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Ii PREFACE 

, fj ,~, , 

This report is written intlhree broad ,sectibns. 
The text itself discusses all areas co~ered in tha 
research: profile of accepted and rejected 'appJJi­
cants, interviews with applicants, interviews with 
community sponsors, react,ions of institutional staff 
and after-care of:j:icers.A 'series o'f tables p:l:"ovides 
additional statistical detail regarding profile of 
applicants , community interviews ,<~and staff reactions • 
A brief summary is placed at the beginning of the ,I, 

,report which selectively highlights material reported 
in the text and "tables . ,The data contai'i'ledinthe 
summary is that considered' mostnote,worthy by, Research 
Branch personnel; these da.ta are not necessarily the 
s,ame as/those facts which the reader might feel are 
most imp''brtant. ,-- ' 

{J 

Mrs. M. Currie, Mr. S.Loo," and Mrs. F. smith," ,- \J 

Research Branch, assisted in the collectiDq and boding~ 
of data; Mrs. Smith's assistance was made possible by 
the interest in ~his project of Profes~o~ Richard,G. 

\,Fox, Senior Research Associate, University of Toronto ,,0: 
Centre of Criminology. Interviews of inmates and c 

oommuni ty participants were done by James D.-Elliss" 
and Associates, Ltd., Research Gonsultant-§, and were 
in many cases expedited by several "after-care officers 

,of this Department. 

Mrs. V. Cole, Inmate Records, and Mrs. B. Lor;i.on, D,at;.a 
Processing, were most generous, in provtding,respec,­
tively, inmate records and data processingfacilities~,,, 
Many senio,r officials of thisDepartmerit~ve most;. " " 
generously of their time in discussing and implementing 
various aspects of the res~arch. -

~ 

A final note of thanks is due the institutional and' 
after-care personnel for c:oll!:pleting questionnaires and 
forms, and to educators, e~~loyers, q;l1d inmates~ whO' sO 
wholeheartedly cooperated wi ththe~\nterviewer. 
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:rN'l'RODUCT:rOr 

',~ Revisions made to the crimind!l 'Code of °canada during 
1969 enabled the provinces td ame,nd their regulations: , 
~egarding correctional insti~utions so that inmates 
might begin. their re-integra~~ion into society before " 
being' paroled or discharged. II Beginning approximatel,yl, 
September 1, 1.969, inmates oj~ontario correctional 
institutions were allowed "T/amporary Absences" from 
their institutions for three~broad purposes: (1) to 
seek paid employment in the ibommunity, (2) to pursue 
educational courses of an adiademic or vocational 
nature in community schools,!1 and (3) to attend fune:eals, 
visit;. with seriously-ill me~fbers of their ,families , 
solve fa~ily problems, and ~or other rehabilitative 

·purposes. ultimately, applications are decided upon 
by.a committee ef senior Ma~Ln Office staff, subject to 
the approval of the Deputy Minister. , n 

The research was initiated I?hortly after the inception 
t. of, the Temporary Absence Prbgram, in accordance ,with 
(the Department IS Statement Jof Purpose which emphasizes 
\,the role of research in theevaluation of programs. 

This repo~t is concerJ)ed with describing applicants for 
education and employment le.aves and with gaining some 
insight into thf3 reac'4:ions of, and difficulties en­
countered by, "accepted" and rejected inmates; instj~,tu­
tionaland after-care staff, and participating cd.nmunity 
schools and employers to educational and employmeiht 
aspects of the overall Temporary Absence Program. 1 

lJohnson (Crime and Delinquen~, 1970, 16, 41?-426) 
has surveye~ work-release programs in the united 
States and reports that 28 States have ipstituted 
work~release programs, whi~e only two jurisdictions 
report any provision fo}: educa tion leaves of absence . 

';-;-.-

1. 



~ 

I , 
·1 
• I 

----

J 
I 
.I 
I 
t " 

I 
1 
I 

, 

• 
·1 
J 
I 
.-
I 
1· 

,,, 

,~.;,:;-;> 

,.-.-;, ~" 

(> 

SUMMARY 

The 175 inmates applying for education and employment 
leaves during t;he first seven months of operation of 
the Temporary Absence Program were fairly evenly 
divided between the two types of leave. Approximately 
half of the applicants for each program were accepted • 

Although somewhat different criteria appear to be used 
in the,. selection of participants fm: education and 
employment leaves, there are ~also some"common factors. 
Accepted applicants irl ei theriJ program tend to cq~e from 
certain institutions (Table 6), have no institutional 
misconduct reports (Table 6), and have been given 
relatively less severe sentences, as guaged by the 
number of 'L9-Ys assigl'led for each conviction (Table 3). 
Furthermore, they ~end to be first incarcerates 
(Table 4), and their-present or prior offences do not 
involve violation of liquor laws (Tables 4 and 5). 

Accepted and rejected candidate~ for education leave 
can be further differentiated ot~ the basis of the _' 
present offence being against the public order (Table 
3). Specific categories of offences discriminate be­
tween accepted and rejected candidates for work release 
in the case of prior offences involving theft (Table 4), 
and sexual behaviour (Table 4). 

The average .length of participation to date (Table 7) 
has been approximately three months. Less tha!l 10% of 
participants in either program have been withdrawn due 

- to misconduct in the community or institution, or be­
cause they were fired or expelled (Table 7). Work re­
leasees hiwe earned roughly $600 apiece, and the li;l,rgest 
portion of these e~rnin'gs went to the man's family I 
followed by the payment to the institution ~.prc,meals and 
lodging, and the amount added to the participant's 
savings account (Table 7). Participants-in work re1:~ase 
were' predominately employed in the same type of wor:j}-::':'! 
that .. they had done previously (Table 2),. 

Summarizing the feedback from acceptecl and rejected 
inmates, approximatelyone--third returned to their. 
previous course or· job while on Temporary Abs$ncet _ only 
18.5% if.lere discouraged in applying, 74.1%, were given 
some ('$rientation to the program, and 85.1% felt that 
that~imm:;n~ of co:,nsell~ng Or preparation v:as ,adequate •. 
All piart~c~pantsl.ntEp:,v~ewed felt that the~r Job or _ ., 
CO':lJ:;71"ie ,wis.,' s at Ie, ast i)rt~allY ~ui ~ed ~o, _, t~e, ir n:ed,S and 
ab~l~lt~es.. tmprovernent lon! their lonstlotut~ona.l life was 
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reported by 62.9% of participants and 81. 4·% reported 
no difficulty in their relationships with their fellow 
st;udents or employees in the conununity. Specific 
problems were mentioned by 37.0%. Only 15.9% reported 
that the amount of travelling between the institution 

. . 'F'. and the school or pla:pe of work was excessive. A desire 
to,,~articipate in Tel'(lEprary Absence for as long as is 
pos~i_ble was reportea j l,1Y -. 85 .1% of participants, and 
81.5% plan to continue \~!ith their Temporary Absence 
couJ:'"se or job after disc:harge. Finally, 94.5%. of 
accepted and rejected ap~\licants interviewed stated 
that the program is a goo~ one for inmates and that it 
should be continued ." 

Participating schools and e~PJoyers reported that their 
cooperation was primarily baseCi on a desire to rehabili~ 
tate inmates in general, as opp~sed to helping a former 
student/employee or an acquainta\~ce. Approximately 95% 
of employees and school officials'·understand the goals 
of the program, and the majority stated that inmates are 
as well motivated as non-inmates, that inmates have as 
muchQability, and that their performance is equal to 
that of non-inmates (Table 8). Roughly half report that 
they have run into no difficuJties of al:lykind (Table 8). 
Half would welcome more inmate students or employees in 
the future (Table 8). . 

Among institutional and after-care staff pol],ed, there 
was a consensus that the objectives of the piqgram were 
understood, that the program has rehabilitatiV~ value 
for at least some offenders, that it assists in'i\the de­
v.elopment of law-abiding behaviour, and that mor~ inmates 
should be allowed to participate (Table 9). Roug~h1y 

1f"half of the institutional staff felt that the p;rogram . 
Ii fiv~s increased their work-load and has created difficulties 
in dealings with inmates. Some 80% of all after-care 
staff have.been involved in the program to date and half 
of those reported no difficulties in coping with T.A.P. 
P'\Fticipants and procedures (Table 10). 
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:f?ROF:CLE."OF PARTICI':/?ANTS 

AND REJECTED APPLICANTS 

F ~ 

Data from Main Office files w~\re collected for the first 
175 inmates to apply 'for educa~ion or employment leaves. 
This sample covered applicatior,ls during the first seven 
months of the program's operat.1l:on. (In compiling the) 
sample, three 'female applicants; were disregarded, as 
were six second applications fl::::bm men whose first 'appli­
cation was included in the study, six applicants 'Jor 
whom data was unavailable, and bne inmate 'who withdrew"" 
his application,.) Ninety .... five !G~f these first 175 appli­
cants desired educational absenQ\,es: 4 7 were 'accepted and::\ 
48 denied. Of the first 80 appl\ii..ca'cions for work release, 
43 were granted and 37 turned dO\'1n. " 

I, 

\ a 0 

Table 1 lists data for several pe~sonal-background 
variables I separately for accepte~? and' rejected applicants 
for both education and work relea$e. Only those data 
which appear consistently in Main:Officefiles were inclu­
ded. The average applicant for edUcation release is 
approximately 22 years old, while 'y.,rork-release applicants 
tend to be somewhat older ( i. e. 30:, years. On the average ( 
applicants for both programs have ~~ompleted Grade 10. 
Applicants for education release a1,7e typically single, 
while applicants for work release~\end to be married:; ,0 

The typical applicant for either pr,Ogram resided in a large 
city prior to his incarceration. They tend to be " 
moderate in their use of alcohol and report little usage 
of drugs. For the most part I they lilave not been w';rds of 
ttaining schools . 

The relationship between accepted applicants' last'repor ... 
ted occupation and ,their Temporary Abpence job or course 
is presented in Table 2,. Manpower re-training courses 
tend to be used more frequently than ,any other "educatlona.,l 
program. It is interesting to note,however, that those 
whose last reported occupation was "s-t'udent" invariably 
chose a course oth~r than manpower re-training. All 'Work 
release participants had~worked prior to the present in~ 
carceration. A sizeabletmajor;i,ty of" thos,e on work relE?,ase 
(32, or 74.4%}"were doing.,the same general type of work 
as they had previodsl¥. ' f) 

Additional background Qata were obtained' during interviews 
(these inmate inter'i.rie.ws are described more fully in, the 
next sec'tion) I with some of the accepted "ahd rej ec'C'ed 
applicants. During the'three years immediatelypredi=ding 
the present offence, 19 of" the 54 men intervie.wed, (35.2%) 
lived at one address, 13 (24~1%) (~,ived inorily' orie c:Lty 
or town during this period" 10 (HJ ",,6%) moved to ontario 
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frem,. anether/)province er country, nine. (16.7%) meved 
frem ene city Or tewn to' anether city or tewn within 
ontario., and three (5.6%)reperted nO. fixed address. 
Thus 32, er mere than half ef this greup, resided in the 
same city Or tewn fer the three years immediately pre­
cedingothe present effence. 

A slight maj6ri~y ef this greup (29, er 53.7%) were last 
residing in a single family heuse. Eighteen (33.3%) 
were living in apartment I flats, duplexes, etc., while (1 

the remainder were living in reems, bearding heuses, 
etc • 

seventeen (31.4%) were last residing with their parents, 
and anether 17 were living with their speuses er cemmen­
law wives. Ten (18.6%) were living with relatives, five 
(9.3%) were living with friends, and finally five (9.3%) 

were living alene . 

Aleng with the five (9.3%) who. were living alene, eight 
(14.8%) were living with enly ene ether persen immediate­
ly befere the present effence, 12 (22.2%) lived with two. 
ether peeple, while the remaining 29 (53.7%) lived with 
three er mo~e ether peeple. . 

