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OVERVIEW 

This report is the final, follow-up review of the Guelph 
Abattoir Programme and follows two earlier reports on 
the inmates' and staff perceptions. The present results, 
based on interviews and Ministry files, indicate that the 
programme has had a beneficial impact on the qualitative 
aspects of post-release success. Former inmates who had 
been in the programme, worked longer overall, had the 
longest uninterrupted employment, and received higher 
wages. Some worked at the abattoir following release 
and the programme was frequently given credit for aiding 
post-release employment. 

Recidivism rates were high (47%) and were not affected 
by the programme. Overall post-release success was, 
however, greater for the non-recidivists who had been in 
the programme than for the non-recidivists in the comparison 
group. The relative frequency of the types of crimes 
committed during the follow-up period was similar to past 
criminal activity. 

The programme was judged to have been instrumental in 
improving relations with families and also lessened the 
post-release financial burden. 

In retrospect, the former inmates recalled that their 
experiences in the programme had been positive. Indeed, 
the favourable attitudes that were evident during the 
earlier phases of the research were also evident in the 
follow-up period. 

The results of the follow-up analyses are discussed in 
relation to the predictions and findings presented in the 
earlier reports and a brief review of the positive and 
negative features of the programme is included. 
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I INTRODUCTION 

The Guelph Abattoir Programme, which began in June 
of 1975, was the first Outside Managed Industrial Programme 
(O.M.I.P.) to be operated by the Ontario Ministry of Correc
tional Services (M.C.S.). The principal goal was to provide 
a more realistic work experience for selected inmates by 
placing the operation of the-correctional industrial facility, 
and the employment of the inmates, under the control of a 
private company. 

Similar programmes, involving food service and small 
manufac·turing industries have since been implemented in other 
correctional institutions. Since, the Abattoir Programme is the 
first of its kind however, it has been the subject of a compre
hensive evaluation by the Ministry's 'Planning and Research 
Branch. To date, two research reports have been produced. 
This is the third and final report and marks the conclusion of 
the evaluation. 

The first report (Irvine, 1977) describes the correc
tional officers' response to both the O.M.I.P. concept and its 
implementation as the Abattoir Programme. The results were very 
encouraging. The officers concurred with the official Ministry 
policy on the goals of work programmes. They also strongly 
endorsed the Abattoir Programme and encouraged the development 
of similar future programmes in other institutions. Rehabili
tation for the inmates was consistently identified as the most 
likely impact and very few problems or disruptions in routine 
were seen to have been created by the programme. In fact, the 
programme was viewed as instrumental in improving not only the 
behaviour of those involved in the programme but also the 
behaviour, in general, of all of the inmates in the institution. 

The second report (Irvine, 1978) provides the results 
of interviews with inmates. The attitudes and responses of 
those who were employed in the Abattoir Programme (Employed 
Group) were compared with those of a representative sample of 
the other 'non-employed' inmates in the institution (Non-employed 
Group). The results were very favourable. It was indicated that 
inmates generally have positive attitudes toward work attitudes 
that are compatible with good work performance. Both inmate 
groups, in agreement with correctional officers, predicted that 
the programme would have a beneficial impact on the inmates 
involved. At the conclusion of their involvement in the programme, 
the Employed Group substantiated the predictions. They indicated 
that their attitudes toward work had improved, that their chances 
of obtaining post-release employment had improved and that the 
"impact of incarceration" had been lessened. The selection 
process for the programme was found to favour the "model inmate" 
who, typically, exhibited the greatest stability both prior to 
and during incarceration. Generally speaking, the programme was 
viewed by all inmates ·to be an attractive alternative to con
ventional incarceration. 
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Thus, in the opinion of the correctional officers 
and inmates, the Abattoir Programme has been successful. All 
of the groups agreed that the success to date, as well as the 
potential for success, justified any difficulties which may 
have been created. In the final analysis, however, consideration 
must be given to the lasting impact of the programme on the 
inmates after they have left the institution. 

In this report, the focus is on a follow-up of the 
post-release successes and achievements of the inmates involved 
in the study. The topics that are dealt with specifically in 
this report include: recidivism~ employment success, family 
and financial stability and retrospective analyses of the 
programme. 



II DESCRIPTION OF THE ABATTOIR PROGRAMME 

The Guelph Abattoir Progranune initially involved 
both the abattoir and cannery ~acilities at the Guelph 
Correctional Centre*. The progranune primarily seeks to 
provide a real work environment to an optimum of inmates. 
In particular, it is aimed at the development of good working 
habits and improving skills in obtaining and maintaining 
employment. Through the provision of suitable remuneration, 
the programme also seeks to provide accumulated savings to 
ease conununity re-entry, help support families and defray 
institutional expenses. Furthermore, useful, on-the-job 
training in various meat-packing skills is provided. 

