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ABSTRACT 3

Conditionallrelease dec1sionmak1ng in Canada 1s a’process

-injevolution the current ﬁgtlon of which is to assess. the

risk to the communlty of relea51ng an offender on parole. The

task of risk assessment reV1talizes the ongoing "debate between
clinical .and statistical methods of prediction. The degree to’
kwhich the conditional release dec1s1onmak1ng agent is successful
in the assessment of bffender risk is determined by its Zbility o
to predict an offender s potential for successror failure on ‘\
:cbnditional release&jmhe federal paroling agent in Canada,
chagged;with the responsibility of assessing offender risk, is
~the National Parole Board of‘Canada (NPB) .

| A review of the parole literature-in Canada and the United
States is presented in ev1dence of the varying approaches to the"
study of parole dec151onmak1ng. A holistic approach to a - )

’

'discu5516n of ‘condifional release'decrsronmaking*1dent1fies

1

three major issues: why an offender is released on parole; who,

in fact, makes the decision to release?i and, how the decision is\
determined. Further to a discussion of risk assessment models, a
study is presented which evaluates conditional release‘shccess
and failure in the Lower Mainland and Fraser Valley regions of

British Columbia. . A sample of - 606 conditional releasees, on

either a full parole or mandatory supervision between January 1,

1981, and December 31 1981 was — evaluatedrto determine the

existence of pred1spos1ng factors of success or failure. A

summative evaluation design was employed to collect and assess
S
‘ iii



the data over a two year perlod from 1982 to 1983

Thg results of a multiple regression analy51s demonstrated

that nlne varlables in the analy51s were. found to be 51gn1f1cant
pred1ctors of success or failure on cond1t10nal release. These
variables included: age, 1ncome, employment, marltal statUs?
criminal history, releasing institution release tyge, and

length of time out on condltlonal release. Furtheafto the

prlmary analysis, a secondary analy51s of post- reﬁease, or

organ1zatlonal“ varlables con51dered the 1nfluence of

superv1slon in' the commun1ty on parole outcome! In conclu51on,

'recommendatlops regard1ng the future of parole;and condltlonal

release dec1s1onmak1ng 1n Canada are proposed

4
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Dec%s1onmak1ng in the Cr1m1nal Justlce System (CJS) isfa -

complex process which, for the most part is rarely scrutlnlzed
/ .

and stands in resistance to both 1nternal and external rev1ew

Parole dec151onmaking has long exempllfled this re51stance, and

'untll only recently remalned an unevaluated process 1n the cJs.

':In the United States, Gottfredson,and Gottfredson (e.q., 237\\

+1nvestrgatorscof’thefissues surrounding'parore"dec151ons. In

‘have emerged over the past 20 years as the dominant

Canada, this chalfenge'has been mef by Nuffield (1982), ‘
Macnaughtenmeith (1976)9;Wailer,(4974), and'Leveille (1970);
However, it can be argued that the task of empirical evaluation
is fundamentally different in Canadavthan in the U.S. since the

function of parole d1ffers in the two countries.

In ‘the U. S., parole plays a part in the sentenc1ng of e
offenders, in that the parollng agent has the discretlonary
power to release an of fender at any time during a court -
prescribed period of time; This. is a task created by
indeterminate and min/max sentencing through the courts. Hence,
state parofe boards (being the appropriate'paroling‘agent) take;
on the discretionary functioh of determining who is to be

Iy

released and when “that release should take place. Such

>

discretionary power allows the parollng agent to reduce apparent

inequities in sentencing of offenders convicted of similar



- T .
B S .

crlmes. This is a major functlon of U S. parollng agents known

as "disparity’ reduction".' In Canada, however, | the major focus Y

in criminal "justice is on determinate Sentencing,'aQQrocess

which provides stricter parameters within which the paroling

agent must operate, parameters which severely reduce the
discretionary power of release'provided their U.s.

counterparts. ? Therefore, d1spar1ty reductlon, per se, 1s not a

functlon -of the parollng agent in Canada.

‘Another distinction in the two parole processes 1s'the
.

'centrallzed parollng authorlty we have in Canada as opposed to

the decentrallzed authorlty to paro%e hat each state rn the o
U.S. maintains. Quite simply, each state in the U.S. is free to
adopt its own approachAto»parole, i.e., whether or not parole
should exist in the state,nand if so, what form it should take

and what guidelines should be established to govern it. In

I

'Canada, the parole structure 1s establlshed and governed at the

federal'level ior all cases in which an offender is sentenced to

two years or more in a correctional fac111ty And while each

s *

'This is not the only function of parole in the U.S., however it
is the major function which distinguishes it from the function
of parole in Canada. See Gottfredson & Gottfredson (1980) for a
more detailed discussion on the functions . of parole in the U.S.

2In Canada, an offender, upon sentencing, knows his approximate
parole eligibility date (when he becomes eligible to apply for
and reteive a full parole), his approximate mandatory
supervision date (when he must be released on parole if he

prev1ouslyuhas/been ~denied a full paroleiwﬂand—hrsfapprox%mate
warrant expiry date (when his sentence is officially completed),

and the CJS no longer has any immediate controlcoyerchlmrgmnﬂquﬁ,f_ccc;f

dates are approximate in that,they may fluctuate on the basis of
earned remission and/or the loss of earned remission.



province has paroling authority in cases where an offender is

sentenced provincially to an incarcerative term of less than two

years, no province has any control over .parole at the federal

level,?

One further distinction between the two systems ié
terminology used to denote supervised release from a
penitentiary. In the U.S. "parole" refers to any type of

supervised release granted through a paroling agent. In Canada,

"parole" refers only to one type of supervised release,subsumedjg

under the term "conditional release" —~,a-term which more
adequately reflects the Stetds"efﬂeffehdereﬁeﬁ7§hper§isedﬂ
release..There are four specific types of conditional release:
full parole | | |
-superv1sed release which-allows an offender to serve a

portion of his sentence in the communlty up to.a maximum 2/3
of his sentence, based on earned rem1551on while

incarcerated.. ‘ .

mandatory supervision
-supervised release in which an offender may serve the
"remainder of his qentence in the communlty, up to 1/3 of
that sentence. , (
day parole : '
—supervised release through a communlty correctional centre
(CCC) or a community residential centre (CRC) on a short.
term contract whereby an offender may serve a portion of his
sentence in the community within a highly structured
environment, only after having served 1/6 of his sentence
incarcerated. - ' :
. temporary absence
—supervised release either escorted or unescorted, on a |
periodic basis for a maximum of 72 hours, ellglble only ,
after having served 1/6 of his sentence incarcerated.

*While each pnnylnce indeed has this authority only British
Columbia, Ontario and Quebec maintain a provincial paroling
authority.
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. The classification of these various forms of conditional =~
release establish basic guidelinés under the ah’thdri*t}rpf”*thef""”” '

‘Parole Act (Revised Statutes of Canada, 1970) by wh1ch the

parollng agent receives its only 11m1tat10ns.

The condltlonal release,dec151onmak1ng ageht in Canada.is

known as the National Parole Board (here after refe%red to as

"the "NPB" or the "Board"). The Board is established and

empowered,under the ParolefActv(R.S.C. i970) as an
adminiStrative body with iabsolute" power to grant eonditional
release as well as to.revoke it, a power which stands firm in
spite of its challenge through the coburts.® The decisionmaking
task of the NPB to grant conditional release is primaril& a risk
prediction fuﬁction'—— the merits of which shall be the focus of
dissﬁssion in Chapter I1. 7

“:he remainder of Chapter I will provide an overview of

e

parole in Canada, followed by a review of the relevant

‘literature in Canada and the U.S. Chapter I1 prov1des a more

structureg;éiscussion of conditional release decisionmaking,
focussing on the risk assessment function of the conditional

release dec151onmak1ng process. Chapters ITI apd 1V present a *

-

study conducted in the. Lower Mainland and Fraser Valley reglons

of Brltﬂsh Columbia; a study designed to 1dent1fy factors
SSee Howarth v. National Parole Board C.C.C. (24), 18/385,
(s.C.C.),1974; Mitchell v. The Queen C.C.C. (24), 24/241,
(s.C. C ), 1975‘ Re Dubeau u and N.P.B. C.C.C. (2d), 54/553,
(Fed.C.), 1980; Re Rain and N.P.B. C.C.C. (2d), 58/495,
(Fed.C.), 1981, '

See, also, Wright; K.E. Judicial Review of Parole Suspension and

Revocation. Criminal Law Quarterly, 1976, 18(4), 435-467.
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associated with success and failure on conditional release,

which may have potential as predictors in a risk assessment
model. Qhapter V,summarizes the findings of the study, diSCUSses
the limitations of those findings as they_pértéin to conditional
releasé deéisionmakfng in Canada, ana presents a secondary
nnalysis of pqst;felease'fact;rs which may jnfluence parole’ = -
outcome. The chapter and thesis are thenfCombiéEed with '
conclusfonsvand fecommendations regarding the fufnre of

4

conditional release in Canada. . IR EI

A Brief History gf Parole igré;néda - ' s;

As early as 1868, inmates in Canadian~penitentfarips have
been released prior to the‘éctuai expiry date of their sentence
on tne.pasis of "earéed remission”, a term whfch referred to
,industfious, dflfgént, and faithful performance of assfgnenrwprk o
‘ént&és within the penitentiary. This was a newrléw effected by
the establishment of a fedefal government in Canada, under whose
control the prisons were placed.® Nevertheless, this form'of
"early releasé" contained no'component for supefyision of
offenders once fhey were released. ;n other wdrds,?their
official senfencesvn#bired early, sugjecﬁ to no further .
punishment, incapacitatipn, or correctional supervision. '

531 Vict, C. 75, section 62, cited in "Submission by the .
- Canadian Bar.Association to the Senate Committee on Parole" o
(April, 1973).
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In 1899, honever ~the Ticket of Qeggg Act allowed for an
inmate to be released from prison on a 11cense of . clemency, for
which certain conditions were specified to .control an offender's™
subsequent behaviour upon re}eaée. Any breach of conditfbns
would have resulted in a cancellation of the license, a- retufn
to prison, and the forfeiture of 9ccdmulated remission time.
This early form of parole went thr£;;h several stages of growth;
in terms of‘criteriavfor'conditions and reetrictione imposedr

upon an offender by virtue of a "license" or\"ticket"fof leave,

and lasted nearly 50 years without any serious revision or

review. G

The Fauteux Committee (1956) wes esta%liShed bybthe tederal
government to evaluate end-make rechmendations for the. - |
improvement of the remission procedure. The committee was of the
opinion that a separete paroling agent should be estabiished
one which would be both admlnlstratlvely and organlzat1onally
1ndependent fromg he penal service. The comm1ttee also endorsed )
the "rehabilitative" model of correctlons, suggestlng that the
early release of an inmate should be a dec151on specific to each -
case, in which the primary concern would be to further the
rehabilitation of an offender in the communlty without creatlng'y
an undue threat to that communrty.

As a direct result of a recommendation in the report by the

Fauteux Committee, the Parole Act was ‘established and passed-

into parliament in 1958, which provided for the establishment ‘of

the National Parole Board of Canada as the sole federal parolinq"

—
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authority The "specific mandate of the Board was to grant parole

to 1nmates :who had derived the maximum benefit from
incarceration, and who would subsequently be aided’ fn their
reform and rehabilitation'byva parole to the community.rHomever
remaining true to the 1ncapac1tation roots of penal philosophy,.

the Board was faced with the task of balancing the release of

inmates for the purpose of rehabilitation with protect;on of the

very society to which "the 1nmates were being released. Hence
from its inception, the Board has been in the business of risk
assessment, a job for which it was not trained.

In 1960, the Penitentiary Act .introduced into Canada the

concept of "statutory" remission, which allowed for the

automatic reduction of an 1nmate s sentehce by one-quarter on
fa

the bas1s of good 1nst1tutlonai conduct. Statutory remission

timeﬂcould be forfeited, in whole or in part, on the basis of

poor institutional conduct. However, "earned" remission time,

7

which was retained by the Agt,-couid not be ‘subject to
forfeiture for any reason. This collective remission availabie
to inmates had an interesting effect on the parole system. If‘an
inmate worked hard and maintained a good conduct record, he
could be released after completing only one-half of his
sentence, with no supervision upon release. At that time, thee

earliest an inmate could receive parole was after serving
. \ -

.

one-quarter of his sentence, after which he would be subject to- -

supervision and restrictions upon release into the community for

the duration of  his sentence in spite of any accumulated

4

2
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rem1ss1on t1me ow1ng him. Many 1nmates who were el1g1ble for

-

. parole, and some who had even been granted a parole, chose to.

stay .in pr1son unt1l the1r release on remission t1me rather than ,k .
* be subjected to~the added cond1t1ons and restr1ct1ons of : .j' Sk
superv1s1on on a parole. Add1t1onally, revocat1on of a parole? |

due to a fa1lure to comply w1th a cond1t1on or restr1ct1on of

that parole, meant the forfe1ture of accumulated remission time

-

g

upon return to the pr1son. Hence, anpoffender could technically
remain under the direct;control of the Criminal Justice System
(CJS) for a per1od exceeding h1s original sentence ‘ T
The report of the Ouimet Comm1ttee (1969) to the federal
government on the need for reform of the ¢riminal just1ce system
made spec1f1c recommendat1ons des1gned to ameliorate some of the
‘more serious inequities of the\sYstem. Among these
recommendations was a suggested'change in focus for parole and
the NPB. Ouimet felt that eQen though parolé—nas a-
treatment-oriented porrectional measure, its primary focus
should be on the're—integration‘of offenders back into ther z
community, and as oontributing members of the»community
Ou1met s concern for an 1ncreas1ng prison populat1on akso
prompted him to recommend that parole, as well as probat1on be
usedg%oia?greater extent as an‘alterna;1ye to incarceration.
Hence, %hé'Board‘s task of risk assessment mas to become
dominant over the concern to rehabilitate éﬁ’é%%énée;§
The proposed changes to parole came in the revised’ﬁarole

Act of 1970. Inmates released on a parole were credited with

By



Fheir‘earnéd remission time, and eligible fo earn remissién
while on parole, since an offender on parole was still
considered to be serving his~sentehce. In addition, a form of
statut§ry release knodn as "mandatory supefvision"zwas
officially establi?héa, in which an inmate must be releaséd

(unless he so declines) after serving two-thirds of‘hiSﬁsentence

to serve the remaining one-third in the community under D

supervision, and subject to the conditiogs and restrictions of a

v

parole. ¢ .
Another result of the 1970 changes was the dramatiq
increése iﬁ the parole population. Tﬁis increase was largely
responsible for an increase in'publié alarm aha concern for the
safety of their qommUnities.,mﬁé.reéponse to this concern was

two more federal inquiries into thefparoie'system. The Hugessen

Committee (1973) recommended that the parole sYstem”be fully ~

integrated with the criminal,jﬁstice,process,Vihus,ﬁfacilitatingd

a more lohg?term approach to the re-integration function by the

- Board. The Goldenberg Commﬁttee (1974) denounced any

rehabilitative justifi;ationffor'cOnditidnal felease, and
recommended that parole be extended to.as many inmates as -
possibie. Both Committees recommended the expansion of the

Boar@'% authority to include un séorted temporary absences,; day-

§The establishment of Mandatory Supervision and a maximum
remission quota an inmate could be credited with (1/3 of
official sentence), in effect, neutralized-the earlier: -

P

advantages of statutory remission, which was eventually repealed

from the Penitentiary Act (R.S.C. 1970) in 1977 by a criminal
law ammendment (C:53 s.40).-
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paroles, and 1nst1tutlonal transfers. ?he purpose of th1s

expansion in authority was to;enable the Board to shape an'

offender's sentence through institutional "cascading” ' ‘ ,'A'
(decreasing security levels) and "gradual release" of increasing -
perlods of freedom. ‘ Qﬁ

' Both‘Commlttees also felt that 1ncreased publlc concern was

unwarranted, but nevertheless, recommended the NPB . .adopt a

i

Vguideline model which would aid in the consistent and reliable

assessment of offender risk to the community. In spite of the '
Hugessen and Goldenberg recommendations to increase t%e gse of_g o
parole, the rate of paroles ;ranted declined significantlf in -
the years following the two reports. |

The last ten years have seen a_substantial increase in both
internal and external review of the_parole structure. In 1975,

the Law Reform Commission released a working paper entitled -

Imprisonment and Releafe, wh1ch completely rejected e

.,reh§b111tat1on as a ratlonale for sentenc1ng or relea51ng

KdeéISIODS, and suggested that 1ncarceratlon only be used as a

last resort- specifically, for crimes of a very serioUslnature,

to 1ncapac1tate offenders dangerous to society, and for L (f‘

offenders who fail to-abide by cond1t1ons of release,, |
Carriere- and Silverstone (1976), in association with the

Law Reform Commission! looked at NPB decisionmaking anOntario

and Quebec, and reported the need for a parole guidelines model

on the basis that the decisionmaking process to grant parole was

inconsistent and allowed too much discretion on the part of

i
o

o
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'ﬁoard members.
Discontent‘with: énd'critiéiémT:of’the'maﬁdéféfi
supervi;ioh program on~tﬁ§'basis that it forced"fhe relgase of °
‘offenders déngerdﬁs'to éociéty, gfahtéd conditional release to
voffenderg who wg;einog éog@ gnough'io be granted a fupl_ parole,
and’inter;upted institutional training, gfeatmentr amgl\\
;ducatiénal.ﬁrdgrams, promptéd the Soli,'tor Generalfto'releése
a discussion papef on t@e Aefits of mandato y—supe;viSibn in .
1981, "This paper re—affirmea the goals.and objectivgs.of%"
mandgtofy'superviSion, that beihg to allow for the release of
all inmates failing to qlalify for early releaée so‘tﬂétgfhéYi i
too might benefit from intensiye supe}vision in the coﬁﬁhnity
designed to faciiifate their,re-intégratioh into a normal and
acceptable'community iifestyle; As such, this mandatory release
| and supervision of inmates, attempts tordeal with the problem of
relegsing high séﬁﬁrity inmates directlyrinto the community
without superviéibﬁ andrtﬁé7po£eﬁ£iairgéhefits bf”; 7 o

re—integrativeJStrategy.

The Solicitor General's Study éi Conditional Release (1?81)
was another attempt tofdemonstrate;the stabiiity of the parole
system, and to instil some confidehcetin the public of the
Board's competénce to ﬁéke release decisions in tﬁe best

interest of society. This was evidenced by the Study's

endorsement of thhiMacGuigan's,(1971)mand,thg"AudiLQL”GaneLalL&,f_fgfgm
(1978) recommendations for increased "ngpgsgrand;;”;i

!

- . |
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accountability". - ot i

The most recent change to the parole str&cture was a 1983

T . L

amendment to the mandatory superV1s1on (MS) program, wh1ch o

allowed for the. recomm1tment of an offender for the durat1on of S

E3

his sentence w1thout ellg1bll1ty for a further mandatory

superv1s10n if he was revpked for any }eason on.hls initidl ﬁgl
mandatory suﬁerviSion. This4eliminated the occuﬁrence~of;

. . ,
"turn-around™ MS cases, where an of fender mhorhad been . . -
re 1ncarcerated for revocation of his mandatory superv1s1on was~;f

.1mmed1ately re-released on M

n the basis of accumulated earned -

s
o

remission. In_other%wo,, ,;revocation of MS results in

forfeiture of earned remission time accumulated to that point,

but further .remission time can bﬁ earned from the  time of

re-imprisonment.

- Parole decisionmaking'has been the subject of review in the

i,

U.S. for many years. With the focus of parole in Canada shifting
to risk assessment, the parole decisionmaking~proce95”haS'become"W"W

an issue of review here too.

"The Stu y is also an excellent review of the current parole
structure, and the 1dlosyncrat1c inequities that are 1nherent in
_ this stucture.
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= ,;5,. Brole Decisionmaking =
Mény rgseé}chefS;have attempted to assess the )
decisionmaking proCeés of paroling agents, specifically in terms
L of idenfifying how a paroling agent reaches the consénsus

requiredfko grant or refuserparole, and what factors are
_gonéidéfed in such a decision. Leveille (1970) criticized the
value of predictive criterion used‘bybthe Bqa:drinﬂthgVpérqlg;UJ;;rf
selecf}gﬁrpgocqéérin Qhebec; of 22 predictors he found’were used

oo by the Boa:d to discriminate "g;od" risks from "bad" risks, he

noted that recommendations made by correctional and parole gtaff
regarding offenders assessed to be good risks and bad risks,

were, by far, the best predictors.of~parole grant or refﬁsal by

the Board. Taking this7findingionemstepﬂfurthér,wLeveiilemiOUHdﬂaf/w~w~—

i that when such recommendations were suppressed, the efficiency
of Board decisions decreased dramatically. The Solicitor

General's Study of Conditional Release (1981) noted:an 80% rate :

*

at which the NPB made décisions in agreemént with
recommendations made by correctional and parole staff.
Macnaughten-Smith (1976) also studied a sample of NPB ~

decisions and found that information which affected.dec}sions,to

o

grant or deny parole depended on "who" supplied the information.

& constructed-"ranking™ of organizational proximity to the Board
demonstrated that the "closer” the;squfce'offinformation Of

-
“
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recommendatxon the more lxkely that 1nformat10n .or

recommendatlon'would affect the Board's dec1s1on to grant or
deny parole. In other words, “when the information was held

~ .
constant, the source of the 1nformatlon was more s1gn1f1can§ly

related to parole decision outcome than the nature of the

~

information itself.

In Nuttal et al's. (1977) study of - parole in England and
Wales, 1nternal policy. dlfferences were found ‘to account for,
largefdlspar;tles in the parollng authorlty s release decisions:

Nuttal explain€d that Englard and Wales have Local Review

Committees which represent each correctional fac1llty These

committees are respons1ole for’ rev1ew1ng each request for parole

and then maklng recommendatlons for parole to the parole boardfj

s

As the pollc1es of these commlttees and subsequently the1r

recommendatlons, varled con51derably from a conservatlve

‘. - .t~

tendency to recommend parole to a llberal tendency to recommend R

S R B S,

parole,,and 51nce the Board tended to adobt Committee
recommendatlons, the obseived d1spar1t1es at the committee 1evel
were passed on unnotlced t6 parole Qgé?dudecrsrons. Nuttal s
ﬁ%subsequent attempt. %o standardlze parole board dec151ons
resulted in the development of a statlstlcal instrument which-
estimated an inmate's chances of‘re arrest upon - release. If an-
inmate's chances of gécarrest were less than 35%, a presumption

that he would be a goodfcandldateeior parolefwaS—reg%stefed—enM——




mlght affect the initial presumptlon.rrfﬂ

]

Carriere and SlIgerstone (1976) conducfed a study of the _ - T
- National Parole Board decisionmaking process in Ontario and

Quebec. The .authors described the Canadian parele process and

then went pn'to diseUSS'the findings of a study of NPB -
decisions. Using a sample of 99 decisions frem Ontario and 108
. ~decisions from Quebec, in which the authors Qere observers *
—during~thelparolerhearings, parole beard filesren each caSe were ;x
analyzed -to determine whdt information wae available to Board v
members on which to base decisiohe. The authors found parole ;j o 2
"""" ’ "fl’i;-.ﬁ’f};m;{ion lacking in clarity, 'E:féns1stency, and , o

uniformity. In addition, parole files were typlcally SO bulky\ /(

T

and cumbersome that Board members relied heavilx on a summary
sheet prepared on each file by an information and records clerk.
‘Parole hearings in Ontario averaged approximately 35

7‘7m1nutes, with ‘the actual dec151on taklng anywhere from 15

seconds to f1ve.m1nutes. In Quebec, ﬁearlngs averaged
approximately 25 minutes, and decision times were similar to

that of Ontario decisions. The authors made note that the,Board'

P

members' anticipation of pub11c1ty over any partlcular decision
‘u

was always a con51éerat10n in reachlng a final decision. And in
‘J

spite of the mass of information available to Board members, a

relatively small number of factors seemed to make the difference

- inm-the - majoraéfief~easesx~9£e157ﬁaetors\thatAgsuLJOLLanaaBoard

- . -~ .members ::ankgozdeced1 only two factors were considered by all

four members to have a 51gn1f1cant,effect on the cecision to

3

o
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grant or deny parole: seriousness of offence, and cr1m1na1
ihlstory or pattern of offending The .seven factors whlch the
authors identified as being prominent cr1ter1a in the decisions

they witnessed were: release plans, personality problem,

maturity, personal resources, established delinquency, danger to -

society, and institutional performance.
Madden (1980), in a'study of parole dec#sionmaking in

Ontario, found similar results to that of" Cé%riere and
1

‘Silverstone. Madden noted that parole hearings averaged 15 to 20

minutes in duration, decision timeryasiunder two minutes, and T
Board members relied heavily_onvfecommendations and summary
information.'From a sampie of 266 decisions, Madden‘’identified
12 factors that appeared tO‘be important in Ontar' parole .
decisions: living plans, work/school plans, prigr criminal
'record, current offence category, alcoholruse, rug use;‘prior
parole perfornance, detailsof/currentoffence,attitudetowards
crime, institutional behaviour, employment record, and
educational record. Additionally,'Madden polled tne 28 Ontario
Board—members with respect to their correctional justification
for granting parole, to whlch there was very litﬂle consensus.
However when asked if they would support the adoption of a
statistical selection model, all members were unanimously
opposed‘to any such model. | | 7 |
Waller's (197177studyfof "men released from prison” |
prompted'hIm to conclude t;«t much of parole® s*effectTV‘ness is

illusory, and that prediction devices used for asses51ng'rlsk

16 \
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factors which influence the decJSLOnmakers—as—weliuastthe ***** -

. decisionmaking process. Waller denounced the rehabilitative

ideal, and in a 1975 articlersuggested a new growth for parole»
in Canada that\yould emphasiie a re-evaluation of community
programs, a redistribution of funds to support research and
supplement new programs, andian increase in~public sd;port and
involvement. o | | |

Evaluations of parole decisionmaking in the U.S have also

been concerned with the factors related to making, a dec151on to

release, but have sought out other,type§ of factors and have
emphasized the need for structural change and re-definition of
focus much more strongly than evaluations in Canada.®

Carroll (1978), demonstrated how the principies of

"attribution theory", as per Welner s (1974) model of attributes

in achievement settlngs, apply to parole dec1s1onmak1ng In a
study of 272 Pennsylvania parole hearings, “the author found that
expert parole decisionmakers placed emphasis on causal/theories
of crime, which resnlted in decisions being based on the
perceived cause of the offenderfs crime. Typical attribntions
included: substance abuse,‘profit, victim precipitation,

influence of associates, personality deficiencies, (i.e., lack

-

of coritrol, mental problems, immaturity, easily influenced,

-

aimless), and domestic problems. Externally perceived causes of

crime were deemed more "stable" than internally perceived L—

8See: U, S Parole ComC?g:ion (1875);: Parker (1975).
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causes, and crimes attributed to more stable causes reCéiVed'
hlgher ratings of risk and poorer recommendations;forwpafoleri~rrm~~_7w¥
Holland, Holt, and Brewer (1978) conducted a study of
social roles and 1nformatlon utilization in-the parole
dec1s1onmak1ng process of 421 parole hearings of the Callfornla
Adult Authority from 1968-1969. Thevauthors found that board
members differed from other parole system employees ln terms of.
- information emphasis'in detejmining‘potential risk upon release;
Board members focussed primarily on seriousness of the mostf
recent offence. Board decisions were found to be uwrelated to
subsequent parole performahce and a weak, relatlonshlp was found
betweén self- reported and actual utlllzatlon of offender case
information by the Board members. The authors concluded that the

findings indicated a def1n1te,need for gu1de11nes wh1ch would

structure and limit the discretion of personnel making release

s .

recommendations and decisions.

