paroles. For 1978 entries, only the total figure was reported. For all 
other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Guam 
All survey data were provided by the Parole Service Division 
Department of Corrections. For all data reported, no known v'aria­
tions from UPR criteria exist. 

Hawaii 
All survey data were provided by the Intake Service Centers. For 
1978 staff resources, Hawaii reported 10.5 authorized FTE staff 
positions. For data presentation purposes, it was rounded to 10. For 
all other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Idaho 
All survey data were provided by the Commission for Pardons and 
Paroles, Department of Corrections. For 1977 and 1978, Idaho did 
not break out those cases supervised in-state into cases in good 
status or cases not in g~od status. For 1978 removals, Idaho did not 
break out those cases dIscharged from parole. For all other data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. Idaho 
reported that any discrepancies OCCUrring when balancing entry 
and removal figures with total year-end population figures are due 
to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 



Illinois 
All survey data were provided by the Illinois Prisoner Review 
Board and Adult Parole Services, Department of Corrections. For 
1977 and 1978, only the total year-end conditional release popu­
lation (parole and mandatory release) figures were reported. For 
1978 entries, Illinois did not break out those parole/mandatory 
release cases other than first releases from prison. For 1978 
removals, Illinois did not break out those cases discharged from 
parole/mandatory release. For all other data reported, no known 
variations from UPR criteria exist. Illinois reported that any dis­
crepancies occurring wh;n balancing entry and removal figures 
with year-end population figures are due to record keeping proce­
dures in use at this time. 

Indiana 
All survey data were provided by the Adult Authority/Community 
Services Division, Department of Corrections. For all data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Iowa 
All survey data were provided by the Division of Adult Correc­
tions. For 1977 and 1978, only the total year-end population figures 
were reported; these figures do not include inactive cases, those 
cases not in good status, or those cases supervised out-of-state. For 
1978 entries, only the total figure was reported. For 1978 removals, 
Iowa did not break out those cases discharged from parole; those 
cases removed from parole by death are included in the total figure 
for discharges. For 1978, Iowa reported a figure for only those 
cases supervised in-state and did not break out probation or other 
cases under supervision. For all other data reported, no known 
variations from UPR criteria exist. Iowa reported that any discrep­
ancies occurring when balancing entry and removal figures with 
total year-end population figures are due to record keeping proce­
dures in use at this time. 

Kansas 
All survey data were provided by the Kansas Department of 
Corrections. For 1977, the total year-end parole popu~tion figure 
do<-c not include those cases supervised in-state and not in good 
status or those cases supervised out-of-state. For 1978, the total 
year-end parole population figure does not include those cases 
supervised out-of-state. For 1977 and 1978, the total year-end 
mandatory release population figures were not reported. For 1978 
entries to parole, all other cases were included in the release from 
prison (first release or reparole) figures reported. For 1978 
removals, Kansas did not break out those cases discharged from 
parole and mandatory release. For 1978, the total removal figures 
do not include those cases removed by death. For all other data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Kentucky 
An survey data were provided by the Office of Community Ser­
vices. For 1977 and 1978, Kentucky did not break out those parole 
cases supervised in-state into cases in good status or cases not in 
good status. For 1977 and 1978, only the total year-end mandatory 
release population figures were reported. For 1978 entries, only the 
total parole and mandatory release figures were reported. For 1978 
removals, Kentucky did not break out those cases discharged from 
parole and mandatory release. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exist. The 1977 and 1978 total 
year-end population figures include certain inactive cases that are 
not included in the entry and removal totals. Kentucky reported 
that any discrepancies occurring when balancing entry and removal 
figures with total year-end population figures are due to record 
keeping procedures in use a~ this time. 