In the current arrangement, the Ministry leases the 
abattoir facilities to the compan~ and provides, at cost, the 
required servicing (i.e., electricity, steam, etc.). In 
addition, the Ministry provides a conttinuous supply of suitable 
inmate labour and any necessary security services. The company, 
in return, is obliged to provide the optimum number of employ
ment positions for inmates and all necessary job training. 
Furthermore, they are expected to provide acceptable working 
conditions and remuneration. Business management of the 
abattoir is the sole responsibility of the company. 

Prior to involvement in the progranune, each inmate 
applicant must serve at least three months of his sentence. 
The institution then eliminates those who are security risks, 
have poor institutional conduct or outstanding court charges. 
The company is the final arbiter in the selection procedure. 
Employment begins with the availability of a position, hence 
there is little choice as to the task assigned. 

During peak production, approximately 40 to 50 inmates 
are employed at the abattoir. Since the inception of the 
progranune, inmates have from time-to-time been occupied in all 
but the most highly skilled positions. Generally, however, 
inmates are placed in less skilled positions on the "kill-floor", 
in shipping or in sanitation. 

The starting wage is $3.15 per hour and opportunity 
for increases is available. Violations of a temporary leave of 
absence, institutiona.l misconduct and poor work performance all 
constitute grounds for r.emoval from the programme. Inmates 
are permitted to voluntarily withdraw from the programme but 
generally cease their employment upon completion of their 
sentences. A few, with Ministry approval, have continued as 
civilian employees upon release. Understandably, continued 
employment at the abattoir is not encouraged. Extensive con-

* The present company is the second t.o be involved in the programme. In 
November, 1975, tile original company went into receivership resulting 
in a complete suspension of tile programme for approximately trI'o montils. 
The failure of tile company was not due in any way to involvement in 
the Abattoir Prograrnrne. 1.'ile present company has chosen to operate 
the abattoir only, hence the complete shut-down of the cannery. 
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tinued employment would greatly limit the availability of 
posi tions for incoming inmates. Ft\rthermore, a potential for 
problems is created by having inmates and former inmates 
working together. 

In late August 1977, the Canadian Food and Allied 
Workers (AFL-CIO) assumed responsibility for negotiations 
on behalf of all of the abattoir employees, including the 
inmates*. While the implications of union representation would 
be of great interest, the present findings are based on data 
collected before union involvement. 

The O.M.I.P. inmates pay $5.00 per day for room and 
board, and are housed together in a dormitory within the 
institution. As a result of construction and remodeling in 
the institution, the actual dormitory assigned to these inmates 
has changed. They are presently occupyi.ng the third dormitory 
since the inception of the programme. 1\11 other facilities 
(recreation, cafeteria, etc.,) are shared with the other inmates 
in the institution. 

Other disruptions in the institution occur. In 
particular, the varying inmate work schedules impose scheduling 
difficulties for the kitchen staff and require inmates to keep 
unorthodox sleeping hours. 

The responsibilities of correctional officers vary 
according to the amount of direct exposure to the inmates in the 
programme. The officers assigned to the dormitory encounter the 
employed inmates most frequently. The majority, however, are 
assigned to other dormitories and thus experience a minimum of 
interaction and exposure. Some officers are periodically 
assigned to security doors or the reception area, and come into 
occasional contact with the inmates involved in the progranunes**. 

* A standard three-month probation precedes full union membership. 
inmates, as well as civilians, the starting wage was revised to 
per hour fofith an addi tional $1.75 per hour held back and paid in 
upon successful completion of the probation. 

For 
$3.25 
full 

** The above describes the programme as it was operate:i at the time of data 
collection. A major featuz'e of the programme has been its continued 
state of change (see Irvine, 1978). At the present time, and as was 
suggested in both of the two earlier research reports, the employed 
inmates are no longer living in the institution and sharing facilities 
with other inmates. They now reside in a Community Resource Centre on 
the institution's property. Many of the problems involving contraband, 
scheduling and security should now be alleviated. 



