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INTRODUCTION

The last five yeArs have been marked by a mounting ¢riticism of
parole. None of its facets has® been spared froﬁ the attacks of .~
researchers, philokgzhers, lawyers and managers.

-

The strict legal mandate of every Parole Board in North America may

- vary but, in essence, the work is similar: appointed Board members must

decide whether an inmate should be returned to ﬁhq community before -the
end of his .sentence; they have “the respons%bi]ity of granting, or
refusing, release to a convicted=offender after weighing the risk
involved for the community. Some Parole Boards have explicit critéria
set by statute to govern their decisionsl., Other Boards have develbped
detailed policies and procedures to narrow E} l |

own the possible

interpretations of the Act under which they oefratez-

Some Parole Boards, including the U.S. Board of Parole, have

developed sophisticated gquidelines that reduce considerably the

-

discretionary power of their Board members and presumably render their

——————

decisions more'uniform: equitable, and predictable.

\
Guidelines usually refer to two different types of scoring systems:

a matrix or a sequential model. The systems consist-of giving a

1 e.g., The Nebraska Board of Parole
2 e.g., The Parole Board of Canada
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numerical value to'pre-determine& elements of the inmate's background;

the degcision to release or not is- then based -on the*inmate*s overall

score. Criteria, on the other hand, are more general guides to

decision-making, leav1ng the respons1b111ty of we1gh1ng the factors w1th

1nd1v1dua1 dec1s1on-makers.

-

With or without gﬁideIines, Parole remains under continuous - attack -

as one” of -the last ~symptoms of a dying rehab1l1tat1ve ideology.

Ry
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Moreover, w1th the dec11ne of that 1deoIogy has come the questxonmng of

the moraI appropr1ateness of parole. .A new .and yet veny o]d concept

of justice - an eye for an eye ~ is emerg1ng. An offender should be’

2
pun1shed for what he did by bexng accorded a. fhat sentence rather than

being kept in prison- for an 1ndeterm1nate per1od of t1me w1th a prom1se
of freedom’ 1f adm1n15trators and profess1ona15 of the' system gain
confidence that: he w111 behave .properly“ in the future.; The proponents
of this return to strict Tega11ty,- often referred £o, as ‘“modern
classicists", claim, that _everyone should - be pun1shed accord1ng to
exp11e1t we11 estab11shed rules in order that Just1ce be served (11).

The enthusiasm generated by tQ1s s1mp1e, uncomplicated approach is

already being criticized as carrying to_an extreme the legal principle

which argues that justice is intrinsically and necessarily a matter of

rules (3, p- 2).

-

-

Board members, at th1s t1me, find it a difficult task indeed to-

b“
decide whether the ph1Tosoph1ca1 ba515 of parole -- linked with the
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" “individualized jﬁstice“ approach of the post—cléssicé] school == 1is

still worthwhile. Should they not ratherlespduée the classical: view,
which categoéiie§‘offenders, of fences and.appropriate punishment without

consideration of individual circumstances?

L3

-

The rebirth of the classical “approach has  brought “onto- Parole

Bo%:§§ accusations that they do not.rﬁspect the principles of natural

Justice-and do not offer the guarantees of due process that the courts

offer. ?;They have also been accused of naking thejr decisions on the

“"basis of a large number of questionable criteria.

Y .

Paradoxically, they ‘also have to respond to the opposite d?itigism,

that only two criteria are «considered by Board members when making

'.decisions, namely the seriohsness of the offence and the Ieﬁgth of the

criminal record (10). These latter critiques claim that, because Parole -
Boards use the same criteria as: Jjudges,. they have become 1in fact

re-sentencing Boards or, at best, sentence equalization Boards.

-

The climate of distrust towards,“iﬁdividua]iieﬁ justice”, aﬁh tﬁe
demaﬁd‘fO( exblicit parole criteria, héve.forced'ﬁhe Canadian .Parole
Board in the Ias£ four years to' enter a ﬁphése of intensivg policy
development coupTed with the establishment of procedural séfeguards,
resulting mainly from-fhe adoption by the Caﬁadiaq Parliament of the
“Human Rights Act". These policiés and procedurés‘do nét appear to be

enough to respond to all the objéctions, as indicated by the. increasing

-



-

.’!i.

..

H - —

number- of litigations against the Parole Board. Is the best way to
respond to the objections a further narroﬁing of the' discretion by way

of guidelines? This has been a constant topic of discussion within the

Canédian Parole Board in the Tast:yéaf‘- A -

o

-

Before parro'i-:ing further the discre’fi‘oriary power of Parcle Board

members, one would need to assess whether the - presumed .disparity in-

decisions-and the decision=making process does in ’fact exist.

-

The moral concern is of importance. If, on the one hand; excessive

F

- -«discretion leads to arbritrariness and inequality, on thé other hand,:

’

too many rules could lead to"~‘1‘nﬂei'ib1'11‘ty and 1‘nsensit‘1'v1‘ty to the

_differing needs- and circumstances’ -- and consequently to impersonal

treatment (3, . 2). Asquith points out also that, by focusing on

procedures/a'nd rules, more subtle forms of control are left unexamined:

- ~

“By introducing an TFig_oIogical veneer of equality, equity,
“fairness "and justice, attention may be deflected away from

more basic social and - structural inequalities” (1 p. 12).

One of these forces or controls that has been” Teft totally
unexamihec_iﬂis the organization itself: how /_the power of the Board
affects its-members. It is amazing that the immense body of‘ research in

social psychology related to the relationship between the individual and

his organization " has left criminclogists so .1'nd1'ff:erent-._ The

. -

-
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individual's need for congruence, betweeh his veTues and tho;e of the
organ1zat1on, is demonstrated 1n numerous studies (6} (7). D.S. Pugh,
in _his ‘Modern Organization Theory' (8) stresses the {mportanEe of the
bureaucrdtic organization as one of the dominant 1nst1tut1ons of our”
times. And organizations themse]ves ‘do not exist in a Qac;ﬁm they
respond to the societal pressures impinging upon‘them and 1nterpret the

soc1a1 reality for the 1nd1v1duals operating w1th1n them.

N . we - .

One auth&%,‘ Daniel Gifford; has paid attention, at least:’

r

theoretically, to the constraints of the administrative justice system

on the individual decision-maker. His article "Decisions, Decisional

Referents and Administrative Justice" is totally devoted to that ‘theme:

_ “The official, however, s not free to decide any way he

washes. He is free only in, case he decides té flaunt the _

1mperat1ves of the systemé in which he acts. So long as he .

. idehtifies with that system, he internalizes the "obligation™
which the system fmposes upon him to decide in accordance
" with its mandate; he is in effect bound “by its ru]es""(4

p. 14).

When a system is under pressure, especially when its own survival

is threatened, the informal constraints tend to increase. At the same

time, wusually, the system creates. more norms and rules to govern -

itself. The pressures -on the Parole Board and the massive ‘poTicyL

J



.

deve]dpment of the last few years may have created a s1tuat1on where the
presumed d1spar1ty in decisions’ has been replaced by an unexpected
homogeneity and’ where the system has developed strong priorities which

are not stated-in the -law, regulations, or policies.”

rd

If;jndeEH a high ]evel of homogeneity was found in the decisions,

new questions would have to be addressed by the Parole Board.

113

... if nO dﬂfferences are found among Board Members, the
Board, as such, may not be needed at a]] at Jeast for
individual  case dec1s1on-mak1ng. If a?l tend to make the \\'
same decisions,_fhen one decisjon maker will suffice" (5 p.

119).

It would also mean a departure from the original vision of the
Parolé Board as composed of strong, independent decision-makers.

This study will attempt to assess the impact of organizational

.

priorities and internal constraints on the decisions and decision-making

process ‘of the Board members. In order to better understand the impact

of the Board as an organization on its individual members, an analysis

will first be - made of the present socio-political and ideological
context in which the Parole Board operates. And,'because it appears
that the context is so different than the one that existed when the

Parole Board was instituted by law’ in Canada (in 1959), a short

NPT DR
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historical perspective will.be presented on the evolution of parole in

Canaaa.

-

A review of the literature-on parole decisions; their nature and
the inf]ughcing .factors will cbmp]ete the framework 1in which the
ana]ysis of . this partiéular decisional referent:(or influencing factor)
will be made: the Board as an otganization. ' |

Ay

The study itself will compare the decisions and decision-making
process of two groups of Board mémﬁars -~ full-time Board members and
*Community Board members -- becadSE these two groups differ radically in

terms of their relationship to the Board as an organizatién. -

In addition to full-time Board members who spend two-thirds of

their .time voting on conditional release cases, the Board counts nearly

80 Community Beard members, whose services are required only two or

three times a yea They vote only in cases of offenders serving life

sentences. (2, section 3\1). It is expected that full-time Board members

are more Tikely to have "interna\ized the obligations of the systems®,
and its informal constraints (4).

The priorities of the organization will play an influencial role in
their decision-making process and their decisions. Therefore full-time

»

Board members would display more homogeneity in their decisions than

[
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. . ' ' -,
Community Board. members who remain at the periphery. of the organiza-
tion. . The latter are exhected to identify Tess with the system and its.
pFiorities and consequently render conditional release decisions that

are more. individualized and, as a group, less homogeneous.

4

In order to study the decision-making process of these two groups

.. of Board members, a method was selected that permitted the generation of

the required data in a controlled setting: the decision-making game of
Leslie Wilkins (12) as adapted by Trépanier (9). The collaboration of

full-time and' Community Board ‘members was requested, and a most

supportive response received. i

LY

(g
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PAROLE BOARDS AND THEIR DECISIONS: -A CRISIS OF LEGITIMIZATION.

e

A) The Present Situation ' .

In the ‘difficult ‘economic ¢climate thaf prevails today, parole fis
often seend as an unjgsti'fiable burde.n on the taxpayer. ﬁhy maintain
humanitarian programs for those who have added to the high level of
stre;s in our society by breaking its rules? Why ingreasé the' he;sc_mé]

risk of "decent" citizens by releasing dangerous offenders? .= -

-

- The public_ is also far Tless accepting - of programs that cannot
clearly prove their effectiveness. The humanistic principles behind
sorhe_ cqrrectignai options -ére considered more as an abdication of the
tough raf'p'onsibﬂity to manage a world in crisis than as a cc;unageous
step towards the creation a better socigt_y. It is difficult indeed, tq
1‘m5‘g1‘ne in 1981, a replay o_f,1967'sfend_‘1ess philosophical debates in the
House of Commons about the possibﬂ'ity of a Jjudicial error as an

argument against' capit} punishment.

In this era of management Dby objectivss,. cost-effectiveness and
efficiency, the Parole Board is often short of arguments to convince
pragmatists that parole might have other objectives than a cost-

reductionin correctional administration. Because of the new belief in

‘management by objectives and its accompanying techriology, the Parole

-

| 4

A

-
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Board found itself veﬁy'ﬂuéh on the .defensive when the Auditor General

of Canada stated in 1978

- -

“... The Parole Board was not in a position to eva]uate-its‘
effectiveness since it has not specified criteria. for
assessing the quality and consistency of its decisions" {16,

p. 99).

The pub11c is also very intolerant of the Parole Board 5 fa11ures.\

Sensational incidents reported in the media always raise the anger of
citizens who write to their elected representative with essentially the

same message: “"Lock them up and throw away the key!".
Y

While these cﬁitic{sms flow from the general public, professionals
and administrators discuss openly the failure of behavioral sciences ﬁn
predicting human behaviour and submit to Martison's conclusion that
"nothing works“ (31). Civil Tibertarians proclaim, with creditable

arguments, that if, on the one hand, the offenders are gquilty of

breaking the laws, on the other hand, those who make decisions about

-convipted offenders are gquilty of disobeying all the principles of
nﬁturgl justice and ;ﬁe’ latter are accused of nende}ing, Tightly and
arbitrarly, decisions - ;hat could affect for yea}s the lives of
citizens. The Parole Board has been repeatedly ét;acked along . these
lines since the dissenting judgement of Judge Bora Laskin in Mitchell

v. The Queen (24. C.C.C. (2d) 245).

"

R IV
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"The plain fact is that the Board claims a tyrannical
author1ty that I be11eve is without . precedent among adm1n1-
strat1ve agencies, empowered to déal with a person S 11berty.

It claims an unfettered power to deal with an inmate, almost

as if he were -a mere puppét on a stﬁiné. Nhat standards ﬁhe;
statute’ indicates are, on the Board's coﬁf‘nt1ons, for it to
apply accord1ng to its apprecxatlon and w1thout accountab111ty

to the courts. Its word must be taken that it fis. acting
fairly without. it being obliged to give the slightest
lindication ofswhy it. was movee to‘suseend or re&oke'parole. ¢

-]
iy

All.this is said to be expressed or found in the Parole Act".

The overall climate is one of distrust in the ability of human

-beings to seek the well-being of the majority at the expense of their

own personal interest and ambitions.

In this view of man lies the foundation of Beccaria's classical
school of criminology.and his solutions. Beccaria (7) in his "Eséay on
Crimes and Punishment", devised a system bfipredetermined punishmeets
*for each crime without consideration for individual differences and
circumstances. In h1s view, the human capacity of free will makes “all
men equai before the law". But the- free will of maw7is also an evil
which the state should, and could, overcome since human beings express

free will only through criminal actions (23 p. 246).
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This ideology is resurfacing under the new name "just desserts", a

_ model that aIso éomes with a method to enSure proport1ona1 justice"

¢ é

! (6). The sclution cons1sts of gu1de11nes that e11m1nate, or at least

reduce considerably, the discretion of decision-makers in the criminal
Jjustice system. With the abolition of discretion, presuﬁably everyone
would be treated equally according to pre-determined criteria. This
approach 1is essentially in opposition to the individualized justice

model that gave birth Eg,p;roie in North America (8 p. 194)}.

-

v

The proponents of the “just desserts" model have chosen paroTe as
their first target, stating openly -that the inequities_of that system

are easier to demonstrate than the inequities of court decisions (37).

"Also, the remedy is easier to develop. . .

With the availability of a computer technology, parole guidelines

and their accompanying "scoring" systems are tempting. They seem to

offer an immediate alternative to a professional diagnosis fallen in
d1srepute and at least a short-term answer to the c¢ivil Tlibertarians --
who may be sa;1sf1ed with "the type of equality gquaranteed by. th1s
approach in default of an assurance of substantial justice, a broader

social problem. .

According to Adler and Asquieth, an appeal for more rules and
regulations is usually launched when there is a dissatisfaction with the

exercise of discretion from those are the recipients of these decisions
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(1 p. 4). The appeal is heard when the individuals or groups who. voice
their dissatisfaction have political support. .6iscretion, on the other
hand, is favoured when decision makers--have a high status and are not

opposed by another powerful group dissatisfied with the way decision-

makers operate. o ;dﬁyﬂlfh

e
CIf parole decisions became totally governed by guidelines or even

more, if parole were abolished, it is not sure at all that we would have

eliminated discretionary Vdecisions'-about the release of offenders.

According to Davis, discretion is never eliminated - it is moved to

" another decision point and other decision-makers in the system (21).

This states briefly the climate in which Paro]é‘Boards operate at

this time, caught between the requirements of the new, prevailing
ideology and the nature. of its mandate, itself embedded in a totally

different vision of man and justice and a different school of thought in

- eriminology. “The individua]ized:justice" model which, without denying

the fundamental principle that similar cases. should be treated in a
similar manner, claims that cases are never totally similar and
attention should be paid to dindividual ‘characteristics and circum-

stances. i .

In order to better understand the- impact of this dichotomy on the

Board as an organization, and consequently on the decision. of Board

.

l-'lf-‘\



members, one must.look back at the.origio'of'parole and its evolution

‘over the last 20 years.

B} Historiéa] Perspective on the Mandate of the Parole Board

-‘. r *
e

. Coalx :

Jghe Parole Board was established mrtga-:ada Jin 1959, fo]Iowmg an
1nvesttgat1on ordered f'rve .years before by the Hon. Stuart S. Carson,
then Minister -of - Jost1ce. Theé Commttee s official mandate was to
: 1nqu1re into the prmcnp]es and procedures followed in the Rem1ss1on
‘S'ervice of the Department ‘of Ju-stice .of (_:anadé"' (14). Jhe- Re'port
submitted™ by the Committee on April 30, 1956, became corrmooly known as
the “Fa}_iteux Report". |

The _Fauteux Report estabhs?hed xthe principles under. which the
future Parole Board was to operete, ;1n5;1p1es that‘?xave remained
unamended in the Tlast 22 years. The report stated .that “Parole is
desi'gfhed to ensure, as far as possible, the safety of thel corrmun'ity as
well as the welfare of the 'Indi-vidual.‘_ prisoner” (14 p. 52). To reach
this dual objective, the Comitteeq-'rested its trust in findings on
sociology, and psychology,in the experieﬁée of institutional officers
(14 p. 52), and abobe all, in the quality of the persons selected to

become Parole Board members (14 p. 81).

The Fauteux .report established that sociologists, psychologists and

experienced staff would héve the: respoosibility to indicate to the Board

v
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-the optimum moment in the life of. an offender when “he has had enough"

and would, if released, become a law-abiding citizen. Members of that

inquinygcommission believed that the same prisoner kept in prison past

" that critical moment -would become discouraged, bitter, cynical and .

probably even more anti-social than he was (14 p. 53).

-

This point of “view, .of course, reflects the social context of the

late 50's and early 60's where “humanistic" theories were becoming
popular and where the promise of sociology and psycho]ogy, 1n prouwd1ng
means- of assess1ng and predicting human behav1gur, was rece1ved

enthusiastically in the correctional field. . -

For the supporters of parole at the-time, there was no_question of '
weighing factors or developing -- beyond a statement of principles ~
-~specific criteria for granting or refusing parole. Each ‘case was ;d
be judged on its own merit and the true task of the Board member was to
detect this intangible, unmeasurable change in the ba51c att1tude of the

" inmate.

' Questions that became very important later were never raised at
théé time. For instance, the intrusion of personal prejudices into
decisioﬁeﬁaking was never considered. It was assumed that everyone
acted in good faith and was objective. It was also assumed that if ﬁl\_.z'

- Governor in Council chose educated and respected persons to become Board

members, their decisions would be en11ghtened.and well balanced.
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~ . The Fauteux Report was clear on that point:
“Generaliy speaking, it -is 1mportant'tﬁat members qQf the Board o

y _should have personal attributes:in addition to:quali?ications

. by"}éy-- of -education and experience. A member shdu]d be of

such 1ntegr1ty, 1nte1119ence and gdbd judgement as to command

< the ,Nconf1dence of. the. public. Having regard to his

qdas%-jddicial funttiods, he should -ﬁosdess the’ equivalent
personal qua!1f1cat1ons of 2 h1gh Jud1c1a1 off1c1a1. He
'shou1d possess qua11t1es of forthr1ghtness and 1ndependence.
It goes w1thout say1ng that he should be appointed without

| regard to creed, colour or political aff1]1at1on” (14 p. 81).

The report also stated “that the academic Wtraining that would
qualify. a person to become member of the Board would be professional
> ‘ !

experience in the field of law, psychiatry, social work and applied

lr:trimino1ogy. It was expectéd that no one would be appointed who did not

n

_have a previous work experience “that furnish him with intimate

knowledge of. situations, and problems with which the offender is most

confronted” (14 p. 80).

I3 . . '
"Trusting that a_Board composed of such high-calibre persons would
render the best possiBTe decisions, the Committee recommended also fhat
the decisions of the Board be final and conc1u51ve, -and not subject to

{appea1. .The Board was to determine its own procedures and would not be
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subject to any type of judicial political or external pressure. In
addition, the Committee recommended that the Board not be requ1red to

make pub11c the reasons for its decisions.

In accordance with the spirit:of fhe report .and the trust in the
concept of "“individualized justice", there were no r1g1d ru]ea\'for
parole e]igibi]ity: each case was to be cons1dered on 1ts own mer1t.
The Parble Board members were appointed to Judge when -a . partxcu]ar

L~

1nmate had derived maximum benef1t from incaérceration and to ensure that

—r

his re1ease did ng;fcreatefenkundue risk to society. The first chairman

adhered to and reinfdrced that pd%ition.

“The (firs%) .Chairman of” the Parole Board, George Street,
beliéved strongly that each case should be judgee according td
its own merit. Tmue flexibility not .arbitrary rules and
regulations, characterized the early mood of the 1960's and‘

supported such an approach” (32 p. 46).

"From today' s.perspect1ve, 1t may seem irresponsible to have given
this immense dwscretTQnar; power to the Parole Board. However, one has
to remember the step forward represented by the creation of fhatu
independent decisionfmaking body. Indeed, Parole Boards replaced a
Remission system the;-had been severely critieized for its partial and

political decisions. The criticisms have been summarized by Ciale:



."Cohsequently, granting pardons and tickets of leave Qas o%ﬁen
a matter of potitical exﬁendiency or a response to public
attitﬁdes or the benevolent attitude of the curfent minister
of justice; Furthér,~information con¢erning ways and mean§ of
applying ﬁQ{ a ticket of leave, efigibi]ity rules and so on,
was'purely'a matter of chance, good fortune, having money to
hire a lawyer or hanng po]itica1* connections... An {inmate
could be refused a ticket of Teave on any grounds and he was
never told why his ticket had been refused” (18 p. 51).
N
In addition to eliminating direct political interference in the
process, the _new parole Act ipstituted that every inmate .would be

considered fdr parole and his case reviewed-by the Parole Board (18).

True to the philosophy of the Fauteux Report, the first ébpointees
were educated, well-respected -and knowledgeable about the criminal

justiée system. _ Four of the five original members were lawyers, thus

reinforcing the quasi-judicial nature of this new body. The only member—-

<
who was not a Tawyer had extensive "experience in the Correctional system

working directly with inmates.

During the 60's, behavioural and social sciences were gaining even
more than respect and attention from key decision makers. Some "profes-.
sionals of these disciplines were commanding as much respect as

graduates of the traditional liberal professions. Consequently, the

20
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Quimet report in 1989, after"p restating that ‘“Parcle is a treatment -

“oriented correctional measure, not a sentence correcting.method" (13,

p. 339), recommended that "the Parole Board contain representatives from
various disciplines such as the Judiciary, the police, the correctional
services, psychfatry, psycholqﬁy and social work" (13 p. 339). 1In 1973
the Task Force on Release of Inmates reinforced this position (28 p.
51). |

-

The Ouimet report also expressed much concern .about the fact that

the Parole Board appeared distant and invisible to the inmate who did

not even know when his case was being reviewed. The Committee recom-
mended, therefore, that: a) the law be amended to require that the
Parolg/Board hold hearings in institutions, and b) that after hearing

the inmate, the Board give orally its decision to the inmate and explain

" to him/her its reasons for arriving at that decision (i3, p. 342).

But, most important of all, is the fact that fhe'two fundamental

beliefs of the Fauteux report were re-affirmed: 1) parole is not a way

to correct harsh sentences, and 2) persons with appropriate knowledge

and a good judgement will render good decisions.

Holding hearings in the institution was also a way of further
ensuring that each case would be assessed on its own merits by giving an

inmate an opportunity to state his case before those who make the
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decisions. With all the elements of information to hand, it was,

genuinely expected that decision-makers would render wise decisions.