Conley and Zimmerman (1985)”performedranwobservational and
empirical study of 291-parole'decisions made by a partetime
parole board in Oklahoma. The authors found that the ‘Board
members were polltlcally app01nted having had no prlor parole»
experience. As a result, Board members relied heav}ly on
institutlonal case information which was subjective and
unverified. The Board's primary focus in making release
decislons nas foundmtopsupport institutional'disciplinelgyhilew'

SSee: Carroll (1,978, 1980); Carroll and Payne (1976 1977a);
and, Carroll, Wiener and Coates (1£§2) S

E
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the Board's concern fer the communit§ Was‘less Saiient anérany
rehabilitative factors ranked third in release deEiSiBn"
considerations. Hence, the\authors concluded,that part-tlme
" parole boards were not sufficiently equipped to handle'such_a
‘decisionmaking function, and thar researchvinto the parole
aebisionmaking process should focus-pe cheracteristics of the
decisionmakers instead of chéracterié;ics of the inmates..
Ih.a study of seven U[S??s;etesrthat have méde dramatic
chaeges in their criminal justiee‘syetems, Hussey and Lagoy
(1983) examined the changes in paroie»structures that occurred’
as a result 6f a traesition te determinate sentencing in all
'~seven.states. The transition to determinate eentencing was:a
measure of disparity reduction thatialsefeliminated parole board
discretion. Of the’seven states (Maine, California, Indiane, |
‘ Illinois, Arizona, Coloradorchnd ﬁew Mexieo), only Maine '
eliminated both the Parole Board {and, Ehﬁs}rits decisionmakingﬁ
function), as well as the pérele eupervision function, Arizon;
(the only state with a criminal justice structure similar to
Canada's), was the only state to’'maintain both functions. While
the shift to determinate sentendihg eliminated the discretion >
and dlsparity of release decisionmaking with a parollng agent,
it passed thecdlscretlonary functlon of release dec151onmak1ng
on to correctlonalistaff, who were an even larger, less
homogeneous, group of deeisionmekers with the potential for
creating even greater disparities,cn the‘basis of ?good‘time"r—
allocations. Hence, discreEion;in the release»procese'was not "

'
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reduced, and min/max sentencing y took on a different form
based on these "good time" allocatiohs. This finding prompted
the authors to -conclude that:
...1t might be p0551ble for parole board dec151onmak1ng
to coexist with determinate sentencing.... The use of
guidelines by parole boards could, it seems, achieve the
ends of determinacy without the Wtyranny of parole :

boards' or 'the tyranny of disciplinary committees.'”
(1983:130) [footpote omitted])

The issue of disparity reduction .as a parole decisionmaking
function has received éshéiderable attentioﬂ in the ﬁTS.
Gottfredson (1979) used a random sample of 1,011 release casés
from 1970-1972 to measureitheAdisparity reduction functién of
parole board decisionmaking. The author found that, although the
Board substahtially reduced sentence'iength, the variébility,in
sentence*length fo; similarily situated offgnders was not
substantially reduced. This suggestea that d;sparity'réductioh;

as a function of the Board, may have a differential impact

according to offence and offender characteristics. Gottffé&Son 2

also found that while parole boards did modinySenLEHEing'
decisions based onAinstitutionai behaviour, sﬁch“éonsideratiéns
accounted for only a small portion of the variability in
sentence modification. Instead, the "critical iégue" in .
disparity reduction is the equilibrium needéd’to balancé fhe

\ .
interests of equity against the interest of individualized

justice.'® - R | j///,~

10gee also: Gottfredson (1979); Talarico (1979). - :

s
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Dynam1cs of U. S parole hear1ngs have also beeng Q@% focus
of parole dec151onmak1ng research. Garber and Masla;§lff977)
studied a sample of 100 taped parole hearlngs of the Ca11forn1a
Adult‘Authority; in wh1ch 39% of the dec151ons wea&rto rant
parole and 61% were to deny parole. The avérage duration of the
hearlngs was 16.2 m1nutes -while the average 1ength of t1me‘
required to make a decision was 1.5 minutes; decisions to grant
parole averaged 2.1 minutes and decisions to deny parole
averaged k.2 minutes, a 51gn1f1q\‘t difference (F=7. 69 df=1 98,',
p<.006). Garber and Maslach categorlzed hese hearlngs as short
unStruéturedllnterv1ew sess1onstwhere the,hearlng off1cers o
typically asked psychologically—oriented questions! and the
inmates respondedvpassively in a minimally informative
nonaffirmative manner. Parole decisions were_found to be
reliable across deoisiohmakers, but hon-va;id ih'that much.y
‘ emphasis‘was placed on the ps§chological assessment_yhich nohe ,
of the decisionwakers were trained or qu ‘ifie to ﬁake.“ -

Hackler and Gauld (198]) looked at arole and the violent
offeﬁder' in Canada, in response to public alleoations that the
NPB was 1rrespon51b1y releasing dangerou§ and violent offenders
into the community on parole. The authors rev1ewed Canadlan

-~

_parole statlstlcs for the 5-year period 197571979, and concluded

that suggestions that the Board "casually" r leased violent

offenders on parole was totaily unSubstanti ted. In fact,

t1See alsc: Hakeem (1961); Wenk, Roblson & Smlth (1972).
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dangerous offenders, "the BOérﬁiappeared very cautious in

releasing offenders with violent criminal histories. The authors
suggeéted that public pressure had caused the Board to be too
cautious, at the ‘added expense to the taxpayer for additional

incarceration of violent offenders who did not appear to be

-

_"poor" risks. N

The issue of aéseséing future dangerousness im thencgimeal
justice process has interested many‘reseaféheés in the debate of
clinical versus statistical’methods of assessment invthe )
discipline of sociology. Steadman and Morrissey (1982),'while

attempting to étatistically predict* future dangerousness of

~3

mental patients, found that statistical predictions were:

) supernag to clinical preaictions, however, statistical.

~ ‘

predictions based on socio-demographie, criminal and mental

hospitalization history variables were of little. practical value

&
-

in assessing future‘viélent behaviodur, !2
In Canada, both Outerbridge (1974) and Mandel (1975) have -
suggested that prediction of dangerousness in the parole

decisionmaking process is a chance prediction th§¢'cont;ibutes

to'the‘overallggssessment of offender risk to the community. It

is this overall or general assessment of risk that has
decisiohmakers and reséarchers alike, scrambling to find an

assessment method that will predict future risk to society more

successfully than chance.
%

r

——— e ———— ————— ————
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‘Parole .Risk Prediction

Sihce'ﬁeehl (1954)Ademonstrated the logical anddeﬁpirical
'supefiotity of statistical prediction over clinical prediction,
researchers in the area of cr1m1nal justice have attempted to
formulate parole pred1ct10n devices. The greatestﬁebgtacle to

"adaptat1on of a pred1ct1on device 1n the parole dec151onmak1ng

%

process. has been the 1dent1f1cat10n of significant and §table -

pred1ctors‘of parole success or failure. As Hayner (1958)
pointed out, parole boards choose not to believe in prediction ' ‘i
devices even when such devices have been demonstrated to-be

N
<A

effective. '
| Grygier,{;§um andlﬁerebski (1971) presented a\summary paper

of tpur,successive prediction studies that were conducted,en

Canadian parolees in. the 196b's. The joint objectives of these

studies were to assess the relationship between parole §electfon'

S

and parole .outcome, identiinng characteristics of good
candidatesffqr parole, and to test the stability of:a prediction',
device ovéen time. Using predictive attribute analys%s in the )
Af1rst three stud1es, the authors concluded that it was not as

staﬁie a prediction dev1ce as the 51mple summat;on method used \;\;~d

in the fourth study, but that, nonetheless, both dev1ces were
-y 1

sufficiently rellable and val1d to warrant further” deve}opment

.i . N

Grygier et al. also concluded that theJNPB was a gOOd screenlng

body, but that not enough "good risks" were paroled, and that

prediction devices should be used to pinpoint borderline cases
- ‘ . - , ‘
“\\
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. failure, 8=margingll success, 9=qualified success; and
g

o

1nstead of wastlng time on extreme risk cases (good or bad) that
can<«usually be - 1dent1f1ed without the.aid of a pred1ct10n
device.' -

Moberg'and Ericson (1972} suggested that‘the.difficulty rn'
measuring and predioting recidivisin ‘'was one related to r
operatlonal def1n1tlons. Noting that parole success or fa1lure
1s not dichotomous, the authors presented a success/fallure
c1ass1f1cat1on;1ndex which has a range of wary1ng leve}s. This
"new‘recidivism‘outcome index“rlists eleven possihle
reoidivistic categories numbered 0-10, the lower~the number the

more serious the recidivism, i.e., 0-4=failure, 5-7¢marginal

10=success. Using 164 parolees in Minnesota, the authors had

various professionals in the CJS use the index to categorize the

, , : \ S
parolees. The index proved to be valid and reliable, and ‘the

-authors claimed that it was flexible emough to be applied

~anywhere.

Sapsford (1978) described’ the BrltISh model for parole risk

prédlct}on, known as the “Parole Predlctlon Index The model

was developed using'a sample of 1100 subjects, and S

cross—validated with a similar size sample. Sapsford suééested

that the index was a good predactor of general recidivism for

v

sentences of four years or less and property offenders, ‘but ‘was
'3gee: Grygier, Blum, and Porebski (1971).

See also Nuffield (1982), and Wilbanks and Hindelang (1972),
comparisons of the eff1c1ency of three prediction devices:
1)simple summation, 2)predictive attribute analysis, and
3)multiple regression,ana}ysis.
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.considerably less accurate for other subjtYpes of offenders!
especially sex offenders and violent, offenders.‘“ : -
| Sampson (1974) modelled a parole’,prediction dev1ce for the -
\%lor1da correctuonal system after the Cal1forn1a Base Expecfancyg
Scale. Us1ng 200 men released from 'the Florida correct1onal
'system the author found the base expeotancy model to be
- 1nadequate, as was the subsequent use of a step—w1se mult1ple
regression analys1s, in developlng a model, since both models
assumed a.homogeﬁeous releaseeipopulation; Hence, Sampson
further subjected his data (on approximately 43 Variables) to a
cluster analys1s approach which 1dent1f1ed sub-groups of
homogeneous releasees, to which a mult1ple discriminant analys1s
" could then be app11ed to more accurately predict.the risk of
success or fa1lure | v '
Werner and Palmer (1976) used a sample of 336 male youths

N

in California, from 1961—1969 'tO'demonstrate*that tradItlonal

stat1st1cal models for the pred1ct1on of parole success-Qr

failure can be enhanced by s1mply relaxing the assumpt1ons of
linearity and homoscedast1c1ty. By employlgaéf}¥g non-linear
psychological Qariables, developed by use of the Jesness
Psychological Inventory, the authors‘demonstrafed a conside;able
‘increase invthe explaqagory poﬁer of measures of parole
performance over the traditional variables;

Using 12,693 U.S. federal parolees from 1969, and
followed-up after two years, Brown K1978)’aém6ns£?5£éd the

'%See: Nuttal et al. (1977); Monahan and Cummings (1975).
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emplrical_and statistical superioritj,of”linea; mgl;;pleﬁ,w,m,lll,w,ewll
7\ discflminase analysis over linear unﬁvaria;e analyses in
» fdentifying "goed risks" and "poor*risks" for‘offenders on
pafele..Gottfredson and Gottfredson (1980) compared five
lstat1st1cal prediction technlques to determlne which was the
‘most’powerful: 19 multiple regression analysis, 2) simple
summatien “3)jpredictive attfibute'analysis, 45 assbciation
analy51s, and 5) mult1d1men51onal cont1ngency table analys1s.
Using a° sample populat1on -of 4,500 releasees from 1970-1972

(2,400 for the construétion sample, and 2,100 for the val;dation—~v'~

sample) “the authors cohcluded that none of the tested methods

was particularly=more advantageous than each other. Therefore, B
the adoption of one of the mefheds over the-others should bela

- decision based on factors otherNthan,statistieal pbwef, suchras
type of data available, simplicity of application, and the
purposes to which the resulting'instrumentwlsvsxﬁééfed'fbibe
pnt.15 : g C 7

While much of the parole prediction reseafch‘has been‘

focussed on finding the best predictive device, other .

. researchers have taken awmore theoretical approach. Inciardi-anﬁ
McBride (1977) have criticlzed the traditional efforts to
prediet parole success or failure, suggesting that thevmajor'

1nadequacy has been a lack of theoret1cal foundat1on in the

research:
"...random and intuitive selections [of variables] do

'5See also: Babst, Inciardi, and Jaman (1971).
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variables to be included in any analysis. A lackfofvtheory in

R ’ 27

s

not yield general1zatlons that transcend the immediate

context of ‘the research.” (1977: 23ll7 B o
Deductions from theory would suggest direcsion as well as other

7

prediction models may result ‘in a lack of consideration for .

"organizational“ variables,'ife., community environment -into
which anAinmate is released, and the work strnctgre and attitude
of parole officers, as well as an overemphasis on “ayaflable"
data. The authors_also pointed ont that prediction .o

modelS/experience tables do not predict success or failure, but,

instead, merely identify a set of .characteristics, the

posse§sion of which suggests a tendency for failure or success.
Dean and Duggan,(1§69)(modelled a.Studf of parole

prediction on the theoretical,basis of social interaction; as

outlined by Blalock (1965); Cloward and Ohlin (1960), .and

By

especiaily Cohen (1955). Based on a failure sample of 98 men and
a success sample of 55 men, the ‘two groups wereﬂcompared on ’
race, educational attainmentv mar;tal_status, occupatlonal
skill, income, and redularity of employment (faildres were
slightly betterboffothan suCcesses) 'The ahthorsidinided 83
variables, some traditional and some social- psycholog1ca1
measures; into three groups accordlng to Cohen's three .

"interdependent but analytically distinct parts" af an

1nd1v1dual's world- T) sithation 2) 1dent1f1catlon and 3)

value orlentatlons. The authors found that a dlsproportlonate

1ncrease in the cr1ter10n varlable was demonstrated when a

combination of attributes occured. In other words, ‘suc¢cess and



e ———h

I

failure were more readily ;d—is%iﬂqu%shed%hehﬂinteratt'rcn effects
were coded and alloved to enter‘the regression ana}ysis.as
predictors. ’ A

Underwood (1979) clalmed that the use of pred1ct1ve
techniques is a legal 1ssue, "and further argued that. dlfferent
predlctlve selection schemes may be equally'useful in given -
c1r%umstances. The authgr stated that predlctlons are tentat1;e,
not certa1n and that, traditionally, pred1ct10nfmethpds have
been highly inaccurate, predicting failure with a'higher error

rate than success. Alternatives to pred1ct1ve seIectlon have no

stronger claim to leg1t1macy than predlctlve selectlon:

[

"...clinical methods pay more attention.to individﬁal
applicants, and statistical ‘methods pay more attent1on‘
to the rules for select1ng them". (1977:1432) .

Underwood concluded that the parole decisionmakers must decide_'

on predlctlon methods, based on the ob3ect1ves of the

dec1510nmakrng process, and the values 1nherent in that

©

process. '®

-Summary

Reviewing just a sample of the parole and parole

decisionmaking literature demonstrates the complexity and

uncertainty:gﬁ;the parole structure, as evidenced by differing S

__________________ | - )

16For. g more extensive review of parole prediction devices, the .
reader is referred to: Evyen (1962); Glaser (1955, 1962); Hayner
- (1958); Hoffman, Gottfredson, W1lk1ns, and Pasela (1974)

.;;0 L ary and Nuffleld (1972); Simon (1971). .

-~y . Vi
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perspectlves and confllctlng f1nd1ngs.»However 1f one recurr1ng

‘theme -could be identified throughout the bulk of the literature
it would be the recommendation for standardization and.
syetematjzation of every aspect of the parole decisionmakiﬁg .

process, from the offender information sources, to the Qethods

of assessment, to the parole hearings, and even to’the~§arole

}
< -
Y

decisionmakers.

e

Such a recommendation can only be achieved through a clear,

-

cencise, well-thought out set. of parole decisionmaking

,guidelines which take into consideration the correctional

phllosophy of the day, the general climate of the communlty, and

in so dblng, must clearly articulate the future goals and

objeétives of parole. The establishment of these guidelines wi;l

come to pass as a function of more intensive, systematic, and

objectlve research into parole decisionmaking issues. In other

words a more wholistic approach17 to paroge decisionmaking

Sy

research is required in order for us to come to terms with the

complexities and uncertainties of the current parole structure.

171e., con51derat10n of all the parts of the parole process and

their unigue interaction with each other.



ditional Release Decisionmaking

Most discussions on parole and/or conditional release pose’
the questions of why, who, ana how,'f.e.,zgz might we want to
réléase offendefs to'controlled supervision in the community?,
~who is it, exactly, that we want to release to this controlled
éupefvision in the community?h'and how do we objectively, and
consistehtly,riaentify those offenders we want.to release?
Conditional release dgciszgnmaking is the process thrdugh
which the'issuesrofkwhy, who, -and how all come together, and
. hence, is the‘starting place for the following discussion of the
issues. o x | |

The: Issues

Decisionmaking at -the Board level has been referred to as

-

one invining'the~§réaiétion'bf offender risk to the community
(Nuffield,1982), in terms of whgther or not an offender ié B
likély~to re-offend if released to that community (vis a vis
prediction ;f success’ vs. failure). In making-the decision to
'érani or deny‘cbnditional release, there are four possible
qubcqmés: a) the BQard grants conditional release and the
fbffeﬁder remains Qiolatipn—freé“(i.e., true positive); b) fhe

Boérd~§ran£s conditional release and the offender violates his

release by either committing a new offence or breaching a

conditTon of release (i.e., false positive); c)-the Board denies
conditional release to an offender incorrectly in the case of an
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of fender who would<h£be remainéd violation—free-(i.e., false
negative)} and d) the Board cbrrectly deniés‘cdnditioﬁal‘reltasg h
to ag offender who would have violated his r leéée (i;e., true’ .
negétive). In the first instance the 6ffehd2;3might well be |
cons;dered a success, atd the Béard tp héye made a good

decision. 'In the'Sétond instance the offender might.weli be -
considered arfatlure,'and thg}Board to have made'an erroneéus
decision. Liké;iée, in the third case the Bdérd_would be
considered to have made a bad decision as, hypothétically,»the
otfender would have been coqsidered a succe;ttrAnd in thefgwrth

case the Board would be considered to have made a good decision
. ; .

inlthat, hypothetically, the 5ffehder-would have been considered
a failure. Of coursé, while cases 3 and 4 exist theoretically,
they are impossible for us to assess eﬁpirically sinée the
nature of the detision prpbiudes any subsequent observation of

'~ outcome.' _ |
| While it is obvious which outcomes are preferable and which
“are not, .it is not always clear-cut in to which'category a
decision shouldrbe-pléced. The problem here:is“in the terms
"success" and “failure". "Success" is the most difficult to

define as it could refer to something as specific as not being

revoked while on conditional release, or something as all

encompassing as never coming into contact with the CJS for a

—— ————— — e s e o e

‘Noneth&less, the Solicitor General has attempted to approx1mate
eof—type I and type 11 errors in past release -
decisions (see Solicitor General's Study of- Conditional Release, —
1981).
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period of 5—10fyearstaﬁter the expiration’of sentence.

"Failure", being’ somewhat more tangible than success, is,

nonetheless, almost as amblguous. Failure has typicall “been

measured by rec1d1v1sm, which could refer to revocatlonfof

‘conditional release for e1ther/attechn1cal violation or a new

offence, or to re-offending any time after expiration of -

sentence. in‘any_event, the impact of this operational dispatity

is exacerbated by -the fact that success and failure are not
1nherently mutually exclusive, but are dependent upon who is
defining them and in what context. Nowhere ;n the literature of
the last 20 years has there appeared a resolution to thds
termineiogical problem;IOne that might appeal to an empirical
sense of genetalizability.2 ' -

Were the NPB .to emploi the "coin flip" method of making

release decisions, one ﬁight expect the probability of the Board

maklng a go dec1swon to be 50%, and the probab111ty of ther o

Board mak1ng a bad dec151on to be 50% also. Yet th1s.1s
certainly not the case. HoweVerl there exist certain inequitable
factots which influence the degree to which good and bad
decisions are made by’the Board -- inequitable in the sense that

the Board has control over some factors and not over others.
2The problems of agreement and generality will be discussed in
Chapter V in the context of seeking a more objective knowledge.
However, without belabouring the present discussion with the
proliferatlon of philisophical impishness, the need for
objectivity in the realm of predietion might well be illustrated
with the argqument that an application of success/failure
constructs to offender’'s performance on conditional release
could just as easily be an application-of success/failure -
constructs to NPB prediction rates, i.e. hits vs. misses.
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Hence, a look at these inequities‘is wefrahted.\
Three main i%sues'in the decisienitofgrant ceﬁditionalu
' release warrant great;r'scrutlny | |
1) . What is the soc1a1 phllosophy which underlies ‘the
dec1s1onmak1ng process?
2)  What is the function of conditional release?
3) What are the procedural mechanics of conditional
release decisionmaking?
The first issue addresses the influence of current penal reform
and social policy, the media, and community accountability en
the conditional release decisionmaking process ~-«--w-eh-e"““.iss‘uefof
"why". The second issue follows immediately aﬁd logically from.
iwthe firsf It addresses the functional pragmatlcs of condltlonal
release and to what an offender is actually released to -- from
which flows the issue of who . The thlrd issue r;Ises the
debate between actuarial and clinical methods-of predlctlon -
the isshevof "how". ’

&

Social Philosophy and Community Accountability

Before the Board makes a decision ko graht conditional
release it must consider the current co;rectionalkphilosophy and
the/socio—political climate of the day. In any given year, in
any given region; the NPB may make :everal thousand decisions to
" grant or deny conditional release. Before each of these |
decisions is finalized, the Board must consider whether its

decision is in the best interest of the government in keeping

with correctional poliey and public image, regardless of whether

or not the offender in guestion is perceived to be a good risk

33
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or a bad risk. '

This consideratiqn on the part of the BSagd m}gﬂt appear to
some to exist implicitly on an a priori basis, éince key Board
members are appqinted politically by those -who detefﬁine the
correctional philoSophy of the day. Hence, it is 1ikeiy'thatj
~.Board mémbers would already hold the same beliefs aé the
governmenf in‘péwer prior to, and no doubt as a condition'of,
their appoihtment. Howéver, gbvernménts have been known to
change policy dﬁfing their term of office, and yet the NPB
fhembership'remqins virtually unchanged. Herein lies the key to
the Board's aufonomy: by remaining fiegible enough fq
,accommodaté changing trends in correctional policy without
altering the central function of cbnditional release, the Board
maintains itse%f by balancing community accounﬁéhility‘against
social policy, geeminglyvin>spite'o£*thé fact that the Board is
a much less hegé}ogeneousrgroupgthan the populationfas'a whole.

ﬁithiﬁ the 1ést 16 years of pred&ﬁ?nantly‘Liberal“
leadership, Canada has seen several shifts in correctional
philosophy from a "rehabilitationm™ oriented policy‘to é\'
"utilitarian" one, which gave way to a resurgence of the
"incarceration for retribution and deterrence"” thrust.
Currently, the trend in corrgctional philosophy is a mixture of
"social cost/social’contfoi" concerps-tempered with an economic
need for "utilitarian” coﬁtrol. Irénically, none of this really
~matters here, and is best left fof a more ambitious analysis of

4

socio-political insolvement in administrative decisionmaking,
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since the primary function of conditional rélgase‘is'nof éltéred v
‘by #@ny change in correctional philosophy; tha£ function beiné‘

the contrdllgd;release of bffendérs‘back into the communify.3_
fWhat is altered, however, aré the‘objei;iveé of conditional

release. Currently, those objectives, as outlined in the

Solicitor General's Stud of Conditional Release\(1981),\are:_a)

cost-effectiveness; b)Edisparity reduction -- in terms of parole

eligibilty; and, c¢) a reduction in terms of social cost.
' v

Community accOuntability, on the other hand, has a more
direct influence on the conditional release decisionmaking
process. The news media has a }endendy to sensatiohalize the bad

decisions made by the Board, especially in cases where offenders

-

on conditional release are involved in a murder, rape, or child

mglestation, i.e., conditional release "Successes" are not
. /

"news", but failures Qfe, and the more lurid and atypical, the

- -

more newsworthy.® The public demand forvaccountability’created '
. by such média‘ekploitation calls into quést{on the very nature
of conditibhal release and forces the Board to justify -its

existence in each and every instance. Pressure of this type

*Although the socio-political impact of government on the
administrative decisionmaking of the NPB is minimal, its
potential to influence the Board is mentioned for two reasons.
First, it helps to make the point that the Board is autonomous,
and that the Board's primary function remains constant. Second,
neglecting to mention the potential for socio-political - -
influence would appear to compromise the integrity of a

- "'wholistic" approach to evaluating conditional release
decisionmaking. -y :

“See Fair (1984) for a discussion of press images of crime and
justice. '

35



cannot help but 1nfluence ‘the Board - when maklng future decisions
to grant conditional release.
With recent incidents of offenders on conditional release

being involved in rapes and- murders, and the subsequent

¥

exploitetion of thése events in the news media®, the demand for
action ahd-accountabili%y byithe community has been felt by the
Board. The response to this demand by‘the Board was the newly
created phenomenon of ”gatingJ. Gating involves the immediate
end-intentional revocation of an offender,‘released on mandatory
supervision, for the protection of SOc{ety, where that offender
is deemed by.the Board to.be poteﬁtially‘dangerous and thereby ]
representing a real and physical threat tq/the community at

large.*®

5See :The Vancouver Sun, Wed., March 2, 1983; The Vancouver Sun,
~ Sun.,; September 26, 1983; The Vancouver Sun, Sat., June 26,
- 1982; Globe & Mail, December 14, 1980. .

§Currently, "gating™ has been deemed illegal (See- Re Moore an
The Queen C.C.C. (3d), 4/206, (Ont.C.A.), 1983; R v "Oag [1983
W.W.R., 4/124, (Alta C. A.); Truscott v Dlrector of Molintain
Institution et al. C.C.C. (3d), 4/199, (B.C.C.A.), 1983; Re .
Noonan W.C.B., 9/354, (Fed.C.A.), 1983.), but is still on appeal
to the Supreme Court of Canada, and“since the immediate issues
are many and complex, no further discussion of this phenomenon
will take place. However, .suffice it to recognize that this
phenomenon is a direct result of media and community influence -
on the conditional release decisionmaking agent.

'5ee also: Correctional.Service of Canada "Lets Talk" (1984,
9/13) for a discussion of Solicitor General Robert Kaplan's
proposed ammendment to the Parole Act wh1ch would make "gating"
legal, subject to Jud1c1al rev1ew.
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Function and Task Definition

Ead 1

The primary function of conditional release ~- the
éontrolled release of offenders back into the coﬁmuﬁiﬁy -~ as
stated above, is not altered by a change in correctional policy.
However, the objectives of this funétiop, which do change along
"with a chénge in policy, also reflect a'chanéé in how one refers
to this primafy functiog,'which in turn defines the task to be
performed by fhe’National Parole Service (NPS).’ When the trend
‘in poiicy is dg rehabilitation, the function is called
“Commun{ty correction", in which the objective is to
rehabilitate the offender in a more natural "therapeutic
environment*. Thebsubseqéent task of the NPS is to provide
counselling and aid in obtaining human resources. |

When the trend .in policy is on retribution and protection
of society fhe function }s called "extended sécial control™, in
which the objective is to ;éssively acknowledge the "revplviﬁg
door" or “tU;n-a;ound" phenoménon yhile maintaining‘eCQhomic
controls over the offender. Hencé, the subsequent task of the
NPS is one of surveillance énd poiicihg. Curreétly, with the
trend in policy focussed on Utility and so;ial cost/sociai
control, the’funétion is/éalled “re—inteérétion",,within which
the objectivé’is,ﬁéthrto relieve prison overcrowding and to
rédugikincarcerafive‘COsts,while a;téﬁpting ﬁo reducerther

7The NPS is now referred to as the Correctional Service of :
Pl Canada/Parole (CSC/Parole), a collective agency employed under

inistry of the Solicitor General as a separate, but closely .

associated, section of the CSC, to oversge those offenders*
granted conditional release. v/

37



- threat to society of an iﬁcreaséd parole population.. The
subseqguent task of lhe‘NPS,‘in co-ordination'witﬁ the

‘Vinstitutions, is to faciiitate this re4integratibn throuéh the

- provision of basic training in the atea of life skills and
marketable job‘skills -- a task which unfortunatély remains
unrecognized in the Pacifid region.8 -

Re-integration?, is a cqmplex and difficult task of
de-institutibnaii;ing offender ‘behaviour while facilitating
cbmmunity adjustment, and yet it appears to.be a much more
realistic approach to parolé than_does rehabilitation in a more
"natural therapeutic enQironment". Ouimet (1969) was the fi;éf
to emphasize the shift to a fe—@nfegrative function, staﬁing
that parole is "designed particularly to assist the offender's

, reihteératibn into the community” and an "opportunity and a test
of his'self;contrdi" (1969:330). Both Gdldenberg (1974) and
Hugessen (1973) echoed this changé iﬁ‘focﬁs for conditional
releaée in .Canada. &

" The Board's comhitmént to re-integration is a
gtra{ghtforward one; The Board ié reSbonsible for the
incarcerative strategf of each offender from the point of -
initial classification into the federal correctional system. By
—— e A e o o — — ———————————— V o T ) . ‘
8See Olver (1983) for an empirical analysis of this problem;
also, see Mullen (1981) and Smith (1982) for -a description and

evaluation of life skills programs developed federally, and
implemented in other regions of Canada.

.

°This term is very much in vogue today, replacing the more ‘
antiquated notions of "re-socialization" and "rehabilitation"
which currently lack the necessary appeal.
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prediction 'is carried out.

