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ABSTRACT 

Conditional release decisionmaking in Canada is a process 
4- 

in evolution, the curre~t @.I ion of which is to assess the 
, 

risk to the community ofZLyeleasing an offender on parole. The 
4 

task of risk assessment revitalizes the ongoing'debate between 

clinical and statistical methods of prediction. The degree to 
. * 

which the conditional release decisionhaking agent is success•’ ul 

I & - 
in the assessment of offender risk is determined by its hbility 

to predict an offendey's potential for success or failure on \ 
i 

conditional release. _The- federal paroling agent in ~anada; 
- - - _ - - - _ - - 

chartg& with the responsibility of assessing of fender risk, is 

the National Parole Board of,Canada (NPB). 

A review of the parole literature- in Canada and the United 

States is presented in evidence of the varying approached to the- 

study of _parole decisionma,king. A holistic approach to a 

discussi6n of condifional release decisionmaking identifies 
1 

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

\ 

in fact, makes the decision to releasei and, - how the decision is 

determined. Further to a discussion of risk assessment models, a % 

study is presenteg which evaluates conditional release success 

and failure in the Lower Mainland and Fras.er Valley r-egions 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- evaluated to determine the , 
- -  

existence of predisposing factors of success or failure. A 
- 

summative evaluation design was employed to collect and assess 

i 
" 2 

i i i  



- 
I -- -- - - 

the dat'a over a two year period from 1982 Ti-1983. 

results of a multiple regreiZ55;Ziialysis demonstrated 
d 

that,nine variables in the analysis were found to be significant 

predictors of success or failure on conditional release. Thes.e 
- < 

variables included: age, income, employment, marital status; 
d 

criminal history, releasing itlstitution, release t y p ,  and 

length of time out on conditional release. ~utther*'to the. 
r,; I - 

1 2 '  primary analysis, a secondary' analysis of post-release, or 
,!" - 

worganizationalw, var;ables considered the inflhnce of 

supervision in the cokhunity on parble outcome/-~n 
+ 

f 

recommendatio s regarding tee future. of parole$ and I' 1 ,  

releas; decisionmaking *in Canada are proposed. 
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Ff- 

r 
-P. 

P- Decdsionmakikg i in the Criminal Justice System (CJS) is '5 

complex process which, for the most part, is rarely scrutinized 
1 

and staflds in resistance to both intgrnal and external review. 

Parole decisionmaking has long exemp14f ieb this resistance, and 
until only recently remained an unevaluated process in the CJS. b 

& -- \ s'*. 

' I n  the United States, Gottfredson and ~ottfredson (e.g., i 9 8 0 h  , 

have emerged over the past 20 years as the dominant 
2: 

Canada, this challenge has been meL by Nuffield (19821, 

Macnaughten-Smith (1976),fWaller (.1974), and Leveille (1970). 

However, it can be argued that the task of empirical evaluation 

is fundamentally different in Canada than in the U.S. since the 

function of parole differs in the two countries. 
- - - - - - - - -- - - - - 

In the U.S., parole plays a part in the sentencing of 

offenders, in that the paroling agent has the discretionary 

power to release an offender at any time during a court 

prescribed period of time. This, is a task created by 
'b 

, x indeterminate and min/max sentencing through the courts. Hence, 

state prole boards (being the appropriate .paroling agent) take ' 
s 

- 

on the discretionary functioh of determining who is to be 

L,' = released and when'that release should take place. Such 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- 

+ 

discretionary power allows the paroling agent to reduce apparent 
--- 

inequities in sentencing of offenders convicted of similar 



- - + - -  - -  - - - -- - -  - 

crimes. This is a major function of U.S. paroling-~gmts."known . 
"-." . -.- 

as "disparity re~ucti6nW.' In CandZ,hCwever, the major focus ' + * ,  - - - 

in'criminal 'justice is on determinate sentencing, a y o c e s s  
C 

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, disparity reduction, per se, is not a 
4 

function:of the paroling agent in ~anada. 
6 - 

Another distinction in the two parole processes ismthe ' . 
I- 

.,. 

centra-lized paroling authority we have in Canada as opposed to 
- - -  - --- - - 

the decentralizedTauthority to paro~=rhateach state in the 

U.S. maintains. Quite simply, each state in the U.S. is free to 

adopt its own approach to parole, i.e., whqher or not parole 
, 

should exist in the state, and if so, what form it should take 

and what guidelines should be established to govern it. In 
I 

Canada, the parole structure is established and governed at the * .  
- - - - - -  

. -- 

federal level for all cases in which an offender is sentenced to 

two years or more in a correctional facility. And while each 

------------------ 
'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 6 Gottfredson ( 1 9 8 0 )  for a 
more detailed discussion on the functions of parole in the U.S. 

2 ~ n  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 - niust be released on parole if he - 

prev i ousl y-ha s been -den i e & a  f dl 1 pa-le>-, and A h  app~e*LB"C^ 
warrant expiry date (when his sentence is officially-completed), 
and the CJS no longer-has any imdiatPcont- -- 

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



t 

- - -  - - --- - 

province has paroling authority in cases where an offender is a .  

-- 

~&fenced provincially to an incarderat i v e  term o f T e s s  than two 

years, ni province has any control oVer parole at th 

level. 

One further distinction between the two systems is *e , 

terminology used to denote sGpervised 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 subsumed 

under the term "conaitional release" -- a term which more 
- - - 

adequately reflects the status of offenders on supervised 
, 

release. There are four specific types of conditional release: 

full parole 
-supervised release which*allows an offender to serve a 
portion of his sentence in the community up to a maximum 2/3 
of his sentence, based on earned remission,while 
incarcerated. , - 

mandatory supervision 
-supervised release in which ah offender may serve the 
remainder of his sentence in the community, up to 1/3 of - - 

that sentence. t. 
day parole 

-supervised release through a community correctional centre 
(CCC) or a community residential centre (CRC) on a short 
term contract whereby an offender may ser.ve a portion of his 
sentence in the community within a high&y structured 
environment, only af.ter having served 1/6 of his sentence 
incarcerated. 

temporary absence 4 

-supervised release either escorted or unesc~rted, on a 
periodic basis for a maximum of 72 hours, eligible only 
after having served 1/6 of his sentence incarcerated. 

3While each pravince F n d e e d h a ~ ~ ~ t h i ~ s 4 ~ t h o r i t v  o n l y ~ r i c s h  
Columbia, Ontario and Quebec maintain a provincial paroling 
authority . 
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-- -- - - - -  

associated with success and failure on conditional release, 
+ A' 

- - - -- -- - 

which may have potential as predictors i n  arisk assessment 

model. Chapter V sumfnarizes the findings of the study, discusses 

the limitations of those findings as they to conditional 

release decisionmaking in ~anada, and presents a secondary 

- . analysis of post-release factors which may influence parole'- . 
f 

outcome. The chapter and thesis are then completed with 

conclusions and recommendations regarding the future of 

conditional release in Canada. 

A Brief History of Parole in ~inada - - - s 
B 

\ 

I 

As early as 1868, inmates in ~anadian~~enitentiaries have 

been released prior to the actual expiry date of their sentence 
* 

on the basis of "earAed remissionn, a term which qeferred to 

industrious, diligent, and faithful p~rformance of assigned work 
> * 

I .&t'ies within the penitentiary. This was a new law effected by 
- \ 

the establishment of a federal government in Canada, under whose 

control the prisons were p l a ~ e d . ~  Nevertheless, this form of 

"early releasen contained no componeht for supervision of 

offenders once they were released. In other words, their 

official sentences expired early, subjeck to no further 

punishment, incapacitation, or correctional supervision. 

------------------ . '  . 
531 Vict, C, 75, section 62, cited in "S&xmss_ron b y  L h c  - -  - 

Canadian Bar Association to the Senate Committee on Parolen 
(April, 1973). 

5 



In 1899, however, the Ticket of Leave Act allowed for an 
I --- 

-- - - - -  
inmate to be released from prison on a license of clemency, for 
which certain conditions were specified toxontrol an offender's"' 

subsequent behaviour upon release. Any breac'h of condit ?ens 

would have resulted in a cancellat4on of the license, a retukn 

to prison, and the forfeiture of accumulated remission time. 

This early form of parole went thr several stages of growth, 

in terms of criteria for conditions and restrictions imposed 

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

and lasted nearly 50 years without any serious revision or 
- 

review. I 

The Fauteux Committee (1956) was established by the federal 

government to evaluate and make recommendations f6r the 

improvement of the remission procedure. The committee was of the 

opinion that a separate paroling agent should be established, 

'Z;" 
8 -  one which would be both administratively and organizationally 

6 i - 3 T .  independent from6he penal service. The committee also endorsed'. 
< 

-*  the "rehabilitativew model of corrections, suggesting that the 
6 

early release of an inmate should be a decision specific to each , 

case, in which the primary concern would be to further the 

rehabilitation of an offender in the community without creating -, 

an undue threat to that communky. 

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 parolin % 



authority. The -specific mandate *of the Board was to grant parole 
-- A 

to inmates who had derived the maximum binef it from a 

C 

incarceration, and who would subsequently be aided jl-n their 

reform and rehabilitation by a parole to the community. However, 

remaining true to the incapacitation roots oi penal philosophy, . - 

the Board was faced with the task of baJancing the release OF 

inmates for the purpose of -rehabilitation Qith protect$on of the 

very society to which'the inmates were being released. Hence, 

from its inception, khe'Board has been in the business of risk 

assessment, a job for which it was not trained. 

In 1960, the Penitentiary =.introduced into Canad'a the 

concept of "sta'tutiory" remission, which allowed for the 

automatic reduction of an inmate's sentence by one-quarter on 
& 

the basis of good institutional conduct. Statutory remission 

- time,could be forfeited, in whole or in. part, on the basis of 
\- , 

poor institutional conduct. However, "earnedw remission time, , 
- Ge 

which was retained by the Act, could not be'subject to -- - 
forfeiture for any reason. This collective remission available - & 

to inmates had an interesting effect on the parole system. If an 
1 

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, the 

-g earliest an inmate could receive parole was after serving 
1- -. 

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

supervision and restrictions upon rde"ase i n k  the community for P 
the durstion of his sentence ih spite of any accumulated 



* 

remission time owing him. Many inmates who were eligible for 
* 

. parole, and some who had' even been granted a parole, cho'se to;- 

staya in prison. until their release on remission time ravber than .? 

& .  
be sukijected tg-the added conditions and restrictions of: 

.,- . t 

supervision on a parole. Additionally, revocation of a parole/ 

due to a failure to comply with a condition or restriction of 

that parole, meant the forfeiture of accumulated remission time - <  
4 

. > 

upon return to the prison. Hence, an offender could technically ,; 
i 

remain under the direct control of.the Criminal Justice System 

(CJS) for a period exceeding his original sentence. 
, 

-The report of the Ouimet Committee ( 1 9 6 9 )  to the federal 

government on the need •’0; reform of the criminal justice system 
-2 

- 

I - made specific recommendations designed to ameliorate some of the , 

%more skrious inequities of the system. Among these 

recommendatidns was a suggested 'change in focus for parole and 
'i 

the NPB. Ouimet felt that even though parole was a 

treatment-oriented correctional mea3sure, its prima-ry focus 

should be on the r.e-integration-of offenders back into the .% 1.. 

community, and as contributing members of the compunity. 
r 

Ouimet's concern for an increasing prison population a b o  
6 9 , . 

prom ted him to recomqend that parole, as well as* probation, be 

!, - used 0"s greater extent as an alterna.tive to incarceration. 
, 

Hence, %he Board's task of risk assessment was to become 
s 

I 
-- 

dominant over the concern to rehabilitate an offknder. 
-- - 

The proposed ehsnges to parole came in the fevised ParoIe 

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



their earned remission time, and eligible to earn remission 

while on parole, since an offender on parole was still 

considered to be serving his.sentence. In addition, a form of 
I 

- statutory release known as "mandatory supervision" was- i 

officially established, in which an inmate must be releassd 

7 , .  (unless he so declines) after serving two-thirds of his-sentence 

to serve the remaining one-third in the community under J 
i 

supervision, and subject to the conditio~s and restrictions of a 

parole. 

Another result of the 1970 chaqges was the dramatic 
- 

increase in the parole population. This increase was largely 

responsible for an increase in public alarm and concern for the 

safety of their communities. &' response to this concern was 
two more. federal inquiries into the parole system. The Hugessen 

Committee (1973) recommended that the parole System . . be fully ' 

integrated with the criminal justice process, thus,-facilitating 

a more long-term approac-h to the re-integration function by the 

Board. The Goldenberg ~omm'ittee (-1 974) denounced any 

'L rehabilitative justification for conditional release, and 

recommended that parole be extended to.as many inmates as 

possible. Both Committees reco mended the expansion of the > 
~oara's authority to include un scorted temporary absences, day a 

. 6 ~ h e  establishment of Mandatory Supervision and a maximum - --- - 

remission quota an inmate could be credited with (1/311of 
official sentence), in effect, neutralized-the earlier * 
advantages of statutory remissiom, which w z s  wentualrky repe-a+e-d- -- - -  - 

from the Penitentiar Act (R.S.C. 1970) in 1977 by a criminal + law amendment C:53 s.40). 
* ,*' 



paroles, and institutional transfers'; The purpose - of this 
- - - - - - 

I 

expansion in authority was to enable the Board to'"shap.eW an 
P 

offender's sentence through institutional "cascading" 
i 

(decreasing security levels,) and "gradual release" of increasing . 

periods of fteedom. -$ 

Boths Committees also felt that .increased Aublic 'concern was . 
i 

unwarranted, but nevertheless, recommended the NPB adopt a 

guideline model which would aid in the consistent and reliable 

assessment of offender risk to the community. In spite qf the 
-5 * - P 

Hugessen and ~oldenber~ recommendations to increase tse use of $ 
- 

P 
- 

parole, the rate of paroles granted declined significantly 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 Release, which completely rejeete-d 
-' 

reh bilitation as a retionale for sintencing or releasing - P 
d&isions, and suggested that incarceration only be used as a 

last resort; specifically, for crimes of a very serious nature, 
. , 

to incapacitate offenders _dangerous to society, and for / &. 

- 
offenders who fail to,abide by conditions of release, 

Carriere-and Silverstone ( 1 9 7 6 ) ,  in association with the 

Law Reform Commission, looked at NPB decisionmaking in Ontario 
-- - - 

and Quebec, and reported the need for a parole guideline*~ model 

on the basis that the decisionmaking process to grant p ~ o l e w ~ f  r - - ---- - 

inconsistent and allowed too much discretion on the part of 



. .. 
- 

Board members. P 
'r 

Discontent  ith hi and c r i t i c z o f -  the man-Bt6ry - - 

- - - -- 

supervision program on -th,e basis that. it forced the release of b 

offenders dangeroas to society, granted conditional release to 

offenders who were not good enough to be granted a 
- 

- 4 

and interrupted institutional training, treatment,. a 
d 

educational programs, prompted the General to release 
tL 

' a discussion paper on t&e merits of in 

1981.-This paper re-affirmed the 

mandatory supervision, that being to allow for Lhe release sf 
--- - - -  - 

all inmates failing to q6ali.fy •’07 early release so thatthey 
- 

. . 
too might benefit from intensive supervision in the community 

designed to facilitate their re-integration into a-normal and 

acceptable community lifestyle. As such, this manaatory release 

and supervision of inmates, attempts to deal with the problem of 

, releasing 'high security inmates directly into the community 

without supervision and the potential benefits ok a 

re-integrative strategy. 

The Solicitor General's Study of Conditional Release - 
was another attempt to "demonstrate the stability of the parole 

system, and to instil some confidence in the public of the 

Board's competence to make release decisions in the best 

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

endorsement of b ~ t h  MacGuiganl s ( 1977) and the Auditor General 'a - ---- 
< 

(1978) recommendations for increased "openess - - and - - ----, 
+ , 

I 
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ole Decisionmaking a 

+ 
Many researchers have attempted to assess the . 

decisionmaking process of paroling agents, specifically in terms 

of identifying how a paroling agent reaches the consensus 

require8-$to grant or refuse parole. and what factors are 

considered in such a decision. Leveille ( 1 9 7 0 )  criticized the 

value of criterion used by the Board in the parole 
-- - - - - 

- - -  

- 

selection pgoce*ss in Quebec. Of 22 predictors he found were used 
, . 

r by the Board to discriminate "good" risks from "bad" risks. he 

. noted that recommendations made by correctional and parole qtaff 

regarding of fenders assessed to be good risks and bad risks. 

were, by far. the best predictors ofdparole grant or refusal by 

<he Board. Taking this finding one step further. LeveLlle-found 

that when such recommendations were suppressed, the efficiency 

of Board decisions decreased dramatically. The Solicitor 

General's Study of Conditional Release ( 1 9 8 1 )  noted an 80% rate * - 
I k 

at which the NPB made clecisions in agreement with % 

recommendations made by correctional and parole staff. 

Macnaughten-Smith (1976)  also studied a sample of NPB 

decisions and found that information which af fected .decisions .to 

grant or -deny paroIe dcpen$ed o n  "who" suppliedthe information. 

A ~ f ~ t e d . L L m n J c i ~ g - e - f  uqamkzzeional proximity to the Board 

demonstrated that the "closerw the source of information or - - k 



- - -  - - - -  - -- - - -- - - - - 

recommendation the more likely that informationaor 

recornmenctation wou~d7affecf tTEToard' s decision ' to grant or 

deny parole. In other words, when the information was held 
\- CL' 

con,stant, the source of the infor6ation was more significanf!ly 

related to parole decision outcome than the nature of the 

n information itself. 
I 

I . In Nuttal et al's. ( 1977 )  study of-parole .in England and 
'f 

-- 
Wales, internal policy differences were found'to account for 

lar-ge disparities in the paroling authority's release decisions. 

Nuttal explaingd that England and Wales have Local Review k a  
.ha 

- - -  - -  
- - - - - - - - -- -- - - -  

Committees which represent each cGrectT&al iaEility. These 
, .1- 

committees are responsible for reviewing each request for parole ' 

and then making recommendations for parole to the parole board:-' * *  - 
+ 

As the policies of these co.mmittees, and subsequently their 

recommenbatibns, varied cpnsiderably from a. conservative 
L 

-. tendency to recommend parole to a liberal tendency to recommend r-' 
- - - - -  ? - - -  - - - 

i 

parole, and since the Board tended to adobt ~ommiitee . ,:' 

o < recommendations, the observed dispar,ities at the committee levi?l 
4 -  . L * 

- were passed on, unnoticed, t 6  parole d;ckions. ,Nqttal's 
. .( * 

subsequent attempt to standardize parble board decisions' 
rl 

resated in3the deeeloprnent of a statistical instrument which 

- .  estimated an inmate's chapces of re-arrest upon r'elease. 1f' an - 

inmate's chances of &-arrest ;ere less than 35%, a pr-esumption % 

- 

that  he w a u l &  he a gm& candidate-&or -par&-wa-*kercd, on 

his - file ---L- and in all likelihood result~d in his parole - at the ', 

earliest eligibility date, unless certain factors arose  hat 



I 

might af fect the initial presumption. 

National Parole Board decisionmaking process in Ontario and 

Quebec. The.authors described the Canadian parole process and 
% 

then went on to discuss the findings of a study of NPB 

decisions, Using a sample of 99 decisions from Ontario and 108 
1 . .  

decisions from Quebec, in which the authors were observers 

during the parole hearings, parole board files on each case were 
/ ' 

analyzed -to determine whdt in•’ ormat ion was available to Board 
i 

members on which to base decisions. The authors found parole 1 I . . 
- - -- - -- - -- , J - J - - =  

file information lacking in claritr; consiste*cy, and i 

uniformity. In addition, parole'" files were typically so bhUrJt- /" - 
and cumbersome that Board members relied heavilg on a summary 

sheet prepared on each file by an information and records clerk. 

Parole hearings in Ontario averaged approximately 35 

minutes, with the - actual decision taking - anywhere from - 15 - 

- - -  

seconds to five "minutes. In Quebec, Rearings averaged 

approximately 25 minutes, and decision.times were similar to 

that of_Ontario decisions. The authors made note that the Board 
I a -  -" 

rn - 
' / H C  

members' anticipation of pubIicity over any particular decision 
- 

-34 
was always a consideration in reaching a final decision. And, in. 

f 

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

relatively small number of factors seemed to make the difference 
,c 

. .w 
& *n t+re -ma$eri:ij74 ehses,4Sls factas-t hat- r - O U w a 3 0 a ~ d ~  

s e m k c s  rankprderd,  only twofactors were considered by all 

four members to h=ve a significant. effect on the Cecision to 



grant or deny parole: seriousness of offence, and criminal 
-- - - -  -- A - -  

.history or pattern of offending. The seven factors which the 

authors identified as being prominent criteria in the decisions 

they ,witnessed were: release plans, personality problem, 

maturity, personal resources, established delinquency, danger to 

society, and institutional performance. 

Madden ( 1 9 8 0 ) ,  in a's,tudy of parole decisionmaking in 

Ontario, found similar results to that of ~&riere and 
S 
4 

Silverstone. Madden noted that parole hearings averaged 15 to 20 

9- minutes in duration, decision time was under two minutes, and - 
* - f - 

Board members relied heavily on.-recommendations and summary 

information. From a sample of 266 decisions, ~adden'identified 

12 factors that appeared to be important in Ontar parole /" 
decisions: living plans, work/school plans, pri r criminal 8 record, current offence category, alcohol use, rug use, .prior 

parole performance; details of current offence, attitude towards 
d -. 

crime, institutional behaviour , employment record, and 

educational record. Additionally, Madden polled the 28 Ontario 

Board members with respect to their correctional justification 
< 

for granting parole, to which there was very lit .le consensus. 9 
However, when asked if they would support the adoption of a 

statistical selection model, all members were unanimously 

opposed to any such model. 

Waller' s ( 1  97-43 Study of. 

prmptea him to conclude , Et 
illusory, and that prediction 

- - - - - - - - - - - 

"men released o m  prisonn 

much of paiiIe's effectiveness Is -- 
- 

devices used for assessing risk 



are largely inadequate due to their inability to quantify many 

factors which in$ luence the decisionmakers as--&-I -e3 the--- 

decisionmaking process.' Waller denounced the rehabilitative 
4 

ideal, and in a 1975 article suggested a new growth for parole 

in Canada that would emphasize a re-evaluation of community 
- \ 

programs, a redistribution of funds to support research and - 

supplement new programs, and an increase in public support and 

involvement. 

Evaluations of parole decisionmaking in the U.S. have also 

been concerned with the factors related to making-a decision 
3 

release, but have sought out other ,types of factors, and have 

emphasized the need for structural change and re-definition of 

focus much more strongly than evaluations in Canada.8 

Carroll (1978)~ demonstrated how the principles of 

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

in achievement . settings, , apply to parole decisionmaking. In a 

study of 272 ~ennsylvania parole hearings, the author found that 

expert parole decisionmakers placed emphasis on causal-tkeories 

of crime, which resulted in decisions being based on the 

perceived Sause of the of fender s crime. Typical attributions 
.3 

included: substance abuse, profit, victim precipitation, 

influence of associates, personality deficiencies, (i.e., lack 
4 

of control, mental problems, immaturity, easily influenced, 

aimless), and domestic problems. 
- 

2 

~xternaxly ~erceived causes of 
- 

crime were deemed more "stable" than internally perceived - 
b 

----------------_- -- L - < 

'See: U.S. Parole Co (1975.): Parker (1975). 
.== . 
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the Board's concern for the community bas less salient, and any 

rehabilitative factors ranked third 
- -- 

in release decision 

considerations. Hence, the authors cohc1;ded that part-time 

- parole boards were not sufficiently equipped to handle such a 

decisionmaking function, and that research into the parole 

decisionmaking process should focus pn characteristics of the 

decisionmakers instead of characteristics of the inmates. - 

In a study of seven ~.'~t*states that have made dramatic - -. 
changes in their criminal justice systems, Hussey and Lagoy 

(1983) examined the changes in parole structures that occurred 

as a result of a transition to determinate sentencing in all 

seven states. The transition to determinate sentencing was a . 

measure of disparity reduction that also eliminated parole board 

discretion. Of the seven states (~aine, California, Indiana, 

Illinois, Arizona, Colorado,-and New ~exico), only Maine 

eliminated both the Parole Board .(and, thus', its decisionmaking 

function), as well as the parole supervision function. Arizona 

(the only state with a criminal justice structure similar to 

~anada's), was the only state to'maintain both functions. while 

the shift to determinate sentenc'ihg elimina'ted the discretion " 

and disparity of release decisionmaking with a paroling agent, 
e, 

it passed thr discretionary function of release decisionmaking 
on to correctional staff, who were an even larger, less 

homogeneous, group of dec-isionmakers with the potential for 

creating even greater disparities an the basis of "good t h e "  - - 

/ allocations. Hence, discretion in the release process was not 
I 

z 
/' P 



/' 

reduced, and min/max seniencing y took on a different form 

based on these "good timew allocations. This finding prompted 

the authors to -concludk that: 

"...it might be possible for parole board decisionmaking 
to coexist with determinate sentencing .... The use of 
guidelines by parole boards could, it seems, achieve the 
ends of determinacy without the 'tyranny of parole 
boards' or 'the tyranny of disciplinary  committee^.'^ 
(1983:130) [footpote omitted] 

C 

The issue of disparity reduction,as a ~arole decisionmaking 
P 

function has received coniiderable attention in the U.S. 

