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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Correctional services in Canada have witnessed an
ever-increasing trend toward the establishment of community-
based treatment facilities (Zeitoun, 1976:1-2; National Task
Force, 1979:i; Griffiths et al., 1980:249). A major concern
to those working in residential centres, is the outcome of
program participants, or their rate of recidivism.
Additionally, sociologists and program treatment staff are
concerned about the strength of social history character-
istics, of incarcerants, as predictors of recidivism.

One residential facility may differ completely from
another, and all residential facilities are markedly
different from the institutions where their residents come
from. Information concerning institutional populations is
extensive, even information pertaining to residents of
community-based centres is readily obtainable (Sone, 1976:
Ardron, 1978, 1980); but extensive informatién pertéining
to a specific residentially-based treatment program is not
so readily available. The purpose of this study is to pro-
vide detailed information about, specifically, Kairos

program participants and their outcomes.



Statement of the Problem

There are four specific areas or problems which the
present study is focusing upon:

1. What are the recidivism measures for the parti-

cipants of the Kairos program?

. To what extent do sub-population recidivism

measures differ from the population mean?

. What is the relative strength, or order, of
social history characteristics as predictors of

recidivism for the Kairos program?

. Does the occupancy rate of the Kairos program

have an effect upon the recidivism rate?

. Does a disruption in the treatment staff--due
to staff changes—--have an effect upon the

recidivism rate?

Delimitations of the Problem

Information for this study came from Ministry of
Correctional Services, Ontario, files and from other
official court records and R. C. M. P. reports. The
gathering of research materials was conducted for one week
in February, 1981, at the Ministry of Correctional Services
"main office” in Toronto. The research_matep}als were
coded during a four-week period in the summer of 1981 at
the Thundexr Bay Correctional Centre; and the data was
analyzed over a one-month period during the fall of 1981 at

Lakehead University in Thunder Bay.



Theoretical Framework

fﬁe present éﬁﬁdy is primarily descriptive in
nature. In-this instarnce the researcher is in agreement
with James Hackler, who favours the small inquiry over
"massive research programs" (Hackler, 1978:89). The review
of the literature contains a more detailed explanation of
some of the problems facing proqram evaluators; but for the
present, it must be stated that this researcher sees little
coherence in the efforts of other researchers in the area
of recidivism studies. Therefore, by undertaking a close
and detailed examination of Kairos participants, and their
outcomes, it is hoped that the findings of the present
research--when made accessible to Kairos program staff--
will result in minor modifications and improvements in the

Kairos program.

Definitions of Terms Used

Community Resource Centre. A community resource

centre (C. R. C.) is a community-based residential treat-
ment program for inmates from provincially operated minimum
security institutions, and/or provincial jails. Sentences
for inmates serving time in these institutions run from a
few weeks, up to two years minus one day. Community
resource centres are privately contracted to provide their
services, with the majority of their operating funds being

supplied by the Ministry of Correctional Services, Ontario.



Kairos C. R. C. Kairos is a C. R. C. located in

Thunder Bay, Ontario, and is one of thirty--or more--
similar residential treatment programs currently operating-
in Ontario. Xairos residents come from the Thunder Bay
Correctional Centre, or from the Thunder Bay District Jail,
and occasionally from other provincial correctional insti-
tutions. ZKairos first opened its doors in January, 1976,

and is the C. R. C. under examination in this study.

Recidivism. For the purpose of this study,

recidivism refers to any further incarceration or conviction
with subsequent probation, fine, and incarceration incurred
after the Kairos resident was released from custody. A
significant recontact does not necessarily mean that the
recidivist was convicted, but it does represent--for this

study--one of several possible recidivism occurrences.

Overview for the Remaining Chapters

Chapter II. A review of the literature is

presented, briefly outlining a history of recidivism
research and discussing the current controversies in the
evaluation of treatment programs; and a perspective on

conducting further research is also presented.

Chapter III. This chapter outlines the methodology

employed in this study. Measures of recidivism are dis-~

cussed, as well as the study subjects; the specific



questions and hypotheses to be examined; and the method of

data coliéction and aﬂgiysis.

Chapter IV. The results of the study are presented

in this Chapter: univariate data; measures of association;
information pertaining to specific research questions; and
the testing of hypotheses. The findings of the study are

briefly outlined in the summary section.

Chapter V. Significant results of this study are
discussed in light of the current literature; further
research recommendations are made; and some suggestions are
presented, which have implications for the Xairos programn,

as well as correctional services policies.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Extensive amounts of research have been conducted in
the area of correctional treatment programs and their pro-
gram participants. The following literature review will
specifically examine the current controversy of the "Nothing/

Something Works" debate.

Early Research

Some of the early studies conducted on criminal
offenders took place in American state prisons. 1In 1915
Dr. Frank L. Heacox, the physician at Auburn State Prison,
collected social history and demographic characteristics of
30 parole violators. Heacox presented the information for
each of the parole violators as "case histories”. At the
end of each case history, he outlined the causes for the
recidivist's criminal career and parole violation. For
example:

Causitive Factors of Criminal Career:

1. Mental Peculiarity-Defective control for alcohol.

2. Home Conditions-Large family; lack of parental
control.

3. Environment-Early street life; bad companions.

Causitive Factors of Violation of Parole:

1. Associating with bad companions.

2. Return to previous alcoholic habits. (Heacox, 1915:
243)



Another early study was published by Warner (1923),
who categorizedwg;~;£é;$ for 680 prisoners of the
Massachussetts Reformatory between 1912 and 1921. Warner
examined the post release successes and failures based on
each of 69 categorized items. A short time later, Hart
(1924) reanalyzed Warner's data and concluded that 30 of

the 69 items clearly differentiated between the successes

and failures.