-

e B I

a process-kﬁoﬁn as "Eascadingﬂqthé—Boaré pdrsue5"théir”bbjééﬁivé”fM’M”
of'"incfeasing freedom” or. "gradual release"i'° Through this |
process, the Board , ideally, b{ings each'offendef to the

reality of conditional reléase wherevhe'iSVCOnfroﬁted’with the
primary function of conditional release -- re-integration;

Although ﬁh; "overseeing" of each offender in the
ééf?écﬁibnal’system\ié;énlimpdrtant, ahd'seemfhgiy enormous, -
function of the NPB, the primary function of thevBoérd (not'to .
be confused with the pfimgry functioh of conditional release) is

to determine which offenders are to be granted a conditional

release to the community, and which are to remain incarcerated

until their mandatory supervision date. As alluded to earlier,

this funétioh is referred to as "risk prediction". Central to

any discussion of tonditional release decisionmaking processes,

[ il

then, must be an analysis.of how this function of risk

°

Procedural Dynamics

T s

The issue of "how" in the ‘decision to grant or deny
conditional release by the Board is the most complexlgnd

technical of the three issues. Hence, -a more detailed analysis

“of this iggﬁé is warranted. There are three basic components to

a mechanical analysis of decisionmaking: t) the decisionmakers; . _

______ i o o o —  — R
10This procedure is evidenced in the twd forms of conditional
release that are granted by the Board while an offender is still
a resident inmate in & correctional facility. These two forms
are "temporary absence" and "day parole"”. .
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\#ith no maximum.'’ All meMbers are prov1ded the power to make'

o

2) the data upon which a decision;is made; and 3) the method

_used to assess the data in making the decision.

A

The‘Decisionmakers

. The NPB 1s comprised of 23 full-time members, 20 temporary

" members, and 58 community members. Full-time members are

- appointed by the Governo; in Council, on recommendations by the

Solicitor General, for a term of 5 years, after which they may
be fe-appeinted for an additional 5 ﬁear term,'with a two term
max imum. Temporery members are also eppointed by the Governor in

Council, on recommendations by the Solicitor General, but onlxi

———for a term of 1 year, subject to re appo1ntments with no -

maximum. Community members are appo1nted by the Solicitor
General, on recommendations by the Chairman of the National

Parole Board, for a teLm of 2 years, subject to re- appo1ntments

e

ndltlonal release dec151ons as establlshed in the Parole Act

(R.S.C. 1970). All members are allowed one vote .on any decision‘

in which they are 1nvolved1 w1th vo;esvof all members carryihg-

the same weight.

In making a decision,fo gfant,conditional release, enlyler

members, both concurring, are required to vote in the case of an’

¢

offender serviné a sentence of less‘than 5 years. 1f a split

decision occurs, a third member is called -upon to vote, where

''In the Pac1f1c region there are 3 full-time members, 2
temporary members, and 12 communlty members.

40



ot "j - A. - N . i o - e
.o . o : s

ythe majorlty dec151on carries. On sentences of . 5~to 10 years, 3 = ‘
e —— T
members must vote, where only 2 need concur to grant release. On. .

sentences,of over 10 years, 5 members must vote,'1n:wh1ch 3 need
concur to grant release; however, in some cases 7 members may be
requested to vote, in which only 4 need concur to grant release. -

For "life" sentences, 7 members must vote, and -5 must concuyr on
a-decision to grent release. ’

P N -

» , LS ' . : o
The exceptlons to this system occur when offenders have’
been sentenced as dangerous sexual offenders, habitual

cr1m1nals or for murder In mak1ng dec151ons to grant

cond1t10nal release in either of these cases,\2 of the 7

M
requ1red votes must coMe from members of the local C1tlzens

,Adv1sory/Comm1ttee, a group wh1ch represents cOmmun1ty interests

’

in. the correctional process. .
Full-time Board members do not necessarily have any
'eipertisefinidecisionmaking,,nor,areutheyitrainedﬁin”clinical,,g,:i o
.. assessment or personality prediction. They do, however}‘
typically have some previoustekperience“witthhe cJs, and'hence,'
possess a work1ng knowledge of - correctlonal phllosophy and
undoubtedly some. understandlng of - governmental policy (afthough ’
“this is not a pre-reduisite ofrthe,app01ntment). Temporary.and

community members, on the other hand,. are also members of the

local community and may,for may not, possess previous experience

in correctlons. However, some members may well‘be profe551onals

in the communit/'and' as such, may*possess~some*expertrse in

&

clinical assessment or behavioural prediction. The arguable
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Justlflcatlon for app01 nting, for the most part, yntrained

‘nonprofessionals to the position of'decisionmaker is to

s -

establlsh a representation of communlty norms and values that

-,

can be reflected in the Board's dec151ons. Whether or not this

group of app01nted dec151onmakers is representatlve of the

co"_ﬁﬁrty'at large, in.any empirical sense of the word, is

certainly an -dissue of contention.

The Data

The data used in the cond1t10nal release dec151onme£fn§ T
process can .be dichotomized into psydhometrfc data and | A
noh—psyehometric.data. Psfchometric date would be the
interpretive results to an 6ffender'shrespohses on an
administered test such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality‘
Inventory (MMPI), or the California Personalltyi}hyehtgfy (Cpl)r,, ,?ﬂ
These would be admlnlstered and 1nterpreted by a tralned
c11n1c1an=or,psychometrlst; and then form part of an offender S-
ihstitdtipnal file in terms of a psychological assessment. All
,ether,information found on an offender’'s institutionai file
would be non-psychometric data; This type of data includes

demographic information such as age, marital status, and : ] S

‘education, Also included in this tYQi;Of data is criminal

‘history, current'offenCEanformatfon%*prévfous—record of
‘conditional release and/or revocation, court transcripts, crown

counsel Teports, police reports, and a record of institutional
- conduct and performance. Two other types of nonzpsychometric o
ﬂ . . B ° 4 -

i

~
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data which play a part in the dec151onmak1ng process are an

«

\wv/

offender s performance during a conditional release “suitability
rntérv1ew held by the Béard 12 7h'f

it should be guite apparent that many different pieces of

1nformat10n are collected on an offender 1n a variety of waysk\

V‘-
and ‘in vary1ng amounts, all of which are combined and made

availahle tojthe dec151onmakers,rand upon which- the overall-*' ST

T~The'Process R

decision of "granted" or "denied" is based. However, this brings |

us to the most 1mportant and ‘key 1ns1ght of the dec1s1onmak1ng

U —— [ ——— — JE - :

process' by what means, on what bas1s, and by what o °
methodological procedure is this assessment realized? The answer

to this question is the#mbst telling revelation in the

L4 N
&

conditional release process.

¥
e

Traditionally,iit-had beenraccepted as-intuitively obvious
that the best method of personality prediction involyed‘clinical
‘assessment byra“trained professional{lwith a strong emphasis on
case study. Despite the confidence in this method, no two 7 4;» -
profe551onals could ever seem te reliably agree ‘on clinical |
assessments of similar cases.,Nevertheless, it was not until the‘ .

1940's that Sarbin (1941) challenged thisg’ method of personality

———— —————— ———— o —

'2Note that these interview afe not always held. Whether they
are depends on an offender’ is case for

release personally, or on a_Board member's request, where the
member feels it is necessary before a decision may be reached.
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pred}ctlon in an art1cle entitled, "C11n1ca1 Psychology -- Art

or Science?", a position supported by the wr1t1ngs of Lundberg‘
(1941). Sarbin demonstrated that untrained secretarles could
predict behaviour as well as or better than trained c11n1c1ans
by the use of'statistics and a pre-established prediction table.
The ehsuing debate‘led Sarbin to pdblish an-erticle on the logic
of prediction in psychology (1944).

Ten years later, the debate was'all'but~exhausted when
Meehl (1954)7published an analysis.of olinical‘ver§ps
statlstlcal predlctlon, which stated the deflnxtlve conclu51ogm o
to the debate -- empirically, and logically, the final word in Vs
prediction will~always, and unavoidably, be statistics. In
reaching this conclusion, Meehl pfovided a logical analysis of
Sarbin's original argument, preferring the slightly'more narrow,
buteetill synonymous, term "actuarial” to ﬁstatistital". Meehl
‘7(19§4) also reviewed the studies which soug?t,towempiricallym,HNWWW””
settle‘the debete (some of'which; perhaps, bere merely tfying to

salvage the tarnished image of clinical psychology), and-

, ated quite convincingly the supremacy of stat}stical !
tion. This review was updated by Mee/l/in/7965‘ and has.
since been consistently documented in the literature (Goldberg,
1968 1959; Levenberg, 1975; Mlschel 1968 Sawyer, 1966;

fSundberg, 1977, and, ngglns, 1973, 1981)."

~

13gee ngglnS (1981), fdr a more contemporary review of
personality predlctlon.
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_With the contemporary'wisdom in personality prediction -.
being’an emphasis oq-experientiél tables end statistical

probabilitiés, the broblem’then,becbmes one of applying . this’
procedure to the conditional release'decisionmaking process. The

difficulty in doing this with a max1mal degree of success has

‘been c1ted as the major ‘reason for the strong re51stance to

<

adoptlon of th1s method For as long as statistical predlctlon
has been the rule rather than the exceptlon, parollng agents .
throughout North America have felt that condltlonal release‘
decisionmaking wouldrbeythe ideal application for such a method.
The major obstacle to this application has beeh in the
identification of predictive,tactOrs that could be used to
establish a "model" for prediction. Hewever, with the
advancements in micro-computer technology, i.e., the
éccessibility of computer processing potential to paroling
agents; considerableAefforts have been made to establish'SUeh
models, along with guidelines systehs to control the application
of prediction models |

\. . | o '

- Most progress in the development of prediction models to

L

da*e'has been in the U.S., eg., Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin,
Iowa, and Georgia.'® This/is largely a result of the severe
overcrowding of U.S. prlsohs.oVer the past 10 years. Each of

these states has found it necessary to draft "Parole Guidelines

"%See Fischer (1984) and Gottfredson and Gottfredson (1980) for
examples and descrlptlons of exlstlng predlctlon models in the
Uu.s.
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successfui}expansipn of parole programs in their respective

states. The primary mandate ofrtneaéfguidelines systemsﬂismto
facilitate a substant1a1 increase in the parole populatlon and
thus relieve both prison overcrowdlng and the cost of
incarceration, whlle 11m1t1ng any increase in rlsk to soc1ety'
that may result from such an expan51on Each of these states has
also recommended through their guidelines that a statistical
model of risk prediction be developed‘and emplo%ed to this end.

Fischer (1984)‘5;'presented a simple.and:stra'ghtforward

‘comparison”of some of the better parole prediction models to
date (see Appendix A)..The mq?el develobed by Fischer, along
with tne Iowa Statistical Analysis Center (ISAC), serve§ as an
excellent example of ‘what an offender risk prediction model”can
be, as it boasts an unprecedented accuracy rate for predlctlon
gf\\ukender risk of 88%. *

‘Fischer's "Iowa Model" was the result of an extensive -
review of other risk prediction models, followed by a‘large
scale empiricalhanaIYSis ogloffender—related factors for their
predictive efficacy. When the.1980 version cf the model claimed
an 80% accuracy rate in risk prediction,rthe_Iowa'General.
’Assembly was quick to incorporate the model into'their parole

guidelines scheme, a scheme determined to maintain a "cap" on

the state population of incarcerated offenders of 2,650. During

the first two yearsfof the:medeiiarapplication some impressivefgi

————— . ————— —— —— —

15Materlals presented at a symposium on "Risk Assessment and
Offender Classification", held March 21-22, 1984, at Simon
Fraie;/zhiversity, Burnaby, British Columbla. ‘

<«
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findings were noted:
a. Ident1f1cat10n of "good risks" for early release led to
a 526 increase in’ paroles, av01d1ng what could(otherw1se
have been a crushlng 28% increase in the’prlsoh
"population during 1981-1982. ,
b. Despite the huge increase in paroles, the rate of
vlolent crime among parolees dropped by 35%, and the
total volume of such crime by 1%. 7
c. . The threat te‘society posed by a ‘typical parolee, as
mea;:?ed by the number and'seriousneSS of new felonf
charges after release, dropped by 17%. |
d. Through early release scre@nlnq\kfhe integrity of the
"cap" had been maintained and the state managed to avoid
a massive buildihg program- in the prison system without
increased threat to society. (ISAc; 1983:4-6)

A 13-month average follow-up of the-findings showed that of
the‘61%’of offenders recommended as good risks thatvwere?in fact
grantfd parele, only 428%,apéuired new felony charges, while 18%
of effehders who were not recommended as good risks but were
nogetheless granted parole, 28.2% subsequently acquired new
‘felony charges. | |

The model was subsequently revised in 1983, and again in
1984, toireflect improvements based on a validation study, the
main- objectives of whick were to make thermodel s1mpler
"harden" the data elements agalnst potential legal
repercussions, and possibly improve on the model's accuracy. The

-~
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result was‘a new risk predictiog model, shown to be
approximately 88% accurate inrprédicting serious recidivism
among parolees and ex—offénders, while.using»four types of
\information:'1) age at convibtion; 2) substance abuse history;
3) current offence classification; and, 4) criminalihistory.'v

The néw model involves a four step procedure.vThe_first
step ié'the "4-factor" assessment using the above four types of
information, each of which has a pre-established classification
system. The "4-factor" assessment classifies all logical
combinations of the four predicfors into sixfpreliminéry-risk-
levels. Step two involves a simple "offender typing" which
acknowledges the offendef as a violent offender, a first
" offender, and/or.a victim of burn-out” (not violent and over 50
at'conviction; or not -violent égg between 25-49 at conviction
and a 4-factor score of 1-4).

The third step, a prOCEHUré quite novel in terms of ¥isk
prediction models, incorporates a two class system,ofr"gpecial
risk factors” cohprised of 20 individual factors, whose presence
were demonstrated (based on the 722 céses in the validétion
study) to be significantly associated with predicted risk
levels. The 20 "special" factors are of four basic types: 1)

prior felony convictions ‘and incarcerations; 2) arrests and

convictions for felonies of -same type; 3)arrests and convictions

for violent crime; and, 4) street time since arrest, conviction}
and incarceration. Step four is the final violence/property risk
assessment which effectively combines the three pfevioﬁs steps

=r
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and arrives at a prediction of risk on a 5-pdint scale ranging

from "very poor" to "very good".

More recently, a 1984 version of the.Iowa Model claims to .

predlct violent risk to society w1th the same degree of
accuracy. This version of the model is identical to its
predecessor, but with the inclusion of a fifth féctor. The

additional factor is based on a violence classification scheme

which "weights” the seriousness of prior offences, and is then

combined with the other four factors in step one of the model. '$

In Canada, both the Hugessen Report (1973) and the
Goldenberg Report (1974) recommended that specific guidelines
for the prediction of conditional release outcome be
established. To date, noAspecific guidelines model has been

developed and the only effort to develop a statistical

prediction model was perférmed by Nuffield (1982), a model which

reflected the influence of thg_ﬁfederal Salient Factor Score"
developed by the U.S. Parole Cohmissipn‘(1976).‘; i 7
Beginning in 1975, Nuffield collected énd analyzed 2,500
NPB decisions and outcomes, with the ob]ectlve to model" a
large sample of Board dec1§:;;;:;£rough the 1dent1f1cat10n of
offender character1stlgs sgatlstlcally determined to be
"associated with pafole decisions in a systematic way"

(1982:18). Data were collected on the 2,500 cases and

—— e - ————— - ——— ———

'€See Iowa Statistical Analysis Center (March, 1984) for more. . .

detaal onn the Iowa Model

'7See Hoffman and Adelberg (1983) for a review of the Federal

Salient Factor Score.
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'subsequently'analyzed by means of a regression analysis and a
predictive attribute analysis“, as a means of identifying. rlsk
predictive factors. The combined analyses produced four:
51gn1f1cant and stable predlctors- 1) number of prev1ousr
1mprlsonments, 2) age on admission; 3)?umber of prev1ous
escapes; and, 4)aprev1ous breach of parole supervision. These
four predictors provided the base upon which Nuffield
constructed a prediction model.

Curiously, this model was never developed into a
sYStematized risk assessment score. Nuffield argued fhat "the
ultimate.ﬁeasure of the ugefulaeSS of [a] predictor is the
over-allaaccuracy of the 'instrument' as a statistical
technique"” -(1982:34). Hence, Nuffield chose to test three
classical prediction methods: 13 regression analysis (as per )
Gottfredson, 1962); 2) predictive attribute‘analysis (as per
Wilkins and Macnaﬁghten-Smith, 1970); and, 3) simple §ﬁmmatiqn
(as per Nuttal et al, 1976). The object of the exercise was to
determine which tedhnique made thevbesf use of the potential
predictors. _ S ‘ |

Nuffield collected re:a;fest follow-up data on 2,475 of the
original 2,500 cases. The sample was randomly split into a
"construction” sample and a "validation" sample. Subsequently,
each instrument was developed using the construction sample and

oy g

tested for effectiveness against the validation sample. A- totalf*"'*ﬂ”~"’

'8G5ee Wilkins and Macnaughten-Smith (1970) for a descrlptlon of
this typ= of-analysis. .
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of “15 predictérs’ﬁere used,'ihcluding:the above -four féctofs

idertified by Nuffield in the previous analysis, 8 offwhich,werg,

related to criminal history. |

The results:of the ékerdise were nongmtoo impressive. The' 

' regression analysis accéuhted for abqut 5% to 7% of the variance

in the succeSs measure, whiie the prgd}étive'attribute ahalYé%gb
~could not predict risk any Béptef‘thanichance. Howéver} the ;iﬂ

simple summation’methbd managed to‘préaict 60% of the Casgs )
better than chance éxpectations. Thisvméthod derives a, |

prediction of risk from a general recidivism scale, where scores

range from =27 to +30; the lower the score, the more favourable -

‘the prediction of risk. When Nuffield plotted offender's simple
summat ion scores against the r%le at which they were paroled, a
curvilinear relationship was noted, which suggested that the
rate of release for "very good" risk offenders was lower than
the rate of release for "good", and even "fair", risk of fenders.
Nuffield stated:
Thus, the Board seems to deprive itself .of the
successful outcomes of these high scoring inmates at a
cost to its own "success rates", a cost to the inmate of
additional punishment and lost street time, a cost to
the taxpayer in dollars spent holding the inmate and, in
many cases, supporting his dependents. -(1982:57)

A similar curvilinear relétionship was reported when
offender simple summation scores of violent recidivism were
plotted against “the pafole rate , in which the parole rate for
the best risk offenders was no better than the parole rate for

the bad risk offenders. This attempt'at:v%olent risk prediction -

ba

was performed in spite of the literature's claim that prediction
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of future dangerousness, as yet, is unreliable.’
* Although not toﬁted as a great risk assessment model, the
simple summation method was recommended to the NPB by Nuffield.,

as a means of systematizing the conditional release

Eécisionmaking process, at least until a better model was

developed. Aiong‘with~this recommend;tion, Nuffield proposed -a
"Parole Guidelines Model" which”ouflinea how the‘simple
summation method hight, successfully, be adapted into the -
current conditional releése decisionmaking p}rocess.z)o

In reView of the argumehts and evidence which suppoft the

use of a statistical or actuarial model for the predlctlon of

of fender risk, the questlon remalns. why has the National Parole
Board of Canada not chosen to use a statlstlcal prediction
methdd) but rather maintaihed a layman's version of the hliniéal
assessment method? Hayner (1958) asked a similar question,
-concluding: ’ . o -

Attitudes which help to explain the lag by parole boards
in the use of prediction tables may be summarized
. roughly under five heads: (1) sensitivity to public
opinion, (2) desire to encourage constructive use of-
prison time, (3) firm belief in the uniqueness of each
cgse, (4) frustration of intelligént selection for -
‘ggrole because of legal and traditional restrictions,
d (5) reactions to the prediction dev1ces
themselves. (p. 73) 4

9 See Cocozza and Steadman (1976); Menziés,fWebster,.and'BuEler
(1981); Menzies, Webster, and-Sepejak (1983); Steadman and

Cocozza (1974); Webster, Sepejak, Menzies, Slomen, Jensen, and

Butler (1984). _ S

20gee Nuffield (1982) for a more deta&leé—descexpt}enrei the
. study and proposed guidelines model.



While some of Hayner's explanations are no longer

-

applicable, the majority are still quite sound. Currently, in

Canada, there are at least two other possible explanations.
First,'the’elinical assessment method has always been thought to
be a more’“huménistic" process, and although it may be less
efficacious than statistical assessmeg;, it is, nonetheless, at
least more-"human". However, in view of.Nuffield's (1982)
findings itvmay weli be“meret"hgnaheﬁ to employ a statistical
model that would ensure a litfle more equity in terms of the
better risk offenders, who are‘more deserving of release.

Second, it seems reasonable to assume that people;

‘especially those with authority, do not‘like‘givingrup some of

their power, particularly to a machine. This is likely a more
realistic.reason for resistance, since statistical models can be

made acce551ble to anyone in the correctional f1eld

: subsequently g1v1ng them the ab111ty to predlcfﬁéffender rlsk to»'

_society as well as, or better than the Board.
I R

In sum, the focus of the parole dec151onmak1ng process is,’

or -should be, on the procedural mechanlcs of risk assessment To-

clar;fy, Meehl (1954) outllned the four loglcal combinations of
procedure and data in personalitY'assessment; 1) psychometrlc
data combined in a mechanical or actuarlal fashlon' 2)
psychometrlc data comblned in a non-mechanical or inferptetive’
fashlon- 3) nonpsychometric data comblned mechanacal{//ﬁzga4)
nonpsychometrlc data combined non- meghanlgally‘ Ihegpggqeduge

used by the Board might be construed as somethlng that loosely

53

A\



a

_ assessment. However, with the adoption of a statistical mode

.mechanical input data were available for statistical

resembles the fourth combinatibn, given. that the ‘Board member
- . . .<. -e‘ . L
are non-professighals, untrained in the technlques of c11n1c<l

of

prediction, the Board's non—professional,_non—clinica; technigue

of assessment could well enhance’ the predictive power of'sq ha

model. o o - | J

t

Qu1te -conceivably the  ideal dec151onmak1ng procedure Lould
I .
1ncorporate a comb1nat1on of methods. Such was the suggest1on of
|

| Sawyer (196§), who ;e-analyzed ‘Meehl's data, and found th it the

‘best p}ediction method was one in which'beth judgemental and

combination. Thus, the clinician"s life woulddstillﬁhave eahtng
in that he/she is seen as a valuable source of input data (eg.,
see Sundberg, 1977). This combined effoft was orfginally I
articulated by Holt (1958) as a sensible plea for “sophisticated
integration” (see also Mischel, 1968). NevertHeless, the need'*’f
for a more actuarial based dec151onmak1ng procedure in Canada is ’

a reality that is immediate and one that should be con51dered,

quite seriously.

Conclusion

In review of the issues, the fesulting "wholistic" picture -

of the conditional'release decisionmaking .process reveals

several 1nterest1ng facts. F1rst cdnditiehal release
dec151onmak1ng is essentlally a rlsk assessment task. Second,

)
there is emp1r1cal evidence ‘to suggest the suprkgacy of
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statistical assessment models over clinical assessment models. -

Third, there is some empirical evidence which demonstrates a .
moderate to good degree of success in applying statistigal

prediction models to the task of parole risk assessment. Fourth,

in spite of this evidence,- the National Parole Board of Canada
has taken no apparent steps to adopt a statistical prédictipn

model within its decisionmaking prbcess, nor has the Board:

developed a guidelines strategy fér improving the suécess of its

decisionmaking process. Fifth, the only way-in which the Board

will be compelléd to seriously congider the évidence is by: (a). .. . .

an increase inaaemané for.community accountability, to be
= achie;ed through a'greatef sensitization of the community to
cqrfecticnal issues; and/or, (b) an increase in empirical énd
lébjgctivé evaluation of this decisionmaking proéess in Canadé.
With few exceptions (Leveille, 1970; Waller, 1974;
ﬁMacnaughtén—Smith{ t976fANuffieldyﬁt982)7”thgreWhaSWbeeq”liftlé*
evaluation of the Board's decisionmakinévpréétices, no
inveétigation into how and why thé ﬁQard makes‘a'decision to
grant or deny release, nor ;hyrassegéﬁent of spccessfiﬁ ¢
prediction by the Béa:d.‘The "visibility" of parole policy to
deéisionmakers?ﬁoffenders, and the public, which these limited

studies had hoped to-achieve, has instead remained severely

clouded by insufficient atg;ntion té the issues discussed above.

' Iﬁwﬁg;gxe to truly realize the néfure and complexity of the

’ _ —_

conditional release decisionmaking process, we must first make

the effort to seek objectification in our method of*évSTtation,
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Without objective evaluation, further dlSCUSSlOD of conditional

release dec1slonmak1ng would be redUndant

It was with this knowledge, and the opportunity'providedf'
through emp%gymeht,with the CSC/Parole (Pacific)y™that_ the
authcr perforhea the following study The primargﬁobjective of
‘the study was to. 1dent1fy 51gn1f1cant and stableﬂ;)redlctors22 of
success and fallure on condltlonal release, wh1ch could -

subsequently be used in a statistical assessment model of .

of fender risk.??

1o accept the notion of objectification is to apprec1ate an
inherently.-subjective reality seeking to obtain its most -
ob}ect1vewextreme. ) -

22S_1nce "predictor”™ in the strict seg;g’gf the word implies,
causality, i.e., if p then g, it sho be noted that the use of
"predictor” in the text of this thesis #s used synonymously with
‘"discriminator”, i.e., if p most likely g. Certainly({my interest
was in ascertalningathOSe variables whichrwould most éfficiently
differentiate 'individuals in the success and failure samples; .on
the other hand, as I have argued, the NPB's functlon is one of
risk assessment, and hence prediction.

23Althoughlthe author had the benefit of the Nuffleld research

and some of the U.
‘Iowa -Model was not ava1lable at the tlme thlS study was
conducted. Sk
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‘,III Methodology ' - o - ) ;77
In Chapter II it was suggested that conditional release

deCiSionmaking in Canada is primatily a risk prediction task:

- Co %
Or, seen from another perspective, this task may be - prediction ‘ St

of success Vs, failure;on.conditional releasea In either case it

was suggested that a preferable approach to this task
opposed to the current approach “would be to adopt an actuarial ff/(f'g'

or. statistical model upon which to base such predictions. The

s

major problem in applying such models to the conditional release'

deCiSionmaking process has béen the difficulty in identifying

1

predispOSing factors of success vs. failure on conditional

J ) . c
re .

release, factors which,are essential in designing a model - . -
specific to this process (Gottfredson and Gottfredson 1980)
Nuffield s (1982) risk- prediction model is the only legitimate i

s -o-attempt_to- deSign,a statistical_model in. Canada,rbut to date,lw,imiwli,,ﬁ,

~

this model has not been fully accepted nor p”tfinto practise.

Hence, the current study would appear to have, two useful T
: | e
« ~and” practical applicationsiin the conditional release B ..
';deQASionmaking prooess.; irst, the study is deSigned to identify

predisposing factors of success and/or fdilure for the future

&

purpose of deSigning a statistical\prediction model suitable for

tﬁe National Parole Board. Second, any Significant findings )

) (empirically established) may either lehd some‘support to

Nuffield's findings, or failing that, to at least provic

insight and/or criticism to theﬁNuffield\model.




e R e
‘In sum, the current studyrinvolved the following
objectives: | |
1. To assess and evaluate the nature or failure and success on
conditional release. More specifically, to identify and
r/)f'enumerate predisp051ng and/or correlative factors
51gn1f1cant to failure or success on conditional release.rwe

2. To establish and illuminate the existing relationship, if

\\57 : any, between failure on conditional release and committing

of new offences on conditional release. -
'3{ To identify and report any structural problems with the
existing conditional release program which may contribute to
failure, such as methods of supervision or standardization

of reporting procedures.

Scope of the Study

"~ This study was limited tobthe Lower Mainland and Fraser
" Valley regions of British Columbia. More specifically, it
‘included the areas of parole supervision covered by the
Vanconver, Abbotsford, and~ChilliwacR District CSC/Parole
offices. Data collected'and,analyzed from these,offices‘was

limited ‘to a one year'periOd, from January 1st, 1981 to December

,ZW3L5t1m19&L, CSC/ParolefOfficesuothergthanfthose—note'

contacted only when it was necessarv to do so for the Duroose‘of

completing and/or cross-checking data. It should be noted that
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the three offices included here account fdr'ap§f6x1ﬁéfeiy”hihetymww""'ﬁ

percent of thewtotaifconditionai*release‘popufatiénifn the -~ — —— ==

Pacific region, which includes all of British Columbia and the

Whitehorse area (N.W.T.).