III l·1ETHODOLOGY 

A. Focus 

As the final phase in the evaluation of the Abattoir 
Programme, this report focuses on the relative post-release 
success of the inmates who were in the Employed and Non-employed 
Groups. The more important criteria of "success" fall into the 
categories of employment success, family stability, financial 
stability and recidivism. In addition, attitudes and assess
ments of the programme, taken in retrospect, -are included. 
Because this is the final research J:eport, attempts are made 
to summarize all of the research findings in an overall dis
cussion of the "evaluation" of the programme. 

B. Procedure 

Recidivism data, relating to the 12 months immediately 
following release, were gathered from the M.C.S. files of 309 
former inmates involved in the study. One hundred and thirty
seven were formerly in the Non-employed Group and the remaining 
172 were from the Employed Group. Of the 172, 71% (N=122) were 
those who had been in the programme for three months or more. 
They are the Employed Group inmates who were discussed in the 
second report (Irvine, 1978). The remaining 50 former Employed 
Group inmates, included in this analysis, were those who were 
in the programme for less than three months but remained at the 
Guelph Correctional Centre until their release (no transfers). 
This group was deleted from analyses in the second report 
because an involvement of less than three months was considered 
to be insufficient for any programme benefit to occur. They 
were included in the present recidivism data collection because 
comparisons of this "unsuccessful" group with the remaining, 
more successful group were warranted. 

The relevant data collected from the files included: 
the type of discharge from the centre, the number of days until 
the first reconviction, the number of subsequent reconvictions 
and whether reincarceration occurred. In addition, the types 
of offences and the sentences imposed were recorded. 

Follow-up interviews were conducted with 123 former 
inmates approximately eight months after release from the 
institution. Fifty-five were from the Employed group a~d the 
remaining 68 were from the comparison group. The total rep
resents 67% of the interviews that were originally sought. The 
remaining former inmates could not be located for the interview. 

The interviews sought information concerning employ
ment success, the impact of the programme on family and financial 
situations, contacts with law enforcement agencies and self
reported recidivism. The interviews also elicited a review of 
the former inmates' experiences at the Guelph Correctional Centre 
and in particular with the Abattoir Programme. 

- 5 -



IV RESULTS 

Of the 123 former inmates who were interviewed, 
46% were reincarcerated, and only 22% were engaged in full
time employment. The remainder were either unemployed but 
actively seeking work (19%), unemployed but not looking for 
work (8%) or enrolled in some education programme (5%). These 
rates were the same for both inmate groups. 

The relative ease in tracing former inmates who have 
been reincarcerated contributes largely to the high proportion 
who were in an institution at the time of the interview. 

There were no substantial between-group differences 
in the amount of time between the date of their release from 
the Guelph Correctional Centre and the date of the interview 
(approximately eight months). 

A. Employment Success 

Because the Abattoir Programme is an industri 1 
programme, the relative employment success could be considered 
to be the primary post-release success criterion. In the 
immediate period after release, there were no differences 
between the two groups and, indeed, the results were not par
ticularly encouraging. Only 25% began working immediately -
the majority for a new employer. A total of 69% were unemployed; 
29% - looking for work and 40% - taking "time off for a holiday". 
There were no differences between the two groups in terms of 
the amount of time spent unemployed but looking for work (average 
6.2 weeks) nor in the amount of time spent unemployed and not 
seeking work (average 3.4 weeks). During the entire release 
period, 23% of the inmates were never employed. The most fre
quently cited problem in the job searches was the unavailability 
of jobs (33%). Having a criminal record played a much less sig
nificant role (7%) in the job search difficulties. 

Despite the failure of the above criteria to distinguish 
the two groups, some encour.aging differences were found. During 
the entire post-release period, the former Employed Group inmates 
were employed full-time for a longer period - average 20.7 weeks 
as compared with 14.1 weeks (t= 2.89, p<.Ol)*. In addition the 
Employed Group experienced the longest uninterrupted employment -
average 13.9 weeks as compared with 8.5 weeks (t= 3.06, p<.Ol). 
They also averaged a higher salary rate - $6.00-per hour as 
compared with $4.40 per hour (~= 4.43, p<.OOl). 

In terms of attribution, a higher proportion of former 
inmates from the Employed Group felt that their institutional 

* The t test is a standardized measure of the difference between the means 
of the two groups in terms of the dispersion within each group. The p or 
probability level indicates the statistical reliability or degree of 
confidence one can have in the results. Thus p<.Ol indicaces that the 
result will occur by chance and chance alone in less than one time out of 
100. 
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work exper~ences were a help to them in getting a job 
(X 2 = 15.72, p<.OOl)* Eleven of the former Employed Group 
inmates (20%) were, in fact, hired as civilians at the 
abattoir following their release from jail. This number, 
huwever, does not likely reflect a proportion but rather the 
total number from the study sample who were re-hired. 
Nevertheless, the abattoir was the industry at the Guelph 
Correctional Centre that was most frequently given credit for 
helping meet the requirements of post-release employment 
<X2 = 4.72, p<.05). 