Recent Research

Over the years, recidivism studies have taken on two
forms: those that tend to evaluate and compare the effects
of various kinds of treatment programs upon the rate of
recidivism, and those that tend to focus on various social
history and demographic characteristics as predictors of

recidivism.

1. Program Evaluations. The first type of study

--which 1s evaluative and comparative--will ideally be
experimental in design, or at least have a "quasi-
experimental" design (Cambell and Stanley, 1967). In these
studies the treatment program is viewed as an independent
variable, and the outcome measure or dependent varidble is
recidivism. If an experimental design is employed, then
the experimental group--those who received treatment--are
compared to a control group--those who did not receive the

chance to participate in the treatment program.



If a quasi-experimental design is employed, a com-
parison group is selectea upon the basis of severéi
characteristics matched in  the aggregate. A statistical
analysis is then conducted to determine if there is a
significant difference in the outcome measures between the
experimental group and the comparison group. If a
significant difference is demonstrated in favour of the
control group, it is then concluded that the program under
evaluation has successfully "rehabilitated" the individuals
who participated in it. Recidivism data is generally
collected for a period of 6 months to 1 year after the
release of program participants.

Charles Logan (%972) has developed a formal typology
for what he considered are the minimal requirements, for a
study, to test the effectiveness of a correctional program.
Hackler has summarized this typology:

1. There should be a clear set of program procedures
which could be repeated at different times with differ-
ent subjects and by different administrators...

2. There must be some division, preferably random,
into treatment and control groups differing as little
as possible.

3. There must be a measure of the behaviour that is to
be changed before and after the program both for the
treatment and control groups. .

4. 'Success' must be definable and compatible with
reasonable expectations as to what success should be;
that is, 'success' should reflect not just happiness,
personal adjustment, or faith in the program, or the
opinion of observers: it should refer to criminal
behaviour.

5. There should be a follow-up in the community for
both the treatment and control groups sometime after
the program has ended (Hackler, 1978:24-25).



It has been indicated by several investigators
(Martinsdﬁ, 19747”£5g55; 1972; Hackler, 1978) that very
few studies meet the requirements of an experimental or
quasi-experimental design. Two such studies which meet
four of the five requirements outlined above, are: 1. The
"Provo Experiment” (Empey and Rabow, 1961), and: 2. The
Opportunities for Youth Project in Seattle (Hackler, 1966).
The Empey and Rabow Provo Experiment, minimally fullfilled
the first four requirements, while Hackler's Opportunity
for Youth Project was less marginal. But both studies
failed to meet the fifth requirement. The conclusions of
the Provo Experiment were merely suggestive (Empey and

Erickson, 1972, 321), and the findings of the Youth Project

were inconclusive.

2. Prediction Studies. The second type of study,

which examines social history and demographic characteristics
as predictors of recidivism, represents a large amount of

the literature in recidivism studies. Curtain social history
characteristics and demographic variables have been
consistently shown to be related to recidivism--so much so
that they have come to be referred to as "stéble predictors
of recidivism". In a review of seventy-one studies;
Pritchard (1979:19) presents data on the relationship
between biographical predictors and recidivism in 177

independent samples of ofﬁénders. Pritchard concludes that
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an offence of "auto theft; the presences of prior con-
victions; stability of employment; age at first arrest;
living arrangements; current income; history of opiate use;
and history of alcohol abuse appear to be the most stable
predictors of recidivism."”

Other predictive studies have also shown that age
and previous criminality are strongly related to recidivism
(Babst et al., 1971; Baikhuisen and Hoekstra, 1974; Madden,
1976); poor employment records and recidivism are related
(Cartwright et al., 1972; Pallone and Hennessey, 1977); and
that heavy alcohol and drug use have increased the predict-
ability of recidivism among the participants of treatment
programs (Babst et al., 1972).

A recent example of a Canadian predictive study was
conducted by CGendreau et al. (1979:416). The researchers
collected data on 802 inmates from the Guelph Correctional
Centre during a period from 1970 to 1972. Gendreau et al.,
were concerned with first incarcerates, and conducted a
"social history interview"” with each subject; a "file data
sheet” filled in with information from the institutional
files, and "recidivism reports" filled in wi?p information
from R. C. M. P. records and Ministry of Correctional
Services files. The researchers concluded that the factors
most associated with recidivism were age; prior criminality;
work history; institutional behaviour; and age at which

alcohol or drug use began.
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Of course many studies combine elements of both
program ébaiuations“éﬂa-predictive studies; -but, for the
most part, it is only the biographical data which has had

any real significance to date.

Current Debates

1. Nothing Works. Many researchers are of the
opinion that rehabilitation programs offer little--if any
--by way of rehabilitation to prison inmates. One of the
early statements in this regard was made by Schnur, who
concluded that:

No research has been done to date that enables us to
say that one treatment program is better than another
or that enables us to examine a man and specify the
treatment he needs. There is no evidence that proba-
tion is better than institutions, that institutions
are better than probation, or that being given parole
is better than escaping... So much of what is now
being done about crime may be so wrong that the net
effect of the actions is to increase rather than
decrease crime. Research could possibly shed some
light, but none of the researches conducted to date
answers these questions (Schnur, 1964:23).