Appreximately half (26, er 48.1%) plan en living with 
the same persen(s) after parele er discharge. Of the 
twenty (37.0%) who. definitely plan against living with 
the same persen er persens, enly six gave as the rea sen 
their wanting to' stay away frem bad associates. 

Twenty-five (46.3%) ef these int'erviewed felt that all 
ef their prcavieus scheol ceurses in the cemmunity had 
been werthwhile. An additienal 17 (31.5%) reperted that 
seme ceurses had been WQrthwhile while ethers had net 
been, and enly two. men (3.7%) stated that alIef their 
scheel ceurses had been irrelevant. l The majerity ef 

c) t;;he.se interviewed (31, er 57.4%) reperted tha.t they had 
enjeyedseme errall ef their scheel ceurses • 

.Al?prd~imately ene-third (19, er 35.2%) stated that their 
last jeb will be epen for them after discharge or parele, 
while' 18 (33.3 %) sta tEla that they weuld net be able te'~ 
return to' their last jeb. 'The remaining 17 (3l.5%}either 
did net "'knew whether they ceuld return to' their last jeb, 

1 Throughout this paper, the reader mig.ht notice sets 
of percentages which total less than 100%. These 
apparEitit discrq,lpancies re,:'f>ulted fr·om non-responses, 
m{,scellaneou,s categories having small frequencies, 
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or did not h'ave a job waiting because they were student~ 
prior to,their present conviction. A sizabl-ecmajority 
·ot those who can return to their last job {l4 ,or 73. 7%} 
report that they will do so., Of the three (15.8%) who 
plan against ~eturning to their last job but could in 
f act do S1?, two hope to take up other employment, while 
one plan~1 on returning to school. ~ 

Forty-one (75.9%) reported having had work experience 
other than the job -Vhey held immE:'ldiately before the 
present o~,fence. Twernty-three. (56.1%) reported working 
exclusively at unskill.a or se~i-skilled occupations. 
Four (9.8 %) worked only in skilled trades or ,.in a tech­
nical capacity, an additional four worked only 'incleri~ 
calor sales jobs t and two (4.9%) vJorked exclusively in 
a managerial capacity. 

Of the eight men who were stud.ents immediately before the 
present offence, all eight stated that they wO,uld return 
to sqhool after di scharge or parole. . {i' 

Present Offence 

Detailed data regarding the nature anQ freguen~ies of 
convictions related to the present incarceratibn appear' 
in Table 3', in a format similar to that-of' the Annual . 
Report of' t.he Minister of C.orrectional Services. 'rhese 
data are presented in two ways: first, in terms of the 
average number of counts on which the inmate was convic­
ted in " each category, and second, in terms of the per­
centage of inmates having a.ny conviction in that category. 
For both sets of, data, there is no separation into)re­
forma tory sentence, suspended sentence, probation, etc., 
all convictions are-combined together. 

·It can be seen in Table 3 that both education and work 
applicants have relatively many convictions for (I) 
property offences other thq;rt ,theft or break and enter, 
Item 4, and (2) theft and attempted theft, Item 3. 
Candidates fqr educat16nalprograms al§o have frequent 
break ,and enter convictions, Item 2, while potential. e, 

work release participants have frequent convictions ,for 
public-order offences not involving drugs, Item "8 .. ,( 

6. 
o 

{) 

,I) 

Ap·plicant.s for ~ducation release "have' minimum·' definite 
sentences avelt'aging 12-15 monthsr , (Item 12) I but"'"°the 
length of sentence for wor~release applicants is C somewh~t short:-er ,~ 
i. e;, apprc;>ximately 9 months't j rrliie percenta~e pf ~el':\,!, 
hav~ng an ~ndeterml.nate sent~nce. (I1;~m l3)1s roughly 
twiqe a,s. large~~~education applicants as for employment 
c.andida'tes. It is:i;urther interesting'"to nO.te that a . 
rather complicated" deriveg,,,;Zg,:~pre,,,g:;t¢m .14 ,can discrimin-o 

ate, betwee'h ac~ept~d}~p,f1,i~J e~;~ed ;appl:tw~.nts ,in 'either 
program. This item was",con.,s;"i~~i~:t:!::t!?dn~,¥:"~~!~4;fig toget~er . 
days-sentenced-to, fOJ;:- all corhricfion~I;'+j;~g~rp(less:'ofb., .' 
thetypet)of sentence (probation ,spspended sehiti~l?;q¢;J ':~±,;~~.:·~L.?-n(t'r~' "n! 

..... , ~ . ,.' ...':';;' ','~"';'~'¥~(":~~~~f:~~ 
',( be ,<;,'\' \1- 'r.' 
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'regardless C of whether the time, is to be served con- . 
currently or consecutively. It was included in order 
to differentiate between men having~ for example, 
{l)'one count of break and enter, 90 days, as opposed 
to (2). those having 3 counts break and enter I 90 days 
on each charge concurrent. Although both will probably 
spend the same number of days inc custody, ·=the latter 

::man has perhaps been judged guilty of a more "serious " 
crime. 

Prior Offences 

A categorization of prior offences is given in Table 4. 
Each category is further divided by type of sentence: 
no institutional tim(i: served (e.g., fines, probations, 
suspended sentences, etc.) versus reformatory or peni­
tentiary sentences.' Approximately 25% of allappli­
cants had no prior cqnviction whatsoever, and roughly 
40% were first incar(perates. Commonly-occurring prior 
conVictions include '\h9se for (1) break and enter, 
Item 2, (2) theft, It€!m(3, (3) property offences other 
than ,theft or break. ~eind ~nter, Item 4, and finally 1 

(4) offences against the "public order excepting those 
involving drugs f Item 8. 

Comparing the number of items which discriminate be­
t\'leen accepted and rejected candidates, it would appear 
that institutional and Main Office selection boards 
p;).;ace more emphasis on specific "types of prior offen­
ces than on the present offence. In Table ?" prior 
offences, four of the 11 specific offence categories 
are "discriminative" (as indicated by rectangles 
around the data for that itertl in the table), while only 

'one category of present offence, Table 3, differentiates 
bet~:::en ~pcepted and rej ectedcandidates. ,Furthermore, 
p:r:;r.tor offences resulting in time served in penitentiary 
o'~)reformatory seem to be weight.ed more heavily in 
deciding the suitability of .anapplicant than are prior 
convictions,.,not resulting in time $erved. Thus in: 
Table 4,acciepted'andrejected candidates could nbt be 
differen'tiated on the basis of fines, probations , etc., 
in ~ny of the 11 offence categories, but this dis­
crimination could be made in five of the categories 
using penitentiary or reformatory terms. 
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Convictions relat~ng to the present and all prior 
offences have been combined in Table 5 for three 
classes of offences specifi~ally asked about on the 
application form for Temporary Absence. It cart be 
noted that approximately 20% of rejected applicants 
for work release have been convicted of at lec{se~one 
sexual offence, but less than 5% in each of the 
other three categories have been convicted for this 
type of offence~/;.\ Drug offences are present in 
approximately 20~ of all education applicants, but 
in less than 5% of employment applicants. The 
difference in the relative frequency 6f drug and 
sexual offences between education and employment " 
applicants might result f.romthe older age of employ­
ment applicants, 'Who have had ria longer period of time(~ 
in whi!::h tb engage in illicit sexual activity, a,nd 
the younger age of educa'tionapplicants, who,'might 
be more ~ffected by the current tendency for young 
people to use drugs. Convictions for liquor offences 
discriminate between accepted and rejected candidates 
for either program; on an overall basis, an average 
of approxi~~tely 20% of all applicants having been 
convicted on liquor offences. 

,:' 

The final item of Table 5 'I lists the number of appli,:::­
cants who fall into any of these special categories':! Q 

Perhaps surprisingly-;-roughly one-third of all appli";';·· 
cant~ for education leave are sexual, drug, and/or 
liquor offenders; ·£urthermore,accepted and rejected 
applicants for this program cannot' be differentiated 
on the basis of being convicted for at least one of' 
these three offences. ;'In the case of work releaser 
a rather smallJ;>ercentage (i. e., 9.3%) of accepted 
applicants have-been convicted. of at least one 0;S" the 
three offences, while this is the case for almost 

