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Oftentimes have I heard you speak of
one who commits a wrong as though he
were not one of you, but a stranger

.unto you and an intruder in your world.

But I say that even as the holy and the
righteous cannot rise beyond the highest

. which is in each one of you.

So the wicked and the weak cannoﬁ fall
lower than the lowest which is in: you
also. ‘

"And as a single leaf ‘turns not yellow‘

but with the sllent knowledge of the
whole tree.

So the wrong-doer cannot do wr ng with-
out the hidden will of you 11‘ -
. C

\\7

The Prophet

Kapmpib. Gibran

(ii)
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CHAPTER 1

. ™~ INTRODUCTION

Through want of enterprise and faith men
are where they are, buying and selling, ° -
and spending their lives like serfs.

-

Thoreau

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM:

The concept of reintegration of the offender inte thé&
community is tenuous. Further, the conceptual "bricks" which
produce its superstructure are, likewise, very poarly defined.

L]

The discussion revolves around the often used but only sligﬁtly

understood notions of tommunity, alienation and integration.

These notions are ubiquitous in the literature on community-

based corrections in relatioﬁ to the offender, but their
definiﬁioﬂs are not precise or grounded in a theoretical frame-
work; Athus one has difficulty in assigning what these terms
signify in reiation to the reintegration of the foender into

the community.

One of the implicit assumptions generated by the éoncept
of reintegration is_thét of "community acceptance". It is the
‘purpose of this thesis to examine "community acceptance" from
the perceptual perspective of the offender in the Halfway House .
and the actual acceptance of the ‘community. The questiohs

investigated in this thesis are: (1) "Does the offender
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ﬁerceive community acceptance?" If the qffende:.is to be-re;
integrated into the community he must, at least, perceive the
commﬁnity is accepting of his presence and of his efforts to.
become réintegratéd; {(2) ."Does the community accept the
offender in the community-based correctional fécility?"' If
réintegration is to succeed for the offender then the qommunity'
must, at least, show that he can be accepted into the soqia;
syétem.l Otherwise_spéaking, if the offender does nét perceive
acceptance and the cﬁmmuni;y does not show acceptance then the
concept of reintegration by way of community—baspd‘f;cilities
is_ih serious jeopardy. ‘ ‘

;

-

DEFINITION' OF TERMS:

The term perception is defigﬁh'ag?\viggh selection,

organization and interpretation, by an individual of specific

stimuli in a situation, according to prior learning, activities,
J%;férests and experiences. ! Perception'is a process and a
pattern of response to stimuli. It is a function of the
'situational field, that is, of the total configuration of
stimuli, as well as previous social and cultural conditioning”

(1, p. 295). In this thesis, perception is opérationélly defined

as the sum of ~the responses to the guestionnaire.

A resident, in this thesis, is any person placed in a

Halfway House or Community Resource Centre by a correctiohal

agency, through the decisions made by the classification o
and the superintendent of that agency, in order to complet hj

legally sanctioned punishment 'in a community setting. Halfwéy
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Houses and Community Resource Centres include all correctional
facilities found in the community that deal specifically with

offenders of the law. They are an alternative to the incarcer-

ation of an offender at any point in the correctional process.

Community acceptance is the speken and tacit approval

zing in a certain area;
allowing residents to practice their rights and responsibilities
and to pursueﬁtheir personél interests within the limits pre-
scr§bsq by the Halfway House, Community Resource Centre and the:
law. Cémmun;ty acceptance is operationally defined, for this
tﬁgsis, as those scores on the questionnaire which fall between
(and include) 16 ;nd 47; non-acceptance.scbres fall between
(and include) 48 and $0. These values are calculated by adding

¢$he scores per questionnaire. Thus, the éccépting scores are

low scores and the non-accepting scores are high scores. The

~

total theoretical range of scores is 16 to 80, with the mid-

score being 48B.

The orientating aéhumpt;on, for this thesis, is that
' commﬁnity is a meapingfhl object; as F;scher (2) describes "a
thing-in-itself". That is, it can be defined, distinguished
from that which is not community. "The assumption that com-
‘munity is a significant 'thing-in-itself' 5;fto be evaluated by
its empirical utility" (2, p. 68). Further, Fischer states:
"the neiéhborhood is best understood in social Egrms as an
aggregate of proximal residents, whsse only necessary moral

order, if there is one, is a set of meagre mutudl obligations

-
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of proxiﬁates" (2, p. 74). From this perspective community has
been defined as the "Ward" in which the community-based facility
resides. "Wards" of the City of Ottaw;'have‘éleayly defined
geographic Boundaries and each citizen within these boundaries
is listed by name, street and number. This information‘ma& bé
found in the-Electoral Lists of Ottawa {1978)‘at City Hall. The
"Wards" are-significantly small enough to, at least, fulfill
Fischer's criterion of community as "aﬁ aggregate of ‘proximal
resigents"-(2, P ?4). 'Otherwi§e_speaking the community-based l
facility shares a common, small geographically defined living
space with the members of that "Ward" and it is therefore un-
likely that all members of that- "Ward" could not know about the
facility if aSked to make some response to a questionnaire in .

relation to the facility or the offenders living there.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

. b

Go out into the world. Do not qet hurt
if you can. I wait for you between the
hours of illumination and small deaths

-: Seymour Mayne- N

INTRODUCTION;

The present trend in correctional thimking has swung
from its optimism with regards to prisons and'incarceration/ .
rehabilitiation (3; 4; 5) to increasing‘dissatisfaction as
expressed by the Swackhamer Report (6) and Mohr Report (7), with
the application of programs and prlnc1ples in prison systems, to

alternatl « £0 incarceration and communlty respon51b111ty

712; 13; 14; 15)., It is a frequent thene in these

’ reports that the offender will suffer less phy51ca1 jeopardy,
mental anguish, allenatlon, marltal‘ana _family dlfflcultles and’
become a greater contrlbutor to society by the use of communi ty- .
based correctlonal facilities. . Exp11C1t in these’ reports is the
bellef that this new correctlonal pProgramme w1ll rehabllltate

and relntegrate the offender The immersion of the offender 1nto
the "heéilng waters" of, the socmal milieu by way ‘of communlty-
based correctional facilities has as its 1mp11c1t assumptions
that (1), the community. is accepting of this intrusion upon o f
their, collective securrty and welfare; ;(2) community resources - .

,‘rrj) \

Ie



{(i.e. employment,'eﬁucétion,,technical training, psychiatric
and social services) are availéble to attain the 4oals (what-
ever they are) set ‘out by ‘correctional administ¥ators; and

(3) that the‘community is wiliing to help the offender realize

his aspirations, needs and interests, which may be very nﬂifl

et

different from the way the community perceives them to be.
: - s '

Historically, Halfway Houses .for offenders have had
. - oo T ~
two major movements in North America (16; 17; '18; 19). Tﬁe

first movement began in 1820 and lasted, approximately, unti}

1903. The Second movement commenced in the 1950's and is con-

[

tinuing at this time. The second movement has gaihed impetus
in the recent past due to (1) the ‘tremendous cost

f incarcer-

ating offenders compared to theAbeii?f that community correctional
facilities are less expensive; (2) the attention given the

dehumanlzlng effects of 1ncarcerat10n by 5001al SClentlStS and

people of the media; and (3) the overall dlssatlsfactlon by

both the public and the correctional staff w1th the use of the -~
S

1ncarceratlon/rehab1lltatlon model.

—~
.

The two Halfway House movemen;s have stt;king'sim%}ari—

v e
ties. These are: (1) both were started by rellglously oriented
s
or volunteer community groups; (27 both lacked prof9551onally

"trained perjonnel and dealt dlrectly with the ex- offender; (3)

both laCkedlprogrammes but had as their goals to meet the offenders’
basic needs;’ (4) both met with resistance from the community

and, as well, from correctional workers. N
The initial Halfway House movemert faded.with the arrival

- =
. - ]
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' of World War I and the Gréht Depreséion while the sgfcond move- .

ment began in the 1950's when St: Leonard's House, Dismas House
and 308 West Residence appeafeﬁ on the scene (17). .ALtefnately,_.

‘/ ., i . . .
the concept of .community-based .correctional facilities has

developed over'h'surprisingly éhoft period of time in Canada.

Sonnlchson {20) reports that communlty—based correctlons started

w1th temporary absence legislation in Ontarlo in 1968 and, by

"@;933, Community Resource Centres emerged; they were primarily

administered by non-profit organizations. This“rapid growth in
%

community-based corr cf&ons and 1t5 "ralson d etre" has been

questloned and criti 1zed by -a number of authors (2}; 22; 23;

’ v’
24 25; 96). ) T~

The difficulties déveloped by the use of community-
based‘correctional faciiities are succinctly stated by the
following: “that the goal of social change and offender reinte-
gration is not feasible for corrections. First, the community
will resist being cast iﬁ the role of the correctional client
and resent the associated stigma. 1In addition, the global

nature of the goal of achieving reintegration prevents the

delimitation of the boundaries of corrections. If the goal is
' t

-

offender-commdhity reintegration, the sphere of interest and

'

responsibility of the correctional programme, is unlimited ang\’
success or failure cannot be operationally defended or assessed"

(52 p. 529).

A
*

Three*important issues (n relation §8Jc0mmunity—ba5ed.

facilities are: (1) Prisons do not deter crime and therefore
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community alternatives will be more sucdessful than prisons

in rehabilitating offenders. Conclusive evidence has not been

."",' .

generated to support this contention (23; 24). ©Nor has recidi-
vism, with all its aPParent faults (26)}; been shown to be
effectivel%?reduced by community treatment (27; 28; 29; 30; 21).

On the other hand, a recent review (31) has supplied some

- evidence that suggests treatment may have a positive effect on

recidivism.. However, the evidence primarily deals with juvenile

offenders and may .be tainted by the use of the criteria of "qugsi-

experimental design" in the collection of research results for

this review. Consequently, the evidence may be seriously

‘affected by selection processes, as reported by Grygier (28) and

ajgéring (29), rather than the treatment process; (2) community

ternatives are less costly than prisons.' Cost arguments for
community facﬁ%}ties are misleading and any budgetary savings
. Pttt . . . N .
may be because of stinginess on the part of the’ agency providing

the facility (23;24).. Also, prison costs are fixed, thus any -

’reduction in the number of inmates, by placinéﬁihem in community

facilities, will only increése the per capita cost of imprison-
ment for those gtill-incarcefated; and (3) community alternatives
are more humane £han prisons. There is a sérious lack of
agreement on this point'as expressed by .Greenberg (23, p."9),
Bﬁrkhardt (32, p. 391), Kaskinsky (24, p. 116), Beha (21), and

Mcnaughton-Smith (93, p. 28 —.footnotes%.

This discussion has briefly outlined some of the problems
of the community correctional philosophy. First, the massive ‘
shifts in policy‘anduphiIOSGphy, originating with the Archambault

Report (3) in 1938 to the préSent time (1979) - has encompassed a

- o
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very short span of Years. The major problem seems tb be one of

acti;g too quiékly, with too littié‘prepération'and too greét a

hope. "The presént éystem appears to be counterproductive, with
litthe rhyme or reason as to whovérovides services and when"

(33, p. 42).

Further, the basic asédmptidns and réasoqétfbf the use'
Of community-based facilities have been seriouéiy questioned.
It has been suggested.that rehabilitation anq recidivbﬁm, :
reduction of costs, humaneftreatment, and the overall ac?eptance
of the’offende;fby the co%munitf, which is essential for his

reintegration, cannot .be assumed as "given" or evidence for the

-

argument of the utility of the community corrections movement.

The preceding, then, sets the stage for this research
! -
eﬁdeavouf. The lack of evidgnce, contradictory statements in
. relation to purpése and goals, and the general confusion of the
_community gorrecfions philosophy leads one to ask questions ang

to search for .answers and possible solutions. We seen to believe

does not support that éontention. It‘would seem that the place
to start in answering some of the questions would be at the
level of the inmate and the free citizen. The questionnaires
ﬁ(Ql and‘QII) of this thesis focus on common areas of concern and
attityﬁes, of both the inmate and . the free citizen, found in

/
the review of literature. alsqo variables have been selected
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from the review of literature which have been shown, in past
research, to have an effect'on the perceptions of people.
From this basis we may attemﬁt to add‘to a 50cial'poli¢y which

will allow community corrections to become more integrated and

flourish or to discuss its demise. ‘



COMMUNITY RESISTANCE: . f

Let him who is without sin among you
by the first to throw a stoné adt her

John VIII.7.

. To resist is defined asV"to‘withsﬁand", "oppose”,
"strive\against“ﬁ(jd, p. 487); whil %cceptancé.is defined
as "reception", "ap roval", :assept_to offep"iv}ééreemgnt to N
terms” (34, p. 4). The two terms %fe diametricaliy obposed
and both are inseparably involved. in the present discussioq on
community-based facilities. IA reviewing the literature on
community correctional-fadilitiés we find a paucity' of inqu—
mation'in-relationltolaccepéagce (22, 35), but a delﬁée in
regard'to community non-acceptance énd‘resistance.fZI; 23:)3@:

36; 37; 38; 39;. 49; 41). The overall teno '~ the liférature

/
would suggest that community members cguld more likely show

A}

non~acceptance of the offender in the fcommunity. In relation

to the community questionnaire (QII) of\ this thesis, we would

-~

Ehen, probably, expect high score values pn thé! questionnaire

which would represent this non-acceptanc

The framework upon which commynity. resistance is grounded _

ig that of indignation, fea¥ and hostiliNy; -supported by preju-
dleal judgements, stereotypes and lack @f knowledge. These
quallflcatlons are aptly described in ablonsky s book, The

Tunnel Back: Synanon (41). vYablo

ky delineates two types of

Eal

testimony in relation to'the judict?l procecdings against

\
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Synanon, House. Those testifying "for" the house were a doctor,
a minister and a history professor, all well educated and from
the higher socioeconomic class. Those testifyiﬁg "against" were
community members ?ho in the main acted'emotiﬁnally, repeated
well. known étereotypes about drug addicts and criminals and,had.
little or no ev}dence'to back up claims against Synanon House.
The basis for their arguments were motivated by'fear and
uncerﬁainty. "A housewife testifies that she hesitated to
answer her doorbell; a mother feared for her children; a
'property owner feared land devalﬁation“'(4l, p. 39). Cn opponent
took éhe‘position that "Synanon may even be good, but make them

+do it somewhere else" (41, p. 40). .

r

»r Chuck Dederich, a central figuré in Yablonsky's book
states his thoughts on the court proceedings: "This is the
usual performénce. On our side (Synanon); we have the more
iqgic;l, informed minés in the community -~ the lawyers,'psychi—
atrisfs, sociologists,;professional people. The ;pposition
(the community) is usually a travelling bahd of haters. Just
look at them and listen to their stories. Thay are full of

fear, hate and ignorance about Synanon®” (41, p. 40).

From this literature the following statements have been
included in the gquestionnaires, Ql: #2, 5, 7, 8, 9; QII: 42,
5, 7, 8, 9, 11 (See Appendix - QI, QII). Further, the following

hypotheses will be tested: (1) the greater the number of

community members with children, the less the amount of community
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acceEtancegx\(z) lower socioeconomic status of community .

members will reduce the amount of coﬁmhnity acceptance; (3)

lower educational level of commhnity members will reduce the
. el o

amount of communiW®W acceptance.

]

- Community resistance is not just‘the hallmark cf éhis
generation in regard to Halfway Houses and offenders. For -
example: "In the late 1890's, the same charitable concern
prompted the establishment of a Lemporary shelter for ex-

A -
convicts in New York despite opposition by the American Prison
Association that proliferation of such places would perpetuate
"prison stigma" and create a permanent class of undesirable

. ™

citizens .

The view was not shared by Maud Booth, who, with her
husband, co-leader of the Volunteers of America, in September
of 1896, quietly rented a large building in the Washington
Heights section of Manhattan.: When its purpose was known, it
became an object of such attention by police that Mrs. Booth
appealed for help directly to Theodore Roosevelt: Most of the

residents were from Sing Sing" (17, p. 7).

Griggs and McCune f39) list typical comments made by
directors of community-based facilities in reiation to community
reactions: (1) "we have encountered problems in preparing the
community to accept a house with offenders", (2) "begin to
actively involve members of the community oﬁe‘to two years prior

to the scheduled opening of the centre"; (3) "we would anticipate
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community ;eaction if we were attemptiﬁg to establish.a house
“in the coﬁmunity"; (J) “négative.bo%ﬁunity attitudes to over-
come..." (39, p. 539). .The authors conclude in their
recommendations that correctionai agencies frequently encounter
sﬁrong resistance in establishing community-based facilities
for offeﬁﬁers:l This is especiaily true for offenders who are
still serving’séntence. -Sometimés_this resistance 'is less when
coﬁmunity programmes are operated out of county or local jails.
ngstionnaireS'QI and QII include statements #9 and #11

respectively in asking both the community and the offender their

perceptions of offenders doing their sentences in institutions.

1

The labell;ng perspective, for the most part, maintains
that the consequencefbf official‘reaction is a negative impact
upon the actor. Tannenbaum (42)_aescribes the official reaction
as thé "dfaﬁétization of evil", which serves as a model for the
effect of intervéntion. Those persons who are caught and
processed officially are most likely to reéeive‘ﬁublic hostility
and rejection as weli as. develop a deviant self-identity. This
is especially expected when the actor j inéaréerated with other
"publicly acknowledged":deviaﬁts. Incardi suggests that the
~ "degree of .visibility stands as fhe primary determinant of
societal reaction; it is the degree of visibility that mos£
often determines social definitions, penalties and rejection”
(43, p. 222%2 Simply, £he Halfway House, or Community Residential
Centre (C.R.C.) fulfills the.requirements for both statements

made by Tannenbaum (42) and Incardi (43) in relation to the
S
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labelling perspective and the resulting resistance and rejection.

so far outlined in the review of literature.

Labelling is:a,iorm of rejection based on stereotypes
and caeegorizations fi.e. see "Social Progression” by T. Grygier,
44) which lifts the actor out of his protective social environ-
ment and singularly exposes him_to the hostility and rejection
of the community. He is effectively isolated from any support
from the accepted social order and, as a consequence,'socializee
with those who understand his predicament - other offenders -
which increases the intensity of rejection by the community.

It then becomes evident that the labelling fheory alleges that
the offender cannot Ee "accepted" by the community. although
labelling theory purpdrts that the consequenees‘of a label are

negative in relation to the offender, there is still no conclusive

evidence to support these contentions.

Further evidence of. community non—acceptaﬁce may be
found in the work place cor job market. Clearly, the most
functioﬁal integrative process the community may offer is that
of supplying the offender, retdrning to the gommunity, a worth-
while and meaningful role in the work place.cﬁ?articipation in
meaningful roles hes been shown to have a positive impact upon
attitudes, especially those at%itgdes thoughé.to constitute
social responsibility (45) and reduced alienation for business
owners (46) and labourers (47{. Howe%er, Kohler (48) points out

that tpe ex-convict is not a saleable commodity of the employment

market; nor is he aided by management policies in the business
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community (49). The péychological implications of unempléyment-
for the ordinary citizen, let alone an offender.trying ta beﬂ
reintegréted into the community, are discussed b& Komarovsky *(95) .
-She notes fhat economic failure provokes acute anxiety as
humiliation cuts away at the individuals conception of his man-
hood. He feels useless, undeserving, adrift in a society where

economic status is a major anchoring point.

The unease of hiring ex-~convicts is expressed in a
report by Byron (50). "This kind of hiring cannot be dqne with~
our solid support from top management (Neéd, 49, has shown that
suppor£ does not come from top managemenf)f_ The company's prim-
ary role in society is to be a profit making ventqfe and not a
nursing home éor the world’sJEiling. (Nowakowski, 51, hgs |
related alienation to the monopoligation of goods.) Management
must be‘convinced that ex-convicts can be hired without risﬁ to
the company's normal business goals" {50, p. 54). It is further
stated that one study "shows unemployment rates for ex-offenders
over four times as great as-t@e unemployment rates for unemployéd
males in the civilian labour f§rce"; and "that a parolee Qith a
job better than the onélbe held imhediately ériéé‘to commitment
‘tends to have a lower rate of pérole violation than his fellow
pér%lees who worked sporadically or finds no job at all" (50,.

p. 55). In the questionnaires (QT and QII) of this thesisgthe

following statements are used in relation to employment: QI

#3, #4; OQII, #3, #4 (see Appendix: QI and QII).
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‘The general theory of punishment suggests that once a
person has paid his debt to society or made penance, he is free
of‘stigma (52) . Thé'religious orientation for the belief in
repentance and forgivenésé is found in Luke, Chapter 15:

"And I tell yoﬁ that in the same way, joy shall be in Heaven over
one sinner repenting, more than over ninety-nine righteous ones
Awho have no need of repentance" (53). .Hewever, we do not live.
in "Heaveﬁf nor do we express joy or acceptance for officially
labelled offenders. Schwartz and Skolonik (54) have shown that
stigma may linger on long after the éct; Rubington ané Wein
suggest that "deviant status may transcenk time )\ place, Jorgani-
zational setting, and sémetimes even truth or falsity" (55,

p. 168); and offender status has been shown to decrease employ-
ment opportunities and reduce the likelihood of being bonded or

licenced (50). -

The terﬁ‘"civil death” is used by Goffman to describe
the prisoners'temporary loss of rights (92, p. 16), while
Macnaughton-Smith considers freedom in relation to parole a
concept which has "fallen on hard times" {93, p. 28 - footnotesj.
One of the strongest spciai indictments against the concepts
of "community acéiptance", "reintegration" and "rehabilitation"
is the fact that offenders doing their time in a community
setting are not allowed to votg either munic%pally, provincially

- . 4
or in the federal elections.