Sample . | - -

The sample consisted of 606 individuals who were being
stpervised on a conditional_releasefpfogram between JanuarY'1st,,
1981 and»December é?st, 1981, by either'the Vancouvef, B

Abbotsford, or Chilliwack district offices. Day Parolees and -

individguals on Temporary Absences (T.A.'s), were“éxciuaéa*frdﬁ‘
the current study as they are generally censidered to involve.
"special" types of conditional release, and, as such, require
different operational definitions of failure and success than
have been established for the present study.‘Therefore,L |

Mandatory Sugerv1slon and Full Parole cases comprlsed the.

condltlonal release programs that were evaluated by thlS study
The 606 cases in the sample represented the full populatlon-
of individuals who were on a Full Parole or. Mandatory

Supervision conditional release program, within the given scope,

in 1981.' Hence, the sample is, in effect, a total population.?
'The rate of missing cases for this populatlon, due to missing
or insufficient information sources, is estimated at three to -
five percent. :

{
20f course it is still a sample with respect to time, and also.

with respect to regional locatlon, i.e., the Pacific region is:
~one of five official regions in Canada.

i

The year 1981 was chosen simply on the ba51s that it was
the last complete year for which complete data were avallable,
at the time the study began.’

e
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S1nce the methodoifgy involved two separate phases,

d1fferent groups of the same popuIat1on were focused on at =
dlfferent t1mes. The f1rst phase sample -- the 'fa1lure ample
‘=-— was 11m1ted to all 1nd1v1duals on conditional release,/ who
were suspended on a breach of conditions and/or for‘committing a
new offence. Conversely, the_second phase sample -- the
'suc¢cess' sample -- was limited to all individuals cn;
conditional release, who wererggt suspended, .and hence
considered to be "violation-free", throughout all of 1981.

Two other criteria were subsequently added to aldrin,the-
7sort1ng of .cases into the two samples. First, individuals who
had been suspended prlor to December 31, 1981, but were still
awaiting further ‘disposition, were -considered 'failures' if, and
only if, they were subsequently tevdkedlfor the same miolation
from which theit‘suspensipn had arisénlﬁwithin the first 4
months offlgdz. Second, individuals had}to have CQWP;???@,?,”-,,W,,”,,”W”
consecutive'months‘on'their conditionalx elease program before M\b
being considered for the success sample. This meant that any
individual startingia conditional release program after;

September 30, ,1981, mould not have been included in the sample
population. However, it also meant that any:individual'who‘was,'

already on a conditional release program as of January 1, 1981,

would have been included. in the sample.?® » o

3This minimum 4 month criterion for 'success' was based on
~preliminary distri butional analysis that demonstrated that the
majority of persons who "failed" did so within the first 4

month’s following release (see Chapter IV, Figure 1 ). .
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Operational Definitions

The termino;pg} employad throughout the planhing,
implema;;ation, anderite—up of this study is specific to the
area of corrections, ‘and even more specific to this study.
Therefore, it was necéssary to Qperationally define certain
terms and phrases for the purposes of tﬁe‘study; "Failure"
refers to revocation of an indivfﬂual's cohditional/release
program. "Success" refers to tha absence of revocation of‘an

indi§idual's conditional release program and a relatively

violation-free record for the entire period of the study;“ Other .

—

key terms are operationally defined in Appendix B.

Data Sources ) . .

Therdata collectﬁon instruments for both phases‘were
developed in-house, and were designed to_ allow for qu1ck and(f“
easy codlng of 1nformat10n based on the structure. and
ava11ab111ty of the data sources.

The primary data sources used for phase 1 were
post-suspen51on reports and temporary detainment co-ordination
reports. Secondary‘data sources inéluded parole office index

files, parole office warrant of suspensiqn lists, Transfer Board

reports, police reports, National Parole Board reports, and

individual case files.

*Iﬁ‘SGmé instané¢es violations occurred which resulted in———

suspension but not revocation, and, as such, were still
-considered 'successes'
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Phase 2 primary data sources included parole officér

‘ 'parolee booklets', parole 6£fiCe case files, aha”ﬁééiéﬁéi - ”,/
Parole Board reports.lbecondé;y sources were comprised'of
penitentiary release reports, parole office index files; and

of fender information Systemé (018).

Given that the study was conducted in two separate phases,

‘the poséibility must be considered Ehaf‘any,aifferencesrébserved
in the sample may be due to d;fferencqs in coding and data k
sources rather than real differences between xhe'two Sémples;
,Grantéd, théée are always concerns of any methodological
_critique, however, certain measures were employed td minimize

the artifactual component of any findings. Coding was controlled
bf: (a)’pré-testiﬂg the data collection instruments; (b)

training the data collectors in collection technique; and, (c)
periodic testing of inter-rater reliability. Experimenter bias
“was minimized ih that for most cases the coders were unaware of
which'offendgrs were "faiiures' and which were 'successes' as
success/failure informatibn‘.gs;the last item of information
collectéd, and the source of that information was separaté from .
\other information sources.

Data sources were problematic in that thé CSC, at that

time, had no centralized or systematized method of information

)

collection and storage. Thus, several different'primary and

secondary data sources were required to cross-reference and
complete the collection of data for each case in the sample, in

order that error due to problematic data sources might be
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minimized. - a

Désign

The speéific design utilized in the methodology is known as
a summative evaluation design (Kidder, 1981),. This design
employs a quasi—experimehtal procedure, and focusses primarily
on archival data. The design was chosen téﬂevaluate an ongoing
process, using a cross-sectional approach with archival data; No
actual subjects or research participants were invoi;ed ih:the
methodology, only records of subjects' actions and
characteristics. .

In this study, the design measﬁres éffectiveness of program
objectives. As Statég in Chapter 1I, the primary ijectfve'of
conditional':elease in Canada is the successful re-integration‘

of criminally deviant individuals back into the community.

- The reasons for selectingwsuch~a~3esignvare~straightforwardm~'” e

and based on the nature of the research. An evaluation design
was deemed to be the only legitimate method of assessing the
conditional release process in the Pacific region since anyA
manipulation, or intervention, of this process'would not Yield-:
an accurate assessment of the process, regardless of whether any
such manipulatién were possible. ®

A summative, as opposed to a formative, evaluation. design

was selected in accordance wifhrfﬂéhétdagfé objégtive to merely

assess and recommend rather than to specifically formulate

policy based on the findings. Quasi-experimental controls were
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used to establish and operationalize the two samples for both

phases. All’the data sources were surveyed for the required
yariable information on the subjects in ths sample.
,~) ‘ : , :
Procedure
For practical purposes the study was divided into tf?
phases; The first phase wss carziéd out in the summer Qf.1982..
The target_poﬁulation‘for this phése was the 'failﬁre'.samble.
Primary ahd seconddry data sources were sought and studied for
their information‘pptential specific to this sample. Dats -
collection instfuments were thén dsveloped in—house, based on
wthe informationg;;ilable in,'andrthe'Structure of, the data
sourses." g
Data were\séllected on all cqnditional relésss suspensions
in 1981. All subseguent révocations were then considered
'failurss'_(N=132),\All,data,forwthis sampleAwerefcollectediandm,,”,
’pr0cesséd bj fhis writen."variaplés on which aata'were collected
include: age, marital staths; month of releasé,'leﬁgth of time'
out on conditional release, type of ielease,_releasihg
‘institution, criminal history,vincsme, geographic aréa of | >
superéision, employment, and type of suspension. In additisn,

offenders in the sample were identified as belonging to one or .

more of five possible problem offence categories, namely: sex,

violence, substance abuse, medical/psychological, and escape.

Phase Z was carried out in the summer of 1983, The target

populatior was the 'success' sample. Data sources, again, were
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sought and studled for thelr 1nformatlon potent1al relevant to_ =

- this sample. Data collectlon 1nstruments were also developed .
\in—house based on the information available in, and the
. _

structure of, .the data sources.

\l Data were collected on all 1ndlv1duals who were on either

\
v
-

Full Parole or Mandatory Superv151on in 1981, and who.were not-'
revoked These 1nd1v1duals were. considered 'successes' (N=468).
An addltlonal 26 1ndlv1duals were discovered to have been B
revoked in 1981, increasing the "failure' sample size to 138. a
'Hence, &he total population for the study was 606

Data\:n the 'success' sample were collected and processed Yy

by a team of four research assistants, sponsored by the
- , e P
. Correctional Service. of Canada/Parole (Pacific), under the

supervision of this writer. Rellablllty checks were performed
per1od1cally and at random to ensure con51stent and rellable

collection of data.5 Members of. the research teaq were- coached~*

.
N

‘in collection techniques prior to exposure to the'data\sources.

v

However, some errors were made that redUCed<tHe\validitjfand

| usefulness of several variables. Variables on whlohxdata vere
collected included: age, marital status,.month of rel;a\

- length.of time out on conditional release, type of rele:::?\\Q

’ releasing institution,rcriminal history, income, geographic area -

of supervision, employment, lerl ofveducation,lvocational

SReliability ‘checks were carried out by requ1r1ng all research
assistants to "code" the-same file. Eighty-five percent
consistency amongst coders was maintained throughout this
collection phase, and was considered to be reliable for the
purposes of the study. :

65



straining, type of supervision, length of incarceration prior to

&

current conditional release, and»stability of relatiens@ip.

'In collecting data on specific va:lébles lh the two
samples, some discrepancy occurred. The primary data sources
used for collection of data on the "failure" sample, being
Speciflc to "failure" cases, did not exist for collection of
data on the "success" sample. Hence, several varlables collected
in the failure sample could not be collected in the success
sample. Similarly, differences in data sources specific to -
"success" cases resulted lh the collection of,edditional
ﬂyagiables for the success sample. The collection of this

g

additional information required no additional effort on the part

N

ATy
b

of the data.cbllectors, and it was felt that this information
could be useful in future evaluations since it was not being

. collected by anyone else,—in any other fashion. Analyses in this

study were restricted, unless otherwise noted, to the variables -

common to both’samples.

Upon completion of.the data collect1on both data sets were
coded for subsequent computér analys1s, us1ng The Stat1st1cal
Package for the Sbcial Sciences (SPSS, Nie et al, 1975) to

aﬁglyze,the data.
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Validity and Reliability
_Internal and'extérnal validity are concepts which exist in
a perpendicularrrelationShip'to ea;h other, sométimes
complementary, and/sometimes antagonistic. Thus, a'virtual_"givg
and take" typérof decisionmaking process is éfeated within the
task oE methodological design selection. Eyaluation designs are
used iargely in néturalzsettinés where the intent is to generate
findings that may eventually'have practical applicationérfof h
those settihgs; Hence, the loss of some internal validity in
this type of design is a small cost in comparison to the .. .. .. .
considérable gains made in termé of éxtefnal validity and
- generalizability. |
| In this study, arguments can be'made for a slightly,gréater
"hint" of generalizability. First;xit can be argued thaf the
inmate populatioﬁ in the Paqific region is not atypical of
'inmate'populationéﬂin~qther—regienSWOf*Canada;jThefeforéy4éﬁy”””””;’""
~findings based on a sample of inmates from the Pacific region'
may be géneralized to some degree to.inma;és in other regioﬁS:
Second ifwéhewfindings of a Sﬁéller'scaIé'éEﬁéy“SﬁéﬁwégwfﬁggkAnw#ww
~were to replicate or resemble the findings of a lafger; say
national scale stﬁdy such as Nuffield's (1982), éhen.it would be
ngical;to assume a certain degree offgeneralizability Qithin

the smaller -scale study.*®

——— . —— — ———

*These arguments will be further considered below in Chapter V,
in the context of discussing the findings and conclusions.
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'Reliabilitf concerns in thisrstgéiuggeﬂgglgtiyg;y;;;ﬁdﬁxﬂmﬂ_Qi*Jfﬂ
”straightforward, being; in large paft; concerned with the
consistency of data sources and information baSes.fﬂith the -
~utilization of archiyal datq\comeSNthe reaiization that any
fiadings derivedfftom that data can'onl;fbe asﬂreliabie as the
~data Sources themsélves. In the collection of data for this
. study the concern for reliability in the data sources was a real
. one. This concern developed out of a discovery that 1nformat10n
on any given 1ndiv1dual in the sample might-not be complete,
might be gonflictingﬁf;pmfonejreco:d,to,the,next,'and/or*migbtWtw~*”f"*'
eiist under an alias name.’ A systém of cross-checking and
;tross—refgrencing was established to minimize this potentiél'
threat to reliability. Threats to reliability in the collection ‘

and coding of data were further minimized by the pre~training of

=

the data collectors and the random 1nter rater reliabillty

,_checks carried out by thlS writer. Despite these control

~F i

measures some error did occur in terms of lost variables or

r—/

missing-inﬁo:matian{‘éue,tb some upiorseeéble'difficulties with

2 )

the data sources. % ' o

4

— - ———— g - —— i — ————

"This isa ConS1defable,EEQDlgm,Elth;n,th34CoLLectional—seFVieerg—/—f~4'*
of Canada that is a result of the transient nature of inmates as

well as the lack of a centralized record keeping system in the

CscC. .




Ethics

Thé ethics involved in doing research must always be
considered when justifying the social cost versns the‘ootential ‘
for social gainjin the research. In the'current study, three |
ethicairissues are most salient. Confidentiality'isValways an.
1mportant ethical concern in evaluation research and this studyr
was no exception. Alghough no research part1c1pants were
actively involved in this study, records of subjects' actions
and characteristics'were accorded the same respect and |
confidentiality they would have had had they- actually

part1c1pated E Following from thlS any results can in no way be

traced back to any ‘specific ind1v1dnal studied.

/ Preventing the misuse of research results is also of
significant concern in evaluation research. Since evaluations '7 .
research is somewhat more closely‘related to social policy,>3
findings generated through this type of research (basedronWthe1r
potential for good or bad repercussions) come partmand parcei
with a decision of how, or in what "light", the findings should
be presented. This decision, in turn, raises the importance for
the need to discuss and recognize 1imitationsain‘the research
and subseqnent‘findings, but, given that, to acknowledgezthatlf

the findings are as valid and reliable as they can be within the

given context, space, and time. In other words, researchers have

8In response to‘ethicaifconcernsfthat—prrvateaéiles—were used
without subjects' consent, it should be noted that such files
are~the—propefty\er—the—GSG%Paro;eTgand hence, require only the

consent of the CSC/Parole to be used. This consent was, in fact,
obtdined. .
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an obllgatlon to: do the best work they,can;rand report ‘the

f1nd1ngs of thosg efforts without compromlslng the 1ntegr1ty of -

the methodologlcal dedkgn, i.e., acknowledge legltlmate and

illegitimate applications of research results. ‘
.Finally, promoting the usezotpreseerch;;esplts is an-

etbical concern.along the same linee. The benefits and true -

potent1al of research results should be properly promoted but

without prejudice and- w1thout restriction. In other words,~,W,‘

findings should not be selectively promoted and the same caution

regardlng the potentlal for misuse must be con51dered
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IV. ‘Results and Discussion

In the primary analysis the success/failure variable was

'scrutinized to'identify those -variables which best
’

dafferentlated the success cases from the fallure cases in the d

-Gy

~sample’ Of the 26 varlables .on whlch data ﬂere collected 10 of

these varlables were cogmon for the'purposes offthls{analysis;m'”

— JE

_to both the "success" and "failure"‘samples. These’ﬁere; ?aijtal

¥

:status, month of'release, type of release, relea51ng

- SRR

Aﬂstkhﬁ-on—xuuﬂuaal hﬁﬂxmyvmimammivgemﬁﬁphke }Fo&at oan~ﬁ~*—~’*

R -

,employment age, and length of time out on condltlonal release.-

"m1551n§ cases was chosen; ‘which included n more data by case per

'mhltiple R of .472. Table 1 provides a summary of these

S —

U51ng the success/fallure varlable as the dependent varlable,

theserto varlables were entered into a'multlple regress1on-

-

analysis,"

E In'the multiplerregressiqn analysfs a pair-tige deletion of

%
varrable in the regre551on analy51s:thaq would,have been

Lo

-

&

procedure in the regressionanalysis,®each of 9 variables

(including dummyfcoded vectors) were found to explaln
. ‘ s .

significant‘portions of variability in success/failure, wifh a

variables in order of entry. 7 «

possible using a list-wise deletion procedure. Using a step—ﬁise

——— o e

"Categorical varlables were dummy ched for thlS analy51s.
. § S o




. Table 1

‘Summary of First Regression Analysis

Source SS at MS F* Cum. R
Release type 8.809 1 8.809 63.183  .312
Length time -out 3.789 - 3.789 27.177 .373
Marital status/ i , : :
single 2.421 1 2.421 17.365"° .407
Release institut/ . .

maximum 1.346 - 1 1.346 9.654 .425

~Marital status/ T - .

. common-law.. .. ..1.,228 1 .01.,228 .. 8.808 441
Criminal history/ s - : . -
property offence 1.203 1 71,203 8.629 456
Income 0. 429 1 ¢.0.429 " . 3.077 461

' : Employment/ o )
.. part-time 0. 476 1. 0.476 _3.414° 466 -
Criminal hlstory/ : e
armed robbery 0.437 1 0.437 +  3.134 .472
Re51dual s 70.407- 505 0.139 '
Total 90. 545 514

*Cr1t1ca1 F- values for df=1, 505 were 3.00 for p<.05
and 4.62 for p<.01. :

The order of entry of the varlables in Table 1 gaves an

indlcatlon?of the strength with which these varlables

=

ﬁsignificantly "explain" the eriterfon of success/fai}ure. "Type i
of release” andr"length of time on reiease" appear¥to be the
strongest -of these variables, suggesting that releegs;pn
Handatory'Supervision or Full Parole has an effect on the .
outcome of succese or failure, as does the length of time a

P
releasee manages to stay on release without incident.

”7,Wﬂmﬁm,7474f49f thegrema}n%ng—va£4able5—llSLEd—ln—Table—l—Sﬁmp ;

. interesting. ionships can be noted. Both the mar1ta1 - ]

status™ and "criminal history¥ variables, each represented by

4

‘ ""772" T Tl
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two dummy-coded vectors, -have an association with failure on -

, ggndltlonal release.f"Marltal status/single” and "marital

,status/common-law 'appear to suggest a.lack,of'offender
stability‘in the community that might influence or reflect an

of fender's ability to edjust to the norms of that community.
V"Criminal history/property;offences" and "criminal histefy/armed

_ robbery" also suggest a tendency for‘a releasee to faii rather.
than succeed, an observation that might have been expécted on
the ba51s of previous parole research (121 Gottfredson and ”
Gottfredson, 1980; Nuffield, 1982). In addltloh relea51ng
1ncrement in explanatory power would appear to be associated
with "failure” rather than "success” in that the adjustment from
a very structured and secure environment to a minimally
structured -and secure'environment would be an exceptionally
difficult task for an offender who has,”likely, just,spegtk\

upwards of 5 years in maximum security. = i

"Income” and "employment"” are the remaining two variables
listed in Table 1 as significant predictors'df success/faiiure,
suggesting that the presence of some financial‘ _ »
buoyancy/stability was a factor related to success or failure on
.conaitional release. The employment variable complements the
‘incomeheariable in that employment is a major contributor to

f1nanc1al buoyancy, and directly affects a releasee's -income.

The obvious relatlonshlp between income and employment, and the

apparent association of the other variables with failure on
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conditional release suggested that some "hidden™-relationships — — —— -

might exist among the variables that could help to explain
additional variancé in success/failure. |
Noticeably absent from thisrregressioh'analysis wés the
"age" variable, although it did indeed have a significant
zero-order correlation with the success/failure variable
k£=-.232). The fact that age could have a notable relationship
with sUccess/failu;g, 59@ yet hbtfappear,in the analysis as a
;;Signiﬁicant p;ed{ctdr, couid'b‘ explainedvby the fact that age

Qég significantly related to mgst of the variables that had

NN . ‘o . . . ‘o -
already been identified 1n the analysis as signmificant - ==

N\ :
‘predictors of success/failure, and especially so with the
N ‘

strongest\predictors. It almost appeared as if age was a common
denominator\fbat strung all the predictors together, and thus

influenced theistrength of each predictor. Most notable were the

correlations of age with release type (r=.278), and length of

time out on conditional release (r=.405), which also happened to

be the two strongest predictors of success/failure.

A subsequent crosstabular analysis of agé with release type

showed that the percentage'§£»MS releasees decreased with aé;;as
the percentage of FP releasees increased with age (chi
square=51.106; df=5; p<.0t1). This was further enlightened‘by the
logical finding that length of time out on conditional release

y

increased with age, and vice versa. Not surprisingly, release

type and length of time out were correlated significantly

(r=.387; p<.01). ) | o
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Two predictors with which age did not appear to correlate,

ie., income and employment, may

1

both*pE"CUnsfdéréd*“”‘*

"organizational” variables in- that they are factors which occur

after an offender has been released, and, as such, are factors

which are not necessarily known

decision to release. This is an

by Board members who make the

L8

observation that lends itself to

broad sﬁeculation. Therefore, suffice it to say here that the

lack of relationship with these

that the traditional predictors

particuia: variables suggests .

of success/failure --- those

demographic and biographical variables that are available to the

§ prior to release

---"are not necessarily good .

rs of success/failure because they cannot account for

the changing circumstances an inmate will encounter immediately

upQEirelease.

The relationship of age to
release type and lenath of time
attributed to the age variable.
analysis was performed in which

analysis first, after which the

Y

the other predictors, eépecially

on conditional release,

\ekplained variance might well be

Hence, a second regression
"age" was entered into the

remaining variables were entered

by a step-wise method. The results of this analysis are

summarized in Table 2.

w

This analysié confirmed the assumption that age was a °

—t

- 4

 significant predictor of success/failure (F=34.77; df=1, 505;

Q(?OI), originally buried by its overlap with the otber(

predictors. Independently, age expl?ined 5.4% of the variance in
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Table 2

Source SS df MS F* Cum. R
Age o 4.855- . 1  4.855  34.768  .232 L
Release type 6.013 1. 6.013 43.061 - .346 .
Length time out 2.417 t - 2.417 17.309 = .383 . '\x\
Marital status/ : S . - ’ ~
single ©2.337 1 2.337 16.736 .415
" Release institut/ ; o , o N
maximum 1.281 1 1.281. 9.174 .432
Criminal history/ : T ' )
- property offence 1.011" 1 1.011 7,240 .445
Marital status/ : T
common-law 1.084 1. 1.084 7.763 .458
Income 0.521 - 1 0.521 3.731 . .464 o
- Employment/ - ' o o s e
part—-time 0.506 1 0.506 ©.3.624 .470
Residual : 70.519 505 ©0.139
Total 90.545 514 ' o
- *Critical F-values for df=1, 505 were"3. 00 for p<.! 05 S
and 4.62 for p<.01.
the criterion auccess/failure.‘Qpite interesting was the fact
that all other predictors remained in the same order of entry as -
in the original analysis, yielding only that expiana%ory power
which age hadmclaimed through its independence as a predictor.
The exceptions to this order were: (a) mar1ta1
status/common law and criminal hlstory/property offences U .

x “ ., -

exchanged p051t10ns, and (b) crlmlnal hlstory/armed robbery no
longer appeared on the list of 51gn1f1cant predlctors This wasg

not surprlslng as ‘hlstory of armed robbery offences' was the

—_— ————— .

weakest predictor in the original analysis. It should also be

7ad£ed‘in Table' 2 that release type ‘still appearedﬂto'be the most
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‘pofent—predictor (F=43.06; §£=I,f505;mg<y01}7Mexplaining9an*f¥'*’***”"”
additiomal 6.7% of thg,ygxiancewbeyondjthatJalLeadydaccounted—me—ff);f
for by "age". Crosstabular analysis.demonstrated.that release v
type (specifically MS) was signifiéantly related to both income
and employment. Since‘tﬁis relationship could also be hiding
éxpléined variance, -and since income and employment-were
independent of agé as predictors of success/failure, it was
necessary to isolate their ptedictive strehgth from the
remaining predictors.

Henég, a third, and final, regression analysis was
perfefmed in whieh age, followedrby~incomedané"emﬁloyment27’weTE’****'”
entered into the analysis first. The remaining six predictors
were then entereé by step-wise inclusion. Agaﬁn, thevoﬁtcome
ordering of the predictors was identical. The one exception’to
thiﬁ, ané the most revealing result of this analysis, was that
release type no longer maintained the greatest pfedictive
weakest (see Table 3).
| In.this last regression analysis the ‘predictive strength of
the variables took on a "truer" presentation in the sense that .
much of the "hidden" variability had been teaséa-oug’by
selective entry of the variables, without losing any Significantr
predictors from the analysis. Age, éntenéd into the analysis at

~

step one, Tontinued to explain -5.4% of the variance (F=34.88;

B rokaded-b |
were highly correlated with each other -(r=-.591). .
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Table 3

‘Summary of Final'Regressionmknaiysfst~v

Source SS daf MS F* Cum. R

Age - 4,855 17 4.855 34.883 232

Income 4,385 1 4.385 31.506 319 »
Employment/ ) ( ;
part—-time 0.391 1 0.391 2.809 326 ‘
Employment/ .

full-time 1.906 1 1.906 13.709 .357

Length time out 3.052 1 3.052 21,928 401

Marital status/ ) ' - i

single 1.898 1 1.898 13.637 427

Release 1nst1tut/

maximum 1.527 . 1 1.527. 10.971 446

Marital status/ :

common-law 1.044 1 1.044 7.501 459

Crimipal history/ = = I - o T
property offence 0.745 1 0.745 5.353 468

Release type 0.594 1 0.594 4.268 475

Residual .~ 70.145 504 0.139
__________________________________________ ;&d-}--------..-----

Total 90.542 514

*Critical -F-values for df=1, 505 were 3.00 for p<.05

and 4.62 for p<.01.

df=1, 5043 p<.01).-Its negative-correlation with-success/failure - " :

(r=-.232) suggested that as age increased,

the likelihood of an -

offender failing on release decreased. This finding may be

enhanced by the addition of two other observations. First, age '

“was somewhat correlated with release type (r=.

relationship was crosstabulated, it was found

assoc1ated with younger offenders, and FP was

278).

When this

that MS was

associated with .

older offenders (chi sguare=51.11; df=5; p<. 01).

As discussed

belpu, 'MS was also found to have an association with failure, -

and FP was found to have an association with success (although,

c

4



not with the same degree of strength). - - T ”7ﬂ“?“*”W*W~*W*%
Second7fcrosstabularAanalysisﬁdfeagéeuithgeniminalhhistonyggggg;;g;;
(chi square=68.56; df=25; p<.01) demonstrated certain
relationships among different offence hietories. Violent
offenders were considerably older than-all qther offenCe_groups,
fwhieh is no doubt a function of the lengthier sentences
.preseribed by law for violent offen;ee. Sex offences appea;ed to
have no felation to age, while drug offences were,pfimerily
among 30;50 year olds. Armed robbers and pfoperty offenders were
typiéelfé the youngest, while fraud offenders tended toward the
4@<§?’year old range:'Sigﬂificaﬂtfhere)'is the fact that - === ===
property offences and armed robbery were also found to be
assoc1ated with MS, and w1th fallure on condltlonal release (see
below).
Income was entered atistep 2 of the anafysis (F=31.51;

df=1, 504; p<.01). Thlb—varlable should more approprlately be

thoﬁéhtbof as- guaranteed 1ncome upon release' for risk
prediction purposeb, a's it really does not become a factor until
‘an inmate is released --- efter which it then becomes a veryr
important factor in determining -success or failure.

Table 4 demonstrates an apparent monotonic relationehip
beEween income and success/failure, in which the success rate

increases and the failure rate decreases as income per month

. increaeee. The only caution to this observation is the

con51derably large number of missing cases in this- relationship.

However, all but 8 of the 85 missing cases are from the failure
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sample, and controlling -for relea;estypé’showsmfhat'thé”majé*if§”W

of those miséingVCasesfare~MSreasésuw——m—wrrwwrri~-¥ —
. Controlling for release type, 52.6% of MS cases had an
‘ , , N I
income of less .than $700/month while only 21.5% of FB cases were

in the same income_gfoup. At the other end of the spectrum,’oniy

14.4% of MS cases had income in excess of $1300/month while 43%

of FP cases were in that group. It is‘obyious that income‘ig

closely related to reiéasértype (r=.359), but thefihterp;efatioﬁ

of this finding is better discussed when empldfhgﬁf is included

as a predictor of success/failure, since incéme i§ notably Coa /
correiated'with”bcth'partétime”empipyméﬁf'625;12897'aﬁ6‘”*"‘*”j’ﬂjj‘*">
fuli-time eﬁployment (r=.684). .. | ’

Both the employment vectors entered the analysis at steps 3

and 4, employment/part—fime losing its significahce (F=2.81;

df=1, 504; p<.10) to employment/full-time (F=13.71; df=1, 504;

p<.01). The crosstabular relationship bétween'émpioymept‘and .

success/failure was significant (chi square=37.442; df=2;
p<.01), in’addition to deﬁonstrating a linear function somewhat
more apbarent than’éid income, and with fewer missing cases (see .
Table 5). As can be seen in Table 5, 46.6% of the total sample
were employed full-time, 28.6% part;t}me, and 24.8% were not

working. Of those releasees not working 34.5% subsequently

failed while ohly>f9.4§ of those working part-time failed, and

- 9.6% of those working full-time failed.

However, when release type was held constant, there was a

dramatic distinction between MS cases and FP cases. Employment'

. go. B | .
L | | .