A composite score of "Job Success" was computed for 
each former inmate. This score which took into account wages, 
the length of stable employment and the total time employed, 
was used to help determine the real impact of the Abattoir 
Programme. For both groups, there was a consistent relationship 
between the Job Success score andrecidivism**. Non-recidivists 
consistently had higher (better) ~ob Success scores. For the 
former inmates in the Employed Group,however, this relationship 
was significantly greater <X2 = 4.19, p<.05). This is the most 
encouraging and significant finding in this phase of the evalua
tion. It indicates that all other concerns being equal, non
recidivists who were involved in the Abattoir Programme demon
strated better post-release employment success than their non
recidivist counterparts in the comparison group of former non
employed inmates. By contrast, comparisons between the 
recidivists in the two groups revealed no differences in Job 
Success. 

As indicated in Table 1, a variety of approaches to 
finding work were used, all with only moderate success. It 
is interesting to note that the more conventional and common 

TABLE I 

Approach 

Canada Manpower 

Walk Streets 

Newspaper 

Friends - helping 

Friends - hiring 

Previous Employer 

EMPLOYMENT SEARCH APPROACHES 

Proportion Used 

64% 

59 

49 

40 

32 

28 

Rate of Sl,lCCeSS 

22% 

31 

22 

45 

53 

43 

* The chi-square (X2) statistic is a measure of the systematic relationship 
between two variables and reflects the reliable discrepancy between 
expected and observed frequencies of events. 

** In this case Recidivism is defined as reconviction or a technical parole 
violation. The actual rates and relevant statistics can be found in 
section D on page 16. 
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approaches (Canada Manpower, Newspapers, Walking Streets) tended 
to be the least successful. Friends and previous employers, 
although used less frequently, were more often successful in 
helping inmates find employment. 

Unemployment Insurance Premiums were collected by 
a relatively high proportion of former Employed Group inmates -
52.7% as compared with 10.3% (X 2 = 21.06, p<.U01). In the 
immediate period following release, 40% of the Employed Group 
collected the premiums. Half of this sub-group (N = 11) never 
did find employment. By contrast, only five of the comparison 
group (7%) initially collected Unemployment Insurance Premiums; 
only one of 'whom was never eventually employed. 

B. Family and Home Stability 

Upon release, 34% of the former inmates resumed 
residence with their parents. Eighteen percent resided initially 
with other relatives and 14% with their wives. The remaining 
34% for the most part lived alone, with friends or in halfway 
houses during ini+.ial periods. Seventy-three percent of the 
former inmates changed residences at some time during the eight 
months, averaging 2.7 different locations. As was noted earlier, 
46% of those who were interviewed, were returned to a correctional 
institution at some time during the release period. 

Improvements in relationships with family members 
were noticed by a greater proportion of former Employed Group 
inmates (X 2 = 7.21, p<.Ol). The data further indicate that although 
few (N = 15) former Non-employed inmates had families to support, 
the majority of the families were dependent on government 
assistance during their supporters' incarceration. Many of the 
former inmates agreed that relations with their families had 
suffered as a result of their not being able to provide support. 

C. Financial Stability 

It was anticipated that because of the wages earned 
in the programmer the Employed Group inmates would experience 
fewer financial problems upon release from the institution. The 
results indicate that this prediction was accurate. As reported 
during the interviews, the overall financial burden was sig
nificantly less for the fOL~er Employed Group inmates 
(X 2 = 15.97, p<.OOl). Only 5.5% of this group reported having 
financial problems upon release as compared with 20.8% of the 
former Non-employed inmates. In total, 82% of those who had 
been in the programme reported that they had either no financial 
problems or only minor, temporary problems during the entire 
release period. Indeed, significantly fewer former Employed 
inmates had to borrow money during the period (X~=6.34, p<.02). 

Earlier in this report, it was noted that the 
inmates who had worked at the abattoir were more likely to 
collect Unemployment Insurance Premiums~ especially in the 
period immediately following release (X = 21.06, p<.OOl). It 
is likely that many of the between-group differences in overall 
financial stability can be attributed to having Unemployment 
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Insurance Premiums as well as accumulated savings and higher 
wages. 