Gottfredson ( 1979) used a random sample of 1 ,dl 1 release cas,es 

from 1970-1972 to measure the disparity reduction function of , 

parole board decisionmaking. The author found that, although the 

Board substantially reduced sentence length, the variability in 

sentence length for similarily situated offqnders was not 

substantially reduced. Tbis suggested that disparity reduction, 

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

according to of fence and offender characteristics. ~otttredson ' 6  - 
also found that while parole boards.did modify sentencing k 
decisions based on institutional behaviour, such considerations \ s 

accounted for only a small portion the variability in 
P 

sentence modification. Instead, issuew in 

disparity reduction is the equilibrium needed to balance the 
\ 

interests of equity against the interest of individualized 

l0See also: Gottfredson (1979); Talarico (1979). , , . 



8 ' 4 h r ' - \  

Dynamics of U.S. parole hearings have also been<-@ focus 
Qk. - -k 

of parole decisionmaking research. Garber and Maslach--t;f977) 
'.. 

studied a sample of 100 taped parole hearings of the ~ali'fornia 
'd 

Adult Authority, in which 39% of the decisions wewto\grant 
.L 

parole and 61% were to deny parole. The average duration of the 

hearings was 16.2 minutes, whiLe, the average length of time 
e 

required to make a decisi'on was 1.5 minutes; decisions to grant 

parole averaged 2.1 minutes and decisions to deny parole 
7 

averaged t.2 minutes, a signifi (F=7.69; - - df=1,98; . 
p<.006). Garber and Maslach categorized\hese hearings as short,. 

i 

un'structured, intervi'ew sessions- where the hearing officers 

typically asked psychologically-oriented questions, and the 

- inmates responded passively in a minimally informative 

noqaffirmative manner. Parole decisions were found to be 

reliable across decisionmakers, but 'non-valid int that much . - v 

emphasis was placed on the psychological assessment which none 
:, . 

of the decisiomyakers were trained or qu 

Hackler and Gauld (1981) looked at 

offender, in ~anada, in response to public allegations that the 
I 

NPB was irresponsibly releasing dangeroug and violent offenders 

into the communky on parole. The authors 'reviewed Canadian 
. *  

, parole statistics for the 5-year period 1975fi979, and concJuded 

that suggestions that the Board wcasuall% rkleaked violent 

of fenders on parole was tota'lly unsubstanti ted. In fact, d I ,  

despite the Board's belief that it ptmtia3ly - ------------------ 
llSee,alsc: Hakeem (1961); Wenk, Robison & Smith (1972). 



dangerpus offenders.'the ~oardappeared very cautious in 
I/ 

/ r 

releasing offenders with violent criminal histories. The authors 

suggested that public pressure had caused the Board to be too 
i * 

cautious, at the-added expense to the taxpayer for additional U 

* incarceration of violent offenders who did not appear to be . - - 
"poor" risks. * 3 

- \  

The issue of asse~sing future dangerousness in thercriminal 
I 

justice process has interested many researchers in the debate bf 
b - 

clinical versus statistical methods of assessmen't in the a 

discipline40f sociology. Steadman and ~orrissey (1982). while 

attempting to statistically predictsf~ture dangerousness of 

- - 
.- 

, mental patients, found that statistical predictions were, 

- superiw to clinical predictions, however, statistical . 
. * 

predictions based on socio-demographic, criminal and mental 
a 

hospitalization history variables were of 1ittle.practical value 
a 

in assessing future 'violent behavibur. ' 

In Canada, both Outerbridge (1974) and Mandel (1975) have , .  

suggested that prediction of dangerousqess in the parole 

decisionmaking process is 'a chance prediction tha contributes L 
to t,he overallpssessment 0-f' oftender risk to the community. It 

K ,' 
/- 

s overall or general assessment of risk that has 

makers and resiarchers alike, scrambling to find an, 

assessment method that will predict future risk to society more 

successfully than chance. 
3 : 

. _----------------- 

/r 

-l2See: Kroll and Mac~enzie .(1983). 
i 
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a - - 

instead of wasting time on extreme risk cases (good or bad) that 
- "-- - 

canausually be identified without the aid of a prediction . .. 

device. j 3  

- Moberg and Ericson (19721 suggested that the difficulty in 

measuring and predicting recidivisin'was ,one related to 1 

operation'al definitions. Noting that paro4e success or failure 

is not dichotomous, the authors presented a success/failure 

classification, index which has a range'of varying levels. This + 

"new, recidivism outcome index" lists eleven possible 

recidivistic categdries 'num&red 0-10, the lower sthe number the - 

more serious the recidivism, i.e., 0-$=fa-ilure, 5-7Lmarginal 

. failure, 8=margin$ succe'ss, 9=qualif ied success, and Y 

3 10=success. Using 164 parolees in Minnesota, the authors had 
6 

various professionaJs in the CJS use the index to categorize the 
\ - .  parolees. The index proved to be valid and reliable, and the 

4 - 
%autho~s claimed that i t  was flexible enough t~ be applied 

anywhere. 

Sapsford ( 1  978) described'the British model for parole risk 

' prediction, known as the "Parole prediction Index". The model 

was develope'd using'a sample of 1100 subjects, and - 
cross-validated with a similar size sample. Sapsford suggested 

that the insex was a 'gooi3-predictor of general recidivism for 
* 

sentences of four years or less and property offenders, but was ------------------ I 
- - 

I3See: Grygier, Blum, and Porebski (1971). 
See also Nuffield (1982)~ and Wilbanks and ~indelan* (19721, for - 

comparisons of the efficiency of three prediction devices: 
1 )simple summation, 2)predictive attribute analysis, an$ 

. 3)multiple regression an+lysis. 



P considerably Less accurate for other sub--types of offenders, 
- 

.. 
especially sex offenders and violentLoffenders,14 

 amps son ( 1974) modelled a par01e'~prediction device for the 
\ 
Florida correctional system after the California Base Expectancy 

Scale. Using 200 men released fromTthe Florida correcti-onal 
% .  

. < 

system, the author found the base expectancy model-to be 

. inadequate, as was the subsequent use of a step-wise multiple 

regression analysis, in developing a model, since both models 

assumed a.homogerieous releasee'.population. Hence,- Sampson 

further subjected his data (on approximately 43 variables) to a 
- 
cldster analysis approach which identified sub-groups of 

homogeneous releasees, to which a multiple discriminant analysis 

could then be applied to more accurately predict,the risk of 

success or failure. 

Werner aod Palmer (1976) used a sample sf 336 male youths 
7 

in California, from 1961-1969, to demonstrate-that traditional 
I \  

statistical models for the prediction of parole success- 

failure can be enhanced by simply relaxing the assumptions of 

linearity and homoscedasticity. By employing f e non-linear 3 
psychological variables, developed by use of the Jesness 

d 

Psychological Ihventory, the authors demonstrated a considerable 

increase in the explanatory power of measures of parole - * 
performance over the traditional variables. 

Using 12,693 U.S. federal parolees from 1969, and 
- - 

f ollowed-up af ter two years, ~ r o w n  ( 1978) demonstrated the 
------------------ 
14See:- Nuttal -- et al. (1977); Monahan and Cummings (1975). 
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9 -. 
empirical-and statistical superiority of linear multiple -- - -  - - 

9 
I discriminant analysis over linear univariate analyses in 

identifying wgodd risksw and "poor- risksw for offenders on 

edole. Gottf redson and Gottf redson ( 1  980) compared five 
C Z  

> * *  - $tatistical prediction techniques to determine which was the 

most powerful: 1 ) multiple regression analysis. 2) simple 

summation, 3) predictive attribute analysis, 4 1  association 

analysis,' and 5) multidi,mensional contingency table analysis. - 
I 

Using e 2mple population -,of 4,500 releases from 1970-lg72 

and 2,100 for the validation 

none of the tested methods 
/ 

than each other. Therefore, 

the adoption of one of the methods over the others shouid be a 

- decision based on factors other than. statistical power, such as 

. type of data availab.le, simplicity of application, and the 

purposes to which the resulting instrument i w p e c t e d  to-be 

I 

While mu& of the parole prediction research has been 
. '* 

focussed on finding th6 best predicti3e device, other 

researchers have taken a more theoretical apyoach. ~nciardi an9 
- - 

McBride ( 1  977) have criticized the traditional efforts to 

predict parole success or failure, suggesting that the major' 

- inadequacy has been a lack of theoretical foundation in the 
-- - - - - - - -  - 

research: 
- -- -- - - - - - 

"...random and intuitive selections [of ~a~riables] do ------------------ 
l5see also: Babst, Inciardi, and Jaman (1971). 



not yield generalizationsethat transcend the immediate 
context of .the research," (1977-:23l- - -- --- - - - - 

Deductions fron theory would suggest direckion as well as other 

variables to be included in any analysis. A lack of theory in 

prediction models may result .in a lack of considerati.on for 
- 

"organizatix>naln variables,' i.e., community environment-into 

which an inmate is released, and the work structure and attitude 
F 

of parole of•’icers, as well as an overemphasis on "available" 

data. The authors also pointed out that prediction C 7 

rnodels/experience tables do not predict success or failure, - 
instead, merely identify a set of characteristics, tke 

posses'sion of which suggests a tendency for failure or success-. 

Dean and Duggan, ( 1969) modelled a study of parole 
r 

prediction 'on the theoretical .basis 

outlined by Blalock (1965); Clowa.rd 

esoecially Cohen (1955). Based on a 

a success sample of 55 men, the two 

of social interaction; as 

and Ohlin ( 1960)~ ,and 
-. 

- 4 

failure sample of 98 men and 
/ 

groups were compared on 

race, educational attainment., marital status, occupat"iona1 

skill, income, and regularity of employment (failu-res were , 

slightly better off- than successes). The abthors 'div'ided 83 - 

variables,, some t-raditional and some social-psychological 

measuresf into three groups according to Cohen's three 

"interdependent but analytically distinct @rtsn of an 

individual's world: '1 ) sitbation, 2) identification, and 3) 

value 9qientations. The authors found that a disproportionate 
--pp---- - -  - - 

increase in the'criterion variable was demonstrated when a 

combination of attributes occured. In other words, success and 



were coded and-allowed to enter the regression analysis as 

predictors. 

underwood (1979).claimed that the use of predictive 
+. 

- techniques, is a legal issue , 'and further argued that dif •’&rent 

predictive selection schemes may be equally useful in given 
L 

c'ircumstances. The authpr stated that predictions are tentative, 
4 

not certain, and that, traditionally, prediction :methods have 

been highly inaccurate., predicting failure with a higher error' 
- - - -- -- 

mte than success. AltmriativeFS to pred3ccive se~ection have no 

stronger claid to legitimacy than predictive selection: 
'\ 

"...clinical methods pay more attention.-to individual 
applicants, and statistical'methods pay more attention 
to the rules for selecting themn. (1977:1432) 

' 

Underwood .concluded that' the parole decis~onmaker-s must dCcide 

on prediction methods, based on the objectives of the 
- - - 

- - - -- - - - - 

decisionmaking process, and the values inherent in that 

Summary 
9 

/ 

~eviewing just a sample of the parole and parole 
\ 

J decisionmaking literature demonstratesethe complexity and 

-+ uncertainty .of - the parole - structure, as evidenceJAx-dif fering - - - -- 

z more emme review ~ p a r o l e  prediction devices, the 
reader is referred to: Evyen (1962); Glaser (1955, 1962); Hayner 

Hoffman, Gottfredson, Wilkins, and Pasela (1974): 
b 9s and Nuffield (1972); Simon (,1971). 



J 

- -  - - - - - - \ - -  - -  - 

perspectives and conflicting findings. However, if one recurring 
- - -  - %  -- 

theme-cFuld be ldentlfied throughout the bulk of the literature 

it would be the recommendation for standardization and 

systemat.ization of every aspect of the parole decisionmaking . 

process, from the offender information sources, tp the methods 

of assessment, to the parole hearings-, and even to the -parole 
1 

decisionmakers. , 

Such a recommendation can only be achieved through a clear, - 
concise, well-thought out set-of parole decisionmaking 

, guidelines which take into consideration the correctional 
- - - - - - - - - - 

philosophy of the day, the general climate of the community,-and- 

in so d'oing, must clearly articulate the future goals'and 

objectives of parole. The establishment of these guidelines will 

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

objective research into parole decisionmaking issues. In other 
-. 

words, a more wholistic approacht7 
- - - - to parye de:isionmaking - 

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

complexities and uncertainties of the current parole structure. 

------------------ 1' - - -- - 

17ie., consider-ation of all the of the parole process and - .  
their unique-interaction with each other. 
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A - -- - -- - - 

nal Release Decisionmaking 

Most discussions on parole and/or conditional release pose 

J the questions of why, who, and how;i.e.,why might we wan$ to 

release offenders to'controlled supervision in the community?, 

who is it, exactly, that we want to release to this controlled . - 
supervision in the community?, and - how do wq objectively, and 

consistehtly, identify those offenders we want to release? 
2 

Conditional release decisionmaking is the process through 

which the issaes of' why, who, and how all come together, and' 

. hence, is the starting place for the following discussion of the 

issues. 

The Issues - 
Decisionmaking at the Board level has been referred to as 

one involving the+prediction of offender risk to the community 

(~uffield,1982), in terms of whether or not an offender is 

likely.to re-offend if releasid to that community 

prediction of success vs. failure). In making-the - a 

grant or deny'conditional release, there are four 

. oupcome"s: a) the Baard grants conditional release 

(vis a vis 

.decision to 

possible 

and the 

'of fender remains violatipn-f ree (i .e., true positive): b)  the 
-7 

~oard-grants conditional release and the offender violates his 
- -- - --- - -- 

release by either committing a new offence or breaching a 
- -  - - ---- 

condit7on of release (i.e., false positive); ~)-the Board denies 

P conditional release to an offender incorrectly in the case of an 

30 



-- 

of fender who w o u l d u e  remained violation-free (i .e., false 
. 

* 
negative)-; a.nd d) the -Board correctly denies co'nd5tional release 

to ap offender who' would' have (i.e., true I B 

negative). In the first well be a 

* \ considered a success, and the Board to have made a good 

decision. '1n the second instance the offender might well be . .. 

considered a failure, and the Board to have made an erroneous 
Y 

decision. ~ikeGise, in the third case the Board would be 

considered to have made a bad decision as, hypothe'tically, the 

offender would have been considered a success. And in the f - - 

case the Board would be considered to 'have made a good decision 
J 

in that, hypothetically,, the offender would have been considered 

a failure. Of course, while cases 3 and 4 exist theoretically, 
+ 

they are impossible for us to assess empirically since the 

nature of thg decision precludes qny 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 should be placed. The problem here is in the terms 

"successn and "failuyn. "Successn is the most difficult to 

3 define as it'could refer to something as sp cific as not being 
p 

J 
revoked while on conditional release, or something as all 

encompassing as never coming into contact with the CJS for a 



- period of 5-10.years.ahter the expiration of sentence. 
-- A- - . "Failure", being somewhat more tangible than success, is, 

\, . , nonetheless, almost as ambiguous. Failure has typicallFbeen 
* 

. \  
meqsured by recidivism, which could refer to revocationk,of 

conditional release for either a technical violation or a new 

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

4- - sentence. In 'any event, the impact of this operational disparity 

is exacerbated by ,the fact that success and failure are not 
I 

inherently mutually exclusive, but are dependent ppon who is 
. - 

defining them and in what context. Nowhere in the literature of 

the last 20 years has there appeared a resolution to this 
4 

4 

terminological problem, one that might appeal to an empirical 

, sense of generalizability. 

Were the NPB .to emplo; the "coin flipw method of making 
> 

release decisions, one might expect the probability of the Board 
m 

making a good decisior, to be 50%, and the probability of the 

Board making a bad decision to be 50% also. Yet this .is - 
certainly - not the case. However, there exist certain inequitable 

factors 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 
proliferation of philisophical impishness, the need for 
objectivity in the realm of presietion might well be illustrated 
with the argument that an application of success/failure 
constructs to of fender's performance on c a n d i t i m l  relea- 
could -j-~s-& aseasi&-be a~ appl+io~-& swteess/faf&re 
constructs to NPB prediction rates, i.e. hits vs. misses. 



Hende, a look a-t these inequities-is warranted. 

Three main i&sues in the decision to grant conditional- 
I- 

release warrant greater scrutiny: 
I 

1 )  What is the social philosophy which underlies the 
decisionmaking 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 on 

the conditi.ona1 release decisionmaking process ' t-ssue of 

"why". The second issue follows immedia.tely dnd logically from 

..&he first. It addresses the functional pragmatics of conditional 

release and to what-an offender is actually released to -- from 
. . .- - 

which flows the issue of "who". The third issue raises the 

debate between actuarial and clinical methods of prediction -- 

the issue of "how". 

Social Philosophy - and Community ~ccountabilit~ 

Before the Board makes a decision to grant conditional 

. - release it must consider the current correctional philosophy and 

the socio-political climate of the day. In any given year, in 
, 

@' 

any given region, the NPB may make several thousand decisions to 
P 

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 policy and public image, reqardless of wnetner 
.m 

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



or a bad risk. v 
t ) . . 

This consideration on tQe part of the Boagd mjght appear to 

some to exist implicitly on an - a priori basis, since key Board 

members are appointed politically by those who determine the 

correctional philosophy of the day. Hence, it is likely that, 

Board members would already hold the same beliefs as the 
I '  

government in power pqior to, and no doubt as a condition of, 

their appointment. However, governments have peen known to 

change policy during their term of office, and yet the NPB 

membership remains virtually unchanged. Herein lies the 'key to 

the Board's autonomy: by remaining flexible enough to 
* 

accommodate changing trends in correctional policy without 

altering the central function of conditional release, the Board 

maintains itself by balancing community acco~n~ab~ility against 

social policy, seemingly in spite ofdthe fact that the Board is 
.--. 

<- - 

a much less heterogeneous group than the population as a whole. 
7 

Within the last 16 years of predominantly Liberal 

leadership, Canada has seen several shifts in correctional - 

philosophy from a "rehabilitatiorr" oriented policy to a 

"utilitariann one, which gave way to a resurgence of the 

"incarc=ration for retribution and deterrencen thrust. 

Currently, the trend in corrqctional philosophy is a mixture of 

"social cost/social control" concerns tempered with an economic 

need for "uti,litariann control. Ironically, none of this really 

matters here, and is best left for a more ambitious analysis of 
, 

socio-political inrolvement in administrative decisionmaking, 



, 
since the primary function of con"ditiona1 release'is not altered 

by'my change in correctional philosophy; thaf function being 

the controlled-release of offenders back into the community." 

What - is altered, however, are the objectives of conditional I 

release. currently, those objectives ,- outlined in the 

Solicitor General's Study of Conditional Release (1981)~ are: a) - 
8 _. cost-effectiveness; b) -disparity reduction -- in terms of parole 

- eligibilty; and, c) a reduction in terms of social cost. 
I 

Community accountability, on the other hand, has a more 

direct infludnce on the conditional release decisionmaking 

process. The news media has a tendency to sensationalize the bad - 

decisions made by the Board, especially in cases where offenders 

on condi,tional release are involved in a murder, rape, or child 

estation, i.e., conditional release "successes" are not 
B d 

"news", but failures +re, and the more lurid and atypical', the 
. I 

more newsworthy. The public demand for' accountability created ' 

by such media .exploitation calls into qu&stion the very nature 

of conditional release and forces the Board to justify its 

existence in each and every instance. Pressure of this type 

------------------ 
3~lthough the socio-political impact of government on the 
administrative decisionmaking of the NPB is minimal, its i potential to influence the Board is mentioned fo,r two reas ns. 
First, it helps to make the point that the Board is autonomous, 
and that the Board's ~rima'r~ function remains constant. Second, 
neglecting to mention the potential for socio-political - 
influence would appear to compromise the integri~y of a 
:wholisticW approach to evaluating conditional release 
decisianmaking. > 

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

cannot help but influence the Board when making future decisioas 

to grant conditional release. 

With recent incidents of offenders on conditional release 

being involved i,n rapes and-murders, and the subsequent 
* - - 

exploitation of t M s e  eyents in the newsPmedia5, the demand for 

action and accountability by' the community has been felt by the 

Board; The response to this den-iand by the ~ o d r d  was the newly 
- 

created phenomenon of "gating". Gating inxolves the immediate 

and intentional revocation of an offender, released on mandatory 

supervis?on, for the pr~tection of soc'iety, where that offender 
* 

is deemed by the Board to be potentially dangerous and thereby 
* 

reprqenting a real and physical threat to the community at 
L 

large. 

. s '4 / 

ver Sun Wed., March 2, 1983; The Vanco~ - - I  

- - -  r . - - - I  ---- - ,  - -  
1982) ~ l b b e  & Mail December 14, . I PO". - - ' 
6Currently, "gating'" has h e e n  deemed illegal (See:.Re Moore an 
The Queen C.C.C. (3d), 4/206, (ont.C.~.), 1983; k - 
W.W.R., 4/124, (Altab.C.A.); Truscott v Director - of - M 2 ntain 
~nstitution et al.'C.C.C. (3'4/199; (B.c.c.A.~ 1983; Re 
Noonan W:C.B, m 5 4 ,  (~ed.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 me&a and commun-ity inElwnce 
on the conditional release decisionmaki'ng'agent. 
See also: Correctional.Service of Canada "Lets Talkw ( 1984 ,  
9/13) for a discussion of Solicitor General Robert Kaplan's k 

proposed ammendment to the Parole - Act which would make "gating" 
legal, subject to judicial review. 



Function -- and Task Definition 

The primary function* of conditional release -- the 
controlled release of offenders back into the community -- as 

stated above, is not altered by a change in correctional policy. 

However, the objectives of this functio,n, which do change along 
F 

: "with a change in policy, alsb reflect a'change in how one refers 
II to this primary function, which in turn defines the task to be 

performed by the ~ational Parole Service (NPS).' Wheg the trend 
_I 

in policy is on rehabilitation, the function is called 

"community correctionw, in which the objective is to 

rehabilitate the offender in a more natural "therapeutic 
I 

- environment". The subseq ent task of the NPS is to provide 
, B 

counselling and aid in obtaining human resources. 

When the trend.in policy is on retribution and p~otection 

of society the function 'is called "'extended social controln, in 

which the objective is to passively acknowledge the "revolving 

door" or "turn-around" phenomenon while maintaining economic 

cGntrols over the offender. Henoe, the subsequent task of the 

NPS is one of surveillance and policing. Currently, with the 
I 

trend in policy focussed on utility and social cost/social , a 

control, the function is called "re-integration", within which 

the objectiwe'is both to relieve prison overcrowding an3 to 

red ce incarcerative.costs, while attempting to reduce the , -  ----- --- ----- ---- . \  
S is now referred to as the Correctional Service of 

tCSCJ&roie), a collective agency employe& m&ir - - -  
of the Solicitor General as a separate, but closely . "  

associated, section of the CSC, to 0vers.e those offenders- 
grant'ed conditional release. "/ 



- threat to society of an increased pa2o~e population.. The 

subsequent task of the NPS,-in co-ordination with the 

institutions, is to facilitate this re-integration through the 

provision of basic training in'the area of life skills and. 

marketable job sk'ills -- a task which unfortunately remains 

unrecognized in the Pacific r e g i ~ n . ~  

~e-integration9, is a complex and difficult task of 
I 

- 
de-institutionalizing of fender -behaviour while facilitating 

community adjustment, and yet it appears to be a much more 

realistic approach to parole than does rehabilitation in a more 

"natural therapeutic environmentw. Ouimet (1969) was the .fir& 

to empha9size the shift to a re-integrative function, stating 

that parole is "designed particdlarly to assist the offender's - 0 t  

reihteiratibn into the communityw and an "opportunity and a test 
C 

of his self-controlw (1969:330). Both Gdldenberg (1974) and 

Hugessen (1973) echoed this change in focus for conditional 

release in Canalda. 