The perpetuation of stigma is not only the result of

.the status of the offender but is also a product of the justice

_/
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system, as expressed hy Kohler (48), and the supportlve morality

in some segments of the body social (52). 1In a study on stigma ke
by’ Reed and Nance (52), they found two moral groupst. There

was the group that characterized the liberal rehabilitative
philosophy and those who chatacterized the conservative punitive
philosophy. Thcse-who were rehabilitetion-oriented here young,
educated, femele,‘teachers and urbaniteg; while those who-were
punltlve oriented were older, less ed “Fed farmers, matntenance
men, and llved in the country. The abhthors also attempted ‘to

find values for c¢hurch preference, marital status and church

attendance, but found little relatlonshlp

In this thesis, speclflcally on the face sheets of QI ~
and QII, the following w1ll be -asked of each respondent: age,
educational level, sex, type of occupation, marital status,

pPresently working .and church attendance (see Appendix: QI and

o

QITI). From the literature rev1ewed the foliow1ng hypotheses

have been generated: (4) the older the communlty members, the
N
less the community acceptance (see Grygier 62,\on page 26 ) ;

[—

{(5) lower educatlonal ‘level of offenders will reduce community

accegtance {see ShlhadEh,WGl investment of time and effort into
valued social roles and 1nst1tut10ns of the communlty, on page 73);

(6) males in the communlty will show less community acceptance

than females (see Grygier, 62, on page 26): (7) male offenders

will perceive less community acceptance than female offenders

(see Grygier, 62, on page 26);: (8) lower socioeconomic status

of offenders will reduce the perceived community acceptance;




- .19 - [

(9) the greater the number of marriages, the less the amount

of acceptance by the‘community.

Thé process of commuhity resistance and"nQn-aéceptancev
of the offender may, in part, .find a plausible explanaﬁioh from
the labelling pérsﬁective.' According:tg‘the labelling theory,
the negative stereotypes result inWAIQiffual prior rejecfioﬁ -
and social isclation of those who are labelled; In this sense:
the person so labellgd is literally'judged and is largely help-~
less to alter the evaluations of hipself. The negative stereo-
type may imprison or freeze the individual so labelled iﬁﬁb
adoptihg or continuing ih a deviént'role. This role imprisonment
occurs beéguse the stereotype leads £0ysocial reactigns which
may‘considerably alter the individual's opportuﬁity structure
{employment), notably, impeding his. character development or

‘feadoption of conventiénal roles. As described b& TaﬁnenbaUm
"the process of makind Eriminal, therefore, is the process of
tagging, defining, identifying, segregatiﬁg, describing, empha-.

*sizing, making conscicus and self—conscioug; -it becomes a way
of stimulating, suggeséi?&“emphasizing and evoking the very ~

traits that are complained of" (56, p. 354).

‘From the review of literature thus far, the following
inferences may be drawn and tested in this thesis. The community

will show non-acceptance scores (i.e. between 48 and 80) on the

gquestionnaires. Further, that this atmosphere of ﬁ%n—acceptahce N

is based on fear and uncertainty magnified by stereotypic

generalizations about offenders, Otherwise speakipgﬂ the
h ]

P
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rejection of the offender is based on the lack.of feelinq of

-

security (trust) and familiarity between the offender and the

community. In this thesis, therefore, three indices are used:
)]

in QI, "Rejection" = 2, 3, 4, 14, 15; "Security* =5, 7, 8, 9,

-

10; "Familiarity" .lr 6: 1lr 121 13; in QIT, "Reje(:tion" =

2, 3, 4, 14, 15, 16; * "Securi Ve 8,9, 10, 11;

“Familiarfty"‘= l, 6, 12, 13 (see Appgndix: QI and QII).

oo ' Second, certain factore were discovered in the liter-
ature that affected the free citizen's perception of the offender. .
These were: sex, education, sociceconomic class and age. Furthér

variables that will be tested are: marital status, free citizens

i

with chilaren) church attendance, (thi;/is-iﬁcluded under the
)

5,

' variable calledé "community involvement" although these were not
shown; by previous research,'to'have as powerful an affect as

those listed earlier.r
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PERCEPTIONS OF THE COMMUNITY BY THE OFFENDER:

Am I my brother's keeper? oL

, Genesis IV.9. oo
LS R o ' | : ’/)
Whether we discuss the labelling of self, of othérs, or

of acts, using.positive or negative labels we at least tacftly

v

assume that the perception of the lebeler and,the-labelled(— s
— : o

as_well as that pf third parties - is an important c¢omponent of

the analysis.

Discussion of the perceptual aspects of labelling have,
so'far, been limited. The\e}tuatioﬁrmay be the result of the
historical develqpment‘of the theory itself. Crim{nological

theeries thave most often been associated with one name {Sellin

with Culture Conflict, 57, or Merton with Anomie, 58), while

‘labelling has evolved through the work of numerous theorists.

_ - @ . o :

The criminologist has been faced with many statements, by many
authors, each with its own special nuances, "and”’ thlS has made ~

deallng with the theory a somewﬁat dlfflcult task

'Even thqugh the werd itself rarely appears in discussions,
the notion efeperCeption is dbiquitoué in the labelling frame--
work. 1In fact it plays a duel rele,.apﬁearing first in the

-1n1t1al application of the label and then again in the subsequent
change of self image. A thlrd occa51on may also be added, that
being the perception of the product;by the community. W.I.'Thohas'
'(59)eclassical dittum, “if men define %iﬁuations as real, they ]

are real in their consequences”, lays the foundation for the

7
{
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discussion on the linkage of labelling and perception.

Conrad (36) cites two studies'which-describe the
perception of the 1ncarcerated dellncuent In one study, over
half of the sample 1nd1cated that their stay at the 1nst1tut10n
‘would be helpful to %hem because it taught them a lesson. It
seems that the delinguent finds'the outside-world much better
than the institution. Hdwever; the remainder of the sample
considered:the stay would be-harmful to‘them,-not,because of
the dynamics of institution life, hut rather,'by,the way the
1nst1tutlon was percelved by the communlty They thought it
would harm them because it may ;)event them from being accepted

by the armed forces and that they would be rejected by the

community.

The second study cited hy Conrad (36) reported that —
concern,. by delinquents, about acceptance_mas.a very strong
feeling that was freguently expressed. A summary analysis of
responses revealed the average pre-release Offehder was principally
interested in finding a job, staying out of trouhle ahd accept- -
ance by fihe communlty at large. h frequehtly asked question by
the ofLAZder was, "Should I tell an employer that I've been in

-

a correctional institute when I apply for a job" (36, p. 25)2

A survey performed by Mathis and Rayman (38) asked the
inmate what his perceptions of prison were. The results of this
survey were then compared to an earlier survey compieted by
Harris (60) on a free world sample's perception of prison. It

R _ :
was found that the inmates identify<external, environmental

LY
-
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factors as the cause of crime:; the public attributes the_cause
to factcrs.which are not related to basic social conditions
(38, p. 368). The inmates clearly emphasized "job training” as
distinct from fehabilitation as the ideal in the'prieon setting.
Finally, .the authors compared tbe assessments of the public ané
the inmates on -the problems fa01ng the ex-convict. The lergest
percentage differences occur if response to these ltems: "gaining
'-self—confidence" and "people lcoking'doﬁn on him". 'The inmates,
to a greater degree than the publlc . see their accebtance by the
community as . a problem We may infer from the literature reviewed
- thus far that the scores on Qi for*the inmates shculd be high
valhe scores (between 48 and 80)lwhich would represent their
perceptlon of non- acceptance by the communlty Also, theldesire
to flnd work by the 1nmate Wlll be contalned in QI under ,questions

3 and $4 and on the "face sheet" of the questlonnalre

In a study by Shlhadeh (61) the degree of favorableness
of parolees' perceptlons of an institutional investigation was
treated as a fnnction of their mode of living. ‘These were: in
a Halfway House; with-parents;'~telatives; family; wife; or
living alone. .Hypotheses one stated that "parolees‘ perception
- of the valug of institutional investigation will be less favour-
able than those of the parole officer". The results supported
this hypothesis. Hypothesis two statec that/"there will be a
positive association between parolees’' present mode of livlng

and their perceptions of the value of institutional investiga®ion".

The resultsushoweq that those residing with parents, family,
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relatives or wife was associated with parolees' perceptions of
institutional investigation that are favourable to those cof the
parcle officers. In.the case of those living in the Halfway
House, parolées maintain perceptions of.institutional inveéti—
gation that are significantly less favourabig ﬁhan those of the

parcle officers.

Shiﬁadeh (61) re?orts that "the findings are cbnsistent
with the assumptions of the formation of 'the subculture and
dissonance_theory. Some modes of living, such‘as in a Haifway
House, would lead to an increase in interpersonal sensitivity
among parolees and ‘to a closer conformity by parolees to the
norms of the parolee subculture, rather than the arocusal of
dissconance in that group. By its very nature this mode of living
emphasizes a high level of interaction among parolees rather
than between parolees and parcle offieers. When the paroleé is
living with.pare;ts, fam%ly, relatives or'yife, a parolé'offiber
is provided with an obportunity for a high‘level of interactiocn
directly with the parolee or.those with whom,he is living which
would, in turn, lead to an increase ?ﬁ interpersonal éensiéivity

between the parole officer and parolees." (61, p. 342).

An alternate argumént for the results By Shihadeh (61)
can be supplied by the labelling échooi. Grygier states that
"the implication of £he studies on prison culture, delinguency
areas, and similar subjects is very clear: Iin all deviant groups
thgre exists a dynamic force pushing mémbers towards progressively

greater deviatiol from the cultural norms of society at large"
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(44, p. 170). Further, that "in antisocial groups 'progression’
means the Rake'sS progress rather than social progress. In
conservative clubs it %eads £o more intense conservatism; in

’

Fadical clubs it implies more and more ;radicalism” (44, p. 170).

In relation to the Halfway Hpuse it may suggest-that

subculture expectafﬁbns'of the_;ésidénts are more powérful due

to social progression,. as described by Grygier (ﬁ4), than the
regressive tendency shown by”thosé liviné with ‘their wives or
familig@, as deséribed by Shihadeh (61[. éhe-inferenc; from

the p;eceding.literature'wou;d suggeskthat anlinvestment-df time

nd effort by the offEndeF into the social value systém of the ..
.community through the institutiqns of marriage,'family and |
childreﬁ (possibly eéucation,'see hypothes?s #5) may afféégfthe_
offender's perception of tommunity acceptance. The hypotheses

then become: (10) the less the.number of‘marriages in the

offender group,. the ‘less the amount of perceived community

acceptance by offenders; (11) the lower the number of offenders

) ¢
with children, the less the amount of perceived ‘community

acceptance. The data for these categories is found on the face

Ar—

sheet of QI. . , s

People's view of the world may vary'accofding toc certain

pefsonality traits they possess. Grygier (62) provides evidence

suggesting that with increasing age, men and women tend to
come more authoritarian, more law abiding, rigid,ggg/gggve '
more respectful towards authority and order,; and more inclined to

exercise authority themselves and they show signs of social and
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racial prejudice. We would consider, therefore, in this thesis

that (4) the older the community members, the less the acceptance

of the offender. However, the opposite will be found in the

offender population as the greatest number of ‘offenders are of
younger age and are incarcerated for' their lack of respect for
authority and basic social values of the community. Therefore,

(12) the younger the offenders, the less the perceived community

acceptance.

Grygier (62) also proQides differences according to sex
which are consistently shown by the D.P.I. Teét. Females appear
to be more passive and likingfcomﬁort, warmth and close relétion—
ships (compare Reed and Nance (52) - "women favour the rehabili-
tative philo;ophy9$ nmn,lhoweyer, have been shown to have higher
disciplinarian and punitive scores. We méy infer from this.

literature that: (6) males in the community will show less

acceptance for offenders than females; and that {7) male offenders

will perceive'less community acceptance than female offenders.

oThe toPic of se# differences is not‘taﬁén'lightly by
some researchers. Favreau (63) disputes the "myth" of sex
differences and. insists that the largest body of research on
sex differences consisfs essentiaily in comparing the perfofmance
. of'a‘group of males with that of a grouﬁ of females. .This
approach has prdvided us with a vast catalogue of sex differences
which are not understood. However, the author does submit that
there are consistent tendencies in the present research that

support variations in ability, notably in the area of mathematics
} A h
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for women and in the area of linguistic abilities for males.

) In summary we find that smnzoffendersperceive " rejection
and non-acceptance by the community. Theg aim whennﬂgjam_released
is #o "go straight" and find "worthwhile jobs.’ Variables such
as age, se#, marriage and children were suggested as factors

that may affect both the perception of acceptance by the offender

and the actual acceptance by the community member.
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ALIENATION, COMMUNITY, INTEGRATION :-

Now for the first time you were about to
see people who were not your enemies. Now
for the first time you were about to see
others who were alive, who were travelling
your road, and whom you could join to
yourself with the joyous word "we".

"The Gulag Archipelago"

o
A.I. Solzhenitsyn.

"The term alienation dériveﬁ from the Latin word
'alienus', meaning 'cut off' and “fo&eign' and can be understood
perhaps'mosﬁ clearly in the contemporary term 'alien' indiéating
'foreign'ﬁéhd 'separated'" (47, p. 160). Alienation may be
viewed as' the converse of integration: alienation and inte-
gration can be viewed as the opposite ends of a single continuum.
Consequently, integration is deffﬁed aé: ﬁo fuse; combine;
" unite into a whole (34, p. 318). In this'thesis) the term
alienation applies to the offender "from" the community; and
‘reintegration of the offender "intof the community. Thus community'

becomes the common area to which these terms must be related.

It becomes evildent, on }eviewing the literature, that
the concept of community is not easily defined (64, 65, 66,Ié7,
68, 69, 70). Hillery (64) outlines ninety-four definitions of
commugity; Stacy (65) considers coﬁmﬁnity a non—céncept; Pahl
states that "the word” 'ébmmuniéY' serves more to confuse than
to illuminate the situation in Britain today” (68, p. 107).

) '
A re-examination of the concept of community is

discussed by Clark (67). The author dismisses community as a
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product of locality (67, p. 398); a product of social activity
(ibid., p. 400);. and a product of social structure (ibid., p. 401)
The two fundamental elements of community considered by Clark (67)

are "solidarity" and a "sense of significance".

Solidarity is defined as the feeling that leads men to
defineltheméélvés with others so that when they say "we" there
is no thought of distinction and when they say "ours" there is.
no thought of division. Sense of significance is defined as the
s;nse of place or station experienced by group members so that
each person‘feelé he has a role to play, his own function to
fulfill in the reciprocal exchanges of the social .scene. Clark
suggests that "the strength of community within any group is
deéermined by the degree to which‘its members experience both

a sense of solidarity and a sénse of significance within it"

(ibid., p. 409).

) Fﬁrther, "it is how the members of the group them-
selves feel that is the basic concern” (ibid.,'p. 409) ; énd,
"it is the participants view of the situation that counts"

(ibid., p. 410):

Explicitly, Clark (67) is describing the feelings_aqd
perceptions of the individuals involved as the basic¢ determinant
of commun;ty. Corfespondingiy, this idea of community dovetails
with the use of QI and;dII_in‘this thesis. The questionnaire
asks the community to express or show their feelings in relation

to offenders in Halfway Houses. We earlier defined community

as a "thing-in-itself" (2, p. 68); and, "as a set i{\meagre
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mutual obligations of proximates" (ibid., p; 74) . We have used
Fischer's (2) definition to limit the community to the'giearly
defined, small geographic area of the'Electoral Wards qf

Ottawa foE empirical utility. WNow, we have superimposed‘Clark's

(67) definition on to these areas so that we -may draw upon more
L . v )

information as to perceptions and feelings of that defined

community.

L]

To digress for a'ﬁoment, let ué‘retgfnito the labelling
theory and its relationship to community, integration and ’
alienation. Althoﬁgﬁ'iaﬁéls méy be generally positive, e.q.
"hard wofking", I'":'Lntelligenvt", "good sport", and thus become

terms of incluéipn and integration, the labelling school focuses

its attention on those labels whick are negative .e.g. "illegiti-

‘'mate", "ex-con", o;'"homosexual" and are likely to lead to

deviance. As Payne describes: "Labels 1lift anpgrson out .of

his pro£ective sociél context; he becomes.visible. 'While'
positive labels are acts .of praise and inclusion, negative 1abels'
are acts of censorship and separation. .Té a;sign a negative

label to a person is fo cut him off dramatically from the
'acceptable' community" (71, p. 34). This process of censorship
and separation is clearly described by many autﬁors of the

labelling school (42, 44, 52, 54, 55, 56, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76).

It must be obvious by now, that the labelling school,
by definition, precludes any discussion on integration and clearly

emphasizes the role of alienation of the offender in the community.
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It must be mentioned, however, that: (1) the labelling school
alleges these negative consequences, yet has not proyiged con-

. clusive evideﬁbe for these allegations; (2) the concept of
alienation is caught on an intellectuai battleground amcng
social scientists as to definition and theoretical framework ,
(7{, 78; 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85); (3) finally, the concept

cf integration has reached no satisfactory definition among

social scientists (46, 69, 8s, 87, .28, 89, 90, 91).

r

-

‘ For example, Seeman says his.work ."makes mere-organized
sense of one of the great tradltlons of soc1ologlcal thought (.
and makes the tradltlonal 1nterest in alienation more amenable
_to sharp emplrlcal statement“ (77, p. 785). ~ However, Israel
states that "there are 1mportant dlfferences between Marx and
those who have, today, taken up the discussion regarding alien-
.. ation" (82, p. 205). The author concegeg that these "important

differences" are so great that, for reasons of clarity,-it is
better foF empirieal socielogy to omit drawing theoretical links
.to Marx's concept of alienation. Moreover, Walliman.adds that
,"the'problem ie not, that alienation cannot be measured because
of is multidimensionality; it is because any attempt to do s;
will establish a concept of alienation which deviates from Marx's

concept of alienation so strongly that the very attempt to

'secularize' (78, p. 135) must -be termed a failure" (83,Ip. 281) .

» )
»

Research done by Grygier (89, 90, 91) provides evidence ]
which suggests that there are two distinct parts to the concept

of integration., The distinction lies between subjective and
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objéctive i;tegratiqn. Objegfive iﬁ%egratién waS‘defined as
“partaking in the life of  the country pf§§UCtively.(ecoﬁomicaily
and socially) and to one's own advantage (making use of the
country's opportunities for advancement, of its culﬁure, social
serYices) and'must‘be distihguishéd_from subjéctive feeiings

and agtiﬁudes about infegrétioh aﬁd about making Canada qne‘s
home" (89, p. 171). Certainly, it can be said that the review

of literature combined with the deterministic ngture of the
labelling théory presented o ‘far cannot lead to the fu;fillment=
of the definitions of integration as érygier {89) describes. .
The offender is neither objeétiﬁely ndf subjectively integ;ated.
Further, Grygier concludes that “integratiQn is a mutual'p;oéess"
(89;.p. 171) which suggests "reciprocity" 6r “pertaining to
others”. It has been consistently stated in,thi; thesis that

the review of literature points out that non-acceptance and
rejection are key themes held by both the offender and the
community eﬁbers. Otherwise speaking the;e.is,no "reciprocityJ;

there is no "mutual process", in relation-to integration of the

‘offender. - .

In the final an?lysis, alienation and the‘lébelling'-

-

‘perspective are'clqsely ;iigned. The labelliné.épproach focuses

on the social audience's reaction to an individual's performance

rather 'than gi*the individual himself or the content of his
e - ) ' ‘
behaviour. Thecngels, produced by an audience and -.-conferred

LT

_on cqf%ﬁin members, can cause a person to view himself as unworthy,

inferior and incomplete. As Payne says, "a consequence of shame

.
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o
end self—hate is the creation of private gassageways in the mind
leadiﬁg towards resignation, withdrawal and loss of confidence"
(71, p. 36). parallels of the-terms used by Payne (71) are ~

found in alienation, (i.e.. meaninglessness and powerlessness,

as described by Seeman {85).

Alienation is also found 15 groups who band together

) for mutual support and protectlon. These groups are called sub—
cultures, deviant communities or gangs, and offer their members
collective relief and solutions to common problems. Negative
labels facilitate the formation oflgroups of people whoaare'
'alienated'from the rest or society. Evidence for the difference
of perceptions by oifenders in Halfway Houses from those in the
community has been supplied_by Shihadeh (6l), who attempted to
 explain these differences using the assumptions of sub-culture
and dissqpéuoe theory; It was pointed out in this thesis, ﬁow—

ever; that the labelling perspective (i.e. see T. Grygler, 44)

could have been used as an alternate theoretical explamation.