Success/Fallure by Releasee Monthly Income

) ) - Table 4 - ~ S
o T - + - .

count Ilesslthaﬂ $700- r$1300—k over . - . -
pct I $700 I $1299 I $1599 I §1600 I =
——————— ) et DD E L L b Dbl S _
1 150 1 161 I 75 1 74 I 460 N
Success I 78.9 I 89.9 I 098.7 I 97.4 I (88.3)
1 -1 I 1 oI ,
et St ettt I-—~—m—=—- I-——————=- | I "
I 40 I 18 1 1 1 2 1 61
Failure I 21.1 I 10.5 -1 1.3 I 2.6. I (11.7) :
I I 1 1 1 -
e e I-——-————- I-———==—-- I-——————=- I "
190 179 . 76 76 521%
36.5 34.4 14.6 14.6 100.0

Table 5

Success/Failure by Releasee Employment

count I not part- - f4ll-
pct I working I time I time I
——————- I-———————~l-=—m - I-—-=—mm—e )
I 91 1 129 I 236 I 456
Success - I...65.5... 1 80.6._I1 .90.,4 1 (81.4) _ S
I ’ I I I
=] I-—-—=————-- I-——————- =1
1 48 - 1 31 1 25 1 104
- Failure 1 34.5 I 19.4 I 9.6 1 °(18.6)
. I I I . ) I
——=l-m—m————- I-—=====—- I-———-- -—-1 ‘
139 | 160 261 - 560%
24.8 28:6 " 46.6 100.0

*Missing’Eases = 46

in MS cases remained significant in predicting success/failure

_{chi SQUare—15 237; df=2; p<.01), but was non 51gn1chant in

predlctlng success/fallure for FP cases- (chi square—1 405; df=2;

p<.50). For MS-cases,_37.6% were not working, 31.2% were working

w | | c .
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part-time, and 31. 2% were work1ng full t1me,iwh1le the FP

"~ figures were 11.9%, 25.9%,and 62.2%, respecEIvely. Subsequently,

1.5% of MS-cases not working failed while only 12.1% of FP
: ‘ A

cases not working failed. Similar trends were noted for both the -

/part-time»and full-time employment groups. v ’ .

Clearly, success/failure is related to the presence or

3

absence of employment on condlt1onal release, ‘which in turn ..

Ld1rectly lnfluences.a,releasee s leveI of income per month, and

which, in turn, determines a releasee's ability to adequately

provide for himself, The fact that the majority of failures were

MS cases 1s reflected in the f1nd1ng ‘that the majorlty of

~releases not working and earnlng less than $700/month

rece1v1ng these beneflts have the t1me and flex1b111ty to look

(typically, $375/month from welfare) were also MS cases.

This may be related to the releasing-institution issues of
gradual release and need for re—adjustmentﬂtime. FP releasees
for, and secure, employment prlor to release, "whereas MS
releasees seldom have the same opportunities. Also, potentlal
employers may look more favourably upon the,dlsposrtron*of a FP

releasz7 than they would upon a MS releasee coming straight*out

“of a maximum security level institution. For a typical MS

releasee to be released into an env1ronment‘hf3was been away

from for several years, it would seem an almost form1dable task

to,reradgust,fsecure employment, establish a living base

~

including accommodation, food, clothL4glaldltransportat1on+4allllleeeleel

~

within a critically short period of time., Is it no wonder that
4 : §

T



Mandatory Supervision is so strongly. associated with failure on
- - - . . . B ]

conditional releage?

“

Income and employment are variables which, in eEEEnce;
become prediotors of success/failure after an inmate{hasvalready
been released, and as such may be termed "organizational“
variables in that their flex1b111ty is a functlon of 1nd1v1dual
rch01ce, community superv1s1on and level of support towards
integration.? G1ven that prediction of success/faliure is aj“
dec1S1onmak1ng task which occurs prior to an inmates’ release,

it is not 11kely that organlzatlonal var1ables can d1rectly be .

con51dered in the predlctlon process. However the 1mportance of

some of these var1ables warrants the need to establlsh other K

var1ables whlch are significantly correlated with the

,organlzatlonal variables to the extent that they may serve as

\

substitute predlctors prior to release. Wh1le the present study

;7d1d not isolate potentlal substltutegpredlc ors of

success/fallure, “the secondary analysis 1n Chapter V discusses

7some of these variables that future risk. predlctlon stodies
might attempt to measure. u

A The one remaining anomaly to be interpreted here concerns a
_change-ip.representative predictive strength of the employment
variable.fTable B shows that the preuiously significant (from

the original regression analysis)'empldyment/part—time vector

- lost all-of its predictive strength to the employed/full-time,

- — - ——— - ———— o —_————

3Organlzatlonal var1ables as predlctors of success/fallure will
be dlscussed in Chapter V. .
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A ~ vector. However, this ShouId not be surprisinéz as it.

\

PO 1nterp;et}velyamakesﬂWﬁﬁr1ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ/whe ”Azeroror er’d
'Jcorrelation Zoefficients are considered.‘Reoall‘that, s “
employment/par€4time—was strongly'correlateddwith~f
'employment/tull—time,'in a negative direotion‘(r=-.591), »
suggesting that emploYment/fuil—time was a better prediotor of s =
~r;> | succes//51nce employment/part time was, to some extent, a

-
- //predlctor of faIlure._Also explalned by thlS correlatlon

perhaps, is why employment/full t1me never appeared s1gn1f1cant

in the analysis prlor to thls stage..

-

V oharacter1st1cs as the employment pred1ctor,’. o ‘
employment/part time was only correlated weakly (r—* 289) ;hrleAi‘ ilﬁvA
S employment/full time had a. much stronger correlatlon with 1ncome ’
(r=+ 684). F1nally, and perhaps more~1mportantl¥, - :\ }’"(

employment/part time never did. correlate w1th the dependent

: ’“ — R
success/fa1lure (r + 013) wh1le empﬁoyment/full t1me at least =

maintained a weak correlation (Eé—,ZJG); 7 RS S
‘\\ "Length of-time out on a condition release' entered the

“analysis at step 5 (F=2f.93° df=1, 504i,p<.01° Multiple R=.401), '1‘_ o
ma1nta1n1ng 1ts dom1nance over the rema1n1ng varlables from :;E

or1g1nal analys1s. Prel1m1nary descr1pt1ve statlstlcs had.

indicated that an identifiable per1od of -4 months on conditional -

release vas useful in differentiatis

- proved to be the case,

in that 59% of those 1nd1v1duals ‘who- .

faiied, did so within the flrst 4 months foxlow1ng qelease, with

L 4
‘;‘Fﬁ?ﬁﬁ\cvf“&ﬂ‘a“dﬂ"”“ Gt



‘lJ

an add1tlonal 21% failing in the next 4 month perlod (see Figure

fbe crosstabular relatlonshlp between 'length. of t1me out'

-+ s

N

and success/fallure also~supportedvthls result (Chl/
square=57;485; df=3, p<.01).
This relationship became even more telling when 'release
type' was controlled Of the 112 releasees who failed:while on
/ MS, 68 (60.71%) falled within thlS 4 month perlod and an
additional 23 (20. 546) failed in the follow1ng 4 month perlod
t 7 .Of the 26 releasees ‘who fa11ed wh11e oh FP, 10 (38.46ﬁ) failed
| w1th1n the f1rst 4 month perlod and an add1tional'4 (15.38%)

‘falled in the,follow;ng,4”month,periode(seeuEigureHZ) ,eefeffmeﬁjjfja”

. e

The 1nterpretatlon of these figures is simply that a
cr1tlcal" p01nt does exist- in wh}ch a releasee 'is more likely
to fall, and that MS releasees critical point appears to be 4
v months, and aéain at B8 months, whlle FP releasees' critical
point is somewhat longer and not so clearly deflned T
T ‘"'1mp11catlon here, then, is that conditional" releasees,gand most
especially those on Mandatory 9uperv151on, should be Srov1ded

with more supervision and re-integfativershpport during the

critical period so as to provide them with a greater éhance to

succeed while on conditional release.
The §ixth variable to enter the analysis was a dummy vector:
which differentiated persons with "single" marital status from

all others (F=13.64; df=1, -504; Qé.OIv'Multiole R=.427). A

crosstabular analysis demonstrated that marital status/single

var{ed sidnificantly withﬁaﬁooeag/failure (chi square=50.335;

7

"N
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FIGURE 2
CRITICAL 4—MONTH AND 8—MONTH NTERVALS BY TYPE OF RELEASE
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df=6, p<.01). Although three times as. manyrmarital~stetus/sing1e4§~~m~wr~

cases succeeded than failed, a,failure rate,oﬁ,33i6%4forrthis4\7, ,3

-group, was the highest out of all the marital status groups.
Hence, the predictive power of this variable on its own is
sopewhat Ambiguous. ‘

When release type was controlled at'this‘step of the
analys1s, marital status/single releasees on MS had a failure
rate of 41, 86 while marital status/single " releasees on FP only
had-a failure rate of 16.2%, even though that was the highest FPr
failure rate among the marital status groups.‘In‘other_words;
marital staths/single"wasfsignificant as a predictor of —— - . .
success/failure for M$VC5Ses (chi‘sggbre=24.83; §£=6; p<.01),
but‘not,for FP cases (chi square=9.81; df=6; p<.2).

Again, it would appear that variables ma1nta1n1ng ﬁn
assoc1atlon w1th MS as a type of release are better predictors
of failure than of success, and, as'such, are better
success/failure predictors than are variables which tend to
maintain an association with FP as a type of release.ﬂMaritai
status/single appeared to be a significant predictor of
success/failure only when interpreted with respect to its
relationship with type of release.

Further interpretation of 'marital status' was interrﬁpted
momentariiy by the emergence of the dummy vector 'reieasing

1nst1tution/max1mum security as a varlable in step 7 of the

analysis. Thls vector offered a 51gn1f1cant increment in

=T e e e e e e — —_—

explanatory power (F=10.98; df=1, 504; p-<. 01) A crosstabulation

88
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of relea51ng institution with success/fallure demonstrated that'fm"’”'w

the fallure rate was 1dent1f1ably hlgher'ES“the Tevel in
security of releasing institution 1ncreased (ohl squareé27.18}
g£=6} p<.01). Thi was nost,notable in releases from maiimum
’security institytions (secority ievel 6) where the failure rate
was 42.4% and the success rate was notabl§ lower at 57}6%7(see
Figure 3). | | |

- arlinear relationship was gﬁite_evident in tnat‘the suocese

-

. N i ' . . .
rate continually decreased and the failure rate continually

increased as the level in ‘security of the releasing institution

} . : , >

increased. Such a relationship supports (or possibly, may be a
manifestation of) the theory‘and practise of "cascading” or
gradual release within the,cofrectional mainStream,vand may well -
indicate that the decieionnaking prooess,hsed byAthevNPB to
gradually reduce inmate secofity classification is, in and of
its owny .a good measure in predlctlng future success/fallure on
cond1t;onal release. The other 1nterpretatlon, of,coprse;;is -
that a "halo effect" or self—fulfllllngrprophecy is occurring.
When type of‘;elease was controlled in thiS’relationship;
two important observations were made; First maxlmum securlty as
relea51ng institution was non- 51gn1f1cant when predlctlng
success/failure for FP releasees (chi square=4,01; g;;sp 95.62);
although this may be the resulﬁ of the small numberJof FP

failures (n=25). However, maximum securlty remalned significant

7when predicting succe:;7}a11ure for MS ‘releasees (ch1

square= 3 565; df= 6; p<. 05), as the success rate was.notably
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. FGURE3
** RELEASING INSTITUTION SECURITY LEVEL FOR

SUCCESS AND FAILURE SAMPLES
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lower and the fallure rate was notably hlgher than otherfﬁﬁﬁhmw y

=

releas1ng securlty levels. Th1s 1s ]USt another 1nd1cator that

»

potentlal fallure on condltlonal release may be easier o

s

"pred1ct than potentlal success,

Second, individuals on MS were typically released from
higher seourity institutions'than were lndividuals on Full
Parole. Of 317 MS releasees, 71'§ere'released from light medium
security (level 3), "84 ;rom ‘heavy medium security (level 5) band
47 from maximum security (level 6). Of 287 FP releasees, 94 were
released from_minimum minimum security tleVel 1)*, and 61 from-
minimum security (level 2), while only 12 were released from
maximumrsecorlty"(level's).»This serves as a clear lliustration
of the gradual release process,’and'lends some semblance of

credibilfty to the "halo effect" theory, which, nonetheless,

. »

;would appear to be beneficial.

‘The implication of all this is straightforward. Since -

maximum security (level 6) as the releasing institution is a

significant predictor for MS cases and since MS cases have an

identifiable critical period of 4 months, it should follow that
more potential MS cases be cascaded prior to release. This
should aid in the "re-adjustment? and "de-institutionalization”
of such inmates while they are stilliunder‘constant supervision;
rather than during their first 4 months on release undet limited

supervision in the community. However,’it should be noted that

——————————————_——————

“Securlty level 1 institutions are Commun1ty Correct1onal
Centres (CCC's) and -Community Residential Ceritres (CRC's),

typically housing only inmates on short- term Day Parole release.
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- from,cascading; it is an emplzlcal questron that"shbuiﬁ‘be

‘while it seems logical to assume that M§ caseswnouiawhenefftnﬁhf

. ,‘5 s = )
studled before any pollcy changes are 1pplemented ' -

Step 8 of the analysis returns to the relationship of.

-

'‘marital status with success/fallure, and the,predletlve-power"

ofv'common—law' as a dummy vector of marital status, Marital

status/common-law is independently significant at this step of

the analysis,(§;7.5; §£=1,'504; pZ.Oi),rbut becomes even more

significant when compafed'with‘marital status/single as these: -
two variables appear to parallel each other quite cons1stent1y

As the relatlonshlp between mar1ta1 status and success/fallure

| remalnsisrgnlflcant,(chl square=50,335; g;;e; p<.01),

failure'rate qu common-law cases is 25.6%, second only tp the

failufe rate‘reperted above for the single cases (33.6%), but..

still notably higher than any of the other marital status

groups.
and, again, when release type is held constant in. the

analysis, 'common-law' is only a good predictor of failure among

MS cases, -and not for FPicases. The interesting comparison- here,

however, is with the 'married’ and 'divorced’' statuses. Both of

-

these ‘groups demonstrate high success rates for MS and FP cases,

wh1ch provides an 1nterest1ng contfastpto the 'single'’ and

'common-law' statuses. Since marrled and d1vorced ‘are associated

/

with success on conditional gelease,”andQSLngleWand_ggmmpn—law,ﬁwﬁ

are associated with failure on'conditional release, it would

appear that it is not merely the presence or absence of a

—
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marital status relationship that is theisignificant factor in

predicting Success/faiIUre. Instead'istahility of the»releasee}~

) whether or not he is in or out of a relationshrp, would seem to

be the significant factor here.® 4 Vﬁ\s~‘ }

n
4,‘

Since stability 1s such a difficult varlablerto
it is recommended that any further study of success/falluf%
prediction 1nclude anrinstrument spec1f1cally degigneo Eb ]%
measure an 1nmate/releasee‘s‘marital relationship stability.
Being that this is one variable that can actually change after
assessment and release, and given its resemblance to an
organizational var1able in terms of superv151on stabllity could
well be a more 51gn1f1cant»and powerful predictor of. l -
success/failure than has been indicated here.

The next variable to enter the analy51s was 'history of

property_crime at step 9 (§=5.35; df=1, 504; E<.01). Cr1m1nal

history of property Offending,,as,,g,,pr,edis:,t'o,r,,of,,su,c,c,ess/failu,re,,,,, -

epitomizes the relationship between criminal history as a
variable and the dependent variable success/failure (chi
square=25.568; df=5; p<.01). This relationship suggests a
severity level»of offence theoryS®, which_forwards the notion
that the”more severe the offence is that led to federal
incarceration, the better the risk for snccess on a conditional

release -- the only exception to this being a criminal history

5The stability factor variable waS'not’réliably”collécted for
all cases in- the analysis, hence, no direct analysis of 1ts

influence or explanatory powerrwill—be discvssed—here

¢Georgisz State Parole Board (1983).
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‘'of armed robbery” Indeed, it is*the’case that;the"data“in”thism“’;W””
: .

analysis should illustrate a 51m11ar,patterneiseefElgure44}~WWf7':~m—J—”—
,:Sex, drug-related and v1olent cr1m1nar’hbstor1es appeared to
have the lower failure rates (13. 3%, 16.6%, 19.0%, respectively)
and h1gher success rates (86.7%, 83 4%, 81;0%,»respectively),‘
vwh1le a cr1m1nal h1story of property'offencesbhad the highest
failure rate (37. 8%5 and the lowest success. rate (62 2%) Arned
robbery was second to property offences as a poor r1sk on. | !
,condltlonal release, with a failure rate of 29.6% and a success
rate. of 70 4%, Criminal hastory of armed robberLes was, ‘in fact;
" the last var1able to: enter the orlgrnal analys1s, only to be e
bumped from any subsequent analyses by the 1nelus1on;of the age- .
‘variable. l»,/

Property crime appeared to be a better predictor of failure
“than of sﬁqeess, which, of course, 1s cons1stent w1th the
overall trena’in this analysis. Th1s trend was not altered 1n
“the least wﬁen release type was controlled at. step 9 of the
.‘analys1s. Property cr1me, clearly, pred1cted fallure better than
success in MS cases, with a rate of 50.8% (ch1 square 15.192;
df= 5 p< 01) while. pred1ct1ng success/fa1lure 1n.FP cases was
not qu1te s1gn1f1cant (chi square—10 028 df 5; p< 075) -even

though the property- crime fa1lure rate for- FP cases was notably .

the highest of all criminal hlstory groups,—at 19, 6%

The final varlable to enter the analys1s was . type of y’w - g

release' (F=5.35; df=1, 504 p<. 01). A supplementary

crosstabulation of the two release types, Mandatory Supervision
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* FIGURE 4 |
' CRIMINAL HISTORY BREAKDOWN FOR
, SUCCESS AND FALURE SAMPLES
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and Full Parole, with success/failure revealed that 81.2% of

those cases in the failure sample were on a MS cond1t1onal 7525

release, suggest1ng that releasees on Mandatory SUperv1510n were'

a greater risk for fa1lure‘than were  those on Full Parcle (chi

square=58. 95; df=1; p<.01), (see Figure 5).

This- ra1ses an 1nterest1ng issue in conditional release

decisionmaking for the NPB, as MS cases would'already have been '

through one of two prevgous rlsk assessments. In the first

1nstance, one can safely assume that the major1ty of MS

releasees prev1ously had appl1ed for a FP release when they were‘ S

el1g¢ble to dOtsoubut were den1ed thus leav1ng them
incarcerated untilhtheir MS release. Hence, the criteria used by

the'Boardmto’turn down'arFP application would appear to have

good predictive strength in terms of future risk.7'Thevnature,of

these criteria hasdnot been‘addressed wigﬁ%njthe‘current'study,

buﬁ3would merit scrutiny in a future study,_ assuming. that theﬁl,

NPB" would be w1ll1ng to co- operate in such an analys1s.° At this

point, one can only speculate that the cr1ter1a (which are not

lformally art1culated anywhere for’ publ1c knowledge) would likely

b ased on a clinical assessment ofv1nmate performance records,
favourable release plans, and pre-release interviews..

———— ' ——— —— - —————

THowever, one cannot be sure that a den1ed FP appllcant would
not have been successful given that chance, recognlzlng that -
- such a denial, and the subsequent additional time incarcerated,
- might have-a negatrve effect on the inmate that in some way
contributes to his failure on Mandatory Superv1s1on

8In the past, the NPB has been reluctant to disclose 1nformatlon
regardlng decisions to grant or deny Full Parole. ;
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" In the second instance, it may “be the case ‘that an 1nmate S

&

‘was granted'a ‘Full Parole whlcn was: subsequently revoked
resultlng in further, 1ncar3eraﬁx\h unt:? hlS MS release. Hence,‘v“
prev1ous revocatlon on a cond1t10na1 release may be cogsldered aj‘
good predlctor var1able, as would the actual v1olatlon wh1ch

lead to the revocation. Agaln;ithls is Lnformat1oh that was not,';
conslstently avallable within the: 11m1tatlons of thlS study, butb
,concelvably could be con51dered in a future study. A secondary

‘analysis of the failure sample,fln Chapter\\; w111 dlscuss the -

~criteria for revocatlon of a cond1tlona1 release. . fA s

The implications of this relatlonshlp, to the'extent that
they are true, would be an association between MS and- failure on"
conditional releaseJ and ah association between FP ahdisuCcess
‘ oo conditional releaSe’kas we in factshaVe observed). However
Such conclu51ons should be drawn w1th much caution, as the

potentlal ram1f1catlons may be problematlcy,Aqy qu1ck

assoc1at10n of MS to fa11ure ylthout con51derat1on for other
‘dynamics at work, might lead pollcy-makers to favour_the |
abolition of MS (which is already a aistinct'oossibility),‘and
‘pmsh for ihdeterminate sentenojng and preventatlve'detention.
fThe movemeht of release type in the'analysisﬁdemonstrated.
its interacfion*with the other predictors,lespecially incomehahd(
employment. When income and employment were entered 1nto the |

uanaly51sgprlor to‘releaseutyper release,type lost 1tsgpredlct1ve RN

~ strength and could not be con51dered an 1ndegendentlv

s1gn1f1cant.pred1ctor of success/fa1lgre w1thout:cons1deration ,' -
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for the remaining predlctors. This f1nd1ng conf1rmed the above

e

conclus1on that MS is not by itself, a predlctor of fallure,

 but 1nstead ’1s onIy associated with failure due to the '

' pred1ct1ve strength of the other var1ables with which it f Py
f1nteracts ' ‘ B

There are two 1¢véis at which the current findinos may be
_:interpreted,“hoth of which lead to different policy y
1mpl1catlons Eqsentlal to both 1is the observat1on that the data
appear to pred1ct fa1lure rather cons1stently, but only appear
'to predlct success sporadlcally at best’fP g1ven that success and
fa1lure are not necessar1ly oppos1tes by def1n1tlon.',

The f1rst and mostrs1mpllst1c, interpretation of the -
findings is the emergence of a basic.profile of failure risk.
Thls profile:wOuld—suggest that the typical risk for'failure on
cond1t1onal release is an inmate released on a Mandatory .
’Superv1s1on d1rectly from a h1gh secur1ty level 1nst1tutlon, e
currently within the f12st 4 months of his release, either | lv -
'51ngle or’ 1nvolved 1n -a common law relat1onsh1p, with a cr1m1nal
hlgtory of,armed robbery;and/or numerous property offences,
.earns less thane$700 per month from UIC: part—time or temporary
employment, or both, and is in'his"20ls or. early 30's. |

The policy“impiqcat1ons for th1s areftgo‘to d. First, there{

of the predlctors,-

is a tehde cy to see MS as the most salie

:h'elat1onsh1p to ‘the other var1ables, and to then

conciude tﬂnat'TﬁaTKhItOij‘STHJETWTTSITﬂT‘dtﬂ!S rnjt;arorﬂfrrznﬂd should S

therefore be term1nated Second, it should/he obv1ous that the
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-predictors which have demonstrated 51gn1f1cance and explanatory

power, could be incorporated into the-conditional release
decisionmaking process. Preferably,.this\incorporation would‘
take place Within a statistical model that wonld-allow the
vpredictors to achieve their maximum pred1ct1ve ‘potential.
The second 1nterpretation keys on the chronological orderd
‘of the predictor variables. Following the first 1nterpretation
one gets‘the 1mpre551on that‘MS creates the opportunity,forvthe
‘other significant variables to exist, whith then proyide a good
opportunity for failure to occur. This assumption (as’ we have
seen) is erroneous and misleading in that release of an inmate
on MS occurs aﬁte;ithe other predictors‘are,already present and
have had their predictive effect on the decision to release the
inmate on MS. rather than on FP (w1th the exception of income and
employment, as predictors of failure) In other-words, the other N
significant variables influence the N;> ‘s-decision—to release an
inmate on'FP or MS. Hence, MS is not, by itself, a predictor of
failure, but instead is,associated with?gailure:due-toﬁthe
predictive'strength of the other Variablesvinreffecting the -
. . .
decision to release anAinmate-onﬂMS. Therefore,. Mandatory
Supervision‘stands wrongfully accused;o£<perpetuating,the
failure rate of conditional releasees, ‘ie., MS hecomes'the:

political "straw figure" for policy administrators.

The policy 1mp11cat10ns forrthis 1nterpretation are 51mply
(or perhaps not 'so simply) to re-evalu te the MS conditional

release program, acknowledging that: (a)rMandatory Superv1sion,



in and of itself, is not the major problem in terms of'rlsk and‘f

failure on condltlonal release- and (b) more evaluatlon of the

other 51gn1f1cant predlctors be conducted w1th the intent -to

establlsh a useful predlctlon model.

7

Concludlng this part1cular 11ne of 1nqu1ry, then,  two

subsequent recommendations to the NPB ¢can be offered here-

1.

varlables common_to both failure and suc: essfsamples off,_,

condltlonal releaseesl,was the\mdentl

Current policy regarding Mandatory Supervision and potential

MS releasees needs to be reviewed, and'guidelines be

established, whereby.such inmates might also receive the

beneficial effects which appear to be associated with the

"cascading" of inmates through the correctional structure.

/”Hopefully, this would resuit in a better representation of

the Ms program in the communlty

~There ‘is a def1n1te need for the NPB to develop 2

vsystematlzed risk predlctlon model to ensure 1ts surv1val as

the'solevdec151onmaker in the conditional release process.
The findings of thiS‘analysis suggestdthat a statistical
model might be feasible. To effect this“end more intense:
and detailed analyses need to be undertaken in order that
other potent1al predlctors of success/fallure be 1dent1f1ed'

and fitted 1nto a model.

In sum, the result of a multiplerregression analysis of 10

—

;catlon of 9 variable

(1£§lud1ng dummy coded vectors) wh1ch were found to be

significant in expla1n1ng 22.6% of the. overall varlance. A
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detailed analysis of these variables Ted

.conclusions and recommendations.
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V. Conclusion

) 3 B . . B . Vo .- L e .
. o . o T . v

Methodo ogical Limitations

The analy51s reported in the previous chapter result<d;in
two major f1nd1ngs. First, nine var1ables were found to be
significant in "explaining” success/fallure , i.e., were found
- to be significant predictorstof suocess/failure. These~variables

included: age, income, employment/full t1me, length of time out

relgase, mar1tai status/51ngle, relea51ng
' ,
Warltal status/common law,

on conditiona
'institution/ aximum securlty,

/ngﬁTnéi\hjgtory/pro"
‘ —

while mandatory supervision was found tdsbe assoc1ated.w1th a -

'cﬂb and release type. Second,

higher likelihood. of failure-on,conditional,reléaseLnthisw,”” .

~association was accounted for by the covariation of MS with the'

other predictor variahies, partieufarly income and employment.
NevertheIess,none should alwaysnbe'oautioue not to accept theJ
~findinge of any study at face value without acknowledging the
methodological limitations of the study whrehxgeneratedvthose

flhdlngsa

4

minimized by prior'training of the data ‘collectors and random

reliability checks by the author. Still, problems occurredin — -

the consistent collection of certain variables which, .
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subsequently, 3§Fé'aroppéd from the.ahalysis, TheseAvapiabiééi{
included:'stab{lity o£ thé”éffendef:oh~doﬁaiéidhélwréiéégéTW“”m””
identification~of problem offenders;iidéntification‘of!prevfbué
,paqg}é fevqéations,4ahd'numbér of‘p;é?iqﬁs'inéarﬁefation térms.
Although the absence of thése variableé’abeé not detract from

fhe reliability of'thoseAVafiabies»used igythe anaiyéiS}.fheir
'aﬁéence doesxffipact from,the potential gé éccoup#»for 7‘

additional e p‘ained’variance. An additional data collection

problem resulted fromrmissing cases on certain variables but not
on others. Missing ce e idfofmation occurred when the daté,

' qoilector incdrrectly coded a variable or omitted a Qariable
bécause the inform;£ion was unclear,‘THefe are two reSult% of
the study which may have been affected by hissing case i

information. First, both the income and employment variables had -

substantial occurrenceS”Qiﬁyissing cases, primarily in-the

faiiureAsample. Since the,incomé and employment variables
appeared to be goéd prééicfors of failure, it is uncértain what;{;
the addition of the ﬁissing cases wogldﬁgo to ﬁheir predictive
strength, %eqond, with'the“sgb-sample of.FP failUres beiné guite.
small (n=26),'missing césé information might well have :
influehced‘any analysis‘in which felease-type was controlled,

but, again, it is difficult to determine the nature of that

influence.b ‘ ' ¢ ; , | 7 S~ -

- Other types of missing information were not the result of 7

cqilection error, but instead were the result of a lack of . j\xwgﬂggﬂ,ﬁ

information. As alluded to eatrlier, many‘of the data sources -

£
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were incomplete, lacked sufficient-detail,iand often contafned
ihconsistent and contradictory information. In fact the data
sources must be con51dered the . greatest threat ‘to the -
'rellablllty of the f1nd1ngs in this study The major probl@m is
;the lack of a centrallzed and systematlzed process through whlch
the collectlon of meaningful parole 1nformatlon m1ght takei
place. Currently, the cross referenc1ng of data sources that‘1s
zrequ1red to obtain a complete set of data on one partlcular
case; is t1me consumlng, tedlous, and 1ncreases the occurrence
of collectlon error The effects of m1551ng information on the
f1nd1ngs are much the same as those noted for mlss1ng cases,"
however, the influence of‘m1551ngW1nformat1onhwould be much-more
subtle and harder to detect since missing information tends to -
be random rather than seiect1ve.t: | o
One further limitation which should/be cons1dered and may

/?or may not be pfoblematzc depend1ng on . one S research R
’ perspect1ve, 1s'the generallzab111ty of the findings based'on

the limited scope of the study. Granted the study was limited -
~to co*dltlonal releasees being superv1sed in the Lower Mainland

and Fraser Valley areas, but: it st1ll represents approxlmately

'90% of all those offenders superv1sed in the Pac1f1c reglon.

