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SUMMARY 

This study was undertaken to examine the 
employment Temporary Absence 'Program (TAP) decision
making process. The files of 175 employment applicants 
from eleven institutions were examined for the period 
of September 25, 1974 to December 15, 1974. The 
purpose of this task was to determine what factors were 
associated with favourable or unfavourable dispositions 
at each of the four decision-making stages. In addition, 
the decision-makers themselves were asked to state their 
reasons for the types of decisions made. Their attitudes, 
as expressed via validated scales, were examined to see 
whether the decision outcomes were at all related to the 
attitude scale scores. A group of 77 non-TAP applicants 
were interviewed to determine what, if any, reasons -they 
had for not applying for TA. Through Main Office inmate 
file information, it was also possible to compare the 
TAP applicant group with the non-applicant group on a 
number of background characteristics. 

Comparison of all four decision-making stages 
indicates that the Main Office decision-makers are some
what more conservative in terms of favourable dispositions 
than are those at the institutional level. The first two 
stages s~ow a high level of decision outcome agreement. 

It was striking to note that for 150 (85.7%) of 
the 175 applicant cases examined, there was complete 
agreement on the final disposition across all four stages 
of decision-making. While the overall decision outcome 
agreement across stages is high, it was demonstrated to be 
even higher When certain factors were isolated (eg., favour
able police recommendation, length of current aggregate 
sentence, etc.). 

Several of the findings are distorted by the 
undue influence of the sample of cases from the Guelph 
Correctional Centre. A substantial proportion of the 
variance observed can be attributed to the effects of this 
sample. In light of this fact, for comparison purposes, 
two sets of data were reported for some of the findings. 
One which included the total sample and one with the Guelph 
sample removed. The extent of this problem is hiqhlighted 
by the fact'that when all eleven institutions are compared, 
the least amount of decision outcome agreement occurred 
between the Guelph Correctional Centre decision-makers 
and Main Office decision-makers. 

Some key findings are: 

1) Decision-makers at jails with the exception of the superintendents 
tend to recommend for approval, more cases than do those from 
correctional centres. 

2) While both the police and judicial recommendations are associated 
with TAP decision outcome, the input by the police is far more 
influential than that of the Judges. 
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3) Neither age nor marital status distinguishes between approved 
or rejected applicants. 

4) Cases which are to be activated from the originating institution 
or a CRC have a better chance of a favourable disposition at the 
main office level than do cases which are to be transferred to 
other insti tutions. 

5) As expected, applications from first incarcerates have a better 
chance of approval than do recidivists. 

6) The data from this study show that each successive decision
making stage is more cautious in approving TAP applicants whose 
offences fall wi thin the "restricted" category type (eg., crimes 
of sex, assault, arson, drug trafficking, parole violation). This 
difference is especially highlighted with the Guelph Correctional 
Centre TA applicants. 

7) It was found that applicants with liquor offences were more likely 
to be approved than were those with other specific offences. 
However, these same applicants exhibited a higher incidence of TA 
revoca ti ons . 

8) Fewer applicants wi th longer current aggregate sentences l-.rere 
approved than were applicants with shorter current aggregate 
sentences. 

One of the major reasons cited by decision-makers 
for favourable recommendations was the positive institutional 
behaviour exhibited by the applicant. Another reason cited 
was the fact thar, the applicant seeme::d "sincere". Unfavour
able recommendations were most often related to the severity 
of the applicant's criminal involvement. 

None of the decision-makers' characteristics, i.e., 
age, marital status, educational level, etc., were related 
to the kinds of decisions made. Furthermore, contrary to 
what one might expect, no significant correlation was found 
when the attitude scale scores of staff involved in decision
making were taken into account. 

When the TAP applicant group was compared to the 
non-applicant group on background characteristics, surprisingly 
few differences were detected. A greater proportion of the 
TAP sample (55.1%) were married than the non-applicant sample 
(35.1%). With respect to the "restricted" category offence 
type and proportions of first incarcerates, it was interest
ing to find that the non-applicant group was more com1?ara~le 
to the successful applicants than to those whose appllcatlons 
were denied. 

The most frequently mentioned reason by the non
applican·t. group for not applying for TA was that the sentence 
was too short and it did not seem worthwhile. Others felt 
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that they were ineligible. Roughly one quarter of them 
pointed out that they either did not have a job or that 
they were encountering transportation and/or situational 
problems. Only 10.7% actually mentioned that they had 
no desire to apply under any condition. 

Based on the findings of this research a number 
of recommendations have been made. The most notable of 
these is the suggestion that the authority to approve or 
deny all employment TA cases be vested in the Superintendents, 
thus reducing the number of decision-making stages from 
four to two. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Background 

The Ontario Temporary Absence Program acquired 
its official status with the proclamation of Section (19) 
of the Ministry of Correctional Services Act, 1968. 
Operationally, the program had its begir.ning in the summer 
of 1969. Very broad operational. guidelines were instituted. 
For example, an applicant was most likely to be accepted 
if he/she vias not an escape risk, had not committed a crime 
involving violence or arson, had not habitually used or 
trafficked in drugs and had not committed a series of 
sexual offences. 

Because of the high priority which the Ministry 
has given to the Temporary Absence Program, several studies 
have focused on its operation. 

A first year examination of the TAP (J. Hug, 1970) 
dealt with the factors in an applicant's background which 
were related to acceptance or rejection. The results indi
cated that regardless of any involvement in sex, drug or 
liquor offences, education applicants had an equal chance 
of being accepted or rejected. However, the chances of 
acceptance for employment applicants with those same offences 
were significantly lower. 

A later study of 1-5 day TAP leaves (J. Currie, 
1973) showed that applicants falling within the so-called 
"restricted categories" had as much chance of being accepted 
as other applicants. 

A more recent study (L. Crispino, 1974) has out
lined the benefits which are accrued as a consequence of 
employment TA participation for the individual, the family, 
the institution and society as a whole. 

Clearly these studies \'.1Quld indicate a Program 
of demonstrated benefits with criteria which vary depending 
on the type of TA. 

Because a number of years have elapsed since the 
inception of the TAP, it was felt that this Program had 
developed to the point where a different type of study 
seemed warranted. The "newness" and "pilot" concept no 
longer exists and the number of employment applications 
received per year has more than tripled since the first year 
of operation. 

It was felt that the TAP for employment was 
di fferen·t enough from other types of TA' s (i. e., both in 
operation and in quantity of applications received) that it 
warranted separate examination. Accordingly, this study has 
focused on the TAP for employment only. 

Ila 
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Earlier studies have examined the characteris
tic~ of the in~ividUf\l applicant as factors in decision
maklng. In thlS study, the effect of the decision-makers 
themselves on the decision-making process was examined as 
we~l. Furthermo~e, because benefits have been shown to 
eXlst through TA involvement, it was decided that this 
study shoU~d. also encon:pa~s in its methodology some provision 
for determlnlng why some lnmates do not,in fact,apply for 
Temporary Absence. 

It was hoped that through this systems approach 
to the decision-making procf.!SS valuable feedback might be 
obtained which would be usef~.~l to both Main Office TA 
personnel and the~r institutional counterparts. For example, 
the results of thlS study might give indications as to how 
the decision-making process might be changed in order to 
av~id any unnecessary :eplication. More attention might be 
pald to those areas WhlCh tend to be of greater concern in 
the selection process. The information derived from this 
study might also be used by institutional staff to better 
scre~n and c~unsel pote~tia~ TAP applicants. Finally, as a 
resu~t of thlS study, lt mlght prove desirable to make 
changes in the existent general guidelines for TA eligibility. 

Focus of Study 

Both the Main Office TAP Branch and the institutional 
TAP personnel showed a keen interest in a study which would 
examine the TAP decision-making process. Both Main Office 
and I~stitutional personnel were consulted at the beginning 
of thlS project to identify major concerns for study. 

Under the present system of TA selection. four 
deci~ion~mak~ng bodies exist. Chronologically, the1first two 
are lnstltutlonally-based while the last two are at Main Office. 
The authority to approve or deny TA applications is vested in 
the last stage. The other three stages have recomrnenu2tion 
powers only. 

The study encompassed a number of areas for inves
tigat~on. A general approach model can be found in Appendix A. 
Of prlmary concern was the operation of the various TAP 
decision-making stages. For example, the extent of agree
ment in dispositions made with respect to TA applicant cases 
was examined, as were those situations under which the agree
ment level varied., Similar research approaches have been 
utilized in the field of parole decision-making in the united 
States (Robison et aI, 1971; Hawkins, 1971) .. 

Aside from the actual agreement from one decision
making level to another, the various factors which may have 
an effect on the decision-making process, i.e., selection 
criteria, were also examined. This was done for each of the 
decision levels in order to determine the extent to which 
they differ with respect to the kinds of selection criteria 
emphasized. 

J:i, 



- 6 -

Sample 

The sample of inmates included in the study 
was constructed from TA employment applicants from eleven 
specific institutions. The ration~le for ~election of 
institutions was based on geographlc locatlon, type of 
institution extent of TA involvement, CRC involvement, 
size and ty~e of local community. This resulted in a sample 
which was heterogeneous in nature with results which would 
be generalizable to ~he ~nti:e p:ogram. B~sed on these 
criteria, the folloWlng lnstltutlons were lncluded: 

Northern Region: 

Eastern Region: 

Central Region: 

Western Region: 

Thunder Bay c.c. 
Sault Ste. Marie Jail 
Monteith C.C. 

Rideau C.C. 
Cobourg Jail 
Quinte R.D.C. 

Mimico C.C. 
Toronto Jail 
Walkerton Jail 

Guelph C.C. 
Simcoe Jail 

All employment TA applications originating from 
the above named institutions between September 25, and 
December 15, 1974, were examined. A total of 176 inmat~s 
applied during this time span. Because not ~ll approprlate 
data were available for all cases, some sectlons of the 
analysis will deal with different case totals. 