Louisiana 
All survey data were provided by the Department of Corrections. 
Louisiana reported fiscal year data rather than calendar year data. 
For 1977, Louisiana reported estimated figures for those cases 
supervised in-state and not in good status and for those cases 
supervised out-of-state. For 1978 entries, Louisiana reported 
estimated figures for reparoles and other entries. For all other data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Maine 
All survey data were provided by the Maine Parole Board. For 
1977, Maine reported an estimated figure for those cases super-

vised in-state and not in good status. For 1978 removals, the 
figures reported for discharges due to completion of term and early 
discharges by board action include those cases discharged to other 
jurisdictions. For all other data reported, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. Estimated figures were reported for certain 
categories. Maine reported that any discrepancies when balancing 
entry and removal figures with total year-end population figures 
are due to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 

Maryland 
All survey data were provided by the Division of Parole and Proba­
tion, Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. For 
1978 entries and removals, only the total parole and mandatory 
release figures were reported. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exi9t. Maryland reported that 
any discrepancies occurring when balancing entyY and removal 
figures with total year-end population figures are due to record 
keeping procedures in usc at this time. 

Massachusetts 
All survey data were provided by the Parole Board. For 1977 and 
1978, the total year-end population figures did not include cases 
supervised out-of-state. For 1978, no entry or removal data were 
reported. For all other data provided, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. 
Michigan 
All survey data were provided by the Department of Corrections. 
Complete data for 1978 were not available at the time of the survey. 
For this reason, Michigan reported an estimated figure for the total 
year-end population_ For 1977 and 1978, Michigan did not break out 
those cases supervised in-state into cases in good status or cases not 
in good status. No 1978 removal data were reported. For all other 
data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Minnesotn 
All survey data were provided by the Minnesota Department of Cor­
rections. For 1977, only the total year-end population figure was 
reported. For 1978 entries, only the total figure was reported. For all 
other data provided, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Mississippi 
All survey data were provided by the Mississippi Parole Board. For 
all data reported, no known v;·r'a(ions from UPR criteda exist. 
Mississippi reported estimated iigurts for 1977 and 1978. Missis­
sippi reported that any discrepancies occurring when balancing 
entry arid removal figures with total year-end popUlation figures 
are due to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 

Missouri 
All survey data were provided by the Board of Probation and 
Parole. For 1917 and 1978, the total year-end population figures do 
not include those cases supervised out-of-state or those cases not in 
good statu8. For 1978 entries, only the total figure was reported. 
For 1978 removals, only cases discharged from parole due to com­
pletion of term are included. For all other data reported, no known 
variations from UPR criteria exist. Data for certain categories were 
not available. Missouri reported that any discrepancies occurring 
when balancing entry ami removal figures with total year-end 
population figures are due to record keeping procedures in use at 
this time. 
Montana 
All survey data were provided by the Probation and Parole Bureau. 
For 1977, only the total year-end Dopulation figure was reported. 
For 1978, Montana did not break out those cases supervised in­
state into cases in good status or cases not in good status. For 1978 
removals, recommitments are ;'lot included in the total removals 
figure. For all other data reported, no known variations from UPR 
criteria exist. Montana reported that any discrepancies occurring 
when balancing entry and removal figures with total year-end 
population figures are due to record keeping procedures in use at 
this time. 
Nebraska 
All survey data were provitled by the Board of Parole. For all data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Nevada 
All survey data were provided by Adult Parole and Probation. For 
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1977 and 1\)78, Nevada did not break out those cases supervised in­
state into cases in good status or cases not in good status. For 1978 
entries, only the total figure was reported. For 1978 removals, 
Nevadd did not break out those cases discharged from parole. For 
all other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria 
exist. Interstate Compact cases were not included in the 1978 
figures. Nevada reported that ~ny discrepancies occurring when. 
balancing entry and removal f~gures with tota! year-er.d ~oP~lat\On 
figurt's are due to record kceplOg procedures In use at thiS time. 

New Hampshire 
All survey data were provided by the Board of Parole. For all data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

New Jersey 
All survey data were provided by the Bureau of Par?le. For all data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria eXI~t. 

New Mexico 
All survey data were provided by the Field Services Bureau, Cor­
rectional Division. For all data reported, no known variations f,'om 
llPR criteria exist. New Mexico reported calendar year data, 
except for the parole entry, parole removal, and staff resources 
figures whkh an' fiscal year data. This accounts for any discrep­
ancies occurring when balancing entry and removal figures with 
total year-end population figures. 