In the 70's, one can note the beginnings of distrust in the assumed

wisdom of educated, experienced and respected Board members. While the

Hugessen Report (28 p. 47) and the Goldenberg Report (12) were making

criticisms that did not alter the original vision of parole, the Law
Reform Commission was starting to question the unfettered discretion of

the Parole Board.

A criéica] report published by that Commission in 1975 - “The
Parole Processt - recommended that the Parole Board state officially its
criteria for grantiné or refusing parole and that it establish an appeal
system. As a result of_this report, the criti;isms coming directly from
the” judiciary and pressures from prisoner rights movements, the Boérd
‘entered an era of policy development. Since then, the parole system has
become increasingly complex and more concerned with the visibility of

its decision-making process.

The original concern of the Fauteux Report to -appoint educated,
concerned, highly respected citizens who would be able to detect a
fundamental change in the attitude of criminal has ‘been graduaily
replaced by a concern for the establishment of’policies and procedures‘

that govern all aspects of the parole decision-making process.
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If one adheres to Adler and Asquieth's theory, this §hjft can be
explained by the charge in the power relationship’ betwéén decision-
makers -- ﬁﬁe Parole Board members -- and the recipients of the
decisions -- the inmates - (1 p. 4) and by the dissatisfaction
expressed by other powerful ngups.about-the discrefionary power of the .
Parole Board {1 p. 4). This shift could also be explained byna general
change in the vision of man in our society and a change in values. One
thing is certain in regard to ?arole, the 'change in attitude is not due
to a systematic analysis of the siﬁuation based_.on strong factual
information. In fact, there has not been a single systematic analysis
of the decisions rendered by the Parole Board since the 1976 Law Reform
Commission report “Perm;gsion to be Slightly Free" (11).

That report was an attempt to detgrmine why pafo]g is granted,
denied or withdrawn., A research team analyzed more than 400 files of
male penitentiary -inmates and tried to find out, in retrospect, which
data, which combination ofaQariab1es, had governed the granting, denial
or withdrawal of parole. The author found that Parole Board members are
more influenced by the source of an item than by the topic to which the
item refers. McNaughton-Smith also found tﬁat the Qecisidn rests very

heavily on the custodial authority's recommendation and that critéria
| for granting or refusing parole are jrrelevant to the aims implied by
such an activity -- if it has aims at all other than purely bureaucratic

ones (11). e
CoN
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McNaughton Smith, despite his severe critic{sms, did not questfon
'theﬁsefu1ness of the Board. Parole,.for him, was merely cne example of
the irrationality of all programs thét try to reconcile -self-
contradictory pairs such as justice and rehabilitiation (11 p. 32}.

3

The authors of the other Law. Reform Commisison report "The Parole

Process® found through their observations of hearings and interviews -

with Board members, seven criteria influencing the decisions of Board

members (29). By order of importance, they were:
1) Release plans

2) Perscnality problems -
3}  Maturity of the inmate

4) Personal resources of the inmate

5) Established deliquency .

~6) Danger to society , N,

7)  Institutional performance

No further research in Canada has been do%e on, parole
decision-making criteria. One wonders if the find%ngs 6f such a
research would lead to the same conc]usion‘that Von Hirsh arriyed at:
Board members make the decisions on two criteria,'.namé1y, the
seriousness of the offence and the length and seriousness of the
previous criminal record. These criteria.are now the two ﬁﬁst important

factors weighed"in the guide]ine systems and constitute for many Parole

Boards their decision-making policy.

24
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There is a tendency to acéept .as valid criticisms ihose that
reinforce the "mood" or prevailing ideology of the time. In the case of
parofe, the “"mood" has~changed radically in less than ten years. ‘It is,
therefore,'impérétjve, before reducing further the discretionary powers
of Board members in order to to accommodate the present ideology, that
some studies be conducted to evaluate whether the presumed arbritariness

and disparity does exist and, if so, to what extent.

‘'C) Parole Decisidnsl

a) The Nature of the Decision

pa

According to Hawkins (25), risk is the official acceptabie basis
for parole décisions. There are many facets to this idea of risk. Risk
assessment does not consist only of evaluating the likelihood ‘that a
prisonet will recidivate or that he will viclate the conditions of his
parole. “Parole-Board members are concerned in their risk assessment

with the-character of a possibie violation and this assessment, accord-

. ing to Hawkins is a question of values.

The United Nations report on Parole (1954), the Canadian report on
the RgmiSsion Service of the Department of Justice (1956), and the
British Government white paper on "The Adult Offender” (1965), all

égreed that the task of the_parole decision-maker is to find that

particular moment when the offender has had enough and would, if
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released, become a law-abiding citizen. As stated earlier, members of
the Canadian inquiry commission also believed that a prisbner; if kept
in prison past that critical moment of charige, would become df%couraged,
bitter and cynical and even more anti-social than he was (14 p. 53).

The Fauteux Report was also of the opinion that a lengthy record
was not in itself a sufficient reason to deny parole. Rather,_Board
Members were to focus their evaluation of the offender on his
‘institutional progress, his change of attitude; his ohportunities for

readjustment in the community and his willingness to accept supervision

(14 p. 53). )

In this, the Fauteux Report was adopting the same position as the
United Nations. The United Nations report on Parole had expressed the
view that_ParéIe was not a procedure to correct’ the gr&Ss injustice of
“an unduly severe sentence. Pardon was seen as a better suited means of

correcting such an injustice:

“It is generally agreed (...) that Parole should be used

exclusively as a social transitional measure and not to

correct injustices, for yhich other measures should be

applied" (35 p; 129). |

Intergstingly enough, the Hugessen Report that "the parole decision
itself was primarily a deéision as to whom to release rather tpan one.as

to when to release" (28 p. 31).
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The moral appropriateness of making a decision based on a
prediction of future behaviour has been seriously questioned in the last
five years. Von Hirsh in "Doing Justice" (36) and “"The Question of

Parole" (37) critizes the criminologists who have developed prediction

‘tables on parole recidivism for not addressing that fundamental

question.

“But predictive restraint poses special ethical brobTéms. The
fact that the person's liberty is at stake reduqéﬁhthé-ﬁnral
acceptabili®y of mistakes of bver-pred{ction. MoﬁéSQer, one
may question whether jt is even Jjust to punish someone more
severely for what he is expéétéﬂ to do even if the prediction

was accurate” (37 p. 26).

Parole Boards that have adopted the "just desserts” approach have
developed guidelines for their decisions. The specific term that the
prisoner will serve is set in advance without regard to the so-called

magic moment when a prisoner is ready to re-enter the outside worid.

‘The factors considered in the parole decisions are the seriousness of

the dffence and a parole prognosis which itself is based almost

completely on the inmate's prior criminal and work record.

This marks not only a change in the nature of the decision but also
in the basic philosophy of parole. As Dr. Von Hirsh stated at a

Conference on Parole- Guidelines held in Washington in April, 1980:
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"What would be the reason to abolis? parole, naw that Parole Boards are
in facf using only two criteria for the decisions, namely seriousﬁess of
the offence and the extent of the criminal® reéprd? The role of Parole
Boards is evolving in a kéy that makes tham -correctors of sentencing
disparities.- In that way parole guidelines replace sentencing
ggide1ines and Parpie Boards play a useful role until we have proper
sentencing guidelines througﬁout the United States“.(SS).

"This new basis for parole decisions 1is totailf.the,opposite of what
‘the Fauteux Repbrt had envisaged when it stated that the Parolé Board .

should have nothing to do with correcting sentence disparities.

This shift in the United Sta;es in regard to parole philosophy has -
had an impact- on the Parole Bo;nd of Canada. Because the sentencing
disparity problem in Canada does not compare in magnitude with the
American situation, the possibilisy of becoming a sentence equalization
Board does not immediately éttraét or recommend itself to the Canadian
Parole Board. The "just desserts" model does not seem to raise as much
‘enthusiasm in Canada as a guaranteed antidote to the arbitrariness and
unfairness of d1scret1onary decision-making at the sentencing stage.
And yet, the Canadian Parole Board is constantly reqqggted to state its
position in relation to the Américan situation and its reasohs for.

refusing guidelines and salient-factor scoring.
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If one -accepts ‘ﬁéwkins‘ view that the essence of _fhe parole
decision is a risk assessment, one should recognize another dimension to
the risk taken by the Board members: that is, the possible damage that a

"wrong" decision could do to the Parole Board as an organization.

T

———

Parcle is certain1y“n0t a popular institution in.this conservative
eré; and the public is not very forgiving of parole decisions that
result in violent crimes. Therefore, Parole Board members have a
responsibiiity of not Eontributing to the destruction of their own Board

by rendering decisions that jeopardize the o}ganiza;ion.

Of course, the Parole Board as an organization does its own

~

evaiuation of how much risk it can take without endangering its

existence and transltates that assessﬁent into implicit and explicit
policies that govern the decision-making behayiour of Board members.
The higher his commitment to the organization, the more the decision-
maker will be careful not to endanger the existence of the Parole Board
by'casuél decisions. He Qi1] take intp account implicit policies that
would not be immediately available to persons not belonging to‘ the
organization. | |

tTh1’s commitment may be strong¥enough to Eance] out the in}luencing
factors, other than legal and regulatory,-that have traditionally been

associated with the decision-making behaviour of decision-makers.

V'l



b) The Legal Framework~an& the ‘Policies

It seems almost self-evident to éay thatrBoard members must render
their decisions iﬁ accordance with the.Parole Act and Regulations as
well aé other relevant Canadian_legislations. However, no Act has ever
been drafted in a way that dictates every future course of action in
every possible circumsténée. '

"...legislatures often do not have the time and capaciﬁy (aﬁd

—~ perhaps even the desire) to determine precisely what is” meant
by, every nuance of a .statute. Nor can they foresee the
unintended consequences of their good intentions or antici-

pate the impatt of socidl change" (22 p..2).

A

The parole criteria as set in the law are a good examp1e of the -
intention of the legislator being expressed,lbﬁt in terms that Teave-
room for the development of policies that are responsive to the social

and legal needs of the time. .

-
-

The three criteria set in the law for the granting of parole are

that:

1) the inmate has derived maximum benefit from incarceration,

2) the reform or rehabili;aigqn of the inmate will be aided by the

grant of parole, and

o
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3) the release of the inmate on parole would not consitute an undue
risk to society. ” «
4’

The Parole Act states the types of*éhnditiona1 release that the

Board can render and its power to revoke a conditional release. The”

Regulations cover mainly the procedural-safeguards that the Board should

provide to the inmate, such as assistance at hearings, the sharing of

- the information used.to arrive.at a decision, and the review of

2.

-2

Within that legal and’ regulatory framework, the Board has develgped

'policieé to set the eligibility date of inmates applying for conditional

‘releases other than parole, eligibility for inmates with two or more

instances of violent conduct and for inmates whose pabee has been

revoked. The Board has also developed policies regard%ng“case‘prepara—

tions, review of cases, hearings, supervision, and parole violation. In .

addition, it has sﬁecific policies regarding temporary absences and day
parole.

-

- *.The Parole Act of 1959 contained only 10 sections; now it comprises
i L F
27 sections. The major amendments and additions took place in }977.

The Regulations were passed in 1978 following a movement. of .do]icy

development started in 1974. 'The consolidation effort,of the last few -

-years coincided with the expansion and regionaiization of the Board.

From five Board members in 1959, the Board now counts 26 members, 14

3
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temponary Board members and more than 80 Commuﬁity mempersl. The Board

has“cbétome an organization with ‘its ‘estab]ished  hieraéhy, formal

communications system,” informal network, and its “personality". It

_would,\therefore,'be naive to 'believe that the legal framework is the

only referent in the Board's decision-making process.

.c) Decisional Referents'bther Than theILaw, Regulations and
‘q’

Policies .
o
Sy -

~

In the. criminal justice system, empirical research on decision-
makers ‘in reIat1on to their decisions has been overwheﬁm1ng]y pos1t1v1s-
tic in its methodolegical or1entat1on.

-

Hogarth (1971) studied the decision-making behaviour.of 200 Ontario

-

judges in relation to their attitude and background characteristics. He ‘

-concluded that judges do interpret the defendant's situation according

not only to the facts, but alsc according to their persona11t1es and the

~social and"Tega] environment in which they live. More precisely,

' Hogarth concludes that sentencing decisions are consistent with the

magistrate's subjective definition of the situation facing him, not with

an abstract objectivity (26).

1 The idea of appointing Community members to the Parole Board was
first expressed in the Hugesson Report (28 p. 8)
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Ménheim had arrived ét a similar conclusion in 1957 when he studied
400 cases from eight juvenile courts in London. ‘The cases involved:were
boys aged between 14 to 16 yeans convicted of larceny. Manheim
concluded that the subjective or intuitive assessment of inQiVidua]s
played a key role in the decisions of judges (8 p. 134).

Trépanier (1978), _in his study of Lopdon probation officers,
confirmed the earlier finding of Hogarth (19711, Maftheim (1957), Carter
' {1966) .and Hollaﬁd and Holt (1876): -that decis?ons tend to vary from

one decision-maker to another depending on individual personality.

Studies that have. attempted to associate.background characteristics
with the decision-making- behaviour of officials have been severely

criticized by Asquieth-and Adler for their theoretical "sterility". —

“Thus, attempts were ﬁade to explain apparent inconsistencies
in sentencing by 1ook1ng for associations between sentences
and factors in the background of the offenders, the sentences.
or a combination of the two. There was no attempt to elicit
the working.ideblogies employed in the course of sentencing or
to appreciate the "logic in Uuse" employed by kéy personnel

such as judges and magistrates..." (8 p. 152).

Bottomly (1973) had remarked, in his study of decision in the penal

process, that there is almost no limit to the fiiber of different back-

-



ground characteristics which cou1d_ be" included for study under such
broad headings as- personality, or the human .element, in sentencing.
-..Bottomly remarkeq that reseécchers,.have not investigated enough the
social -and working context of " the decision-makers ‘as influencing
factors. - .
"Additonal factors which various research have found to be
associated wijth sentencing decisions have in61uded age,

political sympathies, experience on the bench, judicial

reference groups and role patterns" (8 p. 152). -

An important study, reported by Bottomly, on the inffuence of
reference groups on sentencing behaviouy was conducted by Winick in 1961
(8 p. 152). MWinick andxhis coI1quue§~fggggﬁzﬂiz‘zfierence groups might
increase or- decrease the ]ikelihéod of sgntencing disparities. Judges

will tend to render sentences tﬁat confirm with their reference group's

social and philosophical view#. For instance, sentences will differ
between judges who associate with leaders of the judiciary, colleagues
in higher courts, and those "who associate with defense lawyers

expressing ideals of social ame]ioragion,

Bottomly quotes Smith and Blumery on the role of thé-brganization

as a dynamic and powerful element in shaping decisions.
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~"The problems of _objectivity; then, 1is one which is not
dependent upon individual social biographies but also
filtered through an ethos of efficiency and maximum produc-
tion which overrides concerns- for the ideal of objectivit&

and uniformity" (8 px 153).

Gifford (1978) is the orily author who gives a theoretical framework
- from whicﬁ. one could start to examine the role of administrative
tribunals as -entities that influence the decision-making behaviour of

its members L

"If the decision-maker feels a ‘'sense of obligation or duty to
apply the ru1g§n&which "is strong enougﬁ to overcome his -
personal desires fn individual instances, then could we not
admit that his decisions are in fact constrained even in the
absence of éxterna] constraints? (24 p. 16).

The question is important on two grounds: %irst, on an ethical
Tevel: ‘whether the'control of decisions is exercised by the development
of a sense of "corporatism" (39) or by the establishment of strict
gyidelinés,'the decision-maker is bound by an organizationmal ethos and
there has to be means available to question the underlying values. (As

Davis commented “Openness is the natural enemy of arbritrariness” (21))

-

S

The question 1is 1important philosophically. Bottomly, in his
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introduction to “Decision in the Penal‘Prccess“ advanced the idea that
"all enlightened crimngl justice systems should be s;riving towards
individualized justice" (8 p. XVII}. Therefore, one shouid questian
constantly whether the {mp1icit policies and informal constraints, while
reducing disparity in decisions, do rot ?ake away the flexibility

. necessary for an ideal of individualized justice.

d) The Board as_an Organization

The 1latest findings in organizational development and social
psycho]og& have shown the important role that oné's organization plays
in shaping personal values. The literature also points at the
individual's effort to be congruent with what he‘perceivés to be the
objectives of Hfs-organization. In cht, much of the work of Chris
Afgyris (2) (3) concerns the existing dichotomy and the need for

’

coincidence of individual needs and organizational needs.

His work is, in fact, an extension and confirmation of the massive
and extremely creative work of Festinger (29) and Aronson on dissonance

(a): -

“Although it (the concept of dissonance). has been applied
primarily in social psycho]oéica] settings, it is not limited

to social psychological phenomena such as -interpersonal

e e ma i —————— e e A e Rk
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relations or feelings towards a communicator and his communi-
cation. Rather, its domain is in the widest of places: the

skull of an individual organism” (4 p. 443).

(”’,;ronson definesldiséonance a§ "a negative drive state which occurs
whenever an ‘individual simulatanebusly holds two cognitions (ideas,
beliefs, opinions)-which are‘psychologically inconsistent" (4 p. 443).
Aronson e;p1ains further that dissonance fs presumed to be unpleasant,
therefore individuals strive to reduée it by cha;ging one or both

conjunctions in order to make them fit together better.

The work of Theodore D. Kemper on coﬁformity and normative groups
demonstrates the importance for the individual to be congruent with his
normative groups. Kemper defines normat ive groups as those “groups,
" collectivities or persons that provide the actor with a guide to action

by explicitly setting norms and espousing values" (30 p. 298).

Normative groups may include one's family, one's religion, one's nation,

one's parents, one's emp}p}er, one's God (30 p. 299). Chris Agyris has

focused specifically on the relationship between the individual's need

to hold opiniong that are conformed to the opiniqp§ of the organization
% :

that he works for:

"Pressures to uniformity .are seen as establishing a) a
k]

tendency 6ﬁ;the part of each group member to change his own

‘opinion to change the bpinions of the other group members, b)

-
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\ a tendency to try to change tﬁe opinicns of others, and ¢) a )
\\\_;gnﬂency to redefine the boundaries of the group. so- as to o

exclude those holding deviate opinions" (3 p. 15).,

Schachter (34) demonstrated that deviation on a given issue will

result much more readily in rejection when'thé; isste is relevant to the
group's goals than when it is irrelevant. Ross (33), in his study of
Group Standards concerning the admission of .Jews, came to a similar
conclusion. - C

&

It seems reasonable to assume that, like judges,l Parcle Board
mehbers are influenced in their, decisions by their personality, the
legal constraints, the facts of the cases and situational constraints.
Like judges, they are directed by the ethos of their reference groups.
However, unlike judges -- who by the nature of their positjoﬁ are not
attached to a formal, structured organization -- Parole Board members
operate from within a very structured group thaﬁ has, in fact, an
jmportant normative function. fhis normative group is the Board
itself. In addition to developing Eu]es, requlations, policies, and
procedures that govern closely the decision-making behaviour of its
members, the Parole Board, like all small‘ organizations, has its
implicit policies, its formal and dinformal constraints, and its
priorities, all of which play a pewerful role in governing the decision-

making behaviour of Board members.

»
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s .. CHAPTER II -

- - THE STUDY

A)  Hypotheses ) .

- . -

The pyppose of the-study is to find whether the Parole Board as an
organization, with its priorities and {nformal‘constraints, constitutes
an ‘influencing factor on the decision-making process of full-time Board

members when they éonsider the release of an offender.

i
s

If Gifford is .right in his observation that members of ‘administra-

tive tribunals “internalize the obligations of the system", this

"internalization" 1is likely to be reflected in the decision-making .

process of full-time Board members who are'tfu1y part of. the organiza-

“-tion. On the other hand, Community Board members.who remain at the

periphery of the organization (they are called for duty only two or
three times a year), are less likely to recognize and be influenced by

the informal constraints of the organization.

In .order- to properly isq]ate our .indeﬁendent variable, .“the
influence of the 6rganizaﬁion", {t Had to be ensured that the two‘groups
did not differ éignificant]y on characteristics traditionaI]y considéred
as influential in decision behaviour, such as age, sex, education,
income, and related work experience.

!
y

)",
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“ It was also determined that, in order to measure the variable of
"brgan%iafibn“ as an influeécing factor, the cases on which Board
members would be required to vote had to be exactly the same.
Therefore, the sca]ogrant was d1scarded as a method in favour of the

,decision-making game of Wilkins.

- -
-t

, : 4 _
It was also deemed important that all subjects in the study be

. fu]Iy aware of the formdl constraints on- the decisions: legal,

.

regulatory, and policy constraints.

/

-

‘It was assumed that if the two groups weré comparable 1in terms of
personal characteristics,_if'the facts befqre them ‘weré the same as well
as the formai constraTnts on their. decisions, differences in. the

decision-making pattern of the two groups could be attributable to the .

1nf1uence of the organ1zataon on fu1l—t1me Board members. It was :

ant1c1pated that this influence, if 1t ex1sted would man1fest itself- by
the emergence‘ of more definite and identifiable trends in the
" decision-making process of full-time Board members, reflecting a higher
consensus on the amodnt,énd type of i;fprmation neeaed, the importance

of that information .and the appropriate decision for the particular

case. -

' =

-

+ Therefore, the hypothééis was formulated as follows:
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I)

2) -

3)
4)

47

| THERE WILL BE A DIFFERENT PATTERN IN THE DECISION-MAKING
PROCESS OF FULL-TIME BOARD MEMBERS THAN IN THAT OF COMMUNITY

BOARD MEMBERS.

This pattern will bé reflected in four specific constructs:
the amount of .information used to reach a decision,

the type of information se]gcied,

the order of priority in ﬂﬁich the information is sefecfed,;.

the decisions rendered.

Working Hypotheses -

For the purpose of this study, the null hypothesis was used:

THERE WILL BE NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE DECISION-MAKING
PROCESS OF FULL-TIME BOARD MEMBERS AND THA;\'QF COMMUNITY

BOARD MEMBERS.

The null hypothesis was to be tested through four working

hypotheses:

]

~a) there will be no difference ,in the number of information cards

used to reach a decision,

44{)b) theré will be no differehce,in the information cards selected

to reach a decision,
- ;ﬁ
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t) there wil}_be no difference in the order of priority in which

the information is ;e]ected,

d) there will bé no difference in the decisions rendered,’

inciuding the interim decis{ons; the final decisions, and the

relationship between them.

- B) Metﬁodo]og!

To test the hypothesis that full-time Board members will show a
different patterh than Community Board-membe;s in their decision-making
process, the instrument” -- the decision-making game -- was administered
to as many }olunteers as could be foqu\ggong fuI]—time\Boahd members
apd Community Board membgrs of the Prairies and British Columbia

regions.

a) The Subjects

~

Ideally, the whole population of full-time Board members and
Community Board -membérs should have been used. It should be
appreciated, however, that participation could only be requested on-a
voluntary basis and that the research had to be conducted within the
“eonstraints of the organizétion. Each of the 25 fuli;time Board members
serviﬁg on the Parole Board at -the time the study took place (July,
1980) was sent a letter.asking for his/her collaboration in this study

(see Appendix A). A similar letter was sent to the 45 Community Board

[ P,

i ey



members who_had been re-apbointed to the Parole-Boaéd in June, 1§80 (see
ﬁppendix B ); Of the full-time Board members; 19 (76%) accepted to
participate in the study an& the decision-making game was given to thé;
at the general Board meetﬁng of Jeg 1980. Initially, the plan was for
this researcher to visit each of the regional and headquafter of fices
and administer the decision-making game to small groups of Board

. . . .
members. In order to avoid discussion of the content of the exercise

‘between the subjects, it was finally decided to wait until the general

Board meeting where all members of the Board couid go the
decision-making game together. The support given to this study by the
Cha%rman, Vice-Chairman and the Board members themselves was.remarkable
especially when one considers the naturé of the experiment.