In order to determine what, if any, differences 
exist between TAP applicants and non-applicants, the sample 
of TAP applicants was compared to a sampl~ of 77 non-remand 
inmates not applying for the TAP. These lnmates ~ere randomly 
chosen from the general inmate popUlation housed ln the afore
mentioned institutions to provide a proper basis for comparison. 

Data Collection Methods 

Information on file at Main Office provided back
ground data for both the applicant and non-applicant samples. 
In addition, inmates from the non-applicant group (N=77) , 
were interviewed in order to ascertain the extent ~f TAP faml
liarity, as well as the rationale, if any, for thelr ~on- , 
involvement in the Temporary Absence Program. These lntervlews 
were conducted in the institutions and usu~lly lasted ~rom 
fifteen to thirty minutes. Full co-operatlon was obtalned 
from all inmates. 

Short questionnaires were administered to 80 
randomly chosen members of TAP screening committees, ,both,at 
the institutional and Main Office levels. The questlonnalre 
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focused on demographic information (e.g., age, marital status, 
position held, etc.) as well as attitudes regarding various 
aspects of the criminal justice system. The latter were 
measured using revised versions of validated scales develop
ed by Hogarth, 1971. The purpose of this phase was to focus 
on the extent to which the background characteristics and 
attitudes of decision-makers were influential in the decision
making process. These individuals also completed very 
shcrt questionnaires about some of the cases immediately after 
having made a recommendation in order to obtain information 
concerning their personal reasons for making favourable or 
unfavourable recommendations. 

Small group research (see McGrath & Haltman, 1966; 
Hare (a) 1966 and (b) 1955) suggests that informal or subjec
tive considerations may also be influential in decision-making. 
For this reason, a number of areas dealing with the dynamics 
of the institutional TAP committee meetings were considered, 
(e.g., physical appearance of applicant, amount and type of 
interaction between the applicant and the committee, length of 
time to reach a decision, etc.). The researcher made these 
observations via checklists by attending 10 institutional TAP 
committee meetings where a total of 33 applicants were consid
ered. 

Data Analysis 

A large portion of the information collected was 
pre-coded for computer processing utilizing the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). From preliminary 
frequency counts of all variables under investigation, it was 
possible to determine how the data should be arranged (e.g., 
collapsing categories) in order to make the data more amenable 
to further analysis. 

The most frequently used statistical test in this 
study to examine l~el of significance between category 
proportions was the "t" ratio. 

Other statistical techniques such as multiple 
regression analysis and factor analysis, while not reported 
here; we.re used in assisting the writer to choose avenues of 
analysis or to validate findings achieved through other statis
tical methods. 
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FINDINGS 

THE CONTEXT OF TAP DECISION MAKING 

In order to understand the total mechanism of 
Temporary Absence, it is necessary to examine the various 
stages involved in the selection process. 

Once a TAP application for employment has been 
made by an inmate and a plan formulated (through the help 
of institutional personnel), a number of decision-making 
bodies become Lnvolved. First,an institutional TAP commit-
tee of three gathers and compiles all pertinent information. 
This committee reviews the available information and makes a 
recommendation for or against allowing the applicant to par
ticipate on the TAP. The applicant is usually asked to appear 
before the committee. Once this committee has made a recom
mendation, all documents are the11. forwarded to the Sup'erin
tendent of the institution. He/she also makes a recommendation. 
The next body to review the case is a Main Office TAP committee 
of three which also makes a recommendation. The final decision 
to approve or deny the application is made by the TAP Co
ordinator. These various stages need not necessarily agree. 
However, the final decision rests with the TAP Co-ordinator. 

Some discussion of the composition and operation 
of the insti t,utional and Main Office TAP Committees seems 
warranted since they differ substantially in some ways. 

The institutional TAP Committee normally meets as 
a group, although depending on availability of staff and/or 
the circumstc.llCeS of the case, the committee may meet in a 
rather informal manner. For example, two committee members 
may review the case and then the relevant information is 
brought to another staff person for a third opinion. 

Preceding this formal or informal meeting, however, 
much preparatory work has been compiled, usually by the TAP 
supervisor at the institution, should one be available. It 
is the responsibility of this person to gather the necessary 
information before the application is allowed to be processed. 
The TAP supervisor may have to investigate the natGre of the 
job prospect, liaise with Probation and Parole services in 
order to obtain community information, contact the arresting 
or investigating police officer and sentencing judge to 
obtain their attitudes towards the case, etc. These TAP 
supervisors (or designated people) usually have other respon
sibilities aside from Temporary Absence which at times have 
to be performed almost simultaneously. 

The composition of the institutional TAP committee 
differs somewhat from that of Main Office. Of a random sample 
of 43 people who were active on the former committees at 
some time during the study period, over half of them (51.2%) 
were correctional officers, 16.3% were TAP supervisors, 9.3% 
were psychologists, psychiatrists or social workers, 9.3% 
were assistant or deputy superintendents and the remaining 
were comprised of teachers, classification officers, etc. 
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On the ot:her hand, of the 21 different individuals who 
acted as members of the Main Office TAP committee during 
the study, more than three-fifths of them (61.9%) were 
Probation and Parole officers. The rest ranged from 
internal TAP Branch staff to executive assistants anc. 
classification officers. 

The fact that Correctional Officers were pre
dominant on the institutional TAP committees is not surpri
sing in view of the fact that they comprise the largest 
single body of staff in the institutions. What is more 
significant, however, is that they are asked to participate 
on the TAP committees because of their familiarity with 
inmates. The predominance of Probation and Parole officers 
on the Main Office committee is probably due to the similari
ties that exist between the areas of Parole and Probation 
and Temporary Absence. Over half of the instituti.onal com
mittee members (51.2%) and 61.9% of the Main Office members 
had been connected with the Ministry for over ten years, 
indicating that the majority of the TAP decision-makers at 
both levels possessed extensive experience in the area of 
corrections. 

In terms of the decisions made, the data from this 
study indicate that the institutional TAP committee tends to 
arrive at a consensus more often than the Main Office Com
mittee, i.e., all three members recommending either in favour 
or not i.n favour. Of the 175 decisions which were made by 
the institutional TAP committee during the study period, 169 
(9~.6%) ?f these,resulted in consensus. Its counterpart, the 

Maln Offlce Commlttee made 153 (87.4%) consensus decisions. 
This difference might be explained by the fact that as a 
general rule, the institutional committee members discuss the 
ramifications or circumstances of the case with each other 
before arriving at a disposition. Although the Main Office 
committee members, meet as a unit, they do not discuss 
elements of the case but rather make individual recommendations.* 

FLOW OF DECISION MAKING 
It would seem reasonable to expect that the 

individuals involved at each stage of the TAP selection 
process operate from a somewhat different perspective, e.g., 
institutional vs. Main Office. Table I presents the amount 
of agreement between all possible combinations of decision 
stages, comparing two at a time. 

* There are exceptions to this, of course, but in the vast 
majority of the cases, they make individual recommendations. 
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TABLE 1 

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL COMBINATIONS 
AMONG THE FOUR STAGES WITH RESPECT 

TO CASE DISPOSITION 
(N=175) 

Superintendent Ma.in Officr:: Coordinator 

Institutional 
Committee 

Superintendent 

Main Office 
Committee 

169 (96.6%) 

-

-

Committee 

153 (87.4%) 153 (87.4%) 

159 (90.9%) 159 (90.9%) 

- 169 (96.6%) 

The evidence clearly points to the fact that there is a 
different modus operandi between the institutional and Main 
Office levels.* The amount of agreement between stage I and 
stage II is as high as the amount of agreement between stages 
III and IV. The least amount of agreement occurs between 
stage I and stage IV (153 cases, 87.4%). Since stages I and 
IV are somewhat removed from one another, both in the degree 
of accountability and in time order of involvement in the 
selection process, the agreement level in terms of decision 
outcome will be lower. 

, The following chart (Table 2) demonstrates picto-
rlally the disposition pattern for each successive stage in 
the TAP decision-making process. The bulk of disagreement 
between stages I and IV occurs mainly with cases that stage I 
has recommended for approval. Of 138 cases which were recom
mended at stage I, 118 (85.5%) of 'these were approved by 
stage IV. On the other hand, the TAP Co-ordinator concurred 
with 35 (94.6%) of 37 cases which were not recommended for 
approval by the institutional TAP committee. Consequently, 
it appears that if an applicant is not recommended for 
approval at the institutional TAP committee level, there will 
be little chance that he will be approved by the subsequent 
stages. This seems to be the general pattern followed by 
each successive stage, i.e., agreement is higher for cases 
not recommended for approval as compared to cases recommended 
for approval. Each subsequent stage becomes more cautious. 