Althohgh the Canad1an offender populatlon is con51dered to

(?;
be rather«heterogeneous as a whole, the institutional

'populations across the country—areAquitewhomogeneouswinmthat-;né—uumfglﬁw

they‘all have a similar mix of offender types (of course, o

security level is controlled for in this statement). Since there
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is no ev1dence to suggest that reg1onal representat1ves of the‘ . -
NPB release d1fferent groups of offenders on parole tn d1fferent,
reg1ons, 1t would only seem reasonable that the - cond1t1onal |
releasee populat1on 1n the Pac1f1c reglon be s1m1lar to the' N J:xzw
fcond1t1onal releasee populat1on in ‘the other reg1ons of Canada. l
Just how representat1ve the Pac1f1c reg1on is of the other |
‘reglons 1s an- emp1r1cal quest1on in and of itself. Nonetheless,
it is the contention of this wr1ter that the f1nd1ngs reported
‘here shOuld be cons1dered general1zable to some degree. -
Recalllng Cook and Campbell s (1979) treatment of: external
- validity and the d1fferent1at1on ofwgeneral1z1ng to versus ;
'generalizing across populations orjsamples, it can bevasserted
here, since‘the conditional release samples in this studyfare
not in any way atzplca of other cond1t1ohal release samples in
Canada, that the f1nd1ngs of this study can, reasonably, be |
generalized acroés other conditional‘release~samples in Canadaa
Further support for the general1zab111ty of these f1nd1ngsﬁ
is found in the cons1stency between the current f1nd1ngs and
those of Waller (1974) in Ontar1o, and by Nuff1eld (1982). on a
national based study, as well as f1nd1ngs noted by Gottfredson
"and Gottfredson (1980) from national parole stud1es in the U.S.
, Hence, the cred1b1l1ty accorded the f1nd1ngs by these other

‘ stud1es should justify a degree of general1ty about the f1nd1ngs

and suggest that they are not just sample spec1f1c.
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:Secondary Analysis

| - . In keeplng ‘with. the wholistic approach to an evaluation of'
conditional release dec1Sionmak1ng, therg,éemains one furtheri
area ofpdiscuss%on to. be con51dered before any conclusions
‘regarding the‘f;threvof parole in Canada can'be‘appreciated,
_that beingwpost release superv151on and the process of .
re- 1ntegratloh. To appreciate the dynamics of "post-release” and
their effect on the success or failure of an offender on. |

.~Ttonditional release, is to recognize that: what an oﬁfender says

and does,once-released, compared to what he says and does to get - -

released, are potentially two very different things. In otherv
words, demographic and institutionai:factors which contribute to

the'releasepdecision EEEQS to'release(cannot>hopeito account for'w
all the. explanatory power in predicting success/failure, some of

which may be accounted for by conSLdering factors that occur

'agtgr the dec151on to grant release.
Although the current study was notidesigned to measure
post-releasefdynamics and their effect on conditional_release
f5uccess/failure, some descriptive data_were-availableﬂwhichif'
’indicate the need for future consideration of post-release
dynamics, and which provide the basis for a more}theoreticallyl
oriented secondary analysis. Such an analysis,must consider: g
post—release or “organizational" variables; contributing factors'
to failure on conditional release, ‘how these variables might be

con51dered in the parole dec151onmak1ng process, and the
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Organlzatlonal re51stance to the StUdY Qf theSe varlables. o

. -

Organizational Variables

Variables which affecg;hn bffender after he has already

been released are major facto which may contrlbute to his

success or fallure on coadltlonal release,rand are factors which

have gone largely unnot1ced Perhaps the most 1nportant'of these

factors is post—release supervision. The Goldenberg Committee

(1974) stated:

"We con51der superv151on as the most important function
of a parole system. It is the aspect of parole through
which the resources are mobilized to control the
offender and to assist him in becomlng a law- ab1d1ng
member of the communlty" (p.97)

‘The parole supervisor has two major Jjob functlons, both of

which have ‘an 1mpact on an offg@ﬁer s chances of success on
release. First, the parole*offlcer ‘i's responsible for case

preparation of an offender upon 1ntake into the'correctlonal

. system and upon the offender's eligibility for parole. Upon
~intake, the parole officer interviews the offender about theh,
nature of his offence, reviews the-police reports and theicourt

"proceedings’ of the off:nce, and speaks to family and/or friends

of the offender that'might shed some insight into the offender's

personality -Subsequent to this, the parole officer makes

recommendatlons to the NPB regardlng an approprlate securlty

- level institution for initial incarceration.
. .

™

}
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Upon an offender's application for parole, the parole

officer 1nterv1ews the offender about hls 1nst1tutlonal
performance, hlS att1tude towards parole, and his release plans
~should he be granted parole. The parole officer then conducts a
communlty assessment" to determlne the leg1t1macy of" the
offender's release plans and the community's receptlveness to
release of the offender. SubseQuently, the parole,officer makes
recommendations to the NPB regarding the offender's suitability‘“
- for conditional release, as well as conditions and llmltatlons
‘that should be 1mposed upon the offender should ;he Board dec1de.
to grant release. S ' , A 'f .?‘7 .
Carriere and Silverstoner(1976) suggested that thF parole
officer's role in case preparation is crucial to the actual.
release decision since the Board members were inclined to follow
the parolehqfficer“s recommendations in the'great majority_of
cases studied. Since the parolefofficerfls the,mostlsignjficantmw o
contributoriofAdiscretionary information_to thehBoard, he/she7
becomes'a:major factor in the conditional releasewdecisionmaking
process, -a factor which varies. fromﬂcase to case by the extent
to which each parole offlcer differs from the next.
The second maJor job function of the parole off1cer is the
supervision of offenders released on parole. Superv1s1on 1s,g
very much, a dual-role function. On the one hand the.parole;

officer must serve as a policing agent to- enforce,the”c“ndifions —

and restrictions of parole for themprotectioﬂ“of—societyﬁ—fﬁr%#mr——w————f

other hand, the parole officer must play the social worker,
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‘providing counselling and assfstance in obtaining community’

T”TL’

*

{esources and commun1ty support. Goldenberg (1974) suggested

thaf ne1ther role was, necessarlly, more 1mportant than the

other, but that both roles were necessary for the smoothuA
functioning.of,the syStemaand for public protection;

."The more frequent the direct -contact between the
~ superv1sor and the parolee, the more likely the
‘supervisor will be aware of the problems and needs of.
his client and take .appropriate action. If he is
deskbound and paper oriented, he will lose“his contact
and the result is less publ1c protection and less
assistance to the parolee".(p.97)

Ideally, all parole officers would be able to balance their

dual-role duties and prfvideconsistent, reliablerparole

-

lsuperVision. Thisw of course, is not the oaseﬂ as each parole
officer hasbhis/her idiosxncratic tendencies to favour one-role
over the other. Glaser (1964) presented a‘varlaé;on/model of
parole officer or1entat;on to the superv;s1on role: o

Emphas1s on Control

Welfare
Worker

Protective
Agent

High

— = = -
Lo o I I |

—

(=]

Emphasis on
Assistance ,
Passive
Agent

- Punitive

Low Agent

— = = -

o H -
-

‘The model' demonstrates four possible parole officer

cTTTmT T T T T 7 TTETTTT L L . t : 7z

‘Source: Glaser, D., The Effectiveness of a Prison and Partle
System. Indianapolis. The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1964, as

cited in Irwin's (1970) The Felon. New Jersey: Prent1ce Hall,
Inc. (p.164).
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orientatiOns to parole supervision. The “proteétive*agent””ﬁf:""

'T"

vac1llates betweeneprotectlon of . theloffender;andgpro ction'ﬂ

'ithe commun1ty, Bs a paternal1st1c f1gurehead prov1d1ng pralse

and blame when appropr1ate. The welfare worker s concerned

only with ass1st1ng the offender s re- 1ntegrat1on through the

gprovf51ons of huyman resources and communlty support groups. The,

welfare worker believes that. adjustment of and ma1ntenance:ofh

the-offender into the‘community is the only assurance against

future rec1d1v1sm.‘The pun1t1ve agent" attempts to. coerce the

i

parolee 1nto conform1ty with the commun1ty 1deals, by means of

threats and punrshments, and constant suspfcron The‘“pass1ve'ﬂ'~”f'~

agent"” sees his/her job as one of the "babysitter”, requ1r1ng a
minimum of effort so long as the paper work.is up to date.
The personal or1entat1on of the parole off1cer is

espec1ally 1mportant to the parolee, since he is very dependent

"upon his supervising officer {(at least rn the early stages of

release). Irwin (1’97’0)"d'él'ineai’ééW'tfhree"\}’ar'iagiesﬂ which are

part1cularlxklmportant to ‘the parolee and his response to parole

supervision: 1) the 1ntens1ty of supﬁ%vf%1on, 2) the tolerance

of the supervising officer, and 3) the arlghtness of the

~supervising agent. The "intensity" refers to the degree in which’

the parole officer penetrates the parolee's life, in terms of
the frequency and type of contacts, and the pervasiueness with

which the contacts are ma1nta1ned "Tolerance" refers to the

parole off1cer s w1ll1ngness to 1gnore or condone minor breaches

or v1olatlons of the parolee s release cond1t1ons which may



:'Q

occur as a result of d1ff1cult1es 1n re adjustment "nghtness

refers to the parole offrcer s Ebaracter 1n-terms of hls/her,
bility‘to be fair dependable, keep one's word or promlse and |
to treat a parolee with respect.. ' |
It should not be difficult te‘appregiate‘tﬁe-sigaifieance‘
of the parolee~supervisor relatibnShip as.a'ﬁajor‘factor which'f
influences the parolee's success or fallure on release. Howgyer
"there are other dynamlcs of - superv151on wthh may not be so
‘obvious, dynamics which are more related to the superv151ng:'
‘office than to the ;SUDérvisinsr_qf,t,iser_,_ 'Althougzh,‘ the parole
‘officer has the most contact with the oifender, and is~primariiy
- R &
" the individual responsible for spépendihg an offender's parole,
r/,é/x%t is a parole service supervisorrﬂon behalf of the,area og;‘
éistrict director}‘gho actually makes the suspension official by

issuing warrants of suspension and apprehension. It.is the -’

‘arole'service'supervisor'who~has*thewpewer”to”eancefra7'*"
suspension within 14 'days of the suspersion's issﬁance.2

The decision to suspend a‘parolee (suspehsion»being the
first etep towards;"failure") can be affected by factors
specific béztﬁe supervising office other than.just the»viqlatioa

———————— i ———— ——— ——— — —

parole suspension may be cancelled or withdrawn within this' 14,
day period by the supervising office, however, if neither of
these actions is taken the NPB must be notified of the
suspension prior to the completion of the 14 day peried, and a

_post-suspension .report.must be completed.by the-supervising:
parole officer and forwarded to the Board for disposition. The
parole officer may make a recommendation to the Board regardlngr

the offender’s subsegquent dlsp051t10ﬁ but it is the Board that -
ultimately decides on the revocatian of the offender's-
conditional release, or some other disposition.. s
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'release.iTgkagi (1967) ", lnca_m”c,t,f,',ml,

’organlzatlonal pollcy and,dynamlcs var1ed from district off1ce
to district office. Some offices were copforlentedﬁ, dom1nated
--by less toleraut,'less flexible %ﬁbervisors whose interpretatfon
of rules and<definitions were conéiderably lees liberal than
other,'more.lwelfare-oriented" supervisors at_more liberal
ioffices, Such was the case in the current—atudyiof conditional |
1releése ih'the LowerrMainland'ahd.Fraser‘Valley‘of BritiehA
Columb1a. o | | | |

Of the 138 off,n

,,,_Is in the failure.sample; 70%;ﬁere' e
’ superv1sed by the Vancouver Dlstr1ct Office, whlleikhe rema1n1ng
%ﬁf;yere superv1sed in the Valley by the Abbotsford D1str1ct
Office (24%) and the Chilliwack Area Sub(offlce (6%)f7$1xty four
percent of the failure,caées were oriéinallf suspended for
committing a heu offence, and 51% were'originally suspended for
breaching conditions of“their:parole“fthefreﬁaininQWS%”were
unknowh-in-terms of suspension origin). Wheh»type of suSpension
was cross-tabulated;by geographic locatioh ot:the supervising
office .76.1% of "new-offence" suspeﬁéioQ§ occurrediin Vancouver
comparedito only 55.8% of ”breach"‘suspehsions which*occurred'in-
) o : . N X .

Vancouver. In contrast 23.8% of "new offence” suspensions

occurred 1n the Valley (Abbotsford '6%-'Chiiliwack 2 3%)

o compared to 44.2% of "breach" suspen51ons which occurred in: the

P P OO S S

3"Evaluat1on and Adaptatlons in a Formal Organlza¥1on"-* B L _
(unpublished manuscript, School of Cr1m1nology+4Unlyersltycof -
-California), c1ted by Irwin (197Q), -p.160.

= F ) *et




Valléy (AbetSfOfd 30. 2% Chllllwack 14.0%). Th1s result was' o

. fouﬂd to be s1gn1f1cant*(ch1 ‘square - 9.87; df = ‘4“p< 05),
however, when release type was controlled in the analysis, only
within the MS fa1lure cases was th1s result 51gn1f1cant (ch1
square*16 02; df = 4; p<.01; -112) N o .

Th1s f1nd1ng suggested that d1fferences in suspension

pol1cy ex15ted between Vancouvei€SGp;?y1s1on and Valley - e
supervision -~ a noteable urban v&. rural distinct{on. It would o

appear that the Vancouver off1ce las more l1beral in its -

' suspens1on pol1cy, and” l1kely more tolerant of parolee
indiscretions, preferr1ng not to suspend a paroleefunless‘he was
" involved in a new offence or incurred new charges.'The valley
offices, on the other.hand, tended to be less liberal and less
tolerant of paroleeﬁindiscretions, suspending more'frequently

for "technical violations".

1

There also appeared to be a difference between off1ces in

N S [ S —

terms of- the types of parolee s more frequently suspended based
on cr1m1nal h1story. In Vancouver, property offenders accounted‘
for 36% of the.failure cases whlle ohly 19% of the failure cases
in the Valley were'property offenders. Armed robberS'accountedi
for 14% of the failure cases in Vancouver, but just ower(2d% of
the fa1lure cases 1in the Valley. Other, less dramatic,
differences were‘noted for violent offenders'(Vancouver, 7%;

Valley, 10%) and fraud offenders (Vancouver,,S%JtValley, 5%).

A“No doubt the lack of significance ‘within th failure cases
was 1nf1uenced by the small number of cases =26) 1n the ‘
failure sample. * ,
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This finding could, Possibly} suggest two things. First, it may”

be the case that some types of offenders are more'prone to
failure in some areas but not in:others, depend1ng on the -

- availability or proxml-t,Y»Of’ a familiar-criminal oppor\tunlt?yf.

Second, it may be the case that some-offenders are ‘more ‘prone to -

failure than others-(as the primary analysis and somerof.thé
literature has already suggestedl and hence,vareireleasedxtos
areas where there is less opportun1ty to re- offend mIt 1s even
~more likely that_ a number of factors are: 1nteract1ng to create
_this result. Nonetheless, it is still apparent that some -
vsuperv1s1ng off1ce dynamic is affect1ng the offender s- parole
outcome. . : g s > e -

Three other factorsfwhichimay affectfparole;pUtcome andyare
'Specific to the'supervising office are; 1) the s1ze of the_
superv1s1ng off1ce- 2) the size of parole officer case loads,“
and 3) the ava1lab1l1ty and access1b1l1ty of re 1ntegrat1ve
community programs. Large superv1s1ng offices usually are
responsible for a greater number_of parolees'over a greater
geographic area. For example;'the Vancouver District Offlce'is

responsible for approximately170% of‘all'parolees in the Pacific

~region (averaging 300 parolees per month), and covers the ent1re

-
.

Lower Mainland 1nclud1ng the Islands (except Vancouver Island)

<

Dispersed among 18 parole officers® is the office,Case load for

I

5This f1gure is approximate and may vary by 2 or 3. Also, some

parole—offleersfspec1aleze—4n classification of new inmates, or-
in co-ordinating suspensions and temporary detent1ons, aﬂd thus
maintain minimal or no case superv1s1on loads. : :

L3
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rsuperv151on. Large 1nd1v1dual case. loads result in less time for

parolee contacts, less t1me for communlty assessments and more S

paperwork Hence, there is less opportunlty for the parole‘h

W

_officer to be "on top" of each case, Whlch may explaln why the e E

Vancouver offlce suspends more for new offences rather,than.‘*

ndetected in contraSt-fy

‘“breaches“ wh1ch may be‘unknown or g ;

?smaller offlces llke the Aoﬁktsford and Chllllwack offlces,r

w.

have smaller case loads and smaller ureas of jurlsdlctlon and

1thus more opportunlty ‘for 1ntens1ve superv1510n wh1ch would
.'explaln the greater tendency to suspend on a “technlcal
violation" in the Valley ‘ v” , C )

h&he avallablllty of communlty re- 1ntegrat1ve programs,rand -
the: acce551b111ty of those programs to parolees, may 1nfluence
an. offender s release plans such that he ‘be released to the
supervising office that would fac1lltate him access to the
.de51red program(s). The NPB may also makera dec1s1on to release 7flf, l_
a certain offender based on the prox1m1ty.ofva certaln community
program to an appropr1ate superv151ng offlce; Alcohol and "drug
t;eatment outpatlent fac111t1es, employment placement agenc1es,
' and.lon cost medical facilities, are all programs,that cater to
'parolees but are usually onlyvavailable in'u;hah centres where.

they can exlst on pr1vate and goVernment funding as well as

/
volunteer support Rura?)areas do not typlcally have these

e

'servlces avallable 51nce there 1s not usually the fundlﬂg or

support for them to begmafntalnEd’ Hence, many offenders whose =

release plans 1ncluge?the need ﬁor such programs, or whose

&
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rconditions of releése eStablished'byfthefBbardvinclUGe'thé use.

of suéh.progfams,‘aré~m§tegiikely to be SUper&fséd:byrbffiées’inv
urban centres than'ih'rufél areas, resulting iﬁ:a diffefeht typerl
of supervision than they‘might‘have receiyed eléé&here. ﬁ

Two more 6rganiéatiOnal variables, previously”diScussed
above in~ihe primary analysis, deserve attention~at'£his level .-
'of analysis: employment ahd incom;. As demonstraﬁed‘abqve, these
two{faéfbfs are strongly ¢or;el§£ed with each other and are
significant predictors Of'§uc¢ess/féilure on conaitional
release. Waller (1974) found that employment and<income‘were
méjor factors which influenced ah offender's ability to sﬁcceéd
on\pafolé. Hé noted thatfoffenders'who were successful in ’.
obtaining ehpiqyment upon‘release tended to adjust better‘than
those offenders on release whO'remainedfﬁhemployea. Hbﬁéver, the
problems facing'an of fender on‘parolé in trying to find |
employment are ma;y,r o o

The majority of‘offehders'releésed on parole do not have/
immediate employment upon release, and thué are faced with the
task of'fihding eﬁployment,inra community where unemploymént is
_already problematic, even among néﬁ-offenderé. Olver (1983), in’
a study of 100 offenders on éonditioaal releése in the Greater

_Vancouver area, found that 45% of the releasees were employed to

some degree, while the remaining 55% were unemployed, however,

“_

24% of those unemployed had been employed at least once since ’ B
their release.'This‘ffnding'suggestedthatatnieasfhalfoffﬁ;f’-'

pérolees,were able to find work, but that the security of that

—
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work was tenuous in many cases. Olver (1983) noted,tgéaﬁsog,oi,ccﬁ,;c,,,w;,
the releasees had found employment within three months of be1ng °
released (27 of whom were employed upon release). However, 15% .
had subsequently lost their employment due to poor wofk hab1fs,

-

poor attendance, lack of Job sk1lls, layoffs or company
shutdowns. Surpr1s1ngly, 84% of those employed e1ther full-time
or part-time in Olver s sample cla1med ‘to have obtained that
‘employment,on their own or with the aid of fam1ly and.frlends;
Only 8.7% of that group gave placement cred1t to Canada‘\a.
Manpower, while 2 9% credited parole staff, 2 9% credlted - e
institutional staff, and only 1.5% cred1ted an employment -

placement agency/program.

Waller,(1974), in his studyvof7206 parolees in Ontarfo,
over a 12 month’period, found similar results: 68;1%’obt-lned
employment on their own orrthrough family and friends; 18% were
aided by Canada Manpower; 2.5% credited;socialmaéencfes such as
welfare, the John Howard Society,‘and parole staff-,and 1.9%
credited an employment placement agency (the rema1n1ng 9 5% was
not speclfled) Waller also noted that.the type of employment
that parolees vere obtaining was seldom related to any.skill-of
training acquired in the institution._"dy’twelve months, ... 20%"
ofthe total still free had used institutional trainihg in‘some:}

¥

way." (1974-88) This was con51stent W1th Olver s (1983) f1nd1ng

that "84% of those releasees sampled stated that employment .

‘obtained while on condltlonal release was not related to any

skill or knowledge learned‘in the institution” (p.11).
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~While employment on parole offers some'stability'and~ﬁ?fW”—ﬂ.~ﬂ

‘routine to aid in an offender's re—adjustment, it also supplies

the offender with an inqome much needed to support himSelf,land

possibly‘a family. Without an employment income;a;parolee has

#®

-few alternative sources of income. He may have some money in

‘savfngS'upon release, but, depending on his length of

incarceration this sum might only cover one montn's'food and
accommodatio / and usually does not,last paSt the firet weekend
of a;long awzzted “goodvtime“. |

'~ The paroled offender may alSo_have a generous community

sponsor”hho is willing'to provide'financial support'until

“”employment is obta1ned but 1t§;o not too often that such a

"sponsor is found, even when the’ offender s family is cons1dered

the sponsor. Most typ1cally, the unemployed parolee must seek
publ1c ass1stance in the form of welfare or unemployment
insurance. However, most. parolees cannot qual1fy for
unemployment insurance since they haye not contributed‘to the
fund within the previous two_years. Hence, the unemployed
parolee is faced with the task of support1ng h1mse1f (a task he
is not:accompl1shed in, or at least not recently 1n) on
approximately $375 per month supplied by‘welfare. The current
study found that 36;5% of those offenders sampled had an- income

of less than §$700 per month (MS releasees accounting for 52.6%,

and FP releasees accounting for 21.5%). Olver (1983) found that.
48% -of his sample had current monthly incomes'of less than $600

per month, 37% claiming tlat welfare was the source of that
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income. | v - ‘

| Obviously,'then,'both'incomé and employment must be factors
torconsider when evaluating_an offender'?,ability to succeed or

fariron conditional release. Still, there remain two final

factorsgwhich deserve mentlon in an evaluation of conditional

release success/failure: stability andwskills/training. Both of

-

these variables are problematic to theioffender on parole
Tbecatlse they, simultaneonsly, 1ntroduce3the offender to tne
immediate problems which he must face, and prov1de h1m with the
limitations within which he must solve them. - - E -
Stability is the most difficult.to’asseSsisince it inQolves;"
both social and psychological dynamica, and yet, it ia probably .
the best'measure of”an offender's re~adju§tment'in the
community. Stability inVolves_the availagﬁlityrof adequate
accommodation, food, and clothing, sufficient incoﬁe to maintain‘
theseAnecessities,_and, of coursef(employment which gives an
offender a sense ‘of contrioutionrto the comnnnftyAaS}nelliaéga7
feeling of self-sufficiency. ‘Stability also involves the
ava1lab1l1ty of\famrly support systems, commun1ty sponsorsh1p
from either a concerned friend or a‘comhun1ty organ1zat1on, and
the acce551b;l1ty of companionship, all of nh1ch are 1mportant
in the offender's development of’identlty and self-esteem. As
demonstrated in the pr1marx analysis, an offender's marital
status was a good pred1ctor of. h1s success or fa1lpre on
conditional release. Specifically, s1ngle offenders and

-offenders living in common-law relationships were seen to be
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. .
more transient, less stable, and more l1kely to fall than were

married offenders who had fam111es, were settled more stable,
and more llkely to succeed 6
The SklllS and/or training which an offenderrpossesses'are
essential in terms of the opportunities they proyide him, or the
limitations with which they present hin.'Most offenders lack
sufficient educational or vocational training to obtain any work
above semi-skilled general labourer, prior to being
incarcerated, which, noAdoubt, was a contributing factor in
rrcommitting the offence which resulted in incarceration. As part
pof the "rehabilitation" philoSOphy, correctional institutions
started_offerino vocational trades~trainino»and educational
upgrading back in the 195Q;§/ both of which are still offered in
-'the institutionstoday.'7 However, as suggested abové,,

institutional training appears to be of little help to offenders

on conditional release. There are several reasons for this. - - -

Waller (1974). suggested that, part of the problem is caused by

e

the "cascading"” of inmates from one institution to another,

interrupting their participatidh in a training program which is

-

non—transferrable to other institutions. Also, Waller'suggested

that the inmates who are most llkely to be mot1vated to take a

§In support of the stability factor, it should be noted that
marital status/single was inversely correlated with- income-
(r 284) while marital status/married was positively correlated

with income (r=.216). Similarily, employment/full-time was "~

inversely correlated with-marital status/51ngle (r=-.321), but
p051t1vely correlated with.marital status/marr1ed (r— 239)

’See Morin (1981) for a collection of d1scu551on papers on
prison educatlon in Canada. . ‘ .

1
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training program are those selected by the NPB for early
rélease,’thus interrupting the inmafe's training prior to
_completibh, | |

| Olver (1983) found that inétitutiOnal vpcational traaes‘
tréiningkpragrahs'§ia:not,lead to the acquisition‘oﬁ an .
. apprenticeship‘ticket_or a jouEprman's ticket that are
essential to getting a-job in fhe trades oncé an.offender is
released. In additién, many of .the prison training programs did"
.hqt offer 5ob skills that were either practical or marketable 1in
the comhunity. Olver also found that‘insﬁitutional educational
programs suffered greatly from."cascading" and early release of
of fenders in the-programs. Ohce an offender»is‘released with an
incomplete, ané unrecognized!_training\or'educétional prbgram
bepind him,»he is faeed’with the'same dilemma of seeking:
.employment without sufficientnskills»as’hé'Qas before he was
éver incaréefatéd; or, he is faced with éompléting his training

in the community, which may become one expense too many on his

limited welfare income. Hence, the availability of community "'“\\§>

programs, and community funding to attend these progfams, become
factors which influence the unskilled offender's ability to

succeed or faitl on conditional release.

Failure

As noted in Chapter 11, "failure" on conditional .release is

a difficult term to operationalize, yet, "success" is certainly
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-"> what exactly constitutes a'failure if one is to understand the

the more difficult of the two. It’1s 1mportant to understand

full significance of organlzat1onal var1ables. To the parolee,

failure means re- 1ncarcerat1on and loss of freedom. To the‘

~ Board, failure means an error in the decision to release. To the

parole officer, it may or may'not-mean a job well ddne; The .
diversity of what f%glure means to those 1nd1v1duals 1nvolved is
matched only by the d1ver51ty of that which is 1nvolved in
failure. |

Failure, as operat1onal1zed\1n the context of the current

study, is determined by revocat1on a d1spos1t10n wh1ch only the o

NPB can decide upon. ReVocation i's not the same as recidivism.