-

All Community Board members who had been appointed or re-appointed

to the Parote Board in Juyne, 1980, (a total of 45) also received a

letter asking for their collaboration. Their readiness to -collaborate
was also remarkable. A1l except four of the community members that were

approached accepted readily to participate. However, because the

Community Board members are dispersed throughout the country, it was

decided ;hat.the decision-making game would be given to them at regional
meetings 1in October and November, 1380. By that time, some new
Community Board member§ had been.appointed and tpeir collaboration was
requested orally at the meeting itself. Becaﬁse.of the time frame and
other internal administratjve constréintﬁ, the decision-making exercise

was given only to Community Board members appointed in British Columbia
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and Ehg Prairies- Twenty-seven accepted to participate out a total of

32 appointees in those two regions (84.3%).

The Instruments : wr

I

-

A Quesf%onnaire on Background Character¥stics
s ‘ F

In order to ascertain that the variable "belonging to the organiza-
tion" was the one being measured, this researcher had to be éat}sfied
that the two groups of subjects were similar socio-demographic vériab]es
found' in previous research to be influential in dgcision-ﬁaking
behaviour. Therefore the variables fsex,.ége, income, education, ‘and
experience" were measured. It was founé that - the two _grohps were
similar enough on these variables to permit the testing of the

hypothesis.

EDUCATION , N=46

‘Full-time B.M. Community B.M. -

no high school -
some high school : 2/18 (10.5%) 3/27  (11.1%)
vocational training

high school diploma R
college diploma _ 3/19 (15.8%) 10/27  (37.0%)
some university . '

Bachelor's degree . 3719 (15.8%) 5/27  (18.5%)

L

Master's degree ., .

or 8/19 (42.1%) 9/27  (33.3%)
Phd. - ' .

Unstated ’ 3/1¢  (15.8%) 0/27  (0%)




INCOME

Full-time B.M.

51

N=46

Community B.M.

less than $30,000 . 0/19 (0%) 6/27 (22.2%)
$30,000-$50,000 L 12/19  (63.2%) . . 14/27 (51.9%)
. - 89.5% 77.8% —
~more than $50,000 . 5/19 (26.3%) 7/27  (25.9%)
unstated 2/19 {10.5%) 0/27 (0%}
N=46

'\\ : . AGE

f o ; '
o Full-time B.M.

Community B.M.

less than 35 years ald 2/19 (10.5%) 4727  (14.8%)
35 to 50 years old 8/19  (42.1%) 12/27  (44.4%)-
50 and above - + 7/19 (36.9%) 11/27 (40.7%)
unstated . 2/19 (10.5%) 0/27  (0%)
SEX N=46

Full-time B.M.

Cormunity B.M.

male . 15/19 (78.9%)

b

17/27 (62.9%)

female N 4/19 (21.1%)

10/27 (37.1%)

EXPERIENCE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM PRIOR TO APPOINTMENT

Full-time B.M.

N=46

Community B.M.

no experience. . 6/19 (31.5%) 6727 (22.2%)

some experience 4/19 (21.1%) 15/27 (55.5%)
68.4% ' 77.7%

extensive experience 9/19.  (47.3%)

6/27 (22.2%) .




52

Thefe is a slight difference in the percentage of women in each
group, with somewhat more women. represeéntatives among full-time Board
members. The age distribution follows exactly the same pattern in the
two groups and the educatioﬁal backgrounds. are comparable. It should be
noted, however, that 21.8% more Community Boafd members indicated that
they did not complete graduate studies. - However, 15.8% of full-time
Board members did not answer that nparticu]ar questioﬁ, ‘which could -
exp{ain the differznce. The income_wés comparable with & high majority
of members in both groups - intl&éihg v{ntually all of the full-time
Board members - earning ‘more than $30,000. - However, the only
appreciable difference between the two groups was found in relation to
thﬁt variable since Zé.é% of Community members were in the category
$30,000 or iess. One should take into consideration that the salary of
full-time Board members put them automatically in the category of
$30,000 to $50,000. If one compared the salaries of full-time Board
members before their appointment to the Board with the salary of
Community Board members, it would probably reveal a similar
distribution. ' .

The analysis of the variable "experience" revealed a similarity
between the two groups whén the categories “some experience" and
"axtensive experience" are combined.

On the whole the two groups were homogenous enough on the f}ve

background characteristics to enable the testing of the independent
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variable "belonging to the organization® with a fair degree of
confidence that it would be the influence factor in the decision-making

process.

-Theﬁe findings‘on bickground characteristics support the observa-
tion of Adler and Asquieth that the sglection process ensures that lay
. peop]e'who are asked to join an official decision:gaking body suscribe

to the official ideoldgy (1). - These lay people are likely to have
.background characteristics that are common indicators--of adherence to

the social values that the officials want embodied in the decision.

b) The decision-making game

There are two possible methods of comparing the decisions rendered
by full-time Board members and Community Board pembers. One would be a
scalogram o% decisions rendered by full-time Board members over a period
of years compared to éecisjons rendered by Community Board members.
This would require an immeﬁse‘ amount of work in reviewing files and
decision sheets since the needed‘ data are not yet computerized.
Moreover, this way of analyzing decision ﬁatterns does not permit a'
controlr of tﬁe context in which the decisions are made. It was
therefore deemed more appropriate to find a method that would generate
data on the decision-making behaviour of both groups withiﬁ a controlled
or "laboratory” context. Wilkins' decision-making game seemed the most

appropriate instrument (9). Carter -(1), Sullivan and Seigel (6), and

3
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frépanier.(7) conducted research studies based: on the decisidn-making
game of Wilkins and found that this instrument was helpful fn'
identifying inflﬁencing factors in decisions.

y
hY

In order to determine which factors about the pffender are
“important in parole decisioqs, Wilkins made a narrative.abstract of 26
cases. The abstract consisted of 50 items of information that were
chosen among those most frequently appeariﬁg in case Tiles and noted by
Parole Board members as usefu]Iin the decfsion-making processs (9 p.
26). The items fell into one of the following categorieg: 6%fenders'
‘general background, criminal history, present offence, institutional
progress and parole plan. The decision-makers (at this point, research
¢lerks, students énd Parole Boaﬁd staff) were asked to select informa-
tion cards in their order of importance in-the decision to grant or aeny
baro]e in a particular case. The-decision-makers were asked to vote
twice on some cases, once with the information coded where the
information card entitled "age" would read 24, and once with the
narrative format “Subject is 24 years old". It appeared that those who
tend to grant parole in narrative cases have the greatest difficulty
with coded data. In addition, these péfsons appeared to make more

negative decisions with coded data (9 p. 40).

c
[l

When, after this early experiment, a group of Parole Board members
was asked to make decisions on cases based on short narrative state-

ments, they expressed dissatisfaction with the "one piece at a time"
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conditions of the experiment. Board nembers stated their preference for
"a starting array of material, such as is found on ‘case summary sheet,

from which to initiate their review" (9 p. 61). -

While this coding information on single factors is mest useful in
detefmining which of these elements of information are general ly
accepted as essential or important, it does not simulate the actual

process that takes place when Board members make their decision. In the

reality of the Board members' .work, the raw facts, as well as '

interpretéd facts, are presented in a written style that givéé a "mood"

to that information, and Board members take into consideration tHe

dynamic aspect of data presentation asfwell_as the dynamic aspect‘of the

offender when maEing their decision. In that regard, one must give
weight to Wilkins finding that decisions to grant parole increase when

-

- . - .
even a very limited narrative is used.

Two important contributions 6f Wilkins' study are the devg]opment
of his decjsfon-making §ame, and his attempt to establish an order of
priority among the 50 elements of information. However, Wilkins makes
the reader.cautious abouf this orderlof ﬁriority. He points out that
while there are trends in selecting or got various information elements,

he found "no unanimity among decision-makers as to the relative

~importance of infarmation available to the decision” (9 p. 74). He

concluded that,'before we can improve our information system, we shouid

improve our underétanding of different types of decision-making and

N
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different types of decision-makers (9'9._76).
. ‘ . "o &

Wilkins also made a number of interesting comments such as:

1) :Different items of -information. were genera]ly' considered
important for different cases; .

2) The same decision often was made on an entirely different
basis, | j H |

3) Different information was used by different people to arrive at

| the same Eonc]usion (9 Pe 45).

Wilkins found that there is.no unanimity among decision-makers as
to the relative importance of information availablé when making the .
decision, and he concluded that improvement of. information as an aid to.
the decision may be based upén an improved unde;standfng of
decision-making styles (9 p. 74).
* Wilkins also found that asking'fdr an interim decision should give
a measure of confidence in one‘g own decisioﬁ. Some deciéion-maker§‘
will nog'want to risk an interim decision -- it is important for them to
/wait until they have sufficient information. .
In 1970, Carter (1) used Wilkins' decision-making game with 14
probatioﬁ officers. He selected five casés all previously referred for
‘pre-sentence reports to the Northern District of the U.S. probation

"~office in California. He analyzed the content of the file and

3 . , -
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-

classified them under 24 subject headiﬁgs, those commonly used in the

‘probation office. ' ‘ I

-

AN

»

His study reflected an average of 4.7 items of information used

prior to the decision, "with a range of ‘one to 13 items being employed.
L .

He found, that some information was essential to all decision-makers, g

that decision-makers. used a similar patt®rn in gchoosing information for

the five cases before them, and that there was a considgrab]e divergence

. >

Trépanier (1978) desigred a modified version of Wilkins' decision-
making game. A case hiétony was summarized on 62_informatioh cards angd

presented in a narrative way that recreated as much as possible the

" conditions of real-life decisions. The case was that of a juvenile

offender and the decision-makers were probation officers. Direct quotes
from the offender or his parents were used and, while avoiding overlap-

ping information as much as possible, the cards were designed to make

the case as dynamic as possible. ’ d/ﬁ\\‘

The narrative method as developed by Trépanie; poses a problem in
terms of neatness of the separation‘ of information items on the
cards. Carter had already noted tBat evenwwith the limited narrative
form he was using, 1nforma£ion on one card sometimes imp]ied'another
item (1). However, Wilkins had beén criticized by his subjects for not

presenting a real dgcision-making situation. As he commented himself,

-
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,_;the'subjects‘ were frustrated' because they could not. get a feeling that
they understood who the person was, how he came. to prison, and his,

-

prot;ab'le-behaviour on parole (9 p. 73).

) | Trépanier did not find that the narrative methdd .h‘e used hindered
the research objectivés. . <
A simi]ar method was used in constructing the two cases for this
Feséarch. .. TWwo cases were summarized on information cards under 30
djf%ereﬁt heading’s:'f -The topics were deterrﬁined from an analysis of the
) .c;r-it‘er:ia\ found impor'-iant' 4n Carter's study and the rankiﬁg ‘of Parole
'Crit'er‘ia' by Ottawa Bo'ar-d members as reported in Law Reform Conm"issiqn
report, and also on the experience of this researcher as a parole
“officer. . |
The way the_informa_tior{'is”prjese'nteﬂ in the parole f-ﬂes Was als-o
importént in deci.ding upon the fitfes and content of infor'matjon cards.
j’he objective was to present the iﬁformation in as familiar 'a way as
possib]e, given the restrictions of this study. - A pilot test with a
profgssor of c;.rimincﬂogy who had been a Parole Boa;~d member confirmed
that the 'infor'mation' wWas pertin‘;.nt and pf_ésented in a. way that was-
COngruenf with the decisi.on-making experience'of Bo.‘;rd members.
. “l -
The content 'qf the file was -summarized and reported under the

following headings:
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~ ' : : -
behaviour in institution . - | o

Y ' . M -

% .

social history

criminal record (including present offence)

usg of alcohol and drugs

-

physical appearance '
judge's report*and recommendation to the Board,

community response to a~p6tent?ai release
age/daté of birth | . _
inst%tutional personnel recommendation
use of letsure time in penitentiary
police report of the of fence

report on victim or victims

offender's prévious experience on parole and/or probation
religious affiliation ‘

court process (bail, plea and apbeal if applicable)

~ academic and work history

parole officer recommendation

offender's version of his offence |

release plans '

psychological report

family tie§ (relationship with mother, father and siblings)
parole application as filled by offender

financial situation

- juvenile record

re]atioﬁship with women (wife and/or girl friend(s))
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26. offender’s understanding of his criminal behaviour
\\21 psychiatric report
28. physical health .
29. friends and associates~ .
. 30, tgmpbrary a&enceﬁ (r‘eques_ths' and grants) . .
c) - The Selection of Cases :
~ - *
- e

~ .
o=

- In order to verify the hypotheses, it was decided to present the

Board with two cases: .one case where the crime committed was not

cdma‘nd'ing a’l"n‘gh level of social"re;;robat‘ion but where the offender was
a constant recidivist. The first gcase-chosen was that of a p_etty‘hquse
burglar. ' The other: case,invo]ved'a one-timé of fender hba_wi'ng committed a
c%ime that "commands a high level of social ;'eprobation - a child
mo]estbr: - but who, in the view of many g:iperté, was rehabilitated. It
was expected that if full-time Board member§ s a group were Yo present
. @ clearer pattern in their decision-making process than Co:rmpnity Board

members, it would be more visible in the latter case bécause of the

level of risk involved in potential relapse and the complexity of the

case itself. _ ) : -

Ve

It was -also expected that the analysis of risk would be more
difficult in .the second case. . According to Dawsén, Parole Boards
consider offences against the person far more serious than offences

-

against property:




“This judgement 1is reflected in the .practice of readily

u .\ e m

reTeasiﬁg minor properﬁy offenders d@ﬁﬁite an estimated very

high  probabitity of recidivism, and the reluctance to
release assaultive offenders déspite an estimated low
probability of recidivism® (2 p. 383).

If, indeed, a sense of "obligation" towards the. system operates in

T T T e

- the assessment of risk, it would manifest itself morep]ééf‘]f"ﬁn«th.e\

case that is the most ambiguous and where the potential risk is higher:

"The official is not free to decide in any way he Wishes. -He
is free only in case he decides to flaunt the imperatives of
the éystem in which he acts. So long.as he identifies with
the system, he interna]iies the obligation.which the systéﬁ

imposes upon him to decide in accordance with its mandates;

he is in effect bound by its rule" (3-p. 16). ’
; . \

;,.,--.-‘

-

It was decided that the cases would be real cases presEntéd*Qith

‘the minimal number of changes, and that they would be cases o&wuﬁich'a'
" post-decision h#story was available. It was also decided to transpose
the cases in time in order to ﬁake'the parole eligibility date coincide -

with the research project. . e
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The First Case ‘COOK' (see Appendix D)

-~

-The type-of offence that commands the highest social rep'ro)gation is

the mo‘iestatién of a young chﬂd.' According to ‘MacNamara and Safarin -

(14) forcifﬂe rape and carnal abuse of children arouse such an emotional
. .

reaction that they are the oniy sex crimes about which social policy

cannot be sem‘oﬁs'ly ‘debated (@7). - -

’

.

A most difficult case' to decide upon would be one that involves

" such a crime but committed by an offender with no previous criminal

record;extremely good community support, and all the external signs of.'

being “rehabilitated”. Such a case leaves the decision-maker at grips
with his own philosophy of justice or his interpretation of the

philosophy of his organization.

-
e
X va

Such a case -- 'COQK' -- was found in the “"special cases files"

that a former executive director of the parole service was using for

t .

training purposes. ‘COOK' was tried 10 years age for sexual assault on
a child and "received a sentence of five years and five lashes; he

kg
successfuﬂy appealed the five lashes. The law hag since changed in

regard to corporal punishment, thus all references"fto the five_ lashes -

were omitted in transposing the case in time. No other jmportant
changes were made except for some reported statements that were put “into
the form of a direct quotation to maké the case more realistic. “COOK"

was granted a full parole at his parole e"ligibﬂify date and finished

H
-
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his parole without any further problems with the law.

L

The Second Case 'MARTIN' (see Appendix E)

One type of criminal seems to stir up relatively little anguish in
our society: the petty house burglar. Compared to other crimes, the
. sentencing dispositions in these cases are considered lenient.

Philippe Robert, in his study of public ppinfon and criminal
R4
justice (5), found that the demand for represéion and control of

property offences was much lower than for offencés against the person.

-dyémbers of liberal professions, he argues, attach less importance to

« : - .
property crimes than do tradesmen or artisans who are, by definition,

more vulnerable to this-sort of crime.

e

It was therefore decided to present to Board members the case of a

petty house burglar with an extensive record of minor offences against

property. This property offender wou]d;have an acceptable release ‘plan
but no real support in the community.f.Such a case -- 'MARTIN' -; was
found among those selected by the -Tégiofal Parole Board offices two
years ago as interesting for ;rainingfpurposes.' ‘

i
¢

'MARTIN' was tried four years abo for ‘Break and Enter with

o~

Intent', an offence for which he received two years in a penitentiary

- followed by one year _on probation. One change has been made on the



transposition of this case. A judge's recommendation:was'created which
did not exist on file. The recommendation was extrapolated from the
pre-sentence report. It was felt important. t§ include one in the study

in order to assess later, in the analysis of the decision-making

. process, the bearing of the judge's, view on the case.

When - éna]yzing the contsgt of the file, it appeared that this
inmate Héd two possib]e”?gq;;;g_p]ans, one which involved the grant of aA
day paro]e.and'therother a full ﬁaro]e. For the simulation exercise,
both options were presented, Teaving- it up to the Board to se]éct the
one that they preferred if they chose at all to grant him a release.

I~

In rép]ity, 'MARTIN' was granted "day parole in principle", subject
to completion of Grade 12, but it was not possible to implement thg-day
parole until four weeks before the Mandatory Supervision date. While on
Mandatory Supervision, he was Suspendéd and his release then revoked for

failure to report to his parole officer. When released later on

Mandatory Supervision, he committed a new offence of “Break and Enter".

In brief, the twec cases used for the decision-makinggame were real
cases that had come .before the-Paro]e Board somelyea} before and' for
which post-decision “histories were available. The cas€s were updated to
make the parole eligibility dates coincide wisf the period the research
was conducted. Other than elements that coulq give away the identity of

re made to the c;:aE:

the inmates, very few changes

-
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The content of the file was summarized under 30 headings corres-
ponding with the various reports and categories ysed by Board members.
In some instances, a report was rewritten using direct quotes rathen
than the nqrrative-reporting'form of the parole officer or other report-
irg agent. The use of direct quotes was meant to rebreate the "mood" of
the hearing recognized ag an important'factor in the decision-making

process.

bl ~
- .

The Administration of.the Instrument . ’

The ltﬁEI’:;;;; were presented in a binder divided into two

sections. The first section contained the 'COOK' case and the sécond,
the ‘MARTIN' case. The 30 information cards were placed on a graduated
index showing the numbers 1 to 30 for each case. A 1ist, in nqmerica]
order, was ;fovided, showing the title and ;he numbéggof each card. The
numbeéﬁ of the cards were allocated at random. Each subject had his own

binder.

The binder also contained three questionnaires, one on 'COOK‘, one

on’ 'MARTIN', and one on the subject himself. The questionnaires on

'COOK" and 'MARTIN' give the instruction for each step- of thé decision-

making process and served as a recording device for the pr:ocess.1 The
questionnaire on’ the subject himself sought information about his/her

background characteristics.

]See Appendix F.
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The subjects were given the instructions, which consisted basically

of‘a_presentation of the instrument and all its components, a statement

of the time allocated for the exercise, with a few comments about thelm.

purpose of the study.‘ The subjects were told only two things'abduf the
cases: that they were real cases about whom only the names, times and
places had been changed; and. that the facts were exactly the -same as
when” these offenders had previously appeared in front of the Parole
.Bogrd. They were also informed they should consider the cégg; according
to present regulations and policies both cases before them being at
their first parole eligibility date; they were instructed to start with
'CO0K'. The Board members were reassured about the anonymity of the
process, and that the results of the study would bé discussed later with
them. One hour was allocated to complete the decisibn—making game. In

each ¢R the three group sessions, the exercise was directed by this

researcher.

d) Compilation and Analysis of the Data

-

Board members were asked/to record each step in their decision-
_making process on two questionnaires: one relating to 'CCOK', and the
other to MARTIN. Both gquestionnaires were the same, except for the name

of the offender (see Appendix 3).

The background characteristics of Board members were also recorded

on a questionnaire (see Appendix 4). All questionnaires were pre-coded
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" for compilation of the data on a cbmputer program, Statistical Program

-~ for the Social Sciencis;’)

——

It appeared, howéver, that computerization' of the data in this

small study was not practical. In fact, the g]éba] procedure, with the

v

writing of the program, the transfer of data onto scan sheets and the
correction of programming errors, took appreciably more time than a

manual ‘treatment of data.would_have taken..

//,’,\\£ A major advantage of relying on computer programs for data analysis
};athe possibility of building into the program the usual statistical

measures of central tendency, dispersion, or correlation. However, such
\

meziure§ in a study that involves only a very small number of subjects -

altogether 19 full-time Board members and 27 Community Board members -

‘ ?
. cary have a seriously misleading effect. N

e

S

. ) . \‘-\_\
A chi-squared test was used only for the first working hypothesis.
A non-parametric test -- the Wilcoxon Test -- was used, along with a

descriptive anaylsis of the data, in two other working hypotheses.
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CHAPTER IIL
. RESULTS
ST

The purpose of this study was to find whether the independent
variable *betonging to the organ{zgtion" constitutes an influencing
factor in the decision-making process of full-time board members. To
facilitate the anaTysis,_we used the nﬁTT hypothesis that “there will
be no difference fn the .decision-making process of fp11—time Board
members and that of community Board members”. From this nuMl
hyﬁothes}s, four working hypotheses were drawn and the }011owing

results refer to each of the working hypotheses.

A) Number of Information Cards Used

In order to test the hypothesis that there will be no difference
in the number of informatibn cards used by full-time Board members and
community Board nembers, we first compared in actualfnumbefs and
percentages the number of cards utilized by members of each group iﬁ
the Case of "COOK" (Table I and Table II) and in the case of "MARTIN"
(Table IV and Table V). A chi-square was used to test the statistical
significance of frequency distribution’ for both the case of COOK (Table

II11) and the case of MARTIN (Table VI).



N

" cards. - Ten out of 19 full-time Board members (52.6%) were

TABLE I ~

Number of cards used (COOK) “
N=46 | ; A '
1 | Total No.

5 7 8 9 1 12 .13 14 15 of Cards

-

Fulil- : : -

time n 3 L 2 2 2 1 .2 1 5 205
B.M. N .