The value of having suitable wages was emphasized 
by former inmates from both groups. Almost all of the Employed 
Group (87%) cited the wages as a major reason for having applied 
for the programme. 

Seventy-eight percent of those who had families 
reported having forwarded some of their earnings home while 
they were involved in the programme. Former inmates from the 
Non-employed Group were also aware of the advantages of wages. 
Forty-six percent specifically indicated that they would have 
benefited from the programme because they would have had money 
for the immediate post-release period. 

D. Recidivism 

During the interview, 76% of the former inmates (N=93) 
reported that s~ being released, they had had some contact 
with the police. For the most part, these contacts were 
infrequent. Forty-two percent of the contacts reportedly 
resulted in convictions. Forty-one percent were either warned 
or questioned only. The remainder had their charges dropped 
(7%) or were awaiting court appearances (9%). There were no 
between-group differences. The major reasons why many of the 
former inmates were in trouble again included: "stupidity" 
29%, drugs and alcohol - 22% and associating with the wrong 
people - 11%. 

In the first 12 months immediately following release, 
the recidivism rates for the two groups that were recorded on 
MCS files did not differ. Furthermore, length of involvement in 
the Abattoir Programme was not related to recidivism. Recidivism 
of those who were in the programme for less than three months 
was not different from that of the other Employed Group inmates. 

The results gathered from 309 MCS files indicated 
that 40% (N = 124) of the total of both groups were released 
from the institution on parole. Thirty-five percent of the 
parolees were returned to jail for violation of parole, two-thirds 
of whom had other additional charges. Involvement in the 
Abattoir Programme did not enhance parole eligibility. This is 
contrary to what had been expected by many inmates. The programme 
also appears to have little relationship to success in obroerving 
parole stipulations. 

Recidivism was not affected by the programme. Indeed, 
recidivism data for the 12 month period were not overly 
favourable*. Forty-two percent (N = 130) were reconvicted for 
at least one charge during the 12 months. Taking into account 
those who were reincarcerated for technical paxQle violations 
but no other charges (N = 15), the total recidivism rate for 
the former inmates in this study was 46.5%. Thirty-nine percent 
(N = 120) had been reincarcerated. Expectations that recidivism 
rates for former Employed Group inmates might at least be deferred, 
were not supported. There were no reliable between-group 
differences in the length of time from release to first conviction. 

* It must be remembered that all of the inmates including those in the Employed 
Group, were recidivists prior to their involvement in the study (see Irvine, 
1978) . 
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A breakdown of the types of subsequent crimes 
cOlrumitted by the former inmates from both groups is presented 
in Table 2. Property offences were consistently the most 
frequently committed. The two groups were not reliably 
different (p>.05) but the former inmates from the Non-employed 
Group did tend to commit proportionately more property offences 
(i.e. thefts, break and enter) . 

Although there are no readily available explanations, 
it is interesting that the majority of Liquor and Traffic 
offences were committed by former inmates in the Employed Group. 

TABLE 2 RECIDIVISM - OFFENCE CATEGORIES 

Employed (N=l72) Non-Employed (N=137) 

N of IiI of N of N of 
T:i12e of Crime Persons ChaJ:;ses Persons Charses 

Property 34 83 34 83 

Traffic 21 31 11 16 

Public Order/Peace 16 23 16 23 

Liquor 14 21 5 5 

Personal Injury 8 10 6 11 

Drug 6 8 6 6 

Morals and Decency 2 3 0 0 

Public Order, Pe~sona1 Injury and Drug offences were committed 
equally by the former ir~ates in the two groups. Morals 
offences are generally infrequent (Irvine, 1978). Chance 
likely accounts for the fact that all of the Morals offences, 
in this survey, were committed by former inmates from the 
Employed group. In general, however, the criminal activity 
of all of the former inmates, in the 12 month post-release 
period, was similar to the criminal activity which had occurred 
in the past (Irvine, 1978). 

The types of sentences received by the recidivists 
in the two groups are presented in Table 3. Although there were 
no statistically reliable differences between the two g+oups, 
there were some interesting and consistent trends. with the 
exception of the most severe jail sentence (over 2 years), 
incarceration was consistently given to more former inmates from 
the Non-employed Group. By comparison, former Employed Group 
inmates seemed more likely to receive discretionary sentences. 

In total, over 70% of alternative fine or time 
sentences resulted in incarceration. Although the option was 
available to a proportionately greater number of former Employed 
Group inmates (35% as compared to 18%), the proportion who 
actually served time was approximately equal (73% as compared 
to 79%). 
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Of the 55 former Employed inmates interviewed, 
11 had continued as civilian employees at the abattoir 
following their release from the institution. Of these 11, 
only one (9%) was reconvicted during the 12 month follow-up 
period. 