The B6ard's comkitment to re-integration is a 

straightforward one,.' The Board is responsible for the 

incarcerative strategy of each offender from. the point of - 
3 .  

initial classification into the federal correctional system. By 

--L-----,--------- 3 
eSee Olver (1983) for an empirical' analys'i's of this problem; 
also, see Mullen (1981) and Smith (,1982). for a description and - 

evaluation of life skills programs developed f-ederally, and 
implemented in other .regions of Canada. 

 his term is very much in vogue today, replacing the more 
antiquated notions of "re-socialization" and "rehabilitation" ' 
which currently lack the necessary appeal. 



a process known as "%ascadingn-the Board pursues thbir ob~kcti've 

of "increasing freedom" or. "gradual Through this 

process, the Board , ide.ally, brings each offender to the 

reali-ty of conditional release where he is confronted with the. 

primary function of condftional release -- re-integration. - .  

- Although the "overseeing" of eac.h offender in the 
a 

correctional'system is.an important, and seemingly enormous, 
. . 

function of the NPB, the primary function of the Board (not to 

be confused with the p;imary function 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 function is referred to.as "risk predictionw. Central to 
4 

any discussion of conditional release decisionmaking processes, 
I 9 

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

prediction is carried out. 
d 

.- Procedural Dynamics 
\ C 

The issue of "how" in theAdecision to grant or deny 

conditional release by the Board is the most complexand, 
. technical of the three issues. Hence, a more'detailed analysis - 

%&,. * 
of thi.s issue is warranted. There are three basic components to 

a mechanical analysis of decisionmaking: 1 )  the decisionwkers: - 

'O~his 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 a correctional facility. These two forms 
are "temporary absencew and "day parole". 



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

used to assess the data in making the decision. 

The Decisionmakers 
? 

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

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

- appointed by the  overn no; in Council, on r&commendations by the 
Solicitor  ewef for a term of 5 years, afier which the$ may 

_/- -- 
be r'e-appointed for an additional 5 ear term, with a two term 

3 

Z 
maximum. Temporary members are also appointed by the Governor in , 

Council, on recommendations by the Solicitor General, but-onlx, . % 

# 

__,----for a term of 1 year, subject to re-appointments with no ,+- 
maximum. Community members are appointed by the Solicitor 

0 

. - .  
General, on recommendations by the Chairman of the National - L 
Parole Board, for a term of 2 y-ea-rs, subject to re-appointments ; 

- "* . . -  

ith no maximum. I I ~ll'medbers' are ~rovided the .power to make 
* -- , 

nditional release decisions as established in the Parole-Act 

(R.S.C. 1970). All rhembers'cre allrowed one vote .& any decision. 
Ci 

. . 
in which they are involved, with vbtes of all members carrying . . 

the same weight. 

In making a decision to grant conditional release, only'2 

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

offender serving a sentence of less than 5 years. If a split 

decision occurs, a third member is called upon to v-ote, where - - ------------------ 
I l1n the *~acif ic region there are 3 full-time members, 2 

- - - 

temporary members, and 12 community members. - 
- 



i . '  B 

f ;, - - < - - I 0 
- 

the majority dec.ision carries. On sentences of.5.to 10 years, 3 
P - 

- A  - - - * -- A 

members must vote, where only 2 need concur to grant-release.'. On ---- - - sentences of over 10 years, 5 members must vote, in.which 3 need 

concur to grant release; however, iPn some case's 7 members may be 

requested io vote, in which only 4 need concur to grant release. . - 
F?r '''lifew sentences, 7 members must vote, and 5 must' concur on 

a--'&ision . . to grant release. 
c .,- 1 -  

The exceptions to this system occur when offenders have' 
\ 

. been sentenced as dangerous-sexual offenders, habitual 

criminals, or for murder. In ma-king decisions to grant 
* - - - 

conditional release in either of these cases,t2 of the 7 . . 
- - 

-T-= 
required votes must co~fie from members of the local citizens 

. ~ d v i s o r ~  dbmrnittee, a .groop which represents c,ommunity interests 
/ <. , 

in.tfie correctional process. - ?. 

. . 
, -  - Full-time Board members do not necessarily have any 

expert iase in  decisionmaking, nor are -they trained in clinical 
bi 

- - 

- asse'ssment or personality prediction. They do, however, 
, - 

typically have some prev-ious * experi&nee with the CJS, and hence, 

possess a working knowledge of correctional philosophy and 

unddubtedly some understanding of governmental policy. (&ouqh ) 

'this is not a pee-requisite of the appointment). Temparary.and 

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

local community and may,,&r may not, possess previous experience 
-----7 

in corrections. yoever; some members Kay well ke professionals A , 

f 

t/ in the e,mmuni -p a& as such, &, possesssome e~pertJis&- - 

4 
clinical assessment or behavioural prediction. The arguable 



i 
I 

i.. 

Q justification for ap~ointinq, for the most part, yntrained 

'nonprofessionals to the pos'ition of' decisionmaker is to 
- *  ' 

establish a representation of community norms and values that 
.I -1 , 

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

group of appointed decisionmakers is representative of the 

c o m m m  at large, in any empirical sense of the word, is 
.+ 

certainly dn :issue of cantention. 

The Data 
- - - - - - - -- - - 

The data used in the conditional release decisionmaking 
- 

process can .be dichotomized into psychometric data and 

non-psychometric data. Psychometric data would bethe 

interpretive results to'an offender's responses on an 

* administered test such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPI), or the CaliforSnia Personality - -  - Inventory - - (CPI). - - 
-- - 

These would be administered and interpreted by a trdined 

clinician or psychometrist, and then form part of an offender's- 

institutional file in terms of = 'psychological assessment. All 
P 

other in•’ ormat ion found on an offender's institutional file 

would be non-psychometric data. This type of data includes 

demographic information such as a~ge, marital status, and 

education. Also included in this type of data is criminal 
SL. - 

counselseports, police-worts, and a record of institutional 

conduct and performance. Two other types of non~pychometric 
c' 



- - - - - -  - - ' 

data which play a part in the decisionmaking process are an 

-- - - - outlinekt the offemrTs proposed-relexplans, and an , 
- w r  

erforGnce during a conditional release "suitability 
= ,  

by the  bard..'^' & .  

, 

It should be quite apparent that many differeqt pieces of 

info%mation are collected on an offende-r, in a varieti of ways 
ir 

and-in'varying amounts, all of which are combined and made 

available to, the decisionmakers, and upon which the dverall 

'decision of "granted" 'or "deniedn is based. However, this brings 
./ 

us to the most important and key insight of the decisionmaking 
- - - - - - 

- - - -- - 
- - 

- - - - - - -- 
-- - -- < 

process: by what means, on what basis, and by what 

methodological procedure is this assessment realized? The answer 

to this question is thwost telling revelation in the 

conditional release process .I- 
+ 

* 
Traditionally, it-had been accepted as intuitively obvious 

/-= 
that the best method of personality prediction involved clinical 

assessment by a-trained professional, wifh a strong emphasis on 
C 

case study. Despite the confidence in this method, no two . - 
* 

professionals could ever seem to re1 ia'bly agree 'on clinical 
a 

assessments of similar ~ases.~'~evertheless, it was not until the. 
+ 

1 9 4 0 ' s  that Sarbin ( 1941 j challenged thisd method of personality ------------------ 
-- --- - ---p- - 

-- -- 
- 

12~ote that these intefview fe not always held. whether they 
are depends on an offender' esirp to present his c s ~  for 

-- - 

release personally, or on a Board memberjs request, where the 
member feels it is necessary before-a decision may be reached. 



predjction in an article entitled, "clinical' Psychology -- Art 

or Science?", a position supported by the writings of ~undberg' 

(1941). Sarbin demonstrated that untrained secretaries could 

predict behaviour as weJl as or better than trained clinicians 

by the use of statistics and a pre-established prediction table. 

The ensuing debate led Sarbin to publish an article on the logic 

of prediction in psychology (1944). 

Ten years later, the debate was all but-exhausted when 

Meehl (1954) published an analysis of clinicaL versps 

statistical prediction, which stated the definitive conclusion 
- -- 

to the debate -- empirically, and logica,lly,-the final word in d 

prediction will-always, and unavoidably, be statistics. In 

reaching this conclusion, Meehl provided a logical analysis of 

Sarbin's .original argument, preferring the slightly more narrow, 

but 3till synonymous, term "actuarialw to "statistical". Meehl 

.(I9541 also reviewed the studies which sought to empirically 
. - C 

settle the debate (some of which, perhaps, dere merely trying to 

a * salvage the tarnished image of clinical psychology), and 

demons ated quite convincingly the supremacy of statistical d' pred' tidn. This review was updated by Mee_h_l-A~T-7965,. and has 

since been consistently documented in the literature (Goldberg, 

19 8;' 1959'; Levenberg, 1975; Misckel,. -1 968; Sawyer, 1966; f 
rsundberg, 1977; and, wiggins, 1973, 1981 1.  ' 

3See Wiggins (1981 ) ,  fdr a more conte'mporary review of 
personality prediction. 



- 
- With the contemporary wisdom in personality prediction . 

- - 

. being'an emphasis o~experiential tables and statistical 

probabilities, the problem'then bec~mes one of applying.this 
I 

procedure to the conditional release decisionmaking process. The 

difficulty in doing this with a maximal degree of success has 

been cited as the major reason for the 'strong resistance to 

adoption of this method.  or as long as statistical prediction C 
. *  - 

has been the rule rather than the exception, paroling agents 

throughout North America have felt that conditional release 
C 

decisionmaking would be the ideal application for such a method. - 
The major obstacle to this application has been in the 

identificatioh of predictive factors that could be used to 

establish a "modelw for prediction. ~bwever , with the 

advancements in micro-computer technology, i.e., the 

accessibility of computer processing potential to paroling . 

agents, considerable efforts have been made to establish such 
- .  

models, along with guidelines systems to control the application 

- of prediction models 
\ 4 

f 

r b  
-2 

Most progress in the development- of prediction model's to ' 

date has been in the U.S., eg., ~ichigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, \ - 
Iowa, and Georgia.14 This is-largely a result of the severe / 
overcrowding of U.S. prisons .over the past 10 years. Each of 

these states has found it necessary to draft "Parole Guidelines 
- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - 

~~stems"-which outline a step by step procedure for the ------------------ 
"See Fischer r19841 and Gottfredson and~ottfredson~(T80) for 
examples and descriptions of existing prediction models in the 
U . S .  



successful expansion parole programs in'their respective 
-. 

states. The primary mandate of these guidelines systems& to - - 

facilitate a substantial increase in the parole popylation, and 
- _  

thus relieve both prison overcrowding and thg-cost of 
\. --.-- 

incarceration, while limiting any increase In risk to society 
, 

that may result from such an expansion. 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)15, presented a simple.and stra 

comparison of some of the bettear parole prediction 

date (see Appendix A). The model developed by 
4 

with the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center (ISAC), serve6 as an 

excellent example of what an offender risk prediction model'can 
a 

be, as it boasts an unprecedented accuracy rate for prediction 

&fender risk of 88%. c 

Fischer's "Iowa Model" was the result of an extensive 

review of other risk prediction models, followed by a large 

scale empirical~analysis o: offender-related factors for their 
- 

predictive-efficacy. When the 1980 version of the model claimed 

an 80% accuracy rate in risk prediction, the 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 years of the- model's application some impressive ----- d------------ 4 
- - - - -- - - 

.f ?Materials presented at a' symposium on " ~ i s k ~ s s e ~ s m e n t  and 
offender Classification", held March 21-22, 1984, at Simon 

iversity, Burnaby, British Columbia. k 

* 



findings were noted: 

a. Identification, of "good risksw for early release led to 

I a 52*% increase in'paroles, avoiding what could otherwise 

have been a crushing 28% increase in the prison 

population during 1981-1982. 

b. Despite the huge increase in paroles, the rate of 

violent crime among parolees dropped by 35%, and the 

total volume of such crime by 1%. 
u 

8 to society posed by a 'typical parolee, as 

the number and seriousness of new felony 

charges after rblease, dropped by 17%. 
1 

d. Through early release screknin the integrity of the 9 
"cap" had been maintained and the state managed to avoid 

a massive building program- in t'he prison system without 

increased threat'to society. (ISAC, 1983:4-6) 

A 13-month average follow-up ofthe findings showed that of 

the 61% of offenders recommended as good risks that were ,in fact 

>granted parole, only 6.8% acquired new felony charges, while 18% 
t 

of offgnders who were not recommended as good risks but were 

nonetheless granted parole, 28.2% subsequently acquired new 
3 

felony charges. 

The model was subsequently revised in 1983, and again in 
P 

1984, to reflect improvements based on a validation study, the * 
- - I - 

main.objectives of whicW were to make the model simpler, 

"hardenw the data elements against potentla1 Te-1 

repercussions, and possibly improve on the model's accuracy. The 

r 
4 7  * 
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- - 
and arrives at a prediction of risk on a 5-point scale ranging 

from "very poor" to "very goodn. /"h . . 

More recently, a 1984 version of the Iowa Model claims to 
-. 
- predict viol'ent risk'to society with the 'same degree of 

, 
accuracy. This version of the' hodel. is identical to its 

predecessor, but with the inclusion of a fifth factor. 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.16 

In Canada, both the Hugessen Report (1973) and the 
9 

, Goldenberg Report (1974) recommended that specific guidelines 

faor the prediction of conditional release outcome be 

established. To date,, no specific guidelines model has been 

developed and the only effort to develop a statistical 

prediction model was performed by Nuffield C41982), a model which 

reflected the influence of the "Federal Salient-Factor Score" - - 

developed by the U.S. Parole Commissip~,(1976)." 

~eginning in 1975, Nuffield collected and analyzed 2,500 

NPB decisions and outcomes, with the objective to "model" a 

large sample of Board decisions*hrough the identification of 
++ 

offender charac'teristics statistically determined to be - 
"associated with parole decisions in a systematic way" 

(1982:18). Data were collected on the 2,500 cases and ------------------ 
16See Iowa Statistical Analysis Center (March, 1944) for more 
detail ofi the Iowa Model. 

"See Hoffman and ~delber6 (1983)  for a review of the Federal 
Salient Factor Score. 



L 

subsequently analyzed by means of a regression analysis and a 

predictive attribute analysis1', as a means of identifyinglrisk 

predictive factors. The combined analyses produced' four 
\ 

significant and stable predictprs: 1 )  number of previous 

imprisonments; 2) age on admission; 3)number of previous 
e t 

escapes; and, 4) previous 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 that "the 

ultimate measure of the usefulness of [a] predictor is the 
- 

over-all accuracy of the 'instrument' as a statistical 

technique" ,(1982:34). Hence, Nuffield chose to test three 
* 

classical prediction methods: 1 )  regression analysis (as per 

Gottf redson, 1962) ; 2) predictive attribute analysis (as per 
1 

Wilkins and Macnaughten-Smith, 197d) ; and, 3 )  simple summation 
L 

, (as per Nuttal - al, 1976). The object of the exercise was to , 

determipe which technique made the best use of the potential 

predictors. - - 

- -- 

Nuffield collected re-arrest 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 4 A .vw .and 
1 
tested for effectiveness against the validation sample. A tdtal - 

------------------ 
lsSee Wilkins and Macnaughten-Smith (1970) for,a description of 
this typz of'analysis. 



of 15 predictors were used, including the above four factors 

iderftified by Nuff ield in the previous analysis, 8 of which were 

related to criminal history. 

The results.of the exercise were none too impressive. The 

regression analysis accounted fot about 5% to 7% of the variance 

in the success measure, while the prediGtive attribute analysis 
f 

. 8 k  could not predict risk any better tha.n'chance. However, the .. 
. - 

simple summation method managed to predict 60% of the cases . 
- 7 

5 

better than chance expectations. ~hi.s method derives a, 
* ,  - : 5 

' prediction of risk from a general' recidivism scale, wheke scores 

range from "27 to +30;  the lower the score, the more favourabke 

the prediction of ,risk. When Nuffield plotted offender's simple 
V -, 

summation scores against the rcte at which they were paroled, a 

curvilinear relationship was noted, which suggested that the 

rate of release for "very goodw risk offenders was lower 'than 

the rate of release for "goodw, and even "fairw, risk offenders. 

Nuffield stated: 
0 

Thus, the Board seems to deprive itself -of the 
successful outcomes of these high scoring Xnmates at a 
cost to its own wsuccess ratesw, a cost to the inmate of 
additional punishment and lost street time, a cost to 
the $axpayer in dollars sperit holding the inmate and, in 
many"cases, supporting his dependents. - (  1982:57) 

A similar curvilinear relatiopship was reported when - 

offender simple summation scores of violent recidivism were - ,  

t 
plotted againstathe parole rate , in which the parole rate for 

the best risk offenders was no better than the parole ratefor 

the bad risk offenders. This attempt at *dent r k s k  p r e d i w  
5' 

was performed in spite of the literature's claim that prediction 



of future dangerousn~ss, as yet, 'is unreliable.lg 

Although not tohted as a great risk assessment madel, the 
I 

simple summation method was recommended to the NPB by ~uffield,, 
- - 

as a means of systematizing the conditional release 

gcisipnmaking process, at least until a better model was 
2 

developed.  long" with .this recommend:t'ion, Nuffield proposed a 

"Parole Guidelines Modelw which outlined how the simple 

summation 'method might, successfully, be adapted into <he 

current conditional release decisionmaking process.20 

In review of the arguments and evidence which support the - 
use of a statistic%l or actuarial mdel for the,prediction of 

offender risk, the question remains: why has the National Parole 

Board of Canada not chosen to use a statistical prediction 

methdd, but rather maintained a layman's version of the clinical 

assessment method? Hayner (1958) asked a similar question, 

concluding: 

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 - 
c se, (4) frustration of intelliggnt selection for 

role because of legal and traditional restrictions, 
nd (5) reactions to the prediction devices P 
themselves.(p.73) a 7 . 

t 

I ------------------ 
I See Cocozza and Steadman ( 1976) ; Menzies, Webster, and ~utler 
(1981); Menzies, Webster, and-Sepejak (1983); Steadman and 
Cocozza (1974); Webster, Sepejak, Menzies, Slomen, Jensen, and 
Butler (1984). - - - - 

20See Nuffield ( 1982 )  f&?a wore &&ail& -fiptiefk ef 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 clinical assessment method has always been thought to 

be a more "humanistic" process, and although it may be less 

efficacious than statistical assessmept, it is; nonetheless, at 
. 

least more "human". However, in view of.~uffield's (1982) 

findings it may well be moreCwhumane" to employ a statistical . 
? - 

model that would ensure.a litile more equity in terms of the 

better risk offenders, who qre more deserving of release. 
* * 

Second, it seems reasonable to assume that people, 

especially those with authority, do not like giving up some of 

their power, particularly to a machine. This is likely a more 
4 

realistic reason for resistance, since statistical models can be 
' \  

made accessible to anyone in the correctional field, 

f4 subseque.ntly giving them the ability to hredic f fender risk to ' 

\ 

- society -- as well as, or better than, the Board. 
-3 

In sum, the focus of the parole decisionmaking process is, 
e 

w or should be, on the procedural mechanics of risk assessment. To . 
clarify, Meehl (1954) outlined the four logical combinations of 

procedure and data in personality assessment: 1 )  psychometric - 

data combined in a me=hanical or actuarial fashjon; 2) . 

psychometric data combined in a non-mechanical or interpretive7 

fashion; 3)  nonpsgchometric data- cmbinea mec-had--Lly Zd- 4& /Y - 
v' 

nonpsychometr i c  data cmhined n~n-mechaniczdly, The procedure . % 

used by the Board might be construed as something that loosely -.. 8 



resembles the fourth combination; given that the Board member' 
- -- - 

f .  

are untraified in the techniques of 

assessment. However, with the adoption of a 

prediction., the '~oard' s non-professi.ona1, 

C of aesessment could well enhance, the predictiGe power of' su, 6 a . 
, 

I 

model. 1 I 

*?;it& -.conceivably the $ideal .decisionmaking procedure iould 
\ I 

intorporate a c,ombi,natibn* of mithods. Such was the suggestkon of 
I I 

Sawyer ( 1 9 6 6 ) ~  who re-analyzed Meehl!s data, and found th 

best prediction method was one in which both judgemental - - - 

,mechanical input data were available for st-atistical I ,  
- c,ombination. Thus, the clinicianr's life would still have eaning + - 

in that he/she is seen as a valuable source of input data (eg., I 
see Sundberg, 1977). This combined effoit was originally \. 

I 

articulated by Holt (1958) as a sensible plea for "sophisticated 
, - , \  

integration" (see also ~ischel, 1968) .  NevertKeless, the nje& 

for a more actuarial based decisionmaking procedure in Canada is , 

p reality that is immediate and one that shouldrbe considered 
--d 

quite seriously. 

. * ,  Conclusion . 
I - 

/ -. -. - 
In review of the issues, the resulting "wholistic" picture 

of the conditional release decisionmaking -process reveals . - .  
- - -  - r- . 

several interesting facts. First, conditional release 
- -- -- - 

decisionmaking is essentially a risk assessment task. Second, 
1 

there is empirical evidence t o  .suggest the suprbacy of - 



statistical assessment models over clinical assessment - - - - 
- - models. - - - - - 

Third, there is some empirical evidence which demonstrates a 

moderate to good degree *of success in applying stat2 stdal 

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

in spite of this evidence, the National Parole Board of Canada . 
3m 

has taken no apparent steps to adopt a statistical prediction 

model within its decisionmaking process, nor has the '~oard 
- 

developed a guidelines strategy for improving the success of its 

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

will be compelled to seriously consider the evidence is by: (aL 
5 

an increase in demand for community accountability, to be 

achieved khrough a greater sensitization of the community to 

correctional issues; and/or, (b) an increase in empirical and 
Q 

objgctive evaluation of this decisionmaking process in Canada. 

.With few exceptions (~eveille, 1970; Waller, 1974; 

.MacnaughtCn-smith, 1,976; Nuffield, 1982), there ha,s been little 

evaluation of the Board's decisionmakin4 practices, no 

investigation into how and why the Board makes a decision to 
1 f 

grant or deny release, nor any assessment of success in 

prediction by the Board. The "visibility" of parole policy to 
* >  

decisionmakers, offenders, and the public, which these limited 

studies had hoped to-achieve, has instead remained severely 

clou&d by insuificient at.tzntion td the issues discussed above.. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

I•’--e to truly realize the nature and complexity of the 
- - 

conditional release decisionmaking process, we must first make 

the effort to seek objectification in our method of- eva -I uation. 



Without . - objective evaluation, further discussion of conditional ' 

release decisionmaking would be red-undant. ' 
I 

It was with this knowledge, and the opportunity provided 

through empl,pyment with the ~ ~ ~ / ~ a r o l e  (~acific)-~+the - . 
author performed the following study. The primary-objective of 

the study was to identify-significant and stable,predictorst2 of 

success and failure on conditional release, which could 

subsequently be used in a statistical assessment model of . 

o'ffender risk. 2 3  

-A 

2 1 ~ o  accept the notion of objectification is to appreciate an 
- ,  

;nheren.tly subjective- reality seeking to obtain its most - 
object ive-extreme. 

22Since "predictorn in the strict sens o•’ the word implies. 
causality, i.e.,,if p then q, it sho &e noted 
wpredictor" in the text of this thesis 6 s  used 
"discrimi-nator", i.e., if p most likely q. 
was in ascertaining those variables which 
differentiate 'individuals in the success and failure samples; _on 
the other hand, as I have argued, the NPB's function is one of % 

risk assessment, and hence prediction. 
- - - - - - - - - - -pP --- 

23~lthou~h tKe author had the benefit of the Nuff ield research 
- a*someu-. s . I- - 

Iowa -Model was not ?v;f;~b~~=. 
conducted. I C 



-- - - - - - L-- - - - -- - - -- - 

- - . %  ' .III. Methodology . ,  - 
2 , A  

' 1  
In Chapter 1 i  it was sdggested that conditio&l. release -. . - 

a ,  I 

decisiqnmaking in Canada is pr jma~ily a risk-prediction task; 
-T 

or; seen from another per;pective, this task &ay. be predicti61-1 

of success vs. failure on Conditional ,release. In ei-ther case it ' 

"as suggested tnat a-preferable approach* toLthis task, as 
3 1 ' 

- L 

opposed to, the currefi; approach, would 'be to aYl.opt an actuarial 
/ -- 

or' statisticap model upon which to base-such predictions. The - 

- 
- - -- - - 
- - 

majo'r prob~ea - in -- apply,ing such models to the cbnditional release 
- -- - - --- - - -- -- - 

- - - - - - - - - - 
- - - -- - - - 

deci;ionrhaking pro&ss has: b0en the difficulty in identifying 
7 

, predispoding  factor,^ of success vs. failure *on conditional' , . 
, . . ' .  

gelease, factors which are,essential in designing a model - . - 
0 .  

