
This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 

control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
. the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart C~ 

this frame may be used to evaluate the document ql'ality. 

I iI ! 

: ~ I i ij 

~: 1111/2.8 11111
2.5 ' ! 

1.0 ; 

Di& 11111~2 I 2 
D" . 
~ ~1~~.6 
D" 

1.1 
i:' ~!2 I .0 ~ I~ 
... u 
WLaa. 

: I -- 111111.8 I ; 
111111.25 11111

1
.
4 IIIII_~ .6 ' 

iI' • __ .MI.CR.GC.OP.Y .RES.O.LUT.IO.N .TE.ST.CH.A.RT ... _ .. fD ,~, NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANOARDS-J963-A 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101·11.504 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 

those of the author! s) alld do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
. LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



.' , 
~~' 

, 
\ 

ACKNOWLEVGEMENTS 

The au.t.hOf!- 06 :thM -5:tudlj would Like :to :thaf1l~ 
ait 06 ;thMe ..tncU.v..tdu~ who hetped ..tn :the ..tru:ti.a:t..{on, 
ptamung and -i.mpte.men:ta.:ti. on 06 :tw -5:tudlj. 

Speuat :thank-5 mu.o:t go :to MJt. R. E. Fox, Co­
OJtcU.na:tOlL 06 Vomn:teeJt PJtogJtam6, 60fT. 11M ..{n:teh.e-5:t{fl 
and ..tnWa:ti.on 06 :thM -5:tudlj and MJt. V. L'E-5peJtance, 
Voiun:teeJt Co-OJtcU.na:toJt 06 :the AduU PJtoba:t...[Ort VOWn­
:teeJt PJtogJtam, 60Jt w coopeJta:ti.on artd aJ.:,-5..{/.):tance ..til 
CUUtang..tng data coliec.:ti.on artd It-Ls genettai oveJtaLf bl-
:teJ1.e-5:t ..tn the pJtoje.c.:t. The au:thoJt ..(/.) ~o ..{nde.b:tc.d 
:to Salllj RogeJL6, SummeJt S:tuden:t, who (LJ.ded {H a11. 
phaJ.:, e-5 0 -6 data c.oliemo n, :the c.hec.!ung 6 (JJt quaUt~! 
06 data, c.ocU.ng noJt ke.ypunch...[,ng and p'r..Wm.{.HalLy ana--f­
y~..{/.) 06 :the data. 

Bo:t/! MJt. A. B..tJtkefLmayeJt, Re-5ealLch M6ocJ.ate, 
and PatMck G. Madden, ReJ.JeaJ1.c.h Vata AHalu~:t, pf1.C'v"'[ded 
(l~s-illtanc.e and con.6uLtat'{OH ..{n data PJtoceJ.J-~..tf1g. 

AppJteuat{.OH .{,6 aL60 expJte.-5M'd te' AiI!-5. Gf1.acC' 
Hancock :(0f1. :the aftJtaHgemen:t and :typblg (' tl the, 6 -tHai 
dJla6:t, and :to MJ.J. Cathy CalLey 60fT. :tIle :tIjP...[H9 d a t:WC­
Unu.nafty dJta:):t. 

i 

--'-' 



"r 

I 

, ... - ------~--~~ _______ ...If... __ 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
\\ 

P'c1:~ 
\ 

LIST OF TABLES............................... iii 

AB.S TRACT. . • • . . . . • • . • • . • • • • • • • • • • • . • . . . • . • . • • . i v 

BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE...... 1 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES....................... 5 

SUBJECTS •••••••••••••••••••••• f! •••• ~ ••••• 5 

PROCEDURE. • . . • . • • • . • • . • . . • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

Volun teers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

Probationers.......................... 6 

DESCRIPTION OF VOLUNTEERS................ 7 

COMPARISON OF THE VOLUNTEER-SUPERVISED 
AND PROBATION OFFICER-SUPERVISED 
PROBATIONERS. . . . . • • • . . • • . . . . • • . . • . • . . • . . • 8 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION....................... 11 

VOLUNTEER CHARACTERISTICS AND OUTCOME.... 11 

OUTCOMES AMONG PROBATIONERS SUPERVISED 
BY VOLUNTEERS COMPARED WITH THOSE 
SUPERVISED BY REGULAR STAFF.............. 13 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS...................... 16 

BIBLIOGRAPHY. • . . . . . . . . . • . • . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . 17 

APPENDICES. . . . . . • • . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . 26 

APPENDIX A... .. .. . .. . . . .. .... ... .. ...... . 26 

ii 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table 

I Comparison of Same-Sex and Opposite­
Sex Assignments in Volunteer-Supervised 
Group.................................... 19 

II Comparison of the Results of Volunteer­
Supervised Probationers and Probation 
Officer-Supervised Probationers .......... 20 

III Comparison of the Results of Volunteer­
and Probation Officer-Supervised Proba-
tioners by Age ................... 0 •••• _. • 21 

IV Comparison of Results of Volunteer- and 
Probation Officer-Supervised Probationers 
by Cr ime . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 

V Comparison of Success of Female and Male 
Probationers in V6lunteer- and Probation 
Officer-Supervised Groups ................ 23 

VI Comparison of Success of Female and Male 
Probationers in Volunteer- and Probation 
Officer-Supervised Groups by Age ••.•...•. 24 

VII Comparison of Success of Female and Male 
Probationers in Volunteer- and Probation 
Officer-Supervised Groups by Crime ....... 25 

iii 



A B S T RAe T 

In this study three groups of subjects were 
studied: 128 volunteers, 271 volunteer-supervised 
probationers, and 300 randomly selected probation offi­
cer-supervised cases. The purpose of the study was to 
determine traits of successful volunteers and proba­
tioners and to compare the success of probationers 
supervised by volunteers to that of those supervised 
by regular staff. Success was defined for volunteers 
as completed supervision of the probation term without 
further charges brought against the probationer and 
for probationers as completion of the probation term 
without further charges. 