* Throughout the body of this report,stage I will be synonymous 
with the institutional TAP committee, stage II with the 
superintendent, stage III with the Main Office committee 
and stage IV with the TAP Co-ordinator. 

~~~----. 
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Differential levels of accountability and degree of 
familiarity with or knowledge"of the applicant are just 
two factors which may account for the observed difference. 
Adverse publicity with respect to TA revocations or 
related matters is more likely to be lodged against Main 
Office Officials. It is at these stages where the Ministry 
must provide justification for their decisions if there is 
a question as to why a particular inmate was denied (or 
approved) for TA. It follows then, that a greater degree 
of caution is exercised by these later decision-makers. 
This increased "conservatism ll in the higher: levels of the 
hierarchy is not very surprising and is supported by similar 
research in the parole field (see Robison, et al.) where 
this pattern of conservatism at the higher decision levels 
is defined as choosing the IIless riskyll and IIless lenient'! 
of two alternatives. 

Reference to Table 2 illustrates a rather striking 
finding. Of the 175 cases examined, 150 (85.7%) of these 
were unanimously approved or denied when all four stages were 
considered. This is made up of 115 cases which received 
unanimous approval and 35 cases which were unanimously 
rejected. When one considers the different compositions of the 
committees, the different methods of operation and different 
degrees of accountability at each level, the amount of 
agreement (85.7%) exhibited as per decision outcome is rather 
startling. Despite the fact that the four stages are not 
totally independent of one another, the level of agreement 
is still very high. In almost 9 out of 10 cases, the decision 
made at stage I is the same as that made by the other three 
stages. 

It should be made clear at this point that in dis
cussing the overall number of unanimous decisions made, the 
entire sample of applicants (N=175) was examined, irrespective 
of any consideration of inmate characteristics or other vari
ables which might have an effect on the pattern of decision
making. In view of this fact, some attention must now be 
given to other considerations. Eight variables were examined. 
The product of this analysis (see Table 3) reveals, that the 
disposition pattern does not operate in a uniform manner when 
these factors are taken into account. On the contrary a sub
stantial amount of variation in disposition pattern occurs. 

Specifically, fewer unanimous decisions (77.5%) 
occurred for those applicants whose current offences included 
II res tricted ll category offences when compared to the proportion 
of unanimous decisions (94.2%) for those applicants with no 
such offences.* Clearly, a uniform practice does not seem to 

* At the initial stages of this study a number of decision
makers were asked to categorize various offence categories 
as to whether they were restricted or not restricted. In 
addition to this, the original guidelines which were set out 
at the beginning of Temporary Ab~$nce in 1969 were examined. 
From both of these sources, it was possible to construct 
groups of offences which were considered as being more 
serious (restricted) or less serious (non-restricted). 
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TABLE 3 

PROPORTIONS OF UNANIMOUS DECISIONS ACROSS STAGES 
AS A FUNCTION OF SPECIFIC FACTORS 

N No. and % of unanimous decisions 

Jail (64) 

Correctional Centre (Ill) 

Non-Restricted 

Restricted 

Recidivist 

First Incarcerate 

Acti vated from a 
or original inst. 
Activated from 

CRC 

another institution 

(86) 

(89) 

(98) 

(77) 

(125) 

(50) 

Aggregate sentence of 
3 mos. or less 
Aggregate senter.ce 
of over 3 mos. 

Applied Early 

Applied Late 

Favourable Police 
recommendation 
Unfavourable Police 
recommendation 

Favourable Judicial 

(42) 

(133) 

(111) 

(64) 

(84) 

(38) 

recommendation (79) 
Unfavourable Judicial 
recommendation (21) !I"'"'-.u.=== 

* p<.025 
** p<.Ol 

*** p<.005 

Percent 

(1- tailed) 
(1- tailed) 
(I-tailed) 

* 

*** 

* 

** 

Non-starred factors indicate non-significance 

. 71 
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exist across all four levels on this issue. (The author 
is not suggesting that a uniform policy should necessarily 
exist). The low level of agreement may be caused by the 
fact that, in general, the Main Office decision-makers , 
especially stage IV, are more cautious in allowing IIrestricted" 
category applicants to participate in the Temporary Absence 
Program for the reasons mentioned previously. 

Cases originating from jails as opposed to correc
tional centres tend to generate unanimous decisions. Much 
less agreement occurs for those cases originating from 
correctional centres. Of 84 cases with favourable police 
recommendations, 78 (92.9%) had unanimous decisions associated 
with them compared to 29 out of 38 (76.3%) for those cases 
where the police were not in favour of TAP for the applicant. 
In (95.2%) of the cases where the current aggregate sentence 
was three months or less, the decision process displayed 
complete unanimity compared with only (82.7%) where the 
current aggregate sentence was in excess of three months. 

The purpose of this analysis was to demonstrate 
the fact that while the overall agreement across stages is 
high, it increases when certain factors are isolated. The 
high level of agreement in disposition outcome among the four 
decision stages is further reinforced when the same set of 
factors (as in Table 3) are re-analyzed by excluding the 
Guelph Correctional Centre sample, thereby leaving 138 cases 
from the remaining ten institutions (see Table 4). In eli
minating the Guelph Correctional Centre cases, a large propor
tion of the variance disappears. Several findings in this 
research appear to be unduly affected by the Guelph Correctional 
Centre sample. In view of this fact, it seemed reasonable for 
comparison purposes, to also report these findings with the 
Guelph Correctional Centre cases removed. This will prevent the 
reader from making undue inferences about all cases where,in 
fact,the findings may be attributable to those cases originating 
from Guelph Correctional Centre only. Much of the statistical 
difference caused by the Guelph Correctional Centre sample 
in several of the findings seems to be related to the follow
ing three variables: intended place of TA activation; propor
tion of time served by the applicant and applicant's offence 
type, i.e., restricted vs. non-restricted. Discussion of 
these variables will follow in the appropriate sections of the 
report. 

To this point the discussion has centered around 
the unanimity of decision outcome when all four stages are 
considered. The data are self-evident. Without doubt, a 
remarkable degree of agreement seems to exist across stages I 
through IV. The implications of this will be discussed at a 
further point in this paper. 
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TABLE 4 

PROPORTIONS OF UNANIMOUS DECISIONS ACROSS STAGES 
AS A FUNCTION OF SPECIFIC FACTORS 

(EXCLUDING GUELPH C.C. SAMPLE) 

N 

Jail (64) 

Correctional Center (74) 

Non-Restricted 

Restricted 

Recidivist 

First Incarcerate 

(76) 

(62) 

(80) 

(58) 

Activated from a CRC 
or original inst. (112) 
Activated from (26) 
another institution 

Aggregate sentence of 
3 mos. or less (41) 
Aggregate sentence (97) 
of more than 3 mos. 

Applied Early (89) 

App.1,ied Late (49) 

Favourable Police 
recommendation 
Unfavourable Police 
recommendation 

Favourable Judicial 

(73) 

(29) 

recommendation (69) 
Unfavourable JUdicial 
recommendation (15) 

No and % 

* Significant 
** Significant 

Non-starred 

p< .05 (I-tailed) 
p<.005(1-taiIed) 

factors indicate non-significance 

Jill 
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FACTORS INFLUENCING DECISION OUTCOME 

This section will deal with the kinds of criteria 
the various TA decision-makers use in arriving at a case 
disposition. All four decision-making stages will be inclu
ded in this analysis. These findings will shed further'light 
on the findings just discussed because the kinds of criteria 
used at each stage will have an effect on the amount of 
unanimity across stages. 

Rates of Approval and Institutions 

It would be very misleading to compare the various 
rates of approval for different institutions because not all 
institutions are of the same type. Some institutions are 
primarily responsible for dealing with short term offenders 
"'hile others must work primarily wi th long term people. The 
severity of offences committed by inmates may also differ 
from institution to institution. In looking at the different 
rates of approval for each institution (see Table 5) one should 
keep this clearly in mind. While some general comments are 
possible, these should be approached with caution. 

The rate of approval by the institutional TAP 
committee is very high for some of the smaller institutions, 
(e.g., Quinte R.D.C., Walkerton Jail, Sault Ste. Marie Jail, 
Simcoe Jail, Cobourg Jail, Thunder Bay Correctional Centre 
and Monteith Correctional Centre). This may be due to the 
fact that at these institutions more preliminary screening 
occurs with the result that a number of "unsuitable" applicants 
may be directed into other types of programs. What is common 
to these institutions is the fact that rather large scale local 
employment is available and in a number of situations a plant 
manager or the personnel officer from the local factory or 
plant will call the superintendent to enquire if there are any 
inmates which might be suitable for a certain job. 1\ mini
selection process takes place at this level. There is a 
certain amount of pressure on the local superintendent to 
choose someone who is in fact "suitable" because if t.hat 
particular inmate should cause problems or violate the condi
tions of TAP, then the employer would be less likely in the 
future, to employ another inmate. 

Once again, Main Office approves fewer applicants 
than do the institutions. This can also be seen from Table 
5. Generally speaking, the rates begin to drop at tile Main 
Office TAP committee level. However, a disproportionate' drop 
is evident for those cases originating from Guelph Correctional 
Centre. Of the 37 cases from Guelph Correctional Centre, 28 
(75.7%) were recommended by the institutional TAP committee 
and 27 (73.0%) by the superintendent. When these same cases 
were reviewed by the Main Office TAP committee, only 20 (54.1%) 
were recommended. Nineteen (51.4%) were finally approved by 
the TAP Co-ordinator. 
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Rates of Approval and Type of Institution 

The basic disti.nction which was made with respect 
to institution type was whether an institution was a jail 
or a correctional centre. The one regional detention centre 
was classified under jail type. 

Virtually all decision-makers at jails with the 
exception of the superintendents recommend for approval 
more cases than do those from correctional centres (See 
Table 6). 

TABLE 6 

DISPOSITION PATTERN FOR SUCCESSIVE STAGES 