lD\<half (40.5%) of rejected work-program apllfli"cants • 
[it 
d 

~~~0 
Institutional Factors 

c~ 

At this point , it "might be noted "that approximately 
two weeks intervened ,on the av,s:rage,oetween'. the date 
on which the ap}?lication'wasilsubmitted bY:i:he inmate 
until the final 'decision had been made by 'the Deputy 
Minister or his designate. While this might appear to 
be a rather len~thy delay, i tshould be borne in mind . (:I . 
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that each application was considered by at least two 
comntittees, sitting in often quite widely-separated 
locations, after the suitability of the course or job 
had been evaluated. In addition, the writer is aware 
of no instance in;"which the job or course was given 
to someone else because of the time required to reach 
a decision. Furthermore, provisions existed for 
expediting the application process incases of urgency. 

Data relating to institutional adjustment are pre­
sented in Table 6. Institutions having an especially 
high rate of accepted candidates for educational 
leaves are Brampton c.T.C. and the jails. Similarly, 
the Guelph and Mimico reformatories, along with jails, 
have relatively many accepted applicants for work re­
lease. 

I! 

Differentiation Between Accepted and Rejected 

Candidat~; 

A total of 13 item;; from personal background~ present 
offence, prior offences, and i.nstitutional hJi~story 
variables, can be used to differentiate betwe~~n 
accepted and rejected education-release applid:'~nts, 
as can 16 such items in the case of wor,k relea~le. 

Items which discriminate between accepted and rejected 
candidates for ed"ucation release are: 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

Age at leaving school. (Table 1, Item 1) 

Highest grade completed (Table 1, Item 2) 

Type of education applied for (Table 1, 
Item 10) 

Instit~tion admitted to (Table 6, Item 1) 

(\ 
'-.J' 

~ , • .1 
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,s. Number of misconduct reports during 
present incarceration (Table 6, Item 4) 

6. Present offence - number of days "ass igneq" 
ort all convictions (Table 3, Item 14) 

7. Present offence - public order excluding­
drug offences (Table 3, Item 8) 

8. Prior offence, time served - public () 
order excludin:g drug offences (Table 4, 
Item 8) " . 

9. Prior offence, any convictions - public 
order excluding drug- offences (Table 4", 
Item 8) , 

10. Any conviction for liquor offences 
(Table 5, Item 3) 

11. Prior offence, time served- liquor' 
offence (Table 4, Item 9) 

12. prior offence, any convictions - liquor 
offence (Table 4, Item 9) 

,~, 

13. Any prior convictions resulting in time 
served (Table 4, Item 12) 

Corresponding items for work release are: 
\};:. 

1. History of training school (Table 1, 
Item 3) 

2. Use of alcohol (Table 1, Item 4) 

'3. Type of w0:r'kapplied for (Table 1, Item 11) 

4. Institution admitted to' (Table 6, Item 1,) 

5. Number of misconducit .reports during present 
incarceration (Tabl~ 6, Item 4) 

6. Number of' misc;nduct reports' during pres.ent· 
and prior incarcerations (Table 6 I It.em?) 

7. Number of months served in D.C.S. institu­
tions, present . and'allprior incarcera,tions 
(Table 6, Item 9) 

." 
(\ 

8. PreS.ent offence - numbe.r of days "assigned'! 
·on all convictions (Table 3, Item 14) 

I,' 

" 

q;', t:' 
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9. Any conviction for liquor offence (Table 5, 
Item 3) 

:-~" 

. If . 10. Prior offence,any conv~ct~ons - l~quor 
offend:s (Table 4, Item') 9) 

11. Any conviction for sexual offence (Table 5, 
I'bem l) 

. ff \\ 12. Pr~or 0 enCE\)f, time served -' sexual 
offence JT~fe 4 I Item 5) 

. ~~- II ' 

13. Pr~~ offence, any conviction - sexual 
OA offence (Table 4, Item 5) 

14. Prior offence, ti~~ served - theft and 
attempted theft (Table 4, Item 3) 

15. Prior offence, any convictions - theft and 
attempted theft (Table 4, Item 3) 

16. Any prior convictions resulting in time 
served (Table 4, Item 12) ... ~ 

These predictive variables have been combined so that 
the accept versus reject decision for the first 175 
applicants Can be statistically predicted with approxi­
mately 70% accuracy, instead of the 50% achievable by 
the use of the base rate of 50% accepted - 50% rejected. 
The, details of, this procedure \'lill shortly be available 
in a separate;; report. 

Performance in Program 

Data concerning the pej;formance of inmates while actually 
participa,ting in education or employment leave are listed 

,in Table 7. The totals in Table 7, as well as other 
figures presented in this section, do not include three, 
inmate-students (6.4%) and six inmate-employees (13.9%) 

,who declined to participate after being accepted, who 
Were paroled before they could participate, whose job 
failed, etc. 

\, 
Most education releases (36, or 81.8%) were not t:r::,ans-
ferred to another jailor adult institution in ord~r to 
facilitate their participation. However, in the case of 
inmate-employees, approximately half (18, or 48.6%) were 
transferred .to bring them closer to their place of work. 
In all but one case, the jOb or course was full-time. 

It can be seen in Table 7. tha.t only five of these 81 
participants (6.2%) ,misconducted themselves or were fired 
orexpelled~ It is also inte.resting tb note that by par-

'ticipating fot;, approxim&tely 2 months, the average inmate­
employee adds over $100 to his savings and provides 
approxirnately;$200 for the use of his family from his net 
(after statutory .deductions) earnings of roughly $600. 

(] ". 
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SURVEY OF INMATE PARTICIPANTS AND REJECTED APPLICANTS 

Interviews with 54 of the first 124 applicants for education 
andwqrk release. took place during the' fifth through seventh 
months of operation of. the Temporary Absenceprogram.-,,~! The,se 
intervie,,,s were conducted by a member of a private·.res~arch 
firm, who was working under contract to the Research:sranch 
of this Department. . . 

The highly-structured inter't~iew lasted for approximatelyct:>ne 
hour and emphasized inmatesi feelings and atti~u,~es ab<?J\'ft 
the .,Temporary Absence pr, ogram,",. s.ome -bac.kground. J.nformat.l~n, 
unavailable in Main Office files, was also gathered. All Ln-

.mates interviewed were promised strict confidentiality.'( 

Interviews with men who were still incarcerated were condu&ted 
at the 'Institution ,while interviews with participa'hts and re­
jected applicants who had alrei~dy been paroled were conducted 
at a place suggested by the par\lJlee, as arranged through his . 
after-care officer. No attempt \~wasmade to interview men who 
had already been discharged on completion of sentence. 

The sample of 54 men (43.5%) from the pool of 124 cannot be 
considered random, for in addition to not interviewing those 
who had been discharged outright, "it was ,- decided to e~clude 
the few (less than 5%) applicants from the Vanier Centre, ana: 

'. to' exclude the few (less than 5%) applicants located in. insti ... 
,,,,tutions north of Sudbury. Furthermore, not all men who met 
~he necessary specifications could be interviewed before all 
funds allocated for this project had been utilized. While, 
strictly speakingJ) the sample of applicants interviewed cannot 
in any way be con(~idered random, it is, hopefully, i,at lea.st 
somewhat representativeof,'the first 124 applicants for educa-
tion and work release. ,I 

Reasons for Applying and' Assistance ReCe.ived 
'.' 'j 

When asked why they had applied for Temporary Absence, 15.0£ 
the 54 men interviewed .stated that they wished to improve their 
financial situation or that of their family. Twelve (22.2%) 
applied in order to learn a trad.e; 10(18.5%) 6wished",to attend 
school or finish highschool, 10 reported a desire to rehabili;;.. 
tate U).emsel ves or to Ilmake good use of their time. ~.in .theinsti­
tution", four (7.4%) applied in order. to increase theirehances 

" of recel vingparo~e or to make their life,\ in the i~stitution .' ,?-1" "Jl' 
more pleasant, whlleone person wanted merely toflnd out, "wha~ '. f 
the program was all about.". ..., 

Forty-three (79.7%) clai.med'that applying for Temporary Ansence' 
was entirely their own idea. and that it had not beenstiggest~d 
by someone else. 

When asked whether anyone had" encouraged them in their,appli~ 

" . .;) 

cation, slightly less than half of all appliqants (23, or.. . '.'". 
42. R% ) reported °tnat they were encourag~d by institutional staff ~"". 
Eleven applicants. (20.~4%) were specifica:J.ly encouraged bY.insti-
~tutiona~,teachers. u O • 

~' 
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Of those rece~v;Lng encouragement from outside of the insti­
tution, 11 (~0.4%) were encouraged by non-family members, 
eight (14.8%) by famil,.y or relatives I while i.n six cases 
(ll.l%)encouragemerlt was received from !:loth family members 
a.rld some third party . Approximately haLE (28, or 51. 9%) 
were not encouraged by fam:i:'ly, relatives, friends ,') previous 
employees; or commti:p.ity-schoolteachers, etc. Twelve men 
(48.0%) reported redeivj.,ng_ tlJ.e most external encouTagement 
from non-family members other than personal friends, while 
11 (44,.0"%),' were most encouraged by their fal]:;Lly . 

. ~ -~~ ~ 

':[Ihe vast majority (44 or 8l.5%) reported receiving no expli.,.. 
c'it discqtiragement from institutional staff or inmates i,n 

,'their application. Five (9. 3%) stated that they were dis-
~ couraged by other inmates, while three (5.6%) were discoura­
I\\gedby administrative staff or corr'ectional officers. The, . . , 

D.,Q (18. 5%) men who were discouraged, but w_ho applied nonethe-
\i less, ;reported being discouraged in -a variety., of ways, which 
\:inc'luded other inmates' telling them that they would not be 
\\allowed to participate, dj:sparaging remarks by correctional 
officers, oth~r inmates reporting that they would be subject 
to many temptations, reports from fellow inmates that "the 
'remporaryAbsence program is a farce and would not work out", 
and. directions fxom,the institutional administration asking 
Utrou,ble makers" and "bad students" not to apply. 

Only two men (3.7%) reported receiving any discouragement 
from someone not. connected with the institution. The number 
of potential applicants who we.re discouraged and who there­
fore did not apply can, of course, only be speculat'ed about . 
It is also in,teresting, to note that of the 12 men who repor­
ted being discouraged from within or without the institution, 
five (4l.7%). were ultimately granted Temporary Absence. 

., 

In 18 cases (33.3%), the Temporary Absence course or job 
apPlied for was one·that the inmate had held, or participated 
in, previously. Fourteen men (25.9%) heard about their speci­
fic course or job opportunity (as opposed to the general 
availability of Temporary Absence to all inmates) from insti­
tutional personnel, nine (16.7%) received this information 
from fellow inmates, five (9.3%) found 'out from otl},~rs already 
participating in that course or job, while four (7. 4%) recei­
v~d this informatiQn from newspapers or relatives. 

Twenty-six (48.1%) received assistancefrorrf professional or 
educational institutional staff in finding a specific course 
or job, five (9;,.3%) received this type of assistance from 
correctional officers_, four (7.4%)' received this from admini­
strative staff, and b1l.E: man reported being assisted by a fellow 
inmat~\ .Eighteen (33. 3%) r~ported receiving no assistance. in 
looating a specific. course or job from institutional staff. 

Thirty-two men (59.3%) reported receiving no help in finding 
a course or job from people not connected with the institution. 
Eleven (,25.4% ) received this" type otassistance from someone 
other .thana family meml::!er or employer, six (11.1%) were helped 
by "the".emp1oyer· himself,· and thr<?e (5.6%) by their own family. 

13. 
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AcceI?tance by Schools ,Employers and Temporary Absence r/ 
Corrtrn~ ttee . " '\:,"7 

/ 