In the latter part of the 1960's, Robert Martinson
and several other researchers were hired by the New York
State Governor's Special Committee on Criminal Offenders.
Their task was to establish what had been the most
effective means of prisoner rehabilitation. The 1400 page

document which resulted was never published. Martinson

claims that the document's disturbing conclusions had



changed the minds of the Governor's Committee about the
document's "worth...and proper use of the information..

~gathered” (Martinson, 1974:23).

<

Following this decision, Martinson undertook the
task of compiling his own study for publication. Martinson
reviewed the literature for all available reports published
in English, concerning rehabilitation programs--in the
United States, as well as in other countries--from 1945 to
1967.

From this exhaustive review of the literature,
Martinson picked only 231 studies, which-~he claimed--met
the selection criteria established. The selection criteria
stated that:

A study had to be an evaluation of a treatment method,
it had to employ an independent measure of the improve-
ment secured by that method, and it had to use some
control group, some untreated individuals with whom
treated ones could be compared. We excluded studies
only for methodological reasons: they presented
insufficient data, they were only preliminary, they
presented only a summary of findings, their results
were confounded by extraneous factors, they used
unreliable measures, one could not understand their
descriptions of the treatment in question, they drew
spurious conclusions from their data, their samples
were undescribed or too small or provided no true
comparability between treated and untreated groups, oOr
they had used inappropriate statistical tests and did
not provide enough information for the reader to
recompute the data (Martinson, 1974:24).

Even after such careful screening, Martinson's (1974:25)
"bald" summary was: "With few and isolated exceptions, the
rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have

had no appreciable effect on recidivism."

12



Additionally, James Hackler (1979) has noted the
many danéers of evaluation with regard to rehabilitation
programs, and in his examination of youthful crime he has
referred to what he terms "The Great Stumble Forward"
(Hackler, 1978). Hackler maintains that "despite the
resources, interest, and expertise available...very few
crime and delinquency prevention programs have met with the
minimum criteria for a genuine evaluation" {Hackler, 1978:
25). According to Hackler, the development of treatment
programs has been the result of one blundering step after
another.

In yet another review of the literature, Ilene
Bernstein (1975), examined 236 studies. Bernstein (1975:
56-57) concluded that 75 percent did not use an experimental
or quasi-experimental design; 41 percent did not randomly
select their subjects; 50 percent employed a biased sample;
and 65 percent did not include a statistical analysis of
the data. For the proponents of’ the "nothing works"
doctrine, the importance of a valid scientific experiment
is paramount, and under their critical gaze even those
studies that do fullfill their rigid criteria seem to be
lacking in concrete results.

Finally, Aultman and Wright have discussed the
"nothing/something works" debate from the perspective of

the change model developed. by Kuhn (1970), in "The Structure
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of Scientific Revolutions." Aultman and Wright (1982:17)
diagrammed Kuhn's theory of paradigmatic change as follows:
PARADIGM I
NORMAL
SCIENCE
/fMODIFICATIONS OF PARADIGM
ANOMALIES\\ ‘
CRISB~~NEW THEORY-~REVOLUTION--PARADIGM II

Paradigm I, or the currently dominant approach, has
been identified as the "Reformative Paradigm;" the paradigm
which encompasses the treatment oriented or rehabilitative
approach to the handling of offenders--and the positivistic
viewpoint for methods of evaluation in the treatment/
rehabilitative approach.

The researchers have tentatively proposed (Aultman
and Wright, 1982:22) the emergence of a competing paradigm,
one which they have identified as the "Fairness Paradigm."
The "Fairness Paradigm" highlights a shifting philosophy,
in justice and correcdtions, toward a "more rigid and legal
type of institution.”

Regardless of the existence of a competing paradigm,
Aultman and Wright point out that the proponents of the
"nothing works" debate have drawn attention to the
anomalies in the "Reformative Paradigm," and this has pre-
cipitated the present crisis in the "nothing/something

works' debate. Aultman and Wright point out the fact that:

...no body of research provided consistent support to
any of the theories proposed within this positivistic
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paradigm suggest that no scientist has been able to
come up with—the right solution to the puzzle of
criminal etiology. The additional fact that no treat-
ment program has been able to show a consistently
significant effect in the reduction of criminal
recidivism illuminates the lack of ability of this
paradigm to provide answers concerning the correct
approach to changing deviants (Aultman and Wright,
1982:21).

2. Something Works. Reaction to the "nothing
works" doctrine has been extensive, and it has only served
to fuel the debate among the various researchers concerned.
One of the first replies to the Martinson article was by
Ted Palmer. Palmer (1975) undertook a review of
Martinson's article, and concluded that his harsh, nothing
works, stance was not in keeping with many of the studies
reviewed by Martinson; which indicated positive results.
Palmer quoted extensively from Martinson, indicating key
passages where he had specifically acknowledged that a
number of programs had produced beneficial results. For
example:

(Taken together, the studies that were reviewed) give
us very little reason to hope that we have in fact
found a sure way of reducing recidivism through
rehabilitation. This is not to say we found no
instances of success or partial success; it is only to
say that these instances have been isolated, producing
no clear pattern to indicate the efficacy of any
particular method of treatment (Palmer, 1975:49).