Analyses of volunteer characteristics revealed 
that none of the following factors concerning the vol~ 
unteers had any significant relationship to the success 
of the person supervised: sex, age, birthplace, reli­
gion, occupation, marital status, duration of marriage 
and number of children (for married volunteers), anti­
cipated future changes, service or fraternal'group af­
filiation, family's attitude, reason for volunteering, 
months of service, and age difference between voluntflers 
and probationers. Unexpectedly, however, previous vol­
unteer experience was highly and negatively related to 
success, (i.e. the volunteers with the most prior ex­
perience were the least successful with probationers). 
Length of supervision time was also related to success; 
those who were supervised for less than six months were 
the least successful. Housewives were shown to be the 
occupa.tional group most successful as volunteers. 

The younger group of volunteer-supervised pro­
bationers were just as successful as the older probation 
officer-supervised group, despite the fact that older 
cases generally do better. Other probationer character­
istics which affected success were sex (females more 
successful than males) and prior probation history (any 
history negatively related to success). 
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BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The present study was undertaken as a response 
to the interest of·the Ministry of Correctional Services 
in assessing its Probation Volunteer Program. The pro­
gram has been expanding as a treatment approach offering 
alternatives to traditional supervisory models, while 
also helping to involve the community in the area of 

·corrections. This study proposed to examine the specif­
ic volunteer program in Adult Probation which has been 
in operation for about four years in Toronto, 1970-74*, 
basically to determine if particular volunteer or proba­
tioner characteristics were associated with successful 
completion of terms of probation. In examining success, 
results of volunteer-supervised cases were compared with 
the results of a group of randomly selected probation 
officer-supervised cases. This study was designed to 
deal only with closed cases and to utilize only data 
available on the program and cases after it had operated 
for approximately four years. 

Although evaluation studies of the type reported 
here are just beginning to be carried out where volun­
teer programs exist, this Ministry has sponsored other 
research on volunteers. One study (Juozapavicius and 
Wegessy, 1974), determined how probation officers felt 
about volunteers in the Metropolitan Juvenile Court. 
Probation officers were only moderately positive about 
volunteers and could not decide on the amount of respon­
sibility or the types of cases volunteers should have. 
They indicated that they felt personality variables were 
the most important consideration in the activities of 
volunteers. Other research (Andrews, Young, Wormith, 
Searle, and Kouri, 1973), has shown that short-term struc­
tured group counselling involving undergraduate community 
volunteers and young incarcerated offenders decreased the 
identification of these offenders with criminal others 
while tolerance for law violation remained the same. A 
group of control offenders showed increased identification 
with criminal others and increased tolerance for law vio­
lations. A further study (Andrews, Wormith, Kennedy, and 
Daigle, 1973), utilizing a different type of control-rec­
reational activity with community volunteers to compare 
with structured discussion, failed to produce positive 
increases in attitudes toward the law in the recreational 
group. Such positive changes in attitude were found only 
in the discussion group. 

* This program was actually first founded late in 1966 and run on 
an experimental basis until a charter was obtained in 1970. 
These pre-1970 assignments were not included in this stuCiy 
because a complete and accurate record of these cases was not 
ava.ilable. 
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Recently research interest has been expressed 
around the use of'volunteers to supervise probationers 
as an alternative to regular probation supervision. A 
national survey in the United States (Sch~i~r an~ Be~ry, 
1972) indicated that the percentage of crlmlnal Justlce 
agencies having volunteer programs is at least 60 - 70%. 
The number of volunteer programs being operated has in­
creased at least 100% in the past two or three years. 
It was also discovered, however, that a fairly substan­
tial percentage of volunteer programs which existed in 
the past no longer exist. 

Apparently initial enthusiasm is high, both on 
the part of the volunteers and the program organizers, 
but the growth rate within programs is not nearly as 
dramatic as the growth rate of new programs. The volun­
teer is initially viewed as a change agent who can alter 
the behaviour of the offender from a law-breaker into a 
law-abiding citizen. The fact that results have not 
been as conclusive or clear-cut as expected may be one 
reason for the apparent slowdown. 

An experimental field-study conducted in 
Illinois (Beless and Rest, Phase I, 1972 and Witkowski, 
Rest, and Busiel, Phase II, 1972), examined the feasi~ 
bility of using paraprofessionals to supervise proba­
tioners. Probationers selected for both groups, exper­
imental supervised by selected volunteers, and control 
supervised by regular probation officers, were general­
ly described as hard-core, conventional, and resistive 
types. No significant differences were found between 
the groups either in recidivism rates or in inferences 
about their social adjustment. Another study (Madsen, 
1970) showed that juveniles were referred significantly 
fewer times after assignment to volunteer probation of­
ficer aides than they were prior to their assignment to 
these aides. No control group was included in this 
study. 