~ine (33.3%.) of 27 men accepted for Temporary Absehce were 
working for, or studying with, their Tempora:ry Abs'ence' 
employer or school prior to the commission of" the present-
offence, whil,~ six.teen (59.?%) wer~,~p,-,t... v 

Eight (29.6%) clai~ed that their acceptance by the school 
·oremployer.was based on their previous work or.edncatiQnal 
record, six' (22.2%) felt that people ·,"were"kind" or that " 
"people wantedt:o help", four (l4. 8%) ,stated that they had 
no idep. as to why they were accepted by the schoo),. or emp­
loyer,~ three (~l.l%). stated that their acc~ptanc(/was based 
on. personal fr~endsh~p, and three felt that they Mere . 
accepted because of recomm~ndations by institut~:.!6naLperson­
nel. 

Nine (33.3%) stated that the job or educational opportunity 
was afforded to themselves only and 'Vias not advertised to 
others. 

q 
~ Fifteen (55.5%) of those accepted for the program felt that 

the participation of schools and employers was bas.ed on a 
desire to help inmates in general, while eight (29.6%) stated 
that this participation was based'on community people wishing 
to assist them personally. 

$ixteen (59.2%) were first informed' that, they had been ac .... 
ceptedfor TempoJ;'ary Absence by educatio.nal staff, four 
(14.8%) by correbtional officers, 'a1rCfThree6'(ll.l%) by ad­
ministrative staff. 

. . 

Qfthe rejected applicants, seven (25.9%) were in,for:rned of 
their rejection by administrative staff, seven by educationa:l 
staff, and one (367~) by a correctional officer~ Ten (37~6%) 
c~,aimed thabthey had not yet been told officIally (almost 
invariably, the interviews took place at least,one month 
after the application had been received at Main. Office). It 
is. quite possible "for an a'pplicant to IIknowll .that 'he had 
been rejected, or to assume this, without any explicit 
statement from institutional staff. For example, some edu­
cational programs, scheduled to. start on acer'i;a:i,n pate, are 

. applied for by sE!v:eral inmates at the same institution. If .<0 

"X" and "y" applied and "X" begins the cour'se on the appoin .... 
ted date, it should be fairly Obvio~s to "yll . that d'iis.,appli- " 
cation for that particular course had been rejected. 

When asked what. reason had .. been given for their J:iei~g rejec­
ted, eight (29.(:)%) stated (that it ,was on aCQ~unt of their 
records , and especially for offence'S involving alcoholic" 
beverages, drugs, and assault .. Four (14.8%): stated that they 
were tol..d thai:. the .toP was not "good enough for "hir(1" . \\ 
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When a~ked for the ureal reason II behi~nd their rejection, 
. ten (31.0%) stated that i~ Was a result of their prior 
;t:ecords, and especially for escapes and offences involving 
alcoholic beverages, drugs, and assault. }five (18.5%) 
stated that it was due to factors suc,h as irresponsible . 
behaviour, not having enough education, having been refused 
parole previously, not having spent ,a long enough time in 

(} the institution, etc. An additional five claimed it was 
,due to some external reason, such as the job no longer being 
available, because the specific course applied for was not 
app:t:'opriate, etc •. Four, (14.8%) did not care to speCUlate 
as to the "real reason" behind their rejection. 

'Twenty or those rejected (74.0%) claimed that they got 
along "very well" or "good" with institutional staff, and 
seventeen (62w9%) stated that their relationships with other 
inmates were "very good" or "good". 

, 
Preparation and Counselling for Participation 

Seven o,f the .27 participants interviewed (25.9%) reported 
receiving no instructions or counselling frominstitutioha1 
staffaos to what problems they might encounter while parti-
cipating in the program. Eleven (40.7%) were simply told 
that" they should value the Temporary Absence opportunity 
and not break any regulations, while four (14.8 %) report.ed 
being told to expect different types of problems on the out­
side, such as fellow students and workers realizing that they 
were inmates, people reacting in a hostile ,manner toward them, 
and that they would l:1ave difficulty in adjusting to community 
life since they were out for only a part of the day, e,;tc. 

The, 11 participants (40.8%) who were counselled by someone 
not. connected with the institution (family, employer, 
community-schoolte.;tcher, etc.) were told such things as not 
to,; let too many people ~now that they were inmates, to 'be 

. patient with the course or job, to be confident in what they 
were doing and that they would then be treated in the same 
manner as anybody else, that they should not be tempted to 
skip school or work, that they should take it easy with fellow 
students and workers, etc. ~ 

Twenty of, the participants (74.1%) were told specifically by 
instituti:ona1.staffthat they were expected to succeed and 
tha'!:: thei sh9/J.ld take advanta<;:fe of this opportunity. A large 
majori ty (23 f!' or 8!5 .1%) were told that their performance in 
the TemporarY£, Absence program could affect the chances of 
other inmate~ being allowed to participate in Temporary 
"Absence. . 

Twenty-three (85.1%) felt that the amount of counselling and 
preparation that they had, or had not, been given before 
starting on Temporary Absence was adequate from their stand­
pqint. A smaller number (15, or 55.6%)' felt that the instii;:u­
",tiQnal staffdideJ;1.oug,:p., to prepare other inmates at their in"';' 
stitutioJ;1.s who were no't. ,participating in Temporary Absence~ 

15 • 

for example, this could be a request of non-participating inmates 
to avoid asking p,artio;~pants to smuggle in contraband ,etc. 
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Suitability of Course or Job 

All 27 participants felt that their Temporary Absence 
cour'ses or jobs were s.uited to their needs. Twelve, (44.4%) 
felt that the Temporary Absence course or job fully utili­
zed their skills and abilities, while an additional nine 
(3].3%) felt that their skills and abilities wer~ partially 
utilized. No participant stated that his Temporary Absence 
course or j.ob in no way utilized his talents. . 

Nineteen (70.3%) felt that the course or job gavetriem 
enough responsibility. oNo participant stated that his tlea­
cher or supervisor expected too much of him. 

,Of the 10 participants engaged in work release, five (50%) 
felt that the p~y was adequate. An ~dditional three (30%) 
stated that it was not as much as it had been previously, 
or that it could be better. . 

Relationships with Institutional Staff, Fellow Inmates, and 
Fellow StudentsZftmployees . 

',,/ 

When asked if participation in Temporary Absence had made 
their lives in the institution more pleasant, 17 (62.9%) 
felt that it had, while only one (3.7%) stated outright th'at 
participation in Temporary Absence had made his life in the 
institution more difficult. 

Only one person (3.7%) believed that his relaticmshipswit.h 
fellow inmates had improved since he began to participate in 
Temporary Absence. Five (18.5%) reported that relationships 
with fellow inmat.es had deteriorated. The remainder were 
unable to answer or were no longer in the same institution 
as they had been prior to applying for Temporary Absence. 

c 

. Six (22.2%) reported that they were getting along better 
,with institutional staff· since participating. The majority, 
of participants (l?, or 55.5%) reported no cha~ge, while the?' 
remainder: were unable to answer. The reasons given for the 
improvement in relationspips with Jnstitutional staff iri-

, cl)1ded that they Wer,e treated better by inst'i tutional staff . 
since starting on Temporary Absence, ,that staff realized that 
they are not the type of· inmate who acts up and as a conse­
quence treat participants as lIone of themselvesJ',. that .more 
respect now exists between themselves and correctional offi-
cers because participants are working., etc. .' 

Twenty--two me.n(81. 4%) reported having no difficulty in .... 
getting along with fellow students ol;'employees •. Nine (33.3%) 
reported that all o'ftheir' fellow· students or employees w~~]:"e 
aware of' their being. an iIlIUate of a cor.rectional 'instituti'on, 
while an additional five,~(18 .5%) stateq that.most of their 
fellow students or effiEloyees were aware,pfthis.Twenty-two 
of the twenty-seven (8'1.4%) did pot thi:p.k .it wis''eto. make 
their fellow students Or employees" more aware p.f .their inmate 
statuS. 

o 
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Sixteen (59.2%) reported that" all ofthe~r teachers or 
supervisors were aware of their being :j,.dfuates. Six 
(22. 2%) 'reported that some teachers' or?supervisors were 
aware of this.. Twelve (44.4%f stated that teachers or 
supervisors srIould not be made more aware of their 
status as inmates, while an additional seven (25.9%) 
had no opinion. 

. " 

Jail Transfers 
/~'() 

Six men were transferred to a jail while participati~g )1 
in, Temporary Absence. Five (83.3%) felt that life in a 
jail was not as "comfortable" as in thaprevious indus­
trial farm" reformatory, or training center, because the 
j ail had "less facilities". Four o:t;;~~t:he six (66. 7 %) re­
ported that they .got along better with staff at their 
previous'institution than with jail staff. When asked 
whether they felt all Temporary Absence participants should 
be transferred to the nearest jail, somewhat surprisingly 
in light of their comments noted above, five of the six 
men transferred (83.3%) stated that participants should 
be transferred to jails, as long as this meant that they 
would be nearer to the schoo]" or place of work. 

\! 

PrOblems Created \J 

Sixteen participants (59.2%) felt that they received 
. enough attention at the institution after their return from 

school or work each day." Ten (37.0%) stated that special 
problems had resulted from th~ir returning daily to a 
cQrrectionalin~ti tu:t:,ion after school or work. The type of 
probleni' mentioned h~re included not being able to parti­
cipate in extra-curricular activities in the commu:nity 
school, being unable to work longer hours in the case of 
self;"emplbyed participants and those employed as salesmen, 
not enough time tp study, difficulty in getting the neces­
sary food and clothing upon return to the institution, too 
much time spen't in. travelling, etc. Fifty percent of the 
ten men reporting problems st~ted that their teachers or 
supervisors were aware of these. Five of these 10 part,i­
cipants reported that their teachers or supervisors were 
aware of ,the "participant I S difficulties. 

Travelling 

Seven men attended school in Sudbury,·four in"Brampton, 
two each in Toronto and Smiths Falls; and one in Guelph. 
Four men interviewed were working in Toronto , three in . '. 
Hamilton, and, one each in Guelph, Kingston and. Orangeville. 
Twenty-four of the twenty-seven participants (88.9%) 
considered transportation arrangements ,to be"adeguate. 
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Thirteen (48.1%) spent lesstpan one-half hour travelling; 
,each way{! ten, (37.0%) spent 30-60 r!li-nutes, whiletwQ men" 
(7.4%) spent .l,n excess of one hour travelling each way. 
Twenty-three, or 85.1%', did not think that the amount of 
travelling was excessive. ' 

Reasons Behind' Continued Participation or Removal from 
Pro~tam' 

Seven men (25.9%) felt"tnat the reason for theJrbeing 
allowed to continue in the Temporary Abse:qc~ "Program " 
was because they" were setting a good example 'for "other in .... 
mates. Five (18~5%) felt that they were allQ~led'tocon'" 1.1 

timie because they had been makingsa:tisfactdry progress 
in,schoc:Yl or on the job, and two (7.4%) felt that the 
reason was "to. test the Temporary Absence programil

• 

Seven (27.9%) stated that tl1ey~)werewithdrawn after par"'" 
ticipating for awhile." When asked why they had been with .... !t 
drawn from the- program, four of the seven (5.7 .1% h stated [i 

that they had been given no explanation, While two (,28.,6>%) 
stated that they had violated certain regulations. (, t:f 

~p.efits of Program' 

Fifteen {55 • 6%) repqrted that they WOUld" like to p2.rtici-" 