In his closing remarks, Palmer questions whether
or not Martinson is right in asking, "What works--for

offenders as a whole?" Instead, Palmer (1975:150)

maintains that we must ask, "Which methods work best for
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which type of offenders, and under what conditions or in
what types g}.setting?".

In reply to Palmer's review, Martinson (1976:78)
complained that he had to spend "the better part of four
months struggling to decipher the research design...to
translate the footnotes, appendices, cross-references, and
tables from the original Egyptian...To review one of
Palmer's research projects is...something like translating
the Moscow telephone book into Swahili®. According to
Martinson, "Correctional treatment is about nine-tenths
pageantry, rumination, and rubbish...A partly positive
‘resdlt is probably akin to a partly pregnant girlfriend...
(Wwith the answers provided by correctional researchers) and
thirty cents you can buy a cup of coffee in New York".

What becomes immediately obvious in the criticisms
of Schnur, Martinson, Hackler, and Bernstein, is that very
little research in the field of correctional rehabilitation
even cormes close to fullfilling the rigid criteria which
they have outlined for evaluation studies.

According to Paul Gendreau and Mary Leipciger
(1978:4), it is an "all or none" view of recidivism which
informed Martinson's perspective. This all or none view
has contributed to the "nothing works™ doctrine.
Alternatively, Stuart Adams acknowledges the lack of
scientific rigour in the evaluation of correctional treat-

ment programs. Adams (1974:16), goes on to suggest, "that
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evaluation in corrections is as productive, generally
speaking, ‘as evaluation in industry or medicine". Adams
further suggests that other types of studies will result in
a "pay-off", such as case studies, panel-interviews, a time
series, as well as quasi-experimental designs, and elabo-
rate controlled experiments (Adams, 1974:17).

More recently the "something works" side of the
debate has been discussed in an article entitled,
"Effective Correctional Treatment: Bibliotherapy for
Cynics”. In this article--by two Canadian researchers-—-
Gendreau and Ross (1979) reviewed the literature published
between late 1973 and early 1978. Ninety-five studies met
admission requirements that stated: a study should employ,
at least, a guasi-experimental design, contain a statisti-
cal analysis of the data, and report on a follow-up of at
least six months. The researchers grouped the studies
under the headings: family and community intervention,
contingency management, counselling, diversion, biomedical
assistance, miscellaneous treatment, and some discussion of
studies dealing with the problems of alcoholism and drug
abuse among offenders.

Gendreau and Ross (1979:469) carefully conc%uded
that "The effects of these programs have been shown to
contribute indirectly to reducing criminality. In addi-
tion, the types of treatmgnt offered suggest useful

directions for further correctional programs®. Gendreau
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and Ross also argued that the "nothing works" doctrine
created a negative view of correctional treatment programs,
thereby allowing the correctional system to escape its own
responsibility. If offenders are classified as untreatable
the system then makes it apparent that it cannot be held
responsible for his success or his failure (Gendreau and
Ross, 1979:488-499)., Such a view warrants little merit in

the eyes of Gendreau, and Ross.

A Different View

An alternative view of correctional treatment pro-
grams—--especially community based residential programs--
states that such programs are required, regardless of
outcomes, because they provide an essential social service.
Additionally, treatment programs represent a more
humanitarian means of dealing with criminal offenders.
Normandeau and Hasenpusch maintain that:

...many secondary or corrective crime and delinquency
prevention programs provide valuable social services
for their clients, even if they have no preventive
effect whatsoever. An evaluation of such programs,
which is likely to show a lack of preventive effects,
must not be used to justify the withdrawal of these
social services (Normandeau and Hasenpusch, 1980:314).

Additionally, it has been noted by Héley (1282:213)
--in light of the "nothing/something works debate"--that
justice and humaneness are critical issues in the incarce-
ration of offenders. Humane treatment refers to the

incarceration of offenders, "without suffering deterioration
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or damage during their sentence" (Haley, 1982:213). The
debilitating effects of incarceration environments exact a
toll on the emotional, psychological, and maturational. needs
of inmates (Cohen and Taylor, 1972). And, residential
treatment programs, such as Kairos, definitely provide for
a greater degree of "normal social interactions and daily
living” (Haley, 1982:213).

Lamb and Goertzel (1975:39), in their evaluation of
a community based treatment program, have concluded that
although recidivism wasn't reduced, it wasn't increased
either. Similarly, Dale Ardron (1980:25) has concluded
that residential and other institutional programs in
Ontario, although not showing any reduction in recidivism,
have not shown any increases; but, innovative .treatment
programs have shown increased employment, especially during
incarceration, and have "demonstrated that many more men
are able to continue community employment while under
sentence than had heretofore been thought possible...”
(Lamb and Goertzel, 1975:39). This demonstrates that
serious offenders can serxrve their sentences in a setting in
which they can engage in competitive employmgnt, keep in
contact with their families, continue in educational pro-
grams, and participate in therapeutic programs.

Some researchers argue that there is too little
treatment offered to offen@ers. For example, it has been

estimated that in the United States, less than 5 percent of



an annual $5 billion budget is spent on federal, state and
local rehabilitation programs (Channeles, 1976:134).
Similar -doubts about a $552 million Canadian budget, have
also been raised (Haley, 1982:205-206). Some researchers
maintain that we need more, and not less, offender treat-
ment programs.