NcwYorl{ 
All survey data Wt're provided by the New York State Division of 
Parol('. For 1977 and Hl78, New York did not break out those 
parole and mandatory release cases supervised in-state into cases 
in good status or cases not in good status. The total year-end popu­
lation fil..'1lre8 do not includl' those cases supervised out-of-state. 
For 1978 entries, only the total parole and manddlury release 
figul't's were reported. No 1978 parole and mandatory reif';!se 
rt'movals figures were reported. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exist. Mandatory release data 
reported include statutory release (conditional release) cases. 

North Carolina 
All surVl'y data were provided by the Division of Prisons, Depart­
ml'nt of Corn'ctions. For 1977 and 1978, only the total year-end 
population figures were reported. For 1978 entries, only the total 
figure was reported. For 1978 removals, only those cases remcved 
dUl' to death, revocation, or recommitment were broken out from 
thl' tntal figure. No caSt' supervision data were available. For all 
otlwr data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 
Nurth Carolina reported that any discrepancies occurring when 
balancing entry and removal figures with total year-end population 
figun's are due to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 

North Dakota 
All survey data were provided by the North Dakota State Parole 
ami Probation Department. For 1977 and 1978, North Dakota did 
tlot break out thOSl' cases supervised in-state into cas('~ in good 
statu~ or caSt'S not in good status. For all other data reported, no 
known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Ohio 
All survey data wert' provided by the Adult Parole Authority. For 
Hl78 entries by p,'ison release, only the total figure was reported. 
For all other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria 
exist. Ohio reported that any discrepancies occurring when bal­
an<'ing entr,}, and removal figur('s with total year-end population 
fib'llreS an' dUt' to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 

OIdahoma 
All survey data Wt're provided by the Planning and Research 
Office. Ikpartment of Corrections. For 1978 entries by prison 
releast', only the total figure was rl'ported. For 1978 removals, the 
total dischargl' from parole figure includes only those cases dis­
charged due to completion of tl'rm and pardon or court order. For 
all otl1('f data rt'ported, no known variations from UPR criteria ex­
i!'!. Oklahoma rl'portt'd that any diRcrepant:ies occurring when 
balanl'ing l'ntry and removal figures with total year-end population 
figures are dm' to r{'cord keeping procedures in use at this time. 

Oregon 
All survey data wen' prodded by the Corrfctions Division. Oregon 
reported calendar yt'ar data, l'Xt'('pt for the 1978 parole removal 
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figures, which are estimates based on fiscal year data. For 1977 
and 1978, Oregon did not break out those cases supervised in-state 
into cases in good status or cases not in good status. For all other 
data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Pennsylvania 
All survey data were provided by the Pennsylvania Board of Pro­
bation and Parole. For all data reported, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. Pennsylvania reported that any discrepancies 
occurring when balancing entry and removal figures with total 
year-end population figures may be due to errors in c1assiiication. 

Puerto Rico 
All survey data were provided by the Administration of Correction. 
For all data rc;::>rted, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Rhode Island 
All survey data were provided by the Adult Probation and Parole 
Bureau. For 1978 entries by prison release, only the total figure 
was reported, For aU other data reported, no known variations 
from UPR criteria exist. 

South Carolina 
All survey data were provided by the South Carolina Probation, 
Parole, and Pardon Board. South Carolina reported an estimated 
figure based on six months of data for those pre-sentence reports 
prepared in 1978. This figure includes probation pre-sentence 
reports only. For all other data reported, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. 
South Dakota 
All survey data were provided by the Office of Corret'tional Serv­
ices. For 1978 entries, only the total figure was reported. For aU 
other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exist. 