N=19 . ' . - {averaqe
(cum) (3) (4) (6) (8) (10) ({11)._(13) {14) (19) 10.8)

-

Communi ty . .
B.M. n 2 2 1 3 1 3 1 2 12 327
_N=27 .
{cum) (2) (4) (5) (8) ({9) (12) (13) (15) (27) (av;ra?e
. v 12.1

. TABLE II -
Number of cards in cumulative percentage (COOK)
N=46 ’
5 7 8 9 11 12 13 14 15
Fult- - 44‘\\'

time .158 .217 .316 .421 .526 .579 ".684 .736 1.0
B.M. : .
"N=19

Communi ty '
B.M. n .074 .148 .185 .296 .383 .444 .481 ._555 1.0°
N=27 .

L4

.084 .063 131 .I25 7193 135 .Z03" .18

. ]
From these ;§§1es, one can note that the two major

differences in t cumulative percentages occur at 11 cards and 15

N
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able to reach a f1na1 dec1swon after read1ng 11 cards as opposed to nine
out of 27 community members (33 3%),. a difference of 19.3%. Another
important difference from this descr1pt1ve analys1s lies w1th the fact
that 12 of the 27 community members (44 4%) read all 15 cards as Opposed

to 26.3% of the fyl]-t1me Board members, a difference of 18.1%.

. Because of the small number of subjects involved in the study, «it

. \:;‘//;ypér;nlikely that .these differences would'bé reflected using statistical
2 / tests. However, we compared the number of cards used by breaking -the
Ca fréﬁuehcy cells at the natural steps of the Hecision—making prdcess

(Table III). | : .

-

]

T
TABLE 1II T N—
Difference in
cards used (Ch1 -square test)
N=46 5 cards or less 6 to 11 cards 12 to 15 cards dZ/E
0(E) . 3 (2.06) 7 (5.78) 9.(11.15) 19
d - .94 - 1.22 _ . 2.15
42 .883 1.49 _. 4.62
Full-
time
B.M. A
N=19 : _
a2/ .428 .242 . .A14 1.084
O(E) 2 (2.93) 7 (2.21) 18 (15.8) 27
Td .93 1.21 ’ 3.8
Com- .865 1.46 14.4
unity -, = :
R.M. d2/E  .295 2177 - 911 - 1.38
N=20 === — e
5 14 27 46 X
(10.85%) - ‘ {30.43%) . (58.69%) 100%
’ . | ’ x2=2.46
: df=2
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The working hypothes1s that there w111. Ao difference in the
.gumber of information cards used by the two?qroups is not disproved in

the‘case of COOK; the sexual offender, sine the X2 at 2.46 ie not

~ significant. ]
TABLE IV
Number of cards used (MARTIN)
N=40" . '
< . Total No.
5 "6 7 8 -9 10 11 12 13 15 of Cards
Full- ' ‘ '
time (N} 8 1~ 0 '3 0 1 0 2 3 0| 143
B.M. ‘ : : (average
N=18 —~ 7.9)
(cum) [(8) (9) (12) (13) (15) (13)
Commun~ |-
ity
BM. ()2 1 3.1 2 1 2 1 1_ 8 | 240
- N=22 . : average
{cum) _(2) (3 (6) (7Y (9) (10) (12) (13) (14) (221 (I0. 9)

TABLE V
. Number of cards in cumu]at1ve percentage (MARTIN)

N=40 "~

5 6 -7 8 9. 10 11 12 13 15

Full- t

time <444 _500 .500 .666 .666 .722 .722 .833 1.0 1.0
B.M,
N=18

Commun-
ity '

B.M. 091 .136 .270 .318 .409 .455 ,545 ,591 .682 1.0
N=22 . _

d }353 .364 .310 .348 .257 .267 .177_,.242 .318 O




Among full-time Board members, eight of the 18 subjects

’.
-

-

(44.4%) had reached a final. decision after five cards as compared

to two community Board members out of 22 (9.1%). Thirteen’

-fu11ftime Board members, (72.2%) used 10 cards or 1gsé as compared -

to 10 community ‘members (45.5%). MNone of the full-time Board

members” used more than 13 camds. However, 36.4% of the communi ty

) members needed all 15 cards.

*

The .average number of cards used by full-time Board members

. was 7.9, three fewer cards than community members. -

Com-
unity
B.M.
N=22

-

LY

-

Table VI

Difference in number of

" cards.used (Chi-square test) -

-

{
. 15 cards or less {6 to 11 cards | 12 to hé’:;rds |d2/e
O(EN" 8 (4.5) 5 (5.85) 5 (7.65) 18
d| 3.5 2.15 2.65 ?L“’f
. d2 |12.5 4,62 -7.02 '
-t Y : e
d2/el “2.77 . 789, 917 LLf 6.47
o(ey] 2 (s.5) '8 (7.15) 12 (9.35) 22
d| 3.5 : .85 - 2.65 '
"d2 |12.5 72, 7.0Z (; N\ .
d2/e| 2.22° 1 *.750 3.07 -
. ¥ - 40
‘ ~ T XZ=7.54
| df =2 -
X? is signifjgant between

.02 and .05,53

/
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In the case of MARTIN, the X2 test showed a highly significant

: difference between full-time Board members and community Board members

in the number of information cards selected. Therefore the null
S
hypothesis is disproved. '

B) Card Selection

In order to test the hypothesis that there will be no d1fference
in the’ 1nformat1on-cards selected by full-time Board members and
communi ty Board members, wb compared the frequency of tard ut111zat10n
between the two qroups, both in the case of COOK (Table VII} and MARTIN
(Table XII). .

In order to-determine if the two -groups tended to give different
"weights” to cards, we ﬁeea‘the wi1e9xpn matched pai$§;signed-rank;
test on the card se1ectioﬁ process for both COOK (Tab1e VIII) and
MARTIN (Table XI). |

From the resu1t§'of the frequency count, we established five
categories to describe in a clearer manner,” the nature of the
difference in card seTection between the two groups.

The - five categories were:

ESSENTIAL: 85% - 100% {frequency of card utildization)
VERY IMPORTANT: - 75% - 85%
FAIRLY IMPORTANT: . 50% - 75%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT:  35% - 50%
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL: Less than 35%

N . ' -
,
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We analyzed the information in that manner for COOK (Table

IX).and MARTIN (Table XII) and both cases together (table XIII).

TYPE OF INFORMATION USED ‘

\ "TABLE VII
C Frequency of Card Utilization in any of the. 15 Pos1t1ons {COOK) N
Cards Full-time B.M. Commun1ty B.M. ¢ 'wm%§ ,
- ~. N (%) N=19 - N (%) N=27 \\\\\“—h
1.. Behaviour in institution- 6 (31.7) 13 (48.1) '
2. Social history 11 (57.9) 16 (59.2)
3. Criminal record -19  (100:0) 20 (74.0) _
4. Use of alcohol and drugs . 8 (42.3) 19 (70.3) !
5.. Physical appearance 0 (0) 2 (7.4)
6. Judae's report and [ e
recommendation - g (47.7) 7 (25.9)
7. Community response g8 (42.3) 21(77.7)
.B. Age/date of birth 4 (21.2) 4 (14.8)
9. Institutional personnel : ;
recommendation 12 (63.4) 15 {55.5)
10. Use of leisure time in
penitentiary 1 (5.3) 3 (il.1)
11. Police report on the ' ”
of fence . 19 " (100.0) 19 (70.3}
12. Report on victim(s)~ 4 (21.2) 13 (48.1}
13. Offender's previous g : :
parole _ -1 (5.3) 7 (25.9)
14. Religious affiliation o (0) 0 (0)
15. Court process 0 () -1 (3.7)°
16. Academic and work . :
- history 2 (10.8) 2 (7.4)
17. P.0. recommendation 10 (52.7) 22 (81.4)
18. Offender's version of .
his offence. 13 (68.6) 15 (55.5)
19. Relaase plans : 12 (63.4) i8 (66.6)
20. Psychological report 14 (73.9) . 21 (77.9)
21. Family ties ) 8 (42.3) 7 (25.9)
22. Parole application 1 (5.3) 5 (18.5).
23. Financial sftuation 0 (0) .0 (0)
24. Juvenile record 0 {0y, 1 (3.7) ' :
25. Relationship’ with women 3 (15.8) © 15 (55.5) .
26. Offender's understanding .
of behaviour 14 (73.8) 11 (40.7) =
27. Psychiatric report 187 (94.9) 24 (88.8)
28. Physical 0 _(O) 0 (0
29. FriendsAnd associates . O ‘KO) 5 (18.5)
30. T.A,ls" (requests and

granted) 4 f21.2) 14 (51.8{}
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l Difference in the weight given to cards (COOK)*
| oo W . W
Cards Weight of cards Weight of cards d Rank of Rank with
 Full-time B:M:- Community B.M. o d t t'
1 317 .481 -.164 -14 -14 .
2 579 .592 -.013 -27 =27
3 ‘1.0 N .740 4260 490 49
-4 .423 o~ .703 -.280 -7 -7
5 0 } .074 -.074 -18 -18 v
6 477 : .259 +.218 +10 +10
7 .423 <177 -.358 - -2 -2
8 .212 - 148 - +.064 +19 +19
9 .634 . ' .555 +.979 +17 +17 .
. 10 .053 CW111 -.058 =21 =21 '
11 1.0 ‘ . .703 . +.297 +5 +5 "
12 .212 .481 -.269 -8 -8 -
13 .053 . 2589 -.206 -11 -11 S
14 0 0 0 - . -
| 15 0 .037 -.037 23 -23
16 .106 .074 +.032 =25 =25 //’\
17 .527 .814 ~.287 ~1. ' -1 , .
18 .686 .555 +.131 16 +16 f‘
19 .634 .666 ~-.032 -26 -26 .
20 .739 777 -.038 =22 =22 i\
21 .423 .259 4,171 413 +13 .
22 .053 .185 -.132 15 -15. o
23 0o - 0 0 .-
, 24 0 ’ .037 - -.037 =24 =24
” .25 .158 .555 -.397 -1 -1
26 .738 .407 +.334 +3 +3 '
- 27 .949 .888 -.061 -20° =20
28 0 0 0 -
T 29 o .185 -.185 -12
. 30 .212 .518 -.306 ti%‘ . -4

92

*Wilcoxon Matched Pa{rs Signed Rank Test

/ - L T=92
~ 2=t - Mt = 1.96 : !

p=2(.025). = .0§
(p is doubled for a two-tailed test)
The test is sigmificant at .05,
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‘The Wilcoxon test revealed a siqnificénf difference (.05) in the
overall se]ect1on of -cards. It appears that the éommunity Board
members give more weight to a larger number of cards than fu11 -time

'Board‘members whose” choices are more concentrated. (It should be
remembered .that community Board members used s1iqht1y more cards in
that case than full-time Boaéd members (10. 7“-more)

:In order to understand better the nature of this concentrat1on we

_have reqrouped~the data under the five cateqor1es ment1oned ear11er.
Tﬁis regroup1nq of cards is shown on TabTe IX in the ‘case of COOK.

One can’ qu1ck1y notice that virtually all full-time Board members
used the cards "Police Report”, "Criminal Record" and “Psyéhiatric
Report" in their assessment of the "COOK" case. For community Board
members, only th? card "Psychiatric Report” entered the category
“essential™: it was u£i1izgd by 88.8% of the group.

1t is also worthy of attention that in the case of full-time Board
members, the three cards considered “essential” ‘do stand out in term§
of importance. In fact, the next carﬁ in importance was util¥zed by T

__only 73.8% of Board members, a df&p of 21.1%. In the case of

| full-Board members, thete is no card in the category “very important”.
By contrast, community Board member§ do not appear to have reached

such‘a high consensus on the importance to attach - or not to attach -

to any'information cards.‘:The‘drop in importance is much more qradual,

" showing less aifferentiation between the va%ﬁa*to be given to each area

of information.

—
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TABDE IX .

Frequency of Cards Utlization by Board Members (COOK)

g@

N=46°
Category Fui] time Board Members N=19 Community Board members N=27
ESSENTIAL 11. police report 100.0 27. psychiatric report 88.8
85-100% 3. c¢riminal record 100.0 :
) 27. psychiatric report - 94.9
“VERY IMPORTANT ) 17. parole officer recomm. @1 4
75-85% _ 20. psychological report 77.7
: . 7. community response. to = |
. potential release 7.7
FAIRLY - 26. offender's understand1nq . 3. criminal record 74.0
IMPORTANT his behaviour 73.8 | 4. use of alcohol & drugs 70.3
50-75% 20. psychoTog1ca1 report 73.8 11. police report 70.3
18. offender's version of his 19. release plans. 5g.2
offence 68.6 2. social history 59.2
Inst. personnel recomm. 63.4 8. Inst. personnel recomm. 55.5
19. Yyelease plans 63.1 18. offender's version of
2. “social history 57.9 . offence 55.5

17. parole offider's recomm.  52. 9 25. relationship with women 55.5
30. T.A.'s requests & grants 51.8

SOMEWHAT 6. Judge's report and : 12. reports on victim(s) - 48.1
IMPORTANT recommendation 47.4 1. behaviour in .
35-50% . 7~ community response - 42.3 institution -v- ' 48.1
21. family ties - . 42.3 | 26. offender's understand -
4. use of alcohol & drugs 42.3 ~ing of his behavior 40,7
NOT A 1. behavior in inst. 31.7 6/’5aag§és report & recs.  27.0
IMPORTANT 8. age/date of birth 21.2 13. offerder's previous exper-
AT ALL. -130. T.A.'s requests & grant 21.2 ience on parole 2z 25.9
less than 12. report on victim(s) 21.2 21. family ties 25.9
35% _ 25. relationship with somen 15.8 29. friends & associates 18.5
. 16. academic & work history 10.6. | 22. parole app1icatiqns 18.5
10. use of leisure time 53 8. age/date of birth 14.8
13. offender's previous exper- - 16. academic/work history 7.4
ience on parole 5.3 | 10. use of leisure time 11.0
22. parole application 5.3 5. physical appearance 7.4
14, religious affiliation 0 24. juvenile record 3.7
) 15. court prqcess 0 14. physical health 0
‘k\ 23. financial situation 0 28. religious affiliation 0
5. physical appearance 0 . R
24, juvenile record 0
28. physical health .0
29. friends & associates 0
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The fu11;tine_Board members.a1so seem more in agreement as a‘group
in regerd’to useless information, since 16 cards fell into the category
"not important at al1". Community Board menbers considered only 12i
cards "not important at all", tno of which were pot utilized by any
member of this group -- as obposed to eight in the’fu11-time group.
Full-time Board members differ from community Board members not
only in the'ar tendency to attr1bute a h1qh level of 1mportance to some -
cards and no importance to others, but q1so in which specific cards
they consider most important in regard to COOK. For instance, the _
importance given to the "police report“ and the "criminal record" '
varies between the two large groups, fu11-t1me Board members
considering these’cards essent1a1“owh)1e communi ty -Board meimbers:
consider them only "fairly important". The "parole otf%cer
recommendation” ﬁ;; “important" and chosen by 81.4% of the community

members as opposed to 52.9% of the full-time Board members. The ¢ard

entitled "community response to a potential release" was considered as

. "very important" by community members while full-time Board members

found it “sonewhat inportant". ) b _ .

The selection pattern appears to be more diffuse among commund ty

Board members than full-time Board members. \5

!
A
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0 . TABLE X
FREQUENCY OF CARD 'UTILIZATION IN ANY OF THE 15 POSITIONS (MARTIN)
Cards | . Full-Time B.M. Community B.M.
N {%} N=18 N (%) N=22
1. Behaviour in institution 5 (27.9} 7 (31.8)
_~- 2. Social history 10 (55.6) 13 (58.9) 7
3.- Criminal record 16 (88.9) 19 (86.3)
4. Use. of alcohol and drugs 8 (44.6) 12 (63.4)
5. Physical appearance 0 (0) 2 (9.0)
6. Judge's report and .
recommendation 5 (27.9) 10 .(45.2)
7. Community response 2 (11.2) 3 (13.5)
_ 8. Age/date of birth 5 (27.9) 4 (68.0)
9. Institutional personnel -
recommendation 9 (50.2) 14 {63,4)
10. Use of leisure time in . . ¢
penitentiary 2 (1121) 3 (13.6)
11. Police report of the : .
offence 13 (72.3) 14 (63.4)
12. Report on victim(s) 0 (0) 2 (9.0)
13. Offender's previous . ,
~ fparole - 7 8 (44.9) 13 (58.9)
14. Religious affiliation 0 (0y ~ 1 (4.5)

_ 15. Court process 1 (5.6) 2 (9.0)

16, Academic and work '

history . 3 (16.7) 7° (31.6)
17. P.0. recommendation 12 (66.7) 19 (86.4)
18. Offender's version of '
- his offence 3 (16.8) 9 (40.8)
19. Release plans: 12 (66.7) - - 15 (67.9)

- 20. Psychological report 4 (22.3) 11 . {50.2)
21. Family ties 1 (5.6) 4 (18.0)
22. Parole application 5 {27.9) 9 (40.8)
23. Financial situation 0 (0) " 4 (18.0)
24. Juvenile record 1 (5.6) 1 (4.5)
25. Relatjonship with women 1 (5.6) 3 (13.5)
26. OffenMer's understanding .

of behayiour 9 (50.2) 15 (67.9)
27. Psychiatric report 0 (0) . g9 (40.8)
28. Physical health 1 (5.6) 0- (0)
29. Friends and associates 1 (5.6) 7 (31.6)
30. T.A.'s {(requests and )
.. granted)} 4 (22.3) 8 (36.2)
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2=t - Mt = 3.09

Bt

p=2(.001) = .002 =

Yy

(p is doub1ed for a two-ta11ed test)

-

e TABLE XI™ - -
D1fference in the weight given to cards (MARTIN)*
| W . - W <
Cards Weight of cards Weight of cards ° d  Rank of Rank
Full-time B.M. Community B.M. - d: t -
1. .279 .316 ~.037 -23 =23 -
2 .556 .589 - .-.003 -30 -30
3 .889 _.863 +.026 +25 +25
4 .446 .634 -.188 -6 -6
5 .0 .09 -.0% -18 -18
6 .279 .452 -.173 -9 -9
7 .112 .135 .-.023 =27 =27
8 .279 .180 . +.090 . +17 +17 :
9 - .502 .634 -.132 -12 -12
10 L111 .136 -.025 -26 - =26
11 723 .634 +.089 +19.  +19
12 0 .090 -.090 -16 -16-.
13 .448 589 141 -1l 11
14 .0 .045 -.045 =22 =22
15 .056 .0 -.034 -24 -24
16 .167 316 -.149 -10 -10
17 .667 .864 . -.197 -5 -5
- 18 .168 .408 -.240 4 -4
19 .667 679 -.012 -28 -28
20 .223 502 -.279 -2 -2
21 .056 280 -.124 -14 . -14
22 .279 .408 ~-.129 -13 -13
23. .0 .180 - -.180 -7 -7
24 .056 .045 +.011 -2% -29,
25 .056 .135 -.079 -20 -20
26 To.502 .679 -.177 -8 =8
27 .0 .408 -.408 -1 -1
2 .056 .0 +.056 +21 " +21
29 * .056 .316 -.260 -3 .o=3
30 .223 .362 -.113 -15 -15
- . \ 82
*Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed Rank Test - ~—~
T=82

82
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- TABLE XII '
.OVERALL FREQUENCY OF CARD UTILIZATION (MARTIN)
o N=40 . :
Catgggry Full time Board Members N=18 Community Board Members N=22
ESSENTIAL 3. criminal record 88.9 3. criminal record - 86.3
85-100% - - | 17. parole officer recom. 86.4
VERY IMPORTANT
75-85%
FAIRLY 11. police report _ 72.3 18. release plans 67.9
IMPORTANT 17. parole officer recom. 66.7 26. offender's snderstanding
e 50-75% 19. release plans_ : 67.7 _of his behaviour 67.9
2. social history 55.6 4. use of alcohol & druas 63.4
9. inst. personnel recom. 50.2 9. Inst. personnel recom. 63.4
26. offender's understanding . 11. police report 63.4
of-hig behaviour 50.1 2.1social history - 58.9
13. offender previous exper- 13. previous experience on
ience on parole 44.8 parole ' 58.9
4. use of alcohol & druas 44.8 20. psychological report 50.2
6. Judge's recommendation-  45.2
“|[-18. offender's version of ‘
. his offence 40.8"
. 27. psychiatric report 40.8
. 22. parole applications 40.6
. SOMEWHAT 30. T-A. granted & requests 36.2
IMPORTANT ‘
"35-75%
NOT 6. Judge's report & recom. 28.0 29. friends & associates 31.6
IMPORTANT 1. behaviour in institution 27.9 16. academic training & work o
AT ALL 8. age/date of birth 27.9 history 31
Tess than 22. parole application) 27.8 8. behaviour in.institution 31.
35% 30. T.A.'s requests & granted 22.4 21. family ties .18.0
22. psychological report 22.4 8. aae/date of birth 18.0
16. academic training & work 5. physical appearance. "9.0
"history 16.7 12. report on victims 9.0
18. offender's version of his 15. court process - 9.0
offenceé ; 15.8 24. juvenile record 4.5
11. use of 1ei;ure time 11.2 14. religious affiliation 4.5
7. community response to : 28. physical health 0. ..
! potential release 1.2 7. community response 13.5
15. court process 5.6 10. use of leisure time 10.6
21. family ties 5.6 | 23.~financial situation .18.0
24. juvenile record ‘ 5.6 25. relationship with women _13.5
25. relationship with women - 5.6 .
28. physical health 5.6 :
27. friends & associates 5.6 .
5. physical -appedyrance 0.
12. report on- victim(s) 0
14. religious affiNation 0 .
23. financial situation 0
27. "0

psychiatric report

- 'Y

U
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The Wilcoxon test reve§15 a hiqhly significant difference'in card
se1ectipn between the iwo qroups jn-the cgﬁe of MARTIN.: The nature of
the difference 1ies:wi£h the fact that épmmunity_Board members give
more ‘weight to more cards than fy]1-time Board mempers. (It should be
noted that community Board members used 27.5% more cards in this
" case). | - . -

. A brg&kdoﬁﬁ into the five c&tegories of importance, as was done_jn
the case of MARTIN as was done in the case of “COOK“,'h;1ps to

F)
understand the nature of the difference (see Table VII). PFor full-time ‘

—

Board members, only one card entered the category "essential” in this

case, namely "Criminal Record". Community Board members considered two
cards as essential: the "criminal record® and the “parole-officer °
recommendation". Neither of the two groups selected cards with the

percentage of utilization needed for the category.“vety important”.

However the cateqory "fairly important" regrouped eight cards for the
full-time Board members and 12 cards for coMmuni;y Board members.

For'fuj1—time Board members, 21 cards were "not important at all”,

P

while community members considered 15 cards as "not important” (28.6%
Jessl.

It therefore appears that, in the case of "MARTIN" as in the case

of "COOK", the selection. pattern is more diffuse among community Bpard

meftbe rs than fu]%—%ime Board -members.