8% . * 

L L specificc to this process (Gottf r-edson and Gottf-redson, 1980) .  
E 

Nuff ielld's (1982) risk--prediction model is the only legitimatew 
w 

- -. a~te~pt-to-design. a statisticalmodel-in-Unada, but t o  date -- - -- - - _ ' , ..- , 
this model has not been fully accepted nor @E-intd practise. 

, 
Hence, the current study would appear to have, two useful - - 5 .  

4B 
I . and""pactica1 'applicationq in the conditional release . . , . 

)First, the study is d;signCd to identify , . qecjsionmaking process .. 
* 

. predisposing factors of success and/or fdilure for-thp future 

purpoie of designing a statistical prediction model suitable for 
, I 

t& National Parole Board. Second, any si'gnificant findings - 

-- - .  
lndlngs, or failing that, to at least provide some - - - - 

insight and/or criticism to the_Nuffield.model. 
-- - 

1. . <e 



OB j e c t i w  Y e  f 

B In sum, the current study 
, 

objectives: 

involved the following 

1. To assess and eva.1uate the nature of failure and success on 

conditional release. More specifically, to identify and 

6 enuherate predisposing and/or correlative fac.tors 
significant to failure or success on conditional release. 

2. To establish and illuminate the existing relationship, if 

any,. between failure on conditional, release and cbmmit!ing 
-- -- - - - -  - 

of new off ences-on conditional- release .- 
3. To identify and report any structuril problems with the 

% exi'sting conditional release program which may contribute to 

* failure, such as methods of supervision or standardization 
, 

of reporting procedures. . 

Scope o•’ the Study -- 
This study was limited to the Lower ~ainland and-~raser 

Valley regions of British ~oiumbia. More specifically, it 

included the areas of parole supervision covered by the 

Vancopver, Abbotsford, and. Chilliwack ~istrict ~~~/~arol.e 

offices. Data collected and an+lyzed from these-offices was 

limited'to a one year period, fromlJanuary Ist, 1981 to December 

31sL, 1 981, CSCkParoleOf fices-other--Ula~-thosenote 

- - contacted only when it was necessary to do so for t 

completing and/or cross-checking data. It should 3e noted that 



the three offices included here account for approxi&tely ninety 
- 

percent of the total mnditi- release puptrkatkurrirr 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 

supervised on a conditional release -program between January lst, 
--_ 

1981 and ~ecember 3ist. 1981, by either the Vancouver, 

Abbotsf ord, or chillhack aistrict off ices. Day Parolees and 
- - 

individuals on Temporary Absences (T.A.~), were' exclude~~from 

the current study as they are generally considered 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, 

Mandatory Su~ervision and Full Parole cases comprised the 
-- 

conditional release programs that were evaluated by this study. 

The 606 cases in the sample represented the full population 

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 p~pulation.~ ------------------ 
'The rate of missing cases for this population, due to missing 
or insufficient information sources, is estimated at three to - 
five percent. 

1 

,+ \ 
20f course it is still a sam~le with respect to time, and also ppp 

with respect toregional location, i.e., the Pacific region is 
one - - of five official regions in Canada. 

The year 1981 was chosen simply on the basis that it,was 
the last complete year for which complete data were available, 
at the time the study began: 'B 



Sinck the method01 gy-invol'ved two separate phases, 
i 1 -  

- -- - 

different groups of the same population were focused on-at 
- 

% 

/ different times. The first phase sample -- the 'failure' ?ample 
I 
I 

-- was liimited to all individuals on conditional release {who 
\ ' - were suspended on a breach of conditions and/or for committing a 

new of fence. Conversely, the second phase sample -- the 
/ 

'success' sample -- was limited to all individuals on 

conditional release, who were - not suspended, and hence 

considered to be nviolation-free", throughout all of 1981. 

Two other criteria wers subsequently added to aid in the- 

sorting of,cases into the two samples. First, individuals who 

had been suspended prior to December 31, 1981, but were still 

awaiting further disposition, were-considered 'failures' if, and 

only if, they were subsequently revoked for the same violation 

from which thei'r suspension had arisen, within the first 4 

months of 1982. Second, individuals had to have completed 4 
- - *- - 

consecutive months on their conditional belease program before \ 
being considered for the 'successesample\. This meant that an; 

b 

/ \ individual starting .a conditional release program after 

September 30, ,1981, would not have been included in the sample 
* 

population.   ow ever, 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 samplea3 +- 

------------------ 
- - -- - - - - -- - - - - - 

3This minimum 4 month criterion for 'success' was based on 
preliminary distributional analysis Lhat demonstrated that the 
majority of persons who "failed" did so within the first 4 
month% following release (see Chapter IV, Figure 1 !. t 



Operational Definitions * 

The terminology employed throughout the planning, 

implementation, and write-up of this study is specific to the 
Y 

area of corrections, and even more specific to this study. 

Therefore, it was necessary to operationally define certain 

terms and phrases for the purposes of the study. "Failure" 

refers to revocation of an indivi-dual's e condit-ional release 

program. "Successw refers to the absence of revocation of an 

individual's conditional release program and a relati-vely 
- 

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

key terms are operationally defined in Appendix B. 

Data Sources 

The data collection instruments for both phase$ were 

developed in-house, and were designed topallow for quick and 

1 easy coding of information, based on the structure and 
r 

availability of the data' sdurces. 

The primary data sources used for phase 1 were 

post-suspension reports and temporary detainment co-ordination 

reports. Secondary data sources included parole office index 

files, parole office warrant of suspension lists, Transfer Board 

reports, police reports, National Parole Board reports, and 

?n some incan&-olat ions occurred which r ~ ~ l i c d  in 
+ suspension but not revocation, and, as such, &ere still 

-considered ' successes' . 



Phase 2 primary data sources included parole office 
- -- 

'parolee booklets", parole offiee case files, and National I 

Parole Board reports. Secondary sources were comprised of 

penitentiary release reports, pa-role off ice index files, and 

Offender Information Systems (01s). 

Given that the study was conducted in two separate phases, 

the possibility must be considered t'hat-any differences observed 

in tHe sample may be due to differences in coding and data 

sources rather-than real differences between $he twa samples. 
a* 

Granted, these are always concerns 'of any  methodological^ 
- 

critique, however, certain measures were employed to minimize 

the artifactual component of any fyndings. Coding was controlled 

by: (al'pre-testing the data collection instruments; (b) 

training the data coll.ectors in collection technique; and, (c) 

periodic testing of inter-rater reliability. Experimenter bias 

$was minimized in that for most cases the cQders were &!aware of 

which offenders were "failures' and which wer.e 'successes' as 

success/failure information a s the last item of information 
collected, and the source of that information was separate from 

other information sources. 
\ 

Data sources were problematic in that the CSC, at that 

time, had no centralized or systematized method of information 

collection and storage. Thus, several different primary and 
- - - ppp pp 

secondary data sources were fequi-reto c r o ~ e f e r T n c e  and 

order that error due to problematic data sources might be . 



minimized. -. 

Design . 

The specific design utilized in the methodology is known as 

a summative evaluation design (Kidder, 1981). This design 

employs a quasi-experimental prokedure, and focusses primarily 

on archival data. The design was chosen to evaluate an ongoing 
. . 

process,'using a cross-sectional approach with archival data. N b  

actual subjects or research participants were invo1;ed in 'the 

methodology, only records of subjects' actions and 

characteristics. 
6. 

In this study, the design measures effectiveness of program 
A 

objec,tives. As stated in Chapter 11, the primary objective. of 

conditional release in Canada is the successful re-integration 
F 

of criminally deviant individuals back into the community. 

The reasons for selecting-such a design are straightforward 

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 any 

manipulation, or intervention, of this process would not yield 

an accurate assessment of the process, regardless of whether any 

such manipulation were possible. 

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

was selected in accordance with the study's objective to merely 

assess and recommend rather than to specifically formulate 

policy based on the findings. Quasi-experimental controls were 



used to establish and operationalize the two samples for both 
s 

- 

- 
- - - 

phases. All the data sources were surveyed for the required 

variable information on the subjects in the sample. 

I 
, 

procedure 

For practical purposes the study was divided into two 
'C 

phases. The fiarst phase was carried out in the summer of 1982. 

The target population tor this phase was the 'failure' sample. 

Primary and seconddry data sources were sought and studied for 

their information potential specific to - - this sample. Data 
- 

collection instruments were then developed in-house, based orf 

f- the informatio?.available in, and the Structure of, the data 

sources. 

l Data were collected on all conditional release suspensions 

in 1981. All subsequent revocations were then considered 

' failures' (N=112), A11 data far this sample were collected and 

by this writer. Variables on which data were collected 

include: age, marital statbs, month of release,- length of time 

out on conditional release, type of release, -releasing 

institution, criminal history, income, geographic area of 48 

$ 
supervision, employment, and type of suspension. In addition, 

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

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

violence, substance abuse, medical/psychologica1, and escape. 

Phase 2 was carrTec3 o u t - F n  75Se summer o t  1983.  h he target - 

populatior was the 'success' sample. Data sources, again, were 



t sought and studied for their in'formation potential relevant to 

this sample. Data collection instruments were also developed 

', in-house based on 'the information available in, and the- 
Structure of, .the data sources. 

\, Data were collected on all individuals who were on either- 
, e 

Full Parole or Mandatory Supervision in 1981,  and who were not 

revoked. These individuals were considered 'successes' ( ~ ~ 4 6 8 ) .  
\ 

An adbitional 26 individuals were discovered to have been 

revoked in 1'981, increasing the, 'failure' sample size to 138. 

Hence, \he total population for the study was 606. 
\ 

~ a t d  on the 'success' sample were collected and processed \ 
by a team hf four research assistants, sponsored by the 

- '1 
- 

Correctional Service of Canada/Parole (Pacifis the 
\ - 

\ - 

supervision this writer. Reliability checks-were performed 

periodically and at random to ensure consisient and reliable 
\\ F. 

collection of data.5 Xemhers of the research t-eaq were eoached 
\ 

. 
'. 

. in collection techniques prior to exposure to t h e ' d & ~  sources. 
i 

\ 
However, some errors were made that reduced t-be, validity .and 

"A usefulness of several variables. Variables on whic data were 
\ 
\ collected included: age, marital Status, month of relea- 

\ .- length of time out Qn conditional release, type of reliase., 

. releasing institution, rriminal history, incope, geogtaphic area , 

of supervision, employment, le el of education, vocational ------------------ "i 
- -- - -- 

'~eliability checks were carried out by requiring all research 
assistants to "code" the -same file. Eighty-five percent ---- 
comkterrcy i m O m m  coc%izr~wasZiZYii€ained throughout this 
.collection phase, and was considered to be reliable for the 
purposes of the study. 



drainihg, type of supervision, 'length - of incarceration - - - - prior - -- to - - - 

current conditional release, and stability of relatianship. 

In collecting data on specific variables in the two - 

samples, s o w  discrepancy occurred. The primary - data sources 

used for collection of data on the "failure" sample, being 

specific to "failure" cases, did not exist for collection of , 

data on the "success" sample. Hence, several variables collected 

in the failure sample could not be collected in the success 

sample. Similarly, differences in data sources specific to 

"SUCC~SS" cases resulted in the collection of additiona'l 

variables for the success sample. The collection of this 
J 

4 

- additional information required no additional effort on the part 
.,u C - - li 

of the dataLcbllectors, an,d it was felt that this information 
C 

5 

r could be usefui in future evaluatibns since it was not being 

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

study were restri'lcted, unless otherwise noted, to the variables 

common to both samples. 
I 

I 
Upon completion of the data collection, both data sets were 

P 

coded for subsequent computer analysis, using Tlie Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, Nie -- et al, 1-975) to 

a G z e ,  the data. 



~alidityand - Reliability 
_Internal ani3 external validity are concepts which exist in - - * 

a perpendicular relationship to each other, sometimes 

complementary, and sometimes antagonistic. Thus, a virtual "give - 
and taken type of decisionmaking process is created within the 

t 

task of methodological design selection. Evaluation designs ar; - 

used largely in natural settings where the intent is to generate 
s - 

findings that may eventually have practical applications for ' 

those settings. Hence, the loss of some internal validity in 

this type of design is a s w l l  cost in comparison to the 
0 

considerable gains made in terms of external validity and 

generalizability. 

In this study, arguments can be'made for a slightly,greater 

"hintw of generalizability. First;. it can be argued that the 

inmate population in the Pacific region is not atypical of 

' inmate populations in other regions of Canada. Therefore, any 

.findings based on a sample of inmates from the Pacific region 

may be generalized to some degree to inmates in other regions. 
_-_"I'- --- 

- + ~ecor;d; if the f inaings of a smaller scale study such as this - 
were to replicate or resemble the findings of a larger, say 

national scale study such as Nuffield's ( 19821 ,  then it would be 

logical to assume a certain degree of \generalizability within 

the smaller -scale study. 
-- - - 

- -- -- 

'~hese arguments will be further considered below in Chapter V, 
in the context of discussing the findings and concluSions. 



~eliability concerns in this study - - -  are relatively - - -- ----i- 

straightforward, being, in large part, concerned with the 

consistency of data sources and information bases. with the 

utilization of archival data, comes- the realization that any 
-.- * 

findings derived-from that data can only be as ?reliable as the 

. data sources themselves. 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 discove.ry'that information 

on any giLven individual in th; sample might not be complete, 

might be conflicting from-one record to the next, and/or might - 

exist under an alias name.7 A system of cross-checking and 
/ 

cross-referencing was established to minimize this potential 

threat to reliability. Threats to reliability in the collection 

and codinq of data were further minimized by the pre-training of . 
1 

the data collectors and the random inter-rater reliability 

.checks carried out by this writer. Despite these- coritrol 
4 -3 

measures-some error did bctzur, in terms of lost kriables or 
. Ij 

I 

missing in$orrnati~n; -sue to some unforseeable difficulties with 
I > 

2 
is - X' 

the data sources. 
-4- 

7 ~ h i s  is 'a considerable problem w i t h i U h e C o r r r & ~ a - l - S e ~ ~ ? i - c e  
of Canada t5at -isparesult of the transient nature of inmates' as 
well ,as the lack%~a~centralized record keeping system in the . 
CSC . 



Ethics ' 

P 
- - - - - - -- -- -- 

~ h e  ethics involved in doing research must always be 

considered when justifying the social cost versus the potential 

for so~ial gain 'in the research. In the currerlt study, three . 

ethical issues are most salient. Confidentiality is always an 

important ethical concern in evaluation research, and this study 

was no e?c.eption. ~ l f h o u ~ h  no research participants were 

actively involved in this study, records of subjeat's' actions 

and characteristics were accorded the same respect and 

confidentiality they would have had had theyoactually 
- 

- - -  

parti~ipated.~ Following from this, any results can in no way be 
4 %  

traced back to any specific individual studied. 

/' Preventing the misuse of research results is also of - 

significant concern in evaluation research. Since evaluation' < 
research is somewhat more closely'related to social policy, P. . 

4 
findings generated through this type of research - (kased on their 

4 - 
- - 

- r -  - 

potential for good or bad repercussions) come part and parcef . 

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 limitations. in the research 

and subsequent findings, but, given that, to acknowledge that 

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

given context, space, and time. In other words, researchers.have ------------------ 
In response-t-o ethi c a t - , c o n  f i lc+wcr2 u s e - -  

without qubjects' consent, it should be noted that suqh files 
are* pr -rty of t k  CSCLP~rgL~ ad ' re o n l y t h e  
consent of*?Le CSC/Parole tb be us&. Tiis=as, in fact, 
obtgined. 



- - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - -- 

an obligation to do the best work they, dan, and report the 
- -  - - -- - - - -- - - 

findings of tho* efforts without compromising the integrity of - - . . 

the methodological de&n, i .e., acknowl=dge legitimate and 

illegitimate applications of research results. 

Finally, promoting the use bf research- results is an I 

ethical concern along the same lines. The benefits and - true - 

potential of research results should be properly promoted, but H 

without prejudice and without restriction. In other ,.yards, -. 

findings should not be selectively promoted and the saqe caution 

regarding the potential for pisuse must be considered. . .  
, 



- '. In the primary analysis the success/faflure variable was 

- scrutinized to identify those variables which best 
@ 

differentiated the'sucCess cases from the failure 'cases- in the .- 
a - - 'Q .. 

t . . sample: 'of the 26 variables on which data .<ere coll&ted. 10 of 
I . I -  l- - 

* 

these variables were covon, for the purposes of this analysis. - ,  
- _  _ _  : % 

> - I - _ -- - - - *  > , - - 
- to both 'the  success" and "failure" samples. These were: arital . 

i , \  
? 

status, month of release, type of release, releasing + ,. % 

Y 

w 

employment ,- age, and length of time opt on conditional? relea'se. - 
., . L  , 

Using thesuccess/failure variable as the depend&t va;iable, . - . . 

-. . these .1.0 variables were entered into a-lnultiple regression 
1 .  

analysis.' 

In the multiple regressipn kalysi$ a pair-wy deletion of 
, - 

- - -- - -- 

mi ssinij cases-was- chcjsen, " h i c h  i incuded-mor ;-data6Ga se per 
P f + 

varhble in the regression analysis -than would have been 
1 

+ 

, possible using a list-wise deletion procedure. Using a step-wise 

procedure . . 'in the regressio~-analysis,Leach of 9 variables 
+ 

r 

, . I  

q ' (including dumrny-coded - *- vectors) were Lo-nd to expliin 
i - 

significant,portions of variability in success/failur~, * 

'mdtiple R of ,472.- Table4? pPovides a summary of these 
., 

'C - 
variables in order of entry. 

-- - - -- 

0 

'Categoric>al variables were dummy-c@ed 
k 0 .  . , 

for- this-analysis. 



- - - -  - 

Sui i i i i iarjfot~irst~egress- ion Analysis 

- 

Source SS df MS F* Cum. R 

 ele ease type 8.809 1 8.809 63.183 .312 
Length time out 3.789 .1 3.789 27.177 .373 

c- Marital status/ 
single 2.421 1 2.421 17.365' .407 
Release institut/ 
maximum 1.346 . 1 1.346 9.654 .425 
Marital status/ 

- L common-law 1.228 1 1.228 8.808 .44 1 
Criminal history/ e 

- property offence 1.203 1 ' 1.203 8.629 .456 
Income 0.429 1 F -  0.429 - . 3.077 .461 
~mployment/ 

A - - &aItt--1 imp -_ 0-42 6 1- - - 0.47 - 6 -- - -- 3.414' - - 6466 - -  - - - - --- - 

~riininal history/ 
armed robbery 0.437 1 0.437 3.134 .472 
Residual 70.407 505 0.139 

0 

Total 90.545 514 
.- 

"Critical F-values for - df=l, 505 were 3.00 for ~c.05 
and 4.62 for p.01. 

The order of entry of the variables in Table 1 gives an 
- - --- - - - - - - -- - 

'. + '4 

indication of the strength with which these variables 
0' 

significantly "explain" the criteri'on ~f success/failure. "Type 

of release" and "length of time on release" appearfto be the 

strongest-of these variables, suggestimg.that re1ea~e.m 
a, 

* - - 
Mandatory supervision or Full Parole has an effect on the 

outcome of success or failure, as does the length of time a 

releasee manages to stay on release without incident. 

- - - -  4 f - ~ h e ~ ~ g 9 v ~ ~ ~ ~ e s 1  istedim- 
r 

Interesting relationships can be noted. Both the "marital 
t 

statusw and "criminal historyLvariakes, each represented by 



two dummy-coded vectors, have an'associationrith fa-ilure on - - - - 

conditjnal release, E i t a l  status/singlen - -- and "marital --. - 

status/common-law" appear to suggest a .lack of offender 

stability. in the community that might influence & reflect an 
- 

offender's ability to adjust to the norms of that community. 

/ "Criminal history/property offences" and "criminal history/armed 

robberyn also suggest a tendency for a releasee to fail rather, 

than succeed, an observation that might have been exp6cted on 
1 

the basis of previous parole research (i Gottfredson and 

increment in explanatory power, would appear to be associated , 

with "failuren rather than "success" in that the adjustment from 

a very structu,red and secure environment to - a minimally 

structured and secure environment would be an exceptionally 
C 

difficult task for an of fen-der who has, likely, just spent 
-- - 

7. 
upwards of 5 years in maximp security.- - 

- - ) -  - 

"Income" and nemployment" are the remaining two variables 

listed in Table 1 as significant predictors of success/failure, 

suggesting that the presence of some financial 

buoyancy/stability was a factor related to success or failure on 

conditional release. The employment bariable complements the 

income variable in that employment is a major contributor to 
* 

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

- The obvious relationship between income and employment, and the 
pp 

apparent association of.the other variables with failure on 



6 

i 

conditional release suggested that some- "hidden" relationships - -  
-- - 

- i~&ffkt exisf a e n g  the variables th&-cou3d--hdph~exy1;1in - 

additional variance in success/failure. . 
Noticeabry absent from this regression analysis wag the 

\ 
\ 

"age" variable, although it did indeed have a significant 
l - \  

\ zero-order correlation with the success/failure variable 

(r=-.232). - The fact that age could have a notable relationship - 
\ with success/,failure, dnd yet not 'appear in the analysis as a 
\ 

significant predictori could bf explained by the fact that age 

was signi,ficantly related to m st of the variables that had . 

\ \ e ttr 
alrehay been identif i-ecF+n the-analysis as sipificitnt -- - - - - - - -  

- - 

\ 
predictqrs of success/failure, and especially so with the 

\ P 
strongest predictors. It almost appeared a5 if age was a common 

denominator that strung all the predictors together,@and thus 

influenced the strength of each predictor. Most notable were the - 
" correlations of age with release type (r=.278), - and length of 

- - - -  - -  - 

time out on conditional release (g=. 4O5), which also happened to 
- 

be the two strongest predictors of success/failure. 

A subsequent crosstabular analysis of age with release type 

shoved that the percentage-of MS releasees decreased with a k s  

the percentage of FP releasees increased with age (chi 

square=51.106; - df=5; p c . 0 1 ) .  This was further enlightened by the 

logical finding that length of time out on conditional release 
\ 

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

type ~ - - - - - and length - - of time out were correlated significantly 



-- --  - Q - 

Two predictors with which age did not appear to correlate, 

"organizationaln variables in that they are factors which occur 
' 

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

which are not necessarily known by Board members who make the 
. n  

decision to release. This is an observation that lends itseJf to 

broad speculation. Therefore, suffice it to say here that the 
/ 

lack of relationship with these particular variables suggests 

. that the traditional predictors of success/failure --- those . 

demographic and biographical variables that are available to the 
-- - -- 

dec i's i on 
I 

are not necessarily good 

W r s  of success/failure because they cannot account for 

the changing circumstances an inmate will encounter immediately 
\ 

. upon .release. d 
The relationship of age to the other predictors, especially 

release type and length of time on conditional release, 
- --- - - - - - - - - 

-- 

suggested that a portion of the-explained variance might well be 

attributed to the age variable. Hence, a second regression 

analysis wcas &formed in which "age" was entered into the 
f 

. analysis first, after which the remaining variables were entered 3 

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

summarized in Table 2. 

This analysis confirmed the assumption that age was a 
-if C 

significant - predictor -- - --- of - - success/failure(F=34.7>--1.-505: - ' 

I 

~<.01), originally buried by its overlap with the other 
- - 

predictors. ~ndependencly, age expl ined 5.4% of the variance in f 



Table 2 
- --- -- - - 

Swnmary of Second Regression Analysis 

Source SS df . MS F* Cum. R 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 - -  ' 

Age 4 .855 .  1 4.855 34.768 .232 \ 

ReIease type 6.013 1 6.013 43.061 .346 \a 
'x. 

Length time out 2.417 1 2.417 17.309 .383 , 
Marital status/ \, 
single 2.337 1 2.337 16.736 .415 
Release institut/ 
maximum 1.281 1 1.281, 9.174 .432 
Criminal history/ . ' 
property offence 1.011 1 -  1.011 7,240 .445 
Marital status/ 
common-law 1.084 1 1 .084 7.763 .458 
I nc ome 0.521 * 1 0.521 3.731 .464 

- - - - -  

Empl ~ m e n  t / - 

part-time 0. 506  ' 1 0.506 3.624 .470 
Residual 70.519 505 . 0 .139  
------------------------------------------*---------------- 

Total 90.545 514 
LJ 

t 

*Critical F-values for d f = l ,  505  were'3.00 for ~ < . - 0 5  .. - 
and 4.62 for ~ < . 0 1 .  - 

the criterion success/failure. '~uite interesking was the fact . 
- - 

- - - 

that all other predictors remkined in the same order of entry as 

in the original analysis, yielding only that explanatory power 
, . 

which age had*. claimed thr.ough its independence as a predictor. 