pute in Temporary Absence until they are' pal~oledor dis­
charged. An additional eight (2Q.6%) statecl that they 
wished to continue as long' as possible, or l:~ntil the cour,se 

, • I~ 

was f~n~shed., .. , '\' " 

Twenty-two (8,1.5%) stp.tedthat theyintende9i tocon1;:inue, 
t;,he, Temporary Absence job o'rcourse'after.dil'scharge. 
Among the ;-easons gi VEm weJ:'ea desire to lep~na trade, 
be,cause the j ob wa~ ,"a go,pd one and the e:qtpltl:yer hadhelped' 
inmates I to finish',high sch901, etc .:; " 

II" 
';:, t, "'I' 

When asked how" their, participation would hel~p them in a 
year from now i~ twelve (44 .4%;) replied that~fhe progrG\m 

-'" would) assist them ,in a "vocational or, ac,ademllc course;' fi;ve 
'~.(l8).('5%)feltthattl1ey wouldobe helped in r~!fraining 'from' " 
furthe]fcri;ninal, activity, in ,changing the~r attitudes,in 
a'positJve direction, or by_making them more responsibleo

, 

and four (1:40:.8%) stated that it wou~p a~sist them :;in 0 , 

getting abet~er job. • ; < " 

,', ," " " " " ' '" I" , '-' OJ: 'all ,inmates inte'rviewed,both accepted: an!dJi't"eject:eq, 
51 "(94.5 %,,)£'e1t ,that the Temporary.Absence t1irO~~IIi' WCl~~ 'a 
good one from th~ inmat:.e' s standpq~nt. Ambrjig th-e reasons 
cited w~rethat it helps give the inmate a sense ofresp0n-' 
sibi1ity;~ helps him' ge:tpar'blemore easily, assists in" his 
rehabi1ftation, g~ves, h,t;m a'sense of se-lf..,'respect ,etc. 
Fifty-one (94 .• 5%)' also 'stated thai; the program should-be ,~ 
continued,. . 
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Whe~ asked how they would like to see the program changed, 
12 (22.2 % ),stated that no change was necessary,,'''' an addi­
tiona). 12 'stated ., that more trust should be given the in-
:mate and that he ,should be treated. more like a civilian, 
ten (1.8.5%) stated that ther:e should be more participants, 
and five (9.3%)' stated that, participants should be treated· 
differently in the institution with regard to meals, loqging; 
~tc. . ',,' 
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REACTIONS OF PARTICIPATING SCHOO.:LS" AND m·1PLOYERS 
o 

Nineteen interviews were conducted with school officials 
and 11 with employers. The'30 cornniuihity participants 
interviewed were ihvolvefd with one or more of the first 
124 applicants for education and work release. Similarly 
to inmate interviews, discussions with cb'I'nmunity partici­
pants occurred during the fifth through seventh months'of 
operation of the Temporary Absence program and almo'st in:­
variably at least one month after the application had 
been received at Main Office. These interviews were con­
ducted by the same outside interv;i.ewer. 

\' ;" 

-School orfficials interviewed were those whom the inmate 
had indicated (on the Temporary Absence applicatj..orlform) 
as the persqn in charge of the course. Employer inter.;. 
views were hE~ld with the inmate's immediate supervisor, 
as indicateq': on the appli;pation form. These interviews 
took place ol'lly after the~ inmate had been interviewed 
and .only with the inmate's consent. All inmcztes consented 
to having their emplo~~r or school official contacted. ,. 

All communi t~( participants interviewed were p'rc)'mised "com­
plete confidentiality. No, employer or school official 
refused to be interv~ewed, and quite to the contrary, ,most 
officials interview~d displayed a genuine desire to qoope.., 
rate. ~ 

-

" 

As was the case with inmate interviews~'t cannot be Claimed, 
that the 30 community participants contacted (46.0%) are a 
random sample from the pool of 124. Once again, no attempt 
was made to contact employers or school officials involved 
with participants from the Vanier Centre, nor was any attempt 
made to contact officials supervising applicants from north' 
of Sudbury. The total number of interviews completed, i.e. 
30, was determined only:::!?ythe fU2ids available for this pro-

'ject, and "it is again hoped that ~ey are at least somewhat 
representative "of ,all employ~rs ana=school officials in­
volved with 1:,11e first 124 appJ"icants. This claim, of cOUrse, 
cannot be substantiated, since the interviews had to be 
arranged with the. total funds available in mind, and conse­
quently~, to conform to the. most convenient travel schedule 
for the interviewer~ 

Q 

The first portion of the interview consisted of a highly .... 
structured questionnaire. The questionnairecons±sted of 

Q 

e . 

the statements listed in Table 8 to wJ;:lich the respondent 
indic.ated strong agreement, slight agreement, no opinion! 
neutrali -cy, slight disagreement ",and finally strong disagree- " 
ment. " For analysis , it was decided to separateemployel;'s 
and school officials, since their reactions and problems" C' 

might be quite ',different, ,and tb collapse the two agreement 
ccil:.egories along wi ththe,two categories 0:£ disagreement. 
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Two""dimensional X2 tests were congucte¢t on each item; 
c? the first factor was school offic1al vs. employer and the 

I,'; 

I, second was the response. categories of agreement, neutra1i ty, 
or qisagreement. These X2 tests were. performed in order to 
detEilrmine whether the pattern of agreement .... neutra1ity­
disagreement differed between school officials and employers. 

""", The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 8, 
along with the percentage of~espondents in either cate-
gory Who agreed;';.~or disagreed wi ththe statement. , 

Examination or Table 8 will indicate that both employers 
and SChool officials are rather unanimous in their belief 
that inmates are as well motivated as non"':inmate students or 
employees,thatthey perform as well, and that 'they possess 
as much ability. Their opinidns regarding the. idea of 
Temporary~Absence teng also to be unambiguous. 'For example, 
they see Temporary Absence as being a more humane and digni­
fied form of treatment,as being fair to society, and as 
having rehabilitative value. Almost without exception, 
theY.understand what the program is set out to accomplish. 
Differences of opinion between schools and employers centered 
around a much stronger conviction on the part of school offi­
cials that inmate students create fewer problems for teachers, 
than do non-inmates, and the unanimous des'ire of school 
personnel to have more inmate-students if possible. School 
officials were also less suspicious about the sincerity 
of,/.dnmates' desir.es to participate in Temporary Absence • 

, . u 

Nine inmates (42.9%) attended schools having less than 40 
students total" while the remaining 12 (57.1%) were in schoolS 
having between 1200 and 1500 students. Seven of the 12 ,em­
ployers contacted '(58.;3%) reE'orted having 25 or fewer employees 
and '~he otb,~rfive . (41.7%) employers contacted had between 
50 - \~40 employees. 'j 

'r~ . 

Sixteenof\..;'jS· (57.1%) school officials and employers men-
?(.;tibned that the Temporary Absence program has created no dif-
'ficulties for them." ' . 

Five (17~)9%) stated that the 'inmates considered themselves 
as being treated differently by not being allowed .the same 
privile~\es as their fellow students and by suffering rejec­
tioit!on~the part of their fellow stuaents. Four~(14.3%) 
st::aved that the regulations imposed by the institution con­
cern\ing hours of work, how :!,:,he cheque is to be sent, e.tc., 
?ore proving difficult. Two·(7.1%) reported that the inmate. 
parti.cipants were having a bad influence on the studen't body, 
and one (3.6%) stated that the inmate was unable to get along' 
w~th ot~ers. II ' 

o When asked how these 'aifficulties might be solved, seven 
ofthel2 community p'articipants (58.3%) mentioning specifi,c 
pro}:)lems did not offer an opinion. THree (25.1%) said that 
the regulations should be modified in terms of hours of work, 

"amo!lnt of travel, the inmate being able' to drive. his o\'mcar, 
etc. One person (8.3%) stated that inmates should be taught 

,021. 



1. 
I , 
I • 
I, 
tI 
I 
t 
:1 , 
,I \~) . ;/ 
,;I~ 

•• 
I' 
I 
I' 
I 

, .. -~ e 

to trust and not to fear, and one person state'a that people 
in the community who are involved in the Temporary .,A;Dsenc;:e 
program s:ho~.l""be made more understanding and cooperative. 

The vast majority of community participants (21., br'75.0!l;) 
stated that their participation was based on,a desire to 
help inmates in general , to see them succefed, and to see . 
tbem use their potential to its fullest~ Three (10.7%) ex­
pressed a desire t9 help an acquaintance or a member of 
their own family, °two (7 .l%);stated that the rea:s011 for 
their participating was that the inmate had worked. or studied 
with them previously, and two ,(7.1%) stated that "everybOdY 
has the right to .an education". " 

Thirteen of the ,.employers and school officia19'" contacted 
(46.4%) couldnot suggest any ways in which the program 
might be improved. Three (10.7%) stated that better ar­
rangements should be made at the institution with regard to 

"meals, clothing, and sleeping facilities, two (7 .1%) stated 
that no changes were necessary, and an additional two stated 
that more inmates should be allowe,d to participate in 
Temporary Absence. . 
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ATTITUDES AND EXPERIENCES 

OF INSTITUTIONAL STAFF 

AND 

AFTER-CARE OFFICERS 

Questionnaires were sent to 374 staff in all 10 adult male 
institutions during the sixth month of operation of.the 
Temporary Absence Program. These were sent to all adminis­
trative. staff (superintendents, deputy superintendents, and 

~assistant superintendents), all professional staff (psy­
~Jcho10gists ,psychometrists , chaplains, social workers, 

. jpsychiatrists, merlica1 officers, nurses), all educational 
personnel (teachers, trade instructors, recreational offi­
oers) ,a.nd a sampling from tb,eranks of correctional offi­
cers: questionnaires were sent to all men in the upper 
ranks. of ,the correctional officer series (+.eve1s 5, 6, and 
7),toarandom 50% of Correctional Officer 4's, and to a 
random 12.5% of Correctional Officer 3's. Questionn~ires 
were returned by 322 staff (86.1%); the percentage of not-

.. returned questionnaires includes those sent to personnel 
who, at the time of mailing, were no longer with this Depart­
ment. 

Staff were given the following, instFuctions: 

"We are interested in YOV .. L general feelings about 
the new Temporary Absence Program, which allows in­
mates to leave the institution for the purposes of 
education, emp+oyment, on the job training, or for 
humanitarian re.asons. We would like your general 
reactions to this program instead of any specific 
feelings you might have about. certain inmates from 
your institution who have participated in this pro-
gram. Thank you for your cooperation. I.J 

Please place one check mar~ in the appropriate cate­
gory for each' question. tJse NO OPINION only if you 
have ;J:J.ofee1ings about the statement, or if you 
agree and disagree equally." 

'Questionnaires were also sent to all 109 after-care officers 
and' supervisors attached to institutional and field offices 

. throughout the ,pepartment, regardless of their. having par- , 
ticipated in the Temporary Absence Program; replies were 
received from 91 (83.4%) after-care staff. Instructions were 
~imi1ar to those given institufiona1 staff. In addition, 
after..,.careofficers and supervisors ;were requested to indi­
cate th~ir specific experiences and difficulties with the 
Program. 

23. 



. (,' 

I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I • 
I 
J 
,I: 

t 
I 
Ii 
I 
• 
I , 
I 
I, 
I" 
ti 

24~ 

Attitudes of Institutional an~ After-Care Staff 
~, 

The first portion of both questi6~nairesconsisted of a series 
of statements, listed in Table 9, to which the respondent ", 
indicated strong agreement, slight agreement, no opinion/ 
neutrality, slight 4isagreement, or strong disagreement. 

Examining Table 9,there is apparently a consensus among 4:3taf;E 
(as indicated by at least 75% agreement or by at least 75% dis­
agr,eement)' that, the purpose of the,p:r;2_g_~9JIL j.,§LJ.l,ng~~r,~;too¢l,_,~that,.~_ 