Another study (Pitman, Strecker, and Yip, 1973) 
reI?orted that 70% eN = ~2~ of probationers' parents per­
cBlved volunteers posltlvely, but that these positive 
feelings were not related to I!changing" the I-Tobationers 
but rather as a positive response to attention. ' 

Volunteers have also been used in institutions. 
In one such program (California Youth Authority, 19741) 
wards and volunteers were matched on major interests in 
a one-to-one visitation program. Wards interviewed re­
ported that their involvement in the program made their 
institutional stay a happier one, i.e., decreased feel­
ings of isolation and alienation. Sufficient time has 
not elapsed yet for a o~e year follow-up to measure the 
success of the program ln terms of recidivism rates. 
The volunteers who were matched with the wards were typ­
ically white male Protestants under 35 years of age 
married, and with some college education. ' 

~~--- -

Various other studies have attempted to iso­
late characteristics if probationers and/or volunteers 
which are correlated with success, in most cases de­
fined as completion of the probation order or super­
vision of the probation order without further charges. 
The results of an exploratory study (Mehaffey, 1973) 
indicated that differences in age as well as differ­
ences in marital status may have a significant effect 
on the amount of satisfaction expressed by the volun­
teer probation counsellor and probationer about their 
relationship. Different marital status and/or ten or 
more years difference in age resulted in a more nega­
tive reaction to the interactive relationship. Over­
all, probationers reported a higher level of satisfac­
tion with the relationship than probation counsellors. 
Results indicated that the Fundamental Interpersonal 
Relationship Orientation-Behaviour Test (FIRO-B) might 
prove to be a useful tool in the matching process. 
However, expressed satisfaction was not related to the 
actual success of probationers in terms of behaviour 
or follow-up. 

Another study (Brewington, 1970) found no 
significant relationships between sex, age, race, oc­
cupation, education, or marital status and success of 
case aides, i.e., volunteersu The same variables plus 
crime for which probationer was put on probation and 
previous record were studied for probationers and again 
no significant relationship with success for any of 
thes e variab les was found. 

Other research (California Youth Authority, 
1974 2

) has indicated that the two variables which have 
the highest and most consistent relationship to recidi­
vism are age (the older the probationer the more likely 
he will succeed), and prior violational record (the 
more prior violations, the less likely to succeed). 

It is becoming increasingly clear that volun­
teers, while they might not perform better, do not 
appear to perform less effectively than trained profes­
sionals. Their prime advantage may be the amplifica­
tion of time - more time spent with probationers, and 
in so doing allowing probation officers more time to 
supervise probationers as well. 

It has been suggested that the turnover rate 
of volunteers is a critical index of the success of the 
program. This indicates, however, that more effort and 
expertise must be expended in the selection and utiliza­
tion of volunteers. 
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Comparing volunteer programs as to success 
remains a problem. Many different types of offenders 
have been served the volunteer programs have been 
operating for different lengths of time, ~nd the se­
lection of volunteers and the amount of tlme spent 
contributing volunteer services vary greatly. To 
some extent even the volunteer services differ, al­
though they'generally involve regular contact with 
offenders, notably counselling, tutoring, and sponsor­
ship/visitation. 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

SUBJECTS 

For this study, information was gathered on a 
total of 128 accredited volunteers who supervised pro­
batio'ners in the Metro Toronto Program. These were all 
Model I volunteers supervised by the Volunteer Co-Ordi­
nator who had helped to set up the program and who also 
made the volunteer-probationer assignments. Model II 
volunteers, supervised by various probation officers in 
different areas, were excluded since this model had 
only been operating for six months when the research be­
gan and thus presented very few closed cases. The only 
exceptions included in the sample were those Model I ' , 
volunteers who had complet~d at least one period of su­
pervision with a probationer before switching into the 
Model II program. 

In addition to the data collected on volunteers 
two further groups of subjects were studied: a group of 
probationers supervised by volunteers and a group super­
vised by regular probation officers. Probationers in' 
the volunteer-supervised group all had been assigned to 
volunteers over the four-year period, 1970-74, during 
which the specific volunteer program had beeL operating, 
and each had at least one closed probation order which 
had been served with volunteer supervision. A total of 
278 probationers met these conditions. 

Probationers in the comparison group were ran­
domly selected from all cases closed in 1973 ,coming from 
roughly the same geographic area from which the volun­
teer-supervised probationers were chosen. Three hundred 
subjects were selected in this way. 

PROCEDURE 

Volunteers 

More information was available on the volun­
teers than on the probationers, and thus a more detailed 
description of them was acquired, including data on sex, 
age, place of birth, religion, oc~upation, m~rital sta­
tus, number of children and duratlon of marrlage (for 
married volunteers), anticipated future change (whether 
vocational or family), membership in a service or fra­
ternal group affiliation, previous volunteer experience, 
acquaintance with any volunteers in Probation Services, 
family's attitude towards becoming a volunteer, reason 
for wishing to become a volunteer, total months of ser­
vice, consistency of service, whether the volunteer w~s 
still active the number of'days the volunteer supervlsed 
each probati~ner, and the result of each supervision. 
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Monthly superv1s1on reports by volunteers on 
probationers were available in files, but the informa­
tion recorded was not felt to be adequ~te. Therefore, 
these data were not included in the study. Volunteers 
didn't send in these monthly reports consistently, or 
they often sent several at one time, of which the most 
recent was filed and the others discarded. Information 
on these reports was subjective and variable, e.g., 
"Boyfriend sounds like a real dilly". The number and 
type of contact was frequently left blank or answered 
in uncodable form as "numerous phone calls". 

Probationers 

The files of the volunteer-supervised proba­
tioners, most of which were located at one probation 
office, were examined to obtain certain basic data, 
including sex, date and place of birth, number of years 
in Canada, the number and duration of probation orders 
on file, the charges on each probation order, who super­
vised each order - probation officer or volunteer, and 
how each probation order closed. A questionnaire was 
developed to extract data from the files for this pur­
pose. For files which had been transferred, various 
probation offices in Toronto were called and the re­
quired information was obtained over the telephone. 
Seven files were never located at all, and consequently 
these seven subjects were dropped from the sample leav­
ing the volunteer-supervised group with a total of 271 
subjects. 