But what about the issue of research? James
Hacklexr (1974; 1975) suggests--as noted by Normandeau and
Hasenpusch (1980:314)--that researchers should decide not
to evaluate certain programs,; or to at least present their
results in an inconclusive manner. Suggestions that
further studies are required has always been a method
employed by researchers who have a concern about justifying
a program's existence to administrators. Hacklexr (1974)
also suggests that researchers should seek assurances that
the results of program studies will only be used to improve
the program under examination. In this instance, research
would remain a neutral element and could not become a tool
to be used by cost-conscious administrators or career-
enhancing researchers.

A Perspective On Conducting
Further Research

The voluminous amounts of research dealing with
correctional treatment programs and the disparate points of
view exemplified by the researchers, indicates the state of

"crises”™ (Aultman and Wright, 1982:16) in this field of
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study. One observer of the--"nothing/something works"
debate, has claimed that the conclusions of both Palmer and
Martinson were probably due to “the discovery of improbable
random events through sheer diligence" (Robison, 1976:
483-86) .

The vast majority of program evaluations in
corrections do not come near the ideal of what constitutes
--s0 called--valid scientific research. Other areas of
research, such as biology, are far more conducive to the
use of experimental research than is the area of correct-
ional treatment programs. In fact, after some 65 years of
research, we know very little more about what constitutes
effective treatment of offenders, and hardly any more about
significant predictors of recidivism, despite the attempts
of researchers to employ scientific techniques.

The discrepant reports filed in the literatpre by
the--so called--experts, leave many researchers susﬁicious.
Simjilar to Hackler, some researchers favour a more modest
inguiry; since the "data presently b@ing generated provide
few insights into what is being accomplished..." (Hackler,
1978:89).

In his book, "The Prevention of Youthful Crime:

The Great Stumble Forward," Hackler cites a study by
Heckbert (1976) that examined the influence of day parole
on inmates from the Albertg correctional system. Heckbert's

study was "primarily descriptive” and yielded some



changes in the program may be suggested in an effort to
better servéwé wider ranée of offender types. Such modifi-
cations, coupled with extended research and analysis will--
in the long run--help to improve the type of services which
correctional systems extend to their inmate populations.

In conducting this type of research; investigators
can circumvent the "nothing/something works" debate
entirely. Community based correctional treatment programs
are here to stay, even if for no other reason than that
they are less expensive than the traditional institutional
mode of incarceration (Smith, 1976:2). At this point,
researchers should be more concerned with asking: What
type of treatment is most effective for what type of
offendexr? (Logan, 1972:378), and, What aspects of treatment
programs have an impact upon the rate of recidivism (Logan,
1972:378).

The value of the "nothing/something works" debate
has been summarized by Gendreau and Ross, who maintain that
the arguments:

...are persuasive, the language used often brilliant,
the metaphors appealing, and the objectivity sadly
lacking. The antagonists--who represent ,a mixture of
different disciplines (e.g., sociology, economics,
political science, psychology) and professions (e.g.,
academicians, administrators, clinicians) seem to be
more intent on winning arguments than seeking truth
(Gendreau and Ross, 1979:464-465).

Obviously, there is no panacea for correctional

treatment programs; there is no one way to rehabilitate

22
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offenders; nor is there any way to establish--as Martinson
el al. (1975?1;”Eéﬁ"bééh charged to do by the New York
State Governor's Special Committee on Criminal Offenders
(Martinson, 1974:23)--what is the most effective means of
prisoner rehabilitation.

As long as correctional treatment programs continue
to exist and be created, then there will be an interest in
the outcomes of such programs' participants. In-depth
examinations of these programs can only serve to increase
and contribute to the already existing body of knowledge.
In this way, it is hoped that incremental improvements may

be instituted, and that treatment programs will evolve into

ever more effective ways of dealing with criminal offenders.

Summary

Early research conducted on offenders is revealing
in that a close examination of the report by Heacox leads
one to question how far we have actually come in some 65

years of evaluation in correctional treatment programs.

lThe work that eventually was published by
Martinson, Lipton, and Willis, for the Govexnor's Special
Committee on Criminal Offenders, was entitled: "The
Effectiveness of Correctional Treatment: A Survey of
Treatment Evaluation Studies”. Two outspoken proponents of
the "something works” side of the debate, Robert Ross and
Paul Gendreau, have compiled a group of articles in a
volume entitled: "Effective Correctional Treatment" (1980).
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Correctional research has tended to take two general forms,
or a combination of both: evaluation studies and prediction
studies. By the mid-1970's, some investigators-were
questioning the efficacy of correctional treatment programs,
and researchers were subsequently divided into two schools
of thought~-those who supported the "nothing works"”
doctrine, and those who supported the "something works”
doctrine. Eventually, a position of neutrality emerged,
based on the evidence that treatment programs did not
increase recidivism, while at the same time permitting a
more humanitarian means of dealing with criminal offenders.
This suggests a perspective for continued research which
can yield "pay-offs®, without being embroiled in the
*nothing/something works"” debate. In-depth research, with
modest goals, is a point of view held by many researchers,
especially when it comes to the examination of specific
correctional agencies, and the nature of their "differential

effects" upon residents.
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN

Most researchers in the field of correctional treat-
ment programs are aware of the almost universal use of
recidivism as a measure for the effectiveness of such
programs. This point has been made recently by Gendreau and
Leipciger (1978:3), who claim that the efficacy of such
measures is undermined by the many ways in which the term
"recidivism" has been operationalized. For some researchers
recidivism could simply mean a rearrest; for others a re-
conviction; and for others recidivism might refer to

incarceration only.