BY INSTITUTIONAL CATEGORY 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

Application 
for Jail 

(N=64) 

55 (85.9%) 

53 (82.8%) 

51 (79.7%) 

52 (81.3%) 

Application Significance 
from C.C. 

(N=lll) (I-tailed) 

83 (74.~l%) p<.05 

81 (73.0%) p>.05 

69 (62.2%) p<.Ol 

68 (61.3%) p<.005 

This finding is expecially true at the Main Office levels 
where the difference is more pronounced. These findings, of 
course, support earlier research findings by Hug, 1970 and 
Currie, 1973. Jails tend to house less serious offenders than 
do correctional centres, at least with respect to those inmates 
eligible for TAP. Furthermore, because jail inmates, for the 
most part, are individuals from the Sclllle community, the possi
bilities for returning to gainful employment are much greater. 

Police Recommendations 

As indicated earlier, the attitude of the police 
toward individual TAP applicants is often solicited. Of the 
175 applicant cases, 122 (69.7%) of t~em had police recommenda
tion input. The arresting or investigating officer usually 
indicates in writing whether he/s,he is in favour of a certain 
individual participating on the Temporary Absence Program. 
Police input into the TAP decision-making process is seen as 
an integral component, by most TAP decision-makers. It is 
believed to be crucial in a situation where the inmate, if 
approved, is to go to work in the same community where he/she 
was apprehended. 
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It is not surprlslng that the type of police 
recommendation made is very much associated with the 
decision outcome at each of the four stages (see Table 7). 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

TABLE 7 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AS A FUNCTION 
OF POLICE RECOMMENDATION 

Police are Police are 
in favour not in favour 

(N=84 ) (N=38) 

78 (92.9%) 18 «(7.4%) 

78 (92.9%) 15 (39.5%) 

75 (89.3%) 9 (23.7%) 

75 (89.3%) 10 (26.3%) 

Significance 

(I-tailed) 

p<.0005 

p<.OOO5 

p<.0005 

p<.0005 

A favourable police reommendation has an important i~pact on 
decisions through all four stages. Unfavourable pollce recom
mendations do not seem as influential, for the first two 
stages. However, at stages III and IV, their importance is 
more obvious. Overall, it would appear that with respect to 
police input, TAP decision-makers give the applicant the 
"benefit of the doubt". A favourable police recommendation 
will in most cases help the applicant, but an unfavourable 
recommendation will not be used against the applicant quite 
to the same degree. Those. cases with no police input have 
a significantly greater chance of heing approved than those 
cases with an unfavourable police recommendation but a lower 
chance of approval than those cases with a favourable police 
recommendation. 

Judicial Recommendations 

The sentencing judge is often asked for his opinion 
wi th regard to allowing an inmate to participate in the- TAP. 
In most cases the judge will comply and give his opinion. 
In some instances, he/she may feel that this is not his/her 
role and so does not provide any feedback. 

One hundred TAP applicant cases (57.1%) had 
judicial recommendation input. Substantially more cases 
(69.7%) had police input. The bulk of this difference seems 
to be due to lower response rate by the judges and not due to 
fewer requests for judicial input. 

From examination of the 100 cases with judicial 
input (see Table 8) /' a relationship between judicial recommen
dation and decision outcome is evident. 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 
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TABLE'S 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AS A FUNCTION 
OF JUDICIAL RECOMMENDATION 

Judicial is Judicial is 
in favour not in favour 

(N=79 ) (N=2l) 

71 (89.9%) 11 (52.4%) 

69 (87.3%) 10 (47.6%) 

63 (79.7'{) 7 (33.3%) 

63 (79.7%) 8 (38.1%) 

Significance 

(l-tailed) 

p<.0005 

p<.0005 

p<.0005 

p<.0005 

The relationship is in the same direction as that of the police. 
However, it is substantially weaker. This is particularly 
noticeable with unfavourable judicial recommendations which 
carry less weight. 

Police and Judicial Recommendations 

When both me judicial and the poll;.;e rec0mlT'.enc1ations 
were in favour of TAP for an applicant (N=5l), no less than 
46 (90.2%) of these cases were approved at each decision stage. 
In cases where there is a split, i.e., the police are favourab:e 
and the judicial are not, the more influential recommendation 
by far appears to be that of the police. For example, Df 6 
cases where the judge was not in favour but the police were, 
the institutional levels recommended for approval all 6 and the 
Main Office levels recommended for approvalS of the 6. 

Reasons for the overall importance and weight which 
police input has for TAP decision-makers have already been 
suggested. Once a judge has made a recommendation, the conse
quences of allowing or not allowing an inmate to participate 
on the TAP do not, in a practical sen'se I have as much direct 
effect on him/her. 

Demographic Considerations 

The age of the TAP applicant does not seem to be a 
crucial factor to the decision-makers for approving or denying 
TAP applications. The differences in age between those appli
cants who were favourably recommended (or approved) and those 
who were not is practically negligible. The greatest difference 
occurs at the Main Office TAP Committee level where the mean 
age of recommended applicants is 29.1 years compared to 26.3 
years for those who were not recommended (t=1.89, 2-tailed, 
p>.05). Even here, however, the difference is not large enough 
to be statistically significant. 
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Similarly, the proportions of applicants recom
mended for approval is virtually the same for both married 
and non-married people. This is true for all four decision
making bodies. 

In effect both of these findings might be viewed 
as positive aspects of Temporary Absence in that a wider 
number of applicants are allowed to participate on TAP. In 
a number of jurisdictions (see W. Ayer, 1970) where work 
release programs are available, certain types of applicants 
are favoured, almost to the total exclusion of others (with 
respect to the variables just discussed). The ontario 
Temporary Absence Program, however, does not seem to be as 
rigid. If two of the major considerations for TAP decision
makers are the flrehabilitation fl of the individual inmate 
and ~1e potential risk factor associated with allowing an 
inmate to participate on TA, then the applicants' ages or 
marital status are probably not vie~ed as factors which would 
negatively effect either of these considerations. 

Intended Place of TAP Activation 

Normally three places are possible from which a 
TAP application (if approved) can be activated. The i~ate 
may participate on the TAP from the insti tut.ion where ·the 
application originated or he/she may be transferred to another 
institution. The other possibility is that the applicant may 
be housed in a Community Resource Centre (CRC) during involve
ment in the TAP. 

It was found that an applicant had a better chance 
of approval by Main Office, if that case was to be act~vated 
from the originating institution or a CRC rather than 1f the 
inmate was to be transferred to another institution and his 
TAP activated from that institution (see Table 9). 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

TABLE 9 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AS A FUNCTION 
OF INTENDED PLACE OF ACTIVATION 

To be activated To be activated 
from original from another 
institution institution 
or a CRC . 

(N=125 ) (N=50) 

103 (82.4%) 35 (70.0%) 

99 (79.2%) 35 (70.0%) 

93 (74.4%) 27 (54.0%) 

93 (74.4%) 27 (54.0%) 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 

p>.05 

p>.OS 

p<.Ol 

p<.Ol 
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It might be argued that the institutional staff from where 
the application originated "knOw" the inmate and would also 
have a certain amount of accountability. However, if the 
TAP applicant is transferred to another institution, the 
superintendent and other institutional staff are not as fami
liar with the inmate and the risk of a negative result is 
perhaps greater, under these circumstances. Similarly, cases 
bound for a eRe, have a better chance of approval since the very 
fact that they are being considered for TA from a eRC suggests 
that they are 'better' applications. (Because the CRC program 
is new, it is expected that at least initially, the eligibility 
criteria are also stricter). 

Another ar:ument might be, that while the authorities 
from a receiving institution might feel 1I0bligedil to receive 
the TAP inmate into their institution, they nevertheless have 
no real input or involvement in the selection of the inmate for 
TA. These same authorities may feel that given the nature of 
their institution or their institutional policy, a particular 
inmate may be totally unsuitable for the TAP. A further compli
cation is that the inmate himself will have to go through a 
readjustment period to a flnew" institution which might be 
problematic in itself. 

It has also been suggested, through informal conver
sations with institutional and Main Office personnel, that the 
practice of recommending TA applications which will be activated 
from anoL~er institution can be abused in that it may become a 
way of fldu.'Tlpingfl unsuitable or troublesome inmates on the 
receiving institution. 

Further examination of this variable provides at 
least a partial explanation for the high incidence of rejection 
of Guelph Correctional Centre applicants by Main Office. We 
have seen that transferred cases are less likely to be approved 
by Main Office TAP decision-makers. Examination of the data 
reveals that tLe Guelph Correctional Centre sample had a large 
proportion (i.e., 22 out of 37 cases; 59.4%) of these types 
of cases. 

Previous TAP Involvement 

The presence of a previous TA application does not ~ 
appear to affect Main Office, in their decisions (see Table 10). 
There is some effect, however, at the institutional stages. 

Stage I 

Stage II 
Stage III 

Stage IV 

TABLE 10 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AND PREVIOUS 
TAP APPLICATIONS 

Applied Before Never Applied 

(N=94) (N=81) 

79 (84.0%) 59 (72.8%) 

77 (81.9%) 57 (70.4%) 
67 (71.3%) 53 (65.4%) 

67 (71.3%) 53 (65.4%) 

Significance 

(I-tailed) 

p<.05 

p<.05 
p>.05 

p>.05 
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If an applicant had previously participated in 
the TAP, his/her chances of having the current application 
approved are significantly better than if he/she had never 
applied (see Table 11). 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

TABLE 11 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AND PAST 
INVOL VEMENT IN THE TAP 

Applied & Approved Never Applied 

(N=60) (N=81) 

52 (86.7%) 59 (72.8%) 

52 (86.7%) 57 (70.4%) 

48 (80.0%) 53 (65.4%) 

48 (80.0%) 53 (65.4%) 

Significance 

(l-tailed) 

p<.025 

p<.Ol 

p<.05 

p<.05 

This is the same for all four stages. The decision-makers feel 
somewhat more confident in approving the applications of those 