- Revocation may occur as the result of a suspension, or as the kﬁf,

. . - ‘ . ' % - P
automatic result of a conviction for a new offence.?® Suspension

of conditional release may occur in the event of: (a) a new

offence violation; or (b) a "technical" or breach violatipn. A

new offence violation occurs when the supervising parole office

.

is notified of a parbiee's arrest for the committing of_an
offence for which he is charged. Usually,rit.isﬂthe polite who
notify the parole service of the arrest of one of itsrclients.'
However, it has been the case that a pardlee has been charged
and arrestedifor a newVOftence, and snhsequently.releasedﬂ'

pending a court hearing (recognizance, bail, whatever) without

8Where a parolee has-  incurred a charge for-a— new/efieneey andhasf~mf——~—4
subsequently convicted of that offence, whether he has been o
suspended or not, his parole is automatlcallyareyoked,mlthoutf e
need for a Board decision. This is defined by the Parole Act: '

(R.S.C. 1970) s. 17(1) as "parole forfeiture". 4
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the police discovering that’ the offender is”on Pafbie}éfﬁﬁ;;;’;r'

-

the parolee is left to report the incident tofhis:pﬁrole4

supervisor on his own, which he may or may not do depending on

his relationship with the parole supérvisor.

A technical violation occurs when: (a) a paré®lee breaches a

condftionfof his parole, ife., missing curfew on several
‘occasions, drinking contrary to an abstinence restr1ctlon, any
other kind of substance abuse, travelllng out51de of a
designated area of Supervision, or fa1lure to contact a parolep

supervisor w1th1n a spec1f1ed per1od of t1me, or (b) a parole

'supervisor feels that»1n the best interest of his client, .that.7

client be suspended "to prevent a breach of any term or \v"
condition of the parole r €.9., when the pol1ce recommend the
suspension of a parolee to prevent;hlm from comm1tt1ngran

offence that he appears about to- commlt " or 51mply on* the;fM

. d1scretlon of the parole superv1sor who feels that the parolee s

personal1ty/att1tude/behav1our pattern is degeneratlng back to a

level which the offender has demonstrated'to be ”hls cr1m1nal

S

moée?.;The discretionary power available to a parole agent,

established in the Parole Act (R.S.C. 1970) s.16(1), has

 generated what Goldenberg (1974) referred to as the "therapeutic .

suspension".

<

;»,

9Most commonly, th1s occurs: when the parolee uses an alias name
upon arrest, however, the pollceuoccasrofal y overlook the-

offender's parole status or just "forget" to notify the parole
serv1ce of the 1nc1dent.
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- . Typically, the therapeutic*suspéﬁsioﬁfis”ﬁséadtéfrEEfﬁaftﬁe”W"”7

parolee'oﬁ hisﬂconditionairstatMS—iﬂ~the—eoﬁmﬁﬂ%ty§ and to
suggest torhim that'his performance is seﬁewhat less than
satlsfactory ‘and that he could just as ea51ly be revoked if he
. did not start to "toe the line" 7
It should be apparent how,thecdyﬁamics'of “failure“
interact_with the.organizational variables‘to create a very
\gs:ious situation for the offender on‘cénditional'release, It
may well be the offender's appreciation of that situationrthat
ultimatelyrdeterminesrhis ability tg_survive‘or perish in it,
and it may well be the case that sue;ess 6f'faifuré'fs”36féhaf

function of post-release factors than of pre-release factors.

<§:7. e

Pre—release'Indicators‘of Egst—release Predictors

Once the importance of organizational variables-is— - ———

established, the<problematic application of this infqrmation'
becomes ebvious:‘sincerorganizatioqal variables occarxagtgrtthe'
‘decision to release has taken place,'how'can.they‘influence tbe
risk assessment fgnction_of the decisioqmaking process and be
used tdo explain)additiona{ variance'in the success/failure

criterion? Basitaily, there are four potential approaches. to

this problem. First,. Board members can-look at an;offender's

_.prev1ous performance in the communlty prior to hlS arrest and

‘sabsequent Tncarcerattbn* EVTd‘ﬁf‘trom thi's perspective would be

_an offender™ s work hlstory, experience, training, income level,
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and hlS communlty and marltal stablllty Board members would be

_ - ———

able to con51der such 1nformatlon as 1nd1cat1Ve of the

of fender's potentlal situation in the communlty should he be

" released.

Second, the majority of federal inmateslhave-beenf

incarcerated on previous occasions, and quite likely would have

previous experience on a conditional release. Board members

vould be able to look at these'previous:paroles and consider the
’ w

. :
offender's performance as indicative of hisaperformance on a

future parole, 1 e., prev1ous revocat1on, prev1ous successful

completioh of a parole, p051tLve or negatlve response to parole - --

supervision, etc. Th1rd “all 1nmates experlence various levels

of gradual release durlng the1r perlod of 1ncarcerat10n wh1ch
allow th?’Boar@ to assess an inmate's response to increasing

and/or periodic terms of freedom. In fact, before an inmate is

considered for a full parole conditional release, the Board has .. .

already reviewed his case three or four times in conslderatlon
for: 1nst1tut10nal transfers to lower securlty level
institutions, temporary absences, and day parole releases.
Hence, the Board has had several opportunities to see how the

offender responds to release and release supervision, as well as

to assess the degree to which organizational variables will -

influence the offender's chances to succeed or fail should he be

granted“parole;'SUEh pre= release experlences should serve as

goed—1ndieatofs—to~theﬁ&ﬁnxkti—pmst release preulctorb of

~

success/failure.
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performance, the Board may be a
that wouldpald them in pr

‘The caution here

.o

¥ ‘

o make certa1n assumptions
ct1ng future parole performances.‘u
ould be to ensure that any such assoc1atlon
was offender group specific in order to maintain homogenelty in

the appllcatlon of past experience to the pred1ct10n of future

'behav1our. Over tlme, this process could identify and establish

indicators of.post—releaserfactors*that could be used in the

conditional release decisionmaking.process. The establishment of

- 1nd1cators through any or all of these approaches would AT

51gn1f1cantly improve the predictive efficiency of any risk

assessment method.

Access to Organizational Information

As it nay have been evident from a review of the literature
in Chapter I, -there would appear to be~veryylittle in the way of

organizational information evaluation as it relates to parole

[

and parole decisionmaking. This is not because pafole

researchers have found organizational variables to be

unimportant, but is, instead, because organizational variables

are soidifficult to measure empirically. Before such variables

can be of any practical value to us--in the risk-assessment.

process, much more obiective research-is needed, specific to the *

-

study of organlzatlonal or post- release factors. The major '

-~

problem has been the resistance to thls type of research.

~

€
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since they feel that such research is more an assessment of

- ‘{§7 ‘;

2

Supervising offices and supervising parcle officers have . . ..

provided the majority of resistance to organizational research

, LY
the1r job performance than anyth1ng else. In effect, they are

correct. Type of superv151on, superv151on policy, profe551onal

‘ att1tude towards supervision, and training of parole supervisors

.are all organizational factors which influence parole success, or

fallure, and which are also measures of. ]Ob performance

However, the parole offlcer who w1shes to do the best Job s/he

can, and the superv1slng offlce that wishes to have the best

record of supervision it can, should want to know ii;themcu;;egtc,,”mﬁ,w

job performance is contributing to the parole failure rate or
success rate, and, if'-need be, what can be done to improve job-l

performance. '® J

-

In essence, the parole service displays a similar paranoia

to that of the NPB, - however, for different reasons. While the

¢

‘Board is more concerned about - 1051ng some " of ‘its authorlty 1n

decisionmaking to a rlsk assessment. dev1ce, the parole serv1ce

is more concerned about job security and a "don't rock the boat"

work ethic. Granted, the parole service clientele has a track

record that would keep moSt people awake at night,'and,really“

- warrants a more discretionary and diversified form of

supervision, but the coopération needed'to.conduct an objective

and empng;c1al evaluatlon of post release superv151on can only
'o0of course, thlS p051t10n 1gnores the apathy that sometlmes
exists in many civil service organizations, buf the desire to be

objective and optimistic must prevail nonetheless.
s r
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was found ‘to be the strongest predictor of success/failure (a

N
<

‘ 7 . - : DR _ L :
result in the establishment of guidelines, job ‘re-definition,

and a.systematized -approach to conditional release supervision—

that would make the task easier and relieve some of the

pressure.

Méeting{the Objectives

«

Meeting'the objectives of any stﬁajiis’the key to the
validity of its findings; ahd validity is essentiél before a
researcher can safely draw conclusions about fhose'findings.
Therefore,—in~pfesﬂﬁfiggfc0ﬂclusicﬁs regarding the findings of =
the current study, a brief description of how the‘objectives »
were met will be helpful in establishiﬁé validity, and will lend.
additional insight into the potential appiication of the
findings. ‘

The primary objective of the stﬁdy was "to identify and
enumerate prgdispoSihgrandjor corféléfivérfégﬁgfé éiéﬁi}ﬁééﬂfifb' N
failure or succéss on conditional release". As noted aEbye; nine
such factors were- found torbe significant in predicting
conditional release success or failure. Altering the order of
entry of the variables demonstrated the presence bf interaction
amongsf'the variables, and overlap in their explanatory power.

Identifying the inte;action among the variables proved to

increase the interpretive significance of the predictors. Age

- finding consistent, with all studies of parole prediqtio;;j\and
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‘release type. was found to be m1n1mally 51gn1f1cant as a result
‘of its,interaction with the income and émployméﬁf“variabies;*
However, sincesthe ineome and employmenté?ariablesvwere
identified as organizational orppost-release variables;»the tfpe
of release that an offender is paroled'on should not oe a major -
concern in the assessment of thetoffender's risk to the
oommpnity.flnstead, the apparent labelling effect which
accompanies'type of release should be a major concern in the
_assessment of offender risk. Since full:parole.appears to be
'associated nith success and mandatory supervision appears to be
associated with failure, lt*islquite conceivable thaE’éfféhaéfs’j
adopt thehr’expected roles of "success" i"failure" as a result
of the1r treatment on conditional release in the commynity, and
even in prison prior to their release. The potential for '
labelling effects and self—fulfilling prophecy in the prediction

of offender rlsk is an issue that should be serlously con51dered

by critics of the mandatory superv151on release

There are two immediate conclusions and recommendations !
wh1ch follow from the findings of the prlmary analy51s. First,
there are factors wh1ch can be’ emp1r1cally demonstrated to®*be .
significant 1n predicting success or failure on condltlonal--
release. It is highly probable that the Board does, in fact;
utilize some or all of the nine predictors identified here in

its decision to grant:or deny releaseJUHoueyer+;thelinformal+u44mmt4ﬂ$;f

and unstructured, fashion in which the Board would employ these

predictors, capitalizes on little or none of their predictive -
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potential. Hence, it would be much more efficient and

efficacious for the Board to adopt a stétiStiéél meéhoéwéE fisk
prediction that woula maké better use of predisposiné factors.
Before such a model can be adopted it must first be designed to>
4accommodate the functiona; needs of those who intend to employ
it. To.this end, the Board should undertéké the task of

- developing a statistical pfediction'modgl speéiﬁically for the

‘purpose of assessing of fender risk'to the communify in Canada.

A ]

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the National Parole Board of
Canada undertake the task of assessing its own _
decisionmaking process, either through the contracting
of an external investigator, or through the employment
of the Solicitor General's Research Division, for the
. purpose of empirically constructing a statistical -risk
prediction model to be used by the Board in the )
- ‘decisionmaking process of offender risk assessment in .
. Canada. ' ' » :

Second, it hasrbeén demoﬁ#traféd, empirically, that %eléase
type is not a strong éredictdqufwcogdigibnal release success or. . ..
failure. Speéifically; mandatory supefvision is not a good s
Predictor of conditional release, but#instead finds i;s’ |
asspdiation with failure és a result of its relationship_with
other‘pfedibtor variables such as income and employment. The
potential for other pdst-release variables to explain the
association of MS to failure, and the potential,fdr labelling

effects also to account for this relationship, leaves the status

guestionable. Therefore, a'ferevalﬁation‘Gf”the ébaiS”an&*”’” T -

objectives of mandatory supervision, as well as the
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. effect1veness of MS, is warranted ‘Obviously the abolition'of7ﬁ§;*"k

would result -in a resurgence of a statutory remission program,,,*

'whereby offenders who did not qualify for full parole would

—~

eventually be released to the community prlor to sentence
ompletlon without any form of superv151on whatsoever._Hence, a
re-evaluation of MSvls,needed not to demonstrate its weaknesses
with abolition as an objective, butnto-establlsh its strengths,
perhaps,re-structure its function with the intent of improving
on its effectiveness, and make it more accountable toithe
public.

Recommendation:

"It is fecommended that the Solicitor General of Canada,

in cooperation with the National Parole Board of Canada

and the Correctional arvice of Canada/Parole, undertake

the task of re-evaluding ‘the goals, objectlves, and

effectiveness of the mandatory superv151on cond1tlonal )
release program for the purpose of 1mprozﬁng its image

and publlc accountablllty > » S Y

One further conclu51on that may be drawn "here is based onr
% —

the previously mentioned problem encountered in collectlng data'r\

as .a result of the available data sources. The lack of
“consistency in the data sources, and the problems of
contradiction andpabsence Qf information“resulted in the
deletion of some variables from the analys;s which may have

prov1ded add1tlonal explanatory power. It would seem benef1c1al

to both those individuals who work.w1th1n.the,parole structure

and . those individuals,who,research,parole_telateduissues, to .

have a centrallzed and systematlzed method of collectlng and

storing useful and meanlngful parole statlstlcs. The Goldenberg

o
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Committee (1974) reportedlthe_samerconcern,for the lack'0f3'7”“':' T
~useful and meaningful data on parole in their assessment of - . — — ——

«parole in Canada:
This Report has made little use of stat1st1cs on parole
because the information is inadeguate. It is not i
. reliable enough to give even accurate head counts. It
- neither permits accurate statistical descriptions, nor
meaningful assessments of various ptograms.... :
.- It is generally recognized that collecting data has -
a threefold purpose: administration, research and public.
paccount1ng Admiristrative stat1st1cs are needed because
planning and organizing delivery of services cannot be
done without accurate and relevant data. Costs of
programs must not continue to be measured by inaccurate
yardsticks or by. guess1ng Research on parole makes
similar demands. There'is noth1ng that discourages
research more quickly than 1naccurate data. A ’ '
,(1974-125—127) ' : S . _ I

W1th the 1ntent1on of 1mprov1ng the quallty and cons1stency
of parole information, and with the hope that the l1ves Qf . |
everyone 1nvolved in parole in Canada are made just a little bit.
eas1er, it is concluded that a central1zed system of parole
'flnformatlonlcollectlon7andrstorage be developed,'and that this
"system be access1ble and” versatlle with the capac1ty to?'ﬂ
accommodate soph1st1cated stat1st1cal analyses. W1th the- current
access1b1l1ty of computer technology it would seem only log1cal
that a computer'hardware fac1l1ty be acqu1red to th1s end, and
that computer software programs be- developed that would prov1de
the necessary ass1stance in 1nformat1on storage, process1ng, and’ S
retr1eval. '
N Recommendat1on¢ S o ' -
It is recommended that the Sol1c1tor General's Research o
Division undertake the task of developing a centraliged R

system for the collecticn, storage, processing, and
retrieval of parole informatlon, and that such a system
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provide ready access of said information to National
- Parole Board ‘members and CSC administrators across ’
Canada. :

In_keeping’with the proposal of improved_information
systems, it is also concluded that an ongoing‘data—base of

parole stat1st1cs should be establ1shed and ma1nta1ned for the

| sole purpose of parole related research. Such a. data base would

enhance the val1d1ty and rel1ab111ty of all paﬂole related

research in Canada.

-

-Recommendation'

vIt is recommended that an ongo1ng data base of parole

statistics be established and maintained .for the sole -

purpose of parole related research in Canada. 7

The second objectlve of the study was to. establ1sh and

illuminate the relatlonshlp of condltronal.release "farlure
with the committing of new offeﬁces oniconditional release. In
fact, the nature of that relatlonsh1p was not too clearly
defined by the data. However, a secondary analy51s of the ,”
failure data suggested that. organ1zat1onal factors of
post-release have some influence on an offender S ab1l1ty to
succeed ‘or fa1l on conditional release. Most interesting, has'
the difference between the geograph1c locat1on of-superv1srngﬂ,
office for those offenders whorfailed, in terms of new—offencei
violations or breach yiolations, i. e.;»tlose‘failuresTresultlng
from a breach v1olat1on. An urban/rural d1st1nct1on was. found 1n

that the Vancouver superv1s1ng office tended to have more

fa1lures resultlng from new offences than from: breach offences, N

whlle the Valley superV1s1ng’offIce5'tended to‘have more f fﬁf/‘g;r

fa1lures resulting from breach offences than from new offences.r
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Other organizational fectors were not so readily'appareﬁf
from the data, however, it was argued that thererjs~gocaw>rsf~n~+w~~
justification for believihgpthar organizétional Variables, as
yet' unmeasured, may significantly influence the occurrence of
success or failure on conditional‘release.VTherefore, it is
concluded that more research needs to be conductEdlinto the
effects of organizational or post-release factors on the
occurrence of success or failure of offenders on» conditlonal
"release, and the potential application of those factors in the
assessment of offender risk. | |

Recommendation: |

It is rgcommended,that more research of parole inACanada'
be conducted into the effects of organizational or
post—release factors on the occurrence of success or
fajlure of offenders on conditional release, and the
pétential for application of those factors in the
assessment of offender risk to the community.

The third objective: of the study was to 1dent1fy and report
.any structural problems w1th1n the- exlstlng cond1t10nal release
process that may contribute to failure. In effect, the deceptive
assooiation of mendatory supervision with COnditional release ,{'
failure, discovered in the primary analysis, was the
manifestation of Just such a structﬁral problem. However the
discussion of post- release superv1S1on in the secondary analy51s‘_

is much more illustrative of'the structural and organizational

influences which impinge upon the paroled‘offender -and whibh-

\

- ~7—rrfr’r)A—r -

This is not so much.a.problem, per se, as 1t is a manifestation

of a system that lacks specific guidelines and breeds individual
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discretion. It is not concluded here that postcreleaae
supervision is necessarily'inadequate, nor, 1s it concluded’Eh‘t
the parole serv1ce is negligent in 1ts respon51b111ty to
7fac111tate‘the re-1ntegratlon of offenders back into the
community. What 1s. concluded here is the recognition that
organizational dynamics of post—releaSe superivsion:indirectly
,infihence an offender‘s parole outcome, albeit, that influence'

P

is currently undetermined. Hence, a rev1ew of post release

superv151on, and a re- evaluatlon of its effectlveness, is needed e

}

to determine the nature of its 1nfluence on parole outcome. The

findings of such an evaluatlon would have add1tlona1 potent1a1

for application in the assessment of offender rlsk
Recommendgtion: 7 ' ) . -

It is recommended that the Solicitor General s Research
Division co-ordinate with the CSC/Parole Research and
Planning Department to collectlvely undertake. the task

of asse551ng and reviewing post- release/parole ‘
supervision for the purpose of emp1r1cally establlshlng L
the organizational effects of supervision“on parole - ="
outcome, and 'with the objective of proposing guidelines
through which osganizational effects might be controlled
and systematically applied to the- assessment of offender
risk. : »

Future of Conditional Release ig,Canada

)

In discussing the future of cond{tional releaSe in Canada;a"

the most obvious question of "what is the future....?, is the‘

most d1ff1cult to answer. Unhess parole admlnlstrators mahe a

1

L 3 a
commltment to make the future goals and objectives of parole .

concreQe, and subsequently estabiish "no-nonsense” policies to

136



achieve those goals and,objectivesj:it»is,vfrtuaiiy.impossible:

for us to address such a quésfidh.’ingﬁead we are saddled w1th

the rhetorical question;?"ls there a- future for cond1tlonal
,release in Canada?" If the parole adm1n15trators in Canada
continue to passively 1gnore suggestlons for 1mprovement and/or
advancement based on emplrlcally ‘sound research and the pOllCY S
, _recommendatlons of federally app01nted comm1ttees, we are leftw
with no alternatlve but to wonder whether the whole parole»‘A

system 1n Canada has been left to "self- destruct" so that =-‘1

"someone can. exclalm '"I told you it wouldn t work
| One may thus ask what practlcal purpose furtherv;R
recommendatlons serve. There are two such purposes. F1rst. they‘
B crem1nd parole admlnlstrators that thelr pollc1es and programs
" continue to be evaluated and cr1t1c1zed by external |

'1nvestlgators who demand that such pollc1es and. programs be

accountable to the Canadlan publl rSecond they provadena

-in wh1ch researchers can pursue the_r f1nd1ngs and concvus on
: &
in a more polltlcal fashlon, and 1n whlch researchers can

1t appears to thlS wr1ter from f

In any event
the parole 11terature in: Canada and the 11m1ted f1n

current. study, that some 1mm8d1ate objectlves need to be pursuedz

in order to st1mu1ate the further evolutlon of condltlonal

,release and condltlonal releaseAdeCLS}onmakfng—fn Ca ada- fr»;’f~; T

Reallstlcallylﬂthere are,fl e obJectlvesrthat ‘are currenflv, -

relevant, andicould be pursued 1mmed1ate1y.
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1. Instltutlonal populatlon counts should be controlled and

-

celllngs establlshed to effect that control " not to exceedffmw"“*”

the current capac1ty for 1ntarceratlon of offenders in e:ch
of_the flve regions 1n_Canada;vThls'W1ll prevent thev" -
additlonal-costs of institutional expansion; |
2.\“Additional incarceratfve costs couldrbe mlninized by the .
increased use of,conditional'releaSe_alternatives to’

ES

1ncarceratlon~“

]

:2,3§,_Cond1tlonal release populatlons should be increased to

*f?ommunlty tolerance levels Such-an increase would aid-in s

- \- - = el

“;fithe reduct1on of 1ncarcerat1ve costs as well as the

'evestabllshment of the re- 1ntegrat1ve functlon of parolei
and would force the bettervutrl1zat1on,of‘condrtlonal k
release resources":’ | ih;;;_ | H

The threat of r1sk to the communlty should be stablllzed

»and/or reduced through the 1dent1f1catlon of better rlsk

.}offenders, suLtable for cond1t1onal release° and

,Communlty accountab111ty of condltlonal release, and the
jassessment of offender-r;sk, should also_be 1ncreased along -
—f?wlth“the increase in'the conditionaldreleasehpooulation,
such that ‘the publlc becomes more aware of community |
correct1ons and the’ potent1al threat of offender risk.,

The puxSult of these objectlves can be 51mp11f1ed by the ‘,f

;' establlshment of structured parole - gurdé&rnesuand—a—systematrzedxe—f———g
r}sk'assessment;model ofgparole,dec&s;onmaklng+4mhe4deyelopmentﬁa,

of a‘parolejguidelines,model'ln‘Canadahis a, relatively,

\

=
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stralghtforward task 51nce the Un1ted States has already

developed several gu1de11nes models wh1ch ‘could provide concrete .
examples for the application of such models in-Canada. X review

‘of the U.S. guidelines models by the NPB could result” in the

development of a Canadian model in as little as six ‘months.

Without a conditional release "master plan" the ,pursuit of

'7*paro1e objectives would be"a much more involved and drawn out -

procedure than it need be, and quite l1kely would be less
fru1t1ous.

The development of a systemat1zed risk assessment model,
which would be establ1shed by the development of a gu1del1nes

-

model, is a task which also may not be as d1ff1cult,as it

r

appears. With a preponderance of parole literatdre'demonstrating
the superiority of statistical prediction devices over.clinical
‘pred1ctlon dev1ces the Board should be able to take a more
rspec1f1c approach in the development- of afrask _assessment model
rather than the trad1tlonal "shot-gun” approach. In addition, -
statistically based risk prediction models‘ln the U.S., have
alrigdy laid the groundwork for other risk pred1ct1on models to
come. For example, Fischer's (1984) - Iowa Model of risk
prediction is quite impressive, and has potential for
application in other parole systems,;including parole.in”CanaSa.'

If the NPB were t0'review some of the U.S. prediction models for

dec151onmak1ng that are currently in operat1on, espec1ally the

Iowa Model, it could forego a great deal of preliminary

research, at considerable savings of time and money, that would

a

-
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_objectives comes down to a need for serious, specific,

7 pursue a future 1n7paroie in. Canada“’However, the need‘for"”“'ﬁ

be required to reach the same level of success “and f;”” f;'"'%’"”f
sophlstlcatlon in pafoie predictlon;iSuch‘anrevaiuatron*wouid—*——ggrgggaA*

-

allow the Board the option of developlng 1ts own predlctlon
model, or adopting an ex1st1ng predlctlon mpdel and rede51gn1ng
it to f1t the Canadian cond1tlonal releagé/Zeclsﬁonmaklng
function. ) .

) - a : - ' < : :v\
~Ultimately, the pursuit of conditional release goals and

well-defined, empirical research. At the risk of cliche

proliferation, more reSearch is- needed in order that we may =«

object1f1catlon in parole . reﬁrarch cannot be over- empha51zed

N 7 Thfmproblem of object1v1ty in research 1s a un1versal one,
and is easier to ignore than to deal with. However, without the
constant effort to be as objectlve as pOSS1ble, the researcher

deprlves hls/her f1nd1ngs of the1r potentlal appllcablllty In

policy evaluation research, the need for“bbject1v1ty is atﬁlts
"greatest, but the concern for objectivity—is often at its leastd
' - Keen (1970))stated that the problem of objectivity was one
of whether the content of our knowledge is determined more by

the biases built into the analysis, or by the "true"

,characteristics of the object, where both exist together but one

-dominates over the other. In parole research, our problem has

been too much bias and not enough knowledge of “the "true"

characterlstlcs, both of which result from the lack of clearly

deflned research objectlves and rellable data sources,
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‘characterlstles of the—ob}ect (provzded—we—eeu%é—ga&n—some~—~ﬁ‘~———e~ﬂv}
. 1ns1gh§”1nto what the "true” character1st1cs really ‘are) we must,
be prepared to "tease out” the 1nteract10n effects améngst the

var1ables and acknowledge the existence ofAmultlp}e.

_interpretations. Such a sophisticated approach must deal with'

-— the, subsequent, problems of agreement and generality.'11

The problem of agreement is whether or not terms used in

formulating knowledg€& carry the same information from one

obsermer to another. The problem of generality is whether or not

“one can have terms that descrlbe ‘the uniqueness of what is - T

I

3 studled (such as a person's belng) and stlll be. general enough
to allow commup;catlon'and compar1son.‘2;The7f1rst-problem ;s

¢ one'thch-seeks reso;ution,through avprocedure of operationally“'
defining the terms'of assessment. Howemer, cautionrmust beftakenﬁ

so as not'to'bektoo specific or too narrow to reduce, or even vq e
e11m1nate, the potent1al for generallty: Theﬂsecond probiem”may ".'firf?
“ 3

seek resolutlon ‘in the representatlve selectlon of data sources

11This 1S'not to suggest that these problems do not exist in
,subjectlve evaluation, but only to appreciate the difference in ~
origin, these problems have from one extreme to-the other. In- 3
subjectlve evaluation a genuine lack of generality exists:due to ' )
"a narrow and far -too spegific agreement on the terms of .
assessment, whereas in objecgive evaluatlon a less problematlc ,

-lack of* generallty exists due to a ‘lack.of specific agreement on’

the terms of assessment --"a’ situation which has a much~more

favourable prognosis for -rectification. "-, R : ; .-’ &

12The problems of agreement and generallty presented here are

‘not intended to ignore the theoretlcal and ethical ends of - %
variable . selectaon, as these also present potent1a1 limitations. = -..

"to objectivity, but to emphasize tne"ase‘wrth‘which‘sﬁbféctrve -
_biases can operate to- the detrlment of research goals. S ' T

—- e . .
- - - i -
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‘and the objective collection of the relevant data from these

_ sources, withﬂcare,taken so as not to pro&ect4c695e1035—9r~r
unconscious‘biases onto the selection and collection of data.
Lest this writer appear naive to‘believeithat an "absolute"
objective knowledge is. possible, the reader is reminded'of the
;data source lrm1tat1ons that have plagued parole research over - .
the years, as stated above. Researcher b1ases are threats to vnv‘:
kobject1v1ty that can not be el1m1nated but can ‘be effect1vely

vcontrolled if researchers remain cogn1zant of the need for-

object1f1catlon. The limitations to variable select1on, created

by the inadequacyfof9datafsourcesr are alsorthfeatS'to e W'””“’*iil>w’

objectivity*that can not be completely eliminated‘ however they
may be m1n1m1zed by the development of a centralized 1nformat1on
system such as that recommended above for parole in Canada.’ |
In sum, conditional'release-hésﬂalfuturg in Canada, but
change must come now if thisrfutore is going to beran
imprévement over the parole processesiof today Condit1onal
release dec1s1onmak1ng 1n Canada has the potentlal to become
viable as an effect1ve rvsk assessmeﬂt process, while becom1ng Le
| publicly accountable at the same- t1me. However, the//eed for
objective and empirical research must be apprec1ated;'and

f—precede the establishment of a parole guidelines model, as well

as a statistical risk predictdon‘model in order that these’

models ‘be developed to the1r full potent1a1 and applied to the

pursuit of future parole objectlves.
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1;44;“ . _ el
o . ) x
./_ T B ' . v N
; FACTOR _SCORE _ N
(1976 Version) - ’ o
. /\’ = . . 5 .
- Score -and total the following points according to the indicated characteristics:
frior_coﬁvittions or adjudications (adult.or juvenile)
NOME v vvcvennnsnesnnnesonnefonsiovnnnnennssoeinnnennsenn S I
One .icovnnen eseseecrereacananiann Cetecesiieneias PPN PR Nee X2
Two ‘'or three ............ s erecsananian eraes erciesdredseeas R T
" Four or more ....... e esraaassit e aaaai e heeaaaan R A - 0.
Prior commitments (adult or juvenile)
NOME® vvvvrrvncnsorroenennanns .. e s e, .42
) ) One or two «.........” D T R 2 |
’ T . Three or more' ....... Ceea e g P ¢ N
J
Age at behavior leading to first commitment (adult or juvenile)
R i . ) ’ . . ]
126 or older ....ccveinniconanes R FA Y R ]
1825 . .eerenrroartentoaisecntancanssapocsarnobocsnrcannanssonssas +L
17 or younger ....... Ceeenenas R Fesensesnacerassannns B ¢
Cémmituent cffense auto theft or checks
. [« T ssesacsecesrreeseans eseessrrsasre st e s eann ves ¥l

Verified employment or full-time school attendance for a total of at

lesst 6 months during the last 2 years in the community
—~ -

4T e !