- : : ’

Therefore, being placed in a Halfway House with others

~

who are officially labelled as deviant and who are clearly
visible to the surrounding communlty has a number of unde51rable
' consegquences for the individual; (l) membershlp solidifies the
dev1ant identity and limits the deviant's future cont acts; t2)
negative labels are alleged to be based on overgenerallzed and

in many cases inaccurate stereotypes. Ipese stereotypes are

used as justifications by the'comﬁunity to separate the deviant

-

\
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(make him alienated) frOm'the community; (3) negative labels
may direct social action that insures the accuracy and permanence
of the labhel; (4)-labe1s drive peopie into deviant communities

-

and subcultures which insulate their members from change and

"alienage them from the community. *

In returning %igj}ark's discussion of community the

emphasié was placed on = olidafity"'and-"significance". It can -
. - _

be said gquite plainly now that the concepts of "aolidarity" and:

-"significance" cannot apply to the labelled offender. 1In other.

words, when people in the community say "we", there can .be no

doubt that there is a distinction from the offender and when
[
they say "ours™”, it necessarily excludes the offender. Neither,

it seemsy can the offegder fulfill the reguirements of "signifi-

L

cance" for he has no sense of place or station, job or meaning-

o

ful work, and the role he plays in society.ié that ascribed to

him by the audience, e.g. bully, tﬁiéf, ex-con. The seguence
becomes: (ljw:officially labelled; (2) non-acceptance; (3)
alienation, 3ﬁe may infer, from the preceding literature, that

the community members' scores should be hiéh on the questionnaire
(011} whiqh'would &eprésent_non—acceptance of the offender and
vice versa for the offender (QI). Conseqﬁent}y, we must operatgon-

alize the concepts of "significance" and "solidarity" by Clark

(67) and measure them in our Mefined commuriities (Fischer, 2)

to see if they have an effedt os the amount of community accept-

. Q . - .
ance or non-acceptance shown by its members. - A

.w
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- 3 "significance“ was defined in these terms: "so that
, ' .
each person feels he has a role to pl?y". For this thesis,

therefore, "significance™ was measured by common roles played
by members of the community, and these common roles were termed

"community inveolvement”. These roles were: employment, church

attendance, membership in community sports, hembership in

» . -

community clubs or organizations.. This data was-collected on

the face sheets of QI and QII. ?It_wasfcohsidéﬁea that (13)

those who were “community'involved“"wéuld be less accepting of

N
.

the offender; and (14) those offender's. more involved would.

perceive less community acceptance! N

. - N v
’ These hypotheses have been generated because those “
persons "community involved" were assumed.to value social rules

and order due to theiy inve tment. of time“and effort into social

roles offered by the mmunity Therefore, it was .hypothesized
that thexﬁyould be more unlikely to accept an officially labelled
offeﬁﬁé?iwéﬁp has challenged thosé valued social roles, than

those who are not involved. and who, probably, don't care.

1

However, for. the involved.offénder,,liviné in the

Halfway House, the opposite effect waé eipeqted. The involved
[ : Y

offender will receive mixed messaées. He g}ll receive nessages
from hié sub-cultural group at the Halfway House which may be
contrary to tﬁe messagés in the community. In the Halfway House,
he is one of the boys: in the community he is in a state ef-
fearful uncertainty and constantly reﬁinded that he is not one s

of "us". The more sinvolved he becomes, the more .often he must

admit he is an offe?%gx_gnd the more often he will perceive cues

Q
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. of ﬁqn;aaceptahce. The relation to the labelling theory is

-

CIeérly.descfibed by Payne (71). Official labels, which are

supported by the audienckt and imputed to certain members, can
cause those people to view themselves as unworthy, inferior
and incomplete. Statements dealing with these aspects are

L

found in QI and QII, numbers 14, 15, 16.
. = _ | _
Solidarity is related to a feeling of "we" and "ours".

It will be considered in this thesdis that these feelings of "we”

and "ours" can only be developed over a period of involvement

and social interaction in a given area. Otherwise speaking,

the feelings of "we" and “ours" are based on a function of time.

Therefore, the length of time .a person has resided in a given

home will affect his acceptance of offenders in the community;
s . . . '

and, the length of time an offender resides in a Halfway House

will affect his perception of acceptance.

It will be considered that (15) the longer the length

of stay in a home in the community, the greater the feeling of

1"

we" and "ours" and, therfore, the less the acceptance of the

offender; and {(16) the longer the length of stay for the offender
OlLiender

the less the'perceived community acceptance. First, the‘longer

the offender remains in thé Halfway House the greater the
involvement in the subculture, which will develop role expect-
ations and values contrary to the community; and; the longer the
offender remains in the Half&ay House Eh? more the realization

of his own deviance in relation to community members.



- 37 =

We have discussed community, alienation and integration
in relation to_fhe theoretical framework of labelling. "It was
suggested that the "negative"‘impact of the label‘oﬁ the'indi;
“vidual and the concept of alienation were closely linked; but
that integration, by definitien, could not be explained by tﬁe
labelling school of thought. his determinism, expresseé by
the labelling théorists, leads s to suggest that there can be
no acceptance for the official y'labelled offender aﬁd, moreover,
that the concept of reintegration is ih serious jedpardy. Further,
the concept of comﬁunity uséd in this thesis,‘i.e.: "solidar;ty"
-aﬁd "significance", 1is diametrically opposed to the concepF of
labelling and the negative conséquéncgs it entails, i.e.: alien-~
ation.' Subsequently, the officially 1abelled(§ffender is dot a
part of the community, is alleged not be be accepted by the
commuﬁity, and is forced into-a state of alienation which is the

antithesis of integration.

The overall tenor of the literature reviewed would
lead ué fo formulate a general hypo;hesié'for this thesis based
on the.notion of‘"non-acceptance". lFurther, itiwill be assumed
that the amount of ﬁon—accepténce-will be simi£a£ for both}the
community member and the offénder. This is expeéted f;r two
reasons: (1) the guestionnaires (dI and QII) are similar and
evoke similar responses; (2) the offender group and the
'community members are assumed to be similar. The initial support
for this assumption of underlying similarity is founa in the

poetry of Kahlil Gibran fgund at the'beginning of this thesis
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in which he convincingly and precisely argues against the "we ~
they fallacy". Additional support for ‘this assuﬁption of
similarity is discussed by Purk (94) and by Mcnaughton-Smith

(93). The hypothesis, therefore, becomes: (17) the perceived

amount of comhunity acceptance by the offenders will be similar

to the amount of community acceptance shown by the community

members; in particular, the offender will perceive non-accept-

ance and the community will show non-acceptance.

SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES:

From the substantive review of literature the following
hypotheses have been genergted and tested in this thesis.: kl)
the gfeatgr the number of community members with children, the
‘less the amount of community acceptance; (2) ~lower socio-
economic status of community members will reduce community
écceptance; '(3) lower educational level of community members
will reduce community acceptance;. (4) the older the community
members, the less the community acéeptance; {(5) lower educational
level of offenders will reduce c&mmunity acceptance; (6) males
in the community wiil show less acCépﬁanée for offenders than
females; (7) male of fenders Qill‘perceive.less community
aéceptance than females; (8) loqef socioegohomiq status of
ofgégder wili reduce the perceived community acceptance; (9)
the greétér the number of marriages, the less the amount of
accept?nceuby-thé communiﬁy;' (10) thé less the number of
marriages in éhe offender‘group, the less the amount of perceived

community acceptance by offenders; (11} the lower the number
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of 6ffenders with children, the less the amount of perceived

_ commuﬁity acceptance; (12) ﬁhe,younger the ofggnde;, the less
the perceived community accepténée; (I3) the greate¥ the amount
:of commuﬁity involvemen£ (i.e. épOrts, church attendance, employ-
ment, citizen éroups) by the commuﬁity members, the lower the
amount of acceptance by the communi£y; (14) the greater the
amount of community involvement by‘the'ofﬁender, the lower the
perceived community accepgance} (15) the longér the length of
stay in the‘community Fhe less the acceptance by the community
members; (16) the lénge: the length of stay in the H.H. or
C.R.C., the less the perceivéd coﬁmunify acceptance by the
offepder; (17) the perceived amount of community acceptance
by the offenders Will be similar to the amount of community
acceptance shown by the community members; in particular, the’

offender will perceive non-acceptance and the communify will

show non-acceptance.

,
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CHAPTER JII

'METHODOLOGY .

Man is the only animal that laughs and
weeps; for he is the only animal that
is struck with the difference between
what things are, and what they ought
to be. o

Hazlitt.

The orlentatlnq theme, in this thesis, is the perceptlon
of .the resident in relation to .community acceptance. From the
review of literature the following“substantive hypothesis was

. . 2
generated, "that the perceived amount of community acceptance by

the offenders wiil‘beisimilar 'O tﬁe‘amoent of community accept-
ance shown by the community ﬁembets; in particular, the offender
. will perceive nonacceptance and:the.community will show nonaccept-
ance". Subsequently, 51xteen other hyvotheses were generated

»
which were considered to gffect the scores recorded on- the
questionnaires. In turn, these hypotheses are viewed through the

theoretigél framework of.the labelling perspective in ah attempt

to provide evidence which will confirm or refute this perspective.

Usuallv, information about the behaviour or attitudes
of people can be gleaned by direct. observatlon. HoweVer, this
is not always possible. Alternately, one may ask the person oOr
others who know him, in relation to the topic being studied. In
* either case, deta may be generateq by completing a questionnaire,
' / S o i .
as. in this thesis, or by personal intef£iew. Studies reveal that
{ '
\
\

| - N



LXS

. 7 _
information on personal, factual items iike sex, age and height
where the accuracy can be substantiated, has a high reliability.
However, the reliability of attitude resbonses is more diffi—
cult to determine. This is so, becaﬁse-attitudes can vary with
time, place ana circumgtance. In social research, however, thé
resoonses from entire groups haﬁe been found ﬁo.be more reliable
when compared to individual responses. éain (1) fbhnalthaﬁ
though college freshmen, after a period of two and one half months,
had '‘changed their responses on approximately one-fourth-of the
3,050 items\én‘the schedule, the ?verali estimate remained
essentially:the same. It is'for this.reason that researchers

. .

are interested in group measures rather than individual responses

and, therefore, this is the focus of this present thésis.

According to Katz {2) the survey's objéctive is to
be_regresentative of a universe, and consequently, emphasis is
placed on the number and selection of the sample.. The conclusions
from the survey.are inferred from the statistical end-effects.

The present researéh‘endegvour satisfies Katz's (2) définiE;on .
of "survey research". Subsequently, in this thegis cnly iwo
techniques are employed, which consist of (1) a structured

interview for the residents of the H.H. or C.R.C.; and (2) &

‘self-administered l6-item Likert type questionnaire for the

community members, to- gathér data.

.-

In terms of defining the two universes involved, i.e.
all residents and all communitizs in Canada, and ‘the subsequent

sample component, some limitatibns were considered. Simply, the

-
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magnitﬁde of sampling on a national basis is beyond the economic
and time restraints for this reseaxch. Therefore, it was deter-
mined that the City of Ottawa, speé&ficaliy the Wards, would be
the universe of communities; anddlhe H.H. and C.R.C.'s éf the

City of Ottawa, specifically within.these Wards mentioned
previously, would be the universe of residents. In this research,
the Wards were randomly sampled and the# members whe were selected :
were sent mailed questionnaires (N=200) which include;\? self-
addressed stamped return envelope. On the otherlhand, due to

‘the small number of Halfway Houses and C.R.C.'s, all_weré

igcluded in thevstudy and were visitéd personally by the researéher,
‘who condicted Dérsonal interviews with each "volunteer" from the

facility.-.

In dealing with the topic of crime and offenders a
certain amount of emotionalism éfE,EE)EXPECted by community mem-
bers about offenders, and offendérs ébout cdmmunity. Therefore,
the data generated may ﬁot bé és accurate due to the function of
the nature af the subject explored. Moser and Kalton Y3) point

out greater difficulty in obtaining information can be expected

with a survey subject that is highly complex or emotional.

In cdnducting researéh within_Hélfway Houses and
'Cqmmunity Residential Centres, éonsideration ﬁuét be giveg to the
rights and dignity of the résidents, aﬁd_caré must be exercised
to ensure that there 'is no'ﬁndué disruption of.normai functicns

and activities. These concerns dictate and limit the study.
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In this research consideration was given by calling the director )
of each facility well in advance, and sendlng an information
letter, so that he could explaln to the re51dents, at Ehe

weekly "House Meetlngs" what was to develop in regard to. thls
research. Further, the re51dents were 1nformed that thlS study
was strictly on a voluntary basis and that .there would be

complete anonymity.

1

One spec1al concern expressed by researcherscbver the
'representatlveness of the sample is when generalizations are
generated by‘the resultS'of a self-selected sample. This cons%;-
‘jtutes a violation of the principle of random sampllng McNemar
(4) hlghllghts the problem by peinting out that generallzatlons
in the sc1ence ‘of human behav1our have been con51stently
-supported by data drawn from the behaviour of sophomores

1

Smart (5) prov1desfev1dence which supports McNemar s (4) claim.

In this\study, the reliance of the restarcher on
the community. and re51dents to volunteer data introduce$ a blas
at the very outset The notlon of strict random sampllng,
however, becomes 1nvalld if the study is conducted with the
awareness that "the validity of such inference from a sample to
ap ent—population is ...., contingent on evidence'that
ﬁgli:nce on volunteer participants does not 1ntroduce a bias

N

which 1nfluences the findings and consequently calls for a

greater delamination of their applicability” (6, p. 538).

v
ot
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Present empiricals evidence is not conclusive as to
whether volunteer status produces & significant difference.

Wallin (6) concluded that in his study of engagement and its

o

xelégi%gghip to marriage, any possible bias obtained from a

volunteer sample did not affect the findings. Leipold and
James (7) found that subjects who were willing to participate

‘x -
in experiments had obtained higher grades in one introductory

psycholegy course than did those who did not express such
willingness. Alternately, Rosen (8) éid not find scholastic
grade differences Between volunteers and non-volunteers.

Wallin (6) revealed that par%icipants in survey research tended
to be younger than non-participénts. Newman (9) suégests that
among femalé volunteers variability of ége waé depenaent on &
the particular experiment. Belson (10} and Wallin (6) agreed
that no gppreciable differences existéd between males and

females in their desire to act as subjects.

- The reasons for voluﬁteering as subjects in & study:
vary. McDonald-(1ll) and Schubert (12) postulated that volun-
tedring is a personal trait for seeking arousal and stimulation.
This view is consistént with Wéissman (LB) whén he concludes ° (

that prisoners are motivated to act.as volunteer subjects for

the foliowing reasons: . EI)' financial- remuneration, {2} con-

tribution to helping others, (3) participation in an impodrtant

project, and (4) to break the monotony of prison life. ) . )

’

Two common methods of generating data are the personal

interview and the gquestionnaire type schedule. Both methods
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were utilized in this‘stddy - maiied questionnaires were sent

to raadomiy selected'Eommunity members and stfueﬁufed pe;thal
intefviews were used with the residents.. The use of the $§§1ea
guesticnnaire provides time and economic benefits in relation.. .
to the population sampled. These beneﬁlts are measured in data
gained and number of individuals sampled. The guestionnaire
‘also provides for frank and honest opinions, uniformiﬁy of
stimulus, and anonymity. However, the researcher should

realize that the data may provide a superficial picture of the ‘
situation and also may include some error. The structured
interview.schedule used in the Halfway House setting is time
consumipg and not economicallylhelpful to the researcher. How-
ever, it may provide a wealth of data and new sources of data
(thch the guestionnaire could not provide) due to the actual

observation by the researcher and his abili o] use the

situation to explore new avenues of thought during the interview.

The structured intervie&, in this researdh, called for fﬁe
researcher to read the pre-set gquestionnaiye to the resident,
who held a card with the appropriate respon t, and
then record the response made by the resident. ft was assumed
that by using thlS format there would be a reductlén/ﬂ?\error<
on the part of the resident in reading the questionnaire and
recording the answer, and the certainty that all questions would
be completed. K Also, by giving the resideﬁt a card with the
appropriate responses reduced the social interaction effect and .

thus interpretation of responses by the researcher. Informal

:
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'disqussiéns'weré held upon the completion of the structured

interview with each respondent.

C:j(;_ Both qﬁestionhaires (0I, and QII) were pre-tested to
reduce error due to sogding or misinterpretation of Statemsnts.
By pre-testing thé’quesﬁionnaires, the less reliable questions,
those. 1ack1ng—stab111ty in the" respons/ﬂ may be 1dent1f1ed The
questlonnalres were pre tested on one Halfway House, all females
(N=5), and one Ward, Capital Ward, 1q which the. Halfway House
is located, by'the'random selectionlof.ten community membérs.

As a résult,fareas of ambiguity were discovered and approériate

changes were effected.

The finalized questionnaire (QI and QII) presentéd
to the samples consisted of ‘three pages (QI), and four pages
(QII}). OQuestionnaire I consisted of -a "face sheet” whicﬁ
requests personal’ information of the residents. These were:
age, sex, marital status, number of children, occupétion,
length of stay in H.H. or C.R.C.; working os studying, sports,
groups, church attendance and education. The Purpose for' ﬁ\x
requesting this information is to generate data "to test hypotheses
45, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16 (see "Summary of Hypotheses") and
to ascertain the charécteristics‘of the sample. The second and
third pages sonsist of sixteen items based on a Likert type
scale_ranging from strongly agree; agree; uncertain; disagree;
'strongly disagree. Questionnaire II consists of a covering

letter briefly explaining the purpose of the questionnaire and
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\ is expected of the respondent. . The second page informs-
the respondents to circle or £ill in appropriate speces on the
"face sheet".: It.age@n requests personal information similar
to QI. The purpose for requesting this information was to l
generate data to test -hypotheses #l,m2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 13, 15
(see "Summary of Hypotheses") and to ascertain the character-
istics of the sample. The third and fourth pages consist of
sixteeniitems which are similar to those of QI enly worded
slightly differently. The statements on QI cor;espond to
statements on QII in the following manner: .1-1; 2-2; 3-3;
4-4;.5-5; 6-6; 7-7; 7-8; 8-9; 9-10; 10-11; 11-12; 12-12; 13-13;
14—14- 15-15; 16-16. MNote that $#7 2§,QI is related to.#7 and

#8 of QIT and #12 of QII is related to #11 and #12 of QI.

With regard to structure all the items employed are
of a closed or fixed—alternative)hature,_demanding'only that the

respondent indi e the extent to which he agrees or disagrees

with the statgment e£bressed. Selltiz, Jaheda, Deutsch ‘and Cook
state, "bne\Bf the major drawbacks of the closed question is
that it may force a statement of opinion on an issue about -which
the. respondent ddes not haﬁe any opinion. Many individuals

have no clearly formulated or cryseallized opinions about many
issues; thls important characterlstlc is not likely to be
revealed by a closed question” (14, p. 260). From Fhis con-
sideration the category "uncertain" was included on both QI and
QII sc that the respondents were not forced tc make opinions to

statements they knew nothing about. On QI %6, 11, 12, 13, the.



- 55' -
sﬁécificétion of length of time is used to allow the reéearcher
to'judgg_the'accuracy of the resident's respbnse tq-the'staté-
ment. It was found in the‘Piiot Study that some residents
would rééiy to these statemepts with “séroﬁgly agree" bhut after-
- wards qhg.reséarcher discovered that the people mentioned in .the
statements of QI cameionly-monthly orrless. It seems that the

. P 1 L.
residents were too eager to "please" in some instances.

The study was conducted during the month of April,
1979. The saﬁple of residents (N=30) were froﬁ Halfway Houses
and C.R.C.'s in the City of Ottawa. These facilities were:
McPHail House, House oﬁ Hope, Riverside House and Carleton
Centré. One facili%y was not included, John Howard House,
because there were no volunteérs among the residentsﬁat the
house who wished to participate in the study. Those "Wards" 'in
which each Halfway House was ioqatéd were used as the communities
in this study. These were: Capital Ward, Wellington Waxrd,
Dalhousie Wgkd, and Glog&ester Ward. A random sample was per-
formed to draw two hundred persons from these "Wards™ to be used

in the study.

Investigators haﬁe found that a return rate of from 10
to 50 percent with maiied qﬁestionnaires to the general public
is all that can be expected. A return of 35 percent is_considered
aw®rage. In this thesis the fotal number of returned questio?-,'
naires was 86, of which 6 had not been filled out and 8 had been

improperly £illed out, i.e.: some statements were double circled
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or left blank while others were filled in w1th written messages

whlch obllterated the response, thus leaving 72 communlty

quespionnaires or 'a 36% return rate.

In relation to QI, statements 5, 9, 10, 14 are rejectihg N
statements and in order to have the scoring remain uniform and
consistent a transformatlon of scores was necessary For example:.
#5 - "the H.H. or C.R.C. lowers property value in\the community" .
In order for rhis stateﬁent to score as an accepting score the
values of the responses must be‘reverseq; Thus, if the respondent
circles "disagree" on the questionnaire, he is inferring accept-
ance and not non-acceptance. These tr;%sformations were performed
by the researchers when tabulating the scores. Twenty—five per-
cent of the questionnaire is composed of rejecting respenses. ‘It
follows that a positive (usual) response set would favour

'~ acceptance.

Similarly, 25¢ of QII is composed of rejecting responses
which had te-ee transformed by the researcher. These statements
were numbers 4, 5, 10, 11. For example: #10 -r0ffenders should
be left in jails or institutions to complete their sentences."