inmates who at some time before applied and were approved for 
TA, be it, on a 1-5 pass or a more extended leave. Stages III 
and IV do not seem to be as confident or as assured by the 
knowledge that an applicant had previously been on the TAP. 
As has been mentioned previously, this may be due to the fact 
that these two levels are somewhat removed, in a practical 
sense. 

Proportion of Time Served 

Technically, inmates may make application for TA 
at any point during their sentence. Of the total sample 
(i.e., N=175) 111 (63.4%) individuals applied within the first 
two-fifths of their sentence. rrhe remainder, applied during 
the last three-fifths. For the sake of labelling, the former 
were considered,. as "early" applicants and the latter were "late II 
applicants. The literature (see W. Ayer, 1970) from the 
United States in the area of work release programmes would 
suggest that those inmates who apply for work release during 
the latter part of their sentence are more likely to be allowed 
to participate -than are inmates who apply at an earlier stage. 
Upon cursory examination, this study would indicate a slimilar 
trend at least for the institutional st.ages. However, the 
Main Office TAP Committee and the TAP Co-ordinator do not 
differentiate significantly between these two types of 
applicants (see Table 12). 

. ~4- -,~ -_ .... --__ _ 
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TABLE i2 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AND PROPORTION OF SENTENCE 
SERVED AT POINT OF APPLICATION 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

Early 
Application 

(N=lll) 

83 (74.8%) 

79 (71.2%) 

73 (65.8%) 

73 (65.8%) 

Late 
Application Significance 

(N=64 ) (I-tailed) 

55 (85.9%) p<.05 

55 (85.9%) p<.025 
47 (73.4%) p>.05 
47 (73.4%) p>.05 

Upon closer examination of these findings, it 
was interesting to note that the significant findings at 
stag'es I and II disappear when the Guelph CorrecJcional 
Centre cases are deleted from the analysis. What is happening, 
in fact is that the difference which was found can be attri
buted to the Guelph Correctional Centre sample (see Tables 13 
and 14) . 

TABLE 13 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AND PROPORTION OF TIME SERVED 
EXCLUDING THE GUELPH C.C. SAMPLE 

Early Itate 
Application Application Significance 

(N=89 ) (N=4 9) (l-tailed) 

Stage I 70 (78.7%) , 40 (81.6%) p>.05 
Stage II 67 (75.3%) 40 (81.6%) p>.05 
Stage III 63 (70.8%) 37 (75.5%) p>.05 
Stage IV 64 (72.0%) 37 (75.5%) p>.OS 
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TABLE 14 

DISPOSITION PATTERN AND PROPORTION OF TIME 
SERVED FOR GUELPH C.C. SAMPLE ONLY 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

Early 
Application 

(N=22 ) 

13 (59.1%) 

12 (54.5%) 

10 (45.5%) 

9 (40.9%) 

Late Significance Application 

(N=15 ) (I-tailed) 

15 (100.0%) p<.OO5 

15 (100.0%) p<.0005 

10 ( 66.7%) p>.05 

10 ( 66~7%) p>.05 

The institutional stages at the Guelph Correctional Centre 
seem to be emphasizing the proportion of time served by an 
inmate. The Guelph Correctional Centre decision-makers appear 
to feel rather confident in favourably recommending applicants 
who have served at least two-fifths of their time. Of the 
15 applicants from Guelph Correctional Centre who had served 
this amount of time, all were recommended for approval. Of 
the 22 applicants who had not yet served more than this 
amount, only 13 (59.1%) were favourably recommended by the 
institutional TAP committee and only 12 (54.5%) by the 
superintendent. 

Potential Earnings Expected from TAP Jobs 

The estimated weekly gross average earnings from 
the TAP job prospect for the whole TAP applicant sample is 
$151.00. Roughly one half of the applicants would be making 
less than $140.00 and the other half would be making over 
this amount. When recommended and not recommended, 
applicants are compared for each stage, no difference 
occurs with respect to the amount of earnings expected. 

Other factors relating to the nature of the job 
prospect and familiarity with the job are not associated with 
any particular type of decision outcome. 

Native Applicants 

Because there were only 9 Native inmates who 
applied for employment TAP during the. study perio~, ~isc~ssion 
surrounding proportions recommended wlll be desc~lptlve 7n. 
nature. Only 9 inmates were approved throughout the declslon
making process. Because so many obstacles have to be overcome 
before applying for TAP, especially for the Native people, . 
few tend to apply. There may be a number of :eas~ns ~or thls. 
A major reason is the fact that correctional lnstltutlons are 
more often than not, rather distant from a Native offender's 
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home community, and his/her job is not readily accessible. 
Because of language and other cultural barriers, a new job 
may not always be easily acquired while incarcerated. Those 
few Native inmates who do apply for TAP will h~ve probably 
worked out these and other difficulties with the ~esult 
that his/her chances of receiving approval are good. The 
plans for future community resource centre involvement in 
Northern Ontario should help the Native offender substantially 
in taking advantage of the penefits which are possible 
through TAP participation. 

CRIMINALITY 

The factors examined thus far, are not related 
to criminal history. The importance of the applicant's 
criminal history, however, cannot be minimized. General 
guidelines formulated upon initiation of the TAP allude to 
its importance as a factor in TAP selection. A number of 
indicators of criminal history, therefore, have been develop
ed and examined with respect to decision outcomes. 

Recidivist vs. First Incarcerate 

Significantly more first incarcerates are recommend
ed for approval than are recidivists. If one considers the 
stage IV decisions, which are fairly representative of the 
decisions made with respect to first incarcerates, this 
becomes apparent (see Table 15). 

TABLE 15 

FINAL DISPOSITION PATTERN AS A FUNCTION 
OF PREVIOUS RECIDIVISM 

TYPE 

DECISION First Recidivist Incarcerate 

Approved 58 62 
(75.3%) (63.3%) 

Denied 19 36 
(24.7%) (36.7%) 

TOTAL 77 98 
(100.0%) (100.0%) 

t = 1. 723 , (l-tailed) p<.05 

TOTAL 

120 

55 

175 
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This finding is not surprising in view of the fact that 
recidivists are generally more entrenched in criminal 
behaviour. As such, they will be considered poorer TAP 
risks. The finding should not be interpreted as indi
cating that TAP participation is intended only for first 
incarcerates because a substantial proportion (63.3%) of 
the recidivist applicants were also approved for TAP 
participation. This practice in fact compares rather 
favourably with policies in operation in other jurisdic
tions with similar programs (see L. Root, 1972). 

Restricted Categories 

The importance of the "restricted" categories 
as a selection criterion varies somewhat from stage to 
stage (see Table 16). As the application is passed through 
each successive stage of the decision-making process, the 
importance of "restricted" category offences as a criterion 
becomes apparent. At the first tw'o stages IIrestricted ll 

category offences do not play a significant role in the 
determination of who should or should not be recoIUIllended for 
TA. The proportions of applicants recommended for approval 
from among those applicants with and without II res tricted li 

category offences are approximately equal. It is only at 
stage III of the process that a difference is seen. At this 
point, applicants with no offences from within the "restricted" 
category have a higher chance of receiving a favourable 
recommendation. At stage IV this trend is verified. At this 
latter level, 76.7% of the applicants with current offences 
from within the less serious (i.e., non-restricted) categories 
were approved. The comparable prdportion for those inmates 
with serious offences is only 60.6%, significantly less. 

If the proportion of "restricted" category offenders 
approved are compared to the proportion approved in 1972 
for the same months used in this study, it will be found that 
55.0% of these earlier applicants from within the IIrestricted" 
category offence type were approved. (statistics with respect 
to "non-restricted" category offences were unavailable.) 
Although the data in this study indicate that more inmates from 
within the IIrestricted categories" are presently approved 
(i.e., 60.7%) the increase is minimal considering that two 
years have gone by.* The Program, it would appear, has not 
relaxed its policy regarding offence criteria substantially 
in this regard between late 1972 and late 1974. 

The data in Table 17 demonstrate that each 
successive decision-making stage is more cautious in approving 
TAP applications from within the "restricted" category offence 
type. Once again, in this Table the Guelph Correctional Centre 
sample has been excluded in order to determine the extent 
to which the original results were due to the Guelph Correctional 
CentrA sample only. Although the original statistically 

* Credit for collection of these data should go to 
Nancy Mulvihill who so painstakingly reviewed 106 
Main Office files of TAP applicants for the year 1972. 
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significant difference which existed at stage IV disappears, 
it can be seen that the general differences between stages 
still remaLn. Because stages III and IV tend to approve 
fewer applicants whose offences are of the restricted 
category type, and because a large proportion (27 out of 37: 
73.0%) of the Guelph Correctional Centre sample has such 
offences when compared to only 62 out of 138 (44.9%) appli
cants from other institutions, then it is expected that, 
proportionally, the Main Office TAP decision-makers will 
approve fewer Guelph Correctional TA applicants. Guelph 
Correctional Centre decision-makers appear to be somewhat 
liberal in recommending for approval, applicants from within 
the restricted offence categories. Therein lies a major 
conflict in policy between these decision levels. 

Liquor Offences 

Applicants whose offences include liquor related 
ones, are more likely to be approved than applicants with 
other kinds of offences. On the basis of this data, it 
appears that applicants with liquor related offences (not 
including traffic offences where alcohol was involved) are 
judged to have a better chance of success on the TAP. 

Stage I 

Stage II 

Stage III 

Stage IV 

TABLE 18 

PROPORTION OF POSITIVE DISPOSITIONS AS A FUNCTION 
OF THE LIQUOR OFFENCE CATEGORY 

Liquor Offences 
offences other than Significance 

liquor 

(N=6 0) (N=115 ) (1-tai1ed) 

53 (88.3%) 85 (74.0%) p<.025 

51 (85.0%) 83 (72.2%) p<.05 

48 (80.0%) 72 (62.6%) p<.Ol 

48 (80.0%) 72 (62.6%) p<.Ol 

As Table 18 indicates, 80.0% of those applicants 
who had at some time been convicted with one or more liquor 
offence(s) were approved compared to only 62.6% of those 
without any liquor related offences. However, if one is 
interested in determining what kinds of individuals tend to 
"revocate" while on the TAP, the data from this research imply 
that applicants who have committed one or more liquor offences 