TABLE 3 SENTENCES IMPOSED ON RECIDIVISTS 

Sentence Employed (N=69) Non-employed (N=60) 

Alternate Fine/Time 13% 5% 

Alternate Fine/Time 35% 18% 

Probation 20% 12% 

Suspended Sentence 6% 3% 

1-30 days 35% 38% 

31 days to 3 months 22% 27% 

over 3 months to 25% 28% 
1 year 

over 1 year to 12% 17% 
2 years 

over 2 years 9% 8% 

In the final analysis therefore, with the exception 
of this latter group, the Abattoir Programme had absolutely 
no impact on recidivism. The reader is referred to Section A: 
Em~lo~ment Success for results which indicate that within the 
recid~vis,ts and non-recidivist groups, the programme had a 
differential impact on qualitative post-release success. 

E. Programme Experiences Reviewed 

It is interesting to note the extent to which the 
favourable attitudes, that the inmates had during incarceration 
(Irvine, 1978) , were also evident some eight months later, after 
release. In retrospect, 58% recalled having received more 
respect from the correctional staff. More (76%) remembered 
having more responsibility while they were in the programme. 
Eighty-seven percent felt that serving a sentence had become 
less of a waste of time and 75% noted that the Erogramme also 
enabled them to make more realistic plans for the future. The 
majority therefore, continued to view the programme favourably. 

The majority (62%) also recalled some resentment on 
the part of the other inmates to their being paid for their 
work. No serious incidents were remembered however; only 
isolated corrments. Seventy-one percent reported that at the 
time that they applied for the programrr.e, they were aware of 

J 
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the special privileges involved. Only Qne-third, however, 
admitted t;hat the privileges were the main reason for their 
applying. As recalled by those who had been in the programme, 
the major expected benefits were: financial gains (87%), 
work experience (41%) and daily passes from the institution 
(16 %) • 

Only 11% felt that, in retrospect, their experiences 
in the programme had been worse than they had expected. By 
comparison, 49% found that their experiences had been better 
than expected. For the remainder (40%) the expectations had 
been met. The few who were-dissatisfied (11%) complained of 
poor training, less freedom than was expected and difficulties 
in working with civilians. 

In reviewing the programme benefits, all of the 
former Employed Group inmates reported that they had achieved 
something as a result of their ipvolvement in the programme. 
Individual differences wer.e evident but were largely related 
to original differences in expectations and to differences 
in the extent to which the inmates applied themselves to the 
programme. 

Suggestions and recommendations were volunteered 
by some of the former Employed inmates. The suggestions 
included: expanding the programme to enable more inmates to 
get involved; isolating programme inmates from the rest of 
the institution and improving the living facilities*; giving 
priority to thosewith families and helping the inmates find 
similar employment following release. 

The former inmates who had been in the Non-Employed 
Group, understandably had less to say about the Abattoir 
Programme. Almost all, however (84%), did recall that they 
were aware of the privileges that those in the programme 
enjoyed. A slight majority (58%) also felt that there had been 
some resentment to the privileges by those not in the programme. 
This is roughly equal to the prop0rtion of former Employed 
Group inmates (62%) who had sensed the same reaction. 

In view of their experiences following release from 
the ins'titution, 65% felt that they would have, benefited had 
they been involved in the programme. The reasons given 
included; having more money on release, job training, work 
experience, more freedom and a job reference. 

* This problem has been solved by the placing of the currently employed 
inmates in a Community Resource Centre. 



V DISCUSSION 

A. The Follow-up 

The long-term impact of the Abattoir Programme 
fulfilled many of the predictions that were made in the 
earlier phases of this research. Indeed, the results can 
be interpreted as being very encouraging and as having 
demonstrated that the programme has successfully achieved 
many of its goals. As was predicted by the Correctional 
Officers (Irvine, 1977), the progranwe did have a rehabili
tative impact, especially on post-release employment. 
Predictions, by the C. O. I s that walges would promote family 
and financial responsibility also proved to be correct. In 
contrast, however, the C.O. 's alsa predicted that the 
programme would increase the likelihood that the inmates 
would seek employment, immediately after release. In the 
end, this was not the case. There were no differences 
between the two groups in the proportions >vho were initially 
unemployed and who remained unemployed. 