it is consistent with the Department i sstatement of Purpose, 
that it is humanitarian and increases the dignity of t!:1e parti'" 
cipating inmate, that it is riot unfair to society, that it pro­
vides models for other inmates to emulate, and that it has re-, ' 
habilitative value for at leasb some offenders. On the other 
hand, staff opinion is rather equally dividedcoricerning the 
sincerity of applicants' motivation, the adequacy of prepar,ation 
and counselling, jealousy or hostility on the part of non-parti­
cipating inmates, improvement of staff attitudes, and institu~ 
tional problems created, by this program. 

In the first analysis, questionnaire~,were sep~rated accbr¢ing 
to institution. For eachi tern, responses were -classi,fied as ' 
(a) pro-T.A.P., regardless of "strong" or "slight" feelings', 
(b) neutral attitudes, the "no opinion" category,'\)a.nd (c) ant:i;­
T.A.P. ,attitudes, rega,rdless of "strong" or "slight" re'sponses. 
For each of the ten 'institutions, the percentage of responses' 

,falling into each of the three categories was averaged across 
items in order to obtain an overall measure of'positiv'e versus 
negative attitudes r;toward the Temporary Absence Program. Staff 
at Rideau expressed' the highest proportion of pro-T.A.P. atti-, 
tudes (69.5% pro-T.A.P. attitudes, 2.0.3% anti"'T.A.P. attitudes) " 
and were followed in order CbyThunder Bay (6 8. 6% pro, 15 ~ 9,1% "anti), , 
Mimico (67.2% pro, 21.1% anti), Alex G. Brown Memorial Clinic, 
(66.4% pro, 20.8% anti), Brampton (65.7% pro" 26'~6%a.nti), Burtch 
(65.4% pro, 18.6% anti), Burwash (64.3% pro, 21.5%9 anti) I Guelph 
(61. 9% pro, 20.2% anti) -, Monteith (61.6% proj'18-;9% anti)i avd 
Millbrook (60..'3% pro, 2'2.6% anti). 'rhere were no differences 
among the 10 institutions in the ~ercentage of pro-T.A.P. atti-
tudes (E <.05, as d~termi~ed by X test). ; 

A second analysiS of these data used the same three response 
classes and averaging-across-items, but sorted responses accok[". 
ding to fivecategori~13 of staff • The percentage qf pro-T.A.P." 
attitudes was highest among administrative staff (73.6% pro, 
.17.3% anti) and was followed in order by professional staff, 
(67 .9% pro, 11. 5% anti), after-care officers ,{66.4% pro,;J;6~ 9,% 
anti}, corr'ecti.orial offic$rs( 65 .4% pro, 21~ 6% anti) , and 
education staff (63.5% pro ,20 .1% anti). The relative number 
of pro~ T .A."P.attitudes did not differ significantly. (X 2 ,p>. 05) 
among the five staff categories. !'. - , " 

.' f· 
.; 

'0 . 
, ~ 

A final analysis ,of these.data determined the extent towhichpro!-:­
T. A.P. 'attitudes Were related to the number of· applicants from .•.. 
each institution, taking. into account the IJs~ze". of .each;institu­
tiona The. percentages: of pro-T.~.P.attitudes/lisi:ed previously .. 
for the 10. institutions, were compared to the'ratiQPf'the'<nuJ:t}per 0 

of'applicants for Temporary Absence to the numbel:' of 1968~69 ' 
yearly admis'sions flior that institution. These dat,'a in,:dicated 
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a tendencyfqrthe relative number o.f applic'ants to be. high when 
attit,udeswere especially pro-T.A.P., however,tI;1is trend did not 
exceed that attributable to chance factor.:; (rho >.05).' 

Role of After-Care Officers . . 

After-care officers were requested to indicate all services that 
they had provided for Temporary Al::)sence applicants or participants 
to .date. These services are summarized in Table 10. Approxi-. 
mately 80% of all after-care officers throughout the Department 
have. had some role in the Temporary A~fence Program., 

Table 10. indicate9 that. the most frequently provided services are 
the ,.preliminary community investigations, arranging interviews 
between inmates a.nd community participants and getting the 
nece~sary agreements signed, participa,ting in institutional selec­
tion'committees, and supervising or counselling participants both 
prior to and after their parole/discharge. 

When asked to comment on any difficulties they have encountered 
in their involvement with the Temporary Absence Prog'ram, 36 of the 
72 officers havir:;g some involvement (50.0%) did hot indicate any 
difficulties. ~ 1 

Eight of the officers having some direct role in the program 
(11.2%) commented about the over-all Temporary Absence regulations. 
Three .(4.2%) stated that the "cumbersorre Temporary Absence Program 
policy" could limit' job opportunities 'for inmates, two (2.8%) 
stated that after-care officers should be relieved of Temporary 
Absence cases, on account of their already heavy case loads, and 
that ins.titutions should supervise their own participants, two 
(2.8%) stated t~at participants should be given special privi-
leges' inside of the. insti tution with regard to me'al hours 1 

laundry facilities,m"lintenance of their cars', etc., and one (1.4%) 
"stated that the Temporary Absence Program should be a part of the 
overall release plan for each inmate. 

·t~ .. 

Seven qfficers(9.8%) c,ommented about the preparation ('Of parti­
cipants. Three (4.2%) stated that staff, the publi'c, and inmates 
should be petter educated about the Temporary Absence 'Program, 
two (2.8%) stated tlfat skilled, full-time personnel should handle 
the Temporary Absence Program and that more counselling was needed, 
and two (2.8%) stated tha:t only those jobs which have a high 
degree of rehabilitative value should be used for Temporary 
Absence participants .. 

A total of 20 after .... care officers (27.8%) commented on the. appli­
catiqn process. Ten (13.9%) stated that better liaison and co­
ordination between the institution and after-care office was ,", 
necessary, so that the after-'care officer would have more correct 
information "apout the prospective partiCipant,' eight 0.1.1% ) 
stat~d thatther.e should be ·f,ewer participants resulting f1rom 
more prQperscreening criteria, and two (2.8%) stated the~'eshould 
be 'more participants and that. better planning was required for 
t):'lose who do not qualify for Temporary Absence under the current 
regulations. . 

Finally, one office):, st.ated that the Temporary Absence Program 
'increases an inmate's chance of being rehabilitated and that it 
is a, good program. /,,,"7 . . . 
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Comments and ,;Sugg'estions ,of Institutional Staff 

\ . .. . 

'Of the 322 institutional staff who rettirnedthe que!3tiorinaire, 
133 (,41.3%) made additional .comments . .and 'suggestions"as had 
been requested. . '" 

Among those commenting on the number of participants, 21. 
(15.8%) stated that there should be fewer participants, be­
cause the screening should be stricter, or because Temporary 
Absence "take's work away from the unemp10yedn

, etc,. On the 
other hand, 17 (12.8%) stated that there shpuld be moreparti-
cipants. . ~//. 

":".::.;-.:-. ~ .:.; 

Fifteen (11.3%) commented on the selec.tion of specific inmates, 
i.e, stating that first incarcerates should becgiven preference, 
along with married inmates andthq'''teh.avingrelatively long 
sentences. \/. . .. 

Included among the comments concerning the preliminary phases 
of participation, 15 (11.3%) stated ,that more orientation of 
participants was necessary, along with attempts .to change' the' 
attitudes of staff, and the publ,ic in general, about inmates. 
Seven (5.3%) stated that greater liaison with community resources < 

was necessary. 

Concerning specific Temporary Absence procedures ,eight, 
(6.0%) stated that the selection boards should be enlarged to 
include all'staft members having cognizance. of aparticula;t 
applicant. ·Six (4.5%) stated that participants sho;p.ld be allowed 
more time out of the. institution, or that outright pa:t:oleshou1d 
be used in .lieu of their nightly return to custody •.. 'J;wo ' (1.5%) 
'stateo,hthat there should be a special TempO:rlaryAbsen¢e" branch 
created within the institution, and one person (0:8%) stated that 
earnings of Temporary Absence participants' should be returrtedto ". 
the publ ic as a form of restitution. '>2 

Looking at the effects of 'the Temporary Absence Program, 23 ' 
(17.3%) stated that Temporary Absence improved inmates I attitudes. 
and their feelings) of tru$tand responsibility. Five (3 .~H;) 
stated that Temporary AbsenCe results, in more work for ,staff" ' 
obj e)::tions by staff,. and, .as a consequence, leaves less time for 
their other duties . Four ( 3.0%) stated t.h.atTemporaryAbsence , ' 
creat.esa desire among inmates to, Spel1dI)1o:r;e time away ,from the 
institution, three (2.2%) 'stated that (t.he program lesse:ns ten­
sion hetween inmates and staff, and three stated that staff de~ 
sired more knowledge about the ,Temporary AbS,ence program. 
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TABLE 1 

J;>ersonal Background 

'(Sources: Main Office file, especially D.C.S. Record Sheet. 
It.ems which differ st.atistically, :e. <.05,bet.ween accepted 
and rejected candidates are enclosed in boxes.) 

1. Mean age at which left ~chool 

2. ~-1ean highest grade completed 

3~ Ward.of training school 
Yes 
No 
No informat.ion 

J:'~ 
4. Use of alcohol ' 

Temporate (f 
Interripora teo If 
Abstainer . 

5. Hist.ory of drug usage 
" Yes' 

No 
No infor1X\ation 

6. Marital status 
Single 
M.arr.ied 

. Divorced 
Widower 
Common-law 

7. Size of last city tesided in 
Over 100,,000 
50,000-- 99,9~9 
10,000 - 49,999 
Below 10,000 
No information 

IJ 

EdUcation 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec-
ted ted 

Employment 
Appli~ants 

Acoep- Rejec-
ted ted 

117 . 0 16 • 11 16 • 6 

110.3 9.4 I 10.4 

16 .. 3 

9.7 

9 
33 

5 

25 
11 
11 

8 
37 

2 

36 
7 
1 
0 
3 

20 
1 

13 
13 

o 

15 
32 

1 

24 
12 ' 
12 

10 
37 

1 

34 
12 

0 
0 
2 

24 
2 

10 
12 
o 

0 9 
38 . 27 

3 1 

19 14 
11 19 
13 4 

1 5 
42 31 
o 1 

8 12 
35 22,:) 

1 1 
0 O· 
0 2 

30 25 
2 1 
1 5 

10 5 
o I 
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TABLE 1 - continued 

8. Last occupation 
. student 

UnskilbedlabQur 
Skilled labour, technical 
Clerical, sales 
Managerial 
Professional 
Other than lis.t.ed above 

9. Me~n age in yeari 

10. Type of education applied for 
Grade 11 

110 

Grade 12 
Grade 13 
Community College 
.Technical School 
University ye'ar 1 
University year 2 
University year 3 
Univer si ty year 4 . 
Manpower retraining 

Type of work applied for 
Unskilled labour . 

. Skilled labour, technical 
Clerical, sales' 
MaI:lager ial . ~, , 
Professional 

1\ 
\\ 

I 

Education 
Appi'icants 

Accep-Rejec-

. Employment 
Applicants' .. 

Accep;"Rejec= 
ted- ted t~d ted '. 

~r-

14 
.. ,16 

10 
5 
o 
1 
1 

21.7 

5 
7 
3 
4 
5 
,h . 

o 
2 
o 

\20 

11 o· 1 p 

...;, .. .1B·. ·~c. ~~~ •• ~=12=~~"C'~.J..,6,=""", ". ., . 
13 13 14 D ' 

4.12 2 
o 5 3 
o 1 1 
000 

23.3 

o 
2 
3 
2 
1 
5 
1 
o 
o 

34 

'32.1 w.29~. 5 

" 

'~~;.--~-I 

~~.-...-...," , .. 
Q 19 .. ' i 0 .' , .. , 

10. -ho·· ...... . 
11 "; 13. " 

-

fcri~. 
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TABLE 2 l 

Relationship' Between Previous Occupation 

and Temporary Absence Job/Course (Accepted Applicants) 

(Source: D.,C. S. Record Sheet and Temporary Absence Program 
Application Form.) 

Part 1 - Work Release 

Mast occupation 

Trade/ Cleri-
stu- Un- tech- call Mana- Profes-

T. A,. Job ~d!:.:::e:!;n~t::.., ~s~k==i:.:l:.:l::.:e:.!:d!..' ---=n~~:.::· c~a:::.:l=.,;..._::.:sa:::::.:.l.::::.e.::.s __ il~e::!:r-=i:!::a:.::l:....-...!:s~i:.::o:..:.n:.::a:;,:1=-jrT::..:o~t=.:a9l 

Unskilled 0 

Trade/ 
technical 0 

Clerical/ 
sales 0 

Managerial 0 

Professional 0 

Total o 

1,,3 4 1 o 

o lO~O. 0 0 

1 0 820 

o O~2 ........... 0 

o 0 o· "'I. 

o 

o 

12 13 12 5 1 
" 

Part 2 - Education Release 

Grade 10 

, ' ocGradei!l 

Grade 12 

Grade 13 

Conununity 
College' 

. Technical 
School 

~) 
University 

o 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1 

3 

Manpower 
Re-training ,0 !! 

14 

o 

2 

2 

o 

'0 

2 

o 

10 

o 

1 

1 

o 

o 

1 

o 

7 

10 

o 

(0 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

3 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

1 