Recidivism Outcome Index

Attempts to operationalize the term recidivism
should extend beyond ™all or none" criteria. Strong propo-
nents of this view are convinced that recidivism, "should
be conceptualized as more than a binary class;ficatipn but
rather multi-dimensional with different probabilities

associated with different programs and individuals”
¢ g

(Gendreau and Leipciger, 1978:4).



26

Following the lead of Gendreau and Leipciger, the
present study will employ the use of a "RecidiviSQUOutcome
Index". The recidivism outcome index used in this study
is a modified version of the Gendreau and Leipciger
{(1978:9) index--although the present index does not allow
for as many outcome possibilities, it is slightly more
discriminating over a lesser range of outcomes. The pre-
sent s@udy's index is a five~point scale based upon the
type of recontact which the recidivist had with the

criminal justice system.
RECIDIVISM OUTCOME INDEX

Recontact Arrested for one or more law
violations with no conviction and
no disposition as a result of
absconding, i.e., wanted.

Probation Convicted of an offence and
sentenced to probation.

Fine/Default Term Convicted of an offence and fined--
subject to default in  paving the
fine liable for a term of imprison-
ment.

Term Convicted of an offence for which
a sentence results in a term of
imprisonment; this includes
technical parole violation possibly
accompanied by further charges
which mav, or may not, have carried
a conviction.

No illegal activities of any kind
available on any records.
(Gendreau and Leipciger, 1978:8).
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The recidivism outcome index makes it possible to
measure recidivism in several ways. From an "all or none"
perspective, it will be possible to see how many Kairos
residents had no subseqguent contact with the criminal
justice system, and how many did have contact. The all or
none perspective provides for the most conservative
estimate of recidivism, which will be the chief measure--
among others—-that will be employed in the present study.
Additionally, less severe forms of recontact measured by
subsequent court dispositions, such as recontact, probation,

etc., may be dropped to produce a less stringent and less

conservative measure of recidivism.

Recidivism Measurement

Recidivism was measured for a one-~year period
following the residents' release from incarceration. Both
those residents who had completed their term of incarce-
ration and were released from Kairos, and those residents
who had been returned to the correctional centre to finish
their term of incarceration, were included in the study.
All residents, regardless of whether they successfully
completed their term of incarceration, or hod long they

were residents, were included in this study.
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In addition to this, the data gathering instrument*
was desiéneawéo éhat recidivism data could be collected for
a longer period-of time~-=depending on which vear any par-=
ticular resident resided at Kairos. This amounts to
additional recidivism information for the vears 1976, 1977,
1978, of 4, 3, and 2 year follow-up periods respectively.
Residents for 1979 were scrutinized for a one vear follow-up

period.

The Study Subjects

The subjects for this study represent an entire
population, or universe. There were 215 Kairos residents
who were released from custody between January, 1976, and
December, 1979. Therefore, it was possible to establish a
population mean of non-recidivists and recidivists. The
study sample was then divided into various sub-populations
for the purpose of comparison.

The sub-populations of the sample consist of
residents of a particular age; residents with a certain
level of educational attainment; Native residents; residents
with no previous record; residents with previous criminal

records, etc.

*
See Appendix A.



Questions and Hyvotheses
There are several qguestions and two specific
hypotheses 0f interest to the present researcher:

Question 1. What are the recidivism measures for the

participants of the XKairos program?

Question 2. How do sub-population recidivism measures

differ from the population mean?

Question 3. What is the relative strength, or order,
of social history characteristics as
predictors of recidivism for the Kairos

program?

HYPOTHESIS 1. SMALLER COUNSELLOR CASELOADS COMNTRIBUTE
TO LOWER RECIDIVISM RATES.

Several studies héve reported that smaller case-
loads among treatment staff resulted in lower recidivism
rates. Massimo (1963), evaluated a program with a psycho-
therapeutic approach; one distinguishing feature of this
program was its small size. Similarly, Adams (1966),
Feistman (1966), and Pillinick (1967), show that programs
where probation officers had smaller caseloads, also had
lower recidivism rates.

For the period of time which the preéént study
proposes to cover, there were two distinct periods in which
the average occupancy rate, at Kairos, was ten residents
and less; the other, fourteen residents or more. These two

periods would be represenﬁéd by the years 1976 and 1979,
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respectively. Although the occupancy rate increased in the
period between 1976 and 1979, the treatment staff actually

decreased.

HYPOTHESIS 2. \BROKEN AND INTERRUPTED COUNSELLOR/CLIENT
" RELATIONSHIPS RESULT IN HIGHER RECIDIVISM
RATES.

Another program characteristic which has been shown
to have an impact upon the rate of recidivism, is the turn-—
ovexr among treatment staff (Harrison and Mueller, 1964).
Staff turnover can be very disruptive to rehabilitation
programs; a lack of continuity can be very detrimental to
the individual undergoing treatment. Unlike many group
homes, Kairos has been able to provide a service which is
noted for its continuity--in terms of counsellor/client
relationships. Xairos treatment staff have normally
committed themselves for periods which are one year in
length (Kairos staff remained virtually unchanged for the
first two years of operation); but there is one period of
time, in the operation of the Kairos program, when there
was a fairly rapid turnover among the treatment staff.