The files of the probation officer-supervised 
cases were examined to obtain the same basic informa­
tio~. The~e fi~es were randomly selected from four pro­
bat10n off1ces 1n one area, proportionate to the number 
of closed files* at that office in the chosen year 
1973. Thus, about 20% of the files at each office'were 
studied and the needed information recorded. The volun­
t~er-supervised group and ~he probation officer-super­
v1sed group were then exam1ned to ascertain comparability 
of the two groups. 

The purpose of the investigation, besides pri­
marily determining traits of successful volunteers and 
probationers, was to compare the results of volunteer­
supervised probationers with those who were supervised . 
by probation officers. Success was, therefore defined 
for probationers as completion of the probatio~ term** 

* T~is number excludes files which had been transferred out, since these 
f~les could have been anywhere in Ontario or even out of the Province. 

** This definition implies that each probation term is evaluated as a 
success or failure, and therefore, each probationer may have more than 
one success and/or failure. However, the majority of probationers had 
only one probation order, 84.5% of volunteer-supervised probationers 
and 86.3% of the probation officer-supervised group. Calculations 
a~oss all probation orders involv~ 295 orders for the volunteer-super­
v~sed cases and 354 for the probat~on officer-supervised cases. 

- ---- -----~~--~---------........ --~ 

without fur~her charges. The volunteer was considered 
succes~ful 1f he completed supervision of the probation 
term W1t~OUt the probationer incurring further charges. 
A p:obat10~er who had to be returned to a regular pro­
bat10n off1cer from a volunteer was considered a failure 
for the volunteer program, unless the transfer was made 
for administrative reasons. 

DESCRIPTION OF VOLUNTEERS 

The majority of volunteers in the program were 
mal~ ~nd mar:ied, rather than single. The most likely 
rel1g10us fa1th was Protestant, the most likely age 
range was 25 - 39 years, most had been born in Canada 
and were currently in stable life situations. They ten­
ded to be employ~d in a managerial/professional capacity, 
to have had preV10US volunteer service in their back­
grounds, and to want to make a commitment to help. Gen­
erally they had family approval. 

The fact that the majority of volunteers was 
male is a deviation from the norm of general volunteer 
programs and bears mentioning. Following is a more de­
tailed description of the complete sample of volunteers. 

Of the 128 volunteers, 60% were male and 40% 
female. The mean age of the males was 37.6 years and of 
the females, 32.3 years, with a range from 18 to 72 years 
for the whole sample. Of the total sample the largest 
age groups were 25-29 (25.8%) and 30-39 (23.4%). The 
birthplace of the majority of volunteers was Canada, 
69.5%, followed by the United Kingdom, 11.7%. 

Of the sample 50.8% was Protestant, 20.3% Cath­
olic, and 10.9% Jewish. No affiliation was claimed by 
10.2%. The group as a whole had a fairly high occupa­
tional status with 42.2% in the managerial and profes­
sional classes and 22.7% in sales and clerical. The rest 
of the sample was comprised of skilled and unskilled la­
borers (5.4%), housewives (14.8%), and students (10.9%). 

Of the volunteers 23.4% were single, 66.4% mar­
ried, and 6.2% divorted or separated. About three-quar­
ters of the sample anticipated no major changes in the 
near future. This appears reasonable, since if major 
changes were occurring, it is doubtful that someone would 
find the time for this type of volunteer work. One-half 
of the volunteers had belonged to a service or fraternal 
group affiliation, 44.5% knew other volunt~ers in the pro­
gram, and 76.5% had had previous volunteer experience(s). 

The family's attitude tow~rds one of their mem­
bers becoming a volunteer was positive for 69.5% of the 
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volunteers, and neutral or mixed for 8.6% of the volun­
teers. Of the volunteers, 10.9% were living indepen­
dently and were not concerned with their family's atti­
tude. 

The volunteers gave various reasons to explain 
why they wished to do this type of volunteer work. 
These subjective answers were coded by a panel of two 
raters. The majority felt that this was either an indi­
vidual (22.7%) or a social responsibility (30.5%); 14.1% 
thought they should be able to help because of their 
background and/or personal experience, 11.7% were inter­
ested in it for career or study-related reasons, and 
12.5% expressed general interest. 

The average number of months a volunteer served 
was 26.12 months; 53.1% served more than two years, and 
28.1% more than three years. Intermittent service was 
provided only by 3.9% of the volunteers; most served 
continuously until they quit or moved away. 

While they served, many volunteers supervised 
two cases concurrently at least some time in their super­
vision of probationers. For most volunteers this was, 
however, for only a short period of time, such as a month. 

Volunteers who proved to be successful were as­
signed more difficult cases, the cases being judged by 
the Volunteer Co-Ordinator. 

. Of the volunteers~ 46.8% who started at any time 
durlng the program were stlll with the program. Every 
volunteer h~d had at least one assignment to a probation­
er at the tlme of research, 65.6% two, 41.4% three, and 
21.9% four. 

Descriptive data of the type available about the 
vo~unteers was not easily available on probation officers. 
ThlS was not pursued because of the nature of this study 
but would be a useful next step for study. ' 

COMPARISON OF THE VOLUNTEER-SUPERVISED AND 
PROBATION OFFICER-SUPERVISED PROBATIONERS 

Compara~ility of the characteristics of the two 
groups of ~robatl0ners must be ascertained if their suc­
c~ss rate lS.tO be compared, since the volunteer-super­
vlsed probatl0ners were not randomly selected. When the 
volunteer program b~gan, a~signments were made to volun­
teers by the probatl0n offlcer who implemented the pro­
gram. Th~ref?re, most assi¥nments were made on a common­
sense basls (l.e., geographlcal proximity ethnic paral­
lel~) and through ~egotiations with refer;ing probation 
off~cers .. The typlcal case was middle risk, whereas pro­
batl0n.offlcers tended to get a wider range of types of 
probatloners. I 