Many inmate predictions of a favourable impact were 
also supported by the follow-up data. As was expected, those 
who had been in the programme experienced higher post-release 
employment success. They also experienced less of a financial 
burden as a result of having savings accumulated. As was also 
anticipated from earlier predictions, experiences in Ministry
operated industries were less helpful for subsequent employment. 

In the end, the follow-up interviews indicated that 
the programme had a long-term positive impact on those who 
had been involved. They were employed longer, had the longest 
uninterrupted employment and were being paid more for their 
work. Non-recidivists from the Employed Group were particularly 
successful in comparison with non-recidivists from the Non
employed group. For the majority with families to support, the 
wages that they received and forwarded were instrumental in 
improving relations with the families. In general, the total 
financial picture was better for the former Employed inmates. 
Fewer had to borrow money. Fewer had serious financial 
problems immediately upon release and the group in general, 
fared better, financially, throughout the entire follow-up 
period. 

Earlier in the research (Irvine, 1977) it was noted 
that the Correctional Officers viewed the programme as tending 
to select the "model inmates", a fact which, as they suggested, 
would hamper a successful evaluation of the programme. The 
C.O.'s felt that the inmates who were selected, might succeed 
regardless of the impact of the programme. The selectivity or 
"elitismlJ in the selection procedure was demonstrated in the 
second research report (Irvine, 1978) and the problems related 
to this are discussed. While it can be argued that the 
programme was intended for the better inmates, the results of 
the follow-up phase showed that the selectivity of the "model 
inmates" was also not as critical an issue as was anticipated. 

13 -
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In many respects, the two groups did not differ. There were 
absolutely no differences in recidivism. Also, the recidivists 
from the Employed Group and the Non-employed Group did not 
differ in the overall post-release success. Within the total 
who were non-recidivists, those who had been in the Abattoir 
Programme reported significant increases in post-release success. 
It is possible that this group essentially comprises the "Model 
inmates" portion of the study. In many other respects however, 
this group was not different from the others in the study. In 
addition, they all consistently attributed their success to the 
programme. Therefore, the impact of the programme on this 
group cannot be ignored and at least partial credit for their 
success must be given to the programme. 

Inmates from both groups appear to have been overly 
optimistic about the chances for post-release employment. 
Almost all (90%) were initially planning to seek work (Irvine, 
1978). In the end, however, 23% were unemployed throughout 
the entire follow-up period. In the interviews prior to release, 
49% claimed to have a firm job awaiting them. In reality 
however, only half of them were employed immediately following 
release. 

Twenty-one percent of the Employed Group inmates 
originally expected to find work in an abattoir (Irvine, 19'78). 
Of those who were interviewed, 20% were employed as civilians 
at the Guelph Abattoir. None, apparently, found employment at 
an abattoir that was not operated by the company involved in 
this programme. It is not likely that 20% of the total Employed 
Group found employment in the meat industry. The proportion 
of those who were interviewed is likely an over-estimate of the 
proportion who actually found abattoir work. This sub-sample 
(continued at abattoir) is probably close to the total, for the 
inmates who continued as abattoir employees were relatively 
easy to trace for the follow-up interview. 

The group who did continue as abattoir employees can 
be viewed as the most successful in this study. It is interesting 
that although the sample size was small (N = 11), the trends 
indicate that this group had the best post-release success on 
all dimensions. In fact, it is the only group with substantially 
less recidivism. It is not suggested here, that continued 
abattoir employment be made a goal of the programme. A trend 
is evident however. Those inmates who applied themselves to the 
programme most, also fared best in the follow-ut. period. 

Because of the wages that the inmates were receiving 
while in the programme, most were technically eligible for 
Unemployment Insurance Premiums (U.I.P.) upon release. The 
Non-employed Group inmates did not enjoy this benefit. 
Consequently there were vast differences between the groups in 
the extent to which U.I.P. was collected. It is likely that 
the low extent of financial difficulty, reported by the Employed 
Group, can partially be attributed to the greater availability 
and use of unemployment assistance. The trend also indicates 
that proportionately more former Employed Group inmates collected 
D.I.P. initially and never did find employment. 
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Reductions in property-related offences (i.e. theft, 
break and enter, fraud) did not occur as a result of increased 
financial stability. The stability also did not have a 
delaying effect on the length of time from release to first 
re-conviction. 

Reduced recidivism was not a primary goal of the 
Abattoir Programme. Employment issues were more critical. All 
of the inmates, including those in the programme, were already 
recidivists with extensive criminal histories. The high 
recidivism rates that occurred in the follow-up period were, 
therefore, not encouraging but were also not too unexpected. 
The relative frequency of the types of crimes that were 
committed was very similar to the frequency of crimes committed 
in the past. It would appear, therefore, that little had 
changed for the recidivists, whether or not they were involved 
in the Abattoir Programme. Neither post-release employment 
success nor the type of criminal involvement were affected. 