This particular period extended over several -months and
allows for a comparison of resident outcomes--at this time

~-to the population as a whole.
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Data Gathering
AAdata égiiécggén form (see Appendix A) was
completed for each of the 215 residents. Main Office files

of the Ministry of Correctional Services, Ontario; and
Adult Information Services (A. I. S.) profiles (see
Appendix B), were examined for relevant data. Recidivism
data, and data concerning criminal history were achieved by
examination of files, obtained on micro-film, from the
Ministry of Correctional Services: (F. P. S.) reports.

‘Additional information was gathered from individual case

files retained at Kairos Community Resource Centre.

Data Analysis

Data analysis was directed at determining differ-
ences between certain sub-populations of the Xairos sample
and the population mean, and at determining the strength of
the associations between social history characteristics and
outcome measures. Statistical evaluation was accomplished
by the use of a chi-square (x2), and t-test (Blalock, 1972).

Data analysis was conducted through the use of
Lakehead University's 360-IBM and Vax computer. Data was
coded and card-punched, for part of the analésis, uging the
SPSS (Nie, et al., 1975). 2Additionally, a data file was

created on the Vax, and subsequent data analysis was

accomplished with the SCSS (llie, et al., 1980).
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SUMMARY

Understanding recidivism is complicated by the many
ways in which the term has been operationalized by research-
ers. One way of alleviating some of the confusion is to
employ multiple definitions of the term; it was proposed
that this be accomplished through the use of a "Recidivism
Outcome Index". This enables researchers to summarize
recidivism data in terms of strict definitions, as well as
less strict definitions. Recidivism is most often measured
for follow-up periods of six months to one year. It is
suggested that more longitudinal examinations of treatment
programs are required to reveal participants' outcomes over
extended periods of time. 1In the case of a small program,
like Kairos, it was possible to collect data on an entire
population—--so the study subjects represented an entire
universe. Questions were directed at program participants
and their outcomes. This included aggregate recidivism
data for wvarious sub-populations, as well as an examination
of the strength of social history characteristics as pre-
dictors of recidivism. Hypotheses were directed to testing
for some impact upon the level of recidivism, due to the
structure of the Kairos program. Data, for the study, was
gathered from correctional files and other official records

and reports.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

The findings are presented in tabular and graphic
form. Background or social history characteristics are
presented first, followed by the findings of the study and

an examination of the hypotheses.

Social History Characteristics

This section of the analysis is presented in two
parts. The first set of data to be presented are the
social history characteristics as they pertain to the
individual, such as race, age, and education; and second,
biographical data as it pertains to the individual's

"current offence", previous criminality, and recidivism.

TABLE 1
RACE
TOTAL CUMULATIVE :
VALUE N ) ) LABEL
1 176 81.9 81.9 WHITE
2 39 18.1 18.1 NATIVE
215 = TOTAL N
215 = VALID N




TABLE 2
AGE
TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N % 3

16 17 7.9 7.9
17 20 9.3 17.3
18 21 9.8 27.1
19 17 7.9 35.0
20 29 13.5 48.6
21 16 7.4 56.1
22 11 5.1 61.2
23 6 2.8 64.0
24 9 4.2 68.2
25 7 3.3 71.5
26 6 2.8 74.3
27 8 3.7 78.0
28 5 2.3 80.4
29 3 1.4 81.8
30 2 .9 82.7
31 1 .5 83.2
32 4 1.9 85.0
33 3 1.4 86.4
34 2 ..9 87.4
35 2 .9 88.3
36 3 1.4 89.7
37 2 .9 90.7
38 3 1.4 92.1
40 1 .5 92.5
42 1 .5 93.0
43 1 .5 93.5
44 3 1.4 94.9
45 1 .5 95.3
46 1 .5 95.8
47 3 1.4 97.2
49 3 1.4 98.6
60 2 .9 99.5
63 1 .5 100.0
oM 1M .5M NA

MEAN = 24.159

TOTAL N = 215
VALID N = 214

i
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Table 1 shows that the group of Kairos residents
under stﬁé& congg}geam;-significant——but small--minority of
Natives--18.1%. The remaining residents (81.9%) were
White.

In Table 2, the subjects' ages are reported: the
mean age is 24 years; but it is evident that the mocde (20
years) is more representative of the age of Kairos resi-
dents. Over one-half (120) of the subjects are 21 years
old or younger. The median age occurs between 20-21 years.

From Table 3, it can be determined that a clear
majority (63.3%) of Kairos residents had never been

married, or had lived in a common-law arrangement, or were

still married.