To ascertain comparability of the two groups, 
several factors were considered. The distribution of 
the sexes in both groups was compared. More females 
were found in the volunteer-supervised group, 28.0% of 
the sample as compared to 19.7% for the probation offi­
cer-supervised group. This difference was statistical­
ly significant (X 2 = 5.335, df = 1, p < .05). The mean 
age was 21.6 years for volunteer-supervised subjects 
and 26.6 years for probation officer-supervised sub­
jects and 26.6 years for probation officer-supervised 
subjects, a statistically significant difference (t = 
5.5701, df = 00, P < .001). The proportion of proba­
tioners in the 16-21 year category was 73.1% for the 
group supervised by volunteers and 50.0% for the proba­
tion officer-supervised group. Both differences were 
probably related to the nonrandom selection of volun­
teer-supervised probationers. 

Most of the subjects in both groups were born 
in Canada - 69.1% of the volunteer-supervised group and 
64.4%* of the probation officer-supervised group. The 
next largest group in both cases consisted of those 
born in Europe - 20.9% of the volunteer-supervised group 
and 18.1% of the comparison group. The main difference 
was a greater proportion of immigrants from the West 
Indies in the probation officer-supervised group (7.4%), 
as compared to 3.6% in the volunteer-supervised group. 
Of those not born in Canada, the average number of years 
in Canada was very similar, 8.9 years for the volunteer­
supervised group and 9.6 years for the probation office~ 
supervised group. 

The total number of probation orders per proba~ 
tioner was also alike with the majority in both groups 
having only one closed order, 84.5% and 86.3% in the 
volunteer-and probation officer-supervised groups respec­
tively. About the same proportion of each group also 
had two closed probation orders, 11.8% of the volunteer­
supervised cases and 10.7% of the probation officer­
supervised cases. 

There were, however, two differences in regard 
to probation terms. The volunteer-supervised group had 
fewer terms of six months or less than the comparison 
group across all probation orders, 11.2% compared to 
22.9%, but more terms of seven to twelve months, 47.1% 
compared to 39.0%. This difference again reflected the 
selection process of probationers to be supervised by 
volunteers, as very few with terms of six months or less 
were selected for the volunteer program since it was 
felt the time was too short for an adequate relationship 
with a volunteer to develop. 

* This computation is based only on those who answered the question, 
N = 220 for volunteer-supervised group and N = 216 for probation 
officer-supervised group. 
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Comparing the two groups of probationers on 
types of charges, more property offenders were admit­
ted into the volunteer program, 72.4% compared to 61.9% 
in the probation officer-supervised group across all 
probation orders, and fewer probationers charged with 
offences against public morals and decency, 4.6% com­
pared to 10.2% in the probation officer-supervised 
group. 

Thus, the volunteer-and probation officer­
supervised groups did differ in several respects: the 
volunteer-supervised group was younger; contained more 
women and fewer West Indian immigrants; had longer 
periods to be supervised; and represented more proper­
ty offences. It was felt, nevertheless, that the com­
parison of the groups was appropriate if these factors 
could be taken into account in explaining differences 
in outcome. The only difference felt to be important 
was that of age, since volunteer-supervised subjects 
were on the average, five years younger than probation 
officer-supervised subjects. This would be expected to 
produce a negative bias in evaluating the success of 
volunteers since younger probationers have been shown 
as less successful in past research. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

VOLUNTEER CHARACTERISTICS AND OUTCOME 

Analysis of volunteer characteristics revealed 
that none of the following characteristics of volunteers 
had any significant relationship to the success of the 
person ~upervis~d: sex, age, birthplace, religion, 
occupatl~n, ~arltal status, duration of marriage and 
number of chlldren (~or married volunteers), anticipated 
fut~re,chang~s, serVlce or fraternal group affiliation, 
famlly s attltude, reason for volunteering months of 
service, and age difference between volunt~ers and pro­
bationers. 

. A chi-square test of all occupational catego-
rle~ revealed no significant relationship between occu­
patlon and successful supervision of probationers; but 
~hen one category was compared to all other categories, 
~t became clear that housewives as a group were signif­
lcantly more successful than most other categories. * The 
percentages of success among occupational groups ranged 
from 75.0% for skilled and unskilled labourers to 93.5% 
for housewives. Housewives, however, also supervised 
the smallest average number of probationers per volun­
teer. The calculated averages ranged from a high of 
3.55 cases per volunteer among the managerial/owner cat­
egory to a low of 1.55 cases in the housewife category. 

Previous volunteer experience of any kind did 
have an unexpected and somewhat negative effect on suc­
ces. Those who had had either one or two previous volun­
teer experiences were significantly more successful than 
those with three or more experiences.** However those 
with one or two previous experiences were not signifi­
cantly differe~t from those with no previous experience. 
There was a sllght trend for those with no previous ex­
perience to be more successful than those with three or 
more experiences. 

Analysis also revealed that the average number 
of cases supervised by experienced and inexperienced 
volunteers was very similar - 2.28 cases for volunteers 
with no experience; 2.20 for those with one experience; 
2.89 cases for volunteers with two previous experiences, 
and 2.25 cases for those with three or more previous ex­
periences. It may be that volunteers who have had too 
much volunteer experience lose interest or become "burnt 
out" and are no longer very effective in providing their 

** 

* The values for each statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 1, in the order of the footnotes. 

The values for this statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 2, in the order of the footnotes. 
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services. This unexpected finding raises questions 
about staff as well. Do staff become burnt out and in­
effectual? If volunteers do burn out, this implies a 
limitation and challenge for volunteer programs. New 
volunteers would constantly have to be recruited or 
redirected to maintain the high success rates. Length 
of time spent in each experience, if it had been known, 
may have shed further light on this finding. 