Tennessee 
All survey data were computed from the yearly Statistical Report 
of the Division of Probation ~nd Parole, Department of Corrections. 
Tennessee reported fiscal year data rather than calendar year data. 
For 1977 and 1978, only the total year-end conditional release popu­
lation (parole and mandatory release) figures were reported. For 
1977 and 1978, the total year· end parnJe/mandatory release popu­
lation figures include those cases supervised in-state, regardless of 
where formal jurisdiction resides. The 1977 figure does not include 
those cases supervised out-of-state. For 1978 entries, only the total 
parolt'/mandatory releast' figure was reported. For 1978 removals, 
the total parole/mandatory release figure includes only revocations 
and discharges and does not include those cases supervised out-of­
state. Tennessee reported that any discrepancies occurring when 
balancing entry and removal figures with total year-end population 
figures are due to record keeping and sta~e reporting procedures in 
use at this time. 

Texas 
AU survey data were provided by the Texas Board of Pardons and 
Paroles. Texas reported fiscal year data rather than calendar year 
data. For 1977 and 1978, Texas did not break out those calles super­
vised in-state into cast's in good status or cases not in good status. 
For 1978 entries, only the total parole and mandatory release 
figures were reported. For 1978 removals, Texas did not break out 
those cases discharged from parole or mandatory release. For all 
other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria exh:'t. 

Utah 
All survey data were provided by Adult Probation and Parole. For 
1977 and 197~, Utah reported estimated figures for thos~ cases 
supervised in-state. For all other data reported, no known varia­
tions from UPR criteria exist. Utah reported that any discrepancies 
occurring when balaocing entry and removal figures with total 
year-end population ligures arc due to record keeping procedures 
in use at this time. 

Vermont 
All survey data were provided by the Department of Corrections. 
For 1977 and 1978, only total conditional release (parole and 
mandatory release) figures were reported. For 1978 entries, only 
the total parole/mandatory relt'ase figure was repurted. For 1978, 
the parole/mandatory release removal figure was estimated. For all 
other data reported, no known variations from UPR criteria e>;ist. 
No 1978 Interstate Compact figures were reported. Vermont 
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reported that any discrepancirs occurring when balancing entry 
and removal figures with total year·end population figure~ are due 
to record keeping procedures in use at this time. 

Virginia 
All survey data were provided by the DivisiolJ of Community and 
Prevention Services. Virginia reported estimatpd W77 and W78 
year-end population figures for those cases Hupl'rvised out-of-statt'. 
For 1978 entries by prison release, only the total figure was 
reported. For 1978 removals, Virginia reported estimated figures 
for those cases discharged due to completion of term and dm' to 
revocation. For all other data reported, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. Virginia reported that any discn'pancies occurr­
ing when balancing entry and removal figurt's with total year-end 
population figures are due to record keeping procedures in use at 
this time. 

Washington 
All survey data were provided by the Department of Social and 
Health Services. For all data reported, no known variations from 
UPR criteria exist. Washin,.,'ton reported that any discrepancil's 
occurring when balancing entry and removal figures with 
total year-end population figures are due to file corrections made 
during 1978. 

West Virginia 
All survey data were providl'd by the Department of Com'ctions. 
West Virginia reported fiscal year data rather than cait'lHlar Yl'ar 
data. For 1977 and W71l, the total YI'<Ir·end population figufl's do 
not inc1udt' thoSt' caSl'S supl'rvist'd out·of-statt'. For H}77. Wt'st 
Virginia did not break out those cases supervis('d in·statt' into cases 
in good status or cases not in good status. For 1!}7Ilentrit's hy 
prison rell'ase, only the total figun' was rt'ported. For all otllt'r data 
reported, no known variations from UPR criteria ('xist. 

Wisconsin 
All survey data Wl're providl'd by the Division of Corrt'ctions. For 
W77 and W7H, Wisconsin did not hreal, out thos(' parolt' and 
mandatory release east's supervised in-state into caSt'S in good 
status or cmles not in good status; Wisconsin \'('portt'd t'stimatl'd 
figures for these categories. For W71l removals, Wisconsin dill not 
break (Jut thos(' cases discharged froll! parolt, and manclatury 
release except for tllOse cases dischargl'd dm' to pardon or court 
order. For all other data reportl'cI, no known variations fro III UPR 
criteria ('xist. 

Wyoming 
All survey data were provided by thl' Dt'partllll'nt of Prubation and 
Parole. For all data reported, no known variations from IlPR 
criteria exist. 
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