The exceptions to this ofder weFe: (a) marital 
* 

status/cornrnon-law and criminal history/property offences .v 

* .  - e 

exchanged positions;. and (b) criminal histor.y/armed robbery,no 
3 

longer appeared on the list of significant predictors. This waso 

not surprising as 'history of armed robbery offences' was the b 

- 
- -- - -- - - ' * 

weakest predictor in the original analysis. It should also be 
- - - / 

. A  noted*in Table'2 that release type.stil1 appeared to be the mgst , . . 



potent predictor ( ~ = 4 3 . 0 6 ;  - - df=l, 505; ~<.011;-explainingan- - 

addi t i onal 6.7% of the variance b _ e ~ ~ n d t . h w t e a d ~ r m u ~ & - - -  --- 

4 
for by "age". Crosstabular analysis demonstrated that release 

type (specifically MS) was significantly related to both income 
, 

and employment. Since this relationship could also be hiding 

explained variance, and since income and employment-were 

independent of age as predictors of success/failure, it wag 

necessary to isolate their predictive strength from the 

remaining predictors. 

- Hence, a third, and finas, regression analysis was 

performed in wkieh age, folfwsd- by income an& employment2, were- - - -  

entered into the analysis first. The remaining six predictors 
k 

were then entered by step-wise inclusion. Again, the outcome 

- ordering of the predi;tors was identical. The one exception to 

this, and the most revealing result of this analysis, was that , 4 

release type no longer maintained the greatest ~redict ive 
- - -  - - -  

strength of the remaining predictors, but insteid became the 

weakest (see Table 3 ) .  

In this last regression analysis the'predictive strength of 

the variables took on a Atruern presentation in tPe swse that 

much of the "hiddenn variability had been teased-out by 

selective entry of the variables, without losing any significant 

predictors from the analysis. Age, ente~ed into the analysis at 
v 

step one, ?!ontimed to explain 5.4% of the variance ( ~ = 3 4 ; 8 8 ;  
- - - - -- -- - -- -- - 

- 

Qb# 
were h w o r r e l a t e d  with each 

r -.my 
-. 



Summary of Firtsl Regressiorr-ArraSysiz----- 
'. 

% ........................................................... 

Age 4.855 1 ' 4.855 34.883 .232 
I ncome 4.385 1 4.385 31.506 .319 
Employment/ - i 

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/ 
single - 1.898 1 1.898 13.637 .427 
Release institut/ 
maximum 1.527 1 1.527 10.971 ,446 
Marital status/ 
common-law 1.044 1 1.044 7.501 .459 

7 - - - - - - - - - 

Criminaf history[ - 

property offence 0.745 1 0.745 5.353 .468 
 ele ease type 0.594 1 0.594 4.268 .475 
Residual 70.145 504 0.139 ...................................... C--------------- 

Total 90.542 514 ........................................................... 
'Critical- F-values for - df = 1 ,  505 were 3.00 for p<. 05 
and 4.62 for ~<.01. 

d-f=1, 50.4; ~<.01>. Its negative-cor~elationwith fuc-cess/failurc - - 
(L=-.232) suggested that as age increased, the likelihood of an ' 

offender failing on release decreased. This finding may be B 

0 

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

-was somewhat correlated with release type (r=.278). - When this 

relationship was crosstabulated, it was found that MS was ' '' 

associated with younger offenders, and FP was associated with 

d 

older offenders (chi square=51.11; df=5; ~<.01). As discussed 
- - - - - - - - - - -- - --- - -- 

below, MS was also found to have an association with failure, 

and-FPwas-Eund to have an association with success (although, 



not with the saie degree of streng 

(chi square=68.56; - df=25; p<.01) demonstrated certain . 

relationships among different offence histories. Violent 

offenders were considerably older than all other offence groups, 

,khich is no doubt a function of the lengthier sentences 
Y 

prescribed by law for violent offences. Sex offences appeared to 

hav'e no relation to age, while drug offences were primarily 

among 30-50 year olds. Armed robbers and property offenders were 
I*z. 

typicalfy the youngest, while fraud offenders tended toward the 

property offences and armed robbery were also found to be 

associated with MS;and with failure on conditi~nal release Csee 

below 1. 

Income was entered at step 2 of the analysis (F=31.51: - 

df=1 , 504; e<. 01 1 .  ~ h i k  variable should more appropriately 'be - 
- -- - 

thought of as 'guaranteed income upon release' for risk 

prediction purpose&, a's it really does not become a factor until 

an inmate is released --- after which it then becomes a very 
important factor in determining.success or failure. 

Table 4 demonstrates an apparent monotonic relationship 

between income and success/failure, in which the success rate - 
b * 

increases and the failure rate decreases as income per' month 

increases. The only caution to this observation is the 
- - - - - -- -- - - - 

considerably large number of missing cases in this relationship. 
- - - - - - - 

However, all but 8 of the 85 missing cases are from the failure 



sample, and controlling for release type shows that the-majority 

Controlling for release type, 52.6% of MS cases had an 
\ 

income of less than-$700/month while only* 21.5% cases were 

in the'same income group. At the other end of the spectrum, only 

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

- of FP cases were in that group. It is obvious that income is 
. closely related to release type (r=. - 359), but the -interpretation 

of this finding is better discussed when employm5nt is included 

as a predictor of success/failure, since income is notably 

correlate6 with Both part-time emplgtment k=- - .289t a*& 

fufi-time employment (r=.684). - . - 
Both the employment vectors entered the analysis at steps 3 

.- 
and 4, employment/part-time losing its significance (F.2.81: - 

~ < . 0 1 )  . The crosstabular relationship between empioyment and - 
- - -  -- 

success/failure was significant (chi square.37.442: - df =2; 

ec.01) , in addition to demonstrating a linear function somewhat 

more apparent than did 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-ti,me, and 24.8% were not 

working, Of those releasees not working 34.5% subsequently 
$ 

failed while only 1 9 . 4 ~  of those working part-time failed, and 

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

dramatic distinction between MS cases and F P . c a s e s .  Employment 



"Missing cases = 85 
- - - -  - 

Table 5 

Employment Success/Failure by Releasee 

in MS cases remained significant in predicting success/failure 
i 

(chi _square=l5.23-kdf=2; pc.01) but was non-signitkant -- in 

predicting success/failure for FP cases (chi square=1.405; - .  df=2; 

For MS -cases, were not working, working 



- - 

r, - -  --- - - -  

part-time, and 31.2% wire working full-time, while the FP 

' figures were 1 1  .Y%, ;and 62;1%; TeSpeCtivKIjTSubsequently , 

41.5% of MS- cases not working failed while only 12.1% of FP 
\ 

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

-part-time-and full-time employment groups. 

Clearly, success~failure is related to the presence or 
a 

absence of employment on conditional release, which in kurn . .  

.directly in•’ luences. a releasee's level of income per &nth, and 

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

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

- -- - 

MS cases is refle=ted in the finding that the majority of 

releases nut working and earning less than $700/month 

(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-adju~tment~time. FP releasees 

3- 
receiving these benefits have the time and flexibility to look 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- 

for, and secure, employment prior to release,-whereas MS 

releasees~seldom have the same opportunities. Also, potential 
- -*-- - - 

employers may look more f avourably upon the- -dls&xs&ti;m -of--a-FP 

than they would upon a MS relhasee coming straight- out 
- security level institution. For a typical MS 

3 

releasee to be released. into an environment he has been away* 
E 
b -9 

from for several years, it would seem an almost formidable .task 

including acc.ommodation, food, clothing-and transportation, a11 
I .  

within a critically short period -of time. Is, it no wonder that 
b" 



Manda'tory supervision is so strongly. associated 
- - - -  

conditional Felease? 
0 

1 

Income and employment are variables which, 

with failure on 
fl " 

become predictors of success/failure after an inmate has already 

been released, and as such may be te.rmed "organizational* 

variables in tha,t their flexibility is a functi& of individual 
-, 

choice, community supervision, and-level of support towards - 
- 

ihtegration. Given that predict ion of success/failufi~i~-a 

decisionmaking task which occurs prior to an inmates' release, 

it is not likely that organizati'onal variables can directly be 
- - -- - -- - - - - - -- -- 

-- - - - - - -- - 
- - - - - -- - 

considered in the predict ion process. However, the importance of 

some of these variables warrants the need to establish other 
" - 

variables which are significantly correlated with the I -- 
$ 

organizational variables to the extent that they may serve as 
\ -1 

I/ 

substitute predictors prior to release."While the present study 

did not isolate potential substitute predictors of - - - -- - - 
- -  - 

sumess/failwe, - the secondary analysis in Chapter V discusses 
/ 

some of these variables that future risk prediction stOdies 

might attempt to measure. 

The one remaining anomaly to be interpreted here concerns a 

change in representative predictive strength of the employment 

variable. Table 3 shows that the previously significant (from 

the original regression analysis) empl&yment/part-time vector 

- - tbst-atFoFitrs pre&icii ve-st ten-4ttit~fiimPloyeafi ull- t ime 

30rgan5zational variables as predictors of succes~s/failure will 
be discussed in Chapter V. 



,correlation coefficients are considered. .Recall that ' . .  
employment/pari-time was strongly correlated with 

' employment/full-time, in a negative direction (r=-.591), - c 

sugg'eqting that employment/f ul-l-time was a better predictor of . - ' 

7 
- 

succesprhc'e 'employment/part-time was, to. some. extent, a * 

/' - + 

__-----p,edictor of failure. Also explained by this correlation,- . - I 

-- 
- --- - *- b 

perhaps, is why employment/full-time neve'r appeared significant 

in the analysis prior to this stag&. 

characteristics as the employment predictor, - - .  
employment/part-time was only correlated weakly = 2 8 9  while 

- employment/full-time had a much stronger correlation with income 
- - 

, - 
(~=+.684). Finally, and perhaps more importantly, 

S L  - - - J 

employment/part-time 'never did co&elate:with the dependent - 
- jp- - - 

success/failure (r=+. 01 3 1 ,  while emphoyment/full-time at least. - 
I - ?- _ - -  1 maintained a weak correlatisn (r=-.216); - 

- 7 .  - 0 ' 

'Length of-time out on a condition release' entered the i - I 

analysis at step 5 (F=21k.93: df=l, 504;~<.01; Multiple R=.4@1)', , - - - 
maintaining its dominanke ovar the remaining variables 'from th 

i 

a / 

original analysis. Preliminary descriptive-statistics had 

indicated that an identifiable period-oft4 months on conditional. 

release was useful in d5Pferentiating s-++and fa i lurn.  This 
- -- - -,---- ---- -- 

EP - proved to be the case, in that 59% of those individuals whc- 
c 

failed, did so within the Birst 4 months f611owing qelease, with , 



!* 

an additional 21% failin-g in the next 4 month period Cs-ee-Figure - - - 
b k 

1 ) . @e - crosstabular - relationship between 'tength of time out' 
s - -- -- - -- - -- 

7 and success/failure alsb -supported this result (chi 
J %* 

This relationship became even mpre telling w-hen 'release 

type' was controlled. 0• ’  the 112 releasees who failed while on 

.. f MS, 68 (60.71%) failed within this 4 month period, and an 
J . - 

additional 23 (20.54%) failed in the following 4 month period. 

Of the 26 releasees who failed while oh FP, 10 (38.46%) failed 
U \ 

within the first 4 month period, and an additional 4 (15.38%) 

failed in the following 4 month period (see Figure 2). - -- - - - - - - - - 

-. 
The interpretation 'of these figures is simply that a 

"critical" point does exist-in which a releasee is more likely . , 

to fail, and that MS releasees' critical point appears to be 4 
f 

months, and again at 8 months, while FP releasees' critical 

point is somewhat longer and not so clearly defined. 

implication here, then, is that ~ond~tional releasees,,and most 

especially those on  aida at or^ &ervision, should be drovided' 

with more supervision and re-integrative sbpport during the 

critical period so as to provide them with a greater chance to 
# 

succeed while on conditional release. 

The Sixth variable to enter the analysis was a dummy vector 

which differentiated persons with "singlen marital status from 

all others (F=13.64; - - df=1, -504: p<.01: Multiple - Rz.427). A 

crosstabular analysis demonstraked that marital status/single 
- - - -- - 

varied significantly with success/failure (chi square"50.335; , - 





N P E  OF RELEASE 



c.01). ~lthough three tim as- many markal status/single 

+gr,oup, was the highest out of all the marital status groups. 

Hence, the predictive power of this variable on its own is 

somewhat ambiguous. 

When' release type was controlled at this-step of the 

analysis, marital status/single releasees on MS had a failure 

rate of 41.8% while marital status/single releasees on FP only 

had;a failure rate of 16.2%, even though that was the highest FP 

failure rate among the marital status groups.' lniother words, 

marital status/single was significant as a predictor of -- - 

success/failure for MS cases (chi 9 re=24.83; - df=6; p<.01), 

but not for FP cases (chi square=9.81; - df=6; 2<.2). 

Again, it would appear that variables maintaining an 

association with 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..,Marital . . 
status/single appeared to be a significant predictor of 

success/failure -. only when interpreted with respect to its 
I 

relationship with type of release. I 

I 

f@ Further interpretation of 'marital status' was interrupted 

momentarily by the emergence of the dymmy vector 'releasing 

institution/maximum security' -- - as a variable in step 7 of the 
- - - - - - -- - pp 

analysis. This vector offered a significant increment in 
T - 

-p 

explanatory p6wer (F=10.98; - - dill, 504; ~i.01): A crosstabulation 



--- -- - -  - 

of releasing institution with success/failure demonstrated that - 

the faizure rate was identifiably -higher as Thee*evelt-in-- -- 

security of releasing institution increased (chi square=27.18; 

was most notable in releases from maximum 

(security level 6) where the failure rate 
$ 

rate was notably lover at 57.6% (see 

Figure 3). 

' A linear relationship was quite evident in that the suicess . 

';r 
* 

rate continually decreased and the failure rate continually 

incieased as the level in 'security of the releasing institution 
i 

- - 

increased. Such a relationship supports (or possibly, may be a 
- 

manifestation of) the theory and practise of "cascadingw or 

gradual release within the.correctiona1 mainstream, and may well 

indicate that the decisionmaking process used by the NPB to 

gradually reduce inmate security classification is, in and of 

its own-, .a good measure in predictihj future success/failore on 
P - 

conditional release. The other interpretation, of course, -is 

that a "halo effectw or self-fulfilling prophecy is occurring. 

when type of release was controlled in this relationship, 
. .  . 

two important observations were made. Ftrst, maximum security as 

releasing institution was non-significant when predicting 

s~cess/failure for FP releasees (chi square=4.01; df=6;. ~<.62), 

although this may be the result of the small number'of FP 

failures (n=25). However, maximum set-urity remain=& significant:--pp- 

when predicting ailure for MS - releasees (chi - -- - - - -- - squape=13.565; - df=6; ~<.05), as the success rate was notably 
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lower and the failute rate was notabiy higher than other 
4 

1 -  - - 

/ 

releasing security levels. This is just another indicator that 
e - pp - - --- - - - - -- 

L 

potential failure on conditional release may be easiareo 

predict than potential success. 

Second, individuals on MS were typically released from 

higher security inst-itutions than were individuals on Full 

Parole. Of 317 MS releasees, 71 were released from light medium 
< 

- 
security (level 3 ) ,  84 Jrom Leavy medium security (level 51, and 

+ 47 from maximum security (level 6 ) .  Of 287 FP releasees, 94 were 

released from minimum mimimum security (level lI4, and 61 from,- 

minimum security (level 2), while only 12 were released from 
- 

maximum security (level 6). This serves as a clear illustration 

of the gradual release process, and lends some semblance of 

credibilrty to the "halo ef fect" theory, which, nonetheless, 

would appear to be beneficial. 
3 

 he implicat,ion of all this is straightforward. Since 
* 

Q ~ 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 " d e - i n s t i t u t - i o n a l i z a t i o n "  

of such inmates while they are still under constant supervision, 

rather than during their firsta4 months on release unde? limited 

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

- -- -- - - - - - - -- 

'Security level I institutions are Community correctional 
Centres (CCC's) and Community Residential Centres (CRC's), ---- - 

typically housing onry inmates on short-term Day parole-release, 
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-h - of armdd rgbbery; Indeed, it isb the'cass tkat the data i n  this - 
8 . , 

. . 

- analysis should ilaustrate a s i m i l p r d e r ~ - ~ i w r e - ~ 4 b . - -  
I : 

,Sex, drug-related, and violent c'riminal. hktaries appeared to 

have the lbwer failure rates (13.3%, 16.6%, 19.0%, respectively) 

and higher sucbess rates (86.7%, 83.4%, 81.0%, respectively), 

+ while a criminal history of property offences had the highest 

faillike rate (37.8%) and the lowest success rate (62.2%). Armed 

robbery was second to property oifences as a poor:risk on 

conditional release, with a failure rate of 29.6% and a success 

rate of 70.4%. Criminal hi-story of armed robberies was, in fact, 
P / I  

the last variable to enter,the original analysis, only to be , . 
bumped from any subsequent analyses by the inclusion of the age, 

variable.' 

Property crime appeared to be a bettcr predict-or of -failure 

than of success, which, of c o u ~ e ,  is consistent with the + 

overall trend& in this analysis. This trend was not altered in 
. * 

the least wRen release type was cGnttolled at-step 9 of-the 

. -analysis. Property crime, clearly, predicted failure.better than 
n ,  

success in MS cases, with a rite of 50.8% (chi square=15? 192; 

df=5; 24.01); while. predicting -success/failure in.~P cases was - 
not quite significant (chi sqvare=10.028; df=5; ~<.075), even - 
though the property crime 'iailure rate for FP cases-was notably 

the highest of all criminal hisgory groups, at 19.6%. . 
The final variable to enter the anaiysis was type of 

- -- -- - - -- - --- a- - 

release' (~=5.35; - df=l, 504; p<.,O1). A supplementary 
-- -- - - -- - -- ---- -- - - 

crosstabulation of the two release types, Mandatory supervision 





and Full parole, with success/failure revealed that 81 .Z% of 
-- - -- - 

those cases in the failure sample were on a MS conditional ' - 
, 

release, suggesting that releasees on Mandatoty Supervision were 

a greater risk for failure than were*those on Full Pardle (chi 
0 

~quare=58.95; df=l; ~<.01), (see Figure 5). - 
This raises an interesting issue in conditional *release 

- decisionmaking for the NPB, as MS cases would already have been. 
4 1 

through one of two prevjous risk asses,sments. In the first 

instance, one can safely assume that the majority of MS 
- 

\ releasees previously 3 had applied for a FP release when they were 
- - 

- - -- 

eligible to do- so but were denied, thus leaving them 
' P .  

incarcerated until their MS release. Hence, the criteria used by 
, . 

the Boarato turn down a FP application w o u y  appear to have 

good predictive strength in terms of, future risk."The nature of 

these criteria has not been addressed wi the current study, . . 

bu7 would merit scrutiny in a future study, assuming that the . 
NPB would be willing to co-operate in such an analysis.' At this 

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

formally ar.ticulated anywhere for'public knowledge) would likely 
\ - 

b d a s e d  on a clinical assessment of inmate performance records, 

favourable release plans, and pre-release interviews. 
C 

----- --'----------- 

' ~ ~ ~ e v e r ,  one cannot be sure that a denied FP applicant would ,-- 

not-have been successful given that chance, recognizing.that 
such a denial, and the subsequent additional time incarcerated, 

-- --- 

might have a negative effect on the- ihiiiEi t e f h i  InTorne way 
contributes to his failure on Mandatory Supervision. - - --- - -- 

'1n the,past, the NPB has been reluctant to disclose information 
regarding decisions to grant or deny ~ u l l  Parole. - f 
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I ,  

- - - - - -- - 

, In the second instance, it may be the case that an inmate. 
, & 

--- was g r a n t e a a  T u E  Tarore ~ ~ ~ c h ~ w a s ~ s u ~ s e q u e n t l y  revoked; 
"g 

3 L\ resulting in further incar erat on until his MS rel+kse, Hence, - .  

f-: previous revbcation on a conditional release rpay be consxdered a 

good predictor variable, as would the actual violation which - . 
lead to the revocation. Again, this is iiformatioh, that'was not 

B 
consistently available within the limitations of this study, but* 

L, 

conceivably could. be considered in a future study. + =secondary 
analysis of the failure sample, in dhapter V, will discuss the 

A \ . .  

criteria for revocation of a cohditional release., B 

7 

- -- - - -  7 -- *- -- --- - 

The implications of this relationship, to thFextent that 

they are true, would be an association betGeen MS and- failure on. 

conditional release-, and an association between FP and success 

on conditional release (as we in fact have observed). Flowever, - 

Buch conclusions should be drawn with much caution, as the -. 
1 

potential ramifications may be problematia._cP.ny quick 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - 

- association of MS to failure pithout  onsi side ration for other 

dynamics at work, might lead policy-makers to favour the 

abolition of MS (which is already a distinct possibility), and 

push for indeterminate sentencing and preventative detention. h 
a lli. 

The movement of release type 'in the anilysis demonstiated . 
its interaction with the other predictors, especially income and e -  
employment. When income and employment were entered into the 

' ' a  

an+lpsi s p r  inr -release-type , t e 1 ease t ype---it sqxe(liCt-i-we----- 
- 

strength and could not be ~onside~ed an indepmdently 

significant predictor of success/failure without consideration 
I 



for the remaining predictors. This finding confirmed 
- - - -  - 

conclusion that MS is not, by itself, a predictor of 

the above 

failure, 

but instead, is-only associated with failure due to the 
a 

predictive strength of the other variables with which it 
/--+ 

interacts. 
I 

There are two levels at which the current findings may be 

interpreted, both of which lead to different policy 

x implications. Eqsential to both is the observation that the data 
. \ 

appear to predict failure rather consistently, but only appear 

to predict success sporadically at best',, qiven, that success and 
- - 

r failure are not necessarily opposites by definition. , 

The first, and most simplistic, interpretation of the - 
findings is the emergence of a basic profile of failure risk. 

This profile would suggest that the typical risk for failure on 

conditional release is an inmate released on a Mandatory 

Supervision directly •’;om a- high security le3el institution, 

currently iithin the first 4 months of his rkease, either r 

.L 

single or involved in a :&ommon-law reldtionship, with a cr-iminal 
\ 

.. 2 - 
history of armed robbery and/or numerous property offences, 

earns less than $700 per month from u I C ,  part-time or temporary 

. employment, or both, and is in his 20's or early 30's. a 

A , {  The policy i for this First, there 

MS as the most predictors, 
- - - - - - 

elati&Zhi@ to th= other variable$-anTfo then . 
/' 

? m c ? u d e  that 9 o p e r v i ~ m r r ~ s - r r ~ ~ ~ ' s f r o n l d  
i 

therefore be terminated. second, it obvious that the 



predictors which have demonstrated significance and explanatory 
E ,  -- - ,--- -- - - -  - - - -- 

power, could be incorporated into the-conditional release 

derisionmaking process.  ref erably, this .incorporation would 

take place within a statistical model that would allow the. 
predictors to achieve' their maximum predictive potential. - 

The second interpretation keys on the chronological orderJ 

of the predictor variables. Following the first interpretation, 

one'gets the impression that MS c>eates the opportunity for the 

other significant variables' to exist, whibh then provide a good 

- opportunity for - failure to occur. This ass'umption (as- we have 

seen) is erroneous and mislead'ing in that release of an inmate 

on MS occurs after the other predictorscare already present and 

have had their predictive effect on the decihion to release the 

inmate on MS, rather than on FP (with the exception of income and - . 

employment, as predictors of failure). In other words, the other 
-7 

significant variables inf hence the NP?% decision-to relbase an , 

inmate on FP or MS. Hence, MS is not, b\ itself, a predictor of 

t failure, but instead is associated with failure due to the 
- '. 

predictive strength of the other variables in effecting the \ 
% 

decision to release an inmate on MS. Therefore,. Mandatory 

Supervision stands wrongfu-lly accused- of. perpetuating the 

failure rate of conditional releasees, -i-e., MS becomesathe 

political "straw figure" for policy administrators. 

The policy implications for this interpretation are simply 
- -- --- -- - 

(or perhaps not so simply) to re-ev te the MS conditional ' - 
release program, acknowledging that ) Mandatory Supervision, 





detailed Y ' 1 

analysis'of these variables ed to t h  above-stated 

conclusions and recpmmendations. 