The number of probationers supervised by indi­
vidual volunteers was also related to success. There 
was a slight trend for success to decrease* with an in­
creasing number of cases. This lends additional sup­
port to th'e "burning out" notion, but should be further 
investigated because the finding might be confounded 
with the fact that successful volunteers may receive 
more difficult cases. 

Length of time a volunteer supervised the pro­
bationer was also significantly related to success. 
Probationers who were with volunteers for less than six 
months were significantly less successful** than any 
other group of probationers-wlth their volunteers from 
six months to more than one and a half years. There 
were no significant differences between any of the other 
groups. 

As expected, volunteer-supervised probationers 
who had had prior probation orders without volunteer 
supervision were significantly less successful*** than 
probationers with no p~evious probation history, regard­
less of whether the prlor orders had been completed suc­
cessfully.o~ unsu~cessfully. Apparently even a new type 
of supervlslon, (l.e. by a volunteer rather than regular 
staff), did not affect the higher failure rate of pro­
bationers with a prior probation history. 

Seventeen probationers were assigned to more 
than one volunteer over the course of their probation 
orders. Regardless of the reason why the re-assignment 
took place, there was no significant difference in terms 
of ~uccess among this group compared to probationers 
a~slgned to only on~ ~olunteer for their entire proba­
t~on orders. Surprlslngly, ~he two re-assigned proba­
tloners who were rated as fallures fell into the failure 
group because of the probationers' deaths. Within the 
total volunteer-supervised group, there were four deaths 
three of these unnatural. Of the unnatural deaths two' 
of the probationers were drug offenders. Since t~e 

* Tile values for tilis statistical test (viII be found in Appendix A 
Item 3, in tile order of tile footnotes. I 

** Tile values for eacil statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 4, in tile order of tile footnotes. 

*** Tile values for tilis statistical test w;ll be foun~ ... l.L in Appendix A, 
Item 5, in the order of tile footnotes. 

I 
1 

numbers are so small, it is difficult to speculate why 
there should have been three unnatural deaths in the 
volunteer-supervised group but none in the probation 
officer-supervised group. 

The data suggest that there might be some basis 
for same-sex v?lunteer-probationer assignments, since 
there was a Sllght trend for opposite-sex assignments 
to be less successful. The data can be found in Table I. 
The nu~ber of opposite-sex assignments was small (N = 30) 
and thlS trend should be considered with caution. Secon­
dary analysis revealed that the male volunteer-female 
probationer pairing~was more successful than the female 
vo~u~teer:male probationer pairing. Again the number of 
palrlngs lS too few to yield definite conclusions. 

OUTCOMES AMONG PROBATIONERS SUPERVISED BY VOLUNTEERS 
COMPARED WITH THOSE SUPERVISED BY REGULAR STAFF 

Comparing the two groups of probationers, no 
significant difference was found between volunteer­
~upervised cases and probation officer-supervised cases 
ln terms of success as previously defined, (i.e. com­
pletion of the probation term without further charges). 
The percentages of success were 78.5% for the volunteer­
supervised group and 74.5% for the probation officer­
supervised group. There was no overlap between the two 
groups of probationers; thus those returned to a regu­
lar officer from the volunteer program were not included 
in the probation officer-supervised group. The data can 
be found in Table II. The 18 probationers returned to 
a regular officer from the volunteer program for reasons 
such as probationer's request, volunteer withdrew, etc., 
were not followed up since it was felt that they were 
unsuccessful in terms of the volunteer program. How­
ever, it might prove interesting if cases of this nature 
were followed up. 

Considering only those orders ending unsuccess­
fully because of further charges, the volunteer-super­
vised probationers show significantly better results* 
(85.0% success) than those who received probation offi­
cer-supervision (74.5%). Probationers returned to a 
regular office represent failure in terms of the success 
of the volunteer program in supervising them, but cannot 
be considered failures in terms of the completion of 
their probation orders, since this is not known. 

An important consideration in comparing these 
two groups is the relative effects of various personal 

* Tile values for tilis statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 6, in tile order of tile footnotes. 
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and demographic data. Do certain kinds of probationers 
do better with volunteers, others wi th probation offi­
cers? A comparison of the success of volunteer-super­
vised and probation officer-supervised cases classified 
by age categories across all probation orders revealed 
no differences. The data can be found in Table III. 
Regardless of type of supervision, the older the group 
of probationers, the more successful they were. In 
each age category, however, volunteer-supervised proba­
tioners had a higher percentage of success than proba­
tion officer-supervised cases. Since the volunteer­
supervised probationers were younger as a total group 
than those supervised by probation officers, volunteers 
would have been expected to be less successful in gen­
eral, since previous research has shown younger offen­
ders to be less successful. The volunteers, however, 
we~e more successful than probation officers in all age 
categories. The only significant difference founer-both 
in within- and between-group comparisons was that ~thin 
the probatioh officer-supervised group, probationers 31 
years of age and over were significantly more success­
ful* than probationers who were 16-21 years of age. 

. If ~he volunteer- and probation officer-super-
vlsed probat10ners are classified into crime categories 
no significant differences emerge. These data can be ' 
found in Table IV. However, considering the proportions 
of successes and failures within each category, the data 
show that withi~ the.probation officer-supervised group, 
~hose charged w1th llquor and drug offences were signif-
1cantly more successful than either those charged with 
property offences** or other offences*** including crimes 
against person, public morals and decency, public order 
and peace, and traffic. This is surprising since liquor 
and drug offenders might be expected to have had a high 
recidivism rate. 