(Note: For one participant taking Grade 12 under'!'.A., no 
informg,tion about his last occupation was available.) 

19 

10 

11 

2 

1, 

43 

o 

5 

6 

.3 

4 

5 

3 

20 

46 
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TABLE 3 

Present OffencE;:! 

(Sources: Main Office file, especially D.C.S. Record Sheet 
and R.C.M.P. report. Items which"differ statistically, 
~ <.05,between'accepted and rejected candidatcrs are enclosed 
~n boxes.) , 

(NOTE: The first 11 items are with 
reference to the Annual Report of 
the Minister of Correctional 
Services, 1968-69) 

1. Convictions for offences against 
the person, excl!.uding sexua.l 
assaults (Category A) 

Mean number of counts 
Percentage having convictions 

in this category 

2. Convictions for ,break and enter, 
and/or for break, enter and 
theft (Category B) 

Mean number. of counts 
Percentage having 'convictions 

in this category 

3. Convictions for theft and/or 
attemp'ted theft (Category B) 

Mean number of counts 
Percentage having convictions 

in this category 

4. Convictions for offences against 
property other than break. and 
enteribreak, enter, and theft; 
and attempted, theft (Category B) 

Mean number of counts 
Percentage 0having convictions 

ipthis category 

5. Convictions for sexual 'assault, 
inpecent assault, incest, 
indecemt exposure, and/or other 
indecent act (Ca"tegories A and C) 

Mean. number of counts. 
Perdent'age having convictions 
'in this categorY 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec­
ted 'ted 

.06 

4.3 

.3p 

17.0 
" 

1.81 

40.4' 

.06 

4.3 

~'. 

.17 

14.6 

.90 

43.7 

.38 

22 .. 9 

.88; 

31.2 

0 

0 

EmplOyment 
Applicants' 

Accep':"Rejec-
ted ted 

.09 " .15 

9.3 16.2 

.05 

4.7 

.35 

20.9 

1 .. 00 

55.8 

.02 

2.3 

.1,9, 

8 .. 1,0 

.. 31 

21.6 

'1.62 

43.2';\ 

0' .03 " 

2.7 

>, 

c, 

< 

~. 
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TABLE03 - continued 

6. Convictions for offences against 
public morals other than sexual 
o,tfences (Category C) 

Mean number of counts 
Percentage having convictions 

ih this category 

7. Convictions for drug off~nces 
(Categoryc.:-p) . 

Mean numbeJ0 of counts 
Percentage having convictions 

in this category , 

8. Convictipns for offences against 
the public order other than drug 
offences (Category D) 

Mean number of counts 
Percentage having convictions 

in .. this category 

9. Convictions for liquor offences 
(Category E) 

Mean number of counts 
Percentage having convictions 

.in this category 

10. Convictions for traffic offences 
(Category F) 

Mean number of counts 
Pergentagehaving convictions 

in this category 

11. Convictions for offences not 
listed above (Category Gl/-~ 

Mean number of coU)its.~ rf 
Percentage'having convictions 

in this category , 

12. Mean number of definite days to 
.be served after statutory and 
earned remission 

13. Percentage having indefinite 
sentences 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep- R~~j ec-
_ted ted 

o 0 

o 0 

.21 .19 

12.8 

\ .06 

6.4 

.13 

6.4 

.19 

12.8 

14.6 

.31 

20.8 

.10 

8.3 

.08 

6.2 

o .04 

o 4.2 

384.8434.2 

51.1 62.5 

Co 

'" 
Employment 
App1ieant.s 

Accep';;' Rejec .... 
ted ' ted 

.09 0 

4~.7 0 

.02.02 

2.3 2.7 

.22 .29 

16.3 18.9 

.07 .10 

4.7 8.1 

.21 

Il.V 

.04 

2.3 

265.0 

27.9 

.17 

10.8 

o 

o 

255.0 
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14. Mean 'number of definite days 

Education 
Applicants. 

Accep- Rejec--
ted. ted 

"Employment 
Applicants 

Accep- Rej eo.~ 
ted . ted 

assigned. for al~ convictions: (i 

adding together~ charges and counts 
and ignoring consecuti~e vs. 
concurrent sentences" 1854.% 875.51 [430.9 744.91",' 

15. Mean number of indefinite days 
assigned ·for alT convictions: 
adding together charges and 
counts .,and ignoring consecu- . 
tive vs. concurrent sentences 

16. 

/j 

, 

" Percentage having outstanding 
charges related to present 
offence . 

Yes 
No 

'J 

312 . 8 298 • 7. 

o 
o 

r; 

o 

103.2 '148.3. 
~ 

o 
o 

o 
o 

u ' . 
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TABLE 4 

Prior Offenc~~ H 
.'), 

tf) 
';>:':1 

(Sources: Main Office file, especi~11y D.C.S. Record Sheet 
and R.C.M.P. report. Items which differ stat~stica11y, 
E.. <.OS,between a9cep;ted and rejected candidates are enclosed 
in boxes. ) '-"" " 

(NOTE:~The first 11 items are with 
reference' to the Annual Report of 
the Mini ster of CorrecJcional 
Services, 1968-69) 1/ 

1. Convi.ctions for offences agains·t 
the person, eXcluding sexual 
assaults {Category A) 

p~.;t"certtage having fines, sus'­
-pended sentences "and/or 
proba,:ions 

percentage sentenced to D.C.S. 
institutions or to federal 
penite'ptiaries 

Percentage-having no 
previous convictions 

Convictions for break and enter, 
and/or for break, enter and theft 
(Category B) , 

Percentage having fines, 
suspended sentences' and/or 
probations 

Percentage sentenced to D.C.S • 
institutions or to federal 
penitentiaries 

Percentage having no .... 
" previous convicti6ns 

~. Convictions for tpeft arid/or attemp­
ted theft (CategorY B) 

Percentage having fines, sus­
pended sentences and/or 

. probations 
percentage isentenced to 

D.C.S~ ~nstitutions or to 
federal penit.entiaries 

Percentage having no 
previous; convict:i.ons 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec~ 

ted ted 

4.3 

8.5 

87.2 

19.1 

21.3 

66.0 

19.1 

8.3 

16.7 

77.1 

16.7 

o 

22.9 

66.7 

20.8 

o 

" " Employment 
Applicants, 

Accep':" Rejec-
ted ted' 

4.7 

9.3 

88.4 

11.6 

23.2 

69.8 

(I 

18.6 

2.7 

21.6 

78.4 

8.1 

27.0 ",. 

70.3 

32.4 



'-" 
I 

.,c:; 

I 
~ 

1 
'1 • 
~I 

I" 
I 
t 
I , 
I 
• I 
J 
,.1 
" \10 

I 
II r 
I '\ ' 1 

~ . t 

1\' ~ 

\\ 

~ .;.. ,\ . ~ ... 

C"I 

TABLE 4 - Continued 

'" 4. Convictions for offences against 
property other than break and M 

enter; break, enter, and theft; 
theft; and attempted theft 
(Category B) 

Percentage having fines, sus­
pended sentences and/or 
probations 

~ercentage sentenced to 
D.C.S. institutions or to 
federal penitentiaries 

Percentage having no 
previous convictions 

, 5 ~ Convictions for sexual assault, 
indecent assault, incest, in­
decent exposure, and/or other 
indec~nt act (Categories A and C) 

Percentage having fines; 
suspended sentences and/o~~ 
probation~'~' 

Percentage sentenced to D.C.S. 
institutions or to federal 
penitentiaries . 

Percentage having no 
preyious convictions 

6. Convictions for offences against 
, public morals other than ,sexual 
~ offences (Category C) 

= 

Percentage having fines, 
suspended sentences and/or 

:'probations. 
Percentage sentenced to D.C.S. 
cinstitutions or to federal 
penitentiaries 

Percentage having no 
previous convictions 

,"', 

)1 () 

!~ :" 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec-
ted tect, 

17.0 

23.4 

66.0 

0 

0 

100.0 C' 

o 

o 

100.0 

14.6 

.52.1 

0 

2.1 

97.9 

u 0 

4 .• 2 

95.8 

(I 

\i 

. l 

Employment 
Applidants. ' 

Accep- Rejec~ 

ted "ced 

" 27.9 

.58.1 

0 

2.3 

197 • 7 

o 

o 

o 

43.2 

.0 

· :i6.~ 
83.81 

.. S.l. 

9.1.9 

. ··Ii 

~«: 

iI, 



cI 
I:, , 
vi , 
I' · 
·'"I~ Q 

" 

,I 
I 
t, 

01 
.~1 
';1 
• I 
o 

,J 
D 

"I' 
2l' 

'I 
o 

,1 
<> 

ql: 

!i 

" c 

TABLE 4 - Continued 

'.' <J 

7. Convictions for drug offences 
Cpategory D) 

Percentage having; fines, , 
suspended sentences and/or 
probations 

Percentage sentenced to D.C.S. 
institutions or to federal 
penitentiaries 

Percentage having no 
previous convictions 

i( 
\0 

8. Convictions for offences against 
t,he' pub110. order, other than drug 
o£fences (Category D) 

Percentage having fines, SllS­

pended sentences and/or 
, probations 

Percentage sentenced to D.C.S. 
institutions or to federal 
peni'centia,ries 

Percentage having no 
preyious convictions 

~, Convictions for liquor offences 
(Category E) 

(; 

Percehtage having firies, sus­
pende~ sentences ahd/or 

;'nrobations 
Percentage sente,nced to D.C~S. 

institutions or to federal 
penitentiaries 

Percentage ,having no 
previous conviotions 

\" 
'J 

:;) 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec-
ted ted 

2.1 

2.1 8.3 

95.7 89.6 

6.4 12.5 

,-1~~_9 ._1 ___ 1::11 

o 4.2 

4.3 18.7·1 
77. ~I 

'Employment 
Applicants 

Accep- ,Rej ec-
ted ted 

o 

o 2.7 

100.0 97.3 

9.3 5.4 

20.9 29.7 

64.9 

o 

2 .. 3 ,,13.5 

1!2.7 .y81·~l, 
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10. 

11. 

'J 

TABLE 4 - Continued 

i( 
Convictions for trafffc offences 
(Category F) 

Percentage having fines, 
·suspended sentences and/or 
probations n 

Percentage sentenced to D.C.S. 
institutions or to federal 
pen! tenti'';l.ries 

Percentage having no 
previous convictions 

Convictions for offences not 
listed above (Catego~y G) 

Per.centage paving fines, sus­
pended sentences and/or 
probations 

Percentage sentenced to D.C.S~ 
institutions 'or to federal 
penitentiaries 

Percentage having !}O 
previous conVictions 

,::. 

12. Any conviction prior to the 
present Offence 

-,,;, •. ,.c'" .-.J 

Percentage having fines, sus­
pended'sentenges and/or 
probations -

Percentage sentenced to b.c.s. 
iristitutions or to federal 
penitentiaries ',j 

Percentage havincfno 
previous/convictions 

, <> 

",1 

Education 
Applicants 

Accel?~ Rejec~ 
ted ted 

2.1 

12.8 

87.2 

o 

o 

100.0 

48.9 

6.3 

20.8 

75.0 

o 

4.2· 

95.8 

52.1 

I~l.l ()~. 7?;;jJ 
-. ~f 

Employment 
App.1icantcs 

Accep- Rej ec-
ted ted 

2.3 o 

4.7 16.2 

93.0 83.8 

o o 

c, 

o 2.7 

100.0 97.3 

55.8 

144.2 

37.2 

",0 

',I} 
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TABLES 

Present arid Prior 

Off9nces Combined 

(Sources: Main Office file, especially D.C.S. Record Sheet 
and R.C.M.P. report. Items which differ statistically, e <.05,between accepted and rejected candidates are enclosed 
~n boxes.) , 

1. 

, 2. 

3. 

4. 

Percentage having any conviction 
for a sexual offence 

'Percentage having any conviction 
for a drug offence 

" 

. Percentage having any conviction 
fer a liquor offence 

Number and percentage having any 
conviction for sexual, drug, £E.. 
liquor offence 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep";' Rejec-
ted ted 

4.2 2.1 

14.9 20.8 

n::O. 6 29.21 

13 22 

27.6% 45.8% 

Employment 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec-
ted ted 

(4.6 18.91 

2.3 5.4 

14.6 24.3 I 

4 15 
-(9-. -3 -% -4 .... 0':»] 
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TAELE 6 

Institutional History 

(Sources: Main Office file especially D.C.S. Record Sheet. 
Items whi"ch differ statistically, p <. 05,between accepted 0 

and rejected candidates are enclosed in boxes.) 

1. Institution admitted to after 
sentence (O.R. Guelph admissions 
later transferred to O.T.C. 
Brampton a,nd Burtch are indicated 
as "Brampton" and "Burtch") 

Brampton O.T.C. 
Burtch O.T.C. & I.F. 
Burwash Reformatory 
Guelph Reformatory 

= Thunder Bay O.T.C. & I.F. 
Millbrook Reformatory 
Mimico Reformatory 
Monteith O.T.C.& I.F. 
Rideau O.T.C. & I.F. 
A.G. Brown Clinici 
Provincial 0ails 

2. Present incarceration, percent 
'having escape attempts .before 
Temporary Absence app'lication 

3. Pl~es.ent incar'ceration; percent 
having escapes (actual evasions 
of custody) before Temporary,' 
Ab$ence application ' 

4. Pres\ent incarceration, mean number 
of misconduct reports (otne.r than 

Education 
Applicants, 

Accep-Rejec-
ted ted 

8 4 
0 0 

18 32 
2 5 
1 1 
1 0 
2 1 
0 1 
2 3 
0 0 

13 1 

o 

o 6.2 

escapes and at,tempted escapes,) 'I 
b.efoI.'e Temporary Absence.l:2' >.4 5J 
appl ip.a tion. ......--. __ -,--.A 

\1 

,. 
Employment' 
Applicants " 

Accep-' Re,j~c'" 
ted ted 

o 
"2 
4 
3 
o 
1 

21 
1 
1 
o 

10 

o 

o 
{] 

1 
:\ 7 

8 
,5 
o 
5 
9 
0, 

,I, 
o 
1. 
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TABLE 6 - Continued 

5. Present and any piior incarcera­
tions, percentage having escape 
attempts 

6. Present and any prior inc'arcera­
tions, percentage having escapes 
(actual evasions of custody) 

c' 

7. Present and any prior incarcera­