~
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BLE-XIII ~

- Cards Selection by Cateaory of Importance {COOK and MARTIN

ao.z/

recommendation 59

- together)
CATEGORY FULL TIME COMMUNITY
ESSENTIAL| 3. criminaE%record 94.5
85%-100% | 11. police report of ‘
|- offence io——- - 86.5— .
VERY N - 17. parole officer
. IMPORTANT recommendation/83. 7.
75%-85% Lo 3. c¢riminal
record
FAIRLY 19. release plans 65.1 19. release plans 67.3
IMPORTANT | 26.. of fender's under- 27. psychiatric -
50%-75% standitg of offence 61.9 report -65.0
- 117. parole officer : 4; use of alcohol 66.9
recommendation 59.8 11. police ‘report 66.9
g. Inst. personnel 20. psycho1:§£ca1
recommendation "59.8 report 61.3
2. social history - 56.8 2. social history 61.3
- : 76, offender's un-
: derstanding of -
- his offence 54.0
- - 9. Inst. personnel

.5

When analyzing the card se1ec;16n pattern

for the cases of

the sexual offender and the property'offender together (Table .

of the offence"

' -XIII) it appeared that two cards were essential -for full-time

. Community Board members did not count any card

in the category “"essential" but two cards were “"very important”:

the "parole officer recommendatioh“‘ahd the “crimina1‘record".

el

' Board members, namely the cr1m1na1 record" and the “police report

85

T
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One will notice, when considering the ‘three categories

x ~

- “essenxﬁa%” ‘“very important", and “fairly ﬁmportant“ together. that

* many of the same cards appear to be 1mportant for both qroups. The two
except1ons are the "psych1atr1c report“ and psycho10g1ca1 report that

did not get a high overa11 rating because these reports were of -

-

"marg1na1 interest to Full-time Board members.Hn the case of “MARTIN“;

the property offender. : ey

In sum, the v work1nq hypothesis -- that there will be no difference

in the selection of information between members -~ 1s reJected. S

Fuli-time Board members are clearer about the information that they do
want and information that they do not want.

>

€)Y Order of Priority in Information Selection. .

In order £b test the hypothesis trat there will be no difference
between the two groups in the order of prﬂor1ty in wh1ch the -~ =
i f'd’/_1nformat1on is selected, we f1rst d1d a frequency count of each cardf

- selected in the f1rst five pos1t1ons for the two qrou%L separate1y.h
The frequency count converted into percentages,.appears ‘on Table XIV;
We then proceeded to determ1ne, us1ng ‘the H11coxon test whether_the

overall rankfhg of cards - or order of pr1or1ty - differed between

,fu11—t1me ‘Board members and community Board members. E . N

A

- This test was foTJowed by an exam1nat1on of the most important

v . to-
//,,-*‘E§;;s for the two _groups in order to find out whether . o

>

Al N . . -

4 :
—~
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. : TABLE XIV ' -
. First five choices (COOK)
- . X , - N=46 ﬁ
1_‘. - ‘ .- , . » X
Full-time Board Members ' ‘Conmum'ty Board Members :
-N=19 + - - N=27 ‘
- 1st . 2nd  .3rd  4th : 15th v st " 2nd  3rd  4th  5th
- _Card choice cho1ce| chmce choice: choice - ) Card choice choice chmce choice! cho1ce Lo
1. 5.3 1I- -5.3 § 1. J14.8 | 7.4 XS
2. |15.8 . .10.5‘ 10.5- 36.8"42. |18.5 l14.8 | ‘ - 7.4 180.7
3. |63z |26.3 5.3 | 5.3 ' 10 3. |40.7 |18.5 [ 3.7 | 3.7 | 66.6
4. R _ 5.3 5.3 | 4. | 3.7 3.7 | 3.7 | 3.7 |14.8-
5. ) N 0 5. , 3.7 3.7
6. >|- 5.3 . 10.5 15.8 | 6. 3.7 }1il1.1 7.4 | 22.2
7. < 5.3 5.3 §7. 7.4 - | 3.7 | 7.4 18.5
8T 5/ 5.3 . 5.3 §8. [3.7 7.4 | 11
9. " :5.3 |53 (53 |15.8 -{31.7% {o. - 7.4 7.4
10. _ s 0 10. . o o .
11. {10.5 63.2° |'5.3 %3 . |84.3 i1, |14.8 [22.2 [3.7 | 3.7 | 3.7__188.1"
12. R { 5.3 . | 5.3 10.6 f12. ] 3.7 | 7.4 . 11.1
13. i - . 5.3 | 5.3 Ji3. 3.7 N N
14. S 0. 4. A . : 0
15. ; 0 15, = - 1 0
15. ! . o |[s. T~ | 3.7 X\ 1 3.7
17. [5.3 V- j10.5 f10.5 %0.5 36.8 f[17. | 3.7 14.8 ~14.8 | 7.4 |40.7 -
18. (N 10.5 |5.3 }5.3 21.1 ||18.~ 3.7 .}3.7 [3.7 {74 li8.5
19. { —~J1° 5.3 5.3 |f19. 1347 |37 [7.4 148 |29.6
20. ' 10.5 j10.5 .15.3 2673 fl20. 1.1 | 111.1
21. _ - 5.3 5.3 jel. 3.7 3.7
22. 0 22. 7 3.7 3.7
23.- |o 23. 0 .
24, 10 24, 0
~25. | . ) 0 J2s. 3 ) 3.7 |3.7 | 7.4
26. |~y - 5.3 . 15.8 21.1 fe6. -13.7 7.4 . . 11.1
27. 2.1  p1.1 5.8 79.1 o7, 7.4 14.8 §8.5 " Hg.5  [59.2
28, N . 40 sl | ) 0
29, g 0 29. | ; o .
30. | . R 0 30. o 3.7 |14.3 18.5
- —
?. e



full-time Board members present a more identifiable 2nd definite

-

patte}n in the order in which they select the cards that they judge
most important. ) '

The results on Table XIV indicate that #hree cards have been

a) COOK

considered important enough by a majority of meémbers to beselgf%edﬁis/

-one of their first five choices. The three most impo}taﬁt cards were
the same for the two groups. Howévek,'a higher'pércentage of full time
Board mmebers selected them in each case. |

The three most important cards were: No. 3 -~ Criminal éecord,
selected by 100% of the full-time Board members and 66.6§ of the
community member;: 11 -- Police Report of the Offencea selected by
84.3% of fuII-tiﬁe Board members and 48:1% of community members and 27

-~ Psychiatric Report, 79% versus 59.2%. ;

In order to determiné$::?xﬁér there was.g significant difference
in the-overall order of priefity in selection, we used‘the w11coxon‘
test. The-total-percentage of ranks over the total percentage of
membeég that have selected 5 particular card give us the ranking order
of that cards. In the case of COOK, the test did not show a

significant difference between the two groups (see Table XV).

Y



. TABLE Xv .
Ranking of First Five Choices "COOK"
Wilcoxon matched pairs signed ramks test

Full-time B.M.  Community B.M. :
Cards N=19 N=27 (‘d - Rank of .
: %rank /Tmember’s %rank /%members d t -t

.1 2 - 1.33 +.66 +13 - +13
2 3 2.10 +90 #11  +1 %
3 1.5 1.55 -.05 =20 =20
4 . 3.5 +1.5 +7 +7 p
"5 0 5 ) -5 -1 . . -1
6 3 3.5 -.5 -15 -15
7 4 3 +] +8" +8
8 3 1.6 +2.4 +5 15
9 4 3 +1 +9 +9
10 .
11 2.06 1.85 +.21 +16 +16 . ’
12 - 3.5 3.66 .16 -18 -18
13 5 3- +2 46 . +6
14 . : ‘
15 :
16 0 3 -3 -4 A -4
17 3.56 3.54 +.02 +21 +21
18 3.25 3.8 ) -.55  -14 - =14
19 4 4.12 . -.12 =18 -19
20 © 3.8 4 ’\\ -.20  -17 -17
21 5 4 +1 +10 +10 ,
22 - ' !
23 e
24 .
25 . 0 . 4.5 4.5 -3 ‘ -3
26 4.49 3.66 « +.68 +12 +12
27 3.66 3.81 -.15
28
29
30 0 4.8 4.8 -2
. T=103
. - N=2/

7 -0.43

o p=.33 not significant
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However, when exahining closely the order of selection of the

-

three most important cards in the COOK case, full-time Board

-

‘90

members appear to have a higher consensus as‘a group about the specific order in

which they select the information. The table beiow shows the more concenfféted

pattern of 'selection. X
TABLE XVI &
First Three Choices (COOK) N=46
Full-time Board members Communi ty Board members
N=19 N=27
Choice: 1st | 2nd | 3rd| 4th | 5th Tst  12nd |3rd.}4th |5th
3. criminad~ 63.2 {26.3} 5.3] 5.3 100 40.7 | 18.5F 3.7} 3.7 £66.6
record : i . .
11. police 10.5 }63.2] 5.3| 5.3 84.6 14.8 122.2) 3.77 3.7} 3.7148.1
” report - -
27. psychi- 47.2121.1 |15.8| 79.0 ‘D, 7.4114.8118.5]18.5}59.2
atric '
report H .

as one of their two first choices as opposed to 59.2% of Ahe community ~

Amonb fyll-time Board members, 89.5% selected the criminal record

»

Board members. This card was the prefgrred starting point for the two ,

groups ‘but the full-time Board members showed ;@ higher consensus in _

selecting it as their first choice (63.2% as opposed to 40.7%)._

/7 .



The ppl1ce report was selected in the second Dos1t;;;\by 63.2% of
the fu11-t1me Board members-as opposed to 22. 2%. of the EOmmun1ty Board
“members. Twice as many full-time Board members as commun1ty members

. selected this card as one of their first two choigee. oL !

\\\:? . The psyChiatric repdrt fe11 in third position for the full-time l

ABoard members with a marked preference for this 1nformat1on in third
and fourth poswt1on (63.3%). The community ‘members selected the
psy&hiatric report {n second, third, fourth and %i%th position, show}ng
a more dmffuse pattern of se1ect1on.

In sum there;was aqreement between the groups on the pr1or1ty of
information se1ect1on for the COOK case, but the full-time Board
members show a h1qher consensus on theur 1mportance 1nd1cated by the
percentage of use and a more determined order of selection with a
preferred position for criminal record first, police report seeend and

psychiatric report third.

b) MARTIN
From Table XVIII, it appears that fouf cards were clearly more
%mportant then'the others since they were selected by a majority of
' Board members as one of their first five choices. As in the case for
COOK; the four most important cards were the same for full-time Board .
: members sand coemunity Board members.

The four most impoefaﬁt_cards were No. 3 -- Criminal Record,

(88.9% versus 81.8%), 11--- Police Report (55.6% versus 59%), ' -




*a.

&

2 ——.Socia1 Histor& (50% versus. 45.4%) and 17 -- Parofe officer -

.recommendat1on (44 4% versus 49, 90) _‘ _
‘ In ofder to determine whether there was a s1qn1f1cant d1fference
in the overall order of pr1or1ty in“selection, we used again the
Wilcoxon test (see table XIX}. ’ .

.The test did not show a significant difference between the two

groups in the overall ranking of cards.

£l
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) . _TABLE XVII )
_ First five choices {MARTIN)
Full-time-Board Members - Community Board Members
N=18 - ; N=22 - N
1st _ |2nd 3rd .}4th 5th | Ist 2nd :|3rd - |4th 5th
_Card}choice|choice| choice| choice] choice | - Card|choicelchoice| choice jchoice|chaice
1. _ - P11l | 1.1 L &5 [ . 1.5
2. °[1l.1% {11.T {1l.1 | 5.6 |[1l.1 50.0. j2. |18.1 9.1 9.1 | 9.1 . | 45.4
R N 61.]7 22.2 5.6 . .. .| 88.9 #3. |50.0 3.8 | o 81.8
4. ] 5.6 J1l.1° 11.1 "7} 27.9 44, | 4.5 9.1 9.1. 1 22.7
Y 5. - 0 s, I 4.5 . 4.5
6. | 5.6 B |~ 5.6 | 5.6 |22.4 y6. | 4.5 | 4.5 | 4.5 4.5 | 18.0
. 5.6 5.6 7. : s - 0
. 16.7 16.7 8. 4.9 ' 4.5
. . 11.1 5.6 |16.7 33.4 (9. 4.5 : 9.1 4.5 18.1
10. : ) 0 ff10. 0
11. |16.7 {33.3 5.6 55.6. J|11. {22.7 18.1 9.1 | 9.1 59.0.
12. - . : ) ' 0 12. | . : 4.5 4.5
13. 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 22.4 313, 13.6 4.5 |.9.% 27.2
14, ! 0 . ;.4. ry
15. 5.6 | 5.6.115. . 0
16. 5.6 5.6 | 16. - a5 | 4.5 9.0
17. 11.1 111.1 Ji1.1 ]11.1 44.4 ||17. -|13.6 9.1 |13.6- |13.6 49.9
18. . 5.6 ' . 5.6 ||18. , . 9.1 9.1
19. 5.6 |16.7 |16.7 39.0 §j19. k 4.5 13. 9.1 [18.1 45.3
20. 5.6 - 5.6 on. 47 e |91 el 273
21. ' 0. 21. ' 4.5 4.5
2. | 5.6 11.1 g | 16.7 |[22. ® 13.6 13.6
3. : 0 23. ' 0
24. 0 24.A 4.5 4.5
25. g ot 0 25. _ 4.5 4.5
26. 16.7 . |11.1- 27.8 ||26. 4.5 13.6 118.1
7. | . o |27. \ 4.5 9.1 |13.6
28 0 28. ) 0
29- 1\ . 0 jleo. ] 4.5 4.5
30. 156 5.6 11.2 30.}- o | 4.5 -}~ 4.5
. Fi -~ . ) . .
5 H 8 11 il 10 45 ~ 15 9 13 12 12 51
] o \
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TABLE .XVIII : '
Ranking of First Five Choices (MARTIN)

ey

4

Fu]l-timerB.M..\v—Ebmmunity B.M.

WO 00~ U WMNHY

Cards N=18 N=20 d Rank of
%rank /%members %rank /$members, d t -t
q ] +2 +10 +10
2.55 2.20 +.35 +18 +18
1.38 1.38 -- - ,
3.58 2.20 +1.18  +12 +12 e
0 3 -3 - -8B -8
2.75 2.75 -- -
3 +3 +7 +7
3 3 - --
i 4.13 3.75 +.65 +16 +16
10 .
11 Z 2.07 -.07 -20
12 0 5 -5 -4 ' T -4
13 3.5 3.83 -.33 -19 ~19
14 , _
15 5 0 +5 +2 +2
16 5.6 3.5 +2.1 +9 +9 -2
17 N 3.5 3.54 -.04. -21
18 3 4 -1 -14 -1
19 4.29 3.9 +.39 +17 +17 -
20 3. 4 =1 -15 - =15
21 0 4 -4 -5 ‘ -5
22 2.32 4 -1.68  -11 11
23 . :
24 0 5 -5 -3 -3
25 : ,
26 - 4,39 4,41 -.02 -22 =21
27 0 4.33 -4.33 -6 ) -6
28 :
29 0 5 -5 -1 -1
30 3 4 -1 =13 -13
T=9]
N=22
Z=-1.15
= 1251

p
The Wilcoxon test revealed that there is no difference in the

overall order of priority given to the cards with a p = 2(.1251) =
{.2502).
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Four cards in.the case_of MARTIN appeared to be clearly more
’ impbrtant than the others, the significance being determined by

the percentage of Board members who selected them.

- =

TABLE XIX )
First Four Choices (MARTIN) N =40

85

Full-time Board members Commﬁnitf Board members
i N=18 : ' i ° N=22
Choice: 1st | 2nd | 3rdy 4th] 5th’ 1st | 2nd |3rd }4th | 5th
© 3. criminal | 61.1| 22.2} 5.6 88.9 50.01] 31.8 81.8
recard -
~11. police 16.71 33.3 5.6 85.6 22.7118.11 9.1} 9.1 59.0
report )
2. social 11.1] 11.14§11.1) 5.6 11.1} 50.0 18.1 9,11 9.1{ 9.1 45.4
history o : P T——
17. parole 11.1 1.1 1.1 f11.1) 44.4 '13.61 9.1]13.6f18.1]49.9
officer. ' .
recomm.
.

Both groups appear to follow a very similar selection pattern in
the case of MARTIN. It is worth noting, however, that full-time Board"
members showed a preference for the selection of the card "Criminal
Record" in the first place and "Police Report of the Offence" in the

second pTace,'a pattern not as clearly followed by the-community Board

- members.

o



D) The Decisions

In order to test‘the hypothesis that_there will be no diffeﬁencé
in the decisions ;endered,.we“coﬁpared tﬁe two groups in regard to CooK
and MARTIN-in terms_of Bba}dimembers'_readiness'to make, or'not to make
intéfim:dec%sions and the nature of ;he interim decifiéns.f~ whether .
“full parole, day'paro1e qQr no.rg1ease;ﬁtgg'a1so comparedlthe two groups

on whethg5 they upheld their interim decisions at the final decision -~

stage and finally, we compared the nature of the final decisions. The

procedure consisted simply of‘cbmparing percentages and determining,
qfter calculating the probability (z), whether the di fferences were
‘_significant. ’ |
i

~X

il .
— —

a) Relationship between interim and final decisions

An analysis of the relationship between the interim and final
decisions -- as well as the willingness to make an interim and a final

decision -- revealed some key differences between the two groups.

—

96



. . TABLE * XX

- ,-Interim Versus Final Decisions (CO0K)

| . N=46 |
Full-time B.M. ' Community B.M. ~
N=19 : N=27

Made an interim © 6/19 (31.5%) | 12/22 (44.4%)
decision e ; :
Did not make-an 13/19 (68.4%) ) 15/27 {55.6%)
interim decision: - o
" Interim same as> 3/6 (50%) SR 2712 {16.7%)
final

Interim is ‘final 3/19 (15.8%) 2/27 (7.4%) .\
{(no more gcards) ' v Con : ;
Did not make a " 5/19 (26.3%) C. 1727 (3.7%)
final decisioh :

TABLE XXI
Interim Versus Final 'Decisions (MARTIN)
N=40
Fulj-time B.M. Community“B.M.
) _ N=19 : . N=22

Made an interim 10/18 (55.6%) 7/22 (31.8%)
decision

Did not make an 8/18 (44.4%) 15/22 (68.2%)

interim decision ) ' :

Interim same as

6/10 (60%) 2/7 (28.5%)
final ‘ _\\‘\\_\ |

Interim is final 8/18 (44.4%) : 2/22 {(9.1%)
{(no more cards) .

Did not make a 2/18 (11.1%) 0/22 (0%)
final decision




s
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In the case of COOK, a sTightly larger numper of community Board
members were reﬁdy to make an interim decision, 12/27 (44.4%) as '
<opposed'to 5/19 (31.5%) of full-time Board members. The difference 1is
sﬁgnificant at .09 (;=1.34), If this difference is not high1j
significant, on the othef hand, 3/6 {50%) of the full-time Board
members who did make an interim décision upheld it after reading more
information. Community Board memﬁers by contrast, ten&ed to revefse :
their initiaI deci;ions. In fécEﬁani}_z of the 12 Llﬁ.f%) communi ty
members who had made an interim decision upheld it.after reading more
information, a highly significant differefice (z=1.92 significant at i

.0274).

B Y

In MARTIN's case, 55.6% of the full-time Board membars made -an
interim decision, compared to 3i,8i of the commuﬂity members.(z§.78
siqnifiéant af .2177). This difference is ndt significant. However,
as in the ca;e for COOK, a much higher percentage‘of full-time Board
members uphgfd their initial decision after reading more cardé --6/10
(60%) as opposed to 2/7 (28.5%) (z=4.4 significant at .0003). There is
a verj,significanf di fference between thé two groups in regard to the
‘uﬁho1ding or rejecting of the interim deciﬁion for boéh caset. These
resh]ts indicate that,- when fu1}itimé Board meﬁb;rs have chasen tofmake

"an interim decisionz they tend to confirm it in a significant1y h'ighe-;:_—J
proportion than community Board members who tend to change'their

initial decision in the light of more information.

4

g



In thé case of COOK, the interim decision was the final decision
for three full t1me Board (15.8%) and for two community members (7. 40)'
lThese members were conf1dent enough after five cards to make their ’ |
" final decision. There 1s.no_s1gn1f1cant difference in this case. But
“in the case of MARTIN, the ‘interim decision was final for 8/18 (44.4%)
fu]l-time.Bdard members as compared to 2/22 community members 69.1%).

This is a highly significant difference fz=3.33 significant at .005),

—which—demonstrates that in. the case bf this property offender, the

L)

full-time Board members needed far less information than Eommunﬁty

members to make a decision.

One'%mportant difference in the decision-makina process is that

2§ﬁ3% of the fuT1-time-Boafd members were ﬁpt able to reach a_f%na1
decision after reading the 15 cards thé% Qere allowed. 0n1y_3:8% ot the
communi ty membefs could not reach a fin§1 decision aftet 15_card§:
This indicate; a more cautjou5'attithde on the part of fuil-time Board
mémberé. Also full-time Board members may be more demandiﬁg in the
type of information they need §nd it is possible that lhe way‘the

information was presented on the cards was not acceptable to some of
’ . -~ . N

them.

.

- » :
' .

L

b)Y Nature of the decisions

An analysis of the decisions made by full-time Board members and
communi ty Bo@rd members revealed a significant difference in the basic
‘attitude towards the release of COOK, the sexual offender, and no

sighificant difference in regard to MARTIN. . .
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_a _ , ° TABLE XXII o
' "' 7 1Interin Décision .(COOK
T N=47 .
Full . Day No© - Unable to make
Parole Parole Release a decision’
CFull Time O 3 .3 13
.0 "15.8 15.8 68.4
0 ,25.0 - 60.0 46.4 19
0, 6.5 6.5 . 28.3
Community 1 9 2 - 157
| 3.7 33.3 7.4 55.5 :
100 75 40.0 53.5 ' 27
& - 19.6 4.3 © 32.6
* 1 U ¥ A e tz% R 1
2.2 26.1 10.¢ 60.1 100
. k ) ] ‘::}\\‘
- TABLE XXIII .
Final Decision (COOKL -
T .N=47
Full Day ~  No “Unable to make :
Parole Parole Release a decision
. - r‘f . - .
Full Time 1 - 8 5. 5 -
g 5.3 42,1 26.3 26.3
14.2 30.7 71.4 83.3 19
. 2.2 17.4 10.9 10.9. )
Community~ 6 18 2 1
' 22.2 66.6 - 7.4 “ 3.7 )
' 85.7 69.2 28.5 16.7 27 ¢
13.0  39.1 4.3 2.2.
7 - 26 7 6 : 46
85 512 13.0 . 100
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Only six (31 6%) fu11-t1me Board members ventured to make an _
. AN

1nter1m dec1s1on 1n-the case of COOK three of them opting f for-. day

-

paro]e and three. for “no re]ease ‘ Twe]ve commun1ty Board members made_
“an 1nter1m~dec1s1on‘ w1th IO (83 3%) opt1ng for a reTease -.one was

ready to grant full, paro1e and n1ne (75%1 vot1ng “for “day paro1e

The comp11at1on of data on the t1na1 dec1s1ons on COOK. shows that

47 4% of the fu11-t1me Board memoers were ready to*orant COGK ‘a re1ease

as opposed to 89% of the commun1ty members (z=4.29 s1gn1f1cant at

J-.OOQOS] Amonq fu11-t1me Board members, 5.3% voted for full parole as .