If the respondent disagrees with this statement, he is‘inferring.
acceptance and not non-acceptance. Therefore, the researcher
musr reverse the score. The scoring is as_follows: strongly
'afc_n:‘ee.= 1; agree = 2; uncertain = 3; disagree = 4;_ stronglyx

disagree = 5. Thus a score of disagree (4), in this example,
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would be given a value of agree (2). ‘A response set would,

again, favour acceptance. ’ o N

Both QI ahd QII contain questions which are w?rded.in
such a way as to bias the response of tﬁe respondent. As
Kerlinger states, "tﬁe 'shouid‘ or 'oﬁght' ﬁo gquestion - whether
phrased in terms of 'I', 'he', 'we', or 'they' providgs the
identification of idealized policies of the individual, of the
action he would favour in a'situaﬁion free from all but moral -
imperatives" (15, p. 499). 1In relation to QI statement #6
would suggest a bias towards an acceptance score while in QII

statements #3 and 6 would suggest a bias towards acceptance

scores.

An equal-length Spearman Brown reliability test was

performed on both QI and QII. The results of this_test for QI

showed a value of . &5 . wit an glpha level of . 432 for

part I (42,74, 6, 8, 10, 12, M, 16) and an alpha level of .40
for Part I1I (#1, 3, 5, 7; 9, 10, 13, 15). The alpha level
indicates the probability of rejecting the null.hypotheSis when

it is true. The results for QII indicate a reliability co-
efficient of . &4 with an alpha level for Part I._(#2, 4, 6,. g, °
10, 12, 14, 16).of . b4  and an'alpha level for Part II (#1,

3 5, 7, 9, 11,'13, 15) of . 79 .- It is noted that the
reliability co-efficient for the residents is lower than that

of the community. An interesting parallel may be found in

Grygier's work on personality (16). Grygier finds that
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reliabi;ity measures” are consistently lower in offender groups

in relaticon to personality tests.
- - o

. .

" A test of equivalence was performed on QI and QII.
For this research we have assumed fhat we are using two similar
questionnaires (QI and'QII) on two different sampies, the
residents and the community members. To supply some confidence’
in this as;umptiqﬂ, a test of equivalence Qas performed using
a multiple regfession analysis. The results cof the anélysis
show a positive correlation of weak magnitude ( r = .4{ )

suggesting that the two questionnaires are not equivalént (see

Appendix, Graph 1.)
. N

It should be noted that although.equivalence of the
two questionnaires was desirable and attempted, hone of the

‘ : el
hypotheses of this research depend on it. , The two questionnaires

are similar and evoke similar responses but- no strict equiva-

-.f

lence can be claimed.
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Chapter IV
« Results

They -have sown the wind, and
they shall reap the whirlwind.

Hosea VIII. 7.

-
S,

The study involved males and. females from both
cqmmgnity based éorfectional facilities and free citizens
in the Ottawa area. TSpécifically, those residents residing
in the following community-based ‘facilities: 1) McPhail

House, 2) Carlton Center, 3) Riverside House, and 4) House .

.of Hope; and those free citizens residing in the following

Electoral Wards of the city of Ottawa: 1) Dalhousie, :
2) Capital,_3) Wellington, and 4) Gloucester. The two
samples consisted of 72 free citizens and 30 offenders of

whi?h 40 wére ma}é citizens and 32 were female, and 23 were

male offenders and 7 were female offenders. The community

it

sample consisted of 35 married citizens and 37 single citizens

" while the residents qonsisteh of 5 marrie& and 25 single
" offenders. The community sample had 40 childless feépondepts
. and 32 respondents with children while the offeﬂders hag 20 -
childléss réspéndgnts and 10 respondents with.cﬁildren; The

‘community Sample had 14 respondents who showed no community

involvement, i.e. work, church attendance, community organ-

izations, sports, and 53 who showed community involvement;

the offenders showed 6 with no involvement and 24 who claimed

they were involved. The community sample consisted of 39
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respondents with less than collegé.education-and 33 with
college or better, while the offenders had 21 with lgss than
hig ol andr9 with high school or better (none had
uniwv rs y and only 3 had some college} . fhe community sample
conslsted of 48 respondents with occupations .and 24 with no
‘occupations. The rgason for 24.“non—occupations" was that
these respondents consisted of housewives, students and retired
people, and these were not listed on the socioeconomic Indéx
(1} used in this study. The offender sample conisted of 25
respondents’ with occupa£ions and 5 with n0'occupétion. These
five were not trained or skllled in any ocgupatlon. In
addition, 5 of the 7 female offenders and 19 of 23 male offenders
had alcoholic and drug related problems; there are no correspond-

ing data on the community sample.

—
Of the community occupatlons 6 were in the lower class,

9 in the middle class and 33 were in the upper middle class.

The residents consisted qf.l? in the lower class and 8 who

claimed middle class occupati&hs. The community consisted of

35 respondegks who stayed two years or less at their place of

residence and 37 respondents who stayed more‘than tﬁé years.

The length of stay by 15 residents was one month or less, by

8 residents was 3 to 5 months, by‘a residents was glto 5 months,

and by 2 residenté 6 months plus. &

The range of age fbr the cémmunity wé; from l? to 70 years.

) '

They were as follows:'l) from 19 to 29 years was .34.75%;
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2) from 30 to 54 years was-sa.sé%; 3) and, from 55 yéars l(j)’jﬁ

and greater was 26.39%. The resideﬁts ranged in age from
16 to 54 years with the foliqwing cagégories: 1) from 16
to 20 years was 46.67%; 2) from-21 to 24 years wés 23,33%;
.3) from 25 £3f28 yea?s was 16.66%; and, from 29 years-and
greater was 13.33%. These data may be found in the tables

in the Appendix.

-ngotheses:

Sex was hypothesized as a variablé that would effect
community‘acceptaﬁce: Specifically, that males would show
and perceive less community acceptance than females in both
community and the commuﬁity based facility. Indeed, the.
male mean for the community was 48}él(n0naccepting) while
the fehale mean was 43.5 (acceptiﬁg). The number of cases
were 40 males.and 32 féméles. Avtest of significance using
the t~test method, showed a significant di%ference between

male and female responses to-the questionnaire {p.004).

- The community data support the hypothesis.

However, the Halfway House -means show an 6ppoéite
effect. The mean for the males was 40.6 (accepting) and
for phe females 47.7, almost nonaccepting according to the
cut-off peint. The number of cases were 23 males and 7

females: A test of significance, using the t-test method,’

. » / . >
showed a significant difference betw®en male- and female

responses to the questionnaire (p.005). The Halfway House

data do not support the hypotheses. Alternatively, they do
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correspond to findings made by Grygier in relation to
the Chronic Petty offender study {3). These findings will
be outlined in the "Discussion" of this thesis. .

Marriage was hypbthesized as a variable that would
affect community acceptance. It was considered'tﬁat those
. who were marriedlas opposed to beiﬁg single, i.e. separated,
"divorced, widow,_single wouldlperceive less acceptance for
offenders in a Halfway House./ The mean values for married
subjects was 46.2 and for single subjects 46.7. The number of
cases were 35 married subjects and 37 single subjects. The
community t-test ya%gsf showed no significant difference between 8
the two groups (p.778).

Alternatively, it was considered for thé Halfway House
subjects that a married resident would perceive more accept-
7.anee than a singlé resident. The mean values for married Qere
‘44 and for-single‘residents 41.9. The number of cases were 5
married and 25 single.‘ The Halfway House t-test value shoﬁs ‘
lno significént difference between the groups (p.497). The
community data and the Halfway House data do not support the
hypotheses. ] ‘.

It was hypothesized that those people with ehildre would
show less acceptahce of the cffender ih a Halfway House. The
community means were 46.8 with children and 45.8 without
children. The number of cases Qere 40 childless subjects and
32 parents. The community t-test value showed no significant

difference between the two groups (p.813).
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The hypothesis for the Halfway House subjects suggest
that residents w1thout children would perceive less communi?xj
" acceptance in the community. The mean values for those .
residents with children was 43.1 and those residents withopt
41.8. The number of cases were 20 ch1ldless and 10 with
children. The Halfway House t-test value shows no smgnlflcant
difference between the two groups (p.606) . The Halfway House
data and the‘commhnity data do not support the hypotheses.

it was hypoﬁhesized that the greater the amount of
community involvement, (i.e.) sports, church attendance, citizen
groups, employment, by community members the lower the_emount
of acceptaﬂce by the community. The mean vaiueé were 46.9
for "involved" community membérs and 44.9 for those "not
,involﬁed?. The number of cases were 53 "involved" and 19
"not involved". .The t-test velue for the comﬁunity showed
no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the groups (p.340).

d Also, it was hypothe51zed that the greater the amount
of community involvement by the offender, the lower the

perceived communi acceptance. The mean value for those

Vresidents "not/involved" was 37.3 and for those residents

. "involved” 43.5. It appear§ éheihﬁot involved" are more
accepting that the "involved" according to the theoretical
raﬁge of sceres. The number of cases were 24 *involved"

and 6 "not involved” The t-test value for the Halfway House
showed a significant dj rencekbetween the two groupe (p.024).

The community\data dp”not support the hypothesis while the
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Halfway House data do support the h?potheses. ' </

The lower the educational level of communitf ﬁémbe;s
the legs the amount of community accéptance.u The mean
sc;re‘fon community members was 44.7 who had less than college
education and 48.5 for those with college or better. The °
number of ‘\gases were 39 with less than college and 33 with
college of betferkcjmhe f-test shows a significant difference
between the two groups (p.04). However, the results show the
opposite effect as to-what was hypothesized. The data suggest
that the more educated showed less acéeptance. .

Also, the lower the educational ievel of residents was
hypothesized to’iOWer the perceived community acceptance.

The mean élues for the residents with less than high school
was 4179 and those residents with high school or better was
43.' The number of éases were 31 with less than high school
and 9 with ﬂigh school or better. The Halfway House t-test
shows that there is no significant différence .between the two
groups (p.675). ;.. . ’

To briefly summérize, the following results have been
obta}ned for the community in relation to acceptance: 1) males
are significantly less accepting than females; 2) there is no
significant difference for those who are‘nén—married or married;
3) there is no significant difference fog those who are non-
parents or parénts; 4} thefe is no significant difference for
thoée community involved or non-involved; 5) there is a signi-

ficant difference for those educated as to those less educated.

The data show, however, the opposite as to what was hypothesized.
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That is, the more educated are leé%facceptingthan the
less educated; and, the following were obtaihed'for the
residents: 1) females are signifieantly less accepting —
-than males. This is the opposite‘as to what Was‘hypothesized;
/CZ) there is. no sighificant difference for-zhose married or
non-married; 3) there is no significant difference for those
who are non-parents or parents; 4) there is no significant
difference for.thos ore educated to tﬁose less educated;
5) there was a signifidant difference for those community
involveé as to those non-involved.
A series of ;Pearson Product Moment Correlations”
were used to discern any relationship between the following:
~—
1) the older the ,community members, less the amount of
community acceptence shown {r.05); \EzhLmount~of community
acceptanee does not vary appreciably with'age. 2) The
younger the residents of the Halfway House the less the ameung
of perceived community acceptance (r.25); the perceived amount
of community acceptanEe varies in the posftive direction but
with very. small magnitude. 3) The longer the length of stay
in the_community the less the ecceptance by the commuhity
(r.0l); the amount of community acceptance shown does not
vary appreciably with the length of stay in the community.
4) The longer the length of stay in therHalfway House the

less the amount of perceived direction but with very small

magnitude. 5) The ilower the socioeconomic status of the

N\ —/
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communffy members. 6) The lowermfhe socmoeconomlc status of
. the re51dent in the- Halfway House will reduce the, amount of
perceived community acceptance {(r.32); the percelved amount
of community acceptance varies.iﬁ a positive'hirection but
with very s§;}$~magn1tude in relatlon to soc1oeconom1c status.
Data may be found in the Appendix of this thesis.

The general hypotheses suggested that the perception
of the offender in relatlon to community acceptance would be
similar to the amount of acceptance shown by the community. In
partlcular, the offender would percelee\nonaccePtance and the
communlty would show nonacceptance, ?9 mean score for the
COmmunlty was 46.4,fwhich-is an acceptaing score according to
‘the theoretical range of scores; and 42.3 for the residenrs of
the Halfway House Wthh is also an accepting score accordlng to
the theoretical range of scores. The number of cases were 72
community respondents and 30 Halfway House respondents. The
t-test 'shows a significant difference between the two groups
(p.01). The data do not support. the hypotheses.

A number of Pearson Product Moment Correlations were
performed on three indices called "Rejection"”, "Security" and
"Famlllarlty“ in relation to QI and QII. It was hoped that
"Familiarity" would correlate highly with the other two indices,
which would fhen lead.us to believe that a social policy could
be constructed, that woula emphasize the need for iﬁcreased
information sh;riné and inter‘ction.between offenders and

community members, Otherw}se speaking, to be more familiar would

be a fundamental step towards being more accepted and, possibly,
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lead to integration. As Grygier states "iﬁFegration is a mutual

A

process" (2, p. 171).

The data reveals that the valués for.QI and QII in
relatlon to the indices are all acceptlng scores, (i;e. they
were lower scores) which is what may be expected as the'ovefall
questionnaire'sqmean value was a low value (i.e. accepting) in
relation to the theoretical range of scores. This adds an "Alice
in Wonderland" effect tc theraatat Otherwise speaking, the index
"Rejection" has rgaily scored an acceptance écore,aé-has "Security"
and "Familiarity”. The calculations show us £hat "Rejection"
and "Security" are the most highly correlated factors on the
quéstionnaire. The valﬁes were: QI - ?Rejection"fand "Security"
(r'= .43); QII - "Rejection” and -"Security" (r = .61l). These
correlatidns suggest‘that the offeﬂﬁer ;erceives and the
community members show that the security of the community is an

important factor in the acceptance of the offender. Alternatively,

"Familiarity" and "Rejection" have scoredlower correlations.

The values were: QI - "Familiarity" and "Rejection" {r = .20);
QII - "Familiarity" and "Rejection" (r = .59). These correlations
éuggest that the offender perceives that being familiar with
comminity members will not lead to acceptance, although the
comﬁunity does show a sfrong correlation between acceptance and
"Pamiliarity". Finally, ;orrelationsibetween "Security" and
"Familiarity" on both QI (r = .12) and QII.(r = .19) suggest

there is almost no relationship between these two indices. From

these correlations we may suggest that Security is the paramount
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issue, for both the comﬁunity members and the 6ffénder;,jjyp
relation to community.acceptance. Familiarity is a secondary
factor which is more highly correlaéed for the community members
than thé offender. Finally, Secgrity and Famili;rity are not -
rélated;_suggesting that theylare independent factors

effecting the notion:of acceptance. The results of the

correlations are presented on the next page (Table 1).

In summary, the correlations of community and‘resiaents
questionnaire séores with age, length of stay and socio-
economic status produced very weak corrélations suggesfing

' 7
theseé factors do not vary greatly with acceptance. Also, the

t-test showed a significant difference between the perceptions

‘'of the residents and the actual scores of the community, which
: ‘ =

did not support the substantive hypothesis. -Einally,_"sécurity“
was the factor most related to "Rejection" (actually abceptance)

by both residents and community members.

@ )

&N
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TABLE 1: CORRELATIONS FOR INDICES OF HALFWAY HOUSE AND COMMUNITY.

[ 3

HALFWAY HOUSE: QI

FAMILIARITY SECURITY REJECTION
FAMILIARITY ‘ 1 .12 - .20
SECURITY | .12 ' 1 .43
REJECTION .20. .43 1-
COMMUNITY: QII

FAMILIARITY SECURITY REJECTION
FAMILIARITY 1 .19 .59
SECURITY .19 1 .61
REJECTION .59 .61 1

"y
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Questionnaire

The data gathered for this research was captured
by using a sixteen item Likenﬁltypé questioﬁnaire. The
responses on tﬁe gquestionnaires and the values assigned'to
each response were: strongly agree = 1; agree = 2;
uncertain = 3; disagree = 4; and strongl& disagree = 5. The \
follbwing calculations were-ﬁpen perfor@ed on the reéponses )
to each statement on QI and QII: (1) meah; (2) mode; (3) median;
(45'range; (i{ standard deviation. A low standard deviation
of less than one has been taken to imply the tendency towards
consensus; while a standard deviation of one or greater will
indicate a tendency towards controversy. The statements of
QI and QII correspond ¢o each other as has been described
earlier in the Methodology sectioh of this thesis. Therefore,
we will use the statements from QI. for brevity in the description.
of the calculations for both QI and QII.

. Further, none of the results reported for the questionnaire
were tested for statistical significance. They, therefore,
indicate at most tendencies br suggestions rather ﬁﬁan facts.,

For the sake of clarity and ﬁrevity they are presented as

facts; but we are aware of their sﬂortcomings. Moéeover, since
neithér the offenders nor the.community members are necessarily
fepresentative of their populations (see Methodology), aé neither
group can fit the definition of a true random sample, the use

of tests of siénificanc%,ﬁould not be legitimate in this case.

It would imply a higher degree of confidence than that actually

obfainable.l Lo
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Question No. 1: "This H.H. or C.R.C. is known by

the community". The calculations on the responses to Q{;

show: mean = 2.3; mode = 2.0; median = 2.08; range = 3.00;
standard deviation = .987. The data support the statement,
i.e. the H.H. is known, and there is a consensus of agreement,

in regard to the statement, among the tested group. The

calculations on the responses to QII show: mean = 2.9;

mode = 2.0; median = 2.92; range = 4; standard deviatién = .954.
The data support the statement, i.e. the H.H. is known, Quf
not as readily as the offenders perceive. There is a consensus
of agreement, in fegafd to the statement, among the tested
group. . “ ‘ -

Question No. 2: "This H.H. or C.R.C. is wanted by
the community". The calculations on the respénses to QI

show: mean = 2.6; mode = 2.0; median = 2.3; range = 3,0;

' standard deviation = ,968. The data support the statement,

i.e. the H.H. is wanted, and there is a consensus of agreement,

in regard to the.séatement, among the tested group. The
calculations on the responses to QII show: mean = 2.9;

mode = 3.0; median = 2.98; range = 4.0; standard deviation = -871.

The data support the statement. i.e. the H.H. is wanted, but °*

a

not as readily as the offenders perceive. There is a

consensus of agreement, in regard to the statement, among the

L3

tested group.

.

Question No. 3: "The community ﬁakes jobs available

to residents”. The calculations on the respomnses to QI show:

mean = 2.9; mode = 2.0; median = 2.75; range ¥ 2.0; standard .

{
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deviation =- .944. The data support the statement, i.e.
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jobs are available, and there is a consensus of agreement,
in regard to the statement, among the tested group. The

calculations .on the responses to/0OII show: mean = 2.0;

mode = 2.0; median = 1.91; range\= 4; standard deviation = .903.

The data support the statement} i.e. {jobs should be made
Aavailable, and there iﬁ_a consénsus o agreemeﬁt, in regard
to the statemegt, aﬁong the tested group. However, tﬁe |
statement fof QII is worded slightly different than QI and
in>™ludes the term “shouldf and, therefore, we would expect
that the responses by the community members would be biased
towards acceptance. This has been pointed out in the N
Methodology section of this thesis.

o Question No. 4: “You would tell an employer that

you lived in a H.H. or C.R.C. if applying for a job". The
calculations on the responses to QI show: mean = 3.03;

mcde = 2.0; medién = 2.5; range = 4.0; standard deviation = 1.24.
The data do not support the statement, i.e. they would not

tell, but the;e is an indication of controversy, in regpﬂd to:
the statement, among the group tested. The calculations on the
résponses to QII show: mean = 3.15; mode = 3.0; median = 3.14;
‘range = 4.0; sﬁandard'quiation = ,793. The data do not

‘support +he statement, i.e. employers would not likely .hire
someone living at a H.H. or C.R.C., and there is a.consensus

of agreement, in regard to this statement, among the group

tested. Briefly the offender perceives nonacceptance in the

working world and the community shows nonacceptance of the

-1
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offender in the working world. This may add support to

the conteﬁt%zzi/g;d evidence outlined in the Review 6f

Literature of this thesis in regard to offenders difficulty

in finding employment.

Question No. 5: "The H.H. or C.R. C lowers property -

]
value in the community". The wvalue for this statement have
] -
been transformed by the researcher as®was explalned earlier

‘ A . - ¥ » - . . gt
in the Methodology section of this thesis (briefly, the

statement is worded such than an accepting response would be °

scored as nonacceptanceri.e. if the respondent agrees with

the statement he is in fact providing a nonacceptance score.

Therefore, the researcher has transformed the scores). The

calculations on the responses t6 QI show: mean = 2.2} mode ='2.0;

median = 2.02; range = 3.0; standard deviation = .961. The

data do not support the statement, i.e. the H.H. does not

lower property value, and there is a consensus of agreement

- L
in regard to‘the'statement, among the group tested. The*

calculations on the Fesponses to QII show: 'mean*= 3.09;

.921.

mode =:3.0; median = 3.12; range = 4.,0; stan&ara deviati6n1=

The data do support the statement, i. e. the H.H. ddes lower

property value, and there is a consensus ofEﬁgreement, in

regard to the statement, among the group tested. ,
Quéstion No. 6: "There is enough cgﬁmunity involvement

at the H.H. or C.R.C.". The calculations on the responses

to QItshow: mean = 3.13; mode = 4.0; median-= 3.56; range = 3.0y

standard deviation = 1.04. The data d t support the

statement, i.e. there is nd: enough involvement, and there is

D)

3

(_
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a consensgs of agreement, in regard to the statement, o
among the groups tested. ‘1&

Question No. 7: "Pecple living guite close or beside

the H.H. or C.R.C. are neighborly”. 'fhe'calculations on the..