are more likely to "revocate" than are applicants with other 
types of offences. Of 48 approved applicants with liquor 
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related offences, 7 (14.6%) were later revoked for infrac
tions of TAP regulations. Of 72 approved applicants who 
did not have liquor offences, only 4 (5.6%) were later 
revoked. Although the number of revoked cases is too small 
to make definite inferences, a trend seems to exist. This is 
highlighted by the fact that the most frequently stated 
reason for revocations in the past year seems to have been 
related to liquor. The evidence presented does not suggest 
that these applicants are necessarily bad risks in the strict 
sense of the word. Rather, the data do suggest that these 
individuals are more likely to coItlffiit a minor infraction of 
the TAP regulations and art~ thus counted as a "failure" for 
statisti·.'al purposes. 

This might indicate to the TAP decision-makers 
that a closer look be given to applicants with liquor offences. 
It is conceivable that t~lese types of offenders have a more 
difficult time adapting to TAP parti,cipation and that perhaps 
more counselling work is needed with these individuals. 

Current A~~regate sentence 

Another factor which had a bearing on decision outcome 
was the length of the applicants' current aggregate sentence. 

As expected, applicants recommended for approval 
have shorter current sentences than applicants not recommended 
for approval. Decision-makers at all levels tend to recommend 
for approval more applicants with shorter aggregate sentences. 
For example, approved TAP applicants have an average current 
aggregate sentence length of 276.3 days compared to 356.1 
for denied applicants (t = 2.19, df = 173, p<.025: 1 tailed). 
This finding would seem to follow very logically from the 
earlier finding that at stage IV "restricted" category appli
cants are less likely to be approved than other applicants. 
By the very nature of the severity of "restricted" category 
offences, these people are more likely to have longer aggregate 
sentences imposed on them. 

An explanatory comment should be made in regards 
to the length of aggregate sentences. Upon cursory reading, 
it will probably appear that the average aggregate sentences 
just cited are quite long. This is true because no allowance 
was made with respect to any eventual discharge through parole. 
Therefore, aggregate sentence indicates the length of time to 
be served (less earned and statutory remissions) without 
consideration for possible parole discharge. 

REASONS GIVEN FOR DECISION OUTCOME 

In addition to analyzing available file informa
tion for each TAP applicant, the decision-makers at each 
decision level, completed short questionnaires for a random 
sample of TAP applicant cases considered. The main purpose 
of this was to allow the decision-makers to state their 
reasons for the decision outcome. This was done because it 
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is conceivable that not all pOf?sible information related 
to a case, was avaiLable via Main Office files. 'It also 
made it possible to determine what, in fact, the decision
makers themselves perceive as important in recommending or 
not recommending an applicant for TAP inVOlvement. 

Due to the heavy workloads and time restriction 
of most decision-makers, it was difficult for the writer to 
justify having the decision-makers complete large numbers 
of questionnaires. For this reason the analysis in this 
area will be kept at a descriptive level. For the sake of 
uniformity, the discussion will center around those reasons 
which were mentioned in at least 20.0% Qf the cases presented 
(see Tables 19 to 22). 

REASONS CITED FOR DISPOSITION PATTERN 
(Tables 19-22) 

TABLE 19 

INSTITUTIONAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

I FAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION 
(N=197) 

UNFAVOURABIJE RECOMMENDATION 
(N=49) 

% of 
Reason No. Total Reason No. % oJ: 

Total 

Positive Institu-
tional Behaviour 93 47.2 

SeVerity of 
offence 18 36.7 

Sincerity to 
Rehabilitate 56 28.4 

Insincerity to 
Rehabilitate 11 22.4 

TABLE 20 

SUPERINTENDENT 

FAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION 
(N=58) 

UNFAVOURABLE RECOMr1ENDATION 
(N=15) 

Reason % of 
No. Total 

% of 
Reason No. Total 

Positive Institu-
tional Behaviour 35 60.3 

Police not in 
favour 4 26.7 

Severity of 
offences 4 26.7 

Community not 
in favour 3 20.0 
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REASONS CITED FOR DISPOSITION PATTERN (Continued) 

TABLE 21 

MAIN OFFICE TAP COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

FAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION UNFAVOLJ.I~ABLE RECOMMENDATION 
(N=204) (N=64 ) 

No. % of Reason Total Reason No. 
% of 
Total 

Insti tutior. in Severity of 
favour 77 37.7 offences 23 35.9 

Conununity in Institution not 
favour 66 32.4 in favour 21 32.8 

Enough time Communi ty not 
served 51 25.0 in favour 18 28.1 

Good employment Insincerity to 
situation 45 22.1 Rehabilitate 15 23.4 

TABLE 22 

TAP CO-ORDINATOR 

FAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION UNFAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION 
(N=19) (N=14 ) _ .. -----

Reason No. % of 
Total 

% of Reason No. Total 

Institution in Severity of 
favour 10 52.6 offences 14 100.0 

positive Institu- Institution not 
tional Behaviour 8 42.1 in favour 5 35.7 

Offences not Police not in 
serious 8 42.1 favour 5 35.7 

Police in favour 7 36.8 Security Risk 4 28.6 

Judge 
-. 

in favour 7 36.8 
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One of the major reasons cited by the institu
tional decision-makers and TAP 'Co-ordinator for a favour-
able recommendation was the positive institutional behaviour 
exhibited by the applicant (see Hug, 1970; Currie, 1973). 
This would seem reasonable, since the institutional decision
makers, more often than not, have had close personal contact 
with inmates in that institution with the result that some 
preliminary opinion as to the appropriateness of TAP appli
cation has been formed. For a substantial proportion of these 
cases which Main Office has favourably recommended, it would 
appear that a primary rationale for that decision was the 
favourable recommendation received from the institution. 

For all cases that were rejected, understandably 
a major reason which was given by all four levels of decision
makers was related to severity of criminal involvement. These 
applicants were judged to be entrenched in rather chronic 
criminal behaviour. This supports some of the data already 
discussed with respect to criminal history. 

The institutional conunittee seems to form an 
opinion of the individual applicants around a concept of 
"sincerity", i.e., "sincerity of the applicant to rehabilitate" 
or lito change" (see R. FOx, 1971). For 56 (28.4%) of the cases 
which were recommended for approval, the individual institu
tional committee members felt that these inmates seemed "sincere" 
in changing their pattern of behaviour. For 11 cases (22.4%) 
with unfavourable decisions, the same members pointed out that 
precisely because these applicants did not seem to be sincere, 
they were not reconunended for approval. The Main Office TAP 
committee members also mentioned this as one of the reasons 
for unfavourable recommendations. 

Precisely what indicators are used to judge an 
applicant "sincere" or "not sincere" is not quite certain but 
it does seem conceivable that first hand knowledge or observa
tion of the inmate would probably be an important consideration. 
It is.not surprising, therefore, that the institutional TAP 
committee members who, by and large have had more direct contact 
with the applicant, feel this is an important consideration. 
This direct contact, in addition to inmate file information 
seems to supply the hasis for labelling an applicant sincere 
or r L sincere. Main Office, of course, is influenced by 
the~ opinions.* 

* It is understandable why the degree of agreement between the 
reasons cited by the decision-makers themselves and the re
lationships examined earlier via Main Office files is not a 
perfect one. In many instances more subjective opinions such 
as the sincerity of the applicant, were developed obviously 
not through Main Office file perusal only. In other instances, 
of course, the decision-makers may not have been consciously 
aware of some of the criteria which in fact they were using 
as frames of reference for arriving at a decision. 
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Both the Superintendents and the Main Office TAP 
Co-ordinator were strongly influenced by the recommendations 
made by the police authorities. Reasons for the importance 
of the police recommendations were discussed earlier. 

ATTITUDE AND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 
OF THE DECISION-MAKERS 

It was thought possible that while the information 
and circumstances regarding a particular applicant would be 
very important for the decision-makers in arriving at a 
decision, the attitudes of the decision-makers themselves 
might also have a bearing. Attitudes were investigated in 
order to present a more complete model of decision-making. 

Although a number of attitude scales were examined, 
it was decided to use the validated attitude scales developed 
by Hogarth (see J. Hogarth, 1971). These were considered to 
have a high degree of relevance in the context of Temporary 
Absence. From the original set of scales, only two major 
scales were used for the purpose of this study.* One dealt 
with treatment related items in the criminal justice system. 
The other centered around punishment related items. Since it 
was not posslble to obtain scores for every decision-maker, a 
random sample of 80 people were asked to complete the attitude 
questionnaires. 

Scores on each scale were calculated and then 
dichotomized as low or high. The cutoff point for labelling 
"high" or "low" was the median (i.e., the point at which half 

* In order to make the Likert scale items more relevant for the 
decision-makers, several items were either deleted or re-worded. 
Because of this, new reliability coefficients were calculated 
to ensure that the reliability of the scales did not fall below 
acceptable levels. A conservative approach was taken. Any 
scale with a reliability coefficient below 0.7500 was not used 
as part of the analysis. Only the punishment and treatment 
scales met the above criterion. The punishment scale had a 
reliability coefficient of 0.8960 and the treatment scale 
0.7761. The Split-Half Method with application of the Spearman
Brown Formula was the method utilized in determining re1iabi-
1ities. 

The following are examples of items in each of the scales: 

Treatment item - "Most criminals are in need of treatment". 

Punishment item - "There should be more discipline in penal 
institutions" . 

Respondents were asked to indicate the degree of agreement 
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

- 36 -

of the respondents are below and half are above). By 
rna tching the attitude category '(high or low) to the 
decision outcomes of the respective decision-makers, it 
was possible to obtain a measure of association between 