TABLE 3

MARITAL STATUS

TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N % 2 LABEL
1 136 63.3 63.6 Single
2 30 14.0 77.6 Married
3 24 11.2 88.8 Common-~Law
4 15 7.0 95.8 Separated
5 7 3.3 99.1 . Divorced
6 2 .9 100.0 Widowed.
oM 1M . 5M NA :
215 TOTAL N

[/

214 VALID N

35
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Table 4 indicates that 50 Kairos residents had one
or moré-deééﬁdénES. This Table was collapsé&ﬂfromwa pre-~
vious table, which indicated that of the 50 residents who

had dependents, 15 had 3 or more dependents, and 35 had two

or less.
TABLE 4
DEPENDENTS
TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N 2 % LABEL
1 164 76.3 76.6 None
- 50 23.3 100.0 One or More
215 = TOTAL N
214 = VALID N

The Grade Level Last Attended data, represented in
Table 5, is self-reported data--similar to the data from
Tables 3 and 4. Therefore, this data should be viewed
rather cautiously. On the A. I. S. form (see Appendix B),
this information is supposed to represent the highest grade
completed. In many--if not most--instances, the individuals
involved will state they have completed schooling at a

-

level which they only last attended.* Often times this

*
The present researcher was cautioned about this by

the Clerk of Inmate Records at the Thunder Bay Correctional
Centre, and by one of the researchers on staff with the
Ministry, as well as being aware of these difficulties due
to my own experience as a Kairos employee.



1nformat10n does not actually represent attendance at a

normal publlc or secondary school, but at an institutional

school.
TABLE 5
GRADE LEVEL LAST -ATTENDED
TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N % 2 LABEL
1 15 7.0 7.1 Grade 1 to 7
2 24 11.2 18.5 Grade 8
3 46 21.4 40.3 Grade 9
4 68 31.6 72.5 Grade 10
5 22 10.2 382.9 Grade 11
6 21 9.8 92.9 Grade 12
7 2 .9 93.8 Grade 13
8 6 2.8 96.7 University/College
9 4 1.9 93.6 Technical and Trades
10 3 1.4 100.0 Othexr Post-Secondary
OM 4M 1.9M NA
215 = TOTAL N
211 = VALID N

Even when mindful of the above cautions, it is
obvious that the educational level attained by the Kairos
residents is low: 39 had grade 8 or less; 114 had attained
a grade 9 and 10 level; and only 13 had some post-secondary
education,

Table 6 represents data from a previous tabie which
was collapsed to form the new table. On this previous
table, the mean age for leaving school was calculated at
16.27 years--just barely é%ove the legal minimum age of

required school attendance.



TABLE 6

AGE LEFT SCHOOL

TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N kS 2 LABEL
1 43 20.0 20.4 Age 15 or Less ‘
2 128 59.5 31.0 Sixteen and Seventeen
3 40 18.6 100.0 ‘Eighteen to Twenty-one
oM 4M 1.9 NA
215 = TOTAL N
211 = VALID N
TABLE 7
OCCUPATION
TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N 2% 2 LABEL
1 1l .5 .5 Managerial
2 1 .5 .9 Professional/Technical
3 2 .9 1.9 Clerical and Sales
4 22 10.4 12.3 Craftsman
5 10 4.7 17.0 Personal Services
6 162 75.3 93.4 Labourer Unskilled
7 13 6.0 99.5 Student
8 1 .5 100.0 Other
oM 3M 1.4M NA
215 = TOTAL N
212 = VALID N
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Despite the fact that some 35% of all residents were

19 years old or younger--at the time of the offence current

to this study--only 13,

their full-time occupation as student.

as indicated in Table 7, listed

An overwhelming



majorityu(75:3%le}?§E§d their occupation as unskilled
labourer. Craftsmen formed the oniy other significantly
sized group, and accounted for only 22 of 215 of the resi-
dents (10.2%). Managerial, professional/technical, and
clerical/sales contributed another 1.9%, and the service
occupations accounted for 10 residents, or another 4.7%.
Managerial, professional/technical, clerical/sales, and
personal services occupations, combined, accounted for only
14 residents in total (6.6%).

Similar to the data reported in some previou;
tables, the data for Table 8 is also self-reported, and as
such, must also be viewed cautiously. $Significantly,
though, 65 (30.2%) of the residents indicated that they
were heavy drinkers; although it is likely that there were

less than the 20 abstainers and 125 moderate drinkers which

were recorded.

TABLE 8

ALCOHOL USE

TOTAL CUMULATIVE

VALUE N 2 % -LABEL
1 20 9.3 9.5 Abstainers
2 125 58.1 69.0 Moderate Drinkers
3 65 30.2 100.0 Heavy Drinkers
oM 5M 2.3M NA
215 = TOTAL N

I

210 VALID N

39
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Most of the residents who were released from cus-
tody and héa»resided at Kairos were from the Province of
Ontario. Tablé 9 establishes that 207 out of 215 residents
(96.3%) were residents of Ontario. A separate examination
of Kairos files revealed that of those 207 Ontario

residents, 187 (86.9%) were either from Thunder Bay or the

rest of Northwestern Ontario.

TABLE 9

ONTARIO RESIDENTS

TOTAL CUMULATIVE
VALUE N % 3 LABEL
1 207 96.3 96.3 Yes
2 8 3.7 100.0 No
215 = TOTAL N
215 = VALID N

Criminal Biographical Data

Previous incarcerations and the number of previous
convictions, represents two important variables in recidi-
vism studies; these variables give recidivism researchers
some idea of the extent of previous criminal “involvement of
the subjects under study.

Table 10 shows that just over one-half (56.7%) of
the Kairos residents had no previous incarcerations. A

total of 79 residents (36.8%) had 3 or less incarcerations;
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and 14 residents (6.5%) had 4 or more incarcerations. There

were 93 fésiaents (4§j§%), in total, who had previous incar-

cerations.

TABLE 10

PREVIOUS INCARCERATIONS

TOTAL CUMULATIVE

VALUE N <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>