V. conclusion 

Methodo o ical Limitations '.A .. 
The analysis reported in the previous chapter result& in 

two major findings. First, nine var-iables were found to be 
k 

significant in "explainingw "success/failure", i.e., were found 

to be significant predictors'of success/failure. These variables 
&. 

included: age income, employment/fullLtime, length of time out 
I n  

on maritap status/single, releasing 
\ 

barital status/c&nmon-law, 

r y p r o c  , and ieLase type. Second, 
r; 

while mandatory supervision was found t&be associated with a 

higher likelihood of failure on conditional release, this . . 

association was accounted for by the covariation of MS with the 

~ t h e r  preactor variables, pafticularly income and employment. 

Nevertheless, one should always be cautious not to accept the. 

findings of any study at face value without acknowledging the 
s 

methodological limitations of the study which generated those 

As was noted in Chapter 1 1 1 ,  errors in data collection were 
r 3  

minimized by prior training of   he data 'colTector~~~andTZndom- -- 

reliabtfity checks by the author. S t i l 3 ,  p m b h r ~ - o c r r t r r r e d k h -  - 

- 

the consistent collection of certain variables which, 



L " 

subsequently, q e  dropped from the analysis. These variables 
3 

- - 

included: stability of the -0f'fender on conditional release, 

identification of problem offenders; identification of- previous 

, parole revocations, and number of previous incarcekatiop terms. - -- 1 

Although the absence o'f these variables does not detract from 

the reliability of those variables used in the analysis, their 

absence does rac-t from the potential to account for 
% .  

additional e ined variance. An additional data collection 

problem resulted f missing cases oi certain variables but not 

on others. Missing e information occurred when the data 

collector incorrectly coded a variable or omitted a variable 

because the informdtion was unclear. There are two resultb of 

the study which may have been affected by missing case 

information. First, both the income and employment variables had . . 
substantial occurrencesc~.issin€j cases, primarily in the 

failure sample. Since the income and employment variables 
- - 

appeared to be good predictors of failure, it is uncertain, what i.. 

I ' 

the addition of the missing cases would do to their predictive 

strength. Second, with the'sub-sample of FP failures being quite 

small (n=26),'missing case informati.on might well have 

influenced any analysis in which release type was controlled, 

but, again, it is dif'ficult to determine the nature of that 

influence. t \ 

- Other types of missing informat-ion were not t-ke resulk of 1 - -  
-- - -- 

collection error; but instead w e r e t h e  result af a l a c k  Q • ’  - 
\ 

information. As alluded to ea~lier, many of the data sources )j 



- % - - - 

were incomplete, lacked sufficient- detail, and of ten contained 
* I 

inconsistent and contradictory information. In fact, the data 
- - 

sources must be considered the greatest threat to the . . - 
.@ 

reliability of tPe 'findings ,in this study.- The major probl"$m is . , . 

* 8  
the lack of a centralized and systematized process through which 

the collection of meaningful parole information might take 

place. Currently, the cross-ref encingaof data sources that is 

required to obtain a complete set of data on one particular 

case-, is time consuming, tedious, and increases the Gccurrence 
* .  

of collection error. The effects of missing information on the 

findings are much the same as tho& noted for missing cases, 
- 

however, the influence of missing information would be much more 

subtle and harder to detect since missing information tends to 

be random rather than se-lective. 

One further limitation which'.should be considered and may 

P or may not be qoblematic depending on one's research - 

' perspective, is the generalizability of the findings based on 

the limited scope of the study. "Granted, the study was limited 

to cFditiona1 releasees being supervised in the Lower Mainland 

'\ and Fr ser ValLey are-as, but it still represents approximately 
IC- i+ 

> 

, 90% of all thdie offenders supervisgd in 'the Pacific -- . region. 

~ l t a o b ~ h  the Canadian offender population is considered to 
% '. 

be rather-heterogeneous as a whole, the institutional 

pc)pulations across the country a~equite-homoge~eous in &hat- - ---- - - 

I 

they all have a s i m i k  mix a•’ offender t y p e s  icd muse, - - - - 

security level is controlled for in this statemenst). Since there 



is no evidence to suggest that regional representatives- of the 
- - - - - - - 

NPB release different groups of offenders on parole $n different 

regions, it would only seem reasonable that the conditional 

releasee population in the Pacific region be similar to the f 

* 4 

conditional releasee population in the other regions,of Canada. 

J U S ~  - how representative the pacific region is of the other 

regions is an.empirica1 question in and of itself.  onet the less, 

it is the eontention of this writer that the 'findings reported 

.here should be considered generalizable to some degree. 
' .  . 

Recal.ling Cook and ~arn~be*ll's ( 1979)  treatment of. external - 

validity and the differentiation ~f~generalizing to versus 

generalizing across populations or samples, it can be asserted 

here, since the conditional release safnples in this study are 

not in a w  way atypical of other conditiohal release samples in 
+a" 

Canada, that the findings of this study can, reasonably, be 

generalized acrdss other conditional release samples in Canada. 

Further support for the generalizability of these findings 

is found in the consistency between the current findings and 

those of Waller ( 1 9 7 4 )  in Ontario, and by Nuffield (1982)- on a 

- national based study, as well as findings noted by Gottfredsdn 

and Gottfredson ( 1 9 8 0 )  from national parole studies in the U.S. 
7 

Hence, the credibility accorded the findings by these other ' 

studies should justify a degree of gene a l i t ~  about the findings 
.. - ppp-p 

and suggest that they are not just sample ~pecific.~ * 



Secondary Analysis -, 
- I 

- L  - 

a \ In keeping with. the wholistic adproach to an evaluatjon of 

conditional release decisionmaking, therdemain; one further 

area of discussGon to be considered before a~conclusions 
t. 

- 5 -  
* 

regarding the future of parole in Canada can be appreciated, 
* 

thzt being-qost-release supervision and the process of 
* > .  

re-integration. To appreciate the dynamics of "post-release" and 

their effect on the success or faElure of an offender on 

./conditional release, is to recognize that-what an ofifender says 9 

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

released, are potentially two very different things. In other d 7  -: ..* 
' C  

words, demographic and institutional~factors which contribute to 

the release decisibn prior to release cannot hope to account for 

all the explanatory power in predicting success/failure, some of 

whith may be &counted for by considering factors that occur 

4 after the decision to grant release. 

Although the current study was not designed to measure 

post-release dynamics and their effect on conditional release . , 
success/failure, some descriprive data were-available which 

indicate the need for future ~o~sideration of post-release 

dynamics, and which provide the basis for a more theoretically 

oriented secondary analysis. Such an analysis must consider: 

post-release or "organizational" variables, contributing factors 
- - - - - - - - 

to failure on conditional release, hbw these variables might be 
- - - -- 

considered in the parole decisionmaking process, and the 



P 
- 

organizational resistance to &he study of these variables. 

organizational Variables 

Variables which affec ffender after he has already 

been released are major which may contribute to his* 

success or failure on coaditional release, and are factors which 

have gone largely unnoticed. Perhaps the most important of these 

factors is post-release' supervision. The Goldenberg Committee 

( 1974) stated: 

r ~ ,  
"we consider supervision 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 becoming a law-abiding 
member of the community". (p.97) 

The parole supervisor has two major job functions, both of 

which have Hn impact on an offwer's chances of success on 

release. First, the paroleofficer is responsible for case ' 

preparation of an offender upon intake into the correctional 

system and upon the of•’enderv s eligibility. for parole. Upon 

intake, the parole officer interviews the offender about the 

nature of his offence, reviews thetpolice reports and the court 

proceedings'of the off2nce, and speaks to family and/or friends 

of the offender that might shed some in;ight into the offender's 

personality. Subsequent to this, the parole officer makes 

recommendations to the NPB regarding an appropriate security 
- -- 

level institution for initial incarceration. 



Upon an offender's application for parole, the .parole 

officer interviews the offender about his institutional 
* , - 'Ir 

performance;his attitude toward? parole, and his release plans .: >+ 

should he be granted parole. The parole officer then conducts a 

"community assessmentw to determine the legitimacy off the 

of fender's release plans and the community's r e ~ ~ ~ t i v ~ n e s s  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 limitations 
e 

that should be-imposed upon the offender should the Board decide 

to grant. release. 

Carriere and Silverstone ( 1 9 7 6 )  suggested that t h ~  parole 
m 

officer's role in case preparation is crucial to the actual 

release decision since the Board members were inclined to follow 

the parole officer's recommen&tions in the great majority of 

cases studied. Since the parole officer is the most significant 

contributor of discretionary information-to the Board, he/she 

becomes a major factor in the conditional release decisionmaking 

process, a factor which varies frGi*case to case by the extent 

to which each parole officer differs from the next. 

The second major' job function of the' parole officer - i's the 

supervision ,of offenders released on parole. Supervision is, 

very much, a dual-role function. On the one hand, the parole 

officer &st serve as a policing agent to enforce-the- co-ni&lrioniis------ 

- other hand, the parole officer must play'the social worker, 

109 

i 



w' 
- -- providing counselling and assistance in obtaining community - - - - 

- -5esources and community support. Goldenberg ( 1974 5 suggested 
d 

at'Hd~ . . ngither role was, necessarily, more important than the 
. " 

i . other, but that both rbles were necessary for the smooth, . .. 

functioning of the system- and for public protection. 
li 

-"The more frequent the direct contact between the 
supervisor 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 orien-ted, he will loseGhis contact- 
and the result is less public protection and less 
assistance to the paroleeW.(p.97) 

Ideally, all parole officers would be able to balance their . 

dual-role duties and pr vide consistent, reliable parole .P - 

supervision. This., of course, is - not the case", as each parole 

officer has hislher idiosyncratic tendencies to favour one role 
Y .  

over the other. Glaser (1964) presented a vakia 6=' ion mod'el of 
, 

parole officer orien-tabion to the supervision. role: 
3 - 

Emphasis on Control 

Emphasis on 
Assistance 

Low I Agent I 
I I 

Agenf I 
I 

The model' demonstrates four possible parole officer ------------------ 
'Source: GIaser, D:, The - - - 
System. Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1964, as 
citcdin Irwin's [ 1 F O r  TheFelon. - New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc. ( p .  164). 

% 
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orientations to parole supervision. The "protebtive -agentn---- - - 

. - 
vacillates between protection a f , t h e ~ L f e n d ~ n b p r ~ t e c t i o n  o r  

E. 

the communi'ty, g s  a paternalistic figurehead, providing praise 
0 - a  

,* 
and blame when appropriate.- The "welfare workern is co>cerned 

x 
I *  ' 

only with assisting the* of fender's re-integration through the 

pprovisions of human resources and community support groups. The 
\ 

welfare worker believes that adjustment of, and maintenance.of, 

$. the offender into the'community is the only assurance against 

future recidivism. The "punitive agentw attempts to coerce the 
i 

? '4 

parolee into conformity with the community ideals, by means of 

threats and ptmi-shments, and consta~t suspicion. -The "passive=-- - 

agent" sees his/her job as one of the "babqsittern, requiring a 

minimum of effort, so long as the paper work is up to date. 

The personal orientation of the parole officer is 

especially important to the parolee, si.nce he is very dependent 

upon his supervising officer (at least in the early stages of 
-- -- - -- 

release). Irwin ( 1  9 7 0 f  delineated three variables which are 

particularl~ important to.-the parolee his respqnse to parole - - 
supervision: 1 )  the intensity of su&i%on, 2) tli= tolerance ' 

Bc - & 

of the supervising officer, and 3 )  the .brightnessn of the 
s 

supervising agent. The "intensity" refers to the degree in which 

the parole officer penetrates the paroleeals li•’e, in terms of 

the frequency and type of contacts, and the pervasiveness with 

which the contacts are maintained. "Tolerancen refers to the 
- - - - - - - - - 

parole officgr's willingness to ignore or condone minor breaches 
- --- -- - - -- 

or violations of the parolee's release conditions which may 



occur as a result -of difficulties in re-adjustment. "Rightnessw 
- - - - - - - -- - - 

- 
refers to the parole officer's 'racter, in -terms of his/her- 

C I? T 
I 

ability to be fair, dependable, keep one's ward or promise and - 
i .  

to t,reat a parolee w-ith re'spect. 
- 

It should not be diffccult to appreciate the significance 

of the parolee-supervisor relationship as a'major factor which 

influences the parolee's Success or'failure on release. HQW ver, 9- rr" 

there are other dynamics of supervision which may notebe so 

'obvious', dynamics which are more related to the supervising 
'. 

off ice than to the supervising officer. Although the paroLe --- - 

officer has the most contact with the offender, and is primar<ly 
0 

the individual responsible for suspending an offender's parole, 

,----it is a parole service supervisor, on behalf of the.area 05 
f 

district director, who actually makes the suspension official by 
3 

issuing warrants of suspension and apprehension. Itsis the-a - .  

pFole service supervisor rho has the &wer to cancel-a 

suspension within 1 4  'days of the susperision's issuance.* . 

The decision to suspend a parolee (suspension being the 

first step towards "failurew) can be affected by factors 

specific t.o t6e office other than just the violation 

*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 1 4  day period, and a 
past- su~pensian~repo~~mus t h p l e t e &  by-th&superyisin+-- 
parole officer and forwarded to the Board for disposition. The, 
parole officer hay make a recoyendation to the Board.regardi,gg 
the offender's sutsequent dispositio~, but it is the Board that 
ultimately decides on the revocatiw of the offender's- - 
conditional release, or some other disposition.- -* - 
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Valley (~bbotsford, 30.2%: Chilliwack, 14.0%). This result was 

teu& to be significant fchi square = 9.87: df = - 

however, when release typ'e was controlled in the analysis, only 
1 

within the MS failure cases was this result significant (chi 

This finding suggested that differences in suspension 

policy existed between Vancouver upervision and valley c- 
supervision - a noteable brban v d  rural distinction. It would 

appear that. the Vancouver office &s more liberal in its -- 
suspension~policy , and'likely more tolerant of paroiee 

%. - 

indiscretions, preferring not to suspend a par61ee unless 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 parolee-indiscretions, suspending more frequently 

for "technical violations". 
* 

- There a1s.o appeared to be a difference between offices in 
7' - \ - - - - * - 

terms of the types of parolee's more frequently suspended, based 

on criminal history. In Vancouver, property offenders accoun.ted 

for 36% of the failure cases while ohly 1 9 %  of the failure cases 

in the Va,lley were property offenders. Armed robbers accounted 

for 1 4 %  of the failure cases in Vancouver, but just over(26% of 

the failure cases in the Valley. Other;.Iess dramatic, 
d 

differences were+noted for violent offenders (~ancouver, 7%; 

Valley, 1 0 % )  and fraud ~ f f e n ~ e r s  (Vancouver,5%; Valley, 5 % ) .  ------------------ 
A 'NO doubt, the lack of 
wasTiiflueniea by tlie 
failure ,sample. 

a - 
- 

1 1 4  
n 3 



This finding could, possibly, suggest 
/ 

two things. ~irsk, it may 
- -- - - - - - - 

be the case that some types of offenders are more prone to 

failure in some areas but not in others, depending on the 

availability or proximi-ty of a familiar. criminal opportunity. 

Second,, it may be the case that some~offenders are .moreLprone 

failure than others (as the primary analysis and some of the' 

i te 

rea 

- 

ratvre has already suggested), and, hence, are released .to 
.3 

s where there is less opportunity to reroffend. It is eLen 

more likely that,a number-of factors are interacting to create 

this result. Nonethe1ess;it is Gill *parent that some 
*.- 

-- -- 

supervising office dynamic is affecting the offender's-parole 
* . - outcome. 

.. 
Three other factor& which may affect parole outcome and are 

'specific to the-supervising office are: 1 )  the size'of the 

supervising office; 2 )  the size of parole officer case  load^, 

and 3) the availability and accessibility of re-integrative - - - 

community programs. ~ a r g e  supervising off ices usually are 

responsible for a greater number ~f parolees over a greater 

geographic area. For example; the Vancouver ~istrict Office is 

responsible for approximately' 70% of all parolees in the Pacific 

/region (averaging 300 parolees per month), and covers the entire 

Lower Mainland including the Islands ,(except Vancouver ~sland); - 
~ i s ~ e r s e d  among 18 parole off icers5 is the off ice case load for 

 his figure is approximate and may vary by- 2 or 3. Also, some 
p a r o h  of ficcrs spcializc in c L a x , i f i a t h  sf M a m a - t a s - ,  -= -- -- - 

in co-ordinating suspensions and temporkry detentions, &d thus 
maintain minimal or no case supervision loads. 



- ,- - - - 

supervisidn.' Large individual case loads result - - in less time .for 
- 2  . -P . 

parolee contacts, less time for community assessments, and more - D 

- pape;work. ~ence', there-is less opportunity for the parole 
_r: 

? officer t~ be "on topw of each case, which may explain why the - . - - '  
0 

Vancouver office suspends more for "new offences" rather than - 

"breaches" which may be unknown or go:undetected. In contrast, 

smaller offices, like the ~ b p s f o r d  and Chilliwack offices, 
. ' 

have smaller case loads and smaller q'reas of jurisdicti'on, and 

thus.more opportunity for intensive gupervision which would 

explain*the greater tendency to suspend on a "technical 

violation" in the Valley. 
I 

The availability of combunity re-integrative programs, and - 

t&e accessibility 0.f those programs to parolees, may influence 

an offender's release plans such that he be released to the 
3 - 

supervising office that would f~ili~tate him access to the 

desired program(s). The NPB may also make a decision to release 

a certain offender based on the proximity of a cerkain community 
P 

program to an appropriate 'supervising -v office, Alcohol and'drug 

tpatment outpatient facilities, =mployment plscement agencies, 
, 

and low cost medlcal facilities, are all programs that cater to 
fl - 

parolees but are usually only available in urbah centres where 

they can exist on private and government funding as well as 
I' / - - 

voluntweer support. ~ur& areas do not typically have these 
-- - -- - - - -- - -- - - - - 

. services available since there is - not usually the funding or 
- - -- 

support for them to bemaintained. Hence, manyoffenGrs w m - - - -  
e - 

release plans incluy the need &r such programs, *or whose ' 



2 

- - - 

condi-tions of release established by the Boar? include the use 
- - - - - - - - 

of such programs, aremore#likely to be supervised by offices in 
1 

urban centres than in rural. areas, resulting in a different type 

of supervision than they might have received elsewhere. 

Two more organizational variables, previously discussed 
%if 

above in the primary analysis, deserve attention at this level 

of analysis: employment and incom~. As demonstrated above, these 

two factors are strongly correlaied with each other and are 
i 

significant .predictors of ~uccess/failure on conditional 

release. Waller (1974) found that employment and income were 
- 

c. - 
. . major factors which influenced an offender's ability to succeed 

on pareole. He noted that offenders who were successful in ' 
\ 

obtaining employment upon release tended to adjust better than 
. . 

those offenders on release who remained unemployed. However, the 

problems facing an offender on parole in trying to find 
4 

employment are many. I 

The majority of offenders released on parole do not have 

immediate employment upon release, and thus are faced with 

- task of finding employment in a community where unemployment the is 

already problematic, even among non-offenders. Olver ( 1 9 8 3 1 ,  in 
4 

a study of 1 0 0  offenders on conditio~al release im the Greater 

+ Vancouver area, found that 45% of the releasees were employed to 

some degree, while the remaining 55% were unemployed, however, 
- -L -- 

24% of those unemployed hsd-6eeTi employe& at least Cncnince 
,- 

their release. This f;- suggest&* at T e a s t  fra-le . 
parolees were able to find work, but that the security of that 

e 
c. 5 



- 

- ; 

work was tenuous in many cases. Olvar (19831 nnte&,L*$+Q%-af - '- - 

the releasees had found embloyment within three months of being 

released (27 of whom were employed upon re.lease).~However, 15% 
p .  

had subsequently lost their employment due to R O Q ~  we*? habid, 
d 

. ,. 
poor attendance, lack of job skills, laydffs, or company 

d 
t 

' 3 

shutdowns. Surprisingly, 84% of those *employed either full-time 

or part-time in Olver's sample claimed to have obtained that 
- 

employment pn-their own or with the aid of family and friends. 
.- 

Only 8.7% of that ,group gave placement credit to ~ a r i a d a l  

Manpower, while 2.9% credited parole staff, 2.9% credited - - 

institutional staff, and only 1.5% credited an employment 

placement agency/program. .& 
Waller,(1974), in his study of 206 parolees in Ontar o, P 

over a 12 month period, found similar results: 68.l%'obt ined d 
' employment on their own or through family and friends; 18 were 

aided by Canada Manpower; 2.5% credited social agencies such as ', 
' &  welfare, the John Howard Society, and parole staff;* and 1.9% 

credited an employment placement agency (the remaining 9.5% was 
* 

not specified). Waller also noted that.the type of employment 

that parolees here obtaining was seldom related to any skill ot 
I - training acquired in the institution. "By twelve ~ n t h s ,  ... 20% 

1 

ofb'the total still free' had used institutional trainlng in some 
, 

6 

way." (1974:88). This was consistent with Olver's (1983) finding 

that "84% of those releasees sampled stated that employment 
- - - -- 

obtained while on conditional release was not related to any ? 

skill o'r knowledge learned in the institutionw (p. 1 1  ) . 



While employment en parole of f e w  some stabi;lity and - . I - -  

routine to aid in an offender's re-adjustment, it also supplies 

the offender with an income much needed to support himself, and 

possibly a family. Without an employment income a-parolee has 
1 

few alternative sources of income. He may have'sorne money in 

savings upon release, but, depending on his length of 

incarceration this sum might only cover one month's food and 

accommodatio usually does not last past the first weekend 

of a long aw "good time". 

The paroled offender may als'o have a generous community 

sponsor 'who is willing to provi.de financial support unt i,l 

'employment is obta-ined, but it is not too often that such a , 

b 
'sponsor is found, even when the'offender's family is considered 

the sponsor. Most typically, the unemployed paroLee must seek ' 

public assistance in 'the form of welfare or unemployment 
PI - 

insurance. However, most parolees cannot qualify for 
.a 

unemployment insurance since they have not contributed to the 
--- 

fund within the previous two,years. ~ence, the unem~loyed 

parolee is faced with the task of supporting himself (a task he 
. a 

is not accomplished in, or at least not recently-in) 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 f o r  52>.6%, 

and FP releasees accounting for 21.5%). Olver (1983) found that 
- - -- -- --- 

48%-of his sarnpie had current monthly incomes of less than $600 

per month, 37% claiming tLat welfare was the source of, that 



' ? - - income. 

Obviously, then, both income and employment must -be factors 

to consider when evaluating an offender's ability to succeed or 

f a n  on conditional release. Still, there remain two final 

factors which deserve mention in an evaluation of conditional 

release success/failure: stability an&~kills/training. Both of 

these variables are problematic to the !offender on parole 
* j . - 

-because they, simultaneously, introduce) the offender to the 

immediate.problems which he must face, and provide him with the 

limitations within which he must solve them.- 

Stability is the most difficult to assess.since it involves 
9 

both social and psyc~hological dynamics, and yet, it is probably 

the best 'measure of an offender' s re-adjuit-ment- in the 

community. Stability involves the availa?fility of adequate . .  

accommodation, food, and clothing, sufficient incode to maintain 

these necessities, . and, . of course/em~loyment which gives an 
- 

offrender a sense of contribution to the community 3s-well as a 
3 

feeling of se-If-sufficiency. 'Stability also involves the 
r; 

availability of family support systems, community sponsorship 

from either a concerned friend or a community organization, and 
I 

the accessibility of companionship, all of which are important 

. -  in the offender's development of'identity and self-esteem. As 

- demonstrated in the primary analysis, an offender's marital 
,; 
3. 

status was a good7predictor of his success or failgrg on- 

condi.tiona1 release. ~pecificall~, single-of fenders and 
- - - - -  

offenders living in common-law relationships were seen to be 



more transient, less stable, and more likely to fail than were 
- - - - - - - - 

married offenders who had families, were settled, more stable, 

and more likely to -succeed.6 

The skills and/or trajning which an offender possesses are 

essential in terms of the opportunities'they provide him, or the 

limitations with'which they present him. Most offenders lack 

sufficient educational or vocational training to obtain any work 

above semi-skilled general labourer, prior to being 

incarcerated, which, no doubt, was a contributing factor in 

committing the offence which resulted in incarceration. As part 

e of the "rehabilitation" phflosophy, cbrrectional -institutions 

sta'rted offering vocationdl trades' training and educational 

upgrading back in the 1950's both of which are still offered in 
4 i 

the institutions today. However, as suggested abovJ, 

institutional training appears to be of little help to offenders 

on conditional release. There are sevei-a1 reasons for this. 