N/."

responsesrto.QI show: mean = 3.3; mode = 4.0; median = 3.38;
range = 340; standard devratlon‘= .915. Thé'data‘do not
support the statement, i.e. they are not nerqhborly, ahd
there-is a consensus ef agreement, in regard to the statement,
among the group tested. The calculatlons on the responses Q\
to QIIX shoﬁ; mean = 3.4; mode = 3.0; medran = 3.36; range = 3.0;.

-

standard deviation = ".658. The data do not’ suppont the state--

ment, i.e. nelghbors are not comfortable with a H H dearby,

1

and there is a strong consensus of agreement, in regard to the
statement, among the.éroup tested. -Further, an additionai“
questlon ‘was asked of the community members of the use of
statement No. 8 of QII. It states: "You wouldn't mind havi g
a H.H. or C.R.é. close to yonr home". The statement‘beés \

the respandent to reply for himself rather than how "others"

LY

‘might thlng as in QTI, No. 7. _The calculatlons on the

responses to QII, No. 8 show mean = 2 8; mode = 2 5i range = 4.0;

standard dev1at10n = 1.80. The data do support the statement,
i.e. they den' t mlnd havrng a H.H. cldseby, however there is -,

1n regard to the statement among the group tested.
o\
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Question No. 8: "ghildren are sa near a H.H. or

C.R.C." The calculations on the responées to QI show:
mean = 1.7; mode = 1; median.= 1.57; range = 4.0; standard
deviation = .915. The data de}éupport the sgatement, i.e.
children are safernear a H.H., and there is consen;us of
agreément, in regara to the statement, among the group tested.

culations on thé respdnses to QII (No! 9) show: mean = 2.6;

‘mode = 2.0; median = 2.5; range = 4.0; standard deviation = .8§l.

The data do sﬁpport fhe statement, i.e. children are safe near
a H.H., and there isla cbnsensus of agreement, ‘in regard to
the.étatemenf, améng the grd&p tested.

The following results 'have been outlined thus far in

relation to the questionnaires (QI and QII); (1) the H.H. is

.both perceived to pe known and is actually known by both

groups. tested; (2) the H.H. is both perceived to be wanted

- .
and is actually wanted by both groups tested; (3) jokhs are /
perceived and'acﬁuélly availabie for residents in HZH'; (4) N
employers would, perceived Hﬁd-actuqlly, not hire residents of

a H.H.f (5) there is no petceived reduction of property value

‘by the residents of H.H. but there is an actual reducation

3 ,
accdrdipg‘to community members; (6)- there is, perceived afd

.agtual, not .enough commurity involvement at the-H.H.;:(7) .
: / . r . .. . ) .
neighbors, perceived and actual, are not friendly; (8) individuals

\ . o .
;espondents are more toie{ant of a H:H. near their homes than

e

"others" of_the-cqmmuniﬁy; (9).qhiiﬁxén, perceived and actual,

are safe near a H.H.

> - - . . s
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Question No. 9: "Offenders should be left in jails
or institutions to do their time." This statement was
transformed by the researcher. The oalculations on the responses
to QI show:-mean = i.s; mode = 1; median = £L4: range_=?§.0;
standard deviation = .850. The data do (rTot\support the

statement, i.e. offenders should not be left in jails, and.there

is a strong consensus of agreement, in regard to the statement,

‘among the group tested. The calculations on the responsesﬁ

to QII (No. 10) show: mean = 2.4; mode = 2.0; fedian = 2.29;
R ‘

range = 4. 0- standard deviation = 1.10. The data do not

support the statement, i.e. offenders should not be left in

“jails, however there is controversy, in regard to the statement,

among the groups tested. Apparently some community members t

would rather see offenders locked up.

.

Questlon No. 10: "4 H.H. or\t .R.C. should be

located outside rather than inside the city limits." Th

qﬁpstlon was transformed by the researcher. The calcuiations
onhthe responses to QI show- mean = 1.8; mode = 2.0; medlan = 1,83;
rante = 3.0; standard dev1at10n = .776. Tﬁe data do not
-support the statement, i.e. the H.H. should_be within the

city limits, there is a strong consensus of agreement} in regard

_to'thefstatement, among the group tested. The calculation on

"~ the resppnses>t0 QIi (No. 11) show:.mean = 2.3; mode = 2.0;.

median = 2.16; range = 4.0; standard deviation = 1.01. The
data do not support the statément, i.e. -the H. H should be

w1th1n the city 1limits; however there 1s controversy, in
T

regaﬁagto the statement,’ among the group tested. It seems -
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some would pfefer to place 'the residents outside of

their community. : ’ , " : .
Question No. 11: "Friends and relatives come to

a-C.R.C. to talk, play cards or visit." The calculations

to the responses for”QI show: mean = 2.03; mode = 2.0;

median = 1292; range = 4.0; standard deviation = .927.‘ The

data do support the statement, i.e. friends and relatives do

'visit, and there is a consensus. of agreement.” A further .

. statement in the same vien is Question No. 12 of.QI: "Individual

citizens come .to the H.H. or C.R.C. (excluding friends and

relative) to talk, play cards or visit. The calculations
1] ' ‘/
4.0;

to the responses for QI show: mean = 3.9; mode
median = 4.02;vrange = 3.0; standard deviation = .844. The

data do not support-the statement i.e. individual citizens

~do not visit, etc., and theré is a strong cansensus of

agreement, in regard to the_staéement, among the group tested.
Question No. 12 of 0TI corresponds to No. 11 and 12 of QI.

The caleulations on the responses to QII (No. 12) show:

mean = 3.12; mode = 3.0; median = ﬁ.l;¢ range = 4.0; standard
deviation = .877. The data do notrsuppo{; the statement,

i.e. individual citizens do notﬁéome to visit, etc., and there
_is a étrong dongensus of agreement,,in'regard to the statement,
among thg group testgd. Otherwise speaking, resident claiﬁ

to see their friends and relatives often at the H.H. but

interested or, at least, curious citizens are seen infrequently;

an ,.?ommunity_members indicate they are not involved with the

.re iéenés'of H.H.'s which agrees with the p rception!pflﬁhe
X ) ;

i}j" o o
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residents.

Question No. 13 "Community groups are actively

4
involved with the H.H. or C.R.C." The

responses. for QI show: mean = 3.26; mode = 4.0; median = 3.63;

range = 4; Sstandard deviation = 1.08.

calculations to the:

The‘data do not support

the statement, i.e. communlty groups arelnot 1nvolved however

there is controversy, in regard to. the

group tested. The calculatlons to the

mean =’5i9} mode = 3.0; median = 2.82;

deviation = .906. The data do support.

t;gommunity groups are actively inV¥olved
Skl '

.consensus of a reement in regard to the statement, among the
group .tested. It may be that communlty members feel tha

there is enough community involvement in the H.H., b the

residents want more.

‘Question No. 14: "Residents feel left out”o

statement among the
responses for QII show:
range = 4.0; standard’

the statemént, i.e.

with H.H.é and there is.

g

2

community

activities". The scores have been transformed'by-t e

researcher. The calculatlons to the responses for QI show:

.

mean = 3.3; mode = 4.0; median = 3. 58;.range = 3. 0, standard

deviation = .915. The data do support

.the'statement, i.e.

they are left;outl and there is a consensus of agreement, 1n

regard to the statement, among the gro&p tested. The caloul-

ations ﬁb’the response for QIY show: mean‘= 3.4:-mode = 3.0;‘

L

'median = 3.4; range = '4.0; standard dez*atlon = ..852. _The

data do support the statement, i.e. re51deX§§~are not 1nvolved

in communlty actrv1t1es, and there is aqunsensus of agreement

in regard to the statement amonrg  the group tested.

[ 4

. .
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Question No. 15: "TherH.H..or C.R.C. helps return_

v
the offender to the communlty as a respon51ble c1tlzen.

calculations to the responses for QI show- mean = 2. 6 <
mode = 2.0; median = 2.19; range = 4.0; standa;d gev1at10n = 1.52.
The data do supp?fn the statement, i.e. the H.H. ooes help the
offender to become‘a-reséons;ble citizen, however there is
controversy, in regard to this statement, among the group
.tested: The calculations to the responses for QII show:
mean = 2.3; mode = 2.0; meoian = 2.2; faﬁﬁe = 4.0; .standard
devianion = ;Q?B. The data support.the statement,_i.e. the
. H.H. does help the off r to become a responsible.eitizen,
.and there is a coneensus of agneement,:in fegard to the‘statemént,
- among-the group tested. o : o T
;Question No.716: "Tne.offenden is ahgepted as a
‘;f/?espons?ble citizen by the communityxwhen iiving in a H.H.
/// : or'C.R}C." The “calculations to the responses for QI show:
'~ ‘mean = 3.06; mode = 2.0; median 3 0; range =4, 0; £tandard
deviation = 1f17. The data do not support the statement, 1 e.

.
the offender is not accepted as responSLble, but there is

Fontroversy among the group ;g/%egara to E/e statement. The
. N\ . ﬂ& '
’ calculatlons to the responSes for QII show: mean = 3.36;

-
"

mode = 4.0; median = 3.46; range = 4.0; standard deviation = .éﬂo.

The data do not support tne statement, i.e. the’offender is- )
‘not accepted as responsible,'and there_is a-strong_consensus

_‘bf agreemenf,y%n regard to the statemeng; among tne gronp

, tested. , 7 - | S i_ ' e o
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In summary, the following data,indicate_community

¢

acceptance: No. 1 - 1: No. 2 - .2; No. 3 - 3; No. B - 9;

No. 9 - 10; No. 10 - 11; No. 15 - 15. These reeponses rsuggest -

that the resident perceives.and tlie ‘community shows that:

(1) the H.H. or C.R.C. is known by the community; (2) the

H.H. or C.R.C. is wanted by.the community; (3) jobs are

evaiiable in the community for the residents; (4) children

‘are safe near a H;ﬁ. or C.R.C.; {5} offenders should not de

their time in jails or institutions; (6) a H.H. or C.R.C.
should be located inside the c1ty limits;- (7} and, the H.H:
or C.R.C. helps return the offender to the communlty as a
respon51bleqc1tlzeq.

Paradoxmcaiiy, the following data 1nd1cate nonacceptanc:.
No. 4 - 4; No. 6 - "6; No. 7 - 7; No. 12 - 12- No. 16 - 16.
Theee responses suggest that the resident percelves and the
commuh%gy:ehows that; (1) an employer would llkely anvhlre

a resident 'of a H.H. or the~C.R.C.; (2) there is not enough

communlty involvement at- the H.H. or the C.R. Cc.; {3) local

h ]

c1tlzens,are not 1nterested in the H.H. or C.R.C. in their ’

—

area (however, f;iends and relatives frequehtly visit the

residents of the ﬁ.H.);' (4) community members are uncomfortable

with a H.H. or C.R.C. close by; (5) the offender is not

accepted as a iesponsibie citizen'by the community. Th&re is

an obv10us 1ncon31stency between the two sets of statements.
Flnally, areas of perception by the offender which -
differed with the actual—scores of the community members are .

the ‘following: No. 5 - 5; No. 7 — 8; No. 11 - 12; No. 3 = 13;

. . . 4
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No. 14 - 14. These responses suggest that what the
resident perceives is different from what the ‘onunu}lity ’

actually shows. These areas of difference were: (lf the

community believes .the H.H. or C.R.C. does lower property

value while the'residents perceive it does not; (2) residents
perceive that homes close by are not accepting of the H.H.

or C.R.C. whilé community- members indicate they woﬁld not
mind having a H.H. or C.R.C. near their own home (however,

the community members also® indicated that "others” in the
community would not‘be comfortablé with a ﬁ.H. or C.R.C. élose
by) ;- (3) residents receive visits frééuently from friends and

relatives but infrequently or not at'all from local community

members; (4) residents perceive little or no iﬁvolvement

from major c1ty communlty groups {(i.e. Klwanls, Rotarians,
Knights of Columbus, Boy Scounts and Girl ?uldes, etc. ) or

organizations while communlty members claim that there is

~involvement -by city community groups (léamay well be that what

is not enough'for the resident is plenty for the communitjf?ﬁlg
{5) residents perceive that they are-involved in coﬂmuﬁity
activities while community.mémbers do not show that they are

{or at least fhey are not aware of such involvement)..

. -
. - . ‘ .

L)) v

. e,
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TABLE 2: DATA FROM QUESTICONAIRES

QI QII

g B § F ¥ B9 ¥ ¥ F § § §ouU
& i L 5 SE g B = 2. 8 8 S8

N a BB ® 4 a B BE
49 8 LI - 56
1 69 |2.3| 2 2.08 [ .987 | 3 1 . 211 2.9 |2 2.92 .954
2178 f2.6 2 [2.3 968 [3-|2 | 211 | 2.9 3 2.98 .877
318 2.9 2 (2.75(.94a |2 |3 144 2 |2 1%91f .903
4 f 9 3.0 2 (2.5 |1.23 4 |4 .| 229 | 3.18/3 3.14 .793
5 | 66 |2.2] 2 2.024.961 |3 |5 223 | 3.093 3.12 921
6 |94 [3.1] 4 3:56 |1.04 /3 |5 261 | 3.62|4 3.65} .795
7 19 3.3 4 [3.38 |.015 3 |7 245 3.40) 3 3.36]..685
7 [ 99 (3.3 4 [3.38 .9i§ 3 |s 202 | 2.8 |2 2.55 1.08
8 151 1.7 [.a4 [1.57 |.915 [4 | 188 | 2.6 |2 2.50{ .881
® [-5% [L8 11 Jr43 fieso |3 |10 | 179 | 2.4g 2 2.29/1.10
10 | 56.(1.9 2 {1.83 |.776 3 |11 |.167 .| 2.31]2 2.16[-1.01
11 |61 (2.0 |2 |1.92 .927 | 4 12 226 3.133 3.11} .877
12 | 117 {3.9 | 4 4.0z 844 |3 12 | 226 | 3.13(3 '3.11{ .877
13 | 98 [3.3 ] 3 3.63-‘1.08~ 4 |13 | 209 | 2.9 |3 2.82| .906
4199 13.3 1 4 13.38 |.915 |3 |14 | 345 3.43(3 3.40] .852
15 | 78 (2.6 | 2 [2.10 |1.32 {4 |1 | 66 | 2.3 |2 2.20] .958
16 (92 (34 |2 |3 . |1.17 4 |16 | 242 | 3.36{4 3.46| .810

— .
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CHAPTER V

\ - DISCUSSION

kﬁ. éz/;; not the thief who is hanged; .o )

but one who was caught stealing.

Czech Proverb

As iﬁ'apy discussion one must be aware of the boundaries
or limitations imposed by the data, which has already been ’ .
outlined in the Methodology, and.the present state of
knowledge in the field of crimihology. Although.we Have
completed m;st of the "stations of the cross" accofding to
the staﬁdard research method; i.e. reviewed litérature,-
identifie& and defined a problem a;ea,.made assumptions,
produced hypotheses, quan£ified and calculated and soon will
produce a ig::;§@on'of resulté, does it imply that we really

know the phoenomena being stu@ied? After all, it ddes look

cigntific but has it brought us aﬂ; closer to the-truth, or at

leagt a good approximation of the reality? It ﬁﬁy be better -

the phenomena must least, be adequately understood before
the countis procedures begin(32). However, theré lies

) o : . o
the/ problem in criminology at this time. We have few Erving

‘Goffman's (18;19) or Gresham Sykes' (33) to put meat on the
. . b
N

¥
-
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‘skeleton af our "facts" and‘even less confidence in the

countless theories purported as explanations for criminal
- .
behavior. Any criminological study must be founded, if

'

not on a formal theory, at least on reasonably well articulated

Sets of'idéas on the phenomena of crime. Consequeptly, many

individual researchers have such ideas, however, ere is

5

no agreed set amount the communitf of .scholars involved.

-Criminology is not today, and in fact has never been, in the

state of "normal science" described by Kuhn (17) where one
agreed school or theory predominates. Rather it is in the

state found in "pre-science" or in terms of scientific

L

crisis, when rival theories contend.

This research has provided a profilte of the re51dents
of the Halfway Houses and Communlty Resource Centres in the
city of Ottawa. Typically, the characteristzsgfof these

residents in the community-based facilities re similaﬂ“t% the
. \
. . . Py
overall prlson7popu1at10n 1n‘Canada. The two groups share
1

the follow1ng 1ndellble marks: (l) they are mainly young males

\ |
with a small‘proportlon of females, (2) they are uneducated

or have a low Level'df education; (3)lthey have no e}ills1or X
.ﬁ. , " -

low skill letels- (4) they have no jobs or low paying menial

\ i .

jobs w1th little change for advancement ; aﬁé (5) many have

drug and alcohol related problems. The colloquial -expression
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used by the "citizens" of the street probably comes
closest to the reallty, that belng "1ow11fe" " In any case,

the seocial and psychologlcal history of each offender coupled

.with the educatlonal experlences he has managed to -acquire

will effect his perception of self and society and; therefore,
his interactions and behavidrs in that society. The undertaking

of this thesis, then, was to focus upon the offender to

nnderstand, in part, what he sees in the community.}
! {« _ .

- The labelllng theorlst maintains that perceptlon is the

LABELING:‘
key element in the study of crime. ' Yet the perceptlens of;;he o
offender in relation to.the community and its members (the
audience) are largely negledteﬁ. In fact, Wheeler(l) desc:ibes .
a shift of focus in the study of, crime 1n relation to the
labeling theory. He states: "The result is that we know
far more.abouﬁ those persong\whgfe jobs depend on the existence,
and lmportance of crime, than we do abent the bffenders"fi, p.525f.
The concept of’ perception as the determinant of criminal

1

behavior has been sacrificed by the 1abeling‘theorists to

support their own. ends. .They.have not considered the concept «-

_seriously. Common sense~informs s that the pereentions a
human bemﬁ’;nay acqulre are .not statlc, automatlc or self-ful-
filling (unless the 1nd1v1dua1 is a robot or automatlon) even
for those people who “have been off101ally labeled by the justlce

‘system. Offenders are not the "result" of some act1v1ty but e

F



/.

¥ - .
g o
also "processors" of that activity, i.e. they are humen
also. Tne comple;ity and dynamics of .the offenders perception
of the coﬂmun}ty are,fqgng in the responses to thelquestionnaires
used ;n this thesis, where weliﬁmediately encounter many obvious<:::>f’

contradictions. . These contradictions suggest a goubt on the
psrt‘of the offender as to whethet he really is accepted.or
not. On one'hend7h% wishes to be accepted and on-the other hand
reaiizes helis not accepteble end,'in”fact, fears the nbnaccept—

ance. The offender, like any othet thinking being, attempts -

to adapt to, hlS unpredlctable and unstable env1ronment by

' prOJectlng the desjred state of ?ffalrs on the questivonnaire

at every opportunlty desplte the:contradlctlons, that may in

. some cases be very evident, to both hlmself and the researcher. -~

The complexlty and dynamlcs of the perceptual process

may more closely parallel. G.H. Mead s (2) approach to social J,;)

o
amic process of lnteractlng parts, .

[ -

"society"”, where the imaée of man,

behav1orlsm which was a
i.e. ‘mind", -"self" an

1ncludes a dlalectlc of sglf and others. Alternately, the s

labeling theory has evolved from the symbollc 1nteractlonlst

perspectlve but the evolution has been blzarre Jin- that the
. ‘g.
emphasis is placed on an ugdlreqtlonal consequence of the :

-

off1c1a1 label. . *
Although Scﬁur states. "At the heart of the labeling

approach is dn-emphasis on process; deviance is viewed not

»

as q static entity but rather as a continuously shabed'and

o

.,

[ N
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re-shaped  outcome’ of. dynamic processes of social

' interaction" (3, p.438); . but the "process" does not suggest

a chapge,-i.e.-character, perception’ or behavior, in the
»

. nJ

 offender to alter his lifestyle and become part of the /

>
"accepted"” community, rather Schur (3} paints a dynamic
process of a downwyard xpiral into oblivion. Quadagno:and

Antonio {(4) point out that Lemert (5) supports this criticism

of the labeling theory (4, p.34). So does Grygier (34) in
his references to the "Rake's progress” and to the second/
<

law of_thermodynahics.
‘The "indelible marks" of the offender group described
‘in-this thésié have been obvious throughout the history of
crime and penolegy.(31). The uneducated, the unskilled, the
.inadequates, the cg&pples, the insane or deformed, the witches

™Y

~and devil worshippers (see Wayward Puritans by K.T. ErikSOn,ZS)

.have been the natural resource drawn from our social system
which has allowed the prison system to flourish. Conseq@éntly,
the distinctive character of the offender g;puﬁrﬁ;y verify
1a5els used by the audience (i.e. community) and in turn effect
the pgrceptions of Ehj community by the offender long before
any official label is introduced by legal intervgntion. Fisher~
‘concludes that "...deviance theorists do not sufficiently
consider the extent to which those who acquire a public label
are themselves a distinctive population group based on some
pre-existing characteristics"” (6, p.83). ;n regard to this
thesis, there is a significant difference between the

perception of accepfance by the resident ahd the actual scores

T
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" of the-communlty whlch may be explained by the characterléﬁig\

‘>d1fferences in the two samples tested. _ However,’ the acceptance

. scores which contradlct the general hypothesis generated

by the review of 11terature may be explalned by "methodological

N

1mp11cat10ns.

METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS:

Methodologically, several artifacts of measurement
would tend to produce favorable participaﬁ?t}esponse. These
are: (1) social desirability response bias; (2) ingratiation
attemptsg, to please progrcm sponsors; (3) the Hawthorne effect}
and (4) experimehto; bias (20) . Moreover, as cutlined in

the Methodology of this thesis, a usual response set to each

questionnaire would favor an accepting score. This explicit
1

. . N . .
bias does not invalidate the hata'gleaned from the questionnaire

as long a; the researcher orients his discussion about this
fact. Further, the issue of "yea saying" has been deﬁended
by Grygier(285, who explainc that pleasant or positive
sounding questions or statements may induce in the respondent
4 willingness to give information while unpleasant or

negative statements would reduce the desire to respond. "It

would swing the balance away fgzom attraction tozgrds repﬁlsion

and the whole test experience would become less pleasant and
possibly less relevant to our perception of our daily 'lives
and fantasies: ccrtainly the deneral positiye nature of the
items make it easier to- gain subjects coopcration. and for
them to respond freely, spéntanecusly and without undue

stress" {28, p.4). These issues may then outline some of the
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'._Tﬁ\\;reaséns for the acceptance scores for both the community
. ,5 ) .
members and the residents of the H.H. or C.RLﬁffh h are

contrary to-the hypothesized nonacceptance scores.

However, the.values of the gquestionnaire were
significantly different for the offenders andlthe community
members. The mean ya;ues indicate that the offender perceives .

hofe acceptance than the community actually shows. This may

B suggest that an even more powerful influence. or motivation

‘t“?fff” ;‘ﬁaj be effectiﬁg the responses made by the offenders. The
B ‘Pindelible marks" which characterized the offender'group may be
‘the first clue to the perception of "more‘acceptance“. When ®
one is considered different or unwanted by the group one may
ﬁérceive (falsely) that one is part of the group to protect
Ane's canéept of self. The motivation may be based in "wishes

of what could be" or "fear of what might happen”.

PERCEPTION AND FEAR:

In retrospeét, the review of literature dealing with the
offender 's perceptions of the community highlighted the recurring
theme of "fear of rejection”. This atmosphere of fear mixed
with the uncertainty of job prospects and the lack of predictability -
in their futures may have a dramatic impact on the offender's
percgptions as scored on the qugstionnai;e. The argument at
the bottom line reverts to the proverbial child "reverse

psychology". When one is alienated, with poor or no job prospects

and a questionable future, and Plagued by thoughts of being
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'rejected or.ostraciged by a community in whlch one dearly

- ¥
w1shes to lead a meaningful and ;uccessful 11fe, one may o '
be very agreFable toﬁgll statements on-the qugstionnaire,
in relation to acceptanéé,~in a hope to make things look
different than they really are. The thought of really béing
rejected is too painful and frlghtening, therefore acceptance
is projected to protect the self from the reality.

Evidence leading to the support of this contention
may be found.in research done by Murray (21) who pq;formed{
an experiment in an attémpt to demonstrate in quantitative
terms the generally recognized fact that the emotional state
of a subject may affect his judgements of other personalities.

The author concludes that under some conditions the emotion

X
of fear will cause some subjects to increase their estimates

of the maliciousness of other personalities. Murray's {21)

subjects were little girls who were- allowed to express
themselves without reprisal or judgement. However, the
offender does not have the same immunity as a "good little girl".

eNis an offender, a "bad person”, and his expression of

—

maliciousness or fear of others, when it is his role to be
feared and disliked by others, could be considered a humorous
contradiction. Therefgre, the offender must suppress his
real fearé, especiallf iﬁgnatural, as opposéd Lo experimental

conditions.

: Fiﬁpback and Singer (22} recognized the fact that people

may suppre%s fear and questioned how this might effect

perception. The results indicated that: {1) the "Fear Suppression"

\



L ’ . ’

and "Fear ExpreSsron" groups percelved the stimulus

}rperson as significantly more fearful and aggressive than

.

Idld the control group; (2) the "Fear Suppressron“ group in comparisor

ﬁ:to the "Fear Expressron" roup used extreme fear categorles
g9 P

-n descrrblng the stimulus person. ' The authors conclude that
a_z.the arousal of fear results in a tendency to project fear
- : ‘ o

lntoAa stimulus object in the environment.

‘The offender has learned to fear his social environment
due to the harsh judgment'py society, through the punishment
-u\éQ}ff:”*inflicted by the courts (see "conditions of.Successful
Degradetion Ceremonies" by Garfinkel,?7) and his inability to
rcope adequately in the 6ommunity. Hoﬁever, his role as an \ ]
offender does not allow for the expressicn of that fear, i\\/j
i.e. he must be tough - the "Devil's Advocate", "Satan's .
Choice", "Hell's Angel", but if one looks closely, contradictions
may appear, i.e. “"Born Loser", "Lost Soulr. To insulate his
self-image from the reality‘of rejectian from the community
o ‘yﬁ" the offender projects the perceptlon of acceptance on the
questlonnalre and, in fact, may even a:tempt to neutralize
the rejection by stating: "You would have done it too if ‘ r
. '~ You had the chance" or "He had it coming anyway" (see
Techniques of Neutralization™" by Svkes and Matza,29),
Steiner (24) maintains that accurate social perception
is linked to competence in interpersonal behavior and. group
efficiency. This research questions the accuracy of social

perception of the offender in the community. It has argued

that' fear and characteristic "indelible marks" have isolated
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the offender and subjected him to a label which both

distort his perception of self and the community he lives

in. BAccording to Steiner (24) thié would lead to a reductioﬁ,

or may eliminaée,'competence in interpersonal behavior,

i.e. make the offender unable to cope in an effective social
manner, thus nullifying the ;bssibility of acceptance by
community members and, therefore, jeopardize the mutual

process (group efficiency) necessary for integration (alternateiy,
sae “Cﬁanges'in Interpersonal Perceptions following Social

Interaction" by Bieri, 26).

CONTRADICTICONS:

All human beings, in any social systém, have basic
human needs.- These include love, affection and qcceptance.
When these cannot be attained, alienation may result .
 Although basic human needs are recognlzed facts of llfe,.

-it must be also rec0gnlzed that our social system is not
plastic enough or structured to provide those neeés equitably
té all membefs.

It takes no "quantum leap" for a person to say that
all people should, at albare miniﬁum, receive theif basic
human needs. The citizen, therefore, e#presses an obligationr
but the expression of the obligation is correlated to a

. '
narrow, individually defined set of factors in his own reality.

He wears "horse blinders" when it comes to ex
obligation to "humanity" though (as he will/undoubtidly forget
to mentlon) that "humanity" not only includes his all circle

of friends -and acqualntances or good people i 1s community
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but the crippled, thé.aged, the mentally retarded and
the criminal. This éhb—group of "humanity" seems to share
a common affliction - they are locked up out of sight and

out- of mind. One is reminded of the removal of garbage - .

- we place the garbage in the ash can and hope that the proper

authorities get rid 6f the problem for us. Garbage removal,
afterall, is a messy and‘time consuming activity and thége
are bettgr things ﬁo do with one's life. Y

It seems, then, that we have én unthinking'knee—jerk
reflex in regard tovthe word “"should". This is emphasized by‘
the present questionnaires (QI and QTI). in this thesis and
adequately describéd by Etzioni (23) Qho suggests that underlying
;éalities and appéarances often differ in relation to social
résponse to members' needs. He states: "We find on the’
peréonality level a surface conformity couple@ with an
underlying rejection. We find on the institu;ional level
appgarances of participation (or other aspects of responsiveness)
covering underlying exclusion" (23,EL886). 7

Aléhough the overall tenor of the questionnaires has
produced scores of acceptance for both the community members
and the residents, there are, on closer inspection, many
contradictions which may support Etzioni's claims and lead us to
a different conclusion than that of gacceptance. To highlight
these contradictions will make the meaning clearer: .The cffenders

say the H.H. or C.R.C. is wanted by the community yet imply

4
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further in the questlonnalre that (1) homes near the H H.
are not neighborly, (2) there is no commhnlty 1nvolvement,
(3) there is no involvement by major Clty clubs or organlzatlons

and (4) the communlty does not accept them as respon51ble

*

citizens. Further, the residents state that jobs are
available fot them, yet later admit they woﬁld‘not tell an
employer that they live at a H.H. or C.R.C. if applying for
a job. ‘
Subsequently, the community also informs us that the

'H.H. is wanted, but state that (1) they lower property value
“in the com@ynity, {(2) neighbors would not wané to live near
or beside a H.H. or C;R;Cx} (3) residents are not included
in cqmmunity éctivities, (4) communiity members are. not involved
witL the 'H.H. or c.ﬁ.c., and (5) the community does not accept i
them‘as respohsible citiz®ens of the community (aithough they
state the H.H. helps make the offender a resp0n51ble c1tlzen?)
.Further, the community belleves that jobs are avallable for
the residents, yet states that employers ld rather not
hire residents who are living at a Halfw;:ijouse

A Etzioni c%n51ders this state of affairs "inauthentic"
and defines it as "when the underlying structure is unrespon51ve
but an institutional or symbollc front of respon51venesé is
maintained" (23, p.881) - In relation to this thesis it nay
‘suggest that the data may be 1ntgrpreted much'differently than
what was originally thought. (;ée "Words and Deeds” by .

Pietrich, (35) and "Program Participants Positive Perceptions"

by Sheirer,20).

L_
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H'EL’P'OI'HE.SES :
| To aelineate tﬁe characteristics of the offenders
.and thé audience, i.e. tﬁe cpmmunity/ a number of other
hyppthéses were generated from the review of literature
‘ énd vieweé through tﬁe labeling theory in an effort to_refute 8
" or confirm this perspective. ﬁowever, in this research, as

in many o£hers, many of the hypotheses have led to dead—endsE
bthers have produced contradictions, and oﬁ}y'a few have

e v
supported the theory. What may be said of this "raigbow" of

®

results is that we may have confirmed or refuted a little,
but, of.greater significance, generated questions demanding

]
more clarification and elaboration of the theory. ‘

Wwe found that £here was a.signifibént difference between

females and maies in the community in relation to acceptance
of residents in the H.H. In fact, the males of the community
were nonaccepting and the females of the community were
accepting. The;e data, then, agree with hypcthesis §6

LN
?ormulated from the review of liﬁgrature. However, the opposite
effect was attained in regard to the male and female offenders
(hypdthesié #7). That is, the males were mdre accepting than
the females. This ran contrary to the formulated hypothesis,
but not to previously reported results as will be discussed.
| Mayer and Green state that: "Fe& alcoholic patients
~are more difficult to treat in an outpatient setting that
female alcoholic ex-prisoners" (7, p.493). Further, "...as a
group they often display extreme volétility, narcissism,

- intense phobic behavior...” (ibid, p. 493). Butler (9 poi
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out ‘that in deliquent girls thére is~evidence'of guilt
feelings and neurotic reactions which are emphasized by
interpersonal failure to cope socially. This is supported
bf Myerson who states that:l"Promiscuit§, pregnaécies and
prostitution, in additipn to dfinking a}e the social problems
that bring this gfoup to court and prison" (8, p.557).

The labeling literature dealing with the female offender
and her percebtions is scarce. Liazos says "In addition,
except for Szasz, none of the authors seem %o realize that
the stigma of prostitution, abortion and othe "deviant”
acts unique to women comes about in large part from the i
powerlessness of women and their status in society" (10, p.115).
ThlS may be.due, in part, to the hesitation in the field of
criminology, as a whole, in Studying female crime, and,
sp301f1cally:‘to the dogmatic bias of ghe labeling school -
as expressed by Tannenbaﬁm: . "The assdﬁption that crime is /
. caused by any sort of inferjority, physiologjical or psychologiéa},
is hgie completely and unequivoc;lly repudiated" (11, p.22).

| However, differences in male and female offender groups

have been detailed by Grygier: fFéﬁale chronié petty offenders
appear to be reiatively introverted in the sense that they
score high on the need for seclusion and for withdrawal from

3
human contact" (12, 17) ;7 males, qﬂdgbﬂ—cfﬂér hand,

"relatively extroverted, suggesting interest in supeffikial

contacts and. social activities..." (12, p.17) . Females”als
score higher on paranoid attitudes, emotional distance and

resarve , hostility, suspiciousness and mistrust.
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The responses to the sentence completion test by
Tgle.and female chronie petty offenders in Grygier;s study (12)
indicate the following: (1) the section dealing with |
"annoyances" shows that both male and female offenders chose

people" as the¢§ most frequent response, however, females

much more frequently than males; (2} the section de@iling

with "worries and troubles" eﬁows that both males and females

.consider "worries in general”, "alcoholism", and "personal

-inadequacies" as the most frequent troubles, however, females

mgre frequently than-males; (3) the sectjion dealing with
"social nee&s" shows that males respend more frequently with
"money" and "work" while females respond with "different
community" and "entertainment"; (47 tﬂe section dealiqg with
"emotional needs" indicate that both male andhfemale offenders
respond with "friends"; and "conformity'and acceptance", but
females more frequently than males. Also females responded.
frequently with "family”. The implicatipn ffom the preceding
literature lead us to consider 5 more pronounced pathoiogical
orientation for the female offender which may reflect the deep
emotional scars left by rejection of loved ones and the
community in general. The social pogziion we ascribe to

women in society makes it difficult for the female offender

to rationalize or justify her fate, i;e; there are no role

defined alternatives for a female offender and her behavior

compared to the male. A male may be tough, cunning, violent,
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aggressive, drunkard, a prisoher and still be considered
a male, but a woman is not allowed to play these roles
unles§ she is ready to becone a non—woﬁan and, therefore,
to enter the limbo of non-person. The female offender has
. ho alternatives from whiéh to justify herx, fate to herself
 6r society: She is unacceptable to the community and cannot

’

hide the fact to her "self" or on the questionnaire in this
thesis. . | .
Tannenbaum's (11} earlier stétements concerning crime

 and criminals should be‘regarded with caution as some evidence
does exist £hat suggesté there are differences within the

offender group. BAs lagan explains, the contributing influence

of psycholegical variables must be érticuiated with the

'labeling theory and that: "a necessary step in the recognition

.of this articulation is the acknowledgemené that psychological
differences may have deepseated. sociological, economic and

even genetic roots..." (13, p.454) | Hagan(13) has necessarily
underlined the multi-disciplinary approach that is the "foundation
stone" for the explanations of human behavior in criminolegical
research. This observation by Hagan, (13) contrasts starkly with
the statements made by Tannenbaum (11} and his disciples in

‘_;heir exclusion of other perspectives in the explanation of
crime. . For this reason, perhéps, the labelipg theorists have
failed to note the pathological nature of the female

offender{ which must effect her perception of the community,

and ha&e, therefore, failed to make adjustments in the theory

to accomodate these facts.

AW P
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EﬁUCATIoN: ' | . . T
The often expressed bellef that educated people
are more acceptlng of offenders, 11bera1 in thought ahd
’1nterested in correctlonal or penal reform is supported. by
Yablonsky (14, p.40) Pettibone US) adds to this bellef by
suggesting, w1thout empirical ev1dence, that affluent suburban
areas whigh are characterlzed by llberal phllosophy and
ibﬁfare supportive of community-based fac111t1es In

1Y

this thesis, % he stereotypic belief that the more educated

educat

haye a monopoly on acceptance for the offender in the community
has not been supported. The imélications for future social
policy based on this evidence Suggests that as our younger
population becomes more educated we will lncreaSLngly fing

in Cperance and nonacceptance for the offender (who are

. in the community.

- -

Historically, these 1nd1v1duals who were concerneé

lwlth human social development rlghts and the due process of &
law were people of class and education (37). Possibly, therefore,
due to the actions and deeds of these distinguisheq pPersons and
scholars it became common to belleve that the/“ducated were
more tolerant may be more accepting, of certain social

nditions. However, though history has managed to produce a )
few educated men ang humanitarians who have shown the way in
terms of our social evolution, it does not necessarily valldate QE
the generalization that all educated men are equally, or even

partly, involved in this evelution. In fact education is used .

to make more money, to attain ;Bre power and status, and may
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even reduce One’ s world to that of llesure andnﬂmterlal
Wi

galn. Those 1nd1v1duals who threaten thess values and highly .

T

prlzed ends, i.e. property offenders, vandals, thieves, : ’

alcohollcs, forgers, fraud artists, are v1ewe‘\as peopI/"%ho
v~
, people to

are unworthy of trust, acceptance and, in fao
be rid off or to be put somewhere for security purposes.
Not suprisingly, Liazos(10) points out that his students

(unlver51ty level) who write essays and papers on deviance

oontlnually use the term "tolerate". Huff‘and Scott state
that: "As citizens become more knowledgeable about dev1ants,/’//}
1t appears that they also become more tolerant" (16, p., 340L{ Co

Tiazos states. "But one tolerates only those one-considers
less than equal, morally inferior, and Geak% those equal to
onéseff, one accepts and respects; one does not merely allow
them to exist, one does not tolerate them. " (10, p.‘105).e

The 1abeling theorists poiot out that perception by
both the offender and the audience (i.e. community) are essehtiai
elemehts of the 1abeling,process‘end the rurtheranoe of criminal

~

beha%ibr However, the labeling theorists heve failed to
dlffere;tdate among}the members of the audlence., Just as.the
theorists have suggested there., s only one unldlrectlonal ~
result of the 1abel for the offender, ie. there is no process

for the offender, so they have implied the same "automatic"
reaction for those of the addience. These "blanket observationg"”

are extremely helpful in the production of‘rhetoric, but

' o v
inadequate in the’explanation of human behavior and crime. . (

-
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‘ Thls the51s has attempted to show dlfferentlatlons among
L}

' the audlence. Of the factors tested which were thought' .

_to effect acceptance :re 'tlon to the offender., two of

'”_elght produced s;gnlflcant results, i.e. sex and edq\\tlon
'Further research 1n thls vein may delineate other characteristics
~d *3 .
of the audlence whlch may produce maps of communities whdch

dlrector of a Halfway House where to

start a H. H“w1th the -hest chance for acceptance and

communlty 1nvolvement for the re51dents in his care. )

INFORMAL, DISCUSSIONS;
General oQgervatlons made through discussions with the
J‘
resmdents at the completion of the questionnaire highlighted

. three distinct - 1ssues. Theseﬁabre. (1) "we are always watched
by the staff"; (2) "the community isn't involved w1t; us";
{3) "the neighbors don't like us here".

The Halfway House exists in the shadow of the correctional
‘anstltutlon and the decisions made by the superintendents of

‘\/
=those 1nst1tut10ns, whlch furnishes the offenders to allow it to

functlon. The type of lnmate released to a Halfway House and
the number will be a direct function of the philosophy and
- characteristics of the institutional superintendent. Otherwise
speaking, if he-ie "security.oriented? a limited number- of
inmates will be released or if he is "oriented to rehabilitation"

-

a greater number will be'released. Other factors which, may

-

increase the fiow would be overcrowding of the institutidn or
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public out-cry and indignation abéut the prison system, i.e.

by increasing the flow, correctional administrators/SEagest

éomething is being done'and the public soon calms itself.

Other important personalities in the populating of
a Ialfway'HOUSe include the classification officer and the

Hdlfway House director. Once the institutional superintendent

has been informed by the Halfway House Director of the location

and particulars of the house, the classification officer is
instructed by the superintendent to make inmates available

for interview purposes with the Halfway House director.

4

!
Usually the inmate }nforms the classification ofﬁ%ifr of his
intent to livé at a Halfway House. The classification officer

then cheéks the inmate's particulars, i.e.‘lqngth of sentence,

institutional conduct, personal remarks by staff of the

institution, personal interviews by classification officer,

'educatigﬂal and employment potential in the community and

A}
security level, before rejecting him or including him on a
waiting list of candidates for the Halfway House. When
openings develop at the Halfway+House the classification

officer is called by the Halfway House director to see who is

available for interviews. The Halfway ﬁbuég{firector then

screens, by interview, who he wishes to come to/his Halfway
House. ' ' ‘ ' '

The populating of a Halfway House is a function'’of a
. .

a

"'characterlstlcs of’the 1nst1tut10nal dlrector. His interactions

-
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at a personal level with the Halfway House direetor will
-greatly influence the flow of inmates to the Halfway House.
The selection of inmates and the number will be based on the
claseificatiop officer's reflection of the superintendent's
phllOSOphlcal orientation for the institution and his personal
1nteractlon with the director of the Halfway House. Finally,
the selection of the inmate by the Halfway House director will
be based on their personal interactions in the interview and -
the feeling the Halfway House director has about the inmate.
The success or failure of a particular resident or the
Halfway House itself, may be the result of the series of
] v
decisioens and personal encounters among these three influ-
ential individuals- before any lnmate ever leaves the walls-of

the institution. Further study on, these aspects should be

considered by criminologists. L

THE RESIDENT: : - ' ' :

For.ehe resident serving time in a Halfway House it is
hardly a.thinly veiled threat for him to realize that if he
causes aﬁf trouble he will be sent back to the institution.
Therefore, the initial ﬁnderstandieg‘of the community-based
facility, which is immediately impressed upon the inmate, is
not that of acceptance, reintegretion or rehabilitation, but
rather, an atmoshphere of impending disaster should he lose
his ‘ticket to freedom by some folly,'iﬂe. a personality clash

with a staff member, an-argument, etc., or an irresponsible
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action." The residents' existence in the Halfway House is an
extension of the institution, only worse, for he realizes he
is almost free and risks a greater loss if he should fail at

the Halfway House.