attitudes and decision outcome. 

Contrary to what one may expect, no significant 
correlation was found (see Table 23) 

TABLE 23 

RELATIONSHIP OF ATTITUDE SCALE SCORES TO DISPOSITION 
PATTERN AT THE FIRST THREE DECISION STAGES 

Punishm8nt 
Scale 

Treatment 
Scale 

Institutional 
TAP Cornrni ttee 

4>=0.0866 

p>.05 

4>=0.0830 

p>.05 

Superintendent Mlo TAP 
Committee 

~-

4>=0.0537 4>=0.0387 

p>.05 p>.05 

4>=0.0555 4>=0.0200 

p>.05 p>.05 

between attitude scale scores and disposition pattern for any 
of the decision-making levels considered, as measured by the 
phi coefficient*. (Since only one individual is involved at 
Stage IV, it was not possible to test for a relationship here, 
because only one attitude scale score was possible, i.e., 
either high or low). 

The personal attitudes of the decision-makers as 
represented by the scales, do not seem to be related at all 
to whether an applicant is approved or denied for TA. For 
the most part, each applicant case is handled on its own merit 
in the context of general policy or guidelines, and is not 
affected by personal attitudes or ~hims of the i~dividual 
decision-makers.** A note of cautl0n should be lntroduced here 

* A phi coefficient is related to X2
• This correlation measure 

is applicable to 2x2 tables only and the variables involved 
are assumed to be discrete. 

** Further evidence of this is suggested by data collected in the 
context of several institutional TAP Committee meetings where 
the app1i cant was also present. The au thor checked off a 
number of precoded categories such as the physical appearance of 
the inmate, the amount of talking done by him and similar 
"subjective" considerations. It was found that none of these 
considerations had any effect whatsoever on the decision out
come. It was only possible to attend 10 of these meetings. A 
total of 33 applications were considered. 
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in that the attitudes examined do not represent all possible 
types. It is conceivable tha~ i~ oth7r kinds ofattit~des 
were investigated, some assoclatlon ml.ght have been eVl.dent. 

General demographic information on the decision
makers was collected to determine whether there was any 
relationship between these variables and disposition pattern. 
The information collected included: age, marital status, 
length of service in the Ministry of Correctional Services, 
position held and educational leve~ a~t~ined. Non7 of ~hese 
variables, however, revealed any sl.gnl.fl.cant relatl.onshl.ps. 

COMPARISON OF TAP APPLICANTS 
WITH NON-TAP APPLICANTS 

A sample of 77 inmates who had not currently 
appljed for TAP (e.g., employment or education~l~ wer~ 
interviewed to determine whether they were faml.ll.ar wl.th 
the TAP, how they found out about it and their reasons for 
non-involvement in the Temporary Absence Program. Remand 
prisoners were not included. Main Office file in~ormation 
provided basic demographic data for comparisons between 
these inmates and inmates who in fact applied for TA. 

In the overall picture, very few differences in 
background characteristics exist between the TAP applicants 
and the non-applicants. The former group has an average age 
of 28.2 years compared to 26.5 years for the latter group 
( t= 1 . 31, d f= 2 51, p>. 05) . 

Compared to the non-applicant group, a greater 
proportion of the TAP applicant sample was married. 

GROUP 

TAP 
Applicants 

Non-TAP 
Applicants 

TOTAL 

TABLE 24 

COMPARISON OF MARITAL STATUS 
OF THE STUDY GROUPS 

MARITAL STATUS 

Married Not Married 

97 79 
(55.1%) (44.9%) 

27 50 
(35.1%) (64.9%) 

124 129 

t = 2.957, p<.Ol 

TOTAL . 

176 
(100.0%) 

77 
(100.0%) 

253 

1111 
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This might be explained by the .fact that married inmates 
have more reasons to apply for employment TA than do single 
individuals. It is the married people who, in most instances, 
have families to support and financial and/or other obli
gations. Some families' sole income is from the inmates' 
employment. The adverse effects of total incarceration are, 
therefore, worse for these inmates. Single people, on the 
other hand, usually have significantly fewer obligations. 
In this context, it is not surprising that more married 
inmates apply for TA than do single ones. 

More TAP inmates had previously applied for TAP 
(most were 1 - 5 day passes), than had inmates in the non
applicant group. Of the 176 TAP applicants, 94 (53.4%) had 
submitted previous TAP applications as compared to 23 out of 
76 (30.3%) for the other group (see Table 25). 

GROUP 

TAP 
Applicants 

Non-TAP 
Applicants 

TOTAL 

TABLE 25 

COMPARISON OF PREVIOUS APPLICATION 
PATTERN OF THE STUDY GROUPS 

APPLICATION PATTERN 

Applied Before Never Applied 

94 82 
(53.4%) (46.6%) 

23 53 
(30.3%) (69.7%) 

117 135 
, 

t = 3.413, p<.OOl 

TOTAL 

176 
(100.0%) 

76 
(100.0%) 

252 

Similarly, with respect to educational level, both 
groups of inmates had an average grade of 9.6. In summary, 
it can be seen that neither of these two factors distinguish 
between inmates who apply for TA and inmates who do not. On 
the contrary, the similarity is very striking. 

However, several differences became apparent when 
criminal offence history was examined. The TAP applicant 
sample had an average current aggregate sentence of 300.4 days 
compared to 222.4 days for those individuals who did not apply 
(t~2.55, df=25l, p<.Ol). Inmates included in the non-applicant 
group tended to have shorter sentences. This, however should 
not imply that TAP is therefore not suitable for this type 
of inmate. 
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h'hil<:~ +11(; non-applicant sample had 2.9 previous 
incarcerations compared to 1.9 for the applicant group 
(t=1.2l, df=86, p~ 05) they, neverthelr·s, had served only 
an average of IF) 8 days from other incaL 3rations vis-a-vis 
201 days for the: applicant group. This merely re flects thc~ 
fact that the applicant group had an average of 0.42 previous 
1 iquor con'.'ictions. The non-applicant group, however, had 
2.S8 convictions related to liquor (t=2.02, df=77, p<.05). 
Thes>:! findiners tend to suqqest that a large port,ion of the 
n(m-applicant group had a history of chronic liquur offences. 

In 0.11 other respects, the two groups do not 
differ significant:y. In fact, it was surprising that the 
two \Jrol1p~:i a rc, in l:,any ways so simil ar. 1'hi s simi lari t.y 1;:; 
especially highlighted when the relo.tionships arc further 
F' finod llP'A1 cornpo.rison 0 f the ncm-3.ppl iCClnt crroup v;i th 
(d) apprn'.7c~d TAP appli cants and (1:;) drmied aPF,lic:mts. 

vJi th n}sf)(~(;t. to thc? proportions ,.)1: innla tC'~c; W:1!:'::C

curn~'nt off;;ncf~~~ ar(~ in the ut"f.'stricbxl" cat-;,,-;qorics p the no:', 
app lican t. ,a:oun is InOrE; similar to the approved dpp 1 ican t:~ 
t.!ld!1 t.l1(~.:· :].1'~( to tr4J.'"' ;Jt'~r1ic~(1 CJr1t?S CI1 at)lc:: 2(;) & 

Denied TAP 
Applicants 

Non 
Applicants 

Approved 
'l'AP 

Applicants 

1{I:t;IVTI\7T~ i: PCJF'() ITI' IC)NS 
,:A ~_11-;~G(J R~:{ () rI'~EL'JCI~S 

'l\,,\BLE 26 

65 

Proportions (%) 

70 

I1~EI 

IJIRI 
11£1 
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The2: sarno findiner oC!curs wi th n:;sp(~ct tt) (:!~e proporti/ I !1:-; 'J ,. 

inmdtes who arc first incarcerates lTablc 27'. 

T)'.-;ni<2d TAP 
P'pplicant:s 

licants 

ovcd 
'rAP 

lic2mts 

TABLE 27 

PELAT rJB Pi1UPORTII)NS OF FJ HST l'J{:l,I;CL b\'J.T~~; 
AMONG THHEE STPDY G~{C'IT;PE 

Proportione ( ) 

The pClint here is that vlhilo the non-TAP applicant 
sa:"1plt' is 8urprisincrly similar in most respects to the Tl'>.P 
sample as a whole, when separate key factors are considered, 
the similarity to the approved sample increases. It would not 
SL"em at all unreasonable that a substantial number of the 
inmates from the non-applicant group could have easily been 
part of the applicant <::1roup. Even more important, how'ever, is 
the fact that. a number of these inmates would have probably 
been approved for TA, all things being equal. 

~vhat reasons then, did the inmates from the non
applicant group have for not applying for TAP, given that they 
were not radically different from those inmates who did apply? 

When asked whether they kner,v what TAP was, all 77 
non-applicant inmates indicated that the v did. Over three
fifths (61.0%) of this sample learned of~TAP through other 
inmates. The remainder read about TAP in the inmate booklet 
or were informed by legal counsel and/or relatives. Obviously, 
ignorance of the Temporary Absence Program cannot be used as a 
reason for not applying. The following chart indicates reasons 
based on 75 non-applicant inmates' answers: 
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TABLE 28 

REASONS MENTIONED FOR NOT APPLYING (N=75) 

REASON No. 

A. Short duration of sentence 
("not worthwhile" ) 18 

B. Ineligible 
("I would just get refused" ) 10 

C. No job available 10 

D. Transportation or situational 
problems 10 

E. No desire to apply 8 

F. Too much sentence time left 4 

G. Disabled 4 

H. Was discouraged from applying 3 

I. Intentions to apply 3 

J. Satisfied with institutional 
involvement 3 

K. The application process takes too 
long ("there's too much red tape" ) 3 

L. Other Reasons 3 

11111 

% of 
Total • 
24.0 

13.3 

13.3 

13.3 

10.7 

5.3 

5.3 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 
[lUI 

~--.--
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As indicated in the table, the most frequently 
mentioned reason (24.0%) for not applying related to the 
fact that the sentence was too short. Given the amount of 
time needed for an application to be processed, these 
individuals did not feel it was worthwhile. One miqht 
question whether the answers supplied in the interviews are 
inaccurate. Comparison of the length of current sentence 
as per Main Office file information for those (24.0%) inmates 
who mentioned that their sentence was short with those who 
did not would suggest that this is not the case. It was 
found that the length of sentence for the former group was 
108 days compared to 260 days for the latter (t=3.58, df=54, 
p<.OOl). This supports the validity of the answers given in 
the interviews. 

The fact that some inmates had shorter sentences does 
not necessarily mean that it would have been impossible to 
apply for TAP. The fact is, that these inmates themselves 
felt it was not worthwhile for the short period of time which 
they could spend on TAP, particularly in those cases where 
parole discharge was possible. Inher$nt in the reason cited 
by these inmates is the notion that perhaps the TAP selection 
process takes too long and that, in fact, it may discourage 
some inmates from applying. Similar comments were made by 3 
inmates (4.0%) who did say outright that this was their reason 
for not attempting an application (Reason K) . 

It was surprisiny to find that 10 (13.3%) inmates felt 
that there was no point in applying because they would be 
denied. They arrived at this conclusion not through institu
tional staff influence, but rather, through their own general 
knowledge of TAP criteria. The kinds of reasons which they 
gave as to why they would be refused were usually based on 
very broad generalizations or stereotypes. Ten (13.3%) 