It is encouraging that the favourable attitudes toward 
the programme, that have been evident throughout the research, 
are still evident in the follow-up period. The majority from 
Employed Group consistently recalled that their experiences 
had been positive. Only a small proportion felt that their 
experiences had been worse than \']as expected. The former 
inmates from the Non-employed Group also viewed the programme 
favourably. Most remembered the privileges that went with the 
programme and many recalled resentment over their not having the 
same privileges. The majority however agreed that, in vie.w of 
their post-release experiences, they would have benefited from 
being involved in the programme. 

The Progran®e in Review 

Because this is the final report of the evaluation of 
the Abattoir Programme, an encapsulated review of all of the 
research findings is appropriate. In this section the negative 
features are listed separately from the positive findings. The 
results are not listed in any particular order of importance 
and no attempt has been made to apply weights to any of the 
features. The reader is left to decide on the balance of the 
two lists. 

~~ative 

• Poor communication about programme in initial 
phases. 

• Rigid selection procedure. 

• Only limited trade training. 

• Only limited demand for experienced abattoir 
workers in community - highly specialized field. 

• Change in companies disrupted programme. 
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• Long waiting list of applicants seen as a source 
of abuse - inmates more easily fired if there 
are suitable replacements. 

• Numerous, disruptive" shifts in dormitories. 

• Perceived differential treatment of civilians 
and inmates. 

• Scheduling difficulties created by temporary. 
absence. 

• Increased contraband. 

• Resentment from regular inmates. 

e Misuse of financial support by spouses. 

• Simultaneous collection of welfare and other 
assistance, by spouses, while receiving support 
from inmates. 

• Retention of "inmate identity" at abattoir as a 
result of prison clothing and too many inmates. 

• Very high turnover rate - less than half remain 
in programme until release. 

• No reductions in recidivism. 

• Eligibility for Unemployment Insurance Premiums 
upon release. 

positive 

• Stable and favourable attitude by C.O.'s, inmates 
involved in programme, and regular inmates. 

• C.O.'s job made easier. 

• Incarceration made easier. 

• Reduced friction between C.O. 's and inmates. 

• Perceived improvements in institutional conduct 
of all inmates. 

• Predictions by inmates, of a high level of post
release success. 

• Improvements in general attitude. 

• Increased self-responsibility. 

~ Increased family responsibility. 
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Increased financial responsibility. 

t10st married inmates provided continued family 
support with improved relations and beneficial 
results. 

Basically constructive use of savings accumulated 
from wages. 

Incarceration was seen to be less of a waste of 
time. 

Inmates who resigned or were fired, continued 
to have favourable at·ti tudes about the programme -
almost all were interested in returning to the 
programme. 

Everyone interviewed encouraged the Abattoir 
Programme and any future similar programmes. 

with the exception of changes in routine, there 
were virtually no institutional problems created. 

Beneficial impact on overall post-release 
employment - length of employment, wages. 

Beneficial impact on post-release family stability. 

Beneficial impact on post-release financial 
stability. 

Programme viewed favourably in retrospect 
(8 months) . 

In retrospect, Non-employed group feel they 
would have benefited. 



VI CONCLUSION 

In the final analysis, the assessment of the 
Abattoir Programme has to consider many different factors. 
The evaluation that is now completed was largely of a process 
nature and concentrated on the behavioural and attitudinal 
components. Financial and economic assessments would probabJ.y 
be useful but were not intended to be part of this analysis. 
In the balance of the relative merits of the programme, the 
reader alone must decide on the veracity of the Abattoir 
Programme as an acceptable alternative approach to correc
tional industries. Were the important goals achieved? 
Were a sufficient number beneficially affected? Are the 
indices of success acceptable? 

In the estimation of the author, the programme has 
been a success. This feeling is based on the immeasurable 
and accumulative effect of many positive interviews with many 
inmates during all phases of the study. In some instances 
the former inmates would express frustration over not being 
able to adequately convey the full extent of impact that the 
programme has had on them. 

Despite the disruptions, aggravations and in some 
respects, the less than "statistically significant" results, 
the programme is worthwhile and the development of others 
similar to it should be encouraged. In due time, and with 
continued data accumulation, variations of this type of 
industry should be found to be the answer for many of the men 
brought into the correctional system. 
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