The resident realizes that the basic aims of the
Halfway louse are rehabilitation and reintegration, but feels
. that he is responsible for neither. Ile is continually watched
(which would get on most peoplel!s "nerves"), in a small house
setting by Halfway House employees who want to keep a low
profile in\Ehg community. Therefore, anyone who shows more
thaﬁ a submissive nature, who is a little too.;ndependentz or
shows some individual in%tiative, is considered a threat to
the smooth operation of thé house and a very real risk to the
needed money expended PEr person by the government (provincial
and federal). The future of the Halfway House and the jobs
available there rely on a quiet, respected administration
which emphasizes "security” (note residents perceive "Security"
as most related to "Rejection" —actually écceptanceﬁqResults)
and "no trouble” for the community. This can only be attained
by a careful and methodical surveillance of the resident's
personal living areas and behaviour. Seen in this light, the

Halfway House becomes an oppressive ang subtly coercive facility

. ) which does not lend ‘itself to respensible actions or to the

perception of acceptance by the resident.

Further, the resident has a greater chance for double

jeopardy in the community setting. The increased freedom results
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in a greater temptation to do those things which. the normal
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citizen may do on the street, i.e. to stay out late or over-

hight, to pick up a girl, to drink, to visit friends in other

o

cities, which are in contradiction to the rules of the Halfway
House (in most Halfway Houses passes are given to residents

. for weekend visits but these must be requested in advance

“JTt:Fusuélly 7 to 10 days —and are only given to those who have

:Tbeéﬁ:at the house for a period of time). The residents must
'obey curfew hours, must not drink,'ﬁust'apply for a pass for
weékend visits or overnight stays;. if he does not he will be
.. returnedrto the ingtitutién and possibly lose his "good time"
< and be placed in a segregation'cell or punishmeﬁt cell. Offenders
:-.dAing time‘consider that the risks of'failing at thé Halfway
" House far outdo the benefits of the commurri ty facility; In
:'”fact, thef suggest that "hard time" is the best time because

‘on the street there are too mahy chances to "foul up" when the
“""man" is always on your back. These "foul ups" usually result

in longer sentences because of loss of good time and increased -

bitterness on the part - of the inmate.

- FINANCES: : \\

Very understandably the Halfway House cannot afford
too many problem residents as they would jeopardize (1) the
Halfway House's interactioniﬂith the‘community close-by and’
thus suggest to the neighborhood, all is not secure (note that

.community considers "Security" most related to "Rejection”

4 oy
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.(actually acceptance) in Results) in the Halfway House, and (2)
the cash flow which is desperately needed for. the jobs and the
services provide@ at the Halfway House. The Halfway House
Féceiwes funds f£rém.the government and, as well, a spec;fied
amount defined by each house, from the residents who are

working in the community.

The funds from the government are éupplied on a per

' die}n rate to the .Halfway House. Otherwise speaking, they receive money
per resident in the house. It becomes readily obvious, as a

- matter of-survival, that the latérﬁ:bias of the director in
selecting inmates from an institution will, of necessity,
,stéer him away from troublemakers, smart inmates, toughs and

* fast talkers because these are more likely to intefrupt cash-
flow and disturb house management, i.e. control and security.
The resulting population in the Halfway House is characterized
by their submission to authority. %herefore, the undérlying
motivation for the Halfway House director and the_hired
employees is that of economic survival, primarilz,#hich can be

achieved through a controlled and secure house while acceptance,

reintegration and rehabilitation are on the periphery.

)

It would seem, then, that1the emphasis in the Halfway

. House is contrary to'the goals of acceptance and reintegration.
This is a product of the unstable ecconomic conditions from which
.the Halﬁway'House director must work. 'By tightening up and

. making more pfedictable the amount of money available to the
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Halfway House director, over a given period of time, the
- - .

present ‘emphasis to the goals which are desired may changé.

Perhaps, this may be accomplished By a cash allowance every

®ur months, based on the assumption that the. Halfway Hgﬁse

) - e

always works to its full capacity. This assumption can only
work if all those involved-agree'that community corrections
is the best method of treatment for the offender. 1If this is

so, then the continual four month allotment of money will

N

provide the motivation to fulfill the agreement of keeping’thg
Halfway House full.. Altcrnately, the per diem rate does not
motivate the principal agents of degision.to fill a Halfway
House. Instead it allows.them to play the game But never to
become seriously committed to its future ér survival. This
-implies, then, that the superintendent, the classification
officer and the Halfway llouse direcﬁor'must accept responsibilit
of the funds and account for the failure of the agreement to
fill the Halfway House. .Tﬁe use of the four month period 5f
time wili allow for extenuating circumstances which may not be
controlled by the-three agents of decision, i.e. a major riot
or disturbance may stop flow of inmates for a substantial

*

period of-L{ime and thus any unused portion of the funds will

be minimized due to the short time span while the overall aim,
i.e. get the inmate into the community, will still be

maximized.

QTHER ISSUES:

- Another recurring issue discussed by the residents and
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supported by further discussions with Halfway.House di;ectors
and employees, and the questionnaire (QI ,- #6, 13, 14), was

the lack of community'inyolvéhent felt by the residents and

fhe lack of interaction with recognized community organizations
in the city of Ottawa. Granted "the HHalfway Houses were
administered by agencieg such.aquohn Howard, Elizabeth Fry,
and Salvation Army, but other recognized and welf known social
institutions such as Boy Scouts, Girl Guides, 44, outdoor
Clubs, Kiwanis, Knights'of Columbus, Rotarians, eté;, were
marked by their absence. The inclu;ion of residents in
community activities, nelghborhood activities, or church -
activities is sadly lacklng The re31den;s readily admit they
don't ask to be involved becausg they would feel uncomfortable

and out of place with the "good people” of the community.

- However, they also admit’ that they have never been asked to

help out in any local projects. This is supported by QII - #14

which suggests the community does not include residents in

their community activities.

If acceptance and, pPossibly, reintegration of the

offender is to tdke place in the community then recognition

"of this fact must be supported by the traditional institutions

of the city of Ottawa. By lending their prestige -and status
to this end, "to break trail", community members may be led
to believe that the offender is an acceptable person with

something to offer the communlty (this notion may have support

due to the high correlatlon value for "Famlliarity“ on the
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community scores); Therefore, the concepts of accebtance and
relntegratlon of the offender in the community must be based

on a mutual process of dynamlc SOClal interaction. This ) i
social interaction or mutual process may gain impetus \if

orchestrated by recognized organizations of the city of Ottawa.

-
S

Finally,.the third most common issue discussed with o
the residents'of the Halfway House was that they believed
that the people close by did not like their presence in the
area. This was supported by QIT - #7 and QT - #7 and in the
index called "Familiarity" which showed a low correlation with ﬁ\i
"Rejecrion".(actually acceptance) for the residents. The
discussions revealed no hard evidence or fadts which could be
used to support their contentions. The residents talked in
loose, nebulous terms, i.e. "Oh, you know what I mean?". ‘The
emotional content (somewhat angry and defiant) of the discussions
was not supported by fact but by feelings and vague generalities
about the people of the community. ‘One sensed that there was
an "enemy" involved with their present. state of affairs but
who or wnat it was, could not be exactly defined. 1In fact, it
seemed to emphasize their preeent belief of social isolation,
i.e. so cut'off that they didn't even know who was the community
.or who to be angry and defiant with! This does not detract from
their perceptien of reality or how they feel about the commun-
fty bue it does make it hard to verify and difficult to suggest'
-alternatiﬁes for action Finally, these perceptions by the

re51dent 301nt out the 1nadequacy of this present research
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effort. We haﬁE.only scratched the surface in relation tg the

perceptions of the offender.

“~ N Ve
WHY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS?

y \

T e
There remains one nagging question which should be

entertained by this thesis and that is "why have community
"correé£i0ns at all2".. In‘the face of evidence which suggests
that our sociéty, (1) is steadily increasing its demands forﬁ)
punishment (35), (2) ﬁa; an.increasing unémployment problem
for those non-skilled and of lower educational standard (38,
p. 359) and further (as outlined in thi; #hésis) thét.‘h)1£he
notions qﬁ reintegratign, community acceptance, rehabilitatidn,
recidivism and HumaniEE;ianish in community correétioqs are
hardly congruent Qith the expectations of liberal rhetoric,

one must wonder why £he bureaucracy of the criminal justice
persists in plading offenders back into the community?.

-

n ’
Scull (36), provides an insightful thesis in regard to

this question. He suggests that "the primary value of éhat
rhetoric (though far from its authors' inten&) seems to have
been its usefulnegs as ideological caﬁouflage,,allowigg economy
to masquerade as benevolence and neglect as tolerance" (36,
p. 152). Otherwise speaking, the high cost of incarceration

has beéome incréasingly hdrd to justify on utilitarian,
‘humanitarian and economic grounds. ~However, community corrections

is more easily defended, despite the present attitude and-

economic conditions of the community, on the basis of " supposed



*
L]
- . +
_ ,-T., _ .- : ;
C.oosavinrs" (which will eventu:lly reluce woaial nwd nEytnelo ciag
< neln en? herd the dinmete inta "leviont e trapn (VAL s TR
© 7 erd the ~nrains myth that the commnnity il heln vedinte potn
the affenler, , ) : o
- | ’ : ’ - '
. - ‘ ) ‘
{
»
1
: i ) . )
*




- 115 -~
e

References: ' : -

1.

10,

1L

12,

13,

N
Wheeler, S. "Trends and Problems in the Sociological ’
Study of Crime". Social Problems, 1976, 23, 525, /

Mead, G.H. Mind, Self and Society, edited by Charles

W. Morris. <Chicage: University of Chicago Press,
1970. : -

Schur, E. "A Critical Assessment of Labelling”. In
Perceptions in Criminology, edited by R.L. Henshel

and R.A. Silverman. N¢w York: Columbia University
Press, 1975, p. 437. :

Quadagno, J.S. and Antonidg, Q)J. "Labeliing Theory as an
Over-Socialized Concéption of Man: The Casc of

Mental Illness". So iology and Social Rescarch, 1975,
60, 33.

Lemert, E.M. "Beyond Mead: The Societal Reaction to
Deviance". Social Problems, 1974, 14, 302.

Fisher, s. "Stigma and Deviant Careers in Schoolsg",
Sccial Problems, 1972, 20, 78.

'Mayer, J. and Green, M. "Group Therapy of Alcoholic

Women Ex-Prisoners". Quarterly Journal of Studies
on_Alcohol, 1967, iﬁ, 475, .

. . . [
Myerson, D.J. "cClinical Observations on a Group of
Alcoholic Prisoners: With Special Reference to.

Women". OQuarterly Journal of Studies on Alcohol,
1939, 20, 555, ‘

- Butler, E.W. "Personality Dimensions of Delinguent Girls".

Criminologica, 1965, 3, 7.

Liazos, A. "The Poverty of the Sociology of Deviance:
Nuts, Sluts and Preverts". Social Problems, 1972,
1972, 20, 103. ;

‘Tannenbaum, F. Crime and the Community. New York:

Columbia University Press, 1938,

Grygier, T. "The Chronic Petty Offender: A Law Enforce-

ment or a. Welfare Problem”. Journal of Research in
Crime and Delinquency, 1964, L, 155.

Hagan, J. I"Labelling and .Deviance: A Case Study in the
Sociology of the Interesting"”. Social Problems,
1973, 20, 447. . r*




l6.

17,

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24

25.

26.

27.

Yablonsky, L:

Pettibone, J.

Psycholegical Conflict o

-"11l6 -

The Tunnel Back: Synanon. New York:
McMillan Co., 1967. ’

M. "Community Based Programs - Catching up

with Yesterday and Planning for Tomorrow". TFederal
Probation, 1973, 37, 17. .

Huff, C.R. and Scott, J.E. "Deviance and Cognitive
Consistency: Patterns in Public Attitudes toward
Deviance" Sociology and Social Research, 1975,
59, 330. ‘

Kuhn, T.S. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962.

Goffman, E. 'Asylums. » New York: BAnchor Books, 1961.

' Goffman, E. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life.

"New York: Doubleday, 1959.

Scheirer, M.A.

"Program Partlicipants Positive Perceptions:
Interest in Social Program

Evaluation". Evaluation Quarterly, 1978, 2, 53.
Murray, H.A. Jr. "The Effect of Fear upon Estimates of
" the Malicicusness of other Perscnalities”. The
Journal of Social Psychology, 1933, 4, 310.

Feshback, S. and Singer, R.D. "The Effects of Fear
Arousal and Suppression of Fear upon Social Per-
ception" The Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psychology, 1957, 55, 283,

Etzioni, A. “Basic Human Needé, Alienation and Inauthent-
icity".  American Sociological Review, 1968, 33, 870.

Steiner 1.D. "Inter-Personal Behavicur as Influencedfby
Accuracy of Social Perception". Psychological '
Review, 1955, 62, 268. -

Erikson, K.T. Wayward Puritans. New York: John Wiley

%

!

and Sons, Inc., 1966.

Bieri, J.

Social Interactlon"

"Changes in_  Interpersonal Perceptlons following

The Journal &f Abnormal and

Social Psychology, 1953, 48, 61.

1956,

Garfinkel, 1. "Ceonditions of Successful Degradation
Ceremonies". American Journal of Seciology,
61, 420.



///Q 117 - L

28. Grygier, T. “"Deficiencies aggthe Dynamic-Personality
Inventory and the Limitations of Factor Analysis".
British Journal of Medical Psychology, 1979, 52, 259.

. 29. S8ykes, G. and Matza, D. "Techniques of Neutralization:

N A Theory of Delinguency”. The Sociology of Crime and
S Delinguency, editors N. Johnson, L. Savitz and

M." Wolfgang. WNew York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,

1962, p. 249. e

30.° Deutscher, I. "Words Versus Deeds". In The Scciologist
: . : as Detective: An Introduction to Research -Methods,
w '",H.. : edited by W.RB. Sa rs. New York: Praeger °
I . Publishers, 1974/ p:\éji , :
. 31: '«Sanders, W.B. (ed.) Juvenile Offenders for a Thousand

Years: Selécted Readings from Anglo-Saxon Times. to
- 1900. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina
Press, 1970. ° N

" . 32. Christie, ¥ "Is it Time to Stop Counting”. In Evaluatton

. : Research in Criminal Justice, Publication #1T1 United
: Nations Social Defence Research Institute (U.N.S.D.R.I.)
- January 1976.

33. .Sykes, G. The Society of Captives: A Study of-/a’ Maximum

e .Security Prison. Pringeton, New Jersey: Princeton
: S University Press, 195§¢.
34, Grygier, T. "The'Concept of Social Progression". 1In

Criminology in Transition: Essays in the Honor of
Herman Maunhiem, edited by T. Grygier, H. Jones, and
J.C. S8Spencer. London: ' Tavistock Publ%cations, 1965,
p. 153. :

! 35. Fdttah, E.A. Méving to the Right: A Return to Punishment.
A .Crime et/and Justice, .1978, 6, 79. ) .

36. Scull, A.T. Decarceration: Community Treatment and the

|
! . - : -
. 1 Deviant ~ A Radical W. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
. Prentice-Hall, l977.qlﬁ\‘*’“ _

37. Maunhiem, ‘H. (ed.) Pioneers in Criminology¢(2nd ed.)
Y . Montclair, N.q;}\HPatterson Smith, 1973.

. 38. " Liazos, A. School, Alienatitn and Delinguency. Crime and
- Delinquency, 1978, 24(3), 355. .

= - . . ~



118 .-
CHAPTER VI
K; Summary e

-

o

There are tiﬁes when one would like
to hang the whole human race, and
finish the farce. -

S.L. Clemens (Mark Twain)

Tp&élresearch commenced with a review of liéératpre
and the subsequent development of two questions;/tﬂl) Daés
the offender perceive-COmmun;ty as accepting? énd; (2)

Does the community accept the offender in a commu;ity*based
facility? From the literature, concerns and attitudes of both.
the residents and tgi'community members were selected and

used to generate two sixteen - item Likert type queétionnaires
(QI and QII) with a range-of tesponses from strongly agree, |
agree, uncertain, disagree and strongly disagreé in regard to

each of the sixteen items. . '
@ |
Questionnaire I (QI) was designed to'capture data
from the residents and their perceptions of community acéebt-
‘ance while questionnaire &I (0I1) was designed to capture data
from the community'members and the degree of4§hei: actual
acceﬁtancelof the residents in the community correctional

facility. The two questionnaires*(QI and QTI) were similar

and evoked similar responses.

The QI was administered to four of five community

correctional facilities in the city of Ottawa in, April, 1979
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in a structured interview settind. ‘The sixteen - item
questionnaire was read to the respondent “who heid a card with
the appropriate responses on it and the researcher recorded \ﬁ)
the responses on-the QI. The QII was mailed (n‘= 200) to a
"random sample of Citizens in four Wards of the 01ty ‘of Ottawa
in Aprll 1973, in which the four community correctional
facilities were located. The respondents were asked to f£ill
in the sixteen - item questionnaire andrreeurn the same " to

the researcher via an enclosed self- addressed stamped envelope.

The total return of QII's was 86 of which 72 were usable forf\

a 36% return rate.

The data captured by QI and QII allowed the seventeen
hypotheses which were generated from the review of literature

to be tested for significance by the twtest and the Pearson
Se——N

Product MOment.Correlatien. The following results were- -
determined by using the t-test method in relation to the
resident and the acceptance scores on QI- (1} feﬁale offenders
are significantly less accepting than male offenders; (3) there

is no significant difference for those offenders married or
nop-married in relation to acceptance;'.(B) there is no

sf.nificaﬁt difference for those offenders who are parents-or

v

non-parents in relation to acceptance; (4) there is no
significant difference for those offenders more educated to
those less educated in relation to acceptance-. {(5) the offenders

involved in the community are significantly less accepting

N T~

B |
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thén those not involved. ¢

A’ series of Pearson Preduct Moment Correlations in
~.

relation to the offender and his scores on QI showed that: _(i)

offenders" aée does not vary appreciably with acceptance scores;
(2)  length of stay in the coﬁmunity:correctional facility does

not vary appreciably with acceptance scores; (3) socioecgnomic
Status of offenders does not vary appreciably with acceptance

v

scores.

In regard to the community members and their acceptance
sca}es the following results we%e.determined: (1} males of -
the community are significantly léss accepting thanlfemales;
(2) there is no significant diﬁferencé for those community
members non-married or married; (3) there is no éignificant
'diffefence_for tﬁose community membergﬂyho are parents or non-
;\ parents; '(éj there is no significant difference for those

‘ .'cdmmun;ty members involved or non-involved; (5) those

", ... ‘community members who are more educated are significantly less

accepting than those less educated. "

"uﬁl_' o The Pearsoﬂ'Product-Mbment Correlations in relation

.- to’QII inform us that: (1)  community members' age does not

vafy appréciably with ‘acceptance scores; (2) - community
‘members" léngth of. stay in the community does not vary appreciably

-~ with acceptance scores;- (3) socioecon

ic status does not vary

. -appreciably with:accépfaﬁce scores.
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; | - The general hypothesis for this thesis suggested that
the perception of the offender in relation to community accept-
ance would be similar to the amoﬁnt of acceptance shown by the

'community. In particular, the offender wouid pe;ceive non-
acceptance and the community would show nonacceptance. Con-
sequently, the data do not suppor£ thié hypothesis. Instead,
the scores of the questionnaires (QI and QII) resulted in
acgeptance scores and, further, the acceptance scores were
significantly differeﬁt‘for the offender (who perceived more
acceptance than the community actually showed) and the com-
munity. However,‘the discqssionland methodology sections of
this thesis provide reasons and exéianations for these resulﬁs.
They are: (1) bias imposed by the self-selection of community
members and residents; (2) wording of the questionnaire; \
. {3) ' the perception of fear by the offender; (4) social
desirability respconse: (5) Hawthorne effect ;o {6)
integration to progfam supervisors; o and . (7) éxpefimentor
bias. As a consequencé of these explanations and focusing
attention on particular statements in the questionnéi;es
(QT and QII), we must suggest that acceptancé is not ;erceived
by the offenders or the community members.