tions, mean number bf misconduct 
reports (other than escapes or 
attempted escapes) 

8. Present and any prior incarcera­
tions, p~raentage having parole 
violations 

9. Number of months served in D.C.S. 
institutions, combining a~y.prior 
incarcerations withthem~n~mum 
number of months to be served for 
the present offence 

Education 
Applicants 

Accep- Rejec .... 
ted ted 

o 2.1 

8.5 12.5 

.91 1.81 

10.6 14.6 

6.7 11.4 

EmplOyment 
Applicants 
ccep- Rejec-
ted ted 

o 0 

9.3 10.8 

7.0 16.2 

I 4.8 
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TABLE 7 

Performance ,Data 

(Source: Questionnaires sent to jails and adult institutions 
during July, 1970.) 

1. Mode of transportation 
Institution vehicle tl 

Personal vehicle ~, 

Public vehicle 
Ride from friend or relative 
Ride from fellow student or employee 
Other 

. 2. Termination status 
Still participating as of July, 1970 
Participated until discharge/parole 
Withdrawn - misconduct in community 
Withdrawn - misconduct in institution 
Fired/expelled 
Strik~/job or course completed 
Withdrew voluntarily 

3. Mean length of participation 
(Weeks) 

4. Mean expense to ,Department not" 
recovered from participant 

5. Average distribution of E?arnings/man 
Institution for meals 

and lodging 
Participant, for 

expenses 
Parficipant's 

family 
Participant's savings 

,aCcount 
Participant, for payment of 

debts 

6. Mean total earnings aft,.er statutory 
deductions: 

Edu- Employ"";'." 
cationment Total. 

17 
a 

16 
1 
0 

10 

17 
24 

1 
2 
a 
a 
a 

13.8 

0' 

$15.45 

!) 

0 
6' 

16 
6 
7 
2 

5 
30 

1 
a 
1 
o 
a 

\:;-, 

17 
6 

32 
1 
7 

' 12 

~ 

22 
54 

2 
2 
1 
d 
o 

8.9 11.5 

$0 $8.40 

~.-:2 

$154 • 96 ( 2 7 d. 8 %) 

$ 68.74 (12.3%) 

$209.62 (37.6%) 

$113. 55 (20~A%) 

$, 10.33' ( 1.9%) 

$557.20 
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TABLE 8 

Survey of Partic~pating Schools/Employers 
i=========~-~~~~~~~~"""'~-'"':'"~-~"",--~~~--"':'::'-""",~~~=:';:--====:---~------~-~~----

Item 

Percen- Percen­
tage tage Dis­

Agreeing agreeing 
I-----------------~ -----~~ ~--

1. "On the whole, I feel that inmate 
students (employees) per£:orm as 
well as non'::"inmates." ' 

,2. "The "inmate studept (employee) 
usually possesses as much 
ability as the non~inmate." 

3. "The inmate student (employee) is 
generally as well motivated as 
the non-inmate." 

4. ,"The inmate student (employee) 
~sually creates fewer problems 
for teachers (employers)." 
(School personnel were more 
willing to express an opinion 
and were more positive on this 
question. ) 

*5. "In the future, I would like to 
have more inmate students (em­
ployees) if this is possible." 
(Employers were not as positive 
in this instance.) 

6. liThe Temporary.Absence program 
increases the dignity of the 
offender." 

'7. "The Temporary Absence program 
has definite rehabilitative 
value for all offenders." 

8. "This program is not fair to 
socie.ty; the offender is getting 
off easy without sufficient 
penalty. " ~ 

9. "This program develops in the 
offender behaviour which is 
essentially law-abiding, instead 
ot law-breaking." 

~, 

.. 
~--~ .. 1 

100.0 
81. 8 

100.0 
72.7 

100.0 
72.7 

73.7 
27.3 

I~ 

100.0 
27.3 

100.0 
81.8 

89.5 
54.5 

0.0 
9.1 

100.0 
90.9 

0.0 
9.1 

0.0 
9.'1 

0.0 
0.0 

15.8 
18.2 

0.0 
27.3 

0.0 
9.1 

0.0 
9.1 

100.0 
72.7 

0.0 
0.0 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools 
Employers 

Schools' 
Employers 
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t.'~BLE 8 - Continued 

Item 

10. "I think participant~ in this 
program provide a model for other 
inmates: participants provide an 
incentive for other inmates to 
behave in such away so that they 
too can particiipate in this pro-
gram." . 

.11. "I understand what the Temporary 
Absence program is setout to 
accomplish." 

" 

12. "I feel that this new program is, 
a more humanitarian form of. 
rehabilitation for the offender." 

*13. "I feel that there are ,~:ml.y a 
very few innlates who hav:e( a:ny 
real desire to participi~~in 
education (employment) absence." 
(School personneiresponded more 
positively here.) 

14. "I believe that the average in­
mate applies for this program 

y. because he appreciates' its 
§ possible rehabilitative value." 

*15. "The presence of inmate stUdents 
(employees) h.asraised,the morale 
of his felllow students 
(employees)." (School personnel 
were less opinionated here .,) 

*16. "The presence of inmate students 
(employees) has raised the Inorale 
of his·te,p.chers (supervisors)." 
,(Employers were'mor,e opinionated 
and more positive than school 

, personnel on this question.) 

Percen­
tage 

. Agreeing 

52.6 
8l.B 

B9.5 
100.0 

, 89.5 
90.9 

0.0 
36.4 

94.7 
Bl.8 

0.0 
36.4 

0.0 
36.4 

Percen:­
tage Dis­
agreeing 

, « 

0.0 
0.0 

", 

schools ", 
Employer,$ . 

0.0 Schools ," 
0.0 <> Employers 

10.5 " 
0.0, 

84.2 < 

'IB.2 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
27.3 

0.0 
9.1 

SChools 
EmployerS. 

Schools" 
Emp'loyers 

(Note: Percentage agreement includes:' strongly agree"i3:pd" . 
"slightly ,agree"responses; percentage disagreement 
includes ,"slightly disagre~"and "strongly disagree" 
responses ..sta~rec1 (*) it,ems ,dif.fer significantly 
(E. <: •• 05) betw~n schoo.J;sand e~1?~oyers;. p~ten~" """ 
thet~cal co~ent atter~t,em descr~besthe d~ff,erence.l 
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TABLE 9 

Institutiortal and After~Care Staff Questionnaire --
Item 

1. "';rhe Temporary Absence program increases 
the dignity of the offender~H 

2. "The Temporary Absence program has definite 
rehabilit~tive value for all offenders." 

3. "The Temporary Absence program has definite 
rehabilitative value for some offenders." 

4. "The Temporary Absence program has definite 
rehabilitati ve value for a few offenders. II 

o 

5. "This program is not f,{air to SOCl.,Eiit¥i": the 
offender is getting off too easily without 
su:Eficient penalty." 

6 • '''This program develops in the offender 
,behaviour which is essentially law-\abiding 
instead of law--breaking." !) 

7. "I think participants in this p~ogram pro­
vide a model for other inmates: partici­
pants provide an incentive for other inmates 
to behave in such a way so that they too 
can participate in this progr.am." 

,8. "1 feel that this program should be acceler­
ated, since not enough eligible inmates are 
participating" 

9. "I understand what the Temporary Absence 
, program is set out to accomplish." 

10. "The Temporary Anseriee program has cres:,ted 
special problems for the institution iri\" 
terms ofa,dditional work for staff, difi~i­
culty in dealing with inmates, etc." (Tli,is 
question was not asked of after-care 
officers.) ~ 

11., "Since the initiation of the Temporary :\ 
~bsenc:e program around September 1, 1969, 

'there has been an improvement in the atti-" 
tUdes Of institutional staff toward their ';~ 

,,' duties. II (This question was not asked of\\ 
after-care officers). 

Percem-­
tage, 

Agreeing 

86.2 

30.5 

94.9 

74.6 

12.6 

82.3 

88.6 

62.7 

85.7 

41.9 

23.9 

Percen­
tage Ois­
agreeing 

3.9 

63.2 

2.9 

18.4 

78.2 

5.3 

6.8 

16.9 

2.2 

41.9 

22.0 
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TABLE 9 - Continued 

Item 

12. "I feel that this new program is a more 
humanitarian form of rehabilitation for 
the Offender."" 

13. "The fact that some but not all inmates are 
able to participate 'in this program ~oes 
result in hostility .or jealousy on the part 
of the inmates who cannot participate.1! 

14. "I feel that there are only a very few in­
mates who have any real des.ire topartici-. 
pate in education absence, employment 
absence or on the job training.u 

l~. "I believeCi;hat the average in:mate CJ.pplies 
for this. program because he appreciates its 
possible rehabili tati ve value."" 

16 • "I feel tha·t the average inmate applies for 
this program because he is interested in 
avoiding his duties with:i"n this institution 
or in getting away from the institution." . 

17. "The amount of counselling and/or prepara­
tion given the inmate before he begins to 
participate in the program is sufficient.1! 

18. "Rejection of an inmate for this program 
after he has filled out an ,application form 
will lessen the chances of his being rehabi­
litated. I! 

• 0 

19. "Rejection of an inmate.fo~ this program 
after he haG filled'

j 
out an application form 

will make his attitudes more law-abiding and 
less law-breaking • " . 

. c; 

20. "Rejection of an inmate for this program 
after he has filled out'an application fOrm 
is likely to result in his'becoming a be­
haviourproblemin the institution. I'. ,:. 

21. "Rejection of an inmate £or' this program 
after he has filled out an· application form' 
is likely to result in phis stirring-up' 
trouble among hi~1 fe·llow inmates. I,' .:' 

(> 

() .~ 

Perc en ... 
tage 

Agreeing 

92.5 

43.1 

48.7 

. 58 .'g 

47.7 

. :.;, 

24.2 

21 •. 3 

9.9 

,. 
0·.23.7 

Percen­
tage Dis.­
agreeing 

1.2 

40.2 

42.9 

29.5 

41.2 

30.3 

62.2 . 

" 63.4 

52.1 

59.3 

o 

C,I !J 

() . 
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TABLE 9 - Continued 

Item 

22. "Rejection of an inmate for this program 
after he has filled out an application form 
is likely to affect the attitudes of the 
institutional staff in a negative way." 
(This question was not asked of after-care 
officers) . 

Percen,.... 
tage 

Agreeing 

10.2 

(Note: Percentage agreement includes "strongly agree'" and 

(\,< 

II slightly agree"responses i .percentage disagreement 
includes "slightly disagree" and "strongly disagree" 
responses. Data includes all inptitutions and staff 
categories) • 

IJ 

)1 
;.J 

(> 

Percen­
tage Dis"" 
agreeing 

71.1 
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TABLE 10 

Services Provided by After-Care Officers 
-====~======================~~~~~~'~~==~~ ---- -Numbe;;-- ~~roentage . 

Service ----_._----------------------
1. Conducted preliminary community inves­

tigation pr~or to decision ori appli-

2. 

cation. . 

Expedited participation by get~ing 
employment contract signed. 

3. Expedited participation by setting up 
interview with prospective employer or 
educator. 

4. Participated as a member of institu­
tional screening committee. 

5. Supervised and/or counselled inmates 
while they were still participating 
in the T.A.P~ - that is, before parole 
or dischar9"e. 

6. Supervised and/or counselled former 
T.A.P. participants after they have 
been parolled or discharged. ~ 

7. Expedited participation by arranging for 
transportation t.O the job or 'Work site. 

8. Seeking an appropriate course for appli­
cants who wish to continue their edu­
cation; but did not know which school 
was the most appropriate. 

9. Endeavouring to arrange employment for 
applicants who didn't know where to look. 

'10. Expedited participation by arranging for 
the payment of tuition, the purchase of 
books, tools, clothing, etc. 

11. Investigated reports of misco~dub~. 
in the community while the inmate was 
on the T .A.P. 0 \\. ~J 

\~ -

c) 

\\ 

o 
" 

1?ro ... 
v1.ding 

of officers 
providing 

. serviceservi&e 

57 62.6 

29 31.9 

28 30.8 

22 24.2 

21 -23.1 

21 23.1 

19 20.9 

14 15.4 

11 12.1 

.10 11.0 

Q 

o 
(j', 
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<] i) TABLE 10 - Continued 

Se:t\Tice 

12. Expedifed participation by getting ne­
cessary docup1ents such as insurance 
and driver'~ license, etc. 

~ 
II 

13. Cooperated with other after-care offi-
ders •. ) . " 

14. Took inmates for interviews with pros­
pective employers or to make an appoil)t­
ment for an employment interview. 

15. Assisted inmate's family . 

·16~ Arranged working ~ours for inmates. 

17. (Not involved in the Temporary Absence 
program to date) . 

0 

-.:!" 

'if< 

0" 

(' 
,"I 

qj 

~ 

i:;' 

Ii" 

,-:;: 

(\ 
,: 

(\ 

" 
,J Ci 

o 

G " 

Numbe;r 
pro~ 

viding 
service 

7 

6 

3 

2 

1 

(19 ) 

Percentage· 
of officers 
providing 
setvice 

7.7 

6.6 

3.3 , 
~~" 

2.2 

1~1 

(21.4) 

J 

J 