‘ compared to 22. 2 of the commun1ty Board: m bers (2-2 47 smqn1f1cant at

.006) and 42,1% voted for. day parole as compared 6 66.6%. -
Consequent]y, the, fu11-t1pe Board membens show a c1ear1y more |
conservat1ve pattern 1n their dec1s1ons than community Board members in
.regard to th1s_§ex-oi:§ndeg‘ It shou1d»be‘noted hat‘the caut1ous .

attitide of tu11;time oard members is furtheridemongtrated-DQ the.

decision after 15 cards. Five

full=time Board members (26.3%) were in\

" (3.7%) community member. .

In the,case of MARTIN, there was no s1gn1f1cant difference in the

dec1s1ons-rendered -~ either 1nter1m or f1na1 -~ as indicated by Tabies

7 .
category as opposed to_one .
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) 'TABLE XXIV
Interim Decision (MARTIN) -
: N=40
. Full ~ Day - No " Unable to make -
Parole Parole Release a decision )
0. 8 "1 8
0 50 5.6 444+
| -0 56.3  100.0 34.8 - 18 )
S N | 22.5 . 2.5 20.0 - ”
Commuhi_,t'y" : 0 7 0 . 15
: o .. -31.8 0 68.1 T
0 .- 43.8 . .0 .. 65.2 22
0. " 17.5 0 -{h 37.5 :
B a— mRITTTTTTLER -
40.0 2.5 §7.5  I0Y
TABLE XXV .
Final Decision (MARTIN) -
N=40 N
Full Day No ~ 3 Unable to make.
o Parole olé Reledse a decision. .
Full Time 2 R 2
’ 11.1 7.8 _ 11.1 S
100.0 38.9 , . 100.0 18
5.0 35.0 - 5.0
Community . 0 . 22 . 0 .
100 .
. 61.1 y 22
55 j .
Z 360 l;” o2 “=730
SN



V1rtua11y a11 members of both groups voted for day parole-as their
f1na1 dec1s1on in the caselof MARTIN.. The on1y two exceptwons to that
vote were two fu11 t1me Board members who opted for full parole:

. therefore all members of both groups were in favour of the release of

that offender.

A
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- DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS-

. -
Ve

The hynothes1s of this study, that there will be a different

pattern in the dec1s1on-mak1nq process of full-time Board members as
compared to that of community memhars, is supported to a laroe extent
by the results of this studv. In one_instahce however - the decision
on’MARfIN - the results showed a remarkable similarity between the
deci;ion-making procesgeg&ﬁf the two Qroups.

In considering the results, it is important to remember that the
study compared the ﬁécu;i@n-makinq‘procéss of the two qroﬁps on two
cases 6n1y. The cases were selected, as explained in the chapter on

P
Metdgdology because they répresented the two extreme poles in the types
of cases before the parole Board, with "COOK", beina a one-time | —
offender wha committed a crime of vio]enc& that commands the highest \\

social reprobation - sexual assault on a child - while the other case,

-

"MARTIN“,_was a petty house burglar but a mu1tijtime recidivist.
The transposition of the cases on cards might have beeh

. disconcerting to some full-time Board members, who are used Fo'studyinq
"real” files. For instance, it is noticeable that the very few cards
in the decision game that did not-carry the actual titles or sub-titles
found in-official reports did not raise much interest among full-time-
Board members. Thus, the cards "Relationship with Women" and
"Community Response to a Potential Release"” were rarely selected by

full-time Board members, while community Board members gave them more

importance.
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A méjor strengfh of the. study 1ie$ in the fact that the subjects
who participated in the .experiment were the Parcle Board members T
themselves. ) .
L]

-

One must remember in considering the results of the study'that the

number of subjects was'very small even though they represented a high

proportion of total population of Board membérs. When the samples

- coﬁpafed in a study include less than forty subjects, the traditional

) statis;&ca] tests tend to give conservative results, and sometimes some

interesting trends remain Lndetected.‘ In.this study, strict statistical
tests have been supplemented by;a descriptive analysis. The reader
should bear in mind also that all the community Board members who
participated -in the study were from either Briti§h Co]umbié or the
Prairies. The similarities that were found fn the background
characteristics between the two groups, particularly in relation to
prevfous ex%erience in criminal justice, may not hold true for other
regions in Canada. In Canadé the appointment of Board members is a
political process, therefore it is poésib]e that the eiected‘f
representatives of these two regions were particularly careful to
recommend to the Soiicitor General as potential community Board members, -
individuals whose backgrounds were immediately relevant to the’
position. (There‘is evidence in other internal Board documents that the
same concern did not hold true for at least, one other region in

Canada.) ¢
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The d1fference in the number of cards used by the community Board o
v members and fuI]-t1me Board members did not reach a s13£1F1cant Tevel
N . ’ )

in the case of COOK but the d1fference was highly s1qn1f1cant in the
case of MARTIN. In both cases fulT-time Board méﬁbers se?ected a —
smaller number of cards, but the difference was not statistically
siénificant in\;ﬁe casé of EOOK, the sexual offénder:, One can
'conc1ude, therefore, that when a case is highly complex and risky,
ful H Board members }equ$(gfﬁ1most as much information as commupity
meﬁbers but when a case is less complex and risky. thére is a.highly
signifidant difference in the amount of information needed. In the
case of the petty house burglar, 44;4% of the full-time Board members
"were ready to make a decision after five cards, as opposed, to' 9.1% of
the community members. | | : _ : e
The Wilcoxon test revealed a siqnifiéant difference in the -
selection of cards betweep the two groups and that in relation to both
cases. The nature of the difference lay basically in the distribution
of "weight" or importance given to the cérd;. Full-time Board members
gave much importancé to three to four cards and far less to the others,
while commﬁnity Board members showed a far less concentratedunattern in
their selection of informaiibn: the Wilcoxon test revealed that the
weight was distributed much more equally between the cards.

In the case of "COOK", three cards were essential to virtually all

.~ full-time Board members: the “Police Report of the Offence”, the

e ——————
——

i "Criminal Record” and the "Psychiatric Report". Fu11-tﬁpe Board

- members seemed. to be seek1nq the "hard facts“ of the case by se]ect1nq
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the "Criminal Record" any "Police Report of theIOffence“: they gave

credibility -to one specialist, the psychiatrist, to help them make

the1r dec1s10n. The commun1ty Board members displayed -a more di ffused
Nt

selection pattern. -and seemed to ‘be’ seek1nq pr1maﬁ4§/’£he opinion of

ince the cards they selected the most wer

chiatric

Report", the} “Parole 0ff1cer Recommenda;1on".;jf,3he “Psyc oloq1ca1

Report". However, one card.f"Commun1ty Respofise -to Potential Release”,
- e S [t

. ‘/ N
was given the same importance as the "Psychologfcal Report”. The most
A Pt )

striking difference between the‘tﬁiﬂjizzgg was on the importance given

. to the parole officer recommendati ce in the case of "COOK",

a1most 30% more community members consu]ted it than did full t1me‘éoard
members. The d1fference in the 1mportance given to-the parole officer
recommendat1on appeared in both the "COOK" and MARTIN". cases, where
that card fell into theaﬁgteqory essent1a1“ for commun1ty Board
_ memberslgﬁd was given the same weight as theh£r1m1na1 record. The card
was selected by 20% Tess full-time Board members and fell into the
category “fairly importan%“.
In the cases of both COOK and MARTIN, the full-time Board members
considered a much larger number of -cards being “not fmportant at all".
" One card in particular that addressed the core of COOK's prob]eh,
"Relationship W%th Women" - not a usual tit1e or sub-title of a report
on file - did not attract the interest of more than 15.8%.0f the
ful]-fime Board‘members, while 55.5% of the community members selected
it. .

. o
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when cons1der1nq the se1ect10n of cards for the two caség
toqether two cards appeared to. be,essent1a1 for full-time Board”

members: the “Criminal Record" and the "Police Report of the nffence
For Community Board Members no cards fell into the cateqory -
- -“eséeﬁ£}31 .the "Péro1e 0fficer Recommendation® was given the most
" ‘ impoftancgfx;;;}bwed by the “Criminal Record”, these two cards being in
| the category ' 'very 1Tportant
From these resu1ts, it woulg,appear that Krajick! s and Von H1rsh s
remarks that paro1e ‘decisions are made bas1ca11y.on~the nature of the
of fence' and the céiminé] record, hold true for the full-time Board
memhérs; at least if one déducts the importance ;f'theSéﬁfactors from
the information selection process. 0One might also venture to say that(
this _resu‘|£ reflects the existen;:e of impiicit quidelines doverniné't;ie
selection of information. A
. Tﬂe'Hchoxon test did nof give evidence of a signiffcant différ-
/ ence in the over -at1 ranking of information cards, neither in COOK's
;case nor 1n MARTIN s case. However. a closer Took at %hg selection of
.the three first cards in COOK's case indicates a clear pfeferehce for
the' selection of the "Criminal Record"rin first position, the "Police
— : . _ o
- » Report" in second position, and the "Psychiatric Report" in third
position. The community Board members also made the "“criminal record"
their first choice, but with Tess concentration: their second and third.
choiées were far more diffuée. "In the caSe of MARTIN, fuli-time Board
members and community Board members chose the "Criminal Record" as

their first choice, again with a higher percentage gf full-time Board
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. members doing so. The "Police Report" of the foence was the preferred
second choice of full-tipe Board members, while there was no more
- : - o T

significant order of priority after the. first card for community . ‘}\;\_’
— . . ‘ ‘ :
" members. -

This. ordering of information, while not giving statistical
'évidénce of a different.- and clearer - pattern in'the decision-making
process of—ﬁQj1 -time Board members,. does however indicate in the -
VA\\\\ descr1pt1ona1 analysis, a-preferred order of se1ect1on for fu]]-t1me
Board members in the case of COOK. EF
The analysis of the relationship betkeen'interiﬁ and finai. -
decisions demonstrated that, when fu]T-timé Board members make an
interim decision. they %tend not to modify them as much as Community
members in the light of additional information. There was a higher
percentage of ful]-Eime Board members-who changed their mind thén Eﬁth -:;
have been expected from the results of Carter (4) who found that .
. itional data may result in some modification§ in a few cases only.
./7’(ij?kinson the other hand; found that only 21% of the decision-makers
' in his expe}imenf had maintained their decision throughout the
exper1ment after rece1v1nq additional information. 1In this particular
experiment, Community members were remarkably prone to reverse their
.y original decision, showing therefore a higher level of hesitancy in
their decisjon-making.process. This could Ee explained by the fact )

that they do not have the experience of fullitime Bqégg members. But

o L . . V.
this concept of experience is often considere an’ isolated

acauisition of techniques, skills, and knowledge by an'ﬁg;ividua1. In =
Y

.
)
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~-the perspective ﬂig:h1s study, exper1ence is seen as a process of
reinforcement betw the individual and thé orqan1zat1on as to 'the -

appropriate . steps %g fo]]ow to reach the appropriate deC1s1on.

The ana]ys1s of .the final decxs1ons rendered on COOK demonstrated---

a difference between the iwo groups, with, full-time Board members
apbear?ng much more conservative and cautious.in their degisions than
Community members. ., o \\\

Conversely. the decisions on MARTIN were remarkably similar
betwéen Fhe two groups.¥@ﬁﬁis sinn1arity raises another issue: if 100%
of all decision-makers aﬁg:in favour of the release of a particular
offender, with 95% in favour of a day-parole, why could not the
grantinn of a day-parole in such a case become an automatic decision?
It appeared indeed that, in this case, thelva1ues of the Community
members and tne values of the Board as an organization as interpreted -
by its full-time membera coincided. \\\v

However, the decisional attitude towards COOK, the sexual
offender, revealed interesting gifﬁgrences between the two groups: -
these differences tend to confirm the initial assumption of this study
that full-time Board members consider in their risk analysis, the
potential impact of a wrong decision on tne parole'Board as an
organization. Among Community Board members, 85%:were ready to grant
COOK a-release, as compared to 47.4% of the full-time Board membersé
And only one fulT—timeiBoard member was ready to -grant him a full*

parole as comapred to six Community members. The cautiousness of

full-time Board members is further demonstrated by the fact that five
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of them were not conf1denx enough to make a dec1s1o\kafter readang 15
cg:gihes opposed to on1y one Community member. -~

| 'The decision rendered in the sexual offenoers case showed indeed a

change in the Parole Board'sattitude_}pVards the release of an
offender ‘having committed a crime of that nmature. .Eight years ago this -
" man was paro1eo: fonsideration was even given then to-g;enting him:a
Iparo1e by exception in'order to reunite the family for Chrisémas. .The
~deciston was rendered based on exactly the same information available
for the décision-making qameQu'One may concTude that the Board as an
organization, does indeed reflect the more conservat1ve social c11mate
of today. The Board's 1nterpretat1oo.of what is an acceptable risk was
revealed by the full-time Board members' decisions. -In the case of
"COOK", Community members obviously had a dZTferent sense of the risk
invo1ved,‘sihce their decision was much more Tiberal.

A final point that was striking to thj; résearcher was the obvious
general preference for day pargle as a re1eese decision. In the case
of MARTIN, thelparo1e preparation report indicated two possibi]ities
for release: in one of the plans, MARTIN would stay with a fr1end being
on full parole; accord1ng to the other plan, he would stay~1n a

Communi ty Correct1ona1 Center. Ninety-five per cent of all members

found day parole in the Community Carrectional Center to be the better |

alternative.
In the case of COOK, abso]ute1y no reference was made in the
parole preparation about the possibility of a stay in a Community .

Correctional Center or Community Residential Center. The release plan

.
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securedfa job.

Yet eight of the nine full-time Board membere woo were ready to
orant him-a re1ehse, and 18 of the 24 Community members, opted for a
day baro1estatf£g in comments on the queetionnaire, that COOK needed
the_supervision and stéucture'gua;anteed by a Community Correction
Center.

. A further study may be needed to uodérstancﬁ?‘tﬁ? granting of day
parole is not an adaptation by the Parole Board to the public -
into1erance towards parcle and if doy parole is not a way of protecting -
the organization against accusations of beingiloo Tiberal rather than a
way of testing the offender. Such a study could shed T1qht on the fact
that eight-of the nine full-time Board members (88.8%) who were ready
to grant "COOK" a release opted For day parole despite the absence of
any day parofe }e1ease plan. 8

) In this study, we have attempted to open a new avenue towards the
uéderstand1ng of parole Board members and their decision-making ’ g’
process. wi1kins in his initial efforts to. develop quide1ines (6Y, - ///
studied the factors coo§1dered by experienced Board members and wejaghed <i\\”—-
the importance of each of these factors. He and his followers then .
proceeded to crys;alize these factors into decision guidelines. This
process obviously presents the advantage of making parole decisions
more visible and predictable.. It could also renderlthe parole

decfsion-making process inflexible and unable to adapt to.social

changes aod}particu1ar circumstances. Studying the dynamic 0

/D
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relatfonshTZEbetween Board members and the Parole Board, which is a
powerfu]lin rpreter of the current social values, can help to develop
an openness in the discussion of the values nder1y1ng the dec1510ns“‘“‘—-——

* Such a process can lead to a higher level ,of awareness of how and why

decisions are rendered. As Bbt&pmly stated:f

'bofh'inf1uenced by and

_.ﬂg;? a11 decisions in the penal process

lect & var1ety of soc1a .and poI1t1ca1 valuem\\a1though with

‘t.‘

vary1ng degrees of awareness th1s fact by those d1rect1¥

Jinvolved". (ep. XVIL). \ |
The results of th1§ study support the concept that the Board as an : -
organwzat1on interprets social and po11t1ca1 values. in a way that
1pf]uences the dec1s1on-mak1ng behaviour of Board.members. It
Linf1uences the.amount.and type of {;¥BF%ation that-goard members _select

a certain extent, the order ‘in which they select it, and «

\ns that they render, at least in difficult and risky cases.

The crisicisms often heard about. the decisional freedom of parole
Board mejﬁefs does not seem to be JUStTf1Ed seen from this dynamic point ™

of views anford r1ght1y pointed out:’ . N

"The observer will often rightly fail to perceive the ‘obligation’
felt by the deoision maker to decide the way that he did. The
result is an extFemely perceived decisional freedom which is not at
all perceived by the decision maker". (5 p. 18) I
lThe_corréctiona1 field has not yet pa;d much attention to the
“personality" of its agencies or Boards-as powerfu] iof1uencing'forces;

-

on decision makers. It would be worthwhile studying more deeply the
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" dynamic relationship between th <forrect1ona1 aqenéres or Boards and

the people working in them as well as the1r interpretation of the i

social and political values th ' they represent.
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Appendix A

Letter to request the collaboration
‘of full-time Board members

(English and.French versions) ..



OTTAWA," K1A OR1 ' | f”) - )

July 15, 1980 . . j _ °

3 ' D, 4
Dear & i . -

This letter is to ask for vour collaboration in a research project

that I am undertaking in order to complete the requiremencs of my

master's degree in crivinclogy.

I have discussed with the Chaitman and the Vice-Chairman the
possibility of researching a topic that while being acceptable as a
thesis, would be useful to the Board.

It is commonly agreed within the Board that at this time, a boay of

research on th rd's decision—making process is needed in order
to develop and supPort any future position on the issue of —
guidellnes. .

situation. The method consists of doing a content analysis of

several cases files and classifving the material under subject or | -
factor headings that are familiar and logical to the users. Each ~
different factor or group of factors used in making a decision is

put on a card and the participants are asked to choose the factor

cards in the order they wish to reach a decision on the case(s).

The ptocess and the decision itself are then linked with background !
"characteristics of the decision—makers and their opinions on a
number of statements about crime and criminal justice.

The proposed study would involve RCBMs as well as full-time Board
members. All the information received would be considered highly
confidential and the results of the study written in a way that
would not jeopardize the anonymity of each participant.

A
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‘By undertaking such a study thé Parole -Board will be better equipped
to respond to certain questionable assumptiong underlying the
guidelines concept—the major assumption being that, biases and

personal characteristics of decision-makers are “evils" that should .

be eliminated. Consequently, the decision makers are required to
Jmake their decisions within very strict boundaries. 1f indeed all

effort should be made to neutralize personal interpretation of

cases, the question arises: Why have a Board and -why pay attention.

to its composition? ’
In the last few vears, the National Parole Board has always
presented as one of its strengths the varied backgrounds of its full
time and commun¥ty Board members. Moreover, the voting system that
has been established supports the philosophical option that Board
decisions are more important than individual decisions and that
justice is presérved when a number of decision maKers are allowed to
vote on a case, each from pisAdifferent,‘personal viewpoint.

e

The proposed study will allow the Board to gather information about
the nature and extent of the differences in the approaches of the
decision makers.

I will conduct the research project during the summer and present a
report on the findings at the next general Board meeting. The
exercise and the questionnaire will take together about one hour of
_your time. _ .

Please let me know as soon as possible if you accept” to partlcipate
and we Wlll arrange for a mutually convenient time.

I would greatly appreciate your support and cooperation in this
study and again, I assure you that all data and information will be
considered as highly confidential. More specifically, no one but
myself will have access to the original data which will be destroyed
as soon as the analysis is terminated.

Marie—éve Hart
Resgource Development Officer

125



" oTTawa, Kla ORI - .
le 15 juillet 1980 B
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8 \/_\ |
Cher monsieur &

Cette lettre est pour demander votre collaboration & un projet de
recherche que j'ai entrepris afin de compléter les exigences de ma -
maftrise’ en criminologie. . -

N P’

.

.

Aprés une rencontre avec le président et le vice—présidegp 3 ce i
‘sujet, il a été convenu que je choisirais un sujet qui, tout en !
étant acceptable comme thése, serait utile 3 la Commission. ﬂpvé
l'expérience des derniers mois, la plupart des commissaires epf
gestionnairés reconnaissent le besoin de recherche interne suq le
processus de prise de décision afin d'appuyer toute position TFuture
de la Commission sur la question des lignes directrices.

A partir d'une suggestion ‘de Marg Benson au dernier comit@ exécutif,
le président a suggéré que j'adapte le jeu de décision de Leslie
Wilkins pour la Commission. La méthode consiste 3 faire une analyse
de contenu d'un ou plusieurs dossiers et de cataloguer l'information
sous des titres ou sujets qui sont logiques et familiers aux
usagers. Chaque renseignement ou groupe de renseignments utilisé
dans la prise de d8cision est placé sur une carte et chaque )
décisionnaire choisit les cartes dams l'ordre qu'il le désire pour
en arriver @ une décision. i
Le processus de prise de dé&cision est alors analysé en fonction du
profil des décisionnaires et de leur opinion sur un certain nombre
d'énoncés sur la justice criminelle.

L'étude proposée impliquera des commissaires communautaires et des
commissaires i temps plein. Toute l'information regue sera
considérde comme hautement confidentielle et les résultats seront
publid@s de fagon 3 ne révéler d'aucune fagon 1'identité des
participants.

eeef2
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) ‘ c
Gr3ce 3 une telle(&tufle, la Commission sgra mieux pz?parée pour

- répondre 3 certains postulats tout & fait discutables qui sont

‘sods—jqpents au colcept des lignes directrices. Le plus important
"de’ ces postulats esh que les traits et préjugds personmels des
décisionnaires sont d “maux”
coriséquent, 1'on force les—ddcTsionmxires 3 prendre des décision &
1'int&érieur de frontiéres trés étroites. Si, de fait, tout doit
8tre mis en oeuvre afin de neutraliser 1'interprétration personnelle
des cas, la question sulvante s'impose: Pourquoi une commission et

-~

pourquel’ s'attarder d sa composition?

Durant les derniéres anmdes, la Commission a toujours pré@senté “comme

étant une de -ses forces, 1la diversité d'expérience de ses

commissaires 3 temps plein et de ses commissaires communautaires.

De plus, le systéme de vote de la Commission appuie 1l'option

philosophique que les décisions de la Commission. prévalent sur les
décisions individuelles et que l'on préserve le sens’ de justice
 lorsque plusieurs décisionnaires sont appelé@s d voter sur un cas,

chacun d'aprés son point de vue personnel.

Je compte -faire cette recherche pendant 1'2té et présenter un
rapport & la prochaine réunion générale._ Llexercise et le
questionnaire prendront 3@ peu prés une heure de votre temps.

Veuillez me laisser savoir le plus tdt possibie si vous acceptez de

© participer et nous prendrons un .rendez-vous. “Votre appui et votre
collaboration seraient grandement appréciés et, de nouveau, je vous
assure que-toutes les données et l'information seront comnsidérées
comme stgiéﬁemgpt confidentielles. Plus précisement, aucune

personne, sauf moi, n'aura acces aux données originales et celles—eci,

"seront détruites aussitdt que -l'analyse sera terminge.

Marie—gve Hart’

Agent de développement des ressqggrces :
}
{

e

I3

b

qu'il faut absolument &liminer. Par-
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onsieur 'Gaston Gauvreau

,000, rue de Maisonneuve

pp. #1010 . . .

ontrédal, Québec o

32z 1J9§Fauvreau, '

onsieur Alonzo Malouin .

714, rue St—Omer ' K

Drummondville, QuébecBMalouin,

onsieur Mozart Carriére

650, rue S&dney

Lachute, Québec

J8H 1L88Carriére,

Monsieur Gaston Clermont -

ommissaire - 7

Commission nationale des
libérations conditionmnelles

340, avenue Laurier ouest

Otta Ontario . ’

JKIA ORi8Clermont, (-3

T

-

Poor Cory
Cop1E DE QUALITEE iNFERIEURE

TEPETEEITES

OhLY. Copv AVAILABLE .
SEULE CcOPIE DISPONIBLE
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 collaboration -of Community
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OTTAWA, K1A/ORI
August 27, [980

-

- | 130

Dear @

|
-’

- L 13 .