It is interesting to note that in both the pro­
bation.office~ and volunteer-supervised groups, female 
probat10ners were more successful than male probationers 
in completing their probation terms, significantly so in 
the volunteer-supervised group**** and just short of 

* The values for this statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 7, in the order of the footnotes. 

** The values for this statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 8, in the order of the footnotes. 

*** '1.'he values for this statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 9, in the order of tile footnotes. 

**** The values for this statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 10, in the order of tile footnotes. 

significance in the probation officer-supervised 
grou~.* The.female probationers in both groups were 
stud1ed to d1scover some basis for the finding. The 
average ag~s of both the volunteer- and probation offi­
cer-superv1sed female groups did not differ from the 
average ages calculated for the groups as wholes The 
female probationers in both groups, however, had'higher 
overall success rates than male probationers, 87.00% 
(for females) co~pared to 75.68% (for males) in the 
volunteer-superv1sed group and 83.33% (for females) 
compar~d to 72.34% (for males) in the probation officer­
superv1sed group. Fewer probation orders for female 
probationers ended with further charges. These data 
are presented in Table V. 

Comparison of the two sexes by age category 
~ielded higher success rates for females in both groups 
1n all age c~te¥ories, particularly in the 16-21 year 
category. W1th1n the probation officer-supervised 
group, female probationers in the 31 year or more cate­
¥ory were much more successful than male probationers 
1n that category. These data are presented in Table VI. 

Comparison of the two sexes by crime category 
further explains t.hi.s interesting finding. Regardless 
of type of superv1s10n, only female probationers 
charged with property offences were more successful 
than male probationers. Male probationers were more 
successful than female probationers in both of the 
o~her crime categories, liquor and drugs, and other. 
Slnce property offences involved the bulk of the two 
sampl~s, the fact that the females with property offen­
ces d1d better than males explains their overall better 
performance. These data are presented in Table VII. 

Of the six volunteer-supervised female proba­
tioners who had prior probation history, only four were 
successful, again indicating a negative relation to 
success when compared to female probationers with no 
prior probation history. 

* The values for this statistical test will be found in Appendix A, 
Item 11, in the order of the footnotes. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

To summarize, this volunteer program cannot be 
evaluated as anything less than successful. These data 
not only show that it compares quite favourably to regu­
lar staff programs, but also suggest some ways in which 
the benefits can be maximized. The need for further 
research is also clear. 

Several volunteer characteristics were shown 
to be related to the success of the volunteer. Unex­
pectedly, previous volunteer experience was highly and 
negatively related, revealing the phenomenon of "too 
much volunteer experience". Length of supervision time 
was also related to success; volunteers who supervised 
probationers for more than six months were more success­
ful than volunteers with probationers for less than six 
months. Analysis also revealed housewives to be the 
most successful occupational group; this is of parti­
cular importance since complaints have been voiced about 
the preponderance of this group of females in certain 
volunteer programs. 

The younger group of volunteer-supervised pro­
bationers were just as successful as the older proba­
tion officer-supervised group despite the fact that 
older cases generally do better. Other probationer 
characteristics which affected success were sex (females 
more successful than males) and prior probation history 
(any history negatively related to success). 

This study offers new insights into future plan­
ning for volunteer programs. The results indicate that 
volunteer programs might be expanded to admit a wider 
variety of volunteers without necessarily lowering suc­
cess rates. 

Although this was a post hoc investigation and 
has certain limitations, it has laid the ground-work for 
further investigation: Do staff experience the "burning 
out" phenomenon? What probation officer characteristics 
are related to the success of probationers? More volun­
teer programs must be evaluated and more variables exam­
ined. The same detail is also necessary on probation 
officers, if the two groups are to be definitively com­
pared in terms of relative success. These data, never­
theless, offer strong support for the efforts to use 
volunteers in a probation role and highlight the neces­
sity to have a steady recruitment and placement process. 

16. 
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Table I 

COMPARISON OF SAME-SEX AND OPPOSITE-SEX ASSIGNMENTS IN 
VOLUNTEER-SUPERVISED GROUP 

Same- Opposite -
Sex Sex 

# % # % 

Successful 211 79.62 21 70.00 
TYPE 

OF Unsuccess-
54 20.38 9 30.00 ful 

ASSIGNMENT 
TOTALS 265 100.00 30 100.00 

1.485 df = 1 p < .30 
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Table II 

COMPARISON OF THE RESULTS OF VOLUNTEER-SUPERVISED PROBATIONERS 
AND PROBATION OFFICER-SUPERVISED PROBATIONERS 

Probation 
Volunteer- Officer-
Supervised Supervised 

Probationers Probationers 
# % # % 

-. 

At term without 
176 59.66 186 sentence 52.54 

Successful Early without 
sentence 56 18.89 78 22.03 

HOW 

PROBATION Charges 41 13.89 90 25.42 

Unsuccess- Returned to 
18 6.10 ful' office - -regular 

ORDERS 

CLOSED 
Death of 

4 1.35 - -Probationer 

TOTALS * 295 100.00 354 100.00 

Comparison of overall success of two groups of probationers: 

df = 1 p < .30 

* These totals represent the total number of probation orders 
supervised, not the number of probationers 
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PROBATION 

ORDER 

Table IV 

ca'~ARISON OF RESULTS OF VOLUNTE~ F~D PROBATION OFFICER-SUPERVISED 
PROBATIONERS BY CRIME 

Volunteer-Supervised Probation Officer-Supervised 

Property Liquor Other * Property Liquor 
& Drugs 

J1 
& Drugs 

J1 % # % J1 % % # % t:" rr 1'" 