NO cicvnennannann esetesenctesestrancsnne e eseassesasrrensaeansa . 0

The Iowa Statistical Rhnlysis Center has found the following categorization of
the Salient Factor Score (1976 Version) to be the most useful in identifying
high and low risk offenders.
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Salient :

Factor:Store -
L

0-3

4=7 :

10 -

11
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! B A ~ FE
1 . e r
S S R
e - -
< _FEDERAL SALIENT -
* . FACTOR SCORE .
,(1981 Version) B
Score and total the fdlIéwig points .according to the dndicated charactgris:ics: :
i’rior convictions or adjudications (adult or juvenile) i )
Nome T Liei e eian s P IR P D I T X
S One...iveaiaan. e ere e e i3 +2
* Tvo or Three [T 2 § -
Four or Hore Sienee s eevns -0, R
Prior comimnts of more :han 30° days (adult or ‘juvenile). P
None- T ' 3
-One’ 0T two : B 2 |
- Three~or more ; Cieeveaneeenn e B S ¢
" . Age at ‘inst
‘Zéor d i errereedl. 20
. 20-25.... . I 5
19 or younger P
Recent comiment fr-e period during last 3 years s
o ‘No prior cpmiment more thln 30 days (adult or juvenile), or
_.released to :the comunity"ut least 3 years before commigsion of
‘the ingtant-offense .. ......... iiiiiiiiiaas
Otherwise e eiaeceersoencee .. eae sers e
' Probatrio‘n .qr par_qie}"for' cdnfinemen: esclpq'srtatusv this time . R
‘No,r‘v., ‘ Ceeasrassessesnesssevecsensaneses *L
- Yes .. tecneceretesennsessasiiasensisas 0
" Heroin or opiate dependeuce - -
No history "
History -
- ¥
) *But 1f :he record shows five or more comiments of more than 30 days this .
item 1s scored "0" regardless of the age at the time of the instant offenas.
The loya Statistical Analysis Center has found the foliowing ,categorizh:ion of
the Salient Factor Score (1981 Version) to be-the most useful in identifying
high and low risk offenders:
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L]
Salient Risk" ~ -
Factor Score Level N
0-2 " VERY POOR RISK -
3-6 POOR RISK . .
7 FAIR RISK .o
8 GOOD RISK
9 VERY GOOD RISK |
10 EXCELLENT RISK
= A M
v 7 : - i ) i 7777&
* &
. -
. y ]
/
. /
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INSLAW SCALE

Score and total the following boinCS'accordingfto the indicated characteristics:

“Heavy use of-alcohol .......... ;;.f...f...f.;........,.;.,,...:..,......._+—5
Heroin use ........... e et e et e, B eeens. +10
Age at time of instant arrest = - = ) -

7 Less than iwd PR ) .o +21
23-27 ... e . . ) : +14
28-32 ...... iaesesverstsos Ceeian Ceee . + 7

3842 ..rnn..n . P

KL i teeeae e " -14

Length of criminal career <since first arrest)

0-5 years ........ccanensnan e heeteaeseesc e D T
6-10 years ....c.eanvevans e aseassaaaa e Cemeseicanaseaaeeanain. +
"11-15 years ......... D
T16-20 YEATS ..iiiaiertriaiiranarreiaiiiasiasiesiseesenns Cereriiienes
21+ YRATS .ienerienenneaiaans S N eesesaaeas Cearesaes ce. W

Arrests during_laét 5 years (score_each arrest as indicaté&f

Crimes of violence ...cocovesus N S
Crimes against property 3
Sale of drugs "..... eiies .
Other offenses ................ . e Ceesesnenne

Longest time served, single term (prior sentence)

1-5 months ......... e iieatacarsssaneneeenn Bhtessrearsser s isne + 4
6-12 months .......ccovcieanen feeenereaeann ereeaieneaan R . T
13-24 MONEhS .ivvuncviaesinsarscnsenonsansesansssssssassnssasansssnas +18
25-36 BONthS .. .iierieliiiii i ceenteieeceestc sttt sansisenacnains +27
"37-48 MONLhS . cuvcieesencreninnesanstasassinsassssascensscnansssenss +36
49+ mONthS ...vvvennrcanncennsas RN reeeane. i eresrenassresneiees H45

Number --of probation sentences (score each as indicated) ...........cc..... +1.5
Inscant offense vctrcriie of violence .,.,;;.........::.f;.;}............ + 7

Instant offense was criﬁe labeled "other" ....;..,.......;...;.....:;..,;7-18
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Violent crines 1nc1ude robbery, homicide, assault, sexual dssault, kidnapping, and"

other crimes lgninst persons.
"Other" crimes include all crimes other than arson, burglary. larceny. auto theft,
fraud, forgery, drug sale or possession, and violent crimes. T,,h

3

f o
The Iowa Statistical Analysis Center has found the following categoriza:ion of thc
. "INSLAW Scale to be :he most useful in identifying high and low risk offenderl. B

INSLAW . - ‘Risk

- ! ' Score ° ‘Level
_—_— | 0-17.5 EXCELLENT RISK

18-34.5 " VERY GOOD RISK
© 35-38.5 | GOOD RISK )
939-51.5 ~FAIR RISK
- . 5g64.5 POOR RISK -
© 65+ .. VERY POOR RISK
7 ]
L t
- ¥ - 3 -
L]
.
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. - 2
. .
RAND SCALE ., ,‘v‘\;\ LAk )
BN Score one (1) point for each of the following characteristics:

. . . -

P
o Prior conviction (juvenile or adult) for the instant offense type

o- Incarcerated more than 50% of preceding two vears

_ . _ - *y
o Conviction before age 16 7 ¢
o Served time in state fuvenile faQEII:i
. . R -
0 Heroin or barbiturate use in preceding two years -

o,ﬁe:gin,or,bqrhitu:aze use_as a.juvenile

o

Eaxployed less than 502 of the preceding gwo years

-

The Iowa Statistical Analysis Center has found the following categorization of
the 7-Factor Score to be the most useful in identifying high and low risk offenders:

7-Factor " Risk

Score Level i
] VERY GOOD RISK L
R S v s ) B 4 §-1. Qe

2 o FAIR RISK

T 3. POOR RISK

(}; 4 or more VERY POOR RISK -
« ' =3
- - T T B a
153 .
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MICHIGAL DEPARTMERT OF CORRECTIONS
ASSAULTIVE RISK SCREENING SHEET

<,

C30-333 12/77

RESIDENT'S NAME I v .

NUMBER

¥ v
SCREENED BY Py LOCATION

a

DATE - i

v

Starting at left; check “yes” or “no” ‘at sach item. This directs you

INSTRUCTIONS:

=

. . - formation box and refer 10.classitication director. See definitions on revers sde.

ar

‘. category if resched at right, circle that cateyory. It information is misying or conlhicting, circle insufficient in-

-~ CATEGORY -

(0 next item, When 8 sk

ASSAULTIVE
RISK

VERY
HIGH

ASSLT.
RISK

NOTE: I HIGI:
o VERY MICL.

risit, notics of
l e sereening

_ MUST e gven
w

. W
m 30 doye

- MIDDLE

ASSLT.
RISK

Low

ASSLT.
RISK -

VERY
Low

ASSLT.
RISK

'NOTICE OF HIGH.OR-VERY HIGH RISK:
O Not Appiicable

O Sent

INSUFFICIENT
INFORMATION

S

i




AN
s

s " DEF[NITIONS OF ASSAULTIVE RISK CLASSIFICATION FACTOR.: )
B v r]
1. Serving on robbery, saxual assault, or homicide. This factor will-be coded “yes’ |9 the individual is now serving on and/or
has not been discharged from ssntence for a felony, the description of which indicates that; by any participent in the crirne,
there was eithur: a) the 1king or anernot 1o take property or money by lorce or threat of force during personal amlroma-
R tion, b} mxual assault or auempwd sexual assault by force_or threat of force, or c) death-of a victim.

Thiy deaenmna*mn is based 6n 1he best juggment of the person doing the coding after review r,f tha investigator :desaipuon
of the oftense, and all other reievant information’ concerning the offense available. Because the cffense of conviction is a re- -
sult of ples bargaining and Other factors not related to behavior during the incident, the coriing in the study and, therefore,

R in its applicstion is based on muai bihaﬁﬁl 50 far as this can be dererrmned trom documemanon normylly available.

2. Serious misconduct Sr securiiy- on _This. vamble wiil. be coded ‘yes' of. during any ser.zence for which he'is stilt
serving, the vesident ¢ Beef\ ) nlw of major misconduct which is nonbondable under curreny department-wige
palicy by the discipligary hearing committee: that is. found guitty of homicide, assault, intimidating or thre2tening behavior,
sexual-assauit, fighting: inCiting 10 riot or strike, rioting or striking, or passession of dangerous contraband, or escepe, and -
attempt 10 escape; O 1 wet placed in administrative segregation by the security classification committee. Involuntary
segregation for the resigent’s own protection is not (0 be counted in this categary; neither vs srgregation svithin R&GC only.

3. First arrest before 1S years. This vamble s 10 be coded “yes” it lbLDltsenleﬂglnp(L‘&LDﬂ‘uulnhur.um di =

S - - - Tthatthe | mdmduarwu arrested for or had 8 | peuuon filed for anv ‘eriminal behavior prior 10 Lig 15th b:rmdav

4. Reported ,unmu felony. This variable is 10 be coded * ‘yes” if the recara mdlcmes 1hat the mdmnual befove his 171h .
birthday, has a reported arres: or petition filed 1ot behavior which would constitute a fetony for an adult. 2

o 5. Serving on as:aultiva felony. The individual shalt be codeg “ves” an this va(iable i the :Jeszriptian of his behavior dufing
. . the course. of any 'elony on which he is now serving indicated that it involved harm or threat 5t harm o any person, Thisis
. defined as Dehawor consmulgd by any ol the felonies lmed below.

6. Ever married. Thisvariable is to be coded “yes: if the individual, at the time of the cecmmission of the instant aftense, vas
or had ever been legally married. A commonlaw retationship of at least seven years duration shali be counted as aqurvﬂcnl to
legat matuage if 1t can be documeni'ed to. the satisfaction of the coder,

2 i the hearing report desrly indicates that the individual was only reacting to attack and had no pan n provoking the
incident it should not be counted here.

’lnarceuuon or probauon !ov cnmmal behavior wili be taken as ev»dence of petition or arrest. Status of fenses lu not’
to be counted. K - -

OFFENSES TQO BE REGARDED AS. ASSAULTIVE FOR PURPOSES OF
RISK CLASSIFICATION

M.C.L. "750.316 Murder, First E M.C.L. 752.881 Careless Use of Firsarms ta Kill
’ 750.317  Murdsr, Second Degrn 750.479  Resisting, Obstructing Officer
750.81 Attempt to Murder 752.542 - Incite, Taka Part in Riot
750.321 Mansiaughter 780.197C  Jail Break - Armed
7%0.324 Negligent Homicide 752.181.  Felonlous Driving
750.33 Agsit W/intent to Commut Murilf 750.8% Astit W/int to Rape
750.349  Kidnapping 7%0.158 Sodomy
) . 750.82 Feionious Asuult 750333 Incest
750.84 | Assit W/int Gr Bod Harm Lass Murder 750.336  Indecent Llberties
750.89 - Assit W/int to Rob & Stesl Armed 750.338/338A/3388 Gross Indecency
-750.87 Assit W/int to Commit Fefony 750.339/340 Oedauchery
750.479A Driver Asssuft Polics 750.341/342 - Carnal Knowiedge
750.88 Asstt W/int to Reb & Stes! Unssmed 750.820 Rapa (kncl. Statutory)
750.136 - Cruetty to Children 750.5206 Criminat Sexual Conduct, First Degree
. 750.529 . Robbery Armed 750.520¢  Criminal Sexual Conduct, Secand Degree
- 750.530  Robbery Unsrmed = 750.520d Criminst Sexus! Conduct, Third" Degree
. 750205  Paca Explosive By mmetjm,777—150.520’~AMWflnmfmtﬁﬁl_ccndu¢l
- - TUURTUTTT T T T TTTTTTU750.209  Mace Off. Subst. W/int te Injurs 767.61A. . Dffense by Snu.ully Detinquent
- 750.210  Possession of Bomb 7 750.71-80 Arson®
Explosive Devices, Use or Possess

750.211A

TEECEPt wAM e (Ne 370N L0% CIErtY Be et1an-

tished (e have taken Dlce onty 161 Burpeses
ot protit ang withaut risk ta His e setety.
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
PROPERTY RISK SCREENING SHEET - . . : c30-383 1377
RCSIOENT'S nwz . NUMO(!IV
. STREENLD BY LOCATION o T TOATT
INSTRUCTIONS: _ Starting at lett, check [__g"_> “yes” or “no” at each item. This directs you to next iem. When a risk
category is reached at right, circle that category. If information is missing or contlicting, cm:le insufficient in-
fovrnmon box and refer to chsyhauon director. See delinitions on reverss side. ‘
B R R .
- & . PROPERTY
. - g : S RISK -
~ = ) cn'rsconv 3
. , ) 5 .
. HIGH . .
PROPERTY
RISK o e L
- NOTE: If HIGH rhk,
notice of ¢Hk screen-
ing MUST pe given tg
VES residons within 10 davs
g
Reported
Juvenlie
Feiony
.__._ii MIDDLE
N PROPERTY
RISK
Low
- . PROPERTY
- . RISK
NOTICE OF HIGH RISK:
] Not Applicable .
oy . 7
D Sen Owte Signsture
INSUFFICIENT
INFORMATION
. . -
~ .
N . . i
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*u

- . DEFINITIONS OF PROPERTY RISK CLASSIFICATION ~FACTOF(S

. Reportad juvenile telony. This nnable is 1o be coded “'yes” if the record indicates tha! the lndwdl before his 17t
bwrrmv has a reporied arrest or petition filed tor behayior whlcn woulu constitute 2 tetony for an aduit.?

2 .'m-loug misconduct or sscurity segregation. This variahle will be codcd ‘yes” if, dunng any sentence. 1cr which he is still
serving, the resicent has been a) found guiity of major misconquct which is nonpandabie under current decartment-wide
policy by the disciplinary hearing committes: thai is, foung quilty of homicide, assauit. intimidating o threatening behavior,
sexual assault, fighting,? inciting to riot or strike, fioling or striking, o possession of dangarous contraband, or escape, and
attempt’ 10 cscape; OR b) was placed in administratve segregation by the secuniy. classmcauon‘commmee Involuntary
sequganon for the resident’s own protection s not 10 be counted in this category; neiher is segregation vwithin A&CS only.
'td
3. First arrest befors 13 years. This variable is 10 be coded ys if the praseriance report-or pojice arresc record indicatey
. that the individual was -arrested for or had a petition fileg for any criminal behw-or prior to his, 15th b.rlhuay

K

4. Dtug use problem. This variable maﬂ be codad “ycs n and only ul lhe individual, at or about the time of any o"enu on
) which he is now serving, was: a} addict& to any nonprescribad contralied substance other than marijuana or alcohol, or b) in
- chronic or sustained use of any nonprescribec controlled wbmnc- other than marijuans cr alcohol. Occasional use-is nat tg
count, nor is addiction or sustained use which apparently tesminated at least six monthy before the instant oflense, It is
recognized that this variable will be difficult 1o code, and information will olten be facking. The coder s best |udgmem based
on material present in the writlen recory, must be the basis

11 the hearing report clearly indicates that the ingividuat was only reacting 1o amck md had no pact in provokang |h¢
incident it should not be counted -here.
. Yincarceration or probation for cnmmll behavior will be kan as tvndunct of peution or arrest. Status offenses are not
10 be counted.
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MICHIGAN RISK SCREENING
< GROUPING FOR IOWA COMPARISON

The Iowa Statistical Analysis Center has found thg following grouping of the Mich- -

igan Assaultive Risk and\?roperty Risk scales to be the most useful in identifying

~ high and low risk offenders, both for violence risk assessment and for general risk

assessment:

- ;
HIGH: ‘VERY HIGH
HIGH
MIDDLE
LOW

MIDDLE . . VERY HIGH

. HIGH

e MIDDLE
Low
VERY LOW

L.ow ’ VERY HIGH
HIGH
MIDDLE
LOW
VERY LOW

VERY LOW-~

" PROPERTY RISK - ASSAULTIVE RISK

--IOWA
GROUPING

VERY POOR

VERY POOR
POOR
POOR

me S oPOOR T

POOR
POOR
FAIR
FAIR
VERY GOOD

GOOD
GOOD
VERY GOOD
VERY GOOD
VERY GOOD
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" Number of Address Changes in Last 12 Months: ., .

P - - -~

Dapeiiment of Healih and Socssd Sevvices

* Diwvinion of Corrections

Form C.502 (Rev. B/79)

Stae of

ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK.

o
Wisconin s

Firnt Chant Number .

Trant'Name Tlast (71
Provation Controt Date or Institution Releste Date [ Agent Last Narmne Number
iMonth, Day, Year)
.,

Setect the appropriate answer and enter the associated weight in the score column. Total ait scores to arrive st the risk assessment score.

{Prior to incarceration for parolees)

. Porcunlage of Tune Employed in Last 12 Mont,

{Prior 10 incarceration for parolees}

s .

Atcohol Usage Pioblerms:
{Prior to incarceration for parolees)

Other Drug Usage Problems; ..............

{Prior to incarceration for parolees)

Attitude: .. ... e

Age a1 First Conviction:
tor Juvenile Adjudication)

Number ot Prior Periods of
Piobation/Parole Suparvision: .............
(Adult or Juvenile)

Number ot Prior Probation/Parole Revocations:

{Adult or Juvenile)

Number or Prior Felony Convictions: . ... ...
{or Juvenile Adjudications)

Cor 1 0f J ile Adjudi for: ...
{Setect applicable and add for score. Do not
exceed 3 total of 5. Include current offense.}

Conwiction of Juvenile Adjudication for
Assauitive Offenss within Last Five Years:
{An oftense which invoives the use of a

weapon, physical [orce or the threat of force)

SCORE

2 One

hs..,.,:..'..

0. Not applicable ’ o .

0 No interference with luncnunmg

2 Occasional abuse; some disruption
of functioning .

4 Fraquent abuse; serious disruption; N
needs treatment

1

Ceereeaaas 0 No interference with functioning
1" Occasional abuse; some disruption
of functioning
2 Frequent abuse; serious dmupuon:
naeds treatment

.......... . O Motivated to change; receptive
10 assistance
3 Dapendent or ummllmg to
N accept responsibility
8 Rationalizes behavior; negative;
not motivated to change

"0 None
2 One
4 Two or mors

.. 2 Burglary, theft, auto thett, or
r : +

3 Worthless checks or forgery

.......... .15 Y
4]

TOTAL

———
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A.

»

Client's Nare -

Offense_ -

State of : N
Oregon CRIMIMAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT UNDFR RULL 255-35-015

No prior felony or misdemeanor convictions as an adult or juvenile.*
One prior conviction: i

Tvio or three prior convictions: .

Four or more prior convictions.

No prior incarcerations (i.e., e:w.cutcd sentences of 90 days or nnre) as
an adult or Juvemle-

One or two prior,incarcerations:

Three or rFore prior incarcerations:

Age at first commitment of 90 days or more: **

26 or older:
21 to under 26 :
Under 21 : . .

Never escaped, failed parole or probation: ***
One incident of the above: ° .
Any two or nore incidents of the above : ’ i
Has no admitted or documented heroin or opiate aenvatwe abuse problan,
or has no-admitted-or-documented- aleeml problem-: . - -
Orie or more of the above :
Vorified period of 3 years conviction free in the commmity prior to
p:esent offense:
Otherwise :

TOTAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSHMENT scom:

#Do not count convicticns®over 20 years old, oonvictions that have been pardoned,

¢ —_—

o -

orNW

OHN OKrHN O -N

o+

or Juu.rule or adult "status offenses” (runaway,.truancy, mmrnglbthy, drunk in px.bhc)

**1f ro pn.or commitment, use age at present conviction. :
‘* Comnt Drobatxon fajlure only if it resulted from an executed Sentence of 90 days or more;

count any parole fajlure, including parole reinstatement under rule 254-175-080.

CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT SCORE:  11-9 8 -6 5 -3 2 -0
B ... ... . - ..  EXCEUENT ... GOD . . FAIR' . ___ POOR . .
OLFIISE GEVERITY lU\TING: (A1l ranges in Categories 1-6 shown in uuuth) ) '
Category 1 [ ' 6 6-10 12-18
Category 2 , s . 6-10 10-14 16-24
Category 3 6-10 10-14 14-20 22-38
Category 4 SR 10-16  16-22 22-30 32-44
Category 5 ' 16-24 24-36 40-52 56-72
Catecory 6 10~40 44-56 - 60-60 90-130
‘Category 7 . : &
Subcatagory 2 8-10 Yrs 10-13 Yrs 13-16 Yrs 16-20 Yrs
Subcategory 1 - 10-14 ¥Yrs 14-19 Yrs 19-24 ¥Yrs

24-life Yrs

* The Minimm Term for murders committed after Decembor 7, 1978, shall be twenty-five (25) years,

a3 required by ORs- 163115 — ——

Cpunselor
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el

State of
I inois

=

Figare 5. RISK AND MEED SCALES FOR ccrwunm
SUPLAVISION CLASSIFICATION

.

8. Currsat Alcohol Aduse

- W
RISK LEYEL EVALUATION
EVALUATION C ’ - * SLORE
A Total nrer of prior falony coavictioms angd tuvenile ’ R
adjudications N
a. Nonk....oiiiiiiill D eees Enter 8

«e Enter }

cvereees Enterd

Revocations

savecnescss Enter §
H Eater 2

¢. Two oFr more.........,.
8. Tota) aumber of oricr Probatica/Re}
Rone

€. 19 years or )

4. MNe spparent prodles.....

N. Yoderate predlems.....

€. Serfous predlems..
€. Qther Substince Current Abwte
4. W apparenat probless........
5. Modersts problem.
¢. Serfous probless..

G Mumber of Address Chamges fa Last 12 sonths

seesravaressserinsnsaraces EALRPr O

Eater 7

~Entar 3 -

LB Inur-pcnml Pmle- s Current Living Sltunlm .
...... N I
. Enter 1
. . Enter 3 D
4. Sevare............. cesesscase. Enter §

1. Socfal Interactiss &
2. Mainlywith non-gang or noa-cris=

[ 1 hlllyuln gasgor criminally
orientid groups/individuals ..oivueennne..., Entar 3

1)y arfeated gwnnhlmll-............ Enter 0 D
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State nf,
Illinois

Fiéurc 4. DANB[ROUS AND ADJUSTMENT SCALES FOR IHITJAL

1.

2.

wn

; ADJUSTHENT SCALE -

1.

3.

3.

2.

. CURRENT. OFFENSE SERIOUSHESS

INSTITUTION SECURITY CLASSIFICAHO‘N

DANGEROUS SCALE

CURRENT OFFENSE SLRIDUSNESS :
“Enter 10 if score 5 or higrer on the -
Serwusness Scale, otherwise enter 0

EMPLOYMENT .
Enter 10 if unewloyed prior to the cnmunon
of the offense. If full time, or part time
exployed, enter 0

AGE SCORE .
Enter.7 if 22 or under, otherwise enter 0

VIOUENT OFFENSE ™ ~ ~ 7 = I o

Enter 5 if ever convicted of violent offense
against 3 percon, otherwise enter 0

EXPECTED, LENGTH OF STAY -

“Enter 3 {f expected stay is grur.er thmz -
years otherwise enter 0 -

- : . TOTAL SCORE
’ {Add 1 through S)
AGE SCORE ’ -

{Subtract 14 from current age)
MUMBER OF PRIOR CONYVICTIONS

(Does NOT fnclude current) N
Musber of Convictions = 20 (weight) + age scors

NUMLER OF CONVICTIONS ,FOR BURGLARY/THEFT
. Number_of convictions x 30_(weight) s age score
MER OF CONVICTIONS FOR YIOLEMCE AGAINST PERSON -
Number of coavictions = 10 (weight) ¢ age score N

ESCAPE SCORE
Enter 5 {f ever convicted of escape .

Eatar 10 if score is 7 or Yower on t.M Serious-
ness Scals, otherwise enter 0

PRIOR SUPERVISION HISTORY *
If there fs a record of a technical or new offense
violation while on any supervision, enter §, other-
wise enter 0

TOTAL SCORE®

ll | H'l‘l |1

*Danger and. Adjustment Scores artnurixed and Security Designation
Assigned {as shown on page 3).
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« . [ 4
- . - x - 4
- 7ﬁ N £’ T - 7777777‘777 77~ T
;-
. \ : . ,
T . . ’ The lowa Sta:istical An;\lyais Cuntc_r has fnund the following categor{zation'of the
. - Illinois Adjustment and Dangerousness scales to be the most useful in identifying
e g high and_low risk offenders: -
' - - e ’ -7 e . . . . «
Risk . ] "Adjustmen,t Risk N Dangerousness
Level . . ‘Score } - Level ’ Score’
POOR RISK -«evvveverv. 28+ S POOR RISK .......).... ~ 27+ 2
FAIR RISK «rcevvennnns 11227 . FAIR RISK ....ovveo.. 11226 . .
© GOOD RISK -«--+vevvre. 0-10 ~ GOOD RISK ........... 0-10
— T - s i -— it - — - i - = ToeTs T = - ———=="= =
. - .
- - ~ 1 -
{ '
W -\L . -
T - ¢ ) i [
— - - - ’: '. . -
’ P ) O . ..
" - 3
) FY - . ’
L 've ¥ - ' )
« “ A. -
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Operational Defimitions

" "conditional release"
e . . , N ) N .‘ T ) i . c '. ‘
-fefers-toﬂaystructu;ed,and,supervised program in which an_
individual is permitted to serve the remainder of his ‘ -

sentence in the community,-givenithat he conforms to the

prescribed conditions of hié’réiééSé.'Fbr'fhéfpﬁfﬁdéé°bf”’”
" this stﬁdy, conditional release will only ‘include Mandatdry
Supef vision and Full Pérole. ’

. n ” N .
2 ull Parole” | A

g Et e

~ -is a type of conditional release which ,allows an individual
to serve a‘pbftioﬁf%?-hisrsentence in the community up to a
maximum 2/3 of his sentence, based on éarned.remmission

while incarcerated. ' . ;
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“Méndator§ Supervision” 4 -

-is a type of conditional release in which an individual may
serve the remainder of his sentence in the cgnmunity, up to
1/3 of that sentence.
"new-offence” o R ' ?L' T o S “?
&

id -1 _
- o - o - oot

—refers to any offence commltted by an 1nd1v1dua1 whlle on a

-

rconditional release program.

"offence"

-+ =is any contravention of a pré5cribed law, punishable under B

the Criminal Code of Canada or any other Federal Statﬁte.

AR
"re-of fence"
. - .
o ~-_
‘/

-refers to any new offence committed by anlindividual while

o aAcond;tronaI‘reiease*program thch réSémbTés or

ﬁfepi%eatesthee%%eﬂee£efwh%eh%herﬂéiJgé%}waseffgfﬂ-

ally 1ncarcerated




"revocation” : ) : f
o -
-means terminating an individuals conditional release
- program and returning him to an institution of - N
incarceration. o
"suspension” - ST
-refers to temporary detention of any indivdual currently on
a conditional release program due to a violation of release .
conditions. 7
_"violation" ' . o
. , , _ - : T “
-refers to a breach of any condition of supervised release ‘' ' -
in the community and/or the committing of a new offence. | -
N N -
: 167 -
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