Thank you very much for accepting to participate in my research
project on the "Selection of informatiom for conditional release
" decisions™. My original plan was to go on a tour of the regions and
administer the questionnaire and, the simulation exercise .to
individuals or small groups of regular Board Hembers and community
‘Board Members. .

However, at the beginning of August, I have been asked to assume
temporarily the responsibilities of Secretary to the Board which
rendered the grip to the regions impossible. 1In addition, since
many regula ard Members and Community Board Mewbers are on
holidays in Ahgust, it would have been very difficult to meet with
every one. A'mpre practical approach would be to give the simulation
exercise to regular Board Members during the Gederal Board meeting,
and to Community Board Members during the orientation and feedback
session that wi take place in each region next October. There are
also many methodplogical advantages in administering the simulation
exerclse to all/Board Members together and to all Community Board
Members of a given regional together.

I hope this new plan will be écceptable to you. Thank you aga;Ln for
your collaboration. ' .

~N

Marie—~&ve Hart
Resource Develogment Officer



OTTAWA, KIA ORI -
le 26 aofit 1980

B ' ‘
Cher @ ' : SR *

Tous mes remerciements d'avoir accepté de participer 3 mon projet de
recherche sur “la s€lection des renseignements dans le processus
décisionnel des lib&rations conditionnelles™. Mon plan initial &tait
de visiter chaque région et d'administrer le questionnaire et le jeu
de décision aux commissaires réguliers et communautaires, soit
individuellement soit en petits groupes.

Lependant, au début du mois d'aciit, on m'a demand& de remplacer
temporairement le Secrétaire de la Commission, rendant ainsi
impossible ma tournde des régions. De plus, &tant donné que
. plusieurs commissaires prennent leur vacances en aofit, il aurait &té
trés difficile de rencontrer tout le monde. Il semblerait donc plus
pratique de donner l'exercice de simulation aux commissaires
réguliers lors de la ré&union generale et aux commissaires
communautaires pendant les sessions d'orientation et "feed-back” qui

auront lieu dans les régions au mois d'octobre. Il y a aussi des,

avantages methodologiques certains i ce que les coumissaires
réguliers fassent l'exercice de simulation ensemble et les
commissaires communautaires par groupe régional.

?

J'espére que ce nouveau plan vous sera acceptable. Merci encore de
votre collaboration. ~

»

- [}

Marie-gve Hart
Agent de développement des resources
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS ID

6,

- SECTION B

. _ 133

Mo cﬁrﬁ

Sex Male

Female’

age : 25 aﬁd under 46 = 50
26 - 30 51 -.55
31 - 35 . 56 - Sb
36 - 40 61 and over

41 - 45

Religious affiliation Yes

-

No (Please specify denomination)

No

If you answered ves to the previous question

Are you actiwve” in religious activities of your denomination?

- very actiwve

K

somewhat active

not active at all

Status

single

married o ' .

widowed

separated or divorced

Children (own and/or adopted). Please insert no for each age group.

r

11 and under

12 - 17 ) -

18 and over

aee/2



7.. Are you a home—owner? °

Yes , o .
No ) . T : l_

8. Do you own a car?

Yes |

No R A

-

9. Total annual family income.
15,000. or lgses
15,000. ~ 24,000, . .
. 25,000.

-

"30,000. T 35,000.

30,000. o .

a

35,000. 40,000.
45,000. - 50,000.
50,000. - 60,000, -

60,0001 and ovexr

10. In which of these five major disciplines did you receive most of
your formal education. o :

Law

~ Behaviorial sciences (social work, psychology, political
- sciences, social sciences)
- -,

Pure ox applied sciences : :

Police sciences

Business

L] -

' _ Humanities (literature/philosophy/journalism)

Other (please specify)

v-e/3
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1l. what level of formal education have you ?eceived? 135-
| prima#flschool.
some ﬁiéh school N :
high school completed ‘ ‘ -

some university

college . :

. college diploma

Ph D.

Vocational training diploma

other (please specify) o

12. What is your position with the Board. .

full time Board Member C \

Regional Community Board Member

13. Dié.you have a working experience in the Criminal Justice field
! before your appointment to the Board? !

extensive experience (career already in that field)

some experience (part-time or volunteer work or £ull
time for less than 2 years)

.

ne experience

14. Bave you spent most of your life in a rural or urban area.

rural

,prban

both egually

-

15, How many years together have you been part of the work :
-force? - Y

If applicable, indicate separately here no. of years as housewife
or homehusband.

/b
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CARDS ON COOK

1. Behaviour in Institution

Cook was very anxious and even frightened on admission to this penitentiary, knowing .the
treatment that sex offenders are subjected to by other immates. 'He avoided trouble by stat-
ing that he was in prison for assault. He was bewildered by  his behaviour in this offence
and althogugh unable to discuss his feelings with his classification officer, he asked that
he be seen by a psychiatrist. He asked for the auto mechanics course but,-as there was no
vacancy, be was placed in the machine shop due to his several years of experience as a parts
man. He has acquired the basic knowledge of precision tools and benchwork, is-a grade 3 in-
mate and all conduct reports are above aversge. He gets along well with his fellow immates
although he prefers to keep to himself. He asked to stay a B.C. Pen in order to get psychi-
atric treatment from Dr. Price. He would normally be recommended for medium security.

2. Social History '

Cook was born in Kamloops, B.C. He éompleted his grade 12 in Kamloops and his training as a
fireman. He actually started to work as a fireman two years ago; prior to that, he worked
for 6 years with an auto parts firm in Burnaby.

He has always played an active role in sports and social activities in the community. He
has never been in trouble at school and has been brought up in a stable home where he was
the only child. He came to the attention of the police twice - once when he was 19 and ance
at 21 for being drunk in a pg?lic place but no charges were laid.

He got married at the age of 25 with Anita Davis and the marriage has been marked by serious
communications problems. His wife is very dependant and unable to assert herself. As a

result, Cook spent more and more time in sports gctivities and in the last couple of years,
increased his drinking continuously. ¢

3. Criminal Record

!

1978 - October 30 Indecent Assault on Female - Arnold Manes COOK
Kamloops ’ Sec. 141 (1) CC- . #SRY 1162
5 Years o : B8C Pen # 7619

{(1st offence no previous crimjnal record
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4. Use of aicohol and drugs

"As a teenager, I used to driﬁk hard sometimes at parties but until ‘a couple of years ago, I
did not drink regularly. When I became a fireman, I had more leisure time and I started to
drink a lot. It was also a way to escape the problems in my marriage. On the day I invited

the girl in may car, I was totally plastered. 1 have never used soft or hard drugs, just
booze."

5. Physical appearance ' : ' i
Height: 5'11" (1 metre 78)

Weight: - 180 pourids (85 kilos)

Hair: ~ brown

Eyes: brown

Built: strong

Special marks or tatoos: none

6. Judge's Report & Recommendaticn to the Board

"Despite your Counsel's eloquent appeal'For leniency and your previous good record, I pro-
pose to impose the maximum sentence permitted by law.

I do so for a number of reasons: ’ )
First, to punish you for a most reprehensible assault on a seven year old girl.

Second, as a deterrent to others who, in spite of sexual depravity urging them to do what
you did, might think twice about it if they knew the consequences.

.Third, because 1 do not believe that Parliament in fixing the maximum punishment could have
envisaged anything more savage and brutal than what you did.

I sentence you to five years' imprisonment and also hope that the National parcle Board |
realizing the horror of your crime, won't interfere with this sentence.”

Judge
Kamloops, B.C.

LS
7. Community response to potential release

-

a) from police report

While Mr. Cook had never been in trouble with the law before this offence and enjoyed a good
reputation, I hope that the Parole Board will realize that the case got much publicity a
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the time the offence was committed. The Communitj would certainly not be reassured to know

that this man is coming back. This office will certainly receive numerous phone calls from

worried parents. Our recommendation is that if he is to be released at all, he moves to
another community. .

’ - Kamloob‘s Police Chief

b) from parcle officer report .

The ‘neighbours in his immediste community have generally been very ‘understandng altHough
with some inevitable exceptions..

8. Age B | | Jﬁ

Cook is 33 years old. He was born September 10, 1946.

9. Institutional personnel recommendation

-

COOK has been eligible for day parole for over a year; he is making his first application

for release to the Parole Board. He is applying .for full parole to stay with his at 113
North Street, Kamloops.

In recent interviews with classification officer, Cook displayed more confidence, optimism
and determination. The tearful and anxious man who was admitted in Oct. 79 now appears to
have his problems in perspective. I feel that further incarceration would serve no purpose.
Psychiatric treatment in which he willingly will be involved under parole supervision and a
reunion with his family would be more beneficial. I recommend full paﬁfle.

D. Reid .
Supervisor of Classification

10. Use of Leisure time in penitentiary

"In the institutidn, I 1ift weights and I am part of a volley ball team. I watch T.V. and
read in may cell a lot."

11. Police report of the offence

At 4:05 p.m. July 3, 1977, Sergeant Burns was called to the house of Mrs. Alice Becker o
8223 10th Street,:Kamloops, who reported that her 7 year old daughter Carcl had been raped.
The attending member ascertained that the little girl had been criminally assaulted. The
mother's observations were later confirmed by medical examination: the little girl was

-
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suffering from a swollen face and was” discharging blood from her,vagina. When interviewed
the child advised that on her way home she had been stopped by a man who asked her direc-

- tiohs to a local store. She got into his car to show him directions at which time the man
//"—EZZCSEto a secluded wooded area approximately 3 blocks from her home.- The man then got out
" and went to the bathroom, after which he got .into the car with his pants down. He laid .the
cHITG OUt dn the seat, removed her ypants and- then wet his finger and inserted, it into he
vagina. The girl began to scream, so he slapped her on the face., He then tried to insert
" his penis into the child's vagina, causing the girl to scream—from pain. The suspect
slapped the child constantly on the face when she was screaming. Failing to gain -entry, he
sat up and began to masturbate, then took .the girl's head and forced his penis into her
mouth so that the child choked and started to” vomit. After stopping this, the accused then
forced the child to stroke his penis until ejaculation took place. He then drove to a
location about a block from the Burns residence where he -let the child out of the car. Sub-
sequent investigation-resulted in the suspect being identified as Cook, who latery admitted.

~ to assaulting the child. Cook was by himself during the commission of this offence. :

.

12. Report on victim(s)

-

The vietim is 7 years old and” appears to be above average intelligence. She is a’ grade
student and has been progressing very well at school. It has been a terrifyipg experience
for the child and although her physical injuries may have healed, it is felt the girl will °
be haunted by the traumatic impact of the assault on her. Her family doctor, three months
after the offence, found no irdications of permanent mental damage and find that the girl is

making remarkable progress. Hoyeyer, he feels that only time will heal -the memory of pain
which was inflicted on her. :

’
-

Police-report

v

-

13. Qffender previous experience or parole or probatjon™
. J ‘
The subject has never been on parole or-probation before.

14. Religious affiliation

Member of United Church but not actively involved in religious activities.

15. Court process (bail, plea and appeal)

Cook was on bail on his own recognizance when awaiting trial. _ -

He pleaded guilty. His lawyer appealed the 5 year séntence; the appeal judge retained the
original sentence. ’ . . .

-~

'3’0_‘ .o
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167 *ademlc and wof'k hlstory . v

~

“I graduated from grade 12 at the age of 47 I had no particular-problem =t school with any
of the topics: I liked maths better. I got my first job just two or three months after 1
left schools It was in the parts department of £.I. Johnson Co. _Then I left this job and
took the training to become a fireman, but I-did not work Tight away as a fireman. ' I moved

to Burnaby where I .also worked = in the pgrts department of Mr. Bain's firm,

17. Parole officer recommendgtion . :-
: ‘.' N . ) ‘ . ~ - * B ~ )’ :

Mrs. Cook is certainly a much more mature and communicative pefson than she was a couple of
vears ago. She is supportive of her husband and looks forward te a renewed relationship
Cook is w1lllng to see.Dr. McDonald following his”release until it is no longer neces-
the doctor's opinion. He also demonstrated his ability to “abstain from alcohol

dgfi;g h eried on bail. I recommend full parole effective on his ellglblllty date, June
30th. : L X

‘s .
18. Offender's version of his offence ) .o

"I often think about that little girl. .I hope that she will forget and Forgiﬁe me. I hope
she won't be marked for life. It hurts me even more now that ny wife and I want ¢hildre

together. I would not, want anything like that to happen to my children. , Her parents must
hate me. ' |

-

You know, I was drunk when it happened and for a while I could .not remember most of it. Or.
McDonald forced me to remember everything. It was s0 hard to face all that.

-I don't want to go again through the details of what happened. ﬁpu—:ﬁﬁ’;;;é it in the court-

report. I don't deny what the report says.

19. Release plans

KoL, FO RSt bre D Dig BAfS Jeme.at theirfome ot 1136 derth Strect
Ltd. for 7 years. She is most supportlve of her husband and anxious that he be parcled.
She has been under psychiatric treatment with Dr. McDonald for over a year and a half an,
feels that she has much more insight into herself. She now would like to have children.

She considers that the best part of her marriage; was the.six months her husband was on bail.
"Mrs. Cook states that, the second mortgage on their house is almost paid andq that they have

savings'of about $2,000. She has recently bought a car and considers their flnanCLal situ-
ation stable. '
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Qdok's'parénts and pafents in law, have visited hlm'regulérly at the penitentiarf. Thei
5uppcrt is certain. Cook has definite work available- with Bain's Service -Ltd. 1851 Broo

(Tel 655-3833) as a sales manager in auto parts. He wlll be paid mlnlmum salary plus
comm1351on based on-the total of" his. monthly sales.

Parole Service ‘ . T
Assistant District Director ) oo

20. Psychological report . -

1. Revised B&ta I.Q. score of. 121, of Superior intelligence.

2. M.M.P.I.: 9 45872 -1 (48)  1:11:12

'3. Scale: t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 SR -

T-Score: & S8 48 69 67 53 60 65 75

3. Interpretation & Interview |
An -anxious and Highly agitated inmate during the interview. Depressive features also stand
out. Cook is cautious and does not seem to want to "give away" too much of himself. Cook
.states that he was seen by a psychiatrist, Dr. D.W. McDonald, in Kamloops. Test results
suggest - over-activeness and agitation when excited. *This man will tend to 'be hyperactive
. and flare up, or -become hostile when frustrated. Secondary factors are the endorsement of
-di-social items and questions reflecting sexual problems. Though depressive features are
not preminent in the results, cyclothymic.mood swings' are common. These types of indivi-
duals want to be mobile.
results in lack of social control. i

‘'This man has been referreé to psychiatry. He is under the care of Dr. Price.
W. Owen

t‘\\\\‘ Psychologist. Aug. 14/78

-~ . . \-’

21. Family ties (relationsH@p with mother, father and siblings)

Mother (during community investigation):

"Arnold has always been a reliable boy. He was part of all kinds of organizations, hockey
teams, soccer teams. He had many friends and they were always doing lots of sports. He wag
good at school too. I did not have any reasons to worry sbout him. Sometimes after he
turned twenty, I thought.that he did not -go out with girls enough. He told me one day that
he was too_shy to ask girls out. Just like your father!,6 1 sald, I nearly had to propose to

him; ¥ knew he wanted to ask me to marry him but everytlme "he was about to, -he blushed and |

became mute.

Their drive seems to be sparked by an inner excitability that

4 b et b L
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Father (during community investigation): - o S 2

"I.don't understand-what went through his head. I think he did that because his wife was so
cold and distant at that time. He could have told me that he was unhappy but we never

& talked much; we sort of understood each other without words."

<

Inmate:

"My folks are good to me. They visit regularly. They were really shocked when they found
out what I did but they did not reject me. When I was arrested I really thought that they

would never want to see me again. Maybe we never knew each other very well."

"22. Parole application as filled by offender _ 7

Give regsons for making this application

I have now served nearly two years at the B.C. Penitentiary where 1 have seen a psychiat-
rist, Dr. Price, regularly. - I feel that I now understand my problem well. My wife has also
seen a psychiatrist for two years and we are both ready to develop good Telationship.

Give your plans for the futule

I will live with my wife at 1136 North Street, Kamioqps, (Tel 251-2200).

I will work with Bain's Service Ltd., 1851 Brook Rd. {Tel 655-3833)."

What is your trade or occupation. State briefly your experience: and give names of preyigus
employers. . . )

I am a fireman and a specialist in auto parts. . -
Mr. Brown, Chief Kamloops Fire Dept. (2 years) . f
Mr. Bain, 1100 &4th Street, Burnaby, B.C. /

Give name and address of anyone willing to employ you

Mr. Bain 1100 4th Street, Burnaby,.B.C. He will employ me at his Kamlogps branch.

Give names & addresses of relatfves, friends who are willing and able to assist you

ME. & Mrs. P. Cook, 1322 Church Streeﬁg Kamloops (parents) -
‘Anita Cook 1136 North Street, Kamloops'(wife)

- 1

23. Financial situation

"House | $30,000.00 bought in 1974
1st mortgage $25,000.00 10% . - o :
_2nd mortgasge $ 5,000.00 ) '

$880.00"left to pay on.2nd mortgage
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Monthly payments: $36b.00 including taxes | -
Savings: $2,000.00
Salary at Bain's Sérvice Ltd. - $3.25 per hour + commission

Wife salary - $10,500.00

24. Juvenile record

. Cook never had trouble with the iaw as a juvenile.

*»
-

25. Relationship with women (wife and/or girl friend

I never had many girl friends. I felt better going with the boys. Actually, I did not
go out with any girl before Arita. I went to high school with her but we did not notice
each other much then. She was a very quiet girl, a "plain Jane". I was a-friend of her
brother who used to make. fun of her; he called her "the shrinking violet". Many years
later, when I came back from BuTnsby, I went drinking with her brother. I asked him how was -
his sister and he told ‘me that for sure she will remain an old maid. With-the booze help-
ing, I said: "Tell her I would be—giad to take her out". .He phoned me the day after and
said that his sister would be glad to go out with me. I tock her out to a drive-in and
tried to kiss her. She said it was téo early. We went out after; she was always very
reserved and she told me that she would not Sleep with me before we are married. So.I mar-
ried her but she did not like me touching her. I started to go out with the boys dri%k,
make dirty jokes and read a lot of pornography. 'I did not go out with-other women.

26. Dffender's understanding of his criminal behaviour

"I was plastered when I did this. I had been drinking all afternoon thinking that if my
wife did not want to have sex with me nobody would want to. For a while I had been having.

all kinds of strange fantasies. I was buying Playboys and magazines like that. 1 often
thought of going to see prostitutes but I was afraid they would laugh at me. I think I have

never been very good at sex. I thought sometimes about little girls because they would not
laugh at me; they would be too scared. I never thought I would go as far as doing it.

Sometimes I tried to talk with my wife and tell her I needed her help but she would jUst say
_ that 1 scare her when we sleep together and she prefers not to have sex at all.

Now that my wife and I have both had psychiatric treatment we understand ourselves better

and are going to relate better too. We talk a-lot about our relationship now. I am sure
that I will never do again what I did." .
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27. Psychiatrice report'

Thié man has been in therapy for one year and a half with me and for a period also of about
three months, between the offence and incarceration, with another physician. N

when I first saw him he was tense, tearful, sgitated and extremely anxious. He has now

settled, though there ‘is still a tendency to develop pains in association w1th acute panic
attacks, and there is a susp1c1on of a gastrlc ulcer.

It is my opinion that this man has made progress toward a more realistic .appraisal of him-
self in relation to society, but he is nmot in a fit state yet to be able to adjust com-
pletely without support. It is my further opinion that incarceration could not and has not
been able to bemefit a sick man, but that the state of the laws are such that it was neces-
-sary to imprison him in order to satisfy the demands of society. Provided that he remains

in psychotherapy while on. parole, I can see nothing but good to be achieved by bhis release,

whilst continued incarceration carries with it the very serious danger of cau51ng consi-
derably more harm than good. Py

J.Ct Price, M.C. : :
Psychiatrist, ) ' 11 March 1979

28. Physical health | S

Cook is in good health now but prior- to and throughoat the- trial and initial months 1in
prison, he was nervous-and extremely tense and he suffered from stomach troubles.

)

Classification officer -

29. Friends & associates

-

Cook makes friends easily. He says that he is reluctant to talk about himself to his
friends. »He prefers to do sports with them. - He is well liked by the other inmates in the
machine shop and is admired for his.endurance with hard physical work.

. ¢

30. Previous escorted and unescorted T.A.s

COOK was given permission to spend three days at Christmas with his wife and his parents and
his parents in law. There is obviously a climate of concern and support in the family.
Cook's wife who has been under psychiatric treatment seems to relate to him in a muchemore

mature way. The parole officer visited the family during the T.A. period and was impressed
by the relaxed, loving atmosphere.
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4 CARDS ON MARTIN

1. Behaviour in Institution ]

J' R
MARTIN since hlS arrival at thls institution has been enrolled in the school program, com-
pletlng ‘his grade 12. The school staff finds MARTIN to be of above average intelligence and
thinks that he shoutld have no academic problem eﬂen at university- level

In the Unit MARTIN.is always quiet and well behaved. He keeps excéllent relationships with
other inmates and staff. He has neither unit or[disciplinary charges. He attends range and
unit meetings reqularly. His personal hygiene and room cleanliness is above average.

-

L1v1ng Unit of ficer

1
L]

When on remand, subject was involved with a group of inmates in the setting &6f a fire inm his
wing. Consequently, he spent the rest of his remand in the hole. ’

from pre-sentence report

2. Social History
{from pre sentence report)

\gﬁlN was born in Toronto and was surrendered to the care and custedy of the Children's Aid
Society 12 days later. He was made a permanent ward and was placed initially in various
foster homes. When he was still very young, he was adopted by the Roy famity with whom he
lived for 13 years. When Mr. & Mrs. Roy retired to Victoria, B.C., in 1972, he remained in
Thunder Bay with his married foster sister. MARTIN was disowned by his sister Followlng a
theft he committed at her home. Follow1ng that event, he was placed in various foster homes
by his social worker but got repeatedly in trouble. After his first arrest for Break and
Enter, he lived with his. school counsellor Mr. McPherson. In 1976, he moved in with his
girl friend Linda Wilson with whom he lived for nearly two years. During this period of
time he did not come to the attention of the police.

Throughout the past five years, subject has:been in and out of school. He never maintained
steady employment.