Waller (1974'). suggested thad, part of the problem is caused by 
/ 

the "cascading" of inmates from one institution to another, 

interrupting their participati6-A in a training program which is 

non-transferrable to other institutions. Also, Waller suggested . 
, that the inmates who are most likely to be motivated t,o take a 

6 ~ n  support of the stability factor, it should be noted that 
marital status/single was inversely correlafed with- income ' 

(r=-.28-1) while marital statys/married was positively correlated 
wyth in,come (rL.216). Similarily, employment/f,ull-time was- - ---  * 

inversely correlated with-marital status/sirigle (r=-.321), but 
positi9ely correlated with-marital stafus/married - - (r=.239). = - - -pp - - 

1 

'See Morin (1981) for a collection of discussion papers on 
prison education in Canada. 





I . .  

.J - r - - 

, the more difficult of the two. It9is Important to understand 
-- - - - -  -- -- 

,_ " ,  what exactly constitutes a failure if one is to understand the 

full significance of organizational variables. To the parolee, 

failure means re-incarceration 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 done. The m 

%lure means to those individuals involved is diversity of what 

matched only by the diversity of that which is involved in 

failure. 

Failure, as operationalize in the context of the current B 
study, is determined by revocation, a disposition which only the 

NPB can decide upon. Revocation is not the same as recidivism. 

 evocation may occur as the result of a suspension, or as the L- 
k - 

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 violation. A 
- 

new offence violation occurs when the supervising parole office 

is notified of a parblee's arrest for the committing of an 
" .  

offence for which he is charged. Usually, it is the poliEe w h ~  

notify the parole service of the arrest of one of its clients. 

However, it has been the case that a parolee has been charged 

and arrested for a new offence, and subsequently released 

pending a court hearing (recognizance, bail, whatever) without ------------------ 
'Wher* a parolee h s  incurre& a charqe Ear -a-new ~+fern, an&<~----- 
subsequently convicted of that offence, whether he has been 
suspended Br not, his ha& is autarnaticallqrevQke& withnllt 
need for a Board decision. This is defined by the Parole Act6 - 
(R.S.C. 1970) s., , ,7 (1)  as "parole forfeiture". % 



- 

, . 
the police discovering that the offender is on parole."Thus, x 

the parolee is left to report the inci'dent to -his f2FroleP- - 

supervisor on his own, which he may or may not do depending on 

his relationship with the parole supervisor. 

A technical violation occurs when: (a) a par- breaches a 

condition'of his parole, i.e., missing curfew on several 

occasions, drinking contrary to an abstinence restriction, any 

- other kind of substance abuse, travelling outside of a 

designated area of supervision, or failure to contact a parole 

sLpervisor within a specified period df time: or (b) a parole 

supervisor feels that in the best interest of his client, that 
I 

client be qspended "to prevent a breach of any term or : L 
condition of the parolew, e-.g., when the police recommend the 

suipension of a parolee to prev;nt him from coinrnitting an 

offence that he appears about to cgmmit, or simply on:the . 
discretion of the parole supervisor who feels that the parol.&e's 

- - 

personality/attitude/behaviour pattern is degenerating back to a 
f *  

4 6 

level which the offender has demonstrated to bk "his criminal ' 
@ 

mode". The discretionary power available to a parole agent, as 

established in the Parole - Act ( R . S . C .  1970) s. 16(1), has 

generated what Goldenberg (1974) referred to as the "therapeutic . 

------------------ - -- - - -- - 

'Most commonly, this occurs when the parolee uses an alias name 
upon ar rest. h c m w , _  _the p n k e  ,acasimallr avw%kuok the 
offender's pa'role status or just "forget" to notify the. parole 
service of the incident. . - 



- - 

Typically, the therapeutic suspension i s  useCto =mind the 

parolee of his condit,ien& staeu+i~-&h=-~gi-~n-o- 

suggest to him tha2 his performance is somewhat less than 

satisfactory and that he could just as easily be revoked if he 

. did not start to "toe the line". 
* , * 

It should be apparent how the dynamics of "failure" 

interact with the organizational variables to create a very 

cnuous situation for the offender on conditional release. It 'L 
may well be the\offender1s appreciation of that situation~that 

ultimately determinesrhis ability to survive or perish in it, 
I ---- 

- - - - - - - - 

and it mag we1 1 be the case that success or failure is more a 

function ~f post-release factors than of pre-release factors. 

Pre-release Indicators of Wt-release Predictors 

Once the importance of ~rganizationa~variables is - - 

established, the problematic application of this information' ' 

becomes dbvious. Since organizational variables occur- afterathe 
3 \ 

decision to release has taken place, how can they influence the 
- . 

risk assessment function of the decisionmaking process and be 
J 

used t6 explain additional variance in the success/failure 

criterion? ~asicail~, there are four potential approaches to - 

this problem. First,.Board members can look at an offender's 
-- 

prpvious performance in thFTG&.mity prior to his arrest and 
' J 

- s ~ i t m r t  hzzrcrratiorr; Evi&mi  Trom thifs perspective would be 

an offenderYs work history, experience, training, income level, 

125 



and his community and marital stability. Board members would be - . 
- 

pp - - r L  - - -  - - 

able. to consider such information as indicative of i h e  , 

affehder's potential situation in the community should he be 

released. - 

Second, the majority of federal inmates have been 
, * 

incarcerated on previous occasions, and quite likely would have 

previous experience oi a conditional release. Board members 

would be able to look at these previous paroles and consider the 
t dD 

offender's performance as indicative of his,-performance on a 

, future parole, i.e., previous-revocation, previous successful 
- - -  - - - 

cornple.tio3 of a parole, positive or negative response to parole = 

, . 
' supeivision, etc. ~hird,-a11 inmates experience various levels 

# of gradual release during thecr period of incarceration which . 

aliow thb Board to assess an inmate's response to increaf ing 

and/or periodic terms of freedom. In fact, before an inmate is 

considered for a full parole conditjonal release, the Board has 

already reviewed his case three or four times in consideration 

for'institutional transfers to lower,security level 
, , 

- insti'tutions, 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 

H A ,  





supervising off ices and supervising' parcrle off icezs have - - - 

provided the majority of resistance to organizat'ional research 
- - -- -- - 

since they feel that such research i s  more an assessment of 
v 

their job perform,ance than anything else. In effect, they are 

corzect. Type of supervision, supervisi~n policy, professional 

attitude towards supervision, and training of parole supervisors 

. are aJl organizational factors which iniluence parole success .or 

fai.lure, and which are also measures ofljob performance. 

However, the parole officer who wishes to do the best job s/he 

can, and the supervising office that wishes to have'the best 

record of supervi-sion it can, should want to know if the current- 

job performance is contributing to the parole failure rate or . 
success 'rate, and, if*need be, what can be done to improve job 

performance, ' O 
. I 

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 losing some of its authority in 

decisionmaking to a risk assessment- device, the parole service 

is more concerned about job security and a "don't rock the boatn 

work ethic. G~anted, the parole service clientele has a track 

record that would keep most people awake at nightlaand really t 
/ 

warrants a more discretionary and diversified form of 

supervisionfLbut the coop&ation needed to conduct an objective 

and empi icial evaluation of post-release supervision can only 
-------- -------- % - 

-- -- -- - - -- 

''Of course, this position ignores the apathy that sometimes . - exists in many-civil service-organ~zattmis, butti= d-CG&7pr= 
objective and optimistic must prevail nonetheless. 



J 
result in the establishment of' guidelines, job -re-def init ion, 

, 
and a s y s tema t i\ze& apprsac h to cond i t iuna 1 r-ekas-dpe r v i s k o ~  - - 

that would make the task easier and relieve some of the 

9 pressure. 

- Meetinq - the Objectives 
." 

~ e e t i n ~  the objectives of any studi is the key to the 
- 

validity of its findings, and validity is essential before a 

researcher can safely draw conclusions about those findings. 

- Therefore, in pressLiti conclusions regarding the fmngsof - 

d- 

the current study, a brief description of how the objectives 

were met will be helpful in establishing validity, and will lend. 

additional insight into the potential application of the 

findings. 
* 

The primary object.ive of the study was "to identify and 
- - - 

enumerate prftdisposing and/or correlative factors significant- to 

failure or success on conditional release". As noted above, nine 

such factors were found to be significant i-n predicting 

conditional release success or failure. Altering the order of 

entry of the variables demonstrated the presence of interaction 

amongst the variables, and overlap in their explanatory power. 

Identifying the i n t e ~ t i o n  among the variables proved to 

increase the interpretive significance of the predictors. 
-- 

-- - -  * 2 e  - 
was found to be the strongest predictor of success/failure (a 

- - -  - -- -- -- - 
-- - - ----=e - -- -- 

- finding consistent. with all studies of parole predictionh and 



release type was found to be minimally significant as a result 

- 'of its interaction with the income an3 emp1oy~e~Wriables.- --- 

However, since the income and employment ariables were 

identified as organizational or post-release variables, the type 

of release that an offender is paroled on should not be a major 

concern in the assessment of the offender's risk to the 

community. Instead, 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 
. \  

askociated with success and mandatory supervision appears to. be 

associated with failure, it i g  quite conceivable that ofrenders . 
adopt the& expected roles of "success" or "failurew as a result 

of their treatment on'conditional release in the commqnity, and . 

even in prison prior to their release. The potential for 

labelling effects and self-ful>illing prophecy in the prediction 

of offender risk is an issue that should be seriously considered 

by critits of the mandatory.supervision release. 

There are two immediate conclusions and recommendations - 

which follow from the findings of the primary analysis. First, 

there are factors which can be' empirically demonstrated todbe 

significant in predicting success or failure on conditional . p 

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 release ,-Ho-wwec, the in fkcmal, -- 
and unstructured, fashion in -- which - $he Board would employ-these- 

predictors, capitalizes on little or none of their predictive 
' - 

C 



potential. Hence, it wou1,d be much more efficient and 
- - - - - -  -- -- 

efficacious for the Board to adopt a statistical method of risk 

prediction that would make better use ot predisposing factors. 

Before such a model can be adopted it must first be designed to 

accommodate the functional needs of those who intend to employ 

it. To,this end, the Board should undertake the task of 

developing a statistical prediction model specifically for 'the 

purpose of assessing offender risk to the community in Canada. 
n 

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 
dscisionmaking process of offender risk assessment in 
Canada. 

Second, it has been de~onstrated, empirically, that release 

.type is not a strong predictor of conditional release success or 

failure. Specifically, mandatory supervision is not a good B 

predictor of conditional release, buk instead finds its 
.- 

assoc'iatilon with failure as a result of its relationship with a 

other predi-ctor variables such as income and employment. The 
- 1 

potential for other post-release variables to explain the 

associatipn of MS to failure, and the potentid for labelling 
9 

effects also to account for this relationship, leaves the status 
/ 

- pp - - - - 

of MS as an effective form of conditional release ratherp- - 

questionable. T h e ~ e f o ~ e ,  a r e - w a f w t t i o n  of the &ls a-rrb - pLppp 

objectives of mandatory supervision, as well as the 

131 I 
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effectiveness of MS, is warranted. Obviously the abolition of MS 

would result in a resurgence of a statutory remissi-on program; - - - - - -  

whereby offenders who did not qualify for full parole would 
<. 

eventually be released to the community prior to sentence 

completion without any form of supervision whatsoever. Hence, a 
i 

re-evaluation of MS is-needed, not to demonstrate its weaknesses 

with abolition as an obj&tive, but to establish its strengths, 

- perhaps re-structure its function with the intent of improving 

on its effectiveness, and make it more accountable to the 

public. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the Solicitor General of Canada, 
in cooperation with the National Parole -Board of Canada 
and the Correctiona rvice of Canaday'Parole', undertake , 

the task of re-eval ng the goals, objectives, and 
effeEtiven,ess of the mandatory supervision conditional 
release program for the purpose of improving its image 
and public accountability-. f 

I 

One further conclusion that may be drawn here is based on ' 
P - - 

the previously mentioned problem encountered in collecting data 

as a result of the available data sources. The lack of 

consistency in the data sources, and the problems of ' 

contradiction and absence gf information resulted in the 
0 

deletion of some variables from the analysis, which may have 

provided additional explanatory power. It would seem beneficial 

to both those insividuals who work within the parole structure j 

and those individuals who research parole r-elat-edAsues_, to- - 

have a centralized, and systematized, - method - - - - of' - - - collecting and - -- - - - - -- -- 

storing useful and meaningful parole statistics. The Goldenberg - - . . 
rt 
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Committee (1974) rqported the.same concern for the lack of' - - 

1 
useful and meaningful data on parole in their assessment -oEs - - - -- 

,parole in Canada: 

This Report has made little use of statisticsOon parile 
because the information is inadequate. It is not 

, . , 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 
account,ing. Adm-i~istrative statistics are needed because 
planning and organizing delivery of services cannot be 
done without accurate and relevant data. Costs of 

6 must not continue to be-measured by inaccurate 
yardsticks or-by guessing. Research on parole makes 
similar demands. There is nothing that discourages 
research more quickly than inaccurate data. 
(1974: 125-127) 

4 

With the intention of improving the quality and consistency- 

of parole information, and with the hope that the lives Q•’- 
r ' 

everyone involved in parole in Canada are made just a little bit 
I 

egsier, it is concluded'that a centralized ~ystem of parole 

'information collecti~n and storage be developed, and that this 

system be accessible and'yersatile with the capacity to 

accommodate sophisticated statistical analyses. With the current 
* 

accessibility of computer~technology-it would seem 'only logical - - 
. that a computer hardware facility be acquired, to this end, and 

' that computer software ~rograrns be developed that would provide 

the necessary assistance in information storage, processing, and B 

- - retrieval. 

It.'is recommended that the Solicitor General's Research 
Divisian undertake the Lask & & m e b p h ~ - e e * & ~ -  - -- 

system for the collecticn, storage, processing, and 
retrieval of parole information, and that such a system 



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 statist'ics should be established and maintained for t-he . 

sole purpose of parole-related research. Such a data-base would 

enhance the validity and reliability of all par%le-related 
d 

research in Canada. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that an ongoing data-base of parole 
statistics be established and maintained for the sole 
purpose of parole-related research in Canada. 

The second objective of the study was to establish &d 

illuminate the relationship of conditional release "fai-lure" 

with the committing of new offences on conditional release. In 

fact, the nature of that relationship ~ 6 s  not too clearly 

defined by the data. However, a secondary analysis of the - 
failure data suggested that organizational factors of- 

post-release have some influence on an offender's ability-to 

succeed or fail'on conditional release. Most interesting, was 

the difference between the geographic location of supervising ' 

office for those offenders who failed, 'in terms of new-of fence 

violations or breach violations, i .e.;. tl,ose failures 'resulting 

from a breach violation. An urban/rural distinction was found in ~ 

* ,  
, , 

that the Vancouver supervising office tended to b v e  more 
- - - - -- - - - -- -- 

failures . . resulting from new offences than from-breach offences, 

while the Valley supervising' offices ten&& -t--Praoee mope r -  T7-- 
failures resulting from breach offences than from new offences. 

I 
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Other organizational factors were not so readily apparent 
A - 

from the data, however, it was argued that there is goo& A - 

justification for believing that organizational variables. as 

yet. unmeasured, may significantly influence the occurrence of 

success or failure on conditional release.  heref fore. it is .- 
concluded that more research needs to be conducted into the 

effects of organizational or post-release factors on the 
. -  

occurrence of success or failure of offenders onvconditional 

release, and the potential application of those factors in the 

- assessment of offender risk. 
'I 

Recommenaat i on : 
0 

It is recommended that more research of parole in Canada 
be conducted into the effects of organizational or 
post-release factors on the occurrence of success or * 

re of offenders on conditional release, and the 
for application of those factors in the 

assessment of offender risk to the community. 

The third objective-of the study was to identify and report. 

any structural problem's within the existing conditional release 

process that may contribute to failure. In effect, the deceptive 

association of mandatory supervision with conditional release 
# 

failure, discovered in the primary analysis, was the 

manifestation of just such a structqral problem. However, the 

discussion of post-release supervision in the secondary analysis 

is much more illustrative of the structural and organizational 

in•’ luences wh;ch impinge upon the paroled 'of fender, and which 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

affect his ability to succeed or fiil on conditional release. I 

\ 
7- - - 

This is not so much a problem, per se, as it is a manifestation . 
of a system that lacks specific guidelines and breeds indivi'dual 



discretion. It is not concluded here that post-release - 
-- -- - supe'rvision is necessarily inadequate, nor l's 'it conilu-d=&th~t 

-1 

the parole service is negligent in its r.esponsibility to 

facilitate the re-integration of offenders back into the 

community. What - is concluded here is the recognition that 

organizational dynamics of post-release superivsion indirectly 

influence an offender's parole outcome, albeit, that influence . 

is currently undetermined. Hence, a review of post-release 

supervision, and a re-evaluation of its effectiveness, is needed , 

f t 
I - 

to determine the nature of- its influence on parole outcdme. The 

findings of s;;'ch an evaluation would have additional potential 

for application in the assessment of offender risk. 

Recommend$t ion : 
I 

- 
It is recommended that the Solicitor Gcneralls,Research 
Division co-ordinate with the CS~/Parole ~esearch and 
Planning Department to collectively undertake-the task 
of assessing and reviewing post-release/parole 
supervision for the purpose of empirically establishing 
the organizational effects of supervision -on parole 
outcome, and with the objective of .proposing guidelines 
through which o~ganizational effects might be controlled 
and systematically applied to the-assessment of offender. 
risk. 

Future of Conditional Release in Canada - - 

In discussing the •’"Lure of conditional release in Canada, 

the most obvious question ofF"what is the future...?", is the 
-- - - - - - -- - - - -- 

most difficult to answer. ~ n ' k &  parole administrators make a 
1 % 

8 

- - - - - -- -- - - - -- --- 
commitment to make the future goals-and objectives of parole 

. . 
concretie, and subsequently establish "no-nonsense" policies to 

1 . , 



- - -  - - - 

achieve those goals and objectives, it is virtually impossible- 
- < 

-Lp--+ - -- 
for us to address such a question. Instead, we are saddled with 

the rhetorical question, "Is there a future for conditional 
_r . 

, release in Canada?" If the parole. administrators in Canada 

continue to passively ignore suggestions for improvGment and/or 
- 

advancement based on empirically sound research, and the policy 

recommendations of federally.appointed committees, we are left, 

with no alternative but to wonder whether the whole pa-role 

system in ~anada'has been left to "self-destructw so that 1 
'someone can exclaim,. "I told you it wouldn't work." 

. I  

r- . 

One may thus ask'what practical purpose further . 
? - ,- 

recommendations serve. There are two such purposes. First, they 
il 

remind parole administrators that their policies and programs 
1 

continue to be evaluated and criticized by external . , 
4 = 

i 

'investigators who demand that such policies and programs be , . r _ i  

" - 
&"' 

accountable to the Canadian phblic. second, they provike a fo+&, 
I 

- 
I .  

.in which researchers can pursue their Findings and conclusioir5 . ' ,  
4 i 

I > & j 
- 

in a more political fashion, and Ai.n which, researchers can ' 

justify their efforts and lebitimire their hrofessiona-1 stat&. 

In any event, it appears t o  this writer, from a .review of 
L .  - 

the parole literature in Canada and the limited find$$gs.bf the 

current study, that some immediate objectives need to be pursued 
r 

in order to stimulate the further evolution of conditional 
t 

re 1 ease and conditional re 1 ease-4ec isi-onmek-ing-in- €ana&bC------ 

Realistically, there axe five objectives that are m a y -  

relevant, and could be pursued immediately: 

137 . 



I 
I .  .. 

** .," - - - -  - - 8s 

-1. Ins%i=tutional population counts should be cont'rlo-lled and 
- - -- - - - 

"ceilinqsw established to effect that co$rol, not to exceed 
e 

T=, 
the current capacity for. intarceration of offenders in each 

of-the five regions in Canada. This will prevent the 

additional costs of institutional expansion: , - 

2. Additional incarcerative costs could be minimized by the 

Xi  - increased use of conditional release,alternatives to 

incarceration; A 

3. Conditional release populations should be increased to 

aommunity tolerance levels. Such- an increase would aidsin 8 

i - - 

" the reductSion of incarcerative costs as well as the - 
\, &establishment of the re-integrative function of parole, 

1 

. F and would force the better utilization of condi,tional .. 
i - z 

release resources; 
a 

7 ' 

- 4. The threat of risk to the community should'be stabilized 
* 

7 - , - and/or reduced through - tlie . identification -- - of batter rigk 
- 

k , . - -offenders, suitable for conditional release: and 
* - - , - - - 5. Community accountability of conditional release, and the 

assessment of offender risk, should also be increased along 

- with the increase in the conditional release population, 

such that the public becomes more aware of community 

corrections and the' potential threat of offender risk. 

The pwSuit of these objectives can be simplified by the ,- 
/ 

establ i~hrnent of structured parcrl- -gu&tnes-afi&-a ysk&at-ize& -- 

of a parole guidelines model in Canada is a, relatively, 

\ 
TJ 



A straightforward.task since the United States has already A 

developed seve,ral guidelines models which could provide concrete 

examples for the a&plication of such models in Canada. A 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 cmditional release "master plann the,pursuit of 

?parole objectives would ye-a much more involved and drawn out 

procedure than.it need be, and quite likely would be less 

fruitious. 

The development of a systematized risk assessment model, 
- - 

which would be established by the development of a guidelinei 
.L 

model, is a task which also may not be as difficult a's it 
, 

appears. With a preponderance of parole literature demonstrating 

the superiority of 'statistical prediction devices over.clinica1 

%rediction devices, the Board should be 'able to take a more 

specific approach in the development- of a-risk-assessment *ode1 

rather than the traditional "shot-gunn approach. In addition, 

statistically based risk predictio-n models in the U.S., have 

?. . . 
3 

y laid the groundwork for other risk predictionqmodels to 

come. For,example, ~ischer's ( 1 9 8 4 )  Iowa Model of risk 

prediction is quite impressive, and has potential for 

application in other parole systems, including parole in Canada. 
't. 

If the NPB were to review some of the U.S. prediction models for 
- - - - - - - - - -- - -- 

decisionmaking that are currently in operation, especially the 

Iowa Rodel, Ilf c o m a  TCr-6 a -gat deaT5f preliminary 

research, at considerabJe savings of time and money, that would 
IP 
1 





respec~ively. For our knowledge to focus primarily on t h e  "truew 
I 

character isties of t h e  ob-jeet (pr-ovided -+qairr some - - - - 

insighbinto what the "true" characteristic,srreally 'are) we must 

be prepared to "tease out" the interaction effects am6ngst the 

variables and acknowledge the existence of multiple 

interpretations. J Such a soph-i-sticated approach must deal with" 

the, subsequent, problems of agreement and generality." 
- - 

The problem of agreement is whether or not terms' used in 

form"1ating knowled-carry the sdme information frm one 

observer to another. The problem of generality is whether or not 
-- - --- -one can have terms that des~ribe the uniqueness ofwhat iS - -  

- - 

studied (such as a person's being) and srill be general- enough 

to allow communication and compa~ison.'~ The first problem is 
d .  

* one dhich seeks resolution through a procedure of operationally' 

defining the terms. of assessment. However, caution must be laken 

so as not tg bectoo specific or too narrow to reduce, or even 
Y B 

- -  - - - - -  - - -  

eliminate, the potential&,•’or generality{ The. second problem may < (  

- 
seek resolution i-n theirepresent9tive selection of data sources ------------------ * < ,  - .  
"This iS not to suggest that these problems do not exist in 
subjective ev,aluation, but only to appreciate the difference in 
origin,these problems have from one extreme to-the other. In 
subjective evaluation a genuine lack of generality exists.due to @. 

a narrow an4 far ,too specific agreehent on the terms of 
assessment, whereas in objecf ive evdluation a less problematic , 
lack of'gerierality exists due to alelack of specific agreemqnt on 
the terms of assessment --"a situation which -has a much-more 
favourable prognosis for rectification. ;- 

'"he problems of agreement and generelity .presented here a;< 
- - - - - - - - - - - - A -  I---- --__ ____ 

not intended to %<ore the t h e ~ r e t i ~ ~ a n d ~ i c a l  snds of J 

variable selection, as these also present potential limitat ions - A S  . 
wit-i ' 

, L .  . . 
o obje=?v?ty, but to emphasize " k e 
kiases can operate to the- detrime:: ofa::;earch = g~?s~uD3ecr've , 



and the -objective collect ion of the- relevant data f rompthese 

sources, with care taken so as not to pro-Ject4sch- ------ 

\ 

unconsciaus biases onto the selection and collection of data. 
. 