Successful 173 78.63 24 85.71 35 74.46 164 73.21 34 91.89 

Unsuccess-
ful 47 21.37 4 14.29 12 25.54 60 26.79 3 8.11 

TOTALS 220 100.00 28 100.00 47 100.00 224 100.00 37 100.00 
~--

Comparison of the two groups in the Property Category: 

X2 = 1.783 df = 1 P < .20 

Comparison of the two groups in the Liquor and Drugs Category: 

X2 = 0.632 df = 1 p < .50 

Compari.son of the two groups in the Other Category: 

X2 = 0.190 df = 1 P < .70 

* Other includes offences against Person, Public Morals and Decency, 
Public Order and Peace, and Traffic. 
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AGE 
GROUP 

-
16 

-
21 

22 

-
30 

31 

or 

more 

Table VI 

COMPARISON OF SUCCESS OF FEMALE AND MALE PROBATIONERS IN 
VOLUNTEER- AND PROBATION OFFICER-SUPERVISED GROUPS BY AGE 

Probation 
RESULT OF Volunteer-Supervised Officer Supervised 
PROBATION 
ORDER Female Male Female Male 

# % # % # % # % -
Successful 42 87.50 126 73.25 28 77.77 105 67.74 

Unsuccessful 6 12.50 46 26.74 8 22.22 50 32.25 

TOTAL 48 100.00 172 100.00 36 100.00 155 100.00 

Successful 15 83.33 22 81.48 20 83.33 40 74.07 

Unsuccessful 3 16.66 5 18.51 4 16.66 14 25.92 

TOTAL 18 100.00 27 100.00 24 100.00 54 100.00 

Successful 10 90.90 17 89.47 12 100.00 57 80.28 

Unsuccessful 1 9.09 2 10.52 - - 14 19.71 

TOTAl, 11 100.00 19 100.00 12 100.00 71 100.00 

Comparison of the two sexes in 16 - 21 category: 

(a) Volunteer-Supervised: X2 = 4.218, of = 1, P < .05 
(b) Probation Officer-Supervised: X2 = 1.3915, of = 1, P < .30 

Comparison of the two sexes in 22 - 30 category: 

(a) Volunteer-Supervised: X2 = 0.0253, of = 1, P < .90 
(b) Probation Officer-Supervised: X2 = 0.8024, of = 1, P < .50 

Comparison of the sexes in 31 or more category: 

(a) Volunteer-Supervised: X2 ~ 0.0159, of = 1 P < .95 
(b) Probation Officer-Supervised: Xl = 2.8462, df = 1, P < .10 

Table VII 

COMPARISON OF SUCCESS OF FEMALE AND MALE PROBATIONERS IN VOLUNTEER­
AND PROBATION OFFICER-SUPERVISED GROUPS BY CRIME 

Probation 
RESULT OF Volunteer-Supervised Officer-Supervised 
PROBATION Female Male Female Male CRIME ORDER # % # % # % # % 

Successful 48 92.30 125 74.40 40 88.88 124 69.27 

PROPERTY 
Unsuccessful 4 7.69 43 25.59 5 J,1.11 55 30.72 

TOTAL 52 100.00 168 100.00 45 100.00 179 100.00 
. 

Successful 10 83.33 14 87.50 6 85.71 28 93.33 LIQUOR 

AND Unsuccessful 2 16.66 2 12.50 1 14.28 2 6.66 
'DRUGS 

TOTAL 12 100.00 16 100.00 7 100.00 30 100.00 

Successful 9 69.23 26 76.47 14 70.00 53 71.23 

OTHER 
Unsuccessful 4 30.76 8 23.52 6 30.00 21 28.76 

TOTAL 13 100.00 34 100.00 20 100.00 73 100.00 

Comparison of the sexes in Property Category: 

(a) Volunteer-Supervised: X2 = 7.5759, df = 1, P < .01 
(b) Probation Officer-supervised: X2 = 7.0550, of = 1, P < .01 

Comparison of the sexes in Liquor and Drugs Category: 

(a) Volunteer-Supervised: X2 = 0.0972, of = 1, p < .80 
(b) Probation Officer-Supervised: X2 = 0.4422, of = 1, P < .70 

Comparison of the sexes in Other Category: 

(a) Volunteer-supervised: X2 = 0.2592, d:f = 1, p < .70 
(b) Probation Officer-Supervised X2 = 0.0202, of = 1, p < .90 

25. 
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APPENDIX A 

Statistical Tests 

1. (a) Housewife and Managerial/Owner: 
X2 = 4.573, df = 1, p < .05 

(b) Housewife and Professional: 
X2 = 3.920, df = 1, p < .05 

(c) Housewife and Sales and Clerical: 
X2 = 3.865, df = 1, p < .05 

The only two categories Housewife was not differ­
ent from were Skilled and Unskilled Labourers and 
Students, which contained very few subjects. 

2. X2 = 5.287, df = 1, p < .05 

3. X2 = 7.869, df = 4, p < .10 

4. (a) Time less than six months compared to time 

(b) 

(c) 

from six months to less than a year: 
X2 = 22.446, df = 1, p < .001 

Time less than six months compared to time 
from one year to less than one and a half 
years: 

X2 = 8.883, df = 1, p < .01 

Time less than six months compared to time 
one and a half years or more: 

X2 = 8.100, df = 1, p < .01 

5. X2 = 16.454, df - 1, p < .001 

6. X2 - 10.097, df = 1, p < .01 

7. X2 = 5.442, df = 1, p < .02 

26. 
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8. X2 = 6.049, df = 1, p < .02 

9. X :t. = 6.528, df II: 1, p < .02 

10. X2 = 4.345, df = 1, p < .05 

11. X2 = 3.655, df = 1, p < .10 

(X 2 = 3.84 needed for df = 1 for p < .05) 
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