3. Criminal Record

1974 Feb. ) ) Posession of stolen property . 2 years probation
Thunder Bay, Ontario 296 EC
1974 June ' Break & Epter with Intent ~ 12 months - 12
Thunder Bay, Ontario 292 1(A)_ce’ O _ months probation
1974 June (1) Robbery 2-289 CC ( 18 months
Thunder Bay, Ontario (2) Break & Enter & Theft _ concurrent with

' 292 (1) (B) CC ' sent. Jne 25 12

months concurrent
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1978 November ‘ Possession of stolen property ~ 8 months -

Sault Ste Marie, Ontario - 312 (1) (A) CC ‘ -
1979 November ‘ ., Break & Enter with Intent | 2 years &

. Thunder Bay, Ontario - 306 (1) (A) cC ‘ ‘ probation for
. : _ year upon release

Charges withdrawn or dismissed

1974 June Break & Enter & Theft " withdrawn
Thunder Bay :
1979 March ﬂilful damage dismissed
Don Mills g .
t ) +
1979 March . : .Obstruct peace officer - . all withdrawn -

Don Mills . “Fail to sppear
Break & Enter with, Intent
. -

A .
R

4. Use of alcochol and drugs

’

Subject admits that he was intoxicated at the time he committed his last offence. He indi-
cated that he has used LSD in the past but mainly his drug use is centered around soft
drugs. He does not consider that he has a drug or alcchol problem. He blames his drinking

binge at the time of tHe offence, on the fact that he had shortly before broken up with his
girlfriend. . '

Parole officer

5. Physical appear

5'11"

Height:

Weight: 150 pounds

Hair: ack

Eyes: Brown . . ' .
Built: Medium @

Special marks or tattoes: . Appendix Scar

6. Judge's report and recommendation to the Board

"1 sentenced this young man to a term of 2 years in a federal penitentiary and I consider
this senténce to be relatively light if one considers that Mr. MARTIN is nowson his sixth
offence despite the fact that he has been given repeated opportunities not normally made
available to offenders. For instance, he was placed at his school counsellor's home; at one
time, he had a volunteer probation officer. However, he seems to revert to antisocial
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behaviour every-time supportive ties .are severed. When I sentenced him, I recommended that
he be placed in an institution where he . can pursue educational courses since he appears to

be a bright young man. I hope that the Parole Board will not release him until he has pro-
ven that he will make constructive use of hlS talents.”

“Judge

7.‘ Community respense to potential release

.Subject has just recently been sentenced and a very early release would no doubt cguse con-
cern to members of the publlc who are aware of the circumstances.

-

/ . (from police report)
, .

8. Identification and sentence computation data f .l

Age: 22 £

Pate of birth: October 26, 1957

9. Institutional personnel recommendat ion

a : .
Andrew strikes me as being a very sincere and honest individual who 4is concerned about his
future.! He is registered at Queens University in Computing Sciences and I am confident that
he will complete his degree. I doubt that we will ever see him in prison again.

Andrew plans to live with a friend who owns a taxi-cab gnd has offered to let him drive the
cab at night between 12 a.m. and 6 a.m. This would not conflict with his courses and would

assure him an income. I also understand that he could easily stay at the CCC should he be
granted only a day parole.

-

I strongly recommend that the Board grants him at least a day parole to start his course_in
September.

Living Unit officer

10. Use of leisure time in Penitentiary

In his' leisure hours, Andrew lifts weights in the gym, watches an occasional T.V. progreﬁ

and spends considerable time on his 5chool courses. He is involved in the Jay-Cee club and
sports act1v1t1es.
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11. Police Report of the Cffence

Subject unlawfully entered the premises of the downtown_medical clinic'at approximately 4:00
a.m. by way of a basement window. -Once inside, he entered various doctors' offices, broke
holes in the walls to enter other rodms, etc... During this time an alarm sounded in the

premises and subject fled. The area was searched and the subject was found pretending to be

asleep behind a garbage container nearby. His clothing bore traces of plaster and he was
arrested.

No property was stolen. Damages estimated at $500.00. Evidence at scene iadicates another
person was involved; however no other arrest was made.

There are no known convictions other than those on FPS reporﬁ.

Subject was drunk at the. time of arrest but he offered no resistance and was cooperative.

12. Report on victims

The offence caused some inconvenience to members and patiéﬁts of the medical elinic.

From police report

13. ngender Erév%sous exger%$nce on Earole and/or Erobation

I have known Andrew MARTIN for many years. He first came to my attention in February 1974
on a charge of possession of stolen property (a social insurance card). At the time he had
problems with foster homes, school and drugs. He re offefded while on probation, committing
Break & Enter & Tehft and then Robbery. When after incarceration, he came back under my
care, I arranged for a volunteer probation officer to spend considerable time with him; the
relationship was constructive and positive but ended on a bad note with the volunteer's
divorce from her husband. - e

Last time his probation period terminated with no problem. He was involved with a girl-
friend who had a very positive influence on him.

Probation officer

14. Religious affiliation
NONE ~-
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15. Court process

MARTIN was put on remand in CLustody folldwing the present of fence. He pleased guilty. he
was represented by a lawyerfand did not pppeal the sentence which was 2 years and 1 year)
probation upon release. S

L.

16. Academic and Work history

(1) Education | .
He did part of his grade 10 at St. Joseph's high school and terminated it by correspondence

while in prison. He started grade 11 at St. Joseph's high school and terminated agasin by
correspondence.

Presently terminating grade 12 by correspondence at Collin's Bay. .

(2) Employment _ ' i

Coached midget hockey for“community league while atte;§§:; school {(winter of .77).
Local pipefitter's Union May 1977. B
The Canadian Messenger summer of 1978.

Riverview Hotel: waiter, bouncer, September-October 1979.

17. Parole afficer recommendation

While I could ascertain during the community investigation that MARTIN's friend, John Simth
(#253-5114) was ready to give him a room and help him earn money by sharing time on the cab,
I am not convinced that it would be the best setting for him. The house appeared to me -to
be a commune-~like arrangement and I suspect that the lifestyle -is too "unstructured" for
Martin at this time.

On the other hand he would be welcome at at the CCC and I would be ready to recommend day
parole at the beginning of the September semester at Queen's university.

f O - Parole officer

18. Offender's version of the offence

I had not had any problem with the Police since 'l
started to go out with Linda but cke our relationship. I became. depressed and angry
and I started to drink. I don'ft even fully remember what I did that night that I broke into
the medical clinic. I thought %that I would find all kinds of drugs that I could sell. But

"1 was doing very well on the str
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1 did. not finAd anything.” I got very scared when the alarm started to rimg. .L rushed out

but then I felt sick toc my stomack and could not rum further. My buddy got away but the

police found me. I did not care. Maybe I wanted to be caught. I had ne job, nobody who
cared about me.

T was really stupid to do that. I know better now, even depressed, I would not do somefhing .

so stupid. I was really shocked, you know, when .the judge sentenced me to the pen.”

=3

19. Release plans

"I have been accepted in first year computing sciences, at Queen's and I wodld like to stay
with my friend John who owns a taxi. John rents a house with two other friends and I would
be the fourth one living there. It's a big house; there is room for four of us. John owns
a cab and he will let me drive it between midnight and 6 a.m.; that way, I will be able to
earn some honey and pay for my courses at Queen. The rent is $400.00 a month split 4 ways.

I figure I need¢ about $400.00 a month te pay for my school fees, my food and my part of the
rent. .

I also met the director of the CCC who told me that there are already three students at the
Centre and I could stay there. The P.0. who intervieweﬁ me seemed tc think it was better

idea. 1 would rather take a day parole than stay inside but I am sure I could handle it on
full parole. - .

b
Llinda and I are good friends now; I don't think we will ever live together again but she
said many times that I could count on her and her parents when I get released.”

From Parole.0fficer C.I. "o

The subject has no support in Kingston except for a friend by the name of John Smith .who
woul ready to give him a room and share time-on his cab. Mr. Smith has never been in
trouble wi the law but his lifestyle appears to be very unstructured. I doubt that he
would be able Jto control Martin, should he need it.

1 -also interviewed Lindz Wilson and her parents (both of her parents are professional social
workers). They are ready to give support to Martin but they will remain in the background
mainly because the subject's release plans are not in the same city. : )

20. Psychological report

- I.Q. 119 (above average)

Reading level T.A.B.E. 9.9

Although his Beta places him well above average on the B. scale of the 16, PFF plancg;égim
below average in his ability to think abstractly or relate ideas. He would probably prefer
working with his hands. ) ‘ .



L A ——— S—— T T

F K Hs D HY Pd Mf Pa PE Sc Ma o 154
8 1149 68 65 60 63 64 4a "40 45 _ T

His profile is that of an extremely sensitive and depéndént individual. He woild be consi-
dered unconventional, imaginative and would be subject to episodes of relatively immature,

MMPL L
8

-

~ demanding and o::;gneughtxbehaviour. He is probably rather clinging and insecure being
indulgent”to-himgelf and others. . - . ) »- ’

L

s ' ‘ A Psychologist

. ¥
271. Family bf%ér(Relationship with mother, father and siblings)
g

"I consider that I have nc family ties. My foster parents live in Victoria and we have not

kept in touch; my foster sisters don't want to know anything ’about me. The closest thing I .

havg to a family is Linda and her parents".

L.
from Pre sentence report:

Mother: Ethel Roy

Father: Philip Roy o ’ .

“Siblings: = Mike Martin (A true brother also brought up by Mr. & Mrs. Roy. Subject has not

seen his'brother for 7 years)
2 foster sisters: Helen and Louise Roy

Subject was born on the 26th of October 1957, and was surrendered to the Children's Aid
Society twelve days later. He was made a permanent ward and placed in“various foster.homes.
He stayed with £he Roy for 13 years and moved to his married foster sister's home when Mr.

and Mrs. Roy retired to Victoria, B.C. He stole a lawnmower from her and consequently she

and his other sister disowned him. _

&

22. Parcle agpplication as filled by of fender

Give reasons for making this application '
By August I will have completed my high school and received my Diploma as according td my
original plan I now wish to study at Queen's in computing sciences. I have been accepted at

the University provided I get my Diploma. I know that I will get it because so far may
marks have been very good. i '

s

Give your plans for the future, stating where and with whom you will live ‘. .

1 wish to live with my friend John Smith at 4720 First Avenue, Kingston. He will let me
drive his cab between midnight and six a.m., and I will attend University during the day. I
have alsoc a place at the CCC if I am granted only a day parcle.

.
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.o What is your brade or uccupatlon7 State briefly your experience and give names of previous
o employers.

i do not have a special trade or occupation at this time.

lee name and address of any one able and willing to employ you. , ‘ -
John Smith 4720 First Avenue, Kingston. ' ’

Give names and addresses -of any relatives, friends or organizations willing and able to
assist you following release. :

Linda Wllson, Vanier Residence, York University.
Mr. & Mrs. ‘Wilson 503 Church Street, Thunder Bay.

e . Andrew Martin

23. Financial situation
[ . . -

Subject has no debts and no aseets.

ﬁ.‘ Juvenile record - <

No juvenile record. ‘ o

25. Relationship with women (wife and/or girl friend)’

’_ MARTIN has had only one lasting relationship with a girl friemd, Linda Wilson. They met

when they were in high school tugether but the relationship started to deteriorafe when ~
. Linda started University. She resented the fact that he was very dependant on her and did
) not pursue any goal for himself, Linda' s parents who are both professional social workers
/// "adopted™ MARTIN but realized soon_&ﬂgp Lkinda would outgrow-that relationship. Linda has
remained a friend of the subject and iIs w1111ng the glve him support but in a platnnlc way.

(Paroleﬂofflce report)

26. .0ffender's understanding of his eriminal behaviour

"I started to get im trouble wheh my foster parents moved to B.C. I was 14 then and-1 moved

WIth my sister who did not really want me, She wanted the money that the governméent was
payirgfor me.

't started to have problems at school. Alsg, I would not come back home after school because
I could not face her. One day, I took the new electric lawnmower in the garage and I sold
it, I figured that I deserved some of the maney she was getting because of me, espec1ally
that she would not buy me the clothes I needed and never gave me pocket money. When She
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found out, she phoned the police and the social worker to'get rid of me. . I was pﬁt-in other
fdster homes. I continued drinking and stealing. I got arrested and I was put.on proba-

tion. -One of my sentence was for robbery; I got eighteen- months for it; that was. tough

- because the only thing I did to get that charge was to show my knife to the owner of the
store and—tell him that he'd better-give me the cash. Honestly, I was at least as scared as

he.was.and I never intended to use the knife. F didn't either. '

1 started to go stﬂaight when going-out with Linda but when she left me, I became vefy
depressed and I got in trouble again.

L. - ~

e

n—

27. Psychiatric report _ ' | .

No psychistric report available on this case.

28. Physical Health

Very good.
.o

-

Al

29. Friends and associates

Martin has two friends in the range. Both of them'ére'young inmates who try to make a con-
structive use of their_%ime. He is liked by other inmates and by staff. :
' Living Unit Officer

- T .
Martin has two straight friends, Linda Wilson and John Smith. However when he starts drink-
ing, he seems to avoid his true friends and moves towards the criminal element.

Probation officer jn
pre-sentence report

30. Previous escorted and unescorted temporary absences

Andrew has had a one day escorted T.A. with Linda Wilson and her mother on December 28,
1979. ‘ ‘ )

He alsc had a three day. T.A. at Easter to visit Linda and her ?amily. ‘There is a close

friendship betweer*linda and Andrew. Andrew has handled these T.A.'s very well.

g —

Head of living unit.
5
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1:; Read the list‘ofj infomacion cards available. o= D

2. In this parc, you wi% select five cards successively.

S m ‘Select a first card Wrize the. number of the card beside the 1ine
\ 1st . . ‘ ) v
. ' Reﬁhe card. : . : : _ e
- .~~Then select a second card. Write the number beside the lime 2nd
’ card. .
Read the card. . -

*  Continue this process wmtil you have read five cards.
N .

"1st card . : _ ' - I:D 4-5
e 2nd ecard = ™. : _ 1] s-7

. 3rd ‘card : O3 3:9
IR bth card | . ' . : . e-n
f:?anmd - | [Tz

3. In the 1ighr: of the information that you now possess, wake an
interin decision about this case. “Put an "X™ beside the right
~ stat:e:nen:._ ' '

¢ I an ready to grant him full parole
: . | AL T T T
“a I am ready to grant hiz day parole: ) -
I-am not ready to gra.ut hiz any of .
these two types of rdeas‘:e : Dhj
. 1415
I an una.ble with so trle
information to mak< even an interim
T decisior ..* ‘?‘“‘{M P

Sk g )

4. _If you are not Teady to grant him a release, when do you think the.
.case should be revier:ed" "State in woaths.

'
2 d
L

- &

-

O]
O]

’ | | | = ....-/2 .
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5. If you are ready to grant him parole or day parole, d¢é you with to
impose special conditions? YES - s

NO

If ves, please state them:

~

A

- . . . - . L.
-
- ‘( - . *

¢

6. If you feel that you did not have enough information to make a
decision thaf your can feel ‘cemfortable with, select up to Cen zore
cards following the same process as in N* 2. (You selegt a-card,
write the pumber, read it and select another ome watil you have

. enough information to render a decision you feel comfortable with.

1st card B

2nd card

3rd card

4zh card

5cth ecaxd

éth card .

7th card . o ‘ -

8th card .

Sth card = - . e

10th card

: . L _
7. At the light of 'this additiogal information, do you wish to maimtain

your original decision?. - -
‘ Lt i YES - ‘ - ) 2

NO

If your answer is yes, skip to (10} ~

\ . . ] b Y
2 .

159

-

18

e

:

1920 2]

JHBBEBHEAA

22-l23
24-25
25-27
28-29

.30-31

32-33
34-35
36-37

R D N B

D10 ATk LR R b o A

PFEERE o

i

38-39

40-41
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If po, what is your decision now? ‘ .
I am ready to granr.l him full parole
I am ready to irant him day parole o g

I am not ready to grant him any of
these two types of release

I am wable with so little
ipfomati,on to make -a declision

(1f you mark this statement sidp the rest of the questionnaire)

n

If sou are not 'r-eady Lo grant him a release, in how long do you
think the case should be reviewed? ' . '

m
45755
If you are ready to grant him 2 parole or day parole, do you wish o

izmpose special corditions?

YES

IEO —_— ke
Please state any condition that is ngé' or difflrent fPon those
stated in N° 5. : ’ 4
o
'-_‘—-—‘L
47 48 49
R £
If you wish to remove one or more ‘éouditions stated in N°® 5. Please
indicate vhich one(s). e
50 51 52
- o

we b



D

13.

14,

15.

16.

— I..

161

Please state briefly the reasons supporting your finsl -decision.

)

How confident  did you feel about the decision you made after reading
5 cards? )

VERY CONFIDENT b

. - d
FAIRLY CONFIDENT £ ' T

LITTLE CONFIDENT

NOT CONFIDENT AT ALL

DID NOT MARE AN INTERIM DECISION
(if you mark this statement skip N° 15.

How easy or difficult was it to make a declsion after 5 cards?

VERY EASY ‘ " ' | ) N

FAIRLY EASY . ™

RATEER DIFFICULT . - | 57

VERY DIFFICULT . L

DID NOT MARE AN DI'IERD{\IECISION

+

How confident did you feel about the decision you made- after readiug
the additional information cards?

VERY CONFIDEN’I

FAIRLY CONFIDENI™ . . C D

LITTLE CONFIDENT

NOT CONFIDENT AL ALL

DID NOT MARE A FINAL DECISION

O

) ' . 535455

,
.
e e it e e ) b

PP, iy P R S S R P



17.

N - ° i . ' . : J X A .
How easy was it to make a decision after reading the zddiricnal
cards? ; - "
VERY EASY
FAIRLY EASY

- RATHER .DIFFICULT

VERY DIFFICULT

DID NOT MAKE AN INTERIM IECISION

-~

162

B[
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1., Read the list of informatiom cards avallable. . — D D
. : ‘ ' ' 60 61
2. In this part, you will select five cards successively.
Select a first card. Write the number of the card beside,che line
1st card. _ -
Read the card. :
Then select a second card. Write the number beside the line 2ud
card. . ' o .
Read the- card.
Continue this process umtil you ha.ve read five cards.
1st card ) ED__62-63
2nd card - . e ] : N : LT ]64-65
- 3rd card - ’ i - - [1]66-67
4th card ' - - [I]e8-69
"Sth card’ | - [1170-7
| N Al
3. . In the light of the information that ybu now posSsess, aake an
interin decision about this case. Put an "X" beside the right
statemem:-‘ . -
I an ready to grant him: full parole
I am ready to grant him day parole
T am pot ready to grant him any of
these two types of release " ' i . 72

I az wmable with so li.tlé

{nformation to m.ake even an interim
decision ..

S

4. If you are not ready to grant him a release, when do you think the
:case should be reviewed? State in wmonths.

7 et

.d D
0

".../z



5. If you are ready to grant him parole or day parole, do yt:u u:!.th to
impose .special conditions? . 'YES

/‘6: please state them:

. | N\ 3

No,

164

6. If you feel that you did not have enough information to make a
decision that wur can feel comfortable with, select up to ten more
cards following the same process as In N° 2. (You select a card,
write the nunber, read it amd select amother one until sou have
enough information to remder a decision you feel ccufertable with.

lst caxd

20d -card ' ) £

3rd card

&4th card

5th card

6th card

.7th card

8th card

Sth card ‘ *

10zh card

7. ' At the light of this additional informatiom, do you wish to maintain
your original decision?. -
' YES

NO

If your answer is yes, skip to (10)




L

10.

llc'

12,

I am ready to grant him day parole

If no, vhat 135 your decision now?

I am ready to grant him full parole .

I am not ready to .grant him any of
these two types. of release

I am wmable with so Iicele
information to make a decision

o

(Lf you mark this statement skip the rest of

the questioannaire)

If you are not ready to grant him a release, in how long do you

think the case should be reviewed?

If you are ready to grant him a parole or day parole, do you wish to !

inpose special conditions?
IES

RO

—
-
-

Please state any condition .t:h.é.t is pew or differeat from those

stated in N° 5.

2

If you wish to remove one or more cooditions stated in N* 5. Please

indicate which one(s).

—

n-./&

29 30 31

seilmtend i

[P TP R TR

\
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13. Please state br%hg reasons suppo-rcins your final decisign.

e ——

[y

- 14. How confident did you feel about the decisfon you made after reading

5 ecards?

-

VERY CONFIDENT

FAIRLY CONFIDENT

LITTLE COMFIDENT

NOT CONFIDENT AT ALL

DID NOT MAKE AN INTERTM DECISION
(1f >ou mark this ‘statement sidp N°* 15.

15. Bow easy or difffcult wa’s it to make a decision after 5 cards?

VERY EASY ) -

FAIRLY EASY ' ' .

RATHER DIFFICULT

VERY DIFFICULT

DID NOT MAKE AN INTERIM DECISION

+4

16. How confident did you feel about the decision you made after reading
the 2dditiona) Information cards? -

VERY CONFIDENT

FAIRLY CONFIDENT

LITTLE CONFIDENT

NOT CONFIDENT AL ALL

DID NOT MARE A FINAL DECISION

. 35 3; 37



17.
cards?

VERY EASY
_— FAIRLY EASY
RATEER DIFFICULT

VERY DIFFICULT

DID NOT MAKE AN INTERTM TECISION

How"easy ws it to

make a_‘&'ecision after reading the addircional

167
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ERCKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS - | | : .

o

1. Se'.x - Male | X T ‘ _1‘2 l*_3
. R Female - .
A . . Th
2. Age 25 and under 46 - 50
26 - 30 51 - 55
A 31 - 35 A ‘56 - 60
36 - 40 . 61 and over 4
a1 - 45 )
. ~
3. Religious affiliation Yes

No (Please specify denomination)

No

46

If you answered yes to the .previous gquestion .

4. Are you active in religious activities of your denomination?
' \

very active - !

W

somewhat active : 1

5[]

not active at all

5. Status
single ' . /
married
48
- widowed
separated or divorced
“~\ 6, Children (own and/or adopted). Please insert no “for each.age grcgu;;;.
] .
11 and under g ) I
. 49
12 - 17 : : -
18 and over ' , B




7. Are you a home-owner?

o - \ T-
No - ’ : A
‘ _ - Ay

8. Do you own a car?

Yes

No

. ws
'~

E

9, Total annyal family income.
- 15,000. or less
- 15'000. - 24,000‘

/7 : 25,000. ~ 30,000.

~30,000. -~ 35,000

45, - 50,000.

50,000. - 60,000.

. ' WO. and over

10. In which of these five major. d:.sczpl:.nes did you receive most of ',

S your formal education. .

e o J

/
: v:.onal sciences (social work, psychology, *pol:.ta.cal
stiences, social scz.ences) . KN

- ™

- Pure ox applied sciences

™

.

Police, sciences

Business

Humanities (lite:':atu.re/philosopﬁy/jouznalism)

other (please specify)

-

169

54

-
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11. wWhat level of formal _e’c.iﬁcatioﬁ have you received? .. @

12,

14.

15.

g

j e 3= - R I

prma.ry school : . -

" some high . school

’ high school completed .

. some uniwversity ' - -

cqllege‘:

oot

college diploma

B.A.

-~

Vocaticnal training diploma

other (please specify)

*
«

What is your position with the Board.
‘

full t.une Board Member

-

Regional Community Board Member °
" —_—

Did you have a working experience in the Criminal Justice field
before your appointment to the Board?

extensive expenence (career already in that field)

some experience (part-time or volunteer work or full
time for less than 2 years)

no experience

Have you spent most of your life in 2 rural or urban area.

rural

. . b [
urban .

both equally

How many vears together have you been part of the work -
force? '

If applicable, indicate separately here no. of years as housewife

or homehusband.

w

R

M-Ao ’ - ‘ .. - ' ﬁ * * .
Ph D. ) . '

58

59

60

61

62

. 63

[
eee/d
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