individuals indicated that they did not have a job or job . 
prospect. They did indicate, however, that should a job be 
available they would definitely be willing to apply. A 
similar number of inmates stated that because their job was 
located in an area where it was very difficult to obtain 
transportation to and from work, this precluded their applying. 
Only 8 (10.7%) inmates actually made it known that they had 
no desire to apply. They felt that TAP participation would 
add other pressures which they needn I t face ··by doinq '''s1:!:raight 
time". This b~ars out earlier findings (Crispino, 1974), wher~J 
it was indicated that TA is nQ.t, necessarily an easier way ";'1" 

of serving a sentence, but that in many respects it is mucJ:f,.:' 
m<?r~: d~f;ficul t ap~ dem~~~~~~<than "doing ... str·aight.::J.me". 

" ---)0 "_'.. ," ,..... I, .. "".' : .. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the discussion of the flow of decision
~aking in the present system, it became apparent that 
~here was a high degree of consistency in the pattern of 
dispositions amongst the four stages. 

One would expect a substantial amount of agree
ment to exist, but not to the point where roughly nine 
out of ten cases are disposed of with the same decision 
outcome at all four stages. Clearly, this would seem to 
negate the need for so many stages in the decision-making 
-process when the final outcome of an application can be 
fairly accurately predicted by knowing what the decision 
outcome was at the institutional levels. This system has 
served a very useful purpose by assisting in the-growth and 
development of the Program. At present, however, the system 
has become somewhat cumbersome in its operation. The obvious 
and necessary question must be asked. IICan the decision
making process be modified in order to improve on the overall 
effectiveness and efficiency of the Temporary ,Absence Program?" 
It is the feeling of the author that based on the data derived 
from this study, the answer to this question must be in the 
affirmative. The following recommendation is then proposed: 
Th~ ~h~ autho~ity to app~ove o~ de~y aLl employme~t T~mpo~a~y 
Ab~e~ce applicatio~ be delegated to the Supe4i~tende~t4. 

Under this scheme, the institutional TAP committee 
would make its recommendation in the normal fashion. The 
Superintendent would then, on the basis of the committee's 
recommendation and on other pertinent information or policy, 
approve or deny the TAP application for employment. The 
Main Office stages would not be directly involved. This is 
not to say that exchange of information should be nullified. 
On the contrary, all investigative services should be made 
available to the institutional authorities. Furthermore, 
duplicate documentation should be forwarded to the Main 
Office. 

Under this new system, the institutional TAP commit
tee would, by necessity, have to assume a more significant 
role with greater autonomy. More specifically, the role of 
the local TAP supervisor should be strengthened. A common 
complaint expressed by TAP supervisors is, that along with 
their TAP duties, a host of other responsibilities also awaits 
them at the discretion of the Superintendent. A reduction of 
these 1I 0 ther"kinds of duties would be desirable for these 
individuals, in order to allow them more time to spend in the 
preparation of TAP cases. If the institutions are willing to 
accept the delegation of authority, then they should also be 
willing to accept the added responsibility. 
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The Main Office TAP Branch would be the most 
likely body to handle appeals ~r case reviews. It would 
appear fruitless to have this 3uthority vested upon the 
institutional authorities because, in fact, they would be 
asked to review their ovm decisions f a situation which may 
not be in the best interests of all parties concerned. The 
mechanics of these provisions will, of course, need careful 
consideration. 

How can the Temporary Absence Program as a whole 
"benefit" from the proposed change in the delegation of 
authority? Aside from the obvious reduction of Main Office 
time demand, the amount of time needed to process an appli
cation will be considerahly reduced (perhaps by as much as 
half or more), a concern which some of the non-applicant 
inmates indicated as a reason for not applying. 

The possibility of a potential 'EA applicant losing 
his/her job while awai-tinq approval for TA participation would 
be greatly minimized. This is especially true for cases 
originating from the Northern Region where ,because of 
geographical isolation and unfavourable winter conditions, 
the time-lapse between time of application and final approval 
is quite lengthy. As was previously discussed, at times an 
employer will call a Superintendent and indicate to him/her 
that a position or a number of positions are available and he 
would be willing to hire TAP inmates. Unfortunately, the 
employer cannot alwavs vial. t for the length a f time needed 
to process an application. 

The amount of paper work required was a major 
concern voiced at a recent T.~ workshop (March, 1975). This 
is another area where some relief would be experienced. 

Because of renional differences among the four 
regions with respect to \"arious facets of Temporary Absence, 
delegation of authority will provide the basis by which each 
region may be able to be more responsive to its own particular 
needs. 

Although, staff morale and attitudes towards TAP 
was not one of the primary areas of investiqation, it becomes 
apparent to the author that some hostility or resistance 
toward the program still exists among institutional staff. 
In the great majority of these cases, Main Office involvement 
in the TAP selection process was cited as the primary reason. 
Many, in fact, did not take the institutional involvement in 
the sel(:ction process very seriously because the final authority 
rested elsewhere, somewhat "removed" from the Ureal-life" 
situation. 

Should it prove impossible for practical reasons to 
delegate all employment cases to the institutional level, or 
should a "phasing-in" stage be deemed necessary, the following 
recommendation is seen as a viable tempor~ alternative: That 
complete delegation of authority to the superintendents be 
given for those employment cases where the police authorities 
have expressed a favourable recommendation. 

III 
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Reference to tables 29 - 31 indicates that in 
those cases where the police have made a favourable recommen
dation, the agreement level in decision outcome among the 
four stages is very high. Aside from this, of course, input 
by the police authorities is a vital community contribution 
to the decision-making process. In a practical sense, this 
arrangement is easier to manage than other criteria which 
were found to be relevant. (see Table 3) This recommendation, 
however, should only be entertained if total delegation of 
all employment cases is not feasible at this time. Based on 
current trends, this latter alternative would reduce the 
proportion of employment cases to be considered at Main Office 
by 45.0% to 55.0%. 

Because of the Lmportance of police input in 
Temporary Absence (discussed earlier in the study) it may 
prov~ very beneficial to periodically allow local police 
authorities to participate in the decision-making at the 
institutional TAP committee level. This may not always be 
possible due to sheer practical considerations. Several insti
tutions have attempted to include police authorities in the 
actual TAP selection process with what seems to have been 
positive results. 

Wherever possible, employers from the local community 
should be encouraged to participate in the decision-making 
process in order to help both TAP decision~makers and the 
general public to better accept the notion that the community 
is a very important aspect of Temporary Absence. 

As previously mentioned, some att~ntion should be 
paid to those TAP participants whose convictions involve 
liquor related offences. The data indicates that these p~rti
cipants are more likely to violate the conditions of Temporary 
Absence. Perhaps more counselling involvement such as with 
AA would help this type of inmate better cope with the strains 
and difficulties encountered while in the TAP. 

In the discussion of the non-applicant group, it 
became apparent that a number of them did not apply for TA 
because they felt that they would pot be recommended for 
approval. As mentioned, the reasons for this were rather 
obscure. It appears that at least some of these inmates dis
played a lack of self confidence (some,of course, were also 
realistic). Institutional personnel who are in contact with 
these inmates may be in a position to provide guidance and 
direction regarding TA participation or alternate available 
Programs which may best suit the needs of the inmate. The 
correctional officer or line staff may be in the best situation 
to help foster within the inmate a better understanding of 
the Temporary Absence Program. 

The value of more TAP workshops has been highlighted 
by recent workshops where a number of issues arose for discus
sion. Problems encountered by one institution may have already 
been resolved by another and the exchange of such information 
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is very valuable. These workshops can also help to assess 
the overall status of the Temporary Absence Program. 

More involvement of Staff Training and Development 
would also be--desirable at various intervals in the overall 
professional development of TAP supervisors. 

Perhaps TAP decision-making might be viewed as 
a process whereby two types of errors are possible. One 
type is to allow potentially unsuitable inmates to participate 
in the TAP. The other is to prevent a potentially suitable 
inmate from participating. Ideally, one would like to elimi
nate both types of errors. Needleso to say, this is not 
possible. However, it is possible to minimize one type 
of error. Decision-makers must ultimately ask themselves the 
crucial question, "Which type of error is less desirable?" 

• • 
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TABLE 29 

DISPOSITION PATTERN FOR THOSE CASES WHERE THE POLICE 
HAVE MADE A FAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION 

Amount of agreement: 73 + 5 = 78 (92.9%) 

ffi Favourable decision outcome 

e = Unfavourable decision outcome 

~ Inst. Corranittee 
(stage 1) 

~ Superintendent 
(Stage 2) 

~ 

~ 

~ 
\0 

M/O corranittee 
(Stage 3) 

TAP Co-ordinator 
(stage 4) 
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TABLE 30 

DISPOSITION PATTERN FOR THOSE CASES WHERE THE POLICE 
HAVE MADE AN UNFAVOURABLE RECOMMENDATION 

Amount of agreement: 9 + 20 = 29 (76.3%) 

~ = Favourable decision outcome 

e Unfavourable decision outcome 

TABLE 31 

DISPOSITION PATTERN FOR THOSE CASES WHERE THE POLICE 
DID NOT HAVE INPUT 

N=53 

~. 

Ii 

$/ \6 

~~G0 

Amount of agreement: 33 + 10 = 43 (81.1%) 

$ = Favourable decision outcome 

e = Unfavourable decision outcome 

....aIIiII Inst. Committee 
~ (Stagt: 1) 

~ Superintendent 
(Stage 2) 

...diI M/O Conuni ttee 
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