A number of Péarsoq Produc%Lﬂ?mggt correlations were
peffofmed on three indices called "Rejé;;ion", "Security"” and

"Familiarity“. "All three indices scored low values and therefore

in relation to the index called "Rejecticn" we have actually

N e o
o G X .
T . )
rtderia e g aiM AR e e . - - e FETE
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recorded an acceptiné score,-as has JSecurity" and,"Fahil}arity".
-The éofrelations showed that "Security" and "Rejectionf for
both offender and community-members were the mbst highly
correlated indices, while "Familiarity" and "Rejection" were
the next most highly correlated. However, "Familiarity” was
more highly Eorrelated with "Rejection" for the community than .

the‘offendGQ. Flzally, "rFamiliarity" and "Security? were noEf>”
. . .
. P
correlated{ suggekting they were independent factors effecting

the notion of "Rejection".

In regard to the questionnaires (QI and QII) the
olldwing results were obtained; (1) those areas of perception
y the offenﬁer whichrélosely coincide with the actual scores

of acceptance by the community members are, (a) the‘Halfway
House or C.R.C. is known by the community, (b) the H&lfway
House or C.R.C. is wanted by the community, (c) jobs are
available in the community for offenders, (d) children afe

safe near a ﬁglfway House of C.R.C., (e) offenders should not

do their time in jails or institutions, (f) a H.H. or C.R.C.
should be located inside the city limi£s, kg) “and, the H.H.

or C.R.C. helps return the offender to the COmmunity‘is a
responsible citizen; (2) alternately, those areas of perception

by the offender which closely coincide with fhe actual scorés

of nonacceptance by the members of the community are, (a) an
”employer would likely not hire a resident of a H.H. or-L.R.C.,
(b} there is not enough community involvemesﬁ;#{qzhe 4?H. or

C.R.C.; (c) local citizens are not intereétedfln the H.H. or
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" C.R.C. in their area (however, friends and relatives are

claimed to visit freouently the residents of the H.ﬁ.), (a)
community members are uncomfortable with a H.H. or C.R.C. cloée~
by, (e} the offender is not-accepted as a responsible citizen
by the community; t3) finally, areas of perception by the
of fender whlch differed with the actual scores of the community

members are, f(a) the H.H. or C.R.C. lowers property value;

v

,the communlty believes it does lower property valuo while the
'reSLdent perceives it does not; (b) offenders perceive that

" homes close by are not accepting of the H.H. or C.R.C. while

community members indicate they would not mind having a H.H,
or élR C. near their- own home (however, the community members
also lndlcated that "others" in the community would not be
comfortable with a H.H, or C.R.C. close by}: (c) residents
claim to receive visits frequently from friends and relatives
but'infreQuontly or not at all from local community members,
(d) offenders perceive little or no involvement from major

c1ty communlty groups while community members claim that there

is lnvolvement by City community groups.

A split half Spearman-Brown reliability test was per-

" formed on QI with a value of .65 and on OII with a value of .8l.

Also, a test of equivalence was performed on QL and QII using a

multiplerregression analysis which resulted in a positive

correlation of weak magnitude (r = _41).
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Recommendations for Further Research:

-

. With respect to refining certain aspects of this thesis,
attention should be directed to: (1) the limitations found in
the existing éommunity and Halfway House measures of acceptance/
nonacceptance; (2) the improvement of the Community and Halfway -
House measures of acceptance/nonacceptanced/ and (3) a refor@u—
lation of the sub-scales of Familiarity, Rejection, and Secu:ity,

with respect to validity and reliability, based on empirical

evidence.

Limitations in the agceptance/nonacceptance measures
are to be found in the construction of statements. fhe
;eseércher-asked subjects to respond in both the Community and
Halfway House questionnaires to statementé of fact although
there Qas no substantive évidence to support the claims of the
respondents. If the focus of the research is to measure
acceptance by the Community of the Halfway-House, and correla-
tively to measure Halfway House residents' perceptions about
acceptance from the Community, then quegtions shoﬁld not have
been of this factual naﬁure. For example, "Friends and felatives
come to the Halfway House or Community Resource Centre to talk,

play cards, or wvisit."

. | . .
Alternately, factual information about Community S

involvement could have been obtained at any time from supervisors.

rl

-~
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of the gaﬁfway Houses, while Community members could have
provided information about their Wiilingness to become involved
with the Halfway House, and Halfway House residents could hawe
been asked about their willingness to see other Community
mémbers invol&ed at the Halfway House.
- The acceptance/nonacceptance measure could be

- improved by item coéreIat;ons. The item-total correlations
wouid involve examining the Pearson r values for each item in
relat;on to .the total scores. Jtems with low correlations
withrthe summed scores would be dropped while those with high
correlations would be retained. This procedure would increase
tﬁé internal validity of the questionnaires. Consideration
might also be given to an analysis of the data on an item by
}tem basis to determine each one's relative value in contrast
to the summation of the sixteen items and their analysis as
‘a group.

In keeping with the above'improvements,'the sub-scales

.of Familiafity, Rejection and Sécurity must be equally questioned

A

since there is no evidence to-suggest that the items used in

the quéstionnaires can be grouped together. The definition and
construction of these sub-scales must be more clearly articulated
from the review of the literature. Finally, to increase the

-

validity and reliability of the above sub-scales a statistical "7y
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analysis could be performed using: (1)} factor analysis} to

determine clusteré of items highly correlatéd with eaéh-other;
(2) a test,:re—test procedure toc provide coefficients of
'reliabilify; (3) an item analysis‘(iteﬁ—total'cérrelations)
as described earlier; and (4) a split—half reliability test.

i

Qo -
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'?": TABLE 3 : Sex vs. Acceptance-Nonacceptance. ( Communify )

oo P L COUNT T ' ‘
R ROW FPCT [MALE EEHALE  © ROW
L L L L0L FCT I TaTaL
| TOT FCT T° 1 I
________Im_ﬁ__w__l_w__“_H_I R i
T I 21 1 A3 1 I
ACCEPTANCE D A47.73 1 52,27 1 41,11

b =

i

,. [ P Ry
: I 82,350 1 71.88 71 Co
. . 29007 1 31,94 1 R i
: o R e utasy, S T
_ - I 19 1 $ I 28
o ‘ I 47,50 1 28,13 1 -
o ' I 26.39 1 in.50 1
Bk ’ SRR RS SR
COLUMN, 40 32 . 72
h - TOTAL SOG4 44,44 160.00
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- TABLE.&: Sex vs.*Acceptgnce—Ndnacceptance { Halfway House )

ke COUNT T . :
i T ROW PCT [MALE- EEMALE ROW
- coe L coL rCT I TOTAL
R T - TAT FCT I
RS E SR e S e Tommimim o

o~
1
i
i
i
i
i
i
1

Acceptance

- -
22 3 29

£3.33

- =

wJ

la.67

L I N R W R T
- l.
!
i
i
i
f
!
i
-4t

. COLUMN 23 ' 7 30
- TOTAL 76067 33,33 100.00
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Marital Status vs, Acceﬁtance

o

—Nonacceptance (Community)

~
o

e e

_______ -1

Nonacceptance

o W

ROW FCT EING MOARRIEL
coL FCT I .
TOT FCT T

19

43,18

594,29 |
26,39 1

16
"S7.14
4.».1071

el e lel
- ~

[UA Ry

25
48.61_

ROW
TGTAL

.44
61,11

28
38.99

72

100,00 «
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'Singl®  Nerried

3
12,00
4£0.00
10.00

ROW

TOTAL

e

o]

83.33 -

=

vl
16,67

30
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TABLE '7:.>Pamnt3 vs. Acceptance-Nonacceptance (Community)

COUNT I . ' :
: ROW FCT ICHII.INES FARENT ROW
_ * . COL FECT - - TATAL
T e e TOT FCT I * I "I

L
. G T e e e e e T
’ B I 271 47 1 44
e R 6136 1T 3B.64 T 41,11
oo T Acceptance I 67.00 1 53,13 71 v
R . I 37,5001 23,41 1
~ Coe -.Tf'"'-""""-'""“,I—'-'-'*—~——I
: T 131 15 1 28 .
. To44.43 1 53.37 1 38.89 v
Nonacceptance I 32.50 I 44.88 I ’ |
. I 18.06 I 20.83 I . i
. . I e Lt T i !
COLUMN 40 32 72
TOTAL 55, 5 44,44 100.00
F;’.t

E

. v
. N t
B . 4.
." L
o
| i ’
P i
, \ "
. .
- . L/ . ,
e R



IABLE 8-sParents vs, Acceptance

—Nongdcceptance (Halfwav House)

" COUNT I S o
ROW FCT [CHILDLES FARENT ROW S
coL FCT I - TATAL -
TOT FCT I I I ' '
---------- Immmmm—mm[————————] o p
I 17 1 8 I 25 AN CERN
Acceptance I 48.00 I 32.00°I 83.33 T BNt
I 85.00 1 B0.00 1 T . ' '
I 56.67 1 26,67 1 /
] e T e ]
.. 1 31 21 5
Nonaceceptance I 60,00 I 40.00 1. 16.467 .
I 15,00 I 20.00 I
I 10.00 1 6.67 1 .
._I __________ I ________ I .
GOLUMN | 20 10 30 L
TOTAL 66467 33.33  100.00 SRS
ot L

e e e G
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"N

' Nonacceptance

-

COUNT
ROW FCT
CoL FCT
TOT RCT

e

COLUMN

TOTAL;

I
ILITTLE Inuiauen
=
I I I.
S T 1
T 17 1 31
I 29.5% 1 70,45 1
I 48.42 1 S8.49 1.
I 18.06 I 43,06 1T
- gl 22008 I
I 6 I 22 1
I 21.43 1 7B.57 1
I 31.58 1 41.51 1
I 8.33_1 30.56 1
Tmmmme s I~—mmi ]
19 . 53
26,39 73.61
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TABLE 9z Coﬁmunity Involvement v3¢-Accepfance-Nonacceptance

(Community)

ROW
TOTAL

]
61.11

\
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 TABIE 10: Community Involvement vs, Acceptance-Nonacceptance

(Halfway House)

L4
5
COUNT I ‘
ROW FCT TILITTLE INVI.OVED:  ROW
COoL FCT I TOTAL :
TOT FET I I 1 _ _ -F\\;.
[T U R | ) . » ‘ :
o S I & I - 19 I 25 - -
Acceptance . I 24.00 1 76,00 1 83,33

T 100.00 & 792.17 1
I 20,00 1 63.33 1
_.I...._'.._._.._._..__I_..__._..4._.___.1

) : 1 oI 31 . 9
" Nonacceptance i L0061 100.00 I 16.67
- I 00 I 20.8% 1 ,
1 00 I 16.67 1 E ) |
I T I-—mm—===1 - . . g ,
COLUMN - 24 ~ 30 SR iy
TOTAL 20.00 B0.0O 100,00 :
!
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. \\ ) , .
.‘ '-/, e )
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TABLE 11: Education vs. Acceptance-Nonacceptance (Community)
. }
4

| T OCOUNT T ‘

s CFen Wm0 CaROW PCT INOG DEGRE UNIV OR  ROW
L ' CoL FCT T CoLL TOTAL
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TABLE 12: Education vs, Accentance—NgnaQaniangg_xﬁalinax_ﬂgnaél

’ . o - . ) . L
COUNT Iless high sch. —_— : , A
FOW FCT IE?ZE N cofl ROW - '
COL FCT T SCh. college ...
TOT FCT I
P S
T 18 1
Acceptance I 72,001
. I 8%5.71 I
, T 60.00 1
SRS,
I 31
Nonacceptance I 60.001
: > I 14,29 I
I 10,00 I
.. (N Q.
COLLUMN 21
TOTAL 70400
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\. e @JM’- Socioeconomic Status vs. Acceptance-Nonacceptance

: . o, i ‘ (Community)
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TABLE 14: Socigeconomic Status vs, Acceptance—Nonacceptance

(Halfway House)

COUNT - 7 e
ROW FCT I20-30 S1-a30 47, Few
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diehg§h~of;§§§y‘vs; Acceptance—Nonacceptan:e (Community)

-
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TABLE 18: Age vs. Acceptance-Nonacceptamce (Community) . -

(in years)
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QUESTIONNAIRE #I
”
AGE; SEX: MARITAL STATUS: single " married
divorced ' separated
NUMBER OF CHILDREN: OCéUPATION:

LENGTH OF STAY IN H.H. OR C.R.C.: B -months

ARE YOU STUDYING OR WORKING IN THE COMMUNITY? HOW LONG: months
- < \ -

AN
3

{ ' ARE YOU ACTIVE IN COMMUNITY. SPORTS° YES NO
Ca IF YES - WHAT TIMES OF THE YEAR? winter hrs. /week
' f“>' L . . spring hrs. /week
T summer hrs. /week
”u ‘ . - - .fall hrs. /week
1{ ARE YOU INVOLVED WITH ANy COMMUNITY GROUPS? PLEASE LIST:
{t ‘\. EXAMFLES- O 3
SO S V% A, A. OR* ALANON- . 1.
e CAR ‘CEUBS o
, ot _CHURCH GROUPS . 2
i TEEN‘CLUBS ;;-ﬂ A 3.
I HOW;LONG HAVE YOU BEEN INVOLVED’ " months
ST L R . ' A

. " DO YOU ATTEND THE LOCAL cﬁﬁRCHv ~YES © NOQ.

-—.'k‘.‘. ) ‘ ) . | s

e 1P YES - HOW OFTEN2: . daily; .- . _

: ' ‘9‘ . weekly S )
monthly ‘ £
less

_WHAT LEVEL OF EDUCATION HAVE YOU ATTAINED? ’
SOME PUBLIC SCHOOL 'SOME COLLEGE -
PUBLIC SCHOOL © COLLEGE
SOME REGH' SCHOOL SOME UNIVERSITY
HIGH SCHOOL : UNIVERSITY
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#
1. This H.H. or C.R.C. is known by the community.
. strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly
disagree
2.- This H.H. or C.R.C." is wanted by the community.
strongly agree adgree uncertain disagree strongly
disagree
3. The community (excluding Manpower) makés'jobs available to : >
B ‘residents, : -
iy strongly agree agree uncertain disagree ;g;ongly
R disagree.
4, You would tell an employer that you lived in a H.H. or C.R.C.
if applying for a job.
strongly agree.  agree. uncertain -disagrgé strengly
. ‘ S : disagree
5. 'The H.H. or C.R.C. lowers property value in the community.
strbngly agree agréé‘ uncertain disagree strongly
- L : disagree.
17;6,;(;There is enough community involvement at the H.H. or C.R.C.
S strongly agree agréé\. uncertain disagree - strongly
o g : disagree
R People 11v1ng qulte close or beside the H.H. or C.R.C. are
: :neighbourly.: - :

- J'Ifﬁ:r j:- strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly . ~
T s . , disagree
¥ +'8, children are safe near a H.H. or C.R.C.

strongly agree . agree .. uncertain disagree strongly
: Co z ‘ disagree
' &
”ifr9; Offenders should be*left 1n jallS or 1n51tutlons to. do their
‘ Ltime. e
ﬁf_ﬂstrongly'ag;egﬁ‘f agree  uncertéin disagree  strongly
; oo . PEE , . ‘ disagree
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10. A H.H. or C.R.C. should be located outside rather than inside

the city limits. : -
. . . &
strongly agree _agree uncertain disagree strongly
- . disagree

_-llf‘ Friends and relatlves come to the H.H. or C.R.C. to talk,

. play cards, or visit. i -

1 -

| strongly agree agree uncertain disagree stronglyj
disagree

Cdaily weekly = ° monthly less - not at all

L 12."" Individual citizens come to the H.H. or C.R.C. ({excluding

“'relatives and friends) to talk, play cards, or visit. . -
oL 'ﬁfﬁéﬁniétrOngly”agreé agree  uncertain disagree  strongly
T T ‘ ‘ disagree .
~" . daily - weekly monthly less not at all

. - Community groups (as listed on first page) are actively involved

with H.H. or C.R.C. .
strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly
R disagree
i- ‘daily weekly monthly less  not at all
-~ "_14: ‘Residehts feel left out of community activities.
ST stfongly agree agree uncertain disagfee strongly
S o . - disagree

15, The H.H. or C.R.C. helps return the offender te the community
as a responsible’ bltlzen

strongly agree - agree uncertain disagree strongly
disagree
-g.f g : .16. The offender is accepted as.a responsible citizen by the
R NV » - community when living in a H.H. or C.R.C.
g : st;ongly agree agree uncertain disagree  strongly
3 . “ disagree
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UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA UNIVERSITYOFOTTAWA -
N . X TTTAWA D%, ARIC o ’ . o .
cRwNoLOGE - - | TAARE onaws : SRIMINOLSGY
V4 :

S March 14, 13973

Dear SXr/adam’

;. I am conducting = study with "tne Cniversity of

{ . .
,Cttawa uoc1al Sc1e;ue Jepartment in relztion 1o communizty
nerceptlons of prisoners in Aalrway Houses ans Community Zesource

b

. You have been selected for "this study by way af a
racdom sample of the I978 Electoral Lists of Lttawa. Your "warar
or "communlty" is celled GLCUCESTE WARD.

. A , T
*  Inclosed you will find 2 zhort guestionnaire(askin
you to §5ree Cr disezree with some stas ements) and a sel--cddre
‘gtamped envelope., Upon completing the .ﬂuestlonnalre, Dlease T'eturr

- Your responses by wey of the self-adi iressed erve’ope 2 so0n as
possib}e.

LI +

Your nel:‘ﬂs 7rnatlJ appreciated in this matter and
I'wish to thank you Por your glm

J

\ Resnectfullv

. ; =
. ' o7 .‘rjl - .

: 9 — s A" e Q_‘S\ . Steyhen E‘e*rau.l.t
) ®

Jacgues Laplar+e, Ph.D,

CHATIRZAY . -

(P8
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;> _QUESTIONNAIRE #II

. ‘ ! i
' . : L
- PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS ON LINES PROVIDED OR CIRCLE APPROPEszé ANSWER

AGE: - STATUS: married single separated divorced
- _
. SEX: NUMBER OF_CHILDREN:
e ‘ '
 “OCCUPATION:
APPROXIMATE LINGTH OF TIME YoU HAVE RESIDED IN YOUR PRESENT HOME?
. -
monthsg
.ARE YOU PRESENTLY WORKING. TN THE COMMUNiTY? YES NO
}&jl‘q 1 IF YES - HOWw LONG? months

*lARE YOU ACTIVE IN COMMUNITY SPORTS? YES NO

IF YES - WHAT TIMES OF THE YEAR? - Winter - hrs. /week

o :,_i o , Spring hrs. /week
¢ ' :  Summer hrs. /week
i o Fall hrs. /week

ARE YOU INVOLVED WITH ANY COMMUNITY GROUPS? PLEASE LIST.

EXAMPLES
Church groups

- Women's clubs L.
Business Clubs 2.

Car clubs

Political groups
HOW "LONG HAVE YOU BEEN INVOLVED WITH THESE GROUPSj months

DO You ATTEND THE LOCAL CHURCH? dally monthly less not at al1

WHAT LEVEL OF EDUCATION HAVE YOU ATTAINED’
some public school . publlc school some high schocl high school
some college college Some university university

’ v some graduate graduate . Some doctorate doctorate
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PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER:

1.

Halfway Houses and Community Resource Centres are known by
the community.

strongly agree agree uncertain disagree stro gly
- disdgree

Halfway Houses and Commuhity Resource Centres are wanted by
the community.

strongiy agree agree uncertain disagree strongly
g - disagree

s

/

obk should be- made available to residents of Halfway Houses
and mmunity Resource Centérs. ‘

disagree

C:’jffifgly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly

Employers in the community would not hire a person if they
knew they lived in a Halfway House or Community Resource Centte.

strongly agree’ agree uncertain disagree strongly
. disagree

Halfway Houses and Community Resource Centers generally lower
Property value in the community. '

strongly agree agree uncertain  disagree strongly .
: disagree

N -

There is. enough community involvement at the Halfway House or
Community Resource Center.

.strongly agree agree  uncertain disagree strongly
. disagree

. People living close to a Halfway House or Community Resource

Center are comfortable with this experience.

strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly
; ’ disagree

You wouldn't mind having a Halfway House or Community Resource
Centre close to your home.

strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly
. . disagree

A



:10.

11,

12.

14.

15,

le.

-

- 26l - e

Children are safe near a,Halfway'Hoﬁée or Community Resource
Center.

strongly agree agree Uncertain disagree strongly
) - disagree

Offenders should be left in jails or institutions to complete
their sentences. .

strongly agree agree uncertain . disagree strongly
v + disagree

A Halfway House or Community Resource Center should be' located
outside rather than inside the city limits.

strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly..
disagree’

- ES

Individual citizens go to the Halfway Houses or Community
Resource Centers to talk and visit. :

strongly agree agree uncertain disagree ‘strongly
: ‘ disagree

Community groups (as listed on the first page) are freqguently
involved with Halfway Houses and Community Resource Centefs. o

strongly agree agree '’ qnégg;ain disagree strongly
disagree

Residents of Halfway Houses and Commpnity Resource Centers are
included in mos community activitids.

strongly agree . agree uncértain disagree strongl
g g g G g 3 Y
/ Isagree

The Halfwfy House and Community Resource Center helps return
the ocfferder to the community as a responsible citizen. g

stronglly agree agree "uncértain disagree - strongly
disagree

The offender is accepted as a responsible citizen by the

community when living in a Halfway House of Community Resource
Center. _ ..

strongly agree agree uncertain disagree strongly
disagree