Lest this writer appear naive to believe that an "absoluten 

objective knowledge is. possible, the reader is reminded of the 

data' source limitations that have plagued parole research over 

the years, as stated above. ~eseercher biases are threats to , 

objectivity that can not be eliminated, but can -be effectively 
. ~ 

controlled if researchers remain cognizant of the need.for- 

objectification. The limitations to variable selection, created 

by the inadequacy-of data sources, are also threats to - -- -- 

objectivity* that can not be completely eliminated, however, they 

may be minimized by the development of a centralized information 

system such as that recommended above for parole in ~anada. . .  
- 

e 

In sum, conditional release - has a future in Canada, but 

change must come now if this future is going to be an 
5 - -  - --- - -  - -  

imprdvement over the parole prQcesses of today. Conditional 

release decisionmaking in Canada has the potential to become* - 

viable as an effective risk assessmefit process, while becoming + 

\ 
publicly accountbble. at the same time; !owever; theheed for 

objective and empirical research must be appreciated, and 
D 

, precede the establishment of a parole guadelines model, as weld 

as a statistical risk predictdon~model, in eider that these' 
models be developed to their full potential and applied to the 

--- -- - - - -- - - -- ppp- 

pursuit of future parole objectives. 
-- 
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k .  
La .. Scoreand  t o t a l  t h c A f o l l o v i n g  p o i n t s  according to  the  indicated ~ h a r a c t e r i r t i ~ b :  

4 ,  ' . 
P r i o r ~ c o n v i c ~ i o n s  o r  ad jud ica t ions  (adul t  

P ' .................................. None 
One ................................ 

....................... Tvo .or t h r e e  
Four o r  more ....................... 

or juveni le)  

P r i o r  commitments ( a d u l t  o r  juveni le)  

None .............................................................. , . +2' 
One o r  two ............................................. i . . . . . . . . . .  +1 
Three o r  more' .................................................... 0 .  

Age a t  behavior L a d i n g  t o  f i r s t  comitment  ( adu l t  o r  juveni le)  
3 ' ....................................................... : 26 o r  o l d e r  +2 
18-25 ............... ............................................ +1 
17 o r  younger ..................................................... 0 

Cornmitmnt o f fense  au to  t h e f t  o r  checks 

No ............................................................... +1 
.............................................................. Yes 0 

Probation o r  parole  v i o l a t o r  (current  sentence)* 
. . .  

N ............................................................... +I  
Y& - -  ~ - -  - - -  - ~- - - -  - -  .............................................................. 0 

Heroin o r  o p i a t e  dependence 

30 ............................~*....,......................... +1 
Yes ............................................................ 0 

Verif ied  emplojrmcnt o r  f u l l - t w  school attendance f o r  a  t o t a l  of a t  
l e a s t  6 months dur ing t h e  l a s t  2  years  i n  the  cumuni ty  

rC -- -- 

Yes ..............................................-............... +1 

The Iowa S t a t i s t i c a l  k l y s i s  Center has  found the  fo l lov ing  ca t egor i za t ion  of 
che S a l i e n t  Factor  Score  (1976 Version) t o  be the  most u se fu l  i n  iden t i fy ing  
high and low r i s k  offenders .  
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- 
,,/.' ,, FZDERAL SALIENT - .  

, . . ~ - F A W R  SCORE . s . - .  , . 
Y - . . . .  ". - ~ (1981 Version) 

. . . . . . . .  
... .~ . * . . Score and t o t a l  t h e  f  o l~o 'wing po in t s  according t o  the indicated c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  . . . . .  

. . 
a 

. .  - , - 
. - .  . 

- .  . . .  Pr io r  convic t ions  or  - ad jud ica t ions  (adu t or  juveni le)  t t 
. ., .. , 

- . .  . .  one-. ....................... ; ................................. +3 . . 
." 

. . ........ . ,. . One ; ............,.........................................,. +2 . . . : . .  Two or  Three ................. ;......- .............................. +1 . . . 
. - . -  . . . . . 

. .  Four o r  h r e  ...................................................... -0. . .  ~.~ - -. -- . , ,  
. . 

P r i o r  c o ' m i ~ n t s  of F e  -than 30'days (adul t  o r  juveni le)  
~ . - 

N ~ n e = . . ~ i ~ ~ ~ : - ~ ~ + ~ . - ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . ~ i ~ . ~ . - - . -  .............................. +2 ~ - ~ - -~ -- -- . ~ -- -- 

.......................................................... .One o r  tw .  +1 
~ k r e e  - 'or more > . , ;. ... : ;. .r . 0 . ........................ ................ 
, ~ .. . . 

. iige a t  rinskant O M  ense* 
i , 

- I . . .  
26.or o l d e r  , ............. :; .................... y..............,...;. +2 

. 2 0 - 2 5  .: ........ ;. ................................................... +1 
I .  I 

- - .  19 o r  younger ..................................................... 0 

Recent. connnitment f r . - c  per iod.dur ing l a a t  3 yea r s  . , 

No p r i o r  comnicment more than 30 days ( adu l t  or  j uven i l e ) ,  o r  
r a h a s e d  t o  t h e  coanunity a t  l e a s t  3 years  before  cotmission of 
t h e  i n s t a n t  o f f ense  ............................................... +1 
"Otherwise" ....................................................... 0 . 

- - 

Probation er p a r o l e  o r  confinement escape s t a t u s  t h i s  time ( 

. , - - 
. . ........ ........................................................ No ;. +la  

~. Yes ................................................................ 0 

Heroin o r  o p l a t e  dependence 

NO h i s t o r y  .-.:.....,.... .......................................... +1 * 
History  ........................................................... 0 

= ' 
*But i f  t h e  record shovr f i v e  o r  more comitmcnts  bf more than 30 days, i h i s  
i t e m  is scored "0" r ega rd le s s  of t h e  age a t  the  time of the  i n s t a n t  offense.  

, The Iowa S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis Center has found the  following ca t egor i za t ion  of 
the  S a l i e n t  Factor Score (1981 Version) t o  be t h e  most u se fu l  i n  iden t i fy ing  
high and l o v  r i s k  offenders :  

. . 
* 



S a l i e n t  Risk '  
Factor  Score - Level 

0-2 VERY POOR RJSK 

POOR RISK 

FAIR RISK 

VERY COOD RISK ., 

EXCELLENT RISK 



- 
0 

yr 

INSLAW SCALE 

Score and t o t a l  t he  follow in^ p o i n t s  according t o  the  indicated c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  

..................................................... ,' Beavy use  d f . a l coho1  + 5 - 
............................................................... Heroin use - .  +LO . . - 

. s 
1 

Age a t  time of i n s t a n t  a r r e s t  - - 
. , ........................................ L e s s  than 23 .............. ;. +21 

23-27 ................................................. r . . . . . . . . . . . . .  +14 
28-32 ...................... ; ....................................... + 7 

Length of c r h i n a l  c a r e e r  ,;since f i r a t  a r r e s t )  

0-5 yea r s  ............................................... I.......... 0 
6-10 yea r s  .......................................................... + 1 
11-15 yea r s  ....................................................... + 2 .. .................................. 16-20 yea r s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  + 3 

'21+ years  ........................................................... U 4  

Ar res t s  dur ing l a s t  5 years  ( sco re  each a r r e s t  a s  ind ica t ed )  
h 

Crimcs of v io l ence  ..........................'........................ + 4 
Crimes a g a i n s t  proper ty  ............................................ + 3 

- - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - -  - ~ - ~ -  ~~ - - -  - ~ -  ~2 Sa le  of drugs  ........................................................ + 4- - ~- - ~- - 
a ,  

Other o f fenses  ..................................................... 
+ 2-.. 

Longest time served, s i n g l e  term ( p r i o r  sentence) 

1-5 months .......................................................... + 4. 
6-12 months ............ ;.. .......................................... + 9 . . . 
13-24 months ....................................................... +18 
25-36 months ........ i . . . . . . .  .. .................................... +27 
37-48 months ........r.............................................. +36 
O9+ months ......................................................... +45 

I 

Number. of probat ion sentences  -(score each a r  ,Indicated) .....%........... +l .  5 . . 

r ; . 
-. I n s t a n t  o f f ense  vas  crime of v io l ence  .................................... + 7 . 

I n s t a n t  o f f ense  vas crime labeled- "other" ................... i . . . . . . . . . . .  -18 . * 



- .  

. . - 
r 

Violent  c:imes inc lude  robLery, h m i c i d e ,  assaul 'f ,  sexual  a s s a u l t .  kidnapping, and ?D 

a t h e r  crimes a g a i n s t  persons.  . . 
"Other" crimes inc lude  all crimes o t h e r  than arson,  burglary ,  l a r ceny ,  au to  t h e f t ,  
fraud, forgery ,  d rug  s a l e  o r  possess ion,  and v io l ep t  crimes.  A 

, 
The Iowa S t a t i s C i c a l  Analysia Center has found t h e  following ca t ego r i zac ioa  of t h e  
IXSUW Scale t o  be t he  most u s e f u l  i n  i den t i fy ing  high and low r i s k  o f f e n d i t s :  . 

&- 

INSLAW Xisk . 
I '  Score - Level 

- - .  0-17.5 EXCELLENT RISK - - - - -- -- --- 

18-34.5 VERY GOOD RISK 

35-$3.5 GOOD RISK 

&9-51.5 FAIR RISK 

.5&-64.5 

6%- VERY POOR RISK 



RAND SCALE 

Score one (1) p o i n t  f o r  each of t he  fo l lov ing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  

4 F- 

o P r i o r  conv ic t ion  ( j u v e n i l e  o r  a d u l t )  f o r  t h e  i n scan t  o f f ense  type 

o  Inca rce ra t ed  more than SOX of preceding two years  
'9. 

o Conviction be fo re  age  1% . 
o Served t ime i n  s t a t e  j uven i l e  f a  . 
o Herein o r  b a r b i t u r a t e  use i n  preced-ing tvo  yea r s  - 
o hietain ar b a r h i t m a t e  u s e - a s  a l u v e n i l e  - - - - --- - -- -- - 

o Esployed l e s s  than 50% of t h e  preceding two years  

. . 

The Iawa S t a t i s t i c a l  Analys is  Center has found t h e  fo l lov ing  ca t ego r i za t ion  of 
the  ?-Factor Score  K O  be  the  most u s e f u l  i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  high and low r i s k  offenders:  

7-Fac t o r  Risk 
Scor l - Level  - 

0 VERY GOOD RISK r- 

2 FAIR RISK 

3 POOR RISK 

4 o r  more VERY POOR RISK 





1. kniry on robbwy. vxual  asuull. o r  homicU*. Thtr lwlor wtll be coded "ye"  11 ttrt ~w tvdua l  IS  no^ urv- MI -/or 
has not b.an d~schwyld f r o q  sntpncr for a feiony. th. dsjcr~ptiOn of which Hldlwtn t h . ~  b y  any P W ~ C I ~ I  in Uw u~m. 

. . there wn n t t w  a.) the 1~k11-q or attempt to  uke promty  or m y  b y  l o r e  or threat o f  force d u r q  pu-l mlront+- 
tlon, b) w x w l  -It of alrunpud vxwl a w l 1  by forn-or threat o f  force. or cJ dwth 01 a v~ct im 

- - - - - -  -- -- - - 

' lno rce r r lm  a probar~on for cr~rnlnal bchav~u will be taken oev tdn re  of W m o n  or r r ror  Statusoffanranr not 

l o  be countcd. I 

M.C.L. 

. . 

OFFENSES TO BE REGARD~D AS ASSAULTIVE FOR PU(IPOSES OF 
RISK CLASSIFICATION 

M.C.L. 712.861 Carohrs U u  of Firmarms 10 Kill 
750.479 Rmridln(. O b r t ~ n l n q  O r t l w  
752.142 Incitm, Taka Pan in Rlot 
710.197C Jail amak - Aim* 
752.IS1 Fdonlour Driving 
750.85 Assit W/tnt to Rap. 
750.118 Sodomy 
710.333 Incd  
750.3% Indecent Llbtrtlms 
750.3M1331~IUaB Gross lndmmcy 
7U1.339/340 0mb.uch.y 
750.341IUZ m a 1  K a a k d p .  
75OJZO Raw (Incl. Statutory) 
75OJZOb Crimiml k a u r l  C ~ n d l d .  F l rd  O q r n  
710JZOc Criminal Sexual Conduct. -I- 

750.5206 ~~~~~~ll Sexual Condut. Tbird'Dqr" 
- ~ * Z + A s s H v f ~ n ~ u f  omCrtemrduet 

767.61A O f f m n  by Smxually 0-w 
710.71-80 A m *  
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MICHIGAN OEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
PROPERTY RISK SCREENING SHEET c-ass 1m1 ,. 
Y C S I O C N T ~  NUYNI\ 



DEFINITIONS O F  PROPERTY RISK CLASSlFlCATlON FACTORS . . 
. . 



HICRIGAN RISK SCR@NINC 
G R ~ ~ ~ P I N G  FOR I O V A  COHPARISON 

Ihe Iowa S t a t i s t i c a l '  Analysis Center has  found the fol loving grouping of the  Hich- 

ie-an Assaul t ive Risk and Property Risk s c a l e s  t o  be the most usefu l  i n  iden t i fy ing  \ 
high and l o v  r i s k  offenders .  both f o r  v i o l e n c e  r i s k  assessment and f o r  general  r i s k  

IOWA 
PROPmTY RISK ASSAULTIVE RISK GROUP1 NG - 

w 
HIGH: VERY HIGH VERY POOR 

HIGH VERY POOR 
MDDLE POOR 
LOW POOR 
VERY I O T J  - P O O R  - - - -  - - - - - - - -- 

- -- 

HIDDLE VERY HIGH POOR 
HIC;H \ POOR 
MDDLE ,- FAIR 
LW FAIR 
VERY LOU VERY GOOD 

VERY HIGH GOOD 
H I G H  COOD 
UIDDLE WRY GOOD 
LOU VERY GOOD 
VERY LOW PEBYCOOD . 



Duwlmnrl ol Hoallh vrd focd krrru 
Chnuon 01 f3r1.ccm-m 
~ m m  c 502 IRN. 8/79) ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK 

~ w I ' N . ~  L.U Fvrl MI Ck.nlNumw 

Nu- 

Select the appropr~ate wnwn and enter the assoenred we~ght In the score column. Total all scorn to  arrtw ~ v t b  rctk lusrrmcnt s~.. 

Number uf Addless C m  In Last 12 Months. - . . . . . .  
(Pr~or to Incarcerarlon for p u o k n )  

Percentage of Tune Employed ~n Last 12 Months . . . . .  .! . 0 or -re 
/Prm to ~nurceratton for parolees) 1 409L-59% - A 

2 Under 40% 
0 Not appl~cahlc 

Alcohol Usage Problems. ......................... 0 No ~nterference with f u n c t ~ o n ~ q  
(Pr~or to ~nurcerat~on for p u o l m l  2 Ocu~ocul abuu; wrne dtrruptlon 

of functioning - 
4 Fruiumt rbun; rcr lou d~rruptlon. . 

nmdstrutmmt a 

- -- - - -  --- -- - - - 

Other Drug Usage P r o M m :  ......................... 0 No in t r r f r r r c r  w ~ t h  funct~onlng 
(Prm to ~ncar~cralwn for parOICn1 1 h i w l  rbus8. uunc dnruptlon 

of f v ~ l 0 r u n g  - 
2 Frequent .buu; urlous ckruptran: 

I nee& t ral tmmt 

Age a1 First Conwct~on: ............................ 0 24 w 0-1 

tor Juvenile Ad~udlutlon) 2 20-23 - 
4 l Q o r ~ . n g . r  

-- - - -- - - -  - - 

Number of Pr~or Per~& of 
Ptobt~onlPnole Supan~won: ....................... 0 N w  
IAdull or Juven~lc) 

- 
4 On M more 

Number of  Prior ProbatimParob R-tiom: .......... 0 Non - 
(Adult or kvmi le)  4 Onor- 

..... Numbir or Rior Felony Comictiom: 
lor k w n i h  A d j u d i u t W  



Lnile.L p r io r  felony or misdeneanr mnvictions as an adu l t  o r  juv-- 3 -  
Qw p r i o r  mnviction: 2 
?L;o or three pr io r  convictions: 1 
Four o r  mre pr io r  amvict ions:  0 

No pr io r  incarcentions (i.e., ~ e c u t r d  sentences of  90 &iys or ~rnre) ar; 
an adult or juvenile: 2 
One or tsm pr ior  incarcerations: 1 
'~hree o r  mre ineccera t ions :  0 

Ac,e at first amanitxnt of 90 days o r  mre: ** 
26 o r  older: 
21 to u d x  26 : 
under 21 : 

Never escaped, f a i l e a  parole or probation: *** 2 
One incident  of the atove: ' 1 
Am1 t m  o r  me. incihts of  the above : O- - 
H s  m A t t e d  o r  Zccunx~ted hemin o r  opia te  cierimtive abuse pmblm, 
or h i w n o & t t e & o r & a z r e n W ~ L  p r o b h :  1 -- - - -- - 

Cnae or mre of the a b ~  : 0 
Vzrified pcriod of 3 ye- mnvic t ion  free in the axmunily prior to 
present offense: 1 
O t h e r J i s c  : 

/ 0 
TWDL HI!XOFU/RISK A S S E S =  SCDKE: 

* - -  7 
fm n 9 t  a u n t  ~ ~ n v i c t i m s ~ o u x  20 years old,  a n v i c t i o n s  that have h e n  pardoned, 
o r  j w a i l e  or adult "status offenses* (runinjay,. tnuncy, incorr ig ib i l i ty ,  dm& in p b l i c ) .  

'%f M pr io r  amnkrent, use age a t  present conviction. 

" C-t ?&tion f a i l u r e  only i f  it resulted f- an e-utcd &ntcntx of 90 days or mre; 
=DM~ any parole fa i lure ,  including parole kinstaterrent under ru l e  254-175-080. 

10-16 16-22 22730 32-54 

1 -24 P 24-36 40-52 56-72 

30-40 44-56 60-60 90-130 

m 
8-10 Y r s  10-13 Y r s  13-!6 Y r s  16-20 Y r s  

10-14 Yrs 14-19 Yrs 19-24 Y r s  24-l ife Y r s  

l1w M i n k  Tern f o r  h r s  m n n l t t r d  a f t e r  -r 7, 1978, shill1 b? h.enty-five (25) )lcarr;, . 
.x; LU~L~& Ly Q&&3J15. - - - - -- -- -- -- - ---- 

I 

-lor 

- - - - - - - - 



State  of 
1 I 1  Inof:: 

Z 

a. 24 m m  or  M ............................... bur 0 
b. 20-23 * a n  ..................- ..... 3 ........ E n i u  I 
c. 19 r e m  or  laas ...................... ....... tur t 

n. c u n a t  A l e 1  Yn. 

L. P w r  W U a c e  Lumln b e  
r. *o a ~ ' c  @la .......................... tur 0 ........................... b. I I w r a U  p r d l l l . .  f a t n  1 
C. L r l ~  p ~ l m . .  ............................ ttn 1 

F. P r r c n i  d lir E.plard. tm Tralpll). u l a  5 h . l  
a. Ull w a n  ................................... Earr r  0 
b. 404R ........................................ Cater I ..................................... .. c. - a t n w  2 0 ..................... . 4. O W  r w p a  bur 0 

i m r  n l  lddmr P a w  1. L a s t  U srUI .......................................... a. bn C n W O  ................... r. a ...................... .. L P ~  t . .... .......... ~-lsor--,.,*.... , ~<. Caw %11~- 
1. I n l n r - c n u l  Problem Im C Y r m t  L l v : q  I l t u a t l o .  .......................................... . 1.- f.t,ro 

b. in ........................................... Entar 1 
c. -rat. bur I a - ........................................ 
4. S a w n  ........................................ Enter S 

I. %clan l n t w u t l m  
a. m l e l y r l t h n m - p q  '9 ............. l u l l y w l n c d  g-f l l l l l v l ~ l s  bur 0 
b. R t d y r l U  p a q o r c r l d u l l r  .................... u 1 m t ~ ~ r o u p r l l s d t r l d u . l ~  b.ur J 



stare of 
I l l i n o i s  

F ~ g u r r  4. DANGLROUS AN0 ADJUSTHEN1 SCPLLS FOR l n l l ] &  . INRlTUllON SECURITY CLASSlFlt\TlOn 

DWEROUS SCALE 

1. CURREUT OFFEHSE SERIOUSNESS - 
'Enter 10 I f  scorp 5 o r  higher on the - 
k r rousness Scale. o t h e n i r e  enter 0 

2. EWLOYCNT 
Enter 1O'if unewloyed p r i o r  t o  the c m i r s i o n  - 
o f  the offense.' If fu l l  time, or  pa r t  tim 
crploytd. v t e r  0 

3. AGE StOILE - 
E n y r  7 If 22 o r  under, otherr ise enter 0 

C. HOLfNT O F M E  - 
b t e r  5 1f  ever convtcted o f  v io lent  offense 
ag r l ns t  a person. o ther r ise  enter 0 

5. EXPECTED LEKTH Of STAY -- 
Enter 3 If expected stay i1 greater Lha* 2 - 
years. o V K n l s e  enter  0 - .. TOTAL SCORE - 

(Add 1 through 5) 
AoJUSTItEUT SCALE 

, - 
1. UE sJ3ME 

(Subtract I4 f m  cur rent  age) 
- 

2. W E R  OC PRIOR COmlCTlW 
(Does JtOT Include current) .. - 
Nwbcr o f  ~ ~ n v i c t i m s  20 (eight) I age scorn 

3. w CONVICTI& FOA BUA~URY/THEFT 
ttmber of r o n v i c t i o & r j q  ( a i p k t b  age icocc --.- 

4. M E R  OF CO#VICTIWS FOR Vl(#EnCE AGAINST PERSIM - 
lhabcr of c o n v l c t i ~ r  10 ( w i g h t )  t agr score ' 

5. ESWE SCORE - 
Enter 5 if ever convicted o f  e s u p .  

6. . C W T  OFFUDE SEOIWISHESS - - 
bur 10 if scora i s  7 or P w r  oa the k r i o u s -  
m s  k a l e .  o ther r lse  r n t e r  0 ,  

I .  PPIOI SUPERVISI~ HISTORY * 
I f  them I s  r m o r d  of l technical or n u  o f f m s e  

- 
v ! o ) a t i o w b t l *  on any sup.dlsion. r n t r r  3. other- 
rlsa enter 0 

T o f u  SCORE* - 
J 

.Oir#ltr and M j u s t n r n t  Scores a r e t i a t r l x t d  and k r u r i t y  Ocsignbtlon . 
Asrigntd (as shora on p a w  3). . - .  



Tlrc I o w a  Statistical Analysis Ccntcr has fnund t h c  followlnp catcEorization of tile 
Illinois Adjustment and Dangerou%ness scales to be tbe most useful in identifying 
high and-lov risk offenders: 

- I  

Risk Adjustment Risk Dangerousness 
Level a Score Level 

- 
Score - - 

POOR RISK ............ 28+ POOR RISK ...... .'. .... 27+, 

FAIR RISK ............ 11-27 FAIR RISK ........... 11;26 
* - . + 

GOOD RISK ............ t l O  . . 

* 

GOOD RISK ........... 0-10 



APPENDIX B 



' "conditional release" r, 

C 

b - -. 

-refers-to a-structured and supervised program in which an 

individual is permitted to serve the remainder of his 

sentence in the community, givenP that he conforms to the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

prescribed conditions of his release. For the -purpose of 
- 

this study, co'nditional release will only -include Mandatory 

Super vision and Full Parole. 

"qull Parole" 
? 

J 
- - - - - -  -- - - - - - --- -- 

-- - 
-is a type ~fr~conditional release which.allows an individual 

to serve a portioAy8f his sentence in the community up to a 

maximum 2/3 of his sentence, based on earned.remmission 

while incarcerated. 

B 



-is ? type of conditional release in which an individual may 

serve the remainder of his sentence in the cpunity, up to 

1/3 of that sentence. 

"new-offence" 

- - - - -  % -  
- I I  - -  

- - - -  

-refers to any offence committed by an indi"idua1 while on a 

*conditional release program. 

"off encew 
f .  

--- 

- - - - -  - -  - - - - -  - - -  

-is any contravention of a prescribed law, punishable under w 

the Criminal Code of Canada or any other Federal Statute. 

"re-of fencew 
\ 

-* -refers to any new offence co*itted by an individual while 

- ally incarcerated. 



-means terminating-an individuals conditional release 

- program and returning him to an institution of 

incarceration. 

"suspension" 

- - 

of any 
-- 

indivdual currently ori temporary detention 

a conditional 

conditions. 

release , 

- 

release program due to a 

-refers to a breach of any condition of supervised release 

in thezcmunity and/or the committing of a new offence. 



-. 
- -  A - - - - - - --- - - 
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